
Page 1 of 18 

 

UNRWA DISPUTE TRIBUNAL 

Cases Nos.: 
UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/004 

UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/005                          

Judgment No.: UNRWA/DT/2017/017 

Date: 2 May 2017  

Original: English 

 

Before: Judge Jean-François Cousin 

Registry: Amman  

Registrar: Laurie McNabb  

 

 

 

 

 
 

ABDULLAH 
 

 v.  

 

COMMISSIONER GENERAL OF THE 

UNITED NATIONS RELIEF AND WORKS 

AGENCY FOR PALESTINE REFUGEES  

   

 JUDGMENT  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Counsel for Applicant:  

Self-represented 

 

 

Counsel for Respondent: 

Rachel Evers (DLA) 



  
Cases Nos. UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/004 

                   UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/005 

  Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2017/017 

 

Page 2 of 18 

Introduction 

1. These are two applications by Mohammad Mustafa Abdullah (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” or the “Agency”), 1) to inform him of the results of the 

investigation following his complaint with respect to the forgery of his signature 

on his 2011 performance evaluation report, although he had filed an appeal with 

the United Nations Appeals Tribunal; and 2) to close the investigation in relation 

to his complaint. The Applicant also challenges the outcome of the investigation 

and the action taken by the Agency as a result of the outcome of the investigation.  

Facts 

2. Effective 17 September 1992, the Applicant joined the Agency as a Teacher, 

Grade 6, Step 1. After successive promotions, the Applicant occupied the post of 

Teacher, Grade 10, Step 12, at Irbid Town Preparatory Boys School No. 2 (“ITPB 

School”).  

3. On 19 September 2011, the Applicant was transferred from the ITPB School 

to the post of Teacher at Grade 10, Step 12, at Azmi Mufti Camp Preparatory 

Boys School No. 1. 

4. On 16 February 2012, the Applicant complained that his signature on his 

annual performance evaluation report (“PER”) had been forged. The Acting 

Director of UNRWA Operations, Jordan (“A/DUO/J”) authorised an investigation 

to be conducted.  

5. By email dated 5 December 2012, the Applicant asked the Field Human 

Resources Officer, Jordan about the result of the investigation following his 

complaint. The Applicant reiterated this inquiry on 20 December 2012.  

6. By email dated 22 January 2013, the Field Legal Officer, Jordan refused to 

inform the Applicant of the outcome of the investigation. 
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7. On 4 February 2013, the Applicant requested review of the 22 January 2013 

decision. By letter dated 12 February 2013, the Director of UNRWA Operations, 

Jordan (“DUO/J”) responded to the Applicant that not informing him about the 

outcome of a formal investigation is not considered to be an appealable 

administrative decision. 

8. On 1 June 2013, the Applicant filed an application with the UNRWA Dispute 

Tribunal (the “Tribunal”) contesting the decision to refuse to inform him of the 

results of the investigation following his complaint about the forgery of his 

signature on his annual PER. 

9. By Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01 dated 19 April 2015, the 

Tribunal rescinded the decision to refuse to inform the Applicant of the results of 

the investigation following his complaint. 

10. On 2 June 2015, the Applicant filed with the Tribunal a request for 

interpretation of Judgment UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01. On 10 July 2015, the 

Respondent filed another request for interpretation of the same Judgment. 

11. In Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2015/041/Corr.01 dated 14 July 2015, the 

Tribunal denied both requests for interpretation of Judgment Abdullah 

UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01.  

12. On 23 July 2015, the Applicant filed an appeal with the United Nations 

Appeals Tribunal (“UNAT”) against Judgment No.  

UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01. On 5 October 2015, the Respondent filed his 

reply to the appeal with the UNAT. 

13. By letter dated 27 July 2015, the Head, Field Legal Office, Jordan 

(“H/FLO/J”) informed the Applicant of the results of the investigation and the 

action taken by the Agency. The Applicant received this letter on 9 August 2015. 

The letter serves as a written implementation of Judgment Abdullah 

UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01. 
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14. On 8 October 2015, the Applicant filed two requests for decision review with 

the DUO/J. In his first request, the Applicant contested the decision of 27 July 

2015 to inform him of the outcome of the investigation conducted in relation to 

his allegations of forgery. In his second request, the Applicant contested the 

decision to close the investigation in relation to his complaint and challenged the 

results of the investigation and the action taken by the Agency.  

