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Office of Research Integrity
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Rockville MD 20852

PP Phone: 240-453-8200
NOV 18 2010 FAX: 301.594-0043

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL TRANSMISSION TO: (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

Bengu Sezen, Ph.D.

Re: Notice of Administrative Actions -- ORI 2006-15

Dear Dr. Sezen:

By letter dated October 4, 2010, the Office of Research Integrity (ORI), Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS), notified you that based on the findings of an investigation by
Columbia University (CU) and additional analysis conducted by ORI during its oversight review
of the CU investigation report, ORI had made findings of misconduct in science against you.

In its notification letter, ORI advised you of proposed administrative actions and gave you an
opportunity to request a hearing on the findings and proposed administrative actions before an
Administrative Law Judge with the HHS Departmental Appeals Board. As you have not
requested a hearing within the required 30-day period, the following administrative actions have
been implemented for a period of five (5) years, beginning on November 4, 2010:

. You are debarred from eligibility for any contracting or subcontracting with any agency
of the United States Government and from eligibility or involvement in nonprocurement
programs of the United States Government, referred to as “covered transactions,”
pursuant to HHS’ Implementation of OMB Guidelines to Agencies on Governmentwide
Debarment and Suspension (2 C.F.R. § 376 et seq.).

. You are prohibited from serving in any advisory capacity to U.S. Public Health Service
(PHS), including but not limited to service on any PHS advisory committee, board, and/or
peer review committee, or as a consultant.

In accordance with PHS policy, your name also has been entered in the PHS ALERT system.
Your name will remain in the system for a period of five (5) years beginning on November 4,
2010, and ending on November 3, 2015.



Page 2 - Dr. Sezen

Pursuant to ORI procedures, a brief summary of the misconduct finding and administrative

actions will be placed in the Federal Register, the NIH Guide for Grants and Contracts, and the

ORI Newsletter.

CC:

Sincerely,

Bonadd h/Wl mD mPit

Donald Wright, M.D., M.P.H.
Acting Director
Office of Research Integrity

Ms. Naomi J. Schrag, Director of Research Compliance and Training, Office of the
Executive Vice President for Research, CU

Dr. Lawrence Tabak, ARILO, NIH

Dr. Sally Rockey, AERIO, NIH



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Service

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Heaith

Office of Research Integrity

" 1101 Wootton Parkway, Room 750

NEC 9 2610 Rockville, Maryland 20852
o maitto;sflemingr@osophs.dhhs.qov  Phone: 240-453-8800
: FAX: 301-594-0043

TO: Nancy Gunderson
Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary
Office of Grants and Acqulsmon Policy and Accountablhty

FROM: Acting Director
Office of Research Integrity

SUBJECT: Debarment ORI Case No. 2006-15 — Final Notice
Please be advised that the Respondent, Bengu Sezen, Ph.D., failed to request a hearing in
accordance with 42 C.F.R. Part 93, Subpart E. Accordingly, please issue a final notice of

debarment in this matter. Enclosed please find a proposed final notice of debarment for your
review and approval.

Should you have any questions about this matter, please feel free to contact me or Christian Mahler,
legal counsel, at (301) 443-2212.

Homald wﬂu mo mPY

Donald Wright, M.D., M.P.H.
Enclosures
Tab A: Final Notice of Debarment

cc: Chris Mahler
Office of the General Counsel
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Bengu Sezen Ph.D.

Re:  Final Notice of Debarment
ORI Case No. 2006-15

Dear Dr. Sezen:

By letter dated October 4, 2010, the Department of Health and Human Services notified
you of findings of misconduct in science made by the Office of the Research Integnty
/(ORI) and the Department’s intent to debar you for a period of five (5) years pursuant to
the Public Health Service Policies on Research Misconduct, 42 C.F.R. Parts 50 and 93,
_and HHS’s Implementation (2 C.F.R. Part 376) of the Office and Management and
" Budget (OMB) Guidelines to Agencies on Governmentwide Debarment and Suspension
(2 C.E.R. Part 180). :

In accordance with Part 93, Subpart E, you were afforded 30 days within which to
. request a hearing in this matter. As of November 4, 2010, this penod of time to request a
hearing expired.

Please be advised that you are hereby debarred for a period of five (5) years from
eligibility for contracting or subcontracting with any agency of the United States =
Government and from eligibility or involvement in nonprocurement programs of the
United States Government pursuant to HHS’s Implementation (2 C.F.R. Part 376) of the
Office and Management and Budget (OMB) Guidelines to Agencies on Governmentwide
Debarment and Suspension (2 C.E.R: Part 180). Your debarment is effective December
13, 2010 and runs through December 12, 2015.

This constitutes my final decision as the HHS Debarring Official on behalf of the
Secretary of Health and Human Services. In accordance with applicable regulations, your
name will be entered into the General Serv1ces Administration’s “Excluded Parties List
System.”

Sincerely,

A\ N

Nancy J. Gunderson
. Deputy Assistant Secretary
B S for Acquisition Management. andJinh cy.

cc: h Donald Wright, Acting Director
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L 2. CONSUMER AND GOVERNMENTAL | The Bureau will present an overview of the Twenty-First Century Communications

AFFAIRS.

and Video Accessibility Act, Public Law 111-260, the Commission’s implementa-
tion plans, and demonstrate accessibility technologies.

The meeting site is fully accessible to
people using wheelchairs or other
mobility aids. Sign language
interpreters, open captioning, and
assistive listening devices will be
provided on site. Other reasonable
accommodations for people with
disabilities are available upon request.
In your request, include a description of
the accommodation you will need and
a way we can contact you if we need
more information. Last minute requests
will be accepted, but may be impossible
to fill. Send an e-mail to: fec504@fcc.gov
or call the Consumer & Governmental
Affairs Bureau at 202—418-0530 {voice),
202—418-0432 (ity).

Additional information concerning
this meeting may be obtained from
Audrey Spivack or David Fiske, Office
of Media Relations, (202) 418-0500;
TTY 1-888-835—5322. Audio/Video
coverage of the meeting will be
broadcast live with open captioning
over the Internet from the FCC Live Web
page at http://www.fcc.gov/live.

For a fee this meeting can be viewed
live over George Mason University’s
Capitol Connection. The Capitol
Connection also will carry the meeting
live via the Internet. To purchase these
services call (703) 993—3100 or go to
http://www.capitolconnection.gmu.edu.

opies of materials adopted at this
meeting can be purchased from the
FCC’s duplicating contractor, Best Copy
and Printing, Inc. (202) 488—5300; Fax
(202) 488-5563; TTY (202) 488-5562.
These copies are available in paper
format and alternative media, including
large print/type; digital disk; and audio
and video tape. Best Copy and Printing,
Inc. may be reached by e-mail at
FCC@BCPIWEB.com.

Marlene H. Dortch,

Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission.

[FR Doc. 2010-30169 Filed 11-24~10; 4:15 pm]
BILLING CODE P

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Formations of, Acquisitions by, and
Mergers of Bank Holding Companies

The companies listed in this notice
have applied to the Board for approval,
pursuant to the Bank Holding Company
Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1841 et seq.)
(BHC Act), Regulation Y (12 CFR part
225), and all other applicable statutes

and regulations to become a bank
holding company and/or to acquire the
assets or the ownership of, control of, or
the power to vote shares of a bank or
bank holding company and all of the
banks and nonbanking companies
owned by the bank holding company,
including the companies listed below.

The applications listed below, as well
as other related filings required by the
Board, are available for immediate
inspection at the Federal Reserve Bank
indicated. The application also will be
available for inspection at the offices of
the Board of Governors. Interested
persons may express their views in
writing on the standards enumerated in
the BHC Act (12 U.S.C. 1842(c)). If the
proposal also involves the acquisition of
a nonbanking company, the review also
includes whether the acquisition of the
nonbanking company complies with the
standards in section 4 of the BHC Act
(12 U.S.C. 1843). Unless otherwise
noted, nonbanking activities will be
conducted throughout the United States.

Unless otherwise noted, comments
regarding each of these applications
must be received at the Reserve Bank
indicated or the offices of the Board of
Governors not later than December 9,
2010.

A. Federal Reserve Bank of San
Francisco (Kenneth Binning, Vice
President, Applications and
Enforcement) 101 Market Street, San
Francisco, California 94105—-1579:

1. Franklin Resources, Inc., San
Mateo, California; to acquire additional
voting shares of First Chicago Bancorp,
and thereby indirectly acquire voting
shares of First Chicago Bank & Trust,
both of Chicago, Illinois.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, November 24, 2010.

Robert deV, Frierson,

Deputy Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 2010-30050 Filed 11-26-10; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6210-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Office of the Secretary
Findings of Misconduct in Science

AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, HHS.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
the Office of Research Integrity (ORI)
has taken final action in the following
case:

Bengu Sezen, Ph.D., Columbia
University: Based on the findings of an
investigation by Columbia University
(CU) and additional analysis conducted
by the Office of Research Integrity (ORT)
during its oversight review, ORI found
that Bengu Sezen, former graduate
student, Department of Chemistry, CU,
engaged in misconduct in science in
research funded by National Institute of
General Medical Sciences (NIGMS),
National Institutes of Health (NIH),
grant RO1 GM60326.

Specifically, ORI made twenty-one
(21) findings of scientific misconduct
against Dr. Sezen based on evidence that
she knowingly and intentionally
falsified and fabricated, and in one
instance plagiarized, data reported in
three (3) papers ! and her doctoral
thesis.

The following administrative actions
have been implemented for a period of
five (5) years, beginning on November 4,
2010:

(1) Dr. Sezen is debarred from
eligibility for any contracting or
subcontracting with any agency of the
United States Government and from
eligibility or involvement in
nonprocurement programs of the United
States Government, referred to as
“covered transactions,” pursuant to
HHS’ Implementation of OMB
Guidelines to Agencies on
Governmentwide Debarment and
Suspension (2 CFR 376 ef seq.); and

(2) Dr. Sezen is prohibited from
serving in any advisory capacity to the
U.S. Public Health Service (PHS),
including but not limited to service on
any PHS advisory committee, board,
and/or peer review committee, or as a
consultant.

1Sezen, B., Franz, R., & Sames, D. “C-C bond
formation via C-H bond activations: Catalytic
arylation and alkenation of alkane segments.” /. Am.
Chem. Soc. 124:13372-13373, 2002, Retracted in J.
Am. Chem. Soc. 128:8364, 2006.

Sezen, B. & Sames, D. “Oxidative C-arylation of
free (NH)—heterocycles via direct (sp3) C—H bond
functionalization.” J. Am. Chem. Soc. 126:13244—
13246, 2004. Retracted in . Am. Chem. Soc.
128:3102, 2006.

Sezen, B. & Sames, D. “Selective and catalytic
arylation of N-phenylpryrrolidine: sp3 C-H bond
functionalization in the absence of a directing
group.” J. Am. Chem. Soc. 127:5284-5285, 2005.
Retracted in J. Am. Chem Soc. 128:3102, 2006.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Director, Division of Investigative
Oversight, Office of Research Integrity,
1101 Wootton Parkway, Suite 750,
Rockville, MD 20852, (240) 453—8800.

John Dahlberg,

Director, Division of Investigative Oversight,
Office of Research Integrity.

[FR Doc. 2010-29867 Filed 11-26~10; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4150-31-P

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

National Toxicology Program (NTP):
Office of Liaison, Policy, and Review;
Availability of Draft NTP Technical
Reports; Request for Comments;
Announcement of a Panel Meeting to
Peer Review Draft NTP Technical
Reports

AGENCY: National Institute of
Environmental Health Sciences
(NIEHS); National Institutes of Health
{NIH).

ACTION: Availability of Draft Reports;
Request for Comments; and
Announcement of a Meeting.

SUMMARY: The NTP announces the
availability of draft NTP Technical
Reports (TRs; available at http://
ntp.niehs.nih.gov/go/36051) that will be
peer-reviewed by an NTP Technical
Reports Peer Review Panel at a meeting
on January 26, 2011. The meeting is
open to the public with time scheduled
for oral public comment. The NTP also
invites written comments on the draft
reports (see “Request for Comments”
below). Summary minutes from the peer
review will be posted on the NTP Web
site following the meeting.

DATES: The meeting to review the draft
NTP TRs will be held on January 26,
2011. The draft NTP TRs will be
available for public comment by
December 8, 2010. The deadline to
submit written comments is January 12,
2011, and the deadline for pre-
registration to attend the meeting and/
or provide oral comments at the meeting
is January 19, 2011.

ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held at
the Rodbell Auditorium, Rall Building,
NIEHS, 111 T. W. Alexander Drive,
Research Triangle Park, NC 27709.
Public comments and any other
correspondence on the draft TRs should
be sent to Dr. Lori White, NIEHS, P.O.
Box 12233, MD K2-03, Research
Triangle Park, NC 27709, FAX: (919)
541-0295, or whiteld@niehs.nih.gov.
Courier address: 530 Davis Drive, Room
2136, Morrisville, NC 27560. Persons
needing interpreting services in order to

attend should contact (301) 402—-8180
(voice) or (301) 435—~1908 (TTY).
Requests should be made at least seven
business days in advance of the
meeting.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr.
Lori White, NTP Designated Federal
Officer, (919) 541-9834,
whiteld@niehs.nih.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Preliminary Agenda Topics and
Availability of Meeting Materials

The agenda topic is the peer review of
the findings and conclusions of draft

NTP TRs of toxicology and
carcinogenicity studies. The preliminary

" agenda listing the draft reports and

electronic files (PDF) of the draft reports
should be posted on the NTP Web site
by December 8, 2010. Any additional
information, when available, will be
posted on the NTP Web site (http://
ntp.niehs.nih.gov/go/36051) or may be
requested in hardcopy from the
Designated Federal Officer (see
ADDRESSES above). Following the
meeting, summary minutes will be
prepared and made available on the
NTP Web site. Information about the
NTP testing program is found at
http://ntp.niehs.nih.gov/go/test.

Attendance and Registration

The meeting is scheduled for January
26, 2011, from 8:30 a.m. EST to
adjournment and is open to the public
with attendance limited only by the
space available. Individuals who plan to
attend are encouraged to register online
at the NTP Web site (http://
ntp.niehs.nih.gov/go/36051) by January
19, 2011, to facilitate access to the
NIEHS campus. A photo ID is required
to access the NIEHS campus. The NTP
is making plans to videocast the meeting
through the Internet at http://
www.niehs.nih.gov/news/video/live.
Registered attendees are encouraged to
access the meeting page to stay abreast
of the most current information
regarding the meeting.

Request for Comments

The NTP invites written comments on
the draft reports, which should be
received by January 12, 2011, to enable
review by the panel and NTP staff prior
to the meeting. Persons submitting
written comments should include their
name, affiliation, mailing address,
phone, e-mail, and sponsoring
organization (if any) with the document.
Written comments received in response
to this notice will be posted on the NTP
Web site, and the submitter will be
identified by name, affiliation, and/or
sponsoring organization.

Public input at this meeting is also
invited, and time is set aside for the
presentation of oral comments on the
draft reports. In addition to in-person
oral comments at the meeting at the
NIEHS, public comments can be
presented by teleconference line. There
will be 50 lines for this call; availability
will be on a first-come, first-served
basis. The available lines will be open
from 8:00 AM until adjournment on
January 26, although public comments
will be received only during the formal
public comment periods indicated on
the preliminary agenda. Each
organization is allowed one time slot
per draft report. Atleast 7 minutes will
be allotted to each speaker, and if time
permits, may be extended to 10 minutes
at the discretion of the chair. Persons
wishing to make an oral presentation are
asked to notify Dr. Lori White via online
registration at http://ntp.niehs.nih.gov/
go/166, phone, or e-mail (see ADDRESSES
above) by January 19, 2011, and if
possible, to send a copy of the statement
or talking points at that time, Written
statements can supplement and may
expand the oral presentation.
Registration for oral comments will also
be available at the meeting, although
time allowed for presentation by on-site
registrants may be less than that for pre-
registered speakers and will be
determined by the number of persons
who register on-site.

Background Information on NTP Peer
Review Panels

NTP panels are technical, scientific
advisory bodies established on an “as
needed” basis to provide independent
scientific peer review and advise the
NTP on agents of public health concern,
new/revised toxicological test methods,
or other issues. Previously, a
subcommittee of the NTP Board of
Scientific Counselors provided peer
review of draft NTP Technical Reports.
The subcommittee has been
discontinued and peer review of the
draft reports will now be conducted by
peer review panels. These panels help
ensure fransparent, unbiased, and
scientifically rigorous input to the
program for its use in making credible
decisions about human hazard, setting
research and testing priorities, and
providing information to regulatory
agencies about alternative methods for
toxicity screening. The NTP welcomes
nominations of scientific experts for
upcoming panels. Scientists interested
in serving on an NTP panel should
provide a current curriculum vita to Dr.
Lori White (see ADDRESSES). The
authority for NTP panels is provided by
42 U.S.C. 217a; section 222 of the Public
Health Service (PHS) Act, as amended.



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Service

Office of Public Health and Science
Office of Research integrity

1101 Wootton Parkway, Room 750
Rockville, Maryland 20852

Phone: 240-453-8800

FAX: 301-594-0043

OCT 4 - 2010

CONFIDENTIAL/SENSITIVE
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL TRANSMISSION TO: 016) a0 OINO)

Bengu Sezen, Ph.D.

Re: ORI Case No. 2006-15

Dear Dr. Sezen:

This is to notify you that the Office of Research Integrity (ORI),Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS), is making findings of misconduct in science under 42 C.F.R. Part 50, Subpart A
against you based upon the findings of an investigation report by Columbia University (“CU”)
transmitted to ORI on October 3, 2007, and additional analysis conducted by ORI in its oversight
review of the CU investigation report.'

The following sets forth a summary of ORI’s findings of scientific misconduct and HHS’
proposed administrative actions. This notice also provides information about your opportunity to
contest these actions. Enclosed please find a charging document setting forth the basis for ORI’s
findings of misconduct in science and the HHS administrative actions. A copy of the CU
investigation report (without attachments) is appended as ORI Ex. 1 to the enclosed charging
document.

1. Summary of the ORI’s Findings of Research Misconduct

As set forth more fully in the attached charging document, ORI has made twenty one (21)

"This is transmitted to you at the aforementioned electronic mail account address pursuant to your request to
ORI dated August 10, 2010.
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findings of scientific misconduct, based on evidence that you knowingly and intentionally
fabricated and falsified and, in one instance, plagiarized, data reported in three (3) papers and
your doctoral thesis.” ORI has concluded that these acts seriously deviated from those that are
commonly accepted within the scientific community for proposing, conducting, and/or reporting
research. '

At the time you falsified, fabricated and plagiarized research results in the papers described
above, HHS defined “Misconduct in Science” as “fabrication, falsification, plagiarism, or other
practices that seriously deviate from those that are commonly accepted within the scientific
community for proposing, conducting, or reporting research.” 42 C.F.R. § 50.102. 42 C.F.R.
Part 50, Subpart A has been replaced by the final rule, “Public Health Service Policies on
Research Misconduct,” codified at 42 C.F.R. Part 93, which became effective on June 16, 2005.
For purposes of defining misconduct in science,” HHS shall use the definition applicable at the
time the misconduct occurred. See 70 Fed. Reg. 28370, 28380. However, the procedures set
forth in the final rule (Part 93) for requesting and conducting a hearing on these ORI findings
apply to this case. Id.

II1. Proposed HHS Administrative Actions

The Deputy Assistant Secretary for Grants and Acquisition Policy and Accountability (Debarring
Official), the HHS official who is authorized to impose debarment, has reviewed these findings
and finds that the scientific misconduct involved in this case is a cause for debarment under 2
C.F.R. § 376 et seq.

A. Debarment

The Debarring Official proposes to debar you for a period of five (5) years from eligibility for any
contracting or subcontracting with any agency of the United States Government and from
eligibility for, or involvement in, nonprocurement programs of the United States Government
referred to as “covered transactions,” pursuant to HHS’ Implementation of OMB Guidelines to
Agencies on Governmentwide Debarment and Suspension. 2 C.F.R. § 376 ef seq.

Some of the significant consequences of debarment are:

. You will be ineligible to receive or participate in nonprocurement transactions,
such as grants and cooperative agreements, of the Federal Government, except as

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

3 Misconduct in science is also commonly referred to as scientific misconduct, and will be referred to as
such throughout this document.

Page 2 of 4



provided in 2 C.F.R § 180.135.

. Bids and proposals will not be solicited from, contracts will not be awarded to,
subcontracts will not be approved with, and existing contracts or subcontracts, if
any, will not be renewed or approved for you by any Federal department or
agency, except as provided in 2 C.F.R. Part 376 ef seq.

. Your name will be placed on the “List of Parties Excluded from Federal

Procurement and Nonprocurement Programs,” which is maintained by the General
Services Administration.

B. Additional Administrative Actions
It is also proposed that you be prohibited from serving in any advisory capacity to the Public
Health Service including but not limited to service on any Public Health Service advisory

committee, board, and/or peer review committee, or as a consultant for a period of five (5) years.

III. Opportunity to Contest ORI’s Findings of Scientific Misconduct

In accordance with the PHS Policies on Research Misconduct, Subpart E, you may contest the
ORI findings of misconduct in science and HHS administrative actions by requesting an
administrative hearing before an administrative law judge with the HHS Departmental Appeals
Board (DAB).

This request must be made within 30 days of receipt of this letter by writing to:

Chief Administrative Law Judge
Departmental Appeals Board
Department of Health and Human Services
MS6132
330 Independence Ave., S.W.,
Cohen Building, Room 6-G-644, Washington, DC 20201

The PHS Policies on Research Misconduct, 42 C.F.R. Part 93, can be found on the ORI website
at:

http://ori.dhhs.gov/policies/regulations.shtml

Additional details may be provided to you by the DAB if and when you make a hearing request.

Please be advised that the PHS Policies on Research Misconduct, Subpart E, provide for a
hearing only to address “a dispute over facts material to the findings of research misconduct or
proposed administrative action.” 42 C.F.R. § 93.503(a). Thus, any request for a hearing should
identify the specific material facts in the ORI findings of misconduct in science that you dispute,
including a statement of the reason(s) for disputing the finding(s).

A copy of your written request to the DAB must also be sent to:

Page 3 of 4



Donald Wright, M.D., M.P.H.
Acting Director

Office of Research Integrity

1101 Wootton Parkway, Suite 750
Rockville, MD 20852-5003

If you do not request a hearing, the scientific misconduct findings and administrative actions set
forth above will become effective 30 days from the date of receipt of this letter.

Sincerely,
PRTET R A WA R
Donald Wright, M.‘lb., M.P.H. Nancy\Gund
Acting Director Acting Deputy A551stant Secretary for
Office of Research Integrity Acquisition Management and Policy

Enclosures

cc: Agency Research Integrity Liaison Officer, NIH, w/o Exhibits
Chief ALJ, HHS Departmental Appeals Board, w/o Exhibits
Columbia University

Page 4 of 4



THE OFFICE OF RESEARCH INTEGRITY FINDINGS OF MISCONDUCT IN
SCIENCE AGAINST BENGU SEZEN

The Office of Research Integrity (ORI) makes Findings of Misconduct in Science
against Bengu Sezen (Respondent).! The Findings of Misconduct in Science are based
on evidence and findings of an investigation conducted by Columbia University (CU),
ORI’s review of CU’s findings, and additional evidence gathered by ORI in its oversight
review. CU submitted an Investigation Committee Report to ORI on October 3, 2007
(CU Report), attached as Attachment 1.

L JURISDICTION
A. ORI’s Statutory and Regulatory Authority

ORI has the statutory and regulatory authority to make findings of scientific
misconduct® and propose administrative actions. See 42 U.S.C. § 289b; 42 C.F.R. §
93.404.

B. Public Health Service Financial Support

The questioned research was supported in part by National Institutes of Health
grant RO1 GM060326 (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

C. “Misconduct in Science” Defined

At the time the events in this case occurred, the United States Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS) defined “Misconduct in Science” as “fabrication,
falsification, plagiarism, or other practices that seriously deviate from those that are
commonly accepted within the scientific community for proposing, conducting, or
reporting research. It does not include honest error or honest differences in
interpretations or judgments of data.”. 42 C.F.R. § 50.102. 42 C.F.R. Part 50, Subpart A
has been replaced by the final rule, “Public Health Service Policies on Research
Misconduct,” codified at 42 C.F.R. Part 93, which became effective on June 16, 2005.
For purposes of defining scientific misconduct,” HHS will use the definition applicable at
the time the misconduct occurred. See 70 Fed. Reg. 28370, 28380. However, for

! The information contained in this charge letter and its attachments are maintained in the ORI Privacy Act
exempt system of records pursuant to 09-37-0021, “HHS Records Related to Research Misconduct
Proceedings™ and is being provided as a Privacy Act release pursuant to Routine Use 12. 74 Fed. Reg.
44847 (Aug. 31, 2009). The Privacy Act requires that the enclosed information be maintained in a secure
manner and not be further released. Should you receive a request for this charge letter and/or its
attachments, please refer the requester to the U.S. Public Health Service Freedom of Information Act
Office for a release determination.

2 See infra section 1.C concerning the applicable terminology and definition of misconduct in science.

3 Misconduct in science is also commonly referred to as scientific misconduct, and will be referred to as
such throughout this document.



purposes of requesting a hearing on these ORI findings, the hearing will be conducted in
accordance with the procedures promulgated by the final rule. Id.

II. SUMMARY OF ORI FINDINGS AND HHS ADMINISTRATIVE
ACTIONS

ORI has made twenty one (21) findings of scientific misconduct, based on
evidence that Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and falsified, and, in
one instance, plagiarized, data reported in three (3) publications and her doctoral thesis.
In particular, Respondent fabricated and falsified numerous Nuclear Magnetic Resonance
(NMR) spectra, each claimed to be the spectrum of a specific chemical species, by using
standard software programs available on NMR spectrometers to transform an existing
authentic spectrum into a spectrum of the desired complexity. Respondent also
fabricated and falsified combustion analysis data that she reported in her publications and
thesis. ORI has concluded that these acts seriously deviated from those that are
commonly accepted within the scientific community for proposing, conducting, and/or
reporting research. '

ORI finds that Respondent’s knowing and intentional falsification and fabrication
of data constitutes “misconduct in science” within the meaning of 42 C.F.R. § 50.102.
Additionally, ORI finds that Respondent’s pattern of dishonest conduct and other
intentionally deceptive conduct, including Respondent’s assertions that other individuals
were responsible for the falsified data, establish her lack of trustworthiness and present
responsibility to be a steward of Federal funds. 2 C.F.R. § 376 ef seq.

In accordance with this finding, the HHS Deputy Assistant Secretary for Grants
and Acquisition Policy and Accountability (Debarring Official) proposes that for a period
of five (5) years Respondent be debarred from any contracting or subcontracting with any
agency of the United States Government and from eligibility for, or involvement in,
nonprocurement programs of the United States Government referred to as “covered
transactions™ as defined in 2 C.F.R. §§ 180 and 376. HHS also proposes that, for a period
of five (5) years, Respondent be prohibited from serving in any advisory capacity to the
Public Health Service (PHS), including but not limited to service on any PHS advisory
committee, board, and/or peer review committee, or as a consultant.

III. FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Respondent

1. Respondent entered the graduate program at the CU Department of Chemistry in
August, 2000.

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)



6.

Respondent’s scientific misconduct occurred while Respondent was a member of

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

Respondent defended her dissertation on July 1, 2005, and received her doctoral
degree from CU, with distinction, on October 19, 2005.

In February, 2006, Respondent enrolled as a graduate student in molecular
biology at the University of Heidelberg, in the laboratory of (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

Respondent’s Publications

While a member of the ®@®admm© Respondent co-authored eight (8) papers
and was the first author of six (6) of those papers.

Each of the papers for which Respondent was the first author has been retracted or
corrected by (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) also corrected one of the other papers that
Respondent coauthored, as well as another paper, not co-authored by Respondent,
that had incorporated a revised protocol for one of Respondent’s chemical
reactions.

The three papers that are the subject of the allegations of scientific misconduct
herein, all of which have been retracted, are:

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

The research contained in the papers for which Respondent was the first author
was also incorporated into Respondent’s doctoral dissertation (also referred to
herein as Respondent’s thesis). For the purposes of the scientific misconduct
described herein, the fabricated and falsified data in the JACS 2002 paper is also
found in Chapter 1 of Respondent’s thesis, the fabricated and falsified data in the
JACS 2004 paper is also found in Chapter 5 of Respondent’s thesis, and the
fabricated and falsified data in the JACS 2005 paper is also found in Chapter 6 of
the Respondent’s thesis. In addition, Chapter 7 of Respondent’s thesis contained
additional research that was not published, some of which was fabricated.



Description of Respondent’s Research

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Respondent’s field of study at CU was organometallic chemistry, which is the
study of chemical compounds that have one or more carbon atoms bonded to one
or more metal atoms.

Some organometallic compounds act as catalysts, which are substances that
promote chemical reactions, transforming one set of molecules into another,
without themselves being consumed.

Respondent’s papers and thesis describe the discovery of new chemical reactions
by which, under the influence of small quantities of organometallic catalysts,
simple organic molecules, called substrates, are linked together through new
chemical bonds to form more complex structures, called products.

Respondent’s research concentrated on the catalytic activation of carbon-
hydrogen chemical bonds, which normally are highly unreactive. In particular,
Respondent’s research involved the use of catalysts to target a specific carbon-
hydrogen bond in a molecule, which would allow chemical syntheses to be
conducted more quickly, inexpensively, and with higher yields of the desired
product. The ability to create reactions targeted at particular carbon-hydrogen
bonds would have practical applications, e.g., in industrial processes to make
pharmaceuticals. Respondent’s research in this area was regarded as important
within the organic chemistry community.

The molecular structure of each of the materials used in experiments such as
Respondent’s, including the substrates, catalysts, reaction mixtures, and products,
is identified and characterized using various techniques, two of which are relevant
to this matter: Nuclear Magnetic Resonance (NMR) Spectroscopy and
combustion or elemental analysis (combustion analysis).

The result of an NMR analysis, referred to as an NMR spectrum, shows how the
atoms of molecules are linked together and whether all the molecules in a sample
are the same.

Combustion analysis is used to determine the composition of a sample, i.e., how
much of the mass of a sample is contributed by each constituent chemical
element. The results of the analysis are expressed as percentages of each element,
and the elements usually analyzed include hydrogen, carbon and nitrogen.

The CU Department of Chemistry uses the services of commercial laboratories to
obtain combustion analyses.

Use of NMR Spectrometers at CU



18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

At all times relevant to this matter the CU Department of Chemistry maintained a
facility that housed four (4) NMR spectrometers. A wide-bore 300 MHz NMR
spectrometer, a narrow-bore 400 MHz NMR spectrometer, and a narrow-bore 500
MHz spectrometer are located on the second floor of a CU building. A narrow-
bore 300 MHz spectrometer is located on the first floor of the same building.
There is no indication that Respondent used the 500 MHz spectrometer.

The manager of the NMR facility at all times relevant to this matter was ~ ©)© and GX7)(C)
(b)(®) and (b)(7)(C)

The spectrometers incorporate UNIX workstations that control spectrometer
operations.

The NMR facility is accessible to authorized users at all times. Users can reserve
time to use the 400 MHz and wide-bore 300 MHz spectrometers using sign up
sheets. These instruments can also be used on a walk-up basis when no other user
has reserved them. Reservations are not taken for the narrow-bore 300 MHz
spectrometer.

To be authorized to use the NMR facility, all users must obtain training and pass a
test in the operation of the NMR instruments.

Once a researcher passes the test, ®©and0®© assigns the user a unique UNIX
login account number. These accounts are password-protected.

Members of a research group (6)(6) and (B)(7)(©) can read the data belonging
to members of the group, but only the user can create or modify data in his or her
account.

Because NMR spectrometry is a central analytic tool in organic chemistry, new
graduate students normally are trained to use the instruments and receive a user
login account soon after they join a research group.

There have been instances where researchers have used the accounts and
passwords of other group members in order to use the spectrometers prior to
completing training.

Events Leading Up to the Allegation of Scientific Misconduct

27.

28.

Beginning in 2002, concerns about the reproducibility of Respondent’s research
were raised both by members of the ®®ado@© and by scientists outside CU.

Members of the ®m©aamm© reported that they were able to reproduce reactions
described by Respondent successfully only when Respondent was in the
laboratory and was aware that the experiments were being performed.



29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

In July 2005, G CENICHC)

who had been unable to reproduce Respondent’s results for a particular ’
experiment over the course of several months, noted that the reaction had worked
on a day in which Respondent was in the laboratory. ®®admme suspected
that Respondent had added the expected product to his reaction mixtures.

®©and 0)N©E)  tested his suspicions by preparing two reactions at a time when
Respondent was present in the laboratory. One of the reactions used the starting
material required by Respondent’s procedures and one used a different starting
material. He reported that both reactions appeared to have produced the same
product, which was surprising because this product would only have been
expected to be produced from the starting materials required by Respondent’s
procedures.

