
Page 1 of 12 

 

UNRWA DISPUTE TRIBUNAL

Case No.: UNRWA/DT/JFO/2021/056 

Judgment No.: UNRWA/DT/2022/035 

Date: 26 July 2022 

Original: English 

 
Before: Judge Johanna Schokkenbroek 

Registry: Amman 

Registrar: Elizabeth Elmore 

 

 MORRAR  

 v.  

 

COMMISSIONER-GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS RELIEF AND WORKS 

AGENCY FOR PALESTINE REFUGEES 
IN THE NEAR EAST  

   

 JUDGMENT   

Counsel for Applicant: 

Self-represented 

Counsel for Respondent: 

Natalie Boucly (DLA)



 Case No. UNRWA/DT/JFO/2021/056 

 Judgment No. UNRWA/DT/2022/035 

 

Page 2 of 12 

Introduction 

1. This is an application by Taghreed Morrar (“Applicant”) against the decision 

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

East (“UNRWA”, “Agency” or “Respondent”) not to select her for the roster 

created for the post of School Principal for All Areas (“SP/AA”), 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 Deputy School 

Principal, Grade 13, Step 13 at Al-Taj Preparatory Girls’ School. 

3. On 24 June 2020, the Agency internally advertised a vacancy announcement 

for the post of SP/AA, Grade 15.  

4. The Agency received 408 applications for the post, including the Applicant’s. 

Two hundred eighty-six candidates were shortlisted for a written test. Twenty-seven 

female candidates who scored 60 and above on the written test, including the 

Applicant, and 44 male candidates who scored 52 and above1 were invited for a 

personal interview. The interview panel (“Panel”) unanimously recommended 21 

candidates (among them 10 female candidates) to fill the post of SP/AA. The 

Applicant was not recommended for the post. The Panel concluded that the 

Applicant partially met three competencies and did not meet the fourth competency 

assessed. As a result, the Applicant was not recommended for the post.  

5. On 21 April 2021, the Director of UNRWA Affairs, Jordan (“DUA/J”) 

approved the recommendation of the Panel, and the Applicant was not selected for 

the post of SP/AA. This is the contested decision. 

 
1 The Tribunal notes with the concern that the Respondent does not explain why female candidates 
were required to attain a higher score than male candidates in order to be interviewed, an approach 
which resulted in 44 men and only 27 women being interviewed for the position.  
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6. By letter dated 28 April 2021, the Recruitment Officer, Human Resources 

Office, JFO informed the Applicant that she was not selected for the post of SP/AA. 

7. On 4 May 2021, the Applicant submitted her Request for Decision Review 

(“RDR”). The Agency did not respond to the Applicant’s RDR. 

Procedural history 

8. On 27 June 2021, the Applicant filed her application with the UNRWA 

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

on 29 June 2021.  

9. 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 all applications to 

file its replies, for all applications filed between 1 February and 30 June 2021. 

10. By Standing Order No. 002/2021 dated 8 February 2021, the Tribunal granted 

the Respondent 45 calendar days to file the Arabic translation of its replies from the 

submission date of its replies in English.  

11. On 27 September 2021, the Respondent filed its reply. The reply was 

transmitted to the Applicant on 28 September 2021. 

12. On 9 October 2021, the Applicant filed a motion to submit her observations 

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

Respondent on 10 October 2021. 

13. By Order No. 132 (UNRWA/DT/2021) dated 21 October 2021, the Tribunal 

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

14. On 9 November 2021, the Respondent filed a motion for an extension of time 

to translate its reply. The motion was transmitted to the Applicant on 10 November 

2021. 

15. On 21 November 2021, the Applicant filed her observations on the 

Respondent’s reply. The Applicant’s submission was transmitted to the Respondent 

on 22 November 2021. 
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16. By Order No. 151 (UNRWA/DT/2021) dated 25 November 2021, the 

Tribunal granted the Respondent’s motion for an extension of time to translate its 

reply. 

17. On 16 December 2021, the Respondent filed the Arabic translation of its 

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

18. On 11 December 2021, the Applicant filed further submission without 

requesting leave of the Tribunal. The Applicant’s further submission was 

transmitted to the Respondent on 12 December 2021. 

Applicant’s contentions 

19. The Applicant contends: 

i) Her competence and experience entirely correspond to the requirements 

of the post of SP/AA; 

ii) Her interview performance was excellent; 

iii) Some Panel members had a post grade less than the post under 

recruitment; 

iv) Some of the selected candidates do not have the relevant working 

experience; 

v) She was selected as SP of Khazmah Preparatory Girls School before 

but declined the offer due to personal circumstances at the time. This clearly 

indicates that she is qualified for the post of SP/AA and that not including her 

on the roster now is a contradiction in the selection process and interview 

criteria; 

vi) Most of the selected candidates are from Irbid Area; and 

vii) The assessment of candidates during the interviews was not done 

according to the applicable standards of the Agency, as the interviews only 

lasted 30 minutes, were held online and only competency-based questions 
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were asked instead of questions on the candidates’ achievements and 

experience. The Panel further failed to allocate a score for her years of 

experience. This type of evaluation of a candidate is not objective.  

