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On 16 June 2020, the German government adopted the
draft bill of the law to strengthen integrity in the economy
presented by the Federal Ministry of Justice (the Draft) and
initiated the legislative procedure. At the heart of the Draft
is the introduction of a so-called Corporate Sanctions Act
(Corporate Sanctions Act or CSA). The draft bill of a law “to
combat corporate crimes” presented in August 2019, which
- except for the name - was in large parts identical with the
draft now adopted by the government, already provided for
lively discussions among academics as well as practitioners.

This client briefing is intended to illustrate the most
important provisions of the Draft and to present its legal
consequences. It also aims to point out the practical
challenges which companies doing business in Germany
and their advisors will have to face in the future when
coping with suspicions of criminal behaviour – provided
the Draft should become law.

The most important regulations at a glance
Introduction of the principle of legality: When
suspecting business-related crimes (so-called corporate
offences), authorities will be obliged to initiate criminal
proceedings against the company (so-called sanction
proceedings).
Tougher penalties for companies: Instead of corporate
fines for administrative offences, companies will be
subject to corporate sanctions similar to criminal
penalties of up to 10 per cent of the worldwide group
turnover.
Extension to crimes committed abroad: Corporations
based in Germany may, in principle, be sanctioned for
crimes committed by employees anywhere in the world.
Internal investigations and co-operation with the
investigating authorities: The Draft sets strong
incentives for companies to conduct internal
investigations as they will lead to a 50 per cent
reduction of the maximum sanction where certain
requirements are met. The prerequisite is that the
company co-operates closely with the investigating

authorities.
Compliance: In future, when deciding on a termination
of proceedings as well as when assessing the
punishment, authorities will fully take into account
whether a corporation has implemented compliance
measures. In addition, courts may order the corporation
to implement certain compliance measures and have
them monitored by a competent body.
Entry into force: Starting from the promulgation of the
law, corporations are granted more than two years to
increase compliance measures in preparation for
complying with the new regulations. The CSA shall only
apply to offences committed after this date.

Incorporation into criminal law and
introduction of the principle of legality
The Draft fundamentally reshapes how companies are
prosecuted and punished for the crimes of those acting on
its behalf. It moves away from the current system of
corporate fines under the administrative offences law.
Instead, companies will be prosecuted alongside the
accused individuals in criminal proceedings (which will be
called sanction proceedings as far as it targets the
corporation). In most aspects, the rules of sanction
proceedings correspond to those of criminal proceedings
and as a rule, the prosecution will conduct both
proceedings uniformly in one investigation and — if it
comes to it — in one criminal trial.

The incorporation into criminal law means that the
determining principle of criminal procedure, the principle
of legality, henceforth also applies to proceedings against
corporations. That is to say, upon initial suspicion of a
corporate offence, the prosecution will mandatorily initiate
proceedings against the company. If the commission of a
corporate offence can be proven, the courts will impose
upon the company a corporate sanction.

A corporate offence is one in which the company has been
enriched or in which the company’s duties have been
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breached. All company-related offences can be corporate
offences. This includes typical white-collar crimes (such as
fraud, money laundering, corruption, capital market
offences), tax offences, as well as environmental offences or
negligence offences in connection with industrial
accidents. For administrative offences, on the other hand,
such as the majority of cartel infringements, the previous
fine proceedings under section 30 of the German Act on
Regulatory Offences (Gesetz über Ordnungswidrigkeiten, OWiG)
will continue to apply.

Sanctioning a company requires the offence to have been
committed either by a manager himself (eg board member,
division manager) or by any employee or even an external
third party acting on behalf of the company. In cases where
the offence is committed by an employee or third party, it
is a precondition that if appropriate compliance measures
were in place, it would have prevented the crime or would
have made it considerably more difficult to commit it.

For companies, the introduction of obligatory proceedings
means that there will be a significant increase in
investigations. The actual number of sanction proceedings
is hard to predict. However, an idea of the legislative
expectations can be gained by analysing the personnel
planning for the establishment of the new corporate
sanctions register, in which corporate convictions under
the new law shall be recorded: From the calculations in the
Draft it transpires that the Federal Ministry of Justice
expects around 15,000 convictions of corporations per year.
In view of the extensive options for discontinuing the
proceedings, the number of proceedings initiated is likely
to considerably excel that of convictions.

