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corporate law has long recognised a theory of “successor liability” 
whereby a successor entity is liable for prior acts committed by 
a company that the successor acquires,2 and compliance-fo-
cused due diligence is therefore relatively standard in many US 
contexts.3  The US government has also provided practical and 
legal guidance in the form of the US Foreign Corrupt Practices 
Act (“FCPA”) Resource Guide for how and why such trans-
action-related due diligence should be conducted, noting the 
legal, business, and reputational risks of making an acquisition 
without conducting proper due diligence.4  The US Department 
of Justice’s Guidance on Evaluation of a Corporate Compliance 
Program (“DOJ Guidance”) further notes that “a well-designed 
compliance program should include comprehensive due diligence 
of any acquisition targets”, “as well as a process for timely and 
orderly integration of the acquired entity into existing compliance 
program structures and internal controls”.5

While the United States has historically been the most aggres-
sive country in pursuing foreign corruption cases, enforce-
ment efforts in other countries have increased in recent years.  
Notably, the UK Bribery Act (2010) and French Sapin 2 (2017) 
now provide prosecutors in those countries with additional tools 
to prosecute foreign bribery, and both countries have subse-
quently seen an increase in prosecutions.

In the United Kingdom, there is no formal guidance from 
the Ministry of Justice or Serious Fraud Office addressing 
the concept of successor liability under the UK Bribery Act, 
although the concept itself exists under English law.  Further, 
the UK Bribery Act does create strict liability for commer-
cial organisations for bribery anywhere in the world unless an 
organisation can prove that it had “adequate procedures” to 
prevent such bribery.  Pre- (and post-) acquisition anti-bribery 
due diligence is therefore necessary to assess potential liability 
risk for the target and to build an adequate procedures defence 
should the acquiring company find bribery issues at the target 
after the acquisition.6

In France, the law Sapin 2 created the French Anti-Corruption 
Agency (“AFA”), which is charged with reviewing organisa-
tions’ adherence to the compliance-related requirements of 
Sapin 2 and providing recommendations for how companies can 
meet those requirements.  In January 2021, the AFA published 
recommendations (“AFA Recommendations”) for companies 
to follow in connection with acquisitions.7  Similar to the US 
FCPA Resource Guide, the AFA Recommendations note the 

Introduction
Compliance-related due diligence has become an important 
consideration for multinational companies making acquisitions.  
In the United States among other countries, companies may be 
liable for the prior acts committed by a company that the successor 
acquires (based on the concept of successor liability), making 
such due diligence critically important.  The risks associated with 
transactions has also increased in recent years as more countries 
focus on prosecuting corporate misconduct, including corrup-
tion.  Further, there is a growing awareness that – in many regions 
of the world – a lack of transparency and cultural differences 
can make understanding a target company’s corporate records, 
including financial information and the identities (and potential 
government connections) of stakeholders, more difficult.

Compliance due diligence has generally relied on reviewing 
publicly available records (e.g., regulatory disclosures, news 
reports), a high-level review of the target’s compliance programme, 
and preparing questionnaires and conducting scoping inter-
views with key stakeholders at the target company in order to 
identify potential risks.  In certain circumstances, a high-level 
review of financial transactions has also been conducted to iden-
tify potential red flag transactions or accounts.  Now, however, 
data analytics and artificial intelligence (“AI”)-based approaches 
may be used to conduct smarter, more effective pre-acquisition 
compliance-focused due diligence.  After discussing the legal and 
practical considerations for compliance-related due diligence, 
this chapter will discuss the use of data analytics and AI-based 
tools in reviewing financial data at acquisition targets, including 
the use of data analytics-based algorithms to identify red flag 
transactions and the use of AI to help expedite the review of 
financial transactions.  Further, the chapter will also discuss the 
creation of a data network that can be used to identify markers 
for fraud, corruption, sanctions violations, or other misconduct 
based on patterns or themes within the data, as well as non-ob-
vious relationships among parties, accounts, or events.

