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Introduction 

1. This is an application by Wissam Zeid (“Applicant”) against the decision of 

the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near 

East, also known as UNRWA (“Respondent”), not to shortlist him for the post of 

Principal, Grade 17, at the Siblin Training Centre, Lebanon Field Office (“LFO”). 

Facts 

2. Effective 2 November 1998, the Applicant was employed by the Agency on 

a fixed-term appointment as Teacher Training Instructor, Education/Psychology, 

Grade 10, Step 1, in the Education Department at the Siblin Training Centre, LFO. 

Effective 1 February 2011, the Applicant was appointed to the post of Registrar and 

Alumni Officer, Grade 12. This is the Applicant’s current post.  

3. Effective 1 January 2012, the Applicant’s appointment was converted from 

“X” category fixed-term appointment to “A” category temporary indefinite 

appointment. 

4. From 21 February to 5 March 2020, the Agency advertised, internally and 

externally, a vacancy notice for the post of Principal, Grade 17, at Siblin Training 

Centre, LFO. The Agency received 156 applications for the post, including the 

Applicant’s.  

5. On 13 June 2020, the Agency informed the Applicant that he was not 

shortlisted, as he did not meet the requirements for the post. 

6. On 18 June 2020, the Applicant sent an email to several recipients, including 

the Head, Field Human Resources Office, LFO (“H/FHRO/LFO”) and the Human 

Resources Career Management Officer, LFO (“HRCMO/LFO”), inquiring about 

the reasons of the decision not to shortlist him, in particular, why he was considered 

as not meeting the requirements for the post. 
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7. On 19 June 2020, in response to the Applicant’s request for feedback, the 

HRCMO/LFO informed the Applicant that he “lacked the required four years of 

experience in an administrative/supervisory capacity.” 

8. On 19 June 2020, the Applicant requested further explanation regarding the 

decision not to shortlist him and some materials related to the recruitment process 

in order to prepare his “formal complaint.” 

9. On 21 June 2020, the HRCMO/LFO provided the Applicant with further 

explanation, shared with him the “Step-by-Step Guide” of the UNRWA Dispute 

Tribunal (“Tribunal”) and advised him to contact the Legal Officer (Staff 

Assistance).  

10. Following several inquiries and responses, on 3 July 2020, the H/FHRO/LFO 

once again provided the Applicant with a detailed explanation as to why he was not 

shortlisted for the post and the link to the “Step-by-Step Guide.”  

11. On 6 July 2020, after further exchange of emails between the Applicant and 

the representatives of the Human Resources Department (“HRD”), the Senior Field 

Investigator, who was copied on the aforementioned communications, informed the 

Applicant about the decision review process and provided him with the form for 

decision review request. 

Procedural history 

12. On 23 July 2020, the application was filed with the Tribunal. It was 

transmitted to the Respondent on 30 July 2020. 

13. On 27 August 2020, the Respondent filed a motion for summary Judgment. 

The motion was transmitted to the Applicant on the same day. 

14. By Order No. 154 (UNRWA/DT/2020) dated 31 August 2020 (“Order No. 

154”), the Tribunal ordered the Applicant to submit the proof that he had submitted 

a decision review request. 

15. On 17 September 2020, the Applicant filed his response to Order No. 154 

together with his request for production of documents. He also provided a decision 
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review request form dated 6 July 2020. The Applicant’s submission was transmitted 

to the Respondent on 20 September 2020. 

16. By Order No. 194 (UNRWA/DT/2020) dated 4 October 2020, the Tribunal 

denied the Applicant’s request for production of documents and the Respondent’s 

motion for a summary Judgment and ordered the Respondent to file his reply on the 

issue of receivability. 

17. On 22 October 2020, the Respondent filed his reply on the issue of 

receivability. The reply was transmitted to the Applicant on the same day.  

Applicant’s contentions 

18. The Applicant contends: 

i) He was discriminated, as his experience was ignored to favour other 

candidates for the post; 

ii) He possesses more than 10 years of experience in the supervisory role; 

iii) He was shortlisted for the posts of Deputy Principal Training Centre 

and Chief Vocational Training Instructor in 2014; and 

iv) The HRD demoted his position and wrongfully assessed his experience 

as Clerk’s. 

