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I. Introduction 

In 2007, the United Nations General Assembly decided to introduce a new system for handling 

internal disputes and disciplinary matters in the United Nations. This came as a result of extensive 

discussions on the issue of administration of justice, and a keen recognition by both management 

and staff that the existing system no longer met the needs of the United Nations organizations. The 

goal was to have a system that was independent, professional, efficient, transparent and 

decentralised, with a stronger emphasis on resolving disputes through informal means, before 

resorting to formal litigation. Accordingly, the Joint Appeals Board (“JAB”), the Joint Disciplinary 

Committee and the United Nations Administrative Tribunal were abolished and the new system of 

administration of justice came into effect on 1 July 2009, pursuant to General Assembly Resolution 

63/253, i.e. the establishment of the United Nations Dispute Tribunal (“UNDT”). 

In line with the new system of administration of justice, and in agreement with the Secretary-

General of the United Nations, the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine 

Refugees in the Near East (“UNRWA”/“Agency”) established its own first instance Dispute 

Tribunal, which conforms to the General Assembly’s requirements and is modelled after the 

UNDT. The UNRWA Dispute Tribunal (“Tribunal”) considers and decides on cases filed by or on 

behalf of current and former staff members appealing administrative decisions either (a) alleged 

to be in non-compliance with their terms of appointment or (b) relating to disciplinary measures. 

The professional Judges conduct hearings, issue Orders and render binding Judgments. Both staff 

members and the Agency have a right to appeal the Judgments of the Tribunal to the United 

Nations Appeals Tribunal (“UNAT”). 

The Tribunal was established by Area and International Staff Regulation 11.3 effective 1 June 

2010. The Tribunal became operational on 1 June 2011. The Statute of the Tribunal provides that 

Judges are selected by the Internal Justice Committee, which is comprised of three distinguished 

external jurists, along with representatives of area and international staff and management. At 

present, there is one full-time Judge of the Tribunal, one ad litem Judge to adjudicate remands, one 

P-5 Registrar, one P-3 Legal Officer, one Legal Consultant, one Translator/Interpreter, one Legal 

Support Officer and one Administrative Assistant, who provide legal, substantive, administrative 

and translation/interpretation support to the Judges. The Tribunal is pleased to issue the Activity 

Report - 2020 on the activities of the Tribunal from 1 January 2020 - 31 December 2020. This 

report provides statistical information on applications that have been adjudicated by the Tribunal 

and summaries of major legal pronouncements that have been formulated in Judgments rendered 

during that period. Also included are charts and statistics for applications filed and Judgments 

issued since the beginning of the Tribunal. 

We take special notice of the departure of Judge Jean François Cousin, whose seven-year term 

ended on 31 March 2021. His experience and knowledge of administrative law were invaluable to 

the Tribunal and his productivity was unrivalled. He is deeply missed by his team in the Tribunal. 

Laurie McNabb, Registrar UNRWA Dispute Tribunal, July 2021 
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II. Statistics 

A. Applications 

The Tribunal received 281 applications in 2020. 

Chart 1: Number of applications received by the Tribunal per year since its start of operation 

 

When the Tribunal became operational on 1 June 2011, there were 162 pending applications 

carried over from the Joint Appeals Board (JAB) system and those applications filed between 1 

June 2010 and 1 June 2011, when the Tribunal had been established by the Regulations but was 

not yet operational.  

As of 31 December 2020, the total number of individual applications submitted to the Tribunal 

that contest an administrative decision is: 1,704. 

Some applications are identical, except for the Applicant’s personal information, and were filed in 

groups. Accordingly, in a number of instances, the Judge determined that it was in the interests of 

justice and judicial economy to consolidate and adjudicate several applications in one Judgment.1 

Chart 2: Number of applications per year per Field Offices and HQs since the Tribunal’s 

start of operation 

Year GFO HQA HQG JFO LFO SFO WBFO 

2011 – 2014 including pre-2011 JAB 

applications 
42 58 10 85 91 31 39 

2015-2016 5 9 2 59 10 8 28 

2017 7 2 1 197 14 3 18 

2018 533 7 1 37 5 3 13 

2019 18 10 1 26 40 5 5 

2020 7 11 1 23 216 8 15 

Total 612 97 16 427 376 58 118 

 
1
 See Annex A for the list of such cases in 2020; see also charts on page 8 of this report. 
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B. Categories of applications 

The applications filed with the Tribunal consist of two main categories: (1) disciplinary and (2) 

other administrative decisions. In the category of disciplinary decisions, the decisions being 

contested in 2020 include: 

➢ termination under Chapter X of Area/International Staff Rules (misconduct) 

➢ written censure 

➢ written censure and suspension 

➢ written censure and deferment of promotion 

➢ written censure and fine 

➢ written censure and disqualification from recruitment 

➢ written censure, fine and deferment of promotion 

In the category of other administrative decisions, the decisions being contested in 2020 include:  

➢ non-selection  

➢ not shortlisted 

➢ benefits/entitlements 

➢ denial of Early Voluntary Retirement  

➢ denial of SLWOP 

➢ termination in the interest of the Agency 

➢ termination on medical grounds 

➢ termination for poor performance  

➢ transfer  

➢ reprimand letter 

➢ non-renewal/non-extension/non-confirmation  

➢ non-extension of contract beyond retirement age 

➢ not to investigate a complaint 

➢ canceling appointment 

➢ extension of probation period 

➢ retroactive appointment  

➢ grade adjustment 

➢ reclassification of post  

➢ not to convert LDC contract to GF 

➢ to place a note on OSF 

➢ other 
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C. Judgments 

In 2020, the Tribunal issued 73 Judgments disposing of 92 applications. Four applications were 

withdrawn at the request of the Applicants. Thus, the total number of applications resolved is 96. 

The number of applications pending before the Tribunal at the end of 2020 was 295, including one 

remanded case.  

From the date it became operational to the end of 2020, the Tribunal has issued a total number of 

540 Judgments, adjudicating 1,334 applications.2 99 applications have been withdrawn. 

As set forth below in more detail, of the 73 Judgments issued in 2020, in 23 Judgments the Tribunal 

ruled that the application was not receivable. In two Judgments, the Respondent, in his reply, had 

asserted that the application was not receivable and did not address the merits of the application. 

In each of these two instances, the Tribunal, in a Judgment on Receivability, held that the 

application was receivable. Thereafter, in each case, the Respondent filed a reply on the merits of 

the application,3 and a second Judgment was issued on the merits.  In 17 Judgments, the Tribunal 

adjudicated the merits of applications contesting the imposition of disciplinary measures. In 30 

Judgments, the Tribunal adjudicated the merits of applications contesting other administrative 

decisions. In one Judgment, the Tribunal held that the application was moot.  

The Judge works on the applications generally in chronological order as of the date of the filing of 

the application, with few exceptions, such as termination cases. At the time of this report, there 

remain to be adjudicated 263 applications. Despite the record number of Judgments issued in 2020, 

there remains a significant backlog of applications. The Tribunal considers that a maximum period 

of 6 months between the date of submission of the application and the date of the Judgment is an 

appropriate length of time.  

  

 
2 

It is noted that the total number of Judgments issued does not correlate one-to-one with the number of applications 

registered with the Tribunal; nor does the number of applications adjudicated correlate one-to-one with the number of 

applications registered. These discrepancies are for several reasons: 1) as mentioned, the Tribunal consolidates 

applications into one Judgment where the factual and the legal issues are identical; 2) some applications are withdrawn 

prior to Judgment; 3) Judgments on only remedies or receivability are not counted as adjudicating applications; 

however, they are counted as Judgments as they adjudicate matters in the context of a case. Likewise, Judgments 

remanded to the Tribunal from the UNAT are not counted as new applications, as they are re-examinations of the 

original applications. But, these Judgments are counted as they adjudicate the application, albeit second time. 
3
 In the graphics, the 2 Judgments are counted in the receivable category.  
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Chart 3: Judgments in 2020  

 

See Annex A for the list of Judgments adjudicating multiple applications in 2020.  

 

Chart 4: Judgments since the Tribunal’s start of operation 
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C.1. Judgments ruling applications non-receivable in 2020 

In 23 Judgments, after a thorough review of the parties’ submissions and the applicable 

Regulations, Rules, other administrative issuances and relevant jurisprudence, the applications 

were judged to be non-receivable and therefore were dismissed.4 The primary grounds for non-

receivability include: (1) there is no appealable administrative decision; (2) the Applicant failed to 

make a request for a review of the contested decision prior to filing his/her application; (3) the 

request for decision review was untimely; (4) the application filed with the Tribunal was time-

barred; (5) the Applicant has no standing to contest the decision. 

Chart 5: Receivability of applications in 2020  

 

Chart 6: Receivability of applications since the Tribunal’s start of operation  

  

 
4
 See Annex B for a list of applications adjudicated non-receivable in 2020. 
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Chart 7: Receivability of applications in 2020  

 

 

Chart 8: Receivability of applications since the Tribunal’s start of operation  
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Chart 9: Basis for non-receivability of applications in 2020 

 

 

Chart 10: Basis for non-receivability of applications since the Tribunal’s start of operation 
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C.2. Judgments on the merits – disciplinary measures – 2020 

Of the 50 Judgments on the merits, 17 involved disciplinary actions taken against staff members 

for numerous types of alleged violations including sexual harassment, breach of the Agency’s 

principles of neutrality and corporal punishment.  

The breakdown of the number of applications contesting a particular disciplinary measure is as 

follows:  

➢ summary dismissal (1) 

➢ termination under Chapter X (misconduct) (8) 

➢ written censure and a fine (2) 

➢ written censure and suspension without pay (2) 

➢ written censure and demotion (1) 

➢ administrative leave without pay pending investigation (1) 

➢ suspension without pay (1) 

➢ multiple decisions (1) 

The Tribunal upheld the contested decision in 14 cases and rescinded the decision in 3 cases.5 

 

Chart 11: Contested disciplinary measures in 2020 

 

  

 
5
 See Annex C for a list of Judgments in each category. 
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Chart 12: Contested disciplinary measures since the Tribunal’s start of operation  
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C.3. Judgments on the merits – other administrative decisions – 2020 

In 30 Judgments, the Tribunal adjudicated the cases contesting administrative decisions other than 

disciplinary measures.6 The breakdown of the types of decisions is as follows:   

➢ non-selection/not shortlisted (7)  

➢ benefits/entitlements (9)     

➢ transfer (2) 

➢ termination on medical grounds (1) 

➢ separation for abandonment of post (1) 

➢ non-renewal (1)  

➢ non-promotion (3) 

➢ reclassification (1) 

➢ early voluntary retirement (1) 

➢ cancel recruitment process (1) 

➢ disqualification from recruitment process (1) 

➢ other (2)  

The Tribunal allowed the application in full or in part in 6 cases. Twenty-four applications were 

dismissed on the merits.  

C.4. Judgments – other – 2020 

The breakdown of the remaining 3 Judgments7 is as follows: 

➢ 2 Judgments on receivability only (found receivable); 

➢ 1 Judgment where it was decided that the application was moot.  

   

 
6
 See Annex D for a list of Judgments in each category. 

7
 See Annex E for list of these Judgments.  
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Chart 13: Contested administrative decisions in 2020 

 

 

 

Chart 14: Contested administrative decisions since the Tribunal’s start of operation  
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The breakdown of the number of applications since the Tribunal’s start of operation contesting 

other administrative decisions is as follows: 

➢ non-selection/not short-listed (62) 

➢ benefits and entitlements (42) 

➢ transfer (14) 

➢ work-related injuries (10) 

➢ reprimand (8) 

➢ non-renewal/non-extension (30) 

➢ non-promotion (3) 

➢ non-extension beyond retirement age (6) 

➢ early voluntary retirement (3) 

➢ separation for abandonment of post (4) 

➢ termination for poor performance (1) 

➢ termination in the interest of Agency (13) 

➢ termination on medical grounds (6) 

➢ reclassification (8) 

➢ suspension with pay pending investigation (5) 

➢ closure of investigation (7) 

➢ cancel recruitment process (1) 

➢ disqualification from recruitment process (1) 

➢ abolishment of post (7) 

➢ multiple decisions (25) (of the above) 

➢ other (17)8 

  

 
8
 The “other” decisions include: the Agency’s denial of additional compensation when Applicant returned to work 

after 18 months suspension with pay pending an investigation (4 Applicants filed same applications); the Agency’s 

decision refusing to allow Applicant to provide a local court with official UNRWA documents; the Agency’s decision 

to disclose Applicant’s name in an investigation report and not to grant him protection from retaliation; the Agency’s 

decision not to reinstate the Applicant in his previous post after his EVR; the Agency’s decision to cancel the 

Applicant’s secondment; the Agency’s decision to cancel an appointment after Applicant had received EVS; the 

Agency’s decision not to reinstate Applicant in his previous post after his SLWOP with no lien; the Agency’s decision 

refusing to change Applicant’s date of birth; the Agency’s decision to put a transfer on hold and then to cancel it; the 

Agency’s decision requiring the Applicant to report to the Department of Health in Lebanon. 
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D. United Nations Appeals Tribunal (UNAT)  

D.1. UNAT Judgments in UNRWA cases in 2020 

In 2020, 23 new appeals of the Tribunal’s Judgments were filed with the UNAT.9 

In 2020, the UNAT issued 22 Judgments in UNRWA cases.10 Eighteen were appeals filed by the 

Applicant, 2 appeals were filed by the Agency, and 2 were appeals filed by both parties. The UNAT 

affirmed the Tribunal’s Judgments in 16 cases11, granted in part the Judgment in 2 cases12, 

vacated the Judgment in 1 case,13 and remanded 1 case.14 One Judgment was on a request for 

execution of the UNAT’s Judgment in an UNRWA case and 1 Judgment was on a request for 

interpretation and execution of the UNAT’s Judgment in an UNRWA case.15  

Chart 15: UNAT Judgments in UNRWA cases in 2020  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chart 16: UNAT Judgments in UNRWA cases since the Tribunal’s start of operation   

 

 
9 

This is the number known to the Tribunal. An appeal could have been filed and withdrawn without the knowledge 

of the Tribunal. The Tribunal generally learns of appeals only when the UNAT requests the case file from the 

Registrar. It is also noted that, in 2020, two applicants filed requests for revision of the UNAT Judgment, which were 

both denied.  
10

 For a list of the UNAT Judgments issued in 2020, see Annex F. 
11
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13
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D.2. UNAT judgments in UNRWA cases since the Tribunal’s start of operation   
 

The Agency has filed 22 appeals/cross-appeals with the UNAT, the results of which:   
➢ in 10 appeals/cross-appeals, the UNAT affirmed the Tribunal’s Judgment on the merits 

(but in 2 of these cases, it reduced the amount of compensation and vacated award of moral 

damages);  

➢ in 11 appeals/cross appeals, the UNAT vacated the Tribunal’s Judgment (in 2 of these 

cases, the Agency’s cross-appeal was granted by the UNAT, thus vacating the Tribunal’s 

Judgment);  

➢ in 1 case, the Agency’s cross-appeal was dismissed, as the parties settled. 

