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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Investigation and Review of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation’s Handling of Allegations of Sexual 
Abuse by Former USA Gymnastics Physician 
Lawrence Gerard Nassar  

Introduction and Factual Findings 
The U.S. Department of Justice (Department, DOJ) 
Office of the Inspector General (OIG) initiated this 
investigation based on allegations that Federal Bureau 
of Investigation (FBI) employees in the FBI’s Indianapolis 
Field Office mishandled allegations of sexual abuse of 
athletes by former USA Gymnastics physician Lawrence 
Gerard Nassar.  Nassar was employed as an 
Osteopathic Physician and Associate Professor at 
Michigan State University’s (MSU) Department of Family 
and Community Medicine, where he treated patients 
from 1996 through 2016.  For most of that time, Nassar 
also was employed as the USA Gymnastics National 
Medical Coordinator and a treating physician for 
gymnasts.  Among the places where Nassar treated 
athletes was at the USA Gymnastics National Team 
Training Center in Texas.  In addition, Nassar worked in 
Michigan as the team physician for the Twistars USA 
Gymnastics Club and at Holt High School. 

USA Gymnastics Reports Sexual Assault Allegations to 
the FBI’s Indianapolis Field Office in July 2015; 
Indianapolis’s Investigative Response 
In July 2015, following a USA Gymnastics internal 
investigation into allegations of sexual assault by 
Nassar against multiple gymnasts, USA Gymnastics 
President and Chief Executive Officer Stephen D. Penny, 
Jr., reported the allegations to the FBI’s Indianapolis 
Field Office.  During the meeting, among other things, 
Penny described graphic information that three 
gymnasts (Gymnasts 1, 2, and 3), all of whom were 
minors at the time of the alleged sexual assaults, had 
provided to USA Gymnastics.  Penny further informed 
the FBI that the three athletes were available to be 
interviewed.  Penny noted during the meeting that 
Nassar told USA Gymnastics that he was performing a 
legitimate medical procedure during his treatments of 
the gymnasts and denied sexually assaulting them.  
Further, Penny provided the FBI with a thumb drive 

containing PowerPoint slides and videos that Nassar 
had provided to USA Gymnastics of Nassar performing 
his purported medical technique on athletes.   

Shortly after the meeting, USA Gymnastics advised 
Nassar that he should no longer attend USA 
Gymnastics events, and Nassar retired from his USA 
Gymnastics position in September 2015.  However, 
Nassar continued to maintain his positions at MSU, 
Twistars USA Gymnastics Club, and Holt High School. 

Over the next 6 weeks, the Indianapolis Field Office 
conducted limited follow-up, which involved conducting 
a telephonic interview on September 2 of one of the 
three athletes, reviewing the thumb drive provided by 
Penny, and discussing the allegations with the U.S. 
Attorney’s Office (USAO) in the Southern District of 
Indiana and the FBI’s Detroit Field Office.  The 
Indianapolis office did not formally document any of its 
investigative activity, including its July meeting with USA 
Gymnastics and its September 2 telephonic interview of 
one of the victim gymnasts.  The office also did not 
formally open an investigation or assessment of the 
matter.  The only 2015 Indianapolis Field Office 
documentation located by the OIG consisted of five 
pages of handwritten notes taken by two of the FBI 
attendees at the July 2015 meeting with USA 
Gymnastics, three pages of notes taken by the 
two agents at the September 2 interview of the 
one athlete, a handful of email exchanges between 
Penny and the FBI Indianapolis Field Office, and 
approximately 45 emails and text messages among 
agents and prosecutors. 

In September 2015, following the September 2 
interview of the victim gymnast, the Indianapolis Field 
Office, as well as the USAO for the Southern District of 
Indiana, concluded that there was no venue in 
Indianapolis since Indianapolis had no connection to 
any of the alleged illegal activity.  Further, both offices 
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had serious questions as to whether the allegations 
against Nassar were sufficient to support federal 
jurisdiction.  Yet, the Indianapolis Field Office did not 
advise state or local authorities about the allegations 
and did not take any action to mitigate the risk to 
gymnasts that Nassar continued to treat.  Instead, the 
Indianapolis agents and Assistant U.S. Attorney (AUSA) 
determined that, if the FBI had jurisdiction, venue 
would likely be most appropriate in the Western District 
of Michigan and the FBI’s Lansing Resident Agency, 
where MSU is located and where Nassar treated 
patients.  Accordingly, the AUSA advised the 
Indianapolis Field Office on September 2 to transfer the 
case to the FBI’s Lansing Resident Agency.  However, 
the Indianapolis Field Office failed to do so, despite 
informing USA Gymnastics on September 4 that it had 
transferred the matter to the FBI’s Detroit Field Office 
(of which the FBI’s Lansing Resident Agency is a part). 

USA Gymnastics Reports Sexual Assault Allegations to 
the FBI’s Los Angeles Field Office in May 2016; Los 
Angeles’s Investigative Response 
After 8 months of FBI inactivity, USA Gymnastics 
officials contacted the FBI’s Los Angeles Field Office and 
met with that office in May 2016 to report the same 
allegations concerning Nassar that it had provided to 
the Indianapolis Field Office in July 2015.  The Los 
Angeles Field Office then contacted a Supervisory 
Special Agent (SSA) in the Indianapolis Field Office 
(Indianapolis SSA) to learn what the Indianapolis office 
had done in response to the USA Gymnastics 
complaint.  The Indianapolis SSA told the Los Angeles 
SSA that he had created a formal FBI complaint form 
(FD-71) in 2015 to transfer the Nassar allegations from 
the Indianapolis office to the Lansing Resident Agency; 
however, the Los Angeles Field Office, the Indianapolis 
SSA, and other FBI employees stated that they searched 
for the FD-71 in the FBI’s computer system but could 
not find it.  The OIG also found no evidence that such a 
document had been sent to the Lansing Resident 
Agency in 2015.   

Following its May 2016 meeting with USA Gymnastics, 
the Los Angeles Field Office, in contrast to the 
Indianapolis Field Office, opened a federal sexual 
tourism investigation against Nassar and undertook 
numerous investigative steps, including interviewing 
several of Nassar’s alleged victims.  However, like the 
Indianapolis Field Office, the Los Angeles Field Office 
did not reach out to any state or local authorities, even 
though it was aware of allegations that Nassar may 
have violated state laws and was unsure whether the 

evidence would support any federal criminal charges, 
and did not take any action to mitigate the risk to 
gymnasts that Nassar continued to treat.    

The MSU Police Department Learns of Nassar’s Alleged 
Abuse and Executes a Search Warrant on Nassar’s 
Residence in September 2016; the FBI Lansing Resident 
Agency Subsequently Learns of the Allegations 
In August 2016, the Michigan State University Police 
Department (MSUPD) received a separate complaint 
from a gymnast who stated that she was sexually 
assaulted by Nassar when she was 16 years old.  Two 
weeks later, The Indianapolis Star ran a news story 
describing sexual assault allegations against Nassar by 
former gymnasts.  The MSUPD then received similar 
sexual abuse complaints against Nassar from dozens of 
additional young females, and, on September 20, 2016, 
the MSUPD executed a search warrant at Nassar’s 
residence and discovered child pornography.   

As a result of the news stories and MSUPD investigative 
activity, the FBI’s Lansing Resident Agency first learned 
of the Nassar allegations and opened its Nassar 
investigation on October 5, 2016 (neither the FBI’s 
Indianapolis Field Office nor the FBI’s Los Angeles Field 
Office had previously informed the Lansing Resident 
Agency of the Nassar allegations).  The Lansing 
Resident Agency ultimately discovered over 
30,000 images of child pornography on the devices 
seized by the MSUPD during its search of Nassar’s 
residence.   

The September 2016 news reports and MSUPD 
investigative activity also resulted in Nassar being 
removed from his positions at MSU, Twistars USA 
Gymnastics Club, and Holt High School.  According to 
civil court documents, approximately 70 or more young 
athletes were allegedly sexually abused by Nassar 
under the guise of medical treatment between July 
2015, when USA Gymnastics first reported allegations 
about Nassar to the Indianapolis Field Office, and 
September 2016.  For many of the approximately 70 or 
more athletes, the abuse by Nassar began before the 
FBI first became aware of allegations against Nassar 
and continued into 2016.  For others, the alleged abuse 
began after USA Gymnastics reported the Nassar 
allegations to the Indianapolis Field Office in July 2015.      

Nassar Is Prosecuted, Convicted, and Sentenced 
Nassar was arrested and charged by the Michigan 
Attorney General in November 2016 with multiple 
counts of criminal sexual conduct related to his sexual 
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assault of gymnasts.  In December 2016, the FBI 
arrested Nassar on federal possession of child 
pornography charges related to the images seized 
during the search of his residence.  Nassar was not 
charged with child sexual tourism, the federal offense 
that the Indianapolis Field Office had considered and 
the Los Angeles Field Office had investigated.   

In July 2017, Nassar pleaded guilty to Receipt and 
Attempted Receipt of Child Pornography, Possession of 
Child Pornography, and Destruction and Concealment 
of Records and Tangible Objects, and he was sentenced 
to 60 years in federal prison in December 2017.  In 
November 2017, Nassar pleaded guilty in Michigan 
state court to seven counts of First Degree Criminal 
Sexual Conduct, and an addendum to the plea 
agreement indicated that there were 115 alleged 
victims.  In January 2018, Nassar was sentenced to 40 to 
175 years in Michigan state prison.  In February 2018, 
after pleading guilty to 3 additional counts of criminal 
sexual conduct, Nassar was sentenced in Michigan 
state court to an additional 40 to 125 years in prison.    

The FBI is Questioned by Reporters in 2017 and 2018 
about Its Alleged Lack of Investigative Action 
Following the USA Gymnastics Referral in July 2015 
In early 2017, reporters questioned FBI and USA 
Gymnastics officials about the time that elapsed 
between when USA Gymnastics first reported the sexual 
assault allegations to the FBI in July 2015 and the 
MSUPD search of his residence in September 2016.  
These inquiries prompted Indianapolis Field Office 
Special Agent in Charge (SAC) W. Jay Abbott to propose 
that the FBI release a statement indicating that the FBI 
had expeditiously responded to the Nassar allegations 
(the FBI did not issue the statement) and resulted in FBI 
headquarters drafting a white paper (relying on 
Indianapolis Field Office information) that was intended 
to summarize the FBI’s handling of the Nassar 
allegations but omitted information about the FBI’s 
failure to timely interview the victim gymnasts.   

These 2017 press questions also resulted in FBI officials 
discussing the Indianapolis Field Office’s receipt of the 
Nassar allegations and investigative steps taken in 
2015, which the Indianapolis SSA described in an 
electronic communication (EC) that he drafted and is 
dated February 1, 2017.  The EC includes a claim that 
the Indianapolis SSA had drafted an FD-71 report and 
sent it to the Lansing Resident Agency in 2015, “but to 
date [it] cannot be located.”  Additionally, on 
February 2, the Indianapolis SSA drafted an interview 

summary (FD-302) of the one gymnast interview he had 
conducted 17 months earlier in September 2015.  In 
drafting the FD-302, the Indianapolis SSA used only his 
one page of limited notes and memory and did not 
consult with his FBI co-interviewer or review her notes.  
The FD-302 includes statements purportedly made by 
the gymnast during her Indianapolis interview that she 
later told the OIG she did not make, that are not 
contained in the Indianapolis SSA’s notes, that the co-
interviewer did not recall the gymnast making, and that 
conflict with statements the gymnast made during her 
Los Angeles Field Office interview in 2016 and USA 
Gymnastics interview in 2015. 

Similar questions in early 2018 about the timeliness of 
the FBI’s handling of the Nassar allegations resulted in 
Abbott (who had recently retired from the FBI) 
providing a reporter with an inaccurate statement that 
claimed, among other things, that “there was no delay 
by the FBI on this matter” and that the Indianapolis 
Field Office had provided a “detailed report” to both the 
FBI Detroit and Los Angeles Field Offices.  Further, 
these inquiries resulted in an official with the 
Indianapolis Field Office proposing factually inaccurate 
changes to the white paper created in 2017 that sought 
to place blame on others for the Indianapolis Field 
Office’s failures. 

Abbott Engages with Penny Regarding a U.S. Olympic 
Committee Position While Continuing to Participate in 
FBI Discussions Regarding the Nassar Investigation 
During the course of the OIG investigation, we learned 
that in the fall of 2015, after the Indianapolis Field 
Office decided to refer the Nassar allegations to the 
FBI’s Lansing Resident Agency but while the matter was 
still pending at the FBI, Abbott met with Penny at a bar 
and discussed a potential job opportunity with the U.S. 
Olympic Committee.  Thereafter, Abbott engaged with 
Penny about both his interest in the U.S. Olympic 
Committee position and the Nassar investigation, while 
at the same time participating in discussions at the FBI 
related to the Nassar investigation.  These discussions 
included Penny expressing concern to Abbott about 
how USA Gymnastics was being portrayed in the media 
and whether Penny might be “in trouble” and Abbott 
proposing to his colleagues an FBI public statement 
that would place USA Gymnastics in a positive light.  At 
the same time, Abbott was aware that Penny appeared 
willing to put in a good word on Abbott’s behalf.  Abbott 
applied for the U.S. Olympic Committee position in 
2017 but was not selected.  Despite evidence 
confirming that Abbott had applied for the job, Abbott 
denied to the OIG during two interviews that he had 
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applied for the position and told the OIG that applying 
for the job would have presented a conflict of interest. 

