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Faculty Senate Executive Committee
Minutes of the September 8, 2014 Meeting
Adelbert Hall, Room M2

Committee Members in Attendance
Alexis Abramson, CSE
Juscelino Colares, LAW

Robin Dubin, Past Chair

Peter Harte, SOM

Zina Kaleinikova, SODM

Carol Musil, SON

Roy Ritzmann, CAS, Vice Chair
Sandy Russ, CAS, Past Chair
Robert Savinell, CSE, Chair
Barbara Snyder, President
Gillian Weiss, CAS

Committee Members Absent
Bud Baeslack, Provost

Susan Case, WSOM

Sonia Minnes, MSASS

Others Present

David Carney, Chair, By-Laws Committee

Nicole Deming, Chair, Faculty Personnel Committee

Lee Hoffer, Chair, Research Committee

David Hussey, MSASS (substitute for Sonia Minnes)

Kurt Koenigsberger, Chair, University Libraries Committee

Guests:

Rhonda Williams
Susan Hinze

Robin Dubin
Elizabeth Click

Sue Rivera

Patricia Princehouse

Call to Order
Professor Robert Savinell, chair, Faculty Senate, called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m.

Approval of Minutes
The minutes of the April 10, 2014 meeting of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee were reviewed
and approved. Attachment




President’s Announcements

The President welcomed the Executive Committee members. The Tinkham Veale Student Center was
dedicated on August 24™. At the dedication ceremony, the President announced an expansion of the
university’s $1 billion capital campaign. The $1 billion goal was reached at the end of June and the
campaign committee and CWRU Board of Trustees approved a new goal of $1.5 billion. Many
development records having been broken this year. Pledges for sixty new endowed faculty positions
have been received. These positions are not filled until the pledged funds have been received. The
development office is seeking funding for endowed dean positions. A pledge in the amount of $3
million has been received for the dean of MSASS.

The President spoke about the memorial service that took place on September 5% for the four CWRU
students who were killed in a private airplane crash. This was a tragic beginning to the academic year.

Chairs Announcements

Prof. Savinell welcomed Professor Roy Ritzmann, CAS, vice chair of the Faculty Senate. Prof. Ritzmann
will be meeting with departments within the college/schools to learn about faculty concerns and
issues.

Revisions to Faculty Handbook: State of the University Report

Professor David Carney, chair of the Senate By-Laws Committee, presented proposed revisions to
Chapter 2, Article IV, Sec. A of the Faculty Handbook. The proposed revisions give the President the
option to provide a written state of the university report rather than having to provide an oral state of
the university report at the annual meeting of the University Faculty. The reports have been poorly
attended in the past. If the President chooses to provide a written report, the proposed revisions state
that he/she must make another in-person opportunity available for faculty. The Executive Committee
voted to include the revisions on the agenda for the Faculty Senate meeting. Attachment

Minor in Social Justice

Professor Rhonda Williams presented the proposed minor in Social Justice. The minor has been
developed over the past four years and was an outgrowth of the alliance on social justice that resulted
from the 2008 strategic plan. The minor has been approved by all requisite bodies. Even though it will
be housed in the CAS it is a university-wide program. A committee member asked whether the SOM
had been involved in the development of the minor. Prof. Williams said that Professor Scott Frank
from SOM had been on the team, but no one from the SODM had been involved. The Executive
Committee voted to include the minor on the agenda for the Faculty Senate meeting. Attachment

Minor in Data Science

Professor Alexis Abramson, CSE representative on the Executive Committee, presented the minor in
Data Science in place of Professor Roger French who was unable to attend the meeting. The minor will
be housed in the CSE but will have faculty representation from five different schools. Courses in the
minor will build upon each other. Prof. Abramson said that the CSE undergraduate committee had not
yet approved the minor. The Executive Committee voted to approve placing the minor on the agenda
for the Faculty Senate meeting, contingent upon approval by the CSE undergraduate committee. By




the end of the meeting, Prof. Abramson confirmed that the CSE undergraduate committee had in fact
approved the minor. Attachment

Revisions to Research Misconduct Policy

Professor Lee Hoffer, chair of the Faculty Senate Committee on Research, introduced Sue Rivera,
Associate Vice President for Research, who presented revisions to the research misconduct provisions
of the Faculty Handbook. The revisions had been recommended by the Federal Office of Research
Integrity (ORI) and approved by the Faculty Senate Research Committee. Ms. Rivera discussed the
proposed revisions to the policy which include a link to the appropriate contact officer at the
university, and a reduction in the number of days a respondent has to comment on the inquiry and
draft investigation reports. The reduction in the number of days is required so that the university has a
sufficient amount of time to meet its reporting requirements to the ORI. A respondent may always
request an extension if needed.

Ms. Rivera also suggested that the language in Sec. | (1) of the policy that refers to “any appeals” be
removed since the policy does not include an appeal process at the university level. Appeals can be
made to the ORI. A committee member objected to the removal of any language that would deny
faculty rights. The committee decided that since the current policy does not include a right to appeal,
the language should be removed in order to avoid confusion. The question of whether to include an
appeals process can be brought to the Senate at a later time.

A committee member said that the language of the policy in Sect. H (6) (ii) relating to the required
contents of the investigation report was unclear. This language should be reviewed and revised by the
Senate By-Laws Committee.

Ms. Rivera suggested that the Senate adopt similar language to that contained within the university’s
Conflict of Interest policy which provides that when revisions or additions to the policy are required by
law or by government agency action, that they will become part of the policy. This language implies
that Senate approval would not be required.

The Executive Committee approved forwarding the proposed revisions to the Faculty Senate By-Laws
Committee for review. Attachment

Update from ad hoc Committee on Course Evaluation Implementation

Professor Robin Dubin reviewed the recommendations from the ad hoc Committee on Course
Evaluations. The ad hoc Committee had been charged with making recommendations for
implementation, in the fall of 2014, of the new undergraduate course evaluations approved by the
Faculty Senate during the 2013-14 academic year. The Committee recommended that the university:

1. Pilot the EvaluationKIT this fall
2. Keep evaluations open until the end of final exams

3. Permit faculty (and others, as appropriate) to add questions from a question library



4. Add textual analysis in the future
5. Address validity issues in the future

The recommendation to keep the course evaluations open until the end of the final exam period was a
departure from FSCUE’s recommendation that student grades not be released until the student
completed the course evaluation or until all grades were due, whichever was sooner. The ad hoc
Committee had determined that it would not be feasible to implement this at the present time.
Several faculty expressed the concern that students would be able to find out their grades prior to
completion of the course evaluation and that this would impact their rating of the instructor. This is an
issue for faculty since course evaluations are used in promotion and tenure decisions.

A motion was made and seconded for Prof. Dubin to update the Faculty Senate on the committee’s
work and to discuss those recommendations that differ from what the Senate had previously approved.
The motion was approved by the Executive Committee. Attachment

Approval of Faculty Senate Representative to the Faculty Conflict of Interest Policy

The Executive Committee was asked to approve the appointment of Professor Andrew Collins as the
Faculty Senate representative to the Faculty Conflict of Interest Committee. Approval by the Executive
Committee is required under the Faculty Handbook. A motion was made and seconded to approve his
appointment. The appointment term is not limited.

Draft Tobacco Free Campus Policy

Professor Elizabeth Click, CWRU Medical Director, is seeking endorsement from the Faculty Senate to
explore the concept of a tobacco free campus. Prof. Click is seeking endorsement from several groups
on campus and the SAC has just recently given their endorsement. If the concept is endorsed, then a
task force will be convened to draft a policy. Several issues were raised by committee members
including rules for visitors on campus and how the policy would be enforced. Prof. Click said that the
university is genuinely concerned about the health of the campus community and does not promote
confrontation among community members. Prof. Savinell suggested that since the Faculty Senate had
not yet heard a presentation on the topic, that Prof. Click should report to the Senate at its September
meeting. The Executive Committee voted to approve placing this item on the Faculty Senate agenda.
Attachment

Faculty Senate Position on Ohio House Bill 597

Professor Patricia Princehouse discussed Ohio House Bill 597 which repeals the common core science
standards and replaces them with education that would allow intelligent design and creationism to be
taught alongside evolution in science classes. Prof. Princehouse would like to see a statement from the
CWRU faculty opposing the bill. Prof. Savinell suggested that Prof. Princehouse draft a statement or
resolution for the Faculty Senate to consider. The members of the Executive Committee voted to place
this item on the agenda for the Faculty Senate meeting, however, there was no longer a sufficient
number of members in attendance to constitute a quorum. The committee suggested that Prof.
Princehouse follow the procedures in the Faculty Senate By-Laws for introducing new business at a
Senate meeting without approval of the Executive Committee. Attachment

Proposed Health Benefits for Gender Affirmation Services




This item was postponed due to insufficient time.

Revisions to Committee on Graduate Studies Charge
This item was postponed due to insufficient time.

