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ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
the U.S. International Trade
Commission (“Commission’’) has
determined that the respondents have
not violated section 337 of the Tariff Act
of 1930, as amended, by importing into
the United States, selling for
importation, or selling within the
United States after importation certain
electronic computing devices and
components thereof by reason of
infringement of certain claims of U.S.
Patent No. 7,792,066 (“‘the '066 patent”);
U.S. Patent No. 8,687,354 (‘“‘the 354
patent”); and U.S. Patent No. 10,952,203
(“the 203 patent”). This investigation is
terminated.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Benjamin S. Richards, Esq., Office of the
General Counsel, U.S. International
Trade Commission, 500 E Street SW,
Washington, DC 20436, telephone (202)
708-5453. Copies of non-confidential
documents filed in connection with this
investigation may be viewed on the
Commission’s electronic docket (EDIS)
at https://edis.usitc.gov. For help
accessing EDIS, please email
EDIS3Help@usitc.gov. General
information concerning the Commission
may also be obtained by accessing its
internet server at https://www.usitc.gov.
Hearing-impaired persons are advised
that information on this matter can be
obtained by contacting the
Commission’s TDD terminal on (202)
205-1810.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Commission instituted this investigation
based on a complaint filed on behalf of
Lenovo (United States) Inc. of
Morrisville, North Carolina (“Lenovo”).
88 FR 88110 (Dec. 20, 2023). The
complaint, as amended and
supplemented, alleged violations of
section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended, 19 U.S.C. 1337, in the
importation into the United States, the
sale for importation, or the sale within
the United States after importation of
certain electronic computing devices
and components thereof by reason of
infringement of claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11,
13, and 15 of U.S. Patent No. 7,760,189
(“the ’189 patent”); claims 1-21 of the
’066 patent; claims 1-11 of the "354
patent; and claims 1-18 of the "203
patent. Id. The complaint further alleged
that a domestic industry exists. Id. The
Commission’s notice of investigation
named as respondents ASUSTeK
Computer Inc., of Taipei, Taiwan and
ASUS Computer International of
Fremont, CA (““ASUS”). Id. at 88111.
The Office of Unfair Import

Investigations did not participate in the
investigation. Id.

The presiding administrative law
judge (“ALJ”) held a claim construction
hearing on May 16, 2024, and issued a
claim construction order on July 15,
2024. Order No. 32 (July 15, 2024).

The following claims were terminated
from the investigation at Lenovo’s
request: all asserted claims of the *189
patent; claims 6, 8—15, and 19-21 of the
’066 patent; claims 2, 3, 8 and 10 of the
’354 patent; and claims 1-7, 9-16, and
18 of the *203 patent. Order No. 33 (July
16, 2024), unreviewed, Comm’n Notice,
EDIS Doc. ID 828374 (Aug. 5, 2024);
Order No. 38 (Aug. 8, 2024),
unreviewed, Comm’n Notice, EDIS Doc.
ID 831494 (Sept. 5, 2024); Order No. 60
(Sept. 12, 2024), unreviewed, Comm’n
Notice, EDIS Doc. ID 834090 (Oct. 4,
2024).

The ALJ conducted an evidentiary
hearing from September 16, 2024,
through September 20, 2024. Lenovo
and ASUS filed initial post-hearing
briefs on October 4, 2024, and filed
post-hearing reply briefs on October 18,
2024.

On February 7, 2025, the ALJ issued
the final initial determination (“ID”’) on
violation of section 337. Lenovo filed a
petition for review of that ID, and ASUS
filed a contingent petition for review, on
February 21, 2025. The parties filed
respective replies to each others’
petitions on March 3, 2025.

On April 9, 2025, the Commission
extended the date by which it must
determine whether to review the final
ID to May 1, 2025.

On May 1, 2025, the Commission
determined to review the ID in its
entirety and sought briefing from the
parties on certain issues, including
remedy, bonding, and the public
interest. The parties filed opening and
reply submissions in response to that
request on May 15, 2025, and May 22,
2025, respectively.

On June 9, 2025, the Commission
extended the target date for completion
of this investigation to June 20, 2025.

