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a. TU Dortmund University is committed to upholding
the principles of good scientific practice and sets
down the corresponding rules as described below,
which are herewith made known to and binding for the
members of TU Dortmund University.

b. All researchers and scholars are responsible for en-
suring the compliance of their own conduct with the
standards of good scientific practice, e., they practice
and advocate the fundamental values and norms of
scientific practice in their actions. Teaching the prin-
ciples of good scientific practice begins at the earliest
possible point of time in academic teaching and sci-
entific training.

This includes working lege artis, that is, according to
the accepted methods in the respective discipline. Re-
searchers must consistently challenge their own results.
A critical discourse in the scientific community is to be
permitted and fostered.

The members of TU Dortmund University are commit-
ted to truth and honesty with regard to their own work
and that of third parties, in particular in the context of
publications, dissertations and theses, lectures, ap-
praisals and reviews, grant applications, job applications
and statements to the public. The intellectual property
of others is to be respected. The research activities of
others must not be compromised. Using the intellectual
property of others which has not yet been published is
only possible with the owner’s consent.

The tasks and responsibilities of the researchers in-
volved in a research project as well as of technical staff
must be clear throughout the whole course of the pro-
ject. In the case of funding applications for research pro-
jects, the consent of all the participants foreseen and
responsible for the project to their participation in the
project must be obtained prior to submitting the ap-
plication. Researchers may not terminate their partici-
pation in a research project without good cause. When
publishing scientific results, participants may only re-
fuse their consent to the use of their contributions for
important reasons, for example, in the case of qualified
and comprehensible criticism of the data, methods or
results presented. Such refusal to give consent must be
justified in writing.

When planning a project, researchers take into account
and acknowledge the current state of research to the
fullest possible extent. The identification of pertinent
research questions presupposes a thorough search for
research results already made publicly accessible. The
university and associated non-university research facil-
ities provide the infrastructure necessary for this.

To answer research questions, researchers use estab-
lished and comprehensible methods. \When developing
and applying new methods, they attach particularimpor-
tance to quality assurance and establishing standards.

The management of TU Dortmund University and of each
non-university research institution is responsible for an
appropriate organizational structure at the respective
institution. It ensures that tasks concerning manage-
ment, supervision, quality assurance and conflict settle-
ment are clearly assigned, depending on the size of the
individual organizational research unit, e. research group,
chairs, institutes, or faculties. This is communicated to
the respective members and associates in a suitable
manner. The overall framework includes clear written
procedures and principles for personnel selection and
development as well as for the support of early-stage re-
searchers and the safeguarding of equal opportunities.

When heading a research unit, the respective principle
investigators are responsible for the entire unit. Within
this unit, the participants work together in such a way
that the unit as a whole can fulfil its tasks, the neces-
sary cooperation and coordination are facilitated, and all
members are aware of their roles, rights and obligations.
The leadership task includes ensuring appropriate indi-
vidual supervision for early-stage researchers and the
career advancement of academic and technical person-
nel. The management of the whole research institution
as well as that of a research unitis obliged to prevent the
abuse of power and the exploitation of dependent rela-
tionships through appropriate organizational measures.



4. Performance indicators and assessment criteria

For the assessment of researchers’ performance, a mul-
ti-dimensional approach applies: In addition to academ-
ic performance, further aspects can be taken into con-
sideration. Performance assessment primarily follows
qualitative standards, whereby quantitative indicators
are only taken into account in the overall assessment in
a differentiated and reflected manner.

5. Confidentiality and impartiality in review and
consultation procedures

Fair conduct is a basis for a legitimate judgment pro-
cess. Researchers as well as members of scientific advi-
sory and decision-making bodies are obliged to maintain
strict confidentiality, in particular when deciding on a
person’s suitability or reviewing submitted manuscripts
or funding applications. They are obliged to disclose all
facts that raise concerns regarding bias.

