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Id-dec¢izjoni tat-tribunal wara l-appell intavolat minn Ma nduca Randon
& Co. Limited permezz ta’ ittra datata 7 ta’ Jannar 20009.

Id-Decizjoni ta’ L-Awtorita G has-Servizzi Finanzjarji ta’ Malta
1. Id-decizjoni ta’ L-Awtorita Ghas-Servizzi Finanzjarji ta’ Malta datata 10
ta’ Dicembru 2008 li pprovokat dan I-appell tagra hekk :

“Reference is made to the representations subnhiyelllanduca Randon & Co
Ltd, (hereinafter referred to as MRCL) in your égttlated 4 November 2008.



The Supervisory Council of the MFSA has thoroughtpnsidered the
representations contained in your letter and n@@sarily that there are a
number of material omissions indicated in our letketed 21 October 2008 which
you are not disputing. Moreover, it wishes to m#ie following comments, in
the same order used in your letter:

Point 1 — We understand that Dr. Jean Pierre Saemks abroad and no longer
resides in Malta. Furthermore, during the on-gisé the two directors present, at
times gave conflicting information and it resultétht Dr. Rene Frendo Randon
did not provide us with accurate information wheplying to the enquires made
by the compliance officers. In the circumstandesppears that Dr. Frendo
Randon is not involved in the daily decision makimigMRCL. We strongly
remind you that at least two individuals must dffedy direct the business of
MRCL and each must play a part in the decision n@kirocess of all significant
decisions.

Points 2 and 3 — The authorisation granted to MR&Ract as trustee has been
issued upon satisfaction that the conditions laagvr in Article 43(4) of the
Trusts and Trustees Act (“the Act”) have been mét this respect Article
43(4)(d) of the Act states that the company shdwdsie established adequate
systems for maintaining proper records of the itgnand residence of
beneficiaries, the dealings and the assets in ctionewith trusts and compliance
with applicable law. We also draw your attentiorparagraph 9.6 of the Code of
Conduct which states that a trustee must keep eegkgve appropriate records
which together with other documents include thenite of co-trustees,
custodians, the settlor, protector, enforcer andere appropriate, the principal
beneficiaries, their personal circumstances, resieleand a copy of the trust
instrument. From an examination of the files by ttompliance officers it
resulted that records were not properly kept areldiligence was not conducted
on the beneficiaries of a particular trust. Moreothe Authority expects due
diligence procedures to be carried oualincases. However we acknowledge that
you are taking steps to ensure that a full setuef diligence documents are kept
in all files.

Point 4 - During the on-site visit the compliancificers were informed that
MRCL does not have any reporting procedures inegpia¢he event of a suspicion
of money laundering.

Point 5 to 8 — We take note of your statementstti@atequested documentation is
not always kept as requested and that you are gal@medial action in all
circumstances.

Point 9 — We do not agree with your statement yoathad a system of verifying
instructions, since during the on-site visit Dr. Mdaca himself informed the
compliance officers that in very rare cases theypad call back system, not as a



means of verifying the identity of customers piiorexecuting the instruction but
to obtain further clarifications, when necessary.

Point 10 — We requested MRCL to have a documentesiness interruption
recovery plan dealing with all its critical funatis, which does not result to be in
place. Interms of the Code of Conduct MRCL arpiiieed to keep a documented
business interruption recovery plan. Moreover frahe outcome of the
compliance visit it emerged that a backup is orgptkfor correspondence and
documents sent by email and no backup whatsoevdeps for documents
obtained as hard copy.

We understand that you will remedy all shortcomibg1 April 2009 as already
indicated in our letter dated 21 October 2008.

In light of the above, the Supervisory Council heassolved that the
representations of Manduca Randon & Co Ltd do netitna revision of the
MFSA'’s intentions as communicated in its lettereda?l October 2008 to
impose, pursuant to Article 16(3) of the Malta Fioal Services Act (Cap. 330)
and Articles 55 of the Trusts and Trustees Act (C2@il), an administrative
penalty of €1,000 on Manduca Randon & Co. Ltd.

You are therefore requested to settle the amountdojonger than thirty days
from the date of this letter.

