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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

DR. PHILIPPE BOIS, )
Plaintiff,

V. Civil Action No. 11-1563 (ABJ)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND )
HUMAN SERVICES,et al, )
)

Defendants. )
)

MEMORANDUM OPINION

Plaintiff Philippe Bois, Ph.D. (“Dr. Bois”) lmught this action against the United States
Department of Health and Human ServiceldH{S”) and a number of HHS officials in their
official capacities. Dr. Bois was debarred for three years from contracting, gtdatong, and
conducting non-procurement transactions with fiederal government after HHS found that he
had committed scientifienisconduct, and an administratitew judge (“ALJ”) denied his
request for a hearing on the findings. He nalleges that the ALJ’s decision violated the
Administrative Procedure Act (“APA”) and the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution of the
United States.

Plaintiff moved for a preliminary injunctionywhich the Court consolidated with the
merits under Fed. R. Civ. P. 65 on September 2, 2(D&. # 3]. Defendant was directed to file
a combined motion for summary judgment apgosition to the preliminary injunction, which it
did. [Dkt. # 11]. Plaintiff filed a memorandum in opposition to the motion for summary
judgment and in further support of his motiom fireliminary injunction, which requested that

the Court grant preliminary injunctive relief and deny defendants’ motion for summary
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judgment. [Dkt. # 15]. In the opposition, piaff also noted that the Court could grant
judgment in favor of the plaintiffua sponte Pl.’s Mem. in Opp. to Def.s’ Mot. for Summ. J.
and in Supp. of Pl’'s Mot. for P.I. (“Pl.’s Opp.”) at 1 n.1. The Court finds that the ALJ'’s
dismissal of Dr. Bois’s hearinggequest was arbitrary and capricious under the APA because the
request raised affirmative defenses that turapdn the resolution of genuine disputes of fact
material to the finding of misconduct. Thexed, the Court will deny defendants’ motion for
summary judgment, reverse the hearing officdrsnissal of Dr. Bois’s hearing request, vacate
the HHS debarment of Dr. Bois, and remand the matter to HHS for further proceedings.
BACKGROUND

Dr. Bois was a postdoctoral fellow in the lahtmry of Dr. Gerard Grosveld, Ph.D. in the
Department of Gerties and Tumor Biology at St. Judeidnen’s Research Center from 1999 to
2004, when he transferred to the laboratoryJohn Cleveland, Ph.D. in the Department of
Biochemistry at St. Jude. Def.’s Opp. to Pl.’stMor P.I. and Mem. in Supp. of Def.’s Mot. for
Summ. J. (“Def.’s MSJ”) at 3. He later became an Assistant Professor in the Department of
Cancer Biology at Scripps Florida, employed under Dr. Cleveland. AR 733, Mem. of Law in
Supp. of Pl.’s Mot. for Hr'g Req. (“Pl.’s Hr'g Rg") at 10; AR 820 (Office of Research Integrity
Report (“ORI Report”) at 3). AfteDr. Bois transferred to Dr. €Veland’s laboratory, St. Jude
began investigating allegations that Dr. Bois had engagessearch misconduct and gratuitous
authorship.ld. at 839—-40. In its final report, the St. Jude Investigation Committee found that Dr.
Bois had intentionally engaged in research misconduct by falsifying or fabricating figures in two
separate published articlespdafound that the evidence was insufficient or did not support

findings of research misconduas to four other allegationgd. at 837-52.



The findings of that investigation were transmitted to the HHS Office of Research
Integrity (“ORI”) on March 16, 2007.Id. at 813. ORI reviewed St. Jude’s findings and
conducted additional analysidd. at 818 (ORI Report at 1). On January 8, 2010, ORI notified
Dr. Bois by letter (“charge lette)’'that it had made two findingd research misconduct based on
evidence that he knowingly, intentionally or recklessly fabricated and falsified two figures
reported in two separataticles: (1) The FOXOla Immunoblot in Figure IA of P.R. Bois, K.
Izeradjene, P.J. Houghton, J.L. Cleveland, J.A. Houghton, G.C. Gros§¥@KD1a Acts as a
Selective Tumor Suppressor in Alveolar Rhabdomysarcdm@ J. Cell Biol. 903-12 (Sept.
2005) (Corrected August 2007) (“JCB Article”); and (Bigure 4(b) of P.R. Bois, R.A. Borgon,

C. Vornhein, and T. lzardtructural Dynamics ad-Actinin-Vinculin Interactions25 Mol. Cell.
Biol. 6122 (July 2005) (Retracted May 5, 2007) (“MCB Articlel{l. at 813-15.

In the same letter, ORI notified Dr. Bois that the Debarring Official proposed debarring
him for a period of three years “from eligibility for any contracting or subcontracting with any
agency of the United States Governmemd afrom eligibility for, or involvement in,
nonprocurement programs of thiited States Government.ld. at 814-15. The letter also
informed him that he could contest the fimgs and debarment proposal by requesting an
administrative hearing before an ALJ with the HHS Departmental Appeals Bloaat.815.

Dr. Bois filed a request for hearing the next month.at 724-76 ( Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at 1—
53). While he did not dispute many of the speciéictual allegations in the charge letter, he
took issue with ORI's overall findings and ctusions, he denied that his actions were

motivated by any dishonest intent, and in someaimsts, he advanced an alternative version of



what had taken place.ld. Dr. Bois then filed a motion to supplement his request for hearing,
which sought additional time wbtain and review documents whibe thought “were critical to
his defense,” but to which he had not obtaineckas: his laboratory files and other records at
St. Jude, ORI's oversight review, atite St. Jude investigation filesld. at 691-98. ORI
opposed the motion to supplement, arguing tbat Bois failed to meet the standard for
supplementation, that Dr. Bois had access ® laboratory files and records at St. Jude
throughout the St. Jude investigation, includingrenthan fifty notebooks and six loose-leaf
folders, copies of hundreds of pages of repdiaboratory notebooks, electronic records, and
interview transcripts, and that Dr. Bois was not entitled to the ORI oversight review or the St.
Jude investigation filesld. at 593-602. On April 29, 2010 the ALJ denied Plaintiff's motion to
supplement. The ALJ’s denial of the motion to seppént is not challenged in this case, though
Dr. Bois does point to his lack of access to his laboratory notebooks and records in support of his
request for a hearingsee idat 37, 42—43.