15. By separate letters dated 5 November 2015, the Officer-in-Charge of 

UNRWA Operations, Jordan replied to the Applicant’s requests for decision 

review. The contested decisions were upheld.  

16. On 17 January 2016, the Applicant filed a motion for an extension of time to 

file two applications with the Tribunal. 

17. By Miscellaneous Order No. 001/2016 dated 27 January 2016, the Applicant’s 

motion for an extension of time to file two applications was denied as the 

Tribunal considered the Applicant’s submission to be unclear.  

18. On the same day, the Applicant filed a motion for an Arabic translation of 

Miscellaneous Order No. 001/2016, or alternatively for a Word version of that 

Order.  

19. By Miscellaneous Order No. 002/2016 dated 31 January 2016, the Applicant’s 

motion for an Arabic translation of Miscellaneous Order No. 001/2016, or 

alternatively for a Word version of that Order, was denied. 

20. On 1 February 2016, the Applicant filed another motion for an extension of 

time to file two applications with the Tribunal. 

21. By Miscellaneous Order No. 003/2016 dated 3 February 2016, the Applicant’s 

motion for an extension of time to file two applications was granted. 

22. On 14 February 2016, the Applicant filed an application with the Tribunal 

contesting the decision “to coercively implement the UNRWA Dispute Tribunal 

Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.[01]”. This application was registered 

under case number UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/004. 
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23. On the same day, the Applicant filed another application with the Tribunal 

contesting the decision “to close the investigation, its conclusions and the action 

taken regarding [his] complaint about the forgery of his signature on his 2011 

Annual Performance [Evaluation] Report”. This application was registered under 

case number UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/005.  

24. Both applications were transmitted to the Respondent on 16 February 2016. 

25. On 8 March 2016, the Respondent filed a motion requesting the Tribunal to 

consolidate the two applications. The motion was transmitted to the Applicant on 

9 March 2016. 

26. On 17 March 2016, the Respondent filed a joint motion for an extension of 

time to submit his reply in both applications. The motion was transmitted to the 

Applicant on 20 March 2016. 

27. In Judgment Abdullah 2016-UNAT-623 dated 24 March 2016, the UNAT 

affirmed the Tribunal’s Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01. 

28. By Order No. 024 (UNRWA/DT/2016) dated 31 March 2016, the Tribunal 

granted the Respondent’s motion for an extension of time to file a reply in case 

number UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/004.  

29. By Order No. 025 (UNRWA/DT/2016) dated 31 March 2016, the Tribunal 

granted the Respondent’s motion for an extension of time to file a reply in case 

number UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/005. The Tribunal also decided to address at a 

later date the Respondent’s motion to consolidate the applications. 

30. On 11 April 2016, the Respondent filed separate replies to the applications. 

The replies were transmitted to the Applicant on 12 April 2016. 

31. On 18 April 2016, the Applicant filed two separate motions for the Arabic 

translations of the Respondent replies. 
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32. By Order No. 036 (UNRWA/DT/2016) dated 27 April 2016, the Tribunal 

ordered the Respondent to submit an Arabic translation of his reply in case 

number UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/004. 

33. By Order No. 037 (UNRWA/DT/2016) dated 27 April 2016, the Tribunal 

ordered the Respondent to submit an Arabic translation of his reply in case 

number UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/005. 

34. On 6 May 2016, the Respondent filed the Arabic translations of the replies in 

both cases. The translations were transmitted to the Applicant on 8 May 2016. 

35. On 22 June 2016, the Tribunal issued Order No. 045 (UNRWA/DT/2016), in 

case number UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/005, ordering the Respondent to submit a) a 

reply on the merits on or before 22 July 2016, and b) produce, ex parte, an 

unredacted copy of the investigation report, on or before 30 June 2016. 

36. On 30 June 2016, the Respondent submitted ex parte the unredacted copy of 

the investigation report. The report was not transmitted to the Applicant. 

37. On 19 July 2016, the Respondent filed a motion for an extension of time to 

file his reply on the merits. The motion was transmitted to the Applicant on 20 

July 2016.   

38. The Respondent filed his reply on the merits on 5 August 2016, which was 

transmitted to the Applicant on 7 August 2016. 

39. On 8 August 2016, the Applicant filed a motion for the Arabic translation of 

the reply on the merits. 

