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Charge: This Council shall: (a) advance the research mission of the University; (b) advise the 
administration on policy issues and major changes regarding research trust fund expenditures and review 
annually the RTF prior fiscal year; (c) review and make recommendations regarding the awarding of 
research and scholarly-oriented grants and awards such as Faculty Research Grants, Healey Endowment 
Grants, Faculty Fellowships, and Faculty Research Grants for Conference Travel: and (d) review 
applications for research grant programs which limit the number of applications and institution may submit 
such as the David and Lucile Packard Fellowship and the National Science Foundation Major Research 
Instrumentation Program. 
 

The Research Council met monthly during the academic year, and its minutes are posted on the 
Council web site.  The Council activities are primarily carried out through the Grant and Fellowship Review 
Panels as well as the Research Policy Committee.  
 

MEASURES OF RESEARCH ACTIVITY 
 

Three Year Rolling Averages for 2004-2005 Academic Year 
 

The Research Council identified three measures of policy effectiveness in advancing the research 
mission of the University: Research Expenditures, Number of Tenure System Principal Investigators, and 
Research Assistant Headcount.  Three year running averages for these measures, ending in academic year 
2004-2005, are as follows: 
 

• Research Expenditures (OGCA) $97.4 million (up 5.6%) 
• Tenure System Principal Investigators (OIR) 320 (up 10.3%) 
• Research Assistant Headcount (Graduate School) 1769 (up 0.1%) 

 
The Research Expenditures continued a modest growth consistent with Administration projections.  This 
growth appears to be distributed over a larger number of Tenure System PIs, an encouraging sign of research 
activity that includes more faculty.  These increases are not mirrored by a growth in RAs however.  
Continued stagnation or decrease of the RA headcount in the face of PI and Research Expenditure 
growth would suggest that the Campus Research Community has found ways (such as Research 
Faculty or PostDoctoral Students) to advance its mission with fewer Graduate Students.  While this 
research model might have advantages of efficiency and economy in the face of spiraling Health and 
Curriculum Fees, it does not bode well for Doctoral student numbers or the graduate curriculum.  
PostDoctoral Students and Research Faculty do not normally attend classes. 
 

The Council will continue to assess the impact Graduate Student Health and Curriculum Fees on the 
RA Headcount.  
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Awards as a Leading Indicator of Expenditures 

 
  Figure 1 displays three year rolling averages of annual research awards and research expenditures for 
the last 13 years, based on an analysis of OGCA and Budget Office data from FY91 through FY05.  The 
rolling average smooths out the impact of large, multi-year  awards  on the Campus  research  statistics.   The 

 Figure 1 - Three Year Average Awards and Expenditures
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data suggest that awards and expenditures were comparable during the low growth period of the 1990s.  The 
awards lead expenditures during the modest growth period currently generated by the Campus Research 
Community however.  The three year running average award total passed the $100 million mark in FY04—
the Council expects that 3 year average annual research expenditures will exceed $100 million for 
FY06. 
 
 The Research Council tracks monthly award data provided by OGCA as part of its charge to advance 
the Campus research mission.  These data are current and accessible through the “Reports” link of the 
OGCA website.  Figure 2 suggests that the monthly award data varies widely however, and must be 
used with caution.  Monthly award fractions for the last three fiscal years are plotted, and compared with 
the average line of 0.083 (1/12).  The ratios vary from 0.04 to 0.17—the worst month saw half of the average 
award ratio, while the best month doubled the average award ratio.  Large awards (single or multiyear) create 
variability in this “real time” indicator of research activity.  A cursory examination of the Figure reveals little 
structure to the variability, apart from the likelihood that July awards (the first month of the fiscal year) tend 
to be the lowest of the year.  Figure 3 shows the fluctuation of the accumulating monthly awards through the  
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fiscal year.  This metric cancels the highs and lows of individual months as the year progresses, and is a 
better “real time” measure of current research trends in a given year. 
 

Figure 2 - Monthly Award Ratio FY03-Present
Month of Fiscal Year
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The Research Council will continue to monitor monthly and cumulative monthly awards as “real 

time” measures of Campus research productivity. 
    

GRANT AND FELLOWSHIP REVIEW PANELS 
 
Faculty Research and Healey Endowment Grants   
 

The internal grants programs of the University are one of the key activities of the Council.  The 
Faculty Research and Healey Endowment Grants were awarded for the 2004-2005 Academic Year.  
Modeling itself after peer-review groups of the Federal Government, the Council provided critical 
commentary and constructive feedback on 88 Faculty Research and Healey Grant proposals for a total of 
$1.6 million.  The Council awarded 29 Faculty Research and Healey Grants for $473,696, as summarized in 
Table 1.  The Council notes with approval the reinstitution of the Faculty Research Grant program, 
after a one- year absence. 

 
The Vice Provost for Research reestablished the FRG competition in AY04-05 with a 50% local 

matching requirement.  The Table suggests that the Grants are distributed across seven Colleges, and all 
seven Colleges provided the required matching funds.  The Council applauds this cross-Campus response to 
this decentralized, shared risk, research initiative.  The breadth of the response is particularly impressive 
given the scarcity of risk capital in some of our Colleges.  We hope that the recipients will be successful in 
bringing scholarship and externally funded proposals and awards to those Deans interested and able  
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to match the Whitmore investment into increased research activity of their Colleges.  In the latter 
regard, the Provost supported the matching initiative, predicated on tracking of FRG deliverables such as 

Figure 3 - Cumulative Award Ratio FY03, FY04, and FY05
Month of Fiscal Year
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externally funded proposals and scholarship facilitated by the awards.  The ORA has tracked these 
deliverables in the past, and will continue to do so with one extra measure: OGCA proposals stimulated by 
the FRG will be tracked to completion, so that follow on extramural awards may be identified, along 
with the existing measures of program productivity. 
  
Samuel F. Conti Faculty Fellowships  

 
Faculty Fellowship awards are made in recognition of distinguished research and scholarly 

achievements.  Each year a committee of the Council receives recommendations from the Schools and 
Colleges and identifies the fellows for the next academic year.  The awardees for the 2005-2006 academic 
year are: 
 

• Professor James Boyce, Economics 
• Professor Michael Maroney, Chemistry 
• Professor Maria Tymoczko, Comparative Literature 

          
The Council acknowledges and appreciates the curricular and financial support provided by the 
Deans for our Conti honorees. 
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RESEARCH POLICY COMMITTEE 
 

The Research Council Committee on Policy met monthly throughout the academic year. 
 
