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Fighting corporate fraud and other misconduct is a top priority of the Department of 

Justice. Our nation ' s economy depends on effective enforcement of the civil and criminal laws 

that protect our financial system and, by extension, all our citizens. These are principles that the 

Department lives and breathes- as evidenced by the many attorneys, agents, and support staff 

who have worked tirelessly on corporate investigations, particularly in the aftermath of the 

financial crisis. 

One of the most effective ways to combat corporate misconduct is by seeking 

accountability from the individuals who perpetrated the wrongdoing. Such accountability is 
important for several reasons: it deters future illegal activity, it incentivizes changes in corporate 

behavior, it ensures that the proper parties are held responsible for their actions, and it promotes 

the public's confidence in our justice system. 



There are, however, many substantial challenges unique to pursuing individuals for 
corporate misdeeds. In large corporations, where responsibility can be diffuse and decisions are 

made at various levels, it can be difficult to determine if someone possessed the knowledge and 
criminal intent necessary to establish their guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. This is particularly 
true when determining the culpability of high-level executives, who may be insulated from the 
day-to-day activity in which the misconduct occurs. As a result, investigators often must 
reconstruct what happened based on a painstaking review of corporate documents, which can 
number in the millions, and which may be difficult to collect due to legal restrictions. 

These challenges make it all the more important that the Department fully leverage its 
resources to identify culpable individuals al all levels in corporate cases. To address these 
challenges, the Department convened a working group of senior attorneys from Department 
components and the United States Attorney community with significant experience in this area. 
The working group examined how the Department approaches corporate investigations, and 
identified areas in which it can amend its policies and practices in order to most effectively 

pursue the individuals responsible for corporate wrongs. This memo is a product of the working 
group's discussions. 

The measures described in this memo arc steps that should be taken in any investigation 
of corporate misconduct. Some of these measures are new, while others reflect best practices 
that are already employed by many federal prosecutors. Fundamentally, this memo is designed 
to ensure that all attorneys across the Department are consistent in our best efforts to hold to 
account the individuals responsible for illegal corporate conduct. 

The guidance in this memo will also apply to civil corporate matters. In addition to 
recovering assets, civil enforcement actions serve to redress misconduct and deter future 
wrongdoing. Thus, civil attorneys investigating corporate wrongdoing should maintain a focus 
on the responsible individuals, recognizing that holding them to account is an important part of 

protecting the public lisc in the long term. 

The guidance in this memo reflects six key steps to strengthen our pursuit of individual 
corporate wrongdoing, some of which reflect policy shifts and each of which is described in 
greater detail below: (l) in order to qualify for any cooperation credit, corporations must provide 
to the Department all relevant facts relating to the individuals responsible for the misconduct; 
(2) criminal and civil corporate investigations should focus on individuals from the inception of 
the investigation; (3) criminal and civil attorneys handling corporate investigations should be in 

routine communication with one another; ( 4) absent extraordinary circumstances or approved 
departmental policy, the Department will not release culpable individuals from civil or criminal 
liability when resolving a matter with a corporation; (5) Department attorneys should not resolve 
matters with a corporation without a clear plan to resolve related individual cases, and should 
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memorialize any declinations as to individuals in such cases; and (6) civil attorneys should 

consistently focus on individuals as well as the company and evaluate whether to bring suit 

against an individual based on considerations beyond that individual's ability to pay. 1 

I have directed that certain criminal and civil provisions in the United States Attorney's 

Manual, more specifically the Principles of Federal Prosecution of Business Organizations 

(USAM 9-28.000 el seq.) and the commercial litigation provisions in Title 4 (USAM 4-4.000 et 

seq.), be revised to reflect these changes. The guidance in this memo will apply to all future 

investigations of corporate wrongdoing. It will also apply to those matters pending as of the elate 

of this memo, to the extent it is practicable to do so. 

1. 	 To be eligible for anv cooperation credit, corporations must provide to the Department 
all relevant facts about the individuals involved in corporate misconduct. 

In order for a company to receive any consideration for cooperation under the Principles 

of Federal Prosecution of Business Organizations, the company must completely disclose to the 

Department all relevant facts about individual misconduct. Companies cannot pick and choose 

what facts to disclose. That is, to be eligible for any credit for cooperation, the company must 

identify all individuals involved in or responsible for the misconduct at issue, regardless of their 

position, status or seniority, and provide to the Department all facts relating to that misconduct. 

If a company seeking cooperation credit declines to learn of such facts or to provide the 

Department with complete factual information about individual wrongdoers, its cooperation will 

not be considered a mitigating factor pursuant to USAM 9-28.700 el seq. 2 Once a company 

meets the threshold requirement of providing all relevant facts with respect to individuals, it will 

be eligible for consideration for cooperation credit. The extent of that cooperation credit will 

depend on all the various factors that have traditionally applied in making this assessment (e.g., 

the timeliness of the cooperation, the diligence, thoroughness, and speed of the internal 

investigation, the proactive nature of the cooperation, etc.). 

