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Agreement with the Recipient to provide an amount equal to US$74.75 million to finance the 
Project (the “Grant Agreement”). The Project became effective on June 30, 2013, and closed on 
June 30, 2019. 

5. On November 11, 2017, the project implementation unit (the “PIU”) issued the Terms of
Reference and Scope of Services (“TOR”) for the position of Senior Procurement Specialist under
the Project (the “Position”). On November 20, 2017, the Respondent applied for the Position and
submitted a first version of his curriculum vitae to the PIU (“CV 1”). On January 18, 2018, at the
PIU’s request, the Respondent submitted an updated version of his curriculum vitae (“CV 2”). On
February 10, 2018, the Respondent and the PIU entered into an employment contract for the
Position (the “Contract”). On January 1, 2019, the Respondent and the PIU agreed to an extension
of the Contract.

6. INT alleges that the Respondent engaged in a fraudulent practice by making a
misrepresentation in his application for the Position.

III. APPLICABLE STANDARDS OF REVIEW

7. Standard of proof: Pursuant to Section III.A, sub-paragraph 8.02(b)(i) of the Sanctions
Procedures, the Sanctions Board determines whether the evidence presented by INT, as contested
by a respondent, supports the conclusion that it is “more likely than not” that the respondent
engaged in a sanctionable practice. Section III.A, sub-paragraph 8.02(b)(i) defines “more likely
than not” to mean that, upon consideration of all the relevant evidence, a preponderance of the
evidence supports a finding that the respondent engaged in a sanctionable practice.

8. Burden of proof: Under Section III.A, sub-paragraph 8.02(b)(ii) of the Sanctions
Procedures, INT bears the initial burden of proof to present evidence sufficient to establish that it
is more likely than not that a respondent engaged in a sanctionable practice. Upon such a showing
by INT, the burden of proof shifts to the respondent to demonstrate that it is more likely than not
that its conduct did not amount to a sanctionable practice.

9. Evidence: As set forth in Section III.A, sub-paragraph 7.01 of the Sanctions Procedures,
formal rules of evidence do not apply; and the Sanctions Board has discretion to determine the
relevance, materiality, weight, and sufficiency of all evidence offered.

10. Applicable definitions of fraudulent practice: The Grant Agreement provided that the
World Bank’s Guidelines: Selection and Employment of Consultants under IBRD Loans and IDA
Credits & Grants by World Bank Borrowers (January 2011) (the “January 2011 Consultant
Guidelines”) would apply to the selection of consultants under the Project. The TOR did not
identify the applicable guidelines or include any definitions of sanctionable practices. The Contract
set out a definition of “fraudulent practice” consistent with the definition published in the World
Bank’s Guidelines: Selection and Employment of Consultants by World Bank Borrowers
(May 2004) (the “May 2004 Consultant Guidelines”). INT’s show-cause letter to the Respondent
stated that the January 2011 Consultant Guidelines applied to his involvement in the Project. In
these circumstances, and considering the specific facts in this case, the Sanctions Board will review
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