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Introduction 

1. This is an application by Mariam Sarhad Khaled Al Jamrah (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 deduct 

the total amount of 4,774 Jordanian Dinars from her salary. 

Facts 

2. Effective 6 January 2007, the Applicant was employed by the Agency as 

School Attendant, Irbid Camp Preparatory Girls School, Jordan Field Office 

(“JFO”). 

3. On 1 May 2007, the Applicant submitted an application for dependency 

allowance for her spouse and children. On 17 June 2007, the Agency granted the 

Applicant’s request.  

4. On 1 January 2010, the Applicant’s spouse started to receive dependency 

allowance from his employer.  

5. From 2010 until 2016, the Applicant continued to receive dependency 

allowance from the Agency for both her spouse and her children.  

6. By letter dated 26 May 2016, the Applicant was informed by the Human 

Resources Services Officer (“HRSO”) that she had been receiving dependency 

allowance in respect of her spouse while she had not been entitled to it. 

Furthermore, the letter states that the amount of 2,398 Jordanian Dinars (“JOD”), 

which is the amount of dependency allowance that had been paid to her by the 

Agency, and the amount of JOD2,376, which represents the Agency’s Group 

Medical Insurance Policy (“GMIP”) premium share, equating in total to JOD4,774, 

would be deducted from her salary through 60 equal monthly instalments.   

7. The Applicant asserts, and the Respondent does not contest, that she received 

the aforementioned letter on 7 June 2016. 
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8. On 1 August 2016, the Applicant requested review of the decision to deduct 

the amount of JOD4,774 from her salary through 60 equal monthly instalments. In 

the alternative, the Applicant requested that, if the decision to deduct the total 

amount of JOD4,774 from her salary was affirmed, then the deduction should be 

lowered to JOD15 per month. 

9. By letter dated 7 September 2016, the Director of UNRWA Operations, 

Jordan (“DUO/J”) affirmed the decision and agreed to lower the deduction to 

JOD15 per month. 

10. The Applicant asserts, and the Respondent does not contest, that she received 

the DUO/J’s letter on 1 November 2016. 

11. On 28 January 2017, the present application was filed with the UNRWA 

Dispute Tribunal (the “Tribunal”). The application was transmitted to the 

Respondent on 1 February 2017. 

12. On 3 March 2017, the Respondent filed his reply. The reply was transmitted 

to the Applicant on 5 March 2017. 

13. On 20 March 2017, the Respondent filed a “Motion for Extension of Time to 

Translate the Reply”. The motion was transmitted to the Applicant on 21 March 

2017. 

14. By Order No. 049 (UNRWA/DT/2017) dated 30 March 2017, the Tribunal 

granted the Respondent’s request. 

15. On 14 April 2017, the Respondent submitted the Arabic translation of his 

reply. This was transmitted to the Applicant on 17 April 2017.  

16. By Order No. 173 (UNRWA/DT/2017) dated 6 December 2017 (“Order No. 

173”), the Tribunal ordered the Applicant to provide a certificate from her 

husband’s employer confirming her claim that her husband receives a “family 

allowance” with respect to their children, and not for her. The Applicant did not 

provide the requested document.  



  Case No. UNRWA/DT/JFO/2017/009 

  Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2018/002 

 

Page 4 of 8 

Applicant’s contentions 

17. The Applicant contends: 

i) The application is receivable; 

ii) The impugned decision is inherently flawed; she is entitled to 

dependency allowance even though her husband is employed at the 

municipality as his salary does not exceed the salary of an employee of the 

Agency at Grade 1, Step 1; 

iii) As the Agency’s decision to recover the overpaid dependency 

allowance was taken excessively late, the Respondent created a legal 

expectation that the Applicant was entitled to receive dependency allowance; 

iv) There is a difference between a children’s allowance and a dependency 

allowance for a spouse. The fact that she is not entitled to receive a children’s 

allowance does not mean that she is not entitled to receive an allowance for 

her spouse;  

v) The Agency caused her an unlawful financial loss by deducting from 

her salary the amounts necessary for her spouse’s enrolment with the GMIP; 

and  

vi) She is not responsible for the Agency’s mistakes. 

