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EDITORIAL

AMBIGUOUS LEGAL ISSUES
IN INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS AND AUDITS

It gives us great pleasure to introduce you to our second edition of the Compliance
Elliance Journal (CE]).

This edition, we have chosen to focus on “Ambiguous Legal Issues in Internal Investiga-
tions and Audits” given the rise in number and significance of internal corporate inves-
tigations worldwide. There are attributing factors to this growth. First, internal investi-
gations enable control over the facts of the case and technology has increased the ability
to attain data. The results of internal investigations enable corporations to thoroughly
consider when and where they report facts to the public as well as to the authorities.
Second, the declining resources of the investigating authorities play as vital a role as the
growing complexity of the cases does. Indeed, the process and oversight of Internal In-
vestigations has become a market itself. Corporations utilize internal and external ex-
perts and consultant to help conduct and analyze the results of internal investigations.
Third, internal investigations are not only an opportunity to earn (or spend) money but
also a Bermuda triangle of legal risks for corporations in any country. We believe we can
learn from each other by sharing information and commentary about this rich risky
market. For these reasons, we have chosen to dedicate an entire edition of CEJ to risks
and rewards of internal investigations.

Our current edition begins with the author Lucian E. Dervan. In “Internal Investigati-
ons and the Evolving Fate of Privilege, he provides valuable insights regarding internal
investigations from the US perspective. In our second piece, entitled “Ambiguities in
International Internal Investigations”, Dr. Christian Pelz deals with the international
aspects of internal investigations, including the criminal liability risks to which the inves-
tigated corporate employees are exposed. Thereafter follows a depiction of internal in-
vestigations under existing German law in the article “Collecting Evidence in Internal
Investigations in the Light of Parallel Criminal Proceedings“ written by Dr. Sascha Stifie
and Carolin Piischel.

The journal then turns to the means used to conduct investigations and expose malfea-
sance: technology and big data. In his essay, “How to Conduct E-Mail Reviews in
Germany,” Tim Wybitul emphasizes, among other things, the legal requirements that
apply to the analysis and inspection of business emails. This commentary is followed by
Dr. Micha-Manuel Bues’ paper, “Compliance Tech,” in which Dr. Bues focuses on the
use of big data to ensure compliance and conduct internal investigations.

PAGE 1
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Lastly, the organizational sociological perspective of compliance is then featured by Dr.
Jens Bergmann in his piece entitled “When Compliance Fails”.

With our best regards,

Michele DeStefano & Dr. Hendrik Schneider
Founders and Content Curators of CEJ
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INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS AND THE EVOLVING
FATE OF PRIVILEGE

Lucian E. Dervan

AUTHOR

Professor Dervan joined the Southern Illinois University School of Law faculty in 2009
and focuses bis teaching and scholarship on domestic and international criminal law. He
is a member of the American Bar Association Criminal Justice Section’s Council and
serves as a member of the Advisory Committee of the NACDL White Collar Criminal
Defense College at Stetson. Professor Dervan has been invited to speak about criminal law
before various organizations and bodies, including the United States House of Represent-
atives’ Judiciary Committee, the United States Sentencing Commission, and the Interna-
tional Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia. Prior to joining the SIU School of
Law, Professor Dervan served as a law clerk to the Honorable Phyllis A. Kravitch of the
United States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit. He also spent six years in pri-
vate practice with King and Spalding LLP and Ford and Harrison LLP. Professor
Dervan provides expert testimony and consulting services regarding both domestic and
international criminal law, including white collar crime, internal corporate investigations
(both domestic and international), and plea bargaining (individual and corporate).

ABSTRACT

In 1981, the United States Supreme Court delivered a landmark ruling in Upjohn Co. v.
United States. The decision made clear that the protections afforded by the attorney-
client privilege apply to internal corporate investigations. This piece examines the fun-
damental tenets of Upjobn, discusses some recent challenges to the applicability of privilege
to materials gathered during internal investigations, and considers the manner in which
the international nature of modern internal investigations adds complexity and uncer-

tainty to the field.

Thank you to my research assistant, Zachary Lessard, for his assistance with this piece.
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} INTRODUCTION

In 1981, the United States Supreme Court was asked to consider the applicability of the
attorney-client privilege to a corporate internal investigation in the case of Upjohn Co. v.
United States.” The case stemmed from an internal investigation into questionable pay-
ments to foreign officials by employees of a pharmaceutical manufacturer. As part of
the internal investigation, the corporation distributed a questionnaire to its employees
seeking relevant information regarding such payments. The responses were then re-
viewed by the corporation’s General Counsel and outside attorneys. Eventually, several
governmental entities became involved in the matter, including the Internal Review
Service, who was interested in the tax consequences of the payments. As part of its in-
quiry, the IRS requested copies of the questionnaire responses provided to investigating
counsel by Upjohn’s employees. The company refused on the basis of the attorney-
client privilege and the matter was litigated to the Supreme Court.

In reaching its decision in the case, the Supreme Court considered the lower court’s
assertion that the privilege did not apply “[t]o the extent that the communications were
made by officers and agents not responsible for directing Upjohn’s actions in response
to legal advice . . . for the simple reason that the communications were not the ‘cli-
ent’s.””? In the lower court’s opinion, only those in the corporation’s “control group”
were covered by the privilege. In considering the matter, the Supreme Court rejected
the “control group” approach, stating that the test “frustrates the very purpose of the
privilege by discouraging the communication of relevant information by employees of
the client to attorneys seeking to render legal advice to the client corporaltion.”4 In ex-
plaining its decision, the Court reminded the parties of the historical purpose of the
privilege.

The attorney—client privilege is the oldest of the privileges for confidential com-
munications known to the common law. Its purpose is to encourage full and
frank communication between attorneys and their clients and thereby promote
broader public interests in the observance of law and administration of justice.
The privilege recognizes that sound legal advice or advocacy serves public ends
and that such advice or advocacy depends upon the lawyer’s being fully informed

by the client.’

Consistent with the spirit and purpose of this language, the Court concluded that the

449 U.S. 383 (1981).
Id. at 388.
Id. at 392.

Id. at389.

COMPLIANCE ELLIANCE JOURNAL | VOLUME2 NUMBER1 2016



LUCIAN E. DERVAN | INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS AND THE EVOLVING FATE OF PRIVILEGE

PAGE 6

questionnaires were covered by the attorney-client privilege.

The Upjobn decision made clear that the protections afforded by the attorney-client
privilege apply to internal corporate investigations and interactions between investigat-
ing counsel and employees. Nevertheless, challenges to the applicability of the privilege
have continued as adversarial parties have sought to gain access to materials from these
inquiries. This piece examines three such examples and considers the lessons learned for
corporations and their counsel in each.

II. KELLOGG BROWN & ROOT

One of the most publicized cases regarding internal investigations and privilege in
recent years is the Kellogg Brown &§ Root (“KBR”) matter in the District of Columbia.
In the KBR case, a whistleblower argued that the corporation had defrauded the gov-
ernment related to military contracts in Iraq.6 During discovery, the whistleblower re-
quested documents regarding a prior internal investigation of the matter conducted by
in-house counsel at the company. KBR refused, asserting that the investigation had been
undertaken to obtain legal advice and, therefore, the materials sought were protected
from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege.7 In reviewing the matter, the district
court concluded that the materials were not protected from disclosure because the de-
fendant had not shown that “the communication would not have been made ‘but for’
the fact that legal advice was sought.”8 According to the district court, “KBR fail[ed] to
carry its burden to demonstrate that the attorney-client privilege applies to the COBC
documents. Most importantly, the Court finds that the COBC investigations were un-
dertaken pursuant to regulatory law and corporate policy rather than for the purpose of
obtaining legal advice.”’

In 2014, the United States District Court for the District of Columbia overturned the
lower court ruling, concluding that the “same considerations that led the Court in
Upjobn to uphold the corporation’s privilege claims apply here.” In reaching its deci-
sion, the appellate court offered important clarifications regarding the Upjobn decision.
First, the court made clear that Upjobn “does not hold or imply that the involvement of

In re Kellogg Brown €5 Root, Inc. et al., 756 F.3d 754, 756 (D.C. Cir. 2014). Many of the cases discussed and
referenced herein also include issues related to the work-product doctrine. This article, however, will only
focus on the cases as they related to the attorney-client privilege.

See id.
Id.
United States ex rel. Barko v. Halliburton Company, 37 F.Supp.3d1, s (D.D.C. 2014).

I0

In re Kellogg Brown € Root, Inc. et al., 756 F.3d at 757.
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outside counsel is a necessary predicate for the privilege to alpply.”II Second, the court
explained that “communications made by and to non-attorneys serving as agents of
attorneys in internal investigations are routinely protected by the attorney-client privi-
lege.”IZ Third, the court noted that Upjobn does not require a “company to use magic
words to its employees in order to gain the benefit of the privilege for an internal inves-

tigation.”13

The appellate court in the KBR case also rejected the lower court’s argument that the
company’s internal investigation did not deserve privilege protection because it was the
result of regulatory requirements and corporate policies. The appellate court stated, “So
long as obtaining or providing legal advice was one of the significant purposes of the
internal investigation, the attorney-client privilege applies, even if there were also other
purposes for the investigation and even if the investigation was mandated by regulation
rather than simply an exercise of company discretion.”™ As part of this analysis, the
appellate court rejected the lower court’s use of a “but for” test to determine if a com-
munication was properly protected by the attorney-client privilege.IS

[T]he District Court’s novel [“but for”] approach would eradicate the attorney-
client privilege for internal investigations conducted by businesses that are re-
quired by law to maintain compliance programs, which is now the case in a sig-
nificant swath of American industry. In turn, businesses would be less likely to
disclosure facts to their attorneys and to seek legal advice, which would “limit the
valuable efforts of corporate counsel to ensure their client’s compliance with the
law.” Upjobn, 449 U.S. at 392.¢

The appellate court concluded by determining that the district court “clearly erred.””
Despite the strong language from the appellate court in the KBR case, the plaintiffs in

the matter continued to challenge the applicability of the attorney-client privilege.IS The
matter eventually made its way to the United States Supreme Court, which denied the

I

Id at 758.
Id.

K 71
14

12

Id. at 758-59. As part of this analysis, the appellate court also rejected the lower court’s use of a “but for” test
with regard to the purpose of the communication. See id. at 759.

5 Seeid. at 759.

6
! Id. at 759.

7 Seeid. at 760.

8
! See Kellogg Brown & Root, Inc. et al., 2015 WL 4727411 (D.C. Cir. Aug. 11, 2015).
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plaintiff’s writ of certiorari in January 2016.” The KBR matter is a strong signal that,
despite Upjohn, investigating counsel must be prepared for potential litigation regarding
the applicability of the attorney-client privilege to internal investigations. To this end,
counsel must be vigilant in ensuring that the investigation and any subsequent disclo-
sures are made with a full understanding and appreciation of the risks of such challeng-
es.

. WAL-MART

Another internal investigation matter that has garnered recent attention is the dispute
over the applicability of the attorney-client privilege to an internal investigation con-
ducted by Wal-Mart related to alleged violations of the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act.
The matter began when the New York Times published a story in April 2012 regarding
potential bribery by employees of Wal-Mart in Mexico.” The article included allega-
tions that Wal-Mart executives had been aware of the conduct since 2005, and failed to
adequately respond.ZI In particular, the article alleged that Wal-Mart had conducted an
ineffective internal investigation, allowing the same general counsel of Wal-Mart de
Mexico who was implicated in the scandal to lead the inquiry.”* In June 2012, the Indi-
ana Electrical Workers Pension Trust Fund IBEW (“IBEW?™), a Wal-Mart shareholder,
contacted the company and requested access to documents related to the company’s
investigation of the bribery adlegations.23 Wal-Mart provided some materials, but de-
clined to provide documents that that they argued were protected by privilege or not
necessary and essential to the trust fund’s inquiry.** The issue eventually moved into the
Delaware Court of Chancery, which ordered Wal-Mart to produce the documents un-
der what is known as the Garner doctrine.” The matter was then appealed to the Dela-
ware Supreme Court, which also focused on the Garner doctrine to determine whether
the plaintiffs were entitled to the materials.”®

' See United States ex rel. Barko v. Kellogg Brown €5 Root, et al., U.S., No. 15-589, cert. denied (Jan. 16, 2016).

20

See David Barstow, Vast Mexico Bribery Case Hushed Up by Wal-Mart After Top-Level Struggle, New
York Times (April 21, 2012), available ar http://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/22/business/at-wal-mart-in-
mexico-a-bribe-inquiry-silenced.html?pagewanted=all&_r=o

21

See id.

22

See id.

B See Wal-Mart Stores Inc. v. Indiana Electrical Workers Pension Trust Fund IBEW, 95 A3d 1264, 1268-69

(Del. 2014)

M Seeid. at 1269.
B Seeid. at 1270 (citing Garner v. Wolfinbarger, 430 F.2d 1093 (sth Cir. 1970)).

6
2 Seeid.
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The Garner doctrine “allows stockholders of a corporation to invade the corporation’s
attorney-client privilege in order to prove fiduciary breaches by those in control of the
corporation upon showing good cause.” In determining whether good cause exists, the
Garner court established a number of factors for consideration.

There are many indicia that may contribute to a decision of presence or absence of good
cause, among them the number of shareholders and the percentage of stock they repre-
sent; the bona fides of the shareholders; the nature of the shareholders’ claim and
whether it is obviously colorable; the apparent necessity or desirability of the sharehold-
ers having the information and the availability of it from other sources; whether, if the
shareholders’ claim is of wrongful action by the corporation, it is of action criminal, or
illegal but not criminal, or of doubtful legality; whether the communication is of advice
concerning the litigation itself; the extent to which the communication is identified
versus the extent to which the shareholders are blindly fishing; the risk of revelation of
trade secrets or other information in whose confidentiality the corporation has an inter-
est for independent reasons.”

In this matter, because the IBEW was a shareholder, much of the contention centered
on the necessity of breaching the privilege to obtain the information sought.

After reviewing the facts of the case and the Garner doctrine, the Delaware Supreme
Court affirmed the lower court decision ordering Wal-Mart to produce the privileged
materials.” In reaching its decision, the Delaware Supreme Court noted the importance
of the attorney-client privilege and stated, “[T]he Garner doctrine fiduciary exception
to the attorney-client privilege is narrow, exacting, and intended to be very difficult to
satisfy.””” Nevertheless, the court reasoned that the plaintiff’s had satisfied this high bar.
The conclusion was reached, in part, because the focus of the suit was on the internal

27 Seeid. at 1276.
The attorney-client privilege still has viability for the corporate client. The corporation is not barred from
asserting it merely because those demanding information enjoy the status of stockholders. But where the
corporation is in suit against its stockholders on charges of acting inimically to stockholder interests, pro-
tection of those interests as well as those of the corporation and of the public require that the availability
of the privilege be subject to the right of the stockholders to show cause why it should not be invoked in
the particular instance.

Id.

8
® Ida 1276 n.32 (quoting Garner, 430 F.2d at 1104).

» Id at 1280.

30

Id. at 1278.
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investigation itself, rather than the underlying bribery.31 This led the court to conclude
that providing access to the privileged investigatory materials was necessary and essential
to the IBEW’s claims. As the lower court stated when considering the matter, “[W]here
there is a colorable basis that part of the wrongdoing was in the way the investigation
itself was conducted, I think it’s very difficult to find those documents by other

»32
means.

As shareholder suits related to allegedly improper or inadequate internal investigations
grow, counsel must be cognizant of the possibility that plaintiffs might attempt to over-
come privilege protections using the Garner doctrine.” This should serve as a reminder
to corporations of the importance of engaging independent outside counsel to conduct
thorough and credible investigations when potential serious misconduct is discovered.**
If the Wal-Mart investigation itself had not been at issue here, it is probable that the
Garner exception to the privilege protection might not have been invoked and the mate-
rials might have remained protected from compelled disclosure.

V. BANK OF CHINA

The above cases demonstrate the increasing frequency with which challenges are being
brought regarding the application of privilege to internal investigation materials. While
the above cases center on the application of United States privilege law, the growing
international nature of internal investigations means that foreign privilege laws are also
of vital importance. As noted in my 2011 article, International White Collar Crime and
the Globalization of Internal Investigations, understanding how privilege laws vary by
jurisdiction is imperative for investigating counsel.”

3 See Wal-Mart Stores Inc., 95 A.3d at 1278 (“The record reflects that IBEW’s proper purposes sought infor-

mation regarding the handling of the WalMex Investigation, whether a cover-up took place, and what details
were shared with the Wal-Mart Board. The Court of Chancery explained that the documents IBEW sought
under Garner ‘go to those issues.””).

* Idoa 1279.

B See e.g. In re Lululemon Athletica Inc., 220 Litigation, C.A. No. 9039-VCP (April 30, 2015) (in which the

Delaware Court of Chancery ordered the company to produce certain privileged documents to plaintiffs re-
lated to an investigation of potential insider trading).

** See Lucian E. Dervan, International White Collar Crime and the Globalization of Internal Investigations, 39

FORDHAM URBAN LAW JOURNAL 361 (2012); Responding to Potential Employee Misconduct in the Age of
the Whistleblower: Foreseeing and Avoiding Hidden Dangers, 3 BLOOMBERG CORPORATE LAW JOURNAL
670 (2008).

»  Lucian E. Dervan, International White Collar Crime and the Globalization of Internal Investigations, 39

FORDHAM URBAN LAW JOURNAL 361 (2012).
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[O]ne must be familiar with privilege laws in the jurisdictions, both regional and
national, involved in an international internal investigation as the rules vary dra-
matically by country and subject matter. While the different variations of privi-
lege can have a myriad of impacts on an internal inquiry, two will be mentioned
here specifically. First, the role of inhouse counsel, including a corporation’s gen-
eral counsel, must be closely examined. While it is common for in-house counsel
in the United States to perform a preliminary inquiry to determine whether out-
side counsel is required for a more extensive investigation, in some jurisdictions
the materials and information collected during this initial appraisal of the situa-
tion might not be protected from compulsory disclosure. . . Second, counsel must
be aware of the possibility that attorneys from one region of the globe might not
enjoy any privilege protections in certain jurisdictions, even if they are independ-
ent outside counsel. . . While grappling with the difficulties presented by these
divergent privilege rules is challenging, conducting an international internal in-
vestigation without consideration of their impact on the course and conduct of
the inquiry could be fatal

The potential ramifications for the existence of varying approaches to the attorney-
client privilege around the world is well illustrated by the Bank of China case.”

The Bank of China case stems from the death of Daniel Wultz and the injuries suffered
by Yekutiel Wultz in a 2006 suicide bombing in Tel Aviv, Israel.*® The attack was carried
out by the Palestinian Islamic Jihad (“PIJ”), an organization designated a terrorist group
subject to economic sanctions.”” In response, the Wultz family filed suit against the bank
and others in federal court in the United States, alleging, among other things, that the
bank had provided material support to the PLI in violation of United States law. Ac-
cording to the plaintiffs, the Bank of China failed to comply with the economic sanc-
tions against the PIJ and facilitated wire transfers for the organization that “were in-
strumental in helping the PIJ to plan and execute terrorist attacks.”** During discovery
in the matter, the plaintiffs sought documents from the Bank of China, including mate-
rials located in China and related to “anti-money laundering (“AML”) and compliance
procedures and investigations.”4I The bank, however, refused to provide certain materi-
als, alleging they were protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege. In

36

Id. at 372-73.

7 See Wultz v. Bank of China Ltd., 304 F.R.D. 384 (S.D.N.Y. 2015); Wultz v. Bank of China ltd., 979 F. Supp.
2d 479 (S.D.N.Y. 2013).

3 See Wultz, 979 F. Supp. 2d at 483.

7 See Wultz v. Bank of China Ltd., 811 F. Supp. 2d 841, 844 (S.D.N.Y. 201).

40

Id.

Wultz, 979 F. Supp. 2d at 484.
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response, the plaintiffs filed a motion to compel.

In addressing the dispute, the court first determined which privilege law was applicable
in the matter. This was of vital significant because of distinctions between the privilege
laws of the United States and China. After examining choice of law precedent, the court
concluded that some documents were government by Chinese law and others were gov-
erned by American law.* With regard to the documents governed by Chinese law, the
court quickly disposed of the issue by noting that Chinese law does not recognize the
attorney-client privilege.43 As a result, the court ordered the bank to produce those ma-
terials government by Chinese law and dated prior to receipt of the plaintiff’s demand
letter on January 28, 2008, which date marked the beginning of litigation in the case. ™
With regard to the documents government by American law, the court focused on
whether the protections afforded by the attorney-client privilege should be extended to
communications between employees of the company and members of the company’s
Legal and Compliance Department in China. The plaintiffs argued that the company’s
in-house counsel in China were “not required to have legal degrees or bar certificates”
and, therefore, communications with them were not entitled to protection by the attor-
ney-client privilege.45 The Bank of China responded by arguing that the Chinese in-
house counsel were the “functional equivalent” of attorneys and were permitted to offer
legal advice.*® The court agreed with the plaintiffs and concluded that the bank had
failed to establish that the communications satisfied the requirements of the attorney-
client privilege.47

The United Shoe principle justifies the protection of the attorney-client privilege
for circumstances where a lawyer—whose authority derives from her position as a

42 . 1. - . . .
See id. at 489-92. The court utilized a “touch base” analysis in determining which country’s privilege laws
should apply. This analysis asks which country “has the ‘predominant’ or ‘the most direct and compelling
interest’ in whether those communications should remain confidential, unless that foreign law is contrary to
the public policy of this forum.” Id. at 486.
4 . . .. . .
> Seeid. at 492-93 (“BOC does not seriously contest the proposition that Chinese law does not include the
attorney-client privilege or work-product doctrine as understood in American law.”).
44 . .. . .
See id. at 492 (“U.S. privilege law applies to all documents created after January 28, 2008 that do in fact relate
to the demand letter and the subject matter that gave rise to this lawsuit, because those documents pertain to
American law “or the conduct of litigation in the United States.”).
4
S Ida 493.
46 .
See id.
47 .
See id.

Defendant has failed to carry its burden of establishing that the documents contain “communications ()
between a client and his or her attorney (2) that are intended to be, and in fact were, kept confidential (3)
for the purpose of obtaining or providing legal assistance, or attorneys' mental impressions, opinions or
legal theories concerning specific litigation.”

Id. (internal citation omitted).
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member of the bar—is engaged to provide legal advice. While the Chinese legal
system may be developing, the distinctions between lawyer and in-house counsel
are clear and presumably exist for a good reason. I see no compelling reason to
depart from the long-standing principle of United Shoe and create a “functional
equivalency” test for the invocation of the attorney-client privilege when apply-
ing United States law. To the extent BOC has claimed privilege over communica-
tions from, to and among members of legal or other departments who are not li-
censed attorneys, the attorney-client privilege does not apply.48

In concluding its discussion of the privilege issue, the court reminded the parties of the
fundamental rule that “[p]rivilege does not apply to ‘an internal corporate investigation
... made by management itself.””*’

The Bank of China case is an important example of the complexities and potential pit-
falls that can result from the international and cross-border nature of modern internal
corporate investigations. The decision of the court in the Bank of China case to compel
the disclosure of materials from the investigation makes clear that counsel must consider
and react to varying global standards regarding the applicability of privilege when struc-
turing and conducting an investigation. This includes understanding that privilege laws
in foreign jurisdictions may determine the outcome of discovery disputes in not only
foreign venues, but also in United States courts.

V. CONCLUSION

In 1981, the United States Supreme Court made clear in Upjobn that the protections
afforded by the attorney-client privilege apply to internal corporate investigations. Nev-
ertheless, the application of such privilege protections remains an evolving field as new
challenges are brought and new complexities are introduced. As investigating counsel
continue engaging in these matters, it remains vital that privilege considerations and
changes in this area of law remain at the forefront of their minds as they both structure
and conduct inquiries.

8
¥ Ida 495. The quote refers to United States v. Shoe, 89 F. Supp. 357 (D.C. Mass. 1950).

