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Introduction 

1. In the context of a substantive application, filed on the 13 July 2016 and 

completed on 15 July 2016, contesting the decision to deduct 25% of his salary as 

child support for one of his four children without enrolling the concerned child as 

his beneficiary, the Applicant moved for the following interim measures: 

a. Suspend the salary deductions until the final settlement of the issue; 

b. Refund all previous deductions; 

c. Make the required adjustments to provide retroactive, fair, 

non-discriminatory deductions for all his children only if enrolled in the UN 

system as his beneficiaries; 

d. Provide the Applicant with a letter by the Administration “stating facts 

in [his] file, explaining the situation” with a view to use it in seeking justice 

before national courts. 

Facts 

2. The Applicant joined the United Nations Interim Administration Mission in 

Kosovo (“UNMIK”) in 2014, where he serves as a Civil Affairs Officer (P-3). 

3. The Applicant was married from 1998 until 2006, to a Kazakh citizen with 

whom he had a daughter born in September 2001. 

4. The Applicant is also the father of three more children who are his 

dependents under the United Nations dependency benefits system. 

5. On 17 August 2005, a domestic court of Almaty, Republic of Kazakhstan, 

issued an order for the Applicant to pay 25% of his salary to his former wife in 

support of their daughter. 
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6.
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12. On 28 February 2013, the CCPO, UNMIK, informed the Applicant that 

after review of his case, the Officer of Human Resources Management had 

concluded that such documents did not constitute a court order to vacate the initial 

one, and noted that the appeal dated back to 2010. The CCPO also stated that the 

Organization would be bound to honour the court order and to proceed to request 

the Secretary-General to authorise the salary deductions, unless the Applicant 

submitted, within 10 days, a stay from the national court pending the appeal. 

13. On 13 March 2013, the Applicant replied to the CCPO, UNMIK, objecting 

to this decision. 

14. On 22 March 2013, he requested management evaluation of it, and, by letter 

dated 14 May 2013, the Under-Secretary-General for Management upheld the 

decision. 

15. After divorcing his Kazakh spouse, the Applicant married a Kosovo citizen 

with whom he had a son born on 25 May 2013. She later initiated divorce 

proceedings in a domestic court of Mitrovica, Kosovo, requesting to have the 

parental responsibilities of this child ruled upon. 

16. On the 17 June 2015, the domestic court of Mitrovica issued a judgment 

ordering, ����������, that the Applicant pay as “financial contribution to the care 

and custody of [the above-mentioned minor son]”, “the equal amount as for all his 

children up to 1/3 of [his] monthly income”, until the child’s age 18. 

17. Following this ruling, the Applicant requested again the suspension of the 
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18. By submission dated 23 January 2016, completed on 1 February 2016, the 

Applicant requested management evaluation of the decision contested in the 

present case. 

19. 
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e. The requested measures are expected to encourage the mother of the 
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d. The Applicant makes no claim indicating that the matter is urgent. 
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24. In his application, the Applicant described the decision at issue as follows: 

“The deductions of 25% my salary (sic) as child support for only one of my child 

without enrolling the child as my beneficiary”. 

25. It goes without saying that it is in the interest of any applicant to be clear 

when defining the subject-matter of his or her challenge. This does not mean, 

however, that any somehow ambiguous statement of the contested decision(s) 

should ���� �� lead to declare an application irreceivable. The Tribunal is to 








