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1.  The Applicant, a former staff member of the United Nations Development

Programme (AUNDPO), contests the decision to pay her repatriation grant at single

rather than dependency rate.
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2. On 5 August 2016, the Applicant separated from the service of UNDP upon
reaching early retirement age. Since her husbhand was at the time serving with the
World Food Programme (AWFP0), she remained in Rome, where she had been on
secondment with the International Fund for Agricultural Development (fiIFADO)
from 2011 to 2015.

3. Between December 2015 and November 2016, i.e., prior and after the
Applicantds separation from service, the Applicant had several email exchanges
with a colleague in the Global Shared Services Unit ("RGSSUOBI(W6y0)ep8ip()
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11. On 31 May 2019, the WFP HR Assistant and the Applicantis GSSU colleague
exchanged emails on the implications of paying either the Applicantds or her
husbandds repatriation grant at the dependency rate. A consensus emerged on the
fact that i) either of them claiming repatriation grant at the dependency rate would
leave the other without such entitlement, and ii) each of them claiming the

repatriation grant at the single rate was the most financially advantageous option.

12. By email of 18 June 2019, the Applicantds GSSU colleague provided her with

a calculation of the two options available for the payment of her repatriation grant.

13. By email of 23 June 2019 to her GSSU colleague, the Applicant conveyed
her disagreement with UNDPG{s interpretation of the rules related to the payment of

repatriation grant.

14. By email of 28 June 2019, a Human Resources Specialist (IHR Specialisto)
within GSSU informed the Applicant that she had received her case for review. She

also
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b.  As discussions about her case were ongoing with UNDP Policy
colleagues, she suggested to proceed with payment of her repatriation grant

at the single rate subject to processing adjustments, if any, later on if needed.

17. By email of 4 July 2019, the Applicant acknowledged the HR Specialistds
reply and confirmed that she would await the outcome of consultations between
UNDP and WFP.

18. By email of 15 August 2019, the HR Specialist assured the Applicant that the
policy question she had raised was still under consideration and that she hoped to

have fifinal clarificationo by the following week.

19. By email of 22 August 2019, the HR Specialist confirmed to the Applicant

that payment of her repatriation grant was at the single rate, as she did not have a

Page 5 of 10



Case No. UNDT/GVA/2020/014
Judgment No. UNDT/2021/063

25.  On 2 March 2020, the Respondent filed his reply arguing, on the one hand,
that the application is not receivable because the Applicant failed to file a request
for management evaluation within the statutory 60-day deadline and, on the other

hand, that the contested decision was lawful.
26. On 26 January 2021, the case was assigned to the undersigned Judge.

27. By Order No. 48 (GVA/2021), the Tribunal informed the parties that the
matter would be determined on the papers before it, and ordered them to file closing

submissions, which they did on 1 March 2021.
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28. On the one hand, the Respondent argues that the deadline to request

management evaluation of the decision to pay the Applicantds repatriation grant at
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31. The documentary evidence before the Tribunal clearly shows that lengthy
multi-party exchanges took place in connection with the determination of the rate
at which the Applicantds repatriation grant was to be paid; moreover, this issue was
not definitively assessed as it was influenced by the payment of the repatriation
grant to the Applicantés husband, which was still in progress at the time. The record
also shows that there was a fipolicy questiond under review and that paying the
Applicant the repatriation grant at the single rate was a temporary measure to move

forward with her claim.

32.  More relevantly, the rationale behind the decision to pay the entitlement at
the single rate changed between April and August 2019. Indeed, the Applicant was
first advised in April that payment at the single rate was due to her husband being
a UN staff member also entitled to repatriation grant, whereas at the end, in August,
the single rate was justified because her fichildren were not [her] recognized
dependants at the time of her separation nor at the time of [her] separationo (cf. HR

Specialistos 22 August 2019 email referred to in para. 19 above).

33.  UNDPGs actions and statements with respect to the Applicantés claim for
dependency rate unequivocally support that a final decision was only arrived at in
August 2019, following a reconsideration of the Applicantds claim and of its policy

implications.

34. Consequently, the Tribunal finds that, at the earliest, the deadline to request
management evaluation started to run on 22 August 2019 and expired on
21 October 2019. It follows that the Applicantés 18 October 2019 request for
management evaluation was timely and the Tribunal finds that her application is

receivable.
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35. The Applicant argues that pursuant to sec. 5.3 of Administrative Instruction
ST/AI/2000/5 (Repatriation grant) of the United Nations Secreta
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45. Finally, the objection by the Applicant about the alleged unfairness of a rule

that fails to provide a greater entitlement when there are dependent children than

when there are not cannot be relevant before this Tribunal, who has the task to apply

Page 10 of 10



