‘\IBA: Independent Broadcasting Authority

Ref: IBA/TOP/20/153

Mr. Balkrishna Kaunhye
Managing Director

TOP FM Ltd

7% Floor, The Peninsula,
2A, Falcon Street,
Caudan

Port-Louis

15 December 2020

Dear Sir,

Re: BREACH OF THE CODE OF CONDUCT FOR BROADCASTING SERVICES IN
THE PROGRAMME “TEMPO LA SO” BROADCAST BY TOP FM LTD ON 24
FEBRUARY 2020

SUSPENSION OF LICENCE TOP FM LTD

| am directed to inform you that:

1. TOP FM Ltd. is the holder of a PRIVATE COMMERCIAL FREE TO AIR FM
RADIO BROADCASTING LICENCE (the ‘licence”) issued by the Independent
Broadcasting Authority, (the “Authority”), pursuant to the provisions of the Independent
Broadcasting Authority Act. The licence was renewed by the Authority for the period 13
December 2018 to 12 December 2021. It is highlighted that a radio frequency does not
belong to any operator but a licence is given to that operator by the Information and

Communication Technologies Authority to use that frequency pursuant to its statutory
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powers under section 18 (1)(p) of the Information and Communication Technologies
Act. In respect to the use of frequencies, the Authority also refers to section 2 (relevant
definitions for radio licences are included) and section 18(1) (p) and 18(1) (r) of the

Information and Communication Technologies Act which provide as follows:

“allocation” means the entry of a given frequency band in the
Mauritius Frequency Allocation Table to be used by one or more
terrestrial or space radio communication service, or the radio

astronomy services;

“frequency band” means a continuous frequency range of spectrum;

"Mauritius Frequency Allocation Table” means the table where the

spectrum plan for Mauritius is detailed:

‘radio communication” means any lransmission, emission or
reception of signs, signals, writings, sounds or intelligence of any
nature, of a frequency less than 3000 gigahertz, propagated in
space without artificial guide;

‘radio spectrum” means the portion of the electromagnetic spectrum

which is below 3,000 gigahertz;

‘service provider” means any person who provides an information

and communication service, including telecommunication;

“18.  Functions of Authority

(1) The Authority shall—

(p) allocate frequencies and manage, review and, where appropriate,

reorganise the frequency spectrum;
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(r) set up a radio frequency management unit for the allocation,
monitoring, control and regulation of radio frequencies and, with the

approval of the Minister, participate in any regional monitoring system;”

2. Paragraph 9 of the licence issued by the Authority to TOP FM Ltd provides for

suspension of the licence and reads as follows:
“9. SUSPENSION
9.1 Notwithstanding Clause 8 above, where the Authority is satisfied
that -
a. the Licensee has failed to start its operation within 6
months of the issue of this Licence or within such
additional period as may be allowed by the Authority;

b. the Licensee has ceased its operation under this Licence;

c. the Licensee has given the Authority information which is

false or misleading in a material particular:

d. the Licensee has failed to comply with the Code of Conduct
specified in the Second Schedule to the Act (ANNEX A);

e. itis in the public interest to do so,

it may suspend the Licence.”

3. TOP FM Ltd, as any other licensee, is also bound by the terms of its licence and
by section 21(6) of the Independent Broadcasting Authority Act which makes it
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mandatory for it to comply with the terms and conditions of its licence. Section 21(6) of
the Independent Broadcasting Authority Act provides that;

“A licensee shall comply with the terms and conditions of a licence.”

4. It is clear that the Code of Conduct for Broadcasting Services (see paragraph
9.1(d) of TOP FM Ltd.’s licence) has, as a matter of law, to be complied with by any
licencee of the Authority which is duty-bound to comply with the terms and conditions of
its licence and with the laws of Mauritius. A breach of the Code of Conduct for
Broadcasting Services, is also a breach of paragraph 9.1(d) of TOP FM Ltd.’s licence.
TOP FM Ltd.’s licence, in paragraph 9.1(d), clearly specifies that such a breach may

lead to a suspension of the licence.

