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Introduction 

1. On 31 May 2023, the Applicant filed an application contesting the 

disciplinary measure of separation from service, with compensation in lieu of notice 

and with termination indemnity, imposed on him pursuant to staff rule 10.2(a)(viii). 

2. On 3 July 2023, the Respondent filed his reply. 

3. By Order No. 111 (GVA/2023) of 29 August 2023, the Tribunal ordered the 

Applicant to file a rejoinder by 28 August 2023, and the parties to explore resolving 

the dispute amicably with the instruction to revert to the Tribunal in this respect by 

6 October 2023. 

4. On 28 September 2023, the Applicant filed a rejoinder. 

5. Between 11 October and 9 November 2023, the Tribunal extended several 

times the parties’ deadline to revert to it concerning an amicable settlement. The 

latest deadline was set to 17 November 2023. 

6. On 17 November 2023, the Applicant informed the Tribunal that discussions 

concerning an amicable settlement of the dispute were not successful. He 

consequently requested: 

a. Leave to submit additional evidence that “[would] speak to the 

disproportionality of the sanction” in the form of “letters of recommendations 

and oral testimonies from former supervisors”; and 

b. The holding of an oral hearing. 

7. On the same day, the Respondent confirmed that the parties failed to reach an 

agreement. He also filed a motion requesting the Tribunal to decide the matter on 

the papers and to allow the parties to file written closing submissions before 

adjudicating the case. 
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8. 
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15. In this respect, the Tribunal notes that since the Applicant’s “long service and 

positive performance” was considered as a mitigating factor as per the Sanction 

Letter, the Applicant’s documentary evidence of his positive performance is 

unnecessary. 

16. First, the Applicant’s positive performance is not questioned. Second, the 

Respondent has rightly pointed out that the Under-Secretary-General for 

Management Strategy, Policy and Compliance (“USG/DMSPC”) conc
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21. However, the Tribunal does not consider it necessary to hold a hearing in the 

present case for the following reasons. 

22. First, the Applicant does not contest the facts upon which the disciplinary 

measure was based, as he only “requests … the Tribunal [to] substitute the sanction 

imposed with a proportionate one”. Second, the main legal issue to determine in the 

present case is the proportionality of the sanction for which there is no added value 

to hold a hearing. Third, the testimonies of the Applicant’s former supervisors, 

colleagues, consultants, or interns that he intends to call at a hearing are irrelevant 

as they are not in a position to give an opinion on or determine the Applicant’s 

independence, impartiality or compliance with the Organization’s rules. 

23. Consequently, the Tribunal rejects the Applicant’s motion to hold a hearing 

and grants the Respondent’s motion to adjudicate the present case on the papers on 

record pursuant to art. 19 of its Rules of Procedure. 

24. The parties will therefore be required to file their respective closing 

submission. 

Conclusion 

25. In view of the foregoing, it is ORDERED THAT by Friday, 10 May 2024, 

the parties shall file their respective closing submission, which shall: 

a. 


