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1 I RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF ! ' ~ 

INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) REQUEST . . 
Response 0 ~ 0 

Interim Final 'Vo ~ ... ., .,,.o 
Type ****"" 

Requester: Date: 

I I I 04/21/2026 I 
Descriotion of Reauested Records: 

1) A copy of the final report, closing memo, or equivalent concluding document for each NRC Inspector General 
investigation closed during CY2025. 2) A copy of the list of NRC Inspector General investigations closed during 
CY2025, including relevant data fields such as the subject or topic of the investigation 

PART I. -- INFORMATION RELEASED 

□ The NRC has made some, or all, of the requested records publicly available through one or more of the following means 
(1) https://www nrc gov · (2) public ADAMS, https'//www.nrc gov/readinq-rm/adams html : (3) microfiche available in the NRC Public 
Document Room; or the NRC Public Access Link (PAL), at !J11psJ/foja[lfc-gateyyay goy/app/Home asp~ 

[Z] Agency records subject to the request are enclosed. 

□ 
Records subject to the request that contain information originated by or of interest to another Federal agency have been referred to 
that agency (See Part 1.0 -- Comments) for a disclosure determination and direct response to you. 

□ We are continuing to process your request. 

[Z] See Part I. D -- Comments. 

PART I.A -- FEES 

I_J □ Since the minimum fee threshold was not 

11 

AMOUNT 

11 

You will be billed by NRC for the amount indicated. met, you will not be charged fees. 

□ You will receive a refund for the amount indicated. [Z] Due to our delayed response, you will not be 

□ Fees waived. charged search and/or duplication fees that 
would otherwise be applicable to your request. 

PART 1.8 -- INFORMATION NOT LOCATED OR WITHHELD FROM DISCLOSURE 

□ We did not locate any agency records responsive to your request. Note: Agencies may treat three discrete categories of law 
enforcement and national security records as not subject to the FOIA ("exclusions"). See 5 U.S.C. 552(c). This is a standard 
notification given to all requesters; it should not be taken to mean that any excluded records do, or do not, exist. 

[Z] We have withheld certain information pursuant to the FOIA exemptions described, and for the reasons stated, in Part II. 

□ Because this is an interim response to your request, you may not appeal at this time. We will notify you of your right to appeal any of 
the responses we have issued in response to your request when we issue our final determination. 

[Z] You may appeal this final determination within 90 calendar days of the date of this response. If you submit an appeal by mail, 
address it to the FOIA Officer, at U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Mail Stop T-6 A60M, Washington, D.C. 20555-0001. You 
may submit an appeal by email to FOIA resource@orc.gov, You may fax an appeal to (301) 415-5130. Please be sure to include on 
your submission that it is a "FOIA Appeal." You may file an appeal through the NRC Public Access Link (PAL) at 
http_s: //fo ia. n rc-gatewai_g ov/ap_i:,/1::l o n:ie. a si:,x. 

PART I.C -- REFERENCES AND POINTS OF CONTACT 

You have the right to seek assistance from the NRC's FOIA Public Liaison by submitting your inquiry at 
https //www nrc goy/readinq-rm/foia/contact-foia html or by calling the FOIA Public Liaison at (301) 415-0717. 

If we have denied your request, you have the right to seek dispute resolution services from the NRC's Public Liaison or the Office of 
Government Information Services (OGIS). To seek dispute resolution services from OGIS, you may e-mail OGIS at oqis@nara g_oy, send 
a fax to (202) 741-5789, or send a letter to: Office of Government Information Services, National Archives and Records Administration, 
8601 Adelphi Road, College Park, MD 20740-6001. For additional information about OGIS, please visit the OGIS website at 
http_s://www. arch ives._gov/o_gis. 
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF 
INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) REQUEST 

FOIA or Reference Number 

I FOIA-2026-000188 

Response 
Type D Interim 

PART I.D -- COMMENTS 

[continued:] 1) the case number, closing date, and opening date. 

Response Number 

11 
1 

IZJ Final 

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) FOIA office received your request on December 29, 2025, and 
initially tasked the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) to locate the requested records. OIG staff located the 
enclosed records. We conducting referrals to the Office of Enforcement (OE), the Office of Nuclear Material 
Safety and Safeguards (NMSS), Region Ill (RIii), the Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer (OCHCO), Region I 
(RI), the Office of General Council (OGC), and the Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO). We have 
withheld certain information pursuant to the FOIA exemptions described, please see Part II for more details. 

This concludes our processing of your request. 

Signature - Assistant Inspector General for Investigations or Designee 

MALION BARTLEY Digitally signed by MALION BARTLEY 
Date: 2026.04.02 17:59:51 -04'00' 
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RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) REQUEST FOIA-2026-000188 

PART II.A -- APPLICABLE EXEMPTIONS 

Records subject to the request are being withheld in their entirety or in part under the FOIA exemption(s) as indicated below (5 U.S.C. 552(b)), 
after taking into consideration the foreseeable harm standard when reviewing records and applying these FOIA exemptions. 

D Exemption 1: The withheld information is properly classified pursuant to an Executive Order protecting national security information. 

D Exemption 2: The withheld information relates solely to the internal personnel rules and practices of NRG. 

D Exemption 3: The withheld information is specifically exempted from public disclosure by the statute indicated. 

D Sections 141-145 of the Atomic Energy Act, which prohibits the disclosure of Restricted Data or Formerly Restricted Data (42 U.S.G. 2161-2165). 

D Section 147 of the Atomic Energy Act, which prohibits the disclosure of Unclassified Safeguards Information (42 U.S.G. 2167). 

□ 

□ 

41 U.S.G. 4702(b), which prohibits the disclosure of contractor proposals, except when incorporated into the contract between the agency and the 
submitter of the proposal. 

Other: 

r71 Exemption 4: The withheld information is a trade secret or confidential commercial or financial information that is being withheld for the reason(s) 
L!..J indicated . 

□ 
The information is considered to be proprietary because it concerns a licensee's or applicant's physical protection or material control and 
accounting program for special nuclear material pursuant to 1 D GFR 2.39D(d)(1 ). 

[Z] The information is considered to be another type of confidential business (proprietary) information. 

D The information was submitted by a foreign source and received in confidence pursuant to 1 D GFR 2.39D(d)(2). 

[Z] Exemption 5: The withheld information consists of interagency or intraagency records that are normally privileged in civil litigation. 

0 

[Z] None of the information being withheld under Exemption 5/Deliberative Process Privilege is appropriate for discretionary disclosure. 

D Attorney work product privilege. 

[Z] Attorney-client privilege. 

Exemption 6: The withheld information from a personnel, medical, or similar file, is exempted from public disclosure because its disclosure would result 
in a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. 

[Z] Exemption 7: The withheld information consists of records compiled for law enforcement purposes and is being withheld for the reason(s) indicated. 

[Z] (A) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to interfere with an open enforcement proceeding. 

[Z] (C) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. 

D (D) The information consists of names and other information the disclosure of which could reasonably be expected to reveal identities of confidential sources. 

0 
□ 

(E) Disclosure would reveal techniques and procedures for law enforcement investigations or prosecutions, or guidelines that could reasonably be expected to 
risk circumvention of the law. 

(F) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to endanger the life or physical safety of an individual. 

D Other 

PART 11.B -- DENYING OFFICIAL 

In accordance with 10 CFR 9.25(g)(1) of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission regulations, the official listed below has made the 
determination to withhold certain information, described below, responsive to your request. 

DENYING OFFICIAL 

Malian Bartley 

TITLE/OFFICE 

Assistant Inspector General for 
Investigations 

NRG Form 464 Part II (OIG) (04-30-2024) 

INFORMATION DENIED 

proprietary, attorney-client privilege, 
deliberative process privilege, PII, law 
enforcement purposes 

APPELLATE OFFICIAL 

Inspector General 

Page 1 of 1 



MEMORANDUM 

DATE: March 24, 2025 

TO: c2ncur: Case Closed ll (b)(7)tt'j ~•gned byE:j 

... l(b-)(-1)-(C_) _________ I-· _______ __,~]$A 03-24 13:58:56 -04'00' 

THROUGH: r ,mrc, ~ nedb~ 

IUllillL.J 
D•te, W15.0l.l• 14:18:U 
-0400' 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: PROTECTIVE THREAT ASSESSMENT TEAM AND INSIDER 
THREAT PRO.JECT (OIG CASE NO.12303297) 

PROJECT 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) maintains an ongoing, proactive project to 
access, gather, and develop information regarding threats to U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) employees and NRC-licensed facilities. From the beginning of the 
reporting period in May 2023, activities within this project led to the initiation of OIG 
investigations and the referral of information to appropriate agencies. This project also 
served as a repositmy to disposition OIG investigative activitit!s related to NRC offices 
and other law enforcement agencies. The OIG also documented counterintelligence 
support within this project. 

As described in NRC Management Directive (MD) 12.1. NRC Facility Security Progmm, 
the OIG has the following responsibilities: 

1. Provides and/or coordinates with the Division of Facilities and 
Security (DFS), Office of Administration (ADM), when appropriate, 
any information developed or received relating to security and 
insider threat matters. 

2. Supervises and conducts investigations and audits of NRC programs and 
operations, as authorized by the Inspector General Act, induding 

..QFFISl~t,,,-4,SE-QHl·.ll 019-IH¥~S~l6l"\Tl0N-IN-l-0RM'!'\~10i'ii----l'H IS DOClj~lt'NMS'"tltW.&K,U.l!l:.BJ:Y OF 1liL U.S. NUCLEAR REG UL\TOR y 00M w~ ... ,-,NJ'l'<ft"""t!.i-1!"1'1.!'lllr'l!!'C!'sT."'I'!'." 
:'IJUCl,EAR FAC II.ITIES SAFE'ff m :iA'inr.Om5 4 ll"Plf" Sti FLC IOk 1, 1!,:QERAI . ( 10). IF LOAl"-lm TO 

ANOTHER AGENCY. IT -1)'9 UlJ lsnl, IP.IQ I :, '.!:ff NOT TO BE REPm'J!Jr!n!~.Qli:l:IUBiffED OUI'SJDE THE 
RECEIVING AGENCY WITI-IOlWfHE OIG'S PERMISSION. 

NRC Headquarters I 11555 Rockville Pike I Rock\'ille, Maryland :m852 I 3ui.415.5930 
nrcoig.ovcrsight.gov 

nrcoig.oversiglit.gov


allegations of misconduct or wrongdoing by agem .. 'Y employees and 
contractors. 

3. Assists in law enforcement response on a case-by-case basis. Under 
normal circumstances, contract protective security officers (PSO), 
local police, and Federal Protective Service Police are the primary 
armed security and law enforcement response and will respond to 
situations in NRC buildings requiring an armed security officer. The 
Office of the Inspector General (OIG) GG-1811 series criminaJ 
investigators may be called upon to assist and are authorized by 
statute to carry a firearm, make an arrest without a warrant. and seek 
and execute warrants for arrest, search of premises, or seizure of 
evidence. 

In addition, OIG Investigations Division personnel are members of the NRC Protective 
Threat Assessment Team (PTAT). The MD 12.1 Handbook describes the PTAT as 
follows: 

The NRC's Protective Threat Assessment Team (PTAT) consists of 
individuals from select offices responsible for providing a quick 
coordinated assessment and response to any threat that is reported to 
DFS that may potentially impact NRC employees, officials, or 
facilities. The PTAT makes an immediate assessment, determines 
appropriate agency response, obtains approval of agency response 
from NRC management, and implements the response in 
coordination with internal and/ or external officials or entities. 

PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

This project supported the following activities: 

THlSOO 

• November 2023: An NRC employee reported possible surveillance of a 
fuel pipeline in Gaithersburg, Maryland. The OIG immediately forwarded 
details from the report to the Montgomery County PoJice Department and 
the FBI Terrorism Task Force, Baltimore Field Office. 

• February 2024: The OIG assisted the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(FBI) l(b)(7)(A) I 
;b )(7)(A\ (b )(7)(E) 

• March/April 2024: The OIG coordinated with U.S. Customs and Border 
Patrol (CBP) and the National Counterintelligence Task Poree (NCITF) 
regarding an NRC information technology (IT) contractor who apparently 

\-1:. (:JS£ 0~ff.x.,1' 0f8 U.f\!£~16:i'l:flON IN .b\'fl01'J 

CLEAR OIG). IF LOANED TO 
ANOTHERAG RlBlffJID ur IDETHE 

2 



mm~~ed a gep[t::fce violation by attempting to access the NRC IT system 
from ~ cc) 

• September 2024: The OIG coordinated details of an NRC employee's 
travel to Cb)C7)(CJ "th CBP and the NCITF. The employee attempted to 
access the system fromP, )(7)CC) ~ommitting a geofence violation. 

• October 2024: The OIG coordinated details of an NRC employee's travel 
t~CbX7XC) ~rith CBP and the NCITF. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG closed this project, for May 2023 through February 2025, to file. The OIG 
opened a new project with the same objectives under OIG case number 12500040. 

-QI,:~'°" I A 1-,,,4,,I,~li,.Qj!IJ LY QI A I!'µ,' HS:f:I A i'tTI SN-I H 1-0 R Mitl:Jll 8 N---
Tms DOCUMEl(j, IS, !IE PRCPEBIYOFTHE U.S. NUCLEAR 1mr.r_11ATORYCOMJ\HSS10N A]'fl) QFITJJAf!> 

NUCLEARl-'ACILITIESSAFE'n' •illAHt'I. Llll ·~ .... Ll',;S ' , n!}. IFUIA~Fl>TO 
ANOTHERAGENC\', n ANDffsi't'u~NIE _ _: _ •. __ • • RIBlifEDOUTSlllt-: fHE 

==-----""R'J!Mo G AGENCY \\
7
f'J1IOF[' THE OIG"S PERMISSION. .__ 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: January 24, 2025 

TO: ~ n~r- Case Closed 

r xc ~ ,,.,.., o,t)()) I 
._ ___________________ __,~r?,J.02., 915:50:11 -05'00' 

l<'ROM: Ma I j On A Digitally signed by 
• Mahon A. Bart ley 

SUBJECT: 

Bartley Date: 2015.01.25 
16:38:46 -05'00' 

CLOSURE OF SPECIAL PROJECT: NRC REGULATORY 
OVERSIGHT (OIG CASE NO.12303335) 

This memorandum conveys the results of investigative activities correlated to the special 
project "NRC Regulatory Oversight," assessing whether the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) appropriately exercised its regulatory oversight mission. 

It is recommended that this special project be dosed and a new special project be 
opened. 

BACKGROUND 

On May 1, 2023, the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) Investigations Division (ID) 
initiated a special project to monitor and assess non-criminal allegations regarding the 
adequacy of the NRC's efforts to protect public health and safety and the environment. 
The project included proactively monitoring agency technical and regulatory processes, 
nuclear industry trends, trade press, and other sources to identify potential problematic 
areas in the NRC's regulatory oversight of licensees. 

This project aligned with OIG Management Challenge CI, "Implementing Applicable 
Provisions oft he Accelerating Deployment of Versatile, Advanced Nuclear for Clean 
Energy Act of 2024 (ADVANCE Act)"; OIG Management Challenge C7, "'Enhancing 
Financial Efficiency and Resource Management"; OIG Strategic Challenge S1-1j, 

-- -6flflet7'rl::·t:tStHU~V.r' 81EHN¥ER~l.fiiAl:~18H-IHf.QRMA::t:IQH­
Tms nod ] ME.IQ. IC!al=~P;.1'ROPERTYOFTIIE U .S. NUCLEAR REGmATORYJ;ll:MM15,~Qll_r!ffl" 

OEH1N.SE NUCLEAR FACILITIES 'SiU'M'l'-8~:'s~J ™ _ · ,.Oli:.™HN':,miuRG • , ( lG} , n,· 
U>ANED TO ANITTHER AGE.WY l'f_'dllr, ~~ftMii- NQrTO Bf; REPRODUCED OR 

_.[~~';ti'i_l[i I s ffiE n-rn RECENING AGENCYWffHOtffTI:ffi tm~nAM.15.SlUN-
--=---

NRC llcadqunrlers I 11555 Rockville Pike I Rockville , Mar~lund 20852 l 301 .. p5.5930 
nrcoig.uvc rsight .go,· 



"Internal/external stakeholders' concerns and allegations related to NRC's oversight of 
nuclear facilities"; and, OIG Strategic Challenge S2-1a, ~ Adequacy of NRC oversight of 
securitv of nuclear reactors. fuel cycle facilities, materials, and waste facilities ... . . 

RESULTS 

The OIG's Technical Services Section (TSS) supported the ID and erformed an 
assessment of the twelve com lain ts correlated to this ro· ect. J 

e ocumente t e resu ts m ssessment 
s case management system, eCase. 

The dispositions of the complaintsf ... _)l_
5

l_, Cb_)_a>_;t_, ________ ....,lwere as follows: 

Disposition: 

Number of 
Complaints: 

ID Referral 

3 

Audits and 
Evaluations Referral 

5 

Closed 

4 

Attachment 1 of this memorandum contains a table with a summary of the issue and 
disposition of each of the complaints. A more detailed summary of three of the 
complaints is listed below: 

C2400060 

C2400063 

The OIG received a complaint that the NRC downgraded a violation 
for a diesel failure from "yellow" safety significance to "white." 
During its assessment, the TSS identified that the NRC's policy 
allows for licensees to provide additional information during the 
enforcement process. For this case, a thermo hydraulics evaluation 
with FLEX equipment provided additional margin to the risk 
assessment, validating the color change to white. The OIG 
identified an issue with inconsistent FLEX failure rates. 

The OIG received a complaint that over 100 genera] licenses, 
encompassing over 300 devices that contain Categmy 3 and 4 
radioactive materials. are not registered. Under Title 10 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Section 31.5(c )11 and 10 C.F.R. 
170.31(3)(Q), general licensees are required to register and pay an 
annual fee. The TSS identified that the Office of Nuclear Material 
Safety and Safeguards is aware of this issue and that the NRC's 
Web-Based Licensing System is the source for providing 
infonnation to NRC staff for appropriate oversight. In the summer 
of 2024, the OIG Audits and Evaluations Division incorporated the 
information from this complaint into an audit of the NRC's Web­
Based Licensing System. 

-QFFl€1A-~AE-ettlli 016-tN¥fi!S:,ts7'::,teN-tNF8RMlt'ff6Mf#.....,_ __ 
Tll1~71Mr"r7':lffi~,;i..~IHF. PR OPF.RTY OFUfF 11.S. NHCI EAR f''::lcl_JT . ,,,TORY ffil\T,l):llS5Wlf l'rtr­
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C2400011 

CONCLUSION 

The OIG received a complaint that the NRC either did not notice or 
chose to ignore the gross inaccuracy of a response by an NRC 
licensee, Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc. (NFS), to an NRC request for 
additiona1 information (RAJ). In RAJ Response #7, NFS stated that 
"the downblending operations ... has been safely performed by NFS 
for over 20 years.~ The complainant expressed concern that RAI 
Response #7 did not raise a1arms at the NRC, stating emphatical1y 
that this patently false statement should have been cause for 
outright rejection ofNFS's environmenta1 report. The TSS assessed 
this allegation and found that the NRC did not reference or credit 
the statement from RAI Response #7 in the final safety evaluation 
report. Additionally, the TSS determined that the complainant's 
statement was not material to the NRC's environmental assessment 
license amendment. 

It is recommended that this project be closed to the files of this office and a new project 
be initiated in fisc.al year 2025. 

Enclosure: 
Attachment 1 
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Complaint Safety/ Title/Iss ue Policy/ TSS Assessment / 
Number Security/ Procedure/ Disposition 

Risk Regulation ~ 

1 C2303314 Safety Inadequate 2.206 petition - ;b )(S) 

hardened vents in staff misrepresented 
BWRs information -

2 C230332.5 Safety Questionable WEC; AP300 and 
drop-in meetings 
~ 

NRC management 
3 C2303287 Safety Inspection finding Non-concurrence 

not enforced process - RII l 

- a_p_l)rol)riately I Diesel Tech Spec -
4 C2303344 Security Advanced reactors Inadequate -

and oversight of 
security issues; Advanced Reactors 
contract waste Security 

5 C2303301 Safety l(bJCn(CJ !Inspection Inadequate basis for 
Report issues review of inspection 

report 
6 C2303384 Safety NFS Safety NRC accepted 

Evaluation Report inaccurate 
issues information from 

licensee - license 
amendment for 
advanced fuel 
production 

7 C2400011 Safety GEIS/Rulemaking NRC failed to 
Process issues include results from 

approved research 
report in GEIS 

8 C2400060 Safety V.C.Summer Licensee Influenced 
Diesel failure dmrngrading 
issues violation from 

Yellow to White 
9 C2400063 Security General license NMSS is aware that 

tracking oversight 120 General 
is inadequate Licenses are not 

registered according 
to regulations 

10 C2400084 Safety Part 21 rulemaking Gap in Part 21 

was cancelled due guidance 
to Project AIM 

11 C2400124 Safety ISI inspection at NEI inappropriately 
Brov,'l1s Ferry influenced NRC staff 
issues inspection findings 

12 C2400146 Safety Solar flare not 2.206 petition 
considered misrepresented 
external hazard EPRI report 

Attachment 
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J.lfEMORANDUM 

DATE: January 14, 2025 

TO: (b)O)(C) 

FROM: •nedlri~ 

. , . 1• 19:lll:.fl 

SUBJECT: REFERRAL OF CASE 
(OIG CASE NO. 12303337) 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
and Defense Nuclear Facilities Safetv Board, received an anonymous complaint 
regardingrx7xq JRegion II, NRC, 
claiming she 1s shii conductmg her pnvate real estate busmessuring duty hours. 

Previously, the OIG received four other complaints also alleging tha (b)(7XCJ as 
conducting her private real estate business durinY}uty hours. The 01 su stantiated 
one of the previous allegations, finding thatEOJCC) onducted her real estate business 
during work hours and that she used government equipment to conduct her personal 
business. The OIG shared those findin s with the agency, and on April 28, 2017, the 
agency issued a 4-day suspension to Cb)(7)( 

The new r~p~int did no! provide new information to the OIG except for the alleged 
facts that tb)(7)(CJ continued to conduct her real estate business during duty hours and 
that telewor < was making it easier for her to do so. 

The OIG conducted an independent investigation related to this new complaint. The 
OIG found 31 instances of website activity, across 6 websites, that give the appearance 
r )(7)(C) jutilized U.S. government equipment and time to conduct her personal real estate 

-et-t-tehl'd: lJSE-0Nb-Y Ol~~s.u;-A.+IO~~I-QKJ,\IL:\+IQ~ 
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business.r)~)~> provided to the OIG a plausible explanation for visiting two of the 
websites an enied using the other four websites. The OIG was unable to substantiate 
or refute the allegation, however, due to lack of sufficient physical evidence and the 
inability to follow up with the anonymous complainant (or complainants) for more 
detailed allegations. 

While investigating the new complaint, the OIG learned that from December 27, 2017, 
through April 2, 2024, )(.)( ook 14 unofficial overseas trips. During an interview with 
the OIG, the OIG informe l( f the Security Executive Agent Directive 3 repoging 
requirements, which require er to report to the NRC all her overseas travel. F >(7X • I 
stated she would report all the travel right after the interview. As of Decemberr2~2g24, I 
she has reported only one of her overseas trips: a trip from !(b)OXC) Ito l J( 

r >mcc; 1 

The OIG respectfully requests that you acknowledge receipt of this Referral of Case and, 
by March 14, 2025, provide a response describing what action, if any, the agency takes 
~rding this matter. If you have a. ny questions, please contact Senior Special Agent 
(bJC7Xc5 !atl/b)/'75ccj lor me atp,)(7)(C) I 

ATfACHMENfS: 

( 1) Activity Giving an Appearance of Misused Government Equipment and Time 
(2) Unreported Overseas Travel 



ATTACHMENf 

Activity Giving an Appearance of Misused Government Equipment and Time 

1. August 10, 2023, and June 11, 2024-Tenanthandbooks.corn - Electronic tenant 
solutions, on line maintenance request. This website appears to be an online 
portal login for maintenance requests. The OIG determined the Region II office 
does not use this portal fot· maintenance requests for the region office. (2 times) 

2. November 6 and 7, 2023 - Mediamarketstream.corn -This website is a portal 
login page. The page does not identify the company nol ~~r business it was 
associated with. The OIG could not determine whether (b} used the website 
for private business or duty-related purposes. (2 times 

3. December 10 through 13, 2023 - Sharevault.net - Online enc1ypted document 
sharing. This website appears to be used for secure document sharing. The OIG 
noted that it is common for real estate agents to use online document sharing 
services to conduct business. (22 times) 

4. March 18 and 19, 2024 - Reservecloud.com - Online marketing and event 
management portal. This website appears to be a login page for a "Sales and 
Event Management" application; however, the OIG could not determine whether 
~used the website for private business or duty-related purposes. (2 times) 
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ATTACHMENf 

Unreported Overseas Travel 

1. 
(b) 1)( ) 

2. 

3. 
4, 
5, 
6. 
7, 
8. 
9. 
10 

11. 

12. 

13 
14. R< p rt d to PERSEC November 1, 2024) 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 29, 2025 

TO: Concur: Case Closed 

... 1~_)(7)_(C) _______________ __,Jf ~;;",~·:::1W<$., 
THROUGH: (b)(7)(C) Di~w3: signed by 

lg) (~ 1 
ate: 25.os.29 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

PROJECT 

(b )(7)( C) I l(b )(7)( C) I 
Senior Special Agent I .__ ___ _. 

D"lllll•d~ . 
,.l9 IH 1:11 -(>1'00 

(PROJECT): PROACTIVE CYBER INVESTIGATIONS 
(OIG CASE NO. 12303348) 

10:53:00 -04'00' 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
and Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB), maintains an ongoing, proactive 
project to review information about and to develop potential investigations on several 
cyber issues. The OIG refines the scope of the project as needed. During the reporting 
period, the scope of the project included the following issues and activities: misuse of 
agency information technology (IT) systems, unauthorized overseas travel with agency 
IT equipment (geofence violations), and NRC Office of the Chief Information Officer 
(OCIO) daily information security meetings. The OIG also used this project to record 
requests for OIG Cyber Crimes Unit (CCU) support in other OIG cases. 

SUMMARY OF PROJECT ACTIVITI' 

From May 2023 through September 2024, the CCU completed two forensic reviews, 
!(b)(7)(E) !performed two nern·ork log reviews, and assisted v.~th 
one intrusion event. In add1t1on to conducting case-specific activity, the CCU facilitated 
the development and review of cyber issues by participating in the Council of the 
Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency, Investigations Committee, Forensic 
Subcommittee Group; supporting the Federal Bureau of Investigations (FBI) Cyber Task 
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Force; and, maintaining close contact and fostering open communication with multiple 
NRC offices. The CCU conducted the following specific activities, categorized by project 
issue, from May 1. 2023, through September 30, 2024. 

Forensic Reviews: The CCU completed two forensic reviews during this project period: 

• l2303348- Review of a DNFSB laptop for alleged personnel security issues. 
• I2400138-Review of an NRC laptop for an alleged security violation. 

• 12302608- NRC Management Failure to Properly Document Interactions with 
Licensees in Accordance with Management Directive 3.5. 

• l2303337-NRC Manager Operating a Personal Business During Work Hours. 
• P2303390 (two separate email pulls)-DNFSB's Use and Oversight of Diverse 

USA Contract. 
• l2400030-Reported Falsified Time Reporting by DNFSB Contractor Employee. 
• C2400077- Declaration of Harassment. 
• 12400125- Reported Alleged Child Molestation and Drug Use by NRC employee. 
• P2400208- Alleged Conflict of Interest of Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

Branch Chief. 

Network Log Reviews: The CCU performed two network log reviews, in support of the 
following cases: 

• l2303337- NRC Manager Operating a Personal Business During Work Hours. 
• 1240030- Reported Falsified Time Reporting by DNFSB Contractor Employee. 

Geofence Violations: The CCU received five reports from the NRC OCIO of suspected 
geofence violations. The CCU monitored the agency's disposition of the suspected 
violations, which were as follows: 

• March 18, 2024, suspected violation in (bJ(7J(C) An individual traveled, with 
an NRC-issued laptop, to!CbX7XC) Ito assist Cb) )CCJ The individual 
attempted to mask his locatmn while using the laptop by connecting to a portable 
router. The NRC OCIO instructed the individual to turn in his laptop whenever 
he returned to the United States and informed him that he would receive a new 
laptop. The NRC OCIO reviewed the laptop and found no unauthorized access to 
any NRC IT system. 

• May 5, 2024, suspected violation in India-The suspected violation was a false 
positive. The NRC OCIO determined that the agency had decommissioned the 
laptop but had not removed the geofence software. 

• June 9, 2024, suspected violation inlCb)(7)CC) ) - An individual traveled, with an 
~flflte~t-t,SE-eNVl Of 8-IH¥ESTES~IQ~~J.QKMA+IQ~ 
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NRC-issued lapto to Cb)(. C or a day trip. The individual turned on his laptop, 
realized he was in cc) and immediately h1rned off the laptop. The NRC 
OCIO scanned the laptop remotely and determined no unauthorized access had 
occurred; the NRC OCIO allowed the individual to keep the laptop and continue 
with his trip. 

• July 12, 2024, suspected violation in India-The suspected violation was a false 
positive. The NRC OCIO determined that the agency had decommissioned the 
laptop but had not removed the geofence software. 

• Septemb~r 17, 2024, suspected violation inl~H:i~ rAn individua! traveled, with 
an NRC-1ssued laptop, to!Cb)(7)(C) !for a day tnp~ffie NRC OCIO discovered the 
suspected violation when the individual returned to the United States and turned 
on the l~I,he NRC OCIO determined that the laptop was not turned on 
while in~and found no unauthorized access to either the laptop hardware 
or any NRC IT system via the laptop. 

Intrusion Events: The CCU assisted the NRC with referral and investigative steps 
relating to the following cyber intrusion incident: 

• The NRC Office of uclear Material Safety and Safe 1ards NMSS hosted a 
program, off the main NRC IT network and in th CbX7)CE) for 
licensees to update their information. A contractor-contro e Cb)0)CE) 
function d as th program's firewall , and NMSS identified a br...._a""T""""""'!'":~__, 
appliance. The CCU assisted the NRC in Cb)0)CE) 
CT,)(4), (b)(7)(E) 

(b)(7) (E) 

ata or rntrus1on mto t 

FBI '1'ber Task Force: The CCU continued to support the Bahimore FBI Cyber Task 
Force through the following activities: 

• The CCU attended weekly intergovernmental meetings, providing support and 
expertise on nuclear-related incidents. 

• The CCU identified that information in a draft FBI re X5) 
(b )(5) 

~xs,1 t e report prior to ma 1zat10n. 
• e participate m seven a e treets events from June 2023 through 

August 2023, canvassing neighborhoods in Baltimore, Maryland. to provide to 
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residents contact information for various emergenL'Y and nun-emergency law 
enforcement services. 

DISPOSITION 

For details of the referenced investigations, see the individual case files. The OIG closed 
this project to file. The OIG opened a new project with similar objectives under OIG 
case number 12500038. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

MEMORANDUM 

January 30, 2025 

Concur: Case Closed D 
.....__e(7)(C-) _ _____.1 

l~lmi'l"J 

~ ned by!(b)(?) ( ! 
~ .01 JO 17:35:46 
-05"00' 

MISUSE OF SMALL ENTITY REDUCED ANNUAL FEE 
PROGRAM-PHARMALOGTC (OIG CASE NO. 12303357) 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) conducted a proactive review of entities which 
have certified to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) their status as a small 
entity via NRC Form 526, ··certification of Small Entity Status for the Purposes of 
Annual Fees Imposed under to CFR Part 171." Through this review, the OIG identified 
that subsidiary entities of PharmaLogic Holdings Corporation (PharmaLogic), 1 S Ocean 
Bou1evard, Suite 206, Boca Raton, Florida 33432, might have falsely certified their 
status as a small business entity, resulting in an underpayment of annual fees. 

POTENTIAL VIOlATIONS 

Legal standards potentially relevant to this investigation include Title 31 of the United 
States Code section 3729(a )(1)(D), "False Claims"; Title 10 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (C.F.R.) Part 13 , "Program Fraud Civil Remedies"; 10 C.F.R. Part 15, "Debt 
Collection Procedures"; and, 10 C.F.R. section 171.16, "Annual fees: Materials licensees, 
holders of certificates of compliance, holders of sealed source and device registrations, 
holders of quality assurance program approvals, and government agencies licensed by 
the NRC.'' 

FINDINGS 

PharmaLogic agreed to pay to the United States $350,000.00, of which $195,000.00 

constituted restitution, to settle allegations that between 2015 and 2023, nine entities 
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acquired by PharmaLogic falsely certified on NRC Form 526 their status as a small 
entity. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Pharma Logic is a corporation headquartered in the State of Florida. The company's 
primary line of business, and that of its affiliates and subsidiaries, is the compounding 
and manufacturing of radiopharmaceuticals. Radiopharmaceuticals are the radioactive 
form of chemical elements and such drugs are used in nuclear medicine to diagnose and 
treat certain diseases. 

While regulating and licensing civilian use of radioactive materials, the NRC charges a 
fee annually to entities granted licenses to handle, store, and dispose of radioactive 
materials. If an entity qualifies as a small business, then under 10 C.F.R. 171.16(c) the 
entity may obtain a reduction in the ordinary annual fee. The entity obtains the fee 
reduction by filing an NRC Form 526. 

From March 31, 2015, through December 31, 2023, nine entities acquired by 
Pharma Logic filed NRC Forms 526. Through these filings, each entity ce11ified its status 
as a .. small entity" and its entitlement to a reduced NRC annual fee. The certifications 
were false, however, because the entities exceeded the size limits to qualify for reduced 
annual fees. 

The NRC relied on the veracity of the certifications and reduced each Pharmalogic 
entity's annual fee. 

The PharmaLogic entities that claimed small entity status improperly were 
PharmaLogic MT, Inc.; Radiopharmacy Inc. (Evansville); Hot Shots Nuclear Medicine, 
L.L.C. (Lansing); PharmaLogic Ml, L.L.C.; Hot Shots Nuclear Medicine, L.L.C. 
(Marquette); Mid-America Isotopes, Inc.; PharmaLogic WV Ltd.; PharmaLogic WY, 
Inc.; and, PharmaLogic Puerto Rico L.L.C. 

DISPOSITION 

On January 7, 2025, PharmaLogic entered into a settlement agreement with the United 
States, acting through the United States Department of Justice and on behalf of the 
NRC. PharmaLogic agreed to pay to the United States $350,000.00, of which 
$195,000.00 constituted restitution, no later than February 6, 2025. Therefore, this 
investigation is closed with no further OIG action taken. 

ATTACHMENT: Settlement Agreement 
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

This Settlement Agreement (Agreement) is entered into among the United States 

of America, acting through the United States Department of Justice and the United States 

Attorney's Office for the District of Maryland, and on behalf of the Un ited States Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission ("NRC") (collectively the "United States"), and Phammlogic 

Holdings Corporation (hereinafter ·'PHC") (the United States and PHC hereafter 

collectively refen-ed to as "the Parties"), through their authorized representatives. 

RECITALS 

A. PHC is a corporation headquartered in the State of Florida. Its primary 

line of business, and that of its affiliates and subsidiaries. is the compounding and 

m anu facturi ng of radi oph annaceutical s. "Rad ioph am1aceuti ca Is" are the radioactive 

form of chemical elements and such drugs arc used in nuclear medicine to diagnose and 

treat certain diseases. 

B. The United States contends that it has certain civil claims against PHC for 

conduct that occurred during the period dating from on or about March 31, 2015 through 

December 31, 2023. As background, the NRC. which regulates and licenses civilian use 

of radioactive materials, charges a fee annually to entities granted licenses to handle, 

store, and dispose of radioactive materials. If an entity qualifies as a small business, then 

under I O C. F. R. * I 71. I 6( c) the entity may obtain a reduction in the ordinary annual fee. 

The entity obtains the fee reduction by filing an NRC Fom1 526, ''Certification of Small 

Entity Status for the Purposes of Annual Fees Imposed under IO CFR Part 171." During 

the period identified above, nine entities acquired by PHC filed NRC Form 526s. 

Through these filings, each entity certified its status as a "small entity" and its 



entitlement to a reduced NRC annual fee. The certifications were false, however. because 

the entities exceeded the size limits to qualify for reduced annual license fees. The NRC 

relied on the veracity of the certifications and reduced each PHC entity's annual license 

fee. The PHC entities claiming small business status improperly were PharmaLogic MT. 

