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Introduction 

This Volume contains all the written evidence appended to the report of the Parliamentary 
Commissioner for Standards on the complaint by Mr Andrew Robathan MP and Mr 
Andrew Yale against Mr George Galloway MP. 

The written evidence received has been lightly edited to remove personal details or other 
material irrelevant to a conclusion on the complaints. Page, paragraph and line numbers 
quoted by the Commissioner or witnesses are those which originally appeared in either 
written or oral evidence and may no longer apply where the evidence in question has been 
re-formatted as part of the Commissioner’s report. Stylistic inconsistencies reflect the 
differences in style of the various authors of the evidence.  

Annex 1 of the Commissioner’s report in Volume 1 lists all those mentioned in the 
report, including those from whom the Commissioner received evidence in the course 
of his inquiry.  It also indicates the relevant position(s) held by those who gave the 
Commissioner evidence. 
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Written Submissions received by the Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards 

Enclosures mentioned in written evidence submissions are not 
included unless separately listed 

1. Article in Daily Telegraph, published 22 April 2003  

Headlines:  Galloway was in Saddam’s pay, say secret Iraqi documents.; Labour MP ‘received at lease £375 a 
year’.;‘Cash came from Oil for Food programme’; Papers could have been forged he says.  

George Galloway, the Labour backbencher, received money from Saddam Hussein’s regime, taking a slice of 
oil earnings worth at least £375,000 a year, according to Iraqi intelligence documents found by The Daily 
Telegraph in Baghdad. A confidential memorandum sent to Saddam by his spy chief said that Mr Galloway 
asked an agent of the Mukhabarat secret service for a greater cut of Iraq’s exports under the oil for food 
programme.  

He also said that Mr Galloway was profiting from food contracts and sought “exceptional” business deals.  

Mr Galloway has always denied receiving any financial assistance from Baghdad.  

Asked to explain the document, he said yesterday: “maybe it is 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?”  

When the letter from the head of the Iraqi intelligence service was read to him, he said: “the truth is I have 
never met, to the best of my knowledge, any member of Iraqi intelligence.  

“I have never in my life seen a barrel of oil, let alone owned, bought or sold one.”  

In the papers, which were found in the looted foreign ministry, Iraqi intelligence continually stresses the need 
for secrecy about Mr Galloway’s alleged business links with the regime.  

One memo says that payments to him must be made under “commercial cover”.  

For more than a decade, Mr Galloway MP for Glasgow Kelvin, has been the leading critic of Anglo-American 
policy towards Iraq, campaigning against sanctions and the war that toppled Saddam.  

He led the Mariam Appeal, named after an Iraqi child he flew to Britain for leukaemia treatment. The 
campaign was the supposed beneficiary of his fundraising.  

But the papers say that, behind the scenes, Mr Galloway was conducting a relationship with Iraqi intelligence. 
Among documents found in the foreign ministry was a memorandum from the chief of the Mukhabarat to 
Saddam’s office on 3 Jan 2000, marked “confidential and personal”. It purported to outline talks between Mr 
Galloway and an Iraqi spy.  

During the meeting on Boxing Day 1999, Mr Galloway detailed his campaign plans for the year ahead.  

The spy chief wrote that Mr Galloway told the Mukhabarat agent: “He [Galloway] need continuous financial 
support from Iraq.  

“He obtained through Mr Tariq Aziz (deputy prime minister) three million barrels of oil every six months, 
according to the oil for food programme. His share would  be only between 10 and 15 cents per barrel.”  

Iraq’s oil sales, administered by the United Nations, were intended to pay for only essential humanitarian 
supplies. If the memo was accurate, Mr Galloway’s share would have amounted to about £375,000 per year.  

The documents say that Mr Galloway entered into partnership with a named Iraqi oil broker to sell the oil on 
the international market.  
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The memorandum continues: “He [Galloway] also obtained a limited number of food contracts with the 
ministry of trade. The percentage of its profits does not go above one percent.” 

The Iraqi spy chief, whose illegible signature appears at the bottom of the memorandum, says that Mr 
Galloway asked for more money.  

“He suggested to us  the following: first, increase his share of oil; second, grant him exceptional commercial 
and contractual facilities.”  

The spy chief, who is not named, recommends acceptance of the proposals.  

Mr Galloway’s intermediary in Iraq was Fawaz Zureikat, a Jordanian.  

In a letter found in one file, Mr Galloway wrote: “This is to certify that Mr Fawaz A Zureikat is my 
representative in Baghdad on all matters concerning my work with the Mariam Appeal or the Emergency 
Committee in Iraq. . .”  

The intelligence chief’s memorandum describes a meeting with Mr Zureikat in which he said that Mr 
Galloway’s campaigning on behalf of Iraq was putting “his future as a British MP in a circle surrounded by 
many question marks and doubts.”  

Mr Zureikat is then quoted as saying: “His projects and future plans for the benefit of the country need 
financial support to become a motive for him to do more work and, because of the sensitivity of getting 
money directly from Iraq, it is necessary to grant him oil contracts and special and exceptional commercial 
opportunities to provide him with an income under commercial cover, without being connected to him 
directly.”  

Mr Zureikat is said to have emphasised that the “name of Mr Galloway or his wife (a Palestinian) should not 
be mentioned.”   

22 April 2003 

2. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Andrew Robathan, 28 April 
2003  

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 these 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 that 
was allegedly paid to Mr Galloway was declared in the Register of Members’ Interests.  

28 April 2003  

3. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Andrew Yale, 26 April 2003 

 I am writing to formally protest about Mr George Galloway MP.  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. 
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Parliament’s  reputation is now being hurt and the truth is needed one way or the other.  I believe it is your job 
to ensure MP’s are not acting in a corrupt and dishonourable manner.  Please could you look into this matter 
as it deals with foreign governments and foreign businessmen? 

Thank you for considering my request and looking forward to hearing from you. 

26 April 2003  

4. Daily Telegraph Translation of Intelligence Chief’s memorandum, 
published 22 April 2003  

In the Name of Allah the compassionate and Merciful 
Republic of Iraq 
President’s Office 
Iraqi Intelligence Service 

Confidential and Personal 

Letter no 140/4/5 

3 / 1/ 2000 

To: The President's Office—Secretariat 

Subject: Mariam Campaign 

1. We have been informed by our Jordanian friend Mr Fawaz AbdulIah Zureikat (full information about 
him attached appendix no.1) who is an envoy of Mr George Galloway because he participated with him 
in all the Mariam Campaign’s activities in Jordan and Iraq, the following: 

a) The mentioned campaign has achieved its goals on different levels, Arabic, international and local, 
but it is clear that by conducting this campaign and everything involved in it, he puts his future as a 
British member of parliament in a circle surrounded by many question marks and doubts. As much 
as he gained many supporters and friends, he made many enemies at the same time. 

b) His projects and future plans for the benefit of the country need financial support to become a 
motive for him to do more work and because of the sensitivity of getting money directly from Iraq it 
is necessary to grant him oil contracts and special and exceptional commercial opportunities to 
provide him with a financial income under commercial cover without being connected to him 
directly. To implement this Mr Galloway gave him an authorisation (attached) in which he pointed 
out that his only representative on all matters related to the Mariam Campaign and any other 
matters related to him is Mr Fawaz Abdullah Zureikat and the two partners have agreed that 
financial and commercial matters should be done by the last [Zureikat] and his company in 
cooperation with Mr Galloway’s wife Dr Amina Abu Zaid with emphasis that the name of Mr 
Galloway or his wife should not be mentioned later. 

2. On 26/12/1999 the friend Fawaz arranged a meeting between one of our officers and Mr Galloway in 
which he expressed his willingness to ensure confidentiality in his financial and commercial relations 
with the country and reassure his personal security. The most important things that Mr Galloway 
explained were: 

a) He stressed that Mr Fawaz Zureikat is his only representative in all matters concerning the Mariam 
Campaign and to taking care of his future projects for the benefit of Iraq and the commercial 
contracts with Iraqi companies for the benefit of these projects. But he did not refer to the 
commercial side of the authorisation he granted to Mr Fawaz for reasons concerning his personal 
security and political future and not to give an opportunity to enemies of Iraq to obstruct the future 
projects he intended to carry out. 
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b) He is planning to arrange visits for 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 and mobilise British personalities to support the Iraqi position. That needs great 
financial support because the financial support given by Sheikh Zaid is limited and volatile because it 
depends on his personal temper and the economic and political changes. Therefore he needs 
continuous financial support from Iraq. He obtained through Mr Tariq Aziz 3 million barrels of oil 
every six months, according to the oil-for-food programme. His share would be only between 10 and 
15 cents per barrel. He also obtained a limited number of food contracts with the Ministry of Trade. 
The percentage of its profits does not go above 1 per cent. He suggested to us the following: 

First, increase his share of oil. Second, grant him exceptional commercial and contractual facilities, 
according to the conditions and suitable qualities for the concerned Iraqi sides, with the Ministry of 
Trade, the Ministry of Transport and Communications, the Ministry of Industry and the Electricity 
Commission. 

c) Mr Galloway entered into partnership with the Iraqi Burhan Mahmoud Chalabi (available 
information in appendix 2) to sign for his specific oil contracts in accordance with his representative 
Fawaz, benefiting from the great experience of the first in oil trading and his passion for Iraq and 
financial contribution to campaigns that were organised in Britain for the benefit of the country, in 
addition to his recommendation by Mr Mudhafar al-Amin, the head of the Iraqi Interests Section in 
London. 

3. We showed him that we are ready to give help and support to him to finish all his future projects for the 
benefit of the county and we will work with our resources to achieve this. But we should not be isolated 
from Mr Tariq Aziz supervising the project in its different aspects. We are going to make arrangements 
with him to unite the positions and cooperate to make the work succeed. 

4. In accordance with what we have said, we suggest the following: 

a) Agreement on his suggestion explained in article 2 b. 

b) Arranging with Tariq Aziz about implementing these suggestions and taking care of the projects and 
Mr Galloway’s other activities. 

Please tell me what actions should be taken. 

With regards, 

Chief of the Iraqi Intelligence Service 

2/1/2000 

Confidential and Personal 

22 April 2003 

5. Daily Telegraph Translation of Mr Tariq Aziz’s memorandum, 
published 22 April 2003 

In the name of Allah the Compassionate and Merciful 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Minister’s Office 

Letter no. 1/9/197 
5/Feb/2000 

Confidential and urgent 
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To: Mr Health Minister, Mr Information and Culture Minister, Mr Transport and Communications Minister, 
Mr the Head of the Friendship, Peace and Solidarity Organisation 

Subject: Work programme 

We send you attached a translation of the work programme for the year 2000 which was submitted by 
Member of Parliament George Galloway and cleared by the President’s office in its letter C/16/1/3562 on 
31/January/2000. 

Please read it and adopt suitable procedures to implement its phases under discussion according to your 
specialisations. 

With high regards. 

Tariq Aziz 
Deputy Prime Minister 
Acting Foreign Minister 
February/2000 

22 April 2003 

6. Letter from Mr George Galloway nominating Mr Fawaz Zureikat 
as his representative in Baghdad, undated  

To Whom It May Concern 

This is to certify that Mr Fawaz A.Zureikat is my representative in Baghdad on all matters concerning my 
work with the “Mariam Appeal” or the Emergency Committee in Iraq. Given the infrequency of my visits to 
the Country and the regularity of Mr Zureikat’s; it would be appreciated if all co-operation could be extended 
to him in his dealing on my behalf. 

Save, for any written permission from me, no other person should be entertained as acting on my behalf in 
any circumstances. 

Thanking you for your co-operation. 

7. Daily Telegraph Translation of Presidential Response 
memorandum, published 23 April 2003  

In the name of Allah the 
Compassionate and Merciful 
Republic of Iraq 
President’s office 
Secretariat 

Confidential and Personal 

No. 19/4/99/2394 

2 May 2000 

To: Comrade The Respected Izzat Ibrahim 
Comrade The Respected Taha Yassin Ramadan 
Comrade The Respected Tariq Aziz 
Comfrade The Respected Ali Hassan al-Majid 

Subject: Mariam Campaign 
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Mr President, our leader (God bless him), has given an order concerning the Iraqi Intelligence Services letter 
no.5 on 3/1/2000 as follows: To be studied by a four man committee and the Minister of Foreign Affairs. But 
the belief is that the person who is promoting the right path, even using western methods, needs exceptional 
support which we cannot afford and I do not think we can promise to do that if we consider it according to 
our policy. Please act and let us be informed. 

With high regards, 

Gen Dr Abdid Hamid al-Khattab 
Secretariat of the President of the Republic 2/5/2000 

23 April 2003 

8. Daily Telegraph Translation of Izzat Ibrahim memorandum, 
published 24 April 2006  

Letter no. 30/100 

6-5-2000 

Confidential and Personal 

To: The Respected Mr President’s Secretariat 

Subject: The Mariam Campaign 

Your confidential and personal letter no. 19/4/2394/Q on 2/May/2000. 

The four man committee has discussed the contents of the intelligence service letter attached to your letter 
above with the attendance of Mr Foreign Minister and we recommend the following.  

1. Continuing the cooperation with George Galloway about the oil contracts and other commercial contracts 
according to the rules as they stand now for competing with the standards and conditions of the 
commercial contracts that he submits.  

2. It is better not to engage the Mukhabarat in the relationship with George Galloway, as he has been a well 
known politician since 1990, and discovery of his relationship with the Mukhabarat would damage him 
very much.  

3. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs must cooperate with Comrade Tariq Aziz in selecting and looking after 
the people and organisations which ask for financial support in future in return for initiatives to support 
the Iraqi position.  

24 April 2006 

9. List of Mr George Galloway’s entries in the Register of Members’ 
Interests relating to Iraq between 1991 and 2005 

Set out below are the entries made by Mr Galloway relating to visits to Iraq, and to other visits elsewhere 
arising out of the campaign against sanctions on Iraq.  In addition, Mr Galloway declared a number of visits to 
the Middle East sponsored by organisations not specifically sanctions-related. 

Extract from Register dated January 1994: 

January 1994 to Iraq, at the expense of a Paris-based campaign against the continued embargo on Iraq 

Extract from Register dated 31 January 2000: 
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September-November 1999, travel by double-decker bus, visiting eleven countries as Chairman of the 
Mariam Appeal, which met all the costs (Registered 14 December 1999)  

November 1999, to Jordan and the United Arab Emirates, as Chairman of the Mariam Appeal, paid for 
by the Appeal. (Registered 14 December 1999) 

Extract from Register dated 31 January 2001: 

19-22 February 2000, to Lebanon to discuss the cancer epidemic in Iraq for the Mariam Appeal, which 
met my flight and travel costs (Registered 2 March 2000) 

12-17 March 2000, from London to Jordan on a flight paid for by the Mariam Appeal.  I travelled from 
Amman to the Iraq border in a car paid for by the Mariam Appeal.  I travelled from the Iraq border to 
Baghdad in a car paid for by the Ministry of Health.  My three nights in Baghdad were as a guest of the 
Iraq-Britain Friendship Society. (Registered 6 April 2000) 

7-11 May 2000 from London to Amman by plane and from Amman to Baghdad by road, travel paid for 
by the Mariam Appeal.  Accommodation in Baghdad paid for by the Baghdad Conference, a collection of 
NGOs working on the sanctions issue. (Registered 17 May 2000) 

June 2000, flight to Budapest and two nights in hotel paid for by Mariam Appeal (Registered 4 December 
2000) 

July/August 2000, flight to US and two nights in hotel paid for by Texas-based campaign against 
sanctions on Iraq. (Registered 4 December 2000) 

October 2000, flight to Brussels and three nights in hotel paid for by the Mariam Appeal.  (Registered 4 
December 2000) 

November 2000, flight to Madrid-Gigon and three nights in hotel paid by Spanish campaign for lifting of 
sanctions against Iraq. (Registered 4 December 2000) 

November 2000, flight London to Baghdad and three nights in hotel there paid by the Mariam Appeal 
(Registered 4 December 2000) 

8 December 2000, flight to Jordan, paid for by Great Britain-Iraq Society of which I am Chairman. 
(Registered 9 December 2000) 

11-16 January 2001, I flew to Amman and thence by car to Baghdad, paid by the Great Britain-Iraq 
Society, and spent two nights in Iraq in a hotel paid by the Iraq-Great Britain Friendship society.  I 
returned to London by air on 16 January. (Registered 19 January 2001) 

23-27 January 2001, to New York, flight paid for by the Mariam Appeal (Registered 1 February 2001) 

Extract from Register dated 26 November 2001 [New Parliament]: 

[Entries from June 2000 to January 2001 as in January 2001 Register.] 

May 2001, to Iraq for six days to attend conference.  Flight, hotel and car paid for by the Mariam Appeal. 
(Registered 29 October 2001) 

September 2001, to Romania for four days to attend conference.  Flight and hotel paid for by the Mariam 
Appeal. (Registered 29 October 2001) 

October 2001, four day humanitarian visit to Iraq.  Flight, hotel and car paid for by the Mariam Appeal. 
(Registered 29 October 2001) 

11-17 November 2001, to Iraq.  All costs were met by the Mariam Appeal, an organisation working for 
the lifting of the embargo on Iraq. (Registered 19 November 2001) 
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Extract from Register dated 26 November 2002: 

6-9 January 2002, to Jordan and Iraq.  Three nights hotel accommodation paid for by the Mariam Appeal.  
(Registered 16 January 2002) 

14-21 January 2002 to Canada and US.  Flights and accommodation paid for by the Canadian anti-
sanctions campaign and the Methodist Church, Seattle, USA.  (Registered 25 January 2002) 

April 2002, to Paris to the French Senate.  Fare from Faro to Paris and one night’s hotel accommodation 
paid for by French anti-sanctions campaigners.  (Registered 14 May 2002) 

April 2002, to Rabat for a meeting on Iraq.  Return flight from London-Rabat and two nights’ hotel 
accommodation paid for by the Great Britain-Iraq Society of which I am Chairman.  (Registered 14 May 
2002) 

May 2002, to Amman, return flight paid for by the Great Britain-Iraq Society, who also paid for a car 
from Amman to Baghdad and flight from Baghdad-Amman.  Three nights at the Al-Rashid Hotel paid 
for by myself.  A car and bus from Amman to the West Bank and the West Bank to Gaza and two nights 
in a Jerusalem hotel paid for by the Emergency Committee in Iraq and Palestine.  One night in a hotel in 
Gaza paid for by myself. (Registered 14 May 2002) 

10-18 September 2002, to Jordan and Iraq; flights and hotel accommodation paid for by the Great Britain 
Iraq Society, of which I am Chairman. (Registered 24 September 2002)  

1-15 October 2002, to Jordan, Iraq, Syria and Beirut, to attend conferences. Flights and hotel 
accommodation paid for by the Great Britain-Iraq Society, of which I am Chairman. (Registered 16 
October 2002)  

7-10 November 2002, to Kiev for a conference on Iraq. Flights paid for by the Great Britain-Iraq Society, 
and the hotel accommodation was provided by the Ukrainian union for friendship with the Iraqi people. 
(Registered 7 November 2002)  

15-17 November 2002, to Madrid. Flights and two nights' accommodation paid for by the Spanish 
Campaign Against Sanctions on Iraq. (Registered 18 November 2002)  

No subsequent relevant entries. 

10. Letter to Mr Neil Darbyshire from the Commissioner, 23 May 2006  

You have no doubt seen Mr Galloway’s adjournment debate of Monday, 8th May, in which he makes serious 
allegations against Mr David Blair and the editorial staff of the Daily Telegraph.  For ease of reference I attach 
a copy of the Official Report of Mr Galloway’s speech. 

You will see that Mr Galloway says that he has been told that Mr Blair told another journalist that on the day 
of the publication by The Daily Telegraph of ‘the second set of documents’, that is 23rd April, Mr Blair said: 
that he had not found these further documents as he alleged but that they had been given to him by a third 
party; by implication that his London superiors were aware of this; that ‘he had been told by London to 
continue to insist that he had found these documents’; and that his contact ‘must never divulge the true story’. 
I would be grateful for your comments on these allegations. 

Mr Galloway says that his contact has also told him that Mr Philip Sherwell, of the Sunday Telegraph, told 
him that he had trawled the room in the Foreign Ministry building in Baghdad in which Mr Blair alleges he 
found the box containing documents before Mr Blair; that everything was fire or sprinkler-damaged beyond 
repair; and that the box Mr Blair claimed to have found there subsequently was not there.  I would be grateful 
for any information you have about such a suggestion by Mr Sherwell, to whom I have of course written also. 

I have, of course, no objection to you sharing this letter with your legal adviser and enclose, for ease of 
reference, a further copy of the procedural note which I send to all those invited to give evidence to one of my 
inquiries. If you would prefer to meet to go over these matters, I should be happy to arrange this.  
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26 April 2003  

11. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Neil Darbyshire, 31 May 2006  

We have your letter of 23 May and are grateful to you for allowing us an opportunity to comment. 

On 19 May we wrote to the Speaker of the House of Commons setting out our strong objections to Mr 
Galloway’s allegations and enclosing a copy of a letter that our solicitors, Dechert, had sent to his solicitors. 

In order that you may have the clearest possible understanding of our position we enclose copies of both 
letters. 

If I can be of any further assistance please let me know. 

31 May 2006 

12. Letter to Mr Speaker from Mr Neil Darbyshire, 19 May 2006  

On Monday 8 May the House of Commons debated press regulation. During the course of the debate George 
Galloway MP made certain factual allegations (see Hansard, 10:43pm) about the conduct of The Daily 
Telegraph and some of its journalists in connection with his recent High Court libel action against the paper. 

The allegations were baseless and highly defamatory of the Telegraph and its named journalist. We have 
therefore instructed our solicitors, Dechert, to write to Mr Galloway’s solicitors. A copy of their letter is 
attached. As you will see, it sets out our legal position in respect of Mr Galloway’s unfounded allegations. 

We are concerned that Mr Galloway’s unfounded allegations should not be allowed to have any improper and 
long-term bearing on the thinking of the House in this most important and sensitive area. The purpose of this 
letter is to make your office aware of this concern so that you may take such steps as you see fit to see that the 
record is correct. 

19 May 2006 

13. Letter to Davenport Lyons, solicitors, from Decherts, solicitors, 19 
May 2006  

We are writing to you concerning remarks made by your client in the House of Commons on Monday, 8th 
May 2006. We are instructed as follows:– 

1. During the course of a debate on press regulation your client stated (amongst other things) that:– 

“the Telegraph journalist, Mr David Blair … and at least one of his superiors in London lied in the High 
Court during [his] libel action … 

“Their claim that Mr Blair was not led to those documents but had merely chanced upon them while 
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 … 

“the fact that the paper lied under oath about the provenance of the second set of documents must 
reasonably suggest that both sets of documents were given to the Telegraph’s reporter … 

“if [his] foreign correspondent visitor is right, a criminal conspiracy was hatched and executed between 
Baghdad and London against me” 

(emphasis added) 
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These statements have been repeated on your client’s official web-site:  www.georgegalloway.com under 
the headings “George Galloway Reveal’s Telegraph lie” and “Press Regulation”. 

2. The thrust of your client’s statements is that:—(i) the documents rescued by Mr Blair from the looted 
Foreign Ministry Building in Baghdad are forgeries; (ii) our client conspired with persons unnamed to 
rely on forged documents in order to damage your client; and (iii) Mr David Blair (and others from our 
client) perjured themselves during the course of the High Court trial of your client’s libel action in 
November 2004. 

3. Your client’s allegations are entirely without foundation and he must have known them to be so. We 
make the following observations on your client’s statements:— 

a) We note that your client bases his assertions on a conversation that is alleged to have taken place 
with an unnamed journalistic “source” on 18 July 2003. Both we and our client are at a loss to 
understand why, if such a conversation had taken place, your client chose not to reveal the fact of it 
until now, almost three years after the event. The information alleged to have been divulged to your 
client would have been of the greatest possible  relevance to the libel proceedings ongoing at that 
time yet this information was never even mentioned during the libel proceedings, or put to any of 
our client’s witnesses, facts which we suggest speak for themselves. 

b) As to the suggestion that the documents (“the Baghdad Documents”) rescued by Mr Blair are 
forgeries, you will recall that your client was first offered an opportunity to examine the Baghdad 
Documents on 6 May 2003. It was not until 12 June 2003 (following repeated offers made by our 
client) that your client sent representatives of your firm together with a forensic analyst to examine 
the Baghdad Documents. At no time thereafter did your client adduce any forensic evidence in 
support of his claim that the Baghdad Documents were forgeries, moreover, your client accepted 
their authenticity for the purposes of the libel action. 

c) Indeed, the allegations that the Baghdad documents are forgeries, and that our client has 
participated in a conspiracy with unnamed persons with regard to the finding of the documents is 
nothing short of preposterous. Mr Blair’s account of how he found the documents was put before 
the public at large in the issue of The Daily Telegraph published on 22nd April 2003. That account 
was set out in detail both by Mr Blair in his witness statement and by the translator who 
accompanied Mr Blair into the Foreign Ministry in his own statement. No serious challenge was 
made to Mr Blair’s evidence on this issue and the translator’s evidence was entirely unchallenged. 
The List of Jury Questions served under cover of your second letter of 11 October 2004 did not seek 
to put in issue the finding of the Baghdad Documents. Nor did Mr Rampton QC put it to Mr Blair 
during his cross examination of him that his account of the finding of the Baghdad Documents was 
in any way inaccurate or false. 

4. It does not go unnoticed that your client chose to make his statements on an occasion when they would 
benefit from Parliamentary Privilege (the position in relation to the reporting on your client’s website is 
reserved). Your client’s failure to make these statements in public presumably reflects his lack of belief in 
them. His statements are not only false but were thoroughly misleading in light of the facts set out in this 
letter. They appear to represent a flagrant abuse of  Parliamentary Privilege by your client.  

In the circumstances, our client proposes to send a copy of this letter to the Speaker of the House of 
Commons. 

Our client’s position in respect of these matters is fully reserved. 