Approval of Faculty Senate Agenda
The agenda for the Faculty Senate meeting was approved with the deletion of the above two items.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:10pm

Approved by the Faculty Senate Executive Committee
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Secretary of the University Faculty
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http://studentaffairs.case.edu/groups/aiboard/policy.html
tel:216.368.5230
mailto:disability@case.edu



mailto:danhong.song@case.edu

Website:

Help:

NOTE:

The course website is http://blackboard.case.edu.To log in you need to use your case ID
and password. After logging in, go to the appropriate STAT 312 under “My Courses”.

Hayley Topel (hmt1l7@case.edu) and Janis Cava (jac256 @case.edu) will be my TAs for
this course during the semester. They will provide tutoring help and share the
responsibilities of grading. For tutoring, both Hayley and Janis will be able to tutor on
Mondays in room 374 Yost. Here are their hours:

Hayley: 10:00-11:30 am on Mondays and
Janis: 4:40-5:30 on Mondays

Also, please don’t forget about my office hours. I will be glad to help you.
The instructor reserves the right to make any changes she considers academically

advisable. It is the student's responsibility to attend classes and keep track of the
proceedings.


mailto:hmt17@case.edu







EECS 132 Spring 2014
DESCRIPTION

Course Description

Introduction to computer programming and problem solving with the Java language. Computers,
operating systems, and Java applications; software development; conditional statements; loops;
methods; arrays; classes and objects; object-oriented design; unit testing; strings and text 1/0;
inheritance and polymorphism; GUl components; application testing; abstract classes and
interfaces; exception handling; files and streams; GUI event handling; generics; collections;
threads; comparison of Java to C, C++, and C#.

Course Outline

The course will cover the following topics. The order is subject to change:

A brief history of programming

Data, primitive data types, class data types

Methods

Computer organization and the Java memory model

Conditional statements, recursion

Loops

Strings and Arrays

Polymorphism, subclasses, abstract classes, interfaces

Industrial programming techniques: paired programming, APl generation
Graphical User Interfaces and event-driven programming

Introduction to computer science: program correctness and runtime analysis
Industrial programming techniques: testing, debuggers, and JUnit

File input and output

Building applications; the main method

Exception handling

Abstract data types; generic types; linked lists

Collections; iterators; comparable types

Inner and anonymous classes

Java reflection

Multi-threaded programming

COURSE INFORMATION

Instructor: Harold Connamacher

e Office: Olin 502

e Office Hours: Monday 4-5pm, Tuesday 9-10am, Wednesday 4-5pm, Thursday 9-10
Timetable:

e Lecture: Monday, Wednesday, Friday, 2:00pm in Millis Schmitt Lecture Hall




e Recitation Lab: Wednesday 3:00 pm -or- Wednesday 4:00 pm -or- Thursday 1:15pm -or-
Thursday 2:45p in Olin 803

Because all recitation sections are full, please attend your assigned recitation lab. If you need to

change recitation sections, please speak to the course instructor.

Course Textbook:

e Required Book: Flanagan, Java in a Nutshell, 5th edition, 2005. ISBN 9780596007737

e Recommended Book: Lewis and Lofton, Java Software Solutions, 7th edition, 2012 (with
electronic resource access). ISBN 9780132760775

The second book is strongly recommended for any student who does not have prior experience

with computer programming.

Prerequisites:

e None

COURSE ASSESSMENT

To help you learn the material, there will be regular assignments and assessments covering
different aspects of programming in Java.

Late Work Policy:The late policy for each assessment is listed in the assessment description. The
only exceptions are for medical or similar emergencies, and in such situations work will only be
accepted with notice from an appropriate university official. If you have to miss class due to a
scheduled event such as a sporting event or club performance, you must make arrangements to
submit your required work early.

Prelabs:The prelab is a short exercise to be completed each weekend. The prelab is due each
Wednesday at 2pm beginning Wednesday, January 22. No late submissions will be accepted. The
purpose of the prelab is to reinforce certain Java techniques that will be used in the next lab
session so that your lab session will be more productive. The prelab is expected to be entirely your
own work, and you will receive full credit as long as it is mostly correct.

Quizzes:There will be a short quiz to be completed each week. The quizzes are posted each
Friday, starting January 17 and due the following Tuesday. No late submissions will be accepted.
The quiz will cover material from the previous week lecture. The quiz is expected to be your own
work. You will be permitted to take the quiz twice. After the first attempt, you will be told which
answers were incorrect and you may look up the correct answers in your notes or the textbook.

Optional MyProgrammingLab:MyProgramminglLab is an on-line Java quiz/program practice that
goes with the Lewis textbook. MyProgramminglLab is optional and recommended for students with
no prior programming experience. New MyProgramminglLab questions will be posted each week. If
you choose to do the MyProgramminglLab, you may replace either your term Prelab or Quiz grade
with the term MyProgramminglLab grade

MyProgramminglLab access is included when you purchase the Lewis textbook. You may
purchase MyProgrammingLab separately. Go to myprogramminglab.com to register.

Labs:There will be a lab/recitation section every week beginning Wednesday, January 15. The lab
will consist of an exercise you are to complete in the hour provided. The lab serves two purposes:
to give you hands on practice with Java concepts, and to introduce you to the industrial technique




of paired-programming. You are encouraged to have a lab partner. If you have a lab partner, your
lab grade will be determined by how well you follow the paired-programming technique and
whether you focused on the lab task for the entire hour. If you do not have a lab partner (for
example you miss the lab due to illness), you will not be practicing paired-programming and so
your grade will be determined only by the correctness of your lab results. If you are unable to
attend the lab session, you can have an automatic extension. The lab must be submitted no
later than the Tuesday following the lab section.

Programming Projects:There will be a programming project assigned every two weeks starting
the fourth week of the course. The first project will be assigned Friday, February 7 and will be due
Friday, February 21. Each homework will consist of Java programming. In addition, there will be
written work to include with the program. All homework is assumed to be your own work. The late
policy for homework is as follows: -10% if within one hour late. -25% if within 24 hours late.
-50% if over 24 hours late. There will be no homework accepted once the grading is done or
after a week past the deadline.

Midterm:The midterm exam will consist of short answer, fill in the blank, and free response
sections. You may be asked to provide correct Java code or proper English descriptions for the
questions asked. The midterm will be in class on Monday, March 3.

Final:The final exam is at the time specified by the registrar: Monday, May 5 at 8:30 am. The exam
will be the same format as the midterm exam, and the exam will be cumulative.

Calculators:You are permitted to use calculators on prelabs, labs, homework, and quizzes. No
calculators will be permitted on midterms and finals.

Grading Scheme:

Prelabs: 5% *
Labs: 10%
Quizzes: 5% *

Homework: 30%

Midterm: 15%

Final Exam: 35%

* You may replace either the 5% quiz grade or the 5% prelabs grade with a 5% MyProgramminglLab
grade.

Grade scale:
The class will use the following scale to translate your percentage grade to a final grade.
If your percentage grade Your final grade will
is at least be at least
90 A
80 B
70 C
60 D

You must score at least 50% on the final exam to pass the course.

Academic Honesty

Please see the general University Policy on Academic Integrity. The specifics for the course are




listed in the document, Course Honor Policy, found on this site.
Special Considerations

Physical Disabilities or Other Hardships: If you have a physical disability or other hardship that
can potentially put you at a disadvantage in this course, please see Educational Student Services.
They will make certain you receive the necessary accommodations so that you may perform your
best.

Religious Holidays: | strive to schedule all major projects and tests so that they do not conflict
with important religious holidays. However, | am not always successful in doing that. If an
important religious holiday conflicts with a class test or assignment in a way that makes it so that
you can not take the test or complete the assignment as originally assigned, please see me as
soon as possible to make necessary arrangements.




ENGR 131: Elementary Computer Programming

Instructor: Dr. Chris Fietkiewicz

Email: Use help addresses listed on the website

Instructor Office Hours: Immediately after lectures and by appointment
Teaching Assistant Office Hours: See the website

Websites

Primary website: http://blackboard.case.edu
Textbook source code: http://www.elsevierdirect.com/9780123850812 (click on link for “Companion Website™)

Getting Help

Email: Use the “help” email address for your lab section (see the website for the list). Email sent to this address
goes to several TAs for the fastest reply possible.

Office hours: Supplemental Instruction (SI) sessions will be available on different days throughout the week.
Each TA will also hold weekly office hours. See the website for the complete schedule of Sl sessions and TA
office hours.

Tutoring: Complimentary tutoring is available through ESS Peer Tutoring services. To sign up, go to the ESS
web page, http://studentaffairs.case.edu/education/, and click on “TutorTrac”. Tell your tutor to contact Chris if
he or she has any questions.

Course Description

The goals of this course are to (1) develop skills in computational thinking through problem solving and (2)
learn the practical skill of programming in MATLAB. Topics covered include algorithm design, data structures,
operators, control flow, and functions.

Textbook

Book: Attaway, MATLAB: A Practical Introduction to Programming and Problem Solving, Second Edition,
Butterworth-Heinemann, 2011. ISBN 978-0123850812.