6. Framework conditions, agreement on rights of use

Researchers deal responsibly with the freedom of re-
search guaranteed by the constitution. They take into
account rights and obligations - especially those based
on statutory requirements but also those based on con-
tracts with third parties. If necessary, they obtain and
present approvals and ethics committee votes.

With regard to research projects, the consequences of
research work should be thoroughly assessed and the
respective ethical aspects judged. The legal framework
of a research project also includes documented agree-
ments on the rights of use to the respective research
data and results.

7. Public access to research results

As a matter of principle, researchers contribute all their
results to the scientific discourse. In individual cases,
however, there may be reasons for not making results
publicly available. This decision may not depend signifi-
cantly on third parties. Researchers decide on their own
responsibility whether, how and where they publish their
results, taking into consideration common practices in
the subject area concerned.

If a positive decision on the publication of the results has
been reached, these are described in full and in a com-
prehensible manner. This also includes, as far as this is
possible and reasonable, making available the research
data, materials and information on which the results
are based as well as the methods applied and the soft-
ware used, and expounding on work processes. Self-pro-
grammed software is made public, indicating the source
code. Researchers provide evidence of their own prelim-
inary work and the preliminary work of others correctly
and in full.

If the publication does not meet these requirements, the
constraints and reasons for this are to be explained.

8. Documentation

To be able to verify and evaluate the result, researchers
document all information pertinent to the generation of
a research result in a comprehensible manner, such as
is necessary and appropriate in the subject area con-
cerned. As a matter of principle, they therefore also
document individual results that do not support the re-
search hypotheses. No selection of individual results is
permitted in this context.

Insofar as specific, subject-related recommendations
exist for the verification and evaluation of results, re-
searchers document their results in line with the respec-
tive rules. If the documentation does not meet these re-
quirements, the constraints and reasons for this are to
be explained in a comprehensible manner. Documenta-
tion and research results may not be manipulated; they
are to be protected against manipulation as effectively
as possible.

9. Quality assurance

When scientific findings are made publicly accessible
(in the form of publications but also via other commu-
nication channels), the quality assurance mechanisms
applied are to be presented in all cases. This particularly
applies when new methods are developed.



10. Authorship

An authoris a person who has made a genuine and com-
prehensible contribution to the content of a scientific
text, data or software publication. All authors agree on
the final version of a joint work intended for publication.
They hold joint responsibility for the publication unless
a restriction is explicitly declared. As far as possible, au-
thors take steps to ensure that their research contribu-
tions are marked by publishers or infrastructure provid-
ers in such a way that users can cite them correctly. As a
matter of principle, each person who has made a signifi-
cant contribution to a publication must be named as an
author. A list showing the contribution made by the au-
thors should be included with the documents to be kept
in conjunction with a publication. Honorary authorship
is prohibited.

1. Publication media

Authors select the publication medium carefully, taking
into consideration its quality and visibility in the re-
spective field of discourse. Researchers who assume
the role of editor check carefully for which publication
media they perform this task. The scientific quality of a
contribution does not depend on the publication medi-
um in which it is made publicly accessible.

12. Archiving

In an adequate manner as measured against the stand-
ards of the subject area concerned, researchers secure
research data made publicly accessible or research
results and the main materials on which they are based
as well as the research software used, if applicable.
They store the data for an appropriate period and for at
least ten years. Insofar as understandable reasons exist
for not keeping specific data, researchers must explain
them. Universities and non-university research institu-
tions ensure that the infrastructure needed for archiving
is available.