Y Id ac 4965 see also Lucian E. Dervan, International White Collar Crime and the Globalization of Internal

Investigations, 39 FORDHAM URBAN LAW JOURNAL 361, 367-73 (2012) (discussing the importance of using
legal counsel when conducting internal investigations).
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The settings and circumstances of internal investigations are as manifold as life itself.
They are conducted according to the usual customs of the company and the legal tradi-
tion in its jurisdiction. Internal investigations differ depending on their scope and goals.
A compliance audit examining whether local management adhered to internal rules and
regulations and compliance processes is conducted differently compared to an investiga-
tion following a whistle-blower report. Internal investigations conducted in parallel
with criminal investigations or those of supervisory authorities or aimed at supporting
these investigations often follow other rules. Just as the particular circumstances of in-
ternal investigations can differ considerably, the legal issues raised by them can be equal-
ly varied and complex, in particular in group-wide cross-border investigations. All af-
fected companies and corporate bodies, holding companies and affiliates or even differ-
ent departments within one company, the management and supervisory boards of the
companies, their shareholders, employees, business partners and other external players
often have varied and conflicting interests which sometimes cannot easily be resolved
and many of which are protected by applicable local laws.

In the following I would like to address some typical areas in international internal in-
vestigations in which legal conflicts exist between holding companies and affiliates or
within participating entities and functions: Some of these are often overlooked when
defining the scope or methods of an internal investigation and its legal limits.

} CONFIDENTIALITY AND ACCESS TO INFORMATION

Privacy and data protection issues are of major concern in any kind of compliance
review, compliance audit and in particular in international internal investigaltions.I Data
might be transferred from one corporate body (affiliate) to another (holding company)
and/or to different jurisdictions. Even regular or random controls by the internal audit
or compliance department of the holding company can trigger similar complex privacy
issues which need legal assessment under all applicable laws in all affected jurisdictions.
Even if awareness of these issues exists within a group of companies, it often first has to
be raised at foreign law enforcement agencies.2 Privacy issues can require the company to
delete any reference to or redact personal data, in particular names, or other information
which easily allows the identification of an individual.’ This can make it impossible to

Tim Wybitul, chapter II note I, in Internal Investigations (Thomas C. Knierim et al eds., 2012); Thomas C.
Knierim, chapter 5 note 140, in Handbuch des Wirtschafts- und Steuerstrafrechts (Heinz-Bernd Wabnitz &
Thomas Janovsky, 4th ed. 2006).

Ralf Deutlmoser & Alexander Filip, European Data Privacy versus U.S. (e-)Discovery Obligations - A Practi-
cal Guide For Enterprises, ZEITSCHRIFT FUR DATENSCHUTZ (ZD) (6/2012).

Tim Wybitul, Interne Ermittlungen auf Aufforderung von US-Behirden — ein Erfabrungsbericht, BETRIEBS-
BERATER (BB) 606, 610 (12.2009); Stephan Spehl & Thomas Griitzner, § 6 (Germany), in Corporate Internal
Investigations note 159 (Spehl/Griitzner, 2013).
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provide documents or emails without redacting parts of them and requires the de-
personalisation of investigation reports.

Apart from privacy laws, it is not always the case that the internal audit or compliance
department or an external law firm or auditing firm which has been instructed to con-
duct an internal investigation can access information and data in possession of a compa-
ny which has not requested the audit. In almost all jurisdictions, the management of a
company is duty-bound to protect its trade and business secrets. This is one of the duties
of managers and employees arising from their employment contracts, the company’s
articles of association, or statutory civil or criminal law provisions. This covers, amongst
other things, details on contractual relations with customers and vendors, how a con-
tract was acquired, how the company has interacted with competitors and similar mat-
ters. Whether or not or to what extent a trade or business secret can be disclosed to other
parties, even if they belong to the same group of companies, must be determined on a
case-by-case basis. The laws of more than one jurisdiction may apply if the secrets of a
company are available in branch offices or shared service centres situated in various
countries.

A secret can be disclosed if the party whose interest is to be protected by the confidenti-
ality obligation consents thereto. Whether the consent of the management is sufficient
or whether the consent of the supervisory board or the shareholders is also required,
must be determined on the basis of applicable national law. The same applies to the
question of which requirements relating to form and other prerequisites must be met.

Confidentiality clauses in contracts can oblige a contractual party to keep all infor-
mation related to that contract confidential even with respect to holding companies.
Controls by holding companies or vague compliance requirements do not nullify such
confidentiality obligations. Although the holding company may feel that it has a legiti-
mate interest in obtaining such information, the affiliate’s obligation under applicable
law may be different. Non-compliance with contractual confidentiality obligations
normally results in a breach of contract and places the breaching party at risk of the oth-
er contractual party asserting its right to obtain a remedy, in particular to termination
and/or damages. Additionally, it must be taken into account that results obtained in an
internal investigation by violation of such confidentiality obligations may not be used
against the other contractual party.

In certain cases, the breach of confidentiality obligations can also constitute a criminal
offence. If the offence is designed to protect business secrets of the company from un-
lawful disclosure by management or employees, the consent of the competent body of
the company will eliminate criminal risk. However, if the contractual party is a govern-
mental or semi-governmental entity or company, statutory confidentiality regulations in
that party’s jurisdiction may apply. This may in particular apply if business or contracts
with national security authorities, secret services or their procurement entities are con-
cerned. Applicable law may provide that even the granting of access to employees of a
contractual party requires prior notification and/or the consent of the other contractual
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party, and even more if access is to be granted to employees of outside parties. A viola-
tion of these statutory confidentiality rules may entail criminal law risks. Both the
breaching party, its directors or officers as well as all individuals who were unlawfully
given access to the information may be at risk of having committed espionage or related
crimes. The result in such cases can be, for example, that a document or email search in
an internal investigation on alleged bribery requires the prior consent of the bribed par-
ty. Similarly, Articles 271 and 273 of the Swiss Criminal Code prohibit the gathering of
evidence or collection of business secrets which will or might be used in proceedings or
litigation in foreign countries and, thus, limits the potential use of information gathered
or revealed in the course of internal investigations on Swiss soil.*

II. IN-HOUSE LEGAL PRIVILEGE

Legal privilege issues are usually discussed with respect to the protection of privileged
information from disclosure to law enforcement agencies and prosecutors. Similar prob-
lems arise in internal investigation situations with respect to the disclosure of infor-
mation to the compliance department or the internal investigators, at least for those
jurisdictions which acknowledge legal privilege with respect to advice given by in-house
counsel.’ Depending on whether legal privilege is a right of members of the legal profes-
sion, as in the Netherlands, or a right of the client, the client’s consent to disclosure to
the internal investigators may be required. This leads to the question of who the client
is, irrespective of whether advice was given by in-house counsel or external counsel. The
company or also the manager concerned?

Example:

The managing director of a Romanian affiliate of a Japanese company approaches the
regional legal department on what steps he, as a managing director, must take after be-
coming aware of rumours that the sales department may bave used a dubious consultant
for the acquisition of a contract.

In such contexts it cannot easily be said that the managing director did not act in a per-
sonal capacity, but as a function holder of the affiliate. In many situations it is difficult
to determine whether the instructions were (solely) aimed at obtaining advice on what
the legal obligations of the company are, but (additionally) what he in his capacity as

Mark Livschitz, § 1z (Switzerland), in Corporate Internal Investigations note 21 et seq (Spehl/Gruetzner,
2013).

Hilmar Raeschke-Kessler, The production of documents in international arbitration - a commentary on
article 3 of the new IBA Rules of Evidence, ARBITRATION INTERNATIONAL 411 (2002); Gabrielle Kauf-
mann-Kohler & Antonio Birtsch, Discovery in international arbitration: How much is too much? ZEIT-
SCHRIFT FUR SCHIEDSVERFAHREN (SCHIEDSVZ) 13, 19 f. (2004).
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function holder is required to do. The answer to this question determines whether ac-
cess to that information requires the consent of the manager concerned as well. This
could be difficult if he or she is or may become a suspect in the investigation or has al-
ready left or been dismissed from the company. Similar questions arise regarding the
scope of protected information, in particular if the consent of employees providing
information to in-house counsel for giving advice to the client is also required.

. NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

In many cases, the results of the internal investigations will be used to meet mandatory
requirements under applicable law, to immediately stop any illegal activities, to attempt
remediation if deficiencies or weaknesses in processes and controls are discovered or to
take appropriate employment measures up to the dismissal of the individuals involved.
Companies usually have broad discretion to disclose the findings of internal investiga-
tions to law enforcement agencies. This depends mostly on the corporate culture of the
company, legal traditions in the jurisdictions affected and whether a zero tolerance poli-
cy is interpreted in such a way that all violations of criminal law or particular violations
will be disclosed to prosecutors or other law enforcement agencies.

Certain jurisdictions do have leniency programmes principal witness arrangements) in
place or provide for principal witness arrangements (like Section 209b Austrian Code of
Criminal Procedure) if an offence is disclosed voluntarily or the disclosing party is the
first to inform law enforcement agencies about criminal conduct and makes a significant
contribution to the full disclosure and investigation of the notified conduct. Such leni-
ency programmes can lead to a reduction in fines. For example, Article 16 of the Brazili-
an Law 12,846 (Clean Companies Act) establishes that upon participation in a leniency
programme, corporate fines will be reduced by two-thirds. Other jurisdictions provide
for exemption from criminal prosecution, e.g. Articles 290 (3) and 292 (2) of the Crimi-
nal Code of Romania or Sections 371, 398a and 378 (3) of the Fiscal Code of Germany.
Companies have wide discretion on whether to make use of these leniency possibilities
or to refrain from doing 50.°In many jurisdictions there is a lack of experience regarding
whether these provisions have been applied at all or how they will be applied in practice.

In other jurisdictions there are compulsory notification requirements, either in general
or in particular situations. Most jurisdictions provide for mandatory notification of
certain forthcoming infringements of law, mainly serious offences. Some of them are
connected to health and safety violations, violations of technical safety requirements or

Gerald Spindler, AktG, section 93, in Miinchener Kommentar note s4 (Wulf Goette et al eds., 3rd ed. 2008);
Christian Pelz, Offenbarungs- und Meldepflichten bei Internal Investigations, in Festschrift fiir Jirgen Wes-
sing 614 (Heiko Ahlbrecht et al eds., 1st ed. 2016).
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environmental hazards. For example, this applies to Chapter 15 Section 10 of the Finnish
Criminal Code. Disclosure requirements may result if the internal investigation reveals
that unsafe or dangerous products have been distributed or sold which may require a
product warning or a recall.

Certain jurisdictions also impose an obligation to notify law enforcement agencies of
criminal conduct committed in the past. For example, Article 108 of the Criminal Pro-
cedure Code of the People’s Republic of China obliges every organisation and individu-
al to notify law enforcement agencies if a crime is suspected. Comparably, under Arti-
cle 77 of the Law 906/2004 of Columbia, anyone who has knowledge of a past offence
must file a notification. In both countries, the duty to inform law enforcement agencies
is a general civic duty. A violation of such duty does not, however, incur criminal liabil-

1ty.

The duty of legality is a major pillar of all compliance systems worldwide, requiring the
company, its managers and employees to abide by the rules of law, at home and abroad.
In particular, managers can become liable for damages if they do not ensure that the
company complies with all applicable domestic and foreign law.” Taking compliance
seriously and in a strict dogmatic manner, the company has to notify the law enforce-
ment agencies of such criminal conduct; otherwise it will be difficult to explain to their
employees that the company expects full compliance with the law from its employees,
but itself supports cherry-picking and decides on a case-by-case basis whether it is ap-
propriate to meet legal requirements.

It can be argued that non-compliance with these laws does not impose a legal risk on the
company and flouting the law may only cause reputational but not financial harm. Alt-
hough this is true from a commercial perspective, such convenient decisions undermine
the acceptance and notion of compliance as a whole.

It becomes much more difficult to resolve these conflicts if non-compliance can be en-
forced by sanctions. Sometimes sanctions are minimal, such as those in Art. 274 Crimi-
nal Code of the United Arab Emirates, under which non-notification of a crime can be
penalised with a fine of up to 1,000 dirhams (equivalent to approximately EUR 240 or
USD 250). From a financial perspective there will be room to weigh up the commercial
interests of the company with the consequences of non-compliance. However, other
jurisdictions provide for severe criminal sanctions including imprisonment for violation
of notification requirements. For example Sec. 316 (1) Crime Act 1900 of New South
Wales, Sec. 34 Prevention and Combatting of Corrupt Activities Act of South Africa or

Regional Court Munich 10.12.2013 - § HK O 1387/10, NZWiSt 2013, 183, 187; Christian Pelz, We observe local
law - Strafrechtskonflikte in internationalen Compliance-Programmen, CORPORATE COMPLIANCE ZEIT-
SCHRIFT (CCZ) 234, 237 (2013).
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Art. 441 of Law 599/2000 of Colombia provide for fines and/or imprisonment if past
criminal conduct is not disclosed to the relevant law enforcement agencies. Whilst these
criminal law provisions require both intent and proof that a crime was committed, in-
ternal investigations often cannot furnish full proof of a criminal offence but only a
more or less high degree of suspicion, so that — from a pragmatic perspective — there may
be some room left for argumentation. However, the law can be different in other juris-
dictions. Article 368 of the Czech Criminal Code or Article 340 of the Criminal Code of
Slovakia, for example, provide that each individual is obliged to notify law enforcement
agencies about the mere suspicion of certain criminal conduct, such as bribery offences.
Such obligation is imposed on any person within the reach of the applicable law. In
jurisdictions which acknowledge criminal liability of companies, the obligation is im-
posed on companies as well. In addition to this, each natural person within the scope of
application of that law is obliged to meet the notification requirements. This may apply
to board members of the relevant company, future board members, or every employee
residing in the territory where the relevant act took place who learns about such suspi-
cion. Notwithstanding this, the internal investigators, once they learn or have
knowledge of such suspicion and are residing in the territory of such jurisdiction, even
temporarily, are also required to make such notification.

If lawyers or accountants act as internal investigators, conflicts between such notifica-
tion requirements and the obligation to protect attorney-client privilege may result.
Whilst most countries acknowledge attorney-client privilege, it needs to be determined
whether such privilege applies only to attorneys and accountants admitted to the local
bar or if it is also granted to foreign lawyers and accountants. In most jurisdictions, at-
torneys and accountants admitted in one EU Member State can request admission in
another Member State for certain activities or proceedings and then enjoy the same pro-
tection as local attorneys. However, this may not apply to internal investigations, but
only to legal proceedings. Further, it is questionable whether suspicion obtained by
investigating books and records of a company is protected by attorney-client privilege, in
particular if the lawyer or accountant has not received such information from or on

behalf of their client.

This problem becomes more complex if the violation of professional secrecy obligations
also constitutes a criminal offence under the laws of the country in which the internals
investigator are admitted or practise. The professionals concerned then have a problem:
they will be criminally liable under the laws of the country in which they were admitted
to practise if they disclose information or would do so under the laws of where the in-
vestigation is taking place if they refrain from disclosing it. The only option this leaves
these professionals is to decide which offence they would prefer to commit. It might be
a defence argument that a person cannot be held criminally liable if either reaction
would lead to the violation of criminal law. Whether or not such a defence would be
acknowledged is a question of applicable national jurisdiction. There are virtually no
court precedents and uncertainty will therefore remain. It would be unjust to rule out
this defence due to the fact that professionals in an internal investigation voluntarily put
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themselves in a situation in which they had to notify the authorities and that by accept-
ing such a mandate remit, the notification requirement prevails. Investigators who are
not bound by professional secrecy cannot even rely on this defence but have no other
option from a legal point of view but to meet the disclosure requirements.

In my experience, internal investigators in such situations will most likely refrain from
complying with the notification requirement and accept that they will commit a crimi-
nal offence (provided they even know about their notification requirements). This is
driven by a pragmatic approach: The internal investigators will most likely be admitted
and practise in a foreign jurisdiction and will only be temporarily subject to the scope of
application of these criminal law provisions on notification for a considerably short
period of time, thus considerably reducing the actual risk of prosecution.

V. ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE OF INVESTIGATORS

Usually when conducting an internal investigation, companies try to protect attorney-
client privilege and attorney-work privilege as best as possible. In international internal
investigations it is a must to determine the prerequisites and scope of attorney-client
privilege in all affected jurisdictions before starting work. One must not forget to ana-
lyse this question from all aspects. Whilst information gathered by the internal investi-
gator usually falls within the scope of attorney-client privilege, it must be assessed in
which direction the scope provides protection. Usually, only the client is protected by
the privilege which leads to the next question of who the client is. Accepting multiple
instructions from more than one company of a group of companies is risky since each
client might waive privilege separately so that remaining clients might no longer be pro-
tected against disclosure of information which is not only theirs. Often it will be diffi-
cult to determine who the owner of a secret is so that, in cases of doubt, the consent of
all owners may be required. Further, if members of the compliance or internal audit
department form part of the investigation team, knowledge which they obtain during
the internal investigation is not protected since they are not acting in the capacity of
attorneys or accountants, but within the scope of their usual work duties. To obtain full
protection they may not form part of the investigation team and not obtain additional

knowledge which they do not already have.

In international investigations it always is necessary to obtain local counsel for the as-
sessment of factual questions or legal analysis. The scope of attorney-client privilege of
local counsel is determined by applicable local law. In certain jurisdictions, China for
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example, attorney-client privilege does not explicitly exist at all® or the scope of such
privilege is extremely unclear. Other jurisdictions provide for attorney-client privilege
only for certain members of the legal profession. In the Ukraine, for example, attorneys
working for foreign law firms, rather than Ukrainian law firms, are exempt from the
privilege of professional secrecy. In Russia, for example, only trial attorneys admitted as
“advocats”, are protected by professional secrecy9 whilst client-attorney communication
with regular attorneys is not protected at all. This must be taken into account when
defining the scope of work of local counsel because even within one law firm, commu-
nication with one attorney may be privileged whilst it is not with another.

V. MONEY LAUNDERING

Anti-money laundering legislation in many jurisdictions requires obliged entities and
natural persons to report suspicious transactions. Article 23 (2) of the Third Anti-
Money Laundering Directive’® and Article 34 (2) of the upcoming Fourth EU Anti-
Money Laundering Directive”, which must be transposed into the law of the Member
States no later than 26 June 2017, provides that members of the legal profession and
auditors may not disclose such information which they receive from, or obtain on, one
of their clients, in the course of ascertaining the legal position of their client, or perform-
ing their task of defending or representing that client in, or concerning, judicial proceed-
ings, including providing advice on instituting or avoiding such proceedings, whether
such information is received or obtained before, during or after such proceedings. Oth-
erwise, pursuant to Art. 22 (1) (a) of the Third Anti-Money Laundering Directive, re-
porting obligations exist if the obliged entity knows or has reasonable grounds to sus-
pect that money laundering or terrorist financing is being or has been committed or
attempted.

The reporting obligation applies not only to present and future financial transactions,
but it also encompasses cases in which the obliged entity subsequently obtains
knowledge of facts indicating that a transaction was or could have been related to money
laundering. Whilst members of the legal profession and accountants are exempted from
the reporting obligation due to the fact that conducting an internal investigation will be
regarded as “ascertaining the legal position for their client”, reporting obligations con-
tinue to apply to other persons. This may lead to the result that the investigated compa-

Michelle Gon & Ping Zheng, § 3 (China), in Corporate Internal Investigations, note 68 (Spehl/Gruetzner
2013); Benjamin Miao/Peter Yuen/Melody Wang, chapter 7 (China), in The International Investigations Re-
view, 104 (Nicolas Bourtin, 3rd ed. 2013).

Ekaterina Kobrin, § 10 (Russia), in Corporate Internal Investigations, note 11 (Spehl/Gruetzner 2013).
I0

Directive 2005/60/EC of 26 October 2005, Official Journal L 309/15.

I

Directive (EU) 2014/849 of 20 May 2015, Official Journal L 141/73.
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ny or people participating in the investigation team without being a member of the legal
profession are obliged to file a suspicious transaction report to the competent FIU. Ap-
plicable national law determines the details of the reporting obligation, in particular
whether a strong suspicion of money laundering is required or a vague suspicion is suffi-
cient.

Apart from submitting a suspicious transaction report, it must also be determined
whether and to what extent criminal activity for the benefit of a corporate body or ac-
cording to which a corporate body is enriched will taint assets of such company.

Example:

The Romanian entity R of a Japanese holding company obtained contracts with customer
C by corrupt means. C pays the purchase price of €1 million to the accounts of R, which
then show a balance of €6 million.

Will all payments received by R from C be regarded as the proceeds of a crime? Will a
dividend payment of R to the holding company be made with tainted assets? Will the
shares in the affiliate be regarded as the proceeds of a crime?

If assets are tainted, it must be determined whether this will lead to a contamination of
the assets in full or only in part. In our example, will the transfer of the purchase price
taint the whole bank account of C or just the relevant portion.>IZ In the latter case, if C
makes a payment of €2 million, will the whole sum be regarded as partially tainted or
will it be considered untainted as long as the amount remaining in the bank account is
higher than the funds of criminal origin? The answer to these questions will vary from
jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Depending on the answers to these questions, it must be
determined whether each and every transfer and re-transfer will be considered money
laundering and whether remedies exist (and if so, which ones) to avoid the contamina-
tion of subsequent transactions.

VI.  AMBIGUITY IN COMPANY INTEREST

Whether an internal investigation is conducted and how to respond to investigation
results are always important decisions. It is unanimously agreed that to immediately
stop any illegal activity and to ensure adherence to law in the future is of utmost im-
portance. A differentiated approach is necessary when determining whether prosecutors
and law enforcement agencies should be contacted. If self-reporting leads to immunity

™ The German Federal Supreme Court in its decision of 20.05.2015 - 1 StR 33/15, NJW 2015, 3254 held that a

“considerable portion” of illegal funds will taint the whole account. The court did not elaborate on what
“considerable” exactly means but states that a portion of more than 5.9 % is considerable.

COMPLIANCE ELLIANCE JOURNAL | VOLUME2 NUMBER1 2016



CHRISTIAN PELZ | AMBIGUITIES IN INTERNATIONAL INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS

PAGE 25

from prosecution or sanctions, the decision would appear relatively easy. However, it
has to be taken into account that in many cases immunity from prosecution only means
that the company cannot be fined. Damage claims against the company from customers
or third parties will still be possible. The same might apply to disgorgement of profits. If
self-reporting only leads to a reduction in fines it must carefully be determined whether
such voluntary disclosure will pay off. In many cases this is difficult to decide. It might
be the case that the costs of the investigation are much higher than the expected reduc-
tion of fines. A different approach might be necessary in countries like the US, which
has a tendency to impose excessive fines. These risks as well as reputational risks, the
likelihood of being otherwise disclosed or the time period until the matter becomes
statute-barred have to be assessed. In international cases, limitation periods in many
countries are much longer than in others. There is also a risk of double punishment in
two jurisdictions. Under Section s4 Schengen Convention the ne bis in idem principle
applies only between EU Member States.” Even then, risks remain. It is first necessary
for the other EU Member State to acknowledge this principle in the same way the other
does. Secondly, protection can only be obtained for the same criminal conduct. This
does not apply if one country does not prosecute due to limitation reasons or for of-
fences which exist only in one jurisdiction but not in the other.

VIl.  CONCLUSION

Conducting an internal investigation always requires a careful and thorough assessment
of all legal consequences which may arise from the findings. This in turn requires the
investigator to analyse possible investigation results in all directions beforehand. Some-
times conflicts between jurisdictions cannot be completely avoided, but in many cases
their consequences can. Proactive considerations at the beginning of an investigation are
an asset which cannot be appreciated highly enough. It should be the task of the compli-
ance organisation of a company to make itself familiar with potential consequences of
legal hazards. Most will not do so. The experienced investigator should bear these issues
in mind.

