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Introduction 

1. This is an application by Inam Al Madi (the “Applicant”) against the 

decision of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees 

in the Near East, also known as UNRWA (the “Respondent”), to serve her with a 

letter of reprimand. 

Facts 

2. Effective 7 February 2010, the Applicant joined the Agency as an 

Entitlements Officer, Grade 16, at the International Personnel Section (“IPS”) in 

the Human Resources Department (“HRD”) at UNRWA Headquarters Amman. 

3.  By email dated 5 February 2014 to all IPS staff including the Applicant, 

the Human Resources Officer, IPS (“HRO/IPS”) - the Applicant’s immediate 

supervisor - requested staff to submit by 9 February 2014 their leave plans for the 

year. The HRO/IPS indicated that she herself would be on leave from 12 to 13 

February 2014. 

4. On 9 February 2014, the Applicant submitted her leave plan with an 

annual leave for the period from 12 to 20 February 2014. 

5. By email dated 9 February 2014, the Human Resources Assistant, IPS, 

circulated the leave plan until January 2015 to all IPS staff.  

6. By email dated 9 February 2014, the HRO/IPS advised the staff to “revisit 

and discuss periods where there is a conflict with your OiC and revise your 

inputs”. 

7. By email dated 10 February 2014, the Applicant advised HRO/IPS that her 

“leave plans [had] no problems with OiC issues”. 

8. By email dated 10 February 2014, the HRO/IPS advised all IPS staff that 

she would be away the following day. 
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9. On 11 February 2014, HRO/IPS, received an automatic out-of-office 

response from the Applicant indicating that she would be out of office from 12 to 

23 February 2014. 

10. The Applicant was absent from duty from 12 to 20 February 2014. 

11. Between 16 and 23 February 2014 several emails and telephone calls were 

exchanged between the HRO/IPS and the Applicant about her leave. 

12. By email dated 25 February 2014, the HRO/IPS, informed the Human 

Resources Officer, Area Personnel Section (“HRO/APS”) that the Applicant’s 

absence from 12 to 20 February 2014 was unauthorised and confirmed the 

Applicant’s return to the office on 23 February 2014. 

13. By email dated 25 February 2014, the Applicant informed the HRO/APS 

that she did not know that her leave had not been approved as her supervisor had 

been informed about her leave dates through the “section leave plan”. 

14. On 3 March 2014, the Director of Human Resources (“DHR”) informed 

the Chief, Human Resources Services Division (“CHRSD”) that the Applicant 

had complained about the work environment in the IPS and asked CHRSD to take 

up the matter with the Applicant.  

15. After a meeting held on 10 March 2014 with the CHRSD, the Applicant 

informed the CHRSD by email dated 11 March 2014 that she had decided “to 

pursue her complaint through the proper channels”. 

16. By letter dated 26 March 2014
1
, the CHRSD advised the Applicant that 

her leave from 12 to 20 February 2014 had been exceptionally approved but that 

given the nature, communications and work consequences associated with this 

incident, it had been decided to serve her with a letter of reprimand. 

17. On 27 March 2014, the Applicant filed a request for review of the decision 

to issue her with a letter of reprimand. 

                                                 
1
 The letter is incorrectly dated 26 March 2013. 
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18. On 25 April 2014, the Deputy Commissioner-General replied to the 

Applicant’s request for decision review noting, inter alia, the following: 

[…] the decision to serve you with a letter of reprimand was made 

in full accordance with the Agency’s Regulations, Rules, and 

Personnel Directives. Based on your commitment to adhere to 

appropriate procedures for requesting leave in the future, I instruct 

the Human Resources Department to remove the letter of 

reprimand from your file on 26 March 2015 in the event that no 

similar conduct is recorded. 

19. On 10 June 2014, the Applicant filed an application with the UNRWA 

Dispute Tribunal (the “Tribunal”). 

