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ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL OF THE AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 
 

QUORUM : Justice Salihu Modibbo Alfa BELGORE   President  
Justice Leona Valerie THERON    Vice-president  
Professor Yadh BEN ACHOUR    Member 
Justice Anne L. MACTAVISH     Member  
Justice Benjamin Joses ODOKI    Member 

 
APPLICATION No. 2018/06 

 
S. A., Applicant 

African Development Bank, Bank 
 

Judgment No. 113 of the Tribunal, delivered on 4 July 2018 
 

I. THE FACTS 
 

1. On January 26, 2018, the Tribunal delivered judgment in Application No. 2017/02 declaring that the 
termination of the Applicant’s employment with the Bank was unlawful.  

 
2. In accordance with the operative provisions of the judgment, the Bank was required to pay the 

Applicant the following: 
 

i. Six months’ salary in lieu of actual notice being provided to the Applicant, together with interest 
thereon from February 1, 2016 until the date of payment; 

ii. The equivalent of 22 months’ salary and benefits, together with interest calculated from 
February 1, 2016 until the date of payment; 

iii. The equivalent of three months’ salary for moral damages and damage to the Applicant’s 
reputation, together with interest thereon calculated from February 1, 2016; 

iv. The cost of six months' rent, as well as the cost of storing and then moving the household 
effects of the Applicant and his family, together with interest calculated from the date on which 
these expenses were paid until the date of payment by the Bank upon the Applicant providing 
the Bank with satisfactory proof that the payments were made and the amounts thereof; 

v. Legal costs in the amount of £15,000 in relation to the proceedings before the Staff Appeals 
Committee together with interest thereon from January 27, 2017 until the date of payment; 

vi. Legal costs in the amount of £25,000 as a contribution towards the Applicant’s costs of this 
proceeding. This amount shall bear interest from the date of this decision; and 

vii. All awards of interest shall be at the rate of 5%  
 

3. On March 26, 2018, the Applicant requested an interpretation of the operative provisions of the 
judgment, pursuant to Rule XXIII of the Rules of Procedure of the Administrative Tribunal. In particular, 
the Applicant asks for answers to the following questions: 

 
a. What is the meaning of ‘The equivalent of 22 months’ salary and benefits’ in category (ii)? 

 
b. What constitutes ‘satisfactory proof’ in respect of the payment of six (6) months’ rent in 

category (iv)? 
 

4. In accordance with Rule XXIII of the Tribunal’s Rules of Procedure, the Request for interpretation was 
forwarded to the Bank. The Bank filed an Answer with the Tribunal on May 7, 2018. The Applicant 
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submitted a Reply on May 17, 2018. The Tribunal then allowed the Bank to file a Rejoinder, which was 
submitted on June 19, 2018.  

 
II. ARGUMENTS OF THE PARTIES 

 
A. The Applicant 

 
Calculation of Benefits  

 
5. The Applicant contends that the meaning of the words “equivalent of 22 months’ salary and benefits” is 

in dispute, particularly with regard to his entitlement to pension benefits, life and medical insurance. He 
notes that the Tribunal’s judgment requires the Bank to pay him the value of the salary and benefits to 
which he was entitled under the terms of his contract. The Applicant believes that in order to comply 
with the judgment, the Bank must pay him the monetary value of each of the benefits that he would 
have accrued during the 22 months remaining on the term of his employment contract.  

 
6. The Applicant has provided emails from representatives of the Bank which contest his claim. A March 

15, 2018 email from Bank stated that its duty regarding medical and pension benefits was “to pay a 
contribution into each of these Plans contingent on your own contribution as a participant in the Plan 
concerned. Similarly any entitlement to life insurance or any other similar claim is contingent upon the 
staff member, or former staff member, concerned passing away whilst in the service of the Bank and the 
entitlement being paid to his or her dependents following that demise”. 

