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When I wmte Ihe Chair-'s Message fo.- last yem's Annual Repoli, I noted thai the 

World Bonk G, oup WCtS working on reforms of the Conflict Resolution System. Among 

those entities scheduled for chClnge was the Appeals Committee. I noted that under 

proposals then being discussed the Appeals Committee would be transformed into 

the Peer Review Services {PRS}, whose structure would be altered so that it would better 

reflect the Appeals Cornin ittee's origins os a peer revrew system. The reforms were 

designed to both r'estore genuine peer review ralher than court-like judicial proceed­

ings, Clnd to streamlinE: the system by reducing 0," eliminating obstacles irnpeding 

the Cldministration of fair decision-making, and hence it was hoped that one of the important features 

of (II1Y system of justice-speed of resolution-would be improved. I am pleased to report that the 

proposed reforms hove become a reality during calendar year 2009. 

Henceforward, the PRS will be able to compare the results under the new PRS procedures with the 

yeCtrs thot preceded it to deter mine whether the objectives of the changes were achieved. We at the 

PRS-myselF, the Peel- ReView Secretariat, the Panel members, and the entire World Bank Group com­

munity-will CClP'lfully follow the progress of the PRS for the purpose of determining whelher, and to 

what extent, the objectives of the reforms have been achieved. The early results clle encouraging. 

i wish to directly addl ess tl105e of you who have volunteered unselfishly to selova in a special way as 

panel members, under both the Appeols Committee and now the PRS systems. To you, I soya simple 

"Thank you." Your No(k and judgment ensure that maJlClgement actions are subjected to careful 

scrutiny. This, in tum, creotes on appropriate and effective climate withill which managers are encour­

aged to comply with the Bank Group's policies and practices, the Staff Rules, and the tel ms of each 

staff member' contract ot employment. You ore invaluable to the credibility of the PRS process Your 

participotion enhances the likelihood thot, nol only is the letter of the Bank Group's rules and poliCies 

carried out, but olso that common sense fairness is the order of the doy when it comes to the treatment 

by the Bonk Group of its stoH members. 

Theodor'e 0 Ahlers 
Choir, Peer Review Services 

•
Peer Review Services 2009 Annual Report 





An Overview of Peer Review 
Services 
This Repoli covers the period January 1, 2009 thfOugh December 3', 2009. During this period, 

the Peer Review Services replaced the Appeals Committee effective July 1, 2009. Hence, this Report 

provides an overview of the work of both the Appeals Committee and Ihe Peer Review Services for 

Calendar Year 2009. 

I. 	 The Role of the Peer Review Services in the World Bank Group's 
Conflict Resolution System 

Staff members have several services they can Clccess in the World Bank Group' s (WBG or Bank Group) 

Conflict Resolution System (CRS) io assist them in odd,'essing workplace concems. For example, in 

addition to raising issues directly with their managers, staff mernbers may seek assistance from the 

Respectful WOI kplace Advi.:.vrs, a group of loluntee(s who are trained 10 listen and 0 assist in providing 

information about where to _eek Clssislance within the WBG, Staff may seek guidance and assis1ance 

from one of the Bank Group's Ornbudsman, who assist staff in analYZing their concerns cmd ways 

10 address them in a sofe and confidential environment. Staff members may also utilize the Office of 

Mediation Sel vices to attempt to find a resolution to their concems through a process in which both 

::.ides participate in an effort fo find comlllon ground. More may be learned about the CRS by viewing 

its web site at Cfs.worldbonk.org. 

In addition io these informal services, the WBG has created processes and i esources to Clssist staff 

membe, s ~o pursue Heir concerns through rno 'e Formal Clvenues, One of these avenues, peer review, 

was formerly called the Appeals Commiftee (ACO) and, following the implementation of the CRS 

reforms during CY2009, is now coiled Peer Review Services (PRS). 

II. 	How the Peer Review Services Functions 

Overview. The PRS systern WClS designed to provide Cl for urn where staff call !'elIse their workplace con­

cerns and have ihe case reviewed by peel') Nho shore 011 understanding of 1he Bonk Group's wor king 

environment. These peel s, known CIS Panel Members, volunteer their tirne to serve 011 ponels consisting 

of th, ee Ponel Membel s eClch per case Each ponellndudes Peer Review membel s at both the rnclI1age­

rial and non-managerial level. In each case, lhe Panel Members review the facts and evidenCE, listen 

to testimony, CIne! exarni! ,e the felevont Stoff Rulp!;, Bonk Gt oup pr clcedures and policies, Wodd Bonk 

Administrative Tribunal (Admilllstrc.rtive Tribunell) precedent, and other ,'t:;lel/cmf sources. III reviewing a 

co~e. the Panel con",iders "/hetl,p( the rnanClgel"icrl deciSion, clction, or inaction was consistent With the 

stoff member's COllt t.. (); ,,:rnployment 01' lerrfl5 of oppointrnenl. In doing so, the Panel is not limited 

to assessing whether any particulol' Starf Rule 01· Bonk Group procedure NOS violated, A Ponel may 

Clnd sh('uld eXLlmine whelher the Bani, Gr'oup"~ PI irK/pies of Employment requiring the Bank Group 

to treal stoff 'NitI', "fairne-5 one! inlpallictiity" at ullljlnes and "folio'..'! cr proper process" hos been rnet. 

The Peer Review Secretariat. he !Secreklf 'c t of fhe PRS i-I esponsible for pl'Oviding odministratlve 

supp..)! 10 the Par I I '\;\en ,b-'r- in a /1eulr erl (md ifl1POIlioi rnal,ner . Tile Secr-etoriat also serves as an 

IJ1forrnatiofl resour:: regcwllllfj the peel eview plOLess. 
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Jurisdictional Questions and Stays. A offers bl ought b€fol e Ihe PRS may be resolved in several 

way.;;. For' some mallet 5, the Ponel may nOT hove the authority to review the cloims, either because 

they il\volve issue:; that have been excluded frotll review under Staff Rule 9.03, or because 1he 

matter raised are not el'gible fa!" revie'N because they ore untimely, In other words, they occurred 

too 10l1g P";Of c the fili'lg of th Request fOI Review, and hence re time-barred. The PRS docs 

noi hove the disCI"etion to occepl a mattellhat is time-barred. Other mattel S 1110Y be stayed for a 

per iod of timA while lilA parties oHen pilO resolve the employment-related dispute, ei1her informally 

or III mediotion 

Resolution on the Merits. Moller:> which (lie flot resolved in any of the ways discussed above pro­

c€e j 0 de et mrnatloll h'y :::J FRS Ponel. Thi~ process COil toLe the form of either a NI itten proceeding 

0', rnore comnlonly, a hearirlg in ,Jhieh the staH member and the manager present e lidence to the 

Pal lei and the Panel que hons ele 'anI witnesses. After the conclusion of the hearing, the Panel will 

deliberale ond issue a written Iecomrnendation j'egardlng its findings, including suggestio 5 cancel n­

ing appropriate reiief, if ony. This I ecommendotion 1ai<.8s the fa! m of a written repori. 

In determining what rernedy to provide, the Pon I may con~ult the "Guidelines for Relief ,. a document 

prepared dUI ing CY2009 b>, a committee mode up of various segment"" of the Be nk Group's stoff. 
including monager~, Staff Associo1ioli rnembers, a I'epresentalive from PRS, and a representotive from 

LEGIA, and chaired by 1he Coordinator of Ihe Conflict Resolution System. The Guidelines are I eproduced 

CIS Appendix E. In addition io recommending relief, the Panel may have observed during its review of 
1he cose tha11he Bank could improve on its pmcesses 01 procedures. notwi1hstanding whether it rec­

ommendecl elief for the stClff rnember. In such siluations, the PRS 110tifies the Vice President of Human 

Resources (HRSVP) its obs~rvations, uSLIally in the fot m of a written ti1emorandum. This Annual Repol1 

contains a summary of the ACO/PRS aclivity i1l Ihis regard. at section IV hereof. 

The peer review process is graphically depicted in Appendix D. A SUlr1mory of the peer review process 

is on the WBG's website cd peerreview.worldbanl· .org. 

Referrals of Cases to the Integrity Vice Presidency (INT) or the Office of Ethics and 
Business Conduct (EBC). hOI 1 June 10, 2008 through June 30, 2009, the Bank Group had in 

effect Staff Rule 8.02, r. orogroph 3.03 (a) which provided as follows: "When a slaff member files an 

appeal with the Appeals COJ1lllli1lee thaI alleges I'etaliatioll fOl activities protected under this Rule, 

the Appeals Committee panel designated io consldel the appeal shall lefer the allegation to INT 

or in cases involving INT, to the President, fOI" review and potential disciplinary proceedings as may 

be appropriate. Such refel 1'01 shall not automatically suspend or delay the !>iaff member's appeal." 

During CY2009, the ACO referred a total of seven appeals under this provision, six of which were 

filed by ihe same person. 

III. Principal DiHerences Between The Appeals CommiHee Process and The Peer 
Review Process 

Leveling the Playing Field. The PRS reforms we,'e based upon reflection about what facets of the 

ACO process could be improved. The existing ACO system operated well, but hod become more 

and n 10fe technically complicated ond more odversarial over time. Hence, the major emphasis of 

the I'eforms was to move away from 011 adversorial process whic 1 the ACO had become, and to one 

thaI was more conducive 10 resolution of conFlict. Inlhe ACO pmcess, the parties were each entitled 

to be replesented by attorneys. The Bank Gmup's management whose actions or deCIsions were the 
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subjecl of the appeal wos olwoy::. I epr e_entecl by on otiorney and frequently, stoff hired an atiol ney as 

well. This placed an economic burden on staff rnembers and also tended to lengthen the process to 

accommodate additional o(guments and requests for discovery by counsel. It also made scheduling 

more difficult because not only did fhe podies' (lnd relevant witnesses' availability have to be consid­

ered, but also that of both atio) neys. 

Thus, one of the centerplece _, of 1he reforms of the peer review process is the elimination' of attorney 

involvement in both the hearing and In the drafting of documents. The objective of this reform is to 

place both sioff and management on fhe same level playing field and to reduce the antagon isms 

Ihat attorneys sornetimes engender. To further make the process eosier for staff and more on par with 

management. the Bank Group ug eed to fund the hil-ing of an attorney who Will work in the Staff As­

sociation to provide legal assistance to staff members contemplaling filing or have filed a Request for 

Review with the PRS, The elimination of attorneys at peer review heorings should also make scheduling 

easier, thus increasing the effiCIency of the process, 

Simplified Process. Another significant change brought about by the reforlns is Ihe sh-eomlining of 

the process. Once a Request for Review is filed, an initial check will be made to determine whether the 

matter fall 'Nithin Ihe subject mallei of the PRS and whether Ihe Issue that hCls been raised is timely. 

Also, a determination will be Illode whethel some fOI m of alternative process, such as mediation, might 

be fruitful to resolulion of the mattel-. Further streamlining of the process included the elimination of the 

paperwork and effoti required for obtaining on extension of time to file a Request for Review, substitut­

ing on across-the-board 120 calendar clay filing deadline, mther than a 90 calendar day deadline 

that could be extended up to 120 cCJiendar days upon request. The new system also eliminated the 

I'arely successful request fOI provisional relief. It is hoped that such requests will be made unnecessary 

in light of the anticipated illueosed speed of pr'ocessing. 

Furlher streamlining occur 'ed by cOllforrning the description of matters that could be the subject of 

a Request for Review before the PRS to the description used by the Adminisirative Tribunal. Under 

the ACO, review 'vI/as Illnited io iladnllnistrative decisions," thus resulting In numerous challenges 

to iurisdiction. The new PRS stane/ocd specifies that review may be had ove,- any disputed employ­

ment matier thot is further defined to include a rno"(lgeriol action, inaction, or decision that was not 

consistent with the stClff rnembe!-'s controcl of ernployrnent or terms of appointment. Another! lelpful 

addition {OS the clarific(Jtion of when the time for' filing a Request fOl- Review is triggered. Specifi­

cally, a stoff member NllO vi shes to request pee,. I eVlew must submit a Request fOI- Review with the 

Peer Review Secrelariot Within 120 ccdendol days of receiving noiice of the disputed employment 

matter. A stoff men !bel- receives "notice" of 0 dispufed employment maher when he or she receives 

written notice or o 'Jght to hove been ClWOI e that the disputed employment matter occurred. A finol 

noteVlortl y change elililinates the requirement, in coses where termination of employment is the 

issue 10 go Ihrough peer 'eview before filing Cl cose '.-'lith the Administrative Tribunal. Thus, in these 

instances, staff membels are permit jed, but flot required, to have their matter reVIewed by a Peer 

Review Panel prror io proceedil,g with (I clolm before the Administrative Tribunal. 

Peer Review Members. ,Jne of the mosl signifil-ant cilCinges to the peer I eVlew process is the (orn­

poslt;or i of the Peel ~e levi Il1~ 'nbel's and the Wlly ihey are selected to serve on the PRS. The reforms 

greatly increased tilt:! pOQI of Pser Review rnembers thot COil be designated to heclI- cases. For exornple, 

36 volunteer sle'£ member s con tf..Hisecl the Inen1bership of the ACO. The PRS, however, clmws flom 

a slate of ovel 60 "to~ rPember _ to serve as Peel Review members (three Peer Review members ore 

appoilrled fo serve on Cl Panel for a-h co.::.e ). Appointment of the Peer Review members is mode by 
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the MClIlOglng Dir?ctor se, ing 05 til Chail of tht;: Council for Init~1 nal Justice based upon the joint 

I ECOIlll11endations fron . the Sioff Association Clnd by HRSVP. Thus, the pool of Peer Review members 

ic.; significantly larger, 11101"8 representative of lhe WOlld Bonk community as a whole, (lnd hence more 

diver e. Each Panel must include both managerial orld non-managerial stoff, and each Panel. to the 

e>:tE'll1 feasible, '11Ust conla;n CI nell,ber (It Ihe sorne grade level or who possesses similOi work expel-j­

ence as lhe stoff mEmber bringing the Request for Review. 

Provisional Relief. Under the ACO system! pursuarlt to Staff Rule 9.03, paragraph 7.01, on Clppellant 

could request an awmd of Provisional Relief in ex-eptional circumstances where urgent and immediate 

relief from undue hard_hip, resulting from an administrative decision, was required in advance of tlr 

,·esolution of Ihe appeal. This provision was elirnilioted in ihe PRS system. The improvements in speed 

for pi ocessing requests, combined With the historically low incidence in which requests for P, ovi ional 

Relief were raised and wei e subsequently successful suggested thot fhe Provisional Relief process las 
no longel' needed. In CY2009,there werp !wo requests for Provisional Relief Clmong the 26 appeals 

filed. In both cases, the Panel did not recommend providing Provisional Relief. 

Jurisdiction. P,nother significClnt substontive change between the jurisdidioll of the PRS and Ihe ACO 

IS thet the PRS no longel has jurisdiction over any eiai'11 that I-elates 10 misconduct. "Actions, inactions, 

or decisions taken in COl lneclion with staff n lember misconduct investigations conducted under Staff 
Rule 3.00, Staff Rule 8.01, or Sfoff Rule 8.02, ineiuding decisions not to investigate allegations, deci­

sions 10 place a staff member on administralive leave, alleged procedural violations, factual findings, 

performance management actiol)s taken pursuant to Staff Rule 3.00, and the imposition of disciplinary 

mea~ures" are excluded from PRS iUI·isdiction. Thus, decisions related to misconduct investigations by 

INT 0\' by EBC, previously reviewable before the ACO, rnay not be brought for review to !he PRS. Such 

matters may now be brought by filing an application directly to the Administrative Tribunal. 

Decision-Making Process. Under the ACO system , repolis were submitted to the Vice President of 

Human Resources (HRSVP) who reviewed the Panel's recornmendation Clnd mode the ultimate deci ­

sion on the matter. The HRSVP wac::.. empowpred to accept all or pari of the Panel's recommendation, 

including any recommended relief, 01- to decl ine i1 altogether. If Ihe HRSVP took no adion, the recom­

mendation became binding on the WBG ofter 60 days. Afterwards, affected staff members dissatisfied 
with Ihe result weI' enlifled to pursue relief tUrlher by filing with the Administrative Tribunal. 