Website with M-files: see link above

Specific Topics

Ch 1: MATLAB calculations
Ch 2: MATLAB programming
Ch 3: Selection

Ch 4: Repetition

Ch 5: Vectorization

Ch 6: Advanced programming
Ch 7: Strings

Ch 8: Data Structures



Ch 9: File Input/Output

Ch 10: Advanced functions

Ch 11: Advanced plotting

Ch 12: Systems of linear algebraic equations
Ch 13: Statistics and advanced algorithms
Ch 14: Audio and graphics

Ch 15: Advanced mathematics

Labs & Software

All students will have 24-hour access to the Olin 8" floor lab (x4056). The Nord Lab computers can also be
used. The Olin lab and all equipment are to be used for coursework only. Any unauthorized use of the lab or
equipment may result in failure for the course. MATLAB software is available from
https://softwarecenter.case.edu, and students are encouraged to install in on their personal computer.

NOTE: To use MATLAB off campus, you may need to use the AnyConnect software for virtual private
networking (VPN) which is available at https://vpnsetup.case.edu.

Attendance

Lab: Lab attendance is required, and students must be present to receive credit for lab assignments. If you have
a valid excuse for missing a lab meeting, contact your TA immediately using the “help” email address.

Lecture: Attendance is not required for actual lectures (including lectures after a quiz). However, lecture
activities will be collected randomly to check attendance which can improve your course grade (see Borderline
Grades below). Students with valid excuses for missing a lecture can request makeup work in order to obtain
attendance credit.

Respect: Except for excused absences, it will be assumed that students who are not present during lecture or lab
do not need further assistance with the material covered. Please be respectful and use our scheduled time on
Tuesdays and Thursdays to seek help. At the end of the semester, grades within 1 point of the next highest letter
grade might be raised at the instructor’s discretion for students with perfect attendance and perfect assignment
completion.

Grading

The grade cutoffs are 90-80-70-60 percent for A-B-C-D respectively. The following weights will be applied to
the average percentage for each category. Items from different categories may have the same total number of
points, but they do not have the same contribution to the final grade. For example, an exam and a quiz may each
have a maximum of 100 points, but the contribution of each depends on the number of exams, the number of
quizzes, and the weight of each category.

(15%) Lab Assignments: Lab assignments are collected every week in lab. Students must be present to receive
credit. Assignments cannot be made up except for excused absences.

(5%) Homework: Homework problems will graded for completeness and not correctness.

(20%) Lecture quizzes: Quizzes will occur at the beginning of selected lectures. They will cover material in the
homework problems.



(50%) Exams: There are three required midterm exams. An unexcused absence will result in a zero for that
exam. Students will have the option (not required) to take a comprehensive final exam that will count as a
fourth exam. The average of all exams taken (either 3 or 4) is worth 50% of the final grade.

(10%) Final Project: A software development project is assigned at the end of the semester. Students must
choose a particular design within the guidelines provided. Students are required to work in groups of two or
three. Students are not permitted to work independently.

Late submissions: Late submissions for lab assignments and final projects will receive a penalty of —0.07 points
for each minute past the due date. Exams and quizzes will not be accepted late except for excused absences (see
“Abscences” below.

Absences: Non-emergency absences must be approved in advance, including Case-sponsored trips. Makeup
exams will be only be provided for excused absences in accordance with university policy. Students with valid
excuses for missing a lecture can request makeup work in order to obtain attendance credit.

Borderline grades: At the end of the semester, students who are within 1% of the next highest letter grade may
receive the higher letter grade, at the instructor’s discretion, if all of the following conditions are met:

e The student has perfect lecture attendance (based on collected lecture activities).

e The student submitted all assignments, including every lab, homework, quiz, exam, and final project
component.

e The student received a score of 80 or higher on the final exam.

e The student has not violated any course policies.

Assignment Philosophy
There are different types of assignments in the course:

e Tutorials (not graded)
e Lab assignments (graded for correctness)
e Homework problems (graded for completeness, not correctness)

These are specifically designed to work together to prepare you for the quizzes and exams. Each one requires an
additional level of ability. A homework problem is the most important opportunity for a student to practice with
a large problem independently prior to a lecture quiz. Therefore students are encouraged to complete all
homework problems independently. Asking for help is fine, but your results will be superior if all work is your
own.

Academic Integrity

All homework submitted should be the student’s own work. This includes the design of programs as well as the
actual computer code. Students are encouraged to seek assistance from their TA and the instructor to ensure that
homework study is approached properly. Students found in violation of the university’s academic integrity
policy will be reported to the Dean's office and will receive either a permanent zero on the assignment in
question or failure for the course.

Friendly Advice: The Proactive Student



The truly successful people in life are the ones who know how to get what they want. They also know they are
the only ones responsible for making it happen. Many students come to college thinking they can succeed by
simply doing what they are told. It is not uncommon to hear the complaint, "You didn't tell us we had to

know that!" Success in college, as well as in life, comes from self-discovery, which includes discovering

things by oneself as well as discovering things about oneself. One of the instructor's jobs is to show students
where to look. It is the students' responsibility to know whether they have found what they needed and to seek
out help when they are uncertain. Please be proactive about your education, and do not wait for your instructors
to tell you when you don't know something.



Chapter 3: Part Il

ARTICLE II. Policy for Responding to Allegations of Research Misconduct®

Sec. A. Introduction

1. General Policy

Research misconduct will not be tolerated or accepted at Case Western Reserve
University. Scientific integrity and ethics are highly valued and expected from all
members of the University community. While ensuring compliance, the University will
make all efforts to protect the rights and reputations of all individuals including the
respondent and good faith complainant.

The University will reqularly edueate-provide information to researchers and staff
members on the policies related to research misconduct and the importance of
compliance. Preventative measures are by far the most productive and least damaging to
all involved. Our goal is to initiate department-level discussions among students, faculty,
and staff researchers to examine the contemporary stresses felt on academic research
ethics, and to consider ways to deal with those stresses._The University supports
Responsible Conduct of Research (RCR) training efforts across campus and expects
individual researchers to be actively engaged in meeting the RCR educational
requirements of funding agencies.

The University's basic procedural approach to handling allegations of research
misconduct is to investigate as soon as misconduct is suspected, inform and cooperate
with the Office of Research Integrity (ORI), and to follow the proceeding policies.

2—Scope

This policy and the associated procedures apply to all individuals at Case Western
Reserve University engaged in any research whether it is supported by the U.S. Public
Health Service (PHS) or not. The PHS regulation, 42 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Part 93, applies to any research, research-training or research-related grant or cooperative
agreement with PHS. This University policy applies to any person paid by, under the
control of, or affiliated with the institution, such as scientists, trainees, technicians and
other staff members, students, fellows, guest researchers, or collaborators at Case
Western Reserve University. While the University's authority to investigate, to compel
cooperation, and to impose sanctions against those who are not members of the
University Community is limited, the University will nonetheless investigate all



allegations of misconduct involving research.
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Sec. B. Definitions

1. Allegation means any written or oral statement or other indication of possible research
misconduct made to a University or HHS official where the alleged misconduct occurred
within six years of the date the University received the allegation.

2. Complainant means a person who makes an allegation of research misconduct.

3. Conflict of interest means the real or apparent interference of one person's interests with
the interests of another person, where potential bias may occur due to prior or existing
personal or professional relationships.

4. Deciding Official means the University official who makes final determinations on
allegations of research misconduct and any responsive institutional actions. The Deciding
Official will not be the same individual as the Research Integrity Officer and should have
no direct prior involvement in the institution's inquiry, investigation, or allegation
assessment.

5. Good-faith allegation means an allegation made with the honest belief that research
misconduct may have occurred. An allegation is not in good faith if it is made with
knowing or reckless disregard for the information that would negate the allegation.

6. Inquiry means gathering information and initial fact-finding to determine whether an
allegation or apparent instance of research misconduct warrants an investigation.



7.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Investigation means the formal examination and evaluation of all relevant facts to
determine whether misconduct has occurred, and, if so, to determine the responsible
person and the seriousness of the misconduct.

ORI means the Office of Research Integrity, the office within the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services (DHHS) that is responsible for the research misconduct and
research integrity activities of the U.S. Public Health Service.

PHS means the U.S. Public Health Service, an operating component of the DHHS.

PHS regulation means the Public Health Service regulation establishing standards for
institutional inquiries and investigations into allegations of research misconduct, which is
set forth at 42 CFR Part 93, 'Public Health Service Policies on Research Misconduct.'

PHS support means PHS grants, contracts, or cooperative agreements or applications
therefore.

Research Integrity Officer means the University official responsible for assessing
allegations of research misconduct and determining whether such allegations warrant
inquiries and for overseeing inquiries and investigations.

Research record means any data, document, computer file, computer diskette, or any
other written or non-written account or object that reasonably may be expected to provide
evidence or information regarding the proposed, conducted, or reported research that
constitutes the subject of an allegation of research misconduct. A research record
includes, but is not limited to, grant or contract applications, whether funded or unfunded;
grant or contract progress and other reports; laboratory notebooks; notes; correspondence;
videos; photographs; X-ray film; slides; biological materials; computer files and
printouts; manuscripts and publications; equipment use logs; laboratory procurement
records; animal facility records; human and animal subject protocols; consent forms;
medical charts; and patient research files.