Legal and Practice Landscape for Compliance-
Focused Due Diligence
There are a host of legal, financial, reputational, and opera-
tional reasons for conducting compliance-related due diligence in 
connection with an acquisition.1  For instance, in the United States, 
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has developed and implemented to address those risks.  At a 
minimum, compliance due diligence should therefore include 
the following key steps:
■	 reviewing	 documents	 relevant	 to	 the	 target’s	 risk	 areas	

and compliance programme (e.g., Code of Conduct, rele-
vant policies and procedures, agent contracts and due dili-
gence files, external/internal audit reports, investigation 
findings, risk assessments, whistleblower reports, training 
materials, etc.);

■	 reviewing	 publicly	 available	 documents	 relating	 to	 the	
target (e.g., regulatory disclosures, news articles) to iden-
tify specific risk areas that have been previously identified;

■	 preparing	a	questionnaire	for	key	stakeholders	(e.g.,	 legal	
and compliance personnel, senior executives) focused on 
identifying risk areas (e.g., understanding where a company 
operates, whether it has government customers, key third 
parties, etc.);

■	 conducting	 interviews	 with	 key	 stakeholders	 to	 under-
stand the target’s risk areas and its current compliance 
programme; and

■	 conducting	background	research	 into	a	 target	company’s	
key executives and shareholders in order to identify PEPs 
or those connected to a PEP.

These steps are important and are often a quick and efficient 
way to identify the target’s most salient risks.  However, reviews 
based on these steps may be limited in scope and are most 
effective for acquisitions where there is a significant amount 
of publicly available information and/or where the target 
company has a robust compliance programme already.  Further, 
a review based on these steps does not test how the compliance 
programme has worked in practice.  Accordingly, a review that 
also assesses an acquisition target’s financial records and certain 
controls (if possible prior to the acquisition and, if not, shortly 
after close) is highly recommended.  Such a review identifies 
and tests a selection of high-risk transactions in order to identify 
potential instances of fraud, corruption, or other malfeasance, 
as well as to determine the effectiveness of the target’s compli-
ance programme.  At a minimum, such reviews should focus on 
finding red flags such as:
■	 payments	to	“offshore”	jurisdictions	that	may	be	used	for	

money laundering or other illicit purposes (e.g., British 
Virgin Islands, Cayman Islands, Malta, Panama);

■	 payments	 for	 generic	 “consultancy”	 services	 that	 are	
labelled “miscellaneous”, or that are simply unlabelled; and

■	 transactions	involving	sanctioned	individuals,	entities,	or	
countries.

New techniques for compliance due diligence

Separate from compliance-focused due diligence, buyers of 
companies are increasingly using advanced data analytics and AI 
tools to review data room materials in connection with acqui-
sitions.  The use of these tools allows buyers to review infor-
mation regarding the target far more quickly and effectively 
than through traditional methods and create competitive advan-
tages over other potential buyers.  Data can also be identified, 
analysed, and visualised with almost no need for human input.  
Further, the processes are also easily scalable, and the results are 
fast, even for large data sets.  For similar reasons, data analytics 
and AI tools can also be used to help conduct compliance-fo-
cused due diligence.12

Data analytics
First, enhancements in data analytics capabilities have created 
new methods to identify markers of red flag transactions from 

financial and legal risks associated with acquisitions, including 
that a buyer may face potential civil and criminal liability for acts 
committed by the target.8  Further, a 2020 decision by France’s 
highest court also held that companies can be criminally liable 
for pre-acquisition conduct of companies that the buyers acquire 
(similar to the US theory of successor liability).

In other parts of the world, including the Middle East, Asia, 
and Africa, where corruption, bribery, and limited regulatory 
oversight are often endemic, there may be less legal risks from 
local regulatory enforcement authorities.  However, multina-
tional companies making acquisitions may face potential liability 
under the extraterritorial provisions of anti-corruption laws like 
the FCPA, UK Bribery Act, and Sapin 2, among others.  Further, 
aside from potential legal liability, acquiring companies should 
also consider the financial and business-related benefits of 
conducting compliance-focused due diligence.9  For instance, 
there may be a lack of transparency and cultural differences in 
parts of the world that can make understanding a target compa-
ny’s financial information and records more challenging.  In 
addition, in many places there are few reliable corporate records 
listing corporate directors and shareholders.  Compliance-
focused due diligence could therefore help a buyer under-
stand financial information, expose undisclosed self-dealing 
at the target company, and identify politically exposed persons 
(“PEPs”) connected to the target who might pose both corrup-
tion and sanctions-related risks.

