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Introduction 

1. There are five applications by Hekmat Adel Mohanna (the “Applicant”) against the 

decisions of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near 

East, also known as UNRWA (the “Respondent”), (1) not to confirm his appointment during 

the probationary period, (2) to render the findings of the medical board moot and not to pay 

him a disability benefit, (3) not to pay him a termination indemnity, (4) the calculation of his 

leave encashment payment and (5) the calculation of his period of service. 

2. As the five above applications have been filed by the same Applicant and are related, 

in the interest of judicial economy the Tribunal has decided to consolidate the applications 

and adjudicate them in a single Judgment.     

Facts 

3. Effective 1 December 2013, the Applicant joined the Agency as Branch Manager 

(“BM”), Madaba, Department of Microfinance, Jordan, at Grade 16, Step 1 on a fixed-term 

appointment. The appointment was until 31 December 2013 and subject to a 12-month 

probationary period. By letter dated 13 January 2014, the fixed-term appointment was 

extended until 31 December 2014. 

4. By email dated 6 February 2014 to the Applicant, the Credit Operations Manager 

(“COM”) noted the Applicant’s management shortcomings and provided guidance on best 

managerial practices. 

5. By email dated 10 February 2014, the COM noted a number of the Applicant’s 

mistakes with respect to a specific loan application.  

6. By email dated 13 February 2014, the COM pointed out a number of the Applicant’s 

calculation errors in a specific loan application.  

7. By email dated 20 February 2014, the COM noted that the Applicant had not 

implemented the proper loan procedures.   
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8. By email dated 25 February 2014, the Applicant was reminded by the Chief Field 

Microfinance Programme, Jordan (“CFMP”) of the importance of copying the COM on all 

email correspondence. 

9. By email dated 16 March 2014, the COM requested that the Applicant ensure a better 

level of accuracy in reviewing loan applications.  

10. By email dated 14 May 2014, the COM noted that he was troubled with the 

Applicant’s handling of a specific loan. 

11. On 2 July 2014, the CFMP received a text message from the Applicant that contained 

a religious reference and obscene language. A few days later the Applicant sent a text 

message to the cashier referring to another staff member in obscene language. 

12. By email dated 3 July 2014, the CFMP noted that the Applicant was not following the 

appropriate procedures. 

13. On 6 July 2014, the CFMP pointed out the difference between the information he had 

given the Applicant and what the Applicant had conveyed to his staff. 

14. On 6 August 2014, the Applicant was placed on Special Leave With Pay (“SLWP”) 

after having been detained by the Jordanian authorities for personal reasons. 

15. On 11 August 2014, the Applicant filed a complaint against the CFMP and requested 

that the Agency conduct an investigation. 

16. On 1 September 2014, the Jordan Field Intake Committee (the “Committee”) 

reviewed the Applicant’s complaint against the CFMP and decided to refer the case to the 

Deputy Director of UNRWA Operations, Programmes (“D/DUO/P”) as a management issue. 

17. On 2 November 2014, the Applicant resumed his duties as the BM in Madaba. 

18. On 9 November 2014, the Applicant, COM, CFMP and an Administrative Officer met 

to discuss the Applicant’s Mid-Point Evaluation Performance. The meeting was originally 
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scheduled in July 2014, it however, was postponed due to a delay in the issuance of the 

financial statements and further delayed because the Applicant was on SLWP.  

19. By memorandum dated 19 November 2014 to the Field Human Resources Officer, the 

CFMP recommended not to confirm the Applicant’s appointment. 

20. By email dated 21 November 2014 to the COM and the CFMP, the Applicant 

requested that a medical board examine him. 

21. By email dated 23 November 2014, the Head, Field Human Resources Office, Jordan 

(“H/FHRO”) informed the Applicant that his complaint against the CFMP had been reviewed 

by the Committee and found to be a management issue. Accordingly, the complaint was 

referred to the D/DUO/P to be dealt with at an internal level.  

22. By letter dated 27 November 2014, the Director of UNRWA Operations, Jordan 

(“DUO/J”) informed the Applicant that his appointment would not be confirmed because of 

his unsatisfactory performance. The Applicant continued to report to work throughout 

December 2014. 

23. On 9 December 2014, the Applicant submitted a request for review of the decision not 

to confirm his appointment. 

24. On 11 December 2014, a medical board was convened to examine the Applicant’s 

fitness for duty. 