On the following day, ®®adm®©) then repeated the reactions in the laboratory
of ®®adm@© and tried to ensure that he, (6)(6) and (B)(7)(C) labmate
was present throughout the experiments. These experiments yielded no trace of
the product produced in =~ m@admme  experiments during the previous day.

After ®®adome presented these results to (6)(6) and (B)(7)(C) arranged for
(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)

®)©) and b7(cto review Respondent’s research.

At the time this review was taking place, Respondent, who had finished defending
her dissertation, was not present at CU. Prior to leaving CU, Respondent had

packed up her research records and other materials and left them inthe  ®© and @@)1©)

®© and G7(© because the  m@adm@meE  was preparing for a move from the
DO BT of the Chemistry building.

As part of the review, members of the ©®adom© reviewed Respondent’s
research records.

(6)(6) and (b)(7)(C) who was assisting in the
review of Respondent’s records, discovered, among Respondent’s records, a
composite figure composed of four (4) phosphorus-31 (*'P) NMR spectra, in
which certain peaks had been removed from the spectrum using white-out or a
similar product (“White-Out Spectrum™). '

The White-Out Spectrum matched, in peak positions, peak heights, and
background noise, a spectrum that was published in the JACS 2004 paper and in
Respondent’s thesis.

After the discovery of the White-Out Spectrum, ®©d®®© searched for
Respondent’s NMR data on the computers at the NMR facility (see paragraph 24,
supra).



39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

In consultation with (b)(6) and (D)(7)(C) learned that no NMR account had
ever been assigned to Respondent.

m)© and B then discovered spectra on the 400 MHz and narrow-bore 300 MHz
spectrometers that appeared relevant to Respondent’s research in the account of
(B)(6) and (B)7)(C) .a former member of the ~ ®® and L)XN(©
These spectra were recorded after ®©admm© had left CU and were unrelated to
B and B?NC)  research.

In particular, ®®ad®"© found, on the narrow-bore 300 MHz spectrometer, four
(4) *'P NMR spectra that he identified as the individual spectra that comprised the
White-Out Spectrum. He also located a series of processed data files that
demonstrated that each s?ectrum had been constructed by manipulating the single
peak that constitutes the P NMR spectrum of triphenylphosphine (PPhs), a
readily available compound.

An NMR spectrum can be fabricated and falsified by using standard software
programs available on NMR spectrometers to duplicate an authentic spectrum
containing a single resonance line, rescale the intensity of the duplicated
spectrum, shift the duplicated spectrum right or left to shift the apparent
resonance frequency, and add the duplicated spectrum to the original. Using this
method, a spectrum consisting of a single line can be transformed into one with
two resonance lines with apparently different frequencies and intensities. When
repeated, this process of duplication and manipulation can generate a spectrum of
any complexity.

The *'P NMR spectra that comprise the White-Out Spectrum were identical to the
3'p NMR spectra found in the rayane account, except for the peaks that were
removed with White-Out. It appeared that the sample of PPh; that was used to
create the original, authentic spectrum was contaminated with a small amount of
Ph3PO, and the small peaks generated by this contaminant were those removed
with White-Out. :

w6 and B?©) also discovered, in the rayane account on the 400 MHz spectrometer,
a data set consisting of 63 processed data files that had been sequentially
generated using the process described in paragraph 41, supra, to create a final
spectrum. In other words, rather than being an analysis of a product of a reaction,
the final spectrum, like the spectra described in paragraph 40, had been fabricated
and falsified. :

The final spectrum contained in the sixty-third processed data file is identical in
all material respects to the spectrum identified as that of compound 21 in the
JACS 2004 paper and in Respondent’s dissertation.

NMR spectra contain very small satellite peaks, frequently overlooked, that
reflect the coupling of 13C and 'H nuclei. The distance in Hertz (Hz) between the



46.

47.

pair constituting a satellite is called the ' Jeu coupling constant. (6)(6) and (0)(7)(c)
examined the 'Jcy coupling constants associated with each peak in the final (63"
spectrum discovered on the 400 MHz spectrometer.

®© and 0)© found that the spectrum exhibited ! Jen coupling constants of 177.6
Hz. This is the 'Jeu coupling constant expected for the common chemical
methylene chloride and is significantly different from the | Jew coupling constant
that would be expected for each of the peaks in a spectrum of the compound
reported by Respondent in the JACS 2004 paper and her dissertation.

e and GO © prepared an analysis in which he described the findings concerning the
White-Out Spectrum and the spectrum constructed in 63 processes from the
spectrum of methylene chloride. ©® ad @@ also concluded that four (4) other
spectra from the JACS 2004 paper (identified as compounds 1, 7, 9 and 10) had
been fabricated from the spectrum of methylene chloride and that another
spectrum from the JACS 2004 paper (compound 12) had been fabricated from the
spectra of two (2) known compounds, 3-bromo-1-TIPS-indole and pyrroline.

Investigation by the CU Inquiry Committee

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

In a memorandum dated November 7, 2005, and sent to the (b)(®) and (B)(7)(C)

(6)(6) and (K)(7)(C) that Respondent had fabricated
certain research results. o)e ana m))c) attached to that memorandum the analysis by
6 and p)7© lescribing the fabrication of data in the JACS 2004 paper.

In response to the memorandum, the Dean of the CU Graduate School of Arts and
Sciences appointed a three-person Inquiry Committee to coriduct an inquiry into
the allegations. See 42 C.F.R. § 93.307.

After interviewing witnesses and reviewing the White-Out Spectrum and the
spectra on the NMR spectrometers that had been discussed in = ®© and &®©)
analysis, the Inquiry Committee concluded that there was clear evidence of
misconduct and fraud by Respondent and that a more detailed investigation was
warranted. The Inquiry Committee submitted a report documenting its findings
on February 16, 2006, to the Dean of the CU Graduate School of Arts and
Sciences.

The Chair of the CU Department of Chemistry and Department of Chemistry staff
made numerous attempts to notify Respondent of the allegations and inquiry,
including sending electronic mail to her Columbia account and her account at the
University of Heidelberg.

The emails to the University of Heidelberg.account were not replied to, and until
March 2006 the emails to the CU account were replied to with responses stating
that the account was no longer being used.



54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

The CU Devartment of Chemistry also sent a letter to Respondent via FedEx at
(6)(®) and (B)(7)(©) (listed in CU records as Respondent’s home
address), advising her that the inquiry had commenced.

A program coordinator in the CU Department of Chemistry subsequently received
an email from a person at the (6)(6) and (b)(7)(©) to which the FedEx
letter had been sent indicating that the letter could not be delivered because
Respondent was no longer at that address. In response to a reply from the CU
program coordinator that she would try to locate Respondents’ parents, the person
from the apartment building stated that Respondents’ parents were no longer in
that apartment complex.

On March 23, 2006, shortly after learning that the CU Office of Public Affairs
had received an email from Respondent using her CU account, the Chair of the
Department of Chemistry forwarded to Respondent, at her CU email account, the
Inquiry Committee’s report and copies of previous messages he had attempted to
send her.

On March 27, 2006, Respondent acknowledged receipt of the Inquiry Report.
Subsequently, CU provided Respondent with documents and additional
information that she had requested, and Respondent provided comments on the

report on May 19, 2006.

Respondent’s comments included allegations that (b)) and (b)(7)(C)

w)e and b)ndad committed scientific misconduct by fraudulently claiming that

Respondent’s work could not be reproduced (counter-allegations). The counter-
allegations were forwarded to a separate inquiry committee.

Respondent’s comments were provided to the Inquiry Committee, which
reviewed them and issued its own final comments.

Procedural History of the Investigation by the CU Ad Hoc Committee

60.

61.

62.

CU’s Standing Committee on the Conduct of Research accepted the
recommendation of the Inquiry Committee that a full investigation was warranted,
and an Ad Hoc Committee was appointed.

The Ad Hoc Committee interviewed eighteen (18) witnesses and reviewed over
10,000 pages of documents.

Between June, 2006, and August, 2006, CU made numerous unsuccessful
attempts to schedule a teleconference with Respondent concerning both the
allegations against her and her counter-allegations.



63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

On August 16, 2006, Respondent indicated by email that she would be available
for an in-person interview but declined to make arrangements for the interview
until she received documents she had requested pertaining to the  ©)© and GN(©)
attempts to reproduce her work.

From August 16, 2006, to August 29, 2006, Respondent sent emails complaining
about CU’s handling of her counter-allegations to CU officials, reporters from
Science, Nature, and the New York Times, and the chemistry faculties of
numerous universities.

CU and Respondent had numerous communications via email regarding
Respondent’s requests to review records, including records related to
Respondent’s counter-allegations. Respondent replied to CU on several occasions
by indicating that the records provided by CU were insufficient.

During one such email exchange, on August 31, 2006, Respondent indicated that
she only used her own NMR account and that she was staying ata e and o))
meandmm© on the date that one of the spectra at issue in this matter was
created.

Respondent also indicated in her August 31, 2006, email that she would be
available for a telephone interview on October 6, 2006.

CU and Respondent had further email correspondence regarding CU’s preference
that the interview take place in person at CU. Respondent advised CU that she
was unable to satisfy the visa requirements necessary for her to travel to the
United States and that previous visa applications she had submitted had been
denied.

Thereafter, CU retained White and Case, a law firm with an office in Ankara,
Turkey. CU sent approximately 6,000 pages of documents related to the case to
White and Case’s Ankara office so that Respondent would have the opportunity to
review the documents.

Respondent did not review the documents sent to White and Case, nor did she
accept an offer to have White and Case deliver the documents to Respondent for
the interview. '

On October 5, 2006, after having received a letter from the Committee Chair,
Respondent emailed the Committee Chair a response that included her purported
NMR account name and an electronic copy of a (B)(6) and (BYN(E)

which allegedly contained information relevant to
referenced in paragraph 66, supra.

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

* On October 6, 2006, the Committee called -Respondenf at the number she had

provided and conducted a telephone interview with her.

10



73.  Thereafter, Respondent requested from CU, and received, photocopies of her
eleven (11) laboratory notebooks. CU sent the copies to Respondent at an  ©)s) and t)n)(c)
address that Respondent provided.

74.  The findings and recommendations in the Final Report of the Ad Hoc Committee
were accepted by the Standing Committee on April 18, 2007 and by the CU
Executive Vice President for Research on May 17, 2007.

75. CU notified Respondent of the final adjudication of scientific misconduct against
her by letter dated May 18, 2007.

76. Respondent sent a letter, dated June 5, 2007, to several CU officials. CU
construed this letter as an appeal from the findings of scientific misconduct.

77. Respondent’s letter, along with the Ad Hoc Committee’s Final Report, were
reviewed by the CU Provost, who denied Respondent’s appeal.

78.  CU made a supplemental adjudication of scientific misconduct against
Respondent on May 9, 2008. This supplemental adjudication involved scientific
misconduct described in detail in the section entitled ORI Issue #11, infra.
Respondent did not submit comments on or appeal this supplemental adjudication

to CU.

CU Findings of Fact

79. The Committee found that Respondent never had an authorized user account at
the CU NMR facility.

80. The finding that Respondent never had an authorizéd user account at the CU

NMR facility was based on  m®ando@© testimony that he had (1) no record of
an account issued to Respondent in the logbook he keeps of all NMR accounts
issued and (2) no record in the NMR Facility’s computer files of an account
belonging to Respondent (including no record of a login ID of “bengu,” which
Respondent identified as her login ID in her October 5, 2006, letter to the
Committee Chair).

81. In addition, the monthly usage reports created by ®©and®®© for the Department
of Chemistry Business Office contained no reference to charges for any account

belonging to Respondent.

82 The Committee found the failure to obtain an authorized account to be a major
departure from standard practice.

83. The w®oadome was repeatedly used after ©©and©XM©) departure from the
(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) closed her account in September, 2004.

11



84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95,

The Committee found that the Respondent used the accounts of other members of

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

Spectra found in Respondent’s thesis and publications were found in the ()) and (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)

The Committee compared the signup sheets for the 400 MHz NMR spectrometer
to the accounting system logs. Approximately three-quarters of the logins to the

(6)(6) and (b)(7)(©) occurred at times when
Respondent had signed up for access.

Many of the data sets in the rayane account on the 400 MHz spectrometer and the
narrow-bore 300 MHz spectrometer that were created after ©@©and@®© left the

o and b)7© have names of chemical compounds that Respondent used in her
research.

Spectra found in Respondent’s thesis and publications were also found in the
account belonging to ~ ®© and 7O ’

®)®and DN testified that he had shared the password for his NMR account with

- Respondent.

The Committee compared the signup sheets for the 400 MHz NMR spectrometer
to the accounting system logs. Approximately 35% of the logins to ~ ®)(® and 1))
account after he left the w®®adom© in December 2002) occurred at times when
Respondent had signed up for access.

(©)® and O7)© testified that he shared the password for his NMR account with
Respondent and o)e and @© both of whom used his account until he asked them to
delete their files from the account. A Zip disk found among Respondent’s records
contained NMR data sets ()(®) and (B)(7)(C) the user.

The Committee made findings regarding the research records kept by Respondent,
specifically her laboratory notebooks, archival NMR spectra, electronic research
records, and records regarding combustion analyses.

Respondent’s research records were sequestered by CU as part of its investigation
in April, 2006.

The Committee found that the maintenance of accurate records of procedures and
results is a standard principle of research in organometallic chemistry.

The Committee examined eleven (11) laboratory notebooks belonging to

Respondent and labeled BS-I to BS-XI.and found those notebooks to be all the
laboratory notebooks relevant to Respondent’s research.

12



96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

Respondent’s notebooks contained few detailed experimental procedures for
novel reactions performed by Respondent.

Respondent claimed to have had four (4) additional notebooks that contained her
experimental procedures.

The Committee did not credit Respondent’s claim because (1) neither  ®)©) and G(©)
who reviewed Respondent’s work, nor other members of the ~ ®® and m)@©
recalled seeing such notebooks and (2) none of the laboratory notebooks
examined by the Committee refer to the existence of any experimental procedure
notebooks, as would be expected if such notebooks existed and contained
experimental protocols related to the research documented in the numbered
laboratory notebooks.

The Committee found that six (6) binders containing NMR spectra and one Zip
disk, see paragraph 91, supra, that were sequestered constitute the entire record of
original NMR spectra relevant to Respondent’s research.

Although most of the reactions in Respondent’s laboratory notebooks include a
code for NMR spectra, the spectra in the NMR binders are not labeled with a
corresponding code. Therefore, the spectra in the binders cannot be linked to any
specific reaction described in the notebooks.

The Committee did not credit Respondent’s claim that she had eight (8) to twelve
(12) additional NMR binders, the spectra in which were properly labeled. No
member of the mEaamme interviewed by the Committee remembered seeing
fourteen (14) to eighteen (18) binders belonging to Respondent.

Despite the absence of proper labeling, in some cases, the Committee was able to
match spectra in Respondent’s binders to spectra published in Respondent’s thesis
and publications. Resonance frequencies and peak integrals are printed on the
spectra and are reported to a very high precision. Therefore, a spectrum in the
binder and a spectrum in a publication can be matched by finding an exact
equivalence between the frequencies and integrals.

No supporting NMR data were located in Respondent’s NMR binders for many
products described in her publications.

The Committee found that the 29 zip disks, 22 floppy disks, and 4 CD ROMs

sequestered in this case constitute the entirety of Respondent’s electronic research
records.

One zip disk includes six (6) data sets that originated in the NMR account of e and &0

)6 and b)7@ther than this data, no other raw NMR data sets were found in

Respondent’s electronic materials.

13



106. The Committee found that, like most other members of the ®®and ®© at that
time, Respondent did not back up her electronic data sets.

107. The Committee did not credit Respondent’s claim that other electronic records
pertaining to her research exist, including eighteen (18) disks containing NMR
spectra, because (1) no one else recalled seeing such items and (2) Respondent
apparently kept no copies of these additional electronic records.

108. Respondent’s thesis states that all combustion analyses for her thesis were
conducted by the (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

109. A search of Respondent’s records yielded documentation for two (2) combustion
analyses by ®®and®m© and no documentation of combustion analyses
conducted by any other laboratory.

110.  According to the CU Department of Chemistry Business Office, four (4)

laboratories provide combustion analysis services to CU, one of which is
(b)) and (b)(7)(C)

111. The Committee examined invoices for combustion analyses that were charged to

the (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

112.  Five (5) invoices addressed to Respondent from ®®admime)  were located. No
invoices from other laboratories to Respondent were located.

113. InJanuary, 2006, (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) and requested copies of data -
previously reported to the  ®® and ©M(©

114. These reports correspond to the purchase order numbers in the CU financial office
records. In other words, for each transaction with e admme recorded by CU’s
financial offices, the corresponding documentation and data provided by

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) group was identified.

115. The Committee found that the records provided by ®©adom© reflect all of
®m©and®®©  records of combustion analyses conducted at the ~ (©)® and GX1(©)
request while Respondent was at CU.

116. The Committee did not credit Respondent’s claim that she had an entire binder of -
combustion analysis reports. Although Respondent claimed that some of her
samples were submitted under another student’s name, the documentation
received from ®@admme for other meadmme members did not include data
for Respondent’s experiments. :

117. The Committee also did not credit Respondent’s claims to have obtained analyses
through free trials from up to 25 vendors because (1) she produced no records

14



supporting this claim; (2) CU contacted some of the companies named by
Respondent as having provided free trials and was told they had no records of
combustion analyses done for CU and did not provide free trials in any event; (3)
there would be little incentive for a student to obtain free trials; and (4)
Respondent’s thesis states that analyses were conducted by ey and @)

CU Findings Concerning the Allegation that Respondent Fabricated and Falsified
NMR Spectra in Her Thesis and Publications

118. The Committee found by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondent
intentionally fabricated and falsified NMR spectra reported in at least Chapters 1,
5 and 6 of her thesis and in JACS 2002, JACS 2004, and JACS 2005.

119.  The basis for these findings is set forth in detail in the ORI Findings, infra.

120. The NMR spectra identified as fraudulent by the Committee in JACS 2002
(Chapter 1 of the thesis) and JACS 2005 (Chapter 6 of the thesis) had not
previously been identified as fraudulent by either members of the Sames Group or
the initial Inquiry Committee.

121.  Inthe case of the spectrum for 1,2-diphenylpyrrolidine, contained in JACS 2005
and Chapter 6 of Respondent’s thesis, CU found evidence of plagiarism as well as
fabrication and falsification.

122. The Committee was also unable to find data that supported the results of many
other reactions that Respondent reported in her notebooks, publications and thesis.

123. The Committee found that this absence of documentary evidence concerning
NMR spectra was further evidence of Respondent’s scientific misconduct.

CU Findings Concerning the Allegation that Respondent Fabricated and Falsified
Combustion Analysis Data Reported in Her Thesis and Publications

124. © The Committee found by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondent
intentionally fabricated and falsified combustion analysis data in JACS 2004 and
JACS 2005 and in Chapters 5, 6 and 7 of her thesis.

125. The basis for these findings is set forth in detail in the ORI Findings, infra.

CU Findings Concerning the Allegation that Respondent Fabricated and Falsified
Experimental Procedures Reported in her Thesis and Publications

126. The Committee found by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondent’s
research record did not meet the standards of the scientific research community
and did not adequately document the procedures and results reported in her thesis
and publications.

15



127.

128.

In addition, the Committee found so little evidence in the research record to
support Respondent’s published description of results and procedures that it
concluded that substantial numbers of the experiments reported in the thesis and
in the six (6) publications where Respondent was the first author were never
successfully performed as described.

The Committee found by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondent
fabricated and falsified her experimental procedures.

Respondent’s Defenses and Credibility

129.

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

Pursuant to 42 C.F.R. § 93.106(b)(2), Respondent had the burden of proving, by a
preponderance of the evidence, any and all affirmative defenses to a finding of
scientific misconduct.

CU found that Respondent failed to meet that burden.

Respondent claimed that she could not have fabricated and falsified spectra in the
e and 0@ that were modified on June 11 and 12, 2004, because she was on
vacation ime and Gy7@n those dates. Respondent provided a copy of a credit card
statement purporting to show (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
(6)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

CU did not credit this claim because Respondent’s signature appeared on the
signup sheets for the 400 MHz spectrometer for June 11, 2004, and because other
fraudulent data was created during the period from June 23, 2004 to June 26,
2004, at times when Respondent’s signature also appears on the spectrometer
sign-up sheets.

CU noted that the copy of the credit card statement provided by Respondent
contained irregularities and did not prove in any event that Respondent was in

()6 and 7N the dates the charges accrued.

Respondent also claimed that the 31p spectrum found in JACS 2004 and at page
333 of her thesis was not identical to the White-Out spectrum.

CU found that the spectra were materially identical and that differences noted by
Respondent were irrelevant (in the case of different labeling) or due to the lower

resolution of the spectrum published in the thesis.

Respondent also claimed that other members of the ©@©and®®© — particularly

(©)6) and (B)(7)(C) - framed her by planting NMR spectra in her binders,
which she then unwittingly included in her thesis and publications. Respondent
suggested that (b)(®) and (B)(7)(C) framed her in order to later

publish a paper based on her ideas without giving her credit.
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137. CU found that the first fraudulent spectra were produced long before the
chemistry in the paper published by (6)(6) and (B)(7)(C) (in 2006)
was developed.

138. CU found no credible evidence that any individual other than Respondent
fabricated and falsified the NMR spectra in Respondent’s thesis and publications.

139. CU also determined that the review of Respondent’s work was triggered by)e) and ()7)c)
®© s ON© who joined the ®©ad®@© in February 2005, that it was )6 ad X))
who discovered the White-Out Spectrum, and that some of the fabricated and
falsified spectra (included those found in JACS 2002) were discovered by the
Committee, not by members of the (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

140. CU also found that, given that fabricated and falsified spectra appeared in
Respondent’s publications as early as 2002, it was unlikely that a member of the
m@©and e would plant fraudulent spectra in Respondent’s binders in 2002 and
then wait three (3) years before exposing Respondent.

141. Respondent also claimed as a defense that others had independentlv renroduced
her experiments, in particular ~ ®®ad®®©  a company called  ®)© an EXD©
and (6)(6) and (B)((C)

142. CU concluded both that reproducibility does not directly bear on whether
Respondent fabricated and falsified her results and that, by a preponderance of the
evidence, none of the individuals or companies cited by Respondent
independently reproduced her results.

143. The two CU students referred to by Respondent testified that they were unable to
reproduce Respondent’s reactions except when she was present.

144. The chief technical officer of ®®adom© informed CU that ®®©ad®®© never
attempted to reproduce Respondent’s work.

145. CU found that (6)(6) and (b)(7)(c) Ralf Decter, and the
purported company she worked for, Duha Chemisches Katalyse-Labor (Duha),
were all fictional beings or entities and claims that @@©ad®m© reproduced
Respondent’s reactions should be accorded no weight.

146. Electronic mail correspondence received by CU in connection with its
investigation purportedly from ®®admme and Mr. Decter were in fact sent
from computers itV©®and ®@nd at the University of Heidelberg, and at least one
email purportedly from Mr. Decter to CU originated from the same IP address as
electronic mail sent to CU by Respondent.
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147.

148.

149.

A letter purportedly from ®@ae@© sent to CU by Respondent was sent on
Duha letterhead. CU obtained written testimony from Dr. Bernard Hollborn, the
managing director of (b)(®) and (B)7)(©) which is the business located at
the address on the Duha letterhead. Dr. Bernard Hollborn explained that no
business by the name Duha exists at that address, that the )6 and®0© in his
business’ name refers (B and BX7)(O) and that no living person
named ©®©®adOOC s known to him.

CU conducted a telephone interview with a person who identified ~ ©® e GO©
mEeadem©  on September 18, 2006. This person claimed to be employed at

m©and mmat the address given on the letterhead and indicated that the head of the

company was Ralf Decter, who supposedly could be reached at the same phone
number as (B)(6) and (BY7(C)

CU identified several examples of Respondent damaging her credibility by
misleading the Committee, specifically by (1) claiming to have had an NMR
account with the login ID of “bengu,” (2) denying during her interview with the
Committee that she was enrolled at the University of Heidelberg (a statement she
subsequently corrected two days after the Committee interviewed )€ and ©n(©)

06 and B7(C) in whose laboratory Respondent  ®m@awmme and (3) presenting an

expert witness (6)(6) and (b)(7)(C) who was not genuine.

CU Findings Regarding the Impact of Respondent’s Actions

150.

151.

IV.

152.

153.

CU found that researchers inside and outside CU made substantial and futile
efforts to reproduce and extend Respondent’s research results.

Members of the ®@adom© expended considerable time attempting to
reproduce Respondent’s results. The Committee found that the wasted time and
effort, and the onus of not being able to reproduce the work, had a severe negative
impact on the graduate careers of three (3) of those students, two of whom

(b)(®) and (B)7)(©) were asked to leave the ®®ad@®©  and one of
whom decided to leave after her second year.

ORI’'S QVERSIGHT REVIEW AND ORI FINDINGS OF SCIENTIFIC
MISCONDUCT

ORI received and accepted the CU Report in fulfillment of CU’s obligations to
submit a final investigation report in compliance with the PHS policies. 42
C.FR. §93.313.

ORI’s Division of Investigative Oversight (DIO) conducted an independent and
objective oversight review of the CU Report in accordance with the authority
conferred on ORI by statute, 42 U.S.C. § 289b(d), and through the promulgation
of the Public Health Service Policies on Research Misconduct, 42 C.F.R. §
93.403.
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154.

The ORI oversight review determines that ORI findings of misconduct in science
against Respondent are warranted, and charges Respondent with having engaged
in scientific misconduct as set forth herein below.

The following are the twenty one (21) Office of Research Integrity findings of
scientific misconduct against Respondent.

ORI ISSUE #1: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the "H NMR spectrum of compound 21 in JACS 2004 and in her thesis.

155.

156.

157.

158.
159.
160.
161.

162.

Page S34 of JACS 2004 and Chapter 5, page 347, of Respondent’s thesis include
an NMR spectrum identified as the 'H spectrum of compound 21. Tabular data
referencing the NMR spectrum of compound 21 is found at page S16 of JACS
2004 and Chapter 5, page 327, of Respondent’s thesis.

A data set located in the rayane account of the 400 MHz NMR spectrometer
includes a spectrum with peak resonance frequencies and peak integrals identical
to those identified in the spectrum of compound 21 in the JACS 2004 article and
Respondent’s thesis.

This data set includes individually processed data files that were generated and
sequentially added together to generate the final spectrum, which is materially
identical to that of compound 21, demonstrating that the spectrum was fabricated
and falsified through progressive construction.

The satellite resonance peaks in this spectrum have a coupling constant of 177.6
Hz, which is the expected value of methylene chloride, a common solvent.

The existence of resonance peaks with a coupling constant of 177.6 Hz 4
demonstrates that the NMR spectrum of methylene chloride was used to construct
the fabricated and falsified spectrum.

"H NMR data for compound 21 was also found in Respondent’s binders.

The fabricated and falsified spectrum for compound 21 was created on June 11,
2004.

User logs for the 400 MHz spectrometer indicate that the rayane account was used
from 9:52 am to 10:12 am on June 11, 2004, and the 400 MHz sign up sheet

indicates that Respondent was signed up to use the spectrometer at that time.

ORI FINDING #1: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific

misconduct by fabricating and falsifying the 'H NMR spectrum of compound 21 in

JACS 2004 and in her thesis.
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ORI ISSUE #2: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the '"H NMR spectrum of compound 1 in JACS 2004 and in her thesis.

163.

164.

165.

166.

167.

168.

169.

170.

Page S29 of JACS 2004 and Chapter 5, page 342, of Respondent’s thesis include
an NMR spectrum identified as the 'H NMR spectrum of compound 1. Tabular
data referencing the NMR spectrum of compound 1 is found at page S6 of JACS
2004 and Chapter 5, page 311, of Respondent’s thesis.

A data set located in the rayane account of the 400 MHz NMR spectrometer
includes a spectrum with peak resonance frequencies and peak integrals identical

 to those identified in the spectrum of compound 1 in the JACS 2004 article and

Respondent’s thesis.

This data set includes individually processed data files that were generated and
sequentially added together to generate the final spectrum, which is materially
identical to that of compound 1, demonstrating that the spectrum was fabricated
and falsified through progressive construction.

The satellite resonance peaks in this spectrum have a coupling constant of 177.6
Hz, which is the expected value of methylene chloride.

The existence of resonance peaks with a coupling constant of 177.6 Hz
demonstrates that the NMR spectrum of methylene chloride was used to construct
the fabricated and falsified spectrum.

'H NMR data for compound 1 was also found in Respondent’s binders.

The fabricated and falsified spectrum for compound 1 was created on June 11,
2004.

User logs for the 400 MHz spectrometer indicate that the rayane account was used
from 9:52 am to 10:12 am on June 11, 2004 , and the 400 MHz sign up sheet
indicates that Respondent was signed up to use the spectrometer at that time.

ORI FINDING #2: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific

misconduct by fabricating and falsifying the '"H NMR spectrum of compound 1 in

JACS 2004 and in her thesis.

ORI ISSUE #3: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the 1IL_I NMR spectrum of compound 7 in JACS 2004 and in her thesis.

171.

Page S31 of JACS 2004 and Chapter 5, page 344, of Respondent’s thesis include
an NMR spectrum identified as the '"H NMR spectrum of compound 7. Tabular
data referencing the NMR spectrum of compound 7 is found at page S8 of JACS
2004 and Chapter 5, page 314, of Respondent’s thesis.
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172. A data set located inthe ®®adme  of the 400 MHz NMR spectrometer
includes a spectrum with peak resonance frequencies and peak integrals identical
to those identified in the spectrum of compound 7 in the JACS 2004 article and
Respondent’s thesis.

173. This data set includes individually processed data files that were generated and
sequentially added together to generate the final spectrum, which is materially
identical to that of compound 7, demonstrating that the spectrum was fabricated
and falsified through progressive construction.

174. The satellite resonance peaks in this spectrum have a coupling constant of 177.6
Hz, which is the expected value of methylene chloride.

175. The existence of resonance peaks with a coupling constant of 177.6 Hz
demonstrates that the NMR spectrum of methylene chloride was used to construct
the fabricated and falsified spectrum.

176. 'H NMR data for compound 7 was also found in Respondent’s binders.

177. The fabricated and falsified spectrum for compound 7 was created on June 11,
2004.

178.  User logs for the 400 MHz spectrometer indicate that the ©®®acem©  was used
from 9:52 am to 10:12 am on June 11, 2004 , and the 400 MHz sign up sheet
indicates that Respondent was signed up to use the spectrometer at that time.

ORI FINDING #3: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by fabricating and falsifving the 'H NMR spectrum of compound 7 in
JACS 2004 and in her thesis.

ORI ISSUE #4: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the "H NMR spectrum of compound 9 in JACS 2004 and in her thesis.

179. Page S30 of JACS 2004 and Chapter 5, page 343, of Respondent’s thesis includes
an NMR spectrum identified as the 'H NMR spectrum of compound 9. Tabular
data referencing the NMR spectrum of compound 9 is found at page S8 of JACS
2004 and Chapter 5, page 315, of Respondent’s thesis.

180. A data set located inthe ®m®asmme  of the 400 MHz NMR spectrometer
includes a spectrum with peak resonance frequencies and peak integrals identical
to those identified in the spectrum of compound 9 in the JACS 2004 article and
Respondent’s thesis.

181. This data set includes individually processed data files that were generated and
' sequentially added together to generate the final spectrum, which is materially
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identical to that of compound 9, demonstrating that the spectrum was fabricated
and falsified through progressive construction.

182.  The satellite resonance peaks in this spectrum have a coupling constant of 177.6
Hz, which is the expected value of methylene chloride.

183. The existence of resonance peaks with a coupling constant of 177.6 Hz
demonstrates that the NMR spectrum of methylene chloride was used to construct
the fabricated and falsified spectrum.

184. 'H NMR data for compound 9 was also found in Respondent’s binders.

185. The fabricated and falsified spectrum for compound 9 was created on June 11,
2004.

186. User logs for the 400 MHz spectrometer indicate that the = ©®@ade@©  was used
from 9:52 am to 10:12 am on June 11, 2004 , and the 400 MHz sign up sheet
indicates that Respondent was signed up to use the spectrometer at that time.

ORI FINDING #4: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct b\{ fabricating and falsifying the I'H NMR spectrum of compound 9 in
JACS 2004 and in her thesis.

ORI ISSUE #5: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the NMR spectrum of compound 10 in JACS 2004 and in her thesis.

187. Page S32 of JACS 2004 and Chapter 5, page 345, of Respondent’s thesis include
an NMR spectrum identified as the 'H spectrum of compound 10. Tabular data
referencing the NMR spectrum of compound 10 is found at page S9 of JACS
2004 and Chapter 5, page 316, of Respondent’s thesis.

188. A dataset located inthe w®admme of the 400 MHz NMR spectrometer

' includes a spectrum with peak resonance frequencies and peak integrals identical
to those identified in the spectrum of compound 10 in the JACS 2004 article and |
Respondent’s thesis.