Inc.; Radiopharmacy Inc. (Evansville); Hot Shots Nuclear Medicine. L.L.C . (Lansing); 

PhannaLogic ML L.L.C.: Hot Shots Nuclear Medicine. L.L.C. (Marquette): Mid­

America Isotopes, Inc.; Pharmalogic WV Ltd.; PhannaLogic WY, Inc.; and 

PharmaLogic Puerto Rico L.L.C. This conduct is referred to below as the Covered 

Conduct. 

C. This Senlement Agreement is neither an admission of liability by PHC nor 

a concession by the United States that its claims are not well founded. 

To avoid the delay, uncertainty, inconvenience, and expense of protracted 

litigation of the above claims, and in consideration of the mutual promises and 

obligations of this Settlement Agreement. the Parties agree and covenant as follows: 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

1, PHC shall pay to the United States Three-Hundred and Fifty Thousand 

dollars ($350,000) (Settlement Amount), of which S 195,600 constitutes restitution , by 

electronic funds transfer pursuant to written instructions to be provided by the Office of 

the United States Attorney for the District of Maryland. no later than 30 days after the 

Effective Date of this Agreement. 

2. Subject to the exceptions in Paragraph 3 (concerning reserved claims) 

below. and conditioned upon the receipt by the United States of the Settlement Amount 

the United States releases PHC together with its current and fonner parent corporations: 



direct and indirect subsidiaries; brother or sister corporations; divisions; current or former 

corporate owners; and the corporate successors and assigns of any of them, from any civil 

or administrative monetary claim the United States has for the Covered Conduct under 

the False Claims Act, 31 U.S.C. §§ 3729-3733; the Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act. 

31 U.S.C. §§ 3801-3812; the Contract Disputes Act, 41 U .S.C. §§ 710 1-7109, or the 

common law theories of breach ofcontrnct payment by mistake. unjust enrichment. and 

fraud. 

3. Notwithstanding the release given in Paragraph 2 of this Agreement, or 

any other term of this Agreement, the following claims and rights of the United States are 

specifically reserved and are not released: 

a. Any liability arising under Title 26, U.S. Code (Internal Revenue 

Code); 

b. Any criminal liability; 

c. Except as explicitly stated in this Agreement, any administrative 

liability or enforcement right. or any administrative remedy. 

including the suspension and debarment rights of any federal 

agency; 

d. Any liability to the United States (or its agencies) for any conduct 

other than the Covered Conduct; 

e. Any liability based upon obligations created by this Agreement: 

f. Any liability of individuals; 
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g. Any liability for express or implied warranty claims or other 

claims for defective or deficient products or services. including 

quality of goods and services; 

h. Any liability for failure to deliver goods or services due; 

1. Any liability for personal injury or property damage or for other 

consequential damages arising from the Covered Conduct: 

4. PHC waives and shall not assert any defenses PHC may have to any 

criminal prosecution or administrative action relating to the Covered Conduct that may be 

based in whole or in part on a contention that, under the Double Jeopardy Clause in the 

Fifth Amendment of the Constitution, or under the Excessive Fines Clause in the Eighth 

Amendment of the Constitution, this Agreement bars a remedy sought in such criminal 

prosecution or administrative action. 

5. PHC fully and finally releases the United States, its agencies, officers, 

agents, employees, and servants, from any claims ( including attorneys' fees, costs. and 

expenses of every kind and however denominated) that PHC has asserted. could have 

asserted, or may assert in the future against the United States, its agencies, officers, 

agents, employees, and servants, related to the Covered Conduct or the United States' 

investigation or prosecution thereof. 

6. a. Unallowable Costs Defined: All costs (as defined in the Federal 

Acquisition Regulation, 48 C.F.R. § 31.205-47) incurred by or on behalf of PHC, and its 

present or fonner officers, directors, employees, shareholders. and agents in connection 

with: 

( 1) the matters covered by this Agreement: 
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(2) the United Slates' audit(s) and civil invesligation(s) of the 

matters covered by this Agreement; 

(3) PHC' s investigation, defense, and corrective actions 

undertaken in response to the United States' audit(s) and 

civil investigation(s) in connection with the matters 

covered by this Agreement (including attorneys' fees): 

(4) the negotiation and performance of this Agreement; 

(5) the payment PHC makes to the United States pursuant to 

this Agreement 

are unallowable costs for government contracting purposes (hereinafter referred to as 

Unallowable Costs). 

b. Future Treatment of Unallowable Costs: Unallowablc Costs will 

be separately determined and accounted for by PHC, and PHC shall not charge such 

Unallowable Costs directly or indirectly to any contract with the United States. 

c. Treatment of Unallowable Costs Previously Submitted for 

Payment: Within 90 days of the Effective Date of this Agreement, PHC shall identify and 

repay by adjustment to foture claims for payment or otherwise any Unallowable Costs 

included in payments previously sought by PHC or any of its subsidiaries or affiliates 

from the United States. PHC agrees that the United States. at a minimum. shall be 

entitled to recoup from PJIC any overpayment plus applicable interest and penalties as a 

result of the inclusion of such Unallowable Costs on previously-submitted requests for 

payment. The United States, including the Department of Justice and/or the affected 

agencies. reserves its rights to audit, examine, or re-examine PHC's books and records 
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and to disagree with any calculations submitted by PHC or any of its subsidiaries or 

affiliates regarding any Unallowable Costs included in payments previously sought by 

PHC. or the effect of any such Unallowable Costs on the amount of such payments. 

7. PHC agrees to cooperate fully and truthfully with the United States' 

investigation of individuc1ls c1nd entities not released in this Agreement. Upon reasonable 

notice, PHC shall encourage, and agrees not to impair, the cooperation of its directors, 

officers, and employees, and shall use its best efforts to make available, and encourage, 

the cooperation of former directors, officers, and employees for interviews and testimony, 

consistent with the rights and privileges of such individuals. PHC further agrees to 

furnish to the United States. upon request. complete and unredacted copies of all non­

privileged documents, reports, memoranda of interviews. and records in its possession, 

custody, or control concerning any investigation of the Covered Conduct that it has 

undertaken, or that has been performed by another on its behalf 

8. This Agreement is intended to be for the benefit of the Parties only. 

9. Each Party shall bear its own legal and other costs incurred in connection 

with this matter. including the preparation and performance of this Agreement. 

I 0. Each Party and signatory to this Agreement represents that it freely and 

voluntarily enters into this Agreement without any degree of duress or compulsion. 

11. This Agreement is governed by the laws of the United States. The 

exclusive venue for any dispute relating to this Agreement is the United States District 

Court for the District of Mary land. Fur purposes of construing this Agreement. this 

Agreement shall be deemed to have been drafted by all Parties to this Agreement and 
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shall not. lherefore, be construed against any Party for that reason in any subsequent 

dispute. 

12. This Agreement constitutes the complete agreement between the Parties. 

This Agreement may not be amended except by written consent of the Parties. 

Forbearance by the United States from pursuing any remedy or relief available to it under 

this Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of rights under this Agreement. 

13. The undersigned counsel represent and warrant that they are fully 

authorized to execute this Agreement on behalf of the persons and entities indicated 

below. 

14. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts. each of which 

constitutes an original and all of which constitute one and the same Agreement. 

15. This Agreement is binding on PHC's successors, transferees, heirs, and 

assigns. 

16. All Parties consent to the United States' disclosure of this Agreement, and 

information about this Agreement. to the public. 

17. This Agreement is effective on the date of signature of the last signatmy to 

the Agreement (Effective Date of this Agreement). Facsimiles of signatures shall 

constitute acceptable. binding signatures for purposes of this Agreement. 

[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS ON NEXT PAGE] 
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DATED: 

THE UNITED STATF.S OF AMF.RICA 

January7,202~y- lL... _ c_J _____ __.li-___ _ 

Assistant United Slates Attorney 
United Stales Allorney·s Oflice for the 
District of Maryland 

ORPORATIO -- DEFEND T 

T D: ____ B 

~igned by!Cb)(7) ! 
Date: 2025.01 .02 12:59·32 

CbX7)(C) 

D 
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DATE: 

TO: 

MEMORANDUM 

February 14, 2025 

Concur: Case Closed 

I~~ I 

-------------------
Olgltolly •'9 r1<d by I (b )(7)( C) 
Da1e: 20.!5.02. 14 71 :20, 13 -05'00' 

THROUGH: r )(7)(C) 

FROM: l(b)(7)(C) I r )(7)(C) i 
Senior Special Agent 

SUBJECT: U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION REGIONAL 
MANAGERS NOT INAPPROPRIATELY INFLUENCED BY LICENSEE 
BY REDUCING FEE-BILLABLE CHARGES 
(OIG CASE NO. 12303380) 

ALLEGATIONS 

The Office of the Inspector Genera] (OIG) received a complaint regarding potentiaJ 
licensee influence on U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Region III 
management. Specifically, the complainant questioned Region Ill management's 
decision to reduce certain hours the NRC had billed to licensee DTE Energy for a 
!CbX7Xc> !inspection at Fermi Power Plant, Unit 
2 (Fermi). AJlegedly, in August 2023, Region ill management requested a greater than 
10-week prior period adjustment to reduce fee-billable hours without a thorough 
assessment of the situation or adequate basis. 

The OIG referred the complaint to Region III for review. Pursuant to Regional 
Procedure (RP) 8.17, "Handling of Allegations of Improper Actions by NRC Staff," a 
senior executive from outside Region III reviewed the complaint, and Region III 
responded to the OIG with the reviewer's conclusions. After receiving Region Ill's 
response, the OIG also initiated an investigation. 

-8-Ff"I CI Ii L U~E-8~¥-616-tNT~S~IB~IBN-tflrf~Hft'MffTIBf!f-
TH - ~ 

DE ENERAL (OIG ). IF 
LOANED TO PRODUCED OR 

NRC Headquarters I 11555 Rockville Pike I Rockville, Maryland 20852 I 301.415.5930 
nrcoig.ovcrsigh l.gov 

nrcoig.oversighl.gov


POTENTIAL VIOIATIONS 

The potential violations or areas of noncompliance involved in this case included Titles of 
the Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Section 2635.101, "Basic Obligation of Public 
Service," and NRC Management Directive 10.34, Time and Labor Reporting. 

FINDINGS 

Region IIJ"s response memorandum to the OIG 's referral of this complaint stated that 
the region found no evidence of misconduct or impropriety. The OIG found that Region 
Ill's finding was appropriate. 

In addition, Region Ill's response listed five conclusions regardin the decision-makin 
process and the decision to reduce the fee-billable hours for the u c ) 
inspection at Fermi. The OIG validated the facts underlying Reg._,1..,..0-n"""" ______ _. 
con cl nsi ons. 

Th OIG identified that in 2023, when Region ill management d cided to change!Cb)OXC> 
Cb)(7)(C) hour from f -billable to training becau e Cb)C7)(C) a 
(b)(7)(C) the re ion did not have a documente process for 
coding hours for Cb)O)(C) To address this lack of idance on CbX7xc J 

(b)(7)(C) Re • on III rm t1at o ice mstru tion (b)(7)(C) 
(b)(7)(C) 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

the NRC conducted af0 lO)(C) ! 
~~;,:--,.1~n:-:s===""":"'i""'F.":==-=--~~=~":"'":"':==-=e~ct ion, Region III m anagern en t assigned 

i,,,-,..,..,.....---------------....... --__.to assist the team and mentor~ 
Re ion III had no published guidance, ________ ......, __________ ....._ ___ _ 

owever, or ow (b)C7>CC) should charge inspection hours when"'"Cb"""'Jc=)cc,..J _______________ __. ._ _________ ___, 

DTE Ener . disagreed with the fee-billable hours the NRC charged for theL--~""=""--. 
tb)C7)(C) inspection, and Re ion III management tasked Acting Branch 1e (b)(7) 

Cb lOJ(C) to review the hours. (b)C7JCC) notes about the review documented that e 
mspect10n team "did a deep 1ve - person by person - week by week - created an excel 
spreadsheet. S lit it out b • Pre Doc, Inspection, and Travel." !(b)OJ(CJ lnnther 

documented, (b) 
7
. )(C) . had high Pre.p/Doc (should be 60% of ins~ection 

hours)." Addt 1ona ly, Cb)O)cci noted that Region III had added lCbX7XC) _ 
~ X7)(CJ !to the inspec 10n team because !Cb J(7J(C) !was ha ... V1"'"n-g- t1-·o-u.._,6,,...e_. ___ __, 

-0FFl€1i'm·~S&eNl::¥--91&1N1-'~~16A::f:19Pif-lH~9RMA~IQN-
nns nocu41 i!!.EJ, ' - 1 HF &llOl!f,&.T\'OFTI-!1: U.S. Nl Cl.EAR REGlJL,\~ RYff%Uf.ll.llON Ami 

DE•~~E~{~r~~~~-~~i~y ~!:.:~~~~'lf.t"\l(Jft':.!,~~12:EGP~~~;~F<g~~- Ii 
JllffDJH-li~l'J'r,l"lT!I: JETH E RECEIVING ,\GENC\' WITHOUfTilE 6K'r'S'Pl!itMt'9iii1Wr_ 
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In a July 26, 2023 memorandum to the NRC com troller Re ion lll management 
requested, in part, that 54 hours from the Cb . nspection at Fermi be 
changed from fee-billable inspection hours to trammg or -------

While the RP 8.--1 review of Region III's decision to reduce fee-billable hours for the 
(b)(7)( nspection at Fermi did not identify any evidence of misconduct 
or impropriety, egion II listed five conclusions from the review: 

1. The decision to adjust inspection hours seemed reasonable and 
appropriate. Hours can vary based on the number, complexity, and 
significance of issues revealed during an inspection. While this 
inspection did have a large number of condition reports opened by the 
licensee, there were no significant findings. Interviews revealed 
inconsistencies in approaches for charging time and varying levels of 
experience among team members. These factors seem to indicate a 
reasonable basis for adjusting hours .... 

2. Thej({,)(7)(C) ~id not have access to 
fee valfifatmn reports, resultmg m a lost opportunity for identifying the 
high charges prior to the licensee raising the topic. The inspection team 
was also matrixed across branches which could present its own 
~~~e.nges to having a fulsome view of the total hours by fb)OJCC) l 
._r_ __ ____.! ... 

3. The decision-making process used to inform the ath forward regarding 
the billable charges for the Fermi Cb)C7)(C) inspection 
could have been more participative m nature. pec1 1cally, more 
communication with the inspection team members to both inform 
decisions regarding the adjustment of hours and to provide a rationale 
for the decisions made could have been of value to affected parties. 
Deliberate consideration of touch points with affected individuals wasn't 
fully prioritized, and when attempted communications were met with 
resistance, important communication steps were not completed. In one 
case, an acting branch chief of a member of the inspection team asked 
the individual conducting the assessment of hours !(b)(7)(C) I 
r x XC) Ito not to speak with his employee until he frrst spoke with 
fier and was then nonresponsive to follow up requests. In addition, 
leadership team members (i.e., peer branch chiefs and division 
managers) could have aided the individual conducting the assessment of 
hours by helping ensure that she was able to engage all affected 
individuals in an intentional manner and to alleviate barriers presented 
during her efforts .... 

-QJ;:l,:l"IA:~~~a;Q>JI~' QIG-1~1,1:~:JIGA::JIQ~IHloQRMAi:&:IQ~ 
Till · . 

UEF&VSE NUCLEAR "NERAL (OIG). II' 
LOANED TO AN - 'EO OR 
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4. Interviewees conveyed a lack of clear expectations regarding how to 
charge hours for inspection activities, including how to consider 
qualification status in decisions related to charging .... 

5. The Fermi !Cb>(7)(C) I inspection team could have 
benefitted from a more balanced com osition. The team included a 

tis important to ensure 
t at team compos1t10n a ows or t e success completion of inspection 
samples and disposition of items identified during the inspection. 

The OIG determined that Region Jffs conclusions were appropriate based on the 
information the OIG athered in its investi ation. For exam le Cb) r l 

e mspec 10n proce ure resource ours. 

Regarding a lost o to identify an hours-charging issue sooner, Region III 
Branch Chief (bJ .. J( l confirmed to the OIG that Region III had multiple 

to 

acting branch ch1e s, rnc u rn ) in 2023. !Cb)~CC) !stated that one of the acting 
branch chiefs "never got the Marc or April fee vah atrnn reports. Actually, no one 
reviewed them." Later, Region III management discovered that there was an internal 
process issue with distributing the March and April 2023 reports and corrected the 
issue. 

In addition in interviews with the OIG, Region III inspectors j(bX7)(C) I 
f1')(7)(CJ L I an~~)(7)(C) !all stated that during the Fern11 mspechon 
process, unfortunate personal events occurred which had an impact on the NRC 
inspection team. One of the actions Region III branch chiefs took to address the matter 
was assigning!(b)(7)CC) ~o supportf0 )C7)(Cl I 

r )(T)(C) 1 

New Guidance for_r _x_)(i_C_) _________________ _ 

In its response listing the five conclusions from the RP 8.17 review, Region III identified 
opportunities for addressing the conclusions and thereby enhancin ins ection 

rocesses. Notabl , effective (b)O)CC) Re ion III l'e1eased Cb)(7)(C) 

....Q,"i,.l~IAb-U~~~Mr· Ql~~l!.~:&:l~A:&:IQ~l~QR.MA:&:IQ~ 
~ .. H":':'IW-S -nm-~,1:1;..u., J:liE ~ROPF.RTY OF Tiffi U.S. NUCLEAR REG UL,\ TORY fPJ':™~ -~•ru 
DEt[i~EN~ ~~·~~r~~~~•~-~~(·irN7.~,~::~ :JICMJKUS~~-•:. •;;'[,!~i}r-::!)=~;:~~~;~~(~F (.?:f ~· 11 

Q!SfRW iWJl'\I UU ISluh nm RECEIVINO AOENCYWITIIOUT niE uiC S"i'f!MHlliiliilUZL__ 
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Table 1 contains, in eW11, the email Region Ill distributed to staff regarding the new 
office instructionl(b) . (C) I 

(b)(f)(C) 

Source: NRC 

Discussing the revised F~iW'-'~""'"'7ection hours and the new office instruction during an 
interview with the OIG ) stat "It wasn't really a Fermi issue-we really 
needed the guidance (b)(7)(Cl .. The region has learned." 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG found that Region Ill's finding of no evidence of misconduct or impropriety, 
based on the RP 8.17 review of the decision to reduce the Fermi inspection hours, was 
a ro riate and the OIG validated the underlying facts. The OIG briefed Re ion III 
(b)O)(CJ and CbX7XC) 

.,.....,._..,..,--'i,""--'i""".""i- -'9""'- ~ --
(b) ( 7 )( C) n t e s . n mgs. e..,.,..,,,..,,,....-----. 
1mp ementing Region Ill's new office instrnction l(b)(i)CC) I Because neither the 
OIG nor Region III found misconduct, the region will take no personnel action. 

The OIG Investigations Division observed that when DTE Energy disagreed with the 
inspection charges, the NRC did not inform the licensee of the appropriate processes­
such as those under 10 C.F.R. 170. 51, "Right to review and appeal of prescribed fees," 
and 10 C.F.R. 15.31, "Disputed debts"-to dispute charges. Therefore, the OIG 
Investigations Division will refer this issue to the OIG Audits and Evaluations Division for 
consideration. 

This investigation supported the OIG's Annual Plan for Fiscal Year 2025, Safety and 
Security initiative for Investigations, to "[i]nvestigate a11egations that the NRC has not 
maintained an appropriate 'arm's length' distance from licensees and contractors." 

-OF'Plelttt:'tlS~f41}f 810 I N:YF.S:t:16A::f:I9N-H11n...:Q™;;&.:IQ~ 
~!i!W~ 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: March 31, 2025 

TO: Concur: Case Closed 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 
ent 

SUBJECT: POTENTIAL U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
MANAGEMENT RETALIATION FOR RAISING A SAFETY CONCERN 
(OIG CASE NO. 12400026) 

ALLEGATION 

e Office of the Ins ector Genera] (OIG) received a com taint from (bJ(
7

XC) 

th)(7)(CJ ffice of uc ear eactor egu ation , . . Nuclear 
egu atory omm1ss10n ), alleging whistleblower retaliation and violations of 

commercial nudear power lant access policies. Allegedly, rcioxcJ ~hen the 
MC7)(C) owered (b J(7J(C) performance appraisal or 2 o 2 I rom an overall 
rating o J(7)(C) because (b)O )(C) disclosed information to Cb J(7)(C) regarding 
misma use of aut onty, and a substantial and spec1 c anger to public 
health and safety. 

The information (b)(7)(C) 

(b)(7)(CJ 

(b )(7)(C) 

isclosed related to a req • 
Re )(7)(C) 

(bJ(7)(C) on t e unescorte access 1st or 
commercia nuc ear power p ants. L.-~__, eged thatj(b>(7)(C) ~ quest 
circumvented NRC Inspection Manua apter (IMC) 1240, Unescorted Access at 
Commercial Nuclear Power Plants, Selected Fuel Cycle Facilities, Independent Spent 

NRC Headquarters I 11555 Rockville Pike I Rockville, Maryland 20852 I 301.415,5930 
nrcoig.ove1·sighl.gov 



-r>FPleh\t US~N~- 6t6-tN¥f':S'flt6~16N-INF8Ri\l/iFl8N-

Fuel Storage Installations or Non-Power Production and Utilization Facilitie~ and 
NRC Management Directive MD) 12.3, NRC Personnel Security Program. !Cb) CC) I 
further alleged that Cb) pressured NRC staff to approve the request. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation involved the Whistleblower 
Protection Act of 1989 (WPA), as amended and primarily codified at Title 5 of the 
United States Code (U.S.C.) Section 2302, "Prohibited Personnel Practices"; IMC 1240; 

and MD 12.3. 

PRIMA FACIE CASE OF RETALIATION 

As a threshold matter, the OIG found thatl(b)(7)(C) !allegation regarding his 2023 

performance appraisal met the four requirements for a prima facie case of whistleblower 
retaliation: 

• The employee made a protected disclosure under~sc,Hss·,· 2302(b)(8) or engaged 
in protected activity under 5 U.S.C. 2302(b)(9). l J made a protected 
disclosure regarding mismanagement, abuse of authority. and a substantial and 
specific danger to public health and safety, and he made the disclosure to his 
management, an authorized entity. 

• A ersonnel action in~e employee was taken, withheld, or ~d. 
)(

7
)( ) supervisor.~took a personnel action by lowering~ 

2023 performance appraisal rating, as compared to the 2022 rating. 

• The responsible management official had actual or constructive knowledge of the 
protected disclosure or activi rior to the decision to take, withhold, or threaten 
the personnel action. (b)O)(CJ k:new of !Cb)C7)(C) !protected disclosure. 

• The protected disclosure was a contributing factor in the decision to take, 
withhold, or threaten the personnel action. A plausible time1ine existed between 

!(b)(7)(C) ~rotected disclosure and the issuance of the performance appraisal. 

Therefore, the OIG investigated the allegation of retaliation for potential violations of 
the WPA. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG did not substantiate the alle ation that Cb XC) etaliated agains~(b)(7XC lfor 
making a protected disclosure when )O)(CJ issued to CbX7J(CJ lower per ormance 
appraisal for 2023 than Cb)O)CCJ received for 2022. In addition, the OIG did not 
substantiate the alle ation that (b l( (CJ circumvented l.MC 1240 or MD 12.3 by 
requesting to place (b (7)(c) on the unescorted access list for commercial nuclear 

-0FFl€lrl.r:lrl,SE-8NliY 01&fN¥ES"fl8rl.r:Tl0N-INF8RMi'rTIBN­
Tms MJt"t~.;.ii.J: ; PROPERT'fOFTHE U.S. NUCLEAR RF.GUUTORY COM!\H'-<;1. 11)1\1 u m 9 111 ~ t n 

NUCLEARFACJUTIES ·~ 'IC.E Of'. : ' 'Mt~l!:'llEltX[ IOI G). II-' LOA.~EDTO 
ANOTHER AGENt;Y. rJ , 1 UUCEU OR ULSTlUBL:TED OL''lSlUE TIU. 
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power plants, nor tha~(b)(7>(C> 

request. 
limperrnissibly pressured NRC staff to grant the 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Allegation of Retaliation 

On April 20, 2023,~responded to an email from!CbX7XC) ~hanking!&X7Xc5 !for 
work.in on comrne~lear power plant site access coordination. In his response 
email, (b 7> C) stated that he had some security and safety concerns regarding the site 
access pro ram and would like to be removed as the backup coordinator for the 
program. (b JC c responded, offering time for!CbJHJccj ~o Jay out his concerns so they 
could bee evate to leadership. !Cb)(7)(C) ~dded that articulating the challenges, 
resource issues, and relevant guidance (or lack th!~f~an~ providi~ recommendations 
on how to address the concerns would be helpful. ent tol(b) c5 Ian email in 
which he described the concerns as follows: 

• Current CFR / guidance is lacking / unknown. Items likely exist, but 
there was no turnover. 

• There was a lot of pressure to add an individual to the list with 
improper management justification. There was focus on what's been 
previously done as opposed to understanding why actions were 
previously taken. I felt there was also some personal arrogance 
displayed (in the form of statements made) by management yesterday 
which I prefer not to write down. Without a basis of understanding the 
"why" things are done and being able to point to references that allow 
our actions, future issues will develop. In my opinion, this is a safety 
culture issue as well. 

• I felt like there was no management suppm1 from you o~?X7) pnly 
obstacles presented as to why I can't carry out actions tha were 
previously done. I reaJly needed your help yesterday, you were 
nowhere to be found. I don't have the background the previous lead 
did. Again, a safety culture issue. 

• I came really close to taking an action I was not supposed too (i.e. 
addin~o the list). By luck, I happened to get in touch with a staff 
memb~1 Region 11 that knew a bit more than me. I haven·t heard 
anything from management regarding appreciation from avoiding a 
potential safety issue. From some of the statements made bv 
management, there may be more of a concern as to wh~as not 
added to the list. 

~id not, however, articulate the resource issues or provide recommendations on 
~ddress the concerns. 

The concernslCbl(7lCC) ~xpres~eid....._to~ 7JCC>related to a request from !CbX'l)CC) !to 
-QJ.J.U,IA&-1,S~ . • U;""M~6~18:A:Tl0N-INF0RM2'1:Tl0N-

TH 1s D _ 
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placej~)(7)(C} Ion the unescorted access list for commercial nuclear power plants. 
Upon~~ !request to be removed as the backup coordinator for the site access 
program, he was removed from the duty. 

,4,l,J,,;i,Q,~~r 2023,~signed[b)OJCC) 12023 performance appraisal, rating 
,__ __ ~ ""e ... rl_o_rm_~_a ... nce or the 2023 rating period- October 2022 throu:h Se tember 
2023- as )( 'th an overall numerical rating of !i'tic6) j J C 

overall rating for 2022 was also Ye mt the overall numerical ratm was Cb C 

(b JC In contrast to the )( 
~~::-'"'.,_ __ __, _______ ~~-------...... --' 

ratin Cb 7 C) -·ecetve -or :.!022. for 202 Cb) ccJ receive 
lr':':,,:----......i so, in contrast to the, 
'"""'",,..... _ __..r ... atingf J(7 )(CJ ~eceived 1,-o_r_2_0_2_2_,..,....o-r _2_0_2_3iii:','.)Ci"r7)wcc,;-;J--,.-re_c_e-:-h-·e-. .-a-r-at'.""l'i_n_g_o""'·lli:\/~7"' 

ln an interview with the OIG.!M~© !stated that employee performance is based on 
the ratin period in question: prior year a raisals are not taken into consideration. 

)C JC lso stated, under oath, that t:bl XC) raisal rating was not negatively 
im acted bvlit)i'5(C) !April 2023 disc osure. CbX7J(C) stated that he determined 
~ ( .) 2023 appraisal rating in concert with Cb)0)C l ho served as~ 

supervisor for the first 6 months of the rating period. Cb)C7)(CJ nth er stated tha~~I 
l(b )\f)(C) !had assesse~(b)~~ roeljormance for October 2022 through Mardi 2023 
as potentially meritin~Cb) l _lfor two elements (which performance and 
rating, if sustained overt eratmg period, would have resulted in a lower overall 
rating tha~Cb) 7)(C) !received for 2023). 

~stated that as he was not!(b)(7)(C) I supervisor at the time of mid-year reviews, 
~t conduct@)(7)(C) !mid-year review to discuss any improvements needed to 
maintain element ratings from 2022. !l'.bl(l}(C) t lheld a petformance appraisal feedback 
session with!Cb)(7)(CJ !to discuss the 2023 per onnance appraisal ratings, with!(b)(7J(C) I 

l(b)(7)(CJ f n attendance. 

• finalizin (bJ(1)(C) 2023 performance appraisal,!Cb)C~~ !received from 
his ; Cb)(7)(CJ Appraisal Element Considerations." prov1 mg input on his 

p rmance urmg the rating period. Cb)(7)(CJ tated that he reviewe )(7)cci in ut 
but considered some of the erformance \b)C7)CCJ described as warranting tbX6> 
rating for Cbl(6l nd Cb)(6) rating fo~ bX6) ! During. t_ e_,0,...I"""G,---..... 
interview~ (b)( XC) examples. 

for exam le (b)(7)(C) cited his work o (bX6\ Cb JC7)(C) 
'----.,.,,.,.=----.....--...J During the OIG interV1ew, Cb)(7JCC) tate t at 

""Cb.,..)(=7).,.,(C,,...J -...---o""'rk,--o_n_t.,..h-i s-_ -a s_s_i _n_m_ e_n_,t was!Cb)(5) I but required above-avera~e =,---. 
supervision because CbX7XC) id not propose changes for identified issues. (bX7XCJ 
added that he had discoverc that one of the ro osed changes Cb)to} Cb)(7)( r ctly 
conflicted with CbX6J Cb)0l(C) 
which con tlict 1 ... ·e_q_u ... u-e-ri"(b'.':'"'):"'.':C5)=:-,-::-(b,:-,)(7)=::-C:-:=:C::-J ------------------r----

-6Wtet1'1:t-6SE-8Ni::¥-01&1~S:t:16~1QH-IH~Q&MA+IQ~ 
,-..;.; h!IH'HFJSJ 1§ TIIE PROPERT\' OF THE U.S. NUCLEA R REG UIATOR\:' . , F 

S l'CUAR tAnunfS gAI LI i co, BU .IJ.FFICE •• • • • • ' 'RAL OJG). JI,' LOA..'JEDTO 
ANOTHER i\GI O:Nl: \', ff gm I Pi ···;; I Lit 1.% 1' __ _ _ llwit l;;_!!_[l.WUClill OR l>lSTlUllL:TEl> O l.~'lSillE l'llli 
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Someone e se 
e lSSUe. 

also cited his involvement on Cb)C6), Cb)O)CC) 

,...._ __ _, 

at as 
k 

supporting work under 

(b)(7)(C) oncluded he did not find that (b)(7)(C) 

(6)(6) 

Likewise for (b)(6) for exam le, !Cb)O)CC) !citied his work o ~ (b)(6) I 
CbX6) Cb)(7)(C) xplained to the OIG that this work involved attending 
mee gs, ensunn mana ement awareness and arran ing meetings, and that such 
work constituted (b)(6) CbX7Jcc) tated thatlCb)(7)(CJ !also 
completed routine an man atory computer- ase trammg ahead of schedule but that, 
given the absence of formal trainin self-stud activities, and on-the-job training, this 
training did not reflect Cb)C6) (b) 7XC) noted that duri n the feedback 
session, he recommended )(7)(C) J(6J 

'----4.....--------------------' 
For r )c51, (b)(7)(C) !also cited development of one-pa ers to sup ort meeting 
preparations, such as Eor (bJ(5), (b)(7)(C) s well as serving as 
the backup fo lb)C6), Cb)C7)CC) ~lated that these activities were 
communicatio.._n_s _a_ct ... 1V1._t.,..1e_s_, -so.....,..---....,.. ....... --e ... m to!Cb)(7)(C) I unde~Cbl(6J I 

!(bX6) I 

U timate or (b)(6) (b (7)(C) was (bX6) 

(b )(6) 

Based on the evidence set forth above, the OIG determined that (b)C7)CC) 202 

erformance appraisal rating of l(b)(5) !and (b 
(b)C6) did not result from retaliation for engaging in acti.._v_1_ty_ p_r_o_te_c_t_e __ ___. 
.. \ 2302. 

-0FFISl,i\~S~t\Jb¥ QIG-1-N~S~l~A~I.QN-INI-Q&MA+IQ~ 
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Allegation of Mana ement Misconduct 

[n (b )(7)(C) 

(b)C7)CC) participated in a rotational assignment in 
Re ·on II. To enable Cb)C7)CC) ete his duties during the as ignrnent 
Cb ') reque te mcc) on th commercial nucl ar pow r 
p t unescorted ace . ,___--,;-_ _. su nutted the request l(b)(7)(C) in his 
po ition as CbX7Kc ) a concern that the NRC lacked 
authorizing sue access (b)O)(C) -------------------------

• that (b)(7)(C) 

cer Cb)(7)(C) 

(b)(7)(C) 

(b)(7)(C) nunistration. 

IMC 1240 provides guidance for how to obtain unrestricted access at commercial 
nuclear power plants. ICb)OXC) I 

(b)(7)(C) 

The objective of MD 12.3 (effective date July 18, 2022) is "[t)o provide assurance that 
NRC employees, consultants1 and licensees are reliable and trustworthy to have access 
to .. . nuclear nower facilities ." 1Cb)(7)(C) J 
(b)(7)(C) 

The OIG interviewed CbX
7
XC) regarding 

ICbX7)CC) !request to plac Cb)O)CC) on the commercial nuclear ower lant 
unescmted access list. All three individuals separately stated that (b)(7)(C) did not 
pressure them to approve the request. 

The OIG also interviewed (b)( C) re arding the request. lCb)(7)CC) I denied 
pressuring anyone into pJacm Cb)(7)CCJ n the unescorted access list. ""r .,..,)ct5"""c'""'CJ,---.... 

-6Wtet1'1::b-tfSE-6NUl 018-fN¥ES~ISA~IQN-INJ.Q~A+IQ;N-
Tm. :RT\' OFTIIE U.S. NUCLEAR REGULA Bl' CPUHl8NitJ.0ND DEFENSF. 

NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAl<'E . ' GE.i"l"ERAL (OIG). II-' LOANED TO 
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stated that she believed she was responsible for determining whether!Cb)(7)(CJ I 
rotational assi nment had a need for unescorted access to nuclear power plants and, if 
so, for entering ) c into the process for receiving the access. lit)mcc5 I 
explained that unesco e access was not the same as and did not necessarily require a 
security clearance-the NRC widely granted to NRC employees unescorted access, 
regardless of whether the employees had obtained a security clearance. Then, licensees 
determined what individuals with unescorted access could access at the site. 

Cb)O)(C) also stated that she asked NRRto make a formal ad·udication of the request, 
sos e wou d have a record of the reasoning for any denial. Cb)(7)(C) stated that 
during the initial review of the re uest she was told one reason or a ossible denial was 
that!CbX7)(CJ !was CbX7JCC) 
ex Jained that sbe di t--n-ot":""t":"T""'1-nT""":'t~ a":""t -re_a_s_o_n ... rn_g_ w_a_s_c_o_rr_e_c-:-t-, a- s- t":"T"""e~l"ft"'l''l'"T"-a"'T"""p_e_r-m1tted 
Cb)C7J(C) unescorted access during ... lCb_)C_7)_cc_) _____ __. 

Based on the evidence set forth above, the OIG determined that!tblC71CC) IJid not 
circumvent NRC processes, nor did she pressure NRC staff, when she requested that the 
NRC p1ac~Mr5ccJ pn the unescorted access list. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG deter • ·IP.,,--.....,..•- e againsd(b >OJ(C) !because of a 
protected activi . ssued t (bX7XC) a 2023 performance a praisal that 
incorporated (b) received for 2022. ) • l( ) vid d to the 
OIG examples i ent1 ng eg1t1mate, wor -related concerns regarding )(7X 

performance, and the OIG determined thatf'.6>0XC) Liudgment of app._r_a-is_a.,..l r_a_t ... ings 
based on those concerns was a permissible management decision and not a violation of 
the WPA. 

In addition, the OIG determined that (bJOJ(C) id not circumvent IMC 1240 nor MD 
12.3 when she sought to add (b)O)(C) tot e unescorted access list, and she did not 
impermissibly pressure NR sta to a lbX7XC) to the list. 

Therefore, this investigation was closed to file with no further OIG action taken. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

-8-FFISh'J:b¼JS&eNlll 01B-INYES~t8~~10N-INF0RM:NPl0N 

March 26. 2025 

Mirela Gavrilas 
Executive Director 
for Operations 

ME1l10RANDUM 

FROM: Malian A. Bartley MALION 
Assistant Inspector General BARTi c:v 

0c 111 en 4 by 
MAUON BAATl.EY 
Date. 2025.01.26 

SUBJECT: 

for Investigations 1 
' .. 1.. 

1 ! 3; 18:-41 -04'00' 

MIS USE OF GOVERNMENT TRAVEL CHARGE CARD 
(OIG CASE NO. !2400074) 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) prepared the attached Report of Investigation 
based on an allegation of possible misuse of a U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) employee's government travel charge card. 

Our investigation substantiated that while not on official government travel, the 
employee made hundreds of unauthorized transactions on his ~'RC travel charge card. 

This Report of Investigation conveys the results of our investigation and is being 
provided to the NRC for appropriate action. We respectfully request a formal response 
by June 30, 2025, describing what action, if any, the agency takes based on the results of 
this investigation. If the NRC would like to discuss anv aspect of the OIG's investigation 
into this matter. please contactj(bXiJ(C) I 

CONTACT: ... r_)(i-i)(-C) ___________ _ 

IDF.'Il'IE 

NRC llcadqu.artcrs I 11555 Ruck, ille Pib I Rc)Ck,iUe, Ma~ land :m852. I 3,u.415,5930 
nrcoig.o,·rrsight.go\' 
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The distribution of this memorandum should be limited to those NRC employees whose 
involvement is required for evaluation of this matter. Neither the memorandum, the 
report, nor its exhibits may be distributed outs ide of the OIG without the OIG's express 
written permission. 

ATTACHMENT: 
Report of Investigation with exhibits 

cc: J. Mart in, Associate Director for Operations, Division for Executive Operations 
J. Golder, Chief Human Capital Officer, Office of Chief I luman Capital Officer 
B. Harris , Deputv General Counsel, Office of the General Counsel 

r )(7)(C) t without Attachment) 
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REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 

POTENTIAL MISUSE OF GOVERNMENT TRAVEL CHARGE CARD 
(OIG CASE NO. 12400074) 

THIS REPORT IS RELEASABLE ONLY BY THE U.S. NUCLEAR 
REGULATORY COMMISSION AND DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES 

SAFETY BOARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL. 

THIS REPORT AND ITS L"XHIBITS MAY NOT BE PLACED IN .ADAMS 
WITHOUT \VRIITEN PERMISSION OF THE OIG. 
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STATUTES, REGUIATIONS. AND POLICY 

5 C.F.R. Part 26'JS " tandards of Ethical Conduct for Em lovees of the Executive 
Branch" 

§ 2635.704(a), "Use of Government Property'"-(a) Standard. Employees have a duty to 
protect and consenre Government property and may not use such property, or allow its 
use, for other than authorized purposes. 

41 C.F.R. Chapter 301. "Temporarv Dutv (TDY) Travel Allowances-

§ 301-2.2. "What travel expenses may my agency pay?· -Your agency may pay only 
those expenses essential to the transaction of official business. which include: (a) 
Transportation expenses as provided in part 301-10 of this chapter; (b) Per diem 
expenses as provided in part 301-11 of this chapter; (c) Miscellaneous expenses as 
provided in part 301-12 of this chapter; and (d) Travel expenses of an employee ½1th 
special needs as provided in part 301-13 of this chapter. 

u,s, Nuclear ReguJatorv Commission Management Directive 14~y_ 
Duty Travel 

It is the policy of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to adhere to the statutory and 
regulatory principles of the Federal Travel Regulation (FTR) (41 CFR. Chapters 301-
304), associated Executive Orders, Comptroller General decisions, and decisions of the 
General Service.s Administration Board of Contract Appeals related to official 
Government travel. 

SUBJECT 

egu at1on 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

ALLEGATION 

The Office of the Ins ector General OIG) initiated this investigation based on a 
complaint from in the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) Office of,_.....,...,,...,.......,,......,..-----."""T""l~cer. Allegedly, while overseeing the NRC's travel 
charge card progr flagged certain transactions linked to the 
NRC travel charge c as instances of possible misuse of a 
government travel c rge c r . 

~¥¥1€1~~SE-0NH'--9I8 D~6:t:18:A::t:19N-IHF9RM:A::i;:1QN-
THls . PROPER'ITQFlllE U.S. N'lTLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

NUCLEAR FACJI.l"l'IES . • OFFICE OF THE l:'.'1/S . . _I: LOANED TO 
ANOTHER AGENCY, IT A.."'D ns C . RODl'.('£0 OR DTh1'RIBL-rED OUl'SIDE I HE 

'ING AGENCY\HTHOlTTHE 



FINDINGS 

The OIG found that from April 10, 2019, to December 31, 2024, while not on official 
travelf J(7)(C) !used his NRC travel charge card for 504 transactions. The 
unaut 10nzed transactions were for charges totaling S26,174.86. The OIG found no 
evidence that the government incurred pecuniary loss due toll6>(7)(C) ~nauthorized 
use of his NRC travel charge card. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Background 

Under the Travel and Transportation Reform Act of 1998 and the Federal Travel 
Regulation, federal employees are generally required to use a government travel charge 
card to pay for official travel e..xpenses. The Government Charge Card Abuse Prevention 
Act of 2012 requires agency officials to establish and maintain internal controls to 
ensure the proper, efficient, and effective use of travel charge cards. The act also 
mandates that OIGs conduct periodic audits or reviews of travel charge card programs 
to analyze the risks of illegal, improper, or erroneous purchases and payments. 

The NRC's travel charge card program provides a financial means for staff to schedule 
official travel, pay for authorized expenses while on official travel, and be reimbursed for 
official travel expenses. NRC travel charge cards are issued by U.S. Bank. 

504 Unauthorized Transactions onf .... tt_)115_tt') ___ _.JNRC Trave] Charge Card 

Initially, the OIG obtained and reviewed )(7)(C) official government travel 
authorizations and travel char e card recor s or April 10, 2019, to January 22, 2024, 

which showed that (b)(7
)(CJ made 309 transactions, for charges totaling $18.188-44. 

Afterj•bl(i'XC) ~n orme t e OIG that he last used the NRC travel charge card for 
ersonal ex enses in November 2024, the OIG requested from the NRC and reviewed 

(b JC71cc) fficial government travel authorizations and travel charge card records for 
anuary 22, 2024, to December 31, 2024, as well. These records showed that jlJi)(7)CC) I 

made an additional 195 transactions, for charges totaling $7,986-42. 

From April 10, 2019. to December 31 , 2024~~ )(7J(C) piade a total of 504 

unauthorized transactions on his NRC trave charge cari:l, for charges totaling 
$26,174.86. Table 1 shows the yearly sum of charges to the card for 2019 to 2024. 

~l-1'11€~\:1:-tiSE-flNLY OIG INVfi!STlf;itTl(}N"t'.Nffllffll it'nO?~ 
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Table 1: Charges for Unauthorized Transactions by Year 

Year Charges for 
Unauthorized 
Transactions 

2019 $588.35 
2020 $639.78 
2021 $5.647.88 
2022 $4i237.36 
2023 $6,378.25 - -
2024 $8,683.24 

T otal:-$ 26,174.86 

Sour~e: See Exhihit 1. 

ICbX7
J<C> llast official government travel was in September 2023. The unauthorized 

transact10ns were for airline tickets. fuel. rental cars, hotels oceries, and other 
miscellaneous items. lbe OIG found no evidence that ) ')( equested 
reimbursement from the NRC for any of the unauthon-ze ransactions. 

r .__)r_. )(_6 __ __,lcompleted NRCTravel Charge Card Training 

NRC Training Management System records show that!~ H'xcS Fompleted "The 
Government Travel Charge Card Training," a web-base course, on December 3, 2018, 

and July 12, 2024. (Exhibit 2.) 

... r_lC-•Jc_cJ __ __,!'Jsed His NRC Travel Charge Card for Perso nal Expenses 

On December 12 2024. the OIG interviewed jtbX7XC) lunder oath. During the 
interview, (b) CC) hared his understand mg of the government travel char e card 
policy, inc u mg t at the card is for use only when on official travel. (bX7)(C) 

acknowledged that he had, however, used his NRC travel charge car .....,_o_r_p_e_r-so_n_a., 
expenses while not on official traveL!CbX7XC) fu rther acknowledged that between 
April 10, 2019, and January 22. 2024- the only tirneframe for which the OIG had yet 
obtained records-he made 309 transactions, for charges totaling $18,188-44, on his 
NRC travel charge card while not on official travel, and that the transactions were for 
personal e enses including airline tickets, fuel, rental cars, hotels, and groceries. The 
OIG aske (b)(7)(C) hen he last used the card for personal e:\-penses, and !tb)0)(C) 
stated he last us 1t m November 2024 ; after the intel"\iew, the OIG obtaine._,d...-----' 
additional records for 2024, revealing a further 195 transactions. 

llb)(7)(CJ !stated that the card had been delinquent approximately three times but that 
the balance was now $0. Expressing an intention not to use the card again and possibly 
to cancel the card depending on NRC policy,!CbX7XC> ~tated that he would 
communicate with his management to ascertain the frequency of his expected travel for 

OFJ~JC-l~t"tiSE-0Nl::¥-018-P.ii~S¥18~:rt6N-INf161tM7\Tf6rt--
Ttt "COM, 
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2025. On January 13, 2025px7Xtr ~1oluntarily closed the account associated with 
his NRC travel charge card. rnxhiliit 3.) 

During the OIG interview )Ci)( > :x-plained that he used his NRC travel charge card 
for personal expenses when e a no available credit on his persona] credit cards, 
particularly while experiencing financial difficulties related to F )(6) 

!(bl_@ I f-le e)._'Plain ... e"""'d""'th_a.,..t _h_e_h_a_ct_b_e_e_n __ 
afraid to seek the financial guidance he needed, but that he was currently taking the 
necessaiy steps, including receiving financial counseling, to resolve the issues. 
(Exhibit 4.) 

((b)(TAC) !Actions Were Inconsistent '"ith 5 C.F.R. 2635.704 and 
Management Directive 14.1 

The U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) oversees the government travel charge 
card program. In its oversight role, the GSA has issued training materials explaining 
that the misuse of a travel charge card- including personal use of the charge card and 
use while not on official government travel-can ,-iolate the Standards of Ethical 
Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch at s C.F.R. Part 2635.1 Among these 
ethical standards is s C.F.R. 2635. 704, which states that each employee has "a duty to 
protect and conserve Government property and may not use such property, or allow its 
use, for other than authorized purposes." Section 2635. 704(b )(1) broadly defines 
""government property" to include "any form of real or personal property in which the 
Government has an ownership, leasehold, or other property interest." Section 
2635.704(b)(2) states that "authorized purposes are those purposes for which 
Government property is made available to members of the public or those purposes 
authorized in accordance with law or regulation." 

The Directive Handbook (DH) to Management Directive (l\.·10) 14.1 also addresses travel 
card usage. Section V.A.3(a) of the DH states that "[a] cardholder may only use his or 
her travel charge card for official TOY travel[,]" and section V.A.3(b) states that " [t]he 
charge card cannot be used for personal expenditures or anything else that would not be 
reimbursable on the employee's travel voucher."2 

Based on the evidence obtained during this inYestigation, the OIG determined that 
!(b)(J)(CJ jviolated both 5 C.F.R. 2635.704 and the procedures in MD/DH 14.1 through 
the 504 unauthorized transactions involving his NRC travel charge card. 

' htt11s:/ Ltr.aining.smactpan!;sa. go\}Jrainin Llra.1.el /le,,i.On t ':!.j. 

2 The NRC's "Procedures for Obtaining a Government Charge Card- (May 2024) state. "The travel charge 
card cannot be used for personal use. It is only to be used to pay for official travel expenses." The OIG 
was unable to determine. however. whether the procedures in effect when!CbX7)(C) pbtained his NRC 
travel charge card included this language. 
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REFERRAL 

The OIG briefed the U.S. Attorney's Office for the Southern District of Maryland (USAO­
MD) Criminal Division on the facts of this investigation. The OIG's briefing was 
consistent with the Attorney General Guidelines for Offices of Inspector General with 
Statutory Law Enforcement Authority. Qua1ity Standards for Investigations issued by 
the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency, and other applicable 
directives and guida_nce. The USAO-MD's discretion.an· decision was to decline criminal 
prosecutionlCb <5> I 

DISPOSITION 

This Report oflnvestigation conveys the results of the OIG"s investigation and is being 
provided to the NRC for appropriate action. The OIG respectfully requests a response 
by ,June 30,202.5, describing any action taken regarding these findings. To the extent 
time beyond June 30, 2025, is required to plan or implement any corrective action, 
please update the OIG by June 30, 2025, and every 90 days thereafter on progress made 
in th is regard. 

