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promoting compliance with law. In contrast, they could determine the effectiveness of
the organization’s ethics- compliance program based on
1) the existence of a statement of ethical principles and the integrated ethics-
compliance interventions taken by the organization to realize them (and, thus,
achieve compliance with the letter and the spirit of the law) and/or
2) the resulting, tested/ observed changes in knowledge, attitudes/
values/beliefs/norms, and short-term practices among employees and,
consequently, the organization.
The latter is preferable, of course, because due diligence is only a tenth of the battle—the
proof is in the pudding. Furthermore, prosecutors and judges would have to do no more
than they are already doing with regard to evaluating an compliance programs. That is,
they would simply
1) ask for documentation that explains the program,
2) compare the program against existing model standards, and
3) then assess the extent to which the organization has effectively implemented its
program.
Each of these steps fits with current and proposed approaches to measuring compliance
program effectiveness.

e ethics could be integrated into the Proposed Amendments without breaking new ground
for the Sentencing Commission, thereby raising questions about its mission. That ground
was broken with the original, 1991 guidelines when the Sentencing Commission shifted
its attention from looking solely at the crime, its perpetrators, and the organization as a
whole—to looking at ways to prevent the occurrence of crime. Compliance programs
went part of the way (but, given the epidemic of corporate in the last several years,
clearly not far enough); ethics goes the rest of the way. The integration of ethics into
compliance programs only enhances those programs and increases their effectiveness.

The time is ripe for the Sentencing Commission to maintain its leadership in the prevention of
corporate crime by giving ethics its rightful place in the Proposed Amendments.

Expansion of Ethics and Compliance Program’s Purview

If we’ve learned anything in the last several years about prevention of corporate crime, it is

that ethics and compliance programs need to drill deeper and climb higher in the organization.

When they do not, the result is often what Widen describes with respect to Enron:
The cultural problem revealed by Enron ultimately is not subject to correction by teaching
lawyers more accounting, fine tuning rules governing the use of “gatekeepers” in corporate
matters, or requiring and expecting more from independent directors, though all these
measures would help in a small way. The problem is that corporate and legal culture has
lost all sense of right and wrong. Norms and business behavior have evolved so that
compliance with the positive law is the so-called standard of ethical conduct—a role for
which positive law is ill-suited.”

For this reason, we have suggested changes to the Proposed Amendments that expand the

ethics and compliance program into all levels and functions of the organization (total internal

market penetration, if you will), particularly the decisions made by officers and directors.
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‘ For example, we recommend that

the Ethics and Compliance Officer be a real officer of the corporation with full rights and
responsibilities in all executive decisions.

this individual have academic and/or certificated training in both ethics and law (though
she need not have a PhD in ethics or a JD in law).

the Sentencing Commission consider including language in the commentary to the
proposed “auditing and monitoring amendment” that suggests an “ethical impact report”
for all major strategy and financial decisions. Many an Enron could have been prevented
if an ethical impact report would have laid bare in a documented fashion the potential
violations of ethical principles and law before a decision was made to go forward.

Finally, the effectiveness of an ethics and compliance program is not only measured in terms
of the channels and messages it uses for communicating with employees; it is also effective in
terms of the ways and extent to which it institutionalizes itself. In fact, it the literature is right,
the latter may be much more significant than the former. One way to institutionalize itself is
the command-and-control structure that sets up the program, designs its policies and
procedures, and communicates them to the organization. The other—and far more
effective—is the participatory structure that seeks the participation of employees, managers,
officers, and directors (and other stakeholders, as appropriate) in the design, implementation,
and evaluation of the program. Models for this latter structure include The Conference Model,
Future Search, and Whole System Change. Thus, if an ethics and compliance program is
going to be truly effective, it will need to become simply the way the organization goes about
its business.

‘ Measurement of Program Effectiveness

The Proposed Amendments fail to enunciate any real measures of program effectiveness.
Instead, they add more due diligence criteria, which, in the final analysis, cannot

-distinguish between a “paper program” and a truly effective program (one that follows the

letter of the law and one that captures its spirit). Even the highlighting of the Health Care
Compliance Association’s criteria® does little to advance the discussion since these criteria
simply measure more refined aspects of due diligence. Knowing whether something
occurred or how many of it occurred, however, is not the same as knowing the impact and
outcome of that occurrence.