14. Respondent means the person against whom an allegation of research misconduct is
directed or the person whose actions are the subject of the inquiry or investigation. There
can be more than one respondent in any inquiry or investigation.

15. Retaliation means any action that adversely affects the employment or other institutional
status of an individual that is taken by an institution or an employee because the
individual has in good faith made an allegation of research misconduct or of inadequate
institutional response thereto or has cooperated in good faith with an investigation of
such allegation

16. Research Misconduct means fabrication, falsification, plagiarism in proposing,
performing, or reviewing research, or in reporting research results. Fabrication is making
up data or results and recording or reporting them. Falsification is manipulating research
materials, equipment, or processes, or changing or omitting data or results such that the
research is not accurately represented in the research record. Plagiarism is the
appropriation of another person's ideas, processes, results or words without giving
appropriate credit. Research misconduct does not include honest error or differences in
opinion.

A finding of research misconduct requires that 1) there be a significant departure from
accepted practices of the relevant research community, 2) the misconduct be committed

intentionally, knowingly or recklessly; and 3) the allegation be proven by a
preponderance of the evidence.

Sec. C. Rights and Responsibilities

1. Research Integrity Officer (https://research.case.edu/Compliance/Researchintegrity.cfm)

The Research Integrity Officer will have primary responsibility for implementation of the
procedures set forth in this document. The Research Integrity Officer will be a University
official who is well qualified to handle the procedural requirements involved and is
sensitive to the varied demands made on those who conduct research, those who are
accused of misconduct, and those who report apparent misconduct in good faith.

The Research Integrity Officer will appoint the inquiry and investigation committees and
shall take all reasonable steps to ensure an impartial and unbiased research misconduct



proceeding to the maximum extent practicable. He/she shall select those conducting the
inquiry or investigation on the basis of scientific expertise that is pertinent to the matter
and, prior to selection, shall screen them for any unresolved personal, professional, or
financial conflicts of interest with the respondent, complainant, potential witnesses, or
others involved in the matter. Any such conflict which a reasonable person would
consider to demonstrate potential bias shall disqualify the individual from selection.

To the extent allowed by law, the Research Integrity Officer shall maintain the identity of
respondents and complainants securely and confidentially and shall not disclose any
identifying information, except to: (1) those who need to know in order to carry out a
thorough, competent, objective and fair research misconduct proceeding; and (2) ORI as
it conducts its review of the research misconduct proceeding and any subsequent
proceedings.

To the extent allowed by law, any information obtained during the research misconduct
proceeding that might identify the subjects of research shall be maintained securely and
confidentially and shall not be disclosed, except to those who need to know in order to
carry out the research misconduct proceeding.

The Research Integrity Officer will assist inquiry and investigation committees and all
University personnel in complying with these procedures and with applicable standards
imposed by government or external funding sources. The Research Integrity Officer is
also responsible for maintaining files of all documents and evidence and for the
confidentiality and the security of the files.

The Research Integrity Officer will report to ORI as required by regulation and keep ORI
appraised of any developments during the course of the inquiry or investigation that may
affect current or potential DHHS funding for the individual(s) under investigation or that
PHS needs to know to ensure appropriate use of Federal funds and otherwise protect the
public interest.

Complainant

The complainant will ordinarily have an opportunity to be interviewed by the inquiry and
investigation committees, to review portions of the inquiry and investigation reports
pertinent to his or her allegations or testimony, to be informed of the results of the inquiry
and investigation, and to be protected from retaliation. Also, if the Research Integrity
Officer has determined that the complainant may be able to provide pertinent information
on any portions of the draft report; these portions may be given to the complainant for
comment.

The complainant is responsible for making allegations in good faith, maintaining
confidentiality, and cooperating with an inquiry or investigation.



3. Respondent

The respondent will be informed in writing of the allegations when an inquiry is opened
and notified in writing of the final determinations and resulting actions. The respondent
will also have the opportunity to be interviewed by and present evidence to the inquiry
and investigation committees, to review the draft inquiry and investigation reports, and to
have the advisor of choice. Advisors, however, may only consult with the respondent.
They may not address the committee, ask questions of the committee, or participate in the
interviews.

The respondent is responsible for maintaining confidentiality and cooperating with the
conduct of an inquiry or investigation. If the respondent is not found to have engaged in
research misconduct, he or she has the right to receive institutional assistance in restoring
his or her reputation.

4. Deciding Official

The associate vice president for research (or in his or her absence, a representative
appointed by the provost) as the deciding official will receive the inquiry and/or
investigation report and any written comments made by the respondent or the
complainant on the draft report. The deciding official will consult with the research
integrity officer and other appropriate officials and will determine whether to conduct an
investigation, whether misconduct occurred, whether to impose sanctions, or whether to
recommend and/or take other appropriate administrative actions.

Sec. D. General Policies and Principles

1. Responsibility to Report Misconduct

All employees or individuals associated with Case Western Reserve University should
report observed, suspected, or apparent misconduct in research to the Research Integrity
Officer. If an individual is unsure whether a suspected incident falls within the definition
of research misconduct, he or she may contact the Research Integrity Officer to discuss
the suspected misconduct informally. If the circumstances described by the individual do
not meet the definition of research misconduct, the Research Integrity Officer will refer
the individual or allegation to other offices or officials with responsibility for resolving
the problem.



At any time, an employee may have discussions and consultations about concerns of
possible misconduct with the Research Integrity Officer and will be counseled about
appropriate procedures for reporting allegations.

Protecting the Complainant

The Research Integrity Officer will monitor the treatment of individuals who bring
allegations of misconduct or of inadequate institutional response thereto, and those who
cooperate in inquiries or investigations. The Research Integrity Officer will attempt to
ensure that these persons will not be retaliated against in the terms and conditions of their
employment or other status at the institution and will review instances of alleged
retaliation for appropriate action.

Employees or those affiliated with the University or a PHS grant should immediately
report any alleged or apparent retaliation to the Research Integrity Officer.

Also the University will protect the privacy of those who report misconduct in good faith
to the maximum extent possible. For example, if the complainant requests anonymity, the
University will make a reasonable effort to honor the request during the allegation
assessment or inquiry within applicable policies and regulations and state and local laws,
if any. The complainant will be advised that if the matter is referred to an investigation
committee and the complainant's testimony is required, anonymity may no longer be
guaranteed. The University is required to undertake diligent efforts to protect the
positions and reputations of those persons who, in good faith, make allegations.

Protecting the Respondent

Inquiries and investigations will be conducted in a manner that will ensure fair treatment
to the respondent(s) and confidentiality to the extent possible without compromising
public health and safety or thoroughly carrying out the inquiry or investigation.

University employees accused of research misconduct may consult with an advisor (who
is not a principal or witness in the case) to seek advice and may bring the adviser to
interviews or meetings on the case. However, the adviser may only consult with the
respondent. Advisors may not address the committee, ask questions of the committee, or
participate in the interview.

Cooperation with Inquiries and Investigations

University employees and those working on PHS grants will cooperate with the Research



Sec. E.

Integrity Officer and other institutional officials in the review of allegations and the
conduct of inquiries and investigations. Employees have an obligation to provide relevant
evidence to the Research Integrity Officer or other University officials on misconduct
allegations.

Preliminary Assessment of Allegations

Promptly after receiving an allegation of research misconduct, defined as a disclosure of
possible research misconduct through any means of communication, the Research
Integrity Officer shall assess the allegation to determine if: (1) it meets the definition of
research misconduct in 42 CFR Section 93.103; (2) it involves either the PHS supported
research, applications for PHS research support, or research records specified in 42 CFR
Section 93.102(b) or other non-PHS support; and, (3) the allegation is sufficiently
credible and specific so that potential evidence of research misconduct may be identified.
This assessment will be presented in writing to the Deciding Official for concurrence
before the Research Integrity Officer either closes the matter or proceeds to inquiry. All
parties will be notified in writing if the matter is closed after the preliminary assessment.

Conducting the Inquiry

Initiation and Purpose of the Inquiry

Following the preliminary assessment, if the Research Integrity Officer determines that
the allegation provides sufficient information to allow specific follow-up and falls under
the PHS definition of research misconduct, he or she will initiate the inquiry process
whether it involves PHS support or not. In initiating the inquiry, the Research Integrity
Officer should identify clearly the original allegation and any related issues that should
be evaluated. The purpose of the inquiry is to make a preliminary evaluation of the
available evidence and testimony of the respondent, complainant, and key witnesses to
determine whether there is sufficient evidence of possible research misconduct to warrant
an investigation. The purpose of the inquiry is not to reach a final conclusion about
whether misconduct definitely occurred or who was responsible. The findings of the
inquiry will be set forth in an inquiry report.

Sequestration of the Research Records

After determining that an allegation falls within the definition of misconduct in research,
the Research Integrity Officer must ensure that all original research records and materials



relevant to the allegation are secured. The Research Integrity Officer may consult with
ORI for advice and assistance in this regard.

