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11. Mr. Hamden respectfully requests that the Appeals Tribunal quash the Judgment of the 

UNRWA DT for failing to exercise its jurisdiction; remove clause 5 from the 20 July 2014 offer, 

order UNRWA to pay the UJ the sums determined by the secondment agreement retroactively 

and, confirm that the agreement covered the period from 20 January 2014 to the last day of his 

employment with UNRWA. 

The Commissioner-General’s Answer 

12. The UNRWA DT did not err in law in any respect.  Mr. Hamdan repeats the arguments 

he made before the UNRWA DT that the Agency did not have an agreement with the UJ, and 

that all of the Agency’s commitments were made to him.  The UNRWA DT did not err when it 

found that the agreement as to the cost-sharing of Mr. Hamdan’s secondment was 

between the Agency and the UJ.  Mr. Hamdan was not a party to that agreement, rather, he 

was a beneficiary of the agreement.  

13. Mr. Hamdan’s decision to sign the contract dated 31 July 2014 is binding.  

14. In relation to the new, alleged elements of duress raised by Mr. Hamdan: 

1. The DUO/J’s e-mail was not a threat and did not constitute duress. Rather, it was a 

statement of fact, setting out the natural consequences of the expiry of his contract 
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26. In this regard, the UNRWA DT held: 8 

 [T]he agreement between the Agency and the UJ with regard to the cost-sharing of the 

Applicant’s secondment was between the UJ and the Agency.  The Applicant was not a 

party to that agreement,  rather, he was the beneficiary of the agreement.  Moreover, the 

fixed-term appointment signed on 26 June 2013 contained a clause that explicitly stated 

that “this appointment does not carry an expectation of renewal”.  Therefore, the 

[UNRWA Dispute] Tribunal does not see any basis for the Applicant to reasonably have 

expected that: 1) his contract would be renewed; and 2) it would be under the same 

conditions as the previous contract.  

27. Mr. Hamdan did not point to any error of law or fact made by the UNRWA DT.  We 

therefore affirm the UNRWA DT’s finding. 

28. Accordingly, Mr. Hamdan’s decision to sign the contract dated 31 July 2014 is binding 

on him as there is no evidence of duress.  

29. The appeal has no merit. 

Judgment 

30. The appeal is dismissed.  The UNRWA DT Judgment No. UNWRA/DT/2015/051 

is affirmed. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
8 Impugned Judgment, para. 35 . 
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