189. This data set includes individually processed data files that were generated and
sequentially added together to generate the final spectrum, which is materially
identical to that of compound 10, demonstrating that the spectrum was fabricated
and falsified through progressive construction.

190. The satellite resonance peaks in this spectrum have a coupling constant of 177.6
Hz, which is the expected value of methylene chloride.
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191.

192.

193.

194.

The existence of resonance peaks with a coupling constant of 177.6 Hz
demonstrates that the NMR spectrum of methylene chloride was used to construct
the fabricated and falsified spectrum.

'H NMR data for compound 10 was also found in Respondent’s binders.
The fabricated spectrum for compound 10 was created on June 11, 2004.
User logs for the 400 MHz spectrometer indicate that the ®©avem©  was used

from 9:52 am to 10:12 am on June 11, 2004 , and the 400 MHz sign up sheet
indicates that Respondent was signed up to use the spectrometer at that time.

ORI FINDING #5: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific

misconduct by fabricating and falsifying the '"H NMR spectrum of compound 10 in

JACS 2004 and in her thesis.

ORI ISSUE #6:. That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the "H NMR spectrum of compound 12 in JACS 2004 and in her thesis.

195.

196.

197.

198.

199.

200.

201.

Page S33 of JACS 2004 and Chapter 5, page 346, of Respondent’s thesis include
an NMR spectrum identified as the 'H NMR spectrum of compound 12. Tabular
data referencing the NMR spectrum of compound 12 is found at page S10 of
JACS 2004 and Chapter 5, page 318, of Respondent’s thesis.

A data set located in the  ®w@andmme  of the 400 MHz NMR spectrometer
includes a spectrum with peak resonance frequencies and peak integrals identical
to those identified in the spectrum of compound 12 in the JACS 2004 article and
Respondent’s thesis.

This data set includes individually processed data files that were generated and
sequentially added together to generate the final spectrum, which is materially
identical to that of compound 12, demonstrating that the spectrum was fabricated
and falsified through progressive construction.

The spectrum was fabricated and falsified in four steps from the spectra of two
known compounds, 3-bromo-1-TIPS-indole and pyrroline.

'H NMR data for compoimd 12 was also found in Respondent’s binders.

The fabricated and falsified spectrum for compound 12 was created on June 23,
2004. '

User logs for the 400 MHz spectrometer indicate that the ~ ©@iom©  was used
from 8:50 a.m. to 9:09 a.m. on June 23, 2004, and the 400 MHz sign-up sheet
indicates that Respondent was signed up to use the spectrometer at that time.
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ORI FINDING #6: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by fabricating and falsifying the 11 NMR spectrum of compound 12 in
JACS 2004 and in her thesis.

ORI ISSUE #7: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified a figure comprised of four (4) *'P NMR spectra in JACS 2004 and in her
thesis.

202. Page S21 of JACS 2004 and Chapter 5, page 333, of Respondent’s thesis include
a figure consisting of four (4) 31p NMR spectra, which were purportedly the 3tp
NMR spectra of a crude catalytic reaction mixture.

203. The spectra in this figure are identical, except for the labeling of the spectra, to
the White-Out Spectrum found in Respondent’s NMR binders, see paragraph 35,
supra.

204. The spectra in this figure and the White-Out Spectrum are identical to spectra
Jocated in the ®©®aumme  of the narrow bore 300 MHz NMR spectrometer,
except that the spectra found in the rayane account contain certain small peaks,
discussed at paragraph 206, infra.

205. Each of the four spectra located in the rayane account of the narrow bore 300
MHz spectrometer was fabricated by manipulating the single peak that constitutes
the 3'P NMR spectrum of triphenylphosphine (PPhs).

206. The small peaks that appear in the spectrain the @@ adpme  were removed
from the White-Out Spectrum using White-Out. These peaks were the result of
contamination of the sample of PPh3 with PH3PO, an oxidation product of PPh;.

207. The fabricated and falsified *'P spectra were produced on June 25, 2004. No
sign-up sheets for the narrow bore 300 MHz spectrometer exist because no
reservations are taken for that spectrometer, see paragraph 21, supra.

ORI FINDING #7: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by fabricating and falsifying a figure comprised of four (4) 'P NMR
spectra in JACS 2004 and in her thesis.

ORI ISSUE #8: That Respondent plagiarized data and used the plagiarized data to
fabricate and falsify the 'H NMR spectrum of 1,2-diphenylpyrrolidine in JACS 2005
and in her thesis. ' ' _

208. Page S7 of JACS 2005 and Chapter 6, page 399, of Respondent’s thesis contain a
table setting forth the 'H and BC NMR resonance frequencies of 1,2-
diphenylpyrrolidine. )
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209. The resonance frequencies reported in this table are identical to values reported in
an article by Lewis e al. (Lewis, F.D., Wagner-Brennan, J.M., and Miller, A.M.,
Formation and behavior of intramolecular N-(styrlalkyl)aniline exciplexes, Can. J.
Chem. 77:595-604, 1999).

210. However, the resonance frequencies in Respondent’s table should not be identical
to those reported in Lewis ef al. because Lewis recorded the spectrum using a 300
MHz NMR spectrometer, whereas Respondent stated she used a 400 MHz
spectrometer. A 400 MHz instrument would show couplings, when measured in
ppm, that are three-quarters of those recorded on a 300 MHz instrument.

211. Page S30 of JACS 2005 and Chapter 6, page 433, of Respondent’s thesis include
an NMR spectrum identified as the 'H NMR spectrum of 1, 2-
diphenylpyrrolidine.

212. A data set with an unusual number of processed subdirectories located in the
account of (6)(6) and (b)(7)(©) of the 400 MHz NMR spectrometer and
found in a directory named “CM-9-27-03” contains a processed data set with a
spectrum materially identical to that identified in JACS 2005 and Respondent’s
thesis as the spectrum of 1,2-diphenylpyrrolidine. This spectrum was created on
September 13, 2004.

213. The satellite resonance peaks in this spectrum each have a coupling constant of
177.6 Hz, which is the expected value of methylene chloride, a common solvent.

214. The 'H NMR spectrum of 1, 2-diphenylpyrrolidine was fabricated and falsified on
’ the spectrometer from the NMR spectrum of methylene chloride, using the
plagiarized 'H resonance frequencies.

ORI FINDING #8: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by plagiarizing data and using plagiarized data to fabricate and falsify
the '"H NMR spectrum of 1, 2-diphenylpyrrolidine in JACS 2005 and in her thesis.

ORI Issue #9: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the "H NMR spectrum of a deuterated analog of 1,2-diphenylpyrrolidine in
JACS 2005 and in her thesis.

215. Page S31 of JACS 2005 and Chapter 6, page 434, of Respondent’s thesis report
an NMR spectrum identified as the 'H NMR spectrum of a deuterated analog of 1,
2 — diphenylpyrrolidine (N, 2 — diphenyl — 3,3,4,4,-d4-pyrrolidine).

216. A data set with an unusual number of processed subdirectories located in theys) ans )
m© and m@cpf the 400 MHz NMR spectrometer and found in a directory named
“CM-9-27-03” contains a processed data set with a spectrum nearly identical to
the spectrum found at Page S31 of JACS 2005 and Chapter 6, page 434, of
Respondent’s thesis. This spectrum was created on October 23, 2004.
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217. The satellite resonance peaks in this spectrum each have a coupling constant of
177.6 Hz, which is the expected value of methylene chloride.

218. The existence of resonance peaks with a coupling constant of 177.6 Hz
demonstrates that the NMR spectrum of methylene chloride was used to construct
the fabricated and falsified spectrum. '

219. The spectrum located in the ©®©®®C)  contains peak positions and intensities
that are identical to those found in the spectra on Page S31 of JACS 2005 and
Chapter 6, page 434, of Respondent’s thesis. The only material differences
between the spectrum in the ®©auome and the spectra in JACS 2005 and
Respondent’s thesis is that the latter (1) excludes a portion of the spectrum,
thereby omitting a peak that is visible in the ®@ad®®©C)  and (2) does not
include another peak that is visible on the spectrum in the ®®admm©  This
missing peak could have been removed via White-Out or electronic processing.

ORI FINDING #9: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by fabricating and falsifying the '"H NMR spectrum of a deuterated
analog of 1,2-diphenylpyrrolidine in JACS 2005 and in her thesis.

ORI Issue #10: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the '"H NMR spectrum of another deuterated analog of 1,2-
diphenylpyrrolidine in JACS 2005 and in her thesis.

220. Page S32 of JACS 2005 and Chapter 6, page 435, of Respondent’s thesis include
an NMR spectrum identified as the 'H NMR spectrum of a deuterated analog of 1,
2 — diphenylpyrrolidine (N, 2 — diphenyl - 2,5,5,-d3-pyrrolidine).

221. A data set with an unusual number of processed subdirectories located in thé)® and G®(©)
®® and k)7 cof the 400 MHz NMR spectrometer and found in a directory named
“CM-9-27-03” contains a processed data set with a spectrum nearly identical to
the spectrum found at Page S32 of JACS 2005 and Chapter 6, page 435, of
Respondent’s thesis. This spectrum was created on October 23, 2004.

222.  The satellite resonance peaks in this spectrum each have a coupling constant of
177.6 Hz, which is the expected value of methylene chloride.

223. The existence of resonance peaks with a coupling constant of 177.6 Hz
demonstrates that the NMR spectrum of methylene chloride was used to construct
the fabricated and falsified spectrum.

224. The spectrum located in the ®®auem© contains peak positions and intensities
that are identical to those found in the spectra on Page S32 of JACS 2005 and
Chapter 6, page 435, of Respondent’s thesis. The only material differences
between the spectrum in the ®®anmm© and the spectra in JACS 2005 and
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Respondent’s thesis are that the latter (1) excludes a portion of the spectrum,
thereby omitting a peak that is visible in the ®®a®®© and (2) does not
include another peak that is visible on the spectrum in the ®®awm®© . This
missing peak could have been removed via White-Out or electronic processing.

ORI FINDING #10: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by fabricating and falsifving the 'H NMR spectrum of another
deuterated analog of 1.2-diphenvlpyrrolidine in JACS 2005 and in her thesis.

ORI ISSUE #11: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the >'P NMR spectrum of a reaction mixture in JACS 2005 and in her
thesis.

225.  Page S20 of JACS 2005 and Chapter 6, page 420, of Respondent’s thesis include
an NMR spectrum identified as the 3'p NMR spectrum of a reaction mixture.

226. A data set located in the ®©@a®®©) of the narrow-bore 300 MHz NMR
spectrometer includes a spectrum (the H-encarbamate 03/3/12 spectrum) nearly
identical to the spectrum found at Page S20 of JACS 2005 and Chapter 6, page
420, of Respondent’s thesis.

227. This data set includes individually processed data files that were generated and
sequentially added together to generate the H-encarbamate 03/3/12 spectrum,
demonstrating that the spectrum was fabricated and falsified through progressive
construction.

228. The H-encarbamate 03/3/12 spectrum was also located in Respondent’s NMR
binders, with annotations that appear to be in Respondent’s handwriting.

229.  With one exception, the peaks in the H-encarbamate 03/3/12 spectrum are
identical in frequency and amplitude to the peaks in the published spectra. In
addition, the baseline noise of the H-encarbamate 03/3/12 spectra is identical to
that visible in the published spectra, demonstrating that the published spectra were
fabricated and falsified from the H-encarbamate 03/3/12 spectrum. The sole
difference between the fabricated and falsified H-encarbamate 03/3/12 spectra
and the published spectra is that the amplitude of one of the peaks in the
published spectra was enhanced, constituting a further falsification of the
fabricated spectrum.

ORI FINDING #11: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by fabricating and falsifying the 3Ip NMR spectrum of a reaction
mixture in JACS 2005 and in her thesis.

ORI ISSUE #12: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the 'H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum of compound 4 in JACS
2002 and of compound 11 in Chapter 1 of Respondent’s thesis.

27



230. Page S25 of JACS 2002 includes a 'H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum
of compound 4 (the product compound). The same spectrum is identified in
Chapter 1, page 67, of Respondent’s thesis as the spectrum of compound 11.
Tabular data referencing these spectra is found at page S12 of JACS 2002 and
Chapter 1, page 44, of Respondent’s thesis.

231.  The spectrum for the starting compound used in Respondent’s experiment
contains 'Jey coupling constants that vary with the 'H chemical shift as expected
in accordance with chemical principles, demonstrating that the spectrum of the
starting compound is authentic.

 232.  However, each resonance peak in the spectrum of the product compound has a
lJCH coupling constant of ~ 177 Hz, demonstrating that the NMR spectrum of
methylene chloride, which has a coupling constant value of 177.6 Hz, was used to
construct the fabricated and falsified spectrum of the product compound.

233.  An original '"H NMR spectrum identical to the published spectra was located in
Respondent’s NMR binders.

234. Software, such as ChemDraw, can be used to predict NMR spectrum resonance
frequencies for compounds. Respondent’s NMR binders also included
ChemDraw predictions for the product compound and the starting compound.

ORI FINDING #12: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by fabricating and falsifyving the "H NMR spectrum identified as the
spectrum of compound 4 in JACS 2002 and of compound 11 in Chapter 1 of
Respondent’s thesis.

ORI ISSUE # 13: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the "H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum of compound 6 in JACS
2002 and of compound 16 in Chapter 1 of Respondent’s thesis.

235. Page S26 of JACS 2002 includes a 'H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum
of compound 6 (the product compound). The same spectrum is identified in
Chapter 1, page 68, of Respondent’s thesis as the 'H NMR spectrum of compound
16. Tabular data referencing this spectrum is found at page 59 of JACS 2002 and
Chapter 1, page 40, of Respondent’s thesis.

236. Respondent fabricated and falsified this spectrum in the same manner as set forth
in paragraphs 231 through 234, supra. "

ORI FINDING # 13: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by fabricating and falsifying the 'H NMR spectrum identified as the
spectrum of compound 6 in JACS 2002 and of compound 16 in Chapter1 of .
Respondent’s thesis.
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ORI ISSUE # 14: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the '"H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum of compound 7 in JACS
2002 and of compound 21 in Chapter 1 of Respondent’s thesis.

237. Page S27 of JACS 2002 includes a 'H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum
of compound 7 (the product compound). The same spectrum is identified in
Chapter 1, page 69, of Respondent’s thesis as the 'H NMR spectrum of compound
21. Tabular data referencing this spectrum is found at page S10 of JACS 2002
and Chapter 1, page 42, of Respondent’s thesis.

238.  Respondent fabricated and falsified this spectrum in the same manner as set forth
in paragraphs 231 through 233, supra.

ORI FINDING # 14: Respondent k knowmglv and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by fabricating and falsifying the 'H NMR spectrum identified as the
spectrum of compound 7 in JACS 2002 and of compound 21 in Chapter 1 of
Respondent’s thesis.

ORI ISSUE # 15: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the '"H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum of compound 10 in JACS
2002 and of compound 22 in Chapter 1 of Respondent’s thesis.

239. Page S29 of JACS 2002 includes a "H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum
of compound 10 (the product compound). The same spectrum is identified in
Chapter 1, page 71, of Respondent’s thesis as the 'H NMR spectrum of compound
22. Tabular data referencing this spectrum is found at page S14 of JACS 2002
and Chapter 1, page 47, of Respondent’s thesis.

240. Respondent fabricated and falsified this spectrum in the same manner as set forth
in paragraphs 231 through 233, supra.

ORI FINDING # 15: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by fabricating and falsifying the 'H NMR spectrum identified as the
spectrum of compound 10 in JACS 2002 and of compound 22 in Chapter 1 of
Respondent’s thesis.

ORI ISSUE # 16: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the '"H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum of compound 12 in JACS
2002 and of compound 24 in Chapter 1 of Respondent’s thesis.

241. Page S30 of JACS 2002 includes a 'H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum
of compound 12 (the product compound). The same spectrum is identified in
Chapter 1, page 72, of Respondent’s thesis as the "H NMR spectrum of compound
24. Tabular data referencing this spectrum is found at page S20 of JACS 2002
and Chapter 1, page 55, of Respondent’s thesis.
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242. Respondent fabricated and falsified this spectrum in the same manner as set forth
in paragraphs 231 through 233, supra.

ORI FINDING # 16: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by fabricating and falsifying the '"H NMR spectrum identified as the
spectrum of compound 12 in JACS 2002 and of compound 24 in Chapter 1 of
Respondent’s thesis.

ORI ISSUE # 17: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the "H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum of compound 13 in JACS
2002 and of compound 25 in Chapter 1 of Respondent’s thesis.

243. Page S31 of JACS 2002 includes a 'H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum
of compound 13 (the product compound). The same spectrum is identified in
Chapter 1, page 73, of Respondent’s thesis as the "H NMR spectrum of compound
25. Tabular data referencing this spectrum is found at page S21 of JACS 2002
and Chapter 1, page 57, of Respondent’s thesis.

244,  Respondent fabricated and falsified this spectrum in the same manner as set forth
in paragraphs 231 through 233, supra.

ORI FINDING # 17: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by fabricating and falsifying the '"H NMR spectrum identified as the
spectrum of compound 13 in JACS 2002 and of compound 25 in Chapter 1 of
Respondent’s thesis.

ORI ISSUE # 18: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified the "H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum of compound 14 in JACS
2002 and of compound 26 in Chapter 1 of Respondent’s thesis.

245. Page S32 of JACS 2002 includes a 'H NMR spectrum identified as the spectrum
of compound 14 (the product compound). The same spectrum is identified in
Chapter 1, page 74, of Respondent’s thesis as the 'H NMR spectrum of compound
26. Tabular data referencing this spectrum is found at page S23 of JACS 2002
and Chapter 1, page 59, of Respondent’s thesis.

246. Respondent fabricated and falsified this spectrum in the same manner as set forth
in paragraphs 231 through 233, supra.

ORI FINDING # 18: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific
misconduct by fabricating and falsifying the 'HH NMR spectrum identified as the
spectrum of compound 14 in JACS 2002 and of compound 26 in Chapter 1 of
Respondent’s thesis. :
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ORI ISSUE #19: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified combustion analysis data reported in JACS 2004 and in Chapter S of her

thesis.

247.

248.

249.

250.

251.

252.

253.

Respondent’s thesis states that all combustion analyses were conducted by
(b)(6) and (B)7)()

Respondent’s research records contain documentation for only two (2)
combustion analyses conducted by ®©@ad®n© and no documentation of
combustion analyses conducted by any other companies.

Through a search conducted by the CU Department of Chemistry Business Office
and the CU Accounts Payable Department, and a request to @®and 0n©  for
copies of data previously reported to the (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) reports
sent to Respondent were identified. These records demonstrate that these

m@eand@© reports were the only combustion analysis reports sent to
Respondent by any company.

Certain of the companies identified by Respondent as having provided free
combustion analyses were contacted and advised CU that they had not done
combustion analyses for CU and did not provide free services.

With the exception of two (2) combustion analyses of commercially available
compounds, the combustion analysis data reported in JACS 2004, JACS 2005,
and Chapters 5, 6 and 7 of Respondent’s thesis does not match reports provided
by ®G®adom© either because no ®@andmmE reports contain results for the
compound or because the ®©®adm© reports disagree with the data reported by
Respondent.

In particular, the combustion analysis data for four (4) compounds in JACS 2004
and Chapter 5 of Respondent’s thesis differs from the ®@adeaie) reports,
demonstrating that the combustion analysis data in Respondent’s publications and
thesis for these compounds was falsified. The compounds are RhH(CO)(PPhs)s,
RhH(CO)(PFurs)s, RHCI(I)(Ph)(CO)(PFurs),, and Rh(Pyrr)(CO)(PFurs),.

NO m@aumme reports exist for two (2) compounds in Chapter 5 of
Respondent s thesis, one of which also appeared in JACS 2004, demonstrating
that the combustion analysis data in Respondent’s publication and thesis for these
compounds was fabricated. The compounds are RhCI(CO)(PFur;), and
Rh(Ph)(CO)(PFur3), (the latter reported in Respondent’s thesis only).

ORI FINDING #19: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific

misconduct by fabricating and falsifying combustion analysis data reported in

JACS 2004 and in Chapter 5 of her thesis.
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ORI ISSUE #20: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated and
falsified combustion analysis data reported in JACS 2005 and in Chapter 6 of her

thesis.

254.

255.

256.

The combustion analysis data for two (2) compounds in JACS 2005 and Chapter
6 of Respondent’s thesis differs from the ®©asmm© reports, demonstrating that
the combustion analysis data in Respondent’s publication and thesis for those
compounds was falsified. The compounds are RuHy(CO)PCyPh,); and
RuH,(CO)(PCys3)s.

No ®eadmme reports exist for three (3) compounds in JACS 2005 and Chapter
6 of Respondent’s thesis, demonstrating that the combustion analysis data in
Respondent’s publication and thesis was fabricated. The compounds are
RuH,(CO)(PCy,Ph)s, RuCl(Ph)(CO)(PCys3),, and Ru(D(Ph)(CO)(PCys)s.

The basis for the conclusion that Respondent fabricated and falsified combustion
analysis data reported in JACS 2005 and in Chapter 6 of her thesis is further set
forth in paragraphs 247 to 251, supra.

ORI FINDING #20: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific

misconduct by fabricating and falsifying combustion analysis data reported in

JACS 2005 and in Chapter 6 of her thesis.

ORI ISSUE #21: That Respondent knowingly and intentionally fabricated
combustion analysis data reported in Chapter 7 of her thesis.

257.

258.

No ®®amme reports exist for two (2) compounds in Chapter 7 of
Respondent’s thesis, demonstrating that the combustion analysis data in
Respondent’s thesis was fabricated. The compounds are identified in the thesis as
Complex 5 and Complex 6.

The basis for the conclusion that Respondent fabricated combustion analysis data
reported in Chapter 7 of her thesis is further set forth in paragraphs 247 to 251,
supra. :

ORI FINDING #21: Respondent knowingly and intentionally committed scientific

misconduct by fabricating combustion analysis data reported in Chapter 7 of her

thesis.

V.

RESPONDENT ENGAGED IN A PATTERN OF SERIOUS MISCONDUCT
AND HAS FAILED TO ACCEPT RESPONSIBILITY FOR HER
MISCONDUCT; RESPONDENT’S MISCONDUCT IS A CAUSE FOR
DEBARMENT.
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259.

260.

261.

262.

263.

264.

265.

266.

267.

268.

269.

The purpose of debarment is to protect the federal government from an individual
who has proven to be untrustworthy. Kimon J. Angelides, DAB No. 1677, at 163,
168 (1999).

Moreover, the policy underlying debarment is that the government should only
conduct business with responsible contractors and grantees. See Dr. Paul F.
Langlois, DAB No. 1409 (1993), 1993 WL 742594 (H.H.S.).

The Departmental Appeals Board has also held that “[t}he scientific community
functions on trust and openness; once that trust is breached, the harm from
incidents of fabrication and falsification of data is far greater than simply
discrediting the work known to be false or fabricated.” Id.

Respondent’s deliberate and elaborate fabrication and falsification of data central
to her publications establishes a lack of trustworthiness.

Respondent pursued a widespread course of dishonest and deceptive conduct by
committing numerous acts of data fabrication and falsification over at least a three
year period of time.

Respondent’s actions seriously deviated from those that are commonly accepted
within the scientific community for proposing, conducting, and/or reporting
research. '

Respondent’s scientific misconduct necessitated the retraction of JACS 2002,
JACS 2004, and JACS 2005, as well as the retraction or correction of other
papers. These papers had been regarded as important contributions to the field of
organic chemistry.

The (6)(6) and (b)(7)(C) who attempted
unsuccessfully to reproduce Respondent’s results were negatively affected by
Respondent’s scientific misconduct.

Respondent did not take responsibility for her misconduct and instead claimed
that she was framed by other (6)©) and (B)(7)(C)

Respondent attempted to mislead the Committee in a number of ways, including
falsely claiming to have had an NMR account, denying that she was enrolled in
the University of Heidelberg, and presenting an expert witness who was not
genuine. :

For the foregoing reasons, the scope of Respondent’s conduct is so serious and

compelling in nature that it demonstrates her lack of present responsibility to be a
steward of federal funds.
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270. Accordingly, Respondent’s knowing and intentional fabrication, falsification, and
plagiarism of data included in her papers and thesis constitutes scientific
misconduct under the applicable regulation, 42 C.F.R. § 50.102. HHS also
determines that Respondent’s pattern of dishonest conduct through the
commission of scientific misconduct establishes her lack of present responsibility
to be a steward of federal funds. 2 C.F.R. § 376 ef seq.

HHS ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS AGAINST RESPONDENT

Based on the preponderance of the evidence supporting the ORI findings of
scientific misconduct stated herein supra, the HHS Debarring Official proposes that for a
period of five (5) years Respondent be debarred from any contracting or subcontracting
with any agency of the United States Government and from eligibility for, or involvement
in, nonprocurement programs of the United States Government referred to as “covered
transactions” pursuant to the Department of Health and Human Services Implementation
of OMB Guidelines to Agencies on Governmentwide Debarment and Suspension. 2
C.F.R. § 376 et seq. HHS also proposes that for a period of five (5) years that
Respondent be prohibited from serving in any advisory capacity to the PHS including but
not limited to service on any PHS advisory committee, board, and/or peer review
committee, or as a consultant.
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PREL!MINARY STATEMENT

The Ad Hoc Committee (the “Committee™) appointed by Columbia University’s
Standing Committee on the Conduct of Research (the “Standing Committee”) submits
this Investigative Report as to whether or not a finding of research misconduct should be
upheld against Dr. Bengii Sezen and, if so, what corrective actions are appropriate.

Copies of the evidence upon which this Report is based are available ngqu&st asa

3 7

separate Appendix of Exhibits.

The members of the Committee are:

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
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This investigation was conducted between August 2006 and February 2007.! The
Committee interviewed 18 individuals, including the Complainant and Respondent. One
member of the Committee was absent for two of these interviews; another, very brief
interview was conducted by (b)(®) and (b)(7)(C) Otherwise, all members of the

Committee were present for the remaining interviews. All of the interviews were

transcribed by a court reporter. The Committee convened 13 times; each* mgetmg lasted '

-
3\
E)

between ca. two and five hours. Over 10,000 pages of documents wg

reviewed.

The Complainant and Respondent were each pr@w%@ a cop “ef a draﬁ of this

attachment at the end of this Rego * ,;é
il -..5{_}:?‘
This Report docume”ﬁtmg tﬁ“%gorqmlttee s findings is being submitted to the

%x m"

Standing Committee. Iﬁ;he\%(xdmg Committee accepts this Committee’s findings and
recommendatl (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) Wlll, after
consulﬁng With - (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) R accept’

?"'@;a» gi%‘

H
rejegi, or modiﬁzth&recommendahons of the Standing Committee. An appeal of ()¢ ans 170
(b)(6) and <b><7)<qzlec1s1tm may be made to Provost Alan Brinkley.
Columbia University adopted its new Institutional Policy on Misconduct in

Research (“Misconduct Policy™) in February, 2006. The Misconduct Policy closely

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
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tracks the Federal Policy on Research Misconduct of the Office of Science and
Technology Policy. Because the alleged misconduct occurred before the effective date of
the new Misconduct Policy, t_he Committee applied the definition of research misconduct
that was in effect when the alleged misconduct occurred: “gross lack of integrity in
conducting basic or clinical investigations involving dishonesty, knowing
misrepresentations of data, and/or violation of accepted standards.” (Facuity Handbook,
Appendix E (2003)) (Attachment 1 at 2). The Committee interpretedithis

_ vs.o tho% 1ssues in

encompass fabrication, falsification, and plagiarism, and focy
particular; To the extent possible, the Committee app}x@%@roc&: of the new
Misconduct Policy to this Investigation. A

This Report begins with an overwew"ﬂ the ailggatl ns of research misconduct; a
summary of federal grant support thawa@ mw;lved m‘\ the contested research;

u:,;?i '\“1\ 1

background information on the ﬁelv

of orgat?@e’élhc chemistry, the Complainant, and
the Respondent; and a despnptton ofissu of reproducibility that arose before the

Complaint was filed. Ne t, f.h_ "eport reviews the procedural history of this case,

i , the decision to pursue a full Investigation, and an

e
R NN

overview o%fle Inv&g}uggﬁve process. Thereafter, the Report documents the

,;9 '\5 '-

summary of the Committee’s conclusions and recommendations for corrective action.
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THE ALLEGATIONS
In November 2005, (6)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) and (B)7)(C) allegations that Dr. Bengii Sezen (the “Respondent™)

fabricated scientific data while she was a graduate student conducting doctoral research

A

)

in the (6)(E) and (0)(7)(C) These allegations were referred to an Inq

Committee, which focused on issues of fabncatlon and ureproduclblht{

doctoral research. The Inquiry Committee recommended, fgdfth tandf:gg Commlttee

.'vff- :

Committee uncovered other mstanc

Braoe gf*fabneated NMR spectra in her thesis and publications;
2. Whether:]) czen falsified data supporting combustion analyses reported in her
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FEDERAL RESEARCH SUPPORT
The research that is the subject of this investigation received support from several

private sources, from the National Institutes of Health (NIH) Grant RO1 GM060326

(“NIH Grant”), and from the National Science Foundation (NSF) Grant CHE-0301092

(“NSF Grant”). This research was described in one of the Specific Aims of the NIH

Grant proposal as:

Project 4. Development of Catalytic Systems for "y
Directed C-H Activation of Complex Substrate
on recent disclosures from the PI and other laborag
development of catalytic systems for directed t
activation will be pursued. In this projecf; 'y
heteroatom ligand will be used to activéite and 11
metal complex. The chelation process be reversible
and will thus allow for potential iy wa@%i metal

catalyst. Judiciously selectedlow valent complexes, in

combination with several atgm dghor t;’pgs and additional

stipend support froti, the.NIH Grant in the amount of $16,050 (direct costs). From 2001

o

to 2(;04: an %ﬂon@? $45,000 (direct costs) was spent on supplies for Dr. Sezen’s

resean;h” Accordmg tc (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) in tOtal, $6l:050’ or a'pprOXimately 8% Of the

NIH Grant, was expended directly on Dr. Sezen’s work. In addition,

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

reported that the NSF Grant was charged $10,000 for supplies used by Dr. Sezen to

conduct the research at issue, or approximately 3% of the total direct funding awarded.

* The NSF Grant application did not include a separate list of Specific Aims.
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2. Publications Acknowledging Federal Support

The following publications concern research that is the subject of this

Investigation and acknowledge partial support by the NIH Grant:

¥
}
¥
)
)
}
'
J
)
|

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

The following publicg!i’éf J‘E*rns rég%g.rch that is the subject of this Investigation and

acknowledges partidlisug ,p?o t by:the NSF Grant:
7. ,God a{%,§eéen B., Sames D. (2005) Site-Specific Phenylation of Pyﬁdine

a @,'}atalyzedg)y Phosphido-Bridged Ruthenium Dimer Complexes: A Prototype
o f3§;§§H Arylation of Electron-Deficient Heteroarenes, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 127,
3648-3649 (Exhs. K20-K22).

All of the above publications have been either retracted in full or corrected in partye) and )70

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)
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(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

BACKGROUND FACTS

1. Introduction to Organometallic Chemistry
%‘%
Organometallic chemistry, which combines aspects ofﬁ%th mo‘%gamoi%gd organic

‘%

materials, improving the effgq&en""' by %ct;imown chemicals are produced, and

':‘Jf‘p

lowering the costs of cherm’ a.lgproduc‘aen

Dr. Sezen’ _a@gm ‘gnd dissertation describe the discovery of a number of

IR
T,

x«l\m« =

new chenucafl reae%g‘ps Qy which, under the influence of small quantities of

organe » ,E%i;ataligts simple organic molecules, called substrates, are linked together

throtigh new cl§em1ca1 bonds to form more complex structures, called products. Dr.

Sezen’s research concentrated on the catalytic activation of C-H chemical bonds, which

normally are highly unreactive. At least some of the reactions investigated by Dr. Sezen

had stoichiometric, non-catalytic, analogues leading to the same products.

