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appending the Statement of Accusations and Evidence (the “SAE”) submitted by 
INT to the SDO on May 21, 2021; 

ii. Explanation submitted by the Respondent to the SDO on November 1, 2021; 

iii.  Response submitted by the Respondent to the Secretary to the Sanctions Board on 
January 3, 2022 (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 the Respondent with the Secretary to the Sanctions 
Board on February 6, 2022 (the “Respondent’s Additional Submission”); and 

vi. Additional submission filed by INT with the Secretary to the Sanctions Board on 
March 15, 2022 (“INT’s Additional Submission”). 

II. PROCEDURAL HISTO RY AT THE FIRST TIER 

3. Issuance of Notice and temporary suspension: On June 2, 2021, pursuant to Section III.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 eligibility3 with respect to any Bank-Financed 
Projects,4 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 recommendations: Pursuant to Section III.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 four (4) years and three (3) months, after which period the Respondent may be released from 
ineligibility only if the Respondent has, in accordance with Section III.A, sub-paragraph 9.03 of 
the Sanctions Procedures, demonstrated to the World Bank Group’s Integrity Compliance Officer 
(the “ICO”) that the Respondent has (i) taken appropriate remedial measures to address the 
sanctionable practices for which the Respondent has been sanctioned; and (ii) 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 applied aggravation for the 
Respondent’s repeated pattern of corruption and for the involvement of the Respondent’s senior 
management in the misconduct. The SDO applied limited mitigation for the Respondent’s 
cooperation. The Respondent subsequently submitted an Explanation to contest the SDO’s finding 

 
3 The full scope of ineligibility effected by a temporary suspension is set out in the Sanctions Procedures at 

Section III.A, sub-paragraphs 4.02(a) and 9.01(c), read together. 
4 The term “Bank-Financed Projects” encompasses an investment project or a program for results operation, for which 

IBRD or IDA (as the case may be), whether acting for its own account or in the capacity as administrator of trust 
funds funded by donors, has provided financing in the form of a loan, credit or grant and governed by the Bank’s 
Procurement Guidelines, Consultant Guidelines, or Anti-Corruption Guidelines. See Sanctions Procedures at 
Section II(e). 
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of liability and the recommended sanction. The SDO declined to withdraw the Notice or revise the 
recommended sanction. 

III. GENERAL BACKGROUND 

5. This case arises in the context of two projects in the Republic of Liberia (the “Recipient”): 
(i) the Integrated Public Financial Management Reform Project (“Project 1”), which sought to 
improve budget coverage, fiscal policy management, financial control, and oversight of 
government finances; and (ii) the Integrated Public Financial Management Reform Project II 
(“Project 2”), which sought to improve public resources management and accountability (together, 
the “Projects”). On March 20, 2012, IDA entered into a financing agreement with the Recipient to 
provide an amount equivalent to Special Drawing Rights (“SDR”) 3.2 million (approximately 
US$4.92 million at the time of signature) for Project 1 (“Financing Agreement 1”).5 On 
July 26, 2017, IDA entered into an advance agreement with the Recipient to provide a project 
preparation advance in the amount of US$3.86 million for Project 2 (“Financing Agreement 2”).6 
The Projects were implemented by the same project implementation unit (the “PIU”) under the 
Recipient’s Ministry of Finance and Development Planning (the “Ministry”). 

6. Between May 2013 and December 2017, the Ministry awarded several contracts to the 
Respondent through direct negotiations under the Projects (the “Contracts”). The Contracts 
governed the supply of goods and services relating to government data center sites. Specifically, 
the Contracts included: (i) an agreement to provide equipment and related maintenance services, 
dated May 21, 2013 (“Contract 1”); (ii) a purchase order of equipment, dated October 27, 2015 
(“Contract 2”); (iii) an agreement for maintenance services, dated December 22, 2015 
(“Contract 3”); (iv) a purchase order of equipment, dated January 26, 2016 (“Contract 4”); (v) an 
agreement for maintenance services, dated May 2017 (“Contract 5”); and (vi) an agreement for 
maintenance services, dated December 2017 (“Contract 6”).7   

7. INT alleges that the Respondent engaged in a corrupt practice by making improper 
payments to a public official (the “Public Official”) in exchange for his influence in the 
procurement or execution of Contracts 2-6. 

IV. APPLICABLE STANDARDS OF REVIEW 

8. 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.  

 
5 Financing Agreement 1 references a trust fund agreement whereby IDA would act as an administrator of grant funds 
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9. 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. 

10. 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. 

