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Conduct of Mr George Galloway 

Introduction 

1. We have received a memorandum from the Parliamentary Commissioner for 
Standards on the outcome of his investigation of complaints made in April 2003 against 
Mr George Galloway, then the Member for Glasgow, Kelvin and now the Member for 
Bethnal Green and Bow. The Commissioner’s memorandum is reproduced at Appendix 
1. 

2. Our duty is to consider the conclusions of the Commissioner and to report to the 
House, with recommendations if appropriate. 

3. In accordance with our usual practice, we showed Mr Galloway a copy of the 
Commissioner’s memorandum before we started considering it. Mr Galloway’s written 
comments are reproduced at Appendix 2. We asked Mr Galloway to give oral evidence, 
and he did so on 26 June.1 . He has subsequently submitted further written evidence. 
This is reproduced as an appendix to his oral evidence and the Commissioner’s 
comments on this are reproduced at Appendix 6.2 

4. As the Commissioner explains,3 at the heart of his investigation lies a series of articles 
in the Daily Telegraph in April 2003.45 He received two formal complaints. The first, 
from Mr Andrew Robathan, Member for Blaby, asked the Commissioner to investigate 
“the extremely serious allegations made by the Telegraph against George Galloway 
MP”.6 He added “you will understand that none of the money that was allegedly paid to 
Mr Galloway was declared in the Register of Members’ Interests.” The second, from Mr 
Andrew Yale, commented that “recent media reports have raised concerns that Mr 
Galloway MP has not been open about travel/hotel expenses and put up blocks in the 
way of Parliament. Parliament’s reputation is now being hurt and the truth is needed 
one way or the other.”7 

5. The central allegation against Mr Galloway made in the Telegraph article was that he 
had been receiving substantial undeclared personal financial benefit from Saddam 
Hussein’s regime by way of the Oil for Food Programme. This is an extremely serious 
allegation, and one which Mr Galloway has consistently denied throughout the 
Commissioner’s inquiry and in oral evidence to us.8 The Commissioner’s inquiry has 

 
 
  
1  See Oral Evidence, pages  3-25. 

2  p. 177.  

3  Appendix 1, paras 16 to 21. 

4  Referred to subsequently in the report as the Telegraph. 

5  The principal article is reproduced at WE1, p. 6. 

6  WE2, p. 7. 

7  WE3, p. 7. 

8  Q267. 
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raised questions not only in relation to Mr Galloway’s compliance with the rules of the 
House on registration and declaration of interests, and in relation to advocacy, under 
the rules in force at the time, but also as to whether his conduct has damaged the 
reputation of the House. 

6. The Telegraph articles related to documents alleged to have been found by one of its 
journalists in the Iraqi Ministry of Foreign Affairs building shortly after the fall of 
Baghdad to Coalition forces in April 2003. Mr Galloway has never accepted that these 
documents are what they purport to be or that they were found in the circumstances 
claimed by the journalist concerned.9 As part of his investigation of the complaint, the 
Commissioner arranged, with the consent of the Telegraph, for them to be forensically 
examined.10 As part of our consideration of this matter, we have ourselves seen the 
documents. On June 19th we took oral evidence from the forensic scientist who 
examined them on behalf of the Commissioner, along with a translator of Arabic.11 

7. Mr Galloway strongly disputes some of the evidence received by the Commissioner 
and has challenged the bona fides of a number of witnesses, both in exchanges with the 
Commissioner and in evidence to us, and also in the House.12 He has also challenged 
our own  bona fides and those of the Commissioner.13 We comment later in this report 
on all these aspects of Mr Galloway’s conduct. 

8. The Commissioner’s inquiry has been one of the most complex ever undertaken, and 
has been of unparalleled duration. Its purpose was to investigate the complaint and 
establish whether Mr Galloway had breached the House’s Code of Conduct. Legal 
proceedings delayed completion of the Commissioner’s investigation of the complaints 
for nearly three years.14 The inquiry has also been complicated by the fact that some key 
potential contributors, notably Mr Fawaz Zureikat, Mr Galloway’s appointed 
representative in Baghdad in relation to the Mariam Appeal,15 and Dr Amineh Abu-
Zayyad, Mr Galloway’s former wife, have not responded to the Commissioner’s 
repeated invitations to contribute to his investigation. In the course of his investigation, 
the Commissioner found evidence that led him to conclude that Mr Galloway had 
indeed breached the Code in a number of respects. 

9. We pay tribute to the Commissioner for the fairness, thoroughness and sensitivity 
with which he has conducted this difficult inquiry. 

 
 
  
9  Appendix 1, para 71. 

10  See WE 32, p. 31. 

11  See Oral Evidence, pages 1-2. 

12  Official Report, 8 May 2006, Vol 446, Cols 144-150. 

13  See Q259 and, for example, WE 116, page124. 

14  See the Committee’s  First Report, Session 2003-04 (HC 73), and Sixth Report, Session 2004-05 (HC509). 

15  See paras. 16 and 17. 
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The Mariam Appeal 

10. A key element in the Commissioner’s inquiry has been the Mariam Appeal, and Mr 
Galloway’s involvement with it. As the Commissioner points out, the Mariam Appeal 
was established in 1998.16 Mariam Hamza, from whom the Appeal took its name, was 
brought to the United Kingdom by Mr Galloway in April 1998 for treatment for 
leukaemia, which Mr Galloway believed to have been caused by depleted uranium from 
weapons used in the 1991 Gulf War. In May 1998, Mr Galloway circulated a letter on 
House of Commons notepaper, with an appeal for financial contributions towards the 
cost of her treatment, which the Appeal was guaranteeing. The stated target of the 
Appeal was £100,000—half to cover the estimated cost of Mariam’s treatment and the 
balance “being sent back to Iraq in medicines and medical supplies for the children she 
has had to leave behind.” 17 

11. In its early stages, the Appeal was run from Mr Galloway’s office in the House, and 
throughout it had a bank account with Lloyds Bank. In a mandate to the bank 
continuing that account in February 1999, Mr Stuart Halford was recorded as Chairman 
of the Appeal, and Mr Galloway as its newly-appointed Secretary, and both were 
appointed as its signatories. The appeal subsequently moved to its own offices, first in 
Northumberland Avenue and later in Borough High Street. An additional bank account, 
at the National Bank of Abu Dhabi branch in Knightsbridge, was opened in 1999. We 
have seen no evidence that Mr Galloway was ever a signatory to this account. 

12. At some later date, Mr Galloway became Chairman of the Appeal, as evidenced by 
the copy of its constitution reproduced by the Commissioner at WE34.18 Mr Fawaz 
Zureikat became Chairman in 2000, and the Appeal’s London office subsequently 
closed.19 

13. What were the aims and objectives of the Mariam Appeal? The May 1998 letter 
referred to above strongly suggests that its principal initial objective was humanitarian, 
being aimed at covering the cost of Mariam Hamza’s medical treatment, without any 
surplus to be used for providing medical supplies for children in Iraq, although as the 
Commissioner points out, there was evidence of a political element from the outset.20 
Mariam Hamza’s primary cycle of treatment in the United Kingdom was completed 
before the end of 1998.21 Subsequently the Appeal adopted22 a constitution with three 
objectives, which included highlighting “the causes and results of the cancer epidemic in 
Iraq”. These would be achieved through three principal activities: providing medicines 

 
 
  
16  Appendix 1, para 126. PCS Oral Evidence Q 352. 

17  WE 37, p. 49. 

18  WE 34, p. 45. This constitution is undated, but from the phrasing of its preamble, appears to have been adopted 
some time after the completion of Mariam Hamza’s intial treatment. 

19  PCS Oral Evidence Q353-7. 

20  WE 37, p. 49; PCS Oral Evidence, p. 105 (Agreed note of meeting with Mr Sabah Al Mukhtar, para. 9). See also Q146. 

21  The Mariam Appeal had been invoiced for all the treatment provided by Yorkhill NHS Trust by mid-October 1998. 

22  See Appendix 1, para 128 and agreed note of meeting with Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar, Volume III, p. 105, para 10. 
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and medical equipment to Iraq; increasing awareness of the plight of Iraqi children; and 
fundraising to support the objectives.23 The constitution also provided that, on 
dissolution “any remaining funds would be given to a designated charity that has similar 
objectives or is specifically established for helping the children of Iraq.”24 The bulk of the 
Appeal’s resources were received after Mariam Hamza’s initial treatment in the United 
Kingdom had been completed. 

14. Mr Galloway agreed with the Commissioner that, throughout the life of the Mariam 
Appeal, he had personally been responsible for its overall direction.25 

15. As the Commissioner points out,26 the overall funding of the Mariam Appeal 
eventually exceeded by an order of magnitude the relatively modest sums referred to in 
the May 1998 letter from Mr Galloway. The overall income of the Appeal over its 
lifetime was in excess of £1.4 million, the majority of it coming from three donors: the 
Crown Prince of Saudi Arabia and the Government of Abu Dhabi, both of whom made 
substantial donations following approaches by Mr Galloway, and Mr Fawaz Zureikat.27 
Mr Galloway confirmed in evidence to us that more than 90% of its funding came from 
foreign sources, the Abu Dhabi contribution amounting to £508,735 and Mr Zureikat’s 
to £448,248.28 The principal donations were sequential; the bulk of the Saudi Arabian 
contributions were followed in the spring of 1999 by the Abu Dhabi contribution. 29 Mr 
Fawaz Zureikat’s contributions came in the period August 2000 to December 2002.30 Mr 
Galloway agreed that, after Mr Zureikat became Chairman of the Mariam Appeal, he 
was the source of its only big donations.31  

16. Mr Fawaz Zureikat became known to Mr Galloway either the late summer of 1998,32 
or in the summer of 1999,33 and he became Chairman of the Mariam Appeal in the 
course of 2000.34 He was also appointed at some point in either 1999 or 2000 by Mr 
Galloway as “my representative in Baghdad on all matters concerning my work with the 
“Mariam Appeal” or the Emergency Committee in Iraq”.35 The letter appointing him is 
undated, and Mr Galloway cannot recall with certainty when it was written.36 Mr 
Galloway described the letter as “plenipotentiary powers to act in the name of a 
campaign of which he was the chairman”.37 Asked whether Mr Zureikat was appointed 
 
 
  
23  Appendix 1, para. 129. 

24  WE 34, Vol II, p. 47. 

25  Appendix 1, para. 140. 

26  Appendix 1, para. 142. 

27  Q23. See also Q229. 

28  Appendix 1, para. 142. The overall size of the contribution from Saudi Arabia is not known. 

29  The Abu Dhabi contribution was, according to Mr Galloway, originally intended to be larger—see Q252. 

30  Appendix 1, para. 142. 

31  Q252. 

32  Q76. 

33  Appendix 1, para. 142, and PCS Oral Evidence, Q363-6. 

34  Appendix 1, paras. 143-4. 

35  WE 7, p. 9. 

36  See PCS Oral EVidence, Q300-4; Q506, and Q75 and 242. 

37  Q99. See also Q105. 
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as representative before he made his initial donation to the Appeal, Mr Galloway 
replied: 

“No, he made donations before that.”38 

17. Mr Galloway told us that Mr Zureikat’s financial support for the Mariam Appeal 
came from a personal approach he made to him.39 He described him as “a highly 
political man”, who was also a major funder of the anti-sanctions campaign in Canada, 
Jordan and Egypt,40 and was a leading campaigner in Gulf countries against the 
sanctions. He had not asked him the source of his donations, and did not consider it 
appropriate to do so.41 

18. As the Commissioner points out,42 the preponderant emphasis of the Appeal was on 
its campaigning expenditure. Mr Galloway estimated the overall costs to the Appeal of 
Mariam Hamza’s treatment, and the cost of medicines and medical supplies taken to 
Iraq at “of the order of £200,000”43 and agreed that the vast majority of its expenditure 
was spent on campaigning. He commented that: 

“the constitution as a whole makes it clear that we were a campaigning organisation 
campaigning for the lifting of sanctions….we were a political campaign like the Cuba 
Solidarity Campaign.”44 

The basis for this, according to Mr Galloway in his oral evidence to us, was that in the view 
of the Appeal, sanctions were the cause of the cancer epidemic in Iraq, and that 
campaigning to lift the embargo on Iraq was therefore consistent with the Appeal’s 
objective45 of highlighting its causes and results.46 In registering a visit to Iraq in November 
2001, Mr Galloway described the Mariam Appeal as “an organisation working for the 
lifting of the embargo on Iraq”.47 

The Telegraph documents 

Introduction 

19. The Telegraph documents are important because, if what is in them is true, certain of 
them provide strong circumstantial evidence that Mr Galloway had solicited financial 
support from the Iraqi government for the Mariam Appeal, that this support was being 

 
 
  
38  Q243. See also Q244-5. 

39  Q187. 

40  Q102. See also Q220. 

41  Q94-5. See also Q103 and 119. 

42  Appendix 1, paras 132-3. 

43  Q164-6. See also Appendix 1, para. 132-3. 

44  Q169. 

45  See WE 34, p. 45. Objective 2 was “to highlight the causes and results of the cancer epidemic in Iraq”. 

46  Q178-180, 183. 

47  WE 9, p. 12. 
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delivered through commissions on oil sales under the United Nations Oil for Food 
Programme and on food contracts with the Iraqi Ministry of Trade, and that Mr 
Galloway was aware of this and had sought such indirect funding to avoid political 
difficulties inherent in overt funding of a campaign to lift sanctions against Iraq 
receiving funding from the government of that country. 

20. The most important of the Telegraph documents for the purposes of our inquiry are: 

 the Intelligence Chief’s memorandum of 3 January 2000, reproduced at WE 4; 

 Mr Tariq Aziz’s memorandum of 5 February 2000, reproduced at WE 5; 

 the Presidential response to the Intelligence Chief’s memorandum, reproduced at 
WE 7; 

 the Foreign Minister’s letter on the outcome of consideration of the Intelligence 
Chief’s memorandum, reproduced at WE 8; and  

 the Iraqi Interests Section letter of 8 July 2000 to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
concerning the proposal for an International Work Camp, reproduced at WE 23. 

21. There is, of course, no reason of principle why Mr Galloway should not have sought 
funding from the Iraqi government for the Mariam Appeal, just as he had done from the 
governments of Saudi Arabia and Abu Dhabi. However, Mr Galloway maintained that, 
despite his general support for the proposition that it was difficult for those seeking 
funds for political purposes to be selective as to the background of potential donors, he 
would not himself have accepted Iraqi support for the Mariam Appeal.48 

22. It is important to note at this point that neither the authenticity nor the veracity of 
the documents was an issue in Mr Galloway’s successful libel action against the 
Telegraph, so the outcome of this action has no bearing on the point. Mr Galloway told 
the Commissioner that it was open to the paper  to produce evidence about the veracity 
of the material in the documents and they did not do so. He continued:49 

“If they had been able to do, believe me, they would have done so.” 

The Deputy Editor of the Telegraph informed the Commissioner50 that the paper had at 
one stage indicated to the court its wish to prove the authenticity of the documents to the 
court’s satisfaction. Mr Galloway’s lawyers had resisted this on legal grounds, and the judge 
ruled against the paper on the grounds that the authenticity of the documents was in his 
view not relevant to the qualified privilege and fair comment defences raised by the paper 
in the proceedings. 

 
 
  
48  Q128-9. 

49   PCS Oral Evidence, Q276. 

50  Letter to the Commissioner of 16 August 2006 (not reported). 
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23. As the Commissioner points out,51 the judge observed: 

“There has been no plea of justification in this case, and accordingly it has not been 
part of my function to rule directly upon the truth or otherwise of the underlying 
allegations [against Mr Galloway].”52  

24. As the Commissioner’s memorandum demonstrates53 there are major differences of 
view over how the documents came into the possession of the Telegraph reporter, 
whether the documents are authentic, and if they are authentic, whether what they say is 
true. 

How the documents came into the possession of the Telegraph reporter 

25. The essence of the evidence of Mr David Blair, the journalist who found the 
Telegraph documents, is that he found them in a room in the Iraqi Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs in the course of a single visit by him on 19 April 2003.54 Mr Galloway maintains55 
that he had been told by a senior British journalist who was a foreign correspondent on 
a national daily paper, that Mr Blair had in fact been given, rather than had found, some 
or all of the documents, that Mr Blair had himself had some anxieties about the way the 
Telegraph had handled the story, and that the files had in fact been given to Mr Blair by 
MI6. Mr Galloway also maintained that he had been told by the journalist that another 
journalist, Mr Philip Sherwell, claimed that he had previously examined the same room 
as Mr Blair, and had seen no such documents. 

26. The Commissioner’s memorandum clearly sets out both the accounts of Mr Blair 
and Mr Galloway as to how the documents were found, Mr Blair’s comments on Mr 
Galloway’s version of events and in particular his confirmation that all the published 
documents came from the same folder,56 and Mr Sherwell’s denial of Mr Galloway’s 
claim that he had searched the same room as Mr Blair.57 

27. Our first task was to decide which version of events to believe. 

28. Mr Galloway told the Commissioner58 that some of the documents were not found 
as Mr Blair said they were, but were given to him “and I can prove that”. He has 
consistently refused to disclose the identity of the journalist who told him Mr Blair’s 
account of how the documents were found was untrue. We asked him to provide proof, 

 
 
  
51  Appendix 1, para. 19. 

52  Judgment of Mr Justice Eady, para 194. 

53  Appendix 1, paras 45-118. 

54  Appendix 1, paras 45-57. 

55  See WE 18, page 19 and Appendix 1, paras 58 to 69. 

56  WE 15, page 16. 

57  WE 17, page 17. 

58  Vol II, Q350. 
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and he referred us to an e-mail he had sent to his lawyer immediately following the 
alleged conversation with the journalist.59 

29. Pressed as to why he would not disclose the identity of the journalist (in a private 
evidence session from which, if necessary, the name could have been excised from the 
record before the evidence was reported to the House) Mr Galloway explained that this 
would compromise both the journalist’s personal security and his professional 
standing.60 He was nonetheless willing to show the Chairman personally his diary entry 
for the day in question, which included the person’s name, but he would not be willing 
for that person to be contacted to confirm the story.61 We have not asked the Chairman 
to take up Mr Galloway’s confidential offer as it would not lead to any new information 
emerging as to the provenance of his version of events.62 

30. In effect, Mr Galloway asks us to take on trust his explanation of the discovery of the 
documents which is not only entirely uncorroborated, but in certain respects disputed 
by a journalist (Mr Sherwell) not directly involved in their discovery. Mr Galloway 
accepts that he can give us no reason why we should prefer his version of events.63 Mr 
Galloway’s evidence provides no confirmation that the information he was given, and 
thus the content of the e-mail, was factually accurate. On the other hand, we have the 
evidence of Mr David Blair which if he had knowingly falsified it would expose him to 
the risk of prosecution for perjury, action against him by the House, and the destruction 
of his professional reputation as a journalist. The Committee has no doubt that Mr 
Blair’s account is to be preferred to Mr Galloway’s. 

Are the documents authentic? 

31. The authenticity of the Telegraph documents has been the subject of forensic 
examination both in relation to Mr Galloway’s libel action and at the request of the 
Commissioner.64 The examination in relation to the libel action was of a preliminary 
nature, and not taken further when it became clear that the authenticity of the 
documents was not to be an issue considered in the legal proceedings. The 
Commissioner also sought evidence from a number of other sources as to their 
authenticity.65 

32. As the Commissioner points out,66 Mr Galloway has consistently argued that these 
documents are not authentic, although he has accepted that in a limited number of 
specific cases original documents are genuine and copies are copies of authentic 
 
 
  
59  Q39; WE 18, p .18. 

60  Q40-1. 

61  Q42-3. 

62  See Appendix 4, p. 175. 

63  Q41. 

64  See WE 31, p. 26 and WE 32, p. 29. 

65  Appendix 1, paras. 81-84. 

66  Appendix 1 paras 71-80 and 84-8 
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originals. A particular case in point in the latter category is his letter of authority to Mr 
Fawaz Zureikat to act as his representative in relation to the Mariam Appeal in Baghdad. 
Mr Galloway also disputes any authentication of the documents by the current Iragi 
regime.67 

33. A number of other documents linking Mr Galloway with activities in Baghdad, 
which emerged around the same time as the Telegraph documents, have been 
conclusively established to be forged. Mr Galloway argues68 that the existence of these 
documents may be evidence of a campaign to discredit him, and that the existence of 
contemporary documents proven to have been forged in itself casts doubt upon the 
authenticity of the Telegraph documents. 

34. In his oral evidence to us,69 Mr Galloway modified his position on the authenticity of 
the Telegraph documents. He said:70 

“It is not my case that the documents are forged. I say that they might be forged or 
some of them might be forged, that they might be the product of some corruption 
within the Iraqi regime or some of them might be, or I think I added in the 
document that they might be the product of someone making money in my name, 
behind my back and without my knowledge. Some of them could be that or they 
could be a mixture of all three of these things.” 

35. The Commissioner has summarised71 the outcome of the forensic analysis of the 
documents both by Dr Giles, who conducted the preliminary analysis for the Telegraph 
in connection with the libel action, and by Mr Thorne, who conducted a preliminary 
analysis on behalf of Mr Galloway in connection with the libel action, and a more 
substantial examination for the Commissioner, and who gave evidence to us on the 
documents. 

36. In evidence to us Mr Thorne listed72 the reasons which had led him to his overall 
conclusion that the Telegraph documents were highly likely to be authentic. While 
commenting that “nothing in forgery is technically impossible”73, he noted74 some of the 
specific factors that he considered pointed towards authenticity. He added:75 

“Any one thing on its own is probably not massively significant, but it is adding them 
altogether that makes it more and more difficult and less and less likely to produce a 
forgery.” 

 
 
  
67  Appendix 1, para. 98. 

68  Q48-9. See also Appendix 1, para. 71. 

69  Q46-8. 

70  Q46. 

71  Appendix 1, paras. 104-125. 

72  Q1. 

73  Q3. 

74  Q11, 15-16. 

75  Q17. 
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He also rejected Mr Galloway’s suggestion76 that the documents could have been produced 
by a ‘ghost office’.77 

37. Unlike Mr Galloway (who was offered the opportunity to examine78 the Telegraph 
documents), we have ourselves seen them in their totality and with the files in which 
they were found. We have little doubt, based on the evidence we have received, 
including the forensic evidence, that those documents which are relevant to our inquiry 
are authentic. We note that, in his evidence to us, Mr Galloway did not explicitly rule 
out this possibility either.79 

Is what they say true? 

38. Given our conclusion that the Telegraph documents appear, on the evidence 
available to us, to be authentic, and Mr Thorne’s evidence of the effort required to create 
such a substantial mass of falsified material, there must in our view be some degree of 
presumption in favour of what they say being true. 

39. Mr Galloway’s evidence about the extent to which he kept the Iraqi authorities 
informed about his actions in support of the anti-sanctions campaign may be relevant. 
He told the Commissioner that he regularly met the Iraqi Chargé d’Affaires in London 
to keep him informed of his proposed plans and accepted that these might be described 
as a working programme.80 That would appear to corroborate this particular element in 
the text of the letter from the Foreign Minister of 22 January 2000 to the Presidential 
Chancellery,81 one of the Telegraph documents, although Mr Galloway had initially 
offered the Commissioner a different explanation82 involving the proposal for work 
brigades which in evidence to us, he returned to, maintaining that it was “equally 
possible”. 83 

40. The work brigades proposal was the subject of a letter from the Iraqi Interests 
Section to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 8 July 2000, a copy of which is included in 
the Telegraph documents.84 The terms of this letter reflect closely the terms of the 
relevant announcement by the Mariam Appeal,85 and a contemporary press report.86 We 
regard this as circumstantial evidence that the letter was indeed based on the Mariam 

 
 
  
76  WE 98, p.104. 

77  Q8, 11. 

78  WE 100, p. 106. 

79  Q46. 

80  WE 110, p. 121. 

81  WE 22. 

82  Appendix 1, para. 95. 

83  Q156. It is also relevant to note that this letter commented that the Iraqi Interests Section had not been informed of 
the proposal in advance. See WE 23, p. 23. 

84  WE 23, p. 23. 

85  As retrieved on 2 July 2007 from www.mariamappeal.com, as archived by http://web.archive.org. 

86  Jordan Times, August 18-19 2000 (retrieved from www.jordanembassyus.org on 30 April 2007). 
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Appeal announcements, and that the reference in earlier correspondence was thus not 
to the work brigades proposal. 

41. We were struck by the way a coherent and credible story emerges from the key 
documents, whose authenticity we accept, and conclude that they accurately describe 
aspects of Mr Galloway’s involvement in securing Iraqi funding for the Mariam Appeal. 
This reinforces our view, in the light of our conclusions on authenticity, that in the 
absence of evidence to the contrary, it is reasonable to presume that what the documents 
say is true. 

Mr Galloway’s relationship with Mr Fawaz Zureikat 

42. Mr Fawaz Zureikat’s relationship with Mr Galloway is important because the 
Volcker inquiry87 established conclusively that Mr Zureikat had received allocations of 
oil under the Oil for Food Programme which had subsequently been lifted and sold.88 
Mr Galloway’s name is also mentioned in relation to some of these. As we have already 
pointed out, Mr Fawaz Zureikat became Chairman of the Mariam Appeal in the course 
of 2000, and Mr Galloway appointed him as his representative in Baghdad on all matters 
concerning his work with the Appeal. Mr Zureikat was the Appeal’s largest regular 
donor in its latter stages. 

43. As Chairman of the Appeal, and as Mr Galloway’s personal representative in 
Baghdad in relation to it, Mr Zureikat was well placed to promote its interests there. Mr 
Galloway described him as ‘a very successful businessman….very committeed to the 
cause of ending the suffering through sanctions in Iraq’,89 although he conceded that he 
had no detailed knowledge of his business activities.90 

44. Mr Galloway accepts that Mr Zureikat was trading in both oil and other goods under 
the Oil for Food Programme, and that he would have been doing so on a commission 
basis.91 He accepted that Mr Zureikat had made the payments to the Mariam Appeal 
that are listed in the Commissioner’s memorandum,92 but disputed any suggestion that 
they could be linked directly to receipts of commissions for sales under the Oil for Food 
Programme.93 He was adamant that Mr Zureikat was funding his donations out of his 
own pocket.94 He continued:95 

 
 
  
87  The Volcker Inquiry was an independent inquiry, established in April 2004 by the then United Nations Secretary 

General and chaired by Paul A Volcker, former Chairman of the Board of the United States Federal Reserve System. 
Its terms of reference included collection and examination of information relating to the administration and 
management of the Oil for Food Programme. 

88  See Appendix 1, paras. 167 to 174. 

89  Q78. 

90  Q79. 

91  Q87. At Q88, however, Mr Galloway commented ‘I did not know he was involved in the trading of oil but it seems 
obvious. Capitalism works that way’. See also Volume III, Q374. 

92  Q94. 

93  Q222-3. 

94  Q227. 
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“I believe he was sincerely—and I still believe he was sincerely—an Arab nationalist 
trying to get the embargo on Iraq lifted……” 

45. Mr Zureikat has responded to neither the Commissioner’s nor Mr Galloway’s96 
requests to offer evidence to the Commissioner’s inquiry. 

The record of the meeting between Mr Galloway and Saddam 
Hussein in August 2002 

46. On 8 August 2002, Mr Galloway had a meeting with Saddam Hussein, and a 
document which purports to be a record of this meeting was obtained by the 
Commissioner.97 According to this record, Mr Galloway made remarks which implied 
that some of his activities in support of the Iraqi regime may have been financed 
through an oil-related mechanism. If the record were to be substantiated, it would 
represent further circumstantial evidence that the activities of the Mariam Appeal had 
been funded through the Oil for Food Programme, and that Mr Galloway was aware of 
this. 

47. Mr Galloway maintains that there was nobody present at the meeting (or at any rate 
the smaller, private part) who could have taken a record, and concludes that it is 
therefore not authentic. He considers it to be a bowdlerised version, inaccurate in a 
number of respects, of accounts he has himself given. 

48. In his evidence to us, Mr Galloway was dismissive of of the alleged record of the 
meeting on a number of grounds, notably that it had emanated from the intelligence 
services and “which they say was recovered from a department who was not involved in 
the circulation list of the so-called “minute””.98 We note that the document states that 
the minute was to be distributed to “the comrades in the Iraqi State Command of the 
Socialist Arab Ba’ath Party and to the Ministers” and that 30 copies were made.99 
However, neither the Commissioner nor we have any information on the precise 
circulation; the document itself is silent on this point. 

49. Mr Galloway was adamant that his meeting had not been taped.100 He maintained101 
that “this is not a minute of my meeting with Saddam Hussein…….if there were a tape 
the inaccuracies in this minute would not be there and the fabrications would not be 
there either…..if there was a tape it would be much more interesting than the document 
we have got in front of us.” He maintained that Saddam Hussein had spoken about 
“exactly what would happen if Britain and America invaded Iraq, in blood curdling 
detail”, and drew attention to what he maintained were obvious errors in the record.102 

                                                                                                                                                               
95  Q229. 

96  Q123-4. See also PCS Oral Evidence, Q361-2. 

97  Appendix 1, paras. 227-240. 

98  Q191. See also Q207. 

99  WE 45. 

100  Q204. 

101  Q191-4. 

102  Q198. 
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50. Since submitting his memorandum to us, the Commissioner has received through 
the Ministry of Defence a paper setting out the background to the copy of the alleged 
meeting record, 103 and we gave Mr Galloway a copy before he gave evidence to us. This 
was prepared by the Combined Media Processing Centre—Qatar. It provides 
information on where the document was found, its source, and practice in relation to 
making records of the President’s meetings. The document appears to provide strong 
circumstantial evidence that Saddam Hussein had many meetings recorded, and that the 
Press Secretary was required to transcribe them. The inference is that the record of the 
meeting between Mr Galloway and Saddam Hussein could well have been produced in 
this manner. 

51. We note that Mr Galloway rejects any suggestion that his meeting with Saddam 
Hussein could have been covertly recorded and subsequently transcribed by the Press 
Secretary. Equally, the paper received by the Commissioner reflects a credible 
explanation of its provenance, and how it came into the hands of Coalition forces. 

52. We take the view that the alleged record of the meeting between Mr Galloway and 
Saddam Hussein in August 2002 is authentic. 

Conclusions 

Mr Galloway’s obligations to the House 

Introduction 

53. Our sole concern is whether Mr Galloway has complied with his obligations as a 
Member of the House under the Code of Conduct, and the related obligations arising 
from the requirements of the House regarding registration and declaration of interests, 
and connected matters, such as the extent to which interests may inhibit a Member’s 
freedom of action in relation to proceedings in the House. We are only concerned with 
matters relating to the operation and funding of the Mariam Appeal, and Mr Galloway’s 
relationship with Mr Fawaz Zureikat, to the extent that they have a bearing on this 
matter. 

54. The specific areas in which the Commissioner considers that Mr Galloway has failed 
to comply with his obligations are: 

 he did not register his interest in the Mariam Appeal, or the individual donations it 
received above the registration threshold; 

 he did not declare his interest in the Mariam Appeal on all occasions when he 
should have done so; 

 
 
  
103  See Appendix 3. 
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 he used his Parliamentary office and staff in support of the Mariam Appeal to an 
excessive extent; 

 he breached the advocacy rule in the terms in which it was in force at the time. 

55. Of greater significance, the Commissioner concluded that Mr Galloway’s actions 
have damaged the reputation of the House through the steps he took to secure funding 
for the work of the Mariam Appeal from the Iraqi government.104 He is of the view that 
Mr Galloway “has consistently failed to live up to the expectation of openness and 
straightforwardness in responding to questions and in other dealings which is critical to 
the continued effectiveness of the House’s self-regulatory conduct regime.”105 One 
important respect in which the Commissioner considers that Mr Galloway has failed to 
live up to these expectations is in his allegations concerning the motivation and 
reliability of various witnesses. 

56. The first three points are independent of the question of how the Mariam Appeal 
was funded and can be disposed of relatively straightforwardly. In his oral evidence, Mr 
Galloway conceded106 that “of course it would have been wiser” to have registered these 
interests. Through his access to the substantial resources generated by the Mariam 
Appeal, and by concentrating them on the campaigning aspect of the Appeal’s 
objectives, Mr Galloway could reasonably be considered to be influenced in how he 
pursued his parliamentary activities in relation to seeking the lifting of sanctions against 
Iraq. 

57. Given the overall scale of the Mariam Appeal and Mr Galloway’s acknowledgement 
that it was a political campaign, we do not accept his assertion that “the Mariam Appeal 
in no way supported my role as a Member”.107 On the question of non-registration, we 
agree with the Commissioner that, given Mr Galloway’s central role in managing and 
directing the Mariam Appeal, he should have registered it and also all donations it 
received above the threshold.108  

58. On the question of Mr Galloway’s failure to declare his interests consistently, he has 
accepted that he did indeed fail to do so and has apologised to us.109 While we accept his 
point that his views on Iraq were well known both inside and outside the House, the 
requirement to declare is absolute, and he failed to meet fully the requirements of 
the House in this respect. 

59. On the question of Mr Galloway’s use of his parliamentary office and staff in support 
of the Mariam Appeal, he acknowledged that “because my campaign was bigger than 
 
 
  
104  Appendix 1, paras. 340-347. 

105  Appendix 1, para. 352. 

106  Q25,  See also Q216. 

107  Appendix 2, p. 141. 

108  This would have included the donation from Neste Oil (a Helsinki-quoted public company registered in Finland) see 
Appendix 1, para. 176. 

109  Q21. 
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most….you may conclude that the amount of use of staff and other resources was not 
normal.” He maintained, though, that the staff member who accompanied him on the 
Big Ben to Baghdad bus was assisting him in fulfilling his parliamentary duties during 
that period.110 

60. Mr Galloway also argued111 that it would be “unwise” to measure the use of 
parliamentary time and resources against the maximum period of the Appeal’s activities 
because its activities expanded after the move to separate offices in Northumberland 
Avenue. He said:112 

“In other words it was quite a small time campaign when it was briefly overlapping 
with my Millbank office.” 

61. As the Commissioner points out,113 the period during which the Appeal was run 
from Mr Galloway’s office was at least eight months. It covered the whole period of 
Mariam Hamza’s initial treatment. There is also evidence that there was continued 
involvement by Mr Galloway’s parliamentary staff even after the Mariam Appeal 
acquired separate premises.114 

62. We accept that it can sometimes be difficult to draw a clear line between Members’ 
support for an external political campaign as part of their parliamentary activities, and 
broader support for campaigns of a more general nature. In our view, there should be a 
presumption that Members’ use for external campaigns of parliamentary facilities and 
resources provided at public expense should be both proportionate and incidental to the 
performance of their duties as Members of the House. We agree with the 
Commissioner that Mr Galloway’s use of parliamentary facilities and resources in 
connection with the Mariam Appeal went beyond this. 

63. We concur with the Commissioner, who makes clear in his memorandum that no 
evidence emerged from his enquiries that shows whether Mr Galloway has “directly 
and personally, unlawfully received moneys from the former Iraqi regime”.115  

64. On the specific areas referred to in paragraph 54, we now address the question of 
whether Mr Galloway breached the advocacy rule. This turns on whether he knew, or 
reasonably ought to have known, that the Iraqi government was in all probability behind 
the funding of the Mariam Appeal provided by Mr Fawaz Zureikat. Our conclusions on 
this and, in turn, other allegations that he brought the House into disrepute rest on a 
wider analysis of the evidence, to which we now turn. 

 
 
  
110  Q34-38. 

111  Q29. 

112  Q29. 

113  Appendix 1, para. 349. 

114  PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Nore of Meeting with Mr Stuart Halford, page 109, para. 22. 

115  Appendix 1, para. 287. 
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65. If the Iraqi government had been funding the Mariam Appeal, either directly or 
indirectly through intermediaries, Mr Galloway would have been in breach of the 
advocacy rule in force at the time.116 Also, if he were to have sought funding by an 
indirect route, so as to conceal from the House and the public the true source of funding 
of a campaign to end sanctions against Iraq, this would have reflected badly on 
Members generally and the House as an institution. 

66. Essentially, the evidence in this case, while largely circumstantial, is also powerful. 
The Commissioner takes the view that, taken together, the evidence before him 
demonstrates that: 

 a substantial part of the donations made to the Mariam Appeal by Mr Zureikat 
came from moneys derived, via the Oil for Food Programme, from the former 
Iraqi regime, and that consequently Mr Galloway’s political activities conducted 
through the Appeal were thus, in part, funded by the regime; and 

 Mr Galloway at best turned a blind eye to what was happening and, on balance, 
was likely to have known and been complicit in what was going on. 

67. Mr Galloway rejected the notion that funding through the Oil for Food Programme 
could be described as “Iraqi money”. This is, however, purely a matter of semantics: 
those selling oil under the programme first required options granted by the Iraqi 
government. While it was from commission earned on sales that actual resources were 
generated, the value stemmed from the granting of the option. 

68. As we have demonstrated in this report, we agree with the Commissioner that 
there is strong circumstantial evidence that the Oil for Food Programme was used by 
the Iraqi government, with Mr Galloway’s connivance, to fund the campaigning 
activities of the Mariam Appeal. In acting as he did, Mr Galloway breached the 
advocacy rule and damaged the reputation of the House. We believe he was complicit 
in the concealment of the true source of the funds for the Mariam Appeal. He was 
also in our view reckless in the terms of the authority he gave Mr Fawaz Zureikat to 
act in his name in relation to the Mariam Appeal. Further he was clearly 
irresponsible in refusing to enquire into the source of Mr Zureikat’s substantial 
donations. His obligations to the House under the advocacy rule required nothing 
less, given the dependence of the Appeal at that point on those donations. 

69. We turn now to Mr Galloway’s response to these allegations and his behaviour 
during the inquiry. In essence, he maintains that the documents have been produced by 
his political enemies, with involvement by the intelligence services, to discredit his 
campaign to lift sanctions on Iraq. He maintains that Mr Robathan’s complaint should 
in any event be dismissed because there is no evidence that he personally benefited from 
the funds from Iraq and that Mr Yale’s complaint lacked substance.117 The 
 
 
  
116  See Code of Conduct, 24 July 1996 (HC(1995-96)688), paras. 53 ff. 

117  PCS Oral Evidence, Q270-4. 
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Commissioner has nevertheless explained118 why he has suggested that Mr Robathan’s 
complaint be upheld notwithstanding. 

70. We agree with the Commissioner that his painstaking inquiry has revealed 
evidence that Mr Galloway has failed to comply with the requirements of the House 
in relation to the registration and declaration of interests in a number of material 
respects. We also agree with his conclusion that Mr Galloway has acted in several 
ways in a manner likely to bring the House into disrepute. 

71. Mr Galloway’s direct failures are in our view compounded by the attitude he has 
taken to others involved, the Commissioner, and the Committee. Some of those 
involving third parties are chronicled in the Commissioner’s memorandum,119 and there 
are others in the oral and written evidence. We are particularly concerned that, in his 
evidence to us, Mr Galloway was unwilling to acknowledge that what he had said in 
the House, under the protection of parliamentary privilege, about Mr Sherwell’s 
alleged conversation with the unnamed journalist had subsequently been denied by 
Mr Sherwell.120 We consider that he owes an apology to Mr David Blair for remarks 
made about him in the same debate. 

72. We agree with the Commissioner that Mr Galloway’s approach to the inquiry has 
been such as to damage the reputation of the House. His description of the 
Commissioner’s memorandum as “laden with smear and innuendo”121 is in our view 
quite unjustified, as was the allegation that the transcript of his interview with the 
Commissioner on 30 November 2005 had been falsified. We are satisfied that there has 
been no tampering whatever with the transcript and that, whatever remark may have 
been made, it was never recorded by the shorthand writer as part of the official record of 
the meeting.122 

73. Mr Galloway has been quick to accuse others of inconsistency in their evidence, but 
he has himself given inconsistent evidence on a number of significant points, including 
his involvement in attempting to set up an Arab TV Channel;123 on the authorship of 
letters;124 on the Mariam Appeal’s ‘work programe’125 and over whether he has ever been 
a signatory of the Mariam Appeal’s bank accounts.126 It is clear to us that he has not met 
the high standards that he expects of others in the quality of his evidence. 

 
 
  
118  Appendix 6, p.177. 

119  Appendix 1, para. 352. 

120  See Q257-8. 

121  WE 116, p.126. 

122  Q259-262. See also (written evidence). 

123  See Q144-5 and PCS Oral Evidence Q590. 

124  Appendix 1, paras. 85-7. 

125  See paragraphs 39 and 40 above. 

126  See Q111-3 and para. 11 above. 
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74. Mr Galloway has accused us of being a politicised tribunal127 and of lacking 
impartiality.128 We reject these accusations absolutely. As fellow parliamentarians, we 
resolutely defend the right of free speech and acknowledge the way Mr Galloway has put 
forward, in trenchant terms, his views on foreign policy in the Middle East. But this does 
not give him, or anyone else, a passport to behave in a way that brings the House into 
disrepute. The House has given us the responsibility for deciding on cases of alleged 
breaches of the Code of Conduct reported to us by the Commissioner after due 
investigation. It is central to maintaining public and parliamentary confidence in the 
self-regulating system that we do so on a non-partisan basis. We have approached this 
case no differently from any other.  

Recommendations to the House 

75. On Mr Galloway’s failure to register and declare his interests, he has recognised his 
shortcomings. As to his use of parliamentary resources to support his work for the 
Mariam Appeal, he maintains that this was relatively modest in scale. We disagree 
and find that it went beyond what was reasonable. 

76. Had these been the only matters before us, we would have confined ourselves to 
seeking an apology to the House. However, Mr Galloway’s conduct aimed at 
concealing the true source of Iraqi funding of the Mariam Appeal, his conduct 
towards Mr David Blair and others involved in this inquiry, his unwillingness to 
cooperate fully with the Commissioner, and his calling into question of the 
Commissioner’s and our own integrity have in our view damaged the reputation of 
the House. In accordance with precedent, we recommend that he apologise to the 
House, and be suspended from its service for a period of eighteen actual sitting 
days.129 As the House is shortly to go into its Summer Recess, we further recommend 
that Mr Galloway’s period of suspension should begin on October 8, the day it 
resumes. 

 

 

 
 
  
127  PCS Oral Evidence, Q275. 

128  See Appendix 1, para. 247. 

129  It is our intention that, in determining the duration of Mr Galloway’s suspension, no account should be taken of 
non-sitting Fridays which, by virtue of Standing Order No. 12(3), are treated as ‘sitting days’ for the purposes 
prescribed therein. 
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Complaints against Mr George Galloway 

The Complaints 

1. On 22 April 2003 the Daily Telegraph reported the discovery of documents in 
Baghdad by one of its reporters, Mr David Blair, which, it said, indicated that Mr George 
Galloway (then the Member for Glasgow, Kelvin; now the Member for Bethnal Green 
and Bow) had received some £375,000 from the former Iraqi regime, under the guise in 
part of the United Nations Oil for Food programme. The main headline over the front 
page article attributed to Mr Blair announcing the discovery of the documents read:  

“Galloway was in Saddam’s pay, say secret Iraqi documents.”  

Underneath, three sub-headings read:  

“Labour MP ‘received at least £375,000 a year’” 

“Cash came from Oil for Food programme” 

“Papers could have been forged, he says” 

A copy of the full text of the article is appended.1 Further articles appeared on subsequent 
days, as referred to in paragraphs 8–11 below. 

2. On 28 April 2003 I received a telephone call from Mr Andrew Robathan (the Member 
for Blaby) enquiring whether I had yet received a request to investigate the allegations 
made in the Daily Telegraph concerning Mr Galloway. When he learned that I had not 
yet received such a request, Mr Robathan wrote immediately, noting that none of the 
money allegedly paid to Mr Galloway had been declared in the Register of Members’ 
Interests and asking me to examine “these extremely serious allegations.”2  

3. On the same day that I received Mr Robathan’s letter, I also saw one from a member 
of the public, Mr Andrew Yale, dated 26 April, asking me to enquire into recent media 
reports about Mr Galloway.3  

4. On the receipt of these letters of complaint I immediately e-mailed Mr Galloway to 
alert him to them. Mr Galloway responded promptly, confirming that he had begun 
proceedings for libel against both the Daily Telegraph and the Christian Science Monitor 
and arguing that any further consideration by me of the complaints would be prejudicial 
to those proceedings. An inquiry by the Charity Commission was also, he said, possible.  

 
 
  
1  Volume II, WE 1. 

2  A copy of Mr Robathan’s letter, which I received on 29 April 2003, is at Volume II, WE 2. 

3  Volume II, PCS WE 3. 
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5. I wrote to Mr Galloway later on 29 April 20034 enclosing a copy of the two letters of 
complaint. I added that I would be concerned to ensure that any investigation I 
conducted should not prejudice the impending legal actions or cut across any other 
inquiries. I intended therefore to make inquiries about any other investigations in 
progress and to report the position to the Committee on Standards and Privileges when 
it met on 6 May, following which I would let him know how I intended to proceed.  

6. Mr Galloway replied on 30 April 2003.5 In it, he denied—as he had done consistently 
since the allegations were first put to him by the Daily Telegraph—ever receiving any 
money from the former Iraqi regime:  

“I confirm to you that I have received no income which should have been registered 
with the Members’ Interests and I have no business interests which are unregistered.”  

He insisted that any parliamentary inquiry would be both prejudicial to his libel actions 
and biased against him. He concluded:  

“If after the court cases the committee felt there were matters for them which arose, 
that would be the time to hold such an inquiry.”  

7. As I had told Mr Galloway, I reported receipt of the complaints and my exchanges 
with him to the Committee on Standards and Privileges when it met on 6 May 2003. 
Later the same day, I wrote to Mr Galloway and subsequently issued a statement in 
which I announced that I was beginning preliminary inquiries into the allegations which 
had been reported by the Daily Telegraph concerning Mr Galloway. Whilst being 
conscious of the need to avoid prejudicing Mr Galloway’s two libel actions, I understood 
that these were still at a very preliminary stage. The allegations were serious and it 
would not be in the public interest for an investigation of them to be unreasonably 
delayed.6  

The Daily Telegraph Documents 

8. The documents allegedly found by the Daily Telegraph reporter, Mr David Blair, in 
Baghdad were extensively reported in the paper between 22 and 24 April 2003. On 22 
April, the paper published, in facsimile and in translation, the text of two documents 
reported to have been found by Mr Blair in the partially damaged Foreign Ministry 
building in Baghdad shortly after the fall of the previous Iraqi regime. These purported 
to be:  

a) A memorandum by the Head of the Iraqi Intelligence Service (the Mukhabarat) to the 
office of President Saddam Hussein dated 3 January 2000 about the Mariam Campaign, 

 
 
  
4  Volume II, WE 47. 

5  Volume II, WE 48. 

6  Volume II, WE 49. 
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in which the Head of the Intelligence Service reported on a meeting said to have taken 
place on 26 December 1999 in Baghdad between Mr Galloway,  Mr Fawaz Zureikat and 
an officer of the Iraqi Intelligence Service. According to the memorandum, Mr 
Galloway—who, it said,  was already in receipt of income of 10–15 cents per barrel 
from three million barrels of oil awarded to him by Mr Tariq Aziz under the UN Oil for 
Food programme, as well as other income from food contracts with the Iraqi Ministry 
of Trade—had sought further funding through additional oil contracts and the grant of 
other “exceptional commercial and contractual facilities.” The translation of this 
memorandum which appeared in the Daily Telegraph is appended. 7 For convenience, I 
refer subsequently to this document as ‘the Intelligence Chief’s memo’.  

b) A memorandum from the Deputy Prime Minister and acting Foreign Minister, Mr 
Tariq Aziz dated 5 February 2000 addressed to four other Iraqi Government Ministers 
headed ‘Work Programme’, which purported to forward for action a copy of a work 
programme for the year 2000 submitted by Mr Galloway which had been cleared by the 
President’s Office. (This work programme was not, however, found with the 
memorandum.8) A translation of this memorandum (subsequently referred to here as 
‘the Tariq Aziz memo’) appeared in the Daily Telegraph on 22 April 2003.9  

9. The same edition of the paper included a copy of an undated letter found by Mr Blair 
in Baghdad signed by Mr Galloway, in which he nominated Mr Fawaz Zureikat as:  

“my representative in Baghdad on all matters concerning my work with the ‘Mariam 
Appeal’ or the Emergency Committee in Iraq.”10 

Mr Galloway has, in evidence to me, accepted the authenticity of this document. 11   

10. The following day (23 April 2003) the Daily Telegraph reported the discovery by Mr 
Blair in the same location of a further related document. This was a memorandum dated 
2 May 2000 and signed by General Abdid Hamid Al-Khattab of the President’s 
secretariat. The memorandum—addressed to four Iraqi ministers—purported to 
constitute the Presidential response to the Intelligence Chief’s memo. It indicated that 
President Saddam Hussein had ordered Mr Galloway’s request to be studied by a four 
man committee and the Minister of Foreign Affairs, but had indicated that he did not 
think the “exceptional support” sought by Mr Galloway could be afforded.12  

11. On 24 April 2003, the Daily Telegraph published a further memorandum which 
purported to record the result of the consideration of Mr Galloway’s request by the 
 
 
  
7  See Volume II, WE 4. The translation of this memorandum and those at Volume II, WE 5, 7 and 8 which appeared in 

the Telegraph have not, so far as I am aware, been challenged at any point since their publication.  

8  Nor, to my knowledge, has it been located subsequently. For Mr Galloway’s initial explanation as to what it might 
be, see para 79 below.  For further relevant evidence, see paras 88–97. 

9  Volume II, WE 5. 

10  Volume II, WE 6. 

11  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 3, Qq  311–312. 

12  A translation of this memorandum (‘the Presidential response’) as published in the Daily Telegraph is at Volume II, 
WE 7. 
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ministerial committee. The memorandum, signed by the committee’s chairman, Izzat 
Ibrahim (the then Deputy Chairman of the Iraqi Revolutionary Command Council), 
said that the four man committee and the Foreign Minister had discussed the 
Intelligence Chief’s memo and recommended: 

a) Continuing cooperation with Mr Galloway “about the oil contracts and other 
commercial contracts”; 

b) The Mukhabarat (Iraqi Intelligence Service) should not be engaged in the relationship 
with Mr Galloway as “discovery of his relationship with the Mukhabarat would damage 
him very much”; 

c) Cooperation between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Mr Tariq Aziz “in selecting 
and looking after the people and organizations which ask for financial support in future 
in return for initiatives to support the Iraqi position”.13 

12. The publication of this material by the Daily Telegraph understandably attracted 
world-wide attention. Among much related media coverage, the Christian Science 
Monitor published on 25 April 2003 an account of different documents said to have 
been found in Baghdad which indicated payments of more than $10 million to Mr 
Galloway.  

13. The documents in question were subsequently subjected to forensic analysis. On 20 
June 2003 the Christian Science Monitor reported that the documents it had published 
were clearly forgeries. A libel action brought by Mr Galloway against that paper was 
subsequently settled out of court, the settlement including the payment of substantial 
damages to Mr Galloway.  

14. Mr Galloway has drawn my attention to reports in the Mail on Sunday of documents 
offered to, and bought by, it in 2003 which also appeared to implicate him in dealings 
with the Saddam Hussein regime. A report appeared in that newspaper on 11 May 2003 
to the effect that these documents had been examined by Dr Audrey Giles (the same 
forensic expert who later examined the Daily Telegraph documents on behalf of that 
paper) and had been shown to be forgeries. As a consequence, they were never 
published, and they have not been the subject of any inquiries by me. 

15. Mr Galloway argues that the existence of two sets of documents which have been 
shown to be forgeries is evidence of a conspiracy against him. However, the documents  
reported by Telegraph Group Limited (publishers of the Daily Telegraph) were entirely 
separate from those received by the Mail on Sunday and from those published by the 
Christian Science Monitor. The fact that both these latter sets of documents were found 
to be forgeries does not cast light, one way or the other, on the authenticity of the Daily 
Telegraph’s documents. Nonetheless I have had my own forensic analysis made of the 

 
 
  
13  A translation of this memorandum (‘the Izzat Ibrahim memorandum’) as published by the Daily Telegraph is at 

Volume II, WE 8. 
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Telegraph documents, the outcome of which I describe later in this report (see 
paragraphs 109–113 below). 

Mr Galloway’s Libel Action Against the Telegraph Group Limited   

16. Since Mr Galloway’s libel action against the publishers of the Daily Telegraph (to 
which I referred in paragraph 4 above) has significantly slowed down the progress of my 
inquiries, it may be appropriate if I refer briefly now to its implications for those 
inquiries.  

17. In November 2003, I received a letter from Mr Galloway’s solicitor expressing 
‘extreme concern’ that my continuing investigations would be prejudicial to Mr 
Galloway’s libel claims and saying that he had therefore advised his client not to supply 
any further information to me until after the determination of those proceedings. 
Having myself taken legal advice—which was to the effect that disposing of the 
complaints before those proceedings were determined could in certain circumstances be 
prejudicial—I concluded (and the Committee on Standards and Privileges agreed14) that 
I should not press my inquiries of Mr Galloway until the outcome of the action was 
known, but should continue to pursue such other lines of inquiry as were open to me.  

18.  Mr Galloway’s action came to a hearing in the High Court before Mr Justice Eady 
on 15–17 and 19 November 2004. Mr Justice Eady gave judgment on the issues before 
him on 2 December 2004. In brief he found that the allegations published in the Daily 
Telegraph on 22–23 April 2003 were seriously defamatory of Mr Galloway and that Mr 
Galloway had not been given fair or reasonable opportunity to consider them before 
they were published. The Daily Telegraph was not protected by privilege at common law 
in making the allegations, or by the defence of fair comment. He awarded Mr Galloway 
damages of £150,000.  

19. The Daily Telegraph did not seek to justify the truthfulness of the documents in the 
libel case, simply to defend its right to have published them. As the judge observed:  

“There has been no plea of justification in this case, and accordingly it has not been 
part of my function to rule directly upon the truth or otherwise of the underlying 
allegations [against Mr Galloway].”15  

Indeed Mr Justice Eady made clear that in reaching a judgment on the issues before him he 
saw:  

“. . .no reason to suppose that [these judicial proceedings] will in any way infringe 
Parliamentary privilege or give any appearance of inhibiting Parliament’s wide-
ranging powers of investigation into the conduct of one of its Members.”16 

 
 
  
14  Committee on Standards and Privileges, First Report of Session 2003–04, Conduct of Mr George Galloway, HC 73. 

15  Judgment of Mr Justice Eady, para 194. 
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20. The Telegraph Group subsequently sought and was granted leave to appeal against 
Mr Justice Eady’s judgment. The appeal was heard in the Appeal Court in October 2005. 
In a reserved judgment given on 25 January 2006, the appeal was dismissed. The 
following month the Telegraph Group Limited made it known that it would not be 
seeking leave to appeal to the House of Lords on the matter. So in February 2006 the 
way finally became clear for my inquiries to proceed to a conclusion.  

21. It is important to my inquiries to note that the action brought by Mr Galloway did 
not establish the truthfulness or otherwise of the allegations made in the documents the 
Daily Telegraph had published. Throughout the action Mr Galloway vigorously insisted 
that the documents, and the accompanying stories published by the Daily Telegraph 
were untrue. However, as I have noted, the Telegraph Group rested its defence, not on 
the claim that what they said was true, but on its right to have published them. For the 
purposes of my inquiry the authenticity of the Telegraph documents stands or falls on 
their own merits, not on the extent to which they were relied upon in the libel action. 

The Main Allegations concerning Mr Galloway  

22. In a short summary of his conclusions issued alongside his judgment, Mr Justice 
Eady described the allegations conveyed by the articles published by the Daily Telegraph 
as including the following:  

a) Mr Galloway had been in the pay of Saddam Hussein, secretly receiving sums of money 
in the order of £375,000 a year.  

b) He diverted monies from the Oil for Food Programme, thus depriving the Iraqi people, 
whose interests he had claimed to represent, of food and medicines.  

c) He probably used the Mariam Appeal as a front for personal enrichment.  

d) What he had done was tantamount to treason.  

The assumptions underlying these allegations are that Mr Galloway was a knowing party in 
the diversion of monies from the Oil for Food programme (either directly or through the 
Mariam Appeal) into his own pocket.  

23. The documents reported by the Daily Telegraph are also capable of other sets of 
interpretation. These include:  

a) That money from the former Iraqi regime went to support not Mr Galloway personally 
but his political activities in favour of the lifting of UN sanctions against Iraq. The 
money came via the mechanism of the Oil for Food programme and the Mariam 
Appeal. Mr Zureikat (and perhaps others) were the channel through which the money 
came. Mr Galloway was either an innocent or a knowing party to such an arrangement.  

b) The documents were forgeries or, at least, their contents were untrue. This has 
throughout been Mr Galloway’s interpretation of them. One possibility—claimed by 

                                                                                                                                                               
16  Ibid, para 197. 
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Mr Galloway at various points—is that the documents were fabricated by his political 
enemies. Another is that Mr Galloway’s name was misused, possibly by Mr Zureikat or 
by other persons unknown, to obtain Oil for Food contracts for their own purposes.  

As what follows indicates, I have borne all these possibilities in mind in pursuing my 
inquiries.  

Relevant provisions of the Code and Guide to the Rules  

24. Against the background of this summary of the possibilities evoked by the Telegraph 
documents and before describing the course of my inquiries and analysing the evidence 
they have uncovered, it may be helpful if I set out the potentially relevant provisions of 
the Code of Conduct and the Guide to the Rules on the Conduct of Members. As the 
principal events relating to the allegations occurred in 1999–2002, it will be appropriate 
to refer to those provisions in the edition of the Code and Guide in effect at that time. 
This was, prior to 14 May 2002, the edition approved by the House on 24 July 1996 (HC 
688, Session 1995–96). In fact the principal relevant provisions have been little altered in 
substance—if altered at all—since that time.  

25. First, under the Code of Conduct:  

a) Members are required to ‘fulfill conscientiously the requirements of the House in respect 
of the registration of interests in the Register of Members’ Interests’ and always to draw 
attention to any relevant interest in any proceedings of the House or its Committees, or 
in any communications with Ministers, Government Departments or Executive 
Agencies.  

I identify the potentially relevant aspects of the Rules on registration and declaration of 
interests below.  

b) The Code provides that:  

“No Member shall act as a paid advocate in any proceeding of the House.” 

This succinct provision echoes a broader Resolution of the House dated 15 July 1947 (as 
amended on 6 November 1995) which includes the following:  

“. . .in particular no Member of the House shall, in consideration of any remuneration, 
fee, payment, reward or benefit in kind, direct or indirect, which the Member or any 
member of his or her family has received, is receiving, or expects to receive  

(i) advocate or initiate any cause or matter on behalf of any outside body or individual, 
or 

(ii) urge any other Member of either House of Parliament, including Ministers, to do 
so,  
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by means of any speech, Question, Motion, introduction of a Bill or amendment to a 
Motion or Bill, or any approach, whether oral or in writing, to Ministers or servants of 
the Crown.”  

If it were found to be the case that Mr Galloway or a member of his family had received, 
directly or indirectly, benefits from the former Iraqi regime in consideration of which he 
had advocated its cause in the House or to Ministers, questions would arise under this 
provision of the Code.  

c) The Code provides that:  

“Members shall at all times conduct themselves in a manner which will tend to 
maintain and strengthen the public’s trust and confidence in the integrity of 
Parliament and never undertake any action which would bring the House of 
Commons, or its Members generally, into disrepute.” 

If it were to be the case that Mr Galloway had, recklessly or knowingly, improperly received 
monies from a foreign government, directly or indirectly, either for his personal gain or in 
support of his political activities on behalf of policies favoured by that Government, the 
question would arise whether he had thereby brought the House as an institution, as 
distinct from himself personally, into disrepute.  

26. The Rules relating to the registration and declaration of Interests which are 
relevant can be found in categories 4(b) (Sponsorships), 5 (Gifts, benefits and hospitality 
(UK)) and 7 (Overseas benefits and gifts) of the Guide to the Rules relating to the 
Conduct of Members. The Rules in force prior to 14 May 2002 provided that Members 
should register:  

“Category 4—sponsorships:  

(b) Any other form of sponsorship or financial or material support as a Member of 
Parliament which involves any personal payment, benefit, or advantage. If any of these 
arrangements involve payment to the Member or any material benefit or advantage 
which the Member personally receives this should be indicated.” 

They went on to define the obligation to register such sponsorship or support in these 
terms:  

“Subsection (b) relates to other forms of sponsorship, which is interpreted to cover any 
regular or continuing support from companies or organisations from which the 
Member receives any financial or material benefit in support of his or her role as a 
Member of Parliament. Members should register any sponsorship arrangement in 
which they are personally involved and irrespective of whether they receive personal 
payment.” 

27. Category 7 of the then Rules provided that Members should register and declare:  
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“Overseas Benefits and gifts: Any gift to the Member or the Member’s spouse of greater 
value than £125 or any material advantage of a value greater than 0.5 percent of the 
current parliamentary salary from or on behalf of any investment, organisation or 
person which in any way relates to membership of the House.”  

28. Category 5 included a similar requirement in relation to gifts or benefits from UK 
sources. All of these provisions were altered somewhat when the House approved new 
Rules on 14 May 2002. In particular, category 4 (b) now reads:  

“(b) any other form of financial or material support as a Member of Parliament, 
amounting to more than £1,000 from a single source, whether as a single donation or 
as multiple donations of more than £200 during the course of a calendar year.”  

Category 7 now reads:  

“Overseas benefits and gifts: Any gift to the Member or the Member’s spouse or partner, 
or any material advantage, of a value greater than 1 percent of the current 
parliamentary salary from or on behalf of any company, organisation or person 
overseas which in any way relates to membership of the House.”  

However, apart from the changes in the thresholds above which Members are required to 
register interests in these categories, their substance, as can be seen, is very similar to that of 
the previous provisions.  

29. As previously noted (paragraph 25(c) above), the Code of Conduct provides that 
Members must not undertake any action which would bring the House, or its Members 
generally, into disrepute. As I have argued before17, this means that a Member has an 
obligation under the Code to protect the reputation of Parliament and not to bring it 
into disrepute. If he or she is reckless or negligent of that duty, he or she may be just as 
much in breach of the Code as if he or she had deliberately acted in a way which brought 
the House into disrepute. Moreover, this obligation extends, in my submission, to the 
manner in which a Member fulfils his or her other duties under the Code, including the 
obligation to register a financial or pecuniary interest. I conclude that were it to be the 
case that Mr Galloway had knowingly or negligently received, either directly or 
indirectly (for example through the Mariam Appeal), from the former Iraqi regime, a 
gift, sponsorship or financial or material support or advantage, in consequence of his 
membership of the House, its receipt should, if it exceeded the relevant thresholds, have 
been recorded in the Register of Members’ Interests.  

30. There are two other aspects of the Code and Guide to the Rules which, for the sake 
of completeness, it may be appropriate to mention at this point. First, a Member is 
required to declare any relevant pecuniary interest or benefit of whatever nature, 

 
 
  
17  See para 73 of my memorandum to the Committee on Standards and Privileges, Third Report of Session 2004–05, 

Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed, HC 233. 
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whether direct or indirect, in a debate or proceeding in the House.18 Secondly, a 
Member is precluded from advocating a course of action which seeks to confer benefit 
exclusively upon a body outside Parliament from which a Member has received, is 
receiving, or expects to receive a pecuniary benefit (the advocacy rule).19 The guidance 
on the advocacy rule in the Guide to the Rules is clearly relevant to the provisions on 
paid advocacy in the Code of Conduct described in paragraph 25 (b) above.  

Mr Galloway’s Register Entries  

31. It is important at this point to record that, over the years, Mr Galloway has included 
numerous entries relating to Iraq in the Register of Members’ Interests. Those he has 
registered from 1991 to the end of the 2001–05 Parliament are listed at Volume II, WE 
9. It can be seen that a number of these relate to visits to Iraq, some of them paid for by 
the Mariam Appeal or by the Great Britain-Iraq Society.  

32. The inclusion of entries relating to these visits, etc would not, however, be enough to 
discharge Mr Galloway’s obligations under the Code of Conduct if he had benefited 
personally from financial support from the former Iraqi regime or his political activities 
as a Member had so benefited. Any benefit received from the regime would be 
separately registrable, whether it was received in a personal capacity or in support of Mr 
Galloway’s political activities as a Member. I return to consider this and related matters 
later in this report, after setting out the relevant evidence.  

Relevant Declarations of Interest by Mr Galloway 

33. As I have noted in paragraph 30, the obligation to register is not the only obligation 
in respect of interests imposed on Members by the Code of Conduct.  As well as 
ensuring that there is a permanent public record (the Register) of their pecuniary 
interests, they are also expected to draw the attention of the House (and by extension 
the public) to any interests which are particularly relevant to a parliamentary proceeding 
in which they are taking part at the time at which they are doing so.  This is done by 
declaring  the interest, either orally at the beginning of a speech or, in the case of written 
notices of motions, amendments and questions, by annotating the printed notice with 
an ‘R’20 

34. The obligation to declare  goes beyond the obligation to register, in that it applies to 
past and expected interests as well as current ones, and to indirect as well as to direct 
 
 
  
18  The Code of Conduct and Guide to the Rules relating to the Conduct of Members, Session 1995–96, HC 688, para 37 

and The Code of Conduct and Guide to the Rules relating to the Conduct of Members, Session 2005–06, HC 351, 
para 55.  