Finally, in the event that fraud or corruption is identified after 
the close of a transaction – often in violation of the deal’s terms 
– litigation can be long and costly for many multinationals.  The 
potential for litigation where the documents and/or proceedings 
are in local languages (e.g., Chinese, Arabic, etc.), or where judi-
cial outcomes are unpredictable, makes it even more critically 
important for multinationals to conduct compliance-related due 
diligence as part of the M&A process.

Tools for Conducting Compliance-Focused 
Due Diligence
Compliance-related due diligence can take many forms and 
involve a host of different processes.  Depending on the nature and 
place of the transaction, the amount of data available for review 
prior to close can vary dramatically.  For example, in auction situa-
tions or out of concerns for how the data will be used, the amount 
of data made available to bidders prior to a sale may be limited.  
Additionally, both buyers and sellers are sometimes reluctant to 
look too closely at certain aspects of the deal – including compli-
ance risks – that could derail or slow the transaction.

Accordingly, while the steps outlined below would ideally be 
taken prior to an acquisition in order to limit potential risks, other 
steps could be taken post-acquisition as part of the integration 
process.10  Indeed, guidance from regulatory authorities – including 
the US FCPA Resource Guide and AFA Recommendations refer-
enced above – recognise that pre-acquisition due diligence may not 
always be possible but note the importance of conducting post- 
acquisition due diligence and integrating an acquired company 
into the acquiring company’s compliance programme.11

Identifying key risk areas and reviewing a target’s 
compliance programme

The first and most common steps in understanding the compli-
ance-related risks of an acquisition target include reviewing the 
target company’s operations, identifying its risks, and under-
standing the compliance programme that the target company 
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The AI-based TAR review would ultimately prioritise docu-
ments by putting documents that are most likely to raise red flag 
concerns at the beginning of the queue for human review.  The 
approach is more subtle than simply running keyword searches 
against the data.  Instead, the approach maps documents based 
not only on words, but also on concepts, sentence structures, 
and patterns of words that are thematically linked but which 
may not be strictly responsive to keywords.  The conceptual 
content may be considered similar regardless of the language 
in which the document is written.  The mapped documents 
can be easily reviewed by humans with the most relevant docu-
ments at the front of the queue.  Although such an approach 
requires some human intervention, it can be far more effective 
than simply running keyword searches, particularly given the 
millions of transactions that may be included in the financial 
data of a company and the frequent inefficiencies of keyword-
based reviews.16

Creating a document network
A second and third type of AI-based review relies, generally 
speaking, on building a complex network of the collected data 
that links together characteristics (or nodes) of each data piece.  
Once built, this network can be used to identify patterns or 
themes within a data set, or to create document clusters that can 
be used to identify non-obvious relationships among parties, 
accounts, or irregular events.
■	 Identifying patterns or themes
 One use of this type of network is for the AI to identify 

patterns or themes from the data, and then to further iden-
tify deviations from such patterns or themes that may be 
markers of fraud, corruption, or other malfeasance.  For 
instance, the approach might consider the target compa-
ny’s business line, the geographies and types of its vendors, 
the frequencies of payments, the time between payments, 
the payment approvers, the amount of time between 
different approvers approving payments, the manner by 
which payments were effected (e.g., by check or wire), and 
seasonal variations in payments, among other factors.

 To take one example, the AI could find that, on average, at a 
certain subsidiary it takes two days between a local finance 
manager and the local Chief Financial Officer to make the 
separate, necessary approvals for vendor payments.  If, 
however, the approvals for payments to one specific vendor 
are made within two minutes of each other, it might suggest 
that the same individual is responsible for both approvals 
and that there is therefore a high risk of fraud.

■	 Identifying non-obvious relationships among parties, 
accounts, or irregular events

 A second use of creating such a data network is to focus on 
identifying high-level concepts from within the data set.  
Under such an approach, the AI would be used to organise 
the financial data into groups based on similar typology.  
These groups are connected and visualised according to 
high-level concepts.  The AI is built so as to understand 
the context in which the clusters are created, allowing it to 
separate the data based on topic.