The Research Integrity Officer shall take the following specific steps to obtain, secure,
and maintain the research records and evidence pertinent to the research misconduct
proceeding:

1. Either before or when the Research Integrity Officer notifies the respondent
of the allegation, the Research Integrity Officer shall promptly take all
reasonable and practical steps to obtain custody of all research records and
evidence needed to conduct the research misconduct proceeding, inventory those
materials, and sequester them in a secure manner, except in those cases where the
research records or evidence encompass scientific instruments shared by a number
of users, custody may be limited to copies of the data or evidence on such
instruments, so long as those copies are substantially equivalent to the evidentiary
value of the instruments.

2. Where appropriate, give the respondent copies of, or as reasonable, supervised
access to the research records.

3. Undertake all reasonable and practical efforts to take custody of additional
research records and evidence discovered during the course of the research
misconduct proceeding, including at the inquiry and investigation stages, or if
new allegations arise, subject to the exception for scientific instruments in (1)
above.

3. Appointment of the Inquiry Committee

The Research Integrity Officer, in consultation with other University officials as
appropriate, will appoint an inquiry committee and committee chair. The inquiry
committee should consist of individuals who do not have real or apparent conflicts of
interest in the case, are unbiased, and have the necessary expertise to evaluate the
evidence and issues related to the allegation, interview the principals and key witnesses,
and conduct the inquiry. These individuals may be scientists, subject matter experts,
administrators, lawyers, or other qualified persons, and they may be from inside or
outside the University.

The Research Integrity Officer will notify the respondent of the proposed committee



Sec. F.

membership in writing. If the respondent submits a written objection to any appointed
member of the inquiry committee or expert based on bias or conflict of interest within 5
days, the Research Integrity Officer will determine whether to replace the challenged
member or expert with a qualified substitute.

Charge to the Committee and the First Meeting

The Research Integrity Officer will prepare a charge for the inquiry committee that
describes the allegations and any related issues identified during the allegation
assessment and states that the purpose of the inquiry is to make a preliminary evaluation
of the evidence and testimony of the respondent, complainant, and key witnesses to
determine whether there is sufficient evidence of possible research misconduct to warrant
an investigation as required by the PHS regulation. The purpose is not to determine
whether research misconduct definitely occurred or who was responsible.

At the committee's first meeting, the Research Integrity Officer will review the charge
with the committee, discuss the allegations, any related issues, and the appropriate
procedures for conducting the inquiry, assist the committee with organizing plans for the
inquiry, and answer any questions raised by the committee. The Research Integrity
Officer and the Office of General Counsel will be available throughout the inquiry to
advise the committee as needed.

Inquiry Process

The inquiry committee will normally interview the complainant, the respondent and key
witnesses as well as review relevant research records and materials. Then the inquiry
committee will evaluate the evidence and testimony obtained during the inquiry. After
consultation with the Research Integrity Officer and the Office of General Counsel, the
committee members will decide whether there is sufficient evidence of possible research
misconduct to recommend further investigation. The scope of the inquiry does not
include deciding whether misconduct occurred or conducting exhaustive interviews and
analyses.

The Inquiry Report

Elements of the Inquiry Report

The written inquiry report shall contain the following information: (1) The name and



position of the respondent(s); (2) A description of the allegations of research misconduct;
(3) The PHS support involved, including, for example, grant numbers, grant applications,
contracts, and publications listing PHS support or other non-PHS support; (4) The basis
for recommending that the alleged actions warrant an investigation; and (5) Any
comments on the report by the respondent or the complainant. The report should also
include recommendations on whether any other actions should be taken if an
investigation is not recommended. The Office of General Counsel will review the report
for legal sufficiency.

2. Comments on the Report by the Respondent and the Complainant

The Research Integrity Officer will provide the respondent with a copy of the inquiry
report for comment and rebuttal, along with a copy of this policy. The Research Integrity
Officer may provide the complainant, if he or she is identifiable; with a summary of the
inquiry findings that addresses the complainant's role and opinions in the investigation.

a. Confidentiality

The Research Integrity Officer may establish reasonable conditions for review to
protect the confidentiality of the report.

b. Receipt of Comments

Within 24-10 calendar days of receipt of the report or summary, the respondent
(and complainant, if applicable) will provide their comments, if any, to the
inquiry committee. Any comments that the complainant or respondent submits on
the report may become part of the final inquiry report and record. Based on the
comments, the inquiry committee may revise the report as appropriate.

3. Inquiry Decision and Notification

a. Decision by Deciding Official

The Research Integrity Officer will transmit the final report and any comments to
the Deciding Official, who will make the determination of whether findings from
the inquiry provide sufficient evidence of possible research misconduct to justify



conducting an investigation. The inquiry is completed when the Deciding Official
makes this determination. The determination is ordinarily made within 60 days of
the first meeting of the inquiry committee, unless circumstances warrant a longer
period. The reasons for exceeding the 60-day period shall be documented in the
inquiry record.

b. Notification

The Research Integrity Officer will ordinarily notify both the respondent and the
complainant in writing of the Deciding Official's decision of whether to proceed
to an investigation and will remind them of their obligation to cooperate in the
event an investigation is opened. The Research Integrity Officer will also notify
all appropriate University officials of the Deciding Official's decision.

4. Time Limit for Completing the Inquiry Report

The inquiry committee will normally complete the inquiry and submit its report in
writing to the Research Integrity Officer no more than 60 calendar days following its first
meeting, unless the Research Integrity Officer approves an extension because
circumstances warrant a longer period. If the Research Integrity Officer approves an
extension, the reason for the extension will be entered into the records. The respondent
also may be notified of the extension.

On or before the date on which the investigation begins (the investigation must begin
within 30 calendar days of the institution finding that an investigation is warranted), the
Research Integrity Officer shall provide ORI with the written finding by and a copy of
the inquiry report containing the information required by 42 CFR Section 93.309(a).
Upon a request from ORI he/she shall promptly send them: (1) a copy of institutional
policies and procedures under which the inquiry was conducted; (2) the research records
and evidence reviewed, transcripts or recordings of any interviews, and copies of all
relevant documents; and (3) the charges for the investigation to consider. Inquiry reports
of allegations that do not involve PHS support in accordance with the definition of
research misconduct will not be forwarded to ORI, but will otherwise be in accordance
with this policy.

Sec. G. Conducting the Investigation



1. Purpose of the Investigation

The purpose of the investigation is to explore in detail the allegations, to examine the
evidence in depth, and to determine specifically whether misconduct has been committed,
by whom, and to what extent. The investigation will also determine whether there are
additional instances of possible misconduct that would justify broadening the scope
beyond the initial allegations. This is particularly important where the alleged misconduct
involves clinical trials or potential harm to human subjects or the general public or if it
affects research that forms the basis for public policy, clinical practice, or public health
practice. The findings of the investigation will be set forth in an investigation report.

2. Sequestration of the Research Records

The Research Integrity Officer will immediately sequester any additional pertinent
research records that were not previously sequestered during the inquiry. This
sequestration should occur before or at the time the respondent is notified that an
investigation has begun. The need for additional sequestration of records may occur for
any number of reasons, including the University's decision to investigate additional
allegations not considered during the inquiry stage or the identification of records during
the inquiry process that had not been previously secured. The procedures to be followed
for sequestration during the investigation are the same procedures that apply during the
inquiry.

3. Appointment of the Investigation Committee

The Research Integrity Officer, in consultation with other University officials as
appropriate, will appoint an investigation committee and the committee chair as soon as
practicable after the respondent has been notified that an investigation is planned. The
investigation committee should consist of at least three individuals who do not have real
or apparent conflicts of interest in the case, are unbiased, and have the necessary
expertise to evaluate the evidence and issues related to the allegations, interview the
principals and key witnesses, and conduct the investigation. These individuals may be
scientists, administrators, subject matter experts, lawyers, or other qualified persons, and
they may be from inside or outside the University. Individuals appointed to the
investigation committee may also have served on the inquiry committee.

The Research Integrity Officer will notify the respondent of the proposed committee
membership. If the respondent submits a written objection to any appointed member of
the investigation committee, the Research Integrity Officer will determine whether to
replace the challenged member with a qualified substitute.



4.

5.

Charge to the Committee and the First Meeting

a. Charge to the Committee

The Research Integrity Officer will define the subject matter of the investigation
in a written charge to the committee that describes the allegations and related
issues identified during the inquiry, defines research misconduct, and identifies
the name of the respondent. The charge will state that the committee is to evaluate
the evidence and testimony of the respondent, complainant, and key witnesses to
determine whether, based on a preponderance of the evidence, research
misconduct occurred and, if so, to what extent, who was responsible, and its
seriousness.

During the investigation, if additional information becomes available that
substantially changes the subject matter of the investigation or would suggest
additional respondents, the committee will notify the Research Integrity Officer,
who will determine whether it is necessary to notify the respondent of the new
subject matter or to provide notice to additional respondents.

b. The First Meeting

The Research Integrity Officer, with the Office of General Counsel, will convene
the first meeting of the investigation committee to review the charge, the inquiry
report, and the prescribed procedures and standards for the conduct of the
investigation, including the necessity for confidentiality and for developing a
specific investigation plan. The investigation committee will be provided with a
copy of these instructions and, where PHS funding is involved, the PHS
regulation.