19  Although the scope of the advocacy rule was altered in 2002 following recommendations by the Committee on 
Standards in Public Life, the provisions of the rule in relation to participation in debate and proceedings (as opposed 
to initiating a proceeding) were similar:  See The Code of Conduct and Guide to the Rules relating to the Conduct of 
Members, Session 1995–96, HC 688, para 58 and The Code of Conduct and Guide to the Rules relating to the 
Conduct of Members, Session 2005–06, HC 351, para 76. 

20  The obligation to declare does not apply to occasions when declaration would unduly slow down proceedings in the 
Chamber, such as interventions on ministerial statements or supplementary questions. 
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interests.  In addition, there is a convention that relevant unremunerated interests, as 
well as remunerated ones, should be declared.  While such declaration is not required 
under any Resolution of the House, I would regard Mr Galloway’s interest in the 
Emergency Committee for Iraq, the Great Britain-Iraq Society or the Mariam Appeal, 
whether remunerated or not, as grounds for him to make a declaration when taking part 
in any parliamentary proceedings relating to Iraq or the sanctions against it. 

35. I have consulted the parliamentary records (Hansard and the Early Day Motion 
database) for sessions  1997–98, 1998–99, 1999–2000, 2001–02 and 2002–03 for 
interventions by Mr Galloway.  During those sessions, among many contributions about 
foreign policy, Mr Galloway initiated three adjournment debates, made a number of 
substantive speeches in other debates and tabled two early day motions (EDMs) and a 
number of written parliamentary questions specifically relating to sanctions on Iraq. 

36. In an adjournment debate on ‘The Middle East’ on 27 March 1998, Mr Galloway 
said ‘I was in three Arab countries—Syria, Jordan and Iraq—to which I travelled at the 
expense of, and in my capacity as, Chairman of the Emergency Committee on Iraq’21.  In 
another on 25 November 199822, entitled ‘The Gulf Crisis’, in which he discussed in 
detail the effect of sanctions on Iraq, he made no declaration. On 29 June 199923 he 
began an adjournment debate, on Iraq, ‘I declare an interest, in that I am chairman of 
the Mariam Appeal for cancer victims in Iraq, which has received support from the 
Governments of Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates’.  No ‘R’ appeared on the 
Order Paper on any of these occasions.  When making other speeches in the House he 
made no relevant declaration.   

37. On 5 April 2000 Mr Galloway tabled an EDM entitled ‘Breaking the Air Embargo on 
Iraq’24 and on 5 February 2001 one entitled ‘Christian Aid Agencies’ Report on Iraq’25, 
but made no declaration in respect of either of these.  Written questions about 
sanctions, for instance those tabled on 22 March 200026 and 5 February 200127, also bore 
no indication of an interest. 

My Inquiries  

38. I do not need to spell out in detail the nature of the inquiries I have made following 
receipt of the complaints against Mr Galloway. They have fallen into the following main 
areas:  

 
 
  
21  HC Deb, 27 March 1998, col 872. 

22  HC Deb, 25 November 1998, col 144. 

23  HC Deb, 29 June 1999, col 250. 

24  EDM 603, Session 1999–00. 

25  EDM 294, Session 2000–01. 

26  HC Deb , 22 March 2000, col 263w. 

27  HC Deb, 5 February 2001, col 83w. 
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a) Inquiries of the Daily Telegraph about the circumstances in which that paper’s reporter, 
Mr David Blair discovered the documents which form the basis of the allegations 
against Mr Galloway, and such other checks as I could undertake of the provenance 
and authenticity of the documents, including their forensic examination;  

b) Consideration of the evidence submitted in the proceedings in the High Court brought 
by Mr Galloway against the Daily Telegraph. With the cooperation of both the parties, I 
have been supplied with copies of the written witness statements and accompanying 
exhibits, as well as transcripts of the oral cross-examination of witnesses in court;  

c) Analysis of bank statements and other material relating to the Mariam Appeal 
forwarded to me by the Charity Commission, with the consent of Mr Galloway and 
other parties, following the Commission’s own inquiry in relation to the Appeal (on 
which see paragraphs 121–124 below), supplemented by some inquiries of certain 
people active in relation to the Appeal (notably of its Treasurer and its Director of 
Operations);  

d) Inquiries of the United Nations and particularly of the Independent Inquiry 
Committee led by Mr Paul Volcker into allegations surrounding the running of the UN 
Oil for Food programme. I have also received other material relating to the Programme 
from various quarters, including the US Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on 
Investigations, before which Mr Galloway testified on 17 May 2005.  

e) Inquiries of the present Iraqi Government and attempts to interview Mr Tariq Aziz, Mr 
Fawaz Zureikat and other potential witnesses abroad. The fact that a number of 
witnesses are outside UK jurisdiction and have not responded to approaches from me 
means that I have had to rely in those cases on what they are reported to have said to 
others. But I have in all cases attempted to contact such witnesses directly and to verify 
in any way I can the authenticity of the reports of what they have said.  

f) The interviewing of other witnesses in London.  

g) Inquiries of Mr Galloway himself.  

39. I have included at Annex 1 a list of the principal people I have mentioned in this 
report, including those from whom I have taken evidence. It will be clear from what I 
have said that, as well as conducting my own inquiries, I have sought to keep in touch 
with, and where relevant take appropriate account of the findings of, other inquiries 
conducted into the affairs surrounding Mr Galloway, of which there have come to be a 
number. In what follows, I identify carefully in each case the source of the information 
to which I refer.  

40. In setting out, in paragraphs 45 and following below, the key points in the evidence I 
have gathered, I begin by considering the documents uncovered by Mr David Blair. I 
then describe the nature of the Mariam Appeal and what is known about the way it 
operated, before outlining the Oil for Food programme and the information apparently 
relating Mr Galloway and Mr Zureikat to that. I continue with an account of the 
evidence which bears on the question whether Mr Galloway either himself solicited 
money from the former Iraqi regime or knew that others were doing so on his behalf, 
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before describing the response made by Mr Galloway to the various allegations against 
him, summarizing the evidence in relation to the key issues and then setting out my 
assessment of that evidence and my conclusions as to its implications for the evaluation 
of Mr Galloway’s conduct in relation to the standards expected of him as a Member.  

41. I have sought in the paragraphs which follow to set out the available evidence in an 
even-handed and accurate way, not at this point offering any view as to its relative 
weight. The evidence is not, in my judgement, all of the same weight, nor do I attach 
equal significance to each piece of it. At this point, however, I simply lay out all the 
relevant material, reserving an appreciation of the quality of the different pieces of 
evidence until the concluding sections of my report. 

The Key Questions and the Standard of Proof  

42. Although the evidence I have amassed is voluminous, the issues at stake are 
relatively simple to state and may, perhaps, best be summarised in a series of questions. 
My focus has been purely on Mr Galloway’s obligations to the House of Commons as a 
Member, not on any wider obligations he may have as a citizen under the law. The over-
arching question, for my inquiry is therefore:  

 Has Mr Galloway complied with his obligations as a Member under the Code of 
Conduct and Rules of the House? (I have set out the relevant obligations in this respect 
in paragraphs 25–30 above.)  

43. To help shed light on that question I have addressed a number of subsidiary 
questions:  

a) The Telegraph Documents:  

i) Are they authentic, i.e. are they genuine documents, as opposed to forgeries or 
fakes?  

ii) Are their contents credible, having regard to the totality of the evidence?  

b) What was the nature of the Mariam Appeal and of the roles of Mr Galloway and Mr 
Fawaz Zureikat in relation to it?  

c) Did Mr Galloway directly or indirectly through his appointed representative in 
Baghdad, Mr Fawaz Zureikat, gain any benefit from moneys derived, either through the 
Oil for Food Programme or by other means, from the former Iraqi regime?  

d) If the answer to c) is ‘yes’, did Mr Galloway know that he was receiving support, either 
personally or for his activities in relation to the Mariam Appeal, from the former Iraqi 
regime, or was he reckless or negligent in respect of the receipt of such support?  

It may assist the reader in digesting what follows to keep these key questions in mind as I 
recount the material uncovered by my inquiries.  
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44. In assessing the evidence which follows, I have applied the normal test of the balance 
of probabilities. Of course, if I had found clear evidence that Mr Galloway had corruptly 
obtained money, that would be a matter to be tested in the criminal courts to a higher 
standard of proof, and I would have had no hesitation in advising the Committee that 
the matter should be handed over to the police. However, my focus throughout has been 
entirely on Mr Galloway’s obligations to the House. In that respect the civil standard of 
proof—the balance of probabilities—appears to be the appropriate one to apply, both in 
evaluating the evidence and, later, in assessing whether or not Mr Galloway has fully 
met those obligations. At the same time I have been conscious of the Committee’s view 
that it may be appropriate to apply a higher standard of proof in certain circumstances.28 
I return to consider this point, in the light of the available evidence, in the concluding 
sections of this report.  

1. The Daily Telegraph Documents  

(a) How they were found: Mr David Blair’s account  

45. Having previously inspected the originals of the documents published by the Daily 
Telegraph,29 I interviewed Mr David Blair on 14 August 2003, when he gave me his 
account of how he had found them.30  

46. Mr Blair told me that at the time of the events in question he had been on his fifth 
visit to Iraq, having first visited it in April 2002. During his earlier visits to Iraq he had 
met Mr Galloway only once, co-incidentally. On that occasion Mr Galloway had been 
accompanied by eight or nine journalists and ‘a couple’ of Labour MPs. Mr Blair had 
been in the company of another journalist, Mr Ewen McAskill, Diplomatic Editor of the 
Guardian, and the parties had met by chance in the Al Rashid Hotel. Mr Blair had no 
particular interest in Mr Galloway or, having been out of England for most of the time 
since 1998, in UK politics in general. There was no question at any time of his having 
been asked by his editors to look for stories on Mr Galloway. 

47. Mr Blair had been withdrawn from Baghdad, with other Telegraph personnel, on 18 
March 2003, prior to the Coalition invasion.  He had re-entered it on 11 April 2003, 
staying first in the Palestine Hotel but subsequently moving to the Al Hamra. For the 
first few days he had occupied himself in an environment where ‘stories dropped from 
trees’. As the driver he had previously known was dead, he had been introduced to 
another one by a fellow journalist who was on the point of leaving; the new driver had in 
turn recommended as a translator Mr A, whom Mr Blair had engaged on Sunday 13 
April. 

 
 
  
28  On this point, see the Committee on Standards and Privileges, Second Report of Session 2000–01, Complaint against 

Mr John Maxton and Dr John Reid, HC 89 and Committee on Standards and Privileges, Third Report of Session 2002–
03, Complaint against Mr Michael Trend, HC 435. 

29  See paras 99–103 below. 

30  See Vol III, PCS Oral Evidence 2, Qq 181–278. 
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48. The discovery of the documents had been by chance. On Saturday, 19 April 2003 he 
had decided to investigate whether there was anything to be gained from looking at the 
Foreign Ministry building. He gave two reasons for this: in the first place his paper had 
suggested that, as other journalists had been uncovering ‘interesting documents’ he 
should also look for some and, the Mukhabarat building having been ‘pillaged to the 
point of destruction’, the Foreign Ministry had seemed to be the obvious choice; 
secondly, he wished to satisfy his curiosity as to whether the building, which was located 
near the Al Rashid Hotel where he had previously stayed, was still standing. He had not 
expected to find anything, but he had a day free and it was ‘worth a punt’. The idea of 
visiting the building had been entirely his own.  

49. Mr Blair and his translator had found the gates to the building open and looters 
inside. They walked around the ground floor, which had been ‘stripped bare’ and found 
nothing but shreds of the trivia of bureaucracy. On the first floor, apart from more of 
the same, they found what ‘had clearly once been the main archive of the Ministry’ 
where fire seemed to have burned particularly fiercely. Although the metal frames of the 
file shelving had survived, the files themselves were just ash. Further down the corridor, 
behind a door which was scorched and blackened but not heavily damaged inside, but 
which had a large hole broken where the lock would have been, they had found a ‘very, 
very small room’ with box files stacked round three of the walls and a big heap of them 
in the middle of the floor. The files all bore paper labels which the translator had 
rendered as the names of countries. 

50. I asked Mr Blair why he thought there might be an archive room separate from the 
main archive and how he thought the contents of it might have survived when other 
records had been destroyed by fire. To the first question he replied that he thought that 
the material he had found was clearly documents which had passed across the desks of 
Iraqi Foreign Ministers, not just of civil servants, and that these were kept apart from 
the more humdrum documents (an interpretation which was later also suggested by a 
former Head of Protocol in Iraq, see paragraph 83 below). As to the second, he thought 
that the door of the room had been closed, protecting the contents from the fire as it 
burned down the corridor. Looters, he assumed, had subsequently kicked down the 
door and pulled files off the walls but, finding nothing but paper, had also passed on. 

51. Mr Blair’s first thought had been to see if there were any documents which might 
shed light on the Iraqi view of the UK Prime Minister, so he and the translator had 
started looking for box-files labelled ‘Britain’. Eventually, they found two labelled 
‘Britain’ and one labelled ‘Britain/France’, one buried among the files on the floor and 
two on the shelves. Mr Blair said: 

“What happened was, I remember the first file—it might have been the first, either the 
first or second that the translator passed to me—I actually opened it. I opened the box 
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file because he was looking, so I had my hands free. So I opened it and had a look. And 
inside were the pale blue folders which you’ve probably seen.”31 

Mr Blair and the translator took possession of these three box-files and returned to the 
hotel, by this time the Al Hamra. On leaving the room, Mr Blair also took possession of 
three further items (two blue folders and one black lever-arch file) which, however, he says 
he never examined because, according to the labels, they were not of interest to him. 

52. Back in the hotel, Mr Blair and the translator set about examining what they had 
found. For the first afternoon (Saturday, 19 April) they found nothing of interest. By his 
own account, Mr Blair ‘came within an ace of giving up on the whole thing’. The next 
day he went on an abortive mission with his photographer, Mr Heathcliff O’Malley, to 
the prison at Abu Ghraib. On his return, having dropped off Mr O’Malley, he was 
driving near the Foreign Ministry and thought that it might be interesting to capitalise 
on being, as far as he knew, the only journalist to know about the room with the files in 
by trying to find out if there was anything interesting about France. He and his 
translator found a box labelled ‘France’, which they took back to the hotel. 

53. On the Sunday afternoon, Mr Blair and his translator resumed their work and 
finished going through the first file. Near the top of the second one they found the letter 
allegedly from Tariq Aziz and purporting to enclose (though, as filed, it did not), 
‘George Galloway’s work programme for the year 2000’.32 It was at that point that Mr 
Blair first contacted his office in London, whereafter going through the files became a 
more directed and intense exercise. The following day (Monday) a second translator, Ms 
B, was hired. Mr O’Malley was directed to the hotel by the London office to photograph 
the documents and once the two translators had completed their work on the key 
documents, Mr Blair wrote up his story. Mr Blair’s first story, with facsimiles of the 
relevant documents, was published on 22 April 2003.  

54. Mr Blair told me that he had gone back to the Foreign Ministry building on the 
morning of Tuesday 22 April, to find it guarded. Later in the day, however, at the 
request of the BBC and others, he had returned to the Ministry with camera crews, to 
whom he showed the room where he had found the documents. Mr O’Malley, according 
to his own testimony in the libel proceedings, also took photographs of the site. 

55. I asked Mr Blair if the documents had been under his control at all times following 
their discovery. He said that following his first discovery of them he had left them in his 
hotel room but had locked the door. He did not believe anyone had entered his room in 
his absence. After the discovery of the Tariq Aziz memorandum, he had kept that 
particular file with him at all times. On Thursday 24 April, five days after his first 

 
 
  
31  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Q 217 

32  The nature of this ‘work programme’ has not been conclusively established, although Mr Galloway has made his 
own suggestion as to what it might be (see para 79 below) and other relevant evidence is also set out later in this 
report (see paras 88–97 below).  
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discovery of the files, Mr Blair had returned to England with the five folders relating to 
Britain, having left the material relating to France with a newly-arrived colleague. 

56. Under examination in court during Mr Galloway’s libel action against Telegraph 
Group Limited, Mr Blair maintained his version of the discovery of the documents:  

“Q; Are you telling the truth when you say that you found these documents in the 
circumstances shown in [Mr O’Malley’s photographs]?  

 A; Yes, I am.  

Q; At the time that you prepared your reports for publication in the newspaper were 
you satisfied that those documents were genuine?  

A; Yes, I satisfied myself that they were.  

Q; How satisfied?  

A; Completely satisfied.”33 

This evidence was given by Mr Blair on oath. If he gave it falsely, he thereby laid himself 
open to a possible prosecution for perjury. 

57. Some corroboration of Mr Blair’s account of the circumstances in which he found 
the documents was provided in written evidence given in the libel action by the 
photographer, Mr Heathcliff O’Malley,34 who was with him on 20 April on the visit to 
Abu Ghraib and until the early afternoon of that day; who was sent by the picture desk 
at the Telegraph to photograph the documents in Mr Blair’s hotel room on 21 April; and 
who photographed for Mr Blair the room in the Foreign Ministry where he claims to 
have found them. Mr O’Malley said that at some point on the journey to Abu Ghraib Mr 
Blair had told him that he had found in the Foreign Ministry some documents relating 
to Mr Galloway, which he was going to review before he reported them to his office. Mr 
Blair’s account of the discovery of the documents was also supported in the written 
statement submitted in evidence during the libel proceedings by the Iraqi translator, Mr 
A.  

(b) How they were found: Mr Galloway’s account  

58. Mr Galloway has consistently challenged Mr Blair’s account of the finding of the 
documents. In court, in answer to the question ‘You accept they were found in the burnt-
out Ministry in Baghdad, do you not?’ he replied ‘As a matter of fact I do not.’35  When 
 
 
  
33  Court Evidence, day 2.  

34  Court Evidence.  

35  Court Evidence, day 1. 
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interviewed by me on 24 February 2005, he told me, specifically, that he had evidence in 
respect of this in relation to the documents published by the Daily Telegraph on 23 April 
2003, but that he would make this known in the House of Commons when the time was 
right . 

59. On 8 May 2006, in the course of an adjournment debate on press regulation (and 
therefore under the protection of Parliamentary Privilege), Mr Galloway said that the 
claim:  

“‘that Mr Blair was not led to those documents but had merely chanced upon them 
when wandering around a looted and burning building, and that he had found all of 
the documents published by the Telegraph in the same place, at the same time and in 
the same box, is quite simply a lie.” 36  

60. Mr Galloway told the House that he had been contacted on 18 July 2003 by a very 
senior British journalist, a foreign correspondent on a national daily paper. This contact 
had told Mr Galloway that on the weekend David Blair found the documents, he (Mr 
Blair) had been supposed to travel to the South of Iraq with Mr Galloway’s contact, but 
had pulled out at the hotel door without explanation. On the day of the publication of 
the first documents (22 April), the contact had had a conversation with Mr Blair, in 
which Mr Blair had insisted that he had found the documents but had been anxious 
about their veracity and about the scale of treatment of the story by The Daily Telegraph 
and its assumption of Mr Galloway’s guilt. On the day of the publication of the second 
set of documents, the contact and Mr Blair had spoken again, and this time  

“Mr Blair confessed that the second set of documents published by the Telegraph (ie 
those published on 23 April)37 had in fact been given to him and that he had not, as he 
claimed, found them. He said that he had been told by London to continue to insist 
that he had found those documents, and that my contact must never divulge the true 
story.” 38 

61. Mr Galloway said further that his contact had been told by Mr Philip Sherwell of the 
Sunday Telegraph that ‘he had himself trawled the same room in the same building and 
that everything was fire- or sprinkler-damaged beyond repair. On Sherwell’s prior visit, 
the box Blair later claimed to have found was not there’.39 

62. Following Mr Galloway’s Adjournment debate, I wrote to him asking him if he 
would provide me with the name of his contact and also comment on certain other 

 
 
  
36  HC Deb 8 May 2006, col 144. 

37  The principal document published by the Telegraph on 23 April 2003 was the Presidential response (see para 4 
above). The paper also published on that day a facsimile of a letter addressed to Canon Andrew White which it said 
had been found in the Iraqi files.  

38  HC Deb, 8 May 2006, col 145.  

39  Ibid. 
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questions raised by his remarks in the House.40 I wrote also to Mr Neil Darbyshire (the 
then Deputy Editor of the Daily Telegraph)41 and to Mr Blair42 asking for their 
comments on Mr Galloway’s allegations, and to Mr Sherwell43 asking if he could 
corroborate what Mr Galloway had said. 

63. Mr Darbyshire replied on 31 May 200644 drawing my attention to a letter he had sent 
Mr Speaker on 19 May45 setting out the Telegraph’s strong objections to Mr Galloway’s 
allegations and enclosing a copy of a letter the Telegraph’s solicitors had sent Mr 
Galloway’s solicitors.46 The solicitors’ letter described Mr Galloway’s allegations as 
“entirely without foundation”, saying that no mention had been made of them during 
the libel proceedings to which they “would have been of the greatest possible relevance”; 
that Mr Galloway had accepted the authenticity of the documents for the purposes of 
the libel action; and that the evidence of both Mr Blair and his translator, Mr A, on the 
point had not been effectively challenged during the proceedings.  

64. Mr David Blair replied on 9 June 2006.47 In his reply Mr Blair said that everything 
Mr Galloway had said about him in the House was untrue. He had not planned to travel 
to the South of Iraq with another journalist as Mr Galloway had claimed; both the 
documents published by the Telegraph on 22 and  those published on 23 April had been 
found by him bound together in the same folder in the damaged former Iraqi Foreign 
Ministry building; none of the documents had been given to him by a third party; and 
he had had no conversations of the sort alleged by Mr Galloway with a senior foreign 
correspondent.  He had nothing to add to or subtract from the evidence he had given 
during the libel action, which had been corroborated in a witness statement by his Iraqi 
translator (Mr A).  

65. Mr Sherwell said in a letter of 29 June 200648 that his comments had been 
misrepresented during Mr Galloway’s contribution to the Adjournment debate. He had 
visited the Foreign Ministry Building in Baghdad prior to Mr Blair but had never been 
aware whether he had visited the room in which Mr Blair said he had found the 
documents. Hence he could not comment on the state or contents of the room. Mr 
Sherwell added of the building:  

“There were scores of rooms on several floors and we did not come close to trawling all 
of them. So when I heard that Mr Blair had found the documents in question, it did 

 
 
  
40  Volume II, WE 73. 

41  Volume II, WE 10.  

42  Volume II, WE 14. 

43  Volume II, WE 16. 

44  Volume II, WE 11. 

45  Volume II, WE 12. 

46  Volume II, WE 13.  

47  Volume II, WE 15.  

48  Volume II, WE 17. 
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not surprise me at all and it never crossed my mind that my failure to find the same 
paperwork raised any questions about his subsequent discovery.  

I certainly never asserted—as Mr Galloway stated in his speech, quoting his journalistic 
source—that I had searched the same room. Hence by definition nor could I have made 
any observation about the state of its contents or whether the box that Mr Blair found 
was there or not at the time I visited the building.”  

66. Mr Galloway repeatedly declined to provide me with the name of the senior foreign 
correspondent to whom he had referred as his source in the Adjournment debate, and 
also declined to reveal the nature of “future revelations” he proposed, he said, to make 
“when the time is right”.49 He also failed, in replying, to comment on the other questions 
arising from the debate which I had put to him in my letter of 23 May.50  In his letter of 
20 October 200651 Mr Galloway said that he had “no intention of returning to this matter 
again in the House of Commons” and explained the reason for his refusal to name his 
source as a desire to keep a promise of confidentiality and thereby to protect his source’s 
safety and professional standing.  

67. When I interviewed Mr Galloway on 30 November 2006, I invited him to offer 
further corroboration of his version of how Mr Blair had obtained some of the key 
documents. He largely repeated what he had said in the House and in correspondence,52 
but in one respect went further, asserting that if the second set of documents allegedly 
found by Mr Blair had in fact been given to him, it was likely that all the documents 
had.53 Although he continued to decline to name his source, his account of his meeting 
with the senior journalist was confirmed by Mr Ron McKay, who had been present, he 
said, at that meeting and who also, in the capacity of ‘friend’, accompanied Mr Galloway 
at my interview.54 Mr Galloway undertook to let me see the text of an e-mail he said he 
had sent his legal adviser, Mr Kevin Bays, immediately following his meeting with the 
journalist. I have appended the text of that e-mail.55 Mr Bays has confirmed that the text 
I was given by Mr Galloway is in the same terms as an e-mail he had received on his 
computer on 18 July 2003 (the day on which Mr Galloway said that he met the 
journalist).56 

68. Following my interview with Mr Galloway, I wrote again to Mr David Blair putting 
to him the various claims made in the e-mail.57 Mr Blair replied on 15 February, 
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50  Volume II, WE 73. 

51  Volume II, WE 84.  
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54  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 401. 
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56  Letter of 23 February 2007 from Mr Bays, not printed. 

57  The text of my letter, dated 13 February 2007, is at Volume II, WE 19. 
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pointing out that during his visit to the foreign ministry building in Baghdad, he had 
been accompanied by his Iraqi translator, who had subsequently provided a witness 
statement for the libel action brought by Mr Galloway. That statement had not been 
contested during the action. Mr Blair denied the other assertions made in Mr Galloway’s 
e-mail, concluding: 

“No third party gave me the files. I found them the way I have described both to you 
and the High Court.”58  

69. Mr Galloway’s e-mail included the statement that his journalist contact “had been 
told by a senior source in MI5 that “the boys over the river”(MI6) had given the files to 
Blair”.59 I put this allegation to the Foreign and Commonwealth Office. A senior official 
replied: 

“The allegation relates to the activities of the Secret Intelligence Service (SIS). 
Information on SIS operations and activities is provided only to the Intelligence and 
Security Committee, the Intelligence Services Commissioner and the Interception of 
Communications Commissioner. 

”If Mr Galloway wishes to pursue a formal complaint against SIS regarding this 
matter, he could do so via the Investigatory Powers Tribunal.”60 

(c) Real, faked or false? 

70. When considering the truth, or otherwise, of the documents published by the 
Telegraph, it is important to bear in mind the difference between authenticity and 
veracity. It would, for instance, be possible for a document to be written by the person 
who appeared to write it (that is, for it to be authentic) but for the contents to be 
completely untrue. There is also the possibility that genuine documents have been 
altered. In the following paragraphs I set out the evidence relevant to the question 
whether the documents uncovered by Mr Blair are likely to be authentic. 

(i) Mr Galloway’s View  

71.  Mr Galloway has never accepted that the documents are what they purport to be. 
The essence of his view is given in his letter to me of 17 January 2005:61 

“The documents alleging financial wrongdoing on my part are fakes. They may have 
been forged, like the material supplied to the Christian Science Monitor by the Daily 
Telegraph writer Phillip Smucker, which led to an apology in the High Court and the 
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payment of substantial damages by that newspaper to me. Or, like the documents 
bought by the Mail on Sunday, from the same source which supplied Mr Smucker and 
which were adjudged by Scotland Yard forensic experts to be forgeries, they have been 
doctored in a way to incriminate me in wrongdoing. Or they are the product of some 
corrupt scheme involving others and using my name. Whichever is the explanation, I 
am not yet able to say. The Telegraph documents are photocopies (unlike the Christian 
Science Monitor’s) and thus, not subject to forensic examination. I am unable to travel 
to Baghdad to conduct an investigation there since the British and American invasion 
and occupation has turned the country into a conflagration. These documents are 
merely pieces of paper with my name written on them. There is no evidence that 
anything in them is true.”  

72. The tape of Mr Andrew Sparrow’s conversation of 21 April 2003 with Mr Galloway  
(entered in evidence during the proceedings) gives Mr Galloway’s early reaction to 
being told of the documents. He was reported as saying of the Intelligence Chief’s 
memo:  

“Well, you say it’s come to light. Maybe it’s the product of the same forgers who forged 
so many other things in this whole Iraq picture. Maybe the Daily Telegraph forged it. 
Who knows?”  

73. Later in the same interview; Mr Galloway said:  

“I mean, you’ve surprised me with this news, so I can’t give you any other response 
than that, if such a memo exists, then it is a forgery, it is reporting or purporting to 
point to things which never happened.”  

74. He was also quoted as saying, when asked why someone might have gone to the 
bother of forging such a document:  

“Well, it would not be the Iraqi regime who’s forging it, my dear. It would be people like 
you, and the government whose policies you’ve supported.”  

75. The substance of this response was printed in the Daily Telegraph of 22 April 2003. 
On 23 April, Mr Galloway was quoted as saying that the story was ‘secret service “black 
propaganda”.’ The article continued:  

‘He said he had not seen the documents referred to. But in a statement he said: “This 
attack is part of a smear campaign against those who stood against the illegal and 
bloody war on Iraq and its occupation by foreign forces”.’   

76. On page three of the same day, the paper reported ‘he again suggested that the 
document could be a forgery. Asked who might be responsible, he replied “It would not 
be the Iraqi regime that was forging it. It would be people like you and the government 
whose policies you have supported”.’ 
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77. During the High Court hearing of his libel action, Mr Galloway distinguished 
between ‘forgeries’ and ‘fakes’. Asked during cross-examination ‘Would you accept that 
you went on publicly describing the Foreign Ministry documents as forgeries for many 
months after you had had full opportunity to think about it?’ he replied “I think I used the 
word ‘fake’.” The exchange continued ; 

‘Q. You are not drawing a distinction between fake and forgeries? 

 A. I am, yes I am, and I tried to do that on the first day.  I say that these documents 
are either forgeries or they have been doctored, but that they are in any case wrong and 
false’.62  

He re-iterated this position at several other points in his oral evidence. 

78. I interviewed Mr Galloway initially on 24 February 2005. At this meeting he 
suggested a third possibility, beyond forgery and doctoring, for the existence of the 
documents. He said;  

“Either they are forged or they are doctored or they are the product of some conspiracy 
somewhere within the Iraqi regime to make money using my name. I can think of no 
other explanations. The one thing they are not is true.” 

I asked him if it was possible that they reflected genuine efforts by Mr Zureikat to assist 
him by using his name unbeknown to him. He rejected this suggestion because;  

‘they put me in a meeting [on Boxing Day 1999] in which I never sat’.  

He went on;  

“Zureikat … had no need to grub around in a conspiracy to use my name to get 
business for himself, and I do not believe that he did.”63 

79. During the same interview, Mr Galloway agreed that he had written the letter 
authorising Mr Zureikat to act as his representative in Baghdad in respect of the Mariam 
Appeal, a copy of which had been found by the Telegraph.64 Another document 
allegedly found by the Telegraph in respect of which he offered a possible explanation 
was the one purporting to be signed by Tariq Aziz and referring to Mr Galloway’s ‘work 
programme’. He suggested that the ‘work programme’ might be the programme for the 
work brigades which were planned at one point by the Mariam Appeal to construct park 
and recreational facilities in Iraq for sick children, and also to give opportunities for 
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members of the brigades to improve and politically educate themselves, plans which, in 
the event, came to nothing.65  

80. Mr Galloway’s evidence as to the authenticity of the documents was supported by 
Mr Fawaz Zureikat who in the Daily Telegraph of 23 April 2003 was quoted as saying 
that “the intelligence memo might be a forgery created by Mr Galloway’s ‘many enemies’ in 
politics, or that business interests were trying to cash in on the MP’s fame in Iraq”.66  

My attempts to verify his evidence with Mr Zureikat have been unsuccessful. 

(ii) Evidence of Mr David Blair and Others  

81. In my conversation with Mr Blair, he addressed unasked the question of whether the 
documents might be forgeries. He said that on the Sunday evening in Baghdad after he 
had found the documents:  

“. . . I began to think ‘Could this possibly be a forgery? And the way I approached it was 
to say: suppose it was a forgery and someone had just planted this forgery. What would 
have had to have happened for that to have taken place? And the  way I thought it 
through was: well, if this is a forgery, somebody came up with this very complicated 
document in Arabic. Photocopied it. Found a Foreign Ministry file filled with all sorts 
of other pieces of correspondence. Unbound it. Inserted it into that file. Bound it up 
again, using this quite distinctive single-bowed knot that all the pale blue folders I saw 
were tied in. Put it in a box file. Took it to the Foreign Ministry and then buried it there 
on the off-chance that someone might come along and might happen upon it and 
might go through it and might bother translating it. And that struck me immediately 
as just being wildly improbable. And then I thought: have we got other examples of the 
same letterhead? The same type of notepaper? So I looked through some of the other 
pale blue folders that we had and I came across some examples… Then I thought: have 
we got other examples of the same signature? So I looked back through the files and I 
found a couple… And it was then really that I became convinced that the probability of 
this thing being forged and planted was negligible. . .”67.  

Summing up what he thought, he said; 

“‘the bottom line would be that if you went about that extraordinary method of trying 
to forge a document, the overwhelming probability would be that your hard work 
would either be incinerated unread or would just lie there forever and no one would 
ever see it … it would have been a rather bizarre way of going about it.”68 
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82. Mr Ibrahim Al Marashi, a research associate at the Centre for Non-Proliferation 
Studies at the University of California and a lecturer in Middle Eastern Studies at the US 
Naval Post-Graduate School, was quoted in the Daily Telegraph of 6 May 2003 as saying 
that the handling of the papers—passed between and signed by many different 
officials—was typical of the way the regime’s paperwork was handled, as was the style of 
the documents themselves. On 4 September 2003 he confirmed to me by e-mail that he 
stood by what he had said in the Telegraph.  

83. The former Head of Protocol in Iraq, Mr Haitham Rashid Wihaib,  gave the 
Telegraph a short interview, which was published on 24 April 2003, in which he said 
that he was 100% convinced from the handwriting that the Intelligence Chief’s 
memorandum was genuine. He also said that it was very unlikely that the documents 
could have been forged and planted as part of a smear campaign against Mr Galloway, 
saying;  

“I do not believe that anybody in Iraq would play around with Mr Galloway’s name or 
Mr Galloway’s money”.69  

(iii) Other documents in the files 

84. Among the copy documents bound in the folders were some whose likely 
authenticity has been confirmed by their apparent authors. One was the (undated) letter 
from Mr Galloway asking that Fawaz Zureikat be treated as his sole representative in 
Baghdad on all matters relating to the Mariam Appeal and the Emergency Committee in 
Iraq, which letter Mr Galloway has accepted as genuine (see paragraph 79 above). 
Others were copies of letters, apparently written in the early months of 2000, by the 
former Prime Minister Sir Edward Heath, Lord Waverley and Canon Edward White, to 
the Iraqi Interests Section in London.  In response to my inquiries, all three gentlemen 
or their representatives agreed that there was no reason to doubt the authenticity of 
these letters. The translation into Arabic of a Hansard report of a speech by Mr 
Galloway found in the files has also been found to be authentic.70 The files contained an 
original copy of the Hansard report of the speech, to which was stapled an original 
printed House of Commons visiting card in the name of Mr Galloway, with the 
designation “Senior Vice Chairman, Parliamentary Labour Party, Foreign Affairs 
Comittee”. 

85. The folders also contained an original letter on the headed notepaper of the Great 
Britain-Iraq Society, dated 21 December 2000 and signed by Mr Galloway.71 The letter 
announced the Society’s intention to set up a body to promote trade between Great 
Britain and Iraq and sought agreement to a meeting the following month in Baghdad “to 
discuss the best way to go forward”. 
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86. During my first interview with Mr Galloway on 24 February 2005, prior to the 
forensic analysis I later had done on the Telegraph documents, my colleague the 
Registrar of Members’ Interests, Ms Barry, had asked whether, as reported in the press, 
Mr Galloway had written such a letter. Mr Galloway had replied: 

“I do not think so. As a matter of course I would not have been writing letters to the 
Iraqi regime, so I doubt that.”72 

87. I put the discrepancy between the answer and the available evidence to Mr Galloway 
in my letter of 13 December 2006.73 In his letter of 5 March 2007,74 Mr Galloway 
accepted that he had written the letter in question: 

“I did write the letter enclosed to the then Iraqi Foreign Minister for reasons which are 
self-explanatory. I stand by its contents. I held a press conference in the al-Rashid Hotel 
in Baghdad following the meeting referred to which was attended by, amongst others, 
Mr Anton La Guardia, then of the Daily Telegraph, at which I explained this project. I 
believe he published in the Telegraph a report of this press conference.” 

 (iv) Further evidence relating to Mr Galloway’s alleged ‘programme of work’ 

88. Among the folders of material allegedly found by Mr David Blair was one other 
letter which, like the Tariq Aziz memorandum, refers to Mr Galloway’s ‘programme’, 
but on this occasion to his ‘working programme for the year 2000 in Britain’. This letter 
is in original form with an original signature (not a photocopy) and is dated 22 January 
2000 (that is, two weeks prior to the ‘Tariq Aziz memo’ of 5 February 2000, which was 
published in the Daily Telegraph on 22 April 2003). It is from the then Iraqi  Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, Mohammed Said Al-Sahhaf to the Presidential Chancellery. 

89. The letter (a translation of which is appended75) refers to a number of meetings 
which the then Charge d’Affaires of the Iraqi Interests Section at the Royal Jordanian 
Embassy, Mr Mudhafar Al-Amin, had held with Mr Galloway and Dr Burhan Al-
Chalabi “to study the working programme for the year 2000 in Britain and to begin 
implementing some of the paragraphs of the programme”. The letter continues: 

“We enclose with this letter a translation of the letter sent by Mr George Galloway to 
the Charge d’Affaires of the Interests Section describing therein the basic features of the 
working programme he aspires to implement in the future. 

“The Ministry supports the paragraphs contained in the programme of Mr Galloway. 

 
 
  
72  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence3, Qq 345–7. 

73  Volume II, WE 90.   

74  Volume II, WE 103. 

75  Volume II, WE 22. 
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“Please peruse. With appreciation.” 

90. No copy either of the original or of a translation of the alleged letter sent by Mr 
Galloway to Mr Al-Amin referred to in this document has been found in the folders 
allegedly discovered by Mr Blair. However the letter has been examined as part of the 
process of forensic analysis which I describe later.76 It is noteworthy that this letter, like 
the ‘Tariq Aziz memo’ carries a reference to Presidential letter No. 3562 (though the text 
of that Presidential letter is also not available). 

91. When Mr Al Sahhaf’s letter came to my notice as a result of the forensic analysis I 
had commissioned of the documents, I wrote to Dr Al-Chalabi asking him if he had 
been involved, with Mr Galloway, in meetings with Mr Al-Amin, as the letter alleged.77 
Dr Al-Chalabi replied on 9 January 2007, as follows: 

“I have no knowledge of the “number of meetings” to which the letter of the Iraqi 
Minister of Foreign affairs seems to refer. 

“I recall having a few meetings with Mr Amin to secure the Iraqi Government approval 
for the mercy flight, always alone. However, it is possible that on one or possibly two 
occasions Mr George Galloway may have been present by coincidence. 

“I have no knowledge of the “working programme” to which the letter seems to refer.”78 

92. I wrote again to Dr Al-Chalabi on 10 January, asking him to tell me if the funding of 
the proposed mercy flight had been discussed with Mr Al-Amin.79 After a reminder, Dr 
Al-Chalabi replied to me through his legal representative, Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar, 
declining to add anything to what he had already said.80 

93. I subsequently wrote to Mr Galloway seeking his comments on the Al-Sahhaf 
letter.81 Mr Galloway replied on 27 April.82 In his letter Mr Galloway said that: 

a) to the best of his knowledge the only meetings he ever had with Dr Al-Chalabi and Mr 
Al-Amin were connected to the proposed flight from London to Baghdad which he and 
Dr Al-Chalabi were jointly organizing. The flight was scheduled for February/March 
2000. 

b) he had no joint working programme with Dr Al-Chalabi other than this proposed 
flight. 

 
 
  
76  See paras 109–113 below. The results of the forensic examination of the document can be found at Volume II, WE 

32, para 36. 

77  Volume II, WE 25.   

78  Volume II, WE 26. 

79  Volume II, WE 27. 

80  Volume II, WE 28. 

81  Volume II, WE 108. 

82  Volume II, WE 110.  



50    Conduct of Mr George Galloway 

 

 

94. Mr Galloway went on to make an important distinction between a ‘work 
programme’ and a ‘working programme’: 

“A work programme details a body of tasks to which one may be contractually held as, 
say, an employee is to the duties agreed with their employer. A working programme is 
purely a description of the work a campaign or other independent political 
organization might draw up, add to, take away from, and highlight publicly. As you 
know this dichotomy is at the heart of this whole affair. 

Mr Galloway confirmed that he had regularly met Mr Al-Amin (and his predecessor), and 
at those meetings had: 

“reviewed the political situation concerning war and sanctions on Iraq, repeated my oft 
stated opinions which I hoped would be conveyed to Baghdad, and spoke to whoever 
was the diplomat in place about the varied campaigns and initiatives to end 
sanctions.” 

He continued: 

“The diplomat in question might of course have described this as my ‘working 
programme’ (though we have no copies of any such communication). What is certainly 
the case is that I adumbrated the priorities of my campaigns in speech, in print, in 
letters and in articles on countless occasions: no one could be in any doubt as to what 
my ‘working programme’ was.” 

95. The explanation Mr Galloway makes in this letter provides, I believe, a more 
convincing account of to what the various references in the Telegraph documents of a 
‘working’ or ‘work’ programme refer than that offered by him in our interview on 24 
February 2005.83 At that point Mr Galloway suggested that the ‘work programme’ 
referred to in the Tariq Aziz memo might be the programme for the work brigades 
planned at one point by the Mariam Appeal. However the Appeal did not announce that 
aspect of its planned activities until July 2000, when it was said that the work camp 
programme would begin in May 2001 and end in October of the same year. Both the 
Tariq Aziz memo and the Al-Sahhaf letter pre-date this announcement by several 
months. Mr Al-Sahhaf’s letter refers to “the working programme for the year 2000 in 
Britain” (emphasis added). Moreover, two other documents found in the Telegraph 
folders indicate that neither the Iraqi Ministry of Foreign Affairs nor the Iraqi Interests 
Section in London knew of the work camp programme prior to its announcement.84 

96. I conclude that Mr Galloway is probably correct in the suggestion in his letter of 27 
April 2007 that the ‘working programme’ mentioned in the letter from Mr Al-Sahhaf is 
best understood to be a description of the campaigning work on Iraq and sanctions Mr 
 
 
  
83  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence3, Q 341. 

84  Translations of these two documents are at Volume II, WE 23 and Volume II, WE 24 respectively. 
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Galloway planned to undertake in Britain in 2000.  I also believe that this is the likely 
explanation of the nature of the ‘work programme’ referred to in the Tariq Aziz memo. I 
am advised by a skilled translator who has studied the documents that the Arabic 
wording on this point in the two documents is the same: in the case of the Tariq Aziz 
memo, the Arabic has been translated into English as ‘work programme’, in the case of 
the Al-Sahhaf letter as ‘working programme’. Both letters, however, refer, I am advised, 
to the same thing. I discuss in my conclusions whether this ‘programme’ is best 
understood as, in Mr Galloway’s terms, a detailed body of tasks to which one might be 
contractually held or, rather, a description of the work a campaign or other independent 
political organization might draw up, and the implications of this for the allegations 
made in 2003 about Mr Galloway. 

97. One loose end remained on this point after Mr Galloway’s letter of 27 April: he had 
not clearly indicated whether he had ever sent Mr Al-Amin a letter describing the 
‘working programme’ he aspired to implement in Britain in 2000. I accordingly put that 
question to him.85 Mr Galloway replied on 8 May, saying: 

“I have no more knowledge of what is in the enclosure to the Sahhaf letter (if that is 
what it is) than you do, since neither of us have seen it. 

“I regularly communicated with the Iraqi Charge d’Affairs from 1991 until 2003, 
whomsoever was in that post. I met them; I spoke to them by phone; I copied them into 
bulletins and campaign material etc. Where I required to, for example the flight to 
Baghdad which needed Iraqi government clearance or the proposed “Work Brigades” 
which needed the agreement of several Iraqi ministries, both Mr Halford and I wrote to 
them.”86 

 (v) Evidence of the Iraqi Foreign Ministry  

98. I wrote to the current Iraqi Government sending them copies of the key documents 
and asking whether they could confirm their authenticity.87 In response their 
representative said:  

“We can clarify that the documents to which you referred in paragraphs A, B, C and D 
of the above-mentioned letter, are original and genuine letters, and for our part we, as 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs endorse  their authenticity.”88 

During my interview of Mr Galloway on 30 November 2006, he rejected the evidential 
value of this endorsement on the basis that the current Iraqi Government consisted of 
people who were his “mortal enemies”.89 

 
 
  
85  Volume II, WE 112.  

86  Volume II, WE 114  (letter of 8 May 2007). 

87  The text of my letter is at Volume II, WE 29. 

88  Volume II, WE 30.   
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(vi) Evidence from Visual Examination of the Documents  

99. The Registrar of Members’ Interests and I visited the offices of the Daily Telegraph 
on 26 June 2003, to look at the documents in the condition in which they were said to 
have been found. The timing of our visit was influenced by the wish of Mr Galloway’s 
legal team to have copies made of the documents, which would involve disturbing the 
files and their contents.  

100. The documents we saw were contained in pale blue folders enclosed in cardboard 
box-files lined with a wallpaper-like paper with a tiger-skin pattern. The boxes had 
grimy covers marked with what appeared to be finger-marks, and smelled faintly of 
what might be soot or smoke. The covers bore the marks of someone ‘doodling’, in that 
the bolts seemed to have been outlined in red ink or biro.  

101. The documents, some of which were originals whilst others were photocopies or 
faxes, were all bound together with a distinctive knot, which did not appear to have been 
recently undone. They appeared to be bound in date order in the Arabic rather than the 
Western order, with an index at the front (Western back). A number were annotated in 
ink, and some bore ‘post-it’ notes, both in Arabic. 

102. The index covered leading documents but not necessarily attachments. Some of the 
documents on fax paper had begun to deteriorate and some attachments had begun to 
tear away from the binding through handling. All of the key documents which had 
apparently originated in Iraq were photocopies of hand-written originals. Some of these 
documents had on them annotations in ink. Some of the documents in the folders 
appeared to have been photocopied onto the backs of other documents.  

103. It was apparent to the Registrar and me from our examination that if the 
documents had been forged or faked (for example, in an attempt to discredit Mr 
Galloway) the exercise of faking them would have been a very elaborate one indeed. The 
folder containing the key documents alone contained a wide variety of original and copy 
material amounting to some 200 documents in all. The annotations in ink and various 
post-it notes in Arabic would have had to be added. The index would have had to be 
created. It would have required a good deal of time and resource to create the material; 
and it, and the other folders said to have been found with it, would then have had to be 
placed among official records. Arguably also, if the object was to pass off forged 
documents as genuine, it would not have been necessary to go to such elaborate lengths 
to achieve this outcome.  

(vii) Evidence from Forensic Examination of the Documents  

104. In the course of my inquiries it became evident to me that both Mr Galloway’s legal 
team and the Daily Telegraph had consulted forensic experts about the key documents. 
Both Mr Galloway and the Daily Telegraph agreed that I might see the reports presented 
to them by their respective experts. I subsequently met the expert (Mr Oliver Thorne of 
                                                                                                                                                               
89  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Qq 418–419. 
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LGC Forensics) instructed indirectly on behalf of Mr Galloway and I have corresponded 
with the expert instructed on behalf of the Telegraph (Dr Audrey Giles of the Giles 
Document Laboratory).  

105. In neither case did the instructed expert carry out at that stage a complete forensic 
examination of the documents. This was essentially because, as the libel proceedings 
unfolded, the authenticity of the documents was not at issue between the parties.90 Mr 
Thorne’s preliminary inspection report, which was limited to a purely visual inspection, 
concluded that it would be possible to submit the documents to a number of forensic 
procedures which might help establish their authenticity. Mr Thorne was not, however, 
asked by those instructing him to undertake any such detailed examination.  

106. Dr Giles undertook more extensive tests on the documents at her client’s request, 
although these too did not result in a final, comprehensive report. Nonetheless the tests 
included the study of impressions and other distinguishing marks (such as photocopier 
trash marks91) found on the documents. Dr Giles found by these means a number of 
links between the key documents: for example, the copy memorandum from General 
Hamid Al-Khattab dated 2 May 2000 had clearly been attached to the bundle of 
documents including the Intelligence Chief’s memorandum. Her first draft report 
continued:  

“It is positively linked to these documents by means of common photocopier trash 
marks and impressions. The copy al-Khattab Memorandum92 is positively linked to the 
Izzat Ibrahim Memorandum, not only by physical attachment, but also via 
impressions of handwritings from one document to another.  

The al-Khattab Memoranda are similar to each other, to other documents in these files 
and, in each case, bear original ink entries which are consistent with those appearing 
on other documents throughout File 1. In addition copy documents attached to the 
Izzat Ibrahim Memorandum are positively associated with other documents on the 
File having been copied on the same photocopier whilst it was in the same condition.”93 

107. Dr Giles noted in her report—as Mr Thorne did in his—that the fact that the key 
documents were all copy documents limited the conclusions that could be drawn from 
any forensic examination of them. Mr Galloway has asserted that the fact that the key 
documents are photocopies means that they are not therefore capable of being subject to 
any forensic analysis.94 However, this is to claim more than either forensic expert I 
consulted indicated would be justified. It was clear from my contacts with both Mr 

 
 
  
90  See para 19 above. 

91  These are stray marks which appear on a document in the course of copying it, for example as a result of sratches on 
the screen of the copier on which the document is copied. 

92  Dated 2 May 2000, attached to the Izzat Ibrahim memorandum dated 6 May 2000. See paras 10–11 above. 

93  The text of Dr Giles’s initial report is at Volume II, WE 31. 

94  See, for example, Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 3, Q 306. 
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Thorne and Dr Giles that the key Telegraph documents were capable of some forensic 
analysis. On the basis of the tests she conducted, Dr Giles concluded in her first draft 
report:  

“. . .the physical association between the [key] documents and other documents within 
the files amounts to strong positive evidence that the [key] documents have been 
handled within the Foreign Ministry in a manner similar to other documents stored on 
the files and which I have assumed are genuine.”  

108. Mr Galloway, to whom I showed Dr Giles’s report, rejected it as any kind of 
forensic examination.95 Against this background of dispute about the authenticity of the 
documents and the feasibility of them being forensically examined, I decided to 
commission my own forensic analysis of the Telegraph documents. Having obtained the 
agreement of Telegraph Group Limited to my securing the documents for this purpose, 
I asked Mr Oliver Thorne of LGC Forensics to undertake an analysis, looking not only 
at the key Telegraph documents but at all those allegedly discovered and brought back 
to England by Mr David Blair. After contacting those who were connected with the 
preliminary inspection instruction (where possible) and taking legal advice to ensure 
that there would be no conflict of interest in LGC Forensics doing so, Mr Thorne 
accepted my commission. He was assisted in his work by a skilled Arabic translator.96 
He was not made privy to the results of Dr Giles’s interim examination of the 
documents until after he had completed his own investigation. 

109. Mr Thorne’s report, which describes in detail the indications he examined in 
respect of the documents, can be found at Volume II, PCS Written Evidence 32. Overall 
he estimated the number of documents in all the files he received as being in excess of 
2,500. I asked him to give his professional opinion as to whether the key Telegraph 
documents were authentic and, bearing in mind Mr Galloway’s assertion that the 
“second set” of documents had been obtained separately by Mr Blair, whether the 
documents gave signs of having been found in more than one group or of having been 
found together. 

110. Mr Thorne set himself to consider the following possibilities: 

a) the vast majority of all the documents in all the files were produced in a 
contemporaneous manner and were authentic; 

b) all the submitted documents were created contemporaneously but were not authentic; 

c) all the documents were forgeries created at a later date. 

If (b) or (c) proved to be the case, the Telegraph documents (as Mr Thorne called the key 
documents at the heart of the allegations concerning Mr Galloway) would not be authentic. 
 
 
  
95  Letter of 1 November 2006, Volume II, WE 87. 

96  The translator also, at my request, checked the published translations of the Telegraph documents. 
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In the event, he concluded that there was a high probability that (a) was the case (see 
paragraph 26 of Mr Thorne’s report). 

111. Given this finding, Mr Thorne also considered the possibilities that: 

a) while the vast majority of the submitted documents were authentic, one or more of the 
Telegraph documents were forgeries inserted amongst otherwise authentic documents 
or were authentic documents which had been altered; and 

b) each of the Telegraph documents was authentic. 

Mr Thorne was, of course, only able to comment on the authenticity, not on the veracity of 
the Telegraph documents. 

112. Concluding his report, Mr Thorne gave his opinion on the authenticity of the 
documents as a whole as follows: 

“In my opinion the evidence found fully supports that the vast majority of the 
submitted documents are authentic. In my opinion the submitted documents are not 
all forgeries created at a later time. Whilst I cannot totally exclude the theoretical 
possibility that all the submitted documents were created during the time that they 
state but by a non-authentic source such as a ‘shadow office’, I consider that this is 
extremely unlikely.”  

113. As to the authenticity of the key documents at the heart of the complaint against 
Mr Galloway, Mr Thorne said: 

“Given that the vast majority of the submitted documents are authentic then, in my 
opinion, there is a high probability that all the disputed Telegraph documents are also 
authentic. I find no evidence that any are forgeries or altered and I consider this 
possibility to be extremely unlikely.”  

Further, he found no evidence to suggest that any of the disputed Telegraph documents 
were found at a different time/place to the others. 

114. I sent Mr Thorne’s report to Mr Galloway on 23 January 2007. Mr Galloway gave 
an initial response on 31 January.97 

“To say that I am surprised by your “forensic” report is a gross understatement. As you 
know I have always maintained that whether or not these documents are ‘authentic’ 
they are  false. Therefore your commissioning of the report is an expensive irrelevance.” 

115. Mr Galloway went on to claim that he had never been given the opportunity to see 
the documents or to engage his own forensic scientists to examine them. He asserted 
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that I had commissioned the same laboratory which had originally examined them for 
the Telegraph. He continued that the documents were all photocopies and, focusing on 
one aspect of Mr Thorne’s report, argued that “anyone who knows anything about Iraqi 
politics… its intrigues and corruptions, would surely conclude that it was highly likely that 
a ‘ghost office’ had produced the documents”. 

116. I replied to Mr Galloway on 14 February 2007.98 I pointed out that: 

 Mr Galloway’s legal team in the libel action had seen the documents 

 Through intermediaries, they had commissioned a preliminary inspection report 
on the forensic techniques that would be available to examine them 

 Mr Thorne had been the person commissioned to produce that report. He had not 
been commissioned by the Telegraph. 

117. Mr Galloway’s reference to the possibility of a ‘ghost office’ having produced the 
documents appears to betray a misunderstanding of one aspect of Mr Thorne’s report. 
As I understand it, the proposition considered by Mr Thorne is that a shadow office 
operating in Arabic over the period of time covered by the documents would have to 
have been set up. The task before it would have been not just to create the disputed 
documents about Mr Galloway but all of the more than 2,500 documents allegedly 
found by Mr David Blair. As Mr Thorne puts the matter in paragraph 25 of his report: 

“Not only would a ‘shadow office’ operating in Arabic have to be set up operating over 
the period of time covered by the documents (approx. 1998 to 2001) and producing at 
least 2500 documents of wide ranging appearance but it would also have to obtain the 
reference documents and other verifiable documents to the files without arousing any 
suspicion. Whilst this possibility remains theoretically present I consider it to be 
extremely unlikely.” 

118. There is also the question of the motivation for setting up such an elaborate and 
expensive operation. One possibility would be for it to have been done by one of Mr 
Galloway’s political opponents in the West. In his letter of 31 January, however, Mr 
Galloway does not suggest this: rather he suggests that the ‘ghost office’, if it existed, 
would have been set up and operated by someone within the then Iraqi regime. What 
the motivation might be for such behaviour he does not explain. Nevertheless, whatever 
the motivation might have been for setting up a ‘ghost office’ and whoever might have 
done it, we must set Mr Galloway’s view about this possibility alongside Mr Thorne’s 
view that it is “extremely unlikely”, for the reasons set out above. 

119. Mr Galloway summed up his view of the Telegraph documents in his letter to me of 
5 March 2007:99 
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“… I refute the alleged provenance of these documents … 

“Whatever [their] provenance … the contents of them are false. I am not in a position 
to know who wrote them or when or why. They may all or in part be forgeries; they 
may all or in part reflect some corruption within the former Iraqi regime—corruption 
widely acknowledged; they may all or in part reflect the use of my name without my 
knowledge or benefit by other people. In any case the claims made in them are entirely 
untrue.” 

Later, in his letter of 11 May 2007 commenting on the factual sections of this report, he 
wrote: 

“Your account of my position on these documents also blatantly misrepresents it. Once 
more it is that even if these documents are authentic, then the substance of them is 
false. I have never received a penny, directly or indirectly, from the former Iraqi 
regime…”100 

2. The Mariam Appeal  

120. Having set out the evidence relating to the discovery and authenticity of the 
documents about Mr Galloway published in 2003 by the Daily Telegraph, I turn to the 
evidence I have gathered about the Mariam Appeal. I refer briefly to the inquiry into the 
Appeal conducted by the Charity Commission before describing, on the basis of 
evidence from Mr Galloway and others associated with the Appeal, how it began, what it 
did, how it operated and how it was funded.  

(a) The Charity Commission Inquiry  

121. Following publication of the Daily Telegraph’s documents the Charity Commission 
received a complaint alleging that the funds of the Mariam Appeal—which was not a 
registered charity and, as I explain later, was never perceived by its organisers to be 
one—had been used for non-charitable purposes. Between June 2003 and June 2004 it 
conducted an inquiry under Section 8 of the Charities Act 1993 to examine how the 
funds raised by the Appeal had been spent.  

122. The Commission concluded that the objects of the Appeal were charitable and that, 
given the level of income raised in the name of the Appeal, it should have been 
registered with the Commission and placed on the Register of Charities. The Appeal’s 
constitution placed control and management of the administration of the Appeal in the 
hands of the Members of the Appeal’s Executive Committee who, in accordance with 
the provisions of the Act were, in the finding of the Commission, the trustees of the 
Charity.  
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123. A copy of the Commission’s full report, issued on 28 June 2004, is appended  to this 
report.101 In brief the main conclusions of the report were:  

a) Those who founded the Appeal were unaware that they had created a charity, having 
received legal advice to the effect that it was not one;  

b) The major funders of the Appeal, apart from public donations, were the United Arab 
Emirates, a donor from Saudi Arabia and Mr Fawaz Zureikat;  

c) Mr Galloway (who had been the Appeal’s first Chairman) had told the Commission 
that the books and records of the Appeal had been sent to Amman and Baghdad in 
2001 when Mr Zureikat became the Appeal’s Chairman.  

d) Mr Galloway had assured the Commission that monies received by him from the 
Appeal related to expenses incurred by him as its Chairman.  

e) Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad (Mr Galloway’s former wife and the Appeal’s medical and 
scientific officer) and Mr Stuart Halford (the Appeal’s Director of Operations), who in 
the eyes of the Commission were both trustees of the charity, had received 
unauthorised benefits in the form of salary  payments from the Appeal’s Funds (ie 
benefits that, as trustees, they should not have received). However, those concerned had 
not acted in bad faith and the services they had provided had been of value to the 
Appeal.  

f) Some of the activities of the Appeal were political in nature. However these activities 
were ancillary to the purposes of the Appeal and the trustees could reasonably have 
formed the view that they would enable treatment for sick children in line with the 
Appeal’s objectives.  

124. The report concluded:  

“Given that the political activities of the Appeal were capable of being viewed as 
ancillary to the purposes of the Appeal and in light of the fact that the Appeal was 
closed and in view of the difficulties in obtaining the books and records of the Appeal, 
the Commission decided that it would not be proportionate to pursue its inquiries 
further.”  

“The Commission advised the trustees that they had a duty to keep accounting records 
under trust law and as a charity should have kept and produced accounts in 
accordance with the provisions of the Act. However given that the founders of the 
Appeal were unaware that they had created a charity and because the Commission has 
found no evidence that the funds of the Appeal were misapplied (other than the 
payment of unauthorised benefits to trustees), the Commission will be taking no 
further action on this matter.”  
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125. I have had access as part of my own investigation to the documents examined by 
the Commission.102 In the following paragraphs, I set out my understanding—derived 
from this material and from the evidence of Mr Galloway and others involved in the 
Appeal—as to how the Appeal came into being, what it did, how it ran and who funded 
it.103  

(b) The Origin and Purpose of the Mariam Appeal  

126. Mr Galloway established the Appeal in 1998.104 It emerged from an earlier group 
organised by Mr Galloway, the Emergency Committee on Iraq. The Emergency 
Committee opposed non-military sanctions against Iraq and any military action against 
its people. It organised demonstrations and public meetings to promote its views. It was 
an overtly political organisation.  

127. The Mariam Appeal was also seen by those who founded it as primarily a 
campaigning organisation. It took its name from Mariam Hamza, an Iraqi child 
suffering from leukemia, who became, through Mr Galloway’s ‘adoption’ of her via the 
campaign, symbolic of those who, in the eyes of its supporters, were suffering from the 
effects of UN sanctions against Iraq. The Appeal aimed both to raise funds for Mariam 
Hamza’s treatment and to highlight the effects of UN sanctions on the Iraqi people.  

128. Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar, a prominent Iraqi lawyer in London and an active 
participant in the early stages of the Mariam Appeal, whom I interviewed on 1 March 
2006,105 told me that following an informal meeting in a Committee Room in the House, 
he had drafted a constitution for the Appeal which he had sent to Mr Galloway or his 
then assistant, Mr Stuart Halford. The preamble to what emerged as the constitution of 
the Appeal—signed by Mr Galloway as Chairman of the Appeal and by Mr Halford as 
its Vice-Chairman—said that:  

“The Mariam Appeal has been established to help alleviate the suffering of Iraqi 
children afflicted by cancer in the Republic of Iraq as a result of the programme of 
sanctions imposed by the United Nations and the use of weapons containing depleted 
uranium during and since the 1991 Gulf War, which the Appeal believes is the likely 
cause of the abnormal increase in cancer and deformities amongst children.”  

129. The constitution went on to describe the Appeal’s objectives and activities as 
follows:  

“A. Objectives  
 
 
  
102  This access has been granted consistent with Section 10 of the 1993 Act.   

103  In December 2005, the Charity Commission opened a further inquiry into whether any funds donated to the Appeal 
originated from transactions under the Oil for Food Programme, the legal status of these funds and the extent to 
which the trustees discharged their duties and responsibilities in accepting them. At the time of completion of this 
report, the results of this second Charity Commission inquiry into the Mariam Appeal had not been published.  

104  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 3, Q 366.  

105  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Sabah Al-Mukhtar.   
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1. To provide medicines, medical equipment and medical assistance to the people of 
Iraq.  

2. To highlight the causes and results of the cancer epidemic in Iraq.  

3. To arrange for the medical treatment of a number of Iraqi children outside Iraq.  

B. Activities  

1. To purchase, procure and distribute within Iraq, medicines and medical equipment.  

2. To increase awareness of the plight of the Iraqi children.  

3. To raise funds exclusively to achieve the above objectives.”106  

130. The political objectives of the Appeal were evident from the outset in the publicity 
material surrounding it. For example, a mailing to supporters of the Appeal circulated 
by Mr Galloway on House of Commons notepaper on 8 May 1998 included a postcard 
opposing sanctions which recipients were invited to send the Prime Minister. The 
welcome page of the Appeal’s web-site set up in 1999 stated:  

“The Mariam Appeal is a campaign founded and organised by George Galloway MP. 

Our principal objective is to campaign against sanctions on Iraq which are having 
disastrous effects on the ordinary people of Iraq.” 

During my interview with Mr Galloway on 30 November 2006, Mr Ron McKay (who 
accompanied Mr Galloway to the interview as his friend) said of the Appeal that, in the 
eyes of its founders: 

“… it was explicitly, overwhelmingly and exclusively a political campaign.”107 

(c) The Activities of the Appeal  

131. The Appeal’s activities reflected its dual purpose (support for Mariam Hamza: 
campaigning against UN sanctions and any further military operations against Iraq). 
The Appeal arranged treatment for Mariam in the UK, Jordan and the USA and assisted 
with her continuing care in Iraq. The bulk of the Appeal’s energies were focused, 
however, on its campaigning work. Among highlights of this work were:  

a) The Big Ben to Baghdad bus trip—which involved driving a London bus from London 
to Baghdad, to draw attention to the effects of sanctions and transport some medical 

 
 
  
106  The full text of the constitution is at Volume II, WE 34. 

107  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 461. 
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supplies to the Iraqi capital. This journey—which took place during the autumn of 
1999, ending in Baghdad on 7 November—attracted a great deal of publicity in the UK 
and especially in the Middle East.  

b) A ‘Day and Night for the People of Iraq’ event held in Kensington Town Hall on 6 May 
2000, involving workshops, video screenings and speeches by Mr Galloway, the Rt Hon 
Tony Benn, and others. 

c) A European meeting of the Baghdad Conference of anti sanctions organisations, hosted 
by the Appeal in Brussels in October 2000.  

d) The Big Ben to Baghdad Flight—a ‘sanctions-busting flight’ to transport medicines 
from London to Baghdad via Bulgaria in November 2000.  

