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I.  THE FACTS 
 

1. Mr. C. A. B. O. was recruited by the African Development Bank on 20 May 2004 as 

Principal Governance Expert on a three-year renewable contract. He worked in the 

erstwhile POPR Department (Operations Policies and Review), now ORPC 

(Operations Policy and Compliance) during the two and a half years that he served the 

Bank.    

 

 The 6 October 2005 Mission 
 

2. According to the terms of reference of a mission letter dated 3 October 2005, the 

Respondent authorized the Applicant to travel from Tunis to Brussels to participate in 

a tripartite meeting between the World Bank, the German Development Bank (KfW) 

and the Respondent, scheduled for 6 October 2005.   

 

3. In line with its staff travel policy, the Respondent put an air ticket and per diem 

covering mission expenses at the Applicant’s disposal. The Applicant left Tunis on 5 

October 2005 and returned on 11 October 2005.  

 

4. On 8 November 2005, the Applicant sent a back-to-office report to his supervisor as 

well as a request for reimbursement of mission claims, attaching thereto taxi and hotel 

bills.   

 

 Mission Audit 

 

5. By memorandum dated 19 December 2005, the Director of the POPR Department 

under whom the Applicant worked requested the Office of the Auditor-General to 

audit the contents of the back-to-office report and the claims for accuracy. 
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6.  The Applicant attended hearings on 10 and 22 February 2006. The purpose of the 

hearings was to clarify the following four issues:  

 

- Establish whether or not there was a tripartite meeting in the European Union 

Headquarters, Brussels (Belgium) on 6 October 2005 between the African 

Development Bank, the German Development Bank (KfW) and the World 

Bank; 

 

- Establish whether or not Mr. O. participated in the meeting; 

 

- Establish the authenticity and accuracy of the back-to-office report; 

 

- Verify the probity of the travel claims filed. 

 

7.  The audit report forwarded on 3 May 2006 to the President of the African 

Development Bank Group highlights the following:   

 

- The tripartite meeting on the harmonization of local governance discussed in 

the mission report of 8 November 2005 was never held in Brussels on 6 

October 2005; 

 

- Prior to leaving Tunis on 5 October 2005, the Applicant was well aware that 

the meeting had been cancelled. However, he had successfully arranged an 

informal meeting with the World Bank representative at a railway station in 

The Hague and a fifteen minute telephone conversation with the representative 

of the German Development Bank from a telephone booth at a railway station 

in Brussels around 6 p.m. on 6 October 2005; 

 

- The Applicant failed to inform his supervisor; 

 

- The Applicant used the official mission as pretext and employed the resources 

put at his disposal by his employer to travel to Amsterdam (the Netherlands) 

where his family was resident; 

 

- The Applicant lied in his memorandum of 30 November 2005 addressed to the 

Director of POPR Department when he stated that he participated in the 

meeting of “Core Partners on Local Governance in Africa” on Tuesday 6 

October 2005 in Brussels; 

 

- The Applicant presented a misleading back-to-office report on the decisions 

and conclusions of the purported Brussels meeting; he also lied about the time 

of the meeting with the World Bank representative; 

 

- The travel claims for the Brussels trip included a bogus taxi receipt and a 

questionable hotel bill; 

 

- The Applicant was absent from office on Monday 10 October 2005 without 

justification. 

 

 



 

 

 

3 

Notification of Charges   

 

8.  By memorandum dated 21 July 2006, the Director of CHRM Department (Human 

Resources Management Department) notified the Applicant of the three charges of 

serious misconduct leveled against him following the inquiry:  

 

- Embarking on a false official mission under the pretext of a meeting that he 

knew had been cancelled, in breach of Regulation 3.5 of the Staff Regulations;  

 

- Presenting a false back-to-office report, in breach of the same Regulation;  

 

- Tendering a false request for the reimbursement of transportation expenses, in 

breach of Rule 105.00 of the Staff Rules.  

 

9.  Furthermore, the memorandum drew the Applicant’s attention to the damage caused to 

the Bank’s reputation and the risk of having it base its action on false information, 

supposedly emanating from a meeting with partner institutions.   

 

10.  The notification of these charges, pursuant to Rule 101.02 (a) of the Staff Rules, 

included a requirement that the Applicant provide a written reply within fourteen days, 

in line with Rule 101.03 (b) of the Staff Rules.  