5. On 24 February 2020, TOP FM Ltd broadcast the following extract in its

programme “Tempo la so” as from 17h30;
«At around 18h12
Jack Bizlall :

...Nou bizen kapav ena courage pou dir Modi deux kitsoz, enn kitsoz, fouss so
lipie en dehors nous société. To pas enn dimun crédible pou assizer pou vinn dir
nou ki nou bizen fer et par ailleurs, c'est ki li pe rode fer dan 'lnde anti Musulman
anti certains religions, Ii pou vinn fer sa dan Maurice. Pou arrive enn moment, sa
contradiction ki pe lever dan I'lnde la, ena enn Université en Inde mo fek zouen
so étudiant, bannla rent dan université vinn tir lor université parski University of
Uttar Pradesh parski Université la inn prend position contre Modi. Et laisse mo pe

envi dir dimun.
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(--)
6. The Authority, at its meeting of 16 March 2020, considered the above item and
was of the considered view that the extract of the programme broadcast by TOP FM Ltd
as from 17h30 on 24 February 2020 potentially breaches the underlined part of
paragraph 2(a) of the Code of Conduct for Broadcasting Services set out in the Second
Schedule to the Independent Broadcasting Authority Act which provides as follows:

“2. General

Broadcasting licensees shall -

(a) not broadcast any material which is indecent, obscene or offensive

to public morals or offensive to the religious convictions or feelings of

any section of the population or likely to prejudice the safety of the

State or the public order or relations between sections of the

population;

(b) ....”

T By way of letter dated 08 April 2020 (Ref: L/T-TOP/20/040) (ANNEX 1), TOP FM
Ltd was requested to show cause, in writing, by Thursday 15 April 2020 by noon, at

latest why TOP FM Ltd should not be sanctioned for the potential breach of the
underlined part of paragraph 2(a) of the Code of Conduct for Broadcasting Services set
out in the Second Schedule to the Independent Broadcasting Authority Act.

8. On 10 April 2020, TOP FM Ltd represented by its Chairman Mr Balkrishna Ved
Prakash Kaunhye, applied for judicial review in relation to the Authority’s letter dated 08
April 2020. The application for judicial review contained a prayer in relation to the
Authority’s letter dated 08 April 2020.
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9. On 15 April 2020, the Supreme Court (Hon. E. Balancy, Chief Justice, as he then
was, and Hon. R. Seetohul-Toolsee Judge) granted Prayer E of the application and

Prayer E reads as follows:

“For a temporary stay of proceedings of the respondent in
relation with its letter of 08 April 2020, and further, or
alternatively, an interim or interlocutory writ of injunction
restraining and prohibiting the respondent from further
proceeding with its letter dated 8.4.20, until the hearing and

determination of the proceedings for judicial review’

10.  On 05 May 2020, the Supreme Court (Hon. E. Balancy, Chief Justice, as he then
was, and Hon. R. Seetohul-Toolsee Judge) in its judgment (2020 SCJ 77) decided as

follows:

“We accordingly had no hesitation to grant Prayer E in our
Judgment filed on 15 April 2020”

11, It is apposite to note that with the granting of Prayer E, the regulatory action
initiated by the Authority had to be stopped until the Judicial Review proceedings were
heard and determined or until the Supreme Court reconsidered the propriety of Prayer E
having been granted against the Authority given that such a prayer stopped regulatory
action from being proceeded with and given that the Authority had not reached a final
decision in respect of the regulatory action which it had initiated by way of its letter dated
8 April 2020.

12. On 22 September 2020, before the Supreme Court, their Lordships Hon. D. Chan
Kan Cheong Judge and Hon. N. F. Oh San-Bellepeau, Judge, highlighted in their

judgment, the following matters:
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4. Insofar as prayer B is concerned (the “second decision”
dated the 8" April 2020), it is in fact a letter requesting the
applicant to show cause why it should not be sanctioned for a
potential breach of the Code of Conduct for Broadcasting

Services. It is therefore not a final decision.

5. It is common ground that, as a rule, judicial review lies only
in respect of a final decision against which all available remedies
have been exhausted, and not against a step in an on-going
process (vide Jogarah V. & Others v National Transport
Authority [1997 SCJ 163], and Teeluckdarry K. v The Bar
Council & Another [2019 SCJ 50]).

6.  Nonetheless, relying on the case of Teeluckdarry (supra),
the applicant submits that leave for judicial review may be
granted where there are exceptional circumstances and where a
decision, albeit not final, is ab initio, in breach of the rules of

natural justice, procedurally flawed, unreasonable and unfair.”