4 All of the retractions and corrections were handled directly (©)6) and B)?)(C) without input from the Inquiry
Commiittee or the Ad Hoc Committee.
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The success of a reaction procedure is measmed by the.yield, which is defined as
the amount of the desired product obtained relative to the theoretical maximum that could
be obtained if all of the substrate were converted to product, and by the selectivity, which
is deﬁned as the amount of the desired product obtained relative to the total of all
products generated in the reaction. Both yield and selectivity usually are expressed as
percentages. The molecular structures of the materials used in the expenmepts (the
substrates, catalysts, products) are defined by means of various analy% chemxo%lﬁ’

techniques. The techniques of elemental analysis, gas _-5 atogy hy%lass ¥

- pertinent to this Investigation. These three memggs are d@scnl:?%bneﬂy below.
“gg:-‘n-wr

Elemental analysis, also called com ﬁqun a:%lysis, etermines how much of the
b P }/;i‘
mass of a sample is contributed by ee_;c ) %Ent c§emical element. The results of the

analysis are expressed as peré ), eé%of each,,glement, and the elements usually analyzed
; ;&

A nitnoggl lﬁé results of elemental analysis are easily

:_}v s

stances of known composition. Empirical results may

'”I‘:, ‘(-L

£ ﬁ@,for two reasons: (7) the sample is pure, but the chemxcal

include hydrogen, carbon,f

deviate from theore

species doq not haV%thei*"é’xpected composition and thus does not have the antxc1pated

»"¥!4‘l:.§;

i@c
1denﬁty or (u’) ?Ha%sa‘mple contams some of the expected chemical species, but it is mixed

elemental analysis are reported in scientific publications to demonstrate congruence
between the two sets of numbers and thereby to validate the compositions and purities of
materials. The Columbia University Department of Chemistry uses the services of

commercial analytical laboratories to obtain elemental analyses.
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Gas chromatography (GC) separates mixtures into constituent molecules and
determines how much each molecule cohtributw to ttte total mass of the mixture. Mass
spectrometry measures the molet:ular mass of chemical compounds that have been
converted to ionized gases. The numbers and kinds of atoms constituting the individual
molecules define the molecular masses of these molecules. Thus, mass spectromelry

provides an altemative to elemental analysis for establishing the atomic eo@osmon ofa

..3,»\

5.:-.
’u:‘_;;- 4

i,
..@4

given molecular species.  ®)© a GO laboratory has a combm

comprising each constituent 3

Nuclear magnetic resonance spectrgscopy (Nh@) provides the most conclusive

% é‘ = b-g

Spécies. }'he result of an NMR analysis,

information about the identity of a chemig

y: "3;@
usually referred to as the NI\/IR__ ectr; shogrs how the atoms of molecules are linked

together and whether all the moleclﬂes m%a%ample are the same (“purity”). NMR

spectroscopy is sensitiv to se;;ca.lled ‘NMR-actlve” atoms, including most commonly,

but not exclusxvcly”“the atﬁmtg isotopes 'H, '*C and >'P. The Columbia University

-ﬂ’%
Departmcngof Cheméstrx?has a shared instrument facility that houses four NMR
o “%z 3

specgometem%R%carch students who need to perform NMR analyses do so routinely by

using tﬁe instriiments within the facility.

Although not dlscussed directly in this Report, numerous interviewees mentioned GC-MS analysis, so an
explanation is included here as background.

10
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2. The Complainant

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

3. The Respondent
Dr. Bengii Sezenaeg};eregl th

August 2000 and lomed thg @©and )X in December 2000. While a member of the

papers ym@&ned abave plus one published earlier (No. 8, below):

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

11
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(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

at the*w mversxty of Heldulberg, in the laboratory of (6)6) and (B)7)(C)

Tr.at6 (transcnpts of all interviews are available in Exhibit 0OQ0); Exhs. P; J34 at
012153-012154), |

A copy of Dr. Sezen’s curriculum vitae is attached as Exh. AA6.

12
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4. The Department of Chemistry NMR Facility

The Department of Chemistry has a facility fof NMR spectroscopy (“NMR
Facility”), with instruments located on the ﬁrst and second floors of the Havemeyer
building. The second—ﬂoor location houses three Bruker NIV[R spectrometers: a wide-
bore 300 MHz NMR spectrometer, a narrow-bore 400 MHz NMR spectrometer, and a
narrow-bore 500 MHz NMR spectrometer.® One computer data station fai‘%g)ﬁ'-line data

by
&

analysis is available at the second—ﬂoor location. The first-floor loc ation contam%gv
’% "* B,
narrow-bore 300 MHz Bruker NMR spectrometer. The NMR sp\g}gtrometers 11’1§gorporatc

mdustry—standard UNIX workstations that control specugo’%‘etcr ope& usmg

...,,

proprietary software provided by Bruker Bio Spin Cb "';g'he datgstanon also is a UNIX

The (b)©) and (B)7)C) holds a

doctorate in Chemistry from thg (6)(6) and (BY7)(©) ind (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)
Facility since 1994. A copy “of (b)) and (b)(7)(C) is attached as Exh. AA1.

<<<<<

b)E and OC)  explained the NM% Facﬂlty s management and operations in the course of

two mterv1ews w1th:v Ban '&'ttee(.e) and O)testimony is summarized below.

Th :NMR F&%lhty“ls accessible to authorized users 24 hours a day, seven days a

....:;vtfﬂs

week (6)(6) and (B)(7)(C) Each instrument has its own rules for usage.

For ex’émﬁpleq‘ users can sign up to use the 400 MHz and wide-bore 300 MHz instruments
for 20-minute time slots from 10:00 a.m. to 8:00 p-m.; for two-hour time slots from 8:00

am. to 10:00 a.m. and from 8:00 p-m. to 12:00 a.m.; and for unlimited time periods

-
P

¢ “Bore” refers to the diameter of the opening in the NMR magnet, into which samples are inserted. Until
2002, the Department of Chemistrv also had a Varian narrow-bore 200 MHz NMR spectrometer, located

- onthe 6® floor of (e and NN This instrument could be used w1thout an account or password.

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

13
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overnight.” (6)(6) and (K)(7)(C) These instruments also can be used on a walk-up

-— e wp W W

basis when no other user has reserved them. Reservations are not taken for the narrow-

| bore 300 MHz NMR spectrometer. It operates as a walk-up instrument and can be used

: to analyze a maximum of two samples during the hours of 10 am. to 8 p.m.  ©1® a HN©
J ©© a0 The 500 MHz instrument has special access restrictions; the Committee is not
: aware of any NMR spectra reported in Dr. Sezen’s thesis or publicaﬁonstﬁié; were

5,

) : recorded using the 500 MHz NMR spectrometer. =
) TR
j To be authorized to use the NMR Facility, all researg;g'éi”fé‘p&ust dbtain basic
£ g‘z’iﬁh s;&’
’ training and pass a test in the operation of the NMR instfurfients. ()(®) and (B)(7)(C)
) ’ \E’i‘ e ¥
) o)) and 0)7)© Training is conducted by (b)(6) and (b)(7)(©) Oneé a researcher passes
L % v ’
A | R
' the test, @@ad®™©  a unique UNIXAogin accgunt to the researcher that allows
’ .;3;'; » 3:;;? vé:'%_u r
) access to the NMR instruments and datasstati Y, ©O11600 records in a logbook the
] J’{ x‘*“i‘ . ) . ‘
er number (the UNIX operating system user
J 7
) P group is defined by the principal
)
J
| s
, ?:.J 1‘}"'& - « e o
’ are; reservec% but'the group affiliation is changed by e aumme (Exh. N20).
’ Eaclgresearc gragpfs allotted a block of consecutive user numbers and these are
) X "
n
' (b)) and (b)(7)(C)
|
| User accounts are password protected, and the UNIX system allows only the user

to create or modify NMR data in his or her account. However, members of a research

(0)6) and O)(7(©): retained the Facility’s sign-up sheets, approximately 2500 pages, for the use of the wide-bore
) 300 Mz, the 400 MHz, and the 500 MHz NMR spectrometers during the years 2000-2005. All of these
documents were sequestered for this Investigation; excerpts are in Exh. N1 at 004152-004153.

14
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group can read the NMR data belonging to other members of the group. Users outside
the group can neither read nor write (i.e., create or modify) NMR data belonging to group
members. (b)) and (B)7)(C) Because NMR spectroscopy is a central
analytical tool in organic chemistry, new graduate students (and other researchers)
normally are trained to use the instruments and receive a user login account soon after

they join a research group.

prior to completing their NMR training. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(©)
. -
(6)(6) and (b)(7)(C) - discourages this practu;,e (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) . However,
w
P

m®and @)7)c) and several other witnesses stfg,ﬁ t'hat, evgn if resea.rchers mltlally used
-‘.3»‘» p )

someone else’s account and password,ﬁ;g%( cease to de so aﬁer they obtain their own
""‘Q‘;J' qﬁ‘»&.. :

accounts and passwords. (b)(®) and (B)7)(©)

5 g
= ?

H{% ha%s its faculty an hourly fee for NMR usage.

& h-.mh,} i

NMR spec(;ometer%(and,data station) that records each login and logout to the NMR
,r,) s, “% %

soﬁWarc (as d?Mt ‘from logins to the UNIX operating system). The accounting

rec rds the user name, date, and time of each login to and each logout from the

NMR sofiware. (b)(®) and (B)(7)(©) This accounting system is used to
/
generate usage records for each research group. ) an m© provides the manager of the
(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) a monthly itemized report

showing the usage charged to each user account within the individual research groups.

15
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(b)(6) and (6)(7)(C) then provides each faculty
member a monthly summary report showing the total NMR usage charges for the faculty
member’s group; however, the monthly report provided to faculty is not broken down by

individual usage. (£.g., Exh. DD1).

5. Background on Reproducibility

The reproducibility of Dr. Sezen’s research results was one of the twé: nmary

foci of the preliminary Inquiry report. This issue is not central to the pr S
f‘frze

Investigation, dunng which the Committee has focused %%egm% oﬁggbncatlon and

falsification. However, the history of attempts by resqgrchers% reproduce Dr. Sezen’s
’%@3

\7‘

g‘ 5
1. Although the formal allegaﬂ%n of:azeseamg misconduct giving rise to this

2. At least five othi ®)©and ©7©  including both new

uate students and experienced post-doctoral scientists, encountered

deﬁcu’Eltles ;;vhen they attempted to confirm or extend Dr. Sezen’s results.

As aciounts of Dr. Sezen s research were publlshed, scientists outside

/“"’KEColumbla University also reported to m©admme that they were
experiencing difficulties in reproducing the work.

4. Researchers within the ~ w@admme  were able to successfully

complete the reactions only when Dr. Sezen was present in the laboratory

¥ Copies of ()6 and () NMR charge documentation for the years 2000-2005 were scquestered as part of
this Investigation. See Master Index, Exhs. DD2-DD7.

16
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and either directly participated in setting up the reactions or was aware
that the experiments were being performed.

®©and 7  1nitiated an investigation of Dr. Sezen’s work in July
2005 after receiving a report that reacﬁons conducted by a member of his

laboratory might have been tampered with by the addition of exogenous

¥
product. G,

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

17
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(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) began studying the mechanism of Dr. Sezen’s arylation
chemistry and attempted, also without success, to isolate the reaction intermediate.  ©)© and HMN©
(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) In the meantime, ©©a=O®O©  and Dr. Sezen prepared a
manuscript reporting Dr. Sezen’s novel chemistry. (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)
After the paper was submitted to the Journal of the American Chemical Society (“JACS™)
(on July 28, 2002), but before it was published, (6)(®) and (B)7)(C) to .

reproduce Dr. Sezen’s reaction and to assisty) e and k)7 dn his efforts. (0(6) and (D)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

A . RS

D, Vi,

oy S8

(b)(®) and (B)(7)(C) stated that for several moiith: ‘they Meaiithhout success,

3,

%,

“F

Or aiii’e%tt-buty[*é‘é’foup (the reaction of

e

to reproduce the reaction for the catalytic arylation of

2
A

i

R Y%s G ;S"f;-:._,,_‘
compound 5 to produce product 6 in the pgpé’fr%p';‘}bh'?hgd at JACS (2002) 124, 13372-

13373). (b)) and (BY7)C) Despite their efforts, neither
(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) on their_v wnf”%ggr obt%ined yields greater than 5%. (/d. at 18:14-

15). They successfully repro&uced

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

evén'in this case, the yield was lower than expected.  ©16 and &)7)0)

OWEVEEL;
5 B

i

fien tried again to reproduce the reaction with his own starting

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

material but he failed.'? (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

OO g OX retained printed NMR spectra documenting the results of the one time that the reaction had
worked. (Exhs. GG2B (crude reaction mixture) and GG2A (purified product)). '
When asked whether there was another method, in addition to Dr. Sezen’s catalytic reaction, to prepare
the desired product)(©) and ) Gnswered affirmatively. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) .- A stoichiometric reaction
appears to be documented in Dr. Sezen’s notebooks at page BS-IV-16; however, whether this reaction
actually works as indicated has not been checked by the Committee or members of the (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

18
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®©ad ONC)  asked both (b)) and (B)7)(C) at
the beginning of their third year of graduate study and ©)©and ®?©  made further
attempts to extend or reproduce these reactions. ©e ad G was included as a co-author
on the publication JACS (2002) 124, 13372-13373, because mEad e — believed

thati)e and )7 had made an intellectual contribution to the paper that merited co-

authorship. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

()() and (0)()(C) joinedithe e and (YN(©) in January 2003. Initially she

worked with Dr. Sezeii;;agd planned to develop an offshoot of Dr. Sezen’s research.

66 and (GO » i HEW reactions that 06 and 0)7)C) was attempting to perform
worked flt ﬁ;st, bu;tL legerthe yields decreased to almost zero. ®)6) and (B)(7)(C) At
this pomt, W (b);(q suggested that, as a control, e 0")© try to replicate the
paren reactlon, developed by Dr. Sezen. (b)(®) and (b)(7)(C) tried to do so
unsuccessfully dﬁring the summer of 2003, while D;. Sezen was on vacation, ()6 and (N
©)®and 7  When Dr. Sezen returned, ) and v)7)(C) /éskcd for her guidance. (16) s O©)
said that although in the spring of 2003 Dr. Sezen had stated that she ran her reactions

without purifying the reagents, at the end of the summer Dr. Sezen gave contrary

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
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instructions, stating that she had recrystallized the reagents and dried and distilled all her
solvents. (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) thereupon followed Dr. Sezen’s
instructions and tried various procedures to purify the reagents, but yields continued to be
erratic. (6)(6) and (b)(7)(C) said that Dr. Sezen finally
came into e =dm)c laboratory and set up the reaction herself. In that instance, the

reaction worked satisfactorily. (b)) and (b)(7)(C)

®@and )7 Said that she met with  weadom©  in about D
kY

£ P
raised several specific concerns that related to issues beyong,&.hgg mabxlit% to %rciproduce

N
e =

%
ol

Dr. Sezen’s work consistently, including that Dr. Semgfi%ﬁgban i g@e’; instructions to

©X© 24 ON© about how reactions were to be performed.'*  OX9 and 0D

: \f"’&}:’;‘s P, TRtk
o) and (7)) 3aid that, for the next several months,Sheé atteinpted unsuccessfully to develop

. T
i

more robust methods for Dr. Sezen’s reaction (6)(®) and (B)(7)(C)

m©=deme  documented her Work in hér second-year graduate student report,

gnégﬁﬁntg, and passed her second-year defense.

presented this work in a )6 and )70

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

' The Inquiry Report cited a seeming anomaly in one of Dr. Sezen’s reaction procedures that was noticed

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) believed that the pr/ocedurc for preparing indolylmagnesium bromide was

impossible because the reaction was to be conducted in dioxane cooled to 0 °C, whereas dioxane freezes at
12 °C. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) asked Dr. Sezen about this seeming inconsistency. Dr.
Sezen insiructea ner 1 auow the reaction to warm up to room temperature. (Jd. at 17:12-14). (v)6) and HN(©)
believed that this instruction deviated from Dr. Sezen’s Supporting Information. When asked about this,
Dr. Sezen referred the Committee to page 136 of her thesis, which states, . ..the mixture was allowed to
warm to room temperature under argon....” (Exh. K1 at 06031; Sezen Tr. at 75:19-77:9). The Supporting
Information for her paper corresponding to this page of the thesis (page S21 of the Supporting Information
for J. Am. Chem. Soc. (2003) 125, 5274, Exh. K18 at 05759) contains this same instruction. Although
unusual, this procedure is consistent with Dr. Sezen’s instructions to (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
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@@ ande)?©  transferred from the o©aumme  she was contacted by Dr.
(B)(®) and (B)(7)(C) who said he wanted to
include oo and 0)7)c) as a co-author on a paper he was writing. (6)(®) and (B)7)(C)
(b)) and ()7)c) This paper was laxqr published as J4CS (2005) 127, 8050-8057 (Exhs. K25;
K27) and is discussed in additional detail below."*

B. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) |

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

T M

uriently & process

*****

described difficulties in reproducing Dr. Sezen’s work. ©© and (H)7(C

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

A
,

ling arylation of indoles,

N

m®and 7))  wanted to refer to

Dr. Sezen’s previously published wo cludg an updated experimental

S

procedure. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) wished to include the modified

2

procedure only if he himself W

Was abg to répeat Dr. Sezen’s reactions.’  ©©mom©

.

(B)(6) and (B)(7)(C) expl

experiments] ... W ingh success.” (0)&) and (B)7(C) said that he
’ N

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) said that, in the end, Dr.

Sezen WOrkeg;iogether with him and “we got the procedure to work while she was there.”

'3 The Committee asked®)©) and (b)7)(Chbout the-article’s Supporting Information, which reported an 84%
yield for the arylation of indole. (b)(6) and (B)(7V)(C) said she did not see the Supporting -
Information before the paper was published. The Committee reviewed ®)©and 0)?M(C)  _ notebook
for the reaction of indole with halogenated phenyl rings. Her yields ranged from 0% to 84%; the highest
yield was obtained on October 30, 2003. (Exh. PP).

t8)6) and ()(7)(aid that he told ()6 and )7©)  that he believed Dr. Sezen’s revised procedure should be
published as an addition or correction to the original paper and not be included inw)e) and (b)7)(Cpaper.
Howeves () and 0)7)said that  (©)6) and (0)7)(©) responded that Dr. Sezen’s revised procedure should be
included so that all the related procedures would be reported in one place. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

21
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(B)(©) and (B)(7)(C) Nonétheless, because of the difficulty he had in obtaining the
results, e an o cinsisted on including in the paper a statement highlighting the reaction’s
variability. (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) stated that Dr. Sezen provided him with the
s?ction of the Supporting Information of his paper that updated her reaction procedure, as
well as the table documenting the results. (Exh. K25 at S-17; (6)(6) and (B)(7)(C)

However, the publication does not state that this section was provided by’a%meonc other

than the authors.
) - - ' s & B,
- y‘ﬁ;‘
In July 2005, just after Dr. Sezen had defended her tggsﬁs;h’ (B)©) and B)(N(C)
P N
(®)6) and (b)(7)(c) o advised

S

meadmm©  that he had concerns about Dr. Sezen’s (b)(6) and (BY7(C)

(b)(6) and (BY7)(C) explained to
the Committee that he had been attempting to mgprod&céDr Sezen’s results for the

e
RN
%&i—.,

arylation of imidazole. (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) - For several months, he had obtained

o
S5 =

inconsistent results, mclud.mé Xiél ranging from as low as 0% to as high as

approximately 40%. (Tdat 1%: 3-23).’5 me and B7©)  said that the reaction he was

' The Committee asked)© and ()((@bout a statement in Dr. Sezen’s section of the Supporting Information
stating that for her reaction, the yield was increased over the original publications)) and (1)) (disagreed with
that statementand b)pointed to Dr. Sezen’s original paper (Exh. K17), which reported an initial yield of 53%
that was later optimized to 84%. (Exh. K17 at 05720; K18 at 05739). The highest yield reported in the
Supporting Information for)) and (b)(7)(Cpaper was 86%. (Exh. K25 at S17)p)) and (b)(7)(said that the
difference between 86% and 84% was negligible. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

22



- Confidential

) _ C. Reports from Outside Columbia University

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) stated that he received several emails from researchers from

;
4
B

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

industry who tried to reproduce the indole arylation reaction

reported in JACS (2003) 125, 5274-5275. 0@ ©N© said that he asked Dr. Sezen

to help these individuals “as much as possible.” (/d. at 56: 24). OO B recalled

spemﬁcally asking these individuals to indicate whether the reactions ultlmately were
successful | (6)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
20).

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

t, in the fall 02003, ©@©adEMN© told her that he and

Dr. Sezen had recei edemalls from scientists outside Columbia seeking help in

s reactions. (©)(6) and (B)(N(C) One of these emails, dated

November 23,2003, from e miome  Who atthetime wasa BX6) and GXDC)

the laboratory of (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) , Was fOI'WﬂJ.‘dOd 1®)6) and 0)(7)(©)

4

)6 and (7SO that she could respond to the inquiry. | (b)(®) and (b)(7)(C) . After her

ntain any received email from before 2004, nor any

()6 and 7)) Stated that his computer did not co!
. sent mail from betore 2005. Columbia’s information technology department does not retain back-up tapes

g)r more than 8 weeks at a time.
This exhibit is referred to incorrectly in the (6)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
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interview, s and (0)7)(©) provided the Committee copies of the forwarded email and the
researcher’s response. (Exhs. J7; J9).

Although these issues.of reproducibility had been raised both inside and outside
of Columbia, ®®ad®eM©  believed at the time that his group had identified the
source of the sensitivity of these reactions and that the inquiries from researchers outside

of Columbia University had all been addressed. (b)(®) and (B)(7)(C)

D. oeaene  Effort to Determine Whether
Dr. Sezen Was Adding Product to His Reactions

Because of his suspicions,

about this plan was

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

ce Dr. Sezen’s reactions. However, the Committee was only able to communicate with

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) who stated that his “coworker could not reproduce the results” even after receiving
the expanded procedure from (e andmym©)  (Exh. J36). One other instance of irreproducibility was
reported in a 2006 publication (F. Bellina, S. Cauteruccio, R. Rossi, Palladium- and Copper-Mediated
Direct C-2 Arylation of Azoles - Including Free (NH)-Imidazole, -Benzimidazole and -Indole - Under |
Base-Free and Ligandless Conditions, Eur. J. Org. Chem. (2006) 6, 1379-1382 at 1380 (Exh. K26)). These
researchers stated that they were unable to reproduce Dr. Sezen’s reaction for arylation in imidazole using
the original procedure reported in Sezen ande) and 0)7ACS (2003) 125, 5274 (Exh, K17 at 05720), or the
revised nracedure inclnded in the Supporting Information of (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

“! Dr. Sezen has disputed this point, stating that she did know about this so-called “trapping reaction.”
(Exh. T at 012354).
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e s o)) explained that on the next day and using the correct starting
material he repeated the reactions in the laboratory of (6)) and (B)(7)(C) ran

the experiments during the day rather than overnight, and tried to ensure that he, Dr.

(b)(®) and (b)(7)(C) were continuously. present throughout. (0)(E) and (0)()(C)
(b)) and (B)(7)(C) said that these experiments yielded no trace of product.
(B)(E) and (B)(7)(C) , the apparati used:for the

experiments conducted in hishood andin ~ ®E=wEN©  were 1de@ﬁ$ d 1:11-

16).

o2

Aﬁer (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

©)®) and ONCY [, at 21:17-20). ®)©and O7©)  results suggeétgd an al{ Srnative explanation for

by some individual.
6. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) wS"ezen’s Research Records
In response to (b)) and (b)(7)(C) arranged for members of

his laboratoryt mvestlgate Dr Sezen s research.?2 (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) Four

researchers mmanly.were involved: (b)(€) and (B)(7)C)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

(6)(8) and (b)(7)(C) . These researchers produced a series of

reports docun_ncnting their efforts to validate Dr. Sezen’s results. These reports are

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
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provided as Exhibits 14-116; as discussed below, an early report by ©)e) and b7 was
provided to and relied upon by the Inquiry Committee. (Exh. I4A).

At the time that the ®©adom© began reviewing Dr. Sezen’s work, Dr. Sezen -
was not present at Columbia University. In late July 2005, Dr. Sezen attended a
conference at Stanford University. Thereafter, she went to her home (b)(®) and (B)7)(©)

®)©) and 0XC)  (Sezen Tr. at 40:5-9).

In her absence, members of the  wEaeM©  reviewed lr;;§ezen s
‘5& o = Y “
24 . . R
Records.” In mid-August 2005, (6)(6) and (b)(7)(C) was helping

reh »m N

peak:"helghts and: background noise, a spectrum that was published in the Supporting

Infonna._t;;gg:;pr a paper Dr. Sezen co-authored (JACS (2004) 126, 13244-13246 (2004)

23

13).

* As discussed in greater detail at pp. 57-58 below, before she left Columbia, Dr. Sezen had packed her
laboratory notebooks, NMR binders, CD Roms, and other materials, in boxes, so that these materials could
be moved with the rest of the (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) (Sezen Tr. at 38:8-
13). :

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
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(Exh. K8); Exh. I4A at 2) and that was incorporated into Sezen’s dissertation on page
333.
Aftemo and o @iscovered the White-out Spectrum, ©© and 00 began searching
for Dr. Sezen’s original NMR data on the computers in the NMR Facility. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
o ad e After conferring with (b)(®) and (b)(7)(C) learned that no NMR

account had been assigned to Dr. Sezen. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) He then-bégan looldng

for spectra relevant to Dr. Sezen’s work in accounts of other ©©a)© ) memtzgrs

7 ‘v(—ﬁ»- F
% 2SN e

(Id. at 22:10-15). @@ ad®NC)  said that he looked in all the agco belepgmg to

members of the m@aumme  In the course of this revmw"’«l;ﬁ dlsco‘%med spectra on the

400 MHz and narrow-bore 300 MHz NMR spectgpmetem that appeared relevant to Dr.

Sezen’s research, but were in the accounts mth usergamanw and )7 ©)0f @ fOrmer ()6 ana o))

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) mesgéaﬁchqm Qp relatxon to ®o©adO™C work

and were recorded long after s andmm© ha@eﬁ Columbia. (b)(6) and (&)(7)(C)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

In particular, and,as di§gussed more fully below, 6w« found four individual

manipulating the single peak that constitutes the *'P NMR spectrum of the readily

available compound triphenylphosphine. (b)(®) and (B)(7)(C)

% Users of the NMR Facilitv have read-only access to all other accounts within the same research group.
(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
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m@and ©7© then looked for additional data files that had large numbers of
processed data files stored as subdirectories in the “pdata” directory (these are discussed
below on pages 71-76) and in this way discovered, on the 400 MHz NMR spectrometer,
the "H NMR spectrum stored that was the subject of ®©®a0e?©  report of
November 8, 2005 and addjtionﬂ spectra discussed below. The evidence found by® and ©@)0)
@@ ando@©  showed that the NMR spectrum of compound 21 that Was ublishgd in

the Supporting Information to JACS (2004) 126, 13244-13246 and réprgguced ciypige

’.),—J % » ;%"‘"?_;#
347 of the thesis was produced in 63 processes from the sing,!*é@f;qgk of the common
chemical methylene chloride. (Exh. J4A at 2). (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) to review

the spectra. ®© OO  suggested examining th Hcouplmg constants associated with

each peak in the spectrum. (6)(®) and (b)(7)(C) . The small satellite

peaks resulting from the presence of the rare ™ isbté’péf present at a level of 1.1% in

natural carbon, are commonly over Goked. e and 7)) found that the coupling constants
for every peak for which thi ésﬁ\;elli  coul be discerned in the spectrum were exactly

those characteristic of ‘i‘ngthyi

chloride (177.6 Hz) and very different from those

expected for the peaks in‘'Hiespectrum of the professed product. (b)(®) and (b)(7)(C)
18; 43:12-22).

(b)(®) and (B)(7)(C) submitted draft reports to ) and G)X7)(C)

)6 and O @oncerning the findings of their initial investigation.”® (Exs. I1-13A). (b)) and ()(7)(©)

©)©® and 0" told the Committee that, in September and October 2005, in light of the

information he had learned about Dr. Sezen’s work, he revised a competitive renewal

P

%6 From that time through approximately June 2006, members of the (b)) and ®)7)C) continued reviewing Dr.
Sezen’s work in efforts to determine its reproducibility. (See Exhs. 14-I16). Ultimately, the results of their
efforts, documented in their reports, became the basis for (e and (0)7)©)  retractions and corrections of
the papers Dr. Sezen co-authored.
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application he was submittiﬂg toNIH. wmeadome  told the Committee that also in
September 2005, he contacted (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) who had
offered Dr. Sezen a post-doctoral position. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) that
he had concerns about Dr. Sezen’s research; as a result, according tq (6)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

the (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) was “put on hold.” (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) In

November 2005, @©aom©  competitive renewal was re-submitted (Exh. L8 at

(6)(6) and (I7(O) s Comments on Draft Inquiry Report daIedM%g:h 4, 2

®©ademe  later obtained a supplement award in July 201 -8 at 011474-

011480).

PROCEDURAE%%%@R

il

1. The Initial Allegation

On November 7,2005, ®©®=domc  sent a memorandum to Professor

B

(6)(6) and (B)(7)(©) alleging that Dr. Sezen had

eeaione  attachedgehis memo the report by (5)X6) and BINO)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

e 5

descnbedthﬁ pare I‘; fabrication of data that were published in an article co-authored by

e

ezgnand wm©avome  entitled Oxidative C-Arylation of Free (NH)-
Heterocycles via Direct (sp®) C-H Bond Functionalization, JACS (2004) 126, 13244-
13246. Specifically, the ®©aam©  described the apparently fabricated NMR spectra.

foundinthe @pEaumm©  hat matched spectra published in this paper. Wang also

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
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described the White-out Spectrum that appeared to match in essential respects a

composite figure published in the same paper.

2. The Inquiry
Atthe time that ®®adom©  submitted the November Allegation, Columbia’s
research misconduct policy required that the Dean of the Graduate School of Arts and

Sciences (“GSAS”) convene an Inquiry Committee to conduct a prehmmary»'f review of

2'-,«

the allegatlon (Attachment 1 is a copy of the Policy in effect mthe fall dﬁ&gigé)

Accordingly, (©)(6) and (K)(7)(C) forwarded the memorandum*he T@gelved from

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

®6 and ©7C) GSAS Dean Henry Pinkham. In early December 2095 Dean Pmkham

appointed the following Inquiry Committee:

o

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

witnesses:

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
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The Committee also reviewed the White-out Spectrum and viewed the allegedly
fabricated spectra found in (b)) and (b)(7)(C) NMR account.

The Inquiry Committee concluded that a full investigation into the allegation
against Dr. Sezen was warranted. The Inquiry Committee documented its findings in an

Inquiry Report. On February 16, 2006, the Inquiry Committee submitted the Report to

Dean Pinkham. (Attachment 3).

3. Notice to Dr. Sezen

“ﬁ:&

‘j)/\

In December 2005, after the Inquiry Committee W%f appo
w)e and 0)7)C) made several attempts to notify Dr. Sezen by emall‘ﬁ%at Allegatlons of

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

(b)) and (H)(7)(C) ~and was told Dr. Sezen would be home

later. (Exh.;_;,J@9?A*-at/~ 2038 ﬂOn January 4, 2006, (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) sent a letter by

FedEx to. D]:. ezen’s (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) (also the home address recorded in Dr.

Sczen student ﬁle:m the Department of Chemistry) notifying her that the Inquiry had

commenced(Exh J2 at 05592; see also Exh. J29).%8

On January 6, 2006, (b)) and (B)(7)(C) received an apparently hand-delivered

letter from Dr. Sezen expressing concern about  m@aumme  investigation into her”

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) »
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work (Exh. J lA).29 On January 11, 2006, (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) forwarded this letter to the

Inquiry Committee.’ (Exh. J2 at 05577).
On January 18, 2006, ©© = ©0© received an email from (b)(®) and (b)(7)(C)
(b)) and (b)(7)(C) listed as Dr. Sezen’s home address). o« ©17)©)
0)© and 7 explained that she had obtained ©dom© address from Columbia’s webpage
| and that although the Department of Chemistry’s FedEx package had beeit epted b

y
. . B B P
the (b)(6) and ()(7)(C) it could not be delivered to Dr. Sezen “[b]e¢ause she déesnot

P4

stay in our buildings anymore.” (Exh. J27). The email ﬁn‘there%x%»am
i
“is currently in US but we do not have her forwardingga;;‘iﬁ}%g%” (dyzm

TESPOISE;©) and (B)(7)C)

©16 and XM Cwrote that she would try to find Dr. Sezen%&garé?i% (Id)*ﬁ ®)®and BN answered,

y: 4

JEcs:

“According to our files (b)(6) and (b)(N)(C) and moved to
- ﬂz‘%“"" L. i h“"*’«;‘:;""

®6 and ONC) We will ask them to contact yoy if they congact us.” (Id.).

£

¥ The envelope was not postmarked and contained no return address. (Exh. J2 at 05578-91).

% Dr. Sezen’s letter referred to an “M. Atkas,” whom she stated was her lawyer. On February 27, 2006, *
members of the () and b)7)(©) received a memo from “M. Atkas,” purporting to be an attorney at
Barrington Law Firm, 387 Madison Avenue, New York, New York, requesting any reports they had written
concerning their investigation into Dr. Sezen’s work. Jane E. Booth, Esq., of Columbia’s Office of the
General Counsel, wrote back to M. Atkas, requesting verification that M. Atkas was licensed to practice in
New York and had been retained by Dr. Sezen. The letter was returned unopened and stamped, “attempted

— not known unable to forward.” (Exh. J38). Searches of “Barrington Law Firm” and “M. Atkas” in the
law firm database, Martindale Hubble, did not produce any results.
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» After he received the Inquiry Committee’s report, Dean Pinkham learned from a
World Wide Web search that Dr. Sezen appeared to be enrolled in a graduate program at
the University of Heidelberg, in the laboratory of (b)) and (b)(7)(C) (Exh. P). Dean
Pinkham attempted to contact Dr. Sezen at her Heidelberg email address but received no
response. (Exh. J2 at 05553). On March 21, 2006, he sent a copy of the Inquiry Report

and Columbia’s Policy to Dr. Sezen’s Heidelberg email account. (Exh. Jié::’ 05556-76).

