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Introduction 

1. Three applications have been filed by Ali Beidas (“Applicant”) against the 

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

in the Near East (“Respondent”): 1) to place him on administrative leave without 

pay pending an investigation; 2) to postpone the processing of his resignation until 

the completion of his disciplinary process, which he qualifies as constructive 

dismissal; and 3) to impose on him the disciplinary measure of a fine equivalent to 

three months’ salary. 

Facts 

2. Effective 1 March 2010, the Applicant was employed by the Agency on a 

Limited Duration Contract (“LDC”) as Stock Material and Inspection Officer, 

Procurement and Logistics Department, Gaza (“PLD/G”), Grade E – Q1.  

3. On 23 October 2016, the Applicant was promoted to the post of Logistics 

Officer, Grade 15, effective 1 November 2016.  

4. Following the receipt of allegations that the Applicant was interfering in an 

ongoing investigation and tampering with evidence, on 2 October 2017, the 

Department of Internal Oversight Services (“DIOS”) initiated a misconduct 

investigation.  

5. On 8 December 2017, the Applicant was placed on Administrative Leave 

With Full Pay (“ALWFP”) pending the investigation.  

6. On 10 July 2018, the Director of UNRWA Operations, Gaza (“DUO/G”) 

imposed on the Applicant the disciplinary measures of a one-month suspension 

without pay and a written censure.  

7. Following the Applicant’s return to work on 12 August 2018, further 

allegations of retaliation, abuse of power and corruption committed by the 

Applicant were reported by the Ethics Office to the DIOS.  
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8. By letter dated 25 September 2018, the DUO/G placed the Applicant on 

Administrative Leave Without Pay (“ALWOP”) pending the outcome of the DIOS’ 

investigation. 

9. On 13 October 2018, the Applicant requested a review of the decision to place 

him on ALWOP.  

10. By emails to the DUO/G dated 27 September and 13 October 2018, the 

Applicant requested the approval of his resignation. By email dated 16 October 

2018, the DUO/G informed the Applicant that his resignation would be processed 

as soon as his disciplinary process had been completed.  

11. By letter dated 17 October 2018, the Applicant was provided with a 

notification of investigation with respect to the allegations against him.  

12. On 20 October 2018, the Applicant requested a review of the DUO/G’s 

decision to postpone the processing of his resignation, which he qualifies as 

constructive dismissal. 

13. On 12 November 2018, the investigation was concluded, followed by the 

Report of Investigation. 

14. By letter dated 2 December 2018, the Applicant was provided with a due 

process letter, informing him of the findings of the investigation and inviting him 

to respond to the allegations. The Applicant responded to the due process letter on 

12 December 2018. 

15. On 31 December 2018, the DUO/G imposed on the Applicant the disciplinary 

measure of a fine equivalent to three months’ salary. 

16. By letter to the Applicant dated 13 January 2019, the DUO/G corrected his 

letter of 31 December 2018, acknowledging the receipt of the Applicant’s reply to 

the due process letter and informing him that the Agency would process his 

resignation effective 13 January 2019.  
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17. On 5 February 2019, the Applicant filed his first and second applications with 

the UNRWA Dispute Tribunal (“Tribunal”) contesting, respectively, 1) the 

Agency’s decisions to place him on ALWOP pending an investigation; and 2) to 

postpone the processing of his resignation until the completion of his disciplinary 

process, which he qualifies as constructive dismissal. These applications were 

registered as Case Nos. UNRWA/DT/GFO/2019/008 (“Case No. 2019/008”) and 

UNRWA/DT/GFO/2019/009 (“Case No. 2019/009”). 

18. These first and second applications were transmitted to the Respondent on 6 

February 2019.  

19. On 8 February 2019, the Applicant requested a review of the DUO/G’s 

decision to impose on him the disciplinary measure of a fine equivalent to three 

months’ salary. 

20. On 26 February 2019, the Respondent filed a motion for consolidation of the 

Applicant’s two applications. The motion was transmitted to the Applicant on 28 

February 2019.  

21. By Order No. 047 (UNRWA/DT/2019) (“Order No. 047”) dated 10 March 

2019, the Tribunal granted the Respondent’s motion and consolidated the 

Applicant’s first and second applications.  

22. On 12 March 2019, the Applicant filed his third application with the Tribunal 

contesting the Agency’s decision to impose on him the disciplinary measure of a 

fine equivalent to three months’ salary. The application was registered as Case No. 

UNRWA/DT/2019/020 (“Case No. 2019/020”) and was transmitted to the 

Respondent on the same day. 

23. On 12 March 2019, the Respondent filed a motion for consolidation of Case 

No. 2019/020 with the Applicant’s other two applications, which had been 

consolidated by the Tribunal in Order No. 047. The motion was transmitted to the 

Applicant on 13 March 2019. 
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24. By Order No. 061 (UNRWA/DT/2019) dated 21 March 2019, the Tribunal 

granted the Respondent’s motion and consolidated the Applicant’s three 

applications. 

25. On 25 March 2019, the Respondent filed his reply. The reply was transmitted 

to the Applicant on 27 March 2019.   

26. On 31 March 2019, the Applicant filed a motion for leave to submit 

observations. The motion was transmitted to the Respondent on the same day.  

27. By Order No. 075 (UNRWA/DT/2019) dated 10 April 2019, the Tribunal 

granted the Applicant’s motion for leave to file observations on Respondent’s reply. 

28. On 18 April 2019, the Applicant submitted his observations. The Applicant’s 

submission was transmitted to the Respondent on the same day.  

Applicant’s contentions 

First application – Case No. 2019/008 

29. The Applicant contends: 

i) His request to engage in outside activities during his ALWOP was not 

approved; 

ii) Despite the fact that he was suspended, based on alleged prima facie 

evidence, only two out of five allegations against him were later 

substantiated; 

iii) He was not informed of the allegations against him, and therefore, his 

due process rights were violated; 

iv) He was humiliated in front of his colleagues, as he was escorted out of 

the Field Office by a guard;  

v) The investigator violated his due process rights with his unannounced 

visit to his place of employment of his outside activities; and 



 
Case Nos. UNRWA/DT/GFO/2019/008 

UNRWA/DT/GFO/2019/009 
UNRWA/DT/GFO/2019/020 

 Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2020/010 
 

Page 6 of 27 

vi) The contested decision had a severe impact on his career and caused 

him irreparable harm forcing him to resign from his position.   