The Applicant has filed 133 appeals/cross-appeals with the UNAT, the results of which: 

➢ In 101 appeals, the UNAT affirmed in full the Tribunal’s Judgment (in 2 of these cases 

the UNAT imposed costs on the Applicant/Appellant; in 1 case, the Applicant had 

prevailed at the Tribunal but appealed the amount of compensation - the UNAT affirmed 

the Tribunal’s Judgment); 

➢ in 19 appeals, the UNAT vacated in full or in part the Tribunal’s Judgment (10 vacated 

the merits of the Tribunal’s Judgment, 3 vacated the Tribunal’s finding that the 

application was not receivable and remanded for consideration of the merits, 6 vacated on 

the merits and remanded for further proceedings);  

➢ in 2 appeals, the Applicant had prevailed at the Tribunal but appealed the amount of 

compensation and Agency cross-appealed - the UNAT granted the cross-appeal thus 

vacating the Tribunal’s Judgment (in 1 case awarded Applicant costs of translation);  

➢ in 3 appeals, the Applicant’s appeal to the UNAT was not receivable;  

➢ in 5 appeals, the UNAT dismissed the request for revision/interpretation/execution of 

Judgments;  

➢ in 1 appeal, the UNAT granted the request for execution of UNAT Judgment; 

➢ in 1 appeal, the Agency’s cross appeal was dismissed;  

in 1 Appeal the UNAT remanded for further proceedings.16 

 

Thus, the Tribunal’s Judgments are affirmed on the merits 76%-77%.   

 
16

 In this case, both the Applicant and the Agency appealed, the UNAT remanded the case for further proceedings.  
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E. Orders 

In addition to Judgments, the Tribunal issued a total of 266 Orders in 2020, which related to case 

management and/or motions/requests filed by the parties. These Orders relate to specific case 

management issues in the cases.  

Chart 17: UNAT Orders issued by the Tribunal since its start of operation 

 

The total number of Orders issued between 1 June 2011 and 31 December 2020 is 1,507. 

F. Hearings 

In 2020, the Tribunal held four hearings. From the start of its operations through 2020, the Tribunal 
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III. Challenges and Observations 

Currently the Tribunal is not able to issue as many Judgments as applications submitted each year.  

Therefore, the backlog in increasing permanently. Moreover, the average time between the date of 

the submission of the application and the date of the Judgment is more than 400 days, and delay 

of justice impacts the due process rights of the staff. For the Tribunal to be able to reach a point 

where there is only a six-month period between the date of submission of the application and the 

date of the Judgment, the staffing of the Tribunal should be increased – at least on a temporary 

basis.  

Although the Tribunal has seen a general improvement in compliance with the Rules of Procedure 

and Practice Directions, the Tribunal believes that more outreach and training in the administration 

of justice procedures would reduce the delays in case management and improve the quality of the 

submissions. Moreover, the Tribunal notes that, with respect to applications adjudicated non-

receivable, there is still a high percentage of those due to the failure of the staff member to file a 

request for decision review or to make a timely request. More outreach and training should reduce 

this percentage, thus allowing more applications to be determined on the merits.  

The Tribunal would like to see a commitment by the Agency to ensuring adequate General Fund 

staffing for the Tribunal and more outreach on the administration of justice system in order for the 

Tribunal to be able to service the Applicants and the Agency in a fair and more expeditious manner. 

The Tribunal also believes that outreach is needed for the purpose of educating both staff and 

management on the jurisprudence of UNRWA DT and UNAT in order to facilitate the settlement 

of cases. 
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IV. Summary of Judgments issued in 202017 

A. Receivability  

A.1. No appealable administrative decision     

In Al Ras UNRWA/DT/2020/031, the Applicant contested the decision to change her working 

schedule. In this case, it was necessary for the Tribunal to determine whether the impugned 

decision to change the Applicant’s working hours was in compliance with her terms of 

appointment, and as such, whether it could be considered as an appealable administrative decision. 

The Tribunal held that the contested decision was not an appealable administrative decision, as it 

did not produce direct legal consequences affecting the Applicant’s terms or conditions of 

appointment. The Applicant’s working hours were not specified in her letter of appointment. In 

addition, such a modification of the working schedule of a staff member was not in contradiction 

to any provision of the Agency’s regulatory framework. Therefore, the Tribunal concluded that 

the impugned decision was not an administrative decision subject to judicial review. It was simply 

a managerial decision. Consequently, the application was found to be not receivable ratione 

materiae. 

In El-Tabari, Abdullah and Oneis UNRWA/DT/2020/029, the Applicants contested the decision 

not to grant them an additional allowance. The Respondent claimed that the Applicants failed to 

contest an administrative decision subject to judicial review, and therefore, their applications were 

not receivable ratione materiae. The Tribunal ordered each Applicant to submit evidence 

establishing that each of them had submitted an individual request to the Agency to receive the 

additional allowance. The Applicants did not produce any evidence in response to this order. Thus, 

it was clear that the Applicants had never personally requested the Agency to grant them this 

additional allowance. In addition, the Applicants, without ever having individually submitted a 

request to be granted an allowance, submitted their requests for decision review. Yet, there was no 

administrative decision, implied or explicit, that the Applicants were entitled to contest or request 

it to be reviewed. Consequently, given the fact that the Applicants failed to contest an 

administrative decision subject to judicial review, the applications were not receivable ratione 

materiae. The Applicants appealed, and in Oneis et al., Case No. 2020-1445,18 the UNAT 

dismissed the appeal and affirmed the Tribunal’s Judgment.  

In Loubani UNRWA/DT/2020/025, the Applicant contested the decision not to grant him a Special 

Allowance (“SA”) following his updated post description, which assigned him additional duties 

and responsibilities. The Respondent claimed that the Applicant had failed to contest an 

administrative decision subject to judicial review, and therefore, the application was not receivable 

ratione materiae. This Tribunal has consistently held that, in matters of financial entitlements, a 

 
17

 These Legal Pronouncements are short excerpts taken from the Judgments and are not intended to represent full 

summaries. The full Judgments can be found on the intranet/internet. It is also noted that some cases are mentioned 

more than once under different headings. 
18

 In its June 2021 session, the UNAT announced the outcome of this case; however, the Judgment will not be issued 

for several weeks. This is the same for other references herein to the UNAT’s Case No. rather than Judgment number.  

It is mentioned in this Activity Report only for the purpose of accuracy in reporting and as being an appeal filed in 

2020; however, the Judgment will be counted in the 2021 Activity Report, as the Judgment will be issued in 2021. For 

a list of the UNAT Judgments already issued or outcomes of the upcoming Judgments in 2021, see Annex G. 
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staff member has a right to request to be attributed entitlements, as long as the Agency has not 

explicitly or impliedly refused his/her request, and only a request filed by the staff member 

himself/herself can trigger such an administrative decision. In this case, the Applicant had never 

personally requested the Agency to grant him a SA. He only asked his supervisor to do so, which 

his supervisor did. Subsequently, the Applicant, without ever having personally submitted a 

request for the payment of a SA, submitted a request for decision review. Consequently, given the 

fact that the Applicant failed to contest an administrative decision subject to judicial review, the 

Tribunal found that the application was not receivable ratione materiae.  The Applicant appealed, 

and in Loubani 2021-UNAT-1086, the UNAT vacated the Tribunal’s Judgment and remanded for 

a consideration on the merits. 

In Al Najjar UNRWA/DT/2020/023, the Applicant contested the decision not to appoint her as a 

member of the Provident Fund Humanitarian Repayable Withdrawal Committee of the Jordan 

Field Office (“PFHRWC”). The Tribunal held that, as the Applicant had never been appointed as 

a member of the PFHRWC and she did not possess any specific right to such an appointment, the 

Agency’s decision not to appoint her as a member of the PFHRWC did not produce any direct 

legal consequence affecting her terms or conditions of appointment. Therefore, the Tribunal 

concluded that the impugned decision was not subject to judicial review, and the application was 

dismissed as not receivable ratione materiae. The Applicant appealed, and in Al Najjar 2021-

UNAT-1084, the UNAT affirmed the Tribunal’s Judgment and dismissed the appeal. 

In Al Najjar UNRWA/DT/2020/021, the Applicant contested the decision not to approve her 

request to participate as an observer to a test to be conducted in order to receive related payments 

for this duty. The Respondent asserted that the application was not receivable rationae materiae, 

as the decision was not an administrative decision subject to judicial review. In this case, the 

Tribunal held that there was no doubt that the HRCMO’s response did not produce any direct legal 

consequences affecting the Applicant’s conditions of appointment. The Applicant had submitted 

only a conditional expression of interest. To the Applicant’s expression of interest, the HRCMO 

responded that, should that condition arise, staff members working in the recruitment section 

would be given priority. In the Tribunal’s view, it was clear that such a response could not produce 

any direct legal consequences affecting the Applicant’s conditions of employment. Consequently, 

the Tribunal held that the impugned decision was not subject to judicial review, and the application 

was dismissed as not receivable ratione materiae. 

In Zaqqout UNRWA/DT/2020/006, the Applicant contested several decisions with respect to the 

extensions of his Limited Duration Contract (“LDC”). The Tribunal found that, prior to the filing 

of his first application, the First and Second Contested Decision had been superseded by the 

decisions to further extend the Applicant’s LDC. Therefore, the first and second application of the 

Applicant were not receivable. The third and fourth applications were also not receivable because 

the Applicant was contesting the Agency’s decision to extend his LDC until 31 December 2018. 

This is a positive decision, which may not be contested, as it is a decision taken in the Applicant’s 

favour. Consequently, the applications were dismissed. The Applicant appealed, and in Zaqqout 

2020-UNAT-1055, the UNAT affirmed the Tribunal’s Judgment. 

In Abdullah UNRWA/DT/2020/003, the Applicant contested the decision to serve him with a 

reminder letter. The Applicant claimed that the letter must be considered as a disciplinary measure. 

The Respondent refuted the Applicant’s claim, arguing that the application was not receivable 

ratione materiae. The Tribunal considered that the contested letter could not be considered as a 

disciplinary measure, as no sanction had been imposed in accordance with the exhaustive list of 
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disciplinary measures provided for in Area Staff Rule 110.1 paragraph 5. The Tribunal also held 

that the contested letter could not be considered as a disguised reprimand. The Tribunal concluded 

that the letter was a simple reminder of the Agency’s existing rules, and the Tribunal was not able 

to find any irregularities in this action of the Agency. When the Agency notices that a staff member 

or staff members may be disregarding the Agency’s regulatory framework, it is a lawful exercise 

of its authority to issue reminders or warnings to maintain acceptable levels of code of conduct 

and to avoid potential disciplinary measures. Consequently, the Tribunal held that such reminders 

cannot be considered as appealable administrative decisions. As the letter did not produce direct 

legal consequences affecting the staff member’s terms or conditions of appointment, the 

application was found not receivable ratione materiae. 

In Al Azzeh UNRWA/DT/2020/001, the Applicant contested the election of the Chairperson of the 

Area Staff Union (“C/ASU”) in the Jordan Field Office (“JFO”). The Tribunal held that, after the 

election and following his receipt of the report of the Higher Committee, the Director of UNRWA 

Operations, Jordan (“DUO/J”) simply announced and recognised the results of the election. 

Consequently, the Tribunal held that the DUO/J’s announcement and recognition of the election 

results in ASC J/25/2018 were not administrative decisions taken by the Agency. This was limited 

to the proclamation and recognition of the result of an election within a staff union. Thus, the 

application was dismissed as not receivable. 