The Proposed Amendments, then, ignore written and verbal testimony that delineated
strategies for measuring impact, that is, changes in knowledge, attitudes/values/
beliefs/norms, and short-term practices. At the very least, these might include pre-and
post-testing of training sessions and periodic, self-reported surveys of all employees on
key, organizational risk and protective factors for fraud, waste, and abuse. It would not be
sufficient, for example, to know that a self-described attorney went to law school (or, to
represent another common measure, liked it a lot); we’d want to know that she had passed
both law school and the bar exam.

There are methodologically sound ways, contrary to the opinions expressed in the
document,” to measure the effectiveness of ethics-compliance intervention—and even to
relate these impact measures to the desired outcomes, namely, the prevention of fraud,
waste, and abuse. Program evaluators and behavioral scientists would prove very helpful
in this endeavor. At the very least, they could identify proxy measures that are strongly
correlated with the incidence of various types of corporate corruption. It is never enough
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to say that just because we provided compliance training to 3,000 employees that the
training had any impact on them—or achieved the organizational goals of preventing
violations of law.

" Diana E. Murphy, “The Federal Sentencing Guidelines for Organizations: A Decade of Promoting Compliance and
Ethics,” Iowa Law Review 87 (2002): 716.

# William H. Widen, “Enron at the Margin,” The Business Lawyer 58 (May 2003): passim.

i Advisory Group on Organizational Guidelines (AGOG), “Recommendations for Proposed Amendments for
Federal Sentencing Guidelines for Organizations” (October 27, 2003): 54.

 Widen 962-3.

" AGGO 76ff.

Y AGOG 35ff.
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U.S. Sentencing Commission January 26, 2004
One Columbus Circle, N.E.
Suite 2-500, South Lobby
Washington, DC 20002

Re: Proposed Amendments to Chapter Eight
Dear Commissioners:

The United States Sentencing Commission has published and requested comments on
proposed amendments to Chapter Eight of the Sentencing Guidelines relating to
compliance programs. I offer the following comments as a practitioner in the compliance
and business ethics field and as one with a strong interest in the success of the Sentencing
Commission’s efforts to promote effective compliance programs in organizations'. I
previously had the opportunity to testify in the Ad Hoc Advisory Group’s information
gathering process and to provide other information for the Group’s use prior to the
submission of the proposed amendments. I would be happy to testify regarding these
comments or any other matters relating to the proposed amendments, should the
‘ Commission desire such testimony during this amendment cycle.

The proposed amendments are a positive step

The Sentencing Guidelines have brought clarity and commitment to the field of
compliance. Indeed, one can fairly mark the emergence of compliance as a discrete field

-:~to the date the Guidelines went into effect. If this is so, then it could fairly be asked, why - . .0 .
~ is a change necessary? Perhaps the best answer is that the proposed amendments are not~ =~ 7

. .really.so much of a change as they are a recognition that this field has evolved and. .. ..
changed over time. The proposed amendments, in effect, actually recognize the reality of
industry best practices and bring the Guidelines up to date.

Moreover, these revisions serve to strengthen organizational compliance programs and
drive them to be more effective. We need programs that will withstand the circumstances
we have all seen in the cases, from Enron to Andersen, and from WorldCom to Parmalat.
The proposed changes show excellent insight into the dynamics of compliance programs,
and what it takes for them to be truly effective.

Comments on question 4

: ! Partner, Compliance Systems Legal Group; Vice-Chairman, Integrity Interactive Corporation; Co-editor,
ethikos. These comments reflect my personal opinions and may not necessarily reflect the views of any
organization with which I am associated. "_ 2 -\ q]

A GEeNncraL PARTNER IN CoMPLIANCE SysTems LEGaL Group, A RHODE ISLAND GENERAL PARTNERSHIP



The Commission asks for comment on four questions. These comments address one of
those questions.