30. The Applicant requests: 

i) To be compensated for his placement on ALWOP; and 

ii) To be compensated for the psychological damages he suffered. 

Second application – Case No. 2019/009 

31. The Applicant contends: 

i) He was subjected to constructive dismissal. He was placed on 

administrative leave twice within a short period of time, and his request for 

outside activities was denied;  

ii)  His resignation was approved; however, its processing was unlawfully 

postponed until the completion of the disciplinary process initiated against 

him; and 

iii) There is no specific provision in the Agency’s regulatory framework 

that conditions resignation on the approval thereof.  

32. The Applicant requests: 

i) To be compensated for his constructive dismissal; and 

ii) To be compensated for the psychological damages he suffered. 

Third application – Case No. 2019/020 

33. The Applicant contends: 

i) Despite the fact that the DUO/G acknowledged his error in the 

misconduct determination letter dated 31 December 2018, he did not modify 

the disciplinary measure imposed on the Applicant;  
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ii) The investigation process was fundamentally flawed with numerous 

errors and violations of his due process rights;  

iii) The DUO/G did not take into consideration the unsubstantiated 

allegations against him and his cooperation with the investigator as mitigating 

factors in the determination of the imposed disciplinary measure;  

iv) The investigator did not provide sufficient time in which to arrange a 

meeting between them, and his unannounced visit to his place of employment 

of his outside activities compromised his reputation; and 

v) Given the fact that he had submitted his resignation effective 16 

October 2018, and that he was not a staff member after that date, it was 

unlawful for the Agency to impose on him a disciplinary measure on 13 

January 2019. 

34. The Applicant requests: 

i) Rescission of the contested disciplinary measure; and 

ii) To be compensated for the psychological damages he suffered. 

Respondent’s contentions 

35. The Respondent contends: 

i) The decision to place the Applicant on ALWOP was properly effected; 

ii) Following several allegations from various staff members, the Agency 

concluded that there was prima facie evidence to support the fact that 

misconduct had occurred. The fact that only two out of five allegations were 

later substantiated is irrelevant with respect to the Applicant’s placement on 

ALWOP, as the allegations were at the time considered as prima facie 

evidence; 
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iii) It was in the interest of the Agency to place the Applicant on 

administrative leave considering that he was allegedly implicated in 

retaliation, abuse of power and corruption and the fact that he had allegedly 

created a negative work environment; 

iv) The allegations against the Applicant constituted a charge of serious 

misconduct and represented an exceptional circumstance justifying his 

placement on ALWOP; 

v) The Applicant was informed of being the subject of a DIOS 

investigation and received a notice of investigation, which contained the 

allegations against him; 

vi) The Applicant refused to meet the investigator at any of the proposed 

appointments for an interview. The investigator offered the Applicant the 

opportunity to respond to the allegations in writing and to include his written 

response in the Report of Investigation. The Applicant did not respond to this 

offer. The Respondent therefore submits that the Applicant’s due process 

rights were respected; 

vii) With regard to the Applicant’s contention that the Agency failed to 

provide the Applicant with the Report of Investigation, the Respondent 

submits that the Agency’s regulatory framework does not stipulate an 

obligation to transmit the fact-finding report to the concerned staff member;  

viii) The Applicant was not subjected to constructive dismissal. His request 

to perform outside activities during his ALWOP was approved on 10 October 

2018, and the facts established that his request for the approval of his 

resignation was his voluntary and unilateral decision; 

ix) The decision not to approve the Applicant’s resignation was taken in 

accordance with the Agency’s regulatory framework, specifically, in 

accordance with a “practical guide” issued by the Acting Chief of Staff on 13 

November 2013; 
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x) The decision to impose on the Applicant the disciplinary measure of a 

fine equivalent to three months’ salary was properly effected; 

xi) The Applicant’s response to the due process letter was subsequently 

taken into consideration and did not warrant changing the misconduct 

determination or the disciplinary measure, as set out in the imposition letter 

dated 31 December 2018; 

xii) The Applicant was still a staff member on the date of the imposition of 

the disciplinary measure, and his resignation had only taken effect on 13 

January 2019; and 

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

36. The Respondent requests the Tribunal to dismiss the applications in their 

entireties.  

Considerations 

Case No. 2019/008 – Decision to place the Applicant on ALWOP 

37. In his first application, the Applicant contests the decision to place him on 

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

38. In this respect, Area Staff Regulation 10.4 provides: 

If a charge of serious misconduct is made against a staff member 
and the Commissioner-General considers that the charge is 
‘prima facie’ well founded or that the staff member’s 
continuance in office pending an investigation of the charge 
would prejudice the interests of the Agency, the staff member 
may be suspended, with or without pay, from his/her functions 
pending investigation, such suspension being without prejudice 
to the rights of the staff member.  

39. Area Staff Rule 110.2 on administrative leave pending investigation provides 

in relevant parts: 
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1. A staff member may be suspended pending investigation by 
being placed on administrative leave, subject to conditions 
specified by the Commissioner-General, at any time pending an 
investigation until the completion of the disciplinary process.  

2. In determining whether to place a staff member on 
administrative leave pending an investigation, the 
Commissioner-General shall consider whether there is prima 
facie evidence in support of the allegation of misconduct and 
whether the staff member’s continuance in the post and/or the 
duty station would be contrary to the interests of the Agency.  

3. Such administrative leave shall be with full pay except (i) in 
cases in which there is probable cause that a staff member has 
engaged in sexual exploitation and sexual abuse, or (ii) when 
the Commissioner-General decides that exceptional 
circumstances exist which warrant the placement of a staff 
member on administrative leave with partial pay or without pay.  

40. Area Personnel Directive No. A/10/Rev.3 on Disciplinary Measures and 

Procedures provides in relevant parts: 

13. Where there is prima facie evidence in support of an 
allegation of misconduct, and where the staff member’s 
continuance in their post or duty station would be contrary to 
the interests of the Agency, the staff member may be placed on 
administrative leave at any time pending an investigation until 
the completion of the disciplinary process. Circumstances that 
may be considered when making such a determination include, 
but are not limited to: the risk of repeated wrongdoing; the 
potential danger posed to other staff members or the Agency; 
and/or the risk of evidence being destroyed or concealed. A staff 
member placed on administrative leave is notified in writing of 
this determination.  