➢ Application was found receivable 

In Shreiteh UNRWA/DT/2020/069, the Applicant contested the decision to transfer him from 

Amman New Camp Preparatory Boys’ School to another school. The Respondent claimed that the 

application was not receivable, as the impugned decision was not unilateral and that it was made 

with the Applicant’s agreement. The Tribunal considered that the Applicant was contesting the 

decision to transfer him to another school and that he had never agreed with this decision. 

Therefore, the contested decision was a unilateral decision, and the application was receivable. 

A.2. No request for decision review 

In Al Refai UNRWA/DT/2020/061, the Applicant contested the decision not to appoint him to the 

post of Education Specialist. The Tribunal held that the Applicant failed to provide any evidence 

that he had submitted a request for review of the impugned decision, as required under the 

aforementioned Area Staff Rule 111.2, prior to filing his application before the Tribunal. The 

application was dismissed as not receivable ratione materiae. 

In Taha UNRWA/DT/2020/036, the Applicant contested the decision to separate him from service 

for abandonment of post. The Respondent submitted that the application was not receivable, as the 

Applicant had failed to submit a request for decision review. The Tribunal considered that the 

Applicant failed to provide any evidence that he had submitted a request for review of the 

impugned decision, as required under the Area Staff Rule 111.2, prior to filing his application 

before the Tribunal. The application was dismissed as not receivable ratione materiae. 

In Junblat UNRWA/DT/2020/016, the Applicant contested the decision to process his resignation, 

which he characterized as constructive dismissal. The Respondent contended that the application 

was not receivable, as the Applicant had not submitted a request for decision review. The Tribunal 

requested the Applicant to produce any evidence showing that he had submitted a timely request 

for decision review. However, the Applicant failed to submit any response. The Tribunal held that 
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since there was no evidence that the Applicant had exhausted the Agency’s mandatory internal 

procedures by submitting a written request for decision review, the application was dismissed as 

not receivable ratione materiae. 

In Awwad UNRWA/DT/2020/015, the Applicant contested the decision not to grant her an increase 

in steps. The Tribunal considered that since the Applicant in her application admitted that she had 

not submitted a request for decision review as required under the Area Staff Rule 111.2 prior to 

filing her application before the Tribunal, the application was dismissed as not receivable ratione 

materiae. 

➢ Application was found receivable 

In Enaya UNRWA/DT/2020/002, the Applicant contested the decision not to pay him a special 

allowance. The Respondent claimed that the application was not receivable, as the Applicant did 

not submit a request for decision review, or in the event that he did, it was not submitted in a timely 

manner. The Applicant submitted to the Tribunal a copy of an email sent by another staff member 

on behalf of himself and other staff members, including the Applicant, to the DCG dated 1 July 

2018 with the subject line: “Decision review Request: our post allowance” and with an attachment 

“DRR. PDF”. Therefore, the Tribunal held that the Applicant provided sufficient evidence that he 

had submitted a request for decision review. The Respondent may not refute this evidence by 

simply alleging that the DCG did not receive the Applicant’s email. Regarding the date of the 

contested decision, the Tribunal considered that on 12 June 2018, the Applicant was informed that 

his request for the extension of his SA had been denied. The Applicant then submitted his request 

for decision review on 1 July 2018, within the prescribed time-limits. Thus, the Tribunal held that 

the application was receivable. 

A.3. Untimely request for decision review 

In Elmenshawy UNRWA/DT/2020/068, the Applicant contested the decision not to select him for 

the post of Director of Security and Risk Management, Grade D-1 (“D/SRM”). The Respondent 

claimed that the Applicant had failed to submit a timely request for decision review and, as such, 

the application was not receivable. In this case, the question before the Tribunal was whether or 

not the Applicant received notification of the impugned decision on 14 November 2019, namely 

the day on which he had a discussion with the DHR about not being shortlisted for the post of 

D/SRM. Three days later, the Applicant sent an email to the DHR, summarising their discussion. 

Accordingly, the Tribunal held that all relevant facts about the non-selection decision were known 

or should have reasonably been known by the Applicant following his meeting with the DHR. The 

Tribunal added that the impugned decision was communicated to the Applicant in a formal setting, 

that the content of the communication is not disputed and that it was communicated in a clear and 

unambiguous way with sufficient gravitas. Thus, the Applicant had until 13 January 2020 to submit 

his request for decision review. As the Applicant filed his request for decision review on 11 

February 2020, the application was dismissed as not receivable ratione materiae. 

In Sahyoun UNRWA/DT/2020/059, the Applicant contested the decision not to select her for the 

posts of Field Investigator and Senior Field Investigator. The Respondent claimed that the 

application was not receivable, as the Applicant had failed to submit a timely decision review 

request. The Tribunal considered that, as the Applicant indicated in her request for decision review 

that she had become aware of the impugned decision once she was not invited for a written test on 
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21 March 2019, the 60-day limitation period to request the review of the decision began to run on 

that date. The Applicant had until 20 May 2019 to submit her request for decision review. The 

Applicant only filed her request for decision review on 24 May 2019. As required under the Area 

Staff Rule 111.2, a timely request for decision review is mandatory prior to filing an application; 

therefore, the application was dismissed as not receivable ratione materiae. 

In El Manasri et al. UNRWA/DT/2020/046, the Applicants contested the decision not to grant 

them an additional allowance. The Respondent claimed that the Applicants had failed to contest 

an administrative decision subject to judicial review, and therefore, their applications were not 

receivable ratione materiae. The Respondent further claimed that the applications were not 

receivable, as the Applicants had also failed to submit timely requests for decision review. In this 

respect, the Tribunal considered that it would only review whether the Applicants had submitted 

timely requests for decision review. The Applicants, in their applications, indicate that they were 

informed of the impugned decision in “March 2019”. Accordingly, the Tribunal held that, by 31 

March 2019, all relevant facts for the contested decision should have reasonably been known by 

the Applicants, and the Applicants had until 30 May 2019 to submit their requests for decision 

review. The Respondent provided stamped copies of the Applicants’ requests for decision review 

and contended that these requests were received on 3 June 2019. The Applicants failed to establish 

otherwise but simply contended that they had submitted their requests for decision review, at the 

latest, on 31 May 2019. Consequently, the Tribunal dismissed the applications as not receivable 

ratione materiae.  The Applicants appealed, and in Yusef et al., Case No. 2020-1468, the UNAT 

vacated the Tribunal’s Judgment and remanded the case to the Tribunal for fact finding.  

In Mustafa et al. UNRWA/DT/2020/035, the Applicants contested the decision not to grant them 

higher steps following the conversion of their contractual modalities to Fixed-Term Appointments 

(“FTAs”). The Respondent contended that the applications were not receivable, as the Applicants 

had failed to submit timely requests for decision review. The Tribunal held that it was clear from 

the case record that the Applicants had been informed of the impugned decision on 19 March 2018 

and that they submitted their requests for decision review only on 17 July 2018. Furthermore, in 

their observations dated 26 August 2019, the Applicants did not contest the Respondent’s 

allegation that their requests for decision review were untimely. As the Applicants admitted that 

they did not submit timely requests for decision review, the Tribunal dismissed the applications as 

not receivable ratione materiae. The Applicant appealed, and in Mustafa et al., Case No. 2020-

1444, the UNAT dismissed the appeal and affirmed the Tribunal’s Judgment.  

In Asmar UNRWA/DT/2020/027, the Applicant contested the decision to calculate his retirement 

benefits according to the new Occupational Health Salary Scale. The Respondent claimed that the 

application was not receivable, as the Applicant had failed to submit a timely request for decision 

review. On 28 August 2018, the Tribunal issued Judgment Mousa UNRWA/DT/2018/048, in 

which it ordered the Agency to recalculate Dr. Mousa’s retirement benefits according to the rule 

in force on the date of his retirement. The Applicant claimed that, following the issuance of that 

Judgment, his retirement benefits should have also been recalculated, as all staff members in 

similar conditions must be treated equally by the Agency. The Tribunal recalled that, in accordance 

with Article 11.3 of the Statute of the Tribunal and Article 27 of the Rules of Procedure of the 

Tribunal, its Judgments are only binding between the parties. As the Applicant had been paid his 

retirement benefits in April 2017, and he submitted his request for the recalculation of his 

retirement benefits only on 3 December 2018, more than one year later, he was no longer entitled 

to receive any retroactive payments with respect to his retirement benefits in accordance with the 
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Area Staff Rule 103.5, even though the delay was due to the Applicant’s health issues. The 

application was dismissed as not receivable ratione materiae. 

In Tahtamouni UNRWA/DT/2020/024, the Applicant contested the decision not to grant him 15 

per cent Special Post Allowance (“SPA”) retroactively, from 1 January 2015 to 31 December 2016. 

The Respondent claimed that the application was not receivable, as the Applicant had failed to 

submit a timely request for decision review. By letter dated 15 May 2017, the Applicant was 

informed that he would not be granted 15 per cent SPA. On 15 April 2019, following the 

Applicant’s request, the Agency reiterated its decision not to grant him 15 per cent SPA. The 

Applicant submitted a request for review of the impugned decision on 24 April 2019.  

On 15 August 2018, the Tribunal issued El Farra UNRWA/DT/2018/047 and ordered the Agency 

to pay Mr. El Farra 15 per cent SPA with retroactive effect. The Applicant claimed that, following 

the issuance of this Judgment, he was also entitled to be paid 15 per cent SPA, as his case is 

identical to Mr. El Farra’s case. The Tribunal recalled that there is no legal obligation for the 

Agency to do so, as in accordance with Article 11.3 of the Statute of the Tribunal and Article 27 

of the Rules of Procedure of the Tribunal, its judgments are only binding between the parties. 

Consequently, the Tribunal considered that the contested decision was communicated to the 

Applicant on 15 May 2017, and it had no jurisdiction to consider an application filed after a late 

decision review request. The application was dismissed as not receivable ratione materiae. 

➢ Application was found receivable 

In Bushkar UNRWA/DT/2020/053, the Applicant contested the decision not to pay his salary and 

entitlements during the period between 1 September 2011 and 18 September 2018, when he was 

placed on Special Leave Without Pay (“SLWOP”). The Agency had placed the Applicant on 

SLWOP pending the final outcome of criminal proceedings before the Nablus Court. On 24 

October 2018, the Applicant requested retroactive payment of his salary and entitlements for the 

period between 1 September 2011 and 18 September 2018. The Tribunal considered that the 

decision not to pay the Applicant his salary and entitlements was different from the one placing 

him on SLWOP, as different factual situations preceded these two decisions. In particular, the 

Applicant had been acquitted of all charges by the Nablus Court on 25 April 2017. Therefore, the 

Applicant did not have any opportunity to submit a request for retroactive payment of his salary 

and entitlements following the new facts of him being acquitted of all charges and being allowed 

to resume his duties.  

The Tribunal found that, on 24 October 2018, the Applicant requested to be paid his salary and 

entitlements retroactively, for the period between 1 September 2011 and 18 September 2018. The 

Applicant did not receive any response to his request. On 21 December 2018, the Applicant 

submitted a request for review of this decision. As the Agency did not respond to the Applicant’s 

request, he had to submit his application within the limits of 120 days starting from 21 December 

2018. On 8 April 2019, the Applicant filed his application with the Tribunal, which was within the 

time limits. The Tribunal held that the application contesting the Agency’s decision not to pay the 

Applicant his salary and entitlements during the period from 1 September 2011 and 18 September 

2018 was receivable. 

In Miari UNRWA/DT/2020/049, the Applicant contested the decision not to appoint him to the 

post of Education Specialist, Arabic in Tyre Area, Lebanon Field Office (“LFO”). The Tribunal 

held that the Applicant timely submitted his request for decision review and that the application 

was receivable.  
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A.4. Application is time-barred 

In Madhoun UNRWA/DT/2020/008, the Applicant contested the decision to impose on him the 

disciplinary measures of a written censure and a fine equivalent to one month’s salary. The 

Tribunal calculated that the Applicant had to submit his application, at the latest, on 10 September 

2018. As the Applicant submitted his application on 18 September 2018, the application was not 

receivable ratione temporis. The Applicant appealed, and in Madhoun 2020-UNAT-1056, the 

UNAT affirmed the Tribunal’s Judgment.  

In Abu Rabei UNRWA/DT/2020/007, the Applicant contested the decision not to change his 

certified date of birth. The Tribunal considered that the contested decision regarding the 

Applicant’s request to change his certified date of birth was communicated to the Applicant on 2 

November 1994. As the Applicant failed to seek review of the impugned decision, pursuant to the 

applicable procedures at the time, and as the decision was made more than three years ago, the 

application was not receivable ratione temporis. The Applicant appealed, and in Abu Rabei 2020-

UNAT-1060, the UNAT affirmed the Tribunal’s Judgment. 

A.5. Ratione Personae 

In El Shanti UNRWA/DT/2020/041, the Applicant contested the decision not to offer him a job 

in accordance with an Agreement between UNRWA Gaza Field Office and Staff Unions on 

Staffing Changes Related to the Emergency Appeal in Gaza. The Tribunal considered that the 

Applicant was not a staff member between 30 September 2018 and 3 May 2020, when the alleged 

decisions had been made and when he had submitted his application. Nor did the Applicant specify 

any contested decision which could have affected his terms of employment as a former staff 

member. Therefore, the Tribunal did not have jurisdiction ratione personae to review this 

application, and the application was dismissed as not receivable. 