The challenge: Can we reach smaller organizations? Question four asks if there are
factors that could encourage smaller organizations to develop and maintain compliance
programs. I strongly believe the answer is “yes.” Of course, government could try the
stick approach — make it mandatory, legislate or regulate it, etc. But none of these
strong-arm approaches will cause companies to be creative and to take initiative in
making their programs truly effective. And they will be accompanied by protests about
overregulation and expensive bureaucratic requirements. The preferred approach is to
provide a real incentive for companies to adopt programs — the same model that worked
for larger organizations in 1991.

The Guidelines now offer all organizations the one incentive of lower fines (and avoiding
forced imposition of a program through probation). In truth, however, what has meant
more to companies is the prospect that prosecutors and regulators will take good
corporate citizenship into account when deciding whether to prosecute any company. It
is the same carrot and stick model as the sentencing process, but because this carrot
occurs so much earlier in the process, and so few major companies take criminal cases to
actual trials and sentencing, it is the carrot of not being prosecuted that stands out as
being truly worthwhile to larger companies.

Experience shows that larger companies have been much more influenced by the
Sentencing Guidelines. Partly this is because just about any large organization knows it
is likely to be in the crosshairs of a prosecutor or regulator at some time and place.
Perhaps even more importantly, while larger companies have their own in-house legal
departments and are more likely to consider such government initiatives, smaller
organizations are notorious for being focused primarily on survival and growth. While
long-term wellbeing is important to all companies, short term survival and growth
opportunities are the greater, sometimes all-consuming demand on the time of managers
at smaller companies.

What will actually reach these smaller organizations? The best incentive is an economic
one that has real-world meaning for competitive businesses. For this the most practical
approach is to look to the supply chains of the larger companies that are committed to
compliance and ethics programs. If the leading companies were to ask their suppliers and
contractors about having compliance and ethics programs, and if this became a
significant factor in winning business and benefits from these larger companies, such a
change could cause a dramatic transformation of the compliance landscape.

Just to give one example, Integrity Interactive Corporation, the online compliance
training company I co-founded, has grown dramatically and has instituted its own
compliance program, with its own compliance officer, required employee training, and a
code of conduct. In 2003 it became a member of the Ethics Officer Association.
Integrity Interactive did this because it was the right thing to do, but also because we
believed it was something our customers should expect of any substantial supplier.

L 2-Vi0]




In contrast, the company has simply not seen compliance officers from the major law
firms joining the EOA, or contacting Integrity Interactive for training, or doing any of the
other things that Integrity and its customers do. We have not seen stories in the
compliance press about the major US law firms adopting Sentencing Guidelines-type
compliance programs; even though they are as much “organizations” as the companies
they advise.

If law firms and other service providers can successfully offer compliance-related
services to compliance sensitive major companies without even being asked if they have
compliance programs themselves, this suggests very little market incentive for others to
adopt such programs.

It should be noted that many of these smaller organizations may have the type of subject-
specific “programs” that were characteristic of large corporations before the Guidelines —
perfunctory EEO training, signs over the copiers waming people about copyright
infringement, unread labor standards fliers on a bulletin board -. but nothing that matches
the management focus and rigor of the Guidelines.

How could larger companies make this change happen? 1 would not recommend that
companies be expected to require that all of their suppliers have compliance programs, or
that they be expected to police their entire supply chain. Such a demand would not be
realistic, and could be an enormous distraction for companies. On the other hand, the
current environment in which companies do not even ask such comphance—sensmve
suppliers as thelr outside counsel whether they have a compliance program, is hard to

justify.

Large companies could reqmre that some supphers in sensitive areas, such as those who

plus factor in selecting suppliers. Any indication that a compliance program at a supplier
represents a-competitive advantage could have a dramatic effect on this next tier of the
economy. Compliance advocates in all companies look to be able to sell management on
the advantages of having an effective compliance program, but usually must rely on scare
tactics; imagine the impact of being part of the team that actually wins business because
of the compliance program; few things could matter more.

