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Introduction 

1. The Applicant, a former Programme Coordinator with the United Nations 

Office on Drugs and Crime (“UNODC”) in a host country, contests the decision not 

to extend his fixed-term appointment (“FTA”) beyond its expiry on 19 May 2021. 

Facts 

2. On 6 April 2021, the Applicant was informed by the Country Representative 

and Senior Programme Coordinator, UNODC, in the host country, that his contract 

would not be extended beyond 19 May 2021 because the Applicant had not been 

able to obtain a visa to join the duty station. 

3. On 28 April 2021, the Applicant requested management evaluation of the 

aforementioned decision. 

4. On 20 May, 1 June and 16 June 2021, the Applicant’s FTA was extended 

pending management evaluation. The last extension was due to expire on 

30 June 2021, unless foreshortened due to the completion of the management 

evaluation. 

5. On 17 June 2021, the management evaluation process was completed, and it 

was decided to uphold the contested decision. 

6. On 18 June 2021, the Human Resources Management Service (“HRMS”), 
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8. By Order No. 96 (GVA/2022) of 25 October 2022, the Tribunal granted the 

Respondent’s request not to have Member States named in the judgment and 

decided that the Respondent’s ex parte filings will remain ex parte. Furthermore, 

the Tribunal informed the parties that the case will be adjudicated based on the 

papers. 
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13. 
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19. First and foremost, pursuant to staff regulation  4.5(c) and 

staff rules 4.13 and 9.4, an FTA does not carry any expectancy, legal or otherwise, 

of renewal, and shall expire automatically and without prior notice on the expiration 

date specified in the letter of appointment. These provisions read as follows: 

Staff regulation 4.5(c) 

A fixed-term appointment does not carry any expectancy, legal or 
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22. On 18 May 2020, the Applicant requested to telecommute from outside the 

duty station, which was approved because of the restrictions adopted to address the 

COVID-19 pandemic. With the approval, the Chief, Staffing, Diversity and 

Outreach Section and Deputy Chief, Human Resources Management Service, 

UNODC, informed the Applicant that: 

As soon as the travel restrictions are waived and other pandemic 

related restrictions are lifted, the staff member is expected to obtain 
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28. In this regard, the Tribunal recalls that matters related to the issuance or 

renewal of visas are a shared responsibility between the staff member and the 

Organization (%�leman 2022-UNAT-1225, para. 43), and a result of an 

administrative procedure held by a host country in accordance with its own internal 

policies. 

29. Consequently, the Tribunal concludes that the Organization cannot replace 

the host country in this regard and, therefore, cannot be held accountable for the 

refusal of the host country to issue a visa to the Applicant. 

��et�er t�e &r"ani�ati�n #rea��e� its �uty �� �are 'is()('is t�e �ppli�ant 

30. The Applicant’s arguments in relation to the Organization’s duty of care are 

twofold. First, he claims that the Organization violated it
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39. In relation to the possibility of reassignment, the Organization was under no 

obligation to secure the Applicant another position at a different duty station. While 

specific conditions may have allowed for different staff members to benefit from 

reassignment, as alleged by the Applicant, that does not mean that the Organization 

had an obligation to reassign him. Indeed, the evidence on record shows that the 

Organization did all it could to assist the Applicant and cannot be held accountable 

for a situation that was beyond its control. 

40. Therefore, the Tribunal finds that the allegations of violation of the 

Organization’s duty of care are meritless. 