In El Shanti UNRWA/DT/2020/034, the Applicant contested the decisions not to shortlist him for 

several posts. The Respondent contended that the application was not receivable ratione personae, 

as the Applicant was not, and had not been, at the material time to the application, a staff member 

of the Agency. The Tribunal recalled that it is only competent to review the Agency’s decisions 

that are allegedly in non-compliance with the terms and conditions of appointments of staff 

members. In the present case, it was clear that the Applicant was not a staff member when he 

applied for the vacant posts nor when the decisions not to shortlist him had been made. Therefore, 

the application was dismissed as not receivable. 

In Abu Hatab UNRWA/DT/2020/018, the Applicant contested the decision not to approve her 

request to undergo an exit medical examination. In this case, the underlying facts of the dispute 

occurred when the Applicant was not a staff member but was employed by the Agency on a daily-

paid contract. Consequently, the Tribunal held that it was not competent to adjudicate the present 

dispute and dismissed the application as not receivable ratione personae. 

B. Applications in connection with disciplinary processes 

B.1. Termination under chapter X 

In Mudardas UNRWA/DT/2020/071, the Applicant contested the decision to separate him from 

service without termination indemnity. The Applicant was disciplined for producing false accounts 
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to the Irbid Area Office and submitting falsified invoices that did not relate to genuine purchases. 

The Tribunal found, inter alia, that the reason the Applicant did not disclose some pages of the 

bank statement and edited the submitted version was, evidently, an attempt, on his part, to conceal 

the true figures. The Tribunal further considered that there was no merit in the Applicant’s 

contention that the modified bank statement was the result of the paper being stuck in the copy 

machine. Consequently, the Tribunal held that it was established by clear and convincing evidence 

that the Applicant had deliberately submitted false accounts to the Irbid Area Office and that he 

had submitted at least three false invoices. The Tribunal concluded that the Applicant’s actions 

constituted serious misconduct and that the disciplinary measure of separation from service 

without termination indemnity was proportionate to the nature and gravity of the Applicant’s 

serious misconduct. The application was dismissed. 

In Kaddoura UNRWA/DT/2020/066, the Applicant contested the decision to separate her from 

service with termination indemnity. The Applicant was disciplined for 1) abuse of power and 2) 

misrepresentation. Also factored into the decision were the Applicant’s alleged serious disruptive 

and obstructive behaviours, which was considered to be constituted aggravating factors. The 

Tribunal determined that it was established that: 1) the Applicant reviewed a staff member’s PHPs, 

2) she reported the irregularities in the PHPs to the former Deputy Commissioner-General, without 

informing her direct supervisor, and 3) she played a primary role in including a paragraph in a 

letter to a staff member, which stated that “any misrepresentation or material omission made on a 

Personal History Form renders one liable to termination”. The Tribunal held that none of these 

facts constituted misconduct in view of the Agency’s regulatory framework. As to the alleged 

aggravating factors, the Tribunal noted that these allegations referred to the Applicant’s behaviour 

after she had received the Opportunity to Respond Letter and these allegations were never 

investigated. Consequently, the Tribunal held that the reliance on these alleged factors in deciding 

to impose a disciplinary measure “in the upper range” was a clear and significant breach of the 

Applicant’s due process rights. Therefore, the Tribunal rescinded the contested decision and 

awarded the Applicant two years’ net base salary. 

In Awadalla UNRWA/DT/2020/065, the Applicant contested the decision to separate him from 

service without termination indemnity. The Applicant was disciplined for the following: 1) 

domestic violence against the Complainant, including physical violence and threats of violence, 2) 

financial abuse of the Complainant and 3) failure to provide adequate support to his dependent 

children. With respect to the allegations of domestic violence, the Tribunal held that, the evidence 

against the Applicant was not “unequivocal and manifest” and “persuasive” enough to establish 

that the Applicant was engaged in domestic violence against the Complainant. Accordingly, the 

Tribunal concluded that the Agency failed to establish by clear and convincing evidence that the 

Applicant was engaged in domestic violence against the Complainant. Regarding the other two 

allegations, the Tribunal concluded that they do not constitute misconduct in the context of the 

present case. Thus, the impugned decision was rescinded, and the Applicant was awarded 21.5 

months’ net base salary. 

In Wakid UNRWA/DT/2020/064, the Applicant contested the decision to separate him from 

service without termination indemnity. The Applicant was disciplined for inappropriately touching 

the mother (“Complainant”) of one of the students at the school where the Applicant was the 

School Principal. In reaching its conclusion, the Tribunal considered the following factors: 1) the 

Complainant’s report about the alleged incident in the very immediate aftermath of the event, 

notwithstanding the fact that she had obtained the Applicant’s approval for her son’s enrolment in 
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the school, 2) the Complainant’s consistent account with respect to the alleged touching incident, 

3) the Applicant’s inconsistent, unreasonable and unclear explanations, 4) the Applicant’s failure 

to provide any facts that would render the Complainant’s allegations doubtful, 5) the witnesses’ 

inherently contradictory testimonies, 6) the lack of any motive on the part of the Complainant to 

make such a fabricated complaint, and 7) the inherent probabilities of the situation given the 

potential harm the Complainant might have suffered as a result of her reporting such an incident. 

Taken cumulatively, these factors constituted a clear and convincing concatenation of evidence, 

which established with a high degree of probability that the alleged misconduct had, in fact, 

occurred. The Tribunal also added that the Applicant’s actions constituted serious misconduct and 

that the disciplinary measure of separation from service without termination indemnity was 

proportionate to the nature and gravity of the Applicant’s serious misconduct. The application was 

dismissed. 

In Al Khatib UNRWA/DT/2020/063, the Applicant contested the decision to separate him from 

service without termination indemnity. The Applicant was Registrar and Alumni Officer at the 

Amman Training Centre. He was disciplined for deliberately misinforming a student of the Centre 

(“Complainant”) of her entitlements to cash assistance, in order to obtain an unauthorised benefit. 

The Tribunal considered that the Complainant’s statement, on its own, was sufficiently credible. 

In addition, the statements of two witnesses were consistent with the Complainant’s account, and 

there was no evidence that either of the two witnesses had any ill-will towards the Applicant or 

any reason to lie about what they had heard and seen. Therefore, the Tribunal concluded that the 

facts were established by clear and convincing evidence. The Tribunal also added that the 

Applicant’s actions constituted serious misconduct and that the disciplinary measure of separation 

from service without termination indemnity was proportionate to the nature and gravity of his 

serious misconduct. The application was dismissed. 

In El Dirawi UNRWA/DT/2020/052, the Applicant contested the decision to impose on him the 

disciplinary measure of separation from service without termination indemnity. The father of a 

student submitted a complaint to the Agency against the Applicant, who was a teacher at the 

student’s school, alleging that his disabled son (“victim”) had been severely beaten by the 

Applicant. The Tribunal noted that the statements of the victim and other students were not 

contradicted by the statements of the School Principal, School Counsellor and School Secretary, 

all of whom dealt with the victim in the aftermath of the incident. Consequently, the Tribunal held 

that the alleged facts were established by clear and convincing evidence. The Tribunal also added 

that the Applicant’s actions constituted serious misconduct and that the disciplinary measure of 

separation from service without termination indemnity was proportionate to the nature and gravity 

of the Applicant’s serious misconduct. The application was dismissed. 

In Al Fararjeh UNRWA/DT/2020/026, the Applicant contested the decision to separate him from 

service without termination indemnity. The Applicant, a Practical Nurse in a medical clinic, was 

disciplined for sexually abusing the Complainant at the medical clinic. It was alleged that the 

Applicant, who was only required to measure the Complainant’s blood pressure and blood glucose 

levels, did an internal examination of the Complainant’s vagina.  The Tribunal held that, in view 

of 1) the Complainant’s report about the incident at the first reasonable opportunity in the 

immediate aftermath of the event, 2) her consistent and detailed account of the incident, 3) the 

Applicant’s failure to provide any explanation or material facts that would render the 

Complainant’s allegations doubtful and 4) the inherent probabilities of the situation given the 

potential harm the Complainant could suffer as a result of her reporting such an incident, taken 
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cumulatively, constituted a clear and convincing concatenation of evidence establishing, with a 

high degree of probability, that the alleged misconduct in fact occurred. The Tribunal also added 

that the Applicant’s actions constituted serious misconduct and that the disciplinary measure of 

separation from service without termination indemnity was proportionate to the nature and gravity 

of the Applicant’s serious misconduct. The application was dismissed. The Applicant appealed, 

and in Alfararjeh, Case No. 2020-1463, the majority of the panel of the UNAT dismissed the 

appeal and affirmed the Tribunal’s Judgment. One Judge filed a dissenting opinion. 

 

In Abu Ghali UNRWA/DT/2020/019, the Applicant contested the decision to separate him from 

service without termination indemnity. The Applicant, a Practical Nurse in a medical centre, was 

disciplined for sexually abusing the Complainant at the centre. It was alleged that the Applicant 

had closed and locked the door of his office, requested the Complainant to remove her hijab and 

tried to massage her neck on the pretext of the tightness in her neck muscles. Later, the Applicant 

told the Complainant that the tightness in her neck was related to her legs and asked her to raise 

her dress. When the Complainant refused, the Applicant yelled at her saying that this was his job, 

used unbecoming language, grabbed and touched her inappropriately and  kissed her hands, The 

Tribunal held that, in view of 1) the Complainant’s report about the incident at the first reasonable 

opportunity in the immediate aftermath of the event, 2) her consistent and detailed account of the 

incident, 3) the Applicant’s failure to provide any explanation or material facts that would render 

the Complainant’s allegations doubtful and 4) the inherent probabilities of the situation given the 

potential harm the Complainant could suffer as a result of her reporting such an incident, taken 

cumulatively, constitute a clear and convincing concatenation of evidence establishing, with a high 

degree of probability, that the alleged misconduct in fact occurred. The Tribunal also added that 

the Applicant’s actions constituted serious misconduct and that the disciplinary measure of 

separation from service without termination indemnity was proportionate to the nature and gravity 

of the Applicant’s serious misconduct. The application was dismissed. 

B.2. Summary dismissal  

In Al Othman UNRWA/DT/2020/073, a case remanded from the UNAT for further considerations, 

the Applicant contested the decision to summarily dismiss him for misconduct for inappropriately 

touching a female student (“Ms. A”). The Applicant was a Teacher at Ms. A’s school but the 

alleged incident had taken place at the Applicant’s private tutoring centre (“Centre”). After an 

investigation, the Commissioner-General concluded that the Applicant had abused his position as 

a teacher by engaging in sexual exploitation and abuse of an UNRWA beneficiary. Regarding the 

effective date of the impugned decision, the Tribunal held that it is fundamental for the legality of 

a disciplinary administrative decision that it be taken by the competent authority within the 

Administration. Accordingly, the Tribunal considered that a decision adversely affecting a staff 

member cannot have retroactive effect from a date prior to the date on which it is notified to her 

or him. Consequently, the Tribunal concluded that, the Applicant’s summary dismissal only came 

into effect on 26 September 2017, and not on 17 March 2017. 

During the remand proceedings, the Tribunal held another hearing, neither of which the Applicant 

or his representative attended. However, the Tribunal heard from four witnesses, including the Ms. 

A. The Tribunal concluded, in view of: 1) the lack of evidence in support of the Applicant’s 

credibility; 2) the Applicant’s rather devious attempts to blame others and to tarnish Ms. A’s 

reputation; 3) Ms. A’s consistent account on several occasions with respect to the alleged incident; 

4) the mother’s testimony about the timing and the events that occurred both prior to and after the 
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alleged incident, namely, the Applicant’s text and call and Ms. A’s precipitate return from the 

Centre; 5) various statements of the witnesses in support of Ms. A’s credibility; 6) the lack of any 

motive on the part of a 16-year-old teenage girl to report such a fabricated incident; and 7) the 

inherent probabilities of the situation given the harm Ms. A and her whole family suffered as a 

result of her reporting such an incident, taken cumulatively, constitute a clear and convincing 

concatenation of evidence establishing, with a high degree of probability, that the alleged 

misconduct had, in fact, occurred. The Tribunal also added that the Applicant’s actions constituted 

serious misconduct and that the disciplinary measure of summary dismissal was proportionate to 

the nature and gravity of the Applicant’s serious misconduct. 

In terms of remedies, the Tribunal held that the CG erred in setting the effective date of the 

impugned disciplinary measure as of 17 March 2017. As the Applicant remained a staff member 

until 26 September 2017, the Tribunal considered that he was entitled to be compensated for the 

amount equivalent to his full salary, including all associated allowances and entitlements, for the 

period between 17 March and 26 September 2017.  