132. The preponderant emphasis of the Appeal on campaigning activity was reflected in 
the balance of its expenditure. The Appeal never produced audited accounts and 
accurate, comprehensive financial information about it is not available (for reasons I 
describe below). However, the Charity Commission has established total payments from 
the bank accounts of the Appeal of £1,441,394.37. The Appeal made the following 
payments to medical facilities in the UK and Jordan which were almost certainly 
connected to the medical expenses of Mariam Hamza:  

Yorkhill NHS Trust— £54,661.20 

Awal Medical Centre—£5,665.10 

Christ’s Hospital—       £3,453.00  

Total—                          £63,779.30   

133. In addition, the Appeal met other costs of Mariam’s treatment in Baghdad and in 
the USA, and made regular payments to Mariam’s family of US$100 per month 
following her return home after her initial treatment. Other costs were incurred, 
principally in relation to Dr Abu-Zayyad, who assisted Mariam and her family in 
relation to her care and treatment. Nonetheless it is clear that the great bulk of the 
Appeal’s expenditure went on other  activities, including its campaigning activities. This 
was consistent, in my view, with the campaigning objectives of  the organisers of the 
Appeal.  

(d) The Organisation and Direction of the Appeal  

134. As previously noted, the constitution of the Mariam Appeal placed responsibility 
for the conduct of the Appeal’s affairs in the hands of its Executive Committee. The 
Committee was to consist of no more than 9 members and to choose from its number 5 
officers, to include a chairman, vice-chairman, secretary, treasurer and liaison officer. 
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Minutes of a meeting of the Appeal on 15 April 1999108 record the election of the 
following as officers:  

Chairman—Mr George Galloway  

Vice Chairman—Mr Stuart Halford  

Liaison Officer—Mr Andrew Murray  

Secretary—Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad109  

Treasurer—Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar 

135. Evidence provided by Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar and Mr Stuart Halford suggests that 
in practice the organisation of the Appeal was far more informal and fluid than the 
terms of the constitution and these minutes would suggest. Mr Al-Mukhtar indicated 
that while he had been aware of the proposal that he should be the Appeal’s Treasurer 
and that, together with Dr Abu-Zayyad and Mr Halford, he should open, in April 1999, 
an account for the Appeal at the National Bank of Abu Dhabi of which all three would 
be signatories, he could not recall whether he had in fact been present at meetings on 14 
and 15 April 1999, as recorded in the minutes of those meetings, at which decisions to 
this effect were alleged to have been taken.110 If a meeting had taken place, it would have 
been a very informal one, not the formal type suggested by the minutes. Although 
nominally the Appeal’s Treasurer, Mr Al-Mukhtar’s  formal involvement with the 
Appeal’s finances had in fact been minimal.111 The necessity to secure a bank mandate to 
access the Appeal’s funds deposited at the National Bank of Abu Dhabi probably 
explained the need for the minutes of the meetings.  

136. In a meeting on 6 October 2005 (the agreed note of which is to found in Oral 
Evidence vol III), Mr Halford  (who served as the Appeal’s Director of Operations and 
nominally as its Vice-Chairman—see below) gave a similar picture of the Appeal’s mode 
of operation. It was essentially a campaigning body, “a loose organisation with little 
structure. Meetings were held and he then received instructions about what to do”. Mr 
Halford told me that he basically organised the Appeal’s various campaigns or initiatives 
under Mr Galloway’s direction.112  

137. Mr Galloway was chairman of the Appeal from its inception in 1998 to the end of 
1999 or early 2000. Mr Galloway had then informed Mr Halford that he (Mr Halford) 
was chairman but after a few weeks had said that Mr Fawaz Zureikat was chairman. Mr 
Halford had not known the circumstances surrounding those decisions but had simply 
accepted them. Mr Halford added:  
 
 
  
108  The text of these minutes is reproduced at Volume II, WE 35.  

109  Dr Abu-Zayyad was, at this point, the wife of Mr Galloway. 

110  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Sabah Al-Mukhtar, paras 12–13.   

111  Ibid, paras 13–18.  

112  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Stuart Halford, paras 14–20. 
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“Throughout, whatever his nominal role, Mr Galloway had clearly been in charge of 
the Appeal.”113 

138. In evidence to the Charity Commission on behalf of Mr Galloway (letter of 13 April 
2004—not appended), his solicitors, Davenport Lyons said:  

“We would ask you to bear in mind that our client was the founder of the Mariam 
Appeal and briefly (emphasis added) its Chairman. Our client did not have day to day 
conduct of the Appeal or its finances. . .”  

However, whilst it is true that Mr Galloway did not run the Appeal on a day-to-day basis, 
the evidence of both Mr Al-Mukhtar, its sometime Treasurer, and Mr Halford, its Director 
of Operations, is that Mr Galloway was effectively the one who directed the activities of the 
Appeal throughout its life. Mr Al-Mukhtar told me that the campaign had been run by Mr 
Galloway with Mr Halford and Dr Abu Zayyad assisting. Later he agreed with my 
summary of the picture he had presented to the effect that Mr Galloway had been the 
driving force of the Appeal, assisted in the day-to-day work by Mr Halford.114 

139. Mr Halford said that Mr Galloway was:  

“the figurehead, founder and chairman. Mr Galloway was in control and would give 
instructions. Nothing happened without his say so.” 115 

According to Mr Halford, this situation continued after Mr Zureikat had become the 
Appeal’s Chairman. Decisions were regularly taken at meetings between Mr Galloway and 
Mr Zureikat, at which Mr Halford was not present. He was told what was decided at those 
meetings and his job was to make it happen.  

“Mr Galloway was still the boss. Mr Halford had never taken direct instruction from 
Mr Zureikat regarding the Appeal.”116 

140. Mr Galloway himself agreed in my interview with him on 30 November 2006 that 
he had been responsible throughout for the overall direction of the Appeal. Mr 
Galloway said in relation to this: 

“Neither Mr Al-Mukhtar, Mr Halford nor anybody else are responsible for any of these 
big questions that we are discussing now. … In terms of policy decisions of import, all of 
these were mine; I take full responsibility for them. I have no intention of hiding behind 
anyone else in this regard.”117 

 
 
  
113  Ibid, para 31.  

114  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Sabah Al-Mukhtar, paras 21 and 24.   

115  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Stuart Halford, para 14.   

116  Ibid, para 16.   

117  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 420. 
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141. Mr Halford also said that Mr Galloway decided on all significant aspects of the 
Appeal’s expenditure.118 By contrast, in his interview with Mr Andrew Sparrow on 21 
April 2003 (submitted in evidence in the libel proceedings), Mr Galloway is reported to 
have said;  

“I’ve never been responsible for the expenditure of any money [by the Appeal].”119 

Whilst Mr Galloway was not himself a signatory on any of the Appeal’s accounts and in 
that sense was not responsible for the Appeal’s expenditure, it appears from the evidence of 
Mr Halford (supported by the description of Mr Galloway’s central role in the direction of 
the Appeal given by Mr Al-Mukhtar, and acknowledged by Mr Galloway himself) that 
through his role in the Appeal’s direction, Mr Galloway had a critical say in how in overall 
terms its funds were expended.  

(e) The Funding of the Mariam Appeal  

142. From where did the Appeal obtain its funds? Analysis by the Charity Commission 
of the Appeal’s bank accounts has identified total income to the Appeal of 
£1,467,661.46.120 The three major donors to the Appeal were:  

The Government of Abu-Dhabi—£508,735.25  

Mr Fawaz Zureikat (also recorded as Mr Fawaz Abdullah)—£448,248.29  

The Crown Prince (now the King) of Saudi Arabia. 

Mr Halford confirmed that the donation from Saudi Arabia—for which no precise figure is 
available—had been the first sizeable one received by the Appeal. It had largely paid for 
Mariam Hamza’s initial hospital bills.121 The Appeal had received its largest donation from 
the Government of Abu Dhabi, following lobbying by Mr Galloway, in the spring of 1999. 
This had enabled the campaigning work of the Appeal to move onto a new footing. In 
August 2000 Mr Zureikat made an initial donation to the Appeal of almost £225,000. The 
table below sets out the available information about all of Mr Zureikat’s donations:  

 
 
  
118  Ibid, Agreed Note of Meeting with Stuart Halford, para 29.   

119  Court Evidence. 

120  This included relatively minor sums of interest. 

121  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Stuart Halford, para 50. A further donation of £20,000 
was made to the Appeal by the Saudi Royal Embassy in London on or around 23 November 2000.  
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Date Bank Account Particulars (as detailed on 
bank statement) 

Receipts 

04.08.00 Lloyds TSB account 
no. 0223776 

Mr Fawaz Abdallah F/Flow £224,996.31 

13.03.01 Lloyds TSB account 
no. 0223776 

Mr Fawaz Abdallah F/Flow £27,338.62 

11.07.01 Lloyds TSB account 
no. 0223776 

Mr Fawaz Abdallah F/Flow £21,107.16 

25.10.01 Lloyds TSB account 
no. 0223776 

BGC Fawaz F/Flow £20,852.49 

28.11.01 Lloyds TSB account 
no. 0223776 

BGC Fawaz F/Flow £17,473.38 

13.02.02 Lloyds TSB account 
no. 0223776 

BGC Fawaz Zureikat at 
F/Flow 

£13,869.70 

13.06.02 Lloyds TSB account 
no. 0223776 

BGC Fawaz Zureikat F/Flow £13,467.45 

17.07.02 Lloyds TSB account 
no. 0223776 

BGC Fawaz Zureikat F/Flow £6,270.54 

08.08.02 Lloyds TSB account 
no. 0223776 

BGC Fawaz Zureikat F/Flow £12,841.18 

27.08.02 Lloyds TSB account 
no. 0223776 

BGC Fawaz Zureikat F/Flow £65,407.19 

06.12.02 Lloyds TSB account 
no. 0223776 

BGC Fawaz Abdullah Zar 
F/Flow 

£24,624.27 

Total Lloyds TSB account 
no. 0223776 

 £448,248.29 
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143. At this point, it may be helpful to interject what is known from the evidence I have 
received about Mr Zureikat’s relationship with Mr Galloway. In my interview with him 
on 24 February 2005, Mr Galloway said that he first met Mr Zureikat at the St. Stephen’s 
entrance of the House of Commons in the summer of 1999. Mr Zureikat had originally 
been known to Dr Abu-Zayyad (Mr Galloway’s former wife). Subsequently;  

“. . .events have thrown us close together, so he is a friend.”122 

In his evidence to the US Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations in May 
2005, Mr Galloway confirmed that he had acted as best man at Mr Zureikat’s wedding.123  

144. Mr Zureikat set up and ran the National Mobilisation Campaign for the Defence of 
Iraq, based in Jordan. It appears from the testimony of Mr Halford that Mr Zureikat 
(who has consistently failed to respond to my invitations to him to give evidence) first 
became involved significantly in the Mariam Appeal during the Big Ben to Baghdad Bus 
Trip in the autumn of 1999. According to the evidence of Mr Galloway and Mr Halford, 
he succeeded Mr Galloway as Chairman of the Appeal in the course of 2000.124  

145. Both the available financial records of the Appeal and Mr Halford’s testimony 
indicate that Mr Zureikat became the major financial supporter of the Appeal in its 
latter stages. As Mr Halford put it, without Mr Zureikat’s donations, the Appeal would 
have stopped once the UAE (Abu Dhabi) money ran out.  

“When the Appeal was running out of money Mr Halford would notify Mr Galloway. 
He [Mr Galloway] would then tell Mr Halford donations were on the way, contact Mr 
Zureikat directly to ask for donations or ask Mr Halford to contact Mr Zureikat for 
donations.”125 

Later in the same interview Mr Halford said:  

“[I] would phone or meet Mr Galloway and let him know the position or meet Mr 
Galloway and let him know the position on the account. Mr Galloway would ring or 
ask [me] to ring Mr Zureikat, who would say if and when he could donate more 
money.”126  

(f) The Financial Records of the Appeal  

146. According to Mr Galloway in testimony to the Charity Commission, the books and 
records of the Mariam Appeal were transferred to Jordan and Baghdad on Mr Zureikat 

 
 
  
122  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 3, Q  380. See also Mr Galloway’s letter of 17 January 2005 at Volume II, WE 64. 

123  Hearing on 18 May 2005, in response to a question from Senator Norm Coleman.  

124  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 3 and Volume III, PCS  Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Stuart Halford.  

125  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Stuart Halford, para 45.  

126  Ibid, Para 56.  
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becoming Chairman of the Appeal. In a letter of 13 April 2004 to the Commission, Mr 
Galloway’s solicitors said on behalf of their client:  

“. . .the majority of the documents relating to the Mariam Appeal and the treatment of 
Mariam Hamza are not currently in the possession of Mr Galloway or Dr Amineh 
Abu-Zayyad. The documents were handed to Fawaz Zureikat by the Mariam Appeal’s 
Vice Chairman, Stuart Halford, when he took over the role of Chairman from Mr 
Galloway and the Appeal’s London office was closed down and moved to Baghdad in 
mid 2001. The documents are now in either Baghdad or Amman and are not currently 
traceable due to the unsettled political situation in Iraq and Jordan.”127  

147. When I put this explanation to Mr Halford he replied: 

“I would like to reiterate that at no time were the records of the Mariam Appeal 
handed over by me to Fawaz Zureikat or indeed sent by me to him. As far as I can 
recollect only two or three A4 envelopes were ever sent by me to Fawaz Zureikat by 
FedEx to his business address in Jordan. These contained letterheads and basic 
campaign literature but nothing that could be deemed ‘records’ of the Mariam Appeal. 
As I previously said Mr Galloway himself may well have handed over 
records/documents of the Mariam Appeal to Fawaz Zureikat but again I reiterate that 
if this was the case the records/documents in question did not include any material that 
I ever knew about or was in my possession. As far as I am concerned it seems that 
George Galloway has misled his lawyers on this point. As I have already explained 
George Galloway asked me to get rid of the Mariam Appeal records I held. These 
records did not include anything of a sensitive nature and I knew that some of them 
could be replaced. I did as I was told as George Galloway was my boss.”128 

148. The record of my interview with Mr Halford on 6 October 2005, to which Mr 
Halford alludes in the above letter, reads on this point:  

“The Commissioner asked about the transfer to Jordan, in 2000, of books and records 
of the Appeal, when Fawaz Zureikat had become chairman. Stuart Halford said that 
he had no idea why the records would have been sent to Jordan, and that if they were 
sent they did not include any material that had been in his possession. George 
Galloway had told him to get rid of the records he had of the Appeal at the end of 2002. 
Stuart Halford did not consider any of that material to have been sensitive—it had 
consisted of petitions and letters of support, databases (of supporters, etc), receipts for 
expenditure, normal office material, information re other organisations’ anti-sanctions 
work, bank statements (which he knew could be replaced) and so on. He would not 
have been given any sensitive material by George Galloway or Fawaz Zureikat since he 
did not believe that George Galloway had fully trusted him. 

 
 
  
127  Not printed. 

128  Volume II, WE 36.  
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“The Commissioner asked about the records that Stuart Halford had held. Stuart 
Halford said that the records had consisted of letters, petitions, stationery and so on. He 
had been uncomfortable about George Galloway’s instruction that they be destroyed 
but at this point the records had been held in his house and he had been the sole 
employee of the Appeal for some time. He did what he was told and George Galloway  
was not someone to argue with. 

“The Commissioner  asked about the significance of the books and records which it was 
said had been transferred to Jordan. Stuart Halford  said that he had no knowledge of 
the records George Galloway said he had sent to Jordan. They may have been 
documents George Galloway considered sensitive. If documents were sent to Fawaz 
Zureikat they did not include anything Stuart Halford  had held, but other documents 
could have been sent to Fawaz Zureikat  by George Galloway.”129 

149. I put to Mr Galloway both Mr Halford’s assertion that he (Mr Halford) had not 
given Mr Zureikat any significant papers of the Appeal and his claim that Mr Galloway 
had instructed him at the end of 2002 to destroy records he held of the Appeal. Mr 
Galloway said in his letter of 1 November 2006 that he had never at any time asked Mr 
Halford to destroy the Appeal’s records.130 He had told Mr Halford that he could get rid 
of leaflets and posters connected with the Appeal when they were no longer needed, but 
that was entirely different from any alleged destruction of records. During our 
subsequent interview, he repeated that when Mr Fawaz Zureikat had become chairman 
of the Appeal, he had been sent historical documentation, publicity material and 
stationery relating to the Appeal.131 Although disputing during that interview the nature 
of what constituted the books and records of the Appeal and who had passed them to 
Mr Zureikat, he concluded in his letter to me of 5 March 2007: 

“Exactly who passed the documentation to Mr Fawaz Zuerikat is less relevant than the 
fact that I take responsibility for its having been done.”132 

The picture which emerges from Mr Galloway’s responses is that the books and records 
passed to Mr Zureikat were largely non-financial in character, and that the Appeal did not 
keep detailed financial records in a conventional sense.133 

(g) Receipts by Mr Galloway from the Mariam Appeal  

150. On the basis of the information obtained by the Charity Commission about the 
bank accounts of the Appeal, Mr Galloway received a total of £5,612.61 in cheques 
 
 
  
129  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Stuart Halford, paras 41 –43. 

130  Volume II, WE 87. 

131  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 432. 

132  Volume II, WE 103. 

133  When I enquired of Mr Galloway whether the Appeal ever kept books in any conventional sense, he replied “With 
respect, that is none of your business and it is none of anyone else’s business”. Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 
451. 
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drawn on the Appeal during its lifetime. According to its report, Mr Galloway assured 
the Commission that the monies he received from the Appeal related to expenses 
incurred in his duties as the Appeal’s Chairman.134  

151. However, a higher figure emerges from a letter of 13 April 2004 sent by Mr 
Galloway’s solicitors to the Commission.135 This gave a detailed account of the total 
support received by Mr Galloway in respect of trips abroad paid for by the Appeal, as 
recorded in the Register of Members’ Interests. According to this explanation, the 
amount recorded in cheques referring to these trips totaled at least £16,995.32, a 
substantially higher figure than that reported by the Commission.136  

152. It is possible that the explanation for this apparent discrepancy lies in the fact that, 
according to the evidence of Mr Stuart Halford, Mr Galloway generally asked for his 
expenses to be made out to Dr Abu Zayyad and to be sent to their joint account at the 
Co-operative Bank in Glasgow.137 Mr Galloway subsequently confirmed this 
arrangement, explaining that Dr Abu Zayyad had been in charge of submitting his 
expenses to Mr Halford and, as the account into which they were paid was a joint one, it 
made no difference in whose name the cheque was made out.138 

(h) Financial Controls at the Mariam Appeal 

153. The Charity Commission’s Director of Operations said at the end of the 
Commission’s first inquiry that it had “found no evidence to suggest that the large 
amounts of money given to the Mariam Appeal were not properly used.” The absence of 
comprehensive financial and other records relating to the Appeal must inevitably 
qualify this conclusion. Moreover, in evidence to me, Mr Stuart Halford exposed a 
situation in which, he alleged, financial control systems within the charity were weak.139 
This allegation is, however, firmly denied by Mr Galloway. 

154. Various related allegations were made by Mr Halford, to which Mr Galloway 
responded initially during my interview with him on 30 November 2006. Although I 
have obtained some evidence relating to them, they are not central to my inquiries into 
Mr Galloway’s obligations to the House (as opposed to the issue of how he and others 
ran the Mariam campaign). Nonetheless Mr Galloway has made much of them in 
correspondence since that interview, in particular in questioning the reliability and 
veracity of Mr Halford’s evidence, both specifically and, by implication more generally. 
For this reason they merit some attention. 

 
 
  
134  Volume II, WE 33. 

135  Not printed. 

136  There was, in addition, a three day trip to Baghdad in November 2000, the cost of which was not recorded in the 
letter. 

137  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Stuart Halford, para 67. 

138  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 474. 

139  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Stuart Halford, para 8. 
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155. In a letter to me dated 23 February 2006,140 Mr Halford said: 

“As previously discussed with you the whole structure of the Mariam Appeal was very 
loose and I would like to add that on many occasions I was requested by GG to send 
signed blank cheques to his office in Westminster. All Mariam Appeal cheques required 
two signatures and some of GG’s parliamentary staff were at varying times signatories 
for the Mariam Appeal account. Therefore, despite signing a cheque I did not always 
know to whom that cheque would be paid and as a result I am sure that there are 
many Mariam Appeal cheques bearing my signature of which I have absolutely no 
knowledge.” 

Mr Galloway has denied this and has counter-claimed that it was Mr Halford who 
instigated the practice of circulating blank cheques. In his counter-claim, he is supported 
by two former members of his staff who were counter-signatories on Mariam Appeal 
cheques and, he says, by Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar.141 Mr Halford, on the other hand, 
vigorously denies the allegations which have been made about him. 

156. I have not thought it appropriate or feasible for me to get to the bottom of this 
aspect of the evidence. Although it is highly relevant to the question how the Mariam 
Appeal was conducted (where, at the least, it seems to underpin Mr Halford’s claim 
about the inadequacy of financial controls at the Appeal), it is not relevant to Mr 
Galloway’s duties to the House. Nor do I have the basis to justify me making any kind of 
finding about it. I simply observe that if Mr Halford is, as Mr Galloway asserts, the guilty 
party in this matter, it is odd that he should have been the person who drew my 
attention to it in the first place. 

157. At my meeting with Mr Halford on 6 October 2005, I asked him about the level of 
expenses he had been paid by the Appeal, which appeared high.142 In subsequent 
exchanges, Mr Halford demonstrated to my satisfaction that much of what appeared to 
be expenses was in fact salary. Mr Galloway has persistently sought to discredit Mr 
Halford over this matter, implying that blank cheques were floating around the Appeal 
so that Mr Halford could use them to claim an inflated level of expenses.143 I have seen 
no evidence which confirms this. 

158. Finally in this context, in the course of my interview with Mr Galloway on 30 
November 2006 I put to him a suggestion that an ‘E Laing’—who had received a total of 
£13,750 from the Appeal and who, it was alleged, had not done any work to justify the 
payment made to her—was someone who had formerly been closely associated with 
him.144 I believed, at the time, that this suggestion had been corroborated by Mr Halford 

 
 
  
140  Volume II, WE 36. 

141  Volume II, WE 116. 

142  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Stuart Halford, para 25. 

143  See, for example, his letter of 11 May 2007 at Volume II, WE 116. 

144  Ibid, Q 478. 
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in his letter of 23 February 2006.145 Mr Galloway denied the assertion.146 After further 
investigation, I satisfied myself as to the identify of ‘E Laing’ and that the original 
allegation concerning her was unfounded. 

159. Mr Galloway claims that the fact that Mr Halford’s evidence proved mistaken on 
this point is fatal to the credibility of all his evidence. I do not accept that argument. The 
credibility of Mr Halford’s evidence is something to be weighed as a whole, including in 
relation to all the other evidence I have gathered in the course of my inquiry. 

 (i) Mr Galloway’s Parliamentary Office and the Mariam Appeal  

160. Among the evidence I gathered was some which appeared to indicate that the 
proper boundary may not have been observed in the conduct of the Mariam Appeal 
between Mr Galloway’s Parliamentary staff and office on the one hand and the staff of 
the Appeal on the other. The evidence included:  

a) Until the Appeal acquired separate offices in Northumberland Avenue in 1999, it 
appears to have been administered from Mr Galloway’s Parliamentary office, then at 7 
Millbank, London SW1. A circular letter of 8 May 1998 urging support for the Appeal 
was printed on House of Commons headed stationery carrying the Crowned Portcullis 
insignia. Contributions to the Appeal were to be sent to Mr Galloway’s Parliamentary 
office.147  

b) Members of Mr Galloway’s Parliamentary staff undertook work for and received 
payments from the Appeal.148 Members of staff were also counter signatories to 
cheques drawn on the Appeal.149 

c) According to Mr Halford’s evidence:  

“As the operation [of the Mariam Appeal] contracted, Stuart Halford took on more 
responsibilities, along with George Galloway’s Parliamentary staff. Stuart Halford 
confirmed that George Galloway’s parliamentary staff were involved in some aspects of 
the Mariam Appeal, such as organising travel and helping when things were busy (eg to 
get out a mass mailing of 7,000 supporters). There had been close contact with George 
Galloway’s office. 

“The Commissioner asked whether that work related to the implications for George 
Galloway’s Parliamentary commitments of Appeal activity, or related to the wider 
campaigning work of the Appeal itself. 

 
 
  
145  Volume II, WE 36. 

146  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Q 481. 

147  Volume II, WE 37.   

148  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Stuart Halford. 

149  Ibid, para 22.   
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“Stuart Halford said that George Galloway’s office staff did do work for the Appeal as 
well as Parliament. For example, some of George Galloway’s parliamentary staff were 
counter-signatories for the Appeal and one went on the bus trip. The office was used as 
an extension of the Appeal in some ways and assisted in large database mailings, but 
did not use Parliamentary stationery, rather the time of George Galloway’s staff.”150 

161. Mr Galloway has accepted that his Parliamentary staff and Parliamentary office 
were used in support of the Mariam Appeal, although he has disputed that that use was 
extensive.151 He argues that Members of Parliament are regularly involved in political 
campaigns, and that it is perfectly acceptable for them to use their Parliamentary staff 
for this purpose. As he put it during our interview on 30 November 2006: 

“I am a Member of Parliament, I am entitled to campaign against British Government 
policy, and I am entitled to ask my staff to help me do so.”152 

162. Mr Galloway reiterated this argument in his letter of 5 March 2007: 

“The Mariam Appeal was a political campaign against the policies of the British 
government relating to Iraq. As such it was perfectly normal and in line with the 
political activities of many MPs to use some of my Parliamentary time and that of my 
Parliamentary staff in pursuit of the objectives of the campaign. It was neither a 
business nor a charity. I had no pecuniary interest in the campaign.”153 

His then office was, he says, used as the correspondence address of the campaign for “a 
short period”. He does not dispute that, but does not know why, the circular letter of 8 May 
1998, was sent on House of Commons rather than Mariam Appeal notepaper. Members of 
his Parliamentary staff, he says: 

“… did work for the objectives of the campaign. Members of my staff in their personal 
capacities were, from time to time, counter signatories to the campaign’s chequebooks. 
This is all”, he concludes, “common practice in political campaigns run by Members of 
Parliament.”154  

3. The Oil for Food Programme  

163. The central charge in the Daily Telegraph documents is that Mr Galloway received 
money from the regime of Saddam Hussein through the mechanism of the UN Oil for 
Food Programme (OFF Programme). I turn now to describe the nature of the 
Programme and the evidence linking Mr Galloway and his friend and colleague in the 
Mariam Appeal, Mr Fawaz Zureikat, to it.  
 
 
  
150  Ibid, paras 20–22.  

151  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Qq 421–23. 

152  Ibid, Q 421. 

153  Volume II, WE 103. 

154  Ibid. 
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164. The Oil for Food programme was agreed between the UN Security Council and the 
Iraqi Government as a means of mitigating the negative impact of UN sanctions on the 
Iraqi people. It allowed Iraq to sell some of its oil and to buy food, medicines and other 
humanitarian goods with the proceeds. The Programme ran in 13 six monthly phases 
between December 1996 and March 2003. During its lifetime, Iraq sold $64.2 billion 
worth of oil to 248 companies and spent some $34.5 billion on humanitarian goods 
from 3,614 companies. A note prepared by staff of the House based on available 
information and describing how the Programme worked is at Annex 2.  

165. As the Independent Inquiry Committee into the Oil for Food Programme (see 
paragraphs 167 et seq below) subsequently discovered, in the course of the Programme, 
the then Iraqi Government found a number of ways to exploit it both in order to reward 
those it considered to be its friends and to generate income directly for itself (i.e. in 
addition to the income it received indirectly from oil sales via the UN-controlled Iraq 
account). The former was achieved by awarding oil allocations (i.e. options to buy oil, 
which could be sold on for a commission) and contracts for the supply of humanitarian 
goods (which could also be sold on for a commission). The latter was achieved, in the 
case of oil transactions, by setting the price of the oil sufficiently low not only to provide 
room for a commission to be paid to the holder of the allocation by its eventual 
purchaser but also to allow the then Iraqi Government to levy a surcharge on the 
allocation holder or purchaser, the sanction being that if the surcharge was not paid no 
further oil would be allocated. This system of surcharges operated from Phase VIII of 
the Programme. In the case of humanitarian contracts, various other forms of kickback 
were demanded from those supplying goods, by means such as extra charges in 
connection with the transportation of goods within Iraq. 

166. Initial decisions about who was to receive oil allocations were made by a special 
four man committee of the then Iraqi regime chaired by the Vice President and 
including the Deputy Prime Minister, Mr Tariq Aziz. Recommendations by the 
Committee were submitted to the President, Saddam Hussein, for approval.  

(a) The IIC (Volcker) Report  

167. In April 2004, following serious allegations about the administration and 
management of the OFF Programme, the Secretary General of the UN appointed an 
Independent Inquiry Committee (IIC) to determine whether the established procedures 
for operating the Programme had been violated and whether there was evidence of any 
wrongdoing by UN officials. The Committee was chaired by Mr Paul A Volcker, a 
former Chairman of the US Federal Reserve system.  

168. The Committee published its final Report in October 2005. I subsequently met 
members of Mr Volcker’s team in New York. I summarise below the IIC’s findings in 
relation to Mr Galloway, Mr Zureikat and the OFF Programme. The relevant extract 
from the IIC’s report is appended at WE38.  
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169. Based on a combination of UN, Iraqi Government and bank records, and 
interviews with former Iraqi ministers and officials, the Committee concluded that a 
total of over 18 million barrels of oil were allocated in Phases VIII though XIII of the 
OFF Programme either directly in the name of Mr Galloway or of Mr Zureikat. Mr 
Zureikat had received commissions for handling the sale of approximately 11 million 
barrels allocated in Mr Galloway’s name.155 Another oil beneficiary, Dr Burhan Al-
Chalabi, had also, the Committee concluded, received an allocation (under Phase VII of 
the Programme) intended to benefit the Mariam Appeal. A portion of the profits from 
Dr Al-Chalabi’s allocation had been deposited into a bank account of Mr Galloway’s 
former wife, Dr Abu-Zayyad. (I have interviewed Dr Al-Chalabi on this matter and I set 
out his evidence below.)156  

170. Nearly two thirds of the total of 18 million barrels of oil allocated, according to 
Iraqi State Oil Marketing Organisation records, to Mr Galloway, either directly or 
indirectly through Mr Zureikat, had been lifted. Interviews with former Iraqi ministers 
and officials, including the former Deputy Prime Minister, Mr Tariq Aziz and the 
former head of the Iraqi State Oil Marketing Organisation (SOMO) had, according to 
the IIC report, confirmed that the allocations had been granted to fund Mr Galloway’s 
anti-sanctions activities. Iraqi officials had also identified Mr Zureikat as acting on Mr 
Galloway’s behalf to conduct oil transactions in Baghdad.157  

171. The IIC Report tabulated the oil allocations in the name of Mr Galloway and Mr 
Zureikat as follows:  

 
 
  
155  In addition, Mr Zureikat was himself allocated 5 million barrels.  

156  Paras 175–184 above.  

157  IIC Report, Chapter 2, V, A.2 (Volume II, WE 38). Mr Tariq Aziz’s lawyer subsequently issued a statement on his 
client’s behalf denying that Mr Galloway had received money under the Programme (see para 205 below).   
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Phase Beneficiary Name on 
SOMO Allocations 
Table  

Beneficiary Name on 
SOMO Request For 
Approval of 
Contract 

Country 
Designation 

Barrels of Oil 
Allocation  

VIII Fawaz Zureikat Fawaz Zureikat  United Kingdom  4 Million  

IX Fawaz Zureikat  

Fawaz Zureikat  

Fawaz Zureikat- 

Mariam Campaign  

Fawaz Zureikat  

— 

— 

3 Million  

2 Million  

X  Mr Galloway/ Fawaz 
Zureikat  

Fawaz Zureikat United Kingdom  3 Million  

XI Mr Galloway/Fawaz 
Zureikat  

Fawaz Zureikat  

Mr Galloway  

Fawaz Zureikat  

United Kingdom 

 

Jordan  

3 Million  

 

1 Million  

XII Mr Galloway/Fawaz 
Zureikat  

Fawaz Zureikat  

Mr Galloway  

 

Fawaz Zureikat  

United Kingdom  

 

Jordan  

3 million  

 

1 million  

XIII  Mr Galloway /Fawaz 
Zureikat  

Fawaz Zureikat  

Mr Galloway  

 

Fawaz Zureikat  

United Kingdom  

 

Jordan  

2 Million  

 

1 Million  

     

 

172. Between phases VIII and XII of the Programme, approximately 11 million barrels 
of the oil allocations related to Mr Galloway and Mr Zureikat (designated as ‘United 
Kingdom’ allocations) were purchased by Aredio, a petroleum company, and ASI 
Middle East Advanced Semi Conductor Inc (MEASI), Mr Zureikat’s company, which 
specialized in supplying electronic parts and had extensive commercial interests in Iraq. 
Some of the oil contracts were financed by a company called Taurus (with which Aredio 
was affiliated), which also purchased and financed some of the oil (designated as 
‘Jordan’) allocations granted personally to Mr Zureikat. Surcharges totaling $2,103,034 
were levied by the then Iraqi Government on four contracts corresponding to 
allocations which, according to SOMO and Oil Ministry records, were for the benefit of 
Mr Galloway and his campaign.  
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173. Mr Zureikat’s company, MEASI, also benefited extensively from contracts for the 
supply of humanitarian goods under the Programme. A briefing paper released by the 
IIC on 21 October 2004 indicated that MEASI had sold goods under the humanitarian 
programme for the central and southern regions of Iraq to a total value of $22,241,000:  

 

Goods  Total Purchases (in millions of US$)  

Adult Milk  9.461 

Detergent  0.815 

Toilet Soap  0.678 

Vegetable Ghee  11.287  

Total  22.241  

 

174. The IIC report of 27 October 2005 says that Mr Galloway denied requesting oil 
allocations or receiving financial support from the former Government of Iraq. Mr 
Zureikat acknowledged receiving oil allocations for himself, but denied acting as Mr 
Galloway’s representative in connection with any Iraqi oil transactions under the 
Programme. Iraqi officials, however, said that Mr Zureikat negotiated both his own oil 
contracts at SOMO and those intended to benefit Mr Galloway’s campaign against 
sanctions through the Mariam Appeal.158  

(b) Dr Burhan Al-Chalabi: Allocation under Phase VII of the Programme  

175. The report charts the relationship between the execution of a number of contracts 
arising from allocations ostensibly made in support of Mr Galloway and the Mariam 
Appeal, and the receipt of moneys by the Appeal or by others associated with it. The 
Committee suggests that the first such allocation was not one made in Phases VIII–XIII 
of the Programme to Mr Galloway or Mr Zureikat, but one made under Phase VII to Dr 
Burhan Al-Chalabi.  

176. In late 1999 Dr Al-Chalabi received initially an allocation of three million barrels, 
subsequently increased to four. He nominated a company called Fortum Oil and Gas to 
purchase his allocation.159 Subsequently Neste Oil, a subsidiary of Fortum, made a 

 
 
  
158  Report on Programme Manipulation, 27 October 2005, p 82–83. 

159  According to SOMO records, the contract with Fortum in respect of this allocation was dated 29 December 1999. 
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donation of £6,750 to the Mariam Appeal. The IIC also found evidence of payments by 
Dr Al-Chalabi from the commission he received from Fortum of over $120,000 to Dr 
Abu Zayyad and $70,000 to Mr Zureikat.  

177. I interviewed Dr Al-Chalabi about this matter and set out below the relevant 
evidence.160 As will be seen, Dr Al-Chalabi’s evidence casts interesting light on the 
working of the OFF Programme and on several aspects of the allegations against Mr 
Galloway.  

178. Dr Al-Chalabi, who describes his business as property development, has been a 
prominent member of the Iraqi community in London for many years. In 1996 he 
became a United Kingdom citizen. He was, he says, from conviction, an early opponent 
of the UN sanctions regime against Iraq and a supporter of certain activities of the 
Mariam Appeal, including the ‘Day and Night for the People of Iraq’. He was not, 
however, at any point, an officer or trustee of the Appeal. 

179. According to Dr Al-Chalabi, he first met Mr Galloway in the latter part of 1999 
following the ‘Big Ben to Baghdad’ bus event. Dr Al-Chalabi had conceived the idea of a 
mercy flight delivering medical aid from London to Baghdad and sought Mr Galloway’s 
help in making the idea a reality. Subsequently, however, Dr Al-Chalabi became 
disillusioned when the project became a political rather than a humanitarian flight. The 
original humanitarian flight as conceived by Dr Al-Chalabi having been cancelled, he 
and Mr Galloway parted company:  

“I mean, the only thing I had in common with Mr Galloway was the flight. When the 
flight was cancelled I was disappointed and we went our separate ways.”161 

180. Before Dr Al-Chalabi and Mr Galloway parted company, they visited Baghdad in 
December 1999 to seek the then Iraqi Government’s support for the idea.162 There they 
met Mr Tariq Aziz and people at the Foreign Ministry and Ministry of Health163. Dr Al-
Chalabi also met people at the Ministry of Education. Dr Al-Chalabi denied that there 
was any discussion at meetings at which both he and Mr Galloway were present of 
assistance from the former Iraqi regime for Mr Galloway’s anti-sanctions efforts.164  

181. Dr Al-Chalabi denied that he himself ever held an oil contract from SOMO but said  
that in order to fund the projected ‘mercy flight’ he began to contact companies to see if 
 
 
  
160  The transcript of my interview with Dr Al-Chalabi on 20 April 2006 is at Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence1. My letter of 

9 January 2006 to Dr Al-Chalabi, his reply of 10 February 2006 and my further letter of 23 February 2006 are at 
Volume II, WE 39–41 respectively. I have already recorded my later exchanges with Dr Al-Chalabi about Mr 
Galloway’s alleged “programme of work” (see paras 91–92 above). 

161  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 1, Q 169.   

162  Mr Zureikat was also in Baghdad at this time, staying at the same hotel as Mr Galloway (see Volume III, PCS Oral 
Evidence 4, Q 505). 

163  During our interview on 30 November 2006, Mr Galloway said that he did not recollect meeting Mr Aziz and the 
Minister for Health with Dr Al-Chalabi, but it was “highly likely” that he had done so (Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 
4, Q 592). 

164  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 1, Q 40.  
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he could assist them to do business in Iraq, thereby earning commission sufficient to 
cover the cost. In that context he contacted, through Mr Rodney Gavshon, an oil-trader 
who he knew, the oil company Fortum.165 During his visit to Baghdad with Mr Galloway 
in December 1999, he made it known to the people he met around Mr Tariq Aziz and in 
the Foreign Ministry with which companies he was working:  

“. . .so I made the word known that if these companies get any contracts then there will 
be commission which I will be using for a flight, so I was a commission agent.”166  

Dr Al-Chalabi effected an introduction between Fortum and SOMO, attending the first 
meeting between them. Subsequently Fortum (through its subsidiary Neste) received an oil 
contract and paid Dr Al-Chalabi commission on it of some $400,000.167  

182. The contract (M/07/83) was originally for three million barrels of oil. According to 
SOMO records it was subsequently increased to four million. Dr Al-Chalabi denied 
knowing anything about the additional one million.168 In some manner unknown to 
him, through the agency of Mr Fawaz Zureikat, Fortum had succeeded in achieving an 
increase in the size of the contract. At Fortum’s request, Dr Al-Chalabi acted as conduit 
for the payment by the company to Mr Zureikat of commission of $70,000 on this 
additional allocation, earning some additional commission for Dr Al-Chalabi’s 
company, Delta Services, in the process.169 However, he was not, he says, party in any 
other way to the arrangement between Fortum and Mr Zureikat.  

183. As regards the payments made by Dr Al-Chalabi to Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad from 
the commission he earned on this contract, Dr Al-Chalabi acknowledged that he made 
the payments but insisted that they were made to help Dr Abu-Zayyad’s work 
researching the effect of depleted uranium on Iraqi children.170 Initially he had intended 
the commission he received to be devoted to funding the humanitarian flight. When the 
flight failed to materialize in the form he intended, and following an offer from an 
alternative source to fund the flight (subsequently arranged by the Mariam Appeal), he 
decided to use some of the commission to fund Dr Abu-Zayyad’s work. The remainder 
was used “to help the Iraqi people.”171  

184. Dr Al-Chalabi was adamant that none of the commission he earned had gone to 
Mr Galloway or the Mariam Appeal.172 His only contribution to the Appeal, he said, had 
been the purchase for £1,000 of a voucher for two seats on the original ‘mercy flight’ to 

 
 
  
165  Ibid, Q 54 and Qq 81–85.   

166  Ibid, Q 58.  

167  Ibid, Qq 114–117. 

168  Ibid, Q 96. 

169  Ibid, Q 100. 

170  Ibid, Qq 107–110. 

171  Ibid, Qq 129–136.  

172  Ibid, Qq 131–135.   
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Baghdad. When that flight had been cancelled, he had decided not to reclaim it.173 His 
evidence is otherwise consistent with the information uncovered by the IIC.  

(c) Allocations under Phases VIII–XIII of the Programme: Payments to the 
Mariam Appeal  

185. Having described in some detail the evidence of Dr Al-Chalabi in relation to the 
contract on which he received commission from Fortum under Phase VII of the OFF 
Programme, I turn to set out the evidence relating to commission payments received by 
Mr Zureikat under the Programme and donations made by him to the Mariam Appeal. 
In doing so, I draw not only on material assembled by the IIC, but also on the result of 
extensive inquiries made by the US Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on 
Investigations. The information unearthed by the Sub-Committee was contained in staff 
reports published in connection initially with a hearing of the Sub-Committee on 17 
May 2005 before which Mr Galloway appeared to give oral evidence, and subsequently 
in a report published on 25 October 2005.174  

186. Putting the information from the IIC and Senate Sub-Committee reports together, 
the picture which emerges is: 

a) Phase VIII allocation—Mr Zureikat was granted an allocation of 4 million barrels 
under this phase of the OFF Programme. SOMO subsequently executed a contract for 
this amount (M/08/35) with Aredio Petroleum. In the event, 2,645,068 barrels of oil 
were lifted under the contract. The oil lifted was purchased from Aredio by Taurus 
Petroleum.  

Taurus paid $740,000 into Mr Zureikat’s Citibank account as commission for this oil. 
The money was transferred into the account on 27 July 2000. On 3 August 3 2000, Mr 
Zureikat transferred some $150,000 to Mr Galloway’s then wife, Dr Abu Zayyad, and a 
further $340,000 to the Mariam Appeal. In addition he made payments totaling 
$250,000 to other individuals and organisations, including Mr Galloway’s spokesman, 
Mr Ron McKay and Mr Zureikat’s company, MEASI.  

According to information uncovered by the Senate Permanent Sub-Committee, most 
of the money in Mr Zureikat’s Citibank account had come from transactions under the 
OFF Programme. Therefore the payments made both to Dr Abu Zayyad and the 
Mariam Appeal at this time came substantially from the proceeds of commission 
payments arising from OFF Programme transactions.  

b) Phase IX allocation—Mr Zureikat received two allocations under this Phase, one of 3 
million barrels (contract M/09/23) and one of 2 million (contract M/09/118). The first 

 
 
  
173  Ibid, Qq 87–90. 

174  The full text of these reports (1) Report on Oil Allocations granted to Charles Pasqua and George Galloway, and (2) 
Report concerning the Testimony of George Galloway before the Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations can 
be read at www.access.gpo.gov/congress/senate/pdf/109hrg/21438.pdf and 24445.pdf (p 132) respectively.   
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allocation was made in the name of Mr Fawaz Zureikat-Mariam Campaign, the second 
in the name of Mr Zureikat alone.175  

990,610 barrels of oil were lifted by Taurus in connection with contract M/09/118. A 
chart subsequently sent by SOMO to the Oil Minister identified the purchaser as 
“Middle East (Galloway)”.  Taurus wired a commission payment of $297,183 (30 cents 
a barrel) to Mr Zureikat’s Citibank account on 5 July 2001. 4 days later Mr Zureikat 
wired $30,000 to the Mariam Appeal. Before the payment by Taurus into the account, it 
had held a balance of only $10.66.  

c) Phase X allocation—according to SOMO records, Mr Galloway/Fawaz Zureikat 
received an allocation of 3 million barrels (contract M/10/38). The allocation was lifted 
by Taurus in 2 shipments, one in September and the other in October 2001. On 17 
October 2001, Taurus wired a payment of $336,009.96 to Mr Zureikat’s account at the 
Arab Bank. On 25 October 2001, Mr Zureikat transferred £20,852.49 (approximately 
$30,000) to the Mariam Appeal account at Lloyds TSB.  

On 19 November 2001 Taurus paid $698,640.14 to Mr Zureikat’s account at the Arab 
Bank as commission on the second oil shipment. On 28 November 2001, Mr Zureikat 
forwarded £17,473.38 (approximately $26,000) to the Mariam Appeal account at 
Lloyds TSB.176  

d) Phase XI allocation—according to SOMO records, Mr Galloway/Fawaz Zureikat 
received an allocation of 3 million barrels in this phase (as a United Kingdom 
allocation. In addition, Mr Zureikat received one million as a Jordan allocation). On 29 
December 2001, 2,360,860 barrels of this allocation were lifted, and purchased by 
Taurus. On 31 January 2002, Taurus transferred $835,932.10 to Mr Zureikat’s account 
at the Jordan National Bank. Seven days later Mr Zureikat forwarded $20,000 from this 
account to the Mariam Appeal.  

e) Phase XII allocation—a further 3 million barrels were allocated to Mr Galloway/Fawaz 
Zureikat in this phase (contract M/12/24). 1,400,000 barrels of oil were lifted under the 
contract. No information is available about the receipt or distribution by Mr Zureikat 
of commission payments under that contract.  

f) Phase XIII allocation—similarly, no information is available in relation to contract 
M/13/48 under which, according to SOMO records, Mr Galloway/Fawaz Zureikat were 
awarded 2 million barrels of oil in the final phase of the Programme.  

187. In addition to the information summarised above, the US Senate Permanent Sub-
Committee on Investigations found evidence of a loan of $50,000 by Taurus to Mr 
Zureikat on 28 February 2001. On the day the loan became available in the account, Mr 

 
 
  
175  The IIC report of 27 October includes a facsimile of a letter addressed to SOMO’s director, signed by Mr Zureikat and 

dated 13 January 2001, in which Mr Zureikat said “I give permission to the Aredio Company to contract for the 
quantity specified for me (Mariam Campaign) that is three million barrels until the end of February 2001”. 

176  In total, Taurus paid commissions of $1,034,650.10 in connection with contract M/10/38, of which Mr Zureikat paid 
$825,822.25 as illegal surcharges to the then Iraqi regime and approximately $56,000 to the Mariam Appeal.  
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Zureikat transferred $40,000 to the Mariam Appeal account at Lloyds TSB. The Sub-
Committee’s report of 25 October 2005 concludes that:  

“. . . approximately $446,000 was transferred by Zureikat into the Mariam Appeal 
bank account at Lloyds TSB in connection with oil transactions between August 2000 
and February 2002.”  

That finding is attested to by the bank records of the Appeal and related bank documents 
appended to the Sub-Committee’s report.  

188. The Sub-Committee also found evidence of 5 further deposits into the account 
between June and December 2002 totalling $190,000. The Sub-Committee speculates 
that some of this total may have resulted from contracts for humanitarian goods 
awarded to MEASI177, but did not uncover evidence linking these payments to any 
specific commercial transaction.  

(d) Mr Galloway’s response to the Senate and IIC reports  

189. Mr Galloway has consistently denied that either he or the Mariam Appeal have 
benefited from funds from Iraq. In a memorable appearance before the Senate 
Permanent Sub-Committee on 17 May 2005, Mr Galloway said:  

“I can assure you, Mr Zureikat never gave me a penny from an oil deal, from a cake 
deal, from a bread deal, or from any deal.”  

He denied having any knowledge before 2003 that Mr Zureikat was engaged in oil deals. 
Although he knew that Mr Zureikat was heavily involved in business in Iraq and elsewhere:  

“. . .it was none of my business what particular transactions or business he was 
involved in.”178 

190. In his response to the IIC’s findings, Mr Galloway said:  

“I had nothing to do with any oil deals done by Mr Fawaz Zureikat or anyone else.”  

He also stated that his former wife, Dr Abu-Zayyad, denied that she had ever “received 
$120,000 from Dr Burhan Chelabi (sic) or anyone else.”179 In an interview with me on 30 
November 2006, Mr Galloway stated that his former wife had told him that she had 

 
 
  
177  See para173 above.  

178  See section II of the Sub-Committee’s report of 25 October 2005.  

179  Mr Galloway’s e-mail to the IIC of 17 October 2005, Volume II, WE 42.  
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received the money from a source in Switzerland. It was on the basis of his recollection of 
this that he had responded to the Committee.180 

4. Did Mr Galloway know what was afoot?  

191. I turn now to set out the evidence which bears on the question whether Mr 
Galloway himself solicited funding from the then Iraqi regime—either for himself or for 
his political activities in opposition to sanctions—and/or whether he knew of the oil 
deals and other contracts negotiated by Mr Zureikat under the OFF Programme, 
moneys derived from which went (on the evidence set out in the previous section of this 
report) to benefit the Mariam Appeal. The evidence is also relevant to the question 
whether Mr Galloway was reckless or negligent in observing his obligations to the 
House under the Code of Conduct.  

 (a) The Daily Telegraph Documents  

192. Evidence uncovered by my inquiries and by those undertaken by the IIC and the 
Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations corroborates at a number of points 
the information contained in the key documents published by the Daily Telegraph.  

(i) The Intelligence Chief’s Memo  

193. The memo begins with a reference to Mr Zureikat who it describes as “an envoy of 
Mr George Galloway because he participated with him in all the Mariam Campaign’s 
activities in Jordan and Iraq:”181  

 Mr Galloway has acknowledged that he appointed Mr Zureikat as his 
representative in Baghdad on all matters concerning his work with the Mariam 
Appeal or the Emergency Committee in Iraq.182  

 Mr Halford’s evidence indicates that Mr Zureikat participated in the Jordan and 
Iraq stages of the Big Ben to Baghdad bus trip.183  

Mr Zureikat’s later involvement in the Mariam Appeal (including his role as its chairman) 
has been well documented earlier in this report.  

194. The memorandum goes on in paragraph 2 to refer to a meeting between an Iraqi 
Intelligence Officer and Mr Galloway, arranged by Mr Zureikat, which took place on 
Boxing Day, 26 December 1999. Mr Galloway has acknowledged being in Baghdad with 
Mr Zureikat in December 1999 He has confirmed that they were staying in the same 

 
 
  
180  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Qq 593–601. I have made several attempts to contact Dr Abu Zayyad, including 

through her legal adviser, Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar, in order to explore this with her, but none have proved successful. 
She is, I understand, currently living in the Middle East. 

181  Volume II, WE 4.   

182  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 3, Qq 309–312 and 319–322.  

183  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Agreed Note of Meeting with Stuart Halford, paras 32–33.   
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hotel and that Mr Zureikat was one of the people he met on 26 December 1999.184. 
However he has denied ever, to his knowledge, meeting anyone from the Iraqi 
intelligence service.185 As people working in the intelligence world do not always declare 
themselves as such, it is possible of course that Mr Galloway did meet an official of Iraqi 
Intelligence on that day without knowing that he was doing so. However, Mr Galloway 
has never given precise evidence as to what he did do or who he met on 26 December 
1999:  

 Letter of 29 August 2003—“I met several people on Boxing Day 1999; none of them 
to my knowledge was an official of Iraqi intelligence.”186  

 In the High Court on 16 November  2004—“I know now from my discussions with 
[Fawaz Zureikat] what I was doing on Boxing Day when I was not meeting an Iraqi 
intelligence officer.” 187 What he knew from his discussions with Mr Zureikat, Mr 
Galloway did not go on to reveal.  

 In a letter dated 22 August 2005—“Neither can I be more helpful than I have been 
about Christmas Day and Boxing Day five years ago. I had Christmas lunch with Mr 
Tariq Aziz, his family, friends and other Ministers on Christmas Day. As far as I 
recollect I met no one of importance on Boxing Day. As far as I recall, I spent it in my 
hotel.”188 

 During discussion with me on 30 November 2006—“Let me unequivocally state 
that I did not meet any Iraqi intelligence officer to the best of my knowledge, I did not 
meet anyone important, and I am almost certain that I spent the entirety of the day 
in the hotel”.189  

In short, Mr Galloway has denied knowingly meeting an Iraqi Intelligence officer. 
However, he has never specified who, other than Mr Zureikat, he did meet in Baghdad on 
Boxing Day 1999.  

195. The memorandum refers to a number of projects Mr Galloway is said to plan, 
including “broadcasting programmes for the benefit of Iraq.” Mr Halford’s evidence 
refers to the involvement of Mr Galloway and Mr Zureikat in Arab TV, of which Mr 
Zureikat became a major sponsor.190 In his interview with me on 30 November 2006, Mr 
Galloway said that he had been talking to the Arabs for 20 years about the idea of an 
English-speaking, Arab television channel.191 

196. The memorandum goes on to say of Mr Galloway:  

 
 
  
184  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 505. 

185  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 3, Q 325.  

186  Volume II, WE 52.   

187  Court Evidence, day 1.  

188  Volume II, WE 66.  

189  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 491. 
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“He obtained through Mr Tariq Aziz 3 million barrels of oil, every six months, 
according to the oil-for-food programme. . .He also obtained a limited number of food 
contracts with the Ministry of Trade.” 

I have documented in the previous section of this report both the oil allocations which, 
according to Iraqi official records, were credited either to Mr Galloway or to Mr Zureikat 
and the contracts for humanitarian goods awarded to Mr Zureikat’s company MEASI.  

197. The report of the US Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations of 25 
October 2005 records that in an interview with US officials on 7 July 2005, Mr Tariq 
Aziz confirmed that Mr Galloway had been granted oil allocations for the purpose of 
funding his activities with the Mariam Appeal. Mr Galloway’s initial request for such 
facilities had probably been made, the report suggests, when he was in Baghdad 
following the Big Ben to Baghdad bus trip.192  

198. The Intelligence Chief’s memorandum records Mr Galloway as asking for an 
increase in his share of oil and for “exceptional commercial and contractual facilities.” It 
also refers to him having entered into partnership with Dr Burhan Al-Chalabi “to sign 
for his specified oil contracts in accordance with his representative Fawaz”, and to Dr Al-
Chalabi having been recommended by Mr Mudhafar Al-Amin, the then Head of the 
Iraqi Interests section in the Royal Jordanian Embassy in London.  

199. Dr Al-Chalabi has denied having any such partnership with Mr Galloway and 
professed ignorance of any activities of Mr Zureikat on Mr Galloway’s behalf. Dr Al-
Chalabi has, however, acknowledged that Mr Zureikat was aware that he was looking to 
introduce companies to Iraq and may have been aware of Dr Al-Chalabi’s relationship 
with Fortum Oil and Gas. He has also acknowledged that Mr Mudhafar Al-Amin “is my 
friend and he is my relative”; that he made a payment from the commission he earned 
on his oil contract to Mr Al-Amin;193 and that he discussed with Mr Al-Amin 
arrangements for the planned mercy flight from London to Baghdad (see paragraph 91 
above). 

(ii) The Tariq Aziz Memo 

200. I have already documented in paragraphs 88–97 above the evidence corroborating 
the reference in this memorandum to Mr Galloway’s alleged “programme of work”. 

(iii) The Presidential Response and the Follow-up to it  

201. The memorandum dated 2 May 2000 from the Head of the President’s secretariat, 
General Abdid Hamid Al-Khattab requested that the proposal in the Intelligence Chief’s 
 
 
  
192  US Senate Report of 25 October 2005, p 13. For Mr Aziz’s subsequent denial of his reported evidence, see paras 204–

205 below.  

193  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 1, Qq 104–106 and Q 165.  Dr Al-Chalabi stated that the payment was to help Mr Amin 
to assist needy Iraqi nationals in London.  
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memorandum be studied by a Committee of Four senior Iraqi ministers, and the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, while indicating doubt as to whether the extra support 
allegedly requested by Mr Galloway could be afforded.194 The response of the 
Committee, dated 6 May, recommended;  

“continuing the cooperation with George Galloway about the oil contracts and other 
commercial contracts according to the rules as they stand now. . .”195 

I have set out in the preceding section the contractual arrangements (for both oil and 
humanitarian goods) in which Mr Zureikat—on his own behalf or allegedly, on behalf of 
Mr Galloway—was involved. It is noteworthy in this connection that all of the oil contracts 
on which Mr Zureikat’s company received commission were awarded after the Committee 
of Four’s recommendations, as recorded in its response of 6 May 2000, were made. 

 (b) Evidence of Mr Tariq Aziz and Other Senior Iraqi Officials  

202. According to the report of the US Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on 
Investigations, Mr Tariq Aziz, the former Deputy Prime Minister of Iraq, testified in 
interviews with the Sub-Committee that Mr Galloway “sometimes asked for funding for 
his causes” during meetings with Mr Aziz.196 Mr Aziz recalled Mr Galloway first 
requesting support to defray the expenses of the Mariam campaign after the Big Ben to 
Baghdad bus tour. He also recalled Mr Galloway asking at some later point for his 
allocation to be raised and that it may have been raised, but by not very much.197  

203. Mr Aziz is reported by the Sub-Committee to have said that he recognised the IIS 
letter of 3 January 2005 (the Intelligence Chief’s memo) and recalled seeing it before.198 
According to the Sub-Committee’s report, he recalled Mr Galloway being concerned 
about the appearance of taking money directly from the Iraqi Government. The solution 
was to support Mr Galloway indirectly by giving him oil allocations.199 Mr Aziz is also 
said to have confirmed that the three recommendations in the Committee of Four’s 
letter of 6 May 2000 to the President’s office accurately reflected the conclusions of the 
Committee, of which he was a member.200 Former Vice President Taha Yasin Ramadan 
(who chaired the Committee) is also reported by the Sub-Committee to have confirmed 
the facts stated in the document.201  

204. Mr Aziz and other senior Iraqi officials were also interviewed by the IIC. The IIC’s 
report of 27 October 2005 records that they “identified Mr Zureikat as acting on Mr 
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195  Volume II, WE 8.  

196  Report concerning the testimony of George Galloway before the Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations, 25 
October 2005, p 8.  

197  Ibid, p 13.  
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Galloway’s behalf to conduct the oil transactions in Baghdad.” The report adds that, 
when interviewed a second time, Mr Aziz (though not the other officials) changed his 
previous assertion that Mr Galloway had received oil allocations. The Committee did 
not, however, find Mr Aziz’s denial—which they ascribed to concern that the evidence 
he had given might be used against him in subsequent legal proceedings—credible 
under the circumstances.202  

205. Following publication of these two reports, Mr Aziz’s lawyer, Badia Aref, was 
reported to have denied that his client had told investigators that Mr Galloway had 
personally profited from the OFF Programme.203  No denial has been issued, so far as I 
am aware, at any point on behalf of the other senior officials referred to in either report.  

(c) Evidence of the Oil Traders  

206. The IIC report also refers to evidence given to that Committee by an oil trader, Mr 
Augusto Giangrandi, who alleges that he had conversations with Mr Galloway about oil 
sales in Baghdad under the OFF Programme. Mr Galloway, he says, asked him to 
explain how the process worked financially and how commissions were negotiated. Mr 
Giangrandi heard from an Iraqi agent he hired that oil had been given to “Abu Mariam” 
(as Mr Galloway was known) and that Fawaz Zureikat was acting as his representative. 
Mr Giangrandi told the IIC that he subsequently attempted to negotiate the purchase of 
oil with Mr Zureikat; 

“The deal fell through when Mr Zureikat reported that ‘his friend’ had received a better 
offer from another company.”204 

207. The US Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations also interviewed an 
oil trader (referred to in the Sub-Committee’s report of 25 October 2005 as ‘Oil Trader 

1’) who gave evidence very similar to that of Mr Giangrandi. Indeed it seems likely that 
they are one and the same person. Oil Trader 1’s evidence is presented at Appendix D 
to the Sub-Committee’s report.  

208. In addition, the Sub-Committee interviewed a second oil trader (identified as ‘Oil 
Trader 2’), who was Oil Trader 1’s consultant. He supported Oil Trader  1’s account 
of  a negotiation they both had with Mr Zureikat to secure the allocation granted to Mr 
Galloway/Mr Zureikat in Phase VIII of the OFF Programme. Although the negotiation 
was ultimately unsuccessful, both traders understood that the allocation under 

 
 
  
202  Volume II, WE 38, p 50 and footnote 144.  

203  See, for example, a report in the Independent on Sunday for 30 October 2005. The Glasgow Herald reported on 29 
October 2005 that, following a lengthy meeting in Paris with lawyers acting for Mr Aziz, Mr Galloway had said: 
“Tariq Aziz absolutely denies ever saying that I benefited from oil deals or that I talked to him about oil 
allocations”. As I have mentioned earlier, my own efforts to put questions on these matters to Mr Aziz have proved 
unsuccessful. 

204  Volume II, WE 38, p 52. 
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negotiation had been granted to Mr Galloway, and that Mr Zureikat was representing 
him.205 

(d) Evidence of Mr Stuart Halford  

209. In discussion with me on 6 October 2005,206 Mr Halford gave evidence both of Mr 
Galloway’s dominant role in the conduct of the Mariam Appeal and of the crucial role 
Mr Zureikat played in funding it in its latter stages:  

“. . .without Mr Zureikat’s donations the Appeal would have stopped once the UAE 
money ran out.  

“The Commissioner asked whether Mr Halford would phone Mr Zureikat if money 
was needed. Mr Halford said he would phone or meet Mr Galloway and let him know 
the position on the account. Mr Galloway would ring or ask Mr Halford to ring Mr 
Zureikat, who would say if and when he could donate more money.”207  

210. Mr Halford also said that, although he did not know that Mr Zureikat was an oil 
trader, before the Appeal closed he had begun to develop suspicions about Mr Zureikat’s 
links with the former Iraqi regime. It became clear to Mr Halford that Mr Zureikat was 

“able to arrange things at a high level in Iraq.”  

Mr Halford added;  

“Given all that had emerged since, [he] now felt it was highly likely that the Appeal had 
been used by the former Iraqi regime and that Mr Zureikat had been used to channel 
money to it.”208 

211. When asked whether Mr Halford thought that Mr Galloway knew of Mr Zureikat’s 
close contacts with the Iraqi regime and that Mr Zureikat’s contributions to the Appeal 
were the result of these contacts, Mr Halford said that:  

“. . .Mr Galloway was not a stupid man. Mr Galloway met Mr Zureikat lots of times. . 
.if it were true that Mr Zureikat had links with the Iraqi regime, he would be very 
surprised if Mr Galloway was unaware of this.”209 
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(e) Evidence of Mr Tony Zureikat 

(i) The Evidence  

212. Mr Tony Zureikat is a first cousin of Mr Fawaz Zureikat. He is a businessman, 
working mainly in Iraq and living in Jordan, who has joint US-Jordanian citizenship. I 
interviewed Mr Tony Zureikat, initially by telephone from Amman and later in person 
in London on 20 December 2005. A record of the latter interview is at Volume III, PCS 
Oral Evidence, Qq 611–777.210 

213. Mr Tony Zureikat said that he became involved in business dealings in Iraq with 
his cousin, Fawaz, following his return from the US to Jordan in the early autumn of 
2001.211 Subsequently he parted company with his cousin, partly because of differences 
over the conduct of their business.212 However, there had always, he said, been 
differences of view between them, on political and other issues.213  

214. Mr Tony Zureikat said that he had been present on a number of occasions when 
Mr Galloway and his cousin, Fawaz, had visited Iraq. The first occasion was in October 
2001, when Mr Galloway had traveled to Amman and then on with both the Zureikats 
to Baghdad. Immediately on arrival, Fawaz and Mr Galloway had gone to meet Mr 
Tariq Aziz. Mr Tony Zureikat testified that:  

i) Mr Galloway was fully aware of Mr Fawaz Zureikat’s business activities in Iraq,  
some of which were linked to the Iraqi military.214 

ii) The conversations Mr Galloway had with Mr Aziz were used not only to exchange 
political information and views but to secure business for Fawaz Zureikat.215 

215. Mr Tony Zureikat went on to describe several meetings of which he was aware at 
which Mr Galloway and his cousin, Fawaz, had discussed business opportunities with 
Iraqi ministers. Mr Tony Zureikat was not himself present at those meetings but in 
respect of those described at (i) below has supplied written evidence in support of what 
he alleges. 

i) A meeting with the Minister of Agriculture, Abdul Elah.216 This meeting appears to 
have taken place during Mr Galloway’s visit to Baghdad in October 2001. It was 
subsequently referred to in a facsimile letter from one of Mr Fawaz  Zureikat’s 
business associates, the general director of the Al-Alameya Company, Mr Ahmed 

 
 
  
210 I n his letter of 11 May 2007 (Volume II, WE 116), Mr Galloway claimed that I had flown Mr Zureikat to London for 

this interview, “presumably at Parliament’s expense”. In fact, the interview was conducted during a business trip Mr 
Zureikat made at his own expense. 
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Al-Shanti.217 The letter (a translation of which is appended)218 is dated 13 October 
2001 and reminds the Minister of his meeting with Mr Galloway in the context of 
submitting a reduced price offer on a contract.219  

Mr Tony Zureikat has also supplied a facsimile copy of a manuscript letter or note dated 10 
October 2001 which he says was written by Fawaz to the Minister of Agriculture.220 The 
letter also refers to a meeting with the Minister at which Mr Galloway was said to be 
present, in the context of reminding the Minister of a tender for insecticide submitted by a 
company named Al-Yamamah.  

ii) A meeting with the Minister of Information. Tony said that his cousin, Fawaz, was 
competing for a radio equipment contract on behalf of Thomson-Thales. He 
alleged that Mr Galloway spoke to Mr Tariq Aziz in order to secure an 
appointment for himself and Fawaz with the Minister, and that Mr Galloway also 
met the then Deputy Prime Minister, Abdul Tawab Mulla Huweish, on the same 
matter.221  

iii) A meeting, of which he says Fawaz told him, with the Minster of Oil, following 
which the Minister made an appointment for Fawaz with the State Oil Marketing 
Organisation (SOMO), which initiated Fawaz’s dealings with SOMO.222 

216. Mr Tony Zureikat also said that he was present when Mr Galloway returned from 
his meeting with former President Saddam Hussein on 8 August 2002. He heard Mr 
Galloway inform Mr Fawaz Zureikat,  

“We got one and lost one.”  