This condition of cooperation applies equally to corporations seeking to cooperate in civil 

matters; a company under civil investigation must provide to the Dcpaiiment all relevant facts 

about individual misconduct in order to receive any consideration in the negotiation. For 

1 The measures laid out in this memo are intended solely to guide attorneys for the government in 
accordance with their statutory responsibilities and federal law. They are not intended to, do not, 
and may not be relied upon to create a right or benefit, substantive or procedural, enforceable at 
law by a party to litigation with the United States. 

2 Nor, if a company is prosecuted, will it support a cooperation-related reduction at sentencing. 
See U.S.S.G. USSG § 8C2.5(g), Application Note 13 ("A prime test of whether the organization 
has disclosed all pertinent information" necessary to receive a cooperation-related reduction in 
its offense level calculation "is whether the information is sufficient ... to identify ... the 
individual(s) responsible for the criminal conduct"). 
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example, the Department's position on "full cooperation" under the False Claims Act, 31 U.S.C. 
§ 3729(a)(2), will be that, at a minimum, all relevant facts about responsible individuals must be 
provided. 

The requirement that companies cooperate completely as to individuals, within the 
bounds of the law and legal privileges, see USAM 9-28.700 to 9-28.760, docs not mean that 
Department attorneys should wait for the company to deliver the information about individual 
wrongdoers and then merely accept what companies provide. To the contrary, Department 
attorneys should be proactivcly investigating individLtals at every step of the process - before, 
during, and after any corporate cooperation. Department attorneys should vigorously review any 
information provided by companies and compare it to the results of their own investigation, in 
order to best ensure that the information provided is indeed complete and docs not seek to 
minimize the behavior or role of any individual or group of individuals. 

Department attorneys should strive to obtain from the company as much information as 
possible about responsible individuals before resolving the corporate case. But there may be 
instances where the company's continued cooperation with respect to individuals will be 
necessary post-resolution. In these circumstances, the plea or settlement agreement should 
include a provision that requires the company to provide information about all culpable 

individuals and that is explicit enough so that a failure to provide the information results iu 
specific consequences, such as stipulated penalties and/or a material breach. 

2. 	 Both criminal and civil corporate investigations should focus on individuals from the 
inception of the investigation. 

Both criminal and civil attorneys should focus on individual wrongdoing from the very 

beginning of any investigation of corporate misconduct. By focusing on building cases against 
individual wrongdoers from the inception of an investigation, we accomplish multiple goals. 
First, we maximize our ability to ferret out the full extent of corporate misconduct. Because a 

corporation only acts through individuals, investigating the conduct of individuals is the most 
efficient and effective way to determine the facts and extent of any corporate misconduct. 
Second, by focusing our investigation on individuals, we can increase the likelihood that 
individuals with knowledge of the corporate misconduct will cooperate with the investigation 
and provide information against individuals higher up the corporate hierarchy. Third, by 
focusing on individuals from the very beginning of an investigation, we maximize the chances 

that the final resolution of an investigation uncovering the misconduct will include civil or 
criminal charges against not just the corporation but against culpable individuals as well. 

3. 	 Criminal and civil attorneys handling corporate investigations should be in routine 

communication with one another. 

Early and regular communication between civil attorneys and criminal prosecutors 
handling corporate investigations can be crucial to our ability to effectively pursue individuals in 
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these matters. Consultation between the Department's civil and criminal attorneys, together with 
agency attorneys, permits consideration of the full range of the government's potential remedies 
(including incarceration, fines, penalties, damages, restitution to victims, asset seizure, civil and 

criminal forfeiture, and exclusion, suspension and debarment) and promotes the most thorough 
and appropriate resolution in every case. That is why the Department has long recognized the 
importance of parallel development of civil and criminal proceedings. See USAM 1-12.000. 

Criminal attorneys handling corporate investigations should notify civil attorneys as early 
as permissible of conduct that might give rise to potential individual civil liability, even if 
criminal liability continues to be sought. Further, ifthcre is a decision not to pursue a criminal 
action against an individual - due to questions of intent or burcleu of prool~ for example 
criminal attorneys should confer with their civil counterparts so that they may make an 
assessment under applicable civil statutes and consistent with this guidance. Likewise, if civil 
attorneys believe that an individual identified in the course of their corporate investigation 
should be subject to a criminal inquiry, that matter should promptly be referred to criminal 

prosecutors, regardless of the current status of the civil corporate investigation. 

