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Mitigating Bribery 
and FCPA Risks
Q&A with an FCPA expert on new ways 
to manage these risks

Professor Mike Koehler, 
FCPA Expert

What often makes Foreign Corrupt Practices 
Act (FCPA) and related compliance issues 
tricky for organizations is the underlying 

conduct which gives rise to scrutiny and enforcement 
of normal business activity. However, when gifts, cor-
porate hospitality, or other things of value are directed 
to a specific type of customer or prospective cus-
tomer, the U.S. government may label the conduct as 
“bribery” and expose the organization to lengthy and 
expensive scrutiny and enforcement. Accordingly, indi-
viduals who oversee or manage corporate hospitality 
expenses in business organizations need to be aware 
how corporate hospitality can morph into problematic 
conduct so that steps can be taken to minimize risk.

In a recent Q&A webinar with SAP® Concur®, 
Professor Mike Koehler discussed what to look out 
for and new ways to manage these risks.

About the Expert
Professor Koehler is the founder and editor of 
the FCPA Professor website. His expertise and 
views are informed by a decade of FCPA practice 
and experience at a leading international law 
firm during which he conducted FCPA investiga-
tions around the world, negotiated resolutions 
to FCPA enforcement actions with government 
enforcement agencies, and advised clients on 
FCPA compliance and risk assessment.

Q: Can you describe FCPA and give us a 
short background?

In the mid-1970’s Congress learned of the so-called 
“foreign corporate payments” problem. Among the 
conduct discovered was that U.S. companies made 
bribe payments to foreign government officials such 
as Presidents and Prime Ministers.

Given the foreign policy issues this created, Con-
gress enacted the FCPA in 1977 with the aspirational 
goal of preventing bribery of foreign officials.

The FCPA has two main provisions: the anti-bribery 
provisions and the accounting provisions. The ac-
counting provisions are often broken out into 1) books 
and records; and 2) internal controls.

In the FCPA’s modern era, FCPA enforcement has 
become a top priority for the Department of Justice 
and the Securities and Exchange Commission – with 
both agencies having specific FCPA units. 

Q: Has the pandemic had any impact on 
enforcement actions? 

Like many issues over the past few years, the 
COVID-19 pandemic has the potential to impact FCPA 
issues in a couple of ways.
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First, COVID has created difficult business condi-
tions for many industries both in terms of securing 
enough business to stay afloat as well as a myriad of 
supply chain issues. When business conditions are 
difficult, company personnel may be more tempted 
or motivated to skirt the rules. On the other hand, 
FCPA scrutiny is a function of company employees or 
agents having “points of contact” with “foreign offi-
cials” with discretion in the global marketplace. During 
the COVID-19 environment, fewer of these “points of 
contact” have been in person, and thus may perhaps 
diminish FCPA risk.

Given that enforcement activity generally lags ac-
tual conduct by approximately five years, it is perhaps 
too soon to tell what impact COVID may have on FCPA 
risk and scrutiny.

Many FCPA enforcement actions originate from cor-
porate voluntary disclosures after an internal inves-
tigation of alleged improper conduct. It is most defi-
nitely the case that conducting internal investigations 
around the world over the last few years has become 
more difficult with travel restrictions and other COVID 
mitigation measures.

Just like many other industries, COVID may have 
an impact on the “business” of the DOJ and SEC in 
resolving FCPA enforcement actions. 2020 FCPA 
enforcement was a rather normal year in terms of 
historical averages and indeed was a record-breaking 
year in FCPA history in terms of the overall settlement 
amounts. FCPA enforcement in 2021 has generally 
been slower than prior years, but then again the year 
is not over and FCPA enforcement historically has 
been active at the end of the calendar year. Whether 
FCPA enforcement thus far in 2021 has been impacted 
by COVID, a change in administration (and the result-
ing change of leadership at the DOJ and SEC), or 
some other reason is an open question. However, the 
trend of increased enforcement is likely to continue 
as the administration matures and the COVID 
situation stabilizes.

Q: You often say bribery can be difficult 
to mitigate, why is that? 

The FCPA is about bribery, at least bribery of a cer-
tain type – that is conduct involving “foreign officials”. 

In the minds of some, FCPA risk management should 
therefore be easy: you just don’t bribe. 