19 May 2006 

14. Letter to Mr David Blair from the Commissioner, 23 May 2006  

You may have seen Mr Galloway’s speech on the adjournment of the House on Monday, 8th May in which he 
makes very serious allegations about you and at least one of your superiors in London. For ease of reference I 
attach a copy of the Official Report of Mr Galloway’s speech. 
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As a result of Mr Galloway’s allegations, there are a number of further questions which I would be grateful if 
you would answer. I have no objection to your showing this letter to your legal adviser, and am enclosing for 
ease of reference a further copy of the note I send to those who are invited to act as witnesses to one of my 
inquiries. 

My questions are as follows:  

1. At the weekend on which you told me you found the documents subsequently published in the Daily 
Telegraph on 22nd and 23rd April 2003, were you intending to travel to the South of Iraq with another 
journalist or other journalists, and if so, with whom?   

2. Did you, as Mr Galloway alleges, pull out of the trip at the last moment, and if so, why? 

3. It is my understanding from your report on 23rd April 2003, from your interview with me, and from your 
evidence in court, that the documents published in The Daily Telegraph on 22nd and 23rd April 2003 
came from the same bound folder.  Is that the case? 

4. Was that folder found by you in the damaged former Foreign Ministry building in Baghdad?  

5. Mr Galloway says you had conversations with the person with whom you had been expected to travel to 
the South of Iraq on the day of publication of the first set of documents (22nd April 2003),  in which you 
insisted that you had found the documents but were uneasy about their veracity and nervous about the 
scale of their treatment by the Daily Telegraph and the newspaper’s clear assumption of Mr Galloway’s 
guilt.  Did you have such a conversation, and if so, with whom? 

6. Were you given any of the documents by a third party, and if so, by whom? Which were the documents 
involved? 

7. Mr Galloway says that his contact tells him that on the day of publication of the second set of documents 
published by the Daily Telegraph (23rd April 2003), you had a further conversation with the same person 
in which you told him that the second set of documents had in fact been given to you and not found in the 
way you alleged, and that you had been told by London to continue to insist that you had found these 
documents.  Did such a conversation take place, and if so, with whom? If it did, was it true? Precisely 
which documents constituted this ‘second set’?  

8. Mr Galloway says lastly that after you left Iraq you telephoned the same person to ask ‘if anyone else knew 
the true provenance of the documents’.  Did such a conversation take place, and if so, with whom? 

In the light of Mr Galloway’s statements in the House, is there anything you would like to add to or subtract 
from the evidence you gave to me earlier, or what you said in court? 

If you would prefer to meet to discuss these matters, I should be happy to arrange this.  

I am, of course, in further contact with Mr Galloway on this matter, and am also contacting Mr Sherwell, to 
whom Mr Galloway refers, and Mr Derbyshire. 

23 May 2006 

15. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr David Blair, 9 June 2006  

Thank you for your letter of 23 May. I have read George Galloway’s speech made in the House of Commons 
on 8 May. I would like to make clear at the outset that everything he said about me is untrue 

Let me answer your specific questions: 

1. No I did not plan to travel to the “South of Iraq” on the dates you mention. I am puzzled by this claim for 
the following reasons. 
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First, Baghdad was the very centre of the world’s attention at this time. Why would any journalist wish to 
risk a dangerous journey in order to leave behind the biggest story of the day? 

Second, I was not in Baghdad alone. I was there with a Telegraph photographer, Heathcliff O'Malley, and 
an Iraqi translator and driver. If I had planned to leave the city on that weekend, they would have 
accompanied me. I have no doubt they will confirm there was no such plan. 

Moreover, it is inconceivable that I would have planned to leave Baghdad at that time without discussing 
the matter with the “Daily Telegraph” foreign desk in London. I have no doubt that any of the staff on 
duty during that period will confirm that no such conversation took place. 

2. No. There was no “trip” for me to pull out of. 

3. Yes. 1 brought these documents back to London in the same state in which I had found them—i.e. bound 
together in the same folder. 

They were then examined by yourself and by Mr Galloway’s lawyers who brought with them a forensic 
expert. 

After these inspections had taken place, the Telegraph engaged its own expert to carry out a forensic 
examination of this folder. My understanding is that this necessarily involved unbinding the folder. 
Today, the documents are preserved inside the folder in exactly the state in which I found them, save that 
the cord which once bound them has been removed. 

4. Yes. 

5. No such conversation took place. Again, I am surprised by this claim. I was entirely satisfied that the 
documents were genuine for all the reasons I outlined to you on 14 August 2003. I remain convinced of 
their authenticity. At no time have I been “uneasy” about this. 

I am also puzzled to read that I was supposedly “nervous” about the “scale” of the Telegraph’s treatment 
of the documents. On 22 April 2003 I had not seen that day’s edition of the “Daily Telegraph”. I had no 
access to the internet in Baghdad. My computer was linked to a satellite phone which allowed me to send 
stories directly into the Telegraph’s system. But I had no access to the newspaper’s website. 

I knew from my conversations with the foreign desk on that day that the story was leading the paper and 
filling its early pages. But I was not aware of any particular headline or of the tone of the coverage. I was 
exceptionally busy with preparing stories for the following day. So I did not press the foreign desk for 
details of what had already been printed. My mind was focused on the task in hand. In short, I was not 
“nervous” and I did not know whether that day’s coverage made a “clear assumption” of Mr Galloway’s 
“guilt” or not. 

In fact, I did not see any of the stories I had written on this subject as they appeared in the “Daily 
Telegraph”—or any related coverage—until I arrived in Kuwait, en route to London, on 24 April 2003. 

6. No. I found the documents in the way I described to you and to the High Court. 

7. No such conversation took place. This claim is very puzzling. The document that formed the basis of the 
“Daily Telegraph” coverage on 23 April 2003 was the cover sheet of the intelligence chief’s memorandum, 
which had been published on the previous day. The two documents were bound together in the same 
folder—as were all the documents published in the “Daily Telegraph” on 22 and 23 April 2003. The cover 
sheet and the intelligence chief’s memorandum were also physically stapled together.  Moreover, they 
were clearly bound together contextually in that the cover sheet was a reply to the requests made by the 
intelligence chief in the memorandum. So the cover sheet could not have been created independently. 

I am therefore at a loss to explain how it could be described as forming a “second set” of documents. 
There was no “second set”. 

8. No such conversation took place. 
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I have nothing to add or subtract from the evidence I gave both to you and to the High Court. I would, of 
course, be pleased to respond to any other questions you may have. 

You will also recall from our meeting that I did not visit the foreign ministry alone. My Iraqi translator 
accompanied me. He later provided a witness statement for the libel trial. When the case was heard, Mr 
Galloway’s lawyers accepted this evidence as true and chose not to call him for cross-examination. I am sure 
that the “Daily Telegraph” could provide you with a copy of the translator’s statement if this would be helpful? 

9 June 2006 

16. Letter to Mr Philip Sherwell from the Commissioner,  23 May 2006  

As you will be aware, I am inquiring into certain allegations in respect of Mr George Galloway, MP.  Central 
to my investigation are certain documents that Mr David Blair, of the Daily Telegraph, alleges that he found in 
a room in the burned-out Foreign Ministry in Baghdad in April 2003, and which were subsequently published 
in the Daily Telegraph on 22nd and 23rd April of that year.  

Mr Blair says that on Saturday 19th April 2003 he visited the Foreign Ministry in Baghdad.  On the first floor, 
beyond the main archive and behind a door which was scorched and blackened but intact except for a hole 
where the lock should have been, there was a ‘very, very small room’ with box files stacked round the room 
and a heap of them in the middle of the floor. 

In his speech in the adjournment debate on 8 May (a copy of the Official Report of which I have enclosed for 
ease of reference), Mr Galloway cites a senior journalistic source as having told him that you had told the 
source that you had trawled the room in which Mr Blair alleges he found the documents before Mr Blair’s visit 
and that everything in it had been fire or sprinkler-damaged beyond repair; and further, that the box which 
Mr Blair says he subsequently found in that room had not been there. Footage shown at the time on Sky 
News, however, apparently shows the room in the condition described by Mr Blair, as do photographs taken 
by Mr Heathcliff O’Malley of the Telegraph. 

I should be grateful if you could tell me:  

1. If you visited the Foreign Ministry in Baghdad on or before 19th April 2003? 

2. If you recall such a room as Mr Blair has described? 

3. What were its contents, if any, together with their state? 

4. If the room was not as described by Mr Blair and shown by Sky News and in Mr O’Malley’s photographs, 
do you have any suggestions which would account for any discrepancy? 

5. Did you recount seeing this room to any other journalist before 18th July 2003 (the date on which Mr 
Galloway met his journalistic source), and if so to whom? 

I should tell you that information provided to me is subject to parliamentary privilege and remains 
confidential unless and until it is published by the Committee on Standards and Privileges. The enclosed note, 
which I send to all those invited to become witnesses to one of my inquiries, fully sets out the procedure 
involved. 

I have no objection to your sharing this letter in confidence with your legal adviser if you wish to do so. If you 
would prefer to meet to go over these matters, I should be happy to arrange this.  

23 May 2006 

17. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Philip Sherwell, 29 June 2006  

Thank you for your letter of 23rd May 2006. I’ve been travelling for work in the US and  Mexico so apologise 
that I am only now replying. 
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First, may I thank you for giving me the chance to correct the misrepresentation of my comments during Mr 
Galloway’s contribution to the adjournment debate of May 8.  I would like briefly to answer your specific 
questions and then elaborate to put these responses in context. 

1. I did visit the Foreign Ministry building in Baghdad before April 19 2003. 

2. I trawled many rooms there, by no means all, but have never been aware whether I visited the room in 
which Mr Blair found the documents. 

3. Hence, I cannot comment on the contents or their state. 

4. Not applicable. 

5. Again, I did not recount showing the specific room to anyone as I was never aware whether I had actually 
seen it or not, but in the wake of Mr Blair’s stories for The Daily Telegraph, I certainly recall discussing in 
general what I saw when I visited the building. Various journalists were present and others also 
contributed to the conversations. The discussions took place in the sort of journalist gatherings that 
happen most evenings on stories like this. The only other individual I specifically remember (and I 
cannot recall the date) was *** as I know him well and I recall him taking an interest in how Mr Blair 
found the documents. 

By way of general background and comment: 

When I visited the Foreign Ministry, it was badly burned, fires were still smouldering and there were looters in 
the building. Much of the contents had indeed been destroyed by fire or looted. But there were also plenty of 
undestroyed and legible files and documents—unfortunately (from a professional point of view) the ones that 
we found that day were not of great journalistic interest. One set, I recall, detailed the daily expenses/accounts 
at the Iraqi embassy in London from the l980s. Ba’athist officials were meticulous file-keepers. 

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 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. 

Thank you once again for contacting me 

29 June 2006 

18. E-mail to Mr Kevin Bays from Mr George Galloway, 18 July 2003 

I have just had an important meeting with a contact who brings news of great importance. The contact is a 
very well known senior foreign correspondent on a national newspaper and of unimpeachable credentials. He 
tells me the following: lithe weekend Blair “found” the documents he was supposed to travel with my contact 
to the south and pulled out at the last minute without explanation. i.e. had a conversation with my contact on 
the day of publication and, sheepishly, insisted he had found the documents though said he was uneasy about 
their veracity. The contact says he was very anxious and nervous about the scale of the paper’s treatment and 
it’s clear assumption of guilt. On the day of the follow up story they spoke again. This time Blair confessed that 
the second set of documents had been given to him and that he had not found them. He said he couldn’t say 
who gave them to him. He said that he had been told to insist that he had found these documents also and that 
my contact must never divulge the true story. Since they both left Iraq Blair has telephoned my contact to ask 
“does anyone else know?” about the true provenance of the documents. 

3. Philip Sherwell of the Sunday Telegraph told my contact that he had trawled the same room in the same 
building and that everything was fire or sprinkler damaged beyond repair and that the box found by Blair was 
not there when he had visited. 4. That Blair’s driver told my contact that he had serious misgivings about the 
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documents and asked to speak to my contact about those. We will receive the identity of the driver in the next 
few weeks. 5. That Blair had last September told my contact that he had been tasked by the Telegraph to seek 
out evidence that the Iraqis were funding my campaign. 6. That my contact had been told by a senior source 
in MI5 that “the boys over the river” (MI6) had given the files to Blair. That my contact had lunch recently 
with the head of Israeli intelligence recently who told him a) that the documents were fabricated but that; b) 
not by them. He said that “Galloway is no friend of ours and if we had that material or knowledge we would 
have used it before now… if it had been us we’d have done a better job”. 

Please let me know what you think. 

18 July 2003 

19. Letter to Mr David Blair from the Commissioner, 13 February 2007  

You will recall our correspondence following Mr Galloway’s speech in the Adjournment Debate on 8 May 
2006, during which he asserted that, in conversations with an un-named senior foreign correspondent, you 
had admitted that the documents purportedly uncovered by you in Baghdad in April 2003 had not been 
discovered by you as alleged but had been given to you in other circumstances. 

In your letter of 9 June 2006 you firmly denied this claim. 

Mr Galloway has steadfastly refused to divulge to me the name of the senior foreign correspondent to whom 
he spoke about these matters but has recently shared with me a copy of an e-mail which he says he sent his 
legal advisor, Mr Bays, immediately after his conversation with the journalist. That e-mail repeats the 
substance of the points which I put to you in my letter of 23 May 2006 but also includes the following 
additional claims: 

1. that after you and Mr Galloway’s contact left Iraq you telephoned the contact to ask “does anyone 
else know?” about the provenance of the documents. 

2. that your driver in Iraq told Mr Galloway’s contact that he had serious misgivings about the 
documents and asked to speak to the contact about those. 

3. that you had, in September 2002, told the contact that you had been tasked by the Telegraph to seek 
out evidence that the Iraqis were funding Mr Galloway’s campaign. This assertion is, of course, at 
odds with what you told me when we met on 14 August 2003 (as the record of our conversation 
confirms). 

4. that his contact had been told by a senior source in MI5 that MI6 had given you the files. 

I think it right to give you the opportunity to comment on these points, not least because Mr Galloway may 
himself refer further to them when my report on the complaint against him is published. 

13 February 2007 

20. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr David Blair, 15 February 2007  

Thank you for your letter of 13 February. Before I answer your specific questions, may I make one point of my 
own? 

I did not visit the foreign ministry in Baghdad alone: I went there with my Iraqi translator. I found the 
documents alongside him in the way I described both to you and to the High Court. The translator later 
provided a witness statement for the libel trial between Mr Galloway and The Telegraph. 

He was not summoned for cross-examination because his evidence was uncontested. If the translator’s 
statement—accepted as true by Mr Galloway’s lawyers—would be of use, I am sure The Telegraph could 
provide you with a copy? 
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Let me answer your questions one by one: 

1. This claim is untrue. I don’t know who the alleged informant may be—but I had no such conversation 
with anyone at any time. 

2. I cannot speak for the Iraqi man who I employed as my driver at the time in question, but I find this claim 
extremely implausible for the following reasons: 

First, my driver spoke only the most basic English. Unless Mr Galloway’s alleged informant knew Arabic, 
I doubt they could have held any substantive conversation. 

Second, to the best of my memory, my driver never saw any of the documents. He did not play any direct 
part in finding them. He drove me and my translator to the foreign ministry in Baghdad on 19 April 03 
and then waited outside while we entered the building. You will recall from the sequence of events I 
described in our meeting that my translator and I later returned to the car with the material we had found 
inside the ministry. We placed these files in the boot of the car and then drove to my hotel. Here, my 
translator and I removed the documents from the car and transferred them to my room, where they 
remained until I left Baghdad on 24 April 03. 

As far as I can remember, my driver never handled the documents. He did not see the room in which they 
had been found. He obviously played no part in translating them. I don’t remember speaking to him 
about the contents of the documents. I can’t remember him entering my hotel room during the period 
when the documents were present. So I find it hard to understand how he could have developed 
“misgivings” over material he had not seen. 

Third, my driver and I were on friendly terms. I worked with him on one later occasion when I visited 
Iraq. If he had developed any “misgivings”, I think he would have shared them with me. He did no such 
thing. 

Finally, as far as I know, my driver was not on friendly terms with any foreign journalist working in 
Baghdad at that time other than myself. There were one or two occasions when we gave lifts to other 
foreign journalists. But I had been working closely with him every day since I first met him on 12 April 
03. If he had struck up a relationship with a “senior foreign correspondent”, I think I would have known. 

3. This claim is untrue. I had no such conversation with anyone at any time. I did not find the documents as 
a result of instructions from The Telegraph to “seek out evidence” that Iraq was funding Mr Galloway’s 
campaign. No such instructions were given. 

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

I would, of course, be pleased to answer any other questions you may have. If you think  it would be useful for 
us to meet again, I would be happy to make myself available for  further interview. 

15 February 2007 

21. Facsimile of Great Britain-Iraq Society Letter, 21 December 2000 

His Excellency 
The Minister of Foreign Affairs 
Republic of Iraq 
Baghdad, Iraq  

Your Excellency 

Assalam Aleukum, 
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Firstly I extend to you my warm fraternal greetings and compliments of the season. This I do on my own 
behalf and on behalf of the Great Britain Iraq Society, the Mariam Appeal and the Emergency Committee on 
Iraq. 

As you know hundred of British companies, banks and firms enjoyed excellent trade with Iraq in the 1980s 
and everyone in the business community, who has visited or dealt with Iraq, hold it and its people in the 
highest regard. Most, if not all see sanctions to be unjust and cruel. What is most important is that many of 
these companies are frustrated by the absence of an organisation here in the UK that speaks for their interests 
in trading with Iraq and hence acts as a lobby to the British Government. 

It is with this purpose in mind that we are launching such an organisation. It will be a limited liability 
company with a board of Directors that will contain Members of the House of Commons and the House of 
Lords, British industrial/banking personalities and trusted Iraqi businessmen living in the UK. Our initial plan 
of activities for 2001 is a business conference on Iraq in May 2001, which will be held in the Houses of 
Parliament, a trade delegation to Iraq in June and a British exhibition in early October. 

We would like to visit you to discuss the best way to go forward. I will be arriving in Baghdad on the 14th 
January accompanied by Dr Ali Al-Mosawi and members of the Great Britain Iraq Society’s Trade 
promotions Sub-Committee. We will be in Baghdad for two working days and also intend to visit the stands 
of British companies taking part in the Euromed Exhibition. 

We shall look forward to meeting you. 

Yours sincerely 

George Galloway MP 

21 December 2000 

22. Translation of letter to the Presidential Chancellery from the then 
Iraqi Minister of Foreign Affairs, 22 January 2000  

In the Name of God the Merciful, the Compassionate 

Republic of Iraq    Ref. No. m.kh./1/9/115 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs   Date: 16 Shawwal 1420H 
Minister’s Office               22 January 2000 

Confidential 

Presidential Chancellery 

Subject: Working Programme 

Our Interests Section in London has informed us in its letter Ref. No. 11/19 dated 18/1/2000 that the Charge 
d’Affaires of the Interests Section has held a number of meetings with the MP George Galloway and Dr 
Burhan Chalabi, to study the working programme for the year 2000 in Britain and to begin implementing 
some of the paragraphs of the programme. 

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. 

Please peruse. With appreciation. 

Signed: 
Mohammed Said Al Sahhaf 
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Minister of Foreign Affairs 
22/1/2000 

Enclosures: 
Translation of the above-mentioned letter 

Handwritten text: 
Copy to: The Political Department 

Submitted with the Presidential letter No. 3562 

22 January 2000 

23. Translation of letter to the Iraqi Ministry of Foreign Affairs from 
the Iraqi Interests Section in London, 8 July 2000 

Iraqi Interests Section 
London 
 
Ref. No. 1/11/387 
 
Stamp: 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
1st Political Department/Received 
No. 2244 
Date 8/7/2000 
 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs/1st Political Department 
Subject International Work Camp 
 
Mr Stuart Halford, assistant to Labour MP George Galloway announced, at a press conference, a plan to 
launch an international work brigade to build a Friendship Village in Iraq beginning May 2001 and ending in 
October of the same year. The programme involves a number of young volunteers who will work in the 
morning on building the village and take part in the evening in cultural and social activities. 

The volunteers will pay their travelling expenses to Amman and Mr George Galloway will bear the other 
expenses which he will raise through a fund raising campaign. It is worth noting that we have no background 
or information about the programme and were not informed of it in advance. We enclose a copy of the press 
release. 

Please peruse and let us have your opinion. With appreciation. 

Signed: 
Dr Muthaffar Abdullah Amin 
Head, Iraqi Interests Section 
 
Top right handwritten note: 
To: The Undersecretary 
To ask Dr Muthaffar to contact Mr Galloway to obtain details from him and inform us, so that we can 
study it and give an answer expeditiously. 
Signed: (name unknown) 
Date: 8/7 
 
Bottom right handwritten note: 
To: The Undersecretary 
For information and if you so wish to inform the Minister. For guidance. 
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Signed: (Name unknown) 
Date: 8/7 
 
Top left handwritten note 
1st Political Department 
To take action 
Date: 10/7 
 
Bottom left handwritten note: 
To: The Minister 
For information and if you so wish to inform the contents of the Appeal to the Office of the 
President. 
Signed: (name unknown) 
Date: 9/7 
 
8 July 2000 

24. Translation of letter to the Office of the Iraqi President from the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, 7 August 2000 

In the Name of God the Merciful, the Compassionate 
 
Republic of Iraq        Ref No M.Kh/1/9/1361 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs     Date 7 Jumada Al Awwal 1421 H 
Minister's Office       Which corresponds to 7 August 2000 
 
Confidential 
 
Office of the President 
 
Subject: International Work Camp 
 
1. Our Iraqi Interests Section in London informed us in its letter (faxed) ref. no. 1/11/387 dated 7/7/2000 

that Mr Stuart Halford, assistant to the Labour MP George Galloway, announced at a press conference a 
plan to send an international work brigade to build a Friendship Village in Iraq. This is to begin in May 
2001 and end in October of the same year. The programme will involve a number of young volunteers 
who will work in the morning on building the village and take part in the evening in cultural and social 
activities. 

The volunteers will pay their travelling expenses to Amman and all the other expenses will be covered by 
the Mariam Appeal Campaign. Mr Halford distributed a press release (we enclose the Arabic translation) 
in which he indicated that the work will be under the supervision of Iraqi tradesmen and engineers who 
will work to achieve “Reconciliation through Reconstruction” in the form of international solidarity. The 
press release said that the volunteers should not be less than 18 years old and that they should be able to 
speak either Arabic or English. 

It is worth noting that our interest section informed us that it had no background or information about 
this project and was not informed about it in advance. 

2. We directed our interests section in London on 11/7/2000 to contact the MP George Galloway to find out 
from him about the project and provide us with complete details about it, to enable us to study it and give 
our opinion thereon. 

3. The Head of our interests section in London informed us in its letter (faxed), ref. no. 435 dated 3/8/2000 
that it looks like the MP George Galloway has no specific details about the international work camp and 
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that he is marketing the idea only to raise funds. He had previously discussed the subject with the Deputy 
Prime Minister Mr Tariq Aziz who found the idea acceptable, in principle. 

So long as the idea has not crystallised in its final form to the MP George Galloway, we think the Ministry 
should wait until the idea crystallises, to decide thereafter how to deal with it in the light of the details 
which he is to provide us with. 

For information and guidance… with appreciation 

Signed: 
Mohammed Said Al Sahhaf 
Minister of Foreign Affairs 
7/8/2000 
Enclosures: Press Release 
 
To: The Minister 
With appreciation 
Signed: (Signature not clear) 
Date 7/8 
 
Copy to: 
Deputy Prime Minister Mr Tariq Aziz 
1st Political Department 
 
7 August 2000 

25. Letter to Dr Burhan Al-Chalabi from the Commissioner, 21 
December 2006  

I am sorry to have to trouble you once more on a matter relating to my inquiries into Mr Galloway but am 
prompted to do so by a document which has only recently come into my possession.  

The document purports to be a copy of a memorandum sent from the then Iraqi Minister of Foreign Affairs 
to the Presidential Chancellery on 22 January 2000. I enclose a copy of the original of the document and of a 
translation I have had made of it.  

You will see that the memorandum refers to a number of meetings the then Charge d’Affaires of the Iraqi 
Interests Section in London (Mr Mudhafar Al-Amin) is said to have had with you and Mr Galloway to “study 
the working programme for the year 2000 in Britain and to begin implementing some of the paragraphs of the 
programme.” Unfortunately I do not have a copy of the programme or of the letter sent by Mr Galloway to 
Mr Al-Amin which is said to contain it, although I am endeavouring to trace it.  

As you are mentioned as one of those involved, with Mr Galloway, in meetings with Mr Al-Amin, I should be 
grateful for your comments on the letter. In particular it would be helpful if you could say:  

1. Whether you were involved in meetings with Mr Al-Amin as alleged?  

2. Whether Mr Galloway was involved in any such meetings?  

3. What was discussed at the meetings?  

4. What do you understand to have been the nature and content of the working programme to which the 
memorandum refers?  

5. What was the purpose of any such discussions with Mr Al-Amin? 

6. Was the method by which any proposed programme of work would be financed discussed, as well as its 
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content?  

I recall that when we met on 20 April 2006 I understood you to indicate that your involvement with the 
Appeal had been limited to the plans—eventually abandoned —for a humanitarian flight to Iraq. The 
enclosed documents suggest that your involvement may have gone somewhat wider that this. I should be 
grateful if you could clarify the position for me.  

21 December 2006 

26. Letter to the Commissioner from Dr Burhan Al-Chalabi, 9 January 
2007  

Thank you for your letter of the 21st December, 2006. 

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

I recall having 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. 

I trust, however, that the contents of this letter will have assisted you. 

9 January 2007 

27. Letter to Dr Burhan Al-Chalabi from the Commissioner, 10 
January 2007  

Thank you for your letter of 9 January in reply to mine of 21 December and for your good wishes for 2007. 
May I reciprocate your good wishes.  

In relation to the document I sent you, I understand you to be saying that:  

 You had a few meetings with Mr Mudhafar Al-Amin.  

 The purpose of the meetings was to secure Iraqi Government approval for the proposed mercy flight.  

