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7. In the framework of the 2020-2021 performance cycle, Mr. Hampstead was again placed 

on a PIP.  At the end of the 2020-2021 performance cycle, he received an overall rating of “does 

not meet expectations”.  Mr. Hampstead rebutted this performance evaluation, but the Rebuttal 

Panel again maintained the rating.5 

8. On 4 October 2021, the Under-Secretary-General for DGACM (USG/DGACM) submitted 

to the Assistant Secretary-General for Human Resources (ASG/HR), with copy to the Secretariat 

of the Central Review Bodies (CRBs Secretariat), a request for the termination of  

Mr. Hampstead’s 
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and unanimously concluded that there were sufficient grounds for the contested decision and 

recommended the termination of Mr. Hampstead’s 
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Submissions 

Mr. Hampstead’s Appeal 

21. Mr. Hampstead claims that the UNDT erred in fact and in law by affirming the contested 

decision. 

22. Mr. Hampstead submits that the UNDT failed to note Staff Regulation 1.2(c) which places 

a duty of care on the Secretary-
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ST/IC/1999/111 is misplaced.  An Information Circular is not an administrative issuance with 
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applied the right standards in determining the termination of  

Mr. Hampstead’s permanent appointment for unsatisfactory service.  

39. Mr. Hampstead argues that the UNDT did not consider Staff Regulation 1.2(c) which 

obliges the Secretary-General to provide for the health and safety of staff in arriving at the 

impugned Judgment.  The Secretary-General, on the other hand, contends that the Dispute 

Tribunal correctly determined that the contested decision was lawful by identifying the 
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service.  The Administration fulfilled that duty when Mr. Hampstead’s FROs brought to his 

attention the existence of performance issues and the need for his improvement as soon as he 

was placed on PIPs.  Therefore, the UNDT rightly concluded that Mr. Hampstead’s “managers 

were not privy to his medical records or health condition and, in any event, it would have been 

inappropriate for them to speculate on his health condition and its impact on his 

performance”.24 

55. From the foregoing, we find that Mr. Hampstead has not established that the UNDT 

made any errors under Article 2(1) of the Appeals Tribunal Statute.  We are satisfied that the 

UNDT did not err in concluding that the Administration’s decision to terminate  

Mr. Hampstead’s permanent appointment for unsatisfactory service was lawful. 

56. Turning to Mr. Hamps
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