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Introduction 

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

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

East (“UNRWA”, “Agency” or “Respondent”) to cancel the recruitment process for 

the post of Field Staff and Career Development Officer (“FSCDO”), Grade 15, 

Jordan Field Office (“JFO”). 

Facts 

2. At the time material to the instant application, the Applicant was employed 

by the Agency under a Temporary Indefinite Appointment as Associate Human 

Resources Officer (Performance Management), Grade 13, Step 7 at the Human 

Resources Office, JFO. 

3. Effective 9 April 2020, the Applicant was designated as Acting FSCDO in 

addition to her normal duties. 

4. On 12 May 2020, the Agency published internally a vacancy announcement 

for the post of FSCDO. The Agency received 42 applications for the post, including 

the Applicant’s. Seven candidates, including the Applicant, were shortlisted for a 

written test. Two candidates, including the Applicant, were invited for a personal 

interview. 

5. By Interoffice Memorandum (“IOM”) dated 14 October 2020, the Director of 

UNRWA Affairs, Jordan (“DUA/J”) confirmed the constitution of the Interview 

Panel (“Panel”) for the post of FSCDO. 

6. On 16 November 2020, the Panel met to interview the Applicant and the other 

candidate. Prior to the interviews and without the DUA/J approval, the role of one 

Panel member – the Assistant Staff Development Coordinator, Headquarters, 

Amman (“ASDC/HQA”) – was changed to an observer without the right to vote. 

While it is not clear who made this decision, it appears to have been made in 

consultation with the Recruitment Section, Headquarters, Amman (“RS/HQA”) and 

that the reason for the change was the high number of Panel members from Human 
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Resources Department, Headquarters, Amman (“HRD/HQA”). After the 

interviews, the Panel unanimously recommended the Applicant to be appointed to 

the post of FSCDO. The other interviewed candidate was not recommended for the 

post.  

7. By email dated 23 January 2021, the Officer-in-Charge, Deputy Director of 

UNRWA Affairs (Operations), Jordan informed the Head, Field Human Resources 

Office, JFO (“H/FHRO/J”) (one of the Panel members) that the DUA/J “had agreed 

to cancel the recommendation” of the Panel and start a new recruitment process for 

the post. The reason provided was that ”to invite a person to participate in an 

interview board as a voting panel member and then changed to a non-voting 

“observer” would almost certainly constitute a procedural irregularity that will 

expose the Field to an appeal”.   

8. By email dated 10 February 2021, the H/FHRO/J asked the DUA/J to 

maintain the recommendation of the Panel on the grounds that (1) the RS/HQA had 

confirmed the appropriateness of changing the Panel member’s status prior to the 

interviews, but that there had not been time to seek approval from the DUA/J, and 

(2) the change in any event had had no impact on the outcome because the other 

four members had been unanimous in recommending the Applicant for the post. 

The H/FHRO/J asked in the alternative that a new interview panel be established 

rather than cancelling the entire recruitment. By email dated 10 February 2021, the 

DUA/J rejected the first request on the grounds that changing the Panel composition 

without her approval was a procedural irregularity. Regarding the alternative 

request, she suggested that the H/FHRO/J consult with the HRD/HQA but opined 

that it could be problematic if a second round of interviews resulted in a different 

outcome than the first round. The H/FHRO/J inquired further with the HRD/HQA, 

who recommended readvertising the position rather than simply redoing the 

interviews. 

9. By email dated 15 February 2021, the H/FHRO/J informed the Applicant that 

the recruitment process for the post of FSCDO had been cancelled due to a 

procedural irregularity. This is the contested decision. The H/HFRO/J further 
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informed the Applicant that a new recruitment process would be initiated for the 

post of FSCDO. 

10. On 22 February 2021, the Applicant submitted a Request for Decision Review 

(“RDR”). 

11. By letter dated 30 March 2021, the Director of Health responded to the 

Applicant’s RDR and upheld the contested decision.1 

Procedural history 

12. On 25 April 2021, the Applicant filed her application with the UNRWA 

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

on 29 April 2021. 

13. By Standing Order No. 001/2021 dated 1 February 2021, the Tribunal granted 

the Respondent 90 calendar days from the date of its receipt of an application to file 

its reply for all applications filed between 1 February and 30 June 2021. 

14. On 28 July 2021, the Respondent filed its reply. The reply was transmitted to 

the Applicant on 1 August 2021. 

