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6. On 23 September 2018, Mr. Zaqqout requested review of his July and August monthly 

extensions.  On 22 November 2018, the Director of UNRWA Operations, Gaza (DUO/G) 

accepted Mr. Zaqqout’s request and reinstated him to his LDC post, retroactively from  

1 October 2018 for three months through 31 December 2018.  On 29 November 2018, he 

accepted the offer of this three-month extension of his LDC.  �

7. Between 23 November 2018 and 23 February 2019, Mr. Zaqqout filed three 

applications with the UNRWA Dispute Tribunal against: i) the July 2018 monthly extension; 

ii) the August 2018 monthly extension; and iii) the October-December extension.  On  
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for the first time on appeal and could therefore not be allowed unless Mr. Zaqqout showed 

exceptional circumstances for their admission which he failed to do.  The UNAT therefore 

dismissed the appeal and affirmed the UNRWA DT Judgment. 

10. Mr. Zaqqout received the Arabic translation of the UNAT Judgment on 29 January 2021. 

11. On 31 January 2021, Mr. Zaqqout filed an application seeking revision of the  

Appeals Tribunal Judgment.  The Commissioner-General filed his comments on 3 March 2021. 

12. On 5 October 2021, Mr. Zaqqout filed another applic
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25 July 2018, and that it was working to re-employ 48 staff members whose service had been 

terminated through “pseudo-voluntary” retirement, the total being 116 staff members in 

accordance with the emergency agreement.  

15. The third “fact” relates to the following announcement made by the Gaza Local Staff Union 

president on his personal Facebook page on 2 December 2020: “[S]o the Union was shaken down 

to the tune of $420,000.  Staff salaries were paid out of our union accounts for fear of arbitrary 

separation”.  Mr. Zaqqout became aware of this fact on 9 December 2020 when searching on the 

Facebook page of the Gaza Local Staff Union president.  

16. Mr. Zaqqout contends that the document “Annex I: Separation” reveals that 119 staff 

members were separated, and a total of 947 staff members were affected by the emergency appeals 

budget.  There was therefore an error of fact, procedure and law, because that information conflicts 

with the Commissioner-General’s decision as set out in the UNRWA DT and UNAT judgments, 

which state that a total of 113 staff members would be separated and a total of 941 staff members 

would be affected by the emergency appeals budget.  That in turn shows that the DUO/G 

overstepped the decision of the Commissioner-General by increasing the number of separated staff 

members by six, from 113 to 119, and hence increasing the number of affected staff members  

from 941 to 947. 

17. The above demonstrates that the DUO/G wrongfully took advantage of the  

Commissioner-General’s decision of 5 July 2018 by deciding to end his service and decline to 

extend his contract using the pretext of the financial crisis.  That is true for the following reasons.  

First, Mr. Zaqqout received no end-of-service compensation, financial entitlements or provident 

fund amounts or an ex-gratia payment in return for signing the separation agreement according 

to the emergency agreement.  Second, the Commissioner-General and the Gaza Local Staff Union 

said that it had reinstated all the staff members belonging to the group of 68, but Mr. Zaqqout was 

not reinstated.  Third, all the staff members who were separated owing to the financial crisis at 

UNRWA received letters stating that their post was abolished and serving notice of provisional 

redundancy, as per Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2019/044; however, the letter to Mr. Zaqqout 

stated that his contract would not be renewed. 

18. From the first and second facts, the Applicant concludes that the DUO/G wrongfully took 

advantage of the UNRWA financial crisis and of the discretionary authority granted to him by the 

Commissioner-General.  The Appeals Tribunal and Mr. Zaqqout were misled into thinking that he 
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was on the list of 113 separated staff members referred to in paragraph 7 of the UNAT Judgment, 

even though, in view of the reasons given above, the Commissioner-General had not agreed to end 

his service and/or dismiss him owing to the financial crisis.  The Administration did not act in 

good faith towards Mr. Zaqqout, and the Gaza regional office took advantage of the 

Commissioner-General’s decision of 5 July 2018 to impose a disguised disciplinary measure 

connected with his disciplinary case which consisted of ending his service without waiting for the 

definitive results of the inquiry into the case, which is the real reason for which the Applicant’s 

service was terminated.  

