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Introduction

1. By application filed on 30 January 2018, the Applicant, a Judge’s Assistant
at the United Nations Mechanism for International Criminal Tribunals (“MICT”),
requests suspension of action, pending management evaluation, of the decision to

geparate her from service
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5. According to an email of the Chief of Human Resources, MICT, dated

15 January 2018 the Applicant will be separated from service by retirement today.

6. Having reviewed the Applicant’s submissions and in light of the legal
question that they raise, the Tribunal finds it appropriate to give the Respondent the
opportunity to reply before deciding on the application for suspension of action.
Since this could not be reasonably done before the contested decision is
implemented, the Tribunal will only be in a
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Conclusion

10. In view
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