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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
Before the 

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION 

In the Matter of Claims for Award by: 

In Connection with  
Notice of Covered Action No. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

ORDER DETERMINING WHISTLEBLOWER AWARD CLAIMS 

The Commodity Futures Trading Commission (“Commission”) received whistleblower 
award applications from the claimants referenced above in response to Notice of Covered Action 
(“NCA”) No. The NCA corresponds to

The Claims Review Staff 
(“CRS”) evaluated two award claims received for this NCA in accordance with the 
Commission’s Whistleblower Rules (“Rules”), 17 C.F.R. pt. 165, promulgated pursuant to 
Section 23 of the Commodity Exchange Act (“CEA” or “Act”), 7 U.S.C. § 26.   

I. Preliminary Determination

On the CRS issued a Preliminary Determination (“PD”) 
recommending denial of both claims.  Only Claimant 2 responded to the PD, so this order 
addresses only Claimant 2’s outstanding claim.  The PD became the Final Order for the other 
denied claim under Rule 165.7(h).  See 17 C.F.R. § 165.7(h).  The CRS had recommended 
denying Claimant 2’s claim because: (i) another source, not Claimant 2, caused the Division to 
open the investigation that led to the Covered Action, (ii) Division staff handling the Covered 
Action did not contact Claimant 2 or use Claimant 2’s information in this investigation, and (iii) 
Division staff relied on information obtained from  to bring the Covered 
Action.  
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II. Claimant 2’s Objection to the PD 
 

After receiving the PD, Claimant 2 through counsel requested the record then objected to 
the PD.  In Claimant 2’s objection, Claimant 2 raises nothing new.  Claimant 2 repeats that 
he/she is entitled to an award because he/she provided a “wealth of information and materials” 
through multiple written and oral exchanges relating to the Commission’s  
investigations.  Claimant 2 resubmits a previously submitted letter  

  
 
After reconvening to consider Claimant 2’s objection to the PD, the CRS still 

recommended denying Claimant 2’s claim.  For reasons described below, the Commission 
adopts the CRS’s denial as Final Order.  Although the Division investigated Claimant 2’s 
allegations, the Division closed that investigation in  for lack of evidence.  That 
investigation into Claimant 2’s allegations is unrelated to the Covered Action.  The case team 
responsible for the Covered Action did not use Claimant 2’s information in the Covered Action.   
        
III. Legal Analysis and Response to Claimant 2’s Objection  
 

Section 23(b)(1) of the Act, 7 U.S.C. § 26(b)(1), requires the Commission to pay a 
whistleblower award to any claimant who voluntarily provides the Commission with original 
information that leads to the successful enforcement of a covered judicial or administrative 
action or a related action.  A claimant must have submitted a CFTC Form TCR, the information 
must be original, the claimant must have voluntarily provided the information, and the 
information must have led to the successful resolution of a covered action or related action or 
both.  See 7 U.S.C. § 26(b)(1); 17 C.F.R. § 165.5.  Claimant 2’s information did not lead to the 
successful enforcement of the Covered Action, as described below. 
 

A. The Division investigated Claimant 2’s allegations but closed that 
investigation many years ago for lack of evidence.  

 
Claimant 2’s information neither caused the opening of the  investigation or a new 

line of inquiry nor significantly contributed to the investigation.  The Division investigated 
Claimant 2’s claims many years ago as part of a broader investigation into  

 
  

 
 

 
  

 
As internal Division records documented, the Division took extensive steps to investigate 

Claimant 2’s allegations, but the Division closed that investigation  for lack of 
evidence supporting Claimant 2’s claims.  Not only did Division staff interview Claimant 2, but 
also the Commission’s Division of Market Oversight (“DMO”) obtained and analyzed  

Claimant 2 identified as suspicious.  At the time Claimant 
2 had named a certain entity as the source of the suspicious DMO’s analysis, 
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however, found the entity was not in fact engaged in 

Division staff also interviewed representatives of related entities and requested that they 
perform an analysis showing 

Division staff additionally coordinated with staff from the Department of Justice about 
the findings.  The evidence did not support Claimant 2’s allegations.  The Division consequently 
closed the investigation into Claimant 2’s claims

B. The Covered Action is unrelated to the already closed investigation into
Claimant 2’s allegations.

The Covered Action had nothing to do with the previously closed investigation into 
Claimant 2’s allegations.  Claimant 2’s whistleblower submissions appear in Division case files 
unrelated to the file for the Covered Action.  The Division opened the  investigation about 
four years after it closed the inquiries into Claimant 2’s allegations and about two years after 

  As the record produced to Claimant 2 shows, 
another source, not Claimant 2’s information, led the Division to open the  investigation 
around .  Around

 The case team handling the Covered Action did not 
contact Claimant 2 or use Claimant 2’s information in the Covered Action.   

Further, a comparison between Claimant 2’s information and the Covered Action shows 
Claimant 2’s information did not lead to the Covered Action.  

  Thus, the Covered Action was not 
based in whole or in part on conduct that was the subject of Claimant 2’s information within the 
meaning of Rule 165.2(i)(1).  Because Claimant 2’s information did not lead to the successful 
enforcement of the Covered Action, Claimant 2 failed to meet award requirements.  

IV. Conclusion

It is hereby ORDERED that Claimant 2’s award claim be denied.
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By the Commission. 

_____________________________ 
Robert Sidman 
Deputy Secretary of the Commission 
Commodity Futures Trading Commission 
1155 21st Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20581 

Date: June 1, 2026




