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JUDGE JOHN RAYMOND MURPHY, PRESIDING.

1. Ms. Rafia Rehman, a former staff member of the United Nations Children’s Fund
(UNICEF), Pakistan Country Office (PCO), contested before the United Nations Dispute Tribunal
(UNDT or Dispute Tribunal) a decision of the Office of Internal Audit and Investigations (OIAI),
taken as part of a preliminary assessment, that her complaints of harassment, discrimination
and abuse of authority were unfounded and to refer them to an investigation. These decisions
were rescinded and remanded to OIAI by the UNDT in Judgment No. UNDT/2018/039/Corr.1
dated 15 March 2018.!

2. By letter, dated 13 August 2018, Ms. Rehman was informed that her allegations had
either not been substantiated or did not amount to misconduct and that the assessment of
her complaints had been closed. Ms. Rehman then proceeded to file an application before
the UNDT challenging these decisions and the UNDT disposed of that application by
Judgment No. UNDT/2021/023 on 12 March 2021. The UNDT “once more” remanded
the complaints “for a proper investigation” and directed the Administration to provide
Ms. Rehman with a copy of her interview transcript and the summary (if any) that was utilized in

their prior investigation.

3. The Secretary-General has appealed Judgment No. UNDT/2021/023. For the reasons
given below, we grant the appeal to the limited extent necessary to modify the order of the UNDT
to read as follows: The decision of 13 August 2018 is rescinded. The Secretary-General is ordered
to provide Ms. Rehman with a new written reasoned decision in terms of Section 5.16 of
CF/EXD/2012-007 setting out full and proper reasons for the decision that her complaints are

unfounded. Ms. Rehman’s request for compensation for moral harm is rejected.

Facts and Procedure

4. Ms. Rehman served on a fixed-term appointment, as a Programme Assistant in the
Education Section at UNICEF, PCO, in Islamabad. She was separated from service on

31 December 2015, which decision she challenged. The UNDT held that the non-renewal of

1 By Judgment No. 2018-UNAT-885 dated 26 October 2018, the United Nations Appeals Tribunal
(UNAT or Appeals Tribunal) affirmed Judgment No. UNDT/2018/039/Corr.1.
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her contract was unlawful, rescinded the decision and awarded her in lieu compensation in

the amount of one-year net base salary and moral damages of USD 5,000.2

5. On 26 January 2016, Ms. Rehman filed a complaint with OIAI, UNICEF, against her
former supervisor, the Chief of the Education Section (CES) at UNICEF, PCO, Islamabad, in
terms of CF/EXD/2012-007, UNICEF’s Executive Directive on Prohibition of discrimination,
harassment, sexual harassment and abuse of authority. In her complaint, Ms. Rehman listed
various incidents of alleged ill treatment, discrimination, harassment, humiliation and abuse
of authority that she allegedly suffered at the hands of the CES. Ms. Rehman also
complained that she was the victim of a web of conspiracy and that she had been framed by
certain staff members, including the former UNICEF Representative PCO and the CES,
especially in relation to the allegations raised against her with respect to the fraudulent

payment of a hotel bill.

6. On 21 March 2016, Ms. Rehman filed a second complaint with OIAI alleging similar acts
of harassment against her by the former Chief of Human Resources (CHR) of UNICEF, PCO.

7. Section 1 of CF/EXD/2012-007 defines harassment as any improper and unwelcome
conduct that might reasonably be expected or be perceived to cause offence or humiliation to
another person. Abuse of authority is defined as the improper use of a position of influence,
power, or authority against another person and may include conduct that creates a hostile or
offensive work environment, and such conduct can include the use of intimidation, threats,
blackmail or coercion. CF/EXD/2012-007 provides for a preliminary assessment of the

complaint, interim measures and an investigation.