Results of the Investigation 
The OIG found that, despite the extraordinarily serious 
nature of the allegations and the possibility that 
Nassar’s conduct could be continuing, senior officials in 
the FBI Indianapolis Field Office failed to respond to the 
Nassar allegations with the utmost seriousness and 
urgency that they deserved and required, made 
numerous and fundamental errors when they did 
respond to them, and violated multiple FBI policies.  
The Indianapolis Field Office did not undertake any 
investigative activity until September 2—5 weeks after 
the meeting with USA Gymnastics—when they 
telephonically interviewed one of the three athletes.  
Further, FBI Indianapolis never interviewed the other 
two gymnasts who they were told were available to 
meet with FBI investigators.   

This absence of any serious investigative activity was 
compounded when the Indianapolis Field Office did not 
transfer the matter to the FBI office (the Lansing 
Resident Agency), where venue most likely would have 
existed had evidence been developed to support the 
potential federal crimes being considered, even though 
the Indianapolis office had been advised to do so by the 
USAO and had told USA Gymnastics that the transfer had 
occurred.  Additionally, the Indianapolis office did not 
notify state or local authorities of the sexual assault 
allegations even though it questioned whether there was 
federal jurisdiction to pursue them.  As a result, the 
Lansing Resident Agency did not learn of the Nassar 
allegations until over a year after they were first reported 
to the FBI and then learned of them only from the 
MSUPD.  Moreover, the FBI conducted no investigative 
activity in the matter for more than 8 months following 
the September 2015 interview.  During that period of 
time, as alleged and detailed in numerous civil 
complaints, Nassar’s sexual assaults continued.   

Further, when the FBI’s handling of the Nassar matter 
came under scrutiny from the public, Congress, the 
media, and FBI headquarters in 2017 and 2018, 
Indianapolis officials did not take responsibility for their 
failures.  Instead, they provided incomplete and 
inaccurate information in response to FBI internal 
inquiries (and Abbott, after he retired, provided 
inaccurate information to the media) to make it appear 
that the Indianapolis office had been diligent in its 
follow-up efforts and they did so, in part, by blaming 
others for their own failures. 

The OIG identified multiple failures and policy violations 
by the Indianapolis Field Office in connection with its 
handling of the Nassar allegations.  Among other 
things, the OIG found that the Indianapolis Field Office 
did not properly document the July 2015 meeting with 
USA Gymnastics, the Indianapolis SSA failed to properly 
handle and document receipt and review of the thumb 
drive provided by USA Gymnastics during the July 2015 
meeting, the Indianapolis SSA did not document the 
September 2015 victim interview alleging criminal 
sexual assault by Nassar in an FD-302 report until 
17 months after the interview occurred, the FD-302 of 
the September 2015 victim interview that was drafted 
by the Indianapolis SSA in February 2017 included 
materially false information and omitted material 
information, and the FBI Indianapolis Field Office did 
not coordinate with state or local authorities although it 
believed that the allegations it received likely did not 
fall within federal jurisdiction.  In addition, although the 
Indianapolis SSA told the OIG that he completed and 
forwarded an FD-71 complaint form in the FBI’s 
electronic case management system to the FBI’s 
Lansing Resident Agency, we determined that an FD-71 
form never reached the Lansing Resident Agency and 
the Indianapolis SSA, the FBI Inspection Division, and 
other FBI employees stated they could not find an 
FD-71 in the FBI’s case management system or 
elsewhere.    

The OIG also found that, while the FBI Los Angeles Field 
Office appreciated the utmost seriousness of the 
Nassar allegations and took numerous investigative 
steps upon learning of them in May 2016, the office did 
not expeditiously notify local law enforcement or the 
FBI Lansing Resident Agency of the information that it 
had learned or take other action to mitigate the 
ongoing danger that Nassar posed.  Indeed, precisely 
because of its investigative activity, the Los Angeles 
Field Office was aware from interviewing multiple 
witnesses that Nassar’s abuse was potentially 
widespread and that there were specific allegations of 
sexual assault against him for his actions while at the 
Karolyi Training Camp (also known as the Karolyi 
Ranch) in Huntsville, Texas.  Yet, the Los Angeles Field 
Office did not contact the Sheriff’s Office in Walker 
County, Texas, to provide it with the information that it 
had developed until after the MSUPD had taken action 
against Nassar in September 2016.  Nor did it have any 
contact with the FBI Lansing Resident Agency until after 
the Lansing Resident Agency first learned about the 
Nassar allegations from the MSUPD and public news 
reporting.  Given the continuing threat posed by 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 
The U.S. Department of Justice (Department, DOJ) Office of the Inspector General (OIG) initiated this 
investigation based on allegations that Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) employees in the Indianapolis 
Field Office mishandled allegations of sexual abuse of USA Gymnastics athletes by former USA Gymnastics 
physician Lawrence Gerard Nassar.  Additionally, during the OIG’s investigation, the OIG obtained 
information indicating that former Indianapolis Field Office Special Agent in Charge (SAC) W. Jay Abbott may 
have violated FBI policy and government ethics rules by engaging in discussions with USA Gymnastics 
President and Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Stephen D. Penny, Jr., about a job opportunity at the U.S. 
Olympic Committee while also participating in conversations at the FBI about the ongoing Nassar 
investigation.  Finally, the OIG developed information during the course of our investigation that Abbott and 
an Indianapolis Field Office Supervisory Special Agent (Indianapolis SSA) may have made false statements.2 

From 1996 through 2016, Nassar was employed as an Osteopathic Physician and Associate Professor at 
Michigan State University’s (MSU) Department of Family and Community Medicine, where he treated 
patients.  For most of that time, Nassar also was employed as the USA Gymnastics National Medical 
Coordinator and the treating physician for gymnasts.  Among the places where Nassar treated gymnasts 
was the USA Gymnastics National Team Training Center in Texas.  In addition, Nassar worked in Michigan as 
the team physician for the Twistars USA Gymnastics Club and at Holt High School.  Before the OIG initiated 
its investigation, the FBI Inspection Division (INSD) conducted its own “Special Review” of the FBI’s handling 
of the Nassar allegations.   

In July 2015, USA Gymnastics reported allegations to the FBI’s Indianapolis Field Office that Nassar may have 
sexually abused multiple athletes but stated that Nassar claimed that he was performing a legitimate 
medical procedure.  Indianapolis agents conducted limited follow-up related to these allegations, which 
involved reviewing a thumb drive provided by Penny, conducting one victim interview in September 2015, 
and coordinating with the U.S. Attorney’s Office (USAO) in the Southern District of Indiana and the FBI’s 
Detroit Field Office.   

In September 2015, FBI agents in Indianapolis and Detroit, as well as Assistant U.S. Attorneys (AUSA) in the 
Southern District of Indiana and the Eastern District of Michigan, discussed the allegations and questioned 
whether the allegations against Nassar were sufficient to support federal jurisdiction.  The Indianapolis and 
Detroit agents and prosecutors determined that, if the FBI had jurisdiction and opened an investigation, 
venue would likely be most appropriate in the Western District of Michigan and the FBI’s Lansing Resident 
Agency, in whose venue MSU is located.  Accordingly, the AUSA in the Southern District of Indiana advised 
the Indianapolis Field Office to transfer the case to the Lansing Resident Agency.  However, the Indianapolis 
Field Office never routed a formal complaint to the Lansing Resident Agency and the FBI did not again 
investigate this matter until May 2016, after USA Gymnastics filed a new complaint with the FBI’s Los 
Angeles Field Office due to its frustration with the FBI’s inactivity.  While the Los Angeles Field Office 
undertook numerous investigative steps, including interviewing a number of witnesses, it too had doubts 
about whether there was federal jurisdiction over Nassar’s alleged sexual assaults, as well as whether venue 
existed in the Los Angeles Field Office’s geographic area.  Despite these federal jurisdictional concerns of 
both FBI field offices, neither took timely action to notify state or local officials of Nassar’s alleged sexual 

 
2  During our investigation, the OIG also received allegations concerning the FBI’s handling of Nassar’s detention hearing.  
We will address these allegations separately.    
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Unless otherwise noted, the OIG applies the preponderance of the evidence standard in determining 
whether DOJ personnel have committed misconduct.  The U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board applies this 
same standard when reviewing a federal agency’s decision to take adverse action against an employee 
based on such misconduct.  See 5 U.S.C. § 7701(c)(1)(B) and 5 C.F.R. § 1201.56(b)(1)(ii).   

In Chapter 2 of this report, we provide background information, including a description of significant entities 
and individuals, a summary of our methodology, and explanations of the relevant laws and FBI policies.  In 
Chapter 3, we set forth our findings of fact and analysis related the FBI’s handling of the Nassar allegations.  
In Chapter 4, we set forth our findings of fact and analysis related to Abbott’s interactions with Penny, job 
application with the U.S. Olympic Committee, and related false statements to the OIG.  Finally, Chapter 5 
contains our Conclusions and Recommendations.   
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Chapter 2:  Background 

I. Significant Entities and Individuals 

USA Gymnastics is the national governing body for gymnastics in the United States and is responsible for 
selecting and training national gymnastics teams for the Olympic Games and World Championships.  USA 
Gymnastics is headquartered in Indianapolis, Indiana.  From April 4, 2005, through March 16, 2017, 
Stephen D. Penny, Jr., served as the President and Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of USA Gymnastics.3   

Lawrence Gerard Nassar received his medical degree from the University of Michigan in 1993.  Nassar was 
employed as an Osteopathic Physician and Associate Professor at Michigan State University’s (MSU) 
Department of Family and Community Medicine, where he treated patients from 1996 through 2016.  For 
most of that time, Nassar also was employed as the USA Gymnastics National Medical Coordinator and the 
treating physician for gymnasts.  Among the places where Nassar treated athletes was the USA Gymnastics 
National Team Training Center in Texas.  In addition, Nassar worked in Michigan as the team physician for 
the Twistars USA Gymnastics Club and Holt High School.  Nassar retired from USA Gymnastics in September 
2015, but he continued to treat patients through his positions at MSU, Twistars USA Gymnastics Club, and 
Holt High School until August 2016.  In July 2017, Nassar pleaded guilty to federal charges of Receipt and 
Attempted Receipt of Child Pornography, Possession of Child Pornography, and Destruction and 
Concealment of Records and Tangible Objects, and he was sentenced to 60 years in federal prison in 
December 2017.  On January 24, 2018, Nassar was sentenced to 40 to 175 years in Michigan state prison 
after pleading guilty to seven counts of state charges for criminal sexual conduct, and on February 5, 2018, 
Nassar was sentenced in Michigan state court to an additional 40 to 125 years in prison after pleading guilty 
to three additional counts of state charges for criminal sexual conduct.    

The U.S. Olympic Committee (now called the U.S. Olympic and Paralympic Committee) is responsible for 
supporting, entering, and overseeing U.S. teams for the Olympic Games.  It is headquartered in Colorado 
Springs, Colorado.  The U.S. Olympic Committee and USA Gymnastics are separate but affiliated entities in 
that USA Gymnastics receives its designation as the national governing body for amateur gymnastics from 
the U.S. Olympic Committee.   

W. Jay Abbott joined the FBI as a Special Agent in 1987, and from July 2014 through his retirement in January 
2018 he was the Special Agent in Charge (SAC) of the FBI’s Indianapolis Field Office.4  As the SAC, Abbott was 
the highest-ranking official in the Indianapolis Field Office and was involved in handling the Nassar 
allegations.  The Indianapolis Field Office Assistant Special Agent in Charge (Indianapolis ASAC) and a 
Supervisory Special Agent in the Indianapolis Field Office (Indianapolis SSA) were also involved in handling 

 
3  In October 2018, Penny was arrested by a U.S. Marshals Service fugitive task force following an indictment charging 
him with tampering with evidence in violation of Texas law in connection with a Nassar-related local investigation.  
Penny pleaded not guilty, and his case is pending trial.      

4  As discussed in Chapter 3, Abbott, having recently retired from the most senior position in the FBI’s Indianapolis Field 
Office, made a voluntary statement on the record to a New York Times reporter for a February 3, 2018 article.  Abbott’s 
statement to the reporter included several factual inaccuracies about the FBI’s handling of the allegations regarding 
Nassar.  Abbott’s on-the-record statement is quoted in the New York Times article, and we refer to Abbott by name in this 
report. 
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the Nassar allegations.  The Indianapolis SSA supervised the Indianapolis Field Office’s Violent Crimes 
Against Children (VCAC) Squad.  The Indianapolis SSA began working for the FBI in September 2002 and 
primarily worked on violent crimes and crimes against children between that time and the time period 
relevant to this investigation.  Prior to his involvement in the Nassar investigation, the Indianapolis SSA 
spent a portion of his time at the FBI working at FBI headquarters as a Program Manager in the Violent 
Crimes Against Children Unit (VCACU).5   

There are three gymnasts that USA Gymnastics brought to the attention of the FBI Indianapolis Field Office 
in 2015 and that are discussed in this report.  Because this report largely focuses on the FBI’s interactions 
with one gymnast, we refer to that gymnast as Gymnast 1.  We refer to the other two gymnasts as 
Gymnasts 2 and 3.  

