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I ntroduction

1,132 staff participated in the survey, with 870npbeting the entire questionnaire.
The Survey targeted specific sections of the suteeparticular groups, including

candidates, responsible chiefs, technical panel meesn selection board members,
and assessors. The results from each sectionesented throughout this report.

The Staff Union Committee wishes to thank all thed® took the time to participate
in the survey. The important information provideddach of you will go a long way
toward negotiating an improved recruitment anddie policy!

The Union would like to thank our colleagues fromMASISTICS and EMP/TRENDS
for their inputs, which helped ensure the qualityhe survey results!

General

This section is intended to provide some brief infation on the responses received.
While the numbers participating were impressiveuling in some very useful and
significant results, there were few surprises iae bieakdown ofvho participated,
from whereor under which circumstancethey were working in the ILO. In other
words,everyondook part.
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The survey was completed by more
women (62.2%) than men (37.8%),
however, as evidenced in Figure 1,
the split between General Services
and Professional Staff was almost
equal (42.6% GS vs. 40.8% P).

As a percentage of staff serving in the
ILO, 45% of Professional staff, 35%
of General Services staff, and 37% of
National Professional Officers
participated in the survey. These are

representative of a considerable proportion of Bt@ff. While responses from the D
category and above were somewhat lower, responses this category still

represented nearly 20% of these staff, and theonsgs received from this category
were extremely interesting.



The breakdown in responses by gender and catedosyaff provide some useful
information, with females outhumbering males in (eneral Services 72.5% (346)
vs. 27.5% (131), Professional 54.6% (249) vs. 45(20%) and National Professional
Officer 52.9% (73) vs. 47.1% (65) categories.

Figure 2 shows that nearl
half of the responses came
from Headquarters. Howeve
each of the regions, and the
Turin Centre participate
actively in the survey as well

Figure 2 - Location
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regions — Europe and Turin, in particular - remdinglevant for the purposes of the
analysis.

Exactly half of the responses came from staff memba fixed-term contracts, 36%
on contracts without limit of time, and the remandhainly on short-term (SST, ST,
or so-called ST 35— approximately 9%) and external collaboratior2¥2) contracts.
More than twice as many respondents reported bkinded through the regular
budget than through extrabudgetary resources.

Finally, responses were received from twice as niiayf Union members (66.3%)
compared with non-members (33.3%), reflecting th&remt rate of Union
membership overall.

Responses from Candidates

630 staff responded to this section, the vast rigj(84%) of whom participated in
between 1-3 competitions. More than half (53%) shdas internal candidates, nearly
35% as external candidates, and surprisingly, @@B6 participated as candidates in
competitions open to internal as well as short-tanu technical cooperation officials.

With respect to satisfaction levels, more respotglerported being “somewhat
dissatisfied” compared with the other choices. Wtiensuperlatives were collapsed
into “satisfied” or “dissatisfied”, a considerabi@jority (nearly 60%) of respondents
reported dissatisfaction with the system, as irtdatan Figure 3.

! The sheer number of short-term 3.5 contracts wesising, particularly in light of the fact thaich
arrangements have been deemed by the ILO Admitin&rdribunal as illegal, in accordance with
Circular 630.



However, a deeper analysis of the responses ptints very interesting — and
important — trend. Comparing responses rece@ecbrding to regionthe survey
demonstrates clearly that in those regions / looatithat make consistent use of a
Selection Board, staff werap to five timesmore likely to report high levels of
satisfaction when compared with locations makingise of such a mechanism.

The Selection Board is a joint
Figure 3 - Satisfaction Levels (Satisfied vs.

Dissatisfied)
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Geneva-based General Service positions) in 1997leWwhe Administration took
functioned post-Selection Board, such a review nexek place. The new rules were

appointed by the Union
representatives appointed
members  selected  througt Satsted
agreement by both sides. Whe 44%

Dissatisfied
regularly as an integral part qi 56%
the recruitment and selectio
was suspended - under
considerable amount of controversy — in Headquar{éor all Professional, and
such measures with the accompanying promise tleatetfised procedures would be
reviewed following a two-year trial period, withvéew to determining how well they
concretized in the 2001 Collective Agreement onrec&ure for Recruitment and
Selection.