 In creating the document clusters, the AI would assess 
whether there are “non-obvious” (including suspicious) 
links among parties, accounts, or events.  For example, the 
AI might consider the bank accounts, principals, services, 
and geographies of vendors, and compare them among the 
target’s different business lines.  In this way, the AI might 
find that the principal of a company providing cleaning 
services matches that of one providing legal services, 
which would be an obvious red flag.  Similarly, if the target 
company pays a vendor for office supplies, it would then 
be unusual if it made payments to the same bank account 

within financial data.13  For instance, a review of the general ledger 
and related financial data of a target company can now include 
algorithmic searches designed to identify (at a minimum) dozens 
of different types of problematic transactions or accounts.  For 
example, algorithmic searches can seek to identify the following 
potentially problematic transactions or accounts:
■	 round	sum	payments;
■	 high	write-off	amounts;
■	 payments	to	duplicate	vendors;
■	 payments	from	duplicate	customers;
■	 payments	just	below	approval	thresholds	that	may	be	used	

to avoid accounting controls;
■	 missing	or	duplicate	journal	entries;
■	 discrepancies	between	accounts	in	the	general	ledger	and	

trial balance;
■	 transactions	involving	dormant	or	inactive	accounts;
■	 higher	than	average	discounts	or	rebates	to	certain	customers;
■	 spikes	in	invoicing	to	customers	that	may	be	reflective	of	

“empty invoicing”;
■	 payments	to	“ghost	employees”;
■	 duplicate	salary	payments;
■	 lack	of	segregation	of	duties	(identified	by	analysing	users’	

access to key controls); and
■	 a	series	of	payments	that	are	inconsistent	with	“Benford’s	

Law” (which observes that in naturally occurring collec-
tions of numbers, the leading digit is likely to be small).

Artificial intelligence
In addition to a data-analytics based review, AI can also help 
identify red flag transactions or accounts.  AI is generally differ-
entiated from data analytics by AI’s ability to “learn”, including 
making assumptions and re-evaluating data.  The uses of AI are 
evolving rapidly, and the field can be described and used in a 
number of different, often overlapping, ways.  However, this 
chapter discusses three separate types of AI-based reviews that 
can be used to help identify potential markers of fraud, corrup-
tion, sanctions violations, or other malfeasance within an acqui-
sition target’s financial data, namely:
■	 organising	the	target’s	financial	data	in	a	manner	such	that	

key documents can be identified for later human review;
■	 creating	 a	 network	 linking	 characteristics	 of	 the	 data	

together so as to identify patterns or themes (as well as 
anomalies within such patterns or themes); and 

■	 using	the	same	data	network	to	identify	non-obvious	rela-
tionships among parties, accounts, or irregular events.

Organising data for human review
In the context of compliance and investigations, AI has in recent 
years been used in connection with discovery or investiga-
tions-related “Technology Assisted Review” (“TAR”) document 
reviews.  TAR is based on “machine learning”, meaning that 
the machine tests and retests data continuously without human 
intervention.14  Using TAR to organise and review data in the 
context of an acquisition is similar in scope and mission to its 
use in discovery or investigations-related document reviews.  In 
both contexts, machine learning may be used to identify relevant 
documents based on criteria that the machine has observed from 
human reviewers.  The review is typically an iterative process in 
which human reviewers consistently review and check a portion 
of the documents reviewed by the AI in order to enhance the reli-
ability of predictions of how relevant a document is.15

Compliance due diligence relating to an acquisition is typi-
cally limited to financial data and documents supporting that 
data (e.g., payment documents, due diligence files, order requi-
sitions, etc.), and this approach should therefore be focused on 
identifying transaction descriptions that may be markers for 
fraud, corruption, sanctions violations, or other malfeasance.  
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transaction faced liability relating to FCPA-related miscon-
duct on the part of a predecessor.  Corporate Actions 
Initiated per Year Involving M&A and Successor Liability, 
Foreign Corrupt Practices Act Clearinghouse (2021), 
https://fcpa.stanford.edu/statistics-analytics.html?tab=7.

4. The US FCPA Resource Guide notes that pre-acquisi-
tion compliance due diligence helps an acquiring company 
to accurately value the target company since: 1) contracts 
obtained through bribes may be legally unenforceable; 2) 
business obtained illegally may be lost when bribe payments 
are stopped; 3) there may be liability for prior illegal conduct; 
and 4) prior corrupt acts may harm the acquiring compa-
ny’s reputation and future business prospects.  US DOJ and 
Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”), A Resource 
Guide to the US Foreign Corrupt Practices Act, 29 (updated 
Nov. 25, 2020) (“US FCPA Resource Guide”).