14. Administrative leave is normally with pay unless the 
Commissioner-General decides that exceptional circumstances 
warrant administrative leave without pay, in both cases without 
prejudice to the staff member’s rights. A staff member’s 
placement on administrative leave is not a disciplinary 
measure.  

41. The Applicant claims that he was not informed of the charges against him. In 

this regard, the Tribunal notes that, as it held before in Beidas 

UNRWA/DT/2019/009, paragraph 17, with respect to the Applicant’s previous 

placement on ALWFP, given the above-mentioned provisions, there is no 
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obligation on the part of the Agency to inform the Applicant about the charges 

against him before placing him on administrative leave pending an investigation. 

42. The Applicant further claims that he was placed on ALWOP when there was 

no prima facie evidence in support of the allegations against him. It is clear from 

the case record that when the decision to place the Applicant on ALWOP was taken, 

several allegations of misconduct had been submitted to the Ethics Office, 

particularly about retaliation, abuse of power and corruption. The Applicant 

sustains that, given the fact that only two out of five allegations were substantiated 

following the investigation, there was no prima facie evidence of misconduct 

justifying his placement on ALWOP. The Tribunal considers that, for obvious 

reasons, the existence of prima facie evidence of misconduct must be considered 

based on the credibility of the evidence at the time of the impugned decision. As 

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

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

effects of his presence on the work environment, the Tribunal has no doubt that the 

Applicant’s continued presence at work would have been contrary to the interests 

of the Agency in the sense of the above-quoted Area Staff Rule 110.2, paragraph 2. 

Therefore, the Tribunal notes that the Agency’s decision to place the Applicant on 

administrative leave was lawful.  

43. As a next step, the Tribunal must review whether the Applicant’s 

administrative leave, being without pay, was lawful. The Applicant claims that, in 

accordance with the above-quoted Area Staff Rule 110.2, paragraph 3, 

administrative leave shall be with full pay, except in cases in which there is probable 

cause that a staff member has engaged in sexual exploitation and sexual abuse, or 

in exceptional circumstances. There were no allegations of sexual exploitation and 

sexual abuse against the Applicant. The Respondent submits that the allegations 

against the Applicant, considered as prima facie evidence, constituted a charge of 

serious misconduct and represented, as such, an exceptional circumstance justifying 

the Applicant’s placement on ALWOP. 
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44. The Tribunal notes that the applicable standard of proof in determining 

whether exceptional circumstances warrant the placement of a staff member on 

ALWOP is that of probable cause (Muteeganda 2018-UNAT-869, paragraph 30; 

Gisage 2019-UNAT-973, paragraphs 34-35). The Tribunal further adds that 

probable cause requires a degree or quantum of proof greater than prima facie 

evidence (Gisage 2019-UNAT-973, paragraph 30). In this regard, the existence of 

prima facie evidence for a charge of serious misconduct is not sufficient to 

determine the existence of exceptional circumstances which would warrant the 

placement of a staff member on ALWOP. Furthermore, the Respondent fails to 

distinguish the required level of standard of proof from the degree of severity of the 

charges. The Respondent also fails to specify any other exceptional circumstances 

warranting the Applicant’s placement on ALWOP.  

45. In view of the foregoing, the Tribunal concludes that the Agency’s decision 

to place the Applicant on ALWOP is unlawful and must be rescinded. 

46. Area Staff Rule 110.2, paragraph 6 provides: 

If such administrative leave is without pay and either the 
allegation of misconduct is subsequently not sustained or it is 
subsequently found that the conduct at issue does not warrant 
dismissal, any salary and entitlements withheld shall be restored 
without delay. 

47. Accordingly, the Tribunal holds that any salary and entitlements withheld 

from the Applicant for the duration of his placement on ALWOP shall be restored 

without delay.  

Case No. 2019/009 – Decision to postpone the processing of the Applicant’s 

resignation 

48. In his second application, the Applicant contests the Agency’s decision to 

postpone the processing of his resignation until the completion of his disciplinary 

process, which he qualifies as constructive dismissal. 

49. With respect to the resignation, Area Staff Regulation 9.2 provides: 
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Staff members may resign from the Agency upon giving the 
Commissioner-General the notice required under the terms of 
their appointment. 

50. Area Staff Rule 109.6 on resignation provides, in relevant parts, as follows: 

1. A staff member resigns who gives to the Agency a written 
notice of resignation as required under paragraphs 2 and 3 
below. A resignation as here defined is always initiated by a 
staff member.  

NOTICE OF RESIGNATION  

2. A staff member who resigns shall give to the Agency:  

(A) Such period of notice as is provided for in his/her letter of 
appointment; or  

(B) If no such period of notice is specified therein, not less than 
14 calendar days’ notice; or  

(C) Such other period of notice as the Commissioner-General 
may at his discretion accept.  

3. Every notice of resignation shall contain a written statement 
of the staff member’s decision to resign, shall be signed by the 
staff member and shall specify the date on which he/she 
proposes that his/her resignation should take effect (emphasis in 
original). 

51. The Applicant claims that there is no provision in the Agency’s regulatory 

framework that gives the Agency the authority to postpone the processing of his 

resignation until the completion of a disciplinary process. Indeed, the above-quoted 

Area Staff Rule only provides that a resigning staff member must respect a notice 

period in order to have his/her resignation accepted by the Agency. However, in the 

present case, the issue at stake is not about the Applicant’s observance of the notice 

period for resignation. The Respondent contends that, in accordance with a “Note 

on investigations and separations from the Agency” (“Note”) dated 13 November 

2013, and issued by the Acting Chief of Staff, the DUO/G acknowledged the receipt 

of the Applicant’s resignation and informed the Applicant that his resignation 

would be processed as soon as his disciplinary process has been completed. 
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52. It is clear that this “Note” is without any legal force within the Agency’s 

regulatory framework, as it is only a “practical guide”. Nevertheless, the Tribunal 

has to consider whether the Agency’s practice described in this “Note” is in 

accordance with the Agency’s regulatory framework.  

53. First, the Tribunal notes that there is no provision in the Agency’s regulatory 

framework specifying that the resignation of a staff member must be accepted. 