20. On 10 July 2014, the Respondent filed a reply to the application. 

21. By Order No. 014 (UNRWA/DT/2015) dated 10 February 2015, the 

Tribunal ordered the Applicant to submit ex parte 1) a copy of her complaint 

against her supervisor to the DHR and 2) a copy of her complaint to the 

Department of Internal Oversight Services (“DIOS”). The Tribunal also ordered 

the Respondent to submit information about the follow-up actions in relation to 

the Applicant’s complaints. 

22. On 11 February 2015, the Applicant submitted to the Tribunal a copy of 

her complaint against her supervisor to the DHR and a copy of her complaint to 

DIOS. 

23. On 17 February 2015, the Respondent submitted the requested information 

about the follow-up actions in relation to the Applicant’s complaints. 

Applicant’s contentions 

24. The Applicant contends that: 

i) She followed the practice in IPS when she applied for annual leave, which 

was to submit the leave plan only without discussing it or receiving an 

approved copy; 
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ii) The Applicant’s leave plan was not in conflict with her colleagues’ plans. 

There was no indication that her leave from 12 to 20 February 2014 was 

not approved. “Silence is an indication of acceptance”; 

iii) She could not apply for leave through the e-leave system due to 

“continuous computer problems”; 

iv) She was not given the choice to shorten her leave and return to work. She 

was not informed that this option existed; 

v) Her annual leave which started on 12 February 2014 did not pose any 

issues with her role as OiC because the HRO/IPS had informed the IPS 

team that she would only be absent attending a workshop on 11 February 

2014. Furthermore, the HRO/IPS does not designate her as OiC when she 

attends a workshop and “keeps online connection with the section”;  

vi) Overlapping days of leave among staff is not considered a conflict, 

according to HRO/IPS; 

vii) The letter of reprimand constitutes retaliation and abuse of power, in 

response to her complaint about the HRO/IPS to the DHR and DIOS; and  

viii) The letter of reprimand does not mention that the Applicant violated any 

Staff Regulation or Rule.  

25. The Applicant requests that the letter of reprimand be deleted from her 

record immediately. 

Respondent’s contentions 

26.  The Respondent contends that: 

i) The Respondent acknowledges that the practice of requesting and 

authorising leave among the IPS staff did not accord with the 

Agency’s regulatory framework. There were different understandings 

between the Applicant and management about what constituted a 
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request and approval for leave. Because of this situation, the 

Applicant’s absence was not treated as unauthorised leave; 

ii) The decision to reprimand the Applicant was made to correct her 

mistaken understanding about the procedure for requesting leave, to 

call her attention to having provided incorrect information about her 

leave dates which conflicted with her supervisor’s leave dates, and to 

encourage more moderate language in her communications with her 

supervisors; 

iii) There was a practice among IPS staff to take leave without prior 

written application. However, verbal agreement rather than lack of 

objection to a proposed leave plan, constituted approval. A discussion 

between the Applicant and her supervisor should have taken place 

prior to the Applicant taking her leave; 

iv) The Applicant’s contention that she was not informed of the option to 

shorten her leave and return to work is moot because her absence was 

treated as annual leave; 

v) The e-leave software system is a tool to facilitate processing leave 

requests but does not replace the discussion that should have taken 

place between the Applicant and her supervisor; 

vi) All staff in IPS were informed about the HRO/IPS leave plans by 

email dated 9 February 2014 which indicated that she would be on 

annual leave on 12 and 13 February 2014; 

vii) The purpose of having a section leave plan was to identify and avoid 

overlapping days of leave among staff performing the same function; 

and 

viii) The Applicant has not proven that the letter of reprimand constituted 

retaliation or abuse of power. There is no causal link between the 

Applicant’s complaints and the letter of reprimand. As of the date of 

the letter of reprimand, the HRO/IPS was not aware that the Applicant 
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had filed the complaints and thus she could not have influenced the 

CHRSD. The CHRSD was only aware of the Applicant’s complaint to 

the DHR. However, she stated that this complaint did not influence her 

decision nor did she have any motive to issue a letter of reprimand in 

retaliation as the complaint did not involve her. 