May we also draw your attention to our previousregpondence wherein it
transpired that Dr Frendo Randon entered into aeeagent in his personal
capacity as trustee and not on behalf of MRCL, whenyou are aware, the
authorisation to act as trustee was granted to MRCL

Please note that any person aggrieved by a deaditi;e MFSA to impose an
administrative penalty may appeal against thissiegito the Financial Services
Tribunal within thirty days from the date the déaisin question is notified to the
aggrieved person. Furthermore, in line with MFS@liqy, the nature of the
breach committed, the penalty imposed and the radrttee company in question
will be published on the MFSA website.”

L-Appell ta’ Manduca Randon & Co. Limited

2. Manduca Randon & Co. Limited appellat minn din @stidjoni permezz
ta’ ittra datata 7 ta’ Jannar 2009, liema ittraréaloekk :



“I refer to the decision taken by the Supervisogu@cil of the MFSA (copy
attached Doc A).

| refer to our letter dated"November 2008 and to the letter sent by the Direct
General dated 21/10/2008 (doc B & C).

Manduca Randon & Co. Limited (MRCL) is sending tleiser as an Appeal from
the decision as set out in Document A.

The appeal is being filed for the following reasons
We do not agree with the points made by the Dire@Gneral in his letter Doc A.

a) Dr. Frendo Randon is involved in the daily decisimaking of MRCL.
We hold meetings everyday to consult each otheespect of every case
and issue that arises. Dr. Frendo Randon is abffiee every day and
does not go to court. Your allegation in point Thaf we gave conflicting
information” is completely unfoundedlVe contest the appraisal made by
the compliance officers in one meeting.

b) We again state that we have always conducted digertte.

c) We have reporting procedures in place in the egéstispicion of money
laundering.

d) We have a system of verifying the instructions ahés has been
improved.

e) We have a business interruption recovery plan éhduwgh we had some
documents that were not backed up we had a gebackl up even for
documents obtained as a hard copy.

We have admitted that there are a few shortcomamgsthat we are striving to
ensure that these are all eliminated. The decisiben against us is unnecessarily
harsh.

In the circumstances we request that this Supewvigtouncil revokes the

decision whereby an administrative penalty of €100 imposed and also
revokes the decision to publish our name and thalpeon the MFSA website.”

Ir-Risposta ta’ L-Awtorita Ghas-Servizzi Finanzjarj i ta’ Malta

3. L-Awtorita Ghas-Servizzi Finanzjarji ta’ Malta vgiket hekk :



“1.Preliminary submissions

() Article 21 of the Malta Financial Services Authgrifct' (hereinafter
the MFSA Act) clearly provides that the Authoritydgscretion may not,
so long as it has been exercised properly, be egiést the Tribunal;

(i) The same Article specifies that the question ferdktermination of the
Tribunal shall be whether, for the reasons addgeithe appellant -

€) the competent authority has, in its decisioangty applied
any of the provisions of this Act; or

(b) the decision of the competent authority constg an abuse
of discretion or is manifestly unfair;

(iif) Furthermore, Article 21(8) of the MFSA Actsa specifically requires
that any appeal lodged with the Tribunal has t@rtyeexplain the
grounds for such appeal,

(iv) The Authority respectfully submits that the appealbmitted by
Manduca Randon & Co. Ltd (hereinafter MRCL) is mdarally null
and void as MRCL fails to explain how the Authorttgs wrongly
applied any applicable provisions, why its decis@manifestly unfair
or why it abused its discretion. In fact the apkres not even claim
that any such abuse has been committed by the MFSA,

(v) Without prejudice to the above, the wording usetharequest itself as
made by the appellant does not conform with Artleof the MFSA
Act, since MRCL did not even address its requeshéoTribunal but to
the Supervisory Council. Through its appeal MRGIlthus effectively
and clearly requesting that the Supervisory Couwesibkes its decision,
something that is inadmissible at law. Article ”2Zhuires a request to
the Tribunal and not to the Supervisory Council. The curraction
brought forward by MRCL is procedurally defectivadais not one
contemplated or permissible under the MFSA Act;

(vi) The MFSA clarifies that its discretion has beenreised properly, with
due care and in line with the legal requirements expectations set out
under the MFSA Act and the Trusts and Trustees (Aeteinafter the
TTA).? For the reasons explained above the appeal lodgyedRCL
therefore fails to satisfy the mandatory proceduejuirements of

L CAP. 330 of the Laws of Malta.
2 CAP. 331 of the Laws of Malta.



