Selection to Position of P.4 – CCPO - UNSOA
Based on the recruitment file, 12 candidates at the initial stage were Technically Cleared by FPD for the P-4 position of CCPO. A revised list of 5 candidates for P.4 CCPO was sent by FPD on 23 October 2009 Ms. Bugaari’s name was indicated as an additional candidate at the FS.7 level.  On 26 October another email from FPD was received with an additional 4 names however FPD stated that one candidate declined interest, two had not been cleared for the position at P.4 level and for one candidate FPD would need to ascertain suitability.    
Observation: On 26 November 2009 the fax to FPD for the recruitment to the P.4 position indicates that out of the 12 technically cleared candidates only five were cleared by FPD.  In addition the fax indicates that out of the five candidates three declined the interview and one candidate withdrew interest to the post.  As such the mission interviewed only one candidate, Ms. Bugaari for the P.4 position and retrieved her candidature from VA 408641 (FS-7 post).  The comparative evaluation indicates that the mission selected the one and only interviewed candidate i.e. Ms. Bugaari against VA 408641 (FS-7 post).  The selection does not reflect that a comparative evaluation or transparent process was undertaken.   The selection was rejected by the FCRB based on the fact that some of the candidates listed on the evaluation matrix were not given due consideration.  The selection was also rejected based on the fact that the recommended candidate i.e. Ms Bugaari does not qualify for the position at the P.4 level and she should have not been cleared. 

In order to rectify the submission, FPD submitted candidates who had originally applied for the FS-7 VA i.e. 408641 – three in total – who were contacted for interview – this list had been submitted by QUAIMS.  Ms. Bugaari was one of the three candidates.  However on 11 February 2010 the UNSOA CAS wrote to the Director of UNSOA stating that “This is in line with our discussions of last Friday. We just need to send expression of interest to the other 2 candidates, who are Kenyans. Chances are that they will reject interviews, because they are established in their current jobs. They are both CCPOs in UNAMI and UNMIS (once is replacing the UNMIS CCPO who is leaving). If they are, they will not be coming to UNSOA. This is basically a formality required by FCRB and they have given their endorsement to the process”

Observation:  The statement from CAS is subjective, even if the two candidates were Kenyans and already occupying positions of CCPO it does not necessarily preclude their interest in the position with UNSOA.  However the mission contacted the two candidates and both candidates declined interest.  The official fax from UNSOA dated 18 January 2010 indicates the recommendation of Ms. Bugaari against an FS.7 mission level post as CCPO in lieu of placing her against the established P.4 post of CCPO.

On 6 March 2010 FPD reverted to the mission by email stating that the recommendation fax of 18 January be amended as the paragraph referring to the previous P.4 recommendation may cloud the submission.  In addition the email states that the mission should not refer to the fact that the candidate i.e. Ms Bugaari qualifies for the FS.7 in lieu of the P.4 position.  FPD requested a revised transmittal memorandum.
A revised transmittal memorandum was sent and FPD resubmitted the case to FCRB stating that QUAIMS had already discussed the case with the FCRB Secretariat.  

Observation:  In an email dated 5 March 2010 addressed to UNSOA, FPD indicated that the VA was outdated and as such this is the reason that QUAIMS sent to UNSOA the names of the three candidates who had been technically cleared for the VA 408641 i.e. the two candidates from Kenya and the candidature of Ms Bugaari.  It is unsure why QUAIMS could not come up with additional technically cleared FS.7 candidates from the roster.

On 5 March 2010 FPD wrote to UNSOA stating that the original selection i.e. P.4 Case number 318 was closed and that the selection to the FS.7 level would be resubmitted to the FCRB as a new case.  On 10 March 2010 FPD wrote to UNSOA advising that the case had been submitted to the FCRB and that the mission should request exceptional approval from FPD to reassign Ms. Bugaari to UNSOA for one year limited to services with the mission.   On 23 March 2010 an email from FPD further advises that the FCRB had reviewed the case and recommends that the candidate be reassigned and that this reassignment be issued under the selection procedures that were in effect prior to 1 May 2009 (pre-FCRB) as the first selection to the post was initiated on 22 March 2009 when a list of technically cleared candidates was forwarded to the mission for review.  
Observation:  There is a contradiction in application of the FCRB process in this case. In the initial email dated 5 March FPD advised UNSOA that the case of selection to the CCPO position at the FS.7 level was being submitted as a new selection process.  However, FCRB then revert stating that the  case should be reviewed under the old procedures based on the fact that the initial selection was undertaken in March 2009 when the list of technically cleared candidates were forwarded to the mission.  However the initial list provided names of technically cleared candidates at the P.4 level, although the recruitment file does not reflect this list, Ms Bugaari’s name not was included as it has been confirmed during the entire selection process that she lacks eligibility for a P.4 position of CCPO 

There were a considerable number of technically cleared candidates in the roster at the P.4 level who were not cleared by FPD due to the fact that they were assigned to other missions.   In an email dated 13 January 2010 UNSOA was advised that the FCRB had also raised questions as to why the initial P.4 candidates who were selected to other missions had not been included in the shortlist for the UNSOA post. 

QUAIMS only forwarded the names of three candidates who were technically cleared for the FS.7 position.  The selection to the FS.7 level position should have been treated and reviewed as a new selection process.  The candidate was reassigned to UNSOA based on the application of pre-FCRB rules even though FPD confirmed that the selection process would be presented to FCRB as a new process.   The selection to this position seems flawed and raises questions as to the credibility and transparency of the recruitment to the established P.4 position of CCPO.  The case has finally been rejected by FCRB and Ms Bugaari’s appointment at the FS.7 level is limited to UNSOA. 