ORI then filed a motion to dismiss Dr. Bois’s request for hearilt.at 337-90. On
May 3, 2011, the ALJ issued a “Recommend@dcision Dismissing Hearing Request”
recommending that Plaintiff's hearing request be dismissed and that Plaintiff be debarred for
three years.ld. at 35-48. On May 16, 2011, the Akda spontéssued an “Amended Decision
Dismissing Hearing Request” which was identical to the recommended decision except that it
included an additional footnote indicating thithe ALJ’s decision was not a “ruling on the

merits” of the ORI research misconduct, and theeefoas not subject tovew by the Assistant

1 The request for hearing also challenged HHS’s jurisdiction to impose administrative
sanctions on Dr. Bois, which the ALJ rejectéfeeAR 724-25, 730-31, 35-48 (PIl.’'s Hr'g Req.

at 1-2, 7-8, 12-25). Dr. Bois does not challetigejurisdiction determination in the instant
case.



Secretary for Health of the HHS under 42 C.F.R 893.500i&).at 33 (ALJ Am. Decision to
Dismiss Hr'g Req. (“ALJ Am. Decision”) at 14 n.7).

Dr. Bois filed suit in this Court challenging the ALJ’s dismissal of his hearing request.
[Dkt. # 1]. Count | alleges that the ALJ's dsion was arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of
discretion, not in accordance with the law, aodtcary to Dr. Bois’s constitutional rights, and
that the ALJ failed to observe proper procedurin violation of the APA, 5 U.S.C. § 704,
because the ALJ failed to consider material facts raised by Dr. Bois in his hearing request.
Compl. 1 123-28. Count Il alleges that tA&J's decision violated Dr. Bois’s Fifth
Amendment right to due process because it denied him a hearing to resolve issues of material
fact? 1d. 1 129-40.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Summary judgment is appropriate “if the movant shows that there is no genuine dispute
as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” Fed. R. Civ. P.
56(a). The party seeking summary judgmerdrbehe “initial responsibility of informing the
district court of the basis for its motionna identifying those portions of the pleadings,

depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if

2 Since the Court’s ruling on Count | will resuita remand of the matter for a hearing, it
need not reach Count 1.

Dr. Bois also challenges the ALJ’s statement in the Amended Decision that a dismissal of
a hearing request is not a ruling on the mehiés, under 42 C.F.R. §93.500 (c), would be subject
to review by the Assistant Secretary foedith in accordance with §93.523. The Court has
difficulty accepting the defendants’ contentiorattta summary disposition that results in the
adoption of findings of research misconduct #mat forms the predicate for the imposition of
significant sanctions is somehawt a “ruling on the merits” for purposes of these regulations.
But since the matter is being remanded to the ALJ, it need not reach that question either.

Finally, Dr. Bois alleges that the ALJ engaged in inappropégatpartecommunications
with ORI, which led the ALJ to amend her opinisua sponteadding a footnote which indicated
that the decision was not subjéctthe extra level of reviewSeePl.’s Opp. at 13-15. Again,
since the matter will be remanded for a hearing on the merits, the Court need not address this
argument.



any, which it believes demonstrate the absesfca genuine issue of material factCelotex
Corp. v. Catrett 477 U.S. 317, 323 (1986) (internal quama marks omitted). To defeat
summary judgment, the non-moving party must igieste specific facts showing that there is a
genuine issue for trial.’ld. at 324 (internal quotation marks omitje The existence of a factual
dispute is insufficient to preclude summary judgmeitderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inegt77 U.S.
242, 247-48 (1986). A dispute is “genuine” onhaifeasonable fact-findeould find for the
nonmoving party; a fact is only “material” if it is capable of affecting the outcome of the
litigation. Id. at 248. See also Laningham v. U.S. Na8%3 F.2d 1236, 1241 (D.C. Cir. 1987).
ANALYSIS

A. The Arbitrary and Capricious Standard

“A reviewing court shall set aside agency action, findings, and conclusions found to be
‘arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretionptirerwise not in accordance with law.United
States v. Mead Corp533 U.S. 218, 229 (2001), quotirighevron v. Natural Res. Def. Councill,
Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 842-45 (1984). The Court’s review of the ALJ’'s decision is “highly
deferential.” Bloch v. Powe|l348 F.3d 1060, 1070 (D.C. Cir. 2003peference is particularly
appropriate in cases where the agency’s decision is “based on the evaluation of complex
scientific information within the agency’s technical expertisgdnofi-Aventis U.S. LLC v. FDA
733 F. Supp. 2d 162, 171 (D.D.C. 2010), quoting and citray Corp. v. Browner120 F.3d
277, 283 (D.C. Cir. 1997) (emphasizing that “corsatble deference” must be shown because
courts “review scientific judgments of the agency not as the chemist, biologist, or statistician that
we are qualified neither by training or experietcde, but as a reviewing court exercising our

narrowly defined duty of holding agenciesctertain minimal standards of rationality”).



That being said, agency action may be set aside if the agency “entirely failed to consider
an important aspect of the problemMotor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass’n v. State Farm Mut. Auto Ins.
Co, 463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983). Indeed, the Supreme tCmsist[s] that an agency ‘examine the
relevant data and articulate a satisfactory @axgtion for its action.” F.C.C. v. Fox Television
Stations, Ing.-- U.S. --, 129 S.Ct. 1800, 1810 (2009), quotigtor Vehicle Mfrs. Assn463
U.S. at 42. Such a review “is not merely perfunctory. We are to engage in a searching and
careful inquiry, the keystone of which is emsure that the [agency] engaged in reasoned
decisionmaking.” Int’l Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union v. Donovarn22 F.2d 795, 815 (D.C.

Cir. 1983) (internal quation marks omitted).

For the most part, the Amended Decisiorsatie in this case was a reasoned, supportable
determination. But ultimaly, the Court concludes thdlhe ALJ’'s decision was arbitrary,
capricious, and an abuse of discretion because it did not directly address, and it failed to specify
the reasons why it rejected, factual claims advanced by Dr. Bois in support of his affirmative
defense of honest error. This ruling should notdael as any sort of exoneration, and it does not
purport to address the merits of Dr. Bois’s case; rather, it is simply a determination that Dr. Bois
must have the opportunity to present his higattual defense, which mar may not withstand
cross-examination and any rebuttal evidence ORI elects to present. The matter will be remanded
so that Dr. Bois can have the opportunity to predis case at a hearing, and the ALJ can make
any credibility determinations and findings faict necessary to support her ultimate findings,
which will be subject to review in accordance with agency regulations.

B. The HHS Regulatory Framework

Research misconduct is definest “fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism in proposing,

performing, or reviewing research, or meporting research results.” 42 C.F.R. § 93.103.