 
7. The Applicant also takes issue with the Bank’s reliance on section 5.5. (2) of the Staff Retirement Plan 

Rules, which states that staff members whose participation in the Plan does not exceed three years are 
only entitled to the return of their contributions thereto, and no more. The Applicant argues that the 
Staff Retirement Plan Rules do not apply in the present circumstances, as he did not leave the Bank 
voluntarily. In the Applicant’s view, the Bank is obliged to pay him the equivalent value of the benefits 
he was promised for the 22-month period, including his pension.  

 
8. According to the Applicant, “there is no other way to properly compensate [him] in accordance with the 

Judgment if the benefits are not monetized in this way. Simply because the Judgment does not refer to 
monetization is irrelevant”. 

 
9. The Applicant thus seeks a declaration from the Tribunal that payment to him from the Bank for the 

equivalent of 22 months’ benefits must be carried out through a process of monetizing the value of his 
pension, as well as his life and medical insurance, and by the Bank making a payment to him in that 
amount. 

 
Satisfactory Proof of Rent Payment 

 
10. The Applicant further seeks an interpretation of the words “satisfactory proof” of rental payments, as 

they appear in the following extract of the Tribunal’s judgment: 
 

“The Applicant says that shortly before he was told that his employment was being 
terminated, he paid his landlord the equivalent of six months’ advance rent on his 
accommodation. After being told of the termination of his employment, the Applicant 
was initially unsure where he and his family would be living. As a consequence, he had to 
put the family’s belongings into storage until such time as they could digest the news of 
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his firing and determine would where they would be going to live. He subsequently had 
to pay to move his family. He claims reimbursement for these categories of expenditure. 

 
The Tribunal is satisfied that these expenses are directly attributable to the summary 
way in which the Applicant’s employment was terminated. The Tribunal therefore 
determines the Bank shall reimburse the Applicant for these costs upon the Applicant 
providing the Bank with satisfactory proof that these payments were made and the 
amounts thereof. [emphasis added]”. 

 
11. The Applicant acknowledges that he had previously advised the Tribunal that he had paid six months’ 

rent in advance shortly before the termination of his employment, when the amount of advance rent 
paid was actually only three months’ rent. The Applicant submits that the information that he had 
previously provided the Tribunal was erroneous, for which he apologizes. However, he submits that the 
Bank has unreasonably insisted that only a receipt from his landlord will constitute “satisfactory proof” 
that he had in fact paid his landlord three months’ advance rent.  

 
12. The Applicant says that not only did his landlord refuse to refund the three months’ advance rent that 

he had paid, he also refused to return the security deposit that the Applicant had paid at the time that 
the lease was negotiated in the amount of an additional three months’ rent. The Applicant says that the 
early termination of his lease led to the complete breakdown of his relationship with his landlord, the 
result of which was that he was unable to obtain a receipt for the payment of advance rent from the 
landlord. The Applicant did, however, provide the Bank with a copy of his lease, a copy of his 
instructions to his bank to pay the sum of three months’ rent to the landlord, and a bank account extract 
showing a payment in late December, 2015 from his account to an account in the name of the landlord 
in an amount equal to three months’ rent. He also provided a copy of correspondence with a 
representative of the Bank at the time of the dispute in which the Applicant described the landlord’s 
behavior and his refusal to return the security deposit. According to the Applicant, these documents 
constitute stronger proof of payment than would a mere receipt from the landlord, and that, moreover, 
they constitute “satisfactory proof” that the three months’ advance rent were in fact paid as the 
Applicant has claimed. 

  
13. The Applicant further asserts that both the loss of three months’ rent paid in December of 2015, and the 

loss of the security deposit were directly attributable to the President’s decision to terminate his 
employment with the Bank, for which he should be compensated. 

 
14. Finally, although the Tribunal’s decision awarded the Applicant the cost of storing and moving his 

household effects, he says that he is not claiming reimbursement for storage expenses. He has, 
however, provided a receipt from a moving company that he says is intended to show where his 
household effects were being kept after the termination of his employment with the Bank. 