Investigation Process

In conducting all investigations, the University shall: (1) Use diligent efforts to ensure
that the investigation is thorough and sufficiently documented and includes examination
of all research records and evidence relevant to reaching a decision on the merits of the
allegations; (2) Interview each respondent, complainant, and any other available person
who has been reasonably identified as having information regarding any relevant aspects
of the investigation, including witnesses identified by the respondent, and record or
transcribe each interview, provide the recording or transcript to the interviewee for
correction, and include the recording or transcript in the record of investigation; (3)
Pursue diligently all significant issues and leads discovered that are determined relevant



to the investigation, including any evidence of additional instances of possible research
misconduct, and continue the investigation to completion; and (4) Otherwise comply with
the requirements for conducting an investigation in 42 CFR Section 93.310.

The respondent will be notified sufficiently in advance of the scheduling his or her
interview so that the respondent may prepare for the interview and arrange for the
attendance of an advisor, if the respondent wishes.

Sec. H. The Investigation Report

1. Elements of the Investigation Report

The Research Integrity Officer, in conjunction with the Investigation Committee, shall
prepare the draft and final institutional investigation reports in writing and provide the
draft report for comment as provided elsewhere in these policies and procedures and 42
CFR Section 93.312. The final investigation report shall:

1. Describe the nature of the allegations of research misconduct;

2. Describe and document the PHS support (if applicable), including, for example
any grant numbers, grant applications, contracts, and publications listing PHS
support;

3. Describe the specific allegations of research misconduct considered in the
investigation and the charge to the Investigation Committee;

4. Include the institutional policies and procedures under which the investigation
was conducted, if not already provided to ORI;

5. Identify and summarize the research records and evidence reviewed, and identify
any evidence taken into custody, but not reviewed. The report should also



describe any relevant records and evidence not taken into custody and
explain why.

6. Provide a finding as to whether research misconduct did or did not occur for each
separate allegation of research misconduct identified during the investigation, and
if misconduct was found,

(i) identify it as falsification, fabrication, or plagiarism;

(ii) identify-identify the criteria for determining that it was a significant departure
from accepted practices, that it was committedwhetherit-was intentionally,
knowingly, or-in recklessly-disregard, and that it was proven by a preponderance
of the evidence ;

(iii) summarize the facts and the analysis supporting the conclusion and consider
the merits of any reasonable explanation by the respondent and any evidence that
rebuts the respondent's explanations,

(ithv) identify the specific PHS support or other support;

(iv) identify any publications that need correction or retraction;

(vi) identify the person(s) responsible for the misconduct, and

(vii) list any current support or known applications or proposals for support that
the respondent(s) has pending with non-PHS Federal agencies; and

7. Include and consider any comments made by the respondent and complainant on
the draft investigation report.

The University shall maintain and provide to ORI upon request all relevant research
records and records of its research misconduct proceeding, including results of all
interviews and the transcripts or recordings of such interviews.

2. Comments on the Draft Report



a. Respondent

The Research Integrity Officer will provide the respondent with a copy of the
draft investigation report, and concurrently, a copy of, or supervised access to, the
evidence on which the report is based and notify the respondent that any
comments must be submitted within 30-14 days of the date on which he/she
received the draft report.- The respondent's comments will be attached to the final
report and are considered in the final investigation report.

b. Complainant

The Research Integrity Officer will provide the complainant; if he or she is
identifiable, with those portions of the draft investigation report that address the
complainant's role and opinions in the investigation. The report may be modified,
as appropriate, based on the complainant's comments.

c. Review by Office of General Counsel

The draft investigation report will be transmitted to the Office of General Counsel
for a review of its legal sufficiency. Comments should be incorporated into the
report as appropriate.

d. Confidentiality

In distributing the draft report, or portions thereof, to the respondent and
complainant, the Research Integrity Officer will inform the recipient of the
confidentiality under which the draft report is made available and may establish
reasonable conditions to ensure such confidentiality. For example, the Research
Integrity Officer may request the recipient to sign a confidentiality statement or to
come to his or her office to review the report.

University Review and Decision

Based on a preponderance of the evidence, the Deciding Official will make the final
determination whether to accept the investigation report, its findings, and the recommended
University actions. A preponderance of the evidence means proof by information that, compared
with that opposing it, leads to the conclusion that the fact at issue is more probably true than not.
If this determination varies from that of the investigation committee, the Deciding Official will



explain in detail the basis for rendering a decision different from that of the investigation
committee in the institution's letter transmitting the report to ORI. The Deciding Official's
explanation should be consistent with the PHS definition of research misconduct, the
University's policies and procedures, and the evidence reviewed and analyzed by the
investigation committee. The Deciding Official may also return the report to the investigation
committee with a request for further fact-finding or analysis. The Deciding Official's
determination, together with the investigation committee's report, constitutes the final
investigation report for purposes of ORI review.

When a final decision on the case has been reached, the Research Integrity Officer will notify
both the respondent and the complainant in writing of the decision. In addition, the Deciding
Official will determine whether law enforcement agencies, professional societies, professional
licensing boards, editors of journals in which falsified reports may have been published,
collaborators of the respondent in the work, or other relevant parties should be notified of the
outcome of the case. The Research Integrity Officer is responsible for ensuring compliance with
all notification requirements of funding or sponsoring agencies.

Transmittal of the Final Investigation Report

After comments have been received and the necessary changes have been made to the draft
report, the investigation committee should transmit the final report with attachments, including
the respondent's and complainant's comments, to the Deciding Official, through the Research
Integrity Officer.

Time Limit for Completing the Investigation Report

An investigation should ordinarily be completed within 120 days of its initiation, with the
initiation ordinarily beginning with the first meeting of the investigation committee. This
includes conducting the investigation, preparing the report of findings, making the draft report
available to the subject of the investigation for comment, submitting the report to the Deciding
Official for approval, and submitting the report to the ORI. If the University will not be able to
complete the investigation in 120 days, it will submit to ORI a written request for an extension
and an explanation for the need for an extension.

Sec. |. Requirements for Reporting to ORI

1. The University shall promptly provide to ORI after the investigation: (1) A copy of the
investigation report_(as outlined in Section H-1 above); and all attachments;and-any




appeals; (2) A statement of whether the institution found research misconduct and, if so,
who committed it; (3) A statement of whether the institution accepts the findings in the
investigation report; and (4) A description of any pending or completed administrative
actions against the respondent. (Only actions involving respondents who receive funding
from PHS will be reported to ORI.)

If the University plans to terminate an inquiry or investigation for any reason without
completing all relevant requirements of the PHS regulation, the Research Integrity
Officer will submit a report of the planned termination to ORI, including a description of
the reasons for the proposed termination.

If the University determines that it will not be able to complete the investigation in 120
days, the Research Integrity Officer will submit to ORI a written request for an extension
that explains the delay, reports on the progress to date, estimates the date of completion
of the report, and describes other necessary steps to be taken. If the request is granted, the
Research Integrity Officer will file periodic progress reports as requested by the ORI.

. When the case involves PHS funds, the University cannot accept an admission of
research misconduct as a basis for closing a case or not undertaking an investigation
without prior approval from ORI.

. At any time during a research misconduct proceeding, the University shall notify ORI
immediately if it has reason to believe that any of the following conditions exist:

1. Health or safety of the public is at risk, including an immediate need to protect
human or animal subjects.

2. HHS resources or interests are threatened.

3. Research activities should be suspended.



4. There is a reasonable indication of violations of civil or criminal law.

5. Federal action is required to protect the interests of those involved in the research
misconduct proceeding.

6. The University believes the research misconduct proceeding may be made public
prematurely, so that HHS may take appropriate steps to safeguard evidence and
protect the rights of those involved.

7. The University believes the research community or public should be informed.

Sec. J. Institutional Administrative Actions

The University will cooperate with and assist ORI and HHS, as needed, to carry out any
administrative actions HHS may impose as a result of a final finding of research misconduct by
HHS.

The University will also take appropriate administrative actions against individuals when an
allegation of misconduct has been substantiated.

If the Deciding Official determines that the alleged misconduct is substantiated by the findings,
he or she will decide on the appropriate actions to be taken, after consultation with the Research
Integrity Officer. The actions may include:

« withdrawal or correction of all pending or published abstracts and papers emanating from
the research where research misconduct was found.



« removal of the responsible person from the particular project, letter of reprimand, special
monitoring of future work, probation, suspension, salary reduction, or initiation of steps
leading to possible rank reduction or termination of employment;

« restitution of funds as appropriate.

The University will report to ORI any proposed settlements, admissions of research misconduct,
or institutional findings of misconduct that arise at any stage of a misconduct proceeding,
including the allegation and inquiry stages.

Sec. K. Other Considerations

1. Termination of University Employment or Resignation Prior to Completing Inquiry or
Investigation

The termination of the respondent's employment with the University, by resignation or
otherwise, before or after an allegation of possible research misconduct has been
reported, ordinarily will not preclude or terminate the misconduct procedures.