Fortunately, that Collective Agreement allowed for
“...in regions that separate policies to exist within field offices. iTh
make consistent usg allowed for several regions to maintain the Sedecti
of a Selection Board| Boards, with a considerable degree of success and
: satisfaction among the staff. However, this wasthet
S.taﬁ Werew case consistently throughout the regions. Some
times mqre“kelvto locations (Americas, Turin) make consistent us¢hef
report high levels of | selection Board, its responsibilities and functimni
satisfaction when subject to rules agreed by the parties. Other nsgio
compared with (Asia and the Pacific, Africa) have Selection Bsaror
locations making no at a minimum staff representa_ltion in interview psuje
use of such a to a gre_at'er or Iess_er extent in some offmes,gwhnl
. N others, it is non-existent. In those offices angdiaes
mechanism. where staff do not have the protection of a Sedecti
Board, the staff representatives are rightly askvhg.

More importantly, in those offices where no suchtjanechanism exists, the data
show — clearly and convincingly — that confidenc¢hie system is lower.

On the whole, comparing Americas and Turin to #fleo regions (some of whom
maintain selection boards and others do not), thi¢ gretwice as likely to be “very
satisfied” in the recruitment and selection systeinere a Selection Board is



consistently used. These same two locations wemhab times less likelio express
deep dissatisfaction than the other regions conabine

Looking at the issue from another andlgice as many respondentsthe Americas
and Turin expressed satisfaction compared to ds$setion (49% vs. 24%). Contrast
this to the remaining regions where only 11% exg@dssatisfaction compared to 47%
who showed dissatisfaction. More analysis of thee afsSelection Boards follows in a
later section.

The survey pointed to the serious problem with itybin the ILO. This is clearly
due to both a lack of awareness (46%) of the pplayd a lack of adequate
protections and measures to encourage voluntarylibgod aking into account the
locally-recruited staff, for whom the mobility poyi does not currently apply, 27% of
eligible females made used the mobility policy cangal to 22% of eligible males. Of
those eligible, but who have not made use of theili policy, the major reasons
given were of a purely practical nature. Figureefndnstrates that the vast majority
(150 of a total 232 responses, or 65%) of respasdpainted to either a lack of
interesting positions or a lack of vacancies inirthechnical area. Another reason
which cannot be overlooked is the fact that son®4Rwere concerned that they
would not be able to rotate again in the futulespite promises by the Office.

Figure 4 - Reasons for Not Making Use of the Mobili  ty Policy
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These are critical issues which need to be addiassa holistic manner, and which
the form letter sent by HRD inviting targeted stffrotate, does little to solve. The
Staff Union has requested information regardingpbkcies and approaches adopted
in those members of our Federation, CCISUA, whickeneffective use of mobility
and rotation policies. Responses were received TUNICEF, the Professional Staff
Association of the World Food Programme, and UNHCR.

While none of these policies were perfect, theyhdamd common threads, including
the presence of independent participants nominayeithe staff representative body.
In the case of UNHCR, they manage mobility throaghandatory rotation system, in
which “[g]enerally, internal candidates are givastfpriority on posts advertised, but
when there are no suitable candidates a post isrtigld externally.” Should the



Office wish to promote greater mobility among stéffs clear that an effective policy
must be put in place, taking into account the taffie between a more mandatory
policy and giving appropriate consideration to iintd candidates.

This issue becomes even more complicated when demsg mobility between the
Regular Budget and Technical Cooperation Progranundéetween the Office and
the Turin Centre. The Office has recently made rapiete reversal of years of past
practice, now denying the right to return to staffo leave the Regular Budget for a
TC project, or who leave the ILO to work at the ifu€entre. Staff holding contracts
without limit of time are told that their WLT stawvill be “frozen” and that in order
to move back to the Regular Budget, they will needin a competition. Fixed-term
staff are in some cases forced to resign from tifiee€Oaltogether, to accept a position
on TC. In contrast, the Turin Centre encouragessitggf to move to the ILO,
guaranteeing their right to return.