7. A perusal of the affidavits in support of the application and
the statement of case however shows that there is no averment
made in relation to the exceptional circumstances or to the
“second decision” being defective ab initio. In other words, the
submission made on behalf of the applicant in that regard are not
borne out by the evidence on record so that the present
application does not disclose an arguable case with respect to

the “second decision.”

8 Moreover, we are of the view that the applicant’s challenge
of the second decision is, at this stage, premature. The

application in effect does not disclose any compelling reason to
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prevent the respondent from exercising its statutory powers and
performing its statutory duties. In these circumstances, leave is

refused with regard to prayer B.

(--)

11. Leave having been refused as regards paragraph B, the
Order issued following the grant of Prayer E on the 15" April
2020 is discharged.”

13. By way of letter dated 06 October 2020 (L/T-TOP/20/113) (ANNEX 2), the
Authority reiterated its request to TOP FM Ltd to show cause, in writing, by Tuesday 13
October 2020 by noon, at latest why TOP FM Ltd should not be sanctioned for the
potential breach as stated in the Authority’s letter dated 08 April 2020. The Authority
highlights that the Order of the Supreme Court of 15 April 2020 prevented the Authority
from proceeding with regulatory action pending the determination of judicial review
proceedings. The said order was subsequently discharged by the Supreme Court on 22

September 2020 and the Authority was only then able to pursue regulatory action.

14. By way of email dated 13 October 2020 (ANNEX 3) received at the Authority at
10:41a.m, Me A. Radhakissoon, whose services has been retained by TOP FM Ltd,
requested for particulars of the potential breach alleged to have been committed by
TOP FM Ltd.

15. By way of letter dated 13 October 2020 (L/L-TOP/20/122) (ANNEX 4), the
Authority replied to TOP FM Ltd in the following terms:

“The Authority has taken note of your letter dated 13 October 2020 received at
10:41a.m on 13 October 2020 by email.
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You are reminded that the deadline for replying to the Authority’s letter dated 06
October 2020 (Ref: L/T-TOP/20/1 13) expired on 13 October 2020 at noon and
the Authority expected your reply by the deadline.

The issues raised in your letter dated 13 October 2020 may be considered by
you when replying to the Authority’s letter dated 08 April 2020 (Ref: L/T-
TOP/20/040) and 06 October 2020 (Ref: L/T-TOP/20/113). You are also

reminded that regulatory action ought not be delayed as your client, himself, is

likely to complain that the regulator has delayed in taking regulatory action

against him.

It stands to reason that by asking for particulars at some 79 minutes before the
expiry of the deadline is tantamount to using delaying tactics when such

particulars may have been asked since 08 April 2020.

The letters dated 08 April 2020 (Ref: L/T-TOP/20/040) and 06 October 2020
(Ref: L/T-TOP/20/113) are self-explanatory. Prayer E (injunction granted by Hon

Balancy CJ, as he then was, and Hon Toolsee, Judge) of your application for
Judicial review was discharged on 22 September 2020, i.e 21 days from the date
of your letter dated 13 October 2020. In the light of the discharge of that
injunction, you had to reply to the Authority’s letter dated 08 April 2020.

You are hereby expected to show cause, in writing, by Wednesday 14 October
2020 by noon, at latest why TOP FM Ltd should not be sanctioned for the
potential breach as stated in the Authority’s letter dated 08 April 2020. The

Authority’s letter of 6 October 2020 was a follow up to the letter dated 08 April

2020 and was in response to the discharge of Prayer E of your judicial review
application. In the event that you do not reply to this letter, it is assumed that you
do not have any reply to make.”

16.  In response to the Authority’s letter dated 13 October 2020 (L/L-TOP/20/122)
(ANNEX 5), the Chief Executive Officer of TOP FM Ltd, Mr B. Kaunhye, stated, inter
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alia, in a letter dated 13 October 2020 addressed to the Authority that “... In such
circumstances, should you maintain not to provide the particulars which have been
sought from you, the licensee shall reserve all its legal rights in the matter to the fullest
extent which is permitted by applicable law .As the representative of the licensee, | am
hereby instructing our Counsel, Me Ashok Radhakissoon to correspond directly with you

on this matter”.

17. By way of letter dated 14 October 2020 (ANNEX 6), TOP FM Ltd replied to the
Authority’s letter dated 06 October 2020 (L/T-TOP/20/1 13) and stated, inter alia, that:

“My client denies having committed any breach of Section 2(a) of the
Code of Conduct for Broadcasting Services and specifically in
relation to the underlined parts highlighted in your letter under

reference.

