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Introduction  

1. On 20 June 2009, the Applicant filed an application with the former 

United Nations Administrative Tribunal against the decision to pay him a 

relocation grant (lump sum option for unaccompanied shipments) of USD1,200 

instead of the USD10,000 grant to which he believed he was entitled.  

2. The Applicant requests the Tribunal: 

a. To rescind the decision to pay him a relocation grant of on1y  

USD1,200; 

b. To order the Respondent to pay him USD8,800, the difference 

between the USD10,000 to which he was entitled and the USD1,200 he 

was paid; 

c. To order the Respondent to pay him the aforementioned amount in 

euros at the exchange rate applicable in May 2007. 

Facts 

3. On 31 October 2006, having worked for the United Nations Development 

Programme since 2004, the Applicant was transferred to the Economic 

Commission for Europe in Geneva as Associate Population Affairs Officer at 

level P-2, on a two-year probationary appointment under the 100 series of the 

Staff Rules in force at the time.  

4. Prior to that, for his transfer to Geneva, the Applicant had on  

14 September 2006 opted for the non-removal element of the mobility and 

hardship allowance and for unaccompanied shipment of his personal effects up to 

1,000 kg pursuant to staff rules 103.22 and 107.21 in force at the time, instead of 

payment of his removal costs for 4,890 kg pursuant to staff rule 107.27, which he 

could also have claimed. 
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5. By email dated 9 March 2007, the Applicant asked the Human Resources 

Management Service (“HRMS”) of the United Nations Office at Geneva what his 

entitlements would be if he resigned, and in particular what would be the amount 

of his relocation grant (the lump sum option for unaccompanied shipments). On 

the same day, a Human Resources Assistant replied, among other things, that 

because he had less than one year’s service in Geneva, he would be entitled either 

to an unaccompanied shipment of 100 kg or to USD1,200 if he opted for the 

relocation grant.  

6. On 30 March 2007, the Applicant submitted his resignation and he left the 

Organization on 1 May 2007, after six months’ service. 

7. On 27 April 2007, the Applicant signed an attestation whereby he opted, 

pursuant to administrative instructi
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12. By letter of 21 January 2008, the Administrative Law Unit, United Nations 

Secretariat rejected the Applicant’s request for review on behalf of the Secretary-

General, and on 21 February 2008, the Applicant filed an appeal with the Joint 
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Parties’ contentions 

18. The Applicant’s contentions are: 

a. A staff member who is entitled, pursuant to staff rule 107.21 in 

force at the time of the facts, to an unaccompanied shipment may, in 

accordance with section 11.1 of administrative instruction ST/AI/2006/5, 

opt for a lump sum payment (relocation grant) instead of such shipment 

“on appointment or assignment for one year or longer, transfer or 

separation from service”. Where the staff member opts for payment of the 

relocation grant, the applicable amounts are published in an information 

circular, in this case information circular ST/IC/2006/60 of 28 December 

2006;  

b. The Respondent was wrong, in the Applicant’s case, to apply staff 

rule 107.28(a) which provides that “[a] staff member who resigns before 

completing two years of service shall not normally be entitled to payment 

of removal expenses under rule 107.27”. The rights of the Applicant in the 

present case are governed not by staff rule 107.27 but staff rule 107.21. 

Staff rule 107.28(a) applies only to removal expenses falling under staff 

rule 107.27, but not to those under staff rule 107.21; 

c. The Respondent is also wrong to rely on paragraph 4 of 

information circular ST/IC/2006/60 (which provides that “[t]he rate for 

assignments of less than one year and an unaccompanied shipment 

entitlement of 100 kilos is US$1,200”) in order to refuse to pay him a 

relocation grant of USD10,000. In fact, the paragraph cited above derives 

from staff rule 107.21(h), which governs the situation of staff members 

appointed or assigned “for less than one year”; here, though, the 

Applicant’s situation fell within staff rule 107.21(i) covering staff 

members appointed or assigned “for one year or longer”. The Respondent 

cannot a posteriori and retroactively redefine his appointment as being an 

appointment for less than one year; 
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d. It must also be stressed, in this regard, that staff rule 107.21(i) 

stipulates that entitlement to an unaccompanied shipment of 1,000 kg 

arises “[o]n travel on appointment … or on separation from service of a 

staff member appointed for one year or longer”. It does not state “on travel 

… on separation from service after at least one year of service”. By 

contrast, staff rule 107.27(a)(iii), which is not applicable to the present 

case, stipulates that a staff member is entitled to removal expenses “[o]n 

separation from service …, provided that the staff member had an 

appointment for a period of two years or longer or had completed not less 

than two years of continuous service ”.  

19. The Respondent’s contentions are: 

a . Staff rule 107.28(a) is applicable to the Applicant’s case; 

b. By opting, in September 2006, for the non-removal element of the 

mobility and hardship allowance and for unaccompanied shipment of his 

personal effects, the Applicant waived the right to payment of removal 

expenses under staff rules 107.27 and 107.28 and accepted the terms laid 

down in information circular ST/IC/2006/60, which provides for an 

amount of USD1,200 for assignments of less than one year; 

c. The Applicant’s argument that the relevant period is the term of his 

appointment (two years) and not his actual period of service (six months) 

is unfounded; 

d. The Applicant had been informed on 9 March 2007, before 

submitting his resignation, that he would be entitled only to an 

unaccompanied shipment of 100 kg or a lump sum of USD1,200. He chose 

to resign, therefore, in full knowledge of the facts.  

Judgment 

20. The Applicant entered the service of the Organization on a two-year 

probationary appointment, but resigned after he had served six months. He 
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instruction ST/AI/2006/5 of 24 November 2006 which, like information circular 

ST/IC/2006/60 of 28 December 2006, took effect only on 1 January 2007.   

28. On the other hand, since, at the time of separation from service, the 
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Entered in the Register on this 25th day of January 2011 
 
(Signed) 
 
Víctor Rodríguez, Registrar, Geneva 
 


