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Introduction 

1. This is an application by Waleed Al Hijjawi (“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 

Deputy Director of UNRWA Affairs (Operations), Jordan, Grade P-5 

(“D/DUA/J”). 

Facts 

2. Effective 9 August 1995, the Applicant was employed by the Agency on a 

Fixed-Term Appointment as Teacher “B”, Grade 8, Step 1, Jordan Field Office 

(“JFO”).  

3. After several promotions, effective 1 January 2012, the Applicant was selected 

for the post of Chief, Area Office, North Amman, JFO. The Applicant occupied this 

post at Grade 20, Step 9, at the time material to the instant application. 

4. On 14 June 2020, the Agency published, internally and externally, a vacancy 

announcement (“VA”) for the post of D/DUA/J. The required work experience, as 

per the VA for the post of D/DUA/J, was as follows: 

At least 10 years of increasingly responsible professional 

experience in operations management, including at least six 

years managing large-scale, multi-sector operations at 

managerial level in a large governmental or international 

commercial organization, working at international level outside 

one’s home country. 

5. On 6 July 2020, the Applicant applied for the post. On 19 July 2020, the 

Applicant updated his application by adding his three years of international 

experience outside his home country. 

6. The Agency received 206 applications for the post, including the Applicant’s. 

Fourteen candidates were shortlisted and invited for the written test. The Applicant 

was not shortlisted. This is the contested decision.  
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7. On 6 September 2020, the written test took place. The Applicant learned that 

the written test had taken place and concluded that he had not been shortlisted. 

8. By email to the Head, Recruitment Section dated 9 September 2020, the 

Applicant requested an update regarding his application for the post of D/DUA/J. 

9. By email to the Director of Human Resources (“DHR”) dated 10 September 

2020, the Applicant reiterated his request for an update concerning his application. 

He further indicated that he had not been invited to the written test, despite fulfilling 

all the requirements for the post of D/DUA/J. On 13 September 2020, the Applicant 

sent another reminder email to the DHR. 

10. By email dated 13 September 2020, the Senior Recruitment Officer (“SRO”) 

informed the Applicant that the recruitment process was still ongoing and that no 

information could be provided to him at that stage of the recruitment process. 

11. By email dated 15 September 2020, the Applicant requested support from the 

Commissioner-General on his case. 

12. On 27 September 2020, the Applicant submitted his request for decision review 

(“RDR”) to the DHR and the Deputy DHR (“D/DHR”). 

13. By email dated 28 September 2020, the D/DHR informed the Applicant that 

he should submit his RDR to the Director of UNRWA Affairs, Jordan, which the 

Applicant did on the same day. The Agency did not respond to the Applicant’s 

RDR.  

Procedural History 

14. On 10 December 2020, the application was filed with the UNRWA Dispute 

Tribunal (“Tribunal”). The application was transmitted to the Respondent on the 

same day.  

15. On 7 January 2021, the Respondent filed a motion for an extension of time to 

file his reply. The motion was transmitted to the Applicant on 10 January 2021. 



 Case No. UNRWA/DT/JFO/2020/070 

 Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2021/049 

 

Page 4 of 10 

16. By Order No. 012 (UNRWA/DT/2021) dated 21 January 2021, the Tribunal 

granted the Respondent’s motion for an extension of time to file his reply. 

17. On 20 February 2021, the Respondent filed a second motion for a further 

extension of time to file his reply. The motion was transmitted to the Applicant on 

21 February 2021. 

18. By Order No. 035 (UNRWA/DT/2021) dated 4 March 2021, the Tribunal 

granted the Respondent’s second motion for a further extension of time to file his 

reply. 

19. On 5 April 2021, the Respondent filed a third motion for a further extension of 

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

20. By Order No. 045 (UNRWA/DT/2021) dated 19 April 2021, the Tribunal 

granted the Respondent’s third motion for a further extension of time to file his 

reply. The Tribunal also informed the Respondent that no further extension of time 

would be granted with respect to his obligation to submit his reply. 

21. On 20 May 2021, the Respondent submitted his reply. Annexes Nos. 9, 12 and 

13 referenced in the reply were submitted on an ex parte basis.  