My client avers that it does not have to show cause as to why it
should “not be sanctioned” as it verily believes and stands legally
advised that it has not committed any breach as regards the content
of the statement made by Mr Jack Bizlall during the impugned

programme”,

18.  The matter was debated at length during the Authority’s meetings of 16 March
2020 and 10 December 2020. It is highlighted that the material broadcast in relation to
which particulars were sought 79 minutes before the expiry of the deadline set by the
Authority contains only 104 words. Further, the reference to paragraph 2(a) of the Code
of Conduct for Broadcasting Services in the Authority’s letter dated 6 October 2020
makes it clear that TOP FM Ltd was being made amenable to regulatory action since
such material was “likely to prejudice relations between sections of the
population.” The extract broadcast was to the effect that the Indian Prime Minister

Modi's alleged anti-Muslim and anti-other religion policies would be implemented in
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Mauritius. It stands to reason that such a statement is likely to prejudice relations
between the Muslim, and/or other religious denominations in Mauritius and other
sections of the population which include, but are not limited to, Indian nationals residing

in Mauritius.

19. In relation to the request for particulars dated 13 October 2020 from TOP FM Ltd,
it is highlighted that TOP FM Ltd asked for particulars some 79 minutes before the
expiry of the deadline set by the Authority for TOP FM to show cause why it should not
be sanctioned for the potential breach of paragraph 2(a) of the Code of Conduct for
Broadcasting Services. In effect, a demand for particulars, at that late hour, would have
further delayed regulatory action and TOP FM Ltd would not have shown cause so long
as the particulars are not furnished. This delaying tactic used by TOP FM Ltd at the last
hour cannot be entertained. Further the letters from the Authority and the 104-word
paragraph as well as the reference to paragraph 2(a) of the Code of Conduct for
Broadcasting Services made it very clear what was being reproached of TOP FM Ltd.

20.  In addition, it is highlighted that the particulars requested by TOP FM Ltd amount
to a series of interrogatories. An analogy can, here, be drawn in relation to requests for

particulars in civil cases. In the case of Emtel Limited v The Information and

Communication Technologies Authority & ors [2014 SCJ 288] the Supreme Court
applied the case of Gujadhur and Ors v. Gujadhur & Sons Ltd. [1962 MR 49] and

explained the “clear line of demarcation” which must be drawn between particulars and

interrogatories. Particulars are confined to averments in the pleadings and the object of
particulars is to give to the other party information which the latter reasonably require to
defend himself. It is also explained in the case of Gujadhur that the object of
interrogatories is two-fold: firstly, to obtain admissions to facilitate the proof of a case
and secondly, to ascertain so far as may be done, the case of the opponent.
Interrogatories are generally directed to the evidence on which the interrogating party
relies to establish his case. Whilst applications for particulars are allowed,

interrogatories are not. In the case of Gujadhur, the case of Lister Company Ltd. v.

%
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Thompson [7 TLR 107] is referred to as indicating the demarcation line which should

be drawn between applications for particulars and interrogatories and also how the
Court may refuse an application for further and better particulars as being a series of

interrogatories and as being oppressive.

21.  An analysis of the request for particulars by TOP FM Ltd clearly shows that it is a
list of questions which is a series of interrogatories addressed to the Authority which

cannot be entertained.

22.  With reference to the letter dated 14 October 2020 addressed to the Authority by
TOP FM Ltd, the following should be noted:

(a) the issue of particulars as per the letters from the Chief Executive Officer of
TOP FM Ltd dated 13 October 2020 and the letter dated 14 October 2020

have been addressed above:

(b) with regard to paragraph (A) of the letter dated 14 October 2020, there was
no need for a public complaint for the Authority to act. A breach of the Code
of Conduct for Broadcasting Services must be dealt with by the Board of the
Authority which can act proprio motu in respect of such a breach. The Board
is empowered and is duty-bound to decide on any potential breach in relation
to the Code of Conduct for Broadcasting Services set out in the Second
Schedule to the IBA Act;

