Organisation internationale du Travail International Labour Organization
Tribunal administratif Administrative Tribunal

109th Session Judgment No. 2918

THE ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,

Considering the first complaint filed by Ms A. Mgainst the
International Federation of Red Cross and Red @rgs&ocieties
(hereinafter “the Federation”) on 25 September 2808 corrected on
13 November 2008, the Federation’s reply of 19 &aty 2009, the
complainant’s rejoinder of 24 April and the Fedenais surrejoinder
of 6 July 2009;

Considering the second complaint filed by the caimaint against
the Federation on 13 October 2008 and corrected
18 December 2008, the Federation’s reply of 8 A@@09, the
complainant’s rejoinder of 20 July and the Federasi surrejoinder of
22 September 2009;

Considering Articles Il, paragraph 5, and VIl o&tBtatute of the
Tribunal;

Having examined the written submissions;

Considering that the facts of the cases and thadplgs may be
summed up as follows:

A. The complainant, a German national born in 196inef the
Federation on secondment from the German Red QfetHf-on-

on
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loan”) on 19 May 2003. She worked as a Senior @fffor the Public
Health in Emergencies Unit (PHE) of the Health &ade Department
under a fixed-term contract which was extended re¢tienes.

In 2006 the Federation began a restructuring psocgke
“Consolidation Project”), whereby roles and resjiloitisges formerly
concentrated at Headquarters were decentralisgeldooffices. On 13
August 2007 the Head of the Health and Care Degattmet with the
complainant to inform her that, due to “changesuieg by the
consolidation process”, her staff-on-loan assignm&auld not be
extended beyond its contractual end date of 31 @ct@007. On
20 August 2007 the complainant sent him an e-mgjiating to the
reduction of the PHE role and to the terminatiorhef assignment.
The following day she lodged a grievance with treaél of the Human
Resources Department (HRD) concerning the ternunatf her
assignment and the way in which she had been tredieing the
meeting of 13 August. The Head of HRD replied orSEptember that
the decision not to extend her assignment had pexperly taken and
in accordance with the standard practice of thesFaibn.

By an e-mail of 31 October 2007 the complainantpsempented
her grievance with allegations of harassment, misofspower and
defamation by her supervisor. On 12 December 200 Head of HRD
informed her that, given the seriousness of thsgadions, she would
recommend to the Secretary General that a disaipliprocess be
opened. She added that it could take at least simths for such a
process to be completed.

In January 2008 the complainant told the Head ofDHRat
she considered that she had exhausted the infatisalte resolution
procedure and that she intended to lodge an appéhl the
Joint Appeals Commission (JAC). Meanwhile, the Fatien
commissioned an independent investigator to exammaneallegations.
On 28 February 2008, while the investigation w#kwstder way, she
filed an internal appeal with the JAC, but the JA&€Tided to stay its
proceedings pending the outcome of the investigaBy a letter dated
21 April 2008 from the Head of HRD the complainavds notified
that the disciplinary process had been concludedfzre had been no
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finding of misconduct on the part of her supervigoat might have
called into question the decision not to extend kw&ff-on-loan

assignment. The JAC issued its report on 26 Ju®8 20 which it

unanimously concluded that the case was not rddeivan the basis
of a strict interpretation of the Federation's SRégulations related to
appeals for staff-on-loan positions. It noted tHahe various

organigrammes accurately show[ed] that the [complat's position

no longer existed, and [that it was] the Feder&ianstitutional

prerogative to modify its structure to deliver amdrk effectively”. It

nevertheless expressed serious concern that thearhussources
process had been handled in an inappropriate apdof@ssional

manner and encouraged the Secretary General tatail@e rigorous
approach to ensure that attempts were made toveesbése types
of situation at an earlier stage. The JAC constlldteat the case
fell “outside its scope and role and advise[d] thafconcerned] a
relationship issue to be taken up at an appropléatel between the
Secretary General and the German Red Cross”.

By a letter dated 27 June 2008 the Secretary Geinévemed the
complainant that he accepted the JAC’'s conclusieganding the
receivability of her case. That is the decision ugnped in the first
complaint.