However, common sense dictates that a staff member’s resignation must be 

accepted by the Agency before being effective. As specified in the “Note”, 

following the resignation of a staff member, the Agency has to determine “the mode 

of separation, including entitlement to termination indemnities and other separation 

benefits”, and it is well possible that, with respect to a staff member under 

investigation, it might be necessary for the Agency to adjust the concerned staff 

member’s entitlement to termination indemnities and other separation benefits 

following the completion of a disciplinary process.   

54.  Second, in its Judgment Hamdan 2018-UNAT-839, paragraph 41, the UNAT 

held that, under the Agency’s current regulatory framework, the Commissioner-

General has no authority to impose a sanction for misconduct on a former staff 

member, who had committed the misconduct while employed by the Agency but 

subsequently left the Agency prior to the conclusion of an investigation. In view of 

this jurisprudence, it is all the more reasonable for the Agency to postpone the 

processing of a staff member’s resignation until the completion of his or her 

disciplinary process.  

55. Consequently, the Tribunal holds that the Agency’s decision to postpone the 

processing of the Applicant’s resignation until the completion of the disciplinary 

process was lawful. 

Constructive dismissal  

56. The Applicant further contends that he was subjected to constructive 

dismissal. In this respect, in Kalil 2015-UNAT-580, the UNAT held as follows: 
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65. The Appeals Tribunal in Koda held that “in a case of alleged 
constructive termination, the actions of the employer must be 
such that a reasonable person would believe that the employer 
was ‘marching them to the door’”. In such circumstances, 
although there has been no actual dismissal, the treatment is 
sufficiently bad to the extent that it usually creates a hostile 
working environment such that the resignation of the employee 
is not considered to be voluntary; it is in effect a termination and 
the employee is entitled to regard himself as having been 
dismissed (emphasis in original). 

57. The Tribunal recalls that the Applicant was placed on ALWOP on 25 

September 2018, and on 10 October 2018, the DUO/G approved the Applicant’s 

request for outside activities for the duration of his ALWOP. By email to the 

DUO/G dated 13 October 2018, the Applicant enumerated the reasons why he had 

found himself “forced to resign”. The Applicant referred to his placement on 

ALWOP and the Agency’s belated authorisation for his outside activities. With 

respect to the former, the Tribunal concluded above that the Applicant’s placement 

on administrative leave was lawful, but that the leave being without pay was 

unlawful. Regarding the latter, the Tribunal notes that the Applicant’s request for 

outside activities was approved, at the latest on 10 October 2018, if not before. 

Therefore, the Tribunal holds that these actions of the Agency cannot reasonably 

be considered as marching the Applicant to the door.  

58. Furthermore, when the Applicant requested the approval of his resignation, 

for the first time on 27 September 2018, by noting that it would be of “mutual 

benefit”, the DUO/G declined to accept his resignation. This reaction of the DUO/G 

demonstrates a strong indication that the Agency was not actually marching the 

Applicant to the door. As a result, on 13 October 2018, the Applicant had to reiterate 

his request for the approval of his resignation, which the DUO/G acknowledged 

receiving. However, the DUO/G added that the processing of his request would be 

postponed until the completion of the Applicant’s disciplinary process. 

Consequently, the Tribunal concludes that the Applicant’s contention that he was 

subjected to constructive dismissal is without merit.  
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Case No. 2019/020 – Disciplinary measure 

59. In his third application, the Applicant contests the decision dated 31 

December 2018, and the corrected decision dated 13 January 2019, imposing 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.  

60. By letter to the Applicant dated 13 January 2019, the DUO/G issued a 

correction to his letter dated 31 December 2018. The correction was justified by the 

fact that the DUO/G had erred in his initial letter by stating that the Applicant had 

failed to submit a response to the due process letter dated 2 December 2018, while, 

in fact, the Applicant had submitted his response on 12 December 2018. In his letter 

dated 13 January 2019, the DUO/G examined the Applicant’s response dated 12 

December 2018 and upheld the disciplinary measure of a fine equivalent to three 

months’ salary. 

61. As concluded above with respect to the Applicant’s second application, the 

Applicant’s reliance on the UNAT’s jurisprudence in Hamdan 2018-UNAT-839 to 

contend that he was not a staff member at the time of the imposition of the 

disciplinary measure, i.e. on 31 December 2018, is without merit. The Tribunal 

reiterates that the Agency was entitled to accept the Applicant’s resignation 

effective 13 January 2019. Therefore, until the close of business on that date, the 

Applicant was still an UNRWA staff member. 

Due process rights 

62. The Applicant contends that he was not informed of the allegations against 

him and he did not have the opportunity to respond to the allegations. Contrary to 
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the Applicant’s claims, it is clear from the case record that the Applicant was 

informed by the investigator that he was the subject of a DIOS investigation and he 

received the written notice of investigation on 17 October 2018. The allegations 

against the Applicant, as well as his rights and obligations as part of the 

investigation, were clearly indicated in the notice of investigation. Therefore, this 

claim of the Applicant is without merit.  

63.  By email dated 17 October 2018, at 12:35 p.m., the investigator proposed to 

the Applicant to interview him the next day, on 18 October 2018 at 1:00 p.m. In 

this regard, the Respondent argues that the 24-hour notification period prior to the 

interview, as provided for in the DIOS Technical Instruction 02/2016, paragraph 

27, was respected. The Tribunal cannot agree with this contention. It is common 

sense that the moment the email was sent cannot be considered as the moment of 

notification. In fact, the Applicant was only informed of the interview time of 1:00 

p.m. when the investigator came to his place of employment at 4:00 p.m., the day 

before. Therefore, the Tribunal concludes that the investigator failed to respect the 

aforementioned provision of the DIOS Technical Instruction 02/2016.   

64. Nevertheless, due to the Applicant’s unavailability for the scheduled 

interview, the investigator proposed two alternative options for an interview time. 

Therefore, the investigator’s failure to respect the 24-hours rule was without 

prejudice to the Applicant’s due process rights. In addition, as it was recently 

reaffirmed by the UNAT in Ganbold 2019-UNAT-976, paragraph 60, a disciplinary 

sanction would only be rescinded if substantial irregularities occurred during the 

investigation. In the present case, the Tribunal holds that the investigator’s failure 

to respect the 24-hours rule cannot be considered as a serious violation of procedure 

and does not suggest any bias against the Applicant. 