Karsten Gaede, Transnationales ,ne bis in idem* auf schwachem grundrechtlichen Fundament, 41 NEUE
JURISTISCHE WOCHENZEITSCHRIFT (NJW) 2990 (2014); Wolfgang Schomburg & Irene Suominen-Picht,
Verbot der mebrfachen Strafverfolgung, Kompetenzkonflikte und Verfabrenstransfer, 17 NJW 1190 (2012).
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} INTRODUCTION

Over the last decade, it has become more and more common for companies in Germa-
ny to internally investigate any detected or alleged cases of misconduct of their employ-
ees. In fact, investigating compliance violations within the company, especially potential
criminal offenses, bringing them to an end and sanctioning those who committed them
are the three main duties of the company’s management with regard to “reactive” or
“repressive” compliance. In some cases, an internal investigation is conducted parallel to
pending criminal proceedings and sometimes, due to the misconduct of single employ-
ees, sanctions against the company and its management can be impending. The internal
investigation then also becomes a means of defense. Obviously, such internal investiga-
tions are especially difficult as the collected evidence might at the same time have nega-
tive implications for the outcome of the criminal proceedings. The following article
analyzes the challenges that companies face in conducting an internal investigation and
collecting evidence parallel to ongoing criminal proceedings.

A. What are internal investigations?

The management’s duty to investigate all cases of suspected misconduct is widely ac-
cepted and deprives from corporalteI as well as administrative law regulationsz. If the
management of a company fails to investigate reliable information on potential miscon-
duct it receives and does not stop and avenge any such detected behavior, it can become
liable to the company for damages occurring from that misconduct. In the “Neubiirger”
decision, the District Court (Landgericht) of Miinchen I has explicitly defined the man-
agement‘s omission to take appropriate measures to investigate cases of misconduct
about which it had been informed as a breach of its duty to implement and monitor an
effective compliance management system.3

As there is a duty to investigate, this also means that a company is allowed to investigate
on its own if suspicions of misconduct occur. Thus, it is not limited to rely on possible
state investigations. In fact, both might take place parallel to each other.*

1 E.g. Section 93 Paragraph 1 1st sentence and Section 116 of the Stock Corporation Act and Section 43 Para-
graph 1 of the Law on Limited Liability Companies.

2 In particular Section 130 of the Act on Regulatory Offenses.

3 See LG Miinchen I, Urteil vom 10.12.2013 — s HK O 1387/10 = NDCOMPLIANCE 22101 (2014), Paragraph I
2 (a) of the grounds.

4 Florian Wettner & Marius Mann, Informationsrecht und Informationspflichten bei Internen Untersuchun-
gen, DEUTSCHES STEUERRECHT 655, 656 (2014).
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The aim of an internal investigation usually is to gather information about any alleged
facts, in order to evaluate whether any misconduct exists and in case of affirmation, who
has done what, when, how and why. The company therefore may perform a number of
investigative actions such as reviewing data and documents as well as interviewing em-
ployees. The results, usually summed up in an investigation report, form the basis for
the evaluation of the risks at which the misconduct might put the company and for the
decision about the next steps to be taken by the management.

While the term “internal investigation” has been common in other legal systems for
decades, in Germany its occurrence has only risen over the last ten years. Furthermore,
there is no codified special law with regard to the conduct of an internal investigation.
The limits for any investigative action are hence the regulations of the applicable sub-
stantive civil and criminal law. In practice, a number of legal questions regarding the
conduct but also the relation between private and state investigations remain yet open.

B. In what constellations are they conducted?

The initiation of an internal investigation often depends on the time when the alleged
misconduct gets to the management’s attention and whether any third party, especially a
prosecution authority, has knowledge of the suspicions in question.

Sometimes an internal investigation is merely conducted because of an internal hint or
an irregularity detected in an internal audit, without any external knowledge of the facts
to be investigated at all. In these cases, there is usually no external pressure on the con-
duct of the internal investigation. Thus, it is to some extent at the discretion of the
company if an external criminal proceeding is performed. Only if the company decides
to actively involve the authorities, the authorities will evaluate whether an initial suspi-
cion is constituted.

However, this condition changes as soon as there is a risk that the internal information
will become public. That might be the case e.g. if there is a whistleblower who announc-
es to give his information to the prosecution authorities or if an external audit, e.g. by
the fiscal authorities, is about to take place. Finally, in other cases, state proceedings are
already going on. Less critical constellations among them are those in which the person
or whistleblower that has reported an offense to the prosecution authorities informs the
company about the proceedings at the same time. That might be the case e.g. when the
criminal proceedings are initiated parallel or prior to a pending civil law suit. Sometimes
the company is also informed by reports in the media or can conclude that proceedings
are ongoing or expectable, because it gets to know that a competitor is already under
investigation. Again, in these cases the company has the chance to proactively contact
the prosecution authorities before any compulsory measures are undertaken, and offer
to cooperate and investigate the allegations internally.

Depending on the case and the expected involvement of the management and the com-
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pany itself, the prosecution authorities might sometimes also contact the company in
advance with regard to ongoing proceedings against one of its employees.

The most unappreciative cases, however, are usually those in which the proceedings are
disclosed by compulsory measures against the company, in particular by a search. In
these cases, the company’s leeway in decision making is much narrower and cooperating
with the prosecution authorities often becomes inevitable. Additionally, the company
does not have the knowledge advantage it has when it is the first to become aware of the
suspicions, but instead has to catch up with what the accusations are and what the pros-
ecution authorities know or presume to know.

C. What are the typical accusations that are investigated?
There are basically two main categories of accusations that can be differentiated.

First, there are cases, in which the company is supposed to be a victim, i.e. has been be-
trayed by its employee without benefiting from the employee’s actions. Examples are
that an employee has accepted bribes from a supplier to contract with him although the
products are of minor quality in comparison to those of other competitors or that an
employee has committed fraudulent actions and transferred company funds to his pri-
vate accounts.

The second category comprises constellations, in which the company might or does
benefit from its employee’s misconduct. Typical offenses are such that are committed in
the assumed interest of the company, such as active bribery, often by using slush funds,
tax evasions or fraud against a third party. In practice, those constellations are highly
relevant in which these offenses were enabled by a violation of organizational or supervi-
sory duties by a company’s executive (Section 130 of the Act on Regulatory Offenses).

D. How is the company involved in the investigated accusations?

The risks imposed on the company obviously differ with regard to the two aforemen-
tioned categories.

In the vast majority of cases of the first category, the fronts are clear: the employee did
act to the disadvantage of the company and thereby committed an offense, while the
company — from a legal point of view — did nothing wrong, i.e. unlawful. Therefore, the
company will usually not be at risk to be additionally sanctioned for what the employee
did. Even more, the companies and any prosecution authority’s interest will be concur-
rent, i.e. both will have the interest to hold the employee liable for what he did.

However, though any possible criminal proceedings occurring from that misconduct
might not put the company at risk, the prosecutor’s investigation itself and any compul-
sory measures accompanied by it might do so. For example, a search might be likely to
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attract public attention and also the mere disclosure of what happened might include
the risk of severe reputational damages, especially in cases where the misconduct disclos-
es a weakness in the company’s internal control system.

It should also be noted that even in these cases, depending on the facts of the single case,
a prosecution authority might take another point of view and investigate a possible lia-
bility of the company or its management. That might in particular be the case, if the
employee’s offense was enabled by a significant lack of adequate compliance procedures
and controls due to an omission of the company’s management (cf. Section 130 of the

Act on Regulatory Offenses).

Thus, then the same situation as in the second category would exist: In these cases, there
is a risk of severe sanctions against the company and the members of its management
themselves. The main risk in such cases under German law — besides reputational and
other immaterial risks — is a fine under Section 30 of the Act on Regulatory Offenses,
especially in connection with Section 17 Paragraph 4 of the Act on Regulatory Offenses.
Sanctions can be up to EUR 10 Mio and significantly higher in cases where any benefits
the company has gained are skimmed. Additionally, the exclusion from public tenders
or civil claims from business partners may ensue.

The members of the management might be subject to personal fines of up to 1 Mio
EUR (Section 130 of the Act of Regulatory Offenses), labor law consequences and, as
the already mentioned “Neubiirger” decision shows,’ substantial civil claims for damag-
es.

In cases under foreign law, e.g. the FCPA, or where an international body, such as the
World Bank, is involved, even higher financial sanctions or more severe sanctions of
another kind, e.g. exclusion from any World Bank project, might be impending. In any
case, defining the role of the company with regard to the alleged misconduct and by that
determining the risks the company might face, belongs to the most important tasks to
be performed by the company’s compliance function.® The question whether a compa-
ny is just a victim or whether it might be subject to sanctions itself can significantly in-
fluence the process of the internal investigation and the way it is conducted.

E. Why do companies conduct internal investigations?

s supral. A;; LG Miinchen I, Urteil vom 10.12.2013 — s HK O 1387/10 = NDCOMPLIANCE 22101 (2014).

6 Cf. Sascha Siife, Der Compliance Officer im Fokus bebirdlicher Ermittlungen, NEWSDIENST COMPLIANCE
71004 (2015).
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As the constellations, in which internal investigations are conducted, differ, the same
applies to the reasons why they are performed.7 However, one basic aim underlies all
internal investigations: To keep the negative impact arising from the misconduct or
breach of law as little and low as possible for the company and the members of its man-
agement.

If the company is a victim with regard to a single employee’s misconduct, the internal
investigation aims to define any damage that might have occurred and to allow the man-
agement to determine how successful any reclaims against the employee or involved
third parties might be. In such cases, the company will initiate all necessary sanctions
against the employee, which might include charging a criminal offense. The latter might
be particularly necessary if there are strong indications for the alleged misconduct, but
the last and convincing evidence cannot be retrieved by the company without the help
of a state agency, such as the evidence of an incoming payment to or a withdrawal from
the employee’s private bank account, to which the company has and can get no access,
but a prosecutor might. Additionally, in cases of complex economic contexts or where
large amounts of data and information have to be reviewed and processed, it might be in
the company’s interest to properly prepare the data for the prosecution authorities in
order to catalyze preliminary proceedings or to ensure that the case is not closed because
of a lack of factual understanding by the prosecutor.8 Cooperating with the prosecution
authorities might in these cases be inevitable, not least in order for the management to
tulfill its duty to secure all civil claims the company might have.

In cases where criminal or administrative proceedings against the company itself and/or
its organs or other top-level management are pending, conducting an internal investiga-
tion is a means of cooperation with the prosecution authorities. This cooperation is not
compulsory, since none of the parties is — in principle — legally obliged to cooperation or
disclosure.” However, in this cooperative-scenario, the company usually undertakes

7 Cf. Folker Bittmann, Die verfabrensrechtliche Relevanz der Einrichtung einzelner Compliance-MafSnabmen
— Interne Ermittlungen aus Sicht der Staatsanwaltschaft, in Handbuch Criminal Compliance § 34 B. IIL 3.,
1295, No.131 (Thomas Rotsch ed., 2015) with further references in footnote 26.

8  For details see Helmut Gérling, Compliance und Strafrecht, in Compliance Aufbau — Management — Risi-
kobereiche Chapter 6, 454 f., No. 22 ff. (Helmut Gérling et al eds., 2010).

9  Tine Golombek, Pflichten von Geschiftsleitungs- und Uberwachungsorganen bei Verdacht anf UnregelmiifSig-
keiten im Unternebmen, JOURNAL DER WIRTSCHAFTSSTRAFRECHTLICHEN VEREINIGUNG 163, 169 (2012);
for an obligation to disclosure to public authorities, if there is a case in which there arises an obligation to
correct a fiscal declaration pursuant to Section 153 of the Fiscal Code, cf. Oliver Sahan, Korruption als stener-
strafrechtliches Risiko, in Recht-Wirtschaft-Strafe, FS Erich Samson, 6os f. (Wolfgang Joecks et al. eds., 2010);
Bjorn Krug & Christoph Skoupil, Die stenerliche Korrekturpflicht nach § 153 AO bei im Rabmen von Inter-
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some or even the major part of the (internal) investigative work and commits to for-
warding the (essential) results of the internal investigation to the public authorities.” In
exchange, the company is able to exercise at least some or more influence on the course
of the investigation. This cooperation also aims at reducing the risk for the company to
be exposed to compulsory measures such as searches.” Usually, the prosecution authori-
ties will accept to refrain from such measures only as long as they are convinced that the
company’s internal investigation is conducted proper and transparent. Furthermore,
cooperating with the prosecution authorities and supporting them with information
and evidence might be considered as a mitigating factor by the prosecution authorities in
cases where the company faces a fine, and thus reduce the monetary burden imposed on
the company.”

Finally, there are constellations, in which the cooperation between company and prose-
cution authority goes even further and the internal investigation is conducted by the
company, respectively its criminal lawyers, on behalf of the prosecution authority.13 In
these cases, all investigative actions are usually closely coordinated between the two.

It should be noted that especially in cases where international, i.e. US-, authorities are
involved, a cooperation as described regularly constitutes the only factual option if the
company wants to walk out of this crisis safe and sound, and that the expectations re-
garding the company’s willingness to disclose all kinds of misconduct is distinctively

higher.

Secondary, but nevertheless often equally important, further intentions when conduct-
ing an internal investigation are getting information about the company’s compliance
and internal control system, getting to know the truth, collecting the information for

nal Investigations erlangten Erkenntnissen zu korruptiven Handlungen in Unternebmen, NEUE ZEITSCHRIFT
FUR WIRTSCHAFTS-, STEUER- UND UNTERNEHMENSSTRAFRECHT 453, 453 (2015).

10 This scenario is sometimes referred to as “the privatisation of criminal law enforcement®, cf. Jiirgen Taschke,
Compliance-Sachverhalte und Ablauf eines Wirtschafisstrafverfabrens — Wechselwirkungen zwischen internen
Untersuchungen und StrafverfolgungsmafSnabhmen, in Handbuch Criminal Compliance § 36 B., 1413, No. 2
(Thomas Rotsch ed., 2015).

1 Axel Kallmeyer & Matthias Freund & Oliver Kraft, Exkurs zum 3. und 4. Kapitel: Richtiges Verbalten bei
Ermittlungen, in Korruption und Kartelle bei Auftragsvergaben 153 (Matthias Freund et al eds., 2008).

12 Tine Golombek, Pflichten von Geschiftsleitungs- und Uberwacbungmrganm bei Verdacht anf Unregelmifsig-
keiten im Unternebmen, JOURNAL DER WIRTSCHAFTSSTRAFRECHTLICHEN VEREINIGUNG 163, 170 (2012);
Dorothee Krull, Rechtliche Vorgaben, in Handbuch Internal Investigations Chapter 3, 107, No. 57 (Karl-
Christian Bay ed., 2013).

13 Cf. Sascha Siifle & Ken Eckstein, Aktuelle Entwicklungen im Bereich ,, Interne Untersuchung®, NEWSDIENST
COMPLIANCE 71009 (2014).
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any claims the company might have or it needs to recover assets as well as internally
stressing that the company does not tolerate misconduct and thereby strengthening the
compliance management system.

F. Who precisely performs them?

Internal investigations are performed by the company which has an interest in clarifying
certain facts related to any potential misconduct of its employees or management or
simply by the company that has to defend itself. The principal or, speaking in terms of
internal processes, the owner of the internal investigation usually is the management, i.e.
the executive board. In certain constellations, e.g. when the accusations under investiga-
tion are raised against one or several members of the executive board, the supervisory
board may initiate the internal investigation. The investigation as a whole is regularly
delegated to one function below the management level, often to the general counsel or
to the compliance officer, whose responsibility it is to coordinate and ensure the ade-
quate, efficient and compliant conduct of the investigation. In larger companies, de-
tailed processes are determined with regard to the steps that have to be taken, the com-
pany functions that have to be involved and the external expertise that has to be ob-
tained. However, in practice, especially in medium sized or small companies or in com-
panies which put their focus on repressive compliance for the first time, one very often
realizes that these processes do not exist or are not clearly defined with regard to the
assignment of competences. Especially in those cases where parallel criminal proceedings
exist, these shortcomings can lead to a number of negative consequences.

The coordination function will need support by a number of other company functions,
such as internal audit, human resources, finance, IT, public relations and the operative
units such as senior management of sales and distributions or research and development.
Additionally, especially in cases of parallel criminal proceedings, the involvement of a
lawyer specialized in corporate criminal law will be mandatory. In international cases,
foreign lawyers are often needed as further support. Depending on the evidence that has
to be retrieved and the amount and availability of the company’s in-house know how,
an external IT-Forensic expert has to be involved. In some cases, the supplementary
expertise of an accounting firm or a forensic department of such might be valuable.
However, it should not be overseen that with a growing number involved, the coordina-
tion task becomes more complex and, from the point of view of a prosecution authority,
also the number of potential informants rises.

G. What is done?

First of all, the hypotheses which will be investigated by the company have to be deter-
mined and precisely defined. In the course of the investigation these might be amended
or adjusted due to further knowledge gained in the meantime. However, especially
where the suspicion of a committed crime is investigated and parallel criminal proceed-
ings are pending, working with hypotheses is important in order to focus the investiga-
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tion on what is relevant and not to waste time on maybe interesting, but legally irrele-
vant facts.

One main task for those conducting the internal investigation is to collect evidence for
justifying the hypotheses defined and for supporting or defending against any accusa-
tion under investigation by the prosecution authorities. The collecting of evidence itself
must certainly be compliant with all applicable laws, i.e. must not violate any criminal,
data protection or labor laws. Also, it must be defined for what purposes the evidence is
collected, i.e. for defending the company, for bringing criminal, labor or civil charges
against the employee, for recovering assets etc. Such usage also stresses the importance of
properly gaining any evidence, because otherwise, its utilization in a later court hearing
might be at risk.

All evidence collected is usually put together to draft the story line of what has hap-
pened, and summed up in a report on the results of the internal investigation, which
will usually be discussed and agreed upon with the compliance or legal function within
the company, and finally presented to the management as the basis for deciding about
the further measures to be taken.

II. COLLECTING EVIDENCE

As described, collecting evidence is one of the main tasks while conducting an internal
investigation. Basically, in practice one can differentiate between three kinds of evi-
dence: First, written evidence, both digital and hard-copy, such as e-mails, letters, notes,
and also accounts, invoices or other supporting documents; secondly, oral evidence,
which is provided to the internal investigators by employees or the management; and
thirdly, evidence gathered from background researches, such as information from data-
bases or public registers.

There are several ways to collect these evidences, with e-mail searches, interviewing em-
ployees, reviewing documents and performing background researches being the most
important ones.

A. E-mail searches

Today, communication via e-mail has become the most important way to exchange
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information, also in business.”* Therefore, e-mail searches are an important source of
knowledge for the purposes of internal investigations, while at the same time, they are
very often considered a substantial impairment of rights by employees and work coun-
cils. Though several questions regarding the preconditions for the permissibility of e-
mail searches are still controversially discussed,” these preconditions are usually met in
the context of criminal offenses, especially in cases where a concrete suspicion against a
concrete employee exists and parallel state investigations are ongoing.16 Companies can
also reduce possible risks relating to e-mail searches in advance by implementing a rea-
sonable framework of internal regulations regarding the use of the company’s IT-
systems. "’

With regard to the practical process, first of all the relevant data has to be determined,
i.e. the hard and server drives as well as the accounts that have to be searched have to be
collected and specified. Additionally, the investigation team needs to know when and
how often back-ups are made. After a professional copying, time filters have to be im-
plemented and the data has to be de-duplicated and cleaned before it can be searched. If
no special in-house IT-expertise is at hand, external IT-forensic- respectively e-discovery-
experts have to be involved. One crucial task that follows is the determination of search
terms that ensure that the relevant documents and conversations are filtered and found.
The hits produced by applying these search terms then have to be reviewed by the com-
pany or external lawyers.

B. Interviewing employees

Another essential source of knowledge to elucidate compliance-offenses is interviewing
8 .. .
ernployees.I The majority of tasks within a company are delegated to the employees

14 Sascha Sifle & Ken Eckstein, Aktuelle Entwicklungen im Bereich ,, Interne Untersuchung®, NEWSDIENST
COMPLIANCE 71009 (2014).

15 Jurgen Detlef W. Klengel & Ole Miickenberger, Internal Investigations - typische Rechts- und Praxisprobleme
unternebmensinterner Ermittlungen, CORPORATE COMPLIANCE ZEITSCHRIFT 81, 83 (2009); Anja Mengel
& Thilo Ullrich, Arbeitsrechtliche Aspekte unternebmensinterner Investigations, NEUE ZEITSCHRIFT FUR
ARBEITSRECHT 240, 242 (2006).

16 For the prerequisites see Section 32 of the Federal Data Protection Act; moreover LAG Berlin-Brandenburg,
Urteil vom 16.2.2011 — 4 Sa 2132/10 = NZA-RR 342, 343 (2011) and for an overview of the relevant criminal
and data protection law provisions see Jorg Eisele, Datenschutzstrafrecht, in Handbuch Criminal Compliance
§ 23, 762-798 (Thomas Rotsch ed., 2015).

17 Cf. details Tim Wybitul & Wolf-Tassilo Bshm, E-Mail-Kontrollen fiir Compliance-Zwecke und bei internen
ErmittlungenCORPORATECOMPLIANCE ZEITSCHRIFT 133, 133 (2015).

18 Sascha Siile & Ken Eckstein, Aktuelle Entwicklungen im Bereich ,Interne Untersuchung®, NEWSDIENST
COMPLIANCE 71009 (2014).
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who generally have the highest factual proximity and consequently the best knowledge
of the concrete business processes and thus the subjects of the internal investigation.
Additionally, the typical compliance violations such as corruption and anti-trust breach-
es are covert and victimless criminal offenses. To find all necessary evidence in writing
hardly never happens, as the giving of a bribe or the concluding of a price agreement is
usually done personally and/ or orally. Therefore, in many cases the line of argument
needs to be based on information provided by employees. Due to the fact that this kind
of inquiry is highly sensitive and unpredictable, it is important to be well prepared.
Time, location, interviewer and sequence of interview partners have to be determined at
first. Furthermore, the interview structure and at least general questions should be pre-
defined. Another important aspect is what kind of interview shall be conducted — will it
just be an exploratory inquiry or is the interviewee a (potential) suspect? In any case, the
interviewer needs to be able to react quickly and appropriately to new situations or top-
ics coming up in the course of the interview. Further issues are the questions how to
document the information,” whether to present any protocol made to the interviewee
and if a third person is allowed to be present, e.g. a member of the work’s council or a
lawyer representing the interviewee. Finally, in practice one of the most important as-
pects is, if and to what extent the interviewed employee is under a legal duty to present
evidence at all.*®

C. Review of documents

Besides interviewing employees and e-mail searches, there are usually documents in hard
copy to be reviewed, as well. This includes organigrams, letters, contracts, financial doc-
uments, such as invoices and other supporting documents, and e-mails that have been
printed, but do not exist digitally anymore. These documents can be found in different
places of the company, for example in the office of the suspected employee, in his de-
partment or in the accounting department. Internal advice by other employees might be
very helpful in this context.

D. Background researches

Background researches can focus on obtaining addresses or other contact details, infor-
mation about businesses or companies owned or positions held by an employee, interre-

19 Thomas C. Knierim, Die strafrechtliche Verantwortlichkeit des externen Compliance-Beraters, in Handbuch
Criminal Compliance § 7, 242, No. 37 (Thomas Rotsch ed., 2015).

20 Infralll. D.2.a.
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lations between employees and third parties or business partners, any former miscon-
duct of the employee or even if a business partner might be listed on any index or even
terror list.

Very often background researches are part of the preventive measures of the compliance
management system, e.g. with regard to business partner screenings or the prevention of
money laundering. Thus, the company might be able to revert to already used databases
within the company when conducting an internal investigation. Additionally, even
simple searches with common internet search engines and communication platforms
might produce interesting information. Further, professional databases containing fi-
nancial, personal and political information as well as public registers can be consulted.”
Especially in an international context it might be useful to mandate professional services
that conduct research locally or even on-site.