However, this begs the question what does “brib-
ery” actually mean? Even if one has never heard of the 
FCPA, most people should  recognize that providing a 
suitcase full of cash, to a bona fide traditional foreign 
government official. such as a President or Prime Min-
ister, to obtain a government contact – is wrong.

However, many modern FCPA enforcement actions 
do not involve such egregious conduct – but rather 
underlying conduct that is often normal, legal, and 
socially acceptable in many situations.

For instance, there is nothing inherently wrong 
or illegal with going golfing and having a few drinks 
afterwards. Likewise, there is nothing inherently wrong 
or illegal with taking a customer or prospective cus-
tomer out for dinner – even if on the fancy side. Like-
wise, there is nothing inherently wrong or illegal with 
contributing to charitable causes or hiring interns. 
Indeed, in many of these situations most people might 
be inclined to call this effective sales and marketing, 
building good will with a client or prospective client, 
being a good corporate citizen, or providing opportuni-
ties to others.

However, the reality in the modern era of FCPA en-
forcement is that doing these exact same things 
with a different type of individual might be deemed 
bribery by the government and expose the company 
and individuals to FCPA scrutiny and enforcement.

Q: When we think of government offi-
cials, many visualize Prime Ministers 
or Presidents. Are they involved in 
most allegations?

What makes FCPA compliance difficult – particular-
ly when it comes to corporate hospitality – is that the 
DOJ and SEC consider a wide-variety of individuals to 
be “foreign officials” under the FCPA.

Thus, to best manage and mitigate FCPA risk, com-
pliance professionals need to understand this govern-
ment interpretation including how individuals (regard-
less of rank, title or position) of so-called state-owned 
or state-controlled enterprises (SEOs) are considered 
“foreign officials.” SOEs often have attributes of private 
business – such as publicly traded stock, other private
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investors, doing business outside of its “home” coun-
try, and employing “nationals” and “non-nationals” 
alike. However, if the entity is owned and controlled 
by a foreign government (concepts that are fact-
based questions depending on the situation), the 
government will consider employees of the entity to 
be “foreign officials” on par with Presidents and Prime 
Ministers. It is important to understand this enforce-
ment theory as approximately 50% of enforcement 
actions in recent years have involved, in whole or in 
part, SOE employees. 

Another prominent enforcement theory which 
speaks to why the pharmaceutical, medical device, 
and other healthcare related industries have been the 
focus of much FCPA scrutiny and enforcement is the 
theory that individuals – such as physicians and lab 
personnel – of many foreign health care systems are 
“foreign officials” because the healthcare system is 
government run. 

In short, these expansive government interpreta-
tions of the FCPA’s “foreign official” element makes 
FCPA compliance challenging in certain industries.

Q: What are the financial implications 
companies have faced? And are there 
any ripple effects of FCPA scrutiny 
and enforcement? 

It is important to recognize that the financial impli-
cations of FCPA scrutiny and enforcement are not just 
limited to actual enforcement actions brought by the 
DOJ or SEC. Such enforcement actions, of course, can 
be very costly as the largest FCPA settlement is over 
one billion dollars.

However, the financial implications of FCPA scruti-
ny and enforcement are much broader. For instance, 
when a company is under FCPA scrutiny, money is 
going to start flying through the door. To demonstrate 
this point, consider what I call the three buckets of 
financial exposure. 

Let’s start with bucket two – the settlement 
amount. This bucket tends to gather the most atten-
tion as it is reported in the media, but this bucket is 
often not even the largest bucket of FCPA scrutiny and 
enforcement in terms of exposure. 

Bucket one is pre-enforcement action professional

fees and expenses that accrue on a quarterly and 
yearly basis in the typical three to five years it takes to 
get to an enforcement action. One reason why bucket 
one tends to be the most expensive aspect of FCPA 
scrutiny and enforcement is because of the so-called 
“where else” question. In other words, once a company 
is under FCPA scrutiny for conduct in one country, the 
enforcement agencies will generally ask, “where else?” 
and the company then conducts a much broader 
review of its operations. This takes time and results in 
considerable costs in terms of lawyer fees, accounting 
fees, and other aspects of an internal investigation. 

