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7. The Judge President further refers to Order No. 39 (GVA/2020) dated 

30 March 2020 and issued in connection with the Applicant’s first request for the 

recusal of Judge Bravo, in which the legal framework for recusing a Dispute 

Tribunal Judge from a specific case based on a conflict of interest was set out in 

detail. In this Order, the Judge President rejected the Applicant’s request for recusal 

of Judge Bravo, finding that she had no conflict of interest in any of the present 

cases. 

8. For the same reasons as those stipulated in Order No. 39 (GVA/2020), the 

Judge President also now finds that the Applicant’s second recusal request is 

unfounded. The Applicant has failed to substantiate how, or why, Judge Bravo 

would now have an interest in any of her present cases, and as the assigned Judge 

to the present case, Judge Bravo has the power to admit or reject a possible request 

for Judge Downing to testify as a witness under art. 18.1 of the Tribunal’s Rules of 

Procedure. Even if hypothetically, Judge Bravo and Judge Downing did have a 

personal disagreement, the Applicant has in no manner whatsoever demonstrated 

how this would impact her impartiality to adjudicate the matters in the present cases. 

9. For future reference, it is finally noted that frivolous motions like the present 

one contributes with nothing but delay to the proceedings and also consume 

valuable judicial resources from the Dispute Tribunal. Article 10.6 of the Tribunal’s 

Statute provides that “[w]here the Dispute Tribunal determines that a party has 

manifestly abused the proceedings before it, it may award costs against that party” 
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Entered in the Register on this 18th day of June 2020 

René M. Vargas M., Registrar, Geneva 

 