On March 23, 2006, using her Columbia email account, Dr. S&
: - ;t‘:'; ’:;5' _\ggg o~ E
‘fté'ns of papers she

T
F2g

members of Columbia’s Office of Public Affairs inquiring %g% e

On March 27, 2006, D Sezen sponded to Dean Pinkham’s email, stating she

had received and examined qu rt (Exh. J2 at 05552).

hé Ingti
Iuail, Dr. Sezen stated that she would provide a written
3ggonths-6ﬁzecei§ing certain materials. (/d.). Over the next month,
Columbia p%r¢0v1d ’ﬁgrﬁierous documents and additional information that Dr. Sezen

TR i =

& Sy &

requésted, to thé:extént the material was available.*® (Exh. J2 at 05534, 05530-05531,
;

*! Three retractions or corrections of articles co-authored by Dr. Sezen were initially published in March
2006. See Exhibit K10. Four additional articles were retracted or corrected in June 2006. See Exhs. K7,
K16.

%2 On March 26, 2006, ()6 and ?(© notified Dr. Sezen by email that he had retracted two papers on |
which Dr. Sezen was a co-author, and corrected a third. (Exh. J2 at 05549-05550).
** One document that Dr. Sezen requested — a copy of the White-out Spectrum — was available only in hard
copy, so the University requested a mailing address for Dr. Sezen. In response, Dr. Sezen provided the

same mailing address to which the Department of Chemistry attempted to send notice in J anuary 2006:

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
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055 14—05529, 05502-05503). Dr. Sezen requested additional time to respond to the
Inquiry Report and the University agreed. (Exh. J2 at 05492).

On May 19, 2006, Dr Sezen provided her comments in response to the Inquiry
Report. Dr. Sezen’s comments were provided to the Inquiry Committee, which reviewed
them and submitted its own final comments.>* (Exh. T). The Inquiry Committee’s final

report was also provided to Dr. Sezen. (Exh. J2 at 05447-05450).

4. Transition to a New Institutional Policy

As discussed above, on February 3, 2006, the Univ,gr%ity" ,aacﬂ%%},Senae

approved a new Institutional Policy on Misconduct in:R esearch,

(Attachment 4). The

new Misconduct Policy outlined new procedure ons for allegations of

Fy

EN

research misconduct. After the l\disconduéfgl"olifqy&wa&%pprovcd,. the University began to

implement the Misconduct Policy andlts procedur : as recommended in the comments

The prior policy on:reséarch isconduct was silent on the University’s obligation

\ttachment 1). In accordance with the new Misconduct
Policy, in theﬁrst eekof Af;;ﬂ 2006, Columbia’s Director of Research Compliance and
Tralmngand (b)) and (B)(7)(c) collected from thew)es) and 070

b)© and )7 four xes of materials that had belonged to Dr. Sezen.** These materials

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

On April 4, 2006, Columbia sent by FedEx to Dr. Sezen the hard copy of the White-out Spectrum. (Exh.
J2 at 05530-05531). This package was received by Dr. Sezen: in an April 24, 2006 email, Dr. Sezen
queried whether the two-page photocopy she had received was two sides of the same document or two
separate documents. (Exh. J2 at 05495).

* Dr. Sezen’s comments included allegations that (b)(®) and (b)(7)(C) had
themselves committed research misconduct by fraudulently claiming her work could not be reproduced.
These allegations (the “Counter-Allegations™) were forwarded to a second Inquiry Committee pursuant to
Columbia’s Policy. (Exh. T2 at 05458-05489).

** On October 25, 2006,b)¢) and ()7 collected a fifth box from ~ B)®=dGX7C)  laboratory that contains
fourteen blue three-ring binders of published literature, and one laboratory notebook with flyers,
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included 11 laboratory notebooks, six large binders containing NMR spectra, various
computer disks and CD-Roms, and various personal effects. Attachment 5 is the initial
index reflecting the contents of these boxes.>

In addition, in the first week of April and there#ﬁer, ®)6) and 0)7)©) took the

following steps to collect and sequester relevant documents:
* Requested that ©©1ONO) “freeze™ the s ONNMR account contammg the
. . e, %
spectra referenced in the Inquiry Report, so tat the account could be A essed:
only by ()6 ad @0 )

¢ Obtained a CD-ROM of the NMR. spectra referenced,ﬁihg Inqiuj'y Report;

thgt includ’qgfédocumentation

o Collected four laboratory notebooks of )6 an o)1
of his investigation into Dr. Sezen’s work; & ¢

* Obtained excerpts of laboratory noteboekS ﬁn:th&;g;lembers ofthe  ©)® and BN

Aoy

@@ and ©7© concerning their investigaf%’”ps initg Dr. Sezen’s work (the notebooks
were in current use, but are hard-b%d with pf”é—@ﬁnted numbered pages);

* Obtained copies of;eports duce by the  ©(6 and )1 concerning their
investigations into'Dr. Seze

d the hard copy White-out Spectrum referenced in the Inquiry Report;

btamed copies of the progress reports and other grant materials submitted to
‘NIH and NSF in connection with the NIH Grant and the NSF Grant;

* Obtained electronic copies of other relevant data;

Department of Chemistry schedules, and speakers’ announcements as well as some personal notes.
(Section CC on the Master Index). u)e) and 7)) did not initially collect this box with the others because of
its irrelevance to the investigation.

3 This index was compiled by the Office of the General Counsel shortly after the documents were
gathered. It was later reconfigured and expanded into the Master Index, at Attachment 6.
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e Obtained from Dr. Sezen a CD-Rom described as a copy of her computer desktop
at Columbia;

e Obtained copies of relevant business records from the Department of Chemistry’s
business office;

¢ Obtained copies of relevant business and other records from the Department of
Chemistry’s NMR Facility.

Finally, throughout the course of the investigation, the Committee requested and

received additional documents from witnesses who appeared before 1t Attached as .

the Misconduct Policy. The Standing Comm1tteeappomlments were completed by May

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

2006. The Committee is chaired by

On May 31, the Standing Committee met and discussed the Sezen case. After

discussion, the Standing Committee accepted the Inquiry Committee’s recommendation
that a full Investigation as defined in the Misconduct Policy was warranted. (See |
Attachment 8). The Committee also approved the appointment of four proposed

members of an Ad Hoc Committee charged to investigate the Allegation of Research
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Misconduct, and granted ®©©ade@© the authority to appoint additional members as
needed. (Id.). The Committee emphasized the need to include scientists from outside
Columbia University on the Committee, the need to include a graduate student not
affiliated with the Department of Chemistry, and the need for gender diversity. (Id. at 2).
Thereafter ©© OO appoinfed three additional members to the Committee.*’
Curricula vitae for the members of the Ad Hoc Committee are attached aé ttachmegt 9.

On June 27, 2006, wmoaumme sent the members of the Ad Hoc Cqm%gttee a‘ch

weadmne — and Dr. Sezen were invited to

identify persons with relévant

iformation to be interviewed for this Investigation (Exh.

J2 at 05199; J39), . o (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

r. Sezen idéntified (b)(6) and (BY7)(C) the

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

! (0)6) and HID(O) of the Columbia University Department of Chemistry, was approved by the

Standing Commiittee but declined to participate. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) , also of the Columbia University
Department of Chemistry, was selectedin =~ ®©®and)®(©)  place. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
A ) (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)
laboratory was on the same floor as (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) . As a result, he was acquainted with many
current and former students in the ©)© and 0)7c) However, ©)©) and®)?)(© did not collaborate with
(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) on any research, papers or grants. The University considered these facts
and determined that they did not give rise to any apparent or actual conflict of interest for (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
service on the Committee. Dr. Sezen requested a formal statement on this issue, which the University
?xrovided. (Exh. J34 at 012140-012141).
After receiving the Charge Letter, one member declined to participate because of other commitments. A
replacement member was appointed on July 20, 2006.
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(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) (Exh J2 at 05181). The Committee identified additional
individuals with relevant information.>® In total, the Committee interviewed 18

individuals, some on more than one occasion, as follows:

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)
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(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

Curricula vitae for these individuals, where available, are attac 5

P k3 ‘95?’-;',_-_5#-3 7 )
AAI12 and Exh. X, Except for the interviews of (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) gor which one

AR Vg 5
5

member of the Committee was absent, and for the interti WOf o0 conducted

(b)) and (0)(7)(C) - all members of th Commiittee were present at
every mterview. The interviews were trans¢ bed by a.court reporter. Initial drafts were

sent to each interviewee, who then had'thie:opper tﬂj to provide necessary corrections.

Chemistry business records, ©)© and GO reports, and computer records

PR i
&

fromithe NMR Fac111ty In addition e mme reviewed all of the electronic research

records'(Exhs: B13-BS6; H9; H10A; H10B).

C. The University’s Efforts to Obtain Information and Testimony

from Dr. Sezen
Between late June and mid-August, 2006, the University attempted to

communicate with Dr. Sezen concerning both this Investigation and her Counter-
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Allegations. (Exh. J2 at05348-05403).4° In late June, @©@©aemme advised Dr. Sezen
that the Inquiry Committee reviewing her Counter-Allegations wanted to speak with her.
(Exh. J2 at 05438). In response, on June 28 and June 30, Dr. Sezen promised to contact
()6 2nd OXNC) schedule an interview.*! (Exh. J2 at 05437 and 05435).

Thereafter, the University repeatedly tried to convene a teleconference with Dr.

Sezen. Dr. Sezen provided a telephonc number (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)

that she would be available at a certain time. (/d. at 05431). However—

call could not be completed. (Exh. J34 at 012831-012832) Aﬁ‘ gns ]’z)r Sezen

repeatedly stated her availability was restricted. (E. g, Exh#2 at OSﬁ}Z 05406, ; Exh.

J34 at 012836). In her email of July 12, 2006, D ezenstated, “»thus I can only ask you

for e [sic] new schedule after July 25.” (Exh. 134 at‘Q128

On July 17, 2006, Dr. Sezen forwarded a2 letter from (b)(®) and (B)(7)(©)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

X : ,the reproduc1b111ty of Dr. Sezen’s work.*> (Exh.

J2 at 05404- 05405) In response m)e and b)N©) again sought to reschedule Dr. Sezen’ s

telephone interview for ngy at 12: 30 p-m. and provided her own telephone number for

Dr. Sezen to call m éﬁée'theéiémverslty could not reach Dr. Sezen. (/d. at 05403). Dr.

Sezen d1d not respon to this email. After this, Dr. Sezen responded to several emails

‘2

y ()(6) and (O)(D)(E) by stating that she could not read the messages. 3 (Id. at 05401;

05400;:-a=.o§_39_;;»-'05390).

“ Due to a technical error, documents 05166-06359 were incorrectly numbered, omitting a 0. The
numbering for these documents should include an additional 0 prefix: 005166-006359.
“! In one of these instances, Dr. Sezen stated she needed to consult with an attorney concerning scheduling.
(Exh. J2 at 05437). However, no attorney has ever appeared on Dr. Sezen’s behalf in this case.
(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

“%)(6) and (0)(7)(©) learned that, in accord with standard University practice, Dr. Sezen’s Columbia email
account had been closed because Dr. Sezen was no longer enrolled as a Columbia student. (0)©) and (0)(?)(C)
immediately instructed Columbia University Information Technology (“CUIT”) to reactivate Dr. Sezen’s
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Eventually, on August 10, 2006 o6 and 00©): successfully faxed and emailed a
letter to Dr. Sezen seeking to schedule an in-person interview.** (Id. at 05337-05347).
The letter also requested Dr. Sezen’s laptop computer or an image of the computer’s hard
disk; a print-out of Dr. Sezen’s current directories; and a list of all NMR user accounts
accessed by Dr. Sezen at Columbia. The letter asked Dr. Sezen to respond by August 24,
2006, and also sought updated contact information including a mailing addmss, telephone
and fax numbers, and email addresses. (Id. at 05338-05339). k
On August 16, 2006, Dr Sezen responded by email tha&sh’g woulfl be ;;ilable

for an in-person interview. However, she refused to makKe any arrangéments or provide

any of the fequested information until the Univ

Counter-Allegations. (Exh p

hip ‘Fithe Department of Chemistry at Harvard University. (Exh.

‘August 18 and August 29, Dr. Sezen forwarded the same email

wfacuItles of MIT; the University of California, Berkeley; Stanford
Umvemlty,Pnnceton University; Yale University; Scripps Research Institute; California
Institute of Technology; the University of Illinois at Champaign-Urbana; Penn State

University; Cornell University; and Géorgia Insﬁtute of Technology. (Exh. J2B).

account. She confirmed to Dr. Sezen that as of July 27, 2006, the account was active again and functioning
appropriately (Exh. J2 at 05393).

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)
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On August 18 ®©adm?©) sent ten reports to Dr. Sezen, in response to her
requests. These reports were drafted by members of the ©®©d®®©)  and documented
their attempts to validate Dr. Sezen’s wc;rk. (Exh. J2 at 05301; 05240-05296). On
August 21, 2006, Dr. Sezetcl\\acknowledged their receipt but stated that they were
insufficient to fulfill her request, and she submitted a detailed list of documents she

sought concerning the ®©®advn©  efforts to reproduce her work. She"ﬂ-%'fdﬁl,,go continued

S N B,
In subsequent emails, oo am)o) reiterated the Committee’s Tegu

3

information; proposed October 6, 2006 for Dr. S

’s interviewyénd invited Dr. Sezen

to come to Columbia at the University’s expél nse to reyiew the relevant Research Records
. _ i

P B e e

in advance of the interview. (/d. at 05241), dmon, e and 0)7)©) invited Dr. Sezen to

provide any relevant documents: ssé?‘gon d.) and to identify any other persons
e P

who had information relevant to theiInvestigation. (/d..at 05199). On August 29, ©© and OO

) and O peiterated these pointsiand also forwarded to Dr. Sezen additional documents

responsive to her %h. J34 at 012732-012829).

\ugu 5 (796, Dr. Sezen stated that the documents she had received also
were msufﬁcxent.(Exh J2 at 05179). She also responded in some detail to the
Comrmttee’searher queries, including statements that she used only her own NMR
account and that she could not have fabricated the spectrum identified in the (b)) and (b)(7)(©)
Report because she was staying in (B)6) and (BYN(C) on the date the

spectrum was fabricated. (Id. at 05181). Dr. Sezen stated that she would be available for

an interview on the proposed date, October 6, 2006, at an office she had arranged to use
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®)e) and 0)N©) (Id. at 05181). Fina.lly, Dr. Sezen advised that she would be “away from [her]
e-mail between dates 1-18™ September 2006,” and thus unable to respond to any e-mails
between those dates. (Id. at 05178).

Upon receipt of Dr. Sezen’s August 31, 2006 email, ©) i ®@© responded that
Dr. Sezen’s interview would take place at Columbia, and reiterated the University’s

earlier offer to pay for Dr. Sezen’s travel expenses. (Exh. J2 at 05175). ©©=do© also

requested that Dr. Sezen provide: (1) the account name she used to aec.gs
NMR spectrometers; and (2) any documentation of her stay gt ther @ and)M©)  (Exh.
}:,

J2 at 05171). On September 1, 2006, ©)6) and ©)7)(C) I'ecel\!‘ed% email wlth the headlng,

“Auto-reply,” stating “I will be away from my egl?glrl pntl»l%‘Sep 18;&? I will respond to

your e-mail after that date.” (/d. at 05170). St mber 1, 61660

received another reSponse from Dr. Sezen stating that:she had arranged to conduct her

iifor the mted States had expired and she was not

interview ine and b7 dpecause h

able to renew it. (Id. at 05166)

The Committee continged to plan to interview Dr. Sezen in person at Columbia

University. On ' erifs:,,2006, ®)6) and b)7)) sent Dr. Sezen an email with additional

mformatlon about the visi-application process and attaching a letter of support for Dr.

Sezen s apphcaﬁon. (Exh_ J34 at 012728-012729) m)e and b)) further explained that if

Dr. Se‘zfe_n _q;q_,not come to Columbia for the interview, the interview would occur by
telephone at a conference room ®® and X7 that Columbia would arrange. (Id.). Dr. Sezen
responded that she was unable to satisfy visitor visa requirements and that “all (her]

previous applications were denied ....” (Exh. J34 at 012724-012725).
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D. The University Arranges for Dr. Sezen’s Telephone Interview

Afier Dr. Sezen advised the Committee that hér visa application had been
rejected, the University retained White & Case LLP, a United States law firm with offices
invye and o)7)cs0 that Dr. Sezen could have access to the Research Records and conduct the
interview from a location with sufficient telecommunications capability. ©@andem©) sent
to White & Case im6 and n@pproximately six thousand pages of documeﬁé (b)(®) and (b)(7)(C)

advised Dr. Sezen that these documents were available for her to reviey

's*sr-’

tWthe

sequestered. (Exh. J34 at 012464-012477; 012478; 01244

On September 23, the Committee’s Chair, Prof: (6)(6) and (b)(7)(C) sent Dr. Sezen

/On September 28, 2006, Dr. Sezen responded that the most important document
she wanted tq,:_fewew before the interview was the final Inquiry report concerning her
Counter—Allegations.. She added:

I would like to emphasize that I will ﬁot be able to respond
to any questions in (/6 ad (1) letter or any other

questions during the phone conference if I will not receive
this highly necessary document for my interview.

(Id. at 012461; 012442).
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Thereafter, Dr. Sezen sent a number of emails with queries about the interview
and Investigation, to which o m e responded. (Jd. at 012438-012441). She also
expressed concemn about potential bias in the Investigation.® (/4. at 012437). Dr. Sezen
also asked that the documents at White & Case be given to her so she could bring them to
the place where she had her computer and her own records. (Id. at 01243 ).  oeaiono

suggested instead that Dr. Sezen bring her materials and computer to Whi -

& Case’s

office, which agreed to provide Dr. Sczen work space during the weék
interview. (/d. at 012429). Dr. Sezen stated that this woulg_
012426). Finally, Dr. Sezen stated that on September{ l-ff.:_‘
@@ and ™ information concerning her account namcfo the Coljimbia NMR facility and

a copy of her (©)(6) and (B)(7(C) * She stated that as these items were not

3

listed in the Index of Evidence, she had:s ther ery by regular mail the day

| before.*® (Id).
On October 4, (516) and BC) it Sezen to email her NMR account

information ilmnediately_ia;nd mmded Dr. Sezen that the Committee continued to await

her responses t ';t:l;ie-questron‘s;:in - OE4OOC  September 23 letter. (/d. at 012423).5)6 ana ()0)0)

e and )7 Provided DriSezen a fax number so she could fax the (b)(®) and (B)(7)(C) and any

S

,?i;and?Statcd that if Dr. Sezen did not have access to a fax machine, she
could brmg the documents to White & Case’s office for assistance in faxing. ({d.).0)6 and YO
)6 and OO again invited Dr. Sezen to review the documents that had been sent to White &

Case. (Id.). She also offered that, for the interview, White & Case could bring the

“ Dr. Sezen expressed concern that ()6 and ()7(©) might be biased because of his proximity to the)) and ()7)(C)
(0)(6) and (0)(7)(@nd resulting acquaintance with many Group members. The University provided Dr. Sezen with a

formal response to this concern. See footnote 37.

‘ (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) DeVeT received these mailings.
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documents to Dr. Sezen at a location she designated. (Jd.). Dr. Sezen did not respond to
this offer.
On October 5, 2006, Dr. Sezen emailed a response to  m© ad kM© September 23

letter, including her NMR account name and an electronic copy of ¢ (b)(6) and (B)7)(©)

(Exh. J15).

Sezen, bjt Dr-”

{Sezen Tr. at 8:12-

7. Dr. Sezen’s Access to the Research ..lféc_,or(iz-:’ze

ggan«ﬁ;quiry, the Respondent shall have

2

the right ... to have reasonable the data and other evidence supporting the

i

Allegation....” (Attachmé; 43t K(4)(%)(113). The Policy further provides that, “Upon

Completion of the LIII._l_vest):fga :the Ad Hoc Committee shall provide the Respondent

with (a) a draﬁwn ;ﬁ:xcmﬂ ... and (b) a copy of, or supervised access to, the evidence

vesﬁggticfix Report is based.” (Attachment 4 at H(5)). In this case,

yond the requirements of its own Policy.

ColLiipbia went
Flrst,as discussed above, during the Inquiry phase of this case, Dr. Sezen
requested numerous additional documents (including information that was not part of the

Research Record when the Inquiry Committee drafted its report, see Attachment 3). To

“7 Although she had been provided with White & Case’s address and the name of a contact person in the
office, Dr. Sezen claimed that she could not find White & Case’s telephone number. (Sezen Tr. at 8:4-7;
Exh. J34 at 012401). However, the phone number is readily available on the White & Case website. See
Exh KK at 013457.
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the extent that these materials were available, they were provided to Dr. Sezen. (See pp.

31-34 above).

Second, after the Inquiry phase was complete, Dr. Sezen requested additional

materials concerning the (6 and (0)7)0) efforts to reproduce her work. (Exh. J2 at
05443). On June 27, 2006, (e and 0O explained that to the extent Dr. Sezen sought

additional materials in connection with her allegations of research miscondj Ict against

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

ewew the Research Records, and offered to pay her travel and visa-
related expenses (Exh. J2 at 05211, 05175; Exh. J34 at 012728- -012729).

Third, after Dr, Sezen advised the Committee that she was unable to obtain a visa

to come to Columbia and wished to conduct the interview inpe) an ®0cthe Committee sent
approximately six thousand pages of documents to White & Case’ #)6) and )N @ffice and

arranged to have work space provided to Dr. Sezen so she would be able to review these
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Research Records. But Dr. Sezen never went to White & Case’s office to review these
documents. The Committee also repeatedly sent Dr. Sezen the Index of Evidence and
invited her to identify documents she wished the Committee to review and to identify
documents she wanted sent to her. (Exh. J34 at 012490, 012464-012478 ).

Fourth, after Dr. Sezen’s interview, the University asked White & Case to retain

the Research Records in case Dr. Sezen wished to review them; w6« 00© also offered

to Dr. Sezen for comment alon withia copy of the Master Index. (Exh. J34 at 013585).

Dr. Sezen was also told that the 4, ages of supporting evidence would be sent to her

once she provided a mallmg 4dress (Exh J34 at 013574-013584). Dr. Sezen never

indicated that she wanted the, supportmg evidence and did not provide a mailing address.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Dr. Sezen Never Had a User Account in the NMR Facili
sl ever Bad a User Account in the NMR Facility

The Committee finds that, although her research depended heavily on NMR

spectroscopy, Dr. Sezen never had an authorized computer account for access to NMR

spectrometers and data stations in the NMR Facility.

(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) facﬂlty smce

1994, issues all computer accounts for the NMR facility. s and o) E’1’:@&3” ds e Ty

account issued in a single logbook.

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

He organizes the records in this logbook, by researah group In his interview,

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

®XE and ®7©) - confirmed that page 129 of his loglkm;q al <all of the records for the

(6)(6) and (B)(7)(C) explamed that each research group

has a unique UNIX group number and slgns the UNIX user numbers

consecutively for individuals wit i

Until 2005, the UNIX y Qu;n ber forthe oEaONO - was 108,48 (Exh.
Nl 9). (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

wa§ the*first member of his group to receive a login; he was

assigned the USEE; umber 2700. (b)) and (b)(7)(C) further explained

that he aSSng;ls all numbers chronologically in the order that researchers complete their
tramm in the use of ;he NMR spectrometers. (/d. at 15: 19-25). Dr. Sezen entered the
Columbl'a*Umversny graduate program in the fall semester of 2000 and joined the ©)© and G?(©)
(B)(6) and (B)(7)(C) Thus, if Dr.

Sezen had completed NMR training as usual, she would have been assigned a user '

number near the user numbers of these other students. Although the logbook identifies

“ In 2005, the UNIX group number was changed to 1108. (Exh. N16 at 013450).
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accounts assigned to every other member of the ©©aumme who used the NMR
spectrometers as part of their research, the logbook contains no record of any account
assigned to Dr. Sezen and no gaps occur in the numerical listing of user numbers.* (See
Exh. N2A)

In August 2005, after making this discovery, ®®adom© searched the NMR
Facility’s computer files for any record of an account belonging to Dr. Sezen (16) and GID)

(b)) and (b)(7)(C) ). The UNIX operating system records the user number-and '

group identification for any user who creates or modifies anx;ﬁf%
&

A

P i
of the NMR spectrometer computers. (Id. at 25:6-18; 8i9582 17).

any account. (b)(6) and (K)(7)(C)
On August 10, 200 the Committee asked Dr. Sezen to provide the Committee a
list of all NMR accouiifs!§hé had hsed ‘at Columbia. On August 31, 2006, Dr. Sezen

%

“FHIAVE NEVER USED ANYONE ELSE’S NMR

responded byemall at,

NEVER USED SO O NMR ACCOUNT; I

ACCOUNT, I1HA

=

DIDNOT KN‘ WHER PASSWORD, I DID NOT HAVE ACCESS TO HER
ACCOUNT” (Exh J2 at 05177, emphasis in original). However, she did not provide
the user name for her own account. As discussed above, on August 31, 2006 and
September 22, 2006, the Committee asked Dr Sezen to provide her account name for her

NMR account at Columbia, but she did not respond until October 5, 2006, the day before

> The fact that Dr. Sezen did not have an NMR account was first reported by (b)) and (0)7)c) 1n his
November 8, 2005 report. See Exh. J4A at 2.
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her interview with the Committee. In her letter of that date, Dr. Sezen stated that her
login ID was “bengu.” She further stated that she obtained this login ID during a course
she took entitled “Chemistry G4145 NMR Spectroscopy,” taught by ©(©and ®®© (Exh.
J15 at 012413) Dr. Sezen confirmed these statements in her testimony to the Committeé.
(Sezen Tr. at 18:6-16; 19:11-23).%

The Committee then asked ©s andmeic to search for any record of’a

with the name “bengu.” (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

all his passwd files from one computer sysggifi;to another. (/d. at 28:18-21). Atthe

Committee’s request, ®©ad)n© searched his; urren& pésswd files and the hard disks

(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) mamta.ms an accounting system on the NMR spectrometers that
records each gmand logout to the NMR software (as distinct from login to the UNIX
operahngsystem) This accounting system is used to generate billing records for each

research group. The accounting software records in a log file the user name, date, and

ES

% In his interview, ()6 and (b)(7)(C) stated that the course did not require an NMR login account. and that the
process for obtaining an NMR login account was separate from his course. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) ).

In addition, because in her laboratory notebooks, Dr. Sezen referred to her NMR spectra with the prefix
“BS,” the Committee also asked (®)(©) and 0)(1(C) to search all NMR accounts for any files with the fraoment
“bs” in their file names. ©)©) and ()7 ©) found no such files attributable to Dr. Sezen. (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)
28:17).
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time of each login to and each logout from the NMR software. ®©ad®@© has searched
these log files for the username “bengu” and “sezen’’; no matches were found. ®) and®@)(©)
(b)©) and (b)(7)(C)
In addition, the Committee obtained from the Department of Chemistry’s
Business Office monthly reports created by ®©admm© to document NMR usage

charges. As discussed above, the NMR Facility charges for each hour ofﬁﬁage of NMR

spectrometers. These charges ranged from $10 to $15 per hour over: thg years Dr

Sezen’s work in the ®®aam© . (Exhs. DD2-DD7). Each,qm nth, (6)(®) and (BY7)(C) * prov1des

the Business Office with data showing the time accrued

within that group, by each individual user.

2005. (Exhs DD2-DD7). Although these, rec@rds dOCument charges for other  (©© and @O

addition, the financial recor not list any login names that are not linked to known
members of the (B)(E) and (B)7)(C) ..as recorded in ®©®ad )  logbook.

OO and ONE knows” of no other student who, at least since 1997, has completed a

doctorate ina ﬁeld of chermstry that requires acquisition of NMR spectra but has not had
an.auﬂ10nzcc1,_._account to use the NMR facility. > (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) The failure to

obtain an authorized account is a major departure from standard practice.

52 Before 1997, students did not need logins and passwords to access the computers in the NMR facility.
Students thus performed NMR spectroscopy and graduated without having accounts. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
(b)6) and (H)(7)(C)
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2. Dr. Sezen Used the Accounts of Other Members of the (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
== accounts ol Uther Members of the

The Committee finds that Dr. Bengii Sezen accessed the NMR spectrometers by

following testimony and evidence are relevant to this question:

1. Spectra published in Dr. Sezen’s thesis and
publications were found in the (b)(®) and (B)7)(©)
accounts, belonging to (b)(®) and (b)(7)(C)

b

’ using the accounts of at least (6)(6) and (b)(7)(C) . The
)

)

)

)

)

) respectively.

} 2 L) leftthe w0 in Augn:

, 2002 and went to MITasa e inFa

2002; ©1© a0 | has testified that she did n&Facs: )
account after her departure. | (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) B
Nonetheless, the accounting software shows thif  ©)e = )0
©O=IOOO account was repeatedly used from thatfime until
©1© e 0 * closed the account inSgptember 2004 (Exh.
N12 at 007155). In addition, the Depar of :
Chemistry’s records reflectidhat the o wion© was
charged for NMR usage attribyted to e s 1)
account between Fau(QGOZw%en’ ®®and ©7)C) left Columbia
and September 200 “S¢hen thelaccount was closed. (See,
e.g., DD6, DD7:1006998; 007046, 007060, 007076,
007078, 0070%1). -

3. The sigg-up sheets for the 400 MHz NMR
quctromé“tq; haveg been compared with the accounting
sy&éﬁi%lagsiiﬂnﬁ%ximately three quarters of the logins to
(b)) and (b)(7)(©) account recorded by the accounting
system aftgr e anam© left Columbia University occur at

5 . times when Dr. Sezen signed up for access on the sign-up

heets!’ (Exh. NN2).

A4 The data directories in thews « cncaccounts on the

- 400 MHz spectrometer and the narrow-bore 300 MHz
spectrometer (Exh. N18) contain numerous data sets
acquired after 062 ®0©) | left the ®© and BNC) , The
names of many of these data sets are those of chemical
compounds used by Dr. Sezen in her research.

5. ©Ead D) testified that Dr. Sezen knew his
password and that of (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)
21).
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6. The sign-up sheets for the 400 MHz spectrometer
have been compared with the accounting system logs
showing usage of ©)6)and MO account. The comparison
shows that after December 2002 (whengp)s) and 0 left the

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) account was used roughly 35% of
the times that Dr. Sezen had signed up for access on the
sign up sheets. (Exh. NN1).

7. ®1© and 0N testified that Dr. Sezen and®® an O Oboth
knew his password and used his account until he asked )
them to cease because so many files were accumulating in
his data directory. In support of his testimony, the
Committee identified a Zip disk among Dr. Sezen’s
research records (Exh. B39), which contains six original
NMR data sets named using Dr. Sezen’s convertign for*
NMR data set names (see below at p. 62). Jii'each data set,..
directory, the NMR spectrometer softwagé

_ o tegords thelger
name and file directories under which-the ‘specttum was
acquired in a file named acqus. In all siif‘fqgses, this file
identifies)s an t\n@s the user and-the’* 30Q0nb:%, the narrow-
bore 300 MHz spectrometer, a5 the NMR insfrument. A
comparison of the sign-up sheets for tbéiggide-bore 300
MHz spectrometer and tggq‘abéaﬁnﬁngisyétem logs shows
that on 17 occasio € ©OadOMNC was accessed when
Dr. Sezen signed up to.use thefspectrometer. (Exh. NN3)

s

Dr Sezen knew the passwords to the NMR

This evidence strongly sugg;

accounts belonging to (b)(6) and (BX7)(©) and used these

ed the password to  m©=u®™© account has not been established.
In her testimo Y; ©©2dONO  Joes not recall sharing her password with Dr. Sezen
(although (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) knew it). (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

weadem© - testified that oweaiem© | login name and password were posted on a
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wallinthe  ®©adONE however, ®©ade)©) and other group members could not

verify this statement.

