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at contract expiration dates, performance and 
talent ratings, and competitive rankings in the 
unit’s recent GF-level recruitment process —
was supported by evidence. Although the 
record showed that the applicant had 
discussed the possibility of Ms. A’s non-
renewal before the workforce planning 
exercise took place, the Tribunal noted that 
supervisors and managers continually assess 
staffing needs, even outside of formal 
planning exercises, without necessarily 
engaging in misconduct. Moreover, the 
Tribunal highlighted that acts of managerial 
discretion can be errors of judgment or abuses 
of discretion without rising to the level of 
misconduct. 

The record also showed a pattern of harsh 
behavior by the applicant toward staff 
members; however, the Tribunal noted that 
such behavior was not directed only at Ms. A. 
While the Tribunal did not condone the 
applicant’s behaviors as described by 
witnesses, it considered that those types of 
behaviors are more appropriately addressed 
through performance management processes. 

The Tribunal further found that the 13-month 
period from the EBC investigative report to 
the Acting HRDVP’s final misconduct 
determination kept the applicant “under the 
cloud of a serious misconduct allegation” for 
too long. In this instance, the Tribunal 
determined that the delay rose to a level 
warranting compensation. The Tribunal 
rescinded the misconduct finding and 
disciplinary sanctions, ordered removal of all 
related records from the applicant’s personnel 
file, and awarded compensation equivalent to 
six months’ net salary. It also awarded legal 
fees and costs. 
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An applicant, found by the IFC to have 
committed misconduct when 
recommending the non-renewal of a GE-
level analyst he supervised, challenged that 
finding in IE v. IFC. He and the analyst, Ms. 
A, disagreed about her readiness for 
promotion and participated in mediation 
regarding those concerns. Shortly after the 
two reached an agreement, the applicant’s 
unit hired an external consultant to assess 
staffing needs and then underwent a 
workforce planning exercise that identified, 
among other things, a need for increased 
senior staff. The applicant recommended not 
renewing Ms. A’s appointment so that her 
position could be reallocated to a more 
senior role, a decision approved by the 
Director General. 

Ms. A filed complaints with the Ethics and 
Business Conduct Department (EBC) 
alleging harassment, discrimination, and 
retaliation related to the non-renewal 
recommendation. After reviewing EBC’s 
investigation and findings, the Acting Vice 
President of Human Resources (HRDVP) 
disagreed with EBC that the applicant had 
retaliated against Ms. A but agreed that the 
applicant had abused his authority and failed 
to observe norms of professional conduct. 
The HRDVP emphasized that “workforce 
planning should not be used as a pretext for 
settling workplace differences” and imposed 
a two-year ineligibility for supervisory roles 
and a written censure to be kept in the 
applicant’s personnel record.  

In challenging the HRDVP’s decision, the 
applicant claimed that it was not supported 
by substantial evidence. The Tribunal 
agreed, determining that the applicant’s 
rationale for the recommendation—looking  

Tribunal Overturns Misconduct Finding and 
Awards Compensation 

Upcoming 
Events 
Session Overview 
On March 10, 2026, 
join the virtual 
presentation that will 
share key developments 
and summarize the 
Tribunal’s newest 
decisions.  

May 2026 Session 
Dates 

The Tribunal’s next 
session will begin on 
May 11, 2026.  
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While Upholding Underlying Workers’ Compensation Decision, 
Tribunal Emphasizes Need for Timely Decisions by Administrative 
Review Panel 

The applicant in IC v. IBRD challenged the decision of the Workers’ Compensation Administrative Review Panel (ARP) 
to uphold the Claims Administrator’s denial of her claim for workers’ compensation benefits. Maintaining that she had 
provided sufficient evidence to show she suffered work-related “psychological illness or injury,” the applicant contended 
that  the  Claims  Administrator’s  denial  did  not  comply with the Bank’s Staff Rules or Workers’ Compensation Claims 

Procedure, the District of Columbia Workers’ Compensation Act, or 
D.C. case law. She also noted that the ARP did not comply with the 
required time frame in making its decision. 

The Tribunal first considered the Claims Administrator’s denial of the 
applicant’s workers’ compensation claim, observing that the Claims 
Administrator used the correct legal standard and jurisprudence to 
review the claim, and finding that the Claims Administrator’s denial 
of the applicant’s claim was not based on an error of law. In then 
considering the Claims Administrator’s review of the applicant’s 
claims, the Tribunal was satisfied that the Claims Administrator 
reviewed the applicant’s claim in compliance with the Bank’s 
Workers’ Compensation Program and acted in a reasonable manner. 