25. By email dated 14 December 2014, the Applicant sought advice with regard to his 

separation entitlements. By email dated 17 December 2014, the Staff Services Officer 

(“SSO”) informed the Applicant that if his mode of separation was the expiration of his 

fixed-term appointment, he would then be eligible to receive the Agency Provident Fund and 

to cash-in any outstanding annual leave.  

26. By email dated 20 December 2014, the SSO clarified that if a staff member were 

terminated on the expiry of his/her fixed-term appointment, he/she would not be entitled to a 

termination indemnity.   
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27. On 23 December 2014, the Applicant met with the SSO to discuss and clarify the 

details of his separation benefits.  

28. On 24 December 2014, the medical board concluded that the Applicant was unfit for 

continued service with the Agency in any post. However, given that the Applicant had not 

been confirmed in his post, he was not entitled to a disability benefit. 

29. By letter dated 31 December 2014, the DUO/J informed the Applicant that his 

contract would not be extended beyond 31 December 2014. 

30. On 3 February 2015, the Head, Field Legal Office, Jordan (“H/FLO”) informed the 

Applicant that the medical board conclusions were rendered moot and therefore no further 

action would be taken.  

31. On 24 February 2015, the Agency paid the Applicant his leave encashment in the 

amount of 712.32 Jordanian Dinars.  

32. Following the H/FLO’s 3 February 2015 letter to the Applicant, on 12 March 2015, 

the Applicant submitted a request for review of the decisions to render the findings of the 

medical board moot and not to pay him a disability benefit.  

33. On 13 March 2015, the Applicant filed an application with the UNRWA Dispute 

Tribunal (the “Tribunal”) contesting the decision dated 27 November 2014 not to confirm his 

appointment. The application was registered under case number UNRWA/DT/JFO/2015/013.  

34. On 24 March 2015, the Tribunal transmitted the above application to the Respondent. 

On 23 April 2015, the Respondent submitted his reply to application number 

UNRWA/DT/JFO/2015/013. 

35. On 30 March 2015, the Applicant submitted a request for review of the decision not to 

pay him a termination indemnity. On 31 March 2015, the Agency responded to the 

Applicant’s request for decision review and informed him that his request was not receivable.  
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36. On 10 April 2015, the Applicant filed an application with the Tribunal contesting the 

decisions to render the findings of the medical board moot and not to pay him a disability 

benefit. The application was registered under case number UNRWA/DT/JFO/2015/020. 

37. On 14 April 2015, the Tribunal transmitted the above application to the Respondent. 

On 14 May 2015, the Respondent submitted his reply to case number 

UNRWA/DT/JFO/2015/020.  

38. On 1 May 2015, the Applicant filed an application with the Tribunal contesting the 

decision not to pay him a termination indemnity. The application was registered under case 

number UNRWA/DT/JFO/2015/025. 

39. On 3 May 2015, the above application was transmitted to the Respondent. On 1 June 

2015, the Respondent submitted his reply to case number UNRWA/DT/JFO/2015/025. 

40. By email dated 22 May 2015, the Applicant requested that the Agency issue him a 

certificate of service. 

41. On 27 May 2015, the Agency issued a certificate of service with the Applicant’s 

service dates as 1 December 2013 to 27 November 2014.  

42. On 2 June 2015, the Applicant submitted a request for review of the calculation of his 

period of service as specified on his certificate of service.   

43. On 3 June 2015, the Applicant requested review of the calculation of his leave 

encashment payment. 

44. By letter dated 30 June 2015, the DUO/J upheld the decision to write the 27 of 

November 2014 as the Applicant’s final day of service on his certificate of service.  

45. By letter dated 1 July 2015, the DUO/J dismissed the Applicant’s request for 

calculation of his leave encashment payment stating that his request was late. 
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46. On 23 July 2015, the Applicant filed an application with the Tribunal contesting the 

calculation of his leave encashment payment. The application was registered under case 

number UNRWA/DT/JFO/2015/058. 

47. On 23 July 2015, the Applicant filed an application with the Tribunal contesting the 

Agency’s calculation of his period of service. The application was registered under case 

number UNRWA/DT/JFO/059.  

48. On 27 July 2015, the Tribunal transmitted the application for case number 

UNRWA/DT/JFO/2015/058 to the Respondent.  

49. ON 28 July 2015, the Tribunal transmitted the application for case number 

UNRWA/DT/JFO/2015/059 to the Respondent. 