Mr Tony Zureikat understood from the conversation that a request by Mr Galloway for 
additional allocations under the OFF Programme had been refused by the President but he 
had agreed to a request for financial support for their planned Arab TV station.223  

217. As to how the money allegedly earned in commission and contracts by his cousin 
and  Mr Galloway was disposed of, Mr Tony Zureikat said that in addition to banking 
transfers made by his cousin, Fawaz, to the Mariam Appeal and Dr Abu-Zayyad, cash 
payments were made to Dr Abu-Zayyad.224 Fawaz would also take substantial sums in 
cash when meeting Mr Galloway, in Morocco, Portugal or on one occasion in 
Lebanon.225In Mr Tony Zureikat’s view, the Mariam Appeal provided both a business 
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opportunity for Mr Galloway and his (Tony’s) cousin, Fawaz, and a reason for Mr 
Galloway to make repeated visits to Iraq.226 

218. Tony Zureikat asserted that immediately prior to the outbreak of war in 2003, Mr 
Galloway and Fawaz were negotiating a series of deals with British companies for the 
sale of goods to Iraq. When asked whether one of the products in question was fire 
engines, Tony Zureikat said that he recalled that this was so.227 Mr Halford referred in 
his evidence to Fawaz Zureikat developing a deal with the fire engine manufacturers, 
Denis.228 In the event, because of the war, these allegedly planned deals fell through.  

219. When I asked Mr Tony Zureikat why he had provided the evidence he had given 
me against Mr Galloway and his cousin, he accepted that his relations with Fawaz had 
broken down, partly over a business dispute.229 He denied however, that he was 
motivated by anything other than a wish to expose what he regarded as Mr Galloway’s 
duplicity.230  

(ii) Mr Galloway’s response 

220. In his letter of 1 November 2006,231 Mr Galloway condemned Mr Tony Zureikat’s 
evidence as “a malevolent and fantastical concoction”. In that letter and subsequent 
correspondence, and during my interview with him on 30 November 2006, Mr 
Galloway criticized the evidence on the following principal grounds: 

a) Mr Tony Zureikat was “wanted for forgery, deception, fraud and theft in Jordan”.232 In 
a subsequent letter dated 11 May 2007, Mr Galloway amended this assertion, saying 
that while Mr Zureikat might not yet have been convicted by the Jordanian authorities, 
he was accused of fraud by certain traders and a bank in Jordan.233 

b) Mr Zureikat’s evidence lacked credibility because it was demonstrably wrong in certain 
respects. For example, Mr Zureikat claimed that on a car journey they had shared with 
others from Amman to Baghdad in October 2001, Mr Galloway and some of his fellow 
travelers had been drinking whisky, whereas Mr Galloway is well known to be teetotal. 
Nor could Dr Abu-Zayyad have travelled from Palestine through Jordan to Lebanon to 
deposit there cash supplied by Fawaz Zureikat, as Tony Zureikat alleged. 

c) Mr Zureikat had claimed that his cousin Fawaz, had met Mr Galloway “very often” in 
Morocco, taking large sums in cash with him. Mr Galloway’s passport would show that 
he did not travel to Morocco very often. He had never met Fawaz Zureikat there, “nor 
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ever been in Morocco at the same time as him”.234Indeed Mr Fawaz Zureikat had never 
himself visited Morocco.235 

d) Mr Galloway had never met Ahmed Al-Shanti, with whom Tony Zureikat claimed Mr 
Galloway had had a meeting with the then Iraqi Minister of Agriculture in October 
2001.236 Nor had Mr Galloway ever visited the Iraqi Oil Ministry or ever met any Iraqi 
Oil Ministers.237 

e) The facsimile documents supplied by Mr Tony Zureikat in support of his allegations 
were of no value. In particular, his cousin, Fawaz, denied writing the manuscript note 
referred to at para 215 (i) above.238 

221. In his letter of 1 November 2006,239 Mr Galloway concluded: 

“This entire witness statement is a farrago of lies and inventions … There appears to be 
not one corroborative document or supporting fact to Zureikat’s bilious attack.” 

222. During my interview with Mr Galloway on 30 November 2006, he repeated these 
criticisms.240 In response to my questions, Mr Galloway said that he had met Tony 
Zureikat “once, but maybe twice and both times in the office of Mr Fawaz Zureikat” in 
Baghdad.241 He could not recall the precise dates of these meetings, but he had certainly 
not traveled with Mr Tony Zureikat to Baghdad in October 2001.242 He could state 
unequivocally that he had never met any Minister for Oil in Iraq.243 He might have met 
the Iraqi Minister of Agriculture in passing but he had certainly not done any business 
with him, nor had he met him in the company of Fawaz Zureikat.244 When I put to Mr 
Galloway the documentary evidence provided by Mr Tony Zureikat to which I have 
referred at paragraph 209 above, Mr Galloway said that if the documents were authentic, 
“then it may well be that these people are reminding the Minister that Zureikat was in my 
company in Iraq…”.245 He went on: 

 
 
  
234  Letter of 5 March 2007, Volume II, WE 103. 

235  Volume II, WE 116. 

236  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Qq 535.  See also Mr Galloway’s letter of 5 March 2007 at Volume II, WE 103. 

237  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 552. 

238  Letter of 11 May 2007, Volume II, WE 116. 

239  Volume II, WE 87. 

240 Ibid, Qq 507–558. 

241  Ibid, Q 514. 

242  Ibid, Qq 517–520. Mr Galloway was, however, in Baghdad in October 2001, as he registered on 29 October 2001 a 
“four day humanitarian visit to Iraq”, paid for by the Mariam Appeal. 

243  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 552. 

244  Ibid, Q 527. 

245  Ibid, Q 536. See also the section on “the untraceable Mr Shanti” in Mr Galloway’s letter of 5 March 2007 at Volume 
II, WE 103. 



92    Conduct of Mr George Galloway 

 

 

“In Iraq, it is very clear now to me, and since we last met it is clearer than ever, that 
there were people all over the place using their proximity to me, or even an invented 
proximity to me, in order to assist themselves in their business.”246 

223. Summing up his response on that occasion to Mr Tony Zureikat’s evidence, Mr 
Galloway said: 

“He is politically motivated, he is financially motivated and he is familially motivated 
… it is clear that he is determined to play a role in damaging both his cousin and I. He 
is a reprobate and a liar …”247 

(iii) Other Material relating to Mr Tony Zureikat’s Evidence 

224. Following my second interview with Mr Galloway, I attempted to check the various 
points he had made in relation to Mr Tony Zureikat’s evidence, with the following 
results: 

a) Enquiries I have made through official channels have produced no evidence to support 
Mr Galloway’s assertion that Tony Zureikat is wanted on criminal charges in Jordan. 
Since he is resident there, the Jordanian authorities would have no difficulty arresting 
him at any time should they wish to do so. 

b) Mr Galloway has sent me photocopies of pages drawn from his passport between 
September 2001 and 2006. There is evidence from these of only one trip by Mr 
Galloway in that period to Morocco, in addition to the visit he paid in September 1999 
when accompanying the Big Ben to Baghdad bus. 

This visit to Morocco was undertaken in November 2002. Mr Galloway arrived on 29 
November 2002 and left the following 1 December. In my interview with him on 20 
December 2005, Mr Zureikat referred in particular to one visit by his cousin, Fawaz, to 
Morocco when Mr Galloway was there, which he said took place in “2002. The end of 
2002”.248 

c) During the interview, Mr Galloway asked whether the two tenders mentioned in the 
copy documents provided by Mr Tony Zureikat which I had given to Mr Galloway had 
been filed under the UN Sanctions Committee.249 The two tenders related to: 

i) Al-Alameya Company for Plastic Industries—tender No/37/2001, and 

ii) Al-Yamamah Company (insecticides/pesticides)—tender invitation no 
AG.CH/4/2001 

 
 
  
246  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 538.  See also Q 547. 

247  Ibid, Q 558. 

248  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 5, Qq 702–705. 

249  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 550. 



Conduct of Mr George Galloway    93 

 

A subsequent search of UN databases produced the following documents appearing to 
relate to the two tenders: 

a.  Al-Alameya (tender M/37/2001): 

i.  A letter (dated 6 October 2001) from the company providing technical 
details in support of the company’s quotation. 

ii.  A contract (no M/743/2001) dated 29 November 2001 for the supply of 
solid sprinkler irrigation systems by the company to the Iraqi State 
Company for Agricultural Supplies. 

b.  Al-Yamamah (tender AG.CH/4/2001): 

i.  A contract (numbered 1002238) between the company and the Iraqi 
Ministry for Agriculture for the supply of pesticides. The contract is for the 
supply of Paraquat. 

ii.  A second contract between the company and the Ministry dated 6 May 
2002 and numbered 1002239, for the supply of Trifluralin. 

225. I also put Mr Galloway’s key criticisms to Mr Zureikat. Mr Zureikat provided a 
certified translation of a document from the Jordanian Ministry of Justice saying that he 
had not been convicted on criminal charges in Jordan. He said that during the car 
journey from Amman to Baghdad in October 2001 to which he had referred, he had 
been seated in the passenger seat next to the driver. He knew that a bottle of whisky had 
been opened; he did not know for certain that Mr Galloway had drunk from it. He was 
certain that on 2 occasions in 2002 while he had himself been working with his cousin, 
Fawaz, Dr Abu Zayyad’s brother (at that time an employee of Fawaz) had asked him to 
help him rent a car to pick her up from the bridge connecting Jordan and the West 
Bank. It was in any event perfectly possible for a person, for example with two passports, 
to travel with ease between the Israeli-controlled West Bank and Arab countries hostile 
to Israel. For the rest, he stood by his evidence. 

226. Mr Galloway repeated many of his previous criticisms of Mr Tony Zureikat’s 
evidence in his letter commenting on the factual sections of this report.250 He also added 
some new material, which he said was fatal to Mr Zureikat’s evidence. This related, in 
particular, to an error in Mr Zureikat’s witness statement as to the timing of Mr 
Galloway’s meeting with Saddam Hussein on 8 August 2002,251 and to Mr Galloway’s 
destination after that meeting.252 Mr Galloway also gave details of the financing of his 
properties, which he said rebutted Mr Tony Zureikat’s claim that his financial 
circumstances had been transformed after he had met Fawaz Zureikat.253 

 
 
  
250  Volume II, WE 116. 

251  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Qq 664–668 

252  Ibid Q 669 and Volume II, WE 116. 

253  Ibid Q 717 and Volume II, WE 116. 



94    Conduct of Mr George Galloway 

 

 

(f) Mr Galloway’s Meeting with Saddam Hussein on 8 August 2002 

227. In August 2002, Mr Galloway met Saddam Hussein for only the second (and final) 
time.254 Mr Galloway subsequently gave an account of the meeting in the Mail on 
Sunday, by which he was employed as a regular contributor, and also wrote about it in 
his book I’m Not the Only One.255 

228. In 2006 I became aware that it was possible that a record existed, made of the 
meeting by the then Iraqi regime. I began inquiries to see if I could obtain a copy. 

229. In November 2006, I obtained what purported to be a copy of the meeting record. 
The text has been authenticated by the present Iraqi Government. It had been seized 
with many other documents following the fall of Baghdad. I arranged for it to be 
independently translated.256  

230. The document was covered by a memorandum dated 13 August 2002 from the 
then Iraqi President’s Press Secretary, saying that at the meeting of the Iraqi Council of 
Ministers on that day, the President had ordered that the minutes of the meeting 
between himself and Mr Galloway  on 8 August be distributed to “the comrades in the 
Iraqi State Command of the Socialist Arab Ba’ath Party and to the Ministers”. It 
appeared from the memorandum that 30 copies of the minutes had been so distributed. 

231. The minutes recorded the attendance at the meeting as having consisted of: 

President Saddam Hussein 
Mr George Galloway 
Mr Tariq Aziz, Deputy Iraqi Prime Minister 
Dr Naji Sabri Ahmed, Iraqi Foreign Minister 

In addition, according to the written record, there had attended from the office of the 
President: 

Lt Gen Abd Hamid Mahmoud, Secretary to the President  
Mr Ali Abdullah Salman, Press Secretary to the President 

232. As can be seen from the translation of the minutes, 257the bulk of the discussion at 
the meeting, according to the record, concerned a critique of the British Government’s 
support of the United States Government in its opposition to the policies of the then 
Iraqi regime. According to the text, Mr Galloway spoke optimistically of the growing 
opposition within Britain to the UK Government’s stance. 

 
 
  
254  Their first meeting had taken place in 1994.  

255  Mail on Sunday, 11 August 2002; I’m Not the Only One, Penguin, 2005. 

256  Volume II, WE 45. 

257  Ibid 



Conduct of Mr George Galloway    95 

 

233. Towards the conclusion of the record, Mr Galloway referred to discussions he had 
had with the then Iraqi Minister of Information, Mohammed Saeed Al-Sahhaf, about 
the establishment of an English language Iraqi satellite TV channel. He offered to co-
operate in establishing the channel by providing staff and journalists. According to the 
record, the then President agreed that such a channel was important and, addressing Mr 
Tariq Aziz, urged its early establishment, taking advantage of Mr Galloway’s offer. 

234. The record continues with remarks attributed to Mr Galloway as follows: 

“Thank you very much Mr President. Finally, may I say that our work has been going 
on for years and I believe that Your Excellency is aware of the results which we have 
achieved. Mr Tariq Aziz has helped us with his contacts and has used his influence to 
facilitate our job and facilitate the mechanism by which we have been able to obtain 
the funding necessary to finance our activities. But, we are now suffering from the 
problem of the price of oil which has resulted in a reduction in our income and delay in 
receiving our dues. 

“At the end of the meeting the President, the Leader bade farewell to his guest in the 
most beautiful expressions of goodwill and esteem.” 

235. I received the translation I commissioned of this document two days before my 
scheduled interview with Mr Galloway on 30 November 2006. I was therefore able to 
put the matter to Mr Galloway at that meeting.258 

236. Mr Galloway’s immediate response was: 

“This is fraudulent; no such words ever crossed my lips.”259 

He continued: 

“The idea that I discussed funding and oil is ridiculous and has been fabricated after 
the event.”260 

Mr Galloway acknowledged that he had discussed the project for an Arab television 
channel with the then Iraqi Minister for Information, but denied that he had done so with 
Saddam Hussein.261 
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237. During our interview and in subsequent correspondence—particularly in his letters 
of 5 March and 11 May 2007262—Mr Galloway developed his criticisms of the alleged 
record of his meeting with Saddam Hussein as follows: 

a) According to his account, the meeting had been in two parts. Initially he had met the 
former President along with 30 or 40 other people.263 There had then been a smaller 
gathering, at which were present Mr Tariq Aziz and Mr Naji Sabri (then Iraqi Foreign 
Minister), in addition to himself and Saddam Hussein. No one else had attended. 

b) Mr Galloway referred me to a report in the Times of 12 November 2003264 of the 
publication of a book of memoirs by the former President’s personal translator for 
English and French, Mr Saman Abdul Majid, which, he said, made clear “by omission 
that no such discussion took place in his presence” and “explains that everyone was 
dismissed from the private part of the meeting with the exceptions I have already 
explained to you”. In his letter of 5 March,265 Mr Galloway said that he had met the 
translator in Doha “recently … [who] confirmed to me the statements he made in the 
book”. 

the Times article says: 

“… There was, however, a mystery about the session. The interpreter was sent out of 
the room for 15 minutes while Mr Galloway conferred with Saddam and Tariq Aziz, 
the Deputy Prime Minister. Mr Majid has never been told what the three men 
discussed.”266 

c) The Times report does not refer to Mr Sabri’s presence at the meeting. However, Mr 
Galloway says that on the same recent visit he made to Doha, he also spoke with Mr 
Sabri, who confirmed Mr Galloway’s account as to who was present at the meeting. 

d) Mr Galloway asserts that there was therefore no one present at the small meeting who 
wrote a minute of it. Nor was any press secretary present, “… and in any case without 
the translator his presence would have been otiose.”267 

e) Mr Galloway concludes that the bulk of the “minute” of the meeting is a bowdlerized 
and in some respects inaccurate version of the various accounts Mr Galloway has 
himself given of that meeting. 

238. As well as these criticisms based on the substance of the document, Mr Galloway 
has questioned its provenance and asked why it had not surfaced earlier at the time of 
either the IIC or US Senate investigations. 
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239. In assessing the document, it is relevant also to take the following into account: 

a) The information available to me is that the written record of the meeting was among 
many documents seized following the fall of Baghdad. 

b) It has been authenticated by the present Iraqi Government. Mr Galloway dismisses 
such authentication as worthless.268 

c) Those whom Mr Galloway quotes in support of his account of the meeting—Mr Tariq 
Aziz, Naji Sabri and the former President’s personal translator—would, it seems likely, 
be regarded as equally untrustworthy or partial witnesses by critics of the former Iraqi 
regime. 

d) Mr Majid’s account, as reported by the Times, only corroborates Mr Galloway’s claim 
that there was a second, smaller gathering at which the translator was not present. It 
does not cast light on what was said at that meeting. 

e) In his account of the event in the Mail on Sunday of 11 August 2002, Mr Galloway 
specifically mentions the President’s secretary as having been present at the meeting. 
He says on this point: 

“His secretary, a military officer in khaki, looks big and tough enough without having 
to use the pearl-handled revolver in his holster.” 

In his letter of 11 May 2007, Mr Galloway said that this officer had only been present in 
the first part of the meeting.269  

f) If the written record was, as Mr Galloway alleges in his letter of 30 March,270 simply 
fabricated on the basis of accounts he has himself given of the meeting, it may be 
thought odd that it is, according to Mr Galloway, inaccurate in some respects—for 
example in relation to its reference to his Irish grandfather as his father and to its 
“mangling” of Saddam Hussein’s tale about World War II leaders. In his letter of 11 
May 2007, Mr Galloway describes this, however, as an “Alice through the Looking Glass 
argument”.271 

g) The account of the meeting is consistent with the evidence given by Mr Tony Zureikat 
of what Mr Galloway said to his cousin Fawaz Zureikat, immediately after the meeting 
had occurred,272 to the extent that: 

i) The “minute” records a discussion both of plans for an English language television 
station and of funding of Mr Galloway’s activities with the assistance of Mr Tariq 
Aziz, including through oil contracts. 
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ii) Mr Tony Zureikat says that Mr Galloway said after the meeting: 

“We got one and lost one.” 

His evidence continues: 

“They got the approval on the TV station but refusal on the increased oil share.”273 

The “minute” records the then President as encouraging Mr Aziz to establish the TV 
station “taking advantage of the idea of bringing British technicians and journalists as 
suggested by Mr Galloway”.274 

The “minute” is silent as to any response by the President to Mr Galloway’s recorded 
remarks about the price of oil and the effects of this on the funding available to him. 

240. As to how the purported written record of the meeting came to be created, one 
possibility is that it was taped or that in some other way the meeting was not as ‘private’ 
as Mr Galloway assumed it to be. However, this is simply a possibility: I have no direct 
evidence available to me on this point.275 As to Mr Galloway’s question as to why the 
record only surfaced last year, after the IIC and US Senate investigations had reported, I 
understand that neither body was aware of the record at the time their reports were 
issued in the autumn of 2005.  

(g) Mr Galloway’s Response to the Preceding Evidence 

241. I have already set out Mr Galloway’s detailed critique of much of the preceding 
evidence. It can be summarised as resting on the arguments that: 

 All the documentation mentioning him in connection with the Oil for Food 
Programme is fraudulent. 

 Witnesses who testify against him are also fraudulent or acting under pressure. In 
either event, they are unreliable. 

242. More generally, Mr Galloway denies ever himself soliciting funds from the former 
Iraqi regime and also denies knowing how Mr Fawaz Zureikat and others who 
contributed to the Mariam Appeal came by the money they donated. He also denies 
being under any responsibility to know from where the money donated to the Appeal 
derived. During our interview on 30 November 2006, I asked Mr Galloway: 
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“Do you accept that if taken together the Independent Inquiry Committee and the 
Senate report provide strong documented evidence that money from the Oil for Food 
Programme was channeled to the Mariam Appeal?” 

Mr Galloway replied: 

“Fawaz Zureikat made donations from his personal funds to the Mariam Appeal. How 
he made them is a matter for him, not me. There was no cheque from the Oil for Food 
Programme, he would hardly have done so. I am not in a position to know how the 
donors made their money, part of which they donated to our campaign; it was not my 
business to do so.”276 

243. Later in the same interview, Mr Galloway said that Mr Fawaz Zureikat had given 
“the money from his personal funds … funds which belonged to him. That is all that 
matters to me. I was only interested in raising the funds. It was not for me to enquire of 
the three principal donors how they made their money”.277 He had known that Mr 
Zureikat had extensive business interests in Iraq but not (at that time) specifically that 
he was doing oil business.278 

244. He justified his approach in terms of the essentially unpretty nature, as he saw it, of 
political fundraising, and the important of the Appeal’s objectives: 

“It is not a pretty business raising money for political purposes. In this case, the political 
purpose was so vital, so life and death vital, that I was only glad that there was 
somebody somewhere who was prepared to give us that.”279 

245. Mr Galloway has also argued that: 

“… the Oil for Food Programme was administered by the United Nations, and all those 
who traded with Iraq through the programme did so legally.”280 

In recent correspondence he has continued to refer to the programme as “a legal, UN 
mechanism”, with the implication that any moneys raised by or through it or income 
derived from it must have been obtained lawfully.281 

Mr Galloway’s View of the Inquiry 

246. If I am to give a complete account of the material I have received from Mr 
Galloway in connection with the complaints against him, it will be appropriate to 
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describe briefly the criticisms he has made of my inquiry throughout its protracted 
course. 

247. From the outset, Mr Galloway has regarded the inquiry as politically motivated. 
While initially he excepted my own part in it from his general criticisms, he has all along 
portrayed the Committee on Standards and Privileges as a politicised tribunal. In an 
initial e-mail to me on 29 April 2003, confirming that he had begun libel proceedings 
against the Daily Telegraph and the Christian Science Monitor, Mr Galloway suggested 
that any consideration of these matters by me “would be prejudicial and politically 
motivated”. He concluded: 

“I do hope you will not allow my political enemies to create a parallel kangaroo 
court.”282 

248. In his letter to me of 30 April 2003,283 Mr Galloway said: 

“I am sure that you are an absolutely impartial person …” 

but continued 

“… the Committee is not.” 

As my written exchanges with Mr Galloway appended to this report indicate, this has been 
a running assertion by Mr Galloway throughout my investigation. No assurances I have 
given him—for example, relating to the changes in the Committee’s composition approved 
by the House in its response to the Eighth Report of the Committee on Standards in Public 
Life (Cm 5663)—have persuaded him otherwise.284 

249. Mr Galloway has also consistently made two other criticisms of the process: 

a) That developments in relation to my inquiry were leaked to the media by Committee 
members—see, for example, his letters of 13 May 2003285 and 29 August 2003.286 

It is apparently the case that some early developments in relation to my inquiry first came 
to Mr Galloway’s notice through contact with the media. There has, however, been no clear 
indication as to what prompted the media approaches and there has been no recent 
repetition of this experience in spite of the extensive and protracted nature of my 
investigation. 
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b) That he is, in effect being asked to prove his innocence of the allegations against him—
this criticism first surfaced in his letter of 19 November 2003,287 and has been repeated 
at intervals since.288 

In response, I have made clear to Mr Galloway that all he has been asked to do throughout 
my inquiry has been to respond truthfully to the questions I have put to him and to assist 
me in establishing the truth by honestly recounting what he knows in relation to the 
complaints against him. 

250. Following the Committee’s report on the registration of the Legal Fund established 
by Mr Galloway to assist him in relation to the costs of his libel action against Telegraph 
Group Limited,289 Mr Galloway’s criticisms have also included aspects of my own 
conduct of the inquiry. Specifically he has criticized: 

a) My decision to ask the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO) to deliver for me a 
letter to Mr Tariq Aziz’s lawyer in Baghdad inviting Mr Aziz to give evidence to my 
inquiry. Mr Galloway asserted that it was wrong of me—on constitutional grounds and 
because, as an arm of the Government, the Department was likely to be biased against 
him—to involve the FCO in this way, and that British officials had offered Mr Aziz 
immunity from prosecution on any charges arising from the oil for food scandal as an 
inducement to testify to me.290 

The only request I made of the FCO in this connection was that they arrange delivery of 
my letter to Mr Aziz’s lawyer. FCO officials have assured me that no inducement of any 
kind was offered either to Mr Aziz or to his lawyer.291 

b) My request that he disclose to me the nature of “future revelations” he said he proposed 
to make, and the name of the senior British journalist referred to by him, during his 
speech in the Adjournment Debate on 8 May 2006. 

Mr Galloway has repeatedly declined my request to name the journalist concerned and in 
his letter of 20 October 2006292 said that he had no intention of returning in the House to 
the matter of the complaints against him. 

251. In both the respects covered in the preceding paragraph, Mr Galloway has claimed 
that my inquiries have raised deep constitutional issues. He has argued that this is so in 
so far as I, a Parliamentary official, sought the assistance of a Government Department 
in connection with an aspect of my inquiry293 and also asked Mr Galloway questions 
relating to a speech he had made (and possible speeches he had indicated he intended to 
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make) in the House. In connection with the latter, Mr Galloway wrote to Mr Speaker, on 
11 September 2006, seeking a meeting with Mr Speaker.294 A copy of Mr Speaker’s 
reply—declining to intervene—is appended.295 

252. As my inquiries have neared their conclusion, Mr Galloway’s allegations and 
assertions about my inquiry have become more intense and wide-ranging. They have 
included: 

a) The claim that I have widened the terms of reference of my inquiry to embrace the 
activities of those close to him in ways which are beyond my powers, whilst declining to 
investigate the provenance of the Christian Science Monitor documents (see paragraphs 
14–15 above). 

The genesis of this argument can be found in Mr Galloway’s letter of 15 January 2007 
responding to mine of 10 January 2007.296 The claim, which is constantly repeated in Mr 
Galloway’s subsequent letters, in my view has no basis in fact, as I believe any impartial 
reading of the correspondence will show. As I put it in my letter of 14 February 2007 to Mr 
Galloway:297 

“the scope of my inquiry … is set by the terms of the Code of Conduct and the Rules 
relating to the Conduct of Members approved by the House. My own remit is 
determined by Standing Order 150 of the House. 

“Mr Robathan’s complaint initiated my inquiry. My duty is to establish whether, in 
relation to the circumstances connected with that complaint, i.e. arising from the 
allegations in the documents published by the Daily Telegraph in April 2003, your 
conduct has been in breach, in any respect, of the Code and the Rules of the House.” 

The activities of people close to Mr Galloway have been relevant to my inquiries in so far as 
they have helped me to assess Mr Galloway’s own conduct and motives. Indeed Mr 
Galloway appears himself to accept the relevance of such matters in his letter to me of 8 
May 2007.298 I have not investigated the provenance of the Christian Science Monitor 
documents because they did not form part of Mr Robathan’s complaint and I cannot see 
what useful light conducting such an investigation would shed, one way or the other, on 
the Telegraph documents. 

b) A related allegation that I have told Mr Galloway that he will get to know the terms of 
my inquiry only after it has been completed.299 This is in my view based on a very 

 
 
  
294  Volume II, WE 82. 

295  Volume II, WE 81. 

296  Volume II, WE 94 and 95. 

297  Volume II, WE 100. 

298  Volume II, WE 114. Se also my reply of 14 May 2007 (Volume II, WE 115). By 11 May, however, Mr Galloway has 
reverted to his former argument (Volume II, WE 116). 

299  See, for example, the last para of Mr Galloway’s letter of 25 January 2007 (Volume II, WE 97). 



Conduct of Mr George Galloway    103 

 

partial and inaccurate reading of my letter of 18 January 2007.300 For my response, see 
my letter of 14 February 2007 to Mr Galloway.301 

c) An assertion—begun by Mr Galloway in his letter of 31 January and repeated in that of 
5 March 2007, in spite of my denial in my letter of 14 February 2007302—that agents of 
the British Government have interrogated Mr Tariq Aziz on my behalf and that I “must 
have access to the notes and statements”. 

253. At the conclusion of his letter of 5 March 2007,303 Mr Galloway sums up his 
criticism of the Committee and my inquiry as being, in effect, part of “an attempted 
political assassination” in the face of his continued stand in opposition to “the disastrous 
story of sanctions, war and occupation in Iraq”. 

254. There is one other aspect of Mr Galloway’s response to the inquiry which I believe 
it appropriate to mention. Perhaps because of his fundamental reservations about its 
nature, on a considerable number of occasions, there have been substantial lapses of 
time before Mr Galloway has responded to my inquiries.304 All our written exchanges of 
substance are reproduced in Volume II.305  

Closing Comments by Mr Galloway 

255. In accordance with the procedures agreed by the House, I sent Mr Galloway a draft 
of the factual sections of this report—including the summary of evidence in relation to 
the key issues which follows—on 27 April 2007. Mr Galloway provided a lengthy reply 
dated 11 May.306 

256. Mr Galloway did not, for the most part, comment in detail on the way I had set out 
the factual material. He focused, first on the statement in paragraph 281 below that I had 
not found evidence during my inquiry that he had, directly and personally, unlawfully 
received monies derived from the former Iraqi regime, saying that this should be my 
“definitive refutation” of Mr Robathan’s complaint. He went on to say that the draft was: 

“… laden with smear and innuendo which the media will be able to report freely, 
protected by you”.307 

I had a duty, he argued, to allow into the report only that which could be corroborated or 
proved. 
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257. In justification of his argument, Mr Galloway said that I had relied on three sets of 
evidence, none of which he contested could pass a legal test: the evidence of Mr Halford,  
and of Mr Tony Zureikat and the purported record of Mr Galloway’s meeting on 8 
August 2002 with Saddam Hussein. He proceeded to seek to undermine each of these 
pieces of evidence. 

258. Much of the argument Mr Galloway deployed in this request was not new, though 
some new factual material was embedded in it. I have sought, where appropriate, to 
include this material at relevant points earlier in this report. For Mr Galloway’s 
argument as a whole, it is desirable to read Volume II, PCS Written Evidence 116 in its 
entirety. 

259. I responded to Mr Galloway on 30 May 2007, briefly pointing out that his letter 
appeared to reflect some confusion between the factual sections of my report and my 
conclusions. Many of his comments were more directed to the conclusions I should 
draw from the evidence and the recommendations I should therefore make to the 
Committee. I would of course take his comments carefully into account, alongside all 
the other evidence before finalising the concluding sections of my report. Readers of this 
report in full, including Mr Galloway, will see that, in fact, my conclusions rely very little 
on any of the three pieces of evidence which Mr Galloway so criticises. 

Summary of Evidence in relation to the Key Issues 

260. Although some of the key evidence relating to the complaint against Mr Galloway 
is strongly disputed—indeed flatly denied—by him, other evidence is not. In the 
following paragraphs I summarise the evidence by reference to the questions I set out in 
paragraph 43 of this report, identifying where there is agreement and where there is not. 

(a) The Telegraph Documents 

(i) Are they authentic? 

261. The authenticity of the documents is strongly disputed. First there is an argument 
over their provenance. Mr David Blair says that he found all of them in the burnt-out 
former Foreign Ministry building in Baghdad, in the circumstances reported in the 
Daily Telegraph and repeated in his evidence to me (for an account of which see 
paragraphs 45–57 above). He gave sworn evidence to the same effect in the libel 
proceedings brought by Mr Galloway against Telegraph Group Limited, evidence which 
was supported by that given in the same proceedings by the Telegraph photographer, 
Mr Heathcliff O’Malley and by Mr A, the Iraqi translator who, according to his 
evidence, was present when Mr Blair found the documents and subsequently assisted in 
translating them. 

262. Mr Galloway denies that the documents were found in the circumstances described 
by Mr Blair. During an Adjournment Debate on 8 May 2006, he said that the ‘second 
set’ of documents (those published on 23 April 2003) had been given separately to Mr 
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Blair and had not been found by Mr Blair as he claimed.308 In subsequent evidence to 
me, Mr Galloway went further, asserting that if the second set of documents allegedly 
found by Mr Blair had in fact been given to him, it was likely that all the documents 
had.309 

263. Mr Galloway’s grounds for making this claim are a conversation he says he had in 
July 2003 with a senior journalist, whose identify he has declined to reveal. Mr 
Galloway’s friend, Mr Ron McKay, says he also was present at that meeting,310 the 
substance of which was subsequently recorded in an e-mail Mr Galloway sent his legal 
adviser.311 The legal adviser has confirmed contemporaneously receiving that e-mail. 

264. Mr Blair strongly denies the contents of that e-mail, and is supported in his denial 
by Mr Philip Sherwell, whom Mr Galloway also named in the Adjournment Debate.312 

265. Setting aside the question how the documents were found, are they likely to be 
authentic? Mr Galloway argues that they are fakes or forgeries, as other documents 
referring to him which surfaced after the fall of Baghdad in 2003 proved, on forensic 
examination, to be.313 They are, he says, “merely pieces of paper with my name written on 
them”.314 He also argues that, since the key documents published in the Daily Telegraph 
are photocopies, they are not capable of forensic analysis. 

266. The forensic analysis of all the papers obtained by Mr Blair conducted by Mr 
Thorne at my request concluded, however, that the vast majority of them were 
authentic.315 Mr Thorne also found “a high probability that all the disputed Telegraph 
documents are also authentic”. He found “no evidence that they are forgeries or altered”, 
and considered this possibility to be “extremely unlikely”. Further he found no evidence 
to suggest that any of the disputed Telegraph documents were found at a different time 
and place to the others. 

267. In assessing the likely authenticity of the key Telegraph documents, it needs also to 
be borne in mind that the authenticity of a number of other papers obtained by Mr Blair 
along with them has been confirmed by their authors. I have set out the nature of these 
documents in paragraphs 84–87 above. Two of them were authored by Mr Galloway 
himself: 

a) His undated letter nominating Mr Fawaz Zureikat as his representative in Baghdad on 
all matters concerning his work with the Mariam Appeal or the Emergency Committee 
in Iraq; 
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b) His original letter of 21 December 2000 announcing the intention of the Great Britain-
Iraq Society to set up a body to promote trade between Great Britain and Iraq. 

In the course of my inquiry, Mr Galloway has accepted the authenticity of both these 
documents.316 

268. I should also record that the authenticity of the key Telegraph documents has been 
confirmed by the current Iraqi Government.317 Mr Galloway says that since that 
Government consists of his political enemies, this confirmation is worthless.318 

(ii) Are the Documents credible having regard to the totality of the 
evidence? 

269. However the documents were obtained and whether or not they are authentic, are 
they credible having regard to the totality of the evidence? 

270. An answer to this question must rest on an assessment of all the evidence 
assembled in this report. I have set out in paragraphs 186–195 above ways in which the 
evidence uncovered by my inquiries and those undertaken by the IIC and the US Senate 
Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations corroborates at a number of points the 
information contained in the key documents published by the Daily Telegraph. Also 
relevant is my analysis of the evidence relating to Mr Galloway’s alleged “programme of 
work” in paragraphs 192–201 above, 

271. Mr Galloway says that whatever the provenance of the Telegraph documents and 
whether or not they are authentic (both of which, as I have just described, he disputes), 
they are in any event false. As he put the matter in his letter to me of 5 March 2007:319  

“Whatever the provenance of these documents, which are in any case photocopies, the 
contents of them are false. I am not in a position to know who wrote them or when or 
why. They may all or in part be forgeries; they may all or in part reflect some 
corruption within the former Iraqi regime—corruption widely acknowledged; they may 
all or in part reflect the use of my name without my knowledge or benefit by other 
people. In any case the claims made in them are entirely untrue.” 

(b) What was the nature of the Mariam Appeal and of the roles of Mr 
Galloway and Mr Fawaz Zureikat in relation to it? 

272. Although Mr Galloway, and others associated with the Appeal, such as Mr Sabah 
Al-Mukhtar, dispute the Charity Commission’s finding that the Mariam Appeal was a 
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charity320 and there is a conflict of evidence in relation to certain aspects of the running 
of the Appeal (which are not, however, central to my inquiry),321 there is I believe no 
dispute as to the essential facts concerning the nature of the Appeal or the roles of Mr 
Galloway and Mr Zureikat in relation to it.  

273. Although the Appeal initially focused on the plight of Mariam Hamza, it was, in Mr 
Galloway’s words, essentially “a political campaign”, in opposition to the British 
Government’s policy of sanctions on Iraq.322 This view of its nature was shared by all 
those I have interviewed who were involved in the Appeal.323 It is borne out by the 
activities and the pattern of expenditure of the Appeal.324 

274. As to the roles of Mr Galloway and Mr Fawaz Zureikat within the Appeal, Mr 
Galloway was the Appeal’s founder and, for a period thereafter, its chairman.325 After a 
few weeks during which Mr Halford was chairman, Mr Zureikat took on that role.326 
Whatever their nominal or titular positions, however, it is clear from the evidence that: 

a) Mr Galloway was throughout the one who effectively directed the Appeal’s activities, as 
Mr Galloway has himself acknowledged;327 

b) Mr Zureikat was the second highest donor to the Appeal. His first donation was made 
in August 2000 and from that point he was the person who effectively funded the 
Appeal until its conclusion in 2002.328 

275. There is disputed evidence about what happened to the records of the Appeal, 
which in evidence to the Charity Commission, it was said had been transferred to 
Jordan and Baghdad when Mr Zureikat assumed the chairmanship of the Appeal. I have 
set out the nature of this dispute in paragraphs 146–149 above. 

276. It is not disputed by Mr Galloway that his Parliamentary staff and Parliamentary 
office were used in support of the Appeal. However, he does dispute that this use was 
extensive or in any way improper. It was, he argues “common practice in political 
campaigns run by Members of Parliament”.329 
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(c) Did Mr Galloway directly or indirectly through his appointed 
representative in Baghdad, Mr Fawaz Zureikat, gain any benefit from 
money derived, either through the Oil for Food Programme or by other 
means, from the former Iraqi regime? 

277. The report of the Independent Inquiry Committee (IIC) into the UN Oil for Food 
Programme, the relevant contents of which I have described in paragraphs 167–174 
above, provides clear evidence that in Phases VIII through XIII of the OFF Programme, 
a total of over 18 million barrels of oil were allocated either directly in the name of Mr 
Galloway or of Mr Fawaz Zureikat. Mr Zureikat received commissions for handling the 
sale of approximately 11 million barrels allocated in Mr Galloway’s name. Mr Zureikat’s 
company also benefited extensively from contracts for the supply of humanitarian goods 
under the Programme. 

278. Evidence assembled by the IIC and by the US Senate Permanent Sub-Committee 
on Investigations, which I have set out in paragraphs 186–187 above, shows that moneys 
derived directly from commission payments received by Mr Zureikat under the 
Programme were donated by Mr Zureikat to the Mariam Appeal. 

279. Mr Galloway has consistently denied that either he or the Mariam Appeal have 
benefited from funds deriving through the Oil for Food Programme from the former 
regime in Iraq. In respect of the Appeal, he said during our interview on 30 November 
2006:330 

“The money came from Zureikat, it did not come from the Oil-for-Food Programme. I 
suspect you may well say he earned his money through his business dealings with the 
Oil-for-Food Programme, but it is not as true as you think it is. He gave us the money 
from his personal funds. They did not belong to anyone else’s fund, but funds which 
belonged to him. That is all that matters to me.” 

280. I have been given evidence by Dr Al-Chalabi of the payment by him of a sum of 
$120,000 to Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad, Mr Galloway’s former wife, which derived from a 
commission payment Dr Al-Chalabi received in relation to a contract under Phase VII 
of the Oil for Food Programme.331 The US Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on 
Investigations also found evidence of a later payment of a sum of $150,000 to Dr Abu-
Zayyad by Mr Fawaz Zureikat, which derived from commission received by Mr Zureikat 
on a contract under Phase VIII of the Programme.332 Mr Galloway has consistently 
denied any knowledge of these payments.333 
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281. Subject to what I have said in the previous paragraph, I have not found evidence 
during my inquiry that Mr Galloway has, directly and personally, unlawfully received 
moneys derived from the former Iraqi regime, either via the Oil for Food Programme or 
by some other means. I should add here that I have not pressed for access to bank 
accounts held either solely by Mr Galloway or jointly by him with others. I have not 
done this primarily because I believe that embarking on such action could take me into 
matters more properly within the jurisdiction of other agencies, and it has not been 
necessary for me to do so in order to assess whether Mr Galloway has complied with his 
obligations under the Code of Conduct. 

(d) Did Mr Galloway know that he was receiving support, either personally 
or for his activities in relation to the Mariam Appeal, from the former Iraqi 
regime, or was he reckless or negligent in relation to the receipt of such 
support? 

282. Given what I have said in paragraph 281, this question can be re-stated: 

“Did Mr Galloway know that he was receiving support for his activities in relation to 
the Mariam Appeal from the former Iraqi regime, or was he reckless or negligent in 
relation to the receipt of such support? 

I have set out in paragraphs 192–245 above both the evidence I have received which 
appears to support an affirmative answer to this question and Mr Galloway’s rebuttal of it. 
As with the question as to the credibility of the key Telegraph documents (see paragraphs 
269–270), an answer to this question depends on an assessment of the evidence set out in 
this report as a whole. 

283. Mr Galloway is particularly critical of: 

a) The evidence of Mr Tony Zureikat—which he dismisses as “a malevolent and 
fantastical concoction”.334 In some respects, Mr Tony Zureikat’s evidence does appear 
questionable, for example in relation to what he says about Mr Galloway’s 
consumption of alcohol. On the other hand, his evidence is consistent with some 
evidence from other sources and is corroborated by documentary evidence from UN 
sources. I have found nothing to support Mr Galloway’s assertion that the evidence is 
unreliable because Mr Tony Zureikat is wanted for serious offences in Jordan.335 

b) The alleged record of Mr Galloway’s meeting with Saddam Hussein on 8 August 
2002—what is undisputed is the fact that the meeting took place and that it ended with 
a restricted session at which Mr Galloway and a small number only were present. Mr 
Galloway is adamant, however, that the alleged record is a fabrication. He dismisses the 
present Iraqi Government’s authentication of the record on the same grounds as he 
dismisses its authentication of the key Telegraph documents (paragraph 257 above). 

                                                                                                                                                               
has split up with, they have always maintained separate bank accounts. He knew that she was raising funds for her 
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payments”. 
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284. More generally, Mr Galloway says that he neither himself solicited support from 
the former Iraqi regime nor knew how Mr Fawaz Zureikat and others who contributed 
to the Mariam Appeal came by the money donated. Nor, he says, was he under any 
obligation to know from where the money donated to the Appeal derived.336 

Conclusions 

285. In the concluding sections of my report I deal, first, with two procedural issues 
before giving my own assessment of the evidence I have gathered, with reference to the 
key questions I set out in paragraph 43 above. I then discuss whether, in the light of that 
assessment, Mr Galloway has complied with his obligations as a Member under the 
Code of Conduct and Rules of the House. 

The Standard of Proof 

286. The standard of proof I apply is that of the balance of probabilities, to which I 
referred in paragraph 44. In its Second Report of Session 2000–01, when considering a 
complaint in which alleged misuse of Parliamentary allowances was a major issue, the 
Committee on Standards and Privileges said: 

“The courts have interpreted the concept of balance of probabilities to require a higher 
standard of proof in serious cases. A case such as this has serious implications for 
holders of public office. Accordingly we have concluded that we should need to be 
persuaded that these allegations were significantly more likely to be true than not to be 
true before we could properly uphold them.”337 

The Committee and I have applied this stiffer test in subsequent cases when judging 
whether Members have intentionally misused Parliamentary allowances or other public 
money.338 

287. Were the higher test to be considered appropriate, I believe that, taken as a whole, 
the evidence in the present case would be sufficient to meet it. However, there is no issue 
of that sort, relating to the allegedly dishonest use of public money, at stake in this case. 
In my view, the balance of probabilities is the appropriate test for me to apply to the 
evidential issues arising in relation to the complaints against Mr Galloway. If I had 
found evidence that Mr Galloway had, directly and personally, unlawfully received 
moneys from the former Iraqi regime, his culpability, if any, in this respect would have 
been a matter to be tested in the criminal courts, to the criminal standard of proof. 
However, as I have said in paragraph 281 above, I have not found such evidence. 
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An Investigatory Panel? 

288. It will be evident from my exposition of the evidence that a good deal of it is 
disputed by Mr Galloway. Standing Order 150(4)–(9) allows for the appointment of an 
Investigatory Panel—consisting of a lawyer and a senior Member of the House—to 
assist me in establishing the facts relevant to the investigation of a complaint against a 
Member. Such a panel may be established either if I so decide or at the request of the 
Committee on Standards and Privileges. 

289. However, as will be seen, much, though not all, of the evidence on which I rely in 
reaching the conclusions which follow is undisputed by Mr Galloway, indeed, much of it 
is the evidence of Mr Galloway himself. Nor has Mr Galloway at any point requested the 
establishment of such a panel. For these and other reasons, I have pursued the inquiry 
alone, applying a similar approach to that which I apply to the investigation of a 
complaint against any other Member. 

My Assessment of the Evidence 

290. I turn now to assess the evidence I have accumulated. Before I examine it in 
relation to the key questions I set out in paragraph 43, I make two general comments. 

291. First it will be clear from my recital of the evidence earlier in this report that it is 
not all of the same weight: 

a) The most powerful evidence, to which I attach the greatest weight, is that given directly 
to me by witnesses about events in which they were directly involved. This is 
particularly credible where I have been able to test that evidence against other evidence 
and have found it consistent. Into this category, I put, for example, most of the evidence 
of Mr David Blair (given not only to me but, on oath, in court), Dr Al-Chalabi, Mr 
Halford and Mr Al-Mukhtar, and of course of Mr Galloway himself. I also attach great 
weight to the forensic analysis of the Telegraph documents undertaken by Mr Thorne. 

b) I have also had access, in the course of my inquiry, to a good deal of documentary 
evidence from UN and Iraqi State Oil Marketing Organisation (SOMO) records 
relating to the Oil for Food Programme, as well as to documentation assembled by the 
Charity Commission relating to the Mariam Appeal. Again, I attach very great weight 
to this material. 

c) I have included in my report reference to findings of the UN Independent Inquiry 
Committee (the Volcker Report) and the two reports of the US Senate Permanent Sub-
Committee on Investigations on matters relating to Mr Galloway. I have not been able 
to interview Mr Tariq Aziz and other former Iraqi officials or the oil traders who claim 
to have knowledge of Mr Galloway in relation to oil trading and I cannot therefore 
attach the same weight to the evidence they are reported to have given as to that which 
I have received, and been able to test, directly. However, my own knowledge of the 
documentation which underlies the analysis in these reports of contracts awarded 
under the Oil for Food Programme gives me strong confidence in their findings about 
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the use made of the Programme by the former Iraqi regime to subvent those it 
perceived to be its supporters abroad. 

d) I attach much less weight to some other material I have included in my report, notably 
the evidence of Mr Tony Zureikat and the purported record of Mr Galloway’s meeting 
with Saddam Hussein on 8 August 2002. As regards Mr Tony Zureikat, there are some 
obvious queries about his evidence—for example, in relation to his apparent references 
to Mr Galloway drinking alcohol and his dating of Mr Galloway’s last meeting with 
Saddam Hussein—and he clearly has no love for his cousin, Fawaz. That said, Mr 
Galloway has not succeeded in standing up his claim that Mr Tony Zureikat is wanted 
in Jordan on criminal charges and Mr Zureikat’s evidence is consistent with other 
evidence (and corroborated by documentation, including material in UN databases339) 
at a number of points. It is not therefore to be dismissed as readily as Mr Galloway 
suggests. 

One of the points at which Mr Tony Zureikat’s evidence is consistent in some respects 
with other evidence is the purported transcript of the meeting on 8 August 2002. 
However, Mr Zureikat was not present at that meeting; rather, the account he gives is of 
what he says he heard in a conversation between Mr Galloway and Tony’s cousin, 
Fawaz, shortly after the meeting had occurred. I have not been able to interview any of 
those present at the meeting itself (other than Mr Galloway) and would want to be able 
to do this and to know more of the precise origin of the document itself before I could 
feel confident in attaching substantial weight to it. Nonetheless the document cannot, 
on the evidence, be entirely dismissed as a fake, as Mr Galloway suggests. 

292. Having explained the varying degrees of weight I attach to the evidence, the other 
general point I make is this. Subject to the proviso I expressed in para 281 above, I 
have not found a “smoking gun” which shows that Mr Galloway has, personally and 
directly, unlawfully received moneys from the former Iraqi regime. However I have 
amassed a very substantial body of evidence from a variety of sources which is 
generally internally consistent and, in my view: 

a) Clearly shows that Mr Galloway’s anti-sanctions work through the Mariam Appeal 
was in effect supported by the former Iraqi regime, through Mr Fawaz Zureikat and 
using, among other things, the mechanism of the Oil for Food Programme. 

b) Clearly shows that Mr Galloway at best turned a blind eye to the fact that this was 
happening. 

c) Shows that it is more likely than not that Mr Galloway knew about and was 
complicit in what was happening. 

Moreover, take away any one or two particular pieces of evidence—such as the testimony 
of Mr Tony Zureikat and the purported record of the 8 August 2002 meeting—and one is 
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still left, in my submission, with a very substantial body of material pointing to the same 
conclusions. I turn now to explain how I reach these conclusions. 

(a) The Telegraph Documents 

(i) Are they authentic? 

293. Mr Galloway asserts that they are not. First he says that the documents which Mr 
David Blair claims to have found in the burnt-out Foreign Ministry building in Baghdad 
were not, in whole or in part, obtained in the circumstances Mr Blair claims. Secondly, 
he argues that, however they were found, the documents are forgeries or fakes like 
others about him which were obtained by other newspapers at that time. 

294. The evidence Mr Galloway has provided in support of his version of the 
provenance of the documents is second hand. It consists of his account of what he says 
he was told by a senior journalist, an account which is supported by Mr Ron McKay, 
who says he was also present at the conversation, and by the e-mail which Mr Galloway 
sent his legal adviser shortly after the conversation had allegedly occurred (an e-mail 
which the legal adviser has acknowledged receiving at the time in question). However 
Mr Galloway has consistently declined to give me the name of the senior journalist 
concerned, so that I have had no opportunity to test this story at its source. 

295. On the other hand I have been able to question Mr Blair directly about his first 
hand account of the finding of the documents, an account which he also gave and on 
which he was examined on oath in the High Court. Mr Blair not only denies Mr 
Galloway’s alternative account of how the documents were found, but his own account 
was supported by his translator, Mr A, and the Telegraph photographer Mr O’Malley in 
the High Court. Moreover, Mr Philip Sherwell of the Sunday Telegraph who, according 
to Mr Galloway’s informant, had questioned Mr Blair’s account, has denied doing so in 
evidence to me. And in his forensic report, Mr Thorne found no evidence that—as Mr 
Galloway had alleged—some or all of the disputed Telegraph documents had been 
found at a different time or place to the others. In the absence of any direct evidence to 
support Mr Galloway’s account of the provenance of the documents, I find Mr Blair’s 
account convincing. 

296. Mr Galloway goes on to assert that, however they were found, the Telegraph 
documents are in any case forgeries or fakes, like others (the Christian Science Monitor 
and Mail on Sunday documents) which were obtained by newspapers shortly after the 
fall of the former Iraqi regime and were subsequently found to be so. However, while the 
fact that other documents purporting to relate to Mr Galloway were in circulation in 
Baghdad in 2003 must make us wary of accepting any such documents at face value, it 
cannot be automatically assumed from that that the Telegraph documents are forgeries. 
The sheer number and nature of the documents makes this unlikely, and the documents 
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include several which have been accepted as authentic by their authors (two of them by 
Mr Galloway himself340). Moreover Mr Thorne’s report341 provides powerful forensic 
evidence that, in his words: 

“… the vast majority of the submitted documents are authentic. …the submitted 
documents are not all forgeries created at a later time…” 

and that, as regards the key documents at the heart of the complaint: 

“Given that the vast majority of the submitted documents are authentic then, in my 
opinion, there is a high probability that all the disputed documents are also authentic. I 
find no evidence that any are forgeries or altered and I consider this possibility to be 
extremely unlikely.” 

297. Bearing in mind the forensic evidence in particular, I conclude that there is 
strong evidence, on the balance of probabilities, that the documents are authentic. 

(ii) Are the Documents credible having regard to the totality of the evidence? 

298. Mr Galloway argues that, whatever the provenance of the Telegraph documents 
and whether or not they are authentic they are in any case false. However, what the 
documents say is consistent with other evidence at several points, as I have set out in 
paragraphs 192–201 above. What the documents say, for example, in relation to: 

 Mr Fawaz Zureikat’s status as Mr Galloway’s representative in Baghdad on all 
matters concerning his work with the Mariam Appeal or the Emergency 
Committee in Iraq is confirmed by Mr Galloway himself; and 

 Mr Zureikat’s obtaining oil allocations and humanitarian contracts from the 
former Iraqi regime is confirmed by SOMO and UN documents. 

299. The credibility of the documents is, I suggest, also supported by the likely 
explanation for the ‘work programme’ referred to in the Tariq Aziz memo.  Mr 
Galloway’s initial explanation as to what was meant by that reference—that it referred to 
the work camps planned by the Mariam Appeal—I find unconvincing, for the reasons I 
have set out in paragraph 95 above. It is more likely, in my view, that what this and the 
Al-Sahhaf letter of 22 January 2000 are referring to is Mr Galloway’s ‘working 
programme’ defined in the terms described in Mr Galloway’s letter to me of 27 April 
2007,342 that is a “description of the work a campaign or other independent political 
organisation might draw up …” Although Mr Galloway does not admit having sent a 
letter describing such a ‘working programme’ to the then Iraqi Charge d’Affaires in 
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London, Mr Al-Amin,343 he acknowledges in his letter of 27 April 2007 having discussed 
the components of such a working programme at various points with Mr Al-Amin and 
his predecessor. As he puts it in his letter of 8 May 2007: 

“I regularly communicated with the Iraqi Charge d’Affairs from 1991 until 2003, 
whomsoever was in that post. I met them; I spoke to them by phone: I copied them into 
bulletins and campaign materials etc. Where I required to, for example the flight to 
Baghdad which needed Iraqi government clearance or the proposed ‘Work Brigades’ 
which needed the agreement of several Iraqi ministries, both Mr Halford and I wrote to 
them.” 

300. In my view, this explanation of what the various references to Mr Galloway’s ‘work’ 
or ‘working programme’ in the Telegraph documents are likely to mean is realistic. It 
means that the programme is best understood not as, in Mr Galloway’s terms, a detailed 
body of tasks to which he could contractually be held but as a description of the 
operational goals or aspirations of the anti-sanctions campaign which he led. If this 
explanation is accepted, it makes the content of the Tariq Aziz memo and other key 
Telegraph documents more readily understandable and, in my view, more credible. 

301. If the reference to Mr Galloway’s ‘work programme’ is central to the Tariq Aziz 
memo, the allegation that Mr Galloway met an officer of the Iraqi Intelligence service in 
Baghdad on 26 December 1999 is similarly central to the Intelligence Chief’s memo. Mr 
Galloway denies ever knowingly meeting anyone from the Iraqi Intelligence service.344 
However, as I have set out in paragraph 194 above, Mr Galloway has never given a clear, 
precise and detailed account of what he did do in Baghdad on 26 December 1999, 
despite numerous opportunities to do so. Moreover, as I have described in paragraphs 
193–199 the memorandum is consistent with other evidence at several points. 

302. Bearing in mind the evidence in paragraphs 192–201 and for the reasons I have 
given in the preceding paragraphs, I find, on the balance of probabilities, that the 
Telegraph documents are (taken as a whole) not only authentic but credible, having 
regard to the totality of the evidence presented in this report. 

(b) What was the nature of the Mariam Appeal and of the roles of Mr 
Galloway and Mr Fawaz Zureikat in relation to it? 

303. As I noted in paragraph 272, there is no dispute in relation to the evidence 
concerning the essential nature of the Mariam Appeal or the roles of Mr Galloway and 
Mr Fawaz Zureikat in relation to it. Three key points emerge from that evidence: 

i) The Mariam Appeal was primarily a political campaign, in opposition to the 
policy of sanctions on Iraq. 
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ii) Throughout the Appeal’s life, Mr Galloway was the one who effectively directed 
its activities. 

When I put to him in our meeting on 30 November 2006: 

“In their evidence, both Sabah Al-Mukhtar and Stuart Halford say that you were 
responsible for the overall direction of the Mariam Appeal throughout its life. Is that 
how you would describe your role?” 

Mr Galloway replied: 

“Absolutely … Neither Mr Al-Mukhtar, Mr Halford nor anybody else are responsible 
for any of these big questions that we are discussing now. … In terms of policy decisions 
of import, all of these were mine; I take full responsibility for them.”345 

iii) Mr Fawaz Zureikat was the second highest donor to the Appeal, and from 
August 2000 the person who effectively funded it.346 

304. In addition there is no dispute that Mr Galloway’s Parliamentary staff and office 
were used in support of the Appeal, although Mr Galloway does dispute that that use 
was extensive or in any way improper.347 

(c) Did Mr Galloway directly or indirectly through his appointed 
representative in Baghdad, Mr Fawaz Zureikat, gain any benefit from 
money derived, either through the Oil for Food Programme or by other 
means, from the former Iraqi regime? 

305. Mr Galloway has consistently denied that either he or the Mariam Appeal have 
benefited from funds derived through the Oil for Food Programme from the former 
Iraqi regime. 

306. As I have said in paragraph 281, I have not found evidence that Mr Galloway has, 
directly and personally, unlawfully received moneys from the former Iraqi regime. I 
have been given evidence by Dr Al-Chalabi of a payment by him of $120,000 to Mr 
Galloway’s former wife, Dr Abu-Zayyad, which derived from a commission payment Dr 
Al-Chalabi received under the programme.348 As I do not have access to the bank 
accounts in question, I do not know whether Mr Galloway benefited in any way from 
this payment. Nor do I know whether Mr Galloway benefited from a payment of 
$150,000 to Dr Abu-Zayyad which the US Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on 
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Investigations found to have been made by Mr Fawaz  Zureikat out of oil contract 
commission.349 

307. However, the evidence I have set out in paragraphs 163–190 above in my view 
substantiates clearly that: 

i) Mr Galloway, Mr Fawaz Zureikat and the Mariam Campaign were on different 
occasions named in Iraqi SOMO records as beneficiaries of allocations under the 
Oil for Food Programme.350 

ii) Mr Zureikat traded in oil. His company, MEASI, also benefited from contracts for 
the supply of humanitarian goods under the Programme.351 

iii) Donations by Mr Fawaz Zureikat to the Mariam Appeal were, in at least two 
instances, derived directly from commission payments that Mr Zureikat received 
under the Programme.352 

308. I have already found that the Mariam Appeal was primarily a political campaign 
against the then UN sanctions regime applying to Iraq. Mr Galloway was the founder 
and, effectively, the controlling force in that Appeal. He was supported—both personally 
in terms of his expenses353 and more generally in terms of the achievement of his 
political objectives—by the Appeal, indeed it was a vehicle through which he sought to 
achieve those objectives. I conclude that, while I have no evidence that Mr Galloway, 
directly and personally, unlawfully received moneys from the former Iraqi regime, 
there is clear evidence that the Mariam Appeal did benefit from such moneys, which 
were made available to it through the mechanism of the Oil for Food Programme 
and the agency of Mr Zureikat. Mr Galloway, through his controlling position in the 
Appeal, benefited from those moneys, in terms of the furtherance of his political 
objectives. 

(d) Did Mr Galloway know that he was receiving support for his activities 
in relation to the Mariam Appeal from the former Iraqi regime, or was he 
reckless or negligent in relation to the receipt of such support? 

309. Although Mr Galloway has latterly conceded that Mr Fawaz Zureikat was trading 
in oil with the former Iraqi regime,354 he says that he did not know this at the time, 
although he did know that Mr Zureikat sold food to and was involved in other business 
in Iraq.355 He did not himself solicit support from the former Iraqi regime, nor did he 

 
 
  
349  See para 186(a) above. 

350  See the table reproduced at para 171 above. 

351  See para 173 above. 

352  See para 186 a) and b) above. 

353  See paras 150–152 above. 

354  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 605. 

355  Ibid, Qq 605 and 607. 
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know how Mr Zureikat and others who contributed to the Mariam Appeal came by the 
money donated.356 

310. Examining first the evidence in relation to whether Mr Galloway was reckless or 
negligent in regard to the sources of money donated to the Mariam Appeal, Mr 
Galloway argues that political fundraising is: 

“… seldom pretty … Political fundraising is, by definition, an affair which leaves 
neither the giver nor the seeker of the funds for political purpose entirely 
untarnished.”357 

It was not, he says, his duty to ask any of the three principal donors to the Appeal from 
where they got their money.358 As to the donations specifically made by Mr Fawaz 
Zureikat, Mr Galloway says: 

“The money came from Zureikat, it did not come from the Oil for Food Programme. I 
suspect you may well say he earned his money through his business dealings with the 
Oil for Food Programme, but it is not as true as you think it is. He gave us the money 
from his personal funds. They did not belong to anyone else’s funds, but funds which 
belonged to him. That is all that matters to me. I was only interested in raising the 
funds. It was not for me to enquire of the three principal donors how they made their 
money.”359 

311. Mr Galloway also argues that the UN Oil for Food Programme was a perfectly 
lawful programme, with the implication that any moneys derived from it were 
untainted.360 The Programme was, indeed, lawful, but its perversion by the Iraqi regime 
to support or reward its supporters abroad (see Appendix 2) was not. And from Phase 
VIII onward (the first phase in which Mr Fawaz Zureikat was awarded a contract in his 
own name under the Programme) it involved the payment by allocation holders 
(including Mr Zureikat) of illegal surcharges to the then Iraqi regime.361 

312. I conclude that Mr Galloway, on his own evidence, failed to enquire the sources 
of Mr Zureikat’s donations to the Mariam Appeal. At best he turned a blind eye to 
those sources. He continues to be in a state of denial that they included moneys 
derived from the former Iraqi regime via their manipulation of the Oil for Food 
Programme. 

313. Did Mr Galloway know that the former Iraqi regime was supporting his 
activities in campaigning through the Mariam Appeal for an end to sanctions? I 
 
 
  
356  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 608. 

357  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 608. 

358  Ibid, Q 609. 

359  Ibid, Q 603. 

360  See, for example, Volume II, WE 95 and Volume II, WE 98. 

361 See Annex 2 and para 186 c) above (and its accompanying footnote). 
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believe that, taken as a whole, the evidence shows that it is more likely that he did 
than he did not. In reaching this conclusion I have in mind the material set out in 
paragraphs 192–211 above, and elsewhere in this report, in particular the following: 

a) The evidence of Dr Al-Chalabi as to his discussions with Mr Galloway and with Mr 
Mudhafar Al-Amin (which are confirmed by Mr Galloway) about the planned mercy 
flight to Baghdad362; the visit he and Mr Galloway paid to Baghdad in December 1999 
to seek the then Iraqi regime’s support for the planned flight363; the presence of Mr 
Fawaz Zureikat in Baghdad in December 1999 at the same time as Dr Al-Chalabi was 
effecting the introduction of Fortum to the Iraqi Oil Ministry, an introduction for 
which he subsequently received a commission payment which he intended to devote to 
funding the planned flight364; and Mr Zureikat’s likely knowledge of the arrangement 
Dr Al-Chalabi had with Fortum.365 

b) The evidence of Mr Halford and Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar as to Mr Galloway’s central 
role in the Mariam Appeal (a role the centrality of which Mr Galloway does not 
dispute)366; Mr Galloway’s key role in raising other funds for the Appeal367; the close 
relationship between Mr Galloway and Mr Zureikat368; and Mr Halford’s evidence as to 
Mr Galloway’s part in regularly soliciting more money for the Appeal from Mr 
Zureikat.369 

c) The likely authenticity and credibility of the Telegraph documents, taken as a whole, 
for the reasons I have earlier set out.370 

d) The likely explanation of the nature of Mr Galloway’s ‘work’ or ‘working’ programme, 
a programme which—understood as a projected series of events by the Mariam 
Appeal—Mr Galloway has acknowledged that he had discussed with representatives of 
the Iraqi Government.371 

I do not rest this conclusion on either the evidence of Mr Tony Zureikat or the 
purported record of the 8 August 2002 meeting (although they are consistent with it). 