“Fabrication” involves “making up data or resuthind recording them,” while “falsification” is
“manipulating research materials, equipment, or processes, or changing or omitting data or
results such that the research is not accurately represented in the research reécdtdtably,
“research misconduct does natlude honest error.”ld. 8§ 93.103(d). A finding of research
misconduct requires that:

[1] There be a significant departure from accepted practices of the relevant

research community; and

[2] The misconduct be committeatentionally, knowingly, or recklessly; and

[3] The allegation be proven by a preponderance of the evidence.
Id. § 93.104.

An individual wishing to contest an ORIfling of research misconduct may request a
hearing before an ALJ affiliated with HHSee id§ 93.501(b). The request must:

(1) Admit or deny each finding of reseArmisconduct and eacactual assertion

made in support of the finding;

(2) Accept or challenge eachoposed HHS administrative action;

(3) Provide detailed, substantive reias for each denial or challenge;

(4) Identify any legal issues or defenseat the respondent intends to raise during

the proceeding; and

(5) Identify any mitigating factors that the respondent intends to prove.
Id. § 93.501(c). In addition, the hearing request rigstcifically deny each finding of research
misconduct in the [ORI] charge letter, eaclsibdor the finding and each HHS administrative
action in the charge letter, or it is catered an admission by the respondemd.’§ 93.503(b).

The ALJ must grant the hearing request if he or she determines that “there is a genuine
dispute over facts material to the findings of research misconduct or proposed administrative
actions.” 1d. 8 93.503(a). But a “general denial or assertion of error” is not sufficient to

establish a genuine disputéd. Conversely, if the ALJ determindkat the request “[d]oes not

raise a genuine dispute over faotslaw material to the findingspr does not “raise any issue



which may properly be addressed in a hearittIS regulations require that the request be
dismissed.ld. 88 93.503(b), 93.504(a)(2),(3).

ORI bears the burden of proving the findsngf research misconduct by a preponderance
of the evidence.ld. 893.516(a) and (b). The responders & burden of going forward with
and the burden of proving any affirmative defenses, also by a prepondetdnge93.516(b).
The regulation continues: “In determining wiet ORI has carried the burden of proof imposed
by this part, the ALJ shall give due consideration to admissible, credible evidence of honest error
or difference of opinion presented by the respondeut:®

Putting all of the applicable regulations together, in reviewing this APA challenge to the
ALJ’s decision, the Court must determine:

whether it was arbitrary and capricious

for the ALJ to find on this record on this record --

giving due consideration to any admissibktedible evidence of honest error --
that ORI met its burden to prove,

by a preponderance of the evidence,

that Dr. Bois committed research misconduct

that was intentional, knowing, or reckless

and not an honest mistake.

Further, the Court must determine whether it was arbitrary and capricious for the ALJ to find that
in his request for a hearing, Dr. Bois did not eassgenuine dispute ofdis or law material to
this finding.

The Court finds that it was certainly reaable for the ALJ to conclude, based on the

undisputed facts, that ORI met its burden ttalgssh — at the very least — reckless research

3 This is an awkwardly crafted regulationath on the one hand, expressly places the
burden on the respondent to establish an affiumaefense by a preponderance of the evidence,

but at the same time, seems to shift the burden back to ORI to disprove the defense after the
respondent has come forward with “admissibledtyle evidence.” Since the Court’s ruling that

a hearing is necessary does not rest on a finding that either party met or failed to meet the
burdens assigned to them by this provisitme Court will not undertake to interpret the
regulation further.



misconduct, by a preponderance of the evidernidee more difficult question is whether it was
reasonable for the ALJ to summarily concludattBr. Bois could not carry his burden to go
forward with and prove his affirmative fémses, and to enter judgment against him
notwithstanding his assertiaof those defenses. Under 8en 93.516(b), thisdetermination
necessarily involves consideration of a sulasid question: did the ALJ give “due
consideration” to all admissible, credible evidenté&onest error or difference of opinion? And

to decide that, the Court first must answer: Was there any admissible, credible evidence of
honest error proffered in the first placé? other words, did Dr. Bois proffer arigctsthat gave

rise to a material factual dispute? Or isdmply quibbling over the conclusion that the ALJ
drew from the undisputed facts?

C. The Applicable Legal Precedent

Dr. Bois takes issue with what he assenere findings made by the ALJ that his
explanations are not credibleydahe suggests that the ALJ cannot reject his version of events
without a hearing.SeeMem. of Law in Supp. of Pl.’s Mot. fd?.l. (“Pl.’s P.l. Mot.”) at 13; Pl.’s
Opp. at 4-13. He places heavy reliancesargleton v. Babbittc88 F.3d 1078 (D.C. Cir. 2009),
and cites it for the proposition that summary timeent is improper when the respondent raises
issues related to knowledge or intent. Pl.fgpOat 8—11. But the D.C. Circuit has not imposed a
per serule against resolving such issues on a cold record.

Singleton involved a false statement made &n application to the National
Transportation Safety Board (“NTSB”), and that agency also had a regulation permitting
summary judgment in the absence of a matéactual dispute. The Court noted:

In the past, the FAA and NTSB have suggested that credibility hearings are the

norm in intentional falsification caselsecause factual detminations about

knowledge do not readily lend themselves adjudication on paper . . . .
Nonetheless, where a question is sufficiently clear and the proffered explanation

10



of misunderstanding sufficidgtimplausible, it may be true that no reasonable

factfinder could credit the explanationin such a case, no hearing would be

required.

Id. at 1083.

So Singletonbrings the Court back to the same question that arises out of reading the
regulation: was there “admissible credible evide of honest error”? If not, the Court does not
need to get to the question of whether — according the ALJ the appropriate level of deference —
the consideration accorded the evidence by the ALJ was “dex"also Uzelmeier v. U.S. Dept.
of Health and Human Servicegs4l F. Supp. 2d 241, 246, 249 (D.D.C. 2008), quoting 42 C.F.R.

8 93.503 (“a respondent’s general demiakssertion of error . . . is not sufficient to establish a
genuine dispute.”)

Moreover, while ultimately # Court found that Singleton’s claim that he did not
understand a question on the psotapplication was “not inlmently implausible,” and it
remanded the case for a hearing on whether his answer to the question was intentionally false,
that case is distinguishable from the instant case. The NTSB regulation in question prohibited
the making of a material, false representation “with knowledge of its falsity.” But research
misconduct requires either knowingdehood or mere recklessnessjahhs easier to determine
on a paper record, and which was Hasis for the ALJ’s decision here&seeAR 20-33 (ALJ
Am. Decision at 1-14).