8. Section 5.13 of CF/EXD/2012-007 provides that upon receipt of a formal complaint,
the Director, OIAI will do a preliminary assessment of the complaint and discuss
with the complainant the benefits of considering an informal resolution. Section 5.14 of
CF/EXD/2012-007 provides that the complainant will be interviewed in order to: (a) clarify
the allegations; (b) ensure that the complaint pertains to allegations of discrimination,
harassment, sexual harassment or abuse of authority; (c) ensure that all available evidence is
submitted; and (d) consider the possibility of informal resolution. If the Director, OIAI
concludes that the complaint in question is credible and merits a comprehensive review,

he/she will notify the alleged offender and will provide that person with the details of the

2 Rehman v. Secretary-General of the United Nations, Judgment No. UNDT/2018/031.
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complaint and the name of the complainant. The alleged offender will be invited to respond
and will be given fifteen (15) calendar days to provide a written response. Unless the Director,
OIAI concludes on the basis of the complaint, the response of the alleged offender, and the
material submitted by both parties that the complaint is unfounded, OIAI will proceed to
investigate the complaint (Sections 5.15 and 5.16 of CF/EXD/2012-007).

9. Where the complaint is considered well-founded, OIAI will conduct an investigation in
accordance with established procedures as outlined in CF/EXD/2012-005 on Disciplinary
Process and Measures. On the basis of the outcome of the investigation, the Director, OIAI
shall take one of the following measures: i) where the Director, OIAI deems that there is
insufficient evidence to support the allegations, he or she shall close the case with a closure
memo and inform the alleged offender and complainant that the case is closed and share
with them a summary of the findings and conclusions of the investigation, as appropriate
(Section 5.19(a) of CF/EXD/2012-007 ; or ii) where the Director, OIAI deems that there is
evidence that the harassment and/or abuse has occurred, he or she shall forward
the investigation dossier to the Director, Division of Human Resources for further action
(Section 5.19(b) of CF/EXD/2012-007). Depending on the gravity of the allegations, the
Director, Division of Human Resources may take managerial action in terms of Section 5.20(a)
of CF/EXD/2012-007 (mandatory training, reprimand, a change of functions or
responsibilities including re-assignment, counseling or other appropriate corrective measures)

or will initiate disciplinary action in terms of Section 5.20(b) of CF/EXD/2012-007.

10. OIAI for various reasons decided after the preliminary assessment to close the
complaints summarily, in terms of Section 5.16 of CF/EXD/2012-007, without conducting an
investigation. Ms. Rehman challenged the decision before the UNDT. In Judgment
No. UNDT/2018/039/Corr.1, the UNDT held that OIAI had not handled Ms. Rehman’s
complaints properly. Since there was no report from OIAI informing Ms. Rehman of how OIAI
had assessed her complaints and reached the conclusion that the complaints did not warrant
an investigation, the UNDT remanded the complaints back to the Director, OIAI for a proper
assessment to be completed within 60 days of its Judgment. The order of the UNDT in
relevant part read as follows: “The Applicant’s complaints of 26 January and 21 March 2016
are remanded to the Director, OIAI, UNICEF, for a new thorough, proper, comprehensive and

reasoned examination based on the rules governing complaints of harassment and abuse of
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authority...The COI and the Investigation Specialist who previously handled the Applicant’s

complaints shall be recused from dealing with the remanded complaints[.]”3

11. Following the remand, OIAI decided to outsource the process of investigating
Ms. Rehman’s complaints to a private firm in the U.K., Moore Stephens. From 25 May 2018
to 8 August 2018, Moore Stephens conducted an assessment of Ms. Rehman’s claims. It

interviewed a number of witnesses and reviewed relevant documentary evidence.

12. Moore Stephens interviewed Ms. Rehman on 1 July 2018. It had been intended to
interview Ms. Rehman by Webex but the video failed and the interview was conducted
telephonically with the audio being recorded on both the mobile phone and Webex.
Ms. Rehman agreed to proceed in this fashion. On 19 July 2018 Moore Stephens sent a

verbatim record of the interview to Ms. Rehman for her review.

13. On 21 July 2018, Ms. Rehman wrote to Moore Stephens complaining about the
content of the record of her interview and the manner in which it had been conducted. In her

letter she stated:

In this regards [sic.] I would like to mention about the case that was investigated
against me ...where Ms. Eugenia from OIAI visited all the way to Islamabad to have a
clearer picture by investigating face to face. Likewise I always wanted and still prefer
that my account should be recorded face to face either by sending someone from
you[r] end to Islamabad or allowing me the opportunity to appear before you to avoid
any distorted communication through any remote calls.

With such doubts with this kind of communication, I strongly oppose the way it is
done and hope to have a better way of recording all facts to give it a fair trial to uphold
the justice process.

