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J UDGE L UIS M ARÍA SIMÓN , Presiding. 

Synopsis 

1. Following concerns with regards to his performance, Mr. Maurice John Bowen’s 

engagement with the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) was curtailed.  

Upon review, the United Nations Dispute Tribunal (UNDT or Dispute Tribunal) in 

Nairobi determined that the termination proc edures had not been properly followed and 

ordered the rescission of the decision to terminate Mr. Bowen’s appointment or, as an 

alternative, the payment of th e salary and entitlements he would have received until the 

end of his appointment less the payments in lieu of notice.  In addition the  

Secretary-General was ordered to pay two years’ net base salary for “the negative effects 

on [Mr. Bowen] of the early terminat ion and the failures of procedure”. 

2. The Secretary-General appealed the quantum of compensation awarded to Mr. Bowen.   

3. The United Nations Appeals Tribunal (Appeals Tribunal) finds that both parties 

agree, and so orders, that the termination indemnity paid to Mr. Bowen, in addition to 

the payment effectuated in lieu of notice, should be deducted from the compensation 

awarded to him as an alternative to reinstatement.  This Tribunal also reduces the 

compensation awarded for the effects of the early termination to six months’ net base 

salary at the rate and with the interest established by the UNDT. 

4. The appeal is allowed in part. 

Facts and Procedure 

5. On 28 June 2003, Mr. Bowen joined UN DP in Nairobi, Kenya, on a one-year 

contract as the Programme Manager of the Data Exchange Platform for the Horn of 

Africa (DEPHA) at the A-4 level under the 300 Series of the former Staff Rules. 

6. On 5 November 2003, the UNDP Programme Officer in Kenya recorded concerns 

regarding Mr. Bowen’s performance.  However, the Dispute Tribunal found that  

Mr. Bowen did not receive a copy of the said note nor did he get a chance to respond to it. 
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7. On 18 February 2004, the DEPHA Project Steering Committee (Committee) held a 

meeting in which it reviewed the progress of DEPHA and, as a result of concerns regarding 

Mr. Bowen’s performance, the Committee considered cutting short Mr. Bowen’s engagement 

with DEPHA.  On 12 March 2004, Mr. Bowen was allegedly provided with the opportunity to 

comment on a copy of the minutes of the 18 February 2004 Committee meeting.  On  

23 March 2004, the UNDP Resident Representative informed Mr. Bowen that his 

appointment would be curtailed as of 1 April 2004, and that pursuant to his letter of 

appointment he would receive one-month salary as compensation as well as an indemnity 

equal to one-week salary for each month of uncompleted service. 

8. On 30 March 2004, Mr. Bowen contacted the UNDP Resident Representative to 

request a stay of the decision to terminate his appointment and, in May 2004, Mr. Bowen 

requested administrative review of the decision to terminate his appointment.  On  

19 October 2006 the Joint Appeals Board (JAB) unanimously concluded that the decision 
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Submissions 

Secretary-General’s Appeal 

11. The Secretary-General submits that the Dispute Tribunal, in ordering 

compensation in lieu of the rescission of the contested decision, erred in law and also 

exceeded its competence in failing to deduct the termination indemnity from the 

compensation and other entitl ements that Mr. Bowen would have received until the end 

of his appointment.  

12. The Secretary-General contends that in Warren1 this Tribunal held that the “very 

purpose of compensation is to place the staff member in the same position he or she 

would have been in had the Organization complied with its contractual obligations”.   

The Secretary-General therefore submits that the award of compensation as an 

alternative to rescission “should be commensurate with the extent of the injury that the 

staff member would suffer if the Administra tion opted not to rescind the decision”.  

Consequently, and in accordance with Article 10(7) of the UNDT Statute, failing to deduct 

the termination indemnity from the compensati on award in lieu of rescission would be 

akin to ordering exempl ary and punitive damages. 

13. The Secretary-General submits that the UNDT erred in law and exceeded its 

competence in finding that “in addition to his actual monetary losses, Mr. Bowen is 

entitled to an award of compensation for the negative effects on him of the early 

termination and the failures of procedure” in the amount of two-years’ net base salary.  