   

 The Applicant’s Reply to the Charges   

 

11.  The Applicant provided a written reply to the Director of the CHRM Department by 

memorandum dated 7 August 2006, summarized under four main points. The first 

point addressed the charge of using the official mission as pretext for a family visit, 

away from the venue of the meeting with the employer’s partners. The Applicant 

denied the charge, claiming to have traveled the Tunis-Den Haag route only. He stated 

that for reasons beyond his control, the tripartite meeting of 6 October 2005 was not 

held in Brussels. Immediately it became obvious that that meeting would not hold, a 

decision was taken to hold meetings in two different cities – one at Den Haag between 

the ADB and the World Bank on 5 October 2005, the other at Brussels with the 

German Development Bank on 6 October 2005. The latter was to have been a face-to-

face meeting; however, it ended up as a telephone conversation. The Applicant added 

that the summary of discussions was approved by the different partners involved in the 

discussions. 

 

12.  The second charge that the Applicant addressed concerned the submission of a false 

back-to-office report. On accusations made in the audit report that the above meetings 

had no real purpose, he replied that the conclusions reached became points of 

reference for subsequent meetings. In sum, the back-to-office report was not without 

substantial content. As impact, the mission facilitated interaction between the partners 

and moved forward the work agenda and the implementation of the program.   

 

13.  Concerning the third charge that the reimbursement request was based on questionable 

receipts, the Applicant stated that the Office of the Auditor-General called only one 

receipt (the taxi receipt) into question, he having personally drawn the Office’s 

attention to the problem. Initially lost, the receipt was substituted with another. The 

Applicant confirms the authenticity of the hotel receipt and attributes the Auditor’s 
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doubt to the fact that the receipt bore “D. O.” as the name of the customer and not “C. 

A. B. O.”, his officially acknowledged identity.       

 

14.  Regarding the fourth charge that the Bank’s reputation was tarnished, the Applicant 

disagreed with the testimony and comments from partners on the manner in which he 

represented the Respondent’s interest, prior to and after the Brussels mission. He also 

mentioned the recognition of his professional integrity by the Auditor who had access 

to his administrative file at the CHRM Department.    

 

II.  ARGUMENTS OF THE PARTIES 
 

 The Applicant 

 

15.  The Applicant recalls that his request for administrative review received no reaction, 

despite his repeated mail reminders. He states that he is still awaiting a reply promised 

in an e-mail dated 13 February 2007 from the Office of the Bank President. He calls 

into question the conclusions on which his dismissal was based, as contained in the 

reports of the Office of the Auditor-General and the Disciplinary Committee.   

 

 The Illegality of the Decision in the Light of Applicable Law 

 

16. The Respondent’s texts and the jurisprudence of international administrative 

tribunals provide no legal basis on which to characterize the Applicant’s conduct as 

serious misconduct that would justify summary dismissal without benefits. In the 

absence of any clear definition in the Respondent’s texts of what constitutes serious 

misconduct, there is need to refer to some other legal base, including the general 

principles of international administrative law, especially the jurisprudence of the 

Administrative Tribunals of the World Bank and the International Labor Organization 

(Annex 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20 of the Application), which have had to rule on 

cases similar to the Applicant’s.   

 

17.  The two conditions constitutive of serious professional misconduct as enunciated in 

that jurisprudence are lacking in this case: flagrant serious misconduct; harm to the 

institution’s interests requiring swift and final termination of contract. Not every 

breach of a staff member’s obligation may be “properly” characterized as serious 

misconduct warranting summary dismissal.  

 

18.  There is no proof of serious misconduct. The Applicant’s conduct is mischaracterized 

in the light of the restrictive criterion of Rule 101.02 (c) of the Staff Rules. Regulation 

3.5 of the Staff Regulations and paragraph 2.1.1 of the Code of Conduct apply more to 

fraudulent acts, attempted fraud, corruption or other forms of dishonest and doubtful 

morality posed by staff. Regulation 3.5 is not intended to be a “catch-all” clause for 

any type of misconduct committed by a staff member. The Applicant’s conduct during 

the Brussels mission cannot fall under the legal characterization of “serious 

professional misconduct”. The Applicant submits that all texts quoted by the 

Respondent are inapplicable in his case. Rather, there was abuse of discretionary 

power based on erroneous conclusions, errors of law and the legal characterization of 

facts.   
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19.  The motivation behind the recommendation of the Disciplinary Committee to “send a 

strong message” by imposing the severest sanction on the Applicant has no basis either 

on the Bank’s texts or in international administrative law. 