19. Moreover, the statements made by the DUO/G conflict
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22. The facts reiterated by Mr. Zaqqout concern issues relating to the categories of staff 

that were affected following a series of emergency measures that the Agency took – and cannot 

be considered decisive in reaching the original decision.   

23. Assuming arguendo that Mr. Zaqqout is presenting new facts, with regard to the 

alleged first fact, Mr. Zaqqout admits that he knew about the letter on 18 November 2020.  It 

is also apparent that Mr. Zaqqout knew of the second and third facts.  Mr. Zaqqout does not 

even state when he discovered the decisive facts and as such supports the contention that he 

was aware of the facts.  He makes no indication whether the facts, at the time the Judgment 

was rendered, were unknown to the Appeals Tribunal and the party applying for revision.  

24. The arguments advanced by Mr. Zaqqout do not fall within Article 11(1) of the UNAT 

Statute or Article 24 of the UNAT Rules of Procedure (the Rules).  None of the contentions for 

revision constitutes a “decisive fact which was, at
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27. The elements necessary for a revision are therefore, first, that a “decisive” fact must 
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29 January 2021: Arabic translation of Judgment sent to Mr. Zaqqout 

31 January 2021: Application for revision of Judgment filed by  

Mr. Zaqqout 

30. What is to “render” a judgment of the UNAT and when is a judgment rendered?   

The UNAT Statute and Rules are not particularly helpful in this exercise.  Nor too is the  

Appeals Tribunal’s recent practice during the current COVID-19 pandemic of releasing 

judgments other than by our previous practice of announcing the outcomes in public session 

in New York at the end of each session. 

31. Different words are used to describe the process of issuing and bringing judgments  

to the notice of the parties.  Article 4 of the Statute refers to the “delivery” of judgments.   

Article 6 of the Statute and Article 20 of the Rules both refer to the “publication” of judgments 

but at least in the Rules, which must follow and cannot contradict the Statute, this appears to 

refer to the publication on the UNAT’s website of all judgments and to the world in general 

rather than the advice of the outcomes of appeals to parties.  Article 10 of the Statute refers 

both to judgments being “issued in writing” and to the publication of them.  And, as already 

noted, Article 11 of the Statute is the only one referring to judgments being “rendered”.  There 

is neither consistency nor definition of what is the rendering of judgments, and how this differs 

from any or all of their “delivery”, “publication”, or being “issued”. 

32. Although for purposes of calculating the time in which an appeal to the UNAT must be 

determined pursuant to Article 7(1)(c) of the UNAT Statute, the receipt of a translated version 

of a judgment by a party has been held to be the date of the judgment.3   

33. In Nouinou,4 the Appeals Tribunal confirmed that applications for revision of a 

judgment can only be made after a written judgment is issued.  It follows that the time for 

doing so begins to run from that point.  Although this does not settle the issue of when a 

judgment is “rendered”, it does assist in supporting our decision that it was appropriate for  

Mr. Zaqqout to await his receipt of this Tribunal’s 2020 Judgment in his case before deciding 

whether he needed to apply for a revision of it in reliance on material that had come to his 

notice since the start of the Appeals Tribunal’s Session at which the appeal was considered.  

 
3 See Said v. Commissioner-General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine 
Refugees in the Near East, Order No. 92 (2012). 
4 Nouinou v. Secretary-General of the United Nations, Order No. 344 (2019). 

. 
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38. We reiterate each of Mr. Zaqqout’s grounds for revision and the Respondent’s answers, 

before deciding those grounds.  Addressing first the requirement for the existence of a decisive 
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by determining that, even if Mr. Zaqqout had challenged his non-extension or non-renewal, 

the UNRWA DT had not erred in its conclusions.  

46. Considered against that background context, we are satisfied that neither of the first 

and third new facts advanced by Mr Zaqqout (fact number two having, by Mr Zaqqout’s 
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48. The application for revision of Judgment No. 2020-UNAT-1055 is dismissed. 
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