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Introduction 

1. This is an application by Wasim Chahrour (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 consider him 

for appointment to the post of Registrar and Alumni Officer at Siblin Vocational 

Training Centre (“VTC”). 

Facts 

2. Effective 15 January 2007, the Applicant was employed by the Agency as 

a Computer Teacher, Grade 8, at the Wadi Hawareth School, Beqaa Area, 

Lebanon, on a fixed-term appointment.  

3. Effective 7 October 2009, the Applicant was promoted to the post of Field 

Unified Registration System Administrator, Grade 11, at the Lebanon Field 

Office. 

4. On 25 February 2009, the Agency issued vacancy notice No. 13/2009 for 

the post of Registrar and Alumni Officer, Grade 12. 

5. The Applicant applied for the vacant post but was not successful. He was 

informed of the decision not to be appointed to the post by letter dated  

18 December 2009, which reads as follows: 

The recruitment process has been completed and you are 

recommended as #2 among those interviewed. Should the 

candidate recommended as #1 decline the offer or vacate the 

position within six months (until March 2010), you will be 

considered for employment. 

6. According to the Respondent, in late 2009 early 2010, the administration 

of the Lebanon Field Office undertook a review of Siblin VTC’s staffing needs to 

determine if it would be possible to absorb soon-to-be redundant staff from the 

Northern Vocational Training Center. Also according to the Respondent, the 

Lebanon Field Office review coincided with the Agency-wide, comprehensive 

review of the way in which vocational training was conducted.  
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7. The incumbent of the post of Registrar and Alumni Officer resigned on  

10 February 2010. 

8. On 16 July 2010, the post of Registrar and Alumni Officer was advertised. 

The Applicant did not apply for the post.  

9. On 14 January 2011, an internal candidate, who had been declared 

redundant at Siblin VTC, was selected to the post and appointed. 

10. According to the Applicant, he came to know “by chance” in April 2011 

that “the first candidate vacated the post in February 2010. The recruitment 

department did not formally notify [him] in writing of the availability of the post 

in February 2010”. He then inquired with the “recruitment” department which 

confirmed that the selected staff member had vacated the post in February 2010.  

11. Also according to the Applicant, he asked the Field Human Resources 

Officer (“FHRO”) personally and “she promised to revise the case and report back 

[to him]” but he did not receive any reply. He finally contacted the selected 

candidate to enquire whether or not he had vacated the post. The selected 

candidate confirmed to have vacated the post in February 2010. The evidence in 

the record indicates that the selected candidate’s resignation from the post had 

been approved, effective 10 February 2010. 

12. By email dated 2 June 2011, the Applicant requested the Grievances 

Officer, Lebanon for information about whether the post of Registrar and Alumni 

Officer had been vacated in February 2010, and if so, why he had not been 

contacted to fill the post. 

13. By letter dated 27 June 2011, the Deputy Director of UNRWA Affairs, 

Lebanon (“D/DUA/L”) responded to the Applicant’s query. The letter reads inter 

alia as follows: 

You are correct – you should have been formally notified in 

writing of the availability of the post in February 2010. 

However, your query comes more than one year after the fact. It is 

unfortunate that you did not raise the issue earlier – for example, 

shortly after the same post was advertised in July 2010. It is 
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regrettable that you did not request a reconsideration of the 

decision to advertise the post within the 30 day period specified in 

Area Staff Rule 111.3. The post was filled earlier this year by 

appointing to it a surplus staff member. 

The oversight is unfortunate, but I regret that the Agency is unable 

to address your case one year and four months later. 

14. By email dated 1 July 2011, the Applicant requested the Director of 

UNRWA Affairs, Lebanon (“DUA/L”) to review the decision not to appoint him 

to the post of Registrar and Alumni Officer at Siblin VTC.  

15. On 22 August 2011, the Applicant filed an application with the Tribunal.  

16. By letter dated 22 September 2011, the Respondent offered the Applicant 

an amicable solution to resolve the dispute, i.e. an offer to appoint him to the post 

of Registrar in Beit Jala School at Grade 11 with grade protection at Grade 12. 

The Beit Jala School is in the same location as Siblin VTC. The Applicant did not 

accept the offer.  

