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When | wrote the Chair's Message for last year’s Annual Report, | noted that the
World Bank Group was working on reforms of the Conflict Resolution System. Among
those entities scheduled for change was the Appeals Committee. | 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 Cominittee’s origins as a peer review system. The reforms were
designed to both restore genuine peer review rather than court-like judicial proceed-
ings, and tfo streamline the system by reducing or eliminating obstacles impeding
the administration of fair decision-making, and hence it was hoped that one of the important features
of any system of justice—speed of resolution—would be improved. | am pleased to report that the
proposed reforms have become a reality during calendar year 2009.

Henceforward, the PRS will be able to compare the results under the new PRS procedures with the
years that preceded it to determine whether the objectives of the changes were achieved. We at the
PRS—myself, the Peer Review Secretariat, the Panel members, and the entire World Bank Group com-
munity—will carefully follow the progress of the PRS for the purpose of determining whether, and to
what extent, the objectives of the reforms have been achieved. The early results are encouraging.

I wish fo directly address those of you who have volunteered unselfishly to serve in a special way as
panel members, under both the Appeals Committee and now the PRS systems. To you, | say a simple
“Thank you.” Your work and judgment ensure that management actions are subjected to careful
scrutiny. This, in turn, creates an appropriate and effective climate within which managers are encour-
aged to comply with the Bank Group’s policies and practices, the Staff Rules, and the terms of each
staff member’s contract of employment. You are invaluable to the credibility of the PRS process. Your
participation enhances the likelihood that, not only is the letter of the Bank Group's rules and policies
carried out, but also that common sense fairness is the order of the day when it comes to the treatment
by the Bank Group of its stciff members.

Theodore O. Ahlers

Chair, Peer Review Services
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An Overview of Peer Review
Services

This Report covers the period lanuary 1, 2009 through December 31, 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 Commitiee and the 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 access in the World Bank Group’s (WBG or Bank Group)
Conflict Resolution System (CRS) to assist them in addressing workplace concerns. For example,

addition to raising issues directly with their managers, staff members may seek assistance from the
Respectful Workplace Advisors, a group of volunteers who are trained to listen and to assist in providing
information about where to seek os:;isium*e within the WBG. Staff may seek guidance and assistance
from one of the Bank Group’s Ombudsman, who assist staff in analyzing their concerns and ways
to address them in a safe and confidential environment. Staff members may also utilize the Office of
Mediation Services to attempt to find a resolution to their concerns through a process in which both
sides participate in an effort to find common ground. More may be learned about H e CRS by viewing

its web site at crs.worldbank.org.

In addition to these infermal services, the WBG has created processes and resources to assist staff
members to pursue their concerns through more formal avenues. One of these avenues, peer review,
was formerly called the Appeals Committee (ACO) and, following the implementation of the CRS
reforms during CY2009, is now called Peer Review Services (PRS).

Ii. How the Peer Review Services Functions

Overview. The PRS system was designed to provide a forum where staff can raise szirwa:n‘l<;:.|c1r_e con-

d by peers who share an understanding of the Bank Group’s working

cerns and have the case reviews

environment. Tl 1ese peers, known as Panel Members, volunteer their time to serve on panels consisting
1
N

of three Panel Members each per case. Each ,ﬂ.\-—*l includes Peer Review members at both the manage-

case, the Panel Members review the facts and evidence, listen

to testimony, and exarnine the rel t f‘S\cnr ;:’Uif--s:, Bank Group procedures and policies, World Bank

Administrative Tribunal (Administrative Tribunal) precedent, and other relevant sources. In reviewing a

e Panel considers wheather the managerial decision, action, or inaction was consistent with the

's contraci of employment or s of appointment. In doing so, the Panel is not limited

ssing whether any particulat = or Bank Group procedure was violated. A Panel may

uld examine whether the Bank ‘”m;_’:f: Principles of Employment requiring the Bank Group
to treat stalf with “Fairness and imbartt 1 st alf Himas and “Tallow sss” has been me
to treat staff with “fairness and impartiality” at all times and “follow a proper process” has been met.
The Peer Review Secretariat. '/« * t of th yonsible for providing administrative
support to the Panel Members in a neutral and impartial manner. The Secretariat also serves as an
infermation resource review process
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Jurisdictional Questions and Stays. /V\ailcrs brought before the PRS may be resolved in several
ways. For some matters, the Panel may not have the authority to review the claims, either because
they involve issues that have been excluded from review under Staff Rule 9.03, or because the
matters raised are not eligible for review because they are untimely. In other words, they occurred
too long prior e the filing of the Request for Review, and hence are time-barred. The PRS does
nol have the discretion to accept a matter that is time-barred. Other matters may be stayed for a
period of fime while the parties attempt 1o resolve the employment-related dispute, either informally
or in mediation.

Resolution on the Merits. Matters which are not resolved in any of the ways discussed above pro-
ceed to determination by a PRS Panel. This process can take the form of either a written proceeding
or, more commenly, a hearing in which the staff member and the manager present evidence to the
Panel and the Panel questions relevant witnesses. After the conclusion of the hearing, the Panel will
deliberate and issue a written recommendation regarding its findings, including suggestions concern-
ing oppropriate relief, if any. This recommendation takes the form of a written report.

In determining what remedy to provide, the Panel may consult the “Guidelines for Relief,” a document
prepared during CY2009 by a committee made up of various segments of the Bank Group's staff,
including managers, Staff Association members, o representative from PRS, and a representative from
LEGIA, and chaired by the Coordinator of the Conflict Resolution System. The Guidelines are reproduced
as Appendix E. In addition to recommending relief, the Panel may have observed during its review of
the case that the Bank could improve on its processes or procedures, notwithstanding whether it rec-
ommended relief for the staff member. In such situations, the PRS notifies the Vice President of Human
Rescources (HRSVP) its observations, usually in the form of a written memorandum. This Annual Report
contains a summary of the ACO/PRS aclivity in this regard, at section IV hereof.

The peer review process is graphically depicted in Appendix D. A summary of the peer review process
is on the WBG's website at peerreview.worldbank.org.

Referrals of Cases to the Integrity Vice Presidency (INT) or the Office of Ethics and
Business Conduct (EBC). From June 10, 2008 through June 30, 2009, the Bank Group had in
effect Staff Rule 8.02, paragraph 3.03 (a) which provided as follows: “When a statf member files an
appeal with the Appeals Committee that alleges retaliation for activities protected under this Rule,
the Appeals Committee panel designated 1o consider the appeal shall refer the allegation to INT
or, in cases involving INT, to the President, for review and potential disciplinary proceedings as may
be appropriate. Such referral shall not automatically suspend or delay the staff member’s appeal.”
During CY2009, the ACO referred a total of seven appeals under this provision, six of which were
filed by the same person.

lil. Principal Differences Between The Appeals Committee Process and The Peer
Review Process

Leveling the Playing Field. The PRS reforms were based upon reflection about what facets of the
ACO process could be improved. The existing ACO system operated well, but had become more
and more technically complicated and more adversarial over time. Hence, the major emphasis of
the reforms was to move away from an adversarial process which the ACO had become, and to one
that was more conducive to resolution of conflict. In the ACO process, the parties were each entitled
to be represented by attorneys. The Bank Group’s management whose actions or decisions were the
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subject of the appeal was always represented by an attorney and frequently, staff hired an attorney as
well. This placed an ecanomic burden on staff members and also tended to lengthen the process to
accommodate additional arguments and requests for discovery by counsel. It also made scheduling
more difficult because not anly did the parties’ and relevant witnesses’ availability have to be consid-
ered, but also that of both attorneys.