14. On 23 July 2018, Mr. John Baker of Moore Stephens responded to Ms. Rehman,
confirming that they had sent her a verbatim record and requesting what facts, in her
opinion, had been compromised. Mr. Baker assured Ms. Rehman that he had been able to
hear all her answers and comments during the telephone call and, given her very detailed
complaint and supporting documentation, he had been able to follow all the points she had
made during the telephone call. He justified the method of interview with reference to the

60-day timeline imposed by the UNDT and the difficulty of obtaining a visa on short notice.

3 Rehman v. Secretary-General of the United Nations, Judgment No. UNDT/2018/039/Corr.1, para. 50.
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15. Ms. Rehman replied the same day, stating that she would respond. On 30 July 2018,
Moore Stephens sent Ms. Rehman a reminder about the interview record. On 1 August 2018,
Ms. Rehman replied, stating again that she would respond. Having not heard back from
Ms. Rehman, on 8 August 2018, Moore Stephens issued two reports addressing
Ms. Rehman’s allegations of harassment. The reports concluded that there was no evidence

of abuse of authority or misconduct.

16. By letter, dated 13 August 2018, the Director, Division of Human Resources informed
Ms. Rehman that: i) the allegations in her second complaint had not been substantiated;
ii) only one allegation in her first complaint had been substantiated, but it did not amount to
misconduct; and iii) the assessment of her complaints had been closed. The letter did not

furnish full reasons but merely made generic findings. In relevant part it read:

I have carefully reviewed the two reports from Moore Stephens, which conclude that:
(i) your allegations against Ms. [B.M.] are not substantiated; and (ii) your allegations
against Ms. [E.G.] are only substantiated with respect to your allegation that [she]
unfairly challenged your travel to Peshawar, stating that it was not authorized.

With respect to the one substantiated allegation against Ms. [E.G.], I have come to the
conclusion that the facts do not indicate that misconduct has occurred, with reference
to Sections 2 and 4 of CF/EXD/2012-005 (Disciplinary Process and Measures).
I further note that Moore Stephens’ investigators assessed the available
documentation, and interviewed you, Ms. [B.M.] and Ms. [E.G.], and numerous other
witnesses, and I have come to the conclusion, therefore, that the investigation by
Moore Stephens was thorough, proper and comprehensive.

With this conclusion, the assessment of your complaints is closed.

17. On 15 August 2018, Ms. Rehman replied to Moore Stephens with her comments

regarding the interview record.

18. On 11 October 2018, Ms. Rehman requested a management evaluation of: (i) the
decision to close her case; and ii) the decision to not share with her the investigation
reports. By letter dated 16 November 2018, Ms. Rehman was informed that the decisions

were upheld.

19. On 5 February 2019, Ms. Rehman filed an application with the UNDT, challenging the
actions of the OIAI in implementing the order of the UNDT which had directed the

OIAI to conduct “a new thorough, proper, comprehensive and reasoned examination based
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on the rules governing complaints of harassment and abuse of authority”. 4 The
application was somewhat ambiguous and unclear in relation to the relief she sought. On
1 February 2021, the UNDT issued Order No. 12 (GVA/2021) directing the parties to attend a
case management discussion with the purpose, amongst other things, to identify the factual
and legal issues to be determined. On 10 February 2021, the UNDT issued Order No. 34
(GVA/2021). Paragraph 7 of that Order defined the two issues for determination to be:

a. Has the [Secretary-General] complied with Rehman UNDT/2018/039, which
ordered that a thorough, proper, comprehensive and reasoned investigation be
conducted into [Ms. Rehman’s] allegations?

b. Whether [Ms. Rehman] is entitled to the disclosure she seeks of the investigation
reports that were issued subsequent to that Judgment.

20. It is important to note that this formulation narrowly defined the dispute to a
determination of whether a proper and reasoned investigation took place. It did not require
determination of whether the outcome of the preliminary assessment or investigation in
terms of Sections 5.16 to 5.20 of CF/EXD/2012-007 was reasonable and lawful. That
challenge presumably was intended to be reserved until after a further proper investigation

was conducted and additional information disclosed, if such was found to be required.

21. The UNDT issued Judgment No. UNDT/2021/023 on 12 March 2021. Paragraph 22

of the Judgment narrows the parameters of the dispute even further. It reads:

The issues for adjudication in this matter were set out by the Tribunal during the
[Case Management Discussion] with the parties and recorded in Order No. 34
(GVA/2021). This Judgment will consider and decide on those issues in turn.