 It is possible that Mr Galloway may, on one or two occasions, also have been present, by coincidence.  

 You have no knowledge of the ‘working programme’ referred to in the document.  

If I have summarised the matter incorrectly, please let me know.  

Your answers helpfully illuminate the first 5 of the questions in my earlier letter. As regards the sixth, could 
you tell me if the funding of the proposed mercy flight was discussed with Mr Al-Amin and, if so, what was 
said on the matter.  

10 January 2007 

28. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar, 24 
February 2007  

I thank you for copying to me your letter dated 21 February addressed to Dr. B. Al-Chalabi and its enclosure 
your letter to him of 10 January, 2007. 
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Dr. Al-Chalabi asked me to reply to your letter of 10 January, 2007. He feels that his letter of 9 January, 2007 
did address all the issues you have raised in your letter of 21 December, 2006. He has nothing further that he 
wishes to add. 

Dr. Al-Chalabi, following his extensive cooperation in a matter that has caused him and his family so much 
distress, as expressed to you during his interview, no longer wish to engage in further correspondence in this 
matter. 

Dr. Al-Chalabi would appreciate very much your understanding and that his wish in this regard is respected. 

24 February 2007 

29. Letter to the Iraqi Government from the Commissioner, 4 
February 2006  

Request for assistance: inquiries into Mr George Galloway MP  

As the independent officer appointed by the House of Commons of the United Kingdom Parliament to 
consider complaints against Members of the House I write to seek the help of the Government of Iraq in 
connection with my inquiries into complaints I have received against Mr George Galloway MP.  

My role as Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards includes considering complaints that Members of 
Parliament have breached the Code of Conduct or the Rules relating to conduct which apply to all Members. I 
am not myself a Member.  I seek to conduct my inquiries throughout in a fair, impartial and non-partisan 
manner. I report the results of my investigations to the House’s Committee on Standards and Privileges.  

I first received complaints about Mr Galloway following publication in the London ‘Daily Telegraph’ in April 
2003 of reports that he had received money (directly or indirectly) from the former Iraqi regime through the 
UN Oil for Food programme and related humanitarian programmes.  

The publication in the United States in October last year of the reports of the Senate Permanent Sub-
Committee on Investigations and of the Independent Inquiry Committee into the UN Oil for Food 
programme (the Volcker Committee) has revealed fresh material about Mr Galloway in relation to the 
programme. As you will know, the material suggested that contracts were awarded under the programme to 
Dr Burhan Al-Chalabi and Mr Fawaz Abdullah Zureikat as intermediaries for Mr Galloway and that 
commissions received by them were used to channel money to Mr Galloway’s Mariam Appeal (which was 
campaigning against the then UN sanctions regime against Iraq) and to Mr Galloway’s (now estranged) wife, 
Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad.  

I hope you can help me obtain any information relevant to these allegations. I  am particularly concerned:  

1. To obtain authentication of the documents (copies of which I enclose) which were first published in the 
Daily Telegraph of 22 April 2003.  

a) A confidential memorandum, dated 3 January 2000, sent to Saddam Hussein from Tahir Jalil 
Habbush Al-Tikriti, his intelligence chief, reporting a meeting arranged by Mr Zureikat between Mr 
Galloway and an Iraqi spy on 26 December 1999 and saying that Mr Zureikat said that Mr Galloway 
was putting his position at risk and needed financial support (Document A)  

b) A document dated 5 February 2000 signed by Tariq Aziz, then Deputy Prime Minister, sending the 
‘work programme’ submitted by Member of Parliament George Galloway and cleared by the 
President’s office on 31 January 2000 (Document B). 

c) A document dated 2 May 2000, signed by Dr Abdid Hamid al-Khattab referring to the date and 
reference of the Al Tikriti memorandum (Document A) and conveying Saddam Hussein’s decision 
that Mr Galloway’s request is too expensive (Document C). 
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d) A document dated 6 May 2000, signed by Izzat Ibrahim, indicating that Mr Galloway’s name should 
not be associated with the Mukhabarat as it would damage his career (Document D).  

Mr Galloway has consistently described these documents as fraudulent or forgeries.  

2. To question Mr Tariq Aziz about these matters, preferably in person but, if not, in writing. I am 
particularly anxious to do this because, although material published in the reports I have mentioned 
indicates that Mr Aziz played a key role in the award of contracts to overseas interests under the 
programme and that he acknowledged that Mr Zureikat had received oil allocations on Mr Galloway’s 
behalf, footnote 144 of the Volcker Committee’s report of 27 October 2005 and statements said to have 
been issued by Mr Aziz’s lawyers after publication of the two reports appear to indicate that Mr Aziz 
wished to deny his initial testimony. This has left a confused understanding of what Mr Aziz wishes to say 
in relation to Mr Galloway, which it would be in everyone’s interest to clarify.  

I emphasise that the primary focus of my inquiries is the conduct of Mr Galloway, not that of Mr Aziz. or any 
other Iraqi national. I can assure you that any information I receive will be used solely for the purposes of my 
inquiry and of any subsequent report to the House, and that in the United Kingdom it will be subject to 
Parliamentary privilege. The implications of this are set out in paragraph 8 of the enclosed note, which also 
describes other procedural points of relevance to witnesses to one of my inquiries.  

I do hope that it may prove possible for your government to help in the way I have described.  

4 February 2006 

30. Letter to the Commissioner from Iraqi Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
23 April 2006  

Re: Request 

We were most pleased to receive your letter dated 4 February 2006 in which you requested the assistance of 
the Iraqi Government in the matter of the investigation into complaints which you have received against Mr 
George Galloway, former [sic] Member of Parliament, in your authority from the House of Commons in 
Parliament to look into complaints against its Members. 

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

So pleased be informed, with our esteem. 

23 April 2006 

31. Initial Draft report by Dr Audrey Giles on the Daily Telegraph 
Documents, 12 September 2003  

2. Summary of findings 

I have made the assumption, based on my observations, that the majority of the documents in the Files which 
have been provided for my examination, and which I am instructed were retrieved at the same time as the File 
containing the Core Documents, are genuine documents handled and stored in the Iraqi Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs. 

My examination of the Core Documents have been confined to their physical features. Since I do not read 
Arabic and have no expert knowledge of Iraqi affairs my conclusions must be limited to considering the 
following propositions: 

1. That the Core Documents are consistent with other documents on the Files which I have  examined. 
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2. That the Core Documents are inconsistent with other documents on the File and were produced from a 
different source. 

The Core Documents form three groups: 

 The Tariq Aziz Memorandum [1.7] dated 5 February 2000 

 The al-Khattab Memorandum dated 2 May 2000 attaching the Memorandum from the  Head of the Iraqi 
Intelligence Service dated 2 January 2000 [1.74–1.78] along with other copy documents [1.80–1.82]. 

 The al-Khattab Memorandum dated l0 May 2000 [1.83] attaching the Izzat Ibrahim Memorandum dated 
6 February 2000 [1.84–1.85] and other copy documents [1.86, 1.87 and 1.89]. 

My examination of these Core Documents, and therefore the conclusions that can be from them, are also 
limited because these are all copy documents. However, the physical association between these documents 
and other documents within the Files which I have examined amount to strong positive evidence that the 
Core 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.  

14 Photocopy pages [l.86], [1.87] and [1.89] 

The three pages at the back of the Izzat Ibrahim Memorandum [1.86, 1.87 and 1.89] have been produced on 
white A4 paper, similar to that seen elsewhere in this File. (Document [1.88] is a marker document which, I 
am instructed, was added to the File after it was found). The first two of these documents [1.86 and 1.87] have 
a photocopier trash mark in the lefthand margin which is distinctive in that it forms a small V-shape. This 
mark appears twice on the copy of the English document [1.89]. In addition on these copy pages [1.86, 1.87 
and 1.89] there is a mark which appears approximately 60 mm from the righthand margin but in a variable 
position vertically down the page at an interval of 205 mm. This appears to be a drum fault of the photocopier 
machine. A similar pattern of marks appears on a number of copy documents in this file [1.120, 1.132, 1.133, 
1.135, 1.138, 1.140, 1.146, 1.173, 1.179 and 1.181]. All of these documents, therefore, have been produced on 
the same photocopier whilst it was in the same condition. Illustration 14 shows an image of the first page of 
this group of copy documents [1.86] and an image of the copy document [1. 135] showing the position of the 
trash mark and the drum fault mark. 

15. Conclusions 

My examination of the Core Documents has been confined to their physical features. Since I do not read 
Arabic and have no expert knowledge of Iraqi affairs my conclusions must be limited to considering the 
following propositions: 

1. That the Core Documents are consistent with other documents on the Files which I have  examined. 

2. That the Core Documents are inconsistent with other documents on the File and were produced from a 
different source. 

In this Laboratory, in keeping with the practice of Forensic Science Laboratories around the world, 
conclusions are expressed on a qualitative scale describing the strength of the evidence. The main points on 
the scale are: 

Positive     Negative 

Conclusive evidence    Weak evidence 
Very strong evidence Inconclusive Strong evidence 
Strong evidence  evidence  Very strong evidence 
Weak evidence    Conclusive evidence 

The File of documents containing the Core Documents also contains a wide variety of original and copy 
documents. To simulate an entire file containing over two hundred documents would be a very substantial 
feat and, common sense dictates, far more elaborate than would be necessary to provided a suitable 
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environment  for a few forged documents to be presented as genuine. To add to this, the File containing the 
Core Documents is only one of a number of Files which I have seen which contain a similar range of 
documents.  

I have, therefore made the assumption, based on my observations, that the majority of the documents in the 
Files which I have examined are genuine documents, handled and stored in the Iraqi Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs. 

These Core Documents form three groups: 

 The Tariq Aziz Memorandum [1.7] dated  5 February 2000 

 The al-Khattab Memorandum dated 2 May 2000 attaching the Memorandum from the Head of the Iraqi 
Intelligence Service dated 2 January 2000 [1.74–1.78] along with other copy documents [1.80–82] 

 The al-Khattab Memorandum dated 10 May 2000 [1 83] attaching the Izzat Ibrahim  Memorandum 
dated 6 February 2000 [1.84–1.85] and other copy documents [1.86, 1.87 and 1.89]. 

The Tariq Aziz Memorandum [1.7] is difficult to identify with other documents since the signature is very 
indistinct. However, the copy Memorandum [1.7] can be linked with other copy documents on the File 
through the presence of a number of photocopier trash marks. The Memorandum [1.7]  was photocopied on 
the same photocopier used for other documents on the File and at a time when these small marks were 
produced on the copies. I cannot speculate as to the length of period over which these marks may have 
persisted. 

The copy Memorandum from the Head of the Iraqi Intelligence Service [1.74–1.78] includes  features such as 
the signature and the printed paper which are consistent with other documents from  this source, although the 
printing of the letterhead on this document [1.74–1.78] is not matched elsewhere in any of the Files which I 
have seen. It is difficult to assess the significance of this observation, given the fact that there are very few 
similar documents from this source for comparison. It is possible that identification of documents produced 
at this source in early 2000 may assist in resolving this issue. The same applies to the Izzat Ibrahim 
Memorandum [1.84–1.85] since I have not examined any comparable documents.  

However, the Memorandum from the Head of the Iraqi Intelligence Service [1.74–1.78] and attached 
documents [1.80–1.82] appear to have been sent under cover of the al-Khattab Memorandum [1.73]. 
Similarly, the Memorandum from Izzat Ibrahim [1.84–1.85] and attached documents appear to have been 
sent under cover of, or associated with, the al-Khattab  Memorandum [1.83]. There are a number of instances 
of documents in File 5 where Memoranda from Dr al-Khattab appear as covering letters for other documents. 
The al-Khattab Memoranda [1.73] and [1.83] are, I am instructed, mentioned in the Index on Page [1.4]. 
These entries on the Index page appear unaltered and are consistent with other entries on these pages [1.3] 
and [1.4]. 

The copy al-Khattab Memorandum [1.73] has clearly been attached to the bundle of documents including the 
Memorandum from the Head of the Iraqi Intelligence Service [1.74–1.78]. It is positively linked to these 
documents by means of common photocopier trash marks and impressions. The copy al-Khattab 
Memorandum [1.83] 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 [1.73] and [1.74] 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 [1.84–1.85] are 
positively associated with other documents on the File having been copied on the same photocopier whilst it 
was in the same condition.  

My examination of these Core Documents, and therefore the conclusions that can be drawn from them, are 
also limited because these are all copy documents. However, the physical association between the Core 
Documents and other documents within the Files amounts to strong positive evidence that the Core 
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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. 

12 September 2003 

32. Report by Mr Oliver Thorne on the Daily Telegraph documents, 19 
January 2007   

Forensic Document Examination Report of 

Report of Oliver Thomas Scott THORNE BSc RFP 

Age   Over 18 

Occupation  Forensic Document Examiner 

Address  LGC Forensics 
Queens Road, Teddington, Middlesex, TW11 0LY 

This report, consisting of 19 pages each signed by me, is true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Dated the 19th of January 2007 

Qualifications and Experience 

1. I, Oliver Thomas Scott THORNE, am a Forensic Scientist in the Questioned Documents   Group at LGC 
Forensics. I hold the degree of Bachelor of Science. I am registered with the Council for the Registration 
of Forensic Practitioners as an expert in the field of questioned documents. I specialise in the scientific 
examination of questioned documents including the comparison and identification of handwriting and 
office printing, along with other miscellaneous examinations. I have been employed on these duties for 
thirteen years since 1989, and since that time I have examined many documents and associated items in 
both criminal and civil matters, and have given evidence in various courts on these matters on many 
occasions. 

Laboratory Reference:    QD/2OO3/236 

Parliamentary Commissioner Reference:  George Galloway Inquiry 

Information/Circumstances of Case 

2. On 12/6/03 I attended the Telegraph Newspaper’s premises in Canary Wharf in order to make a 
preliminary examination of the files 1c–12 listed in paragraph 6 below. At this time the cord of the Core 
Folder had not been cut and the documents had not been numbered. I wrote a preliminary report dated 
20/6/03 which suggested possible further examinations. 

3. This report is further to that previous report. 

4. My current instructions are from Sir Philip Mawer, the Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards at the 
House of Commons in relation to an inquiry regarding George Galloway MP. 

5. My findings are entirely independent. 

Items Received 

6. On 23/11/06 at 10.40am I received the following items directly from Sir Philip Mawer at his offices: 
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Submitted for examination: 

Item Description  Tamper evident bag number 

1a Original handwritten translation documents LA029108 

1b Cut cord in bag dated 18.8.03 labelled HF00403 and 
signature sealed 

LA029102 
 

1c Blue Iraqi Folder ‘The Core Folder’ LA029113 

2 Blue Iraqi Folder ‘Britain A’ LA029114 

3 Blue Iraqi Folder ‘France A’ LA029109 

4 Blue Iraqi Folder ‘Britain B’ LA029112 

5 Blue Iraqi Folder ‘Britain C’ LA029111 

6 Blue Iraqi Folder ‘Britain D’ LA029110 

7 Blue Iraqi Folder ‘France B’ LA029104 

8 Blue Iraqi Folder ‘France C’ LA029105 

9 Blue Iraqi Folder ‘France D’ LA029106 

10 Blue Iraqi Folder ‘France E’ LA029107 

11 ‘Black lever arch file dated 2001 “April May June” and its 
contents referred to collectively as “The Lever Arch File”’ 

Sealed in brown paper and clear 
tape 

12 ‘Iraqi orange box file in collapsed state’ In a sealed envelope with a slightly 
torn edge 

 

The numbering system above is used to coincide with the order in the Schedule of Iraqi Folders provided with 
the items by the Telegraph. 

7. Each folder contains a number of documents the vast majority of which are in Arabic. I am unable to read 
Arabic. However, I have had the aid of a translator who has translated a number of the documents. 

8. I have not counted all the documents in all the files received. However, I estimate that there are more than 
2500 present. 

9. The documents in the Core Folder 1c had already been numbered consecutively using small yellow 
adhesive tags bearing the reference number HF00403 and a consecutive number when I received them. I 
understand that this numbering was carried out during a previous forensic examination. The tags go up 
to 247. However because of the nature of the adhesive on the tags some are loose and a small number 
have fallen off. In the case of the Core Folder 1c, I am informed that the original white lace which bound 
the folder was removed during previous forensic analysis in order to facilitate examination. The original 
lace 1b is present in tamper evident bag LA029102 and I understand that the cutting of the lace was 
recorded on video. Where this lace was present, a single, long green ribbon is now inserted instead 
allowing more full access to the documents and facilitating examination of them. I have kept all the 
documents in the same relative order as I received them. However, some of the loose documents in the 
folder (which I understand were inserted after the alleged discovery of the folders in order to mark certain 
documents) appear to be out of position with regard to the numbering system. Also there is no document 
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79 present in the folder as received by me. I have been informed that this document is a loose note which 
was inserted after the alleged discovery of the documents. The Core Folder includes a small number of 
documents which were published by the Daily Telegraph in April 2003 and are said to concern 
information relating to George Galloway MP. I will refer to these (together with other documents 
photographed but not necessarily published by the Telegraph) as the Telegraph Documents. The 
Telegraph documents are as follows: 

Folder Consecutive 
number (yellow 
tag) 

Date published 
in Telegraph 

English (E) 
or Arabic 
(A) 

Description 

1c 7 22/4/03 A Photocopy letter dated 5/2/00 from Tariq 
Aziz reference number M.Kh/1/9/197 re 
‘Programme of Work’ 

1c 16 N/A E Fax letter to Dr M Amin dated 24/2/200 
from Hugh Dawson (PP Lord Waverley) 
REFERENCE 

1c 43 N/A E Fax letter to Dr Mudhafar A Amin dated 
6/3/00 from Edward Heath 
REFERENCE 

1c 73 23/4/03 A Photocopy letter dated 2/5/00 no. 
19/4/99/2394/K 

1c 74-78 22/4/03 A Photocopy five page Iraqi Intelligence 
Service (IRIS) memo dated 3/1/00 no. 
140/4/5/5  
Subject the Mariam Campaign 

1c 82 22/4/03 E Photocopy letter from George Galloway 
MP, Chairman Mariam Appeal, 
Organizer Emergency Committee in Iraq 
To Whom it May Concern (undated) 
REFERENCE 

1c 83 N/A A Photocopy letter dated 9/5/00 

1c 84-85 22/4/03 A Two page photocopy letter dated 6/5/00 
reference Kh/30/100 

2 N/A N/A E Fax/copy of a letter dated 1/8/00 to Dr M 
Amin from the Reverend Canon Andrew 
White 
REFERENCE 

 

10. I have been informed that the documents la are the original translations of some of the Telegraph 
Documents which were made at or shortly after the time of alleged discovery of the documents in Iraq. 

Purpose of Examination 

11. I have been asked to give an opinion as to whether or not: 
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a) The Telegraph Documents are authentic 

b) The Telegraph Documents were found in more than one group or whether they were found 
together. In particular it is alleged that the documents published in the Daily Telegraph on 23 and/or 
24/4/03 were from a different source to those published on 22/4/03. 

12. I have no confirmed genuine Iraqi documents, logos or headers to compare in order to give an opinion as 
to 11a) above. However, I have given consideration to the following possible sequential scenarios in order 
to come to some opinions regarding these matters: 

Possible Scenarios for the Documents as a Whole 

a) The vast majority of all the documents in all the files are produced in a contemporaneous manner 
and are authentic 

b) All the submitted documents are created contemporaneously but are not authentic. (An example of 
this would be through the creation of a ‘shadow office’ which acts as a fully functioning office but 
produces false material) 

c) All the documents are forgeries created at a later date 

If  b) or c) is the case then the Telegraph Documents are not authentic. If a) is the case then I have also 
considered the following further scenarios: 

Possible Scenarios for the Disputed Telegraph Documents 

d) Whilst the vast majority of the submitted documents are authentic one or more of the Telegraph 
Documents are forgeries inserted amongst otherwise authentic documents or are authentic 
documents which have been altered 

e) Each of the Telegraph Documents is also authentic 

13. It should be noted that I am unable to give any opinion as to the veracity or otherwise of  the information 
in the documents, whether or not they are authentic. This is because an “authentic document” may 
contain unintentionally erroneous information, or intentionally false or misleading information for a 
variety of reasons. These factors need to be considered elsewhere. 

14. I have examined the documents overall and have compared the Telegraph Documents with the 
surrounding documents. I have paid particular attention to the Telegraph Documents themselves and 
also to other documents which appear to be of a similar date and style to the Telegraph Documents. 
Because of the large number of documents I have been unable to examine every submitted document in 
detail. 

15. Because the documents are mainly in Arabic they are hole punched on the right hand side of the page. 
The documents in 1c–10 are in similar blue bound folders bearing Iraqi  symbols on the covers together 
with an indication of the dates and contents. A number of the folders contain handwritten index pages. 
Where the documents are bound, they have been tied into the folders using similar white shoe-lace type 
ties. In the case of the Core Folder this lace was removed during previous forensic analysis as described 
above. One of the folders, item 11, is different to the others being a black lever arch type file. This folder 
contains predominantly photocopy documents dated in 2001. The mechanism of this folder is faulty. 

Technical Issues 

16. When a document is photocopied extraneous marks can be created due to imperfections on the glass 
platen and/or in the mechanism of the photocopier. Such marks may be virtually invisible to the naked 
eye.  Such marks will vary over time, for example additional damage to the platen may add more marks 
and the cleaning of the platen may remove marks. A progression in marks over time (where some marks 
remain from copy to copy  and others appear or disappear) is expected when examining photocopy 
documents made over a period of time. Furthermore, similarities in such trash marks may allow an 
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opinion as to whether or not two or more photocopy documents were created via the same particular 
machine. 

17. Indented impressions of writing may be caused if original writing is made on one document whilst 
resting either directly or indirectly on another.  Such impressions can be visualised using oblique lighting 
or by using the sensitive ESDA (Electrostatic Detection Apparatus) test. The latter produces a transparent 
‘lift’ from the document where indented impressions are usually seen as a dark trace and existing ‘live’ 
writing is usually seen as a light trace. If indented impressions can be matched to their source then this is 
conclusive evidence that the source writing was made whilst resting on the document under examination. 

Examination and Results 

18. I have been informed that the four documents in English within the Telegraph Documents are known to 
be of genuine provenance. That is, where a photocopy or fax of an English document is included in the 
Telegraph Documents it has been verified that the original of these documents was actually authored by 
the person it claims to be from. This includes  a letter numbered 82 from George Galloway MP on House 
of Commons headed paper commencing ‘To Whom it May Concern’. This letter within the Telegraph 
Documents is in photocopy form but I understand that it is accepted that it corresponds to a genuine 
original letter. Therefore, I have taken these letters in English to be reference documents for the purpose 
of my further examinations. These letters are listed in the table in paragraph 8. 

Authenticity of the Vast Majority of the Documents 

19. I find that the overall appearance and nature of the documents is what I would expect to find in 
documents put together in an office(s) type environment. There are a wide variety of paper types, a 
mixture of original, photocopy and fax documents, a variety of handwritten annotations and signatures. 
Many of the documents are printed (using laser, ink jet printers etc.) but a number are handwritten. 
There are a number of original English and European documents present as well as other copy/fax 
English and European documents including those mentioned as reference documents. The vast majority 
of the documents are in date order although with some documents further copies of the same documents 
are found elsewhere within files. Some examples of originals and copies of the same documents are found 
as well as examples of duplicate print outs of the same letter, some originally signed, some unsigned and 
others stamped with signature hand-stamps. Many documents have been stamped with one or more 
original ink hand-stamps. There are a number of different types and sizes of headed paper including 
some documents with printed gilt borders. Some of the photocopy documents have other Arabic 
photocopies on the reverse side of the photocopy. A variety of stapling and pinning has been used to 
attach small batches of documents together. Some documents have post-it notes attached to them bearing 
Arabic writing. 

20. I have been present while a translator employed by Sir Philip Mawer has translated some of the 
documents. These were mainly documents within the Core Folder 1c and the Britain A folder 2. Where 
these have been translated they show the kind of progression I would expect to find in a 
contemporaneously assembled file containing letters and answers to letters and translations of English 
letters. 

21. There are a number of apparent mistakes and discrepancies within the documents which, in my opinion, 
could be the result of normal clerical practices. For example, in some documents the date at the top of the 
documents does not match the date that the document was signed. Examination of the inks on some of 
the original documents indicates that the signatures are often in a different ink to the dating and reference 
numbers written at the top and it would appear that on many occasions these administrative details are 
filled out by a different person to the person signing the letter. There may therefore be a legitimate 
discrepancy between these dates. Also the Gregorian Calendar (Western) date on a number of documents 
does not appear to exactly correspond to the Hijri Calendar (Islamic) date. 