Having considered the record of the
investigation, including the final ID, the
parties’ submissions to the ALJ, the
parties’ petitions and responses thereto,
and the parties’ responses to the
Commission’s notice of review, the
Commission has determined to affirm
the ID’s finding of no violation, make
supplemental findings in support of that
determination, and take no position on
certain subsidiary findings in the ID as
detailed in the concurrently issued
Commission opinion. Specifically, the
Commission has determined that claims
8 and 17 of the "203 patent, claims 1-

5, 7, and 16—18 of the '066 patent, and

claims 1 and 4-6 of the ’354 patent are
not infringed and claims 7, 9, and 11 of
the 354 patent are invalid. The
Commission has determined to take no
position on the following issues:
whether ASUS demonstrated the
knowledge and intent necessary to be
liable for inducing infringement of the
’203 patent, whether the term “resource
block” requires both time and frequency
components, whether the asserted
claims of the *203 patent are invalid,
whether claims 1 and 4-6 of the ’354
patent are invalid, and whether the
domestic industry requirement is
satisfied for the 354 patent. This
investigation is terminated.

The Commission vote for this
determination took place on June 20,
2025.

The authority for the Commission’s
determination is contained in section
337 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended (19 U.S.C. 1337), and in Part
210 of the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR part
210).

By order of the Commission.

Issued: June 20, 2025.

Lisa Barton,

Secretary to the Commission.

[FR Doc. 2025-11661 Filed 6—-24—25; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7020-02-P

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

[Investigation No. 337-TA-1398]

Certain Smart Wearable Devices,
Systems, and Components Thereof;
Notice of a Commission Determination
To Review in Part a Final Initial
Determination; Request for Written
Submissions on Remedy, the Public
Interest, and Bonding

AGENCY: U.S. International Trade
Commission.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
the U.S. International Trade
Commission (‘“Commission’’) has
determined to review in part a final
initial determination (“FID”’) of the
presiding administrative law judge
(“ALJ”). The Commission requests
written submissions from the parties,
interested government agencies, and
other interested persons on the issues of
remedy, the public interest, and
bonding, under the schedule set forth
below.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Paul
Lall, Office of the General Counsel, U.S.
International Trade Commission, 500 E
Street SW, Washington, DC 20436,
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telephone (202) 205-2043. Copies of
non-confidential documents filed in
connection with this investigation may
be viewed on the Commission’s
electronic docket (EDIS) at https://
edis.usitc.gov. For help accessing EDIS,
please email EDIS3Help@usitc.gov.
General information concerning the
Commission may also be obtained by
accessing its internet server at https://
www.usitc.gov. Hearing-impaired
persons are advised that information on
this matter can be obtained by
contacting the Commission’s TDD
terminal, telephone (202) 205-1810.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Commission instituted this investigation
on April 17, 2024, based on a complaint
filed on behalf of Ouraring, Inc. of San
Francisco, California, and Oura Health
Oy of Finland (collectively, “Oura,” or
“Complainants”). 89 FR 27452-53 (Apr.
17, 2024). The complaint, as amended,
alleged violations of section 337, based
upon the importation into the United
States, the sale for importation, and the
sale within the United States after
importation of certain smart wearable
devices, systems, and components
thereof by reason of the infringement of
certain claims of U.S. Patent Nos.
11,868,178 (“‘the 178 patent”);
10,842,429 (“the '429 patent”); and
11,868,179 (“the 179 patent”). The
Commission’s notice of investigation
named as respondents Ultrahuman
Healthcare Pvt. Ltd. of Karnataka, India;
Ultrahuman Healthcare SP LLC of Abu
Dhabi, UAE; Ultrahuman Healthcare
Ltd. of London, United Kingdom
(collectively “Ultrahuman”);
Guangdong Jiu Zhi Technology Co. Ltd.
of Guangdong, China; RingConn LLC of
Wilmington, Delaware; and Circular
SAS of Paris, France. The Office of
Unfair Import Investigations (“OUIIL”) is
also a party in this investigation.
Subsequently, the ALJ issued an ID
granting Oura’s motion to amend its first
amended complaint and the notice of
investigation to change the name of
respondent Guangdong Jiu Zhi
Technology Co. Ltd. to Shenzhen
Ninenovo Technology Limited because
of a corporate name change, and to
amend the address for RingConn LLC
(collectively, “RingConn”’). Order No. 8
(May 3, 2024), unreviewed by Comm’n
Notice, 89 FR 48686—87 (June 7, 2024).
The ALJ also issued an ID granting a
joint motion for partial termination of
the investigation as to respondent
Circular SAS based on settlement. Order
No. 12 (July 9, 2024), unreviewed by
Comm’n Notice (Aug. 6, 2024).
Moreover, the ALJ issued three IDs
granting the complainants’ unopposed
motions for partial termination as to