  

Erroneous Conclusions Drawn from the Facts 

 

20. The link between the residence of the Applicant’s family in the Netherlands and his 

trip to the Hague underlay the false conviction held by the auditor from the Office of 

the Auditor-General that the Applicant made the Tunis-The Hague trip for the sole 

purpose of visiting his family; that the Applicant spent the night of 5 October 2005 in 

the Netherlands (and not in Brussels, Belgium); and that the Brussels hotel bill in the 

Applicant’s name was forged.  

 

21.  The facts contradict all these allegations. None of the Applicant’s children was in 

Europe at the time of the mission in question; they were all in the United States of 

America and Nigeria for academic reasons. The Applicant’s spouse who, since her 

husband joined the Bank, shuttles between Tunis and the Netherlands, was in Italy at 

the time of the said mission. 

  

22.  The Applicant insists that he spent the night of 5 October 2005 at the Holiday Inn at 

Brussels Airport. The hotel reception confirmed that Mr. O. indeed lodged at the hotel, 

having personally signed out his name. He paid his hotel bill at 4.30 a.m. since he is an 

“early riser” (he wakes up daily at 3a.m.; however, he stayed at the hotel until about 

6a.m.). The doubt raised in the auditor’s mind over such an early departure by no way 

provides proof that the Applicant did not spend the night of 5 October 2005 in 

Brussels, even though the services of the European Union had informed him that it 

would take him twenty to thirty minutes to travel from his hotel to the EU 

Headquarters.    

 

Relevant Facts not taken into Consideration   

 

23. In contesting the authenticity of the hotel bill, the audit report did not take into 

consideration the fact that the Applicant is “formally and socially” known by the 

shortened form of his name “D.” (O.). The Applicant’s friend, Mr. Mike Nwanegbo, 

reserved the hotel room in that name. The Applicant notes that other justifying 

documents submitted under the same name had never been subject to any suspicion. 

 

In addition to the taxi ticket considered questionable, two other tickets proving the 

Applicant’s circulation within Brussels were presented. The audit report makes no 

mention of those. 

  

 Lack of Proportionality in the Sanction 

 

24. The Applicant contends that the sanction imposed by the Respondent lacks 

proportionality and errs vis-à-vis Rule 101.04 (b) of the Staff Rules.  

 

25.  The decision to terminate the Applicant’s contract did not take a number of positive 

factors into account: his unblemished conduct during his two years in the Bank and his 

contribution to the advancement of the Bank’s governance program.   
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26.  The Applicant invites the Tribunal to judge whether the sanction was not significantly 

disproportionate to that single mistake made during his career in the Bank.   

 

27.  The Applicant prays the Tribunal adjudicate his case according to principles 

established by the Administrative Tribunals of the World Bank and the International 

Labor Organization in Decisions Nos. 142 (Carew vs. International Bank for 

Reconstruction and Development), 304 (D. vs. International Finance Corporation) 

and 246 (Koudogbo vs. International Bank for Reconstruction).   

 

 Moral Injury   

 

28. The Applicant contends that he suffered personally from his summary dismissal – a 

decision based on mere allegations of bad faith (presentation of a false back-to-office 

report and fraudulent mission claims). This has seriously damaged his professional 

reputation.     

 

The Respondent 

 

The Legality of the Decision  

 

29.  The Respondent submits that its decision to terminate the Applicant’s contract was 

legally founded and taken after giving the Applicant all guarantees of due process. The 

Applicant was given at least four occasions to explain, marshal his defense and 

demonstrate mitigating circumstances: at his Department’s level on request from his 

supervisor; during the investigation by the Office of the Auditor-General; in his 

written answer to the notification of charges by the CHRM Director; and before the 

Disciplinary Committee that heard witnesses called by the Applicant. 

 

30.  After an exhaustive review of the facts, the Respondent is right to use its discretion, 

pursuant to Regulation 10.1 and 10.2 of the Staff Regulations, to terminate the contract 

of one of its employees. Rule 101.04 (a) and (b) of the Staff Rules is clear concerning 

the nature of the disciplinary sanction applicable, depending on the gravity of the 

Applicant’s offence.      

 

31.  The Agreement Establishing the African Development Bank [Article 37 (5)] prescribe 

efficiency, technical competence and integrity (which the Applicant grossly violated), 

and require the President to make these three “qualities” his foremost consideration in 

appointing staff. The Respondent could not condone the submission of false reports by 

its employees, more so in the case of a Principal Governance Expert whose 

responsibilities require him to promote and defend the principles of transparency, good 

governance and accountability in his personal actions.      