Under the PRS system now in effecl, repOI ts are submilted to the Vice President of the WBG deport, 

menl that employs the affected staff llember (who is now called the Requesting Staff Member) and 

the involved manager (who is now called the Responding Managed. The Vice President then consults 

with the HRSVP and makes a decision concerning whether to present to the staff member some or all 

of any corrective measures recommended by the Ponel. The outcome of this process will result either 

in resolution of the matter, or the staff member may pursue hiS or her claim before the Administrative 

Tr'ibunal. It is anticipated that by involving Bank Group management in the decision concerning whether 

corrective f'neosures are appropriote in a given case, managerial accountability will be increased. 

Appendix 0 sets out in graphic form the process under both the new PRS and the ACO. 
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TH E YEAR IN REVIEW 
I. CASE WORKLOAD DISPOSITION OF CASES 

The ACO/PRS processed a total of 62 cases in CY2009: 52 were processed under ACO procedures; 

10 were processed under PRS procedures. Of these, 26 were new cases filed in CY2009 under ACO 

processes, with the same number bBing carried over from the previous year. Of course, all 10 of the 

cases processed using PRS proceciu(es were filed during CY2009. 

The above discussion is depided grClphically in Table 1-1. 

Table 1-1: ACO/PRS Workload for CY2009 

Total Pending at 

New Filings Total Processed Total Resolved Year End 

From 2008 ACO PRS ACO PRS ACO PRS ACO PRS 

26 26 10 52 10 47 4 5 6 

COMBINED 26 36 62 51 11 

II. ISSUES BEFORE THE APPEALS COMMlnEE AND THE PEER REVIEW SERVICES 

1. Categories of Issues 

The ACO was charged under Staff Rule 9.03 with reviewing adrninistralive decisions of the Bank 

Gr oup to detern,ine whether they altered or were in breach of term!) of appointnlent or conditions or 

employment, and with re'/iewing any fOI rnal disciplinary action based on misconduct (e.g! formal 

reprimands). When Ihe ACO revipwed decisions thai were within the discretion of maflogemenl, the 

ACO examined whether Illonogernent abused its discretion, in that it was arbitrary, discrirninalory 01 

carried out in violation of the applicable Bank Group procedures. Ceriain 1ypes of decisions were ex­

pressly excluded from review, most of whlc.h continue to be excluded uncler the PRS procedures as well. 

The scope of review of tll'~ PRS is now described using different terminology. The PRS is charged with 
deter mining whelher CI rrlUnage(ial adior1, inactiol1, or deCIsion NOS consistent with a staff member's 

contract of ernployrnent or lerrns of crppoin1rnenl. The phrases "contract of employment" and "terms 

of appointment" include the terms in a staff member's letter of appointment and all pertinent rules 

olld poli6es, including 1he P,-inciples of Staff Employment clf1d the Stoff Rules in effect oj the til 1e of 

the alleged diori, inr' cti0rl, or decision. 

As noted above, misconduct Ihol wClS pr"eviously reviewahle by fhe ACO is no longer reviewClble by 
PRS. Other (T1otters that were excluded f!"Orn rev iew under Ihe ACO ore also excludpd from review in 

the PRS, including decisions by the Benefits Admillistrotor, the Finance Administrator, or the Pension 

Benefits Administro ion Committee of the "'1orld 8a"l- Group Staff RetirelTlent Plan; decisions obout 

clClir-lf tOI Norke(s cornpensalion benefits ili~obility insLlt"ClJlCe benefits 01" heCilth 1I15UrCInCe benefits 

provided to enrolled slof cmd dependents by tIll'! Medicollnsurance Plan 01 the Medicol Benefits Plan. 
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The pi incif_cd issues thai v!ere re iel;./ed by the ACO and now by PRS alt: described below, togethel 

wifh a brief desCI'ipliol1 of the rllonogerial d"'cislon, action or inaction_ 

Misconduct. III ACO oppeals of rom-wi disciplinary action bosed on misconduct, Appellants typically 

• 


chollenged he HRSVP's finding thai 111 Appellon! enga£led in misconduct and the HRSVP's deci::'lofl to 

impose discipline upon the Appellant bosed upon such niscondud. Appellants often also challenged 

the under lying investigation of ihe alleged misconduct conducted by the Integrity Vice Presidency (INT). 

In Ie iewing these type!:> of appeals, Panels eVClluate whether the HRS IP abused his/her discretion in 

finding tl,ot rnisconduct occur !"f3d and in imposing the disciplinary action in question. In its analysis, 

Ponel.; consider such maHers as whethel INT notified the Appellant of the specific charges ogainst him 

and provided him with a toil opportunity to respond; whether the HRSVP'- decision was supporled by 
the evidence in the It~T Report; whether the disciplinary adio!, impo:ed by lhe HRSVP was perrnitted 

.)r f equil ed under the Staff Rules; cmd whethel the discipl inary measures the HRSVP imposed were 

consistent with others taken in similol Lircumstances. Panels do not re-open rhe INT investIgation; 

falhe ,they evaluate whethel INT ond the HRSVP followed a propel process and reached Iheir conclu­

sions on an ob~el-vob\e and reasonable basis. As noted, misconduc1 matters of this sori are no longer 

rf:viewable tllrou911 the PRS ploces::­

Ending Employment. When I eviewing lei minotiof) decisions, Panels typically considel whelher ihe 

decision was made on an obse l vClble and reasonable basis and whether management followed the 

applicable Bonk Group Staff Rules and procedures in making the decision. Some matters thal might be 

exanlined in Ihis context include: the reason the Bonk offered for the termination; whether the evidence 

in the record supporis the I easons; and whether the Balik provided fhe staff member with the appropri­

ate notice of the decision. This category would also include motters relafing to decision:> not to renew 

term conilClcts to oscetiain whether the opplicable WBG's policies and procedures were rollowed and/ 

or whether the reasons given for non-renewal, if any, were true . In the case of a redundancy, onother 

area of inquiry would be whelher thl'! Bank provided the staff member with the appropriate assislance 

in finding anothel position within lhe Bank. Othel molters that would be classified as falling within this 

issue wOldd be matlers rdated 10 or associaled with the end of employment. For example, determina­

tions fa place a terminated staff member on administrative leave while the separation procedures are 

being effected, (md barring separated employees From the premises. 

Benefits and Compensation. When I eviewing a challenge to a Salary Review Incl"ease (SRI), the 

Panel evaluates the SRI In the context of tht:: policy estoblished by Human Resources (HR) for SRls in 
the year in question. The Panel typically also looks of the overall process followed within the unit in 

question to ensul-e that the slaff member was trt:!oted fairly and consistently relative to peers at the 

some level of responsibiliTy and the some grode. Sorne questions that 1110Y be evaluated in this con­

text include. whethel Ihe manoger compared the stoff member's performance with that of other staff 

members ollhe some gfOde and level of responsibility; whether the staff member's manoger used the 

sCllary matrix provided by HR; whether the mOl1ager deviated from the standard salOlY matrix, and if 

so, whYi and whether- thp. monager exploined ihe (ationale for the SRI to the staff member. Because 

the SRI process involves the comparison of relative performance, Panels do not solely look at the staff 

member's 0 ferall Performance Evaluation (OPE) to decide what on appropriate SRI would hove been 

for that staff member, but also compares the performance of the staff member with his/her peers at 

1he same grade level. 

Performance Management. In reviewing challenges to a manager's assessment of a stoff member's 

pelformance In on OPE, the Panel will not substitute its own judgment for lhat of managemeni as to 
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what constitutes satisfoclolY performance. Rolher, the Panel typically assesses whether: the manager 
followed rhe OPE process according 10 establisf,ed Bank Group guidelines; the manager's Clssess­

men~ of the staff member's performance was consistent with the manager's own observations and 

the feedback received frorrl others; the OPE took into account all relevant and significanl' factors that 
existed for that period of reView, balancing positive and negative factors in CI manner which is fair to 

the person concerned; the manoger's comments in the OPE substantiated the ratings assigned to 1he 

staff member; and the manager presented a reasonable and observable basis for the staff member's 

evaluation and pelformance ratings. Some questions that may be evaluated in this context include 

whether the manager solicited feedback prior to awarding the rat ings; whether the ratings reflect the 

feedback received; and whether the manager met with the staff member to review the OPE prior to 

finalizing the OPE. 

2. Comparison Between CY2008 and CY2009 

In 2009, Appellants and Requestors alleged more employment concerns involving Benefits and Com­

pensation than with respect to any other issue. Nearly 39 percent of the matters filed in 2009 involved 

Benefits and Compensation. The issue that was raised the next highest number of times in 2009 was 

the issue of Misconduct. One quarter 01 all filings had Misconduct as an issue . Prior to July 1, 2009, 

when the new PRS processes and rules came into effect, staff members could contest Issues relating 

to claims that they engaged in rnisconduci, or that they were being improperly investigated by INT. It 
is important to note thai the classification of Misconduct also includes cases where staff members al ­

lege that discrimination played (I role ill management's decision, action or inaction being contested. 

There was a dr-amatic decrease in the number and percentage of cases filed involving claims of Re ­

taliation between 2008 and 2009 In 2008, Retaliation was claimed in 14 appeals, representing 35 

percent of all appeals that were filed. In 2009, the number dropped to 2, or 10 only 5.6 percent of 

Appeals and Requests for Review thot we(e filed, 

As expressed as CI pel'cenloge of workload-counting cases brought inlo the year from the previous 

calendar year-Benefits one! Compensation also was the leading subject on which Appellants and Re­

questors sought relief from ACO/PRS in 2009. Over one-third (33.9 pert::ent) of the ACO/PRS workload 
in 2009 II1volved cloims relating to this issue. /n CY2008, the predominont issue in ACO warkload 

was instead matters n:::lating to PerfmnlOnce Management, which was Involved in 36.7 percent of all 

appeals in 2008, su,-pcrssing Retaliation (30 percent) and Benefits and Compensation (28 .33 percent). 

Tobie 1-2 shows grophically the issue..: raised in ClPP8als and Requests for Review. 

If 1 previous Annual Reports, fhe issue compal ison was based on the number of cases reviewed and 

pt'Ocessed, ,other than 011 by casps filed. PRS provides that comparison in Table 1 3. 

III. RESOLUTIONS 

1. Statistical Review 

The numbel of cases resolved In C1 cJlendol' year IS affected by a number of val iables Including: Ihe 

nun1ber of cases filed JuT ing th'" y-OI· the number at extensions of time requested by and granted to 

the pmties to on -,ppea1i the CtvatlClbility of If Ie parties and Panelmernbers 10 attend hearings, padicu­

lar-Iy given meeting anci mission obligation:., 0';:) well os vacation schedules; and the time con:;urTled in 
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Table 1-2: Comparison between CY2009 and CY20 
and Requests for Review1 

TOTAL 

TOTALS combined 

iSSUES; 

Benefits and Compensation 

Complioncp 

Ending Employment 

Mi!'conduc1 

Performance Management 

Pl"Oniotion 

Reassig n nlent/Selection 

Re1aliation 

Other Issues 

TOTAL 

2009 Filings 

ACO PRS To'al 

26 10 

36 

8 6 14 

2 0 2 

4 1 5 

6 3 9 

4 2 6 

3 4 

5 0 5 

1 2 

2 2 4 

35 16 5 1 

- ssues Raised in Appeals 

2008 Filings 

% To'al % 

40 

38.9% 9 22.5°·~ 

5.(.)<\(,1 4 1O.O~'o 

13.9% 10 25.0% 

25.m{) 5 12.5% 

16.7% 12 30.0% 

11 .1o~ 2 5.0% 

13.9% 6 15.0% 

5.6()o 4 35 .0% 

11.1% 	 1 2.5% 

63 

t\)ole: There \\105 a minol chanue in the ll1annel in which issues were chol acterized between 2008 and 2009. 

hart 1-1: Comparison between CY2009 and CY2008 - Issues Raised in Appeals 
and Requests for Review 
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Table 1-3: Comparison Between CY2009 and CY200S - Issues Raised Based on 
Cases Reviewed and Processed. 

2009 Total Reviewed 

ACO PRS 2008 Total Reviewed 

TOTAL 52 10 60 

62 

Benefits ana Compensation 15 6 21 33.9% 17 28.33% 

Compliance 

Ending Ernployment 

Misconduct 

Performance Management 

Promotion 

Reassiglln lent/Selecfton 

Retaliation 

Other Issues 

6 

1 

8 

13 

3 

8 

12 

14 

0 6 

2 

3 11 

2 15 

1 4 

0 8 

1 13 

2 16 

97% 

3.2% 

17.7% 

24.2% 

6.5% 

12.9% 

21.0% 

25.8% 

4 

16 

10 

22 

2 

8 

18 

7 

667% 

26.67% 

16.67% 

36.67% 

3.33% 

-13.33% 

30.00% 

11 .67% 

the resolution of disputes between the pariies regarding document requests and wilnesses. Because 

of these variables, the numbel varies from year to yem. 

In the calendar year 2009, the ACO/PRS resolved 51 case!>, 47 under the ACO system and 4 under 

the PRS system. Of the 47 resolved under the ACO system, 29 cases were resolved by Panel members 

making recoillmencla~io/ls on the merits of the cases (i.e. viCl written reports to senior management) I 

12 resulted from withdrawals because claims were settled, five cases were dismissed because there WClS 

no jurisdiction, and one rllCltter wos withdrawn so thot the staff member could pursue relief before the 

Administrative TribuflClI. 

There were four cases under lhe PRS system resolved. One WClS resolved in the form of a report tha1 

supported the management action. Two PRS requests were disl1lissed on jurisdictional flrounds. One 

case ..../as referred -10 mediatioll where it was resolved. 

Of the 29 appeals that were resolved by Panels submiHing written recommendations bosed 011 the 

merits of the cose, four resulted in recommendations by the Panel that Ihe staff merTlber receive relief; 

the remaining 25 appeals, and ':me request ror review, resulted in recommendations that supported 

the decisions of managemenl. 

The 51 mCltters resolved in 2009 represents (I fifty pelceflt (50%) jump over Ihe number resolved in 

2008 when 34 appeals were resolved . As noted above, ihis increase was accounted for by a nUl11ber 

of factors, including better succe::.s at mediation of claims, inCl"eased production of reporis to nlOf1­

agement, and a sizeCible inuE;ase ill the number of coses that were filed thaI were non-jurisdictional, 

mostly because of ulltin..,eliness. 

The tolol number of matte s tl,::lt wei e I esolved that involved co,'rective lelief of some fOI'r'll Iflcreased 

slightiy from 16 in 2008 to 17 In 2009 These figures include those cClses Ihot were resolved in 
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mediation in addition 10 the Panel's recommendation!:. in favor of Appellan1s/Requestors. In 2009, 

Ihe Panel made recommendalions in favor of Appellants/Requestors in foul" cases. 

The above resu lts are exhibited graphically on Table 1-4. 

Table 1-4: Comparison of Cases Resolved ­ 2009 VS. CY2008 

2009 

ACO PRS TOTAL 2008 

Cases Resolved 47 4 51 34 

Cases resulting in recommendations to Mgt 29 30 23 

Coses Withdrawn claims sellleci/mediClted 12 1 13 7 

Cases dismissed for lack of jurisdiction 5 2 7 

Cases wlfhdrown (proceeded io TI ib, I[wl) 1 1 3 

Toted 47 4 51 34 

Cases Resolved wi recomrnendolions for relief 4 0 4 9 

Tala I Resolved wI relief 16 17 16 

2. Case Processing Time 

The pel'";t' review process can be a difficult period thai is filled with anxiety and unceliainty for both 

the staff member Clnd the manager. To alleviate these concerns, the Peer Review Services, through the 

Peer Review SecretariC11! is committed to lTloking the process CIS efficient as possible without sacrificing 

integrity, quality and transparency. 

P, ocessing time is colculated from the date a case is filed through the date the Panel finalizes its repori 

Clnd sends its recomrrlendation to HRSV~ excluding any time that a case is stayed, if Clpplicoble. 

In the ACO, the average processing time is langei compared wi1h that of cases filed under the PRS 

because of the significant number of steps involved in processing the case, the exchange of written 

plea:lings, the requests for discovety, Clnd the difficulty scheduling a hearing given the number of 

par1icipants which me requil"ed to be present, including parties' counsel. 