certain claims, including all claims of
the *429 and ’179 patents. Order No. 13
(July 30, 2024), unreviewed by Comm’n
Notice (Aug. 22, 2024); Order No. 15
(Sept. 16, 2024), unreviewed by Comm’n
Notice (Oct. 7, 2024); Order No. 21 (Dec.
9, 2024), unreviewed by Comm’n Notice
(Dec. 23, 2024).

On August 15, 2024, the ALJ held a
hearing on claim construction, and on
October 13, 2024, the ALJ issued a claim
construction order. Order No.17 (Oct.
23, 2024).

The ALJ held an evidentiary hearing
on December 11-13 and 16—17, 2024. As
of the hearing, Oura only asserted
claims 1, 2, and 12—14 of the 178 patent
(the ““Asserted Claims”) against the
RingConn’s accused Smart Ring and
associated applications and the
Ultrahuman Ring AIR and its associated
application. FID at 7—8. Oura also
asserted that its domestic industry
products practice claims 1, 2, and 12—
14 of the *178 patent for purposes of the
domestic industry requirement. Id.

On April 18, 2025, the presiding ALJ
issued the FID, finding that there has
been a violation of section 337 in the
importation into the United States, the
sale for importation, and/or the sale in
the United States after importation of
certain smart ring wearable devices,
systems, and components thereof with
respect to certain claims of the '178
patent. Specifically, the FID found that:
(1) The importation requirement was
satisfied for the accused products; (2)
claims 1, 2, and 12—14 of the 178 patent
were shown to be infringed; (3) the
technical prong of the domestic industry
requirement was satisfied with respect
to the 178 patent; (4) claims 1, 2, and
12-14 of the "178 patent were not shown
to be invalid; and (5) the economic
prong of the domestic industry
requirement was satisfied with respect
to the *178 patent. Id. at 130.

The FID included a Recommended
Determination on Remedy and Bonding
(“RD”). Id. at 136—41. It recommended
that the Commission issue a limited
exclusion order and cease and desist
orders in the event the Commission
finds a violation of section 337 and
impose a bond of zero percent (0%)
during the period of Presidential
Review. Id. The ALJ also issued a
Recommended Determination on the
Public Interest pursuant to the
Commission’s delegation of public
interest to the ALJ in the notice of
investigation.

On May 2, 2025, RingConn and
Ultrahuman (collectively,
“Respondents”) filed a joint petition for
review of several of the FID’s findings.
On May 12, 2025, Oura and OUII filed

separate responses to Respondents’
petition.

Having reviewed the record of the
investigation, including the parties’
petitions for review and related
submissions, the Commission has
determined to review the final initial
determination in part. Specifically, the
Commission has determined to review
the economic prong of the domestic
industry requirement for the '178
patent.

In connection with the final
disposition of this investigation, the
statute authorizes issuance of, inter alia,
(1) an exclusion order that could result
in the exclusion of the subject articles
from entry into the United States; and/
or (2) cease and desist orders that could
result in the respondents being required
to cease and desist from engaging in
unfair acts in the importation and sale
of such articles. Accordingly, the
Commission is interested in receiving
written submissions that address the
form of remedy, if any, that should be
ordered. If a party seeks exclusion of an
article from entry into the United States
for purposes other than entry for
consumption, the party should so
indicate and provide information
establishing that activities involving
other types of entry either are adversely
affecting it or likely to do so. For
background, see Certain Devices for
Connecting Computers via Telephone
Lines, Inv. No. 337-TA-360, USITC
Pub. No. 2843, Comm’n Op. at 7-10
(Dec. 1994). In connection with these
findings, the Commission requests
responses from the parties to the
following questions:

