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Introduction 

1. This is an application by Arwa Al Najjar (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 Deputy School Principal in the West Bank Field Office. 

Facts 

1. Effective 1 September 1999, the Applicant was employed by the Agency on 

a fixed-term appointment as “Teacher Mathematics”, Level C, Step 2, in the West 

Bank Field Office (“WBFO”). 

2. Effective 1 August 2012, the Applicant’s appointment was converted to a 

temporary indefinite appointment. At the time material to the present application, 

the Applicant held the same post, albeit at Grade 11, Step 14.  

3. On 23 September 2016, the Agency published internally a vacancy 

announcement for the post of Deputy School Principal (“D/SP”), Grade 13, in the 

Hebron Area, WBFO. 

4. The Applicant applied for the advertised post. In total, the Agency received 

71 applications. Following a review of the applications and a subsequent written 

test, 14 candidates, including the Applicant, were invited for a personal interview.  

5. As a result of the interviews, the Interview Panel concluded that the Applicant 

was unsuitable for the position and consequently did not recommend her for 

appointment. The appointment of the selected candidate was approved by the 

Director of UNRWA Operations, West Bank (“DUO/WB”) on 18 July 2017.  

6. On 14 October 2017, the application was filed with the UNRWA Dispute 

Tribunal (the “Tribunal”). It was transmitted to the Respondent on 15 October 2017. 

7. On 14 November 2017, the Respondent filed his reply contending that the 

application was not receivable as no decision review request had been submitted by 
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the Applicant. The Respondent’s reply was transmitted to the Applicant on 16 

November 2017. 

8.  On 27 November 2017, by way of a motion template, the Applicant filed 

comments on the Respondent’s reply, without first seeking leave of the Tribunal to 

file comments or observations with respect to the reply. In her comments, she 

requested the Tribunal to appoint her to the post of D/SP. The Applicant’s 

submission was transmitted to the Respondent on 29 November 2017, and her 

comments were accepted into the case record. 

9. On 28 November 2017, the Respondent filed a “Motion for Extension of Time 

to Translate the Reply”. The motion was transmitted to the Applicant on the same 

day. 

10. By Order No. 176 (UNRWA/DT/2017) dated 11 December 2017, the 

Tribunal granted the Respondent’s request. 

11. On 18 December 2017, the Respondent submitted the Arabic translation of 

his reply. The Arabic translation of the reply was transmitted to the Applicant on 

the same date.  

Applicant’s contentions 

12. The Applicant contends: 

i) The recruitment process was tainted by corruption, bias and conflicts of 

interest;  

ii) The Interview Panel was not composed in accordance with the 

Agency’s regulatory framework; and  

iii) She was not selected due to a disagreement she had with her Area 

Education Officer in the past. 

13. The Applicant requests to be appointed to the post of D/SP.  
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Respondent’s contentions 

14. The Respondent contends: 

i) The Agency never received a decision review request with respect to 

the contested decision;  

ii) The Applicant incorrectly claims that, on 11 September 2017, the 

Agency responded to her decision review request which she claims was 

submitted on 9 October 2017; and  

iii) Assuming that the Applicant submitted her request for decision review 

on 9 October 2017, the application was prematurely submitted.  

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

entirety. 

Considerations 

Receivability  

16. The Respondent claims that the application is not receivable as the Applicant 

never submitted a decision review request with respect to the decision not to select 

her for the post of D/SP. 

17. Area Staff Rule 111.2 provides in relevant parts: 

1. A staff member wishing to formally contest an administrative 
decision alleging non-compliance with his or her terms of 
appointment or the contract of employment, including all 
pertinent regulations and rules and all relevant administrative 
issuances pursuant to Staff Regulation 11.1 (A), shall, as a first 
step, submit a written request for a decision review: 

(A) in the case of staff members of Field Offices, to the 
UNRWA Field Office Director in charge of the Field Office[.] 

[…] 

3. A staff member shall submit a request for decision review 
within 60 calendar days from the date on which the staff 



  Case No. UNRWA/DT/WBFO/2017/157 

  Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2018/055 
 

Page 5 of 6 

member received notification of the administrative decision to 
be contested. 

18. Article 8, paragraph 3 of the Statute of the Tribunal plainly states that “[t]he 

Dispute Tribunal shall not suspend, waive or extend the deadlines for decision 

review”. 

19. Furthermore, the United Nations Appeals Tribunal (“UNAT”) held in Ajdini 

et al. 2011-UNAT-108, paragraph 23, as follows: 

[…] An application is only receivable when a staff member has 
previously submitted the impugned administrative decision for 
management evaluation and the application is filed within the 
specified deadlines. 

20. In her application, the Applicant states that she received a response to her 

decision review request on 11 September 2017. However, the decision review 

request annexed to the Applicant’s application is dated 9 October 2017. 

Furthermore, following the submission of the Respondent’s reply raising the issue 

of receivability, the Applicant filed her comments on the Respondent’s reply. Yet, 

in her comments, the Applicant did not explain the incongruity regarding the date 

of her decision review request and the date of the decision. Nor did the Applicant 

contest the Respondent’s assertion regarding not having received her decision 

review request.  

21. Consequently, considering that the Applicant has not established that she had 

submitted a written request for decision review, as required under Area Staff Rule 

111.2(1), prior to filing an application before the Tribunal, the Tribunal holds that 

the application is not receivable. 
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Conclusion 

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

The application is dismissed.  

           (SIGNED) 

Judge Jean-François Cousin 

Dated this 28th day of October 2018 

Entered in the Register on this 28th day of October 2018 

(SIGNED) 

Laurie McNabb, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 
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