For example, for cases filed under the ACO that were resolved by a written recommendation to man­
agement in the form of a report by a Pallel (29 cases), the average processing tirTle was 10.6 months 

to process, excluding time spent stayed . In the four appeals where the PClnel awarded relief to the slaff 

members, the average processing time was 12.25 monihs. 

Under the PRS for CY2009, only one case proceeded to a hearing which resulted in the Panel submit­

ting a WI itten recommendatIon to managemeni. The processing time for this case was 3.1 months. 

Although these statistics apply to the very shon time that the PRS has operated, the PRS hopes tha i they 

represent tile future, and that processing lime under the PRS will in fact continue to be shortened os a 

result of the new procedures and policies. The Peer Review Secretariat anticipates ihat as ihe number 

of cases filed and processed under the PRS increases, the average processing time will be between 

four to five months per case a significant difference from that of the ACO. 
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3. Summa ry Discussion of Resolutions 

As noted , in 2009 the PRS recommended relief in four cases, all of them processed under the ACO 
syslem. The following is a brief SUI1II1101Y of those four appeals. 

Case #1. In one of the four oppeals, the Appellant's claim centered upon the allegation thClt the 

Appellant's OPE was not comple1ed in a tilnely manner. Evidence showed lhat the OPE was /lot 

cornpleted-· .e., not signed off by the staff rnernbel', his supervisor and the reviewing manoger-until 

June of the year after the OPE year under review. Management had taken the position that the delay 

was justified because, among other things, management had been trying to address alleged short­

comings in the OPE ratings that the Appellant had roised, that the Appellant himself was responsib le 

for some or the deloYI and that the pmcess hCld been adversely affected by factors such as vacation 

schedules and mission travel . 

Acknowledglll9 good foith Oil ~he port of mallClgement, the Panel concluded that cedain periods of 

delay were flat adequately explained or justified, alld that there wa!> no que::.tion Ihot the OPE was not 

completed on time. In ,/iew of tile foct thai the Appellanl received a more favorable OPE as a result of 
the process that resulted ill thp delay however, the Par ,ei concluded that the only relief;r would award 

was attorney fees. Therefore, the Panel clworded 55,000 in attorney fees. 

Case #2. In a second appeal, Ihe issue involved on Appellant ren loved from employment on the 

grounds of abandonment of position. The Appellant had experienced medical setbacks and began 

missing work time, often failing to c:)mmunicate directly with the Appellant's supervisors/managers. 

Management encountered difficulty in contacting the Appellant to determine the nature of problem 

resulting in the absences. Fudhel l management had no information cOllcerning the length of time 

the 5iluation resulting ill 1he absences would continue. Seeking information from Bank experis on the 

prefefred way to deal with the absenteeism pmblem, management directed the Appellont not to come 

to work until the Appellant was able to complete a fitness for duty examination, to be conducted by the 

Bank pursuant tu procedures set aul in Staff Rule 6.07, paragraph 3.03. After Ihe Appellant cornpieted 

the examination which concluded that the /\ppellanl \/I/as fii for duty, the Bank thereupon terminated the 

Appellant under Staff Rule 7.01, paragraph 9.01 (Abandonment of Office), finding that the Appellont 

had abandoned office by being Cibsent from work continuously For at least 20 days, as set out in the 

Staff Rule. Appel !clll I had in foct been away from the Bank in excess of 80 days. 

The Panel concluded that management abused its discretion in terrninating the Appellant. The Ponel 
found that :hpre VICIS inodequote support or I1lclIlagernent's conclusion that the Appellant hod aban­
doned office, and hence thai there was a reasonable basis for it. Nol only hod the Appellant's Clctions 

demonstrated thaI the Appellant expected to return 10 ernployrnerlt, the Bank had improperly concluded 

thai the Appellant's obsellce was "unauthOl'ized and unjustified" even Ihough most of Ihe absence 
occurred dUring a pel"iod when Illallogemenl had directed the Appellant no! to come to Nork. The 

Ponel also concluded Ihat ITlollogernent hnd Improperly used the provision aboul obondoflrllent of 

office to discipline the AppellClll1 ror related octs of rtllsconduct, without providing the Appellont with 

the due proces:. sClfeguords that the Staff Rules provide 

As a result, the Ponel n::co,)"lIll€l1dec! n Qword thot included ,'escissioll of ihe termination l reinstate­

menl, purging lht:; pel"sonnel records of referer,ces to the termination, bock pay, re::.torolion of lost 

ofllluCiI and _.ick leave not otherWise propelly chell ged, six months! cornpensCltion for injuries, and 

S 1 0,000 111 ononley fees. 
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Case #3. All ird appeol involw;,eJ a ~el ies of allegolions relafillg to misconduct investigations undeliaken 

by j\)£ Integrrty Vice P, esidency (INT) and resultant decision-making process concerning discipline. The 

Appellonl had been the subject of irwestigatlons into whelher the Appellant's relationship with orgctni­

zaliolls that in lUfll had business I·eicftionships connected with the Bank implicated issues of conflict of 
interesf, and 0150 whefhel the Appellanl abused lhe Appellant's pO!:iition for personal gain. Because 

the facts of Appelklf1t's alleged Inisconcluct was referred to ihe United States Depalirnenf of Justice for 

possible proc;ecution under United States lows and failed to timely notify the Appellant about it, the Ap­

pellant also alleged thaI management violated the Appellant's rights relating 10 thai pi ocess, as well. 

Aftel a heoriqg, the Panel concluded thClI Ihe Bonk hud eried in two \"lays. The Panel found thai INT 

hod failed 10 give the Appellant notice of ol1e of the severed issues INT investigated 01 the onset of the 

investigotion-C1buse of office for personal goin-ond thus thai the Bani did nol provide the Appellant 

vvilh propel due prou'ss. 

The Panel concluded that the Bank also abused its discretion in foiling 10 give the Appellant jimely 

notice of the fact and the conlent oflhe Bank's I·e[e,.rol of cerlain issues to the DOJ for investigation 

and possible prosecution. The Panel noted II,at the Stoff Rules permit exceptions to the usual rules of 

confidentiality in case!:, of referrals for law enforcement efforts . However, those some rules provide for 

notification to the affecl8d stoff membel "os soon as reasonably possible." Administrative Tribunal 

precedent and Bank guideline~ fudher clClrified th,::; Bonk's obligation in this regm-d. The Panel concluded 

that/ although there was a justifiable basis to withhold informing the Appellant fO! approximately ten 

months after the referral to DOJ that a referral hod been mode, the Bank erred when it continued to 

withhold notice for an additional 16 months thereafter. 

The Panel recommended that the Bank compensate the Appellant in the amounl of S30,OOO and also 

pay attorney fees of S 1 0,000. 

Case #4. The fourth appea l in which a PRS Ponel during 2009 recommended relief to an Appellant 

was premised upon allegations of gender discrinlinotion. That appeal involved cla ims that the Appellant 

was denied on ;/1 situ promotion to a leve l GH position on the basis of sex. After a hearing, the Ponel 

concluded 1hat, although there was insufficient evidence to conclude that the Appellont would have 

received a promotion absent consideration of gender, there was evidence that management factored 

in gender into the process leading up to the promotion decision. The Panel believed that the Appel­

lant's gender accounted for the failure of the Appellant to receive consideration during the process, 

and hence the Panel found that the Appellant was subjected to an irnproper process. 

Consisten1 with its findings, although the Panel did not recommend instatement into a level GH position, 

i1 recommended payment of ~ 15,000 to the Appellant for intangible harm, and $5,000 in attorney 

fees. The Panel also recommended that the Bank provide the Appe llant with a coach to enhance op­

porluniiies for pronlotion. 

N PANEL RECOMMENDATIONS - LESSONS LEARNED 

In addition to issuing reports on the merits of cloims in cases, ACO and PRS Panels volunteer suggestions 

for ways in which WBG processes and policies could be improved, based upon s~tuations disclosed to those 

Ponels. For matter-s rev iewed dUring 2009, ACO Panels issued eight (8) such memoranda . Of these, two 

(2) were issued in cases for which relief was proposed. The remaini ng six (6) were in cases in which the 

Panels concluded thClt management had not abused its discretion and thus no re lief was recommended. 
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AnlOng the matters 1110t were subject to Panel reeon)I lendotions for improvement, the following topics 

and suggestions were involved' 

Performance Management. Recommelldation to provide personnel guidance on who may par­

ticipate an a Sector Board I'eviewing a proposed reclassification of posilion so as to ovoid undue 

influence by someone who knows and/or is in the supervisory chain of potentially affected stoff. Rec­

ommendation to consider issuing WI itten guidance on the procedures for Issuing supplementary Of 

supplemental performance reviews. 

Reassignment and Selection Process. Recornmendation to clarify the Sholt-Listing process by 
issuing guidelines for composition of the 51 ol-t-Listing Committee (SLC), including whether the hIring 

manager should be included ill the SLC. Recommendation to improve transparency by posting selection 

process guidelines on the Bank's inlron61. Recommendation to improve the process in which the Bank 

makes a determinafion to r~assign -taff In ihe "interests of the Bank,lI by a procedure that provides 

the reasons for the reassignment in time for the staff member to respond before the reassignment 

takes effect. Recommendation to e:;loblish guidelines when INTIEBC or other investigative Bank entity 

is charged with conducting an "accounrobility I'eview" 01 similar type of reView, to ensure odequate 

ploiedions are afforded to clfFected staff such as the potential use of the I esults of such information 

and an oppoliunity for them to respond before the Bank makes any finc,l detenninCltions. 

Ending Employment. Recommendcrtion to develop and implement procedure~ to improve ac­

countability when the Bank's 5ecurily Stoff make informal contacts with local law enforcement for the 

purpose of making a security check related to persons accessing the Bank's premises. Another recom­

mendation related to improving the Bank's processes when i1 utilizes its authority to request a Fitness 

for Duty Exam, by ensuring thot affected stoff members know the purpose and the process fO be used. 

Benefits and Compensation. Recommendation to improve administrative aspects of the Tax Al­

lowance system by the sending ot "alelis" or other notifications to affected staff members that they 

should car-efully compare their r'ecords fa the Bank's records, especiolly when i1 comes to overseas 

travel infor-motion that affects wheth r the ., taff member must have their tax returns pi eparecl by a 

Bank Group approved accounting firrn. 

Misconduct. Recornrnend'Jlion to proVide standards guiding the length of INT investigations. 

V. DEMOGRAPHICS 

1. Part I and Part II Nationals 

Of the 36 matters filed I,., CY2009, 1 I (3 i %) were filed by staff members from Pori I countries and 

21 (58%) by stoff membe:s from Part II countries; (4 cases were filed by staff members from unspeci­

fied countries). This percentoge is close to 'Ihe bl eakdown among Port I and Port II staff members in 

CY2008, when Pelt t I staff members accounted for 30% of filings. The composition of the overall Bank 

Group popularion is 39% Port 1 Clnd 69% Port II stoff mernbers. 

2. Gender 

Moles accounted for 22 matters Filed (61 Yo) and fer'1oles accounted for '14 l11atters filed (39%), This 

was close to the some gende beokdowll for till=< pr'QI" year, when males accounted for 58% of c(lses 
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filed, l. ncl ferncde_ fo! ~t2~~. The male/fenwle brf;okdown for the overall Bonk GI oup populo lion is 48Cfr( 
ar Id 520/. , respeclively. TI IUS, moles filed disproportionately rnore appeals/requests for review than their 

percentClse in rhe overall Bonk populoli·::>n. It should be noted, however, 1hat males occupied 57% of 

Bonk Gmup positions 01 level GE and aLove, the grouping that accoul1ted for 83% of matters filed. 
Accordingly, !hf: n ale/female difference in th - matters tiled is roughly correlated with the difference 

jp the mole/ female populations in posiliollS a1 those salary levels . 

3 . Grade Level 

Stoff members at lev-::15 GE nnd above, who comprise 66% of Bank Group staff, were I'esponsible for 30 
(83%) of the nwtfers filed in CY2009. Five ca);'es (14%) were filed by staff at levels GA-GD. Such staff 

cornp. ise 26% of Bard, Group stoff. One matter filec in CY2009 (3%) was submitted by a consultant, 

down from 6 01" 1So/r In CY2008. 

4. Headquarters StaH and Country OHice StaH 

Staff members based in Washington, D.C, filed the bulk of lhe cases with the ACO/PRS. In CY2009, 29 

(81 %) of IhE: maHers filed in CY2009 were by Washington, D.C. based ~taff, while stoff in countJ y offices 

filed 7 (19'10) This conlinues lhe pattern seen in CY2008 when HeodquDliers' slaff filed 90% of jhe ap­
peals. Of all Bank Group staff, 59% work in Washington , D.C , whde 41 % are based in country offices. 

Table 1-5 provides a dernogrophic breakdown of the cases, categorized by gender, grade levf'l, and 
loeolion. 

VI. TRAINING AND OUTREACH 

PRS works to ensure thai all Bank Group staff members, irrespective of grade level and geographical 

loeonon, al'e oWClI'e of, have access to, and feel comfortable using PRS ar1d the entire CRS. In C1'2009, 

PRS worked with the other services of the CRS fa educate staff, particularly country office-based staff 
members, about Ihe CRS. 

Table 1-5: Demographic Distribution of ACO/PRS Cases Filed in CY2009 

Washington, DC Country Offices Grand Total 

No. Of No. Of No. Of 
Cases % Cases % Cases % 

No. of Cases 29 81%) 7 19% 36 100% 


Part I Nationals 9 31% 2 29% 11 31% 


Pori II Nationals 16 55% 5 71% 21 58% 


Other 4 14% 0 4 11% 


Male 15 52% 7 100% 22 61% 


Female 14 48% 0 14 39% 


Levels GA-GD 5 17% 0 0°!lO 5 14% 


Levels GE and Above 23 79% 7 100% 30 83% 


Consultants and TernporOlY Stoff 3% 0 OlX, 3% 
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Some of the efforts mode by ACO/PRS during CY2009 include: educaling staff of the differences be­

tween the ACO/PRS by conductir'lg informational workshops and overviews; providing comprehensive 

mandatory trainIng 10 the Panel Members of the new PRS procedures and processes; distnbuting to all 

of the Country Offices information about the PRS including an instructive video highlighting key aspects 

of the new PRS pl"Ocess; and participating in various inforrnative sessions throughout the institution 

such as Internol Justice Day. 
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PEER REVIEW PANEL MEMBERS 


The PRS operote::. \vith Cl mernbershlp of 60 01 more staff Ilielllbers. The Peer Review members are 
volunteers appointed by (J Managing Director, based upon the jo;n recommendotions of the Vice 

Prl2sident, Human Resources .. and tl e Sioff Association. There are three members on every Panel 

assigned to I eview 0 request for review. Eoch Panel is desigl10ted by the Peel Review SeCl"etariai and 

includes members flOIll Illollogemel I and from non-manogerial level. The Peer Review Secretarial, 

whel'e fecrsible, designales nt least onG Ponel rnember who is either ot the same grode level as ihe 

slaff filing ti,e r~quesl, 01 who shores similor WOI k e"periences. 

SiaH who ore inl er~sted in serving 011 the PRS C1 Mell1bel S or e encouraged to contacl Humon Resources, 

II Ie Staff A.ssociation, or the PRS. Below is a lis1of the current Peer Revle N mernbers. 

Peer Review Panel Members - Biographical Data 

AHLERS, Member since 2008. joined the Bank Group in 1985, 
Theodore O. and is a Direclol, Sfrategy and Operations. Europe 

(Chairman) and Centred Asia Region . 

AUDIGE, Mp.[l'Jber sinc.e 2007. Joined the Bank Group in 1991 
Michel and is currently Sector Manager, Transpori, South Asia 

Sustainable Development Unit, Sou1h Asia Region. 

BENNETI, Member since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 1978, 
Cherilynn and is a Heolth Promotion Analyst, Office of the 

Director.. Health Services Department. 

