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9 In this matter there are two separate and distinct 
grounds by which the Agency proposed revocation, 
Registrant lost state authority and his registration is 
outside the public interest; each ground, standing 
alone, supports the Agency’s decision to revoke. 

prima facie public interest revocation 
case regarding Registrant’s violations of 
the CSA’s implementing regulations is 
confined to Factors B and D. RFAAX 2, 
at 3. Moreover, the Government has the 
burden of proof in this proceeding. 5 
U.S.C.A. 556(d); 21 CFR 1301.44. 

Factors B and/or D—Registrant’s 
Registration is Inconsistent With the 
Public Interest 

Evidence is considered under Public 
Interest Factors B and D when it reflects 
compliance or non-compliance with 
federal and local laws related to 
controlled substances and experience 
dispensing controlled substances. 21 
U.S.C. 823(g)(1)(B) and (D); see also 
Kareem Hubbard, M.D., 87 FR 21,156, 
21,162 (2022). Here, as the Agency finds 
above, Registrant is deemed to admit 
and the Agency finds that Registrant 
issued at least five controlled substance 
prescriptions after the Washington State 
Board of Nursing suspended his 
Washington ARNP license. Supra 
Section III. The Agency further finds 
that these prescriptions were issued 
outside the usual course of professional 
practice and not for a legitimate medical 
purpose. Supra Section III; see also 
RFAAX 2, at 3. 

As such, the Agency finds substantial 
record evidence that the Registrant 
violated 21 CFR 1306.04(a), Wash. 
Admin. Code § 246–840–410(1)(a), and 
Wash. Rev. Code §§ 18.79.030(2), 
18.130.190(7). After considering Factors 
B and D, the Agency further finds that 
Registrant’s registration is outside the 
public interest. 21 U.S.C. 823(g)(1). 
Accordingly, the Agency finds that the 
Government established a prima facie 
case, that Registrant did not rebut that 
prima facie case, and that there is 
substantial record evidence supporting 
the revocation of Registrant’s 
registration. 21 U.S.C. 823(g)(1). 

D. Sanction 
Here, the Government has met its 

prima facie burden of showing that 
Registrant’s continued registration is 
inconsistent with the public interest due 
to his numerous violations pertaining to 
his controlled substance prescribing. 
Accordingly, the burden shifts to 
Registrant to show why he can be 
entrusted with a registration. Morall, 
412 F.3d. at 174; Jones Total Health 
Care Pharmacy, LLC v. Drug Enf’t 
Admin., 881 F.3d 823, 830 (11th Cir. 
2018); Garrett Howard Smith, M.D., 83 
FR 18,882, 18,904 (2018); supra section 
III. 

The issue of trust is necessarily a fact- 
dependent determination based on the 
circumstances presented by the 
individual registrant. Jeffrey Stein, M.D., 

84 FR 46,968, 46,972 (2019); see also 
Jones Total Health Care Pharmacy, 881 
F.3d at 833. Moreover, as past 
performance is the best predictor of 
future performance, DEA 
Administrators have required that a 
registrant who has committed acts 
inconsistent with the public interest 
must accept responsibility for those acts 
and demonstrate that he will not engage 
in future misconduct. Jones Total 
Health Care Pharmacy, 881 F.3d at 833; 
ALRA Labs, Inc. v. Drug Enf’t Admin., 
54 F.3d 450, 452 (7th Cir. 1995). A 
registrant’s acceptance of responsibility 
must be unequivocal. Jones Total Health 
Care Pharmacy, 881 F.3d at 830–31. In 
addition, a registrant’s candor during 
the investigation and hearing has been 
an important factor in determining 
acceptance of responsibility and the 
appropriate sanction. Id. Further, the 
Agency has found that the egregiousness 
and extent of the misconduct are 
significant factors in determining the 
appropriate sanction. Id. at 834 & n.4. 
The Agency has also considered the 
need to deter similar acts by the 
registrant and by the community of 
registrants. Jeffrey Stein, M.D., 84 FR at 
46,972–73. 

Here, Registrant did not request a 
hearing and did not otherwise avail 
himself of the opportunity to refute the 
Government’s case. As such, there is no 
record evidence that Registrant takes 
responsibility, let alone unequivocal 
responsibility, for the founded 
violations, meaning, among other 
things, that it is not reasonable to 
believe that Registrant’s future 
controlled substance-related actions will 
comply with legal requirements. 
Accordingly, Registrant did not 
convince the Agency that he can be 
entrusted with a registration. 