. RISKS OF PARALLEL CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS FOR THE COMPANY

Conducting an internal investigation is a different task for any company, as it is regular-
ly based upon accusations against employees or members of the management and often
causes disturbance within the company. It becomes even more challenging, if parallel
criminal proceedings are pending. In the following, the main risks occurring from paral-
lel criminal proceedings shall be described, while a special emphasis is put on constella-
tions where the company or its management might be held liable for the wrongdoing of
employees.

A. Risk of the company’s premises being searched

The search of the company’s premises can be conducted pursuant to Section 103 of the
Code of Criminal Procedure even if the company itself is not suspected. Such a search
might be the starting point from which the company gets to know that official proceed-
ings are pending. If, however, the allegations come up before and a cooperative relation-
ship22 has been established, as it has become rather common and developed into a widely
accepted model over the last years”, the risk of such searches is considerably lower. Nev-

21 For more details see Steffen Salvenmoser & Heiko Schreier, Private Ermittlungen, in Handbuch Wirtschafts-
strafrecht Chapter 15, 1693 f., No. 87 ff. (Hans Achenbach et al. eds., 3rd ed. 2012).

22 supralLE.

23 Nina Nestler, Internal Investigations: Definition und rechtstatsiichliche Erkenntnisse, in Internal Investigat
ons- Ermittlungen im Unternehmen Chapter 1, 4 f§.,9\ff, 11 ff., 16 fThomas C. Knierim et al eds.,
2013).
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ertheless, it should be noted that public authorities are not prevented from undertaking
such additional measures, since they are even inathancaseensively cooperative
attitude of the company still legally obliged to determine the proceedingaind criti
scrutinie the cooperation and findings presented to them. However, in any case the
prosecution authorities have to check the neckfisétiy actions with regard to the
prohibition on excessiveness of state &ctions.

If the company and the public authorities did either not establish a cooperative relatio
ship or the cooperation was established but ended, usually by the pubks aathoriti
most often due to doubts of the public authorities concerning the willingness of the
company to fully cooperé?etate investigation measures might be conducted without

a (further) warnind.hisbears the risk to take the company by surpridallgsipeice
cooperation is ended tacitly, that is without a notice to the companygdrosedhe

tion authorities

One of the special characters of a search of the premises of a company is that it is regula
ly not only conducted by a higher numbeffiofals compared to a search of &n ind

vidual personOs habitation,thait it isalso more likely to be accompanied by media
coverag%ﬁ.ln addition to these circumstances, the fact that typically a lot of documents
and data will be searched and seized can often lead to severe interruptions in operating
business procesziérshe search of a company can hence often bear economical risks for

the compan§?
!

17-@AB*EP*GHIJCKGGLA*MENWGBIEERAUFEQRMGS

Another risk that is implied by criminal proceedings parallel to internal investigations is
!

24 Cf. FolkerBittmann,Internal InV tigations under German L&@MPLIANCE ELLIANCE JOURNAL 74, 87
(2015).

25 Cf. Thomas C. Knierirbje strafrechtliche Verantwortlichkeiedternen Compliaf®eratersin Hand-
buch Criminal Compliance = 7, 253 f., No. 67 (Thotsels &, 2015); Cornelia GS#liensicht der
Strdj" tiz, in Internal Investigatio®Ermittlungen im Unternehmen Chapter 18, 535, No. 20 (Thomas C.
Knierim et al eds., 2013).

26 TIDO PARK, HANDBUCH DURCHSUCHUNG UND BESCHLAGNAHME N 854, 857 (2nd ed.
2009); JYrgen Tasch&emplianeSachverhalte und Ablaair' WirtschaftsstrafverfahrgnsHandbuch
Criminal Compliance = 36, 1414, No. 6 f. (Thomas Rotsch ed., 2015).

27 TIDO PARK, HANDBUCH DURCHSUCHUNG UND BESCHLAGNAHME N&.854,857895 (2nd
ed. 2009).

28 Silvia Ziebell)nternehmensbezogeheavikkungen und Einbettung in die Unternehmensain3ofer-
nal Investigatio®Ermittlungen im Unternehmen Chapter 12, 333 f.-420(T3Wmas C. Knierim et al
eds., 2013).
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the risk that not only the premises of the company are searched but also the habitations

of empbyees or the management. If the company becomes aware of theceriminal pr
ceedings for the first time due to a search of the companyOs premises, it is very likely that
at the samtime individuals at the cewfethe allegations get to know it as*ell.

many cases, searches of the companyOs premises and the habitations of the accused are
performed parallel. The personal impact of such a compulsory measure is, as one can
imagine, high, because even if the officials act carefully, it is very ligHparabne

even the media might take notice of thauraeakich usually leads to rmsnand

(further) suspicions, thereby not only affecting the professional but also the private
sphere of the accused.

In addition to those individuals under suspis@ng cases have shown that there is
also a risk that the compliance function or any other function conducting orcoordina
ing a parallel internal investigation for the company might be or come into the focus of
the pro3%ecution authorities and therebyni®sabject to a search of their private hab
tations:

The questionif such a search is legad the subject of legal proceedings before the
German Federal Constitutional Court (Bundesverfassungsgbkeaddckground to

these proceedings may be suimadaas follows: In August 2010, a newspdper pu

lished an article made pudsdidcriminal proceedings inter alia related to bribegy char

es against a company. Until then, these proceedings had been unknown to the co
cerned company itself. The lampellant was the authorized representative and the
head of the legal department of the company and thereupon took measures to clear up
the related circumstances in order to prepare a defense, such as copyingrelevant doc
ments and briefing the direct@egarding the results of the internal investigation and

the actions of the legal department in anticipation of a search of the business premises.

After the latter had been performed at the end of 2010, the Regional Court
(Amtsgericht) Stuttgart issuedeeond search warrant, this time with regard to the
habitations of the appellant in NovemberZ0telcourt stated that the appellant was
suspected of having undertaken actions to destroy, cover up or rentavioettigen
noncompliantbehavio that wa the subject of the criminal proceedings. The suspicion

29 SilviaZiebell,Unternehmensbezogeheavikkungen und Einbettung in die Unternehmensain3nfer-
nal Investigations B Ermittlungen im Unternechmen Chapter 12, 331, No. 25 (Thomas C. Knierim et al eds.,
2013).

30 Sascha Sufle, Der Compliance Officer im Fokus behirdlicher Ermittlungen, NEWSDIENSTCOMPLIANCE
71004 (2015).

31 Amtsgericht Stuttgart, Beschluss vom 7.11.2011 DAz, 28 Gs 1251/11.
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was based upon an e-mail written by the appellant shortly after the publication of the
newspaper article. In this e-mail, the appellant informed the directors that all IT-data of
an employee, who was centrally involved in the circumstances which were subject mat-
ters to the criminal proceedings, had been stored to a hard drive, which had been given
to an external law firm for review. Furthermore, he informed the directors that backup
copies of all paper documents had been made and that these documents were stored
under seal in the legal department. Finally, he informed them that the legal department
was preparing model cases in consultation with the external law firm. The purpose of
these model cases was to present them to the public authorities once the criminal pro-
ceedings were communicated directly to the company.

The court held that this e-mail gave rise to the suspicion that the appellant did not only
undertake legitimate actions to prepare a defense and by this e-mail mainly informed the
directors about these legitimate actions, but instead indirectly informed them about the
measures undertaken to destroy, cover up or remove evidence for the non-compliant
behavior concerned. The appellant contested the search warrant, but the District Court
of Stuttgart held up the decision of the Regional Court.” Thereupon, the appellant
lodged a constitutional complaint.

The German Federal Constitutional Court dismissed the contested decision of the Dis-
trict Court on March Igth 2014, ruling that the search warrant and the decision lacked
sufficient findings regarding the constitution of an adequate suspicion against the appel-
lant as required by Section 102 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, the legal basis for the
search of the habitation of the :;1ppellant.33 The court argued that it was factually im-
proper to base the suspicion against the appellant on actions that were well within the
scope of actions objectively necessary to clear up the circumstances related to the crimi-
nal proceedings against the company. Moreover, the court held that the District Court
had failed in taking into consideration that the appellant was also obliged to undertake
the mentioned appropriate actions due to his position as authorized representative and
head of the legal department of the company and therefore did not exceed or misuse his
competences. More importantly, the court stressed that a legally adequate suspicion for
a search warrant could never be based mainly on the fact that the person concerned had
a factual proximity, knowledge and competence in relation to the subject of a criminal
proceeding.

In conclusion, the decision of the German Federal Constitutional Court shows that a

32 Landgericht Stuttgart, Beschluss vom 29.3.2012 — Az. 17 Qs 14/12.
33 BVerfG, Beschluss vom 13.3.2014 — Az. 2 BVvR 974/12 = NDCOMPLIANCE 21017 (2014).
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search of the habitation of an employee of a company in the focus of the public authori-
ties is not a mere formality, but instead has to be based on qualified facts that give rise to
a suspicion against the employee himself. However, the decision shows that public au-
thorities and courts tend to apply a particular critical position on the actions of employ-
ees in response or in apprehension of criminal proceedings against the company.

C. Risk of documents being seized

Nonetheless and as stated before, the search of the premises of a company or of the habi-
tation of an employee is not an end in itself, but instead is ordered to gather evidence
regarding the respective proceedings.34 In the absolute majority of cases in which a
search is conducted, the question therefore arises, whether the ensuing seizure of docu-
ments was legal. This question has been standing at the center of a couple of decisions
by German courts. In the following, three of them, which are directly related to the
conduct of internal investigations, shall highlight the different approaches that have
been taken by the courts.

In the first case, the supervisory board of a company assigned an external law firm with
the conduction of an internal investigation to clarify the circumstances leading to the
suspicion that members of the management board had been acting in a non-compliant
way while making business decisions, which caused a significant financial damage to the
company. The law firm took several actions to investigate the circumstances. In particu-
lar, members of the law firm interviewed former and present employees of the company,
while promising the interviewed persons that the contents of their interview would
remain confidential. At the end of the investigation, the law firm gathered the relevant
information within a summarizing report. This report was forwarded to the prosecutor,
with whom the company (principally) cooperated. After the law firm, which was in the
possession of all the documents produced during the internal investigation, declined the
prosecutor’s demand to surrender not only the interview protocols, but also all further
minutes produced during the investigation, the Regional Court of Hamburg ordered
that all relevant documents were a subject to legal seizure.” The District Court of Ham-
burg affirmed this decision.* Consequently, the legal finding of this case was that all
relevant documentation of an internal investigation is a legal subject to seizure, if the
documents were in the possession of an external law firm mandated by the company to
conduct the internal investigation and therefore, so the court held, not in the possession

34 supralll. A.
35 AG Hamburg, Beschluss vom 16.9.2010 — Az. 166 Gs 226/10.
36 LG Hamburg, Beschluss vom 15.10.2010 — Az. 608 Qs 18/10 (“HSH-Nordbank®).
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of the defense counsel of the accused individual as — in the courts opinion — required by
Section 97 of the Code of Criminal Procedure.”

In a second decision, the District Court of Mannheim came to a different verdict in a
similar constellation, arguing that the revision of Section 160a Paragraph 1 of the Code
of Criminal Procedure that had become effective on February ™ 201 had led to a
strengthening of the privileged lawyer/client relationship. Consequently, the court ruled
that the seizure of documents was illegal, if the documents had been produced in the
course of an internal investigation and were in the possession of an external legal counsel
mandated by a company to conduct an internal investigation in relation to circumstanc-
es giving rise to official proceedings against an individual associated with the company.
On the other hand, the court held that documents in the possession of the company
itself were still subject to legal seizure, since these documents would not be considered
protected by the privileged lawyer/client relationship.38

The court therefore examined the total stock of the seized documents and declared the
seizure of documents illegal, if a relation to the mandate was recognizable, which was,
the court held, the case for the report of the lawyers to the company and for all docu-
mentation collected for the lawyers with the intent to provide an informational basis for
this report. The court then decided — against the ruling of the District Court of Ham-
burg — that this comprises even documents that contained statements of employees,
who were essentially not part of the lawyer/client relationship, if these statements were
answers to questions asked by the lawyers within their mandate, since such contents
were regularly “inevitable cornmingled”.39 However, the court also stated that the pro-
hibition of seizure would not stand, if other documents not falling in the given catego-
ries were improperly displaced to and stored at the premises of the lawyer with the in-
tention to have them exempted from seizure.*®

In the third and most recent decision, the District Court of Braunschweig had to decide
in a similar constellation, whether a search of the premises of the appellant and the ensu-
ing seizure of documents with regard to administrative charges against a company were
legal. Preceding the lawsuit, there had been a search of the premises of the appellant,
conducted on Mai 14th 2014, due to the criminal investigation against a person X, who

37 LG Hamburg, NJW 942 ff. (20m); critically KEN ECKSTEIN, ERMITTLUNGEN ZU LASTEN DRIT-
TER 122ff. (2013).

38 LG Mannheim, Beschluss vom 3.7.2012 — Az. 24 Qs 1, 2/12.
39 See Nos. 13-115 and 117-119 of the grounds.

40 SeeNo. 116 and 122 of the grounds.
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was associated with the appellant.4I In response, the appellant engaged an independent
external law firm to gerform an internal investigation to clear up the related circum-
stances. On March 10" 2015, the authorities performed another search of the premises of
the appellant, this time due to criminal tax procedures against a person Y, who was like-
wise associated with the appellant.42 In the course of this second search, documents of
the internal investigation of the appellant regarding the circumstances of the proceed-
ings against X were found in the office of the chief financial officer of the appellant and
later on officially seized. ¥ Thereupon, the appellant contested the search and the seizure
at the District Court of Braunschweig.

After deciding that the search itself was legal, the court evaluated whether the seized
documents — or at least some of them — had to be classified as defense material pursuant
to Section 148 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. In that case, their seizure, performed
by the authorities pursuant to Section 108 Paragraph 1 of the Code of Criminal Proce-
dure (chance discovery), would have been prohibited and consequently illegal. Since the
court ruled that documents for defense purposes must be exempted from seizure, if they
are in the possession of the incriminated person, the only argument against the classifica-
tion of the concerned documents as defensive works was that there had been no pro-
ceedings against the appellant itself at the time of the internal investigation. Therefore, it
was questionable whether the seized documents could nonetheless have been produced
with the intent to use them for defense purposes.

The court however ruled that documents could also be worth being protected as docu-
mentation for defense purposes, if a person was apprehensive of future criminal or ad-
ministrative proceedings and if the documents were, due to this apprehension, produced
with the intent to prepare a defense. Considering the means of defense preparation, the
court furthermore held that the conduction of an internal investigation could be quali-
fied as a substantial means of preparing an effective defense, if its purpose was to gain
information regarding an assumed criminal or administrative offense. Thus, the court
ruled that documents produced during an internal investigation have to be treated as
documents for defense purposes, if they have the recognizable corresponding objective
to prepare a future defense.

Regarding the present case, the court found that the appellant had reason to assume that
the first search of his premises and the related charges against X might be followed by

41 AG Braunschweig, Beschluss vom 23.4.2014 — Az. 7 Gs 1017/14.
42 AG Braunschweig, Beschluss vom 20.1.2015 — Az. 7 Gs 174/15.
43 AG Braunschweig, Beschluss vom 25.3.2015 — Az. 7 GS 735/15.

COMPLIANCE ELLIANCE JOURNAL | VOLUME2 NUMBER1 2016



SASCHA SURE & CAROLIN PUSCHEL |
COLLECTING EVIDENCE IN INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS IN THE LIGHT OF PARALLEL CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS

PAGE 46

administrative proceedings against the company and/or its organs or subsidiaries. Addi-
tionally, the court found that the internal investigation had focused on the clarification
of circumstances relating to this specific issue and that the documents were not only
gathered by an independent external law firm, which was mandated especially for the
conduct of the internal investigation, but were also dated to approximately half a year
after the first search, so that there was a recognizable timely connection to the search and
the proceedings against X. Consequently, the court ruled that some of the seized docu-
ments were exempted from seizure at least insofar as they had been produced with the
recognizable intent to prepare a defense as shown with reference to the standards men-
tioned by the court. However, while the court decided that the internal investigation
report was exempt from seizure, it stressed that the report of the internal audit in this
case was a legitimate subject to seizure, since the latter was produced earlier and merely
stated that its purpose was “future behavior and actions” without further relation to
defensive actions or a defense strategy.44

Looking at these cases, it becomes obvious that there is no consistent approach by the
courts with regard to the seizure of documents produced in internal investigations,
whether they are found in the company or at the advising law firm. As no all-embracing
decision by the German Supreme Court (BGH) is apparent, some legal uncertainty
remains as well as the risk that a prosecution authority will at first instance insist that the
seizure of documents of the aforementioned kind is legal.

D. Risks resulting from testimonies of employees

As we have seen above, information provided by employees is one of the most im-
portant sources for the employer when collecting evidence in an internal investigation.45
Likewise, they are of great importance for criminal proceedings by the prosecutor. Thus,
in several different constellations, the prosecutor and the officials acting for him try to
get statements and testimonies from employees of the company. The main underlying
question in all those constellations is, whether the employee is required to give evidence,
either to the authorities or the company - or to both.

In general, employees cannot rely on the right to refuse testimony as a professional bear-
er of secrets pursuant to Section 53 of the Code of Criminal Procedure if they are acting

44 LG Braunschweig, Beschluss vom 21-7A2085Qs 116/15 = ND@PLIANCE 21021 (2015).
45 suprall. B.
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on behalf of their compa‘}ffy-.lowever, they have the right to refuse testimony with
regard to Section 55 ofCbde of Criminal Procedufdéhey would incriminate time
selves or a close family member.

If there are pardlieriminal proceedings, two main dsisg that are explained in the

following.
!

2@ AB*CDBEFGHIGIJ*HK*BLMNHOBBE*PD®GIJ*R*EBRQSA

*

The search of a companyOs premises is an unusual and stressful situatien for any e
ployee involved. Providing accuraterirdtion in such a situation is not easywKno

ing this, the public authorities sometimes try to seize the hour and infornaally interr
gate employees during the search. Even though an employee cannot relg-on the afor
mentioned rights to refuse testimonyyiienonetheless regularly not be obliged to

give testimony. On the one hand, this is due to the fact that, apart from giving the basic
personal details, it is not compulsory to make statements to the police, who will regula
ly be the ones conducting tarca’ On the other hand, even if a prosecutor @as pr

sent during the search and asked an employee to give testimony as a mitness, the e
ployee would only have to follow this order, if handed an official summons on that very
occasion and if he was gihenright to consult a legal representative beforehand pu
suant to Section 68b Paragraph 1 Sentence 1 of the Code of Criminal Procedure.

Nonetheless, tiaformalquestioning of an employee during a search of the companyOs
premises can bear risks focdlngpany. For instance, if the employees are unaware of
their rights to refuse testimony and feel intimidated by the presence and appearance of
the public authorities, they might give ambiguous, false or unnecessarilyn-excessive i
formation. Even though teenployee might only be mistaken with regard to what he
said, these information will be present in the files and it becomes quite hard to correct
them. Another risk might be that, when the main proceedings are directed against a
business partner, legally mandatory, extensive and maybe false statememts of e
ployees can not only harm the business partner, but also the mutual business relations

46 The right to refuse testimony pursuant to Section 52 of the Code of Criminal Procedure will normally also
not apply, cf. in detail Sascha $¥§eCompliance!lxer im Fok beh3rdlicher ErmittlungeNEWs-
DIENSTCOMPLIANCE 71004 (2015).

47 Katharina KusnikWenn die Staatsanwaltschaft im Unternehmen ermittelt: AblSufe und Verhaltensleitl
nien bei einer Durchsuchung derhGftsrSUumMEORPORATECOMPLIANCE ZEITSCHRIFT22, 27 (2015).
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and thereby the company it&elf.
!

0@AB*CDEFEGHDEIJ*IK*LDHDBMBJDL*IK*BMNFIOBBL*MHPB*EJ*EJDBQREBSL*
*

The secondspect is in how far the prosecutor can utilize the informatigasirat

sented to him by the company, who gained the information in the course of an internal
investigation, especially during an interview, and by which an employee incriminates

himself oothers.
!

H@AB*PCDO*IK*BMNFIOBBL*DI*NHQDETENHDB*EJ*EJDBQREBSL

The first question coming up in this context is whether an employee has to participate
in an interview demanded by the company. Often an employee might nohwant to a
swer the questions hasked, for instance because he does not want to denlinciate co
leagues or more importantly, himself. The subsequent question is, if any obligation to
participate also includes the obligation to provide information even if -it is self
incriminating. The deteining principles for answering these questions origimate mai

ly from labor law and not from the specific provisions of criminal procedure, since an
internal investigationtsn principlebsolely of a private character to the company.

As a starting pttj it is beyond dispute that the employee can be ordered to participate

in the interview due to the employerOs executive prerogative pursuan?4@ séction

the Civil Code and Section 106 of the Industria?gmmideringhat the employee

initially assumed the tasks delegated by the employer to him in a voluntary fashion
when concluding his labor contract, it is well arguable and agreed uponmthat the e
ployee is at least also principally obliged to answer all questions concerning the core
aspects dfis personal work activities truthfully and completely, at least if he doesnOt
incriminate himseﬁ?Apart from this starting point, a lot of aspects concerning the
rights and duties of an employee in an interview are subject to a very controversial legal
debate, especially regarding the questions, if the employee is furthermore obliged to give

48 Katharina KusnikWenn dieStaatsanwaltschaft im Unternehmen ermittelt: AblSufe und Verhaltensleitl
nien bei einer Durchsuchung derhGftsrSUmMEORPORATECOMPLIANCE ZEITSCHRIFT22, 28 (2015).
49 Cf. ANJA MENGEL, COMPLIANCE UND ARBEITSRECHT 118, No. 20 (2009).
50 KLAUS MOOSMAYERCOMPLIANCEDPRAXISFADEN FtR UNTERNEHMEN 90, No. 327 (3rd
ed. 2015). The legal supplement for this entitiement of the employer is either seen in Sections 666, 675 Abs. 1
of the Civil Code, Sections 611, 241 Abs. 2 of the Civil Code, sometimganitiahinvitbrSections 242
of the Civil Code, in case of an agency in conjunction with Sections 662 ff. of the CivlidCed®or in
duties generating from company law.
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self-incriminating testimony,” if he is entitled to have a legal advisor or a member of the
work council present during the interview and if and to what extent the persons con-
ducting the interview have the obligation to instruct the employee with regard to his
rights and duties (for instance regarding the — possible — right not to incriminate himself
or that the information gained in the course of the interview might be forwarded to the

prosecutor).

52

Regardless of these questions, one of the risks for the company in these cases is that the
statement of an employee, in which he incriminates himself or other employees, simul-
taneously gives evidence of the violation of the organizational and supervisory duties of
the company or its organs and therefore establishes the risk that the company is later on
charged due to this violation.

@ABC*DEFGFHIEFIK*JL*FKECMNECO*PMJEJQJIGR*

Subsequently, the question arises, whether the evidence gained and protocolled in the
course of the interview may be utilized by the public authorities. This is highly disputed
with regard to protocols containing self-incriminating statements of employees due to
the fact that — the duty to give self-incriminating statements in an interview provided —
the public authorities could thereby gain a self-incriminating testimony of the con-
cerned employee even though the employee would have had the right to refuse testimo-
ny when questioned as an accused person by the prosecution authorities themselves.”