B.3. Disciplinary measures other than termination 

B.3.1. Written censure and fine 

In Suleiman UNRWA/DT/2020/040, the Applicant contested the decision to impose on her the 

disciplinary measures of a written censure and a suspension without pay for six weeks. The 

Applicant, who held a post of Administrative Support Assistant, Grade 11, and was responsible 

for handling preparations for meetings and workshops of the Health Department, was disciplined 

for (1) having engaged in a fraudulent practice by intentionally modifying the terms of an Agency’s 

contract with a Hotel for her personal benefit; (2) negotiating the terms of the revised contract with 

the Hotel through meetings, phone calls and emails, without prior consultation with and approval 

from her supervisors; and (3) signing the revised contract with the Hotel without authorisation. 

The Applicant claimed that she had been authorised by the Director of Health to handle all 

arrangements relating to meetings and workshops of the Health Department, which included 

signing the offers with hotels. It was not contested by the Applicant that she had negotiated with 

the Hotel for the children of three Administrative Assistants to accompany them in their rooms, 

including accommodation and meals. Nor did the Applicant contest that she had modified the terms 

of the contract with the Hotel and obtained an extra room for her brother, including meals, and that 

she had signed the revised contract. The Tribunal considered that the above facts were established 

through the investigation process and were supported by documents and correspondence. There 

was no evidence in the case file that the Applicant had ever been authorised to sign any offer or 

contract. Consequently, the Tribunal concluded that the facts on which the disciplinary measures 

were based had been established. The Tribunal also added that the Applicant’s actions constituted 

misconduct and that the disciplinary measures were proportionate to the nature and gravity of the 

offence. The application was dismissed. The Applicant appealed, and in Suleiman 2021-UNAT-

1006, the UNAT affirmed the Tribunal’s Judgment. 

In Abu Ziyadeh UNRWA/DT/2020/009, the Applicant contested the decision to impose on him 

the disciplinary measures of a written censure and a fine equivalent to two months’ salary. The 

Tribunal considered that the Applicant did not contest the facts established through the 

investigation process that he had engaged in misconduct by pushing the Complainant and lifting a 

chair either to threaten or to hit him, and by hitting the Complainant with his hands and pushing 
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him, which caused the Complainant to hit his face on the desk and resulted in bleeding near his 

left eyebrow, which constituted misconduct. Moreover, the Applicant did not claim that the 

established facts did not qualify as misconduct, or that the disciplinary measures imposed on him 

were not proportionate to his offence. As the Applicant failed to raise any tangible contentions or 

provide any evidence that the Agency did not act fairly, justly, or transparently, the Tribunal 

dismissed the application. 

B.3.2. Written censure and suspension without pay 

In Mousa UNRWA/DT/2020/067, the Applicant contested the decision to impose on him the 

disciplinary measures of a written censure and a suspension without pay for one month. The 

Applicant was disciplined based on the findings that he was working at the International Eye 

Centre while on sick leave from UNRWA and without a valid authorisation. The Applicant did 

not contest the facts upon which the disciplinary measures were based; nor did he contest that the 

established facts constituted misconduct or the proportionality of the disciplinary measures. 

Therefore, the Tribunal had no contentions to address pertaining to the impugned decision and 

dismissed the application. 

In Elayyan UNRWA/DT/2020/020, the Applicant, a Guard, Grade 2, contested the decision to 

impose on him the disciplinary measures of a written censure and a suspension without pay for 

two weeks. It was not contested that, on 2 March 2017, an incident occurred in the Guards’ Room, 

at the main gate of HQA. The Victim was found convulsing on the floor, and he alleged that the 

Applicant had physically assaulted him. The Report of Investigation determined that the Victim 

had grabbed the Applicant’s shirt in a joking way, and in response, the Applicant then assaulted 

the Victim by punching him in the stomach. As a result of the Applicant’s punch, the Victim fell 

on the floor and started convulsing. This description of the facts was affirmed by the statements of 

six witnesses. Therefore, the Tribunal considered that the Applicant failed to provide any 

explanation or material facts that would render the allegations doubtful. Consequently, the 

Tribunal concluded that the facts on which the disciplinary measures were based had been 

established. The Tribunal also added that the Applicant’s actions constituted misconduct and that 

the disciplinary measures were proportionate to the nature and gravity of the offence. The 

application was dismissed. 

B.3.3. Written censure and demotion 

In Zaqqout UNRWA/DT/2020/056, the Applicant contested the decision to impose on him the 

disciplinary measures of a written censure and a loss of one grade. The Applicant had been 

disciplined for engaging in harassing, abusive and inappropriate behaviour towards the 

Complainant, his subordinate, and other Community Mental Health Programme (“CMHP”) 

colleagues. The Tribunal held that the facts were established through two witnesses’ statements, 

including the supervisor of the Applicant, whose credibility was enhanced, as he acknowledged 

that the Applicant’s behaviour had improved after the written reprimand. The Tribunal considered 

that the facts of the Applicant’s harassing, abusive and inappropriate behaviour towards the 

Complainant and other CMHP colleagues were established. It further held that the Applicant’s 

actions constituted misconduct and that the imposed disciplinary measures were proportionate to 

the nature and gravity of the misconduct. The application was dismissed. 
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B.3.4. Administrative leave without pay pending investigation 

In Shahwan UNRWA/DT/2020/062, the Applicant contested the decision to place him on 

administrative leave without pay (“ALWOP”) pending an investigation. The Tribunal considered 

that, given the Applicant’s position as Medical Officer and the allegation of sexual exploitation 

and abuse raised against him, the Agency’s decision to place him on administrative leave was an 

appropriate action due to the risk of repeated wrongdoing. As a next step, the Tribunal reviewed 

whether the Applicant’s administrative leave, being without pay, was lawful. The Respondent 

asserted that there was prima facie evidence in support of the allegation against the Applicant. In 

addition, there were previous complaints with similar allegation against him. Consequently, the 

Tribunal held that there was probable cause that the Applicant had engaged in sexual exploitation 

and abuse of a female beneficiary. The Tribunal concluded that the Agency’s decision to place the 

Applicant on ALWOP was lawful. The application was dismissed. 

B.3.5. Suspension without pay 

In El Arqan UNRWA/DT/2020/060, the Applicant contested the decision to impose on him the 

disciplinary measure of a suspension without pay for one month. The disciplinary measure was 

based on the Applicant’s homophobic statements made in his email dated 6 December 2018. On 

11 December 2018, the Applicant sent another email requesting to “withdraw” his earlier email. 

The Tribunal considered that the Applicant’s request to “withdraw” the email did not indicate that 

he dissociated himself from those statements. Rather, his request showed that the Applicant tried 

to avoid the consequences, as he was convinced by a colleague to do so. In addition, the Applicant 

had expressed the same homophobic views during a meeting held on 10 December 2018, at which 

the Chief of Staff was present. The Tribunal had no doubt that the Chief of Staff accurately reported 

the Applicant’s views, as he had no reason to report false statements. The Tribunal held that such 

violations by a staff representative, who held a position of trust within the Agency, constituted 

misconduct and that the sanction was proportionate to the offence. The application was dismissed. 

B.3.6. Multiple decisions 

In Beidas UNRWA/DT/2020/010, in his first application, the Applicant contested the decision to 

place him on ALWOP pending an investigation into the allegations of misconduct against him. It 

was alleged that the Applicant was interfering in an ongoing investigation and tampering with 

evidence. As the complaints had been submitted by staff members under the Applicant’s 

supervision, and given the Applicant’s position of trust, as well as the potential negative effects of 

his presence on the work environment, the Tribunal concluded that the Applicant’s continued 

presence at work would have been contrary to the interests of the Agency. Therefore, the Tribunal 

held that the Agency’s decision to place the Applicant on administrative leave was lawful. As a 

next step, the Tribunal reviewed whether the Applicant’s administrative leave, being without pay, 

was lawful. The Tribunal held that, in view of Area Staff Rule 110.2 para. 3, the Respondent failed 

to specify exceptional circumstances warranting the Applicant’s placement on ALWOP, and 

therefore, it concluded that the Agency’s decision to place the Applicant on ALWOP was 

unlawful. The Tribunal ordered that any salary and entitlements withheld from the Applicant for 

the duration of his placement on ALWOP shall be restored. 

In his second application, the Applicant contested the Agency’s decision to postpone the 

processing of his resignation until the completion of his disciplinary process, which he qualified 
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as constructive dismissal. The Tribunal considered that a staff member’s resignation must be 

accepted by the Agency before being effective. Consequently, the Tribunal held that the Agency’s 

decision to postpone the processing of the Applicant’s resignation until the completion of the 

disciplinary process was lawful. The Tribunal also concluded that the Applicant’s contention that 

he was subjected to constructive dismissal was without merit. 

In his third application, the Applicant contested the decision to impose on him the disciplinary 

measure of a fine equivalent to three months’ salary. The Applicant was disciplined for the 

following: 1) retaliation and the threat of retaliation against two staff members, who had been 

involved in a previous investigation which led to the Applicant receiving the disciplinary measures 

of one-month suspension without pay and a written censure; 2) the Applicant’s failure to comply 

with official working hours between 12 August and 25 September 2018; and 3) the Applicant’s 

failure to comply with his obligation to cooperate with the investigation. The Tribunal concluded 

that the alleged facts were established by clear and convincing evidence, that they constituted 

misconduct and that they were proportionate to the offence. The Tribunal dismissed the 

Applicant’s third application. 

C. Judgments in connection with other administrative decisions 

C.1. Non-selection/Not shortlisted 

In Miari UNRWA/DT/2020/049, the Applicant contested the decision not to appoint him to the 

post of Education Specialist, Arabic in Tyre Area. It was necessary for the Tribunal to determine 

whether the Applicant had a right to be appointed to this post, following the Agency’s decision to 

place him on a roster as a result of the 2015 recruitment process for this post. In view of the 

Agency’s regulatory framework, the Tribunal held that it was within the Agency’s discretion to 

proceed with vacancy announcements rather than appoint a candidate from the roster, even within 

the first year after the establishment of the roster. Lastly, the Tribunal considered that the Applicant 

had failed to establish that the impugned decision was exercised arbitrarily or capriciously, was 

motivated by prejudice or other extraneous factors or was flawed by procedural irregularity or 

error of law. Consequently, the application was dismissed. 

In El Yousef UNRWA/DT/2020/047, the Applicant contested the decision not to select her for the 

post of Auditor “A”, Grade 17, Headquarters, Amman. The Tribunal considered that it was clear 

from the Recruitment Report that the Applicant was not invited for a personal interview because 

her final score was 45 out of 100 on the written test. Therefore, the Applicant did not meet the 

threshold of 50 to pass to the next stage of the recruitment process. The Tribunal noted that the 

recruitment process was a competitive one, and the minimum mark to be invited for a personal 

interview was 50 out of 100. Consequently, the Tribunal held that the decision not to invite the 

Applicant to a personal interview was properly effected. The application was dismissed. 

In Hamzeh UNRWA/DT/2020/043, the Applicant contested the decision not to shortlist him for 

the post of Area Education Officer, Syria Field Office. The Respondent claimed that the Applicant 

was not shortlisted because preference was given to the local candidates who were already based 

in the duty station of the post. The Tribunal considered that the Agency properly exercised its 

discretion in creating a shortlist by referring exclusively to the priority rule for local candidates. 

This criterion was reasonably established, given the movement restrictions in the area and the 
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UNDSS advisories. The shortlisting was therefore based on an objective and impersonal criterion, 

free of allegations of bias, conflict of interest or discrimination. The application was dismissed. 

In Ajjawi UNRWA/DT/2020/033, the Applicant contested the decision not to select her for one of 

the vacant posts of Professional Development and Curriculum Coordinator, Grade 15 (“PDCC”). 

Following a competitive selection process, the Applicant was recommended by the Interview Panel 

as the first priority candidate for the said vacant posts. It was decided not to appoint the Applicant 

due to her failure to disclose in her application the fact that disciplinary measures had been imposed 

on her in 2008. The Applicant did not contest her failure to disclose the disciplinary measures and 

contended that it was simply an inadvertent mistake on her part. The Tribunal held that the Director 

of UNRWA Affairs, Lebanon (“‘DUA/L”) properly exercised his discretionary authority in 

deciding not to appoint the Applicant for one of the vacant posts of PDCC. The application was 

dismissed. 

In Dabbour UNRWA/DT/2020/030, the Applicant contested the decision not to select him for the 

post of Area Registration Officer. Following a competitive recruitment process, as the interview 

assessment scores for the two recommended candidates were comparable, the Human Resources 

Department (“HRD”) recommended the DUA/L to interview the two candidates, including the 

Applicant, for a second time by a Second Panel. The Second Panel, which was comprised of the 

Deputy DUA/L and Head, Field Human Resources Office, recommended the other candidate for 

the post. In the Tribunal’s view, there was no doubt from the First Recruitment Report that the 

First Panel had considered the Applicant as the first recommended candidate for the post. The 

Tribunal considered that the selection process was tainted by several irregularities. First, the 

Tribunal noted that there are no provisions in the Agency’s regulatory framework that would allow 

the HRD to recommend conducting a second interview, especially, where there is a unanimous 

recommendation by the Interview Panel of the first priority candidate. Second, it was clear from 

the First Recruitment Report that the Applicant demonstrated a better performance at the first 

interview, yet, the two candidates were interviewed again. Consequently, the Tribunal held that 

the First Panel’s process of evaluation was flawed. In addition, the Second Panel was comprised 

of only two members, contrary to the PD A/4, which provides that interview panels must consist 

of at least three, and normally up to five, members. Therefore, the Tribunal rescinded the contested 

decision and set compensation for the Applicant in lieu of rescission at the amount of USD1,000.  