(c) in relation to paragraphs (B), (D) and (G) of the same letter, TOP FM Ltd is
reminded that it is the holder of a broadcasting licence from IBA and not Mr
Jack Bizlall. (TOP FM Ltd is referred to the extract of Mr. Kaunhye cited at
paragraph 27 below). TOP FM Ltd is further reminded that the exercise of the
right to freedom of expression is subject to limitations set out under section
12(2) of the Constitution. The expression of disapprobation does not confer a
right on the person to utter words which are likely to prejudice the relations

s

Page 12 of 32



between sections of the population. The expression of disapprobation and the
words aired by TOP FM Ltd could have been said in another way without
targeting any section of the population. The host of the programme should
have stopped Mr Bizlall from saying the impugned words. It is apposite to
highlight that section 12 of the Constitution (which does not confer an

absolute freedom of expression) reads as follows [emphasis is ours];

“12.  Protection of freedom of expression

(1)  Except with his own consent, no person shall be
hindered in the enjoyment of his freedom of expression, that
is to say, freedom to hold opinions and to receive and impart
ideas and information without interference, and freedom from

interference with his correspondence.

(2) Nothing contained in or done under the authority of
any law shall be held to be inconsistent with or in
contravention of this section to the extent that the law in

question makes provision—

(@)  in the interests of defence, public safety, public order,

public morality or public health;

(b) for the purpose of protecting the reputations,

rights and freedoms of other persons or the private lives

of persons concerned in legal proceedings, preventing

the disclosure of information received in confidence,

maintaining the authority and independence of the

Courts, or requlating the technical administration or the

technical operation of telephony, telegraphy, posts,

wireless broadcasting, television, public exhibitions or

public entertainments: or
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(c) for the imposition of restrictions upon public officers,

except so far as that provision or, as the case may be,

the thing done under its authority is shown not to be

reasonably justifiable in a democratic society.”

(d)in relation to paragraph (C) of the same letter, the expression of
disapprobation in the following terms “...c’est ki Ii’ pe rode fer dan I’inde
anti Musulman anti certains religions, li pou vinn fer sa dan Maurice...”
does not in any way raise any issues of national interest. Section 283 of the
Criminal Code deals with the offence of sedition and is therefore irrelevant for
our purposes. When exercising its powers under the Independent
Broadcasting Authority Act, in respect of the Code of Conduct for
Broadcasting Services, the Authority is not bound to wait for criminal action to
be disposed of before it exercises its regulatory powers. A licence issued by
the Authority is valid for a period of 3 years only and renewal is not automatic.
If the Authority waits for criminal cases to be finally disposed of, its regulatory
powers in respect of suspension and revocation would be otiose. There is a
clear line of demarcation between the realm of criminal law and the realm of
regulatory action under the Independent Broadcasting Authority Act. It is clear
that regulatory action and criminal law can and do operate in parallel. The
Authority also wishes to highlight the matters raised in 2004 when the
Independent Broadcasting Authority, though its then Chairman, expressed the
intention to possibly ban live broadcasts (see paragraph 27 below). In the
present context, the only regulatory action which is being taken is suspension

as provided for by the Independent Broadcasting Authority Act; and

' “Li”, when read in the context of the broadcast, refers to the Indian Prime Minister,

Honourable Modi

/ |
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(e) in relation to paragraphs (E) and (F) of the same letter, the Authority is
empowered to take regulatory actions against its licensees albeit the
possibility exists for referral to other enforcement agencies. Although no
actual incident was reported, on a plain interpretation of paragraph 2(a) of the
Code of the Conduct for Broadcasting Services set out in the Second
Schedule to the IBA Act, it is clearly provided that broadcasting licencees

shall not broadcast any material which is likely to prejudice relations between

sections of the population [Underlining is ours].

23.  After having considered the explanations of TOP FM Ltd, the Authority is not
satisfied with the explanations of TOP FM Ltd and is of the considered opinion that TOP
FM Ltd has breached paragraph 2(a) of the Code of Conduct for Broadcasting Services
set out in the Second Schedule to the Independent Broadcasting Authority Act.

24.  The Authority highlights that a breach of the Code of Conduct for Broadcasting
Services is a matter which is to be taken seriously as section 21(7) of the Independent
Broadcasting Authority Act provides that licensees “shall carry out its activities in
compliance with the code of conduct specified in the Second Schedule.”
[underlining is ours]. The Code of Conduct for Broadcasting Services is a Code which
broadcasting licencees are statutorily bound to comply with. The Authority further
highlights that the word “shall” is to be read as being imperative (vide section 5(4)(a) of
the Interpretation and General Clauses Act, as judicially considered and applied in the
case of Ng Kwet Leong v Medical Council of Mauritius 2019 SCJ 1.