11. Applicable definitions of corrupt practice: Financing Agreement 1 provided that the World 
Bank’s Guidelines: Procurement of Goods, Works and Non-consulting Services under IBRD 
Loans and IDA Credits & Grants by World Bank Borrowers (January 2011) (the “January 2011 
Procurement Guidelines”) would govern the procurement of goods and services under Project 1. 
Financing Agreement 2 provided that the World Bank’s Procurement Regulations for Borrowers 
under Investment Project Financing (July 2016) (the “July 2016 Procurement Regulations”) would 
govern the procurement of goods and services under Project 2. The available Contracts procured 
under Project 1 either defined “corrupt practice” consistent with the January 2011 Procurement 
Guidelines or were silent on the applicable standards.8 The Contract procured under Project 29 
defined “corrupt practice” in accordance with the July 2016 Procurement Regulations. In these 
circumstances, the Sanctions Board will review the allegations in this case based on the definitions 
set forth by the January 2011 Procurement Guidelines and the July 2016 Procurement Regulations. 
Both documents define “corrupt practice” as “the offering, giving, receiving, or soliciting, directly 
or indirectly, of anything of value to influence improperly the actions of another party.”10 The 
definition in the January 2011 Procurement Guidelines also contains a footnote explaining that the 
term “another party” refers to “a public official acting in relation to the procurement process or 
contract execution” and that the term “public official” includes “World Bank staff and employees 
of other organizations taking or reviewing procurement decisions.”11 

V. PRINCIPAL CONTENTIONS OF THE PARTIES 

A. INT’s Principal Contentions in the SAE 
 
12. INT alleges that the Respondent made two corrupt payments to the Public Official: (i) a 
payment of US$2,000 in or around October 2015 (“Payment 1”), and (ii) a payment of US$1,000 
in May 2016 (“Payment 2”) (together, the “Payments”). INT contends that, in exchange for 
the Payments, the Public Official improperly influenced the procurement or execution of 
Contracts 2-6, including by ensuring the acceptan
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for the involvement of the Respondent’s senior management in the misconduct. In addition, INT 
argues that any mitigation earned for cooperation should be offs
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reiterates its previous arguments and asserts that its investigation was conducted consistent with 
the Bank’s public guidance on integrity audits.  

F. Presentations at the Hearing 
 

17. INT contended that, at the time of the Payments, the Public Official held a senior role under 
the Projects, with direct responsibilities over procurement, supervision of contracts, and approval 
of invoices. According to INT, evidence shows that the Vice President made the Payments with 
the purpose to influence the Public Official in relation to the Contracts, and that the Respondent is 
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the Public Official, asserting that the Public Official had limited authority over the Projects and 
that the Contracts were awarded legitimately and irrespective of the Public Official’s actions.  

27. As an initial matter, the Sanctions Board finds that, at the time of the alleged misconduct, 
the Public Official served as a public official within the meaning of the applicable definitions. The 
record shows that the Public Official held a position of authority over the Projects – including as 
a Bank-financed consultant between June 2013 and February 2019, and as acting director of the 
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30. Consistent with these standards, the Sanctions Board finds that INT has discharged the 
burden to prove that the Payments were made with corrupt intent. Notably, as examined in 
Paragraphs 24-25, the Respondent’s own financial records provide direct evidence of a connection 
between the Payments and the Respondent’s business interests. Moreover, the timing and 
circumstances of each transaction further indicate an improper course of dealing between the 
Respondent and the Public Official. Specifically, the record reflects the following:  

i. For Payment 1: The Vice President recorded Payment 1 on the Respondent’s copy 
of Contract 2, specifically noting that the corresponding amount (i.e, US$2,000) 
was paid to the Public Official “on this project.” Contract 2 was executed in 
October 2015 and paid by the Ministry in December 2015. Contemporaneous 
correspondence reveals that, before confirming that the Ministry had released the 
payment under Contract 2, the Respondent’s staff repeatedly wrote to the Public 
Official to complain about apparent delays in the processing of the invoice – which 
suggests the Public Official’s ability to influence this matter. In addition, 
documentary evidence shows that, during the same period, the Public Official was 
involved in the negotiations of Contract 3, which was awarded to the Respondent 
in December 2015. Considering the Public Official’s role and responsibilities, this 
evidence supports an inference that the Vice President made Payment 1 in order 
to influence the execution of Contract 2 and the award of Contract 3 in favor of 
the Respondent.  

ii. For Payment 2: The Vice President recorded Payment 2 in the Respondent’s 
corporate files, specifically noting that the corresponding amount (i.e., US$1,000) 
was credited to the Public Official in May 2016 so as “to be deducted on future 
project.” Subsequently, the PIU awarded Contracts 5 and 6 to the 
Respondent – respectively, in May 2017 and December 2017. Documentary 
evidence shows that the Public Official was involved in the negotiations of 
Contract 6 and was in a position to influence the award of Contract 5. In these 
circumstances, it may be reasonably inferred that Contracts 5 and 6 constitute the 
“future project” which Payment 2 was intended to influence. Alternatively, even 
without regard to a specific purpose of influence, this evidence shows that the 
Respondent’s business interests were subject to the Public Official’s authority and 
influence, and that Payment 2 was made in connection with the Public Official’s 
functions – which sufficiently supports a prima facie finding of corrupt intent.17  

31. As INT has established a prima facie case of corrupt intent, the burden now shifts to the 
Respondent to demonstrate that the Payments had a legitimate purpose. The Respondent relies on 
the Vice President’s statements to INT indicating that the Payments were of a personal nature and 
had a legitimate purpose. Specifically, the Vice President maintained that these transactions 
constituted loans from himself – in his individual capacity – to the Public Official, which the 
Public Official later repaid. The Sanctions Board does not find this theory credible, as it is 
inconsistent with the Vice President’s own notes – which appear in the Respondent’s corporate 
files and explicitly connect the Payments to present and future business opportunities. During the 