If the respondent, without admitting to the misconduct, elects to resign his or her position
prior to the initiation of an inquiry, but after an allegation has been reported, or during an
inquiry or investigation, the inquiry or investigation ordinarily will proceed. If the
respondent refuses to participate in the process after resignation, the committee will use
its best efforts to reach a conclusion concerning the allegations, noting in its report the
respondent's failure to cooperate and its effect on the committee's review of all the
evidence.

2. Restoration of the Respondent's Reputation

If the University finds no misconduct or that the allegation of misconduct cannot be
substantiated and ORI concurs, after consulting with the respondent, the Research
Integrity Officer will undertake reasonable efforts to restore the respondent's reputation.
Depending on the particular circumstances, the Research Integrity Officer should
consider notifying those individuals aware of or involved in the investigation of the final
outcome, publicizing the final outcome in forums in which the allegation of research
misconduct was previously publicized, or expunging all reference to the research
misconduct allegation from the respondent's personnel file.



3. Protection of the Complainant and Others

Regardless of whether the University or ORI determines that research misconduct
occurred, the Research Integrity Officer will undertake reasonable efforts to protect
complainants who made allegations of research misconduct in good faith and others who
cooperate in good faith with inquiries and investigations of such allegations. Upon
completion of an investigation, the Research Integrity Officer will determine, after
consulting with the complainant, what steps, if any, are needed to protect or restore the
position or reputation of the complainant. The Research Integrity Officer will also take
appropriate steps during the inquiry and investigation to prevent any retaliation against
the complainant.

4. Allegations Not Made in Good Faith

If relevant, the Inquiry or Investigation Committee will determine whether the
complainant's allegations of research misconduct were not made in good faith and will
include such determination in its respective report. If an allegation was not made in good
faith, the Deciding Official will determine whether any administrative action should be
taken against the complainant.

5. Interim Administrative Actions

At any time during a research misconduct proceeding, the University shall take
appropriate interim actions to protect public health, federal funds and equipment, and the
integrity of the PHS supported research process. The necessary actions will vary
according to the circumstances of each case, but examples of actions that may be
necessary include delaying the publication of research results, providing for closer
supervision of one or more researchers, requiring approvals for actions relating to the
research that did not previously require approval, auditing pertinent records, or taking
steps to contact other institutions that may be affected by an allegation of research
misconduct.

Sec. L. Record Retention



After completion of a case and all ensuing related actions, the Research Integrity Officer will
prepare a complete file, including the records of any inquiry or investigation and copies of all
documents and other materials furnished to the Research Integrity Officer or committees.

The University shall cooperate fully and on a continuing basis with ORI during its oversight
reviews of this institution and its research misconduct proceedings and during the process under
which the respondent may contest ORI findings of research misconduct and proposed HHS
administrative actions. This includes providing, as necessary to develop a complete record of
relevant evidence, all witnesses, research records, and other evidence under the University's
control or custody, or in the possession of, or accessible to, all persons that are subject to the
University's authority.

The University shall maintain all records of the research misconduct proceeding, as defined in 42
CFR Section 93.317(a), for 7 years after completion of the proceeding, or any ORI or HHS
proceeding under Subparts D and E of 42 CFR Part 93, whichever is later, unless the University
has transferred custody of the records and evidence to HHS, or ORI has advised the University
that it no longer need to retain the records.

*approved by the Faculty Senate 12/19/05 and the Board of Trustees 2/25/06; red text approved
by the Faculty Senate 4/21/11; pending BOT approval.
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Purpose of Course Evaluations
(approved by the Senate two years ago)

 Primary purpose: improvement of instruction

e Secondary purposes:
— Input into salary, promotion and tenure decisions

— Student course selection



Key Elements of FSCUE Recommendation
(approved by Faculty Senate last year)

New instrument: 3 questions + open-ended responses for each.

Option for students to opt out & end reminders.

Ability to add questions at a course, department or school level.

Evaluation form available on smartphones & tablets in appropriate formats.
Department chairs + others responsible for courses can view written comments.
Extended time (until due date for grades) to complete evaluations.

Release of course grades delayed until individuals complete each evaluation.
Improved reporting and data trustworthiness tools.

Voluntary mid-term evaluations



Charge

e Determine procedures for implementation of
new undergraduate course evaluation forms.

e Resolve issues that have been raised about

Implementation.

 Implement new undergraduate course
evaluation forms in the fall of 2014.



Factors Considered in Making Our
Recommendations

Goal: provide as many elements of the FSCUE
recommendation as possible in the first go
round.

Cost to the University
System attributes
Textual Analysis



Recommendations

1. Pilot EvaluationKIT this fall

. Keep evaluations open until the end of final
exams

. Permit faculty (and others, as appropriate) to
add questions from a question library

4. Add textual analysis in the future

. Address validity issues in the future



Vendor vs. Our System

_ Modify Our System EvauationKIT

Up-front costs 54.5K 2K
On-going 5K 19.7K + 3K
Site license
cost
Notes:
e QOur system is more expensive to set up, but cheaper to
administer.

e The expectation is that EvaluationKIT will be continuously
improving its product. We do not believe that will happen for
our system.



1. Pilot EvaluationKIT this fall

* Pros
— Pilot is free for one semester

— Entire university could be served
e SOM currently spending 8K/yr on different system

— Includes platform mobility
— Midterm evaluations included
e Cons

— Cost: after first semester, cost is 20K per year



2. Keep evaluations open until the end
of final exams

e Compromise with FSCUE recommendation

* Tying student grade viewing to evaluation
completion is not feasible for fall and will be
costly and complicated to implement

e Faculty can prevent students from seeing
grades before completing evaluations, if
desired, by not publishing grades until after
evaluations close.



3. Permit faculty to add questions
from a question library

— The library will initially consist of
e sensible questions from old evaluation

e recommendations of 2008 committee

— The Senate will need to decide how questions can
be added to this set.



4. and 5. Future Issues

* Add textual analysis in the future

— Because there are three open ended questions
much information will be inaccessible unless this
tool is available

e Address validity issues in the future

— Data from EvaluationKIT can be downloaded to
the university for further analysis

— May not be necessary if participation rates go up



Key Elements of FSCUE Recommendation
(approved by Faculty Senate last year)

New instrument: 3 questions + open—ended responses for each.

Option for students to opt out & end reminders.

Ability to add questions at a course, department or school level.

Evaluation form available on smartphones & tablets in appropriate formats.
Department chairs + others responsible for courses can view written comments.
Voluntary mid-term evaluations

Release of course grades delayed until individuals complete each evaluation.

Key
e Satisfied by recommendations
* Not satisfied



Other Issues for Senate

Can Graduate classes be evaluated with the new
instrument?

— Cross listed grad/ugrad classes
Who will work with ITS to implement the new system?
— We recommend the Provost’s office

If our recommendations are adopted, who will make
the decision in January to continue with EvaluationKIT
or modify our own system?

The course evaluation system needs to be monitored
on an on-going basis, so that changes can be made as
needed. Who will do this?

— We recommend FSCUE(/FSCGS)
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re Anti-science Ohio House Bill 597

In a nutshell:

see http://www.dispatch.com/content/stories/local/2014/08/20/intelligent-design-rises-
again.html "Rep. Andy Thompson, R-Marietta, a main bill sponsor, said ...'we want to
provide them the flexibility to consider all perspectives, not just on matters of faith or
how the Earth came into existence, but also global warming and other topics that are
controversial,”" Thompson said. Asked if intelligent design — the idea that a higher
authority is responsible for life — should be taught alongside evolution, Thompson said,
'l think it would be good for them to consider the perspectives of people of faith. That's
legitimate.™

Important background on this complex issue:

1925-1968: Laws in effect in over a dozen states make it illegal to teach evolution in
public schools

1968-present: US Supreme Court & federal district courts repeatedly find anti-evolution
laws unconstitutional:

SCOTUS 1968: "the state has no legitimate interest in protecting any or all religions
from views distasteful to them;" SCOTUS 1987 finding calls Creation Science "a

sham.” Creationists start recycling creationist material under more secular-sounding
labels like "Intelligent Design," which a district court finds to be "a mere relabeling" of
creation science. For an excellent and highly readable overview of the legal issues, read
the judge's decision in 2005 case Kitzmiller vs