3. The Research Record

A. Standards of the Relevant Research Community

The Committee finds that the maintenance of accurate records of procedures and results
is, as in other scientific disciplines, a standard principle of research in oréan "metalliéi_

chemistry. Members of the ©©adom© stated that they understood that:

governs their work in the

riptions, and make the same observations that

repeat the work based on the writfen

were originally recorded.”;.(Kanare HM, Writing the Laboratory Notebook, American

Chemical Society, 1985,p 1).

m©ad@)7©)  explained that standard practice in his laboratory is to retain

tra. He said that students also are encouraged to back up their data

prmtoutsofNMR spe

in electromc format. When members leave the group, they provide o aiome  with
hard coi)ié‘s. of NMR data and, more recently, electronic copies of NMR data.  ®)© and 0)@)©)
©add@e) Some members of the wmEanmme  group, who joined as beginning
graduate students, said that ®©®ad®MC)  instructed them explicitly to keep a-
laboratory notebook and archival NMR spectra. (6)) and (b)(7)(C)

(6)(6)/and B)7)(C) ). Other researchers, such as post-doctoral
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scientists, who have had more experience, were assumed to already know these standard
\
practices. (b)(6) and ()(7)(C) _ Some individuals also described the importance of

having a system to correlate NMR spectra and other data with laboratory notebook

entries. ) (B)6) and (b)(7)(C)

.~

Based on this testimony and its own expertise in good scientific practice, the Committee

(6
3]

finds that an accepted practice of the relevant research community is to maintain research

records, including detailed experimental procedures that correlate to Fig]
(e.g., NMR spectra).

B. Dr. Sezen’s Research Records

Committee has determined that Dr. Sezen.s arch}{ecord comprises NMR binders,

laboratory notebooks, background ré er-i'ais, CD-ROMs, and computer disks.

(Sections A-D on the Ma.s_:gef;indeic Exhs’ H9, H10A; H10B). As described below, these

et

publications. Thc d1screpanoy béiween the results and procedures presented in the

esis and the documentation in the Research Record is so large as to

mdlcatethat substantlal numbers of the reported experiments were never performed as
described mthe publications and thesis.

In mahng this finding, the Committee recognizes that the sequestration of
evidence in this case was difficult. As discussed above ©© 0O initiated the revi?w
of Dr. Sezen’s research results by members of e and w7 in July, 2005. The initial
Allegation was made four months later, in November 2005, after ®© and ) with the aid

of members of ®©=uem© group, reviewed Dr. Sezen's Research Record in detail. The
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Research Record was sequestered by Columbia’s Director of Research Compliance and
Training and Research Integrity Officer, ©®©®a0®©  during first week of April
2006. The Committee has taken these issues into consideration, as discussed below.

Dr. Sezen stated that, before she left Columbia in late July 2005, she packed all of
her belongings in more than 20 boxes and left them inthe  m©®aumn©  on the

second floor, so they could be moved with the rest of the Laboratory to (b)(6) and (B)(7)(c)

Dr. Sezen stated that she did not have any inventory of these boxes or*thmr cont"“_ ts

(Sezen Tr. at 38:4-39:15). After Dr. Sezen left Columbia, and _yaccordance'wuh

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

investigating Dr. Sezen’s work and reviewed Dr, (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

m©ado@© . Dr. Sezen stated that when she‘;i;ﬁgﬂ return to the laboratory in late July

2005, during a layover between her tnp t (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) , She saw

that her boxes had been opened ar d her}NIVIR bmders and notebooks were dispersed

around the laboratory. (Sezen Tr

At the begmmng of August 2005, the ®©=deXN© moved the laboratory from

b)(6) aﬁd (b)(7>(C). testified that employees of a professional

movmg company mi edail of Dr. Sezen’s boxes. (b)(6) and (B)7)(C) He explained

that m latc AugusLor early September, Dr. Sezen requested the return of some personal

maten‘als}_,: mgludlng her computer and some books. (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)
OO a0 1 stated that, in response to Dr. Sezen’s request, and with (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
authorization, he, (6)(6) and (b)(7)(C) brought Dr. Sezen’s

personal items back to the second floor laboratory. That day, they advised Dr. Sezen that

the materials were available in ()6 and )00 laboratory; by the next moring, all of
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these materials had been removed. (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)
andv© a0 testified that Dr. Sezen’s research records and other materials were later
repacked and delivered to (b)) and (B)(7)(C) The Committee

believes with reasonable certainty that the University has sequestered all of the relevant

Research Records.

1. Laboratory Notebooks

The Committee finds that Dr. Sezen s11 laboratory notebookg abeled B S:I+ .

Mainly, entries in th;_,;notebooks show a chemical equation, followed by a list of reagents

and assoc1ated numbers that appear to be the theoretically calculated amounts of reagents,
but no‘t?_thc a;gOunts of the reagents actually used.” In large part, these entries do not
show the sources of the reagents used or describe the experimental apparatus and how the

experiments were conducted. They do not explain the steps by which reagents were

* As discussed above, this did not occur until the first week of April 2006, after Columbia’s new Policy
took effect.

(®)©) and (™) ; disputed this characterization of the amounts of reagents, but the Committee was not
convinced. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
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3
purified or characterized. They do not describe observations made during the course of

reactions. They do not provide details about how products were separated from reaction
mixtures and identified.
The absence of detailed procedures and records is especially unusual because, as

®®and 07  explained in his interview (6)(®) and (b)(7)(C) ), reactions such as

those studied by Sezen were thought to be especially sensitive to small chin, es in

Dr. Sezen’s work testified that the notebooks provided
replicating Dr. Sezen’s results, because they laclgged de{;iﬁled exp%cjfé‘iﬂlental procedures.

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) . Several also stated that

such limited information departed from stand%;d (fata management practices. (E.g.,

(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)

In its Septembéfa23;§'2 lette;f;tzé Dr. Sezen, the Committee noted that her
notebooks d1d n ' documenther éxperimental procedures, and asked Dr. Sezen whether
these no}t.ebib: ks wet thconly ones that she used. In her October 5 response, Dr. Sezen
stated that she fiad four additional notebooks, entitled BS-EXP-I — BS-EXP-IV, in which
she recordedher experimental procedures. (Exh. J15; see also Sezen Tr., 21:19-25).

Notebooks with these labels have not been located in Dr. Sezen’s possessions or

%6 The reports prepared by members of the ®)®and ®)X7)C) as part of their investigation also repeatedly
discuss the absence of necessary documentation of reaction procedures and results in the notebooks. (Exhs.
11; 12; 1S; I6; 17; 18; 110; I11; 113; 114).

59



Confidential

elsewhere in the (6)©) and (B)(7)(C) The Committee finds that Dr. Sezen’s claim that

she kept two sets of notebooks is not credible for the following reasons:

1. ®@©and O7©  stated that although he reviewed Dr. Sezen’s work, he never
saw these additional notebooks. (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)

2. When questioned, members of the ®© aumme did not recall ever seeing
such notebooks. (See, e.g., Exh. J19; Exh. J20; (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

3. None of the entries in the notebooks entitled BS-I — BS-X] refer to! any other
notebooks, as would be expected if such notebooks exxstﬁ% dtgonta.l;ié}d
detailed experimental protocols relevant to the research documenfed in BS-I -
BS-XI. In her testimony, Dr. Sezen states that shoﬁkept second set of
notebooks so she did not need to write demled%gxpenm tal protocols each
time she ran a particular reaction. (Sezen Tr: at 22:4-1 1) “However each
successive iteration of a particular reaction’ proced re;l
BS-XT refers to an earlier reaction within the Same notebooks BS-I-BS-XI
contain no reference to another set of notebook: “If the other notebooks
existed, a cross-reference to eagher reactlons w1th1n the notebooks BS-I - BS-

plausible. (/d. 23: 15-2_3)

Finally, some w1tnesses from meanddm©  group stated that separating the

experimental procedures from;the documentation of the reactions themselves, rather than
following the usualgracttc_eﬁgf ma.mtammg a single, linear record, would be illogical.
L aErE (describing his notebook-keeping practice)io)s) and ())c)

®©®sO0C  =In light of the above evidence, the Committee does not credit Dr. Sezen’s

clain:i;}tt;gt_sho},documented her experimental procedures in four additional notebooks.

57 After receiving Dr. Sezen’s October 5 letter;s)) and (b)(7)(C) went to the (1)) and H)(7)(C)  and searched all
six laboratory rooms, the (®)© and )(7)C) conference room, the Group’s administrative assistant’s office, and
®)® and )7(C)  office. No research records belonging to Dr. Sezen were found.
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2. Archival NMR Spectra

The Committee finds that Dr. Sezen’s six NMR binders and one Zip disk
sequestered in this case constitute the entire record of original NMR spectra relevant to
Dr. Sezen’s thesis and publications.

Until recently (and during the time period relevant here), NMR data sets were
periodically erased from the NMR spectrometer disks because msufﬁcwnt isk space was

available for long-term archival storage. (b)(6) and (B)7)(C)

evolving set of backup mechanisms existed for NMR spectros
45' = *

drives, Zip disks, CD-ROMs, and DVDs. (/d. at 30:3- 9) (6)©) and ()NIC) gas testlﬁed that

users were provided information about electromc backup-»durmg the trammg process, but

that each user was responsible for backing upﬁis orher data.‘ “(Id. at 29:22-25). Members

ofthe ~ ®O®au®®E©  more commonk the processed NMR spectrum on

11”x14” paper and stored these prinfed pagesin large “NMR binders” as archival

records.  )© and HN)(©) members haye onlysrecently begun extensively using electronic

backups.

Dr. Sezen’ W™ g;g_mders consist of collections of printed NMR spectra

spectra, the b detsoc;ntam copies of published articles and other relevant literature,
predlctedNMR spectra produced by a software package ﬁamed ChemDraw, combustion
analysis results, and Dr. Sezen’s notes. These additional materials are inserted into the
binders in clear plastic pouches.

In her October 5, 2006 letter, Dr. Sezen stated that she had 14 NMR binders in
total; in her testimony, she stated that she had 18 binders in total. (Exh. J15 at 012414,

Sezen Tr. at 35':19). Although those individuals interviewed by the Committee had
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differing estimates of how many NMR binders Dr. Sezen possessed e WEE)

(b)(®) and (b)(7)(C) , no individual
recalled seeing as many as 14 to 18 NMR binders. Moreover, as one witness noted, so
many NMR binders would have taken up a noticeable amount of shelf space in the e and H1)(©
®)e and 7  which no witness recalled. (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)

Nearly all reactions described in Dr. Sezen’s notebooks (Exhs. BlfB 1) record a

code for NMR spectra in the format BS-YY-ZZZ, in which YY refersito the nuritber on

i
%

¥

particular page number within the notebooks. However;the’printed fspectm in the

six NMR binders, as well as the spectra provided in he;'fhgsis, ublished papers, and

‘are Jabeled at most only with the chemical
name of the compound whose NMR spect shogiin.' .;;l‘he spectra are not labeled with

either a date or a code number m fﬁe‘:hbove fq tmat. Thus, the spectra in the binders

cannot be linked to any spec1ﬁc rea ond ribed in Dr. Sezen’s notebooks. For
example, stoichiometri¢-and atalytlc reactions to produce phenyl pivaloyl pyridine are

repeated numer us umesm §ézen’s notebooks. (see BS-I1I-230, BS-I1-232, BS-III-

234 for examples v 3 oiéhiometric reactions and BS-III-272 and BS-III-276 for examples

o

of catalyuc reac’tionsi‘éMany more instances are listed in notebooks BS-III and BS-IV).
The NMR spectra of this product in her NMR binders (Exh. A2F at 0001532-0001539)
contain no information that would indicate which of these many reactions produced the
samples from which the NMR spectra were created.

Dr. Sezen states in her testimony that the spectra in the six binders that are in

possession of the Committee do not contain her code numbers because these spectra were
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intended to document the identities of purified samples for publication. (Sezen Tr. at
37:6-13). This statement is not supported by the evidence: the binders contain NMR
spectra that are not of publication quality and are not identified in any specific manner,
even with a compound name. Essentially, Dr. Sezen claims that all of the binders
containing spectra that were properly labeled have disappeared. The Committee finds

that Dr. Sezen’s last-minute claim that she had eight to twelve additionalﬁ'ﬁy]{ binders

that contained all of her properly labeled spectra is not credible.

match her notebook entries, in some cases, the Comml, ee as still af:‘ie#to match spectra

in Dr. Sezen’s NMR binders to spectra pubhshed i Dr Sezen s the51s and publications.

NMR data are reported in Dr. Sezen’s thesn,syand in the Supportmg Information of her

papers in two ways. First, "H and C.spec »o" .,,plc data for individual compounds are

presented in tabular form. These tables list (] resonance frequencies, multiplet patterns,

and couplmg constants observed in- the 1HNIV[R spectra and the resonance frequencies

observed in the °C NMR spectra. econ(_L 'H NMR spectra of individual compounds are
reproduced by scanmng‘and reducmg the printed spectra stored in the NMR binders.

Usually, ectra are prov1ded for only a subset of the compounds whose spectroscopic

data are Iepo ed;.m tables Although the printed spectra stored in the NMR binders do
not contam 1dent1ﬁcat10n codes beyond the names of the compounds, resonance
frequencies are printed across the top and peak integrals are printed across the bottom of
the spectra for individual resonances. These frequencies and integrals are reported to
very high precision (typically 0.01 and 0.001 respectively). Thus, in many cases, a

spectrum reported in the thesis or publication can be matched to arépecti'um in the NMR

63



WSS

P OIIIPIIIIIPIPIPTIIIPIIPIIIDPPIT IO

Confidential

binders or spectrometers by an exact equivalence between the frequencies and integrals
reported on the spectra in each location. As discussed further below, however, no
supporting NMR data have been located in Dr. Sezen’s NMR binders for many products

described in her publications.

3. Electronic Research Records

The Committee finds that the electronic research records sequeste'réfffi% this case,

including 29 zip disks, 22 floppy disks, and four CD-Roms (Exhs. B13
the entirety of Dr. Sezen’s electronic research records. :
The 29 zip disks and 22 floppy disks include both labe" and unlabeled disks;

» wntten descnptlons of the

however, even the labeled disks contain only mlmma

contents. Some descriptions, like “Bengu-Si p ‘Info JACS 2002” and “Ref. Spectra”

suggest that the data included is rela;ed to lr < ezen sfwork, while other descriptions,

and B52) contain the scanned ’bcptronic versions of printed NMR spectra that were used

for publication. .

. The ur CD-Roms are labeled “Bengu’s Laptop Backup,” “Bengu’s Desktop,”

“Bengu GC-MS Data,” and “Bengu HPLC Data.” (Exhs. B21-B23). According to

<b><6>;1d B)7)(C) | these CD-Roms are the only CD-Roms Dr. Sezen provided him before
she left the laboratory. (b)(6) and (B)7)(C) stated that he
believed that these CDs contained the relevant back-up data for Sezen’s thesis and
publications. (/d., 50:25-51:6). The directories for these CDs are attached as Exh. J34 at

012492-012708. In addition, members of the ®®aumme downloaded to CD-ROM
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data belonging to Dr. Sezen that they found on the ®®avom© computer GC and HPLC
instruments. (Exh. H9; H10A; H10B). The Committee Chair Profiie «n 0 @eviewed
these electronic materials. Most of the disks reviewed did not contain any data, or were
unreadable on both Macintosh and PC computers.’ 8

Finally, the Ad Hoc Committee has been able to locate only six electronic NMR

data sets named with the coding scheme used in the laboratory notebooks:“These data sets

sets that ongmated in the NMR account of &e ad &)7c) These ata _ets are labeled BS-

IV-120, BS-IV-122, BS-IV-130, BS-IV-132, BS- IV-l34,an, S- IVI§6 (Exh B39).

Although the disk has the capacity to store 100 MB f data, these’six data sets — about 10

MB of data — are the only data on the dlSk 'I’hese same data e the only NMR data sets

that were found on the ®®=demE  Compu that are attnbutable to Dr. Sezen. (Exh.

H9). Other than these data, no otherra N]\/[R data sets were found in Dr. Sezen’s

electromc materials.” The Comm1ttee ﬁndsathat like most other members of the  ©)©) and ()

(016)and w)at that time, Dr. Sezen-_ d not back up her electronic data sets electronically

(except for the datzi 'se_ts ot 116 b directories backed up at ©(6 ad BO© request).

5 Jetter, Dr. Sezen claimed that several additional electronic
udmg (1) 18 disks containing NMR spectra; (2) 7 CD-Roms
contai’ﬂi_ng GC—MS spectra; and (3) 4 CD-Roms containing HPLC spectra. (Exh. J15 at

012415). However, no other individual recalled seeing any such items. (Exhs. J19-J20;

5% The CD-Roms prepared by the (©)©)and 0)7)(©) contained some additional GC and MS data that are coded
consistently with entries in Dr. Sezen’s notebooks. (Exh. H10A and H10B).

59 The spectra in these electronic files have not been locatable in the NMR binders because the hardcopy
printouts are not labeled with the identification codes, as noted above. The laboratory notebooks pages BS-
IV-120, BS-IV-122, BS-IV-130, BS-IV-134 described reactions to produce phenyl pivaloy! pyridine. The
spectra are not identical to the spectra of the reaction product phenyl pivaloyl pyridine located in the NMR
binders (Exh. A2F at 001532-001539) and may be spectra of crude reaction mixtures.
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(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) . Although Dr. Sezen preserved in her possession a substantial
number of other documents related to her fesearch — including hard copies of close to
1,000 pages of her manuscripts with handwritten commentsby ~ ®@asom©  (Exh.
J31) — she does not appear to have preserved any copies of the electronic materials she
disclosed on Octobe‘r 5. In light of these facts, the Committee does not credit Dr. Sezen’s
claim to have created these electronic archives of her research records.

4. Combustion Analysis Records

- According to the Experimental Sections in Dr. Seze

analyses for her thesis were conducted by an outside ang cal labo rycompany, the

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

(16) s HIOC) (Exh. K1 at pp. 35 (05931)' 09 (06005), 307 (06202), 391

(06285) and 453 (06347). A search of Sé; n s NMR bmders turned up

documentation for only two Corgbilsﬁ analyses -performed by o®aimmo Exh. A3A

at 001619-001620; Exh. A5A at 0' ~448— . :"2249) and no documentation for analyses

performed by any other: comp y No other records of results of combustion analyses, by

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

, erylgy any othcr analytical laboratory, were found among Dr.

Sezen’s notébook;; or ﬁles- No results of such analyses were found recorded in Dr.

Sezen s ele\‘/en esearch notebooks.

.‘ le_e Commlttee asked the Department of Chemistry Business Office (* “Business
Office™) to identify any laboratories that provided combustion analysis services to the
Department of Chemistry. The Business Office identified four laboratories:  ®)®and X))

(B)(®) and (B)7)(C)

(Exh. O1). The Committee then asked the Business Office to search the University’s

computerized accounts payable system (“AP/CAR”) for all invoices charged to the
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w©adone by these four laboratories. (Exh. O1). This search located two invoices
| (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) . from 2003 and 2004, addressed to former  ©)©) and K)7)(C)
member ®m@ad®?©  3Ixh, O2 at 000786, 000790), and 11 invoices from
(6)(®) and (b)(7)(C)
Of the 11 invoices, three date from September 2005 through May 2006, after Dr.

X

Sezen leftthe ®©miomo  (Exh. O2 at 000817-000827). The remaining:§ invoices

range in date from January 2004 through April 2005. (Exh. O2 at

(’-0’

2,
%

were addressed to Dr. Sezen (Exh. O2 at 000802, 000805, 000808, 0008,

One was addressed to another ®®adb)M© membEr, ©)©) and GYNE) (00G815, In the

Tl

amount of $104.00). Finally, one invoice was address;&'*to mig)—}_‘“d ome)  (Exh. O2 at

000796, for $156.00), and oneto  ®@=dmm©  (Id*at 000799, for $188.00).5" .

Because the AP/CAR system does.not ore records for more than two fiscal

years, the Committee asked Columbia’s centtél Accounts Payable Department to carry

out a similar search for allearher records of invoices charged to the ®@admne by the -

1). Thal Department provided data for the period 2001

same four companies. (Exh.

ithat period, the ®©=io© was charged for twelve

transact_ioné‘-. As sh wnon the spreadsheet provided by Accounts Payable, two of these

3¢

transactions wé with ®eaiommo and the remaining ten transactions were with
(6)(6) and (B)(7)(C) ‘Exh. 010 at 013523)
Accounts Payable was able to locate invoices for eight of these twelve

transactions, including the two  ®)© and ©®)(©) ‘transactions. These documents show that

% Although invoice detail for one invoice, 000810, was not available from AP/CAR, the Committee was
able to confirm through ®)6)and )7)(C) records that this invoice was addressed to Dr. Sezen.

61 (b)g) and (b)(7(©)_ was a member of the (b)) and (b)(7)(C) this invoice appears to have been mistakenly charged
to the (v)6) and B)(7)(C)
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the two ®®aG?© transactions are two of the same transactions that were identified by
the AP/CAR search. (Exh. O4 at 010702, 010703). The six (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
invoices list as “contacts,” (6)) and (B)(7)()
(b)) and (B)7)(C)
In January 2006, as part of the ®@auome  investigation into the
reproducibility of Dr. Sezen’s results, (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) éil__grequested

1006392).%

copies of data previously reported to the e =xh. O3 at 006

These reports correspond to the purchase order numbers in the
Payable records. In other words, for each transaction WJth ®)(®) and BO© fécor_ded by

Columbia University’s financial offices, the corr nding_docd%entation and data

provided by (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) » h’g.s been identified. Dr. Sezen confirmed
that she requested two of these analyses... (Exh 2 at_QSgiZ).

In her October 5, 2006 letter; Dr. Sezen clalms to have had an entire binder of
combustion analysis reports; in her mtemew, she stated that she obtained a “huge, huge
number” of combustion aﬁal&YSgs. (Seien Tr., 62:7-10; Exh. J15 at 012416). However,
requests forcombustxon analyses. Dr. Sezen claimed that in some instances, her samples
werq."sui;fni&;d'!to (b)iﬁ) amamme under another student’s name. (Sezen Tr. at 61:22-62:6).
In the documentation provided by = )© and &X1)(©) however, results addressed to other
students do not include data for Dr. Sezen’s experiments.

Dr. Sezen further claims that she obtained many analyses as free trials from as
many as 25 vendors. (Sezen Tr. at 62:18-63:13; Exh. J15 at 012416). She has produced

no records corresponding to these analyses. Moreover, the Committee contacted some of

(0)6)and (0)7)(C)  later provided two additional reports (Exhs. 09 and O11).
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the companies Dr. Sezen mentioned and was told thet these companies had no record of
any combustion analyses conducted for Columbia University, and that these companies
did not provide free sefvices. (Exh. J5). Also, the Committee considers if implausible
that abusy studentinthe  pEasome  would expend significant time trying to
obtain free combustion analyses because the cost of elemental analysis is relatively low,

and (B)©) and (B)(7)(C) was well-funded. Finally, even if theseco panies had

the Expenmental Sections in Dr. Sezen’s thesis repeatedly state %t “co: busf:ibn
analyses were performed by e« 00
307 (06202), 391 (06285) and 453 (06347).53

Accordingly, the Committee ﬁnds that Exhlblts 03 09 and O11 reflect the

totality of (g aumme records of comb analyses conducted at the (e and ()7)(0)

®)® and L)7)Crequest during Dr. Sezen’st nure. The Committee does not credit Dr. Sezen’s
1 1 6Eher laboratories. The evidence
demonstrates that the l)"ingier' ntammga large number of reports of combustion
analyses, descnbedhy Dt ezenm her October 5 letter, does not and never did exist.
The absence of substantlal numbers of combustion analyses is particularly
noteworthy because: Dr Sezen has repeatedly claimed, in her critiquing of efforts to
reproduce_ h_e;.work by other members of the ()6 au i  that combustion analyses need
to be performed for eech catalyst prepared for these reactions. (See, eg.,Exh Tat
012345; Exh. J2 at 05179; see also Sezen Tr. at 59:14-19). Her notebooks and other

Research Records record no such analyses. The absence of combustion analyses, beyond

® Dr. Sezen’s published papers and Supporting Information that report elemental analyses are silent as to
which company provided the reported combustion analysis results,
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these few identified as described above, suggests that many of the reactions recorded in

her laboratory notebooks were never performed.

4. The Committee’s Findings Concerning Allegation No. 1:
Whether Dr. Sezen fabricated NMR spectra in her thesis and publications

A. Identification of Fabricated Spectra

The Committee identified multiple NMR spectra in Dr. Sezen’s thesis and

publications as fabricated, including spectra in the Supporting Information for the .

publications:

R

1.

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

and in the corresponding -Gi;aptgrs 1,5 and6, respectively, in the thesis of Dr. Bengi
Sezen. (Exh. K1 at 0589705971, 06090-06168, 06245-06330). These fabricated spectra

e‘from Dr. Sezen’s initial first-author paper from the

are reported mpape that

O©and O?© I 2002to her final first-author paper in 2005. Notably, the spectra

iden%:_iﬁed as fr ulent in Chapters 1 and 6 were not previously identified as fraudulent

either ijfmerﬁbers ofthe ®®am© ) or by the initial Inquiry Committee. Rather, these

fraudulent spectra were identified by the present Committee in the course of its work.
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Furthermore, the Committee cannot state with confidence that these are the only

fabricated spectra in the thesis.®

B. Fabrication of NMR spectra

When (6)(6) and (b)(7)(C) learned, through conversations with(® and ©1©)
©® and O that Dr. Sezen did not have an NMR account, they, with (©)®) and (B)(7)(C)

assistance, searched the user accounts of other members of the e and ) 1O see

whether data files in other accounts might contain Dr. Sezen’s missing.data. The

attention was drawn to data sets in the user account®)© and em©originally belonging ) an b))

m@ad®?©  because the account contained data sets”
the data sets were recorded after © e had-left Columbia University. Second,

some of the data sets were named accordjng»;tg; cheniical compounds used in Dr. Sezen’s

research. Third, some of the data sets ¢ an unusually large number of processed

cts of da

suggested to them that thes/e"“"'é;lata’ sel h___ﬁ__recof,r_-;déd sequential steps in the construction of

fraudulent NMR spectra,
Before conserm idence that these NMR spectra were fabricated, we briefly

whlch fabrication can be accomplished and a relevant feature of

describe a r;r;,iethod b

protgén:m (HNMR) spectra, e.g., the coupling between carbon and hydrogén nuclei.
To ﬁiét;app;qximation, a 'H NMR spectrum consists of a series of resonances for groups
of magnetically equivalent Y nuclei. A resonance may be split into additional lines (*a
multiplet”) because nearby 1Y nuclei interact (or are “coupled”). One approach to

generating synthetic spectra begins with an authentic NMR peak or peaks and uses the

% In one report ®)© and 1)7)C) identified other potentially fabricated spectra. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
Because Dr. Sezen’s records did not include spectra for this compound, the Committee could not verity
whether the results she reported were fraudulent.
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standard software programs on NMR spectrometers to carry out such operations as the

following:

duplicating a spectrum containing a single resonance line;
2. rescaling the intensity of the duplicated spectrum;

shifting the duplicated spectrum right or left to shift the apparent resonance
frequency;

4. adding the duplicated spectrum to the original.

This procedure requires the user to know the lo atl e resonance peaks.

These locations can be estimated in a numbe of w2 pproach, mentioned above,

is to use commonly available soﬁwar;&% such a ChemDraw, to predict

-

=, 53

"W‘
resonance frequency for any che}fmf;@ structiite. Pr. Sezen’s NMR binders contain
";?'f;,;: ,: %

p,redleted *NMR resonance frequencies for compounds

frequencies of pré"vgg »:‘\,hz}sggth compounds reported in publications in the
chemical 11281'?%%&% ?mal approach uses recorded spectra of compounds that are related

to t target c@&go 1id, such as reaction precursors.

nuclei cuple with other 'H nuclei, as noted above, but because 'H nuclei also couple
with >C (or other NMR-active) nuclei to which they are attached. The intensities of the
multiplets (in this case doublets) resulting from C-H couplings are very small becausej Be
constitutes only 1.1% of natural carbon. These small doublets are commonly called

satellite peaks because they symmetrically straddle the large peaks produced by 'H nuclei
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attached to the more abundant >C nuclei. The distance in Hertz (Hz) between the pair
constituting a satellite is called the C-H wupﬁng constant and is designated 'Jcp.

The methods for fabricating synthetic 'H NMR spectra described above can be
used to include satellite peaks, but someéne fabricating a spectra might not pay attention

to the satellites for three reasons. First, the intensities of the satellites are very small, and

the satellites are therefore easily overlooked. Second, non-specialist users f NMR

spectroscopy may ot know the proper magnitudes of C-H couplings: Third, gregf e
is required to place these many small peaks in the spectrum. . gno .
()6 and Y7 guggested to members of the G =amme  thatthey:nspect e satellite peaks in

the NMR spectra in the ()6) and ()7)C) ~ The

Committee adopted this approach and app 'ed if to the NMR spectra shown in Dr.

Sezen’s thesis, NMR binders, and pubhggu to determme whether they have the

correct coupling constant magnitudés

The Committee has estabhshed 1t"Dr. Bengii Sezen’s thesis and published

papers contain a number: of ‘udulent NMR spectra. The bases for concluding that

particular spectra ar"!'."‘not”" ‘gmlc are described below.

(1) . Chapter 5 and JACS 126. 13244 (2004)

As partzof the initial investigation conducted by the (6)(®) and (0)(7)(C)
©)©) an'd wmo located in the directory belonging to the®® i ®nJogin account on the 400
MHz NMR spectrometer six NMR data sets that 'c_:ontained spectra found in the thesis of
Dr. Sezen and in- the Supporting Information for the paper JACS 126, 13244 (2004). i
Another data set in the O©®ad®M©  on the narrow bore 300 MHz NMR

spectrometer, with name /300nb/data/rayane/nmr/PPh3, also contained spectra found in
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the thesis and paper. The directory trees for the data found on the narrow-bore 300 MHz
and 400 MHz NMR spectrometers are shown in Exh. N18.
These data sets evidence the progressive constructions of fabricated NMR spectra.

8 The final spectra were constructed by repeated application of the above procedure.

Intermediate stages in the process were stored in different processed data directories

generated and sequentially added together to gcnerate“tl:g;é final spectm;n m process

number 63. (Exh. K1 at 06241). Both methyl resona.nclészjn the firial fabricated spectrum

exhibit 'Jey scalar coupling constants of 177 Hz (mcasuredqusmg the NMR

spectrometer software by ©© aamme Th SC alues ﬂf the coupling constants are those

expected for methylene chloride a.nd ‘are not those ‘expected for methyl groups chemically

bondedto C, N, O, S, or S,' toms whlch are known to have coupling constants <150 Hz.

Notably, the file within this data set that contains the raw data acquired by the

o n of ggéthylene chloride, a common solvent, was used to construct the fabricated

spectrum. The final spectrum in process number 63 is identical, as judged by appearance,
peak resonance frequencies and peak integrals, to the spectrum identified on page 347 of

the thesis (/d.) and page S34 of the Supporting Information of the paper as that of

% Dr. Sezen does not dispute that these spectra are fabricated. (E.g., Exh. T at 012340; Sezen Tr. at 51:7-
18; 58:17-23). However, as discussed below, Dr. Sezen does deny that she produced fraudulent spectra and
that they match spectra in her publications.
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compound 21. (Exh. K9 at 05847). The UNIX software records the last modification

~ date of the final spectrum file, (b)(®) and (b)(7)(c) to be June 12, 2004.

The C satellite peaks of the methyl resonances of compound 21 (at 0.06 and
0.89 ppm) are easily seen on the spectra on page 347 of the thesis (Exh. K1 at 06241) and
page S34 of the Supporting Information of the paper. (Exh. K9 at 05847). The

frequencies of these satellite peaks are displayed above the spectrum. For i resonance

centered at 0.06 ppm, the satellites have frequencies of 109.9 Hz and 1.70 PIZ,@vmg

by difference 'Jcy = 177.6 Hz. For the resonance centered at !

) PP the satelhtes
have frequencies of 442.93 Hz and 265.33 Hz, gwmg by"‘dl erencen f‘c]{ 177 6 Hz.

m©andd)?)©)  as part of the initial mvestlgatlo y the - OO andONE)

described in his report to the Inquiry Commlttee dated June 8‘ 2006, (Exh. I16),

synthesized compound 21 by an mdepgmd : p edure that had been published in

Synlett. (2001) 11, 1808-1810. The H and “C one-dimensional and COSY and HSQC

two-dimensional NMR spectra of ﬁi’qguthgntlc compound 21 obtained by  ®)@ a7

differ substantially fromthosereportedby Dr. Sezen in the thesis and in the Supporting

Informatlon to the p rS‘.lgmﬁcant differences between the 'H NMR spectrum of the

authentlc matenal and the spectrum reported by Sezen are the following:

{. The methyl fesonances at 0.12 and 0.92 ppm in the authentic compound show
‘JCH scalar coupling constants of 118. 4 and 124.8 Hz, in accord with expected values
and clearly not 177.6 Hz;

2. The resonances of the two H-3 nuclei are given in the table on page 327 of the
thesis (Exh. K1 at 06221) and S16 of the Supporting Information (Exh. K9 at 05829)
as multiplets with frequencies 2.06-2.19 and 2.27-2.39 ppm. In the authentic
spectrum, these signals are doublets of doublets whose frequencies, 2.96-3.01 ppm,
are nearly a part-per-million downfield from these positions;

3. The resonances of the H-1 and H-3 nuclei are extremely complex multiplets in the
spectrum shown on page 347 of the thesis (Exh. K1 at 06241) but are the expected
doublets of doublets in the spectrum of the authentic compound. The methylene
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protons at both positions are coupled to each other, with a large 2Juu ca. 17 Hz, and to
the H-2 nucleus, with a smaller >Jyz < 6 Hz; these values of the coupling constants
are consistent with expected chemical trends. ’

The NMR spectra for compounds 1, 7, 9, and 10 in the thesis and publication also
appear to have been fabricated from the spectrum of methylene chloride by the same
procedure as that used for compound 21. The "H NMR spectra of each of these

compounds could be found on the® a mcaccount on the 400 MHz instriment, and ) an oy

o and k) chas determined that the satellite resonance peaks in these sp""’_;:_

177.6 Hz, the expected value for methylene chloride. | ()(6) and (B)(7)(C) ' The

resonance frequencies and integrals of these spectra on theNMR mstrgment are identical

NMR spectrometer.

