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Introduction 

1. Three individual applications have been filed by Imad El Manasri, Najwa 

Yusef and Rabie Abdulghani (“Applicants”) against the decisions of the United 

Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, also 

known as UNRWA (“Respondent”), not to grant them an additional allowance. 

Facts 

2. At the time relevant to the instant applications, each of the Applicants, was 

employed by the Agency as Senior Vocational Training Instructor, Grade 12 at 

Siblin Training Centre (“STC”), Lebanon Field Office (“LFO”).  

3. Following a salary increase in the Lebanese public sector, the Agency 

requested the United Nations Office for Project Services (“UNOPS”) to conduct a 

salary survey for the LFO.  

4. UNOPS conducted the salary survey in October and November 2018. 

5. As a result of the survey, in March 2019, the Agency decided to grant an 

allowance of 167 United States Dollars (“USD”) or USD190 per month, depending 

on grade, to all LFO staff members, effective 1 January 2019. In addition, an 

additional allowance of varying amounts, but not exceeding USD160 per month, 

was granted for staff members encumbering certain types of specific posts. The 

Applicants were not given an additional allowance. 

6. The Agency started the payment of said additional allowances in March 2019. 

Thus, the monthly payment of March 2019 included the additional allowance for 

the previous months of January and February 2019. As the Applicants were not 

granted the additional allowance, no respective additional payment appeared in 

their payslips of March 2019. The Applicants had access to their March 2019 

payslips as from 26 March 2019, and their salaries arrived on their respective bank 

accounts on 26 March 2019. 
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7. In their applications, the Applicants indicate that they submitted their 

Requests for Decision Review (“RDRs”) in May 2019.  

Procedural History 

8. On 29 July and 1 August 2019, the Applicants filed their applications with 

the UNRWA Dispute Tribunal (“Tribunal”). 

9. By Judgment El Manasri, Yusef and Abdulghani UNRWA/DT/2020/046 

dated 11 August 2020 (“El Manasri et al. 2020/046”), the Tribunal dismissed the 

Applicants’ applications as non-receivable. The Applicants filed an appeal to the 

United Nations Appeals Tribunal (“UNAT”) against El Manasri et al. 2020/046. 

10. In its Judgment Najwa Yusef, Imad El Manasri, and Rabie Abdulghani 

(Appellants) 2021-UNAT-1141 dated 25 June 2021 (“Appellants”), the UNAT 

granted the appeal and remanded the cases to this Tribunal for additional findings 

of fact. 

11. By Order No. 119 (UNRWA/DT/2021) dated 26 September 2021 (“Order 

No. 119”), the Tribunal ordered the parties to provide additional information and 

evidence.  

12. On 8 and 10 October 2021, the parties respectively submitted their responses 

to Order No. 119. Each party’s submission was transmitted to the other party on 10 

and 11 October 2021. 

13. By Order No. 136 (UNRWA/DT/2021) dated 27 October 2021 (“Order No. 

136”), the Tribunal ordered the Applicants to inform the Tribunal whether they 

intend to continue to pursue or withdraw their applications. Also, the Tribunal 

informed the parties that it had received sufficient evidence from the parties and did 

not intend to hold an oral hearing. The parties were allowed to submit their 

comments with respect to the Tribunal’s intention not to hold an oral hearing. 

14. On 9 November 2021, the Applicants filed their response to Order No. 136. 

The Applicants’ submission was transmitted to Respondent on 10 November 2021. 
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Applicants’ contentions 

15. The Applicants contend: 

i) The Instructors whom they supervise were granted an additional 

allowance of USD160, while they did not receive this allowance, despite the 

fact that they are at the same grade as the Instructors; 

ii) They only learned that they would not be granted the additional 

allowance in April 2019; 

iii) “The Agency did not issue any circular on the salary changes and 

therefore the dates of the knowledge of the staff of any changes of the status 

of their salaries cannot be objectively verified”; 

iv) They only checked their March 2019 payslips in April 2019; and 

v) They timely submitted their RDRs. 

16. The Applicants request to be treated equally with the Instructors and to be 

granted the additional allowance of USD160 per month. 

Respondent’s contentions 

17. The Respondent contends: 

i) No appealable administrative decision has been presented by the 

Applicants; 

ii) The impugned decision is of “general order” and not of “individual 

application”, and therefore, it is not an appealable administrative decision; 

iii) The Applicants are pursuing regulatory reform and seeking to modify 

the allowance applicable to all LFO Area staff members; and  

iv) The applications are not receivable ratione materiae as the Applicants 

failed to submit timely RDRs. 
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18. The Respondent requests the Tribunal to dismiss the applications in their 

entirety. 

Legal Framework 

19. Area Staff Rule (“ASR”) 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. 

20. The Statute of the Tribunal under Article 8(3) provides as follows:  

The Dispute Tribunal may decide in writing, upon written 

request by the applicant, to suspend, waive or extend the 

deadlines for a limited period of time and only in exceptional 

cases. The Dispute Tribunal shall not suspend, waive or extend 

the deadlines for decision review. 

