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Introduction 

1. This is an application by Lina Abdeljalil (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 Social Worker at the Relief and Social Services Programme in the Syria 

Field Office.  

Facts 

2. Effective 5 December 2010, the Applicant was employed by the Agency on 

a Limited Duration Contract as Business Development Facilitator in the Syria Field 

Office (“SFO”). At the time relevant to the instant application, the Applicant 

held this position.  

3. On 19 June 2017, the Agency published, internally and externally, a vacancy 

announcement for the post of Social Worker at the Relief and Social Services 

Programme (“RSSP”), SFO. 

4. The Agency received 387 applications for the post, including the Applicant’s. 

Twenty candidates were shortlisted and invited for a written test on 2 October 2017. 

The Applicant was not shortlisted.  

5. From 24 November 2017 onward, the Applicant knew that she had not been 

shortlisted for the post.   

6. On 25 November 2017, the Applicant requested review of the decision not to 

shortlist her and not to invite her for the written test. 

7. On 14 February 2018, the application was filed with the UNRWA Dispute 

Tribunal (the “Tribunal”). It was transmitted to the Respondent on 18 February 

2018.  

8. On 21 March 2018, the Respondent filed a “Motion for Extension of Time” 

to file his reply outside the 30-calendar day time limit set out in Article 6(1) of the 
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Rules of Procedure of the Tribunal. The motion was transmitted to the Applicant 

on 21 March 2018.  

9. On 22 March 2018, the Applicant objected to the Respondent’s motion. The 

Applicant’s objection was transmitted to the Respondent on the same day. 

10. By Order No. 059 (UNRWA/DT/2018) dated 2 April 2018, the Tribunal 

granted the Respondent’s request. 

11. On 16 May 2018, the Respondent filed his reply. The reply was transmitted 

to the Applicant on 20 May 2018. 

12. On 20 May 2018, the Applicant filed a motion requesting the dismissal of the 

Respondent’s reply.  

13. By Order No. 094 (UNRWA/DT/2018) dated 28 May 2018, the Tribunal 

denied the Applicant’s motion. The Applicant’s motion was transmitted with this 

Order. 

14. On 30 May 2018, the Respondent filed a motion for extension of time to 

translate his reply. The motion was transmitted to the Applicant on the same day. 

15. On 30 May 2018, the Applicant filed a submission indicating that she relieved 

the Respondent of the obligation to submit an Arabic translation of his reply. The 

Applicant’s submission was transmitted to the Respondent on 31 May 2018.  

16. On 30 May 2018, the Applicant filed a motion to submit documents and 

observations on the Respondent’s reply. The Applicant’s motion was transmitted to 

the Respondent on 31 May 2018. 

17. By Order No. 102 (UNRWA/DT/2018) dated 10 June 2018, the Tribunal 

granted the Respondent’s motion for extension of time to translate his reply and the 

Applicant’s motion to submit documents and observations on the Respondent’s 

reply.  

18. On 18 June 2018, the Applicant submitted her observations. The Applicant’s 

submission was transmitted to the Respondent on 19 June 2018. 
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19. On 26 July 2018, the Respondent filed the Arabic translation of his reply. The 

translation was transmitted to the Applicant on the same day. 

Applicant’s contentions 

20. The Applicant contends: 

i) She met all the requirements for the advertised post; 

ii) The shortlisted candidates were not publicly announced. This renders 

the recruitment process invalid;  

iii) If she did not meet the requirements for the post, then one of the selected 

candidates also did not meet the requirements, as she has only a degree in 

education; and  

iv) The recruitment process was procedurally flawed and biased.  

21. The Applicant requests: 

i)  Rescission of the impugned decision; and  

ii) Compensation for the material and moral damages that she suffered.  

Respondent’s contentions 

22. The Respondent contends: 

i) The selection process was properly effected, and the Applicant’s 

candidacy was given a full and fair consideration; 

ii) The Agency’s decision not to include the Applicant in the shortlist was 

reasonable, as the Applicant has a degree in education and did not meet the 

requisite educational qualification;  

iii) All of the candidates who were included in the shortlist met the 

academic requirements for the post, including the selected candidates; 
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iv) The two selected candidates also had several years of 

relevant experience in social work; 

v) Contrary to the Applicant’s assertion, there is no requirement under the 

Agency’s regulatory framework to make public the names of candidates 

included in the shortlist;  

vi) The Applicant did not provide any evidence with respect to her 

allegation that the Agency intended to select the two other candidates; 

vii) The Applicant has failed to sustain the burden of proof required to 

establish by convincing evidence that the decision not to select her was 

exercised arbitrarily or capriciously, was motivated by prejudice or 

extraneous factors or was flawed by procedural irregularity or error of law; 

and 

viii) The relief sought by the Applicant has no legal basis.  

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

entirety. 

Considerations 

24. The Applicant contests the decision not to select her for the post of Social 

Worker at the RSSP, SFO. The Respondent submits that the Agency’s decision not 

to include the Applicant in the shortlist was reasonable, as the Applicant has a 

degree in education and did not have the requisite educational qualification per the 

job advertisement. 

25. The vacancy announcement reads, in relevant parts, as follows: 

A university degree from an accredited educational institution 
in social work, sociology, psychology, guidance and 
counselling, social anthropology or related degree in social 
development or emergency and/or humanitarian relief aid.  

26. The Applicant does not contest that she has a degree in education. Instead, 

she alleges that one of the selected candidates also did not meet the requisite 
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educational qualification, as that person has only a degree in education. The 

Respondent confirmed that both of the selected candidates have degrees in social 

work. The Tribunal has no reason to doubt this statement. 

27. Furthermore, assuming, arguendo, that the selected candidates did not have 

the requisite educational qualification, this irregularity would not give the Applicant 

the right to be selected for this post. The vacancy announcement was clear about 

the educational requirement, and the Applicant did not meet that requirement and, 

therefore, could not be shortlisted. 

Conclusion 

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

The application is dismissed. 

 

              Signed  

Judge Jean-François Cousin 

Dated this 20th day of March 2019 
 

Entered in the Register on this 20th day of March 2019 

Signed  

Laurie McNabb, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 
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