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Decision in case 963/2020/VB on how the European 
Personnel Selection Office (EPSO) assessed a 
candidate’s eligibility to participate in a selection 
procedure for EU staff in the field of audit 

Decision 
Case 963/2020/VB  - Opened on 29/06/2020  - Decision on 06/01/2021  - Institution 
concerned European Personnel Selection Office ( No maladministration found )  | 

The case concerned the European Personnel Selection Office’s decision not to admit the 
complainant to a selection procedure for EU staff in the field of audit due to his lack of 
professional experience. 

The Ombudsman found that the selection board had examined the information provided in the 
complainant’s application and assessed it against the eligibility criteria. The Ombudsman did not
identify a manifest error in how the selection board assessed the application, and closed the 
inquiry with a finding of no maladministration. 

The complaint 

1. The complainant took part in a selection procedure for recruiting EU staff, which was 
organised by the European Personnel Selection Office (EPSO) [1]  to recruit staff in the field of 
audit. 

2. EPSO informed the complainant that he was not eligible to participate in the selection 
procedure since he did not have the necessary professional experience to meet the eligibility 
criteria set out in the ‘notice of competition’. [2] 

3. The complainant asked EPSO to review its decision. Following the review, EPSO informed 
the complainant that the selection board had confirmed its decision not to admit the complainant
to the selection procedure. 

4. Dissatisfied with the outcome of the review, the complainant turned to the Ombudsman in 
June 2020. 
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The inquiry 

5. The Ombudsman opened an inquiry into the complaint about how the selection board 
assessed the complainant’s professional experience. 

6. In the course of the inquiry, the Ombudsman’s inquiry team inspected EPSO's file relevant to 
this case and received clarifications in writing form the selection board. The inspection report, 
with EPSO’s detailed explanations, is annexed to this decision. 

The Ombudsman's assessment 

7. In assessing candidates, selection boards are bound by the eligibility criteria for the selection 
procedure in question. At the same time, according to EU case-law, selection boards have a 
wide margin of discretion when assessing a candidate’s qualifications and professional 
experience against those criteria. [3]  The Ombudsman’s role is thus limited to determining if 
there was a manifest error by the selection board. [4] 

8. The documents and explanations given to the Ombudsman during the inspection of EPSO’s 
file (see the inspection report annexed to this decision) do not indicate any manifest error in how
the selection board assessed the complainant’s eligibility. 

9. It is the responsibility of candidates to provide the selection board with the information 
necessary for it to check whether they fulfil the conditions set out in the notice of competition. 
According to the notice of competition, the selection board assessed the candidates’ eligibility 
solely on the basis of the information they provided in the sections “Education and Training”, 
“Professional Experience”, and “Language Skills” of their applications. 

10. A candidate’s personal belief about the relevance of their profile cannot call into question 
the selection board’s assessment and does not constitute evidence of manifest error by the 
selection board [5] . 

11. On the basis of the above, the Ombudsman finds no maladministration in how the selection 
board assessed the complainant’s eligibility. 

Conclusions 

Based on the inquiry, the Ombudsman closes this case with the following conclusion [6] : 

There was no maladministration in how the European Personnel Selection Office 
assessed the complainant’s eligibility. 

The complainant and EPSO will be informed of this decision . 
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Tina Nilsson Head of the Case-handling Unit 

Strasbourg, 06/01/2021 
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