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Ms. Reilly.  The recommendations of the Second Alternate Chair are set out in para. 1 of her 
report and in relevant part reads: 

1. I recommend (…) that the UN Ethics Office reach out to the High Commissioner for 
Human Rights and Ms. Emma Riley (“the Complainant”) with 
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26. Ms. Reilly submitted the UNDT erred in law by finding that it lacked jurisdiction to 
review determinations of the Ethics Office.  Such, she maintained, would insulate the 
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35. Section 10.3 of ST/SGB/2017/2/Rev.1 is consistent with and was intended to reflect the 
prevailing jurisprudence.  This Tribunal has held on more than one occasion, and in a full 
bench, that since the Ethics Office is limited to making recommendations to the 
Administration, its acts or determinations are 
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39. Therefore, all that remains in the appeal against the UNDT Judgment is the contention 
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42. Ms. Reilly contends firstly that the Administration did not comply with the 
recommendation of the Second Alternate Chair to attempt to engage her in mediation.  





THE UNITED NATIONS APPEALS TRIBUNAL  
 

Judgment No. 2021-UNAT-1079 