Turning to the ARP decision, the Tribunal noted that the applicant’s 
medical records did not make it clear that the applicant’s diagnoses 
arose directly from her employment. It also observed that the records 
attributed her distress to multiple factors, made vague references to 
work dynamics, and were based only on the applicant’s subjective 
accounts of purported workplace events. The Tribunal concluded that 
the ARP’s decision was reasonable on the basis of the evidence before 
it. 

 
With respect to the time taken for the ARP review, the record showed 
that the ARP notified the applicant of its decision 174 days after 
receiving the complete documentation, thus exceeding the prescribed 
90-day time frame by 84 days, a delay of almost double the period 
allowed. The ARP had a duty to comply with the Bank’s explicit 
procedural deadlines, and the Tribunal considered this delay to be 
excessive and unreasonable, warranting compensation. 

The Tribunal next considered whether the ARP failed to properly 
address a conflict of interest regarding the panel’s composition. Based 
on the record, the Tribunal was satisfied that the ARP was composed in 
accordance with the policies and procedures in place at the time and that 
any conflict of interest was adequately addressed. The Tribunal did not 
find any specific irregularities with respect to the composition of the 
ARP that would have affected the validity of the ARP’s decision. 
Finally, the Tribunal considered the Bank’s obligations under its 
Occupational Health and Safety Directive, finding that the applicant 
received support and full access to multiple points of contact within the 
broader Occupational Health and Safety Management System. 

The Tribunal ordered the Bank to pay the applicant $5,000 in compensation for undue delay by the ARP and dismissed 
all other claims. 

The Tribunal finds that 
the notes also attribute 
the [a]pplicant’s 
distress to multiple 
factors, including the 
pandemic, her contract, 
future job prospects, 
and vague and 
unspecific references to 
work dynamics such as 
‘anxiety specific to work 
dynamics amongst 
colleagues’ and 
‘interpersonal stressors 
at work.’ 
 

– IC, Decision No. 720, 
para. 72 

This represents a delay 
of almost double the 
period allowed under 
the rule. The ARP has a 
duty to comply with 
the explicit procedural 
deadlines established 
by the Bank. Here, the 
Tribunal considers a 
delay of this degree to 
be excessive and 
unreasonable. 
 

– IC, Decision No. 720, 
para. 82 
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Tribunal Judgment Examines Placement on an Opportunity to 
Improvement Performance Plan 

In Mwaniki v. IBRD, the applicant challenged the Bank’s use of her “poor performance” and unsuccessful completion of 
an Opportunity to Improve Performance plan (OTI) as the basis for its decision to terminate her employment.  

The applicant moved to a new position in the Bank’s Washington, D.C., office in late 2022, and had a Check-In 
Conversation in July 2023 and Fiscal Year 2023 (FY23) performance evaluation discussion in October with her supervisor, 
the Human Resources Vice President (HRDVP). After the first meeting, the applicant recorded, in the ePerformance 
system, her challenges and “focus going forward.” After the second meeting, the HRDVP entered comments in the 
applicant’s FY23 Annual Review, including that the applicant “had a very rough start.” Those comments were not shared 
with the applicant until September 2024. In March 2024, the applicant’s new supervisor, the Acting HRDVP, gathered 
mid-year feedback on the applicant and subsequently detailed the challenges in her performance. He ultimately placed the 
applicant on an OTI to address those deficiencies. 

In July 2024, the applicant sought Administrative Review of her placement on the OTI and its terms, but was not successful. 
The applicant then requested Performance Management Review (PMR) and the PMR report concluded that management 
“had a reasonable and observable basis” for considering the applicant’s performance below expectations and for placing 
her on an OTI. It also concluded that the terms of the OTI satisfied the WBG requirements. Meanwhile, in October 2024, 
the applicant was informed that her appointment would be terminated for poor performance. 

In reviewing the application, the Tribunal determined that the only matters properly before it were the applicant’s 
placement on the OTI and the terms of the OTI. On review of the record—including ePerformance feedback, the 
applicant’s performance evaluations, and the PMR findings—the Tribunal was satisfied that the Bank had a reasonable 
and observable basis to conclude that there were performance deficiencies to be addressed through an OTI. The Tribunal 
also concluded that the terms of the OTI were consistent with the requirements of the Staff Rules and previous Tribunal 
decisions. Satisfied also that the applicant’s essential due process rights were respected, the Tribunal dismissed the 
application.   