 
B. The Bank  

 
15. The Bank asserts that Rule XXIII (2) of the Tribunal’s Rules of Procedure only allows the Tribunal to 

reinterpret provisions in a judgment that are obscure or incomplete. The operative provisions in the 
Tribunal’s January 26, 2018 judgment are neither obscure nor incomplete, the Bank says, with the result 
that this Application is therefore inadmissible. Notwithstanding its position that the Application is 
inadmissible, however, the Bank also provided detailed submissions on the issues in dispute. 
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Compensation for Benefits 
 

16. Insofar as the Applicant’s medical and life insurance is concerned, the Bank submits that medical 
benefits are not monetized, are never paid directly to an employee, and are only enjoyed when a person 
falls ill or otherwise needs to seek medical advice or assistance. When a claim is made through the 
Bank’s medical plan, the employee is reimbursed for the expense upon proof being provided that the 
expense was in fact incurred for an approved medical treatment or service. 

 
17. As a result, the Bank asserts that the Tribunal’s order that the Bank pay the Applicant the equivalent of 

22 months of benefits should be interpreted as requiring him to present evidence to the Bank for any 
medical costs incurred for reimbursement, rather than the Bank being required to pay him a lump sum 
payment equivalent to the cost of providing alternate medical insurance.  

 
18.  With respect to the Applicant’s entitlement to compensation for his pension benefits, the Bank relies on 

section 5.5. of the Staff Retirement Plan and resolution B/BD/2015/09, which provides that: 
 

“(1) Subject to the provisions of subsection 5.2 (5) above, a withdrawal settlement shall be 
payable to a participant whose age on separation is less than sixty –two (62) or, if he is 
sixty-two (62) or more on separation, is not entitled to a retirement benefit. 

 
(2)  The settlement shall consist of  

(a) His own contributions, if the contributory service of the participant was less than three 
years; or 

(b) His own contributions increased by fifteen per cent (15%) for each year in excess of 
three years up to a maximum of one hundred and fifty per cent (150%), if the 
contributory services of the participant was three years or longer” 

 
19. The Bank notes that the Applicant would have been 53 years old at the end of his three-year contract. 

Consequently, he is only entitled to a “withdrawal settlement” equal to the value of the pension 
contributions made by the Applicant, which the Bank claims to have already paid to him 

 
Satisfactory Proof of Rental Payment 

 
20. The Bank contends that the proof provided by the Applicant for his payment of six months’ rent does 

not constitute “satisfactory proof”, as contemplated by the Tribunal’s judgment. Insofar as 
compensation for the security deposit is concerned, the Bank submits that a security deposit is not the 
same as monthly rent, which was the subject of the Tribunal’s judgment. The Bank observes that the 
issue of the alleged loss of a security deposit was not raised by the Applicant in his pleadings, nor was it 
claimed by him at the time of his Tribunal hearing. There is thus no judgment by the Tribunal awarding 
compensation to the Applicant for the loss of a security deposit, and he therefore has no basis for a 
claim in this regard.  

 
21. The Bank further submits that it was reasonable for it to require that the Applicant produce a receipt 

from his landlord confirming payment of an amount equal to three months of advance rent in December 
of 2015. This is because the bank transfer reflected in the documents provided by the Applicant could 
have been a payment towards rent arrears, as the Applicant acknowledged in documentation provided 
to the Bank after the termination of his employment that he had existing liabilities to his landlord. 
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22. Finally, the Bank contends that the Applicant is not entitled to recovery of any storage costs when, 
according to his own admission, his household effects were simply left in his home until such time as 
they were picked up by the movers.  