~~~1~1Ai:~SE-9~L¥ 010 JX\~S:f:IGA:;i;JON-INFORM1\:HON-
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EXHIBIT LIST 

1. Excel Spreadsheet and Memorandum to File. Re,iew of Questionable Travel 
Charges, dated October 25, 2024 

2. Memorandum to File. Review of Training Records. dated October 21, 2024 

3. Memorandum to File, Re\iew of Travel Card Statements fo ~Mf.i/c, 
dated February 12, 2025 ______ ____, 

4. Transcript of ... r_x_7i_(cS ____ __,lrlated December 12, 2024 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: April 17, 2025 

TO: Concur: Case Clo d 

l
(b)(7)(C) I Diglt•lly <"Jn«l t,yi(b)(7)(C) I 

Dot : l'025.04. ll U.59:41 04'00' 

------------------
THROUGH: 10) 17)((0 

FROM: 
1

~ ](7J(C) ~ ~-E!iiili11 
.... _________________ ..... ~ 11141)11:19-04'00' 

SUBJECT: ALLEGED SUPPRESSION OF VIOLATIONS ATl(b)(7)(C) I 
l(bX7XC) !BY REGION I BRANCH CHIEF 
(OIG CASE NO. 12400104) 

ALLEGATION 

POTENTIAL VIOLATION 

The potential violat ion relevant to this investigation involved the NRC Enforcement 
Pol icy and Inspection Manual Chapter 2561. Decommissioning Power Reactor 
Insp ection Program. 

•6Fflte~t,,SE-8Nt:¥-818-INY~SHB~l9N-INF0MINR8~ 
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FINDING 

The OIG did not substantiate the allegation thad<b)(7)(C) lhad suppressed 
findings of apparent violationsj(b)(7)CC) ~r other branch staff identified. 

During its investigation into the allegation the OIG noted that the NRC had iss~e 
of the alle edlv su ressed violations at (b) C ) as an observation, which the C 

Jicensee, (b)C had not yet resolved. Tne 
did not iaen 1 . a sa e • concern regar mg e una ressed issue, however, and NRC 
staff informed the OIG that the NRC intended to follow up on the issue during a future 
inspection, in accordance with NRC procedures. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

AJ.wged Suppression of Violations 

, the O • ,......,...-,a...._....a~· • egation from 
NRC findings of two 

apparent via ations i.--~~-"T"""~--r,r~~===~=....-~ ..,...J swell as findings 
other staff identifie ed the OIG that he 
had shared with Region ged suppression but 
that he did not believe the NRC had resolved the issue. 

As art of the NRC's differing views programsJ'-~ .... )(7)- ~-r:-~~------,,...._,,,...-----J 
)( )(C) egion I, reviewed the a arent violatiomf(bX7

)(C) lhad 
1clent1 e . The OIG interviewed Cb )C7J(C) and he stated that he did not believe 

!(b)(7)(C) ~vas suppressing findings of apparent violations. !Cb>(7)(C) I tated 
that when staff disagree on an issue, staff need to discuss the issue professionally and 
listen to each other's differi views· if afterward, staff still disagree, staff can use the 
non-concurrence rocess. l.bl(7)(C) recounted hvo previous instances in which. 
after he (b)(7)CC) an CbJ(l)(C) iscussed!(bJ(7JCC) 
and Cb)(7)( 1 ermg views on issues, (b) CC) a,__r_ee_d_t_o_ e_rf_o_r_rru_ n_g_an_ .... 

inspection or to changing an inspection report bas on (bX7XC> input. 

During an interview \-vith the OIGJ(bl(7>CC) ~ated that one of the 
allegedly suppressed :findings of a potential violatmn he identified a~nvolved 
several issues i1tb)(7)(C) l Post-Shutdo\\11 Decommissioning Activiti~t (PSDAR) 
that had been superseded or required u atin . Ultimate}', the NRC issued the 

otential violation as an observation in.Cb)(7)(C) 

NRC Observation Regardin~CbJC7J(C) PSDAR 

U nded (b)(?)(C) 7 
l(b)(7)(C) jthe N Re-' 

..Q~l_.l~IA.,,l,-i~SE-QNV.. Of 6 fff'ilES'ft8~'fl6~NP6RM~TU'JN 
I ms ffikt. 1E>IT 1SJHF PROPER'ff FTI{F. ~ -- . I\TC1.F.AR REGl'LU~VCJ»OHfi.'iiCM xq'b 

0EJ<'ENSE NUct,EAR F'AC'11.t i li.~n :.: :;~ ;~H!flll~ft~~M •... . SF£ o R 1;E:'-IER.• •. COIG). IF 
L0ANED T0Ai~OfllliR A.Cff}'O' Q;.i~• · --:, L N Xk,,'"l'Ol'f rD.llJ;,J :U::rBJM'UCJ-:UOR 

DISI II~ ~l'.'.l'TSll'iC THE RECEIVIXG AGENCY W mlOlIT THE OIG 'S PE ISSTl'ffl":-

2 



reporte<l,f" )(7XC) I 
(b)(7J(C) 

Source: NRC 

As of ~ )(7)(C) 

inspe;mn observahon. 
~ad not yet updated the PS DAR in response to the NRC's 

In an OIG interview with l(bX7)(C) ~tated that the NRC planned to 
follow up with~w~~ bn the PSD,-'\R observat10n during the ne:x.1 inspection. In an OIG 
interview withj • • ~onfirmed the same intent. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG did not substantiate the allegation that (b l C > uppressed findings of 
potential violations.!(bJ(~(~ pnd CbhCC> had disagreed on some 
inspection activities an \ndings, but NRC regional management, !CbJ(7)(CJ I and 
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r~xC> ~tilized appropriate mechanisms under the agent-y's differing 
views programs to resolve the professional disagreements. 

In addition, the NRC, in accordance with agency procedures, confirmed its intent to 
follow up with l(bJ(7)CC> !regarding the PSDAR observation during a future inspection. 

Therefore, this investigation was closed with no further OIG action taken. 

- 6 w tetA1:: tiSe-ttNLY 610 fft1c'ES~67't~l8N-IHF8RMifl=RQPJ-
, ms rmu•lf'·urr •su•F PROPERTI-0FTI-1F. 1:.s. l'liTa.r.AR RFr.r,_.\TORYifp11.™-,w;rr, , m 

oEFENsi-: Nuc1.i-: ,\R ,. u , t11~"t-t,;1~.1u1.1~0. oi:ncf~wr.1N:"111F.c tn GE.~1-:Ro\1. mm). 1F 
LOANED TO ANO'I HI-: R :\GE 'if)' fl \ lo,B t.h.h<! • L~r--:.~11 E ¥1 M jO 'Yb, REP ROIJUCEU OR 

mSTJL~..,,,,,,s-mC'Ti, r;; RF.CF.1v1xr. AGESC\' wmmur IIIE o !;'111!,ett!iiliilQI!.... 

4 



DATE: 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

MEMORANDUIVI 

,January 27, 2025 

Concur: Case Closed 

l
(b)(7)(C) t9it0Uy1,gn•d b~(b)(7)(C) j 

1 
le: 2025_01.2108:15:50 -05 00 

.__ _______________ ____, 

r )(7)CC) 

pecial Agent -

SECURITY INCIDENT INVOLVING OIP EMPLOYEE WITH 
UNSECURED LAPTOP AND PIV (OIG CASE NO. l2400138) 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) received a complaint from the Naval Criminal 
Investi ative Service Naval Air Station (NAS) Pensacola, regardin#X7xc) l 
CbXTXC) Office of International Programs, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Comm1ss10n NRC . A egedly,!<b)OXC) ~11owed her NRC-issued la to and ersonal 
identity verification (PIV) card to be in the ossession of Cb (7)(C) 

national unaffiliated with the NRC. On (b)(7)(CJ wfi,_e_n-.Cb"""'l(7)"""'(""'C) ____ ..., 
to enter NAS Pensacola, in Pensacola, Flan a, t e air station per orme ave icle 
inspection and confiscated the laptop, with the PIV card already inserted into the 
laptop's smait card reader. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation are Title 18 of the United States 
Code Section 1030, "Fraud and Related Activity in Connection with Computers"; Title 5 
of the Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Section 2635.101, "Bask Obligation of Public 
Service"; and, s C.F.R. 2635.704, "Use of Government Property." 
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FINDINGS 

The OIG found thatl~cc5 !a German national unaffiliated with the NRC, was 
in possession oflCbJ(i)ci'.!) jNRC-issued laptop and PIV card when r )(7)(C) 
tried to enter NAS Pensaco]a. ,__ _____ .., 

The OIG could not eliminate tEe ~ossibilitv tha~five suspicious files created on 
l'1>)(7)(C) Uaptop on the date Cb)( cci ad possession of the ]aptop were 
malicious in nature. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

l(bX7
) CJ I attempted to access NAS Pensaco]a via automobile. During a random 

counterterrorism-related inspection of the vehicle, NAS Pensacola discovered an NRC 
laptop with a PIV card alread • inserted into the laptop's smart card reader. The name 
on the PIV card was Cb) C) ensacola determined that the 
NRC equipment had not been issue toL.----.--~'i.ir'i':;----Y.....,.........,-tnsacola confiscated the 
laptop and PIV card; the air station also enie )( XC) ntry. NAS Pensacola 
informed lCb)(7)(C) !that!(b C7 C) !could retrieve the property personally. 

The OIG performed a forensic review of!&xncc5 !NRC-issued laptop for evidence of 
unauthorized acce_ss. Durin the review, the OIG discovered five suspicious files created 
on the date Cb)C7JCC) had possession of the laptop. After multiple attempts to 
determine the nction o t e five files, the OIG determined that the files might be 
corrupted and unable to be reviewed further. 

SUBJECT INTERVIE\V 

- IG interviewedr )(7)(C) I When asked about the incident at 
NA'--_e_.n_s-ac-o-a,-r.(b~):n(7)vrcc~J·._~stated she was on a weekend tri with fri school at 
that time, camping close to Pensacola, Florida, )(7)(C) stated she 
left her NRC-issued laptop and PIV card in the car CbX7) C) as nvmg because 
she felt that location would be safer than the campmg tent. (b)(7}(Cl denied allowing 
anyone access to her NRC laptop and stated she never share W1t anyone her logon 
information. f lC7XC) !stated she did not know anything about suspicious files on the 
laptop nor about how such files could have appeared on the laptop . 

._!Cb_)c_7)_cC) ____ _,!had exited the United States before the OIG could interview him. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG was unable to substantiate that )(7)(CJ Bllowed unauthmized access to her 
NRC-issued laptop or that )(7)(Cl accessed the laptop. 
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The OIG is referring this case to the NRC Office of International Programs, carbon 
copying the Personnel Security Office and the Office of the General Counsel, for agency 
action. This investigation is closed with no further OIG action taken. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM 

January 31, 2025 

Mirela Gavrilas 
Executive Director 
for Operations 

Malion A. Bartley 
Assistant Inspector General 

for Investigations 

Malian A Dig~tally signedby 
• Mahon A. Bartley 

Bart ley Date:2025,01.31 
11 :03:30 -05'00' 

ALLEGED UNAUTHORIZED TRANSACTIONS ON GOVERNMENf 
TRAVEL CARD BY AN EMPLOYEE OF THE U.S. NUCLEAR 
REGUALTORY COMMISSION (OIG CASE NO. 12400153) 

The Office of the Inspector Genera] (OIG) prepared the attached Report of Investigation 
based on an allegat ion that a U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Region III 
employee made numerous unauthorized transactions on his NRC travel charge card. 

Our investigation substantiated that while not on official government travel, the 
employee made many unauthorized transactions on his NRC travel charge card. Many 
of the transactions were in the form of cash advances. 

This Report of Investigation conveys the results of our investigation and is being 
provided to the NRC for appropriate action. We respectfully request a formal response 
by April 29, 2025, describing what action, if any, the agency takes based on the results of 
this investigation. If the NRC would like to discuss any aspect of the OIG's investigation 
into this matter, please contacfX7XC) I 

CONTACT: ... ,~_)C

7

- )C-C) ____________ __. 
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The distribution of this memorandum should be limited to those NRC employees whose 
involvement is required for evaluation of this matter. Neither the memorandum, the 
report, nor its exhibits may be distributed without the OIG's express written permission. 

ATTACHMENT: 
Report of Investigation (with exhibits transmitted via Box) 

cc: B. Clark, General Counsel 
0 . Barwell, Chief Financial Officer 
J . Giessner, Regional Admi nistrator, Region III 
S. Lewman. Re ional Counsel, Region III 
'6) >C i Re ion Ill 
fb)O)(C) Region III 
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REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 

ALLEGED UNAUTHORIZED TRANSACTIONS ON GOVERNMENT TRAVEL 
CARD BY NRC EMPLOYEE 

(CASE NO. I2400153) 

i()(C) 

Senior Special Agent 

----ed i ,,.:::.,::::;..,::::,.,,:::-,,_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::_:_,4;=i'::::;';::ii::-::7;::::::7""Tn:::;;:::;:;::===::::;r,laif';ill\i~iii'@irf"' 
) . )(C) 

10:11 :22-05'00' 

Date: 1015.01.31 
1--------'l 0:23:21 -05'00' 

THIS REPORT IS RELEASABLE ONLY BY THE U.S. NUCLEAR 
REGULATORY COMMISSION AND DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES 

SAFETY BOARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL. 

THIS REPORT AND ITS EXHIBITS MAY NOT BE PLACED IN ADAMS 
,vrrHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION OF THE OIG. 
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STATUTES, REGUlATIONS, AND POLICY 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation involve Title 5 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Section 2635.704, "Use of Government Property,'· and U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Management Directive (MD) 14.1, Official 
Temporary Duty Travel. 

ALLEGATION 

The OIG initiated this investigation upon an internal referral from the OIG Audits and 
Evaluations Division. The referral included • • • • • that betwee fiscal 
ear (FY) 2020 and FY 202 ion Ill em 

(bX7XC) m 1g t have 
use 1 e not on o ·cia trave. 

FINDING 

The OIG found that !ib 7 c-, !violated s C.F.R. 2635.704 and NRC MD 14.1 when, while not 
on official travel, he initiated 92 unauthorized transactions, for charges totaling 
approximately $27,000.00, on his NRC travel charge card between October 1, 2019, and 
September 30, 2023 (FY 2020 through FY 2023). The OIG found no evidence, however, 
that the government incurred pecuniary loss due to!Cb)(7)(C) !unauthorized use of his 
NRC travel charge card. 

BASIS FOR FINDING 

Background 

Under the Travel and Transportation Reform Act of 1998 and the Federal Travel 
Regulation, federal employees are generally required to use a government travel charge 
card to pay for official travel expenses. The Government Charge Card Abuse Prevention 
Act of 2012 requires agency officials to establish and maintain internal controls to 
ensure the proper, efficient, and effective use of travel charge cards. The act also 
mandates that OIGs conduct periodic audits or reviews of travel charge card programs 
to analyze the risks of illegal, improper, or erroneous purchases and payments. 

The NRC's travel charge card program provides a financial means for staff to schedule 
official travel, pay for authorized expenses while on official travel, and be reimbursed for 
official travel expenses. NRC travel charge cards are issued by U.S. Bank. 

l(b)(7)(CJ !Used His NRC Travel Charge Card for 92 Unauthorized Transactions 

The OIG reviewedlCb)O)CCJ INRC travel authorizations and travel charge card records 
documenting locations and dates of fYs 2020- 2023 transactions on his NRC travel 
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charge card. The OIG also reviewed U.S. Bank records documenting timestamps of 
most FYs 2020-2023 transactions on the card. (Exhibits 1-3.) 

l(bX7 (C) !initiated 92 transactions on his NRC travel charge card when not on authorized 
travel. Many of the transactions were cash advances. In sum, the 92 transactions were 
for apprm,.--imately $27,000.00. 

!CbJ(7)CC) !initiated many of the unauthorized transactions on his NRC travel charge card at 
or near a casino. Most of the casino-proximate transactions for which timestamps were 
available happened outside!Cb)i 7JiC) !regular duty hours. while~e~ on weekends, or 
on holidays. The following list is a sample of transactions on~ NRC travel charge 
card: 

1. Sunday, November 17, 2019-Cash advance total in a . a from an automated 
teller machine (ATM) located at_Cb) c 
P,)(7)(C) I within walking dist a 11._c_e_o.,.....s-ev_e_r_a,..c_a_s ... 11-10-s""'1 ... n~"">~C -----,-----' 

2. l;umfay, November 221 2020-Iwo cash advances totaling 1,000.00 from an 
ATM located at the!Cb> (C) J Casino,!(l'J(7)(C) I 

. ~ Janua 2 • 2021-Two cash advances totalin 1 207.00 from an ATM 
located at (b) X ) about three blocks 