Applicant’s contentions 

15. The Applicant contends: 

i) Her competence and her experience entirely correspond to the 

requirements of the post of FSCDO; 

ii) The Panel was properly constituted; 

iii) The irregular composition of the Panel was not her fault and she should 

not be punished for it; and 

 
1 By General Staff Circular No. 06/2020 dated 19 October 2020, the authority to carry out decision 
review with respect to staff members at Headquarters or in any other case of a potential/actual 
conflict of interest was delegated to the Director of Health. 
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iv) The Agency is trying not to select her for the post of FSCDO, as unusual 

and suspicious practices were committed throughout the recruitment process. 

16. The Applicant requests: 

i) Rescission of the contested decision; 

ii) To be appointed to the post of FSCDO or for the Agency to constitute 

a new Panel to conduct interviews with the same candidates; and 

iii) To be compensated for her material and moral damages. 

Respondent’s contentions 

17. The Respondent contends: 

i) The decision to cancel the recruitment process was properly effected in 

compliance with the Agency’s regulatory framework;  

ii) The DUA/J was not aware of the change in the constitution of the Panel 

and therefore could not approve the new constitution;  

iii) 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  

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

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

entirety. 

Legal Framework 

19. Area Staff Personnel Directive No. A/4/ Part II/ Rev.7/Section I (“PD A/4”) 

provides, in relevant part, as follows: 

Hiring Directors (Field Directors and HQ 
Department/Programme Directors) 
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20. Hiring Directors are responsible for: 

 Initiating the selection process in their 
Field/Department/Programme;  

 [...] 

 Determining strategy and process for managing 
vacancies in consultation with the Recruitment 
Administrator; 

 Appointing interview panels; 

[...] 

 Making selection decisions for appointments at grade 17 
and below (emphasis in original) [.] 

Considerations 

20. The Applicant contests the Agency’s decision to cancel the recruitment 

process for the post of FSCDO. 

21. With respect to the standard of review of administrative decisions regarding 

the cancellation of a recruitment process, the United Nations Appeals Tribunal 

(“UNAT”) held as follows: 

41. […] [W]hen judging the validity of the Commissioner-
General’s exercise of discretion in administrative matters, as in 
the case of the cancellation of the recruitment exercise, the 
UNRWA DT determines if the decision is legal, rational, 
procedurally correct, and proportionate. The UNWRA DT can 
consider whether relevant matters have been ignored and 
irrelevant matters considered, and also examine whether the 
decision is absurd or perverse. But it is not the role of the 
UNRWA DT to consider the correctness of the choice made by 
the Commissioner-General amongst the various courses of 
action open to him. Nor is it the role of the UNRWA DT to 
substitute its own decision for that of the Commissioner-
General.  

42. Once the Agency has provided a reasonable motivation for 
the contested administrative decision, the staff member has the 
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burden of proving that such extraneous factors played a role in 
the administrative decision […].2 

22. In the present case, the DUA/J stated that she cancelled the recruitment 

process for the post of FSCDO due to a procedural irregularity in the constitution 

of the Panel. The Tribunal notes that Field Directors have the authority to appoint 

interview panels under PD A/4. In this regard, the DUA/J approved the first 

constitution of the Panel by IOM dated 14 October 2020, but the role of the 

ASDC/HQA within the Panel was subsequently changed without the DUA/J 

approval to an observer without the right to vote. The Tribunal notes that, although 

the change was made with the RS/HQA’s input and approval and with no indication 

of improper motive, doing so without the DUA/J approval was technically improper 

and could theoretically have affected the outcome of the interviews. The Tribunal 

thus considers that it did constitute a procedural irregularity.   

23. The Applicant contends that the Agency was trying not to select her for the 

post – essentially, that the Agency’s reliance on the procedural irregularity was 

pretextual. The Tribunal recalls that Field Directors have broad discretion with 

respect to recruitment processes and that it is not the function of the Tribunal to 

substitute its own decision for that of the Agency. The Tribunal further recalls that 

there is a presumption that official acts have been regularly performed and that the 

burden of proof is on an applicant to rebut this presumption with clear and 

convincing evidence to the contrary.3 Here, the evidence has not reached that 

threshold. The Applicant has not established by clear and convincing evidence 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.  

Accordingly, the application must be dismissed. 

  

 
2 AlMousa 2021-UNAT-1134. 
3 Rolland 2011-UNAT-122, para. 26; Lemonnier 2017-UNAT-762, paras. 34-36. 
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Conclusion 

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

The application is dismissed.   

      

(Signed) 

 Judge Johanna Schokkenbroek 

Dated this 10th day of March 2022 

Entered in the Register on this 10th day of March 2022 

(Signed) 

Elizabeth Elmore, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 
 