 
III. REQUEST OF THE PARTIES 

 
23. The Applicant asks that the Tribunal make the following orders: 

 
a. That the Tribunal confirm that the judgment dated January 26, 2018 means that the Bank is 

required to compensate the Applicant for all the benefits that he would have earned had he 
remained working at the Bank for the remainder of the terms of his contract, by monetizing 
their value, as per the Tribunal ruling, and that the benefits included as specifically identified; 
 

b. That the full monetary equivalent of the outstanding benefits to the Applicant calculated 
pursuant to above be paid within 14 days of the date of the Tribunal judgment in this 
Application including interest thereon from February 1, 2016 to the date of payment at the rate 
of 5%. Should the Bank be unable or unwilling to calculate or agree such items, that the 
Applicant’s market-based calculations be adopted; 

 
c. That the Bank pay the Applicant the equivalent of six months’ rent/non-return of deposit as 

compensation for rental/storage costs directly attributable to the illegal termination of his 
employment by the President of the Bank, on the basis that the documents provided by the 
Applicant constitute sufficient proof that the payments were in fact made; 
 

d. That the monies payable in respect of six months’ rent/non-return of deposit be paid within 14 
days of the date of the Tribunal’s judgment in this Application, including interest thereon from 
February 1, 2016 to the date of payment at the rate of 5%; 

 
e. Additional compensation be awarded to cover the Applicant’s legal costs associated with this 

further Application, including any cost and those of the Applicant’s legal representative if there 
is a need to attend a further hearing before the Tribunal in Abidjan, including interest at the 
rate of 5% from the date of the decision to the date of payment; and 

 
f. Additional compensation to reflect the unreasonable approach and unnecessary delay on the 

part of the Bank in giving effect to the judgment of the Tribunal, together with interest thereon 
at the rate of 5% from the date of decision to the date of payment. 
 

24. The Bank asks that the Tribunal deny the application in its entirety. 
 

IV. THE LAW 
 

25. In accordance with Article XII (1) of the Statute of the Administrative Tribunal, judgments of the Tribunal 
are binding, final and without appeal. However, Article XII (3) of the Statute allows the Tribunal to 
interpret an award or rectify a judgment the terms of which appear obscure or incomplete, or which 
contains a typographical or arithmetical error. 
 

26. Following a party’s Application for interpretation of a judgment, the Tribunal must first assess whether 
the request is admissible. As noted in Rule XXIII (1) of the Tribunal’s Rules of Procedure, an Application is 
only admissible where it states with sufficient particularity how the operative provisions of the 
judgment are obscure or incomplete. If the Tribunal finds the application to be admissible, it will then 
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proceed to consider the merits of the parties’ request for interpretation: J.B. v African Development 
Bank, Judgment No. 87, paragraph 21. 
 

27. In the present case, the parties agree that the intent of the Tribunal in making its remedial order is clear. 
Where they disagree is with respect to how the Tribunal’s judgment is to be implemented. Both parties 
made extensive submissions as to the proper interpretation of the judgment, including how 
compensation for the loss of the Applicant’s employment benefits should be calculated or 
operationalized. Given that the parties’ pleadings spell out with particularity where they differ in their 
understanding of how the operative provisions of the judgment should be carried out, the Tribunal is 
satisfied that the application for interpretation is therefore admissible. 

 
28. The first issue for determination relates to the implementation of the Tribunal’s award as it relates to 

the Applicant’s employee benefits. It will be recalled that the Tribunal awarded the Applicant “The 
equivalent of 22 months’ salary and benefits, together with interest calculated from February 1, 2016 
until the date of payment” [emphasis added]. The benefits at issue include medical and life insurance, as 
well as pension benefits. 

 
29. The Applicant argues that the value of each of his employment benefits should be monetized based on 

their market value, and that he be paid an equivalent amount as compensation for the loss of each of 
his benefits. In contrast, the Bank asserts that its internal rules do not contemplate a process for 
monetizing benefits, and that it must comply with these rules in implementing the Tribunal’s judgment. 

 
30. It should be recalled that the Bank acknowledged at the hearing of the Applicant’s Application that 

having elected to terminate his employment contract early, without just cause, it was required to pay 
the Applicant the value of the salary and benefits that he would have earned, had he worked at the 
Bank until the end of the term of his contract. The objective of the Tribunal’s order was thus to put the 
Applicant in the same position he would have been in, had he been permitted to work through the 
entire term of his at contract. With this goal in mind, the Tribunal will next address the submissions of 
the parties with respect to each disputed category of employment benefits. 

