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DRAFT - Decision of the Committee regarding Scientific Dishonesty for health research in the complaint of 19 July 2011 against Bente Lund Pedersen
1 lntroduction

By email of 19 July 2011 approached Henrik Galbo (Appeals) to the Committees on Scientific Dishonesty (DCSD). Complaints respondent Bente Klarlund Pedersen (Respondent) for scientific misconduct in connection articles:

1. FASEB Journal, Epub September 4, 2003: Immunohistochemical detecti- on ofinterleukin-6 in human skeletal musclefibers following exercise Mi- lena Penkowa, Charlotte Keller, Pernille Keller, Sune Jauffred, and Bente Klarlund Pedersen. 

2. J Physiol. 558: 633-645, 2004: Supplementation with vitamins C and E inhibits the release ofinterleukin-6from contracting human skeletal mus- cle Fischer CP, Hiscock NJ, Penkowa M, Basu S, Vessby B, Kallner A, Sjoberg LB, and Pedersen BK. 

3. J. Physiol, Epub December 23, 2004: Exercise induces interleukin-8 ex- pression in human skeletal muscle/ Thorbjom Akerstrom, Adam Steens- berg, Pernille Keller, Charlotte Keller, Milena Penkowa, and Bente Klar- lund Pedersen. 

4. Experimental Physiology, Epub January 7, 2005: Exercise-induced metallothionein expression in human skeletal muscle fibres Milena Pen- kowa, Pernille Keller, Charlotte Keller, Juan Hidalgo, Mercedes Giralt, and Bente Klarlund Pedersen. 

5. FASEB Journal, Epub April 18, 2005: Interleukin-6 receptor expression in contracting human skeletal muscle: regulating role ofIL-6 Pernille Keller, Milena Penkowa, Charlotte Keller, Adam Steensberg, Christian P. Fischer, Mercedes Giralt, Juan Hidalgo, and Bente Klarlund Pedersen. 

6. Exerc Immunol Rev 11: 53-63, 2005: Fiber type specific expression of TNF-alpha, IL-6 and IL-18 in human skeletal muscles Plomgaard P, Pen- kowa M, and Pedersen BK. 

7. J Appl Physiol101: 817-825, 2006: The mRNA expression profile of metabolic genes relative to MHC isoform pattern in human skeletal mus- cles Plomgaard P, Penkowa M, Leick L, Pedersen BK, Saltin B, and Pile- gaard H. 

8. Exp Physiol 92: 233-240, 2007: Exercise induces interleukin-8 receptor (CXCR2) expression in human skeletal muscle Frydelund-Larsen L, Pen- kowa M, Akerstrom T, Zankari A, Nielsen S, and Pedersen BK. 

9. Lung 185: 161-171, 2007: Elevated levels of!L-18 in plasma and skeletal muscle in chronic obstructive pulmonary diseases Petersen AM, Pen- kowa, Iversen M, Frydelund-Larsen L, Andersen JL, Mortensen J, Lange P, and Pedersen BK. 

10. J Physiol584:305-312, 2007: Expression ofinterleukin-15 in human skeletal muscle - effect ofexercise and musclefiber type composition

11. Nielsen AR, Mounier R, Plomgaard P, Mortensen OH, Penkowa M,
Speerschneider T, Pilegaard H, and Pedersen BK.
11. Diabetologia 50: 2562-2571, 2007: Asociations between insulin re- sistance and TNF-alpha in plasma, skeletal muscle and adipose tissue in humans with and without type 2 diabetes Plomgaard P, Nielsen AR, Fischer CP, Mortensen OH, Broholm C, Penkowa M, Krogh-Madsen R, Erikstrup C, Lindegaard B, Petersen AM, Taudorf S, and Pedersen BK.
12. Diabetologia 52: 1409-1418, 2009: Brain-derived neurotrophic factor is produced by skeletal muscle cells in response to contraction and enhanc- esfat oxidation via activation ofAMP-activatedprotein kinase Matthews VB, Astrom MB, Chan MH, Brue CR, Krabbe KS, Prelovsek T, Aker- stmm T, Yfanti C, Broholm C, Mortensen OH, Penkowa M, Hojman P, Zankari A, Watt MJ, Bruunsgaard H, Pedersen BK, and Febbraio MA.
The case has been considered by the UVVU. Draft decision requiring here below.

We ask to receive any remarks about this proposal within 15 August 2013.