5. US DOJ Criminal Division, Evaluation of Corporate 
Compliance Programs (updated June 2020).

6. The Ministry of Justice published statutory guidance to help 
organisations put in place procedures to prevent bribery 
committed by their “associates”.  That guidance is built 
around six procedures and should inform the approach of 
pre-acquisition due diligence: 1) Proportionate Procedures; 
2) Top Level Commitment; 3) Risk Assessment; 4) Due 
Diligence; 5) Communication; and 6) Monitoring and 
Review.  UK Ministry of Justice, Bribery Act 2010: 
Guidance to help commercial organisations prevent bribery 
(March 2011), https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/ 
file/832011/bribery-act-2010-guidance.pdf.

7. AFA, Les verifications anticorruption dans le cadre des fusions-ac-
quisitions (Anti-Corruption Due Diligence for Mergers and 
Acquisitions) ( Jan. 12, 2021), https://www.agence-fran-
caise-anticorruption.gouv.fr/fr/mise-jour-guide-pratique- 
sur-verifications-anticorruption-dans-cadre-des-fusions- 
acquisitions.

8. The AFA Recommendations also list the goals of the due 
diligence as well as areas where an acquiring company should 
obtain more detailed information relating to the target’s 
anti-corruption compliance programme between the signing 
and closing.  According to the AFA Recommendations, the 
goals of the due diligence should be to: 1) understand the 
shareholding structure, management, and ultimate beneficial 
owners of the target; 2) identify the third parties with which 
the target has a relationship; 3) determine links to any PEPs 
or government officials; 4) understand the target’s anti-cor-
ruption compliance programme; and 5) ensure that the 
target is not the target of any ongoing investigations or past 
sanctions by enforcement authorities.  Between the signing 
and closing, the acquiring company should seek to under-
stand the target’s 1) high-risk third parties, 2) accounting 
controls, and 3) the effectiveness of the internal whistle-
blowing system.

9. Highlighting the regional differences in how companies 
approach compliance-related due diligence, a 2019 Baker 
and McKenzie survey found that just 42% of respondents 
(drawn from more than 300 leading transaction special-
ists (financiers, lawyers, transaction-focused executives)) 
in Asia (excluding Japan) and 25% of respondents in the 
Middle East thought that they had an effective compliance 
due diligence programme relating to acquisitions.  Baker 
McKenzie, Taking Center Stage: The Rise and Rise of 
M&A Compliance Due Diligence ( June 27, 2019).

10. Regardless of whether the due diligence is conducted pre- 
or post-acquisition, the acquiring company should also 
ensure the preservation of the target’s data as soon as 

for consulting services.  Further, the review team can 
consider the non-obvious connections identified by the AI 
and flag those that are truly suspicious and those that are 
false positives.  In that way, the AI would learn to focus on 
those relationships that are suspicious rather than those 
that are not, making the process more effective over time.

Challenges for data analytics and AI-based reviews

The use of data analytics and AI present a number of poten-
tial challenges.  Most fundamentally, data analytics and AI are 
only as good as the data and models on which they are built 
and the human input required to build them.  As noted, in 
many circumstances acquisition targets are unable or unwilling 
to share data with buyers, and therefore an immediate chal-
lenge can be obtaining the necessary data.  Some or even all 
of the data analytics/AI-based steps described above may there-
fore have to wait until after an acquisition closes.  Second, even 
when the relevant data can be identified and collected, it must be 
processed in a format that can be analysed.  Finally, the models 
must be properly designed, and (given the current limitations of 
AI) subject to continued human review, assessment, and inter-
vention.  Flaws in the input for the models, for example, can 
cause false positives or red flags to be missed.  If such flaws 
are not corrected, they can cascade, with the errors building on 
each other as the AI “learns” the wrong lessons.  Careful review 
and “sanity checks” of results are therefore necessary, especially 
at the beginning of the process when the AI-based models are 
being developed.