Thus, one of the centerpieces of the 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 staff and management on the same level playing field and to reduce the antagonisms
that attorneys sometimes engender. To further make the process easier for staff and more on par with
management, the Bank Group agreed to fund the hiring of an attorney who will work in the Staff As-
sociation to provide legal assistance to staff members contemplating filing or have filed a Request for
Review with the PRS. The elimination of aftorneys at peer review hearings should also make scheduling
easier, thus increasing the efficiency of the process.

Simplified Process. Another significant change brought about by the reforms is the streamlining of
the process. Once a Request for Review is filed, an initial check will be made to determine whether the
matter falls within the subject matter of the PRS and whether the issue that has been raised is timely.
Also, a determination will be made whether some form of alternative process, such as mediation, might
be fruitful to resolution of the matter. Further streamlining of the process included the elimination of the
paperwork and effort required for obtaining an extension of time to file a Request for Review, substitut-
ing an across-the-board 120 calendar day filing deadline, rather than a 90 calendar day deadline
that could be extended up to 120 calendar days upon request. The new system also eliminated the
rarely successful request for provisional relief. It is hoped that such requests will be made unnecessary
in light of the anticipated increased speed of processing.

Further streamlining occurred by conforming the description of matters that could be the subject of
a Request for Review before the PRS o the description used by the Administrative Tribunal. Under
the ACO, review was limited to “administrative decisions,” thus resulting in numerous challenges
to jurisdiction. The new PRS standard specifies that review may be had over any disputed employ-
ment matier that is further defined to include a managerial action, inaction, or decision that was not
consistent with the staff member’s contract of employment or terms of appointment. Another helpful
addition was the clarification of when the time for filing a Request for Review is triggered. Specifi-
cally, a staff member who wishes to request peer review must submit & Request for Review with the
Peer Review Secretariat within 120 calendar days of receiving notice of the disputed employment
matter. A staff member receives “notice” of o disputed employment matter when he or she receives
written notice or ought to have been aware that the disputed employment matter occurred. A final
noteworthy change eliminates the requirement, in cases where termination of employment is the
issue, to go through peer review before filing a case with the Administrative Tribunal. Thus, in these
instances, staff members are permifted, but not required, to have their matter reviewed by a Peer
Review Panel prior to proceeding with a claim before the Administrative Tribunal.

Peer Review Members. One of the most significant changes to the peer review process is the com-
position of the Peer Review members and the way they are selected to serve on the PRS, The reforms
greatly increased the pool of Peer Review members that can be designated to hear cases. For example,
36 volunteer staff members comprised the membership of the ACO. The PRS, however, draws from
a slate of aver 60 staff members to serve as Pear Review members (three Peer Review members are
appointed to serve on a Panel for each case). Appointment of the Peer Review members is made by
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the Managing Director serving as the Chair of the Coundil for Internal Justice based upon the joint
recommendations from the Staff Association and by HRSVR Thus, the pool of Peer Review members
is significantly larger, more represeniative of the World Bank community as a whole, and hence more
diverse. Each Panel must include both managerial and nen-managerial staff, and each Panel, to the
extent feasible, must contain a member at the same grade level or who possesses similar work experi-
ence as the staff member bringing the Request for Review.

Provisional Relief. Under the ACO system, pursuant to Staff Rule 9.03, paragraph 7.01, an appellant
could request an award of Provisional Relief in exceptional circumstances where urgent and immediate
relief from undue hardship, resulting from an administrative decision, was required in advance of the
resolution of the appeal. This provision was eliminated in the PRS system. The improvements in speed
for processing requests, combined with the historically low incidence in which requests for Provisional
Relief were raised and were subsequently successful suggested that the Provisional Relief process was
no lenger needed. In CY2009, there were two requests for Provisional Relief among the 26 appeals
filed. In both cases, the Panel did not recemmend providing Provisional Relief.

Jurisdiction. Ancther significant substantive change between the jurisdiction of the PRS and the ACO
is that the PRS no longer has jurisdiction over any claim that relates to misconduct. “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, deci-
sions 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” are excluded from PRS jurisdiction. Thus, decisions related to misconduct investigations by
INT or by EBC, previously reviewable before the ACO, may not be brought for review to the PRS. Such
matters may now be brought by filing an application directly to the Administrative Tribunal.

Decision-Making Process. Under the ACO system, reports were submitted to the Vice President of
Human Resources (HRSVP) who reviewed the Panel’s recommendation and made the ultimate deci-
sion on the matter. The HRSVP was empowered to accept all or part of the Panel’s recommendation,
including any recommended relief, or to decline it altogether. If the HRSVP took no action, the recom-
mendation became binding on the WBG ofter 60 days. Afterwards, affected staff members dissatisfied
with the result were entitled to pursue relief further by filing with the Administrative Tribunal.

Under the PRS system now in effect, reports are submitted to the Vice President of the WBG depart-
ment that employs the affected staff member (who is now called the Requesting Staff Member) and
the involved manager (who is now called the Responding Manager). 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 Panel. 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
Tribunal. It is anficipated that by involving Bank Group management in the decision concerning whether
corrective measures are appropriate in a given case, managerial accountability will be increased.

Appendix D sets out in graphic form the process under both the new PRS and the ACO.
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THE YEAR IN REVIEW

I. CASE WORKLOAD DISPOSITION OF CASES

The ACO/PRS processed o 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 being carried over from the previous year. Of course, all 10 of the
cases processed using PRS procedures were filed during CY2009.

The above discussion is depicted graphically 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

ISSUES BEFORE THE APPEALS COMMITTEE AND THE PEER REVIEW SERVICES
1. Categories of Issues

The ACO was charged under Staff Rule 9.03 with reviewing administrative decisions of the Bank
Group to determine whether they altered or were in breach of terms of appointment or conditions or
employment, and with reviewing any formal disciplinary action based on misconduct (e.g., formal
reprimands). When the ACO reviewed decisions that were within the discretion of management, the
ACO examined whether management abused its discretion, in that it was arbitrary, discriminatory o
carried out in violation of the applicable Bank Group procedures. Certain types of decisions were ex-

sly excluded f >f which continue to be excluded under the PRS procedures as well.

The scope of review of the PRS is now described using different terminology. The PRS is charged with

determining whether o managerial aclion, inaction, or decision was consistent with a staff member’s

contract of employment or terms of appointment, The phrases “contract of employment” and “terms

of tf:D;?'oinmwnl‘ inc ] r““ the terms in a staff member’s letter of appointment and all pertinent rules

and polici F Staff Employment and the Staff Rules in effect af the time of

the alleg

As noted above, misconduct that was previously reviewable by the ACO is no longer reviewable by
PRS. Other matters that were excluded from review under the ACO are also excluded from review in
the PRS, including decisions by the Benefits -"!:'nun“imiov/ the Finance Administrator, or the Pension
Benefits Administration Committee of the Waorld Bank Group Staff Retirement Plan; decisions about
isability insurance benefits or health insurance benefits

wmo Mec

]

L
claims tor compensation ben

staff and ci;ne%n':len cal Insurance Plan or the Medical Benefits Plan.

)

provided to
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The principal issues that were reviewed by the ACO and now by PRS are described below, together
with a brief description of the managerial decision, action or inaction.