The draft decision below has been submitted for Complaints for any possible additional remarks.

[DRAFT - START] 

The Committee finds that Respondent has acted scientifically dishonest during her participation in the preparation of Article1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 12. 

The Committee finds that following conditions represent serious breaches on good scientific practice:

12. conflicting information in the declaration of IL-18's actual plasma concentration and misrepresent interassay variation in artikel9 which equals with 'unknown construction of data' within the meaning of UVVU (DCSD from now on)

13.  conflicting information about the number of testsubjects (people) in Articles 3 and 4, which which equals with 'unknown construction of data' within the meaning DCSD

• using the same biopsy material in several scientific works (Articles 1, 4, 6, 7, 8 and 12) without explicit explaining in the articles in case of reuse or is referred to previous use of the same material, which which equals with 'unknown construction of data' within the meaning DCSD.

• manipulation of imagery in Article1, 3 and 4, which equals with 'unknown construction of data' within the meaning DCSD.

The Committee also finds that Respondent 1 was acting recklessly, as she as leading senior author had a special responsibility for the these articles.

The Committee shall inform the respondent employer, the University of Copenhagen and Copenhagen University Hospital, and attach in this regard copy of this decision requiring, 

The Committee recommends the following scientific articles to be withdrawn:

Artikel 9 - Lung 185: 161-171, 2007: Elevated levels o fIL-18 in plasma and skeletal muscle in chronic obstructive pulmonary diseases Petersen AM, Pen- kowa, Iversen M, Frydelund-Larsen L, Andersen JL, Mortensen J, Lange P, and Pedersen BK.
The Committee further recommends that these scientific articles are withdrawn or the information herein are corrected (for example, by an erratum):

Artikel 6 - Exerc Immunol Rev 11: 53-63, 2005: Fiber type specific expression of TNF-alpha, IL-6 and IL-18 in human skeletal muscles Plomgaard P, Penkowa M, and Pedersen BK.
A r t i k e l 7 - J A p p l P h y s i o l l OJ: 8 1 7 - 8 2 5 , 2 0 0 6 : T h e m R N A e x p r e s s i o n p r o f i l e o f metabolic genes relative to MHC isoform pattern in human skeletal muscles Plomgaard P, Penkowa M, Leick L, Pedersen BK, Saltin B, and Pilegaard H.
Artikel 8 - Exp Physiol 92: 233-240, 2007: Exercise induces interleukin-8 recep- tor (CXCR2) expression in human skeletal muscle Frydelund-Larsen L, Penkowa M, Ak:erstrom T, Zankari A, Nielsen S, and Pedersen BK.
Artikel12 - Diabetologia 52: 1409-1418, 2009: Brain-derived neurotrophic factor is produced by skeletal muscle cells in response to contraction and en-
hancesfat oxidation via activation ofAMP-activatedprotein kinase Matthews VB, Astrom MB, Chan MH, Brue CR, Krabbe KS, Prelovsek T, Akerstrem T, Yfanti C, Broholm C, Mortensen OH, Penkowa M, Hojman P, Zankari A, Watt MJ, Bruunsgaard H, Pedersen BK, and Febbraio MA.

The Committee notes that Respondent has contacted the respective magazines to get pulled Article1, 3, and 4 back. The Committee shall, therefore, not further pursue these articles.The Committee shall send copies of the decision to the respective journals for the above articles.

The decision was made unanimously by Lise Wogensen Bach, Ulla Feldt-Rasmussen, Palle Holmstrup, Kirsten Ohm Kyvik, Ole Haagen Nielsen and Jens Overgaard and Henrik favor Andersen (Chairman).

3 Brief Summary

In July 2011, a professor at a Danish university (Appeals) complained to the DCSD alleging scientific misconduct under preparation and reporting of research activities in 12 published articles, all done with the participation of a researcher (Respondent) employed at a Danish institution.

The complaint stated reusing of subjects, tissue material and data. Complaints also alleged that the Respondent in her selection of histochemical sections and the subsequent processing of the characters to the articles had recycled more of the same section for reporting of various research results.

Complaints also claimed that the RNA data were presented in a way that RNA results and possible correlation with expression of the protein could not be properly assessed reader.

Complaints claimed finally that the co-authors should have been aware of these weaknesses and that Respondent as senior author of 11 out of 12 articles had a special responsibility as the Respondent as birds which had primary responsibility for the organization, conduct and publication of the articles.

