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Introduction 

1. The Applicant challenges the decision not to consider his application for the 

post of Programme Officer (Expert Drug Demand Reduction), United Nations 

Office on Drugs and Crime (“UNODC”), in Afghanistan. 

Facts 

2. Over the last 25 years, the Applicant has worked on various posts in 

Afghanistan, including different positions with UNODC. He states that his past 

appointment with the Organization expired on 31 December 2015. 

3. In August 2016, he applied for a temporary post as Programme Officer 

(Expert Drug Demand Reduction), at the P-3 level, advertised under Job 

Opening (“JO”) No. 64285. This JO was subsequently cancelled. 

4. The same position was advertised in October 2016, under JO No. 69271. 
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Parties’ submissions 

8. The Applicant’s principal contentions are: 

a. Upon advertisement of the first JO, his candidacy was not taken into 

consideration by the Hiring Manager. It was only after he communicated 

with the Human Resources Office in charge of this recruitment that his 

application was included in the competitive process; 

b. The Hiring Manager cancelled the first JO, because of personal bias 

against him; 

c. Upon re-advertisement of the JO, the Hiring Manager decided not to 

short-list the Applicant, since he disliked him; and 

d. All of the above amount to a gross violation of the Organization’s 

recruitment policies, where transparency is a must. 

Consideration 

9. As a preliminary remark, the Tribunal recalls that a matter of law may be 

adjudicated even without serving the application to the Respondent for reply, and 

even if such matter has not been raised by the parties (Gehr 2013-UNAT-313; 

Christensen
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grievance he is putting forward does not stem from his former conditions of 

service. Instead, it arises from a candidacy he presented as an external candidate 

well after he had left the United Nations that, by his own statement, occurred on 

31 December 2015. Nevertheless, the Tribunal lacks complete and reliable 

information on this point, and will thus not make a firm pronouncement in this 

respect. 

11. The Tribunal will therefore look into the receivability ratione materiae of 

the present application. 

12. Staff rule 11.2 (Management Evaluation) provides that: 

(a) A staff member wishing to formally contest an 

administrative decision alleging non-compliance with his or her 

contract of employment or terms of appointment, including all 
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plain that the present case does not fall within any of the statutory exceptions. 

Therefore, a request for management evaluation is required. 

15. In addition to the unambiguous terms of the aforesaid provisions, the 

requirement of requesting management evaluation prior to filing an application 

with the Tribunal has been invariably upheld by the 
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20. It is also important to underline that the Applicant, like any other staff 

member willing to impugn a decision, must be acutely mindful of the mandatory 

time limits that apply to each of the procedural stages, and which are strictly 

enforced. In particular, the management evaluation request has to be submitted 

within 60 calendar days (c(5w)lspy)”yl piy(cxw)”ylop(cxk)kw”lcp(cxy(kwywlip(cx(wyykltp(cx(y“w”lhp(cxk)kw”lep(cxy(kkkl piy(cxwyklmpi(cxwww”lapixkcw“)lypix(c((5k“l pi))(c)yyl(5w)lspyw”lhp(cxk)kw”lep(cxy(kkkl pi(cx5)yyl(5w)l,wkkkltp(cx(y“w”lnp(cxk)kw”l p]T—N)”kklep(cxy(kkkrpi(cxxy)”yepikcw,“w”lep(cxy(kkkl pi))(c)d”l piy(cxwkxkk,.(.kc”[lrpi(cxxyw)w)ltp(cx(y“w”lapikcw,“kll pi))(c))”ylfpi(cxxy)”y pixk(c)”klmpi(cxww(kklapikcw,“kklmpi(cxww(kklep(cxy(kw”lep(cxy(kkkl piy(cxwr”y pixk(c)”klmpi(cxwwkklap(cxy(kkklnp]T—N)”m”y  my in 