Misconduct. [n ACO appeals of formal disciplinary action based on misconduct, Appellants typically
challenged the HRSVP's finding that the Appellant engaged in misconduct and the HRSVP’s decision to
impose discipline upon the Appellant based upon such misconduct. Appellants often also challenged
the underlying investigation of the alleged misconduct conducted by the Integrity Vice Presidency (INT).
In reviewing these types of appeals, Panels evaluate whether the HRSVP abused his/her discretion in
finding that misconduct occurred and in imposing the disciplinary action in question. In its analysis,
Panels consider such matters as whether INT notitied the Appellant of the specific charges against him
and provided him with a fair opportunity fo respond; whether the HRSVP's decision was supported by
the evidence in the INT Report; whether the disciplinary action imposed by the HRSVP was permitted
or required under the Staff Rules; and whether the disciplinary measures the HRSVP imposed were
consistent with others taken in similar circumstances. Panels do not re-open the INT investigation;
rather, they evaluate whether INT and the HRSVP followed a proper process and reached their conclu-
sions on an chservable and reasonable basis. As noted, misconduct matters of this sort are no longer
reviewable through the PRS process.

Ending Employment. When reviewing termination decisions, Panels typically consider whether the
decision was made on an observable and reasonable basis and whether management followed the
applicable Bank Group Staff Rules and procedures in making the decision. Some matters that might be
examined in this context include: the reason the Bank offered for the termination; whether the evidence
in the record supports the reasons; and whether the Bank provided the staff member with the appropri-
ate notice of the decision. This category would also include matters relafing to decisions not to renew
term contracts to ascertain whether the applicable WBG's policies and procedures were followed and/
or whether the reasons given for non-renewal, if any, were true. In the case of a redundancy, another
area of inquiry would be whether the Bank provided the staff member with the appropriate assistance
in finding another position within the Bank. Other matters that would be classified as falling within this
issue would be matters related to or associated with the end of employment. For example, determina-
tions fo place a terminated staff member on administrative leave while the separation procedures are
being effected, and barring separated employees from the premises.

Benefits and Compensation. When reviewing a challenge to a Salary Review Increase (SRI), the
Panel evaluates the SRl in the context of the policy established by Human Resources (HR) for SRls in
the year in question. The Panel typically alse locks at the overall process followed within the unit in
question to ensure that the staff member was treated fairly and consistently relatfive to peers at the
same level of responsibility and the same grade. Some questions that may be evaluated in this con-
text include: whether the manager compared the staff member’s performance with that of other staff
members at the same grade and level of responsibility; whether the staff member’s manager used the
salary matrix provided by HR; whether the manager deviated from the standard salary matrix, and if
so, why; and whether the manager explained the rationale for the SRl to the staff member. Because
the SRI process involves the comparison of relative performance, Panels do not solely lock at the staff
member’s Overall Performance Evaluation (OPE) to decide what an appropriate SRl would have been
for that staff member, but also compares the performance of the staff member with his/her peers at
the same grade level.

Performance Management. |1 reviewing challenges to a manager’s assessment of o staff member's
performance in an OPE, the Panel will not substitute its own judgment for that of management as to
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what constitutes satisfactory performance. Rather, the Panel typically assesses whether: the manager
followed the OPE process according to estoblished Bank Group guidelines; the manager’s assess-
ment of the staff member’s performance was consistent with the manager’s own observations and
the feedback received from others; the OPE took into account all relevant and significant factors that
existed for that period of review, balancing positive and negative factors in a manner which is fair to
the person concerned; the manager’s comments in the OPE substantiated the ratings assigned to the
staff member; dnd the manager presented a reasonable and observable basis for the staff member’s
evaluation and performance ratings. Some questions that may be evaluated in this context include
whether the manager solicited feedback prior to awarding the ratings; 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 e
Benefits and Compensation. The issue that was raised the next highest number of times in 2009 was i iy
the issue of Misconduci. One quarter of 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 L L
to claims that they engaged in misconduct, or that they were being improperly investigated by INT. It r '
is important to note that the classification of Misconduct also includes cases where staff members al- e 2
lege that discrimination played a role in management’s decision, action or inaction being contested. el

There was a dramatic 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 to only 5.6 percent of
Appeals and Requests for Review that were filed.

As expressed as a percentage of workload—counting cases brought into the year from the previous
calendar year—Benefits and Compensation also was the leading subject on which Appellants and Re-
questors sought relief from ACO/PRS in 2009. Over one-third (33.9 percent) of the ACO/PRS workload
in 2009 involved claims relating to this issue. In CY2008, the predominant issue in ACO workload
was instead matters relating to Performance Management, which was involved in 36.7 percent of all
appeals in 2008, surpassing Retaliation (30 percent) and Benefits and Compensation (28.33 percent).

Table 1-2 shows graphically the issues raised in appeals and Requests for Review.

In previous Annual Reports, the issue comparison was based on the number of cases reviewed and
processed, rather than on by cases filed. PRS provides that comparison in Table 1-3.

lil. RESOLUTIONS

1. Statistical Review

The number of cases resolved in a calendar year is affected by a number of variables including: the
number of cases filed during the year; the number of extensions of time requested by and granted to
the parties fo an appeal; the availability of the parties and Panel members to attend hearings, particu-
larly given meeting and mission obligations, as well as vacation schedules; and the time consumed in
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Table 1-2: Comparison between CY2009 and CY2008 ~ Issues Raised in Appeals
and Requests for Review'

2009 Filings 2008 Filings
ACO PRS Total % Total %
TOTAL 26 10
TOTALS combined 36 40
ISSUE
8 6 14 38.9% G 22.5%
5 0 ) 5.69 4 10.09
Ending Employment 4 ' 5 13.9% 10 25.0%
Misconduct 6 3 9 25.0% 5 12.59
Performance Management 4 2 6 16.7% 12 30.0%
Promation 3 i 4 11.1% 2
Reassignment/Selection 5 0 5 13.9% 6 15.0%
Retaliation | ‘ 2 14 35.0
Other issues 4 17.1% 1 2.5%
TOTAL 35 16 51 63
Note: There was a minor change in the manner in which issues were characterized between 2008 and 2009

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

2009 Total Reviewed

ACO PRS 2008 Total Reviewed
TOTAL i T L Eaeats
62

Benefits and Compensation | 18 6 |21 | 339% | 17  28.33%
Compliance 6 0 6 9.7% 4 6.67%
Ending Employment < -"v“;f‘vfﬁ@ 1 1."{1']‘&':?:'1 3.2% l‘:‘: 16 :-.- 26.67%
Misconduct 8 3 11 17.7% 10 16.67%
Performance Management B 137 e 2 ( I‘Q-E."‘_ 24.2% :_ﬁ'z: 1 36.67%
Promotion 3 1 4 6.5% 2 3.33%
Reassignment/Selechion x 8L .: 0 '?;"@-?U 12.9% {3,‘—‘ 13.33%
Retaliation 12 1 13 21.0% 18 30.00%
Other lssues P 2 D 255 B 11.67%

the resolution of disputes between the parties regarding document requests and witnesses. Because
of these variables, the number varies from year to year,

In the calendar year 2009, the ACO/PRS resolved 51cases, 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 recommendatiens on the merits of the cases (i.e. via written reports fo senior management),
12 resulted from withdrawals because claims were settled, five cases were dismissed because there was
no jurisdiction, and one matter was withdrawn so that the staff member could pursue relief before the
Administrative Tribunal.

There were four cases under the PRS system resolved. One was resolved in the form of a report that
supported the management action. Two PRS requests were dismissed on jurisdictional grounds. One
case was referred fo mediation where it was resolved.

Of the 29 appeals that were resolved by Panels submitting written recommendations based on the
merits of the case, four resulted in recommendations by the Panel that the staff member receive relief;
the remaining 25 appeals, and one request for review, resulted in recommendations that supported
the decisions of management.

