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SUMMARY

The Sixth Circuit affirmed the dismissal of Dr. Helm's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 due process claims as time-
barred under Kentucky's one-year statute of limitations, holding that he knew or should have known of
his injury by November 2015. The court reversed the dismissal of his fraud-by-omission claim, ruling
that the district court erred in requiring inducement to act rather than recognizing that inducement to
refrain from acting satisfies the element under Kentucky law. The case was remanded for the district
court to determine whether a duty to disclose existed under alternative theories, and the remaining
state-law claims were reinstated.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the district court correctly dismissed the § 1983 claims as time-barred.

2. Whether the district court correctly dismissed the fraud-by-omission claim for failure to plead
inducement to act.

3. Whether the district court should have considered the remaining state-law claims.

HOLDINGS

1. The § 1983 claims are time-barred because Helm knew or should have known of his claim by November
19, 2015, more than a year before filing suit.

2. The district court erred in dismissing the fraud-by-omission claim because the inducement element can
be satisfied by a showing that the plaintiff was induced to refrain from acting, not only to act.

3. Because the fraud-by-omission claim may be viable, the remaining state-law claims should be
reconsidered on remand.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under these circumstances, we agree with the district court that Helm was aware or should have been aware
of his § 1983 claims at the latest on November 19, 2015.” (at 13)

“Thus, the district court erred in dismissing Helm’s amended complaint for failure to plead that he was
induced to act.” (at 18)

“The ORI policy, which is derived in large part from federal regulations promulgated by the United States
Public Health Service (PHS) for investigating research misconduct, is mandatory where PHS funds are
involved.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Dr. C. William Helm, a former professor at the University of Louisville School of Medicine, was accused of
plagiarism by a colleague in 2009. The University's Office of Research Integrity (ORI) investigated the
allegation but treated it as an 'internal' case not involving federal funds, which meant the full ORI policy did not
apply. Helm was exonerated in 2011. He later learned through discovery in a state-court action that the allegation
likely involved federal funds and that the ORI policy should have been applied. He filed this action alleging that
the Defendants deprived him of due process by misclassifying the case and by not providing the procedural
protections of the ORI policy, and also brought state-law claims. The district court dismissed the § 1983 claims
as time-barred and the state-law claims for failure to state a claim.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Helm previously filed a federal action (Helm I) in 2014, which was dismissed. He filed this action on December
6, 2016, alleging § 1983 due process claims and state-law claims against university officials. The district court
dismissed the § 1983 claims as time-barred and later dismissed the state-law claims. Helm appealed.

DISPOSITION



reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand for further proceedings on the fraud-by-omission claim and the remaining state-law claims, consistent
with the opinion.
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