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Irreparable damage

g. As per the Dispute Tribunalés holdings in Corna Order No. 80
(GVA/2010) and Tadonki UNDT/2009/016, there is irreparable damage in
the instant case. Indeed, suspending the contested administration decision and
re-evaluating the written assessment by an independent party outside the
mission are the only remedies available to the Applicant that can prevent her

unlawful exclusion from the recruitment process.
8.  The Respondentds primary contentions may be summarized as follows:
Receivability

a.  The application is not receivable because fionly the outcome of a
selection exercise constitutes an administrative decision pursuant to the
Tribunalds Statuteo. Since, fithe selection exercise is not completed yet, there

is € no administrative decision to suspendo;
Prima facie unlawfulness

b.  The Administration followed the proper selection procedure pursuant
to sec. 7.5(a) of ST/AI/2016/1 and, therefore, the decision is not prima facie
unlawful. Indeed, the Applicant passed the Standard Pre-screening Selection
Test (iSPT0) and the Drafting Skills Test (iDST0). She was, however, not
deemed suitable by the subject-matter expert and was, thus, not invited for
the competency-based interview. The Applicantds candidacy was fully and

fairly considered;

Urgency
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Irreparable damage
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Qb) \lta o s Ge cfem bt R
x v% 2 : Nagha M vc . which will consist of a
competency based interview to ascertaln whether the candidates
possess the core values and core and managerial competencies
stipulated in the job opening and may also include other oral test

formats to further assess other evaluation criteria stipulated in the
job opening.

20. The Tribunal observes that sec. 7.5 does not provide for an intermediary step,
namely a fisubject-matter expert suitability reviewo, between the written tests and
the interviews. Furthermore, that section uses mandatory languag
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e. Substantive Test;
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28. In the instant case, the implementation of the contested decision would
deprive the Applicant of a career opportunity, most importantly in the context of a
managed mobility exercise. Furthermore, the Tribunal notes that, as per information
posted in the POLNET site, there will be no new POLNET managed mobility
exercises in 2018. Finally, there is no evidence that, as claimed by the Respondent,
the fact that there are three other P-4 Human Rights Officer posts advertised in

Inspira would prevent irreparable harm to the Applicantds career.

29. The Tribunal, therefore, finds that the potential harm to the Applicantis
careers prospects is not purely financial in nature and could not be fully remedied

by financial compensation.

30. In view of the foregoing, the Tribunal concludes that all three conditions for

granting a suspension of action are satisfied.
IT IS ORDERED THAT:

31. The confidentiality setting of Annex 4 to the Respondentds reply be set
to finoneo.

32. The decision not to invite the Applicant for an oral interview in connection
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