22. By Order No. 053 (UNRWA/DT/2021) dated 24 May 2021 (“Order No. 053”), 

the Tribunal transmitted the Respondent’s reply to the Applicant. However, with 

respect to Annexes Nos. 9, 12 and 13, they were not transmitted, and the Tribunal 

ordered the Respondent to propose redactions with respect to these Annexes 

submitted on an ex parte basis. 

23. On 31 May 2021, the Respondent submitted redacted versions of Annexes Nos. 

9, 12 and 13 in accordance with Order No. 053. The redacted annexes were 

transmitted to the Applicant on 1 June 2021. 

24. On 22 June 2021, the Applicant filed a motion to submit observations on the 

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

the same day. 
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25. By Order No. 076 (UNRWA/DT/2021) dated 4 July 2021, the Tribunal granted 

the Applicant’s motion to file observations on the Respondent’s reply. 

26. On 7 July 2021, the Applicant filed his observations. The Applicant’s 

submission was transmitted to the Respondent on the same day. 

Applicant’s contentions 

27. The Applicant contends: 

i) The contested decision is unfair, biased, discriminatory and unlawful; 

ii) The Agency did not give a fair and adequate consideration to his 

candidature, as his experience and competences entirely correspond to the 

requirements of the post. He has more than 10 years of increasingly 

responsible professional experience in operations management and four years 

of international experience outside his home country; 

iii) Some other candidates who did not meet the requirements were invited 

to the written test; 

iv) The SRO’s email dated 13 September 2020, in response to his request 

for an update on his candidature, is not consistent with the Agency’s 

regulatory framework, as it is unjustifiable and does not give any satisfactory 

feedback on why he was not shortlisted. He further contends that this response 

was a “tactic” of the Agency to ensure that his RDR or his application before 

the Tribunal would be time-barred; and 

v) The contested decision deprived him of an opportunity for career 

development and growth. 

28. The Applicant requests: 

i) Rescission of the recruitment process; 

ii) The Agency to conduct a new recruitment process for the post of 

D/DUA/J; 
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iii) To be shortlisted for the current vacancies at P-5 level; 

iv) Not to be excluded from the recruitment process of any future similar 

posts; 

v) The Agency to provide him satisfactory feedback on the reasons he was 

not shortlisted; and 

vi) To be compensated for his material and moral damages resulting from 

the contested decision. 

Respondent’s contentions 

29. The Respondent contends: 

i) The decision not to shortlist the Applicant was properly effected; 

ii) The Applicant did not meet the essential requirements of the post of 

D/DUA/J, as he does not have the required six years of international 

experience outside his home country. The Respondent further indicates that 

the Applicant has only eight years of professional experience in operations 

management instead of 10 years; 

iii) The Applicant’s contention of discrimination is without any basis; 

iv) The Agency is not obliged to provide comments to candidates on an 

ongoing recruitment process; 

v) The Applicant failed to provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that 

the contested decision was arbitrary or capricious, was motivated by prejudice 

or other extraneous factors, or was flawed by procedural irregularity or error 

of law; and 

vi) The remedies sought by the Applicant have no legal basis. 

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

entirety. 
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Legal Framework 

31. International Personnel Directive No. I/4/Part I/Rev. 2 (International Staff 

Selection Policy) (“ISSP”) provides, in relevant parts, as follows: 

Evaluation of Applications: Internal or Internal/External 

44. The lists are as follows -  

a. Long list: applicants who meet all of the essential 

requirements of the post, but who may not meet the desirable 

qualifications as outlined in the vacancy announcement; and  

b. Short list: applicants who meet all of the essential 

requirements of the post and, if the list is very long, it may be 

screened further by the most relevant desirable qualifications 

outlined in the vacancy announcement. Short-listed candidates 

must be invited for a test.  