II. Methodology 

During the course of this investigation, the OIG interviewed more than 60 witnesses, several on more than 
one occasion.  These included Penny, several victims of Nassar’s abuse and their parents, employees of 
three U.S. Attorney’s Offices (USAO), and numerous current and former FBI employees.  The FBI employees 
we interviewed included employees involved in various aspects of the Nassar investigation, personnel 
knowledgeable on FBI processes and systems, and other individuals.  A Special Agent from the FBI’s Lansing 
Resident Agency (Lansing SA) retired from the FBI in December 2018 and declined to be interviewed.  In 
addition, while Penny agreed to the OIG’s initial interview request, he declined to participate in a second 
follow-up interview that the OIG requested.6  The OIG lacks testimonial subpoena authority over non-DOJ 
employees and therefore was unable to compel the interview of the Lansing SA or the follow-up interview of 
Penny. 

We also collected over 1.5 million documents.  Among these were FBI documents, including interview 
reports (FD-302s), agent notes from witness interviews and other meetings, and electronic communications 
(EC), as well as text messages and emails of FBI employees.  The OIG also obtained records from various 
private parties, including Penny, USA Gymnastics, and the U.S. Olympic Committee.  In addition, the OIG 
reviewed digital media, including a thumb drive containing videos and PowerPoint presentations of Nassar’s 
purported medical techniques that the Indianapolis Field Office had received from Penny.  We also reviewed 
civil and criminal court records, including the civil complaints of Gymnasts 1, 2, and 3, and numerous other 
athletes.        

 
5  There is a VCACU within FBI headquarters’ Criminal Investigations Division (CID).  In addition, several field offices have 
their own VCAC Squads.   

6  Penny’s attorneys agreed to provide the OIG with an attorney proffer instead. 
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III. Applicable Law and DOJ and FBI Policies 

A. False Statements and Lack of Candor 

1. 18 U.S.C. § 1001 

Generally, “whoever, in any matter within the jurisdiction of the executive...branch of the Government of the 
United States, knowingly and willfully— 

(1)  falsifies conceals or covers up by any trick, scheme, or device a material fact;  

(2)  makes any materially false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or representation; or 

(3)  makes or uses any false writing or document knowing the same to contain any materially 
false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or entry” 

violates 18 U.S.C. § 1001.   

The terms “knowingly and willfully” require only that the subject knew the statement was false and 
deliberately made the false statement.  There is no requirement that the subject acted with specific intent to 
deceive or defraud the Government.7  

2. Lack of Candor 

FBI Offense Code 2.6, Lack of Candor–Under Oath, prohibits FBI employees from “[k]nowingly providing 
false information in a verbal or written statement made under oath.”  “False information” under this offense 
code includes “false statements, misrepresentations, the failure to be fully forthright, or the concealment or 
omission of a material fact/information.” 

3. False or Misleading Statements in Documents 

The FBI also has an offense code for providing false or misleading information in documents, which applies 
a lower standard of proof than that required for lack of candor.  An FBI employee violates FBI Offense Code 
2.3, False/Misleading Information–Investigative Activity, by “[k]nowingly providing false or misleading 
information in an investigative document; or signing or attesting to the truthfulness of the information 
provided in an investigative document in reckless disregard of the accuracy or completeness of the 
pertinent information contained therein.”  FD-302s and ECs are listed as examples of documents involving 
investigative activity.  

B. Ethics Laws and Policies 

FBI Offense Code 2.12, Violation of Ethical Guidelines, sets forth administrative penalties for “[e]ngaging in 
any activity or conduct prohibited by the uniform Standards of Conduct of Employees of the Executive 
Branch (5 C.F.R. Part 2635), the supplemental regulations (5 C.F.R. Part 3801), DOJ or FBI policy.” 

 
7  See U.S. v. Yermian, 468 U.S. 63, 73 (1984) and United States v. Ranum, 96 F.3d 1020, 1028-29 (7th Cir. 1996). 
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1. The Basic Obligation of Public Service and the Requirement to Avoid the Appearance of 
a Conflict of Interest 

The Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch (Standards of Ethical Conduct) 
contain a list of “general principles [that] apply to every employee and may form the basis for the standards” 
that follow.  Included among these are the general principles that federal employees “shall not hold financial 
interests that conflict with the conscientious performance of duty” or “engage in outside employment or 
activities, including seeking or negotiating for employment, that conflict with Government duties and 
responsibilities.”8  In addition, federal employees “shall endeavor to avoid any actions creating the 
appearance that they are violating the law or the ethical standards” set forth in Part 2635.9  “Whether 
particular circumstances create an appearance that the law or these standards have been violated shall be 
determined from the perspective of a reasonable person with knowledge of the relevant facts.”10   

The FBI Ethics and Integrity Program Policy Directive and Policy Guide (FBI Ethics Policy) reiterates the basic 
obligation of public service set forth in 5 C.F.R. § 2635.101, including that employees “shall not engage in 
outside employment or activities, including seeking or negotiating for employment, that conflict with official 
Government duties and responsibilities” and “shall endeavor to avoid any actions creating the appearance 
that they are violating the law or the ethical standards.”  In addition, the FBI Ethics Policy states that the 
standards of conduct “not only prohibit actual violations of the rules, but also proscribe any acts or 
decisions that could reasonably be expected to create the appearance of impropriety.”  Based on this 
appearance restriction, the FBI Ethics Policy sets forth four activities that FBI employees should avoid: 

(A)  Permitting the prospect of employment to affect the performance or nonperformance of 
your official duties. 

(B)  Communicating nonpublic or privileged information to a prospective employer. 

(C)  Taking any action that would affect the public’s confidence in the integrity of the 
government even if it is not an actual violation of the law. 

(D)  If serving as a senior official (above the grade of GS-15), contacting a firm concerning 
future employment opportunities if the firm is prominently involved with the FBI in an issue 
of major public importance, since doing so creates the impression that the firm has undue 
influence with the FBI.  Such action must be avoided because the negative appearance is not 
wholly eliminated by mere disqualification. 

The federal employee Standards of Ethical Conduct also contain specific prohibitions, three of which are 
described in the next three subsections.   

2. The Criminal Prohibition Against Participating in a Matter in Which an Employee, or an 
Entity with Which an Employee is Negotiating for Employment, Has a Financial Interest 

Federal employees may not participate personally and substantially in a matter in which they have a 
financial interest.  It is a crime for an officer or employee of the executive branch of the federal government 

 
8  5 C.F.R. §§ 2635.101(b)(2) and (10).   

9  5 C.F.R. § 2635.101(b)(14).   

10  5 C.F.R. § 2635.101(b)(14). 
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3. Rules Concerning Participating in a Matter Impacting the Financial Interest of an Entity 
with Which a Federal Employee Is Seeking Employment  

A federal employee “may not participate personally and substantially in,” and therefore must recuse from, “a 
particular matter that, to the employee’s knowledge, has a direct and predictable effect on the financial 
interests of a prospective employer with whom the employee is seeking employment.”18  The term “direct 
and predictable effect” has the same meaning in this provision as above in 5 C.F.R. § 2635.402(b)(1).19  The 
requirement to recuse does not apply when either the employee receives agency authorization, or all of the 
following circumstances exist: 

(i)  The employee’s only communication with the prospective employer in connection with 
the search for employment is the submission of an unsolicited resume or other employment 
proposal; 

(ii)  The prospective employer has not responded to the employee’s unsolicited 
communication with a response indicating an interest in employment discussions; and 

(iii)  The matter is not a particular matter involving specific parties.20 

Seeking employment includes making “an unsolicited communication to any person, or such person’s agent 
or intermediary, regarding possible employment with that person,” provided the communication is not for 
the sole purpose of requesting a job application.21  Seeking employment also includes making “a response, 
other than rejection, to an unsolicited communication from any person, or such person’s agent or 
intermediary, regarding possible employment with that person.”22  An employee is no longer seeking 
employment when, “[t]he employee or the prospective employer rejects the possibility of employment and 
all discussions of possible employment have terminated.”23   

4. Standards of Conduct Concerning Participating in a Matter Involving a Person with 
Whom an Employee Has a Covered Relationship or When Facts Would Cause a 
Reasonable Person to Question an Employee’s Impartiality 

The federal employee standards of conduct also contain a section addressing appearance issues that arise 
in situations other than when the government employee is seeking outside employment.  An employee 
should not participate in a particular matter involving specific parties without authorization where the 
employee knows that a particular matter is “likely to have a direct and predictable effect on the financial 
interest of...a person with whom [the employee] has a covered relationship” and “where the employee 
determines that the circumstances would cause a reasonable person with knowledge of the relevant facts to 
question his impartiality.”24  An employee has a covered relationship with, among others, a person “with 

 
18  5 C.F.R. § 2635.604(a)(1).   

19  5 C.F.R. § 2635.603(d). 

20  5 C.F.R. § 2635.604(a)(2). 

21  5 C.F.R. § 2635.603(b)(1)(ii). 

22  5 C.F.R. § 2635.603(b)(1)(iii). 

23  5 C.F.R. § 2635.603(b)(2)(i). 

24  5 C.F.R. § 2635.502(a). 
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whom the employee has or seeks a business, contractual or other financial relationship that involves other 
than a routine consumer transaction.”25  In addition, “[a]n employee who is concerned that circumstances 
other than those specifically described in [Section 2635.502] would raise a question regarding his 
impartiality should use the process described in this section to determine whether he should or should not 
participate in a particular matter.”26    

The process described in Section 2635.502 involves the employee first informing the designated agency 
ethics official of the impartiality question.27  If the designated agency ethics official determines that the 
employee’s impartiality is not likely to be questioned, he may advise the employee that the employee’s 
participation in the matter would be proper.28  If the designated agency ethics official makes a 
determination that the employee’s impartiality is likely to be questioned, the agency ethics official must 
determine whether to nonetheless authorize the employee to participate in the matter.29  The designated 
agency ethics official “may authorize the employee to participate in the matter based on a determination, 
made in light of all relevant circumstances, that the interest of the Government in the employee’s 
participation outweighs the concern that a reasonable person may question the integrity of the agency’s 
programs and operations” and the employee’s participation does not create a criminal conflict of interest.30   
Factors to be considered in making this determination include: 

(1)  The nature of the relationship involved; 

(2)  The effect that resolution of the matter would have upon the financial interests of the 
person involved in the relationship; 

(3)  The nature and importance of the employee’s role in the matter, including the extent to 
which the employee is called upon to exercise discretion in the matter; 

(4)  The sensitivity of the matter; 

(5)  The difficulty in reassigning the matter to another employee; and  

(6)  Adjustments that may be made in the employee’s duties that would reduce or eliminate 
the likelihood that a reasonable person would question the employee’s impartiality.31  

 
25  5 C.F.R. § 2635.502(b)(1)(i).   

26  5 C.F.R. § 2635.502(a)(2).  

27  See 5 C.F.R. §§ 2635.502(a) and (c).  According to the FBI Ethics Policy, the Assistant Director of the FBI’s Office of 
Integrity and Compliance is the Deputy Designated Agency Ethics Official for the FBI.  In addition, an FBI field office’s 
Chief Division Counsel (CDC) is considered an FBI Ethics Counselor who may provide guidance to employees on ethics 
questions.  

28  5 C.F.R.  § 2635.502(c)(2). 

29  5 C.F.R. § 2635.502(c)(1).  

30  5 C.F.R. § 2635.502(d).  

31  5 C.F.R. § 2635.502(d). 
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C. FBI Policies Concerning Conducting and Documenting Case Activities 

The Attorney General’s Guidelines for Domestic FBI Operations (AGG-Dom) and the FBI’s Domestic 
Investigations and Operations Guide (DIOG) contain guidelines for FBI employee operations, including when 
FBI employees may engage in particular activity, the procedures for conducting such activity, and how they 
must document the activity.32  The DIOG contains different guidelines for Pre-Assessment activities, 
Assessments, Preliminary Investigations, and Full or Predicated Investigations.  According to FBI Offense 
Code 1.8, Investigative Deficiency–Violation of Operational Guidelines and Policies, Other, an FBI employee 
may be disciplined for “[k]nowingly or recklessly failing to enforce or comply with an FBI or DOJ operational 
guideline or policy.”  In addition, according to FBI Offense Code 5.2, Dereliction of Supervisory Responsibility, 
a supervisor may be disciplined for “failing to exercise reasonable care in the execution of his duties or 
responsibilities.” 

As a general matter, FBI policy requires FBI agents to document information gathering and investigative 
activities, whether such activities are conducted before an Assessment is opened or as part of an 
Assessment, Preliminary Investigation, or Predicated Investigation.    

Every FBI component is responsible for the creation and maintenance of authentic, reliable, 
and trustworthy records….  Without complete and accessible records, the FBI cannot 
conduct investigations, gather and analyze intelligence, assist with the prosecution of 
criminals, or perform any of its critical missions effectively. 

Some of the goals of the FBI’s record management program include facilitating the “timely retrieval of 
needed information,” ensuring “continuity of FBI business,” safeguarding the “FBI’s mission-critical 
information,” and preserving the “FBI’s corporate memory and history.”   