DCSD has gone through the twelve articles, e-mail correspondence and consultation. Below is a summary afUVVU's conclusions on the individual items in the case.

Article 1

DCSD found that the complainant's allegations concerning Article 1, scientific theories durability and / or the quality of research, which is outside its area of ​​competence.

Article 2

DCSD found that a number of the complainant's allegations concerning Article 2 scientific theories durability and / or the quality of research, which is outside the committee's field of competence.

DCSD also found that one of the complainant's allegations related to an error in the printed version of the article, which falls under the DCSD's minimum threshold for conditions that may lead to suspicion of scientific misconduct.

DCSD found that the data in this article were presented as relative data. DCSD is of the opinion that when an article is presented relative data, it is desirable that the original data and the variation also be disclosed. DCSD does not constitute grounds to characterize the presentation of relative data as a breach of good scientific practice, taking in the article section on methodology outlined conditions for calculation of the results.

Article 3

DCSD found that a number of the complainant's allegations concerning Article 3 scientific theories durability and / or the quality of research, which is outside the committee's field of competence.

DCSD also found no basis to characterize the presentation of relative data in the article as a breach of good scientific practice, taking in the article section on methodology outlined conditions for the calculation of the results.

DCSD found that there is uncertainty about the actual number of subjects in the article entitled, as forsøgsgruppeme indicated by diverging number of people in different parts of the article. DCSD that this constitutes a serious breach of good scientific practice and that this breach was gross negligence of lndklagede by virtue of Defendant's role as a leading senior author of the article.

DCSD thus found that the Respondent had acted scientifically dishonest in the preparation and reporting of the article.

Article 4

DCSD found that a number of the complainant's allegations concerning Article 4 of scientific theories durability and / or the quality of research, which is outside the committee's field of competence

DCSD found that there is uncertainty about the number of subjects in the article as forsøgsgruppeme indicated as consisting of diverging number of different places in the article. DCSD that this constitutes a serious breach of good scientific practice and that this breach was gross negligence of lndklagede by virtue of Defendant's role as a leading senior author of the article.

DCSD thus found that the Respondent had acted scientifically dishonest in the preparation and reporting of the article.

Article 5

DCSD found that a number of the complainant's allegations concerning Article 5 scientific theories durability and / or the quality of research, which is outside the committee's field of competence.

DCSD found that the ethical aspect of the injection of recombinant human IL-6 outside the scope of the committee's field of competence.

DCSD also found that a failure to declare a reference article's description of the mouse experiment, and omission of the original data and variation in the presentation of the relative amounts of IL-6 mRNA did not constitute serious breaches of good scientific practice, the Committee emphasized on the variation only lack of time 0

Article 6

DCSD found that the plaintiff's allegations concerning. Article 6 scientific theories durability and / or the quality of research, which is outside the committee's field of competence

Article 7
DCSD found that a number of the complainant's allegations concerning Article 7 of scientific theories durability and / or the quality of research, which is outside the committee's field of competence.

DCSD also found that even though it should have been noticed towards the reader that certain muscle data were not included in the article, this does not constitute a serious breach of good scientific practice.

Article 8

DCSD found that a number of the complainant's allegations concerning Article 18 scientific theories durability and / or the quality of research, which is outside the committee's field of competence.

DCSD also found that the applied normalization procedure is sufficiently described in the article, and that this does not constitute a breach of good scientific practice.

Article 9

DCSD found that a number of the complainant's allegations concerning Article 19 scientific theories durability and / or the quality of research, which is outside the committee's field of competence.

DCSD did that in the article are given conflicting information about the plasma concentration of IL-18 and false information on inter-assay variation and that oplysningeme in an erratum does not change this assessment. DCSD that this constitutes a serious breach of good scientific practice and that this breach was gross negligence of respondent by virtue of Defendant's role as a leading senior author of the article.

DCSD so that lndklagede had acted scientifically dishonest in the preparation and reporting of the article.

DCSD also found that a lack of availability of certain p values ​​are not in accordance with good scientific practice, but not the expression of a give serious breach of good scientific practice.

Article 10

DCSD found that the complainant's allegations concerning Article 10 scientific theories durability and / or the quality of research, which is outside the committee's field of competence.

Article 11

DCSD found that a number of the complainant's allegations concerning Article 11 scientific theories durability and / or the quality of research, which lie outside of the committee's field of competence.

