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13. By memorandum dated 18 May 2015, the Hiring Manager recommended 

four candidates, including the Applicant, to the Central Review Committee. The 
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l. For the seven past years, the Applicant has been translating and 

self-revising his work, which by the Organization’s own standards 

corresponds to tasks at the P-4 level, without granting him in return any 



  Case No. UNDT/GVA/2016/005 

  Judgment No. UNDT/2016/091 

 

Page 8 of 12 

f. The claim that the Applicant’s prior inclusion on the roster gave rise 

to a legitimate expectation of selection is unfounded. The Hiring Manager 

was entitled to consider both rostered and non-rostered candidates. 

Moreover, the selected candidate was also on the roster; 

g. The Applicant adduces no evidence of the alleged geographical 

bias; and 

h. The Applicant’s claims of conflict of interest with regard to some of 

the panel’s members have no merit. The Panel’s assessment led to the 

Applicant being recommended and he failed to meet the burden of proving 

any bias on the part of any of its members. The Administration addressed 

any actual or perceived conflict of interest: the Chief, RTS, recused himself 

as Hiring Manager and an ex officio member from HRMS was present 

during the Applicant’s interview. 

Consideration 

Bias by the initial Hiring Manager and the Applicant’s inclusion in the roster 

21. The Applicant asserts that the initial Hiring Manag
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Likewise, when evaluation of candidates is undertaken, the status of rostered 

member does not confer any preference or priority to the rostered candidates over 

the non-rostered ones. 

24. Since the Applicant was given a chance to compete for the post and he 

indeed underwent preliminary screening, written test and competency-based 

interview in the same manner as the other candidates, the Tribunal finds no breach 

of his right to full and fair consideration. 

Administration of the written test 

25. As it has already been ruled in Krioutchkov UNDT/2016/041 and 

Krioutchkov UNDT/2016/042, it is not unfair or unreasonable to request 

candidates to a position as a specialist in Russian language to type in Russian. It is 

irrelevant whether or not the standard working procedures for translators in the 

United Nations involve typing because a written test conditions do not need to 

replicate internal workflows. Since the same conditions were applied to all 

candidates and none of them was particularly disadvantaged, it was within the 

Administration’s discretion to require candidates to type. 

26. However, the Applicant was even exonerated from this requirement, since 

all candidates were allowed to handwrite their answers. Considering that, he 

cannot complain, after a departure from the initial approach had been accepted for 

his sake and at his insistence, that the Administration has acted in an inconsistent 

manner and that uniformity of the procedure was eroded. The Applicant cannot 

have it both ways. 

27. The Applicant also avers that the anonymity of the tests was compromised 

because he became recognisable as the one candidate submitting his answers 

handwritten. In this respect, the Tribunal recalls that all candidates were offered 

the same options, and it was the Applicant’s choice to handwrite his test. Even 

assuming that those who graded the test could identify the Applicant’s answers, it 

is misplaced to blame the Administration for the consequence of the Applicant’s 
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choice. In any case, the Tribunal notes that the Applicant passed the test and went 

to the next round of assessment, i.e., the competency-based interview. 

28. Lastly, the Tribunal cannot entertain the Applicant’s claim that he was 

subjected to accrued stress and anxiety and prevented from adequately preparing 

for the test as he had to wait for 40 days until the Administration communicated to 

him that he was allowed to handwrite his answers. It should be recalled that part 

of this period elapsed while the Applicant and the Administration exchanged on 

the issue. It is only normal that the decision to deviate from the modalities that 

had been established and announced to all candidates takes a certain time. 

Additionally, the Administration granted a one-day extension precisely to mitigate 

the inconveniences derived from the fact that the above-mentioned 

communication was sent the day before the deadline initially set to take the test. 
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requirements for the post, and recommended him along with three other 

candidates. 

32. For all of the above, the Tribunal does not consider established that any 

prejudice or bias on the part of the panel, or some of his members, prevented the 

Applicant’s candidacy from being properly considered. 
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36. In light of all of the above, the Tribunal is of the view that the 

Administration has minimally showed that the Applicant was fully and fairly 

considered. It considers that the Applicant did not adduce sufficient evidence to 

demonstrate that his non-selection was due to any sort of discrimination, either 

personal or systemic, and to outweigh the presumption of regularity of the 

contested decision. 

Conclusion 

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