from 

~~~.;.;..;~1,;;.;1a.._.:.a:;~sh advance totaling $500.00 from an ATM located at 
_______ _.Casino,!(b) 7 C) I 4. 

anaJ 
5. Tu£Sda 

fb)(7)(C) 

Without complete timestamps, the OIG could not conclude that all the casino-proximate 
transactions on !Cb)(7J(C) !NRC travel charge card occurred outside his regular duty hours. 
Regardless of when and where the transactions occurred, however, the evidence the OIG 
obtained showed thatj~p) !initiated a total of 92 transactions when he was not on 
authorized travel. 

No Requests for Reimbursement for Unauthorized Transactions 

Between 1'-Y 2020 and l<l' 2023,!(b)(7)(C) ~ubmitted 36 vouchers for reimbursement of 
official travel expenses. The OIG reviewed the vouchers and found no evidence that 

f1' >C7)CC) !requested reimbursement for any of the 92 unauthorized transactions referenced 
above. 
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No NRC Travel Charge Card Delinquencies 

U.S. Bank confirmed thatP >O)(Cl !has made timely monthly payments on the account 
associated with his NRC travel c arge card since the account was opened. In addition, 
U.S. Bank reported that there are no delinquencies onlCbl(7lCC> !account. 

l(b 7kc> !Used the NRC Trave] Charge Card as a Personal Credit Card 

On August 9, 2024, the OIG called~o schedule an interview and informed him the 
interview would be regardin~p~sC)uFs NRC travel charge card while not on official 
travel. Without prompting, c stated that he used his NRC travel charge card as his 
personal credit card . 

.,.,.,.,...,..;.;..c.;;.;.;;..;;....w...,2024, the OIG interviewed (b )C ) under oath, at !(b)(7'jct5 I 
) ·• c The OIG reminded CbX, cc) f w at he said on August 9 and asked why he 

use his NRC travel charge card as his personal crndit card. In response, lib)O)CC) !stated 
that he does not have manhx~er credit cards and that when he uses his NRC travel 
charge card, he pays it off. . stated he had not previously been told he was using the 
NRC travel charge card inappropriately. 

The OIG informed!Mmcc) ~hat the OIG had reviewed U.S. Bank records for the account 
associated with his NRC travel cha~ and that the records showed he made 
multiple cash advances at casinos. ~acknowledged he made the transactions and 
stated he might have made the transactions while on personal travel. (Exhibit 4.) 

r imcci !Completed NRC Travel Charge Card Training in 2018 

The OIG reviewed (b)(7)(C) Training Management System (T1\1S) records. His 'Th1S 
transcript shows that (b)(7)(C) ompleted a course titled "The Government Travel Charge 
Card Training" on January 28~ 2018. (Exhibit 5.) 

p >(7 C) !Actions Were Inconsistent with 5 C.F.R. 2635.704 and MD 14.1 

The U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) oversees the government travel charge 
card program. In its oversight role, the GSA has issued training materials explaining 
that the misuse of a travel charge card- including personal use of the charge card, use 
while not on official government travel, and excessive AThl withdrawals- can violate the 
Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch at 5 C.F.R. Part 
2635. 1 Among these ethical standards is 5 C.F.R. 2635.704, which states that each 
employee has "a duty to protect and conserve Government property and may not use 
such property, or allow its use, for other than authorized purposes." Section 
2635.704(b)(1) broadly defines "'government property" to include "any form of real or 

1 https://traininy;,smartpay.gsa,g.QY/trn.iuin r 
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personal property in which the Government has an ownership, leasehold, or other 
property interest. M Section 2635. 704(b)(2) states that "authorized purposes are those 
purposes for which Government property is made available to members of the public or 
those purposes authorized in accordance with law or regulation." 

The Directive Handbook (DH) to MD 14.1 also addresses travel card usage. Section 
V.A.3(a) of the DH states that "[a] cardholder may only use his or her travel charge card 
for official TDY travel[,]" and section V.A.3(b) states that "[t]he charge card cannot be 
used for personal expenditures or anything else that would not be reimbursable on the 
employee's travel voucher."2 

~on the evidence obtained during this investigation, the OIG determined that 
~iolated both 5 C.F.R. 2635.704 and the procedures in MD/DH 14.1 through the 
92 unauthorized transactions involving his NRC travel charge card. 

REFERRAL 

The OIG briefed the U.S. Attorney's Office for the District of Maryland ( U SAO-MD) 
Criminal Division on the facts of this investigation. The OIG's briefing was consistent 
with the Attorney General Guidelines for Offices of Inspector General \vith Statutory 
Law Enforcement Authority, Quality Standards for Investigations issued by the Council 
of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency, and other applicable directives 
and guidance. The USAO-MD's discretionary decision was to decline criminal 
~ution. The USAO-MD advised!(bX5> 

E:._J --------------------

DISPOSITION 

This Report oflnvestigation conveys the results of the OIG's investigation and is being 
provided to the NRC for appropriate action. The OIG respectfully requests a response 
by April 29, 2025, describing any action taken regarding this finding. To the extent 
additional time is required beyond April 29, 2025, to plan or implement any 
corrective action, please update the OIG by March 31, 2025. and every 90 days 
thereafter on progress made in this regard. 

~ The NRC's "P oc d 1 ·es for Obtaining a Government Chargc..Dwl" (May 2 024) state, "The travel charge 
card cannot be used for personal use. It is only to be used to pay for official travel expenses." The 
procedures further state that "[c]ash advances are allowed for official travel only[ ... ].~ The DIG was 
unable to determine , however, whether the procedures in effect when~~btained his NRC travel 
charge card included this language. 

-t)PPte~l:tfS'l!-flNLY 01tHN¥f:S'Pf~l0N-INfl61tMNR8~ 
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EXHIBIT 
(Tr·ansmitted via Box) 

1. Travel Authorizations of!MC7X6 fYs 2020-2023 

2. U.S. Bank Transactions 

3. U.S. Bank Transactions with Timestamps 

4. Transcript of~)(?XC) !Interview, dated August 13, 2024 

5. f lct5ch I 2018 Travel Card Training Certificate 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: January 14, 2025 

TO: Concur: Case Closed lit:'v'h1 

RI It llvslgnedby ~ 

l(b )(7)(C) r j 
.... _________________ ___, ~ s.0 1.1 411 :ss:sJ-os·oo' 

THROUGH: r)(7)(C) L ,y,talty s,gna<I b,jl1.)f] ljf\ I 

}'ROM: 

SUBJECT: 

F .. :202S0114!l ~ l'lffll ---------------------
~ ) (7 ) ( C ) ~ ._[_ ______ ,il,J(7)(C) ~ ig,tally "gned by~~~..J 
Special Agent .... _______ _,~ate: l025,01_ 14 11 O 

ALLEGED FRAUD AND SECURITY ISSUES WITH NRC VOICE OVER 
INTERNET PROTOCOL TELEPHONE SERVICES 
(OIG CASE No.12400158) 

ALLEGATIONS 

The Office of the Inspector Genera] (OIG) initiated this investigation based upon a 
complaint through our internal hotline pmtal. A1Iegedly. the U.S. Nudear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) was paying its telephone provider, Verizon Communications Inc. 
(Verizon), for inactive phone lines. In addition, former NRC employees allegedly still 
had access to NRC desk phone voicemail, which posed a potential security vulnerability. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

Standards potentially re]evant to this investigation include NRC Management Directive 
(MD) Volume 6, Internal Manugement, and MD 12.4, NRC Communications Security 
(COMSEC) Program. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG found that the NRC was not paying for inactive phone lines. In addition, the 
OIG found that former NRC employees did not have access to NRC desk phone 
voicernail after leaving the NRC. 

I A 13 ti~liHI: l:ill!t•.' PROPFR'n· n, F THE U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATOR)"'OHPll.i'l'SION .u<lu 
DEFENSE NUCLEAR Fi\Cii'lTTF.nM't'l'~'-IIQ~...!J..111:;&;1i;i..8f .. mr:T!qsPEc roR GRN , \I . co1G>. 1F 
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BASIS OF FINDINGS 

The General Services Administration (GSA) entered into the Enterprise Infrastructure 
Solutions (EIS) contract GS00Q17NSD3009 with Verizon to offer telecommunications 
services to the federal government. Through the EIS contract, the GSA, on behalf of the 
NRC, negotiated contracts GS00Q17NSD3009/ 3130020045 and GS00Q17NSD3009/ 
3130020Fooo8 with Verizon to provide phone services to the NRC. 

Both contracts are fixed price full performance contracts. According to the statements 
of work, Verizon will provide voice, data, and unified communications, along with other 
services, to the NRC. Phone services fall within "data services," and all phone service 
additions and disconnections are included vvithin the fixed price. 

On December 3, 2024, the OIG interviewed CbX7
>(C> 

) C) Office of the Chief Information o~-!'1"1c_e_r~O~C"l':I~O~. i':'i:v)C~7x;;,:c,) -------,-...J 
a ·our state 1at t e RC, 

t roug e A, pays enzon or a oc • o p one num ers attributed to the NRC. The 
contracts do not require the NRC to maintain a minimum amount of phone numbers. 
Hence, based on the fixed price nature of the contracts, the amount the NRC pays 
Verizon for phone services remains constant regardless of how many phone numbers 
the NRC activates or deactivates. 

~also stated that once an employee begins the process to terminate employment 
7the'NRC, the employee should complete a Form 270, "HQ Separation Clearance." 
~explained that this form contains numerous checklists and tasks for various 
~o complete. Regarding voicemail,!<b>O)(C) lstated that once the employee submits 
the Form 270, the OCIO receives a "ticket" or "task order" to delete the employee's 
voicemail. The deletion process takes about one week; as part of his responsibility as 

!tb)C7>CC) !meets biweekly with the program manager to address any delinquent 
tickets. Once the OCIO processes a ticket to delete a departing employee's voicemail, 
the security settings on the phone number are reset, and it returns to the general phone 
bank database for redistribution. As former employees do not have access to the reset 
security settings for accessing voicemail, like passcodes and needing to call from an 
internal phone number, former employees do not have voicemail access once OCIO has 
processed the deletion ticket. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG found no indication of the NRC paying for inactive phone numbers. 
Additionally, the OIG found no evidence of former NRC employees' continued access to 
NRC desk phone voicemail or of related security vulnerabilities. Therefore, this 
investigation is closed with no further OIG action taken. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORA1VDUM 

March 4, 2025 

John D. Monninger 
Regional Administrator 
Region IV 

r)(l)tei 1 · · nedbyf(b )(7)( I 
._ _________________ ...,:~~:jOl.0413:38:20 -05'00' 

!Cb>(7)CC1 !AT REGION IV ALLEGEDLY DISCLOSED 
PERSONAL SENSITIVE HUMA.i'J RESOURCES INFORMATION TO 
STAFF MEMBERS \VITHOUT A NEED TO KNOW 
(OIG CASE NO. 12400159) 

This memorandum conveys the results of an Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
investi ation into an alle ation that U.S. Nuclear Re u1ato Commission (NRC) Re ion 
IV (b X7)(C) 

inappropnate y to a retire emp oyee sens1t1ve an pnvate m ormatton a out a 
Region IV employee. Durin the investigation, the retired employee claimed that, in 
various social settings. (b)0)CCJ ad told her information about multiple employees that he 
learned in the nonnal course of his duties as!(b)(7)(C) I 
The OIG could not determine whetherr,~~CC) !pro\~ded the retired NRC employee with 
the alleged information, as l(b)~)(C) ~enie 1vulging such information to anyone and the 
OIG discovered no relevant p ys1cal e\-idence. The OIG verified that the details the 
reti red employee had provided regarding five current or former Region IV employees 
allegedly involved in six incidents were accurate; however, and all five employees denied 
telling the retired employee about the incidents. Ultimately, therefore, the OIG found 
that the retired employee knew sensitive personnel information about at least five 
current or former Region IV employees and that she would not have had reason to learn 
the information in the course of her duties at the NRC. 

The OIG respectfully requests a formal response to this report by ~fay 16, 2025, 
describing what steps Region IV will take to improve the protection of employees· 
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personal information from unauthorized disclosure. 

If you have any questions.,P)ease contact Senior Special Agentf.___>m_(CJ ___ _,I t 
!(bX7) CJ I or me at j&x7x1!,; I 
cc: M. Gavrilas, Executive Director for Operations 

J . Martin. Associate Director for Operations 
J . Golder, Chief Human Capital Officer 
D. Cylkowski, Regional Counsel, Region N 
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ALLEGATION 

U.S. Nuclear Re ulatorv Commission NRC Re ion rv~c6_>m_c_c) ______________ l 
that 

inappro mp oyee )(C) ens1tnre an private 
information about a current Region IV em ee. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation were the Privacy Act of 1974, 
codified (as amended) at Titles of the United States Code Section 552a. "Records 
Maintained on Individuals"; Titles of the Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Part 
2635, "Standards of Ethical Conduct"; and. 5 C.F.R. Section 735.203, "Conduct 
Prejudicial to the Government." 

FINDINGS 

The OIG found that~knew sensitive personnel information, about at least five 
current or former R~ employees, that she would not have had reason to learn in 
the course of her duties at the NRC. The OIG was unable to determine whether~ 
provided r )(7)(C) ~th the information as she claimed. as l(b)(7)(C) jrlenied divulging~ 
information to anyone and no physical e\idence existed to corroborate or contradict 
r )(7)(C) !claims. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

In an interview with the OIG, !Cb) 7XC) ~tated that prior to her retirement from the NRC in 
~ )(1) bile she worked at Region IV, she maintained a longf la,;~in~ and close friendship 
with fo)(7)(CJ stated that over the years of friendship, (bX XC) old her about 
inciden s mvo vmg several Region IV employees. ~pec1 cally named seven 
current or former emplovees and provided details~ight alleged incidents as 
examples of information~)(7)(C) p.Jlegedly inappropriately told her. 

The OIG verified that the details!(b)(7)(C) !provided regarding five current or former 
Region IV employees involved in six incidents were accurate. The OIG interviewed the 
five employees, and they all denied telling((b)O)(Cl jabout the incidents. The OIG 
reviewed Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer files and Personnel Security Branch 
files and identified that (b)(7)CCJ mi ht have had access to information regarding one of 
the incidents dm;ng CbJ )( Otherwise, the OIG 
did not identify a source t roug w IC Hur ey mig t ave egittmately obtained the 
details regarding any of the seven employees. 

The OIG interviewe (I: )( 1 without divu]gin CbX7)CC) identity as a source of 
information, though J(7)(CJ stated he believed (b)(7)(C) as the individual who claimed he 

""nFPtt"~l:-t'IS~N't:T-61fHN¥ESIFIBft::t"l8N-l~I-QRM~Q~-
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inappropriately revealed sensitive and private personnel information. !({,)O)(C) ~enied 
telling anyone any sensitive information regarding other NRC employees. 

CONCLUSION 

The OIG could not SU bstantiate thatP)(7XC) reamed sensitive personnel information 
from~bu t !Cb lC7 l(; ) ~ere possessmn o • the information indicated to the OIG that 
problerriswith the re ease of sensitive personnel information may exist in Region IV. 

Consistent with the Attorney General Guidelines for Offices of Inspector General with 
Statutory Law Enforcement Authority, Quality Standards for Investigations issued by 
the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency, and other applicable 
directives and guidance, the OIG referred this investigation to the U.S. Attorney's Office 
for the Northern District of Texas (USAO-NDTX) Criminal Division to consider any 
potential criminal violations. The USAO-NDTX's discretionary decision was to dedine 
criminal prosecution!CbX5> ! 
Accordingly, the OIG respectfully requests a formal response describing what steps 
Region IV ,.v:ill take to improve the protection of employees ' personal information from 
unauthorized disclosure. 

'6FPteti'l'~SE-eNl-:¥-816-l~Ef:rFl~~H9~Pt.i,:QHMA~Q~-
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: March 19, 2025 

TO: Concur: Case Closed 

l
(b){7 - C) ilk)i~t:1/x sicmecl b,m:) 

h 2r11c 1 
___________________ Sate: 2025.03.1911 :44:54 --04'00' 

THROUGH: L"'"c, 

FROM: 

l
(h)(7)(C) Di )tall ~igned byl(b)(7)(C) I 

e: 2 .03-19 11:24:01 
------------------- -04·00· 

SUBJECT: U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION PROPERLY 
HANDLED ALLEGATIONS REGARDING VALCORVALVE DESIGN 
(OIG CASE NO. 12400193) 

ALLEGATIONS 

From early 2022 to late 2023, the Office of the Inspector General ( OIG) received four 
complaints 1 from a concerned individual (CI) questioning the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) Office of Enforcement (OE) review of the Cl's two allegations, NRR-
2021-A-0010 and NRR-2023-A-0001, regarding the design ofValcor Engineering 
Corporation (Valcor) safety valves. 

In the fourth complaint, provided to the OIG on November 23, 2023, the CI alleged that 
"the NRC wasted two years of erroneous evaluations riddled with false assertions" 
during the agency's review of the Cl's allegations that Valcor's incorrect design 
calculations for safety valves connected directly to the pressure hou ndary of nuclear 
reactors . 

Upon the OIG's receipt of the first complaint, the OIG began monitoring the OE's 

1 (1) C2200077, Concerns Regarding the Review ofValcor's Technical Analysis Conducted by NRC 
Allegation Team, 3/29/2022; (2) C2303336, Concerns Regarding Valcor Engineering Corporation, 
4/13/202::s; (3) C2400020, Failure to Properly Address Allegation Regarding Valve Use for Safe 
Shutdown uf Nudear Reactors. 10/12/2023; and, (4) C2400193, Alleged Safety Concern Regarding Valcur 
Engineering Corporation, November 23, 2023. 
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ongoing review of the Cl's allegations by assessing related documents in the NRC 
Allegation tfanagement System (AMS) and following up periodically ¼ith OE staff for 
updates on the review. After the OE's final closure of the allegations on January 3, 
2024. the OIG initiated an invest igation into whether the NRC properly handled the er s 
concerns. 

POTENTIAL VIOIATION 

The potential violation or area of noncompliance involved in this case was NRC 
Management Directive (MD) 8.8, Management of Allegations. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG found that the NRC appropriately handled the Cl's concerns for both NRR-
2021-A- 001 and NRR-2023-A-0001. 

e either all 

(bX•IJ e maintame , owever, 
margms an conservatisms m t e esign ca culations provided reasonable assurance 
that the Valcor valves would perform their design basis function. The OIG validated the 
facts underlying the OE's conclusions and found that the OE's findings for both 
allegations were appropriate. 

In 2023, the NRC initiated actions to determine whether a generic issue existed 
regarding licensees using appropriate methodologies for fb)C4) I 
Specifically. NRC Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) man a ement instructed 
an ins ector to review the desi n calculations for (b)(-4) 
(b)(4) 

T e repmte no m mgs or the (b)(4J es1gn 
report {DR) the inspector reviewed, and the NRC did not open the issue as a formal 
generic issue. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

OE's NRR-2021-A-0010 Conclusions Were Appropriate 

-6flfllEl7'tlrlf~F.-8HVi 01&1NYF:S~l87'1:t:IBH-INl-9RM,,._TIB~ 
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(b)('l) 

NRC subject matter experts assessed the claims and reviewed infonnation from a 
confidential technical letter that Valcor had commissioned on the issue from an outside, 
professional engineer consultant. The OE reached hvo conclusions and, based on them, 
did not substantiate the allegation. 

Conclusion 1: The NRC Accepted Valve Disc Calculations !._(b_X4_> _________ ___. 

The NRC issued to Valcor a request for infonnation (RFI) regarding the Cl's claims. In 
arin its res onse, Valcor contracted a third- a consultant reco nized for 

After reviewing Valcor's RFI response, the OE documented in AMS the following 
summary provided from NRR staff: 

(b)(-4) 

The OIG's review of information in AMS identified that the OE further documented that 
the NRR staff stated Cb)(4> 

us assessment accepta e. 

The OIG determined that the OE's conclusions were appropriate, based on the 
information the OIG gathered in its investigation. For example, on a site visit to Valcor, 
the OIG reviewed documents and interviewed licensee technkal staff. One document 
the OIG reviewed on-site and received a partial copy of was the Valcor consultant's 
confidential report. In the confidential report, the consultant acknowledged that Valcor 

l(bX-4) l The report went on to state: 

LO 

.QlololfelA~~~NI,\' 01EHNYES~tB~"ft6N-tNfil6ttM~'l'l6f'r 
, 

R GEJ\'ERAL ( OIG). TF 
' REPRODUCED OR 

. 'I DE nm RECEIVING AGENCY WffHOUJ' JUE OI ' 



(b)(4) 

Conclusion 2: The NRC Accepted Threaded Joint Calculation~(bH) 
~ X4) ! --------

In the confidential r ort, Cb)C4) 

(b)(4) 

Cb)(4) cabons, CbX4) 
L-...r.:-=--------------, 

an 
accepted that methodology. o reviewe 

_ICb_)<4_) _____________ land d termi 

The OIG interviewed a Valcor senior engineer regarding the licensee's design 
calculations for safety valves. The engineer provided to the OIG the following written 
statement: 

(b j(4) 
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OE's NRR-2023-A-0001 Conclusions Were A~l![Ol! • te 

The CI submitted to the NRC additional information including DRs for Valcor safety 
With the information the valves, insta11ed a JC ~ --:-:-r------------------------~ 

CI alle ed that Valcor 

O f lllfillO Il to 

The OE initiated NRR-2023-A-001 based on the additional information. During the 
subsequent MD 8.8 review, the OE reached two conclusions and, based on them. did not 
substantiate the allegation. 

Conclusion 1: The NRCAccepted the DRsfor Installed Valves ar ... r _)(
45 
______ _ 

(b)(4) 

(b)(4) 
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In addition, NRR staff performed a vendor inspection at Valcor in May 2023. Based on 
their review of the design documents during the inspection, as well as on the technical 
assessment listed above, the NRR staff concluded that!Cb )C4

) I 
r'" 
The OIG determined that the NRC's conclusions were appropriate, based on the 
information the OIG gathered in its investigation. For example, the OIG identified an 

• • • (b)() 

Source: NRC 
Conclusion 2: The NRC Acknowledged Incorrect Understanding and Acceptedr)c4) 

l(bX4) I ---
In a September;;, 2021 resoonse memorandum to the CI the NRC acknowledged that 
(b)(-1) 

.£U::1::u::U,1.J.Ii~NI \ ' Ql~~lii~+l~A:&:1-QPri--lH~QRMA~QH-
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(b)(4) 

Durio the OIG's site visit to Valcor, the OIG reviewed._P_x_4) ___ ___,. ___ .,..... __ __, 

1(b)(4) 1and e1ified that the NRC's assessment was anorovriate. The OIG also 
interviewed a Valcor SMEICb)C4) I 
(b)(4) 

The OIG also performed a site visit to CbX4) 
............. ------------------------where the OIG interviewed (b)C7)(C) 

and (b)(7)(C) 

Cb)C7XC) The interview focused primaril on desi n issues related to 
v ves ma.nu acture y Valcor. During the interview Cb)C7)(C) and (b)(7)(C) 

stated that Valcor had submitted a notification Cb)C4) 
(b)(4) 

(b)(4) es1gn issues raise at 
(b)(4) .__ __ , 1 not re ate o . ea ege mcorre es1gn ca cu a ion is ues. 

NRC Reported No Findings from Review oflCbX4
) 

(b)(4) 

-6flFl€1~t:-HS&eHVi 818-IN\i'ESHS,'t~l8N-IHF8RM!'t:~18i\'-
7 iliS IRrt' 7 ff V[ l:iX_!,! E PROPERTYOFHJF. U.S. NlK1.EAR REC:Ul.ATORY COMMJ'-l,lli;ti~~ 

nEFENsE Nua .EAR FAni':t'M'F:~"'t'l~i-.11n,iw .... orpc:E.JJ1:.:1:a1;;.tff., rF:1:1"m~ ;"ER.AI, ( m G1. TF 
LOANED TO /I Nm'HER AG l:'.1'10' IT • . 1:l : ; ~' ui irlTt..-~ , ; _.lit' G,¼V q I n BE RE.PROD CED OR 

t)!§'l'K • 11~H , ""1 In~ rH ,~ RECEIVING AGE.Nev wrruour ntE 01h s PLK .. 239n n,i _ 
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(b)(-l ) 

Source: NRC 

In an interview with the OTG, the NRC inspector who reviewed _f_K_4) ______ _ 
l(b)(--l) ► tated that he did not identify any findings from the review. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG found that the NRC appropriately handled the Cl's concerns through the MD 
8.8 reviews of NRR-2021-A-0010 and NRR-2023-A-0001. While the OIG investigation 
was ongoing, the NRC also explored whether a eneric issue existed regarding licensees 
using appro riate methodologies CbX4l The NRC found that both 
licensees (b)(4) the agency re,1ewe 

.S. NUCI .EA IWM't!'l!'lrn'<J \ l\"O 
ENERAL (OIG). TF 

LOANEDT PRODUCED OR 
GE NC\' W f 
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standard of reasonable assurance of public health and safety, and subsequently the NRC 
did not open a formal generic issue. Therefore, this investigation was closed with no 
further OIG action taken. 

This investigation supported the OIG's Annual Plan for Fiscal Year 2025, Safety and 
Security initiative for Investigations, to investigate whether the agency properly handled 
alleger concerns. 

'6t1f'tettd-:•tiSIMtNl-:¥-elB-IN¥1iiS:t:18~~18N-IHI-QRMA~IQ~ 
T~ • M . 

OE · El'<'"ERAT,(OIG). IF 

LO "" '"""""' RODUCED OR Dl • 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: July 2, 2025 

TO: Scott C. Flanders 
Chief Information Officer (Acting) 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: ALLEGED FRAUD INVOLVING U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION LEIDOS MICROSOFf 365 TASK ORDER 
(OIG CASE NO. 12400206) 

This memorandum conveys the results of the Office of the Inspector General ( OIG) 
investigation into an anonymous complaint stating that Leidos, Inc. (Leidos), a U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) contractor, had inappropriately steered NRC 
contracts to itself and had committed time and attendance fraud. Allegedly, Leidos had 
developed a position ¼~thin the NRC that enabled the company to steer NRC task orders 
to itself. In addition, Leidos assigned the same personnel to work on multiple task 
orders and allegedly had billed the NRC the same hours multiple times, once for each 
task order. 

The OIG did not substantiate that Leidos had inappropriately steered NRC task orders 
to itself. In addition, while Leidos assigned some personnel to work on multiple task 
orders, the OIG did not substantiate that Leidos had double billed the NRC. 

The OIG observed, however that the Cb X7XC) 

)(7)(C) ac ·e v1s16t 1tv o t e tota ours 
ersonne assi e task orders. The OIG further observed 

that while (b)(7)(C) had proactively identified 
which Lei os oersonne were assigne to mu t1 e tasl< or ers awarded to Leidos , the 
NRC had no p~acticable mechanism for (b)(7)(C) to ascertain whether and which~ 
subcontractors were also assigned to non-Lei os NRC contracts and task orders.~ 

CONTACT: ... r _l(7)_ (_C) _______________ _, 

1'1i'f"tet:itt:·ttSl!'flNL'Y BtB-tN¥E~lfll8-irHBN-tNFBRM~IBH-
l'H Is n .. - ~Kn·oF rm~ u.s. Nucu:1.AR REGULATORY co. MMISSION ANf> OffFNs+ 

NUCLEAR FACII.ITIES SAFE'IY , • • lilli~IMil'!'°'P.1'1n':-(l"Jlf;), n c LOAN ED TO 
ANOTHER AG fNIT IT~.i>W WR l"R""". ~ OT TO BER LIED OUTSIDE TIJE 

RECEIVING AGENCY WITHOUT THE OIG'S PERMISSION. 

NRC Heudquarters I 11555 Rockville Pike I Rock,ille, Maryland :m852 j 301.415.5930 
lll'Coig.ovcr~ight.gov 

nrcoig.oversight.gov


"'flPfi'tetA-L HS~ BNt'/ 018-l~Srt11SNH9N-INF9RMA~QN-

!(b CJ btated that they knew of no NRC policy or procedure 
designed to mitigate double billing. 

Therefore, the OIG respectfully requests a formal response to this report by 
September 26, 2025, answering the questions posed below and describing what 
actions, if any, the agency will take to address the OIG's observations: 

1. How wil1 the NRC improv~isibility of contract employees' and 
subcontractors' work on mliliiple task orders and contracts? 

2. What policies or procedures will the NRC consider to mitigate the potential for 
double billing by contract employees and subcontractors that work on multiple 
task orders and contracts? 

cc: M. King, Acting Executive Director for Operations 
J. Martin, Associate Director for Operations 
E. Deeds, Executive Technical Assistant 
C. Carroll, Acting Chief Financial Officer 

-r · ut 1 
RECEIVING AGENCl \\Tn l OFfTIII" om·s PE 
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ALLEGATION 

The OIG received an anonymous complaint regarding Leidos. lnc. (Leidos). a U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) contractor with a blanket purchase agreement 
(BPA) to provide support services to the NRC. Some of the services Leidos provided to 
the NRC through the BPA were under a task order for Share Point, Microsoft 365, and 
cloud support (the "Microsoft 365 task order"). Allegedly, through its prior work for the 
NRC, Leidos had developed a position within the agency that enabled the company 
inappropriately to steer new task orders to itself. Leidos assigned personnel working on 
the Microsoft 365 task order to work on the new task orders, as well. Allegedly, Leidos 
had billed the NRC multiple times, once under each task order, for the same hours those 
multi-tasked personnel worked. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation involve Title 18 of the United 
States Code (U.S.C.) Section 1001, "Statements or Entries Gem:rally"; 18 U.S.C. § 641, 
'Theft of Public Money - Property or Records''; and, 18 U.S.C. § 3729, "False Claims." 

FINDINGS 

The OIG did not substantiate that Leidos had inappropriately steered NRC task orders 
to itself. Rather, the NRC had bid the projects through the Global Infrastructure and 
Development Acquisition (GLINDA) program before awarding the projects to Leidos, a 
GLINDA-approved vendor, as task orders associated with the Leidos BPA. Further, the 
OIG did not substantiate that Leidos had committed time and attendance fraud by 
double billing the NRC for hours worked by company personnel assigned to multiple 
task orders. 

(b)(7J(CJ ac e VISI 1 1ty o w et er e1 os personne were assigne to 
other task orders or other, non-Leidos contracts with the NRC. The NRC had 
implemented no policies or procedures designed to mitigate double billing. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

The OIG Did Not Substantiate that Leidos Steered NRC Task Orders to Itself 

As of April 1, 2025, the NRC Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO) GLINDA 
Program SharePoint Site stated, "In order to support the Project AIM goals, the [OCIO] 
developed [GLINDA] to procure the required Information Technology/ Information 
Management (IT/IM) support services and solutions." GLINDA is an NRC procurement 
vehicle for awarding BPAs and, subsequently, bidding IT /IM projects among vetted 
vendors through a streamlined process. The NRC has awarded under GLINDA six 

--6flfltet~t:-t,SE-8Nt:¥-8tfHN1t-'F,S'fl67't:t:1'9H-INPQAM-i'r:J:IQ~ 
rms1Tnt'l'1.\'I ~" r Hi' THE !'KQPERTI' OF TIIE u.s. NU Cl.EAR RFG I Tl.A TORY ffiMM~.....tl ff-m-•tl""'•t"'IC'_N;o:,:-S.E 

NUCLEAR 1<',\CII .ITU!'."' "-_AFF'I C RI i,h~1~· Q1: '1YlU.I~~· . l•. Nt< RAI~ (OIG). IF LOANEV 10 
ANllTI-IER AGENCY, rr AN II fl li c t'J t ttl~tt Wo-rTn Rt'trn'l"IO"'.l_~uc: n OB ,U§TRIBt.:TED OUTSIDE nu: 

RECEIVING AGENCY\\TCTIOFl'TIIE 010'S PER..\IIISSION. 
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BP As: four to large businesses- induding Leidos- and two to small businesses. The 
Leidos EPA contract number is NRC-HQ-10-17-A-0007. 

When the NRC bids an ff/IM project under the GLINDA program, the NRC notifies all 
GLINDA vendors of the bid ,;a FedConnect, a platform for federal agencies to post, 
award, and communicate with vendors about contracts and other funding opportunities. 
The NRC awards the project to a GLINDA vendor as a task order associated with the 
vendor's BPA. 

In separate interviews with the OIG, an NRC contracting officer (CO) and several NRC 
CO Rs stated that the NRC provided notice of each project associated with the Leidos 
BPA through FedConnect. All GLINDA vendors had the opportunity to bid on the 
projects, though typically the NRC received only two to four bids on each project. Often, 
Leidos 's capability to use existing. part-time personnel to complete the new projects 
contributed to the competitiveness of the company's bids for the projects Leidos won. 

The NRC invites its employees to recommend projects to improve the agency. 1 In 
addition, the NRC encourages public participation in agency activities. 2 Like NRC 
employees and external stakeholders, Leidos personnel may identify and recommend to 
the NRC prC>jects to improve the agency. 

The OIG Did Not Find that Leidos Double Billed the NRC 

ICbX7XC> !provided to the 
OIG a list of Leidos personnel assigned to their task order. The OIG compared the lists 
and identified several personnel assigned to multiple task orders. As the complaint 
alleged improprieties specifically regarding personnel assigned to the Microsoft 365 task 
order, the DIG focused its comparison on those individuals. 

The OIG identified one employee and one subcontractor who worked on the Microsoft 
365 task order and also on other task orders. The Leidos em lo ee served as Cb)(7)(C) 

Cb)(7)(C> for the Microsoft 365 task order and as Cb) 7XC) 

or t ree ot er task orders. The Leidos subcontractor wor"r-e-.-p_a_rT"T'1 .... n-1e_ o_n""T"F-e""'ii""i' .... 1c_r_o_so...,..... 
365 task order and also was assigned to task order number 31310020Foo52, which 
provided Information Security Management Program (ISMP) support. 

The OIG reviewed Leidos's invoices for the task orders to which the two personnel were 
assigned and did not identify any instance where the individuals billed more than the 
maximum hours possible during the invoiced time frames. Further e )(7)(C) I 

r,)(7)CC) I stated that neither individual had billed more than part-time hours to that 

' For example, the NRC invites ideas and collaborations within the agency through Innovate NRC 2.0. 

" The NRC provides information about how the public can participate in agency activities and contact the 
agency at https: //www.nrc~gov/public-involve.html. 

Ql-:a-:K:l~~~~l)l Qlfi-lN¥HS:J:ISA:f:10H-f.Nl-=0RM-fl:J:I QN 
THIS iJOCC,iltHfFJS T[ff PB,OPERTI' OF THE U.S. NUCLEAR REGUJ..ATORY COM M ISS . 

NUCLEAR f,'ACILITlES SAFE'IV1m,n~,:-,e,H~Qi'-';J..1:;J;i • • , . (i,)., IF LOANED TO 
.-\NOTH.EK AGENCY, IT ANH fl'~i.J.UWJ~.MR,•fdffl"'l'mT"'ffi ' '"l'EU OUTSIDE nu: 
--------""""'1tkt't1• t~1El\' ING AGENCY\\'ffilOFr THE OIG ·s PERJ\.USSION. 
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r )G')(C ) ~ask order; the Leidos subcontractor did not bill any hours at all to the ISMP 
support task order. 

While revie½'ing Leidos's invoices, the OIG discovered a possible issue with an invoice 
dated December 3, 2024, for the Microsoft 365 task order. Durin the NRC-Leidos 
~j~p~ne;od fur November 4 throu h December1, 202 , x xc, I 
r X?}(C) I billed 304 hours. (b)(7)(C) m orme t e OIG t at tv\•o 
m1v1Ua s were authorized to bill to that position an t at the NRC had not approved 
any overtime for the billing period. Due to the Veterans Day and Thanksgiving holidays, 
however, the maximum billable hours for one individual, ,vithout overtime, from 
November 4 through December 1 was only 144 hours-a maximum of 288 hours for two 
individuals. The OIG found that the apparent discrepancy did not reveal overbilling, 
however, because Leidos's invoice to the NRC reflected the Leidos subcontractors' 
billable hours for a one-week earlier time frame, which encompassed only one federal 
holiday. Specifically, Leidos·s invoice reflected the subcontractors· billable hours for 
October 25 through November 22, 2024, during which each individual could have billed 
a maximum of 152 hours: a maximum of 304 hours for two individuals, corresponding 
with th~ hours Leidos billed. 

When it first discovered the ap rent discrepancy, the OIG requested that~ 
rovide more information bu~) )(C) ·ailed to respo~ er the~. ti . ed. 
) and (b ) ,)( ) supervisor o lack of cooperation 

did (b) 
7) CJ rovide the additional m ormation to the . 

The OIG Obsen ed that the NRC Lacked Policies and Procedures Design~ 
to Mitigate Double Billing 

The OIG separate!, interviewed t\:> J(7J(C) 

r l(l)(C) J All:(b=)C:7>:cc:i ::::======:ti=t=a=te===t :e:v:~a-.-1-10_,,,,o_r_m_a-=1-v..,..1s-,i.....,..il...,.1t_v_o"""f _ _,, 
whether the Lei dos personne Cb l(7)(C) werel(b)(7)CC) I to other 
task orders. Therefore none~4b:vJ(7)~. (~C)~ ----.r-e-w--r-ow- ,-n-1.....1any hours, if any, the Leidos 
personnel (bl(7l(C) ed to other task orders. 

r >C7)CCJ !proactively identified which Leidos personnel were assigned to 
multiple task orders associated with the BPA. She stated that no policy mandated that 
activity, however, and no standard mechanism existed for her to identify which 
personnel were multi-tasked. r )(!)(C) lalso stated that she did not review the 
invoices for each task order associated with the BP A, and no policy or procedure 
required that she do. She stated that she believed some Leidos subcontractors were 
assigned to NRC task orders outside the BPA, but she was unaware of which 
subcontractors were assigned to such orders or their time commitments outside the 
BPA. 

-Q .. f.:Kll7'\:~SE•QH~¥-QIG-IN¥ESTISATl8~f.QR:M-Ar:J:IQN­
. • PROPERTI'OFTHE U.S. NUCLEAR REGUl.ATORYCOl\lMJSSlON, 

NlJCL£ AR FAC ILITIES SAi< }' IHE LNSPE . - LOANED TO 
ANOTHER AGENCY, rr A1.'ID ns C'ON': HLS'fRIBln'IID OUTSIDE nu: 

G AGE NCY wmIO THE OIO"S PERMISSIO . 
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r ncc) !stated that NRC employees and managers within the OCIO were aware of 
the Leidos personnel's day-to-day activities on the task orders, and that the agency and 
contractor personnel formed close-lmit teams. In addition, OCIO managers assigned 
priorities for Leidos's pr~ managers to focus their personnel's attention. The DIG 
