


  



  Case No. UNDT/NY/2018/023 

  Order No. 102 (NY/2018) 

 

Page 3 of 7 

appointment. In his response, the Respondent indicated that the management 

evaluation has been completed on 17 May 2018 when the Management Evaluation 

Unit (“MEU”) rendered its decision that the Applicant’s request for management 

evaluation dated 15 May 2018 was not receivable since, as confirmed by the CRB 

on 17 May 2018, the review process of the DGACM’s proposal to terminate 

the Applicant’s permanent appointment is ongoing and there has been no final 

decision to terminate his appointment. The Respondent concluded that there is 

no longer any basis for the Applicant’s request for suspension of action and requested 

that the application be rejected. 

6. At the CMD on 21 May 2018, the Applicant, who was present in person, 

was self-represented. The Respondent was represented by his Counsel, 

Mr. Alister Cumming. 

7. At the CMD, the Tribunal noted that the Applicant filed a management 

evaluation request to the MEU in a timely manner and that the MEU rendered 

its decision on 17 May 2018 rejecting the request as not receivable because “[…] 

there has been no final decision in the present matter”. The Tribunal underlined that, 

pursuant to art. 13 of the Rules of Procedure, the Tribunal may suspend 

the implementation of an administrative decision only pending management 

evaluation and that the cumulative and mandatory requirements are not fulfilled 

in case a final administrative decision is yet to be taken and/or the MEU has finalized 

its review. The Tribunal recommended the Applicant to reflect on this and to inform 

the Tribunal by Wednesday, 23 May 2018, at 1:00 
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8. The Tribunal further observed that the procedure to be followed in case of a 

proposal for termination of a permanent contract for unsatisfactory service, which is 

initiated by a proposal for termination and is finalized through the Secretary-

General’s decision, is established by sec. 4.10 of ST/SGB/2011/7 (Central Review 

Bodies) and arts. 2-11 of ST/AI/222 
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his application without prejudice to his right to file another suspension of action 

if needed. 

11. 




