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Introduction 

1. This is an application by Tayseer Abdul Hamid Khalil Sajadiyeh 

(“Applicant”) against the two implied decisions of the United Nations Relief and 

Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, also known as UNRWA 

(“Respondent”), concerning the amounts of compensation for his overtime works.  

Facts  

2. The Applicant is currently employed by the Agency as Relief and Social 

Services Officer (“RSSO”), Grade 15, Step 9, West Bank Field Office (“WBFO”). 

3. Following the departure of a staff member on 1 November 2017, the 

Applicant was assigned additional duties in order to cover the absence of the said 

colleague for the period from 1 November 2017 until 15 February 2020. 

4. On 29 June 2020, the Applicant received his June 2020 payslip. The payslip 

indicates that the Applicant was paid the amount of 1,895.040 Jordanian Dinars 

(“JOD”) for “Overtime Adjustment”. This is the first contested decision.  

5. On 30 July 2020, the Applicant submitted his Request for Decision Review 

(“RDR”) contesting the amount of compensation he had been paid through the June 

2020 payroll.  

6. By email dated 21 August 2020, the Director of UNRWA Operations, WBFO 

(“DUO/WB”) acknowledged the Applicant’s RDR and informed him that his 

request had been sent to the Department of Legal Affairs (“DLA”) and that they 

would keep him informed of the DLA’s response. The Applicant indicates that he 

continued to follow up on his matter with relevant authorities of the Agency. 

7. The Applicant received his April 2021 payslip. This payslip indicates that the 

Applicant was paid the amount of JOD191.279 for “Overtime Adjustment”. This is 

the second contested decision. 
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8. By email to the DUO/WB dated 27 April 2021, the Applicant requested 

support for his case. He indicated that the amount of overtime adjustment on his 

April 2021 payslip was not correct.  

9. By email dated 27 April 2021, the DUO/WB advised the Applicant to follow 

up on the case with the Field Human Resources Office, WB (“FHRO/WB”) and 

copied the Head, FHRO/WB (“H/FHRO/WB”) on her email. On the same day, the 

H/FHRO/WB informed the Applicant that he is waiting for the DLA’s feedback.  

10. By several emails to the H/FHRO/WB, lastly on 29 July 2021, the Applicant 

requested an update on his case. Each time, the H/FHRO/WB informed him that he 

is still waiting for DLA’s feedback. By email dated 9 August 2021, the 

H/FHRO/WB informed the Applicant that the DLA is advising to contact the Legal 

Officer (Staff Assistance) (“LOSA”). 

11. In response to an email from the Applicant, by email dated 26 August 2021, 

the LOSA informed the Applicant about the procedures for filing an application 

with the UNRWA Dispute Tribunal (“Tribunal”). The LOSA indicated to him that 

he was one year late in filing his application and advised him to justify his belated 

submission in his application to the Tribunal.  

Procedural History 

12. On 28 August 2021, the application was filed with Tribunal. The application 

was not transmitted to the Respondent.  

Applicant’s contention 

13. The Applicant contends that the compensation he received for his overtime is 

only equivalent to eight months of additional work, despite the fact that he did 

additional work for a period of approximately 28 months. The Applicant requests 

to be paid “a fair compensation equivalent to the period of 28 months of overtime”.  
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Legal framework 

14. Article 8(1)(d)(ii) of the Tribunal’s Statute provides that the Tribunal is 

competent to hear and pass Judgment on an application if the application is filed 

within the following deadlines:  

Within 90 calendar days of the expiry of the relevant response 

period for the decision review if no response to the request was 

provided. The response period shall be 30 calendar days after 

the submission of the decision to decision review[]. 

15. Area Staff Rule 111.2 provides, in relevant parts, as follows: 

1. A staff member wishing to formally contest an 

administrative decision alleging non-compliance with his or her 

terms of appointment or the contract of employment, including 

all pertinent regulations and rules and all relevant administrative 

issuances pursuant to Staff Regulation 11.1 (A), shall, as a first 

step, submit a written request for a decision review: 

(A) in the case of staff members of Field Offices, to the 

UNRWA Field Office Director in charge of the Field Office[.] 

* * *  

3. A staff member shall submit a request for decision review 

within 60 calendar days from the date on which the staff 

member received notification of the administrative decision to 

be contested. 