BETANCOURT, Member since 2009 Joined the Bank Group in 1995, 
Moria Victoria and is a Coordinator, Community Outreach, Office of 

the Director, General Services Deportment. 
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BJERDE, 
Anna 

BOSTWICIf 
Lisa 

BOUBACAR, 
Sidi 

BRICI<NElL, 
Marie-Helene 

BYAM, 
Gerard 

CASTELLANOS, 
MClrocelo 

CASTRO, 
Javier 

Member since 20090 Joined the Bonk Group 'n 1997, 
and is Cl Sector Manoger, Urban and Social 
Development, Middle East and North Africa Regiono 

Member since 20090 Joined the Bank Group In 2007, 
cmd is a Senior Investigalor, Integrity Vice Presidencyo 

Member since 20090 JOined the Bonk Group in 1991, 
and is a lead Operations Officer for Djibouti, Egypt, 
Yemen, Middle East and North Africa Regior 0 Based 
in the Egypt Country Officeo 

Member since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 
1981, and IS the Country Program Coordinator for 
Comoros, Eritrea, Kenyo, RwandCl, Seychelles, and 
Sonow/io, AFrica Region 

Member- since 20070 Joined the Bank Group in 1988 
alld is currently Ol,-ector, Operational Services and 
Quality, Europe and Central Asia Region. 

Member since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 
2005, cmd is on Illvesirnen t Officer, Operations and 
POlitolio, Globol Financiol Markets Oepo,olrnen( IFe. 
Based "' the Mexico Country Office. 

Member since 20090 JOined the Bonk Group in -1998, 
and ;::; a Progmm Officer, Inteillotional Centre fOI 

Settlement of In lestment Oisputeso 
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CAVE, 	 Mernber sir,ce 2008 . joined the Bank Group in 1994 
Alison 	 and ic. a Senior Urban Development Specialisi, 

Sustainable Development Sector Unit, Europe and 

Cenlral ,A,sia Region. 

CHIDIAC, M:;mber since 2009 JOined the Bank Group 1998, 
Rodolph ond is CI Financial Analyst, Treasury Pension 

Operations. 

CONDE, 
Jack 

CONDON, 
Philip 

CORMAN, 
Elena 

DAR, 
Amit 

Membel :.ince 2008 . Joined the Bank Group in March 

1999, and is a Senior Information Officer, General 
Services Deparlment Program Coordinator '::, Office, 
GSD. 

Member slI1ce 2009 Jomed the Bank Group in 1990, 
and is Heod, Turkey Country Office, Southern Europe 
ond Cent! 01 Asia Depadment, IFC. Based in the 
Tur'key Country Office. 

Member since 2009. Joined the Bonk Group in 1999, 

and is an Execulive Assistant, Moldova Country 
Office, EUIope and Cenlral Asia Region. Based in the 

Moldova CountlY Office. 

Member since 2009. Joined the Bonk Group in 1992, 
and is a Sector Managet', Education, South Asia 
Region. 

De MAGALHAES, Member since 2001. Joined the Bank Group in 1989, 
Numa and is currently Senior Infol motiol1 Officer in 

Cor-parole Office, MIGA. 
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EUROPE GREENE , Member since 2009 Joined the Bonk G,.oup in 1984, 
Auriol E. Clnd is till Information Officer, Inforrnotion Solutions 

Group, Enlerprise Architecture (ISGAC). 

FISZBEIN, 
Allel 

GEORGE, 
Morallina Fonwor 

GRANDOLlNI , 
Gloria 

HARPER, 

Coroline 


HUYBENS, 
Elisabeth 

Member since 2007. Joined the Bank Group in 1991, 
and is currently Chief Economist, HUl11an Development 
Netwol k, Chief Economist's Office. 

Member since 2003. Joined Bonk Gr·oup in 1981, 
alld is currently Senior Learning Officer, Human 

Resoul ces Learning Board. 

Member since 2007. Joined the Barlk Group in 1990 
and is currently Country Director, Mexico and 
Columbia, Latin America and Caribbean Region. 
Based in the Mexico Country Office. 

Membel· since 2007. joined the Bonk Group in 1995 

and is currently Lead Operations Officer in the Trust 
Fund Quality Assurance and CornpliollcP Group. 

Member since 2009 Joined the Bonk G-oup in 2000, 
Clnci IS a Seclor Managel·, SOCial Develuprnenl 
Depcllilllent, Sustainable Development Netwol k. 

KAMAU, Member since 2009. Joined the Bonk Group in 1986, 
Wongari nd is on Accounting Analyst, finclflce :.II1d Risk 

Management Group, MIGA. 
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KHUU, 	 Member since 2009. Joined the Bank G,OUp in 200'2, 
Kathy 	 and is an Operations Officer, Investment Climate 

Advisory Selvices, Cambodia Coulltry Office, Easl 
Asia Pacific, IFC. Based in the Cambodia Country 
Office. 

KIBUTHU, 	 Membel- since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 2006, 
Grace WomDui 	 and is an Operations Analyst . Securities Markets} 

Sub-Saharan Africa Deportment, IFC. Based in the 
Kenyo Country Office. 

1<101<0. Meillber since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 1998, 
Makanda and is a Program Manager. A2F Products, IFC. 

KOEBERLE, Member since 2009. Joined the Bonk Group in 1993, 
Stefan and is a Director, Strategy and Operations, Latin 

Amel ico and Caribbean Region. 

LACOMBE, Member since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 1991, 
Jean Piern:,: and is Heod/Fitlancial Engineering, Office of the 

Director, Corporate Strategy Departmenl, IFC. 

LASSITER, Member since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 1998, 
Brad and is a Teal11 Assistant, Administrative and Corporate 

Legal Mcdters, Legal Vice Presidency, IFC. 

LENOBLE, Member since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 1992, 
Natholie and is a Senior Program Assistant, Human 

Development Front Office, Africa Region. 
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LlWEWE, 
Linda 

LULE, 

Elizabeth 

MACARTHUR, 
Lilian 

M/\CDONALD, 

Donald 

MEHTA, 

Atul 

MILAO, 
Caroline Mokrarn 

MITCHELL, 

Bruce W. 

Membe ' since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 2003, 
and is a Resour ce Management Officer~ South Asia 

Region . 

Member since 2009. Joined the Bonk Group in 2001, 

and is 0 Manager. Operotional Quality and 

Knowledge, Africa Region. 

Member since 2009. Joined the Bank Gmup in 1989, 

and is a Program Assistant, Sustainable Development 

Department, South Asia Region. 

Member since 2009. Joined tile BClJl~ Group in 1998, 
c111d is a Knowledge ernd Learning Coordinator, 

Development Effectivelless. Lalin Anler ican and 

LUI'lbbean Region. 

Member since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 1990, 
and is a Dit"ector, Lalin America and Caribbean 

Depolif11ent, lFe. 

Member since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 1938, 
md i_ Cl Seniol E. ecutive Assislcrnt, Susioirwble 

Development Depa,-trllent, East Asia :Jnd Pacific 
Region 

Member since 2002. Joined the Bank Group in 1985, 
(1Ilel I: curt'enfly Office Manager in the Erlergy & 
infrostrudure Unit, South Asia Region . 
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NOIAYE, 
Sodiya 

OYEWOLE, 
Funke 

PAPATHANASIOLJ 
Demetrios 

PURl, 

Sallioy 

RIGAUD, 
Kanta Kuma!"i 

ROBITAILLE, 
Denis 

Member since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 1999, 
and i . a Senior' Executive Assistcmt, Sustainable 
Development Deparin ent, Latin America and 
Caribbean Region. 

Member since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 1997, 
and is Cl Special Assi~tani to lhe Vice President, 
Opel·ofion::. Policy and Country Services. 

Member !:>lllce 2009. Joined fhe Bank Group in 1999, 
and is a Senior Infraslr ucture Specialist, Pacific Islands, 
SuslainClble Development Department, East Asia and 
Pacific Region. Based in The Auslrolia Country Office. 

M~mber since 2009. JOined the Bank Group in 1989, 
and is a Chief Investment Officer, Middle East, North 
Africa and Southern Europe DepOtiment, IFe. Based 
in Ihe United Arab Emirates Country Office. 

Member since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 1997, 
Gnd is a Senior Environmental Specialist, Sustainable 
Development Department, Middle East and North 
Afri':a Region. 

Member since 2008. Joined the Bonk Group in 1995, 
and is a Managel, Developnlent Effectiveness, Latin 
Arnel ica and Caribbean Region. 

RODRIGUES, Member since 2009 . Joined 1he Bank Group in 2001, 
Dave Francis and is a Business Process Analyst, Knowledge Services, 

IFC. Based in the Chennai, India Country Office. 
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ROGO, Member since 2005. Joined the Bank Group in 2001, 
KhClmo Clnd is currently Lead Health Specialist, Health 

Irweslnlent Policy, Investrr1ent Climate Director's Office 

SAADAH, 
Fadia 

SCHAFER, 

Hariwig 

SKORBIANSKY, 
Shirley 

STRUDWIU\E, 
Edward A. 

Member since 2004. JOined the Bank Group in 1992, 
Clnd is currently Manager, Human Development 
Sector Unii, Investment Lending Unit, Operations 
Policy and Country Services Vice Presidency. 

Mernber since 2005. Joined the Bank Group in 1990, 
and is currently Director, Strategy and Operations, 
Sustainable Development Network. 

Member since 2007 . Joined the Bonk Group in 1996 
(lnd is currently Information Officer in rhe Office 
of Corporate SecretOlY, Infonnation Servlces/ 

Memberships . 

Member since 2009. JOined the Bank GI oup in 1984, 
Qnd is an InfoOllCltion Officer, Office of Consumer 

Solutions and SUPPoli, Infom1atioll Solutions Group. 

TAVERA, 

Sondra 

Member since 2009. Joined the Bank Group in 2006, 
and i..; a Pro£lrcrrn Assistol t, Global Indus1ries, IFe. 

TSIKATA, 
Yvonne M, 

Iv\E:~f'J)ber sillce 2009, Joined the Bonk Group In 1991 
and is a COIJfltry Director fo,' th8 English-speaking 
Car ibbeoll, Don ,inicQ ) Republic, Hoiti and SUI' inome, 

LatinA.mericCl and Cell ibbean Region . 
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von de FLIERT, Member since 2009 JOined the Bank Group in 1992, 
W.Gijs and is a S;:;nior Risk Officer, Office of the Director, 

Busines..: Risk, IFe. 

VOIl FRIEDEBURG. Member since 2005. Joined the Bank Group in 1992, 
Stephanie and is currently Director, CorpOI'ate Business 

Informotics, IFe. 

WAGLE, Member since 2009. Joined the BLlIlk Gmup in 1980, 
Udoyon and is a Oil ector, Business Risk, IFe. 

YOON, Merllber since 2009. Joinedlhe Bonk Group in 2001, 
Seo-Jeol19 cmd is a Risk Analyst, Office of the Director, Business 

Risk,IFC. 

ZAKI, Member since 2009 . Joined the Bank Group in 1980, 
Fores T. and is CI Monager, Global Manufacturing and Services, 

IFe. Based in the Brazi l Country Office. 

ZEIJLON, Member since 2007. Joined the Bank Group in 1985, 
Sally and is cun"ently Manager, Operotionol Services and 

Policy, Office of lhe Executive Direclor, USA 

In Memory 

MAVADDAT, 

Shahbaz 

It was with grea1 sCldness that we learned of Shahbaz's 

tragic death on May 10, 2010. ShahbCl2 was a 

dedicated panel member with the PRS since January 
2009. On every case he served, he cqrefully reviewed 
the facts ond ensured that the staff were treated fairly. 

The compassion, professionalism, analytical (igor, and 
integrity he broufJht to every case he reviewed set the 

ba!" vet y high. He will be greatly missed . 
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The PRS would like to acknowledge the Ponel members whose service ended in 2009, 
Kulsum Ahmed 
Ingel' Andersen ~ 

Keith E. Hansen 

Afllira R. Iqbol 
jonathan S. KamkwCllalo 

Hisao Kimura 

ROlu A. Laburam 

Jan Weetiens 

Carl Wessman 

"'sert ice ended in 20 I 0, 
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PEER REVIEW SERVICES 
COUNSELORS 
Peer Review Sel vices Coun .. 1015 cOl"1inu d to pi ovrde assistorlce to Appellants and to Requestors in 

11 e appeol process and the peer I eview pi ocess dUring CY2009. Peer Revie'Y Services Counselors ore 

an all-voluntee . gmup of stoff rn ~rnbel s who serve a . Counselors for the peer review process and are 

undf:!r' the supervision olllle StoH Association. The voluntary support the Counselors provide includes: 

confidential coull,:>elino cmd advocacy as Istance; guidance in preparing case-related documenta­

lion, alld accomponying .Joff member 10 thF. Ileorir,g. Staff intarested if volunteering as a counselo 

me ellcouroqed to COrltocl tl eil Hurt lor Resources OHicer, tl e SlaH Assoclaiioll, 01 ihe Peer ReView 

Seci etal ial. 

Abadzi, Helen (x80375) 
Position: SI. ErJucat on SpeClabt, Education fOI All FCist Track Initiative, HDNFT 
Languages Spoken: Engh~h, 5001 isl ,F(~nch Portuguese, some Arabic, HlI1di 

Interest in Counseling (Personal Statement): I hClve been a counselor for over 13 years, and 

I wcd< hard to f elp staH I om ovoiloblc ..1t all times whether at file office 01 outside. 

Mahmoudi, Soheyla (x84405) 

Position: OPf'f _.llon.:> Office" Capacify D_v., AFTCD 


Languages: English, Fal si 


Interest in Counseling (Personal Statement): I Iruly believe that everyone in the Bonk is equal, 


regal dless of roc, rank, and religlofl. All .:>taff should receive equal, fair, and unbiased treatment. So, 


with nl , solid experience ·.. itb INT procedures l policies, and Appeal Commitlee process. I would like 


to help whenever I could 10 help my colleagues. 


Puckett, Sharon (x30920) 

Position: Sr Inror"nlotion OffIcer, Consulner Solutions and Support, ISGCV 


Languages: English 

Interest in Counseling (Personal Statement): I want 10 gel more involved in the people side of 


fhe organizaticll, be::v,11t. marc knoV'.ledgeable about ille issues we Bank stoff face, and help other. 


work through difficulties arising from confiicl ot WOt k. 


Ross, Shenna (x87829) 

Position: Plograo, As('ist'JIlT, Humon Resources Departmenl Cl ient Services, CHRCS 


Languages Spoken: English 


Interest in Counseling (Personal Statement): 


Tamakloe, Abigail (x39169) 

Position: Communicr.ltlons Analyst, CCRBM 


Languages Spoken: English, FI ench 


Interest in Counseling (Personal Statement): A great opportunity for nle to learn more about 

various issues that arise within the institution.; whde aSSisting and supporting staff to reso lve these is­


sues using my listening and counseling skills. 
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PEER REVIEW SECRETARIAT STAFF 
The wor k or the PRS i.:> coordinated by a Secretariat, which provides administrative olld legal support to 
the PRS while maintaining a neuh-al and independent charader. The Secretariat staff IS also available 

ClS a resource to potential Requestillg Stoff Members and parties with questions about the peer review 
process. Confact infol malion is listeel 011 the inside front cover. 

Peer Review Secretariat Biographical Data 

Jodi T. GlASOW 

MCH ie BAECHLI 

Executive Secretary. Joined the Wo'-!d Ballk 
Group in 2002. 

Senior Counsel. Joined the World Ban~ 

Group in 2010. 

Senior Program Assistant. Joined the World 
Bank Group in 1998. 

Safura BUDUKOVA Program Assistant. Joined the \Nolld Bonk 

Group in 2009. 
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If derision­ moker ond 
Requesting Stoff M
ogree on resolution 

PEER REVIEW PROCESS 

Request for Peer Review (Request) 


Filed Within 120 Days 


Peer Review Choir Reviews Request 

1. Request was timely submitted 2. doims in Request ore su~ed 3. Request should be referred to 
under S.R. 9.03, section 7. 

Requesf Dismissed 

- Yes to peer review under S.R. 9.03, 
section 6. 

I 

Request Dismissed 

onother Bonk Group offi(e for 
informol resolution or fu rther 
foctuol development. 

