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Introduction

1.  The Applicant is a Communication and Advocacy Assistant at the G-5 level
with the Regional Office for Central Africa of the Office of the United Nations High
Commissioner for Human Rights ({IOHCHR-CAROO) in Yaound®, Cameroon. He
served under a fixed-term appointment (AFTAO0), which was administered by the

United Nations Development Programme (RUNDPO).

2. On 26 May 2023, the Applicant filed an application challenging the

Respondentbs decision to reject his request for medi
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Following a review of the medical information submitted by
Dr. Abega, DHMOSH determined that your medical condition did
not constitute an acute life-threatening medical emergency.
Accordingly, your medical condition did not fulfill the criteria under
[p]aragraph 4 of the Policy for medical evacuation travel. You have
not produced any evidence demonstrating that DHMOSHGs medical
determination is incorrect.

DHMOSH did support medical treatment for you in
Morocco for the purpose of the Medical Insurance Plan (MIP) for
UNDP staff members. In accordance with Section 3.1 of the MIP,
medical treatment in neighbouring countries (without medical
evacuation) may be permitted, with MIP claims reimbursed at actual
cost. Transportation costs and DSA are not covered under the MIP.
After considering the care required for your medical condition and
an assessment of the local facilities in Yaound® DHMOSH made a
clinical determination that treatment in Morocco was warranted. As
a consequence, your claims to Cigna for reimbursement for the cost
of medical treatment in Morocco were to be reimbursed at actual
cost, rather than the prevailing reasonable and customary costs for
such treatment in Yaound@.

15.  On 26 May 2023, the Applicant filed the application that is the subject of this

judgment.

Consideration

16. Having reviewed the application, the Tribunal considers that the primary

issue to be determined is its receivability. The issue of receivability is one which in
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give the Applicant the benefit of the doubt and consider the 3 November 2022
request for management evaluation to be the operative one, it is far after the
deadline and, of course, the 27 January 2023 request that Applicant claims was the

operative one is even more out of time.

24. The Tribunal has no jurisdiction to determine this application on the merits
as it challenges a decision that was not submitted for management evaluation in a

timely manner.

25. The Tribunalds determination, in the circumstances, is that the application was

filed without being preceded by a timely request for management evaluation.

26. The application is therefore not receivable ratione materiae (see Egglesfield
2014-UNAT-402).

27. The Tribunal has also considered the merits of the Applicantis submissions
in respect of the propriety of the impugned decision. The Applicant incurred
expenses that were clearly communicated to him as unauthorised prior to his travel.
There is nothing on the record to show that the decision was tainted, improperly
made or otherwise unlawful. In other words, even if the application had been found

to be receivable, it would have failed on the merits.

Conclusion

28. Inview of the foregoing, the Tribunal DECIDES to dismiss the application.

(Signed)
Judge Sean Wallace
Dated this 22" day of April 2024
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