The financial implications of FCPA scrutiny and en-
forcement even continue after an enforcement action 
in what we will refer to as bucket three: post enforce-
ment action professional fees and expenses. In other 
words, most corporate enforcement actions generally 
require compliance enhancements and reporting 
obligations the company has to the government for a 
one to three year period after the enforcement action. 
While bucket three tends to be the smallest of the 
three buckets of financial exposure, even in garden 
variety FCPA enforcement actions, bucket three can 
still result in significant financial consequences for the 
company. In egregious FCPA enforcement actions, the 
government may require a compliance monitor as a 
condition of settlement – a much costlier situation for 
the company.

Additional negative financial implications of FCPA 
scrutiny and enforcement often include market cap-
italization issues – in other words a company stock 
price may decline, the company’s ability to raise 
money may become more difficult because the cost of 
capital may increase, and merger and acquisition ac-
tivity may be stalled or less beneficial because of FCPA 
issues. In addition, when a company is under scrutiny, 
it generally becomes more risk averse and may not 
pursue certain business opportunities or expand into 
certain markets. These lost or delayed opportunities 
can have significant financial consequences for the 
company. Last but certainly not least, lawyers rep-
resenting shareholders may use FCPA scrutiny and 
enforcement to bring private civil lawsuits against 
officers or directors for securities fraud and/or pursue 
derivative claims for alleged breach of fiduciary duties.

In short, when a company is under FCPA scrutiny
© 2021 SAP SE or an SAP affiliate company. All rights reserved.
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and resolves an FCPA enforcement action, a wide 
range of negative financial consequences are likely to 
occur. What this means is that FCPA compliance is im-
portant – not only to reduce the likelihood of an actual 
FCPA enforcement action by the DOJ or SEC – but also 
to reduce the many other negative financial aspects of 
scrutiny and enforcement.

Q: Have any FCPA enforcement 
actions been based on allegations or 
findings which concerned travel, meals, 
gifts, entertainment, and other “fun” 
activities? Can you share what type 
of activities? 

One area in which FCPA scrutiny and enforcement 
can arise is corporate hospitality. In fact, there been 
numerous enforcement actions concerning this 
topic and picking just a few to highlight is a rather 
challenging task. 

For instance, the SciClone Pharmaceutical enforce-
ment action included findings that alleged Chinese 
officials attended a beer festival sponsored by the 
company in which there was golf in the morning and 
beer-drinking in the evening. There were other instanc-
es in which company sales representatives provided 
“expensive” meals to alleged officials.

As mentioned earlier, the FCPA’s anti-bribery pro-
visions are implicated, and the term “bribery” used, if 
things of value are offered or provided to a certain type 
of individual. If FCPA scrutiny and enforcement only in-
volved bona fide, traditional government officials such 
as Presidents and Prime Ministers, FCPA compliance 
would be relatively straight-forward as few companies 
actually have contact with such individuals. 

Q: Can you explain the concepts 
around “reasonable”, “bona fide”, and 
“directly related” within the FCPA’s 
anti-bribery provisions? 

Even though the FCPA’s anti-bribery provisions 
are expansively interpreted by the government, it is 
important to recognize that the provisions do have an 
affirmative defense (meaning that a company under 
scrutiny has the burden of establishing the elements)

for so-called reasonable and bona fide expenses 
directly related to certain business purposes. The key 
concepts are “reasonable and bona fide” expenses 
“directly related” to – as the statue states - “(a) the 
promotion, demonstration, or explanation of products 
or services; or (b) the execution or performance of a 
contract with a foreign government or agency thereof.”

While “reasonable and bona fide” and “directly 
related” are rather vague concepts that will be factual-
ly specific, the government has stated that seldom, if 
ever, will the following be considered “reasonable and 
bona fide” expenses: first class airfare, five star hotels, 
expensive food and drink, lavish entertainment, per 
diem spending money, and paying the expenses of a 
foreign official’s spouse or children.

In terms of “directly related” it is important to un-
derstand that expenses paid to foreign officials may 
start off to be to “directly related” to a specified busi-
ness purpose, but can easily morph. 

Q: How can company organizations 
manage this risk? 

Given how easily corporate hospitality can morph 
from acceptable to unacceptable, it is important that 
individuals within a company planning such events be 
well versed in FCPA compliance and for the company 
to monitor such events.

Risk management starts with making sure that 
company personnel involved in planning or partici-
pating in such events have a pair of “FCPA goggles” so 
that they know how FCPA risk can arise in their specif-
ic job functions. Having a pair of FCPA goggles means 
having a clear understanding that “anything of value” 
literally means anything of value and that corporate 
hospitality directed to a “foreign official” (recognizing 
its expansive interpretation) can be problematic even 
if acceptable when directed to an individual not a 
foreign official.