27. The Respondent requests the Tribunal to dismiss the application in its 

entirety. 

Considerations 

28. In the case at hand, the Applicant contests the decision to serve her with a 

letter of reprimand. 

29. Area Staff Rule 110.1 provides: 

1. Disciplinary measures under staff regulation 10.2 shall consist 

of written censure, suspension without pay, demotion, or 

termination for misconduct […] 

2. Written censure shall be authorised by the Commissioner-

General and shall be distinguished from reprimand of a staff 

member by a supervisory official. Such reprimand shall not be 

deemed to be a disciplinary measure within the meaning of these 

rules. 

30. Area Staff Personnel Directive No. A/10/Rev.1/Amend.1, paragraph 5, 

further provides that: 

Reprimands are verbal or written communications made to a staff 

member by his immediate supervisor or higher authority in order to 

draw the staff member’s attention to minor breaches of Rules or 

Instructions, or to relatively unsatisfactory conduct or work 

performance. Such reprimands are not disciplinary measures 

within the context of this Directive. 

31. The former United Nations Administrative Tribunal, commenting on the 

nature of an official reprimand, stated in Judgment No. 1404 at paragraph III: 

Although a written reprimand is not considered a disciplinary 

measure within the meaning of staff rule 110.3, a reprimand can 

have legal consequences to the detriment of the staff member, 

particularly when it is placed and kept on his file (see Judgements 
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No. 941, Kiwanuka (1999) and No. 1176, Parra (2004)). The 

Tribunal has stated in its Judgement No. 1167, Olenja (2004), that 

the issuance of reprimands is subject to the same principles of 

fairness and due process as apply to disciplinary decisions. 

32. The United Nations Appeals Tribunal held, in Abu Hamda, Judgment No. 

2010-UNAT-022, at paragraph 37: 

As a normal rule Courts/Tribunals do not interfere in the exercise 

of a discretionary authority unless there is evidence of illegality, 

irrationality and procedural impropriety. 

33. The Tribunal has held before that it does not interfere in the normal day-to-

day supervision of staff members which includes the proper and lawful exercise of 

authority to secure appropriate standards of conduct and performance. However, a 

written reprimand is in reality adverse material in a staff member’s personnel file. 

Therefore, the Tribunal finds that the Respondent has the burden to prove that the 

alleged facts instigating the issuance of the contested reprimand are established. 

34. The letter of reprimand refers to the Applicant’s unauthorised absence from 

work for the period of 12 to 20 February 2014 and to the tone and language used 

in her communication with her supervisor, which was considered aggressive and 

disrespectful. The Applicant contests the veracity of the alleged facts.  

Unauthorised leave 

35. The Applicant is reprimanded for taking seven days of annual leave 

without her supervisor’s authorisation. By email dated 5 February 2014 to all IPS 

staff, the HRO/IPS (the Applicant’s supervisor), requested the IPS staff to submit 

their leave plans for the year by 9 February 2014. The HRO/IPS indicated also in 

her email that she herself would be on leave from 12 to 13 February 2014.  

36. On 9 February 2014, the Applicant submitted her leave plan for 2014 

including annual leave for the period of 12 to 20 February 2014. By email dated 9 

February 2014, the Human Resources Assistant, IPS, circulated the leave plan 

2014 to all IPS staff. On the same day, the HRO/IPS, advised IPS staff to “revisit 

and discuss periods where there is a conflict with your OiC and revise your 

inputs”. By email dated 10 February 2014, the Applicant advised HRO/IPS that 
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“her leave plans [had] no problems with OiC issues”. By email dated 10 February 

2014, the HRO/IPS advised all IPS staff that she would be away the following 

day. The Applicant did not report to duty for the period of 12 to 20 February 

2014.  

37. Area Staff Personnel Directive No. A/5/Rev.6 provides, in relevant part, 

that:  

1.1. Annual leave and advance annual leave must be applied for in 

advance in writing and cannot be commenced prior to receipt of 

official approval. Advance annual leave will not be granted 

retroactively. 

