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Decision 2016-08-04 
Travel Agency Commissioner - Area 2 
 
Andreas Körösi 
P.O.Box 5245 
S-102 45 Stockholm, Sweden 
 
Applicant: International Air Transport Association (IATA) 
King Abdullah II Street, Al Shaab Roundabout 
Business Park, Building GH8 
P.O. Box 940587 
Amman 11194 Jordan 
 
Represented by:  
Ms Dania Al Abbadi, Manager Agency Management, Africa and Middle East 
 
Assisted by: 
Mr. Rodney D´Cruz, Manager Agency Management, Asia and South Pacific (via link)  
Ms. Christine Hazboun, Deputy Manager Agency Management AME 
Ms. Sandra Pommier, Assistant Manager Agency Management AME 
Mr. Matteo Zanarini, Former Manager Agency Management, Australia (via link) 
 
 
Respondent: Gitani Travel Agency Lebanon (IATA code 43 2 5275 3) 
Nader Bldg., Akaba Street - Toni Frangieh Blvd. 

Zgharta, Lebanon 

Represented by:  
Mr Boutros Gitani, Owner / Manager Gitani´s Travel 
 
Assisted by:   
Mr Majed Balaawi (Mainly as interpreter) 
 
 

I. Background and the Case in brief 
 
This decision is based on written statements and evidence provided by The 
Parties prior to, and during the Oral Hearing (“OH”) in Amman. 

Mr Raimond Gitani, Owner/ Manager of Gitani Travel Agency Pty Ltd, 
Australia with IATA numeric code 02 36003 5 now terminated and under 
liquidation, has on 07 June, 2013 transferred AUD 175.000 to Gitani Travel in 
Lebanon (The Respondent). The transfer was just 1 day before declaring the 
company insolvent. Accumulated debt to IATA Member Airlines was 
approximately AUD 1,200.000. 

The 28th of December, 2015, on behalf of IATA Member Airlines, invoking 
Resolution 820e § 1.3, The Applicant requested this Office to conduct a review 
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to determine if The Respondent´s actions “reflect legitimate business conduct” 
or not. 

“The Agency Administrator, on his own initiative or at the request of any 
Member, a group of Members, or of the Agency Services Manager, shall 
initiate a review to determine whether the Agent or Location has breached its 
Passenger Sales Agency Agreement…”  

Specifically, the provisions of Resolutions requesting an Accredited Agent to 
observe local laws and regulations, i.e. if The Respondent knowingly had 
received and kept funds considered unlawfully sent by Gitani Australia.  

There are no legal ties between the two “Gitani” Accredited Agents and The 
Applicant has not presented reasons giving cause to suspect risk for 
prejudiced collection of Member Airlines funds. 

The Applicant has requested that the Respondent should be suspended 
“…until full accounting of the funds transferred …is submitted to the 
satisfaction of the creditor airlines in Australia” 

Suspension is very detrimental to Agents and proof of risk for prejudiced 
collection of Member Airlines funds is essential. 

Neither the review of the case, nor the OH, have revealed circumstances 
which would justify a suspension of The Respondent. 

 
II. The core of The Applicant´s arguments in summary 

 
There is circumstantial evidence that there was “collusion” between the two 
companies and that The Respondent has unfairly, and most likely unlawfully, 
benefitted from the AUD 175.000 transfer at the expense of Member Airlines.  
 
The transfer was done one day before Gitani Travel Australia (owned and 
managed by The Respondents brother) went bankrupt, and seemingly has 
no legitimate correlation to services rendered.  
 
When asked to provide evidence of the opposite, The Respondent produced 
an “invoice” dated 10 June, 2013 which is 3 days AFTER the transfer was 
made on 07 June, 2013.  
 
The Applicant suspects that the “invoice” was most likely produced only as a 
result of The Commissioner´s request to substantiate “with a copy of the 
invoice” the correlation of the huge transfer of money and services rendered. 
 
Quoting The Applicant: “…there appears to be abetment to the default by 
Gitani in Australia…” concluding that the funds must be returned to the Airlines 
to whom they rightfully belong. 
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III. The core of The Respondent´s arguments in summary 

 
“…There is no, and has never been, any legal ties between the companies…”  
 
Gitani Australia has, even after this partial payment, a debt of approximately 
AUD 40,000 to Gitani Lebanon. 
 
