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Parties’ submissions 

16. The Applicant’s principal contentions are: 

a. After she filed a request for management evaluation of the decision 

not to renew her appointment, in which she referred to discrimination 

against her, management was biased against her; 

b. As a qualified candidate on an abolished post, with full command and 

required competence in the relevant field for the GS-6 Polio Section post, 

and as an internal candidate, her candidature could be rejected at the 

interview stage only with a strong justification; therefore, management 

decided to stop her candidature at an earlier stage; 

c. She could have been reassigned against the post, pursuant to sec. 10.4 

of UNICEF CF/EXD/2009-008 (Staff Selection), but no consideration was 

given thereto; 

d. When the post was re-advertised, she was denied her status as an 

internal candidate on an abolished post; 

e. The requirement of a transparent and fair selection process provided 

for in the UNICEF Staff Selection Policy (CF/EXD/2009-008) was not met; 

the written test was done and submitted in soft version, not in PDF or any 

protected format, and candidates did not have to sign the hard copy; thus, 

the data in these written tests could be easily changed to the detriment or the 

advantage any of the candidates; it is not clear what measures were taken to 

protect the written test; 

f. She does not question the written test assessment, but the test filed by 

the Respondent as “the Applicant’s test” is not the one she submitted on 

18 November 2015; since she submitted the test in soft format and was not 

asked to sign a hard copy, it was easy for UNICEF to alter it; the metadata 

shows that the test was again opened and modified on 19 November 2015; 
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23. Before the Tribunal, the Applicant further mentioned that the test was not 
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33. The foregoing notwithstanding, the Tribunal is concerned that UNICEF 

entrusted a delicate matter, such as the administration of a recruitment test, to a 

person who was not subject to the Staff Rules and Regulations, and therefore to 

the standards of accountability and integrity that relate to them, but merely to 

UNICEF Administrative Instruction governing Consultants and individual 

contractors (CF/AI/2013-001 Amend 2). Further, by entrusting what appears to be 

staff functions to the Human Resources Assistant, who was recruited as a 

consultant, it appears that the Administration may have contravened sec.1.1(a) 

and sec. 3.5 of CF/AI/2013-001 Amend 2. 

34. However, as stated above, the evidence of the Human Resources Assistant 
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37. The Tribunal notes, first, that there is a very small white space of around 

three centimetres between the two quotes and finds it difficult to accept that an 

organigram that would have fitted in such a small space. Second, the Tribunal 

considers that it appears coherent to add after “[i]f I need to raise any Contract in 

the system;” a first bullet point “[f]irst, I will check all the signed approved 

TOR’s are there”, rather than inserting an organigram between the two. The 

Tribunal was thus not satisfied that the Applicant’s recollection in this matter was 

correct, and that it constituted convincing evidence that her test had been altered. 

Despite being asked to do so, the Applicant was not able to provide any other 

concrete example of what had been allegedly altered in her test. 

38. The Tribunal further notes that the Applicant was first given a copy of her 

coded test (Code No. 002) already on 1 March 2016, when UNICEF submitted its 

reply to the present application, and attached the Applicant’s coded test to 

Ms. Mitchell’s statement that it was identical to the one that the Applicant handed 

over. She did thus receive a copy of what UNICEF sustained to be her coded test 

relatively close to the date on which she had undertaken it on 18 November 2015. 