40. By Order No. 056 (UNRWA/DT/2016) dated 16 August 2016, the Tribunal 

granted the Respondent’s motion for an extension of time and accepted ex post 

facto the reply on the merits, which had been filed on 5 August 2016. The 

Tribunal also ordered the Respondent to submit the Arabic translation of the reply 

on the merits on or before 19 August 2016. 
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41. On 17 August 2016, the Respondent filed a motion for an extension of time to 

translate the reply. The motion was transmitted to the Applicant on 18 August 

2016. By Order No. 064 (UNRWA/DT/2016) dated 31 August 2016, the 

Respondent’s motion for an extension of time to translate the reply was granted. 

42. On 1 September 2016, the Respondent submitted the Arabic translation of his 

reply, which was transmitted to the Applicant on the same day. 

43. On 29 September 2016, the Applicant filed a motion for leave to submit 

observations on the Respondent’s reply. The motion was transmitted to the 

Respondent on 2 October 2016. 

44. By Order No. 083 (UNRWA/DT/2016) dated 13 October 2016, the 

Applicant’s motion to submit observations was granted. 

45. On 23 October 2016, the Applicant filed a motion for an extension of time to 

file observations on the Respondent’s reply. The motion was transmitted to the 

Respondent on 24 October 2016. 

46. By Order No. 087 (UNRWA/DT/2016) dated 24 October 2016, the 

Applicant’s motion for an extension of time was granted. 

47. On 27 October 2016, the Applicant filed his observations on the Respondent’s 

reply. The observations were transmitted to the Respondent on the same day.  

48.  By Order No. 020 (UNRWA/DT/2017) dated 23 January 2017, the Tribunal 

disclosed to the Applicant a copy of the investigation report with the names of 

witnesses redacted, with the exception of the Head Teacher and the investigators. 

The Applicant was granted leave to submit his comments on the investigation 

report on or before 7 February 2017. 

49. On 7 February 2017, the Applicant submitted his comments which were 

transmitted to the Respondent on 13 February 2017. The Respondent was granted 

leave to submit his comments on the Applicant’s submissions on or before 28 

February 2017.  
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50. By Order No. 035 (UNRWA/DT/2017) dated 5 March 2017, the Tribunal 

requested the Respondent to explain the absence of the signature of the third 

investigator, identified as Ms. K.I., from the investigation report.  

51. On 9 March 2017, the Respondent filed a motion for an extension of time to 

submit his response to Order No. 035 (UNRWA/DT/2017). The motion was 

transmitted to the Applicant on the same day. 

52. By email to the Registry on 11 March 2017, the Applicant stated that he has 

no objection to the Respondent’s motion for an extension of time to respond to 

the Order. The Applicant’s email was transmitted to the Respondent on 12 March 

2017. 

53. By Order No. 043 (UNRWA/DT/2017) dated 20 March 2017, the 

Respondent’s motion for an extension of time to submit his response was granted. 

54. On 29 March 2017, the Respondent filed a motion for further extension of 

time to respond to Order No. 035 (UNRWA/DT/2017). The motion was 

transmitted to the Applicant on 30 March 2017. 

55. By Order No. 050 (UNRWA/DT/2017) dated 30 March 2017, the 

Respondent’s motion for further extension of time was granted.  

56. On 7 April 2017, the Respondent submitted his response to Order No. 035 

(UNRWA/DT/2017). The response was transmitted to the Applicant on 10 April 

2017. 

 Case UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/004 

Applicant’s contentions 

57. The Applicant contends: 

i) The Agency’s communications with him in July 2015 to execute 

Judgment UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01 were not legal, as the 

same Judgment was under appeal with the UNAT; 
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ii) The Respondent had an obligation to respect the Applicant’s wish 

to appeal Judgment UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01; no party has 

the power to force the other party to execute the Judgment before 

the expiration of the time-limit to file an appeal; 

iii) He is a victim of abuse of power; and 

iv) The contested decision has caused him stress and deep 

psychological harm. 

58. The Applicant requests: 

i) The Tribunal to hold an oral hearing with the participation of 

Associate Legal Officer Ms. N.B. as a witness; 

ii) To award costs against the Respondent; 

iii) To be granted compensation for both material and moral damages, 

caused by the contested decision; and 

iv) To refer the case to the Commissioner-General for possible action to 

enforce accountability.  

