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Introduction 

1. On 24 February 2015, the Applicant, an Investigator, Investigations 

Division (“ID”), Office of Internal Oversight Services (“OIOS”), filed an 

application contesting the following administrative decisions: 

a. Refusal to pay daily subsistence allowance (“DSA”) beyond the initial 

period of 30 days of his assignment to Entebbe; and 

b. Refusal to pay post adjustment and other entitlements at the rate 

applicable to his duty station, namely Monrovia, Liberia. 

2. The Respondent filed his reply on 19 March 2015 denying all of the 

Applicant’s claims, and asserting that they were not receivable because the 

Applicant’s request for management evaluation was filed 26 days after the expiry 
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5. In particular, the email in question provided the Applicant with the 
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Parties’ submissions 

9. The Applicant’s principal contentions are: 

a. The payment of DSA should not have been restricted to 30 days, and 

he should have been paid DSA for the whole of the period of his assignment 

of six months; 

b. The basis of calculation of post adjustment and other entitlements 

should have been the rate applicable to his duty station, Monrovia, 

Liberia; and 

c. The email of 12 August 2014 did not constitute notification of the 

decision because it was sent by an Administrative Assistant; it was only on 
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d. The Applicant was aware, from the email of 12 August 2014, that he 

would receive entitlements as they relate to Entebbe. He agreed to the 

assignment on those terms. Staff, including the Applicant, were assigned 

from Monrovia to Entebbe for reasons of safety and security because of the 

outbreak of the Ebola virus. 

Consideration 

11. Before entering into the merits of this case, the Tribunal must first deal with 

the issue of receivability because it relates directly to its jurisdiction. In this 

connection, the issues that the Tribunal has to consider are: 

a. Did the Applicant submit his request for management evaluation 

within 60 days of receipt of notification of the contested decision or the date 

on which he first came to know of it? An examination of this question will 

require factual findings based on documentary evidence of notification; and 

b. If yes, did he file his claim with the Tribunal within 90 days of receipt 

of the management evaluation? 

12. The Tribunal recalls staff rule 11.2, and in particular, its paragraph (c): 

(a) A staff member wishing to formally contest an 
administrative decision alleging non-compliance with his or her 
contract of employment or terms of appointment, including all 
pertinent regulations and rules pursuant to staff regulation 11.1 (a), 
shall, as a first step, submit to the Secretary-General in writing a 
request for a management evaluation of the administrative 
decision. 

… 

(c) A request for a management evaluation shall not be 
rec



  Case No. UNDT/GVA/2016/013 

 



  Case No. UNDT/GVA/2016/013 

  Judgment No. UNDT/2016/050 

 

Page 7 of 7 

18. It follows that the Applicant’s claim is not receivable, and that the Tribunal 

does not have jurisdiction to consider the respective contentions of the parties on 

the merits of the case. 

Conclusion 

19. It is the Judgment of the Tribunal that the claim is not receivable. The 

application is rejected. 

(Signed) 

Judge Goolam Meeran 

Dated this 3rd day of May 2016 

Entered in the Register on this 3rd day of May 2016 

(Signed) 

René M. Vargas M., Registrar, Geneva 

 