Considerations 

Scope of the case 

16. The United Nations Appeals Tribunal (“UNAT”) has consistently held that it 

is part of the duties and the inherent powers of a Judge to adequately interpret and 

comprehend the application submitted and to identify what is being contested.1 

17. In the present case, in view of the Applicant’s application and RDR, the 

Tribunal holds that the Applicant must be considered to contest two implied 

 
1 Fasanella 2017-UNAT-765, paragraph 19; Cardwell 2018-UNAT-876, paragraph 23. 
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administrative decisions concerning the amounts of compensation, he had been paid 

for his overtime works. 

First contested decision – June 2020 payroll 

18. It is clear from the Applicant’s submissions that he had been compensated for 

his overtime work through the June 2020 payroll, namely on 26 June 2020. As the 

Applicant was not satisfied with the amount of compensation, he timely submitted 

his RDR on 30 July 2020. The Tribunal notes that the Agency did not respond to 

this RDR. 

19. Consequently, as the Agency did not respond to the Applicant’s RDR, the 

application should have been filed no later than 120 days after the date of 

submission of the RDR.2 Therefore, the Applicant had to file his application with 

the Tribunal within the period of 120 calendar days starting from 31 July 2020, i.e., 

at the latest, on 27 November 2020. As the Applicant submitted his application only 

on 28 August 2021, this part of the application is not receivable ratione temporis. 

Second contested decision – April 2021 payroll 

20. The Tribunal considers that the second payment made to the Applicant 

through the April 2021 payroll is a new implied administrative decision.3 

Accordingly, it was required from the Applicant to submit a second RDR 

challenging this new decision. The Tribunal notes that, on 27 April 2021, the 

Applicant sent an email to the DUO/WB, noting his disagreement with this second 

decision. Accordingly, the question before the Tribunal is whether this email could 

be considered as an RDR.  

21. On this matter, the UNAT held as follows:  

As to the manner in which a management evaluation request 

should be formulated, we make the following general 

observation. While the use of a specific “form” is not a 

mandatory requirement for there to be a valid management 

evaluation request, the use of the MEU’s standard form is 

preferable as it is readily available to staff members, online and 

 
2 See Al-Dawoud 2016-UNAT-664, para. 20; Shawa UNRWA/DT/2021/040, para. 14. 
3 See, Abu Malluh et al. 2016-UNAT-690, para. 47; Fiala 2015-UNAT-516, paras. 38-41. 
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from the MEU. The fundamental point is that a staff member’s 

request for management evaluation, however it is transmitted 

(including, for example, via a mobile device), must be an 

unambiguous written request which clearly identifies the staff 

member and the contested decision […].4 

22. The Tribunal compared the Applicant’s two emails to the DUO/WB, namely 

the 30 June 2020 email and the 27 April 2021 email. The content of both emails is 

rather similar. However, there is one significant difference. An RDR, in the 

standard form, was attached to the 30 June 2020 email. Such a standard form was 

not attached to the 27 April 2021 email. Accordingly, the DUO/WB’s responses to 

both emails were different. The DUO/WB acknowledged the Applicant’s RDR in 

the 30 June 2020 email and informed him that his request had been sent to the DLA. 

While the response to the Applicant’s 27 April 2021 email shows that this 

communication was not perceived as an RDR, since no reference is made to an 

RDR. The DUO/WB only referred the Applicant to the FHRO/WB.  

23. Consequently, it is clear that the Applicant did not submit an RDR with his 

27 April 2021 email, as he had done with his 30 June 2020 email, and his 27 April 

2021 email was not perceived as an RDR by the DUO/WB.5 The Tribunal thus 

holds that the said email does not meet the standard of “an unambiguous written 

request which should clearly identify the staff member and the contested decision” 

and that it cannot be considered as an RDR. Accordingly, the Applicant failed to 

submit an RDR before filing his application with the Tribunal against the second 

contested decision. The Tribunal therefore concludes that this part of the application 

is not receivable ratione materiae.  

 
4 Lemonnier 2016-UNAT-679, para. 51. The Tribunal notes that management evaluation request is 

the equivalent of the RDR.  
5 See also, Faour UNRWA/DT/2021/030, para. 27. 
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Conclusion 

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

The application is not receivable and therefore is dismissed. 

         

        (Signed) 

Judge Johanna Schokkenbroek 

Dated this 12th day of October 2021 

Entered in the Register on this 12th day of October 2021 

(Signed) 

Laurie McNabb, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 

 

 