This approach is presumably intended to limit { . .
liability of the Office, by placing an inordinatenaunt This ?‘ppfoaCh limit
of risk on the individual worker. It has the cle{ the liability of the
consequence of discouraging mobility, to the degrim| Office, by placing a
of the staff members, to the ILO’s technical cogpien | inordinate amounof
programme, and to the Organization itself. Whereds| risk on the individua
whether the current system provided adequ worker [...] to the
consideration to service on short-term and Teclhn .

Cooperation  contracts, the staff respond _det”mmt of thelLO
unequivocally “no”, by an almost three-to-one marg itself.
(See Figure 5).

Figure 5 - Does the current system give adequate
consideration to service on TC and ST contracts?
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Assessment and Development Centres (ADCS)

Attitudes about ADCs were collected from multipleusces, including candidates,
responsible chiefs and panel members, and assegmarselves. These will be
addressed together in this section.

The Union received 209 responses from candidates had participated in the
Assessment Centre. Of these, the vast majority J@&#he from Professional Staff,
with the remainder coming from General Servicestidhal Professional Officers.

Despite the fact that ADCs were never rolled-outhi field as originally intended,
and that in headquarters they are being used viéeyeanhtly than it was negotiated in
2001, a considerable percentage of staff expresfasdion with the ADC. Figure 6
shows that nearly twice as many respondents fonadADC effective than those

finding it ineffective.
Figure 6 - Candidates' Views of ADC Controlling for those who
Hfectiveness responded “neither” or “don’t

know”, those finding the

ADC effective outnumber

6% those who  found it

“ineffective” by nearly three

to one. Responsible Chiefs
B Effective and members of Technical
B Neither Panels were asked the same
oneffecive | | duestion, and  responded
positively by a measure of

two to one (32% to 16%).

Asked a similar question, the
Assessors responded even
more positively, with 71%

responding positively, and

29% responding negatively.

=1 Don't Know

Those replying “somewhat ineffective” or “very ifettive” were then asked to
indicate the reason for which they felt the ADC vireffective. Figure 7 provides
some insight into their reasons. By far the highliesponse rate was due to the fact
that “The activities used cannot produce enough infororaton core ILO
competencies”Far from being a surprise, this response is lglé@ked to the fact
that the Office, unilaterally and in violation dig Staff Regulations and the 2001
Collective Agreement, changed the competencies, tbat ADC in half and
effectively “gutted” it of its content. It can b@ rsurprise that those activities which
survived the cull may not be most suited to theecoompetencies as had been
originally intended. The Union is pleased to ndtattthe most recent proposed
change to the core competencies — a competencypaal §ustice — was discussed
with the Union in advance of its inclusion into thBC.



Figure 7 - Why Ineffective?
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Many candidates questioned whether the competenaes relevant, while others
questioned the independence of assessors. Thas paiiht should be of considerable
concern, as the Office has made continued usetefrext consultants to undertake
the ADC. The use of external consultants raisesstgques of independence and
objectivity, as they could potentially be subject pressure to amend their
evaluations, under threat of seeing their contrachinated. In addition, the Union
has received numerous complaints of the consultetsonstrating a complete lack
of understanding of the ILO, its mission and vaJu@sgts unique tripartite structure.
Jointly nominatedinternal assessors have the confidence of the parties tto ac
independently, not to submit to pressures from marsg and to possess a good
understanding of the organizational culture ofltl@.

Most importantly, the Office exposes itself to coesable liability if it continues to
make use of external consultants, as it risks lgaaimy selection decisions having
made use of external assessors overturned on &dw@d flaw. Both the 2001
Collective Agreement and the Staff Regulationsuséife that assessors [pantly
nominatedrom amongLO Officials. The Staff Regulations (Article 10.7) read:he
assessors shall be selected jointly by the HumaouRees Development Department
and the Staff Union from officials who have sudtlyscompleted an appropriate
training course in the International Labour Offite.