(1) To the extent that any party seeks
an exemption from any proposed
remedy for customer service and
warranty obligations, please explain:

a. What is the rationale for providing
an exemption, including under the
public interest factors (in particular,
U.S. consumers)? Please identify and
describe specific evidence supporting
this rationale and where in the record
such evidence was first submitted to the
ALJ. If such evidence was not submitted
to the ALJ, please explain why the
Commission should give such evidence
any weight at this stage in the
investigation.

b. What are the warranty terms, if any,
for the merchandise in question? Should
the exemption apply only to
merchandise under warranty, or to all
needed service and repair?

c. Should the exemption cover only
parts for service/repair, or should it also
allow complete replacement of
merchandise?

d. What should the temporal cutoff be
for the exemption, e.g., (1) should the
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operative date be the issuance of the
Commission’s final determination or the
end of the Presidential review period,
and (2) should it apply to merchandise
sold prior to such date or to
merchandise imported prior to such
date?

The parties are invited to brief only
the discrete issues requested above. The
parties are not to brief other issues on
review, which are adequately presented
in the parties’ existing filings.

The statute requires the Commission
to consider the effects of that remedy
upon the public interest. The public
interest factors the Commission will
consider include the effect that an
exclusion order and cease and desist
orders would have on: (1) the public
health and welfare, (2) competitive
conditions in the U.S. economy, (3) U.S.
production of articles that are like or
directly competitive with those that are
subject to investigation, and (4) U.S.
consumers. To the extent that any party
in this investigation asserts that the
proposed remedy would adversely
impact the public interest, please
identify and describe specific evidence
supporting this assertion and where in
the record such evidence was first
submitted to the ALJ. If such evidence
was not submitted to the ALJ, please
explain what weight, if any, the
Commission should give such evidence
at this stage in the investigation.

In connection with the consideration
of the public interest, the Commission
requests responses from the parties to
the following questions:

(1) Please identify whether any
reasonable substitutes for the infringing
devices are available to consumers,
researchers, or other professionals, for
example those participating in the uses
described in the third-party public
interest submissions, and whether they
are capable of meeting any public health
and welfare concerns raised by any
remedial relief in this investigation. Is
or would there be sufficient supply of
any such reasonable substitutes for the
infringing devices?

(2) With respect to the medical,
health, and wellness studies using the
accused products referenced during the
hearing, please provide documents
sufficient to show:

a. What is the goal of the study?

b. When did the study start?

c. How long is the study planned for?

d. How many devices are being used?

e. How many participants are
involved in the study?

f. Are there reasonable substitutes for
the accused product currently used in
the study? Are Complainants’ domestic
industry products reasonable
substitutes?

(3) Please explain why the parties
failed to develop the evidentiary record
in the hearing before the ALJ to include
specific documents and statements from
third party researchers that use the
accused products.

If the Commission orders some form
of remedy, the U.S. Trade
Representative, as delegated by the
President, has 60 days to approve,
disapprove, or take no action on the
Commission’s determination. See
Presidential Memorandum of July 21,
2005, 70 FR 43251 (July 26, 2005).
During this period, the subject articles
would be entitled to enter the United
States under bond, in an amount
determined by the Commission and
prescribed by the Secretary of the
Treasury. The Commission is therefore
interested in receiving submissions
concerning the amount of the bond that
should be imposed if a remedy is
ordered.

Written Submissions: The parties to
the investigation are requested to file
written submissions on the issues
identified in this notice. Parties to the
investigation, interested government
agencies, and any other interested
parties are encouraged to file written
submissions on the issues of remedy,
the public interest, and bonding. Such
submissions should address the RD by
the ALJ on remedy and bonding.