The 51 matters resolved in 2009 represents a fifty percent (50%) jump over the number resolved in
2008 when 34 appeals were resolved. As noted above, this increase was accounted for by a number
of factors, including better success at mediation of claims, increased production of reports to man-
agement, and a sizeable increase in the number of cases that were filed that were non-jurisdictional,
mostly because of untimeliness.

The total nurmber of matters that were resolved that involved corrective relief of some form increased
slightly from 16 in 2008 to 17 in 2009. These figures include those cases that were resolved in

&
A &
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mediation in addition tc the Panel’s recommendations in favor of Appellants/Requestors. In 2009,
the Panel made recommendations in favor of Appellants/Requestors in four cases.

The above results are exhibited graphically on Table 1-4.

Table 1-4: Comparison of Cases Resolved - CY2009 vs. CY2008

2009
i ACO PRS TOTAL 2008

Cases Resolved 47 4 51 34
Cases resulting in recommendations to Mgt. 29 I 30 23
Cases withdrawn — claims settled/mediated 12 1 13 7
Cases dismissed for lack of jurisdiction 5 2 7

Cases withdrawn (proceeded 1o Tribunal) 1 1 3
Total 47 4 51 34
Cases Resolved w/ recommendations for relief e 0 4 Q9
Total Resolved w/ relief 16 1 17 16

2. Case Processing Time

The peer review process can be a difficult period that is filled with anxiety and uncertainty for both
the staff member and the manager. To alleviate these concerns, the Peer Review Services, through the
. Peer Review Secretariat, is committed to making the process as efficient as possible without sacrificing
iy integrity, quality and transparency.

Processing time is calculated from the date a case is filed through the date the Panel finalizes its report
and sends its recommendation to HRSVE excluding any time that a case is stayed, if applicable.

In the ACQ, the average processing time is longer compared with that of cases filed under the PRS
because of the significant number of steps involved in processing the case, the exchange of written
pleadings, the requests for discovery, and the difficulty scheduling a hearing given the number of
participants which are required 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 Panel (29 cases), the average processing time was 10.6 months
to process, excluding time spent stayed. In the four appeals where the Panel awarded relief to the staff
members, the average processing time was 12.25 months.

Under the PRS for CY2009, only one case proceeded to a hearing which resulted in the Panel submit-
ting o written recommendation to management. The processing time for this case was 3.1 months.

Although these statistics apply to the very short time that the PRS has operated, the PRS hopes that they
represent the future, and that processirig time under the PRS will in fact continue to be shortened as a
result of the new procedures and policies. The Peer Review Secretariat anticipates that as the 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. Summary Discussion of Resolutions

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

Case #1. In one of the four appeals, the Appellant’s claim centered upon the allegation that the
Appellant’s OPE was not complated in a timely manner. Evidence showed that the OPE was not
completed—i.e., not signed off by the staff member, his supervisor and the reviewing manager—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 frying to address alleged short-
comings in the OPE ratings that the Appellant had raised, that the Appellant himself was responsible
for some of the delay, and that the process had been adversely affected by factors such as vacation
schedules and mission travel.

Acknowledging good faith on the part of management, the Panel concluded that certain periods of
delay were not adequately explained or justified, and that there was no question that the OPE was not
completed on time. In view of the fact that the Appellant received a more favorable OPE as a result of
the process that resulted in the delay, however, the Panel concluded that the only relief it would award
was attorney fees. Therefore, the Panel awarded $5,000 in attorney fees.

Case #2. In a second appeal, the issue involved an Appellant removed from employment on the
grounds of abandonment of position. The Appellant had experienced medical setbacks and began
missing work fime, often failing to communicate directly with the Appellant’s supervisors/managers.
Management encountered difficulty in contacting the Appellant to determine the nature of problem
resulting in the absences. Further, management had no information concerning the length of time
the situation resulting in the absences would continue. Seeking information from Bank experts on the
preferred way to deal with the absenteeism problem, management directed the Appellant not to come
o work until the Appellanf was able to complete a fitness for duty examination, fo be conducted by the
Bank pursuant to procedures set out in Staff Rule 6.07, paragraph 3.03. After the Appellant compieted
the examination which concluded that the Appellant was fit for duty, the Bank thereupon terminated the
Appellant under Staff Rule 7.01, paragraph 2.01 (Abandonment of Office), finding that the Appellant
had abandoned office by being absent from work continuously for at least 20 days, as set out in the
Staff Rule. Appellant had in fact been away from the Bank in excess of 80 days.

The Panel concluded that management abused its discrefion in terminating the Appellant. The Panel
found that there was inadequate support for management’s conclusion that the Appellant had aban-
doned office, and hence that there was o reasonable basis for it. Not only had the Appellant’s actions
demonstrated that the Appellant expected to return to emiployment, the Bank had improperly concluded
that the Appellant’s absence was “unauthorized and unjustified” even though most of the absence
oceurred during a period when management had directed the Appellant not to come to work. The
Panel also concluded that management had improperly used the provision about abandonment of
office to discipline the Appellant for related acts of misconduct, without providing the Appellant with
the due process safeguards that the Staff Rules provide.

As a result, the Panel recommended an award that included rescission of the termination, reinstate-
ment, purging the personnel records of references to the termination, back pay, restorafion of lost
annual and sick leave not otherwise properly charged, six months’ compensation for injuries, and
$10,000 in attorney fees.
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Case #3. A third appeal involved a series of allegations relating to misconduct investigations undertaken
by the Integrity Vice Presidency (INT) and resultant decision-making process concerning discipline. The
Appellant had been the subject of investigations into whether the Appellant’s relationship with organi-
zations that in turn had business relationships connected with the Bank implicated issues of conflict of
inferest, and also whether the Appellant abused the Appellant’s position for personal gain. Because
the facts of Appellant’s alleged misconduct was referred to the United States Department of Justice for
possible prosecution under United States laws and failed to timely notify the Appellant about it, the Ap-
pellant also alleged that management violated the Appellant’s rights relating to that process, as well.

After a hearing, the Panel concluded that the Bank had erred in two ways. The Panel found that INT
had failed o give the Appellant notice of one of the several issues INT investigated at the onset of the
investigation—abuse of office for personal gain—and thus that the Bank did not provide the Appellant
with proper due process.

The Panel concluded thai the Bank also abused its discretion in failing to give the Appellant fimely
notice of the fact and the confent of the Bank's referral of certain issues to the DOJ for investigation
and possible prosecution. The Panel noted that the Staff Rules permit exceptions te the usual rules of
confidentiality in cases of referrals for law enforcement efforts. However, those same rules provide for
notification to the affected staff member “as soon as reasonably possible.” Administrative Tribunal
precedent and Bank guidelines further clarified the Bank’s obligation in this regard. The Panel concluded
that, although there was a justifiable basis to withhold informing the Appellant for approximately ten
months after the referral to DO that a referral had been made, the Bank erred when it continued to
withhold nofice for an additional 16 months thereafter.

The Panel recommended that the Bank compensate the Appellant in the amount of $30,000 and also
pay attorney fees of $10,000. '

Case #4. The fourth appeal in which a PRS Panel during 2009 recommended relief to an Appellant
was premised upon allegations of gender discrimination. That appeal involved claims that the Appellant
was denied an in situ promotion to a level GH position on the basis of sex. After a hearing, the Panel
concluded that, although there was insufficient evidence to conclude that the Appellant 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 improper process.

Consistent with its findings, although the Panel did not recommend instatement into a level GH position,
it 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 Appellant with a coach to enhance op-
portunities for promotion.

