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to the contrary, the reports and a note to the file revealed Mr. Mansour’s shortcomings.   

The UNRWA DT also rejected Mr. Mansour’s contention that he had been assigned tasks which 

were not part of his job description.  Fina lly, the UNRWA DT concluded that Mr. Mansour’s 

allegations of harassment and discrimination were not supported by the evidence and dismissed 

his application.  

Submissions  

Mr. Mansour’s Appeal  

11. 
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13. Mr. Mansour requests rescission of the decision not to confirm his appointment; 

payment of his salary from the date of his separation including dependency allowance; 

compensation for the psychological stress and harm he suffered due to the effect the decision had 

on his status; and compensation in the amount of USD 3,000 for expenses he had incurred 

working on this case. 

The Commissioner-General’s Answer  

14. The appeal is defective in that it fails to set out, by citation to any provision in  

Article 2(1) of the Appeals Tribunal Statute (Statute), the grounds of the appeal.  The appeal 

reargues the case before the Appeals Tribunal and fails to demonstrate that the UNRWA DT 

erred in law, procedure or fact or exceeded or failed to exercise its jurisdiction. 

15. The UNRWA DT Judgment was, as a matter of law, free of error.  The UNRWA DT  

was cognizant of the legal framework regarding assessment of staff on probation and the  

relevant jurisprudence.  The UNRWA DT considered the main issue of whether Mr. Mansour’s 

performance supported the decision not to confirm his appointment, and correctly concluded 

that it did.  Furthermore, the UNRWA DT co rrectly dismissed Mr. Mansour’s allegations of 

harassment and discrimination.   

16. In light of the foregoing, there is no legal basis for consideration of the plea sought.  

Moreover, Mr. Mansour’s request for moral damages and various compensatory awards was  

not before the UNRWA DT and is therefore a new matter which may not be raised on appeal.  
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(b) Failed to exercise jurisdiction vested in it; 

(c) Erred on a question of law; 

(d) Committed an error in proced ure, such as to affect the decision of the case; or 

(e) Erred on a question of fact, resulting in a manifestly unreasonable decision. 

18. These provisions are supplemented by Article 8(2) of the Appeals Tribunal Rules of 

Procedure, which provides, in part, that: “T he appeal form shall be accompanied by: (a) A brief 
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- Assists the OSO in gathering information and data on the humanitarian services 

provided by other organisations and local authorities, for the purpose of strategic 

and humanitarian programming. 

- Assists the OSO in communicating and explaining UNRWA’s mandate to refugee 

community, advising on issues related to the Agency’s facilities. 

23. As at least some of the OSOs do not speak Arabic fluently, it is evident that assisting them 

in “gathering information and data” and “commu nicating and explaining” require the A/OSO  

to translate from Arabic to English and vice versa.  Consequently, the job description specifies 

under “Languages” that the A/OSO shall have an “[e]xcellent command of spoken and written 

English and Arabic”.  Mr. Mansour’s statement in his appeal brief that he “wasn’t qualified to  

give accurate translation” supports the Agency’s decision not to confirm his appointment as 

A/OSO on the ground that there were, inter alia, shortcomings in his abilities to translate. 

24. Contrary to Mr. Mansour’s allegations, we do not find that there was a violation of  

his due process rights.  The UNRWA DT correctly applied our consistent jurisprudence  

that not every irregularity in itself will necessari ly lead to vacating an administrative decision.1  

The UNRWA DT, after having found that there were some procedural irregularities related  

to the assessment of Mr. Mansour’s performance, proceeded to examine whether, on the  

facts, Mr. Mansour’s performance supported the decision not to confirm his appointment.  The 

UNRWA DT was satisfied that both the H/FHRO and Mr. Mansour’s supervisor gave  

Mr. Mansour clarifications on his shortcomings and two OSOs had been assigned as mentors  

to help and guide him and that the reports and a note to the file revealed Mr. Mansour’s 

continued shortcomings.   

25. We cannot find any error in the UNRWA DT’s findings.  The evidence before us  

shows that several meetings were held with Mr. Mansour (i.e. 4 March 2016, 27 May 2016,  

24 June 2016, 31 August 2016, 6 December 2016, and 12 January 2017) where his shortcomings 

were clearly addressed in order to give him an opportunity to improve his performance.  His 

probationary period was extended twice for the same reason.  There is no evidence casting doubt 

on the ability of the H/FHRO, Mr. Mansour’s supervisor or the mentoring OSOs to evaluate  

Mr. Mansour’s performance.  Mr. Mansour’s subm
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