In their initial submission,
Complainants are also requested to
identify the remedy sought, and
Complainants and OUII are requested to
submit proposed drafts of remedial
orders for the Commission’s
consideration. Complainants are further
requested to provide the HTSUS
subheadings under which the accused
products are imported and to supply the
identification information for all known
importers of the products at issue in this
investigation. All initial written
submissions, from the parties and/or
third parties/interested government
agencies, and proposed remedial orders
from the parties must be filed no later
than close of business on July 7, 2025.
All reply submissions must be filed no
later than the close of business on July
14, 2025. Opening submissions from the
parties are limited to 50 pages. Reply
submissions from the parties are limited
to 25 pages. All submission from third
parties and/or interested government
agencies are limited to 10 pages. No
further submissions on any of these
issues will be permitted unless
otherwise ordered by the Commission.

Persons filing written submissions
must file the original document
electronically on or before the deadlines
stated above. The Commission’s paper
filing requirements in 19 CFR 210.4(f)

are currently waived. 85 FR 15798 (Mar.
19, 2020). Submissions should refer to
the investigation number (“Inv. No.
337-TA-1398”) in a prominent place on
the cover page and/or the first page. (See
Handbook for Electronic Filing
Procedures, https://www.usitc.gov/
documents/handbook on filing
procedures.pdf). Persons with questions
regarding filing should contact the
Secretary, (202) 205-2000.

Any person desiring to submit a
document to the Commission in
confidence must request confidential
treatment by marking each document
with a header indicating that the
document contains confidential
information. This marking will be
deemed to satisfy the request procedure
set forth in Rules 201.6(b) and
210.5(e)(2) (19 CFR 201.6(b) &
210.5(¢e)(2)). Documents for which
confidential treatment by the
Commission is properly sought will be
treated accordingly. Any non-party
wishing to submit comments containing
confidential information must serve
those comments on the parties to the
investigation pursuant to the applicable
Administrative Protective Order. A
redacted non-confidential version of the
document must also be filed with the
Commission and served on any parties
to the investigation within two business
days of any confidential filing. All
information, including confidential
business information and documents for
which confidential treatment is properly
sought, submitted to the Commission for
purposes of this investigation may be
disclosed to and used: (i) by the
Commission, its employees and Offices,
and contract personnel (a) for
developing or maintaining the records
of this or a related proceeding, or (b) in
internal investigations, audits, reviews,
and evaluations relating to the
programs, personnel, and operations of
the Commission including under 5
U.S.C. Appendix 3; or (ii) by U.S.
government employees and contract
personnel, solely for cybersecurity
purposes. All contract personnel will
sign appropriate nondisclosure
agreements. All nonconfidential written
submissions will be available for public
inspection on EDIS.

The Commission’s vote on this
determination took place on June 20,
2025.

The authority for the Commission’s
determination is contained in section
337 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended (19 U.S.C. 1337), and in part
210 of the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR part
210).

By order of the Commission.
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Issued: June 20, 2025.
Lisa Barton,
Secretary to the Commission.
[FR Doc. 2025-11659 Filed 6-24—25; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7020-02-P

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Guidance on Referrals for Potential
Criminal Enforcement

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This notice describes the
Department of Labor’s plans to address
criminally liable regulatory offenses
under the recent executive order on
Fighting Overcriminalization in Federal
Regulations.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Edmund C. Baird, Acting Deputy
Solicitor for Regional Enforcement,
Office of the Solicitor; telephone (202)
693-5460; email: contact-sol@dol.gov

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On May 9,
2025, the President issued Executive
Order (“E.O.”) 14294, Fighting
Overcriminalization in Federal
Regulations. 90 FR 20363 (published
May 14, 2025). Section 7 of E.O. 14294
provides that within 45 days of the
order, and in consultation with the
Attorney General, each agency should
publish guidance in the Federal
Register describing its plan to address
criminally liable regulatory offenses.

Consistent with that requirement, the
Department of Labor (“DOL”) advises
the public that by May 9, 2026, the
Department, in consultation with the
Attorney General, will provide to the
Director of the Office of Management
and Budget (“OMB”) a report
containing: (1) a list of all criminal
regulatory offenses ! enforceable by DOL
or the Department of Justice (“DOJ”);
and (2) for each such criminal
regulatory offense, the range of potential
criminal penalties for a violation and
the applicable mens rea standard 2 for
the criminal regulatory offense.