With that legal framework as a backdrop, the Court turns to the consideration of whether
Dr. Bois simply offered up general denials or Wisgthe offered evidence that created a genuine
factual dispute such that it wasreasonable for the ALJ to dismiss the hearing request and find

reckless misconduct by a preponderance of theeauel The Court will take each finding of

misconduct in turn.

11



D. The ALJ’s finding of misconduct as to Figure 1A in the JCB Article was
reasonable

Dr. Bois’'s name appeared first on the list of authors in the JCB ardeAR 724—-76
(Pl’s Hr'g Req. at 1-53); AR 820 (ORI Report at 3). The primary conmtusf the JCB article
was that a protein called FOXOla acts as a tusappressor in an aggressive tumor usually
found in children (“ARMS tumor”), and therefar agents that restore or increase FOXOla
activity may be effective in ARMS therapyseeAR 734 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at 11); AR 821 (ORI
Report at 4). The research relied studies using cell lines derived from ARMS tumors rather
than studies using the primary ARMS tumor itskdcause cell lines were easier to work with in
the laboratory than the primary tumorsl. To show that conclusions about the primary ARMS
tumors could be extrapolated from the results of studies using ARMS cell lines, the article
pointed to an experiment conducted in Debem2003 that purportedly demonstrated that
ARMS cell lines, like the primary ARM&mors, did not express FOXO1&l. Figure 1A was
a representation of the “immunobRim” that showed that resultld.

ORI's charge letter asserted that Dr.i8actually conducted an immunoblot test much
earlier, in February 2003, and that the Februasylts did not support the conclusion in the JCB
article. AR 734 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at 11); AR 822 (OREport at 5). Dr. Bois’s records revealed
that the February test showed expression of FOXO1a in three of five samples of the cell lines
and expression of certain protein controls, and ORI determined that Dr. Bois’s handwritten notes
labeling the February film demonstrated the understood both the experiment and the
disappointing resultsld.

The charge letter also found that the Deceaniib@, located in Dr. Bois’s records and

labeled as 4FOXO1” was completely blank and did not show any results for FOXOla

12



expression or for the control proteinsld. There was no written documentation for the
December 2003 experiment in Dr. Bois’s noteboluk.

Yet, Figure 1A in the JCB article reped only the results supposedly obtained from the
December test, and it did not reflect the results of the FebruaryltestAnd it reported the
December test as affirmatively supporting theesechers’ hypothesis, rather than as a null
result. Id. The ORI charge letter thus concluded that Dr. Bois “intentionally falsified the results
presented in the JCB article by suppressihg data from the 2/9/03 experiment, which
contradicted the hypothesis of the paper, seldcting data from a blank film from 12/29/03, in
which both the experiment and the positive controls also fafldd.”

Dr. Bois submitted a written response to theJ8te Inquiry Reportn which he claimed
that he accidentally used the wrong immunoklot when he was creating Figure 1A. AR 424—
25 (Bois Resp. to Inquiry Report (“Bois IR Regpat 2—3). He blamed the erroneous selection
on his lack of access to data from his laboratory notebooks or electronic files, which were
maintained in Dr. Grosveld’s laboratoryd. The manuscript for the article, he alleged, was
written after he had already left Dr. Grosveld’s laboratohy. ORI rejected these defenses,
citing evidence that he had created the figure before he left Dr. Grosveld’s laboratory, including:
a file on his computer last mdigid before he left Dr. Grosi@s laboratory which showed the
final version of Figure 1A, and a manuscript of the article that was initially submittédncer
CellandNature Medicinéefore he left Dr. Grosveld’s laboratory and which contained the blank
FOXOla ARMS result. AR 822—-23 (ORI Report at 5-6).

Dr. Bois also claimed that he repeated thecember experiment and actually obtained

the favorable results some tinmeDecember 2003 or January 2004, even though those were not

4 The Journal of Cellular Biologgetracted the article on Ma&4; 2007. AR 733 (Pl.’s Hr'g
Req. at 10); AR 822 (ORI Report at 5).
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the results reported in the JCB article. AR 426 ¢BB Resp. at 4). ORI rejected this defense as
well, explaining that his argumewas “not credible because the markings and other identifying
characteristics on the undatedamk ARMS film he provided wera&entical to the December
2003 blank film found in [Dr. Bois’s] recordsna thus, the experiment could not have been
performed in January 2004 . . ..” AR 823 (ORI Report at 6).

Finally, Dr. Bois claimed that he “forgo#ibout the February 2003 experiment. AR 424—
25 (Bois IR Resp. at 2-3). ORI, however, fouhdt it was “unlikely and improbable” that he
would have forgotten key findings from one oflyotwo experiments found in his records that
directly contradicted the hypothesis of the enpirgiect and showed results inconsistent with the
ones he reported. AR 823 (ORI Report at 6). Andnew he did forget about the results, his
conduct publishing the results of the Decembgreexnent, which lacked a control that would
have indicated the test was erroneous ofaits, was sufficient to show miscondudéd. at 823—
24 (ORI Report at 6-7).

In his hearing request, Dr. Bois did not dispute that:

e He conducted the FOXO1la experm® on Feb. 2003 and Dec. 2003. AR 735
(Pl’s Hr'g Req. at 12); AR 824 (ORI Report at 4).

e The Feb. 2003 experiment had a positivatml and indicated that FOXOla was
not a tumor suppressor. AR 734 (Pl.’'s HRgq. at 11); AR 822 (ORI Report at
5).

e The data from Feb. 2003 was in his ladiory records. AR 735 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req.
at 12); AR 822 (ORI Report at 5).

e The data from the Feb. 2003 experimevds inconsistent with his research
hypothesis. AR 738 (PI's Hr'g Req. 4b); AR 822 (ORI Report at 5).

e The data from the Dec. 2003 experimbat been proven wrong. AR 738 (PI's
Hr'g req. at 15); AR 822 (ORI Report at 5).

e The data from the Dec. 2003 experiment was consistent with his research
hypothesis. AR 737 (Pl.’'s Hr'g Req. &4); AR 822 (ORI Report at 5).

e The data presented in Figure 1Atbe JCB article was wrong. AR 743 (Pl.’s
Hr'g Req. at 20); AR 822 (ORI Report at 5).

e The data presented in Figure 1Asvaom the Dec. 2003 experiment. AR 739
(Pl’s Hr'g Req. at 16); AR 822 (ORI Report at 5).
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e The Dec. 2003 experiment had no positive mintAR 79 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at 16);
AR 822 (ORI Report at 5).
e An image file including the false results was last modified on his computer on
Jan. 29, 2004. AR 740 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at 17); AR 822-23 (ORI Report at 5-6).
Dr. Bois did, however, present a defense thatwhas a case of honest error. AR 769-70 (Pl.’s
Hr'g Req. at 46-47). He again claimed thatdiek not remember the February experiment and
that he actually conducted an experiment featerated the favorable result at some unspecified
time in December or January 2008.

