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Tribunal will then proceed to adjudicate the matter on the basis of the written 

submissions before it.  

9. The Applicant filed her submissions on 31 January 2020. The Applicant 

stated that she agrees to this matter being adjudicated on the papers and without 

an oral hearing. Whereas the Applicant cites to attachments, no attachments were 

originally filed. The Tribunal granted additional time to submit those. 

10. There were no further submissions from the Respondent.  

Facts 

11. The facts as described below are undisputed or result unambiguously from 

the submitted documents. It falls to be noted that, in large part, the documents 

refer to the Applicant as Meron Kinfemichael, which in the application she 

indicates as her middle name.  

12. The Applicant 
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information to support “a reasonable belief that misconduct may have occurred.” 

The Ethics Office remarked on serious and unsubstantiated allegations raised by 

the Applicant, and warned that they may amount to misconduct. It also advised 

the Applicant to engage the United Nations Ombudsman to “iron out her long-

standing issues with the Chief GISS”.12 

23. On 1 August 2018, the Director/ACS informed the Applicant that, as of 6 

August 2018, following the completion of the mapping talent profiling, she would 

be redeployed to GISS where she was expected to report to the section head. As a 

result of ensuing discussion on the person of the Applicant’s supervisor, on 2 

August 2018 the Director replied as follows: 

[ …] I however mentioned that we will explore the possibility of 

you reporting to someone else other than the section Chief. In this 

case, the Chief will have to be your SRO and this will depend on 

the guidance of HR.[…] The decision who will be your FRO will 

be made through consultation with the head of section and whoever 

will be your proposed FRO. For now, you should report upon your 

return to the head of GiSS.13 

24. On 7 September 2018, the Applicant wrote to the Director/ACS, 

complaining that she had not been given work and still had no information on her 

FRO and SRO.14 

25. On 19 October 2018, the Applicant’s FRO wrote to inform her that 

Chief GISS
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38. All things considered, the Tribunal concedes that the relevant 

administrative decision may well have been made earlier, in proximity with the 

decision on the reassignment to GISS. However, the fact triggering the time limits 

for requesting management evaluation was the decision communicated to the 

Applicant on 19 October 2018 by the Director/ACS, which was the first one 

unequivocally informing her that the Chief/GISS would be her SRO. The Tribunal 

has no basis to accept that a firm decision was communicated at any earlier time. 

The 60-day deadline set out in staff rule 11.2(c) for the Applicant to request 

management evaluation of that decision ended on 18 December 2018. The 

Applicant’s MER of 7 November 2018 was submitted well within time. 

39. On the issue of whether the application adheres to the statutory time-

limits, the Tribunal finds that it does. 

40. On the question of whether the substantive issue before it is materially 

receivable, the legal issue arising for determination is whether the decision of who 

would act as the Applicant’s SRO qualifies as an administrative decision under 

art. 2.1(a) of the UNDT Statute. 

41. To be reviewable, an administrative decision must have the key 

characteristic in that it must “produce direct legal consequences” 
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free from discrimination and abuse at the workplace, confirms that safeguards 

against it are implicit to the terms of United Nations staff employment; thus, the 

choice of reporting lines must take them under consideration.  

43. 
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