50. On 26 August 2015, the Respondent submitted replies to case numbers 

UNRWA/DT/JFO/2015/058 and UNRWA/DT/JFO/2015/059. 

51. On 2 October 2015, the Respondent filed a motion requesting the Tribunal to 

consolidate the five applications into a single Judgment. 

52. By Order No. 110 (UNRWA/DT/2015) dated 13 October 2015, the Tribunal granted 

the Respondent’s motion for consolidation and joined all five applications. 

53. By Order No. 124 (UNRWA/DT/2015) (“Order No. 124”) dated 3 December 2015, 

the Tribunal ordered the Respondent to produce documents related to his handling of the 

Applicant’s 11 August 2014 complaint against the CFMP. 

54. On 18 December 2015, the Respondent produced the requested documents ex parte. 

On 13 January 2016, the Tribunal transmitted the Respondent’s response to Order 124 and 

the redacted annex to the Applicant.  

55. On 15 January 2016, the Applicant submitted his comments to the Respondent’s 

response to Order No. 124 to the Tribunal. The Applicant copied the Respondent on the 

email. Despite the Applicant’s failure to request leave, the Tribunal accepted the filing.  
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Contentions  

1) Decision not to confirm the Applicant’s appointment during the probationary 

period 

56. The Applicant contends: 

i) His performance during the probationary period was “more than perfect” 

according to the targets and required goals of the department; 

ii) He did not receive any letters or emails informing him that he was placed under an 

Opportunity to Improve Programme (“OTI Programme”);  

iii) His direct supervisor neglected all managerial and administrative matters which 

led to disputes and conflicts in work; 

iv) The decision not to confirm his appointment was due to personal prejudice rather 

than based on his work performance; and 

v) He sent many emails to the Human Resources Department alleging discrimination 

and retaliation against him by the CFMP. 

57. The Applicant requests: 

i) Review of the decision not to confirm his appointment that allows him to return to 

duty; 

ii) Establishment of an independent “part” that will evaluate his performance per the 

departmental standards; and 

iii) Alternatively, transfer to another department and implementation of an OTI 

Programme.  

58. The Respondent contends: 
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i) The record is clear that the decision not to confirm the Applicant’s appointment 

was based on his unsatisfactory performance during the probationary period. 

Moreover, the Applicant’s shortcomings were brought to his attention as 

evidenced by the well-documented record;  

 

ii) The Applicant sent offensive text messages with reference to religion that implies 

discrimination on the basis of religion; 

 

iii) The jurisprudence is clear that the burden of proving prejudice or improper 

motivation rests with the Applicant; and 

iv) On 1 September 2014, the Committee reviewed the Applicant’s complaint against 

the CFMP and referred the case to D/DUO/P as a management issue. 

59.  The Respondent requests that the Tribunal dismiss the application in its entirety. 

2) Decision to render the findings of the medical board moot and not to pay the 

Applicant a disability benefit 

60. The Applicant contends:  

i) He was still a staff member when he requested a medical board; 

 

ii) He was still a staff member when the conclusions of the medical board were 

transmitted to the DUO/J on 30 December 2014; 

iii) Because the medical board concluded that he was unfit for the service, paragraph 

7 of Area Staff Rule 109.7 is applicable; 

iv) He was forced to sign a medical waiver on 4 February 2015; and 

 

v) The medical board’s conclusion that he was unfit for duty will lead to future lost 

earnings because he cannot work as a freelancer. 
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61. The Applicant requests that the Agency accept the medical board’s conclusion that he 

is unfit for work and compensate him in the amount of 24 times his gross salary in 

accordance with paragraph 7 of Staff Rule 109.7.  

62. The Respondent contends:  

i) The medical board’s 24 December 2014 conclusion is moot because the Applicant 

was not confirmed in his post on 27 November 2014; 

ii) The provisions of paragraph 7 of Area Staff Rule 109.7 are not applicable because 

the Applicant was separated from the Agency based on his unsatisfactory 

performance and not his health status;  

iii) The Applicant has provided no evidence supporting his claim that he was 

permanently disabled within the meaning of Area Staff Rule 109.7; and 

iv) The remedies sought by the Applicant are unsubstantiated. 

63. The Respondent requests that the Tribunal dismiss the application in its entirety. 

3) Decision not to pay the Applicant a termination indemnity 

64. The Applicant contends: 

i) His period of service at UNRWA was from 1 December 2013 until 31 December 

2014; 

ii) Because he worked for 13 months, Area Staff Rule 109.9 (3)(A) is applicable to his 

case; and 

iii) He is not time-barred for requesting review of the decision not to pay him a 

termination indemnity. 