Pursuant to the DIOG, the Special Agent is responsible for creating and maintaining records and files while 
supervisors are responsible for ensuring that FBI employees create and maintain records and files.  When 
supervisory approval is required for investigative actions or documentation, a supervisor may not self-
approve his or her own work.       

1. Conducting and Documenting Activities Before Opening an Assessment or Investigation 

The DIOG lists activities that are authorized before an Assessment, Preliminary Investigation, or Predicated 
Investigation is opened, including conducting records checks or a voluntary clarifying interview of the 
complainant or the person who initially furnished the information.  Conducting records checks or a 
clarifying interview before opening an Assessment or Predicated Investigation allows the FBI to potentially 
resolve a matter “without the need to conduct new investigative activity, for which an Assessment or a 
Predicated Investigation must be opened.”   

FBI employees are permitted to retain records checks or other information collected while processing a 
complaint before opening an Assessment or investigation, provided “there is a law enforcement, 

 
32  The DIOG has been updated several times since 2015.  Because most of the events relevant to the OIG investigation 
occurred in the summer and fall of 2015, the DIOG provisions described in this report are those set forth in the 2015 
version, unless otherwise stated.  
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intelligence, or public safety purpose.”  When such information is collected, “documentation must be 
completed as soon as practicable, but not more than five business days from the receipt of the information” 
and retained in a file.  Specifically, the documentation must be retained in a “[z]ero classification file, when 
no further investigative activity is warranted,” or in a relevant open, closed, or new Assessment or 
Predicated Investigation file.  If, during authorized activities taken before an Assessment, the FBI employee 
obtains information that meets the standard for opening an Assessment or Predicated Investigation “and 
the employee intends to continue pursuing the matter, an Assessment or a Predicated Investigation must 
be opened.”      

2. Conducting and Documenting Activities as Part of Assessments and Use of the FD-71 

According to the AGG-Dom, Assessments “may be carried out to detect, obtain information about, or 
prevent or protect against federal crimes.”  Assessments “require an authorized purpose but not any 
particular factual predication.”  The AGG-Dom lists nine methods that FBI agents are authorized to use in 
conducting Assessments, including conducting interviews.    

There are five types of Assessments.  The first type of Assessment is called the “Type 1 & 2 Assessment.”33  A 
Type 1 & 2 Assessment “[s]eek[s] information, proactively or in response to investigative leads, relating to 
activities—or the involvement or role of individuals, groups, or organizations relating to those activities—
constituting violations of Federal criminal law or threats to the national security.”  “All Assessments must be 
documented in the appropriate form, to include an FD-71” and the form must be placed in a file, such as an 
“Investigative classification as an Assessment file” or a “zero classification file.”  

According to the DIOG, “[a]n FBI employee may open a Type 1 & 2 Assessment without supervisor approval.”  
However, the employee must complete an FD-71 as soon as “practicable” after receiving the complaint or 
other information.  The SSA then assigns the FD-71 to an FBI employee.  According to the FBI, the FBI’s 
Criminal Investigative Division (CID) used the FD-71 to document “initial complaint information,” which 
included “anything which constituted violations of federal criminal law or threats to national security.”  The 
“authorized purpose(s)” and “clearly defined objective(s)” of the Type 1 & 2 Assessment, as well as the results 
of the use of “authorized investigative methods” during a Type 1 & 2 Assessment, must be documented in 
the FD-71.  In addition, the completed FD-71 requires supervisor approval before being serialized.   

The DIOG states that there is no time limit for the Type 1 & 2 Assessment, but it is expected to be relatively 
short.  If a Type 1 & 2 Assessment is not concluded within 30 days, the SSA must “conduct a justification 
review every 30 days” until the Assessment is closed.  The justification review “may be documented” in the 
FD-71 or in an EC.    

3. Conducting and Documenting Interviews 

An interview is the questioning of an individual to gain information that is relevant to an authorized 
Assessment or Investigation or “otherwise within the scope of FBI authority.”  The “initial questioning of a 

 
33  In the original 2008 DIOG, there were separate Type 1 and Type 2 Assessments.  However, these types of 
Assessments were merged in later versions of the DIOG.   
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complainant is not an interview, nor is re-contacting a complainant to clarify information that was initially 
provided.”     

“When it is anticipated that the results of an interview may become the subject of court testimony, the 
interview must be recorded on an FD-302.”  The FBI must retain “[o]riginal notes of an interview when the 
results may become the subject of court testimony.  All original handwritten interview notes must be 
retained as ‘original note material’ in the 1A section of a file.”  The FD-302 “must contain a record of 
statements made by the interviewee.  Analysis or contextual comments regarding an interviewee’s 
statements should be documented in a companion EC or other appropriate format.”     

According to the 2015 DIOG, all investigative documents, including FD-302s, “must be referenced, attached, 
or linked electronically to the appropriate FD-71…or Assessment file and serialized into the case consistent 
with the instructions for the use of an FD-71…or the Assessment case opening process.”  A later version of 
the DIOG states that the FD-302 “must be initiated as soon as practicable, but no later than five (5) business 
days following the conclusion of the interview or other activity that may be testimonial.”  The version of the 
DIOG in place in the fall of 2015 did not contain this requirement.   

4. Forwarding an FD-71 to Another Jurisdiction 

The FBI told the OIG that there is no requirement that an FBI employee follow up with another field office 
after forwarding that field office an FD-71.  The FBI further told the OIG that an agent must attach any 
investigative documents, such as FD-302s and ECs, to the FD-71.     

D. FBI Policies Concerning Handling Evidence 

It is a violation of FBI Offense Code 1.6, Investigative Deficiency – Improper Handling of Document(s) or 
Property in the Care, Custody, or Control of the Government, to fail to “properly seize, identify, package, 
inventory, verify, record, document, control, store, secure, or safeguard documents or property under the 
care, custody, or control of the government….  This offense includes, but is not limited to, the unauthorized 
or improper use, loss, damage, destruction, or improper disposal of documents or property.” 

The FBI has a Field Evidence Management Policy Guide that applies generally to the collection, handling, and 
documenting of evidence, as well as a Digital Evidence Policy Guide that specifically applies to digital 
evidence.34  Digital evidence is data that is “obtained with the intent to assist in proving or disproving a 
matter at issue in a case or investigation” and is “stored or transmitted in binary form.”  Digital evidence 
includes flash drives.       

All FBI personnel, including agents, who handle digital evidence during the course of their duties must 
ensure that all digital evidence is handled, marked, and has a content review in accordance with relevant 
polices.  Digital evidence “must be stored and secured and/or sealed to prevent data or evidentiary loss, 
cross-transfer contamination, or other deleterious change.”  Only certified digital evidence personnel, such 
as Computer Analysis Response Team members, may image digital evidence.  Imaging is “the act of making 
a bit-for-bit copy of the original [digital evidence] to serve as an accurate reproduction of the original [digital 

 
34  The Digital Evidence Policy Guide was updated on July 31, 2016.  Unless otherwise noted, all provisions described in 
this report are included in both the 2015 and 2016 versions of the Digital Evidence Policy Guide.     
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evidence].”  Investigative personnel can review digital evidence for content only after it has been processed 
by an authorized method.  “This review may be conducted using such methods as kiosks and Case Agent 
Investigative Review (CAIR).”   

According to the FBI’s Field Evidence Management Policy Guide, evidence must be documented into the FBI 
Central Recordkeeping System no later than 10 calendar days after receipt.  Similarly, the Digital Evidence 
Policy Guide states that, “Undocumented, ‘off the record’ searches or reviews of [digital evidence] are not 
permitted.”     

FBI personnel must document all reviews and searches of [digital evidence] from the point of 
the receipt of [the digital evidence] through completion of the search.…  The documentation 
must be serialized to the investigative case file.  Such documentation must identify, at a 
minimum, the general nature and manner in which the search of the media was conducted, 
major steps taken during the search, and forensic tools employed during the search.    

The documentation must contain specific information detailed in the Digital Evidence Policy Guide, including 
the name of the reviewer, the location where the review was completed, and a report of the responsive 
content found.  In addition, “[i]f evidence is being transferred from one [field office] to another, a record of 
the evidence must first be entered into the FBI central recordkeeping system” and the field office must send, 
along with the evidence, a printout of the evidence log, an original chain of custody, and an EC requesting 
the transfer.     

While FBI employees must create documentation of their receipt and review of digital evidence, the digital 
evidence itself must not be uploaded into the FBI’s central recordkeeping system or any other FBI 
administrative records management system.  The Digital Evidence Policy Guide states, “Under no exception 
may contraband material be serialized into the FBI’s central recordkeeping system.”  Thus, FBI personnel 
may not upload digital evidence into Sentinel or FBINet, which is the FBI’s unclassified email system.     

In addition, according to the FBI’s Removable Electronic Storage (RES) Media Protection Policy Directive, non-
FBI owned removable electronic storage media, such as thumb drives, must not be used with FBI 
information systems, without the approval of the Information System Security Officer.  Before a non-FBI 
owned thumb drive may be used with FBI information systems, the Information System Security Officer 
must “ensure that the [removable electronic storage] media is scanned for malicious code.”  During the time 
period relevant to this review, all FBI employees were required to sign the FBI Information Technology and 
Information Systems Rules of Behavior for General Users Agreement Form.  The form required employees 
to acknowledge that they are “responsible for all IT” that they introduce into FBI space.     

E. FBI Crimes Against Children Policy 

The FBI has a policy that specifically addresses crimes against children.  According to this policy, crimes 
against children Assessments and Predicated Investigations “invariably require a broad, multijurisdictional, 
and multidisciplinary approach” because they “frequently cross legal and geographical jurisdictional 
boundaries, and involve extremely sensitive cases in which children are being brutally victimized.”  The 
policy requires field offices to, among other things, maintain regular contact with Violent Crimes Against 
Children Unit (VCACU) personnel and request assistance and guidance whenever necessary; initiate contact 
with field office victim specialists, as appropriate, for matters related to the Victim Assistance Program; and 
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maintain, in coordination with VCACU, cooperative relationships with state and local law enforcement 
agencies, nongovernmental organizations, and social service agencies.  In addition, the policy states that the 
VCACU and FBI field offices are “to develop working relationships with relevant outside agencies,” including 
“federal, state, and local agencies charged with enforcing laws pertinent to combating crimes against 
children threats.”  The policy further states: 

Investigative partners serve as a force multiplier for investigative matters that have federal, 
state, and local jurisdiction by coordinating investigations with [field offices], participating in 
task forces, and assisting in prosecutions.  This partnership allows for multiple venues to 
prosecute these cases, and circumstances of each case will dictate the resources brought to 
bear by partner agencies.     

F. Victims’ Rights 

There are both federal laws and policies that protect victims’ rights.  These include the Victims’ Rights and 
Restitution Act,35 which details mandatory services for victims; the Crime Victims’ Rights Act,36 which 
contains court enforceable rights for victims; 28 C.F.R. § 45.10, which sets forth procedures to promote 
compliance with crime victims’ rights obligations; the Attorney General Guidelines for Victim and Witness 
Assistance (AG Guidelines); and the FBI’s Victim Assistance Policy Implementation Guide (FBI Victim Policy 
Guide).  Department responsibilities to crime victims begin “at the earliest opportunity after the detection of 
a crime,” provided the relevant actions may be taken without interfering with the criminal investigation.37   

According to the AG Guidelines, cases “with a large number of victims present unique challenges in 
affording victims’ rights and services.”  Nonetheless, “Department personnel should use new technology and 
be creative, with the goal of providing rights and services to the greatest extent possible given the 
circumstances and resources available.” 

According to the AG Guidelines, investigative agencies should provide “reasonable protection” to victims, 
which includes taking “reasonable measures to address victims’ legitimate security concerns.”  In addition, 
“The responsibility of arranging for reasonable victim protection remains with the responsible official of the 
investigative agency throughout the criminal justice system.”  The “responsible official” at the FBI is the field 
office Special Agent in Charge (SAC).  The responsible official should provide the identified victims with 
information about available services at the earliest opportunity after detection of a crime and should 
provide the victim with the “earliest possible notice concerning…the status of the investigation of the crime, 
to the extent that it is appropriate and will not interfere with the investigation.”   

The AG Guidelines contain guidelines specific to child victims because they are considered “particularly 
vulnerable victims.”  The guidelines state, consistent with 18 U.S.C. § 3509(g)(1), that “[a] multidisciplinary 
child abuse team shall be used when feasible” and Department personnel “should use existing 
multidisciplinary teams in their local communities.”  A multidisciplinary child abuse team is “a professional 

 
35  34 U.S.C. § 20141. 

36  18 U.S.C. § 3771. 

37  34 U.S.C. § 20141(b). 
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unit composed of representatives from health, social service, law enforcement, and legal service agencies to 
coordinate the assistance needed to handle cases of child abuse.”38  According to the AG Guidelines: 

The goals of the multidisciplinary team are (1) to minimize the number of interviews to which 
the child is subjected to reduce the risk of suggestibility in the interviewing process, (2) to 
provide needed services to the child, and (3) to monitor the child’s safety and well-being.   