 

TABLE 1 – FACULTY RESEARCH/HEALEY ENDOWMENT GRANTS AY04/05 
 

 

FACULTY 
RESEARCH/HEALEY 
ENDOWMENT 
GRANTS         

       

 Requested   
FRG/HEG 
Awarded   

Matching 
Awarded   

SUMMARY # Amount # Amount # Amount 
Education 3 $35,936 0 $0 0 $0
Engineering 8 $209,508 1 $12,642 1 $12,642
Natural Resources & the 
Environment 26 $620,576 7 $89,083 7 $89,083
Humanities & Fine Arts 14 $117,072 7 $14,691 7 $14,691
Management 3 $52,470 1 $7,500 1 $7,500
Natural Science & Mathematics 11 $177,574 5 $41,609 5 $41,609
Nursing 1 $5,000 0 $0 0 $0
Public Health & Health Sciences 7 $186,244 3 $39,998 3 $39,998
Social & Behavioral Sciences 15 $191,968 5 $31,325 5 $31,325

TOTALS 88 $1,596,348 29 $236,848 29 $236,848
       

 
 
Four issues were addressed by the Committee: 

 
• Research funding and administration policy memos 
• Center evaluation 
• Research Misconduct Policy 
• Web-Based Research Showcase 

 
Research Funding and Administration Policy Memos 
 

The Chancellor (1 October 2004) and Provost (27 February 2005) issued memos to the Research 
Council in response to our AY03/04 research policy recommendations.  The Research Council policy 
recommendations, which were solicited by the Chancellor in August 2003 and reflect views of the Campus 
Research Community, are attached to last year’s Annual Report and not repeated here.  The Chancellor and 
Provost memos are attached to this year’s Annual Report for consideration by the Faculty Senate and 
the Campus Research Community.  The Chancellor’s response is described as preliminary, while the 
Provost’s reflects deliberations with the Deans.  The latter memo endorses the RA headcount as a useful 
measure of research, and the Council includes it in this Annual Report.  The Provost and Deans also 
recommended follow-up on tracking of FRG/Healey stimulated proposals, and the Council has instructed 
ORA to include this as part of its post award audit program.  
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Center Evaluation 
 
 The Research Council, together with the Program and Budget Council, evaluated the MassNanoTech 
Institute at the request of the Faculty Senate.  The Research Policy Committee took the lead in this 
evaluation, which resulted in an endorsement of this major interdisciplinary research effort.  The 15 April 
2005 memo to the Faculty Senate (attached) details the full Institute evaluation.  Briefly speaking, roughly 
$300,000 of investment from System and Campus sources, together with several years of unfunded PI sweat 
equity, yielded over $28 million of interdisciplinary external proposals which have relatively high likelihood 
of success.  The ratio of this interdisciplinary, big science investment to its high quality deliverables is 
about 1%.  The Council acknowledges and endorses this expression of institutional support for a high 
quality, interdisciplinary research initiative.  We hope that the Institute will advance the research mission of 
the Campus with successful, “big science” funding from these proposals. 
 
 The Research Council will further examine Centers and Institutes during AY05-06. 
  
Research Misconduct Policy 
 
 The Research Policy Committee, in consultation with ORA and the federal Department of Public 
Health and Safety, revised the following Policy: 
 
“Procedures for Dealing with Charges of Misconduct in Research and Scholarly Activities,” Board of 
Trustees Doc T91-035A 
 
The revised Research Misconduct Policy (attached) was endorsed by the Research Council and forwarded to 
the Vice Provost for Research for consideration by Campus and System governance. 
 
Web-Based Research Showcase 
 
 The Research Policy Committee, in consultation with the Massachusetts Society for Professors 
and the Vice Provost for Research, recommended the establishment of the Web-Based Research 
Showcase, an annual summary of the Campus research activities and scholarship.  The Office of 
Research would have primary responsibility for creating and maintaining the Showcase, based on 
electronically processed material from the Annual Faculty Reports of the Research Community.  The full 
proposal for the Showcase, endorsed by the Research Council, is attached. 
  
 The Research Council and ORA will implement the Web-Based Research Showcase in AY05-06, 
using the AFR that summarizes AY04-05 research activities. 
  

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE COMMITTEE 
 

The Research Council Sub-Committee on Compliance met in the Fall 2004 but not in Spring 2005.  
Dr. Woodcock reported to the Research Council that, in her experience, when problems arise the standing 
compliance committees have the interest and expertise to advise as well as  recommend changes to our 
oversight processes and procedures.  The Research Council’s Policy Committee will be consulted where 
changes in policy in compliance areas listed below are being considered.  Dr. Woodcock represents the VPR 
on the compliance oversight committees: 
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• Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC), 

• Institutional Review Board (IRB, for oversight of research using human subjects), 

• Radiation Use Committee (RUC), 

• Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC), 

• Institutional Chemical Safety Committee (ICSC).  

There is a major change coming in 2006 in the way we manage human subjects and animal use protocols.  
The on-line protocol management system (BRAAN 2), purchased in January 2005, should go live in spring 
2006 for human subjects protocols and in summer 2005 for animal use protocols.  We have been waiting in 
line behind Tufts Medical School, UCLA and Rand Corporation. 

 

The IACUC met monthly throughout the year (12 meetings). Changes to the animal care and 
oversight program in 2004 – 05 included putting procedures in place to ensure appropriate health 
monitoring/quarantine for animals brought into the animal facilities from unconventional sources (i.e. other 
than an approved vendor).  The NIH OLAW Assurance is up for its 5-year renewal in 2006 and in 
preparation for this the IACUC, with EH&S and the Biosafety Officer evaluated the Occupational Health & 
Safety Program for animal users and its procedures for handling complaints. 

 
The IRB increased its scheduled meetings from quarterly to monthly.  Meetings were cancelled when 

there were no protocols needing review so the IRB met 6 times in 2004 – 05.  Margaret Burggren (IRB 
Administrator) has been preparing for the installation of BRAAN 2. 