22. The following English language documents are included within the files. It is expected that these should 
be verifiable if they have not already been (N.B. these are just some examples and do not represent all the 
English language documents present): 
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1c Core Folder 

 (43) Fax letter to Dr Mudhafar dated 6/3/00 from Edward Heath—Reference Document 

 (16) Fax letter to Dr M Amin dated 24/2/2000 from Hugh Dawson (PP Lord Waverley)—Reference 
Document 

 (82) Photocopy letter from George Galloway MP to Whom it May Concern (undated)–Reference 
Document 

 (89), (132) (back), (134) Photocopy/fax of press release ‘Mariam Appeal to launch Iraq International 
Work Brigades’, fax dated 7/7/00–multiple copies present 

 (91) Fax of ‘The Next Century Foundation’ letter dated 17/5/00 to Dr Mudhafar Amin from Dr Burhan 
Al-Chalabi and Mr William Morris 

 (190) Fax copy of letter to His Excellency Abdul IIIah Khatib, Foreign Minister of Jordan dated 1/9/00 
from Robin Cook 

 (204) Original letter dated 6/9/00 to the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Baghdad from the Revd Canon 

Andrew P B White 

 A number of copy/fax news articles 

2 Britain A Folder 

 Letter dated 2/2/2000 to The Reverend Canon Andrew White from Abdul Jabbar Abdul Abbass for the 
Ministry of Health 

 Fax of letter dated 22/2/00 to Dr Omaid Mubarak from Dr Charles Reed of the Church of England 
Archbishops’ Council (two copies) 

 Fax of letter to Dr M Amin from Canon Andrew White mentioning Sir Richard Branson (undated) 

 Fax/copy of a letter dated 1/8/00 to Dr M Amin from The Reverend Canon Andrew White Reference 
Document 

4 Britain B Folder 

 Fax letter to Dr Mudhafer Amin dated 30/11/01 from Lucy Sheppard of the BBC programme ‘Breakfast 
with Frost’ 

 Email to aziz@mail.uruklink.net from William (email address available) dated 11/11/01 re:  Message from 
Next Century Foundatio (sic) 

 Articles regarding INDICT 

 Fax letter dated 20/2/01 to Dr Mudhafar Amin ref: MDE14/01.44 from Vincent Del Buono of Amnesty 
International 

 Original letter dated 21/12/00 to The Minister of Foreign Affairs from George Galloway MP of the Great 
Britain-Iraq Society (+ photocopy) 

 Special Report: Iraq article dated 8/1/01 by Ewen MacAskill and Richard Norton-Taylor 

 Various other copy newspaper articles 
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5 Britain C Folder 

 Fax letter to Tariq Aziz dated 4/2/1998 from Tony Benn 

 fax press release dated 24/9/1998 of statements by Robin Cook and Kamal Kharrazi 

 Copy of original Hansard report dated 25/11/1998 Volume 321 (complete) with original embossed card 
‘George Galloway MP Senior Vice Chairman Parliamentary Labour Party Foreign Affairs Comittee’ 
(Committee mis-spelled) stapled to it. 

6 Britain D Folder 

 Fax copy press release ‘Britain Hosts Brainstorming Meeting on Humanitarian Aid to Iraq, 20-21 April 
1998 quoting foreign officer minister Derek Fatchett and Clare Short 

There are also a number of French, European and UN letters present amongst the folders which may also be 
verifiable if necessary. 

23. I find a number of different features which together are very strongly indicative of documents produced 
over a period of time consistent with the dates of the documents. Examples of such evidence are: 

 Presence of faxed or copied UK and European news articles whose dates are closely similar to the fax 
dates and are in the main in the correct position within the file. I have verified the dates of a small 
selection of the articles independently. 

 The change in early 2000 of hand stamps which include a date space for handwritten dates from 19__ to 
200_  (in Arabic) to indicate the year thus demonstrating the manufacture of a new stamp for this 
purpose. 

 The change of London fax/telephone numbers from 0171 to 020 7 on UK headed paper (especially in the 
Iraqi Interests Section documents) shortly after the change date of 22 April 2000. 

 Appearance and progression of photocopy ‘trash’ marks with respect to time. 

 Similarities in headers and similarities in trash marks between documents in different files where 
documents are of broadly similar dates. 

 The inter-relation of documents (letter and reply). 

 Similarities in nature of stamp impression imperfections where they are of purportedly similar dates. 

 The darkening of thermal faxes over time including imaging of some elements of surrounding documents 
visible as lighter areas in the darkened fax paper. 

 The offsetting of original ink signatures onto the back of some documents, presumably where documents 
were signed one on top of another. 

24. Taking the evidence together I consider the possibility that all the submitted documents are forgeries 
made at a later date, is so small that it can be discounted. 

25.  Whilst the theoretical possibility that the documents have been made contemporaneously but are not 
authentic exists it would, in my opinion, be extremely difficult to carry out in practice. 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. 
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26. Therefore, in my opinion, there is a high probability that the vast majority of the documents are 
authentic. This does not preclude the possibility that isolated documents are forgeries inserted into the 
body of authentic documents. This possibility is considered below. 

Authenticity of the Telegraph Documents 

27. I therefore now consider the possibility that some, or all, of the disputed Telegraph Documents are 
forgeries inserted into the files of predominantly authentic documents at a later time. 

Nature of the Disputed Documents 

28. The disputed Telegraph Documents in the Core Folder and others associated to them, consist of the 
following: 

Yellow tag 
number 

Description 

7 A photocopy letter dated 5/2/2000 number 197 from Tariq Aziz. This   
shows one original red ink annotation. 

73 A photocopy letter dated 2/5/2000 reference 19/4/99/2394/K referring to an intelligence 
memo dated 3/1/2000. This letter bears an original hand stamp and original ink 
annotations. Whilst it is no longer attached, there is a torn edge which, in my opinion, 
shows a mechanical fit to a fragment stapled to the documents (74-82) below   
such that I consider that it was stapled to them at some previous time. 

741-78 A photocopy of a five page Iraqi Intelligence Service (IRIS) memo dated 3/1/2000. This 
document bears no original writing but shows photocopy handwriting, signature and 
annotations. This document is also stapled to the documents (80-82) listed below. 

802 Photocopy CV 

81 Photocopy CV (mentions Next Century Foundation) 

82 Photocopy George Galloway letter “To Whom it May Concern” (Accepted as genuine in 
origin) 

83 A photocopy letter dated 9/5/00 referring to letter (73) above. This  letter bears an 
original hand stamp and original ink annotations. This  letter is stapled to the documents 
84-85 below and, in my opinion, was also stapled to the documents (86, 87 & 89) with a 
second staple (not now attached) 

84-85 Photocopy of a two page letter dated 6/5/00 also referring to letter (73) above 

86 Arabic translation of 89 (see 83 above) 

87 Arabic translation of 89 (see 83 above) 

893 Fax copy press release in English ‘Mariam Appeal to launch Iraq International Work 
Brigades’ (verifiable) 

 

1The yellow label has fallen off item 74. 

2Item 79 is not present but I understand that it is accepted that this was a piece of loose paper inserted after the 
alleged finding of the documents by the Daily Telegraph journalist or his translator. 
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3Item 88 is a loose piece of paper bearing English writing “Ref to GG”… and is presumably inserted by the 
journalist who allegedly found the documents. 

Letter no. 7 From Tariq Aziz 

29. This letter is in photocopy format. The paper is A4 in size. I find that the header of item 7 is closely 
similar to the header of other documents of a similar date elsewhere within the files. This includes 
detailed similarities such as an apparent cropping of the top of the writing above the crest. I also find 
similarities in photocopy trash marks to marks on other documents within the files and further find that 
these trash marks go on to show a progression over time. In my opinion this indicates that item 7 has 
been produced via the same photocopier as other items within the files and using closely similar headed 
paper. 

30. I note that photocopy toner from the front of document 7 has offset onto the back of document 6. 

31. I note that the letter is dated 5/2/00 at the top of the letter but is dated _/2/00 (i.e. no day) beneath the 
signature. I also understand that the Islamic style date is not consistent with the Western style date. The 
Islamic date appears to have been incorrectly put as the 1st of the next month whilst the printed proforma 
remains at the previous month. Such a mistake can easily be made towards the end of a month in either 
date style and, in my opinion, this is no more indicative of a forgery than a genuine mistake. 

32. In my opinion, the signature on this document, whilst being in photocopy format has the appearance of 
being derived from a signature ‘stamp’ rather than an original handwritten signature. There are original 
examples of such signature stamps elsewhere within the files, for example two pairs of documents dated 
20 or 21/4/1998 within the Britain D folder. In the case of one of these there is no day in the date beneath 
the signature. Also in the case of both these letters there is a second print-out of the same letter with an 
original signature and a day in the date beneath the letter.  In my opinion, this suggests that the signature 
stamp is used for keeping internal records for example an office copy of a letter sent out or perhaps faxed.     
The signature stamp on the Tariq Aziz letter 7 is not identical to those on the other two mentioned, but 
this may be due to the date difference. Taken as whole this letter has every appearance of being a 
photocopy of an ‘office copy’ printout of a letter. However, this does not suggest that it is not authentic 
and indeed the evidence found would, in my opinion, be difficult and apparently unnecessary to replicate 
in a forgery. 

33. Using ESDA I find one small set of indented impressions of marks. Whilst I am unable to find the source 
of these impressions I do find that the same impressions are present on document 8 in a similar 
orientation. Therefore, in my opinion document 7 was resting on document 8 when some unknown 
writing was made whilst resting on both documents. 

34. There is a handwritten index at the front (Arabic) of the core file and there is reference to document 7 in 
this index. Whilst the body of the index is in blue ink there are also additional entries in red ink which 
appear to have been made at a later time(s). Letter 7 is detailed in a red ink entry and is out of position 
with respect to the surrounding dates of other entries, being after the last entry dated 12/12 (document 
246). There is also another red ink entry beneath the document 7 entry which is dated 3/7 referring to 
letter number 1076. This is the document numbered 123 in the Core Folder. I have considered the 
possibility that the red ink entry referring to document 7 was made later in order to fraudulently insert a 
forged document (document 7) into the folder. However, the index also shows some of the other disputed 
documents (see below paragraphs 39 & 45) entered in blue ink and in the correct position in relation to 
the surrounding entries. If these latter entries were also forgeries then it would be necessary to re-write 
the body of the index and if the disputed documents were the only forgeries (as considered in this 
scenario) then not writing document 7 in the correct position would appear to be a substantial oversight. 
If so, then the positioning of this index line would suggest that document 123 should also be a forgery but 
this appears to be unconnected to the Telegraph Documents. 

35.  I find that the paper used to write the index in the Core Folder is closely similar to paper used in all but 
one of the other Britain folders (which has no index) in that the printed pro-forma is closely similar 
including a number of printing blemishes. In my opinion this paper originates from a common origin. 
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36. With the aid of an interpreter I understand that the content of document 7 refers to similar matters as are 
referred to in another letter which is dated 22/1/00 in the Britain A Folder 2. The punch holes on this 
letter dated 22/1/00 are torn so that it is not bound into the Folder. Both letter 7 and this letter refer to the 
Presidential letter No 3562 (this is in a handwritten annotation on the 22/1/00 letter, translated as 
“Submitted with the Presidential letter No 3562”). The 22/1/00 letter is in original format including an 
original black ink signature and date at the bottom and blue ink date and reference numbers at the top. 
On the back of this letter I find a black ink offset which, in my opinion, is caused by a similar wet ink 
signature and date on another letter (e.g. signing a pile of letters). I also find indented impressions of 
writing on the 22/1/00 letter which in my opinion show impressions of the same date and a similar 
(though different) reference number near the top left of the letter. This finding is consistent with another 
letter (possibly the next) being administratively dated and referenced whilst resting on the current letter. 
There is an index at the (Arabic) front of the Britain A Folder 2 and the document dated 22/1/00,        
reference numbered 115, is indexed in the correct position amongst the bulk of the entries. These findings 
are entirely consistent with surrounding documents and, in my opinion would be extremely difficult and 
unnecessary to replicate in a forgery. 

Documents 73-82 in the Core Folder 1c 

37. I find that the documents numbered 73–82 in the Core Folder (number 79 is missing as  described above) 
are photocopies made on larger than A4 sized paper. This paper is  approximately 8.5 inches x 13 inches 
and is a variant of ‘foolscap folio’ or ‘folio’ paper although this name covers a variety of sizes. I will refer to 
this paper size as folio for ease of reference. It is an unusual size to use in photocopiers in the UK 
However, some of the original documents within the submitted files are of a similar size, especially the 
paper with original bordered edges so it is possible that this size paper is used in order to be able to copy 
larger (mainly longer) original documents. I find similarities between trash marks on the photocopies 73–
82 such that, in my opinion, all these copy documents were produced via the same photocopier. I also 
find that the paper used for documents 73–82 is visually similar to other paper sheets within the folders.  
Furthermore, I find that the copier trash marks seen in documents 73–82 are also found in other copies 
having dates close to 73, and these others are located in the France A folder 3. I am able to closely match 
the header of letter 73 (and 83) to other headers amongst the submitted documents. I also find close 
alignment of the printed text below the signature in these two documents to other similarly dated 
documents within the submitted documents. I find  that the signatures on 73 and 83 are closely similar to 
a number of other signatures within the folders (though I find none that are superimposable which may 
be the case if signatures are ‘cut and pasted’ in order to create a forgery). 

38. I find that the original handstamp impression on both 73 and also 83 is closely similar to other (200_) 
handstamps throughout the submitted documents. Such a stamp would, in my opinion be difficult to 
replicate from scratch in a forgery. I find indented impressions of  the original handwritten annotations 
within the handstamp, and also some from elsewhere on these documents, impressed onto the 
documents beneath them (i.e. directly below them) such that, in my opinion the documents beneath were 
present when these annotations were made. 

39.  I find that the outer document of the stapled set 73–82 is present in the index of the Core Folder 1c in the 
correct place and in the bulk blue ink. 

40. I am unable to precisely match the header of the five page intelligence memo, items 74–78 to other 
documents within those submitted. In particular the nature of the Arabic writing to the left of the Iraqi 
eagle and the size of the Iraqi Intelligence Service symbol differ with respect to other headed paper. 
However, I find similar headings with some closely similar elements and I find that the border to the 
document is closely similar to  borders elsewhere within the submitted documents including original gilt 
edged borders. I note that the position of the header element of the pages in this memo varies with respect 
to the border element suggesting that they are separately printed elements. This variation amongst this set 
is what I would expect if the document set was copied from 5 original pieces of printed paper rather than 
a single copied pro-forma. I note that this document set is dated earlier than the surrounding documents, 
in January 2000, and that the proforma header is formulated for 19__ dates rather than 2000 dates I note 
that the signature on this document set is similar to, but not a photocopy of, those on other documents 
elsewhere within the folders. The letter 73 refers specifically to this five page  memo. I note that there is a 
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lighter patch of background below the signature on 78, but I am unable to determine whether or not this 
indicates some masking of a precursor. 

41. The two Arabic CVs, documents 80 and 81, may be verifiable. 

42. The George Galloway letter, document 82, is accepted as being of genuine origin. A photocopy line on 
this document suggests that the original of this document was A4 sized. It should be emphasised that I 
find that this document has been photocopied via the same copier as the associated disputed documents 
73-81 (excluding 79). The phone numbers on this document suggest that it was produced prior to 
22/4/00. I find that items 73-81 were held by one staple but the George Galloway letter 82 has been affixed 
to these documents by a second, separate staple suggesting that 82 has been affixed later. 

43. Whilst many of the documents within the folders are not folded I note that there are similar horizontal 
folds within the documents 73–82 (and also 83–85). I find that other documents of a similar nature 
within the France A Folder 3 also show horizontal fold lines. 

Documents 83–85 in the Core Folder 1c 

44. These documents are photocopies also on folio sized paper. However I find that they do not share the 
same photocopy trash marks as those on documents 73–82. 

45. I find that document 83, the outer document of the stapled set of documents 83–89, (88 is a loose piece of 
paper bearing English writing) is featured in the Index of the folder in the correct place and in the bulk 
blue ink writing. 

46. The nature of the letter 83 is closely similar to that of 73 and the header is closely similar to this and other 
documents elsewhere within the folders. The original handstamp on the document is also similar to that 
on document 73 and closely similar to others elsewhere within the folders. I again find indented 
impressions of the annotations within the  handstamp on the pages directly beneath this. The signature 
on this letter is also similar to that on 73 and others throughout the folder (but again not 
superimposable). 

47. I am unable to find an exact match for the headed paper which has been used to create the photocopy two 
page document 84–85. 

Documents 86, 87 and 89 

48. Documents 86 and 87 appear to be copies of the same Arabic translation of the English document 89. 
These three documents are on A4 paper and appear to originate from a later time than their position in 
the file would indicate since copies of 89 appear elsewhere within the folders and appear to have been 
faxed in July 2000. These three documents are currently stapled together and show evidence of having 
been stapled to documents 83–85 using a second staple and therefore presumably at a later time. Also 
whilst all the documents 73–85 (excluding 79 which is not present) are on folio paper which has been 
folded horizontally, documents 86, 87 and 89 are on A4 paper which does not appear to have been folded. 

49. The nature of the folders and indexes is such that the folders appear to have been compiled at the end of a 
set period of time rather than documents being filed in a folder directly as they are received. It is therefore 
possible to have documents which are seemingly out of date attached to one another prior to the 
compilation of the folder at the end of the set period. 

Indented Impressions of Original Handwritten Translations 

50. I have examined the disputed Telegraph Documents in the Core Folder 1c for the possible presence of 
indented impressions of writing. Using this method I find indented impressions of writing on the 
Telegraph Documents 73–85. The majority of these impressions are fragmentary in nature. I have 
compared them to the handwriting within the translations (item 1a) said to have been made in Iraq by the 
Daily Telegraph translator(s). I find that I am able to match a number of the impressions to the writing 
within these translations and frequently the impressions relate to the information of the sheet on which 
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they appear. The nature of the impressions is such that, in my opinion, they were made whilst resting on 
the Telegraph Documents but whilst the paper being written on has been frequently moved so that the 
impressions are fragmentary. This pattern is entirely consistent with the ongoing translation of 
documents within a file. Furthermore there are examples where the same impressions can be seen 
through more than one document. In particular translation writing written whilst resting on the front of 
73 was made whilst also resting on 74 etc. showing that these were together at the time that the 
translations were made. 

Evidence of Forgery or Alteration 

51. I am unable to find any evidence of forgery such as cut-and-paste marks or unexpected        
superimposable signatures. If the body of the documents were authentic and just a few documents were 
forgeries then I would expect that the authentic documents would be used as models in order to create 
proforma headers, signature etc.  My findings do not show such a pattern. 

52. I also find no evidence of suspicious alterations to the disputed documents. 

Evidence of the Disputed Documents Being Found at Different Times/Locations 

53. In my opinion there is no evidence to suggest that any of the disputed Telegraph Documents were found 
at a different time/location to the others. In particular the letter numbered 73 in the Core Folder (dated 
2/5/00) which was published in the Telegraph on 23/4/03 was in my opinion stapled to the other disputed 
documents 74–82 and indented impressions from Arabic writing on this letter is present on documents 
beneath it. Furthermore indented impressions of the same writing from the original translations 1a        
are indented through both document 73 and 74. Similarly the letter numbered 84–85 which was 
translated in the Telegraph on 24/4/03 is stapled to the letter numbered 83 and bears indented 
impressions from this letter. Letter 84–85 also bears indented impressions of the original translations 
within 1a. In the case of both 73 and 84–85 I consider that the only way that these could have been found 
at a different time/location to the documents they are currently associated with is if they were removed 
from those documents and taken to another location. Prior to their translation by the Telegraph 
translator they would then have to be re-inserted into their current position in the Core Folder 1c. Such 
action does not appear to serve any useful purpose. 

54. Taking the evidence together I consider that it is extremely unlikely that any of the disputed Telegraph 
documents are forgeries inserted into otherwise authentic documents. In my opinion the features of the 
documents would be extremely difficult and, in many cases seemingly unnecessary to forge. Therefore, in 
my opinion there is a high probability that all the disputed Telegraph Documents are authentic. 

Conclusions 

Authenticity of the Vast Majority of the Documents 

55. 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. 

Authenticity of the Disputed Telegraph Documents 

56. 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. 

57. It should be noted that I am unable to comment on the veracity of the information within the disputed 
Telegraph documents, whether or not they are authentic. 

58. I find no evidence to suggest that any of the disputed Telegraph documents were found at a different 
time/place to the others. 
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59. I have carried out this work and have prepared this statement in accordance with the Code of Good 
Practice issued by the Council for the Registration of Forensic Practitioners. 

60. A full record of the work done in this case is available for inspection at the Laboratory. 

19 January 2007 

33. Report by the Charity Commission on the Mariam Appeal, 28 June 
2004  

The Mariam Appeal  
(Unregistered) 

Introduction 

1. This is a statement of the results of an inquiry under section 8 of the Charities Act 1993 (“the Act”). 

2. The Mariam Appeal (“the Appeal”) was established in 1998. The objects of the Appeal as stated in its 
Constitution were: “to provide medicines, medical equipment and medical assistance to the people of 
Iraq; to highlight the causes and results of the cancer epidemic in Iraq and to arrange for the medical 
treatment of a number of Iraqi children outside Iraq”. 

3. Part of the Appeal’s activities were to bring a young child ‘Mariam Hamza’ to the UK to receive treatment 
for Leukaemia, a cancer which the founders of the Appeal considered to have been caused by the 
programme of sanctions imposed by the United Nations and the use of weapons containing depleted 
uranium during and since the 1991 Gulf War. 

Issues 

4.  In April 2003 the Charity Commission received a complaint that had been presented to the Attorney 
General in response to a newspaper article. The complainant was concerned that the funds held by the 
Mariam Appeal were held for purposes which were, or were capable of being, charitable, and that these 
funds had been used for non-charitable purposes, including the funding of visits abroad. 

5. The Commission opened an evaluation on 24th April 2003. During the course of this evaluation, the 
Commission requested information from individuals connected to the Appeal. The Commission 
established that the fund-raising literature circulated prior to Mariam’s arrival in the UK for hospital 
treatment expressed the purpose of the Appeal in charitable form and that the funds raised in connection 
with this were for charitable purposes. As the Commission had insufficient information from the Appeal 
at that point to satisfy itself that the causes for concern were unfounded, on 27th June 2003, an inquiry 
under Section 8 of the Act was opened to investigate how the monies raised for the Appeal between 
March 1998 and April 1999 had been spent.  

6. At the same time, the Commission continued to evaluate the later stages of the Appeal. In the course of 
the inquiry, the Commission obtained a copy of the Appeal’s Constitution that had been used to open a 
bank account in the Appeal’s name and after consideration and review of its contents the Commission 
concluded that the Appeal’s objects were charitable. 

7. On 13th November 2003 a second inquiry was opened into the Appeal to investigate how the monies 
raised throughout the lifetime of the Appeal had been expended. 

Findings 

8. 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 Constitution placed the control and management of the administration 
of the Appeal with the members of the Executive Committee of the Appeal, who in accordance with the 
provisions of the Act were the charity trustees. 
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9. The Commission concluded that those persons who founded the Appeal were unaware that they had 
created a charity. The founders had received legal advice, that the Commission considers to be in error, 
that the Constitution did not create a charity. 

10. The Commission used powers under Section 8 and Section 9 of the Act to obtain details of the opening of 
the Appeal’s bank accounts, the signatories on the various mandates and the receipt and payment of 
funds. 

11. Apart from public donations it was established that the major funders of the Appeal were the United 
Arab Emirates, a donor from Saudi Arabia and a Jordanian Businessman Fawaz Zuriekat. 

12. The Commission has been unable to obtain all the books and records of the Appeal. Mr Galloway, the 
first Chairman of the Appeal, has stated that this documentation was sent to Amman and Baghdad in 
2001 when Fawaz Zuriekat became Chairman of the Appeal. Mr Galloway has informed the Commission 
that this documentation is no longer under the control of the original trustees of the Appeal and cannot 
be located by them. Mr Galloway confirmed that the Appeal did not produce annual profit and loss 
accounts or balance sheets. 

13. The Commission received assurances from Mr Galloway that the monies received by him from the 
Appeal related to expenses incurred in his duties as Chairman of the Appeal. 

14. The Commission established that Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad and Stuart Halford, two of the original 
trustees, received unauthorised benefits in the form of salary payments from the Appeal’s funds. The 
information provided to the Commission suggests that the Executive Committee considered these 
payments were necessary and were unaware that they were unauthorised. The Commission accepts that 
none of the Executive Committee acted in bad faith and that the services provided were of value to the 
Appeal. 

15. Some of the activities of the Appeal were political by nature, in particular a campaign to end the sanctions 
against Iraq. The information provided is consistent with the view that these activities were ancillary in 
terms of expenditure to the purposes of the Mariam Appeal. The trustees could reasonably have formed 
the view that this would have the impact of enabling treatment for sick children. 

16. The Commission is satisfied that Mariam’s treatment and aftercare were funded by the Appeal in 
furtherance of its purposes. 

Outcomes 

17. The Commission informed the founders of the Appeal that its objects were charitable and that 
accordingly, the Appeal should have been registered with the Commission. 

18. The Commission informed the trustees who had received salary payments from the Appeal’s funds that 
these were indeed unauthorised benefits made in breach of the trusts of the Appeal. The Commission has 
informed these trustees and Mr Galloway that, as the services provided were of value to the Appeal and as 
there was no evidence of bad faith on behalf of any member of the Executive Committee, none of them 
being aware that these payments were unauthorised and believing them to be necessary, the Commission 
would not be pursuing recovery of those sums. 

19. 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. 

20. 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. 



Conduct of Mr George Galloway    45 

 

21. The inquiries were closed on 17th May 2004. 

Wider Issues 

22. A body is a charity if it is: 

 Set up under the law of England and Wales; and  

 is established for exclusively charitable purposes 

23. To be a charity an organisation must have purposes that are exclusively charitable. A charity’s purposes 
are its objects or aims, which are usually set out in its governing document. The meaning of “charitable 
purposes” is largely based upon the decisions of the Court and the Charity Commission over the years. 
Generally, if an organisation is a charity then it must apply to the Commission for registration, and the 
Commission must register it. 

24. Trustees should be aware that they may only apply their charity’s assets to further its stated purposes and 
not for any other purposes, whether charitable or not. If there is evidence that trustees have deliberately 
or recklessly used charity assets for inappropriate purposes, the Commission will consider taking steps to 
obtain restitution from them personally. 

25. Charities have an obligation to keep accounting records and to prepare accounts. There is a detailed 
statutory framework for this and for the preparation of annual reports. It is designed to meet the need for 
public accountability for the large resources held by charities without adding unnecessarily to the burden 
on trustees. 

26. In respect of political activities, charity trustees must be able to satisfy themselves that there is a 
reasonable expectation that the charity’s campaigning will be effective in furthering the charity’s 
purposes, and that the resources the charity uses for campaigning are justifiable and proportionate to the 
outcomes the charity expects to achieve. 

34. Constitution of the Mariam Appeal  

Constitution of The Mariam Appeal 
 
The MARIAM APPEAL (“Appeal”) is an independent, non-profit making entity, established in accordance 
with the laws of England following the treatment of the Iraqi child Leukaemia victim Mariam Hamza. 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. 

Objectives and Activities 

A.  Objectives 

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

Membership 

Membership is open to all those who are resident in the United Kingdom that subscribe to the Objectives and 
Activities of the Appeal. 