65. The Applicant requests payment of a termination indemnity in accordance with Area 

Staff Rule 109.9 (3)(A) in the amount of one month’s “gross” salary; 

66. The Respondent contends:  
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i)  The Application is not receivable because it is time-barred; 

ii) The Applicant was informed that he was not entitled to a termination indemnity by the 

SSO in emails dated 17 December 2014 and 20 December 2014; and 

iii) The Applicant requested decision review of the contested decision on 30 March 2015. 

67. The Respondent requests that the Tribunal dismiss the application as not receivable. 

 4)  Calculation of annual leave encashment payment 

68. The Applicant contends: 

i) He was still considered a staff member during December 2014; 

ii) The time period from 27 November until 31 December 2014 is considered a “warning 

month” by the definition of international labour law; and 

iii) Around fifteen days of leave during December 2014 were wrongly deducted from his 

annual leave. 

69. The Applicant requests to be paid for 15 days of annual leave. 

70. The Respondent contends:  

i) The Applicant’s separation from the Agency was processed effective 27 November 

2014, 

ii) However, the Applicant continued to work until 31 December 2014 and was paid for 

this period; 

iii) The Applicant knew the quantum of his annual leave encashment on or before 24 

February 2015 when he received the cheque and cashed it; and 

iv) The application is time-barred as the Applicant requested decision review on 3 June 

2015. 
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71. The Respondent requests that the Tribunal dismiss the application in its entirety. 

5) Calculation of his period of service  

72. The Applicant contends:  

i) His service to UNRWA lasted until 31 December 2014 and not 27 November 2014 as 

characterised by the Respondent in his certificate of service; and 

ii)  He was in the service of the Agency for 13 months and not 11 months and 27 days. 

73.  The Applicant requests that the date on his certificate of service indicate that his final 

day of service with the Agency was 31 December 2014 and not 27 November 2014. 

74. The Respondent contends: 

i)  The application is time-barred; 

ii) By letter dated 27 November 2014, the Applicant was informed that his appointment 

was not confirmed and that he would be separated from the Agency in accordance 

with Area Staff Regulation 9.1 and Area Staff Rule 109.1;  

iii)  The Applicant’s separation date was again confirmed by letter dated 31 December 

2014; 

iv)  The request for decision review dated 2 June 2015 is two months late; and 

v) The Agency’s calculation of Applicant’s period of service is correct. The Agency’s 

position has always been clear that the Applicant’s separation from service was 

effective on 27 November 2014 and not 31 December 2014. 

75. The Respondent requests that the Tribunal dismiss the application in its entirety.  
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Considerations  

1) Decision not to confirm the Applicant’s appointment during the probationary 

period 

76. Area Staff Regulation 4.2 provides: 

Appointments shall be subject to the satisfactory completion of not less 

than one month’s probationary service. 

77. Area Staff Personnel Directive A/4/Part VII/Rev.7 (“PD A/4”) on probation provides 

in relevant part: 

3.  PURPOSE OF PROBATION 

The purpose of probation is to fathom the overall performance and 

potential of a staff member in the job to which he/she is appointed, 

or reassigned with a view to determining the adequacy of his/her 

attitude in relation to certain normative standards of performance. 

Staff members are subject to probation on the occasions of: 

(i) Appointment; 

 

[…] 

 

11. In all circumstances satisfactory probationary service is a condition 

for confirmation of appointment, transfer and promotion. 

 

12. Appointment may be terminated without notice during the 

probationary period or during any extension thereof. 

 

78. The Applicant submits that the decision not to confirm his appointment during the 

probationary period was not based on his performance and claims that his performance as the 

BM in the Madaba Branch was “more than perfect” and consistent with the targets and 

required goals of the department. The Respondent submits that the Applicant’s appointment 

was not confirmed due to his unsatisfactory performance during the probationary period. In 

reviewing the record, the Tribunal notes that there are numerous emails from the COM and 
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CFMP to the Applicant pointing out his unsatisfactory performance and repeated failure to 

follow procedures.  

79.  For example, by email dated 6 February 2014, the Applicant’s immediate supervisor, 

the COM, noted the Applicant’s performance shortcomings and provided guidance on best 

managerial practices. By emails dated 10 and 13 February 2014, the COM pointed out a 

number of inaccuracies and errors with respect to loan applications approved by the 

Applicant. By email dated 20 February 2014, the COM again noted that the Applicant had 

failed to implement the proper loan procedures.  