Meanwhile, the complainant had submitted an apiptioafor the
position of Head of the Health and Care Departm@nt27 February
2008 she wrote to HRD to enquire as to whether lshe been
shortlisted for this position. On 14 April 2008 shas informed that
the selection process had been finalised and hieahame of the new
Head of the Health and Care Department would bewarsed shortly.
On 15 April the complainant asked the Head of HRD d detailed
reply giving the reasons for not considering hepliaption. Following
an exchange of e-mails, the complainant informedHR 17 April
that she was appealing against the decision reftddlist or select her
for the position.

On 24 April 2008 she received an e-mail from thedHef HRD
indicating that a candidate who best fulfilled fexleration’s needs for
the said position had been found and that thereblemeth no need to
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continue with the search. The complainant wrotekldhat same day
expressing the view that her candidacy had beeeparably injured”
by the prejudice and mobbing to which her previsupervisor had
subjected her, which had led to her illegal sepamat

On 1 July 2008 the complainant lodged a grievarganat the
decision not to shortlist her for the position aéad of the Health and
Care Department on the grounds that the selectioreps was tainted
with bias. On 18 July 2008 she was notified byktead of HRD that,
as an external applicant for Federation posts hsideno right to raise
grievances or to file an appeal under the StaffuReipns. That is the
decision impugned in the second complaint.

B. In her first complaint the complainant contendg tha decision to

abolish her post was a mere pretext to get rid ef &and that

the notice of termination was therefore invalide&irgues that there
is no evidence that the Federation had to abolsh gost or that
it performed a restructuring of the Health and Cérepartment.

According to her, the termination of her contraeswcontrary to the
Federation’s interests and not based on objectigangls, given that
the workload in the PHE Unit increased substantidfloreover, it was

tainted by malice, prejudice, bias and ill will ahe part of her

supervisor who sought to undermine her positionsistematically

excluding her from important meetings and commuiuoa regarding

the PHE. This, she argues, was humiliating andrdemtal to her. In

her opinion the abolition of her post was designedcause her
personal and professional injury.

The complainant considers that the manner in wthehdecision
not to extend her contract was communicated toMaer an affront to
her dignity, and that her supervisor injured helodgymame and
reputation by failing to keep that decision confitial.

She argues that she was harassed by her supeamsbroy
the transition manager i.e. the person engaged umegthe
decentralisation process during a transitionalqgoeriThis caused her
serious injury and warrants the setting aside efdécision to abolish
her post. Citing the case law, she contends tisatetionary decisions



Judgment No. 2918

must be taken objectively and without prejudicejowbdid not occur
in her case.

Lastly, the complainant asserts that the Federatommitted
a procedural irregularity by terminating her seaordt and her
contract without consulting her and the German Reaks. Moreover,
the decision to abolish her post was based omléolurnement de
procéduré.

In this first complaint she asks the Tribunal td sside the
impugned decision and to order her immediate rafesient in
her former post with retroactive effect from 1 Nowwer 2007 or
her appointment to a regular post commensurate Wwéeh skills,
grade, training and experience. She seeks the payofiall salary,
benefits and other emoluments “erroneously withliedch her” upon
separation, if any, or, alternatively, paymentled tifference between
the salary and benefits she earned after her depa@nd those she
would have received had she not been separatddthmtdate of the
present judgment or that of her reinstatement, fghier is the later. In
addition, she claims 500,000 Swiss francs for dctad moral
damages, an award of exemplary damages, costsantamdst on all
these amounts. She also asks for a written apdtogy the Secretary
General of the Federation, a work certificate, amahoval from her
personnel file of all documents regarding her smjpam and the
harassment she was subjected to. She requesth¢hBederation be
ordered to disclose various documents includingehelated to the
investigation conducted and to restore her acoedset Federation
e-mail account. She also requests an oral hearing.

In her second complaint the complainant submits ha met all
the requirements of the vacancy notice for thetjwosbf Head of the
Health and Care Department, and that the arbiteagtusion of her
candidature was due to malice and bias on thegbdrer supervisor.
She asserts that the successful candidate did aet the minimum
requirements of the vacancy notice. In her view, diecision not to
shortlist her for a position for which she was dieajualified was
based on an incomplete consideration of facts amsl tiverefore null
and void. She also alleges that there was a cowfli;terest for one
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of the officials involved in the selection procegaien the role he had
played in the decision to terminate her assignment.