314. The conclusion that Mr Galloway knew what was happening is one to which I find 
myself driven not only by the weight and consistency of the evidence taken as a whole 
but by my understanding of Mr Galloway’s character. To have been ignorant of what 
was going on would have required a remarkable degree either of complacency or of 
naivete. Mr Galloway can in no way be accused of possessing either of these faults. 
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315. I sum up my conclusions on the basis of the evidence available to me as follows: 

a) There is clear evidence that the Telegraph documents are authentic and, taking the 
evidence as a whole, credible. 

b) The Mariam Appeal was primarily a political campaign. It was, effectively, directed 
by Mr Galloway and Mr Fawaz Zureikat was the second highest donor to it. 

c) A substantial part of the donations made to the Appeal by Mr Zureikat came from 
moneys derived, via the Oil for Food Programme, from the former Iraqi regime. 

d) Mr Galloway was not directly and personally in the pay of that regime but his 
political activities conducted through the Mariam Appeal were, in part, funded by 
the regime via Mr Zureikat. 

e) Mr Galloway at best turned a blind eye to what was happening. On balance, it is 
likely, however, that he knew, and was complicit in, what was going on. 

Has Mr Galloway complied with his obligations as a Member under the 
Code of Conduct and Rules of the House? 

316. I set out the relevant obligations in paragraphs 25–30 of this report. In the 
following paragraphs I examine Mr Galloway’s conduct measured against those 
obligations. 

a) Registration 

317. When writing to me about Mr Galloway’s conduct, Mr Robathan, the principal 
complainant, specifically raised the question whether Mr Galloway had complied with 
his obligation, under the Code and the Rules, to register pecuniary or material benefits 
received in the capacity of a Member. 

318. Paragraph 9 of the successive editions of the Guide to the Rules relating to the 
Conduct of Members defines the main purpose of the Register of Members’ Interests as 
being: 

“to provide information of any pecuniary interest or other material benefit which a 
Member receives which might reasonably be thought by others to influence his or her 
actions, speeches or votes in Parliament, or actions taken in his or her capacity as a 
Member of Parliament.” 

It continues: 
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“Apart from the specific rules, there is a more general obligation upon Members to keep 
the overall definition of the Register’s purpose in mind when registering their 
interests.”372 

319. The principle underlying the system is one of openness, and through openness, 
accountability. Moreover, the test as to whether an interest should be registered is not 
whether the Member concerned thinks it should be, but whether the interest in question 
might reasonably be thought by others to influence his or her actions in a Parliamentary 
capacity. 

320. In order to assist Members to ensure that all relevant interests are registered, the 
Register provides not only nine specific categories of interest—including sponsorships 
(category 4) and gifts and benefits from UK (category 5) and overseas (category 7) 
sources—but a tenth, ‘miscellaneous category’, in which Members may register: 

“Any relevant interest, not falling within one of the above categories, which 
nevertheless falls within the definition of the main purpose of the Register … or which 
the Member considers might be thought by others to influence his or her actions in a 
similar manner, even though the Member receives no financial benefit.” 

321. If Mr Galloway had personally received moneys, whether properly or improperly, 
from the former Iraqi regime, or any other overseas source, he would clearly have been 
obliged to register it under category 7 of the Rules (Overseas benefits and gifts). 
However I have not found evidence that Mr Galloway, directly and personally, received 
such moneys, and this issue does not therefore arise. 

322. As I have noted,373 Mr Galloway registered over the years many entries relating to 
Iraq, a number involving the Mariam Appeal or the Great Britain-Iraq Society. 
However, this was not sufficient, in my submission, to discharge his obligation to 
register relevant interests, for the following reasons. 

323. I have demonstrated earlier in this report that the Mariam Appeal was primarily a 
political campaign, instituted by Mr Galloway and substantially directed by him in order 
to help achieve the political objective of ending UN sanctions in Iraq.374 The existence of 
the Appeal itself—with, it must be remembered, total resources eventually at its disposal 
of £1.4 million—was therefore a substantial material benefit to Mr Galloway in 
achieving his political objectives. 

324. Mr Galloway’s position as a Member of Parliament was central to the Appeal. 
Without that, it seems highly unlikely that the Appeal would have achieved the 
prominance it did or that overseas governments would have contributed to its funding. 
 
 
  
372  HC 351, Session 2005-06; see also HC 688, Session 1995-96. 

373  Para 31 above and Volume II, WE 9. 

374  Paras 130–141 above. 
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Mr Galloway and the Appeal were, it seems reasonable to suppose, valued by those 
governments precisely because he was able, as a Member of Parliament, to speak from a 
prominent public position in criticism of UK Government and UN policy on Iraq. 

325. These considerations lead me to the view that both the Mariam Appeal itself and 
individual donations to it above the then threshold for registration should have been 
entered in the Register of Members’ Interests. Specifically: 

a) The Appeal itself was registrable under category 4(b), in that it was a form of “regular or 
continuing support … from which the Member receives any financial or material benefit 
in support of his role as a Member”. Such arrangements must be registered even if the 
Member does not receive personal payment from them.  

Even were this argument not to be accepted, the Appeal would certainly have been 
registrable under category 10—the Miscellaneous category—the scope of which I have set 
out earlier. The Appeal was certainly a material benefit to Mr Galloway in his 
Parliamentary and political activities. Its purpose and existence was a matter which might 
reasonably be thought by others to influence his Parliamentary actions even if he received 
no financial or material benefit from the Appeal (though in fact he did). 

b) Individual donations to the Appeal were registrable under either category 4(b) or 
category 5 or 7, depending on their source. They represented a material benefit to Mr 
Galloway which related to his membership of the House. I do not suggest that without 
those donations Mr Galloway would not have articulated the views he did. However, a 
reasonable person could conclude that they might well have influenced him in how he 
sought to advance those views in his Parliamentary capacity.  

326. I am fortified in reaching this conclusion by correspondence which my predecessor 
had with Mr Galloway in the summer of 1999. This was initiated by Mr Galloway, who 
on 5 July 1999 wrote to my predecessor as follows: 

“In my adjournment debate on 29 June 1999 I declared an interest—really just to be on 
the safe side. 

“I am the Chairman of the Mariam Appeal. I receive no benefit of any kind from this. 
But as it had received foreign government support I thought I should mention it. 

“Do I need to do anything else?”375 

327. The then Commissioner replied on 8 July 1999 as follows: 

“You say you receive no benefit from this Appeal which receives funds from foreign 
governments but you declared the interest ‘to be on the safe side’. I can see the wisdom 

 
 
  
375  The foreign government support to which Mr Galloway referred were the donations from the UAE and Saudi 

Arabia. 
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of that. Indeed you might decide you wish to register it in the Miscellaneous category in 
the Register.” 

328. Mr Galloway replied on 12 July, taking issue with some other aspects of my 
predecessor’s letter. His reply did not, however, respond directly to Ms Filkin’s 
suggestion that he register in category 10 his interest as Chairman of the Mariam 
Appeal, and at no point did he do so. 

329. I conclude that Mr Galloway, in the respects I have set out in paragraph 325, was 
in breach of his obligation as a Member under the Code to “fulfil conscientiously the 
requirements of the House in respect of the registration of interests …”. 

330. There is one other aspect of Mr Galloway’s obligation in respect of the registration 
of interests to which I should refer. I have found evidence of a gift or material advantage 
which Mr Galloway’s then wife Dr Abu-Zayyad, received from Dr Burham Al-
Chalabi.376 If this gift were one which in any way related to Mr Galloway’s membership 
of the House, it too would have been required to be registered by Mr Galloway. 

331. Dr Al-Chalabi says, however, that he gave the gift in order to assist Dr Abu-
Zayyad’s work on the effects of depleted uranium on Iraqi children. Dr Abu-Zayyad has 
declined to be interviewed by me on this matter. But if Dr Al-Chalabi’s account is 
accepted, it was not a gift received by Dr Abu-Zayyad relating to Mr Galloway’s 
membership of the House. On balance I do not think that, on the available evidence, Mr 
Galloway can be found in breach of the House’s rules in failing to register it. 

b) Declaration 

332. The same provision of the Code as that relating to the registration of interests says 
that Members: 

“… shall always draw attention to any relevant interest in any proceeding of the House 
or its Committees, or in any communications with Ministers, Government 
Departments or Executive Agencies.” 

It is evident from Mr Galloway’s letter of 5 July 1999 quoted above that he was aware of his 
obligation in relation to the Mariam Appeal in this respect, not least because the Appeal 
had received money from foreign governments. 

333. Mr Galloway’s observance of this obligation was, however, patchy to say the least. I 
have set out the relevant facts in paragraphs 35-37 above. I find that, to the extent that 
I have chronicled in those paragraphs, Mr Galloway was in breach of his obligation 
under the Code to declare a relevant interest in proceedings of the House. 
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c) Paid Advocacy 

334. Having considered the question of Mr Galloway’s obligations under the Code in 
respect of the registration and declaration of interests (see paragraphs 25(a) and 26–30 
above) I turn now to consider his obligations in relation to ‘paid advocacy’ (paragraph 
25(b)). 

335. These fall into two parts. First there is the question whether Mr Galloway has 
breached the provisions of the House’s Resolution of 15 July 1947 (as amended on 6 
November 1995) which I quoted in paragraph 25(b) above. Secondly there is the 
question whether Mr Galloway breached the relevant provisions of the Guide to the 
Rules. 

336. As regards the first question, although the available evidence points conclusively to 
the fact that Mr Galloway’s political activities through the Mariam Appeal were 
supported financially by the governments of Abu Dhabi, Iraq and Saudi Arabia, I do not 
think it can be argued convincingly that Mr Galloway’s stance in opposing UK 
Government policy on Iraq, and the UN sanctions arrangements in particular, were 
motivated by that financial support. Mr Galloway’s views were consistent over many 
years and long pre-dated the establishment of the Mariam Appeal. To argue that he was 
simply a paid mouthpiece of those governments would be a travesty of what I believe to 
be his consistent views on these issues, views which I have no reason to doubt stemmed 
from deep conviction. 

337. The second question, however, is not so straightforward. The Guide to the Rules in 
force from 24 July 1996 to 14 May 2002 (i.e. during the bulk of the period covered by the 
present inquiry) said in introducing guidelines on the application of the advocacy rule: 

“If a financial interest is required to be registered in the Register of Members’ Interests, 
or declared in debate, it falls within the scope of the advocacy rule … 

1. Initiating a parliamentary proceeding: When a Member has received, is receiving or 
expects to receive a pecuniary benefit from a body (or individual) outside Parliament 
the Member may not initiate any parliamentary proceeding which relates specifically 
and directly to the affairs and interests of that body (or individual); any client of such a 
body (or individual); any group, sector, category or organisation whose affairs and 
interests are substantially the same as those of the outside body (or individual). 

2. Participation in debate &c.: When making a speech or participating in any other 
parliamentary proceeding, advocacy is prohibited which seeks to confer benefit 
exclusively upon a body (or individual) outside Parliament, from which the Member 
has received, is receiving, or expects to receive a pecuniary benefit, or upon any 
registrable client of such a body (or individual). Otherwise a Member may speak freely 
on matters which specifically and directly relate to the affairs and interests of a body 
(or individual) from which he or she receives a pecuniary benefit, provided the benefit 
is properly registered and declared.” 
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338. This provision was substantially amended in May 2002 following 
recommendations by the Committee on Standards in Public Life.377 It now takes the 
form of the ‘exclusive benefit’ rule set out in paragraphs 76–78 of the present Guide to 
the Rules relating to the Conduct of Members. This prevents a Member from 
participating in proceedings which seek to confer benefit exclusively on any body or 
individual from which he or she receives a pecuniary benefit. Otherwise a Member may 
speak freely on matters in which he or she has an interest, provided that interest is 
properly registered or declared. The importance of this proviso is underlined in 
paragraph 78 of the Guide. 

339. The provisions in force up to May 2002 in my submission prevented Mr Galloway 
from initiating any Parliamentary proceedings relating specifically and directly to the 
interests of the Mariam Appeal and those of any group, sector, category or organisation 
(such as the former government of Iraq) whose interests were substantially the same as 
those of the Appeal. Once he had received money from the Appeal, they established an 
absolute prohibition in this respect. It seems likely therefore that a number of 
proceedings initiated by Mr Galloway after the formation of the Appeal in 1998 were 
in breach of this provision of the Rules. Certainly any initiated by Mr Galloway after 
August 2000, when Mr Zureikat made his first donation to the Appeal substantially 
funded from OFF Programme transactions, breached this provision.378 

d) The Reputation of the House 

340. In paragraph 25(c) above, I drew attention to the provision of the Code of Conduct 
that: 

“Members shall at all times conduct themselves in a manner which will tend to 
maintain and strengthen the public’s trust and confidence in the integrity of 
Parliament and never undertake any action which would bring the House of 
Commons, or its Members generally, into disrepute.” 

There has been no change in this provision of the Code since the Code was first 
introduced. 

341. I said in paragraph 25(c): 

“If it were to be the case that Mr Galloway had, recklessly or knowingly, improperly 
received monies from a foreign government, directly or indirectly, either for his 
personal gain or in support of his political activities on behalf of policies favoured by 
that Government, the question would arise whether he had thereby brought the House 
as an institution, as distinct from himself personally, into disrepute.”  
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342. In his most recent letter to me,379 Mr Galloway continues to argue; 

“I never sought, nor received, financial benefit from the former Iraqi regime, directly or 
indirectly.” 

The evidence I have set out earlier in this report establishes, I believe that Mr Galloway did 
indirectly receive, via Mr Fawaz Zureikat and the Mariam Appeal, money from the former 
Iraqi regime in support of his political campaign against UK policy and UN sanctions on 
Iraq. It also establishes that he received such support at least recklessly or negligently, and 
probably knowingly.  

343. Mr Galloway also argues that the UN Oil for Food Programme was a legal 
programme, with the implication that any and all moneys derived from it were therefore 
received properly. As I have pointed out earlier,380 whilst the Programme was indeed 
lawful, its perversion by the former Iraqi regime to reward its supporters abroad was 
not. Moreover at the same time as he was making donations derived from OFF 
Programme money to the Mariam Appeal, Mr Fawaz Zureikat was paying unlawful 
surcharges to that regime. In short Mr Zureikat was, on the evidence, party to an abuse 
of the Programme and a significant portion of the money the Mariam Appeal received 
from Mr Zureikat came through an abuse of that Programme. Moreover at the time the 
money was received from, in effect, the then Iraqi government, that government had 
failed to comply with a number of UN resolutions. 

344. In my view these facts alone are sufficient to establish that the moneys indirectly 
received by Mr Galloway via the Mariam Appeal in support of his political activities 
were received improperly. The impropriety attaching to this is alone a sufficient basis on 
which to conclude that Mr Galloway’s actions in this matter have fallen well short of 
those the public can reasonably expect of a Member, and thus potentially to damage the 
reputation of the House itself.381 

345. There are additional grounds which I suggest justify such a finding. The evidence 
shows that Mr Galloway’s conduct throughout this matter has fallen short of several of 
the general principles of conduct (the so-called Nolan principles) which were first 
articulated by the Committee on Standards in Public Life382 and subsequently embodied 
in the Code of Conduct of the House. I have in mind in particular the principles of: 

Openness  

 
 
  
379  Volume II, WE 116. 
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381  Mr Galloway has argued that it was far more damaging to him that the Mariam Appeal received money from the 
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credibility would have been significantly undermined. Mr Galloway himself acknowledged the potential damage to 
his own credibility and that of the Mariam Appeal during our interview on 24 February 2005 (Ibid, Q 312). 

382  Cm2850, page 14. 
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 Mr Galloway failed to register or consistently to declare his interest in the Mariam 
Appeal (see paragraphs 317–333 above). 

 He has never given a precise and detailed account of what he did and whom he met in 
Baghdad on 26 December 1999 (see paragraph 194 above). 

 It was almost four years into my inquiry before he offered a credible explanation as to 
the nature of the ‘work’ or ‘working’ programme he had discussed with the Iraqi charge 
d’affaires in London (see paragraphs 88-97 above). 

Honesty 

 Mr Galloway has consistently denied, prevaricated and fudged in relation to the now 
undeniable evidence that the Mariam Appeal, and he indirectly through it, received 
money derived, via the Oil for Food Programme, from the former Iraqi regime: 

 “The money came from Zureikat, it did not come from the Oil for Food Programme. I 
suspect you may well say he earned this money through his business dealings with the Oil 
for Food Programme but it is not as true as you think it is.”383 

 “I have never received a penny, directly or indirectly (emphasis added) from the former 
Iraqi Government…”384 

 “… there is not a jot or tittle to indicate that he [Fawaz Zureikat] had committed any 
illegal act.”385 

Accountability 

 “With respect, that is none of your business and it is none of anyone else’s business” 
(when asked about the financial record-keeping practices of the Mariam Appeal).386 

 “There is no evidence that I ever received any money from any business with Iraq, which 
should have been entered in the Members’ Register”.387 

346. On these grounds also I believe that Mr Galloway has breached his obligation 
under the Code to conduct himself in a manner tending to maintain public trust and 
confidence in the integrity of Parliament. I am not speaking here of the objectives he 
pursued, but of the manner in which he has been found to have pursued them. 

347. I make one final relevant observation. In the course of its life the Mariam Appeal 
enjoyed a total income of over £1.4 million, mainly derived from 3 overseas sources.388 
No audited accounts were ever produced by the Appeal, but of this, it seems likely, on 
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the information available to me, that up to £100,000 was expended on the care of 
Mariam Hamza herself. The great bulk of the Appeal’s expenditure went on its 
campaigning activities. The propriety of this expenditure is not a matter for me: it is for 
the Charity Commission and the Appeal’s trustees. I simply make the point that the 
sums of money involved in the Appeal were substantial, indeed way beyond those 
involved in most political campaigns run by Members. The issues involved are serious. 
The matter of Mr Galloway’s conduct in relation to the Appeal cannot simply be 
dismissed as in his words “… a spat over the funding of political campaigns”.389 

e) Use of  Parliamentary Resources and Facilities 

348. In paragraph 160, I set out evidence that Mr Galloway’s Parliamentary staff and 
Parliamentary office were employed in assisting the Mariam Appeal. Mr Galloway 
argues that this assistance was “common practice in political campaigns run by Members 
of Parliament”,390 and that it was not extensive.391 His then office was used as the 
correspondence address of the campaign for “a short period”.392  

349. However the evidence I have set out indicates that House of Commons notepaper 
was used to send out an appeal on behalf of the campaign in May 1998. It was not until 
the following year that the Mariam Appeal acquired separate offices in Northumberland 
Avenue. Even thereafter, according to Mr Halford,393 Mr Galloway’s Parliamentary staff 
undertook work for the Appeal. I find it difficult therefore to agree with Mr Galloway’s 
view that what happened in this respect fell within the bounds of the reasonable and 
normal. Moreover the scale of the campaign was, as I have pointed out, way beyond that 
of the kind of campaign in which Members are normally involved. Mr Galloway’s use 
of his Parliamentary office and staff, provided from public funds, in support of the 
Mariam Appeal constituted therefore, in my view, a further breach of the Rules of 
the House. 

350. The impression I have from the evidence in this particular respect is consistent 
with a wider impression I have formed from the evidence as a whole—that Mr 
Galloway, fully convinced as to the rightness of his cause, was less than careful in how it 
was prosecuted. I have in mind here his random declarations of interest during relevant 
proceedings of the House; the absence of precise books and records relating to the 
income and expenditure and activities of the Mariam Appeal; and the blurred line which 
appears to have existed between the activities of the Appeal and those of Mr Galloway’s 
Parliamentary office. 
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Summary of Conclusions 

351. To sum up my conclusions in relation to the complaint by Mr Robathan, I 
recommend that it be upheld on the basis that Mr Galloway has been in breach of his 
obligation to register interests as set out in paragraph 325 above. I also find that Mr 
Galloway has failed in his obligations as a Member in that: 

a) he has failed to declare his interest when participating in relevant  proceedings in 
the House (paragraphs 35–37 and 353 above);  

b) he has breached the provisions in the then Guide to the Rules relating to the 
application of the advocacy rule to the initiation of Parliamentary proceedings 
(paragraphs 337–339 above); 

c) his actions have been such as to contravene paragraph 15 of the current Code394—
the disrepute provision—for the reasons set out in paragraphs 340–347 above; and 

d) he has made use of his Parliamentary office and staff in support of the Mariam 
Appeal beyond what was either reasonable or normal (paragraph 348–349). 

Mr Galloway’s Conduct during my Inquiry 

352. Having set out my assessment of the evidence and the conclusions I have reached 
in relation to Mr Robathan’s complaint, I think it appropriate briefly to draw certain 
features of Mr Galloway’s conduct during my inquiry to the attention of the Committee. 
I believe that any objective reading of the record of my correspondence and interviews 
with Mr Galloway will show that he has consistently failed to live up to the expectation 
of openness and straightforwardness in responding to questions and in other dealings 
which is critical to the continued effectiveness of the House’s self-regulatory conduct 
regime. Mr Galloway’s explanation of his position has been characterised by: 

 repeated denial of facts, in some cases only conceded when they cannot be denied any 
longer, as in the case of his authorship of the Great Britain-Iraq Society letter (see 
paragraphs 85-87). 

 constant attack without justification on the motives and conduct of anyone who has in 
any way offered evidence which might be considered damaging to him. Dr Audrey 
Giles, initially praised by Mr Galloway’s spokesman for exposing the Mail on Sunday 
documents as forgeries,395 has her first draft report on the Telegraph documents utterly 
rejected by Mr Galloway “as any ‘forensic’ examination”.396 Mr Oliver Thorne is 
condemned as the person commissioned by the Telegraph Group in the libel action 
whereas he had in fact been commissioned through intermediaries by Mr Galloway’s 

 
 
  
394  A similar provision appeared in the Code as approved by the House on 24 July 1996 and in the Code approved on 14 

May 2002. 

395  Remarks attributed to Mr Kevin Ovenden in the ‘Socialist Worker’ of 17 May 2003. 

396  Volume II, WE 87. 
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own legal team.397 Mr David Blair is accused, under the protection of Parliamentary 
privilege, of having lied about the circumstances in which he found the Telegraph 
documents (and therefore in effect of having committed perjury in the libel 
proceedings).398 Mr Tony Zureikat is said by Mr Galloway to be “wanted for forgery, 
deception, fraud and theft in Jordan”, but upon inquiry official channels are unable to 
confirm this.399 

 repeated attention to issues which in some senses are peripheral. It is striking, for 
example, that Mr Galloway’s lengthy letter of 11 May 2007400 does not dispute in detail 
the great bulk of the evidence in this report—the evidence on which I principally rest 
my conclusions—but seeks to demolish material which is essentially peripheral to those 
findings. Other evidence which is central but inconvenient—I have in mind Mr 
Thorne’s forensic report—Mr Galloway has dismissed an “an expensive irrelevance”.401 

 the making of wholly incorrect allegations without any factual basis—for example, in 
relation to my alleged use during my inquiry of “no shortage of British officials in 
Baghdad”402, when the only context in which I have sought and been able to use them 
has been the transmission of correspondence, principally to and from the Iraqi 
government—allegations which have been several times repeated despite my having 
denied them. 

 readiness to argue one way and then argue the opposite when it suits him—as, for 
example, in relation to Mr Galloway’s repeated charge that I had improperly extended 
the terms of reference of my inquiry to embrace the activities of those close to him, 
while asserting in his letter of 8 May 2007 that the identity of E Laing—who it had been 
alleged was just such a person—“went to the heart of the complaint you are meant to be 
investigating…”403. 

Closing Remarks 

353. I wish in closing to make 2 comments, one relating to Mr Galloway; the other to 
the nature of my inquiry in this case. 

354. As regards Mr Galloway I have no doubt that he will regard the fact that I 
recommend that Mr Robathan’s complaint be upheld and that I have found against him 
on a number of other matters simply as confirmation of what he has suspected all 
along—that my inquiry is part of the “attempted political assassination” to which he 
refers in his letter of 5 March 2007.404 I do not suppose anything I say on that matter will 
persuade him otherwise. I simply observe this. My inquiry has not been into the 
 
 
  
397 Volume II, WE 98 and para 116 above. 

398  See para 59 above. 

399  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence, Q 508. See also paras 155–159 above in relation to Mr Halford. 

400  Volume II, WE 116. 

401  Volume II, WE 98. 

402  Volume II, WE 116. 

403  See para 252(a) above and Volume II, WE 114. 

404  Volume II, WE 103. 
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rightness or wrongness of the Iraq war or of the UN sanctions regime which preceded it, 
or into Mr Galloway’s views on these matters. I do not doubt that his opposition to UK 
Government policy and UN sanctions on Iraq stemmed from deep conviction rather 
than any cosy arrangement with the then Iraqi regime. Many members of the public, 
even those who disagree with his views, will respect him for his convictions.  

355. At the end of his second interview with me, however, Mr Galloway argued in effect 
that the political end he sought—the abolition of sanctions on Iraq—justified any and all 
the means he employed to achieve it.405 That is a dangerous argument for anyone to 
advance, however noble they believe their cause. It is in part to prevent the excesses and 
distortions to which such an approach can give rise—and to which the evidence shows 
they gave rise in this case—that behavioural frameworks like Codes of Conduct exist. 

356. As to the nature of my inquiry in this case, I have pursued it in the same manner as 
I would a complaint against any other Member, but its duration and scale have been 
quite unlike any other. I could not have completed it without unstinting assistance from 
colleagues in my office and elsewhere. I wish to record my deep thanks for that 
assistance. Responsibility for this report is, of course, entirely my own. 

5 June  2007       Sir Philip Mawer 

 
 
  
405  Volume III, PCS Oral Evidence 4, Q 609. 
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Annex 1 

List of those mentioned in the Report 

Mr A—an Iraqi translator employed by Mr David Blair. 

Abdul Elah —Iraqi Minister of Agriculture in October 2001. 

Abu-Zayyad, Dr Amineh—Secretary and Medical and Scientific Officer of the Mariam Appeal, former wife of 
George Galloway. 

Ahmed, Dr Naji Sabri—sometime Iraqi Foreign Minister. 

Amin, Mudhafar al- —sometime Head of the Iraqi Interests Section at the Royal Jordanian Embassy in 
London. 

Aziz, Tariq—former Iraqi Deputy Prime Minister and sometime acting Foreign Minister of Iraq. 

Ms B—translator, employed by Mr David Blair. 

Bays, Kevin—Mr Galloway’s solicitor in his legal action against Telegraph Group Limited. 

Blair, David—Journalist with the Daily Telegraph. 

Chalabi, Dr Burhan al- —UK citizen, businessman and prominent member of the Iraqi community in 
London. Accompanied Mr Galloway in Iraq in December 1999. 

Darbyshire, Neil—formerly Deputy Editor of the Daily Telegraph. 

Eady, Mr Justice—judge before whom Mr Galloway’s libel action was heard in the High Court. 

Elah, Abdul—Iraqi Minister of Agriculture in October 2001. 

Galloway, George—MP, the Member complained of, first Chairman of the Mariam Appeal. 

Giles, Dr Audrey—forensic expert, Giles Document Laboratory. 

Gavshon, Rodney—oil trader. 

Giangrandi, Augusto—oil trader. 

Halford, Stephen—Vice-Chairman, briefly second Chairman, and Director of Operations of the Mariam 
Appeal 

Hamza, Mariam—Iraqi child suffering from leukaemia. Beneficiary of the Mariam Appeal. 

Huweish, Abdul Tawab Mulla—sometime Deputy Prime Minister of Iraq. 

Ibrahim, Izzat—sometime Deputy Chairman of the Iraqi Revolutionary Command Council. 

Khattab, General Abdid Hamid al- —member of Saddam Hussein’s secretariat. 

Mahmoud, Lt Gen Abd Hamid—sometime Secretary to President Saddam Hussein.  

Majid, Saman Abdul—sometime interpreter to Saddam Hussein 

McKay, Ron—friend of and occasional spokesman for Mr Galloway. 

Marashi, Mr Ibrahim al- —research associate at the Centre for Non-Proliferation Studies at the University of 
California and lecturer in Middle Eastern Studies at the US Naval Post-Graduate School. 
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Mukhtar, Sabah al- —Iraqi lawyer working in London. Treasurer of the Mariam Appeal. 

O’Malley, Heathcliff—photographer working with Mr David Blair in Iraq. 

Robathan, Andrew—MP, the complainant. 

Saddam Hussein—former President of Iraq. 

Sahhaf, Mohammed al- —sometime Iraqi Minister of Foreign Affairs. 

Salman, Mr Ali Abdullah—sometime Press Secretary to President Saddam Hussein. 

Sabri, Naji—sometime Iraqi Foreign Minister. 

Shanti, Ahmed al- —general director of the Al-Alameya company,  

Sherwell, Philip—journalist working for the Sunday Telegraph in Iraq. 

Smucker, Philip—journalist working for Daily Telegraph and Christian Science Monitor. 

Sparrow, Andrew—journalist working for the Daily Telegraph in London. 

Thorne, Oliver—Head of Disputed Documents Section, LGC Forensics. 

Volcker, Paul A—former Chairman of US Federal Reserve System, Chair of Independent Inquiry Committee 
into the United Nations Oil for Food Programme. 

Yale, Andrew—member of the public, a further complainant. 

Wihaib, Haitham Rashid—former Head of Protocol in the Hussein regime. 

Zureikat,  Fawaz—Jordanian businessman, friend of Mr Galloway and donor to the Mariam Appeal. 
Appointed representative of Mr Galloway in matters relating to the Mariam Appeal and the Emergency 
Committee on Iraq, and third Chairman of the Mariam Appeal. Also referred to in some Iraqi documents as 
Mr Fawaz Abdullah.   

Zureikat, Tony (Awni)—Jordanian and American citizen, cousin and sometime business associate of Fawaz 
Zureikat. 
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Annex 2  
1. The Oil for Food (OFF) Programme was implemented in order to mitigate the negative impact on the Iraqi 
people of the UN sanctions regime that was established following Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990. The 
Programme allowed Iraq to sell some of its oil to UN Member States and to use the proceeds to buy food, 
medicines and other humanitarian supplies.406 Oil sales under the Programme began in December 1996 and 
ended with the invasion of Iraq in March 2003. The Programme was divided into 13 Phases of six months 
each, the Iraqi government being permitted initially to sell a maximum value of oil in each Phase.407 During 
the lifetime of the Programme, Iraq sold $64.2 billion worth of oil to 248 companies and spent $34.5 billion on 
humanitarian goods from 3,614 companies.408  

2. Iraq was permitted to choose its own purchasers under the Programme. The name of each prospective oil 
purchaser had to be notified to the UN (usually via their home country’s diplomatic mission) and each 
contract was subject to approval by the Committee of the UN Security Council which had been established in 
1990 to enforce the sanctions regime, known as the “661 Committee”.409 In particular, the 661 Committee had 
to satisfy itself that the contract price reflected the fair market price of oil. The proceeds from these sales were 
paid into a bank account held in escrow by the UN (the “Iraq account”). The money in the Iraq account could 
then be used for the purchase of food, medicines and other humanitarian goods. UN agents monitored the 
shipping of oil to ensure that it was being carried out in accordance with the contracts, and the UN also 
monitored the distribution of humanitarian supplies to ensure that it was equitable. 

3. The Iraqi Government found a number of ways to exploit this system so as to generate direct income which 
did not come through the UN-controlled Iraq account, as well as to reward those whom it considered to be its 
supporters and sympathisers in other countries. The Independent Inquiry Committee set up by the UN into 
the Oil for Food Programme (“the Volcker Committee”) has indicated that the Iraqi Government’s total illicit 
income from the Programme was $1.8 billion: $229 million in surcharges on oil sales and $1.57 billion on 
kickbacks from the purchase of humanitarian supplies.410 

Oil sales, allocations and surcharges 

4. Iraq, through the State Oil Marketing Organisation (SOMO), was free to choose its own purchasers for its 
oil. In Phase I, SOMO’s principal concern was finding buyers who were prepared to take on the additional 
risks and costs associated with buying oil under a new, untested Programme. However, beginning with Phase 
III, Iraq started to use oil allocations as a political tool, targeting sales towards ‘friendly’ countries, groups and 
individuals. Allocations of oil were divided into two categories—‘regular’ allocations were given to established 
oil companies and ‘special’ allocations were given to a variety of companies, individuals, political parties and 
other organisations that were seen as being friendly to the Iraqi regime. From Phase IV onwards, a Command 
Council was established at the highest level of the Iraqi government in order to determine the distribution of 
these allocations, based on recommendations from SOMO and the Minister for Oil. Some of these allocations 
were granted verbally; others were in writing, sometimes described as ‘oil vouchers’. 

Oil allocations 

5. It was not necessary for the recipients of these allocations to buy or sell any oil in order to benefit from 
them. An allocation was a transferable option to buy a certain amount of oil, typically in multiples of a million 
barrels. A recipient who did not want to buy the oil himself was able to sell the allocation on to an established 
 
 
  
406  The Programme was authorised by UN Security Council Resolution 986 (1995). Details of the initial operation of the 

Programme are set out in a Memorandum of Understanding between the Secretariat of the United Nations and the 
Government of Iraq dated 20 May 1996 (S/1996/356). 

407  Originally $2 billion, rising to $5.256 billion in February 1998. The limit was removed entirely in December 1999. 

408  Manipulation of the Oil for Food Programme by the Iraq Regime, Report of the Independent Inquiry Committee 
into the United Nations Oil for Food Programme, October 2005 (“the Volcker Report”), p 1. 

409  The Committee was established under UN Security Council Resolution 661 (1990), “Iraq-Kuwait”. 

410  Ibid. 
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oil company. The allocation-holder acted as a middle-man between SOMO and the oil companies, and was 
able to charge a commission of between three and 30 cents per barrel. This would provide a profit of between 
$30,000 and $300,000 on an allocation of one million barrels. Thus the Iraqi government was able to provide 
financial rewards for its supporters without actually spending any money itself. 

6. Having been granted an allocation, the beneficiary would begin negotiations with one or more oil 
companies which were seeking to buy the oil. Once a level of commission had been agreed, the allocation 
holder would notify SOMO of the identity of the purchaser and SOMO would enter into a contract for the 
sale of oil directly with the purchaser. Once the contract was agreed, it would be sent to the UN for approval. 
This would be the first time that the UN would be involved in the process. Once the oil was lifted, the 
allocation-holder would receive the commission payment direct from the purchaser. 

7. Oil companies were willing to pay the commission because the price of Iraqi oil was set quite low. Although 
the OFF programme required oil to be sold at its fair market value, in practice a price range was set for each 
six-month Phase. This allowed Iraq to set the price of oil in each contract above the minimum price in the 
range but below the prevailing market rate at the time. The Programme placed a limit on the total value of oil 
sales in each Phase, not on the volume of oil sold. This meant that Iraq had an incentive to price its oil 
competitively in order to make sure that the maximum revenue limit was reached, but no corresponding 
incentive to get the best price for each barrel. This pricing policy also had the effect of providing a larger profit 
margin for purchasers of Iraqi oil, some of which could comfortably be spent on commission for allocation-
holders and, towards the end of the Programme, on surcharge payments direct to the Iraqi Government. 

Surcharges 

8. From the middle of Phase VIII of the Programme, the Iraqi Government began to impose surcharges on 
the purchasers of its oil. Surcharges were paid directly to the Government, bypassing the Iraq account.411 They 
were initially set at ten cents per barrel but for contracts in Phase IX, the rate was raised to 50 cents. The sharp 
increase in the surcharge, together with more vigorous attempts to collect it,412 killed off demand for Iraqi oil. 
The surcharge was immediately reduced to 30 cents for oil exported to North America and 25 cents for all 
other oil. The loss of demand at the beginning of Phase IX meant that it was not possible for the Government 
to draw up a list of beneficiaries of oil allocations before the Phase began. During Phase XI, the surcharge was 
further reduced to 15 cents per barrel. 

9. The UN was aware of the surcharge arrangements—it wrote to all the prospective purchasers in December 
2001 to warn them that the payments were illegal. This failed to stop the surcharge payments and in late 2001, 
some members of the UN Committee overseeing the Programme adopted a policy of ‘retroactive pricing’ for 
Iraqi oil, refusing to approve the contract price of the oil until after the sale had gone through. This prevented 
Iraq from setting the price of its oil low enough to provide a sufficiently large surplus to fund the surcharge, 
and the scheme was dropped in the middle of Phase XII (late 2002). Between September 2000 and August 
2002, the Iraqi Government is believed to have taken $228.2 million in illicit surcharge payments.413 

Humanitarian goods 

10. Around two-thirds of the oil revenue in the Iraq Account was allocated to the purchase of food, medicines 
and other humanitarian goods to benefit the people of Iraq.414 These were to be distributed in accordance with 
a distribution plan agreed between the UN and the Iraqi Government. The plan specified which goods were to 
be purchased, and the distribution of the expenditure between the three northern Governates and the rest of 
 
 
  
411  Mostly through SOMO bank accounts in Jordan and Lebanon, but also through cash payments to Iraqi embassies in 

other countries. 

412  The Phase VIII surcharges were imposed mid-Phase, after many contracts had been signed, so attempts to enforce 
the surcharge during that Phase were not terribly stringent. However, purchasers were generally required to pay 
any outstanding Phase VIII surcharges before buying more oil in subsequent Phases. 

413  Volcker Report, p 21. 

414  The remainder was allocated to the UN Compensation Commission, to pay compensation for losses and damage 
suffered as a direct result of the invasion of Kuwait, and to fund the administration of the OFF Programme itself 
and the weapons inspection programme. 
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the country.415 The range of goods Iraq was allowed to buy with the money increased through the life of the 
Programme to include areas such as civilian infrastructure support, youth and sport, religion, justice and, 
from June 1998, a limited range of oil spare parts. 

11. The Programme allowed the Iraqi Government (as well as the UN Inter-Agency Humanitarian 
Programme) to contract directly with suppliers. Each application to supply goods was submitted for approval 
by the exporting state to the 661 Committee. Once it was established that the goods in question were included 
in the plan, the Committee approved the contracts under a “no-objection” procedure. Payment could then be 
made from the Iraq account and the goods could be shipped. UN-appointed inspectors verified shipments as 
they entered the country at one of four specified points. 

12. From the outset, the Iraqi Government targeted the contracts for humanitarian goods at countries which 
were seen as key actors or allies in Iraq’s bid to lift the sanctions regime, as well as at friendly companies. 
Overall, companies submitting contracts through ten missions—mostly UN Security Council Members and 
Iraq’s neighbours—accounted for 69% of the money spent under the programme. Although this targeting of 
contracts was not in itself against the rules, the Government also found ways of profiting directly from the 
humanitarian purchasers by demanding various kickbacks from suppliers. 

Inland transport and after-sales-service fees 

13. Like the surcharges on oil sales, the illicit payments associated with the purchase of humanitarian goods 
developed gradually over the lifetime of the OFF Programme. They began in 1999, with attempts by the Iraqi 
government to charge ‘inland transport fees’ for taking goods from the port of Umm Qasr on the Persian Gulf 
to their final destination. The government imposed these charges directly on contractors and payments were 
made to Iraq-controlled accounts and to front companies without the permission of the UN. 

14. In mid-2000, the Government started levying a flat-rate fee of 10% on all humanitarian goods entering 
Iraq under the OFF Programme. This was often, though not invariably, referred to as an ‘after-sales-service’ 
fee, with a relevant provision being sometimes included in the contract which effectively allowed the supplier 
to claim the fee paid illicitly to the Iraqi Government back from the Iraq account. 

15. Some companies appear to have paid these fees knowingly and willingly, viewing them as a necessary cost 
associated with doing business with Iraq. Others, who had acted through agents, have claimed that they had 
made commission payments to them without knowing that they would find their way back to the Iraqi 
regime. Others appear to have been under the impression that these were legitimate payments which were 
approved by the UN. 

16. The UN’s Office of Legal Affairs (OLA) ruled in 1997 and 1998 that it would not be a breach of sanctions 
for importers to pay certain charges on goods entering the country—port fees, charges for transport and 
administrative costs—provided that they did not exceed “what was customary in such circumstances” or 
“represent a source of income to Iraq.” This might have given rise to the impression that the kickbacks were 
actually authorised. However, a further restriction, that the fees be paid in Iraqi dinars only, made it effectively 
impossible to pay them in accordance with the sanctions regime. The dinar was not a convertible currency 
and so the only way to obtain it in significant amounts was illicit trade with Iraq (transactions under the OFF 
Programme being carried out in US dollars). Whatever the significance of these opinions of the OLA, there is 
no suggestion that the payment of inland transport and after sales service fees was anything other than a clear 
breach of the UN regime. These payments were not approved by the UN, they did not go through the Iraq 
Account, they were made in a variety of foreign currencies and they exceeded by a wide margin the actual 
costs associated with inland transport.  

The Volcker Committee 

17. In April 2004, following serious allegations about the administration and management of the OFF 

 
 
  
415 I nitially, 13% of the funds in the Iraq Account were allocated to the northern Governates of Arbil, Dihouk and 

Suleim; 53% to the rest of the country. See Annex I to the Memorandum of Understanding. 
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Programme, the UN Secretary General appointed an Independent Inquiry Committee to determine whether 
the established procedures for operating the Programme had been violated and whether there was any 
evidence of wrongdoing by UN officials. The Committee was chaired by Paul A. Volcker, a former Chairman 
of the US Federal Reserve System. 

18. The Volcker Committee published its final Report in October 2005. It found substantial evidence to 
support the allegations of abuse of the Programme set out in this Annex. It also substantiated a number of 
other allegations which are not relevant to the complaint against Mr Galloway, including the use of Iraqi front 
companies in the sale of humanitarian aid and irregularities involving the bank where the Iraq account was 
held. 
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Appendix 2: Memorandum from Mr 
George Galloway MP 

The complaint  

‘28 April 2003 

Dear Sir Philip,  

Further to our telephone conversation this afternoon, I note that you have yet to receive 
a request to investigate the extremely serious allegations made by the Daily Telegraph 
against George Galloway MP.  

Since serving in the last Gulf War in 1991, I have been very interested in the situation 
in Iraq ever since. For a couple of years I was on the Board of Ann Clwyd’s 
organisation “INDICT” and there met a lot of Iraqi opposition figures. They expressed 
their opinions about Mr Galloway’s position very candidly.  

This is an issue which is obviously of national interest and I of course have no personal 
knowledge of George Galloway’s financial dealings. However, I understand that you 
need a request to investigate a Member’s behaviour and it would be extraordinary if 
you were not to look at those extremely serious allegations. Since nobody else has raised 
the issue, it will befall to me to do so. You will understand that none of the money 
allegedly paid to Mr Galloway was declared in the Register of Members’ interests. 

Yours sincerely,  

Andrew Robathan MP’  

That was the original complaint made by Mr Robathan to the Commissioner on 28 April 
2003. The meaning of the defamatory Telegraph articles to reasonable and fair-minded 
readers was defined by Justice Eady as including:  

a) Mr Galloway had been in the pay of Saddam Hussein, secretly receiving sums of the order 
of £375,000 a year;  

b) He diverted monies from the oil-for-food programme, thus depriving Iraqi people, whose 
interest he had claimed to represent, of food and medicines;  

c) He probably used the Mariam Appeal as a front for personal enrichment; 

d) What he had done was tantamount to treason. 
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The Commissioner accepts Justice Eady’s definition of the defamatory meaning of the 
Telegraph articles, as we must all do. It is those articles, and therefore those meanings, 
which gave rise to Robathan’s complaint, and which are explicitly and exclusively referred 
to by him in it, that I failed to register money said to total £375,000 a year given to me by 
the former Iraqi regime.  

After a four year inquiry the Commissioner has found, amongst things, the following:  

a) “[the Commissioner has] not found evidence during [my  inquiry] that Mr 
Galloway has, directly and personally, unlawfully received moneys derived from the 
former Iraqi regime, either via the Oil for Food Programme or by some other 
means.” (281) 

b) “I have not found a smoking gun which shows that Mr Galloway has personally and 
directly unlawfully received moneys from the former Iraqi regime.” (292)  

c) “I have not found evidence that Mr Galloway has, directly and personally, 
unlawfully received moneys from the former Iraqi regime. (306) 

d) “I conclude that, while I have not found evidence that Mr Galloway, directly and 
personally, unlawfully received moneys from the former Iraqi regime…” (308) 

e) “Mr Galloway was not directly or personally in the pay of that regime…” (315) 

f) (321) “If Mr Galloway has personally received moneys, whether properly or 
improperly, from the former Iraqi regime, or any other overseas source, he would 
have been obliged to register it under category 7 of the Rules (Overseas benefits and 
gifts). However I have not found evidence that Mr Galloway, directly and 
personally, received such moneys, and this issue does not therefore arise.”  

g) (322) “Mr Galloway registered over the years many entries relating to Iraq, a 
number involving the Mariam Appeal or the Great Britain-Iraq Society.” 

h) (325) “I do not suggest that without these donations Mr Galloway would not have 
articulated the views he did.”  

i) (331) “On balance I do not think that on the available evidence Mr Galloway can be 
found in breach of the House’s Rules in failing to register it [Dr Abu Zayyad’s 
research funding]…”  

j) (336) “I do not think it can be argued convincingly that Mr Galloway’s stance in 
opposing UK government policy on Iraq and the UN sanctions arrangements in 
particular were motivated by that financial support. Mr Galloway’s views were 
consistent over many years and long predated the establishment of the Mariam 
Appeal. To argue that he was simply a paid-mouthpiece of those governments 
would be a travesty of what I believe to be his consistent views on these issues, views 
which I have no reason to doubt stemmed from deep conviction.”  

k) (354) “I do not doubt that his opposition to UK government policy and UN 
sanctions on Iraq stemmed from deep conviction rather than any cosy arrangement 
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with the then Iraqi regime. Many members of the public, even those who disagree 
with his views, will respect him for his convictions.” 

It is simply untenable and incredible in the light of the above, whatever else the Committee 
finds, that it can uphold Mr Robathan’s complaint. Indeed, it is beyond my comprehension 
how the Commissioner could, on the basis of the above findings, uphold a complaint 
which his own inquiry refutes.  

The Commissioner, of course, makes other findings—many of which I contest—relating to 
other aspects of my responsibilities to the House and relating to the Mariam Appeal. But 
on one thing, at least, we are agreed: he says there is no evidence I received “£375,000 a 
year” or any personal benefit and that far from being a front for my personal enrichment, 
the Mariam Appeal’s donations were spent properly. Therefore, whatever else may be 
concluded, Mr Robathan’s complaint is clearly unfounded.  

Before turning to the other matters I strongly contest, let me say at the outset that subject 
to the explanation and mitigation I shall provide, I accept the incomplete nature—in terms 
of frequency—of my declarations of interest when speaking or initiating activities in 
parliament. And, again subject to the explanation and mitigation I shall provide, that my 
use of House of Commons facilities may have gone beyond what is considered “normal” in 
the prosecution of my campaign.  

I now turn to those explanations.   

Declarations of interest 

As the Commissioner acknowledges I wrote to his predecessor on 5 July 1999. This 
scarcely displays an unwillingness to be frank even though I felt then and feel now that I 
received no benefit of any kind from this “foreign government support” (I was, of course, 
referring to the donation from the King of Saudi Arabia and the late Emir of the UAE). The 
Committee will note that the then Commissioner’s reply was not directional and did not 
instruct me to pursue a particular course of action, she said that “I might decide” that I 
“wish to register it in the Miscellaneous category in the Register”.  

It is not disputed that I sometimes did make verbal declaration of my role with the Mariam 
Appeal when speaking on Iraq and that on occasion I did not. There was obviously no 
intention to conceal that role as the “random” nature of those declarations shows. In any 
case, so well known was my role that I was regularly lampooned in the House—as some 
members of the Committee will know from first hand experience—as “the Member for 
Baghdad Central”. We strove might and main to publicise the campaign, including holding 
regular meetings in the House to which we invited Members of Parliament. Equally well 
known was the funding of the campaign. I took every opportunity to thank their royal 
highnesses and adverted to their support for the campaign in several ways.  

This was true also of the businessman Fawaz Zureikat. So open were we about his role that 
we made him the chairman of the Appeal in 2000. He acted as host for visitors to Iraq in 
his capacity of chairman of the Mariam Appeal as various as the RH Tony Benn, Lords Rea 
and Nazir, Members of the House of Commons Kerry Pollard and Bob Wareing, 
parliamentary correspondents Ewan MacAskill and Catherine MacLeod, Jon Snow of 
Channel 4 News, David Blair of the Daily Telegraph, the then editor of Tribune Mark 
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Seddon, Andy Kershaw of Radio 1 and many, many others. He made clear to all of them 
that he was both Chairman and benefactor of the Mariam Appeal as well as a businessman 
doing business in Iraq. I therefore believe it implausible that the public could in any way 
have been misled about my motivations in raising the issue of sanctions and war in the 
House, my involvement with the Mariam Appeal, or my relations to its three principal 
benefactors.  

The Report finds that the Appeal was registrable under category 4 (b) in that it was a form 
of “regular or continuing support… from which the Member receives any financial or 
material benefit in support of his role as a Member”. The Commissioner implicitly 
concedes that this is highly debatable in his very next paragraph, to which I shall turn in a 
moment. But I wish to state unequivocally that the Mariam Appeal in no way supported 
my role as a Member. Indeed, one of the Commissioner’s findings—which I shall return 
to—is that it was I who was, through my role as a Member, supporting the Mariam Appeal 
rather than the other way round. This campaign cannot be compared with, say, an 
electricity company supporting the work of a pro-nuclear backbench MP by providing 
them with secretarial and research staff and facilities, for example. The funding of the 
Mariam Appeal supported only the goals of the Mariam Appeal. It did not, for example, 
support my work in my constituency, or help me get re-elected, or help me advocate for 
any cause other than the cause for which the Appeal had been set up and to which I 
devoted large amounts of time, energy and my own resources. Far from benefiting me, 
most people would recognise that this was damaging to me, at least by the normal 
standards of political advancement, success and gain which most people would take the 
Code of Conduct to cover.  

The report, in my view, comes close to acknowledging this but it contains a sentence that 
makes no sense: “…a reasonable person could conclude that they [donations] might well 
have influenced him in how he sought to advance those views in his parliamentary 
capacity” (325(b)). This sentence makes no sense—leaving aside the doubly conditional 
nature of its construction. The “how” must mean either the manner or the means I 
deployed. How could any donation affect either, bearing in mind the Commissioner is not 
disputing that I was highly motivated to pursue this issue and had done for many years 
before the Mariam Appeal was conceived, the Oil for Food Programme set up, or I ever 
met the Kings and businessman who were donating.   

As I did not personally benefit, Category 7 Registration does not arise, as the 
Commissioner accepts. Furthermore, I did not, and this remains my view, consider it 
credible for others to think that my actions in Parliament were influenced by the donations 
to the Mariam Appeal, which was founded after those actions began almost a decade 
before. For the same reason it would be unreasonable for others to think that my “actions, 
speeches or votes in Parliament” might be so influenced. Indeed, no one ever suggested 
that they were, even in the fiercely partisan atmosphere of the time, whether I had verbally 
declared an interest or not.  

So I understand the Commissioner’s view about registering the Appeal in the 
Miscellaneous Category, but I did not and do not believe that it needed to be registered for 
the reasons I have given, a position I took to be reinforced by the Commissioner’s 
predecessor in 1999 when I informed her about foreign donations to the campaign.  
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Use of Parliamentary Facilities 

The Commissioner finds that my use of House of Commons facilities went beyond what 
was normal and acceptable. I accept the first, but not the second point.  

Many members of Parliament, for example Ann Clywd, have led high profile, well 
(foreign) funded campaigns over many years. Inevitably, given that members are on the 
parliamentary estate for a huge proportion of their waking time, it must be true that some 
overlap of their campaigning work and parliamentary facilities occurs. The Commissioner 
makes the point that the Mariam Appeal did not secure its offices in Northumberland 
Avenue until after it was established. He infers from this that all or most campaigning 
activities were conducted from my parliamentary office up to that point. But this is not so. 
We had a Post Office box through which people communicated with us and a good deal of 
work took place from my then home and the homes of others. (Anyone who has run a 
campaign without dedicated office space will know how such arrangements are made.) I 
acknowledge at least one piece of correspondence shown to me by the Commissioner 
should not have used parliamentary notepaper and I acknowledge too that this campaign 
eventually became larger than the normal parliamentary campaign (though never as big as 
Ms Clwyd’s and Mr Robathan’s INDICT campaign, which was funded by the US 
government). However, the period of growth took place after the offices in 
Northumberland Avenue had been secured. It would be misleading if the Committee 
viewed the work of the Appeal over its lifetime or the most intense period of its operation 
as taking place during the months in which it was not billeted in Northumberland Avenue.  

The Commissioner himself asserts more than once that it was a political campaign. You 
will permit me a wry smile at that given that under the direction of the Attorney General 
Lord Goldsmith the Charity Commission retrospectively found the opposite—that it was a 
charity—thus allowing them to have two inquiries into the activities of a political 
campaign.  

My conduct in the inquiry 

It is clear from the report—and certainly from the correspondence between myself and the 
Commissioner—that the Commissioner and I have bruised each other during our robust 
exchanges. The Commissioner infers from this that I have fallen short of several of the 
general principles underlying the Code. There is, however, a more obvious and compelling 
explanation namely that I progressively lost confidence in several key aspects of his 
conduct of the inquiry and said so in writing on numerous occasions to both the 
Commissioner and the Chair of the Committee.  

I did anticipate the Commissioner referring to a froideur that developed between us. But I 
am very surprised to find him claim that this was equivalent to a failure to “live up to the 
expectation of openness and straightforwardness in responding to questions.” As late as 12 
December 2006, the Commissioner wrote to me the following:  

 

“Thank you for coming to see me on 30 November as part of my inquiries into this 
complaint. I am very grateful for you willingness to do this and to respond to my 
questions”  
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This followed a letter on 14 November 2006 where he wrote:  

“Thank you for your manuscript letter (received on 13 November) asking if we could 
postpone our meeting until you have obtained information about Mr Tony Zureikat.  

“You are, of course, entitled to—indeed, I would wish you to—present me with any 
information you consider relevant to the complaints which have been made against 
you. That includes any relevant information concerning Mr Tony Zureikat… 

“May I therefore propose that we seek a date to meet in the next two-three weeks when 
we can at least begin to address the agenda of the business between us?” 

We did, indeed, meet 16 days later. The Committee will note there is no suggestion by the 
Commissioner that I was less than straightforward in my interview on that date, indeed he 
was “very grateful” for my willingness to respond. The Committee will also note that the 
Commissioner encouraged me, indeed expected me, to take time to bring “any relevant” 
material to his attention. None of this is consistent with the claim that I was anything less 
than straightforward or open in responding to questions raised by the inquiry, as the 
Committee must in fairness agree.  

I remained open and straightforward at the same time as my concerns about the 
Commissioner’s handling of the inquiry mounted.  

Let me cite some of the turning points. I shall leave aside the fact that I was informed of the 
establishment of this inquiry by the media rather than the Commissioner or the Member 
making the complaint. I still do not know who was responsible for that. My concerns at the 
Commissioner’s handling of the inquiry sharply increased at and following my lengthy 
meeting with him on 30 November 2006, though after that he was still “very grateful” for 
the level of my cooperation. At that meeting, though he had provided me with copies of 
material on which he intended to question me, he sprang on me important (though he now 
argues peripheral) papers of which I had no notice. A critical passage of what was said is 
missing from the transcript namely the statement by Miss Alda Barry (that the provenance 
of the “minute” was might have been from a tape recording) to which much 
correspondence refers. No explanation has ever been given as to why that passage is 
missing from the transcript. I have repeatedly stated that I regard Miss Barry as a person of 
unimpeachable integrity and asked the Commissioner to consult her about what she said. 
He has consistently ignored my pleas. I am left with the unavoidable impression that these 
words were excised because they did not suit.  

At that meeting the Commissioner said (though again he now argues this item as 
peripheral) that someone called E Laing, who received more than £13,000 in payments 
from the Appeal, might be my former wife Elaine Galloway (whom I now identify with her 
full knowledge and consent because of the importance of this matter). The Commissioner 
said that this was a “suggestion” made to him (though more properly it was an allegation as 
the suggestion of criminal activity must be) by someone who he claimed to have 
“forgotten”. The allegation must have been that the name E Laing could be altered on the 
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cheques to Elaine Galloway comparatively simply. If true this would have made her and by 
extension me guilty of criminal behaviour.  

I put it to the Committee that it is inconceivable that the Commissioner forgot the identity 
of someone making such an incendiary allegation against a Member of Parliament whose 
conduct he was investigating. The Commissioner has consistently ignored all my 
subsequent pleas for the identity of the person who made this suggestion to be revealed. He 
could have refused to divulge it on grounds of confidentiality but to claim he had forgotten 
it is an insult.  

As perusal of the correspondence will show I myself finally tracked down the identity of E 
Laing and conveyed it to the Commissioner who claimed that he had independently also 
done so. If so, he had singularly failed to inform me or my former wife that she was no 
longer suspected of a criminal offence. Moreover, it became clear during the 30 November 
conversation and subsequently that one of the Commissioner’s witnesses (now also 
deemed peripheral) had claimed that he knew about E Laing only when the Charity 
Commission asked him about it when in fact he had been paying E Laing by cheque for 
more than a year as his personal assistant.  

I can’t imagine that any Member of Parliament on this Committee or elsewhere would not 
have been profoundly disturbed by the emergence and then dismissal of such a serious 
allegation handled in this way with no consequences for those making the allegation or 
falsely supporting it. Also at this 30 November meeting I became increasingly angry at the 
credibility clearly vested by the Commissioner in another of his witnesses Mr “Tony” 
Zureikat (also now deemed to be peripheral). The Commissioner told me that the 
extraordinarily sympathetic way he had handled this witness was as a result of the man’s 
frailty following an operation. Yet the Commissioner now claims that far from Parliament 
bringing this witness to London for interview this frail post-operative man was in fact here 
on a “business trip” of which the Commissioner merely took advantage. As we shall see 
later, this witness is sufficiently unable to meet his butcher’s bill for his café in Karak in 
Jordan that all manner of traders are currently taking him to court for the payment of small 
debts.   

The most important document which the Commissioner sprang on me is, of course, the 
purported “minute” of my meeting with Saddam Hussein in August 2002. He claimed to 
have only just received a copy of this “minute”. He did not know who had made it or how, 
neither did he know the whereabouts of the original beyond that it was “somewhere in the 
Middle East” which nowadays can mean anywhere from Tripoli to Tehran and including 
Tel Aviv. And as I have said the possible explanation of its provenance given by Miss Barry 
mysteriously disappeared from the transcript. To all of these matters I shall return in detail. 
But suffice to say at this stage that this whole encounter and the correspondence which has 
flown from it have undoubtedly seriously affected my relations with the Commissioner and 
his inquiry.  

On reflection the Committee may see how and why relations soured. In any case, these 
events rather than bad faith explain the turbulent course of subsequent correspondence. 
For these reasons I do not accept that I have failed to be open, honest or accountable and I 
shall deal with the evidence the Commissioner adduces on these points later in this 
document.  
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Lastly on this section, the Commissioner has drawn to your attention my concerns as to 
the tribunal of politicians before which I must now appear. There is nothing personal in 
these concerns, indeed it is only in the past few weeks that I have even looked to see who 
the politicians on your Committee are. But I have been in Parliament a long time and I 
have watched from the days that David Willetts tortuously explained why Conservative 
members of this Committee were in “want” of guidance from the whips about the business 
of the Committee and read extensively the highly politicised cases of Dr John Reid, John 
Maxton, Iain Duncan Smith and others and in all honesty the Committee must concede 
that there is objectively a problem here.  

A Parliament which only last week decided, again, not to have an inquiry into a war which 
has cost blood and treasure beyond imagination and which continues to fail to hold the 
executive to account over the Al Yamamah arms scandal in which that familiar figure Lord 
Goldsmith intervened to halt a police investigation into allegations that inter alia the 
Ministry of Defence conveyed more than £1 billion to a Saudi prince as a kickback on a 
BAe arms deal has managed nonetheless to arraign one of the main leaders of the anti-war 
movement. I cannot believe that members of the Committee can be oblivious this paradox.  

But there is more. Every single member of the Committee is my party political opponent. I 
am one of a tiny handful of members who could ever end up in this situation. I am the only 
Member in the current House who was expelled while sitting from a party with large 
representation on the Committee including some with whom I share a history of bad 
blood. 

Political Funding 

Now that it has been established that there are no issues of personal gain in this story it is, 
as I described it, an argument about political funding, which as I have said often and every 
member knows is seldom a pretty sight. The Commissioner offers as one of his 
explanations that I turned “a blind eye” to the funding of the campaign. In its Nelsonian 
sense this would mean that I knew but pretended not to. That is not what happened. In the 
Independent newspaper just days after the first Telegraph attack on me I was absolutely 
candid about the fact that I did not consider that I had a duty to investigate the provenance 
of the wealth of any of the three major donors to the Mariam Appeal. Such investigation 
was beyond my means in any case and I did not attempt to do so. Here we must treat all 
three benefactors equally, though inquiries (for reasons that are politically all too 
understandable) have systematically singled out one donor and refused to consider the 
other two. Indeed, the latest Charity Commission report refers to the King of Saudi Arabia 
as “a donor from Saudi Arabia”. 

A moment’s reflection will show how incredible the idea of questioning the King of Saudi 
Arabia about the provenance of his donations to the Mariam Appeal was and is. Indeed, 
governing parties of both stripes in Britain have expended enormous effort to halt inquiries 
into the provenance of the wealth of members of the Saudi royal family. I did not turn a 
blind eye to the Saudi King’s sources of wealth—I simply did not know them beyond the 
generic, cannot credibly be criticised for not asking for sight of moneys into the account 
from which he made the donation to the Appeal. If it should turn out that some of the 
alleged payments from the Ministry of Defence in Whitehall were made to his account or 
of those close to him that would no doubt be embarrassing, but hardly something for 
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which I could be condemned. As I explained in my Independent article in April 2003 I was 
just glad that people were prepared to support a campaign to save the lives of hundreds of 
thousands of Iraqi children being slaughtered on the altar of the political dispute between 
their government and ours.  

Of course, if the Committee wishes now to establish a new standard for political funding—
one which requires parties or campaigns to establish the ethical credentials of individuals 
or companies donating to them—then that would be something else. It would, of course, 
not be easy to persuade donors that they must subject themselves to “due diligence” or as 
the Charity Commission put it “extreme vigilance” before people will accept their money. 
Just last week in the Sunday Times Lakshmi Mittal, New Labour’s biggest donor, was 
exposed as employing “slave labour”. No doubt this is embarrassing for Labour. Some 
might even argue embarrassing enough that they should give his millions of pounds of 
donations to the party back. But it could hardly be a cause to arraign the party’s chair 
before a tribunal.  

What we certainly cannot have is one set of rules for me and another set of rules for the 
parties to which the members of this Committee belong.  

The Commissioner implies that I adopted an “ends justifies the means” approach to all 
this. This would not be true in the full sense of that meaning, but it has of course a germ of 
truth. Let me explain. For almost 20 years in this House and outside I have maintained a 
posture of unremitting hostility to the Saudi regime. Some may recall the campaign I led to 
try to stop the deportation by then Home Secretary Michael Howard of the Saudi dissident 
leader Mohammad Al Masari. This campaign ended triumphantly with a “judicial caning” 
of the Home Secretary by Judge Pearl and the decision that Masari must stay, much to the 
chagrin of the Saudi authorities and BAe, whom I revealed were up to their neck in 
manoeuvres to have the dissident expelled to Dominica where there are no mosques or 
Muslims and the daily diet is pork. My agitation against the Saudi regime continued 
uninterrupted throughout the 1990s and beyond to this day. Nevertheless, I was prepared 
to ask the King of Saudi Arabia to donate to the Mariam Appeal. The official policy of the 
Saudi government and that of the United Arab Emirates was that the sanctions on Iraq 
should be lifted. The idea that the King of Saudi Arabia’s donations to campaign for 
medical relief and against sanctions transformed me from an opponent of his regime to an 
advocate of it in the House or elsewhere is clearly unsustainable. This will be an important 
point when I turn to the advocacy findings by the Commissioner.  

The Funding of the Mariam Appeal 

Most of the Mariam Appeal’s funding came from the Kings of Saudi Arabia and the UAE. I 
did not know from which part of their income the donations were drawn. I cannot be, and 
interestingly have not been, criticised for that. I am being criticised for not knowing, 
turning a blind eye to, or, on the balance of probabilities actually knowing, the sources of 
the wealth of the third major benefactor Fawaz Zureikat.  

As I have explained, Zureikat was no secret benefactor. He acted in Iraq as a figurehead for 
the campaign of which he was the chairman from the year 2000 in dealings with a plethora 
of British journalists, broadcasters and parliamentarians. He was, before he ever met me, a 
substantial figure in Iraq. He was educated there, his brother, who once shared a prison cell 
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with Tariq Aziz in Syria, was murdered by the Syrian regime for his loyalty to the Iraqi 
section of the divided Ba’ath Party. He needed no laissez passer from me for the corridors 
of power in Baghdad. He represented some of the world’s biggest companies in Iraq. He, by 
the time I met him, was a wealthy man. But he was also a politically committed wealthy 
man funding anti-war and anti-sanctions campaigns from Cairo to Canada.  