 

32.  Given the gravity of the Applicant’s offence, no text could be invoked to justify the 

administrative review of the Respondent’s decision. Instead, reference must be made 

to the jurisprudence of other international administrative tribunals (UNAT Judgment 

No. 490, § IV, p.9) and that of the Bank’s Tribunal. In Chifwambwa vs. African 

Development Bank, the Tribunal stated:   

 

“…the well established principle of international law that the Tribunal’s role 

to review the President’s decision is limited to determining whether the 
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decision was flawed by mistake of fact, or an error of law, or deprivation of 

due process or vitiated by extraneous or prejudicial factors. In other words, the 

Tribunal is not competent to substitute its own judgment as to whether there 

was misconduct – gross or serious”.      

   

33.  The sanction meted out by the Respondent was fully proportionate to the nature of 

offence committed and the Applicant’s rank at the time. In that regard, there was no 

basis for comparison between the Carew case and the present case. Similarly, there is 

nothing in the D. vs. International Finance Corporation case to support the claim by 

the Applicant that the sanction meted out to him was disproportionate to his offence.  

 

34.  Concerning the argument according to which the Applicant’s record during two years 

of service in the Bank warrants a lesser sanction, the Respondent submits that in the 

Bimpeh case, the Tribunal dismissed the idea of weighing the eighteen years of service 

in the Bank against the gravity of the misconduct committed.   

 

Damning Facts and Applicant’s Confessions 

 

35.   The Applicant concedes the major facts. To the Respondent, it is fallacious to claim 

that relevant information that would have modified the outcome of the case existed but 

was not taken into account by the authorities that reviewed the case.  

 

36.  The memorandum of 7 August 2006 contains several confessions by the Applicant. At 

least one week before his departure, the Applicant knew by e-mail exchange that the 

tripartite meeting scheduled for 6 October 2005 would not hold. The Respondent 

quotes a number of passages: the content of Section 4.1 of the memorandum is 

corroborated by paragraphs 20 (first sentence) and 25 (third sentence) of the 

application.     

 

37.  The Applicant admitted that his back-to-office report was “misleading”: the glaring 

inconsistencies in the sequencing of the purported meetings in Den Haag and Brussels 

(last but one paragraph of page 3). The Applicant admitted that the manner in which 

he submitted the mission claims sought to dissimulate his actual itinerary during the 

mission (§ 4.1.4., from the 5
th

 to the 8
th

 sentence). He also admitted producing a forged 

taxi receipt (§ 4.5.1., the first four sentences). The taxi receipt subsequently presented 

to replace the questionable receipt reflected a trip from Maastricht to Amsterdam, thus 

revealing the anomaly between the actual itinerary stated on the receipt and the 

authorized itinerary contained in the mission terms of reference and fraudulently 

reported in the Applicant’s back-to-office report.  

  

38.  There is at least one bogus receipt among the mission claims submitted by the 

Applicant: the Applicant acknowledges personally forging the said receipt (§ 4.5.1). 

 

 Contradictions in the Applicant’s Statements and Submissions 

 

39.  The information on the cancellation of the tripartite meeting was not brought to the 

knowledge of the supervisor for contradictory reasons. In one explanation, the 

Applicant states that his intention was to anticipate the bilateral meetings and thus 

attain his employer’s objectives (§. 3.5.2); in another explanation, he claims that he 

had difficult relations with his immediate supervisor who would have simply cancelled 
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the mission (§ 5.1.). Thus, the Applicant feared being refused the opportunity of 

traveling.     

 

40.  The inaccurate sequencing of his itinerary is also the source of contradictory versions 

between what he states in the back-to-office report and the substitute taxi receipt. The 

Applicant states that he left Brussels for Amsterdam. When then did he go to 

Maastricht and when was he physically present in Amsterdam? The Applicant should 

explain that itinerary.    

 

41.  Several statements made by the Applicant prove his guilt: he admits that he purposely 

presented a bogus receipt and a false back-to-office report to hide the embezzlement of 

resources put by his employer at his disposal for a meeting that he was aware had been 

cancelled. His conduct is nothing but fraudulent, venal and disloyal vis-à-vis his 

employer.  