asked alll~,lnterview~about NRC policies or procedure-s !*ed 10 mitigate 
dou~~g however. and the only examples of this effort tha~ ) provided 
were} !descriptions of personal relationships and pnority setting. 

CONCLUSION 

The OIG did not substantiate that Leidos had inappropriately steered NRC task orders 
to itself or that Leidos personnel had committed time and attendance fraud, leading the 
company to double bill the NRC. The DIG observed,mv~ver. t~at a lack of agency 
mechanisms designed to mitigate double billing, an 107 7 1imited visibility of 
contractor personnel"s assignments and billing to otlier task orders, created conditions 
conducive to fraudulent invoicing. 

Therefore, the DIG respectfully requests that the NRC provide a formal response 
describing what action the agency will take to address these obse1vations and answering 
the questions posed earlier in this memorandum. 

-6rFtet:t\'t:-t;SE-8Nt:¥-8t8-IN¥Es:fl6"-::t=l8N-INF8RM-,tr-flQ~ 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: November 6, 2025 

TO: Concur: Case Closed 

l
(b)(7)(C) I 

Dl91 tally signed bd(b)(7)(C) 
OM~; 702.t 11 ,~ 10,2.5:57 -05'00' 

FROM: 
,...._-------------====------' 
l(b)(7)(C) ~ 
Semor Special Agent L___J 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

ALLEGED NON-COMPLIANCE OF NRC REGULATIONS BY HOLTEC 
(OIG CASE NO. l2400217) 

etter re erence an anonymous w nst e ower concerns sent to t e assac usetts 
Department of Health in 2023 and 2024 about multiple violations by HOLTEC. The 
letter requested that the OIG "investigate HOLTEC's pattern of environmental, legal. 
and regulatory recklessness and assess whether the NRC needs to reevaluate any license 
approvals or conditions." 

The OIG typically does not investigate licensees; rather, its role is to ensure the NRC has 
followed its processes when, in this case, responding to the whistleblower·s concerns. 

POTENTIAL VIOIATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation are NRC Management Directive 
8.8, Management ofAllegations. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG reviewed the NRC's responses to the whistleblower's complaints and found 
them appropriate. The OIG found the whistleblower's allegations had been submitted to 
the NRC Region 1 Allegations Review Board (ARB) and had been dispositioned 
according to the policies and procedures defined in MD 8.8. 

"""l"'Hl~RPC: V • l'ENSE 
NUCLEAR JI DTO 

ANOTiffiR AGENCY, IT _ Ol'TSIDE THE 
CEr\'lNG AGENC\' \·\'ITHOUT THE OIG'S PER.\HSSION. 

Nl{C Headquarters I 11555 Rockville Pike I Rockville, Maryland 20852 I 301.415.5930 
nrcoig.ove1·sighl.gov 

nrcoig.oversight.gov
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BASIS OF FINDINGS 

The OIG reviewed three ARB dispositions stemming from the whistleblower·s 
complaints. All three allegations were processed in accordance with MD 8.8. 

Issue t - The whistle blower raised concerns regarding management's handling of 
worker safety and well-being at Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station, Plymouth County, 
Massachusetts. The whistleblower alleged that personnel working near wastewater 
evaporators had repeatedly requested radiation exposure data but received no response 
from management. The whistleblower also stated that technical staff responsible for 
safety and radiation monitoring had been laid off due to cost-cutting measures. 

Outcome - The Region I ARB reviewed the issue, identifying the concern as an 
allegation and addressing it through the formal allegation process. Following the NRC's 
inspection, a violation was identified for HOLTEC's failure to establish appropriate 
radiological work controls, resulting in airborne radioactivity and an internal radiation 
dose to an individual. The NRC categorized this as a Non-Cited Violation (NCV) in 
accordance with the Enforcement Policy. HOLTEC is required to implement corrective 
actions, and NRC inspectors will continue to monitor compliance. 

Issue 2 - A second incident was noted, in which a 480-volt power cable was severed, 
endangering nearby workers. 

Outcome - The NRC determined that this industrial safety concern fell under the 
jurisdiction of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and referred 
the matter accordingly. 

Issue 3 - HOLTEC was alleged to have suppressed worker concerns related to health 
and safety. 

Outcome - In May 2024, the NRC issued a notice of violation to HOLTEC for actions 
that discouraged employees from reporting potential site violations. The NRC found 
that several employees had signed separation and release agreements that deterred 
them from raising concerns and prohibited participation in matters adverse to 
HOLTEC. Additionally, HOLTEC's Conditions of Employment forms were found to 
discourage reporting of potential violations to the NRC. 

INTERVIEW 

On Ma , the OIG interviewe (b)(7XC) 

eg10n . , regar mg 
state t at t e allegations were not repmied ._ _ __,.._...,... 

directly to the NRC but were receive mm the State of Massachusetts and reviewed 
through the allegation process. She confirmed that Issues 1 and 3 had already resulted 
in NRC violations and would not be readdressed. Issue 2 was referred to OSHA due to 

..O~~l~IAl,,..Y~~r-JI.N Ol~N~~TK,ATl0PHNF8RM~Tl8N 
n !!s DOt-+¥-nTT If THh PROPERTY OF THE U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY..Ul~J.!ilS 'QtJ ;HiPI rn1'!f'l'!m· 

NUCLEAR .FACILil'IES SAfb f M!: ' ' .. ' iSPl!rn llrnrn,;m-RAL IUIG). If LOA.'lED l'O 
ANOTHER Al :FNS'Y l" HJl,l l'l'S cm::aENts ARE NOT TO li • ' • 'JU.llt.:·tlill OUTSIDE THI; 

RECEPi/ING AGENCY WITHOFI' THE OIG'S PER..'\IISSION. 
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jurisdictional relevance . ... r_>m_1 _ct-_, __ ... !affirmed that all three issues were handled in 
accordance with MD 8.8. 

On September 24, 2025, OIG reinterviewedr)(7)(C) ~o clarify additional points. 
When asked whether previous violations inf uence future findings or licensing actions, 

l(bX7) C) rxplained that the allegation process treats each incident independently. 
Pnor complaints, whether substantiated or not, do not affect new allegations unless 
specifically referenced. The ARB does not look for prior allegations when reviewing a 
new complaint. She also noted that multi le minor violations do not cumulatively 
escalate to a higher-level violation. Cb) ccJ stated that Region I occasionally sends 
allegations to companies for response an OLTEC's responses have consistently 
met expectations. 

DISPOSITION 

Because the OJG found that the NRC followed established policies and procedures, and 
!(b)(7XC} k:iid not request the results of the investigation, this 
investigation is closed with no further OIG action. 

-0FFIS&\:~SE-8Nl]i' 0UHH¥ES:t:16,'r:J:10N-IHF0RMATl9H-
~ .s 11.se-t. 11r, ,s, nr .,ROPERT\'OFTHE LT.s. NUCLEAR REGt1LAT0RvcoMM1ssmN Miu ns1-,1;;r,.~ 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: June 4, 2025 

TO: Concur: Case Closed 

r)(T)(C) I Dig ii.all)' •IIJMU b~'t ½,).(2 1 
Dale: 2025 OM~ 1 .f - ·m,""""' .__ _________________ __, 

THROUGH: l
(b)(7)(C) ~~) 1;al~ signed by!(h)(7) ( ! 

FROM: 

.__ ___________________ __, Dale: l025,0fi.04 15:34:27 
-04'00' 

l(b)(7)(C) L IXJT"'f ' liE!iI) 
.... ____________________ __,~~mL 1 .. .1J!l!l 

<'.l4Ul' 

SUBJECT: !CbX7XC> !EMPLOYEE ALLEGED TO HARASS OGC 
,wF ANn vroLATE!!,-(b) .... 0_xc_J __________ _, 
E_J'tmi"!5 JOIG CASE NO. 12400226) 

ALLEGATION 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) received a complaint alleging a U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) employee violated1Cb)(7)(C) 

!CbJOJCC) !placed classified informatio..,_n_m,.,.....,,,th"""e.,,....,.p..,.ueb=11c.,,...,.A"""g=en..,..cywi=.......,,a=e------' 
Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS), and harassed staff in the NRC 
Office of the General Counsel (OGC). S ecificallv, the com lainant alle ed that 

POTENTIAL VIOIATION 

The potential violation relevant to this investigation was Title s of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (C.F.R.) Section 2635, "Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the 
Executive Branch." 

-ernCI_A. t U~E-eHL"I 818-IN\i'ES:tl1Birfll8N-INl-8H-f,t,,trff8N-
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Dl·:H~NSE NUCLEAR l'/\CJLI l· S:n~IQ.Mil.l~•wm:1-'l'tft"lNSfik IUR GENERA.I. (OIG). 11 
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FINDINGS 

The OIG found 
inued to 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

(b)(7)(C) 

(b)(7)(C) 

(b)(7)(C) 

(b)(7)(C) s e nt to Cb>C7KC) 
,:,;_(b-::-;,)c~7x;,;,:c:::-) --,__m_a_1.,.....co_m_ m_u_rn_ca__,.tt ... o_n_s_r ....... a"""tin ...... g- t"""o-rCb~)~O~)CC:,,:,:)~.,.._-....J ._ _______ ___, 
.__ ___ .... 
Upon recei ot of the emails fromlCb)(7XC) I 
(b)(7)(C) 

ICb>C7)CC) kequested that,_ ... ICb_)c....,7x,...q ___ ___,,,_____,,....,,...--,-,------,,-,-,----
,...ICb-)C7-X-c) ________ ........ ______ IN RC staff review the emails and determine whether 

l(b)(7)(C) 

-0FFIEI-A:~ SE-8HEY 016-l~STl8A:TIOH-+NF0R-Ptl-liROH-
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the emails contained nonpublic information, includine: CEil. 2 NRC staff reviewed the 
emails and identified CEIi in some of the emails. fb)(7)(C) I 
(b)(7)(C) 

<b)(7)(C) Some of those emails 
........,_so- c""'n""'t1,...c .... 1z_e __ t ...... e-O"""G..,,.....C-. ....,F"'"o_r_e_x-·a-m- p,...e-, .... m ....... (b"""')( .,..(,.,.,C),------........ m----.o!ail,FJ(7)(C) ►tated: 

)(7 )(C) 

2 CEIi was defined and protected from public release undet" the FLxing Amel'ica's Surface Transportation 
System Act, Pub. L. 114-94, in 2015. In 2 0l6, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
promulgated regulations regarding the identification and handling of CEII. In 2018, the NRC and FERC 
entered into a memorandum of understanding regarding the treatment of CEil in NRC records. 

(b)(7)(C) 

THE PROPERTI' OF THE U.S. NU"CCL~ EA~R~ R~E~G~Ul~ A~TO~~~::~~~~ 
UEFENSE NUCLEAR A C _ OR GENERAL (OIG). II· 
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Later in the same emailf .. _)(7)- (C_> __ __,~r le: 

(b)(1J(C) 

Counseling Memorandum 

On October 8, 20 2 4 , ICb)OXC) 
gavelCb)O)CC) la d.J..1-re_c_t_o-rd ..... er---r:;lt0:"':'.)(~6J:-::, Cb~X~7)::,;,cc:,:--) ---------------,...-....J 

(b)(6} (b)(7)(C) I 
(6)(6), (b)(7)(C) L'' At that time 
Cb)(7)(C) lalso informedlCb)O)CC) lthat ICb>C5), (b)(7)(C) 

(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) r ________________________ __, 

On March 11, 2025 Cb)O)(C) issued t o (b)(7)(C) a counseling memorandum 
re ardin his failure to follow Cb)OXC) .__ ___ ..... er. In the counseling memorandumJ 
(b)(7)(C) stated, in part: 

(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 

9¥¥1EIA1-,.YS&QNl-,Y Ol~~~~+l~A+IO~JNJj:A™+IQ~ 
""PHt~IMfNf I~ THE PROPFRT\' OF nn: U.S. NUCLEAR REGUlA!Wff OOUUl!JSJU.Q As'D 
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(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG artial1 substantiated the al legations. finding that Cb)C
7

)CC) ngaged inlici?) I 
Cb)C7)(C) ommunications withlCbX7KC) !regarding CbX7xc) and that some 
o t e commumcat10ns included CEil. WJ-i1le the OIG found that some of the emails 
fromlCbX7xc) !contained language that in context, could reasonably be understood 
to denigrate OGC staff involved i~Cbx7xc) !however, the OIG did not 
sub tantiate the allegation of harassment. 

a couns 

(b)(6) 

Therefore, this investigation was closed with no further OIG action taken. 

-9~~1El1Ai1-,-HS&ONl5Y Qls-HIP.~S~l6t\:J:IQN-IH~QRMA::J:IQN-
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: ,January 29, 2025 

TO: ...,,c .,..,0 ,,,,11.,.,,c ,...u _r _: _C_as_ e_C_l_o_se_d _________ ~ o~,rn~ral:'::':,ly~•~ ""dby~ 

l(b)(7)(C) l(b}Oj(C) I 
Oa1e ; 2025.01 ,30 17:37'46 
-!WOO' .__ ________________ ___. 

THROUGH: ... r_)(7\_c_c5 _____________ ____. 
0100' 

FROM: r )(7)(CJ il'rlr:ii'J(7)'l"ii(C)~----•. ~ -.~db~(b)(7) (C i 
Special Agent L. _______ J'i5~if,1!1'f.30 14:43,28 -os·oo· 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

NRC EMPLOYEE REPAID INCORRECT LOCALI1Y PAY 
(OIG CASE NO. 12400259) 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
and Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board. initiated this investigation based on a 
referral from the OIG Audits and Evaluations Division. 

The OIG Audits and Evaluations Division reviewed NRC special circumstances telework 
arrangements and learned tha~~)(7XC) !had received locality pay as if she were 
working from the NRC Head uarters in Rockvi1le, Maryland , while she was on approved 
telework in (bX7)(C) The incorrect locality payments resulted in salary 

)(7)(C) 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

Potential violations relevant to this investigation are Title 18 of the United States Code 
Section 1343, "Fraud by wire, radio, or television''; Title 5 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (C.F.R.) Part 531 Subpart F, ~Locality-Based Comparability Payments"; s 
C.F.R. 531.205, "Converting pay upon change in location of employee's official 
worksite"; s C.F.R. 531.604, "Determining an employee's locality rate"; 5 C.F.R. 531.605, 
"Determining an employee's official worksite"; NRC Management Directive (MD) 10.4 1, 

Pay Administration; and, MD 10. 166, Telework . 

i,F'F'U'.'T,tt:"tt~!!"t,T~'L i f,ftt-fN"11'~S'l"tttft''l"t6N-tNfl6ft:M7'1:'flBN 
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FINDING 

The OIG found~did not violate any laws or statutes in this case, as she did not 
purposefully re~gher locality pay than she was allowed, and she repaid the 
difference in 1ocality pay once the overpayments were identified. 

BASIS FOR FINDING 

Initially, however, Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer ( OCH C,t~ f d not 
update NRC records with!CbX7J(C) !new duty location. Consequently, )(7)( continued 
to receive locality pay for the Washington-B~-Arlington, DC- - -WV-PA 
area (DMV loc itv) while teleworking from > The OMV locality pay was 
~.1iatel~ ~!(7) ercent higher than the ocahty pay forjit5(7)CC) fin the"""'l(b""")c7=)c=c)--. 
~localitv area). 

On December 12, 2022, the U.S. Department of the Interior, which administered pay on 
behalf of the NRC, sentlCbX7~(C) I a notice stating that the total amount she must re ay was 
$2 888.2 . (b)(7)(C) NRC eacfership applied for relief from the debt o (bX7XC) behalf, 
as J(i)(C) ctmns 1d not purposefully cause the salary overpayments an 
correspon mg debt, but the request was denied. 

The OIG obtained emails fromJ~~mcc) f !Branch Chieff>C7J(C) ~d various 
personnel in OCH CO and the ice o the Chief Information Officer showin that the 
DMV locality payments were an oversight on the NRC's behalf and that (bJfi)CC) had 
repaid the salary overpayments. 

r )(7)CC) ~·epaid the salary overpayments through withdrawals from her biweekly NRC 
pay. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG foundr)(7),"C I I did not mislead the NRC into overpaying her salary and she 
repaid the salary overpayments. The OIG issued a clearance letter and closed this 
investigation with no further action. 

"flflflt et~t:-tlf;E-8Nt:¥-8t8-IPPt'ES~l6-,,.=-ff,Qf!HNPQR:Mt\~IQN 
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DATE: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

MEMORANDUM 

February 20, 2025 

(6)(7XCl I 
1Cb)(7)(C) IDlgltall~ ,1gned b~~)(7)(¢L 

Semor Special Agent ... L ________ _._ Date: 202s.01 io,, ,l'l":!!l 1!1t'!!!! 

NRC EMPLOYEE ALLEGEDLY VIOLATING FIXED TELEWORK 
AGREEMENT(OIG CASE NO.12400260) 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
and Defense Nuclear Facilities Safetv Board received a referral from its Audits and 
Eva uations Division stat' lbX7XC) 

(bX7XC) ce o Nm: ear 
eactor egu atmn, , nug 1t not ave compete t e reqmre 2 in-office days per 

pay period in Rochille, Maryland, beh\reen January 1, 2024, and May 31, 2024. 

Considering the January 20, 2025 Presidential Memorandum (PM), Return to In­
Person Work. the OIG did not investigate this issue. 

Prior to the PM's issuance, however, the OIG identified several chan~_ ""'e_s_i_n..._ ____ _ 
official duty station over several months following his promotion in Cb lC71cc) 

~=....---.-----,---' 
The OIG investigated whether, due to agency errors in 1?_rocessinj:!; CblOlC promotion 
and accompanying change in duty station, either~ pr the NRC owed money to the 
other. 

POTENTIAL VIOIATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation included Title 5 of the United 
States Code (U.S.C.) Section 5304, "Locality-Based Comparability Payments," and NRC 

-0fflE1~ US&QlliJL¥ 016-l~SH6~10~~1-Q~U .. TIQ~ 
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Management Directive 10-41, Pay Administration. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG found that neithe~nor the NRC owed money to the other related to 
llb)(?)(Cl !changes in duty stationfu1Iowing hisf1-')C7J(C) promotion. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Under 5 U.S.C. 5304, government employees may receive locality-based comparability 
payments. which are geographic-based percentage increases to base pay designed to 
keep federal pay competitive with private sector pay in the same area. The locality pay 
for RockviJle, Ma land (the Washington-Baltimore-Arlin ton, DC-MD-VA-WV-PA 

is about Cb) hi her tha~ the 1ocali • a for C 

From at leastFl(7)(C) khrough December 2024, the NRC required most 
employees to work at their official duty station at least 2 days per pay period. 

the NRC promoted (b> 7> c> to GG-14,(t~(CJ I 
Rtx,;mr---n;effro;-;:r;etthh.e romotion, (bl 7l C) uty station wasr)(7)(C) 

accordingly, CbJ ,x worked the required 2 in-office._a..,a_y_s_p_e_r_p_a_y_p_e_n"'"o_d_m_ .... ..,_......, __ .....____, 
t ew r e the reminin 8 days in th d from his home in ,...,..,...,.,-------"'-"=;.;.;..a""-i· 

The (b)(7)(C) position, however, 
r...----,,_.....-....... ----....... -

u ty station o Rockvil e. 

After the promotion (b)(7XC) submitted a re 
office days in )(7)(C) 

L---,,-.------,-.-----------,-....-~-c;:-v;,::~------....... denied the request, because t 1e vacancy announcement or t 1e )(7)(C) 

(bX7)(C) position listed Rock"Ville as the duty station. Thus,'"'=tv-e"'T"l'l---.--,--
..._ _ __, o work the in-office days in Rockville . 

BetweenjitX7JCC) land June 4, 2023, the Office of the Chief Hum~l 
Officer (OCHCO) processed multiple personnel corrective actions changing~ 
official dutv station and locality pay: (1) from! >(

7
)(C) ~o Rockville, (2) back to 

r )(
7

)(C) jand, ultimately, (3) back to Rockv1lie. 

OCHCO Review 

At the OIG's re uest OCH CO performed an internal review of the personnel actions 
surrounding Cb)O)(C) promotion in November 2022 and provided a memorandum to 
the DIG explaining the actions: 

In S)! m ID&Y l(b)('i)(?lwas com etitive] promoted to a GG-14 r )(7)(C) l 
r )(7)(C) reriective (b)(7)(C) The duty station, as listed 111 the 

0FFl€b\lrl:1SE-8Nt¥- 018-INWSTf8*~16N-fNfl61tM~6N 
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va~ncy announcement was Ro, kville, MD. Prior to selectionf'>(T)(C) ~uty 
statmn was!_Cb_)c"Xi_. c_c'!5 ______ J 

Shortly after accepting the promotional position,!~.C'H I inquired with his 
servicing HR Specialist in OCH CO, questioning if a new telework agreement 
was required. After receiving confirmation that a new agreement was 
required, the agreement was submitted, and subsequently denied. 

While awaiting the outcome of the telework request,~ prm ion 
ersonnel action was processed with the duty statiot~ as bJ l 

l JC After receipt of the telework request denial, on 05 19 23, a 
correction to the promotion action was processed, changing the duty station 
to Rockville, MD. However, on 06/ 01/ 23 OCHCO rocessed another 
personnel action to change the duty station back to (7) ) ------- --A ft er final confirmation was received that the employee's uty stat10n 
should have been Rockville, MD, on 06/04/23 a personnel action was 
processed to chang~ CbX7)(C) ~uty station to Rockville, MD. 

A Senior HR Specialist re-reviewed !Cb) ( l !personnel folder, actions 
processed via the Federal Personnel Processing System (FPPS), and 
earnings and leave statements (ELS) as they pertain to the period in which 
the above actions were processed. The findings are as follows: 

1. While there were multiple personnel actions processed for 
!Cb)(l)(C) I namely corrections to the employee's duty station, the 
ELS' for this period ind icate the employee is not in debt to the 
U.S. Government, and there are no monies owed. 

2 . Similarly, the U.S. Government is not in debt to the employee, 
and there are no monies owed due to the series of actions 
discussed above. 

The analysis of the employee's record, as discussed above, can conclude that 
the employee's record is accurate and up-to-date, an<l no further action is 
needed. 

DISPOSITION 

The federal government did not owe money tol(b)(7)(CJ land!lt>r7l(C) ~id not owe money to 
the government, for a locality pay discrepancy related to an incorrectly recorded official 
duty station. Under the Return to In-Person Work PM, most NRC employees will likely 
be required to work at their official duty station on a full-time basis. Therefore, this 
investigation was closed with no further OIG action taken. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

, .. 
I 

I MEMORANDUM 

October 14, 2025 

Caucur Case C]ased Dioltall~ , lano<J bd(b)(7)(C i 

l
(b)(7)(C) r )(~C) ' 

. L are:2 B.10.1413,!3.15--04'DU' 

[

;;:)::;:::(7)::;;(C)==========:::::::::;;;=;;;;;,11~1M~rggedbY I 
Date.202'S.10 14 13:18:09 

--------------------- --04'00' 

FROM: r )(7)(:) I r)(7)(C) ,~;m~y sjr ed b~ 

Senior Special Agent ._ ________ _,~ Date: 202s.10.14 13:40:26 -04'oo· 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

NRC EMPLOYEE FRAUDULENTLY RECEIVING LOCALITY-PAY 
(OIG CASE NO. 12400261) 

The Office of the Inspector Genera] (OIG), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
and Defense Nuclear Facilities Safe Board received a referral from its Audits and 
Evaluations Division statin )(7)( 

CbX7)(C) 

uc ear 
ave receive overpaymen since 

September 10, 2023, related to changes in her official duty station. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation in dude Title 5 of the United States 
Code (U .S.C.) Section 5304, "Locality-Based Comparability Payments," and NRC 
Management Directive (MD) 10.41, Pay Administration. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG found 1ba1i0J}C7XCJ !received locality pay for Rockville, Maryland (the 
Washington-Baltimore-Arlington, DC-MD-VA-WV-PA area) beginning Sef)'tember 10, 

2023, until approximately the time of this memo. The OIG also found tha~ ... :b-)O_)c_c) __ ..., 

-6flfll€tA1:: U3E-6N~- 61&1~Slfll6-;\'lll6N-IN'f6tHt~Tl6N· 
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regularly completed the required 2 in-office days per pay period in order to receive 
locality pay for the area. N RC's practice at the time was to count official travel to any 
geographical location as in-office time. 

BASIS OF FINDINGS 

Under 5 U.S.C. 5304, government employees may receive locality-based comparability 
payments, which are geographic-based percentage increases to base pay designed to 
keep federal pay competitive with private sector pay in the same area. The locality pay 
for Rockvi I Mar land (the Washington-Baltimore-A lin on. DC-MD-VA-WV-PA 
area), Cb)( c official dutv station was abou CbX7 q more annuallv in 202 

than the oca ity pay fo 1:b X her home. ,__ ______________________ __. 

From at least March 2023 through December 2024, the NRC required most employees 
to work at their official duty station at least 2 days per pay period, be in an official travel 
for duty status, or be on approved telework in order to receive the locality pay for their 
official duty station. !CbX7XCJ !regularly completed the required 2 in-office days per 
pay period in order to receive locality pay for the area. 

!(b)(7)(C) !was on a special circumstance telework plan that began on March 12, 2023, 

and ended September 9,.,tl!,;ll~.......:. ..... liUl:..l..:..w....lrM.ll~e.cial circumstance telework plan, her 
alternate workplace was Cb) )(C) and ~~;;i:.lYl~lW~:cw~locality pay 
for that area. Both (b)O)(C) n er ranc chief J onfinned 

li:bK7)(C) !was receiving oca ity pay for Cb) 7)CC) ---------cir cums tan c e telework plan and that her locality pay reverte ack to Rockville, 
Maryland, when the specia] circumstance te]ework plan ended. 

The OIG reviewe~(b)(7)(C) hime and attendance records along with her travel 
vouchers and found that from September 10, 2023, through at least March 2025, she 
was either on approved telework on official travel or at the office in Rock'Ville 
Ma land. lCbK7)(c) land Cb lOKC> 

ffice of the Chief Human Capital Officer (OCHCO). testified 
e NR cons1 ers official travel whether in the geographical area for the received 

locality pay or not to be an in-office duty and therefore meets the requirement to receive 
that locality pay. The Office of Personnel Management fact sheet Official Worksite for 
Location-Based Pay Purposes 1 statt:!s: 

.. The official worksite generally is the location where the employee regularly 
performs his or her duties. If the employee's work involves recurring travel or 
the employee's work location varies on a recurring basis, the official worksite 

' https:J j,Nww.opm.gov / policy-data-oversight/pay-leave /pay· administration/fact-sheets/ offi rial-worksite-for­
loration-hased-pay-pur-poses/ 
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is the location where the work activities of the employee's position of record 
are based, as determined by the employing agency, subject to the requirement 
that the official worksite must be in a locality pay area in which the employee 
regularly performs work." 

As of June 17, 202s,l(b)(?)(C) !was approved for a fixed telework arrangement 
allowing her to "fulfill the duties of her position from her home in l,...it_)a_x,...;).,.....----~ 
full-time (10 days per pay period), consistent with the agency's authorities to support 
recruitment and retention in areas requiring specialized technical expertise, as well as 
the a encv's return to in-person work policy." 1£l'X7ltc5 !locality pay is nowlCb5a5ccl 

l .) l due to her new fL\'.ed telework arrangement. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG found that due to NRC's practice of counting official travel to any geographical 
location as in-office <lays to receive a particular locality pay, ) met the 
requirements for her receiving Rockville, Maryland locali now has a 
fixed telework arrangement to work from home inl~ an is receiving 
the locality pay for that area. Therefore, this investigation was c ose with no further 
OIG action taken. 

NUCLEAR FACJ 
ANOTHER AGENCY, r 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: .July 2, 2025 

TO: Eleni J ernell 
Acting Director 
Office of Administration 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: IRREGULARITIES IN CONTRACT OVERSIGHT 
(OIG CASE NO. 12400275) 

This memorandum conveys the results of the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
investigation into nvo complaints alleging U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
contracting officers (COs) failed to issue contracting officer's representative (COR) 
delegation letters in accordance with the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and NRC 
Management Directive (MD) 11.1, NRC Acquisition of Supplies and Services. Allegedly. 
these failures prevented a COR from executing duties, like approving invoices, timely. 
In addition, one of the complainants alleged a CO withheld deliverables and 
inappropriately directed a COR to approve invoices, despite knowing the COR had not 
reviewed deliverables or otherwise verified the contractor had fulfilled its contractual 
obligations. 

The OIG substantiated the allegations regarding COR delegation letters, finding that the 
two COs involved in the three instances the OIG investigated both failed to issue COR 
delegation letters in accordance with the FAR and MD 11.1. The OIG found that the 
failures stemmed from an absence of written procedures for issuing COR delegation 
letters and a lack of enforcement of related regulations and policies. 

The OIG did not substantiate the allegation that a CO 1,vithheld deliverables and 
inappropriately directed a COR to approve invoices without appropriate support. In an 
interview with the OIG, the COR professed a lack of experience in contracting and a 
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limited understanding of federal contracts. The OIG found that the CO R's lack of 
experience, coupled with a lack of on-the-job training and COR mentorship 
requirements at the NRC, possibly laid the groundwork for the allegation. 
Therefore, the OIG respectfully requests a formal response to this report by September 
26, 2025, answering the questions posed below and describing what actions, if any, the 
agency will take to address the OIG's findings: 

1. What steps will the NRC take to improve the timely issuance of COR delegation 
letters, in accordance with the FAR and MD 11.1'? 

2. What are the NRC's policies or procedures, implemented or planned, for training 
new CORs on agency procurement, federal contracts, and COR duties and 
responsibilities? 

3. How will the NRC enforce and oversee CO compliance with the MD 11.1 
requirements for issuing COR delegation letters? 
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E. Deeds, Executive Technical Assistant 
D. Collins, Acting Regional Administrator, Region I 
J. Lara, Acting Regional Administrator, Region II 
,J. Giessner, Regional Administrator, Region III 
J. Monninger, Regional Administrator, Region IV 
B. Klukan, Regional Counsel, Region I 
S. Price, Regional Counsel, Region II 
S. Lewman, Regional Counsel, Region lll 
D. Cylkowski, Regional Counsel, Region IV 
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ALLEGATION 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) received a complaint alleging the former U.S. 
Nuclear Regulato Commission NRC contractin officer CO) for the agency's 
contract with · ) c never issued a contracting 
officer's representative e egat10n etter to a revmus Co OR. In 
addition, another CO, for the agency"s contract with l 

jli> J(7Y(C) I allegedly never issued a C '""~e.,.e_g_a~t-10-n"""'T'"e~tt~e-r ~to---=-;t F"1a-:t_s_a_n-1e _ _,, 
cOlffor that contract. During an interview, the OIG received a further allegation that 
the!Cb)(7Xb ~O withheld deliverables from the COR and inappropriately 
directecfthe COR to approve invoices, despite knowing the COR had not reviewed 
deliverables or otherwise verified the contractor had met its contractual obligations. 

The OIG also received a separate complaint, a11~ing the forrnerli:b)(7)(C) ICO never 
issued a COR delegation letter to the current P1')(7)(C) !COR, either. Allegedly, the 
lack of a COR delegation letter delayed the agency in removing the previous COR and 
thereby prevented the new COR from approving invoices timely. 

POTENTIAL VIOlATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation involve the Federal Acquisition 
Regulation (FAR) at Title 48 of the Code of Federal Regulations Section 1.602-2t 
"Responsibilities,·• and NRC Management Directive (MD) 11.1 , NRCAcquisition of 
Supplies and Services. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG substantiated that the formerl(bJO)(CJ ICO failed to issue a COR 
delegation letter to the previous COR during the COR's approximately 3-month 
assignment and failed to issue a COR delegation letter to the current COR until 
approximate} 2 months after the COR was assigned. The OIG also substantiated that 
the Cb)(7)(C) CO failed to issue a COR delegation letter to the COR until 
approx1ma e y mon s after the agency assigned the COR. The missing or belated 
COR delegation letters resulted from an absence of written procedures or other effective 
agency communication with CORs as well as a lack of enforcement of COs' compliance 
with related FAR and MD 11.1 requirements, 

The OIG did not substantiate that thekX7XC'.J ~O withheld deliverables from 
the COR or inappmpriately directed t e CUR to approve unsupported invoices. At the 
same time, the OIG found that the NRC lacks on-the-job training or other required 
programs within the agency, beyond the FAR-mandated Level I certification training, to 
help CO Rs learn the responsibilities of the role. 
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BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

The OIG Found that cos Failed to Issue COR Delegation Letters in 
cc rdance with the FAR and MD 1 .1 

FAR section 1.602-2 outlines CO responsibilities. Under FAR section 1.602-2(d), one of 
a CO"s responsibilities is to "designate and authorize, in writing and in accordance with 
agency procedures, a [COR] .... " FAR section 1.602-2(d)(7) states that when a CO 
designates and delegates authority to a COR. the COR: 

Shall be designated in writing. with copies furnished to the contractor and the 
contract administration office-

(i) Specifying the extent of the CO R's authority to act on behalf of the 
[CO]; 

(ii) Identifying the limitations on the COR's authority; 
(iii) Specifying the period covered by the designation; 
(iv) Stating the authority is not redelegable; and 
(v) Stating that the COR may be personally liable for unauthorized acts. 

The Directive Handbook (DH) to NRC MD 11.1 provides some agency-specific guidance 
on how a COR is designated and obtains delegated authority. In section (III)(B)(2)(b), 
DH 11.1 states that a COR obtains delegated authority through a "COR delegation letter," 
issued by the CO: 

To be eligible to be appointed as a COR, a candidate must first obtain a Federal 
Acquisition Certification for Contracting Officer's Representative (FAC-COR) .... 
A candidate with a valid FAC-COR certification who is eligible to receive a formal 
COR designation is then nominated ... as possessing the minimum qualifications 
required to perform the COR role. The COR candidate then receives a COR 
delegation letter issued by a CO, correlating to a particular contract or order 
(COR delegation letter). That COR delegation letter defines the COR's authorities 
and limitations v-.rith respect to that specific contract or order. 

DH 11.1 section (III)(B)(3)(g) also states that COR delegation letters are issued by COs: 
"Once a contract or order is awarded, the CO issues a written delegation letter to the 
COR, authorizing the COR authority to perform specific technical or administrative 
functions. " 

The OIG interviewed the two CO Rs mentioned in the complaints as allegedly not having 
obtained timely COR delegation letters. Each COR stated that, at the time of the 
interview, the COR was assigned to work on one contract for which the COR had not yet 
obtained a COR delegation letter. After the interviews, and while the OJG's 
investigation remained ongoing, the CORs each obtained the required COR delegation 
letter. 
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The OIG also intervi wed thel(b)OJ(C) f O, who stat d that not issuing the 
CUR delegation letter had b en fus oversight. ; ~~)()XCJ Jf O had changed since 
the OIG be an this investi ation and the OIG did not interview e former CO who left 
the NRC (b)(7)(C) 

In an October 2024 email chain betw en th current lCb)(7)(C) ICOR and a branch 
chief in the Office of Administration's (ADM's) Acquisition Management Division 
(AMO), the COR reported the lack of a COR delegation letter and cited MD 11.1 for the 
CO's responsibility to issue one. The email chain indicated the COR was confused about 
the process for initiating a COR on a contract assignment, and the COR had not received 
an explanation of the process from the relevant branch chief. While later emails 
between that branch chief and another branch chiefreflected some discussion on how 
they believed the process should work, the OTG found no indication that the COR's 
branch chief followed up with the COR to relay the conclusions of that discussion. 

l n a March 2025 email chain between the same COR and the newly assignedfb)0icc) I 
(bl 7)(C> 0 t 1e COR reported that the agency had not timely removed the prev10us 

) i)(C) OR as the COR in the NRC's Strategic Acquisition System (STAQs) for 
trac mg contracts, causing invoices to continue to be transmitted to the previous COR 
for the 5 months since the agency had changed the COR. According to these emails, in 
October 2024 the COR filed two requests to remove the previous COR, but the requests 
were denied because the new COR lacked a COR delegation letter. In December 2024, 

the then-current CO issued a COR delegation letter to the current COR but reportedly 
never informed the COR of the need to renew the request to remove the previous COR. 
In March 2025, the new CO remedied the issue by explaining to the current COR the 
need to submit a new request, now that a COR delegation letter had been issued. 

In addition, the OIG found that in or around June 2024 the previou~(b)(?XC) I 
COR assumed COR responsibilities, but the COR never received a COR delegation letter 
for the )(7)(CJ assignment. The COR filed a July 2024 grievance for being _______ ..., 

ut1es outs1 e a position descri tion for the assi nments as COR on thEf' )C7)(C) I 
)(7)(C) ontract as well as COR on the lb)(7)(CJ contract. In October 2024, 

a u 1cation of the grievance conclude , an e agen removed the COR from the 
(b)(7)(C) contract. The COR remained on the (b)(7)(CJ contract and, in 

ecern er 2024, received a COR delegation letter. 

The OIG interviewed an ArvlD branch chief regarding the NRC's process for issuing COR 
delegation letters. The branch chief stated that for new contracts, the CO provides a 
COR delegation letter, the COR and the COR's supervisor sign the letter, and then the 
CO reviews the letter for final approval and issues the letter to the COR and the 
contractor. For preexisting contracts that are either being renewed or transferred to a 
different COR, the COR drafts and signs the COR delegation letter, the COR's supervisor 
signs the letter, and then the CO reviews for final approval and issues the letter. The 
branch chief stated that while this process reflects ADM's procedure, the process is not 
written or otherwise broadly available to CORs for review . 
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The OIG Did Not Fin bles 
from th CORor Ina 

Due to the nature of the contracted services,jlb)(7JCC) ~as required to provide 
