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6. This application was filed on 20 May 2015. The proceedings were 
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d. Other claims, and notably that he was discriminated against because 

he is based in Bangkok, have no merit, as he was excluded from further 

consideration because he did not submit his answer to the test. 

Consideration 

����������	
�������


14. Before addressing the merits of the case, the Tribunal will rule on a number 

of motions submitted by the Applicant. 

15. The Applicant requests that this case should remain with the Judge to whom 

it had been initially assigned, and who has conduct of a number of other 

applications he has filed. The Tribunal rejects this motion, stressing that the 

assignment of cases to judges is an internal organizational matter and the parties 

have no entitlement to appear before a particular judge. Moreover, the fact that 

different judges may review various applications lodged by the same applicant 

does not affect the Tribunal’s ability to consider, in each case, all the factual and 

legal issues that might be relevant to a determination of the issues in that 

particular case. 

16. The motions that a hearing be held with a particular witness to be called and 

for leave to file additional written comments are rejected. The unsolicited filing of 

13 April 2016 will not be taken into consideration. The Tribunal is of the view 

that, given the issues at stake and the evidence on
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in the interest of reaching finality in disposing of this particular bone of 

contention. However, and insofar as he might be deemed to be including a 

challenge to the intermediary or preparatory requirement that the written test 

answers be typed, the application would not be receivable in any event (see ����� 

2011-UNAT-152), in accordance with art. 2.1(a) of the Tribunal’s Statute and the 

related jurisprudence on what constitutes an appealable administrative decision 

(������ 2010-UNAT-030, ������ 2010-UNAT-013, ���������
 ��
 ��� 2013-

UNAT-304, endorsing the definition adopted in the former United Nations 

Administrative Tribunal Judgment No. 1157, �������� (2003)), namely 

[a] unilateral decision taken by the administration in a precise 

individual case (individual administrative act), which produces 

direct legal consequences to the legal order.  

18. All shortlisted candidates were requested to take a written test that involved 

typing the answers to two questions designed to assess skills in Russian revision. 

The Applicant did not submit his answers because he considered that the 

Administration was not entitled to impose on him a 
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not referred to any rule prescribing that the methodology used for a test must 

necessarily replicate the internal workflows. 

21. The Tribunal has ruled previously that candidates in a selection process 

must comply with the instructions given for a written test, and take personal 

responsibility for making the necessary arrangements to meet the requirements for 

such compliance. Failure to do so may properly lead to their exclusion from the 

recruitment process (������� UNDT/2013/030). The only applicable requirement 

is that the methodology of the tests be fair and reasonable and not designed 

deliberately to confer an advantage on a preferred candidate or, alternatively, to 

disadvantage a particular candidate, who may then challenge the decision by filing 

a claim alleging that there has been a material irregularity in the selection process. 

Applying that principle to this case, the Tribunal finds that the Administration’s 

decision requiring relatively senior specialists in the Russian language to be able 

to type in Russian is within the discretion allowed to the Administration and, 
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Judgment 

25. It is the Judgment of the Tribunal that there is no merit in the contentions 

advanced by the Applicant. 

26. The application fails and is rejected. 

(������) 

Judge Goolam Meeran 

Dated this 26
th

 day of April 2016 

Entered in the Register on this 26
th

 day of April 2016 

(������) 

René M. Vargas M., Registrar, Geneva 

 


