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Kokesh Raises Questions About Declinations with Disgorgement
Under the FCPA Pilot Program
On June 16, 2017, the United States Department of Justice issued a declination letter to Linde North
America Inc. and Linde Gas North America LLC (collectively, “Linde”), American subsidiaries of a
German multinational chemical company, closing an investigation against Linde for potential violations
of the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (“FCPA”). As part of the declination, DOJ required Linde to disgorge
and forfeit over $11 million dollars obtained from, or relating to, the alleged corrupt scheme. The Linde
declination is the sixth declination issued by DOJ since it announced the Fraud Section’s FCPA
Enforcement Plan and Guidance (the “Pilot Program”) on April 5, 2016,1 and the third declination where
DOJ required a company to disgorge profits received from the alleged improper conduct.2
This memorandum addresses whether the question recently left open by the Supreme Court in Kokesh v.
Securities and Exchange Commission (No. 16-529)—whether the SEC has the authority to seek, or the
courts have the authority to order, disgorgement absent express statutory authority—raises doubts about
the legality of declinations with disgorgement that were introduced under DOJ’s Pilot Program.
The Linde Declination
In Linde, the alleged misconduct concerned corrupt payments made by a Linde affiliate company to highlevel officials of a state-owned entity in the Republic of Georgia from approximately November 2006 to
December 2009 in order to facilitate the purchase of assets and equipment used in the production of
boron gas.3 Upon discovery of the corrupt arrangements, Linde voluntarily self-disclosed the matter to
DOJ, cooperated with DOJ’s investigation, and enhanced its compliance program. DOJ subsequently
issued Linde a declination letter consistent with its Pilot Program. As part of the declination, Linde
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agreed to disgorge $7,820,000 in profits and benefits received from the improperly obtained sales of
boron gas and forfeit $3,415,000 of corrupt proceeds owed to the companies owned or controlled by the
Georgian officials.
DOJ’s pursuit of disgorgement as part of a declination is a relatively novel enforcement mechanism that
began in 2016 with the implementation of the Pilot Program. In 2016, DOJ announced five declinations
as a part of the Pilot Program—three declinations issued to companies where DOJ did not seek
disgorgement but credited the companies’ disgorgement in their parallel settlements with the SEC, and
two declinations issued to companies where DOJ itself sought disgorgement. 4 Linde is the first
declination announced in 2017, and involves a declination issued to private companies with disgorgement.
Kokesh Raises Questions About DOJ’s Authority to Seek Disgorgement While Declining
Prosecution
In Kokesh, the Supreme Court held that disgorgement sought in SEC enforcement actions constitutes a
“penalty”, and therefore is subject to the five-year statute of limitations governing such actions. 5
Particularly relevant here is footnote 3, which stated that “[n]othing in this opinion should be interpreted
as an opinion on whether courts possess authority to order disgorgement in SEC enforcement proceedings
or on whether courts have properly applied disgorgement principles in this context.”6 This footnote was
notable because at oral argument, various Justices asked questions that seemed to focus on the absence of
any statutory basis for the SEC to seek disgorgement as an “equitable remedy” in civil actions.7
There is no question that DOJ has the statutory authority to seek disgorgement against convicted
defendants.8 Specifically, the alternative fines provision of 18 U.S.C. § 3571 allows DOJ to seek fines,
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including twice the gross gain to the defendant from the offense, or twice the pecuniary loss to a victim,
from defendants who have been “found guilty of an offense.”9 But there is no indication in this statute—or
in any other federal statutes—that this alternative fines provision can be triggered against a company
whom DOJ is declining to prosecute.
As noted above, Linde was not found guilty of any offenses. Nonetheless, Linde was required under the
Pilot Program to disgorge its profits in order to receive a declination from DOJ. While undoubtedly a
company in Linde’s situation may be only too happy to disgorge ill-gotten profits in exchange for a
declination of criminal prosecution, Kokesh raises thorny questions for DOJ as to the legality of seeking
disgorgement without a clear statutory basis. 10 DOJ announced earlier this year that it will continue the
Pilot Program as it reviews the program and considers any adjustments;11 the lessons from Kokesh may be
particularly important for DOJ to incorporate as it conducts this review.
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