What would be the rationale for larger companies to take this step? Perhaps the best
reason is that it helps strengthen their own compliarice programs and could help cut off
problems at the source. For example, a supplier with a strong compliance program is less
likely to offer gifts and hospitality that are unethical. It is less likely to get its customer
into trouble for environmental violations or improper overseas payments. Its employees
are less likely to engage in harassment which could also be attributed to its customer.
And it is less likely to engage in the types of aiding and abetting in financial fraud that
are alleged to have happened in the Enron case. A contractor, agent, or consultant is less
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likely to aid a customer’s employees in engaging in misconduct if that supplier has
instituted strong procedures to ensure legal and ethical conduct.

How would this fit into the Guidelines standards? There are several options. It could be
included in item 1, through the Commentary, as one of the standards and procedures a
company would adopt. A reference could also be added in commentary on item 4, to the
effect that to the extent it was appropriate to have compliance communications to agents,
this element could be discharged by having one’s agents institute programs of their own.
The risk assessment discussion could note that an organization that uses third parties to
perform functions for it may require that those third parties themselves adopt compliance
programs.  Attached is copy of the proposed Guidelines amendments with these
insertions marked in.

Comments on the “litigation dilemma” and the Commission’s role

Finally, these Comments second a point made by the Advisory Group about the role of
the Commission as a catalyst for change. The litigation dilemma identified in the
Advisory Group’s report needs to be examined, and policy makers need to consider how
best to promote compliance consistently. It is also absolutely essential that the
Department of Justice and other enforcement and regulatory arms of the government
understand how important their role is in getting organizations to energize their
compliance programs. If the Department were to be more public about how it takes
compliance programs into account and how it measures them, this could add enormous
clout to in-house compliance people. For example, if the government were publicly to
consider it a sign of bad faith for a company to fail to ask its outside counsel and
accountants about those legal and accounting firms’ compliance programs, this could
change the compliance landscape in entire sectors of the economy.

The Commission is the agency best able to foster the needed discussion in these areas,
based on its unique mandate and independent position in the government. I encourage
the Commission to formally undertake this mission as a catalyst for change going
forward.
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The proposed revisions addressing question 4 are in black, in the Commentary.

2.

§8B2.1.

PREVENTING AND DETECTING VIOLATIONS OF LAW

Effective Program to Prevent and Detect Violations of Law

(a)

(b)

To have an effective program to prevent and detect violations of law, for
purposes of subsection (f) of §8C2.5 (Culpability Score) and subsection
(cX1) of §8DI1.4 (Recommended Conditions of Probation -
Organizations), an organization shall—

(1) exercise due diligence to prevent and detect violations of law:
and
(2) otherwise promote an organizational culture that encourages a

commitment to compliance with the law.

Such program shall be reasonably designed. implemented. and enforced
so that the program is generally effective in preventing and detecting
violations of law. The failure to prevent or detect the instant offense
leading to sentencing does not necessarily mean that the program is not
generally effective in preventing and detecting violations of law.

Due diligence and the promotion of an organizational culture that
encourages a commitment to compliance with the law within the
meaning of subsection (a) minimally require the following steps:

(N The organization shall establish compliance standards and
procedures to prevent and detect violations of Jaw.

(2) The organizational leadership shall be knowledgeable about the
content and operation of the program to prevent and detect
violations of law.

The organization’s governing authority shall be knowledgeable
about the content and operation of the program to prevent and
detect violations of the law and shall exercise reasonable
oversight with respect to the implementation and effectiveness of
the program to prevent and detect violations of the law.

Specific individual(s) within high-level personnel of the
organization shall be assigned direct, overall responsibility to
ensure the implementation and effectiveness of the program to
prevent and detect violations of law. Such individual(s) shall be
given adequate resources and authority to carry out such
responsibility and shall report on the implementation and
effectiveness of the program to prevent and detect violations of
law directly to the governing authority or an appropriate
subgroup of the governing authority.

3) The organization shall use reasonable efforts not to include
within the substantial authority personnel of the organization any
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(c)

“4)

&)

Q)

)

individual whom the organization knew, or should have known
through the exercise of due diligence, has a history of engaging
in violations of law or other conduct inconsistent with an
effective program to prevent and detect violations of law.