The Applicant appealed, and in Dabbour 2021-UNAT-1096, the UNAT remanded the case to the 

Tribunal for reconsideration of the awarded compensation. 

In Kaddoura UNRWA/DT/2020/028, the Applicant contested the decision not to appoint her to 

the post of Women Programme Officer (“WPO”) for which she had been recommended. This post 

was subsequently abolished. The crux of the matter in this case was whether the Agency, in 

implementing Agency-wide temporary measures due to the financial crisis, acted fairly, justly and 

transparently with the Applicant by not appointing her to the post for which she had been 

recommended. The Tribunal held that the Agency’s decision was reasonable and the application 

was dismissed. 

In Hassouna UNRWA/DT/2020/022, the Applicant contested the decision not to select him for 

the post of Education Specialist - Information and Communications Technology (“ES/ICT”). The 

Respondent submitted that the Applicant had repeated the same example in his responses to two 

questions during the interview, which weakened his competitive position against other candidates. 

The Respondent provided the Tribunal with a Note for the Record of the meeting of 17 March 

2019, which stated that the Applicant had admitted that he had used the same example in 
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responding to two questions, each question evaluating a different required competency for the post. 

The Applicant failed to provide any explanation or material facts that would render the record of 

the aforementioned meeting doubtful. The Tribunal also recalled that, in non-selection cases, all 

official acts are presumed to have been regularly performed, known as presumption of regularity, 

and that the Applicant must be able to show through clear and convincing evidence that he or she 

was denied a fair chance of promotion. The Tribunal considered that the Applicant had failed to 

sustain the burden of proof required to establish by clear and convincing evidence that the decision 

not to select him for the post of ES/ICT was exercised arbitrarily or capriciously, motivated by 

prejudice or other extraneous factors or flawed by procedural irregularity or error of law. The 

application was dismissed. 

C.2. Non-promotion 

In Saad UNRWA/DT/2020/045, the Applicant contested the decision to transfer him from the post 

of Learning Resources Centre Assistant (“LRCA”) to the post of Teacher, without promoting him 

from Grade 10 to Grade 11. The Area Staff Post Description of Teacher provides that, in order to 

be promoted to Grade 11, the person must possess 10 years of experience as Teacher at Grade 10. 

The Respondent submitted that, at the time of his transfer, the Applicant possessed only seven 

years of experience as Teacher. The Applicant did not challenge the fact that he did not possess 10 

years of experience as Teacher at Grade 10; however, he claimed that the job description of the 

post of LRCA was purely educational and that his experience should have been taken into account 

in considering his promotion to Grade 11. Based on the post descriptions, the Tribunal had no 

doubt that the responsibilities of the post of LRCA and Teacher were different. Accordingly, the 

Applicant’s argument that his experience as LRCA was equivalent to the experience of Teacher, 

and, as such, his experience as LRCA should have been taken into account when considering his 

promotion was without merit. The application was dismissed. See also Abu Raiyeh 

UNRWA/DT/2020/044 (same contested decision and facts). 

In Fayyoumi UNRWA/DT/2020/032, the Applicant contested the decision not to promote him 

from the rank of Associate Professor to Professor in the Faculty of Educational Sciences and Arts. 

The Applicant’s request for promotion was rejected because he had submitted two research articles 

of similar content under two different titles, which was not in line with the “Education Technical 

Instruction No. 1/2018”. The Applicant contested the Promotion Committee’s evaluation of his 

research articles. In this respect, the Tribunal reiterated that it is not the function of the Tribunal to 

substitute its own decision for that of the Agency. The Application was dismissed. 

C.3. Benefits and Entitlements 

In Fahd UNRWA/DT/2020/072, the Applicant contested the Agency’s decision with respect to 

the calculation of his Provident Fund (“PF”) benefits. In particular, he contested the interest rate 

that was applied to his PF benefits for the month of January 2019. The Tribunal considered that, 

as the Applicant’s date of separation was 31 December 2018, his PF benefits should have been 

withdrawn from the fund effective this date and no further interest could have been added to or 

deducted from the Applicant’s PF benefits after that date. Therefore, the Agency’s decision to 

apply -0.4 per cent interest rate on the Applicant’s PF benefits for the month of January 2019 was 

unlawful. Consequently, the Tribunal rescinded the contested decision and ordered the Agency to 

pay to the Applicant the amount which was unlawfully deducted from his PF benefits. 
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In Farahat UNRWA/DT/2020/051, the Applicant contested the decision not to pay her maternity 

leave benefits and transfer expenses for change of duty station. The Respondent asserted that, as 

the Applicant’s duty station was the GFO at the time of the delivery, she was not entitled to 

maternity as she was on SLWOP. In the Tribunal’s view, it was clear that the Applicant decided 

to cut short her SLWOP and return to duty on 1 September 2016, albeit in her new duty station. 

The Tribunal noted that this was before the end of her entitlement to maternity leave that she would 

have been granted had she not been on SLWOP. In that sense, it was the Applicant’s decision to 

return to duty, and, in any case, staff members cannot be monetarily compensated for maternity 

leave days that were not taken. In addition, the Tribunal noted that there is no provision in the 

Agency’s regulatory framework that would allow such a monetary compensation. Consequently, 

the Applicant’s contention in this regard was dismissed. 

As for the decision not to pay to the Applicant transfer expenses, in the Tribunal’s view it was 

clear from the case record that the Applicant requested to change her duty station for personal 

reasons. The Applicant signed the request form dated 19 February 2016, where, among other 

things, she certified that the transfer would be “at no cost to the receiving duty station”. The 

Tribunal considered that the Applicant’s bad faith was clear, as she was well aware of the waiver 

she had signed. In this regard, the Applicant was warned by the Tribunal that in cases where 

applicants submit frivolous applications and manifestly abuse the proceedings, the Tribunal may 

award costs. The application was dismissed. 

In Abu Dan UNRWA/DT/2020/039, the Applicant contested the decision not to grant him the 

Occupied Palestinian Territory (“OPT”) Allowance after 1 November 2017, and to recover some 

of this allowance he had already received. The Applicant claimed that he was entitled to be granted 

the OPT Allowance, even after 1 November 2017. The Tribunal held that it was clear from the 

regulatory framework that Infrastructure and Camp Improvement Programme (“ICIP”) staff 

members who had received an upgrade and/or salary increase as a result of past actions would not 

be entitled to receive the OPT Allowance. The Applicant had an increase in his grade from Grade 

6 to 7, effective 1 November 2017. Thus, the Tribunal held that, as of that date, the Applicant was 

not entitled to receive the OPT Allowance. The application was dismissed. 

In Abu Skheileh UNRWA/DT/2020/017, the Applicant contested the decision not to reimburse 

him for medical expenses he had incurred in Germany following a serious car accident he had 

when commuting to work in his private vehicle. Initially, the SFO decided that the accident was 

attributable to the performance of official duties, and this decision was not rescinded by another 

subsequent administrative decision. Consequently, the Tribunal held that the Respondent was 

estopped from raising the defense that the aforementioned decision was unlawful, given the fact 

that this decision was still in force, and the Applicant relied on it in good faith. Furthermore, the 

Tribunal held that the Respondent’s argument that the Agency’s decision with regard to the 

service-incurred nature of the Applicant’s accident was “patently erroneous” was without merit.  

The Tribunal held that it cannot place itself in the position of a medical expert and cannot 

determine whether the Applicant’s situation was urgent enough for him to travel to Germany 

without prior authorisation of the Agency. Nevertheless, given the special circumstances of the 

present case, the Tribunal considered that it was understandable for the Applicant to have travelled 

to Germany without prior authorisation of the Agency. Therefore, the impugned decision was 

rescinded and the Agency was ordered to reimburse the Applicant. The Agency appealed, and in 

Abu Skheileh 2021-UNAT-1085, the UNAT reversed and set aside the Tribunal’s Judgment. 
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In Enaya UNRWA/DT/2020/014, the Applicant contested the decision not to pay him a Special 

Allowance (“SA”). He contended that the payment of the SA was part of his employment contract 

and thus it was unlawful for the Agency to unilaterally decide to stop its payment. The Respondent 

sustained that the Applicant was only granted the payment of the SA for a period of one year. At 

the outset, the Tribunal held that the SA was clearly granted for a period of one year. With respect 

to its extension, the Tribunal was convinced that the Agency’s decision not to extend the payment 

of the SA to the Applicant was not unreasonable, arbitrary or tainted by bias and improper motives. 

Thus, the application was dismissed.  See also Alsheakhali UNRWA/DT/2020/013 (same 

contested decision). 

In Taha UNRWA/DT/2020/011, the Applicant contested the decision not to grant him a Special 

Occupational Allowance (“SOA”) at the rate for Grade 15. The Tribunal recalled that the 

discretionary authority of the Commissioner-General to establish allowances and to set out the 

conditions governing payment of such allowances is broad; however, this authority is not 

unfettered. The Tribunal is entitled to review whether the conditions governing payment of such 

allowances were clear and whether their application to staff members was not unreasonable, 

arbitrary or tainted by bias and improper motives. The Tribunal held that, based on a letter from 

the Director of Human Resources, it was unlawful for the Agency to apply the Personnel Directive 

on the Senior Professional Officer Allowance (“SPOA”), to its determination of whether a staff 

member is entitled to receive a SOA. The Tribunal also held that PD A/21 was not applicable to 

the Applicant’s case. Consequently, the Tribunal concluded that the Agency failed to properly 

apply its own policy and rescinded the impugned decision.   

In El Sharif UNRWA/DT/2020/005, the Applicant contested the decision not to calculate her 

retirement benefits based on her last base salary. Area Staff Rule 113.1, which set out the method 

for calculating retirement benefits for staff members under the new Occupational Health Salary 

Scale, was introduced on 9 February 2017, with an effective date of 1 January 2017. The Tribunal 

considered that the Applicant retired on 30 September 2018, therefore the computation of her 

retirement benefits was performed according to the applicable Area Staff Rule 113.1 and the 

methodology set forth therein. The Tribunal held that the Applicant’s assertion that the law of the 

host country and international law require the retirement benefits to be calculated on the last base 

salary was irrelevant. The Applicant did not contest that the Agency applied the provisions of the 

Area Staff Rule 113.1 for the calculation of her retirement benefits.  Due to aforementioned facts, 

the Respondent correctly applied relevant rules in computing the Applicant’s benefits. The 

application was dismissed. 

In Al Azzeh et al. UNRWA/DT/2020/004, the Applicants contested the decision to make 

deductions from their salaries due to their absence from duty to engage in a hunger strike. The 

question for the Tribunal was whether absence from duty to engage in a hunger strike could be 

considered as “any absence from duty” in the sense of paragraph 11 of Area Staff Rule 105.1. It is 

common cause that, in the UN system, staff members are allowed to engage in a strike but, in 

return, the strikers are not paid as part of the principle of no pay for days not worked. This is the 

very principle of engaging in a strike. Accordingly, the Tribunal held that absence from duty to 

engage in a strike cannot be considered as “any absence from duty not specifically covered by 

other provisions.” In conclusion, other than the Agency’s error in the calculation of the deductions 

to be made from the Applicants’ salaries, given the fact that the Applicants failed to sustain their 

burden of proof required to establish that the impugned decisions were exercised arbitrarily or 
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capriciously, were motivated by prejudice or other extraneous factors, or were flawed by 

procedural irregularity or error of law, the applications were dismissed. 

C.4. Transfer 

In Abu Sueileek UNRWA/DT/2020/070, the Applicant contested the decision to cancel his transfer 

to the post of School Attendant at Suf Camp Preparatory Girls’ School. The Respondent explained 

that the Applicant’s transfer was cancelled because the transfer exercise was meant to include only 

School Attendants. As the Applicant occupied the post of Doorkeeper/Cleaner, and this post is not 

similar to the post of School Attendant, he was not within the category of staff to be transferred. 

The Respondent added that each of these two posts required the incumbent to perform different 

responsibilities. The Respondent further asserted that the Agency was entitled to correct this error. 

The Tribunal agreed that the Respondent had the discretion to correct erroneous decision. The 

Tribunal was also convinced by the Respondent’s explanation that the transfer exercise included 

only School Attendants and the Applicant occupied the post of Doorkeeper/Cleaner, which is 

clearly not similar to the post of School Attendant. The application was dismissed. 

In Shreiteh UNRWA/DT/2020/069, the Applicant contested the decision to transfer him from 

Amman New Camp Preparatory Boys’ School to another school. The Respondent asserted that the 

Applicant was transferred to resolve a workplace conflict to which he was a party. The Applicant 

was protesting and encouraging others to protest the appointment of a teacher as Acting Deputy 

School Principal, and the protest caused disruptions to regular school activities. The Applicant did 

not contest this. He claimed that the transfer was an act of retaliation, but he did not provide any 

evidence of the alleged retaliation. The Tribunal considered that the decision was taken in the sole 

interest of the Agency in order to avoid further deterioration and escalation of a workplace conflict. 

The Tribunal therefore held that the contested decision was a proper exercise of the CG’s 

discretionary authority and in line with the Agency’s regulatory framework. The application was 

dismissed. 