Has the [Secretary-General] complied with Judgment No. UNDT/2018/039/Corr.1 by
way of a thorough, proper, comprehensive and reasoned investigation for purposes of
the preliminary assessment under sections 5.13 to 5.16 of CF/EXD/2012-007 Amend.1?

22, Sections 5.13 to 5.16 of CF/EXD/2012-007 deal exclusively with a preliminary
assessment of a harassment complaint, and not with an investigation into the complaint as
envisaged in Sections 5.18 to 5.20 of CF/EXD/2012-007. It is not clear whether the parties
agreed to amend Order No. 34 (GVA/2021) and narrow the scope of the inquiry on this basis.
The Judgment, however, clearly proceeds on the assumption that the contested decision

under review was the outcome of the preliminary assessment contemplated in Sections 5.13

4 Rehman op. cit., para. 50.
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to 5.16 of CF/EXD/2012-007 (that the complaints were unfounded) and not the outcome of

an investigation in Sections 5.18 to 5.20 of CF/EXD/2012-007.

23. The UNDT noted that Section 5.14 of CF/EXD/2012-007 as the first step in the
preliminary assessment requires the complainant to be interviewed in order to clarify the
allegations; ensure that the complaint pertains to allegations of discrimination, harassment,
sexual harassment or abuse of authority; and ensure that all available evidence is submitted.
The UNDT held that the preliminary assessment conducted by Moore Stephens was not
thorough because it had failed to properly interview Ms. Rehman and did not consider her
belatedly submitted amendments to the verbatim transcript of the interview. It found it was

procedurally unfair (improper) and not comprehensive for the same reason.

24.  The UNDT noted in particular that in remanding the complaints of 26 January and
21 March 2016 for a new thorough, proper, comprehensive and reasoned assessment, the
UNDT in Judgment No. UNDT/2018/039/Corr.1 had underscored that the OIAI was
required to respond in a detailed communication as to how it reached a decision to reject and
to officially close a staff member’s complaint in the preliminary assessment process. It
expressly held that it is incumbent upon the Organization to provide a complainant with a

properly reasoned decision, especially when the complaint is rejected.

25. The UNDT held that the reasons provided to Ms. Rehman in the decision letter of
13 August 2018 were inadequate in that the reasons given failed to provide an adequate
indication as to how the decision not to proceed to a full investigation was reached; nor was it
evident that the complaints were fully and properly assessed. The finding that all allegations
against the then Human Resources Manager were unsubstantiated was barely explained. The
UNDT further held that the reasons provided in the decision letter also failed to give any
indication as to why in assessing the complaints against Ms. Rehman’s line manager all,
except one, were found to be unsubstantiated allegations and why the proven allegation of
misconduct was dismissed without further action. In essence, the UNDT held that the
statements in the decision letter of 13 August 2018 were findings and mere information but

provided no reasoned explanation for why the decision was taken.

26. For those reasons the UNDT “once more” remanded the complaints “for a proper
investigation” and directed the Administration to provide Ms. Rehman with a copy of her

interview transcript and the summary (if any) prepared by Moore Stephens that was utilized in
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their prior investigation. The UNDT did not order disclosure of the Moore Stephens

investigation report.

27. The Secretary-General filed his appeal against the Judgment of the UNDT on

11 May 2021, and Ms. Rehman filed her answer on 6 July 2021.

Submissions

The Secretary-General’s Appeal

28.  The Secretary-General submits that the UNDT erred in remanding Ms. Rehman’s
complaints to the UNICEF Administration once more “for a proper investigation in

compliance with the regulatory framework”.

29.  The Secretary-General maintains that the UNDT erred in law in utilizing the incorrect
provision of the legal framework; committed several errors of fact and erred in concluding that
UNICEF had not provided a reasoned decision. Following the remand OIAI proceeded with a
full investigation into Ms. Rehman’s complaints. Therefore, the applicable provisions of
CF/EXD/2012-007 in this case were Sections 5.18-5.22 governing investigations and not the

provisions governing preliminary assessments — Sections 5.13-5.16.

30.  The Secretary-General submits further that the UNDT’s finding that UNICEF failed to
give an adequate explanation for its decision to close Ms. Rehman’s complaints in its letter of
13 August 2018 is erroneous. The letter contains a proper explanation that the facts which
were substantiated did not amount to misconduct. The actions are in line with the applicable
legal framework, as it informed Ms. Rehman that the case had been closed, provided
Ms. Rehman with a description of the outcome of the investigation and a summary of

the findings.