Respondent’s contentions 

59. The Respondent contends:  

i) The application is time-barred. The Applicant filed a request for 

decision review on 8 October 2015. The Officer-in-Charge of 

UNRWA Operations, Jordan replied to his request for decision review 

on 5 November 2015. Therefore, the Applicant should have filed his 

application on or before 3 February 2016. The Applicant only 

submitted his application on 14 February 2016; 

ii) The Applicant has not submitted any request seeking suspension, 

waiver or extension of the time limits referred to in Area Staff 

Regulations 11.3 and 11.4; 
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iii) The Applicant did not appeal the rescission by the Tribunal of the 

decision to refuse to inform him of the results of the investigation 

following his complaint; 

iv) The Tribunal’s decision to rescind the Agency’s decision not to inform 

the Applicant of the results of the investigation was in the Applicant’s 

advantage; 

v) The Agency’s decision to inform the Applicant of the results of the 

investigation did not prejudice his rights; neither did it prejudice the 

merits of his appeal; and 

vi) The remedies sought by the Applicant have no legal basis. 

60. The Respondent requests the Tribunal to dismiss the application in its entirety. 

 Case UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/005 

Applicant’s contentions 

61. The Applicant contends: 

i) The Agency did not comply with the provisions of General Staff 

Circular 06/2010; 

ii) The Agency did not act promptly and fairly when his complaint was 

received; the investigation was not finalised within the required time 

period, and he was not informed of the results and the action taken; 

iii) The investigation was not transparent; the investigation report lacks 

the signature of Ms. K.I., an international staff member who was part 

of the Board of Inquiry (“BOI”) and the most senior officer in the 

Legal Office; 

iv) It is not reasonable that the Agency failed to identify who forged the 

Applicant’s signature in his 2011 PER. The Agency should seek the 

technical expertise of a graphologist to determine the perpetrator. 
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There is no doubt that the author of the forgery was in fact the Head 

Teacher; 

v) The Agency treated him in a discriminatory and prejudicial way;  

vi) The testimony of Mr. D. included an admission that he had “first   

knowledge” of the forgery; the testimony of Mr. A was not credible 

and his conduct was aggressive; the testimony of the Head Teacher 

was not credible; the BOI should have heard more witnesses; and 

vii) Contrary to the statement in the beginning of the investigation report, 

there is doubt that the Head Teacher was suspended from duty without 

salary pending the investigation. In the event that he was suspended, 

this means that there was prima facie evidence of misconduct. 

62. The Applicant requests: 

i) A copy of the full and unredacted investigation report with annexes 

and names of witnesses; 

ii)  The Tribunal to find that Mr. D. should have been sanctioned as he 

tried to protect the Head Teacher. Mr. A. should also have been 

sanctioned for his aggressive attitude with regard to the BOI;   

iii) Compensation for the violation of his contractual substantive and 

procedural entitlements; 

iv) Compensation for the excessive delay in handling and closing his 

complaint; 

v) Compensation for the emotional pain, distress, stress and tension that 

he suffered because of the Agency’s illegitimate handling of his 

complaint; and 

vi) Referral of the case to the Commissioner-General for possible action 

to enforce accountability. 
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Respondent’s contentions 

63. The Respondent contends:  

i) The application is time-barred. The Applicant filed a request for 

decision review on 8 October 2015. The Officer-in-Charge of 

UNRWA Operations, Jordan replied to his request for decision review 

on 5 November 2015. Therefore, the Applicant should have filed his 

application on or before 3 February 2016. The Applicant only 

submitted his application on 14 February 2016; 

ii) The Applicant has not submitted any request seeking suspension, 

waiver or extension of the time limits referred to in Area Staff 

Regulations 11.3 and 11.4; and 

iii) The application is not receivable ratione materiae. The Agency’s 

failure to inform the Applicant of the conclusion of the investigation 

and the action taken by the Agency has been considered by the 

Tribunal in Judgment UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01. This “alleged 

ground for relief is therefore covered by the principle of res judicata”. 

64. The Respondent requests the Tribunal to dismiss the application in its entirety. 

Considerations 

Preliminary issue 

65. On 8 March 2016, the Respondent filed a motion asking the Tribunal to 

consolidate the applications. This motion was transmitted to the Applicant on 9 

March 2016. In Orders No. 024 (UNRWA/DT/2016) and No. 025 

(UNRWA/DT/2016) dated 31 March 2016, the Tribunal indicated, inter alia, that, 

at a later date, it would address the Respondent’s motion to consolidate the 

applications. 

66. The above-mentioned applications have been submitted by the same 

Applicant and both relate to a complaint filed by him. Therefore, the Tribunal 
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considers that consolidating the applications will serve judicial economy and 

consistency without changing or affecting the rights of each party. The Tribunal 

has thus decided to join the cases.  