~-.------

._ _ P~nel Condu 

Request Dismissed 
ember 

of the (ose, Bonk provides 
him/her (orrernve relief 
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WHAT TO EXPECT AT THE HEARING: 
A Guide for Requesting Staff 
Members and Responding 
Managers 
The PRS has prepored this Guide TO help parties to a Request for- Review understand the process they 

will encounter if the Panel 'eviews the c(lse on the basIs of a hearing. The PRS is governed by the 

processes and procedures (J~ 5et forth In Staff Rule 9.03, "Peer Review Services,11 

The Panel conduds CI Hearing 10 gather Cldditional relevont infol motion from the pariies and '/'Iitnesses 

to enable il to rnoke on informed assessment of the deciSion, action, or ino-tion (hereinaftE'r "disputed 

employment matler") under 1 eview. The PUI-po::.e of the hearing is for the Panel to obtain information 

thai clarifie~ jhe circurnstunces and fads !..ulTounding the disputed employment rnaller. 

The Panel's analysis of CI disputed employment matter is as follows : 

In reviewing a case, a Panel shall consider" whether the disputed employment n10tter WClS 

consistent with CI Requesting Stoff Member's contract of employment 01 terms of appoint­

ment. 2 The phrases "contract of employment" and "terms of appointment" include the terms 

in a staff member's letter of appointmel1l ond all pertinent rules and policies. including the 

Principles of Staff Employment anel the Staff Rules in effect at the tinle of the alleged action, 
inaction, 01- decislon _­

With thi III mind. ;t is i, -Iporhml to understandlhat the role of the Panel is not to cl1lcdyze what a dif­
fel"en t decision-maker vVould hove clone ir, the some situation or- to substitute the P-ll1el's judgrnent for 

that of the decision-mal el_ Rather, the lole of the Panel is to determine whether the clecio:.ion-moker 

based his/her decision on em obsel vable and reasonable basis, and whether the poliCY or practice at 

issue was opplied proper! y and [()I L.islenlly. 

Listed belov: ale some lips 10 assist tile Pw-ties (11 the Hearing. 

CONFIDENTIALITY OF THE PROCESS 

Peel- Review Member, the Peel Review Secretmiat, the pCII ties, their advisel 5, and individuols osked fo 

padicipale i 1 II e peer (eVle\,\, process by providing adVice or teslimony or by producing docun lenfs 01 

informafion shall trent oil ,nrorrllClti'Jrl obtoined in connee Ion with Ihe peer I"eview p,ocess in a confi­

dential rnanner. "Confidential /l means rhol- uch infol rncdlOIl may nOI be disclosed except 10 pe(sons 

who require uccess to II for legitin ate bu iness purposes of fhe Bonk GIOUp . 

Staff Rule 9.03 govelll the peel I V/e\, fJlocess. If thete IS WI)' In onslsteney between thiS GuirL ond the StaR" 
Rule the Stoff Rule wlil PI e ad. 

Staff Rule 9 03 tpeel Rt;V I€:vl ervce5', p loglClph 6.05 . 
-: Stoff Rule 9.03 iPeer Revie ~ <::81 /ICE:S), paro~1 Clph 6 l) 1 
.1 Stoff Rule 9.03 fPeer Revie..., v€IVI'-E'S) POlCl91 lph 12.01 
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PleGlse note that heorings shall be recol decl. TI e Panel designated to heOi \he case, the pwiies, and 

the Secretariat may listen to the recording. Hearing haf):)uipts will noi be provided fo The parties.' 

FAIRNESS OF IHE PROCESS 

Prior to the hearing, the Panel ensures that aeh pOliy is aware of the issues I abed in the Request for 
Review by way of the submission to the Peer Review Secretariot of the 'Iriften pleadings. Introducing 

!lew allegations and/or new documents ot the hearing is !l0! allowed. If a party aHempts to introduce 

something new during the heol'ing, the Panel will deterrT'Iine whether it will consider il, toking into ac­
counl its l'elevClnce and allY potential hal rn to ihe othel pClrty. 

During the hearing, both parlies ,Nil I hove the oppoliunity to speak and ihe Panel may allow ther'll to 

osk questions of each other and ihe witnesses. Membel:' of- the Peer Review Secreiol'iot are present TO 

see thai both sides have on equClI opporlunilY to hov-: their position heol·d. 

ADVISERS 

At hearings, the Requesting Staff Member and Responding Mal18ger may eadl be accompanied by 

an adViser who is a current or former staff 11 \ember. An etdviser may not be a witness In 1he mattel 

Gnd mCty not be engaged in the practiCE; of law. An advisel must also agree to be bound by the rules 

of confidentiality governing the pi oceedings. The Reques1ing Staff Member and Responding Manager 

an:: encourCtged to present their own cases, and advisers may play a speoking I ole 0: the hearing only 
with the consent of the Panel . i ; 

Members of the Legal Depaliments of the Bonk, IFe, or MIGA may 110t represent, advise, or otherwise 

assist Requesting Stoff Membel's in preparing or presentil1g theil cases in the pee review pi ocess. 

AnENDANCE AT THE HEARING 

Attendance at hearings shall be lilnifed to ihe following individuals ti) the Panel; (ii) (hE! Secretarial 

staff; (iii) the Requesiing Staff Membel: (iv) the Responding Managel, (v) the parties' adviser~ pursuCint 

to Stoff Rule 9.03( section 8; (vi) approved witnesse:., wllo may only be present in the ht::aring while 

testifying; and (vii) on obse! ver, such as a Peel Re'v'iew Coull~elol in troi ling, if both porlies consent. 

Those participating in Ihe hearing may do so by personal oppeoronce, telecol1fel'ence, videoconfer­

ence, or other technological nleClnS at the discretion of the Ponel. Individuals present at lhe hearing 

location on the day of the hearing shall participate in persor . 

PREPARING FOR THE HEARING 

In advance of the hear ing, the Panel will issue pre-hearing rulmgs, identifying the names of the wit­

nesses and any additional documents required by the Pone!. On the day of the hearing, the PRS will 

Staff Rule 9.03 (Peer ReView Services), Annex P', pal agraph 31 
Staff Rule 9.03 (Peer Review Services), pmogrophs 8.0') 

-, Staff Rule 9.03 (Peer Re\lIew Services), paragl aph e 06 . 
Staff Rule 9.03 (Peer Review Services), Annex A, porogrofJiI 27. 
Staff Rule 9.03 (Peer Review Sel Vices), Annex A. pOfogmph 28 
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provide each party with the final Nitness Ii I, ClIlel Ihe onlicipoted tirTle that the witness will testify. In 

fudhel- preparation fo, the hearing, eocl, f"'Cllty :ohould review the Request For Revi~w and Manager's 

Response and any documents submitted by the parties_ The paliies also may wish to review tht': Staff 

Rules pelia ining to PRS and its pI ocedul eSt at Sinff Rule 9 .03. 

The parties should remembel to pres2nttheir position with confidence. They should prepare what 

ihey would like to iell the Panel in a way that will help rhe Panel understand the facts and information 

it needs to make a recommendation. Remember to include only the items that: (i) are I-eievcmt to the 

issues undel review; and (ii) peliOlfl to the circumstances that led to lhe decision in question .. 110t thosp 

that may have occurred after the disputed employment matter happened. In doing so, the part ies 

should keep in mind that the Panel members have cmefully read all of the wl-itten materia l prio,- to 

the hearing so there IS no need to ,epeat what is olready in the record_ 

The pClrties should tlY to anticipate the questions the Panel rnay ask_ Each party may wish to pl-epOt'S 

a list of questions i hat he/she rnay Nont to Clsk the other party and the witnesses. 

THE HEARING 

The Ponel will be responsible fat' the conducl of hearings_ At the beginn ing of the heel! ill9, the PanAI 

Chair wi l l make short in Jt'Oc/uctOIY rernorks welcornmg the par1ies to the heariflg and briefly describe 

the p rocedures For the day. Ailhe cOllclusion of the remarks, each party will be C1sked to make the fol ­

lowing Deciaratloll of Truthfulness that is effective for the dumtion of the hearing: "I solemnly declclre 

upon my honor- and conscience 11l0t I will speak the truth, the whole 'truth, and nothing but the truth." 

Following 1he opening I emarks. lhs Pnllel mClY per mit the podies to make a bl'ief statement (not to 

exceed 5 minutes) regarding the case and to answer questions. 

TESTIMONY OF WITNESSES 

Following the quesfiolling of the pal ties, the Panel will then call each witness separately to testify in 

the presence of Ihe pariies_ The Panel decides whicl witnesses are called, clfld in what order they are 

called. Each witness will be asked 10 rnak._, the Declomtion of Truthfulness. After the Panel concludes 

ils questioning of tI e witnesses, th POll Il1wy olio"" the parties to a -k the '1itnesse relevunt questions 
thol rhe Panel has not 011 eody asked_ 

When questioning the litrlesses, rhe pal"ties sf auld be respectful to ~Clch witness. If C1 pO::llty is Clsking 

C/ witness a question pertaining io Cl clocumenr, the party .:hould give the witnes the document for 

reference. The pOI ty olso should it fOI 11 HIP Pcrnel membel-.., 'v\, here to locote Ihe document in the I ecord 

(for example .. "E.,hibit B" to the RBqUo._t Fnl Review}. 

Upon the conclu5ion or the testlillofly of II .:: witness Ihe 'flitness will be excused. Witnesses are not 

allowed to be presenl in the hearillq re'OIn when othe( witnes-es re testifying. Parties should not tell 

a ..vitness about the substollce of pi iar 'N; nesses' testimony. PCllties should also not give their opini.::>n 

of a witness's testimony; 1 fran! ~,f 0 witne5s. 

II is possible that either port)' !10Y riot ogr, Po wiH the testimony ':If CI wilness Rother tllCln wIsing the con­

cem during the actuollestin,o'lY, each pClriy 3hould etlhel (i) v/ait until testimol1Y is completed and then 

seek clarificaHoll from rhe wltrles~' or (ii) a er th J w tness leaves, makerhefl- concern known to the Panel. 
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.KEEPING QUESTIONS CLEAR D FOCUSED ON RELn ISSUES 

When par1ies ask question::. 10 the wilnesses, they should ask sholi questions Avoid compound ques­

tions. For example, ask, "Did you seek feedback fr 0~1l othel" colleagues in ass~ssillg his p~rformance2" 

ol,d "Did you notify him he would be rn~lde ,-edundant?" Instead of, "Did you seek feedback from 

othel- colleagues in osses::.ing his pel formcltlce and did you notify him he Nould be made redundant?/I 

Similarly, limit quesl;ons 10 one at a lim~. 

Parties should avoid asking qu~sfion that require speculation; the PUt pO.:.e of the hearing is to find out 

"hat Clctually happened, 110t wllot could he 'e happened. Avoid asking questions thai rely on Uhearsay·1I 

typically, witnesses should testify only cbout those nlotters 10 which they have personal knowledge, not 

wllat other people !01d them happenf'd. 

DUTY OF COOPERATIO D TRUTHfULNESS 

Any Bank official or staff Inember called upon by a Peer Review Panel to be a witness or to produce 

documents or inforrnaliol' in corillection with a matter under I eview i ubligated to cooperate fully, 

excepl 10 lh,~ extent fhol II e Bank Slclff Rules or policies provide othel wise, such 0" in lhe case of 
medical records. II) 

Any individual who is a witness or olhelwise provides inforn lotion in the peer review process is obligated 

to be truthful. In1en1ionolly provid;ng false testimony or falsifying documents or inforr lotion presented 

in the peer review process is a form of misconduct. 1\ 

CONCLUSION OF HEARING 

Once all wilness testimony has been heard, the Panel may ask additional questions of the parties, 

and may cdlow the pOtiies 10 ask oddilional questions of each other. Before adjourning the hearing, 

the Panel may ask each party if they have allY additional remarks to add_ 

The hear ing is then closed, the parties leove, and the Panel remoins to discuss and make its recom­

mendation on the Request for Review. 

Upon ihe conclusion of the proceedings, the Panel shall decide whether to recommend relief for the 

Requestlll9 Staff Membet and/or other corrective action_ The Panel shall summarize Its findings and 
I-ecommendations in a Report- The Secretariat shall submit the Panel's Repori to the decision-maker 

as specified in Staff Rule 9.03, parograph 11.01. The Panel's Repotl sholl be subrnitted as soon as 

possible arier the conclusion of deliberations and every effort will be made 10 do so withil' 21 calendar 

doys of jhe deliberations. 

NOTE: 

The above describes what typically happens in a hearing. However, because every hear­
ing is unique, the order of events may vary to accommodate the individual circumstances 
of each hearing. 

Staff Rule 9.03 (Peer Review Services), paragraph 9 01_ 

Statf Rule 9.03 (Peer Review Services), paragraph 9.02 . 


Peer Review Services 2009 Annual Report 



I 
I 
I 	 _. :-: • ..,.' .,.. ~ J.. ~~ - - - - - ~ • - - • -"1"t", 

~~t.~a~<~~~i~~~e~, . . 	 , 
e ." ,E''''' _ ;.. 2 at , S' "'. ", I 

-	 ""--..,~ -'"-- ~. _____ I ~ ~__ __ _ _ _ ~ 

For PRS 
Office 

Use Only 

Received By Whom Request No. 

Request for Review 


Name: 	 UPI: 

Position Title: 	 Depaliment: 

Duty StatIon: 	 Grade Level: 

I. Disputed Employment Matter(s) 

1. 	 Identify the Disputed Ernployment Motter(s) you ore requesl ing review: 

2 . 	 Whell did you receive rlOtic~ 01 !lIe Dispuled Ernployment Matler(s) and how? 

(Please attach nollce of dec.islon(s) If applicable/ 

3 

[-------'
Identify the respon -ible monoger(s)!sup ,(vlsor(s) or the Disputed ErnploYJllent Maljpr(s): 

[ ­
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4. Please provide a b"iE:f stote ')lenl of lhe relevant facis leading up 10 the Dispuled Employment 

Mattet-(s) : 
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5. 	 Why me you c.I,c.Jilenglllg the Disputed EmploYll1ent Matter(s)? Please explain the basis of your 

Request fOI Review. (In 011 er Itwrds, why do you bel Ieve the Disputed Employment Matter(s) was 

flot cons;stellt '/lith YOUI contract of employment and/or terms of appointment, including the 
PrinclrJes of Sioff En1ployrnent and the Staff Rules) : 
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6. 	 Whot r,=,lief Cli e you seeking? (Please explain WllOl you would like to happen) 
.- ­

7. 	 Have you II jed to resolve the Dispuled Employmen1 Maiiec(s) wilh your supervisor or manager? 

[ 
8. 	 Would you be agreeable to I esolve your (I(lim.;:; through mediation? 

I 

II . Documents 

i. 	 You may aliach not more than ten rele /ont documents in support of your claims. Please identify 

and number them in the oeder you aHach them to this document and provide a brief explanCl­

lion of their relevClnce to the Disputed Employment Matter(s). 

2 

3 

4 

Oeseri ptlon Date Relevance 

5 

6 

7 

8 
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2. Are there any documents not 111 your possessiofl you would like management to produce in sup ­

pod of your claims? If so, please ide'ltify them. 

Description Date Relevance 

2 

3 

4 
1-­

5 

--1-----------­ -­ --- ­ +-----­ +-----­

III. Type of Review 

1. How would you like YOUI reque::,t 10 be I eviewecl? 

o Written PI"oceeding 

OR 
o Hearing 

If you have selected CI hew-ing , iht::f1 plea ~e specity the location: 

o HeadquClliers 

o Country Office 

If Country Office, then please specify Ihe following: 

COUfihy Office Location: 

Hewing Type: 


J On site ot the CountlY Office 


.J Video Conference witl, WClshir 'glon 


'J Teleconfer"€,flce with WClshingtoll 


If you selected CJ Heol-ing plecr:e indicate your wailabilily k participate in I hearillg Within the pel iod 

two to four months from the date of th.~ ::;ubnll::>slur I of yOU, Request fOI Review' 

--- ----------------------' 
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-- --

-- -

---

------------------------------ -------------

IV. Witnesses 

If you elected to proceed on the basIs of l hem il19, you may suggest witnesses you wish the Peer Re­

view Panel to interview who moy hove I c:lev(111t infol motion in suppod of your claims. Please identify 

them (Jlong with fheil cOlllacl infor mati0r1, and pi 0 ide a brief exploflolion of the relevant informcl­

1iol1 Ihey could shore witl the Punel: 

! 
Rel.:;vonce 

i 

2 

3 

Contact InformationI Narne and Title 

4 
--1- -­

5 

V. Copy to Ombudsman 

Please be advised Ihat in aecol dance with Storr Rule 9.03, Annex A, para. 34, a copy of the final 

decision on the Request for Revipw, along with ihe Peer Review Panel's Repoli, will be provided to 

the Office of the Ombudsman unles tl,e Requesting Stclff Member objecls. If you object, plea e 

check the box below: 

o I obiect. Please do not forward to the Ol11budsrnan a copy of either the final decision on my 

Request for Review or the Peel Revie\v Panel's Repoli. 

