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3.

Promotions Board is required to pay due regard to gender parity. The
UNHCR gender policy requires the Board to ensure that, at the grade levels
where parity has not been achieved, half of all promotions will be awarded
to women, which is in line with the policy advocated by the General
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2007.

9. In 2006 women made up only 30 per cent of UNHCR staiff at the P-5
level. The approach applied in order to achieve the goal of parity is
legitimate and falls within the discretionary authority of the High
Commissioner, although he is expected to respect certain parameters in
exercising that authority. In particular, women may be given preference

Pf_li: ]'i fin:u nrn ruu-nn%;n“ i rrE‘F@JP_nn_f}\.nin w10l fenndnumnuta Ivbjpl-_nvnn |

&

the case in this instance with respect to promotion to the P-5 level, based
on performance appraisals.

10. A comparison of the male and female candidates shows that, in terms
of competence, the women who were promoted were at least on a par with,
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men promoted were equal with regard to performance. The applicant
ranked 2%th out of 314 candidates and scored 22 points for his
performance, whereas the last five women promoted had scores ranging
from 25 to 31.

11. EBach candidate was assessed on the basis of the non-weighted
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Postings and Promotions Board for the 2007 promotion session. There was
complete transparency, as the Methodological Approach had been
communicated in writing. :
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against the Board’s decision not to recommend him during the first session

- does not vitiate his promotion, nor does it vitiate the overall P-5
promotions procedure for the 2007 promotion session, since the High
Commissioner has the authority to award promotions once the
Appointments, Postings and Promotions Board has issued its
recommendations.

17. The applicant alleges that there is no documentary evidence that the
Appointments, Postings and Promotions Board assessed his situation on the
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. However, that assertion is disproved by the minutes of the promotion
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candidate was assessed in the light of all the non-weighted criteria,
including that of geographical diversity of the staff eligible for promotion.
The applicant also contends that the Appointments, Postings and \
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