Article 21 of the MFSA Act, and is therefore prooeally unsound and

invalid;

2.Submissions on the merits

0] MRCL was found to be in breach of a number of itdigations
under the TTA, the applicable Code of Conduct d@G@ompanies
Act, primarily by:

(@)

(b)

()

(d)

(€)

(f)

failing to keep proper accounting records which laou
enable trust accounts to be drawn up and whichals®@
necessary to provide such information to persons are
entitled to it on a timely basfs;

failing to keep minutes of all the trustees’ demns,
including the administration and distribution afgts’

failing to have in place a documented businessrugp&on
recovery plan covering all its critical functions;

failing to abide with its obligations to requires itlients to
enter into written service agreements, in additmm lack
of adherence to “know your client” requirements;

failing to verify instructions received from custem,

contrary to the rules requiring trustees to havplate the
necessary systems, controls and procedures toectizatr
staff perform their duties in a diligent and propeanner’

and

failing to keep minutes of all directors’ meetingas
required by Article 149 of the Companies Act;

(i) Furthermore, paragraph 3 of the Code of Conduclicgipe to
trustees, which is binding by virtue of Article 32(of the TTA,
clearly provides that, as a minimurtrustees need to be able to
comply with the Prevention of Money Laundering Aeind the
Prevention of Money Laundering Regulations 2803s explained

% The requirement of trustees to keep accurate atsamd records is found in Article 21(4) of theidts
and Trustees Act and in paragraph 9.6 of the Cé@®onduct applicable to trustees.

* The requirement of trustees to keep minutes afesisions taken arises from paragraph 9.6 of taeC
of Conduct applicable to trustees.

® Thereby being in breach of paragraph 9.8 of theeQsf Conduct.

® This organisational requirement is found in paaabr9.8 of the Code of Conduct.

" CAP. 373 of the Laws of Malta.

8 Legal Notice 199 of 2003. This Regulation waied in 2008 and replaced by the Prevention of
Money Laundering and Funding of Terrorism Regulagid_egal Notice 180 of 2008.



(iii)

(iv)

v)

(vi)

in the MFSA’s letter to MRCL of the 210ctober 2008 and in its
decision of the 10 December 2008 (annexed to MRCL'’s appeal and
marked as ‘Doc. C’ and ‘Doc. A’ respectively), MR@las found by
the Authority to be in breach of a number of prawis, including
non-compliance with the ‘four-eyes’ principle, faié to carry out
customer due diligence and failure to have the aakeqgreporting
procedures in place;

The above breaches were originally identified dyren on-site
compliance visit conducted by the officials of tf@ompany
Compliance Unit on the 21 August 2008. Following this
compliance visit, the Company Compliance Unit régar the

breaches found to the Authority’'s Supervisory Calunahich

eventually met on a number of occasions and coresidieirther the
purported breaches committed and whether an adnaitive

sanction was to be imposed in their respect. Theuat of the
possible penalty that should be imposed in theunigtances was
also debated;

At its meeting of the 177 September 2008, the Supervisory Council
resolved that MRCL be advised that the Authorityswainded to
impose an administrative penalty of €1,000 and tthdwvaw the
authorisation issued on 2 September 2005 unlessbihve described
breaches are remedied by not later than th& ARpril 2009.
Following a meeting with the appellants on the eratMRCL was
requested by means of a letter datet] @ttober 2008 to submit its
representations to the Authority by not later tiam 2£' November
2008;

In their letter of representations to the Authodgted 4 November
2008 (annexed to MRCL'’s appeal and marked as ‘Bi.the
appellant admitted to virtually all the shortconsndisted in
paragraph (i)(a) — (f) above. In the same letter QURsought to
justify its shortcomings under the Prevention ofrdg Laundering
Regulations, but failed to satisfy the MFSA’s Swisory Council
that its lack of conformity with the relevant preidins was
justifiable;

Following careful consideration of the written repentations made
by MRCL, and bearing in mind the fact that MRCLther disputed

the commission of a number of the alleged breaah@spffered a

substantial justification for the breaches, the evigory Council

resolved that the written representations did netitha revision of

its proposed course of action and accordingly prded to confirm

the sanctions as its formal decision on th8 Nibvember 2008;



(vii)  In the appeal application, MRCL itself admittedttitehad and still
has a number of shortcomings and that it was inpiteeess of
eliminating such shortcomings. The MFSA is in &ipon to bring
before this Tribunal all the necessary evidenceshow that the
appellants failed to abide by the necessary legquirements in
performing their activities under the TTA,

