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Introduction 

1. This is an application by David Pollock (the “Applicant”) against the decision 

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

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

beyond 31 December 2017.  

Facts 

2. Effective 6 September 2012, the Applicant was employed by the Agency on 

a one-year fixed-term appointment, Grade P-3, Step 6, as Field Security Officer in 

Jerusalem, West Bank Field Office (“WBFO”). The Applicant’s appointment was 

subsequently extended several times, lastly on 19 November 2017, until 31 

December 2018. 

3. On 16 October 2017, the Applicant submitted a request for decision review 

contesting the Agency’s decision dated 23 August 2017, not to extend his 

appointment beyond 31 December 2017, and not to extend his appointment for three 

years.  

4. On 16 November 2017, the Deputy, Commissioner-General (“D/CG”) 

responded to the Applicant’s request for decision review and indicated that she had 

instructed the WBFO and the Department of Human Resources to expedite the 

renewal of his appointment for a period of one year starting on 1 January 2018.  

5. By letter dated 19 November 2017, the Director of Human Resources 

(“DHR”) informed the Applicant that he was offered an extension of his 

appointment for one year until 31 December 2018. On 20 December 2017, the 

Applicant accepted the offer.  

6. On 11 February 2018, the present application was filed with the UNRWA 

Dispute Tribunal (the “Tribunal”) challenging the Agency’s decision dated 23 

August 2017, not to extend his appointment beyond 31 December 2017, and not to 

extend his appointment for three years. The application was transmitted to the 

Respondent on 14 February 2018. 
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7. On 8 March 2018, the Respondent filed a “Motion for Extension of Time” 

(“motion”) to file his reply outside the 30-day time limit set out in Article 6(1) of 

the Rules of Procedure of the Tribunal. The motion was transmitted to the Applicant 

on 11 March 2018.  

8. By Order No. 051 (UNRWA/DT/2018) dated 22 March 2018, the Tribunal 

granted the Respondent’s motion for an extension of time. 

9. On 20 April 2018, the Respondent filed his reply. The reply was transmitted 

to the Applicant on 22 April 2018. 

Applicant’s contentions 

10. The Applicant contends: 

i) The Agency’s decisions not to extend his appointment beyond 31 

December 2017, and not to extend his appointment for three years were made 

in “retaliation” and were “an offer made in bad faith”;  

ii) The Agency failed to provide him a safe working environment and 

protection from retaliation, in violation of the Agency’s regulatory 

framework; and 

iii) The Agency failed to address his complaints, in accordance with the 

Agency’s regulatory framework.  

11. The Applicant requests: 

i) The Agency to provide and guarantee him a harmonious working 

environment;  

ii) His complaints be investigated by an independent authority outside the 

Agency;  

iii) To be extended for a minimum of three years or indefinitely; and  

iv) To be compensated for the material and moral damages he sustained.  
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Respondent’s contentions 

12. The Respondent contends: 

i) The impugned decision of 23 August 2017, was superseded by 

subsequent administrative actions rendering the application moot and, 

therefore, non-receivable before the Tribunal;  

ii) The application, to the extent it may be deemed to be related to the 

decision dated 19 November 2017, is also non-receivable, as the Applicant 

failed to request a decision review in relation to the second decision; and  

iii) The relief sought by the Applicant has no legal basis. 

13. The Respondent requests the Tribunal to dismiss the application in its 

entirety. 

Considerations 

14. By his application, the Applicant raised a significant number of concerns and 

submitted several annexes. In this respect, the Tribunal recalls that the dispute 

before the Tribunal is limited to the contested decision that is stated in the 

Applicant’s request for decision review and his application filed with the Tribunal. 

15. By his request for decision review that was submitted on 16 October 2017, 

the Applicant only contested the Agency’s decisions dated 23 August 2017, not to 

extend his appointment beyond 31 December 2017, and not to extend his 

appointment for three years. 

16. By letter dated 19 November 2017, the DHR informed the Applicant that he 

was being offered an extension of his appointment for one year until 31 December 

2018. The Applicant accepted this offer.   

17. Nevertheless, by his application to the Tribunal, which was submitted on 11 

February 2018, the Applicant contested the Agency’s decisions dated 23 August 

2017, not to extend his appointment beyond 31 December 2017, and not to extend 

his appointment for three years.  
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18. Accordingly, with respect to the decision not to extend the Applicant’s 

appointment beyond 31 December 2017, at the time the Applicant submitted his 

application with the Tribunal, he was perfectly aware that his appointment had been 

extended until 31 December 2018. Yet, he filed an application against a decision 

which no longer existed. Thus, there is no administrative decision on which the 

Tribunal is competent to pass judgment in terms of Articles 2 and 8 of its Statute 

(Gehr 2013-UNAT-328, paragraph 20). Therefore, the application with respect to 

the decision not to extend the Applicant’s appointment beyond 31 December 2017 

is moot.  

19. Regarding the decision not to extend the Applicant’s appointment for three 

years, it is well-established jurisprudence that fixed-term appointments have no 

expectation of renewal or conversion to another type of appointment (Badawi 2012-

UNAT-261, paragraph 31), let alone an expectation of renewal for three years. 

Therefore, this claim is without merit. 

20. Lastly, concerning the Applicant’s claim that the decision not to extend the 

Applicant’s appointment for three years was an act of retaliation, the Tribunal holds 

that this contention is not substantiated by any evidence. 
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Conclusion 

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

The application is dismissed. 

                  (SIGNED) 

Judge Jean-François Cousin 

Dated this 5th day of February 2019 

Entered in the Register on this 5th day of February 2019 

(SIGNED) 

Laurie McNabb, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 
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