80. By email dated 16 March 2014, the COM requested that the Applicant ensure a better 

level of accuracy in reviewing loan applications. By email dated 14 May 2014, the COM 

expressed concern with the Applicant’s handling of a specific loan. By email dated 3 July 

2014, the CFMP noted that the Applicant was not following the appropriate departmental 

procedures. Finally, on 6 July 2014, the CFMP pointed out the difference between the 

information he had given the Applicant and what the Applicant had conveyed to his staff.  

81. Therefore, the Tribunal has no doubt that the Agency’s decision not to confirm the 

Applicant’s appointment was based on his underperformance. Moreover, the Applicant’s 

allegation that he did not receive any memorandum or letters from his supervisors requesting 

that he improve his performance is contradicted by the record above.  

82. The Applicant submits that any performance related problems were due to the poor 

management by his direct supervisor and based on personal motives rather than related to his 

performance. The Tribunal recalls that when a staff member contests the Agency’s stated 

motives, the jurisprudence of the United Nations Appeals Tribunal (the “UNAT”) is clear that 

the burden of proving prejudice or improper motivation rests with the Applicant. In support 

of his contentions the Applicant notes that he submitted a complaint against the CFMP on 11 

August 2014. The Committee reviewed the Applicant’s complaint and communicated its 

conclusion to the Applicant on 23 November 2014. In relevant part the Committee found the 

Applicant’s complaint to be an internal management issue and referred it to the appropriate 
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official. The Tribunal finds the Committee’s conclusion and recommendation to be a valid 

use of its discretionary authority.  

83. The Tribunal recalls that on 27 November 2014, the Applicant was still in his 12-

month probationary period when he was notified that his appointment would not be 

confirmed. In relevant part, PD A/4, part VII at paragraph 12 states: “Appointment may be 

terminated without notice during the probationary period”. The Tribunal does not find that the 

decision not to confirm the Applicant’s appointment during his probationary period was tainted 

by any procedural irregularities or prejudice. Rather, based on the record, it is clear that the 

Applicant was not confirmed due to his unsatisfactory performance. 

84.  The Applicant also contends that he never received any letter or emails placing him 

on an OTI Programme. Area Staff Personnel Directive A/23 on Performance Management 

and the use of the OTI Programme, at paragraph 5 states: “This directive is applicable to staff 

on fixed term and indefinite contracts that have been confirmed in their post. A staff member 

who is under probation will be subject to reporting procedures outlined in PD/A/4/Part VII.” 

As the Applicant was not confirmed in his post and PD A/4 does not contain any provisions 

regarding an OTI Programme, the Applicant was not entitled to benefit from an OTI and the 

Tribunal will dismiss this contention.  

2) The decisions to render the findings of the medical board as moot and not to pay 

the Applicant a disability benefit 

85. The Applicant contends that because he was still a staff member when the medical 

board concluded that he was unfit for duty, he is therefore entitled to payment of a disability 

benefit per Area Staff Rule 109.7. The Respondent contends that because the Applicant was 

not confirmed in his appointment on 27 November 2014, the medical board’s 24 December 

2014 conclusion should be rendered moot and therefore he is not entitled to a disability 

benefit. 

86. As the parties do not agree on the date of the Applicant’s separation from the Agency, 

the Tribunal will first review this issue. By letter dated 27 November 2014, the DUO/J 
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informed the Applicant that due to his unsatisfactory performance his appointment would not 

be confirmed. However, the letter does not specify when this decision would take effect. It is 

not contested that, in spite of this letter, the Applicant continued to work for the Agency until 

31 December 2014 and received a salary for this period. While the Agency failed to specify 

the exact date that the Applicant’s non confirmation would take effect, the DUO/J rectified 

this error on 31 December 2014 when he informed the Applicant that his contract would not 

be extended beyond 31 December 2014. Therefore, it is clear that the Agency’s decision not 

to confirm the Applicant’s appointment was indeed taken on 27 November 2014, however, it 

did not take effect until 31 December 2014. 

87. Having determined that the Agency’s decision not to confirm the Applicant’s 

appointment was taken 27 November 2014 and that the medical board’s conclusion was taken 

on 24 December 2014, it is clear that the Applicant’s non-confirmation was based solely on 

his performance and not on his health incapacity. 