(viii)  Contrary to MRCL'’s view that the decision taken iagathem was
“unnecessarily harshit is the Authority’s opinion that the decision
and penalty imposed might if anything be criticided not being
harsh enough in view of the seriousness and thebeuraf the
findings made by the MFSA. The penalty chargedhgyAuthority
reflects the number of breaches of various mangatxuirements
established by law. Indeed, the law requires thatsaid records
must be maintained so as to permit a thorough atidfactory
supervisory activity as well as permit the adeqymgormance of
trust audits. It is important that trustees keep greserve
appropriate records so as to comply with any reatifon and
reporting requirements and to ensure that a prapéit trail would
be maintained for the better protection of the Heries.
Furthermore, it stands to reason that as a reguktéty operating
in a field where trust is paramount, trustees nmheste adequate
internal systems of control and client and otherifieation
procedures;

(ix)  The Authority submits that the decision of the Su®ry Council
was taken after lengthy and careful consideratidnalb the
applicable laws and regulations, and in the betdrasts of the
consumers of financial services, which it is bododorotect under
the MFSA Act. Furthermore, at no point did the &wsory
Council exercise its discretion improperly or abeby, but
constantly followed due process and best practigamgements;

x) Thus, on the merits, the Authority respectfully suis that the
penalty imposed on MRCL is both justified and watea in the
circumstances, and all the necessary and relevatgree in support
of this decision can be brought for the consideratf this Tribunal
in the course of this appeal.

Accordingly, and for the reasons explained abdwe Authority respectfully asks this
Honourable Tribunal to reject MRCL'’s request, walhlegal costs to be borne by the
appellant.”



Kunsiderazzjoni tat-Tribunal

4.

ll-kumpannija |-appellanti gdgla titlob Ii dan it-tribunal jirrevoka d-
decizjoni tal-Kunsill ta’ Sorveljanza ta’ I|-Awtorita f@s-Servizzi
Finanzjarji ta’ Malta ikkomunikata lilha permezZ itira datata 10 ta’
Dicembru 2008 li permezz thha |-Awtorita informathajnter alia, i
ghar-rgzunijiet elenkati fl-istess ittra

(@) “... the Supervisory Council has resolved that theesgntations of
Manduca Randon & Co. Ltd do not merit a revisiontttd MFSA’s
intentions as communicated in its letter dated 2itoBer 2008 to
impose, pursuant to Article 16(3) of the Malta Fcal Services Act
(Cap. 330) and Atrticle 55 of the Trust and TrustAes(Cap. 331), an
administrative penalty of €1,000 on Manduca Randfld@o. Ltd’; u

(b) “Furthermore, in line with MFSA policy, the naturé the breach
committed, the penalty imposed and the name ofctimepany in
guestion will be published on the MFSA welisite

Fl-ittra ta’ I-appell tagha I-kumpannija appellanti filwaqt lichad thud
mir-ragunijiet li a bai taghhom |-Kunsill ta’ Sorveljanza wasalhgd-
decizjoni modatija fl-ittra ta’ I-10 ta’ Dicembru 2008 ammettiettifat
there are a few shortcomings and that we are stg\to ensure that these
are all eliminated. The decision taken against isisunnecessarily
harsl.

Fir-risposta ta’ I-Appell tagha I-Awtorita chamlet diversi Preliminary
submissionisu diversi “Submissions on the metits

Permezz tas-sottomissjonijiet preliminari fibg, |-Awtorita gefda
tikkontesta I-validita ta’ I-appell.

L-Awtorita tibda billi tilmenta li I-kumpannija amdlanti nagset milli
tispjegacar il-motiv ghall-appell tagha.

F'dan ir-rigward |-Awtorita §amlet referenzatall-artikolu 21(8) tal-
Kap. 330 li jghid:

“Appell magmul ... lit-Tribunal gandu jsir bil-miktub fejn ji spjegat
car il-motiv ghal dak l-appell ..”