Tribunal Judgments Address Non-confirmation, OTIs, and Timeliness 

The World Bank Administrative Tribunal heard six cases and issued one order in its November 2025 session. Five cases, 
IC v. IBRD, ER (No. 4) v. IBRD, ID v. IBRD, IE v. IBRD, and Mwaniki v. IBRD, were heard on the merits. One case, ER 
(No. 5) v. IBRD, involved preliminary objections. 

The applicant in ER (No. 4) v. IBRD had been placed on an OTI which outlined that his repeated and widespread allegations 
had become disruptive to his unit despite reminders to pursue his allegations through the appropriate channels. The 
applicant sought Administrative Review of his placement on an OTI and later sought a reversal from the Tribunal of the 
OTI placement. The Tribunal identified and confirmed the reasonable and observable basis for the applicant’s OTI 
placement (i.e. prior email documentation relating to a “summary of the specific work performance concerns”) and further 
verified the applicant’s due process rights were respected.  

In ID v. IBRD, the applicant sought Tribunal review of the non-confirmation of his term appointment. The Tribunal 
concluded that the totality of the evidence supported the Bank’s assessment that the applicant’s performance was lacking 
throughout his probationary period and found that there was a reasonable and observable basis for the non-confirmation 
decision. The Tribunal further determined that the decision was not motivated by retaliatory animus and that there was no 
deprivation of due process. 

The applicant’s claim in ER (No. 5) v. IBRD involved The Applicant’s claim in ER (No. 5) v. IBRD involved retaliation 
and the Bank’s alleged failure to investigate his claim of retaliation through the appointment of an alternative reviewer. 
The Tribunal found that the applicant’s claim was untimely because based on the record, the applicant failed to meet the 
120-day filing date requirement as of 4 December 2024. 

The text and summaries of all the Tribunal’s judgments and orders may be found here. 

 

https://tribunal.worldbank.org/judgments-orders
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  Tribunal Celebrates its 45th Anniversary with Two-Day Symposium 

On November 17 and 18, 2025, the World Bank 
Administrative Tribunal hosted a two-day symposium to 
celebrate its 45th anniversary. During the event, panelists 
reflected on the evolution and impact of the Tribunal, its 
jurisprudence, and its role within the broader framework 
of international administrative law. As shared by one 
attendee, the Tribunal is a pillar for independence, 
providing justice to WBG staff and serving as an example 
to other international administrative tribunals.  

The Tribunal was established in 1980 by the Board of 
Governors to provide WBG staff an independent forum 
where they could bring their grievances. The then-WBG 
President, Robert McNamara, mentioned two important 
purposes in the founding of the Tribunal: to ensure 
through an impartial agency that the decisions of 
management conform to the rule of law, and as a 
consequence to achieve an improved level of morale of 
staff members and in the efficacy of their service.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Axel van Trotsenburg, former Senior Managing Director, 
World Bank, delivers opening remarks to start the Tribunal’s 
45th anniversary symposium. 

In opening the 45th anniversary celebration, Senior 
Managing Director Axel van Trotsenburg reflected that 
the Tribunal has met these purposes by fiercely guarding 
its independence, by firmly protecting the due process 
rights of the staff who come before it, and by fairly 
considering durable remedies. It has both protected the 
reputation of the WBG and uplifted the organization as 
an employer for dedicated people who want to work on 
issues that affect the well-being of communities around 
the world.  

The Tribunal’s influence has spread well beyond the 
WBG, as remarked upon by several international 
administrative tribunal judges throughout the 45th 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
The judges of the World Bank Administrative Tribunal: (from 
left to right) Thomas Laker, Lynne Charbonneau, Janice 
Bellace, Martha Halfeld Furtado de Mendonça Schmidt, Joëlle 
Adda, Seward Cooper, and Raul C. Pangalangan. 

anniversary celebrations. One judge reflected that the 
Tribunal serves as a sort of inspiration for other 
international administrative tribunals because of the 
quality of its judgments, the quality of its judges, and its 
long-standing history.  

With seven panels held over the course of the two-day 
symposium, attendees heard from 35 distinguished 
speakers comprised of senior WBG officials and subject-
matter experts, international administrative tribunal 
judges, legal scholars, and more. Hosting over 230 
registered attendees, including upwards of 150 WBG 
staff, the milestone celebration brought the work of the 
Tribunal and its role within the WBG and the 
international administrative legal tradition directly to the 
WBG community.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Current and former staff of the World Bank Administrative 

Tribunal Secretariat. 
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Day 1 of the 45th Anniversary Celebration Sees Reflections from Key 
Stakeholders and Discussions on Advancing Justice in the Workplace 

The first day of the World Bank Administrative 
Tribunal’s 45th anniversary celebration focused on the 
45-year history and legacy of the Tribunal and its role 
within the World Bank Group. Three panel discussions 
offered attendees a window into the Tribunal’s inner 
workings – its independence, jurisdiction, and decision-
making – while situating its role within broader rule-of-
law principles in the workplace. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lisa Rosen, Vice President, EIJ, Aradhana Kumar-Capoor, 
Vice President and Corporate Secretary, and Christopher 
Stephens, Senior Vice President and General Counsel, reflect 
on the Tribunal’s legacy. 