IV. PANEL RECOMMENDATIONS - LESSONS LEARNED

In addition fo issuing reports on the merits of claims in cases, ACO and PRS Panels volunteer suggestions
for ways in which WBG processes and policies could be improved, based upon situations disclosed to those
Panels. For matters reviewed during 2009, ACO Panels issued eight (8) such memoranda. Of these, two
(2) were issued in cases for which relief was proposed. The remaining six (6) were in cases in which the
Panels concluded that management had not abused its discretion and thus no relief was recommended.
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Among the matters that were subject to Panel recommendations for improvement, the following topics
and suggestions were involved:

Performance Management. Recommendation to provide personnel guidance on who may par-
ticipate on a Sector Board reviewing a proposed reclassification of position so as to avoid undue
influence by someone who knows and/or is in the supervisory chain of potentially affected staff. Rec-
ommendation to consider issuing writien guidance on the procedures for issuing supplementary oi
supplemental performance reviews.

Reassignment and Selection Process. F=commendation to clarify the Short-Listing process by
issuing guidelines for composition of the Short-Listing Committee (SLC), including whether the hiring
manager should be included in the SLC. Recommendation to improve fransparency by posting selection
process guidelines on the Bank’s intranef. Recommendation to improve the process in which the Bank
makes a determination to reassign staff in the “interests of the Bank,” 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 esteblish guidelines when INT/EBC or other investigative Bank entity
is charged with conducting an “accountability review” or similar type of review, fo ensure adequate
proiections are afforded to affected staff such as the potential use of the results of such information
and an opportunity for them to respond before the Bank makes any final determinations.

Ending Employment. Recommendation to develop and implement procedures to improve ac- [
countability when the Bank’s Security Staff 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 it utilizes its authority to request a Fitness
for Duty Exam, by ensuring that affected staff members know the purpose and the process to be used.

Benefits and Compensation. Fecommendation to improve adminisirative aspecis of the Tax Al-
lowance system by the sending of “alerts” or other notifications to affected staff members that they
should carefully compare their records fo the Bank’s records, especially when it comes to averseas
travel information that affects whether the staff member must have their tax returns prepared by a
Bank Group approved accounting firm.

Misconduct. Recommendation to provide standards guiding the length of INT investigations.

V. DEMOGRAPHICS
1. Part | and Part Il Nationals

Of the 36 matters filed in CY2009, 11 (31%) were filed by staff members from Part | countries and
21 (58%) by staff members from Part Il countries; (4 caoses were filed by staff members from unspeci-
fied countries). This percentage is close to the breakdown among Part | and Part Il staff members in
CY2008, when Part | staff members accounted for 30% of filings. The compasition of the overall Bank
Group population is 39% Part 1 and 69% Part Il staff members.

2. Gender

Males accounted for 22 matters filed (61%) and females accounted for 14 matters filed (39%). This
was close to the same gender breakdown for the prior year, when males accounted for 58% of cases
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filed, and females for 42%. The male/female breakdown for the averall Bank Group population is 48%
and 52%, respectively. Thus, males filed disproportionately more appeals/requests for review than their
percentage in the overall Bank population. It should be noted, however, that males occupied 57% of
Bank Group positions at level GE and above, the grouping that accounted for 83% of matters filed.
Accordingly, the male/female difference in the matiers filed is roughly correlated with the difference
in the male/female populations in positions at those salary levels.

3. Grade Level

Staff members at levels GE and above, who comprise 66% of Bank Group staff, were responsible for 30
(83%) of the matters filed in CY2009. Five cases (14%) were filed by staff at levels GA-GD. Such staff
comprise 26% of Bark Group staff. One matter filed in CY2009 (3%) was submitted by a consultant,
down from 6 or 15% in CY2008.

4. Headquarters Staff and Country Office Staff

Staff members based in Washington, D.C., filed the bulk of the cases with the ACO/PRS. In CY2009, 29
(81%) of the matiers filed in CY2009 were by Washington, D.C. based staff, while staff in country offices
filed 7 (19%) This continues the pattern seen in CY2008 when Headquarters’ staff filed 90% of the ap-
peals. Of all Bank Group staff, 59% work in Washington, D.C., while 41% are based in country offices.

Table 1-5 provides o demographic breakdown of the cases, categorized by gender, grade level, and
location.,

VIi. TRAINING AND OUTREACH

PRS works to ensure that all Bank Group staff members, irrespective of grade level and geographical
location, are aware of, have access to, and feel comfortable using PRS and the entire CRS. In CY2009,
PRS worked with the other services of the CRS fo educate staff, particularly country office~based staff
members, about the 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 | Nationals 9 31% 2 29% 1 31%
Part Il Nationals e s> o D 5o
Other 4 14% 0 4 11%
Male S 52 SR 00% D 61%
Female 14 48% 0 14 39%
Levels GA-GD 5 17% 0 0% - s 14%
Levels GE and Above 23 79% 7 100% 30 83%
Consultants and Temporary Staff o 3% 0 0% 1 3%
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Some of the efforts made by ACO/PRS during CY2009 include: educating staff of the differences be-
tween the ACO/PRS by conducting informational workshops and overviews; providing comprehensive
mandatory training to the Panel Members of the new PRS procedures and processes; distributing to all
of the Country Offices information about the PRS including an instructive video highlighting key aspects

of the new PRS process; and participating in various informative sessions throughout the institution
such as Internal Justice Day.
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The PRS would like to acknowledge the Panel members whose service ended in 2009:
Kulsum Ahmed

Inger Andersen”

Keith E. Hansen

Amira R. lgbal

Jonathan S. Kamkwalala

Hisao Kimura

Raju A. Laburam

Jan Weetjens

Carl Wessman

*service ended in 2010.

Peer Review Services — 2009 Annual Report




PEER REVIEW SERVICES
COUNSELORS

Abadzi, Helen (x80375)

Position: )

Languages Spoken:

|meresi in Counselmg (Personul Statement):

Mahmoudi, Soheylu (x84405)
Position:

Languages: !

Interest in Counseling (Personal Statement): | |

Puckett, Sharon (x30920)
Position: ! fi

Languages: !

Interest in Counseling (Personal Statement):

Ross, Shenna (x87829)

Position: ¢

Languages Spoken

Interest in Counseling (Personal Statement):
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PEER REVIEW PROCESS

l

(ose
Resalved

Request
Dismissed

Peer Review Secretariot Confirms Responding Manager
and Forwards Request fo Him or Her for Response

v
(ose Not
Resolved
'-\\
i ~
N
Responding Manager Submits Respanse Within 45 Days Suspension Lifted
| & Proceeding Resumes

Pane! Reviews Request and Response, Decides Upon Document and Witness Issues,
Issues Any Requests for Documents and Informafion, and Schedules Hearing

Individuals from Whom Panel Requested Dacuments or Information Submit Responses
Panel Conducts Hearing
Panel Submits Recommendations Within 21 Days to Line VP for Decision with VPHR

Within 30 Days of receipt of Panel's Report decision-maker, in consulfafion with VPHR, issues Decision
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v
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WHAT TO EXPECT AT THE HEARING:
A Guide for Requesting Staff
Members and Responding
Managers

CONFIDENTIALITY OF THE PROCESS
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Please note that 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 io the parties.’

FAIRNESS OF THE PROCESS

Prior to the hearing, the Panel ensures that each party is aware of the issues raised in the Request for
Review by way of the submission fo the Peer Review Secretariat of the written pleadings. Introducing
new allegations and/or new documentis af the hearing is not allowed. If a party attempts te introduce
something new during the hearing, the Panel will determine whether it will consider i, taking into ac-
count its relevance and any potential harm to the other party.