52

53

Answering in the aflirmative e.g. OLG Karlsruhe NSTZ 287 (1989); Thomas C. Knierim, Die strafrechtliche
Verantwortlichkeit! dexternen Compliari®eratersn Handbuch Criminal Compliance = 7, 253 f., No. 67
(Thomas Rotsch ed., 2015); Gina Greeve & Michael Tsamnblikédis|vertretung im Strafverfahiien

Internal Investigaths- Ermittlungen im Unternehmen Chapter 17, 508, No. 20 f. (Thomas C. Knierim et al
eds., 2013); Martin Dilleer Arbeitnehmer als Informant, Handlanger und Zeuge itnsRfoArbeit-

nehmer gegen DritBER BETRIEB313, 314 (2004) with regard ®entptoyeeOs contractual main duties.
Answering in the negative brgne RoxinProbleme und Strategien der Comphagteitung in Unte
nehmenSTRAFVERTEIDIGER116, 117 (2012); Ralf Tscherimitgkae Ermittlungen 2when Selbstbel
tungsfreiheit un@Yrsorgdjcht, in FS Imme Roxin 521, 529 (Lorenz Schulz et al. eds., 2012). Some however
stress that in practice employees do regularly not refuse testimony with regard to their right to protection
against seilficrimination, but with reference to blackeet&erlind Wiskirchen & Julia Glasente-
nehmensinterne Untersuchungen (TdlER BETRIEBL447, 1448 (2011); Mark ZinfRodle der Mi-

arbeiter bei unternehmensinternen Ermittiubgepeitsrechtliche Fragen bei dekiSsung von Conipl
anceVerst§8erRISk, FRAUD & COMPLIANCE 259, 260 (2011) with reference to the aforementioned.

For an overview regarding these issues and the legalsegBdsnba SY8e & Ken Eckstdiyelle
Entwicklungen im Bereich dlnterne Untersuchuavg€bIENSTCOMPLIANCE 71009 (234).

Differentiating e.g. Folker Bittmaimternal Inv tigations under German La@®MPLIANCE ELLIANCE
JOURNAL 74, 92 ff., 95 (2015); Renate Winnee¥,erwertbarkeit unternehmensinterner Untersuchungen
in FS Imme Roxin 537, 542 (Lorenz Schukmst,a2012).
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These objections against the utilization eha@thinating testimonies, however, do
not apply to non seffcriminating testimony of other employees. Indhsss, there is
always thdsk that the disclosure of all the information recorded in the protbcols ind
cates organizational or other compliance shortcomings.

On the other handhnterview protocols containing non-iselfiminating statements

may geneltg be utilized by the company, e.qg. for civil and labor law proceedings against
the person who has committed the wrongdoing. However, there might be the risk that
interviews unlawfully conducted lead to the prohibition of utilization of the protocol
for the companyWith regard to the yet unsettled questions regardounttuetion

of interview¢he securing of the possibility to utilize the protocols might be more legally

challenging than expectéd.
!

)?*-@AB*CD*E*FCGGCG@A@CH*CD*@HMAK@LEK@IJ*EFK@CHA*

Another aspect that has to be taken into consideration is that an internal investigation
might conflict with criminal proceedings. That is especially relevant with rdgard to co
lecting evidence, in particular when interviewing employees. Usually, nigehasmpa

an easy access to its employees. Additionally, the desire to talk to the employees as soon
as the accusations come up, often with the idea that this means Oeverything will be
cleared up soonO, is quite an understandable reaction of the mantigeowenfior

ance function. However, any interview with an employee means a more adr less signif
cant impact on his memory. For that reason, the prosecution authorities sometimes
want to have the first grasp on employees who are witnesses, while ahtharsame t
company equally wants to be the first to get the information from its employee.

Furthermore, in some constellations the company might become aware of a suspicion
against a certain employee and consequently might know prior to him that criminal
proceedings against him are pending. In these cases, the company might come to the
challenging situation to conduct an investigation, possibly at least partly against its own
employee, without being allowed to inform the employee about these proceedings.
While on the one hatigis might beestimated ggoblematic in the light of the fiduc

ary duty of the employr’éo,n the other haridmight hinder the employer from taking
!

54 Cf. Dorothee KrulRechtliche VorgabenHandbuch Internal Investigations Chapter 3, 129, No. 108 (Karl
Christian Bay ed., 2013).

55 The'liduciary duty of the employer inter alia includes the duty to protect the general righbtiofherivacy
employeesedngrid Schmidt, Art. 2 [Allgemeine Handlungsfreiheit, Allgemeines PersSnlichk@aitsrecht],
Erfurter Kommentar zum Arbeitsrecht Part 10 Grundgesetz fYr die Bundesrepublik Deutschland (Art. 1
Art. 14), No. 68 f. (Rudi MYH8I3ge et al. eds., 16th ed. 2016).
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actions under labor law against the empfoyee.

In both constellations there isribk that the company is blamed to hinder the state
investigation or that the management or the compliance function are adzused of o
structing the authorities (Section 258 of the Criminal Code).

Another potential risk which is generally present whegtotndn internal investig

tion, but might rise if employees know about criminal proceedings, is that employees
overeagerly modify or destroy potential evidencemailg, €ontracts or invoices.

Apart from the fact that this behavior might also fdfilion 258 of the Criminal

Code, these actions can most of the times be tracked and the data be regained by the
prosecution authorities, at least if digital data is concerned. Thereby, theadsoployees

put a potential cooperation between company @setption authorities at risk.
!

&% @'AS*="-*I"#$'(&)5*: "*)<,N*-&5B5 ¢
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As aforementioned aspects display, a number of questions concerning the relation
between internal investigations and criminal proceedings remain unsettled. The reason
for this is maly based on the fact that the concept of an internal investigation is rather
new to the German criminal procedural law. It basically only developed over the last
decade parallel to the increased level of formalizationliahcefthp attention paid

to compliance matters as such and the-Amgddcan influence due to extendedinve

tigative powers of foreign prosecution authorities in the context of an ever growing
international business environniént.

56 Cf. Klaus MoosmayeDie verfahrensrechtliche Relevanz der Einrichtung einzetmgiiarGe
Ma8nahmerBinterne Ermittlungen aunternehmensprakher Sichin Handbuch Criminal Compliance
a 34 B. lll. 1., 12M8, 74 (Thomas Rotsch ed., 2015); for an overview of possible labour lawcand other a
tions against employees in theseigitsseddENNIS BOCK, CRIMINAL COMPLIANCR75 f. (2011)
and Dennis BocRufsichtsitichten, oa 130, 30 OWilGHandbuch Criminal Compliance = 8, 278 f., No.
36 f. (Thomas Rotsch ed., 2015). Imme Roxin however points out that disciplinary measiees- will n
cessary, if the employer cooperates with the prosecutor after he found out about the violatiorn, since the init
ating and impending of criminal proceedings are the most effective means to ensure that an employee will
not commit a compliance offeagairseémme RoxinProbleme und Strategien der Comphagteitung
in UnternehmerSrRAFVERTEIDIGER116, 121 (2012).

57 Sedor example Martin Schorn & Johanna SpreDgferred Prosecution Agreements nach neuem br
t! chen RechtPerspektiven fYnternehmensinterne Compliance undigyationsCORPORATE COMPLI-
ANCEZEITSCHRIFT211 (2014); Markus RYben®ahEoreign Corruption Practice Act (FCPA) der, USA
NEUEZEITSCHRIFT FtRWIRTSCHAFTS, STEUER- UND UNTERNEHMENSSTRAFRECHT 401 (2012).
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Nevertheless, in practice, theza number of nasures that can be taken to reduce the
risks that companies face in cases of conducting an internal investigation parallel to

criminal proceedings.
Il

?*|@@ABCDEF@G*HFEI*EIB*AC@JBKLEF@G*DLEI@CFEFBJ

It is probably true, that the general approaatoofgany with regard to criminal-pr

ceedings is to cooperate with the prosecution authorities and to support the process of
clarifying what has actually happé%‘lélds might give reason to ask why a company

that cooperates should be in any way reluctanotvide the authorities with (afl) i

terview protocols produced during an internal investigation, any draft of ax investig
tion report or all documents that are obviously connected with the accusations, may
they be incriminating or not for the comparits agnanagement. Or in other words:

Could the risks described above actually pose risks also for a cooperating company?
!

2? |@GMNFKEFGO*ACF@CFEFBJ

*

In fact, the company stands between two conflicting priorities.

On the one hand, it is willing to comprsively cooperate in order to reduce the risk

of compulsory measures and to earn brownie points as it apprehends a inancial san
tion. On the other hand, the company does not want to incriminate @geite)
members of the management in the ficst.pla

Bearing that in mind, it becomes réittedythat internal investigations conducted by a
company will usually be neither totally neutral nor solely impartial. That comes with no
surprise, as nobody actually expects a company to send iethowithout e-

sistance. Even more, such a behavior might conflict with the managementOs duty to act
in the best interest of the company. Nonetheless, some compliance officers sometimes
describe their way of conducting internal investigations asyabsoluigéé and stress

that they would collect evidence regardless of the reputation or the position of the i
volved persons. While this approach is generally favorable, it must not be overseen that
not only the company®s management but also the cooffiti@anoe any other fan

tion conducting the internal investigation on behalf of the company must act in the best
interest of the company. In particular, compliance officeedttegsexternal police

58 KLAUS MOOSMAYER, COMPLIANCHE PRAXISFADEN FTR UNTERNEHMEN 96, No. 350 (3rd
ed. 2015).
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officersnor the extended arm of the prosecution r@igko Thus, within the legally
acceptable options the ones that best suit the companyOs interest in the iadividual situ
tion must be chosen.

Insofar there are significant differences between internal investigations when coopera
ing with the prosecuticauthorities in comparison to investigations performed in an
international context, especially with the SEC under thégFF@PArocedure gower

ing such investigations cannot be applied one to one on internal investigatiens conduc

ed in the national caxt.
!

0@ABCDEC*FGH*IDJKBELAC*BIIAKM*NLCOC
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Stating that, it becomes obvious that there are reasons why the described risk scenarios
above are real for the company under investigbttioaver, there are reasehy

such a company miglticept risks apdyrefuse to hand in all evidence collected.

Being willing to cooperaties not automatically mean to forfeit all procedural rights

the company has. If the criminal proceedings are solely targeting individomls, the co
pany is merely a witndsswever an endangered one as it might become secondary
participant if the preconditions of Section 30 of the Act on Regulatory Offenses are
fulfilled. At the latest when the company becomes secondary participant because of a
procedure under Sections 238 af the Act on Regulatory Offenses, it is, according to
Sections 444, 432 Paragraph 2 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, granted the same
procedural rights as an accused individual. A company can neverthelessmeoperate co
prehensively and still refuséand out every single document that has been produced

or found in the course of the internal investigation on the grounds of its procedural
rights. Reasons for that might be that the information included goes beyond the scope
of the criminal and admimigtve proceedings; or that business secrets are included for
which a proper protection cannot be guaranteed by the prosecutor; or single info
mation might be misleading, because they are ambiguously drafted, and thus would
arouse an unfounded initial scisp by the prosecutor. Furthermore, as stated above,

the companyOs management is obliged to act in the companyOs best interest. Thus, if
only the disclosure of information for which no legal duty exists would give grounds for

a sanction against the camgpane can argue that the management breaches this duty.

59 For the characteristics of an investigation initiated by teeeSHEDERIKEWEWERKA INTERNAL
INVESTIGATIONS B PRIVATE ERMITTLUNGEN IM SPANNUNGSFELDVON STRAFPFRO-
ZESSUALE GRUNDSETZEN UND ANFORDERUNGEN EINES GLOBALISIERTEN WIRT-
SCHAFTSSTRAFVERFAHREN®110 (2012).
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Finally, the management might refuse to provide certain documents because of its fid

ciary duty towards its employees.
!

@ABCDEFGH*IFJKJ*LM*ENOODGFEPQFNG

*

Having said this, on the other handnwleperating with the prosecution authorities

it is indispensable that the internal investigation must be performed properly and in
compliance with all applicable laws. Furthermore, any communication witk-the pros
cution authorities must be made in gaitldl &nd without any inadmissible deceit. The

aim to reduce the negative impact on the company from compulsory measuares and san
tions will usually onereachedf the company cooperates in a confiding and reliable
manner with the authorities. Prosasutdll regularly check the plausibility ofnthe i
formation provided by the company, at least on a random basis. The involvement of an
experienced criminal lawyer can ensure that the company exercises all its procedural and
legal rights and at the same tigfrains from collecting evidence improperly, falsifying
evidence gained or inadmissibly-sogéing the outcome of the internal investigation.

In this regard, the most crucial advice regardimgeration with the prosecution
authorities is to main close and transparent communication with the authorities. In
many cases, measures taken by the prosecutor that seem irrational or unexpected can be
traced back to a misunderstanding in earlier communication. Thereforerit seems i
portant to explairotthe authorities what the company does in its investigation and how

it conducts each single step. Depending on the approach by the prosecutor in the single
case, it might be helpful to discuss an investigation map and hand out interim reports.
For the disussion of operational aspects it can also be helpful to get (and stay) in touch
with the investigating police unit. In the course of the criminal proceedings it is also
advisable to stick to deadlines with regard to the handing in of documentslor reports.
practice, however, delays are not uncommon. In such circumstances the timely and
comprehensible explanation why a deadeus tbe postponed, should usuall-pr

vent negative consequences. In most cases, a deliberasctzSalamibit by jist

admitting what is respectively already known, is not recommendable and might lead to a
silentterminationof the cooperation by the prosecutor. Investigation reports should be
clear and easy to read and to handle, especially with regard to ites.ayies

handing in documents or statements that are ambiguous, an early annotation will pr
vent the receiver from making wrong conclusions.

Sticking to these basic rules usually keeps the cooperation alive and supports the aims of
the company. That is not contradicted by the fact that in any case the company and its
lawyers must exercise all procedural rights they deem to be appropmigteteor co

legal opinions or the evaluation of facts wherever necessary.

Il
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However, cooperation always means advantages on both sides. Though improvements
can be witnessed over the last years, vemheffgnsecution authorities still have

neither the capacities nor the expertise to effectively evaluate the large amounts of data
seized in cases of alleged economic crimes. Long durations of proceedings are the result.
If evidence is stored in anothentguit will be even more difficult and time aonsu

ing for the prosecutor to gain them via legal assistance of that country than just getting
them handed in by the comp?fny,. however, in the course of the cooperatien it b

comes evident that the codimrebecomes a one way street or if commitments by the
prosecution authorities were broken, it is inevitable for the company and its lawyers to
fearlessly consider the termination of the cooperation.

Nevertheless, it must be stressed that in by fasthmses a once started cooperation
between the company and the prosecutor works until the end of the proceedings. Still, it
would be unprofessional not to take the abovementionéataiskseful considar

tion and to omit to reduce these risks oo#sibfe negative effects arising from them.

The followingfurtheraspectéB. to E.xhould therefore be scrutinized by the internal

investigator arldepending on each singlel@abserved where necessary.
!

1@GAQFG*EAOIMFBKNKDAB*AI*NB*OBBHSENREDBSF

As the case regarding the search of an employee@élbabilmjajvcumentation of

the steps that have been taken in the course of the investigation is crucial. An ambiguous
wording or measures taken, but not explained properly or uralgssttriitst glance,

might lead to an initial suspicion. Thus, the person responsible for the conduct of the
internal investigation should ensure that the documentation is made proparly and reg
larly, e.g. by preparing short notes or Owork donesQ,iiaisdstosed centrally and

easily accessible. Furthermore, wherever appropriate, legal or technical experts for co

ducting professional methods of collecting evidence should be involved.
!

|@*ABEJOKDBH*CRNKIEFNGK*DBKFGSDFUC

Even without parallel criminal proceedings, conducting interviews is one of the most

60 Cf. Imme RoxinProbleme und Strategien der Compaegleitung in Unternehm8rRAFVERTEIDIGER
116, 117 (2012).

61 supralll. B.
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common but also most ambitious tasks when conducting an internal investigation. The
risk for the company in that context is that by incriminating himself the emplbyee migh
also give grounds for sanctions against the company or its management. Thus, in such
cases the company might also have the interest that a protocol of an interview, in which
an employee has voluntarily incriminated himself, is not utilized. In dtiktiomss

especially if the company is a victim to a fraudulent action by its employee, it is in the
absolute interest of the company that the information provided by the employee can be
utilized, as they might form the basis for any labor actidajroigt criminal charge.

Thus, in any case the company should ensure that the conduct of an intermiew is in co
formity with all applicable laws, especially that no unduly pressure is putmpon the i
terviewee, that he is informed about the contentmfestioning, that he knows the

role of the interviewer and also what might happen with the information he provides,
i.e. for what it might be used. Additionally, the information provided shouldrbe prope

ly documented and, if appropriate, reviewed togéthdre interviewee.
n

<?%@ABEF*GHIJKBELM*HN*@E*DELBOE@C*DEPBMLDF@LDHE*QDLR*LRBDO*SJOSHN

The different court decisions described %sbuathat there is still a lot of uncertai

ty with regard to the seizure of documents produced or colledezbursih of an

internal investigation. In any case, the risk remains that during a search the prosecution
authorities may take a restrictive approach and try to seize them. Thus, in the first place,
it is important to react properly in the very situatmoaofficially complain against

that seizure. That should be accompanied by the demand to seal the documents co
cerned (cf. Section 110 Paragraph 2 Sentence 2 of the Code of Criminal Procedure) and
to force a court decision on the seizure afterwards.

Same further guidance regarding suitable risk limiting measures can be drawn from the
decision of the District Court of Braunschweig. As shown, the court ruled ttvat the do
umentation of an internal investigation can generally be seen as intended fpr defendin
the company and therefore be exempt from S&izure.

Regarding the crucial factors for the acceptance of documents as defense material set out
by the court, the challenge will be to demonstrate the specific Odefense characterO of the
respective documents. This can be more difficult in some cases thanlintbéhe

present case for instance, the internal investigation was conducted after the company

|

62 supralll. C.
63 suprdll. C.
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had been searched, whiettcording to the codtasically showed that the internal
investigation was conducted in response to the criminal proceetlingsidiindthe

intent to prepare a defense. With regard to cases like this, the defense character of the
documents produced should be established quite easily, even if the proceedings are not
yet led against the company itself. However, in most of twbarastdee offense in

guestion was committed to the (assumed) benefit of the company or a viotation of Se
tion 130 of the Act on Regulatory Offenses is at stake, proceedings with cegard to Se
tion 30 of the Act on Regulatory Offenses will be expectabibakthe time of the

beginning of the internal investigation no criminal proceedings are pending.

Furthermore, the court seemed to differentiate between documents produced by the
internal audit department on the one hand and documents produceekteyriale

law firm on the other hand. In the latter case, the documents were more likely to be
considered as being produced in a defense context, since the company mandated the law
firm in response to the search of the companyOs premises and edpedwdy for

views. Nevertheless, the court pointed out that documents produced by the internal
audit department can principally also be exempt from seizure.

Thus, the most important criterion obviously seems to be the identifiable purpose of a
document. Th court held that the seizure of a document containing an audit report
was legal, since the purpose of the report was not to prepare a tefegeifor

the past, but a strategy on how to behave in the future. Therefore, making sure that the
defenseurposes are sufficiently clear and expressively stated in the respective doc
ments, can contribute to reduce the risk of seizure.

Additionally, all documents produced in the course of the internal investigation and for
the companyOs defense shouldred separately from other documents of the co
panyff“Apart from that, it is still advisable to keep all sensible documents for defense

purposes at the law firm that defends the company.
!

)@$ABCDEDFG*HAIDFDFGJ*IFE*KDHFLJJ*IJIDJIHIFML*NBA*LOPQBRLLJ

Finally, risk minimiizg means can be taken with regard to statements or actions of e
ployees.

First, the employer should regularly and recurrently provide trainings for his employees
!

64 Sealso Ingo Minoggitnterne Ermittlungen in UnternehmierWirtschaftsstrafrecht in der PraxipCha
ter 15, No. 58 (Marcus Bsttger ed., 2nd ed. 2015).
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regarding their rights and duties when confronted with the publitiesitiespecially
regarding searches of the companyOs premises. The employer shoulth-stress the i
portance that employees be very restrictive or even better refusing with respect to giving
information to the public authorities, in order not to endarggiblpdines of defense

or to present false or ambiguous evidence. However, employeds ttauldterest

of abbreviating the seafzhe allowed to support the investigating authorities on an
organizational basis. Additionally, they should be infiratetb evidence must be
suppressed or destroyed. Most importantly, employees working at the reception of the
companyOs premises should be trained to inform the management and the legal depar
ment immediately after the search has started so thathadegaba be informed or
especially mandated on short noticbeprédsent during the search.

Moreover, if an employee has to give testimony to a public prosecutor or has to appear
before court, the employer should provide withess assistance rtb thafégieaests
of the company.

@ 1"(1%,58"(*  *

Conducting an internal investigation is indisputably not an easy task. Hoerever, it b
comes even more challenging if parallel criminal proceedings are pending. Especially in
cases where the managemertharmbmpany itself are at the risk of being sanctioned,
collecting evidence might include gathering evidence to the disadvantage of the principal
of the internal investigation. Nevertheless, if criminal proceedings are already pending,
the advisable appchain most of these cases is to cooperate with the prosecution a
thorities, especially in order to reduce the risks that parallel criminal proceedings impose
on the company and the internal investigation conducted. These risks inclade in parti
ular the seeh of the companyOs premises or an employeeOs or member ef the manag
mentOs habitation, the seizure and utilization of interview protocols ancuother doc
ments produced in the course of the investigation and possible conflicts between inte
nal and externialvestigativactions.

Cooperation, however, does not mean at all that the company waives all s rights. Us
ally, cooperation that is based on transparent proceedings, the will to clarify what has
happened and a professionally conducted investigatiotha interest of both parties

to the cooperation. Nevertheless, as the prosecution authorities have wide discretional
powers in deciding about taking compulsory measures against the company or termina
ing cooperation without further notice, it is i@ to consider appropriate measures

to safeguarthe legal defense rights that the company and its management have. A close
communication with the prosecution authorities, ensuring a transparent decument
tion of the investigativeeasures taken, propdabehg the relevant documents and
providing trainings for employees may diminish the risks of parallel proceedings with
regard to the collecting of evidence in an internal investigation significantly.
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Tim Wybitul is a partner of Hogan Lovells lzeads the law firm's Compliance &
Investigations group in Frankfurt. He helps his clients solving problems regarding data
privacy, compliance, internal investigations and labor law requirements. The German
Superior Civil Court (Bundesgerichtshof) and uherio® Labor Court (Bu
desarbeitsgericht) quote his publications. The German lawyer ranking handbook JUVE
and other rankings list him among Germany's leading data privacy @&and compl
ancelinvestigations lawyers
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Information from business emaitsften very important for investigating breaches of

rules or for court proceedings. However, strict legal requirements apply to the analysis and
inspection of emails. The following overview sets out these requirements and describes the
risks resulting frofailure to comply with them, while focusing primarily on more recent

court rulings. The article also shows how employers can effectively mitigate or avoid legal
risks when monitoring emails. One of the main focuses of the overview isdn recommen

ed action® take in practice and a checklist for preparmg for and implementing access to
business email accdunts.
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In many situations, it may be expedient for companies to access their employees' bus
ness email accounts. Nowadaysness transactions are often only documented in
emails. It is estimated that emails account for approxintateds 60 businessnco
munication:The growing significance of electronic communication within companies
is also increasing the need for ppate monitorinéA number of common reasons
for accessing business email communication are listed below. The focus of the following
pointsbin keeping with their high practical signifidaig@rimarily on monitoring
emails for the purpose of intéinaestigations, preparing for court proceedings or for
other measures relating to the investigation of internal company matters.

'=*1?@ABC@@*ABDCEC@D@

For business purposes, it may be advantageous if access to business email accounts is not
only available to the individual employee, but also to colleagues or superiors. This not
only makes it easier to work together on projects or archive emails, it alde enables co
leagues to promptly respond to incoming communications if the employee in question

is on holiday or off sick.

Companies also have a considerable interest in preventing employees from using their
email account to send confidential company data to third parties or to their private
email address. Such behavior by employees could idithémts of the offenae u

der sec. 17 of the German Unfair CompetitionGisetz gegen den unlauteren
WetthewerBUWG]. In practice, the criminal disclosure of trade and business secrets is
often virtually impossible without access to corporateessyisegal responses r

guire that the company in question can also prove such breaches. Any subsequent inve
tigations or criminal proceedings are usually unable to remedy the damage caused by the
outflow of data. Employers therefore have a significamhiedoterest in preventing

the illegal outflow of data effectively and in good time before trade secrets are obtained
by unauthorized parties. As a rule, this can be achieved by appropriately monitoring
email correspondence.