I knew that he was doing business in Iraq, in the US, throughout the Arab world and 
beyond. I did not, for the same reasons as I did not with the Kings, ever ask him from 
where he was donating to the campaign of which he was the chairman. Our campaign had 
many enemies, those who supported the sanctions regime or who worked in the service of 
those who supported the sanctions regime. I did not have the resources to investigate the 
provenance of the support for our campaign: they, however, did. And I presume that they 
did in the highly contested political atmosphere of that time. The Commissioner now 
insists that a substantial part at least of Fawaz Zureikat’s donations came from his profits 
from trading in the Oil for Food programme. This in itself represents a leap of logic in the 
absence of his knowledge of the totality of Zureikat’s wealth from other sources: If I get a 
tax rebate in the same quarter as I also make a donation to my political party it is 
unreasonable to argue that the Chancellor of the Exchequer has funded my political party.  

But a much larger leap of logic is performed when the Commissioner brands earnings 
from the Oil for Food programme as automatically improper. The footing for this leap is 
not sufficient to bear the weight he puts upon it.  

He asserts, without compelling evidence, that Fawaz Zureikat paid illegal surcharges to the 
Iraqi regime in order to obtain the business from which he made the profits a part of which 
it is said he donated to the Mariam Appeal. Fawaz Zureikat has never been charged by 
anyone anywhere anytime with having paid such illegal surcharges, let alone convicted. 
Others, it must be pointed out, have been. Unlike them, Fawaz Zureikat continues to travel 
freely in the US, to do business in occupied Baghdad and his own country of Jordan is 
sufficiently unconcerned about the legality of his conduct that he is currently running for 
Parliament in his home town of Karak in the forthcoming Jordanian elections. As the 
Committee will understand no one can run for Parliament in Jordan without royal 
approval.  

Fawaz Zureikat categorically denies ever having paid surcharges and it is therefore 
extraordinary that in the absence of such conviction or charges or even interviews by police 
that the Commissioner makes not only the assertion he does, but seeks to condemn me by 
extension of a logically unsupported line of argument.  

Nobody has produced any evidence that Fawaz Zureikat paid any surcharges. The 
“evidence” used by the Senate Inquiry, which the Commissioner accepts, is that a 
document exists showing that he did not pay surcharge and that if he did not begin to do 
so he would receive no further allocations. The fact that he did receive further allocations is 
held as proof that he must have subsequently paid one. This is supposition not evidence. It 
is at least equally possible that he used his exceptional position in Iraq as the brother of 
“martyr” and funder of anti-sanctions campaigns around the world to have himself 
exempted from the paying of surcharges. It is interesting to note, given the claims in the 
aforementioned “minute”, that it would appear that Fawaz Zureikat did not receive a single 
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allocation of oil between the date of my meeting with Saddam Hussein on 8 August 2002 
and the fall of the regime.  

In any case, I reiterate, writing on the day that the press reports that the US has demanded 
extradition of a British oil trader accused of paying surcharges, that Fawaz Zureikat has 
neither been interviewed about, charged with, still less convicted of any such offence, and 
that he travels freely in the US, does business with their occupation authority in Iraq and 
has obtained the approval of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan to run for a seat in the 
Jordanian parliament in their forthcoming elections. In all these circumstances it is 
completely unjustifiable for a Parliamentary Commissioner in London to find him guilty of 
an offence for which he has never been charged and no less than perverse to extend his 
guilt to me by association. 

Fawaz Zureikat, of course, could have spent money he earned from all his business 
dealings, including the Oil for Food programme, in the way that most other businessmen 
who had dealings in Iraq and the Middle East did. That he chose to spend a part of his 
money on anti-sanctions campaigning and humanitarian relief should count in his credit 
rather be used against him and by extension me.  

Whatever Fawaz Zureikat’s activities the Commissioner is not entitled to conclude on the 
balance of probabilities—ie more likely than not—that I knew about his business dealings. 
He can reach that conclusion only by relying on people and things he claims not to be 
relying on. Mr “Tony” Zureikat is the foremost amongst them, but Mr Halford—he who 
had never heard of E Laing—and the “minute” of my meeting with Saddam Hussein, 
which popped up just in time for the final stages of his inquiry having eluded the might of 
the US Senate and the United Nations and whose whereabouts we know not beyond being 
“somewhere in the Middle East”, are also amongst them. The Commissioner now claims 
these are all peripheral and that he could draw his conclusions without them. But they are 
only peripheral now because my systematic exposure of the untruthfulness and 
unreliability of them has driven them to the periphery. However, they remain in the 
Commissioner’s report, whether he describes them as peripheral or not. They are 
undoubtedly included to help support a judgment that would be insupportable without 
them. They form part of the “totality of evidence” from which the Commissioner draws his 
conclusions on the basis of a balance of probabilities. Without these untruths even his 
balance of probabilities must be recalibrated. Moreover, given the inquisitorial system he is 
meant to be employing the existence of such attempts to mislead the inquiry is itself 
evidence that should be weighed in this recalibration.  

Now I must deal in detail with the three rickety legs of this stool.  

The ‘minute’ More than four years after my meeting with Saddam Hussein, at which in its 
private session only four people were present and none was taking notes or taping, the 
Commissioner mysteriously produced an alleged minute of this meeting, the original of 
which he does not have, whose whereabouts we do not know—only “somewhere in the 
Middle East”—and whose provenance he cannot substantiate.  

There was a lengthy correspondence between us over this, stemming from the interview we 
had in November last year where, as I have repeatedly put to the Commissioner, Miss 
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Barry said that the source of the minute was a tape recording. I then refuted various 
attempts of the Commissioner’s to demonstrate or impute the existence of a tape.  

He finally, in a letter of 17 April 2007, admitted he was wrong to do so “for it has led us 
both astray. For that, I apologise.” However, in his report mention of the tape reappears as 
a “possibility” contradicting the April letter and making the apology worthless.  

It is misleading and tendentious to throw in this “possibility” after the Commissioner was 
forced to abandon a succession of claims about any supposed tape and about the 
provenance of this “minute”. The stock response that this document, or rather the 
mysterious original, was “obtained following the fall of Baghdad” is meaningless without 
saying when and how it was obtained and where it is. The Christian Science Monitor and 
Mail on Sunday forgeries were “obtained following the fall of Baghdad”.  

In the Commissioner’s draft report and now in an implied form in the final version the 
impression is, I presume deliberately, given that I have somehow changed my tune about 
what happened at the private meeting with Saddam Hussein on 8 August 2002. Indeed in 
his draft the Commissioner pointed to an important “discrepancy” between my 11 August 
2002 Mail on Sunday account of the meeting with Saddam Hussein and subsequent 
accounts.  

He claimed that I specifically mentioned the president’s secretary as having been present in 
the meeting. This is utterly misleading and, assuming the Commissioner read my book I’m 
not the Only One which I sent him at the time of publication several years ago not “in my 
letter of 11 May 2007” (239(e)), he ought to have known the truth. The Mail on Sunday 
article makes no reference to the private part of the meeting at which all but the people I 
have specified were dismissed.  

The reference to the secretary being present is to that part of the meeting attended by a 
large number, “including an army of orderlies”. In any case the secretary referred to was a 
military officer familiar from a thousand photographs standing directly behind Saddam 
Hussein with his hand, not on a shorthand pencil, but on a holster. He was not a secretary 
in the sense the Commissioner seeks to imply and he was not present during the private 
discussion described by me on page 123 of the first edition of my book I’m Not the Only 
One, and in the book of the presidential translator.  

The failure to account for why a non-existent discrepancy was included in the draft and 
why the essence of it remains in the final version is another source of the obvious lack of 
faith I have developed in the inquiry.  

The Commissioner clings to what I describe as the Humpty-Dumpty theory that words 
mean just what he chooses them to mean neither more nor less. In his construction, an 
inaccurate report confers authenticity but he would undoubtedly hold the contrary view: 
that accuracy also testifies to authenticity, should that have been his choice. 

The report proclaims that the “minute” has been “authenticated by the current Iraqi 
government”. It is not just as quoted by the Commissioner that the current Iraqi 
government are my “mortal enemies” and against whom I conducted a rather successful 
verbal war of attrition in the years running up to the war. It is not just that, by definition, 
the present government are the mortal enemies of the previous Iraqi government. It is the 
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case that a large number of US officials and military officers in Baghdad have attested to 
the astounding levels of dishonesty within the current Iraqi regime. Examples abound of 
the theft of billions of dollars of Iraq’s money for the maintenance of partisan death squads 
who murder each other for control of ministries, including the ministries now prayed in 
aid of the Commissioner’s point, and are of course responsible for the deaths of many 
British soldiers. Authentication of anything by the leaders of these gangs is frankly absurd.  

At this point the Commissioner seeks to minimise the importance of the first hand 
accounts of the man who translated the bulk of my plenary meeting with Saddam Hussein, 
the now university professor in the friendly state of Qatar who was formerly Iraq’s foreign 
minister, and Mr Tariq Aziz.  

I intend to concentrate on the latter. Mr Aziz has at least four times—to the Volcker 
inquiry and speaking through three separate lawyers in Paris, London and Amman—made 
clear that at no time did he ever discuss Oil for Food Funding of the Mariam Appeal with 
me. The Commissioner wishes to employ the Mandy Rice-Davies test to this—“well he 
would say that, wouldn’t he”.  

But in fact the opposite is the truth. I enclose a letter to President George W Bush from Mr 
Aziz’s lawyers, which I received on 14 June 2007 and which buttresses the allegation I made 
in correspondence with the Commissioner that in fact Mr Aziz’s incarceration—he is, I 
remind the Committee, a sick man in his seventies—is directly related to his insistence on 
telling the truth. His lawyer in Amman told me that British officials offered him relief from 
his ordeal in exchange for cooperation with them. This is denied and only the officials and 
the lawyer know the truth. The lawyer’s story, however, appears to be corroborated by 
reference to US promises made to Mr Aziz and referred to in the letter to President Bush. 
As should be obvious Mr Aziz had everything to gain—not least his liberty—by telling a 
story his captors wanted to hear but has chosen, at some personal cost, not to do so.  

In trying to account for the eleventh hour appearance of the “minute” the Commissioner 
made the supposition that the reason this copied document had not come to light before it 
landed on his desk hours before our meeting may have been “that it was one among many 
other seized after the fall of Baghdad and its potential significance…..had not at that time 
been realised”. Given the huge resources and scrutiny of the Senate and Volcker inquiries, 
and the explosive nature of what the “minute” alleges and the effort being put in by US 
interrogators with Tariq Aziz that supposition lacks all plausibility. This report should, 
after all, be based on facts, not suppositions, and malign ones at that. It is frankly 
remarkable that this photocopy—without provenance, with no evidence that an original 
exists, with no conceivable author, and whose contents are flatly contradicted by those who 
were at the meeting even when they face overwhelming inducements to say otherwise—
ever found its way into a report of this nature.  

I turn to the second leg of the stool: 

Mr “Tony” Zureikat. 

Despite what ought to have been my fatal undermining of his credibility Mr “Tony” 
Zureikat remains in the report. The Commissioner describes him, now, as “peripheral” but 
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that is not a true description of his place in this report. Let me start with the most serious 
charge which he makes and which remains in the report in a crucial place at 239(g). 

The Commissioner says that the “minute” is supported by the “evidence” given by “Tony” 
Zureikat “immediately after the meeting” with Saddam Hussein. Here he records me 
saying after the meeting “we got one and lost one”. This would require of course Mr 
“Tony” Zureikat to have actually met me after the meeting. And he is quite clear about that. 
There is no, “Oh well I’m not actually sure looking back whether Galloway actually did 
drink the whisky after all”. No he is absolutely clear about that and his testimony is in the 
Commissioner’s report. 

But not only was he not there, he could not have been there. He therefore could not have 
heard me say any such thing. Worse, his testimony is evidence of a systematic attempt to 
deceive the Commissioner. 

He told the Commissioner that the meeting took place at Christmas or New Year time. 

In fact it took place at the height of a blazing summer in August. He says that he witnessed 
me giving press interviews afterwards in which, in response to complaints from the regime, 
I sought to repair damage done by my description of the cloak and dagger nature of the 
meeting with Saddam and the depth of its location underground during earlier press 
comment. 

But I made ABSOLUTELY no press comment about my meeting with Saddam until 
AFTER the publication of my Mail on Sunday scoop three days later and in LONDON. 
There I did make press comments about the nature of the meeting and its circumstances—
in the LONDON bureau of CNN. Thereafter I did receive complaints from Baghdad about 
having imparted such sensitive information. But “Tony” Zureikat was, presumably, 
thousands of miles away. 

But even more importantly, and in evidence unaccountably left out of the Commissioner’s 
concession of the “error” Mr “Tony” made about the date and destination to which I 
thereafter departed, “Tony” Zureikat makes a fatal error which should have seen his 
testimony consigned to the dustbin as the work of a serial liar. 

Tony Zureikat does not just claim that I left Baghdad that day for “Damascus” in “Tariq 
Aziz’s jet” when in fact my passport—which the Commissioner has seen—shows I travelled 
by road not to Syria but to Jordan. He claims that he drove my luggage to Jordan while I 
and his cousin jetted to Damascus. 

This claim is easily disproved as absolutely false and the Commissioner has the evidence 
which disproves it though unaccountably he does not refer to it, except by vague reference 
to an “error”. And it is obvious why. 

If I did not fly to Syria, but in fact travelled by car to Jordan, “Tony” Zureikat can not 
possibly have driven my luggage to Jordan while I flew with his cousin to Damascus. If he 
claims to have been present while I gave Baghdad press briefings, which a simple Google 
search will establish I did not give, he cannot by definition have been present. 
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If he claims to have been present whilst I gave another round of press briefings to explain 
away damage done in non-existent previous briefings he cannot by definition have been 
present. 

And if he is making these demonstrably false claims about the date of my meeting with 
Saddam Hussein and the aftermath of that meeting with Saddam Hussein and my 
departure to Amman why on earth should he be believed when says he heard me say “we 
got one and lost one”?  

And if he cannot have heard any such thing because he was not present then of course 
there would be no “evidence” “consistent with” the “minute” to which the Commissioner 
could refer. 

And all this is without reference to the tower of lies constructed by Tony Zureikat and 
already knocked down by me in several ill-tempered exchanges with the Commissioner. 
His claim that he had “met me for a drink” could not be true. I don’t drink. His evidence 
that “the girl and her boyfriend” and I drank whisky in the back of a car in which he 
travelled cannot be true. I don’t drink and the man was nobody’s “boyfriend” but a 
respectably married Muslim non-drinking member of the Jordanian Royal family. 

His evidence that he saw me “downing vodkas” with Russians in Baghdad cannot be true. I 
don’t drink and I have never met a Russian in Baghdad. His evidence that I frequently 
travelled to Morocco cannot be true. My passport proves that I did not. 

His evidence that he WITNESSED his cousin Fawaz stock up on a huge sum of money to 
meet me with in Morocco cannot be true. Fawaz Zureikat has never set foot in Morocco. 
(Interestingly, once this unvanquishable barrier to the truthfulness of that piece of evidence 
was pointed out to the Commissioner, he merely inserted other destinations hitherto 
unmentioned where Fawaz “regularly met” me.) 

His evidence that Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad “regularly” travelled “across the bridge” from 
Palestine to Jordan cannot be true. As both Jordanian and Israeli authorities could swiftly 
show, Dr Abu-Zayyad, has never crossed the bridge between 1993 and this day. His 
evidence that Dr Abu-Zayyad did so in order to pick up money from Fawaz and travel to 
Lebanon to bank it cannot be true. No one can enter Lebanon having come from occupied 
Palestine. It is illegal. 

His further evidence that she could have done so using two passports cannot be true. She 
never had two passports until the end of 2002. His evidence that he WITNESSED a car 
being arranged by his cousin to “pick up” Dr Abu-Zayyad from “the bridge” “twice” 
cannot be true and not just for the aforementioned reasons. Dr Abu-Zayyad never visited 
Palestine AT ALL between last crossing the bridge in 1993 and 2002, as the Israeli 
authorities can confirm. Her one and only visit to Palestine from 1993 until now, in 
December 2002, became the subject of an exchange on the floor of the House between me 
and the late Robin Cook MP. This exchange turned on the treatment of British passport 
holders of Palestinian origin by the Israeli authorities. She had flown from London to Tel 
Aviv (an event about which I communicated with both our embassy in Tel Aviv and our 
Consulate in Jerusalem) by British Airways (who can confirm this) and flew back from Tel 
Aviv to London by BA. She was travelling, for the first time, on her new British passport. 
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That in itself ought to be enough to destroy “Tony” Zureikat’s credibility. But his wild and 
defamatory claims went further. He says in his transcript that “$150,000 or 200,000 is not 
big money. George has a house, a villa. Before the relationship with Fawaz George did not 
have any money, he was broke. He was broke. His life changed after the relationship with 
Iraq.” 

This may be a reference to either my cottage (not a villa) in Portugal. This was purchased 
years before I had ever met Fawaz Zureikat, for £82,000, on a 100 percent mortgage. I can 
furnish the mortgage agreement. 

Or it could be a reference to my house in Streatham SW18. This too was purchased many 
years before I met Fawaz Zureikat, for £220,000 on an 80 percent mortgage, the balance 
being the remainder of my libel settlement with the Daily Mirror and Robert Maxwell. 
Again I can furnish the details.  

A glance at the Register of Members’ Interests will show that I was a highly-paid newspaper 
columnist as well as a Member of Parliament before I had ever met Fawaz Zureikat. These 
claims, like the others, are therefore, and irrefutably, mere malicious lies. 

It is clear from the transcript that “Tony” has been working intimately throughout this 
affair with the US authorities. In particular it is revealed that he is on first name terms with 
the leading staff of Senator “Norm” Coleman—his friend “Steve”. “Tony” is a US citizen. 
He has, since the US occupation of Baghdad, been favoured with business contracts from 
the occupation authorities.  

The Commissioner has been unable through “official channels” to confirm my claims 
about Mr “Tony” Zureikat’s financial probity. This is surprising given the resources at the 
Commissioner’s disposal. I from my small room in Portcullis House have been able to 
ascertain amongst other things that not just “a bank”, as the Commissioner has it, but the 
world’s largest bank headquartered in London—the HSBC—has gazetted “Tony” Zureikat 
demanding he call on their Jordan headquarters to answer charges of financial 
malfeasance. I have even provided the Commissioner with the name of the newspaper 
concerned. It is odd that through his official channels he has not been able to confirm this 
anymore than he appears to be able to confirm that in the town of Karak where Mr 
Zureikat currently runs a kebab shop he faces multiple court actions over unpaid butchers’ 
bills. It is time for me to pose this question: who really is “Tony” Zureikat and on whose 
behalf has he played this role with the US Senate and the Parliamentary Commissioner.  

Is it really credible that the kebab shop owner from Karak travelled to London at his own 
expense on a “business trip”—seeking new suppliers of shawarma perhaps—for the reasons 
he stated and have apparently been accepted by the Commissioner? 

And far from providing “corroboration” of the “minute” it is time to draw the opposite 
conclusion. The comprehensive demonstration I have made that he could not have been 
present as he says he was after my meeting with Saddam Hussein means this apparent 
corroboration is something else. It means that the writer of the “minute” and the writer of 
Mr “Tony” Zureikat’s script are either one in the same or are in communication with each 
other. That is at least a possible explanation. An impossible explanation is that “Tony” 
Zureikat was corroborating events which he was demonstrably not a witness to.  
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“Tony” Zureikat was the source of the appearance in this story of the mysterious Mr 
Shanti. I don’t know how he can be even standing in this report. We do not know whether 
he exists. Despite “Tony” Zureikat’s claim that he is easily traceable, no one has traced him, 
including the Commissioner with his resources and access to official channels. What value 
can be placed on a photocopy of a note the alleged author of which cannot be traced? 
Especially when that photocopy is provided by “Tony” Zureikat who introduced the 
alleged author into this story and who, as has been shown, lacks all credibility. For the 
record, I have never heard of Mr Shanti and to the best of my knowledge I have never met 
him. I have never acted in anyway on his behalf.  

Stuart Halford 

I now turn to the evidence of Stuart Halford. The Commissioner now says his evidence is 
peripheral. But as with “Tony” Zureikat and the “minute” the Halford testimony manages 
not just to hang in there but to be used by the Commissioner to buttress important 
conclusions he has reached. The Commissioner has found no room for my response to Mr 
Halford’s evidence and, when the Committee has read it, it will readily understand why—
because no one reading it could then count on any testimony by Halford.  

In his report the Commissioner quotes Mr Halford thus: “…Mr Galloway was not a stupid 
man. Mr Galloway met Mr Zureikat lots of times… if it were true that Mr Zureikat had 
links with the Iraqi regime, he (sic) would be very surprised if Mr Galloway was unaware of 
this.” (211) 

This quotation must be as close to meaningless as the English language permits. Obviously 
and transparently Fawaz Zureikat “had links with the Iraqi regime”: he was educated free 
of charge by it, his brother was one of its “martyrs”, he was a supporter of the Ba’ath party 
and had been doing business with the Iraqi regime for 20 years before he met me. So what 
purpose is served by the inclusion of this perfectly meaningless quote? It has two. First to 
buttress the Commissioner’s more elegant formulation that in his view I am neither “naïve 
nor complacent” (imagine, a 20-year Member of Parliament who is neither naïve, 
complacent nor stupid). The second has a name and a long discreditable history; it is called 
guilt by association. Evidently, in the Commissioner’s mind having “links” to the former 
Iraqi regime is discreditable and ipso facto having links with someone with links with the 
Iraqi regime is equally so.  

Although this next material can be found in the correspondence I must reintroduce it here 
even though the Commissioner has not. He says because Mr Halford is peripheral; I say 
Halford is only peripheral because I demonstrated the following.  

The Commissioner started out “concerned” about the high level of the expenses Halford 
drew from the Mariam Appeal. Evidently he “satisfied” himself about those. The 
Commissioner then pursued a bizarre wild goose chase in which Halford told him that he 
did not know the identity of “E Laing” when in fact he had paid her more than £13,000 
from the Appeal. He must have known her identity from the moment the Commissioner 
asked the question; he lied about it and only when I led the Commissioner to discover this 
did he concede that E Laing was Halford’s personal assistant, paid under this assumed 
name.  
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However he gave testimony which “supported” a “suggestion”—which had been made to 
the Commissioner by a source he claimed to have “forgotten”—that E Laing might be my 
former wife Elaine Galloway (the suggestion being that the name E Laing on a cheque is 
alterable to Elaine Galloway).  

Halford also led the Commissioner to believe that there was a culture of blank cheques 
(implicitly blamed on me) floating around the organisation, since refuted by his two co-
signatories (a third whom the Commissioner did not ask would have compounded this 
refutation). All three testify or can testify that the only person who ever pressed them to 
sign blank cheques was Mr Halford. 

The E Laing story is a powerful one which, for understandable reasons, the Commissioner 
now wishes to bury. 

If it had been true it would have been clear evidence of corruption and fraud. Careless of 
the fact that the “suggestion”—or more properly allegation, which is what a suggestion of 
criminal behaviour is—drew in a respected civil servant (Elaine Galloway) working for the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer at the Treasury the Commissioner pursued this utterly false 
allegation at great length. When he discovered, through my prompting, that it was false he 
sought to drop it as being outside the scope of his inquiry even though it had been given 
legs by a man, Halford, he continues to rely on in other respects. This cannot be allowed to 
stand. 

A man who told the Commissioner that he did not know the identity of E Laing when she 
was in fact working at his right hand as his personal assistant and whom he personally paid 
under this alias for more than a year cannot be a plausible witness.  

I can do no better than quoting Mr Halford himself (as the Commissioner quoted him to 
me). In his letter to the Commissioner of 23 February 2006 Halford claims:  

“As far as I am aware Ms Laing never worked for the Mariam Appeal and never 
provided any services for the Mariam Appeal for which she would have been paid. 
Indeed the fact that Ms E Laing received payments from the Mariam Appeal only came 
to my attention when the Charity Commission asked about payments made to her in 
their letter to me dated 16.02.2004 to which I replied that I had no recollection of E 
Laing having ever worked for the Mariam Appeal. 

“I have no contact details for Ms E Laing and have only met her once – literally for a 
few seconds on a level crossing outside Parliament with her daughter.” 

Despite the Commissioner knowing now for four months that Mr Halford’s above 
statements were a tissue of lies and that this alone should destroy his credibility as a witness 
he continues to rely on him in his report.  

In her letter to the Commissioner of 12 March this year ***, Mr Halford’s personal 
assistant, admits that she was paid as E Laing. Some fleeting meeting “on a level crossing” 
(sic) outside Parliament. 
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And this double crossing is not all. Mr Halford told the Commissioner—and he believed 
him—that he was frequently asked to sign blank cheques. By implication this might have 
been for my fraudulent benefit. The Charity Commission is in possession of all the cheques 
drawn on both the Mariam Appeal’s bank accounts. The Commissioner must know that 
the great majority of those cheques are made out in Mr Halford’s handwriting and 
therefore cannot possibly have been signed by him blankly.  

The Commissioner knows, because I told him (though to the best of my knowledge he has 
never asked him), that Mr al-Mukhtar, a practising solicitor, withdrew himself as a 
signatory on the accounts because Mr Halford was pestering him to sign blank cheques. It 
is now acknowledged, though half-heartedly, that ***, then a co-signatory and now a trades 
union official, confirms my evidence on this. But the Commissioner did not reveal in 
correspondence to me that, as I understand it, *** also confirms Mr al-Mukhtar’s evidence 
that Mr Halford badgered, indeed threatened him, by withholding payments due, if he did 
not sign blank cheques. 

***, a magistrate and another co-signatory, has also told the Commissioner the same thing. 
None of these professional people has any reason to lie. Mr Halford clearly has. None of 
these was in a position to write cheques to themselves for the reimbursement of “expenses”, 
as Mr Halford was and did—a level of expenses the Commissioner was once “concerned” 
about. 

The Commissioner nonetheless feels able to make a generous observation about Mr 
Halford and financial controls at the Mariam Appeal. It is that “…I simply observe that if 
Mr Halford is, as Mr Galloway asserts, the guilty party in this matter it is odd that he 
should have been the person who drew my attention to it in the first place.” It is not simply 
me, but all his co-signatories who say that Mr Halford pressed them to sign blank cheques. 
Further, the Commissioner is not entitled to opine that it is “odd” that Mr Halford raised 
this issue. It is perfectly obvious why he might wish to make such a claim. The lesson of the 
E Laing affair is surely germane. And it is dished not only by the evidence of his co-
signatories but by the one statement which I have persistently made and to which the 
Commissioner has never replied namely that the cheques which are in the possession of 
the Charity Commission, with whom the Commissioner has been in close contact, are 
overwhelmingly written in Mr Halford’s hand and therefore cannot have been signed 
blankly by him. In leaving this smear about me and blank cheques in the report, without 
any justification and in defiance of the evidence, the Commissioner risks inviting readers of 
the report to suspect that, though he has found no evidence that I personally benefited 
from the Appeal, that I might have done. This is unjust and totally unacceptable.  

The Commissioner says, “The credibility of Mr Halford’s evidence is something to be 
weighed as a whole…” Quite. I submit that in excising evidence of Mr Halford’s mendacity 
the exact opposite has happened. The E Laing affair and the evidence the Commissioner 
has, and that which he has peculiarly not sought, on the blank cheques accusation leave Mr 
Halford’s evidence as a whole, frankly, incredible.  

As with “Tony” Zureikat, the flaw in Mr Halford’s testimony is not a mere “error”; it is 
systematic and proven—beyond reasonable doubt—mendacity. The Commissioner’s 
response to my proving that has been threefold.  
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First, the Commissioner has kept Halford, “Tony” Zureikat and the “minute” in the factual 
sections of his report. While ostensibly banishing them to the periphery, they are 
nonetheless cited in mutual corroboration or to corroborate other claims. As such they are 
an important part of the totality of evidence from which the Commissioner draws a 
balance of probabilities.  

Second, the Commissioner has excised all my exhaustive refutation of these three pieces of 
evidence or, at the very least, has belittled it. Above all, in the evidence provided by Halford 
and “Tony” Zureikat, the report makes no reference to the mountain of evidence 
demonstrating that they lied to the Commissioner. Instead of the totality of their evidence, 
and its refutation, the report selectively quotes elements which support the conclusions 
while excising tracts which show both witnesses to be untruthful and unreliable. The effect 
of doing so is doubly to distort the report and contravene the principles governing an 
inquisitorial process.  

Third, insult is added to this injury when the Commissioner uses my successful efforts to 
refute his witnesses to accuse me of “constant attack without justification on the motives 
and conduct of anyone who has in any was offered evidence which might be considered 
damaging to” me.  

To sum up, the report’s failure to include the mountain of evidence that “Tony” Zureikat 
and Stuart Halford lied to the Commissioner distorts the factual sections and therefore the 
conclusions drawn “from the totality of the evidence” in a way that is detrimental to me 
and falls short of acceptable standards of justice.  

Openness, honesty and accountability  

I now turn to what the Commissioner refers to as my falling short of the principles of 
openness, honesty and accountability.  

In par 345 he makes three charges of lack of openness. The first may be a failure of 
consistency but cannot be a failure of openness. Given the “random” nature of my verbal 
declarations it is obvious that there was no attempt to conceal my role in the Mariam 
Appeal. In any case, my spearheading of the Appeal’s high profile events—such as the 
sanctions-busting flight from London to Baghdad (openly declared to have been paid for 
by Mr Zureikat) and the Big Ben to Baghdad bus (openly declared on the front of the bus 
to have been paid for by the King of the UAE)—all of which grabbed international 
headlines meant I was better known to the general public as the leader of the anti-sanctions 
campaign, whose funding was not secret but instead trumpeted, than I was as the Member 
for Glasgow Kelvin. My letter to the Commissioner’s predecessor, the declarations I did 
make and the fact that I was synonymous with the Appeal and the anti-sanctions 
campaign, mean that no reasonable person could claim I concealed any of this from the 
House or the public.  

The second charge is that I have “never given a precise and detailed account” of what I did 
and whom I met in Baghdad on Boxing Day 1999. This is untrue. The problem for the 
Commissioner is that I did nothing of importance on that day nor did I meet anyone of 
significance. This is not the same thing as failing to give a precise and detailed account. As 
the transcript of my 30 November interview with the Commissioner shows I angrily gave 
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the most detailed account that can be given of an uneventful day. But here again I am being 
asked to prove my innocence. I did not on that day, or any other to the best of my 
knowledge, meet any officer of Iraqi intelligence. I had no meetings, in the ordinary sense 
of that word, with anyone. It is not possible to be clearer than that.  

The third charge is bizarre. First of all, there is a world of difference, as I have explained 
and the Commissioner has accepted, between a “Work Programme” and “working 
programme”. It was perfectly reasonable when asked about a “Work Programme” to 
imagine that was a reference to the “Work Brigades Project”, which contrary to the 
Commissioner’s inference from the chronology was in gestation for not just months but 
well over a year. This “Work Brigades Project” was the subject of interminable discussion 
both with and within the Iraqi government, given the unprecedented nature of the project 
in which hundreds, potentially thousands, of foreign nationals would be brought into Iraq 
with all the potential for good and ill that implied. It is equally the case—the Commissioner 
prefers it—that what was in fact being talked about in this regard was a programme of 
work on which the Mariam Appeal was engaged and which inevitably was communicated 
to the government of Iraq and discussed amongst them. The idea that this dichotomy 
implies a lack of openness is ridiculous.  

It is not only misleading but unjust for the Commissioner to imply that this issue was a 
persistent bone of contention between us. Perusal of the file will show that the 
Commissioner returned to this issue only in the concluding days of his inquiry when he 
was tying up loose ends, gave no indication it was of any great significance, and drew no 
attention to the fact that nearly four years had elapsed since this matter was first raised.  

Paragraph 345 makes four charges relating to honesty. I have neither “prevaricated” nor 
“fudged” on the question of the funding of the Mariam Appeal. I have consistently denied 
ever asking any of the donors the source of the wealth from which they made donations to 
the Mariam Appeal. Something cannot be undeniable that is denied and is not proved. In 
any case, this sentence makes a misleading elision. It merely claims that it is undeniable 
that the Mariam Appeal “received money derived, via the Oil for Food Programme, from 
the former Iraqi regime”—meaning, I presume, from companies that bought oil from Iraq 
through Fawaz Zureikat. This is very different from the Commissioner’s charge that I 
probably knew that (which I did not) and that illegal surcharges were paid by Fawaz 
Zureikat (which he denies and on which no criminal charges exist, still less have been 
proved) and moreover that if he had paid such surcharges that I knew about them. This 
tortuous and unjustifiable series of suppositions is incapable of bearing the conclusion the 
Commissioner has drawn.  

The other three points the Commissioner raises questioning my honesty in fact do no such 
thing. I argued that it was not possible for either the Commissioner after the fact or me 
during it to know from what parts of Fawaz Zureikat’s business empire he was making 
donations, from which I received no personal benefit (as Committee members will know, 
staying in a freezing hotel in the Ukraine whilst attending a conference on sanctions or 
wandering the radioactive killing fields of Iraq during sanctions—all of which I declared—
is not the same thing as the benefit derived from accepting the hospitality of a 
multinational corporation at beano in the Bahamas). And there is “not a jot or tittle” of 
evidence that Fawaz Zureikat committed any criminal offence, still less that, if he did, I 
knew about it.  
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On “accountability” the Commissioner has belatedly accepted my point that how the 
Mariam Appeal ran its campaign was not properly the focus of his inquiry—though not 
before he expended considerable energy into trying to make it so. He says in par 247 that 
“the propriety of this expenditure is not a matter for me”. He goes on to say that it is a 
matter for the Charity Commission, even though the Commissioner himself says the 
Appeal was a political campaign, which if it was would mean the Charity Commission had 
no locus. The spending of the Appeal would only have been his business if someone had 
found evidence that any impropriety occurred. It did not and therefore the “financial 
record-keeping practices” of the Appeal are, I again submit, none of his business. I don’t 
understand his second point on accountability, which looks like padding.  

“Maintaining trust and confidence in the integrity of Parliament” is indeed an important 
matter. In the sea of troubles in which this Parliament now swims on this subject I can 
assure the Committee the matter of “the manner” in which I pursued my anti-sanctions, 
humanitarian, anti-war objectives is not uppermost in the public’s mind.  

In his final point on accountability the Commissioner highlights the success of the Mariam 
Appeal not only in saving the life of a dying child but in raising a substantial sum of money 
(though not as substantial as Ms Clywd’s and Mr Robathan’s INDICT campaign) with 
which it campaigned. Having studiously ignored the contribution made by the Emir of the 
UAE and the King of Saudi Arabia and instead focussing exclusively on and applying a 
particular standard to the donation from Fawaz Zureikat, the Commissioner now 
aggregates the royal contributions to draw attention to the overall size of the Appeal, which 
he says was “way beyond those involved in most political campaigns by Members” 
(perhaps he’s unaware of the activities of Ms Clywd and Mr Robathan).  

The Commissioner concedes that the propriety of the Appeal’s expenditure is not a matter 
for him but for the Charity Commission and the Appeal’s trustees. But the trustees are 
entirely happy with its expenditure, indeed no donor to the campaign has ever made a 
single complaint anywhere about its expenditure. And the Charity Commission has found, 
not once but twice, that “there is no evidence that any of the substantial sums of money 
raised by the Mariam Appeal were improperly used”.  

Finally on this section, what else but an argument over the funding of political campaigns 
is this. We have already established that I was not being personally funded by any of these 
sums and therefore, incontrovertibly, we are arguing over the funding not of political 
campaigns but one political campaign. Mine.  

The burnt out ministry and the Telegraph  

In the absence of the Commissioner’s rickety three-legged stool I am afraid he is left only 
with the Daily Telegraph’s documents. It is clear that the Commissioner invests greater 
confidence in those than the Telegraph were prepared to in my successful libel action 
against them. The Commissioner makes much of the fact that the Telegraph’s defence—
which was resoundingly defeated both in the original trial and on appeal—was one of 
qualified privilege under the so-called Reynolds privilege. He has shown a dogged refusal 
to accept that they advanced this defence because they could not advance a better one of 
either justification or fair comment. He has persistently second-guessed the Telegraph and 
their QC on this implying throughout that they could have done so, but chose not to. 
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Anyone with any experience either as a litigant or a lawyer would know that had the paper 
been confident in its ability to do so it would have done so. It did not for a variety of 
reasons. First, the Telegraph did not happen upon these documents in the way they 
described.  

The Committee has the email I sent immediately following a meeting in my office in 
Portcullis House on 18 July 2003 at 13.41 to my solicitor Kevin Bays. The Commissioner 
confirmed with Mr Bays that this email was received by him virtually instantaneously. 
Because of my duty of confidentiality to the senior foreign correspondent therein the 
Committee may, as the Commissioner has, not feel able to give this evidence the weight I 
wish they would. But I hope the Committee will conclude that the meeting definitely 
happened. It happened at the insistence of the correspondent concerned, who pressed hard 
for the opportunity to convey this information to me. The alternative—that out of the blue 
I invented this meeting and gratuitously corresponded with my own lawyer on the 
subject—is surely, to borrow a phrase from the Commissioner, on the balance of 
probabilities unlikely. I can assure the Committee, if they are in any doubt, that there are 
not many people in Britain who believe the Telegraph story of how these documents came 
into their possession. And most of these people are not aware of the email in your 
possession.  

The Commissioner makes much of the fact that I don’t focus much on these documents. 
But the reason is easily understood. I am not in a position to, nor do I have the resources 
to, get to the bottom of who made these documents, when they made them or why they 
made them. But I am in a position to state that the information within them is untrue. I 
have never bought or sold a drop of oil or any other commodity from Iraq or anywhere 
else, neither has anyone done so on my behalf, or for my benefit, or with my knowledge 
still less my approval.  

I can only state what I have repeatedly over four years said—there are at least three 
possibilities: a) these documents are forgeries, b) these documents represent some corrupt 
dealing inside the Iraqi regime using my name, c) these documents represent someone 
making deals behind my back and without my knowledge. Inevitably the possibility exists 
that in totality they represent a mixture of all three.  

I never visited the Iraqi oil ministry; I have never met either a minister for oil or any oil 
ministry official and no one has ever claimed that I have. What is clear is that the 
Commissioner did not find evidence, to use his phrase, that I personally received any 
money from any such transactions. This is because I did not.  

What I do know, and the Committee know too, is that in the same week as the Telegraph 
documents were “found” other documents were being passed to a Telegraph journalist by a 
General which turned out to be proven forgeries. Perversely, the Commissioner has 
steadfastly refused to investigate that coincidence or even to acknowledge its relevance.  

I know, too, as do the Committee that the former Iraqi opposition, now “government” in 
Iraq, are past masters in forgery and the black arts of disinformation. I need hardly dwell 
on the Niger documents falsely alleging Iraqi purchases of yellow cake uranium or the 
uncountable fake testimony produced by them in the years preceding the war about the 
existence of, even the precise location of, chemical and biological weapons and factories 
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and the advanced wherewithal for the production of nuclear weapons in Iraq, all of which 
turned out to be fabricated, but for which they were paid over $96 million under the US 
government’s Iraq Liberation Act.  

However, the true price of these fabrications, forgeries and fake dossiers of disinformation 
has been paid not just in treasure, but in blood—and not only the blood of Iraqis.  

Baghdad, as was widely reported in the immediate aftermath of the war, became a veritable 
forgers’ factory in which anything and everything was being knocked up on headed 
notepaper complete with official stamps proving, usually, nothing at all.  

Advocacy 

The Commissioner’s report finds me, by what I would suggest is a convoluted and 
unsustainable argument, guilty of breaching the rules on advocacy. I strongly disagree.  

I draw the Committee’s attention to the “Guidelines on the application of the ban on 
lobbying for reward or consideration”.  

Par 76 point 1 says, “… advocacy is prohibited which seeks to confer benefit exclusively 
upon a body (or individual) outside Parliament, from which the Member has received, is 
receiving, or expects to receive a pecuniary benefit, or upon any registrable client of such a 
body (or individual).”  

In the “Parameters to the operation of the ban on lobbying for reward or consideration”, 
par 79(7) covers “Overseas Visits”. The Committee will note that the only “benefit”—to the 
tune of just under £17,000 through the four-year lifetime of the Mariam Appeal, that I am 
held to have received from the Appeal were the foreign trips I undertook as part of the 
campaign to end non-military sanctions and bring humanitarian relief to the people of 
Iraq.  

79(7) says: “Overseas Visits: Although, except as set out in paragraph 35, overseas visits 
must be registered and declared, such visits shall not be taken into account when applying 
the rule.”  

Par 80 outlines a number of illustrative examples of the application of the Guidelines. (a) 
deals with company directorships and not seeking “eg tax relief, subsidies, restriction of 
competition” for that particular company. (b) deals with “trade associations… charities (or 
any similar representative organisation). It says:  

i) Membership alone of any representative organisation does not entail any restrictions 
under the rule. 

ii) A Member who is, for example, a remunerated adviser: may not advocate measures 
for the exclusive benefit of that organisation… (eg. A campaign for special tax relief, 
or for enhanced pay and numbers); may speak or act in support of a campaign which 
is of particular interest to the representative organisation (eg in the case of an animal 
welfare organisation, a campaign to prohibit the importation of animal fur, or 
prohibit blood sports; in the case of a charity for cancer research, campaign for the 
prohibition of smoking). 
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(c) deals with companies falling within a Member’s constituency. (d) relates to foreign trips 
which are hosted by foreign governments. It talks of Members not advocating measures for 
the “exclusive benefit of the host Government”. (e) relates to NGOs. It states, “A Member 
whose visit was funded by a non-governmental organisation (NGO) or other agency would 
not be inhibited in speaking about its work or the problems it was dealing with. Only a 
matter which was for the exclusive benefit of the NGO or agency, eg a request for a grant-
in-aid to the particular organisation, could not be pursued.” (f) deals with free 
accommodation provided by a local authority.  

It is clear throughout and from the example provided in point (e) of an “exclusive 
benefit”—“a request for a grant-in-aid to the particular organisation”—what the rule, 
guidelines and parameters on lobbying and advocacy mean by “exclusive benefit”. What is 
meant is advocating measures or courses of action which will bring a financial reward to 
the registrable company or organisation in preference to other companies or organisations.  

The subsection that comes closest to dealing with the Mariam Appeal is subsection (b) 
concerning “trade associations, staff associations, professional bodies, charities (or any 
similar representative organisation)”. Clause (i) of that section again makes clear the 
meaning of the term “exclusive benefit”—“eg a campaign for a special tax relief, or for 
enhanced pay and numbers”. It is evident that what is meant is advocating measures that 
will bring a financial and material benefit to the organisation. Clause (ii) explicitly states 
that, in contrast, it is permitted and not classed as paid advocacy to speak or act in support 
of a campaign which is of particular interest to the representative organisation “eg… in the 
case of a charity for cancer research, a campaign for the prohibition of smoking”.  

I submit that speaking and acting to lift non-military sanctions on Iraq and drawing 
attention to the humanitarian crisis those sanctions caused was certainly of interest to the 
Mariam Appeal (and indeed other anti-sanctions campaigns) and was congruent with the 
Appeal’s objectives but in no sense could it be construed as seeking to confer an “exclusive 
benefit” on the Appeal in the terms in which those words are used in the rules, guidelines 
and parameters governing lobbying and advocacy.  

Furthermore, the Guide to the Rules in force between 24 July 1996 and 14 May 2002 said 
“…the Member may not initiate any parliamentary proceeding which relates specifically 
and directly to the affairs and interests of that body [from which the Member has received 
a pecuniary benefit]… any group, sector, category or organisation whose affairs and 
interests are substantially the same as those of the outside body.”  

I did not initiate proceedings that related “specifically and directly to the affairs and 
interests of” the Mariam Appeal. Ending non-military sanctions on Iraq was not specific 
to the Mariam Appeal and did not relate “directly to the affairs and interests” of the 
Mariam Appeal”. It merely articulated the same goal as the Mariam Appeal in the same 
way as 80 (b)(ii) of the current Code of Conduct describes the case of a Member who is a 
member of a charity for cancer research speaking or acting in support of “a campaign for 
the prohibition of smoking”. If the campaign were successful, the charity—as well as other 
charities and many other parties—would be further advanced to their goal of reducing the 
incidence of cancer, but its particular interest and affairs would not have accrued a specific 
or exclusive benefit thanks to the Member’s actions.  
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Moreover, in the light of the Guide to Rules in force between 24 July 1996 and 14 May 
2002, the Commissioner’s assertion, by way of the illustration “(such as the former 
government of Iraq)” (339), that the interests of the former government of Iraq “were 
substantially the same as those of the Appeal” is an unsustainable interpretation of the rule 
and guidelines. The meaning of “substantially the same” could not be clearer. The interests 
of the former government of Iraq were wide and varied. They included a claim to the 
territory of the Kingdom of Kuwait; an unresolved border dispute with the Islamic 
Republic of Iran; the restoration of its place in Opec; reparations from the United Nations 
for the 33 percent of the oil-for-food money it levied; and much more besides. These are 
evidently not “substantially the same” as the goals or interests of a campaign, the Mariam 
Appeal, to relieve the suffering of the people of Iraq through lifting non-military sanctions.  

Equally, the interests of the King of Saudi Arabia, whose policy was to lift non-military 
sanctions, cannot be seriously considered to be “substantially the same” as the interests of 
the Mariam Appeal by dint of the fact that the campaign also had that goal.  

The intention of the prohibition on “initiating any parliamentary proceeding which relates 
specifically and directly to the affairs and interests of… any group, sector, category or 
organisation whose affairs and interests are substantially the same as those of the outside 
body (or individual)” is clear. It is to prohibit, for example, a member with a registrable 
interest in, say, Astra Zeneca, from advocating measures affecting pharmaceutical 
companies in general, a conglomeration of pharmaceutical companies, or any industry or 
sector wide bodies pharmaceutical companies may establish to further their interests.  

I submit that my raising of the humanitarian plight of the people of Iraq and calls to lift 
non-military sanctions did not fall foul of either the letter or the underlying spirit of the 
rules and guidelines on advocacy, those in force up to 2002 and those in force today. 
Further, I submit that the current parameters to the operation of the ban on lobbying for 
reward draw the distinctions between, for example, companies and charities, specific 
interests and general goals in such as was as to include initiating  way parliamentary 
proceedings in the way I did.  

Conclusion 

Mr Robathan’s complaint was based on the libellous accusation that I enriched myself to 
the tune of £375,000 a year. At least in this respect the Commissioner’s report corresponds 
with the judgments of the High Court and the Court of Appeal: I did not so enrich myself. 
That complaint, therefore, cannot be upheld.  

I believe I have comprehensively dealt with the issues surrounding registration of the 
Mariam Appeal. I submit that in making the charge of paid advocacy, the report stretches 
the rules, guidelines and parameters on lobbying beyond breaking point and, as against 
previous recommendations by the Committee, would unreasonably inhibit members from 
raising political issues in the House or with ministers.  

Lastly, I reject the charge that I have in any way brought the House into disrepute. I do so, 
not least, because I refute the central claims of the report—that I knew about the 
provenance of funding for the Mariam Appeal and that it was, or a part of it was, improper. 
It also do so because the test of bringing the House into disrepute is whether my actions 
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have caused the public to have a lower estimation of parliament or were likely to have that 
effect. Throughout this affair, I submit that the opposite is true: that the political stance I 
took over sanctions and against war has been vindicated. It is the failure of this House to 
hold the executive to account during sanctions, in the run-up to the invasion and 
subsequently that has brought Parliament into disrepute in the eyes of so many citizens. As 
the Committee is made up of politicians, I would hope it would see that.  

In anticipation of the objection that these are political points, I conclude with this: in this 
memorandum I have dealt with the procedure, the evidence and the arguments relating to 
the rules of the House raised by the Commissioner’s inquiry and, I submit, demonstrated 
why the Committee cannot endorse many of its findings. I have naturally also dealt with 
the political context in which it took place: for the entire affair will be judged as political 
from beginning to end. 

18 June 2007 
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Annex 

Letter to George W Bush from Studio Legale Internazionale, 14 June 
2007 

RE: HE Tariq Aziz 

We have the honour to represent the above who as you will be aware has been detained at Camp Cropper in 
Baghdad since 24th April 2003. You may also be aware our client was born on the 1st April 1936 in Mosul and 
was the Deputy Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary under the Government of the late Saddam Hussein. 

Our client has now been in custody over 4 years and there is still no sign whatsoever of any trial. We have 
attended Mr Aziz on a number of occasions and we take this opportunity at thanking the US Military for their 
protection, security and facilities throughout our visits. 

It is of some regret that we are forced at writing this letter and raising certain matters to your attention. We 
sincerely hope that you will accept the spirit of fairness based upon which our letter is written on behalf of our 
client. 

On the 23rd April 2003 our client H.E. Tariq Aziz entered into an agreement with primarily the US Military, 
ultimately with the US Government on the strict understanding that compliance on the part of the US 
Military/US Government was personally guaranteed by yourself not only as President of the United States of 
America but in the words of our client as “George W. Bush”. 

Our client contends that on the 23rd April 2003 he entered into an agreement whilst at his sister’s house in 
Baghdad with the US Military that in return for his voluntary surrender and de-briefing his entire family 
would be maintained safely and escorted to Amman in Jordan. Our client contends that negotiations took 
place with the US Military who at all material times had never seriously sought his arrest strictly on the basis 
that the safe conduct of his family would be guaranteed by the President of the United States of America 
acting as Supreme Commander but also as George W Bush. 

The evidence shows that on the 26th April 2003 at approximately 11 am (Baghdad Time) the entire family of 
H.E. Tariq Aziz  was secured and transported from Baghdad International Airport by C130 US Military 
Aircraft landing at Amman Marka Airport at 15.00 pm (Jordan time). 

Our client surrended on the 24th April 2003 and to date has been debriefed by US Military Intelligence with 
the bulk of thequestioning being entirely connected with the ‘Oil for Food’ programme and the connection 
between the British MP George Galloway and Iraq. 

In accordance with the agreement that our client entered into with yourself primarily as President of the 
United States and secondary as George W. Bush his legitimate expectations of release once the de-briefing was 
completed in 2005 have been violated. 

In the words of our client at our last visit: “If you cannot trust the word of the President of the United States of 
America, George W Bush especially since he carried out part of his agreement, then who can you trust?” 

The agreement between the US Military/US Government/President of the United States of America as 
Supreme Commander/George W Bush was that in return for: (a) safe conduct of the entire family of Tariq 
Aziz  to Amman from Baghdad and (b) compliance and co-operation in debriefing that our clientwould 
voluntarily surrender to the custody of the Occupying Force. 

Our client complied with this term on the 24th April 2003. 

Our client has complied with the co-operation and honest response to the debriefing over a period of two 
years-which was by far longer than anticipated and necessary. 
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Without doubt you have complied with the safe passage by US Military Aircraft on the 26th April 2003 to 
Amman of the entire Aziz family as stated above. 

It is with some considerable regret that you have failed to comply with the final term of the agreement namely, 
the release from custody of our client once the de-briefing was completed. 

In our view at the very latest H.E. Tariq Aziz should have been released in May 2005 after Mr George 
Galloway testified at the US Senate. It is uncontested that the ‘de-briefings’ (referred also in the transcripts of 
the George Galloway Senate Hearing) were almost entirely connected to the relationship between Saddam 
Hussein and George Galloway and the ‘Oil for Food’ programme. 

To date and since the beginning of 2005 our client has not been subjected to any further de-briefings and is 
held under a most suspect pretence not known in law namely, the withholding of passports and some 
spurious purported involvement in the treatment of Marsh Arabs. 

In our view the whole matter returns to the following question asked by our client: “If you cannot trust the 
word of the President of the United States of America, George W Bush especially since he carried out part 
of his agreement, then who can you trust?” 

In our view  there was and remains a binding agreement between H.E. Tariq Aziz and the United States 
Government/George W Bush. Our client made clear that in his discussions with the US Military his 
accentuation was on whether or not the agreement carried the ‘word’ of George W Bush. The response was in 
the affirmative and by the transportation of the entire Aziz  Family to Amman on the 26th April 2003 landing 
at Marka Airport in Amman by C130 US Military Aircraft our client was satisfied that the agreement was 
personally endorsed by the President of the United States of America. 

This agreement has been breached since it has only been partly satisfied. Our client remains in custody and 
according to the agreement once his de-briefings were completed (which lasted  by far longer than expected) 
he should have been placed in a state of de liberate. He remains in custody which is in breach of contract. 

We of course appreciate the question that as President of the United States of America you may be subject to a 
certain period of immunity from civil process. We emphasise that our client wanted to be satisfied that the 
agreement was sanctioned and carried the undertaking of the President of the United States of America and 
George W Bush. 

It may well be that the matter has not been brought to your appropriate attention and by oversight the events 
of 2003 may have been overlooked. However, as a result in this quite serious violaton in a binding agreement 
our client (a) remains in custody and (b) has suffered damages as a result thereof. 

Prior to taking any further action we are requested kindly by our client and in the spirit of fairness to bring the 
matter to your attention and to allow you a period of 14 days in which to purge the violation by full 
compliance with your part of the agreement (albeit very late) and the order of releaseof H.E. Tariq Aziz and 
safe passage to Amman or Rome in Italy. 

If the Iraqi Government wish to pursue any line of criminal enquiry into any past conduct they would be free 
to apply for extradition to the State where H.E. Tariq Aziz would be domiciled. There would thus be no 
prejudice to any party. 

We must however, with some regret state that in the event the agreement continues to be in a state of violation 
by the continued detention of our client, upon further instructions we will be forced to seek the protection of 
the Courts for the contractual rights of our client. We are specifically requested however, on behalf of our 
client at sending you the best regards from H.E. Tariq Aziz. 

In the light of the nature of this correspondence we ask you kindly to acknowledge safe receipt. 

14 June 2007 
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Appendix 3: Note to the Committee by the 
Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards 
on the authenticity of the note of Mr 
Galloway’s meeting with Saddam Hussein, 
21 June 2007 

1. In his response to my report on his conduct, Mr Galloway has levelled a good deal of 
criticism at the 'minute' of his meeting with Saddam Hussein on 8 August 2002, a 
translation of which is appended to my report at Volume II, WE 45. He has, 
understandably, wanted to know more about its provenance, arguing that, because no 
one who could conceivably be its author was present, according to his account, at the 
second part of the meeting, it must be false and ought not to have been included in my 
report. 

2.  At the point at which I completed my report, I had sufficient confidence in the 
minute to consider it worthy of inclusion but I did not (although not for want of trying) 
have sufficient information about the document to place significant reliance on it. 
Consequently, I said (paragraph 291(d)) that I attached much less weight to it than I did 
to other evidence, although I did not think it could be entirely dismissed as a fake, as Mr 
Galloway had suggested. 

3. In the period since completing my report I have continued my inquiries about the 
document and am now able to attach a note about it prepared  by the Combined Media 
Processing Centre (CMPC), a joint UK/US facility based in Qatar, responsible for 
processing all documents and other media captured  from the former Iraqi regime. The 
note refers to the document by the file number it was given—National Harmony file 
ISGP-2003-00014623—when it was catalogued following its capture by Coalition forces 
in Iraq.  

4. The key points in the note are: 

 The document was originally captured among many others from the Iraqi 
Intelligence Service's headquarters in the Karamah area of Baghdad. 

 It is a facsimile which originated, along with many others captured at the same 
time, from the office of the Presidential Press Secretary. 

 Other captured documents reveal that the Press Secretary took a very active part in 
providing recording devices for meetings with Saddam Hussein. 

 There are many instances of the then President recording his meetings with foreign 
and other dignitaries. The instances quoted in the note range in date from as early 
as 1986 to 2002. 
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The note concludes: 

"From the above files it is clear that Saddam not only habitually recorded his 
meetings with his cabinet and foreign dignitaries but that it was also a requirement to 
transcribe the minutes and that it was the responsibility of the Press Secretary to do 
so". 

5. I regret that this information was not available when I completed my report. In a 
major inquiry of this sort, it is almost inevitable that not all lines of inquiry will be 
capable of being completed neatly at the same point. 

6. Had the attached note been available to me earlier, it would have led me to put more 
weight on the 'minute' than I felt able to do at the time I completed my report. It would 
not have altered my conclusions in that report but it does, I believe, strengthen the 
evidential base for those conclusions, particularly in respect of whether or not Mr 
Galloway knew what was going on." 

21 June 2007 



Conduct of Mr George Galloway    169 

 

Annex 

COMBINED MEDIA PROCESSING CENTRE-QATAR / UK CI REPORT 

AUTHENTICITY OF HARMONY FILE ISGP-2003-00014623 

1. Introduction 

This memo addresses the question of authenticity of National Harmony file ISGP-2003-00014623. In order 
for a full understanding of how the file was identified it is important to understand the methodology and 
process behind the capture, identification and exploitation of documents from Iraq. 

The memo also looks at a number of factors including the format of the layout of the Arabic original and the 
style and then compares that with other, similar contemporaneous files from the same office regarding 
meetings and writing of minutes that were seized in Iraq and processed by CMPC. By examining other files 
from the same originating office it is possible to establish what their standard practice was and consequently, 
whether ISGP -2003-00014623 differs in any substantial way and if so, why. 

2. Background and Process Methodology 

In the early stages of Operation Telic/Operation Iraqi Freedom coalition military first secured cities such as 
Baghdad then began the process of targeting and clearing the headquarters of regime institutions of 
documents and computer hard drives. The early efforts were directed at Ba’th Party offices, the headquarters 
of the Iraqi Intelligence Service, the General Military Intelligence Directorate and so on. These raids generated 
a tremendous amount of material, often filling up a number of heavy trucks. 

Once documents were captured the units had done their job and had neither the time nor inclination to do 
any more than pass them on to the right people. In many cases, particularly in the early weeks of Operation 
Telic seized documents were sent back down the lines for safe keeping but information about capture location 
was lost. In the case of file ISGP-2003-00014623 this is not the case. 

It is important to bear in mind that the primary purpose behind capture of regime documents and computer 
media at the time was for identifying intelligence surrounding the possible whereabouts of WMD stocks or 
production and procurement. Documents were handled differently from the standard handling procedures 
that a law enforcement organization would employ where they are guided by preservation of evidence 
integrity and chain of custody. 

The system in place for exploitation of files was established and functions as follows:  

 Capturing units send the batch (either themselves or utilize a transporting unit) to the Combined 
Media Processing Center (CMPC) in one of three locations in Iraq 

 CMPC carries out a pre-triage1 to separate the most interesting documents for triage and then 
summarizes or fully translates those files that conform to the PIR2 guidelines 

 

 
 
  
1  Triage is a cursory reading of the file to see whether it contains information that can be identified as complying 

with the Priority Intelligence Requirements. Pre-triage is the same but with the focus on quick, general 
identification of topics of interest and is used for sifting large batches of documents. 

2  PIR stands for Priority Intelligence Requirements and are the guidelines used for determining the importance of a 
document and whether it is worthy of summarizing or of fully translating, which include, and are not limited to 
counter intelligence information, counter terrorism information, WMD information etc 
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 The bulk of the documents not selected in Iraq for further exploitation are sent to CMPC in Qatar 
which is a much larger operation with more linguists and can process large numbers of documents 

 Documents are triaged in Qatar, given a unique identification number known as a National 
Harmony number, and identified as translation worthy or not (eg a novel, a copy of the Qu’ran, a 
newspaper) 

 Then the document file is prepared for scanning, which means taking out staples, binders, 
separating each page, cutting off dog-eared corners of pages so that the pages can smoothly go 
through the scanner 

 Documents deemed sensitive (such as ISGP-2003-00014623) that discuss British or American 
citizens are not scanned and are passed to either the US Counter Intelligence (CI) Representative or 
to the UK CI counterpart 

 Once scanned, the original document is placed back into its respective box (along with, as in our 
case, documents not deemed worthy of translation) placed on a pallet with the other boxes from the 
same batch then stored in the CMPC warehouse 

3. Capture Information 

3.1 Capturing Unit 

Task Force 20 and FBI was the unit that captured batch 3113-15 (see below for explanation of batch 
numbering) from the Iraqi Intelligence Service’s (IIS) headquarters in the Karamah area of Baghdad. The 
captured material was then transported by 202 MI BN (202 Military Intelligence Battalion), arrived at the 
processing center at 15:00 local time on 23 April 2003 and the material was processed two days later on the 
25th of April 2003. The point of contact was listed as ***** . In the comments field in the National Harmony 
database it says “very large batch on IIS. Pre-triaged then shipped to Qatar 18 June 2003”. 

3.2 Batch Details 

The file came from batch 3113-15. The warehouse and the batch numbering system is based on the US 
National Archive standards to ensure strict accountability of all material. The National Archive’s most recent 
visit to CMPC-Q to check compliance with their standards occurred in February 2004. The batch numbering 
system works in the following way:  

The first digit “3” refers to the final digit of year of capture, in this case 2003. The next three digits is the Julian 
date and in this case, the 113th day of year 2003 was the 23rd of April. The dash and number separates different 
batches of captured documents that occur on the same day. Thus “15” indicates that it was the fifteenth batch 
to arrive for processing at CMPC that day.  

 
 

3113-15 
 
 
 

2003   113th day (23 April)  Batch 15 of 23 April 
 
In batch 3113-15 there was around 1000 boxes of documents (to save space the CMPC warehouse 
consolidated the number of boxes in all large batches thus the number of boxes at present is less than there 
were when the batch was processed originally) and each box was given a number from one to 1039. The file 
came from box 178. In turn this box contained a total of 99 files that were given National Harmony numbers. 
However, not all files in the box were translated because during the triage process they were not deemed to be 
of interest. 
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4. Exploitation and Context Information 

4.1 Summary of All Files in Box 178 

There are two groups of files in Box 178, the ISGP series and an IISP series3. The latter group was added 
during consolidation of batch 3113-15. They were taken from one half full box and put in Box 178 which had 
plenty of room in it for more files. The IISP series came from the same batch but simply for storage purposes 
the files were placed in Box 178 and integrity of other documents is kept in the sequential IISP series of 
National Harmony numbers. 

As explained above, during the triage process, any device that holds together the pages, for instance staples, 
pins, paper clips and binders, are removed and discarded so that the pages can pass through a scanner. If, as in 
this case, the binder is large and contains differing subjects of interest, the pages are separated according to 
categories of potential interest – although pages are never mixed. Integrity of the whole binder is maintained 
to a degree by assigning sequential National Harmony numbers to the separated pages. 

To understand the context of file ISGP-2003-00014623 the sequential Harmony numbers in the same box that 
are on either side of the number were examined.  

The Harmony numbers in Box 178 run from ISGP-2003-00014600 through to ISGP-2003-00014665, or a 
total of 66 files. The dates of letters in the files run from 2000 to 2002. The majority of files are marked “NIV”, 
short for No Intelligence Value. All the files in the series are from the Office of the Presidential Press Secretary 
because they each have at least one page of department letter headed correspondence from ‘Ali ‘Abdallah 
Salman and the handful that do not still contain information similar in nature.  

The subject matter of the files is broad but is primarily concerned with various letters addressed to Saddam 
such as requesting his photographs, requests for an audience, request by foreign media for interviews, letters 
of support for Saddam from Iraqis and from foreigners, and bonuses for various journalists and writers. Three 
files warrant a closer examination because they deal with the question of standard practice of the Presidential 
Office regarding the use of recording devices and of writing up minutes of meetings. They are examined in the 
below section. 

4.2 Physical Survey of Box 178 

UKCI Rep completed a survey of the companion files in Box 178 of Batch 3113-15 on 14 June 2007 in the 
CMPC-Q warehouse on Camp Al-Saylyah, Doha, Qatar. The three files of particular interest are: 

ISGP-2003-00014607 
ISGP-2003-00014614 
ISGP-2003-00014657 
 
ISGP-2003-00014657 The file folder has “NIV” (No Intelligence Value) written on it and that it was scanned 
by user TNMACCI on 11 December 2005. It contains 24 pages in Arabic in total. The relevant pages refer to 
the minutes of a meeting held between Saddam Hussein and Ahmad Ibrahim, the head of Sudan’s parliament 
[Analyst Comment (AC): Ahmad Ibrahim ‘Umar was at that time the secretary general of the Sudanese ruling 
party the National Congress Party so it is unclear whether the author was mistaken about his position or the 
wrong words were chosen to describe ‘parliament’ and ‘National Congress’, which in Arabic are similar] on 24 
July 2001. It follows exactly the same format as the Galloway minutes in that there is a cover letter from ‘Ali 
‘Abdallah Salman (in this case dated 27 July 2001) then follows the actual transcription of the minutes in the 
same format. Furthermore it has the hole punches4 on the same side of the page plus the staple marks in the 

 
 
  
3  It is not necessary to delve into details about National Harmony naming conventions; suffice it to say that each 

National Harmony number is unique. 

4  Arabic is written right to left and so it is usual to fix pages together by stapling them on the top right hand corner, 
rather than the left as one would staple pages in English. The same is true for placement of papers in binders: the 
pages would normally be hole punched on the right hand side rather than the left as is the case in the Galloway file. 
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top right hand corner. The first page states that the text is the minutes of the meeting of the morning of 
Wednesday, 24 July 2001. The Iraqi attendees were Dr Sa’dun Hamadi, head of the National Council and Dr 
Naji Sabri, Foreign Minister. Attendees from the President’s Office were Lieutenant General Dr ‘Abd Humayd 
Mahmud Al-Khitab, Presidential Secretary and Mr ‘Ali ‘Abdallah Salman, Presidential Press Secretary. Then 
follows the minutes of the dialogue between Saddam and Ahmad Ibrahim [AC: A full translation can be 
provided upon request.] Also of note is the fact that neither the minutes nor the covering letter are classified. 