 
Medical Benefits 
 

31. Dealing first with the issue of medical benefits, the Applicant submits that the Bank should pay him the 
monetary value of the medical benefits provided to Bank employees, for a period of 22 months. 
 

32. The Bank submits that the value of medical benefits is not monetized, and is never paid directly to an 
employee. Medical benefits are only enjoyed when the person falls ill or otherwise needs to seek 
medical assistance. In such cases, the Bank covers 80% of medical expenses incurred by the staff 
member. This contribution is paid directly by the Medical Plan provider to the medical facility or doctor, 
upon the provision of proof that the expenses were actually incurred. 

 
33. The Bank has offered to reimburse the Applicant for the cost of obtaining any alternative medical 

insurance plan that he may have procured after leaving the Bank’s employment. Alternatively, the Bank 
has offered to reimburse the Applicant for any medical expenses he may have incurred, or the cost of 
claims that may have been made under another policy or paid directly to a medical care provider. 

 
34. In the Tribunal’s view, both the proposals made by the Bank are in keeping with the spirit of the 

Tribunal’s judgment, and would meet the objective of returning the Applicant to the position he would 
have been in for the 22 months remaining on the term of his employment contract, but for the unlawful 
early termination of his contract.  
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Life Insurance 

 
35. The Applicant asserts that the Bank should also monetize the value of the life insurance to which he 

would have been entitled as a Bank employee. There is little discussion of this issue in the record, 
beyond the Bank’s assertion that “any entitlement to life insurance benefits is contingent on the staff 
member, or former staff member, concerned passing away whilst in the service of the Bank and the 
entitlement being paid to his or her dependents following that demise”. 
 

36. The parties have not provided the Tribunal with information regarding the nature or value of the life 
insurance provided to senior Bank employees, and it is thus difficult to address this issue. Suffice it to 
say that, for the 22 months remaining on the term of his employment contract, the Applicant is entitled 
to continue to receive the same life insurance coverage as he would have enjoyed in the course of his 
employment with the Bank. This may be achieved by continuing the Applicant’s life insurance coverage 
under the Bank’s life insurance plan or self-insurance arrangement, or by providing him with 
comparable replacement life insurance coverage with a commercial insurance carrier. It is open to the 
Bank to choose the appropriate mechanism for satisfying the terms of the Tribunal’s judgment, provided 
that the Applicant is placed in the same position, should he pass away during the 22-month period 
immediately following the termination of his employment with the Bank, as he would have been in, had 
he been in active service with the Bank on the date of his death. 
  

Pension Benefits 
 

37. Although he has not identified anything in the Bank’s pension rules that would support this claim, the 
Applicant nevertheless submits that he should be entitled to be paid the value of the pension 
contributions that would have been made by the Bank, had he worked to the end of the term of his 
employment contract. 

 
38. The Tribunal does not accept the Applicant’s claim. Section 5.5. of the Staff Retirement Plan and 

Resolution B/BD/2015/09 govern the situation where a Bank employee leaves the service of the Bank, 
providing that “a withdrawal settlement shall be payable to a participant whose age on separation is 
less than sixty –two (62) or, if he is sixty-two (62) or more on separation, is not entitled to a retirement 
benefit”. Such a settlement is to consist of the employee’s own contributions if the contributory service 
of the participant was less than three years, or the employee’s own contributions increased by fifteen 
per cent (15%) for each year in excess of three years up to a maximum of one hundred and fifty per cent 
(150%), if the contributory services of the participant was three years or longer.  

 
39. The Applicant would have been 53 years old at the end of his three-year contract, and he would have 

had exactly three years’ of service with the Bank. Consequently, he is only entitled to have the 
contributions that he made to the Bank’s pension plan returned to him, which the Bank is evidently 
prepared to provide. No further action on the part of the Tribunal is therefore required. 