The FBI Victim Policy Guide reiterates the requirements contained in the laws and policies described above.  
The FBI Victim Policy Guide also contains additional guidelines.  The SAC is responsible for ensuring the case 
agent identifies victims of crime and affords victims the services required.  The SAC’s duties include 
“ensur[ing] that the assigned agent provides the [Victim Specialist] with the information and cooperation 
necessary to carry out victim assistance duties, from initial victim contact to updates on the status of the 
investigation.”  Among the case agent’s responsibilities are to “identify all victims and provide each victim’s 
name and complete contact information to the [Victim Specialist].”     

The FBI’s Victim Policy Guide does not indicate whether victim services should be offered before or during 
an Assessment.  The policy indicates that licensed clinical social workers from the Child/Adolescent Forensic 
Interview (CAFI) Program “conduct particularly difficult or sensitive interviews with young children and 
adolescents.”  The policy does not address whether this guideline applies to young adults who report abuse 
they experienced as children.  In addition, there are no guidelines in the FBI’s policy regarding ensuring that 
victims’ rights are protected when an initial complaint is transferred from one field office to another, such as 
confirming whether the transfer was effective.       

G. Federal Law and FBI Policy Regarding Mandatory Reporting of Child Abuse 

1. Federal Mandatory Reporting Law 

Under federal law, law enforcement personnel who, “while engaged in a professional capacity…on Federal 
land or in a federally operated (or contracted) facility,” learn of “facts that give reason to suspect that a child 
has suffered an incident of child abuse,” including sexual abuse or exploitation, “shall as soon as possible 
make a report of the suspected abuse” to the appropriate law enforcement agency.39  According to a 
May 29, 2012 DOJ Office of Legal Counsel opinion, this statute applies to incidents that federal law 
enforcement officers learn about while in the course of their duties on federal land or in a federal facility, 
even if the child abuse itself did not occur on federal land or in a federal facility.  In addition, federal law 

 
38  18 U.S.C. § 3509(a)(7). 

39  34 U.S.C. § 20341(a).  The law further states:  “For all Federal lands and all federally operated (or contracted) facilities 
in which children are cared for or reside and for all covered individuals, the Attorney General shall designate an agency 
to receive and investigate the reports described in subsection (a).  By formal written agreement, the designated agency 
may be a non-Federal agency.  When such reports are received by social services or health care agencies, and involve 
allegations of sexual abuse, serious physical injury, or life-threatening neglect of a child, there shall be an immediate 
referral of the report to a law enforcement agency with authority to take emergency action to protect the child.  All 
reports received shall be promptly investigated, and whenever appropriate, investigations shall be conducted jointly by 
social services and law enforcement personnel, with a view toward avoiding unnecessary multiple interviews with the 
child.”   34 U.S.C. § 20341(d). 
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enforcement officers “shall receive periodic training in the obligation to report, as well as in the 
identification of abused and neglected children.”40     

2. FBI Policy on Mandatory Child Abuse Reporting 

Appendix K of the DIOG sets forth the FBI’s policy on reporting of suspected child abuse, neglect, and sexual 
exploitation (FBI Mandatory Reporting Policy).  This policy is based on the AG Guidelines, which require DOJ 
personnel, including FBI personnel, to report suspected child abuse.  The FBI Mandatory Reporting Policy 
states that its policy is “in addition to, not in place of, mandatory reporting requirements under state, tribal 
and federal law with which [FBI Personnel] shall also comply.”  

The FBI Mandatory Reporting Policy explains: 

The FBI’s role as a law enforcement agency necessitates several reporting requirements for 
FBI personnel who have reasonable cause to believe a child is suffering from abuse, neglect 
and/or sexual exploitation.  

While certain FBI employees (e.g. law enforcement personnel and social workers) are 
defined as mandated reporters under state, tribal and federal law, all FBI employees shall 
report suspected child abuse, neglect and/or sexual exploitation to the state, local or tribal 
law enforcement agency or child protective services agency that has jurisdiction to 
investigate such reports or to protect the child.   

According to the FBI Mandatory Reporting Policy, the report must be “immediate.”  The policy further states 
that “FBI personnel should consult with the Chief Division Counsel (CDC) or the Office of General Counsel 
(OGC) to determine the child abuse reporting laws applicable in their area of responsibility.”  However, the 
policy states that certain crimes against children matters “already fall within the primary investigative 
jurisdiction of the FBI” and that suspected child abuse or sexual exploitation “in these areas, which are 
already the subject of an FBI investigation, do not warrant additional reporting unless such reporting is 
necessary to further protect the child.”   

IV. Timeline of Key Events 

July 28, 2015 USA Gymnastics officials, including President and Chief Executive Officer Stephen D. 
Penny, Jr., meet with the FBI’s Indianapolis Field Office Special Agent in Charge W. Jay 
Abbott, the Indianapolis Assistant Special Agent in Charge (ASAC), and an 
Indianapolis Supervisory Special Agent (SSA) to report allegations that USA 
Gymnastics physician Lawrence Gerard Nassar sexually abused multiple gymnasts.   

September 1, 2015 The Indianapolis SSA discusses the Nassar allegations with an Assistant U.S. Attorney 
(AUSA) from the U.S. Attorney’s Office (USAO) for the Southern District of Indiana and 
an SSA from the Detroit Field Office.  They determine that, if there is federal 

 
40  34 U.S.C. § 20341(h). 
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jurisdiction, venue is likely most appropriate in the Western District of Michigan and 
the FBI’s Lansing Resident Agency.      

September 2, 2015 The Indianapolis SSA and another Special Agent from the Indianapolis Field Office 
interview Gymnast 1 by telephone.  The interview is the only one conducted by the 
Indianapolis Field Office and is not formally documented by the Indianapolis SSA 
contemporaneous with the interview.  Later that same day, the Southern District of 
Indiana AUSA advises the Indianapolis SSA to transfer the Nassar allegations to the 
FBI’s Lansing Resident Agency.  However, the FBI Lansing Resident Agency is never 
informed about the allegations by the FBI Indianapolis Field Office. 

September 4, 2015 Abbott emails Penny, copying the Indianapolis SSA and Indianapolis ASAC, and 
informs him that “pertinent interviews have been completed and the results have 
been provided to the FBI and the USAO in Michigan (Detroit) for appropriate action if 
any.”  However, no such information is provided to the FBI or USAOs in Michigan and 
appropriate state or local authorities are not notified.  Nassar continues to treat 
patients.   

October 2, 2015 Abbott meets Penny at a bar, and Penny suggests a potential job opportunity for 
Abbott with the U.S. Olympic Committee as the U.S. Olympic Chief Security Officer 
when the current Chief Security Officer retires.  Thereafter, Abbott and Penny have 
periodic communications about the U.S. Olympic Committee job opportunity and the 
FBI’s ongoing Nassar investigations.   

May 11, 2016 After approximately 8 months of inactivity by the FBI in investigating the Nassar 
allegations, USA Gymnastics officials meet with the Los Angeles Field Office to 
provide the office with the same information they had given to the Indianapolis Field 
Office in July 2015.   

May 11, 2016 Los Angeles Field Office officials interview Gymnast 1 and learn that she had 
previously been interviewed by agents in the Indianapolis Field Office.  The Los 
Angeles Field Office contacts the Indianapolis SSA, who states that he submitted an 
electronic complaint to transfer the Nassar allegations to the Lansing Resident 
Agency in 2015.  However, FBI officials are unable to find the complaint in the FBI’s 
electronic case management system.   

May 11, 2016 The Los Angeles Field Office opens a federal sexual tourism investigation against 
Nassar.  Over the next several months, the Los Angeles Field Office conducts 
numerous interviews and obtains additional evidence regarding the sexual assault 
allegations against Nassar.  However, appropriate state or local authorities are not 
notified, and Nassar continues to treat patients.     

August 20, 2016 The Michigan State University Police Department (MSUPD) receives a complaint from 
a former gymnast that she was sexually assaulted by Nassar when she was 16 years 
old. 
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September 12, 2016 The Indianapolis Star publishes an article that details allegations of sexual abuse 
made against Nassar by two former gymnasts.  In connection with the article, USA 
Gymnastics issues a public statement that, “immediately after learning of athlete 
concerns about” Nassar, USA Gymnastics “notified law enforcement.”  That same 
day, Penny emails the article to Abbott, who replies:  “Thanks Steve, Hang in there.  
You’ll be all right.”  Following these media reports, the MSUPD received similar sexual 
abuse complaints from dozens of additional young females.   

September 20, 2016 The MSUPD executes a search warrant at Nassar’s residence and discovers over 
37,000 images of child pornography.   

October 5, 2016 The FBI’s Lansing Resident Agency, after first learning of the Nassar allegations from 
the MSUPD, opens a federal child pornography investigation of Nassar.   

November 21, 2016 Nassar is arrested by the MSUPD for criminal sexual conduct.  Nassar is released on 
bond.  

December 16, 2016 Nassar is arrested by the FBI for possession of child pornography.   

January 17, 2017  A Wall Street Journal reporter sends an inquiry to the FBI regarding the apparent 
delay in the investigation that led to Nassar’s arrest, stating, among other things, 
“Either USA Gymnastics is lying, and didn’t report the Nassar complaints to the FBI 
‘immediately,’ or the FBI didn’t contact the complainants/victims for at least a year, 
which seems like a very long time for such serious accusations.” 

February 1, 2017  Penny, after also having been contacted by The Wall Street Journal, asks the FBI to 
confirm that USA Gymnastics reported the Nassar allegations to the FBI in July 2015.  
Abbott proposes to his FBI colleagues a public FBI statement regarding USA 
Gymnastics’ and the FBI’s handling of the Nassar allegations that implies the FBI had 
initiated its investigation following the July 2015 meeting with USA Gymnastics.  The 
FBI does not issue the statement.     

February 1, 2017 FBI employees have internal discussions about an electronic communication drafted 
by the Indianapolis SSA and dated February 1 that describes the Indianapolis Field 
Office’s receipt of the Nassar allegations and summarizes the investigative steps 
taken in 2015.  The electronic communication also includes an assertion that, in 
September 2015, the Indianapolis SSA drafted an FD-71 complaint form summarizing 
the Nassar allegations and information from the Gymnast 1 interview and sent it to 
the Lansing Resident Agency, but that it cannot be located.   

February 1, 2017 After the FBI receives an inquiry from 60 Minutes regarding the FBI’s handling of the 
Nassar matter, the FBI’s Criminal Investigative Division begins drafting a document 
called the “Nassar White Paper” to document the FBI’s handling of the Nassar 
allegations.  The Nassar White Paper relies on information provided by the 
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Indianapolis Field Office that does not fully or accurately describe the office’s efforts 
to interview the victim gymnasts.  

February 2, 2017 The Indianapolis SSA formally documents for the first time the September 2, 2015 
interview of Gymnast 1 in an FBI FD-302 report.  In preparing the FD-302, the 
Indianapolis SSA relies on his memory and his one page of limited notes from the 
interview.  The FD-302 report conflicts with the information that Gymnast 1 provided 
to USA Gymnastics in 2015 and the Los Angeles Field Office in 2016, and attributes 
statements to Gymnast 1 that Gymnast 1 tells the OIG that she did not make. 

February 16-17, 2017 Abbott and Penny discuss the Nassar investigation and the U.S. Olympic Committee 
Chief Security Officer job opportunity in the same email exchange.   

February 20, 2017 Abbott applies for the position of Chief Security Officer with the U.S. Olympic 
Committee that Penny had suggested in October 2015.  Abbott does not receive an 
interview and is not hired by the U.S. Olympic Committee. 

July 11, 2017 Nassar pleads guilty in federal court to Receipt and Attempted Receipt of Child 
Pornography, Possession of Child Pornography, and Destruction and Concealment of 
Records and Tangible Objects.  None of the charges relate to child sexual tourism, 
the federal offense the Indianapolis Field Office considered investigating and the Los 
Angeles Field Office had investigated. 

November 22, 2017 Nassar pleads guilty in Michigan state court to seven counts of First Degree Criminal 
Sexual Conduct.  An addendum to the plea agreement indicates that there were 
115 alleged victims.  

December 7, 2017 Nassar is sentenced to 60 years in federal prison. 

January 24, 2018 Nassar is sentenced to 40 to 175 years in Michigan state prison.  

January 25, 2018 The U.S. Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
Subcommittee on Manufacturing, Trade and Consumer Protection (Senate 
Subcommittee) initiates an investigation regarding the response to the Nassar 
allegations by various institutions, including USA Gymnastics, the U.S. Olympic 
Committee, Michigan State University, and the FBI.   

February 2, 2018 Abbott, who is now retired from the FBI, informs an Indianapolis Field Office public 
affairs official about an on-the-record statement that Abbott had provided to a New 
York Times reporter in response to the reporter’s inquiry about the FBI’s handling of 
the Nassar case.  Abbott’s statement contained several factual inaccuracies, including 
that “there was no delay” by the FBI in pursuing the investigation and that the 
Indianapolis Field Office had provided “a detailed report” about the Nassar 
allegations to the FBI’s Detroit and Los Angeles offices.  
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February 3, 2018 The New York Times publishes an article entitled, “As FBI Took a Year to Pursue the 
Nassar Case, Dozens Say They Were Molested,” noting, among other things, the FBI’s 
failure to interview Gymnast 2 or Gymnast 3 for nearly a year after the July 2015 
meeting with USA Gymnastics and the large number of athletes who were allegedly 
sexually assaulted by Nassar between July 2015 and September 2016.  In response to 
a question about the FBI’s failure to notify people of the potential threat that Nassar 
presented while the FBI investigation was ongoing, Abbott is quoted as stating: 
“That’s where things can get tricky.  There is a duty to warn those who might be 
harmed in the future.  But everyone is still trying to ascertain whether a crime has 
been committed.  And everybody has rights here.”        