VI . Contact Information 

I prefer 10 receive documenb Gnd to be contacted CIt 0 Work 0 Home 

If you have selected "Horne" f please provide the following infol·rnation: 

Home Address: Home Telephone: 

Personal eMail: 

Requesting Staff Member's signature: Date: 

The Requesting Staff Member IS required to draft submissions ill h,s/her own words Attorneys moy not draft 
submiSSIons 
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PEER REVIEW 
Request for Review 

INSTRUCTIONS 
fhe Requesting Staff Member is required to draft submissions in his/her own words. Attorneys moy 1I0t 

draft submissions. 

If you require assistance, please contact the Peer Review Secretariat at (202) 473-5884 
or peerrevivew@worldbank.org 

II. Disputed Employment Matter(s) You may enter details on up to three Disputed Employment 

Matlers. Please read the folio¥' Il1g -1efinitions/instructions carefully: 

1. A IIDisputed Employment Matter" is a managerial decision, action, Of inClction Ihat you believe 

is inconSI:,Tent tilth YOUI conrrcel of - mployrneni or lel!l1s of appointment (see S.R. 9.03, pam. 6.01), 
and fhe t you wish 10 have r pVlewed in Ihe peel review process. Please note thai no; all matters rnay 

be reviewed by Ihe Peel Review Services. (See SR. 9.03, para. 6.04). 

2. The date of "notice" IS the dote you received wriiien notice of the disputed employmen1 mCllter 

or ought reasonably to hl-ve been aware 'jhat the disputed employment molter occurred. (See S.R. 
9.03, para. 7.02). 

3. The "responsible manager ' is the manager with direcf responsibility ovec the disputed ernploy­

Illent motter. Generally, thIs per::.on will olsc serve as the Responding Manoger. (See S.R. 9.03, Annex 

A, palo . 10). 

4. Describe the Relevant Facts relohng to tf,e disputed employment matter. Specifically, deso'ibe ill 
nurnbered poragraphs, in chi onologleol order if feasible: (i) the I·elevont facts immediaieiy leading up 

to the disputed employment mattel·· (Ii) the t'otionale management gave fot" the disputed employment 

11 otter; and (iii) arty bets that would tend to show that the disputed employment motrer 'Nas controly 

10 YOUI controcl of employment Or' te, , r S f appoinlmE:nt. 

5 Basis for the Request for Review. Tt::> prevClil ill the peer review process, you must show Ihat tl e 

disputed emploYrllt:r ,j r r(llTer wo not _vrlsistenl with your' conti act of employment or terms of oppoint­

r1'1ent. These incllJde: the tel ms In your letter of appointment and all pertinent Bonk Group rules and 

poliCies, including the Princlp'e~ of Staff Ernploymenr olld the Staff Rules. (See Stoff Rule 9.03, para. 

6.01). State why you believe the di-puted employmellt mattel wos not consistent With your cOlltrod of 
e,-,ployment or term.: uf crpp;::>;rirnenf. 

6. Requested Relief. De!Su ibe he relief you request and -i<ploin y,hy you believe it is appropriate. 

7. Steps Taken. For each clisputpd emplo-y'ment matiel·, describe fhe ~ teps you hove taken to attempt 

10 resolve it. 

&. Mediation_The Panel or Choit of the Peer Review Services has the authority to refel' cases to 

the Office of Mediatior 01 allY othel office or individual within thl:::' B"l1k for it forn/ol resolution. 
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(See S.R. 9.03 , pOlO. 10.03). Pleo:>e indicatp whelher you would like your cClse referred for informal 

re olulion. 

II. Documents For rncny types of Disputed Employment Matters, there are cer1ain documents Panels 

101.Jtinely 'J,sh to review. 1=01" the sake of efficiency, you ore asked to produce Ctny such documen (s) 

in you; possessioll with trliS fori 11. Attociled a list of cOIT11nollly Disputed Employment Mottel s and the 

documents the PClI1el requests the parlie~ fo submit in connection w 'th each. 

III. Type of Review Requested . You may I equest review of a Dispufed Employment MoHer via 

heanng or a Nrittell proceeding. (See S.R. 9.03, par·os. 10.05 and 10.06). Hearings may be held in 

person, telephone conference 01 vldE:oconference. (See S.R. 9.03, Annex AI para. 28.). 

IV. Witnesses . You may identify witnesses you wi h the Ponello illierview who have I-ele 'ant informa­

tion to 5 JPport >our claims. 

V. Copy to Ombuds. Indicate whether- you wish the Ombuds to receive a copy of the Panel's recom­

l'lenualion. 

VI. Contact Information. To assist Ihe Peer Review Secretariat in its efforis te' p eserve confidentIal­

ity Llnd to reduce delays in the processing of your request, it is requ ired that you maintain a current 

telephone nurnber cmd address at which docurnents can be sent, at all times, during the peer review 

process. If you change your oddl-ess while your case is pending, you must immedialely notify the Peer 

Review Seuetol iaf. Failul€ to mainlain contad with lnis office and/or provide accurate timely confact 

informalion may leCld to your request beil1g administratively closed for failure to pursue. 
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DISPUTED EMPLOYMENT MATTER KEY DOCUMENTS 

A. Benefits and Compensation 

1 . Failure 10 provide benefil o. Copy of Staff Rule in existence at time of disputed em­

ployment mattel 

b. Evidence of practice of applying Stoff Rule to other staff 

members 

B. Ending Employment 

1 . Non-extension of contract o. Letter of Appointment 

b. Any documents the Requesting SloH Membel believes 

evidence a promise or obligation to extend the contract 

c. Any documents the Responding Manager believes evi­

dencelhe lack of a promise or obligation to extend the 

contract 

d. Documents notifying the staff rnernber of the termination 

of the contract, if any 

e. Documents not ifying the stoff member of reasons ror 

Ihe non-extension of contract, if OilY 

2. Redundancy o. Request for Approval of Severonce PClymentwith redun­

dallcy rationale and signed oppmvals 

b. Notice of Redundoncy 

c. List of vacancies opened and filled in the I elevant unit 

within [0 specified periodJ reiotive to the effective dote 

of the redundancy 

3. Poor Pelformance o. See M V'fIPIp, below 

C. Performance Management 

1. OPE a. The OPE for the year In question 

b. The written feedback from feedback pmviders (if feed -

back is confidenliCll, then it will be reviewed only by the 

Panel) 

2. SRI a. Bell curve dislribution of SRI ratings (ider.tif'ling 9' ode 
level; OPE ratings; (1!1e1 SRI-,edacting confidential 

i,l formation) 

3. MWPjPIP a. PIP Memorcilldurn 

b. Written feedback provided 10 sloff mernber durillg he 
process 

l. W, itten CJssessmerIt f pelfonnClnce ell end of proces' 
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For PRS 
Office 

Use Only 

Received By Whom Request No. 

Manager's Response 

Name: 	 UPI:C 
Posi t ion Tille : I:::==============================~ Deparlrnent: 

Grade Level:Duty Station:C_______________----''­

I. Disputed Employment MaHer(s) 

1. 	 Please explain what I ole you played ill the Disputed Employment Matter(s): 

2. 	 Do you have OilY reason to contend thelt the Request for Review is not timely filed or the subject 

rnalter is outside the t-evie v of the PRS? If so, please explain the basis: 
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3. Please pt"Ovide 0 brier st(1lernent of the rt::1 evCH1 fClct - leading up to the Disputed Employment 

Matter(s}: 

Peer Review Services - 2009 Annual Report 



4. 	 Plea::.e ~xploin the bosis 01 raliorlole for tht; Dispuled EnlpioYll1ent Matte; (s). (In othel" words, 

why do you belie 'e the Disputed Employn lent Motter(s) was/were consistenl with the Requesting 

Staff Melilbel t _ terms of oppoinlment and/or conditions of employment); 
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I 

5. Hove you discus ed ihe DI~putecl Emplo/Jlient Motter with Ihe Requesting Staff MemberZ 

6. 	 Would you be Clgreeable to resolving the Requesting Stoff Mel11bef'S claims through mediation? 

C 	 I 

II. Documents 

1. 	 You rl1ay attach not more them tell relevanl docurnent'": in support of your pos"lion " Please 

identify and number Ihem in the 01 cler you attach thern to this document and provide 0. bl"ief 

explanation of iheir- relevance 10 the Disputp.d Er lployment Motter(s): 

Oeseriptl0T1 Date Relevance 

1 

2 
--- ­ --- ­ - ­

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
-

9 I 
"10 

2" Are ihel"e Llny docull1t';nts not in y,ur possession that (!I-e important for the Panel to to review? If 

so, pleasp. identify rhen'!" 

Oeseri plicJIl Dale Relevance 

! 

2 
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3 

"1 
- --­

5 
-

III. Availability 

If thE Reque.ling Sloff Mell ber elected Ie have his/her Request reviewed all the basis of a Ilearing, 

please; Idicale your availability to parlicipate 111 C1 11801 ing withil \ the period one to Ihree months 

from the date of your subn liS ion of Illis Respon~e: 

I 

L_ 
IV. Witnesses 

IflhE' Requesling Staff Member elected to pt'oceed on the basis of a hearing, you rr1ClY suggest wit­

nesses you wish the Peer Review Panel to inlerview who may hove relevCll1i information in suppod of 

YOUI position. Please identify 1hel11 olong with their contact info! motion, and pr ovicle a brief expla­

nation of the relevant informafion they could shar-e with the Panel: 

Nome and Title Contact Information Relevance 

1 

2 

') 
0 

4 

5 
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V. Confad Infonnafion 

i prefer 10 receive docurnent::; ClIld to be contacted at 0 Work Home 

If you have ~elected /'Home"; please provide the following information: 

Home Address: Home Telephone: 

Personal eMoi/: 

Responding Manoger's Signature: ______________ Date:_________ 

The Responding /v1ono[ler ;,- required to draft submissions in his/her own words . Atto{lley~ moy not draft 
SlIblllissi . ns. 
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PEER REVIEW 
Manager's Response 

INSTRUCTIONS 
The Rt:sponding Iv1 mager ;s ,-equ;red to dlOft submlssions;f J,is/her own words. Attorneys may not 

draft submissicfS. 

If you require assistance, please contact the Peer Review Secretariat at (202) 473-5884 
or peerrevivew@worldbank.org 

I. Disputed Employment MaHer(s). , Di::.puted Elllployment Motter" is a manogerial deci ion,I 

OC110n, cr IIwctiOI1 that the Rpque51111g StaH Member believes is inconsistent vi1h his/ller conirad of 

t:;! 1ployment or te, ms of appointment (see S.R. 9.03, pOI"O. 6.01), and 1ho/ he/she wishes 10 have 

leviewed in the peer revie\{ prr cess. Please note that not all matters may be reviewed by the Peer 

Reviev Services. (See S.R. 0.03 parC1. 6 04 

1. Please identify who: Role you played in the disputed employment motler(s). 

2. FOI' a Request for Review to be timely filed", the Requesting Stoff Member must have filed hisJ 

or her request wi/hin tl e applicable time period. The date of I notice ' is the date 1he Stoff Member 

received written noticE" of fhe disputed ell'lpioyment matter or ought reasonably to have been aware 

Ihot ihe 'Jisputed employrl1enl molter occurred. (See S.R. 9.03, petro. 7.02). 

3. DesCJ"ibe the Relevant Facts ,elotir 9 to the disputed employrneni maHer. Specifically, describe in 

numbered pat agraphs, in chronologiccd o,'der if feosible: (il /he relevant fads immediately leading up 

to ihe disputed ernployment marter, (ii) the l"Ofio!lale l110nagernenr gave for the disputed employment 

matter; and (iii) any facts thol would tend to show 1110t the disputed employment matter was consislent 

wilh the Requesting Stoff Member's contrac1 of employment 0,' terms of appointment 

4. Basis for the Request for Review Please explrJin why you believelhal the disputed employ­

ment matter was onsi~tent with Ihe Re luesting Siaff Member': conlwct of employment and terms of 
appoinfment. These include the ter'ms in the Requesting Staff Member's letter of appointment and all 

perilnent Bank Group wles and pol,cie5, including the Principles of Staff Employment and the Staff 

Rules. (See Staff Rule 9.03, paw. 6.011. 

5. Steps Taken. For each disputed ernploymenl moiler, describe the sleps you have token to atternpt 

to resolve It. 

6. Mediation. The Panel or Chair of t~ e Peer- Review Services has the authority to refer cases to 1he 

Office of Mediation or any other office or individual within the Bonk for informal resolution. (See S.R. 

9.03, para. 10.03). Please indicate whelher you would be agreeable to resolve this case informally. 

II . Documents. For many types of Disputed Employmen1 Matters, there are certain documents Panels 

routinely wish to review. For the sake of efficiency, you are ClS ed to pmduce any such document(s) 

in your possession with this fo! m. Attached a list of commonly Disputed Employment Matters and the 

documents ihe Ponel requests the parlies to submit in connection with each. 
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III. Availability. If the Stoff M Jnbel requested a heol'ing, the Panel will hold CI hearing within 90 
calendar days of receipt of the Manager'- Response. (See S.R. 9.03, paras. 10.05 and 10.06) Heal-ings 

tllClY be held in perSall, telephone conference o· lideoconference. (See S.R. 9.03, Annex A, para. 28.). 

IV. Witnesses You may identify v/itnesses you wish the Panel to interview who have relevanl infol"nlC1­

tion to support your position. 

V. Contact Information . To (ISSlst the Peer RevIew Secretariat in its efforts to preserve confidentiCllity 

and to reduce delays m1he processing of thIs case, it is required that you maintain a CUI rent telephone 

number and address at vvhich doculllenis can be sent, at o/l 1imes, during the peer review process. 

If you change your Cldcll'ess while tl1e CClse is pending, you must immediately notify Ihe Peer Review 

Secretariat. 
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- - ----

DISPUTED EMPLOYMENT MAnER KEY DOCUMENTS 

A. Benefits and Compensation 

1, Failure to pfovide benefit 
I 

0 Copy of Staff Rule in existence CIt time of disputed em­

ployrneni motler 
I b, Evidence of practice of applying Stoff Rule to other stoff 

III mbel_I 
B. Ending Employment 

1, Non-extension of contract a 	 I ettel of Appointment 

b. 	Any documents the Requesting Staff Membel believes 

evidence (1 pi omise or obligation 10 exiend ihe centrad
I ~ 

'-. ny documenis the Responding Manager believes evi­

dEnce the lock of a promise or obligation to extend .he 

cOlllract 

d. 	Documents Ilotifying the staff rlembel of the termll1ation 

01 the contI act, if any 
-	 Oocurnents notifying the siaff membel of I ecsons for the 

non-extension of contrad if anyr 

2. Redundancy a. 	Request for App,oval of Severance Payrnenl with redun­

dancy rotionale and signed approvals 

b. 	Notice of Redundancy 

c. 	 List of vacancies opened and filled in the relevant unit 

within 10 specified period] relative to the effective date 
of the redundancy 

0. 	See MWP/PIP, below3. POOl' Pel formancE 

C. Performance Management 

a. The OPE for the year in queslion1. OPE 

b. The written 	feedback From feedback providers (if feed­

back is confidential, lhen it will be leviewed only by the 

Panel) 

o. 	Bell curve distt'ibution of SRI ralings (identifying grade 
level; OPE ratings; and SRI-rE:doctiIl9 confidential in­

formation) 

2. SRI 

o. PIP Menwror,dun~3. MWP/PIP 

b. 	Written feedback provided to stoff member during the 

process 

c. 	 WrittE:11 assessment of pe l-formance at end of process 
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• Staff Connections - World Bank Intranet 

{j Print 

09 Conflict Resolution 
09.03 Peer Review Services (Cases flied on or after July 1st 2009) 

01 . Subject and Applicability 


~E.e.eLReview Terminology 


03. The Peer Review Process. Objectives and Principles 

04. Peer Review Membership 

05. The Peer Review Secretariat 

06. Review of Disputed Employment Matters 

07. Time Limitations for Submitting Requests for Review 

08. Assistance Available to Participants in the Peer Review Process 

09. Duties. of Cooperation and Truthfulness 

10. Consideration of Requests for Review 

It_1L~j§km$.Jm_Be...~t$_ fQLB.e-Yi_~w 

12. Confidentiality 

BJJI!~.x.8.;.£)eer ReviE,lw.J?rQ(:;edur~ 

Annex B: Service_QiPeer Review Me.1l1bers 

01. Subject and Applicability 

Subject 

1.01 This Rule describes the purpose and operation of the World Sank Group's ("Sank") Peer Review 
Services. This Rule is effective as of July 1, 2009 and applies to Requests for Review submitted on or 
~fter July 1, 2009. 