18. The Applicant requests: 

i) Rescission of the contested decision; 

ii) To be reimbursed all of the amounts that have been deducted from her 

salary and to be paid dependency allowance with retroactive effect to the date 

the allowance was suspended; 

iii) To be compensated for the moral damages caused to her; and  

iv) Should the Tribunal find the decision proper and legal, to be 

compensated for the delay in informing her about the contested decision. 
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 Respondent’s contentions 

19. The Respondent contends: 

i) The decision to deduct the total amount of JOD4,774 was properly 

effected as no dependency allowance can be paid in respect of a spouse if an 

allowance is received from a source external to the Agency. Similarly, no 

dependency allowance can be paid in respect of a child when a children’s 

allowance is received for that child from another source;  

ii) The Applicant’s argument that only the level of income of her husband 

is relevant is misconceived;  

iii) Dependency allowance paid in excess of entitlement constitutes 

indebtedness to the Agency, which is subject to recovery; 

iv) The Applicant’s argument with respect to the creation of a “reasonable 

legal expectation” is without merit as she did not provide the payslip as 

requested annually; 

v) The Applicant’s husband receives from his employer a “family 

allowance” and therefore the distinction made by the Applicant between a 

dependency allowance for a spouse and a children’s allowance is irrelevant; 

vi) The Applicant has not provided any evidence that the impugned 

decision was arbitrary or capricious, motivated by prejudice or other 

extraneous factors, or flawed by procedural irregularity or error of law; and  

vii) The relief sought by the Applicant has no legal basis. 

20. The Respondent requests that the Tribunal dismiss the application in its 

entirety. 
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Considerations 

Scope of the case 

21. By letter dated 26 May 2016, the Applicant was informed that the sum of 

JOD4,774 will be recovered from her salary through 60 equal monthly instalments. 

The sum of JOD2,398 was the amount of dependency allowance that had been paid 

to her by the Agency, and the amount of JOD2,376, represented the Agency’s GMIP 

premium share, equating in total to JOD4,774. Following the Applicant’s request, 

the Agency agreed to lower the deduction to JOD15 per month. As the Applicant 

did not submit any specific contention against the decision to recover the amount 

of JOD2,376 representing the Agency’s GMIP premium share, and no more 

contests the amount of the sum to be recovered each month, the present dispute is, 

therefore, limited to the Applicant’s entitlement to dependency allowance and the 

recovery of the overpaid sum of dependency allowance. 

Merits 

22. Area Personnel Directive No. PD/A/3 Rev.1/Amend.5/Part VIII provides: 

1. AUTHORIZED DEPENDANTS 

Dependency allowance shall be paid at the rates published in the 

Appendices to the Area Staff Rules for one dependent spouse 

and up to seven dependent unmarried children below the age of 

18, subject to the terms and conditions set out below: 

1.1. The earned income of the dependent spouse in a 

given calendar year is less than the annual salary applicable to 

an UNRWA Staff Member at Grade 01, Step 01 in the country 

concerned; if greater than this income no dependency allowance 

will be paid in respect of the said spouse; 

[…] 

1.6. A dependency allowance shall not be paid in respect 

of a spouse if a spouse’s allowance is received from a source 

external to the Agency, nor shall a dependency allowance be 

paid in respect of a child when a children’s allowance is being 

received for that child from another source, either by the 

husband or the wife; 

[…] 
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2. CONDITIONS OF PAYMENT 

[…] 

2.7. The payment of dependency allowance may be 

suspended pending production of satisfactory evidence of 

entitlement. 

2.8. Dependency allowance paid in excess of entitlement 

shall be regarded as indebtedness to the Agency subject to 

recovery under Staff Rule 103.6(B) (emphasis in original). 

23. The above-mentioned provisions clarify that the allowance paid in excess of 

entitlement is subject to recovery. The issue raised by the Applicant that the 

overpayment is due to an error of the Agency is not relevant. Therefore, the 

Applicant is obliged to reimburse the overpaid sum. 

24. The Applicant also contends that the earned income of her spouse is less than 

the annual salary of an UNRWA staff member at Grade 1, Step 1, in Jordan. The 

Tribunal holds that this contention of the Applicant is without merit. It is clear from 

paragraph 1.6 of the above-mentioned Area Personnel Directive that the Applicant 

has not been entitled to dependency allowance since 1 January 2010 because her 

husband started on 1 January 2010 to receive a “family allowance” with respect of 

the Applicant and their children from a source external to the Agency.  

25. The Applicant further claims that, as the decision to recover was excessively 

late, the Respondent created a legal expectation that she was entitled to receive 

dependency allowance. In this respect, the Tribunal holds that paragraph 2.8 of the 

above-mentioned Area Personnel Directive is clear. The Agency’s belated 

intervention in this respect did not create a legal expectation for the Applicant to 

receive dependency allowance. 

26. Lastly, the Applicant claims that her husband receives a “family allowance” 

with respect to their children and this allowance is not intended for a spouse. By 

Order No. 173 dated 6 December 2017, the Tribunal ordered the Applicant to 

provide a certificate from her husband’s employer confirming her claim that her 

husband receives a “family allowance” with respect to their children, and not for 

her. The Applicant did not provide the requested document. Therefore, the Tribunal 
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holds that the explanation of the Applicant remains a mere allegation without the 

support of any evidence.     

Conclusion 

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

The application is dismissed.  

(Signed) 

Judge Jean-François Cousin 

Dated this 10th day of January 2018 

Entered in the Register on this 10th day of January 2018 

          (Signed) 

Laurie McNabb, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 

 