In this second complaint she asks the Tribunal sash the
impugned decision, to order her immediate appointrte the post of
Head of the Health and Care Department with retioaeffect from 1
July 2008 or, alternatively, her retroactive appoient to a post with
commensurate skills, grade, training and experieniceluding
payment of all salary, benefits and other emolusefhe claims
500,000 francs for actual and moral damages, casts,interest on
all amounts awarded. She also requests the produdi several
documents and the holding of an oral hearing.

C. In its replies the Federation contests the recdityalof the two

complaints on the grounds that they do not falhimitthe jurisdiction

of the Tribunal. It asserts that the complainand ha employment
relationship with the Federation, given that “staffloan” are defined
in Article 2.1(t) of the Staff Regulations as “s$tafmployed by
National Societies or other independent institigiamo are on loan to
the Federation, but have not concluded an employmmamract with

the Federation”. Moreover, the terms of her empleymwere

regulated by the agreement between the Federatidrttee German
Red Cross, and at all times during her service d¢bmplainant
remained employed by the latter.

The Federation further asserts that the declarattmognising
the Tribunal's jurisdiction which the Federationdegkssed to the
Director-General of the International Labour Offsteulated that “the
acceptance of [the Tribunal’'s] jurisdiction by thaternational
Federation [...] will apply to all staff membersid#iog a contract of
employment with the International Federation. [..d & consequence,
the International Federation’s acceptance of thieufial's competence
does not extend to other categories of persons imgrk
for the International Federation such as staff magailable by
the National Societies members of the InternatioRalderation
(i.e. persons seconded to the International Fedaratalled ‘staff-on-
loan’).”
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With respect in particular to the second complaime, Federation
cites the case law and recalls that in the contdxtrecruitment
processes the Tribunal has held that unsuccesstieiinal applicants
do not have a right of appeal to the Tribunalr¢fugs that at the time
of her application for the position of Head of tHealth and Care
Department the complainant was neither a servimgurformer official
of the Federation. Therefore, she had no right ofess to the
Federation’s internal appeal mechanism to challeagecruitment
decision and likewise she has no access to theralbn this matter.

According to the defendant any dispute betweenRb@eration
and a staff-on-loan which remains unresolved falhgwnegotiations
may be referred to the Compliance and Mediation Qittee
established by the Constitution of the Federatignatiernatively, to
arbitration.

On the merits of the first complaint, the Federattmbmits that
the complainant was employed under a fixed-terntrachwhich was
due to expire on 31 October 2007 and that therensasbligation on
its part to extend her assignment beyond this datergues that, as
the complainant was working on secondment, anyneita of her
assignment was a matter for negotiation and agneebwtween the
Federation and the German Red Cross. Furthermoeeddcision to
phase out the post to which she was assigned wds mahe context
of a restructuring process and was legitimate arithiw the
Administration’s discretion.

Concerning the complainant’s allegations of misemtd the
Federation recalls that it commissioned an indepenthvestigation
which was comprehensive and conducted in full ctanpk with the
applicable procedures and standards. The investigitund no
evidence of harassment, defamation or any otheorathe part of the
complainant’s supervisor in violation of the Federds Code of
Conduct.

With regard to the request for the disclosure otuoents,

the Federation states that the investigation repgora confidential
document to which the complainant has no right urde applicable
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rules. It considers that the release of such dootsne&ould infringe
the privacy rights of the subjects of the invedimzs.

Lastly, it points out that the relief claimed byethomplainant is
unreasonable in view of her status as an employea National
Society seconded to the Federation.

Regarding the second complaint, the defendant wbsethat
appointment decisions are subject to limited revigwthe Tribunal
and that in this case the selection process waslucted in full
accordance with the Federation’s procedures. ltiedethat it was
tainted with a conflict of interest. The Federatiadds that the
investigation into the complainant’s allegationse@ed no evidence
of malice or bias on the part of her supervisor.

D. In her rejoinders the complainant asserts thawstsean employee
of the Federation. Relying on the case law, shengslihat the factual
relationship of employer and employee is estabfistieough the
actions taken by each party to an employment contra
notwithstanding the formality of or descriptiverter used in a written
contract. She contends that she had a clear, cturitzand substantial
relationship with the Federation and that her cainps are therefore
receivable. She explains that, were the Tribunalbtwsider them to be
irreceivable, it would leave her with no effectivemedy, given the
immunity enjoyed by the Federation under Swiss law.