 
17 See Sanctions Board Decision No. 110 (2018) at para. 25. 
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did not show – to the required standard – that the individuals who directly engaged in the 
misconduct were acting on behalf of the respondent firm23 or as the respondent firm’s duly 
authorized officers or employees.24 Additionally, the Sanctions Board has recognized that 
respondent firms may be exempted from liability where they can prove that their staff acted in 
contravention of specific corporate policies (i.e., the “rogue employee defense”).25 

35. Here, the Respondent denies responsibility fo
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Section III.A, sub-paragraph 8.01(ii) of the Sanctions Procedures, the Sanctions Board is not 
bound by the SDO’s recommendations. 

40. 
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“single course of action.”34 Here, INT argues that this factor applies because the Respondent made 
two separate corrupt payments in relation to many different contracts over a period of several 
months. The Respondent opposes aggravation on this basis. The record indicates that the 
Respondent’s corrupt conduct did not constitute a single course of action, as the Payments related 
to different contracts, had separate purposes, and occurred several months apart. The Sanctions 
Board finds that aggravation is warranted for the Respondent in these circumstances.  

45. Management’s role: Section IV.A.4 of the Sanctioning Guidelines states that this factor 
may apply “[i]f an individual within high-level personnel of the organization participated in, 
condoned, or was willfully ignorant of the misconduct.” The Sanctions Board has previously 
applied aggravation on this basis where high-level members of a respondent entity’s management 
personally participated in the misconduct.35 In considering potential aggravation under this factor, 
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inquiries.38 In the present case, the record shows, and INT acknowledges, that the Respondent 
provided documents, made staff available for interviews, and responded to INT’s show-cause 
letter. This notwithstanding, INT argues that any credit for such cooperation should be offset by 
the Respondent’s repeated denials of responsibility despite substantial evidence to the contrary, 
and the Respondent’s apparent attempt to recant the Vice President’s admission in its response to 
the show-cause letter. The Respondent contends that it cooperated fully with INT’s investigators, 
and denies having attempted to recant the Vice President’s admissions. Considering the record as 
a whole, the Sanctions Board finds that some mitigation is warranted for the Respondent’s 
cooperation. 

c. Period of temporary suspension 

47. Pursuant to Section III.A, sub-paragraph 9.02(h) of the Sanctions Procedures, the Sanctions 
Board takes into account the period of the Respondent’s temporary suspension since the SDO’s 
issuance of the Notice on June 2, 2021. 

E. Determination of Appropriate Sanction 

48. Considering the full record and all the factors discussed above, the Sanctions Board 
determines and declares that the Respondent, together with any entity that is an Affiliate directly 
or indirectly controlled by the Respondent, shall be placed under conditional non-debarment for a 
period of two (2) years beginning from the date of this decision. In accordance with Section III.A, 
sub-paragraph 9.03 of the Sanctions Procedures, the Respondent shall be required to demonstrate 
within this period that it has (i) taken appropriate remedial measures to address the sanctionable 
practice for which it has been sanctioned; and (ii) adopted and implemented effective compliance 
measures in a manner satisfactory to the World Bank Group.  

49. In the event that the Respondent fails to comply with these conditions within the prescribed 
period of non-debarment, the Respondent, together with said Affiliates, shall be automatically 
declared ineligible to (i) be awarded or otherwise benefit from a Bank-financed contract, 
financially or in any other manner;39 (ii) be a nominated sub-contractor, consultant, manufacturer 
or supplier, or service provider40 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 participate 
further in the preparation or implementation of any Bank-Financed Projects. The Respondent may 
be released from ineligibility after a minimum period of two (2) years and nine (9) months, counted 
from the expiration of the period of non-debarment, only if it has demonstrated compliance with 

 
38 See, e.g., Sanctions Board Decision No. 37 (2010) at para. 45; Sanctions Board Decision No. 51 (2012) at para. 54; 

Sanctions Board Decision No. 52 (2012) at para. 42. 
39 A respondent’s ineligibility to be awarded a contract includes, without limitation (i) applying for prequalification, 

expressing interest in a consultancy, and bidding, either directly or as a nominated sub-contractor, nominated 
consultant, nominated manufacturer or supplier, or nominated service provider, in respect of such contract, and 
(ii) entering into an addendum or amendment introducing a material modification to any existing contract. 
Sanctions Procedures at Section III.A, sub-paragraph 9.01(c)(i), n.14. 

40 A nominated sub-contractor, nominated consultant, nominated manufacturer or supplier, or nominated service 
provider (different names are used depending on the particular bidding document) is one which has been: 
(i) included by the bidder in its pre
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the conditions originally stipulated for non-debarment in Paragraph 48 above, in accordance with 
Section III.A, sub-paragraph 9.03 of the Sanctions Procedures. This ineligibility shall extend 
across the operations of the World Bank Group. The Bank will also provide notice of the 
corresponding declaration of ineligibility to the other multilateral development banks (“MDBs”) 
that are party to the Agreement for Mutual En