The 'H NMR spectrum of compound 42 also was fabricated on the NMR

ove, but in this instance  ©)©) and GO

identified the spectrum as ha' been fabricated in four steps from the spectra of two

known compounds, 3-bromo;A—TIPS-mdole and pyrroline. (©)6) and (B)(THC)
(Exh. I4A)) The sb 21 trumof 3-bromo-1-TIPS-indole was recorded on June 23, 2004 and
the ﬁnal spectrumwas generated on June 26, 2004.

The Cg’mnlittee identified fabricated NMR spectra on these ad mncaccount on the
400 MHz spectrometer, and matched them to spectra presented by Dr. Sezen in her thesis

and paper, as shown in Table 1. The spectra from thee a e7caccount are included as |

Exhs. N15 and N17.
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Table 1. Fabricated spectra in Chapter 5 and JACS (2004) 126, 13244

Compound Number Page References to NMR 400 MHz NMR
Spectroscopic Data in Thesis
(Exh. K1)

Thesis, Chapter 5 | JACS Tabular data 'H Spectrum data set name

1 1 p- 311 (06206) ' | p. 342 (06236) | /1

7 7 p. 314 (06209) | p. 344 (06238) | /2

9 9 p- 315 (06210) | p. 343 (06237) |/3

10 10 p- 316 (06211) | p. 345 (06239) | /4-and /S

12 12 p- 318 (06213) | p. 346 (06240) | /Be-TIPS- indole

21 21 p- 327 (06221) | p.347(06241) |/6 P

Sezen's thesis and the publication in JACS (2004) 12@ 13' 244 d not show the

NMR spectra of many of the products reported in the pu‘ lics on; only tabular data are

presented. Critically, NMR spectra of compoun

a;_e not shown in the thesis or paper,

and these spectra have not been located in:_E)"’:. S zen s-aNMquinders Absence of these

data is particularly critical because the reacﬂo 10 produce compound 23 was the one

highlighted in the abstract that constltu the Joumal's table of contents, and it was cited

by Dr. Sezen in her rebutta‘l to the pb eliminary Inquiry report. (Exh. T at 012350). She

o

stated on page 11 of the rebuttal, “There 1s no other way to make the second product

. known chemmal methods than the currently discussed methodology.”

Dr. Sezen has not p oduced any evidence in her thesis, publication, or Research Record

that documents her havmg synthesized this compound. In addition, in her response to the

Inqulry Report, Dr. Sezen said that

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

statement that they could

not repeat this and related experiments is invalidated by their inability to prepare the

catalyst she found to work the best, RhCI(CO)(PFur;),. Dr. Sezen said that unless

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

could provide the NMR spectra and elemental analysis of this and

another catalyst, “[he] cannot claim that they had prepared these catalysts in pure form
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and thus they cannot claim that they had performed ‘the catalysis reactions,” and
maintained that “these analyses ... must be performed routinely each time the catalyst is

ade.” (Exh. T at 012345). However, no evidence supports that Dr. Sezen ever made
the catalyst either (see pp. 102-105 ar_ld Table 7 below.iv).66

Page 333 of the thesis (Exh. K1 at 06227) and page S21 of the Supporting

Information (Exh. K9 at 05834) of the paper show a figure consisting of a’%gmpositq of

for minor changes in the labels.” The Committee also f

binders (Exh. A3B at 001621-001622) additional versions of the figure with labels that

have features of both the published spectra z and the Whlte-out“Specirum These findings

support the reasonable conclusion that mul ’versxons of the figure were prepared prior

to the preparation of the vcrswr}éthat-‘ as ultim ely published.

make up the composite figure are identical,

In addition, the individual spectra t

except for the peaks that have’been wh'ited—out, to the spectra found in the ()e) and 7))
account on the narrow-b516:380 MHz NMR spectrometer, /300nb/data/rayane/nme/PPhs,

in Dr. Sezen’s NMR binders (Exhs. A3C and A3D). The data on

the s?ec&ometér%'eleagly show that these spectra also were fabricated by the procedure
descﬁfied_. above, in this case from the authentic spectrum of PPhs. The sample of PPhs
that was used for this purpose appears to have been contaminated with Ph3PO, the

oxidation product of PPhs, and the small peaks generated from this contaminant are the

% Moreover, Dr. Sezen’s objection that (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) used the commercially available catalyst,
RhCI(CO)(PPhs),, is invalidated by her published claim that this catalyst is effective. (Exh. K8 at 05710).
7 The labels also differ between the spectra published in the Supporting Information and in Dr. Sezen’s
thesis.
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ones removed with White-out on the White-out Spectrum. The fabricated spectra were

produced on June 25, 2004.

(2)  Chapter 6 and JACS 127, 5284 (2005)

The principle reaction of interest in Chapter 6 and in JACS 127, 5284 (2005) is

the arylation of N-phenylpyrrolidine to produce 1,2-diphenylpyrrolidine, summarized in

the dissertation in Tables 1 and 2 on pages 376 and 387 (Exh. K1 at 06270 id 06281)

434 (S31) (Exh. K1 at 06328,Exh K3 05878) and 435 (S32) (Exh. K1 at 06329; Exh.
K3 at 05879). : |
After the Commift‘ce recelved testimony that Dr. Sezen knew the password to

c mputer account for the NMR facility, the Committee requested )6 and ©)X7)(©)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

(b)(®) and (b)(7)(Cth swrch thcxs) and <b>(7)<account on the NMR spectrometers for data sets with

unusual numbers‘ of i)rocessed subdirectories. ®® o located two such directories on
the 400 MI-Iz NMR spectrometer. One contains a fabricated 13C NMR spectrum that does
not appear in Dr. Sezen’s thesis or publications. The other data set, named “CM-9-27-
03,” contains NMR spectra that have been identified as relevant to the present

investigation. Three processed data sets within the CM-9-27-03 directory correspond to
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the spectra shown in the thesis and Supporting Information of the paper and appear to
have been fabricated.

The spectrum identified by process number 6 is identical to the spectrum on page
433 of the dissertation. (Exh. K1 at 06327). To six significant figures, peak positions are
the same on the two. spectra. Intensities of the peaks also are identical.  ®® a1 N(©)

reports that 13C satellites of the peaks at ca. 0, 1.95, 4.7, 6.46, and 7.2 ppmhave coupling

constants of 177.6 Hz. The peak at 0 ppm, which should be that pr
standard tetramethylsilane, not only shows an incorrect '*C

rather than 118 Hz) but also fails to show satellite peaks - _;{_a coupling 'eonstant of 6

Hz, that must be produced by the 298 isotope in :tetramethylsﬂane (Exh. N7).

The spectrum identified by process umber I’ 's nea.rly identical to the spectrum

on page 434 of the dissertation. (Exh K. at 3 28) To six significant figures, peak

positions are the same on the two speclr& Intensmes of the peaks also are identical. ®(©and ®N)C)

)@ and xn©Teports that °C satelhtes of the peaks atca. 0, 3.4, 3.7, 4.7, and 6.45 all have

coupling constants of 17 7 6 Hz (Exh N5 at 06555). The only significant differences

between the speclra’ lsho" ; the dlssertatlon and Supporting Information and the

spectrum mprocess 11 of thew s maccount are that the former exclude the region

beyond 8 ppm;-and. therefore do not show a peak at 13 ppm, and they do not show a peak
at ca. 5'.2“5,“ which is seen in the latter spectra.

The spectrum identified by process number 4 in thee ad mmaccount is nearly
identical to the spectrum on page 435 of the dissertation. (Exh. K1 at 06329). To five or

six significant figures, peak positions are the same on the two spectra. Intensities of the

peaks also are identical. ()@ ana @) TEPOILS that 13C satellites of the peaks at ca. 0, 1.96,
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and 7.23 all have coupling constants of 177.6 Hz. The only significant differences
between the spectra shown in the dissertation and Supporting Information and the one in
process number 4 are that the former exclude the region beyond 8 ppm, and therefore do
not show a peak at 13 ppm, and do not show a peak at ca. 5.7, which is seen in the latter
spectrum,

The two missing peaks (at 5.25 and ca. 5.7) in the published specu'a uld easin
have been removed either through electronic processing or by the use; - White-out:

Strong evidence that the spectra in the processed data sets and él% esis

are one and the same is provided by the equalities betweénihc €SO
the intensities in the electronic files and in the publishéfl"‘spectra. ;
Other evidence exists of fabricatioq?.;:aswigeliﬁﬁs__,plaglafism, in the generation of

these NMR spectra. As shown in Tables;2 3 the fteébnance frequencies for 1,2-

diphenylprrolidine reported in the table on page 399 of the dissertation (Exh. K1 at

06293) are identical to theﬁgures recorded-in a publication by Lewis et al. (Can. J.

Chem. (1999) 17: 595’—6Q4 (Exh K30 at 013535)), a papet cited by Dr. Sezen in her

thesis (p. 436, Exh. K1'4£06330) and publication (p. 29, Exh. K3 at 05876).
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Table 2. NMR results from Dr. Sezen’s thesis, page 399

)
b
b
)
)
’
4
b
E
4

TH NMR data (400MHz, CDCl;) B3C NMR data (100MHz, CDCl3)

H-1 3.38-3.46, 1H, m 23.1 (CHy)
3.69-3.74, 1H, m 36.1 (CHy)

H-2 and H-3 1.92-2.04, 3H, m 49.1 (CHy)
2.36-2.43, 1H, m 62.9 (C-H)

H-4 4.72:4.76, 1H, d, J=8.7 Hz

H-5-H-7 and H-9 B
7.14-7.34, TH, m

H-8 6.49-6.52, 2H, d, J=6.6 Hz

H-10 6.63-6.67, 1H, t,J1=7.3 Hz 542 C-H’s)

2 1290 (2 C-H’s)

' 144.6 (quat. C)

147.2 (quat. C)

. (1999) 77, 595-604), page 603

Table 3. NMR results from Lewis et al:'({

N-Phenyl-2-phenylpyrrolidine
1 NMR 3: 7.14-7.34 (m, 7H), 6.63-6.6%:(dd, J = 7.3 Hz, 1H), 6.49-6.52 (d, /= 6.6 Hz,
JH), 4.72-4.76 (dd, J = 8.7 Hz,,1H), 3.69-3.74 (m, 1H), 3.38-3.46 (m, 1H), 2.36-2.43
(m, 1H), 1.92-2.04 (m, 3H)

128.5, 126.7, 126.0, 115.8, 112.3, 62.9, 49.1, 36.1,23.1.

13C NMR 5: 147.2, 144.6, 129.

Howevgt, th two lists df’ﬁequencies should not be identical because Lewis et al.
recordedthc NNERspectrum using a 300 MHz NMR spectrometer, whereas Sezen stated
that sheuseda 400 MHz spectrometer. A 400 MHz instrument would show couplings,
when measured in ppm, that are three-quarters of those recorded on a 300 MHz
instrument, and the complex muitiplet pattern in spectra measured on the two instrume_{lts

shduld look very different. When asked about this issue, Dr. Sezen had no»explanation.

(Sezen Tr. at 55:22-23).
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Furthermore, the coupling constants for the resonance peaks at ca. 6.64, 6.5, and
4.74 ppm reported by Dr. Sezen in the table on page 399 of the dissertation (Exh. K1 at
06293) should summarize the values found by analyzing the spectrum on page 433 of the
dissertation. (Id. at 06327). However, the data in the table and in the spectrum are not

consistent. For example, the table reports a coupling constant of 8.7 Hz for the doublet at

ca. 4.47 ppm, whereas, the splitting in the NMR spectrum on page 433 is 188654 -

5

strengths (400/300 = 1.33). Thus, the spectrum on page 33%ef the th@§1$ would appear to

have been fabricated by matching the resonance ewis et al. reported in

ppm. This would incorrectly scale the coup,lmg constants ‘re ulting in the observed

mismatch between the values for these. Qog§mnts recorded in the table on page 399 and

those measured from the spectrum on:page 43 The table, although it purports to show

__-flable by known chemical reactions,” implying that she could not have

fabncated results or tampered with others attempts to reproduce her results. Dr. Sezen’s

statement is inaccurate. More significantly, she plagiarized the 'H and "*C spectral data

% The Committee also noted an instance of apparent plagiarism in the Acknowledgments in Dr. Sezen’s
thesis. Her Acknowledgements duplicate almost exactly several sections of the Acknowledgements
published in the dissertation of Dhiman Chakraborty (State University of New York at Stony Brook,
September 1994). See Exh. K24A at 013542, 013544. The dissertation also is available online at
http://Iss.fnal.gov/archive/thesis/fermilab-thesis-1994-05 .pdf.
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and fabricated the '"H NMR spectrum that she presents as proof that she made this

compound.

(3)  Chapter 1 and JACS 124, 13372 (2002)

Additional fraudulent NMR spectra in the thesis and publications of Dr. Sezen

were identified by the Committee during the course of its investigation, even though the

electronic files associated with them could not be located. These fraudulent

not identified in earlier investigations; in fact, when asked about them; (6)6) and (G)7)() who

investigated this paper at Dr. Sezen’s request, stated that h,gthoug‘h ,_,’these‘spectra were

accurate. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

As described below, these spectra appear to’flfave bef;n fabncated by the same

approaches described above, even though- corrcspondmg data sets have been located

on the NMR spectrometers. Chapter i of 1 theS13 (Exh, K1 at 05897-05971) describes

S

‘2—1'

on pages 16 and 17 (1d.) the reactlons of on;pound 9 to produce compound 11 and

compound 15 to produce cq;x__lp_ound 16f9. “

% The Committee produced Figures 1 and 2 based on figures in Dr. Sezen’s thesis.
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Figure 1. Reaction of compound 9 to produce compound 11.

Si{OH)Me,

2S5 Bt

Compound 9

Figure 2. Reaction of compound 15 to produce compounﬁfé,aﬁ

S|(OH)M°2
NZ I j —=> ‘\!\ & I l
£ " MesS d
& ﬁﬂiﬁ?& ¥

J-VJ-

The Committee, a@%@d the dﬁ?t""a’ and spectra in the thesis to the data and spectra

N
A

5
R

on page 67 (I a%? 9 ‘Se)éylts parameters are summanzed on page 44. (Id. at 05940). The -

"%
ongmal“lH N&P; speetrum is located in the NMR binders. (Exh. A2C at 001476). The
Bl

w predlctlon for this compound also appears in Dr. Sezen’s NMR binders.

(Exh. A2 5;5601457). Similarly, the thesis summarizes the spectroscopic parameters of
compound 9 on page 43. (Exh. K1 at 05939). Although the 'H NMR spectrum of this
compound is not displayed in the thesis, it is among the spectra in the NMR binders. |
(Exh. A2D at 001464). The ChemDraw predicted "H NMR resonance frequencies for

this compound are also in the NMR binders (Exh. A2E at 001457). The "H NMR
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spectrum of compound 16 is shown on page 68 of the thesis, and its parameters are
summarized on page 40. (Exh. K1 at 05964 and 05936). The original 'H NMR spectrum
is located in the NMR binders (Exh. A2B at 001508). The "H NMR ChemDraw
predicted resonance frequences are also in the NMR binders (Exh. A2 at 001480).
Finally, the spectroscopic parameters for compound 15 are summarized on page 37 of the
thesis. (Exh. K1 at 05933). Although the "H NMR spectrum of this compeund is nqt_

displayed in the thesis, it is among the spectra in the NMR binders. {Bxh, A2Aat

001499). The ChemDraw predicted 'H NMR resonance frque " forithis co;npound

are also in the NMR binders. (Exh. A2A at 001482).

A comparison of the coupling constants for the starting miterials and purported

products reveals that the results of these e nments ere fabricated. The “C satellites

tedNMR spectra, which allowed the -

Committee to measure the 1J(;Hcouphng constants with a ruler. (The estimated precision

of the measurements is ~2Hz) Agraph o_y;atﬁe results is shown in Figure 3:

86



Confidential

200 -
_ CH, SCH, CH, OCH, N=CH ‘
180 | -
| u) o °an u .
= 160 | L o) i
-y i ]
5 ®
-2 140 | o J
® Compound$
120 L v N Comggundﬁ i
_ o Compound 15 |
o Compound 16
100 R N . 1 . N . 1 L R R 1 N s . 3 .' . N
0 2 4 6 8 10
'H Chemical Shift (ppm)

Figure 3. Correlation between 1Jcy and H@ mical shrgt for compounds described in
Chapter 1 of the thesis of Dr. Bengii Se%g% (crggted by; the Committee).
" "&”\'&;

@%%‘m % F

For the two starting compoundsﬁ%and%« the graph shows, in accord with known

chemical principles, that Fop varies With the 'H chemical shift. The resonance of the
gt gy ies Wi

'ax il

methyl group attached»\ tt;?' n&he resonance with smallest chemical shift parameter)

has a scalar €-F @gphng constant of ~127 Hz and the resonance of the imine group (the

Y %
th the larzgest chemical shift parameter) has a C-H coupling constant of ~161

In contrast, for the two product compounds 11 and 16, 'Jcy does not vary with the
1} chemical shift. All the resonances have identical coupling constants, ~177 Hz. The
pattern of coupling constants demonstrate that the NMR spectra of the starting
compounds are authentic, while the spectra of the products have been constructed by the

procedure described above from a 'H resonance peak with a C-H coupling constant of
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~177 Hz. Within the precision of these measurements, this coupling constant is identical
tq that of the common solvent methylene chloride (lJCH =177.6 I-Iz).70

The Committee was able to conduct the above analysis of the spectra of
compounds 9, 11, 15, and 16 in the thesis because the 3¢ satellites for 3-4 resonances
were visible in the spectra. A smaller number of ! Jeu coupling constants also could be

meastired for other compounds reported in Chapter 1 of the thesis and mth Supporting

Information to the corresponding paper. The conclusions were the smn : gvhefl

pec ed with 'H

-

identifiable, the "Jcy coupling constants for starting materigls;‘ ied as

chemical shift, while for products the coupling constants weig, all ~i77H\z The

compounds 11516, 21, 22, 24, 25, and

conclusion is that the '"H NMR spectra for produg I
26 all appear to have been fabricated. The referenc «for the fabricated spectra are

summarized in Table 4:

i#:Chapteril and JACS (2002) 124, 13372

Table 4. Fabricated NMR Spectra :
Compound Number " | Pdge References to the NMR NMR binder
Spectroscopic Data in the Thesis | (Exh. A2)

(Exh. K1)

Thesis Tabular data "H Spectrum Bates stamp
11 p. 44 (05940) | p. 67 (05963) | 001476
16 _ p.40(05936) | p. 68 (05964) | 001508

21 Tp.42(05938) | p. 69 (05965) | 001512
22 p.47(05943) | p.71(05967) | 001540
24 - p.55(05951) | p.72(05968) | 001426
25 p. 57 (05953) | p. 73 (05969) | 001443
26 - p.59(05955) | p.74(05970) | 001448

The Comhittee had to limit its analysis to these compounds because the sensitivity and

resolution of most of the printed spectra was insufficient to show 13C satellites.

™ Tha raactinne tn nradnre compounds 11 and 16 are reported in the publication (b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c) (Exhs. K14-K16). Compounds 9 and 11 in the thesis are referred to as
compounds 1 and 4 in the paper. Compounds 15 and 16 in the thesis are referred to as compounds 5 and 6
in the paper. NMR spectroscopic data for compounds 1, 4, 5, and 6 are given on pages S11, S12, S6, and
S9 of the Supporting Information of the paper. (Exh. K15). The NMR spectra of compounds 4 and 6 are
given on pages S25 and S26. (Id.).
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The reaction to produce compound 16 is the same reaction that ®©and©EMH©
attempted to reproduce (see pp. 17-18 above). The spectrum recorded by®® = ®™© of the
product on the one occasion the reaction worked for him (with Dr. Sezen’s assistance)
does not have sufficient sensitiirity to allow '°C satellites to be discerned, and was

recorded on a 300 MHz, rather than a 400 MHz, NMR spectrometer. Nonetheless, the

principal resonance signals of compound 11 have the same chemical shiftéi the

that, as indicated by @ au®n© compound 16 Spld q.usynth sized by another route,

Lo

e exact resonance frequencies. ®© 00O

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

C. Absence of Dr: SezensResearch Records

As discussed:at pp, 61-6 5ibove, the Committee found that Dr. Sezen’s original

NMR Resegféii Rec rds are limited to six NMR binders and six electronic data sets. In

, the Committee was unable to find any data in Dr. Sezen’s NMR

the following instance
Resea:ch Records to support the results of reactions she reported in her notebooks,

publications, and thesis:

1. With the exception of six data sets, located on a Zip disk, that were acquired using
the account ofv® = mn©no electronic or hardcopy NMR spectra or data sets have
been located labeled with NMR codes matching the identification names listed in
Dr. Sezen’s notebooks.
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2. Printed NMR spectra in the NMR binders do not contain dates or labels, other
than compound names, that would allow these NMR spectra to be linked to any
specific reaction recorded in Dr. Sezen’s laboratory notebooks.

3. Product compounds are reported i in Dr. Sezen’s thesis and publications for which
no NMR spectra are reported in the thesis or publications and no NMR spectra
can be located in the Research Record.

The Committee finds that this absence of documentary evidence is further evidence of

Dr. Sezen’s Research Misconduct.

PHS regulations provide that the destruction, absence of, or resp dent

to prov1de research records adequately documenting the questmned research Yevidence

of research misconduct if a preponderance of the ev1den,ce; estabhshes_tpat the respondent

had the opportunity to maintain the records but did not do so, or mamtamed the records

and failed te produce them in a timely manpef; and that pondent’s conduct

constitutes a significant departure from accep practlces of the relevant research

community. 42 C.F.R. § 93. 106(b)(1)

The Committee ﬁnds that hke every other student in the ®®ade®© Dr. Sezen
had the opportunity to mamtajx_n relevant research records. The Committee finds,
however, that the prepondetance of the evidence shows she did not do so. The

Committee;lfurther ﬁnds that Dr. Sezen’s NMR spectra are msufﬁcwntly identified to

permlt correlauon mth Dr. Sezen’s notebooks. Finally, the Committee also finds that
althougthr. Sezen has known since August of 2005 that her work was the subject of
investigation, she has failed to produce any additional relevant research records since that
time. ‘AS discussed above, her last-minute claims that additional research records exist_z__
when those records cannot be located and are recalled by no individual who worked with

her, are not credible. The Committee finds that these deficiencies and absences in Dr.
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Sezen’s Research Record constitute significant departures from accepted practice in the
relevant research community and are evidence of misconduct.

D. Dr. Sezen’s Defenses

Although the Committee has the burden to determine whether a preponderance of
evidence shows that Dr. Sezen committed research misconduct, Dr. Sezen bears the
burden to prove her defenses. (50 C.F.R. § 93.106(2)). As discussed below, Dr. Sezen

has offered 2 number of defenses to the Allegations against her. TheCOmmm 5 finds

that Dr. Sezen has failed to prove these defenses.

1. The Spectra in the (b)(®) and (B)(7)(c) _
Dr. Sezen claims that she could not have fabncated thé specu'a found in the
@i  belonging to former grougdrtfé%l‘;era; (bxe)and wme  because she was on
(b)(6) and (H)(7)(C) on the date the ﬁlg were medlﬁed, June 11-12, 2004. (Sezen
Tr. at 90:14-18; Exh. T at 0123@1-).:' As disc sedabove, as evidence Dr. Sezen presented
a copy of a page from a .; | ,. ;)(e) and (b)(7)(©) for June 10
and 12, 2004, in | EXe) o (b)a‘);c; (Exh. J18; Sezen Tr. at 90:17-18).
The Commn;eeﬁngs atﬁDr Sezen’s claim is not credible. First, as discussed
above, the s1gn-up sheetsand computer log files show that Dr. Sezen reserved time on the
400 MHZNMRspectrometer the majority of occasions when the ~ w@admme  on that
instr;nn_cnt was utilized, strongly suggesting that she was the individual who used this

account. Second, Dr. Sezen’s signature appears on the sign-up sheets as reserving the

400 MHz spectrometer on June 11, 2004, when the fraudulent raw data used to create th,_e
fraudulent spectum were recorded. (Exh. N1 at 04152). Third, and as discussed above,
at pp. 74-75, other fraudulent data were created on other dates, within the period of June

23-26, 2004, and Dr. Sezen’s signature also appears on the sign-up sheets during that
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time period. (Exh. N1 at 04164). Finally, the Committee notes some irregularities in the
()® and ()7 statement and, moreover, even though the statement appears to reflect a charge

to Dr. Sezen’sv© ad icrard, it would not prove that she was actually ifp© ad ©Gon the

date the charge accrued.”’ In light of all of the evidence, the Committee does not credit

Dr. Sezen’s claim that, because she was on vacation at the time and did not know the

account password, she could not have created the fraudulent spectra foundin (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)

(Exh. T at 012359-012360) and in her interview \_yith th ommittée, Dr. Sezen claimed

that the *'P spectrum on page 333 of her thems (Exh. Kl at 06227) and the White-out

Spectrum were not identical. (Sezen Tr..at ' 51 18) The main points she raises are

discussed below:

The labeling of the two spectra is different.

2. The P-Rh scalar coll plmg constants reported in the text of the thesis differ
from those in the Wliltc—out Spectrum.

3. The p ak shapes'and noise patterns of the two spectra differ.

"' The Committee has never been provided the original of the)® and ®)")(@tatement. The Committee notes
that the copy appears to have certain peculiarities. The statement does not include reference numbers for
any of the transactions, does not refer to amounts in @) and )(7)(c)  and does not include the charge,
described in the Statement Messages, (b)(6) and (b)(7)(c) (Exh. J18). In addition,

(b)(6) and (b)(")(C)attempted to obtain corroborating records from the two hotels listed on the statement. The

"~ e and b)7)c) botel did not keep records from before 2005 (Exh. J40), but the(©) and (0)(7)(hotel chain did.

Staff at the (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) that they had no records of anyone named Sezen having
stayed at their hotels in 2004. (Exh. J43).
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The Committee has considered these points and has made the following findings:

a) Labeling

As discussed above, the differences in labeling are trivial and the labels could
have been modified at any time prior to publication. The critical issue is whether the

spectra themselves are identical. As noted above, the labeling of the figure is different in

-P

prior to the final published version.

b) Coupling Cgllgtants

differences between the coupling constant&;ﬁ that exhibit and in Sezen’s dissertation and

publication (JACS (2004) 124 ;173244)5"21:6 negligible. The data obtained by the

.Sézen’s testimony in Table 5.

i

Committee are compared:to.)

"+ Table 5. *'P-Rh coupling constants

Ip Shift | Jin Exh. E1 (Hz) | Jin Thesis (Hz) | Diff. | Thesis (Page)
(ppm) (Hz) | (Exh. K1)

Tnterview | Actual | Interview | Actual
RhCI(CO)(PFur;), “164 | 146.77 | 148.1 | 1482 1482 | 0.1__ | 304 (06199)
RW(Pyr{COXPFury), | -202 | 147.26 | 1479 | 1489 1480 | 0.1 | 331(06225)
Ru(CIT)(PR)(CO)(PFury), | —24.3 | 123.66 | 124.2 | 124.2 1242 0.0 | 330(06224)

The raw data for the subcolumn “Actual” under the heading “J in Exhibit E1
(Hz)” were obtained as shown in Table 6, using the resonance frequencies printed on the

spectrum. The values of J in units of ppm ére converted to Hz using the factor 121.497
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Hz, which is the *'P resonance frequency of the narrow-bore 300 MHz NMR
spectrometer recorded in the “procs” files of the NMR data sets.

Table 6. >'P spectrum analysis to determine J

Compound 3p Shift (ppm) J{ppm) | J(Hz)
Downfield | Upfield '
"Component | Component

RhCI(CO)(PFur;); _15.787 | -17.006 | 1.219 | 148.1
Rh(Pyrr)(CO)(PFurs), -19.594 | —20.811 1217 | 1479
Ru(CT)(Ph)(CO)PFury), | —23.790 | —24.812 | 1.022

¢) Peak Shapes and Noise Patterns

Although Dr. Sezen has claimed repeatedly that the Whltc-out Spectrumn has

different peak positions, shapes and noise than the specttumon p. 333:0f icr thesis (e.g.,

and-are baséd in part on failure to

Sezen Tr. at 51:7-18), these statements are erron

recognize the lower resolution of the spectrumrcproduced mthe thesis compared to the
White-out Spectrum. h: .

In order to clarify the 1ssues, the Commltte; prepared Figure 4. The spectrum in
the Supporting Informatiq_g‘ and the Whlte—out Spectrum were scanned into TIFF format
computer files. Photdshq?v.&éis%lséd to éhange the color of the published spectrum to
green and the Whlte-outSpectIumto red. Photoshop was used to scale and superpose the
two spectra. .To allow édﬂitional inspection, two portions of the spectra were expanded;
these;‘correspﬁ()ﬁdto,-ﬂ;e regions called "Region A" (at ca. 6 ppm) and "Region B" (at ca. -
20 pﬁﬁi)_by Dr. Sezen. As the figure makes clear, the peaks of the spectra overlap, not -
only in position, but in height; the vertical distances between‘the different spectra that
constitute each composite are identical; and the background noise- in the two copies are +

1dentical.
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Both in her response to the Inquiry Committee (Exh T at 012361) and in her
interview with the Committee (Sezen Tr. at 89:10-92:5), Dr. Sezen claimed that the 'H
NMR spectrum on page 347 of her thesis (Exh. K1 at 06241) and the spectrum found in

(0)) and (0)(7)(©) vere not identical. Dr. Sezen stated that the coupling constants
for the methyl resonances are not 177.6 Hz, but rather 188 Hz. (Exh. T at 012361).
However, as discussed above, the coupling constants in question are cleafl%%z 177.6 Hz

Dr. Sezen’s statements to the contrary are simply inaccurate.
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Figure 4. Superposition of spectra on page 333 of the thesis and the White-out Spectrum.
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In sum, the Committee finds that the preponderance of the evidence does not support Dr.
Sezen’s defenses as to the spectra in the?® «d ncaccount. To the contrary, the Committee
finds that the evidence shows, more likely than not, that Dr. Sezen was not In ()6 ad OO©

when some fabricated spectra were created, and that the identified spectra in the e and GY(C)

account are identical to spectra in Dr. Sezen’s thesis and publications.

2. Dr. Sezen’s “Framing” Theory

Dr. Sezen claims that others in the @ anumm©E — partf grly (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)

v

*;r’
®1© and XN “framed” her by planting fabricated spectra mﬁ%MR bmdgrs which she

her credit.”> (Exh. J34 at Q12 95

(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) was developed. Although  ©)© a0 m@©
Jomed thc 16 and (N in May 2001 _ (b)(®) and (B)(7)(C) ), the documents Dr. Sezen
prov1ded to prove ®®admme motive for frammg her date from 2004 and 2005, well

after much of the fabrication at issue occurred. 3 Gimilarly, o aa 60 only joined the

72 pursuant to the Policy, these specific allegauons are the focus of another confidential Inquiry.

7 Exhibit H13, a timeline showing ()©) and b)) membership, indicates that ~ ®© G _ joined the
(b)(®) and ()(7)(©) in December 2001. However, in his interview, ®©and 7)) confirmed that(®)®) and K7
also worked inthe ()@ and )  in the summer of 2001, )@) and BY7)(©) also recalled that Dr.
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mEOaaenO in May 2004. Therefore, he could not have conspired to frame Dr. Sezen
in 2002. (b)(®) and (B)(7)(C)
Second, neither (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) prompted the (6)(6) and (B)(7)(C)

investigation of Dr. Sezen’s wortk.  ©©® a1 ®0© triggered the review, and he joined the

Sames group only in February 2005. (6)(6) and (b)(7)(C) discovered the White-out
Spectrum. (6)(®) and (b)(7)(C) 4 Moreover, although some ﬁ'audulentiﬁm spectra

were identified by members of the ©@adem© other fraudulent sp

T

x

S

B

13373,
%,

ere identified by

»pifhl.\ighed 12002 (5)6) and (b))

T

Third, fabricated spectra appeared in a p3

e
(6)(6) and (0)(7)(C) According to Dr. Sezen’s theory, the

individual in question would have had.to:-begin a151f)§ng Dr. Sezen’s data within the first

If a;y person other than Dr. Sezen

=
S

would be contrary to the self-interest of any member ofthe m@aamme because

(b)) and (b wiorked on projects that were not related to Dr. Sezen’s, did not share space with Dr. Sezen. and
also stated that he was not aware of any conflicts or problems between them at that time. () and (0)(7)(C)
(b)) and (BY7)C) confirmed ®®andbmN© recollection (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
** The components of the White-out Spectrum were not taped to the back of one of ()6 and ()X7)(©) spectra, as
Dr. Sezen originally claimed: rather, the composite was taped to a spectrum belonging to ()6 and ()XN(C)
()8 and (b)(7another former (e and (b)7)c) Member. (Exh. HS).
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significant stigma would result from association with a research director who issued
multiple retractions of prominent publications.