  
 The RUC met quarterly in 2004 – 05 (4 meetings) as required by its Radiation Control License with 
the state of Massachusetts, which was up for renewal in January 2005 (renewed on a 5-year cycle).  The new 
licensing document was still in review by the State Radiation Control Program at the end of June 2005.  
Review of the “Radionucleotide Use Policy and Program” manual, the institutional document for radioactive 
isotope users and EH&S, was started.  A new Radiation Safety Officer was hired in January 2005. 

 

The ICSC’s reporting line was restored from the Director of EH&S to the VPR.  The ICSC met 
monthly during the academic year (7 meetings in 2004 - 05).  Many of its agenda items concerned review 
and revision of its policies and procedures in preparation for the update of the Laboratory Safety Manual in 
2005 – 06 (updated on an approximately 5-year cycle). 

 

The IBC met quarterly in 2004 – 05 (4 meetings).  Biosecurity (as opposed to biosafety) is of 
increasing concern to federal agencies and the role IBCs nationwide are expected to play in providing 
biosecurity oversight for academic institutions is not clear.  The main focus of the UMass IBC is still 
oversight and review of research using rDNA but it also provided oversight and guidance for other research 
with biosafety implications.  The hire of a new Biosafety Officer in September 2004 provided impetus to the 
IBC’s efforts to put clear policies and procedures in place for all research with biosafety implications. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

105 HAMPSHIRE HOUSE 
 
 
 

To: Richard Bogartz, Chair                       Date:  15 April 2004 
        Rules Committee 
 
From: David Ostendorf, Chair 
            Research Council 
 
Subject:  Endorsement of Mass NanoTech Institute 
 
 
 The Research Council and Program and Budget Council approve the creation of the 
MassNanoTech Institute.  We respond to the Rules Committee memo of 11 February 2005, requesting 
a review of the Institute and recommendation by our Councils.  The memo included the Signature Sheet 
(Form S) and New Institutes Approval Form (Form T), which are appended to this memo. 
 

Program and Budget Council Recommendation and Evaluation 
 
 Chair Rick Adrion summarized the Program and Budget Council evaluation of the proposed 
MassNanoTech Institute in an email to me on 4 April 2005: 
 
 “The Full Council unanimously agreed to the Program Committee recommendation that 
we endorse the MassNanoTech Institute proposal.  Here’s the Committee recommendation: 
 

Program Committee Meeting Minutes 25 March 2005 
 
 Presenters for Institute Proposal for MassNanoTech:  Mark Tuominen and Tom Russell 
 
 Tuominen and Russell jointly presented an overview of the history of the proposed program, the 
project budgets, support from various sources on campus and the President’s office for the building of 
infrastructure, and the potential benefits of MassNanoTech.  The mission is to coordinate research, make 
specialized facilities available, commercialize technology, educate students, and embed MassNanoTech 
with the world at large on nanotechnology, to partially quote from the presenter’s proposal.  
Coordinative efforts have so far been robust.  The grant for the NSF Nanoscale Science and Engineering 
Center (NSEC) is in review and if successful will be awarded for FY 2006. 
 
 Members of the Committee agreed that this is an impressive operation with highly professional 
and talented scholars at the helm.  The program resonates well with the mission of the university to 
interface with the world at large on nanotechnology and industry.  The Committee voted to support this 
effort.” 
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Research Council Recommendation 
 
 The Research Council, in our 15 April 2005 meeting, approved the creation of the 
MassNanoTech Institute.  The Council reviewed findings of the Program and Budget Council, as well 
as Research Council interviews with the following representatives and governance of the Institute: 
 
Professor James Watkins (Chemical Engineering Department)- Principal Investigator 
Professor Mark Tuominen (Physics Department)-Principal Investigator 
Michael Wright-Managing Director, Mass NanoTech 
Dean Michael Malone-College of Engineering 
Dean Leon Osterweil-College of Natural Science and Mathematics 
 
These interviews, along with Form T attachments, informed the Research Council evaluation. 
 

Research Council Evaluation 
 
 The MassNanoTech Institute collects Departmental expertise at the nanoscale into an effective, 
interdisciplinary enterprise.  Nanoscale science and engineering focus on phenomena at a 10-9 m length 
scale.  From a chemical viewpoint, this is the length of large molecules, whose science and engineering 
are considered by researchers from the Departments of Polymer Science and Chemical Engineering, 
respectively.  Physics Department researchers, on the other hand, note that the nanometer separates 
quantum physics (at a smaller length scale) from classical mechanics (at a larger length scale).  Principal 
Investigators and Deans alike suggest that the present Departmental structure of the campus is well 
suited to the study of individual aspects of nanoscale science, engineering, and technology—there are 
neither intellectual nor administrative reasons to create a nanoscale “Department.” 
 
 The nanoscale institutional initiative began in 2002 as a tenured faculty driven, interdisciplinary 
effort across the Departments of Polymer Science, Physics, and Chemical Engineering.  The stimulus for 
the effort was the anticipated focus by the National Science Foundation on nanoscale phenomena in the 
first decade of the millennium.  The available, but disparate university expertise is reflected in over $26 
million of nanoscale research funding across the campus since 1997.  MassNanoTech incorporated this 
expertise into a $3.2 million, nanoscale based preproposal to the Integrated Graduate Education and 
Training (IGERT) program of the NSF in 2003.  The subsequent full, 5 year proposal by MassNanoTech 
is among the 5% of IGERT preproposals selected for full proposal status and currently in review by 
NSF.  The 5 year, $25 million NSEC proposal currently under review with NSF also passed a 
preproposal filter in 2004.  The NSEC budget includes a $2 million state and a $1.5 million campus  
contribution, and extensive industrial interactions and training functions.  The $28 million level of these 
interdisciplinary, full proposals is an important “deliverable” of the Institute, in the opinion of the 
Research Council.  The selectivity of the proposal process further endorses MassNanoTech as a 
credible, big science resource to advance the campus research mission. 
 