During the hearing, both parties will have the opportunity fo speak and the Panel may allow them to
ask questions of each other and the witnesses. Members of the Peer Review Secretariat are present to
see that both sides have an equal opporiunity to have their pasition heard.

ADVISERS

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 @ 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 play a speaking role at the hearing only
with the consent of the Panel.®

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.’

ATTENDANCE AT THE HEARING

Attendance at hearings shall be limited fo 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.”

Those participating in the hearing may do so by personal appearance, teleconference, videoconfer-

ence, 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.”

In advance of the hearing, the Panel will issue pre-hearing rulings, identifying the names of the wit-
nesses and any additional documents required by the Panel. On the day of the hearing, the PRS will

* Staff Rule 9.03 (Peer Review Services), Annex A, paragraph 31.
¢ Staff Rule 9.03 (Peer Review Services), paragraphs 8.05.

7 Staff Rule 9.03 (Peer Review Services), paragraph 8.06.

% Staff Rule 9.03 (Peer Review Services), Annex A, paragraph 27,
7 Staff Rule 9.03 {Peer Review Services), Annex A, paragraph 28.
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provide each parly with the final witness list, and the anficipated time that the witness will testify. In
further preparation for the hearing, each party should review the Request for Review and Manager’s
Response and any decuments submitted by the parties. The parties also may wish to review the Staff
Rules pertaining to PRS and its procedures, at Staff Rule 9.03.

The partfies should remember to present their posifion with confidence. They should prepare what
they would like to tell the Panel in a way that will help the Panel understand the facts and infermation
it needs to make a recommendation. Remember to include only the items that: (i) are relevant to the
issues under review; and (i) pertain to the circumstances that led to the decision in question, not those
that may have occurred after the disputed employment matter happened. In doing so, the parties
should keep in mind that the Panel members have carefully read all of the written material prior to
the hearing so there is no need to repeat what is already in the record.

The parties should try to anticipate the questions the Panel may ask. Each party may wish to prepare
a list of questions that he/she may want to ask the other party and the witnesses.

THE HEARING

The Panel will be responsible for the conduct of hearings. At the beginning of the hearing, the Panel
Chair will make short intraductory remarks welcoming the parties to the hearing and briefly describe
the procedures for the day. At the conclusion of the remarks, each party will be asked to make the fol-
lowing Declaration of Truthfulness that is effective for the duration of the hearing: “I solemnly declare
upon my honor and conscience that | will speak the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.”

Following the opening remarks, the Panel may permit the parties o make a brief statement (not to
exceed 5 minutes) regarding the case and to answer questions.

TESTIMONY OF WITNESSES

Following the questioning of the parties, the Panel will then call each witness separately to testify in
the presence of the parties. The Panel decides which witnesses are called, and in what order they are
called. Each witness will be asked to make the Declaration of Truthfulness. After the Panel concludes
its questioning of the witnesses, the Panel may allow the parties to ask the witnesses relevant questions
that the Panel has not already asked.

When guestioning the witnesses, the parties should be respectful to each witness. If a party is asking
a witness a question pertaining fo a document, the party should give the witness the document for
reference. The party also should inform the Panel members where to locate the document in the record
(for example, “Exhibit B” to the Request for Review).

Upon the canclusion of the testimony of the witness, the witness will be excused. Witnesses are not
allowed to be present in the hearing room when other witnesses are testifying. Parties should not tell
a withess about the substance of prior witnesses’ testimony. Parties should also not give their opinion
of a witness’s testimony in front of a witness.

It is possible that either party may not agree with the testimony of a witness, Rather than raising the con-
cern during the actual testimony, each party should either: (i) wait until testimony is completed and then
seek clarification from the witness; or, (i) after the witness leaves, make their concern known to the Panel.

-z .""‘“,
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.
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tions. For example, ask, “Did you seek feedback from other colleagues in assessing his performance?”
l and “Did you notify him he would be made redundant2” Instead of, “Did you seek feedback from
other colleagues in assessing his performance and did you notify him he would be made redundant?”

| Similarly, limit questions fo one at a time.

, Parties should avoid asking questions that require speculation; the purpose of the hearing is to find out

what actually happened, not what could have happened. Avoid asking questions that rely on “hearsay;”
; typically, witnesses should testify only about those matters to which they have personal knowledge, nof
! what other people told them happened.

' DUTY OF COOPERATION AND TRUTHFULNESS

) 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

10

| medical records.

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.’!

CONCLUSION OF HEARING

Once all witness testimany has been heard, the Panel may ask additional questions of the parties,
and may allow the parties to ask additional questions of each other. Before adjourning the hearing,
the Panel may ask each party if they have any additional remarks o add.

The hearing is then closed, the parties leave, and the Panel remains to discuss and make its recom-

mendation on the Request for Review.

Upen the conclusion of the proceedings, the Panel shall decide whether to recommend relief for the
Requesting Staff Member and/or other corrective action. The Panel shall summarize its findings and
recommendations in a Report. The Secretarial 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 te do so within 21 calendar
days of the deliberations.

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 92.01.
Staff Rule 9.03 (Peer Review Services), paragraph 9.02.
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Received

Request No.

Request for Review

Name:_ [ J UPI: ’

Position Title: l J Department: [

Duty Station: Grade Level: |

I. Disputed Employment Matter(s)

1. Identify the Disputed Employment Matter(s) you are requesting review:

2. When did you receive notice of the Disputed Employment Matter(s) and how?
(Please atftach notice of decision(s) if applicable}.

Identify the responsible manager(s)/supervisor(s) of the Disputed Employment Matter(s):
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4. Please provide a brief statement of the relevant facts leading up to the Disputed Employment
Matter(s):
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5. Why are you challenging the Disputed Employment Matter(s)2 Please explain the basis of your

Request for Review. (In other words, why do you believe the Disputed Employment Matter(s) was ?’L-u.

not consistent with your contract of employment and/or terms of appointment, including the =

Principles of Siaff Employment and the Staff Rules): LE
-
LB
=
9.
Bl
fle - 5
AR &
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6. What relief are you seeking? (Please explain what you would like to happen)

7. Have you tried to resolve the Disputed Employment Matter(s) with your supervisor or manager?

8. Would you be agreeable o resolve your claims through mediation?

Il. Documents

1. You may attach not more than ten relevant documents in support of your claims. Please identify
and number them in the order you attach them to this document and provide a brief explana-
tion of their relevance to the Disputed Employment Matter(s).

Description Date Relevarce

44 | Peer Review Services — 2009 Annual Report




9

10

2. Are there any documents not in your possession you would like management to produce in sup-

port of your claims? If so, please identify them.

Description Date

Relevance

Il Type of Review

1. How would you like your request fo be reviewed?

O Written Proceeding
OR
QO Hearing

If you have selected o hearing, then please specify the location:

O Headquarters
O Country Office

If Country Office, then please specify the following:

Country Office Location; l

Hearing Type:
O On site ot the Country Office
O Video Conference with Washington
O Teleconference with Washington

If you selected a Hearing, please indicate your availability to parficipate in a hearing within the pericd
two to four months from the date of the submission of your Request for Review:

Lo
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IV. Witnesses

If you elected to proceed on the basis of a hearing, you may suggest witnesses you wish the Peer Re-
view Panel to interview who may have relevant infermotion in support of your claims. Please identify
them aleng with their contacl information, ond provide a brief explanation of the relevant informa-
tion they could share with the Panel:

Name and Title Contact Information Relevance

V. Copy to Ombudsman

Please be advised that in accordance with Staff Rule 9.03, Annex A, para. 34, a copy of the final
decision on the Request for Review, along with the Peer Review Panel’s Report, will be provided to
the Office of the Ombudsman unless the Requesting Staff Member objecis. If you object, please
check the box below:

O I object. Please do not forward to the Ombudsman a copy of either the final decision on my
Request for Review or the Peer Review Panel’s Report.