(A) The organization shall take reasonable steps to
communicate in a practical manner its compliance
standards and procedures, and other aspects of the
program to prevent and detect violations of law, to the
individuals referred to in subdivision (B) by conducting
effective training programs, and otherwise disseminating
information, appropriate to such individual’s respective
roles and responsibilities.

(B) The individuals referred to in subdivision (A) are the
members of the governing authority, the organizational
leadership, the organization’s employees, and, as
appropriate, the organization’s agents.

The organization shall take reasonable steps—

(A) to ensure that the organization’s program to prevent and
detect violations of law is followed, including using
monitoring and auditing systems that are designed to
detect violations of law;

(B) to evaluate periodically the effectiveness of the
organization’s program to prevent and detect violations
of law; and

<) to have a system whereby the organization’s employees
and agents may report or seek guidance regarding
potential or actual violations of law without fear of
retaliation, including mechanisms to allow for
anonymous reporting.

The organization’s program to prevent and detect violations of
law shall be promoted and enforced consistently through
appropriate incentives to perform in accordance with such
program and disciplinary measures for engaging in violations of
law and for failing to take reasonable steps to prevent or detect
violations of law.

After a violation of law has been detected, the organization shall
take reasonable steps to respond appropriately to the violation of
law and to prevent further similar violations of law, including
making any necessary modifications to the organization’s
program to prevent and detect violations of law.

In implementing subsection (b), the organization shall conduct ongoing
risk assessment and take appropriate steps to design, implement, or
modify each step set forth in subsection (b) to reduce the risk of
violations of law identified by the risk assessment.
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Commentary

Application Notes:
1. Definitions.—For purposes of this guideline:

18]

"Compliance standards and procedures” means standards of conduct and internal
control systems that are reasonably capable of reducing the likelihood of violations of
law. To the extent that an organization’s culture and ability to comply with the law are
affected by those third parties who provide it services, its control systems may include
efforts to have such third parties adopt their own programs to prevent and detect
violations of law.

"Governing authority” means the (A) the Board of Directors, or (B) if the organization
does not have a Board of Directors, the highest level governing body of the organization.

"Organizational leadership” means (4) high-level personnel of the organization: (B)
high-level personnel of a unit of the organization; and (C) substamtial authority
personnel.  The terms "high-level personnel of the organization"” and "substantial
authority personnel” have the meaning given those terms in the Commentary to §841.2
(Application Instructions - Organizations). The term "high-level personnel of a unit of
the organization” has the meaning given that term in the Commentary to $8C2.5
(Culpability Score).

Except as provided in Application Note 4(4), "violations of law" means violations of any
law, whether criminal or noncriminal (including a regulation), for which the
organization is, or would be, liable.

Factors to Consider in Meeting Requirements of Subsections (a) and (b).—

(A) In General.—Each of the requirements set forth in subsections (a) and (b) shall
be met by an organization; however, in determining what specific actions are
necessary to meet those requirements, the organization shall consider factors
that include (i) the size of the organization, (ii) applicable government
regulations, and  (iii)} any compliance practices and procedures that are
generally accepted as standard or model practices for businesses similar to the
organization.

(B) The Size of the Organization.—

(i) In_General—The formality and scope of actions that an organization
shall take to meet the requirements of subsections (a) and (b), including
the necessary features of the organization’s compliance standards and
procedures, depend on the size of the organization. A larger
organization generally shall devote more formal operations and greater
resources in meeting such requirements than shall a smaller
organization.

(ii) Small _Organizations.—In meeting the requirements set forth in
subsections (a) and (b), small organizations shall demonstrate the same
degree of commitment to compliance with the law as larger
organizations, although generally with less formality and fewer
resources than would be expected of larger organizations. While each of
the requirements set forth in subsections (a) and (b) shall be

L-s]

4




substantially satisfied by all organizations, small organizations may be
able to establish an effective program to prevent and detect violations of
law through relatively informal means. For example, in a small
business, the manager or proprietor, as opposed to independent
compliance personnel, might perform routine audits with a simple
checklist, train employees through informal staff meetings, and perform
compliance monitoring through daily “walk-arounds” or continuous
observation while managing the business. In appropriate circumstances,
this reliance on existing resources and simple systems can demonstrate
the same degree of commitment that, for a much larger organization,
would require more formally planned and implemented systems.