 The PIs, with the encouragement of their Deparment Heads and College Deans, have presented 
the campus expertise to system, industrial, state, and federal constituencies with an interest in the 
emerging nanoscale area.  The interdisciplinary effort began as a long term extension of tenured PI 
research beyond their individual disciplines, with none of the immediate returns (proposals, grants, 
graduate students, or journal articles) associated with smaller science initiatives.  After two years of 
unfunded sweat equity at the local level, the nanoscale effort bore fruit from the President’s office, 
which awarded $200,000 of seed money from its Science and Technology Initiatives Fund in 2003.  The  
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President’s award supported a Managing Director, conference support, logistical support, and one 
semester of release time for each PI.  This systemic investment was augmented by a space investment 
from the College of Natural Sciences and Mathematics and administrative staff support by the Vice 
Provost for Research and Colleges of Engineering and Natural Sciences and Mathematics.  Including 
prior unfunded efforts by the PIs and their Departments, the Research Council estimates that at least 
$300,000 of support was necessary for this credible campus research response to a major 
interdisciplinary extramural funding initiative.  The funded portion of this investment, borne by the 
President with minor contributions by the Deans and VPR, is about 1% of the current proposal 
value.  Furthermore, the initial response was established as an unfunded effort by tenured PIs, then 
implemented to the proposal stage by a funded Managing Director and administrative staff. 
 
 The total $28 million budget of the two MassNanoTech proposals includes $5.5 million of 
indirect costs over 5 years.  The Form T Budget Information anticipates an annual administrative cost of 
about $300,000, to be paid by indirect cost return (a negotiated split of the College, Department, and PI 
returns), direct cost items, and Institute revenues such as conference fees and partnership fees.  The 
Whitmore contribution to MassNanoTech will be direct, and will consist of the NSEC matching amount.  
The MassNanoTech operating budget will not rely on any portion of the 70% centralized indirect cost 
fraction, should the NSEC be funded. 
 
 
 
Cc: JWatkins, ChE Department 
      MTuominen, Physics Department 
       TRussell, PSE Department  
     LOsterweil, NSM 
     MMalone, COE 
     PKostecki, VPR    
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Doc. T91-035A 
Passed by the BoT 
12/4/91  

[Revisions recommended by Research Council 02/18/2005: Changed Vice Chancellor to 
Vice Provost where appropriate, fixed inconsistent section numbers/letters, added sentence 
in V.B.3]  

[Additional revisions recommended by Research Council 04/15/2005: numerous changes to 
make policy also satisfy the requirements of the federal Department of Public Health and 
Safety. Some language has been borrowed directly from federal statutes 42 C.F.R. Part 50.]  

[Additional revisions 5/18/05 (bold) to make policy also satisfy the requirements of the 
federal Department of Public Health and Safety. Some language has been borrowed 
directly from federal statutes 42 C.F.R. Part 50.]  

PROCEDURES FOR DEALING WITH CHARGES OF 
MISCONDUCT IN RESEARCH AND SCHOLARLY ACTIVITIES 

AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST  
I. PURPOSE OF GUIDELINES  

Misconduct in scholarly activities is injurious to the University's teaching, research, and public 
service missions and cannot be tolerated. This document provides guidelines for investigations of 
allegations of misconduct in scholarly activities. It is written to comply with federal regulations 
requiring such procedures and also to maintain and enhance the integrity of research.  

II. DEFINITIONS  

A. Scholarly Activity  

Scholarly activity is to be broadly construed to include all activities of University 
personnel on official duty involving research, scholarship and creative activities, such as 
those involved in laboratory research, field work, observational studies, experimentation, 
research and scholarship in the humanities and artistic expression.  

B. Scholarly and Research Misconduct  

Research and scholarly misconduct is defined as misrepresentation of the procedures and 
outcomes of research to gain some advantage. Misconduct may often be difficult to 
separate from error or poor judgment, from which it is distinguished by the intentions of 
the person(s) involved.       

Although there is no definitive and exhaustive list of examples, those outlined below may 
serve as guides in identifying scholarly and research misconduct.  

1. Falsification or fabrication: This includes falsification, modification, or 
fabrication of data or facts, or selective inclusion or exclusion designed to mislead 
or to support false conclusions.  

2. Plagiarism: This form of misconduct consists of any attempt to receive credit for 
the work of another, including taking credit for someone else's work, ideas, or  
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methods, copying the writing of others without proper acknowledgment, or 
otherwise taking credit falsely.  

3. Abuse of confidentiality: This includes the use or release of information given to 
one under the understanding of confidentiality. Examples include taking ideas 
from documents to which access was given, under rules of confidentiality, such as 
in the reviewing of grant proposals, award applications, manuscripts submitted for 
publication, scholarly prizes or journals.  

4. Violations of rules and regulations concerning the conduct of research: Examples 
include violations of federal, state or local governmental regulations, or 
University regulations dealing with protection of human subjects, use of 
dangerous or hazardous substances, improper use of recombinant DNA, and 
careless handling of radioactive materials.  

5. Misrepresentations in publication: This form of misconduct involves the 
publishing or public circulation of material intended to mislead the reader. 
Examples include misrepresenting data (particularly its origins) or adding or 
deleting the names of other authors without the latter's consent.  

6. Violations of Research-related Property Rights: Examples include the deliberate 
taking or destroying the research related property of others, such as data, research 
papers, notebooks, equipment, or supplies.  

III. TIMELINESS  

Timeliness in investigating a complaint is of the essence of just and fair procedures. In the 
interest of the parties concerned, all matters should be handled as expeditiously as possible. 
Deadlines cited in this document are intended to serve as outside limits for actions to occur. All 
persons charged with administering this process will endeavor to meet all deadlines, but failure 
to do so will not prevent the process from continuing. The complainant or the respondent must 
demonstrate to the Chair of the Scholarly and Research Misconduct Board some prejudice 
stemming from a delay before this process will be stopped.  

A complainant will have sixty days following the discovery of an alleged violation to file a 
complaint unless he or she can show good reason (as determined by the Chair of the Scholarly 
and Research Misconduct Board) for having that deadline waived.  

If a respondent fails to answer a charge or to participate in a hearing, his or her Vice Chancellor 
will be notified of that fact by the Vice Provost for Research. Failure to respond to a charge or to 
appear at a hearing will be considered a breach of an employee's or graduate student's 
responsibility. Furthermore, a respondent will not prevent this process from proceeding by his or 
her silence or absence. Failure to respond may result in the hearing proceeding solely on the 
basis of the complainant's testimony and evidence.  