 

 Damage to the Respondent  

 

42.   Under the pretext of an official mission, the Applicant embarked on a private trip 

using the Respondent’s time and resources. His trip breached the terms of reference of 

the mission letter issued by his employer.   

 

43.  That the Respondent’s interests were damaged is obvious insofar as the Applicant’s 

misrepresentations call third parties into question: his purported back-to-office report 

evokes fictitious discussions and conclusions taken with the Respondent’s partners, 

including a sister institution.    

 

44.  The Respondent’s reputation and credibility are at stake. The Respondent was obliged 

to contact both the World Bank and the German Development Bank to verify the 

authenticity of the purported meetings, conclusions and recommendations contained in 

the Applicant’s back-to-office report. The World Bank representative confirmed not 

having a meeting with the Applicant at the railway station on 5 October 2005 that she 

would characterize as “official”. For his part, the representative of the German 

Development Bank confirmed that no meeting of “Core Partners on Local Governance 

in Africa” was held on 6 October 2005.   

 

45.  The Applicant was unable to demonstrate that his trip was necessary for the attainment 

of the Respondent’s objectives. On the contrary, his conduct was capable of adversely 

affecting the integrity of the Respondent’s operations. By submitting a false back-to-

office report, the Applicant put the Respondent in a delicate situation vis-à-vis its 

partners, exposing it to the risk of taking subsequent action based on fictitious 

conclusions and recommendations.   

 

III.  REQUESTS BY THE PARTIES  
 

46.  The Applicant 
 

 The Applicant requests the Tribunal to: 

 

- Quash the decision taken by the Bank to summarily dismiss him for serious 

misconduct;   
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- Reinstate the Applicant or in lieu thereof, pay him three years of salary for 

compensation for wrongful dismissal;    

 

- Pay the Applicant’s salary and benefits retroactively, from the date of 

dismissal up to the date of the Tribunal’s judgment;   

 

- Pay the Applicant USD 25 000 for moral injury, emotional distress and injury 

to his personal and professional reputation;   

 

- Expunge from his records all references to his dismissal and issue him with an 

attestation to the effect that his separation from the Bank was voluntary;  

 

- Charge to the Respondent all the legal costs, attorney’s fees and other financial 

costs arising from his summary dismissal.    

 

47.  The Respondent 
 

Based on the facts and applicable law, the sanction is right and reasonable. It was 

established that the Applicant was guilty of the charges levied against him. The 

Respondent is right in characterizing the Applicant’s conduct as serious misconduct. 

Consequently, the Respondent requests the Tribunal to dismiss the Application as 

lacking in merit.  

 

IV. THE PROCEDURE 
 

 Referral to the Disciplinary Committee 

 

48.  Not satisfied with the Applicant’s explanations, the Director, ORPC Department, 

requested his colleague and Director, CHRM, to refer the matter to the Disciplinary 

Committee. In memorandum CHRM.O/MEMO/C.Discipline/06 of 18 September 

2006 and pursuant to Rule 101.03 (a) and (c) of the Staff Rules, the Applicant was 

referred to the Disciplinary Committee.   

 

49.  On 12 October 2006, the Chairman of the Disciplinary Committee forwarded a report 

on the hearings of 22 and 29 September 2006 to the Vice-President, CSVP (Vice-

President for Corporate Services).   

 

50.  After hearing in turns the CHRM Director, the Appellant himself, Mr. EPIE who 

conducted the audit on behalf of the Office of the Auditor-General, the two witnesses 

called by the Applicant – Mrs. Karim Millet (Director, Joint Africa Institute) and Mr. 

Stephen Olanrewaju (Chief Economist, ORSA Department) - the Disciplinary 

Committee noted that the Applicant:  

 

- Had pleaded guilty to two of the three charges leveled against him (producing 

a false back-to-office report and presenting a bogus receipt as mission 

expenses claim). However, he contests the charge according to which he 

embarked on an official mission that he knew had been cancelled;   
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- Acknowledged that the meeting had indeed been cancelled; the Disciplinary 

Committee – as did the auditor from the Office of the Auditor-General – had 

access to e-mail exchange showing proof that the meeting had been cancelled 

one week prior to the Applicant’s trip;   

 

- Admitted that he did not inform his supervisor for fear of having the mission 

cancelled and in anticipation of substitute bilateral meetings, in the interest of 

the Bank and in pursuit of its objectives.  