It-tribunal ma jagbilx mas-sottomissjoni ta’ I-Awtta li fl-appell de quo
din id-disposizzjoni maietx osservata. Fil-fatt fl-ittra ta’ l-appell iss
referenza spifika ghal tlett dokumenti annessi nidgp.  Minn eami
ta’ dawn id-dokumenti u mill-ittra nnifisha il-matighal appell jirrizulta
car. Anki mill-ittra ta’ |-appell innifisha jirrtulta ¢ar illi I-kumpannija
appellanti gepbda tichad numru ta’ allegazzjonijiet ta’ |-Awtorita,
tammetti numru ta’ nuqqassijiet u tikkontesta szgam imposta fugha
mill-Awtorita bhala ‘unnecessarilfjarsh.

. Fis-sottomissjonijiet preliminari t&dpa I-Awtorita tkompli tilmenta illi
dan l-appell hu

“... procedurally null and void as MRQkioe |-kumpannija appellanti)

fails to explain how the Authority has wrongly apgl any applicable

provisions, why its decision is manifestly unfair why it abused its

discretion. In fact the appeal does not even cldnat any such abuse has
been committed by the MFSA

Skond l-artikolu 21(9) tal-Kap. 330

“It-talba ghad-de‘izjoni tat-Tribunal diandha tkun, gar-ragunijiet
migjuba mill-appellant-

€) jekk I-Awtorita kompetenti tkunx, fiddigoni tagiha, applikat
hazin xi waida mis-disposizzjonijiet ta’ dan I-att; jew

(b) jekk id-deizjoni ta’ l-awtorita kompetenti tikkostitwix abbua’
diskrezzjoni jew tkunx gusta manifestament.

Izda d-diskrezzjoni ta’ I-awtoritd kompetenti ma dist sakemm tkugiet
ezercitata b’mod xieraq, tkun mistogsija mit-Tribunal.

Izda ukoll, ma gandux jkun hemm ebda appell minrcid@ni li tkun
timponi piena li ma t&@-edix mitejn u tnejn u tletin euro u erayu disgin
centemu (232.94”

Fl-ittra ta’ I-appell il-kumpannija appellanti gedg tinnega I-esistenza ta’
numru ta’cirkostanzi li abbai taghhom |-Awtorita waslet lad-deizjoni

li minnha gieded isir dan l-appell u filwagt illi ammettiet nummta’
nuqqasijiet, sostniet li I-punizzjoni inflitta fugh mill-Awtorita hija
“unnecessarily harshu per konsegwenza talbet li I-istesstidgoni tigi
revokata minn dan it-tribunal.
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Fil-fehma tat-tribunal dan I-aggravju, jekigijippruvat, jaga fil-parametri
stabbiliti mill-artikolu 21(9) tal-Kap.330 apperi#tat stanteli decizjoni
ta’ I-Awtorita tkun ingusta manifestament.

10.L-ahhar sottomissjoni preliminari ta’ |I-Awtorita tirrigarda t-talba tal-
kumpannija appellanti. Dastanteli t-talba hija ndirrizata lill-Kunsill ta’
Sorveljanza u mhux lil dan it-tribunal. Fil-fatehhar paragrafu ta’ l-ittra
ta’ I-appell tal-kumpannija appellanti jibda hekk:

“In the circumstances we request that this SupanviSouncil revokes .

Fis-seduta nimuma fis-6 ta’ Frar 2009 il-kumpannija appellaraibet
korrezzjoni fis-sens li flok il-kliem Supervisory Counciljidhlu I-kliem

“the Financial Services Tribudal L-Awtorita ma @gezzjonatx u
ghalhekk I-imsemmi ilment ta’ I-Awtorita huwa illunosvolat.

11 Nigu issa pall-mertu.

12 Wagqt is-smiefy ta’ I-appell il-kwistjoni bejn il-partijietsiet ferm limitata.
Fis-seduta tas-6 ta’ Frar 2009 il-partijiet ivvdrbzaw illi:

“Fil-fattemp, il-partijiet u mingajr pregudizzju ser jiltaqu biex jaraw jekk
tistax tinstab soluzzjoni amikevoli u dan skondppalanti jista jkun
hemm lok ta’ soluzzjoni stante |I-mertu mhux inigidr-rigward il-multa
izda grar-rigward il-fama stante li din id-d#zjoni ta’ I-MFSA se i
ppubblikata fuq I-internét

13 Fis-seduta sussegwenttjoe dik tat-13 ta’ Marzu 2009, il-partijiet
infurmaw lit-tribunal illi ma ftehmux. L-appellantddikjaraw i
m’'ghandhomx provstante“li kienu I-MFSA li dehrilhom i kien hemm xi
nuggasijiet minn nea tagihom u l-istess MFSA jgudikawhom. Da
parti tacghha I-Awtorita ddikjarat Ii stante li I-appellanti mhux se jtelg
provi, |-Awtorita appellata mhux se ttella prowvi Ghalhekk il-partijiet
gablu li I-kaz ghandu jihalla chat-trattazzjoni.

