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Introduction 

1. This is an application by Raja Ismail Ghazal (the “Applicant”) against the 

decision of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in 

the Near East, also known as UNRWA (the “Respondent”), not to select her for the 

post of Field Staff & Career Development Officer in the Jordan Field Office. 

Facts 

2. Effective 17 May 1997, the Applicant was employed by the Agency on a 

fixed-term appointment, Grade 5, Step 1, as Health Centre Clerk at the Awajan 

Health Centre. 

3.  After various promotions and transfers, the Applicant was appointed to the 

post of Associate Human Resources Officer, Grade 13, in the Human Resources 

(“HR”) Office in the Jordan Field Office (“JFO”). The Applicant occupied the said 

position at the material time of the events in the present application.  

4. The post of Field Staff & Career Development Officer (“FSCDO”) became 

vacant following the resignation of the incumbent. On 13 June 2016, the HR Staff 

in the JFO were invited to apply for the post on an “Acting basis”, until it was filled 

on a permanent basis. Two candidates, one of whom was the Applicant, were 

shortlisted and invited for an interview. On 19 June 2016, the other candidate was 

recommended and subsequently designated as Acting FSCDO.  

5. On 14 November 2016, the Agency published both internally and externally 

a vacancy announcement for the post of FSCDO, Grade 15. Three hundred and one 

applications were received, including the Applicant’s. Thirteen candidates, one of 

whom was the Applicant, were shortlisted and invited for a written test. Five 

candidates, including the Applicant, received a score of 50 or above out of 100. 

Those five candidates were subsequently invited for an interview. 

6. On 22 February 2017, the Applicant was interviewed. On 27 February 2017, 

the Interview Panel recommended four candidates, ranking the Applicant as the 

third priority candidate. On 28 February 2017, the Director of UNRWA Operations, 



  Case No. UNRWA/DT/JFO/2017/042 

  Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2018/037 

 

Page 3 of 7 

Jordan (“DUO/J”) approved the recommendations and appointed the first priority 

candidate. The Applicant was notified of the decision on the same day. 

7. On 24 April 2017, the Applicant submitted a request for review of the 

decision to rank her as a third priority candidate. 

8. On 16 June 2017, the Applicant filed her application with the UNRWA 

Dispute Tribunal (the “Tribunal”). After receipt of the application on 19 June 2017, 

the Tribunal requested the Applicant to number the annexes. The Applicant did not 

respond to the Tribunal’s request. On 27 June 2017, the application was transmitted 

to the Respondent.  

9. On 27 July 2017, the Respondent filed his reply. The reply was transmitted 

to the Applicant on 30 July 2017.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

Applicant’s contentions 

10. The Applicant contends: 

i)  “Personnel [sic] relationships, intermediation [sic] and bias” affected 

the outcome of the interview; 

ii) She was the best qualified candidate; 

iii) The Interview Panel did not evaluate all candidates on the “exam and 

interview results, references and performance appraisal”, but based its 

conclusion on “one issue only”; and 

iv)  The reasons for ranking her as the third priority candidate were never 

explained to her. 

11. The Applicant requests: 

i)  To be appointed to the post; 

ii)  To be compensated for the loss of salary, loss of career development, 

moral damages and psychological harm; and 

iii) An apology from the Agency. 
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Respondent’s contentions 

12. The Respondent contends:  

i) The part of the application relating to the decision not to appoint the 

Applicant to the post on an “Acting basis” is not receivable; 

ii) The selection process for the post of FSCDO was properly effected as 

the discretion of the Commissioner-General in matters of selection is broad; 

iii) The Applicant’s candidacy was given full and fair consideration, and 

the Applicant failed to produce any evidence of any prejudice or extraneous 

factors, irregularity or error of law; and 

iv) The impugned decision was based on the Applicant’s performance in 

the interview and the written test. The Applicant fully met the requirements 

of three competencies and partially met the requirements for one competency. 

The selected candidate exceeded the requirements for one competency and 

fully met the requirements for three competencies. The second priority 

candidate fully met the requirements of all four competencies. 

13. The Respondent requests the Tribunal to dismiss the application in its 

entirety. 