In suin, the Committee finds that Dr. Sezen has failed to meet her burden of proof
with respect to the “framing theory.”

3. Dr. Sezen’s Defense that Others Reproduced Her Work

As a third defense, Dr. Sezen has claimed that various individuals

R

company independently reproduced her experiments, including GEOmiooe  and

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) “published an independent

pape on [the indole] g'eaction where they reported that they obtained an increased 84 %

he ongmal yield reportéd for this reaction was 53 % in our publication.”75 (Exh.

T at 012347 (emphasis omitted)). She added that these data were cited at page 99 of her

7 Dr. Sezen misstates her own results in her testimony. The initial yield was 53%, but the optimized yield
was 84% in Dr. Sezen’s publication.
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thesis (Exh. K1 at 05995), and was thus accepted by ) and (b)(7)(c)— and the other
(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) . (Id.; see also Sezen Tr. at 87:24-88:2).76
Statements by (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) contradict Dr. Sezen’s
view. First, as discussed abovens «ni o explained that, although he tried repeatedly, he
was able to reproduce Dr. Sezen’s indole reacﬁon only when she was present.  ©)©) and ©)7)C)
(6)(®) and (B)(7)(C) For this reason o and pncsaid he insisted that Part B eff V Suppqrting

32

Information to his paper JACS (2005) 127, 8050-8057 (Exhs. K25, K29) explain it the

yields were highly variable ("0% and up") for this procedure,” - <b?_$> and (6)(7)(C)
~<5‘J T Uz T:?- ~
. S %y ¥ .
(16 and (X farther stated that even if the reaction had workedy/it did not improve upon the prior

reaction described by Dr. Sezen. He explained his‘:i‘)"ager repgi‘féd a yield of 86%, but

that this did not differ significantly from thgprewous xield of 84%. (b)(6) and (BK)(7)(C)

74:1). Furthermore,®)® and 0mcalso stated:that, de fgom a “forward” explaining the

},

variability in the yield, the sectign ofithe Supgprtmg Information concerning her

reactions was written by D ’f';(éq_zen,- o soﬂprovided<b)<6) and mcwith the table reporting

the results. ()() and (b)(7)(C)

Second, as also"desch »_gdiabove, ®© and b)7©) stated that she had great difficulties
e = ’

r. Sezqg’;i?ehctions, except when Dr. Sezen set the reaction up herself.

5

reproducing

4%

b

© Third, ®©a¢®®© s has concluded that the m®admme should be corrected to

make clear that Dr. Sezen’s arylation reaction was not reproducible. As  ®Oa BN

explained to the Committee, he submitted a proposed correction to the ©)© a4

(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) The Correction has now been published and reads:

7 Dr. Sezen also pointed to a quote attributed to/(©) and ()(7)that was published in an article in Science,

stating that “some of Sezen’s work has been replicated and has been used by chemists in the

pharmaceutical industry.” (Sezen Tr. at 88:15-89:3). Dr. Sezen suggested that this quote showed thi#t(® and ()(7(C)
(b)) and (b)7lselieved her reactions were reproducible. (Zd.)©)© and ()7)(said the Science reporter misquoted his

comments. (6)(6) and (B)(7)(C)
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For comparison purposes, this article refers to a palladium
catalyzed arylation of free azoles in the presence of
magnesium oxide, published previously in a separate
communication. Although the magnesium oxide procedure
has recently been found irreproducible (J. Am. Chem. Soc.
(2006) 128, 8364), this fact does not affect the conclusions
of this paper. Consequently, the magnesium oxide protocol
has been removed from the Supporting Information. Also,
Figures S5 and S8 have been replaced with corrected
versions.

(Exh. K29).

<‘.«%_t‘%‘ 57 .:;) .
In her interview, Dr. Sezen also mentionédthats pany called ®©a0e© had
c‘?&i e = =)
£

Shé:égteg "ér%}ailed a print-out from a website

called (B)(6) andi(b)(@)(c) whicLLfé H d$ 1 (b)(6) and (b)(7)(c) (Exh. J34 at
S S
012387). However, the ®©adbmo wehgite 9% longer posts this information. (Exh.

TN ;‘% &
A . e

MM). Furthermore, (0)(6) and (BY7(C)

£

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) stated that after the b6 and )  were first

,v;v'ﬂ"i;-%‘:': ‘h.%:}:%k A
published, w6 and 0 [ncluded the (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) on the ®®and )7  website for

- £y
N S,
%%z e

. . B % ) . i
mforg;g‘ﬂgnq%mrposgs only. After the retractions ®©amdene removed the information.
& - 1"‘1,%:. /59!
¥ B

o and Ogaid that ®©andeME itself never attempted to reproduce the  ©)X©dONE

(Exh. J42

c. (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)
The only other person Dr. Sezen claims to have reproduced her reactions i$)® and m®)(C)
(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) . As discussed at

pages 107-113 below, the Committee has concluded that a preponderance of the evidence
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shows that ®@adm@© is not a credible witness, and, moreover, that documents
purported to have been submitted to the Committee by ®®anden© and her supervisor,
Ralf Decter were actually sent from Dr. Sezen’s computer at the University of

Heidelberg.

5. The Committee’s Findings Concerning Allegation No. 2: Whether Dr. Sezen
falsified data supporting combustion analyses reported in her thesis.and

publications

Sezen’s thesis and the publications:

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

(6)(6) and (B)(7)(C) Laboratory,

either because no rcporté‘*ﬁ:om' o and e contain results for the indicated compound

or because the results reported by ©6 a e lisagree with the those reported in the

| Dr. Seien rep;;rts 15 combustion analyses in her first-author papers and thesis.
The Commlttee located reports of eight analyses by ~ ©©adGXN© Of these, six have
been altered in Sezen's publications. The other two analyses, which Sezen reported
accurately, are of commercially available compounds. This highly skewed distribution of

changes is strong evidence that the changes are not errors in transcription, but are
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falsifications made to make the results appear closer to Dr. Sezen’s theoretical

calculations. The following tables summarize the discrepancies:’’

Table 7. Elemental analyses reported in Chapter 5 of the thesis and in the publication
JACS (2004) 126, 2004, 13244-13246.

Compound , Elemental Analysis (reported in | Elemental Analysis
Molecular formula thesis and publication) (Exhs.
Calculated composition | K1 and K9) T el
Laboratory) (Exh 03 at
006376, 006378 %
RhCI(CO)(PPh;), Thesis page 303 (06198) Date received: S %&4 \
commercially available Publication page S2 (05814) Invoice#: P20388 (0%76) &
CyH3,CIOP,Rh C: 64.44; H: 4.22 Name: saripig %
C: 64.32; H: 4.38 : .
RhCI(CO)(PFur;), Thiesis page 304 (06199)
C,sH15C10,P,Rh Publication page S2 (05814)
C: 47.61; H: 2.88 C:471.72; H: 2.97

€5 H;;,0.P3Rh:

C:5577; H:3.21

RhH(CO)(PPhs); Thesis page 305 (06200) ~ %, D?%;%«;ivedz 5/13/04
commercially available Publication page S3 (O; %%{) . | Invoice#: P20388 (006376)
CssHysOP3Rh uetsName: sampleff3
C: 71.90; H: 5.05 C:71.82; H: 4. 9‘%, n,_“ *69.82; H: 4.91
RhH(CO)(PFur;); - Thesis page 306 {0f Date received: 5/13/04
Cs37H230,0P3Rh Publicati ¢ Invoice#: P20388 (006376)
e Name: sample#5
C: 53.64; H: 3.41 C: 53 5%3 47 C: 55.14; H: 3.57
-y
RhCI(D)(Ph)(CO)(PFurs), &esa%pagé%é%’lZ@ Date received: 7/2/04
C;Hx;5ClIO,P;Rh _#] Public 19 (05832) Invoice#: P20624 (006378)
*’%4{ ﬁ%%f Name: sample#1
C:44.61; H: 2.78 f""l' 44 97; H: 3.02 C:44.93; H:3.94
Rh(Py“)(CO)(PFM%‘} Thms‘ page 330 (06224) Date received: 7/2/04
ngstN07P2Rh w2iip blication page S19 (05832) Invoice#: P20624 (006378)
5 Q’*"z Name: sample#2
C 5235: H 3 947 " L. C:51.72; H: 3.17; N: 2.29 C: 50.93; H: 3.86; N: 1.06
Rh(gh)(CO (] Thesis page 331 (06225) Not found
Publication page: —

77 These tables have been reformatted, corrected, and extended from the report provided by()e) and O ©in

Exh. I9 at 000753-000755.
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Table 8. Elemental analyses reported in Chapter 6 of the thesis and in the publication
JACS (2005) 127, 5284-5285.

C: 67.94; H: 10.47

C: 67.57; H: 10.97

Compound Elemental Analysis (reported in Elemental Analysis
Molecular formula thesis and publication) (Exhs.
Calculated composition | K1 and K3) WIS
) (Exh. O3 at 006382-006383)
RuH,(COX}PPhs); Thesis page 392 (06286) Date received: 9/23/04
commercially available Publication page S3 (05850) Invoice#: P20950 (06382)
CssHy7OPsRu Name: sample#]
C: 71.96; H: 5.16 C: 71.65; H: 5.41 C: 71.65; H: 5.41
RuH(CO)}PCyPh;); Thesis page 393 (06287) Date reccived: 9/23/04
CssHgsOPsRu Publication page S3 (05850) Invoice#: P2095 383) Y
Name: sample#B Q;.;t B%g,
C:70.57; H: 7.00 C: 70.08; H: 7.09 C: 70. 08 é%;g’
RuH(CO)PCy,Ph); Thesis page 394 (06288) NotFound @,& .
CssHgsOPsRu Publication page S4 (05851) R g k-
C: 69.23; H: 8.77 C: 69.91; H:9.09 ) i Q%&
RuHCO)PCy3) Thesis page 395 (06289) 7 te recei '0/23/04
CssH0:0P:Ru Publication page S4 (05851)% S lm # P20950 (06383)

Namez le#2
8; H: 891

RuCl(Ph)(CO)(PCy:s)
C43H7 |C10P2R|1
C: 64.36; H: 8.92

Thesis page 418 12 =

C: 64.97, H 92%@

Ru(D)(Ph)(CO)(PCys3).
C43H7,IOP.Ru
C: 57.77; H: 8.01

o A \3‘
e ﬁ%ﬁ ,C: 65
"ﬁ& Found

Publication paggg\w (Q5866) %y v

Not Found

choﬂed m;Chapter 7 of the thesis.

Compound
Molecular focmqig

Calculated composg n
S £

N

o
Ele ental Analysis (reported in

> ,_thw‘é) (Exh.K1)

Elemental Analysis

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

C: 52.78; H: 5.63; N: 6.20

Complex 5‘3~ ;{% # | Thesis page 462 (06356) Not found
Q’t_ﬂ)41 @. 7.41; N§ S. 42 C- 60.97; H: 7.87; N: 5.20
v “’“""5,":-&
Thesis page 462 (06356) Not found
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have been located in reports from )6 and G)7)(C) and are accurately reported in the

publication.78

Table 10. Elemental analyses in the publication JACS (2005) 127, 3648-3649.

C,42.86;H,2.25; N, 1.56.

C, 43.06; H, 2.43; N, 1.52

Compound Elemental Analysis (reported in | Elemental Analysis
Molecular formula publication) (Exhs. K20-K22) .
Calculated compositioe | [ -— ©16) and GNE
(Exh. 03 at 006371-006383;
Exh. O11 at 013571)
Ru;(p-H)(p- Publication page S3 (012852) Date received: %2}404
NCsH X(PPh;)(CO)s Invoice#: P20624 (()Q6378)
C32H20N09P Ru, Name: san!ple #3

C, 43.06; Q«‘%@ 1‘5@1&w

C,55.36; H,3.37; N, 1.61 _

C, 55.50; H,348N,159

Rus(p-H)Y(p- Publication page S7 (012856) Datgr ¢ received: *5‘3%"
NCSH,)(PPh;),(CO)s %gvo@# P20=z96 (006371) °
CoH;3sNOgP,Ruy 4. Namers) and ol
C,52.04; H,3.12; N, 1.24 | C, 52.06; H, 3.03; N, 1.16 . f? &, 52.06; H,€3.03 N, 1.16
Ru(pu-PPhy)(p- Publication page S10 (012859), | Da received: 7/2/04
NCSH,)(PPhs)(CO)s .| mvoicp#: 20624 (006378)
C4J{29N05P2RUZ ~Name: Sample #4

"@; 55.50; H, 3.48; N, 1.59

C, 62.12; H, 4.02; N, 1.2

Rus(u-H)(p- Publication page;Sl4 (012863) Date received:
NC;H,)»(PPh;),(CO)s % | Invoice#: P20796 (013571)
CsHyoN206P2Ru3 Name1)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
C,54.12; H,3.49; N, 2.43 C, 53.85;H,3.14; N, 2.38
| Rux(p-PPhy)(p- Date received: 9/23/04
NCsH)(PPh;),(CO)s Invoice#: P20950 (006382)
Cs7H4sNO4P3Ru, Name: Sample #5

C, 62.57; H,4.25; N, 1.35

falsiﬁ__cd these combustion analysis data.

78 According to the Correction published for this paper, the primary reaction in the paper was not

reproducible. The combustion analyses
purported catalysts of the reactions. Dr.

this paper.
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6. The Committee’s Findings Concerning Allegation No. 3: Whether Dr. Sezen
fabricated experimental procedures reported in her thesis and publications.

As discussed above, numerous witnesses commented that Dr. Sezen’s laboratory
notebooks did not adequately document her experimental procedures. In its own review
of Dr. Sezen’s laboratory notebooks, the Committee was unable to find documentation of

the procedures Dr. Sezen reported in the Supporting Information for her ﬁ§§t-author

N "3'?[.’

/(J S2EN;
£ %

procedures. The Committee finds that the records in Dr. Sezen s“l@ratm:y notcbooks

The Connmtteeﬁqus @ﬁ;on at least four occasions, Dr. Sezen deliberately misled
the Commltt e, dam gng Ter credibility. First, as discussed above, although Dr. Sezen
clmq?s that s had an NMR account with the login ID of “bengu,” the Committee finds
that nosuch account, or any varlatlon thereof, existed. Second, during her interview, Dr.

Sezen told the Committee that she was not enrolled at the University of Heidelberg:

Q: Since leaving Columbia, have you enrolled in another Ph.D. program?
A: No, [ didn’t.

Q: So you’re not in a Ph.D. program at this point?

A: No, currently I am not.

Q: ©®=dmne  Were you ever enrolled at the University of Heidelberg?
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A: No.
(Sezen Tr. at’ 14:15-23). Shortly after Dr. Sezen’s interview, Committee staff contacted
(6)(®) and (B)(7)(C) Dr. Sezen is listed as a member of
(0)() and (B)(7)(©) (Exh. P) ®©and o) confirmed that Dr. Sezen is a current
student in his laboratory at the University of Heidelberg. wEeadpne . Two days

afterthe  ®@adome  Dr. Sezen sentan email “correcting” this portion of her.

transcript:

As I mentioned in my previous e-mails I do
corrections to the transcript you provided. 11 aliz
(perhaps due to the fact that the interview' w y held on
phone) I misunderstood many of the quiestions and

answered them in totally unrelated 1 anner,or my ghswers
were themselves misunderstood -

at e

Ko

the

Just to give you an exampl :14 of'the transcript states

ag of'th
that I said I was not enrolled 14 program in Heidelberg. This
is obviously incorregt. I am lied.in a PhD program at the

pi

Department of Molecular Biof’_g;gygf University Heidelberg.
This fact is listedtin | theweb page

http://wwvs_,;;-ﬁﬁb\h. eid%ib“é}g.de/Schiebellmembers.shtml
since Febritary 2006, it-appeared in print in many news

; e

articles'of m e zines and newspapers. The list of evidence
ists this infogmation as Exhibit P even before our

(Exh. 734 at 012153:012154).

tissed below, the Committee finds that Df. Sezen misled the
Oommlttee by presenting an expert witness who is not genuine. Dr. Sezen has presented
several lefteré and a report from (b)) and (B)(7)(C) who claims to have reproduced four
of Dr. Sezen’s reactions (Exhs. J4,J 13,114 and J17). In July and August 2006, Dr.

5

Sezen sent Columbia electronic copies of a letter from ~ ©@=dOM©  stating she had

7 Dr. Sezen never submitted any other corrections to her transcript, although offered several opportunities
to do so. (Exh. J34 at 012073, 012133, 012148, 012153, 012158, 012161, 012163, 012228).
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successfully reproduced four of Dr. Sezen’s reactions. The letters appeared on letterhead
for a company called (b)) and (b)(7)(C) with an address of
The letterhead also includes

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) which can be downloaded from the)@ and (M @ompany website.

(Exh. J2 at 05404-05)..

A. (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

the Committee searched for her name and the company name
- ,_;é'—*:-

’;.:"

Although the searches revealed no references either to (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) the

Committee did find a website for a company called NI(b)(G) and (b)(7)(C)

(5)6) and BITC) located at the ame address as appeared on the
(5)6) and (BX7))

The Committee then attempted to de cnmne whethe (b)(®) and (B)(7)(©) was

affiliated with (6)(6) and (B)(7)(C) The Umversﬂy retained German counsel who
spoke with the managing dlrec' r of (6)(6) and (Y7)(C)

obtained wrxtten tesumony ﬁom hlm (Exh. BB).

In hts afﬁda”"t, D}' ‘Bernd Hollborn explained that (b)(®) and (B)7)(C)

a “medmm—sﬁ ‘ famlly owned business, which engages in the production of reagents for
medxcalandother science research purposes.” (Exh. BB at 9 2). He further testified that
®)6) anﬁ ®)7)C) “is one of two occupants of the building (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)
wemiome  and explained that “the second occupant of this building is  ®® asEME©
(6)(®) and (B)7)(C) with its managing director (b)(®) and (B)7)(©)
business which engages in the sales and distribution of chemicals.” (Exh. BB at { 3).

Finally, (6)(6) and (B)(7)(C) testified that ®©®adwm©  in his company’s name stands
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for Dr. Karl Hollborn, who died in the 1940s and was Dr. Bernd Hollborn’s grandfather.

Dr. Bernd Hollbom concluded, “A living person with the name . ©©OMC  is not

known to me and is not working at (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) (. at
19 4-5).
B. Email from (B)(6) and (B)(7)(C)

On September 11, 2006, ©© 24 GO© received an email from ~ ®© 24 ®XO©O)

responding to an email from ©©aumme seeking to schedule a telephione interview:

(Exh. HH11). The Committee asked 016 B0

Lt o

]
igr

détermine where

Columbia University Information Technology (‘sCUrp,)f :

this email originated. ~ ®)©and EXN(©) explained to the Committe¢ithat the internet

headers for ®@aimme September 11 eméﬁi‘s\h that the email originated from a

e

computer with the IP address (b)) and (b}m(q . This IP

address is owned by a compan d OO OO (Id. at 23:16-22). (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

email was sent from (b)(®) and (b)(7)(C)

concluded that ©©=900©  Septémb

] (B)(6) and (B)(7)(C)
C. Interview with ©)(6) and BY7)O)

On September 1 8?5;,.-52006, the Committee interviewed (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) by
telephdiié atw anumber she provided. = ®©:dO0NO stated that she was a research assistant
in the (01 and ()7)©) had held that position for six months and had been with the firm for
eight years. She stated that in 1995, she obtained a doctorate in catalysis fromo)e and G)7)©)

(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) She also stated that her research director for her
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doctorate was (0)(6) and (B)(7)(C) stated that she had
not published any papers in the field of catalysis. (/d. at 8:7-10). She said that she had
not been in (b)(®) and (B)(7)(©) stated that she
successfully conducted four experiments based on Dr. Sezen’s publications at Dr.

Sezen’s request. (Id. at 8:11-9:2; 10:11-14; Exh. J17). ®@ade0c)  stated that she

conducted the experiments because Dr. Sezen contacted her directly and req Acsted that

she do so. (/d. at 11:15-21). She furthcr explained that her companygi;wpot char € Dr

o

Sezen for conducting the experiments, but that Dr. Sezen pa;d’far hemIcals and an

experimental device used. (Zd. at 12:5-14). When asked“fo :

provided to Dr. Sezen, and the name of the pers vs__/hd' handled the payment, ~ ®©@ONO

o and mncstated that she would “have to ch k”(Id‘*at1223-24) ®© and X7(©)  stated
that Dr. Sezen told her that Dr. Sezeq___};‘ad e
for the firm in a magazine. ©© and gj#?)@) prom sed to provide a copy of the magazine to

the Committee but has n ;22-12:4; 13:4-9).

(b)) and (b)(7)(C) was located in ®)© and ®)@)©)

3‘). When asked about @) (G0E)

(1) and ©7)) mswered, m,not aware of that company; it’s not in the technologic part.”

She demed tha 4heiwo companies were at the same location. (Id. at 14:11-20). ()6 and p)70)
e stated that the name of the head of (0)(©) and (0)(7)©) that he was not

available to speak to the Committee at the time of her interview, and that he had the same

phone number that the Committee had used to contact her. (/d. at 16:9-22). The

Committee does not believe that at a German company with eleven employees, five of

% The Committee searched the (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) website and did a basic Google search for any
record of (1) and (0)(7)C)but found none. The Commiittee also searched the Chemical Abstracts data base, the
most comprehensive index of the chemical literature, for any articles by (©)© and 0)7)(), but found none.
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whom have doctorate degrees, the head of the firm and a recently promoted research
assistant would share the same telephone line. (6)(®) and (B)7)(©)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

D. Email from Ralf Decter

On September 21, 2006, ©© 401 received an email from Ralf Decter that

included purported electronic images of an invoice® = ox7had sent to Dr. Sezen, a copy of

promised to send by regular mail hard copies of these docuingq .'_ﬁ;and a

(B)(6) and (B)7)(C)
®E and N© to review the internet headers f :er Decger’s mail. According t¢)® andGX7)©)
which Mir. Decter’s email originated,

. (B)(6) and (B)(7)(C)

(Id. at 15:14-15; 10:4-10). ©® and (b)<7>(c>ﬁ‘ ' searched this computer name using the UNIX

. it was registered to The University of Heidelberg. (/d. at

for an email . Dr: Sezen to ©©=de)nc on October 9, 2006. (Exh. HH1).  ©©@ade0e)
(6)(®) and (b)(7)(C) vegg‘plained that the IP address of the computer Dr. Sezen used to send the email

was the same as the IP address of the computer used by Mr. Decter, 129.206.92.96. In

81 The Committee noted that although the bank transfer statement identifiess) and ()7agcount as a

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) account, the website of the ~ ®)©and 0)?(©)  sranch of the)©) and (0)()() which is the
bank corresponding to the identification code 61 and w)minvoice (BLZ 84051010), does not appear to offer
such an account. According to its website, the Heidelberg branch of thes)s) and (:7)cdloes offer such an
account among its “personal,” but not among its “business,” accounts.
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other words. (5)6) and BIT)C) email and Dr. Sezen’s email were both sent from the same
computer, named (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) (d. at 16:18-24).32

Next, the Committee asked ®©ad®™©  to review the header on an email sent
by weadmne  of The University of Heidelberg to ©© 2d®"C© on October 31,
2006. (Exh. HH13). The IP address contained in the internet header for that email is

®w©ad®»®©  which corresponds to a computer with the name

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

HH14).

In a follow-up telephone conversation (®)®and )N stated that} e did not know

anyone named Ralf Decter, and has no knowledge of n} one naméd Decter either
working‘ in his laboratory or enrolled at TheUmve tyof He,'i'delberg.83 (6)(6) and (B)(7)(C)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)

Finally, ®© admm© also etermin that other emails sent by Mr. Decter and

(b)©) and K)XN(©) originated fromanother U, ity of Heidelberg IP address,

(b)(8) and (b)(7)(C)

In light ofthevabove facts, the Commiittee concludes that (b)(6) and (B)(7)(C)
Decter, a;ld DuhaChemlsches Kataiyse—Labor, are all fictional beings or entities and that
the éﬁdeggc‘presented by Dr. Sezen of ®®awom© 3 successful reproduction of Sezen’s
work should be accorded no weight. The Committee finds that Dr. Sezen intentionally

fabricated the®® and mmcand Decter documents in an effort to mislead the Committee. It

82 A< discussed above, Dr. Sezen is currently a graduate student in the laboratory of  (©)©® and ®)7)(c)  at the
University of Heidelberg. Many, if not all. of the other emails Columbia has received from Dr. Sezen
originated from the same IP address  (©)(©) and ()()(©)

83 The Committee searched on Google for both Ralf Decter and Ralph Decter but found no results.
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concludes that the ®® = mmcand Decter evidence significantly damages Dr. Sezen’s

credibility as to her defenses.

8. The Committee’s Findings on the Impact of Dr. Sezen’s Actions

The Committee finds that Dr. Sezen’s actions had a significant impact on other

researchers both within and outside Columbia University. As discussed above,

graduate student,  ©)© and G?)(C) demded to 1eavcfthe~ m©and e after passing the

dctermmatwe “The Commltt

is not charged to resolve these differing recollections and

that the wasted time and effort, coupled with the onus of not
beilié:able to reproduce the work, had severe negative impacts on the graduate careers of
these éﬁldénts.
In addition, other graduate students and post-doctoral fellows, including ®® and G)7)(C)
(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) also expended significant time
and effort attempting to reproduce Dr. Sezen’s reactions and develop them further. Later,

after meamiome  initiated his internal investigation into Dr. Sezen’s work,  ®© and b)XD)(©)
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(B)6) and ©(N(C) expended significant time and effort attempting to
determine whether Dr. Sezen’s work was valid. Another post-doctoral fellow in the
(b)(®) and (b)(7)(C) also contributed to these efforts.
The email correspondence between (06 and GXN)C) and researchers outside

Columbia also documents time and effort spent on fruitless attempts to reproduce Dr.

Sezen’s work. These efforts were made by scientists around the world, mc ding
students, faculty, and industry scientists. |

CONCLUSION
Committee has reached

Upon consideration of the evidence descnbed above*

the following conclusions with regard to the All t' ns of Rese irch Misconduct by Dr.

Bengii Sezen.

L Whether Dr. Sezen fabncaf‘f"'
publications.

The Committee ﬁnds that ap eponderance of the evidence shows that Dr. Sezen

intentionally fabricated’b{MR ctra reported in at least Chapters 1, 5, and 6 of the thesis

and in the following publications:

1.

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

These publications include the first and the last of Dr. Sezen’s first-author papers with

o) and e and represent work performed over at least three years of Dr. Sezen's
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graduate work at Columbia University. This fabrication of data constitutes a significant

departure from accepted practices in the relevant research community.

2. Whether Dr. Sezen falsified data supporting combustion analyses
reported in her thesis and publications.

The Committee finds that a preponderance of the evidence shows that Dr. Sezen

intentionally fabricated and falsified combustion analyses in Chapters 5,6%

thesis and in the following publications:

5.

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

The Committee finds that this falsificatio 'and fabncatlon of data constitutes a

significant departure from accepted practices in\'r" e v;relevant research community.

3. Whether Dr. Se

BN

The Comrmttee ﬁnds that 2 preponderance of the evidence shows that the

Research Record mamtam y Dr Sezen does not meet the standards of the scientific

research commumty and does not adequately document the procedures and results

reported in her thesxs and publications. The Committee could find so little evidence in
the Researeh-iRecord to support Dr. Sezen's published descriptions of results and

procedures that it concludes that substantial numbers of the experiments reported in the
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thesis and in Dr. Sezen's six first-author publications §vere never performed successfully
as described.®

The Committee recégnizes that while the first two allegations are based on
fabricated or fraudulent reported results, the preponderance of the evidence for the third
allegation is based on the absence of documentation in the Research Record. The main

uncertainty the Committee faced in reaching its conclusion is the

exculpatory evidence was lost prior to sequestration. However, the Coin
evidence for the nonexistence of the additional res
so strong that the preponderance of the evidence shows:tha

experimental procedures.

Recommended Corrective Action

The Committee makes the following rec mmendatlons for corrective action:

First, the Committee cor,,;plixd"" tﬁat, hght of the falsification and fabrication

described above, the follo_‘\__yihé‘__papens for Wthh Dr. Sezen is the first author should be

retracted or corrected bythe anthors:

1.

2.... LY (b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)
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(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)

The Committee notes that ©® and ©)X7(© has already taken g&é"ps tO'T tractor: correct the

indicated papers.85

econd, the Committee recommends that‘ mdig ?the extenswe fabrication and

;‘1._

S

falsification described above, and the significant’ d,eparture from established standards of

the relevant research community, C_},plumbl “mv 'ty should initiate a proceeding to

revoke Dr. Sezen's Columbia de,gr s.

Third, as dlscussed above the Gommittee recognizes that a number of researchers

at Columbia Umver51ty were adversely affected by Dr. Sezen’s research misconduct,

mcludmg those who expcnded substantial effort in attempting to reproduce and extend

Tk ( (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) ) OF
who'conducted the initial investigations of her work in the e ena e and tried to
reproduce her results (b)(6) and (B5)(7)(C) . The Committee

recommends, subject to the individual students’ approval, that the Chair of the

Department of Chemistry provide an addendum to any letters of recommendation writtén
(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)
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on behalf of these individuals that acknowledges their contributions to the resolution of
this case. |

The Conclusions and Recommendations of this Ad Hoc Committee do not
preclude additional findings that may result from any other investigations of this matter
by Columbia University, any agency, or other organization.

Respectfully submitted,

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(C)
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Changes Made to the Draft Report

On page 3 of the final report, the following paragraph was inserted:
“The Complainant and Respondent were each provided a copy of a draft
of this Report (“Draft Report”) and each provided comments to it, which
have been separately circulated to the Standing Committee. After
receiving these comments, the Committee finalized the Report. Any
changes from the Draft Report are documented in an aftachment at the end
of this Report.” ' '

On page 25 of the final report, footnote 22 with the following text was added:

“Also in response to ()6 and O)7)C) report,  1)®) au L) withdrew a
competitive renewal he had submitted to NIH. ()(®) and (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6) and (B)(7)(C) Comments on Draft Inquiry Report dated March 4,
2007).”

On page 29 of the final report, the following changes about ®©d®N© grant
applications were made to the text: '
“In November 2005, ©@ado0©) competitive renewal was re-
submitted. (Exh. L8 at 01 1464-011472; 66 and ey Comments on Draft
Inquiry Report dated March 4,2007).  ®emooc  later obtained a
supplement award in July 2006. (Exh. L8 at 011474-01 1480).”

On page 48 of the final report, the following language was inserted to reflect

the fact that Dr. Sezen never requested the supporting evidence:
“Fifth, in accordance with Columbia’s Policy, this Report has also been
provided to Dr. Sezen for comment along with a copy of the Master Index.
(Exh. J34 at 013585). Dr. Sezen was also told that the 4,000 pages of
supporting evidence would be sent to her once she provided a mailing
address. (Exh. J34 at 013574-013584). Dr. Sezen never indicated that she
wanted the supporting evidence and did not provide a mailing address.”

On page 51 of the final report, the following sentence was inserted:
«She further stated that she obtained the login ID during a course she took
entitled ‘Chemistry G4145 NMR Spectroscopy,’ taughtby  ©®io0©
(Exh. J15 at 012413).”

On page 51 of the final report, footnote 50 with the following text was added:
In his interview, ®@©@aden© stated that the course did not require an
NMR login account, and that the process for obtaining an NMR login
account was separate from his course. (b)(®) and (K)(7)(C) '



COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

IN THE CITY OF NEW YORK

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT FOR RESEARCH
RESEARCH COMPLIANCE AND TRAINING

MEMORANDUM
TO: Sezen File b
FROM: (b)(6) and (b
an 7

plo OO
RE: Transcript of Interview 0 (B)(6) and (B)(7)(0)
DATE: May 1, 2007

Through inadvertence, the six-page transcript of - (e OE SR g
of )6 and OYOO) dated Nov. 2, 2006, was not sent to (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) for
review.

(©)6) and (B)7(C)

102 Low Library Mail Code 4312 535 West 116th Street  New York, NY 10027 212-854-8123 Fax 212-

854-1680

(b)(6) and (b)(7)(c)