While linguistic and cultural bias have both beaised as complaints about the ADC,
these were not among the most important for thelidates. This contrasts somewhat
with the opinions of Responsible Chiefs and TeciinRanel members, for whom

cultural and linguistic bias rank'2and 4" respectively. Technical panels did note,
however, the same concern as relates to the “aetiyproducing enough information

on core competencies” (ranke¥) &nd the independence of assessors (ranfed 3



Assessors themselves were invited to complete a
In an era where the | section of the survey, with 31 respondents haviegnb
Office is making an assessor in the past three years. The maj@ogb)X
increasing use of og assr?sgors gespol?dingbto the quce)SStionnaire St d .
they had undertaken between 0-5 assessment an
consultants as development centers in the past three years. While
asses_sors, ne_arly slight majority (51%) reported a positive experienc
one-third of jointly- | and an identical number reported having been “used
nominated assessors | effectively”, a troubling 46% reported either being
report having not underutilized or not utilized at all (27%). In atdn,
been utilized at all! 44% assessed the training and support provided to
assessors as either “insufficient” or “very insciént”.

The Union asked the Assessors what they would meedder to make themselves
more available to undertake Assessment and Develop@entres. By far (nearly
double the next most selected option) the most lpomption was perhaps also the
simplest: Assessors sought the inclusion of thesponsibilities as official functions
in the Performance Management system. An individadlletter from HRD to their
responsible chief, explaining the Assessment and/eDpment Centre and
encouraging the chief to exercise flexibility antderstanding (as s/he would with a
Panel member) was another option which met withesamterest. More than three-
guarters believed that the activities were up tte,dand nearly 80% thought the
competencies were complete and up to date.

Figure 8 - When Should Consultants be Used?

Never. Only in the most ~ Only if previously Only when no Whenever the
exceptional agreed with Union. internal assessors Office wants.
circumstances are available.

Regarding the use of external consultants as assesise Assessors selected “only if
previously agreed with the Union” as their most ydap response, followed by “only
in the most exceptional circumstances” and “never”.



Responsible Chiefs

A series of questions were reserved for responsttilefs, who according to the Staff
Regulations, are responsible for:

* Making a proposal to open a competition (relevahtdescription, job family,
grade, and means of filling the vacancy);

* Ensur[ing]

rigorous technical evaluation of all datates who have

successfully completed the Assessment Centre’spspo@and
* Prepar[ing] a report.

Responsible

In all, 146 responses were received from Respansibl
Chiefs. Responsible chiefs (RCs) reported a widetyaof

Chiefs who had | approaches, involving many different actors in finaf
interacted with | vacancy announcements, from the Resourcing Uniof31

the Unionwere

her / his hierarchy (30%) to the Technical Pan®élection
Board (25%). A full 70% reported that the currergn@ric

over fivetimes Job Descriptions either “fully” or “somewhat” mehetr

more likely to

needs, with 26% noting that they did not meet theieds.

report a pOSi tive | There was a 50-50 split in those Responsible Cinéfs had

than a negative

experience!

interacted with Staff Union representatives, buthafse who
had interacted with the Union, they were over ftiraes
more likely to have a positive than a negative expee.

evidence proves

While this should come as little surprise to thaffstthis
that tligalogueprocess, intended to take pldmtweerthe Union,

the RC and HRD, as provided for in the Staff Regoies, remains as relevant today
as it did in the past.

Nearly 60% of RCs involved Figure 9 - Asked to Shortlist Someone Who You

Wouldn't Have Based on Merit?

the Technical

Selection Board in thg
shortlisting process, and g
large majority (81%)

Panel

reported being able to review
applications based on merit.

However, in an extremely
troubling development, a ful
one-quarterof RCs reported
having received instructions
to shortlist a candidate whic
s/lhe would not havs

shortlisted based on merit.