65. The Tribunal also notes that, following the investigator’s alternative options 

for an interview time, the Applicant informed the investigator that the proposed 

times conflicted with his prior commitments. Finally, the investigator invited the 

Applicant to respond to the allegations in writing. The Applicant did not respond to 
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this proposal and never provided his response to the allegations during the 

investigation. 

66. The Applicant contends that the investigator’s unannounced visit 

compromised his reputation at his place of employment of outside activities. The 

Tribunal understands the investigator’s attempt to meet with the Applicant without 

delay in order to proceed with the investigation. In this regard, it was not 

inappropriate for the investigator to visit the Applicant in an unannounced manner, 

as he failed to reach the Applicant by phone. Therefore, this contention of the 

Applicant is without merit.  

67. Lastly, the Applicant claims that the investigation was fundamentally flawed 

because the Agency failed to provide him with the Report of Investigation. The 

Tribunal recalls that the Agency’s regulatory framework does not provide such an 

obligation on the part of the Agency. The UNAT held that the decision to provide 

or not provide a staff member with a copy of the Report of Investigation should be 

made on a case-by-case basis, taking due account of the requirements of good faith 

and fair dealing (Wishah 2013-UNAT-289, paragraphs 31-33). In any event, in the 

present case, the Respondent submitted the Report of Investigation with his reply 

to the present application, and it was transmitted to the Applicant by the Tribunal. 

Therefore, this contention of the Applicant is moot.  

68. With respect to the judicial review of disciplinary measures, the UNAT held 

in Portillo Moya 2015-UNAT-523, paragraph 17, as follows:  

[W]hen handling disciplinary cases the role of the judicial 
review is to ascertain whether the facts on which the sanction is 
based have been established, whether the established facts 
qualify as misconduct, and whether the sanction is proportionate 
to the offence. 

Establishment of facts 

69. The Applicant contends that the facts upon which he was admonished in the 

letter dated 31 December 2018 are not established. To recall, the Applicant was 

disciplined for the following: 1) retaliation and the threat of retaliation against two 
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staff members, who had been involved in a previous investigation which led 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.  

70. The Tribunal notes that the Applicant is not seriously contesting the 

establishment of facts on which the sanction was based. Rather, in his application, 

the Applicant essentially argues that the investigation process was fundamentally 

flawed for various reasons. As concluded above, these contentions have been 

dismissed.  

71. In addition, the Applicant did not provide the Tribunal with his 25 October 

2018 email sent to some of his supervisors with regard to the investigation, as well 

as his response to the due process letter dated 12 December 2018, in order for the 

Tribunal to be informed of his arguments with respect to the establishment of facts. 

In any event, in accordance with the UNAT’s jurisprudence in Nyambuza 2013-

UNAT-364, paragraph 31, the Agency bears the burden of establishing that the 

alleged misconduct for which a disciplinary measure was taken against a staff 

member had occurred. Accordingly, in the present case, it is sufficient for the 

Tribunal to review whether the Agency met the aforementioned burden of proof in 

order to affirm the establishment of facts. 

72. The Tribunal will start the examination of the establishment of facts with the 

Applicant’s failure to cooperate with the investigation as this conduct particularly 

prevented the Applicant from better defending himself with regard to the allegations 

against him.  

i) Failure to cooperate with the investigation  

73. The Tribunal has to recall that, in accordance with paragraph 18 of the DIOS 

Technical Instruction 02/2016, staff members “have a duty to cooperate 

unreservedly with any investigation activities, including but not limited to making 

themselves available for interviews and responding promptly and fully to any 
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requests for information”. In that sense, full cooperation with an investigation is not 

an option for a staff member; rather, it is part of his/her duties. In the same vein, 

General Staff Circular No. 5/2007 on “Allegations and complaints procedures and 

protection against retaliation for reporting misconduct and cooperating with audits 

or investigations” (“GSC No. 5/2007”) provides that “[i]t is the duty of staff 

members to cooperate with duly authorized audits, inspections or investigations”.  

74. In the present case, the Tribunal is convinced that the Applicant did not fulfil 

his duty to cooperate unreservedly with the investigation. As concluded before, the 

Tribunal can understand the Applicant’s unavailability when he was notified less 

than 24 hours before the interview. However, the Applicant failed to comply with 

his obligation to make himself available for an interview when he rejected the 

investigator’s two alternative options for an interview time, by indicating that they 

“conflict[ed] with [his] prior commitments”. In the Tribunal’s view, the Applicant 

was determined not to be cooperative, apparently due to his discontent for having 

recently gone through another investigation.  

75. Therefore, the Tribunal concludes that the facts of this finding of the 

investigation are established. The Tribunal further notes that the Applicant’s failure 

to cooperate in the establishment of facts with respect to the remaining findings of 

the investigation contributed to his inability to defend himself with respect to the 

allegations against him.  

ii) Retaliation against two staff members (“SM1 and SM2”) 

76. GSC No. 5/2007 provides, with respect to the definition of the notions of 

“retaliation” and “protected activity” as follows: 

“Protected activity” means the action of an individual who — 

(i)   reports, in good faith or on reasonable grounds, 
allegations or complaints of misconduct, misappropriation of 
Agency assets, fraud, corruption or abuse of authority; or  

(ii) cooperates in good faith with duly authorized audits or 
investigations. 
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“Retaliation” means any direct or indirect detrimental action 
recommended, threatened or taken because an individual 
engaged or was thought to have engaged or be about to engage 
in a protected activity. 

77. The Tribunal deduces from the DUO/G’s corrected letter dated 13 January 

2019, that the Applicant does not deny that he discussed his previous investigation 

with other staff members, as the letter indicates as follows: “You further state that 

in case of suspension, “all UNRWA staff will be talking about it” and that you were 

subject to such talk yourself during your suspension.”    

78. It is clear from the Report of Investigation that one of the witnesses clearly 

stated that the Applicant, after a meeting with SM1, had told him: “[SM1] [is] the 

girl who got Mr. […] fired and […] she [does not] know what [is] coming to her.” 