1=;DFD?DGEH*IGJ?KCBDGBTECBRAECKCBD @

It may also be necessary to access business email communication in order to meet stat
|

Cf. Frank PeteBchusterT-gestYtzte interne Ermittlungen in UnterneBn®trafbarkeitsrisiken nach

den ©202a, 206 StGBZEITSCHRIFT FTRINTERNATIONALE STRAFRECHTSDOGMATIK, 68 (2010).

Cf. ValerianJenny in BDSG COMMENTARY GERMAN FEDERAL DATA PROTECTION ACT [BUN-
DESDATENSCHUTZGESETD BDSQ, SEC88 OF THE GERMAN TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT [TELE-
KOMMUNIKATIO NSGESETBDTKG] margin no. 2t sedKarUwePlathet al. eds., 1st ed. 2013).
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tory document retention requirements. Electronic business communication may thus be
subject to statutory document retention requireﬁ@nmi]s that ardeemed to be
commercial letters must be archived pursuant to seIdGB/éIIIcompanies wish to

meet these obligations, they must also be able to access emails stored on their systems.

I=*->?@>ABA*CDEF*<>DFGH*G@BIEDJBJ>A

Furthermore, it is natncommon for supervisory or prosecution authorities to ask
companies to provide emails in order to investigate a particular matter. For example,
requests may be made by public prosecutors, the German Federal CaBtal-Office [
deskartellarhior the Germanegeral Financial Supervisory AuthoBtynflesanstalt

fYr Finanzdienstleistungsaulsi€here are often many reasons for companiep-to coo

erate with the authorities if they receive such requests. However, companies can only
provide such assistance iegtigating matters if they can access businessremail co
munication.

9)FGIKA*GA*>LIM>HN>*JH*NE@DB*ODEN>>MJHPA

Electronic communication also plays an important role as evidence in cdurt procee
ings‘r.’ln dismissal protection or damages proceedingapnifpleexompanies can often

only prove that employees have breached their duties by presenting the relevant emails.
The presentation of internal emails is often requested-rciastegal disputes, in
particular in -discovery proceediﬁdjs)r this ptpose, too, access rights to employee

email accounts are necessary.

)=*9>B>NBJEH*EC*QD>GNI>A*EC*BI>*KGRS*K>PGK*M@BT*BE*NEHM@NB*JHL>ABJPGBJ

Criminal offences, regulatory offences or other compliance violations can frequently
|

3 E.g. pursuant to sec. 238 Il of the German Commerci&ldDoatsfesetzbubiGB], sec. 25HGB

or sec. 147 | of the German Tax GddmpenordnunBAQ].
Valerianlennygedootnote 2 above), secTR& margin no. 21.

Cf. e.gStefanSanderE-Mails und die BeweisfYhrung im ProB&sMPUTER UND RECHT (CR) 292
(2013with further substantiation.

Cf. e.gAxelSpiesin Betrieblicher Datensch@@5 et seq. (Nikolaus Forg— et @20ddsas well atan
Kraayvanger/Mark Glilgard Urkundenvorlegung im Zivilpro22gsinSherung an das amerikanische
Adiscovery@rfahrenNEUEUSTIZ (NJ)5722003; StefarHanloserediscovert DATENSCHUTZ UND
DATENSICHERHEIT(DUD), 7854008; Johannekux/TobiasGlienke USDiscovery versus deutscaes D
tenschutzrecl®RIW 603(201] Klaus M. Brisch/Philipdue E-Discovery und DatenschURECHT

DER DATENVERARBEITUNG (RDV) 1 201® Tim Wybitul, Interne Ermittlungen auf Aufforderung von
USBehSrde®ein ErfahrungsberichBBETRIEBSBERATER(BB)606(2009; TIDO PARK, MtNCHENER
ANWALTSHANDBUCH VERTEIDIGUNG IN WIRTSCHAFTS UND STEUERSTRAFSACHEN438 et seq. (Klaus
Volk,2nd ed.201%
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only be detected or prownmonitoring emails. Secs. 30 and 130 of the Genrman Reg
latory Offences AdDfdnungswidrigkeitengeBsDaViG] set out extensive supervisory

duties for companies. These provisions ultimately give rise to a legal duty to conduct
internal investigationstlifere are suspicions pointing to possible breaches of the law.
The secalled principle of legality also constitutes a further legal basis of the requirement
to investigate matters that point to a breach of the provisions of the German Criminal
Code fFtrafjesetzbu€ls5tGB or theOWIiG. TheDistrict CourfLandgerichbLG] of

Munichl only recently confirmed in a Rigbfile judgment that members of tha-ma
agement board must, as part of their legality duty, ensure that the company is organised
and supersed in such a way that no breaches of the Ia?wcammpxanies only meet

these supervisory requirements if they can also carry out monitoring of business email
communication in the case of appropriate indications.

&&> %)<'%*-)?,.&)H)(5:*@ "-*58)*&(;$)!5& "(*"@*)H'&%; *

Substantial legal requirements apply to the analysis or monitoring of business email
accountéIn all cases, companies must comply with the strict requirements of the
BDSG As a rule, the proportionality principle that must be safeguanitedespect
requires a comprehensive weighing up of the interests of the employees affected by the
monitoring of emails against the purpose of the monitoring pursued by thegcompany.
The economic interests of the company on the one hand, andatheghéetepria-
cy of the persons affected by the inspection or analysis of their emails on the other, must
be weighed against each other.

As there are not yet any court rulings setting out clear and generally valid requirements
for the inspection amhalysis of email accounts, monitoring emails often entails signif
cant legal risks. If mistakes are made in the legal assessment of the permissibility of mo

Secaled"NeubYrger decisiolistrict Court of Munich INZG 2014, 34Bot res judicataappeal filed
with theMunich Court ofAppealg§ OberlandesgericBtOLG] pending under 7 U 113/145lsiSpie§,
CCZ 2014, 143; Meyer, DB 2014,HH)§8:; FleischerAktienrechtliche Compliafiféchten im Pra
istest: Das Siemens/Neub¥geil des LG MYncheNEUEZEITSCHRIFT F+RGESELLSCHAFTSRECHT
(NZG)321201%

Cf. e.g.Markus RYbenstahl & Stefabiebus Strafbarkeit verdachtsabhSngigeiaiE und EDV-
Kontrollen bei Internal InvestigatioN®BUE ZEITSCHRIFT FtR WIRTSCHAFTS, STEUER UND UNTER-
NEHMENSSTRAFRECHT(NZWIST) 69 Q01P or Tim Wybitul, Neue Spielregeln beM&il -Kontrollen
durch den ArbeitgebZEITSCHRIFT FTRDATENSCHUTZ(ZD) 69 011

Cf. Martin Kock & JulidrankeMitarbeiterkontrolle durch systematischen Datenabgleich zur K&rruption
bekSmpfungNEUE ZEITSCHRIFT FtR ARBEITSRECHT (NZA) 646, 648 2009; Wybitul in Knie-
rim/RYbenstahl/Tsambikakiaternal Investigatiqr2013, 294.
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itoring measures, employers face risks of criminallﬁﬁbéh;il/]prohibitions on using

evidece with regard to the information colleétdaims for damages assertedrby pe

sons affected by the inspection of their emails, massive reputational damage due to neg
tive reporting in the media and a number of other disadvantages.

'>*#?@AB?CAQ@D*EFGINBKG*AL*MCANJIBH*FGH*AG*MC?OAEABHP

From a legal perspective, it can only be advised that companies prohibit the private use
of business email accodffthis is because the permissibility and limits of emiail mon

toring depend heavily on whether thd@mpallows the private use of the corporate

IT system. If the employer prohibits its employees from the private use of business
email accounts, it has extremely extensive options with regard to monitorimg and supe
vision. It can then, as a rule, adeeg®m®ic communication in the company. If private

use is prohibited, emails on company servers are treated similarly to busfivess letters.
this case, access to email accounts is governed by the general requirements of data pr
tection, e.g. in the formhsec32 | 1 oraDSG15UItimater, the employer must weigh

up its own interest in monitoring emails against the right of those affectedato inform
tional setfleterminatiort®

1¥<H@HCJIK*MC?0OAEABA?@*?@*I1?@AB?CA@D*HIJAKG*AL*MCANJIBH*FGH*AG*MHCIAB

As managing a comprehensive prohibition on private use is not possible in practice,
most companies in Germany permit their employees to send and receive private emails
via their business accolfhis approach leads to considerable problems that are d
scribe in detail below.

10 E.g. pursuant ®ec44BDSGor pursuant tesec206 IStGB(disputed), cf. alsec202 &tGB

1 In particular pursuant s&c43 Il no. BDSG

2o e.gBAG, NZA 2014, 143; ZD 2014, @68tefarBrink/Tim Wybitul, Der Oneue DatenschutzO des
BAG, ZD 2252013 0n the inadmissibility of evidence obtained in breach of data protection regulations in
civil proceedings.

13 E.galsdRiesenhuber 32, iBeck Online KommentBDSG margin no. 146 (Heinrich Amadeus Wolff et
al eds.,%ed. 2013)

14 Cf. e.gGREGORTHTSING, BESCHEFTIGTENDATENSCHUTZ UND COMPLIANCE margin no. 48 et seq
(2nd ed.201% Katrin Staner & Michadkuhnkein Plath(footnote 2 aboved32 margin no. 78.

15 Likewis&tamer/Kuhnken Plath(footnote 2 above)32 margino.81.

16 Cf. Regional Labou€ourt [LandesarbeitsgerichtLAG] of Hamm, judgment of 10ly2012D 14 Sa
1711/10, BeckRS 2012, 71605; CCZ 2013, 115 witlhyEmimexeeiperCCZ 2013, 116.

17

E.g. als&tamerKuhnke in Plath(footnote 2 aboved,32 margin no. @ Martin Munz, sec. 88 TKG
Kommentar zum BDS@argin no. Z0YrgeTaegyer & DetleGabel 2nd ed. 2013
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a) If private use is permitted, are employers subject to telecommunic&tlbpsisecrecy

vate use is not explicitly prohibited, the question arises of whether the employer is a
"provider of telecommunications services". The mdjdhigy specialist literature to

date views employers as providers of telecommunications services if they permit the
private use of corporate email syé?éma result, telecommunications secrecy should

also apply to the relationship between the empidytreaemployee in the case of
business emails. Supporters of this view refer to the fact that telecommun&ations secr
cy protects not only the content of a communication conducted by email, but also the
detailed circumstances of the telecommunicatimsbgrﬁme employer is, therefore,

not allowed to access the emails of its employees that are stored on company servers.
Otherwise, it breaches 88¢KG and possibly also 66 IStGB* Furthermore, the

majority of the data protection supervisory authorities of the German federal states and
the German federal government take thi§'view.

According to this view in the specialist literature, the employer should therefore be
barred from aessin@ll email correspondence of the empf?ﬁeis is because, in

order to distinguish between private and business emails, the employer must monitor
individual emails and thereby commit a breach of telecommunications secrecy, which is
subject to a pahly.z3This view presents excessive hurdles for companies and is heavily
criticised in some cases due to its practical consé‘huences.

18 Cf. e.gAchim Seifertae 32in BDSG margin no. 90 (SpiRimitis 8th ed. 20%eterGola/Christoph

Klug/Barbara Ksrffeg 32, iBDSGmargin no. 18 (Peter Gola & RuBotiomeryslith ed. 2Dl18es
M. Hassemer Strafrechtliche Folgen des VerstoSes gegen BeschSftigteniat®etenutand
Pers3nlichkeitsschutz im ArbeitsverhS#8is571 margin no. 91 (Stapledmet al eds201) Theodor
Lencker & JSrcgeiseler 206in StGB Kommentanargin no. 8 (Ado8chsike & HorstSchrsder28th
ed. 2000PeterGola Neuer Teldatenschutz fYr Arbeitnehmer? Die Anwendung von TKG und TDDSG
im ArbeitsverhSItniMULTIMEDIA UND RECHT (MMR) 322 1999 Mengel Kontrolle der Telekormm
nikation am ArbeitsplaBETRIEBSBERATER(BB)1445144%t seq2004; ChristianOberwetterAr-
beithehmerrechte bei Lidl, Aldi und,B@A 609,610et seq.2009; RenZ Hoppe &rankBraun Ar-
beitnehmeE-Mails: Vertrauen ist gitKontrolle ist schleditMR 80 (201, ultimately similaMunzin
Taeger/Gabgffootnote 17 above)38 TKG margin no. 23; Beck@OSQG Riesenhubeffootnote 13
above)s32 margin no. 1&tamer/Kuhkein Plath(footnote 2 above)32 margin no. 88seq

19 secss | zrkG.

20 Cf. e.gMartin Munz (seéootnote 17 aboveic88TKG margin no. 20.

21 Cf. Martin Munz (se¢ootnote 17 abovegc88TKG margin no42.

22 E.gAchimSeifer(se¢ootnote 18 aboveB2 margin no. 92.

23 Ulrich Riesenhubg(sedootnote 13 above32 margin no. 148 describes this view, which is based on the

mixing of business and private email communication, as a "scrambled eggthedaytin®iunz (see
footnote 17 above), 883.KG margin no. 20.

Cf. e.gUIrich BaumgartneB63, 380y Dater und Pers3nlichkeitsschutz im Arbeitsverh&htmighan
Weth et al eds., 2012)

24
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b) Opposing view: Employers must adhere to the requirements of therHeDS&Ge

recent specialist literature, tea/\is frequently expressed that employers are-not tel
communications providers even if they allow their employees private use of business
email accounf&There are better arguments in favour of this view than for @ rigid a
pIicatitz)Bn of telecommunicatisecrecy and a resulting absolute prohibition an mon
toring:

The currently prevailing view in the literature regards employers as telecommunications
service providers, in particular due to the highly indeterminate wordiﬁgl@@géc.
However, one ohé arguments against this interpretation is that unclearly formulated
provisions must initially be interpreted in a manner that is consistent with the constit
tion. With regard to the question of the permissibility of accessing emails on company
servershe opposing interests of the empfgyed the employ%é’ean only be reto

ciled in a manner that is consistent with fundamental rights by way of pmactical co
cordanc&However, this can only be done by weighing up the interests concerned and
not on the hsis of a strict prohibition on access as stipulated by telecommunications
secrecy.

Even if telecommunications secrecy does not apply, the right of users of business email
accounts to informational sigdtermination is protected comprehensively by the
BDSGas well as the review of proportionality to be conducted pursuarﬁlklmereto.

cess to business email accounts is governed in particular by the data prétection prov
sions under sé&2 | 1 or senten®&¥SG

I=*$>?@AB@?C*DBEFBGB@?F@H* I &X28@ NI BOBARIMZHAHCH@ INNOFB@ ?ABIFD*D
@>HoM

The dispute about the question of the scope of application of KEcis8&tremely
important for companies. The decisive factor in this respect is what legal consequences
could arise from accessing an empldyesness emails. Ultimately, it is therefore a

25 Cf. in respect of this conflict of opinions Gregor Th¥séogihote 14 above), margin nat 2dq

26 Cf. e.gGregoiThYsingsedootnote 14 above), margin fet seq Ulrich Baumgartnein (sedootnote

18 above), 363, 38Bn Wybitul, Neue Spielregeln beiMail -Kontrollen durch den Arbeitgeber
ZEITSCHRIFT FtR DATENSCHUTZ, 69 (2011).

Within the meaning of s8mo. @KG.
E.g. art. 21, art. 12 |, art. 14 | of the German B§SimbdgeseRGQG].

27
28
29

E.g. art. 2 | in conjunction with arGGJart. 10GG.

30 As rightly statellyGregofThYsingseéootnotel4 above), margin no. 91.

31 As ultimately also statedlinch Riesenhubdsedootnotel3 above), sé2.margin no. 146 on prohibited

private use.
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matter of assessing the legal consequences or of analysing the possible consequences of
accessing electronic communication in a company. To do so, it is not only important to

be familiar with the legal dpims outlined above. Rather, above all the decisive factor

for practitioners is how courts assess the question of the possible applicability of tel
communications secrecy.

9>*-2@ABC?D?EFG*HIBJ*JKLE*MN*OKACF*CAHBEPG*KE*DKEBFKCBEP*?DIBHG*BQ*RCB:
R?CDBFF?J

To date, there have been no rulings of the highest court instances on the question of
whether employers that permit private email use are subject to telecommunications
secrecy’However, in 2010 tRegional Labor Court of Lower Sasamy in 2011 the
Regional Labor Court of BeBimndenbuFéaddressed the question of whether such
employers must be treated as telecommunications providers. The result ief both dec
sions is clear: the judges did not deem the employers concerneddierbefpy
communications services. Consequently, employers must not take into eccount tel
communications secrecy in the case of their employees' busiféEseemailsa-

cent judgments of German courts outlined below are also along these lines

a) Regional Labor Court of HamiHelpful guidance is contained in the judgment of

the Regional Labor Court of HamfnlO]uIyZOlﬁ,Gwhich concerns the permissibility

of the use of chat records in dismissal protection proceedings. In the case of dismissal
dueto serious breaches of duty, the court granted the employer very extensive options
for monitoring the electronic resources provided. In contrast to the privateiuse of bus
ness email accounts, there are a number of reasons in favor of the appdieability of
communications secrecy with regard to the use of chat providers on a workstation. The
judges ultimately left open whether the employer must be regarded as a "dervice provi
er" within the meaning of fhi€G in respect of chatting on the workstationeftev

less, they granted the company highly extensive monitoring options becauae the comp
ny had previously stated in corresponding guidelines that employees must not expect
any confidentiality when using the corporate IT systems:

This can also be appliediccessing business email communication. In its decision, the
Regional Labor Court of Hamnexpressly found that the treatment of chat records
|

3 As also statéyMartin Munz (sedootnotel7 above), s8FKG margin no. 20.

33 Regional LaliaCourt of Lower SaxgriyZA-RR 2010, 406.
Regional LalicCourt of BerliiBrandenburgNZA-RR 2011, 342.

Cf. Ulrich FYlbier & AndreaSplittgerbgrKeine (FernmelgeGeheimnisse vor dem Arbeitgaberz
JRISTISCHEWOCHENSCHRIFT, 1995 (2012).

Regional LaliaCourt of Hammjudgment of 1uly201®»14 Sa 1711/10, BeckRS 2012, 71605.

34
35

36
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must, as a rule, follow the legal treatment of mails.

The fact that thRegional Labor Court of Harfound n favor of the employer in its

weighing up of interests, above all due to the corresponding guidelines, underlines that
employers are well advised to retain extensive control and monitoring rights with regard
to the IT infrastructure provided. An ever gn@wumber of employers are redpon

ing to the more recent court rulings by revising their policy on the use of the Internet
and email systems in the company. In this respect, companies should specifically state
what use of corporate email systems istpdramtl what is not. If the employer wants

to ensure that emails can be used in subsequent court proceedings, it should primarily
inform its employees of what monitoring measures they must expect and under what
circumstances emails will be monitored wggissorresponding guidelines. This is
because the German Federal Labor Gumti¢sarbeitsgerielBAG] is increasingly

adopting the approach of not using evidence that has been collected behind the backs of
employee?Against this background, emplsyean only be advised to create a high
degree of transparency.

b) Administrative Court [VerwaltungsgefZWiG] of KarlsruheThe Administrative

Court of Karlsruha&lso expresses a clear view on the question of whether employers that
permit the private @of business email accounts must be regarded as service providers
within the meaning of tA&G:*°

"The plaintiff invokes the provision under88ekKG entitled "telecommunications
secrecy". Pursuant to 88d. TKG, telecommunications secrecy apjolithe content

of the telecommunication and its detailed circumstances, in particular whether someone
is or was involved in a telecommunications process. Pursu®&& ioIsE¢, every

service provider is obliged to safeguard telecommunicationy sgcr

Even if private use is assumed to be permitted, the legislative purdd&d pfethe

vents any use of secT®B&. Secl TKG indicates that the Act aims to promote private
competition in the area of telecommunication, therefore thatriédstg®ards the

legal relationships between the state and telecommunications providers as well as those
between telecommunications providers. However, the spirit and purpose of the Act is
not to govern internal legal relationdh@gg. between employed amployeB with-

in companies or authoritis."

37 Regional LaboCourt of Hammjudgment of 1uly201P 14 Sa 1711/16kR8 2012, 71605 margin no.
179.
E.gGerman Fedellahba Court NZA 2014, 143; ZD 2014, 260 or NJW 2014, 810.

Administrative Court of Karlsryh&/wZ-RR 2013, 797 margin no. 65.

38
39

40 Emphasis by the author.
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The Administrative Court of Karlsrutteus arrives at the same conclusion Re-the
gional Labor Court of Lower Saxang theRegional Labor Court of Berlin
BrandenburgHere, too, the judges correaeflgct any applicability of telecomnainic
tions secrecy in the employment relationship.

Furthermore, the decision clearly shows that, even without telecommunications secrecy,
the right to privacy of those affected by the analysis of their data iqpitaexdfted

tively because the administrative judges essentially found in favor of the plaintiff to the
extent that his personal data was not permitted to be used any further. They justified
this conclusion on the basis of the data protection proviglimablapo the case-d

cided oni?

c)Regional Labor Court of HeBke Regional Labor Court of H&ss@o, assesses in a
similar manner the question of whether employers are providers of telecommunications
services. The case in question related tontiary dismissal of an account manager

for deleting business emails, customer contacts and customer appointmams of the e
ployer. In the dismissal protection proceedings, the employee submitted that he

"was able to freely dispose of his Outlook accdwais@mised it to save and sénd pr

vate data. (...). Any knowledge regarding the plaintiff's behavior with respect to this data
should not be used in the collection of evidence as this violates the plaintiff's general
right to privacy."

This line of arguemt pursued by the plaintiff is consistent with the view outlined
above that the employer is not permitted to access emails on company servers if it allows
or tolerates the private use of email accounts.

The employer took a different view. After corrdsmpauspicions had arisen, it asked

an expert to prepare an expert opinion in order to establish whether and which emails
and other data had been deleted by the account manadregibtiad Labor Court of
Hessbad actually deemed the employer'sisetioa violation of telecommunications
secrecy due to the allegedly permitted private use of the email account, it would not have
been allowed to use the expert opinion in the subsequent court proceedings. However,
the Regional Labor Court of Hedend deem that it was prevented from using the
expert opinion. Ultimately, the judges thus clearly rejected the restrictive view in the
specialist literature. In the grounds for the judgment, the judges stated in this respect:

4 In particular on the basis sfc.15 IV of the State Data Protection Act of Bédetemberg

[Landesdatenschutzgesetz Batimtember DSG BW.

Regional LaboCourt of Hess¢udgment of August201®7 Sa 1060/10, BeckRS 2013, 75084; ZD 2014,
377 with commeniby ThorstenS$rup Augerordentliche KYndigurigatenlSschundJrlaubsansprueh
unzulSssige Verweisung auf einzelne TarifbestimBRIMEHRIFT FTRDATENSCHUTZ, 378 (2014).
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"Nor is the court preventedm using the result of the taking of evidence determined

by the expert opinion, although the analysis of the hard drive submitted to the expert
revealed that private emails and private contact addresses were also amorg the files dele
ed by the plaintiff.

Given that the computer was provided to the plaintiff as a work tool and the plaintiff
used it to process and store a considerable volume of data that he required to perform
his duties under his employment contract, the fact that private filesiofiffhalgda

became known by name during the taking of evidence constitutes such a-minor intr
sion into his privacy that this does not lead to a prohibition on the use of evidence, and
therefore the question of whether the plaintiff was at all permittedthe defdn

ant's computer for private purposes does not need to be addressed any further."