A complainant may withdraw a charge after it has been filed, provided the respondent agrees to 
the withdrawal.  
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IV. RETALIATION  

No individual will be penalized by the University or by any person for participating in the 
procedures described here. Any act of retaliation directed against either a complainant or a 
respondent will be subject to this grievance procedure. Complaints of retaliation should be 
addressed to the Vice Provost for Research who will advise the grieving party of his or her rights 
in this matter. The Ombuds Office will assist the victim of retaliation in preparing a complaint 
which will then be processed in the same manner as a Scholarly and Research Misconduct 
complaint.  

V. PROCEDURES  

The office of the Vice Provost for Research will be responsible for administering this policy and 
its procedures. A University Research and Scholarly Misconduct Board, consisting of each and 
every college Dean, and two members from each college nominated by the college Deans and 
appointed by the Vice Provost for Research, shall constitute the University body for interpreting 
misconduct policy and for the recommendation of policy or procedural changes to the Faculty 
Senate and Research Council. The Vice Provost for Research shall chair the Research and 
Scholarly Misconduct Board.  

It is the responsibility of all members of the University community to inform the University 
when a situation involving possible misconduct is encountered. Such circumstances involving 
possible misconduct in scholarly activities should normally be referred to the appropriate Dean 
or the Vice Provost for Research. Any other person associated with the institution receiving a 
report or formal complaint alleging misconduct in scholarly activities shall forward it on a timely 
basis to the appropriate Dean or the Vice Provost for Research. It is not necessary that someone 
filing a complaint be directly affected negatively by the action in question; it is sufficient that the 
complainant believe that the rules concerning misconduct have been violated. The Dean shall 
promptly inform the Vice Provost for Research of all reports or formal complaints alleging 
misconduct in scholarly activities.  
The Vice Provost for Research will immediately determine whether a federal or state misconduct 
policy applies and, if it does, conform also to its requirements. Such policies may require 
immediate steps or notifications, or other later steps as the various procedures are followed. 
Examples of reasons for timely action include: an immediate health hazard, an immediate need 
to protect the federal or state sponsor's funds or equipment, an immediate need to protect the 
interests of the complainant or respondent(s) or associates, high probability that the alleged 
incident will be reported publicly, reasonable indication of a possible criminal violation. Some 
situations may require immediate action(s) by University authorized persons, which may include 
certain notifications of relevant external sponsoring agencies.  
If any respondent is sponsored by the Federal Department of Health and Human Services 
(DHHS), then the Vice Provost for Research will notify its Office of Research Integrity (ORI) if 
at any stage of these proceedings it is ascertained that any of the following conditions exist: 1) 
there is an immediate health hazard involved, 2) there is an immediate need to protect Federal 
funds or equipment, 3) there is an immediate need to protect the interests of the complainant(s) 
or of the respondent(s) or associates, 4) it is probable that the alleged incident is going to be 
reported publicly, or 5) there is a reasonable indication of a possible criminal violation. In this 
latter case (5), the Vice Provost for Research will inform the ORI within 24 hours.  
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The Vice Provost for Research will take interim administrative actions, as appropriate, to protect 
Federal funds and insure that the purposes of the Federal financial assistance are carried out.  

These procedures, once initiated, must be completed. In many cases, where a state or federal 
misconduct policy applies, these procedures are often seen as being followed on behalf of the 
sponsor. In such cases, timely and periodic consultation with the sponsor may be required. 
Sponsors will likely not permit their rights to conduct an inquiry or hearing to be reduced or 
forfeited by allowing the University to proceed on its behalf. If at any time before the procedures 
under this policy have been completed, the Vice Provost for Research wishes to cease these 
procedures, the reasons must be stated in writing, and provided to relevant sponsor(s). If any 
respondent is sponsored by DHHS, then the Vice Provost for Research will inform the ORI in 
writing of the reasons for ceasing. It is possible that a sponsor will insist on continuation 
(supported by statute), or insist on conducting its own process (supported by statute).  

These procedures are intended to provide a fair, prompt and reliable determination whether 
misconduct has occurred, as described by the University's scholarly and research 
misconduct policy. No one associated with the University is exempt from the jurisdiction of this 
policy. All those who are involved with any of the proceedings under this policy shall protect the 
privacy of the complainant and the privacy of the respondent(s) to the maximum extent possible.  

As in any grievance procedure, justice requires that the legal rights as well as the right to 
academic freedom of any complainant and the person who has allegedly violated the misconduct 
rules, the respondent, be fully assured. The University will make every effort to protect these 
rights and will undertake to prevent any action that threatens or compromises them.  
The Office of the Vice Provost for Research will maintain general information on the subject of 
misconduct in scholarly activities and make this information available to faculty, students, 
administrators and other employees of the University. Informal requests for information or 
consultation with the Office of the Vice Provost for Research or with other University entity (e.g. 
Office of Grants and Contracts, Office of Research Affairs, Ombuds' Office, etc.) and 
departments will not, in themselves, be construed as an allegation of misconduct in scholarly 
activities which invokes the full procedure outlined below.  
 . Preliminary Review  

When a report or formal complaint alleging possible misconduct in scholarly activities is 
received by the Vice Provost for Research, he or she will appoint a designee(s) to conduct 
a PRELIMINARY REVIEW. Normally the designee will be the Dean of the relevant 
college, but in situations of real, apparent, or potential conflict of interest, some other 
appropriate person(s) of comparable rank without any such conflict shall be appointed.  

The designee will conduct a PRELIMINARY REVIEW of the information or 
circumstances giving rise to a suspicion of misconduct in scholarly activities. The 
designee is directed to inform the person(s) alleged to have committed the act(s) of 
misconduct (the respondent) and, if the respondent(s) so desire, receive account(s) of the 
situation under inquiry from their/his/her point of view. The designee may consult 
informally, on a confidential basis, with the chairperson of the department involved and 
with others in the university community in carrying out the PRELIMINARY REVIEW.   
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Immediate action should be taken to protect any data or other materials involved, 
including obtaining secure possession of such materials.  

The purpose of the PRELIMINARY REVIEW is to ascertain whether or not there is 
sufficient substance to the allegation of misconduct to proceed with additional 
investigation.  

The PRELIMINARY REVIEW should be completed by the designee within seven days 
of the receipt of the allegation or other information. Any need for additional time must be 
documented in writing.  

The designee shall make a written recommendation to the Vice Provost for Research with 
copies to the respondent, and to any complainant. The recommendation shall specify 
either that the allegation or other information is without substance and the matter should 
be closed or that there is sufficient substance to the claims of misconduct to warrant 
further review. The respondent(s) may comment in writing on the written 
recommendation, which comment will be attached and subsequently included thereafter 
with the written recommendation.  