to the NRC limited to no tan ible delive_rables. In add1hon, the payment terms of a firm 
fixed price contract meant JC.··JC invoices and the NRC's payment 
obligations were likely to remain cons ant roughout most of the life of the contract. 

In an interview with the OIG, the lM(7>(C> ~OR stated that the CO possessed 
deliverables or othe1· information relevant to a review of the contractor's invoices but did 
not share them with the COR. The COR stated that the CO, mostly orally, directed the 
COR to approve invoices, despite knowing the COR had received no deliverables. 

The OIG obtained one email regarding the allegedly inappropriate directions, but the 
email did not indicate wrongdoing: the email chain showed that the COR asked the CO 
to inform the COR when an invoice could be approved, and the CO replied that the COR 
could approve the invoice; subsequentlv, the COR approved the invoice. The OIG 
discovered no evidence that~5mccJ provided tangible deliverables to the CO, 
nor that the CO withheld de;verables from the COR. Moreover, the OIG discovered no 
evidence th atr,X7XC) !had failed to providt:i(b)CTJ(C) I 
r )(7)(C) 1 

The OIG Found that the NRC Lacked Policies and Procedures Designed to 
Ensure New CORs Understood the Agency's Procurement Processes. 
}'ederal Contracts, and COR Responsibilities 

In an interview with the OIG, thei(blC7J(C) ~OR stated that, when applying for 
the COR's current position on NRC staff, the COR was unaware the position involved 
assuming COR responsibilities. Immediately upon being assigned as a COR, the COR 
reportedly informed a supervisor that she had no desire to serve in that role. The COR 
stated to the OIG that she possessed no contracting and procurement experience and 
had completed only one related training: the FAR-mandated Level I COR certification 
training. 

The Federal Acquisition Institute (FAI) website, fai.gov, explains that the Federal 
Acquisition Certification for CORs program "contains three levels of certification that 
allows for appropriate training and experience for [CO Rs] managing a range of various 
contracts ... . " The FAI training description for Level I certification states that Level I 
CORs require no contracting experience and are "generally appropriate for simple, low-
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risk contract vehicles, such as supply contracts and orders." The FAI describes Level I 
training as 8 hours of self-paced, online courses. 

An AMO branch chief stated to the OIG that the NRC had implemented no on-the-job 
training program for CORs. The NRC had, however, established a voluntary mentorship 
COR program. In addition. AMO offered quarterly town hall meetings. designed for 
CORs, to discuss various procurement-related topics. Attendance at those meetings 
remained voluntary, the branch chief stated, but participation continued to increase. 
The branch chief confirmed that the agency's only required training for new CORs was 
the Level I COR certification training. 

CONCLUSION 

The OIG substantiated that two COs failed to issue COR delegation letters in accordance 
with the FAR and MD 11.1. The OIG did not substantiate that a CO withheld 
deliverables from a COR and inappropriately directed the COR to approve unsupported 
invoices. Finally, the OIG found that the NRC had implemented minimal required 
training and mentoring to assist new CORs in understanding COR duties and 
responsi bi I ities. 

Therefore. the OIG respectfully requests that the NRC provide a formal response 
describing what action the agency will take to address these findings and answering the 
questions posed earlier in this memorandum . 
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TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

February 19, 2025 

Concur: Case Closed 

MEMORANDUM 

l(b)(7)(C) ~ • • •• nod i4(b)(7)( ! 
~ .0, ,19 t0,1B6 ,__ __________________ ___._.-05'00' 

l(b)(7)(C) I 
1
(b)(7)(C) 

1 
01gltally slgr,ed byi(b)(7)( I 

Senior Special Agent L. _______ .JJ''tt~arnYPr:-:, 1!'1r.riYis!!
1
,02.19 06:37,57 -os·oo· 

ALLEGED PROHIBITED SECURITIES VIOLATIONS BY U._S. 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION EMPLOYEE--l"'"(b,...;)(7)" cc""")--. 

r lMct'l ~OIG CASE NO. 12400280) 

ALLEGATION 

The Office of the Inspector General (DIG) received a complaint from the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission NRC Office of the General Counsel (OGC) stating that an NRC 
employee self-reported (b)C7J(CJ ownershi of a rohibited securi via annual ethics 
fili s. S ecificalJ (b)(7XC) 

CbX7XC> ce o Nuc ear 
ecun y an ncI en esponse, repor ed o e a· m 2023 and 2024ICbX7XC) 

owned a prohibited security through a managed account. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation were Title 18 of the United States 
Code Section 208, "Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest ," and NRC Management 
Directive 7.7 (MD), Prohibited Securities. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG did not substantiate thatfb)(7)(C) Molated Title 18 of the United States Code 
Section 208, as the investigation found no indication that!(b)(7)(C) ~pecifically 
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intend~d forr)(?): Ito p~rchase the prohibited securio/, conducte~ ~ignificant work 
on particular ma -ers mvolVI== the company whose security was proh1b1ted, .or 
substantially benefited fromE7)Cc5 jownership of the prohibited security. 

The OIG found that (b) ?XC) was in vio1ation of NRC MD 7. 7 whenr)( ')(C) ~wned 
a security prohibit yt e NRC between approximately September 2023 and .January 
2024. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Under Titles of the Code of Federal Regulations Section 5801.102, "Prohibited 
securities," the NRC annually publishes a list of entities whose securities NRC 
employees are generally prohibited from owning. 

In annual ethics filin • to the OGC in 202 
ii-FJa?=-.;;m~;.;..;.;.~~~~~.;;....;;.~.=.;~....,;,,;.;.;..;.;..=---.,;;;,,;;..;;;......a-;i 

reported t~at 
stated thati~~':,:j)C~7)crl"r"--i:::-:-wn'=-=e~C't:"'::e~p=-=r:-::0~1:-:1-r:e:-:r-~e:-:c'.":":· :":':r'!'T1':"':'v"Ttc-1:::"":·o:-:-u:-::g:,:-:a::-::"an1:-::a:":':n:-::a-=ge-=--:r~a-=-cc=o:-::u:-::n:::t"7fo'=-1~·a 
total of approximately 5 months and tha Cb>C7

XC> nancial advisor purchased the 
prohibited security without Cb 7

)CC) now edge. Uponjcl0/1xc) !discovery of the 
ownership, the financial advisor 1veste the prohibited security in January 2024. 

The OIG reviewed several databases for evidence ,.errc\ ~onducted work 
related to the company whnse prohibited security ) J( wned. The review 
encompassed the following records: 

• Time and attendance records in the Cost Activity Code System; 
• Document authoring and concurrence information in the Agencywide Documents 

Access and Management System: 
• Project milestone assignment, status, and completion data available through the 

Reactor Program System, PowerBI dashboards, and MapAnalytics dashboards; 
and, 

• Public meeting schedules. 

The OIG's review yielded no indication that in 2023 and 202~ ....... ....---...Jhad worked 
on projects related to the company whose prohibited securi wned. 

The OIG also reviewed information!Cb)C7J(CJ !provided to the OGC and o en-source 
information regarding the company whose prohibited securit_ JCTJ(C) 
owned. The owned prohibited security did not significantly inc._r_e_a-se_m_m_a_r,...e...,t,...v-a .... u_,e 
whilej(bJ(7)(CJ ~wned it: the security showed a net gain of approximately 
$45.00. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG referred the results of the investigation to the OGC. The OGC counseled 
,OEEICl4 J I ISF ON I Y OJG J.l\l.V:Es;ftC,, .. ·RQ~~l-8HM,,1,i:;i;:1A~ 
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Cb.JO C) · · obligations under MD 7.7 pertaining to prohibited securities, directed 
him that Cb) 7 C) must divest th!:! prohibited security, and confirmed he had come into 
compliance wit 1 t e NRC's prohibited securities rules. Therefore, this investigation was 
closed with no further OIG action taken. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

April 14, 2025 

Concur: Case Closed 
r (7)CC) 

MEMORANDUM 

(b) (7)(C) 

.I 
I :2558 •04'00' 

r)(7)(C) l~:iGi['; f 
._ _____________________ 11'.2511 0.000' 

l '.b)CT)(~ I 

Senior Special Agent 

ALLEGED PROHIBITED SECURITIES VIOLATIONS BY U.S. 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION EMPLOYEE--1Cb>C7KC) 

(OIG CASE NO. l2400281) 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) received a complaint from the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) Office of the General Counsel (OGC) stating that an NRC 
employee self-reported ownershi of rohibited securities via a 20 annual ethics 
filin . S ecifical1 , (b)(7)(C) 

(b)(7)(C) ce o Nuc ear Material Safety 
an ,,;:.,.-,,""'=..., at m 2021 and 2024 he owned a prohibited 
secun . . ...______,,..,_ m1 e e 24 ethics filing, he reported to the OGC that he 
had divested t e pro • I ited security. 

POTENTIAL VIOIATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to th is investigation were Title 18 of the United States 
Code Section 208, "Acts Affecting a Persona] Financial Interest," and NRC Management 
Directive (MD) 7.7, Prohibited Securities. 

-t,PPlt:mt USltttNt:Y-flltHN¥t:S't't8ft'fl6N-tNF8R-PtlA'fl8N­
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FINDINGS 

The OIG did not substantiate tha~Cb Jee) )violated T~ the United States Code 
Section 208. The investigation foun evidence tha~wned a security identified 
by the NRC as prohibited and conducted work on particular matters involving the 
companies owned by the prohibited security; r~Mgerl the U.S. Attorney's Office for the 
District of Maryland (USAO-MD) determined actions lacked criminal intent and 
therefore did not violate the statute. 

The OIG found tha~Cb)OJ(CJ lwas in violation of NRC MD 7.7 in 2023 and 2024 when he 
owned a security prohibited by the NRC. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Under Title 5 of the Code of Federal Regulations Section 5801.102, ''Prohibited 
securities," the NRC annually publishes a list of entities whose securities NRC 
employees are generally prohibited from owning. 

In the first annual ethics filin he submitted to the OGC in 202 
(b )(6), (b)(.)( 

During an interview with the OIG Cb)(iJ(C) tated that he acquired FIUIX around 2007. 
The OGC informed the OIG tha (b)( XC> ecame subject to NRC confidential financial 
disclosure filing requirements in 2023. 

The OIG reviewed several databases for evidence of whetherfb)(7)(C) k:onducted work 
related to FIUIX or any companies whose securities FIUIX held. The review 
encompassed the following records: 

• Time and attendance records in the Cost Activity Code System; 
• Document authoring and concurrence information in the Agencywide Documents 

Access and Management System; 
• Project miJestone assignment. status, and completion data available through the 

Reactor Program System, Power BI dashboards, and MapAnalytics dashboards; 
and, 

• Public meeting schedules. 

The OIG s review yielded indications that in 2023 and 2024 Cb)(7)(C) had worked on 
projects related to thl'ee companies who e securities FIUIX held: Cb)(7XC) 

(b)(7)(C) 

separate y 1ste ose t ree com ames on t ea enc s ro 1 1te securities list, as well. 
During 2023,!Cb>O)CC) !acted as th Cb)(7)(c) for the!(b)OXCJ I 

.QI-Jolglr\~SE-eNH' OIEHH¥ESTIS:A::flON-INF0RM1\:H8N-
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)(i ) 

T eOIGfoun 
-------....... --------! on 1cense renewa s or t ese companies, conducted work on particular matters before 
the agency. 

The OIG also reviewed informatiodCb)(7)(C) !provided to the OGC and open-source 
information regarding FIUIX and its asset companies. FIUIX showed an 18-percent 
increase in value between January 2023 and ,January 2024. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG referred the results of the investigation to the OGC. The OGC counsele 
=~~--' on his obligations under MD 7.7 pertaining to rohibited securities, directed Cb)(7XC) o 

divest the prohibited security, and confirme (bX7XC> had come into compliance with the 
NRC's prohibited securities rules. 

The OIG referred this investigation to the USAO-MD Criminal Division to consider any 
potential criminal \.iolations. The OIG's referral was consistent with the Attorney 
General Guidelines for Offices of Inspector General with Statutory Law Enforcement 
Authority, Quality Standards for Investigations issued by the Council of the Inspectors 
General on Integrity and Efficiency, and other applicable directives and guidance. The 
USAO-MD determined~ctions lacked criminal intent and, therefore, the USAO­
MD declined criminal p~on. 

Therefore, this investigation was closed with no further OIG action taken . 

.OJi:Ji:l~I..Ab-Y~~~¥-QIG-l~~:J:l~A:J:IQN-l~I-QRMAHQN-
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DATE: 

TO: 

MEMORANDUM 

February 20, 2025 

Concur: Case Closed 

l

(b )(7)(C) I Digitally s,gr,ed b~l(b}(7}(C) 
Pate; 2025 ,02,20 I ,:~u~ ~,g bu _________________ _. 

THROUGH: _1~_)m_
0
_ci ______________ _ 

l 5;33:34 -05'00' 

~~.......,_, Y FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

gent 

ALLEGED PROHIBITED SECURITIES VIOLATIONS BY U1'~ 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION EMPLOYEE7Cb> 
(OIG CASE NO. 12400282) ---

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) received a complaint from the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) Office of the General Counsel (OGC) stating that an NRC 
employee self-reported ownershi of a rohibited security via an annual ethics filing. 
Specifically, Cb)(7)CCl OGC, reported to the 
OGC that in 2024 s e 1scovere ____ _. wne a pro 1 1 ed security. 

POTENTIAL VIOlATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation were Title 18 of the United States 
Code Section 208, .. Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest," and NRC Management 
Directive (MD) 7.7, Prohibited Securities. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG did not substantiate tha~violated Title 18 of the United States Code 
Section 2081 as the investigation ~indication thadCb)(7)CCJ !specifically intended 
fo ~ lb)O)(C) ~o purchase the prohibited security, conducted significant work on 

8FFIEJIM:. USE-0NUi 81&tM'ESH8-Nfl0N-tNF8fMl,tllft8N­
riimTn~~uK~ij• lfrYOF nu~ U.S. NUCLEAR REGL.:I.,\TORX COMIWJlii~liPr11~1!:f 

NUCLEAR FAcu.rrrns s .. \FC)Mnca, • -ii•iliol ...-m:m~••rt idk GENERAL COIG). IF WAJ\nD TO 
,Al)i!O~Hlia..t.B~~n . I I :it!lffl"11'. ONTENTS ARE NOT TO RF K¼korrtf1':'l~ IWU1ii:1:Kl.Bl.:I:ED OlJTSIDE THE 

RF,CEIVING AGENli' wrrnour l'HE OIG ·s PERMISSION. 

NRC Headquarters I 11555 Rockville Pike I Rock,1ille, Maryland :m852 ! 301.415.5930 
nt"coig.ovcrsight.guv 

T7IltIIH.il
nreoig.ovcrsight.gov


umcrnr:-os~NL t 01~~~6,t'ft6N-1NFBRM~0N-

particular matters involving the companies owned by the prohibited security, or 
substantially benefited from ownership of the prohibited security. 

The OIG found thatf(b)O)(C) J.vas in violation of NRC MD 7.7 whenj __ Cb_ (c_
1 
__ ~wned 

securities prohibitedliy the NRC in .January 2024. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Under Titles of the Code of Federal Regulations Section 5801.102, "Prohibited 
securities," the NRC annually publishes a list of entities whose securities NRC 
employees are generally prohibited from owning. 

1scoveryo 
-----....---e secun 1e did the y. 

lp, 

The OIG reviewed several databases for evidence of whethe~M/7xc5 ~onducted work 
related to VPU or any companies whose securities VPU owned. The review 
encompassed the following records: 

• InformationlCb)O)(Cl !disclosed, as provided by OGC ethics officials; 
• Time and attendance records in the Cost Activity Code System; and, 
• Dol'.ument authoring and concurrence information in the Agencywide Documents 

Access and Management System (ADAMS). 

In addition, according to public information from The Vanguard Group. Inc.-which 
sells interests in and manages the fund-VPU owned securities in approximately 70 
companies. Like VPU, many of the companies whose securities VPU owned were listed 
on the NRC's prohibited securities list. 

ADAMS records from 2023 and 2024 indicated~orked on a rulemaking that 
mi ht have impacted NRC licensees, including s~~sees VPU owned, at the time 
(bX7XC) wned VPU. The OIG found no indication, however, thatf(b)(T)(C) !work was 
m uence y personal financial gain related to VPU. While NRC time and attendance 
records showed tl1af')OXC) ~harged significant amounts of time to rulemaking 
activities, the records did not indicate tha~(b >C7JCCl !worked on any projects directly 
related to VPU or its asset companies. 

DISPOSffiON 

The OIG referred the results of the investigation to the OGC. The OGC counseled 
!(b)(7 J(CJ ~n the legal statutes and ethics re ulations overning ownership of prohibited 
secuntles. The OGC directed!(b)(J)(C) ltha )(7)(C) nust divest VPU and that neither 
she notjt<>x7xc) ~iay acquire any prohifo e secun _ '. The OGC also confirmed that 

Q~~l~Miib-Y~~~l.¥ 01g..;a~S+ESAT19H-1"'~8RM1'1:'fl8N-
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r ·X7)(C) lclid not work on particular matters involving VPU or its asset companies during 
the period!Cb)O)(o/ pwned the prohibited security. Therefore, this investigation was 
closed with no urther OIG action taken. 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: February 25, 2025 

TO: Concur: Case Closed 

l
(b)(7)(C) I Plgft•lly,l9nedb~(b)(7l(C) i 

Date: 2025.02.25 10:37:la --6s:oo 

------------------
THROUGH: (b)(7)(C) 

Olo!tallv sl ned b~ 
l(b)(7)(C1 
uare; ,.vL 

FROM: 
I0:38:38 -

(b)(7)(C) 
I 

(b)(7)(C) l igitally sig 
l(b)(7)(C) I Senior Special Agent Date: 2025.0 

05'00' 
ned by l(b)(7)( I 

2.25 13:03:34 
-05'00' 

SUBJECT: PROHIBITED SECURITIES VIOLATIONS BY U.S. NUCLEAR 
REGULATORY COMMISSION EMPLOYEE7(b)(7)(C) I 
(OIG CASE 0.12400283) 

ALLEGATION 

The Office of the Inspector Genera] (OIG) received a complaint from the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) Office of the Genera] Counsel (OGC) stating that an NRC 
employee self-re orted ownershi of rohibited securities via an annual ethics filin . 
S ecificall , (b)(7)(C) 
(b)(7)(C) C, reported to t e C t at m 2024 . e owne secuntles m Ut 1tJ.es 

e ect ector PDR Fund (XLU) through a managed account. 

POTENTIAL VIOIATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation were Title 18 of the United States 
Code Section 208, "Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest," and NRC Management 
Directive 7.7 (MD), Prohibited Securities. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG did not substantiate tha~(bX?)(C) ~olated Title 18 of the United States Code 
Section 208, as the investigation mund no mdication that!(bX7)(C) !specifically intended 

NRC Headquarters I 11555 Rockville Pike I Rock,1ille, Maryland :m852 ! 301.415.5930 
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to purchase the prohibited security, conducted significant work on particular matters 
involving the companies owned by the prohibited security, or substantially benefited 
from ownership of the prohibited security. 

The OIG found that!CblC7JCC) !was in violation ofNRC MD 7.7 in 2024, when he owned a 
security prohibited by the NRC. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Under Title 5 of the Code of Federal Regulations Section 5801.102, "Prohibited 
securities." the NRC annually publishes a list of entities whose securities NRC 
employees are generally prohibited from owning. 

In an annual ethics filin he submitted to the OGC in earlv 2024,~eported that 
<bX6) CbX7X > reporte~s financial 
a visor pure ias . t 1e secun yon or a out anuary 9, 2024, despite~1aving 
provided to the financial advisor the prohibited securities list maint.iiii'ecf""5y1he NRC 
Ethics Program and instructions not to purchase any securities on the list. Upon 
discovery of the ownership, on or about January 19, 2024,~divested the 
prohibited security. He provided the OGC with confirmatioiioTTlie sale. 

The OIG reviewed several databases for evidence of whethed(b)(7J(C) ~onducted work 
related to XLU or any companies whose securities XLU owned. The review 
encompassed the following records: 

• Labor summary report in the Cost Activity Code System (CACS); 
• Employee assignment report in the CACS; and, 
• Document authoring and concurrence infomiation in the Agencywide Documents 

Access and Management System. 

The OIG's review yielded no indication that from January 9, 2024, through ,January 19, 
2024, CbJ0JCC) ad worked on projects related to XLU. Time and attendance records for 
the perio m icated!(b)(7)(C) !was involved in licensing actions and decommissioning 
actions, however, which could have impacted any of the companies whose securities 
XLU owned. 

The OIG also reviewed informationlCb)(7J(C) !provided to the OGC and open-source 
information regarding XLU. From ,January 9, 2024, through Janua1v 1 2024, the 
market value of XLU fell from a per-share price of $62.96 to $61.72. (b (C) isclosed 
owningm. o .8 worth of the security on ,January 9; if he owned XL , or a entire 
period, Cb)(7)(C) ould have experienced a loss of $1 .98, or approximately 2 percent. 
Regardless, t e OIG found no evidence tha (b)(7)(C) orked on projects for or 
substantially benefited from ownership of or 1 s asset companies. 

1'FFlel~~S~NL I 6ftH~S'H6tt:'fl8N-INf18RM*H8N-
'"!''Ht.i !SftR:'> µ:~l{E P~ OPF.RTI' OF THE U.S. NUCLEAR REGUI.ATORV CO!\fMIS.!iilCll...MWt-1'1111"1".~~ 

NUCLEAR E.\C.ILI I IES SA ¥I~. Rn,tm, tf; Wlf.,LlliTI Jr tt;51nr'.llfr.'ENl:RAI~ UHG). IF LOANED l'O 
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DISPOSITION 

The OIG referred the results of the investigation to the OGC. The OGC counseled 
)(7)(c) n his obligations under MD 7. 7 pe1taining to prohibited securities, directed 

to divest XLU. and confinned he had divested. Therefore, th is investigation 
._w_a_s _,c,..o ... sed with no further OIG action taken. 

-O~l.i:-l(;IAl-i~6E-Q~H'-Ql6 1 P. '•'E~f S~Tl6~NfflltM1\:1 lt)T'lf 
"''~~u-~nE fl!QPF.RT\' oF mr u.s. NUO.EAR • , m~l'mMMtSMn'_'N_A,.N""b~bi:o:r-:~ . . =. -.~f;--
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DATE: 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

MEMORANDUM 

February 19,2025 

Concur: Case Closed 
r(b;y(

7i
7
)((C) ______________ --,!;

1

0;!.(llg~lta~lly~•lg·nedb~ 

(b)(7)(C I 
,__ _______________ ____, Dale:1025.02.. 19 07.'.5 224-0S'OO' 

r)(7)(C) I Digit II SI I ecl by 

icbxtVb I 
Date: 2025.0,.19 

;::;;:;;;;::::::======~---------- 10:1031-05'00' 

.... Jn,_)CTJ_ct_. _J .--------1 m:,t\:,:'ii')C7lli)('cC)l ____ )l_illi,i:~••lyned b~(b )(7)(C) I 
Investigator L-------NS:',j'rt~iis'! :2025.02.19 09:36:05 -05'00' 

ALLEGED PROHIBITED SECURITIES VIOLATIONS BY U.S. 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION EMPLOYEE~(bX7)(C) I 
(OIG CASE N0.12400284) 

The Office of the Inspector Genera] (OIG) received a complaint from the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) Office of the General Counsel (OGC) stating that an NRC 
employee self-reported ownershi of rohibited securities via a 2024 annual ethics 
filing. Specifically )(7)(C) Office of the Executive 
Director for Operat10ns, reporte tot e t at m 2023 an 2024 he owned 
prohibited securities. After~bmitted the 2024 ethics filing, he reported to the 
OGC that he had divested th~ibited securities. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

The potential vio1ations relevant to this investigation were Title 18 of the United States 
Code Section 208, "Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest," and NRC Management 
Directive 7,7 (MD), Prohibited Securities. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG did not substantiate tha~(b)(7)CC) ~1olated Tit]e 18 of the United States Code 
Section 208, as the investigation found no indication that!%~7) ~pecifically intended to 

.Qlisli-l~IAl-i-"'1SE-Q;piJLY 016-lf'A'ESHEi'l'\TION-INF8ftilltllf18N-
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NUCLEAR FACU.ITIES SAFET Y IL lJ,jj m :i:i:=11..... f il ,NERAL (OTG). IF LOA1''"ED TO 
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RF,CEIVlNG AGENCY WITHOUT THE OJG'S PERMISSION. 
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purchase the prohibited securities, conducted significant work on particular matters 
involving the companies whose securities were prohibited, or substantially benefited 
from ownership of the prohibited securities. 

The OIG found thadCb)(7)(C) !was in violation of NRC MD 7-7 when he andr)(7)(C) 
owned securities prohibited by the NRC between ,January and March 20._2_4 ____ _ 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Under Title 5 of the Code of Federal Regulations Section 5801.102, "Prohibited 
securities," the NRC annually publishes a list of entities whose securities NRC 
employees are generally prohibited from owning. 

In the an nual ethics filin he submitted to the OGC in 202 

1p was pro 11 
ry and Marc 1 2024. 

1vested 

The OIG reviewed several databases for evidence of whether (bX7) onducted work 
k.:r.~~--, 

related to any companies whose prohibited securities he an owned. The 
review encompassed the following records: 

• Time and attendance records in the Cost Activity Code System; 
• Document authoring and concurrence information in the Agencywide Documents 

Access and Management System; 
• Project milestone assignment, status, and completion data available through the 

Reactor Program System. PowerBI dashboards, and MapAnalytics dashboards; 
and, 

• Public meeting schedules. 

The OIG's review yielded no indication that had WQrked on projects related to the 
companies whose prohibited securities he and l )(CJ wned. In addition, according 
to information the OGC provided to the OIG, !&0) jstatea to the OGC that he never 
knowingly worked on any matter involving the prohibited securities he and!(b)(7)(C) ! 
uwned. 

The OIG also reviewed information!Cb)C7J(C) !provided to the OGC and open-source 
information regarding the companies whose prohibited securities he and!CbX7 C) I 
owned. The owned prohibited securities showed essentially no gain or loss m value 
between January 2023 and January 2024. 

DISPOSITION 

-t,FFlett(t"'t1SE-6Nt:Y- 8t&IN¥ES~ES1\:~10N-l~~QRMA+IQ~ 
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RECEIVING AGENCYWTI1100TTIIE om·s PERJ\.·l [SSION. 

2 



The OIG referred the results of the investigation to the OGC. The OGC counsele□c' 
on his obligations under MD 7. 7 pertaining to prohibited securiti~s, directed that 
and !CbJC7Jcc5 ~ivest the prohibited securities, and confirmed~-r-had come into 
comphance wnh the NRC's prohibited securities rules. Therefore,this investigation was 
closed with no further OIG action taken. 

SUCLEARf'A 
~1,1;~HHll-i1181~r, 

RECEJ\'lNG AGENCY\\'lTIIOl1"I'TllE OIG'S PER.\'IISSION. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

MEMORANDUM 

May 8, 2025 

Digitally , igned byr5lV(l2 
Date: 2025.05.08 l . 16t, - oo 

Digitally signed 
by[Cb )(7)(C) 

Date: 2025.05.08 
______ 11 :16:14 -04'00' 

li't)(T)(; ) i ,(bX7XC) Dimittgned byl(b)(7)(C) I 
Bemor Special Agent L. ________ .,,ll@,ta~te~. ~~ -J 5.08 12:07:28 -04'00' 

ALLEGED PROHIBITED SECURITIES VIOLATIONS BY U.S. 
NUCLEAR REGULA TORY COMMISSION EMPLOYEE~"'Cb.,...,,)(7),,....,.(c"'"')---. 
(DIG CASE NO. !2400285) 

The Office of the Inspector Genera] (OIG) received a complaint from the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) Office of the Genera] Counsel (OGC) stating that an NRC 
employee self-reported ownership of a prohibited security via a 2024 annual ethics 
filin . S ecificall • (b l(7)(C) 

(b)(7)(C) m: ear eactor egu at10n, 
reporte to e at m 2024 1e owne snares of a rohibited security through a 
401(k) from his prior, private employment. After (b)(7)(C) submitted the 2024 

ethics filing, he reported to the OGC that he had diveste t e prohibited security. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation were Title 18 of the United States 
Code Section 208, "Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest," and NRC Management 
Directive (MD) 7.7, Prohibited Securities. 

'OFFJr_ntt U~~NL'I'. ==t>ltHN~S't't6~16N-INF8R·MA'Fl8N-
1'11 • U.S. NUCLEAR RE·. ' • ' Ml\'lii 11 011 . N'l'l'"fl~~ 
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FINDINGS 

The OIG did not substantiate thad(b)r )(c ) Molated Title 1i. Unite} States 
Code Section 208, as the investigation found no indication that (b l • specifically 
intended to purchase the prohibited security or conducted significant work on matters 
involving the company whose securities were prohibited. 

The OIG found thaditX7JCC) !was in violation of MD 7.7 froml7c?Pl Ito 2024, when 
he owned a security prohibited by the NRC. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Under Tit]e s of the Code of Federal Regulations Section 5801.102, MProhibited 
securities," the NRC annually publishes a 1ist of entities whose securities NRC 
employees are generally prohibited from owning. 

(b)(7)(C) began working at the RC inlCblO)(C) 

In the film 
submitted 

1s armer 

and that the 401(k) contained the ecuri without his knowledge. 
pan 1scovery o the ownership, in February 2024 (b)(7)(C) ivested the 

prohibited security. 

The OIG reviewed several databases for evidence of whetherr)(7)(C) !conducted 
work related to BWXT. The review encompassed the following records: 

• Time and attendance records in the Cost Activity Code System; and, 
• Document authoring and concurrence information in theAgencywide Documents 

Access and Management System. 

The OIG's review yielded no indication thatl(b)(7)(C) !had worked on NRC projects 
related to BWXT durin~T~7\ !through 202 . In an interview with the OIG, however, 
(b)(7)(C J tated that 1e 1ad served as Cb)(7)(C) o a BWXT-related project 
conducted by Cb)O)(C) Cb)C7)(C) 'or • asf )(7)(C') I was not 
substantial or s1g111 ican . 

The OIG also reviewed information!'1>X7XC> provided to the OGC and open-source 
information regarding BWXT. New York Stock Exchange public securities for BWXT 

ublic common stock showed an approximately 350-percent increase in value between 
n> JC7J(C) and February 2024. 
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On April 22, 2025, the OIG inteniewec!Ji'l"l!", !regarding his owni:~
7
hi~ of a 

prohibited security. (b)(7)C ) tated he had receiv~d the securi 'in CbX > as part of 
a 401(k), when he le )C r(b) )C stated e rolled 
the 401(k) into an account WI e an ar roup, nc., without looking deeply at the 
capital assets in the 401(k). (bX7>CC) ook a closer look at the holdings, he stated, 
only when he received a notificat10n t at he must file a U.S. Office of Government Ethics 
Form 450, ··confidential Financial Disclosure Report." Upon realizing he possessed a 

rohibited security, he notified the OGC and requested advice; the OGC instructed 
(b l c to divest the prohibited security, and he divested the following day. 

-----also stated he informed his brokerage of the NRC prohibited securities 
policy an s ared with his brokerage the NRC prohibited securities list. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG referred the results of the investigation to the OGC. The OGC counseled 
> 1JC on his obligations under MD 7.7 pertaining to prohibited securities, 

directed )OJ(CJ to divest BWXT, and confirmed he had divested. 

The OIG referred this investigation to the U.S. Attorney's Office for the District of 
Maryland (USAO-MD) Criminal Division to consider any potential criminal 
violations. The OIG's referral was consistent with the Attorney General Guidelines for 
Offices of Inspector General with Statutory Law Enforcement Authority, Quality 
Standards for Investigations issued by the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity 
and Efficiency. and other applicable directives and guidance. The USAO-MD's 
discretionary decision was to decline criminal prosecution. 

Therefore, this investigation was closed with no further OIG action taken. 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: March 31, 2025 

TO: £~ 1r: case Closed 

I ) · I Digitally ,lgned byl(bjQ}(C) 

.... -----------------~ Da te: 2015.03 31 oa,slli-!WOO· 

THROUGH: l
fb )(7)(C) ,~vWlf! ned by-I b- )-,c-1 

~ di@ ~ 0]]109:17•11 

----------------------04'00' 

FROM: 1~ (7)~ 
emor Special Agent 

lib)(7)(C) ~d by!(b)(7)(C) j 
~ 11 o9:os,1s-04·off 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

ALLEGED PROHIBITED SECURITIES VIOLATIONS BY U.S. 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION EMPLOYEE-r,,.,.)'""'/i""""xc,....J -­
(OIG CASE N0.12400286) 

The Office of the Inspector General ( 0 I G) received a com plaint from the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) Office of the General Counsel (OGC) stating that an NRC 
employee self-reported ownershi of rohibited securities via a 20 annual ethics 
filin . S ecificall Cb)O)(C) 

CbX XC> , reporte to t e C t at in 
2023 an 2024 s e owne 120 s ares o a pro 1 1ted security. After!Cl>X7XC) I 
submitted the 2024 ethics filing, she reported to the OGC that she had divested the 
prohibited security. 

POTENTIAL VIOIATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation were Title 18 of the United States 
Code Section 208, ''Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest," and NRC Management 
Directive (MD) 7.7, Prohibited Securities. 
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FINDINGS 

The OIG did not substantiate thad(b)(T)(CJ ~iolated Title 18 of the United States Code 
Section 208, as the investigation found no indication tha~/6)/'i}/~ ~pecifically 
intended to purchase the prohibited security, conducted signilcant work on matters 
involving the company whose securities were prohibited, or substantially benefited from 
ownership of the prohibited security. 

TI1e OIG found that!i't)(7)(C) ~vas in violation of NRC MD 7.7 in 2023 and 2024, when 
she mvned a security prohibited by the NRC. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Under Titles of the Code of Federal Regulations Section 5801.102, ''Prohibited 
securities," the NRC annually publishes a list of entities whose securities NRC 
employees are generally prohibited from owning. 

ln an annual ethics filin she submitted to the OGC in 2024 Cb)(7)(C) re orted that 
(6)(6} (b)(7)(C) 

The OIG reviewed several databases for evidence of whetherp_J1 ... C>_1c_> _ _.lconducted work 
related to GOLD. The review encompassed the following recorcts: 

• Time and attendance records in the Cost Activity Code System; 
• Document authoring and concurrence information in the Agencywide Documents 

Access and Management System; and, 
• Project milestone assignment. status, and completion data available through the 

Reactor Program System, PowerBI dashboards, and MapAnalytics dashboards. 

The OIG's review yielded no indication that )(7)(CJ had worked on pro·ects related to 
GOLD in 2023 or 2024. Nonetheless, )O)(C) informed the OGC that Cb)(7)(C) she 
provided a eer review of and written comments on a Safety Evaluation eport ER) 
involving (b>(7J(C) an asset owned by GOLD. 

The OIG also reviewed information lCbX7
>CCJ lorovided to the OGC and open-source 

information regarding GOLD. New York Stock Exchange public securities for GOLD 
public common stock showed an apprmdmately 9-percent decrease in value between 
February 2023 and February 2024. 

Other than (b)(7)(Cl self-reported involvement in the SER, the OIG found no 
evidence that )(7)CCJ orked on projects related to GOLD. The OIG also found no 
evidence tha (b lOJ(C) ubstantially benefited from ownership of GOLD. 
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DISPOSITION 

The OIG referred the results of the investigation to the OGC. The OGC counseled 
n her obligations under MD 7.7 pertaining to prohibited securities, directed 
o divest the prohibited security, and confirmed !Cb5a5cc5 lhad come into 

comp rnnce with the NRC's prohibited securities rules. 

The OIG referred this investigation to the U.S. Attorney's Office for the District of 
Maryland (USAO-MD) Criminal Division to consider any potential criminal 
violations. The OIG's referral was consistent with the Attorney General Guidelines for 
Offices of Inspector General with Statutory Law Enforcement Authority. Quality 
Standards for Investigations issued by the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity 
and Efficiency, and other applicable directives and guidance. The USAO-MD's 
discretionary decision was to dedine criminal prosecution. 

Therefore, this investigation was closed with no further OIG action taken. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM 

May 1, 2025 

Concur: Case Closed 

l
(b)(7)(C) ~ ed b~(b)(7)(C i 

._, ---------------~ S.1111S;ll;S4-0l'OU' 

l(b)(7)(C) 1

1

(b)(7)(C) ' Digit~lly ~lgned byi(b)(7XC) I 
S • 1 Jb)(7)(C) I pec1a Agent ,...._ _______ _, Date: 2025.05.0 1 15:28:1 0 -04'00' 

ALLEGED PROHIBITED SECURITIES VIOLATIONS BY U~S­
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION EMPLOYEE--!Cb ice.i 
(OIG CASE NO. 12400287) 

ALLEGATION 

The Office of the Inspector General (DIG) received a complaint from the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) Office of the General Counsel (OGC) stating that an NRC 
employee self-reported ownershi of rohihited securities via a 2024 annual ethics 
filin . S ecifically )(7)(C) 

(b )(?)(C) ffice~o:..-;;:'l':u':"".c:r· -=-ea=-=r::-ri-=-ea=-c= o~r-rr:e==g=-=u:Ta= 10-=-n=--:, 1==·e==p:-=o=e~r:o:-ric-:e:""'r';'T"q'T'"i'i:c":a:T"::1-=n-:2~0~2::-4::-s~e 

owne wo prohibited securities through!Cb)(7)(C) !investment account. 
She also reported to the OGC that she divested the prohibited securities in April 2024. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation were Title 18 of the United States 
Code Section 208, "Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest," and NRC Management 
Directive (MD) 7.7, Prohibited Securities. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG did not substantiate that!(b)(7)(C) ~iolated Title 18 of the United States Code 
Section 208, as the investigation found no indication that! (b)(7l(C) !specifically intended 
to purchase the prohibited securities or conducted significant work on particular 
matters involving the companies whose securities were prohibited. 
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The OIG found that!it)r5it1 !was in violation of NRC MD 7.7 from at least 2015 to 2024, 