(C) Applicable _Government _Regulations.—The failure of an organization to
incorporate within its program to prevent and detect violations of law any
standard required by an applicable government regulation weighs against a
finding that the program was an "effective program to prevent and detect
violations of law" within the meaning of this guideline.

Application of Subsection (b)(2).—

(A) Governing _Authority.—The responsibility of the governing authority under
subsection (b)(2) is to exercise reasonable oversight of the organization’s efforts
to ensure compliance with the law. In large organizations, the governing
authority likely will discharge this responsibility through oversight, whereas in
some organizations, particularly small ones, it may be more appropriate for the
governing authority to discharge this responsibility by directly managing the
organization’s compliance efforts.

(B) High-Level Personnel—The organization has discretion to delineate the
activities and roles of the specific individual(s) within high-level personnel of the
organization assigned overall and direct responsibility to ensure the effectiveness
and operation of the program to detect and prevent violations of law; however,
the individual(s) must be able to carry out their overall and direct responsibility
consistent with subsection (b)(2), including the ability to report on the
effectiveness and operation of the program to detect and prevent violations of
law to the governing authority, or to an appropriate subgroup of the governing
authority.

In addition to receiving reports from the foregoing individual(s). the governing
authority or an appropriate subgroup thereof typically should receive
periodically information on the implementation and effectiveness of the program
to detect and prevent violations of law from the individual(s) with day-to-day
operational responsibility for the program.

(C) Organizational_Leadership.—Although the overall and direct responsibility to
ensure the effectiveness and operation of the program to detect and prevent
violations of law is assigned to specific individuals within high-level personnel of
the organization, it is incumbent upon all individuals within the organizational
leadership to be knowledgeable about the content and operation of the program
to detect and prevent violations of law pursuant to subsection (b)(2), and to
perform their assigned duties consistent with the exercise of due diligence, and
the promotion of an organizational culture that encourages a commitment to
compliance with the law, under subsection (a).
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Application of Subsection (b)(3).—

(B)

(C)

(4) Violations of Law.—Nonvithstanding Application Note 1, "violations of
law,” for purposes of subsection (b)(3), means any official determination of a
violation or violations of any law, whether criminal or noncriminal (including a
regulation).

Consistency with Other Law.—Nothing in subsection (b)(3) is intended to require
conduct inconsistent with any Federal, State, or local law, including any law
governing employment or hiring practices.

Implementation.—In implementing subsection (b)(3), the organization shall hire
and promote indiviudals consistent with Application Note 3(C) so as to ensure
that all individuals within the organizational leadership will perform their
assigned duties with the exercise of due diligence, and the promotion of an
organizational culture that encourages a commitment to compliance with the
lavw, under subsection (a). With respect to the hiring or promotion of any specific
individual within the substantial authority persomnel of the organization, an
organization shall consider factors such as: (i) the recency of the individual’s
violations of law and other misconduct (ie., the individual's other conduct
inconsistent with an effective program to prevent and detect violations of law);
(ii) the relatedness of the individual’s violations of law and other misconduct to
the specific responsibilities the individual is anticipated to be assigned as part of
the substantial authority persomnel of the organization; and (iii) whether the
individual has engaged in a pattern of such violations of law and other
misconduct.

Application of Subsection (b)(4).— To the extent it is appropriate to provide training and
otherwise disseminate information to the organization’s agents, an organization may

satisfy this provision if the agent adopts its own program to prevent and detect violations
of law that includes such training and dissemination of information..

Risk Assessments under Subsection (c).—Risk assessment(s) required under subsection

(c) shall include the following:

(4) Assessing periodically the risk that violations of law will occur,
including an assessment of the following:

(i) The nature and seriousness of such violations of law.

