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Introduction 

1. By application filed on 20 October 2015 with the Nairobi Registry and later 

transferred to the Geneva Registry, the Applicant, a Supply Officer (P-4) with the 

United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission in the Democratic Republic of 

Congo (“MONUSCO”), contests the decision to prorate the second instalment of 

the lump-sum portion of his assignment grant to Kinshasa. 

Relevant Facts 

2. On 13 December 2011, the Applicant was reassigned from the United 

Nations Support Office for the African Union Mission in Somalia in Nairobi to 

the United Nations Organization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the 

Congo (“MONUSCO”) in Kinshasa, as a Supply Officer (P-4). Upon his arrival in 

Kinshasa, the Applicant was paid an assignment grant that included a daily 

subsistence allowance (“DSA”) for thirty days and a lump-sum of one month net 

base salary, in accordance with secs. 2.1 and 3.7(a) of Administrative Instruction 

ST/AI/2012/1 (Assignment grant). 

3. On 1 August 2012, the Applicant’s appointment was renewed through 

31 July 2013 and, on 1 August 2013, it was further renewed through 

30 June 2014. 

4. By memorandum of 16 December 2013 to the Chief Human Resources 

Officer, MONUSCO, the Applicant requested payment of the second instalment 

of the lump-sum portion of his assignment grant (“second instalment of 

assignment grant”), effective 13 December 2013. 

5. On 31 December 2013, before any payment was made, the Applicant was 

reassigned within MONUSCO from Kinshasa to Goma, effective 

10 January 2014. On 18 March 2014, he received an assignment grant for his 

reassignment to Goma. 
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6. By email of 4 November 2014, the Manager, Civilian Benefits and Payroll 

Service Line, Regional Service Centre Entebbe (“RSCE”), informed the Applicant 

that he did not qualify for a second instalment of his assignment grant given that 

he had not completed the required three-year period of service at the duty station. 

7. On 12 November 2014, the Applicant had a phone conversation with the 

Manager, Civilian Benefits and Payroll Service Line, RSCE, whereby he 

informed the RSCE that he worked for 18 days beyond his second anniversary of 

service in Kinshasa. Following these discussions, the RSCE granted the Applicant 
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12. By email of 7 January 2015, the Manager, Civilian Benefits and Payroll 

Service Line, RSCE, advised the Applicant to “contact MONUSCO HR, Goma 

(in copy of this message) for [his] further guidance on this matter”. 

13. By email of the same day, the Applicant wrote the following to the Chief 

Human Resources Officer, MONUSCO: 

I regret to notify that this matter regarding entitlement of 2
nd

 

Assignment Grant in my respect has been going on since 

Dec[ember] 2013. 

Vide your email dated 30 Dec[ember] 2014, you had indicated that 

the case shall be reviewed at the RSCE, specifically Mr. Martin 
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Parties’ submissions 

25. The Applicant’s principal contentions are: 

a. His first request for management evaluation was not time-barred as 

the final decision regarding his request for full p
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b. If yes, did he file his claim with the Tribunal within 90 days of receipt 

of the management evaluation? 

30. Pursuant to staff rule 11.2 and art. 8.1(ii)(c) of the Tribunal’s Statute, for an 

application to be receivable, the applicant must fi
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and RSCE, the latter decided to pay the Applicant a prorated amount of the 

second instalment of his assignment grant, and paid it into the Applicant’s bank 

account on 21 November 2014. According to an email of 2 January 2015 from the 

Manager, Civilian Benefits and Payroll Service Line, RSCE, the Applicant 

submitted a payment request form and signed a “written undertaking” to receive 

the prorated payment. That being said, the documents do not clearly establish that 

the prorated payment was made following an agreement between the Applicant 

and RSCE, or that the Applicant was explicitly informed that he would receive a 

prorated payment prior to such payment being made. In any event, there can be no 

doubt that the Applicant was made aware of the decision to deny his claim for full 

payment of the second instalment of his assignment grant when he received a 

prorated payment on 21 November 2014. The Applicant had 60 days from 

21 November 2014 to request management evaluation. He failed to do so. 

36. The email of 12 February 2015 from the Human Resources Service of 

MONUSCO was merely a reiteration of the original decision denying the 

Applicant’s request to be paid the full amount of the second instalment of his 

assignment. The long standing jurisprudence of the Appeals Tribunal is that the 

reiteration of an original administrative decision does not reset the clock with 

respect to statutory time limits, which started to run from the date of the original 

decision (Sethia 2010-UNAT-079, Aliko 2015-UNAT-539, Kazazi 

2015-UNAT-557). 

37. It follows that the application is not receivable ratione materiae (Egglesfield 

2014-UNAT-402), and that the Tribunal does not have jurisdiction to consider the 

respective contentions of the parties on the merits of the case. 

38. The application is also not receivable ratione temporis. The MEU responded 

to the Applicant’s first request for management evaluation on 21 July 2015, and 

the Applicant filed his application on 20 October 2015, that is one day after the 

expiry of the 90-day deadline set forth in art. 8.1(d)(i)(a) of the Tribunal’s Statute. 

In an email of 23 July 2015, the Applicant clearly acknowledged that the time 

limit to file an application before the Tribunal started to run from 21 July 2015. 

The Tribunal does not deem appropriate in the instant case to consider the 
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Applicant’s request to waive the time limit for submitting his application as the 

application is, in any event, irreceivable ratione materiae. 

Conclusion 

39. In view of the foregoing, the Tribunal DECIDES: 

The application is rejected. 

(Signed) 

Judge Rowan Downing 

Dated this 18
th

 day of November 2016 

Entered in the Register on this 18
th

 day of November 2016 

(Signed) 

René M. Vargas M., Registrar, Geneva 

 