Dr. Bois’s claim not to recall the February experiment is more of a general denial than an
assertion of fact, and the regutats make clear that a general denial is not sufficient to establish
a genuine dispute. 42 C.F.R. § 93.503. So it was not arbitrary and capricious for the ALJ to
determine that the undisputed facts overcame dbigclusory assertionof an honest mistake
defense.SeeAR 26-27 (ALJ Am. Decision at 7-8).

Counsel argued at the motions hearing in tiaise that the ALJ had to accept as true for
purposes of her opinion the statement thatHdrs forgot about the earlier results. Eihgleton
indicates that the ALJ does not have to accept the implausible. Moreover, Dr. Bois, who has the
burden of coming forward with evidence to efitkban affirmative defense, points to nothing
that would make his claimediliare to recall an experiment that undermined his hypothesis
plausible. But in the end, any dispute surrongdiis assertion is immaterial because the ALJ
made clear in her opinion that she would htowend misconduct even if the statement was true.

Id. The Amended Opinion makes note of the fact that results of the February experiment

were reflected in Dr. Bois’s laboratory notebooks, and the ALJ concludes that it was at least
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reckless to fail to review them before reporting on the reséatdhat 26 (ALJ Am. Decision at

7). And, when the mistake of omission (failingrport the contrary results from February) is
combined with the mistake of commission (reporting on the results of the December experiment
when that experiment lacked a control and did not in fact produce the reported results), the Court
cannot find that it was arbitrary or unreasondblethe ALJ to conclude that ORI overcame the
rather thin honest mistake defense by a prdpmance of the evidence, and that Dr. Bois’s
conduct was at least reckleds.

The key “evidence” Dr. Bois proffers to contest the finding regarding the JCB article is
the testimony of Dr. Cleveland that he did not “believe” that Dr. Bois would engage in the
alleged misconduct. AR 726-27, 768—-69 (PIl.’s HrgjRat 3—4, 45-46). There is considerable
emphasis placed on this in the briefirgeePl.’s P.l. Mot. at 14-16. But this is not “admissible
evidence” as called for by the HHS regulations; it is an opiniGee42 C.F.R. § 93.519(b)
(ALJs are not bound by the Federal Rules of Evidence, but they may apply the rules where
appropriateg.g, to exclude unreliable evidence). Moreover, it is merely an opinion offered by
someone who admits that he does not know all of the facts. AR 787. So, even though Dr.
Cleveland posited reasons why he thought that it oot make sense for Dr. Bois to falsify his
results, his testimony is simply argument or conjecture, and it does not give rise to a genuine
dispute of material fact. In any event, theJAdid specifically considddr. Cleveland’s opinion
and explain in a reasonable manner why glignately rejected it. AR 29-30 (ALJ Am.

Decision at 10-11).

5 Dr. Bois argued that he did not have access to his laboratory notebooks, but the ALJ
concludes that this argument was disproved because he initially drafted the article that eventually
became his publication while he was still in @rosveld’'s lab and he composed Figure 1A
while still at Dr. Grosveld’s lab. AR 27 (ALJ Am. Decision at 8).
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Dr. Bois’s claim that he repeated the successful experiment in December or January is
more factual, but it is still not sufficient to raise a genuine dispute. And given the deferential
standard with which the Court reviews tA&J’s decision, the Court cannot find the ALJ’s
decision on this point to be unreasonable. A&tliearing, counsel pointed to a January 23, 2004
email from Dr. Bois to Peter Houghton, AR 794x(EE to Pl.’s Hr'g Req.), which he argued
provided evidence that Dr. Bois did in fact slame experiments thatipported the conclusion
reported in the article and that he shared them with others in his Bali.the email is not a
“record of regularly recorded activityseeFRE 803(6), it is simply a self-serving email from Dr.
Bois himself trumpeting the results. It is not clear that it would be “admissible” as evidence if
offered by Dr. Bois at a hearingee42 C.F.R. § 93.519(b).

Furthermore, the ALJ's determination that Dr. Bois's defense was implausible is
reasonable. Her opinion states that there werenotes of any such experiments in the lab
notebooks, and that the lab was unable to dipre them. AR 26 (ALJ Am. Decision at 7).
Indeed, Dr. Bois’s claim raises the question: if the researchers really did obtain the reported
results, and the only error in the article waattthey were obtained in January and not in

December, why did they retract the article in its entirety? After all, Dr. Bois admits that “a

6 The letter states:

Dear Peter,

Just wanted to show you the WB results from the primary tumor. The differences
between ARMS and ERMS are pretty obvious!!! | had to redo the FOXOs WB 3
times to convince myself that there was mess up. . . (100ug protein loaded in
each lane, FOXOs exposure is 15min for the ERMS, over 2 hrs for MIXED and
ARMS). Interesting to see the Myosindwy chain really expressed in ERMS and
not in ARMS. These 2 subtype [ske really 2 different beasts . . .

Have a good week end,

Philippe
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conclusion set forth in the JCB [article] was ineatt” AR 734 (Pl.’s Hr'g Reqg. at 11). So, it
was not unreasonable for the ALJ to dode that the defense was implausible.

Finally, there is a question as to whether fthetual allegation, even if it were true, is
material: the claimed results do not necessarily cure the problem that a representation was made
in the article that a particular experiment performed at a particular point in December yielded
results that it did not in fact yield, and thdtgure — found on Dr. Bois’s computer — was created
and included in a scientific plibation, which falsely depictethose results. Even after the ALJ
considered the evidence that Dr. Bois proffezse, and even though she dismissed his argument
in part as implausible, she also found that his failure to review hisolabooks before reporting
the results of the December test was sufficiem support a finding of reckless research
misconducbn its own AR 26 (ALJ Am. Decision at 7).

According the ALJ the required level of deference, the Court therefore cannot find that
it was arbitrary and capricious to deny the haareqguest on the grounds that plaintiff failed to
raise a genuine dispute over fachaterial to the finding ofesearch misconduct in the JCB
article.

E. It was arbitrary and capricious for the ALJ to find that Dr. Bois did not raise a
genuine dispute over facts material to the finding of research misconduct
regarding Figure 4B in the MCB atrticle.