14 Gjaladarba l-appellanti mgabux provi, l-appell taghom ta’ bilfors irid
jigi limitat fug dawk il-punti ta’ natura legali li mghtigux provi.

15 Fis-sottomissjonijiet orali u bil-miktub [-appell&nillimittaw ruhhom

ghall-pubblicita li I-Awtorita kienet se tdgfi lid-decizjoni taghha ucioeli
“in line with MFSA policy, the nature of the breacbmmitted, the

11



penalty imposed and the name of the company intiqoewill be
published on the MFSA web3ite

16.1l-kumpannija appellanti sostniet i Igii tikkontempla biss penali
amministrattiva li ma tistax tkurzjed minn tlieta u disgn elf u mija u
erbgia u sebgin euro u erbga u disdiin centemu (93,174.94¥ u xejn
aktar. ll-kumpannija appellanti hglhekk tikkontendi illi tali
pubblikazzjoni tad-d&zjoni fuqg il-websiteta’ I-Awtorita hija piena fiha
nnifisha u danmulto magismeta lpolicy ta’ |-Awtorita hi li gatt ma
tnehhi d-decizjonijiet taghha minn fug dan is-sit.

17 Jdidher illi s-sottimissjoni ta’ I-appellanti dwakpolicy ta’ I-Awtorita li
ma ttnéhix id-decizjonijiet li tiehu minn fuq ilwebsiteganglet dibattitu
fi hdan |-Awtorita li wassletigal tibdil f'din il- policy.

18 Fil-fatt fis-17 ta’ Lulju 2009 I|-Awtorita ppubblikapolicy gdida fir-
rigward ta’ kemm fgandhom jibgfu fuq il-website tacghha “notices
regarding sanctions and restrictions on authorisati. Kopja talpolicy
il-gdida giet esibita mill-Awtorita hala Dok AC1 u tinsala fol 42 tal-
process. ll-parti rilevanti tddha chal dan l-appell tagra hekk:

“With effect from 17 July 2009, MFSA notices regagdsanctions shall
be treated as follows:

1. a notice to the public in respect of a fine eateeding €3000 or of
minor infringements, shall be revoked from the wigd-after two (2)
years

19.Irid ghalhekk jigi deciz jekk il-pubblikazzjoni tad-d&zjoni ta’ I-Awtorita
fil-kkaz mertu ta’ dan l-appelltml perjodu limitat ta’ sentejn jikkostitwix
piena li mhijiex ikkontemplata fil-§i.

20.r-regolagenerali hi illi, sakemm ma jkunx hemm divjet esgrasll-ligi,
kulhadd, mill-aktar awtorita fgplja sa cittadin fil-vesti privata tiegu,
ghandu dritt li jikkomunika d-d@&zjonijiet li jiehu fil-parametri permessi
mill-li gi jekk hekk ikun jidirlu. Dan huwa d-dritt fundamiali ta’ I-
espressjoni. Fil-ka ta’ entitajiet muniti b’funzjoni pubblika dan il-
principju, dejjem jekk ma jkun hemm ebda divjet ta’ matlegali,hafna
drabi mhuwiex dritt imma obbligu. Danhaliex id-deizjonijiet li

° Ara l-artikolu 51(7) tal-Kap. 331
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jittiehdu jaffettwaw il-pubbliku ingenerali li dhandu dalhekk dritt ikun
jaf bihom.

21ll-pubblikazzjoni ta’ deéizjoni ta’ awtorita pubblika fiha nnifisha
ghalhekk gatt ma tistagi kkunsidrata bala piena. Fil-kain kwistjoni

ghalhekk ma jistax jinpad illi |-pubblikazzjoni ta’ deéizjoni ta’ I-
Awtorita li timponi penali amministrattiva fuq Website taghha hija
illegali.

Decide

22.Ghal dawn ir-rgunijiet it-tribunal, wara li jthad |-&cezzjonijiet
preliminari ta’ I-Awtorita appellata, jirrespén l-appell tal-kumpannija
appellata, bl-ispejjekontra tagha.
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