88. Area Staff Rule 109.7 states: 

     DISABILITY BENEFIT 

1. A staff member whose appointment has been terminated on 

the stated ground that he/she is for reasons of health incapacitated 

for further service with the Agency shall be eligible to receive a 

disability benefit as defined in paragraph 2 of this rule provided 

that he/she is less than 60 years of age and does not receive a 

termination indemnity under rule 109.9. 

89. In the case at hand, the Applicant’s appointment was not confirmed on the basis of 

poor performance on 27 November 2014. Therefore, the above rule is not applicable to the 

Applicant and he is not entitled to receive a disability benefit. The Applicant’s allegation that 

he was forced to sign the medical waiver on 3 February 2014 is without consequence as the 

Tribunal has stated above that he is not entitled to the disability benefit.  

 3) Decision not to pay the Applicant a termination indemnity  

90.  Area Staff Rule 111.2 provides: 
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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 

calendars days from the date on which the staff member received 

notification of the administrative decision to be contested. 

91. The UNAT held in Ajdini et al 2011-UNAT-108 that: 

An application is only receivable when a staff member has 

previously submitted the impugned administrative decision for 

management evaluation and the application is filed within the 

specified deadlines. 

92.  The Respondent contends that the application is not receivable because it is time-

barred. By emails dated 17 and 20 December 2014, the Applicant was informed by the SSO 

of his separation benefits, specifically if he was terminated on the expiry of his fixed-term 

appointment he would not be entitled to a termination indemnity. Moreover, the Applicant 

met with the SSO on 23 December for clarification on his separation benefits. Based on the 

emails and meeting with the SSO, the Tribunal is satisfied that as of 23 December 2014 the 

Applicant understood the separation benefits he was entitled to receive. It is not contested 

that the Applicant requested decision review on 30 March 2015, which is beyond the 60-day 

time-limit set out in the above rule. Therefore, the application is not receivable for failure to 

request review of the decision within the set time limits. 

 4) Calculation of the Applicant’s leave encashment payment  

93. The Applicant contends that fifteen days of leave in December 2014 were wrongly 

deducted from his annual leave encashment. The Respondent contends that the application is 

time-barred as the Applicant knew the quantum of his annual leave encashment on or before 

24 February 2015 when he received the leave encashment cheque, however, he only 
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requested review of decision on 3 June 2015. The Tribunal is not convinced that the details 

given by the Agency of the calculation of his annual leave encashment on 24 February 2015 

allowed the Applicant to know exactly how many days of leave had been paid. However, in 

his request for decision review, the Applicant states that the decision was taken on 12 March 

2015. Based on the Applicant’s statement that the decision was made on 12 March 2015, his 

3 June 2015 request for decision review was submitted beyond the 60-day time limit set out 

in Area Staff Rule 111.2 and his application is not receivable. 

5) Calculation of the Applicant’s period of service  

94. The Applicant contends that because he continued working during December 2014, 

his certificate of service should state that his final day of service with the Agency was 31 

December 2014. The Respondent contends that the application is time-barred because the 

Applicant was informed on 27 November 2014 and 31 December 2014 that his post would 

not be confirmed and therefore his request for decision review dated 2 June 2015, is late. The 

Tribunal notes that, on 22 May 2015, the Applicant emailed the Agency requesting the 

issuance of a certificate of service and on 27 May 2015, the Agency issued the requested 

document specifying the Applicant’s date of leaving the Agency as 27 November 2014. On 2 

June 2015, the Applicant requested review of that decision. Given that the Applicant 

requested review of the decision on 2 June 2015, less than a week after receiving the 27 May 

2015 certificate of service, the application is receivable.  

95. As the Tribunal has already concluded that the Applicant continued to be in service of 

the Agency until 31 December 2014, the Respondent must amend the certificate of service 

accordingly.  

Conclusion 

96. In view of the foregoing, the Tribunal hereby  

DECIDES: 
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All the applications are dismissed, save the final application, registered under Case 

No. UNRWA/DT/JFO/2015/059 related to the Applicant’s dates of service. The Respondent 

is ordered to issue a new certificate of service indicating the Applicant’s final day of service 

with the Agency as 31 December 2014.  

  

 

  ______(Signed)_________________ 

           Judge Jean-François Cousin 

                Dated this 3
rd

 day of March 2016 

 

 

 

Entered in the Register on this 3
rd

 day of March 2016  
 

 

 

 

________(Signed)__________________________ 

Laurie McNabb, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 