The symposium opened with a panel discussion in which 
key stakeholders in the Tribunal shared institutional 
perspectives on how the Tribunal and its jurisprudence 
have shaped the Bank’s governance and workplace 
culture. Attendees heard from the WBG’s Staff 
Association Chair, Director of Human Resources, Vice 
President of Ethics and Internal Justice, Vice President 
and Corporate Secretary, and Senior Vice President and 
General Counsel who opined on how Tribunal 
jurisprudence has shaped WBG policy and practice 
throughout its history.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
Natale Polito, Senior Counsel, Staff Association, and Talib 
Esmail, Chair, Staff Association, speak on the Tribunal’s role 
and legacy. 

 
Seward Cooper, 
World Bank 
Administrative 
Tribunal Vice-
President, speaks 
during Meet the 
Judges. 

 
Moving into the afternoon, the current members of the 
Tribunal were brought into focus with the next panel 
discussion, Meet the Judges. This panel expanded on an 
annual tradition in which WBG staff get to hear directly 
from the judges, and the judges get the opportunity to 
hear from staff as well. The seven sitting judges of the 
Tribunal addressed topics such as remedies the Tribunal 
can award, jurisdictional requirements to access the 
Tribunal, the legal sources looked to by the Tribunal, and 
the burden of proof required to carry a case.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Martha Halfeld Furtado de Mendonça Schmidt and Thomas 
Laker, World Bank Administrative Tribunal judges, and Joan 
Powers, EBRD Administrative Tribunal judge, speak on the 
rule of law. 

The day closed with a final panel discussion on the 
Tribunal’s role in promoting respect for the rule of law in 
the workplace.  Panelists representing the institution, the 
staff, and administrative tribunals remarked on the 
interplay between the institution and the Tribunal—
between managerial prerogative and deference and the 
principles of fair treatment, due process, and 
accountability— and recognized the limits of justice—
acknowledging boundaries while reinforcing the 
Tribunal’s role in promoting a respectful, lawful 
workplace. 
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International Administrative Tribunals Discuss Challenges and the 
Future on Day 2 of the Tribunal’s 45th Anniversary Celebration  

Day two of the World Bank Administrative Tribunal’s 
45th anniversary celebration brought together senior 
figures from tribunals and international organizations 
across the globe, offering attendees a rare, panoramic 
view of how institutions are collectively confronting the 
evolving challenges of workplace justice.  

The day began with a panel discussion where experts 
from the African Development Bank, OPEC Fund, and 
the World Bank’s Ethics and Internal Justice Services 
explored the modern pressures facing administrative 
tribunals. Topics ranged from access to justice to 
diversity and inclusion, evidence-gathering tools, and 
efforts to combat sexual harassment. Despite 
representing distinct institutions, panelists repeatedly 
emphasized how these issues transcend organizational 
boundaries—benefitting from shared strategies and 
approaches. 

 
Lynne Charbonneau, 
World Bank 
Administrative 
Tribunal Vice-
President, speaks on 
the challenges facing 
administrative 
tribunals. 

 
Collaboration remained front and center during the next 
panel discussion, which examined how global 
development institutions are adapting to new labor 
realities. Representatives from the World Bank, the 
European Stability Mechanism, the United Nations 
Appeals Tribunal, and the Islamic Development Bank 
discussed trends such as appointment types, the rise of 
remote and hybrid work, and the growing role of 
technology. Their dialogue underscored a common 
recognition: international administrative tribunals must 
evolve alongside the organizations and staff they serve.  

 

Raul C. Pangalangan, 
World Bank 

Administrative Tribunal 
judge, speaks on 

jurisdiction and access 
to justice. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Joëlle Adda, World Bank Administrative Tribunal judge, and 
Anne-Marie Burns, WBG Manager, Anti-Harassment and 
Discrimination, EIJ, discuss modern pressures. 

