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JUDGE GAO XIAOLI, PRESIDING.

1. Ms. Mubashara Iram (Ms. Iram), a former staff member at the United Nations
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replacing it by that of demotion of one step in grade with deferment, for three years, of eligibility
for consideration for promotion, and ordering the Secretary-General to reinstate her and effect any

back payments accordingly.>

8. Ms. Iram lodged an appeal of the UNDT Judgment, to which the Secretary-General filed a
response. The Secretary-General also lodged an appeal of the UNDT Judgment, to which Ms. Iram
filed a response.6 The Appeals Tribunal consolidated the appeals.

The prior Appeals Tribunal Judgment

9. By Judgment No. 2023-UNAT-1340 dated 8 May 2023, the Appeals Tribunal dismissed
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motiono and reargue Order No. 537 (2023), and directed her to file the appropriate application for

revision within ten days.® She did not.
Submissions

Ms. Iramis
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19. The Secretary-General submits that Ms. Iram has not complied with Order No. 540
(2023). Annex 1 to her first motion does not conform to the instructions in the Order, in
particular to the requirement that the application not exceed ten pages, and is therefore

not receivable.

20. The Secretary-General maintains that Annex 1 to Ms. Iramis first motion does not meet
the requirements in Article 11 of the UNAT Statute. It does not demonstrate any new, decisive
facts that were unknown to her or the Appeals Tribunal. The evidence referred to is comprised

of e-
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substantial number of complaints were dropped and there was not a single independent witness
or piece of evidence in support of any allegation; and that the standard of proof required was not

met, nor the criteria for the disciplinary sanction.

3L In Section 111.B of her application (fiwhen & how [she] become aware of the fact or factso),

Ms. Iram states:

The request for revision of Judgment was fully determined after the overwhelming review
of Judgment, relevant exhibits & retrieval of add evidences after finding the lost old hard
drive & 2 USBs on 21 Aug. 2023. The additional evidences are accidently retrieved & were
not known to the Appellant & were not shared with OIAI/DHR [Office of Internal Auditand
Investigation / Division of Human Resources] & UNDT related to FFR [Fact-Finding
Report], Hospitalization, certain communication, travels & leaves as when reviewed them
together with certain aspects & allegations the facts are astonishing to explore how
the Appellant was victimized over the period without her knowledge & she was
naive to understand the whole situation. Some exhibits are also found randomly from
disorganized folders.

32. Since all the finewo evidence submitted with Ms. Iramis application has always been in her
possesssion, either in her old hard drive or in her disorganized folders, and she never mentioned
them or made any effort to have them produced during the judicial proceedings, we consider that
this evidence was not new to her. Her application therefore cannot meet the first requirement. As

a result, we need not discuss the other three requirements.

33. We note nevertheless that Ms. Iramis submissions essentially repeat or add to the same
arguments that she raised before the Appeals Tribunal in the prior proceedings. We reiterate

what we held in Awe:12

(é) This Tribunal has stated that an application for revision is not a substitute for an appeal;
and no party may seek revision of a judgment merely because he or she is dissatisfied with
it and fiwants to have a second round of litigationd. A revision of a final judgment is an
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