\°&4

—

This has seriou

consequences for the integrity of the recruitmemt aelection procedures, and the
ability of the office to “obtain a staff of the Ingst standards of competence,
efficiency and integrity.”

Nearly all RCs

reported being able to get the lmestdidate for the job either

“sometimes” (73%) or “always” (24%), but of thos&avresponded that they could



not always get the best candidate, they were askeddicate why. The results
revealed that a number of factors stood in the weyuding: an overall lack of rigour
in the process, the limited shortlist (two candedatand one reserve), vacancy
announcements / GJDs were too constraining, thability to rank candidates, and
political pressure. Figure 9 provides addition&rimation on these reasons.

Technical Panel (and Selection Board where applicable)

Over 300 staff responded to this section, aimedT@thnical Panel members
(including Responsible Chiefs) and Selection Baagibers where applicable. The
vast majority (79%) had participated in fewer th@nrecruitment and selection
procedures, with more than two-thirds (70%) reparta positive experience. Over
80% believed that the report of the Technical Paheluld be the main determining
factor in making a final decision on appointmentsth almost the same number
calling for their recommendations to be overturivetstrictly limited circumstances”
such as to achieve gender or geographic targetstat all.

Figure 10 - When should the Technical Panel/ Selec tion Board Recommendation
be set aside?

3% B Never

B Strictly limited circumstances
(geographical, gender targets)

0 "In the interest of the Organization”

O Whenever the Office chooses

43%

According to Technical Panel members, thenimum number of candidates in a
shortlist should be between three (50% of respasjleend five (nearly 40% of
respondents replied either 4 or 5 candidates).

The importance given to ranking in a recruitmerdcgdure was not overlooked by
members of Technical Panels. Nearly 60% saw ran&ggn “essential” part of the
process. Combined with those who believed rankiag Yimportant” this figure rises

to 98%.
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Figure 11 - Importance of Ranking

essential important not important

In fact, onlyseverpanel members felt that ranking was “not impottant

Sdlection Boards

Again, Selection Boards are defined here as a jpiat

body, where representatives appointed by | 98% of Technical Panel
Union, by management, and neutral members ni Members (including
regularly as an integral part of the recruitmend § Responsible Chiefs) saw
selection .proce(;Iures. Selection _Boards rem ranking as essential or
constant in Turin and the Americas, are ug .

sporadically in Asia and the Pacific and Africada m_1portant...compared
are all but non-existent in Headquarters, Eurd With onlyseven

and the Arab States. 174 colleagues respon respondents (2%) who
from those offices making use of Selection Boar| disagreed.

with almost an equal breakdown of stam
representatives, management representatives atr@glneéndependent members.

Figure 12 provides a very important complement ie information received on
satisfaction levels by region, as reported abovecofding to the members
themselves, including representatives of managem#mir impression of the
Selection Board has been overwhelmingly positiv@47positive”, including nearly
a quarter responding “very positive”) with only 8&sponding “somewhat negative”
and onlyone respondenf0.6%) reporting a “very negative” impression. Reimg
“neutral” responses, and the Selection Board mesniggrort a positive experience at
a rate of nearly 9 to 1 (89.5% positive vs. 10.58¢ative).

11



Figure 12 - Impression of Selection Board
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Selection Board members were also asked to respona series of questions,
indicating the extent to which they agreed withizeg statement. Nearly two-thirds
disagreed with the notion that the Selection Board “was ttemson why the

recruitment and selection process was too longhpared to only 23% who agreed
with this statement.

Figure 13 shows that nearly all respondents (868ft¢eal that the Selection Boards
contributed to the transparency of the recruitmamtl selection procedures, with
fewer than 7% (6.7%) of respondents disagreeinl this statement. Similarly, fewer
than 5% of respondents disagreed with the idea Staff Representatives played a
constructive role in the process, compared withartbian 70% who believed that
staff representatives were constructive countespart

Figure 13 - Selection Boards contribute to transpar ~ ency?