C.5. Non-extension/Non-renewal/Non-confirmation after Probationary Period  

In Qasem UNRWA/DT/2020/058, the Applicant contested the decision not to renew her fixed-

term appointment. The Applicant was employed by the Agency on a fixed-term appointment as 

Clerk B to replace the staff member who was on SLWOP. By letter, the Applicant was informed 

that her contract would not be renewed beyond its expiration date, as the post would be abolished 

following the EVS approval of its incumbent. The Tribunal recalled that the Agency has the power 

to restructure some or all of its departments or units, including the abolition of posts, the creation 

of new posts, and the redeployment of staff. Furthermore, the Applicant’s Letter of Appointment 

clearly stated that her appointment “does not carry an expectation of renewal or conversion to any 

other type of appointment.” As the Applicant did not provide any proof that the expectancy of 

renewal of her contract was created by the Agency nor that the decision not to renew her fixed-

term appointment was exercised arbitrarily or capriciously, was motivated by prejudice or other 

extraneous factors, or was flawed by procedural irregularity or error of law, the application was 

dismissed. 
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C.6. Separation for abandonment of post  

In Mezyed UNRWA/DT/2020/055, the Applicant contested the decision to separate him from 

service for abandonment of post. The Tribunal noted that the Applicant voluntarily absented 

himself from duty; the absence from duty was for more than three consecutive working days; the 

absence was unauthorised; and the Applicant was provided with a letter informing him about the 

eventual consequences of his failure to report to duty. Therefore, the Tribunal concluded that the 

first four cumulative conditions of Area Staff Rule 109.4 were fulfilled. Regarding the fifth 

condition, it was undisputed that the Applicant failed to report to duty; yet, he provided a written 

explanation for his absence. The Agency deemed that the Applicant’s explanations were not 

“acceptable” justifications for his absences from duty. The Tribunal held that the Applicant made 

the choice to pursue his Ph.D. studies and that he wilfully decided to abandon his post. 

Consequently, the fifth condition of Area Staff Rule 109.4 was also fulfilled. The application was 

dismissed. 

C.7. Reclassification of post 

In Awadalla UNRWA/DT/2020/038, the Applicant contested the decision to reclassify his 

temporary indefinite appointment from full-time to part-time, effective 1 October 2018.  The 

Tribunal noted that the reclassification of the Applicant’s appointment was related solely to the 

financial crisis that the Agency was facing and this was not contested by the Applicant. In the 

Tribunal’s view, the rationale behind the temporary reclassification of the Applicant’s 

appointments was clear from the CG’s messages to staff members and from public information 

with respect to the significant decrease in funding from certain donors. As a result, the Tribunal 

concluded that it was within the Agency’s discretionary authority to restructure some or all of its 

departments or units, including abolishing posts, creating new posts, and redeploying staff and that 

that the Agency, in addressing the challenges of the financial crisis, acted fairly, justly, and 

transparently in dealing with the Applicant. The application was dismissed. 

C.8. Termination on medical grounds  

In Kutkut UNRWA/DT/2020/042, the Applicant contested the decisions to request him to return 

to duty as Sanitation Labourer and, later, to terminate his services on medical grounds. Regarding 

the first contested decision, the Applicant did not provide any factual or legal contentions against 

this decision. The Applicant seemed to expect the Agency to offer him another position that would 

require less physical efforts instead of requesting him to return to duty. However, the First Medical 

Board (MB)’s conclusion was clear and the Applicant was evidently found to be fit for continued 

service with the Agency. As the Applicant failed to sustain the burden of proof required to establish 

that the decision requesting him to return to duty was exercised arbitrarily or capriciously, was 

motivated by prejudice or other extraneous factors or was flawed by procedural irregularity or 

error of law, the first contested decision was dismissed.  

Regarding the Agency’s decision to terminate the Applicant’s services on medical grounds 

following the conclusion of the Second MB, the Applicant failed to provide any factual or legal 

contentions to dispute this decision. The findings of the Second MB contained details on the 

Applicant’s medical history, including his physical examinations and his general medical 

condition, various laboratory and radiological results, references to several additional medical 

consultations with specialists, the diagnosis and the prognosis of the Applicant’s condition, as well 
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as the overall analysis of his situation. Based on the above, the Second MB found the Applicant to 

be unfit for continued service with the Agency as Sanitation Labourer or in any other post. The 

Tribunal held that it was not competent to make medical findings or to put itself in the place of the 

medical expert in order to review medical findings (Karseboom 2015-UNAT-601, para. 47; 

Likukela 2017-UNAT-737, para. 27). Accordingly, the Tribunal concluded that the decision-maker 

properly exercised his discretionary authority in deciding to terminate the Applicant’s services on 

medical grounds following the conclusion of the Second MB. Thus, the second application was 

also dismissed. 

C.9. Early voluntary separation  

In Othman UNRWA/DT/2020/037, the Applicant contested the decision to deny his application 

for Exceptional Voluntary Separation (“EVS”). The Tribunal held that it was clear from the 

Respondent’s submissions that the Agency was categorically denying EVS requests from staff 

members who were on SWLOP without liens on their posts. The Tribunal noted that the Agency 

has the authority and full discretion to approve or reject applications for EVS as part of its 

managerial discretion (Ozturk 2018-UNAT-892, para. 17). Nevertheless, this discretion is not 

unfettered, and both the Agency and staff members must act reasonably and in good faith (Abu 

Lehia 2018-UNAT-814, para. 17). The Tribunal held that being on SWLOP was not mentioned in 

the applicable circular as a basis to deny an EVS application or as a reason to deprioritise certain 

EVS applications. The Tribunal concluded that the Agency, instead of following its own circular, 

opted to categorically deny EVS applications from staff members on SWLOP without liens, and 

therefore, failed to observe its own regulatory framework. Consequently, the decision to deny the 

Applicant’s EVS request was unlawful and it was rescinded. In terms of remedies, the Tribunal 

held that it was appropriate to determine the amount of compensation for the Applicant’s material 

damages to be the equivalent of his standard retirement benefits, in accordance with paragraph 5 

of Area Staff Rule 109.2, minus any separation benefit he had already been paid as a result of his 

separation following his resignation. The Tribunal also held that it would not be appropriate to 

award the Applicant any compensation for moral damages. The Agency appealed, and in 

Commissioner-General of the UNRWA v. Othman, Case No. 2020-1442, the UNAT dismissed 

the appeal and affirmed the Tribunal’s Judgment. 

C.10. Cancel recruitment process  

In AlMousa UNRWA/DT/2020/048, the Applicant contested the decision to cancel the recruitment 

process for the post of Human Resources Officer (Recruitment), Grade P-3, Headquarters, Amman 

(“HQA”). At the outset, the Respondent filed a motion to strike from the record some of the 

Applicant’s submission because it was alleged that they were obtained in an improper manner. The 

Tribunal considered that the fact that the Applicant might have obtained certain evidence in an 

improper or unfair manner is not, in itself, a sufficient ground to render the evidence inadmissible. 

In accordance with the aforementioned provisions and the UNAT’s recent jurisprudence, the 

Tribunal may only exclude evidence that is irrelevant, frivolous, gravely prejudicial or lacking 

probative value. The Tribunal held that the Applicant’s observations and evidence were not 

irrelevant, frivolous or gravely prejudicial to the Respondent and did not lack in probative value. 

Consequently, the Tribunal denied the Respondent’s motion. Also, the Respondent contended that 

the application was not receivable, as the impugned decision did not produce direct legal 

consequences affecting the Applicant’s terms or conditions of appointment. The Tribunal held 
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that, considering the fact that the recruitment process was cancelled and the Applicant was never 

appointed, the contested decision produced direct legal consequences affecting the terms and 

conditions of his employment. Consequently, the Tribunal found that the application was 

receivable. On the merits of the case, the Tribunal held that the Agency had the discretionary power 

to cancel the recruitment process, as the selected candidate, i.e. the Applicant, was yet to be 

appointed. This discretion is not unfettered. Nevertheless, the Applicant failed to sustain the 

burden of proof required to establish that the impugned decision was exercised arbitrarily or 

capriciously, was motivated by prejudice or other extraneous factors or was flawed by procedural 

irregularity or error of law. The application was dismissed. The Applicant appealed and the 

Agency filed a cross-appeal. In Al Mousa, Case No. 2020-1458, the UNAT dismissed both the 

appeal and the cross-appeal and affirmed the Tribunal’s Judgment. 

C.11. Disqualification from recruitment process 

In Allouche UNRWA/DT/2020/057, the Applicant contested the decision to disqualify him from 

the recruitment process for the post of Head, Assessment Unit. The Applicant was disqualified 

from the recruitment process due to his failure to disclose in his application the fact that he had 

previously been the subject of disciplinary measures. The Tribunal considered that it was clear 

from the Annex No. 14 of the Respondent’s reply that the Applicant responded “No” to the 

questions related to disciplinary measures in his application. The application was dismissed. 

C.12. Other 

In Jibrin UNRWA/DT/2020/050, the Applicant contested the decision to remove him from 

membership on the Provident Fund Humanitarian Repayable Withdrawals Committee 

(“PFHRWC”) at the Jordan Field Office (“JFO”). The Respondent contended that the decision was 

taken with the view to achieving better gender parity in the membership of the PFHRWC. The 

Tribunal held that following the contested decision, a better gender parity was achieved, even 

though parity was not at its best. The Tribunal recalled that the Agency has been committed to 

achieving gender equality since as early as 1998. Accordingly, the Tribunal held that it was within 

the DUO/J’s discretionary authority to amend the composition of the PFHRWC in line with the 

Agency’s Gender Equality Strategy, as long as his decision was not exercised arbitrarily or 

capriciously, was not motivated by prejudice or other extraneous factors, or was not flawed by 

procedural irregularity or error of law. As the Applicant failed to establish that the DUO/J’s 

decision was motivated by factors other than improving gender parity, the application was 

dismissed. 

In Abdullah UNRWA/DT/2020/012, the Applicant contested the decision to serve him with a 

letter, qualified as a “reminder letter” by the Respondent. The Respondent claimed that the 

application was not receivable ratione materiae. By the contested letter, the DUO/J not only 

requested the Applicant to limit his activities as a staff representative, but he also invited him to 

immediately desist from actions that may be perceived to undermine the office of the Legal Officer 

(Staff Assistance) (‘LOSA”). The DUO/J based his requests upon his interpretation of article 8 of 

the Rules. The Tribunal did not agree with such an interpretation. It held that there was nothing in 

the Tribunal’s Rules preventing a staff member from acting as a representative of another staff 

member in his/her legal dispute with the Agency or limiting the recurrence of such activity by a 

staff member. 
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The Tribunal underlined that staff members are entitled to seek legal advice from an outside 

counsel, the LOSA or another current or former staff member of the Agency or other UN Agencies 

with respect to their disputes with the Administration. This is a fundamental right of each and 

every staff member. As the DUO/J’s letter clearly limited the staff members’ fundamental right to 

choose their counsel and, in this case, to choose the Applicant as their representative, the Tribunal 

rescinded the contested decision. The Tribunal rescinded the DUO/J’s letter and ordered the 

Agency to place the Judgment on the Applicant’s Official Status File.  

D. Remedies19  

In Kaddoura UNRWA/DT/2020/066, the Applicant contested the decision to separate her from 

service with termination indemnity. The Tribunal determined that none of the facts that were 

established constituted misconduct in view of the Agency’s regulatory framework. As to the 

alleged aggravating factors, the Tribunal noted that these allegations referred to the Applicant’s 

behaviour after she had received the Opportunity to Respond Letter and these allegations were 

never investigated. Consequently, the Tribunal held that the reliance on these alleged factors in 

deciding to impose a disciplinary measure “in the upper range” was a clear and significant breach 

of the Applicant’s due process rights. Therefore, the Tribunal rescinded the contested decision and 

awarded the Applicant two years’ net base salary. 

In Awadalla UNRWA/DT/2020/065, the Applicant contested the decision to separate him from 

service without termination indemnity. The Tribunal concluded that the Agency failed to establish 

by clear and convincing evidence that the Applicant was engaged in domestic violence against the 

Complainant. Regarding the other two allegations, the Tribunal concluded that they do not 

constitute misconduct in the context of the present case. Thus, the impugned decision was 

rescinded, and the Applicant was awarded 21.5 months’ net base salary. 

In Beidas UNRWA/DT/2020/010, in his first application, the Applicant contested the decision to 

place him on ALWOP pending an investigation into the allegations of misconduct against him. 

The Tribunal reviewed whether the Applicant’s administrative leave, being without pay, was 

lawful. The Tribunal held that, in view of Area Staff Rule 110.2 para. 3, the Respondent failed to 

specify exceptional circumstances warranting the Applicant’s placement on ALWOP, and 

therefore, it concluded that the Agency’s decision to place the Applicant on ALWOP was 

unlawful. The Tribunal ordered that any salary and entitlements withheld from the Applicant for 

the duration of his placement on ALWOP shall be restored. 

In Dabbour UNRWA/DT/2020/030, the Applicant contested the decision not to select him for the 

post of Area Registration Officer. The Tribunal considered that the selection process was tainted 

by several irregularities. Therefore, the Tribunal rescinded the contested decision and set 

compensation for the Applicant in lieu of rescission at the amount of USD1,000.  The Applicant 

appealed, and in Dabbour 2021-UNAT-1096, the UNAT remanded the case to the Tribunal for 

reconsideration of the awarded compensation. 