The MCB atrticle reported the results of resbaconducted in the laboratory of Dr.
Bois’s wife, Tina lIzard, Ph.D. AR 746 (Pl.Hr'g Req. at 23); AR 824 (ORI Report at 7).
While in his hearing request, Dr. Bois did not admit to having any substantive role in the
research or analysis of the work presented in the MCB article, he did admit to being asked to
assist in the presentation of the figure that ultimately became FigurdddBt 74647 (Pl.’s

Hr'g Req. at 23-24). Notwithstanding his clawh limited involvementin the research, Dr.
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Bois’s name appeared first on the list of authors for the artidleat 747 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at 24);
AR 825 (ORI Report at 8).

The lIzard laboratory studieal protein called vinculin.ld. In particular, it studied how
changing the shape of vinculin between active and inactive forms changes the ability of a cell to
remain stationary or move thrdugs environment. This has implications for understanding the
development patterns of tissuagsd organs and also how cetf®ve away from tumors in the
spread of cancer. The MCB article focused anliinding of two different proteins — talin and
a-actinin — to vinculin. The researchers’ hypotlsesas that the vinculin would change shape in
different waysdepending on whether talin or a-actinin was bound to it. To test this, the Izard
laboratory took different compounds of full-length human vinculin bound to pieces of either talin
or a-actinin, and put them together with an enzyme. To ensure that the vinculin would bind to
the pieces of talin or a-actinin, the mixtures contained wwmlin binding sites (“VBS”). The
article reported that the tests sugpdrthe scientists’ hypothesis. tlme article, the results were
recorded as Figure 4A.

ORI found that the Izard lab first submittéte MCB article manuscript for publication
on or about October 7, 2004. AR 825 (ORI Repom)at That version did not include Figure
4B. On or about October 28, 2004, a reviewetheftranscript commented that the authors had
overstated the conclusi of the test.ld. The reviewer found that the test was carried out in the
presence of different VBS peptides, which might affect the results of the tdst. He
recommended that the authors either add stipgadata or tone down their conclusiorid.

In response, a graduate student in therdzlab, Robert Borgon, conducted a control
experiment to see if the different VBS peptides affected the way that the vinculin changed shape.

Id. at 825-26 (ORI Report at 8-9). In the expemmedorgon put different combinations of
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VBS peptides and enzyme in different lanes of a ¢gl.at 826 (ORI Report at 9). The image
that appeared as Figure 4B showed that tfierdnt VBS peptides did not affect the enzymatic
activity and were not digested by the enzymiel. This again supported the researchers’
hypothesis.Id.

However, ORI found that the image that appeared as Figure 4B in the MCB article was
significantly different than the actual image of the gel stain from the experiment Borgon
conducted, and it found evidence tliat Bois had falsified the inge so that it appeared to
support the researchers’ hypothésitl. at 826—27 (ORI Report at 9—10).

ORI's findings, which were undisputed By. Bois in his hearing request, were:

e Dr. Bois received an electronic version of the single-stained gel and another file
from Borgon on January 7, 2005. AR 804 (Ex. H to Pl.’s Hr'g Req.).

e On February 1, 2005, Dr. Izard asked Dr. Bois to compose Figure 4B via an email
that read: “Dearest, can you please create a figure to show that [the enzyme] does
not affect the peptides? Thanks!” AF0-52 (PIl.’s Hr'g Req. at 27-30); AR 827
(ORI Report at 10).

e On February 11, 2005, Dr. Bois sent thdiféerent e-mails to Dr. Izard at 12:21
pm, 12:59 pm, and 1:07 pm, each of which had a progressively falsified version
of Figure 4B attached. AR 750-52 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at 27-30); AR 828-29 (ORI
Report at 11-12).

e The 12:59 pm email from Dr. Bois to Dr. Izard also contains the text: “Et viola!”
AR 750-52 (Pl.’'s Hr'g Req. at 27-30); AR 828 (ORI Report at 11).

e On February 11, 2005 at 1:17 pm, the graelsdudent sent amnaltered version
of the double-stained gel to Dr. Bois. AR 750-52 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at 27-30); AR
829 (ORI Report at 12).

e On February 11, 2005, at 1:35 pm, Dr. Bois responded to Borgon with an email
containing the falsified imagend the statement, “ No, too dirty for a figure. This
will do.” AR 750-52 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at 27-30); AR 830 (ORI Report at 13).

e Several electronic versions of the falsifiegure appeared on Dr. Bois’s computer
on February 11, 2005. AR 750-52 (Pl.’'s Hr'g Req. at 27-30); AR 827-29 (ORI
Report at 10-12).

7 The authors published a correction to the MEZ&:le in August 2007, which stated that:
“Page 6118, top right panel: Lanes 1, 3, and 5 were inadvertently erroneousV/Bieeptide

was not always detectable with the silverrstased to produce this figure, which resulted in

wrong images for these lanes. This error does not affect the results or conclusions of the study.”
SeeAR 757 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at 34); AR 831 (ORI Report at 14).
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Rather than dispute these facts, Dr. Bois’'s hearing request argued that ORI failed to
consider other “facts” whitsupported his claim thaedid not falsify the figure.ld. at 746-58,

765, 771-72 (Pl’s Hr'g Req. at 23-35, 42, 48-49). As the ALJ pointed out, Dr. Bois’s version
of these events is “confusing” at the very leeSee idat 28 (ALJ Am. Decision at 9). But the
ALJ was required to at least acknowledge hisigarand explain her reasons for rejecting it.
And it is here that the ALJ stumbled.

At the hearing in this case, the attorney for Dr. Bois argued that the ALJ ignored
testimony from Borgon, contained in Exhibit H to the hearing request, which indicated that
Borgon was present with Dr. Bois for the 10 minute period when the figure was changed on a
public computer. Draft Tr. at 18. The attornagued that that since Dr. Bois did not do the
experiment and did not know what the figuresvgapposed to look like, it was reasonable for Dr.
Bois to rely on Borgon to tell himld. at 19;see alscAR 750-69 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at 27-46).

The attorney further pointed out that Borgon kom Dr. Bois claims had a motivation to lie —
failed to speak up and point out the error when he read the proofs for the &dtielel9.