She argues that, in the event of non-extension Gkexd-term
contract, there must be in accordance with the tasea definite
decision which must be notified to the official cemed and founded
on valid grounds of which the latter must be duhfjoimed. She
reiterates that the termination of her contract maitiing to do with the
restructuring process. There was in fact no abalitf her post: she
was simply replaced and her functions were assuogea new staff
member who was recruited externally to become #we Head of the
PHE Unit. In connection with her second complah@ points out that
there is no factual evidence that the Staff SelacCommittee was
properly formed.
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E. In its surrejoinders the Federation maintains dsigon in full. It
emphasises that as a staff-on-loan the complaihaat no legal
expectation of extension beyond the contractualieed end date. It
states that, contrary to the complainant’'s allegatithe transition
manager did not replace her; indeed, he left thdefion on
completion of his contract on 31 July 2008.

CONSIDERATIONS

1. It is argued that these complaints are beyond titeuiial’'s
competence, and, alternatively, they are irrecéévakccordingly, it is
appropriate that they be joined.

The questions as to competence and receivabiiigg @nly issues
of law which are fully argued in the pleadings. $hthe application
for an oral hearing is rejected.

2. The complainant was seconded to the Federatiorsta#f-*
on-loan” by the German Red Cross with effect frddrMay 2003. The
initial secondment was for six months. It was edth on
three occasions, the last extension being from lehider 2006 until
31 October 2007. The initial “Personal Data/Coritradformation
Sheet” indicates that the Federation was to pap tpe end of August
2003 the complainant’s per diem and accommodatioint@ reimburse
all costs to the German Red Cross from 1 September
until 31 October 2003. The German Red Cross pacttmplainant’s
salary. Her initial assignment was to a new pasias Senior Officer
for the Public Health in Emergencies Unit (PHE)tle Health and
Care Department of the Federation. However, thieslaf the position
evolved over time and, in fact, if not by an officchange in post
description, she became Head of PHE and, no lader 16 April 2007,
she was described in a Federation organigram adinghcUnit
Manager”. Although there were discussions in 200iéh wespect
to obtaining core funding for the complainant’s pake German
Red Cross continued to pay her salary throughoaitpériod of her
secondment, with the Federation paying monthlywalaces. At the
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end of her secondment, the complainant returnétiedGerman Red
Cross.

3. Towards the end of 2006 steps were taken to rdstauthe
Health and Care Department. On 21 August 2007 tmptainant
lodged a grievance with the Federation complairtreg her post as
Head of PHE was to be abolished and that she hdaeeo involved in
the discussions as to the reorganisation of the RiH&ions. She also
complained as to the manner in which she had bdemed that her
position “w[ould] not feature in the future orgaraghme of
the Health and Care Department, and therefore Hieat services
w[ould] not be required beyond the limit of her r@nt secondment”.
On 31 October 2007 she expanded her grievancechadm claims of
harassment, misuse of power and defamation. Onep8ukry 2008
she filed an internal appeal with the Federatiodnt Appeals
Commission (JAC). On 26 June 2008 the JAC repdahather appeal
was “outside of its scope and role”. The Secre@eyeral advised her
to that effect on 27 June 2008 and rejected hegapjphat decision is
the subject of the first complaint.

4. After returning to the German Red Cross, the comatd
applied for the position of Head of the Health &@ate Department,
which had been the subject of a vacancy notice edson
21 December 2007. She was not shortlisted for th&tipn. There
were then various communications between her aedFgderation
and, on 18 July 2008, she was informed that she'f@dghts to raise
grievances or appeal under the [Federation’s] Rafjulations”. That
is the subject of the second complaint.

5. The Federation contends that neither complaingéégivable
as at no time was the complainant either an offafisthe Federation or
a former official. Rather, it is said, she was ktrelevant times an
employee of the German Red Cross with such rightsexe accorded
to her by German law. In this regard, the Fedemgpoints to various
provisions of its Staff Regulations. Additionally points to the terms
in which it recognised the Tribunal's jurisdictiaand in which the

10
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Governing Body of the International Labour Offidhe secretariat
of the International Labour Organization (ILO), apyed that
recognition.