Considerations 

Scope of the case  

14. The Respondent submits that the part of the application relating to the 

decision not to designate the Applicant as Acting FSCDO is not receivable. The 

Tribunal finds that there is no doubt about the actual contested decision. The 

Applicant never requested the Tribunal to rescind the Agency’s decision 

designating another candidate as Acting FSCDO. It is clear to the Tribunal that the 

Applicant contests the decision not to appoint her to the post of FSCDO following 

the vacancy announcement of 14 November 2016.  
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Applicable texts 

15. The texts applicable to selection and related processes are found in Area Staff 

Personnel Directive A/4/Part II/Rev.7 (“PD A/4”), which provides in relevant parts: 

SELECTION POLICY AND RELATED PROCESSES 

23. Agency area selection policy will be managed through a 

combination of: 

(a)  Proactive management of anticipated vacancies identified 

as part of the annual HR planning exercise; 

(b) Competitive recruitment of internal and external 

candidates; 

(c) Selection of pre-approved candidates. 

* * * 

Evaluation of application 

35. After the closing date of the vacancy the Recruitment 

Administrator reviews the applications, and generates a long list 

of applicants who meet all or most of the post requirements set out 

in the job description and vacancy announcement. 

* * * 

Testing 

38. Tests may be administered or waived as determined by the 

Hiring Director, and may either support the short-listing process 

or be conducted with the personal interview. 

* * * 

Personal interview 

43. During the personal interview stage candidates will be 

evaluated by the panel against the requirements set out in the post 

description and vacancy notice. 

* * * 

Rostering and notification to unsuccessful candidates 

51. Following acceptance of the post by the selected candidate, 

candidates who were also approved as suitable for the vacancy, 

will be requested to confirm whether they wish to be placed on the 

Agency’s roster of pre-approved candidates. Pre-approved 

candidates will remain on the roster for a period of up to one year, 
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during which they can be selected as pre-approved candidates for 

vacancies for the same position. (Emphasis in original) 

* * * 

16.   At the end of the selection process, the Applicant was recommended by the 

Interview Panel as a third priority candidate. The first priority candidate was 

appointed to the post. The main contention raised by the Applicant is that she was 

much more qualified for the post than the selected candidate, as she had more 

experience and qualifications. She claims that the Interview Panel should have 

evaluated the candidates on the “exam and interview results, references and 

performance appraisal”, rather than on “one issue only”. 

17. It is clear from the recruitment report that 301 candidates had applied for the 

post of FSCDO. The essential post requirements outlined in the vacancy 

announcement and post description were as follows:  

 A university degree in public or business administration, 

HR, management or any other discipline 

 A minimum of five years’ experience in management or 

HR 

 Excellent command of written and spoken English and 

Arabic   

18. Together with 12 other candidates, the Applicant was shortlisted. Therefore, 

the Applicant cannot maintain that her experience and qualifications were not taken 

into account, as the Agency had shortlisted her for the written test.  

19. It is clear from the recruitment report that the Interview Panel assessed the 

following key competencies: 

 Excellent drafting and oral communication skills; 

 Ability to establish priorities and plan, coordinate and 

monitor work plans; 

 Proven analytical skills; 

 Proven interpersonal skills. 

20. All candidates were asked the same competency-based questions. The 

selected candidate exceeded the requirements for one competency and fully met the 

requirements of three competencies. The second priority candidate fully met the 

requirements of all four competencies. The Applicant was recommended as a third 
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priority candidate as she fully met the requirements of three competencies and 

partially met one competency.  

21. The Applicant claims that “Personnel [sic] relationships, intermediation [sic] 

and bias” affected the outcome of the interview. However, the Applicant has not 

provided any details or evidence in support of her allegations. The case file shows 

that the selection for the post of FSCDO was a competitive selection process, which 

consequently included other candidates competing for the same post. Two 

candidates received better scores than the Applicant in the interviews, which was 

why the Interview Panel recommended them as first and second priority candidates. 

The Tribunal recalls that the Applicant has the burden to prove that the decision not 

to select her for the post was exercised arbitrarily or capriciously, was motivated by 

prejudice or other extraneous factors or was flawed by procedural irregularity or 

error of law.  

22. In light of the above, the Tribunal finds that, other than proffering 

unsubstantiated allegations, the Applicant failed to provide any evidence – 

convincing or otherwise – of any prejudice or improper motivation on the part of 

the Agency. Therefore, her application must be dismissed. 

Conclusion 

23. In view of the foregoing, the Tribunal DECIDES: 

The application is dismissed. 

(Signed) 

Judge Jean-François Cousin 

Dated this 30th day of May 2018 

Entered in the Register on this 30th day of May 2018 

 

(Signed) 

Laurie McNabb, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 