67.  The Applicant requested the Tribunal to hear a witness; however, the staff 

member concerned was merely a witness of facts that are not contested. 

Therefore, hearing this staff member would be without any relevance for the 

Tribunal.  

Merits 

 Case UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/004 

68. In this application, the Applicant contests the Agency’s decision to inform 

him of the results of the investigation following his complaint with respect to the 

forgery of his signature on his 2011 PER.  

69. By its Judgment UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01 dated 19 April 2015, the 

Tribunal rescinded the Agency’s decision to refuse to inform the Applicant of the 

results of the investigation following his complaint. The Tribunal subsequently 

ordered the Agency to inform the Applicant of the conclusion of the investigation 

and of any action taken by the Agency following the investigation. Furthermore, 

the Applicant’s request for compensation for moral damages was denied. The 

Tribunal held that the Applicant had not substantiated his claim that the contested 

decision caused him either material or moral damages.  

70. Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01 was affirmed by the UNAT in 

Abdullah 2016-UNAT-623 dated 24 March 2016. This means that, at this point in 

time, the Agency’s decision to inform the Applicant of the results of the 

investigation following his complaint is final and cannot be contested, irrespective 

of the date of its execution. Therefore, the present application is moot. For the 

same reasons, if the Applicant claims that he has to be compensated for the delay 

of the Agency in informing him that the investigation was closed, this issue has 

been disposed by Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01, and was 

affirmed by the above-mentioned UNAT Judgment.  
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 Case UNRWA/DT/JFO/2016/005 

71. In this application, the Applicant contests 1) the decision to close the 

investigation following his complaint with respect to the forgery of his signature 

on his 2011 PER; 2) the outcome of the investigation; and 3) the action taken by 

the Agency following the investigation. 

Scope of the case 

72. As such, the recommendation of the Department of Internal Oversight 

Services (“DIOS”) to close an investigation following a complaint is not an 

appealable administrative decision, as it has no direct consequence for the 

complainant. Only the outcome of the investigation, and the potential actions 

taken by the Agency following the complaint and DIOS’ recommendation, have 

direct consequences for the complainant. Therefore, the Tribunal has determined 

that it has only to consider the outcome of the investigation and the following 

actions taken by the Agency.    

Receivability 

73. The evidence shows that, by letter dated 27 July 2015, the H/FLO/J informed 

the Applicant of the results of the investigation. However, the Applicant received 

this letter only on 9 August 2015. The Applicant filed his request for decision 

review on 8 October 2015. Furthermore, the Tribunal granted the Applicant an 

extension of time to file his applications with the Tribunal on 3 February 2016. 

Therefore, the application is receivable. 

Merits 

74. The letter dated 27 July 2015 provides in relevant part that: 

In particular, the investigation has concluded that there is a clear 

evidence of forgery of your signature on your PER for 2011. 

Forgery is misconduct. The perpetrator of this misconduct could 

not be determined, while, the Head Teacher of the School where 

you were performing your duties, was served with a Letter of 

Reprimand for his failure to ensure that PERs are performed in 
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accordance with the Agency’s legal framework and are signed by 

[the] concerned staff members in his presence. Such negligence 

was found to have invited the forgery to take place. 

75. Firstly, the Applicant claims that one of the members of the BOI, Ms. K.I., 

should have been appointed as a Chairperson, as she was an international staff 

member and the most senior officer in the Legal Office. The two other members 

were area staff members. However, there is no rule in the Agency’s regulatory 

framework providing such obligation, and the DUO/J exercised his discretion in 

appointing the investigation panel as he did. 

76. The Applicant rightly raises the point that the investigation report was not 

signed by Ms. K.I. However, in response to the Tribunal’s Order, Ms. K.I. 

explained why her signature was omitted on the investigation report. Furthermore, 

she specified that she had agreed with the report’s conclusions. Therefore, this 

material irregularity does not affect the legality of the contested decision. 

77. The Applicant requests that the Tribunal provide him with the unredacted 

version of the investigation report and its annexes. It is the duty of the Tribunal to 

preserve, as much as possible, the confidentiality of the staff members’ names, 

while giving the Applicant the required information. In this case, the Tribunal 

considers that the content of the redacted report was sufficient for the Applicant to 

contest the outcome of the investigation and the actions taken by the Agency 

following the investigation. The Applicant’s submissions clearly establish that he 

was in possession of all the relevant information. With regard to the Applicant’s 

claims that the investigation was not transparent, the Tribunal finds that the 

Applicant did not submit any evidence supporting this allegation.    