17. On 24 October 2011, the Applicant filed a motion for temporary relief to 

the Tribunal. By Order No. 006 (UNRWA/DT/2011) dated 13 November 2011, 

the Tribunal denied the motion noting that Article 9 of the Tribunal’s Rules of 

Procedure specifically excludes from temporary relief cases of appointment, 

promotion or termination.  

18. On 27 January 2012, the Applicant filed additional documents to his 

application after having requested leave from the Tribunal. 

19. On 18 January 2013, the Respondent filed his reply.  

20. By email dated 20 January 2013, the Applicant requested leave from the 

Tribunal to file a rejoinder to the Respondent’s reply. 

21. By email dated 21 January 2013 from the Registrar, the Applicant was 

granted leave to file a rejoinder to the Respondent’s reply prior to 28 January 

2013, the date of the Case Management Hearing.  
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22. On 27 January 2013, the Applicant filed a rejoinder to the Respondent’s 

reply. 

Applicant’s contentions  

23. The Applicant contends that: 

(i) the D/DUA/L’s acknowledgement that the Applicant should have 

been notified in writing when the post became vacant in February 

2010 is a clear indication that his “rights [sic] to be promoted to the 

post had been violated”; 

 

(ii) his application was filed in time; 

 

(iii) “if the re-advertised date was within the roster validity, then staff 

rules may apply”; and 

 

(iv) the Applicant should have been notified when the post of Registrar 

and Alumni Officer became vacant. 

 

24. The Applicant requests the following relief: 

(i) an order “to be promoted to the post under appeal grade with an 

effective date starting February 2010 (from grade 11 to 12) in 

addition to all post entitlements”; 

 

(ii) compensation in the amount of the difference in salary, special 

occupational allowance, pension, and other entitlements between the 

Applicant’s current post and the post of Registrar and Alumni 

Officer, from February 2010 until the matter is resolved; and 

 

(iii) compensation for frustration, loss of trust in the recruitment process 

and delay since February 2010.  

 

Respondent’s contentions 

25. The Respondent contends that the decision not to appoint the Applicant to 

the post of Registrar and Alumni Officer was properly effected.  

26. The Respondent requests that the Tribunal dismiss the application. 
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Case Management Hearing 

27. On 28 January 2013, the Tribunal held a Case Management Hearing 

(“CMH”) in the Agency’s Lebanon Field Office, specifically to ask the parties if 

they had any new relevant evidence to submit in this case and to clarify some 

issues which the Tribunal had noted while preparing the case. 

28.  Questions were addressed to the parties at the CMH. Their replies, some 

of which were filed after the CMH, have been duly noted and taken into 

consideration. 

Considerations 

Preliminary issue 

29. As stated above, the Respondent submitted his reply on 21 December 

2012. In his reply to the application, the Respondent requested leave from the 

Tribunal to take part in the proceedings. 

30. Article 30 of the Rules gives the authority to the Tribunal to shorten or 

extend a time limit fixed by the Rules or waive any rule
1
 when the interests of 

justice so require. Pursuant to Article 14 of the Rules, the Tribunal may make any 

order or give any direction which appears to be appropriate for a fair and 

expeditious disposal of the case and to do justice to the parties. It is the Tribunal’s 

belief that submissions from both parties will better equip the Tribunal to render a 

fair and comprehensive judgment. Therefore, the Tribunal finds it is in the 

interests of justice – and that it would be appropriate for a fair and expeditious 

disposal of the case and would do justice to the parties – for the Tribunal to extend 

the time limit under Article 6 and accept the late filing of the Respondent’s reply. 

Therefore, the Tribunal accepts the Respondent’s reply.   

 

                                                
1
 The Tribunal notes the exception of decision review per Article 8 of the Statute of the UNRWA 

Dispute Tribunal which states: “The Dispute Tribunal shall not suspend, waive or extend the 

deadline for decision review”. 
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Main issue 

31. According to Article 5 of the Rules of Procedure of the UNRWA Dispute 

Tribunal, the Tribunal may determine, on its own initiative, that summary 

judgment is appropriate. This may happen when there is no dispute as to the 

material facts and judgment is restricted to a matter of law. The crucial question in 

this case – whether the application is receivable – is such a matter of law.  

32. Although neither the Applicant nor the Respondent have addressed the 

issue of receivability in their submissions to the Tribunal, the Tribunal will 

consider sua sponte the receivability of the application. 