DCSD found that an error in the description of the statistical method and the fact that the choice of "case-control" design could be better described in this article do not represent serious breaches of good scientific practice.

Article 12

DCSD found that a number of the complainant's allegations concerning Article 12 scientific theories durability and / or the quality of research, which lie outside of the committee's field of competence.

DCSD found that neither the presentation of relative data or a failure to state the forudsætningeme for AUC calculation constitute serious breaches of good scientific practice.

DCSD also found that the article had significant deficiencies in the original description of the method, which has consequences for the interpretation of the article's findings and thus represents a serious breach of good scientific practice. DCSD concluded that this breach had to be characterized as made gross negligence of respondent by virtue of Defendant's role as a leading senior author of the article. DCSD thus found that the Respondent had acted scientifically dishonest in the preparation and reporting of the article.

Using the same biopsy material in several scientific works

DCSD did that in a series of articles (1, 4, 6, 7, 8, 12) have carried out extensive re-use of biopsy material without reference to previous use of the material or a clear description of the material has been used in other scientific work .

DCSD also found that Article 12 are denied the reader essential information about which protocol a group of volunteers have followed.

By the above mentioned methods removed læseme of artikleme opportunity to assess artiklemes results on an informed basis, and DCSD believed that this constitutes a serious breach of good scientific practice. DCSD concluded that this breach had to be characterized as made recklessly by Respondent through lndklagedes role as senior senior author of artikleme.

DCSD thus found that the Respondent had acted scientifically dishonest in the preparation and reporting of artikleme.

Image Manipulation

DCSD identified by reference to a previous decision regarding image manipulation in the same articles that Articles 1, 3, 4 and 5 has been recycling figures, so that the same figure is used to illustrate different things in artikleme and that this Recycling is sought blurred by the use of image manipulation.

DCSD found that this can be equated with unknown construction of data or substitution with fictitious data and thereby represents reuse of characters a serious breach of good scientific practice.

DCSD found that lndklagede had acted with gross negligence in connection with Article l, 3 and 4 because lndklagede by a reading of these articles should have reacted image manipulation. DCSD in this assessment emphasis on the defendant's role as a leading senior author of those articles.

DCSD thus found that the Respondent had acted scientifically dishonest in the preparation and reporting of Articles 1, 3 and 4

DCSD did not provide a basis for concluding that gross negligence in connection with Article 5 of image manipulation not immediately be detected from a reading of the article.
4 Facts

By email of 19 July 2011 sent complaints a complaint about lndklagede to the Committees on Scientific Dishonesty (DCSD). E-mail was attached to the report "Re: The Penkowa fraud case", which was also sent to the University of Copenhagen. The report claims complaints that Respondent acted scientifically dishonest in connection with the preparation and reporting of research in 12 articles.

By e-mail of 9 August 2011 Respondent sent unsolicited a notification report to DCSD. The report was also sent to DCSD by letter dated 12 August 2011 accompanied by the related Annex material on a USB stick.

By email of 16 August 2011 requested the Secretariat for DCSD lndklagede to send any additional comments to the complainant's report.

By email of 16 August 2011 stated lndklagede that she did not have any comments beyond those she had raised in its report.

By letter dated 17 August 2011 sent a letter complaining to the secretariat attached to various articles.

There was a subsequent e-mail correspondence between lndklagede and secretariat Secretariat, taking on the USB stick was files in PZF format which could not be read. The correspondence ended with the Respondent by e-mail of 31 August 2011 pulled the USB connector back as the USB connector included original human data that Respondent did not want to send around. Respondent sent a letter dated 7 September 2011 a new USB connector with the documents supporting the complaint. This material was above original human data omitted, but lndklagede also highlighted that this data was to this committee.

By letter dated 30 September 2011 sent the Secretariat lndklagedes reply report shall in consultation with complaints. By email dated 10 October and 7 November, the consultation period extended.

By email of 14 November 2011 It received the observations to The Response report.

By email of 18 November 2011 sent the observations from the Secretariat in consultation with the Respondent.

By email of 22 November 2011 It received respondent comments and documents.

By email of 24 November 2011 sent the Secretariat respondent comments on appeals for information.

By email of 26 November 2011 It received further comments from lndklagede.

By e-mail of 8 December 2011 sent the Secretariat respondent further comments Appeals for information.

