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u1. Reply in Suppo11 of Notice of Sanctions Proceedings, submitted by INT to 
the Secretary to the Sanctions Board on October 5, 2012 (the "Reply"). 

3. Pursuant to Sections 4.0l(c), 9.01 , and 9.04 of the Sanctions Procedures, the EO 
recommended in the Notice that Respondent, together with any Affiliate that Respondent 
directly or indirectly controls, be declared ineligible to (i) be awarded a contract for any 
Bank-financed or Bank-executed project or program governed by the Bank's Procurement 
Guidelines, Consultant Guidelines, or Anti-Corruption Guidelines (hereinafter co llectively 
referred to as "Bank-Financed Projects"), (ii) be a nominated sub-contractor, consultant, 
manufacturer or supplier, or service provider3 of an otherwise eligible firm being awarded a 
Bank-financed contract, and (iii) receive the proceeds of any loan made by the Bank or 
otherwise to participate further in the preparation or implementation of any Bank-Financed 
Projects; provided, however, that after a minimum period of ineligibility of three (3) years, 
Respondent may be released from ineligibility only if it has, in accordance with 
Section 9.03 of the Sanctions Procedures, demonstrated to the World Bank Group' s 
fntegrity Compliance Officer that it has (a) taken appropriate remedial measures to address 
the sanctionable practices for which it has been sanctioned and (b) put in place an effective 
integrity compliance program acceptable to the Bank and implemented this ta9.301e 128.04 507.36 Tm
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"Cartagena Contract" or "Contract"). The bidding documents for the Contract (the "Bidding 
Documents") required each bidder to include information relating to its experience 
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11. The record 
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finding that respondents had submitted forged bid documents, the Sanctions Board has 
relied primarily on written statements from the parties named in or supposedly issuing the 
allegedly fraudulent documents, as well as the respondents ' own admissions.7 Other types of 
corroborating evidence in such cases, in addition to written statements and admissions, have 
included signature samples from the purported signatory8 and various indicia of falsity on 
the face of the document in question.9 As discussed below, the record here contains no 
written denial from the Purported lssuer or Purported Signatory, no admission of 
falsification from Respondent, no signature sample, and only limited indicia of falsity on the 
face of the Certificate. 

20. INT cites to the Purpor1ed lssuer's wri tten statement that the Purported Signatory 
was not authorized to sign the Certificate. Yet this statement's limited reference to signature 
authority is not the same as a written confirmation or attestation that the Certificate was not 
in fact issued by the Purported lssuer or signed by the Purported Signatory. 

21. INT's transcript of interview with the Purported Signatory reveals that he denied 
having signed the Certificate, opined that "this is a fraud," and stated that he did not 
remember the Respondent. The Purported Signatory's statements, which were recorded 
verbatim, provide some support for a finding of forgery. However, the Sanctions Board has 
found significant weaknesses in the evidence presented to it by INT. The Board also has 
some concerns with respect to the credibility of the Purpo11ed Signatory. Taken together, 
these factors lead the Sanctions Board to discount the weight of the Purported Signatory's 
statements regarding the Certificate's signature and his absence of recollection of the 
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contain any samples of genuine documentation issued by the Purported Issuer to show 
discrepancies in the Certificate 's letterhead, font, or form. 

25. Considering the totality of the evidence presented, the Sanctions Board finds that 
INT has not met its burden of proof to show that it is more likely than not that the 
Certificate was forged. Consistent with Section 7.0 I of the Sanctions Procedures, the 
Sanctions Board recalls that it adopts a flexible approach when considering all probative 
evidence, and does not require that INT support every forgery allegation with predetermined 
types of testimonial or documentary evidence - which, depending on the circumstances, 
may not always be available. At the same time, the Sanctions Board bases its findings on the 
record as presented, which in this case does not suppo1t a finding of forgery by a 
preponderance of the evidence in the absence of the Purported Issuer' s written confirmation 
of forgery; a more credible denial, written statement, or signature sample from the 
Purported Signatory; clear indicia of forgery on the face of the Certificate itself; or other 
corroborating evidence. Accordingly, the burden does not shift to Respondent to 
demonstrate that it is more likely than not that Respondent did not use a forged Certificate. 

26. Alleged.false statements in the Certificate: The Sanctions Board also finds that TNT 
has not met its burden of proof to show that it is more likely than not that the Ce1tificate 
contains false information. The Bidding Documents and ACUACAR's requests sought 
evidence of Respondent's experience "as principal contractor." fNT asserts that the 
Certificate false ly describes Respondent as "the main contractor" (emphasis added) for "the 
marine works component for the installation of an intake system" under the Marine Works 
Project. In fact, the Certificate refers to Respondent' s role as "~ Main Contractor" for an 
intake system (emphasis added). 

27. The Sanctions Board finds the lack of clear evidence as to Respondent' s actual role 
under the Marine Works Project, combined with the difference between INT's paraphrase of 
the Certificate ' s wording and the exact wording of the Certificate itself, critical to its 
determination. Neither INT nor Respondent provides original contract documents or other 
contemporaneous evidence clearly defining Respondent's responsibilities so as to show 
whether it acted as "principal contractor" (as ACUACAR required), " the main contractor" 
(as INT contests), or "a main contractor" (as the Certificate asse1ts). Neither INT nor 
Respondent offers any explanation or evidence to clarify whether these terms may be 
equivalent or distinguishable in the relevant contractual context. In characterizing the work 
that Respondent performed, both parties rely upon conflicting statements from various 
witnesses interviewed more than six years after completion of the Marine Works Project. 
The testimony that INT offers from a World Bank water and sanitation specialist rests upon 
the specialist' s review of limited information, apparently including invoices and purchase 
orders, but not the actual contract - which the specialist states would be " the best source of 
information regarding the scope of work" - or any transcripts or records of interview with 
the witnesses whom fNT had previously interviewed. Moreover, the specialist's testimony 
addresses or o63 rg
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the Sanctions Board finds that INT has failed to carry its burden to show that it is more 
likely than not that the Certificate misrepresented Respondent's experience. 

28. In addition, the Sanctions Board finds that INT does not show that it is more likely 
than not that the Certificate misrepresented the Purported Issuer as Respondent's direct 
client under the Marine Works Project. The Certificate claims to have been issued by the 
Purported Issuer, and states that the intake system was completed " to the satisfaction of the 
client and the consultant." However, the Certificate does not characterize or refer to the 
Purported Issuer as Respondent' s direct client, and not notca6.37 616.8 Tm
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