31. The Secretary-General contends that the investigation undertaken by Moore Stephens
was thorough, proper, procedurally fair and comprehensive as evident from the process

followed and the engagement with Ms. Rehman.

32. The Secretary-General requests the Appeals Tribunal to uphold the appeal, to reverse

the Judgment of the UNDT but to uphold its refusal to award compensation for moral harm.
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Ms. Rehman’s Answer

33. Ms. Rehman requests the Appeals Tribunal to affirm the Judgment of the UNDT and

aligns with its reasoning.

34-. Ms. Rehman denies that she has been provided with adequate reasons for the
contested decision and challenges the investigation undertaken by Moore Stephens on

grounds of procedural fairness.

Considerations

35. The Secretary-General’s submission that the UNDT erred because it failed to recognize
that Moore Stephens conducted an investigation and not a preliminary assessment cannot be
sustained. He maintains that after the UNDT in Judgment UNDT/2018/039/Corr.1 remanded
the matter, OIAI conducted a full investigation into Ms. Rehman’s complaints and that therefore
the applicable provisions of CF/EXD/2012-007 in this case were Sections 5.18-5.22 and not the

provisions governing preliminary assessments (Sections 5.13-5.16). That is not correct.

36. The contested decision in Judgment No. UNDT/2018/039/Corr.1 was the decision of
the Director, OIAI, in terms of Section 5.16 of CF/EXD/2012-007, taken as part of the
preliminary assessment, in terms of which he decided that the complaints of Ms. Rehman
were unfounded and not to refer them to an investigation in terms of Sections 5.18-5.22 of
CF/EXD/2012-007. Those decisions (not any action in terms of Section 5.19 of
CF/EXD/2012-007) were rescinded and were remanded to the OIAI by the UNDT in
Judgment No. UNDT/2018/039/Corr.1. The purpose of the remand was for the preliminary
assessment to be done again by means of a “thorough, proper, comprehensive and reasoned
examination”. The UNDT did not order the preliminary assessment to be dispensed with
and to be substituted with an investigation. The OIAI appears to have understood that; as is
evident from its decision letter of 13 August 2018 which informed Ms. Rehman that the
investigation by Moore Stephens was thorough, proper and comprehensive and accordingly
that “[wl]ith this conclusion, the assessment of your complaints is closed”. The UNDT in this

case accordingly did not err in formulating and narrowing the issue in dispute as it did.

37. The UNDT’s finding that the Moore Stephens investigation reports were not thorough
or procedurally fair is questionable. The evidence shows that Moore Stephens interviewed

10 witnesses, including Ms. Rehman, and analysed over 80 documents. Based on these,
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Moore Stephens produced two separate investigation reports setting out the allegations,
findings, assessment of evidence, and conclusions about each of the two complaints raised by
Ms. Rehman. Procedural fairness is context specific and thus its requirements are variable
depending on the circumstances and the purpose of the enquiry. The manner in which
Moore Stephens conducted the inquiry was adequate for the purposes of a preliminary
assessment. More may have been required had it conducted an investigation in terms of
Sections 5.18-5.22. Insofar as Ms. Rehman is aggrieved that her belated additions to the
verbatim transcript were not included, her unjustifiable delay was the cause of that and the
additions were most likely inconsequential as there is no evidence that her additional

comments would have affected the outcome.

38.  The Secretary-General submits that it is unclear what additional steps the UNDT
would have required. The answer to that question is straightforward enough. In view of the
fact that Ms. Rehman was not given or entitled to the Moore Stephens’ reports, the impugned
order of the UNDT essentially required the OIAI to provide a written, reasoned decision
setting out the findings and reasons for its assessment in terms of Section 5.16 of
CF/EXD/2012-007 that the complaints should not be referred to an investigation under
Sections 5.18-5.22 of CF/EXD/2012-007. One searches in vain, as did the UNDT, to find any
communication of clear, comprehensive reasons addressed to Ms. Rehman explaining why
after the preliminary assessment (conducted by Moore Stephens) the Director, OIAI decided

not to refer the complaints to an investigation.