33. Article 2, paragraph 1, in conjunction with Article 8 of the Tribunal's 

Statute confers jurisdiction to the Tribunal to hear applications appealing 

administrative decisions. An application is only receivable, inter alia, when a staff 

member has previously submitted the impugned administrative decision to 

decision review in a timely manner.  

34. In the case at bar, former Area Staff Rule 111.3 in effect at the time that 

the post became vacant, i.e. February 2010, provides: 

1. A staff member who wishes to appeal under the terms of staff 

regulation 11.1, shall as a first step, address a letter to the Agency’s 

administration requesting that the administrative decision 

concerned, or the disciplinary action, be reviewed, and setting out 

his/her reasons for this request. 

2. This letter shall be sent within thirty days from the date on 

which the staff member receives written notification of the 

decision in question… 

35. The former United Nations Administrative Tribunal has ruled in its 

Judgment No. 1157, Andronov (2003), paragraphs V and VI, that: 

[A]n “administrative decision” is a unilateral decision taken by the 

administration in a precise individual case (individual 

administrative act), which produces direct legal consequences to 

the legal order … Administrative decisions are therefore 

characterized by the fact that they are taken by the Administration, 

they are unilateral and of individual application, and they carry 

direct legal consequences. They are not necessarily written, as 
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otherwise the legal protection of the employees would risk being 

weakened in instances where the Administration takes decisions 

without resorting to written formalities. These unwritten decisions 

are commonly referred to, within administrative law systems, as 

implied administrative decisions. 

* * * * 

As stated in previous jurisprudence, the countdown for the 

deadlines of appeals begins only when the contested decisions and 

their relevant details are known to the Applicant. Staff rule 111.2 

(a) indicates, procedurally, the point in time from which the 

counting towards the deadline begins for initiating an appeal 

process. However, if a decision is not made in writing and is 

unknown to the staff member concerned, the point of time for 

starting the process is from the time the staff member knew or 

should have known of the said decision [emphasis added]. This is 

particularly so in cases of implied administrative decisions, as 

otherwise the right to legal and judicial protection could easily be 

jeopardized. In Judgement No. 1046, Diaz de Wessely (2002), the 

Tribunal, stated: 

“… another possible and … more realistic starting point would be 

the point at which the Applicant became aware that her situation 

was unsatisfactory … The Tribunal recalls in this regard its 

jurisprudence in Judgements No. 549, Renninger (1992), para. VI, 

and No. 596, Douville (1993), para. IX, in which ‘the Tribunal 

notes that ordinarily, when timely efforts to vindicate a claim are of 

importance because of potential prejudice resulting from delay, 

logic suggests that the starting point for measurement of the delay 

is the point at which one knows, or should have known, of the 

existence of the claim’ [emphasis added] (see also Judgement No. 

527, Han (1991)).” 

36. The United Nations Appeals Tribunal endorsed the above-mentioned 

reasoning by stating in its Judgment Tabari 2010-UNAT-030 that not taking a 

decision was also an administrative decision because it could be a decision by 

implication. The United Nations Appeals Tribunal has also stated in Rosana 2012-

UNAT-273, in paragraph 3, that: 

The UNDT can set a date on which the time to file such a request 

[for management evaluation] starts to run, provided that it is 

established that an implied administrative decision was adopted 

and that the staff member was well aware of it for the purpose of 

requesting management evaluation. 
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And in paragraph 4: 

If the request for management evaluation is time-barred, the 

application before the UNDT is not receivable because the Statute 

forbids waiving time limits for management evaluation. 

37. Looking at the record, the Tribunal notes that the Applicant did not 

comply with the requirement to file a request for administrative review of the 

contested decision in a timely manner. 

38. The Applicant contests the decision not to be considered for appointment 

to the post of Registrar and Alumni Officer at Siblin VTC, as the second 

recommended candidate, upon the resignation of the selected candidate and 

incumbent in February 2010. The record shows that he was not notified in writing 

of the contested decision, i.e. that he was not considered, in February 2010. 

However, as the post was re-advertised on 16 July 2010 and another staff member 

was selected and appointed to the post on 14 January 2011, the decision not to 

consider the Applicant for appointment upon the resignation of the incumbent in 

February 2010, is an implied administrative decision in line with the above-

mentioned jurisprudence. 