February 5, 2018 Nassar is sentenced to an additional 40 to 125 years in Michigan state prison after 
pleading guilty to an additional three counts of criminal sexual conduct.   

February 8, 2018 A revised version of the Nassar White Paper, first created in February 2017, is 
circulated within the FBI.  The revised version includes factually unsupportable 
statements, including its claim that the Indianapolis Field Office provided its findings 
to the Detroit Field Office.  

February 9, 2018 The Indianapolis ASAC proposes additional language be added to the Nassar White 
Paper regarding the Indianapolis Field Office’s 2015 investigative activity that does 
not fully or accurately describe that activity. 

February 19, 2018 The FBI’s Inspection Division commences a Special Review “to assess the FBI handling 
of allegations regarding” Nassar, at the direction of the FBI Director. 

April 19, 2018 A Wall Street Journal reporter seeks comment or clarification from the FBI on 
questions regarding the FBI’s handling of the Nassar allegations.  According to the 
article, the FBI responds that it is “reviewing our role in the investigation of Mr. 
Nassar.  We are unable to comment further.”  The Indianapolis SSA emails the 
Indianapolis ASAC, “I wish just 1 person would state the obvious…lack of FEDERAL 
violation” (emphasis in original).   

December 10, 2018 The law firm Ropes & Gray, LLP, which was retained by the U.S. Olympic Committee, 
issues its Report of the Independent Investigation:  The Constellation of Factors 
Underlying Larry Nassar’s Abuse of Athletes.   

July 30, 2019 The Senate Subcommittee issues its report, Senate Olympics Investigation: The Courage 
of Survivors, A Call to Action.  
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Chapter 3:  The FBI’s Handling of the Nassar Allegations 
On July 28, 2015, USA Gymnastics officials met with FBI Indianapolis Field Office Special Agent in Charge 
(SAC) W. Jay Abbott, the Indianapolis Field Office Assistant Special Agent in Charge (Indianapolis ASAC), and 
the Indianapolis Field Office Supervisory Special Agent (Indianapolis SSA) to report serious allegations of 
sexual abuse by USA Gymnastics physician Lawrence Gerard Nassar of multiple gymnasts following a USA 
Gymnastics internal investigation.  After the meeting, the Indianapolis Field Office conducted limited Pre-
Assessment activities related to the Nassar allegations, including reviewing digital evidence that USA 
Gymnastics had provided during the meeting, an activity which was not documented or performed 
consistent with FBI policy; consulting with the U.S. Attorney’s Office (USAO) in the Southern District of 
Indiana and the FBI’s Detroit Field Office; and conducting one telephonic victim interview on September 2, 
2015, which was not formally documented until February 2017.   

The Indianapolis agents questioned whether the allegations against Nassar were sufficient to support 
federal jurisdiction but did not refer the Nassar allegations to state or local authorities.  Instead, the 
Indianapolis agents and prosecutor decided that, if federal jurisdiction could be established, venue would be 
most appropriate in the Western District of Michigan and the FBI’s Lansing Resident Agency and that the 
matter should be transferred to the Lansing Resident Agency.  However, Indianapolis agents never routed a 
formal complaint to the Lansing Resident Agency and the FBI did not again investigate the Nassar 
allegations until May 2016, over 8 months later, when USA Gymnastics filed a new complaint with the FBI’s 
Los Angeles Field Office because of the FBI’s inaction since September 2015.  The Los Angeles Field Office 
opened a child sexual tourism investigation and conducted numerous interviews that uncovered serious 
allegations of sexual abuse by Nassar, but the Los Angeles Field Office also did not refer the Nassar 
allegations to state or local authorities, take other action to mitigate the ongoing threat that Nassar 
represented, or notify the Lansing Resident Agency about a case that was likely within its venue.  It was not 
until September 2016, after the Michigan State University Policy Department (MSUPD) received a separate 
sexual assault complaint about Nassar by another former gymnast, that law enforcement action was taken 
against Nassar, with the execution by the MSUPD of a search warrant at Nassar’s home that resulted in the 
seizure of child pornography and other evidence.  The FBI’s Lansing Resident Agency first learned of the 
allegations against Nassar as a result of the MSUPD search warrant and thereafter worked with the MSUPD 
on what became state and federal investigations that resulted in Nassar’s arrest and conviction on state and 
federal charges.  

In this chapter, we describe the chronology of events that led to more than a yearlong delay in bringing 
Nassar to justice.        

I. The Nassar Allegations Are Reported to the Indianapolis Field Office in July 2015 

The FBI was first contacted by USA Gymnastics about allegations concerning Nassar on July 27, 2015, when 
USA Gymnastics President and Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Stephen D. Penny, Jr., contacted Abbott at the 
FBI’s Indianapolis Field Office to request a meeting.  The prior month, on June 17, according to a report 
prepared by the law firm retained by the U.S. Olympic Committee, a gymnastics coach notified USA 
Gymnastics’ then-Senior Vice President that Nassar had made a gymnast (Gymnast 2) feel uncomfortable 
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during one of Nassar’s medical treatments.41  The gymnastics coach also provided the then-Senior Vice 
President with the names of two other gymnasts that Nassar may have abused.42  The then-Senior Vice 
President, after receiving this information, provided it to Penny, who, according to the law firm report, 
informed a USA Gymnastics attorney and some members of the USA Gymnastics Board of Directors of the 
allegations against Nassar.43  On July 3, USA Gymnastics engaged a private investigator to conduct an 
internal investigation into the allegations.44  The USA Gymnastics private investigator completed her 
investigation on or about July 25 and advised USA Gymnastics that a gymnast she interviewed (Gymnast 1) 
provided “an unambiguous claim of sexual abuse” by Nassar.45  The USA Gymnastics private investigator 
further advised USA Gymnastics to immediately report the allegations to law enforcement.46  Penny told the 
OIG that USA Gymnastics decided that the FBI was the most appropriate law enforcement agency to contact 
because the alleged sexual misconduct potentially occurred in multiple places throughout the United States, 
as well as in other countries.   

On July 28, 2015, USA Gymnastics officials met with the FBI Indianapolis Field Office.  However, no one from 
the FBI formally documented the meeting and therefore the only contemporaneous FBI records of the 
meeting are five pages of handwritten notes taken by the FBI attendees.  Attending the meeting for USA 
Gymnastics were Penny, the USA Gymnastics attorney, and the USA Gymnastics Board of Directors 
Chairman.  Attending the meeting for the FBI Indianapolis Field Office were Abbott, the Indianapolis ASAC, 
and the Indianapolis SSA.  The Indianapolis ASAC and the Indianapolis SSA told the FBI’s Inspection Division 
(INSD) that the Chief Division Counsel of the Indianapolis Field Office (Indianapolis CDC) also attended this 
meeting, but the Indianapolis CDC told the OIG that he did not recall being in attendance and we found no 
documentary evidence (such as notes or calendar entries) reflecting his attendance.47  Further, a USA 
Gymnastics document referencing the FBI meeting on July 28 noted that it was attended by Abbott and “two 
special agents.”48   

During the July 28 meeting, according to multiple witnesses and documents, Penny outlined the nature of 
the allegations against Nassar and the steps USA Gymnastics had taken to investigate the gymnasts’ claims.  
In addition, Penny told the OIG that he provided the FBI a memorandum captioned from the USA 

 
41  Ropes & Gray, Report of the Independent Investigation:  The Constellation of Factors Underlying Larry Nassar’s Abuse of 
Athletes (December 2018), 58, www.nassarinvestigation.com/en (accessed June 14, 2021). 

42  Ropes & Gray, Report of the Independent Investigation, 58. 

43  Ropes & Gray, Report of the Independent Investigation, 58–60. 

44  Ropes & Gray, Report of the Independent Investigation, 62. 

45  Ropes & Gray, Report of the Independent Investigation, 67. 

46  Ropes & Gray, Report of the Independent Investigation, 67. 

47  The Indianapolis CDC told the OIG that he believed he participated in internal FBI “morning briefings” and monthly 
meetings with the U.S. Attorney’s Office (USAO), during which the Nassar allegations were briefed at a high level.  He 
also stated that he sat in on in two telephone calls between Penny and Abbott after the Indianapolis Field Office was no 
longer handling the allegations.  These calls are described later in this report.   

48  Senators Jerry Moran and Richard Blumenthal, Senate Olympics Investigation:  The Courage of Survivors, A Call to Action 
(July 2019), Exhibit D, www.moran.senate.gov/public/_cache/files/c/2/c232725e-b717-4ec8-913e-
845ffe0837e6/FCC5DFDE2005A2EACF5A9A25FF76D538.2019.07.30-the-courage-of-survivors--a-call-to-action-olympics-
investigation-report-final.pdf (accessed June 14, 2021). 
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because none of the alleged crimes occurred in Indiana.  The Indianapolis SSA believed that the only reason 
Penny reported the allegations to the Indianapolis Field Office was that USA Gymnastics was headquartered 
in Indianapolis.   

Similarly, the Indianapolis ASAC told the INSD that he was confused as to why Penny reported the 
allegations to the Indianapolis Field Office because there did not appear to be clear violations of federal law 
or a nexus to Indianapolis.  Consistent with this statement, the Indianapolis ASAC wrote in his notes, “assess 
if there is investigation/federal nexus” and “where does the venue fall?”  

Both the Indianapolis ASAC and the Indianapolis SSA told the OIG that Penny was instructed twice during 
the July 28, 2015 meeting to report the Nassar allegations to local law enforcement where the violations 
were committed, as no apparent violations occurred in Indiana.  The Indianapolis ASAC stated that when the 
meeting ended they educated Penny and the others on the FBI’s role, “reiterated...that we’re not first 
responders,” and, thus, told them that the allegations should be reported to local law enforcement.  The 
Indianapolis ASAC thought that it was the Indianapolis SSA who initially brought up the subject of reporting 
to local law enforcement, while the Indianapolis SSA told the OIG that either the Indianapolis ASAC or SAC 
Abbott provided the instruction to Penny.  An entry of the Indianapolis ASAC’s notes contained Penny’s 
name and phone number along with the notation, “report to local LE?”  The Indianapolis ASAC and the 
Indianapolis SSA both stated that they believed the Indianapolis CDC provided similar guidance to Penny; 
however, as noted above, there is no evidence that the Indianapolis CDC was at the meeting, and the 
Indianapolis CDC told the OIG that he did not recall any discussions within the FBI or with USA Gymnastics 
about reporting the Nassar allegations to local law enforcement.51     

Penny and the USA Gymnastics Board of Directors Chairman both contradicted this claim by the 
Indianapolis ASAC and the Indianapolis SSA.  Penny told the OIG that no one at the FBI—not Abbott, the 
Indianapolis SSA, or the Indianapolis ASAC—told him to notify local law enforcement about the Nassar 
allegations.  To the contrary, Penny stated that during the July 28, 2015 meeting the FBI “emphasized the 
value and importance of confidentiality.”  Similarly, the USA Gymnastics Board of Directors Chairman told 
the OIG that no one from the FBI Indianapolis Field Office told USA Gymnastics to contact local law 
enforcement.  According to the USA Gymnastics Board of Directors Chairman, Abbott told them during the 
meeting that USA Gymnastics had “come to the right place,” meaning the FBI, and that Abbott had 
complimented USA Gymnastics on how it had handled the matter.  Further, the USA Gymnastics Board of 
Directors Chairman told a Senate committee investigating the Nassar allegations that Abbott said on several 
occasions during the meeting that USA Gymnastics should not take any actions that would interfere with the 
FBI investigation.52 

As noted above, the FBI did not formally document the July 28 meeting and therefore there is no FBI 
documentary record of instructions that FBI officials did or did not give to USA Gymnastics officials during 
the meeting.  However, the OIG reviewed a contemporaneous summary of the meeting prepared by USA 

 
unlawful sexual activity.  They reasoned that the purpose of Nassar’s travel was his work as a doctor with USA 
Gymnastics.     

51  In addition, the Indianapolis CDC told the OIG that agents who work child sexual abuse cases are aware of the 
mandatory reporting requirements and, as CDC, he was never involved in that process. 

52  Moran and Blumenthal, Senate Olympics Investigation, 53. 
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Gymnastics, which made no mention of an instruction to USA Gymnastics officials to notify state or local 
officials and stated: 

USA Gymnastics briefed the agents about the circumstances and much of the discussion 
centered around Gymnast 1 and the proper jurisdiction for investigation.  The FBI concurred 
with USA Gymnastics that there was some question as to how best to proceed but also felt 
that the [FBI] was in fact the best place to start.  Following this meeting the FBI was to 
consult with the U.S. Attorney on next steps, but felt strongly that the [FBI] would at the very 
least conduct an interview with Gymnast 1. 

Moreover, as detailed below, subsequent press statements prepared by USA Gymnastics noted that USA 
Gymnastics had refrained at FBI Indianapolis’s request from “making further statements or taking any other 
action that might interfere with the agency’s investigation.” 