The Vice Provost for Research shall review the recommendation of the PRELIMINARY 
REVIEW designee and decide whether to proceed to the next level of review.  

         
If the decision is consistent with the PRELIMINARY REVIEW recommendation and is 
to proceed, the Vice Provost for Research shall bring the matter before the University 
Research and Scholarly Misconduct Board. If the decision is consistent with the 
PRELIMINARY REVIEW recommendation and is not to proceed, the matter will be 
closed, unless any complainant wishes to appeal the decision to the Provost. Upon appeal, 
the Provost shall review the record and make the final decision on whether to proceed. If 
the decision is to proceed, the Vice Provost for Research shall bring the matter before the 
University Research and Scholarly Misconduct Board.  

If the Vice Provost's decision is contrary to the recommendation of the PRELIMINARY 
REVIEW designee, the designee can appeal to the Provost. The Provost shall review the 
record and make the final decision on whether to proceed. If the decision is to proceed, 
the Vice Provost for Research shall bring the matter before the University Research and 
Scholarly Misconduct Board.  

A. Committee of Inquiry  

Except in those cases which are revealed by the PRELIMINARY REVIEW to be clearly 
without substance, the University Research and Scholarly Misconduct Board, chaired by 
the Vice Provost for Research, will appoint a COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY consisting of 
the designee of PRELIMINARY REVIEW, serving as Chair, at least three members of 
the Board, and experts selected from disciplines appropriate to the nature of the particular 
situation. Ordinarily the COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY shall consist of no more than eight 
persons. No one who has any real, apparent, or potential conflict of interest will be 
appointed. The COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY will include members with the necessary 
and appropriate expertise to evaluate the relevant evidence.  
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Respondent(s) will be informed that an inquiry is being conducted.  

1. The COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY will consult with and hear from the 
respondents and other affected individual(s), gather information, conduct 
preliminary fact finding, and determine whether there are reasonable and adequate 
grounds to warrant a formal investigation of misconduct in scholarly activities. 
The members of the Committee of Inquiry will act at all times to preserve the 
confidentiality of the procedures and the information gathered.  

2. The chair will transmit a written report including the evidence reviewed, 
summaries of relevant interviews, and the findings of the COMMITTEE OF 
INQUIRY and its recommendation and the reasons therefore to the Vice Provost 
for Research for action and to the respondent(s) and other individuals who are 
directly affected, including any complainant. The written report should be 
transmitted within thirty calendar days of the appointment of the committee 
(providing thirty days total for the committee of inquiry to conduct its inquiry and 
to issue its final report). Any need for additional time must be documented in 
writing. The respondent(s) may comment in writing on the written report, which 
comment will be attached and subsequently included thereafter with the written 
recommendation. The report, with any attachments, will be retained for at least 
three years. If a respondent is sponsored by DHHS, then the report will be made 
available to authorized DHHS personnel upon request.  

3. The Vice Provost for Research shall review the recommendation of the 
COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY and decide whether to proceed to a formal 
investigation of misconduct in scholarly activities.  

If the Vice Provost's decision is consistent with the COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY 
recommendation and is to proceed, the Vice Provost shall bring the matter to the 
University Research and Scholarly Misconduct Board.  

If the Vice Provost's decision is consistent with the COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY 
recommendation and is not to proceed, the matter will be closed, unless any 
complainant wishes to appeal the decision to the Provost. In closing the matter, 
the Vice Provost may at his/her discretion, or in accordance with recommendation 
of the COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY, issue a letter of advice to respondent(s), with 
copies to those in the academic chain of command of respondent(s). Upon appeal, 
the Provost shall review the record and make the final decision on whether to 
proceed. If the decision is to proceed, the Vice Provost for Research shall bring 
the matter to the University Research and Scholarly Misconduct Board.  

If the Vice Provost's decision is contrary to the recommendation of the 
COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY the Chair of the Committee of Inquiry can appeal to 
the Provost. The Provost shall review the record and make the final decision on 
whether to proceed. If the decision is to proceed, the Vice Provost for Research 
shall bring the matter before the University Research and Scholarly Misconduct 
Board.  
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After the final decision to proceed with a formal investigation is made, the Vice 
Provost for Research shall notify granting or contracting agencies or entities of 
the complaint, as required under existing federal and state regulations and as may 
be required by the grant or contract condition. In addition, the Vice Provost for 
Research shall continue to ensure that relevant documents are held securely. If a 
respondent is sponsored by DHHS, then the Vice Provost for Research will 
inform ORI in advance that a hearing will be conducted.  

If the final decision is not to proceed, the Vice Provost for Research shall 
undertake diligent efforts, as appropriate, to restore the reputations of 
respondent(s) and to restore the reputation of every complainant who has in good 
faith made allegations of misconduct.  

        

B. HEARING PANELS of the University Research and Scholarly Misconduct Board  

Within ten days of receiving the formal recommendation from a COMMITTEE OF 
INQUIRY and if there is a decision to proceed, the Vice Provost for Research will 
appoint a HEARING PANEL.  

The HEARING PANEL shall consist of five members of the University Research and 
Scholarly Misconduct Board, and additional members up to a maximum of ten. At least 
two members of the HEARING PANEL shall be from the respondent's school or college. 
The HEARING PANEL will include members with the necessary and appropriate 
expertise to carry out a thorough and authoritative evaluation of the relevant evidence. No 
one who has any real, apparent, or potential conflict of interest will be appointed. The 
Vice Provost for Research will designate one member to serve as Presiding Officer. The 
members of the Panel will act at all times to preserve the confidentiality of the 
procedures.  

The HEARING PANEL should complete its duties, including preparation of its final 
report, within 120 days of its appointment. The date on which the HEARING PANEL is 
appointed marks the beginning of the 120 period. Any need for additional time must be 
documented in writing. The Vice Provost for Research will conform to any applicable 
reporting requirements of an involved state or federal sponsor. If additional time is 
needed and any respondent is sponsored by DHHS, then the Vice Provost for Research 
will provide ORI with a complete status report, explanation for the delay, specific plan 
for completion, and a timetable for completing the hearing process. This is to be treated 
as a request to ORI.  