OAgree
B Neither
ODisagree

More than three-quarters of respondents believatlittie Selection Board built the
confidence of the staff in the recruitment and @@ procedures. Most
importantly, nearly 72% of respondents agreed tiratSelection Board allowed all

12



parties to ensure the fairest, most objective aguain a recruitment and selection
procedure. This appears to fit well with the eviceerprovided by our Regional

Titular Committee Member from the Americas, whoaip that in 85% of cases, the
management follows the recommendations of theec@iein Boards.

Perhaps most importantly, 67% of respondents bediethat staff were happy to
have a Selection Board in their office, comparethwinly 3% who believed staff
were unhappy with the Selection Board.

“More than three-
Prioritiesfor Bargaining guarters of respondents

believed that the
This section was intended to collect the views| Selection Boarduilt
all staff on a variety of subjects, with a view the confidence of the
identifying those issues which would serve as . .
main priorities for the Staff Union during th staff in the_recrwtment
bargaining process. Nearly 900 staff respond and selection

to this section of the questionnaire. procedures.”

This section began with a series of questions dagarthe extent to which staff
agreed with a series of statements, which were cGitmgauge confidence levels in
the current system. Figure 14 provides an overgévesponses, to such statements
as: “l feel that candidates are always given adaance in recruitment and selection
procedures” (51% disagree, 27% agree); “The reuent and selection procedures
provide an opportunity for career advancement aff's(39% agree, 36% disagree);
“The current recruitment and selection procedueeslze considered “best practice”
(60% disagree, 17% agree); “Selection decisionsahvays based on merit” (54%
disagree, 21% agree), and “The current recruitmemd selection procedures
contribute to high staff morale and confidence"%&8isagree, 16% agree).

FHgure 14 - To what extent do you agree?

[1Disagree
=1 Neither
E1Agree

Candidates Opportunity for Current Decisions are Contribute to

given a fair career procedures always based high staff
chance advancement considered on merit morale and
"best practice" confidence
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It should be noted here that the patterns of delextwere very similar between Gs
and Ps in this section. While Professional stafifiezl to be more likely to choose
"strongly disagree”, both General Service and Bmbmal Staff had the same
options as their “most selected” category (stroraglyee, agree, etc.) for each of the
five different statements.

Next, staff were asked their opinion on when rdamant should be carried out
through merit-based competition, as opposed to whshould be subject to direct
selection by the Director-General. Here, staff oesjed overwhelmingly in favour
of merit-based competition. In each case, the nigjaalled for competitions,
including at the level of Regional and Executiveedtor. What was surprising was
the extent to which staff were calling for competis, from 61% (Regional /
Executive Directors) to 92% (P1-P5). For G1-G7, 8@eére in favour of
competitions, staff were 87% in favour of competis for NOA-NOD. The same
held true for Branch Chiefs / Field Office Diredaf87%), D1-D2 (76%) and all
non-Regular Budget, including TC Projects (81%).

Figure 15 - Direct Selection vs. Merit-Based Compet ition

merit-based competition

direct selection

When asked what should be done if a competition deadared unsuccessful, the
majority of respondents identified a number of éadisteps to re-opening the
competition either with broader advertisement othwan amended vacancy
announcement. Consideration should also be givethgopool of existing CVs,
which, for reasons of artificial limitations to thehortlist, may contain other
candidates meeting the minimum qualifications. theice which wady far the
least popular, was the one which the Office usesently, “direct selection without
competition”. It is clear that the staff are keeravoid this scenario, as it opens the
door to arbitrariness and abuse. On more than ocasmn, the Union has received
comments from colleagues that a particular managtantionally declared a
competition unsuccessful in order to get their @mefd candidate — who themselves
showed no interest in the post by submitting ariegipon.
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Figure 16 - What to Do if Competition Unsuccessful?
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It is difficult to imagine how this approach pro@sc more reliable results in
comparison to a merit-based selection procedurenHivthere have not been such
abuses as outlined above, this is an area requmngediate attention in order to
avoid such problems (or potential problems) infthare.