(i) The likelihood that certain violations of law may occur because
of the nature of the organization's business. lIf, because of the
nature of an organization’s business, there is a substantial risk
that certain types of violations of law may occur, the
organization shall take reasonable steps to prevent and detect
those types of violations of law. For example, an organization
that, due to the nature of its business, handles toxic substances
shall establish compliance standards and procedures designed to
ensure that those substances are always handled properly. An
organization that, due to the nature of its business, employs sales
personnel who have flexibility to set prices shall establish
compliance standards and procedures designed to prevent and
detect price-fixing. An organization that, due to the nature of its
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(B)

©)

(iii)

10

business, employs sales personnel who have flexibility to
represent the material characteristics of a product shall
establish compliance standards and procedures designed to
prevent fraud. An organization that uses third parties to perform
Junctions for it may require that those third parties themselves
adopt programs to prevent and detect violations of law.

The prior history of the organization. The prior history of an
organization may indicate types of violations of law thar it shall
take actions to prevent and detect.  Recurrence of similar
violations of law creates doubt regarding whether the
organization took reasonable steps to prevent and detect those
violations of law.

Prioritizing, periodically as appropriate, the actions taken under each
step set forth in subsection (b), in order to focus on preventing and
detecting the violations of law identified under subdivision (A) as most
likely to occur and most serious.

Modifying, as appropriate, the actions taken under any step set forth in
subsection (b) to reduce the risk of violations of law identified in the risk
assessment.

Background: This section sets forth the requirements for an effective program to prevent and
detect violations of law. This section responds to section 805(a)(2)(5) of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act
of 2002, Public Law 107-204, which directed the Commission to review and amend, as
appropriate, the guidelines and related policy statements to ensure that the guidelines that apply
to organizations in this Chapter "are sufficient to deter and punish organizational criminal

misconduct.”

The requirements set forth in this guideline are intended to achieve reasonable
prevention and detection of violations of the law, both criminal and noncriminal, for which the
organization would be vicariously liable. The prior diligence of an organization in seeking to
detect and prevent violations of law has a direct bearing on the appropriate penalties and
probation terms for the organization if it is convicted and sentenced for a criminal offense.
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February 27, 2004

United States Sentencing Commission
One Columbus Circle, N.E.
Washington, DC., 20002

The purpose of this letter is to set forth on behalf of the National Association
of Criminal Defense Lawyers (NACDL) our comments on the proposed amendments
to Chapter 8 (Sentencing of Organizations) of the Federal Sentencing Guidelines.
We ask that the Sentencing Commission consider these comments before finalizing
the proposed amendments.

Possibly the most significant change is the requirement that effective
compliance programs would no longer be required to attempt to detect and prevent
violations of criminal law, but would now be required to attempt to detect and
prevent violations of any law, criminal or non-criminal, including regulatory
violations. See Application Notes 1 and 4(A) to Section 8B2.1. This proposed
change conforms with a dangerous trend toward blurring the distinctions between
criminal law and regulatory violations. Under the proposed changes, an
organization's punishment for a criminal violation would be dependent, in part, on its
implementation of programs to prevent civil administrative regulations. See Section
8C2.5(f)(an organization's culpability score would be lower if it had in place an
effective program to detect and prevent "violations of law"). Criminal sanctions
should be reserved for violations of criminal laws. They should not be used as a
back door route to increase the penalties for regulatory non-compliance. The
Sentencing Commission should resist the temptation indirectly to criminalize
conduct that can be, and is, sanctioned through the administrative regulatory
process.

Another proposed change in one of the criterion for an effective compliance
program would change a provision that now says that the organization should use
due care not to delegate substantial discretionary authority to individuals whom the
organization knows, or should have known, "have a propensity to engage in illegal
activities," to a new provision that states that the organization shall use reasonable
efforts not to include within the substantial authority personnel of the organization
any individual whom the organization knows, or should have known, has a history of
engaging in violations of law or other conduct inconsistent with an effective
compliance program. Section 8B2.1(b)(3). This proposed provision and the
commentary to the provision are an improvement over the present version, but
should make clear that the mere fact that a person of substantial authority within the
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