 
Compensation for Rental Payments and a Lost Security Deposit 

 
40. The Tribunal awarded the Applicant “The cost of six months’ rent, as well as the cost of storing and then 

moving the household effects of the Applicant and his family”, along with interest on these amounts. 
These amounts were made payable by the Bank, upon the Applicant providing the Bank with 
“satisfactory proof that the payments were made and the amounts thereof”. 
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41. The award of six months’ rent was based upon the Applicant’s representation to the Tribunal that he 
had paid his landlord the equivalent of six months’ advance rent just a couple of weeks before his 
employment with the Bank was summarily terminated.  

 
42. It turns out, however, that the information provided to the Tribunal by the Applicant was not accurate. 

He now says that he had, in fact, only paid his landlord the equivalent of three month’s advance rent in 
the period immediately prior to the termination of his employment. Consequently, the value of three 
months’ rent is all that the Applicant is entitled to under this head of damage, provided that he provides 
the Bank with satisfactory proof that this expense was in fact incurred. 

 
43. The Applicant claims that notwithstanding his error, he is nevertheless entitled to the value of the full six 

months’ rent originally contemplated by the Tribunal’s judgment, as he had also provided his landlord 
with a security deposit worth the equivalent of three month’s rent, and his landlord refused to return 
this deposit to him when the Applicant was forced to terminate his lease after he lost his job with the 
Bank. 

 
44. The Tribunal does not accept this submission. There was no claim for the loss of a security deposit 

advanced during the proceedings giving rise to the Tribunal’s judgment of January 26, 2018, and no 
explanation has been provided as to why no mention was made of this alleged loss during the hearing of 
the Applicant’s Application. The claim for three months’ rent representing the loss of the Applicant’s 
security deposit is thus an entirely new claim, one that is not properly the subject of an application for 
the interpretation of a prior judgment. 

 
45. The final issue is whether evidence provided to the Bank by the Applicant constitutes “satisfactory 

proof” that he had in fact paid his landlord the equivalent of three months of advance rent shortly 
before the termination of his employment with the Bank.  

 
46. The Applicant states that the early termination of his lease led to a falling-out with his landlord, who has 

allegedly refused to provide him with a receipt confirming that the rent payment was in fact made. The 
Applicant did, however, provide the Bank with a copy of his lease, a bank account extract showing a 
payment in an amount equal to three months’ rent from his account to an account in the name of the 
landlord in late December, 2015, as well as a copy of his instructions to his bank to make the payment. 
The Applicant also provided the Bank with a copy of correspondence with a representative of the Bank 
at the time of the dispute in which he described the landlord’s behavior, and his refusal to return the 
security deposit. The Applicant submits that the Bank has unreasonably refused to accept this 
documentation, insisting that only a receipt from the landlord will constitute “satisfactory proof” of that 
he had in fact paid the advance rent. According to the Applicant, the documents that he provided to the 
Bank constituted stronger proof of payment than would a mere receipt from the landlord. 

 
47. The Bank submits that it was reasonable for it to require that the Applicant produce a receipt from his 

landlord confirming the payment of the three months’ advance rent in December of 2015, as the money 
transfer reflected in the documents provided by the Applicant could have been a payment towards rent 
arrears, as the Applicant acknowledged that he had existing liabilities to the landlord. 

 
48. There are a number of inconsistencies and discrepancies in the evidence provided by the Applicant with 

respect to his rental payments. The inconsistency in his evidence as to the number of months’ of 
advance rent that he paid to his landlord shortly before the termination of his employment (three 
months versus six months) has already been noted. In addition, the Applicant also seeks compensation 
for the three months’ rent that he says that he paid as a security deposit at the time that he entered 
into his lease. However, in an email that the Applicant sent to the Bank on February 2, 2018, the 
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Applicant referred to his landlord having refused to return his security deposit which he states was in 
the amount of four months’ rent. 