Further, the interests of specific and 
general deterrence weigh in favor of 
revocation. Given the foundational 
nature of Registrant’s violations, a 
sanction less than revocation would 
send a message to the existing and 
prospective registrant community that 
compliance with the law is not a 
condition precedent to maintaining a 
registration. 

In sum, Registrant has not offered any 
evidence on the record that rebuts the 
Government’s case for revocation of his 
registration, and Registrant has not 
demonstrated that he can be entrusted 
with the responsibility of registration. 
Accordingly, the Agency will order the 
revocation of Respondent’s registration.9 

Order 
Pursuant to 28 CFR 0.100(b) and the 

authority vested in me by 21 U.S.C. 
824(a) and 21 U.S.C. 823(g)(1), I hereby 
revoke DEA Certificate of Registration 
No. MH7100124 issued to Scott Hansen, 
A.P.R.N. Further, pursuant to 28 CFR 
0.100(b) and the authority vested in me 
by 21 U.S.C. 824(a) and 21 U.S.C. 
823(g)(1), I hereby deny any pending 
applications of Scott Hansen, A.P.R.N., 
to renew or modify this registration, as 
well as any other pending application of 
Scott Hansen, A.P.R.N., for additional 
registration in Washington. This Order 
is effective July 28, 2025. 

Signing Authority 
This document of the Drug 

Enforcement Administration was signed 
on June 20, 2025, by Acting 
Administrator Robert J. Murphy. That 
document with the original signature 
and date is maintained by DEA. For 
administrative purposes only, and in 
compliance with requirements of the 
Office of the Federal Register, the 
undersigned DEA Federal Register 
Liaison Officer has been authorized to 
sign and submit the document in 
electronic format for publication, as an 
official document of DEA. This 
administrative process in no way alters 
the legal effect of this document upon 
publication in the Federal Register. 

Gregory Aul, 
Federal Register Liaison Officer, Drug 
Enforcement Administration. 
[FR Doc. 2025–11731 Filed 6–25–25; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4410–09–P 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Drug Enforcement Administration 

Bohdan Olesnicky, M.D.; Decision and 
Order 

On November 13, 2024, the Drug 
Enforcement Administration (DEA or 
Government) issued an Order to Show 
Cause (OSC) to Bohdan Olesnicky, M.D., 
of Indian Wells, California (Registrant). 
Request for Final Agency Action 
(RFAA), Exhibit (RFAAX) 1, at 1, 4. The 
OSC proposed the revocation of 
Registrant’s Certificate of Registration 
No. FO0628391, alleging that 
Registrant’s registration should be 
revoked because Registrant is ‘‘currently 
without authority to handle controlled 
substances in the State of California, the 
state in which [he is] registered with 
DEA.’’ Id. at 2 (citing 21 U.S.C. 
824(a)(3)). 

The OSC notified Registrant of his 
right to file a written request for hearing, 
and that if he failed to file such a 
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1 Based on the Government’s submissions in its 
RFAA dated February 26, 2025, the Agency finds 
that service of the OSC on Registrant was adequate. 
The included declaration from a DEA Diversion 
Investigator (DI) indicates that on November 15, 
2024, the DI attempted to serve Registrant the OSC 
at his ‘‘mail to’’ address and left a copy of the OSC 
at that location. RFAAX 2, at 2. On November 20, 
2024, the DI emailed a copy of the OSC to 
Registrant’s registered email address and the email 
was not returned. Id. On the same date, the DI 
mailed copies of the OSC via certified mail to 
Registrant’s ‘‘mail to’’ address and address of record 
with the Medical Board of California. Id. The copy 
of the OSC sent to Registrant’s ‘‘mail-to’’ address 
was returned as ‘‘unclaimed.’’ Id. Finally, on 
November 27, 2024, the DI mailed a copy of the 
OSC to Registrant’s ‘‘mail to’’ address via First-Class 
mail. Id. at 3. Here, the Agency finds that the DI’s 
efforts to serve Registrant were ‘‘‘reasonably 
calculated, under all the circumstances, to apprise 
[Registrant] of the pendency of the action.’’’ Jones 
v. Flowers, 547 U.S. 220, 226 (2006) (quoting 
Mullane v. Central Hanover Bank & Trust Co., 339 
U.S. 306, 314 (1950)). Therefore, due process notice 
requirements have been satisfied. 

2 Under the Administrative Procedure Act, an 
agency ‘‘may take official notice of facts at any stage 
in a proceeding—even in the final decision.’’ 
United States Department of Justice, Attorney 
General’s Manual on the Administrative Procedure 
Act 80 (1947) (Wm. W. Gaunt & Sons, Inc., Reprint 
1979). 