In Fahd UNRWA/DT/2020/072, the Applicant contested the Agency’s decision with respect to 

the calculation of his Provident Fund (“PF”) benefits. In particular, he contested the interest rate 

that was applied to his PF benefits for the month of January 2019. The Tribunal considered that, 
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 These are not separate Judgments on remedies. Rather, these refer to the section on remedies of the mentioned 

Judgments.  
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as the Applicant’s date of separation was 31 December 2018, his PF benefits should have been 

withdrawn from the fund effective this date and no further interest could have been added to or 

deducted from the Applicant’s PF benefits after that date. Therefore, the Agency’s decision to 

apply -0.4 per cent interest rate on the Applicant’s PF benefits for the month of January 2019 was 

unlawful. Consequently, the Tribunal rescinded the contested decision and ordered the Agency to 

pay to the Applicant the amount of USD362.88, which was unlawfully deducted from his PF 

benefits. 

In Abu Skheileh UNRWA/DT/2020/017, the Applicant contested the decision not to reimburse 

him for medical expenses he had incurred in Germany following a serious car accident he had 

when commuting to work in his private vehicle.  Given the special circumstances of the present 

case, the Tribunal considered that it was understandable for the Applicant to have travelled to 

Germany without prior authorisation of the Agency. Therefore, the impugned decision was 

rescinded, and the Agency was ordered to reimburse the Applicant. The Agency appealed, and in 

Abu Skheileh 2021-UNAT-1085, the UNAT reversed and set aside the Tribunal’s Judgment. 

E. Other Judgments 

In Jarrar UNRWA/DT/2020/054, the Applicant contested the decision to downgrade her on a 

Recruitment Roster (“Roster”). On 4 September 2019, the Applicant, who was then ranked 19th on 

the Roster, declined the offer of a post of School Principal and was informed by the Human 

Resources and Career Management Officer that because of declining this offer, she would be 

downgraded on the Roster. The Respondent submitted that the Agency then rescinded the 

impugned decision, and the Applicant was reinstated to the rank of 19 on the Roster. Thus, the 

Tribunal held that there was no longer an actual and live controversy between the parties, which 

rendered the application moot, and the case was closed. 
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Annex A – Judgments resolving multiple cases 

Judgments resolving multiple cases 

# Applicants Judgment No. 
Area 

/International 

Cases 

resolved 

1 Azzeh et al. UNRWA/DT/2020/004 Area 3 

2 Zaqqout UNRWA/DT/2020/006 Area 4 

3 Beidas UNRWA/DT/2020/010 Area 3 

4 El-Tabari, Abdullah and Oneis UNRWA/DT/2020/029 Area 3 

5 Mustafa et al. UNRWA/DT/2020/035 Area 8 

6 Kutkut  UNRWA/DT/2020/042 Area 2 

7 El Manasri et al. UNRWA/DT/2020/046 Area 3 
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Annex B – Non-receivable applications 

No appealable administrative decision (ratione materiae) 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Al Azzeh UNRWA/DT/2020/001 Area 

2 Abdullah UNRWA/DT/2020/003 Area 

3 Zaqqout UNRWA/DT/2020/006 Area 

4 Al Najjar UNRWA/DT/2020/021 Area 

5 Al Najjar UNRWA/DT/2020/023 Area 

6 Loubani UNRWA/DT/2020/025 Area 

7 
El-Tabari, Abdullah and 

Oneis 
UNRWA/DT/2020/029 Area 

8 Al Ras UNRWA/DT/2020/031 Area 

 

No request for decision review (ratione materiae) 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Awwad UNRWA/DT/2020/015 Area 

2 Junblat UNRWA/DT/2020/016 Area 

3 Taha UNRWA/DT/2020/036 Area 

4 Al Refai UNRWA/DT/2020/061 Area 

 

Untimely request for decision review (ratione materiae) 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Tahtamouni UNRWA/DT/2020/024 Area 

2 Asmar UNRWA/DT/2020/027 Area 

3 Mustafa et al. UNRWA/DT/2020/035 Area 

4 El Manasri et al. UNRWA/DT/2020/046 Area 

5 Sahyoun UNRWA/DT/2020/059 Area 

6 Elmenshawy UNRWA/DT/2020/068 International 
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Application is time-barred (ratione temporis) 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Abu Rabei UNRWA/DT/2020/007 Area 

2 Madhoun UNRWA/DT/2020/008 Area 

No standing (ratione personae)  

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Abu Hatab UNRWA/DT/2020/018 Area 

2 El Shanti UNRWA/DT/2020/034 Area 

3 El Shanti UNRWA/DT/2020/041 Area 
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Annex C – Judgments on disciplinary measures20 

Termination Under Chapter X 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Abu Ghali UNRWA/DT/2020/019 Area 

2 Al Fararjeh UNRWA/DT/2020/026 Area 

3 El Dirawi UNRWA/DT/2020/052 Area 

4 Al Khatib UNRWA/DT/2020/063 Area 

5 Wakid UNRWA/DT/2020/064 Area 

6 Awadalla* UNRWA/DT/2020/065 Area 

7 Kaddoura* UNRWA/DT/2020/066 International 

8 Mudardas UNRWA/DT/2020/071 Area 

 

Summary Dismissal 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Al Othman UNRWA/DT/2020/073 Area 

 

Written Censure and Fine 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Abu Ziyadeh UNRWA/DT/2020/009 Area 

2 Suleiman UNRWA/DT/2020/040 Area 
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 Judgments with the sign * are Judgments in favour of Applicant. 

Written Censure and Suspension Without Pay 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Elayyan UNRWA/DT/2020/020 Area 

2 Mousa UNRWA/DT/2020/067 Area 
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Written Censure and Demotion 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Zaqqout UNRWA/DT/2020/056 Area 

Administrative Leave Without Pay Pending Investigation 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Shahwan UNRWA/DT/2020/062 Area 

Suspension Without Pay 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 El Arqan UNRWA/DT/2020/060 Area 

Multiple Decisions 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Beidas* UNRWA/DT/2020/010 Area 
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Annex D – Judgments on other administrative decisions21 

Non-selection / Not shortlisted 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Hassouna UNRWA/DT/2020/022 Area 

2 Kaddoura UNRWA/DT/2020/028 Area 

3 Dabbour* UNRWA/DT/2020/030 Area 

4 Ajjawi UNRWA/DT/2020/033 Area 

5 Hamzeh UNRWA/DT/2020/043 Area 

6 El Yousef UNRWA/DT/2020/047 Area 

7 Miari UNRWA/DT/2020/049 Area 

 

Non-promotion 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Fayyoumi UNRWA/DT/2020/032 Area 

2 Abu Raiyeh UNRWA/DT/2020/044 Area 

3 Saad UNRWA/DT/2020/045 Area 

 

Non-renewal 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Qasem UNRWA/DT/2020/058 Area 
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Benefits and entitlements 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Al Azzeh et al. UNRWA/DT/2020/004 Area 

2 El Sharif UNRWA/DT/2020/005 Area 

3 Taha* UNRWA/DT/2020/011 Area 

4 Alsheakhali UNRWA/DT/2020/013 Area 

5 Enaya UNRWA/DT/2020/014 Area 

6 Abu Skheileh* UNRWA/DT/2020/017 Area 

7 Abu Dan UNRWA/DT/2020/039 Area 

8 Farahat UNRWA/DT/2020/051 Area 

9 Fahd* UNRWA/DT/2020/072 Area 

Termination on medical grounds 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Kutkut UNRWA/DT/2020/042 Area 

Transfer 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Shreiteh UNRWA/DT/2020/069 Area 

2 Abu Sueileek UNRWA/DT/2020/070 Area 
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Cancel recruitment process 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Almousa UNRWA/DT/2020/048 Area 

 

Disqualification from recruitment process  

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Allouche UNRWA/DT/2020/057 Area 

 

Reclassification 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Awadalla UNRWA/DT/2020/038 Area 

 

Early Voluntary Separation 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Othman* UNRWA/DT/2020/037 Area 

 

Other 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Jibrin UNRWA/DT/2020/050 Area 

2 Abdullah* UNRWA/DT/2020/012 Area 

 

Separation for abandonment of post 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Mezyed UNRWA/DT/2020/055 Area 
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Annex E – Other Judgments 

Judgments on receivability (found receivable) 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Enaya* UNRWA/DT/2020/002 Area 

2 Bushkar* UNRWA/DT/2020/053 Area 

 

Judgments where application is moot 

# Applicant Judgment No. Area/International 

1 Jarrar UNRWA/DT/2020/054 Area 
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Annex F – UNAT Judgments on UNRWA cases issued in 2020 

# Applicant Judgment No. Appealed by Outcome Judgment No. 

1 Abu Fardeh UNRWA/DT/2019/023 Both 

Agency’s 

Appeal  

granted – 

Judgment 

vacated – 

applicant’s 

appeal granted 

insofar as  he 

got 

compensation 

for translation 

2020-UNAT-1011 

2 Sirhan UNRWA/DT/2019/026 Both Vacated 2020-UNAT-1023 

3 Perrin UNRWA/DT/2019/033 Applicant Affirmed 2020-UNAT-995 

4 Al Ashhab UNRWA/DT/2019/038 Applicant Granted in part 2020-UNAT-1046 

5 
Abu Ata et 

al. 
UNRWA/DT/2019/044 Applicants Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1016 

6 Salhi et. al UNRWA/DT/2019/045 Applicants Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1017 

7 
Abu Ouda et. 

al 
UNRWA/DT/2019/046 Applicants Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1018 

8 
El Shanti and 

El Najjar 

UNRWA/DT/2019/051 Applicant Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1028 

9 
El Shanti and 

El Najjar 

UNRWA/DT/2019/051 Applicant Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1022 

10 Suleiman UNRWA/DT/2019/056 Applicant Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1006 

11 Mansour UNRWA/DT/2019/057 Applicant Remanded 2020-UNAT-1036 

12 El Madhoun UNRWA/DT/2019/059 Agency Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1029 

13 Murad UNRWA/DT/2019/063 Applicant Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1025 

14 El Shanti UNRWA/DT/2019/065 Applicant Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1022 

15 Houran et. al UNRWA/DT/2019/066 Applicants Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1019 

16 Orabi UNRWA/DT/2019/070 Agency Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1047 

17 Abu Osba UNRWA/DT/2019/074 Applicant Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1061 

18 Zaqqout UNRWA/DT/2020/006 Applicant Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1055 
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19 Abu Rabei UNRWA/DT/2020/007 Applicant Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1060 

20 Madhoun UNRWA/DT/2020/008 Applicant Affirmed 2020-UNAT-1056 

21 Dibs 2017-UNAT-798 Applicant Granted 2020-UNAT-102022 

22 El Shaer 2019-UNAT-942 Applicant Dismissed 2020-UNAT-100923 

 

Annex G – UNAT Judgments on UNRWA cases (2021)24 

 

# Applicant Judgment No. Appealed by Outcome 
Judgment/Case 

No. 

1 Najjar UNRWA/DT/2020/023 Applicant Affirmed 2021-UNAT-1084 

2 Abu Skheileh   UNRWA/DT/2020/017 Applicant Reversed 2021-UNAT-1085 

3 Loubani UNRWA/DT/2020/025 Applicant Remanded 2021-UNAT-1086 

4 Dabbour UNRWA/DT/2020/030 Applicant Vacated 2021-UNAT-1096 

5 Sirhan 2018-UNAT-860 Applicant Dismissed 2020-143125 

6 Othman   UNRWA/DT/2020/037 Agency Affirmed 2020-1442 

7 Mustafa et al. UNRWA/DT/2020/035 Applicant Affirmed 2020-1444 

8 Oneis et al. UNRWA/DT/2020/029 Applicant Affirmed 2020-1445 

9 Sirhan 2020-UNAT-1023 Applicant Dismissed 2020-144626 

10 Zaqqout 
Order No. 123 

(UNRWA/DT/2020) 
Applicant 

Dismissed as 

not receivable 
2020-145227 

11 Almousa UNRWA/DT/2020/048 Both Affirmed 2020-1458 

12 Alfararjeh UNRWA/DT/2020/026 Applicant Affirmed 2020-1463 

13 Yusef et al. UNRWA/DT/2020/046 Applicant Remanded 2020-1468 

 

 
22

 This is a Judgment on an application for execution of the UNAT’s Judgment in an UNRWA case.  
23

 This is a Judgment on two applications, one for interpretation, and the other for execution of the UNAT’s Judgment 

in an UNRWA case. 
24

 These Judgments or outcomes of the upcoming Judgments from 2021 are included here, as these cases were 

adjudicated in 2020 by the Tribunal and are discussed under the Legal Pronouncements. However, for statistical 

purposes they will be counted in the next activity report as the UNAT Judgments will be issued in 2021. As the 

upcoming Judgments will not be issued for several weeks, references herein are made to the UNAT’s Case No. rather 

than Judgment number.   
25

 This is about an application for revision of the UNAT’s Judgment in an UNRWA case. 
26

 This is about an application for revision of the UNAT’s Judgment in an UNRWA case. 
27

 This is about an application against the Tribunal’s Order in an UNRWA case. 