25. The extract of the programme “Tempo la so” broadcast by TOP FM Ltd on 24
February 2020 as from 17h30 hours, and set out at paragraph 5 above, is considered
by the Authority as breaching Paragraph 2 (a) of the Code of Conduct for Broadcasting
Services in as much as the words broadcast by TOP FM Ltd, as a whole, are likely to

prejudice the relations between sections of the population.
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26.  The Authority is fully alive to the fact that Mauritius is a country where people of
all religious faiths are living in harmony. The fact that Mr Bizlall stated on TOP FM Ltd
that “...c’est ki li (Modi)* pe rode fer dan IInde anti Musulman anti certains
religions, li pou vinn fer sa dan Maurice... » is not acceptable and is in breach of
paragraph 2(a) of the Code of Conduct for Broadcasting Services as set out in the
Second Schedule to the IBA Act.

27.  An extract of an article published in 5-Plus Dimanche of 29 February 2004
(ANNEX 7) is of utmost relevance to paragraph 22 above and also to the conduct of
TOP FM Ltd as a licencee. In the said article Me Ashok Radhakissoon, the then
Chairman of the Independent Broadcasting Authority, and now, one of the legal
advisers of TOP FM Ltd, stated the following:

“Nous pourrions aller trés loin dans les sanctions s’il le faut”, dit Ashok
Radhakissoon, président de I'IBA.”

Le Premier ministre, Paul Bérenger, a été clair dans sa déclaration lors de
sa conférence de presse hier: “Les dérapages en direct sur les radios

privées sont dangereux et inacceptables.” Le président de I'IBA a tenu les

mémes propos envers les responsables des radios privées hier matin. Au

point, a dit le PM, ot au Conseil des ministres, la question a été évoquée :

“Nous nous sommes demandé si nous n’étions pas arrivés a un moment

ou il fallait “ban” (bannir) les émissions en direct sur les radios privées. La

chose est dans le domaine du possible si les radios n’arrétent pas avec
leurs dérapages”. La veille vendredi, au cours du conseil des ministres, le
PM avait pris la décision de rencontrer bientét les responsables des radios
en compagnie des membres de I'IBA et du vice-Premier ministre.

Trois heures plus tét, c’était au conseil d’administration de IIBA de

2 “Li”, when read in the context of the broadcast, refers to the Indian Prime Minister,

Honourable Modi
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rencontrer les responsables des radios privées et un responsable de Ia

MBC. Une rencontre qui a pris I’allure d’une mise en garde, a en croire Ia

déclaration que nous a faite le président de I'lBA Ashok Radhakissoon

“Nous avons tenu a rencontrer les responsables des radios car nous

sommes consternés par certaines émissions en direct. Nous leur avons fait

plusieurs propositions, surtout par rapport a certains dérapages sur les

radios privées. Nous avons évoqué les couvertures de certains sujets

sensibles car nous ne voulons pas arriver a une situation sociale intenable

sur fond de haine raciale.” Les menaces cette fois sont précises. “A U'IBA,

nous sommes disposés a agir. Nous pourrions aller trés loin avec des

sanctions s’il le fallait. Nous proposons dans un premier temps d’arréter

momentanément des émissions en direct jusqu’a ce qu’on arrive a trouver
une solution. Nous avons fait aussi d’autres propositions comme I'achat
d’un équipement, le ‘broadcast delay’, qui permet d’avoir un recul entre 8 et
20 secondes s’agissant des émissions en direct. Les responsables des
radios ont eu une approche responsable”, affirme Ashok Radhakissoon qui
revoit les responsables des radios privées demain, au siége de I'ICTA cette

fois, pour écouter leurs propositions.”

Réactions :

Finlay Salesse (Radio One):

“ll est inacceptable que I'IBA interdise les émissions en direct qui sont la
respiration méme d’une radio privée. A moins d’empécher celle-ci d’avoir
une vocation de service public. Certaines radios ont certainement des
dispositions a prendre pour éviter tout dérapage. A Radio One, nos
auditeurs ont le sens de la responsabilité. Il appartient aux journalistes-
animateurs d’imposer les paramétres pour éviter des dérapages a

I'antenne. Nous avons toujours dit & Radio One que la liberté de parole ne
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