If any respondent is sponsored by DHHS, then the Vice Provost for Research will keep 
ORI apprised of any developments during the course of the hearing that disclose facts 
that may affect current or potential DHHS funding for any such respondent, or that the 
PHS needs to know to ensure appropriate use of Federal funds and otherwise protect the 
public interest.  
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1. Preparation of Formal Complaints and Responses  

A charge of misconduct to be considered by a HEARING PANEL is to be in the 
form of a signed statement setting forth clearly and concisely the allegations 
concerning misconduct. A complaint ordinarily will be signed by the 
complainant(s) who initially brought the alleged misconduct to the attention of the 
Vice Provost for Research, especially in circumstances in which the 
complainant(s) allegedly has been directly affected by the misconduct. However, 
in cases where the alleged misconduct involves rules and regulations concerning 
the conduct of research, or in which the alleged misconduct has no specific 
alleged victim, the Designee of the Committee of Inquiry or the Vice Provost for 
Research prepares and signs the complaint. In all cases, the signatory(s) to the 
complaint become the complainant(s) in the proceedings of the HEARING 
PANEL.  

2. The HEARING PANEL  

Before a HEARING PANEL is convened, each party to the proceeding will have 
the right to object to the appointment of any panel member on the grounds that the 
member is biased. The Vice Provost for Research will determine whether any 
objections have merit and will judge whether a panel member will be seated.  

Before any case is heard by the HEARING PANEL, the complainant and the 
respondent, along with their advocates, will meet with the Presiding Officer of the 
HEARING PANEL to attempt to clarify the issues and to define the areas of 
agreement. To encourage a fair and focused hearing the Presiding Officer will 
notify the HEARING PANEL at the start of the proceedings about the points of 
agreement and disagreement.  

The HEARING PANEL will hear testimony and consider evidence related to the 
complaint. The panel will determine whether the University policy has been 
violated. The HEARING PANEL may consult with University Counsel or have 
his or her assistance at the hearing.  

3. Duties and Powers of the Presiding Officer  

The Presiding Officer will:  

a. ensure an orderly presentation of all evidence;  

b. ensure that the proceedings are accurately recorded; and  

c. see that a fair and impartial decision based on the issues and evidence presented at the 
hearing is issued by the HEARING PANEL no later than ten working days after the 
conclusion of the hearing or, when written arguments are submitted, ten working days 
after their submission. Any need for additional time must be documented in writing.  
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4. Duties and Powers of the HEARING PANEL  

The HEARING PANEL will:  

a. conduct a fair and impartial hearing which ensures all the rights of all parties involved;  

b. define issues of contention;  

c. receive and consider all relevant evidence which reasonable people customarily rely upon in 
the conduct of serious business;  

d. ask relevant questions of the complainant, respondent, and any witness if needed to elicit 
information which may assist the HEARING PANEL in making a decision;  

e. ensure that the complainant and respondent have full opportunity to present their claims 
orally or in writing, and to present witnesses and evidence which may establish their claims;  

f. continue the hearing to a subsequent date if necessary to permit either party to produce 
additional evidence, witnesses, or other relevant materials;  

g. change the date, time or place of the hearing on its own motion or for good reason shown by 
either party, and with due notice to all parties;  

h. permit both parties to submit written arguments within ten working days from the conclusion 
of the hearing;  

i. rule by majority vote on all questions of fact, interpretations of rules, regulations and 
policies, recommendations for penalties and relief, and any requests that are made during the 
hearing.  

5. The Conduct of The Hearing  

The main purpose of the Hearing is to determine whether misconduct has 
occurred, as described by this University policy. Both parties will be given a 
full and fair hearing. The proceeding, although formal, is not a court proceeding 
and the HEARING PANEL will not be bound by the procedures and rules of 
evidence of a court of law. In most instances, complainants and respondents will 
be expected to speak for themselves. The HEARING PANEL will hear and admit 
evidence which it believes is pertinent to the case.  

The HEARING PANEL will conduct its hearings by the following procedures:  

a. Unless otherwise agreed by a majority of the Panel, a closed hearing will be held within ten 
working days after the HEARING PANEL has been appointed.  

b. The complainant and respondent will have the opportunity to hear all testimony, to examine 
all evidence, to respond to any testimony, to present evidence and query witnesses, on the 
issues in contention. 
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c. Each party will have the right to be accompanied and advised by two people at any stage of 
the proceedings, neither of whom may be an attorney. However, advisors will not address the 
HEARING PANEL directly except in special cases, and with permission of the Panel.  

d. If either party is a member of a collective bargaining unit, the advisors mentioned above 
may, upon the request of the party, be representatives of his or her union. However, neither 
party will be required to be advised by a union representative. When there is no request for 
union representation by a member of a union, the union will be notified that a hearing has 
been scheduled and will be allowed to send an observer.  

e. The hearing will be recorded electronically by the HEARING PANEL and the records will 
become the property of the University. Subsequently, either party may have supervised 
access to the records by application to the Vice Provost for Research.  

6. Order of the Hearing  

The proceedings before the HEARING PANEL will be as follows:  

a. The President Officer will read the charge(s) and ask the respondent to either admit or 
challenge each and all allegation(s).  

b. The complainant may present a brief opening statement, followed by a brief opening 
statement from the respondent.  

c. The HEARING PANEL will give each party the opportunity to present all relevant evidence.  

d. Each party may make a concluding statement to the HEARING PANEL.  

e. If either party wishes to submit any written argument after the hearing, he or she will notify 
the Presiding Officer within two working days after the hearing. The written argument will 
be submitted within ten working days after the hearing's conclusion. Any need for additional 
time must be documented in writing.  

f. A HEARING PANEL, by a majority vote of its members, may make other rules concerning 
the procedure of a hearing which it deems appropriate and consistent with this Scholarly and 
Research Misconduct Policy.  

7. Decision of the HEARING PANEL  

After all the evidence and testimony is presented, the HEARING PANEL will 
convene for private deliberations to determine whether misconduct has 
occurred, as described by this University Policy on Scholarly and Research 
Misconduct. Misconduct will have been found to have occurred only when 
there is preponderance of supporting evidence. In all cases described below, 
the HEARING PANEL will prepare a written report of its investigation, 
comprising a comprehensive record of the information that it was provided and its 
sources, facts established, how this misconduct policy was applied, findings 
regarding whether and how misconduct occurred, and recommended actions, if 
any. The respondent(s) may at each stage described here provide a written 
statement regarding the written report, which statement will be attached and  
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subsequently included thereafter with the written report. This written report will 
be made available to relevant external sponsoring agencies in accordance with 
any policies or law that may apply.  