Tougher penalties
In future, the formerly imposed administrative fines will
be replaced by corporate sanctions, which, like a criminal
fine, will be based on the economic capacity of the
addressee. In cases where proceedings are directed against
a company with an annual turnover of more than 100
million euros, the sanction can amount to up to 10 per cent
of the annual turnover (5 per cent in the case of a negligent
corporate offence).

The decisive factor in assessing the maximum sanction will
be the worldwide turnover of all entities which operate as
an “economic unit”. Pursuant to the definition under anti-
trust law, this criterion is met if the corporation is part of a
group which operates under uniform management.

In practice, this means that the assessment of the sanctions
will not be based only on the turnover of the German
subsidiary of a foreign group but on the worldwide total
turnover of the group – given that the condition of
economic unity is met.

Like criminal penalties – and contrary to administrative
fines under the current law – corporate sanctions will not

block the recovery of criminally obtained assets. Courts
will, on the contrary, be obliged to order criminal asset
recovery when announcing a company’s conviction.

Thus, in future, verdicts will entail two different legal
consequences for the company. On the one hand, courts
will order the recovery of assets which the company has
obtained from the crime. This is to ensure that the
commission of crimes do not benefit corporations
financially. On the other hand, courts will determine a
corporate sanction with the objective of punishing the
company.

In addition, to inform those who suffered damage as a
result of the corporate offence, the Draft provides for
publicly announcing the identities of the sanctioned
companies (“naming and shaming”). This could be done,
for example, on a publicly accessible website (which is yet
to be established). For publicly announcing the identities of
the sanctioned companies, however, the corporate offence
committed by such companies should have caused harm to
a multitude of people. However, it still remains unclear
what relevance this will ultimately have on affected
companies. Since the sanction proceedings correspond with
the criminal proceedings, companies will often be
subjected to a public trial, especially when a large number
of individuals were harmed. This will entail media coverage
which will bring the sanction proceedings into public
knowledge anyway.

In future, companies must therefore be prepared for severe
sanctions in cases where serious corporate offences occur.
In the worst case, these sanctions may even have the
potential to threaten the company’s very existence.
Depending on the size of the company and the magnitude
of the offence, the provisions allow for sanctions
amounting to billions of euros. So far, this has only been
seen in European antitrust proceedings and in foreign legal
systems, but such fines will soon become a reality in
German criminal proceedings, once the Draft becomes law.

As the sanction will be based on the company’s turnover at
the time of conviction, as opposed to the time when the
crime was committed, the Draft will also have a significant
impact on future M&A best practices. From now on, groups
will have to examine and evaluate criminal risks
particularly carefully when acquiring a target. Once the
Draft becomes law, even a corporate offence committed by
the target prior to an acquisition can lead to a sanction
which will (in many cases) be computed based on the
turnover of not only the target, but the worldwide group
taken as a whole. Thus, even the acquisition of a small
target can potentially cause severe problems for the entire
group if the target was involved in any corporate offence
which may have been committed prior to the date of the
acquisition. In light of this, thorough criminal due
diligence will become even more important in future
transactions.
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Extension to foreign offences
Under the Draft, the possibilities for sanctions are extended
to offences committed abroad. Companies with their
registered office or administrative headquarters in
Germany will henceforth be prosecuted for company-
related crimes even if the offence took place outside of
Germany and German criminal law does not apply, for
example because no German employees were involved in it.

The Draft requires that the respective crime would — had
it been committed in Germany — be punishable under
German law and additionally that it is punishable at the
scene of the offence. Owing to the widespread
criminalisation of the most common economic offences,
such as corruption, fraud or money laundering, worldwide
criminal accountability for the employees and consultants
of German corporations is possible.

