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suspend or waive the deadlines for management evaluation. [Emphasis 
added] 

7. In the present case, it is not the Applicant who applies to the Tribunal for an 

extension of time for filing his Application. Article 8.3 and its requirement that the 

case be exceptional, does not therefore apply in the present circumstance.  

8. There is no specific provision in the Statute relating to requests by the 

Respondent for waiver or extension. The only rule that can appropriately apply in 

such a case is, therefore, art. 35 alone and unhindered by the ‘exceptional case’ 

requirement of art. 8.3 of the Statute. The discretion accorded to the Tribunal under 

art. 35 is, however, to be exercised cautiously, notwithstanding that it is not 

necessary to determine that a case is exceptional in order for an extension to be 

granted.  

9. The question then is whether it is in the interests of justice to permit the 

requested extension of two months? It appears to the Tribunal that it is. The Tribunal 

does not approve of unnecessary litigation. If this matter may be resolved informally, 

that is to be encouraged. Furthermore, if the extension allows the UNCB and the 

LCRB the opportunity to conclude their assessment of the claim, thereby clarifying 

the issues—should any be outstanding—in the case, the matter will proceed all the 

more efficiently for it.  

10. The final, but by no means least important, consideration is of course that the 

Applicant makes no objection to the Respondent’s request, and will therefore suffer 

no prejudice as a result.  

11. In the hope that an informal resolution of this matter may be reached, the 

Tribunal is mindful to grant the Application.  
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