 

51.  Members of the Disciplinary Committee unanimously concluded that Mr. O. was 

guilty of conducting himself in a manner unworthy of an international civil servant and 

his status as governance expert in the Bank. Members of the Disciplinary Committee 

also unanimously decided that the offence of serious misconduct had been proven and 

recommended the Applicant’s dismissal.  

 

 Notification of the Dismissal  
 

52.  By letter dated 10 November 2006 recalling the conclusions and recommendations of 

the Disciplinary Committee, the Applicant was notified of his dismissal for serious 

misconduct.  

 

 Request for Administrative Review of the Dismissal Decision 

 

53.  On 29 November 2006, the Applicant addressed a written request to the President of 

the African Development Bank Group for an administrative review of the decision to 

dismiss him.   

  

On 29 May 2007, the Applicant filed an application with the Administrative Tribunal 

of the Bank.   

 

V. THE LAW 
 

54. In accordance with Rule 101.03(a)(c) of the Staff rules, the Director of CHRM, after 

being satisfied there was a disciplinary issue at stake, referred the Applicant to the 

Disciplinary Committee. 

 

55. The Applicant was afforded due process in accordance with Rule 101.02 of the Staff 

Rules whereby he was intimated of: 

  

i. the nature of the misconduct and circumstance in which it occurred; 

ii. the extent to which the misconduct adversely reflects upon the integrity, 

reputation or interests of the Bank; 

iii. the extent to which the misconduct involves intentional actions or negligence. 

 

56. The Applicant was afforded the opportunity to defend himself of the allegations 

against him including written and oral testimony before the Disciplinary Committee. 

Proper procedure in accordance with Rule 102.07 of the Staff Rules was followed. 

 

57. In conclusion, given all the facts, it is established that the Applicant: 
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i. embarked on an official mission that he knew had been cancelled and therefore 

was in breach of Regulation 3.5 of Staff Regulations; 

ii. in breach of the same regulation aforementioned, deliberately presented a false 

Back-to-Office report; 

iii. tendered a request for the re-imbursement of transportation expenses which he 

knew to be false and unjustified, being based on an unauthorized journey and 

in breach of Rule 105.00 of the Staff Rules. 

 

58. Article 37(5) of the Agreement establishing the African Development Bank prescribes, 

inter alia, integrity in recruiting the staff of the Bank, and the President must take this 

quality into consideration in appointing staff. 

 

59. The Applicant was fully aware that the meeting to take place in Brussels between 

representatives of the World Bank, German Development Bank (KfW) and the African 

Development Bank had been cancelled.  Despite this knowledge, which he failed to 

acquaint his Director of, he embarked on the journey fraudulently. 

 

60. The conduct of the Applicant in embarking on the journey was aggravated by his 

claim that the meeting was held and his tendering a request for re-imbursement of the 

illusory expenses. 

 

61. The Applicant in his submission adverted to many cases of International Tribunals and 

it must be said with utmost respect that none of them is on all fours with the matter 

before us. Carew vs. IBRD and D. vs. International Finance Corporation are 

irrelevant to the present case both in gravity and falsehood. 

 

62. The Applicant’s Back-to-Office report was not only misleading but false. The taxi 

receipt he presented was a forgery and the replacement he presented was actually not 

on scheduled route even in this unauthorized journey.  The Applicant’s explanation 

about his movement was riddled with contradictions: he said he left Brussels for 

Amsterdam, and turned round again to say he left Maastricht for Amsterdam. 

 

63. The question for attention of the Tribunal is not whether the Applicant made the 

journey for the purpose of visiting his family that was at The Hague, but only as to the 

undertaking of the unauthorized journey falsely at the Bank’s expense and 

embarrassment. 

 

64. The African Development bank is like a great trustee in the development of the 

African continent.  The Staff of the Bank are supposed to be above board, to act with 

the highest decorum and honesty.  As staff member of the Bank is not to be found, in 

the course of his official duty, to be dishonest and conceal facts from the Bank. 

 

65. The Applicant by his conduct has betrayed the trust placed on him by the Bank and he 

could not expect the Bank to trust him.  The contract of employment is always of 

utmost good faith, more so with an international financial institution such as the Bank. 

The Applicant betrayed that trust and cannot be expected to remain on the staff of the 

Bank. 

 

 

VI. THE DECISION 
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 In light of the foregoing, the Tribunal decides that: 

 

The Application is totally without merit and it is DISMISSED. 

 

 

 

 

 

For the President     

Lombe CHIBESAKUNDA     Vice-President  
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