Application for Membership 

1. Applications shall be submitted to the Secretary who shall refer them to the Council at its first meeting. 

2. The applicant shall be nominated by an existing member. 

3. The Council’s decisions are final and it need not show any reasons for the decisions it makes. 

4. The Secretary shall inform the applicant of the Council’s decision. 

Resources 

This consists of the membership fee paid by members together with contributions, donations and grants 
presented by individuals or organisations in addition to revenue accruing from activities. 

Annual Membership Fee 

The annual membership fee is £50 which is due on the 1st of January each year after the year of admission. 
Membership fees are not refundable upon cessation of membership. 

Organisation of the Appeal 

The Appeal shall function through General Meeting and Executive Committee. 

A.  The General Meeting 

1. Which is the supreme authority of the Appeal, shall consist of all members who have paid their annual 
membership fee and who have the right to vote. 

2. The General Meeting shall be held during the month of May of each year. Members shall be given three 
weeks  notice to attend. 

3. The quorum shall be the absolute majority, or any number of members attending after the lapse of half an 
hour from the time designated if still no quorum is achieved. 

4. Voting shall be by show of hands or if demanded by secret ballot, and counting of votes shall be in public. 

5. The General meeting shall: 

i. Approve the annual budget following debate by the Committee 

ii. Discuss the activity of the Appeal for the past year and approve a programme of activity for the 
coming year 

iii. Elect members to the Executive Committee 

B.  Extraordinary General Meetings 

Extraordinary General Meetings of the Appeal may be called for by at least one third of all members. The 
procedure governing Extraordinary General Meetings shall be that of the Ordinary General Meeting. 

C.  The Executive Committee 

1. Consists of the persons elected or approved by the members of the General Meeting to conduct the affairs 
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of the Appeal in achieving it’s objectives. 

2. At present it shall consist of no more than (9) nine members and will itself choose the following officers. 

— Chairman 

— Vice Chairman 

— Secretary 

— Treasurer 

— Liaison Officer 

3. In the absence of the Chairman the Vice Chairman shall so act. 

Responsibility of the Council 

1. To prepare a programme of activities for the Appeal, determine its priorities and the means by which it 
will be carried out. 

2. To submit the accounts to the General Meeting. 

3. To set a date for the General Meeting. 

4. To decide upon membership. 

5. To propose any amendments to the constitution of the Appeal for approval by the General meeting. 

Dissolution 

By Extraordinary General Meeting the Appeal may be dissolved and any remaining funds will be given to a 
designated charity that has similar objectives or is specifically established for helping the children of Iraq. 

We certify that the above statement is a true and accurate account of our Constitution 

Signed 

George Galloway  Stuart Halford 

Chairman   Vice Chairman 

35. Minute of meeting of the Mariam Appeal, 15 April 1999  

Minutes 

The MARIAM APPEAL Meeting—15th April 1999 
 
Present 
George Galloway, Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad, Stuart Halford, Sabah Al-Mukhtar, Andrew Murray 

1. Election of Officers 

A vote for the election of officers to the Mariam Appeal was taken and the following members duly elected: 

Chairman  George Galloway 
Vice Chairman  Stuart Halford 
Liaison Officer  Andrew Murray 
Secretary  Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad 
Treasurer  Sabah Al-Mukhtar 
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15 April 1999 

36. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr Stuart Halford, 23 February 
2006  

Thank you for your letter of 13th February 2006 in which you seek clarification of three points regarding your 
inquiry into Mr Galloway.  I will answer as fully and frankly as possible. 

1. Records of the Mariam Appeal 

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 FZ 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 FZ 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 GG has misled his lawyers on this point. As I 
have already explained GG asked me to get rid of the MA 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 GG was 
my boss. 

2. Payments by the Appeal to Ms. E Laing 

As far as I am aware Ms Laing never worked for the MA and never provided any services for the MA for 
which she would have been paid. Indeed the fact that Ms E Laing received payments from the MA 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 MA. 

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. I cannot confirm whether Ms E Laing was formally *** 
although it would seem to be the case. I am sure this question could easily be clarified through the Public 
Records Office. 

As previously discussed with you the whole structure of the MA 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 MA 
cheques required two signatures and some of GG’s parliamentary staff were at varying times signatories for 
the MA account. Therefore, despite signing a cheque I did not always know to whom the 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. 

3. Arab TV 

First of all I can categorically state that at no time was $600,000 ever transferred to me personally or otherwise 
by FZ to fund work on a TV station in London. In answer to your question, I was not aware of a pledge of 
support for the TV station being given by Saddam Hussein during GG’s meeting with him. I was not at this 
meeting and indeed the first I heard about the TV station was just before it started which was some time 
between December 2002 and January 2003. In fact, it was GG who suggested I work for the TV station as by 
this time the MA was closing. Also Mr Galloway's good friend and his current spokesperson Mr Ron McKay 
was in charge of and running the Arab TV Station. Considering this fact it would seem likely that the $600,000 
referred to by your ‘reliable source’ was transferred to Ron McKay by FZ. 

I was not in receipt of any funds prior to or following GG’s meeting. Once the TV station was in operation I 
received a salary (as did all staff, approximately 30 people). I worked for ATV for only three months. 

Regarding Mr Zureikat’s funding of ATV I would ask you to refer to our previous correspondence regarding 
this point. As far as I was aware Mr Zureikat was funding ATV. This was not a secret. Indeed if you remember 
rightly it was me who drew your attention to this fact. The person running ATV was Ron McKay who was 
also sole signatory for the ATV account. 
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I trust the above answers your questions. 

23 February 2007 

37. Facsimile of Mariam Appeal circular letter, 8 May 1998  

Dear Friend 

I am pleased to send you this mailing on behalf of the Emergency Committee on Iraq and THE MARIAM 
APPEAL which the committee has established. 

You will find ten postcards which you are asked to distribute to those who will promise to stamp and post 
them to the Prime Minister. A regular Parliamentary Question will be asked so that we can chart the 
mounting number of people sending the card. Downing Street will be forced to answer every correspondent 
and the Government will thus be left in no doubt as to the mounting opposition to the sanctions. More cards 
are available on request. 

You will find a vitally important financial appeal for the medical treatment of little Mariam Hamza who has 
come to symbolise the suffering children of Iraq. Please give as generously as you can. The balance after 
Mariam’s hospital bills have been paid will be sent as medicine and medical supplies to the children she had to 
leave behind. 

Lastly you will find an invitation to a public meeting in the House of Commons on the 11th May. A big 
turnout is vital to keep up the pressure. 

Thank you for your continued support—don’t forget to let your own MP know that you are expecting her or 
him to help end suffering in Iraq by lifting the sanctions. 

With all good wishes, 

Yours faithfully 

George Galloway MP 

ENCLOSURE 

THE MARIAM APPEAL 

This is an urgent financial appeal to pay the hospital bills of the four year old Iraqi leukaemia patient Mariam 
Hamza who has come to symbolise all the suffering children in Iraq. 

Mariam is in the Royal Hospital for Sick Children at Yorkhill in Glasgow and THE MARIAM APPEAL has 
had to guarantee the costs of her treatment which could cost up to £50,000. The appeal’s target is £100,000 
with the balance being sent back to Iraq in medicines and medical supplies for the children she has had to 
leave behind. 

You will know that Mariam’s plight has dramatically illuminated the suffering under sanctions and I hope that 
you can help meet the costs which have now been committed. 

Cheques should be made payable to THE MARIAM APPEAL and sent to Room 501, 7 Millbank, 
Westminster, London SW1A 0AA. 

Alternatively payments can be sent directly to any Lloyds Bank where the account name is THE MARIAM 
APPEAL. The account number is 0233776 Sort Code 30-99-50 

This is urgent and important 
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38. Extract from report of the Independent Inquiry Committee (IIC) 
into the UN Oil for Food Programme (the Volcker Committee), 27 
October 2005  

REPORT ON PROGRAMME MANIPULATION 

Chapter Two: Oil Transaction and Illicit Payments 

V. Other Political Beneficiaries 

A. George Galloway 

The Government of Iraq did not give preference to companies based in the United Kingdom in determining 
oil allocations under the Programme. Nonetheless, a total of over 18 million barrels of oil were allocated either 
directly in the name of George Galloway, a member of the British Parliament, or in the name of one of his 
associates, Fawaz Abdullah Zureikat (“Fawaz Zureikat”), to support Mr Galloway’s campaign against the 
sanctions. Mr Zureikat was a prominent Jordanian businessman. Mr Zureikat received commissions for 
handling the sale of approximately 11 million barrels that were allocated in Mr Galloway’s name. 

Both Mr Galloway and Mr Zureikat have denied that Mr Galloway was involved in obtaining the oil 
allocations or receiving any proceeds from the oil sales. Each of them has acknowledged, however, that Mr 
Zureikat made large donations to the Mariam Appeal, a United Kingdom-based organization. Mr Galloway 
has denied that he was aware of the source of Mr Zureikat’s donations. According to Iraqi officials, another oil 
beneficiary, Burhan Al-Chalabi, also received an allocation intended to benefit the Mariam Appeal. A portion 
of the profits from this allocation was deposited into an account of Mr Galloway’s wife, Amineh Naji Daoud 
Abu Zayyad, who was also involved with the Mariam Appeal. 

1. Background 

Although a critic of Saddam Hussein’s regime, Mr Galloway became an outspoken opponent of sanctions 
against Iraq in the British Parliament around the late 1990s. In 1998, Mr Galloway became the first chairman 
of the Mariam Appeal, an organization established to provide medical aid to Iraq and arrange for the medical 
treatment of one particular Iraqi child outside of Iraq. In addition to raising funds for these medical costs, the 
Mariam Appeal also had the broader purpose of campaigning “against sanctions in Iraq”. From 1999 through 
2002, the Mariam Appeal funded Mr Galloway’s tour of over ten countries on a double-decker bus to 
campaign for the ending of sanctions, as well as separate trips to a number of countries, including Jordan, the 
United Arab Emirates, Lebanon, Iraq, Hungary, Belgium, the United States and Romania.142 

 
 
142  United Kingdom Parliament record, Hansard, Column 1022 (Jan 13, 1993), Column 573 (Jan 21, 1993), Column 726 

(Dec 13, 1993), Column 728 (Feb 2, 1998), Columns 938-939 and 941 (Feb 17, 1998), Columns 618-619 (Nov 16, 1998), 
Columns 147, 149, 150-151, and 157 (Nov 25, 1998), Column 1108 (Dec 17, 1998). Charity Commission for England 
and Wales, “The Mariam Appeal (2004)”, sec 2 (June 28, 2004), George Galloway interview (May 16, 2005), 
Davenport Lyons letter to the Charity Commission for England and Wales (Apr 13, 2004), Iraq official interview, 
United Kingdom Parliamentary Register  of Members’ Interests (1998-99, 2000-2001 and 2001-2002). The costs of 
some of these trips were also met by the Great Britain-Iraq Society. United Kingdom Parliament record, Register of 
Members’ interests (2000-2001, 2001-2002, and 2002-2003). In Parliamentary speeches Mr Galloway argued that 
sanctions against Iraq were responsible for chronic malnutrition, disease, and lack of adequate healthcare, as well as 
the deaths of 6,000 children monthly. United Kingdom Parliament record, Hansard, Columns 874 and 875 (Mar 27, 
1998), Columns 250 and 253 (June 29, 1999), Column 708 (Nov 3, 1998). In other parliamentary speeches, Mr 
Galloway argued that the lifting of sanctions would lead to business opportunities in Iraq, he claimed that the 
United Nations Special Commission (“UNSCOM”) was an American tool working with Israeli intelligence, he called 
Richard Butler, the head of UNSCOM, a “congenital liar and a provocateur”, he referred to problems with missing 
Iraqi paperwork for UNSCOM inspectors as a “ridiculous squall”, he described Iraqi opposition parties as terrorists 
and British support for them illegal, and he attacked the legitimacy and purpose of the no-fly zones, designed to 
protect the southern Shi ite and northern Kurdish areas from Iraqi government attacks. United Kingdom Parliament 
record, Hansard, Column 725 (Dec 13, 1993), Column 940 (Feb 17, 1998), Column 707 (Nov 3, 1998), Columns 152 to 
157 (Nov 25, 1998), pt 9 (Dec 17, 1998), Column 82WH (Mar 6, 2002), Column 253, (June 29, 1999), Column 280WH 
(Jan 10, 2001), Column 540 (July 9, 2001). Davenport Lyons are Mr Galloway’s legal representatives. Davenport Lyons 
letter to the Charity Commission for England and Wales (Apr 13, 2004). 
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According to Mr Galloway, the Mariam Appeal records were sent to Amman and Baghdad in 2001 and could 
not be located. Bank and other records show that following its establishment in 1998, the Mariam Appeal 
received three large donations totalling over £1 million, including £500,000 from the United Arab Emirates, 
over £100,000 from Saudi Arabia, and at least £434,000 from Mr Zureikat. The Mariam Appeal also received a 
donation of £6,750 from Neste Oil, which later became Fortum Oil and Gas Oy (“Fortum”). Neste Oil’s 
donation was made following the purchase of oil in a transaction facilitated by Mr Al-Chalabi, an Iraqi 
businessman based in the United Kingdom and an early supporter of the Mariam Appeal. The only other 
donations received by the Mariam Appeal were small amounts from various individuals.143 

2. Oil Allocations and Contracts 

Ministry of Oil records show that from Phases VIII through XIII, a total of 18 million barrels of oil were 
allocated to Mr Galloway, either directly or indirectly through Mr Zureikat, and nearly two-thirds of the oil 
was lifted. According to Iraqi officials, oil allocations were granted to fund Mr Galloway’s anti-sanctions 
activities. Iraqi officials identified Mr Zureikat as acting on Mr Galloway’s behalf to conduct the oil 
transactions in Baghdad.144 

Of those allocations, 11 million barrels of oil were allocated directly to “Mr Galloway” and classified as 
“United Kingdom” allocations and seven million barrels of oil were allocated to “Fawaz Zureikat” also 
classified as “United Kingdom” allocations or noted specifically as allocations for the Mariam Appeal. 
Separately Mr Zureikat was allocated a total of five million barrels of oil, classified as “Jordan” allocations. In 
some phases, oil was allocated to both “Mr Galloway/Fawaz Zureikat” under the “United Kingdom” 
classification and “Fawaz Zureikat” under the “Jordan” classification. Iraqi officials have confirmed that Mr 
Zureikat’s allocations classified as “United Kingdom” were intended to benefit Mr Galloway’s anti-sanctions 
campaign, and those classified as “Jordan” were for the benefit of Mr Zureikat personally. By Phase XI, the 
SOMO Requests for Approval of Contract also began referencing Mr Galloway as the named beneficiary of 
the oil.145 

 
 
143  National Bank of Abud Dhabi record, Mariam Appeal account, credit advices (Apr 13, 1999, Apr 19, and Nov 30, 

2000) and bank statement (May 4 1999), Lloyds TSB record, Mariam Appeal account, bank statements (undated) 
(transaction dates, Aug 4, 2000, Mar 13 and July 11, 2001), bank statements (Nov 1 and 29, 2001, June 13, July 25, 
Aug 8, Sep 5, and Dec 12, 2002). George Galloway interview (May 16, 2005), Neste Oil letter to the Committee (June 
30, 2005) Rod Gavshon interview (May 23, 2005), David Leigh and David Pallister, “Iraq Oil cash funded MP’s 
campaigns, The Guardian, Feb 17, 2004, Dominic Kennedy, “Globetrotter’s 14 trips paid for by appeal,“ The Times, 
Apr 23, 2003, Charity Commission of England and Wales record, “Income of Abu Dhabi Account” (undated), Charity 
Commission of England and Wales, “The Mariam Appeal (2004),” sec 12 (June 28, 2004). 

144  Committee oil beneficiary table, contract nos M/08/35, M/09/23, M/10/38, M/11/04, M/12/14, M/13/48, Iraq official 
interviews, Ghalib Al-Douri interview (Nov 5 2004), Saddam Z Hassan interviews (Mar 9 and July 28, 2005), Tariq Aziz 
interview (Mar 1, 2005). When interviewed a second time, Mr Aziz changed his previous assertion that Mr Galloway 
had received oil allocations. Committee investigators were under the clear impression at this interview that Mr Aziz 
believed that the purpose of the interview was to gather evidence to be used against him in subsequent legal 
proceedings. The Committee does not find the new denial credible under these circumstances. Tariq Aziz interview 
(Aug 16, 2005). The only other allocations designated under United Kingdom “special requests” were for the 
Mujahadeen Khalq. Comittee oil beneficiary table, contract nos M/08/95, M/09/76, M/10/16, M/11/44, M/12/76. There 
is a small discrepancy between the SOMO records and United Nations records relating to contract M/08/35. United 
Nations records reflect an additional 100,000 barrels being lifted. Committee oil beneficiary and company tables, 
contract no M/08/35. 

145  Iraq official interview, Amer Rashid interview (Feb 20, 2005), Saddam Z Hassan interview (July 28, 2005), Committee 
oil beneficiary table, contract nos M/08/35, M/09/23, M/10/38, M/11/04, M/12/14, M/13/48, SOMO oil allocation tables 
for Phase X (Aug 4, 2001) (indicating an allocation of three million barrels of oil for ‘Mr Galloway/Fawaz Zureikat’), 
Phase XII (May 19, 2002) (indicating an allocation of three million barrels of oil for “Mr Galloway/Faraz Zureikat”), 
Phase XIII (Nov 17, 2002) (indicating an allocation of three million barrels of oil for “Mr Galloway/Faraz Zureikat”) 
(each translated from Arabic), SOMO letters to Amer Rashid (Dec 19, 2001) (approving contract M/11/04 for three 
million barrels of oil for “Mr Galloway”), (June 23, 2003) (approving contract M/12/14 for three million barrels of oil 
for “Mr George Galloway”), (Jan 23, 2003) (approving contract M/13/48 for two million barrels of oil for “Mr 
Galloway) (each translated from Arabic). 
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Table 1—Allocations in the names of George Galloway and Fawaz Zureikat 

Phase Beneficiary Name 
on SOMO 
Allocation Table 

Beneficiary Name on 
SOMO Request for 
Approval of Contract 

Country 
Designation 

Barrels of Oil 
allocated 

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 

 
Mr Galloway denied requesting allocations of oil or receiving financial support from the Government of Iraq. 
Mr Zureikat acknowledged that he received oil from the Government of Iraq for himself, but denied that he 
acted as a representative of Mr Galloway in connection with any Iraqi oil transactions under the Programme. 
When asked about the Ministry of Oil records that reference his name and allocations with Mr Galloway 
under the “United Kingdom” classification, Mr Zureikat suggested that his name might have been linked with 
Mr Galloway’s on SOMO documents because he often had been referred to in Iraq as a supporter and friend 
of Mr Galloway.146 

Iraq officials, however, stated that Mr Zureikat negotiated both his own oil contracts at SOMO as well as those 
for the benefit of Mr Galloway’s campaign. According to Iraqi officials, during some of his visits to SOMO to 
deal with oil contracts, Mr Zureikat discussed the activities of the Mariam Appeal and repeated on more than 
one occasion that the oil allocated to Mr Galloway was being used to support the activities of the Mariam 
Appeal or that the allocations were for “George”.147 

Augusto Giangrandi, a trader for Bayoil and Italtech, discussed below in Section VI B, stated that he had 
conversations with Mr Galloway in Baghdad about oil sales under the Programme. While Mr Galloway did 
not state explicitly to Mr Giangrandi that he had received any oil allocations, over the course of informal 
meetings Mr Galloway asked him to explain how the oil allocation process worked financially and how 

 
 
146  George Galloway interview (May 16, 2005), Dominic Kennedy, Philip Webster, and Melissa Kite, “Galloway faces 

new allegation over misuse of charity funds,” The Times, Apr 23, 2003, Full Statement of George Galloway MP, The 
Guardian, Apr 22, 2003. Fawaz Zureikat interview (July 28, 2005). 

147  Tariq Aziz interview (Mar 1, 2005), Iraq official interviews. Saddam Z Hassan interview (July 28, 2005). 
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commissions were negotiated. Mr Giangrandi enocouraged Mr Galloway to seek an oil allocation and gave 
Mr Galloway his business card. Mr Giangrandi had hired an Iraqi agent to provide information on potential 
allocation holders through his contacts at SOMO. Mr Giangrandi inquired about Mr Galloway through his 
agent and heard that oil had been given to “Abu Mariam” (as Mr Galloway was known) and that Fawaz 
Zureikat was acting as his representative. Mr Giangrandi subsequently attempted to negotiate the purchase of 
oil with Mr Zureikat. The deal fell through when Mr Zureikat report that “his friend” had received a better 
offer from another company. Mr Galloway has describe this as a “cock and bull story”.148 

When asked about Mr Giangrandi, Mr Zureikat initially denied knowing him. Only when Mr Zureikat was 
told that Mr Giangrandi claimed to have met him, did he acknowledge the meeting. Nevertheless, Mr 
Zureikat stated that the meeting had lasted about five minutes, and he denied doing business with Mr 
Giangrandi.149 

3. Surcharge Payments 

Between Phases VIII and XII, Aredio and ASI Middle East Advanced Semiconductor Inc (“Middle East 
Advanced Semiconductor”), Mr Zureikat’s company which specialized in supplying electronic parts and had 
extensive commercial interests in Iraq, purchased approximately 11 million barrels of oil related to the 
allocations for Mr Galloway and Mr Zureikat (designated as “United Kingdom” allocations). Some of the oil 
contracts were financed by Taurus, which also purchased and financed some of the oil (designated as 
“Jordan”) allocations granted to Mr Zureikat. Surcharges totalling $2,103,034 were levied on four contracts 
corresponding to allocations for the benefit of Mr Galloway and his campaign.150 

In Phase VIII, Ministry of Oil records show that approximately $264,000 in surcharges was levied on Aredio’s 
contract. As with other surcharges imposed in Phase VIII, the surcharges were not immediately paid, and, a 
year later, the Iraqi regime demanded payment before additional oil could be lifted. Indeed, in Phase X, a new 
contract with Middle East Advanced Semiconductor was approved subject to payment of the $264,000 
surcharges outstanding from Phase VIII. In December 2001, Taurus wire transferred $264,000 to Mr 
Zureikat’s account at Jordan National Bank. Bank records show that three days later a transfer of $264,000 was 
made from Mr Zureikat’s account into the SOMO account at Jordan National Bank for the payment of 
surcharges on the Aredio contract. Surcharges on the Phase IX contract lifted by Aredio were paid through 
wire transfers from a bank account associated with Taurus. The involvement of Taurus in the payment of the 
surcharge on this contract is discussed in Section VI C.151 

 
 
148  Augusto Giangrandi interviews (Apr 25 and 27-28, and July 24-25, 2005), Confidential witness interview. George 

Galloway e-mail to the Committee  (Oct 17, 2005). 

149  Fawaz Zureikat interview (July 28, 2005). 

150  Committee oil beneficiary and financier tables contract nos M/08/35, M/09/23, M/09/118, M/10/38, M/11/04, M/11/10, 
M/12/14. In Phases VIII and IX, Aredio executed the contracts with SOMO to purchase over four million barrels of Mr 
Galloway’s allocations. In Phases X through XII, Middle East Advanced Semiconductor executed the contracts with 
SOMO to purchase over 7.6 million barrels of Mr Galloway’s allocations. Aredio is affiliated with Taurus, as discussed 
in Section VI C below. Mr Zureikat was President of Middle East Advanced Semiconductor. Fawaz Zureikat fax to oil 
overseers (Dec 20, 2001) (citing himself as President of Middle East Advanced Semiconductor). George Galloway 
interview (May 16, 2005). United Nations records reflect that one million barrels of oil were lifted in relation to 
contract M/13/48. SOMO records relating this contract to Mr Galloway’s allocation show no oil lifted under this 
contract. The Committee believes that the oil shown as lifted under this contract by the United Nations records in 
fact may have been for the benefit of another beneficiary for whom Middle East Advanced Semiconductor acted as 
contract holder, Toujan Al-Faisal. SOMO records show a one million barrel lift by Middle East Advanced 
Semiconductor for Ms Al-Faisal’s benefit under contract M/13/50 United Nations records do not indicate that Middle 
East Advanced Semiconductor lifted this oil. Committee oil beneficiary table, contract no M/13/50, Committee oil 
company table, contract no. M/13/48. 

151  Committee oil company table, contract nos M/08/35, M/09/23, M/10/38, M/11/04, SOMO letters to Amer Rashid (Dec 
19, 2001) (approving contract M/11/04 for three million barrels of oil for “Mr Galloway”). Jordan National Bank 
record, Ziad and Fawaz Zureikat/Middle East Advanced Semiconductor account, bank statement (Jan 1 to Dec 31, 
2001). Jordan National Bank record, SOMO account, bank statement (Jan 1 to Dec 31, 2001) (translated from Arabic). 
The request for approval of contract M/09/118 in the name of Mr Zureikat also contains a reference to Mr Zureikat 
promising to pay the sum of $264,505 owed on “the contract of the Aredio company” (M/08/35) and thus being 
granted a delay in paying the surcharge due on his contract M/09/118. SOMO letter to Amer Rashid (May 8, 2001) 
(translated from Arabic) (approving contract M/09/118 for two million barrels of oil for “Mr Fawaz Zureikat”). 
Confidential document, Jordan National Bank record, Ziad and Fawaz Zureikat/Middle East Advanced 
Semiconductor account, bank statement (Jan 1 to Dec 31, 2001) (translated from Arabic), Jordan National Bank 
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Some of the surcharges assessed on other contracts were paid in the name of Mr Zureikat’s company. In Phase 
X, Ministry of Oil records show that approximately $825,822 was paid on a Middle East Advanced 
Semiconductor contract relating to a United Kingdom Allocation. The surcharge was paid through deposits 
into two SOMO accounts at Jordan National Bank under the name of Middle East Advanced Semiconductor. 
Additionally, surcharges totalling $502,476 were due on contracts relating to separate allocations for Mr 
Zureikat (designated as “Jordan” allocations) of which $497,353 was paid, again under the name of Middle 
East Advanced Semiconductor.152 

4. Donations to the Mariam Appeal 

From April 2001 to August 2003, Mr Zureikat received a total of almost $1.9 million from Taurus accounts. 
Payments from Taurus were split roughly between deposits into an account at the Arab Bank in his name and 
an account at Jordan National Bank in the name of Ziad and Fawaz Zureikat/Middle East Advanced 
Semiconductors.153 

Mr Zureikat initially denied having heard of either Aredio or Taurus. In a subsequent interview, however, Mr 
Zureikat acknowledged that Taurus had purchased some of the oil allocations in his name, but he refused to 
disclose the financial arrangements.154 

A letter addressed to SOMO Executive Director Saddam Z Hassan, dated January 13, 2001 and signed by Mr 
Zureikat, authorized Aredio to execute a contract with SOMO pursuant to his allocation. He further indicated 
that his allocation was linked with the Mariam Appeal.155 

To the State Oil Marketing Company 

Dear Mr Saddam Al-Zibn 

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. I also give permission to Mr Martin Shenker to 
sign the contract. 