20. The Applicant requests: 

i) To be appointed as SP/AA retroactively from the date of her entitlement 

to the post; 

ii) To be compensated for material and moral damages; 

iii) To have the Tribunal assign a neutral committee to review the outcome 

of the interviews and the process of the evaluation of candidates;  

iv) To verify the reason that half of the rostered candidates were from Irbid 

Area, as well as the Panel members; 

v) To shift the burden of proof to the Respondent and to have the 

Respondent prove that: (1) the stories told by the selected candidates through 

their interviews were real and not imaginary and not dictated to them by 

others, as they were not in the same room as the Panel during the interviews; 

(2) the evaluation team took into account the candidate’s experience and 

assigned a score to evaluate her annual performance; and (3) the selected 

candidates obtained a certificate in relation to the School Administration 

course and the Leading for the Future course; and 

vi) To have the Tribunal implement the necessary legal and procedural 

amendments to ensure justice in future recruitment processes.  

Respondent’s contentions 

21. The Respondent contends: 

i) The Applicant’s candidacy was given full and fair consideration; 
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ii) Pursuant to the requirements in Area Staff Personnel Directive No. A/4/ 

Part II, Rev.7/Section I (“PD A/4”), the Panel assessed the performance of 

the candidates based on four key competencies during the interviews; 

iii) The composition of the Panel complied with PD A/4 para. 69 and the 

Area Staff Selection Guidelines contained in PD A/4; 

iv) The decision not to select the Applicant for the post of SP/AA was 

properly effected, as the Panel assessed during the interview that the 

Applicant partially met three competencies and did not meet the fourth 

competency and unanimously decided not to recommend her; 

v) The Applicant failed to provide sufficient evidence regarding her 

allegations on the area from which most of the candidates were selected; 

vi) 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 

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

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

entirety. 

Legal Framework 

23. PD A/4 provides in relevant part: 

Field Personnel Division/HQ Recruitment Section 

21. The following responsibilities are carried out by the Field 
Personnel Division in each respective Field and the Recruitment 
Section at HQ (hereinafter referred to as the “Recruitment 
Administrator”). 

[…] 

 Maintaining confidential central records of the selection 
process; 
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[…] 

Interview Panels 

22. The interview panel for each vacancy is responsible for: 

 Preparing standardised interview questions to be 
addressed to all candidates in advance of the interview, 
ensuring that these questions are gender neutral and do 
not result in unfair treatment of any candidate; 

 Conducting competency-based interviews; 

 Evaluating candidates based on test results, interview, 
references and performance appraisals; 

 Making recommendations to Hiring Director on 
suitability of candidates 

[…] 

Evaluation of applications  

35. After the closing date of a vacancy the Recruitment 
Administrator reviews the applications, and generates a long list 
of applicants who meet all or most of the post requirements set 
out in the job description and vacancy announcement.  

36. The shortlist is decided by the Hiring Director in 
conjunction with the Recruitment Administrator via the e-
recruitment system. In the case of Programme or Support 
Department positions in the Field, the Field Director should 
ensure appropriate coordination with the relevant Programme or 
Support Department. 

[…] 

Personal interview 

43. During the personal interview stage candidates will be 
evaluated by the panel against the requirements set out in the 
post description and vacancy notice.  

[…] 

Rostering and notification to unsuccessful candidates 

52. All unsuccessful interviewed candidates must be notified in 
writing. 
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53. In addition, an unsuccessful internal candidate will be 
offered the opportunity to receive feedback regarding the reason 
for non-selection from the Hiring Director or a person 
nominated by him/her, if the candidate wishes.  

[…] 

Composition of interview panels 

69.  Interview panels must consist of at least three and normally 
up to five members, and must include at least one representative 
of the Recruitment Administrator and one from the Hiring 
Department […] The representative of the Recruitment 
Administrator will be a voting member. The interview panel 
must consist of male and female members. The grade level of 
panel members should normally be congruent with the seniority 
of the post under recruitment. All interview panel members 
should normally have been appropriately trained in 
competency-based interviewing techniques, including gender 
and diversity-sensitive recruitment practices. Hiring Directors 
will be responsible for identifying all staff in their 
Field/Department who will be involved in interview panels and 
ensuring that they receive the necessary training (emphasis in 
original). 

Considerations 

24. The Applicant contests the Agency’s decision not to select her for the post of 

SP/AA. 

