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Introduction

1.
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9. Inthis respect, the Tribunal recalls the epectations of the General Assembly
in resolutions 66/237 (Administration of justicg at the United Nati
24 December 2011, and 67/241 (Administratign of justice at the [nited Nations),
ted to deal with
DT/2015/074,

s), adopted on

adopted on 24 December 2012, that effective nfeasures be implem
manifestly inadmissible applications (see v 7,1,__‘7
para. 8).

10.  Accordingly, the Tribunal has on numerous occasions congdered matters of
lication on the
Respondent or awaiting the Respondentés reply (see, e.g., u#b B T/2012/036,
iy UNDT/2013/007, « ‘yﬁw 65 UNDT/2013/033, o gt —
UNDT/2015/074, %”,m h-s UNDT/2018/001, i —_UNDT/2019/158,
, 7y,.ﬁ_.iﬁu.lélDT/2020/074, 2 UNDT/2021/083, 1 i UNDT/2021/089).

Therefore, the Tribunal deerg that the present matter can be determined on a

receivability on a priority basis without first serving the a

priority basis without first trangmitting a copy of the application to the Respondent

for a reply as provided for in art. 8.4 of the Tribunalds Rules of Procedure.

11. Moreover, the Tribunal has the competence to review an applicationds

receivability even if the parties do not raise the issue because fiit constitutes a matter

of law and the Statute prevents the [Tribunal] from receiving a case which is

actually non-receivabled (see , .., s~ «-2013-UNAT-335, para. 21).
I =

Accordingly, the Tribunal deems it appropriate to decide on the matter by way of
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(b) To appeal an administrative decision imposing a
disciplinary measure[.]

e
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14. Moreover, while the Applicant is contesting a disciplinary measure, it was
imposed neither by the Secretary-General of the United Nations under art. 2.1 of
the Tribunalds Statute, nor by a specialized agency within the meaning of art. 2.5 of
Tribunalés Statute. Instead, the evidence on record shows that the disciplinary

measure at issue was imposed on the Applicant by a private entity.

15.  Accordingly, the Tribunal finds that it is not competent to examine the present

application.

16. Furthermore, the Tribunal notes that the Applicant did not comply with the
minimum requirements for filing an application set forth in art. 8 of its Rules of

Procedure, despite instructions received from the Registry of the Tribunal.

17.

Page 5 of 5