ISGP-2003-00014614 is a letter dated 16 September 2000 from Engineer5 Musari’a Karim Mahmud to the 
Presidential Secretary under the subject heading of “Technical Opinion”. It discusses why the sound quality 
was poor on the recording of the president’s meeting with some officials from the Atomic Energy [AC: the 
Arabic is not explicit but it is probably the Iraqi Atomic Energy Association rather than the IAEA]. The file goes 
on to say that a meeting was held with various people including the technical deputy of the manager of the TV 
and Radio, plus a number of technical experts from the ministry of information. They reached several 
conclusions but the first was that the sound was recorded on an audio cassette rather than on a video cassette. 

ISGP-2003-00014607 is a letter dated 3 September 2002 from ‘Ali ‘Abdallah Salman to Mr Secretary [of the 
President] saying that he encloses the results of the tests on three recording devices that they took from the 
Iraqi Intelligence Services. It says they were tested for explosives, bugging devices, radiation and chemical and 
biological contaminants. Enclosed is a signed, handwritten letter from the manager (no name included) of the 
Food Test & Analysis Laboratory of the ministry of commerce dated 23 August 2002.  

Just these three examples demonstrate that the press secretary took a very active part in providing recording 
devices (audio and video) for meetings with Saddam and he reported directly to the president’s secretary. 
Furthermore the recording equipment was provided for by the IIS. The fact that there is another file in the 
same box as the Galloway file that is minutes of a meeting demonstrates that it was practice to type up the 
meeting minutes that Saddam held with foreign dignitaries. Lastly, both the Galloway document and ISGP-
2003-00014657 are not classified, which is notable for a regime obsessed with secrecy. In Section 5 below it is 
clear that it was standard practice that all minutes regarding Saddam meeting foreign dignitaries were 
unclassified. 

4.3 Context of Press Office Documents in IIS HQ 

It is of note that Press Office memos were captured at the Iraqi Intelligence Service headquarters.  

ISGP-2003-00014623 is a facsimile and it shares that in common with the other Press Office files in box 178 
and other Press Office files in the same batch. This suggests that as a matter of course either the Press Office 
regularly copied correspondence and minutes to pass on to the IIS or it was the Presidency Office that did so6. 
This is not unusual in a regime where everyone and every government department is monitored by at least 
one intelligence agency or another. 

5. Saddam’s Practice of Recording Meetings 

There are many other instances of Saddam recording his meetings with foreign dignitaries.  

Based on the proliferation of files (in the form of video and audio cassette tapes and handwritten and typed 
meeting minutes) and the time span they encompass, it is evident that the regime regularly video taped and 
audio taped high level meetings. These meetings included Ba’th Party gatherings, Revolutionary Command 
Council meetings, high level military meetings and meetings with foreign dignitaries. Translated captured files 
that fall into the categories mentioned date back to the early 1980s at least. 

                                                                                                                                                               
Not everyone follows this convention and from examining ‘Ali ‘Abdallah Salman’s documents either he or the 
person who filed them preferred to place the holes on the left hand side. 

5  In the Arab world a qualified engineer is seen as a profession on a par with a medical doctor or professor and so 
they refer to them by the title of “Engineer” in the same way as they would use “Dr”. 

6  ISGP-2003-00014623 is addressed to the Secretary of the Presidency Office and there is no one else copied in. The 
regime was very bureaucratic and officials were sticklers for proper procedure as a result of the close scrutiny that 
everyone was held to. Thus it is more likely that the Presidency Office officially copied in the IIS. 
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As seen in section 4.2 above, there was another example of a meeting of a foreign dignitary being minuted 
within the same box as file ISGP-2003-00014623. Expanding the search on files of a similar type to within the 
same batch, there are many very similar examples most of which emanate from the same office – that of the 
press secretary. There are files from other batches as well showing minutes of meetings with Saddam. Files of 
note or similar in content and format to the Galloway file are addressed below. 

ISGQ-2003-00135742 from batch 3230-1 is 176 pages dated February 1986 and consist of minutes of 
meetings between high-ranking military personnel. The text specifically states that these minutes were taken 
from cassettes and recordings of the aforementioned meetings. Pages 2-23, 25-65, 68 refer to minutes for a 
meeting held on 01 February 1986 between Saddam and a number of high-ranking officers including, but not 
limited to the following: 

Retired Staff Lieutenant General Qadduri Jabir Mahmud Al-Duri 
Retired Staff Major General 'Abd-al-Mun'im 'Abd-al-Mu'ti Qadduri 
Retired Staff Major General Mutar 'Abid Hasan Al-Ma'ini  
Retired Staff Brigadier General Kamil Khamis Hammadi Al-Samirra'i 
Retired Staff Air Commodore Isma'il Sa'd Faris Al-Sa'd  
Staff Major General Hazim Salih Dawud Al-Janabi 
Staff Major General Subhi Mahmud Isma'il  
Staff Brigadier General Retired Tariq 'Inad Al-Shammari 
Staff Air Commodore Muhammad Isma'il Mustaf     
 
Pages 69 and 157 are forms indicating the number and date of cassettes. The notes make express reference to 
cassettes and that the pages are a transcription of those cassettes. The document is handwritten and dated 
1986, demonstrating that the regime’s practice of recording meetings and minuting them was at least 15 years 
old by the time of the Galloway meeting. 

ISGQ-2003-M0007035 (from batch 3230-1) is a 63 minutes long audio tape of Saddam Hussein's meeting 
with the President of Vietnam on 9 November 1989. An interpreter translates from Arabic into Vietnamese. 
The two leaders discussed the Iraq-Iran War. This is a clear example of Saddam recording a meeting with a 
foreign head of state. Note also that the file originates from a different batch to the Galloway document, which 
was 3113-15. 

ISGQ-2003-00045769 is a file of 58 pages and is from batch 3223-2 and consists of the minutes of a meeting 
between the former president of Algeria, Ahmad Bin Billah and Saddam Hussein on 14 September 1990. The 
meeting discussed some of the joint concerns of the Iraqi and Algerian nations including their worries from 
the increased American and French interference in the Arab affairs. The file is interesting because it shows a 
work in progress. The writer has printed out the minutes and has then edited them by hand. There would be 
no need to add such notes if the minutes were being typed up from handwritten notes. 

ISGQ-2003-00046010 (batch 3223-2) is a 153 pages long transcription of minutes of a meeting between 
Saddam Hussein and 'Abbas Madani, the head of the Islamic Salvation Front (FIS) in Algeria and the 
accompanying delegation on 8 September 1990. The meeting was in the presence of 'Abdallah Fadil, Minister 
of Endowments and Religious Affairs, Hamid Yusif Hammadi, Presidential Secretary, Lt. Colonel 'Abd-al-
Hamid Mahmud, Presidential Companion, Muhsin Khalil, Press Secretary and 'Ali Bilhaj (an Algerian 
official). 

This file is interesting because it is dated in 1990 and the press secretary at that time was Muhsin Khalil. 
Looking at the Arabic text it is clear that the format was exactly the same and little has changed since 1990, 
when this file is dated, and August 2002. A letter headed cover page from the Press Secretary in the Presidency 
Office, titled “Minutes” and signed by the press secretary. The transcription of the meeting itself is on separate 
pages that are not letter headed, nor are they classified, they are simply numbered. Interestingly Muhsin Khalil 
preferred to place his hole punches on the right hand side of the page rather than the left like ‘Ali ‘Abdallah 
Salman. Further examples of Muhsin Khalil’s memos and minutes can be seen in file ISGQ-2003-00046015 
also from batch 3223-2. This file details a meeting concerning the recent invasion of Kuwait held on 12 
September 1990 between Saddam Hussein and Ahmed Rida Kadirah, advisor to King Hasan II of Morocco. 
The meeting was held in the presence of Tariq Aziz and, Hamid Yusif Hammadi, the Presidential Secretary. 
Once again, the file follows the same exact format. Another file, ISGQ-2003-00044897 (batch 3223-2), dated 3 
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September 1993, is a meeting between Saddam and Dr. George Habash, the Secretary General of the Popular 
Front for the Liberation of Palestine. In the same file is minutes of a meeting between Saddam and the 
president of Yemen on 4 August 1990. In both cases, the same format of letter headed cover letters signed by 
press secretary Muhsin Khalil, and unclassified minutes pages that have no letter head. The hole punches are 
on the right hand side of the page. 

The following documents are related to ‘Ali ‘Abdallah Salman who was the Press Secretary at the time of the 
Galloway meeting. ISGP-2003-00017693 from batch 3113-15 is 97 pages from the press secretary’s office, 
dated June 2000, of minutes concerning meetings between Saddam and the following foreign dignitaries: 
Jordanian prime minister, chairman of the Indonesian People's Consultative Council, Malaysian foreign 
minister, Indonesian commerce and industry minister and the president of Venezuela. The text follows the 
same format as the Galloway document, namely cover letter that is letter headed followed by unclassified 
pages of transcribed minutes that are not on letter headed paper. The major difference is that these pages were 
not placed in a binder as there are no hole punches. A very similar file - in the fact that it was not placed 
within a binder - is IISP-2003-00006409 (same batch) dated 12 February 2001. The file contains minutes of 
the meeting between Saddam and Vojislav Seselj, the head of the Serbian Radical Party.     

ISGP-2003-00009701 from batch 3113-15 contains a total of 283 pages comprising meeting minutes dated 
1995 between Saddam and foreign visitors to Iraq who included:  

Rafael Muratuf an official from Tataristan, 'Iz-al-Din Al-Hanshiri the Secretary of the General Public 
Committee for Transportation in Libya, Pedro Mirayth Britu (Deputy Prime Minster of Cuba), Dr. Mustafa 
'Uthman, delegate from the Sudanese  president, Serge Mathew (a French politician), and Al-Habib Bin Yahya 
(Tunisian Minister of Foreign Affairs), Staff Lieutenant General Hassan 'Abd-al-Rahman 'Ali (Sudanese 
Minister of Defense), ‘Abdallah Salih Al-Bar (delegate from the Yemeni president), Vladimir Ramtalin 
(Delegate of the Republican of Belarus) and Vladimir Zirinovski (head of the Russian Liberal Democratic 
Party). This file follows exactly the same format as file ISGP-2003-00014623: a cover letter from the Press 
Secretary ‘Ali ‘Abdallah Salman followed by the minutes of the meeting which are all unclassified. Lastly, the 
hole punches are also on the left hand side. 

ISGP-2003-00020739 from batch 3113-15 is 66 pages including memos dated 1998, issued from the Office of 
the Presidency concerning minutes of meeting between Jordanian opposition politician Layth Shibaylat and 
Saddam Hussein. Same format as the Galloway document but without hole punches. The same is true for 
ISGP-2003-00018997, a 23 page file that includes minutes of a meeting dated on 1 April 2002 between 
Saddam and a Turkish minister. Same format and hole punches on the left side of the page. 

From the above files it is clear that Saddam not only habitually recorded his meetings with his cabinet and 
foreign dignitaries but that it was also a requirement to transcribe the minutes and that it was the 
responsibility of the Press Secretary to do so. 

20 June 2007 



Conduct of Mr George Galloway    175 

 

Appendix 4: Letter from the Chairman of 
the Committee to Mr George Galloway, 28 
June 2007 

Thank you for coming to give evidence to the Committee on 26 June and for returning the 
corrected transcript to the Clerk so promptly. 

In your evidence, you made two offers of further information to me personally as 
Chairman. The first, at Q41, was to show me, in confidence, your diary entry for 18 July 
2003, which you said would reveal to me the name of the source who maintains that David 
Blair’s account of how he came by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs papers is false. You made 
clear, at Q43, that the offer did not extend to giving me permission to contact the source in 
order to seek to verify the story. 

I have reflected further on your offer, and I have decided not to take it up. I remain of the 
view that knowledge alone of the name, without the opportunity to speak to the person 
direct would not shed any further light on how the documents were discovered, and would 
therefore not advance the Committee’s inquiry. 

The second offer, at Q137 and Q140, was to invite me to inspect details of the operation of 
your bank account. I have also reflected further on this offer. It would indeed be very 
helpful if you could give me, in confidence, the name of the bank; the branch and sort code; 
and the account number, for the joint bank account into which your Mariam Appeal 
expenses reimbursements were paid. Beyond those limited details, I do not require 
anything further at the moment. 

It would be helpful if I could receive this information as soon as possible. In view of the 
impending postal strike I have asked for an electronic copy of the text of this letter also to 
be sent to you. 
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Appendix 5: e-mail from Mr George 
Galloway to the Chairman of the 
Committee, 2 July 2007 

Thank you for your electronic letter of June 28th. I read it this morning July 2nd which 
explains the delay in responding. I have not received the hard copy. 

I would be grateful for your confirmation that the information you requested would be for 
your eyes only, for reasons explained in my answers to the questions referred to. 

I will try to contact Dr Abu-Zayyad by telephone today, she is travelling in the middle east 
and I don’t have a landline for her. Hopefully I can reach her by mobile. 

When I have your confirmation and her permission I will of course convey the 
information you have asked for. 
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Appendix 6: Note to the Committee by the 
Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards, 
9 July 2007 

George Galloway’s letter of 5 July 
Comment by the Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards 

On 5 July, Mr Galloway wrote to the Chairman raising a number of matters arising from 
Dr Whitehead’s questioning of him on 26 June. The text of Mr Galloway’s letter is 
attached.1 

Mr Galloway makes three key points. In my submission, none of them stands up to 
analysis. 

(1) Mr Galloway states that the Intelligence Chief's memo. says that, at the time it was 
written, Mr Galloway had already been in receipt of three million barrels of oil every six 
months, and had asked for an increase in his share of the oil. Fawaz Zureikat's donations to 
the Mariam Appeal did not begin until August 2000. So, Mr Galloway argues, the claim in 
the memo. that he had already been in receipt of oil payments was untrue, and the 
Telegraph documents are thereby fatally undermined. 

This argument is based on an inaccurate and selective reading of the evidence. First the 
memo does not say that Mr Galloway had received oil payments: rather that he had 
"obtained through Mr Tariq Aziz 3 million barrels of oil every six months, according to the 
oil-for-food programme". It continues "He also obtained a limited number of food 
contracts with the Ministry of Trade." The language of the memo. describes a situation in 
which Mr Galloway (or Mr Zureikat acting as his representative in all matters concerning 
the Mariam Appeal) had secured certain trading rights. It does not establish that he had 
already received payment as a result of those rights. Indeed given the bureaucratic nature 
of the then Iraqi regime and the delays inevitable in any commercial transaction, the fact 
that there was a time lag between 26 December 1999 and Mr Zureikat's first donation to 
the Appeal is entirely understandable. 

The three million barrels referred to in the memo almost certainly refers to the three 
million barrels allocated to Dr Al-Chalabi in Phase VII of the Programme. As the evidence 
of both Dr Al-Chalabi and Mr Galloway indicates, in the autumn of 1999 they were closely 
involved together in a plan to send a humanitarian or 'mercy' flight from London to 
Baghdad. The plan failed and Dr Al-Chalabi did not in the end pay any money (other than 
£1000) to the Mariam Appeal, although he did make a substantial payment to Dr Abu 
Zayyad. However at the time the memo was written, the plan was still very much in being 
and Dr Al-Chalabi and Mr Galloway were still partners in trying to bring it into effect. 

 
 
  
1  See Appendix to  Oral Evidence. 
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The Intelligence Chief's memo. refers to Mr Galloway asking for an increase in his oil 
allocation. As is confirmed by SOMO records and the evidence of Dr Al-Chalabi, Dr Al-
Chalabi's allocation under Phase VII of 3 million barrels was increased within a relatively 
short space of time to 4 million, when one million barrels was added to it in the name 
of Mr Zureikat (see paragraph 182 of my memorandum). This generated additional 
commission of $70,000, the transfer of which to Mr Zureikat was facilitated by Dr Al-
Chalabi. 

The Intelligence Chief's memo also refers, as I have pointed out, to Mr Galloway obtaining 
food contracts. UN records show that Mr Zureikat was not only in receipt of oil allocations 
but of food and other contracts under the humanitarian side of the Oil for Food 
Programme (see paragraph 173 of my memorandum). 

In his latest letter, Mr Galloway is attempting to undermine the credibility of one of the key 
Telegraph documents, and thus to challenge them all. In my submission, the points he 
makes are ill-founded and do not, therefore, succeed. Moreover, it is important to 
remember that the case against him does not rest on a single document but on extensive 
evidence which, taken as a whole, is remarkably internally consistent and, I believe, 
persuasive. 

(2) Mr Galloway claims that in the light of the closing paragraph of the minute of his 
meeting on 8 August 2002 with Saddam Hussein, he is "supposed to have solicited further 
oil contracts". In fact the note simply records him as saying "... we are now suffering from 
the problem of the price of oil which has resulted in a reduction in our income and delay in 
receiving our dues." It does not record him as specifically requesting additional oil 
contracts, or any other type of contract. 

Mr Galloway goes on to suggest that Fawaz Zureikat continued to make substantial 
donations to the Mariam Appeal when he was not involved in oil dealing in Iraq. The Oil 
for Food Programme ran in 13 six-monthly phases from December 1996 to March 2003. 
Mr Zureikat was named in SOMO records as holding oil allocations in each of the last six 
phases of the Programme (see the table on page 68 of my memorandum). His last donation 
to the Appeal was on 6 December 2002. In other words, the evidence is that he continued 
to hold oil allocations throughout the period when he was donating to the Appeal. 

No one has claimed, in fact, that all Mr Zureikat's donations were funded out of oil 
allocations (as opposed, for example, to being funded out of food contracts under the 
Programme or from other business dealings in which Mr Zureikat was involved). As I have 
already noted, Mr Zureikat also held a number of contracts under the non-oil or 
humanitarian side of the Programme. And Mr Galloway neatly sidesteps the fact that 
donations by Mr Zureikat to the Appeal totalling some $370,000 (and possibly more) can 
be traced directly back to commission received by Mr Zureikat in respect of oil allocations 
under the Programme (see paragraph 186 (a) and (b) of my memorandum and the recent 
report by the Charity Commission on payments to the Appeal derived from the 
Programme). 

(3) Finally Mr Galloway attacks Dr Whitehead's line of questioning on 26 June. Dr 
Whitehead will no doubt have comments to make on this himself. Suffice it to say that my 
impression was that Dr Whitehead had simply spotted the gap between the prospectus laid 
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out for potential contributors in the enclosure to the Mariam Appeal circular letter of 8 
May 1998 and what then happened in practice.  

Mr Galloway claims that he is being accused of having raised money under false pretences, 
a charge he says I have explicitly dismissed in my memorandum to the Committee. In fact 
I make no such finding. To say, as I do, that the political objectives of the Appeal were 
evident from its start is not the same as saying that the balance struck by Mr Galloway 
between the political and the humanitarian objectives of the Appeal throughout its lifetime 
accurately reflected what he had told people about the intended nature and scope of the 
Appeal when it first got underway. 

I hope these comments are helpful to the Committee in its further consideration of Mr 
Galloway’s case. 
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Formal minutes 

Tuesday 10 July 2007 

Members present: 

Sir George Young, in the Chair 

Mr Kevin Barron 
Mr David Curry 
Mr Andrew Dismore 
Nick Harvey 

 Mr Elfyn Llwyd 
Mr Chris Mullin 
The Hon Nicholas Soames 
Dr Alan Whitehead 

 

The Committee deliberated. 

Draft Report [Conduct of Mr George Galloway], proposed by the Chairman, brought up 
and read. 

Ordered, That the Chairman’s draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1 to 76 read and agreed to. 

Resolved, That the Report be the Sixth Report of the Committee to the House. 

Ordered, That the Chairman do make the Report to the House on Monday 16th July. 

Several Papers were ordered to be appended to the Report. 

Ordered, That the Appendices to the Report be reported to the House on Monday 16th 
July.—(The Chairman.) 

A Paper was ordered to be appended to the Minutes of Evidence. 

Ordered, That the Minutes of Evidence taken before the Committee, together with the 
Appendix to the Minutes of Evidence, be reported to the House on Monday 16th July.—
(The Chairman.) 

 [Adjourned till Tuesday 17th July at 10.30 am 

 



Conduct of Mr George Galloway    181 

 

Reports from the Committee on Standards 
and Privileges in the current Parliament 

Session 2006–07 

First Report Evidence to the SSRB Review of Parliamentary pay, 
pensions and allowances 

HC 330 

Second Report Conduct of Mr David Cameron HC 429 

Third Report Complaints about alleged misuse of Parliamentary 
dining facilities 

HC 431 

Fourth Report Conduct of Mr Julian Brazier HC 682 

Fifth Report Handling of future complaints on misuse of the 
private dining facilities 

HC 683 

Sixth Report Conduct of Mr George Galloway HC 909 I-III 

Session 2005–06 

First Report Conduct of Mr Jonathan Sayeed HC 419 

Second Report Conduct of Mr John Horam HC 420 

Third Report Conduct of Mr Tony Baldry HC 421 

Fourth Report Pay for Standing Committee Chairmen HC 568 

Fifth Report Electoral Administration Bill: Simplification of 
Reporting Requirements 

HC 807 

Sixth Report Mr Stephen Byers (Matter referred on 19 October 
2005) 

HC 854 

Seventh Report Conduct of Mr George Galloway HC 1067 

Eighth Report Conduct of Mr Mark Lancaster HC 1144 

Ninth Report Lobbying and All Party Groups HC 1145 

Tenth Conduct of Mr Michael Foster (Worcester) HC 1223 

Eleventh Conduct of Ms Emily Thornberry HC 1367 

Twelfth Conduct of Nadine Dorries HC 1368 

Thirteenth Conduct of Mr John Prescott HC 1553 

Fourteenth Conduct of Dr Desmond Turner HC 1578 

Fifteenth Conduct of Mr Eric Illsley HC 1579 

Sixteenth Review of the Guide to the Rules Relating to the 
Conduct of Members: Consultation Document 

HC 1580 
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The Committee on Standards and Privileges: Evidence Ev 1

Oral evidence

Taken before the Committee on Standards and Privileges

on Tuesday 19 June 2007

Members present

SirGeorgeYoung, in the Chair

MrKevin Barron MrElfyn Llwyd
MrDavidCurry MrChrisMullin
MrAndrewDismore TheHonNicholas Soames
NickHarvey DrAlanWhitehead

Witnesses: Mr Oliver Thorne BSc RFP, Forensic Document Examiner, LGC Forensics; and Ms Hilda
PressdeeMAMITI, Translator, gave evidence.

Q1 Chairman: Mr Thorne and Ms Pressdee, thank
you very much for coming along. You have before
you the documents which are central to this case—
central in that their discovery led to a sequence of
events that triggered the complaint; and central
because their authenticity is one of the issues the
Committee will have to resolve. We have before us
your written report to Sir Philip1 and we have noted
the distinction you made between authenticity and
veracity and we have seen the conclusions in
paragraphs 24, 25, 36 and 51 to 60. Mr Thorne, can
you very briefly summarise the reasons behind your
conclusion in the penultimate paragraphs that drove
you towards the conclusion that these are highly
likely to be authentic documents?
Mr Thorne: The first thing is the diversity of the
documents themselves.There areanumberof folders
which show similarities to each other, and yet the
documents within them contain a plethora of
photocopies, thermal-fax copies, Post-it notes,
photocopies on the backs of other photocopies, a
progression indates, instamps,where itchanges from
a19pro forma toa 2000-and-somethingpro forma; a
change round about the right time from an 0171
number to an 0207 number; and then there are also
the little mistakes that we make in our day-to-day
activities of dates and times not being set on faxes;
dates being put at the beginning of the next month
instead of the end of the previousmonth.

Q2Chairman:Given that some of the documents are
conceded to be authentic, how diYcult would it have
been to insert into that pile a small number of
forgeries?
Mr Thorne:Given that the documents as a whole are
conceded to be genuine?

Q3 Chairman: Some of them are conceded to be
genuine, and their authenticity is not in dispute; a
small number are challengedand thequestion is: how
easywould it havebeen to put thedocuments that are
contested into the other documents, assuming that
those other ones are authentic?

1 Volume II,WE 32.

Mr Thorne: Nothing in forgery is technically
impossible. However, the number of interlinking
features that would have to have been put in tomake
them similar to documents, or a mixture of
documents elsewhere, with original matching hand
stamp impressions, staple marks, in my opinion that
would be extremely diYcult to do.
Chairman: I am grateful. Do colleagues have any
questions toMrThorne?

Q4MrMullin: Ibelieve in relation tooneor twoother
cases brought by Mr Galloway there are forged
documents in circulation, the Christian Science
Monitor case is an example. Have you seen any of
those?
Mr Thorne: I didmake itmy business to look up that
case. I am relying on things on the internet and so
forth, so the reliability is subject to those constraints;
but, for example, there was a George Galloway
signature in that case and the signature is just simply
nothing like his signature. To my mind those
forgeries, from what I have seen, were of a totally
diVerent order—far worse.

Q5MrMullin:What have you seen?You have seen a
signature, what else?
MrThorne:I thinkthatwasthemainthing.Therewas
an example purporting to be George Galloway’s
signature. I believe the forensic examination for that
casewasdonebythesamepersonwhodid theoriginal
examination for this case. She concluded that
eVectively theywere nothing likeGeorgeGalloway’s
signature. I have not in detail looked at things like
trashmarks and indented impressions.

Q6MrMullin: If we were wanting to see what a real
forgery looks like, if you will excuse the expression,
we would have to go to that lady you have just
mentioned?
Mr Thorne:Yes.

Q7 Mr Mullin: Could you just remind us what her
name is?
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Mr Thorne:DrAudreyGiles.

Q8MrDismore: If youweregoing toput this together
as a complete set of forgeries how longdoyou think it
would take to do; howmany peoplewould you need?
Mr Thorne: In my mind, when I considered the
possibility of them all being forgeries, I considered
two things: firstly, that they were made up later over
a short period of time, for whatever purposes. To all
intents and purposes I think that would be
impossible, because of the changes over time that we
see in the documents and the breadth of them. I think
the onlyway that youwould be able to do it would be
if youwere actually running anoYce thatwas not the
real oYce but was a sort of shadow oYce, and that
was collecting forged things as you went along that
built up this pattern. I suppose it would take the time
that these purport to have been done over.

Q9 Mr Dismore: How many people would be
involved?
MrThorne:Youare talking abouta reasonable-sized
oYce I would have thought. I cannot put an exact
figureon itbecause Ihavenotcountedall thediVerent
bits of handwriting that you find here and there.

Q10MrDismore: If you were going to try and create
a forgery would you need to go to all this trouble to
make it convincing?
Mr Thorne: If you had access to these documents I
think you could far, far more easily create a forgery
that I think I would be able to see was a forgery but
would take you far less eVort and would be far less
convoluted to do.

Q11 Mr Barron: I just wanted to ask about that
shadow oYce. I have heard it described in these
papers as “ghost oYce”. Have you any experience of
ghost oYces actually being anywhere in the world?
Mr Thorne: I have not, no. I have no experience of
that. I was driven to that explanation just by the
natureof thedocuments. It is a theoreticalpossibility.
Of course what I should have added is that oYce, of
course, would have had to have got hold of all the
referencedocuments thathavebeenacceptedasbeing
genuine additionally.

Q12 Nicholas Soames: Mr Thorne, before you
examined the documents had they been examined by
other forensic scientists of an equivalent standing to
yourself, for example for theDaily Telegraph, or did
you act for them at the same time?
MrThorne:No, I did not. Theywere examinedbyDr
AudreyGiles, tomy knowledge.

Q13Nicholas Soames:Apart from that no-one else?
Mr Thorne: Apart from the time I saw them and
produced a preliminary report suggesting other
possibleavenues;but thatwas in theTelegraphoYces
and I only had a couple of hours to look at them
duringwhich time I think there was a fire alarm.

Q14MrDismore:Howmany hours did it take you to
produce this report and analyse the documents?
Mr Thorne: It was well over a week’s solid work.

Q15 Mr Mullin: You were enumerating at the
beginning of your evidence the “quirks”, if youwere,
that made it look as though they were genuine, and
convinced you that they were genuine. One you
omitted that we might put on the record was the
diVerential size of the photocopying paper. Can you
say aword about that?
Mr Thorne: Yes, the photocopy letter dated 2 May
2000, reference 194992394K and the Iraqi
IntelligenceServicememo, thephotocopy letter from
George Galloway and two CVs were all bound
together, at one stage stapled together through a
number of staples, and were all on longer than A4
paper, something called—

Q16 Chairman: If you cannot find the description
you can write to us and give us the name.
Mr Thorne: Folio sized paper. I will give the exact
name of that: foolscap folio it is known as, 8.5” by
13”.2 Yet those documents had all been through a
photocopier. That sounds straightforward, but if I
was to ask one of you to go and do that you would
have considerable diYculty to find paper that size,
load it into your photocopier and produce the
photocopies. It is possible that it is more common in
Iraq. I have not been able to find that out, but it is a
feature that seems to be there in order to take into
consideration that there is longer original headed
paper used within the oYcial documents that we
have before us.

Q17 Mr Mullin: Your only point about that is not
that it is conclusive, but that it is another little
feature that would have to be emulated in order for
these documents to be forgeries?
Mr Thorne: That is the nature of these things. Any
one thing on its own is probably not massively
significant, but it is adding them altogether that
makes it more and more diYcult and less and less
likely to produce a forgery.

Q18 Mr Llwyd: Dr Giles in her report refers to
common practice in forensic science laboratories in
describing the strength of the conclusions that you
have come to. You will be aware of the way in which
they are normally banded. On adopting that
practice, how would you describe your view of the
strength of the contention that these are genuine?
Mr Thorne: I would describe it as very strong
evidence on her scale. I actually use a slightly
diVerent terminology.
Chairman: Any other questions? Mr Thorne, Ms
Pressdee, I am very grateful to you for coming along
and answering questions and assisting the
Committee in its inquiry. You are free people!

2 UK foolscap folio paper is defined as 8.5 inches by 13.5
inches being ‘half’ of true foolscap paper which is 13.5 inches
x 17 inches. However the terminology can be extended to
include the variant 8.5 inches by 13 inches which is
sometimes known as American Foolscap.
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Q19 Chairman: Good morning Mr Galloway.
Mr Galloway: Good morning to you.

Q20Chairman:TheCommittee has before it a report
from the Commissioner3 into a complaint against
you and you have seen a copy and we have read your
comments4 on it. Before we come to a conclusion we
want to put some questions to youwhichwe propose
to do broadly in the order in which the
Commissioner has reported. May I just say before
we start, in the light of some of your comments on
the process, this Committee has been charged by the
House to police the Code of Conduct and we take
that responsibility seriously. We leave behind our
party political labels outside and we propose to
tackle this in an entirely neutral way. Finally, our
proceedings are confidential until such time as a
report is produced and I hope that might be
observed. If you are ready, perhaps we can get into
the questions.
Mr Galloway: Perhaps I may comment on what you
have just said. That is not as true as you think it is or
hope it is. Just yesterday I had a visit from the
Respect councillors in TowerHamlets who had been
approached by a senior Labour figure in Tower
Hamlets Council just last week to tell them that now
would be a good time for them to defect to Labour
such was the punishment that awaited me. I am just
making the point to you that, whilst I understand
you undoubtedly wish and may even believe that
everyone in here has left their political labels behind,
I do not accept it.
Chairman: I will give you an opportunity when we
have finished the questioning, if you want to, to say
something at the end. Perhaps we could now go into
the questions.

Q21 Nicholas Soames: I think you know that I have
left my political labels well behind and what I have
to say is on the business of the House of Commons
and nothing to do with politics whatsoever. Can I
ask you three brief questions about the declarations
of interest please? You are a longstanding and very
experienced parliamentarian and a very capable one.
I like to think that you know very well what the rules
of the House are. I have read your statement and it
is clearly true that the House was well aware of your
views on the regime in Iraq and the work that you
were doing. Nevertheless, as an experienced

3 Appendix 1.
4 Appendix 2.

parliamentarian you will have known that the
obligation to declare an interest is absolute. I just
wondered why you did not declare it on several
occasions. Although it was quite clear where you
were coming from, the rule is unforgiving in that
way. I just wondered why it was that you had not
declared it.
Mr Galloway:Let me start by sayingwhat it was not.
It was clearly not an intention to conceal, as the
random nature of my declarations should make
clear. Not only did I write to Philip Mawer’s
predecessor in 1999, as I think the Commissioner
acknowledges in his report, but I made frequent
declarations of interest. That they were not
consistent is true and I regret that and apologise for
it. Clearly there was no attempt to conceal. It was, as
you delicately put it, well knownwhere I was coming
from. Indeed Members on my own side, including
Members in this room, used to heckle me as the
Member for Baghdad. The idea that there was
anyone who had just arrived from the planet Pluto
who was not aware of my role in the campaign
against sanctions and war would be fanciful. I have
acknowledged in my reply that there were
inconsistencies and I regret them.

Q22 Nicholas Soames: Throughout the life of the
Mariam Appeal it was quite clear that you were the
driving force behind it. The appeal attracted very
substantial donations and resources. Why did you
not declare them in the Register of Interests?
Mr Galloway: Because I did not believe that they
were my interests to declare. They were resources
given for a campaign. It has been found by the
Commissioner that I had no personal benefit from
those resources. I did not believe that they were my
interests to declare.

Q23 Nicholas Soames: Much of the money for the
Mariam Appeal came from foreign sources.
Mr Galloway:More than 90 per cent.

Q24 Nicholas Soames: Given that had you raised
that for Respect some of those donations would not
have been allowed anyway, do you not think that—
and I say this to you as an experienced Member of
Parliament—this was another reason, because of the
fact that they came from foreign sources, they
should have been declared, so that the House should
have known exactly where everyone was in this?
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Mr Galloway: I did write to the Commissioner’s
predecessor in 1999 drawing her attention to the fact
that the Mariam Appeal was funded from foreign
sources. The foreign sources in 1999 being the now
King of Saudi Arabia and the late Emir of the
United Arab Emirates. So clearly there was no
intention to conceal that. We not only did not
conceal the sources of our funding, we advertised
them. The bus that I took from Big Ben to Baghdad
in 1999 had emblazoned on the front that this
caravan was only possible due to the generosity of
the Emir of the United Arab Emirates. In practically
every television interview I did along the way, which
was many, I acknowledged and thanked His
Highness for that support. I regularly told everyone
that the King of Saudi Arabia had made the first
donation which had paid for the medical treatment
of a dying child. I did so for the noble reason of
acknowledging his generosity and also for the less
noble motive of wishing that he would give more.
There was no intention to conceal either of those two
foreign donations. So little intention was there to
conceal the foreign donations of Mr Zureikat that
we made him the chairman of the appeal and he
acted, as I have said in my document, as host to a
plethora of British journalists and parliamentarians
and other worthwhile people in Iraq and in Jordan
as the chairman of the Mariam Appeal. There was
no intention to conceal the source of the income. If
the income had been small I dare say we would not
be here now. In a sense we were victims of our
success in having raised a considerable amount of
money.

Q25 Nicholas Soames: I accept what you say. Given
that point and given your already gracious
admission to the first part of my question, would it
not have been wiser, under the rules of the House
and with respect to the House of Commons, to
accord that declaration to the register of the House
of Commons that you recorded, as you say, on the
bus? I know that to be true because I saw it.
Mr Galloway: Of course it would have been wiser.
Nicholas Soames: That concludes my questions.
Thank you very much.

Q26Mr Barron: I have some questions to ask on the
use of parliamentary staV. Presumably you have
seen the note about the interview the Commissioner
had with Stuart Halford.5

Mr Galloway: The original interview, yes.

Q27 Mr Barron: Stuart Halford had been a
parliamentary researcher for you since 1996. When
did he cease to be a parliamentary researcher?
Mr Galloway: I would have to check with the Fees
OYce about that. He left my employ and became an
employee of the Mariam Appeal.

Q28MrBarron: So therewas not an overlap in terms
of that. You said that setting up theMariam Appeal
was done from yourMillbank oYce and clearly staV

5 Vol III, PCS Oral Evidence 7.

were used in those circumstances and for a mass
mailing as well, which I do not think is denied by
yourself in terms of the evidence that you have given.
Mr Galloway: It is denied that the House paid for a
mass mailing.

Q29 Mr Barron: I do not think anybody makes that
accusation in this respect.
Mr Galloway: There is definitely an improper use of
at least one sheet ofHouse ofCommons paperwhich
I have seen. I cannot explain why that was done. I
did make my points in my document about the
normal campaigning that goes on.6 INDICT, which
Mr Robathan, the complainant, admits to being a
member of the board of and which raised $2 million
from theUnited StatesGovernment, was largely run
from this House and was largely run from the oYces
of the parliamentarians involved in it. It is normal
for some work on campaigns to be done from
Parliament and inevitably, given the amount of time
we spend on the Estate, there is an overlap. I
acknowledge that because my campaign was bigger
than most, though not as big as INDICT, Mr
Robathan and Ms Clwyd’s campaign, you may
conclude that the amount of use of staV and other
resources was not normal. I would just make the
point that it would be unwise to measure the use of
parliamentary time, resources and so on against the
maximum period of the Mariam Appeal’s activities
because the growth period and themaximum impact
of the Mariam Appeal’s activities took place after
the move to Northumberland Avenue. In other
words it was quite a small time campaignwhen it was
briefly overlapping with my Millbank oYce.

Q30 Mr Barron: You also said that when the
campaign was being wound up you also used a
parliamentary staVmember. Is that the case to your
knowledge?
Mr Galloway:When it was being wound up?

Q31 Mr Barron: Yes.
Mr Galloway: I do not really understand that
question.

Q32 Mr Barron: It is in the evidence and it is in the
memo that was sent to you that we have in front of
us now.
Mr Galloway: Can you help me?

Q33 Mr Barron: Let me find it.
Mr Galloway: I do not thinkMr Halford came back
on to my parliamentary staV.

Q34 Mr Barron: Presumably not. I will not go
through it now because I do not think that is
important. One thing that I think is important and
that he gave to the Commissioner in his evidence is
that a member of your parliamentary staV
accompanied you on the Big Ben to Baghdad bus. Is
that true?

6 Appendix 2.
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Mr Galloway: I am not sure if he was a member of
my parliamentary staV at the time. He may have
been. When I was away for more than 60 days I was
still having to fulfil my parliamentary functions and
it would be normal for him to assist me with that. I
think it is Mr [ . . . ] we are talking about.

Q35Mr Barron: It is a Mr X.We have not identified
him in this record of the meeting.
Mr Galloway: I think it is Mr [ . . . ].

Q36Mr Barron:Do you think that is an appropriate
use of public funds?
Mr Galloway: Of course. I was a Member of
Parliamentwhen Iwas travelling. I was travelling for
60 days. Clearly I was attending to some of my
parliamentary duties, suYcient to get re-elected
thereafter, so I could not have been neglecting my
constituents all that much. It is perfectly
acceptable, yes.

Q37 Mr Barron:Was that in terms of advising you?
Mr Galloway: No, in dealing with the
correspondence. We were taking telephone calls
from my oYce every day and dealing with people’s
urgent complaints, immigration cases, housing
cases, all sorts of things.

Q38 Mr Barron: And that happened on the bus
between Big Ben and Baghdad, did it?
Mr Galloway: Definitely, yes, by email and by
telephone every day.

Q39 Mr Llwyd: Can I assure you that I bear no
animus towards you politically or personally.
Hitherto at least my party, is note eyeing up many
seats in London. During your interview with the
Commissioner on 24 February (at Q350)7 you told
the Commissioner about the disputed Telegraph
documents, that they “ . . . were not found in this
building and that they were given to Mr Blair, and I
can prove that”. Given the importance of the
provenance of the documents, are you able to give
this Committee the proof that you say you have?
Mr Galloway: I have given you a copy of the email8
which I sent instantly that the meeting was over that
I had with an extremely senior foreign
correspondent in the British press, a person who is a
household name, with whom I have no relations and
who asked not once but repeatedly to meet me so
that he could impart certain information (that
information is so verbatim that it is very poorly spelt
and its grammar is deficient) immediately that
person had left my oYce. I know that the Committee
may not feel it is able to give, as the Commissioner
felt he could not, the weight to that that I would like.
As I say in my document, on the balance of
probabilities I ask you to conclude that it is unlikely
I made it up. I did not sit down at whatever time it
was and invent a meeting with a senior foreign
correspondent and send it to my own lawyer. That
meeting happened. That person has no reason to lie
and they told me what they told me in that email. So

7 Vol III, PCS Oral Evidence 3.
8 Vol II, WE 18.

apart from the inherent implausibility of the
Telegraph’s story about the finding of the
documents, which I think is widely distrusted in the
country, there is the information I was given by this
person who sought a meeting with me to give it to
me. That persuades me that the story given by the
Telegraph about how they came upon at least the
second tranche of the documents is not true. I infer
that if the second part is untrue the first part is
probably untrue too.

Q40 Mr Llwyd: What you have just said is
circumstantial evidence. You sending an email, with
great respect to you, to your lawyer does not prove
anything. It proves that an email was sent at some
point. Proof would require naming the individual
concerned. Having accused Mr Blair of lying in the
House of Commons’ debate on 8 May 2006,9 in
other words an unqualified accusation of lying
covered by privilege, why not substantiate the use of
privilege now and divulge your proof? Why not
name the individual concerned?
Mr Galloway: Because that person would be sacked
from their job and would no longer be able to travel
in occupied Iraq. I gave my word of honour to the
person that I would not divulge their identity
without their permission and I do not have that
permission.

Q41Mr Llwyd:We are left in a rather unsatisfactory
position because we have two very diVerent accounts
as to how Mr Blair came by the documents, his
sworn testimony in court and the assertions that you
make to the contrary. Could you tell the Committee
why you believe we should prefer your version to
his?
Mr Galloway: In a sense I cannot. You have tomake
that judgment just as the public will make that
judgement. I am telling you here, in the House of
Commons, as a 20-year Parliamentarian, that I did
not make up the meeting to which the email refers,
but I am not able to plunge someone into personal
danger and professional suicide without their
permission when I gave them my word that I would
not do so. It would be much easier for me if I could.
May I make an oVer? I am ready, if Sir George will
accept this oVer, to show Sir George Young in
confidence, not to be shared, the diary entry for the
day because I trust Sir George Young.

Q42 Chairman: The diary entry?
Mr Galloway: Yes, with the person’s name in it.

Q43 Chairman: Would I then have permission to
contact the person in order to seek to verify the
story?
Mr Galloway: No, because I have promised the
person that I would not get them involved in this
story. It does not take you much further forward,
but it is an oVer I am making.

9 HC Deb, 8 May 2006, cols 144-150.
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Q44 Chairman: I am grateful for the oVer, but my
instinctive reaction is that without the possibility of
confirming the story it does not take us very much
further forward.
Mr Galloway: Okay.

Q45Mr Llwyd:Going back to the said interview on
24 February, you said of the documents, “either they
are forged or they are doctored or they are the
product of some conspiracy somewhere within the
Iraqi regime to make money using my name. I can
think of no other explanation.”10Might it not be one
further explanation that they are in fact authentic?
Mr Galloway: As I have denied that, that would
hardly be in my mind as an explanation.

Q46 Mr Llwyd: You will be aware of the reports of
the forensic scientist, Dr Audrey Giles, 12
September 2003 and Oliver Thorne, 19 January
2007. The former report concluded that in her
opinion the documents were genuine and
authentic.11 Mr Oliver Thorne told us, “There is a
very high probability that all the disputed Telegraph
documents are genuine” and “ . . . no evidence to
suggest that any of the disputed Telegraph
documents were found at a diVerent time or place to
the others”.12

Mr Galloway: It is very diYcult to find evidence for
where a document was found or what time it was
found at. Mr Thorne also made the point that
nothing is impossible in forgery. It is not my case
that the documents are forged. I say that they might
be forged or some of themmight be forged, that they
might be the product of some corruption within the
Iraqi regime or some of them might be, or I think I
added in the document that they might be the
product of someone making money in my name,
behind my back and without my knowledge. Some
of them could be that or they could be a mixture of
all three of these things.

Q47 Mr Llwyd: You said that in your evidence.
Given these opinions from highly qualified experts,
you have no evidence to gainsay anything that they
say.
Mr Galloway: I am putting my case that these are
possible explanations. A mixture of these three
thingsmay well lie at the heart of this aVair. I am not
in a position to go to Baghdad. I am not in a position
to utilise the oYcial channels and the intelligence
sources that we now know have been involved in the
compilation of this report. I am not in a position to
do any of those things yet. One day I will. At this
point in time I cannot explain these documents
except by making the point that I have done
throughout. Neither of your two experts is testifying
to the veracity of the information that is in these
documents.

10 Vol III, PCS Oral Evidence 3.
11 Vol II, WE 31.
12 Vol II, WE 32.

Q48 Mr Llwyd: That is a diVerent issue.
Mr Galloway: One day I hope to get to the bottom
of this. I just make this point to you and it is a very
important part of my case. I was the victim of forged
documents in Baghdad. I can prove that. I was the
victim of forged documents in the same week
handled by another Daily Telegraph journalist and
those forgeries have never been investigated by the
oYcial channels that investigated the rest nor by the
intelligence services who have loomed visibly now
for the first time into this aVair and I ask you why
not?Why did Sir PhilipMawer, if he was involved in
an inquisitorial investigation, not send someone
from our plentifully staVed Embassy in Baghdad to
interview the person who is named, whose picture
has been in the paper and who can be found
relatively easily and ask that person, “Why did you
pass these forged documents about a British
Member of Parliament to the Daily Telegraph
journalist Philip Smucker?”? Why has that never
been done? Why did the intelligence services never
seek to investigate clearly the potentially parallel
behaviour of forgeries which are proved to be
forgeries?

Q49 Mr Llwyd: With respect, Mr Galloway, those
are other issues to do with the possibility of some
further inquiries, nothing to do with us today and I
am trying to confine myself to what we have before
us. You well know that because you have been
through it all, you have been interviewed several
times and you have produced copious documents
about the points. With respect, I do not want to be
distracted into that issue. What you say may well be
true but that does not colour our view of what is
happening in this inquiry.
Mr Galloway: It is my point that it ought to because
it is parallel behaviour of forged documents alleging
the receipt of millions of dollars by me in the same
week that these Telegraph documents were found.
How can that be an extraneous point? That is
absolutely central.

Q50 Mr Llwyd: You have made the point. You did
instruct Mr Oliver Thorne yourself for an initial
appraisal of the document’s authenticity.
Mr Galloway:My lawyers did, yes.

Q51 Mr Llwyd:What did he say?
Mr Galloway: I really do not know. You will have
it there.

Q52 Mr Llwyd: You do not know?
Mr Galloway: The documents did not become an
issue in the trial, as you know.

Q53Mr Llwyd:Why did you instruct Oliver Thorne
then if they were not in issue?
Mr Galloway: We discontinued his instruction
precisely because the Telegraph were not relying on
the documents. It is a legal point.

Q54Mr Llwyd: Surely you are aware of what he said
to you.
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Mr Galloway:He did not say anything to me. I have
never met him.

Q55 Mr Llwyd: To your lawyers then.
Mr Galloway:He gave my lawyers a report and then
he was discontinued because the Telegraph did not
seek to defend the authenticity of the documents.

Q56 Mr Llwyd: Mr Galloway, you are a very
intelligent man and you know exactly what my
question is.
Mr Galloway: I do not.

Q57 Mr Llwyd: I am asking you to tell me what the
report which your lawyers received fromMr Thorne
said about the authenticity of the documents.
Mr Galloway: Is it in these papers?

Q58Mr Llwyd:No, because you are the person who
will have had that report via your solicitors.
Mr Galloway:Youwill have to giveme notice. It was
not an issue at the trial and therefore it is not in
my mind.

Q59 Mr Llwyd: You concede that some of the
documents are authentic, for example the letter of
authority to Mr Zureikat, the original letter signed
by you, the visiting card which you appended to a
copy ofHansard and others which third parties have
agreed are genuine. Even if all the others were to
prove not to be authentic, how do you explain the
presence of the authentic ones in their midst?
Mr Galloway: It would be perfectly easy for someone
to place inauthentic documents amongst authentic
documents, if that is what happened. It is not my
case that that is what happened. It is my case that
that is one possibility of what happened. If you have
a box, you just open it and put inauthentic
documents in amongst authentic documents. It is
perfectly obvious how physically it could be done,
especially if I am right in saying that the documents
were not found in the place at the time that the
Telegraph claimed.

Q60 Mr Llwyd: The experts say diVerently on both
counts, do they not?
Mr Galloway: How can experts know when a
document was found?

Q61 Mr Llwyd: You would have to ask the experts
about that. The experts were quite clear about the
authenticity of these documents.
Mr Galloway: The experts said that they had no
evidence that the documents were found in a
diVerent place at a diVerent time. How could they?
How can I tell from where you picked up your
documents this morning?

Q62 Mr Llwyd: Absolutely. On the authenticity
point, they were quite happy to say that there was
strong evidence that they were authentic, were they
not?

Mr Galloway: I have read that.

Q63 Mr Llwyd: If somebody has been putting in
doctored pieces of paper in these files, this is a form
of conspiracy. Who would do it and why?
Mr Galloway:History will judge that. I amvery clear
that what my source told me is the most likely
explanation. You may find it fanciful, though I
doubt that you do, that the black arts of intelligence
and conspiracy have bedevilled this entire Iraq story
from the beginning. No one should appear outraged
at the suggestion that there has been forgery and
fabrication in this Iraq story. It is practically on
every page of this Iraq story. I do not have to take
you up and down the highways of the yellowcake
uranium from Niger or the weapons of mass
destruction canards produced by the very same
intelligence that we now know supplied the so-called
minute of mymeeting with SaddamHussein.We are
well aware that fabrication and conspiracy is sown
deeply throughout this entire Iraq story.

Q64Mr Llwyd: In that interview on 24 February the
copy of theGreat Britain-Iraq Society letter dated 21
December 200013 was shown to you, was it not? It
was signed by you.
Mr Galloway: It was. I did see it at one stage. I
cannot vouch for the date.

Q65Mr Llwyd:During the interview you said, as to
that letter, “I do not think so”, that you did not write
it. “As a matter of course I would not have been
writing letters to the Iraqi regime so I doubt that.”14
Mr Galloway: That is before I saw it. Once I saw it I
acknowledged that I had written it.

Q66 Mr Llwyd: In your interview you did not
acknowledge it. In the interview you said you did not
think it was genuine, that you had not written it, “As
a matter of course I would not have been writing
letters to the Iraqi regime”.
Mr Galloway: As a matter of course I was not. I did
not see it when I made the comments that you
referred to. When I did see it, of course I
remembered writing it. I make the point to you that
this was scarcely a secret initiative. I gave a press
conference, attended by theDaily Telegraph no less,
immediately after the meeting in question.
Mr Llwyd: Thank you.

Q67 Mr Dismore: My questions are to do with
authenticity and veracity. Presumably the same
questions arise in relation to your meeting with the
journalist who has been unnamed. We could accept,
if we were minded to, your account that you had this
meeting with the unnamed journalist as an authentic
meeting, but that is not evidence of the veracity of
what he told you, which is hearsay. You have no
direct knowledge of what he told you or where he got
that information from.

13 Vol II, WE 21.
14 Vol III, PCS Oral Evidence 3, Q332.
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Mr Galloway:OnlyMr Blair and the journalist were
present at the conversation as I understand it.
However, the journalist says that he later spoke to
both British and Israeli intelligence personnel and
they told him what I said in the email.

Q68 Mr Dismore: EVectively it is second or third
hand hearsay in that he has told you what somebody
else told him based on what somebody else told
them.
Mr Galloway: Yes. Personally I believe Israeli
intelligence, do you not?
MrDismore: I have never had discussionswith them.

Q69 Mr Mullin: Have you ever looked at this set of
documents?
Mr Galloway: The Telegraph documents?

Q70 Mr Mullin: Yes.
Mr Galloway: Yes. They are all photocopies.

Q71 Mr Mullin: Have you not seen the originals?
Mr Galloway: I do not think anyone has seen the
originals. They were all photocopies.
Chairman: Some of them are originals and some of
them are photocopies.

Q72 Mr Mullin: Have you actually been through
them?
Mr Galloway: I have been through the photocopies
at the time of the trial, yes.

Q73 Mr Mullin: And you formed the view that they
are doctored or at least some of them are?
Mr Galloway: I have advanced the hypothesis that
they are one of these three possibilities, ie forged, the
product of corruption inside the Iraqi regime, which
is well attested now, or evidence of someone
involved in business behind my back using my name
without my knowledge. They could be any one of
these three or a mixture. It is more likely to be a
mixture of these three.

Q74MrMullin:We have looked at them perhaps in
the same way that you have and it was our view—we
are not experts but we did take the evidence of
experts—that they are genuine. That seemed to
eliminate one of the three possibilities.
Mr Galloway: Perhaps if the Commissioner had
done what the inquisitorial system required him to
do, of investigating parallel forgeries in the same
week, in the same city, passing through the hands of
the journalist from the same newspaper, we might
have got closer to the truth on that, but he did not
and I am asking why he did not.

Q75 Nick Harvey: I want to turn to the question of
the letter you wrote authorising Mr Fawaz Zureikat
to act as your representative in Baghdad in respect
of the Mariam Appeal.15 When did you write that?
The letter is undated.

15 Vol II, WE 6.

Mr Galloway: It is in the minutes. I cannot recall
right at this minute. It is in the transcript of my
interview with Sir Philip.16

Q76 Nick Harvey:How long had you known him at
the time you granted him this role?
Mr Galloway: I think since the late summer of 1998.

Q77 Nick Harvey: Did you first meet him on the
latter stages of the bus tour?
Mr Galloway: No. I met him at the St Stephen’s
Entrance to this building. That is the first time I set
eyes on him.

Q78 Nick Harvey: How much did you know about
him and his business activities at the time you wrote
the letter?
Mr Galloway: I knew that he was a very successful
businessman and I knew that he was very committed
to the cause of ending the suVering through
sanctions in Iraq. I had come to admire the logistical
work that he did to help us with our bus journeys,
which were many and formidable.

Q79Nick Harvey: But you did not have any detailed
knowledge of his business activities. You had simply
appreciated that he was a successful businessman.
Mr Galloway: Quite. As I have said, I hope often
enough, I do not make enquiries into people’s
business aVairs whether they are kings, emirs or
businessmen.

Q80 Nick Harvey: Why did the appeal need a
permanent representative in Baghdad?
Mr Galloway: Because the eVorts that we were
making on all sorts of projects required clearance
from the Iraqi regime in many respects. Lines of
communication between London andBaghdadwere
extremely diYcult. Here was a man who was
frequently travelling outside of Iraq and, therefore,
with access to a mobile telephone. As I am sure you
are aware, there were no mobile telephones in Iraq.
It was so that he could be contacted in Jordan or
wherever else he was in theMiddle East or the world
and told about the vexed question of the Work
Brigades, for example. This was an absolute
labyrinth, a bureaucratic nightmare, requiring
agreement and consultation with half a dozen or
more Iraqi ministries. We were required to be in
permanent touch with the girl, Mariam, her family
and the hospital. We needed someone to feed back
for the purposes of our campaigning, propaganda if
you like, the ongoing medical situation in the
country and the situation of the people under the
sanctions. There was another reason and I do not
recall whether I mentioned this to Sir Philip Mawer
or not, I think I did. It became known to me on one
of my visits to Iraq that someone I had never heard
of or had never seen, I think he was a British
salesman of medical equipment, had been saying in
theAl-RashidHotel that he was a friend ofmine and
that he was a friend of our campaign, implying at
least that he was a financial supporter of our

16 Vol III, PCS Oral Evidence 3, Q 300-4.
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campaign when in fact he was not. I had never heard
of him and had never met him. So paradoxically it
was partly to close down the possibility of people
trading on our name and reputation for business
purposes in Baghdad.

Q81 Nick Harvey: And that is what you believed he
was doing.
Mr Galloway: This medical salesman?

Q82 Nick Harvey: Yes.
Mr Galloway: Yes. There was no other reason for
him to claim a bosom friendship with me.

Q83Nick Harvey:When you granted this role toMr
Zureikat in such a very open-ended—
Mr Galloway: He was the chairman of the Mariam
Appeal.

Q84 Nick Harvey:Were you not concerned that he
might do the same thing?
Mr Galloway: I was not for a variety of reasons, but
I do have to accentuate the point that he was the
chairman of the Mariam Appeal. There is nothing
inherently unusual about the chairman of the
Mariam Appeal being the representative of the
Mariam Appeal in Iraq. There were various reasons
why it never occurred to me that he would do that,
not least of which was that he was already an
extremely big and powerful figure in Iraq. I have
given the reasons in my report. He had no apparent
need for that kind of behaviour. My estimation of
his character was that he would not do that.

Q85 Nick Harvey: By the time he became the
chairman and you gave him this role had Mariam’s
treatment been concluded?
Mr Galloway: It has not concluded even now.

Q86 Nick Harvey: But the principal initial
intervention—
Mr Galloway: Sure. Her life was saved here in
Britain.

Q87 Nick Harvey: You maintain that Mr Zureikat
never paid surcharges on any of the oil purchases.
Do you accept that he received oil allocations under
the Oil for Food Programme on which he could
charge commissions?
Mr Galloway: I think everyonewhobuys oil and sells
it charges a commission. My point about the
surcharges is that he has never been charged even
with paying surcharges never mind convicted. It is
entirely improper for anyone to conclude that he
paid surcharges when no prosecuting authority in
the world has even charged him let alone obtained a
conviction on that.

Q88 Nick Harvey: But the charging of commissions
was in order, was it? To the best of your knowledge,
he and everybody else did that, did they?
Mr Galloway: I did not know he was involved in the
trading of oil but it seems obvious. Capitalismworks
that way.

Q89 Nick Harvey: If there was no benefit either to
you or to the Mariam Appeal, why would anybody
link you or the appeal to oil allocations in the State
Oil Marketing Organisation record?
Mr Galloway: I do not know if they did. I do not
know when those records were made, by whom or
for what purpose. I have seen photocopies of the
State Oil Marketing Organisation, if that is what
SOMO stands for, which have my name on them.
You know from the Commissioner’s own inquiry
that nobody ever paid me any inquiry money, not
from oil or from anything else. The Commissioner is
very explicit about that.

Q90 Nick Harvey:Who do you imagine might have
put your name into this context and why?
Mr Galloway: I think the why is fairly easy to work
out. I am not sure how closely you are aware of this.
I was public enemy number one of the people who
are now running Iraq. I described them as the gangs
of NewYork in a recent parliamentary intervention.
There was scarcely a week went by when I was not
clashing with them on television and radio or
standing outside their conferences in London
picketing them. Mr Ahmed Chalabi, the convicted
thief and fraudster, now the oil minister in Iraq (I am
notmaking this up) lived inLondon and I dogged his
every footstep. The why is not at all surprising. I was
not just public enemy number one for them. I was, if
it is not immodest, a thorn in the side of the British
Government’s war eVort. I can assure you that I had
many enemies in here as a result of that and if
Members are being honest they will acknowledge
that. I had a clash with Ben Bradshaw long before
the war in which he accused me of that which I was
later accused after the fall of Baghdad. Before the
war, in a two-way interview with the political
correspondent of LBC, the anchor in the studio
asked the parliamentary correspondent what the
British hoped to find when they got to Baghdad and
he answered “Invoices in the name of theMember of
Parliament you have just been talking to”. There is
a deep history of this. There is no surprise if I surmise
the why. Who? I am not in a position to say.

Q91 Nick Harvey:Mr Zureikat received Iraqi state
documents certifying his allotment of six oil
allocations. Why do you say that he failed to
mention to you that your name also appeared on
them?
Mr Galloway: I do not think he was aware that my
name was attached to them, even if it was. As I say,
we have no way of knowing when my name was
inserted into this mix.

Q92 Nick Harvey: Do I take it from what you are
saying that you do not accept the findings of the
Volcker Committee about oil allocations made by
the former regime in your name and that of Mr
Zureikat?17

Mr Galloway: They were acting on documents given
to them from Baghdad.

17 Vol II, WE 38.
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Q93 Nick Harvey: Do you accept that Mr Zureikat
was trading in both oil and other goods, such as
food, under the programme?
Mr Galloway: Of course.

Q94 Nick Harvey: In your interview with the
Commissioner you said that if you or anybody else
received income in a particular trading quarter from
a particular source and made payments in that
quarter it did not follow that the one had funded the
other and I see what you are getting at. What is your
observation in respect of the fact that on five
occasions over the next 18 months payments were
made byMr Zureikat to the appeal just days after he
had received from Taurus commissions in respect of
oil sales, the first of these on 3 August 2000? What is
your observation in respect of the fact that after he
had received commissions on the oil he made
payments to the Mariam Appeal?
Mr Galloway: I am not disputing that he made those
payments to the Mariam Appeal. What I am saying
to you is I had no way of knowing. How should I
have known? Why should I be expected to know
fromwhich source of his great wealth he wasmaking
these donations?

Q95 Nick Harvey: So you are not disputing the
proposition I have just put to you. You are just
saying there is no way he could know that and there
is no way you could check that.
Mr Galloway: There is no way I could have known
it. I did not know it. My overarching point, Mr
Harvey, is that it is really not my business. My job
was to raise the money for the campaign. It is no
more my business, if I can be just a little sensitive, as
to where the King of Saudi Arabia got the money
that he donated. For all I know he might have got it
from British Aerospace. He might have got it from
the Ministry of Defence, as British Aerospace is
today alleging, rather than them. How can I know
that? How should I be expected to know it?

Q96 Nick Harvey: You have said that all Mr
Zureikat’s transactions were legal. How could you
have known that?
Mr Galloway: I do not know it. What I am asserting
to you is you are not entitled to infer that they are
illegal. No one has charged him with any illegality.
In a period where other people are being charged
with paying illegal surcharges he is not—far from it.
He is travelling widely in the United States which is
doing the charging.

Q97 Nick Harvey: But the Volcker Report found
that he had paid $2.1 million in surcharges on the oil
allocations.Youwould not argue that thatwas legal,
would you?
Mr Galloway: They do not provide any evidence for
that. In fact the evidence they provide is the
opposite. They provide a letter which says, “You
didn’t pay a surcharge. If you don’t pay it you won’t
get any further allocations,” and they infer because
he did get further allocations that he must have paid
it. There is an equal and more plausible explanation
and that is that he argued the case that he did not

need to. The point is neither you nor me is entitled
to assume that he committed any illegal act when no
one has charged him with it.

Q98 Nick Harvey: But you do not dispute that the
payments to the appeal came shortly after the fact
that he had had payments in on commission. You do
not think it was your role to investigate. You do not
see how you could have. You also told me earlier
that when you gave him his letter of appointment all
you knew about his business backgroundwas that he
was successful. You had no more detailed
knowledge than that.
Mr Galloway:On the contrary. I did not give you the
whole story because it would be a long one. If you
look at the interview that I had with the
Commissioner, I make it clear that I knew that he
was involved in major business contracts in Iraq,
muchmoremajor ones than the ones you are talking
about now. He represented some of the world’s
biggest companies in Iraq. He brokered Thomson’s
deal before I had ever met him for tens and tens of
millions of pounds. So I knew that he was a major
businessman doing major business in Iraq, but I did
not ask himwhat he was buying and selling. I did not
feel it was my business to do that.

Q99 Nick Harvey:Do you not feel that it was in any
way reckless to grant the plenipotentiary powers?
Mr Galloway: There were plenipotentiary powers to
act in the name of a campaign of which he was the
chairman.

Q100 Chairman: Given that you had given him this
mandate, whichMr Harvey has just referred to, was
he not perfectly entitled, when he bid for oil
allocations, to do so in the name of the Mariam
Appeal?
Mr Galloway:Not without my knowledge he would
not have been, no, because there would have been a
political embarrassment attached to this.

Q101 Chairman: So you would have thought the
mandate did not give him that opportunity?
Mr Galloway: No, of course not.

Q102 Nick Harvey: What was the precise function
that he was performing? You described earlier that
he had useful contacts. Sumup for us please what his
role was on behalf of the Mariam Appeal. Did he
have a part to play in seeking support for the
Mariam Appeal in Iraq?
Mr Galloway: His most important function was to
provide us with money and he fulfilled that. He was
the second biggest donor to theMariamAppeal. His
chairmanship involved him being in Iraq and in
Jordan, receiving British visitors in Jordan,
parliamentarians, journalists, some of the most
eminent journalists in the land, including David
Blair ironically, taking them to Iraq andmaking sure
that they got the meetings that they needed in order
to get the full picture and taking them to places in the
south of Iraq which were infested with depleted
uranium. Almost certainly depleted uranium causes
child cancer problems and so on. He was a highly
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political man. It is important to understand that he
was not just performing this function in relation to
the Mariam Appeal. He was the major funder of the
anti-sanctions campaign inCanada, for example.He
was themajor funder of the anti-sanctions campaign
in Jordan and in Egypt. He often travelled to the
Gulf countries in which he was a major figure,
appearing on television and radio and so on as a
leading campaigner against the sanctions. So his
relationship was not just with me, not just with the
Mariam Appeal and his activities long predated the
day that he ever met me.

Q103 Nick Harvey: In terms of your membership of
this House and your involvement with the Mariam
Appeal, are you content that you asked all the
questions that needed asking about where the
monies were coming from to that appeal and that
you were not in any sense reckless in simply taking
the money because you felt you needed it?
Mr Galloway: Mr Harvey, the best way to answer
that, as politicians do, is to ask you a question. Is it
credible that I could have asked the Kings of Arabia
where they got the money, which was considerably
more than he gave, that they were donating to the
Mariam Appeal? It is clearly implausible that I
would ask the King of Saudi Arabia, “Before you
giveme thatmoney to save this child’s life, where did
you get it?”