Department attorneys should be alert for circumstances where concurrent criminal and 
civil investigations of individual misconduct should be pursued. Coordination in this regard 
should happen early, even if it is not certain that a civil or criminal disposition will be the end 
result for the individuals or the company. 

4. 	 Absent extraordinary circumstances, no corporate resolution will provide protection 

from criminal or civil liability for any individuals. 

There may be instances where the Department reaches a resolution with the company 
before resolving matters with responsible individuals. In these circumstances, Department 
attorneys should take care to preserve the ability to pursue these individuals. Because of the 
importance of holding responsible individuals to account, absent extraordinary circumstances or 
approved departmental policy such as the Antitrust Division's Corporate Leniency Policy, 
Department lawyers should not agree to a corporate resolution that includes an agreement to 
dismiss charges against, or provide immunity for, individual officers or employees. The same 
principle holds true in civil corporate matters; absent extraordinary circumstances, the United 
States should not release claims related to the liability of individuals based on corporate settlement 
releases. Any such release of criminal or civil liability clue to extraordinary circumstances must be 

personally approved in writing by the relevant Assistant Attorney General or United States 
Attorney. 
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5. 	 Corporate cases should uot be resolved without a clear plan to resolve related individual 

cases before the statute of limitations expires and declinations as to individuals in such 
cases must be memorialized. 

If the investigation of individual misconduct has not concluded by the time authorization 
is sought to resolve the case against the corporation, the prosecution or corporate authorization 
memorandum should include a discussion of the potentially liable individuals, a description of 
the current status of the investigation regarding their conduct and the investigative work that 
remains to be done, and an investigative plan to bring the matter to resolution prior to the end of 
any statute of limitations period. If a decision is made at the conclusion of the investigation not 
to bring civil claims or criminal charges against the individuals who committed the misconduct, 

the reasons for that determination must be memorialized and approved by the United States 
Attorney or Assistant Attorney General whose office handled the investigation, or their 
designees. 

Delays in the corporate investigation should not affect the Department's ability to pursue 
potentially culpable individuals. While every effort should be made to resolve a corporate matter 
within the statutorily allotted time, and tolling agreements should be the rare exception, in 
situations where it is anticipated that a tolling agreement is nevertheless unavoidable and 

necessary, all efforts should be made either to resolve the matter against culpable individuals 
before the limitations period expires or to preserve the ability to charge individuals by tolling the 
limitations period by agreement or court order. 

6. 	 Civil attorneys should consistently focus on individuals as well as the company and 

evaluate whether to bring suit against an individual based on considerations beyond 
that individual's ability to pay. 

The Department's civil enforcement efforts are designed not only to return government 
money to the public fisc, but also to hold the wrongdoers accountable and to deter future 
wrongdoing. These twin aims - of recovering as much money as possible, on the one hand, and 
of accountability for and deterrence of individual misconduct, on the other - are equally 
important. In certain circumstances, though, these dual goals can be in apparent tension with one 

another, for example, when it comes to the question of whether to pursue civil actions against 
individual corporate wrongdoers who may not have the necessary financial resources to pay a 
significant judgment. 

Pursuit of civil actions against culpable individuals should not be governed solely by 
those individuals' ability to pay. In other words, the fact that an individual may not have 
sufficient resources to satisfy a significant judgment should not control the decision on whether 

to bring suit. Rather, in deciding whether to file a civil action against an individual, Department 
attorneys should consider factors such as whether the person's misconduct was serious, whether 
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it is actionable, whether the admissible evidence will probably be sufficient to obtain and sustain 

a judgment, and whether pursuing the action reflects an important federal interest. Just as our 

prosecutors do when making charging decisions, civil attorneys should make individualized 

assessments in deciding whether to bring a case, taking into account numerous factors, such as 

the individual's misconduct and past history and the circumstances relating to the commission of 

the misconduct, the needs of the communities we serve, and federal resources and priorities. 

Although in the short term certain cases against individuals may not provide as robust a 

monetary return on the Department's investment, pursuing individual actions in civil corporate 

matters will result in significant long-term deterrence. Only by seeking to hold individuals 

accountable in view of all of the factors above can the Department ensure that it is doing 

everything in its power to minimize corporate fraud, and, over the course of time, minimize 
losses to the public fisc through fraud. 

Conclusion 

The Department makes these changes recognizing the challenges they may present. But 

we are making these changes because we believe they will maximize our ability to deter 

misconduct and to hold those who engage in it accountable. 

In the months ahead, the Department will be working with components to turn these 

policies into everyday practice. On September 16, 2015, for example, the Department will be 

hosting a training conference in Washington, D.C., on this subject, and I look forward to further 

addressing the topic with some of you then. 
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