Considerations 

21. At the outset, the Tribunal emphasises that it has received sufficient evidence 

from the parties to render its Judgement without holding an oral hearing. In 

addition, the parties have not submitted any objections. Therefore, the cases are 

being decided on the papers.  

22. The Tribunal recalls that, in its Judgment Appellants, the UNAT found as 

follows:  
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35. […] [T]he UNRWA DT erred in fact in finding that the 

Appellants should have reasonably known all relevant facts of 

the contested decision by 31 March 2019 because this finding is 

based on an inaccurate and incomplete review of the evidence. 

The UNRWA DT’s erroneous finding was based on incomplete 

consideration of the “objective elements” as required by the test 

for an implied administrative decision. […] 

23. With respect to the missing facts, the UNAT explained further: 

36. […] The Appellants say[] that they became aware of the 

exclusion “through (the) March pay slip which we checked 

early in April 2019.” There is no evidence as to when they 

received or would have received the March 2019 pay slip; for 

example, did they receive pay slips electronically or by hard 

copy? How soon after issuance of a pay slip could or did they 

receive pay slips? […] The UNRWA DT did not request 

additional evidence on the question of notification or receipt of 

the alleged administrative decision. In fact, the UNRWA DT 

dismissed the appeal without consideration of whether there was 

a “triggered” contestable administrative decision.  

37. […] The UNRWA DT failed to consider whether the 

Agency’s decision of general application became individual 

administrative decisions in the pay slips that implemented the 

decision. If so, evidence of the Appellants’ receipt and 

knowledge of the March 2019 pay slips is highly relevant.  

24. In that sense, the Tribunal emphasises that the UNAT did not address the 

merits of the Applicants’ applications and only remanded the present cases to this 

Tribunal “for additional findings of fact on the notification and receipt of the 

impugned decision excluding the Appellants from the grant of the additional 

allowances.”1  

25. In order to comply with UNAT’s directions, the Tribunal ordered the parties 

to provide additional information and established the following facts:2 

i) The Applicants have access to the “E-Time Management” (“ETM”) 

portal through which they electronically receive copies of their payslips; 

 
1 Appellants 2021-UNAT-1141, para. 39. 
2 See para. 29 below for further considerations with respect to the establishment of these facts.  
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ii) The Applicants received on their bank accounts their March 2019 

salaries on 26 March 2019; and  

iii) The Applicants’ March 2019 payslips were available on the ETM 

portal, at the latest, on 26 March 2019.  

26. The Tribunal further recalls that, as early as 25 February 2019, the Applicants 

– represented by Mr. El Manasri – addressed their supervisor and noted as follows:3 

[…] Recently[,] we […] heard that we are consider[ed] […] as 

administrative [staff]. However, we are still recognized as 

teaching posts. […]  

[…][We] have the same grade (12) as Instructors who are under 

our supervision. Because of that[,] we [do not] consider[] the 

financial bonus that it is supposed to […] add[] […]  250,000 

[Lebanese Pounds (“LBP”)] enough because we are not 

administrative [staff,] we are Technical Instructors. […] 

So, we have the right to take the same financial bonus as that of 

our instructors. Plus, it will be a kind of prejudices to have these 

differences in salaries between the Snr. Technical Instructor and 

the Technical Instructor […] because the salary of the Snr. 

Technical Instructor will be below the salary of the Instructor.  

Considering the previous bonuses that UNRWA added in the 

past, the same misunderstanding took place and we sent also an 

email of this sort to clarify the issue and it worked out. So, 

please reconsider our clarification and take into consideration 

our need and will be more than appreciation[sic] for your hard 

work (emphasis in original).  

27. Later, on 21 March 2019, the Applicants – again represented by Mr. El 

Manasri – addressed the Chief, Field Education Programme, LFO (“C/FEP/L”) 

with the same objective to be granted the additional allowance and stated, in 

relevant parts, as follows:   

I reiterate the request because we sent you any[sic] email in 

English previously. We work 8 hours. We are just […] [sic] as 

far as the word Senior in concerned. It is a catastrophe that we 

 
3 In view of para. 37 of the UNAT’s Judgment in Appellants, for completeness, the Tribunal notes 

that this email sent by Mr. El Manasri in the name of the Applicants can be considered as the 

Applicants’ individual requests triggering a contestable administrative decision.  
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are deprived of the increase. This leads to the fact that we, as 

Heads of Sections, get salaries lower than those of our 

supervisees. We are only four people. The Agency classified us 

as instructors and we did not get upgrading. We remained 12. It 

is regrettable that we do not benefit in either case. We were 12, 

and the School Principals were 11. All what we request is to 

rectify the situation for fairness. 

