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Introduction 

1. By application filed on 1 April 2021, the Applicant, a former staff member of 

the United Nations Office for Project Services (“UNOPS”), contests the decision 

not to renew his fixed-term appointment beyond 31 December 2020. 

Facts and procedural history 

2. In 2017/18, the Water Supply and Sanitation Collaborative 
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5. 
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21. On 9 June 2022, the Applicant filed his comments on the Respondent’s 

motion for the Tribunal’s directions, requesting/advising the Tribunal to: 

a. Admit the new information submitted by him on grounds of compelling 

circumstances; 

b. Offer the Respondent an opportunity to respond to the new evidence; 

c. Stay the proceedings pending the outcome of the current investigations 

into UNOPS oversight shortcomings; and 

d. Order the Respondent to disclose documentation relevant to the recent 

revelations regarding UNOPS central oversight shortcomings. 

22. By Order No. 64 (GVA/2022) of 10 June 2022, the Tribunal ordered that: 

a. The new arguments and evidence in the Applicant’s closing submission 

be admitted into the record; 

b. The Respondent file his comment on the above-mentioned new 

arguments and evidence by 16 June 2022; and 

c. All other requests be denied. 

23. On 16 June 2022, the Respondent filed his comments on the newly admitted 

arguments and evidence pursuant to Order No. 64 (GVA/2022). 

Parties’ submissions 

24. The Applicant’s principal contentions are: 

a. The manner in which the restructuring was conducted was so deficient 

as to render the non-renewal decision unlawful; 

b. The Executive Chair had a conflict of interest because she led the 

governance body reviewing a restructuring process that she was being paid to 

carry out; 
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c. In the context of the Steering Committee, the Executive Chair was 

muscular in her attempts to ensure the new organigram was approved by the 

Steering Committee, inviting votes when no quorum was attained, and 

seeking to make the casting vote in favour when not all Steering Committee 

members were present; 

d. Decisions regarding the “top heavy” structure, i.e., the posts of the new 

ED and the DED, were made before even hiring the Consultant who came to 

develop the organigram that was adopted; 

e. Staff consultation did not take place during the process, as required; 

f. New consultants were irregularly recruited into the WSSCC to perform 
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leading role in the governance body, creates a conflict of interest. She also received 

USD16,500 per month for part-time work as the Executive Chair on a consultancy 

basis in violation of WSSCC’s governance rules. 

41. 
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60. The evidence on record shows that the IAIG found that WSSCC personnel 

asked a WSSCC contractor to hire a former WSSCC intern and/or other individuals 

to do WSSCC work, with WSSCC increasing the contractor’s contract to cover the 

amount the contractor paid to these individuals, and that Members of the UNOPS’ 

Portfolio Management Team and WSSCC misused contract modalities in multiple 

recruitment exercises. 

61. However, the Tribunal notes that the Applicant did not request management 

evaluation of the alleged irregularities in the recruitment of new consultants. In this 

respect, the Tribunal recalls that art. 8.1(c) of its Statute provides that an application 

is receivable if an “applicant has previously submitted the contested administrative 

decision for management evaluation, where required”. This obligation upon the 