There are several problems with relying ors targument as grounds for reversing the
agency. First, the ALJ’s decision is based am ftct that the figure was saved on, altered on,
and emailed from Dr. Bois’s computer, not the lpubomputer, and Borgon testififed that he
was not present in Dr. Bois’s office for tiotoShop session and, indeed, that he was never
present in Dr. Bois’s office. SeeAR 805 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at Ex. H). Second, this argument is
not clearly supported by the exhibit. While the testimony describes an occasion when Borgon
and Dr. Bois looked at an image on the computer together, the short excerpt provided in the
exhibit does not indicate when this event ocedrr Indeed, a review of the exhibit and the

context of the quoted statemestgggests that the session when Dr. Bois and the student were
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standing around the lab computer could have rél&tethe creation of the original image on
January 7th, and not the modification of the imtge became Figure 4B in February. AR 804—
05 (Ex. H to Pl.’s Hr'g Req.§. Moreover, this scenario is a different factual argument than the
one advanced in Dr. Bois’s hearing request, whiself varied from prior arguments advanced
by Dr. Bois. Since the inquiry before the Casrivhether it was arbitrary for the ALJ to dismiss
the hearing request, the Court must look to whetiie hearing requestsilf created a genuine
dispute of material fact as opmaksto whether disputed factualetiries were advanced at oral
argument.

In the hearing request, Dr. Bois argues that the figure ORI refers to as the gel from the
experiment that Borgon conded (“experiment gel”), which ittompares to the allegedly
falsified Figure 4B, is not actually found in Bmn’s lab notebook. “Instead, a very different

looking double-stained gel was included withtkey.” AR 748 (Pl.’'s Hr'g Req. at 25). He

8 Interviewer: So the blot that's onetlinquiry page 16 was E-mailed on the 7th of
January, but not with a key. The key that’s on inquiry page 16 is taken from here.
Are you confident that the loading matches the key that’s here?
Borgon: Yes, | can look at it again and see to make sure. Let me look at my
book. It will be easier.
Dr. Conley: So he’s looking at his notebook, page 77, to make sure that the key
matches the loading.
B: Yes, that's exactly accurate.
I: Then you said in your response to the inquiry, “Under Dr. Bois’ guidance we
pieced together the figure shown in Figure 4B, using different bands for various
gels and here | E-mailed him the file for further editing.” We’re not sure exactly
what you mean by that.
B: | remember when this figure came out, when we were working on it, |
remember messing with these bars. That's why | said with the lines that were
dividing the figure up. And so | remer being involved and | remember Phil
was there and he was like, well, you kngawu can use this clone-stamp tool and
he was doing that type of thing to likébone stamp another band or copy bands.
And after we got it set up he said, well, just E-mail me the file. We just had the
picture. He said, just E-mail it to me atien he added everything else to it or, |
don’t know what further editing he did.”

AR 804-05 (Ex. H to Pl.’'s Hr'g Req.).
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attaches a photo of the figure from the lab botk as Exhibit G to the hearing request, and it
certainly appears to the Court ththis image does not look like the experiment gel. He also
states that if you look at the gel image contained in Bdsgastebook, the aVBS peptide is
actually visible, as opposed to in the experiment ¢gtlat 749 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at 26). This is
important because ORI pointed to the visible spot in the aVBS peptide lane in Figure 4B, which

did not appear in experiment gel, as ondhef ways that Figure 4B was falsifiedd. at 826
(ORI Report at 9).

Given the undisputed facts thete laid out in the ORI report, this unexplained variance
between the photo in Borgon’s notebook and the photo ORI used to depict his test results may
not be enough by itself to give rise to a material dispute or to suppaffiramative defense by a
preponderance of the evidence. But it does raiseusefactual questionthat are not answered
on this record about what the figure in the lab notebook is supposed to be, and how the figure
that was manipulated to end up as Figure 4B was derived.

In the hearing request, Dr. Bois alsspends to the incriminatgntimeline of emalil
correspondence between Drs. Izard and Bois @Rt presents in paragraph 43 of its report.
Without conceding that the lanes in Figure Bre altered, Dr. Bois argues that they were
simply mislabeled because Borggave him the wrong informatiorSeeAR 751-52 (PIl.’s Hr'g
Req. at 28-29).

On February 11, 2005, Dr. Bois openedoarection between one of the shared

computers in Dr. Izard’s laboratory and his own office computer. The same day

Borgon was asked to assemble the image that would become Figure 4B. Borgon

opened a PhotoShop session on the shaeed laboratory computer and cut four

lanes and placed them together in a single image. Borgon thereafter misinformed

Dr. Bois concerning the identity of these lanes. For example, in an email at 1:17

pm, Borgon sent Dr. Bois an eight-lanethge and stated, incorrectly, that lane 7

and lane 8 were aVBS. Lane 7, that Borgon had incorrectly identified to Dr. Bois

as aVBS, eventually became the mislabeled, as such, lane 5 in the final Figure
4B. After receiving the four-lane image from Borgon, Dr. Bois placed it into a
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different PhotoShop sessiatled “Peptide+Papain.psnd Dr. Bois added the

labeling according to what Borgon had incorrectly told him. At 12:21 pm Dr.

Bois emailed this four lankgure with labeling, title “Paptide+Papain.pdf,” [sic]

to Dr. Izard.
AR 752 (Pl.’s Hr'g Req. at 29).

It is not disputed that the lane numberingthie image that Borgon sent to Dr. Bois at
1:17 p.m. on February 11, 2005 was incorrect. Bugon sent the mislabelemage to Dr. Bois
after Dr. Bois had already completed the figared sent it Izard: the undisputed ORI findings
establish that Dr. Bois sent the final image tas published as Figure 4B to his wife as 1:07
p.m. So the Court cannot find that it was unreasorfablihe ALJ to reject Bois's argument that
he made an error based on the informatiomdoeived from Borgon when that claim does not
comport with the undisputed chronology of events.

But Dr. Bois also seems to suggest that it was Borgon who actually manipulated the
image in PhotoShop:

After the four-lane image was emailed to Dr. Izard, Borgon was asked to add a

missing lane showing aVBS alone. At this time, Borgon was left unsupervised in

Dr. Izard’s laboratory. Borgon assembled a fim& figure (adding the aVBS

lane) and again misinformed Dr. Bois of the correct identity of the lanes that only

Borgon knew. On the shared lzard laboratory computer, Dr. Bois added the

labeling as instructed by Borgon by placing the five-lane figure into a new

PhotoShop session. At 12:59 pm Dr. Bois emailed this figure, again titled

“Peptide+Papain.pdf,” to Dr. Izard.
Id. So, Dr. Bois claims both that Borgon was working alone and unattended — but still somehow
manipulating images on Dr. Bois’s own computeptiyh the shared lab computer — and that he
was at Dr. Bois’s elbow, providing instruction bow to manipulate the images when Dr. Bois
was labeling and emailing them himself.

