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7.  Between 24 May 2021 and 22 June 2021, the reclassified post was advertised
in Inspira under Job Opening 137081 (AJO 1370810).

8.  On 23 November 2022, the Applicant separated from service on medical

grounds.

9. On 29 June 2023, the reclassified post was again advertised in Inspira under
Job Opening No. 209051 (fJO 2090510).

10. On 3 August 2023, the Applicant requested management evaluation of the

decisions referred to in para. 1 above.

11. The Management Evaluation Unit (IMEUO) determined on 5 September 2023

that the request was not receivable.

12.  On 27 October 2023, the Applicant filed an application contesting the

decisions referred to in para. 1 above.

13.
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34. In this case, it is reasonable to conclude that, at the earliest, the Applicant
knew that the Administration had failed to fully comply with sec.2.4 of
ST/AI/1998/9 when he first found out about the classification results on
4 June 2020.

35. Ifthe Tribunal were to be more benevolent by accepting that the date at which
the Applicant knew of the fiimplied contested decisiono was the date that the post
he encumbered was announced at the GS-7 level, that would have been on
24 May 2021, when the reclassified post was advertised in Inspira, as per the

Applicantbs own admission below (emphasis added):!

9. [€] Why the job opening of my reclassified post wasnft
advertised at the same time, as it was done with the other reclassified
Procurement post, as explained above? What was the reason of the
inordinate delay (one year) to advertise the job opening of my
reclassified post? What was the reason of the difference in
treatment with the above case?

10.  Additionally, the job opening of my reclassified post was
advertised on Inspira, without the issuance of a Missionds circular,
as per the standard practice, as explained in paragraph 8. Why the
Missionds Management didndt follow its own standard practice to
issue a Missionoés circular, regarding the job opening advertisement
of my reclassified post? Please note that, | used to check my
incoming emails daily therefore, had the Missionés Management
issued a circular, regarding the said job opening advertisement, as
per the standard practice, | would have seen it and would have
applied for it. | was waiting for a number of years (since 16 October
2017) for my post to be reclassified upwards and then to be
advertised through a Missionds circular, as per the standard practice,
so that | could apply for it and compete for promotion. The Missionds
Management, on top of its failure to provide me with a copy of the
notice of the classification results and of my supervisorés failure to
fulfil her commitment to keep me posted on the way forward, it also
failed to issue a circular for the said job opening advertisement, as
per the standard practice. Following the sequence of the Missionds
Management procedural errors, which are inter-related, it is clear
that, the Missionbs Management acted in a malicious manner in its
effort to ensure that | would not see the advertisement of the job
opening of my reclassified post.

I See annex to the application titled fiSection VII T Document A T Summary of the facts of the
case or facts relied upono.
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[E]

12. As outlined in the MEUGls response dated
5 September 2023, the referenced job opening number of my
reclassified post was [JO 137081] and it was advertised on
Inspira from 24 May 2021 to 22 June 2021. [&€]

36. Pursuant to staff rule 11.2(a) and (c), in order to seek judicial recourse against
the Administrationds alleged failure to provide him with a copy of the classification
results, the Applicant should have sought management evaluation within

60 calendar days counted from either 4 June 2020 or 24 May 2021, namely by
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