If the HEARING PANEL finds that misconduct has not occurred, it will 
recommend to the Vice Provost for Research that the matter be closed. If the Vice 
Provost for Research does not concur, then the Vice Provost for Research will 
attach his/her own recommendation, which shall be attached to the HEARING 
PANEL's report and be included thereafter with the report. Respondent(s) will be 
permitted to attach a written reply, which will be included thereafter with the 
report. The HEARING PANEL report, with any attachments, will be forwarded to 
the Provost, who shall review the record and make the final decision.  

If the HEARING PANEL finds that misconduct has occurred, then the 
violation(s) will be described and explained in its report. The final report must 
describe the policies and procedures under which the hearing was conducted, how 
and from whom information was obtained relevant to the hearing, the findings, 
the basis of the findings, actual text or an accurate summary of the views of 
respondent(s), and sanctions imposed by the Provost. The Panel will also 
recommend one or more penalties. The penalties will reflect the nature and 
severity of the misconduct, and will include, but are not limited to verbal 
admonition, written warning to be included in the individual's personnel file, 
removal from certain duties, demotion, suspension with or without pay and 
termination. Recommended penalties shall be consistent with Trustee personnel 
policies and collective bargaining agreements in force at the time of the decision. 
Penalties from external sponsors may apply separately or in addition. 
Respondent(s) are permitted to attach a written reply, which will be included 
thereafter with the report. The HEARING PANEL report, with any attachments, 
will be forwarded to the complainant, respondent(s), the Vice Provost for 
Research and the Provost. The Provost shall review the report (record) and make 
the final decision. If any respondent is sponsored by DHHS, then the Vice Provost 
for Research will provide the final HEARING PANEL report to ORI.  

8. Decision of the Provost  

a. The Provost, after consultation with the Vice Provost for Research, will act upon the 
recommendations of the HEARING PANEL within ten (10) working days of their receipt. 
Such action will normally include imposing appropriate sanctions or penalties as described 
above. The Provost's determination shall be based upon consideration of both the case in 
question and any prior record of violations of University policies by respondent(s). The 
Provost's decision shall be forwarded in writing to both the respondent(s) and the HEARING 
PANEL, with specific explanations of any change in the PANEL's recommendations.  

b. The penalized respondent(s) of the HEARING PANEL may request that the decision of the 
Provost be reviewed by the Chancellor by filing a written petition within ten (10) working 
days after receiving the Provost's decision. The decision of the Chancellor shall constitute the 
final University disposition of the matter and no further administrative appeals will be 
considered. The Vice Provost for Research will communicate in writing the decision to the  
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relevant state or federal agencies or other entities as required by rules and regulations or 
terms of grant or contracts.  

c. The appropriate department chair or head and the appropriate dean will be informed in 
writing of the final disposition.  

d. The Vice Provost for Research will undertake diligent efforts, as appropriate, to restore the 
reputation of each respondent for whom allegation(s) of misconduct were not confirmed. The 
Vice Provost for Research will also undertake diligent efforts to protect the position and 
reputation of any complainant who has acted in good faith.  

e. Penalties may be subject to additional review or grievance only as specified in collective 
bargaining agreements in force at the time of the decision.  

f. These disciplinary actions will not affect, or be affected by, additional sanctions imposed 
upon the respondent(s) by an external funding agency. 
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Proposal for Public Web-Based Showcase of 

Amherst Campus Research Products 
Research Council -April 15, 2005 

1. Overview  
Research Council recommends that a public showcase of the research products of the Amherst 

campus faculty be created and maintained, by way of annual comprehensive listings, on an organized 
collection of University web pages dedicated to this purpose.  

2. Purpose  
A public web display of these products would communicate the research accomplishments of the 

Amherst Campus faculty in concrete terms. This would be instructive for those on and off campus, and 
would be particularly informative for those who are less familiar with the mission of a research 
university, specifically the research mission of the Amherst campus.  

3. Content of the Showcase  
The showcase should have separate listings, one each for the categories of interest. The works listed 

must have been completed, published, or otherwise finished in the stated academic year (September -
August). Works that are still in progress or a production process of any kind should not be included; they 
will be included in a later academic year when finished. The categories should be those that are listed in 
Section III.A of the Annual Faculty Review form.  

4. Privacy  
All items included in the showcase would be completed works that were already available and 

verifiable in the public record. No other information is relevant nor should it be considered.  

5. Advisories Regarding Possible Analyses  
While it is essential that the comprehensive factual information be listed, some individuals or entities 

may attempt to analyze information available in the showcase. Research Council recommends that the 
showcase state cautions about various types of analyses that would lead to false or weak conclusions. 
Research Council believes that the benefits of showcasing faculty research accomplishments far outweigh 
any risks of uninformed misinterpretation.  

6. Work Reduction  
Research Council recommends that faculty, faculty union officers and representatives, and 

administration work together to streamline information collection procedures in a manner that eliminates 
duplication while protecting every faculty member’s privacy as appropriate. For example, the (public) 
information that would be in the showcase is a subset of the information already collected annually for the 
AFR. Research Council has already consulted with MSP and with Administration, and is ready to 
participate in subsequent discussions. It is the opinion of Research Council that it is in everyone’s interest 
to promote in concrete terms the accomplishments of the faculty at our campus.  

7. Creator and Maintainer of the Showcase  
Research Council recommends that the Office of Research Affairs (ORA) have primary 

responsibility for creating and maintaining the showcase. If the information arrives at ORA in electronic 
form, the main function would be to consolidate, organize, and eliminate duplication (say from 
collaborative works listed by multiple collaborators). The showcase is for the Amherst Campus, not for 
smaller organizational units.  

8. Scope  
Research Council recommends that the showcase commence with Academic Year 2005-2006. It also 

recommends that listings for previous academic years be created, working back to Academic Year 1995-
1996. This may require allocation of one-time resources to ORA for this purpose. This catch-up effort 
should be completed by August 2006.  
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