The staff responded overwhelmingly with regard tef@grence being given to current
employees. When asked, “Should current employeetufing those who have more
than 5 years on Technical Cooperation projects lmrtSTerm contracts, and have
passed the Assessment Centre) have preferencepeupte off the street for job
openings?” 82% replied positively.

When considering the conditions under which in-grdcansfers could be made
without competitiorthe top five responses, in order of importancegwe

Only with the staff member’s consent (518 responses

To implement the mobility policy (447 responses)

For documented humanitarian cases (365 responses)

To resolve problems or disputes in a work unit (B&gponses)
Following consultation with the Union (355 respas)se

agrwnE

Whereas 98% of respondents believed that it walseritvery important” or
“important” to improve promotional opportunitiesnda 96% believed that career
development initiatives would lead to greater mation and job satisfactionywo-
thirds of staffdid not believe the current staff development aatniing programme
contributed to career advancement. These resules similar among GS and P staff,
as well as between those based in the field andethim headquarters.
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Staff were also asked “what more should be donafmarove the system, with the
responses calling loudly (73%) for greater transpey and objectivity. In addition,
giving priority consideration to staff currently the employment of the ILO, whether
internal candidates, staff having served the offiwer a long period on technical
cooperation or staff on a long series of short-teamtracts, was an important priority.
This is equally true for giving prioritpeforeconsidering external candidates (i.e., if a
suitable internal (ST/TC) candidate is found, ex&dapplications are not considered),
and for priority to be given oequality of competenciesith externals. However
given the great difficulty in quantifying exact “egjity” between internal and external
candidates, and the risk of unfairly influencing tbutcome to ensure there is no
equality, and to favour one candidate, the fornption would be preferable.

Figure 17 - What should be done to improve the syst em?

Nothing Transparency  Priority to Priority on
and objectivity internal / TC/  equality of
ST competencies

While it is clear that the staff are seeking meafisaddressing the growing
precariousness among the ILO workforce, providimgetnal” status for TC and ST
staff requires a measured and rules-based approhelStaff Union will put together
a proposal calling for internal status to be predicbnce a staff member has more
than five (5) years in the Office, and after havipgssed the Assessment and
Development Centre. In addition, considerationateel to grading, training and other
key issues must be taken into account.

Two open-ended questions were included at the dnthe questionnaire, one
allowing staff to provide inputs when expressingrntiselves on that more should be
done to improve the system, and the other aimeghtitering any other comments
staff wished to share. Over one hundred distirgpaases were received in respect of
the first question, and nearly 300 comments wefered in the latter instance. For
reasons of both space and confidentiality, thesanoents will not be reproduced
here. However, it should be noted that the mosespdead comments involved:

» Expressions of frustration with perceived casedawbritism, nepotism or
outside political influence;

» Staff wishing to see a return to a fully merit-bdsystem, with numerous
references to the importance of ranking and idgntifthe most qualified for
the job;
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» Calls for greater consideration to be given to iserwvithin the ILO,
including on TC and ST contracts;

* Requests that internal status to be given to TC Sihdtaff after a certain
time, with some calling for internal considerateven without time limits;

» Clear demands for a more coherent career develdppodiny, including to
assist G / NO staff to pass to the P Category;

» Demands for a fair, effective and consistently eggpmobility policy, giving
particular attention to movements from the fieldH®, and allowing for
moves from RB to TC without losing the right tounet;

» Staff members sought the strong involvement ofStedf Union throughout
the process;

* Many believed that open competition was necessarpdsitions up to and
including Directors;

* A number of candidates expressed their disappomtméh the levels of
information and feedback provided to them, and esged their wish for
greater — and more timely — information to be sthangth unsuccessful
candidates, and

* The efficiency of the system was a concern for setaff, who wanted to see
less bureaucracy.

The overall written comments have been sharedhaim entirety, with the Staff Union
team who are in the process of renegotiating tHeeGive Agreement on a procedure
for recruitment and selection.
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