Dover, http://ncse.com/files/pub/legal/kitzmiller/highlights/2005-12-

20 Kitzmiller decision.pdf

2001-2006- Having at the time no mention of evolution in its science standards & having
received a grade of "F" in science from the Fordham Foundation, Ohio begins writing its
own science standards & model lesson plans for instruction. The Ohio Board of
Education (OBE) attempts to require the teaching of intelligent-design creationism (ID).
See http://ncse.com/creationism/general/evolutionary-wars-ohio CWRU holds a public
forum in Feb 2002, over 3000 people show up. The following week the creationists
backpedal & ask the state board of education to not require ID but to "allow" teachers to
"teach the controversy" over creation vs evolution using "critical analysis of evolution."
The creationists claim there are many Ohio scientists who use ID in their scientific work.
To test this hypothesis CWRU commissioned & helped develop a poll of scientists in
Ohio (all profs in Ohio universities & colleges' science departments including physicists,
chemists. biologists, etc, and including both mainstream colleges & universities and also
fundamentalist Christian schools such as Cedarville). Fully one third of the profs
responded to the poll & the overwhelming majority said evolution should be taught,
intelligent-design should not & that they did not use ID in their research. 84% said they
do not see anything that prevents a person from both accepting evolution and believing
in God. http://ncse.com/creationism/general/ohio-scientists-intelligent-design-poll In
2004, 5 model lesson plans were introduced that included assertions that e.g. the sun &
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earth were only 6k years old and various other creationist ideas. The OBE quickly
backed off 4 of them but a long effort by Ohio scientists was needed to get the OBE to
abandon the ID creationist "Critical '‘Analysis' of Evolution” lesson plan (which consisted
entirely of recycled "creation science"/"intelligent design" material). Along the way the
effort uncovered extremely convincing evidence of illegal religious motivation on the part
of the thought leaders on the OBE (via FOIA requests). When the evidence was
reported in the press, Governor Taft finally made public statements against the OBE's
illegal efforts to use the power of the government to impose religious views on students
via the standards & lesson plan. The lesson plan & the standards language it served
were deleted from the standards/curriculum in Feb 2006. However, within a few months
the OBE proposed a "Controversial Issues Template.” A final push by Ohio scientists
succeeded in preventing adoption of that in Nov 2006.
http://ncse.com/rncse/26/4/critical-analysis-ohio There followed 8 years in which the
OBE did not try to insert creationist content into the standards & curriculum. However a
court case arose over a teacher who used the standards language as justification to
teach creationism in the Mount Vernon schools. His case eventually was heard by the
Ohio Supreme Court, which ruled against him.

The current issue:

The "controversial issues template” had already broadened the explicit focus to promote
attacks on evolution, climate science, cloning and stem cell research.

The current attack on science in Ohio extends along that trajectory.

This time, though, it is the legislature itself attempting to adopt anti-science legislation
by replacing the "Common Core" standards with an idiosyncratic scheme that initially
included minimizing non-American/British authors in literature courses and still
includes a major attacks on science teaching that demands students be given
knowledge/facts but not taught about the methods & processes by which science
works.

(Note: -the Common Core is a project developed by the governors of many states
working "together” (http://www.corestandards.org) with funding from Bill Gates. It has
become the focus of Tea Party derision -see http://cincinnatiteaparty.org/we-now-have-
a-smart-exit-strategy-from-common-core/. It has huge numbers of vocal supporters and
detractors, including many who are both simultaneously (see MLA address Jan

2014 http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/answer-sheet/wp/2014/01/18/everything-
you-need-to-know-about-common-core-ravitch/ -"It is good to have standards. | believe
in standards...| do not mean to dismiss the Common Core standards altogether. [but]
They could be far better"). See http://edexcellence.net/articles/whats-behind-the-
declining-support-for-the-common-core-0 and this fairly even-handed

article: http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2014/sep/1/restarting-the-common-core-
debate/ (Note, this is the right-wing "Moonie" Unification Church-owned Wash Times,
not the Post))
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Our concern about the anti-science legislation need not engage with the larger debate
over whether common core is a good thing or not. The plain situation is that there is a
bill on the table to replace the common core (which has good science content) with an
attack on teaching science. If the Ohio legislature does overturn adoption of the
Common Core, it must not happen via the current language of the bill. (see yesterday's
PD article: "The alternate education standards that Common Core opponents want for
Ohio have a few other twists beyond opening the door for creationism in the
classroom.")

The bill says: "The standards in science shall ...focus on academic and scientific
knowledge rather than scientific processes; and prohibit political or religious
interpretation of scientific facts in favor of another."

Yes, it's ungrammatical. But the bill's lead sponsor has clarified what it
means: "Thompson said that clause prevents teachers and schools from only
presenting one side of a political and scientific debate -- global warming, for example --
without also presenting the other side. And he said the bill gives districts and teachers
the freedom to teach religious interpretations of scientific issues as they deem best.
That allows "intelligent design™ and creationism to be taught alongside evolution, as well
as varying views on the age of the earth and whether dinosaurs and people existed at
the same time. 'lt gives some flexibility to districts to pursue what they think is most
appropriate to their students," Thompson said. 'We want to have the ability to share
perspectives that differ. Teaching one thing to the exclusion of anything else limits the
discussion.' Asked if the law would require intelligent design to be taught as equivalent
to evolution, Thompson said: 'l don't know that it needs to be treated on par, but districts
will be able to choose based on their judgment." Thompson said faith involves belief
even when evidence cannot prove something. Asked if faith-based beliefs belong in a
science class, he said he is not seeking to require that any beliefs make up a given
percentage of a class.
(http://www.cleveland.com/metro/index.ssf/2014/08/common_core_opposition_bill_wont
limit_foreign_authors - or_teaching_of creationism_and_intelligent_design.html)

See also Columbus Dispatch: "In what could reignite a controversy that raged about
eight years ago, a bill to repeal Common Core education standards in Ohio would allow
intelligent design and creationism to be taught alongside evolution in science

classes. House Bill 597 says new state science standards must “prohibit political or
religious interpretation of scientific facts in favor of another.” Rep. Andy Thompson, R-
Marietta, a main bill sponsor, said the goal is not to mandate what must be taught but
provide options for districts. “In many districts, they may have a different perspective on
that, and we want to provide them the flexibility to consider all perspectives, not just on
matters of faith or how the Earth came into existence, but also global warming and other
topics that are controversial,” Thompson said. Asked if intelligent design — the idea that
a higher authority is responsible for life — should be taught alongside evolution,
Thompson said, “I think it would be good for them to consider the perspectives of
people of faith. That's legitimate.”
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More links:

Letter to the Dispatch from a retired Kenyon College prof is basically correct on facts but
strikes an unconstructive tone
http://www.dispatch.com/content/stories/editorials/2014/09/03/1-house-bill-would-gut-
science-education.html

http://www.dispatch.com/content/stories/local/2014/08/19/common-core.html

http://ncse.com/news/2014/08/creationism-ohios-antiscience-bill-0015827

http://www.cleveland.com/metro/index.ssf/2014/08/creationism coming to ohio classr
ooms not without a court fight.html#incart related stories

Here's an example of what creationists are up to these days & how they talk to
reporters. Note the very typical framing by creationists, trying to depict themselves as
the underdog minority victim of viewpoint discrimination by dominant bullying academic
science
http://www.dallasnews.com/news/metro/20140814-dallas-researchers-are-out-to-
scientifically-prove-the-biblical-version-of-creation.ece

Gallup polls tell a very different story about the views of the public over the last 30
years: http://www.gallup.com/poll/21814/evolution-creationism-intelligent-

design.aspx with about 45% consistently young-earth creationist and less than 20%

of respondents thinking that humans could have appeared by natural processes without
divine intervention disrupting natural law.

| look forward to meeting with the committee on Monday. Anyone should feel free
to gives me a call on any of this: 440-478-5292

Patricia

Patricia Princehouse

Director, Program in Evolutionary Biology

Outreach Director, Institute for the Science of Origins
Department of Physics, 2nd Floor Rockefeller Hall
Case Western Reserve University

Cleveland, OH 44106

cell/text: 440-478-5292
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Coverage Details Pending

e Confirming in-network providers at Anthem, MMO
e Defining cosmetic vs medically necessary procedures
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Charge to the Committee on Graduate Studies
In the Constitution of the Faculty Senate, Article V1., Section D:

Par. 1. The Committee on Graduate Studies shall consist of the dean of graduate studies, ex
officio, the associate vice president for research, ex officio, nine voting members of the
University Faculty elected for overlapping three-year terms, and three graduate student members,
and-_one post-doctoral scholar/fellow-elected-for-ene-year-terms, and the professional school
senator, elected for one-year termsex-officie. The Nominating Committee, in consultation with
the dean of graduate studies, shall select nominees for election to the committee on the basis of
participation in graduate research and in graduate study and instruction. Such selection shall be
broadly representative of graduate disciplines.

Par. 2. The Committee on Graduate Studies shall review and recommend to the Faculty Senate
with respect to the academic standards, academic policies, -and degree requirements of all
departmental, inter-departmental, inter-divisional constituent faculty, and ad hoc and special
programs under the administration of the dean- School of Ggraduate Sstudies. \With respect to
graduate degree programs, the Committee on Graduate Studies shall review and make
recommendations to the Faculty Senate on individual interdisciplinary degree proposals, new
degree programs, joint/dual degree programs, as well as changes in degree program name or
delivery mode. Graduate degree program refers to any course of study that constitutes a
specialization or concentration and leads to recognition or an award for completion of a
prescribed course of study beyond the baccalaureate diploma with the exception of the degrees of
Doctor of Medicine, Doctor of Dental Medicine and Doctor of Jurisprudence. The committee
also reviews and makes recommendation to the Faculty Senate with respect to graduate
certificate programs at Case Western Reserve University.

Par. 3. The Committee on Graduate Studies will provide oversight and quidance for academic
and policy issues for postdoctoral scholars and fellows.
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