Il. Non-compliance with good scientific practice

1. Scientific misconduct

a. Scientific misconduct exists if members of TU Dort-
mund University culpably, that is, intentionally or with
gross negligence, violate the rules of good scientific
practice or incite or aid and abet others to do so. Se-
rious violations of the rules of good scientific practice
include, in particular:

aa. Misrepresentation through

(1) The inventing or falsification of data or the re-
sults of trials, especially by

« Suppressing or disposing of data obtained in
the research process without disclosing this

« Incorrectly asserting that data or results are
the outcome of empirical studies

« Manipulating a diagram or illustration

+ Knowingly exaggerating — beyond what is cov-
ered by data or evidence — the significance of
research results (g., towards the media) in con-
tradiction of the principles of truthful commu-
nication within science

« Concealing important uncertainties regard-
ing the results, such as data gaps, methodical
problems as well as justified objections or oth-
er circumstances according to which the re-
sults must be classed as uncertain

(2) Incongruent presentation of an illustration and
the corresponding statement

(8) Incorrect information in funding applications or
in the framework of reporting obligations (in-
cluding false information about the publication
medium and works submitted for printing), inso-
far as this is research-related

(4) Claiming the (co)authorship of others in publica-
tions and funding applications without their con-
sent



(5) Presenting a work under one’s own name, which
in contradiction with the rules was compiled as
awhole orin connected parts by another person

bb. Unauthorized appropriation of the research ac-
complishments of others through

(1) Unmarked reproduction of text content of third
parties without citing the source as required
(“plagiarism”) as well as the unmarked reproduc-
tion of own texts/data on a larger scale which
have already been used in publications or exam-
ination papers (“self-plagiarism”)

(2) Reproduction of ideas or text passages with
slight rewording and without citing the source
(“paraphrasing”)

(3) Reproduction of a translated foreign-language
text without citing the original source (“transla-
tion plagiarism”)

(4) Exploitation of the research ideas and approach-
es of others, especially as a reviewer (“theft of
ideas”)

(5) Unauthorized disclosure of data, theories and
findings to third parties

(6) Unauthorized assumption or unjustified accept-
ance of authorship, especially without having
made a genuine, comprehensible contribution
to the scientific content of the publication

(7) Unauthorized publication and unauthorized dis-
closure towards third parties prior to publication
of the work, finding, hypothesis, teaching or re-
search approach

cc. Interference with the research activities of oth-
ers through

(1) Sabotage of research work (including damaging,
destroying or manipulating experimental set-
ups, equipment, documents, hardware, software,
chemicals or other items that other persons re-
quire for research purposes)

(2) Prohibiting the use of existing equipment or aux-
iliary aids without good cause

(3) Falsification or unauthorized disposal of re-
search data or documentation

b. Scientific misconduct also results — in cases where
this is intentional or grossly negligent - from

aa. The co-authorship of a publication that contains
false information or scientific accomplishments of
others appropriated without justification

bb. The neglect of supervision duties if another per-
son is objectively incriminated of scientific mis-
conduct and this would have been prevented or
rendered considerably more difficult had the nec-
essary and reasonable supervision taken place.

a. Rules of procedure

If a serious violation of the rules of good scientific prac-
tice is suspected, TU Dortmund University instigates pro-
ceedings against the person concerned.

To this purpose, TU Dortmund University has set down
the “Rules of Procedure for the Commission of Inquiry
for Good Scientific Practice”. These contain procedural
rules and measures for the sanctioning of misconduct if
this has been established.

b. Ombudspersons

TU Dortmund University has established the office of
at least one independent ombudsperson, to whom its
members and associates can turn with questions relat-
ed to good scientific practice and in cases of presumed
scientific misconduct. At the suggestion of the Senate,
the Rectorate appoints two professors as ombudsper-
sons, whose term of office is four years. Reappointment
is possible.

The university takes sufficient care that the ombudsper-
sons are known at the institution. A representative is
foreseen for each ombudsperson for cases where there
is an apprehension of bias or the ombudsperson is inca-
pacitated.

The ombudspersons offer to mediate between the par-
ties involved in a conflict.



They examine, in terms of plausibility, concreteness
and significance, every suspected violation of the rules
of good scientific practice referred to them and advise
the Rectorate in matters pertaining to the safeguarding
of good scientific practice. They do not conduct inquiry
proceedings with a hearing of the parties involved. This
is incumbent upon the Commission of Inquiry. In the ful-
filment of their duties, ombudspersons are independent
and not bound by instructions.

c. Commission of Inquiry

To clarify suspected cases of scientific misconduct, TU
Dortmund University has established a Commission of

Inquiry.