6. Article Il, paragraph 5, of the Tribunal's Statuievantly
provides that:

“The Tribunal shall also be competent to hear campd alleging
non-observance, in substance or in form, of thmdeof appointment of
officials and of provisions of the Staff Regulatoof any [...] international
organization [...] which has addressed to the Dime€General a
declaration, recognizing [...] the jurisdiction ofethTribunal for this
purpose, as well as its Rules of Procedure, andhnsi approved by the
Governing Body.”

The consequence of that provision is that the Tabumay hear the
two complaints only if the complainant was, at thkevant times, an
official of the Federation and the Federation hasognised the
jurisdiction of the Tribunal.

7. By letter of 23 December 1997, addressed to theckr-
General of the ILO, the then Secretary General hef Federation
reported a decision of the General Assembly, that:

“[Slubject to approval by the Governing Body of tlmernational Labour
Office, the International Federation will recognittee jurisdiction of the
Administrative Tribunal of the International LaboOGrganization and will
subscribe to its Statute, to hear complaints algion-observance, in
terms of substance or form, of the provisions oftaff contract of
employment or of the provisions of the Staff Retjalss and other
regulations established by the Secretary Generdl. |

However, this acceptance of the Tribunal's jurigdit does not extend to
other categories of staff, for example, persons emadailable by the
National Societies or persons employed locally legations of the
Federation.”

8. On 4 November 1998 the Secretary General of ther&dn
again wrote to the Director-General of the ILOereihg to the terms

" Registry’s translation from French original.

11
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in which the Federation accepted the Tribunal'sisgiction and
informing him that:
“As a consequence, the International Federatiorceeptance of the
Tribunal's competence does not extend to othergosies of persons
working for the International Federation such adfshade available by the
National Societies members of the International efFatibn
(i.e. persons seconded to the International Fadaratalled ‘staff-on-loan’)
or individuals employed locally by the delegationf the International
Federation.”
On 30 November 1998 the Director-General wroteh& Federation,
referring to its letters of 23 December 1997 andlavember 1998
and informing it that the Governing Body had “apmd the
Federation’s recognition of the Tribunal's jurigibe in accordance
with paragraph 5 of Article Il of the Statute oétfiribunal”. The letter
continued:
“The Tribunal will accordingly be competent to heamplaints alleging
non-observance, in substance or in form, of thmdeof appointment of

officials and of provisions of the staff rules amdgulations of the
Federation to the extent set out in your abovereefsed letters.”

9. Although the Federation contends that the comptdimaas
not at any relevant time an “official”, it is comient to deal first
with the terms of its recognition of the Tribunafgrisdiction. It
may first be noted that the letter of 23 Decemb@®71indicating
the Federation’s preparedness to recognise the atemge of the
Tribunal does not refer to “officials”, but only its preparedness to
recognise jurisdiction “to hear complaints allegingn-observance
[...] of the provisions of a staff contract of emphognt or of the
provisions of the Staff Regulations and other ratjohs established by
the Secretary General”. Again, without reference“dfficials”, it
indicates that the acceptance of the Tribunal's petence does not
extend to “other categories of staff” which it idiées, albeit by
example rather than by definition, as “persons medelable by the
National Societies or persons employed locally ®tegations of
the Federation”. That specification was, to someertx clarified
in its subsequent letter of 4 November 1998 definiersons made

12
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available by National Societies as “persons seabnde the

International Federation, called ‘staff-on-loan™.

10. There can be no doubt that the Federation intertded
exclude from the Tribunal’s jurisdiction those pmers who were
seconded to it by National Societies, called “steffloan”, whether or
not they were staff members of the Federationhas éxpression is
ordinarily understood, or “officials” within the raaing of Article I,
paragraph 5, of the Tribunal’'s Statute. Nor capeitdoubted that that
was so understood by the Governing Body of the IlnCthis respect,
the letter informing the Federation of the GovegnBody’s approval
clearly indicated that the Tribunal would “be coriggg to hear
complaints alleging non-observance, in substanceinoform, of
the terms of appointment of officiaBnd of provisions of the staff
rules and regulations of the Federation to the néxtset out
in [the Federation’s] lettets(emphasis added). Accordingly, if the
complainant was, at all relevant times, seconddtiéd-ederation by a
National Society and was a member of the categalled “staff-on-
loan”, the Tribunal lacks jurisdiction.