The Indianapolis SSA told the OIG that he did not contact local law enforcement himself because he had 
received “fourth-hand information” and he “wouldn’t even know what to go to law enforcement about.”  The 
Indianapolis SSA stated that the “onus” was on USA Gymnastics to report the allegations to local law 
enforcement, and he believed that advising Penny to report the allegations to local law enforcement was 
adequate.  The Indianapolis ASAC stated that the Indianapolis Field Office would have reported the 
allegations to state and local partners “if we were certain of an allegation” or if “the facts had led to…a 
criminal act going on.”  The Indianapolis ASAC further stated that they were “awaiting guidance from the 
United States Attorney’s Office” on whether there was a federal crime or venue and whether the FBI could 
conduct “some initial Assessment activity.”   

The Indianapolis SSA also stated during his OIG interview that he did not formally document the July 28 
meeting because “at this point, I did not know what we had…and I didn’t really have a repository to put that 
to.”  He further stated that, if documentation was required, he did not know whose responsibility it was to 
create it between Abbott, the Indianapolis ASAC, and himself.  The Indianapolis ASAC told the OIG that, 
“Whatever limited information we have, in my mind, it was documented in the appropriate form at the time, 
which was an FD-71,” referring to the FD-71 that the Indianapolis SSA claimed he created subsequent to the 
meeting to refer the Nassar allegations to the Lansing Resident Agency.  However, FBI INSD concluded in its 
Special Review that the Indianapolis Field Office’s failure to document the July 28 meeting violated FBI policy.     

Abbott told the OIG that he and the other FBI employees who participated in the meeting “huddled” in 
Abbott’s office “for a good hour” after the meeting and that they questioned why Penny had not 
immediately reported the allegations to the authorities.  Abbott stated that they further questioned why 
Penny brought the allegations to Indianapolis as opposed to where the acts occurred or where the victims 
or alleged perpetrator lived.  Abbott stated that this caused his and his colleagues’ “suspicions” to rise as to 
whether Penny was “fully cooperating” and to question, “What’s he protecting?  Why is he bringing it to us in 
this fashion?”   

After the July 28, 2015 meeting, Abbott directed the Indianapolis SSA to contact the three athletes identified 
by Penny and for the Indianapolis ASAC to coordinate with the U.S. Attorney’s Office (USAO) for the 
Southern District of Indiana.  
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II. Indianapolis Field Office Actions Following the July 28 Meeting 

A. Contact with the USAO for the Southern District of Indiana 

Shortly after the July 28 meeting with USA Gymnastics, the Indianapolis Field Office was in contact with the 
USAO for the Southern District of Indiana about the Nassar allegations, as we discuss below.  However, we 
determined that the USAO first learned of the Nassar allegations on or about July 27, 2015, when an 
Assistant U.S. Attorney with the Southern District of Indiana (Southern District of Indiana AUSA) was 
contacted by a then-Sergeant over the Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department’s Child Abuse Unit 
(Indianapolis Sergeant).  The Southern District of Indiana AUSA stated that in late July 2015 he was working 
with several FBI agents and FBI task force officers on the Jared Fogle child pornography case.  On July 27, the 
Indianapolis Sergeant emailed the Southern District of Indiana AUSA informing him that Penny, a family 
friend, had contacted the Indianapolis Sergeant the previous day, July 26, because Penny wanted to report a 
child sexual abuse allegation.   

The Indianapolis Sergeant told the OIG that he reached out to the Southern District of Indiana AUSA after 
Penny had asked him where he could report allegations against a USA Gymnastics doctor that involved 
more than one state and possible international conduct.  The Indianapolis Sergeant stated that Penny, who 
knew that the Indianapolis Sergeant handled child abuse matters, referred to the allegations as something 
within the Indianapolis Sergeant’s “profession” or “realm.”  The Indianapolis Sergeant further stated that, 
after learning that none of the alleged events occurred in Indianapolis, he believed that a report to the FBI, 
rather than the Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department, would be most appropriate; offered to 
connect Penny with the Southern District of Indiana AUSA; and sent the Southern District of Indiana AUSA 
an email about his conversation with Penny. 

The evidence we reviewed is unclear as to whether the Southern District of Indiana AUSA communicated 
with Penny about Nassar.53  However, the Southern District of Indiana AUSA told us that in late July 2015, 
within days of receiving the email from the Indianapolis Sergeant, the Southern District of Indiana AUSA 
began communicating with the Indianapolis SSA about the Nassar allegations.  The Indianapolis SSA stated 

 
53  During our review, we identified conflicting recollections among witnesses as to whether Penny met with the 
Southern District of Indiana AUSA to discuss the allegations against Nassar.  According to the Southern District of 
Indiana AUSA, within a few days after he received the email from the Indianapolis Sergeant, he and one or more of the 
investigators in the Fogle investigation met with Penny at a child advocacy center where the Fogle investigative team 
was interviewing victims in the Fogle case.  The Southern District of Indiana AUSA could not recall which specific FBI 
agents or task force officers participated in this meeting.  The Southern District of Indiana AUSA described the meeting 
as brief as they had multiple victim interviews to conduct that day in the Fogle case, and the Southern District of Indiana 
AUSA believed that one of the investigators documented the meeting.  The Southern District of Indiana AUSA recalled 
that Penny discussed concerns that Nassar may have inappropriately touched athletes but added that Nassar was 
insistent that he was using valid medical techniques.  The OIG interviewed five individuals that the Southern District of 
Indiana AUSA identified as possibly attending the Penny meeting with him at the child advocacy center, including the 
Indianapolis Sergeant.  Of those five individuals, the Indianapolis Sergeant was the only one who recalled a meeting with 
Penny in July 2015; but the Indianapolis Sergeant said that the meeting was about a USA Gymnastics coach and not 
Nassar.  Similarly, Penny told us of a meeting with the Southern District of Indiana AUSA at the child advocacy center in 
August 2015 but said that the meeting concerned a USA Gymnastics coach and not Nassar.  We were unable to locate 
any documents relating to the meeting.      
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that he and the Southern District of Indiana AUSA had several conversations about the Nassar allegations 
both before and after the Indianapolis SSA’s interview with Gymnast 1 on September 2, 2015.   

As described below, according to the Indianapolis SSA’s February 2017 EC, following the interview of 
Gymnast 1 on September 2, the Indianapolis SSA contacted the Southern District of Indiana AUSA and 
advised him of what occurred during the interview.  The Indianapolis SSA wrote in the February 2017 EC that 
the Southern District of Indiana AUSA “reluctantly declined” the case due to venue and advised the 
Indianapolis SSA to transfer the matter to the Lansing Resident Agency.  Additionally, the Indianapolis ASAC 
and the Indianapolis SSA both told the OIG that on July 29, the day after the meeting with USA Gymnastics, 
the Indianapolis ASAC met with the Southern District of Indiana First Assistant U.S. Attorney (Southern 
District of Indiana FAUSA) to discuss the Nassar allegations.  According to the Indianapolis ASAC, the 
Southern District of Indiana FAUSA stated that he did not see a clear violation of federal law but agreed to 
conduct legal research.   

The Southern District of Indiana FAUSA told the OIG that he did not recall discussing the Nassar allegations 
with anyone at the FBI but said that he knew the Southern District of Indiana AUSA was handling the matter.  
We identified a meeting with the Indianapolis ASAC scheduled on the Southern District of Indiana FAUSA’s 
calendar for July 29, 2015, with the location “FBI initiative”; but the calendar entry did not reference the 
Nassar allegations.   

B. Efforts to Interview Gymnasts 1, 2, and 3 

On July 28, 2015, following the meeting at the Indianapolis Field Office, Penny emailed Abbott and the 
Indianapolis ASAC with contact information for Gymnast 2’s mother, Gymnast 3, Gymnast 1, and 
Gymnast 1’s mother.  From July 29 through September 1, 2015, Penny exchanged emails with Abbott, the 
Indianapolis SSA, and the Indianapolis ASAC regarding scheduling interviews of the athletes.   

Abbott wrote in a July 29, 2015 email to Penny: 

As telephonically discussed earlier today, an interview of the athlete in question on or about 
August 13 at Indianapolis would be the most advantageous.  At the conclusion of that 
interview, the FBI will determine next steps with referral to the Western District of Michigan 
and the FBI Detroit Division, if necessary, as per counsel from the USAO here in the Northern 
District of Indiana.  We will also provide an update to you at that time.   

Later that same day, Penny emailed Abbott to inform him that he had “spoken with the mother of 
Gymnast [1]” and “explained the steps we have taken.”  Penny further stated that the mother “was very 
grateful to hear that the FBI will be willing to interview her daughter” and that the mother “is going to speak 
with her daughter and hopefully get back to me as soon as possible.” 

On the evening of August 4, Penny emailed Abbott asking whether Penny could “catch up with you and your 
team as soon as possible regarding” Gymnast 1.  Abbott responded by copying the Indianapolis ASAC and 
the Indianapolis SSA, informing Penny that he (Abbott) was out of town that week, and asking the 
Indianapolis SSA to contact Penny the following morning. 
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The next day, August 5, according to the Indianapolis SSA’s February 2017 EC, the Indianapolis SSA 
discussed with Penny the status of the interview of Gymnast 1, as well as a possible interview of Gymnast 3.  
According to the EC, Penny told the Indianapolis SSA that Gymnast 3 would be traveling to Indianapolis for a 
competition and offered to “set a time” for her interview with the FBI.  The Indianapolis SSA further wrote in 
the EC that on that same day he contacted Gymnast 1’s mother to discuss arranging an interview of 
Gymnast 1 and that Gymnast 1’s mother agreed to discuss the matter with her daughter.  

The following day, August 6, Penny emailed Abbott, the Indianapolis ASAC, and the Indianapolis SSA, “As we 
have discussed I appreciate you contacting [Gymnast 1] directly about an interview in [her home state] in 
the very near future.  Also, [Gymnast 3] would be available for an interview at about 1:00pm on Sunday, 
August 16 prior to returning home” from her gymnastics competition in Indianapolis.  On August 7, the 
Indianapolis SSA replied to Penny, with a courtesy copy to Abbott and the Indianapolis ASAC, “Thank you for 
setting up the interview with [Gymnast 3].  That time will work out perfectly.  We will reach out to 
[Gymnast 1] and find an amenable time for the interview in [her home state].”  

However, on August 9, Penny emailed the Indianapolis SSA, the Indianapolis ASAC, and Abbott to inform 
them that he had “received a note from [Gymnast 3] that the thought of the interview is just a little too 
overwhelming for her right now as we head into the [gymnastics competition in Indianapolis].  For now we 
have postponed.”  The email went on to state that the FBI should “contact [Gymnast 1] at your earliest 
convenience.”  On August 12, Penny emailed the Indianapolis SSA, with a courtesy copy to Abbott and the 
Indianapolis ASAC, stating, “I received a call from [Gymnast 1’s mother] last night and she was curious as to 
when she might here [sic] from you.”  The email went on to state that “we are getting close to next steps 
with Dr. Nassar following our [gymnastics competition in Indianapolis] this week so one way or another it 
would be helpful to have more perspective on this at your earliest convenience.”  About 90 minutes later, 
the Indianapolis ASAC replied: 

[The Indianapolis SSA] has been working a violent crime initiative over the course of the past 
10 days, which has him leading his team until 2 am most nights.  Per our telcal last week, as 
an agency, we could have sent a lead to our LA office and had them conduct the interview.  
However, given the sensitivities of this matter, and [the Indianapolis SSA’s] experience, we 
reached a consensus [the Indianapolis SSA] and his agent with this specialty should be the 
ones to conduct the interview in the near future.  We’ve made it a priority and will ensure the 
interview gets scheduled and conducted.     

The following week, on August 20, the Indianapolis SSA texted the Indianapolis ASAC:  “Just wanted to give 
you a quick update.  I tried calling [Gymnast 1] 2x this evening, but her phone goes directly to a message 
that the person is not accepting calls at this time.  I will try again tomorrow afternoon to set up the 
interview.”  During the INSD investigation, the Indianapolis SSA told the INSD that he made several attempts 
to contact Gymnast 1 before he finally made contact with Gymnast 1 on or about August 25 and that he left 
voicemail messages when his attempts were unsuccessful.  The Indianapolis SSA stated that after August 25 
he communicated directly with Gymnast 1’s mother to coordinate Gymnast 1’s interview.  However, we 
found no records at the FBI of attempts by the Indianapolis SSA to contact Gymnast 1 between August 5 and 
August 25, other than the August 20 text message from the Indianapolis SSA to the Indianapolis ASAC 
referencing two calls that evening.  The Indianapolis SSA told the INSD that he did not contemporaneously 
document any of his conversations with Gymnast 1’s mother.       
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On the morning of August 27, the Indianapolis ASAC wrote to Penny that the Indianapolis SSA had 
“attempted on three occasions to set up the interview” with Gymnast 1, but Gymnast 1 had not returned the 
Indianapolis SSA’s calls.  The Indianapolis ASAC further wrote:  “At this point I have the following 
recommendation:  can you ask that individual if she is still willing to be interviewed, and if so contact [the 
Indianapolis SSA] directly on his cell phone….  We cannot compel her to meet with us, but we’re more than 
willing to do our due diligence.”  Penny sent an email in response that same morning asking whether the 
Indianapolis SSA had tried to reach Gymnast 1 directly or through her mother.  The Indianapolis SSA 
responded 3 minutes later:  “To clarify, I have attempted to call mom’s phone on several occasions, as I 
believe that was the direction given.  Her phone rings and goes to a message that the caller is not accepting 
calls at this time.”  Later in the day, Penny emailed the Indianapolis SSA and the Indianapolis ASAC regarding 
Gymnast 1, stating:  “Mom has resurfaced.  let me take one more shot at trying to get them to Indy.”  
According to the Indianapolis SSA’s February 2017 EC, Penny stated that Gymnast 1’s mother had failed to 
answer her phone because Gymnast 1’s family had been on travel the previous 3 weeks and that he (Penny) 
had made arrangements to fly Gymnast 1 and her mother to Indianapolis on Thursday, September 3. 