This notice also announces a general
policy, subject to appropriate exceptions
and to the extent consistent with law,
that when DOL is deciding whether to
refer alleged violations of criminal
regulatory offenses to DOJ, officers and
employees of DOL should consider,
among other factors:

e whether an employee has died or
was seriously injured as a result of a

1“Criminal regulatory offense’” means a Federal
regulation that is enforceable with a criminal
penalty. E.O. 14294, sec. 3(b).

2“Mens rea’”” means the state of mind that by law
must be proven to convict a particular defendant of
a particular crime. E.O. 14294, sec. 3(c).

violation of one of the laws that DOL
enforces;

¢ whether the putative defendant’s
conduct is particularly egregious, such
as where the employer has a history of
similar violations;

o whether the putative defendant has
deliberately impeded Department of
Labor investigative efforts;

e whether workers were physically or
mentally coerced, such as in cases
involving trafficking or extortion;

o the harm or risk of harm, pecuniary
or otherwise, caused by the alleged
offense;

o the potential gain to the putative
defendant that could result from the
offense;

e whether the putative defendant
held specialized knowledge, expertise,
or was licensed in an industry related to
the rule or regulation at issue; and

¢ evidence, if any is available, of the
putative defendant’s general awareness
of the unlawfulness of his conduct as
well as his knowledge or lack thereof of
the regulation at issue.

This general policy is not intended to,
and does not, create any right or benefit,
substantive or procedural, enforceable at
law or in equity by any party against the
United States, its departments, agencies,
or entities, its officers, employees, or
agents, or any other person.

Jonathan Snare,

Acting Solicitor of Labor.

[FR Doc. 2025-11679 Filed 6-24-25; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4510-HX-P

OFFICE OF SPECIAL COUNSEL

Information Collection Request;
Request for Comment

AGENCY: U.S. Office of Special Counsel
(OSQ).

ACTION: Notice of request for comments.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. chapter 35), the U.S. Office of
Special Counsel (OSC) is seeking public
comment on an extension of a currently
approved information collection activity
for its Alternative Dispute Resolution
(ADR) Program, approved under OMB
Control Number 3255-0008. OSC has
revised its survey approach and now
administers a single survey to mediation
participants immediately following the
conclusion of their ADR session. This
updated format replaces the prior two-
part survey process (initial and follow-
up). The survey is used to assess
program effectiveness, gather
participant feedback, and identify areas
for improvement. Participation is

voluntary and responses are submitted
anonymously.

DATES: Written comments must be
received on or before August 25, 2025.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
by any of the following methods:

e Mail: Barbara Wheeler Jones, U.S.
Office of Special Counsel, 1730 M Street
NW, Suite 218, Washington, DC 20036.

e Email: frliaison@osc.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nicole Courtney, Records and
Information Manager, at (202) 804—7000
or via email at frliaison@osc.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: OSC'’s
ADR Survey is administered
electronically to individuals who
participate in the agency’s voluntary
mediation program for prohibited
personnel practice complaints. To
improve efficiency and enhance
response quality, OSC now issues a
single consolidated survey immediately
after the mediation concludes. The
information collected will help OSC
evaluate the overall success of its ADR
process and improve service delivery.
Participation remains voluntary and
anonymous.

e Title of Collection: OSC Alternative
Dispute Resolution (ADR) Program
Survey.

e OMB Control Number: 3255—-0008.

e Type of Review: An amendment of
a currently approved information
collection. OSC has submitted an
extension request to OMB for this
collection (Control No. 3255—-0008),
which is currently under review. This
notice initiates a separate review
process for a proposed revision to that
collection, which will be submitted to
OMB following the conclusion of the
public comment period.

e Affected Public: Individuals who
participate in OSC’s ADR process (e.g.,
federal employees, agency
representatives, legal counsel).

e Estimated Number of Respondents:
80 annually.

e Estimated Time per Response: 35
minutes.

e Total Estimated Annual Burden:
Approximately 46.64.

Abstract: The ADR Program at OSC
provides a confidential and informal
process to resolve prohibited personnel
practice complaints through mediation
and facilitated discussions. To assess
participant satisfaction, OSC
administers a short, singular survey
following each mediation session. This
revised format replaces the former two-
survey model. Responses are used to
evaluate the effectiveness of the ADR
process, identify trends, and inform
program enhancements. The survey is
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