when she owned securities prohibited by the NRC. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Under Title 5 of the Code of Federal Regulations Section 5801.102, "Prohibited 
securities," the NRC annuall publishes a list of entities whose securities NRC 
employee and CbX7)(C) are generally prohibited from owning. 

ln an annual ethics fi1in she submitted to the OGC in earl 202 Cb) (7)(C) re orted that 
(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 

During an interview with the OIG > d urchased 
AEP and GE and tha r:ff;)Cir,:)C~C)~.;;..;..;_..,_ __ ....i..;;=~....;;.;,;~=-----,..-c:-:-±;.~stated she 

did not have any know e ge o w 1en or w 

~divested AEP on April 5, 2024, and G~l :· 2214- Additionally,fJl1iic\ 
dtvested the Consolidated Edison, Inc., stock! J . had purchased; 
Consolidated Edison, Inc., was not on the NR ::i 1te securities list in April 2024, 
budlb)C7JCC) !stated she felt divesting was appropriate as the company was an energy 
utility. 

The OIG reviewed several databases for evidence of whether ) 1 ( J onducted work 
related to AEP or GE. The review encompassed the follo""ing recor 

• Time and attendance records in the Cost Activity Code System; 
• Document authoring and concurrence information in theAgencywide Documents 

Access and Management System; and, 
• Public meeting schedules and the GE Hitachi Boiling Water Reactor X-300 (GEH 

BWRX-300) project page on the NRC's external-facing website and internal­
facing SharePoint. 

The OIG's review yielded indications that in 2022 and 2023r)(7)(c) pttended several 
public and semi-public meetings related to the GEH 

1
0;:x-3~0 project. The OIG asked 

l(b)C7JCC) !about her involvement with the project, and Cb J(7)(C) xplained that while the 
GEH BWRX- oo ro'ect was not in her ortfolio, she a attended related meetings 
becaus . (b)(7)(C) rere involved. The subject of the 
meetings )O)(CJ atten wast e sa ety program for the advanced reactor design. The 
OIG deterrnme that the meetings did not appear to have had any significant impact on 
the value of GE stock. 

The OIG also reviewed open-source financial information regarding AEP and GE. New 
York Stock E.xchange common stock for AEP showed modest gains over the last decade, 
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rising from approximately $57 per share in 2015 to approximately $85 in 2024. GE, 
however, showed a significant increase in value from 2015 to 2024. In addition, over 
the course of 2023 and 2024, GE split into three public entities: GE HealthCare 
Technologies, Inc.; GE Vernova, Inc.-which held the former parent company's energy 
assets; and, GE Aerospace, Inc. As a result of the GE Vern ova, Inc., spin-off in March 
2024, GE shareholders received one share of GE Vern ova, Inc .. common stock for every 
four shares they owned of GE stock; hence,!Cb)(7)(C) !also received GE Vernova, Inc. , 
shares prior t~~~s~ GE. Regardless of those increases, however, the OIG found no 
evidence that 7 orked on projects for or substantially benefited from ownership 
of AEP or GE. 

The OIG ultimately interviewed~regarding her ownership of prohibited 
securities on March 28, 2025. O~ary 19, 2025, however, the OIG initially 
attempted to schedule ~riew. In response to the OIG's email requesting a 
proposed time to meet~s~ email stating, "I am a full time remote 
teleworker. My duty station is i~ have no scheduled tri~~ ~ ~01 I am out of the 
office today, and in training all day 20 Feb." The OIG received!) JC ~esponse at 
11:31 a.m. ET. The ID ENTIV Transaction log, which tracks the use of NRC 12ersonal 
identity verification (PIV) cards throughout NRC facilities, showed tha~C~JV 
card had been scanned at NRC Headquarters, at a door to the 10th tlooroOne ite 
Flint North. at 11:19 a.m. 

When the OIG aske > • l( ) about the apparent discrepancy of stating "I have no 
scheduled trips to H approximately 12 minutes after her PIV card was used at NRC 
Head uarters l( r ) stated that as a remote worker, her office is in~ 
(b)(7)(C J and not at NRC Headquarters in Rockville, Maryland~ained 
t at s e was in Rockville the week of February 19, 2025, to brief a meeting of the 

l(b) 7XC> !and that she wrote the email either while in 
a meetm or preparmg to go to the airport. The agency travel authorization for 
(b)(7)(C) time in Rockville showed that Cb !OKCJ de arted Ronald Reagan Washington 
National Airport on February 19, 2025, a )(7)(C) 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG referred the resu Its of the investigation to the OGC. The OGC counseled 
n her obligatio. ns under MD 7.7 pertaining to prohibited securities, directed 
o divest the prohibited securities, and confirmecEJhad come into 

p ce with the NRC's prohibited securities rules. 

The OIG referred this investigation to the U.S. Attorney's Office for the District of 
Mary1and (USAO-MD) Crimina1 Division to consider any potential crimina1 
vio1ations. The OIG's referral was consistent with the Attorney General Guidelines for 
Offices of Inspector General with Statutory Law Enforcement Authority, Quality 
Standards for Investigations issued by the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity 
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and Efficiency, and other applicable directives and guidance. The USAO-MD's 
discretionary decision was to decline criminal prosecution. 

Therefore, this investigation was dosed with no further OIG action taken. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

MEMORANDUM 

February 25, 2025 

Concur: Case Closed 

l
(b)(7)(C) IRSJ~;&;~yed ~(b)(7)(C) I 

Dat1d025.02-2510-35;41 -05'()()' 

------------------

l(b)(7)(C) I (b)(7)(C) 

Special Agent 

PROHIBITED SECURITIES VIOLATIONS BY U.S. UCLEAR 
REGULATORY COMl\llISSlON EMPLOYEE-!(b)(7)(C) I 

(OIG CASE NO. 12400288) 

The Office of the Inspector Genera] (OIG) received a complaint from the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) Office of the General Counsel (OGC) stating that an NRC 
employee self-reported ownershi fa r • 'led sec.urit via a 202 annual ethics 
filin . S ecifically, tb)(7)(C) 

":---,--=--r---=--..,.........,....----...----,r--=-,~-,-""".'""'Or-------
(b )(7) ( C) Office of Nuc ear Reactor Regu at10n, repo.~·~~~1e at m 2021 

throug 2024 he owned a prohibited security. Afte Cb)(7)(C) mbmitted the 2024 ethics 
fi]ing, he reported to the OGC that he had divested the pro 1 ited security. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

The potential vio1ations relevant to this investigation were Title 18 of the United States 
Code Section 208, "Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest," and NRC Management 
Directive 7.7 (MD), Prohibited Securities. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG did not substantiate that!(bl(7XC) !violated Title 18 of the United States Code 
Section 208, as the investigation found no indication thatf'Jmcc> !specifically intended 
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to purchase the prohibited security, conducted significant work on particular matters 
involving the company whose securities were prohibited, or substantially benefited from 
ownership of the prohibited security. 

The OIG found that~was in violation of NRC MD 7.7 from 2021 to 2024, when he 
ovmed a security pr~ by the NRC. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Under Title 5 of the Code of Federal Regulations Section 5801.102, "Prohibited 
securities." the NRC annually publishes a list of entities whose securities NRC 
employees are generally prohibited from owning. 

ln an annual ethics filin he submitted to the OGC in earl • 202 eported that 

The OIG reviewed several databases for evidence of whether~onducted work 
related to Honeywell. The review encompassed the followingrecords: 

• Time and attendance records in the Cost Activity Code System; 
• Document authoring and concurrence information in the Agencywide Documents 

Access and Management System; and, 
• Public meeting schedules related to any project involving Hone)'\vell. 

The OIG's review yielded no indication thatl(b>C7)CC) lhad worked on projects related to 
Honeywell at any point between 2021 and 2024. 

The OIG also compared informationl(bJ(7J(C) !provided to the OGC with open-source 
information regarding Honeywell. New York Stock Exchange public securities for 
Hone)'\Vell showed a slight decrease in value between February 2021 and March 2024. 

Moreover, the OIG found no evidence that!CbX7)cc !worked on projects for or 
substantially benefited from ownership of Honeywell stock. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG referred the results of the investigation to the OGC. The OGC counseled 
!(b)(7J(C) Ion the legal statutes and ethics regulations governing ownership of prohibited 
securities, as well as on the NRC-specific restrictions on owning prohibited securities. 
The OGC dirccted!CbJ(7)(c) ~o divest and confim1ed that he had divested the Honeywell 
stock. Therefore, this investigation was closed with no further OIG action taken. 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: February 25, 2025 

TO: 

l
~~nr; Case C'Josed ')~~ ~~nedby @c'.5© I 

,_ _________________ ____.fJil,i.,,_ UUS,5' OS'OO 

THROUGH: ... i_)(T)- (t_ J ______________ _, 
m_r 

Date. 202 5.02.25 
10:40:n .cs·oo· 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

Special Agent l{b)(7XC) ' Digitally signed b~(b)(T)(C) 
.... ________ _, Date: 2025.02.25 10:24:05 -05 '00 ' 

ALLEGED PROHIBITED SECURITIES VIOLATIONS BY U.S. 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION EMPLOYEE-+bJOJCCJ 
(OIG CASE NO. l2400289) 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) received a complaint from the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) Office of the General Counsel (OGC) stating that an NRC 
employee self-re orted ownershi of a rohibited security via an annual ethics filing. 
S ecificallv Cb)O)(C) 

J(7)(C) reporte .,,....,,...,.,,,,--, e owned a pro security. After 
e e hies filing - ·eporte to the OGC that he had divested the 

POTENTIAL VIOlATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation were Title 18 of the United States 
Code Section 208, "Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest," and NRC Management 
Directive (MD) 7.7, Prohibited Securities. 
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FINDINGS 

The OIG did not substantiate thad(bJ/1icc5 !violated Title 18 of the United States Code 
Section 208, as the investigation found no indication that!Cb)O)CC) !specifically intended to 
purchase the prohibited security, conducted significant work on particular matters 
involving the company whose securities were prohibited, or substantially benefited from 
ownership of the prohibited security. 

The OIG found that~was in violation of NRC MD 7.7 in 2024, when he owned a 
security prohibited ~NRC. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Under Title 5 of the Code of Federal Regulations Section 5801 .102, ''Prohibited 
securities ," the NRC annually publishes a list of entities whose securities NRC 
employees are genernlly prohibited from owning. 

ln an annual ethics filin he submitted to the OGC, 

The OIG reviewed several databases for evidence of whetherl~conducted work 
related to GOLD. The review encompassed the following rec"orcls:' 

• Time and attendance records in the Cost Activity Code System; 
• Document authoring and concurrence information in the Agencywide Documents 

Access and Management System; 
• Licensing and Regulatory lnfrastructre Branch website; and, 
• Public meeting schedules related to any project involving GOLD. 

The OIG's review yielded no indication tha~(b)(7)(C) ~ad worked on projects related to 
GOLD during the period he owned the prohibited security. While the OIG did not 
establish the exact purchase date of the prohibited security, the OIG determined that 

r )(7)(C) ldid not contribute to the change in GOLD's value while owning the stock. 

The OIG also reviewed open-source information regarding GOLD. New York Stock 
Exchange public securities for GOLD showed an approximately $1.45 (1-percent) 
decrease in market value from December 1, 2023, to April 7, 2024. April 5 was the last 
day of official trading prior to !(bJ(7)(CJ I divestment on April 7. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG referred the results of the investigation to the OGC. The OGC counseled Cb l( c 
on his obligations under MD 7.7 pertaining to prohibited securities, directed Cb JC7 iici to 
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<livest GOLD, an<l confirmed he ha<l divested. Therefore, this investigation was closed 
with no fu11her OIG action taken. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

MEMORANDUM 

February 24, 2025 

Concur: Case Closed ~1 11d11y,19nwb~ 

lf6)C7)Cc5 7 1Lc 1 
'-· ________________ __, -ibi50225 0758.33-05'00' 

1i 1nicl"i 
-05'00' 

ALLEGED PROHIBITED SECURITIES VIOLATIONS BY U.S. 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION EMPLOYEE-j..,,..Cb"""')c'"'"'xc,.,....) ---, 
(OIG CASE NO. I2400290) 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) received a complaint from the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) Office of the General Counsel (OGC) stating that an NRC 
employee self-reported ownership of prohibited securities via an annual ethics filing. 
Specifically,!Cb)C7JCC) 7Atomic Safety and Licensing 
Board Panel. reported to the OGC that he owned prohibited securities. 

Further, afte~(t,)(7J(C) Jsubmitted the annual ethics filing, he reported to the OGC that 
his financial advisor ha again purchased prohibited securities on his behalf and that he 
had divested them. 

POTENTIAL VIOlATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation were Title 18 of the United States 
Code Section 208. "Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest,'' and NRC Management 
Directive 7.7 (MD), Prohibited Securities. 
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FINDINGS 

The OIG did not substantiate thaf) XC> lviolated Title~United States Code 
Section 208, as the investigation ound no indication that specifically 
intended to purchase the prohibited securities, conducted sigm 1cant work on particular 
matters involving the companies whose securities were prohibited, or substantially 
benefited from ownership of the prohibited securities. 

TI1e OIG found tha~Maxc5 !was in violation ofNRC MD 7.7 in 2024, when he owned 
securities prohibited by the NRC. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Under Title 5 of the Code of Federal Regulations Section 5801 .102, ''Prohibited 
securities," the NRC annually publishes a list of entities whose securities NRC 
employees are genernlly prohibited from owning. 

Subsequentlv, on July'.{. 202.1 1Cb)(7)(C) I submitted to the OGcl(b)(7J(C) I 
f6)0)(C ) 

(b)(6), (b)(7)(CJ 

The OGC reported to the OIG tha~(b)(7)(C) ~id not work on any matters involving AEP, 
HON, or NEE from the sta1t of his employment at the NRC through the end of .June 
2024. Furthermore, open-source information showed that New York Stock Exchange 
public securities for AEP showed a slight decrease in value from June 1, 2024, to June 
24, 2024; HON showed a slight increase in value during the same period. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG referred the results of the investigation to the OGC. The OGC counseled 
t'.bl(7)(C) on his obligations under MD 7.7 pertaining to prohibited securities, directed 

1m to 1vest the prohibited securities, and confirmed that he had come into compliance 
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with the NRC's prohibited securities rules. Therefore, this investigation was closed with 
no further OIG action taken. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

MEMORANDUM 

March 6, 2025 

Mirela Gavrilas 
Executive Director 
for Operations 

Malion A. Bartley 
Assistant Inspedor General 
for Investigations 

MALIGN 
BARTLEY 

Dgltally <111nttl b~ 
1,U,UON BARTL EV 
1:11te. 202S.03.0615:11:38 
D51l0' 

SUBJECT: INSUFFICIENT INSPECTION REPORT GUIDANCE RESULTS 
IN INCONSISTENT INFORMATION TO THE PUBLIC 
(OlG CASE NO. l2400300) 

This memorandum conveys the results of an Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
investigation into a publicly available U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
integrated inspection report. In the complaint, an external stakeholder challenged the 
veracity of the inspection report. alleging insufficient supporting documentation, 
multiple same-day samples of the same system, and inclusion of a particular sample 
selection as safety-related. 

The OIG found that the NRC appropriately completed the inspections the complainant 
referred to, despite the public report's internal inconsistency in listing support for 
inspection samples-an inconsistency that could have contributed to an external 
stakeholder doubting the transparency and integrity of NRC reactor oversight. 

The OIG sampled publidy avai]able integrated inspection reports from across Regions 
l-lV and found that, within the regions and agencywide, inspectors list supporting 

CONTACT: MaJion A. Bartley, AIGI 
3 D 1.415 .5962 
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documents inconsistently due to the NRC's unclear standard for Mcritically reviewed" 
documents in NRC Inspection Manual Chapter 0611, Power Reactor Inspection Reports. 

The OIG respectfully requests a formal response to this report by June 6, 2025, 

answering the questions posed below and describing what actions, if any. the agency will 
take to address our findings: 

1. How will the NRC clarify for and train staff on the standards for listing sources in 
publicly available integrated inspection reports? 

2. What steps will the NRC take to enhance consistency in how staff in Regions I-IV 
list documents that support the findings in publicly available integrated inspection 
reports? 

cc: Chairman Wright 
Commissioner Hanson 
Commissioner Caputo 
Commissioner Crowell 
Commissioner Marzano 
S, Morris, DEDR 
J . Martin, ADO 
J. Jolicoeur, OEDO 
L. Dudes, Acting Director, NRR 
A Kock, Regional Administrator, Region I 
M. Miller, Acting Regional Administrator, Region 11 
,J. Giessner, Regional Administrator. Region III 
,I. Monninger, Regional Administrator, Region IV 
B. Klukan. Regional Counsel. Region I 
S. Price, Regional Counsel, Region lI 
S. Lewman, Regional Counsel, Region Ill 
D. Cylkowski, Regional Counsel. Region IV 
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ALLEGATION 

The Office of the lns ector General (OIG) recei ed a complaint uestionin the veracit 
of the Cb)O)CC) Int ection Rep 
(b)(7)(C) The com ree 

(b)(7)(C) 

mcons1stent WI no 
documents rel clited two 

,.,,.,..,,,,...,.,,---------------------.,-----
sample system occurring on the same date; 
and (3'1i1;;'nvr~---1::r~ec::-:o::--::r=~=-::-==r::-r:r::-e-::-=n~o·n-safety-relatedlCb)(7)CC) I 
(b)(7)(C) 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

The potential violations or areas of noncompliance involved in this case included U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Inspection Manual Chapter (Th1C) 0308, Reactor 
Oversight Process Basis Document; IMC 0611, Power Reactor Inspection Reports; and, 
IMC 1245, Qualification Program for the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
Programs. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG found tha. t th~ eport failed to provide information at a consistent level of 
detail. Specifical1y, th~ ~port did not list as Documents Retriewed the~I 
documents the ins ectors utilized to make a safety finding under Inspection Procedure 
(IP Cb )C7J(C) yet the report listed documents related to other 
systems. evert e ess, e co mned that NRC inspectors performed the ~ 
review at the location and on the date stated in the report. 

The OIG also found that the NRC observed and cate orized res ectivel the two~ 
system surveillance testing samples and the CbX7XC> esc~ 
in th~eport, consistent with the agency s ns -m onne , pe ormance- ased 
oversiglrtpolicy. 

During this investigation, however, the OIG sampled publicly available integrated 
inspection reports from across Regions I- IV and fou nd inconsistency in the level of 
detail the NRC provided to the public regarding support for inspection findings. The 
OIG identified that the inconsistency stemmed from an unclear standard for .. crit ically 
re\;ewed" documents and minimal training on the H-,1C 0611 requirements for the 
Documents Reuiewed section of publicly available integrated inspection reports. 
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BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

The~ eport Did Not List Documents forr 
~ e I ns ector Comnleted 

The NRC periodical1y issues publicly available integrated inspection reports. These 
reports document the agency's findings from inspections of operating commercial 
reactors. IMC 0611 contains the NRC's policy and guidance for preparing the reports. 

IMC 0611 states that inspectors are responsible for objectively supporting and 
accurately documenting inspection results. Specifically. IMC 0611 subsection 14.10, 

Documents Reviewed. provides that \Vithin integrated inspection reports inspectors 
should list "critically reviewed" documents that support the inspection results. Listing 
such document<; supports future inspection activities and NRC determinations. 

(bXTJ(C) credited four samples 
._,---,i~-----~--...--:--....--~----~-- --.,---
w ere e mspectors ev uate system con gurat1011s unng partial walkdowns of the 
systems/trains." See Figure 1 for a description of the four samples. 

Figure 1: _f_x7_x_c) _______ ~amples 

lb)llJ(C) 

~ecurity records showed that NRC inspectors entere~t the locations and on 
ttieciates described in th (b)( ) e rt. In addition~ ~ showed that the times 
NRC inspectors entered Cb)O)(CJ ystem were consistent with NRC time­
and~attendance records s owmg t e mspectors had inspected!Cb)O)CC) !Thus, the OIG 
found evidence the inspectors conducted the partial walkdowns of the systems/ trains 
described in th~ eport. 

Under Documents Reviewed, however. thel~P))lepmt listed documents in support of 
only three of the samples described in the report. Notably, the report did not list an 
documents to support the safety determination of "no finding"' for )C7)(C) 

system sample. Figure 2 shows an the documents listed in th i"'c(b'\'11: . IIJ!'"_ •~-ep_o_rt-:--a-s-r"""'ei'a-:-te-d;--:-to 
r6J(7)(C) I 
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~~QCI ST ISTRF. PR0PFRTY0FTifE U.S.1'-TO.F..\R RF.Gl..'l • .\TORY 
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Figure 2: Documents Reviewed Section o~eport 

(b)(7)(C) 

1n an interview with th OIG,r )(7)(C) ~tated that upon 
review of the~eport the "Documents Reviewed hst 1s not as gooa as it could be to 
correlate with lPs in the bod of the report. ICb)(7)CC) ~dded howe er that the feedback 
he generally receives from branch chiefs regarding the Documents Reviewed section of 
integrated inspection reports is mostly that inspectors "don't need to list everything." 

In an interview with the OIG, a Region III branch chief stated, "NRC inspectors 
routinely review licensees' documents but only list those critically reviewed ones in the 
Document Reviewed table at the end of the inspection report. Also, there are certain 
criteria that are used to determine if a procedure is included." If a document is required 
to ensure another knowledgeable inspector can come to the same conclusions that are 
outlined in the inspection report. the branch chief stated, the report should list the 
document. That said, according to the branch chief, inspectors might use l/b)~(C) ! 
alignment procedures without reading them if there are no revisions from prmr 

!CbX7)(C) ! In addition, the branch chief stated. depending on the complexity of the 
systems and the familiarity of the inspectors with the systems. the inspectors do not 
necessarily utilize the licensees· !Cb)(7)(C) !procedures in every system 
walkdown. Ultimately, the branch chief stated that the~eport's Documents 
Reviewed section was not unusual and that the report met his exl)ectations. 

iatelv Described Two Same-Day Samples and 

e )(7)(C) !credited three samples for 
evaluating the surveillance testing act1v1t1es to verifv svstem o erabili and/ or 

functionality": twol~amples and one Cb l(7J( ample. The 
~aint the OIG received included an al egatton t at e nnproper y credited the 
~ystem inspections as two separate samples and an allegation that the NRC 
incorrectly recorded thej~J(7)(C) las safety-related. 
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Two Same-Dav Surveillance Testing Samples 

at samp es, e , eport 
stated, were taken o ______ _. e complamant questioned whether the~ 
Report had recorded two 1 erent samp1es for the same activity and, if so, whether 
doing so was permissible. 

The OIG interviewed a Region Ill branch chief, who stated that licensees conducting 
multiple surveillance testing samples, and hence NRC inspectors observing the testing 
samples, on the same system and dav was not unusual. The Re • on Ill branch chief also 
stated that ~samples fo c are used to test 
two distinctly different (bl C nctiona 1ties t at are under 1 erent 
procedures." 

!sample 

Th~eport recorded!Cb> 7XC) las a surveillance inspection 
samrt'e.i.'l1e complainant claimed doing so was improper ecause these types of checks 
are not safety-related and hence do not qualif)· as part of a surveillance inspection 
sample. 

The NRC's Reactor Oversight Process invo1ves a risk-informed, performance-based 
inspection framework based on risk-si nificant and safetv corn onents. The OIG 
verified that the licensee identifies (b 7 Ci -------------------------co u 1 d contribute to core e fre uencv an Jar e offsite release fre uency. In 
addition, )(7)(CJ Thus, the 
OIG faun no impropriety m t 1e NRC recor mg (b)(7)(C) as 
a surveillance inspection sample. 

IMC 0611 Guidance Defining ··critically Re,iewed" Documents Is Unclear 

The NRC implemented IMC 0611 in 2018 as a -streamlined inspection report" process 
for preparing integrated inspection reports. Whereas the predecessor guidance on 
integrated inspection reports (IMC 0612, which has since been renamed and repurposed 
as Issue Screening) required inspectors to list under Documents Reviewed "every 
document reviewed" during an inspection, 11\.IC 0611 requires inspectors to 1ist only 
"critically reviewed" documents. IMC 0611 does not, however, specifically define 
"critically reviewed." 

During an interview. the OIG asked an NRC Headquarters su~ject matter expert what 
the phrase "critically reviewed documents" means. The subject matter e)..l)ert stated 
that, during an inspection of a licensee's system 1ineup procedures, "criticaHy reviewed" 
can reasonably be interpreted to refer to those documents the inspectors reviewed in­
depth. The OIG observed that the ~'RC"s IPs. however, may not always allot sufficient 
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time for an in-depth review of relevant documents. For instance, under IP 71111.04, the 
NRC resources only 4 hours for a partial wa]kdoV\-11 to confirm system alignment. 

The OIG also interviewed at least one SRI from each NRC region regarding IMC 0611 
and each inspector's understanding of the standard for critically reviewed documents. 
One SRI stated the SRI would "list documents that only make sense to public readers" as 
critically reviewed documents. Another SRI stated the SRI would list evef)'1hing except 
the "'1icensee's documents to aid system alignment checks." A third SRI stated, "When 
in doubt, list them." In addition, some SRis stated that supervisors question what 
documents are listed as critically reviewed documents only when the documents 
duplicate other systems. 

Inspectors Lack Training on Listing Criticall t 

IMC 1245. Appendix A, Basic-Lei,el Training and Qualification Journal, acknowledges 
that "NRC inspection reports serve many important functions." One such function is to 
document formally NRC activities at reactor sites, for internal and external 
stakeholders. Hence, Appendix A states that "it is \'ital for inspection reports to dearly 
document the results of inspection activities.~ 

Since 2020, the NRC has hired more than 65 first-time resident inspectors. The NRC 
requires first-time resident inspectors to complete a training course on IMC 1245, 
Appendix A This course includes a "Documenting Inspection Findings (ISA-20)" 
module; however, the module lacks a discussion on the meaning of "critically reviewed" 
documents or what sources inspectors must list under Domments Reviewed in publicly 
available integrated inspection reports. 

In 2019, the year after the NRC moved its guidance on integrated inspection reports 
from IMC 0612 to IMC 0611, the NRC provided training on IMC 0611 for some 
inspectors. Figures 3 and 4 depict information from that training regarding the 
requirements for Documents Reviewed. 
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Source: NRC 

Figure 3: IMC 0611 Training, "'Significant Changes" 

Significant Changes 
Described the inspection activity 
reQuirement met. Often major 
portions of the report repeated what 
was already written in the inspection 
procedure. 
Every document rev1e~ 
inspection was often 11,,\._..,,, 

Will not repeat inspection activity details 
described 1n applicable inspection procedure(s). 
Unique deta Is will be documented when they 
are needed to support regulatory oversight or 
future inspection planning 
Onll/ critically reviewed documents germane to 
future inspection plannins or regulatory 
oversight will be listed. 

Figure 4: IMC 0611 Training, "Documents Reviewed" 

Documents Reviewed 
• Documents recorded in the official agency record or report 

must have appropriate informational value to warrant 
preservation. 

• List critically reviewed documents that support future 

inspection activities (e.g., inform future design bases 

assurance inspection sample selections) or NRC 
determinations (e.g., findings, significance). 

• Documents critically reviewed during the completion of the 
inspection, generally do not need to be listed unless they are 

needed to support effective regulatory oversight. 

17 

Source: NRC 
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During the OIG's interviews of SRis, some SRis stated they remembered the 2019 
training, and others stated they did not. AH the interviewed SRis stated that they 
believed future training on IMC 0611-includi ng examples of critically reviewed 
documents-would be beneficial for all NRC inspectors. 

The OIG randomly selected two recent publicly available integrated inspection reports 
from each NRC region and reviewed the Documents Reviewed sections for IP 71111.04 
partial inspections. The OIG observed that the inspectors' approaches for referencing 
critically reviewed documents varied substantially. (See Table 1.) 

Table 1: Summary of Inspection Report Samples for IP 71111.04 Documents 
Reviewed 

Region ofSampled I Documents Referenced 
Inspection Report (None. Some, or All) 

Regfon I None -
_Region1 ___ !All_ 
Region 2 None 
Region 2 T Some ________ _ 

Region 3 AJI 
Region 3 Some 
Region4 AH 
Region 4 .All 

Source: OIG-generated from NRC publicly available integrated 
inspection reports 

Through the SRI interviews. the OIG found that the reason approaches for referencing 
critically reviewed documents varies within and across the NRC regions is likely because 
inspectors interpret ~critically reviewed'. differently. 

CONCLUSION 

The publicly available~eport failed to provide information at a consistent leve] of 
detail because, in contrast to its treatment of the references it provided for oth . .,.;e=r ___ , 
equipment alignment samples, the report listed no supporting documents fod Cb)(7)(C) 

inspection the NRC performed. Without a clearer standard for "critically reviewed" 
documents or sufficient training on what documents to list under the Documents 
Revieived section ofreports, inspectors within and across Regions I - IV will likely 
continue to interpret and apply the phrase differently. This ageneywide inconsistency in 
publicly available integrated inspection reports could cause external stakeholders to 
perceive a lack of transparency or integrity in the NRC's oversight of operating 
commercial reactors. 
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Therefore. the OIG respectfu1ly requests that the NRC provide a formal response 
describing what actions the agency will take to address these findings and answering the 
two questions posed earlier in this memorandum. 

'TIFF1t'.'l'itr:"t'.l'~l!flffLY 616-tN¥F:S~tS~IB~Hf-QIQil~+IQ~ 
i lr.S IAH...-"!IIPIT JS IlUi...l'._l:{OPFR'n-oFTHF. l T.S. I'<Tn.F.AR RF.G1:l ..\TOR)'fQMMillstOI'\ ;c:.n 

DEPENSE NUCLEAR l<'ACli:i'Tl~11"11~ ¥Hf~c gp;•p~r-:rf: ffl5PM°'I ORGESERAL COIG). Ii· 
LOANl.m TO ANUrHf R W I'): _ s. ii ., m . • •~nN'n•,/1-" . .( 11:-1\IJ ~ I 6 IM~-P¼' PR',UJ [~~ DOR 
'""'818'1'HMl"Cl'h-U OUl'SIDE-OIE RElE l\1NG AGESC\-' WITTIOUT THE OIG'S l'ERMI:; /4JN.--

10 



DATE: 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

,July 1. 2025 

I 
f~Yii ½f!§P Clgsed 

MEMORANDUM 

D I 
Di~tally signed by 

!CbJ .J(Ci I 
Date: 2025.07.02 
07:24:31 -04'00' 

l

(b)(7)(C) I t ~·}.rORdt y 

~=~-07.02 

-------------------- 07:24:0] -0400 

r )(7)(C) ~ ~gnedby~ 

Special Agent L_____J ~s.01.02on3,1s 

OUTSIDE EMPLOYMENT ISSUES AND TELEWORK ABUSE BY OIP 
EMPLOYEE (OIG CASE NO. !2500026) 

ALLEGATION 

Cb)OJ(CJ Office of 
Internationa Programs, U.S. Nuclear Re laton' Commission (NRC), mig 1t have been 
receiving compensation from (b)(7)(CJ uring her employment at the NRC 
without rior agency approva or t e outs1 e emp oyment. The complaint also alleged 
that CbK7)(C) performed work for her travel agency business during her official NRC duty 
hours and that she engaged in personal activities while teleworking during her 
improperly processed telework agreement. 

POTENTIAL VIOlATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation were Title 5 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations Section 5801.103, "Prior approval for outside employment," and NRC 
Management Directive 7.8, Outside Employment. 

FINDING 

The OIG did not substantiate the alleged violations. l(b)(7)CC) !appeared to have 
completed all necessary steps, including consulting with NRC legal counsel and 

Ql-~l"~SE-QH~¥- fH6-IN¥ES~f6~f8N-fNT8ftMtr~f8N-
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submitting documentation, to comply ½ith NRC policies and legal requirements 
applicable to her engagement in various outside professional activities while an NRC 
employee. While her former supervisor did not processf'.b)(7)CCl !t~ o]k agreement in 
accordance with agency policy, the OIG did not substantiatethadCb engaged in 
personal activities during duty hours while teleworking. 

BASIS FOR FINDING 

On June 22, 2 0 2 3 , ICb)(7)(C) ~ent an email t o l._Cb_>c_1>_cc ... ) .,.,,.,...,,,,..,.,,.,...-------------.-.... 
Cb)C7)CC) lin the NRC Office of the General Coun el ,ICb)C7)CC) I i.--------------...... Cb)C7)CC) I In the emailJCb)O)(C) linouireif1Cb)C5) 
(b)(5), (b)(7)(C) 

(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 

One company for which ... lCb_7_x_cJ ___ __,! provided services wa!f' .... _5m_c_cj _____ __, 

In addition to her employment at the NRC and her outside position withf X ~ )J 
lCbX XC> !operated a travel agency. jCbX XC) Uia<l owned and o erate er travel 
agency business smce October 2015. In an interview with the DIG )(7)(Cl tated that 
she had reported the business to the NRC Office ofthe General Cmmsel in acrard.am:e 
with relevant NRC policies and regulations. As (b) > C) )(

6
) .--...... ...-..-::-:~-------------r' 

or more from the travel a ency business, (b) CC) (bX6) 

(b){6) T e OIG's review of CbJC7)CC) RC email 
account 1 not uncover ev1 ence t at.__ _ __,had used the email account to conduct 
business related to th e travel agency. 

In (b)(7)(CJ was involved in a. (b)(6) 

sustame Cb J(5) injury. Due to1.r-;=e--e--xr-e--n-,--o-r-rr-e-m ...... u----➔(b:;-,)v=Ci>;::-;C;:;:C):-,was unable to 
continue wor mg 111 person at an NRC facility. As a result o (b)(7XC) 

and inabiJi to erform in-office duties , in November 2024, Cb C) then-supervisor 
allowed Cb X

7
J(C) to transition to a full-time telework schedule. The supervisor 1;gm I 

(b)(7)(CJ as since retired from the NRC. 

On November 24, 2024, f >C7J(C) !sent an email t~(bX XC) !confirming that f 0JOXC) l 
l(b)(7)(C) !had placed her on a leave of absence due to her injury and the medical 

8FFt@li'rf:-t-lSE-8Nt-:¥-81fHN¥F:S'flf,~'ft6N-tNf'6RM*'fl6N-
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RECEl\'L"JG AGENCY\\'111IOFI'TIIE om·s PERJ\1IJSSION. -2 



OFFl€M.-I:: CSI (,,Jf.il ... Y BIS U...◄fflS'l'IBi\.'fliJOf~ H~POl'ffit11t110N 

treatw~rPqnjred for recovery. Additionally,~tated that she was receiving 
from~ l !workers' compensation ~elated to the injury. As of the 
date of this memorandum~continued to remain on leave and was receiving 
workers· compensation be~rnfMH5cc5 I 
In .January 202s,l(b)(7)(C) l<lirect NRC supervisor changed t old,)(7)~ !Br n ·h 

Chief Offi ce of International Programs. In an interview with ITieIG,IM(1j~ ~lated 
thatl~ % C) !did not provide her any documentation re arding the ll-time 
telewor • agreement related to!Cb)(7)(C) !injury. Therefore, Cb> asked!Cb)(7)(C) !to 
submit rnpaf ywork necessary to amend or formalize the telewor • agreement and 
assisted Cb) >CC through the process of providing the required documentation. 

DISPOSmON 

The OIG found no evidence of wrongdoing or violations related t~(b~ (C) I outside 
employment or use of telework. Therefore, the OIG issued tojM(7) ; a clearance letter 
and closed this investigation with no further OIG action taken. 

Mt!S DQO TI\'! S ~ PROPERTYOFTIIE l f.S. NUCLEAR REGL'"l.AT ~lfiitlilP.t"'F 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALI .. EGATION 

MEMORANDUM 

September 2. 2025 

pecrnl Agent 

NOTIFICATION OF OCH CO EMPLOYEE ALTERING OFFICIAL 
PERSONNEL AGREEMENTS 
(OIG CASE NO.12500034) 

The Office of the Inspector Genera] (OIG) received a complaint alleging the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC modified the senice eriod ofthe a enc 's 2022 service 
obligation agreement with tb)(7)(C) egion II, after 
he had signed the a reement an wit out 1s consent. ege y, e modifications were 
designed to exten (b)(7)(C) ervice period under the agreement from 18 months to 24 
months. 