Similarly, another witness also confirmed that the Applicant had told her that he 

had known all the witnesses in the case against him and that he had wanted to take 

revenge, specifically against SM1, as she had gotten Mr. […] fired. Given the 

coherent statements of two different witnesses about the Applicant’s indirect threats 

of detrimental action against SM1 for her involvement in a protected activity which 

led to the Applicant receiving the disciplinary measures of one-month suspension 

without pay and a written censure, the Tribunal holds that it is established that the 

Applicant engaged in retaliation against SM1.  

79.  With respect to the allegations of retaliation against SM2, it is clear from the 

Report of Investigation that the Applicant threw or set down “firmly” a file on the 

desk of SM2, while exclaiming “see [what happens] when the manager hates 

subordinates”, in the presence of another staff member, who also confirmed the 

incident. Given the coherent statements of SM2 and an eye-witness about the 

aforementioned incident, as well as the above-quoted broad definition of the notion 

of retaliation, the Tribunal holds that it is established that the Applicant engaged in 

retaliation against SM2 by threatening her with additional assignments for her 

involvement in the aforementioned protected activity. 

iii) Failure to comply with official working hours from 12 August to 25 

September 2018 



 
Case Nos. UNRWA/DT/GFO/2019/008 

UNRWA/DT/GFO/2019/009 
UNRWA/DT/GFO/2019/020 

 Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2020/010 
 

Page 22 of 27 

80. It is clear from the testimonies of five witnesses in the Report of Investigation 

that the Applicant failed to comply with official working hours on several occasions 

during the period from 12 August to 25 September 2018. Therefore, the Tribunal 

concludes that this finding of the investigation is also established. 

81.  In view of all the foregoing, and in accordance with the UNAT’s 

jurisprudence with respect to the standard of review in disciplinary cases (Applicant 

2013-UNAT-381, paragraphs 41-44), the Tribunal holds that the alleged facts are 

established by clear and convincing evidence. 

Misconduct 

82. The Tribunal now needs to consider whether the established facts qualify as 

misconduct. The following provides the Agency’s regulatory framework applicable 

in this case.  

i) Retaliation 

83. Area Staff Regulations provides: 

REGULATION 1.1 

Staff members, by accepting appointment, pledge themselves to 
discharge their functions with the interest of the Agency only in 
view. 

[…] 

REGULATION 1.4 

Staff members shall conduct themselves at all times in a manner 
befitting their status as employees of the Agency. They shall not 
engage in any activity that is incompatible with the proper 
discharge of their duties with the Agency. 

[…] 

REGULATION 10.2 

The Commissioner-General may impose disciplinary measures 
on staff members who engage in misconduct.  

84. Area Staff Rule 110.1 stipulates: 
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1. Failure by a staff member to comply with his or her 
obligations under the Charter of the United Nations, the 
UNRWA Area Staff Regulations and UNRWA Area Staff Rules 
or other relevant administrative issuances or to observe the 
standards of conduct expected of an international civil servant 
may amount to misconduct and may lead to the institution of a 
disciplinary process and the imposition of disciplinary measures 
for misconduct.  

85. GSC No. 5/2007 provides: 

3. This circular prohibits retaliation against individuals who 
report allegations or complaints of misconduct, 
misappropriation of Agency assets, fraud, corruption or abuse 
of authority or cooperate with duly authorized audits or 
investigations and sets out procedures for reporting and 
handling allegations or complaints of retaliation. 

[…] 

 9. It is the duty of staff members to cooperate with duly 
authorized audits, inspections or investigations and any 
individual who cooperates in good faith with such an audit, 
inspection or investigation shall be protected against retaliation. 

[…] 

35. Retaliation is not permissible and retaliation may result in 
disciplinary action and/or transfer to other functions in the same 
or a different office. 

86. In view of the foregoing provisions of the Agency’s regulatory framework, 

the Tribunal holds that the Applicant’s actions were in clear violation of the 

provisions of GSC No. 5/2007 and that the Applicant did not conduct himself in a 

manner befitting his status as an employee of the Agency. Thus, the Applicant’s 

retaliation against SM1 and SM2 constitutes misconduct. 

ii) Working hours 

87. In addition to the above-quoted provisions of the Area Staff Regulations, Area 

Staff Rule 101.1 provides as follows: 

1. The normal working week at Headquarters and the principal 
Field Offices of the Agency shall be of 37.5 hours taken as an 
average throughout the year, provided however that the normal 
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working week applicable to particular posts, duties or 
assignment may be varied at the Commissioner-General’s 
discretion, taking into account the nature of the duties 
performed and the surrounding circumstances.  

2. The daily hours of work at each duty station shall be 
prescribed in administrative circulars or office instructions.  

88. Moreover, the official working hours at the Gaza Field Office is 07:30-15:00 

Sunday through Thursday. Consequently, the Tribunal holds that the Applicant’s 

failure to comply with official working hours was a clear violation of the provisions 

of the Agency’s regulatory framework, and therefore, constitutes misconduct. 

iii) Cooperation with the investigation  

89. In addition to the above-quoted paragraph 9 of GSC No. 5/2007, the DIOS 

Technical Instruction 02/2016 stipulates, in relevant parts, as follows:  

17. All authorized investigators under para. 3 of this Policy shall 
have unrestricted, unlimited, direct and prompt access to all 
UNRWA records, property, officials, staff and other personnel, 
as well as all UNRWA premises, with the exception of medical 
records which generally require prior written consent from the 
concerned staff member or other personnel. Access to electronic 
information such as email correspondence and information 
stored on UNRWA computers and other UNRWA electronic 
devices should be subject to approval by the Commissioner-
General through a request from the Director, DIOS.  

18. UNRWA personnel have a duty to cooperate unreservedly 
with any investigation activities, including but not limited to 
making themselves available for interviews and responding 
promptly and fully to any requests for information. Failure to 
cooperate with such an investigation, or attempt to impede, 
obstruct or improperly influence an investigation, constitutes 
misconduct and may lead to disciplinary action. Personnel are 
protected from any retaliation for having cooperated with an 
investigation, in accordance with the Agency’s regulatory 
framework.  

19. All UNRWA personnel who become aware of an 
investigation following a request for information, records or an 
interview are obligated to keep the contents of the interview 
and/or the request for information confidential, including from 
their supervisors, who may be informed only of the need for the 
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individual to attend an interview. Failure to do so may constitute 
misconduct and lead to disciplinary action.  

