Date of issuance: April 5, 2021

Sanctions Board Decision No. 133
(Sanctions Case No. 669)

IDA Credit No. 3831-DRC
Democratic Republic of Congo

Decision of the World Bank Group! Sanctions Board imposing a sanction of debarment on
the individual respondent in Sanctions Case No. 669 (the “Respondent”), together with
certain Affiliates,? for a period of ineligibility of eight (8) years. This debarment shall be
added to the period of debarment previously imposed on the Respondent in Sanctions Board
Decision No. 125 (2020). The sanction in this case is imposed on the Respondent for corrupt
practices.

l. INTRODUCTION

1. The Sanctions Board convened in February 2021 as a panel composed of Cavinder Bull
(Panel Chair),® Maria Vicien Milburn, and Eduardo Zuleta to review this case. Neither the
Respondent nor the World Bank Group’s Integrity Vice Presidency (“INT”) requested a hearing
in this matter. Nor did the Panel Chair decide, in his discretion, to convene a hearing.
Accordjngly, the Sanctions Board deliberated and reached its decision based on the written
record.

2. In accordance with Section I1l.A, sub-paragraph 8.02(a) of the Sanctions Procedures, the
written record for the Sanctions Board’s consideration included the following:

I.  Notice of Sanctions Proceedings issued by the World Bank’s Suspension and
Debarment Officer (the “SDO”) to the Respondent on May 29, 2020
(the “Notice”), appending the Statement of Accusations and Evidence
(the “SAE”) submitted by INT to the SDO (undated);

! In accordance with Section I1(y) of the World Bank Procedure: Sanctions Proceedings and Settlements in Bank
Financed Projects, issued on June 28, 2016 (the “Sanctions Procedures”), the term “World Bank Group” means,
collectively, the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (“IBRD”), the International
Development Association (“IDA”), the International Finance Corporation (“IFC”), and the Multilateral
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regional economic integration. On January 21, 2004, IDA and the Borrower entered into a
development credit agreement (the “Credit Agreement”) for the approximate equivalent of
US$178.6 million to support the Project. On the same day, IDA entered into a project agreement
(the “Project Agreement”) with the Project’s implementation unit (the “PIU”) setting out, inter alia,
terms for the execution of the Project. The Project became effective on May 17, 2004, and closed
on September 30, 2016.

5.
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multiplication of the base sanction is warranted, as the accusations in this case are factually distinct
from those in Sanctions Case No. 477/Sanctions Board Decision No. 125 (2020). Further, INT
submits that aggravation is warranted on the basis of the Respondent’s use of sophisticated means
and his central role in the misconduct. INT also contends that, although the Respondent agreed to
be interviewed by INT and responded to the show-cause letter, he failed to show the type of candor
and cooperation that would warrant mitigation.

B. The Respondent’s Principal Contentions in His Response

13. The Respondent asserts that he voluntarily provided assistance to the Contractor out of a
“moral obligation” to ensure the safety of the Contractor’s staff and guarantee the success of the
Project. He denies soliciting or receiving payments in exchange for his services. He nevertheless
maintains that the Contractor made payments to the First Company — which he denies owning — to
reimburse security costs incurred. Further, the Respondent argues that the Contractor proposed
payments to the Second Company in exchange for his wife’s services in relation to the Contractor’s
wind turbine project, and not as compensation for his past assistance. The Respondent does not
address sanctioning factors.

C. INT’s Principal Contentions in the Reply

14. According to INT, it is undisputed that the Contractor made payments to the First Company
and the Second Company, and that the Respondent “provided extraordinary support” to the
Contractor. In addition to reiterating arguments in the SAE regarding the Respondent’s solicitation
of payments, INT asserts that the Respondent’s solicitation of a business opportunity for his wife’s
company — even if deemed legitimate — is a “thing of value” since he profited directly from it while
he was providing significant assistance to the Contractor. Separately, INT argues that the
Respondent was aware that his relationship with the Contractor conflicted with his position of
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Procedures requires the Sanctions Board to select and impose one or more appropriate sanctions
from the range of possible sanctions identified in Section I11.A, sub-paragraph 9.01. The range of
sanctions set out in Section I11.A, sub-paragraph 9.01 includes: (a) reprimand, (b) conditional non-
debarment, (c) debarment, (d) debarment with conditional release, and (e) restitution. As stated in
Section I1I.A, sub-paragraph 8.01(ii) of the Sanctions Procedures, the Sanctions Board is not
bound by the SDO’s recommendations.

31.  As reflected in Sanctions Board precedent, the Sanctions Board considers the totality of
the circumstances and all potential aggravating and mitigating factors to determine an appropriate
sanction.'® The choice of sanction is not a mechanistic determination, but rather a case-by-case
analysis tailored to the specific facts and circumstances presented in each case.’

32.  The Sanctions Board is required to consider the types of factors set forth in Section I11.A,
sub-paragraph 9.02 of the Sanctions Procedures, which provides a non-exhaustive list of
considerations. In addition, the Sanctions Board refers to the factors and principles set out in the
World Bank Sanctioning Guidelines (the “Sanctioning Guidelines”). While the Sanctioning
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should be applied to each distinct count.!® By contrast, the Sanctions Board has applied
aggravation rather than a separate sanction for multiple sanctionable practices where the counts of
misconduct were closely related.!® In any event, the Sanctions Board assesses the applicability of
plurality only in cases that are presently before its consideration. Here, INT asserts that a
multiplication of the base sanction is warranted for the Respondent’s factually distinct misconduct
in Sanctions Board Decision No. 125. The Sanctions Board does not find plurality to be applicable
where the Respondent’s other misconduct relates to a case already adjudicated, pursuant to which
he was already sanctioned. Applying a distinct base sanction in this case for the misconduct in
Sanctions Board Decision No. 125 would effectively result in sanctioning the Respondent twice
for the same misconduct.

3. Factors considered in the present case

a. Severity of the misconduct

36. Section I11.A, sub-paragraph 9.02(a) of the Sanctions Procedures requires the Sanctions
Board to consider the severity of the misconduct in determining the appropriate sanction.
Section IV.A of the Sanctioning Guidelines identifies repeated pattern of conduct, sophisticated
means, and central role in the misconduct as examples of severity.

37. Repeated pattern of conduct: Section IV.A.1 of the Sanctioning Guidelines identifies a
repeated pattern of conduct as one potential basis for aggravation. In past cases, the Sanctions
Board has applied aggravation where the misconduct related to separate bids, contracts, or projects,
over a period of time.?° In this case, the record shows that the Respondent’s solicitation and receipt
of payments from the Contractor through the First Company and the Second Company were made
in relation to different contracts and occurred over the course of more than five years. Accordingly,
the Sanctions Board applies aggravation under this factor.

38.  Sophisticated means: Section IV.A.2 of the Sanctioning Guidelines states that this factor
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the misconduct involved “a variety of tactics,” including the use of an intermediary to make bribe
payments.?? In this case, INT asserts that aggravation should be applied, as the Respondent
“employed a high degree of planning and diverse tactics to avoid detection.” The Respondent does
not address this factor. Considering that the record shows that the Respondent devised the
backdated contracts with the First Company and the Second Company to conceal receipt of the
payments that he had solicited from the Contractor, the Sanctions Board applies aggravation for
the Respondent’s use of sophisticated means.

39.  Central role in the misconduct: Section IV.A.3 of the Sanctioning Guidelines states that
this factor may apply to a respondent who acted as the “organizer, leader, planner, or prime mover
in a group of 2 or more.” Here, INT contends that aggravation is warranted because the Respondent
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