39. The Applicant repeatedly stated in his application and at the CMH that he 

only got to know “by chance” in April 2011 that “the first candidate vacated the 

post in February 2010”. However, the evidence in the file reveals that the 

Applicant knew about the decision at least since July 2010, when the vacant post 

was re-advertised as he intended to apply to the post. In this regard, the Tribunal 

takes note of the Applicant’s rejoinder to the Respondent’s reply where he stated 

at paragraph 16: 

I was annoyed because the advertisement was only 3 months after 

my recommendation to the post (until March 2010) [sic] and I felt 

that it was not fair to re-apply to the same post I was recommended 

to and consequently sit for another technical test and interview … 

In fact, I thought that I did apply for the re-advertised vacancy but 

later I discovered and after the deadline that I applied to another 

vacancy by oversight. The oversight was not discovered at that 

time because I was using my private Hotmail email address, that I 

was not using frequently, on UNRWA jobs website rather than my 

UNRWA email. 
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40. The Tribunal therefore finds that while the Applicant knew or should have 

known of the contested decision since July 2010, he only requested a review of 

the decision on 1 July 2011, i.e. a year later. His request for administrative review 

is therefore clearly time-barred. According to the Applicant, at some point in 

2011, he contacted the “recruitment” department, the “FHRO” and the selected 

candidate to inquire whether or not the post was vacated in February 2010 but he 

did not provide any evidence in this regard. The evidence in the record shows that 

it was not until 2 June 2011 that he formally requested information - in writing - 

from the Grievances Officer in Lebanon. In any event, it remains that the 

Applicant requested a review of the contested decision only on 1 July 2011.  

41. Even considering that the Applicant got to know about the decision only in 

April 2011, as he states in his application, his request for administrative review 

dated 1 July 2011 would still be time-barred. The Tribunal notes that the 

Applicant did not give an exact date in April 2011 on which he allegedly came to 

know about the Respondent’s decision not to consider him for the post of 

Registrar and Alumni Officer at Siblin VTC. However, even if one was to 

consider the last day of April 2011, i.e. 30 April, as the date on which the 

Applicant came to know about the impugned decision, the Applicant’s request for 

administrative review dated 1 July 2011 would still not be in compliance with the 

time limits set out in either former Area Staff Rule 111.3 or in current Area Staff 

Rule 111.2. 

42.  Indeed, former Area Staff Rule 111.3, in effect at the time that the post 

became vacant, provides that a request for administrative review shall be sent 

within thirty days from the date on which the staff member received written 

notification of the decision in question. As stated above, the contested decision in 

this case is an implied administrative decision. Therefore, even considering that 

the Applicant got to know about the contested decision on 30 April 2011, he had 

until 30 May 2011 to submit his request for administrative review. His request of  

1 July 2011 is thus time-barred. 

43. Current Area Staff Rule 111.2, in effect at the time that the Applicant 

allegedly got to know about the contested decision, provides that a request for a 
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decision review shall be submitted within sixty calendar days from the date on 

which the staff member received notification of the administrative decision to be 

contested. As stated above, the contested decision in this case is an implied 

administrative decision. Therefore, even considering that the Applicant got to 

know about the contested decision on 30 April 2011, he had until 29 June 2011 to 

submit his request for administrative review. His request of 1 July 2011 is hence 

time-barred. 

44. Given the above, the issue then is whether the Tribunal has authority to 

suspend or waive the deadline for administrative review.  

45. While former Area Staff Rule 111.3, paragraph 4, provided the former 

Joint Appeals Board with the authority to waive time limits in exceptional 

circumstances, under the current system, the Tribunal's Statute expressly forbids 

waiving deadlines for decision review per Article 8, paragraph 3: 

The Dispute Tribunal may decide in writing, upon written request 

by the applicant, to suspend, waive or extend the deadline for a 

limited period of time and only in exceptional cases. The Dispute 

Tribunal shall not suspend, waive or extend the deadlines for 

decision review [emphasis added].  

46. The Tribunal also notes that the United Nations Appeals Tribunal has 

affirmed this on a number of occasions, most recently in Ajdini et al.  

2011-UNAT-108: 

This issue [authority to waive the deadline for administrative 

review] should now be considered as settled because the Appeals 

Tribunal in Costa, and other judgments such as Mezoui, Samardzic, 

and Trajanovska has consistently held that the UNDT has no 

jurisdiction to waive deadlines for management evaluation or 

administrative review.  