90. In view of the foregoing provisions of the Agency’s regulatory framework, 

the Tribunal holds that the Applicant’s failure to cooperate with the investigation 

constitutes misconduct. 

Proportionality 

91. Having qualified the Applicant’s actions as misconduct, the Tribunal, as a 

third step, has to review whether the disciplinary measure imposed on him was 

proportionate to the offence.  

92. In this regard, it has to be recalled that, pursuant to Area Staff Rule 110.1, 

paragraph 4, the decision to impose a disciplinary measure is within “the 

discretionary authority of the Commissioner-General”. In addition, as held by the 

UNAT in Mousa 2014-UNAT-431, paragraph 30, the Tribunal’s review of the 

proportionality of a disciplinary sanction is limited to determining whether the 

sanction appears to be “absurd, arbitrary or tainted by extraneous reasons or bias”. 

93. In the case at bar, the Applicant is a repeat offender, who, as a result of similar 

misconduct, received the disciplinary measures of one-month suspension without 

pay and a written censure. In this regard, the Tribunal is faced with a case where an 

applicant has clearly exhibited a pattern of serious disregard for the standards of 

conduct expected of an UNRWA staff member and has demonstrated no intention 

of altering his behaviour. 

94. In addition, the imposed disciplinary measure of a fine equivalent to three 

months’ salary is not the most severe measure that the Agency may impose on a 

staff member. Therefore, the Tribunal holds that the disciplinary measure imposed 

on the Applicant appears neither to be absurd nor arbitrary; nor is there any evidence 

that the measure taken was tainted by extraneous reasons or bias. Accordingly, the 

Tribunal finds that the imposed disciplinary measure was proportionate to the 

nature and gravity of the misconduct.   
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95. Consequently, having determined that (1) the facts on which the disciplinary 

measure, i.e., a fine equivalent to three months’ salary, was based have been 

established by clear and convincing evidence; (2) the facts legally support the 

conclusion of misconduct; (3) the disciplinary measure was proportionate to the 

offence; and (4) the Agency’s discretionary authority was not tainted by evidence 

of procedural irregularity, prejudice or other extraneous factors, or error of law, the 

Tribunal concludes that the Applicant’s third application must be dismissed. 
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Conclusion 

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

i) With respect to Case No. 2019/008, the Agency’s decision to place the 

Applicant on ALWOP is hereby rescinded. Any salary and entitlements 

withheld from the Applicant for the duration of his placement on ALWOP 

shall be restored; 

ii) The above-described sum is to be paid within 60 days of the date this 

Judgment becomes executable during which period the US Prime Rate, 

applicable as of that date, shall apply. If the sum is not paid within the 60-day 

period, an additional five per cent shall be added to the US Prime Rate until 

the date of the payment; and  

iii) Case Nos. 2019/009 and 2019/020 are hereby dismissed.  

Judge Jean-François Cousin 

Dated this 5th day of March 2020 

Entered in the Register on this 5th day of March 2020 

Laurie McNabb, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 
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	51. The Applicant claims that there is no provision in the Agency’s regulatory framework that gives the Agency the authority to postpone the processing of his resignation until the completion of a disciplinary process. Indeed, the above-quoted Area St...
	52. It is clear that this “Note” is without any legal force within the Agency’s regulatory framework, as it is only a “practical guide”. Nevertheless, the Tribunal has to consider whether the Agency’s practice described in this “Note” is in accordance...
	53. First, the Tribunal notes that there is no provision in the Agency’s regulatory framework specifying that the resignation of a staff member must be accepted. However, common sense dictates that a staff member’s resignation must be accepted by the ...
	54.  Second, in its Judgment Hamdan 2018-UNAT-839, paragraph 41, the UNAT held that, under the Agency’s current regulatory framework, the Commissioner-General has no authority to impose a sanction for misconduct on a former staff member, who had commi...
	55. Consequently, the Tribunal holds that the Agency’s decision to postpone the processing of the Applicant’s resignation until the completion of the disciplinary process was lawful.
	Constructive dismissal

	56. The Applicant further contends that he was subjected to constructive dismissal. In this respect, in Kalil 2015-UNAT-580, the UNAT held as follows:
	57. The Tribunal recalls that the Applicant was placed on ALWOP on 25 September 2018, and on 10 October 2018, the DUO/G approved the Applicant’s request for outside activities for the duration of his ALWOP. By email to the DUO/G dated 13 October 2018,...
	58. Furthermore, when the Applicant requested the approval of his resignation, for the first time on 27 September 2018, by noting that it would be of “mutual benefit”, the DUO/G declined to accept his resignation. This reaction of the DUO/G demonstrat...
	Case No. 2019/020 – Disciplinary measure

	59. In his third application, the Applicant contests the decision dated 31 December 2018, and the corrected decision dated 13 January 2019, imposing on him the disciplinary measure of a fine equivalent to three months’ salary. The Applicant was discip...
	60. By letter to the Applicant dated 13 January 2019, the DUO/G issued a correction to his letter dated 31 December 2018. The correction was justified by the fact that the DUO/G had erred in his initial letter by stating that the Applicant had failed ...
	61. As concluded above with respect to the Applicant’s second application, the Applicant’s reliance on the UNAT’s jurisprudence in Hamdan 2018-UNAT-839 to contend that he was not a staff member at the time of the imposition of the disciplinary measure...
	Due process rights
	62. The Applicant contends that he was not informed of the allegations against him and he did not have the opportunity to respond to the allegations. Contrary to the Applicant’s claims, it is clear from the case record that the Applicant was informed ...
	63.  By email dated 17 October 2018, at 12:35 p.m., the investigator proposed to the Applicant to interview him the next day, on 18 October 2018 at 1:00 p.m. In this regard, the Respondent argues that the 24-hour notification period prior to the inter...
	64. Nevertheless, due to the Applicant’s unavailability for the scheduled interview, the investigator proposed two alternative options for an interview time. Therefore, the investigator’s failure to respect the 24-hours rule was without prejudice to t...
	65. The Tribunal also notes that, following the investigator’s alternative options for an interview time, the Applicant informed the investigator that the proposed times conflicted with his prior commitments. Finally, the investigator invited the Appl...
	66. The Applicant contends that the investigator’s unannounced visit compromised his reputation at his place of employment of outside activities. The Tribunal understands the investigator’s attempt to meet with the Applicant without delay in order to ...
	67. Lastly, the Applicant claims that the investigation was fundamentally flawed because the Agency failed to provide him with the Report of Investigation. The Tribunal recalls that the Agency’s regulatory framework does not provide such an obligation...
	68. With respect to the judicial review of disciplinary measures, the UNAT held in Portillo Moya 2015-UNAT-523, paragraph 17, as follows:
	Establishment of facts
	69. The Applicant contends that the facts upon which he was admonished in the letter dated 31 December 2018 are not established. To recall, the Applicant was disciplined for the following: 1) retaliation and the threat of retaliation against two staff...
	70. The Tribunal notes that the Applicant is not seriously contesting the establishment of facts on which the sanction was based. Rather, in his application, the Applicant essentially argues that the investigation process was fundamentally flawed for ...
	71. In addition, the Applicant did not provide the Tribunal with his 25 October 2018 email sent to some of his supervisors with regard to the investigation, as well as his response to the due process letter dated 12 December 2018, in order for the Tri...
	72. The Tribunal will start the examination of the establishment of facts with the Applicant’s failure to cooperate with the investigation as this conduct particularly prevented the Applicant from better defending himself with regard to the allegation...
	i) Failure to cooperate with the investigation

