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Introduction 

1. The Applicant contests his non-selection for the post of Chief, Vehicles 

Regulation and Transport Innovation Section (P-5), with the Transport Division, 

United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (“UNECE”), advertised under 

Job Opening (“JO”) 14-ECO-ECE-34201-R-Geneva (R). 

2. As remedies, the Applicant seeks to benefit from a fair, merit-based and 

transparent selection process at each stage, as well as from financial 

compensation. 

Facts 

3. The post of Chief of Section (P-5), Transport Division, UNECE, was 

published from 15 May to 14 July 2014 under JO 14-ECO-ECE-34201-R-

Geneva (R). The Applicant applied on 17 June 2014. 

4. Pending recruitment under the above-mentioned JO, the post was also 

advertised under Temporary Vacancy Announcement (“TVA”) TVA-14-ECE-

037. On 17 July 2014, the Applicant was selected for the TVA, effective 

28 July 2014, and discharged such duties until December 2014. The Director, 

Transport Division, UNECE, i.e., the Applicant’s supervisor and Hiring Manager 

for the filling of the JO, stated in a memorandum of 17 July 2014, that she had 

made it clear to the Applicant that his selection on the TVA did not constitute a 

promise for his selection for JO 14-ECO-ECE-34201-R-Geneva (R). 

5. Ten candidates were shortlisted regarding JO 14-ECO-ECE-34201-R-

Geneva (R), including the Applicant. They underwent a writtenObIevwbkE4OMOIrvOEM788I vwO’4EM’4Itvw’E78O”MMyIhv’E o
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candidates were thoroughly assessed and the procedu
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to perform his or her current functions. Furthermore, the Applicant was 

made aware that his selection on the TVA was no promise or indication of 

his eventual selection under the JO; and 

h. 
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same direction. Hence, no meaningful conclusion can be drawn from the figures 

advanced by either party. 

29. In any event, by her own statements and by her attitude and her staffing 
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opening, the applications of candidates who have successfully 

passed the pre-screening process, together with the names of 

pre-approved eligible candidates, for consideration for selection. 

32. Pursuant to these provision, the eligibility pre-screening of candidates is 

systematically carried out by the human resources office in charge of the 
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a written test is one of the assessment mechanisms 
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attributed to each numerical code. Only upon receipt of all of the panel members’ 

grades, the Administrative Assistant consolidated their ratings by calculating the 

average of the four assessors to each candidate. Lastly, she prepared a list 

showing the candidates’ names and their respective final marks. The Respondent 

submits that, consequently, neither the Hiring Manager, nor any other panel 

member, knew the identities of the candidates while they were grading the tests. 

40. While the Tribunal requested to be provided the communications whereby 

the different panel members sent their scores to the aforesaid Administrative 

Assistant, most of them could not be located. Therefore, the Respondent’s factual 

account could not be corroborated by documentary evidence. However, the 

Administrative Assistant involved testified that the protocol described above was 

indeed followed, in the same way it is normally done in any selection exercise in 

the Division. She specifically confirmed that, to the best of her knowledge, none 

of the panel members could have learnt about the ratings given by the other 

assessors, before attributing his/her own. 

41. The latter was relevant since the Hiring Manager’s grading sheet contained 

observations that could have led to a conclusion that she took cognizance of the 

consolidated ratings of the candidates when she attributed her grades. Specifically, 

she wrote “for interview” next to exactly those candidates that were eventually 

invited for an interview. Having said that, the Hiring Manager said in evidence 

that the comment “for interview” reflected nothing else than her own opinion that 

the concerned candidates met the standard to progress to the next stage of the 

assessment. This appears as a plausible explanation. 

42. Accordingly, the Tribunal finds that the procedure put in place to administer 

the written test was adequate to preserve the candidates’ anonymity. Thereby, the 

Respondent has made a minimal showing that the Applicant’s candidature was 

fairly considered in the recruitment process under review. As a consequence, the 

presumption that the administration of the test was regular prevails in principle, 

and the burden is on the Applicant to demonstrate the contrary. 
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The Hiring Manager’s ratings 

43. The Applicant feels strongly that, even if the numerical codes were used, the 

Hiring Manager could have recognised his test through his writing style, as they 

had been working together for a few years at that point and, as her manager, she 

had often read written work he produced. While the Hiring Manager retorted that 

she would be unable of remembering the style of each of her numerous 

supervisees, the Applicant stressed that barely ten candidates sat the test and he 

was the sole one already serving at the Transport Division; hence, the Hiring 

Manager only had to recognise him amongst ten. 

44. It is appropriate to recall that the Secretary-General enjoys wide discretion 

in matters of selection and promotion. It is a well settled principle that the 

Tribunal’s role is not to substitute its own judgment to that of the Administration 

(see e.g., Abassi
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49. As to the fact that the one panel member having an 