47. The Tribunal therefore determines that since the Applicant failed to 

comply with the time limits set forth in former Area Staff Rule 111.3, and given 

that it does not have jurisdiction to waive the deadline for administrative review, 

the application is not receivable. 

48. The Tribunal notes that the Applicant was appointed in his current position 

as Field Unified Registration System Administrator under circumstances similar 
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to those complained about in the current case. According to the Applicant, when 

the selected candidate to this post left, the Applicant filed an appeal in order to be 

considered for appointment as he was second on the list. Following his complaint, 

the recruitment exercise for the vacant post, which had already been advertised, 

was cancelled and the post of Field Unified Registration System Administrator 

was offered to him. One is left to wonder why, with this previous experience, the 

Applicant did not act with similar due diligence as soon as he knew that the post 

of Registrar and Alumni Officer at Siblin VTC became vacant. It is unfortunate 

for the Applicant that he did not file a request for administrative review in a 

timely manner. 

49. Having stated the above, the Tribunal wishes to point out the improper 

way in which the Applicant’s case was handled by the Agency noting that, as the 

application is not receivable, the Tribunal’s comments on the merits are not 

binding on the parties but obiter dicta.  

50. First, the Tribunal clarifies that, in accordance with the contents of the 

letter dated 18 December 2009, the Applicant did not have a right to be 

automatically appointed to the vacant post. However, he had a right to be 

considered for employment in case the selected candidate declined the offer or 

vacated the post within six months of his appointment, i.e. up to March 2010. 

Therefore, since the selected candidate resigned in February 2010, the Applicant 

should have been considered for appointment. 

51.  Thus, the question is whether the Agency failed to consider the 

Applicant’s candidature at the time that the post became vacant or whether, 

knowing that the Applicant’s candidature was to be considered up to March 2010, 

simply decided to wait until the expiration of such period to publish the vacancy 

notice and start a new recruitment process. In any event, the Agency was at fault 

for not having considered the Applicant’s candidature.  

52. Second, the evidence on the file does not serve to demonstrate that the 

Applicant’s candidature was properly considered. To the contrary, it shows that 

his candidature was deliberately ignored. The Tribunal wishes to point out the 

following documents which show the contradictory arguments of the D/DUA/L 
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and the confusing evidence provided by the Respondent in relation to the 

Applicant’s case: 

• Reference is made to an email dated 4 August 2010 from the D/DUA/L to 

the DUA/L and in which he stated that the selected candidate “left within 

6 months. If [they] had filled the vacancy immediately, the second 

recommended candidate [i.e. the Applicant] could have been directly 

appointed”. He added “the question has been raised whether the second 

recommended candidate in the earlier recruitment exercise could be 

directly appointed. I initially thought this could be a good way to reduce 

our recruitment workload by one. Now, after further reflection, I am not in 

favor”. 

• Reference is made to the letter dated 27 June 2011 from the D/DUA/L to 

the Applicant. The D/DUA/L recognised that a mistake was made and that 

the Applicant should have been formally notified in writing of the 

availability of the post in February 2010 but considers the Applicant’s 

complaint out of the mandatory time limits specified in former Area Staff 

Rule 111.3.  

• Reference is made to the letter dated 22 September 2011 from the 

D/DUA/L to the Applicant. The D/DUA/L mentioned that the Front 

Office, “although aware that [the Applicant] could be appointed directly to 

the post without undertaking a recruitment exercise because the incumbent 

had vacated the post within 6 months”, i.e. effective 10 February 2010, 

“was unaware of the exact terms of the letter dated 18 December 2009”
2
.  

• Reference is made to the affidavit of the D/DUA/L dated 23 January 2013 

which was included as an Annex to the Respondent’s reply. The D/DUA/L 

stated that “[he] [did] not recall being aware at the time that [the 

Applicant] had received a letter from HR informing him that, should the 

                                                
2 The letter dated 18 December 2009 to the Applicant reads as follows: “The recruitment process 

has been completed and you are recommended as #2 among those interviewed. Should the 

candidate recommended as #1 decline the offer or vacate the position within six months (until 

March 2010), you will be considered for employment”. 