11. As earlier indicated, the complainant was initiadlgconded
to the Federation in 2003, and her secondment wehaed, from
time to time, until 31 October 2007. Secondmentsdo& necessarily
preclude the person concerned from becoming a stafiber of the
organisation to which he or she is seconded (sggndent 703). Thus,
it is necessary to determine whether the complématatus was at all
relevant times that of a person on secondmentdcédiaff-on-loan”.
In this respect, it is important to note that, bytidle 1.2.1 of the Staff
Regulations, “[the] Regulations apply to all catege of paid staff
working at the Secretariat in Geneva and havingclooled an
employment contract with the Federation [therefafteferred to
as ‘staff members’, ‘staff’ or ‘employees™. Artiel2.1(t) of the Staff
Regulations defines “staff-on-loan” as “staff eny®d by National
Societies or other independent institutions who @meloan to the
Federation, but have not concluded an employmentract with the
Federation”. The words “hav[ing] concluded an ergpient contract

13
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with the Federation” are important. Secondmentins,essence, a
tripartite agreement which, ordinarily, involves agreement between
the person seconded and the receiving organisatideast as to some
matters. In context, the words “an employment amitrwith the
Federation” must therefore be taken to refer todiwtract by which
the person in question has become an employeesdfdberation and
has ceased to be an employee of a National Society.

12. The complainant contends that she became a stafibereof
the Federation, for the purposes of Article 1.2fl tbe Staff
Regulations, in November 2005 when a Manager of &tuResources
wrote to her on Federation letterhead proposing éatension of
[her] fixed-term contract which expired on 31 Oabl2005” on the
basis that “[a]ll other terms and conditions of émgment remain
unchanged”. The Federation contends that that waadministrative
oversight”. Whether or not that is so, there wasntimo concluded
contract of employment with the Federation whichldde extended.
And the specification that all other terms and dtioils were to
remain unchanged indicates that it was not intertlatl one should
then be concluded. Accordingly, the letter of 7 Biohber 2005 did not
effect a change in the complainant’s employmeritiste&She remained
“staff-on-loan” as defined in Article 2.1(t).

13. Although the Federation’s Code of Conduct defirsaff” to
include “staff-on-loan” and, in paragraph 3.1, riegs all staff “to
[c]lomply with the Staff Rules [and] Staff Regulatg, that document
does not change the status of staff-on-loan to thastaff for the
purposes of Article 1.2.1. Indeed, the specifierefice to “staff-on-
loan” as a separate category makes it clear thrabps who have not
concluded a contract of employment with the Fedaraiemain staff-
on-loan. And their right either to institute an emal appeal or
to bring a complaint to the Tribunal is specifigatiealt with by
Article 12.1.4 and, under the heading of Externgbpéals, by
Article 12.2.2 of the Staff Regulations. The formalows internal
appeals “only with regard to allowances allegediye dby the
Federation [...] or [...] the Federation’s review otthtaff member’'s

14
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performance”. Article 12.2.2 concerning Externalp&pls specifically
provides that staff-on-loan are excluded from theibdnal's

jurisdiction.

14. As the complainant did not at any stage conclude an
employment contract with the Federation, she reethstaff-on-loan
at all relevant times and, thus, the Tribunal isgmmpetent to hear her

first complaint.

15. Quite apart from the terms of the Federation’s piaece of
the Tribunal’s jurisdiction, the second complaistailso irreceivable.
Whatever the relationship the complainant had wWith Federation, it
terminated on 31 October 2007 when her secondnaané ¢o an end.
Thereafter, there was no basis on which she coladncto be an
official of the Federation. Even if she had bedoraer official, there
were then no terms of appointment and no Staff Reéigns of
which she could claim the benefit. Thus, the secoathplaint is

irreceivable.

DECISION
For the above reasons,

The first complaint is dismissed as beyond the uméls
jurisdiction and the second is dismissed as irvedse.

15
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In witness of this judgment, adopted on 7 May 208, Mary G.
Gaudron, President of the Tribunal, Mr Seydou Bag\President, Mr
Giuseppe Barbagallo, Judge, Ms Dolores M. Hansadge] and Mr
Patrick Frydman, Judge, sign below, as do |, CatbeComtet,
Registrar.

Delivered in public in Geneva on 8 July 2010.

Mary G. Gaudron
Seydou Ba
Giuseppe Barbagallo
Dolores M. Hansen
Patrick Frydman
Catherine Comtet
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