[…] 

46. The Hiring Manager assesses the long list to generate a short 

list, based on the most relevant desirable qualifications that were 

stated in the vacancy announcement. The Hiring Manager 

proposes the short list to the Recruitment Section, along with 

reasons justifying the short-listing decisions. The Recruitment 

Section validates the final short list in terms of candidate 

eligibility and consistency in the short-listing process. […] 

[…] 

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THOSE INVOLVED IN THE 

SELECTION PROCESSES  

Hiring Managers 

[93][sic]. Hiring Managers are responsible for – 

[…] 

m. providing feedback to unsuccessful candidates if requested 

in writing; (emphasis in original) […] 

Considerations 

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

of D/DUA/J. He claims that his candidature was not given full and fair 

consideration. Especially, he contends that he has more than 10 years of managerial 
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experience and four years of international experience that meet the requirements of 

the post. The Respondent sustains that the Agency’s decision not to include the 

Applicant in the shortlist was reasonable, as the Applicant does not have the 

required experience as per the VA. 

33. With respect to the priority criterion for the establishment of the shortlist, the 

United Nations Appeals Tribunal (“UNAT”) held that:  

13. […] [T]wo steps must be distinguished in the selection 

process: firstly, the Agency examines all applications with the 

purpose to create a long-list including all the candidates who 

meet the requirements as described in the announcement; and 

secondly, the Agency short-lists a limited number that proceeds 

to the next step in the selection process.1 

34. Furthermore, in terms of the standard of review of administrative decisions in 

matters of staff selection, the UNAT consistently held as follows: 

14. […] The Administration has broad discretion in matters of 

staff selection. The jurisprudence of the Appeals Tribunal has 

clarified that, in reviewing such decisions, it is the role of the 

Tribunals to assess whether the applicable regulations and rules 

have been applied and whether they were applied in a fair, 

transparent, and non-discriminatory manner. The Tribunals’ 

role is not to substitute its decision for that of the 

Administration.2 

35. In the present case, the Tribunal considers that the required work experience 

for the post of D/DUA/J is rather clear: “At least 10 years of increasingly 

responsible professional experience in operations management” and “at least six 

years managing large-scale, multi-sector operations at managerial level in a large 

governmental or international commercial organization, working at international 

level outside one’s home country”. The Applicant does not contest that he does not 

have six years of international experience managing large-scale, multi-sector 

operations in a large governmental or international commercial organization. It is 

also clear from his personal history form that he only has three years of international 

experience in total. Therefore, the Tribunal holds that the Agency’s decision not to 

 
1 El Madhoun 2019-UNAT-947. 
2 Kinyanjui 2019-UNAT-932. 
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shortlist the Applicant on the basis that he clearly failed to meet one of the 

requirements of the post of D/DUA/J was lawful. 

36. As the Applicant clearly failed to meet one of the requirements of the post, it 

is entirely unnecessary to examine his other contentions with respect to the merits 

of his non-selection in the interest of judicial economy. 

37. Regarding the Applicant’s contentions about the procedural aspects of the 

recruitment process, the Applicant contends that the Agency failed to provide him 

with feedback about his non-selection. The fact that the Agency only provides 

feedback to unsuccessful candidates at the end of the selection process is an 

acceptable practice and does not violate any provisions of ISSP. Also, the 

Applicant’s argument that the SRO’s 13 September 2020 was a “tactic” to render 

his RDR and/or his application to the Tribunal time-barred is without any merit, as 

this is a mere allegation without any supporting evidence. 

38. It follows from all the foregoing that the Applicant has failed to sustain the 

burden of proof required to establish that the decision not to shortlist him for the 

post of D/DUA/J was arbitrarily or capriciously, was motivated by prejudice or 

other extraneous factors, or was flawed by procedural irregularity or error of law. 

Rather, the evidence clearly shows that the Applicant’s candidacy for the post was 

given full and fair consideration and the Applicant was not shortlisted based on an 

objective and impersonal criterion, free of allegations of bias, conflict of interest or 

discrimination. Thus, the application must be dismissed. 

  



 Case No. UNRWA/DT/JFO/2020/070 

 Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2021/049 

 

Page 10 of 10 

Conclusion 

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

The application is dismissed.  

         

(Signed) 

Judge Johanna Schokkenbroek 

Dated this 24th day of October 2021 

Entered in the Register on this 24th day of October 2021 

(Signed) 

Laurie McNabb, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 

 

 


