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iii.  Response submitted by the Respondent to the Secretary to the Sanctions Board on
December 2, 2021 (the “Response”);

iv. Reply submitted by INT to the Secretary to the Sanctions Board on
January 28, 2022 (the “Reply”);

v. Additional submission filed by INT with the Secretary to the Sanctions Board on
May 24, 2022 (“INT’s Additional Submission”); and

vi.  Additional submission filed by the Respondent with the Secretary to the Sanctions
Board on May 31, 2022 (the “Respondent’s Additional Submission”).

1. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

3. Issuance of Notice and temporary suspension: On July 20, 2021, pursuant to Section I11.A,
sub-paragraphs 4.01 and 4.02 of the Sanctions Procedures, the SDO issued the Notice and
temporarily suspended the Respondent, together with any entity that is an Affiliate directly or
indirectly controlled by the Respondent, from eligibility* with respect to any Bank-Financed
Projects,® pending the final outcome of these sanctions proceedings. The Notice specified that the
temporary suspension would apply across the operations of the World Bank Group.

4. SDO’s initial recommendations: Pursuant to Section I1I.A, sub-paragraphs 4.01(c), 9.01,
and 9.04 of the Sanctions Procedures, the SDO recommended in the Notice the sanction of
debarment with conditional release for the Respondent, together with any entity that is an Affiliate
directly or indirectly controlled by the Respondent. The SDO recommended a minimum period of
ineligibility of seven (7) years, after which period the Respondent may be released from
ineligibility only if he has, in accordance with Section I11.A, sub-paragraph 9.03 of the Sanctions
Procedures, demonstrated to the World Bank Group’s Integrity Compliance Officer (the “ICO”)
that the Respondent (i) has taken appropriate remedial measures to address the sanctionable
practices for which the Respondent has been sanctioned; (ii) has completed training and/or other
educational programs that demonstrate a continuing commitment to personal integrity and business
ethics; and (iii) any entity that is an Affiliate directly or indirectly controlled by the Respondent
has adopted and implemented, in a manner satisfactory to the Bank, integrity compliance measures
as may be imposed by the ICO to address the sanctionable practices. The SDO took into account
the two different types of sanctionable misconduct for which he found the Respondent liable. The
SDO applied aggravation for the Respondent’s repeated pattern of corrupt practices. The SDO did
not identify any applicable mitigating factors.

5. SDO’s final recommendations: The Respondent submitted an Explanation to contest the
SDO'’s finding of liability for the alleged corrupt practices and requested a less severe sanction for

4 The full scope of ineligibility effected by a temporary suspension is set out in the Sanctions Procedures at
Section I11.A, sub-paragraphs 4.02(a) and 9.01(c), read together.
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technical requirements (the “Draft Requirements”) to Company B’s staff prior to publication, and
(if) inducing the PIU to
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30. Here, the Respondent is accused of misconduct as a public official in two different
functions — Data Center Manager and Acting Director. The record shows, and the parties do not
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1. Receiving, directly or indirectly, anything of value

34. INT submits that
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invoice and inducing the P1U’s sole-sourcing of Company A. The Respondent appears to contend
that he lacked authority to exercise the alleged influence, and that Company A did not need any
improper influence to achieve the outcomes in question.

40.  As an initial matter, the Sanctions Board finds that, at the time of the alleged misconduct,
the Respondent served as a public official within the meaning of the applicable definition. The
record shows that, as Data Center Manager, the Respondent held a position of authority over the
Projects and played a key role in taking or reviewing selection decisions between June 2013 and
February 2019.2* Documentary evidence including the Consultant Agreements, the Respondent’s
resume, and meeting minutes, indicates that, in this capacity, the Respondent: (i)
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43.  Consistent with these standards, the Sanctions Board finds that INT has discharged the
burden to prove that the Respondent acted with corrupt intent. Notably, as examined in
Paragraphs 35-36, Company A’s own financial records provide direct evidence of a connection
between the Payments and Company A’s business interests. Moreover, the timing and
circumstances of each transaction further indicate an improper course of dealing between the
Respondent and Company A. Specifically, the record reflects the following:
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with Company B’s staff; (iii) Company B’s staff proposed changes to the Draft Requirements,
which were later reflected in the published version of the Request for Quotations; (iv) the
Respondent influenced the PIU’s evaluation of Company B’s proposal, including by overlooking
Company B’s failure to meet certain qualification requirements (specifically, relating to
personnel’s individual expertise and employment history); and
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D. Sanctioning Analysis

1. General framework for determination of sanctions

53.  Where the Sanctions Board determines that it is more likely than not that a respondent
engaged in a sanctionable practice, Section IlI.A, sub-paragraph 8.01(ii) of the Sanctions
Procedures requires the Sanctions Board to select and impose one or more appropriate sanctions
from the range of possible sanctions identified in Section Il1.A, sub-paragraph 9.01. The range of
sanctions set out in Section IlI.A, sub-paragraph 9.01, are: (a) reprimand; (b) conditional non-
debarment; (c) debarment; (d) debarment with conditional release; and (e) restitution. As stated in
Section III.A, sub-paragraph 8.01(ii) of the Sanctions Procedures, the Sanctions Board is not
bound by the SDO’s recommendations.

54.  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.®

55.  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 Group Sanctioning Guidelines (the “Sanctioning Guidelines”). While the Sanctioning
Guidelines themselves state that they are not intended to be prescriptive in nature, they provide
guidance as to the types of considerations potentially relevant to a sanctions determination. The
Sanctioning Guidelines further suggest potentially applicable ranges of increases or decreases from
a proposed base sanction
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several months apart. The Sanctions Board finds that aggravation is warranted for the Respondent
in these circumstances.

b. Minor role

60. Section I11.A, sub
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several occasions and provided relevant information and documentation,* or replied to INT’s
show-cause letter and follow-up inquiries.*® Here, the Respondent requests mitigation on this
basis. The record shows, and INT acknowledges, that the Respondent agreed to be interviewed
twice, provided documents, and responded to INT’s show-cause letter. Accordingly, consistent
with the aforementioned precedent, the Sanctions Board finds that mitigation is warranted under
this factor.

63.  Admission/acceptance of guilt/responsibility: Section V.C.3 of the Sanctioning Guidelines
recognizes cooperation in the form of a respondent’s admission or acceptance of guilt or
responsibility, with the condition that early admissions or acceptance should be given more weight
than admissions or acceptance coming later in the investigation or sanctions proceedings. In
considering whether admissions warrant mitigation, the Sanctions Board has looked to the timing
of admissions as well as their scope (i.e., whether an admission related only to the conduct alleged
or also accepted responsibility).*” For example, the Sanctions Board has granted limited mitigation
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enforce the declaration of ineligibility with respect to their own operations in accordance with the
Cross-Debarment Agreement and their own policies and procedures.>*
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