 



  Case No.: UNRWA/DT/LFO/2011/53 

  Judgment No.: UNRWA/DT/2013/005 

 

Page 14 of 16 

post be vacated within 6 months of the appointment of the successful 

candidate, [the Applicant] would be offered the position”. He added that 

“had [he] been aware of the letter, [they] may not have decided to freeze 

the vacant post”. 

53. It is evident that the D/DUA/L contradicted himself. While he initially 

recognised that a mistake was made, he later argued that he was not aware of the 

Applicant’s situation as the second recommended candidate for the vacant post. 

The evidence shows that he was well aware of the fact that the Applicant should 

have been considered for appointment upon the departure of the selected 

candidate in February 2010 and deliberately decided not to do it while freezing 

the vacant post until July 2010. By then, the Agency’s obligation to consider the 

Applicant’s candidature was no longer valid as the six month period referred to in 

the letter dated 18 December 2009 had expired. It seems as if the D/DUA/L 

decided to wait after the six month period elapsed to take action in respect of the 

vacant post instead of considering the Applicant for employment in February 

2010. 

54. Third, the reason provided by the Respondent for not having considered 

the Applicant’s candidature in February 2010 simply does not stand. The 

Respondent basically argued that while the Applicant should have been formally 

notified in writing of the availability of the post in February 2010, this oversight 

did not affect his candidature for the post since the administration decided not to 

fill the post while other posts at Siblin VTC were being reviewed and that the 

administration ultimately decided to advertise the post several months after the 

validity of the Applicant’s candidature had expired.  

55. Nevertheless, the Respondent failed to produce formal and convincing 

evidence to substantiate the alleged Agency-wide internal review. The 

Respondent only provided an affidavit of the D/DUA/L dated 23 January 2013 in 

which, as stated above, he contradicted himself. The affidavit is not enough 

evidence to substantiate an internal comprehensive review of the staffing situation 

at Siblin VTC. The Tribunal has not been provided with any evidence of a 

comprehensive review. 
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56. In light of the above, the Tribunal considers that the Agency failed to give 

proper consideration to the Applicant’s candidature upon the resignation of the 

selected candidate in February 2010. Unfortunately, the Applicant’s request for 

administrative review is time-barred and the Tribunal does not have jurisdiction to 

waive the deadline for administrative review. However, the Tribunal deemed 

appropriate, as a precedent, to comment on the failures of the Agency in dealing 

with the present case as stated above. 

Other Issues 

57. The Tribunal takes note of the Applicant’s arguments concerning the 

Respondent’s delay to submit his reply. The Tribunal recalls Jaber  

2012-UNRWA-DT-001 in which the Tribunal failed to see how justice would be 

served if the Tribunal were to render its Judgment on the merits of the case 

without having submissions of both parties, or if it were to argue only procedural 

issues. The Tribunal reaffirms this opinion. It would not do justice to either party 

or to the Tribunal not to have the benefit of the Respondent’s reply as mentioned 

in Al-Zawawi et al. Order No. 013 (UNRWA/DT/2012). In the case at hand, for 

example, the Tribunal noted the contradictory evidence provided by the 

Respondent in his reply which in fact reveals the Agency’s failure to give proper 

consideration to the Applicant’s candidature upon the resignation of the selected 

candidate. Without the Respondent’s input, it would be inappropriate for the 

Tribunal to rule on a case. Indeed, it is the role of the Tribunal to review a case 

based on the evidence contained in the file while taking into consideration the 

arguments of both parties. The Applicant thus did not suffer any prejudice 

because of the delay of the Respondent in filing his reply.  

58. As a last remark, the Tribunal notes the efforts made by the Agency to 

appoint the Applicant to a similar post upon taking notice of its error in failing to 

consider him for the post of Registrar and Alumni Officer at Siblin VTC. Letting 

aside the reason for which the Applicant did not accept the Agency’s offer, the 

Tribunal wishes to remind the parties that the terms of any kind of informal 

amicable settlement between them must remain confidential. In this case, it was 

the Applicant who chose to disclose the offer of settlement.  
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59. Having stated the above, the Tribunal finds that the application is not 

receivable ratione temporis. 

Conclusion 

60. Given all the above, the application is dismissed. 

 

 

                (Signed)   

 

Judge Bana Barazi 

 

Dated this 19
th

 day of February 2013 

 

 

 

Entered in the Register on this 19
th

 day of February 2013 

 

 

 

 

                (Signed)    

 

Laurie McNabb, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 

 

 