Dr. Bois’s story lacks coherence, and he provided little that would enable the ALJ to find

it to be particularly plausibler persuasive. He points to no records, computer entries, or
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statements of others that sulogtate his claim. The defense is internally inconsistent, and in
places, it is inconsistent with the known facts.r Ewample, the suggestion that Dr. Bois based
his lane numbers on the incorrect email from Borgon is undermined by the fact that the Borgon
email arrived after Dr. Bois was done, and the sstjgn that Borgon must have been the one
manipulating the images because they were saved using Borgon’s typical file-naming
conventions is contradicted by the evidenthat the altered file names do not use these
conventions. SeeAR 756 (Pl.’'s Hr'g Req. at 33). Furtimore, the story is difficult to square

with such key undisputed facts as: (1) Dartk emailed Dr. Bois, not Borgon, at the outset
asking him to create a figure (“Dearest, can you please create a figure to show that [the enzyme]
does not affect the peptides? Thanks!”); (2) Dr. Bois sent multiple images back to her with his
own comments (“Et viola!”) and with no acknowbgdent of Borgon’s participation; and (3) in

the end, Dr. Bois told Borgon by email thatrBon’'s image was unsuitable and sent Borgon the
alternative new versionSeeAR 827-30 (ORI Report at 10-13).

But, the lack of clarity on both sides ofgHactual presentation leaves certain questions
that might be material to the findings otearch misconduct unanswered, and the ALJ does not
address them:

e |Is it even possible to access Dr. Boigsrsonal computer from the shared lab

computer?

e Did Borgon log on to the shared lab computer at the time in question? Did Dr. Bois?

e Dr. Bois says that Borgon opened a swssif PhotoShop on the lab computer. Did
he? When? Is there any indication that ahthis work was performed on the public
computer?

e Do the facts that Borgon was undisputedly working on the same image at
approximately the same time as Dr. Bois, and that he seems to have been engaged in a
dialogue with Dr. Bois about it, lend sonceedibility to Dr. Bois’s version of the
story?

e Given the lack of clarity in Borgon'ssgémony about the dates that he worked on an

image alongside Dr. Bois, is there a possibility that Borgon was indeed talking about
February 11, and not January 7?
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All of these questions are questions abaotd. Rejecting Dr. Bois’s version of the story
requires drawing inferences andkimg conclusions about whattise most probable, persuasive,
and credible rendition of events. And while a geheemial of ORI’s findings is not sufficient to
defeat summary disposition, Dr. Bois presentemterthan the general “I didn’'t do it” denial
here. Notwithstanding the lack of corroboratibe, offers a specific account of the events. And
although the ALJ acknowledges that Dr. Bois i#tean “alternative chronology,” she dismisses
it as “a confusing but ultimatelyrglevant series of accusationsyithout seriously parsing or
considering the factual questions that it raiseseAR 28 (ALJ Am. Decision at 9).

Based on these facts, Dr. Bois advances the affirmative defense that he lacked the
requisite level ofntent to commit research miscondu&eeAR 764—65 (Pl.’s Hr'q Req. at 41—
42). But in dispensing with the arguments on state of mind, the ALJ does not set out her grounds
for rejecting Dr. Bois’s account. AR 30 (ALJ Arbecision at 11). She cocty explains that
there is no “conscious intent weceive” element to researchisconduct, and she correctly
points out that it is the respondent who bdhes burden of going forward on the affirmative
defense of honest mistake. But she stops theae moves onto the next issue without clearly

stating why the affirmative defense fails: did Dr. Bois fail to meet his burden to come forward

9 The Amended Decision states:

[Clontrary to Respondent’s implican, establishing honest error is an
affirmative defense, for whicRespondenbears the burden of going forward and
the burden of proving by a preponderan€evidence. 42 C.F.R. § 93.516(b)(2).
The drafters of Part 93 (which are thgukations that govern these proceedings)
recognized an overlap between a respondent’s responsibility to prove an
affirmative defense and the agency’s responsibility to prove that research
misconduct was committedtemtionally, knowingly or recklessly. So, as ORI
has done here, the agency must shthat the research misconduct was
intentional, knowing, or reckless. . . . Ttafters explicitly retained ‘honest error
or difference of opinion’ asn affirmative defense that the respondent has the
burden of proving by a preponderancetlué evidence. 42 C.F.R. § 93.186ég
70Fed. Regat 28,372.

AR 30 (ALJ Am. Decision at 11).
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with admissible credible evidence or did O&lercome Dr. Bois’s showing with undisputed
evidence? The ALJ'’s failure to explain thesksafor her reasoning reduces the amount of
deference that the Court need accord her decisgee Fed. Election Commiss. v. Democratic
Senatorial Campaign Commd454 U.S. 27, 37 (1981) (“[T]hé¢horoughness, validity, and
consistency of an agency’s reasoning are fad¢t@sbear upon the amount of deference to be
given an agency’s ruling.”).

So, according the ALJ some deference, the Court finds that while it may not have been
unreasonable for the ALJ to conclude that the evidence was sufficient for ORI to meet its burden
of proving misconduct by a preponderance of thdence, Dr. Bois made factual allegations in
support of his defense that wespecific enough to warrant aedring. Particularly when the
Court looks at the dismissal of the hearing e=juogether with the agency’s denial to Dr. Bois
of access to his laboratory notebooks garposes of testing ORI's allegatiofisand the ALJ’s
failure to explain the grounds for rejecting [Bois’s affirmative defenses, it must reach the
conclusion that the dismissal of the hearinguest was unreasonable. This is not intended to
suggest that ORI will not be able to meet itsdeur at a hearing; it just means that there should
be a hearing.

Because the Court will deny defendant’'s motion for summary judgment and reverse the
ALJ’s decision on that basis, it will not reactetissues of whether a summary dismissal is a

“ruling on the merits” for the purposes of 42 C.F.R. 93.500(c), whether ORI engaged in

10 Documents proffered by the governmentcgatk that Dr. Bois had supervised access to

his notebooks during the coursetbé St. Jude investigation ahé obtained scanned copies of

the pages that he requested in otderespond to the misconduct allegatioreeAR 326-29,
617-18, 622-33. However, there is no evidence, and the government does not argue, that Dr.
Bois was able to revisit his laboratory notebookghenthan the scanned copies of pages in his
possession — at any point after ORI released its findings.
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inappropriateex partecommunications with the ALJ, or winetr the ALJ's decision violated the
Fifth Amendment.
CONCLUSION
Because the Court finds that the ALJ's dismissal of Dr. Bois’s hearing request was
arbitrary and capricious, it will deny defendant’s motion for summary judgment, reverse the
ALJ’s decision dismissing the hearing request, vacate the HHS debarment of Dr. Bois, and

remand to the agency for further prodiegs consistent with this opinion.

74% T —
v,

AMY BERMAN JACKSON
United States District Judge

DATE: March 2, 2012
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