For the purpose of such clarification, the Commission
of Inquiry takes appropriate measures if it is notified by
one of the ombudspersons, a university body, members
of TU Dortmund University or on the basis of external
information about facts that justify the suspicion of sci-
entific misconduct. Only if the allegations are sufficiently
concrete does the Commission initiate an inquiry.

The Commission of Inquiry members are appointed by
the Rectorate at the suggestion of the Senate. The com-
mission comprises four professors. Further members are
two academic members of staff of the university as well
as a researcher or a non-member of TU Dortmund Uni-
versity qualified for judicial office. The composition of the
Commission should reflect the range of subjects at TU
Dortmund University. The term of office of the members
is four years; reappointment is possible. The Commission
of Inquiry elects the chairperson and a deputy from the
group of professors.

Dortmund, 4 March 2020
The Rector of TU Dortmund University

Professor Ursula Gather

It may call on experts from inside or outside the universi-
ty to participate if conducting the inquiry requires addi-
tional expertise.

The members of TU Dortmund University are obliged to
support the Commission of Inquiry in its work.

The ombudspersons and the Commission of Inquiry are
assisted in their work by a person appointed by the Rec-
torate.

The Commission reports annually on its work.
d. Whistleblowers and parties affected by allegations

The bodies responsible for investigating suspected cas-
es of scientific misconduct — the ombudspersons and
the Commission of Inquiry — act in an appropriate man-
ner to protect both the whistleblower and the person
affected by the allegations.

When investigating allegations of scientific misconduct,
confidentiality and the underlying principle of the pre-
sumption of innocence that applies vis-a-vis outsiders
are to be respected.

The whistleblower’s complaint must be made in good
faith. Allegations raised which are knowingly false may
constitute scientific misconduct on the part of the whis-
tleblower.

No disadvantages for their own academic or professional
advancement should arise either for the whistleblower
or the person concerned solely because a complaint has
been lodged.



Rules of Procedure of the
Commission of Inquiry for Good
Scientific Practice of TU Dortmund
University as of 9 January 2019



l. Preliminary Inquiry

1. In the case of specific suspicions of scientific miscon-
duct, the whistle-blower shall, as a rule, immediately in-
form the ombudsperson — possibly also a member of the
Commission of Inquiry — of the suspicion. The notification
shall be made inwriting;in the case of verbal notification,
a written note on the suspicion and the supporting evi-
dence must be recorded.

2.The ombudsperson shall inform the Commission of
Inquiry regarding his/her knowledge of suspected sci-
entific misconduct. Both the ombudsperson and the
members of the Commission of Inquiry who have been
informed of suspicious facts must maintain confidential-
ity vis-a-vis other persons to protect the whistle-blower
and the persons concerned. The Commission shall then
investigate the matter.

3. The Commission shall promptly name the incriminat-
ing facts and evidence to the person suspected of mis-
conduct and give him/her the opportunity to make a

ll. Formal Inquiry

1. The chairperson of the Commission of Inquiry shall in-
form the Rectorate about the opening of the formal pro-
cedure.

2. The Commission of Inquiry may, at its own discretion,
call in experts from the field of the scientific matter un-
der scrutiny as well as the ombudsperson in an advisory
capacity.

3.The Commission shall deliberate in non-public oral
proceedings in the presence of at least five of the seven
members of the Commission of Inquiry. In free evaluation
of evidence, it shall investigate whether scientific mis-
conduct has occurred. The person against whom such a
suspicion exists shall be given an appropriate opportu-
nity to make a statement. He/she must be heard orally
at his/ her own request and may call in a person of his/
her trust who is not affected by the proceedings to assist
him/her. This also applies to other persons to be heard.

4.The name of the whistle-blower shall in principle not
be disclosed, unless special circumstances of the indi-
vidual case make this mandatory.

