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UNRWA DT did not consider this fact when it decided that the Agency, by not appointing 

him and then withdrawing the letter of offer that he had signed and accepted on  

26 November 2017, did not act unlawfully towards the Appellant. 

22. Finally, the Appellant submits that UNRWA DT's final decision was unfair and 

improper for two reasons.  First, it totally ignored the material damage which the Appellant 

sustained for not having been given the Grade 16 post in Amman.  Second, the decision did 

not thoroughly take into consideration the moral damage which the Appellant endured for 

more than 17 months.  The UNRWA Dispute Tribunal only compensated the Appellant with 

USD 3,000, which was completely inappropriate, while he was anxiously awaiting news,  

from November 2017, upon accepting the offer letter, until August 2019, when the offer  

was withdrawn. 

23. ln conclusion, the Appellant requests that the United Nations Appeals Tribunal 

(“Appeals Tribunal”) vacate Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2019/063, compensate him 

properly for the breach of his employment contract, and award him moral damages that he 

has suffered due to errors committed by the Agency and the UNRWA Dispute Tribunal. 

The Commissioner-General’s Answer  

24. The Appellant fails to identify, by citation to any provision in Article 2(1) of the 

Statute of the Appeals Tribunal, the grounds for his appeal, and as such, his appeal  

is defective.  The Appellant has not demonstrated in what respect the UNRWA DT, by 

dismissing his application in part, exceeded or failed to exercise its jurisdiction, erred on a 

question of law, committed an error in procedure or erred on a question of fact resulting in a 

manifestly unreasonable decision. 

25. 
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As there was no contract of employment and there was no breach of contractual rights, the 

UNRWA DT did not err in not awarding material damages. 

Considerations 

27. The appeal is not defective on the grounds that the Appellant would not have 

identified the grounds for his appeal and does not quote any provisions of Article 2(1) of our 

Statute.  If an appellant is not legally represented, as is the case here, some latitude may be 

allowed in the interests of justice.2  The Appellant disagrees with the UNRWA DT Judgment 

and submits that, in his view, the UNRWA DT erred in failing to find a breach of contract or 

compensate him for material and moral damages.  We do not need more indications in order 

to exercise the judicial review we have to carry out.  

Did the UNRWA DT err in deciding that there was no contract of employment and no 

breach of contractual obligations?  
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30. From its first sessions, this Tribunal has consistently held that:3 

...    
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contract of employment. They constitute in their specific application an inextricable 
part of the parties’ compliance with the “terms of appointment”.  

36. The UNRWA DT concluded that the Agency had not acted fairly, justly, transparently 

and in good faith with the App
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41. The other material damages which the Appellant claims are not supported  

by evidence. 

Judgment 

42. The appeal is dismissed and 


