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In the Matter of Claim for Award by:

Redacted  (“Claimant 17),
Redacted
CFTC Whistleblower Award

; and Determination No. 26-WB-12

Redacted (“Claimant 2”),
reaacted

In Connection with
Notice of Covered Action No. Redacted

N N N N N N N N N N N N N

ORDER DETERMINING WHISTLEBLOWER AWARD CLAIM

The Commodity Futures Trading Commission (“Commission”) received whistleblower
award applications from Claimant 1 and Claimant 2 on the above-listed Forms WB-APP in
response to the Commission’s Notice of Covered Action No. Redacted yeoarding Redacted

(the “Covered Action”). In the
Order, the Commission imposed a Redacted

The Claims Review Staff (“CRS”) evaluated Claimants’ applications in accordance with
the Commission’s Whistleblower Rules (“Rules”), Part 165 of the Commission Regulations, 17
C.F.R. pt. 165, promulgated pursuant to Section 23 of the Commodity Exchange Act (“Act”), 7
U.S.C. § 26." The Preliminary Determination recommended denying all Claimants’ award
applications. Only Claimant 2 contested the Preliminary Determination. Pursuant to Rule
165.7(h), 17 C.F.R. § 165.7(h), the Preliminary Determination became the Final Order for
Claimant 1. For reasons set forth below, Claimant 2’s award claim remains denied. The
Commission hereby adopts the CRS’s recommendations as final.

Claimant 2’s Response to the Preliminary Determination

In his/her Request for Reconsideration, Claimant 2 (1) asserts his/her information led to

the successful resolution of the covered action, Redacted
and (ii) xecactea

*

Claimant 1 submitted information on a third Form WB-APP after the deadline for this Notice of Covered
Action had passed. Because this submission was untimely, it did not become part of the record underlying this
Preliminary Determination under Rule 165.10(a)(2), 17 C.F.R. § 165.10(a)(2). See id. § 165.7(b)(2).
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Redacted . These arguments are meritless. Claimant 2’s award claims remain denied for
the following reasons.

Claimant 2 failed to show that he/she provided information that led to the successful
enforcement of the Covered Action.

Claimant 2’s information, submitted in his/her Form TCR and repeated in his/her Request
for Reconsideration, is not connected to the Covered Action. The Order found Redacted

Instead of mentioning Redacted , Claimant 2, in his/her Form
TCR, described Redacted
Claimant 2’s Form TCR did not mention =~

Claimant 2 provided general information regarding~~, which was neither specific nor
credible and did not cause Commission staff to open the investigation that led to the Covered
Action or inquire concerning different conduct as part of that investigation. See Rule 165.2(i)(1),
17 C.F.R. § 165.2(1)(1). Neither did Claimant 2’s information otherwise contribute to conduct
already under investigation. See Rule 165.2(i)(2), 17 C.F.R. § 165.2(i)(2). The Chief Trial
Attorney who personally participated in the investigation Redacted did not recall having heard of
Claimant 2 until the WBO informed him/her of Claimant 2’s award claim.

The Order did not include any information connected to what Claimant 2 provided.

Claimant 2 also argued that Redacted
. Redacted

Nothing in Claimant 2’s Request for Reconsideration changes that Claimant 2’s
information did not cause the Commission’s Division of Enforcement (“Division”) to open the
investigation that led to the Covered Action or to inquire concerning different conduct as part of
that investigation. Instead, the Division possessed information, not provided by Claimant 2,
sufficient not only to open the investigation but also to support the charges in the Order.
Claimant 2’s information did not otherwise contribute, much less significantly contribute, to the
resolution of the Covered Action. Division staff did not rely on information provided by
Claimant 2 during the investigation. Claimant 2, who did not mention and had no contact
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with Division staff during their investigation of the Covered Action, cannot claim to have
contributed to the successful enforcement of the Covered Action.

Claimant 2’s claim that his/her information hypothetically could have helped Division
staff is meritless.

Claimant 2 incorrectly claims he/she is entitled to reconsideration because he/she alleged
that Division staff failed to communicate about his/her information and connect it to the Covered
Action. Claimant 2’s hypothesizing that he/she “coul/d have added relevant and specific
information that coul/d have further aided the investigation” (emphasis added) does not meet the
requirement for an award based on providing the Commission with information that leads to the
successful enforcement of the Covered Action. See 7 U.S.C. § 26(b)(1), (¢)(2); 17 C.F.R. §§
165.5, 165.6.

Claimant 2 did not assist in the investigation. Division staff responsible for the Covered
Action never relied upon his/her information. Although certain other Division staff responsible
for the Covered Action may have had contact with Claimant 2 before and unrelated to the
Covered Action, Division staff handling the Covered Action did not encounter his/her
information. Because Claimant 2 provided information that was not related to charges ultimately
filed in the Covered Action or otherwise connected to the investigation, Division staff
responsible for the Covered Action did not communicate about or otherwise connect Claimant
2’s information during the investigation leading to the Order.

Providing information leading to the success of the Covered Action is a requirement for
an award. See 7 U.S.C. § 26(b)(1); see also 17 C.F.R. § 165.5(a). Merely hypothesizing that
information could have helped the Commission does not meet the bar for award eligibility.

CONCLUSION

It is hereby ORDERED that Claimant 2’s award claims be denied.

By the Commission.

Jnt_Sidn

Robert Sidman
Deputy Secretary of the Commission
Commodity Futures Trading Commission

Dated: June 1, 2026



