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Introduction 

1. The Applicant, a former staff member who served during his last years 

before retirement as an Inspector with the Joint Inspection Unit (“JIU”), contests 

the decision (a) not to grant him a last home leave entitlement, (b) not to grant 

him a repatriation grant entitlement of 20 weeks on account of his eight years of 

service as a staff member and 24 weeks for his ten years as JIU Inspector, and (c) 

not to pay him full assignment grant entitlement upon his appointment as an 

Inspector. 

Facts 

2. The Applicant served as Executive Secretary, JIU, in Geneva, from 

1 November 1994 to 31 October 2002. At the end of 2002, he was appointed as 

Inspector with the JIU by the General Assembly, effective 1 January 2003 until 

31 December 2007. His appointment as an Inspector was subsequently renewed 

for five further years, until 31 December 2012, the date of his retirement.  

3. On 28 August and 17 September 2002, the Applicant wrote to the then 

Assistant Secretary-General for Human Resources Management (“ASG/OHRM”) 

with respect to his assignment and repatriation grant entitlements, in view of the 

forthcoming expiration of his contract as Executive Secretary, JIU, on 

31 October 2002. On 29 October 2002, the Applicant received via fax a reply 

from the then ASG/OHRM dated 25 October 2002. In this reply, which indicated 

that the Office of Legal Affairs (“OLA”), at Headquarters, had been consulted on 

the matter, the Applicant was informed that he was not entitled to repatriation 

grant upon his appointment as a JIU Inspector, nor to full assignment grant 

payment. 

4. Regarding the repatriation grant, the ASG/OHRM reply letter specified that, 

at the end of his contract, he would relocate for only two months and return to 

Geneva to take up new functions as an Inspector. Hence, this did not amount to 

“relocation” within the meaning of Annex IV to the Staff Regulations in force at 

the time. Nonetheless, his repatriation grant credits would be held in escrow until 
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the end of his term as an Inspector. He would then be paid the amounts on escrow, 

added to any further credits accrued during his service as an Inspector, up to the 

maximum provided for in the Staff Regulations and Rules, in accordance with the 

applicable rules. 

5. Concerning the assignment grant, it was explained that art. 14 of the JIU 

Statute foresees compensatory and insurance arrangements for its Inspectors 

equivalent to those of staff members at the D-2 level. Under staff rule 107.20 (e) 

and sec. 6.1 of ST/AI/2000/17 (“Assignment Grant”), a staff member who returns 

to a prior duty station was not to be paid the full assignment grant unless he/she 

had been absent for at least one year. The Applicant was to be paid instead a pro-

rata share of the assignment grant corresponding to the period he was away from 

the said duty station, which in his case was two months.  

6. According to the Applicant, he repeatedly requested to be sent OLA advice 

referred to in the communication of 25 October 2002, but since he never received 

it, he decided to bring up the matter again at the end of his term as JIU Inspector. 

The Applicant thus did not contest the 25 October 2002 decision of the 

ASG/OHRM.  

7. On 29 June 2010, following an inquiry by the Applicant on his home leave 
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dated 16 November 2012 of the ASG/OHRM. He received a reply on 

8 March 2013, by which MEU upheld the contested decision. 

13. Following the submission of the application before this Tribunal, dated 

8 June 2013, the Respondent filed his reply on 12 July 2013.  

14. By Order No. 5 (GVA/2014), issued on 14 January 2014, the Tribunal 

indicated its view that the present case could be decided on the papers, and gave 

the parties the opportunity to submit observations thereon by 20 January 2014. 

None of the parties submitted observations.  

Parties’ submissions 

15. The Applicant’s principal contentions are: 

a. He has a right to a fifth home leave entitlement as, under the JIU 
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19. In the case at hand, the Applicant did not submit his request for 

management evaluation before 11 February 2013. The Tribunal finds that, under 

all possible perspectives, the Applicant missed the applicable statutory deadlines.  

20. The Applicant was first informed of the decision not to pay him repatriation 

grant, while holding his credits in escrow until his final separation, and to pay him 

assignment grant for only two months, on 25 October 2002. At the time, the 

Applicant had the opportunity to contest the said decision under the former 

internal justice system. The first step for doing so, as per former staff rule 111.2 

then in force, was to request the review of the administrative decision by the 

Secretary-General within two months of its notification. However, the Applicant 

did not formally challenge this decision at the time it was made. In fact, he 

expressly states in his application that he made a conscious choice to raise the 

issue only at the end of his service as JIU Inspector, that is, years after becoming 

aware of the relevant decision. Later, on 8 and 10 October 2012, HRMS/UNOG 

merely re-stated the same decision. Yet, even then, the Applicant failed to request 

management evaluation under staff rule 11.2 (c) then in force. 

21. As to the decision to reject his request for a last home leave, the Applicant 

was informed thereof as early as 29 June 2010. Again, he did not present a timely 

management evaluation request. After he raised anew the same query, the 

Administration reiterated its position on 13 June 2012, through a detailed email 

sent by the Senior Human Resources Officer, HRMS, UNOG. Although he 

expressed disagreement in his next correspondence, the Applicant once more 

failed to submit a request for management evaluation. He instead wrote to the 

ASG/OHRM asking her to reconsider the earlier decisions, relating to his 

repatriation and assignment grant.  

22. 
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system, cannot be waived under Article 8(3) of the Statute of the 

Dispute Tribunal (UNDT Statute), due to a specific prohibition in 

this respect contained in Article 8(3). (Ajdini et al. 2011-UNAT-

108; see also Costa 2010-UNAT-036, Barned 2011-UNAT-169, 

Muratore