AppUcability 

1.02 The provisions of this Rule apply to all current and former staff members. 

02. Peer Review Terminology 

2.01 The terms below are used in this Rule and the Procedures at Annex A: 

a. Disputed Employment Matter. A managerial action, inaction, or decision that is the subject of a staff 
member's Request for Review and that is reviewable under paragraph 6.01 below. 

b. Request for Review. The document a staff member must submit to request peer review of a disputed 
employment matter. 

c. Requesting Staff Member. A staff member who has filed a Request for Review. 

d. Responding Manager. The manager designated to respond to a Request for Review. 
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03. The Peer Review Process, Objectives and Principles 

3.01 Process. Peer review is a service offered by the Bank to facilitate the resolution of staff members' 
employment-related concerns. During the peer review process, a staff member and his or her manager present 
evidence regarding a disputed employment matter to a panel of peers. The panel reviews the evidence and 
considers whether the manager's actions were consistent with the staff member's contract of employment and 
terms of appointment, including the pertinent Bank rules and policies. The panel may recommend that the Bank 
award relief to the staff member and/or take other corrective measures. A panel's recommendations generally are 
submitted to the Requesting Staff Member's and Responding Manager's Vice President, who renders a decision in 
consultation with the Vice President, Human Resources or, in IFC cases, with the Vice President, Human 
Resources and Administration, IFC. 

3.02 Objectives. The objectives of the peer review process are to provide staff with a means to obtain review of 
disputed employment matters by their peers; to reach just, fair, and efficient resolution of such matters; and to 
ensure managers' accountability for their actions affecting staff. 

3.03 Principles. The peer review process is part of the Bank's efforts to create a conflict competent workplace, 
providing a structure and support to staff members who wish to obtain review of disputed employment matters. 
Peer review is a participatory process designed to increase mutual respect, trust, and communication between staff 
and management. 

Back To Top 

04. Peer Review Membership 

4.01 Peer Review Members. The Bank's Peer Review Services shall be provided by Peer Review Members, who 
are volunteer staff members apPOinted by a Managing Director based on the joint recommendations of the Vice 
President, Human Resources and the World Bank Group Staff ASSOciation, according to the process described in 
Annex B to this Rule. The Vice President, Human Resources shall consult with the Vice President, Human 
Resources and Administration, IFC prior to making recommendations regarding IFC staff members. Each Peer 
Review Member shall hold a three-year term, renewable once for a second three-year term. There shall be 60 or 
more Peer Review Members. 

4.02 Peer Review Chair. A Chair of the Peer Review Services shall also be appointed by a Managing Director 
based on a joint recommendation from the Vice President. Human Resources and the World Bank Group Staff 
Association. The Peer Review Chair shall serve on a volunteer basis for a three-year term, renewable once for a 
second three-year term. The Peer Review Chair is responsible for advising the Peer Review Secretariat on 
matters relating to the operation of Peer Review Services and for representing Peer Review Services in various 
Bank forums. In addition. the Peer Review Chair is vested with the authority to decide certain matters relating to 
cases, as specified within this Rule. The Peer Review Chair is also considered a Peer Review Member and may 
participate in the review of cases. 

4.03 Peer Review Panels. The Peer Review Secretariat shall deSignate a Panel conSisting of three Peer Review 
Members to review each Request for Review. Each Panel will include Peer Review Members at both the 
managerial and non-managerial Jevel. Where feasible, each Panel will indude at least one Peer Review Member 
who is ei1her at the same grade level as, or shares similar work experience with, the Requesting Staff Member, and 
at least one Peer Review Member from the same Bank Group institution as the Requesting Staff Member and the 
Responding Manager. All Peer Review Members must complete the training course offered by the Peer Review 
Secretariat prior to serving on a Panel. 

Back To Top 

05. The Peer Review Secretariat 

5.01 The Peer Review Secretariat shall consist of an Executive Secretary and other staff members reporting to 
him or her. 

5.02 The President shall appoint the Executive Secretary, after consultation with representative members of the 
staff selected by the World Bank Group Staff Association. The Executive Secretary will report directly to the Office 
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of the President. He or she will be appointed to serve for a period of five years with the possibility of one five-year 
renewal. 

5.03 The Peer Review Secretariat is responsible for providing administrative support to the Peer Review Members 
in a neutral and impartial manner. The Secretariat also serves as an information resource regarding the peer 
review process. 

Back To TOD 

06. Review of Disputed Employment Matters 

Matters Subject To Review 

6.01 Except as set forth in paragraph 6.04 below, a Panel may review any Request for Review in which a 
Requesting Staff Member alleges that a managerial action, inaction, or decision was not consistent with his or her 
contract of employment or terms of appointment. The phrases "contract of employment" and "terms of 
appointment" include the terms in a staff member's letter of appointment and all pertinent rules and policies, 
including the Principles of Staff Employment and the Staff Rules in effect at the time of the alleged action, inaction, 
or decision. 

6.02 A staff member seeking a review of a disputed employment matter is required to submit the matter first to the 
Peer Review Services prior to appealing to the World Bank Administrative Tribunal, unless the matter comes under 
one of the exceptions listed in paragraphs 6.03 or 6.04 below. 

6.03 A staff member seeking review of a decision to terminate his or her employment may elect to bypass the peer 
review process and file an application concerning the matter directly with the World Bank Administrative Tribunal 
pursuant to Staff Rule 9.05. 

6.04 Panels may not review Requests for Review concerning: 

a. 	 decisions made by the Outside Interests Committee; 

b. 	 decisions of the Benefits Administrator, the Finance Administrator, or the Pension Benefits Administration 
Committee of the World Bank Group Staff Retirement Plan; 

c. 	 decisions about claims for workers' compensation benefits, disability insurance benefits or health insurance 
benefits provided to enrolled staff and dependents by the Medical Insurance Plan or the Medical Benefits 
Plan; 

d. 	 actions, inactions, or decisions taken in connection with staff member misconduct investigations conducted 
under Staff Rule 3.00, Staff Rule 8.01, or Staff Rule 8.02, including decisions not to investigate allegations, 
decisions to place a staff member on administrative leave, alleged procedural violations, factual findings, 
performance management actions taken pursuant to Staff Rule 3.00, and the imposition of disciplinary 
measures; 

e. 	 a challenge to the enforceability of a settlement agreement or memorandum of understanding between the 
Bank and a staff member; 

f. 	 any decision where the Request for Review is in violation of Section 7 of this Rule; and 

g. 	 any other type of decisions for which specialized appeal procedures may be established or in relation to 
which it is specifically provided that peer review is not available. 

6.05 Analysis of Disputed Employment Matters. In reviewing a case, a Panel shall consider whether the 
disputed employment matter was consistent with 1he Requesting Staff Member'S contract of employment or terms 
of apPOintment, as defined above in paragraph 6.01. 

Back To Top 

07. Time Limitations for Submitting Requests for Review 

7.01 A staff member who wishes to request peer review must submit a Request for Review with the Peer Review 
Secretariat within 120 calendar days of receiving notice of the disputed employment matter. In cases of challenges 
to redundancy decisions, the staff member must submit the Request for Review no later than 120 days after the 
staff member's termination date from the Bank Group (as opposed to 120 days from receipt of notice of the 
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redundancy and termination). 

7.02 A staff member receives "notice" of a disputed employment matter when he or she receives written notice or 
ought reasonably to have been aware that the disputed employment matter occurred. 

7.03 If a staff member requests mediation of the disputed employment matter with the Office of Mediation Services 
prior to the expiration of the 120-day deadline for submitting a Request for Review, then following the termination of 
an unsuccessful mediation, the staff member has the greater of 30 calendar days or the remainder of the 120 
calendar-day period to submit a Request for Review. 

7.04 An Ombudsman may, on behalf of the staff member and within the 120-day deadline for submitting a 
Request for Review, request and receive from the Peer Review Chair an extension of the submission deadline for 
a reasonable and specific period of time to facilitate informal resolution of a disputed employment matter. 

Back To TOQ 

08. Assistance Available to Participants in the Peer Review Process 

8.01 The Peer Review Secretariat provides assistance to the parties regarding the peer review process. In 
keeping with its neutral and impartial character, the Peer Review Secretariat may not provide advice to parties 
concerning the substance or merits of their cases. 

8.02 The Bank has provided the World Bank Group Staff Association with funds for an attorney to be available to 
advise Requesting Staff Members in connection with the peer review process. Th~ Staff Association also 
maintains a roster of Peer Review Counselors to provide advice and assistance in relation to the peer review 
process. 

8.03 Responding Managers may receive advice from the Bank's Legal Vice Presidency. 

8.04 Attorneys advising Requesting Staff Members or Responding Managers may provide information regarding 
the peer review process and give advice regarding the matters at issue. The Requesting Staff Member and 
Responding Manager are required to draft submissions in their own words. Attorneys may not draft submissions, 
and attorneys will not be permitted in the hearings. 

8.05 At hearings, the Requesting Staff Member and Responding Manager may each be accompanied by an 
adviser who is a current or former staff member. An adviser may not be a witness in the matter and may not be 
engaged in the practice of law. An adviser must also agree to be bound by the rules of confidentiality governing 
the proceedings. The Requesting Staff Member and Responding Manager are encouraged to present their own 
cases, and advisers may playa speaking role at the hearing only with the consent of the Panel. 

8.06 Members of the Legal Departments of the Bank, IFC, or MIGA may not represent, advise, or otherwise assist 
Requesting Staff Members in preparing or presenting their cases in the peer review process. 

Back To Top 

09. Duties of Cooperation and Truthfulness 

9.01 Any Bank official or staff member called upon by a Peer Review Panel to be a witness or to produce 
documents or information in connection with a matter under review is obligated to cooperate fully, except to the 
extent that the Bank Staff Rules or policies provide otherwise, such as in the case of medical records. 

9.02 Any individual who is a witness or otherwise provides information in the peer review process is obligated to 
be truthful. Intentionally providing false testimony or falsifying documents or information presented in the peer 
review process is a form of misconduct. 

Back To Top 

10. Consideration of Requests for Review 

Peer Review Procedures 

10.01 The procedures governing the peer review process are contained in Annex A to this Rule. 
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Powers of the Peer Review Chair and Panels 

10.02 Prior to the designation of a Panel, the Peer Review Chair may exercise the powers set out in paragraphs 
10.03 a.-f., below. 

10.03 At any stage in a proceeding, a Panel may: 

a. Refer a matter to the Office of Mediation Services, the Ombuds Services Office, the Office of Ethics and 
Business Conduct, or any other office or individual within the Bank for review or to encourage informal 
resolution of a disputed employment matter; 

b. Dismiss a Request for Review, or one or more of the claims made therein, when circumstances warrant, 
including when: 

(i) The Request for Review was not timely submitted pursuant to Staff Rule 9.03, section 7; 

(ii) The disputed employment matter falls outside the scope of Peer Review Services described in Staff 
Rule 9.03, section 6; 

(iii) The disputed employment matter has already been challenged In the peer review process or before the 
World Bank Administrative Tribunal; 

(iv) The Secretariat is unable to contact the Requesting Staff Member after reasonable efforts to do so; or 

(v) The Request for Review represents an abuse of the peer review process. 

c. 	 Reject a submission that is not permitted under, or is not in conformity with, this Rule or Annex A to this 

Rule; 


d. 	 Make an interim recommendation regarding resolution of a case; 

e. 	 Suspend the review of a Request for Review for a reasonable period of time as warranted under the 

circumstances; 


f. 	 Consolidate for review one or more Requests for Review filed by the same staff member; 

g. 	 Decide upon the parties' document and witne~s requests; 

h. 	 Request any individual, including those involved in the matter under review, to produce documents or 

information relevant to the disputed employment matter within a specified period of time. A Panel may not 

obtain: (i) medical records without the express consent of the individual concerned; (ii) documents covered 

by the attorney-client privilege; or (iii) records of an ongoing Investigation until the completion of all formal 

proceedings. In addition, the Staff Rules protect certain offices, such as the Ombuds Services Office, from 

being required to disclose information. A Panel may request individuals who are not Bank staff members to 

produce documents or information but cannot compel them to do so. 


i. 	 Request any individual to appear as a witness at a hearing. A Panel may request individuals who are not 

Bank staff members to appear as a witness but cannot compel them to do so. In addition, the Staff Rules 

protect individuals from certain offices, such as the Ombuds Services Office, from being required to be a 

witness in such proceedings. 


j. 	 Make findings of fact and reach conclusions with respect to disputed employment matters; and 

k. 	 Recommend to management that the Bank award relief to the Requesting Staff Member and/or take other 

corrective measures as appropriate. 


Duty of Impartiality 

10.04 The Peer Review Chair, Peer Review Members, and the Peer Review Secretariat shall, in the exercise of 
their duties, act impartially. 

Methods of Review 
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10.05 The peer review process shall generally incJude a hearing (in person, by videoconference, or by 
teleconference). 

10.06 The Panel may issue a recommendation based on the written submissions without a hearing when: (i) the 
Requesting Staff Member so requests; (ii) it appears based upon review of the written submissions that there are 
no genuine Issues of material fact; (iii) the Requesting Staff Member has failed to make himself or herself available 
for a hearing within 90 days after the Responding Manager submits his or her Response; or (iv) the Panel 
determines that it is not feasible to conduct a hearing. 

The Report 

10.07 The Panel shall prepare a Report summarizing its findings and the corrective measures and other relief, if 
any, recommended by the Panel. The Panel may also include in its Report observations and recommendations 
regarding areas for potential improvement in Bank practices and procedures that came to light through its review of 
a matter. The Peer Review Secretariat shall submit the Panel's Report to the decision-maker, as described in 
paragraph 11 .01 below. 

Back To Top 

11. Decisions on Requests for Review 

11 .01 The Requesting Staff Members and Responding Manager's Vice President shall, in consultation with the 
Vice President, Human Resources, decide whether to present to the Requesting Staff Member some or all of the 
corrective measures and relief recommended by the Panel to resolve the case. For Requests for Review 
submitted by an IFC staff member, the decision shall be made in consultation with the Vice President, Human 
Resources and Administration, IFC. In any case where a Vice President referenced in this paragraph was the 
Responding Manager or has a conflict of interest affecting his or her ability to decide a case, or the Responding 
Manager does not report directly or indirectly to a Vice President, then the President or a Managing Director shall 
designate an appropriate, alternative decision-maker at the level of Vice President or above. 

11.02 If a decision on the Panel's recommendations is not provided to the Requesting Staff Member within 30 
calendar days of receipt by the designated decision-maker of the Panel's Report, then the Panel's 
recommendations will be deemed final and the Requesting Staff Member will be so informed. 

11.03 If a decision-maker and the Requesting Staff Member agree on resolution of the case, the Bank shall 
promptly provide to him or her the agreed corrective measures and relief. 

