The other possible approach was to make an interruption between Mr. Cristallo's contract limited to replacement and a contract subject to mandatory break-in-service even for 1 day. This one day interruption would have interrupted accrual of service for home leave and for repatriation grant at the end of service. This latter option is administratively heavy, creates ambiguity and exposes the organization to financial risks of underpayments or overpayments at the time of separation of staff. Personally, I always discouraged such approach both with my HR counterparts and advised so to staff and managers. I simply used the principle that in the case of doubt, the staff should receive the most beneficial treatment. 
The proposal to interrupt the services of Mr. Cristallo for mandatory break-in-service was discussed with my counterparts in UNOG, weighted in the historical context of Mr. Cristallo's appointment and taking into consideration the HR reform which will be effective 1 July 2009. Mr. Cristallo will fall in the category of staff who will be converted to fixed-term appointment limited to department. No break-in service will be imposed upon the conversion.   

Under the circumstances described in the appeal, Appellant founds little justification, if any to have imposed a break-in-service which caused an unnecessary burden on the Appellant.  