The next step in minimizing the risk of corporate 
hospitality is to have specific policies and procedures 
relevant to the topic. Among other things, the policies 
and procedures should address who within the com-
pany must approve of such events before they occur, 
what documentation will be necessary for approval
and perhaps who should be physically present at the
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event to address any issues that may cause scrutiny. 
Finally, a compliance professional should monitor and 
supervise any invoices or reimbursement requests 
associated with the event to minimize issues.

These concepts are generally captured in guidance 
relevant to corporate compliance programs. For in-
stance, the DOJ has stated that one question it will ask 
when evaluating a company under scrutiny is whether 
there has been “clear guidance and/or training for the 
key gatekeepers (e.g., the persons who issue pay-
ments or review approvals) in the control processes 
relevant to the misconduct.” 

Q: Do you feel compliance personnel 
need to understand how corporate hos-
pitality can present issues under 
FCPA’s internal controls provisions? 
What about legal counsel, CFOs 
or others? 

As alluded to in government guidance, corporate 
hospitality can present issues not just under the FCPA 
anti-bribery provisions but also under the FCPA’s 
books and records and internal controls provisions. 

Generally speaking, the books and records provi-
sions require issuers – FCPA speak for publicly traded 
companies – to maintain books and records in 
reasonable detail that accurately and fairly reflect 
transactions and disposition of assets. The internal 
controls provisions generally require issuers to have 
an internal system of checks and balances sufficient to 
provide reasonable assurances that transactions are 
properly authorized, recorded, and accounted for. 

Both of these provisions can be implicated in FCPA 
enforcement actions involving corporate hospitality in 
situations in which the government believes that the 
thing of value provided to a “foreign official” was not 
reasonable and bona fide, but rather was intended to 
influence the foreign official to exercise their discre-
tion to benefit the company. In other words, it was not 
actually “corporate hospitality,” but rather a “bribe.” 
The internal controls provisions are often implicated in 
such situations on the enforcement theory that if the 
company had sufficient controls, corporate hospitality 
would not morph into problematic conduct.

For instance, as stated in the FCPA Guidance issued

by the DOJ and SEC: “When expenditures, bona fide or 
not, are mischaracterized in a company’s books and 
records, or where unauthorized or improper expen-
ditures occur due to a failure to implement adequate 
internal controls, they may also violate the FCPA’s 
accounting provisions.”

Q: Should companies track corporate 
hospitality expenditures including im-
plementing criteria for oversight and 
supervision of expenses?  

Companies should certainly consider tracking cor-
porate hospitality expenditures and implement crite-
ria for oversight and supervisions of such expenses. 
Making good faith efforts in this area will likely better 
position the company should an issue of non-compli-
ance occur in the future that comes to the attention 
of the government. For instance, the FCPA Guidance 
states that a factor the government will consider is 
“the adequacy and effectiveness of the company’s 
compliance program at the time of the misconduct” 
and included in this analysis is the “design and good 
faith implementation” of compliance measures. 

Q: Have the enforcement actions been 
more lenient to those company orga-
nizations that show they are internally 
tracking these expenses and have 
internal controls?  

Specific as to corporate hospitality and related 
expenditures, the government favorable stated in the 
FCPA Guidance as follows: “Some companies with 
global operations have created web-based approval 
processes to review and approve routine gifts, trav-
el, and entertainment involving foreign officials and 
private customers with clear monetary limits and 
annual limitations. Many of these systems have built-
in flexibility so that senior management, or in-house 
legal counsel, can be apprised of and, in appropriate 
circumstances, approve unique requests. These types 
of systems can be a good way to conserve corporate 
resources while, if properly implemented, preventing 
and detecting potential FCPA violations.”

© 2021 SAP SE or an SAP affiliate company. All rights reserved.
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How Can Your Organization Protect 
Against FCPA or Other Bribery Risks?