25. The United Nations Appeals Tribunal (“UNAT”) has consistently held that in 

matters of staff selection, the standard of review of administrative decision is: 

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 

26. The Tribunal further recalls that “in non-selection cases all official acts are 

presumed to have been regularly performed. This is a rebuttable presumption. The 

 
2 Kinyanjui 2019-UNAT-932.   
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presumption stands satisfied if the Administration is able to minimally show that 

full and fair consideration was given to the candidate. The burden of proof then 

shifts to the staff member to show, through clear and convincing evidence, that she 

was denied a fair chance of [selection or] promotion.”3  

27. Accordingly, a candidate challenging a non-selection decision must prove 

through clear and convincing evidence any of the following grounds: 1) the 

procedures were violated; 2) the members of the panel were biased; 3) the panel 

discriminated against an interviewee; 4) relevant material was ignored or irrelevant 

material was considered; or 5) potentially other grounds depending on the facts of 

the case.4 

28. Accordingly, in view of the Recruitment Report and the UNAT’s 

jurisprudence, the Tribunal presumes that the Applicant’s candidacy was given full 

and fair consideration. Thus, the burden of proof shifted to the Applicant, who was 

required to show through clear and convincing evidence that she was denied a fair 

chance of selection for the post of SP/AA. The Tribunal reiterates that clear and 

convincing evidence means that it is expected from an applicant to “establish[] that 

an irregularity was highly probable.”5  

29. In the present case, the Applicant contends that her experience and 

competence entirely correspond to the post of SP, her interview performance was 

excellent and that she was selected for the post of SP before. She further argues that 

the assessment of candidates during the interviews was not done according to the 

applicable standards of the Agency, as the interview was held online and the Panel 

only assessed competency-based questions, rather than questions related to her 

experience. However, it is clear from the Recruitment Report that the Panel 

assessed the performance of candidates based on four key competencies during the 

interviews. The Panel found that in her interview the Applicant partially met three 

of the assessed competencies and did not meet the fourth competency. The Panel 

 
3 Ibekwe 2011-UNAT-179, para. 1. See also, Rolland 2011-UNAT-122, para. 26; Niedermayr 2015-
UNAT-603, para. 23. 
4 Rolland 2011-UNAT-122, paras. 20-21; Majbri 2012-UNAT-200, para. 30. 
5 Ngokeng 2017-UNAT-747, para. 34. See also, Lemonnier 2017-UNAT-762, paras. 37-39. 
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thus unanimously agreed not to recommend her for the post of SP/AA, and the 

recommendation was approved by the DUA/J. 

30. Approving the roster of candidates recommended by the Panel is a matter 

within the discretionary authority of the DUA/J. As noted above, it is not the 

function of the Tribunal to substitute its own decision for that of the Agency absent 

an abuse of discretionary authority.  

31. The Applicant further contends that (1) some Panel members had a post grade 

less than the post under recruitment (i.e. Grade 15), (2) some of the selected 

candidates did not have the relevant working experience, as they did not complete 

the School Administration course nor obtain the Leading for the Future course, 

although in her view these are essential for the post of SP/AA.  

32. The Tribunal recalls that the composition of interview panels is regulated by 

para. 69 of PD A/4, which stipulates that “[i]nterview panels must consist of at least 

three and normally up to five members, […]. The grade level of panel members 

should normally be congruent with the seniority of the post under recruitment.” The 

Recruitment Report shows that the Deputy Chief Education Programme, an Area 

Education Officer, the Chief Area Office, a Field Social Services Officer and a 

Human Resources Associate B were voting members. The Applicant did not 

indicate which Panel members were purportedly below Grade 15, but in any event, 

PD A/4 only requires that the Panel members “should normally be congruent with 

the seniority of the post under recruitment”, and here it appears that such condition 

was met. To the extent that the Human Resources Associate B serving as 

Recruitment Administrator may have held a lower grade, the Tribunal finds that 

this is not enough to render the panel composition irregular under PD A/4. 

33. The Applicant’s contention that the selected candidates lack the required 

competencies is a mere allegation for which the Applicant failed to provide any 

supporting evidence.6 As such, it will not be considered further by the Tribunal. 

 
6 Nouinou 2019-UNAT-902, para. 64. 
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34. Lastly, the Applicant has not substantiated her contention on the geographical 

background of the selected candidates with supporting evidence, nor explained why 

such contention - if true - would constitute an abuse of discretionary authority. 

Therefore, this allegation is without merit. 

35. Consequently, the Applicant has failed to sustain the burden of proof required 

to establish that the decision not to select her for the 2021/2022 roster created for 

the post of SP/AA was exercised 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 that the Applicant’s non-selection 

was based on objective and impersonal criteria which were free of bias, conflict of 

interest or discrimination. Thus, the application must be dismissed.
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Conclusion 

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

The application is dismissed.  

 

 

(Signed)   

Judge Johanna Schokkenbroek 

Dated this 26th day of July 2022 

Entered in the Register on this 26th day of July 2022 

(Signed) 

Elizabeth Elmore, Registrar, UNRWA DT, Amman 
 