VI. Contact Information

| prefer to receive documents and fo be contacted at O Work QO Home

If you have selected “Home", please provide the following infoermation:

Home Address: Home Telephone: [ ]
Personal eMail: l J
Requesting Staff Member's signature: Date:

The Requesting Staff Member is required to draft submissions in his/her own words. Atforneys may not draft
submissions.
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PEER REVIEW

Request for Review

INSTRUCTIONS

sting

; / f ] bt 71 ;
11J¢ =l f Iraft submissions in his/her own words. Attorneys may noi
\eq uired ISSIONS 1N S/ NE DWW WOIds. AiTornegy nay n

J f | s
alr SUDMISSI

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

Il. Disputed Employment Matter(s) You may enfer deiails on up 1o three Disputed Empl i
Matters. Please read the fol ing definitions/instructions carefully:
A\ "Disputed Employment Matter” i« o managerial decision, action \action that you beli
it I c ract ol wolovr | 1 ellgl] 1 ! |
Thot wish 1 av sviewed in the BVIEY (o 11 C natte |
| ¢ 1 ()
2. The date of “notice” is the date you received written notice of the dispuf loyment matte
ight re £ 0 € the di 1 nployment matte I 1
af 02
'he “responsible manager’ s the nonager with direct ver il ed empl
vent matter. Generally, this person will also serve as the Re (See S.R 3, Anne
ibe the Relevant Facts reloting to the disputed employment matter. Specifically, descril
hered par anhe S | [ | i) the rele [ liately leading up
2 o ut me | - nar 7;~.‘“/;V’wr‘:(""- th | empl
| | iIsputed e Dl el 11 ) I
Basis for the Request for Review in the peer review process, you must
L 1= the fe 15 | at re [ 0 o ent ¢ ,‘ al NPT AP B 4 ‘] ‘7.‘” :-.:i.—', an )
0

. Requested Relief Dc:ciibe i ief you request and explain why belier

7. Steps Taken. For each disputed employment matter, describe the steps you have taken to attemp

Mediation. e Pane - Chair of the | view Services has the authority to refer case

JITICE ’ HCTI | I ] jole withir ne Daj nt ‘ €5¢ i‘,"
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(See S.R. 9.03, para. 10.03). Please indicate whether you would like your case referred for informal
resolution.

Il. Documents. For many types of Disputed Employment Matters, there are certain documents Panels
routinely wish to review. For the sake of efficiency, you are asked to produce any such document(s)
in your possession with this form. Attached a list of commonly Disputed Employment Matters and the
documents the Panel requests the parties to submit in connection with each.

Ill. Type of Review Requested. You may request review of a Disputed Employment Matter via
hearing or a written proceeding. (See S.R. 9.03, paras. 10.05 and 10.06). Hearings may be held in
person, telephone conference or videoconference. (See S.R. 9.03, Annex A, para. 28.).

IV. Witnesses. You may identify witnesses you wish the Panel to inferview who have relevant informa-
tion to support your claims.

V. Copy to Ombuds. [ndicate whether you wish the Ombuds to receive a copy of the Panel’s recom-
| mendation.

VI. Contact Information. To assisi the Peer Review Secretariat in its efforis to preserve confidential-
ity and to reduce delays in the processing of your request, it is required that you maintain a current
telephone number and address at which documents can be sent, at all times, during the peer review
process. If you change your address while your case is pending, you must immediately notify the Peer
Review Secretariat. Failure to maintain contact with 1his office and/or provide accurate timely contact
information may lead to your request being adminisiratively closed for failure to pursue.
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DISPUTED EMPLOYMENT MATTER LKEY DOCUMENTS

A. Benefits and Compensation

1. Failure to provide benefit a. Copy of Staff Rule in existence at fime of disputed em-
ployment matter

b. Evidence of practice of applying Staff Rule to other staff
members

B. Ending Employment

1. Non-extension of contract a. Letter of Appointment
. Any documents the Requesting Staff Member believes
evidence a promise or obligation to extend the contraci

c. Any documents the Responding Manager believes evi-
dence the lack of a promise or obligation to extend the
contract

d. Documents notifying the staff member of the termination
of the contract, if any

e. Documents notifying the staff member of reasons for
the non-extension of contract, if any

-

2. Redundancy a. Request for Approval of Severance Payment with redun-
dancy rationale and signed approvals

b. Notice of Redundancy

c. List of vacancies opened and filled in the relevant unit
within [a specified period] relative fo the effective date
of the redundancy

3. Poor Performance a. See MWP/PIP below

C. Performance Management

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

b. The written feedback from feedback providers (if feed-
back is confidential, then it will be reviewed only by the
Panel)

2. SRl a. Bell curve distribution of SRI ratings (identifying grade
level; OPE ratings; and SRl—redacting confidential
information)

3. MWP/PIP a. PIP Memorandum

b. Written feedback provided to stoff member during the
process

. Written assessment of perfermance at end of process

al
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Received Request No.
M ‘s R
anager’s Response
Name: ! ! UPI: { T
Position Title: , ] Department: l J
Duty Station: [;*‘_:Viv - ] Grade Level: i l

1. Disputed Employment Matter(s)

1. Please explain what role you played in the Disputed Employment Matter(s):

2. Do you have any reason to contend that the Request for Review is not timely filed or the subject
matter is oufside the review of the PRS? If so, please explain the basis:

Peer Review Services — 2009 Annual Report




3. Please provide o brief statement of the relevant facts leading up to the Disputed Employment

Matter(s): ’M ‘
l
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4. Please explain the basis or rationale for the Disputed Employment Matier(s). (In other words,
why do you believe the Disputed Employment Matter(s) was/were consistent with the Requesting
Staff Member’s terms of appointment and/or conditions of employment):
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5. Have you discussed ihe Disputed Employment Matter with the Requesting Staff Member?

6. Would you be agreeable to resolving the Requesting Staff Member’s claims through mediation?

Ii. Documenis

1. You may attach not more than ten relevant documents in support of your position. Please
identify and number them in the order you attach them to this document and provide a brief
explanation of their relevance to the Disputed Employment Matter(s):

!
Description Date Relevance -

9

10

2. Ave there any documents not in your possession that are important for the Panel to to review? If
so, please identify them:

Description Date Relevance
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111, Availability

If the Requesting Staff Member elected to have his/her Request reviewed on the basis of a hearing,
please indicate your availability to participate in a hearing within the period one to three months
from the date of your submission of this Response:

IV. Witnesses

If the Requesting Staff Member elected to proceed on the basis of a hearing, you may suggest wit-
nesses you wish the Peer Review Panel to interview who may have relevani information in suppori of
your posifion. Please identify them along with their contact information, and provide a brief expla-
nation of the relevant information they could share with the Panel:

Name and Title Contact Information Relevance
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V. Contact Information .