28. Accordingly, it is clear that, as early as 25 February 2019, the Applicants were 

aware that they would not be granted the additional allowance. The 25 February 

2019 email was the Applicants’ first attempt to resolve their disputes with the 

Agency. It is also clear from the Applicants’ 21 March 2019 email to the C/FEP/L 

that they already knew at that time that “[they] [were] deprived of the increase [i.e. 

the additional allowance]”. Five days later, on 26 March 2019, each of the 

Applicants was approximately paid the amount of LBP750,000 representing the 

payment of the salary increase for the first three months of 2019. This amount 

constitutes at least one fifth of the Applicants’ regular net take-home pay, and as 

such, it cannot go unnoticed. 

29. In terms of the Applicants’ access to their March 2019 payslips, first, the 

Tribunal emphasises that it is common knowledge among the Agency’s staff 

members that payslips are available on the ETM portal, at the latest, on the day of 

the payment into the staff members’ bank accounts. This is in line with the 

Respondent’s submission pursuant to Order No. 119 that the Applicants’ March 

2019 payslips were available on the ETM portal, at the latest, on 26 March 2019. 

In addition, this statement has not been contested by the Applicants. Therefore, it is 

irrelevant whether October 2021 payslips were still not available until 7 November 

2021, as the Applicants submit. Apart from that, it is clear from the case record that, 

for example, the Applicants had access to their May 2019 payslips on 29 May 2019. 

Consequently, the Tribunal concludes that the Applicants’ payslips were available 

on the ETM portal, at the latest, on 26 March 2019. 

30. Keeping in mind the aforementioned established facts, the Tribunal recalls 

that, pursuant to the UNAT’s view, the Agency’s “grant of additional allowances 

resulting from the March 2019 results of the salary survey was a policy decision of 
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general application for staff members encumbering certain types of specific posts.” 

The Tribunal holds that this decision of general application became individual 

(implied) administrative decisions with respect to each of the Applicants through 

the payment of their March 2019 salaries on 26 March 2019, as well as the issuance 

of their March 2019 payslips on that same day.    

31.   The next question before the Tribunal is when exactly each of the Applicants 

was notified of this individual implied administrative decision. In this regard, the 

Tribunal recalls that it “must determine the date of the implied decision based ‘on 

objective elements that both parties (Administration and staff member) can 

accurately determine’”4 and that “the decisive moment of notification [of an 

administrative decision] […] is when ‘all relevant facts … were known, or should 

have reasonably been known’”.5 

32. On 26 March 2019, the Applicants received their March 2019 salaries where 

each one of them had only been paid an additional amount of LBP750,000. Had 

each of them received the additional allowance, each would have been paid around 

LBP1,480,000. The Tribunal reiterates that the difference between these two 

amounts constitutes at least one fifth of the Applicants’ net take-home pay, which 

cannot go unnoticed.  

33. Accordingly, the Tribunal concludes that, at that point in time, i.e. as of 26 

March 2019, the Applicants knew or should have reasonably known that they would 

not be granted the additional allowance. This determination is “based on objective 

elements” stemming from the factual and undisputed findings of the Tribunal, such 

as the date of the payment of the Applicants’ March 2019 salaries as well as the 

moment from which their March 2019 payslips were available on the ETM portal.  

34. Consequently, the 60-calendar-day limitation period to request review of the 

Agency’s decision not to grant the Applicants the additional allowance began to run 

on 27 March 2019, and the Applicants had until 27 May 2019 to submit their 

 
4 Appellants 2021-UNAT-1141, para. 30. See also, Awan 2015-UNAT-588. 
5 Auda 2017-UNAT-746, para. 31; Krioutchkov 2016-UNAT-691, para. 21. 
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RDRs.6 However, as it has never been contested and has also been held in the initial  

Judgment,7 the Applicants submitted their RDRs only on 3 June 2019. The Tribunal 

thus cannot but conclude that the Applicants failed to submit timely RDRs as 

required under the aforementioned ASR 111.2(3) prior to filing their applications 

before the Tribunal. As the UNAT strictly enforces the various time limits8 and as 

this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to waive the requirement to submit a timely RDR, 

the  applications are not receivable ratione materiae. 

35. Finally, the Tribunal recalls that for an application to be successful, not only 

must it be meritorious, but also it must be receivable. If an application is not 

receivable, this Tribunal “is not permitted to assess any evidence or argument 

regarding the merits of [an applicant’s] claims, however justified they might be”.9 

  

 
6 Sixty calendar day is up on Saturday, 25 May 2019, therefore, the deadline is extended to the next 

working day in LFO, namely, Monday, 27 May 2019.     
7 El Manasri et al. 2020/046, para. 36. 
8 Choi 2016-UNAT-651, para. 22. 
9 Sawenja 2020-UNAT-986, para. 31. 
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Conclusion 

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

The applications are not receivable and are therefore dismissed. 

                                                                                    (Signed) 

                                                                                        Judge Thomas Laker 

Dated this 25th day of November 2021 

Entered in the Register on this 25th day of November 2021 

                                    (Signed) 

Halil Göksan, Officer-in-Charge, UNRWA DT, Amman 

 