3 Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 556(e), ‘‘[w]hen an agency 
decision rests on official notice of a material fact 
not appearing in the evidence in the record, a party 
is entitled, on timely request, to an opportunity to 
show the contrary.’’ The material fact here is that 
Registrant, as of the date of this decision, is not 
licensed to practice medicine in California. 
Accordingly, Registrant may dispute the Agency’s 
finding by filing a properly supported motion for 
reconsideration of findings of fact within fifteen 
calendar days of the date of this Order. Any such 
motion and response shall be filed and served by 
email to the other party and to the DEA Office of 
the Administrator, Drug Enforcement 
Administration, at dea.addo.attorneys@dea.gov. 

4 This rule derives from the text of two provisions 
of the Controlled Substances Act (CSA). First, 
Congress defined the term ‘‘practitioner’’ to mean 
‘‘a physician . . . or other person licensed, 
registered, or otherwise permitted, by . . . the 
jurisdiction in which he practices . . . , to 
distribute, dispense, . . . [or] administer . . . a 
controlled substance in the course of professional 
practice.’’ 21 U.S.C. 802(21). Second, in setting the 
requirements for obtaining a practitioner’s 
registration, Congress directed that ‘‘[t]he Attorney 
General shall register practitioners . . . if the 
applicant is authorized to dispense . . . controlled 
substances under the laws of the State in which he 
practices.’’ 21 U.S.C. 823(g)(1). Because Congress 
has clearly mandated that a practitioner possess 

state authority in order to be deemed a practitioner 
under the CSA, DEA has held repeatedly that 
revocation of a practitioner’s registration is the 
appropriate sanction whenever he is no longer 
authorized to dispense controlled substances under 
the laws of the state in which he practices. See, e.g., 
James L. Hooper, M.D., 76 FR at 71,371–72; Sheran 
Arden Yeates, M.D., 71 FR 39,130, 39,131 (2006); 
Dominick A. Ricci, M.D., 58 FR 51,104, 51,105 
(1993); Bobby Watts, M.D., 53 FR 11,919, 11,920 
(1988); Frederick Marsh Blanton, M.D., 43 FR at 
27,617. 

request, he would be deemed to have 
waived his right to a hearing and be in 
default. Id. at 2–3 (citing 21 CFR 
1301.43). Here, Registrant did not 
request a hearing. RFAA, at 4.1 ‘‘A 
default, unless excused, shall be 
deemed to constitute a waiver of the 
registrant’s/applicant’s right to a hearing 
and an admission of the factual 
allegations of the [OSC].’’ 21 CFR 
1301.43(e). 

Further, ‘‘[i]n the event that a 
registrant . . . is deemed to be in 
default . . . DEA may then file a request 
for final agency action with the 
Administrator, along with a record to 
support its request. In such 
circumstances, the Administrator may 
enter a default final order pursuant to 
[21 CFR] 1316.67.’’ Id. at 1301.43(f)(1). 
Here, the Government has requested 
final agency action based on Registrant’s 
default pursuant to 21 CFR 1301.43(a), 
(c), (f), 1301.46. RFAA, at 1; see also 21 
CFR 1316.67. 

Findings of Fact 
The Agency finds that, in light of 

Registrant’s default, the factual 
allegations in the OSC are deemed 
admitted. According to the OSC, on 
December 5, 2023, Registrant 
surrendered his California physician’s 
and surgeon’s license. RFAAX 1, at 1. 
According to California online records, 
of which the Agency takes official 
notice,2 Registrant’s California medical 
license has a primary status of ‘‘License 
Surrendered.’’ California DCA License 
Search, https://search.dca.ca.gov (last 
visited date of signature of this Order). 

Accordingly, the Agency finds that 
Registrant is not licensed to practice 
medicine in California, the state in 
which he is registered with DEA.3 