'R
i prefer to receive documents and to be contacted at O Work O Home al
I
' 7 . . " . oF 2
If you have selected "Home", please provide the following information: |
Home Address: : Home Telephone: [ ] A
& J
.
LR
Personal eMail: | : J [’ 4

Responding Manager's Signature: Date: [ .
—

The Responding Manager is required to draft submissions in his/her own wards. Attorneys may not draft pr— ‘

submissions. l‘ 2
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PEER REVIEW

Manager’s Response

INSTRUCTIONS
The Respon

dratt subm

equired to draft su s in his/her own words. Attorneys may not

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

gerial decision,

I Dlsputed Employment Muﬂer(s) "Disputed Employment Matter” is @ mana

hat the Req A r believes is inconsistent with h er coniract of
of S.R. 2.03, para. 6.01), and that he/she wishes ta have
revi note that not all matters may be reviewed by the Peer
|. Please identify wha! Role you played in the disputed employment matie

2. For a Request for Review to be “timely filed”, ihe Requesting Staff Member must have filed his
or her request within the applicable 1‘im=: pericd. The date of "notice” is the date the Staff Member

received written notice of the dispu

ted employment matter or ought reasonably to have been aware

that the disputed employment matter occurred. (See S.R. 9.03, para. 7.02)

3. Describe the Relevant Facts relafing to the disputed employment matter. Specifically, describe in
numbered paragraphs, in chronological order if feasible: (i) the relevant focts immediately leading up
to the disputed employment matter; (i) the rationale management gave for the disputed employment
mm?rw and (iii) any facts that would tend to show that the disputed employment matter was consistent
with the Requesting Staff Member's contract of employment or terms of appointment

se explain why you believe that the disputed employ-

4. Basis for the Request for Review. =

menti matter was consistent with the Requesting Staff Member's contract of employment and terms of
appointment. These include the terms in the Requesting Staff Member's letter of appointment and all
pertinent Bank Group rules and policies, including the Principles of Staff Employment and the Staff
Rules. (See Staff Rule 9.03, para. 6.01).

5. Steps Taken. For each disputed employment matter, ¢

to resalve if.

escribe the steps you have taken to attempt

6. Mediation. The Panel or Chair of the Peer Review Services has the authority to refer cases to the
Office of Mediation or any other office or individual within the Bank for informal resolution. (See S.R.
9.03, para. 10.03). Please indicate whether you would be agreeable to resolve this case informally.

Il. Documents. For many types of Disputed Employment Matters, there are certain documents Panels
routinely wish to review. For the sake of efficiency, you are asked o produce any such document(s)
in your possession with this form. Attached a list of commonly Disputed Employment Matters and the

documents the Panel requests the parties to submit in cennection with each.
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lil. Availability. If the Staff Member requesied a hearing, the Panel will hold a hearing within 90
calendar days of receipt of the Manager’s Response. (See S.R. 9.03, paras. 10.05 and 10.06). Hearings
may be held in person, telephane conference or videoconference. (See S.R. 9.03, Annex A, para. 28.).

IV. Witnesses. You may identify witnesses you wish the Panel to interview who have relevant informa-
tion to support your position.

V. Contact Information. To assist the Peer Review Secretariat in its efforts to preserve confidentiality
and to reduce delays in the processing of this case, it is required that you maintain a current telephone
number and address at which documents can be sent, at all times, during the peer review process.
If you change your address while the case is pending, you must immediately notify the Peer Review
Secretariat.
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DISPUTED EMPLOYMENT MATTER KEY DOCUMENTS
A. Benefits and Compensation
1. Failure to provide benefit a. Copy of Staff Rule in existence at time of disputed em-

ployment matter

. Evidence of practice of applying Staff Rule to other staff

members

B. Ending Employment

1. Non-extension of contract

el

b.

™

Letter of Appointment

Any documents the Requesting Staff Member believes
evidence o promise or obligation to extend the contract
Any documents the Responding Manager believes evi-
dence the lack of a promise or ebligation to extend the
contract

. Documents notifying the staff member of the fermination

of the contract, if any

. Documents nofifying the staff member of reasons for the

non-extension of contract, if. any

2. Redundancy

b.

. Request for Approval of Severance Payment with redun-

dancy rationale and signed approvals

Notice of Redundancy

List of vacancies opened and filled in the relevant unit
within [a specified period] relative to the effective date
of the redundancy

3. Poor Performance

ct.

See MWP/PIP below

C. Performance Management

1. OPE

. The OPE for the year in question
. The wriiten feedback from feedback providers (if feed-

back is confidential, then it will be reviewed only by the
Panel)

2. SRl

. Bell curve distribution of SRI ratings (identifying grade

level; OPE ratings; and SRl—redacting confidential in-
formation)

3. MWP/PIP

. PIP Memorandum
. Written feedback provided to staff member during the

process
Written assessment of performance at end of process

6}
o
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9 Conflict Resolution
09.03 Peer Review Services (Cases filed on or after July 1st 2009)

01. Subject and Applicability

02. Peer Review 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

12. Confidentiality

Annex A: Peer Review Procedures

Annex B: Service of Peer Review Members

01. Subject and Applicabllity

Subject

1.01 This Rule describes the purpose and operation of the World Bank Group’s (“Bank”) Peer Review
Services. This Rule is effective as of July 1, 2009 and applies to Requests for Review submitted on or
after July 1, 2009.

Applicability

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 [FC 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 level. Where feasible, each Panel will include at least one Peer Review Member
who is either 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 Top

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 conceming 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 Pensmn 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 enrolied 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 ailegations,
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;

€. achallenge 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 the 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.

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. The 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 play a 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;

(i) 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 witness 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 attomey-client privilege; or (jii) 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 rﬁatters; 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 include 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; (i) it appears based upon review of the written submissions that there are
no genuine issues of material fact; (jii) 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 heanng.

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 Member's 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.

Back To Top

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.

Back To Top

Annex A: Peer Review Procedures

GENERAL PROVISIONS
A. Application of Procedures
B. Submissions and Transmittal of Documents
C. Extenslons 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
. 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 Bank") 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 Transmittai 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 “Rule”). 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 of time 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 Secretarlat on or
before the deadline to be considered timely. They may be submitted as follows:

n electronically at peerreview@worldbank.org;
= in person at Room MC13-210;

s by mail to Room MSN-MC13-1312; or

s by fax at (202) 477-1258.

To complete the Request for Review Form, the Requesting Staff Member must: (i) describe 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 and/or 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

g,

10.

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; (i) 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 8.03, 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. Altematively, the Secretariat may forward
the Request for Review to management for a response.

When 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

1.

THE PANEL

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.

H. Panel Designation

12.

Whenever 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 (jli) 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
Peer Review Services — 2009 Annual Report



14.

15.

16.

if: (i) it involves a matter with which he or she has dealt administratively; (i} 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.

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.

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.

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.

.  Voting Quorum

17.

18.

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.

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

18.

20.

21.

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 “Written Praceeding.”

A Requesting Staff Member may elect at the time he or she submits a Request for Review not to
have a hearing. 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.

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 resoive
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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23.

24,

25.

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
otherwise 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) faimess to the parties; (iv)
available technology; (v) administrative burden; and (vi) cost.

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.

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 Member’s travel
expenses be reimbursed in whole or in part if it believes that the Requesting Staff Member's
personal presence at the hearing is necessary to avoid prejudice.

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.

27.

28.

29.

3.

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.

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.

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.

At the hearing, the Panel may permit the parties to make a brief statement; to answer questions;
and to question witnesses.

The parties and all witnesses who testify at the hearing shall, before giving testimony, make the
following declaration: “| solemnly declare upon my honor and conscience that | will speak the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.”

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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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 and/or 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
deliberattons.

DECISIONS

N. Decisions on Requests for Review

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 selectlon 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-
managerial levels, 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 additionai term of three years
as set forth in Staff Rule 9.03, paragraph 4.01. Decisions to reappoint shall 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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