5. If the Commission of Inquiry does not consider a mis-
conduct to be proven, the procedure shall be terminated.
Otherwise, it shall submit the results of its investigation

statement. The period for the statement is two to four
weeks. During this phase, the name of the whistle-blower
shall not be disclosed to the persons concerned without
his/her consent.

4.Upon receipt of the statement of the person con-
cerned or after the deadline has expired, the Commis-
sion shall decide within four weeks on whether to termi-
nate the preliminary inquiry procedure. If the suspicion
has not been adequately confirmed or the alleged mis-
conduct has not been completely substantiated, the
Commission will terminate the proceedings and inform
the persons concerned and the whistle-blower of the
reasons. Otherwise, the Commission will open a formal
inquiry procedure.

5. If the whistle-blower does not agree with the termi-
nation of the inquiry procedure, within two weeks he/
she shall have the right to be heard by the Commission,
which shall re-examine its decision.

to the Rectorate, with a proposal for further proceed-
ings —also with regard to the protection of the rights of
others —for decision and further action.

6. The person concerned must be informed without delay
about the termination of the procedure. If the procedure
is forwarded to the Rectorate, the person concerned
must be informed in writing of the main reasons for this.

7. There is no internal complaint procedure against the
Commission’s decision.

8. At the end of the formal inquiry, a member of the Com-
mission of Inquiry or ombudsperson shall advise those
persons at their request, in particular junior research-
ers as well as students involved in scientific misconduct
through no fault of their own with regard to ensuring their
personal and scientific integrity. For this purpose, the fol-
lowing measures can be initiated:

« Consultation by the ombudsperson or by a member of
the Commission of Inquiry



« Written declaration by the chairperson of the Com-
mission of Inquiry that the person concerned is not
guilty of scientific misconduct. The whistle-blow-
er must also be protected against discrimination in
a corresponding manner, unless his/her suspicion
turns out to be manifestly groundless

9. Affected third parties and/or representatives of the
public shall be informed in an appropriate manner of the
outcome of the investigation procedure, insofar as it ap-

pears necessary for the protection of third parties, the
restoration of their scientific reputation or the preserva-
tion of confidence in scientific honesty, the prevention
of consequential damage or otherwise in the public in-
terest. Scientific publications which show defects due to
scientific misconduct shall be withdrawn or corrected if
they have already been published.

10. The files on the formal inquiry shall be kept for 30
years.

I1l. List of Possible Decisions and Sanctions for

Scientific Misconduct

In the case of misconduct by students, the further proce-
dure is regulated in detail by the respective examination
regulations.

1.Labor law consequences

« Written warning

» Dismissal without notice
« Ordinary dismissal

« Dissolution of contract

» Dismissal from service

2. Civil law consequences

3. Ban from the University

4. Claims for return against those found guilty of scien-
tific misconduct, for example with regard to purloined
scientific material

5.Claims for removal and omission arising from copy-
right law, personality rights, patent law and competi-
tion law

6. Claims for restitution, for example of scholarships, ex-
ternal funding

7.Claims for damages by TU Dortmund University or
third parties in the event of personal injury, property
damage or similar

3. Academic consequences

These can be initiated with different objectives at differ-
ent levels:

3.1. Within the University

« Withdrawal of academic degrees, in particular Bache-
lor’s, Master’s, Diplom/Magister or doctoral degrees, if
these are based on publications containing falsifica-
tions or were otherwise acquired fraudulently.

» Withdrawal of teaching authorization. In order to be
able to verify this, the responsible committees are to
be informed by the Rectorate if serious scientific mis-
conduct is determined.

3.2. External academic institutions and associations

These scientific institutions are to be informed of a sci-
entific misconduct if they are directly affected or if the
scientist concerned has a leading position or — as in
the case of funding organizations — participates in deci-
sion-making bodies.