Discussion 
Pursuant to 21 U.S.C. 824(a)(3), the 

Attorney General is authorized to 
suspend or revoke a registration issued 
under 21 U.S.C. 823 ‘‘upon a finding 
that the registrant . . . has had his State 
license or registration suspended . . . 
[or] revoked . . . by competent State 
authority and is no longer authorized by 
State law to engage in the . . . 
dispensing of controlled substances.’’ 
With respect to a practitioner, DEA has 
also long held that the possession of 
authority to dispense controlled 
substances under the laws of the state in 
which a practitioner engages in 
professional practice is a fundamental 
condition for obtaining and maintaining 
a practitioner’s registration. Gonzales v. 
Oregon, 546 U.S. 243, 270 (2006) (‘‘The 
Attorney General can register a 
physician to dispense controlled 
substances ‘if the applicant is 
authorized to dispense . . . controlled 
substances under the laws of the State 
in which he practices.’ . . . The very 
definition of a ‘practitioner’ eligible to 
prescribe includes physicians ‘licensed, 
registered, or otherwise permitted, by 
the United States or the jurisdiction in 
which he practices’ to dispense 
controlled substances. § 802(21).’’). The 
Agency has applied these principles 
consistently. See, e.g., James L. Hooper, 
M.D., 76 FR 71,371, 71,372 (2011), pet. 
for rev. denied, 481 F. App’x 826 (4th 
Cir. 2012); Frederick Marsh Blanton, 
M.D., 43 FR 27,616, 27,617 (1978).4 

According to California statute, 
‘‘dispense’’ means ‘‘to deliver a 
controlled substance to an ultimate user 
or research subject by or pursuant to the 
lawful order of a practitioner, including 
the prescribing, furnishing, packaging, 
labeling, or compounding necessary to 
prepare the substance for that delivery.’’ 
Cal. Health & Safety Code § 11010 (West 
2024). Further, a ‘‘practitioner’’ means a 
person ‘‘licensed, registered, or 
otherwise permitted, to distribute, 
dispense, conduct research with respect 
to, or administer, a controlled substance 
in the course of professional practice or 
research in [the] state.’’ Id. at § 11026(c). 

Here, the undisputed evidence in the 
record is that Registrant currently lacks 
authority to practice medicine in 
California. As discussed above, a 
physician must be a licensed 
practitioner to dispense a controlled 
substance in California. Thus, because 
Registrant currently lacks authority to 
practice medicine in California and, 
therefore, is not currently authorized to 
handle controlled substances in 
California, Registrant is not eligible to 
maintain a DEA registration. 
Accordingly, the Agency will order that 
Registrant’s DEA registration be 
revoked. 

Order 
Pursuant to 28 CFR 0.100(b) and the 

authority vested in me by 21 U.S.C. 
824(a), I hereby revoke DEA Certificate 
of Registration No. FO0628391 issued to 
Bohdan Olesnicky, M.D. Further, 
pursuant to 28 CFR 0.100(b) and the 
authority vested in me by 21 U.S.C. 
823(g)(1), I hereby deny any pending 
applications of Bohdan Olesnicky, M.D., 
to renew or modify this registration, as 
well as any other pending application of 
Bohdan Olesnicky, M.D., for additional 
registration in California. This Order is 
effective July 28, 2025. 

Signing Authority 
This document of the Drug 

Enforcement Administration was signed 
on June 20, 2025, by Acting 
Administrator Robert J. Murphy. That 
document with the original signature 
and date is maintained by DEA. For 
administrative purposes only, and in 
compliance with requirements of the 
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Office of the Federal Register, the 
undersigned DEA Federal Register 
Liaison Officer has been authorized to 
sign and submit the document in 
electronic format for publication, as an 
official document of DEA. This 
administrative process in no way alters 
the legal effect of this document upon 
publication in the Federal Register. 

Gregory Aul, 
Federal Register Liaison Officer, Drug 
Enforcement Administration. 
[FR Doc. 2025–11729 Filed 6–25–25; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4410–09–P 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

National Institute of Corrections 

Advisory Board; Notice of Meeting 

This notice announces a forthcoming 
meeting of the National Institute of 
Corrections (NIC) Advisory Board. 

Name of the Committee: NIC 
Advisory Board. 

General Function of the Committee: 
To aid the National Institute of 
Corrections in developing long-range 
plans, advise on program development, 
and recommend guidance to assist NIC’s 
efforts in the areas of training, technical 
assistance, information services, and 
policy/program development assistance 
to Federal, state, and local corrections 
agencies. 

Date and Time: Public meeting 1:00 
p.m.–4:00 p.m. ET on Tuesday, July 15, 
2025. Closed session from 4:00 p.m.– 
4:30 p.m. ET. 

Location: Virtual. 
Contact Person: Leslie LeMaster, 

Designated Federal Officer (DFO) to the 
NIC Advisory Board, The National 
Institute of Corrections, 320 First Street 
NW, Room 901–3, Washington, DC 
20534. To contact Ms. LeMaster, please 
call (202) 305–5773 or llemaster@
bop.gov. 

Agenda: On July 15, 2025, the 
Advisory Board will: (1) receive a brief 
Agency Report from the NIC Director, 
and (2) receive project-specific updates 
from all NIC divisions. Time for 
questions and counsel from the Board is 
built into the agenda. 