12. Confidentiality 

12.01 Peer Review Members, the Peer Review Secretariat, the parties, their advisers, and individuals asked to 
participate in the peer review process by providing advice or testimony or by producing documents or information 
shall treat all information obtained in connection with the peer review process in a confidential manner. 
·Confidential~ means that such information may not be disclosed except to persons who require access to it for 
legitimate business purposes of the Bank Group. 

Annex A: Peer Review Procedures 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

A. Application of Procedures 
B. Submissions and Transmittal of Documents 
C. ExtensIons of Time 
D. Suspension of Proceedings 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

E. Submitting a Request for Review 
F. Initial Review of a Request for Review 
G. Responding to a Request for Review 
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THE PANEL 

H. 	 Panel Designation 
I. Voting Quorum 

REVIEW OF THE MERITS 

J. 	 Written Proceedings 
K. Pre-Hearing Matters 

L Hearings 

M. The Panel's Report 

DECISIONS 

N. 	 Decisions on Requests for Review 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

A. 	 Application of Procedures 

1. 	 These procedures govern the World Bank Group ("the BankD) peer review process pursuant to Staff 

Rule 9.03 (Peer Review Services) and apply to cases submitted to the Peer Review Secretariat on 

or after July 1,2009. 


B. 	 Submission and Transmittal of Documents 

2. 	 All documents intended for consideration in the peer review process shall be submitted to the Peer 

Review Secretariat ("Secretariat") and shall conform to the requirements contained in Staff Rule 

9.03 and this Annex (collectively, the MRulej. All forms referenced in this Annex are available from 

the Peer Review Services website or from the Peer Review Secretariat. Requesting Staff Members 

and Responding Managers may not submit any documents unless expressly permitted to do so 

under this Rule or requested by the Peer Review Chair or a Panel to do so. 


3. 	 Staff members who submit hard copies of documents to the Secretariat shall provide the original 

plus five copies of the document. Staff members whose official duty station is outside of 

Washington, D.C. are exempted from this requirement and are permitted to submit the original 

document with no copies. 


4. 	 The Secretariat is responsible for: (i) transmitting copies of the submissions it receives from a party 

to the other party and to the Peer Review Chair or Panel, as appropriate; (Ii) recording the dates 

upon which it receives and transmits such submissions; (iii) transmitting the requests and rulings of 

the Peer Review Chair and Panel to parties; and (iv) notifying a party when a response on his or her 

part is permitted or required, and if so, when such a response is due. 


C. 	 Extensions of Time 

5. 	 Except as provided under Staff Rule 9.03, section 7, no extensions of time will be granted for 

submitting Requests for Review or Responses. The Peer Review Chair may, upon written request 

of a party, grant an extension oftime of up to seven calendar days for any other deadline for . 

submissions to the Panel. 


D. 	 Suspension of Proceedings 

6. 	 The Peer Review Chair or a Panel may at any time, independently or upon the written request of 

either party. temporarily suspend the proceedings for a reasonable period of time to allow for efforts 

at informal resolution or for other good cause. 


INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 
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E. 	 Submitting a Request for Review 

7. 	 A Requesting Staff Member may request review of a disputed employment matter by completing a 
Request for Review Form and submitting it, along with its attachments, to the Peer Review 
Secretariat within the deadlines set out in Staff Rule 9.03, section 7. Both the Request for Review 
Form and associated attachments must be received by the Peer Review Secretariat on or 
before the deadline to be considered timely. They may be submitted as follows: 

• electronically at peerreview@worldbank...Qlll; 
• in person at Room MC13-210; 
• by mail to Room MSN-MC13-1312; or 
• by fax at (202) 477-1259. 

8. 	 To complete the Request for Review Form, the Requesting Staff Member must: 0) desaibe the 
disputed employment matter; (ii) state when he or she received notice of the disputed employment 
matter; (iii) identify the manager responsible for the disputed employment matter; (iv) provide the 
relevant facts; (v) explain the basis upon which he or she believes the disputed employment matter 
was inconsistent with his or her terms of appointment andJor conditions of employment; (vi) list and 
attach not more than 10 supporting documents not exceeding 50 pages in length and identify any 
other documents he or she requests the Panel to consider; (vii) list persons that he or she would 
suggest the Panel call as witnesses at the hearing; (viii) describe the relief he or she is requesting: 
and (ix) sign the Request for Review Form. 

F. 	 Initial Review of a Request for Review 

9. 	 After the Secretariat's receipt of a Request for Review, the Chair or a Panel may: (i) dismiss the 
Request for Review, in whole or in part, as untimely under Staff Rule 9.03, section 7; (ii) dismiss the 
Request for Review, in whole or in part, because it raises an issue outside the permitted scope of 
Peer Review under Staff Rule 9.03, section 6; (iii) refer the case to another office or individual within 
the Bank for informal resolution or review, pursuant to Staff Rule 9.03, paragraph 10.02 or 10.03; or 
(iv) take other action to facilitate the fair and efficient resolution of the case, consistent with the 
provisions of Staff Rule 9.03, paragraph 10.02 or 10.03. Alternatively, the Secretariat may forward 
the Request for Review to management for a response. 

10. 	 VVhen the Secretariat forwards a Request for Review to management for a response, the 
Responding Manager will be the manager with direct responsibility over the disputed employment 
matter, even if he or she was not present when it occurred. 

G. 	 Responding to the Request for Review 

11. 	 Within 45 calendar days of receiving a Request for Review from the Secretariat, the Responding 
Manager shall submit a Response Form to the Secretariat. In doing so, the Responding Manager 
must: (i) provide the relevant facts; (ii) explain the basis upon which he or she believes the disputed 
employment matter was consistent with the Requesting Staff Member's terms of appointment and/or 
conditions of employment; (iii) list and attach not more than 10 supporting documents not exceeding 
50 pages in length and identify any other documents he or she requests the Panel to consider; (iv) 
list persons that he or she would suggest the Panel call as witnesses at the hearing; and (v) sign the 
Response Form. If the Responding Manager fails to submit a Response to the Request for Review 
within 45 calendar days, then the Request for Review will proceed to the next stage of the peer 
review process. 

THE PANEL 

H. 	 Panel Designation 

12. 	 VVhenever a Request for Review is submitted, the Peer Review Secretariat shall, no later than 10 
calendar days after receiving the Responding Manager's Response, designate a Panel to review 
the case. The Panel shall consist of three Peer Review Members. In deSignating the Panel, the 
Secretariat shall pay due regard to: (i) the criteria set out in Staff Rule 9.03, paragraph 4.03; (iii) the 
Peer Review Members' impartiality, as discussed in paragraph 13 below; and 011) the Peer Review 
Members' availability to participate In the timely review of the case, including attending a hearing. 

13. 	 Before assigning a Peer Review Member to review a case, the Secretariat shall consult with the 
Peer Review Member to determine whether he or she is in a position to review the case impartially. 
A Peer Review Member shall recuse himself or herself from participating in the review of any case 
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if: (i) it involves a matter with which he or she has dealt administratively; (ii) it involves a staff 
member with whom he or she has or has had a close personal or professional association; or (iii) for 
any reason the Peer Review Member believes he or she cannot be impartial in reviewing the case. 

14. 	 The Secretariat shall promptly notify the parties of the Peer Review Members designated to serve 
on the Panel in their case and of the parties' right to object to any designated Panel Member's 
impartiality. The parties shall have 7 calendar days from receipt of such notice to object in writing to 
the impartiality of a designated Panel Member. 

15. 	 The Peer Review Chair shall determine whether a challenge to a Panel Member's impartiality is 
justified. If the Peer Review Chair finds the challenge to be justified, the Peer Review Secretariat 
shall designate a new Panel Member to replace the challenged Panel Member. 

16. 	 If at any time a designated Panel Member becomes unavailable or ineligible to continue serving on 
a case, the Secretariat shall follow the procedures set forth above to deSignate a new Panel 
Member. 

I. 	 Voting Quorum 

17. 	 For hearings and meetings to decide based on the written submissions of the parties, all three 
Panel Members shall attend (either by being physically present or by videoconference, 
teleconference, or other technological means), participate in the deliberations, and decide by 
majority vote questions relating to the merits of the case and the Panel's recommendations relating 
to its final disposition. 

18. 	 For any other act or thing required or permitted to be done by a Panel, only the concurrence of two 
Panel members is required. 

REVIEW OF THE MERITS 

J. 	 Written Proceedings 

19. 	 Although Panels will ordinarily hold a hearing for every Request for Review submitted, a case may 

be reviewed based only on the written submissions under the conditions set forth in Staff Rule 9.03, 

paragraph 10.06. This is known as a UWritten Proceeding: 


20. 	 A Requesting Staff Member may elect at the time he or she submits a Request for Review not to 

have a hearlng .. After the Secretariat receives the Responding Manager's Response, the 

Requesting Staff Member may change his or her election only with the agreement of the 

Responding Manager and the Panel. 


21. 	 Cases reviewed on the written submissions alone shall proceed as follows: 

a. 	 After the Responding Manager has submitted his or her Response, the Panel shall resolve 
any outstanding issues relating to the documents that the Panel needs to review the case. 

b. 	 Once the Panel has all the documents that it needs to review the case, the Secretariat shall 
notify the Requesting Staff Member that he or she has 14 calendar days to file a Reply 
Form. In the Reply, the Requesting Staff Member may only address evidence and 
arguments presented in the Response, and may not raise new issues. 

c. 	 The Responding Manager shall have 14 calendar days from receipt of the Reply to file a 
Final Response Form. In the Final Response, the Responding Manager may only address 
evidence and arguments presented in the Reply, and may not raise new issues. 

d. 	 Within 30 calendar days of receiving the Final Response, the Panel will meet to review the 
case based on the written submissions. Attendance at the meeting shall be limited to the 
Panel and Secretariat staff. No party or witness shall be allowed to appear or give evidence 
at the meeting. 

K. 	 Pre-Hearing Matters 

22. 	 In cases that will include a hearing, the Panel, or if a Panel has not been designated, then the Peer 
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Review Chair, ordinarily will take the following steps after receipt of the Response to facilitate its 
review of the case: 

a. 	 Resolve any questions regarding the timeliness of the Request for Review under Staff Rule 
9.03, section 7, and the Peer Review Panel's authority to review the Request under Staff 
Rule 9.03, section 6; 

b. 	 Consider whether the case should be referred to another office or individual in the Bank for 
informal resolution or review, as permitted under Staff Rule 9.03, paragraph 10.03(a); 

c. Resolve any outstanding document and witness issues, including whether to obtain any 
additional documents or to request additional witnesses as suggested by the parties or as 
othefWise needed by the Panel; 

d. Hold a scheduling conference with the parties to discuss the hearing date and location; 

e. 	 Select a hearing date that is within 90 calendar days of the date the Response was 
submitted or as soon thereafter as possible; and 

f. 	 Select a hearing location, taking into consideration such factors as: (i) the location of the 
parties, witnesses, and Panel; (ii) the wishes of the parties; (iii) fairness to the parties; (iv) 
available technology; (v) administrative burden; and (vi) cost. 

23. 	 The Secretariat shall notify the parties. the witnesses, and the responsible Country Director or 
Country Office Manager (when the hearing will be held at or in coordination with a country office) in 
writing of the hearing date and location. Once such notice is issued. the hearing date cannot be 
changed. absent exceptional circumstances as determined by the Panel. 

24. 	 In cases where the hearing will not be held at the Requesting Staff Member's duty station (or his or 
her last duty station in the case of a former staff member), the Requesting Staff Member may 
submit a Request for Travel Expenses withiii 7 calendar days of receiving written notice of the 
hearing date and location. The Panel may recommend that the Requesting Staff Members travel 
expenses be reimbursed in whole or in part if it believes that the Requesting Staff Members 
personal presence at the hearing is necessary to avoid prejudice. . 

25. 	 If the Panel supports the Request for Travel Expenses, in whole or in part, the Secretariat shall 
submit the Panel's recommendation to the decision-maker identified in Staff Rule 9.03, paragraph 
11.01 for decision. The authorized class of travel is economy class at excursion fares where 
available. All travel arrangements must be approved by the Peer Review Secretariat. No more than 
4 days of per diem and hotel expenses will be approved. 

L. 	 Hearings 

26. 	 The Panel will be responsible for the conduct of hearings and will decide which witnesses are 
called, in what order they are called, and who questions the witnesses. 

27. 	 Attendance at hearings shall be limited to the following individuals: (i) the Panel; (ii) the Secretariat 
staff; (iii) the Requesting Staff Member: (iv) the Responding Manager; (v) the parties' advisers 
pursuant to Staff Rule 9.03, section 8; (vi) approved witnesses, who may only be present in the 
hearing while testifying; and (vii) an observer, such as a Peer Review Counselor in training, if both 
parties consent. 

28. 	 Those participating in the hearing may do so by personal appearance, teleconference, 
videoconference, or other technological means at the discretion of the Panel. Individuals present at 
the hearing location on the day of the hearing shall participate in person. 

29. 	 At the hearing. the Panel may permit the parties to make a brief statement; to answer questions; 
and to question witnesses. 

30. 	 The parties and all witnesses who testify at the hearing shall. before giving testimony. make the 
following declaration: AI solemnly declare upon my honor and conscience that I will speak the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth." 

31. 	 Hearings shall be recorded. The Panel designated to hear the case, the parties, and the Secretariat 
may listen to the recording. Hearing transcripts will not be provided to the parties. 
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I M. 	 The Panel's Report 

32. 	 Upon the conclusion of the proceedings, the Panel shall decide whether to recommend relief for the 
Requesting Staff Member andlor other corrective action. The Panel shall summarize its findings and 
recommendations in a Report. 

33. 	 The Secretariat shall submit the Panel's Report to the decision-maker as specified in Staff Rule 
9.03, paragraph 11.01 . The Panel's Report shall be submitted as soon as possible after the 
conclusion of deliberations and every effort will be made to do so within 21 calendar days of the 
deliberations. 

DECISIONS 

N. 	 Decisions on Requests for Review 

I 
34. A decision whether to present the Panel's recommendation to the Requesting Staff Member shall be 

made according to the provisions of Staff Rule 9.03, section 11. If the decision-maker would find it 
helpful to meet with the Panel to discuss the rationale for the Panel's recommendations, such a 
meeting may be held. Once the decision-maker reaches a decision, he or she shall provide written 
notice of the decision, along with a copy of the Panel's Report to: the parties; the Peer Review 
Executive Secretary; and, if the staff member has not objected, the Ombuds Services Office. Any 
individuals or offices who need to be notified of a case's resolution in order to implement it may be 
notified. 
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Annex B: Service of Peer Review Members 

Selection of Members 

1. 	 Pursuant to Staff Rule 9.03. section 4, Peer Review Members shall be appointed periodically, as the need 
for the service of additional members arises. 

2. 	 Staff holding term and open-ended appointments with at least two years of service within the Bank Group 
as of the time of their nomination are eligible to serve. 

3. 	 The selection process for Peer Review Members shall begin with an open call from the Managing Director 
serving as Chair of the Council for Internal Justice for nominations and volunteers. 

4. 	 Nominated candidates will be asked to complete an application providing background information about 
themselves. Candidates will be vetted by the Human Resources Vice Presidency and the World Bank 
Group Staff Association ("Staff Association"). Due consideration will be given in the selection process to 
maintaining a roster of Peer Review Members that broadly represents Bank Group staff. For example, Peer 
Review Members will need to come from a wide array of positions, including those at managerial and non­
manageriallevels, from headquarters and from country offices, and from within the different Bank Group 
organizations. Additional criteria for the selection of Peer Review Members may be identified in the call for 
nominations. 

5. 	 Appointments of the Peer Review Members shall be made by the Managing Director serving as Chair of the 
Council for Internal Justice based upon joint recommendations from the Vice President, Human Resources, 
and the Staff Association. 

6. 	 Peer Review Members will hold three-year terms, subject to renewal for one additional term of three years 
as set forth in Staff Rule 9.03, paragraph 4.01. Decisions to reappoint shalf be made by the Managing 
Director serving as Chair of the Council on Internal Justice based upon joint recommendations from the 
Vice President, Human Resources, and the Staff Association. 

7. 	 Individuals serving as members of the Appeals Committee as of July 1, 2009 will automatically become 
Peer Review Members and may serve out the remainder of their terms, with the option for reappointment 
as provided in Staff Rule 9.03, paragraph 4.01. 
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