To answer this question, Paul McGarry, Pricipal 
Solutions Consultant with SAP Concur, shared his 
thoughts on the importance of a formalized, 
structured purchasing process when it comes to 
FCPA regulations:

“Purchase requests have one or more gate keep-
ers who authorize the issuance of a purchase order, 
permitting the vendor to initiate the work. Typically 
Accounts Payable is responsible for onboarding ven-
dors, performing checks such as sanctions and OFAC 
screening, tax validation, as well as other custom 
validations, such as women and minority owned busi-
ness. This begins the process of ensuring that invoices 
received are from reputable vendors with whom we 
can transact business. The challenge comes when we 
attempt to extend this to the corporate hospitality 
world – like airlines, hotels, and restaurants. Pay-
ments made to them do not represent the problem, 
it is who’s benefiting from the expenditure. A process 
whereby we are identifying the politically exposed 
person (PEP), a government official, union representa-
tive, healthcare worker, financial services broker, and 
others prior to spend occurs allows for the approval 
of spend or initiating self-reporting of spend. This can 
be done through manual review of the authorization 
request or, more efficiently, thought call-outs to in-
house developed lists of high risk individuals, external 
government maintained lists, or third party vendors 
who specialize in FCPA-type risk screening.

Further complicating the issue is that FCPA and 
similar Antiribery and Corruption (ABC) regulations 
also need to be validated. In a typical PO process, 
budgets are validated to ensure there is sufficient 
monies available to fund the spend. When considering 
validation of spend on individuals, we have to consider 
if there are limits on spending per person. For example, 
it may be perfectly acceptable to spend on an individ-
ual so long it does not exceed a per instance or annu-
alized total without incurring additional reporting. For 
regulations like the Sunshine Act in the United States 
or the FINRA limits for registered brokers, there are 
explicit limits and can easily be managed through the 

expense or gifts and entertainment platform. 
When it comes to compliance with regulations 

around bribery, there are less defined values because 
they will vary based on the part of the world in which 
the corporate hospitality occurs (Hong Kong vs Hous-
ton) and budgets lose some of their meaning in this 
context. Guidance and education needs to occur for 
those spending and those approving spend to ensure 
that it is within regulatory requirements.

For anyone accustomed to travel and entertainment 
on the road, it is no surprise that changes happen. 
Ensuring that the proper documentation of who was 
in attendance, titles, and justification for the spend 
needs to be vetted post spend.

Finally, it is critical to ensure that the fullest picture 
of spend in benefit of an external individual is docu-
mented, as per the books and record keeping as well 
as the accounting sections of regulations like FCPA. 
Looking at a single instance may not constitute any-
thing that is abnormal. To avoid the “death by a thou-
sand paper cuts,” looking in totality of spend is critical. 
Having this recorded in your system of record, typical-
ly the general ledger system with more granularity in 
your expense or gifts and entertainment system, can 
help ensure that reporting is as complete, accurate 
and detailed as necessary.”

© 2021 SAP SE or an SAP affiliate company. All rights reserved.
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Initiated Purchase Request

Validate High 
Risk Authorization 
Request to Spend

In-House Validation External Validation

Validate Against Budgets

Issue Approval

Auto-Link to 
Final Expense

AuditIn-House Audit AI Audit

“In a typical PO process, 
budgets are validated to 
ensure there is sufficient 
monies available to fund 

the spend.”

“A process whereby we 
are identifying the po-

litically exposed person 
(PEP), a government 

official, union represen-
tative, healthcare worker, 
financial services broker, 
and others prior to spend 
occurs allows for the ap-
proval of spend or initiat-

ing self-reporting 
of spend.”

“Purchase requests have 
one or more gate keepers 

who authorize the issu-
ance of a purchase order, 
permitting the vendor to 

initiate the work.”

Purchase Request Workflow

“Ensuring that the proper 
documentation of who 

was in attendance, titles, 
and justification for the 

spend needs to be vetted 
post spend.”

“To avoid the ‘death by 
a thousand paper cuts,’ 

looking in totality of spend 
is critical.”

“FCPA and similar Anti-
bribery and Corruption 
(ABC) regulations also 
need to be validated.”

© 2021 SAP SE or an SAP affiliate company. All rights reserved.
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Why SAP Concur Solutions?

Poll Results from Q&A Webinar

Who in your organizations oversees the bribery 
prevention programs?

Does your organization mitigate bribery risks by 
reconfiguring expense processes, procedures, 
or tools?

Is your expense process aligned with your comp-  
liance, legal, or other team responsible for mitigat-
ing bribery risks?