POTENTIAL VIOI.ATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation were Title 18 of the United States 
Code Section 1001, "Statements or entries generally," and NRC Management Directive 
(MD) 10.51, Recruitment, Relocation, and Retention Incentives. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG found that the NRC, without~consent, modified the service obligation 
agreement l(b)(7)(C) ~ad signed, extend~rvice period from 18 months to 24 
months. At the same time, as the standard service period for a 20-percent relocation 

-91~1~1~SE-8NL¥ Of&IN¥ES't'l6'2\'f10N-1Nfi'6ttf\lh\:'t't6N 
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. ONTE rrs ARE NOT TO BE RE OITTSIDE ·rn F. 
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NRC Headquarters I 11555 Rockville Pike j Rockville, Maryland :w852 ) 301-415.5930 
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incentive under MD 10.51 was 24 months, the NRC's offer to j(b)(7)(C) !of a shorter period 
likely violated NRC policy. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

Under Section 11.H, "Service Obligation Agreement," of the Directive Handbook to MD 
10.51 , when the NRC will agree to pay a relocation incentive of 19- 25 percent of an 
employee's salary pursuant to a service obligation agreement, the employee's service 
period will be "24 months of continued service." 

In 
._a_c-co-r-,----..-:-T"""":",,--"""--TT"-v-~-:--r-"""T""....--:-r----,..,ip,r-ir-o-c-at::--,1-o-n....-n-ce-n~t:"""1v-e-s----:1 e NRC 

offered~a 20-percent relocation incenti~e in connection with a service obligation 
agreem~ed to the assignment. 

On September 7, 2022Jl>X1 (C) !sent an email to an employee in the NRC Office of the 
Chief Human Capital Officer (OCHCO). The body of the email stated, "Resigned 
documen " ttached to the email was a service obligation agreement between the 
NRC and ) .x ) The agreement stated that, as a condi i n of receivin a relocation 
incentive, Cb> c > agreed to remain in NRC service at ) C) !for 18 

months, beginning onjtb)C7)CC) land ending on cc) service 
obli ation agreement, and an accompanying mobility agreement, appeared to bear 

handwritten signature, both dated September 7. 2022. The line on the senrice 
~T'l"""--0:-:~ 
o 1gation agreement designated for the NRC's signature, by "HR Branch Chief or RPO," 
was blank. 

On February 25, 2025, OCHCO uploaded t~fbX7J(C) !electronic official ersonnel folder 
a different service obligation agreement. This agreement stated that tbX7XCJ greed to 
remain in N RC service for 24 months, beginning o (b)(TJ(C) and ending on 

r x7)cC) I The agreement appeared to bear t e an wn en signature (or an 
image of the handwritten signature) ofltbX7)(C) !dated September 7, 2022. The line on 
the agreem. ent designated for the NRC's s1 nature. by "H. R Bra°:::Sbief" app,red to 
bear the electronic si nature o tb)C7J(C) Branch Chief E 'J(C) _ 

)(7J(CJ ep em er 22, 2022. .__ ____ __, 

In an interview with the OIG (bJ(?J(C) stated that he discovered the change to his service 
period when OCHCO uploade t 1 ~)O)(CJ si ned service obligation agreement, which 
he had never before seen, in February 2025. Cblc7xc) tated that after he signed the 
agreement in September 2022, no one asked 1m to sign a revised agreement for a 24-
month service period nor otherwise asked him whether he consented to extending the 
service period beyond 18 months. 

In an interview with the OIG regarding the service obligation agreements~tated 
that she signed the NRC's agreement withpX7XCJ pn September 22, 202~ she 

"t)FFletttt"t7S~-6Nl.Y O16-l~SH8r'l:"fl0flHNF8RMATIQN-
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signed the agreement,~tated, the service period was futed as 24 months. r )(7)(C) l 
stated that she was aw'iire:lio'wever, that tlu~J,x,Scc) !work~"· he 
agreement drafted the a reement for an 18-month service period; at that time,' ) I 
reportedly informed ) • C that 2 m nths v,ms the tan a 
term of a sen.;ce period, per NRC policy. Whil Cb) xc, ho 
worked on the a reement are no longer employe at t e NRC • (b)(7)(C) tatea tfiat she 
believed (b) )( likely had changed the service perm rom 18 months to 
24 months a er ) ad signed and before she signed. 

"-------t::-=::::-:--_._,former NRCl(bJ(7)CCJ lhad been 
tasked with rocessmg Cb>(7J(C) ervice obligation agreement. 'l'he OIG attempted to 

mu t1p e times, but the attempts were unsuccessful. -----
DISPOSITION 

r ) C7)CC) !informed OCHCO's Human Resources Policy and Program Team (HRPPTI of the 
differing service obligation a reements and the 18-month service period listed on the 
agreement!Cb)(7)hl ~igned. ) presented the issue to the NRC's Federal Em lo ees 
Pa Corn arabi itv Act (FE anel, which determined that Cb 6) 

Therefore, while the OIG substantiated the allegation, the OIG closed this investigation 
with no further OIG action taken. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

MEMORANDUM 

,June 24, 2025 

Concur: Case Closed 

r)(7)(C) l ?m¥9ned by!(b)(7)(C) I 
r ~ : ~J.24 09:45:24 -04'00' ..._ _______________ _. 

lfb)(7)~ I 
]°emor Special Agent 

............ -----r:~~· -~ltiill~r ;._,11 11,ecl by ltw(tl{C) I F )(7>cc5 ~ ~ ;l_,_4 1921.40 
,.__ ____ __,-04'00' 

MISUSE OF SMALL ENTITY REDUCED ANNUAL FEE 
PROGRAM-STAHLY ENG !NEERING AND ASSOCIATES 
(OIG CASE NO. l2500071) 

The Office of the Inspector General ( OIG) conducted a proactive review of entities who 
have certified to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) their status as a small 
entity via NRC Form 526, "Ce1tification of Small Entity Status for the Purposes of 
Annual Fees Imposed under 10 CFR Part 171." Through this review, the OIG identified 
that Stahly Engineering & Associates, Inc. (Stahly), 3530 Centennial Drive, Helena. 
Montana, 59601-9756, might have falsely certified its status as a small business, 
resulting in an underpayment of annual fees. 

POTENTIAL VIOI.ATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation included Title 31 of the United 
States Code 3729(a)(1)(D), "False Claims"; Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(C.F.R.) 171.16, "Annual fees: Materials licensees, holders of certificates of compliance, 
holders of sealed source antl device registrations, holders of quality assurance program 
approvals, and government agencies licensed by the NRC"; and, IO C.F.R. Part 13, 
"Administrative False Claims Act of 2023." 
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FINDING 

The OIG found that Stahly had not falsely certified its status as a small business. 

BASIS FOR FINDING 

Stahly is a full-service civil engineering and survey firm incorporated in the State of 
Montana, with branch offices registered in the States of Maryland, Nmth Dakota, and 
Wyoming. Open-source information, including from www.zoominfo.com and 
www.rocketreach.com, indicated that Stahly had annual revenues of $14.4 million. 

The OIG obtained from the NRC Office of the Chief Financial Officer, Labor 
Administration and Fee Billing Branch, the NRC Forms 526 Stahly filed for 2011 

through 2024. On each NRC Form 526, Stahly certified that it was a for-profit concern 
that was not engaged in manufacturing. with average gross receipts over the company's 
last 3- 5 completed fiscal years, as applicable, that were lower than the maximum 
receipts threshold for small business status that year. From 2011 to 2024, the maximum 
average gross receipts threshold ranged from $6.5 million to $8 million. 

The OIG issued to Stahly Inspector General Subpoena 2025-1, in an attempt to clarify 
information related to the company's average gross receipts for each year between 2011 

and 2024. In response, Stahly provided accounting records showing that, in each year, 
the company's average gross receipts over the last 3- 5 completed fiscal years, as 
applicable, were less than the maximum threshold for small business status that year. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG did not identii), information that substantiated violations of applicable statutes 
or directives. Therefore, the OIG closed this investigation with no further OIG action 
taken. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

MEMORANDUM 

.June 9, 2025 

Concur: Case Closed 

l(b )(7)(C) I DigJtally signod b•icbJC7XC) 
D.a1 11!1 ;cr~s Ofl.n9 I '3 <4.it:11 tl•f[J□ -
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FAILED DEVELOPMENT' AND POOR OCIO LEADERSHIP 
OF THE ALLEGATIONS RESOLUTIONS 
INVESTIGATIONS ENFORCEMENT SYSTEM 
(OIG CASE NO. I2500079) 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) received an anonymous complaint alleging 
waste in the development of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Allegations 
Resolutions Investigations Enforcement System (ARIES). Allegedly, the waste was due 
to a lack of participation from and negligent. indifferent oversight by directors in the 
Office of the Chieflnformation Officer (OCIO), Office of Investigations (01), and Office 
of Enforcement (OE). Additionally, allegedly OCIO, 01, and OE directors unduly 
influenced the NRC to implement ARIES before the program could perform its intended 
functions. The complaint further alleged a subcontractor on the ARIES project, 
Centeva, LLC, tailed to meet contract requirements, likely due to a lack of knowledge in 
handling a project of the magnitude of ARIES. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

The potential violations relevant to this investigation were Title 5 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations Section 2635.101, "Basic Obligation of Public Service"; Federal Acquisition 
Regulation (FAR) Part 42, Subpart 42.11, "Production Surveillance and Reporting": and, 
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Management Directive 11.1, NRG Acquisition of Supplies and Seruices. Pait VI, "The 
Contract or Order Performance and Administration Phase," Paragraph 0, MMonitoring 
Contractor Performance." 

FINDING 

The OIG did not substantiate any of the alleged violations. 

BASIS FOR FINDING 

The ARIES project intended to merge several legacy systems-separately used by 
various NRC offices for case management, issue tracking, or reporting purposes-onto a 
sing)e platform. Going into the development of ARIES, the NRC was aware of some 
difficulties the merger would entail. In fact, the NRC had failed in an earlier attempt to 
develop an ARIES-like system, due to insufficient technical capabilities at the time. 

The NRC maintained a team of CbX7)(c ) 
L-----~=~-------------,,__....J 

for the ARIES project. The team consiste 
p )o)cc) 1oc1o;ICb)c7)cc> .... Cb_x7)_cc_) ______ ...... oE. 

Under contract number 31310023Cooo9, the NRC contracted with Infinetex Inc. for the 
development and implementation of a minimally viable product (MVP) version of 
ARIES. Infinetex Inc. performed work under the contract from May 2023 until the MVP 
version went live on December 16, 2024. Centeva, LLC, was a subcontractor on the 
contract. 

The!(b)(7)(C) ~or the contract was )(7)(C) 
Office of Admm1strahon; th -(b-)(7- )(_C_) __ __. ________ _ _.,,.,..,,,..,,.,,,,....-----...... 

fb lOJCC) !OCIO. 'flielj separate y mterv1ewe (bX XC> n )(,)(C) 

and each individual stated N RC end users and N RC managers met weekl, ... y-r-eg_ar__,,...rn_g----(,t e 
ARIES project. In addition,!CbX7XC) lmet monthly re ardin the ro·ect. 

!(bX7J(C) !further stated the meeting part1c1pants, includin (b)(7}(C) were 
engaged during the meetings. 

1.-i,J(TJCC) I stated occasional problems arose with the capabilities or competencies of 
contract employees working under the contract; nevertheless, the contract employees 
met the requirements of th e contract. Each time problems arose,!(bJ(7J(C) !worked 
with Infinetex Inc., as the primary contractor, and the relevant contract employees were 
replaced. 

The contract was a "time and materials" contract,!Cb}C7J(C) !stated, which meant she 
had to approve deliverables directly. !(b)(7)(CJ !stated she found the contractors to be 
responsive to her and to the contract requirements, and she never felt bullied or coerced 
into accepting the contractors ' work or extending deadlines. jM(7)(C) ~lso stated she 
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believed leadership made informed decisions related to the ARIES program. 

In se arate OIG interviews of!(bk(7)(CJ lthe threel(bX7)(C) I 
(bJ(. J(CJ stated they had receive training in the agile model of information te'cfinology 
(IT) development and they followed the agile model throughout the ARIES project. The 
agile model is a standard methodology used in IT development to guide processes and 
decision-making, focused on iterative and continuous improvement. The~ 

l(b)(7)(CJ !i-eported being in agreement with using this development approaclil'cirAll'IES. 

Each!CbJOJ(CJ lstated that, throughout the ARIES project, he involved several 
members of his staff to advise him on the project and to engage regularly with the OCIO 
on his expectations for ARIES and his office's anticipated interaction with the program. 

The (b)(7) CJ stated they had made informed decisions and agreed both on the 
delays mt e imp ementation of ARIES and on the December 2024 implementation of 
an MVP version of ARIES. Each l(bX7) C) !stated he was aware that ARIES would 
require continued development after implementation (under a new contract and that 
some re orts in ARIES were not working properly in December 2024. The ) •' l( .....__---! 

(b > C) stated they agreed, however, that ARIES had reached MVP status in December 
2024, and they jointly decided to move fmward with implementation. 

r )(7J(C) leach stated he did not feel any inappropriate 
pressure to make any decisions related to ARIES. 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG did not substantiate any of the alleged violations. Therefore, this investigation 
was closed with no fu11her OIG action taken. 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 14, 2025 

Concur: Case Closed TO: 

l/b'l[7) (C ! l(b)(7)(C) ~Dlqlta llvslqned b~ (b)(7)(C i 
__________________ Date: 2025.05,1407:5J:ll..Q.il'OO' 

THROUGH: rl(?)(CJ Dlgita~"51gned by 
l(b)(7)_ i 

t'ROM: 

SUBJECT: 

PROJECT 

Llate: s.ds.14 
08:55: 14 --04'00' 

r)(7J(C) ~ lgit_ally signed by l_NHxci, ,:_J 
.,_.__,, __ p_e_c""'1-al~Agent ._ ________ _,~ale. 2025.05.14 08~1'i1'i 

OIG REVIEW OF NRC OVERSIGHT OF REPORTED UNMANNED 
AERIAL VEHICLES AT NRC-LICENSED FACILITIES 
(OlG CASE NO. P2500011) 

The Office of the Inspector General noted that U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NR) licensees submitted to the agency 34 suspicious activity reports regarding 
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), or unmanned aerial systems, from August 10, 2024, 

through January 11, 2025. The OTG Investigations Division initiated this investigative 
project to define applicable policies and directives, document the NRC's responses to 
and oversight of UAV reporting, and report on NRC activities to address unauthorized 
UAV activity at licensees' facilities. 

SUMMARY OF PROJECT FINDINGS 

Policies and Directives 

The following agencies may be involved in responding to unauthorized UAV activity at 
NRC licensees' facilities: 

Federal Bureau oflnvestigation- For interstate, criminal, terrorist, and intel 
threat UAV activity; 
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- U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Investigations/OHS Critical 
Infrastructure and Security Agency (CISA); 

- Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)-In consultation with the U.S. 
Department of Defense or other federal security /intel1igence agencies (including 
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and OHS, but not the NRC), the FAA may 
issue special security instructions (airs pace restrictions) under Title 14 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Section 99.7; 

- Federal Energy Regulatory Commission/ North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation-Responsible for electric grid security (both physical and cyber), 
which for nuclear power plants typically starts in the transformer 
yard/substation; 

- State and local law enforcement-First responders to address reported threats 
and other incidents; and, 

- NRC- See 10 C.R.F. § 23.1215.~picious Activity Reports ... 

NRC Responses and Oversight 

The NRC has taken or is in the process of completing the following actions to respond to 
or improve agency oversight of unauthorized UAV activity at licensees' facilities: 

- Created Nuclear Security and Incident Response (NSIR) dashboard 
https://apo.puwerbiguv.us/~roups/me/rep01ts/:-ng8ueb4-bb8f-4nd-9222-
1e85zub65ecc / ul2geb451b891a93b6c3; 

- Released NRC Public Notice, ~Backgrounder: Drones and Nuclear Power Plant 
Security," ML20300A547.ndf (January 2025); 
Issued SA 2024-20, "(U) Security Advisory for Power Reactors, Including those 
under Construction; Nonpower Reactors; Decommissioning Reactors, Induding 
those that Are Pennanent]y Defueled but Have Not Transitioned To 
Decommissioning; Fuel Fabrication, Enrichment, and Conversion/ Deconversion 
Facilities; Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installations; and Licensees 
Possessing Special Nuclear Material Under 10 CFR Part 70" (December 2024). 
This document detailed recent events involving UAV overflights at licensee 
facilities, highlighted event reporting requirements, and provided reporting 
guidance. The advisory is classified as "Official Use Only - Security-Related 
Information''; 

- Included UAVs in the agency's annual threat assessments (classified) since 2010; 

- Addressing UAVs under the Enhance Weapons Rule; 
- Revising the Adversary Characteristics Screen Process. ~staff Recommendations 

for Revisions to the Adversary Characteristics Screening Process" (SECY-07-
0114) stated that, to date, the NRC's actions to address UAVs have been primarily 
internal; SA 2024-20 was an exception to that tendency. Next steps toward 
revising the process may include seeking stakeholder comments and holding 
public meetings; 

- Working with DHS CISA to restrict airspace at licensee facilities under one 
document; and, 
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- Working with DOE Office of Cybersecurity, Energy Security, and Emergency 
Response (CESER) regarding restricted airspace. 

DISPOSITION 

Memoranda supporting each of the project findings contain additional detail but also 
either security-related or official-use-only information. Therefore, the OIG did not 
include that information within this document ; the additional detail is available 
separately, on an as-needed basis. The OIG closed this project to file with no additional 
investigative activities needed. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATION 

MEMORANDUM 

November 7, 2025 

Concur: Case C]osed 

lfb J(')(CJ ~ ,gitally >lg n.-d b\{f§)(_7l(( C) I 
. ate: 202, 11 .o7 1, T't!!Tll~ 

:::::-=--=--=--=--=--=--=--=--=--=--=-:..---;r;;;:-;::::;)(7;:)(:;;C;:::) ==:;---D.glt,llyY:'" b,l!Iii!lI) 
l(b)(7)~ I 1t.;/;7,'.(~~1•11rn-orn om, 
Senior Special Agent 

POTENTIAL CONFLICT OF INTEREST VIOLATION BY NRC 
REGION 1 EMPLOYEE (OJG CASE NO. P2500098) 

The Office of the inspector General (OIG) received an email from!Cb I 
!',1,5(7)(~ I Region I (RI), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission~,;,.a,..,........_regarding 
a pofenhal vmlafio • Cb)ITT l ed 
bein informed th CbX-; 

J(7)(C) Rl~NRC, may have participate personally 
an su stanha y m part1cu ar matters t at ad a direct and predictable effect on the 
financial interests of a prospective employer with whom he was actively seeking 
employment. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

The potentia] violations re]evant to this investigation are: 

• 18 U .S.C. § 208, Acts Affecting Personal Financial Interest 

• 5 C.F.R. § 2635.604{a)(1), Recusal While Seeking Employment 

• MD 7.8, Outside Employment 

FINDINGS 

The OIG was unable to substantiate tha~tl>J(7)(C) fiolated either 18 U.S.C. 208 or 
5 C.F.R. 2635.604(a)(1). 
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BASIS OF FINDINGS 

The OIG reviewed the relevant statutes and regulations but could not delennine 
whether a violation had occun·ed. Cb)0J(CJ in the ~~~ the 
General Counsel at the NRC, explame a e nature g,U~ms.t;U;~e_t:~~received 
from l~)(o/Sccj !following his resume submission o • ) as critical in 
assessing whether a violation took place. ~ dvise nable person 
wou1d interpret jltx'fflc'i !response ~TricITc'ating no i~~~ hen no Yiolatiun 
occurred. However, 1f the response appeared open-ended ._ _ __.. in accordance v-.rith 
:rv1D 7.8, Outside Employment. sho , ile<l to not1 • 
himself from any matters involvin ________ __, 

>( tated thatf<t~t'5~71ad neither notified nor sou ht advice from his office. 
s .!Cb)~ C) !le~ the situation throu h Cb C) from whom 

(b)(7)(C) ha requested recusal guidance. ) 1 ec me o em ervtewca by the OIG. 
w 1c 1 prevented a tlefinilive <leterminatwn. 

INTERVIEW 

(b)(7)(C) 

o no irregu anties, an 
single individual from influe 

DISPOSITION 

Sine (b)(7XC> ·s no longer employed with the NRC and the USAO for the Eastern District 
of Pennsy vania declined prosecution. this investigation is closed with no further OTG 
action. 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: December 10, 2025 

MEMORANDUM TO: Concur: Case Closed 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLEGATIONS 

r-l(b"!",)("'"'7)~(C""") ------------------,~ 
lg,,.11, s,gtiod bJ(bX7)(C) I 

). 11- 2'1:.1; 12 1 (1 ir~m-"' .__ _______________ ___, 

lit )(7)(C) I 
Senior Special Agent 

POTENTIAL CONTRACT VIOLATIONS OR 
IRREGULARITIES REGARDING NON-COMPETITIVE 
PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACT AT U.S. NUCLEAR 
REGULATORY COMMISSION OFFICE OF THE GENERAL 
COUNSEL (OIG CASE NO. P2500156) 

The Office of the Inspector General J DIG conducted this investi tion b n an 
anonymous complaint alleging that (bJ(7)(C) e 
General Counsel (OGC), U.S. Nuclear e u ato , omm1ss10n 
influenced the award of a contract to (bX7XC) a 
law firm in Washington, D.C. Allege y, t e contract, contract num6er Cb)(7)(C) 

was for a consultant to assist the NRC in strategic direction, legal analy-s1-s-, r_e_g_u.,..a ... o_rv __ _ 
framework development, drafting coordination, stakeholder engagement support, and 
litigation risk assessment. The complaint alJeged , however, that the contract was a non­
competitive, personal services contract awarded to an inexperienced private attorney 
with no government or rulemaking experience. 

POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 

Potential violations relevant to these allegations were Title 18 of the United States Code 
Section 208, "Acts Affecting a Personal Financial Interest ;" Title 48 of the Code of 
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Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Section 37.104 (Federal Acquisition Regulation (F.A.R.)), 
"Personal Services Contracts"; and, NRC Management Directive (MD) 11.1, NRC 
Acquisition of Supplies and Se,·vices. 

FINDINGS 

The OIG found tha~(b)(7>(C) !did not improperly influence the award of contract 
r )(7)(C) I The contract was not a personal services contract, and the NRC 
awarded the contract in accordance with all applicable regulations and MD 11.1. 

BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

CONTRACT DOCUMENTS 

The contract file for ) shows the contract was associated with NRC 
• 'tion number..,.,.,,,,..,.,,,__ __ ___,The re uisition was dated c · ancllCb lC7J 

roved 
n (b)(7) C) 

The requisition estimated a 4-month period of performance-August 20. 2025, through 
December 31, 2025- and cost of $250,000.00. The requisition stated, "The Consultant 
will assist the NRC in the following areas: strategic direction , legal analysis, regulatory 
framework development, drafting coordination , stakeholder engagement support and 
litigation risk assessment." 

as the (b)(7)(C) for contract Cb )C7JCC) 

J(7JCCJ ce of 

mm1stration, . recommen e awar mg e contrac to Cb)C7)(Cl In a 
"Summary of Negotiations" setting forth his recommendation, .. Cb>CTJCC) tate t e 
agency solicited the contract as a sole source contract due to "unusual and compelling 
urgency," which is a non-compete justification under 48 C.F.R section 6 .302-2, 
"Unusual and compelling urgcncy."F)(7)(C) ►lso stated the contract was not for the 
provision of personal services . 

.,,.o.,.,,n~l~t>,....>C7_)(C_) ____________ __,!signed the contract on behalf of r )(7XC) 

l(b)(7) C) 

The contract's "summary work description" states, in full , "The objective is to provide 
advisory services to the NRC Chief / Acting General Counsel for the NRC's rulemaldng 
process." The contract states that the period of performance is August 21, 2025, to 
March 31, 2026, and that the "firm-fixed- ortion" of the contract is $ 250,000.00. 

The contract lists one individual1 (b J(7)(C) as the only ;'key personnel~ 
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considered essential to the successful completion of the contracted work, which the 
contract states will be pe1formed at NRC headquarters. 

INTERVIEW TESTIMONY 

The OIG interviewed (b)(
7
XC) 

(b)(7)(C) 

OGC, NRC, regar o contract ____ ___,.-----..---....... state Cb)O)(C) 
approached her regarding contracting for o serv1ces, c1tmg the need to 
ensure timely compliance with Execu • • oo, Orderin the Reform of 
the ulatorv Commission" 
(b)(5) (7)(C) 

state (b)C5>, (b)C7)CC) 

(b)(5) 

ICb)(7)(C) !stated she was engaged with the contractin officer durin the contracting 
rocess for contract (b)(7)(C) (b)(5) 

(b)(5), (b)(7)(C) 

DISPOSITION 

The OIG did not identify any information that would substantiat1e)(7)(C) lor the 
NRC, violated applicable statutes or olicy when the agency awar ed contract 

~ 7XC) Ito CbX7)CC) Therefore, the OIG closed this case to the files of 
1s office_ 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: November 25, 2025 

TO: U.S. Office of Special Counsel 
hatcha @Qg,gQY 
Washington, D.C. 

FROM: 

l
(b)(7)(CJ ~ 1•'1ile-in•d bYi(b l(7) /tj 

rmfl~~ 1Ls ,4.44.1 6 os·oo· ,__ ________________ _, 

SUBJECT: REFERRAL OF COMPLAINT 
(OIG COM PLAINT NO. C2600008, et al.) 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
and Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, received multiple complaints alleging that 
emails sent from an NRC government email address or authorized external notification 
system, regarding the lapse in funding that began on October 1, 2025, constituted 
violations of the Hatch Act. The full complaints are attached. 

The OIG notes that these complaints are similar to two complaints the OIG referred to 
your office on October 15, 2025 (OIG Complaint No. C2500173). As with the previously 
referred complaints, the OIG is referring these additional complaints to your office for 
review and processing. 

The OIG respectfully requests that you acknowledge receipt of this Referr""l-l""'-------. 
Complaint. If you have any questions, please contact Senior Special Agent CbX

7
)CC) 

r )(7)(C) lat r )(7)(C) 1or me at ... (b_)a_x_c_) ---

ATTACHMENTS: 
1) C260008-Potential Hatch Act Violation by the Office of Executive Director for 

Operations 
2) C2600010-Potential Hatch Act Violation Regarding NRC Automated Messages 
3) C2600012-Potential Hatch Act Violation by OEDO Employee 
4) C2600013- Potential Hatch Act Violation Regarding Messaging in Automated NRC 

Message dated November 12, 2025 

5) C2600015- Referral of Hatch Act Violations to the IG from NRC OGC 
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Cases Closed Between 1/1/2025 and 12/31/2025 for NRC 

Agency: 

Cll5eNo. 

l!,,juo2,7 

{2.40007◄ 

NRC 

Title 

(Project) Proudive Cyber 
In ves ligations 

J.inding 

05/25/2023 06/04/2025 Partially 
Substantiated 

Refem-<l PERSEC, March 14, 05/08/2023 03/19/2025 
2025: NRC Manager 
Operating a Personal 
Bw,iness During Work Hours 

ReferrL-<l OIP. due April 30, 06/13/2024 04/15/2025 
2025: Security Incident 
involving OJ P employee with 
unsecured laptop and PW 

Prohibited Securities 12/04/2024 05/19/2025 
Violations bv U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory 1\1mmisfipn 
Employee -l(bJ(7J(CJ ) 

Alleged Nun-compliance of 09/30/2024 
NRC Regulations by HOLTEC 

Partially 
Substantiated 

Partially 
Substantiated 

Fully Substantiated 

Unsubstantiated 

{PROJECT]: Protective, 
Threat Assessment Team and 
Insider Threat Program 

05/02/2023 03/24/2025 Closed 
Administratively 

Referred EOO, .July 21, 2025, 02/26/2024 09/29/2025 Fully Substantiated 
Potential Misuse of 
Guvernmenl Travel Card 

(b)(7)(C) Employee Alleged 09/30/2024 07/16/2025 
to a ra.ss OW' Staff aod 

Partially 
Substantiated 

Yisl2 tcf Cb lC7lGC> I 
!(b)(7)(C) i 

Iuoo:100 

A.s of 01/07/2026 

Reforred EDO. Dul• ,IUOl' 6, 
2025: Alleged Failure by the 
NRC to J>mide Sufficient 
Information to the Public in 
Integrated Inspection 
Reports 

Prohibited Se('urilics 
Violations bv U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission 

12/10/2024 06/06/202.5 Partially 
Substantiated 

12/04/2024 02/25/2025 Fully Substantiated 

Project Close to File TB -Team B fb)(7)(C) 

Full Investigation Reforll'd to NRC TA- Team A 
1'11illlagement 

Full Investigation Close to File TA-Team A 

Full Investigation Close tu File TB-Team B 

Full Investigation Close to File TB-TeamB 

PTOject Close to File TA-Team A 

Full Investigation Referred to NRC TA• Team A 
Management 

Full Investigation Close to File TB-Team B 

Full Investigation Referred lo NRC TA -Team A 
Management 

Full Investigation Close to Filt- TB•Te11m B 

DID·sto 
Clm1..e 

741 

681 

306 

166 

692 

581 

289 

178 

83 



Agency: 

Cll5eNo. 

{2303357 

12400026 

12400153 

[2400159 

Cases Closed Between 1/1/2025 and 12/31/2025 for NRC 

NRC 

Title 

Employee •l(b)(7) ] 

Misuse of Small Entity 
Redu!.'t'd License Fee 
Program - PharmaLogic 

06/02/2023 01/30/2025 Fully Substantiated 

Potential NRC' Management 11/14/2023 03/31/2025 Unsubstantiated 
Retaliation for Raising a 
Safl'ly Concern 

04/25/2024 04/17/2025 Unsubstantiated 

Referred EDO, due Mays, 07/16/2024 06/06/2025 Fully Substantiated 
202s. Alleged Unauthorfaed 
Transactions on Governnwnt 
Tr:wel Card by NRC 
Employee 

Time and Attendance Abuse 02/01/2024 02/14/202.5 
and Chilled Work 
Environment in RITT 

Partially 
Substantiated 

Full Investigation Close to Fill' TA -Team A ll>X7XC) 

Full Investigation CIO!!e to File TA-Team A 

Full Investigation Close to Filf' TA-Team A 

Full Investigation Referred to NRC TA -Team A 
Management 

Full Investigation Referretl to NRC TB - Team B 
Management 

at Region IV 07/16/2024 04/17/2025 
......... e-g-e, ... · -,. ...... ,s-·c ... osed Personal 
Sl•nsitiv~ Hunrn11 Resources 

Partially 
Substantiated 

Full Investigation Referred to NRC TA -Team A 
Management 

A.s of 01/07/2026 

Information to Staff 
Members \\ithout a Need to 
Know 

All~ed Safety Concern 09/03/2024 02/24/2025 Unsubstantiated 
Regarding Vakor 
Engineering Corporation 

Alleged Prnhibited St'(·urities 12/04/2024 04/14/2025 Fully Substantiated 
Violations bv U.S. Nuclear 
Regulaton· Cammi.ssion 
Employee--~ 

Prohibited St'(:urities 12/04/2024 02/19/2025 Fully Substantiated 
Violations hy U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission 
Employee-~ 

Full Investigation Close to Fill' TB -Team B 

Full In\'estigation Cln.o;e to File TB-Team B 

Full Investigation Close to File TB-Team B 

608 

503 

357 

325 

379 

275 

174 

131 

77 
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Cases Closed Between 1/1/2025 and 12/31/2025 for NRC 

Agency: NRC 

Cll5e No. Title 

!:!400259 NRC Employee Repaid 
lncorred Locality Pay 

12.100280 Prohibited Securities 
Violation bv L".S, Nuc1car 
Regulatun: Com mission 
Employee· -l(b)(7 )(C) I 

'2303335 

12400:160 

12400206 

l:woo27fi 

(Special Projei:t): NRC 
Regulatory Over:-ii;ht 

Prohibited Securities 
Violations bv li.S. Nude.ar 
Regulatory C91nmjss.wi1 
Employee !(b)(7)(C) 7 
NRC Employee Allegedly 
Violating Fi.~cc\ Tek•work 
,\g~'l'!n!'lll 

Potential Fraud "Aith NRC 
Leido~ Shal'<'point Contract 

Referred ADM, September 
26, 2025, Irregularities In 
Contract Oversight at NRC 
Region 11 

~ned Closed I-Iodine 

ll/25/2024 01/29/2025 Unsubstantiated 

12/12/2024 02/19/2025 Fully Substantiated 

05/01/2023 02/20/2025 Partially 
Substantiated 

12/06/2024 02/20/2025 Fully Substantiated 

12/12/::024 02/20/2025 Closed 
Administratively 

09/05/2024 09/25/2025 Partially 
Substantiated 

12/16/2024 09/29/2025 Partially 
Substantiated 

12400261 NRC Employee Fraudulently 12/04/2024 10/14/2025 Unsubstantiated 
Receiving Locality Pay 

12500071 Potential Mis11seofSmall 04/16/2025 06/27/2025 Unsubstantiated 
Entitv Reduced License Fee 
Prog~am, Stahly Engineering 
& A.«sociatcs, Inc 

12500079 FWA, Failed development 04/28/2025 07/09/2025 Unsubstantiated 
and Poor OCJO Leadership of 
thl' Allegations Resolutions 
lnl'estigations Enforcement 
System 

Prohibited Securities 12/04/2024 02/27/2025 Fully Substantiated 

As of 01/07/2026 

Case Type 

Full lnvestigation 

Full Investigation 

Project 

~osition 

Close tu File 

ClOfll'to File 

Close to File 

Team 

TB -Terun B 

TB-Team B 

TSO· 
Technical 
Services Office 

Full Investigation Referred to NRC TB - Team B 
Management 

Full Invl.'stigation Close to File TB-Team B 

Full lnvestig,ttion Referred to NRC TA -Team A 
Management 

Fnll lnvl"stigation Referred to NRC TB - Team B 
Management 

Full Investigation Closl' to File TB-Team B 

Full Investigation Close to File TB-Team B 

Full Im-estigation Close to File TB-Team B 

Full lnn!lltigation Referred to NRC TB - Team B 

~~ DID·s to 
Clq_~~ 

~ )(7)(C) 65 

69 

661 

76 

70 

385 

287 

314 

72 

72 

85 
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Cases Closed Between 1/1/2025 and 12/31/2025 for NRC 

Agency: NRC 

CW!ie )Sg. Title ~ned Closed F1ndine ~g ~position Team Case Agent DID·s to 
Cli!S'. 

Violations bv lJ.S. Nuclear Management 
Regulatory~·- ·- • ··loa 
Employee - lb)l ' 

{2400290 Prohihited St..'<'urities 12/04/2024 02/27/2025 Fully Substantiated Full Investigation Close to File TB•Team B [b)(7)(C) 85 
Violations bv U.S. Nuclear 
Regulutory rPIIITittir 
Employee - (b)(7)(C) 

f:!4U0158 Hotline Portal - Potential 09/05/2024 01/14/2025 Unsubstantiated Full lnve5tigation Close to File TB •Team B 131 
Fraud and Secu1ity Issue with 
NRC Voice over internet 
Protocol Telephone Service. 

l:1400286 Prohibited Sccurilies 12/04/2024 03/31/2025 
Violations by U.S. Nuclear 

Fully Substantiated Full Tnv<>stigation Clo.selo File TB-Team B 117 

Regulatory cwnn:i "if"' 
Employee {(b)OJ(C) ) 

(2400288 Prohibited S<-'<'Uritics 01/16/2025 02/26/2025 Fully Substantiated Full Investigation Closl' to File TB-Team B 41 
Violations by U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Cc:m :n i ·fie'" 
Employee -j(b)(7)(C) I 

12400287 Prohibited Sec.'urilic.s 12/17/2024 05/01/2025 Fully Substantiated Full Investigation Close to Fil<" TA-Team A 135 
Violaliuns by U.S. Nudl".ar 
Rugulalory ' TI. ·sion 
Employee (b)(7J(C) 

P2sooo11 OIG Rt-\'k-w of NRC 02/28/2025 05/16/2025 Closed: Investigative Projecl Closed: TA-Team A 77 
Oversight uf Reported Actions Complete lnvesligative 
Unmanot'll Aerial Vchicks at Acliuns 
NRC Licensed Facilities Complete 

12500034 Notifir.aliua of OCHCO 03/07/2025 09/10/2025 Unsubstantiated Full Investigation Close to Fil~ TD-Team B 187 
Employee Altering Official 
Personnel Agreements 

I:1.,5011026 Duul Compensation Violation 02/19/2025 07/16/2025 Unsubstantiated Full Investigation Close to File TB-Team B 147 
an<l Telework Abuse by OIP 
Employee 

P25000QR Potentiul Conflid of Interest 06/06/2025 11/24/2025 Closed: Investigative Preliminary Closed: TB -Team B 171 
Violation by NRC Region I Actions Complete Investigation Im·cstigative 
Employel' Actions 
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Agency: 

Cue No. 

P2500156 

P2600008 

A.s of 01/ 07 / 20'26 

Cases Closed Between 1/1/2025 and 12/31/2025 for NRC 

NRC 

Title Findine 

Potential Contract Violations 09/18/2025 12/15/2025 Closed: No Action 
or lrrcg11larities Regarding 
Non-Competitivc Personal 
Sen ices Contract at SRC 
OGC 

Potential Hatch Act ,iolation 11/24/2025 12/15/2025 
by the Office uf Executive 
Director for Operations 

Closed: Referred To 
Other Agency 

CaseTvne 

Preliminary 
l nvestigation 

Preliminarv 
Investigation 

Illi!nosition Team 

Complete 

Closed: No TB-Team B 
Action 

Closed: Reforred TB - Team B 
Tu Olhl•r A11;cncy 

~~ llMl's to 
ClW!J.'. 

{b)(7)(CJ 68 

21 



Cases Closed Between 1/ 1/2025 and 12/31/2025 for NRC 

N umbeL• of Cases Closed: 41 

Cases Closed by Case Typl' and Quarter Quarter I Quarter 2 Quarter 3 Quartcr4 Grand Total 

Full lnvestigaiion I 17 9 7 34 - - -- -- -
Pre liminary Investigation 3 I 3 

Project 2 2 
I 

4 

Urand Total 4 19 II 7 41 

Closed Admimstrativll Fully Substantiated Partially Substantiated Unsubstantiated Grand 

Cases Closed by Disposition and Finding 

Close to File 0.00 % 2 4.88 % 10] 24.39 % 41 9.76 % 11 26.83 % 

Closed: Investigative Actions Complete 2 4.88 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 

=+ 
0.00% 0.00 % 

Closed: No Action 1, 2.44% 0.00 % 0 .00 % 0.00% =t 0.00 % 

Closed: Referred To Other Agency ,, 1.44 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 

Rcfi:m.:d to NRC Management 
I 

0.00 % 0.00 % 4 9.76 % 6 14.63 % 0.00 % 

Gr.ind Total 4 9.76 % 2 4.88 % 14 34.15 % 10 24.39 %, 11 26.83 % 

----
Finding 

Quarter I Quarter 2 'Quarter 3 Quartcr4 
# Avg Days 

Cases Closed by Team, Agent and FY Quar1j Case Owner # Avg Days # Avg Days I # Avg Days # Avg Days 

Cl OSC' lo File (b)(T)(C) I I 1 

2 I 3 

I I 2 

I 3 4 -
2 2 

3 I I 5 

I I 

I 2 2 

2 2 4 

3 3 
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Cases Closed Between 1/1/2025 and 12/31/2025 for NRC 

Total ~ 
!7 65.85 % 

2 4.88 % 

2.44% 

2.44 % 

10 24.39 % 

11 100.00 % 

As of 01/07/2026 6ffi.-i,d t-!s.-6T-Jh-0 ·El!EHr,w~tji,:,,ti"n·l"nm11Rlimr- Pa11,~ 7 of 8 



Cases Closed Between 1/1/2025 and 12/31/2025 for NRC 

Close to File Total 

Closed: Investigative A ctions Complete r~ 
Closed: Investigative A 

Closed: No Action 

Closed: Referred To 0 

Referred to NRC Man 

ctions Complete Total 
lb)(7)(C ) 

ther Agency -
agement 

-
Referred to NRC Man agemcnt Total 

As o( 0 1/07/2026 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

15 7 

I 

I . 
I I 
I I 

I I 

' 
I I I 

I 
I I 

I 

I I I 
I ' I 

4 3 

4 27 

• I 
' . . 

I 

2 

I 

I 

2 4 

I I 

I 

I 

I 

I . ' 
' I 

I 

3 10 


