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Introduction 

1. By an incomplete application filed on 4 October 2016, completed on 
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9. On 8 July 2015, she wrote another email to HR, UNFCCC, requesting inter 

alia information about whether her repatriation grant had been remitted and, if so, 
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15. By email dated 30 May 2016 to the Management Evaluation Unit (“MEU”), 

the Applicant requested management evaluation of “the long overdue payment [of 

her] repatriation grant”. 

16. Following clearance from UNFCCC, the Financial Resources Management 

Service, UNOG, released the payment of the repatriation grant with a payment 

date of 31 May 2016. As per the documents on file, the repatriation grant amount 

held in trust was USD5,994.07. It was wired, as per the Applicant’s instructions, 

to her MYR account, and the conversion from USD to MYR was made using the 

prevailing United Nations Operational Rates of Exchange (UNORE) of 

May 2016, namely USD1 = MYR3.897, resulting in the crediting of 

MYR23,358.89 to the Applicant. 

17. By letter dated 6 June 2016, the MEU acknowledged receipt of the 

Applicant’s request for management evaluation. 

18. By email of 8 June 2016, a Human Resources Officer, HR, UNFCCC, sent 

to the Applicant an “UMOJA clip regarding the disbursement of the repatriation 

grant”. It showed that USD5,994.07 had been cleared for payment effective 

31 May 2016. By email of the same day, the Applicant informed UNFCCC that 

the money had not yet reached her account and that, based on the information she 

had received, she was of the view that the Organization had underpaid her 

USD268.29. 

19. By email of 9 June 2016, a Human Resources Assistant, HR, UNFCCC, 

replied to the Applicant that she had “contacted treasury again for further 

information”. 

20. By email of 10 June 2016, the Applicant reiterated that she had not received 

any monies in her account. On the same day, a Human Resources Assistant, 

UNFCCC, replied to the Applicant that UNFCC was “still awaiting feedback from 

treasury”. 

21. By email of 14 June 2016 to the Applicant, the MEU advised her that “the 

Administration presented a payslip whereby the repatriation grant [had been] 
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transferred to [her] account”, and asked her to confirm if she had received the 

payment in question. By email of 15 June 2016, the Applicant inter alia advised 

the MEU that although she had not received any payslip, she had been underpaid 

USD268 for her repatriation grant and that she wished to “add this underpayment 

to [her] claim against UNFCCC”. 

22. By email dated 21 June 2016, a Human Resources Officer, HR, UNFCCC, 

inquired with the Applicant if she had received the repatriation grant. 

23. By letter dated 14 July 2016, the MEU informed the Applicant that it would 

proceed to close her file. In support of this, the MEU advised the Applicant, inter 

alia, that payment of her repatriation grant, amounting to USD5,994.07, had been 

executed on 31 May 2016 and that she had confirmed receipt of the equivalent 
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Applicant, i.e., 21 days, can only lead to conclude that the payment was 

made in June 2016 and that, thus, the (higher) UNORE rate for that month 

should have been applied; 

c. She lost the opportunity to “add to [her] currently held risk free 

investment account with a yield of approximately 6.5% per annum”; 

d. If payment had been made in December 2015, she would have 

benefitted from a higher UNORE (USD1 = MYR4,29); 

e. 
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f. The Applicant is also not entitled to moral damages because she did 

not submit any evidence in support of it, as required by art. 10.5.b) of the 

UNDT Statute. Furthermore, “a delay cannot be considered as a 

fundamental breach of the Applicant’s rights”, and she did not “claim to be 

in financial distress … or to have suffered specific moral damages due to the 

delay”. 

Consideration 

27. The Tribunal first has to decide upon some preliminary procedural matters. 

Ex parte documents filed by the Applicant 

28. The Tribunal decides that the ex parte documents filed by the Applicant on 

17 February 2017 shall remain 
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Legal framework 

32. Staff rule 3.19(a) (Repatriation grant) provides that: 

The purpose of the repatriation grant provided by staff regulation 

9.4 is to facilitate the relocation of expatriate staff members to a 

country other than the country of the last duty station, provided that 

they meet the conditions contained in annex IV to the Staff 

Regulations and in this rule. 

33. Staff Regulation 9.4 stipulates that: 

The Secretary-General shall establish a scheme for the payment of 

repatriation grants in accordance with the maximum rates and 

under the conditions specified in annex IV of these Regulations. 

34. The above-mentioned annex IV (Repatriation grant) states the following: 

In principle, the repatriation grant shall be payable to staff 

members who have completed at least five years of qualifying 
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submitted her proof of relocation to the date of “p
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Compensation for material damages 
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cannot be construed as falling within the responsibility of the United Nations, and 

cannot impact on the applicable UNORE. Furthermore, any damage of the 

Applicant has to be assessed by comparing the amount of MYR she would have 

received in case of “timely payment” as described above, as opposed to the 

amount actually received, by applying the UNORE at the date of the payment 
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53. The Tribunal is aware of its jurisprudence in the case of Castelli 

UNDT/2010/011 (see para. 13), with respect to the interest rate to be paid as part 

of the award of compensation under art. 10.5, namely that: 

[a]t all events, the only way in which the applicant can be placed in 

the same position in which he would have been had the 

Organization paid the debt that it owed him is by awarding him 

interest since the date upon which payment was due at a rate that is 

reflective of the amount that could have been earned had it been 

invested. 

54. Furthermore, the Tribunal recalls that in Warren 2010-UNAT-059, the 
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62. 
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Entered in the Register on this 7
th

 day of March 2017 

(Signed) 

René M. Vargas M., Registrar, Geneva 

 