Please accept my respects 

                                                                                                                                                               
Record, SOMO account, bank statement (Jan 1 to Dec 31, 2001) (translated from Arabic). Committee oil company 
table, contract nos M/08/35, M/09/23. The $304,321 surcharge on M/09/23 was deposited in two stages on March 18 
and 19, 2001 into the SOMO account. The deposits were made in the name of Salim Ahmad. Jordan National Bank 
record, SOMO account, bank statement (Jan 1 to Dec 31, 2001) (translated from Arabic). Section VI C of this Chapter 
further discusses Taurus and Salim Ahmad. 

152  Committee oil company table, contract nos M/10/38, M/11/04, M/09/118, M/11/10, Jordan National Bank Record, 
SOMO account, bank statement (Jan 1 to Dec 31, 2001) and credit advices (Nov 12 and Dec 4, 2001) (translated from 
Arabic). 

153  Jordan National Bank record, Ziad and Fawaz Zureikat/Middle East Advanced Semiconductors account, bank 
statements (Jan 1 to Dec 31, 2001, Feb 17 to Dec 31, 2002, Jan 31 to Dec 31, 2003) (translated from Arabic). Arab 
Bank record, Fawaz Zureikat account, credit advices (Oct 18 and Nov 20, 2001 (translated from Arabic), Jan 18 and 
May 28, 2002), Banque Bruxelles Lambert record, Taurus account, debit advice (Apr 18, 2001). Regarding the 
November 20, 2001 payment identified in the table above, a letter of credit was funded by Taurus in favor of the 
United Nations in the amount of €28,837,703.59. This was to fund a lift on October 16, 2001 of 1,917,528 barrels, 
part of contract M/10/38. On November 13, 2000, this exact amount was debited from Taurus’s Credit Suisse First 
Boston account in Geneva. On November 19, 2001, Taurus wire transferred $698,640.14 from Credit Suisse Firs 
Boston Geneva to an undisclosed account at Arab Bank Amman. On November 20, 2001 $698,640.14 was deposited 
in Mr Zureikat’s account at Arab Bank. The reference on the Arab Bank credit advice is for “Eastern Power”. The 
SOMO bill of lading indicates that the name of the ship which lifted the oil on October 16, 2001 was the “Eastern 
Power” and lists “Credit Suisse Geneva” as the consignee. BNP New York letter to the United Nations (Nov 14, 2001) 
(informing the United Nations that its account would be credited in the amount of €28,837,703.59), Credit Suisse 
First Boston Geneva record, Taurus account, debit advice (Nov 13, 2001), Arab Bank record, Fawaz Zureikat account, 
credit advice (Nov 20, 2001) (translated from Arabic). SOMO bill of lading bbl/3197 (Oct 16, 2001) (relating to 
contract M/10/38). BNP operated during the Programme through various affiliates, including BNP New York, the 
branch responsible for maintaining the escrow account. These other branches and affiliates will hereinafter be 
referenced by the designation “BNP”, followed by the location of the branch or affiliate (eg. BNP Geneva, BNP 
Hong Kong, BNP New York). 

154  Fawaz Zureikat interviews (July 28 and Oct 10, 2005). 

155  Fawaz Zureikat letter to Saddam Z Hassan (Jan 13, 2001) (translated from Arabic). Deposits to the Mariam Appeal’s 
account were made variously in the name of “Fawaz Zureikat” or “Fawaz Abdallah [sic]. Lloyds TSB record, bank 
statements (undated) (transaction dates Aug 4, 2000, Mar 13 and July 11, 2001) and bank statements (June 13, July 
25, Aug 8, Sept 5, and Dec 12, 2002). 
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[Signature] 

Fawaz Abdullah 

13/1/2001 

Figure Fawaz Abdullah Zureikat letter to Saddam Z Hassan (Jan 13, 2001) (translated from 
Arabic) 
Of the money deposited in the Arab Bank account, approximately $55,000 was transferred in two deposits 
into the Mariam Appeal bank account at Lloyds Trustee Savings Bank (“Lloyds TSB”) in London. A review of 
Mr Zureikat’s Arab Bank records shows that there were a total of $973,300 in eight cash withdrawals from the 
Arab Bank account between October 2001 and January 2002, and a further $101,000 was withdrawn in cash 
between June and July 2003. In addition, bank records show that from August 2000 through December 2002, 
Mr Zureikat wire transferred funds from other accounts totalling approximately £400,000 into the Mariam 
Appeal bank account at Lloyds TSB in London.156 

Mr Zureikat claimed he made donations to many other anti-sanctions campaigns—including a donation to 
one campaign of approximately £200,000. When asked to which other campaign he contributed funds, Mr 
Zureikat replied “That is none of your business”.157 

Mr Galloway has acknowledged that Mr Zureikat donated money to the Mariam Appeal, although he has 
offered varying estimates of the total amount of Mr Zureikat’s donations. In April 2003, however, Mr 
Galloway stated categorically that the Mariam Appeal had “received no money from Iraq”. More recently, 
when interviewed by Committee Investigators, Mr Galloway stated that he never asked Mr Zureikat about the 
source of the money the latter donated to the Mariam Appeal.158 

5. Payments to Amineh Naji Daoud Abu Zayyad (Mr. Galloway’s Wife) 

Burhan Al-Chalabi, an Iraqi businessman based in the United Kingdom, received an oil allocation in Phase 
VII. This oil allocation was granted to Mr Al-Chalabi and designated as a United Kingdom allocation. Mr Al-
Chalabi nominated Fortum to purchase his allocations. Mr Al-Chalabi told an Iraqi official that his allocation 
was to support “Galloway’s campaign”.159 

In April 2000, a donation of £6,750 was made by Fortum (in the name of Neste) to the Mariam Appeal. This 
was in response to a direct request from the Mariam Appeal for funding for medical supplies. Fortum states 

 
 
156  Arab Bank record, Fawaz Zureikat account, credit advices (Oct 18 and Nov 20, 2001) and debit advices (Oct 28-29, 

Nov 11, 21 and 26, and Dec 4 and 27, 2001, Jan 7, 2002, June 30 and July 10, 2003) (translated from Arabic). Lloyds 
TSB record, Mariam Appeal account, bank statements (undated) (transaction dates Aug 4, 2000, Mar 13 and July 11, 
2001), bank statements (Nov 1 and 29, 2001; June 13, July 25, Aug 8, Sept 5 and Dec 12, 2002), Arab  Bank record, 
Fawaz Zureikat account, SWIFT messages (Nov 24 and 26, 2001) (translated from Arabic). Fawaz Zureikat interview 
(July 28, 2005). On November 24, 2001, Mr Zureikat transferred $30,000 to the Mariam Appeal from the same Arab 
Bank account into which the $698,640.14 from Taurus had been paid on November 26, a further $25,000 was 
transferred. Arab Bank record, Fawaz Zureikat account, SWIFT messages (Nov 24 and Nov 26, 2001) (translated from 
Arabic). 

157  Fawaz Zureikat interview (July 12, 2005). 

158  George Galloway interview (May 16, 2005) (estimating that Mr Zureikat provided £375,000 to the Mariam Appeal 
and saying he never asked Mr Zureikat about the source of the funds), George Galloway letter to the United 
Kingdom Attorney-General (Apr 24, 2003). In an interview for the British Broadcasting Corporation (hereinafter 
“BBC”), referring to Mr Zureikat’s donations, Mr Galloway stated “I would have said it was of the order of about 
£200,000 over four years, a ballpark figure” BBC Newsnight, George Galloway interview (Apr 23, 2003), George 
Galloway e-mail to the Committee (Oct 17, 2005). 

159  Committee oil beneficiary table, contract no M/07/83, Iraq official interviews, SOMO oil allocation tables for Phase 
VII (Dec 17, 1999) (indicating an allocation of four million barrels to “Burhan al-Chalabi”). In 1999, Neste Oil merged 
into Fortum. Neste Oil previously had attempted unsuccessfully to obtain oil allocations. SOMO fax to Neste Oil (Dec 
21, 1996), SOMO record, fax to Neste (Aug 23, 1997). Neste Oil record. Neste Oil letter to SOMO (Mar 17, 1998). 
Neste Oil record, Neste Oil letter to Zuhair Ibrahim, Iraqi Interests Section, London (Sept 18, 1998). Neste Oil record, 
Neste Oil letter to the Minister of Oil (Sept 18, 1998), Neste Oil record, Neste Oil letter to Mudhafar A Amin, Iraqi 
Interests Section, London (Aug 12, 1999), Neste Oil record, Neste Oil letter to Minister o Oil (Aug 12, 1999). An Iraqi 
official familiar with allocations granted by Mr Aziz has stated he was unaware of allocations being requested or 
granted for the benefit of Mr Galloway’s campaign prior to Phase VIII. Iraq official interview. 
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there was no connection between its contract under the Programme and its donation to the Mariam 
Appeal.160 

Between January and June 2000, Mr Al-Chalabi (through his company, Delta Services) received commission 
payments from Fortum totalling $472,228 in relation to contract M/07/83. Soon after each deposit, a series of 
payments totalling over $120,000 were transferred from the Delta Services bank account to the bank account 
of Amineh Naji Daoud Abu Zayyad, Mr Galloway’s wife. Ms Abu Zayyad was the medical and scientific 
officer for the Mariam Appeal and one of the authorized signatories on one of the Appeal’s bank accounts.161 

In June 2000, a further portion of Mr Al-Chalabi’s commission in the amount of $70,000 was transferred to 
Mr Zureikat. Mr Zureikat does not recall receiving $70,000 and denied having any business links to Mr Al-
Chalabi. Mr Al-Chalabi did not respond to Committee requests for an interview. In addition, $15,000 was 
transferred from the Delta Services account to a bank account in Jordan in the name of “Mudhafar A Amin” 
listed in the account documents as “ambassador of Iraq”. Mudhafar A Amin was the name of the Iraqi charge 
d’affaires in London at the time.162 

Mr Galloway’s response to the Committee’s findings, in which he reiterates his previous denials, is annexed to 
the report. He states, “I had nothing to do with any oil deals done by Mr Fawaz Zureikat or anyone else”. He 
also stated that his wife denied that she had ever “received $120,000 from Dr Burhan Chelabi [sic] or anyone 
else”. 

 
 
160  Neste Oil letter to the Committee (June 30, 2005) Rod Gavshon interview (Aug 1, 2005), National Bank of Abu Dhabi 

record, Mariam Appeal account, credit advice (Apr 19, 2000) and bank statement (Apr 29, 2003), Mariam Appeal 
record, Stuart Halford letter to National Bank of Abu Dhabi (Apr 12, 2000). 

161  Lloyds TSB record, Delta Services account, credit advices (Jan 21, Mar 20, May 15, and June 29 2000), bank 
statements (Jan 31, Mar 31, May 31, and June 30, 2000), debit advices (Jan 24, Mar 22, and May 16, 2000), National 
Bank of Abu Dhabi record, Mariam Appeal account, Mandate for Incorporated Associations (Aug 18, 1999), Charity 
Commission for England and Wales record, Davenport Lyons letter to the Charity Commission for England and Wales 
(Apr 13, 2004). Mr Al-Chalabi was the beneficial owner of the Delta Services account. Lloyds TSB record, Delta 
Services account, bank account opening document (Apr 15, 1998). $82,738 was to be paid to “the AHLI Foundation”. 
Bank records show this portion of the money actually was withdrawn in cash. Lloyds TSB record, Rawlinson & Hunter 
letter to Lloyds Bank Geneva (June 15, 2000) (requesting wire transfers from the Delta Services account), Lloyds TSB 
record, Delta Services account, bank statement (May 31, 2000). 

162  Lloyds TSB record, Delta Services account, credit advice (June 29, 2000), debit advices (Jan 24, Mar 22, May 16, and 
June 30, 2000), and bank statement (June 30, 2000), Fawaz Zureikat interview (Oct 10, 2005). Neste Oil record, Neste 
Oil letter to Dr Mudhafar A Amin (Aug 12, 1999), Banque Nagelmackers record, Mudhafar A Amin account, bank 
opening documents (Aug 27, 1998) and SWIFT messages (Jan 24, Mar 23 and May 16, 2000). $34,692 was to be paid 
to “the AHLI Foundation”, but actually was withdrawn in cash. Lloyds TSB record, Rawlinson & Hunter letter to 
Lloyds Bank, Geneva (June 15, 2000) (requesting wire transfers from the Delta Services account), Lloyds TSB record, 
Delta Services account, bank statement (June 30, 2000). 
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39. Letter to Dr Burhan Al-Chalabi from the Commissioner, 9 January 
2006  

As you may know, I have for some time been investigating complaints that Mr Galloway breached the Code of 
Conduct for Members of the House of Commons by receiving (directly or indirectly) money from the former 
Iraqi regime under the UN Oil for Food or associated programmes.  My inquiries have been protracted by a 
libel action Mr Galloway has instituted against the Daily Telegraph, which continues to prevent me from 
bringing them to a conclusion.  Nonetheless I have continued to pursue such inquiries as I can and I write 
now to ask if I may see you and put some questions to you as part of my investigation. 

Much of my inquiry focuses on the Mariam Appeal.  I understand from material I have received that you were 
one of the supporters of the Appeal.  You were, for example, mentioned in a press release issued by the Appeal 
on 7 February 2000 as heading up with Mr Galloway a mercy flight to be undertaken to Baghdad.  You were 
also listed among the supporters of the “Day and Night for the People of Iraq” event put on by the Appeal in 
May 2000. 

More recently, two reports published in the U.S. (copies of the relevant parts of which I can supply if 
necessary) have suggested that you were awarded a contract under Phase VII of the UN Oil for Food 
programme, part or all of the proceeds of which were actually intended to benefit Mr Galloway and the 
Mariam Appeal.  I refer in particular to Chapter 2 (Section V .A.5) of the Report of the Independent Inquiry 
Committee into the UN Oil for Food programme (the Volcker Committee) dated 27 October 2005 and to the 
Report of the US Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations published on 25 October 2005.  The 
former report details apparent donations by you, following the execution of the contract, of some US $70,000 
to Mr Fawaz Zureikat (another prominent supporter of the Appeal) and of some $120,000 to Mr Galloway’s 
(now estranged) wife, Dr Amineh Abu Zayyad. 

In the light of this information, I should welcome the opportunity to discuss with you a variety of matters 
relating to the complaints I have received against Mr Galloway including:   

i. Your knowledge of the Mariam Appeal and related organisations and of the roles of Mr Galloway 
and Mr Zureikat in relation to them; 

ii. Your understanding of the arrangements for funding the Appeal and Mr Galloway’s knowledge of 
them;  

iii. Your response to the material in the Volcker Committee and US Senate Sub-Committee reports; 

iv. Any other information you may be able to give me relating to the complaints I have received. 

I should emphasise that, as the independent, non-partisan person appointed to consider complaints against 
MP’s, my primary interest is in Mr Galloway and my concern is to resolve the complaints against him.  I 
enclose a note which I routinely send to all those invited to become witnesses to one of my inquiries.  You may 
find paragraph 8 of particular interest. 

I do hope you will be willing to see me.  

9 January 2006  

40. Letter to the Commissioner from Dr Burhan Al-Chalabi, 10 
February 2006  

Further to my telephone conversation with your Secretary on 17th January 2006, I write to you in reply to your 
letter of 9th January, 2006, the contents of which I have noted. 

Before I reply to the specific questions which you address to me, it may perhaps be helpful to your 
investigations and to assist to set the record straight if I confirm to you at the outset that: 
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(a) I have never hesitated to express my deep concern about the grave hardship suffered by the Iraqi people 
before, during and since the years of sanctions, and my opposition to the invasion and continuing occupation 
of Iraq. 

(b) these are, I believe, legitimate views which, I am aware, are shared by many within both the House of 
Commons and the public at large. I may add that the views which I hold have always been properly and 
democratically voiced within the limits of the rule of law, and have never led me to promote them by engaging 
in any act or omission which would have transgressed the boundaries of British, Iraqi or international law.  
My support for the “Day and Night for the People of Iraq”, the “mercy flight from London to Baghdad”,  the 
“British Iraqi Foundation” were not hostile to or inconsistent with the system of parliamentary democracy 
which I also support. 

(c) I can also confirm that, in January or February 2000, and in accordance with my  humanitarian principles I 
contributed to the Mariam Appeal (to which your letter refers),  and  also to the reconstruction of the primary 
school in Mosul which I attended in my youth and which needed repair and rehabilitation as a result of the 
sanctions (to which your letter does not refer). In neither case did my acts of charity involve my becoming a 
trustee for the interests of those unfortunate Iraqi children whose welfare I hoped to promote, nor did I 
become subsequently involved, or seek any role of any nature in the administration or distribution of the 
funds which I had donated, any more than I would seek to undermine the generosity inherent in any other act 
of charity. 

(d) you may be aware of (and I am sure that you will not object to my referring to) the Arabic proverb and its 
English counterpart that the joy of he who gives lies in the giving. I trust that you will accept that neither my 
intentions nor my conduct were for one moment subversive to the process of the House of Commons of the 
country of which I am a Citizen, or to the conduct of the Member currently under investigation. 

(e) Mr  Galloway’s humanitarian commitment to the Mariam Appeal won my sympathy and my support.  
However my donations were made to the Appeal, and not to Mr Galloway personally, and any insinuation or 
allegation that I ever transferred funds representing the proceeds of Iraqi oil transactions to Mr  Galloway 
directly, or indirectly to him through his Wife, is untrue. 

(f) I am not personally in possession of any factual knowledge which would assist you in relation to the 
investigation of Mr Galloway’s conduct as a Member of Parliament in relation to issues arising in the House 
from the United Nations sanctions against Iraq, any more than I am in a position to provide factual 
information on the conduct of any other Member of the House in relation to the tragic suffering of the people 
of Iraq over the years.  My understanding of these issues is based on information which I have acquired as a 
concerned member of the electorate from the media in the public domain. That concerns follows on from the 
fact that I am a member of the Royal Institute of International Affairs and a Fellow of the Royal society for the 
Encouragement of Arts and Commerce (RSA), of which Her Majesty is the Patron.  I was previously academic 
advisor to the Cultural Attache of the UAE embassy in London, for over 10 years. I have written numerous 
articles and been quoted in Arabic and English newspapers including Al Quds, the Guardian, Financial Times 
and the Times.  I have also participated in numerous radio and television programmes and debates including 
the BBC, CNN and the Al-Jazeera.  The purpose of my media contributions was to highlight the suffering of 
the Iraqi people and the infant mortality rate which involved the death of one Iraqi child every six minutes as a 
result of the UN sanctions regime. 

(g) I thank you for drawing the contents of the reports of the Volker Committee and the US Senate Sub-
Committee to my attention, and confirm that I have noted the allegations apparently made in my regard by 
unidentified Iraqi officials, although my attention has not been drawn to any actual document which 
substantiates the anonymous claims in my regard. 

(h) I am unable to comment on either the sources of or on the motives of the anonymous individual 
responsible for the generalized allegations in my regard made by the reports, or on the motives for the 
attempts to discredit me, precisely because they are anonymous and unknown to me, or on the reasons for 
which the two reports chose to publish allegations which were unaccompanied by any such identification or 
disclosure.  I understand that more than 1500 persons are named in the voluminous reports, but find it 
mystifying that so much attention is being paid to me. 
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Turning to the specific questions raised by your letter, I confirm that: 

paragraphs (i) and (ii) 

My involvement with the Mariam appeal is summarized at paragraph (c) above. It did not extend to any 
related organizations (the existence of which I am unaware) or its administration, or to its funding, in which I 
took no part other than making of donations. I have never been a trustee, nor a member of the Mariam 
Appeal, nor was I ever a director or employee.  I have no knowledge of its rules, procedures or management 
and have never attended its offices. Further I have no knowledge of any related organisations. I have no 
knowledge of Mr Galloway’s knowledge of such matters or of the roles of Mr Galloway or Mr Zuraikat. 

Paragraph (iii) and (iv) 

My overall response is contained in paragraphs (a) to (h) above. However, the reports are so voluminous that I 
should be grateful if you would kindly identify the issues relating to Mr Galloway on which you wish me to 
comment.  I will assist you to the extent that I can. 

I trust, however, that the contents of this letter will have assisted you. 

10 February 2006 

41. Letter to Dr Burhan Al-Chalabi from the Commissioner, 23 
February 2006  

Thank you for your letter of 10 February in reply to mine of 9 January.  

I have considered your reply carefully and find that there are a number of questions which I continue to think 
it helpful for us to discuss. I am therefore asking my PA to arrange for us to meet. She will contact you shortly.  

In preparation for our meeting, and in response to the penultimate paragraph of your letter, I am enclosing a 
copy of:  

1. The Report on Mr Galloway published by the Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations of the US 
Senate on 25 October 2005 (I can also supply a copy of the exhibits to the report, if that would be helpful.) 
I draw your attention in particular to pages 10-12, 17 and 19-24 of the report.  

2. Chapter 2, Section VA of the Report of the Independent Inquiry Committee into the UN Oil for food 
Programme (the Volcker Report). Pages 80 and 87-89 are particularly relevant. (Again, I can provide 
copies of various supporting documents mentioned if that would be helpful.)  

I look forward to meeting you shortly.  

23 February 2006 

42. E-mail to the Independent Inquiry Committee from Mr George 
Galloway, 17 October 2005  

From:  GALLOWAY, George 
Sent:  Monday, October 17 2005 1:52 PM 
To:  Susan M. Ringler 
Subject:  FW: Reply from George Galloway MP 

Dear Ms Ringler, 

I have received what you say is the summary of the reference to me in your forthcoming report of the inquiry.  
You have not made available to me any of the basis on which you have drawn these conclusions. Insofar as it 
deals with me the summary is untrue, unjust, misleading and based on the same falsehood that has been 
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levelled at me by the same sources time after time over the last two and a half years. There is no justification 
for the central conclusion you have drawn. 

Firstly you give the impression that I was unwilling to co-operate with your inquiry. This is false. I met with 
your two counsel in good faith (though if I had known the IIC investigator’s background as a senior official of 
the CPA—the illegal occupation authority in Iraq I would never have agreed to meet him) in Washington on 
the eve of my Senate appearance and when I had many other pressing matters to attend to. In the course of a 
long interview your counsel gave no indication whatever that they were leaning towards these conclusions nor 
did they ask me any specific questions which justify their subsequent orientation. I did not undertake to 
provide any further documentation—I have none other than that in the hands of the Charity Commission—
and you have no justification in implying otherwise in your letter to me. 

Months later, and after I had discovered the IIC investigator’s role in Iraq and his highly dubious modus 
operandi, he wrote to me asking for another interview.  I made the perfectly normal request to be given 
written notice of the areas he wanted to cover in such an interview.  This was at first refused, and then 
complied with to the extent that a cock and bull story about a Chilean oil trader and a fictitious meeting with 
me in a Baghdad restaurant was given as the subject matter.  I note that this fictional meeting has now 
disappeared from the charge sheet.  Again I offered to answer any questions put to me in writing.  None have 
been so put. 

Instead you say you intend to merely restate the charges of Senator Coleman’s Senate Committee—with 
whom it is now clear you share the same partisan motivation, the same carelessness with natural justice and 
with the normal rules of evidence. 

As these charges are merely repetitious my response cannot avoid being similarly familiar. I had nothing to do 
with any oil deals done by Mr Fawaz Zureikat or anyone else. He and any other companies involved were 
trading on their own behalf and not on mine. It follows that I have no responsibility for any of these 
transactions. That Mr Zureikat was both a benefactor of the Mariam Appeal (and its chairman for most of its 
life) and a businessman trading in all manner of things in Iraq and elsewhere was well known and deliberately 
advertised by us for the very avoidance of later smears such as these. 

To now imply that I was somehow collectively guilty of paying more than a million dollars to the Saddam 
Hussein regime is simply preposterous and cannot be justified. 

I restate the position I first laid out in The Independent newspaper in London just a few days after the first 
assault upon me by the Daily Telegraph.  We had three benefactors; the late ruler of the United Arab Emirates 
Sheikh Zayed, the now king of Saudi Arabia Abdullah bin Abdel Aziz and Mr Zureikat an Arab nationalist 
businessman with a long record of trading with Iraq (long before he met me) and who represented some of 
the world’s leading companies there.  Indeed he is still trading with Iraq with the explicit approval of the US 
government. 

I never asked any of these three how they made the money they donated to our anti-sanctions campaign—or 
which part of which profits from their many interests they were donating. It was not my business. I was 
merely grateful that they were donating to a cause I believed in and a campaign which if it had been listened to 
would not have led Iraq into the maelstrom of mass murder and grand larceny it has become. 

Turning lastly to the reference you have made to my soon to be ex-wife Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad. Dr Abu-
Zayyad announced on the front page of the Sunday Times on May 1st 2005—five days before the British 
General Election in which I was a candidate—that she was divorcing me.  This is now imminent. 

I cannot speak on her behalf —the divorce proceedings are underway and she is now undergoing treatment 
for ***—but I have ascertained that you have at no time made any attempt to contact her, to ask her a single 
question about the allegations you intend to make about her. This too shows striking similarities to the style of 
Senator Coleman. I should inform you that Dr Abu-Zayyad says she has never received £120,000 from Dr 
Burhan Chelabi or anyone else. 

