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substantively fair.  The UNDT acknowledged that it was irregular that Mr. Turk’s post ( 

No. 30048407) was recommended for downgrade before the CRP had completed its work, but 

nonetheless that there was no impact on the CRP outcome.  The UNDT found no evidence of 

bias in the CRP process and endorsed the Administration’s position that it was not under any 
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20. Mr. Turk submits that UNAMI’s improper motive is shown by the fact that he received very 

little notice of his separation from the Organization, as he was notified of the non-renewal of his 

FTA on 1 December, and his appointment expired on 31 December 2021.  He claims that if this had 

been a genuine process he would have been given two-three months’ notice. 

21. Mr. Turk requests that the UNAT, when revising the UNAT Judgment, also accept his claim 

for moral damages, due to the harm to his health, including his mental health deterioration.  He 

submits that his unemployment for two years has had a negative impact on his health, and he has 

been forced to sell his flat, but because of the market, he cannot sell it, which has led to  

further stress. 

22. Mr. Turk submits that he is applying for revision of the UNAT Judgment based on Article 

2(1)(c) and (e) of the Appeals Tribunal Statute (Statute).  He claims that the UNAT erred on a 

question of law and a question of fact, resulting in a manifestly unreasonable decision. 

23. Mr. Turk claims that there was no rational reason for downgrading his P-4 PAO post.   

24. Mr. Turk submits that in the last two years it has been revealed that there was no 

downgrading decision as UNAMI falsely claimed. 

25. Mr. Turk submits that “UNAT Counsel has deliberately erred in its judgment” as it does 

not know the fact that there was 
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38. The Secretary-General submits that Mr. Turk’s statement that he is “appealing against 

UNAT’s judgment” shows that he clearly seeks to re-open a final judgment of the UNAT with which 

he disagrees, which is not grounds for revision of a judgment. 

39. Because Mr. Turk’s assertions fail to meet the requirements of Article 11 of the Statute, 

the Secretary-General requests that the UNAT dismiss the application. 

Considerations 

40. Mr. Turk’s application seeks the revision of Judgment No. 2023-UNAT-1395 issued by the 

Appeals Tribunal on 27 October 2023.  We shall not reiterate the conclusions of, and reasoning in, 

that Judgment because it is recent, comprehensive and self-explanatory.  

41. Mr. Turk based his request for revision on Article 2 of the Statute.13  We note that Article 2 

lays down the jurisdiction or competence of the Appeals Tribunal to determine appeals of 

judgments of first instance tribunals and not the revision of a judgment of the Appeals Tribunal.  

We held in Michael David Antoine that Article 2 of the Statute provides that the Appeals Tribunal 

can review the Dispute Tribunal’s judgment concerning an error in procedure “such as to affect the 

decision of the case”. 14  In addition, pursuant to Article 2, the Appeals Tribunal reviews errors of 

law and fact in the judgments of first instance tribunals.15  It seems clear from his reference to 

Article 2 that Mr. Turk’s purpose is to relitigate his unsuccessful appeal by purportedly finding 

errors in the UNAT Judgment, which he may not do. 

42. Based on Mr. Turk’s misguided reliance on Article 2 of the Statute, the application is not 

receivable and lacks merit.  We shall nonetheless adjudicate Mr. Turk’s application for revision 

based on the appropriate legal framework for revision of judgment set out in Article 11 of the 

Statute and Article 24 of the Appeals Tribunal Rules of Procedure (Rules).   

43. 





THE UNITED NATIONS APPEALS TRIBUNAL  
 

Judgment No. 2024-UNAT-1488 

 

9 of 11  

i) The new fact discovered was unknown to the Appeals Tribunal and to the party 

applying for revision at the time the judgment was rendered;  

ii) Such ignorance was not due to negligence of the moving party; 

iii) The new fact would have been decisive in reaching the original judgment; and  

iv) The application was made within 30 calendar days of the discovery of the fact 

and within one year of the date of the judgment. 

48. In the instant matter, Mr. Turk’s application for the revision of the UNAT Judgment does 

not comply with any of the requirements (other than being filed within one year of its issuance).  

He merely expresses his disappointment with the UNAT Judgment on its merits and seeks to 

reargue his case.  Indeed, there is no fact discovered after the issuance of the UNAT Judgment 

which was unknown to the Appeals Tribunal and to Mr. Turk at the time of decision.  Rather,  

Mr. Turk’s submissions in justification of the application for revision basically repeat or add to his 

same arguments regarding the perceived injustice that Mr. Turk raised challenging the non-

renewal of his FTA and his claims that the UNAT ignored the fact that his appeal was primarily 

against the downgrading of the P-4 PAO position he had occupied and the lawfulness of UNAMI’s 
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Judgment 

53. Mr. Turk’s application for revision of Judgment No. 2023-UNAT-1395 is dismissed. 
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