If the Regional Labor Court of Hémskassumed the possible applicability ofrteleco
munications secrecy in the case described, it would have had to justifydithg

data in question despite the employer violati®@ FKEEG and possibly also 266 |

StGB Instead, the judges even clarify in the cited decision that telecommunications
secrecy or other restrictions on data use by employers areaibte apthie core area

of the employment relationsllpegardless of the question of whether the company
allows the private use of corporate IT systems.

> 1?@ABCDB@EBA*F?G*E?HIJ@KBA

As a result, it can be stated that, according to the correctstemmiglicationg-s

crecy does not prevent business email communication from being monitoaed and an
lyzed. In fact, employers must adhere to the strict requirements of data protection law.
The employer can take into account the general right to privasgngiltlyee o

cerned by informing its employees of the possible monitoring of email inboxes (e.g. in a
works agreement or IT guidelines) and precisely specifying the conditionsrfor monito
ing. Furthermore, employers should only permit the private uséd ate@nts if
employees have consented to any monitoring.

8&&>18)IL%&;5M*9'5*$-"5  )I5&"(*&(*58)*I)*"  N*H#&U*(%7;&; *

The following checklist provides guidance on how to analyze and inspect business
emails in accordance with data protgmtouMisions. It does not replace the respective
review of data protection requirements in the individual case. In cases of doubt, the
company must always perform a review of permissibility based on the circumstances of
the respective inspection of emailshencontent of the communication concerned
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Companies should always carefully prepare for the monitoring of emails and establish in
good time conditions that enable the electomigunication required to realibhe
specifically pursued purpose of the monitoring to be inspected in accordance with data
protection provisions.

a) Review and, if necessary, amendment of existing Jorplasite rules on email

use often have a huge influemc¢éhe permissibility of aywhg email accounts. As

already stated, more detailed monitoring is possible in principle if the employer has
prohibited the private use of business email accounts or the users concenned have co
sented to monitoring. The decisive factor here is whethareientitled to legitisat

ly expect that email communication is not monitored. In such cases, onlyagestricted a
cess to electronic communication is usually allowed. The corresponding corporate rules
on email use can thus have a major effect onetheofgrioportionality that is nece

sary for the specific analysis.

b) Composition of the investigation fEaengroup of persons with access to dersona
data for the purpose of anialyzmails should be restricted to the minimum needed to
effectively ivestigate the matter. The company should clearly define duties and areas of
responsibility. The "need to know" principle applies.

¢) Training the investigation te&mxtensive knowledge of data protection law is r
quired in order to inspect emails in diamge with data protection provisions. ©the

wise, there is, among other things, the risk of criminal liability and fines, of the info
mation and evidence obtained being unusable and considerable reputational damage.
Therefore, all members of the invéistigieam should be trained in the key data pr

tection requirements.

d) Obligation to maintain data secrltyparties involved in the inspection must be
comprehensively obliged to maintain data secrecy pursuarit BDS@and n-

formed of the poss#bconsequences of data protection violations. In particular, the
company should also provide information on the risks of fines and criminal liability
pursuant to seek3, 4BDSGas well as secs.e26edStGB

e) Involvement of data protedigertsAs far as possible, an experienced data prote

tion expert should attend each email inspection in order to address questions relating to
the individual case. In all cases, this expert must be highly familiar with the aforeme
tioned relevant courlings on email inspections and on employee data protection.

f) Involvement of the data protection offiber.company's data protection officer
should be involved in each phase of the email inspection. If possible, the data protection
officer should pfarm a prior check of the specifically planned measures before the
email inspection.
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g) If necessary, take into accodetarmination rights of the works cowih rule,

the works council has adetermination right in respect of email inspegptiosgant

to sec. 87 | no. 6 of the German Works ConstitutioB&depsverfassungsgesetz
BetrVQ@. If the employer disregards thidetermination right, the works council may
very quickly obtain a cease and desist order preventing the enwil firispdming

carried out any further. In addition, sec. 801BeirVGaffords the works council
extensive information rights with regard to data protection issues. In practice, the co
clusion of corresponding works agreements has proven itsigdibées \eiasuto create

legal certainfyy.

h) IT infrastructuresSechnical requirements, in particular relating to documentation as

well as to data backup and data analysis, are also important. There is a wide range of
software solutions for inspecmngails“.“Corresponding contractual agreements must

be concluded with the providers of forensic software and services. In this respect, it must
also be examined whether these provisions can be structured as commissiened data pr
cessing contracts within theaning of secIBDSG At the same time, the company

should also carefully check whether the respective contracts offered by the providers
meet the relevant legal requirements, cf. in particulaeBOSGI

i) Data securityPursuant to secBBSG a high degree of data security is stipulated in

the case of email analysis in particular. This applies especially to entry, aazess and discl
sure controls. It is imperative that these controls guarantee that information from the
email inspection doest hecome known to any unauthediparties. In particular, the

use of USB sticks and other mobile data carriers must be effectively prohibited

1>%?@ABXE?FGBH

In view of the strict requirements for the lawful monitoring of internal eleatmenic co
munication and the possible serious consequences of data protection errors, companies
should carefully ensure that they also implement the measures specified below in order
to create a sufficient legal framework.

a) General permissibility of the planned erspéctionAre there reliable statements

on the general permissibility of the intended inspection of electronic communication?
These could be, in particular, statements by the supervisory authorities foc-data prote
tion as well as legal expert opitipasta protection experts.

43 Cf.BAG, NZA 2014, 551.

44 . . .
E.g. Concordance, CT Summation, Kroll Ontrak, Forensic Toolkit.
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b) Possible involvement of the data protection a@hneriby the safest ways to reliably

rule out subsequent legal risks is to liaise with the competent supervisory authority for
data protection. If the timeframe of anstigeion permits this course of actian; co

panies should certainly examine whether liaising with the data protection authority is
possible and expedient in the specific individual case.

c) Data backuphe persons involved in the analysis should pelst idata that is

saved irfiorensic backup caplieusion into ongoing email correspondence must be
avoided as a matter of urgency. In particular, it should be ensured that, in the course of
the inspection of emails, no changes are made to metadataropany's emailvser

ers. Otherwise, the subsequent evidentiary value of the inspected emails cbuld be signif
cantly reduced.

d) Instructions for the investigation.tddma persons involved in the analysis should
not read emails that are obvioushaterior stop inspecting private correspondence if
they have already started to do so.

e) Informing the persons affedtkd persons affected by the inspection of their bus

ness email correspondence should be informed as early as possible offttre&nalysis o
electronic communication. In particular with regard to email inspections, German data
protection law requires a high degraeamdéparencwhen handling personal data

(sec4 Il and Il as well as secst SecBDSQ.45It is often possible taform the pe

sons affected of the intended inspection of their emails after the mirroring of emails in
order to create a forensic backup copy. The situation is different if there are specific
indications that, otherwise, the objective of the investigatibibe endangered, e.g.

by wiping away traces.

1?7*&@ABC@CDEFEGHD*HI"EBBTI@E8B*G

The actual inspection of the electronic communicatids dleaisive in order to realiz
the respective purpose of the monitoring is also subject to subsgtaintiments
under data protection law.

a) ConfidentialityAny internal disclosure of the results of an email inspection should
be restricted to the absolute minimum redukny prejudgment or stignedton of
the persons affected by the investigatibie matter must be avoided.

b) Narrowing down the group of persons affElséedroup of persons affected by the
analysis of their emails must be stricttedito those required to realize objective

4 Cf.BAG, NZA2014, 143.
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of the monitoring. If a user has no commmetd the purpose being pursued by the
inspection of the emails, his business email account should not be accessed.

c)Narrowing down the email inspeciitve email inspection should be strictly limited

to the communication that is relevant for the mratjeiestion, e.g. by being narrowed

down to specific periods, business transactions, questionable payments, contractual
relationships or agreements, business partners, other persons involved.

d) Weighing up of interests in the individualWwhss exaiming the matter from the
perspective of data protection law, it is necessary to weigh up the specific interest of the
company in conducting an investigation and the right of the persons affected by the
inspection of their emails to the protection ofitii@imational setietermination. If

the protectiomworthy interest of the person affected by the inspection of his data in the
preclusion of the analysis of his emails outweighs the other factors, thenispection

not be carried out

When weighingp these interesisthe realation of the objective of the investigation

versus the right of the persons affected to informaticdateseifnatiorb all the
circumstances of the respective case and of the individual email communication must be
taken inb account. As a rule, thésiew of proportionality in the individual'trase

guires considerable prior knowledge of data protection law.

In particular, the respective reader of the email must assess whether the inspection of
this specific electronic ecouomication is at aduitabldor investigating the matter in
guestion, whether there aréder meanef realimg the objective of the investigation

just as effectively and whether the inspeati@samahblée. can be conducted on the

basis of an ppopriate weighing up of the interests of the persons affected and those of
the company.

If the inspection of amail is clearly unable to realie objective of the investigation,

it is notsuitablend therefore not permissible. For this reasols, teataare obviously

of an exclusively private nature may not be inspected, for example. Furthermore, the
inspection of the emails in question must alwaysrhiddtst of all equally effective
meanghat are available in order to investigate the mhiterequirement must be
ensured in every phase of the investigation of the matter. In particular, according to the
court rulings, the highest possible degree of transpaferisythisemployees affected

by the analysis of their emails must be ensured

46 Cf.in detailin respect of the thrsimge review stand@idverZsll (sedootnote 17 abovepc32BDSG

mamgin no. 18; TirkVybitul, Wie viel Arbeitnehmerdatenschutz ist OerfordeBENOPBSBERATER
108%2010)T 1M WYBITUL, HDBDATENSCHUTZ IMUNTERNEHMEN 175 et sg@nd ed., 2014).
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Even if the inspectionar email is suitable for ré@adizhe purpose of the investig

tion or monitoring and constitutes the mildest of all equally effective means, this ha
dling of personal data must always be proportionate in the narrower sense. An email
inspection iappropriaté legitimate interests of the persons involved in the electronic
communication do not outweigh the company's interest in conducting tha-investig
tion. In particular, any email inspection that concerns the core area of theraffected pe
sons' private lives, e.g. emails of an intimate nature, is prohibited.

e)Review of emails that are problematic from the perspective of data protection law
practce, it has proved worthwhile for the person involved in the analysis to designate
emails that he deems to be problematic from the perspective of data protection law.
These emails should only be inspected later after a detailed review of the permissibility
of the analysis under data protectio®lamif other suspicions indicate that precisely

the email communication in question is decisive for the specific purpose df the invest
gation or monitoring. The assessment of individual emails under datan pastectio

often also changes in the course of the respective investigation because the investigators
obtain further information.

f) Graduated approachks far as possible, the actual inspection should initially focus on
random samples instead of a uniforne@nglete check. Equally, analyses must always
relate strictly to the respective objective of the investigation.

9?9@ABCDEFGFH@E*@I*FID*DCGHK*HELMDAFH@E

Compliance with the above points shouldbbemented comprehensioelgvide-

tiary reasons anddrder to avoid considerable disadvantages (up to and including risks
of criminal liability). In particular, the points below should be clearly recorded.

As a rule, such documentation is not prepared in writing, but in electroniarform. Co
mercial softwammolutions that help companies inspect emails usually have @orrespon
ing functions for preparing records of email inspections.

a) Specific purposes of the email inspdmiom.all, the company should very clearly

set out the purposes being pursuedebresipective email inspection. This can make it
much easier for the company's data protection officer to review the permissibility of the
planned measures.

b) Description of the individual steps in the investifati@mompany should systema
ically anatlearly determine the individual phases of the respective measures designed to
investigate the matter.

¢) Search criteria us€de company should record the parameters used to select the
electronic communication actually inspected.

d) Email accountsedtedWhich accounts were inspected, which periods were affected
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by the monitoring of emails?

e) Emails discovered that are relevant to the Ria#tiey, the company shouldwdoc

ment which emails it deems relevant for the matter in question. m &dshitbald

also record the conclusions to be drawn from these emails for the further investigation
of the matter.

&IF HH-TH (9% )I"H##)( 9)9*I5&"(;  *

Complex requirements apply to the monitoring of business email accounts- Consider
ble risks could arifsem violations of the law, up to and including possible criminal
liability pursuant to sec. 20&GBor secs. 44 |, 4BDSG" If the recommendations

specified in the above checklist are taken into account, these risks can be significantly
reduced or even ruled out. Moreover, companies should review and, if naeessary, tho
oughly revise existing usage rules or works agreatiegttortie handling of emails

within the company.

'>*2?@ABCD*EF*? @EGBHI*JKI*EK*? @ADELEHIM

If companies wish to access their employees' business emails in a legally secure manner,
they should, if possible, prohibit the private use of company docthimisase, ele

tronic communication in the company is treated similarly to business letters. As the
right to privacy of the employees concerned is usually only affected to a minor extent in
such cases, the weighmgfuinterests will mostly fatleeemployer. However, in this

case, too, the employer should clarify as a matter of urgency which monitoring measures

it reserves the right to implement.

1*'?2?@ABCD*EF*? @EGBHI*JKI*EK*?|@NEHHIM

In practice, it is often not expedient to prohibit the puismatef business emails in

many cases. According to the view taken by most supervisory authoritieofor data pr
tection and probably still the majority of the specialist literature, risks of criminal liabi
ity can be ruled out in the case of email monidoienip sel06 1StGBat most by

carefully drafted provisions on the use of corporate email“%brstdam casen)-e

ployers should only allow private use by those employees who have consented to appr
priate monitoring of their electronic communitatio

47 Cf e.q.BGHSt58, 268 = NJW 2013, 2530 with commeifisn bWybitul, ZEITSCHRIFT FIR

DATENSCHUTZ, 509 (2013).

As also statdny Michael Walther & Markimmer Mehr Rechtssicherheit fYr Compliance Ermittjungen
BETRIEBSBERATER 2933, 2937 (2013).
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The company can certainly instruct employees not to store sensitive or intimate content
on corporate IT systems by issuing guidelines or works agreements. It can also order
employees not to use company computers for any content that the empleyeer is not
posed to monitor. If employees store private content despite this prohibition, it must be
clear to them that they cannot invoke the fact that they expected the company not to
access their data. This applies in particular if the employer expvesdliyereiggt to

make random checks or to implement monitoring if there is a firm suspicion of breaches
of duty.
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Dr. MichaManuel BugsM.JUR. (Oxford)s a lawyer at Gleiss Lutz since 2013. He
advises on German and European antitrust law as well as on all aspects of European law.
He is, amongst others, specialized in antitrust compliance programs. He also advises and
lectures on the use of legal teggrenhd runs the blog www-edgabdlog.de. Micha

Manuel Bues studied at the universitiessef®, Bonn, Cologne and Oxford
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Data is everywhere. The volume, variety and velocity of data coming into companies
have reached unprecedented levidsedtimated that around 5 exabytes (= 5 billion
gigabytes) of data are created each day, and this number is doubling roughly every 2
year§Due to the sheer amount, companies do not know which potential compliance
risks are OhiddenO in the data. Compagialso confronted with more regulations,
tightened enforcement and heightened global competition. This gives riselto new cha
lenges for an effective compliance framework. However, surveys indicat@-that comp
nies (depending on the industry and siz&latieely slow to adopt modern teaknol
gies to address these challenges. Law firms and lawyers are also reluotamésvhen it
to modern data analytics

The only way to proactively or reactively investigate or prevent compliance issues in an
era of dat is to understand complex data sets from multiple sources within a company.
In other industries, data anal@tﬂ:ﬁrequently used to uncover hidden pattamns, u

known correlations and other useful information. Using data analytics, data scientists
and ohers can anatyhuge volumes of data that conventional analytics and business
intelligence solutions can't touch. The emerging field of OCompliance TechO tries to
utilize data analytics in conjunction with subject matter professionals to biing compl
ancaletection and prevention into the 21th century. Compliance Tech is uged to proa
tively seek opportunities to detect and prevent fraud, waste and abuse to eénsure compl
ant behavio Compliance Tech aims to make the invisible visible. Compliance Tech
provides the toolset to spot patterns or trends in data that are invisible to the naked eye.
This is achieved by using different techniques (which will be explained later in greater
detail) which helps to retrieve, organize, structure and streamline daavisilbhake
patterns become visible.

Compliance Tech brings compliance investigation or prevention to a new level. It allows
for anomaly detection, clustering and risk ranking through a dvassticanalysis.

This approach ensures better results mminmaa OtraditionalO -hdsed approach
(matching, grouping, ordering, jointing and filtering etc.) when deployed over large data
sets. Data visualization and test mining are, for example, superior to traditional keyword
searching. Without these tootsnpanies remain dependent on human identification

of risks and violations, whether flagged by employees, hotline tipslowkistier
government auditors. Their compliance efforts often consist only of training employees
to spot misconduct, and intisgt aside financial reserves to fund expensivheafter

fact investigations by outside counsel.

This article seeks to present the technologiesdatoggies, processes and peactic
|

|
1 Cf.VINCENZOMORABITO, BIG DATA AND ANALYTICS105 (2015).

THOMAS A. RUNKLER, DATA ANALYTICS: MODELS ANDALGORITHMS FORINTELLIGENT DATA ANAL-
YSIS(201p provides a good introduction into this.field
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behind Compliance Tech and will give practitioners, especiadlydssinpet overview

of this rapidly emerging but still relatively unknown field. The article does not try to
give a comprehensive overview of the subject but intends to familiarize coropliance pra
titioners with some of the fundamentals of data analytigdia@ice Tech forms part

of a compliance program within a company. A compliance program will be defined here
as an internal program and decision policy made by a company in order to meet the
standards set by government laws and regﬁlations.

Most of the technologies and methodologies deployed in Compliance Tdglgrequire

datd’; a buzzword that describes a volume data so large that it is difficult to process
using traditional tibase and software techniaAesimportant distinction to bear in

mind is between structured andturctured datdStructured data which is stored in
precisely defined and described data fields. A typical example is a customer database in
which each record consists of a name,sadhitssdate, etc. Structured data have a

clear model and description and are therefdyestaed, processed and agdlyz
Conversely, unstructured data do not have a precisely defined structure. This category
may include images, videos, websitesitentcof anail and/or other commuaic

tions. Unstructured data constitutes the absolute majority of generated data.

There are many techniques that draw on disciplines such as statistics and-computer sc
ence (particularly machinenegy) that can be wst analyz the structured and-u

structured datasets. The following-exdmaustive list entails the most commonly used
techniques in Compliance Tech. Not all of these techniques strictly require the use of
big data; some can be applied to effectivdbr slatalsets. The techniques ank-met
odologies are presented here in an order in which they would be typically dsed. Depen
ing on the actual compliance framework required, different techniques may be used or
combined to cater for the particular needafzany.

A common first step in deploying Coamgle Tech thata acquisitioﬁThis aims
to ensure a stable transfer of internal and external data and convert the data into a fo
mat suitable for further analyBiata mappingerves as the initial stegdta irg-

3 Cf. JULIA STEHMANN , COMPLIANCE-MANAGEMENT 6 ff. (2011

4
VIKTOR MAYERSCH...NBERGER& KENNETH CUKIER, BIG DATA: A REVOLUTION THAT WILL TRANS-

FORM HOW LIVE, WORK, AND THINK (2013) gives a rsmientift overview of the opportunities and- cha
lenges of big data.

Cf. AMESR. KALYVAS& MICHAEL R. OVERLY, BIG DATA: A BUSINESS ANDLEGAL GUIDE 1(201B ANIL
AGGARWAL, MANAGING BIG DATA INTEGRATION IN THE PUBLIC EECTOR73 (2015).

Cf. MICHAEL BRACKETT, DATA RESOURCEDATA: A COMPREHENSIVEDATA RESOURCEUNDERSTAND-
ING 14 (2014).

MAURIZIO DI PAOLO EMILLIO, DATA ACQUISITIONS SYSTEMS(2013) gives a detailed introduction into
this area.
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gration.8 Data mapping is the process by which different data models are linked. This
uses a defined set of methods to characterize the data in a specific defintiion. The tec
nique involves evaluating data values in different data sourliess astamatically

and simultaneously discovering complex mappings between the sets. Data mapping is
also used to consolidate multiple databases into a single database.

Link analysis a technique used to evaluate the relationships or connections betwee
various types of objects (nodes), including peopleatigashand transactihsnk

analysis is a kind of knowledge disctivat can be used to visu@ata, allowing for

better analysis, especially in the context of links (web linksrhipléitigs). Link
analysis might be able to detect or establish OhiddenO relationships within a data set.

Social network analy$8NA) is the process of quantitative and qualitative analysis

of a given social network. SNA measures and maps theefltiorghips (ties) and
relatioship changes between enﬁ‘fféisnple and complex entities (nodes) include
websites, computers, animals, humans, groups, organizations and nations. Along with
link analysis, SNA can, for example, help to identify ratétsd ganflict of interests,
corruption and bid rigging.

Text miningis the analysis of data doethin natural language {ekhe applia-

tion of text mining techniques to solve business problems is called text analytics. Text
analytics software cagiphby transposing words and phrases in unstructured data into
numerical values which can then be linked with ®tdudata in a database ard an

lyzed with tradional data mining techniques.

Data miningis the process sorting through data to identify patterns and establish
relaionships-’Data mining parameters include:

Assaociation, i.e. identifying associations between events.

Sequence or path analysis, i.e. identifying patterns where one event leads t
other later event.

Classification is a set of techniques used to identify the categories in which new
data points belong, based on a training set containing data points that have a

Cf. QAMAR SHAHBAZ,DATA MAPPING FORDATA WAREHOUSEDESIGNChapter 2015).

© 00—

Cf.B.KIRWAN & L. K. AINSWORTH, A GUIDE TO TASKANALYSIS116 ff. (1992).

Cf. IAN MCCULLOH & HELENARMSTRONG, SOCIAL NETWORK ANALYSIS WITHAPPLICATIONS Intro-
duction(201B

1 Cf. STfPHANE TUFFfRY, DATA MINING AND STATISTICS FORDECISIONMAKING 627 (2011).

12
Cf. STEPHAN KUDYBA & RICHARD HOPTROFF, DATA MINING AND BUSINESSNTELLIGENCE A GUIDE

TO PRODUCTIVITY 37 (2001).
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ready been categorized.
Clustering is used to place data elementslaténl groups without advance
knowledge of the group definitidfis.

Discovering patterns in data that can lead to reasonable predictions of future trends is
known agredictive analyti&%The central element of predictive analytics is the
predictor, aariable that can be measured fontép ® predict future behawvidul-

tiple predictors are combined into a predictive model, which can be used to forecast
future probabilities with an acceptable level of reliability.

Data visualizatiois a generalrte for tools which help to understand the isignif

cance of a particular data seldming it in a visual cont®s a result of the visual

zation, patterns, trends and correlations can be exposed and recognized more easily.
Stateof-the-art data visuahtion software goes beyond the standard charts and graphs

used in Excel. Data visualization entails more sophisticated tools such as infographics,
dials and gauges, geographic maps, sparklines, heat maps, and detailed bar, pie and fever
charts. One of thmost widely used visual techniques is a tag cloud. A tag cloud is a
stylized way of visually representing rates of occurrences of words used to described tags.
The most popular topics are normally highlighted in a larger, bolder font. Data visual
zation lelps us to absorb large pieces of information more efficiently.

Combining the described methods significantly enhances the overall probability of d
tecting and preventing compliance incidents within a company. Law practitioners
should a have a good untdading of these methods to ensure the best results for their
clients. However in practice, there might be several challenges to overcome if a company,
compliance department or law firm decides to use Compliance Tech.

One challenge with Compliance Tetihatscompanies or compliance teams need to
understand how the tools work in practice. The challenge is to find the team with the
right skillset. An ideal Compliance Tech team should be a combination of compliance
experts with a legal background, anddatgists. All team members should be cap

ble of working both with new technologies, and interpreting data to find meaningful
compliance insights. However, in reality, members of compliance teams normally only

13
Cf. THOMAS A. RUNKLER, DATA ANALYTICS. MODELS ANDALGORITHMS FOR INTELLIGENT DATA

ANALYSIS85 (2015).

Cf. THOMAS A. RUNKLER, DATA ANALYTICS. MODELS ANDALGORITHMS FOR INTELLIGENT DATA
ANALYSIS103 ff. (2015).