The afternoon’s panel tackled the bedrock principle of 
tribunal independence. Voices from the World Bank 
Administrative Tribunal, the Bank’s Legal Vice 
Presidency, and the Commonwealth Secretariat 
addressed both legal and institutional safeguards that 
protect impartial adjudication. A notable theme was the 
shared interest—across institutions—in strengthening 
and potentially codifying principles of independence to 
ensure fairness and credibility in administrative justice 
systems worldwide.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Zakir Hafez, Executive Secretary, World Bank Administrative 
Tribunal, Mahnoush Arsanjani, former President of the World 
Bank Administrative Tribunal, and Dave Sullivan, Deputy 
General Counsel, LEGIA, discuss the independence of 
international administrative tribunals. 

Throughout the day’s panels, speakers reinforced a 
recurring theme: that while each international institution 
has its own legal framework and culture, their 
administrative tribunals share a common mission— 
delivering fair, consistent, and trusted workplace justice 
in a rapidly changing global environment. 
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The Presidents’ Forum: (from left to right) Olufemi Elias, 
Louise Otis, Nassib Ziadé, Janice Bellace, Issoufou Bourema, 
Paul Lemmens, Raul C. Pangalangan, Westmin James, and 
Pablo Sandonato de León. 

In addition to technical questions regarding the 
functioning of their respective tribunals, the presidents 
also considered deeply complex questions which sought 
to elicit nuanced aspects of their work and contributions. 
Judge Bourema took up the question of accounting for 
cultural and social differences amongst staff with respect 
to employment disputes and explained that respect for 
culture is an essential value within the African Union 
community and that while there is a cultural context of 
behavior, there are minimum standards of conduct for 
international civil servants concerning integrity, respect, 
and professionalism which transcend cultural norms. 
Judge James offered theoretical and practical 
perspectives on the importance of stare decisis and 
precedent, noting the value of consistency for purposes of 
justice and fairness while also delineating the various 
judicial mechanisms used to step away from precedent to 
ensure that justice is done in the given case. 

The Presidents’ Forum was a special and enriching 
discussion of a broad cross-section of issues facing 
administrative tribunals today. It canvassed selection 
processes and term limits for judges, burdens of proof and 
standards of evidence, anonymity and legal 
representation for applicants, frivolous applications, oral 
proceedings, cooperation among administrative tribunals, 
and the proliferation of international administrative 
tribunals. On this latter issue, Judge Otis recognized 
inherent difficulties but offered a favorable view that 
proliferation suggests that more staff will be protected 
and that international organizations accept the authority 
of administrative tribunals. She urged the creation of an 
international administrative supreme court to harmonize 
the jurisprudence of international administrative tribunals 
and to elevate this crucial system of justice. Perhaps the 
development of such an institution might be further 
addressed during the next milestone event! 

 

Event Highlight: The Presidents’ Forum 

 The 45th anniversary celebration concluded with a true 
highlight of the two-day event, the Presidents’ Forum: A 
Conversation with the Presidents of International 
Administrative Tribunals. This extraordinary panel 
brought together eight presidents – Janice Bellace, World 
Bank Administrative Tribunal; Issoufou Bourema, 
African Union Administrative Tribunal; Westmin James, 
Inter-American Development Bank Administrative 
Tribunal; Paul Lemmens, Council of Europe 
Administrative Tribunal; Louise Otis, North American 
Atlantic Treaty Organization Administrative Tribunal; 
Raul C. Pangalangan, Asian Development Bank 
Administrative Tribunal; Pablo Sandonato de León, 
Organization of American States Administrative 
Tribunal; and Nassib Ziadé, International Monetary Fund 
Administrative Tribunal and United Nations Appeals 
Tribunal. Moderated by Olufemi Elias, President, OPEC 
Fund Administrative Tribunal, Chair, Islamic 
Development Bank Administrative Tribunal, and former 
Executive Secretary of the World Bank Administrative 
Tribunal, this closing session was a fitting culmination of 
the anniversary celebration’s robust exploration of 
international administrative law. 

The unique role of president was discussed up front with 
Judge Bellace explaining that the position entails key 
decision-making on requests from the parties, such as for 
oral proceedings and the production of documents, and 
underscoring the critical leadership role the president 
must occupy in navigating disagreement and fostering 
consensus among judges. Judge Pangalangan further 
explained the importance of consensus in strengthening 
the normative power of a tribunal decision while 
cautioning that it could also weaken the applicability of 
the decision to more difficult cases. He highlighted the 
importance of recognizing the role of dissent and 
enabling dissenting judges to express their views. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Janice Bellace, World Bank Administrative 
Tribunal President, speaks during The 
Presidents’ Forum. 

 