17 October 2005 
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43. Letter (translation) to the Iraqi Ministry of Agriculture from Mr 
Ahmed al-Shanti, 13 October 2001  

No: ALA/08/01 
 
Date: 10/13/2001 
 
Messrs. The Ministry of Agriculture 

Subject: Invitation M/37/2001 

Greeting, 

With reference to the meeting that took place with his Excellency, the Minister, Mr Fawaz Zureiqat, deputy 
George Galloway and the support his Excellency offered to us, and driven with the desire to serve this brother 
country, we would like to submit to you our reduced price offer. 

Hoping our offer will be satisfactory to you. 

With our sincere thanks and appreciation. 

General Director 
Ahmad Al-Shanti 

13 October 2001 

44. Letter (translation) to the Iraqi Ministry of Agriculture from Mr 
Fawaz Zureikat, 10 October 2001  

Greeting, 

With reference to the meeting with your Excellency, with the presence of Deputy George Galloway, the 
conversation with your Excellency and the generous support you offered to us, I would like to remind your 
Excellency of the insecticides tender offer in phase ten in the name of Al-Yamamah Company, invitation no. 
AG.CH/4/2001 that closed on 09/18/2001 and I will be looking forward to getting your support in this matter. 

Please accept my sincere regards and appreciation. 

Fawaz Abdallah Zureiqat 

10 October 2001 

45. Record (translation) of Mr Galloway’s meeting with Saddam 
Hussein, 8 August 2002  

The Republic of Iraq 
Presidency of the Republic 
The Press Secretary 

Tuesday:  5 Jumada Al Akhira 1423 H 
              13 August2002 

Respected Secretary 
Subject: Minutes of the meeting with Galloway 

At the meeting of the Council of Ministers on 13/8/2002, Mr President, the Leader, God bless him, ordered 
that the minutes of the meeting between him and Mr George Galloway which took place on 8/8/2002, be 
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distributed to the comrades in the Iraqi State Command of the Socialist Arab Ba'ath Party and to the 
Ministers. 

Enclosed are 30 copies of the minutes. 
For your information. 

With appreciation. 

Ali Abdullah Salman 
Press Secretary 

Minutes of the meeting between the President, the Leader, God bless him, and Mr George 
Galloway, Labour Member of the British Parliament which took place on Wednesday 
morning, 8/8/2002 
 
Those attending the meeting from the Iraqi side were: 

Mr Tariq Aziz, Deputy Prime Minister 
Dr Naji Sabri Ahmed, Foreign Minister 

Those attending from the Office of His Excellency the President were: 

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

The President, the Leader: 

Welcome, how are you? 

Mr George Galloway: 

Thank you very much Mr President, I am fine, and I am also pleased to see Your Excellency in good health. 

Since we last met, nine years ago, many changes have taken place, but I am pleased to say that our positions 
have not changed, and you have not changed… 

The President, the Leader: 

Change is sometimes needed, but at other times it can distort the character. Thank God, we have not changed 
in that way. However, we have gained more experience and increased knowledge of life and people. 

How are things going with you? 

Mr George Galloway: 

I am very busy, because the most important battle now is the battle of Iraq.  The coalition of 31 nations has 
become a coalition of two, and if we are able to make it a coalition of one this will be great and it will mean 
that we have succeeded in our endeavours. That is why we are very busy in Britain in order to distance and 
weaken the resolve of Britain and the United States to destroy Iraq. 

The President,. the Leader: 

The life of countries and their peoples pass through phases, some of which are preset to express the will and 
even the interests of the people while others are a mixture of circumstances and to a degree the will of the 
people. 

I am talking to you as someone who is devoted to his country and you manifest this devotion by trying to save 
it from involvement in matters which will harm it and its people in the long run. That is why I am not 
embarrassed to talk to you even on matters which may seem sensitive:  Britain was one of the few European 
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countries which bore all the iniquities of imperialism, along with France and Italy, each one dependent on its 
role and the size of its colonies.  However, General de Gaulle acted in two matters with wisdom and foresight. 
Algeria made France appear to the Arab East as though it had cleansed itself from the faults of imperialism.  
By this we mean the decision taken by de Gaulle with regard to the independence of Algeria and the stand he 
took vis-a-vis the 1967 attack on the Arabs.  The Arab in the East now barely remembers that France was at 
one time an imperialist state.  He only remembers this when France makes a mistake against the Arabs, for 
when France does not make any mistakes against the Arabs, barely anyone remembers that France was one of 
the principal imperialist countries which colonised part of the Arab nation. This sense, thought and position 
which pertains in the Arab East began to apply to the Arab Maghreb (North Afnca) on the basis of the known 
influences on the people of the Arab nation (Al Umma). 

Despite the fact that those who have governed France since 1990 are not like General de Gaulle, we find that 
they try, from time to time, to make the Arabs forget that France was at one time an ugly imperialist country 
against whom they fought. Despite all that, France did not lose its friendship with America within the general 
framework of friendship. America acted in accordance with its own strategic interests during the tri-partite 
attack on Egypt in 1956. However, although Britain is the most knowledgeable of the affairs of the region, 
particularly the Arab East, and despite its knowledge of the extent of the sensitivity of the Arab East to each 
word it utters or each position or policies it takes, it alone has taken a position whereby it makes mistakes, 
sometimes on behalf of America, and at other times with America, as a subservient to it, from 1990 until the 
present day. 

Although Britain had a golden opportunity to make the peoples of the region forget that it was at one time an 
imperialist country, against whom they struggled to expel it from the region, and although it could have acted 
without losing its friendship with America, within the general scope of friendship, in a manner which would 
not have been inconsistent with its interests, it, however, acted in a way which lost it this opportunity. Despite 
all this, there is still an opportunity for the sincere people of Britain to correct Britain’s position and policies 
which it had pursued from 1990 to the present day. 

Whatever happened to British wisdom?  We used to hear, when we were young, stories about imperialism and 
how French imperialism was more brutal than British imperialism, for it used to be said that Britain used to 
achieve its goals with the simplest of means and in a manner which was not off-putting to people, contrary to 
French and Italian imperialism, despite Italy’s experience of the region too. We also used to hear about the 
wisdom of Britain as illustrated by an anecdote about a roundtable meeting between Hitler, Mussolini, 
Churchill and Stalin. At the centre of the table was a bowl of water containing a fish. One of them suggested 
that they compete over who will be able to catch the fish. Hitler, Mussolini and Stalin each took the fork before 
him and tried to catch the fish but failed. Churchill, however, took the spoon and began to empty the water 
from the bowl bit by bit until the bowl was empty.  He then caught the fish with the spoon rather than with 
the fork. Why is it that we no longer see, since 1990, some of this wisdom which we have heard of and read a 
great deal about it? Britain’s policy is incomprehensible and unnecessary. We do not say this because it applies 
to us but we say it out of experience: we do not see any reason for this blind and homicidal rush after America, 
which we believe will not realise for Britain, once the consequences are known, except misfortune. 

Therefore, you are fighting for the sake of Britain on the same front in which you are fighting in defence of 
Iraq. 

Mr George Galloway: 

When I told my father that the school told us that Britain is an empire on which the sun does not set, he 
replied that the reason is because God does not trust Britain in the dark. Therefore, Britain’s treachery is 
nothing new. But what is new is its lack of wisdom as you said, Your Excellency. Churchill, who incidentally 
was the first one to use chemical weapons in the Middle East against the Iraqi Kurds in the twenties of the last 
century, was a great man. But Blair is not Churchill. Just as we cannot compare the eighteenth century 
politician William Pitt with Addington who succeeded him. The bad role which Britain is playing, as Mr Tariq 
Aziz said in a television interview during Desert Storm makes it look like a mouse following an elephant. This 
contemptible position which Britain has taken, has been met with resentment and increased unpopularity 
amongst the British people. According to a public opinion poll, two thirds of the British people said that they 
believe Blair has become a toy with which Bush plays as he wishes. 
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This was one of the reasons which has strengthened and improved our position in British public life since my 
last meeting with Your Excellency. As an indication of this change let us take Members of Parliament as an 
example. They are normally the last to change position due to the power the government has over Parliament.  
Members of Parliament have begun to change. When we, who oppose the war in Iraq, were at one time small 
in number, the number of Parliamentarians who oppose the war on Iraq has now risen to 161 MPs. The heads 
of churches in Britain delivered this week a petition against the war in Iraq which was delivered by the head of 
the Anglican Church in person to Tony Blair. Also the ten largest trade unions, which have millions of 
members, joined our campaign against the aggression on Iraq. More than one hundred thousand people 
demonstrated in Trafalgar square in London three times during the last nine months.  And a few weeks from 
now, on 28/9 a demonstration will take place against the war. I believe it will be the biggest demonstration to 
ever take place in Britain and will be under the banner of “Stop the War. Do not attack Iraq”. We believe a 
quarter of a million people will take part in the demonstration, which is the same number of people with 
whom America threatens Iraq. But the difference between the two is that they are Crusaders and we are 
Mujahidoon (freedom fighters). Also all British newspapers, with the exception of one or two, are against the 
war.  Some of these newspapers changed their position after we brought their correspondents to Iraq and we 
exerted our efforts with them. These are both left and right leaning newspapers in Britain and their circulation 
is in the millions. 

Our efforts have begun to bear fruit. We believe we will gain great popularity and win public opinion because 
we are striking the right note which influences public opinion, and that is the dignity of the British people.  
We say to people that we were a great nation but have now become like a mouse following an elephant, or as I 
said in an interview with Al Jazeera “The relationship between Britain and America is like that between 
Monica Lewinsky and Clinton”. The British people hate this feeling although this applies more to Bush than 
to Clinton because people believe that Clinton was something at least, whereas Bush is stupid. That is why 
King Abdullah told the world, when he visited Washington last week, that Blair made big mistakes in 
America’s plan towards Iraq. And this is why we intend, in the few months available to us, to make it 
impossible for Blair to join in the American attack on Iraq by making the political price for him too high. Our 
position has been strengthened and enhanced thanks to the political and diplomatic moves taken by Iraq.  
May I say, as a friend, that you continue this diplomatic move because it provides us with a source of power in 
our move. It is worth noting that I personally believe in the Marxist political dictum which says:  Be optimistic 
in your resolve and pessimistic in your thought. This is why the diplomatic move is one side of the coin. I know 
you are not in need of my advice, but I am sure we are all living moments of danger and we should be ready to 
confront this danger. This is what makes me pessimistic in thought but we shall face it with the optimism of 
resolve. 

The President, the Leader: 

We are on the same wavelength. In the summary which I delivered to my comrades some months ago, I said 
to them that we must prepare ourselves as though the war will inevitably happen tomorrow. At the same time 
we should be optimistic that we shall be victorious, God willing. For just as the candle will take away some of 
the darkness, so we should exert all possible efforts, politically and diplomatically, but without breaching Iraq’s 
sovereignty, its national rights and the resolve and interests of its people. On that basis the Foreign Minister 
and the Speaker of the National Council sent a letter to the United States House of Representatives and the 
Senate. In all this we see you in front of us. We see our real friends and we work to enhance their position and 
not let them down at the diplomatic and political level. 

Mr George Galloway: 

We are now concentrating on the media in our campaign, amongst other things. I have discussed with the 
Minister of Information, Mohammed Saeed Al Sahhaf, the idea of establishing an English language Iraqi 
satellite channel. I told him that this is important to us at this juncture. He said that this might come into 
being towards the end of the year. I explained to him that I will cooperate with you in this respect by 
providing you with staff and journalists. Should such a channel be established, we would have achieved big 
progress in our work, because there is a big market for such a channel in Europe and North America and even 
in the Arab countries. People in these areas want to hear objective analyses in English on the political situation 
and positions, provided such analyses lean towards our way of thinking. Had we had such a channel in the 
aftermath of 11 September, it would now have matched CNN and the BBC. 
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The President. the Leader (addressing Mr Tariq Aziz): 

Yes, such a channel is important. I think you should hurry and establish it as soon as possible, taking 
advantage of the idea of bringing British technicians and journalists as suggested by Mr Galloway. 

Mr George Galloway: 

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. 

8 August 2002 

46. Article from the Times, published 12 November 2003  

Saddam Hussein was annoyed by George Galloway, the Glasgow MP, but Baghdad found him useful as a 
“tireless militant for the Iraqi cause”, according to the deposed Iraqi President’s interpreter.  

A glimpse of Mr Galloway on his frequent Baghdad jaunts is offered in the memoirs of Saman Abdul Majid, 
who spent 15 years at Saddam’s side as his personal translator for English and French.  

In the French-language Saddam Years, Mr Majid, who now lives in Qatar, says that his former boss was a 
tyrant, but also a patriot and a warm and generous man in private.  

Saddam appreciated Mr Galloway’s ideas for helping Iraq, he says. These included a scheme by the MP to 
open an English-language Iraqi television station “to counter the influence of the Anglo-Saxon media on 
world opinion”.  

However, Saddam’s view of Mr Galloway, who was expelled from the Labour Party last month, suffered after 
the MP told an interviewer in the late 1990s that he was supporting the Iraqi people rather than their 
President.  

“Saddam was very sensitive and felt humiliated. After that, Galloway was not so welcome in Baghdad as 
before,” Mr Majid writes. “However, he remained one of the last interlocuters of Saddam. In the crisis period . 
. . the President could hardly turn up his nose, although Galloway had committed the crime of lèse-majesté.”  

Saddam often refused to see Mr Galloway, leaving it to his late son, Uday, to receive the MP. “Uday would 
meet VIPs whom his father did not want to see,” Mr Majid writes. Also in this category was Louis Farrakhan, 
the US radical campaigner.  

Saddam was also annoyed last January, when Mr Galloway claimed to have met him in an underground 
Baghdad bunker, Mr Majid says. The meeting took place in a first-floor office. But 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.  

Mr Galloway is pursuing a libel action against The Daily Telegraph over claims, based on documents alleged 
to have been found in the Iraqi capital, that he had been receiving cash from Saddam.  

Saddam’s low esteem for Mr Galloway contrasted with the positive impression left by Tony Benn, the veteran 
British Labour politician, when he interviewed the Iraqi leader last February. “From the first minutes of the 
meeting, Saddam and Tony Benn got on splendidly … You would have said two gentlemen talking world 
affairs around a cup of tea. Saddam fell under the charm of the old Labourite. ”  
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Mr Majid, whose book is the first to be published by an insider from the Saddam presidency, also discloses 
that Saddam rejected an overture from the newly elected President Clinton in 1993. Mr Clinton sent a 
clergyman friend to Baghdad to offer “a new chapter in relations” with Washington. “To my great surprise, 
the President showed haughty indifference to this gesture,” he writes.  

Mr Majid confirms that fear and paranoia reigned in Baghdad’s ruling circle in its final years. Saddam kept 
permanently on the move and elaborate ruses were used to keep foreign visitors ignorant of where they had 
met him. Contrary to foreign belief, however, Saddam rarely used a double. It was he who appeared in a 
Baghdad residential street in the early phase of the bombing, which he spent moving from house to house.  

There were comic moments, too. Mr Majid says that Saddam’s lieutenants and entourage struggled in the 
1990s to keep their weight down after he imposed strict rules on waistlines. A few kilos over a stipulated 
weight and an official would be demoted or sacked.  

He could also be fierce with Uday: “At the end of the 1990s, in a furious rage, he entered the garage where 
Uday kept his Porsches and Lamborghinis and ordered the security service to set fire to 20 luxury cars,” Mr 
Majid writes.  

Saddam’s favourite reading, Mr Majid says, included the memoirs of General Norman Schwarzkopf, the US 
commander in the first Gulf War, and the lives of Charles de Gaulle and Stalin. In the months before the 
invasion this year, he was studying guerrilla warfare from the writings of Ho Chi Minh, the Vietnamese 
communist leader.  

At the end, Saddam felt especially betrayed by the Russians, his former allies, after President Putin sent an 
envoy on the eve of war to seek his exile. He also felt badly let down by the French, and President Chirac in 
particular, for failing to do more to oppose the United States. M Chirac earned his “cold wrath” by sending an 
emissary in 1998 with a message urging him to yield to US demands for more intrusive weapons inspections.  

The interpreter says that Kofi Annan, the United Nations Secretary-General, told Saddam at a meeting in 
1998 that the UN knew that he had no hidden weapons, but that he must open his palaces to inspection as the 
only way of averting an American attack.  

Mr Majid, who assumes that Saddam is in hiding in Iraq, said that the dictator was a complex man. “How 
could this man, who was so thoughtful and courteous towards me, be this shameful monster?” he asks.  

Mr Majid, 57, a Kurd by origin, was a Baath party member and enjoyed the privileges of a presidential official. 
As an interpreter rather than an executive, he was not detained by the Americans and allowed to move with 
his family to Doha, where he now works for al-Jazeera television.  

He says that the Americans have squandered the initial goodwill that they had earned: “A detestable regime 
has given way to an occupation that is even more detestable. Saddam was a tyrant, but he was an Iraqi.”  

12 November 2003 
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Correspondence with Mr George Galloway  

47. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 29 April 
2003  

As foreshadowed in my e-mail of earlier today, I enclose a copy of a letter I have received from Mr Andrew 
Robathan (the Member for Blaby) requesting me to investigate the allegations made recently against you by 
the Daily Telegraph. Also enclosed is a letter from a member of the public, Mr Andrew Yale, making a similar 
request.  

Mr Robathan’s letter refers specifically to the allegations that you received money (it is said totalling £375,000) 
from the former Iraqi Government and that if this is so, none of it was mentioned in the Register of Members’ 
Interests. This allegation not only raises questions about your compliance with the Rules on the registration 
and declaration of Members’ Interests but may also raise issues in relation to other provisions of the Code of 
Conduct for Members and the Rules. These include the provisions of the Code concerning the duty on 
Members to uphold the law, to avoid acting as a paid advocate, and to act at all times in a manner which will 
tend to maintain and strengthen the public’s trust and confidence in the integrity of Parliament.  

I enclose a set of guidance notes which explain the process I follow on receipt of a complaint. You will see that 
my first step is normally to ask the Member concerned for his or her response to the complaint and in the 
light of that response to decide whether or not the complaint raises matters which require formal investigation 
by me.  

I understand from reports in the press, however, that you intend to challenge the allegations made by the 
Daily Telegraph in the courts. I also understand that various inquiries by other bodies—including the 
National Executive Committee of the Labour Party and the Charity Commission—may already be underway 
into different aspects of the allegations against you.  

In an e-mail I have just received from you, you confirm that you have begun legal proceedings for libel against 
the Daily Telegraph and the Christian Science Monitor, as well as referring to the other inquiries reportedly in 
train. You suggest that any additional consideration of these matters “would be prejudicial and politically 
motivated”, and involve the creation of “a parallel kangaroo court”.  

I can assure you that any investigation I might conduct would be a fair and impartial attempt to get at the 
truth of the allegations against you and to consider them in relation to the Code and Rules approved by the 
House. Consistent with that, I would be concerned that any investigation by me should not prejudice the 
impending legal action or cut across other inquiries which may be in train. I therefore intend not to ask you 
for your formal response to the complaints at this stage (although you are free to make a response if you wish) 
but to make inquiries about the other investigations reportedly in progress and to report the position to the 
Committee on Standards and Privileges when it meets next Tuesday. If there are any additional points which 
you would wish me to lay before the Committee then, please let me know. I should also be grateful if you will 
let me know before then the timetable, as best as you can gauge it, in respect of the legal actions you have 
begun against the Daily Telegraph and the Christian Science Monitor.  

I shall be in touch with you again following the Committee meeting next Tuesday to let you know how I 
intend to proceed.  

29 April 2003  
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48. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 30 April 
2003  

Thank you for your letter and enclosures regarding Mr Robathan’s complaint against me. I have sent it to my 
lawyer Kevin Bays of Davenport Lyon’s, 1 Old Burington Street, London W1X 2NL and he may very well be 
in touch with you.  

I am not clear what there would be for you to investigate even if it were not prejudicial to launch a parallel 
process. No-one, not even the two newspapers I am suing has produced a shred of evidence or justification for 
the allegation that I received £375,000 a year from the former Iraqi regime or any sum at all. Indeed informed 
speculation in the legal media has it that the papers will not seek to justify the allegations, choosing instead to 
hide behind the defence of qualified privilege. In the absence of such evidence what would remain would be 
for me to try to prove a negative; an unjust demand at any time and particularly when things like my bank 
statements, financial position etc will be central to my libel actions. As the wise old commentator Alan 
Watkins put it last Sunday any investigation in this fevered atmosphere would quickly divide on party lines; 
with my own party lining up to hang me! I would disagree only that it is likely both parties would try to hang 
me. I am sure that you are an absolutely impartial person and I mean no disrespect to you at all when I say 
that the Committee is not. Not in it’s make up—one member has even been quoted in the press on the issue—
and not in its distance from the whips. No-one knows the politicised nature of the committee’s proceeding 
better than the now leader of the House Dr Reid who was himself the subject of, in my view unjust, 
unfounded allegations against his own conduct in the past. And of course we all remember how Mr David 
Willetts MP was sure the committee was in “want” of his advice when he was a Tory government whip or at 
least the Tory members of the committee were. 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,. The 
newspaper allegations against me in which I repeat not a single piece of evidence is offered—that I have 
received funds from the Iraqi regime are without foundation and will be shown to be so in what may turn out 
to be two expensive and arduous legal cases. It would be quite unjust for a political tribunal to be opened and 
to run simultaneously. If after the court cases the committee felt there were matters for them which arose that 
would be the time to hold such an enquiry.  

30 April 2003  

49. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner together 
with press statement, 6 May 2003  

Thank you for your letter of 30 April in response to mine of 29 April. I reported your views to the Standards 
and Privileges Committee when it met earlier today. Having taken the mind of the Committee, I am now 
writing as promised to let you know how I intend to proceed in relation to the complaints made against you 
by Mr Robathan and Mr Yale.  

First, the Committee has asked me to make clear that, on the question of the impartiality of any inquiry that 
may be conducted, it entirely associates itself with the points I made in my letter to you of 29 April. Any 
inquiry under the auspices of the Committee will be a fair and impartial attempt both to get at the truth of the 
allegations against you and to consider them in relation to the Code and Rules approved by the House.  

Secondly, the allegations reported in the Daily Telegraph of 22 April, which form the basis of the complaints 
against you, raise serious matters in relation to the Code of Conduct and Rules on the registration of 
Members’ Interests, as I identified in my earlier letter. I have considered carefully with the Committee your 
argument that an inquiry by me at this stage might prejudice the libel actions which you are bringing against 
the Daily Telegraph and the Christian Science Monitor. I understand from your legal adviser, Mr Bays, that 
these actions are at a preliminary stage and that no writ has yet been issued. They do not, therefore, yet fall 
within the scope of the Resolution of the House on matters subjudice. I hope you will understand that neither 
I nor the Committee could happily contemplate a situation in which what might prove to be protracted 
preliminaries to a civil action, or any unreasonable delay in pursuing that action, effectively prevented a 
parliamentary inquiry into the complaints against you.  
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Following consultation with the Committee, I have therefore decided to conduct a preliminary inquiry into 
the complaints, in accordance with the usual procedure I follow in such cases. I should accordingly be grateful 
for a formal response from you to the allegations reported in the Telegraph. I plan to be in touch with the 
Telegraph and may write to you with further, more precise questions in due course.  

In parallel with this, I shall follow closely the progress of the legal proceedings and shall be grateful if Mr Bays 
(to whom I am copying this letter) will keep me in touch with developments. I shall also seek to monitor the 
other inquiries which are said to be in train concerning you, including those by the Charity Commission and 
the National Executive Committee of the Labour Party.  

Once I have your initial response to the allegations, I shall report the position to the Committee on all these 
matters before deciding whether and, if appropriate, when to proceed to a full investigation.  

I enclose for you and Mr Bays a copy of a short statement I am making in response to media inquiries about 
the position. I am sorry that this letter and the statement did not reach you before the BBC reported on the 
matter earlier today. I have noted your protest about this and can only repeat my assurance that the BBC was 
not briefed either by me or by my office.  

6 May 2003  
STATEMENT 

Following the receipt of complaints and after discussion with the Committee on Standards and Privileges, the 
Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards, Sir Philip Mawer, is beginning preliminary inquiries into the 
allegation reported by the Daily Telegraph that Mr George Galloway MP received some £375,000 from the 
former Iraqi Government and had not declared this in the Register of Members’ Interests.   

Commenting on this decision, Sir Philip said:  

“I am beginning a preliminary inquiry into the allegations made against Mr Galloway, in accordance with the 
normal procedure for considering complaints against Members. This will include seeking Mr Galloway’s 
formal response to the allegations. I will report to the Standards and Privileges Committee on that response 
and on developments in relation both to the libel actions and to other inquiries (for example, by the Charity 
Commission) into relevant matters concerning Mr Galloway, before deciding whether and, if appropriate, 
when to proceed to a full investigation.”  

“I am conscious of the need to avoid prejudicing the libel actions which Mr Galloway has said he is bringing 
against the Daily Telegraph and the Christian Science Monitor. On the other hand, I understand that these 
actions are still at a very preliminary stage. The allegations against Mr Galloway are serious and it would not 
be in the public interest for an investigation of them to be unreasonably delayed.”  

Note for Editors  

The Commissioner has nothing to add to this statement and is not therefore available for interview.  

6 May 2003  

50. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 13 May 
2003  

Thank you for your letter of May 6th 2003 about your decision to hold a preliminary enquiry. As you know I 
was informed by the BBC about this whilst you were actually at the keyboard writing to me. I was not as 
surprised by this as you were.  

The flaw at the heart of the complaints system is this kind of politicisation. Usually it divides on party lines—
as the now Leader of the House Dr John Reid well knows—but in my case it might be different given the 
simultaneous decision by my own party to suspend me.  
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You say you would have no wish to prejudice my legal action against the Telegraph and the Christian Science 
Monitor. But both you and the Labour Party have already done so. The action you have both taken will simply 
mean that I have some kind of case to answer. I do not.  