Q104 Nick Harvey: But you had not asked him to be
the chairman of the appeal.
Mr Galloway: No. They were major financial
benefactors and I could not ask them where they got
the money that they donated to the Mariam Appeal
from. Nobody who is fundraising does so. With
respect, no party fundraiser, Labour or
Conservative, asks that of the people who donate to
them. Parties are governed by law. Our campaign
was not so governed. Nobody asks where the money
comes from. If the King of Saudi Arabia’s money
did come from British Aerospace for Al-Yamamah
then no doubt that would be embarrassing. It might
be embarrassing enough that people would say you
had better give it back. It is hardly something where
a Member of Parliament can be dragged before a
tribunal to answer for why he did not check that that
is where they got the money.

Q105 Chairman: But in this case you had given him
authority to act on all matters on your behalf.
Mr Galloway: All matters concerning the Mariam
Appeal. That is not the same thing as all matters.

Q106 Chairman: This was concerning the Mariam
Appeal, it was oil.
Mr Galloway: I am denying that theMariamAppeal
was trading in oil. As far as I know, other than our
name being typed on to pieces of paper that are then
photocopied, there is no reason to believe that.What
there is clear evidence of, and it is in here, is that I
personally—I hope you will allowme to come to this
point because you have not so far. The complaint
that you are dealing with is that I personally was

receiving vast sums of money from the Oil for Food
Programme and the Commissioner has not found
that.

Q107 Chairman: That is not actually the complaint
before us. The Commissioner made it absolutely
clear—
Mr Galloway:What do youmean by that? I have the
complaint in front of me.

Q108 Chairman: He specifically said he had no
evidence of personal enrichment.
Mr Galloway: I have the complaint from Andrew
Robathan in front of me.

Q109 Chairman: I am talking about the findings of
the Commissioner on which we are seeking to come
to a judgment.
Mr Galloway: The Commissioner was investigating
a complaint and so far we have not dealt with the
complaint.

Q110 Chairman: We are looking at whether we
should agree with the Commissioner in upholding
certain complaints—
Mr Galloway: I am attempting to give my defence.
Chairman: We will give you an opportunity at the
end. I just wanted to make it clear what complaints
had been upheld and what complaints had not
been upheld.

Q111 Dr Whitehead: I just wanted to clarify in my
mind, when you draw a distinction between those
people who are trustees, cosignatories of cheques,
active organisers of a charity and those
organisations who give money to the charity about
which you otherwise have no knowledge, would you
consider it reasonable that since you are or were a
signatory of the Mariam Appeal—
Mr Galloway: I was never a signatory.

Q112 Dr Whitehead: And you were a trustee—
Mr Galloway: I was never a signatory.

Q113 Dr Whitehead: That you had very substantial
involvement in the running of the appeal and that
alongside you Mr Zureikat was a trustee of the
appeal—
Mr Galloway: No, he was not. That is two quite
important errors, Dr Whitehead. I was not a
signatory and neither was he.

Q114 Dr Whitehead:According to the minute of the
setting up of the Mariam Appeal in 2000 he was one
of the oYcers to the appeal and so were you, were
you not?
Mr Galloway: He was not one of the oYcers of the
appeal when it was set up. As a matter of fact it may
have been set up before I had ever met him.

Q115 Dr Whitehead: Would you consider it
reasonable that there is a distinction between those
people who are centrally involved—Mr Zureikat
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was chairman of the appeal from 2000—and
organisations who perhaps at a distance are
providing money to the organisation?
Mr Galloway: The first point that has to be made in
relation to that question is this. Were we a charity or
were we a political organisation? The State in its
various forms wants to have it both ways. Lord
Goldsmith instructed the Charity Commission to
investigate us as a charity. The Parliamentary
Commissioner has found that we were a political
organisation. That is why I say in my reply “Permit
me a wry smile at this point”.We are called a charity
so the Charity Commission can investigate us, but
now we are a political campaign when the
Parliamentary Commissioner is investigating us.My
position is we were never a charity. We were made
a charity after we ceased to exist and years after the
registered oYce, so to speak, moved out of this
country to theMiddle East.Wewere never a charity.
Wewere not required to obey charity law during our
lifetime. We obeyed the laws governing
unincorporated associations just like any other
political campaign. After we were no longer in
existence we were decreed to be a charity so the
Charity Commissioner could get access to our
material. I was not a signatory and neither was he. I
am pretty sure he had never been met or heard of
when the Mariam Appeal was founded. However, I
take the point that you are making which is that
Zureikat was not the biggest benefactor, but he was
the most active supporter. Obviously the Kings of
Arabia were not outmarchingwith us or helping our
campaign. My point remains the same. You can, as
many have done, especially on the Left, criticise the
raising of funds from kings and businessmen. That
is a legitimate political criticism, but it is not a crime
and I defend it and have done on the basis that needs
must. We had to raise funds for this campaign and,
in the case of the King of Saudi Arabia, we had to
save a child’s life whowas days fromdeath.Youmay
recall the pictures of her when she came to Britain. I
can justify that in my conscience and on Judgment
Day I will answer for it. There are people who think
that that sort of fundraising should not be done. As
I have said many times, political fundraising is
seldom a pretty sight as all of us know. My point is
that you cannot ask me to investigate the source of
the wealth of people donating to us. If you are going
to, by logical implication, you have to ask me to
investigate the source of the King of Saudi Arabia as
well and when you put it that way it just seems
laughable.
Chairman: I think that point is taken. Before I move
to Mr Curry, there are two supplementaries to Mr
Harvey’s questions.

Q116 Mr Barron: Just one in relation to the major
funders of theMariam appeal. Obviously there is the
Government of Abu Dhabi and also the King of
Saudi Arabia, and some public money put in as well
from your appeal which went out in May 1998. The
one that came via Mr Zureikat was not just one big
sum, it was asked for, we were told in these papers,
by yourself and the campaign at the time to send X
amount ofmoney. So it did not come in one big sum.

Do you think that was a diVerent type of donation
to having a big donationmade up from one big sum?
I wondered, if you thought it was that diVerent,
would you not have questioned where it was coming
from because of its fluidity, as it were?
Mr Galloway:None of them was one big sum, all of
them were staged payments. The King of Saudi
Arabia, the Emir of the United Arab Emirates and
Mr Zureikat all made staged donations to the
MariamAppeal, none of them came as one big sum.

Q117 Mr Barron:Mr Zureikat’s went over a period
of over two years. Did the others work their money
over that type of period?
Mr Galloway: Certainly more than a year.

Q118 Mr Barron:More than a year?
Mr Galloway: Yes.

Q119 Mr Barron:When, as alleged in these papers,
you asked Stuart Halford to get some more money
fromMr Zureikat, it was not in your mind at all that
he should question where that was coming from?
Mr Galloway: No, I made that clear.

Q120 Mr Mullin: Mr Galloway, when did you last
see Mr Zureikat?
Mr Galloway: About a year ago, I think.

Q121MrMullin:Do you still regard him as a friend?
Mr Galloway: Perhaps not as much as I did.

Q122 Mr Mullin: Have you discussed with him the
fact that he failed to mention that your name
appeared on some of these documents?
Mr Galloway: He did not know that my name
appeared on these documents. He had never seen
these documents until they were produced by
Senator Coleman.

Q123 Mr Mullin: Did you discuss with him the
possibility of his giving evidence to the Committee
on your behalf?
Mr Galloway: I asked him several times to do so.

Q124 Mr Mullin:What did he say?
Mr Galloway: That is one of the reasons why I am
not quite so friendly with him now.

Q125MrMullin:Have you ever been approached by
anybody else connected with the Iraqi regime
oVering oil allocations—
Mr Galloway: No, not at all.

Q126 Mr Mullin: —in support of the Mariam
Appeal?
Mr Galloway: Not at all.

Q127 Mr Mullin: If you had been how would you
have responded?
Mr Galloway: I would have said that would be
extremely foolish.
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Q128 Mr Mullin:Why?
Mr Galloway: Because it would have disabled the
campaign.

Q129 Mr Mullin: As you said earlier in relation to
the Saudi donation “needs must”.
Mr Galloway:Yes, and it would be a close run thing
between the Iraqi regime and the Saudi
regime. My judgment would have been to take the
Saudi money but not to take the Iraqi.
Chairman: Can we move to Mr Curry.

Q130 Mr Curry: Mr Galloway, you have said you
were seen as public enemy number one by people in
Iraq and that lots of people would like to see you
tripped up or fall in one way or another. I assume
that one of your reactions to that would have been
to say, “I must make sure that everything I do is
absolutely transparent so I give people no chance at
all to find a way of finding fault”?
Mr Galloway: It certainly is now.Bear inmind,when
all this began I was only in the process of becoming
public enemy number one.

Q131MrCurry:Because it is in that context that you
were very active on behalf of the Mariam Appeal
and you were paid expenses in relation to the costs
you incurred in pursuing that. As I understand it,
those expenses were made out in the name of your
wife, in fact?
Mr Galloway: The expenses for flights, which was
the major part of it, would have been paid neither to
my then wife nor me. They would have been paid to
the airline or the travel agent who was handling the
flights. The expenses of international calls, the
booking of rooms, halls and so on, could either have
been made out to me or her as she was the medical
and scientific director of the Appeal. In any case, as
I pointed out, there could be no attempt at
concealment of that because it was a joint account.

Q132 Mr Curry: Would it perhaps not have been
more transparent had you had your own account
into which you were paid things which were clearly
derived from your expenses?
Mr Galloway: It is a relatively small amount of
money.

Q133 Mr Curry: I know.
Mr Galloway: It is the reimbursement of long
international telephone calls to Iraq, for example,
which are expensive in a household budget but not
in the scale of this money that we are talking about
here.

Q134 Mr Curry: You only had a joint account?
Mr Galloway: Yes, we only had a joint account. I
only had a joint account, I should add.

Q135 Mr Curry: You only had a joint account?
Mr Galloway: Yes.

Q136Mr Curry:MrMcKay is reported to have told
The Sunday Telegraph that you and Dr Abu Zayyad
have always maintained separate bank accounts, in
fact that was not the case. Your wife may have had
her own account but—
Mr Galloway: It is clear that she had at least one
account in the Middle East, yes.

Q137 Mr Curry: Do you think it would help the
Committee if you were able to give us, in confidence,
details of your joint bank accounts into which the
Mariam Appeal reimbursements were made?
Mr Galloway: I am happy for Sir George Young to
inspect the scrambled eggs of my bank account any
time but I am not prepared to make them available
to the whole committee.

Q138 Chairman: Is that in relation to your own
account?
Mr Galloway:My joint account.

Q139 Chairman: Which would need authority,
presumably, from the other holder?
Mr Galloway: I do not think that would be a
diYculty.

Q140 Chairman: Okay. We would like to reflect on
that oVer.
Mr Galloway:Weare talking about a relatively small
sum of money but you are welcome to inspect my
bank account.
Chairman: Can we now move on to Mr Mullin.

Q141 Mr Mullin: I want to take you through the
various references to the work programme that
occur in these documents. I appreciate—we do not
have to go through it again—your position is the
documents could be forgeries. The alleged
memorandum from the intelligence chief dated 3
January 200018 appears to be based on the alleged
meeting of 26 December with one of his agents. It
says: “He . . . ” referring to you “ . . . is planning to
arrange visits from Iraqi sports and arts delegations
to Britain and to start broadcasting programmes for
the benefit of Iraq and to locate Iraq on-line for the
benefit of Iraq on the internet”. What do you say
about that?
Mr Galloway: Absolutely none of those things was
done. I never brought any figure from the arts or
sports from Iraq to here; I never put Iraq on-line and
I never broadcast any programmes for the benefit
of Iraq.

Q142 Mr Mullin: I accept that but was that in your
mind at any stage?
Mr Galloway:No, when I read that it was a surprise
to me.

18 Vol II, WE 4.
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Q143 Mr Mullin: None of those things?
Mr Galloway: None of those is even someone
picking up on what was in the air, if you like, and
putting it down in a memorandum. None of those
things ever happened.

Q144 Mr Mullin: I certainly know they never
happened but broadcasting, for example, it was my
impression there was a plan?
Mr Galloway:For 20 years there was a twinkle inmy
eye that the Arabs should have a television station
which I pressed on every Arab with the wherewithal
to bring it to fruition over 20 years. Now, to some
extent, that has been done through Al Jazeera
International. I have never been involved, contrary
to what Philip Mawer says, I have never been
involved in any Arab television station.

Q145MrMullin:You had no plans for a specifically
Iraqi one?
Mr Galloway: No.

Q146MrMullin:At some stage the Mariam Appeal
changed its focus, did it not? It started out as an
appeal to help save the life of this young girl, and
then it raised money far in excess of what you must
have imagined you could have raised and then it had
diVerent ambitions, what were they?
Mr Galloway: It had a duality of purpose from the
beginning. It was never just to save the life of one
child, although obviously I am glad that it did. It was
to highlight from the beginning, from the first day,
the reasons why this girl was dying in the first place. I
think we did it rather well, only too well, that is what
started my career as public enemy number one.

Q147MrMullin:With £1.4 million or whatever you
could do a great dealmore thanwhat you initially set
out to achieve.
Mr Galloway: Sure.

Q148 Mr Mullin: What else was it spent on? I
understand the issue about the campaign.
Mr Galloway: The biggest expenditure was the Big
Ben to Baghdad bus. The purchase of the bus, its
rehabilitation, it was a 1964 Routemaster so it
needed quite a bit of rehabilitation but it did not get
as much as it needed, and the taking of essentially a
caravan of people from Big Ben across three
continents, 11 countries, 15,000 kilometres, holding
a public rally every evening, distributing literature in
all the languages in the countries through which we
passed and finally arriving in Baghdad to the largest
public welcome ever aVorded any Britishers in any
country at any time, three million people on the
streets greeting us. That was the biggest single
expenditure. I suppose the second biggest would
have been the sanctions busting flight which flew
from Kent—we called it London—to Baghdad
breaking the air embargo.

Q149 Mr Mullin: Any other major expenses?
Mr Galloway: Major conferences in Brussels and
elsewhere aroundBrussels, inKiev, inHungary also,
I forget the name of the city, it was not Budapest,

and a major conference in London in the Liberal
Club in Whitehall. That sort of thing, conferences,
material, the flight, the bus, the child’s on-going
care, these were the major expenditures, and salaries
of course. Actually I suppose probably the biggest
price was Mr Halford’s salary.

Q150 Mr Mullin:Was the money all used up?
Mr Galloway: Yes.

Q151MrMullin:You are saying there was never any
plan to bring any Iraqi delegations of any sort here?
Mr Galloway:No, I never did. They would not have
got visas. Mr Cook even stopped me putting
children’s drawings in the gallery space there at the
top of the stairs so the chances of bringing artistic
and sports stars from Iraq, if there were any in the
period, would have been slight.

Q152 Mr Mullin: You do not recognise any
conversation you had with any representative of the
Iraqi regime, be it the chargé or anybody in
Baghdad? These kinds of issues were discussed.
Mr Galloway: I think you will find if you peruse all
the documents that is the only reference there is to
these things, or perhaps not with the broadcasting.

Q153 Mr Mullin: I am going to take you through
three documents actually. The first is the one I
mentioned, the alleged memo from the intelligence
chief, and then there is the letter from the Iraqi
foreign minister, Mohammed Said Al Sahhaf, dated
22 January 2000,19 which refers to meetings with the
chargé of the Iraqi interest section of the Jordanian
Embassy in London to “study the working
programme for the year 2000 in Britain and to begin
implementing some of the paragraphs of the
programme”. It goes on to refer to a letter sent by
you to the chargé describing the basic features of the
working programme, “he aspires to implement for
the future”. Do you recognise any of that?
Mr Galloway:Of course we do not have the letters in
question, we have only this covering note, to which
you refer, which ostensibly is from Mr Sahhaf. I
cannot comment on what is in a letter we do not
have, however I have explained that as a normal
matter of course I would be keeping the Iraqi chargé
from1993 onwards, long before there was anOil For
Food programme, informed of the anti-sanctions
campaigning that was going on in the country. I
would routinely, for example, invite him to attend
meetings in the House of Commons that we had.

Q154 Mr Mullin: The Sahhaf letter is presumably
referring to meetings that took place in London in
late 1999?
Mr Galloway: I do not know, we do not have the
letter so I do not know what he is referring to.

Q155 Mr Mullin: No, but you did have some
meetings.

19 Vol II, WE 22.
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Mr Galloway: I had regular discussions with the
Iraqi chargé, most intensely over the question of a
British civilian flightwhichMrPeterHain scuppered
to take 200 or more personalities—doctors and so
on—on a flight from London. That took up
interminable discussion, I will tell you why, because
the Iraqis were refusing to allowwhat could be called
charity or relief flights because their stand was they
wanted the air embargo lifted and they were not
going to allow consciences to be sated by the
occasional flight full of doctors. Actually it was
extremely hard work to persuade them to allow this
flight, and in the end it did not go.

Q156 Mr Mullin: It is possible those meetings were
the origin of the phrase “working programme”.
Mr Galloway: It is, yes, but it is equally possible that
it referred to the work programme, work brigades
programme, I cannot know which definitively, the
Commissioner prefers the former as the explanation.
I have no preference for the two, it will be one or the
other. There is a major diVerence, as I have stated in
my documents, I think not perhaps in the final one
but in the response to his draft, that the concept of a
working programme is diVerent from a Work
Programme.

Q157 Mr Mullin: Yes, although the point about the
work brigades, is that they were not publicly
announced until August 2000, were they?
Mr Galloway: They were in gestation for about a
year before that.

Q158 Mr Mullin: I see, so that could be a reference
to that as well, you are suggesting?
Mr Galloway: It could be, yes.

Q159 Mr Mullin: Then there is the Tariq Aziz
document dated 5 February20 and: “The work
programme for the year 2000 which was submitted
by Mr George Galloway and cleared by the
President’s oYce”, that is the reference?
Mr Galloway: We do not have these documents,
these are documents referring to documents. It could
be the work brigades, it could be the working
programme.

Q160 Mr Mullin:What I am seeking is an innocent
explanation for this phrase which recurs throughout
a series of documents, and it is unlikely they were
forged.
Mr Galloway: I have no way of knowing whether
they are all forged, some are forged or none is
forged. The working programme, which would be a
description of the things on which we were working,
it is perfectly possible that the chargé in London put
them in a paper and sent them to Baghdad, perfectly
possible. We did give extensive documentation
about the work brigades programme to Baghdad to
several ministries.

Q161 MrMullin:Was it possible that the Iraqis had
bigger ambitions for your scheme than you did?

20 Vol II, WE 5.

Mr Galloway:You know, everyone who studied the
Cold War—I refer to Agent Boot, Mr Michael
Foot—knows that people in the country concerned
have a vested interest in talking up their relationship
with people with whom they are in touch on the
other side. Mr Michael Foot managed to build a
whole wing on his house on The Sunday Times false
inference from the fake or inflated or exaggerated
relationships with the Soviet Union. It is in mymind
because I have just been reading it.

Q162 Mr Mullin: If I might just help you on that
point, I have been to Mr Michael Foot’s house and
it does not have a wing on the side of it, it is a terrace.
Mr Galloway: He did tell me that he used The
Sunday Times for property improvement.

Q163 Mr Mullin: I can see that is a possibility, yes.
We ought not to exaggerate it.
Mr Galloway: Sure.

Q164 Dr Whitehead: Can I ask you about the
founding and the origins of the Mariam Appeal
itself. In the Appeal circular letter of May 1998,21 at
the time when youwere Chairman of the Appeal, the
Appeal states that it wished to raise £50,000 for the
treatment of Mariam Hamza; it had a target of
£100,000 and the balance would be sent back to Iraq
in medicines and medical supplies. Yet the Appeal
raised, in the end, something like £1.4 million. What
proportion would you estimate of the £1.4 million
was raised for the original purposes of the Appeal as
set out in the circular that you authorised?
Mr Galloway:Wewould have to tally up all the costs
of the child in Britain, in the United States, in
Jordan, in Iraq. We would have to tabulate the
money spent moving her from place to place, the
money spent on her treatment, themoney spent until
now, by the way, even the appeal long ago ceased to
exist on the child’s medicine, her house, the keeping
of an ever-growing family. We would have to
tabulate the cost of the medicines we took with us in
the caravan that I talked about, led by the bus. I am
guessing at a figure and that figure would probably
be of the order of £200,000.

Q165 Dr Whitehead: In fact, therefore, the vast
majority was—
Mr Galloway:—spent on campaigning.

Q166 Dr Whitehead:—spent on campaigning?
Mr Galloway: Yes.

Q167DrWhitehead:Why did you feel it appropriate
to raise vast sums of money for campaigning on the
basis of a founding document that specifically stated
that the organisation was for that very limited
purpose?
Mr Galloway: It was not a charity so there are no
legal issues involved in that, there are only political
issues. I can answer you very candidly. I walked in
the killing fields of Iraq, I smelt the deaths of
hundreds of thousands of children, and if you had

21 Vol II, WE 37.
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been with me you would have joined the campaign
too. You would have raised as much money for that
campaign as you could.

Q168 Dr Whitehead: That is as maybe and it is a
diVerent issue.
Mr Galloway: It is very much the same issue.

Q169 Dr Whitehead: In terms of the constitution of
the Mariam Appeal,22 it did, for example, state that
upon its dissolution it would provide any residue on
its dissolution to a charity with similar purposes.
Mr Galloway:On its dissolution it had no resources.
If I may say so, you have to read the constitution as
a whole. I do not want to bore Members but the
constitution as a whole makes it clear that we were a
campaigning organisation campaigning for the
lifting of sanctions. Now it was nobody’s business—
I say thatwith respect—what we spent ourmoney on
or howwe campaigned, whetherwe decided to spend
£200,000 on medicine and health costs and £1.2
million on campaigning or the other way around.
That is a matter of the sovereignty of the people
involved in the campaign. We were not governed by
company law or charity law, we were a political
campaign like the Cuba Solidarity campaign. No
committee of the House would have any right to
question the Cuba Solidarity campaign on its
expenditure, unless a Member of Parliament was
involved and was found to have been improperly
pocketing the money, but that is not what we have
here.

Q170 Dr Whitehead: You did have a constitution of
the Mariam Appeal?
Mr Galloway:Would you like to read it in full?

Q171DrWhitehead: I have read it in full and, among
other things, it is specifically stated that its residue
funding, after it had ceased its work, relating to
treatment of Mariam Hamza, if it dissolved—
Mr Galloway: I am sorry, that is not true. Our
constitution permitted us to campaign against
sanctions, which we did.

Q172 Dr Whitehead: That is not the point to which
I amalluding. The point towhich I am alluding is the
point in the constitution which said if and when the
Mariam Appeal is dissolved the residue would go to
a charity with similar purposes.
Mr Galloway: When it was dissolved it had no
residue.

Q173DrWhitehead: I accept that is asmaybe but the
point I am making is that at the point when it was
found that is what was stated in the constitution.
Mr Galloway: I do not see the contradiction in that.
At the point at which it was founded it determined
upon raising the issue of sanctions and campaigning
for the lifting of non-military sanctions. That is clear
from all the foundation documents. That is what we
did, we did it well, I only wish we had succeeded.

22 Vol II, WE34.

Q174 Dr Whitehead: It is not possible to know for
certain what the money eventually was spent on
because the accounts have never been presented or
set out. In 2003 I think you said, in fact, to Jeremy
Paxman that you would open the accounts of the
Mariam Appeal.
Mr Galloway: Not only is it possible, there is a
mountain of the cheques sitting with the Charity
Commissioner, to which the Parliamentary
Commissioner has had access. Every cheque ever
written is extant so it is possible to know exactly to
whom and on what the money was spent.

Q175 Dr Whitehead: Do you have accounts?
Mr Galloway: No.

Q176 Dr Whitehead: Did you ever have accounts?
Mr Galloway: We had a running account. We had
bank statements. We had cheque books and cheque
stubs but we did not publish the kind of accounts
you probably have in mind, and we were not
required to.

Q177DrWhitehead:The objectives of theAppeal, as
it states in the constitution, were: “to provide
medicines, medical equipment, medical assistance to
the people of Iraq; to highlight the causes and results
of the cancer epidemic in Iraq; to arrange for the
medical treatment of a number of Iraqi children
outside of Iraq.”23 The description you have given,
and indeed you set out in one of your declarations to
theHouse concerning your trips to Iraq, was that the
Mariam Appeal had a diVerent purpose. At what
point did that purpose change?
Mr Galloway: Remind me?

Q178 Dr Whitehead: I mentioned to you the
objectives of the Mariam Appeal.
Mr Galloway:Yes, you glossed over the second one,
which answered your earlier questions. The second
one was to highlight the causes.

Q179DrWhitehead: “ . . . to highlight the causes and
results of the cancer epidemic in Iraq”.24
Mr Galloway: Exactly.

Q180DrWhitehead: I do not read anywhere in those
objectives about lifting the sanctions in Iraq or
similar things such as that.
Mr Galloway: “ . . . to highlight the causes . . . ” the
causes were sanctions. With respect, Dr Whitehead,
this is actually none of your business, and I mean
that in the kindest possible way. It is actually none
of your business. The constitution of the Mariam
Appeal and its aims and objectives were a matter for
the Mariam Appeal. As it happens, the constitution
that you have just quoted permits absolutely the
campaigning on the causes of the suVering in Iraq
which were, in our view, the sanctions. You are not
required to agree to that but it was our view and that
is what we did.

23 Vol II, WE 34.
24 Vol II, WE 34.
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Q181 Dr Whitehead: You did in your extract from
the register of 26 November 200125 declare a trip to
Iraq with all costs met by the Mariam Appeal, an
organisation working for the lifting of the embargo
on Iraq.
Mr Galloway: I really do not understand this line of
questioning. What is the contradiction between that
and the constitution you read out?

Q182 Dr Whitehead: The point is I think they are
two very diVerent purposes, and my question is,
when did the purpose change?
Mr Galloway: But I do not accept that they are two
diVerent purposes, and it is none of your business
anyway. It is none of your business anyway.

Q183 Chairman: I will decide what questions Dr
Whitehead and others put to you and you can
decide—
Mr Galloway:And Iwill decide how to answer them.
That, frankly, whole line of questioning was based
on a false premise; that point two of the constitution
he read out somehow is diVerent from campaigning
to lift the embargo on Iraq.
Chairman: The point is now made. Have you
finished, Dr Whitehead?

Q184 Mr Dismore: Can I pick up on this point,
because I think it is relevant. You may disagree, but
I think it is relevant. The point is this: if you
fundraise for a particular purpose and the
fundraising material says that the purpose is to raise
money for medical equipment and medical
treatment and the rest of it—even, perhaps, because
of the catalogue of events in Iraq (and they sound
charitable purposes, whether we accept them to be
so or not, but the Charity Commission came to that
conclusion) we can be clear this was a political
campaign—if I were to donate money to that cause
I would think that the money is going to go to help
Iraqi children; I would not think it was going to go
towards a political campaign for the removal of
sanctions. It is a bit likewhen the IRAused to go and
collect round pubs for the relief of the suVering of
internees, which, you may remember, happened in
the 1970s, and some of that money inevitably ended
up in the hands of the IRA to buy weapons. If I was
donating to that, do you think I might infer a, sort
of—making a donation under false pretenses?
Mr Galloway: I think, first of all, that the analogy
you make is deeply oVensive and should not have
been made. The idea that someone donating to the
Mariam Appeal for the lifting of sanctions is
analogous to someone spending money, or giving
money to the IRA, to buy weapons is a deeply
oVensive one, but not at all surprising. Not at all
surprising.

Q185 Mr Dismore: Hang on. That is, actually, a
misrepresentation of what I said.
Mr Galloway: I think the stenographer has what
you said.

25 Volume II, WE 9.

Q186 Mr Dismore: The point I am making is if
somebody makes a donation for one purpose and it
is then applied to a diVerent purpose, not what the
donor intended, my question is whether that is
raising a false prospectus.
Mr Galloway: And the analogy that you drew is
deeply oVensive.

Q187 Chairman: Can we park the analogy and
answer the point?
Mr Galloway: Park the analogy and answer the
question, yes. First of all, the people who gave the
money, more than 90 per cent of it, did not do so on
the basis of any appeal written in 1998; they did so,
face to face, withme. I asked to see theKing of Saudi
Arabia and I asked him for a donation to support
our campaign, which I described absolutely
accurately, and there is no complaint from him
about how we spent the money. I did the same with
the Emir of theUnitedArabEmirates, I did the same
with Mr Zureikat. In fact, not a single person
(because I know that you did not donate—maybe
you would have been the exception) not a single
person anywhere, at any time, has complained about
the use of their donation. So your question is otiose.

Q188Mr Dismore: I do not think it is otiose because
my complaint, or question rather, relates not to the
three main donors but relates to raising money more
broadly from the public in the sort of campaign that
this is known to generate. Some well-meaning
people may well have given you the money on the
basis that it was going to be used to fund Mariam’s
treatment or treatment for similar children, but it
was not.
Mr Galloway: Not a single complaint from any
donor, small or large, has ever in this whole story
appeared. So your question is otiose. It is otiose.
There is no such person. There is no such injured
party.

Q189 Mr Dismore: It does not matter whether there
is a complaint or not. The point I am making is that
if it is raised for one particular purpose and spent on
another one—
Mr Galloway: Sir George, Mr Dismore bitterly—
bitterly—opposed our campaign. Indeed, he is one
of the people who used to heckle me even when I was
on his own side. So we are not going to get any
further trying to reconcile the politics—
Chairman: Mr Dismore is entitled to ask questions
relating to the complaints that are before the
Committee.

Q190Mr Dismore:And I do not ever recall heckling
Mr Galloway. I may have disagreed with his views
but that is a diVerent question entirely. Anyway, I do
not think we are going to get an answer to that
question.
Mr Galloway: You did get an answer to it, you just
did not like the answer.
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Q191 Mr Dismore: Can we go on to the issue of the
document recording the meeting with Saddam
Hussein on 8 August 2002?26 The Committee has
now received an account of how that document
came to be produced. I think that report has been
shown to you—the document of 20 June 2007 and
the Authenticity of Harmony File27. Is that correct?
You have seen it? How do you account for the
transcript of that document as not accurate?
Mr Galloway:Well, it is not a transcript, it is a fax.
I am glad that this document has emerged from the
British and American intelligence coVers in Qatar
because it brings into public view for the first time
that which has been a feature of this matter but
hidden—hidden even in my interview with Philip
Mawer, who refused to tell me the provenance or the
whereabouts of this document beyond that it was
“somewhere in the Middle East”, and I now know
why he did not want to tell me the provenance of this
document or its whereabouts, because we now know
that the provenance was, first, American intelligence
then British intelligence. I now know why he was so
secretive about that, because it is, well,
embarrassing, to say the least, to have the authors (I
will put it kindly) of so many of the dossiers that
have bedevilled this whole thing to be now out in
public on this matter. This is a fax which they say
was recovered from a department who was not
involved in the circulation list of the so-called
“minute”. It is a fax that we are told lay in British
and American intelligence hands for years before
being sent to Philip Mawer. We are being asked to
believe that it lay in the hands of British and
American intelligence for years but was never
brought to the attention of Senator Norman
Coleman or the Volker Commission or Sir Philip
Mawer until the eve of his interview with me. All of
these things leave a question mark beyond the
question mark I am about to raise over this story. I
do not believe that this document came to hand on
23 April 2003 because that would require it not to
have been read, its importance potentially not to
have been understood by highly paid intelligence
oYcials of both Britain and America at a time when
both in Britain and America I was under
investigation. The point made in the document is,
surely, that whoever wrote this supposed minute
knew what an Iraqi minute would look like. Well,
actually, an Iraqi minute turns out, I think, to look
much like minutes everywhere look. This is not a
minute of my meeting with Saddam Hussein, which
started with a suggested tape and is now a fax—the
original being unobtainable. I can assure you that
there is no tape. If there were a tape the inaccuracies
in this minute would not be there, and the
fabrications would not be there either. Where is the
tape? Bring the tape to the table, is the question I ask.
Secondly, if there was a tape it would be much more
interesting than the document we have got in front
of us.

Q192 Mr Dismore:Why is that?
Mr Galloway: It would be much more interesting.

26 Vol II, WE 45.
27 Appendix 3, Annex.

Q193 Mr Dismore:Why?
Mr Galloway: It would be much more interesting.

Q194 Mr Dismore:Why?
Mr Galloway: I know that there is not a tape because
SaddamHussein spoke at length to me in the private
session of the meeting about exactly what would
happen if Britain and America invaded Iraq, in
blood-curdling detail. If that was in the minute it
would be muchmore interesting. If there was a tape,
believe me, in this witch-hunt of me which has gone
on now for four years, you would have heard about
it before now. So I know that it is not based on a
tape, both because important errors in what I was
frequently saying are included and because things
that were never said are included, and because
interesting things that were said are not included. So
I know that this is not based on a tape. I do not know
who produced it or when they produced it, and I
know that the Commissioner later described this
minute as “peripheral” to this matter. I know that
the story, the cover story, that a fax was found in the
intelligence ministry in Baghdad by American
intelligence and that nobody saw the potential
importance of what was in this fax for years when it
remained in British and American intelligence
hands, that nobody gave it to Coleman, nobody
gave it to Volker, nobody gave it to Mawer until the
eve of his meeting with me is beyond implausible; is
ridiculous.

Q195 Mr Dismore: It does read like a transcript of a
meeting, does it not?
Mr Galloway: It is clearly written by someone who
knows how to describe a meeting, yes.

Q196MrDismore: It reads like a transcript of a tape.
It does not read like a minute of a meeting.
Mr Galloway:Where is the tape?

Q197Mr Dismore: I am just asking you: it reads like
that—does it not?
Mr Galloway:No, actually, because there are things
in it, for example, that if there was a tape could not
be in it, in Saddam Hussein’s story about—

Q198 Mr Dismore: I am not asking you about—
Mr Galloway: Please let me answer. In his story
about Stalin, Churchill and Roosevelt, Hitler and
Mussolini have been interposed, which actually
makes the story ridiculous, because no such summit
involving Hitler, Mussolini, Churchill, Stalin and
Roosevelt ever took place. My Irish grandfather
becomes “my father”. If there was a tape these are
not errors that would be made.

Q199 Mr Dismore: That is not the question I put to
you, with respect,MrGalloway. I asked you: it reads
like a transcript of a tape.
Mr Galloway: You may say so. I do not agree.

Q200 Mr Dismore: You have seen this document of
20 June 2007 which sets out how this document was
taken amongst many, many—large volumes of
documents. It says, as you rightly said, it is a
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facsimile and it describes the practice of how
SaddamHussein routinely had his meetings taped—
a bit like President Nixon andWatergate, I suppose.
Mr Galloway: But it is not true.

Q201 Mr Dismore: So you think that is not true?
Mr Galloway: It is not true. In the correspondence I
had with the Commissioner I established that it was
not true, and he acknowledged that and apologised
for it.

Q202 Mr Dismore: So all these records of other
similar discussions—
Mr Galloway: What do you mean “similar
discussions”? Some meetings of Saddam Hussein
were taped and some were not.

Q203 Mr Dismore: There is a large number—
Mr Galloway: That is a diVerent thing from
habitually.

Q204 Mr Dismore: There is a large number of
meetings of people here, some of whom are, clearly,
important, like the President of Vietnam, and some
less so, like various delegates and minor politicians,
which have all been taped.
Mr Galloway: I am in the minor politician category,
and my meeting with him was not taped. If it was
taped the minute drawn from it would look very
diVerent to how it looks.

Q205 Mr Dismore: Why would they all want to
frame you if you are a minor politician?
Mr Galloway: Why would British and American
intelligence want to frame me? Why would Mr
Dismore wish that these things in this tape—in this
minute—were true? Make your own mind up.

Q206MrDismore: I am trying to establish the truth,
MrGalloway. I have asked you a question and if you
do not want to answer it, fine, butwhywould anyone
want to frame you? If you are a minor politician?
Mr Galloway: I am a minor politician compared to
the President of Vietnam. I was not a minor
politician in Britain in this whole Iraq story.

Q207 Mr Dismore: So if British intelligence or
American intelligence were involved in trying to
forge these documents—the same intelligence
service who, according to you, incompetently tried
to set up the story of the uranium from Africa,
incompetently set up the dodgy dossier, as you call
it, and incompetently forged the other documents—
yet they are able to produce this document and this
history for it, and the large files that we have seen
and you have seen, which are very, very convincing;
how come they have been able to do that and yet
screw up these much more important things?
Mr Galloway: I do not know who wrote the minute.
I am not saying that British intelligence wrote the
minute. I am saying this document, we are told, was
in the hands of British and American intelligence for
years before its appearance, and its provenance was
concealed from me by the Parliamentary
Commissioner. I now knowwhy, because everybody

in this country—if you are not aware of this let me
educate you—everybody in this country inherently
distrusts anything which comes from an intelligence
source on the subject of Iraq, for very obvious
reasons. We got into this mess because of, precisely,
fake intelligence.

Q208 Mr Dismore: That is the point I am putting to
you. If their skills are so bad that they cannot
actually produce convincing material where it is
really important, how are they able to produce it
when it is obviously less important in relation to
trying to—
Mr Galloway: But this is not a good—if this was—

Q209MrDismore:Not just this—I am talking about
the other file as well.
Mr Galloway: You are talking about this minute.

Q210 Mr Dismore: I am talking about both.
Mr Galloway: Let me deal with the minute first. Let
me deal with the minute first. The minute is no more
than a vulgarised version of my discourse in Iraq, in
Britain, around the world. This is the stuV of and the
subject of a thousand speeches that I have made,
except there is a notably crystal clear, self-
incrimination inserted perfectly at the end of the
minute; a minute which evaded Norman Coleman’s
committee, the Volker Inquiry and the Mawer
inquiry until the eve of Mawer’s discussion with me.
We now learn that this document has supposedly
been in the custody of, first, American then British
intelligence for four years—or nearly four years—
before it was produced. I do not know who wrote it.
I am telling you, for a variety of reasons, that the
information in it is fake.

Q211MrDismore:Can I put to you one of the points
that the Commissioner came to at the end of his
report that we have. He said this, at paragraph 355:
“At the end of his second interview with me,
however, Mr Galloway argued, in eVect, that the
political end he sought—the abolition of sanctions
on Iraq—justified any and all the means he
employed to achieve it.” Then the Commissioner
goes on to say that that is a dangerous argument for
anyone to advance. Is that your view?
Mr Galloway: No, and I answered it in my
document.

Q212 Mr Dismore: So when Sir Philip says that he
is wrong?
Mr Galloway: He is opining and his opinion is
diVerent from mine.

Q213 Mr Dismore:What would your opinion be of
the way it has been done?
Mr Galloway: That I do not believe that ends justify
all means. Obviously, the greater the end the more
compromise, sacrifice, has to be made. Mr
Churchill, for example, laid in a whole stock of
chemical and biological weapons along the Channel
ports when the barbarian was at the gates, and he
was right to do so. The end of defending our country
from foreign invasion justified the use of chemical
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and biological weapons which would have happened
if the Nazi invaders had arrived. So, clearly, the
greater the end the more one has to compromise on
the means. But I do not accept that the end justifies
absolutely any means. I have explained in it my
document.

Q214 Mr Dismore: Your view, in this respect, in
relation to your own conduct, would be that you felt,
given the very important nature of your aims, that
you could compromise on what you did?
Mr Galloway: They justified what I did, yes. That is
my case. I am proud of what I did, and when the
history of this Iraq story comes to be written I will
come out of it a bit better than you.
Mr Dismore:We will wait and see.
Chairman: Mr Galloway, we have made good
progress. There are some supplementaries to Mr
Dismore’s questions and I have one or two at the
end. I believe we can dispose of this before
lunchtime, if you are happy to continue.

Q215 Mr Llwyd: If I can take Mr Galloway back to
what he said a few moments ago, he said that there
was no complaint from any donor, large or small,
about the way in which the money was spent. Is this
not unsurprising, bearing in mind that no donor
knew the entirety of the fund or, indeed, what it was
spent on?
Mr Galloway: No donor was in any doubt as to the
kind of things we were doing. The donors were
people who, almost by definition, were sympathetic
to the aims of the campaign. They saw the campaign
develop, they stayed with it and I can honestly tell
you—and I can assure you—there is no complaint
extant anywhere, either to the Charity Commission
or the Parliamentary Commissioner, or a letter to a
newspaper, or a letter to me, from anyone about the
way we used the money. And the Charity
Commission has now, twice, found that the money
was not improperly used.

Q216 Mr Barron: Leading on from that, you were
obviously involved in the campaign throughout and
youwere a central figure in theMariamAppeal. You
described on several occasions this potential, toxic
mix that there is on occasions by fundraising for
political campaigning, with several examples which
I will not repeat now. It did strike me that
throughout its life the Mariam Appeal had going
through its coVers some £1.4 million. As a Member
of Parliament (and there is plenty of history around
about the problems created) were you not ever
uncomfortable about the non-declaration of these
funds as opposed to declaringwhen you had used the
appeal for flights or hotels or whatever? Were you
not ever uncomfortable about that?
Mr Galloway: I think I answered that right at the
beginning when Mr Soames asked it. I said that in
retrospect it would have been wiser to do so. There
was no attempt not to declare it to the general public
in Britain and the world. Indeed, we emblazoned it
everywhere, to the country and the world, and
thanked these substantial donors on every occasion.
It was a substantial sum of money but not as big as

Ann Clwyd’s INDICT campaign on the same
subject, except on the other side. Her campaign was
funded by 2 million from the United States
Government—while she did not get into any trouble
over that. But that is the way it goes.

Q217 Mr Llwyd: I am not familiar with that. Did
you ever publish at any time publicly the accounts of
the Mariam Appeal or the sums concerned?
Mr Galloway: No.

Q218 Mr Barron: So when you say the public knew,
they knew what was on the front of the bus but they
did not know in terms of the money that the
campaign was getting at the time, or of its activities.
Mr Galloway:We adverted widely to the beneficence
of the Emir and of the King, not least because we
wanted them to give more money. We adverted to
the role ofMr Zureikat bymaking him the chairman
of the Mariam Appeal. So there was no attempt to
conceal that.

Q219 Mr Barron: But the actual amount of money
was never made public.
Mr Galloway:Yes, of course it wasmade public, yes.

Q220MrMullin: Can we return toMr Zureikat, for
a minute? He was, in eVect, an agent of the Iraqi
regime, was he not?
Mr Galloway: That is a very elastic definition. He
was a known Baathist but not an Iraqi. He was an
Arab nationalist figure from an Arab nationalist
family who had made some sacrifices in the cause of
Arab nationalism, with the death—the murder, in
fact—of his brother in a Syrian prison. I do not think
that it can be said that he was an agent in the sense
that Mr Gordievsky MBE (or is he a Knight?) was
an agent, but, clearly, he was a person who shared
the Iraqi regime’s view of the situation they found
themselves in.

Q221 Mr Mullin: You describe his activities in
Canada andEgypt and elsewhere, so his relationship
with you was only part of his operation, if I might
call it that. We have agreed (I think we agree now,
anyway) how he was funding his activities.
Mr Galloway: He was funding them from his
business.

Q222 Mr Mullin: Well, from the oil transactions.
You do not dispute that, do you? What you dispute,
I understand, is whether you knew about it.
Mr Galloway:Whether I knew about it or whether I
know about it. I made the point in my document. If
I get a tax rebate tomorrow and seven days, ten days
or 12 days later Imake a donation toRespect it is not
the Chancellor or the tax department that has made
the donation. I do not know what the sources of his
wealth were, which parts of his wealth he used but
that he used wealth that he was, in part, making
from business with Iraq I have always known and
never inquired into.
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Q223 Mr Mullin: No, but you said earlier that you
would not have accepted money directly from the
Iraqi regime because that would have been
politically very damaging, but here was a device, via
Mr Zureikat, where you could fund your
campaigning in part from Iraqi money without
having to own up to it.
Mr Galloway: I do not accept the terminology “Iraqi
money”. If you want to be absolutely technical
about it it would be Americanmoney, because it was
American companies it was selling the oil to. So the
minimum, I think, we can say and can agree on is
that Mr Zureikat was a wealthy man; part of his
wealth was made up of business dealings with Iraq
and that he was donating, from his wealth, to an
anti-sanctions campaign in Britain, in Canada, in
Egypt, in Jordan, and so on. I do not know the
details of his business. I never asked. I contend I
cannot reasonably be required to ask any more than
Jack Dromey asked Lakshmi Mittal where he got
the money that he donated to New Labour.

Q224 Mr Mullin:Mr Galloway, you are a man who
can spot a conspiracy at a considerable distance.
Mr Galloway: As you are yourself.

Q225 Mr Mullin: Great conspiracies we have
known. So how come you did not notice this one?
Mr Galloway: I do not accept that it is a conspiracy.

Q226 MrMullin:One would have to be dropped oV

a Christmas tree from a great height not to be able
to see where his money was coming from.
Mr Galloway: I do not accept that at all. I knew and
have never suggested otherwise that he was a man
doing big business with Iraq.

Q227 Mr Mullin: Just to use your phrase: it is
“beyond implausible” that he was funding all this
out of his own pocket.
Mr Galloway: He was.

Q228 Mr Mullin:We are not just talking about his
relationship with your campaign, we are talking
about activities in Canada, Egypt, the Gulf States—
all over the world, perhaps, I do not know. He was
an agent, was he not? We can discuss what his
motives were and you have explained what they
might have been.
Mr Galloway:Many people are described as agents:
agents of influence, Agent Boot was supposedly an
agent of influence. There are times in the tide of men
that some people find themselves—and I am a good
example, and I hope it is accepted from the
Parliamentary record that I was never on the side of
the Iraqi regime. In fact, I was one of its few critics
in here, but events took us into the war and then the
sanctions—on the same side in fighting for
something or against something. For a time I ended
up in a relationship with a member of the Baath
Party—not the Iraqi Baath Party but the Jordanian
Baath Party—but a Baathist, when I had long been
an opponent of the Baathists. But because I was
campaigning to stopwhat I regarded as a great crime
and Kings and businessmen were ready to support

that campaign, I was just happy that they did. I can
make—honestly, I would be lying if I apologised for
that—no apology for the fact that I was just happy
that these kings and this businessman did support
something that was right, whatever their motives
were. I do not know what the motive of the King of
Saudi Arabia was; I do not suppose it was entirely
his sentimentality about Mariam Hamza.

Q229 Mr Mullin: So you justified your relationship
with Mr Zureikat on the grounds—although you
must have had questions about his motivation and
his—
Mr Galloway: I believe he was sincerely—and I still
believe he was sincerely—an Arab nationalist trying
to get the embargo on Iraq lifted, as (because I was
there, I can tell you) the King of Saudi Arabia was
moved by the descriptions I gave to him of the
suVering in Iraq. The Iraqis did not believe that but
I believe it; that he was touched and moved by the
description I gave him of the suVering in Iraq.
Political fundraising is never pretty.

Q230 Mr Mullin: Okay, so you never realised it at
the time, but with the benefit of hindsight—
Mr Galloway: Hindsight is a diVerent matter.

Q231 Mr Mullin: I accept that, but with the benefit
of hindsight it does rather look as though he was an
agent—which might explain his reluctance to come
here and discuss the matter.
Mr Galloway: I think “agent” is the wrong—if he
was an agent of the Iraqi regime he would not now
be travelling freely in the United States; he would
not now be trading with the puppet regime in
Baghdad. I do not think that that word “agent” is
accurate. But that he was a much stronger supporter
of the Iraqi regime thanme there is no doubt; he was
educated in Iraq free-of-charge; his brother was a
martyr in their section of the Baath Party. He
maintained a house there and all sorts of things. So,
clearly, he was someone who took their side.

Q232 MrMullin:Was he with you in the same hotel
on 26 December?
Mr Galloway: Yes.

Q233 Mr Mullin: He was there on that day?
Mr Galloway: Yes.

Q234 Mr Mullin: When you were both (if I
remember your account) confined to the hotel.
Mr Galloway: Not confined by anybody but we
confined ourselves.

Q235 Mr Mullin: You remained in the hotel. Was
anybody else there?
Mr Galloway:Well, as I recall, the hotel was nearly
empty, as perhaps you would expect at that time of
the year; most of the foreign journalists and others
who would normally be in the al Rashid Hotel had
gone. The swimming pool had been drained, so I
actually spent most of that day sitting by an empty
swimming pool, reading, because on 26 December
the weather is rather nice in Baghdad.
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Q236 Mr Mullin: So he did not introduce you to
anybody during the course of that day?
Mr Galloway: No. As I explained to the
Commissioner (he does not like it because it is a
description of a totally uneventful day) I did not
have a meeting in the normal sense of the word with
anyone on Boxing Day. But I did meet people: I met
the person who brought memy coVee and servedmy
lunch, andwho gavememy key behind the desk. But
I did not have a meeting with anybody.

Q237 Mr Mullin: No friend of his? Nobody he
introduced as a mutual friend?
Mr Galloway:No.No.No, because I have gone back
and recreated that day in my mind and there is no
meeting that could conceivably have beenwritten up
in the way that that document says.
Mr Mullin: Thank you.
Chairman: I have some questions but before that
there are two quick supplementaries.

Q238NickHarvey:When you said toMrMullin you
accept that Mr Zureikat made a lot of money doing
business with Iraq, by the period we are talking
about, 2001 going into 2002, the Iraqi economy was
in a pretty dire strait. Bluntly, what else would he be
making anymoney out of in Iraq, at that stage, other
than the oil programme and the food programme
paid for by the oil?
Mr Galloway: The other contracts were vastly more
important.

Q239 Nick Harvey: Even then?
Mr Galloway: Yes, because, of course, Iraq’s
purchases of food, of education materials, of
building materials—everything that was not on the
banned list—was gigantic. I forget the figures now (I
once knew them) but Iraq had billions to spend and
it was spending it on things which foreign companies
were providing, and Zureikat was one of those
acting for those big companies.

Q240 Dr Whitehead: The letter that you wrote
nominating Mr Zureikat as your representative in
Baghdad28—
Mr Galloway: For matters concerning the Mariam
Appeal.

Q241 Dr Whitehead: You were appointing him,
essentially, as your agent concerning—
Mr Galloway: Here we go with the word “agent”
again! I was doing exactly what it says on the tin. So
perhaps if we stick to the words that I used.

Q242DrWhitehead:Representative. Can you recall,
because this letter is undated, roughly when that
letter was written?
Mr Galloway: In 2000. It is somewhere in the
transcript but I no longer recall. Some time in 2000.

28 Vol II, WE 6.

Q243 Dr Whitehead: So Mr Zureikat became your
representative for the appeal in Iraq and then, after
that, made his initial donation to the appeal.
Mr Galloway: No, he made donations before that.

Q244 Dr Whitehead: The first donation was 8
August 2000.
Mr Galloway:Was it?

Q245 Dr Whitehead: Yes.
Mr Galloway: I am surprised by that.

Q246 Dr Whitehead: After that, did anybody else at
all, to your knowledge, give anymoney to the appeal
other than Mr Zureikat?
Mr Galloway: Yes, but no substantial sums. He
became far and away the most important. I do not
know when the last Saudi money came in.

Q247 Dr Whitehead: The Saudi money came in in
1999.
Mr Galloway: I think some came in 2000 but—

Q248 Dr Whitehead: And the Abu Dhabi money—
Mr Galloway:—I do not have the figures at my
fingertips. He was by far and away the biggest
financial benefactor in the latter part of the appeal’s
existence.

Q249 Dr Whitehead: So virtually the only money, I
think it would be fair to say.
Mr Galloway: No, I do not think that is—it is not
virtually the only. If you tally up the Saudi, the
Emirate and Zureikat money, you will see quite a
substantial balance, and that money would have
been coming in—

Q250 Dr Whitehead: I am sorry. Of course I accept
there were many other sources of donation to the
Mariam Appeal—
Mr Galloway: No other big donations.

Q251 Dr Whitehead: The Saudi money appeared to
have comemostly in 1999, the Abu Dhabi money by
2000. Mr Zureikat was appointed as your
representative, as you stated, in 2000. Thereafter—
Mr Galloway: He became the chairman of the
appeal.

Q252 Dr Whitehead: Indeed he did. Thereafter, the
flow of money into the Mariam Appeal almost
exclusively came from Mr Zureikat. Is that a fair
summary?
Mr Galloway: No, but the only big donations came
fromMr Zureikat. The Emirates never delivered the
second half of what they promised; I think someone
had a word in their ear.

Q253 DrWhitehead: So, in fact, Mr Zureikat’s work
as a representative, as it were, in Baghdad, on your
behalf, on behalf of the Mariam Appeal—
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Mr Galloway: It is a very important clarification.
Not on my behalf, on behalf of the Mariam Appeal,
of which he was the chairman.

Q254 DrWhitehead:About which you wrote a letter
appointing him your representative on behalf of the
Mariam Appeal. So he did two things, presumably,
which was: facilitate meetings and visits and raise
money for the Mariam Appeal.
Mr Galloway: Yes. I gave testimony to that eVect.

Q255 Chairman: I have one or two questions at the
end. Listening to this exchange, basically, what we
have heard are two diVerent versions of events:
listening to Mr Llwyd andMr Dismore, there is one
interpretation of the documents, namely that they
are broadly authentic and broadly true; and then
there is the other interpretation of the documents,
whichwe have heard from you,which is that they are
not and they are the source of a conspiracy; the other
discussion being to what extent it was reasonable for
you to have known what was going on. What I want
to do, finally, is just address some issues which the
Commissioner raises right at the end of this report,
which is about your conduct during the inquiry,
where he refers to “ . . . consequent attack without
justification on the motives and conduct of anyone
who has oVered . . . ” damaging evidence.29 I would
like to go back to something Mr Llwyd asked on
David Blair, who you accused, under the protection
of privilege, of committing perjury, for which he
could have gone to prison. Do you think that was a
responsible thing for a Member of Parliament to
have done?
Mr Galloway: If theMember of Parliament believed
what he was saying and regarded the issue as of
suYcient importance, yes. I used Parliamentary
privilege to accuse RobertMaxwell of being an arms
dealer and an agent of the Israeli security services—
it is analogous. He said, on the front page of the
Daily Mirror, that this was a dishonourable, dirty
trick and an abuse of Parliamentary privilege, but
within just a few weeks I was proved right.

Q256Chairman:You believeDavid Blair is aRobert
Maxwell?
Mr Galloway: No, he is not as great a villain as
Robert Maxwell, who was a very considerable
villain, but I believed as strongly in what I said under
privilege about Blair as I did about Maxwell.

Q257 Chairman: The Committee will need to reflect
on whether we share your view that he is a villain. In
the same debate you attributed to Philip Sherwood
certain remarks which he subsequently denied ever
having made. This is all in page 19 of the written
evidence.30 Against the background of what he has
subsequently said, do you still think it was right to
have attributed words to him which he never made?
Mr Galloway: I was quoting from the email that I
sent to my lawyers instantly following a meeting
with a senior British foreign correspondent.

29 Vol I, Appendix I, PCS Memorandum para 352.
30 Vol II, WE 16.

Q258 Chairman: Do you now accept what he
subsequently said, which was: “I certainly never
asserted to Mr Galloway a statement quoting some
journalist sources that I had searched the room”. Do
you now accept his version of events?
Mr Galloway: I do not know Mr Sherwood. I have
never met him. I was quoting from a senior foreign
correspondent’s account of his discussions with him.

Q259 Chairman: Finally, on page 118 and 119 you,
basically, accused the Commissioner of tampering
with the transcript of your interview on 30
November.31 Do you still abide by that assertion?
Mr Galloway:Well, I asked him not once but many
times why Miss Barry, a person of unimpeachable
integrity, why her comments about the existence of
a tape in relation to this minute were not in the
transcript—and answer was there none.

Q260 Chairman: There was an answer. Do you not
accept his answer?
Mr Galloway:He has not given me an answer. What
answer has he given me?

Q261 Chairman: That nothing was excised from the
transcript.
Mr Galloway: I have asked him to ask Miss Barry:
did she say it? I know that Miss Barry would not lie
about that.

Q262 Chairman: So you still think he tampered with
the transcript?
Mr Galloway:The transcript is not a proper account.
That exchange where Miss Barry imputed the
existence of a tape is missing from the transcript.
You have the power to ask Miss Barry if she said it.
I promise you, knowing her for 20 years as a servant
of Parliament, she will not deny something that she
said.

Q263 Chairman: Finally, Mr Galloway, do you
accept that what the foreign correspondent may
have told you might just have been wrong?
Mr Galloway:Well, he was not telling me something
that he had heard on the grapevine, Sir George; he
was telling me of a conversation that he had—there,
I have just given his gender away—he was telling me
of a conversation that he had with David Blair. It is
unlikely that his recollection of the conversation was
so wrong that he then repeatedly sought a meeting
with me to impart that information to me.

Q264 Chairman: Do any colleagues have any more
questions? If not, Mr Galloway, is there anything
you want to say before we conclude this session?
Mr Galloway: I want to say that the complaint is the
complaint. The complaint is that I received,
personally, £375,000 a year from the Iraqi regime;
that I diverted moneys from the Oil for Food
Programme, depriving Iraqi people, whose interests

31 Vol II, WE 107.
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I had claimed to represent, food and medicines; that
I probably used the Mariam Appeal as a front for
personal enrichment, and that what I had done was
tantamount to treason. That is what it said in the
Daily Telegraph; that is Justice Eady’s meanings,
and Andrew Robathan’s complaint is the Daily
Telegraph report. The Commissioner has found that
I did not receive £375,000 a year, or any personal
benefit. Therefore, whatever else you decide (it is
perfectly clear to me you are going to decide
something I am not going to like), you cannot say
that Andrew Robathan’s complaint has been
upheld. That is completely contradictory.

Q265 Chairman: Could you just look at paragraph
308, which is what the Committee is now reflecting
on. The final sentence of his conclusions.32 That is
the complaint that the Committee is now reflecting
on and onwhichwe will have to come to a judgment.
Mr Galloway: 308, did you say?

Q266 Chairman: I am concerned that what you have
just been saying has been directed to an accusation
that the Committee is not actually reflecting on.

32 Appendix I, para 308.

APPENDIX

Letter from Mr George Galloway MP to the Chairman of the Committee

I realise that we are now rather late in the day in the inquiry into Mr Robathan’s complaint and in your
Committee’s consideration of the Commissioner’s Memorandum. However, further examination of the
transcript of my evidence session with your Committee has brought to light certain matters arising from
exchanges between Dr Whitehead and me which I believe the Committee will want to consider.

At Q114 Dr Whitehead asked, “According to the Minute of the setting up of the Mariam Appeal in 2000 he
[Fawaz Zureikat] was one of the oYcers to the appeal and so were you, were you not?”

TheCommissioner’sMemorandumatpar 126 states that theAppealwas established in 1998andat par 134
lists the five oYcers elected at ameeting of theAppeal on 15April 1999; FawazZureikatwas not one of them.

In Q243—Q254 Dr Whitehead explored Fawaz Zureikat’s donations to the Appeal. He stated that his first
donation was in August 2000 (the Commissioner’s Memorandum says 4 August 2000). In my interview with
the Committee I expressed my surprise that it was that late, but I have no reason to doubt that timing. But that
in turn gives rise to matters of great substance.

According to the central “Telegraph document” purporting to be from the Iraqi Intelligence Services to
the President’s Secretariat and sent on 3 January 20001 I am said to have had a meeting on Boxing Day 1999
with an unnamed Iraqi intelligence oYcer. I had no such meeting.

The document further claims that on 26 December 1999 I had already been in receipt of “three million
oil barrels every six months” and that I suggested to the intelligence oYcer an “increase [in my] share from
the oil”.

1Vol II, WE 4.

Mr Galloway: The complaint from Andrew
Robathan has been upheld by the Commissioner,
yet his own findings completely refute that. You
could find me guilty of something else, as 308 seems
to imply, but you cannot uphold the complaint by
Andrew Robathan when the finding of the
Commissioner’s own inquiry refutes it.

Q267 Chairman: Have you concluded, Mr
Galloway?
Mr Galloway: I am only really concerned, Sir
George, that I am exculpated from the foul charge
that I personally benefited from this. You can find
that I should not have accepted money for the
Mariam Appeal from this or that source, that I was
reckless or negligent about it. You can find any of
that, and no doubt you will, but what I cannot
accept is the allegation that I personally benefited
from this. Now, the Commissioner, like the Charity
Commission before him, has found that I did not.
Therefore, Mr Robathan’s complaint falls. That is
my point.

Q268 Chairman: Okay. Have you concluded, Mr
Galloway?
Mr Galloway: I have.
Chairman: Thank you very much. This session is
over.
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But theCommissioner’sownMemorandumsays thatFawazZureikat’sdonations,whichwerepurportedly
the mechanism for paying improper proceeds from oil trading to the Appeal, only began some eight months
later. Further, theMemorandum does not suggest theMariamAppeal was receiving “improper” donations
before 26December 1999 through other agencies. TheMemorandum states at par 308:

“I conclude that, while I have no evidence that Mr Galloway, directly and personally, unlawfully
received moneys from the former Iraqi regime, there is clear evidence that theMariamAppeal did
benefit from such moneys, which were made available to it through the mechanism of the Oil for
Food Programme and the agency of Mr Zureikat”.

The Memorandum cites the Telegraph documents as a principal prop of this conclusion, but, as I have
demonstrated, the documents contain the claim that I was receiving money prior to 26 December 1999 and
are therefore incompatible with that conclusion.

Furthermore, it is not disputed by the Commissioner that the first donation from Fawaz Zureikat,
purportedly the mechanism for “improper” payments to benefit theMariamAppeal, was on 8 August 2000.
The evidence for this appears incontrovertible. Therefore the claims in the Telegraph document about
payments prior to that cannot possibly be true; the inferences about subsequent payments also fall as they
were supposedly “increases” on non-existent payments; this again calls into question the veracity—and I
would suggest the authenticity—of the Telegraph documents. I am grateful to Dr Whitehead for
inadvertently alerting me this.

In addition to this new undermining of the Telegraph documents, perusal of evidence cited in the
Commissioner’s Memorandum also casts further doubt on the purported minute of my meeting with
Saddam Hussein on 8 August 2002.2 At that meeting I am supposed to have solicited further oil contracts.
The gist of some of the questioning by Dr Whitehead and others was that I in eVect used my supposed
influence with the Iraqi regime in order to secure oil contracts for Fawaz Zureikat. In fact the
Commissioner’s Memorandum notes that Fawaz Zureikat obtained no oil contracts after my August
meeting with Saddam Hussein. It continues at para 188:

“The [US Senate] Sub-Committee has found evidence of 5 further deposits [by Fawaz Zureikat]
into the [Mariam Appeal] account between June and December 2002 totalling $190,000. The Sub-
Committee speculates that some of this total may have resulted from contracts for humanitarian
goods awarded to MEASI, but did not uncover evidence linking these payments to any specific
commercial transaction”.

Leaving aside the Senators’ baseless speculation, it is beyond question that Fawaz Zureikat donated very
considerable sums to theMariam Appeal in a period in which his supposed source of funds and motives for
such donations—ie a conduit of illicit Iraqi oil money—evidently did not exist. So Fawaz Zureikat’s
donations (taken as a whole, as they surely must be) do not correspond to any pattern of his business
dealings and the inference that his donations “came from” a particular sub-set of his trading activities is
invalid.

Put simply, Fawaz Zureikat made donations totalling $190,000 to the Mariam Appeal when he was not
involved in oil dealing in Iraq. That supports the explanation that his donations came from a portion of his
total wealth, obtained frommany business dealings, rather than them coming from commissions on illegally
obtained oil contracts.

Lastly, I remain as puzzled as I was when I appeared before the Committee about Dr Whitehead’s line
of questioning between Q164 and Q182. You will recall that this introduced the canard, supported by
supplementary questioning by Mr Dismore, that the Mariam Appeal raised money essentially under false
pretences, claiming to be singularly a humanitarian appeal, but in fact spending considerable sums on
political campaigning against sanctions.

Perusal of the Commissioner’s Memorandum has left me further perplexed by Dr Whitehead’s
questioning. At par 130 the Memorandum states:

“The political objectives of the Appeal were evident from the outset in the publicity material
surrounding it. For example, a mailing to supporters of the Appeal circulated by Mr Galloway
on House of Commons notepaper on 8 May 1998 included a postcard opposing sanctions which
recipients were invited to send to the Prime Minister. The welcome page of the Appeal’s website
set up on 1999 stated: . . . Our principal objective is to campaign against sanctions on Iraq which
are having disastrous eVects on the ordinary people of Iraq”.

2Vol II, WE 45.
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And further at para 131, “The Appeal’s activities reflected its dual purpose (support for Mariam Hamza:
campaigning against UN sanctions and any further military operations against Iraq)”.

Dr Whitehead and Mr Dismore are, of course, entitled to pursue whatever line of questioning you as
chairman consider to be in order. But it is surely a matter of natural justice that if charges are now to be laid
against me that were explicitly dismissed in the Commissioner’s Memorandum then I ought to be informed
of that before publication of the Committee’s report and ought further be given an opportunity to respond
to them directly

5 July 2007

Note: The Commissioner’s observations on Mr Galloway’s supplementary written evidence are of
Appendix 6.
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