This type of payment settlement is extended to 3 more Australian partners. 
Settlements are done twice a month after “statements of accounts” having 
been sent by Gitani in Lebanon. This explains the “discrepancy” between the 
copy of the invoice dated 10th of June 2013, the AUD 175.000 transferred from 
Australia and the actual debt.  
 
“…all of Gitani Lebanon´s business is 100% legitimate and Mr Gitani is 
committed to cooperate with whatever clarifications The Applicant requests.” 

 
All of the above has been confirmed by written statements from the 
independent auditing firm of Gitani, Lebanon. 

 
 

IV. Right to Oral Hearing  
 
Both Parties have agreed to hold an Oral Hearing and to allow this Office to 
reach a Decision. 
 

 
V. Considerations leading to Decision 

 
The Applicant has not been able to demonstrate any wrongdoings or non- 
compliance with Resolutions by The Respondent. 

It is up to the affected Member Airlines and The Applicant to pursue and 
establish, through legal authorities in Australia, if the transfer of AUD 175.000 
was illegal or not.  

The objective for this review is also to determine if the alleged actions of The 
Respondent (… “knowingly” having received and kept funds considered 
unlawfully sent by Gitani Australia…”) reflect legitimate and professional 
business conduct as requested by the the Passenger Sales Agency 
Agreement (“PSAA”). 

The Respondent, remitting Bi-monthly, is in full compliance with the Local 
Financial Criteria. Except of 2 minor irregularities years ago, The Respondent 
has complied with Resolutions and always demonstrated its compliance with 
the terms of the PSAA. 
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This Commissioner has no doubts that there is regular (most likely even 
frequent) contact between the “Gitani brothers”.  

This does by no means establish collusion nor does this constitute a breach of 
Lebanese law. It is up to IATA Member Airlines and The Applicant to prove 
any wrong doings according to Lebanese law, and not The Respondents 
responsibility to prove it´s innocence. 

No findings during this review have shown that The Respondent´s “business 
conduct” is reprehensible or in any way non-legitimate.  

But, above all from the written statements provided by The Respondent, also 
confirmed during the OH, I find the Business Model practiced by The 
Respondent as “risky”.  

More specifically, the practice to extend credit “… up to two months…and in 
some cases even exceeding the two months …”, for tickets issued and 
consequently remit for them within 2 weeks of the issuance, will according 
to this Commissioner´s experience sooner or later lead to a cash flow problem. 
The Respondent could not give a viable answer to this “business model” when 
asked to clarify during the OH.  

This alone raises doubt about The Respondents credit worthiness and by 
extension a suspicion of risk for prejudiced collection of funds. 

 
 
VI. Decision 
 

Having carefully considered the Resolutions and the evidence presented by 
The Parties it is hereby decided as follows: 
 

 
1) The Applicant had in the interest of Member Airlines acted within the limits 

of the Resolutions.  
 

2) It is up to The Applicant and Member Airlines to prove that The 
Respondent has acted against Lebanese law when “accepting” the money 
transfers from Gitani Australia. 

 
3) The Respondent, when weekly remittance becomes available in the 

Lebanese Market, shall remit weekly for at least 6 months. 
 

4) The Respondent shall be notified at least 1 month prior to this 
arrangement. 

 
5) The Applicant can utilise this minimum 7 months´ timeframe to establish 

“facts about the allegations” according to 2) 
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6) The Respondent is to be allowed back to the current remitting cycle if The 
Applicant or Member Airlines fail to provide evidence that The Respondent 
has acted against Lebanese law. 

 
 
 

Decided in Stockholm  
 
 
 

Andreas Körösi 
Travel Agency Commissioner Area 2 

 
 
Right to ask for interpretation or correction  
 
In accordance with Res 820e, § 2.10, any Party may ask for an interpretation or 
correction of any error which the Party may find relevant to this decision. The 
timeframe for these types of requests will be 15 days after receipt of the electronic 
version of this decision. 
 
Right to seek review by arbitration 
 
If considered aggrieved by this decision any Party has the right to seek review by 
arbitration in accordance with the provisions of Res 820e, Section 4 and Res 824, 
Section 14.  
 
 
Note: The original signed version of this decision will be sent to The Parties by 
regular mail, once the above mentioned time frame has elapsed.  