He requests that the Appeals Tribunal set this award aside and replace it by “no more 

than $20,000, the amount that [Mr. Bowen] requested in moral damages”.  

14. The Secretary-General recalls that the Appeals Tribunal held in Wu2 that “not every 

violation of due process rights will necessarily lead to an award of compensation” and that  

Mr. Bowen did not, as held in James,3 show that he suffered actual damages. 

 
                                                 
1 Warren v. Secretary-General of the United Nations, Judgment No. 2010-UNAT-059. 
2 Wu v. Secretary-General of the United Nations, Judgment No. 2010-UNAT-042. 
3 James v. Secretary-General of the United Nations, Judgment No. 2010-UNAT-009. 
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15. The Secretary-General further argues that seeing that Mr. Bowen only had three 

months of his contract remaining, the UNDT’s award of compensation for “the fact of and 

manner of the termination” and the “eno rmous stress and anxiety” suffered by  

Mr. Bowen is excessive and out of line with the UNDT’s jurisprudence, especially when 

taking into consideration the fact that the UN DT also stated that Mr. Bowen’s failure to 

gain employment over the two years following his dismissal was only “in part a 

consequence of his abrupt termination”. 

16. The Secretary-General finally submits that the UNDT “failed to satisfy its obligation 

under Article 10(5)(b) to provide reasons for awarding compensation beyond two years’ net 

base salary” and that none of Mr. Bowen’s circumstances support the presence of exceptional 

circumstances that could result in “the payment of a higher compensation”. 

Mr. Bowen’s Answer 

17. Mr. Bowen submits that, as expressed in Solanki,4 “[t]he Dispute Tribunal is in the best 

position to decide on the level of compensation given its appreciation of the case”.  Furthermore, 

as a result of more than seven years of delays in the administration of justice, the severity of the 

violation of his due process rights and the resulting pecuniary, reputati onal and emotional harm 

he suffered, the award of two-years’ net base salary is appropriate. 

18. Mr. Bowen contends that in line with  the jurisprudence from the UNDT in Wu, 

the quantum of compensation should reflect th e severity of the breach identified by the 

UNDT.  Indeed, as a result of the UNDP’s disregard for proper procedures, Mr. Bowen’s 

due process rights were not only severely breached, but he also suffered reputational 

damage in a very specialized industry which resulted in him, as expressed by the UNDT, 

being unable to obtain a new position for a period of two years.  Consequently,  

[i]n certain cases compensation may be necessary even if no financial damage can 

be found...Whenever an infringement to a person’s rights has been established, 

compensation of this breach has to be taken into consideration.  Otherwise judicial 

remedy runs the risk of becoming ineffective . 

 
                                                 
4 Solanki v. Secretary-General of the United Nations, Judgment No. 2010-UNAT-044. 
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19. Mr. Bowen further submits that the former Administrative Tribunal 5 and the Appeals 

Tribunal 6 both expressed the fact that an accumulation of aggravating factors, especially with 

regards to unlawful termination, justifies the award of increased compensation and therefore, 

in this case, the waiving of the two-year cap on the compensation award regardless of the limits 

of Mr. Bowen’s initial contract.  Indeed, “Article 10(5)(b) of the UNDT Statute does not require 

a formulaic articulation of aggravating factors;  rather it requires evidence of aggravating 

factors which warrant higher compensation”. 

20. Among such aggravating factors, Mr. Bowen submits that “anxiety about damage 

to one’s professional reputation after an unlawful termination is not dependent on the 
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30. Furthermore, the outcome of the case leads this Tribunal to conclude that the 

appeal filed by the Secretary-General was not an abuse of process and Mr. Bowen’s 

request for the award of costs must be rejected. 

Judgment 

31. The appeal is allowed in part. 

32. The termination indemnity paid to Mr. Bowen, in addition to the payment 

effectuated in lieu of notice, should be deducted from the compensation awarded to him 

as an alternative to reinstatement. 

33. The compensation awarded for the effects of the early termination is reduced from two 

years to six months’ net base salary at the rate and with the interest established by the UNDT. 
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