However, the Corporate Sanctions Act does not go as far as
the provisions of the UK Bribery Act or the US Foreign
Corrupt Practices Act. The mere fact that a US group has a
subsidiary in Germany does not, for example, mean that it
can be sanctioned in Germany for events that have no
connection to its German entity. Rather, the Draft sets out
that sanctions can only be imposed if the obligations of the
subsidiary domiciled in Germany are violated by the
offence.

Nonetheless, in practice, risks and uncertainties will
prevail in globally active groups, which the corporations’
legal departments will have to watch closely. This becomes
more important in light of the extensive practice in
Germany to second employees to foreign subsidiaries. If
seconded employees simultaneously serve the German
parent company, criminal risks, eg from high-risk
countries, can affect the parent company. As the Draft
stipulates, crimes committed by external third parties who
act for the company, or foreign agents working for German
companies can also lead to sanctioning for the company. A
particularly strict selection and supervision of such agents
and relevant business partners is therefore crucial.

Under the current law, companies frequently face multiple
punishments for the same offence in different legal
systems. In order to prevent this in the future, the Draft
provides for the possibility of discontinuing sanction
proceedings in Germany in cases where the offence is
expected to face significant sanctions in other foreign
jurisdictions.

Internal Investigations
One of the key regulations of the Draft is internal
investigations, which are given a binding legal framework
for the first time.

Substantial incentive for internal investigations
For companies conducting internal investigations, co-

operating with the investigating authorities and disclosing
the investigation report to the prosecution in accordance
with the provisions of the Draft, the new regulations
provide for considerable benefits in any further sanction
proceedings.

In such cases, the sanction is to be reduced by up to 50 per
cent. Big companies are then “only” threatened with fines
of up to 5 per cent of the worldwide annual turnover (or
2.5 per cent in case of mere negligence). The public
announcement of the conviction is omitted even if a large
number of individuals are harmed. When deciding on the
reduction of a sanction, the court is required to consider, in
particular, the nature and scope of facts disclosed and their
significance for the investigation of the offence, the timing
of disclosure and the extent of support provided to
prosecuting authorities by the company.

The prosecution has discretion to suspend the proceedings
against a company for the duration of the internal
investigation. If the internal investigation shows that only
a small sanction is to be expected, the prosecution has
discretion to completely waive any further prosecution of
the company with the court’s consent. Even if public
interest in the prosecution persists, the proceedings may be
discontinued under certain conditions.

Furthermore, the company’s contribution by conducting an
internal investigation may result in the issuance of a
warning, comparable to a deferred prosecution agreement
(DPA). Such a warning imposes a corporate sanction but
releases the company from its obligation to pay if the
company does not commit another offence within a
specified period of up to five years and complies with
certain instructions.

Another significant incentive for conducting a
comprehensive internal investigation is the chance to avoid
a criminal trial. In this regard, the Draft favours companies
compared to accused individuals. If a company has
conducted internal investigations in accordance with the
Draft, the provisions stipulate that any sanction the
company agrees with must be imposed by written penalty
order, rather than after a public trial.

That means: after successfully completing an internal
investigation, it is up to the company to decide whether it
prefers to face trial or accept a penalty order. Since the
Draft requires the penalty order to be approved by the
company, there may be room for discussing its content
with the prosecution and thus for a consensual ending to
the proceedings – as is currently possible, in practice,
under sections 30 and 130 of the OWiG.

Apart from the benefits already mentioned, the Draft
emphasises that by conducting a comprehensive
investigation, the company can take the first step towards
the introduction of effective compliance structures.
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In light of this comprehensive incentive system, it is
expected that companies will conduct internal
investigations considerably more frequently than today
when confronted with suspicions of criminal offences from
their own ranks. This applies regardless of the fact that, in
many cases, corporations already face obligations to
investigate compliance violations and crimes under the
current law. In future, if a company conducts an internal
investigation in compliance with the regulations of the
Draft, it is likely to enjoy financial benefits by co-operating
with the law enforcement authorities and by disclosing its
results to the prosecution.