	73. The Tribunal has to recall that, in accordance with paragraph 18 of the DIOS Technical Instruction 02/2016, staff members “have a duty to cooperate unreservedly with any investigation activities, including but not limited to making themselves avai...
	74. In the present case, the Tribunal is convinced that the Applicant did not fulfil his duty to cooperate unreservedly with the investigation. As concluded before, the Tribunal can understand the Applicant’s unavailability when he was notified less t...
	75. Therefore, the Tribunal concludes that the facts of this finding of the investigation are established. The Tribunal further notes that the Applicant’s failure to cooperate in the establishment of facts with respect to the remaining findings of the...
	ii) Retaliation against two staff members (“SM1 and SM2”)

	76. GSC No. 5/2007 provides, with respect to the definition of the notions of “retaliation” and “protected activity” as follows:
	77. The Tribunal deduces from the DUO/G’s corrected letter dated 13 January 2019, that the Applicant does not deny that he discussed his previous investigation with other staff members, as the letter indicates as follows: “You further state that in ca...
	78. It is clear from the Report of Investigation that one of the witnesses clearly stated that the Applicant, after a meeting with SM1, had told him: “[SM1] [is] the girl who got Mr. […] fired and […] she [does not] know what [is] coming to her.” Simi...
	79.  With respect to the allegations of retaliation against SM2, it is clear from the Report of Investigation that the Applicant threw or set down “firmly” a file on the desk of SM2, while exclaiming “see [what happens] when the manager hates subordin...
	i)
	iii) Failure to comply with official working hours from 12 August to 25 September 2018

	80. It is clear from the testimonies of five witnesses in the Report of Investigation that the Applicant failed to comply with official working hours on several occasions during the period from 12 August to 25 September 2018. Therefore, the Tribunal c...
	81.  In view of all the foregoing, and in accordance with the UNAT’s jurisprudence with respect to the standard of review in disciplinary cases (Applicant 2013-UNAT-381, paragraphs 41-44), the Tribunal holds that the alleged facts are established by c...
	Misconduct
	82. The Tribunal now needs to consider whether the established facts qualify as misconduct. The following provides the Agency’s regulatory framework applicable in this case.
	i) Retaliation

	83. Area Staff Regulations provides:
	84. Area Staff Rule 110.1 stipulates:
	85. GSC No. 5/2007 provides:
	86. In view of the foregoing provisions of the Agency’s regulatory framework, the Tribunal holds that the Applicant’s actions were in clear violation of the provisions of GSC No. 5/2007 and that the Applicant did not conduct himself in a manner befitt...
	i)
	ii) Working hours

	87. In addition to the above-quoted provisions of the Area Staff Regulations, Area Staff Rule 101.1 provides as follows:
	88. Moreover, the official working hours at the Gaza Field Office is 07:30-15:00 Sunday through Thursday. Consequently, the Tribunal holds that the Applicant’s failure to comply with official working hours was a clear violation of the provisions of th...
	i)
	ii)
	iii) Cooperation with the investigation

	89. In addition to the above-quoted paragraph 9 of GSC No. 5/2007, the DIOS Technical Instruction 02/2016 stipulates, in relevant parts, as follows:
	90. In view of the foregoing provisions of the Agency’s regulatory framework, the Tribunal holds that the Applicant’s failure to cooperate with the investigation constitutes misconduct.
	Proportionality
	91. Having qualified the Applicant’s actions as misconduct, the Tribunal, as a third step, has to review whether the disciplinary measure imposed on him was proportionate to the offence.
	92. In this regard, it has to be recalled that, pursuant to Area Staff Rule 110.1, paragraph 4, the decision to impose a disciplinary measure is within “the discretionary authority of the Commissioner-General”. In addition, as held by the UNAT in Mous...
	93. In the case at bar, the Applicant is a repeat offender, who, as a result of similar misconduct, received the disciplinary measures of one-month suspension without pay and a written censure. In this regard, the Tribunal is faced with a case where a...
	94. In addition, the imposed disciplinary measure of a fine equivalent to three months’ salary is not the most severe measure that the Agency may impose on a staff member. Therefore, the Tribunal holds that the disciplinary measure imposed on the Appl...
	95. Consequently, having determined that (1) the facts on which the disciplinary measure, i.e., a fine equivalent to three months’ salary, was based have been established by clear and convincing evidence; (2) the facts legally support the conclusion o...
	Conclusion
	96. In view of the foregoing, the Tribunal DECIDES:
	i) With respect to Case No. 2019/008, the Agency’s decision to place the Applicant on ALWOP is hereby rescinded. Any salary and entitlements withheld from the Applicant for the duration of his placement on ALWOP shall be restored;
	ii) The above-described sum is to be paid within 60 days of the date this Judgment becomes executable during which period the US Prime Rate, applicable as of that date, shall apply. If the sum is not paid within the 60-day period, an additional five p...
	iii) Case Nos. 2019/009 and 2019/020 are hereby dismissed.
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