 
49. There were also inconsistencies in the Applicant’s evidence as to where his household goods were 

stored after the termination of his employment. At the hearing of his Application, the Applicant stated 
that after he was told of the termination of his employment, he was initially unsure where he and his 
family would go to live next. As a consequence, he had to put the family’s belongings into storage until 
such time as they could digest the news of his firing and determine would where they would be going to 
live. Based upon this representation, the Tribunal awarded the Applicant “the cost of storing and then 
moving the household effects of the Applicant and his family”.  

 
50. However, the Applicant now says that the family’s belongings were never put into storage, but remained 

in the family’s home until the time that they moved out of Abidjan. While it is true that no claim is being 
advanced by the Applicant for storage costs, the inconsistencies in his evidence on this issue are 
nevertheless troubling. 

 
51. Finally, in an email dated April 24, 2016, the Applicant advised the Bank of the dispute that he was 

having with his landlord. He further stated that “I very reasonably requested [the landlord] net off my 
existing liability to him against the 4 months deposit he owes me, and pay me the net amount (he owes 
me much more than I owe him)” [emphasis added]. As the Bank noted, the reference to the Applicant’s 
“existing liabilities” to his landlord raises a question as to whether the payment of three months’ rent 
made by the Applicant in late December, 2015 was actually payment for three months of advance rent, 
or whether it may have been a payment towards the Applicant’s “existing liabilities” to his landlord.  

 
52. Given the concerns discussed above, it was not unreasonable for the Bank to ask for better evidence 

establishing that the money that the Applicant transferred to his landlord in December of 2015 was in 
fact for three months’ of advance rent.  

 
53. The Tribunal is, however, satisfied that it was not reasonable for the Bank to insist on a receipt from the 

Applicant’s landlord as the only acceptable form of proof that the Applicant had paid three months’ 
advance rent to his landlord shortly before the termination of his employment. There are other ways 
that the Applicant could establish that the payment that he made to his landlord in December of 2015 
was in fact for advance rent that do not require a receipt from the landlord. For example, the Applicant 
could provide the Bank with a complete accounting of the payments that he made to his landlord over 
the life of his lease, supported by evidence of bank transfers or cancelled cheques, which could 
potentially demonstrate the purpose of the December 2015 payment. 

 
Legal Costs 
 

54. Given the Applicant’s lack of success in this matter, no order will be made for the costs of this 
Application for Interpretation.  

 
V. THE DECISION 

 
55. The Tribunal therefore declares that: 

 
a. The Bank’s offer to reimburse the Applicant for the cost of obtaining any alternative medical 

insurance plan that he may have procured after leaving the Bank’s employment or, 
alternatively, to reimburse him for any medical expenses he may have incurred, or the cost of 
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claims that may have been made under another policy or paid directly to a medical care 
provider satisfies the obligation to compensate the Applicant for the loss of medical benefits; 

b. The Applicant is entitled to continue to receive the same life insurance coverage as that he 
enjoyed in the course of his employment with the Bank for the 22 months remaining on the 
term of his employment contract. This may be achieved by continuing the Applicant’s life 
insurance coverage under the Bank’s life insurance plan or self-insurance arrangement, or, 
alternatively, by providing him with comparable replacement life insurance coverage with a 
commercial insurance carrier. It is open to the Bank to choose the appropriate mechanism for 
satisfying the terms of the Tribunal’s judgment, provided that the Applicant is placed in the 
same position, should he pass away during the 22-month period following the termination of 
his employment with the Bank, as he would have been in, had he been in active service with 
the Bank on the date of his death; 

c. The Applicant is entitled to have the contributions that he made to the Bank’s pension plan 
returned to him, but he is not entitled to receive the value of the pension contributions that 
would have been made by the Bank, had the Applicant worked to the end of the term of his 
employment contract; 

d. The Applicant is not entitled to reimbursement for monies paid to his landlord as a security 
deposit; and 

e. The Applicant is entitled to reimbursement for the value of three months' rent, together with 
interest payable in accordance with the provisions of the Tribunal’s judgment of January 26, 
2018, upon the Applicant providing the Bank with satisfactory proof that the payment was 
made on account of advance rent, and the amount thereof. 
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