High quality standards for internal
investigations
In light of the potential benefits arising from conducting
internal investigations, strict quality standards for the
internal investigations must be maintained and the
following must be fulfilled (cumulatively):

The investigation must have made a significant
contribution to solving the corporate offence and
accountability. If the prosecution has already fully
investigated the case, there is no room for mitigation.
This can lead to critical time pressure for company
executives who become aware of a presumed criminal
offence.
The investigation must be separated from the defence of
the company. Nevertheless, it is expressly allowed that
the same law firm is assigned to defend the company
and to carry out the internal investigation within the
company. However, the functional separation requires
that the corporate defence attorney neither participates
in the internal investigation nor has direct access to the
findings of the internal investigation, i.e. that the law
firm takes appropriate internal precautions (eg Chinese
Walls).
Companies and investigators are required to co-operate
continuously and fully with the authorities (duty to co-
operate).
The main findings and documents of the investigation
and the final report must be submitted to the
authorities.
The interviews in internal investigations must be carried
out in accordance with the principles of fair trial and in
compliance with certain procedural requirements
(obligation to grant certain rights to those who are
interviewed and to instruct them on their rights).

In light of these far-reaching legal requirements for the
implementation of an internal investigation, it is obvious
that such an investigation is no longer a simple fact-finding
procedure. Rather, the internal investigation is a formalised
legal procedure sui generis aiming at the investigation of a
criminal offence - only conducted by a private party instead
of state law enforcement.

This is emphasised by the fact that the investigator must

comply with the principles of a fair trial. The Draft makes
it very clear that this refers, in particular, to compliance
with the principles of the rule of law. The investigator must
therefore be familiar with the comprehensive case law for
conducting investigations in conformity with the rule of
law, which so far only public prosecutors and judges have
had to adhere to.

In addition to the duties to instruct and to inform, the
investigator must also grant the interviewed employees
protection against self-incrimination. One consequence in
practice may be that disputes regarding procedural law,
which frequently occur in criminal proceedings, will in
future also play a role for internal investigations. If, as can
be expected in practice, a dispute arises between the
investigator and an individual defence attorney about the
scope of an interviewed employee’s right not to testify, the
investigator must be sure of his legal position. Justified
objections to the investigation methods always bear the
risk that the company may be deprived of the mitigating
effect of the investigation and thus of the chance to reduce
the maximum sanction by half.

Thus, the Draft establishes a demanding and responsible
role for the investigator from a legal point of view;
mistakes in the legal interpretation of investigation
activities can prove to be very expensive for the company.
This makes it all the more important for companies to
ensure that the consultants conducting the internal
investigation provide the necessary legal and investigative
expertise.

There are fundamental questions raised by the provisions
on internal investigations, particularly with regard to two
aspects:

The principle of separating the corporation’s criminal
defence from the internal investigations raises the issue of
how a proper defence is to be performed without a detailed
understanding of the facts of the case. Given the
corporation’s defence attorney is denied direct access to the
internal investigation findings, the defence would have to
investigate the case on its own in order to be able to defend
the company effectively. This appears to be inefficient and
provides difficulties with regard to a level playing field
between the corporate defence and the state prosecution
which has direct and comprehensive access to the results of
the internal investigation.

A further critical aspect is the company’s obligation to co-
operate in order to qualify for the mitigation. In particular,
it is unclear how quickly the decision to co-operate has to
be made in order to qualify as “continuous and
unrestricted co-operation”. According to the Draft’s
explanatory material, the mitigation shall only be granted
where the company co-operates “without delay” with the
prosecuting authorities, meaning that the company has to
decide on its co-operation “within a short period”.
Mitigation is expressly excluded if the findings of an
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internal investigation are disclosed only after initiation of
the main proceedings. In any case, management must be
granted a certain “stock of information” on the facts of the
case in order to be able to decide whether full co-operation
– which is one that includes the disclosure of the
investigation results – is in the best interest of the
company. A particular concern in this context is the
requirement to separate the internal investigation from the
company’s defence. It is an integral question of corporate
defence whether to opt for a co-operative strategy – and
internal investigations constitute nothing else – on the
basis of the existing facts or whether to make use of the
company’s rights of defence. This is all the more important
since the Draft grants the company comprehensive rights
of defence. It applies the rights of accused individuals
under the German Code of Criminal Procedure
(Strafprozeßordnung, StPO) to companies, in particular the
right to non-self-incrimination (“right to remain silent”).

How these conflicts may be resolved in practice will
certainly be discussed in the further law-making process
and will become one of the most interesting questions of
the new legal framework.

Internal investigations and confiscation
With regard to the new provisions on confiscation, the
Draft fails to meet its postulated purpose of enhancing
legal certainty. The amendments to the StPO proposed in
the Draft hardly deviate from what already is the
prevailing understanding under current law. However, the
Draft’s explanatory materials indicate that the law maker
wanted to further reduce the already low level of
protection for companies carrying out internal
investigations.

As under current law, documents related to the defence are
protected regardless of whether they are situated at the law
firm of the corporate defence attorney or at the company
itself. However, the Draft is restrictive as to when it
qualifies the relationship to a defence attorney as
protected. The Draft’s explanatory materials could be read
in the sense that documents relating to the defence are
only protected once the company has been formally
accused. This would undoubtedly make it more difficult for
companies to further investigate any suspicions that have
not yet been discovered by the authorities.

Uncertainties remain with regard to the documents from
the internal investigation, which are not considered to be
defence related documents. If the internal investigation is
conducted by a law firm on behalf of an accused company,
documents such as interview protocols, must remain
exempt from confiscations in the law firm. This results
from the provisions of the StPO and also holds in light of
the amendments made by the Draft. However, the Draft’s
explanatory materials expresses conflicting statements
with regard to the possible design of protection against
confiscation for internal investigations.

It is easy to predict that this is a crucial question which will
lead to disputes during the further legislative process as
well as in practice. However, it is obvious that documents
from internal investigations should be protected at the
investigating counsel’s office. Otherwise, the Draft would
set itself in contradiction to its comprehensive incentive
system aiming at an increasing number of internal
investigations. It is essential to protect the relationship of
trust between the investigator and the company. It may be
hoped that the legislative process will bring about further
clarity and that companies will be granted a safe legal
framework in which they are able to investigate suspicious
activities.

Compliance and warning with sanctions under
parole (“quasi-monitor”)
In accordance with its explicit intention, the Draft provides
significant incentives for investing in compliance systems.
This is achieved primarily by introducing rules that order
compliance measures to be taken into account when
determining the amount of a sanction. This even includes
measures taken after a corporate offence has been
committed.

The Draft also allows courts to impose a “sanction on
parole” against the company. This legal instrument, which
is a novelty in regard to the sanctioning of companies in
Germany, bears some vague resemblance to the DPA in the
US.

In order to meet its requirements, the courts must be
convinced that future offences can be sufficiently
prevented by the imposition of conditions and instructions
and that certain circumstances apply which render the
sanction unnecessary.

The conditions in the sense of the Draft shall compensate
for the damage and the injustice caused by the corporate
offence. The instructions on the other hand are aimed at
the introduction or improvement of compliance systems.
Compliance with instructions ordered by the court must be
monitored by a competent institution, namely a law firm
or auditing company. The selection and appointment is up
to the company, however it requires the court’s consent.

Entry into force
The Draft sets up a completely new legal framework for the
sanctioning of companies for criminal offences. As the
Draft is based on a broad political consensus, it seems likely
that the bill will be adopted in the course of the present
legislative period.

In any case, companies will be given the opportunity to
prepare for the new legal situation. The principle of non-
retroactivity under criminal law applies; the CSA will only
apply to criminal offences to be committed after the law
comes into force. Also, the Draft only enters into force and
becomes effective more than two years after its
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promulgation. This period is intended to allow the courts
and prosecutors to prepare for the new legal situation, both
in terms of personnel and organisation. In addition – as the
Draft states explicitly – companies are given the
opportunity to review their internal compliance processes
and to implement further compliance mechanisms. But
after the two-year preparation period – one might be
tempted to add – things are getting serious.
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