19. The Applicant requests: 

i) The Agency to suspend the recruitment process for the post of Principal 

and to appoint a new “screening panel”; 

ii) To be provided with copies of recruitment related documents; and  

iii) Compensation for moral damages he sustained. 
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Respondent’s contentions 

20. The Respondent contends: 

i) The application is not receivable, as the Applicant failed to submit a 

timely request for decision review; 

ii) The Applicant failed to provide any evidence establishing that he had 

transmitted his request for decision review to the Agency; 

iii) In his application, the Applicant indicates that he submitted his request 

for decision review on 19 June 2020. In his response to Order No. 154, he 

mentions the date of 6 July 2020 as the date of submission. This discrepancy 

questions the Applicant’s credibility;  

iv) The Applicant was several times informed about the appeal process and 

was provided with the form for request for decision review; and 

v) After the receipt of Order No. 154, the Respondent made further 

inquiries to the LFO, and it was confirmed that the Applicant’s decision 

review request had never been received. 

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

entirety. 

Considerations 

22.  The Applicant contests the Agency’s decision not to shortlist him for the post 

of Principal, Grade 17, at the Siblin Training Centre, LFO. The Respondent asserts 

that the application is not receivable, as the Applicant failed to submit a timely 

request for decision review. 

23. Area Staff Rule 111.2, in relevant parts, provides: 

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 
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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 

member received notification of the administrative decision to 

be contested. 

24. Furthermore, the Statute of the Tribunal under Article 8(3) stipulates, inter     

alia, as follows:  

3. The Dispute Tribunal may decide in writing, upon written 

request by the applicant, to suspend, waive or extend the 

deadlines for a limited period of time and only in exceptional 

cases. The Dispute Tribunal shall not suspend, waive or extend 

the deadlines for decision review.  

25. The United Nations Appeals Tribunal held in Lemonnier 2016-UNAT-679:  

51. As to the manner in which a management evaluation request 

should be formulated, we make the following general 

observation. While the use of a specific “form” is not a 

mandatory requirement for there to be a valid management 

evaluation request, the use of the MEU’s standard form is 

preferable as it is readily available to staff members, online and 

from the MEU. The fundamental point is that a staff member’s 

request for management evaluation, however it is transmitted 

(including, for example, via a mobile device), must be an 

unambiguous written request which clearly identifies the staff 

member and the contested decision […]. 

26. By Order No. 154, the Tribunal requested the Applicant to submit additional 

evidence establishing that he had submitted a timely request for decision review. In 

his response, the Applicant submitted a decision review request form dated 6 July 

2020. The Respondent denied receiving this request. As far as the Applicant is 

concerned, he failed to provide any additional evidence, i.e., an email by which he 

had submitted the form to the Director of the LFO, as per aforementioned Area 

Staff Rule 111.2 (1) (A). Therefore, the Tribunal cannot but conclude that the 

Applicant did not submit his 6 July 2020 decision review request.  
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27. The Tribunal emphasises that, since the Applicant was a LFO staff member, 

a request for decision review should have been submitted to the Director of the 

Field Office in Lebanon in accordance with Area Staff Rule 111.2 (1) (A). The 

Applicant sent several emails to various recipients (copying the Director of the 

Field Office in Lebanon) in which he made inquiries on the reasons of the contested 

decision. None of these emails make any reference to a request for decision review. 

The responses to these communications show clearly that the Applicant’s emails 

were not perceived as a request for a decision review. The Tribunal thus holds that 

these communications do not meet the standard of “an unambiguous written request 

which clearly identifies the staff member and the contested decision”. Therefore, 

none of these communications can be considered as a request for decision review. 

The Tribunal holds that the Applicant’s inquiries are simply informal attempts to 

obtain further clarifications with respect to the reasons of the contested decision.  

28. The Tribunal does not have the power to suspend, waive or extend the 

deadlines for decision review. Consequently, the 60-calendar-day limitation period 

to request review of the Agency’s decision not to shortlist the Applicant began to 

run on 13 June 2020, and the Applicant had until 12 August 2020 to submit his 

request for decision review. The Applicant did not submit a request for decision 

review. The option to submit such a request is time-barred since 12 August 2020.  

29. Consequently, the Tribunal concludes that the application is not receivable 

ratione materiae.  
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Conclusion 

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

The application is not receivable and therefore is dismissed. 

 

(Signed) 

Judge Johanna Schokkenbroek 

Dated this 17th day of May 2021 

Entered in the Register on this 17th day of May 2021 

(Signed) 

Laurie McNabb, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 

 