You ask for my response to the Telegraph etc. Here it is. The stories about me receiving millions of dollars 
from the former Iraqi regime are completely false. I have received no benefit of any kind from the former 
regime in Iraq. No-one has produced any evidence supporting these allegations, least of all the Telegraph or 
the Christian Science Monitor.  

Do you have any evidence supporting these allegations? If not, what exactly will you investigate? I hope we are 
not going to turn the justice system on it’s head and as I put it to you in my last letter, demand that I should 
prove a negative? These newspapers say they found documents in Baghdad and they have publicised the 
contents of those documents around the world. But they will now have to justify the provenance and the 
truthfulness of these documents; in the libel courts. My lawyers have made the position clear to you and in 
public (see letters, Guardian 10.05.03); legal action is proceeding in the normal way. Lastly I enclose recent 
press reports concerning these matters and I ask you to consider them carefully.  

Someone, somewhere, is forging documents about me, money and the former Iraqi regime. These reports 
make it clear that this is beginning to unravel rather quickly. I do hope you will not allow those with a partisan 
agenda—the kind of people who, say, inform the BBC of the committee’s work before the Commissioner has 
gotten his feet back below his desk after the meeting—to abuse the system of complaints and by extension 
abuse your good offices. I am copying this letter to my lawyer Mr Bays.  

13 May 2003  

51. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 16 July 
2003  

As I promised in my letter of 14 May in response to yours of 13 May (which was in itself a response to mine of 
6 May), I have carefully considered the points you made. In particular, I have borne in mind that you are 
pursuing legal action against the Daily Telegraph and the Christian Science Monitor. This letter is based on 
the premise that, although writs have been issued, no date for a hearing of the action is in immediate prospect. 
No doubt you will let me know if I am misinformed on this point.  

As I foreshadowed in my letter of 6 May there are now some further, precise, questions which I need to put to 
you. Possible responses by you to some of them have already appeared in the press, but for the purposes of my 
inquiry I  need your reply on the record, to me and in your own words. 

The questions are as follows: 

1. On what dates since 1991 have you visited Iraq? 

a) In each case, what was the nature of the visit, whom did you meet and who funded the visit? 

b) In particular were you in Iraq on 26 December 1999, and whom did you meet on that occasion? 

c) If you were not in Iraq, did you meet any Iraqi nationals on that date? If so, who, why and where?  

2. Did you ever meet:  

a) Tahir Jalil Habbush Al Takriti, Director, Iraqi Intelligence Service, the apparent author of what is 
alleged to be a confidential memorandum sent to Saddam Hussein about you dated 3 January 2003? 

b) Tariq Aziz, Deputy Prime Minister, who allegedly signed a memorandum dated 5 February 2000 
purporting to enclose a copy of your ‘work programme for 2000’?  
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c) General Adid Hamid Al-Khattab, Saddam Hussein’s personal secretary who ran his private office, 
who allegedly signed a memorandum on 2 May 2000 saying that a request from you for further 
funding was too expensive? 

d) Izzat Ibrahim, Deputy Secretary General of the Baath Party, Deputy Chairman, Revolutionary  
Command Council who is alleged to have signed a document dated 6 May 2000, saying ‘it is better 
not to engage the Mukhabarat in the relationship with George Galloway, as he has been a well—
known politician since 1990 and the discovery of his relationship with the Mukhabarat would 
damage him very much’?  

3. On Mr Fawaz Zureikat: 

a) How did you meet him? 

b) What is the nature of your relationship? 

c) Was he, as reported, your representative in Baghdad? Why was it necessary for you to have one? 

d) Has he ever traded in oil under the Oil for Food programme? Has he ever done so on your behalf? 

e) What is his current address or other contact details?  

f) Has he ever contributed to the Mariam  Appeal or to the Great Britain-Iraq Society?  

g) Are you currently in touch with him? 

4. On the Mariam Appeal:  

a) What is or was its nature and purpose? 

b) What is or was your role in relation to the appeal? 

c) Why was it not registered as a charity? 

d) Are you in a position to supply me with its accounts?  

5. On the Great Britain-Iraq Society:  

a) What is or was its nature and purpose? 

b) How often did it meet? 

c) Are records of meetings available? 

d) What is or was your role in relation to it? 

e) Are you in a position to supply me with its accounts? 

6. I understand that you or your lawyers have now seen (as I have) the files allegedly found in Baghdad by 
David Blair of the Telegraph. Have you any comments to make in the light of that? What is your own 
explanation for the material allegedly found by the ‘Daily Telegraph’ journalist in Baghdad? 

I am copying this letter to Mr Kevin Bays. If you or he would like a word to clarify any of these requests, please 
do not hesitate to call me on the number above.  

I am conscious that I have asked you for a good deal of diverse information, which may take a little time to 
prepare, and that the recess will shortly be upon us. Nonetheless it would be helpful to have an interim 
response by the end of July if possible, and a full response before the House resumes on 8 September.  

16 July 2003  



72    Conduct of Mr George Galloway 

 

52. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 29 August 
2003  

I refer to your letter to me of July 16th which arrived on the day the House went into recess. As you know from 
my very first communication with you I am concerned at the way you and your committee are handling this 
matter. Your latest letter confirms me in my view that you or the committee to whom you are answerable are 
bent on establishing a parallel and politicised tribunal alongside the legal and impartial process involved in my 
High Court action. This is unjust and unworthy and unacceptable. You say you have borne in mind that I am 
pursuing legal actions against the Christian Science Monitor and the Daily Telegraph. However the questions 
you ask me are directly relevant to those actions.  

In particular, questions 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b, 2c, 2d, 3c, 3d, and 6 relate to those documents on which the Daily 
Telegraph said they relied in publishing their defamatory articles about me.  

My lawyers have, as you note, seen these documents but were asked to sign a confidentiality agreement 
prohibiting them from, inter alia, disclosing “any information (they) learn during (this) attendance at the 
Telegraph offices.” You seem to take the view that your inquiry can have no adverse effect on my legal 
proceedings unless a hearing date is in immediate prospect. Neither I nor my lawyers agree. The time for the 
Telegraph serving their defence has not yet arrived so we don’t know how they intend to defend the claim. 
Whatever the defence the issue will then be determined by a process which has rules of procedure and 
evidence which must be followed by all parties to a High Court action. In particular if the Daily Telegraph 
intends to rely on justification or privilege it will have the burden of proving the facts relied upon. Although I 
am as you know—having much experience of the politicised nature of the Standards committee’s previous 
work—highly suspicious of the  motives of this inquiry it is clear enough what the official reason for your 
inquiry is; namely the allegation that I have received vast sums of money from Saddam Hussein. I have 
publicly denied this many times and have done so to you. This allegation is completely untrue. Do you have 
any evidence that it is true? Or is it the case, and I suggest your correspondence points this way, that you 
expect me to prove this denial? You must know that asking someone to prove a negative flies in the face of all 
the tenets of justice in our country.  

Your parallel proceedings are not subject to the rigours of the legal process and given my political situation—
suspended from the Labour Party and at loggerheads with every member of your committee—the likelihood 
of your committee making findings or assumptions which would not satisfy the standards required by law is 
high. We both know of many cases in the short history of this committee when this has been done and, if it is 
not too delicate to mention it, what happened to your predecessor as a result of one of them. Furthermore it is 
possible that any report from your committee would emerge before my legal actions are heard in the High 
Court. How could this not run the risk of being prejudicial?  

And I need scarcely labour the point of leaks to the media even before your proceedings reached any 
conclusions. Even before you have returned to your desk to inform me of the decision of your committee to 
set up this inquiry the press had been on the phone to both of us following the comprehensive leaking of the 
news. It is your honest opinion that anything I say to your committee, any papers I provide them, will not be 
leaked to the press in general or, say, the Daily Telegraph, in particular? Whilst I am involved in a High Court 
action on the same subjects? How could this not be potentially prejudicial? At paragraph 4 you ask me 
questions about the Mariam Appeal. Of course you are aware that this forms the subject of another inquiry, by 
the Charity Commission. This is part of the triple whammy against me launched simultaneously by New 
Labour; your inquiry and the suspension from the party being the other two. I hope you will understand that 
in the light of my above concerns I can answer these only in general terms.  

1. I have made many visits to Iraq. The first was in 1993, the second in 1994 and the third in 1998. Since 
then I have visited the country many times, the last of which was towards the end of 2002. Any trips 
which were registrable have been registered. If you doubt this perhaps you will let me know which trip 
has caused you doubt and I will seek to allay them. I was in Iraq over Christmas 1999. I met several people 
on Boxing day 1999; none of them to my knowledge was an official of Iraqi intelligence.  

2. I have met Mr Tariq Aziz on a large number of occasions; virtually every time I visited Iraq and also 
outside Iraq. I have written publicly about my relations with Mr Aziz many times. I have never heard of 
Tahir Jalil Habbush Al Takriti and to the best of my knowledge have never met him; neither to the best of 
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my knowledge have I met Gen Abid Hamid Al-Khatab. I have met Izzat Ibrahim, once, for around fifteen 
minutes.  

3. I have known Fawaz Zureikat since 1999. I gave notice that he should be regarded as the only person able 
to represent me in matters concerning the Mariam Appeal in Iraq for reasons which include one which is 
now ironic. I had been made aware of the dangers of people showing up in Baghdad touting themselves 
for business and using a claimed closeness to me and generosity to my campaign as reasons why they 
should be favoured. Zureikat became the second biggest contributor to the Mariam Appeal and its 
chairman. When the Appeal closed its UK office the campaign relocated to Zureikat’s offices in Amman 
and Baghdad. He has never traded on my behalf in Iraq or anywhere else.  

4. The Mariam Appeal was a campaign to highlight the effect of and seek the end of sanctions upon Iraq. It 
was not a charity; due to its politicised objectives it could not possibly be. If it had asked the Charity 
Commission to register as a charity it would have been promptly refused. Under the direction of New 
Labour’s Attorney General—the man who considered the war to be legal—the Charity Commission is 
now seeking to establish that my, anti-war, work was “illegal.”  

5. The Great Britain–Iraq Society was a modest small organisation which sought to rebuild relations 
between the people of the two countries. Its total income was very small and more than half of that came 
from the British media—including the Daily Telegraph—in payment of trips it organised to Iraq for 
journalists.  

6. After taking legal advice I do not believe I should comment on these documents which are the subject 
matter of the libel actions.  

29 August 2003  

53. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 11 
September 2003 

Thank you for your letter of 29 August in reply to mine of 16 July I am grateful to you replying in good time 
before the end of the recess.  

I note the various concerns you express in your letter about the nature of the process in which you are 
involved. I can only repeat the assurances in my letters of 29 April and 6 May that any inquiry by me in 
accordance with the duties placed on me by the House will be a fair and impartial attempt both to establish the 
facts relevant to my consideration of the allegations against you and then to consider those allegations in 
relation to the Code and Rules approved by the House. As Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards, I have 
no other interest whatsoever. 

So long as no date has been set down for a hearing of the libel actions you have instituted I regard it as entirely 
proper–and in line with the normal practice of the House—for me to continue my inquiries into the 
allegations which have been made against you. I understand, of course, that your legal advisers (to whom I 
have been careful to copy my correspondence with you) may wish to advise you not to reply to some of my 
questions before judgement has been given in the civil proceedings, or the proceedings have been 
discontinued. In that case, or they will tell me so and I shall look forward to receiving your replies to all my 
questions in full once one of these positions has been reached 

You mention the possibility that a report might emerge from the Committee on Standards and Privileges 
before your legal actions are heard. Both the Committee and I will be alive to the need not to prejudice those 
actions, in either direction. 

Finally on matters of procedure, you raise the possibility of any information you give me in response to my 
requests being leaked to the media. Both I and my office strictly observe the confidentiality of information I 
receive in the course of my inquiries, prior to my submission of a report to the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges. Moreover, it is not my normal practice to share detailed information gathered during my inquiries 
with the Committee until I submit my report formally to them, so it is most unlikely that any leaks could 
materialise through that route. 
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Turning to the replies you have given to some of my questions, I am grateful for these so far as they go. I 
recognise that, on legal advice, you wish to decline to answer question 6. However, I am unclear why at this 
stage you cannot respond (other than in very general terms) to the following questions la), 3a), 3b), the first 
part of 3(d), 3e), 3g), 4d), 5c), 5b), 5d), 5e) I should be grateful if you would either respond precisely and 
directly to these questions or explain why, on legal advice, you cannot at this stage do so. If you are advised to 
take the latter course, I shall naturally expect a full reply from you on each and every point as soon as the legal 
impediments have been removed. 

I am copying this letter to Mr Bays. 

11 September 2003   

54. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 15 
October 2003  

You will recall our earlier correspondence, of which the latest item is a letter from me to you dated 11 
September.  

In that letter, I asked you to give me precise and direct answers to certain questions I had posed in an earlier 
letter dated 16 July, or for an explanation as to why, on legal grounds, you could not do so. (I enclose copies of 
both letters for ease of reference).  

I am concerned that, the House having returned, I still have had no reply from you. It is my duty to report to 
the Committee, and I do not wish to have to tell them anything which might suggest a lack of co-operation on 
your part. You will be aware that they have previously criticised Members for failing to co-operate with the 
Commissioner, whatever the results of the inquiry.  

I hope that I may hear from you soon .  

15 October 2003  

55. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 6 
November 2003  

You will recall that I wrote to you on 15 October urging a response to my letter of 11 September. I have also 
been in touch subsequently with your solicitor Mr Bays, to whom I wrote on 24 October confirming my latest 
conversation with him. I understood from that conversation with Mr Bays that I might expect to hear from 
you or him shortly but to date have heard nothing.  

As I mentioned in my letter of 15 October, I am required to report periodically to the Committee on 
Standards and Privileges on the progress of my inquiries. The Committee has asked me a number of times 
about progress in my consideration of the complaint against you and has noted the lack of response from you 
to my inquiries.  

As you know, it is the responsibility of every Member to cooperate with me in discharging my responsibilities. 
The Committee next meets on 18 November. If I have not heard from you by 13 November, I am afraid I shall 
have no option but to report your lack of cooperation to the Committee.  

I am copying this letter to Mr Bays.  

6 November 2003  
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56. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 19 
November 2003  

I was surprised by the terms of your November 12th letter22. You appear to have reached some questionable 
value judgments and I would want to comment upon them. 

You appear to have concluded that the Daily Telegraph which “has not pleaded justification in its defence”,  to 
my libel action, is a “reflection only of the grounds on which the paper thinks it best to defend that action: it 
does not in itself constitute evidence as to the veracity of the various documents discovered in Baghdad.” I 
take it, this is your inference and that you are not speaking for the Daily Telegraph. If so it is an extraordinary 
one. The Telegraph’s defence explicitly states that the paper “did not assert that the allegations (in the 
documents) were true.” Now whether a libel jury will agree, on inspection of the paper's coverage, that they 
“did not assert” them to be true remains to be seen. But this is their defence. With respect, Sir Philip, you 
should not be second guessing their defence. You are now in the position, it seems, of continuing to 
investigate claims—after a complaint raised in respect of the Telegraph story—which even the Telegraph is 
not asserting to be true. This, with respect, is farcical.  

But even more alarming is the concept which is implicit in your November 12 letter which I have raised with 
you before, namely the idea that I have to somehow “prove” my innocence. I ask you again, do you have any 
evidence (which the Telegraph apparently does not) that these allegations are true?  

The answer is that you do not. To continue an investigation when no evidence exists of misconduct on the 
part of a Member of Parliament would be a matter of concern in any circumstances.  

But to do so when evidence DOES exist that, that member of parliament IS the victim of a dirty tricks 
campaign along the same lines mounted in the same week by another newspaper—that newspaper having 
admitted the documents on which it relied are forgeries—is extraordinary. 

I really must take issue with your assertion that your committee’s work is “conducted confidentially” and that 
the committee “are alive to the need not to prejudice” my libel action. With respect neither of these assertions 
stands up to much examination indeed the first is incontestably false. The very fact of the existence of this 
investigation was, as you well know, broken to me by the media before you had even arrived back at your desk 
to begin writing to me. You know this because we discussed it on that very day. Is that the kind of 
“confidentiality” which I can expect from your committee? 

Your committee is composed of party politicians. You are aware that I now sit as an independent Labour 
member of parliament, and that I have committed myself to leading a new political coalition against New 
Labour - and the other parties - in next year’s European elections. In these circumstances, and with all the 
experience of previous cases before your committee, do you really expect me to accept that the MP’s on your 
committee will be “alive” to the need not to prejudice my legal rights? I have no such confidence, and neither 
do my lawyers who really are “alive” to my legal rights. I have no problem in meeting you, any time,  to discuss 
these matters  I have every confidence in you. My problem is with the politicians on the standards and 
privileges committee to whom I am not willing to divulge information which might prejudice my libel case, 
against the advice of my lawyers, who are fighting a highly significant piece of litigation on my behalf. It is not 
fair, nor reasonable, to try and force me to do so.  

In the light of the above I call upon you to stay,  in the interests of natural justice,  any further action on this 
matter until the result of my libel case against the Daily Telegraph. 

19 November 2003 

 
 
22 Not appended 
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57. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 2 
December 2003  

Further to my letter of 20 November23, I write to let you know that I submitted a memorandum this morning 
to the Committee on Standards and Privileges about the procedural matter you raised. The Committee has 
decided to report on this to the House and I understand that both the Committee’s report and my 
memorandum will be published at 11.00am on Thursday. The Clerk of the Committee will no doubt already 
have been in touch to let you know how you may obtain an advance copy of the report.  

You will see when the report is published how I propose to proceed in response to the request in the final 
paragraph of your letter of 12 November. If you (or Mr Bays, to whom I am copying this letter) have any 
questions once you have read the report, and my memorandum, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

I shall be grateful for a response from Mr Bays to my letter to him of 20 November. I shall also be grateful if he 
will keep me regularly informed of the progress of your action against the Daily Telegraph.   

2 December 2003  

58. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 11 
February 2004  

I enclose a further letter I have received from Mr Robathan, in which he draws my attention to recent reports 
(copy also enclosed) that documents released by the Iraqi Oil Ministry include your name among a list of 
people said to have received vouchers from the former Iraqi regime denominated in barrels of oil which they 
could then sell on to oil traders. It is also said that Mr Fawaz Zureikat is among those named in the 
documents.  

Mr Robathan has asked me to look into these reports, and to report on them separately from those in the 
Daily Telegraph into which, as you know, I am already inquiring. I have told Mr Robathan that I will take the 
latest reports into consideration during my ongoing inquiries into his original complaint against you but that I 
do not (in present circumstances at least) see them forming the subject of a separate report to the Committee 
on Standards and Privileges.  

Against that background, I should be grateful for any comments you may wish to give me on Mr Robathan’s 
letter and on the reports to which he has drawn my attention.  

I am copying this letter and enclosures to Mr Bays.  

11 February 2004  

59. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 12 
February 2004  

Thank you for your letter and enclosures of 11 February 2004.  

I had been aware of Mr Robathan’s complaint on the day that he wrote it, following contact from the lobby 
correspondent of the Daily Telegraph.  

This complaint is the same allegation made in the Daily Telegraph on which I am suing for libel.  

Should it be necessary to say so, I can confirm to you, that, the story is absolutely baseless.  

 
 
23 Not appended 
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12 February 2004  

60. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 23 
February 2004, covering one from the Commissioner to Mr 
Andrew Robathan 

Thank you for your letter of 12 February—in reply to mine of 11 February.  

I was also grateful for sight of your letter responding to the report published by the Guardian on 17 February. 
As you know Mr Andrew Robathan wrote to me immediately following that report and I enclose a copy of the 
reply I have now sent him.  

I am copying this letter and enclosure to Mr Bays.  

23 February 2004  
ENCLOSURE 

Thank you for your letter of 17 February about the latest allegation concerning Mr Galloway published in the 
Guardian of the same date. I expect you will also have seen Mr Galloway’s response to the Guardian report, in 
a letter which that newspaper published on 18 February.  

I take the same view of this latest report as I do of the earlier ones about which I wrote to you on 6 February. 
Indeed the Guardian report appears to refer, in part at least, to documents emanating from the Iraqi Oil 
Ministry which were the subject of your letter to me of 29 January. One of the businessmen named by the 
Guardian, Mr Fawaz Zureikat, was also named in the earlier Daily Telegraph articles which are the subject of 
Mr Galloway’s libel action against that newspaper.  

In short, I shall certainly take this Guardian report into account as part of my continuing inquiry into your 
original complaint against Mr Galloway. However, I do not (in present circumstances at least) see this latest 
material as forming the subject of a separate report by me to the Committee on Standards and Privileges. It 
concerns essentially similar allegations about Mr Galloway (that he benefited from monies received through 
the UN Oil for Food programme for Iraq), allegations which as you know, Mr Galloway disputes and which 
are at the heart of his libel action against the Telegraph.   

I am copying this letter to Mr Galloway, to whom I see you copied yours.  

23 February 2004 

61. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 14 
December 2004, covering a statement by the Commissioner 

My office has been asked today by the Daily Telegraph whether, in the light of the conclusions of your libel 
action against the Telegraph, I propose to re-commence my inquiries into these complaints.  

I enclose a copy of a statement my office has given the Telegraph in reply. As a first step, I expect to write to 
you again before the Christmas recess with an invitation to reply to certain questions which are outstanding 
from our previous correspondence.  

14 December 2004  
STATEMENT  

In his judgment at the conclusion of the hearing of Mr Galloway’s libel action against the Daily Telegraph, Mr 
Justice Eady made clear that his decision to award Mr Galloway damages against the Telegraph did not imply 
a finding one way or the other on the truthfulness of the allegations against Mr Galloway.  

“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]. . .” 
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“. . .I see 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.”   

The libel action now having been concluded, the Commissioner intends to resume his inquiries into the 
complaints he received following publication of the original allegations about Mr Galloway in the Telegraph 
in April 2003. He does not expect to make any further statement until he has reported the outcome of his 
inquiries to the Committee on Standards and Privileges.  

14 December 2004 

62. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 14 
December 2004   

Thank you for your letter of 14 December faxed at 3.28pm. I had been made aware of this development by 
reading it in this morning’s Herald newspaper which went to press last night. I note the appearance of a Mr 
Andrew Yale in the list of complainants and I would be grateful for an indication of who he is and the nature 
of his complaint.  

Personally I am anxious to see this matter closed and to co-operate with you fully. There is no evidence that I 
ever received any money from any business with Iraq which should have been entered in the Members’ 
Register. As you know, however, the Daily Telegraph are currently considering whether to appeal against the 
decision in my recent  libel action against them. I am unaware of the extent to which the reasons for your 
original stay in your investigation are affected by that and so I am copying this correspondence to my solicitor 
Mr Bays. Perhaps you would kindly discuss with him any legal issues which arise out of any decision to 
appeal.  

As you will know there is a short time frame in which this decision to appeal or not will have to be made and, 
as I shall be away from London from next week until the 8 January, you may find that very soon that the 
Telegraph decides on the issue of appeal and that this matter will be clear.  

Nevertheless, I remain ready to meet with you at any time to discuss these or any other matters.  

14 December 2004  

63. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 16 
December 2004, covering amended list of questions to Mr 
Galloway.  

I write further to my letter of 14 December. As you know, in December last year I suspended my inquiries of 
you into these complaints (of which I had first informed you on 29 April 2003) in order to avoid any risk of 
prejudice to your libel action against the Daily Telegraph. With the conclusion of that action, the way is clear 
for me to resume my inquiries.  

I have noted that the truth or otherwise of the allegations which underlie the complaints I have received was 
not addressed during the libel action. In his judgment, Mr Justice Eady said:  

“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.” (paragraph 194)  

He went on to comment:  

“. . I  see 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.” (paragraph 197)  
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I therefore write to seek again your answer to a number of questions which I had put to you earlier, before my 
inquiry was suspended. For convenience I have set these questions out afresh in the attached appendix and in 
doing so have tried to take account of the partial answers you have given me in earlier correspondence. I 
realise that you may feel you have already answered some or all of these questions, if not in earlier 
correspondence then in your evidence in the libel action. However, it will be helpful if you can now answer 
these questions as fully as possible as the starting point for my resumed inquiries.  

I am grateful for the copy of the written evidence submitted in the Telegraph case which Davenport Lyons 
sent me recently. I have also recently received copies of relevant papers from the Charity Commission. If other 
issues emerge from my reading of these papers, I will put them to you separately in the new year. I shall also 
put to you then any additional questions I may have in relation to the Oil for Food programme, in the light of 
the UN inquiry into that programme which is presently underway.  

I look forward to hearing from you.   

16 December 2004  
QUESTIONS RE-SUBMITTED TO MR GALLOWAY BY THE PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER 

FOR STANDARDS  

1. On what dates since 1991 have you visited Iraq? In each case, what was the nature of the visit, whom did 
you meet and who funded the visit? 

2. You have admitted being in Iraq on 26 December 1999. Whom precisely did you meet on that occasion?  

3. How did you meet Mr Fawaz Zureikat? 

4. How would you describe your relationship with Mr Zureikat?  

5. Has Mr Zureikat ever, to your knowledge, traded in oil under the UN Oil for Food programme?  

6. What is Mr Zureikat’s current address or other contact details. How do you advise I may best contact 
him?  

7. Are you currently in touch with Mr Zureikat? 

8. Has Mr Zureikat ever contributed to the Great Britain-Iraq society?  

9. What is or was your role in relation to the Mariam Appeal? 

10. What is or was your role in relation to the Great Britain-Iraq society? How often did the society meet and 
are records of its meetings available? 

11. Are you able to supply me with the accounts of the Great Britain-Iraq society?  

12. What is your own explanation for the material allegedly found in Baghdad by Mr David Blair, the Daily 
Telegraph journalist?  

16 December 2004  

64. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 17 January 
2005  

Thank you for your letter and enclosure of 17 December 2004. I apologise for the delay in responding—as you 
know I have been out of the country over Christmas and the New Year and I wanted to make this response 
comprehensive, substantive and, I hope sufficient to bring this matter to a close. