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Cal Stein: 

Hello, my name is Cal Stein and I am a partner in the Troutman Pepper White Collar and 
Government Investigations Practice Group and I want to welcome you to this podcast. 
On September 15th, Deputy US Attorney General Lisa Monaco delivered remarks and 
issued a memorandum announcing revisions to the DOJ's Criminal Enforcement Policies. 
DOJ has in the past issued similar guidance and revised its Criminal Enforcement 
Policies, but anytime the DOJ speaks, it is worth the defense bar listening. 

Cal Stein: 

In this podcast, I, along with two of my truly terrific partners, Miranda Hooker and 
Allison DeLaurentis, are going to walk through this new DOJ guidance. We will 
summarize the guidance and the revisions in each of the areas the DOJ addressed. At 
the end, we're going to discuss some practical tips and recommendations for companies 
on how they can mitigate their own risks by improving and enhancing internal controls 
and policies. But before we go any further, I think some introductions are in order. As I 
mentioned, my name is Cal Stein, I'm a partner in the Troutman Pepper White Collar and 
Government Investigations Practice Group. I am based in our Boston office, and today I 
have the great fortune of working with two of my wonderful colleagues in that 
group, Miranda Hooker and Allison DeLaurentis. Miranda, Allison, why don't you both 
introduce yourselves? 

Miranda Hooker: 

My name is Miranda Hooker. I'm a partner in Troutman Pepper's Health Sciences 
Litigation and Investigations and White Collar Practice Group, and I'm based in Boston 
alongside Cal. 

Allison DeLaurentis: 

I'm Allison DeLaurentis, and like Miranda, I am a partner in Troutman Pepper's Health 
Sciences Litigation and Investigations and White Collar Practice Groups. And I am in the 
Philadelphia office. 

Cal Stein: 

Both of you guys have really such terrific backgrounds and experience in this area. I'm 
really looking forward to today's discussion. With that, let's get into the recent DOJ 
guidance and revisions. Ms. Monaco in her remarks indicated that these revisions were 
aimed at strengthening the DOJ's prioritization and prosecution of corporate crime. 
The update acknowledged the overall decline in corporate criminal prosecutions over 
the past 10 years or so and included five areas in which the DOJ is strengthening its 
approach in an effort to "do more and move faster." Those five areas are individual 
accountability, history of corporate misconduct, voluntary self-disclosures, 
independent compliance monitors, and corporate culture. 
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Cal Stein: 

We are going to discuss each of those five areas individually. But before we do, why 
don't we start with some general context for the guidance, how it came about and 
what makes it worth paying attention to? Miranda, you worked in the Justice 
Department before you came to Troutman Pepper. Can you tell us a bit about how 
guidance like this comes about and then what impact it has on investigations and 
prosecutions? 

Miranda Hooker: 

So, DOJ is quite intentional about how it rolls out new guidance and policies and it's 
frequently announced at industry conferences as was the case with Deputy Attorney 
General Monaco's announcement of revisions to DOJ's Corporate Criminal 
Enforcement Policy. These revisions came out of the Corporate Crime Advisory Group 
that DOJ formed in 2021. More specifically, DOJ's Corporate Crime Advisory Group met 
with various stakeholders over the last year, including public interest groups, 
ethicists, academics, audit committee members, in-house counsel, former corporate 
monitors and members of the defense bar and business community to solicit feedback 
on how DOJ should strengthen its approach to corporate criminal enforcement, an 
environment where, as many of us have observed, there's been an overall decline over 
the past decade. 

Miranda Hooker: 

Now, in terms of the impact on investigations and prosecutions, these revised policies 
are quite specific on the expectations DOJ has for corporate criminal investigations 
and prosecutions. It puts a significant onus on prosecutors to ensure that it's holding 
industries' feet to the fire during the investigation process and pushing companies 
harder and faster than they previously have. 

Cal Stein: 

Thanks, Miranda. That's great insight From the DOJ side of things. Allison, like me, 
you're a career private practitioner. What have some of your experiences been with 
prosecutors after guidance like this comes out? 

Allison DeLaurentis: 

I agree with everything that Miranda just said, and I think on the defense side, we have 
seen and expect to see, in this case, prosecutors being very intentional about applying 
this guidance to their investigations moving forward. For example, if you think back, 
The Yates Memo, which focused on individual prosecutions and accountability, came 
out in 2015. And right around that same time, we saw multiple districts pursue the 
prosecution of several individuals at all levels of Insys Therapeutics. I don't think that 
timing was a coincidence. That's an example of how I think the Justice Department 
reacts once guidance like this comes out. 

Cal Stein: 

That's super helpful information and I think very important context for the more 
specific discussion of the five areas of this guidance that we're about to have. But 
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before we get into the specifics, let me pose one more general question to you, 
Miranda. In a practical sense, how important is guidance like this? 

Miranda Hooker: 

It's extremely important, at least for the remainder of the Biden administration, to the 
extent that this guidance dictates DOJ's expectations for corporate cooperation, 
strengthens DOJ's stance on individual prosecution. That makes quite clear that DOJ is 
raising the bar in terms of what it means to cooperate as a company whose facing 
investigation in terms of producing documents, identifying culpable individuals and 
bringing forth key documents and information to prosecutors. It will and should have 
an impact on how companies engage with DOJ in corporate criminal investigations 
moving forward. 

Miranda Hooker: 

On the other side of the coin, I think it also is something that that places a significant 
burden on prosecutors to ensure that they are in fact moving their cases forward. It's 
frequently the case that a prosecutor will issue a subpoena and then nothing happens. 
You produce some documents and then you never hear from the prosecutors ever 
again. I think what DOJ is saying to its own people is, "Move faster, work harder, get 
this information and resolve cases quicker." 

Cal Stein: 

That's great insight. Okay, now let's talk about the five areas, the five specific areas on 
which the Department of Justice focused in this new guidance. We'll start with the first 
one, which is individual accountability. Now, DOJ focusing on individual accountability 
is nothing new, but it is still being discussed here in this new guidance. Allison, against 
that foundation, what are some of the key takeaways here that differentiate this 
guidance on individual accountability from past guidance that has also prioritized 
individual accountability? 

Allison DeLaurentis: 

The guidance is clear. Individual accountability remains DOJ's top priority for criminal 
enforcement. With that goal in mind, what this guidance really does is raises the bar as 
to what constitutes cooperation. DOJ is now placing significant emphasis on what 
information cooperating companies provide and even more emphasis on when they 
provide it. 

Allison DeLaurentis: 

First, going forward, DOJ will prioritize receiving documents from companies that 
would be helpful in identifying individual culpability. And then to aid its goal of 
expediting these individual investigations, this revised guidance emphasizes that 
cooperating companies have to quickly disclose criminal evidence to prosecutors as 
opposed to delaying the production of that information while they conduct an 
internal investigation or consider how to mitigate their damages. 
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Allison DeLaurentis: 

Then prosecutors will evaluate whether at corporations strategically delayed 
producing relevant documents and will take that delay into account when 
prosecuting or resolving the case. If those productions are delayed, the guidance is 
clear that companies will not receive full cooperation credit. What's interesting is the 
tension I'm seeing here is that DOJ is asking companies to be upfront and more 
expeditious than before when it comes to disclosing key information and identifying 
culpable individuals, but also it takes time to investigate and learn those facts. And 
DOJ is also emphasizing the speed on which this information is provided. So, there's 
going to continue to be this balance between learning the information quickly and 
providing it on a timeline that satisfies DOJ. 

Cal Stein: 

That's a really good point about the tension and the competing factors here. Another 
piece of the guidance on this topic has to do with something Miranda mentioned, which 
is timing, and the order by which prosecutors are going to be conducting these 
investigations. Now, the guidance directs prosecutors to seek criminal charges against 
individuals prior to, or at least at the same time as it enters into resolutions with 
corporations. And in the event that the corporation resolves its case first, the DOJ is 
now directing prosecutors to have full investigative plans outlining the remaining 
work to be done on the individual cases and to have a timeline for completing that 
work. Now, Allison, what do you think is going to be the practical effect of that piece 
of prosecutors seeking charges against individuals first or at the same time and then 
having to have that plan? 

Allison DeLaurentis: 

Practically speaking, I think that this is what DOJ tries to do in most instances. But in 
cases where it hasn't or doesn't, the obvious concern is that if you investigate a 
company and then eventually reach a resolution, if you do that without having 
brought your case against individuals, it takes the steam out of any subsequent 
prosecution of individuals that you're trying to do. As the Deputy Attorney General 
pointed out in her remarks, the more time that passes, the harder it is, there are 
evidentiary and statute of limitations issues. These investigations, even when they start 
usually involve conduct that is at least a few years old. Then when you layer in the 
time that it takes to investigate and resolve a matter with a company, if you wait until 
the company resolution is complete to begin thinking about individual liability, there're 
surely going to be these challenges. And that seems like what DOJ is trying to prevent. 

Cal Stein: 

Yeah, I think that's something as defense attorneys that we have all seen. Now let's 
shift to the second area of the enforcement in the DOJ guidance and that's of a 
corporation's history of misconduct. Here, the DOJ reinforced that it will continue to 
consider a corporation's history of criminal, civil and regulatory misconduct when 
deciding whether and how to resolve a current investigation. Nothing new there. But 
let's start again with the big picture and dive in a little deeper. Miranda, as I just 
mentioned, DOJ considering historical conduct and misconduct is not new. What makes 
this different? 
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Miranda Hooker: 

What's meaningly different here is that last fall DOJ said it was going to consider all 
historical conduct and I think the reaction from industry was, "Well, what does that 
mean?" First, and two, "Is that an appropriate and just approach?" What DOJs now 
coming back and is saying is what that means is that previous actions may not always 
reflect a company's current culture and commitment to compliance. With that in mind, 
DOJ is providing prosecutors with three principles to use when assessing the weight of 
a corporation's history of misconduct. 

Miranda Hooker: 

First, look at what is the dated conduct and they're defining dated conduct as 
conduct that is 10-plus years old criminal resolutions or five-plus year old 
civil/regulatory resolutions will be afforded less weight when looking at an overall 
historic culpability. Second, the nature and circumstances of the prior misconduct 
will be taken into account including comparing whether the prior misconduct shares 
similar facts and circumstances with the current investigation and whether the same 
corporate leadership was involved. 

Miranda Hooker: 

DOJ is also going to employ an industry-wide standard to discern whether the company 
is an outlier compared to similarly situated companies. What that means in practical 
terms is really one of the first questions that I think industry was asking when we 
heard this guidance last year was if you had a tax issue in 2005 and in 2022 you have a 
healthcare problem, what weight is the government going to give that when evaluating 
what historical criminal conduct is? I think what they're saying is, if it's older and 
unrelated to the current conduct, it's going to be given less weight, which is, many of 
us would think, appropriate. 

Miranda Hooker: 

The third principle is DOJ's cautioning that it doesn't look favorably upon excessive 
deferred prosecution agreements, or what's known as DPAs, or multiple non-
prosecution agreements, also known as NPAs, with the same company. Therefore, what 
DOJ is telling its prosecutors is before you extend an offer for successive DPA or NPA 
to a company, DOJ leadership is going to want to significantly scrutinize the proposal 
and approve it before that is an offer that will be extended. 

Cal Stein: 

What's funny, Miranda, you quoted a line from the new guidance and it's the same one 
that I wrote down that really stuck out at me. Previous actions may not always 
reflect a company's current culture and commitment to compliance. I found that to be 
really important as well. Do you make anything more of that? Maybe is there an 
example that comes to mind that might illustrate how you interpret that from the DOJ 
perspective? 

Miranda Hooker: 

Absolutely. A great example of that may be a situation where 10 years ago a young, 
new-to-market company had a compliance issue and resolved a DOJ investigation and, in 
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the wake of that investigation, developed an effective compliance program. But a 
component of an effective compliance program is also that you are monitoring and 
auditing your organization and sometimes you uncover misconduct. I think what DOJ is 
saying today is if that same company, fast forward, has a different issue, but 
nevertheless has evolved significantly since the initial misconduct, DOJ wants to 
recognize and incentivize that behavior. That's consistent with what we've seen in 
recent years with DOJ's guidance on corporate compliance programs, which is to say 
we want compliance programs to be evolving and be consistently tailored to where a 
company is in their market. I think DOJ is just reiterating its emphasis on its desire to 
incentivize strong corporate compliance programs. 

Cal Stein: 

Really helpful and good example I think, because as private practitioners, I'm sure all 
three of us have seen that exact pattern play out with our clients. Another thing that 
I found really interesting in this section of the guidance was how DOJ nearly explicitly 
addressed the impact of this new guidance on the mergers and acquisitions market. DOJ 
said it was not intending to discourage acquisitions that would result in enhanced 
compliance if a company with a record of compliance ought to acquire a company with 
a record of misconduct. Miranda, did you make anything of that? 

Miranda Hooker: 

Companies seeking to make strategic acquisitions in the mergers and acquisitions 
market would be quite wise to enhance their diligence procedures to ensure that they 
investigate and learn about all prior misconduct of a target. DOJ's new guidance is 
clear that there are steps an acquiring company can take to insulate itself from the 
past sins of an acquisition target. But to do so, the acquiring company must know 
about all such misconduct. Corporate and legal due diligence team should be paying 
careful attention to prior criminal investigations, prosecutions and resolutions, and 
even ongoing investigations, and should consider prioritizing the acquisition and 
review of such information early in the M&A process. 

Cal Stein: 

All right, great. Let's move on to the third topic now. And this one provides some 
guidance on self-disclosures. Now, the government touting self-disclosures and the 
benefits of self-disclosures in an effort to try and get more of them is not really 
anything new, but at least historically those efforts have not really worked, at least 
not to the extent it seems the DOJ would like. In my personal opinion, it's really just a 
matter that the DOJ has not historically made the potential reward for these self-
disclosures significant enough to be worth the risk. That's just my view and it's an 
overall view, of course, each specific situation is different. But, Miranda, does this 
guidance alter at all your views on self-disclosures? Are there specific scenarios 
where you would be more likely to recommend a client consider a self-disclosure or 
situations where it would be less likely? 

Miranda Hooker: 

I think the question of whether or not to self-disclose is always a individualized, case-
by-case basis, but you really hit the nail on the head, Cal, where the issue here is that 
previously there was very little guidance or insight or transparency around what the 
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benefits were of self-disclosing in a corporate criminal matter. There's guidance on the 
civil side, but very little on the criminal side. 

Miranda Hooker: 

The question many of us have asked DOJ previously is what guidance should we give? 
What criteria should we advise companies on self-disclosure as to the actual benefits 
of it? There was never any great answer other than, "Trust that the system will work 
for you." And you can understand that's not always satisfying to companies facing a 
question of self-disclosure. Again, whether or not to self-disclose is still a complex 
case-by-case analysis, but this gives better clarity as to the upsides of doing so. For 
example, there's a guarantee of if you are self-disclosing conduct, you will not have a 
monitor, and that may be a carrot that really incentivizes some companies to self-
disclose, but again, I think it's going to be always a case-by-case basis. 

Cal Stein: 

No question about that. Speaking of monitors, that is actually a great segue into the 
next topic in the DOJ guidance, the fourth topic which talks about compliance 
monitors. Here the DOJ reinforces that its decision or the decision to use monitors is 
going to be made again on a case-by-case basis, and DOJ actually lists out some of the 
factors that it's going to consider, self-disclosure being one of them. But in addition, 
things like whether there was an effective compliance program at the time of the 
resolution, whether there was adequate testing of internal controls, the 
pervasiveness of the misconduct and the response by the corporate C-suite, whether 
an inadequate compliance program was abused, the involvement of compliance 
personnel in the misconduct, remedial measures that were taken, changes to the 
company's risk profile, unique compliance challenges that may exist, and the existing 
oversight from industry regulators or monitors. Those are all things the DOJ 
specifically mentioned. Let me turn to you, Allison. Do any of those factors or 
anything else in the guidance the DOJ offered about compliance monitors jump out to 
you as more or less important? 

Allison DeLaurentis: 

There are some that are clearly significant, as Miranda already alluded to. The first 
factor is self-disclosure, and as we already said, avoiding a monitor is one of the 
carrots offered for self-disclosure, so that's obviously an important factor. I think 
the effectiveness of the compliance program is another critical factor that's woven 
into several of the factors that you just described in the memo. A monitor's role is 
ultimately to test and assess a company's compliance program. If a company can prove 
that its program is able to prevent and detect misconduct, that goes a long way 
toward eliminating the need for that monitor. All in all, it will continue to be case by 
case and DOJ may weigh different factors differently depending on the underlying 
conduct. But at least having this list of factors does lend clarity to a process that 
was previously a bit less predictable. 

Allison DeLaurentis: 

I also think it's interesting that the guidance also emphasizes that the monitors' 
responsibilities going forward are to be well-defined in writing, so that the scope is 
known and identified in the work plan and that DOJ has to be apprised of the monitors 
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work and in particular the cost of the monitorship. No doubt members of the working 
group raised issues related to the sometimes overwhelming costs associated with 
monitorships, and this seems to be DOJ's recognition of those concerns. 

Cal Stein: 

That actually brings us to the final topic in the DOJ guidance, but of course, it's a 
doozy, corporate culture. This portion of the guidance addresses a number of discrete 
topics. I think we should tackle them individually. Let's start with the guidance on 
personal devices. The guidance addresses specifically compliance risks associated with 
employee personal devices as well as third-party messaging platforms. Allison, do you 
have any thoughts on this? Why do you think DOJ focused so closely on this 
particular aspect of compliance, which appears to be pretty narrow? 

Allison DeLaurentis: 

I think, realistically, it's because this is how people communicate and maybe even more 
so if they're engaged in non-compliant or potentially criminal conduct. I think they 
focused on this because we're seeing it come up in more and more cases, where critical 
evidence lies in areas that are not your standard company email or not otherwise on 
the company systems. And unless companies can access, preserve, and then produce 
that data, DOJ's leaving evidence on the table that they may very well need for their 
case. 

Cal Stein: 

The guidance also mentions, with favor, compliance programs that penalize individuals 
for non-compliant activities. Miranda, have you seen examples of this in practice? And 
what about the other side, incentives for compliant conduct? 

Miranda Hooker: 

I have seen this, and this has been a long time coming and is something that we've seen 
enacted in some of the more sophisticated pharmaceutical and medical device 
companies. I wouldn't say it's widespread yet, and this guidance may be just the carrot 
that companies need to develop these programs. If someone thinks they'll get less of a 
bonus or no bonus for engaging in non-compliant behavior or turning a blind eye 
towards non-compliant behavior, they're less likely to do that. People are incentivized 
by compensation, and that's something that DOJ has long taken issue with, but now is 
trying to use that motivation to its own benefit in incentivizing a culture of 
compliance. I have clients who give people bonuses or specific awards for reporting 
non-compliant behavior to the compliance department, and that's exactly what we 
think DOJ is trying to incentivize here. 

Cal Stein: 

That makes sense and, as you noted, it's in line with the way DOJ treats and analyzes 
compensation structures in other areas when they're conducting investigations. 
Finally, in this corporate culture section of the guidance, the DOJ also advises that 
prosecutors should be considering whether a corporation uses non-disclosure 
agreements or non-disparagement provisions in its compensation agreements with his 
employees so as to inhibit them from publicly disclosing misconduct. Now, NDAs and 



 

Page 9

non-disparagement provisions are pretty common. I know we've seen them a lot. But, 
Miranda, do you think this guidance is going to have much of an impact on the use of 
them going forward, or is this kind of business as usual? 

Miranda Hooker: 

I tend to think this is more business as usual, because most NDAs and non-
disparagement agreements have a carve-out for whistleblowers. I view this as 
articulation of existing law. You can't sign someone up for a non-disclosure 
agreement or a non-disparagement agreement and preclude them from reporting 
criminal conduct to the government. So, I don't know that I think this is going to have a 
market impact on how industry operates. 

Cal Stein: 

As we have seen, this DOJ guidance is really actually chock-full of substantive 
revisions and emphasis on prosecutorial priorities. But from a practical perspective, 
what does all of this mean? What does it mean to corporations that may be facing DOJ 
investigations going forward? Or perhaps more importantly, what does it mean to 
corporations that want to avoid facing DOJ investigations going forward? There are a 
lot of practical implications from this guidance, far too many for us to cover all of 
them in this podcast. Not to mention that most are going to be decided on a case and 
fact-specific basis. 

Cal Stein: 

But, generally speaking, there are a number of practical takeaways from this guidance, 
and I think we'll go through a couple of them here. One recommendation, at least from 
my point of view, is that companies in the merger and acquisition space, as was 
mentioned earlier, really ought to be focusing on enhancing and paying more 
attention to their due diligence. Any company that's looking to make an acquisition 
should really be sure that it is conducting a fulsome investigation of its potential 
targets and learning about all prior misconduct that the target may have engaged in. 
The new guidance is clear that there are steps an acquiring company can take to 
insulate itself from the past misconduct of an acquisition. 

Cal Stein: 

But, as noted, to take advantage of those, the company really has to know about all 
of it. Corporate and legal diligence teams should pay especially careful attention to 
prior criminal investigations, prosecutions and resolutions. And it may be wise for them 
to prioritize that information early in the due diligence period, so the acquirer can 
evaluate what will need to be done to correct those problems post-acquisition, before 
they go too far down the negotiation road. Miranda and Allison, what practical tips 
or recommendations come to your mind after going through all of this guidance? 

Miranda Hooker: 

Well, I think an important one is that a company insured has an effective means of 
detecting compliance violation, so that a company can learn about any problem before 
DOJ does and has an opportunity to both mitigate and consider self-disclosures given 
the enhanced benefits of doing so. As we just discussed, companies have long 
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struggled to predict and quantify the benefits of self-disclosure. What DOJ I think is 
trying to say now is that we want companies to know that there are benefits that are 
predictable and tangible. Still, whether or not self-reporting makes sense for a 
particular company is going to depend upon the specific facts and circumstances of 
the investigation. But as DOJ better articulates the benefits that a company can reap 
from a self-report, companies would be wise to implement procedures that at least 
gives them the opportunity to take advantage of those benefits should it decide, in 
conjunction with counsel and upon an investigation, to do so. 

Miranda Hooker: 

This includes, most notably in my mind, ensuring that there's a compliance program 
designed to effectively detect instances of misconduct before they're reported to the 
government through a whistleblower or by other meets. This includes, for example, a 
compliance hotline that encourages employees to report misconduct internally 
rather than externally, and can be an effective way to ensure that a company has the 
opportunity to learn of misconduct, investigate that misconduct, and evaluate 
whether there is a self-report that could be necessary in a way that could benefit the 
company before a government investigation may begin. And that type of self-reporting 
and the benefits that may come along with it are no longer an option. 

Cal Stein: 

That's such a great point, and I'm always reminded of something someone once told me, 
which is government whistleblowers don't walk around wearing T-shirts that say 
whistleblowers. So, it can be hard to find that information, and I think the suggestions 
you just made are really good. Allison, what about you? Any thoughts or 
recommendations on practical tips for companies coming out of this guidance? 

Allison DeLaurentis: 

I think another one is to implement a financial incentive or disincentive program that's 
tied to compliance. Companies should immediately consider creating and implementing 
policies that are intended to either financially penalize employees that are found to be 
responsible for misconduct or incentivize compliant behavior. These policies, however, 
do need to comply with state and federal wage laws, so companies would also be wise 
to consider consulting outside employment counsel before doing so. Companies 
should also review their existing compensation policies with an eye toward identifying 
any that could be construed by the DOJ as incentivizing misconduct or otherwise 
prioritizing compensation over corporate responsibility. 

Cal Stein: 

That's another great suggestion and one that's actually certainly something 
companies can do and can do immediately. I'll open it up to the both of you before we 
end. Any other thoughts, recommendations, practical tips? 

Allison DeLaurentis: 

I think another one is to update or create, if a company doesn't already have one, a 
personal device policy. The memo says the DOJ is going to study best practices in this 
area, and, it seems, issue more guidance about this specifically. But in the meantime, 
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companies should evaluate their personal device policies in light of this guidance and 
implement them if they don't have them. 

Miranda Hooker: 

Another thing I would add, Cal, is I think it's going to be really important here, given 
DOJ's push for early engagement and involvement by companies, is the companies 
should really get their counsel involved early on and preferably before a formal 
investigation begins. DOJ's focus on early documentation of individual accountability 
means that the retention of counsel early on upon receiving a subpoena is going to be 
more important than ever. What DOJ is basically saying it wants is that if you're a 
company that's a target of an investigation, DOJ wants you to get counsel involved, 
conduct your own investigation, learn all the relevant facts, act quickly, produce 
documents, don't drag your feet and hold out the key documents until later at time, 
will you figure out the facts around it and how you want to position those facts? 
What DOJ is basically asking companies to do is engage quickly, investigate quickly, 
produce quickly, and get in front of DOJ as quickly as you can. 

Cal Stein: 

That's a great point, and it touches on so many of the themes we've talked about today, 
because if we go back to the beginning, what was the big goal, the big theme of this 
guidance? It's to make things more efficient for DOJ so that they can move quicker and 
do more. I think that's a really, really good point to end on. With that, we actually are 
out of time here today. So let's bring this wonderful discussion to a close. Miranda, 
Allison, it's really been a pleasure discussing this guidance with you both today. I want 
to thank everyone for listening. If anybody has any questions or comments about this 
podcast or its subject matter, you can contact any of us. I can be contacted at 
callan.stein@troutman.com. Miranda can be contacted at 
miranda.hooker@troutman.com. And Allison can be contacted at 
allison.delaurentis@troutman.com. You can subscribe and listen to other Troutman 
Pepper podcasts wherever you listen to podcasts, including Apple, Google, and Spotify. 
Thank you all for listening and stay safe. 
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