Conclusion
Compliance-related due diligence is a powerful and important 
tool for multinational companies making acquisitions.  Such due 
diligence can help companies avoid legal liability as well as repu-
tational, financial, and operational risks.  Compliance due dili-
gence has generally relied on high-level reviews of publicly avail-
able records, the target’s compliance programme, and interviews 
with key stakeholders.  Although reviews focused on these steps 
are helpful, they are relatively limited in scope and often may do 
little to identify red flag transactions or accounts.  New tools, 
in particular data analytics and AI-based reviews of a target’s 
financial data, are now capable of quickly and efficiently iden-
tifying potentially problematic patterns or themes among the 
target’s data, including anomalies that may be markers for fraud, 
corruption, sanctions violations, or other corporate misconduct.

Endnotes
1. Much of the regulatory guidance detailed in this section 

focuses on anti-corruption due diligence.  However, the 
prescriptions detailed in the third section can be calibrated 
to identify not just corruption risks, but also risks for 
fraud, sanctions violations, money laundering, and other 
corporate malfeasance.

2. See, e.g., Mihailis E. Diamantis, Successor Identity, 36 Yale 
J. Reg. 1 (2019) (“[t]he law of successor criminal liability is 
simple—corporate successors are liable for the crimes of 
their predecessors.  Always.  Any corporation that results 
from any merger, consolidation, spin-off etc., is on the 
hook for all the crimes of all the corporations that went 
into the process”).

3. In the context of transactions where potential violations 
of the FCPA were identified, there have been 15 instances 
since 2010 in which a successor to a merger or acquisition 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/832011/bribery-act-2010-guidance.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/832011/bribery-act-2010-guidance.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/832011/bribery-act-2010-guidance.pdf
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13. Regulatory authorities are also increasingly using data 
analytics to identify criminal conduct and/or civil liability.  
For example, US federal prosecutors and SEC enforce-
ment authorities now regularly use data analytics in identi-
fying and prosecuting insider trading cases.

14. Machine learning does not use past experiences to inform 
future decisions as more sophisticated forms of AI do.  
Deep Blue, the chess supercomputer that competed (and 
won) against Russian grandmaster Garry Kasaparov in the 
1990s is a well-known example of machine learning AI.  
Deep Blue could identify pieces on a chessboard, under-
stood how those pieces could move, and make predictions 
about future moves.  However, it could not learn from its 
defeats.  If faced with the same circumstances, it would 
always play the same moves in the same fashion.

15. In this way, its output relies on the quality of the input by 
human reviewers.

16. See, e.g., The Sedona Conference, The Sedona Conference 
Best Practices Commentary on the Use of Search & 
Information Retrieval Methods in E-Discovery, 15 Sedona 
Conf. J. 217, 232–234, 239 (2014) (citing the limitations of 
keyword searches, including a study that Boolean keyword 
searches may only identify 22% of relevant documents 
found through combined search methods).

possible.  Such preservation is critical to conducting the due 
diligence as well as ensuring the integrity of any investiga-
tion that may be necessary if issues of concern are identi-
fied at the target.  The preserved data could also be critical 
for ensuring the impartiality of any dispute that could later 
arise between the parties.

11. For example, the US FCPA Resource Guide states: “DOJ 
and SEC also recognize that, in certain instances, robust 
pre-acquisition due diligence may not be possible.  In such 
instances, DOJ and SEC will look to the timeliness and 
thoroughness of the acquiring company’s post-acquisition 
due diligence and compliance integration efforts.”  US 
FCPA Resource Guide, p. 29.

12. Indeed, regulatory authorities are increasingly recom-
mending that companies incorporate data analytics into 
their compliance programmes.  For example, the US DOJ’s 
2020 update to Evaluation of Corporate Compliance 
Programs notes the Department’s heightened expectations 
regarding the use of data analytics, stating that compli-
ance and legal personnel should have “sufficient direct 
or indirect access to relevant sources of data to allow for 
timely and effective monitoring and/or testing of policies, 
controls, and transactions”.  US DOJ Criminal Division, 
Evaluation of Corporate Compliance Programs ( June 1, 
2020).
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Accuracy’s investigations and forensic services
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forensic accountants, finance professionals, corporate investigators, tech-
nologists and former government enforcement authorities and investi-
gations attorneys.  These diverse backgrounds allow Accuracy to take a 
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other risk-based services. 
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the top 100 investigations firms in the world in GIR 100, an annual guide 
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