39.  The decision letter of 13 August 2018 provides no specific reasons (except in relation
to one aspect of the complaints found to be substantiated) for rejecting the complaints as
unfounded. It offers no analysis of any of the information given to Moore Stephens by the
10 witnesses it interviewed; nor does it refer to the specifics of any information in the
80 pages of documentation. It does not offer any assessment of the credibility and reliability
of the information put before Moore Stephens; nor does it comment on the basis for
concluding that the complaints were unfounded on the probabilities. The reasons offered in
the decision letter of 13 August 2018 are generic in nature. The letter offers no more than a
finding that the allegations for the most part were not substantiated and the facts did not
indicate that misconduct had occurred. It offers no explanation of any kind for how and why

those conclusions had been reached.
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40. In Jafari,s this Tribunal stated:

[A]ln administrative decision, which adversely impacts on a staff member’s status,
must be reasoned in order for the Tribunals to have the ability to perform their
judicial duty to review administrative decisions and to ensure protection of
individuals, which otherwise would be compromised. In this respect, the harmful
administrative decision must be fully and adequately motivated. The reasoning must
be sufficiently clear, precise, and intelligible. A generic reasoning befitting every case
is not enough and renders the decision unlawful.

41. The first order of the UNDT in Judgment No. UNDT/2018/039/Corr.1 was clearly
aimed (among other things) at eliciting reasons for the original contested decision. The
Secretary-General fails to appreciate the rationale of that order. The giving of reasons is
commonly regarded as one of the more fundamental requirements of administrative justice
and an important component of procedural justice. Reasons are not really reasons unless
they are properly informative. They must explain why action was taken or not taken -
otherwise they will be no more than findings or information, like those in the decision letter
of 13 August 2018. Reasons ought to enable an aggrieved person to understand why the
decision went against her and thereby place her in the position to decide whether the decision
was unreasonable, erroneous, unfair or unlawful, and perhaps one worth challenging. The
decision whether or how to challenge an unfavourable administrative decision is far more
sensibly made once reasons have been given for it. Reasons give the aggrieved person
something to work with, for example in deciding whether an administrator had an ulterior
motive or ignored relevant considerations etc. Inadequate, illogical or flawed reasons
commonly will form the basis of a challenge to an administrative decision on the grounds of

unreasonableness or irrationality.

42. In the premises, the UNDT did not err in concluding that the Administration had not
complied with the order in Judgment No. UNDT/2018/039/Corr.1 by failing to provide a
reasoned decision. Its order directing the complaints to be remanded for a further proper
investigation and to provide Ms. Rehman with her interview transcript (which document she
already has) and a summary of it is too broad and misses the mark in some respects. At this
point, justice requires only a reasoned decision to be made and for Ms. Rehman to be

furnished with full and proper written reasons for the decision not to refer her complaints to

5 Jafari v. Commissioner-General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for
Palestine Refugees in the Near East, Judgment No. 2019-UNAT-927 para. 36 (internal
citations omitted).
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an investigation under Sections 5.18-5.22 of CF/EXD/2012-007. Ms. Rehman thereafter will
be in a position to better assess the merits of the decision and to decide on the remedial
action (if any) she may wish to pursue. The appeal thus must be upheld for the limited
purpose of modifying the order of the UNDT accordingly.

43.  The Secretary-General requests this Tribunal to uphold the part of the Judgment of
the UNDT denying Ms. Rehman compensation. Ms. Rehman did not file a cross-appeal

against that order and there is accordingly no necessity or basis in law to grant that relief.
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Judgment

44. The appeal is upheld to the limited extent necessary to modify the order of the
UNDT. The order of the UNDT in Judgment No. UNDT/2021/023 is modified and

substituted as follows:
a. The decision of 13 August 2018 is rescinded.

b. The Secretary-General is ordered to provide Ms. Rehman with a new written
reasoned decision in terms of Section 5.16 of CF/EXD/2012-007 setting out full and

proper reasons for the decision that her complaints are unfounded.

c. Ms. Rehman’s request for compensation for moral harm is rejected.

Original and Authoritative Version: English

Dated this 18th day of March 2022.

(Signed) (Signed) (Signed)
Judge Murphy, Presiding Judge Colgan Judge Raikos
Cape Town, South Africa Auckland, New Zealand Athens, Greece

Entered in the Register on this 10t day of May 2022 in New York, United States.

(Signed)

Weicheng Lin, Registrar
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