Compliance
73%

17%
Legal

5%
Security

5%
Other

41%
Yes, but we 
could do more

27%
Yes, we are 
pretty advanced 
in this area

17%
Not sure

15%
No

41%
We use a third- 
party system

37%
We use internally 
developed systems

15%
Don’t know

7%
We don’t use 
anything right now

Source: Mitigating Bribery & FCPA Risks: Q&A, 
SAP Concur webinar, November 16, 2021

To mitigate risk, tech-savvy companies understand 
that their travel and expense areas, business rules, 
and policies must continue to evolve in order to 
stay relevant within the business and ensure reg-
ulatory compliance. Through using SAP Concur 
solutions, our experts can assist your organization 
when it comes times to re-engineering its policies 
and workflows, aligning more closely with today’s 
best practices. 

Contact a representative to learn more about 
how to optimize your travel, expense, and invoice 
program for bribery controls and compliance.

Listen to our webinar to 
hear more insights from 
Professor Mike Koehler.

© 2021 SAP SE or an SAP affiliate company. All rights reserved.

https://www.concur.com/en-us/contact
https://event.on24.com/wcc/r/3508944/43D3A48B1169216D4D3A1038C8F178E6


MITIGATING BRIBERY & FCPA RISKS Q&A enUS (21/12) 

Learn more at concur.com

Follow SAP Concur

© 2021 SAP SE or an SAP affiliate company. All rights reserved.

No part of this publication may be reproduced or transmitted in any form 
or for any purpose without the express permission of SAP SE or an SAP 
affiliate company.

The information contained herein may be changed without prior notice. 
Some software products marketed by SAP SE and its distributors contain 
proprietary software components of other software vendors. National 
product specifications may vary.

These materials are provided by SAP SE or an SAP affiliate company for 
informational purposes only, without representation or warranty of any 
kind, and SAP or its affiliated companies shall not be liable for errors or 
omissions with respect to the materials. The only warranties for SAP or 
SAP affiliate company products and services are those that are set forth  
in the express warranty statements accompanying such products and 
services, if any. Nothing herein should be construed as constituting an 
additional warranty. 

In particular, SAP SE or its affiliated companies have no obligation to 
pursue any course of business outlined in this document or any related 
presentation, or to develop or release any functionality mentioned therein. 
This document, or any related presentation, and SAP SE’s or its affiliated 
companies’ strategy and possible future developments, products, and/or 
platforms, directions, and functionality are all subject to change and  
may be changed by SAP SE or its affiliated companies at any time for  
any reason without notice. The information in this document is not a 
commitment, promise, or legal obligation to deliver any material, code, or 
functionality. All forward-looking statements are subject to various risks 
and uncertainties that could cause actual results to differ materially from 
expectations. Readers are cautioned not to place undue reliance on these 
forward-looking statements, and they should not be relied upon in making 
purchasing decisions.

SAP and other SAP products and services mentioned herein as well  
as their respective logos are trademarks or registered trademarks of  
SAP SE (or an SAP affiliate company) in Germany and other countries.  
All other product and service names mentioned are the trademarks of  
their respective companies. 

See www.sap.com/copyright for additional trademark information  
and notices.

ABOUT SAP CONCUR 
SAP® Concur® is the world’s leading brand  
for integrated travel, expense, and invoice 
management solutions, driven by a relentless 
pursuit to simplify and automate these everyday 
processes. The highly-rated SAP Concur mobile 
app guides employees through business trips, 
charges are directly populated into expense 
reports, and invoice approvals are automated. 
By integrating near real-time data and using 
AI to analyze transactions, businesses can see 
what they’re spending, improve compliance, 
and avoid possible blind spots in the budget. 
SAP Concur solutions help eliminate yesterday’s 
tedious tasks, make today’s work easier, and 
support businesses to run at their best. Learn 
more at concur.com or the SAP Concur blog. 

http://https://www.concur.com/
https://www.facebook.com/SAPConcur/
https://twitter.com/sapconcur
https://www.youtube.com/user/ConcurTechnologies
https://www.linkedin.com/company/sapconcur/
https://www.sap.com/copyright
https://www.concur.com
https://www.concur.com/newsroom

	Button 1: 
	Page 1: 
	Page 2: 
	Page 3: 
	Page 4: 
	Page 5: 
	Page 6: 
	Page 7: 

	Forward page: 
	Page 1: 
	Page 2: 
	Page 3: 
	Page 4: 
	Page 5: 
	Page 6: 
	Page 7: 

	Forward page 3: 
	Button 3: 