78. The Applicant notes that it is not clear if the Head Teacher was suspended 

pending the investigation. The Tribunal considers this to be of no relevance to the 

case at hand. 

79. The file shows that, on 16 February 2012, the Applicant complained that his 

signature on his annual PER had been forged. The investigation concluded that, 

indeed, there was clear evidence of forgery of the Applicant’s signature on his 
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2011 PER, as there had been on other teachers’ PERs. While the perpetrator could 

not be determined, the Head Teacher was served with a Letter of Reprimand for 

his failure to ensure the respect of the applicable rules concerning the PER. 

80. The Applicant challenges the outcome of the investigation. He claims that it is 

unreasonable that the Agency failed to identify the person who forged his 

signature on his 2011 PER. He argues that the Agency should have sought the 

technical expertise of a graphologist to determine the perpetrator and that the 

“acquittal” of the accused Head Teacher was “illegitimate”. 

81. The Tribunal finds that the Applicant’s rights in relation to his complaint have 

been respected. The Agency conducted an investigation and took action based on 

the findings of the investigation. The Applicant does not agree with the outcome 

of the investigation in relation to the Head Teacher; however, he fails to prove 

that the conclusions of the investigation are downright unreasonable. It is not the 

role of the Tribunal to conduct a new investigation and to determine whether the 

technical expertise of a graphologist would be useful in determining the author of 

a signature. The Applicant claimed that only the Head Teacher could have forged 

his signature; however, the investigators did not find any material evidence to that 

effect. The Tribunal recalls that a staff member cannot be sanctioned if there is no 

clear and convincing evidence of misconduct. The investigators concluded, 

however, that the Head Teacher had not respected the provisions with respect to 

the PER, which facilitated the forgery, and he subsequently received a reprimand.  

82. The Tribunal finds that the procedure was properly followed. Therefore, the 

relevant part of the application contesting the outcome of the investigation and the 

action taken by the Agency following the Applicant’s complaint is dismissed. 

83. The Applicant requests the Tribunal to hold that two staff members, who were 

interviewed by the BOI, should have received disciplinary sanctions. However, 

since he does not claim that any of these staff members could be the author of the 

forgery, he has no standing to submit such a request.   
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Delay in informing him of the outcome of the investigation 

84. The Applicant claims compensation for moral and material damages he 

allegedly suffered from the delay between his complaint and the date he was 

informed of the actions taken by the Agency. The Tribunal recalls that, by its 

Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01, affirmed by the UNAT, the 

Applicant was denied compensation for any prejudice that he claims to have 

suffered due to the delay in informing him about the closure of the investigation. 

By the same Judgment, the Tribunal ordered the Agency to inform the Applicant 

of the conclusions of the investigation and of the actions taken by the Agency. 

After that, the Applicant himself refused to be informed by the Agency. 

Moreover, the Applicant did not submit any evidence as to any moral damages 

that he suffered as a result of the delay. 

85. With respect to the Applicant’s request for compensation for the injustice he 

felt when the Head Teacher was found not guilty of forgery, the Tribunal has 

previously stated that the action taken by the Agency following this investigation 

was appropriate and, as such, was not illegal. Therefore, no compensation can be 

granted. 

Costs 

86. The Tribunal considers that by one of his applications, the Applicant 

attempted to pursue a dispute with the Agency in spite of the Tribunal’s findings 

set forth in Judgment UNRWA/DT/2015/025/Corr.01, which ruled partially in his 

favour. Therefore, the Tribunal draws the Applicant’s attention to Article 10, 

paragraph 6 of its Statute which provides that “[w]here the Dispute Tribunal 

determines that a party has manifestly abused the proceedings before it, it may 

award costs against that party”. However, as this is the first time the Applicant 

has filed such an application, the Tribunal will limit itself advising him in this 

regard and finds that this does not constitute a manifest abuse of proceedings. 
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Conclusion 

87. In view of the foregoing, the Tribunal hereby DECIDES: 

The applications are dismissed. 

 

(Signed) 

_____________________________ 

Judge Jean-François Cousin 

Dated this 2
nd

 day of May 2017 

 

 

 

Entered in the Register on this 2
nd

 day of May 2017 

 

(Signed) 

________________________________________ 

Laurie McNabb, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 

 