Procedure: On Tuesday, July 15, 2025, 
1:00 p.m.–4:00 p.m. ET, the meeting is 
open to the public. Interested persons 
may request to attend virtually and 
present data, information, or views, 
orally and/or in writing, on issues 
pending before the committee. Such 
requests must be made to the contact 
person on or before Monday, July 7, 
2025. The public comment period is 
scheduled for 3:35 p.m.–3:50 p.m. ET on 
July 15, 2025. The time allotted for each 

presentation and/or comment is limited. 
Those who wish to make formal oral 
presentations should notify the contact 
person and submit a brief statement of 
the general nature of the evidence or 
arguments they wish to present, the 
names, titles, agencies, addresses, and 
email addresses of proposed 
participants, and an indication of the 
approximate time requested to make 
their presentation on or before July 7, 
2025. 

Closed Committee Deliberations: On 
July 15, 2025, between 4:00 p.m.–4:30 
p.m. ET, the meeting will be closed to 
permit discussion of information that (1) 
relates solely to the internal personnel 
rules and practices of an agency (5 
U.S.C. 552b(c) (2)), and (2) is of a 
personal nature where disclosure would 
constitute a clearly unwarranted 
invasion of personal privacy (5 U.S.C. 
552b(c) (6)). 

General Information: NIC welcomes 
the attendance of the public at its 
advisory committee meetings and will 
make every effort to accommodate 
persons with physical disabilities or 
special needs. If you require special 
accommodations due to a disability, 
please contact Leslie LeMaster by July 7, 
2025. Notice of this meeting is given 
under the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act (5 U.S.C. app. 2). 

Leslie LeMaster, 
Designated Federal Officer, National Institute 
of Corrections. 
[FR Doc. 2025–11779 Filed 6–25–25; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4410–36–P 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

Agency Information Collection 
Activities; Submission for OMB 
Review; American Time Use Survey 

ACTION: Notice of availability; request 
for comments. 

SUMMARY: The Department of Labor 
(DOL) is submitting this Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (BLS)-sponsored information 
collection request (ICR) to the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) for 
review and approval in accordance with 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(PRA). Public comments on the ICR are 
invited. 
DATES: The OMB will consider all 
written comments that the agency 
receives on or before July 28, 2025. 
ADDRESSES: Written comments and 
recommendations for the proposed 
information collection should be sent 
within 30 days of publication of this 
notice to www.reginfo.gov/public/do/ 
PRAMain. Find this particular 

information collection by selecting 
‘‘Currently under 30-day Review—Open 
for Public Comments’’ or by using the 
search function. 

Comments are invited on: (1) whether 
the collection of information is 
necessary for the proper performance of 
the functions of the Department, 
including whether the information will 
have practical utility; (2) the accuracy of 
the agency’s estimates of the burden and 
cost of the collection of information, 
including the validity of the 
methodology and assumptions used; (3) 
ways to enhance the quality, utility and 
clarity of the information collection; and 
(4) ways to minimize the burden of the 
collection of information on those who 
are to respond, including the use of 
automated collection techniques or 
other forms of information technology. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Nicole Bouchet by telephone at 202– 
693–0213, or by email at DOL_PRA_
PUBLIC@dol.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
American Time Use Survey (ATUS) is 
the Nation’s only federally 
administered, continuous survey on 
time use in the United States. It 
measures, for example, time spent with 
children, working, providing eldercare, 
sleeping or doing leisure activities. In 
the United States, several existing 
Federal surveys collect income and 
wage data for individuals and families, 
and analysts often use such measures of 
material prosperity as proxies for 
quality of life. Time-use data 
substantially augment these quality-of- 
life measures. The data also can be used 
in conjunction with wage data to 
evaluate the contribution of non-market 
work to national economies. This 
enables comparisons of production 
between nations that have different 
mixes of market and non-market 
activities. The ATUS supports the 
mission of the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
by providing data on when, where, and 
how much employed Americans work. 
Individuals aged 15 and up are selected 
from a nationally representative sample 
of households each month for the 
ATUS. For additional substantive 
information about this ICR, see the 
related notice published in the Federal 
Register on March 28, 2025 (90 FRN 
14168). 

This information collection is subject 
to the PRA. A Federal agency generally 
cannot conduct or sponsor a collection 
of information, and the public is 
generally not required to respond to an 
information collection, unless the OMB 
approves it and displays a currently 
valid OMB Control Number. In addition, 
notwithstanding any other provisions of 
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