In the August 27, 2015 email, Penny further wrote that, “Gymnast 3 has reconnected and wonders if the FBI 
would still like to speak with her and if so, would they travel to [the city near where she lives].”   

On August 31, 2015, Penny emailed the Indianapolis SSA and the Indianapolis ASAC to inform them that 
“[w]e are looking at getting [Gymnast 1 and her mother] here Thursday night and flying home Friday 
evening.”  On the same date, Penny emailed Gymnast 1’s mother and provided Gymnast 1’s travel itinerary 
for her flight to Indianapolis on September 3.  The following day, September 1, at around 6 p.m., the 
Indianapolis ASAC texted the Indianapolis SSA:  “Also, what’s the status with gymnastics?  You interviewing 
athletes [3] and [1] on Thursday [September 3] here in Indy?”  The Indianapolis SSA replied:  “I spoke with 
the gymnastics mom again, as well as the SSA in Detroit.  [The agent] and I are doing a telephonic interview 
tomorrow afternoon.  We will then package it up and ship it off.”   

Later on September 1, Penny again wrote to the Indianapolis SSA to inform him that Gymnast 1 and her 
mother were scheduled to arrive in Indianapolis on Thursday evening, September 3, and asked whether the 
interviews could be scheduled for Friday morning.  Approximately 15 minutes later, the Indianapolis SSA 
wrote back to Penny informing him that he had spoken with “the Supervisor in Detroit” and stating that, “the 
Detroit Office of the FBI will inherit the case and investigative purview will lie with them, as they have 
prosecutorial venue.”  The Indianapolis SSA went on to tell Penny that the purpose of the initial interview 
would be to “establish the violation and initiate the investigation” and that “it is foreseeable that [Gymnast 1] 
will need to be recontacted for a more in depth, perhaps forensic interview.”  The Indianapolis SSA relayed 
to Abbott that he had “discussed these facts, along with other procedural matters” with Gymnast 1’s mother 
and that, “[a]fter considering these facts, the inconvenience of the travel involved, the potential for a more 
in depth intetview [sic] in the near future and the comfort level of [Gymnast 1], the decision was made to 
conduct the initial interview telephonically.”  The Indianapolis SSA further wrote that the interview was 
“tentatively scheduled for tomorrow afternoon/evening” and that, “[o]nce the interview is conducted and 
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memorialized, the case will be packaged and sent to the Detroit office who will take full ownership of the 
case and proceed where the evidence leads.”54   

As detailed below, on September 2, the Indianapolis SSA and another agent with the Indianapolis Field 
Office interviewed Gymnast 1 by telephone. 

Two days later, on September 4, Penny sent Abbott an email regarding scheduling the Gymnast 3 interview: 

[Gymnast 3] is located in [city].  We had hoped she would stay [in Indianapolis] following the 
Championships for an interview on that Sunday [August 16].  That became a distraction to 
her so we cancelled the Sunday interview so that she could still focus on the competition.  I 
did not know whether or not the agents would follow up with her by phone or otherwise….  
Her mother has contacted me several times for updates and I just tell her I don’t have much 
information.  She has informed me that her daughter has not been contacted by the FBI. 

The OIG identified no evidence that the Indianapolis SSA attempted to reschedule Gymnast 3’s interview or 
reach out to her or Gymnast 2 directly.  During OIG interviews, Gymnasts 2 and 3 both stated that they were 
never contacted by the Indianapolis SSA or anyone else at the Indianapolis Field Office.  When asked by 
INSD about his failure to interview Gymnast 3, the Indianapolis SSA told the INSD that Gymnast 3’s family 
had canceled the August 2015 interview that Penny had scheduled.       

In that same September 4 email, Penny identified for Abbott another athlete (“Gymnast 4”) whom Penny 
thought the FBI might wish to interview, stating: 

[Gymnast 4] is an athlete that has not been involved but was a member of the team in 2011 
in Japan.  [Gymnast 1] reported that when she went into the hotel room in Tokyo, 
[Gymnast 4] was receiving treatment and left the room when [Gymnast 1] arrived.  I do not 
know if this was mentioned during the interview conducted by the FBI but wanted to share it 
in case it is helpful. 

In response to Penny’s email, Abbott informed Penny in a September 4 email, with a courtesy copy to the 
Indianapolis ASAC and Indianapolis SSA, that “pertinent interviews have been completed and the results 
have been provided to the FBI and the USAO in Michigan (Detroit) for appropriate action if any.”  However, 
as detailed below, contrary to Abbott’s representation, the Indianapolis Field Office had conducted only one 
interview (of Gymnast 1) and had not provided any information to the FBI or USAO in Michigan about the 
results of the interview. 

 
54  Gymnast 1’s mother told the OIG that Gymnast 1’s interview with the Indianapolis Field Office was conducted 
telephonically because Gymnast 1 was not “willing or able at the time to travel” due to health problems.  In addition, she 
stated that she did not recall anyone at the FBI offering to conduct the interview where Gymnast 1 lived.  We found that 
Gymnast 1’s mother’s recollection of Gymnast 1’s willingness to travel to Indianapolis was likely inaccurate because, as 
noted above, Penny had already arranged a flight for Gymnast 1 to travel to Indianapolis before the Indianapolis SSA 
scheduled Gymnast 1’s interview to take place by phone.    
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C. The Telephonic Interview of Gymnast 1 on September 2 and Issues Regarding the 
FBI’s Documentation of It 

1. The Decision to Conduct the Interview Telephonically 

The Indianapolis SSA provided slightly different accounts at different times of the decision to conduct 
Gymnast 1’s interview telephonically.  In his September 1, 2015 email to Penny, the Indianapolis SSA wrote 
that the reasons for conducting Gymnast 1’s interview telephonically included that “the Detroit Office of the 
FBI will inherit the case,” the “inconvenience of travel involved,” the “potential for a more in depth interview 
in the near future,” and the “comfort level” of Gymnast 1.  In his February 2017 EC, the Indianapolis SSA 
explained the decision for conducting Gymnast 1’s interview telephonically by writing only that it was “[d]ue 
to travel complications.”   

During his FBI INSD interview, the Indianapolis SSA acknowledged that telephonic interviews of juvenile 
victims are rare and there is usually a Child/Adolescent Forensic Interviewer (CAFI) present.  The 
Indianapolis SSA further told the INSD that he knew it would be difficult to get the victim to fully disclose any 
victimization through a telephonic interview.55  The Indianapolis SSA stated that he originally intended to 
conduct Gymnast 1’s interview near where she lived but the in-person interview was never scheduled due to 
scheduling conflicts between Gymnast 1’s family and the FBI.  The Indianapolis SSA further said that his 
management directed him to interview Gymnast 1 by telephone after his attempts to arrange an in-person 
interview were unsuccessful but he could not remember whether SAC Abbott or the Indianapolis ASAC 
made the decision.  Additionally, the Indianapolis SSA said that the decision from FBI management to 
conduct the interview telephonically may also have been due to pressure by USA Gymnastics to conduct the 
interviews.  However, as noted above, emails reflect that USA Gymnastics had arranged for an in-person 
interview of Gymnast 1 in Indianapolis on September 3 or 4 only to have the FBI cancel that in-person 
interview on September 1 in favor of the telephonic interview that occurred on September 2.   

The Indianapolis SSA told the OIG that he and the Indianapolis ASAC decided that the interview of 
Gymnast 1 would be telephonic because they were treating the interview as a complaint intake interview, to 
determine whether there was a federal violation, rather than a forensic interview; they were not looking for 
an initial “disclosure”; and they knew they did not have venue.  He explained that, “if somebody could make 
a federal violation out of this, then she would have to be forensically interviewed, you know, more deeply 
interviewed.”  The Indianapolis SSA stated that otherwise he would not have conducted the interview 
telephonically.  Despite his statement that he was treating the interview as a complaint intake interview 
rather than a forensic interview, the Indianapolis SSA stated during the OIG interview that he probed 
Gymnast 1 by trying “every angle” and “seven ways to Sunday” to get her to disclose allegations of sexual 
abuse.  The Indianapolis SSA further stated that they were trying to get Gymnast 1 to “repeat these 
egregious allegations she had made before, that made this such a high priority” for USA Gymnastics.   

The Indianapolis SSA also told the OIG that “the delay between the time” Penny talked to the Indianapolis 
Field Office and the telephonic interview of Gymnast 1 was “largely caused by” Penny, who would cancel 
scheduled interviews for one reason or another.  The Indianapolis SSA stated that he was able to schedule 
the Gymnast 1 interview only after he “cut” Penny out of the process.  According to the Indianapolis SSA, 
Penny was in constant contact with Abbott and, as a result, the Indianapolis Field Office was “pushing to get” 

 
55  According to a representative of the FBI’s Child Victim Services Unit, there is no FBI policy regarding telephonic 
interviews of adults who were victims of sexual abuse as a child.     
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the Gymnast 1 interview done to get USA Gymnastics “off of our back.”  The Indianapolis SSA told the OIG 
that the Indianapolis ASAC was “getting pretty tired of Mr. Penny, as well, so our push was to get this done 
and moving along, to where it could grab some legs somewhere else, because it wasn’t in our shop.”  The 
Indianapolis SSA further told the OIG that the Indianapolis ASAC was a “very squared-away, organized guy” 
and that the Indianapolis ASAC “would always ask what the status was.”  In addition, the Indianapolis SSA 
stated that he and his colleagues were “really, really, really busy” with other matters, “so we knew we had to 
get this thing moving.”   

The Indianapolis ASAC told the INSD that he was advised by the Indianapolis SSA that the Indianapolis SSA’s 
attempts to interview the athletes were hampered by Penny’s interventions and role as a middle person.  
The Indianapolis ASAC told the OIG that the Indianapolis SSA had trouble getting in contact with one of the 
athletes, but the Indianapolis ASAC could not remember which one.  The Indianapolis ASAC further told the 
OIG that he did not remember the Indianapolis SSA actually interviewing any of the athletes, other than “a 
very generic kind of telephonic interview, maybe to just go over ancillary facts.”  The OIG asked the 
Indianapolis ASAC whether he directed the Indianapolis SSA to conduct interviews by telephone.  The 
Indianapolis ASAC stated that he told the Indianapolis SSA to “ascertain any facts, so we understand what’s 
going on, and if we have to do this by phone, let’s do it by phone, so we can package this up and then send it 
off to whatever division it would be in.”  In addition, the Indianapolis ASAC stated that he had told the 
Indianapolis SSA, “we’ll pay for you and [your co-interviewer] to go” to Gymnast 1’s home state to conduct 
the interview.  He further stated, however, that because they had not opened a full investigation, it made 
“the most sense to just do an initial kind of conversation by phone [and] figure out what we had.” 

The INSD, as part of its Special Review After Action Report, determined that given Gymnast 1’s “age at the 
time of victimization and the nature of the allegations…it would have been more appropriate to conduct” 
her interview in person and with the assistance of a [Victim Specialist] or CAFI.”  The INSD further 
determined that Gymnast 1 should have been provided victim services following the September 2015 
interview.    

2. Agents’ Recollections of the Interview and the Failure to Timely Document It 

On September 2, 2015, the Indianapolis SSA and a Special Agent from the Indianapolis Field Office 
(Indianapolis co-interviewer) telephonically interviewed Gymnast 1, who was an adult at the time of the 
interview but was a minor during the events in question.  The Indianapolis SSA told the INSD and the OIG 
that he selected the Indianapolis co-interviewer to conduct the interview with him because she is a female 
agent and former gymnast.56  The Indianapolis SSA stated that the Indianapolis co-interviewer’s only 
involvement in the Nassar allegations was the interview of Gymnast 1.   

During the interview, the Indianapolis SSA and the Indianapolis co-interviewer took a total of one and two 
pages of notes, respectively, and the OIG found no other contemporaneous record of the interview.  The 
Indianapolis SSA provided several reasons for not drafting an FBI FD-302 report of the interview in 2015.  
First, the Indianapolis SSA said that he instead documented the interview in the FD-71 he claimed he drafted 
to forward the Nassar allegations to the Lansing Resident Agency.  However, as discussed in Part III of this 
chapter, the FBI has no record that the Indianapolis SSA in fact drafted the FD-71 or forwarded it to the 

 
56  The Indianapolis co-interviewer told the OIG that the Indianapolis SSA was her supervisor in the Violent Crimes 
Against Children Squad at the Indianapolis Field Office.   
























































































































