3.3. Withdrawal of scientific publications

« If the scientific misconduct consists of false state-
ments or an infringement of intellectual property, the
author concerned must be obliged to a correspond-
ing revocation. If the work in question has not yet
been published, it must be withdrawn promptly; if it
has already been published, it must be rescinded —in
any case with regard to the parts concerned.

« The parties concerned are obliged to seek the con-
sent of co-authors to a revocation, even if the co-au-
thors themselves are not accused of scientific mis-
conduct.

+ Authors who are (co-)responsible for the publication
containing falsifications must report within a prede-
termined period to the chairperson of the Commis-
sion of Inquiry on the measures taken to withdraw the
publication and their success. If necessary, the chair-
person of the Commission must take the appropriate
measures to withdraw the publications concerned.
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+ Publications which have been identified by the Com-
mission as containing falsifications must be deleted
from the list of publications of the author concerned
and marked accordingly.

4, Consequences under criminal law

The following consequences come into consideration if
there is a suspicion that scientific misconduct also ful-
fills an offence of the German Criminal Code or other
criminal norms or regulatory offences, as in particular

Copyright infringement

Falsification of documents, including technical re-
cords

Damage to property, including changes to data
Offenses against property, such as theft, the obtain-
ing of funding under false pretenses or embezzlement

Dortmund, 9 January 2019 The Rector
of TU Dortmund University University Professor

Dr. Dr. h.c. Ursula Gather

 Breach of privacy and act of obtaining secret or confi-
dential information, e.g. data espionage or utilization
of the confidential information of others

« Injury to life or health of study participants due to
false data

Whether and to what extent the University must file a
criminal complaint in such a case shall be left to the du-
tiful judgment of the Rectorate.

5. Support of other affected persons

At the end of a formal inquiry procedure, it must be en-
sured that persons who have been involved in scientific
misconduct through no fault of their own do not suffer
any further damage with regard to their personal and sci-
entific integrity.

This document is an English translation of the original “Verfahrensordnung der Untersuchungskommission zur
guten wissenschaftlichen Praxis der Technischen Universitét Dortmund vom 9. Januar 2019, In the event of any
discrepancies arising between the German and English versions, the German version shall take precedence over the

English version.
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|. Appendix to the Rules of Good Scientific Practice at
TU Dortmund University

This appendix lists examples of scientific misconduct. « Translation plagiarism: Translations (text, data) are
In addition to the examples of serious violations of the presented as one’s own contribution without specifi-
Rules of Good Scientific Practice, further examples are cation of the source.
listed here. « Self-plagiarism: Transfer of own extensive texts / data,
which were already used in other examination papers
Falsification of data or publications, without citing the source.
 Inventing data and presenting these as the result of « Ghostwriting: The work is composed in entirety or in
an empirical investigation part by another person, but this fact is not mentioned
« Falsification of data: selection of data in tables and when submitting the work.
figures —without disclosing this fact —with the aim, for
example, of substantiating a hypothesis Idea theft
« Incorrect information in application documents or in » Exploitation of research approaches and ideas, espe-
the case of a grant application, including false state- cially as a reviewer
ments regarding the publication organ or the works » Presumption of authorship or acceptance of co-au-
submitted for printing thorship without a corresponding own contribution
« Disclosure of a work, insight, hypothesis or research
Infringement of the intellectual property of other re- approach of another person prior to its publication
searchers
Sabotage or intentional obstruction of research activity
Plagiarism « Damaging, destroying or manipulating experimen-
« Copy-and-paste plagiarism: Parts of the text of anoth- tal setups, equipment, documentation, hardware, or
er person’s work are copied without citing the source. software that another person needs to carry out his/
This also applies to the transfer of texts / data from her research
supervised examination papers.  Prohibiting the use of existing equipment without ob-
« Paraphrasing: Ideas or parts of the text are taken over jective justification

with slight rewording without indication of the source.

This document is an English translation of the original “Regeln guter wissenschaftlicher Praxis an der TU
Dortmund vom 12. Dezember 2017, In the event of any discrepancies arising between the German and English
versions, the German version shall take precedence over the English version.
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