* * * 

2.1. Authority for approving annual leave requests rests with the 

appropriate Department Head subject to endorsement by the 

respective Personnel Officer. 

* * * 

3.2. Staff members shall apply for annual leave by completing 

Sections 1 and 2 of the UNRWA Leave Application Form and 

submitting it for endorsement to the Human Resources Office 

concerned after having obtained the necessary approval. 

38. The Respondent acknowledges in his reply that the practice of requesting 

and authorising leave among the IPS staff did not accord with the Agency’s 

regulatory framework. Therefore, the Respondent cannot allege that the Applicant 

did not follow the proper procedures by failing to complete the leave application 

form when she applied for annual leave. However, it is obvious that, in any case, a 

staff member must at least have the verbal approval of his supervisor prior to 

taking annual leave. 

39. The Applicant claims that her annual leave plan was implicitly approved 

as no objection was made to the 2014 leave plan that she submitted on 9 February 

2014, which included her leave for the period from 12 to 20 February 2014. 

However, the Tribunal notes that this plan was never formally approved by the 

HRO/IPS. Indeed, the evidence shows that the Applicant took annual leave 

without the prior approval of her supervisor. The annual leave plan is a tool for 

planning purposes but does not constitute an official request or authorisation for 
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leave. It is the staff member’s duty to formally apply for annual leave and it is the 

supervisor’s duty to review and decide on such request. Therefore, in the present 

case, the Tribunal finds that the Applicant’s leave was not authorised by her 

supervisor. 

Tone and language of communications 

40. The second motive for the reprimand is the tone and language that the 

Applicant used in her communications with her supervisor and the CHRSD about 

the leave issue. The Tribunal reviewed the documents in the case file particularly 

the Applicant’s emails to her supervisor dated 17 February 2014 and 19 February 

2014 and the Applicant’s email to the CHRSD dated 23 February 2014. The 

Tribunal considers that the tone used by the Applicant in said communications 

was not appropriate or at the level expected from an UNRWA staff member. 

41. It seems that the working relationship between the Applicant and her 

supervisor was not ideal. However, there was no reason for the Applicant to use 

an aggressive tone when her supervisor requested an explanation about her 

absence from work. 

42. The Applicant claims that the letter of reprimand was issued in retaliation 

following the complaints that she filed against her supervisor to the DHR and to 

the DIOS. However, there is no evidence to substantiate such allegation. The 

evidence shows that the DHR dealt with the Applicant’s complaint by referring 

the matter to the CHRSD who held a meeting with the Applicant on 10 March 

2014 to discuss her complaint. After the meeting, the Applicant informed the 

CHRSD that she had decided to pursue her complaint “through the proper 

channels”. In relation to the Applicant’s complaint to DIOS, the Tribunal notes 

that the investigation is still ongoing.  

43. The only issue that was presented to the Tribunal in this case is the legality 

of the letter of reprimand. It has been held above that the factual bases for the 

reprimand are established. It is recalled that a reprimand is a communication made 

to a staff member by his immediate supervisor or a higher authority in order to 

draw the staff member’s attention to minor breaches of Staff Regulations, Staff 
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Rules, or other administrative issuances or even to call the staff member’s 

attention to relatively unsatisfactory conduct or work performance. In the present 

case, the faults committed by the Applicant were minor and, as such, a letter of 

reprimand was proportionate. The Tribunal notes that the Agency decided to 

exceptionally approve the Applicant’s leave days without any consequences for 

her salary or entitlements. Therefore, the Tribunal considers that the Applicant 

does not provide evidence that the reprimand was a measure of retaliation or 

abuse of power. 

44. It follows from the above that the Tribunal finds that the Applicant has not 

established that the reprimand was unlawful, and the Tribunal holds that the 

application must be dismissed.  

Conclusion 

45. In view of the foregoing, the Tribunal hereby DECIDES: 

The application is dismissed. 
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