COLLEENMCCUE, DATA MINING AND PREDICTIVE ANALYSIS(2014)DEAN ABBOTT, APPLIEDPREDIC-
TIVE ANALYTICS(2014), give a good overview over the techniques eskctirenalytics.

Cf. Evan F. Sin&hapter Data Visualizatignin Big Data at Work 115 (Scott Tonidandel et al eds., 2015).

14

15

16
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have a legal or nmth background. Withopitoper training, they tend to havebpro

lems understanding the underlying concepts and methodologies of Compliance Tech. It
is then difficult to effectively supervise the data analytic process and to apply the right
technology architecture and capabilities.expertise could either be buhiimse, or
outsourced to a third party IT partner. As the technology landscape in the data world is
evolving extremely fast it could be helpful to work with a strong and inndwvative tec
nology partner who can helpaterethe right IT architecture to efficiently adapt to
changes in the landscape.

In addition, any introduction of Compliance Tech should be accompanied with a
change management approach that includes an extensive communication effort. Many
companies fdib recognize that new atiegyoften requires new behavitsr this

reason, communication plays an essential role to educate, inform and expiain a Compl
ance Tech approach within a company or legal department. Personal experience has
shown that it talkea considerable amount of time to introduce the concepts bf Compl

ance Tech and their benefits to employees, business stakeholders, management and IT
teams. The management must be willing to change in order for the data and models to
yield better complice decisior&.

In addition, it is important to find the right applications for Compliance Teeh. Som
times companies are lured into thinking that running analytics on a very large set of data
is data analytics. But data analytics only shows it beshessitids used on a concrete

and meaningful compliance case. Therefore, it is essential that the compliance team
identifies the right data and has a good understanding of the data structure within a
company. The sheer volume of information, particatarlynEw sources suchoas s

cial media, is growing rapidly. Bigger and better data give companies a more panoramic
and granular view of their business environment and potential compliance pitfalls. This
all makes it more difficult to detect the right davasee the potential value of data.

Often the existing IT architecture may prevent the integration of stored information,
and managing unstructured data often remains beyond traditional IT capabilities. It is
therefore important to ensure an adequatefrastructure when using Compliance

Tech.

Leveraging big data often means working across multiple disciplines such as IT, eng
neering, finance and procurement, and the ownership of data is fragmented across these
disciplinesAddressinghese organizational challenges means finding new ways of co
laborating across functions and businesses. In this regard, it might be also sensible to
|

1 Michael Schragé/hy your analytics are failing ,yblarvard Business Review (Apr. 8, 2014, 11:49 AM),

https://hbr.org2014/04/whyyouranalyticgrefailingyou.

18 Dominic Bamn & David CourtMaking advanced analytics work for anvard Business Rev{@gt.,

2012, 11:53 Awtps://hbr.org/2012/10/makiraglvancednalyticsvorkfor-you.
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drive an integrated approach to data sourcing, model building, and organizational tran
formation.

Data pivacy and data security laws are one area of law that any business using big data
will have to take very serioﬁf&l‘yaddition to local, state, national, and, evenaintern

tional laws, there are many other potentially applicable standguitannd(6 a

company uses Compliance Tech, it needs to ensure that its use is consistent with the
above rules and regulations. In addition, as with many techealbgpealrdig data

analytics is prone to data breaches. Any data provided to a third granggr Idopld

get leaked, and needs to be protected accordingly.

It would be naive to see Compliance Tech as a panacea to cure all the wdes of a compl
ance program. Although Compliance Tech is a remarkable tool that can help to enhance
compliance effortsithin a company, it is important to bear in mind that (a) the setup

of a technology enhanced compliance program will take a considerable amount of time
and effort and (b) that Compliance Tech has its inherent limitations. However, if these
are understoodrgperly Compliance Tech tools will be invaluable in compl@nce pr
grams of the 21th century.

For more information mf to AMESR. KALYVAS& MICHAEL R. OVERLY, BIG DATA: A BUSINESS AND
LEGALGUIDE 33 ff(201p
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Just about three months before the Volkswaggpulations of exhaust fumes were
revealed and caused the biggest corporate scandal in the histoayatkiisthe
group proudly published latest the results of their compdiated measures. For
VW, at that time the world still seemed to be in order. Due to an intensive preventive
work, it was said, as a consequence of suspected independertf coimtetsive
investigationsO and of checking Obasic proceduresO, one would conduat- Oa very effe
tiveO, successful and sustainable compliance management. Representatives of VW«s
compliance department supported their statements by presenting thefiglioesing
in the year 2014 every third employee (185.000 persons) had participated in compliance
training events, the internal audit department had started investigations in 365 cases, 72
employees had lost their jobs because of irregularities, antkonméaizd contracts
with business partners in 16 cases because they had given causellaurﬁmpicion.
more, even the awbrruption organization Transparency International in tiseir su
tainability report at the end of 2014 ranked VW in the leadmofgrorld’s largest
transparent companfes.

When shortly thereafter the scandal came to light, all these assurances and assessments
turned out to be untenable assertions. The whole compliance management suddenly
was left foolishly dangling in the wirdsl especially after it was revealed that officials

of VW already had been informed about possible illegal manipulation in 2011, the case
raises the following questions: why did it to take so much time unless the fraud came to
light? Where have the compa inspectors been? What went wrong with thaueomm
nication and cooperation between the internal investigators, the engineersnand the ma
agement staff? Why could compliance not fulfill its purpose? Because the actual case of
VW is not an isolated incidé&dimilar phenomena of failing compliance procedures

were already observed in cases like Siemens, DaimleBothidAddper foceson a

general reason for the failure of compliance.

In the following the reason for this will be primarily identifledailing processes of
establishing legal norms within an organizational context. Therefore the text highlights
the topic of failing compliance from an organizational sociological perspective based on
observations made during a training seminar forasaramlfficers. Organizations, this

will be the underlying basic assumption of the following argumentation, normally act as

1 StatementbyPeter DSrfler, Head of Auditing and Stephan Wolf, Member of the Compliance Council of
VW.

Transparency International DeutschlandMaéhhaltigkeitsberichte Deutscher Gro8unternehmen
Wiederholungsstu@i@l4available at
https://www.trarsparency.de/fileadmin/pdfs/Themen/Wirtschaft/Nachhaltigkeitsberichte_nGrossu
ternehmen_2014.pdf (last visited Jan. 5, 2016).
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coproducers in processes of enforcing Iegesl.3norm

By using programs, guidelines, instructions and controls, they transiate istwial

internal, formal rules or Oorganizational lawO. Such organizational activities are legally
binding and normally there is nothing new or problematic with them. Implementing
legislation, for example in the fields of consumer law, tax law aw |dtas & long

history and has long been carried out by routine work. Members of organizations by
and large became familiar with these topics and normally employees understand what is
expected of them. This looks different in the field of corporatawriberé, a ve

tine implementation of legal norms is difficult because business criminal law is a very
dynamic and complex law sector, marked by numerous changes on the one hand. On
the other hand a translation of legal norms is complicated for onganézatimecause

of internal, structural reasons. This article will examine some of these reasons. The thesis
is that in the case of compliance, the coexistence of organizational norms and legal rules
(Ohard lawO and Osoft lawQ) causes tensions aaldcstilictis; because it disturbs

the inner order, cooperative relationships and the role structure of the organization.
Newly established compliance systems tend to undermine the legitimacy of legal norms,
because they tend to prevent routine procetlucegrol, and they tend to fail toJpr

vide target groups with definite orientation.

In the following sections such assumptions will be explored empirically. In a first step,
general characteristics and consequences of compliance as a new forrof of control
whitecollar crime are sketched from an organizational sociological perspective (I1.).
Second, expectations and perceptions of compliance officers will be described when it
comes to implementing legal norms. These perceptions are reconstructes @f the ba

a participant observation made during a training seminar for compliance officers in
Germany (lll.). The article concludes with a statement that identifies the problems of
translating legal norms into organizational structures with the fundamestted-an

tural characteristics of organizations as social forms (1V.).

&&; I"#$%&'()*(<*=8)*" Q)FGHN (=AY -6(&>'=&"(5 *

The ongoing boom of compliance as a subject and a market for corpordtions worl
wide can be explained by a change of tteitiegeon in the field of economic crime.
Reflecting on the development in this field, one can say that there has happened a kind
of OoutcryO for control as a consequence of the scandals, accounting frauds and
|

3 Lauren Edelman & Marc C. Suchnvghen the Haves hold Court: Speculations on the Organizational

Internalization of Law Berkele Law Scholarship  Repository (1999)ailable at
http://scholarship.law.berkeley.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1802&context=facpubs (last visited Oct. 12,
2015); SIM B. SITKIN & ROBERT J. BIES (eds.), THE LEGALISITIC ORGANIZATION (1994).
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smashups around Enron and WorldCom in tlye2€80nds. Since then the relevant

laws have been continuously tightened. As a consequence of changes inngorporate cri
inal law, corporations are faced with increasing demands to take action themselves. The
state and the public expect more Otranslatii® fwom business corporations. These

are forced to launch new forms of control, and therefore new compliance systems are
establi43hed in order to strengthen the link between organizational processes and legal
norms

What might this development mearHerinternal structure of organizations and their
orders of control? What kind of measures seems appropriate and reasonable to put the
new legal norms into controlling practice? Controlling structures in organizations, this is
an old and proven findingdrganization sociology, work best when they are based on
routines, clear cut tasks, comprehensible instructions and when they are embedded in
satisfactory exchange relafi@ in contrast to this, a new feature of the law
complianceontrolconstellatin is a combination of various distinct requirements,
heterogeneous purposes and demands on the firms. Besides an increase of regulative
rules, judicial criminal controls and besides increasing liability risks, an increased sens
bility of the public towasdeconomic crime constitutes an additional factoraeorpor

tions have to take into consideration. Accordingly, organizations are expected to adapt
to possible riereaking behavior or to violations of norms simultaneously im-a preve

tive, actively contraili and reactivelyestigative manner. This bundle of necessities

can lead to a mutual reinforcement of eadhrgeb of compliance, involvingea r

building of the organizational structure as a whole. By this, the new legal requirements
show new charaggtics in three dimensions:

With regard to the factual accuracy of organizational behavior and responsibil
ties, the new regulatéegal expectations are causes of disorder. They are less
clearly and less uniquely defined as before and they aressiopietithedi

fuse. Different areas of organizational work can simultaneously be affected by
the tightening of criminal law. Therefore, as a result of numerous aew regul
tions, grey areas between Ostill allowedO and OforbiddenO waysnef behavior i
crease.

Concerning the social sphere of organizations, new social roles, new contact a
eas and new potential conflicts between employees can develop. Due to creating
new compliangebs or departments, new responsibilities emerge iraorganiz
tions that tend to dimle with already existing controlling institutionsrfor i

Ralf K3lbel,WirtschaftskriminalitSt und unternehmensinterne Strafrechtsdur¢Haktisunrkrim, 22,
22 (2008)dans Krause HanseMlanaging corruption risliREVIEW OFINTERNATIONAL POLITICAL
EcoNomy 251, 253182011).

Jeffrey PfeffelThe costs t¢dgalizationin The Legalisitc Organization (Sim B Sitkim & Robert Bies
eds.1994%RNOLD. S TANNENBAUM, CONTROL IN ORGANIZATIONS 14ff. (1971).
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stance the internal audit department). Relationships of trust, loyakies, wor
flows and routines can be jeopardized by compliance.

From a temporal perspective, the new compliance controlatiffenine-

tional references to law insofar it is now put on a permanent footing. Now law
as an external premise of organizational decision making is not afsingle, exce
tionally activated medium anymore. Rather, it has developed to an ongoing
backgroundhenme of work, for example mentioned in regular trainings, in
codes of conduct, in risk assessments or in monitoring processe$: By compl
ance, legal considerations in general are more strongly connected-to everyday
practices.

To sum it up: the describfattors and characteristics of compliance are meant to
strengthen the connection between organizational and legal norms. Law shall be more
Oembeddetio organizational rules of procedures as well as in areas of responsibility. It
is supposed to guide\dtiis much stronger. For this purpose, controls become more
formalized and differentiated, rules are modified. In general, one could sayafor organiz
tions the introduction of compliance takes on the character of a reform. But still today it
seems to beemerally difficult to implement these rights based comgfanos.

Research on this topic, among other things, report on credibility problems ibr on a def
cient deterrence of corporate miscoriduct.

Regarding this, the crucial issue we are confrahtésl lvaw this problem presents
itself from the point of view of compliance officers. How are problems of dhe transl
tion/ implementation of legal norms practically articulated? We will discusssthese que
tions on the basis of experiences made durindianmangining seminar.

&& !"(5,%<'(1=*)>%$-&)(! )5*&(*<8)*9&)%?*"9*I"#$%&' (1) *
*

The observations described in the following result from data recorded dufing partic
pation in a onweek further education seminar for business professionalsuand exec
tives. This seminar, conducted in winter 2014, aimed at qualifying the participants as
certified so called Ocompliance officersO. The total number of participants was 19, most
of them being in charge of compliance, i. e. they were executives froianailganizat

|

6 ARTHUR L. STINCHCOMBE, WHEN FORMALITY WORKS 6 (2001).
Kimberly D. Krawiedzosmetic Compliance andRhiure of Negotiated Governa®de Washington
University Law Quarterly 487, 490 f. (2003); JonasZBapéirksamkeit von Corporate Complijance
CORPORATE COMPLIANCE ZEITSCHRIFT 233, 236.2009; CHRISTINE PARKER & VIBEKE LEH-
MANN NIELSENEXPLAINING COMPLIANCE (2011); Ralf KSIb®Virksamkeit und Funktionshedi
gungen von Compliance aus wirtschaftskriminologisdhdd&ichtuch Criminal Compliance 1443-(Ro
sch ed., 2014).
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supervisory departments (e. g. internal audit or legal department), most ofkwhom wor
ing for bigger, sometimes internationally operating industrial, services orrfinancial e
terprises. In the course of the seminar, a total number of six diffei®gaerme

tures of four to eight hours every day, among them experts for commercial criminal law,
a public prosecutor, a compliance officer from a3DA&Xterprise as well as auditors.

The lectures were, among others, on legal bakgsrisiks, aopliance orgaration,
prevention, public prosecutor investigations, compliance in the commercial field, data
protection and IT compliance as well as so called reactive compliance (internal investig
tions). The author made notes during his participatiofixad his observations in

writing immediately after the end of the seminar. Furthermore,-sdat@thdac

ments were assessed, and there was the possibility to interview selected participants.

', *<=>*?@ABCDEAF*E?*!EGHIDJAB>

Despite the participargBowing a basically reserved attitude towards the topic of the
seminar (s is just a fashionable Bsife«re breaking a butterfly on a @feleé
predominant opinion among the participants was that the establishment of compliance
control in theilbwn companies was necessary. The function of conipliasde-

came clearly obvious by the questions and disdDsgéanfirst of all considered a

means to be on the safe side when it comes to external prosecution and & avoiding li
bilities and imaglamages for their own companies. The lecturers and therfuture co
pliance officers considered it their predominant task to protect colleagues from prosec
tion by the stateThis is what we«re all interested in: | must internally protect the staff
membed The prevention of business delinquency was only of secondary interest. Thus,
from the point of view of those concefdadd this is a first astonishing indignt

crucial actiostimulating risk results rather from the activities of state supervision and
sanctioning authorities than from the threat of potential businegssedtdi The

threat was symbdait by the figure of the prosecutor. The prosecutor, about whom
jokes were madeealdy on the first day, symiealithe hostile forces and bothred

paticipants together. The threat scenario of a humilieisit By the prosecutor

together with his marauding customs officers appeared again arfthegaist¢®s

officers are always armed; they even come early in the morning when the children are
stil sitting at the talild, anecdotes of this kind were told eight times on the whole. Also

the US American Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) was nhethiened: O

ther like to have trouble with the Mafia than with th©S&® compliance officer was

heard. Take care that you«re on the safe side, because in case of doubt yeu are the scap
goaD, was a lecturer«s advice concerning the topic Ocooperation with authoritiesO. The
repressive component of legal social control was much more emphasines-than pr

tive or protecting aspects. Expenses resulting from legal prosecution seemed to be much

In the following, text in italics refers to quotations of sgratiaipats
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weightier than possible damage by criminal business activities as such. Carnapliance fun
tions such as informing staff members of marketing issues were disuaoksadria m
detail than functions such as risk assessment or criminal law prevention

1;*/<=>?@?AA*<@B*"C?D<EFG@<HFI<EFG@*GJ*%?=<H*(GDKA

According to my observations, one crucial problem from the point of view of those
being in charge of compliance washabrms, regulations and instructions were said

to lack €dncrete application examples and practical réfefgecdsty work of ope
ationalizin®, as one interview partner had it, ogtieston of implementa@owere
considered a core probldntheir tasks. As far as exemplary cases were presented, one
took them up thankfully and discussed them. In such cases it was most of @l about fin
ing out about legal boundaries and about in which situations a legal norm could in
which ways be practicathplemented. Thigperationalization problefriegal norms

can be exemplarily demonstrated by the example of the criminal law on corruption. The
bete noire for those present was unclear liniédrelegal and illegal behamwidhis

field. Anticorrupion compliance, this is well known, is meanwhile considefag an ob

atory element of each orgational set of regulations, however due to the OmazyO legal
situation it is difficult to implement. This was confirmed during the seminarcAll parti
ipants eshated the risk of being liable under criminal or civil law to be high, however
there was uncertainty when it came to the actual meaning of legal terms and thus also
when it came to the actual design of effective compliance tools. For example, there was
uncertainty concerning thap@ropriate extéhtof hospitality, the beginning of the
Gllegal preferer@ef clients, or concerning the question of which people may be invited
on which businesslevant occasions. There were different opinions about agpropri

ways of control, in particular when it comes to sales staff. There were extensive discu
sions about the fact that difference between legal cultivation of contacts and criminal
corruption is difficult to define, in particular if a company operatesheithiopes of

different national laws und must take cultural differences concerning the habits of its
clients into consideration. Against this background, it was said, the legal norms were
damaging to business, in so far as they were said to rginitheitmts and business
partners. In his branch, one participant stated, it had for decades been aa-essential el
ment of corporate identity to invite business partners. After all, one had been successful
only because one had highly estimiatedp@rsual relatior®, and currently the topic

was Gompletely exagger@teBtaff members moviigtle minefields between &rim

nality and social adequ@cit was said, were increasingly feeling at a loss, and now one
even had tospy on the@ The fact thairthermore the appropriate trainings or tests

for staff members were often kind@rgarten lev@lgpproving laughter among those
presentconfirms the overall impression that in this legal fieliffiituik tb practice

any organiortinternal opet@naliation of legal norms and that these norms meet

little acceptance. As it is easy to see, the function of law, i. e. coding social situations in
such a way as to make them distinctive, is not fulfilled in this field. The problems looked
similar in tle fields of antitrust law, money laundering legislation and data protection
law. One lecturer got at the heart of the problem connected tatiomaltion of
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the appropriate legal norms when stafrge Must work out clear rules and guidelines
evae if there is no explicit legal regul&iion.

I<*-=>?*1=@A>BCDE*F@G*"HIR&IBDPBEH® *LBEH?IFHG

Beyond the so far sketched legal melatsd problems of operatiomdian, the pa

ticipants in the seminar were also clearly under stress froomparer role requér

ments as well as from thus connected conflicts and lack of recognition. Apart from tasks
such as training, marketing and risk assessment, the compliance officers are most of all
burdened by mediating and control tasks. The questioctotagks should be focus

of a compliance officer in the ideal case was discussed by several participants. A cons
guence of the basically both many and unclear responsibilities of the compliance officer
is disrespect at the company. For example, ongapattdi at his company initially

he had been treated as an annayiinigtdre pinsch@rby the board (he hadbegD

for resources), as a competitor by colleagues from the legal and internalt-audit depar
ments, and as laldddhour@ by the staff membeis then had to spent much effort

on receiving recognition, marassing from door to Godio keep compliance-pr

cesses out of power struggles and clashes of interests or to prevent compdtition and riva
ry, one lecture recommenddaiko everybodyolved, talking is import@ntor: 10

survive in the long run you must not be a lode Atalfie same time, he said, the co

pliance officer had to be careful to stay independent and not to interfere with the oper
tive business. Thus, one had tovmdvied without being allowed to participate in dec
sionmaking, as was the paradox looking advice. There were several lectuses and discu
sions about this topic, the basic clarification of the compliance officer«s possibilities to
influence and competendascording to these contributions, a compliance officer se

dom meets acceptance. During a lunch break a staff member of an internationally active
industrial company told what the management of his company thinks absut compl
ance: They [the management] dbpare about compliance, they say: “well, write a ten
topics paper«, they stay among themselves, you won«t belallslsedtherepaitic

pants in the seminar told about lacking recognition at their companies as well as about
the difficulties of waing to advise and support colleagues on the one hand and, being
internal controllers, the obligation to keep distance on theHmivedloQou avoid the
impression that you secretly report on col@aasesefe question which was laft un

swered.

These spotlights on the seminar or on the problems told by the compliance officers
illustrate that the role of the compliarffieer seems to be charaewtriyy difficult

tasks, by conflicts and contradicting demands. On the whole, attending theftseminar

the mpression that the inAanganiation implementation of given norms of criminal

law by way of compliance is problematic in several respects: It does not reduce complex
ty (rather it creates new uncertainties), it does not seem to provin®lthembevith

fixed points of orientation, iteknot initiate any standagdiprocedures, and it does

hardly support motivation and identification with formal control structures. However,
meking law valid within an orgamian requires support by redpgd, transparent,
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legitimatiorproviding rules. It seems as if it is still a long way to go until a system of
rules which is secured by established knowledge stocks and serves as a hasis of the legit
macy of norms of criminal law beconsétutionalizd
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The starting point for the considerations here was the assumption thagasi@ily or

tions contribute as-pooducers to the making legal norms valid in society, &ty trans

ing norms into formal orgaatipnal structures in the formOsfecondary lawO or Osoft

lawO. Some problems when it comes to implementing such translation, embedding and
control processes of legal norms in the case of compliance in the context of commercial
criminal law have been exemplarily sketched on the kpsiteotes made at training
seminar for compliance officers. This way it has become clear that ofmyilierste co
generates innerganiational structal conflicts, as it ties orgatidnal norms more

closely to legal norms, thus blocking the systemraechanisms legal norms are us

ally based on. Among these mechanisms there belong clearly defined roles and comp
tences, implementable procedures and routines, but also the possibility tocmake, if ne
essary, trubiased adjustments of the inflexilamdmwork of rules. Usually, efficient

formal stuctures within an orgaaiion provide expectatisapporting certainty but

also allow for flexibility; they are Oinformally embeddedO. In the case of-compliance
cantrol, both functions of orgaational formlity seem to fail: The structure does
neither work as a stable point of reference one canf iedgessary and which dtan

ardizes room for maneea nor does it serve as a protective wall or ritual facade behind
which one can make informal agreenimgransparency and flexibiRlypecessary
preconditios for the functioning of orgaatipnal pracep are thus lost. THcosts

of the sttutory regulation of an organiian@,the weakening of loyal relationships as

well as the prevention of theatdlity to adjust are increased. If leagtirs defined as

the Ogeneraik readiness to accept as yet undefined decisions within certain tolerance
limits&°these costs or transparency expectations coming along with compliance in
connection with crimah law make it ever more improbable. As a result of thig-legitim

cy loss on the other hand commercial criminal law fails to act as a kind of social control,
for it ishardly able any more to stabilibrmative expectats. Thus, the intended
privatiation of commercial criminal law supports an erosion of norms, after all. This
means that commercial criminal law as we know it is hardly able to keep its promise to
prevent undesired or socially harmful conduct and to control business.

Pfeffer 1994, as cited abof@oinote 5.

10 NIKLAS LUHMANN, LEGITIMATION DURCH VERFAHREN 28 (3rd Edition1983).
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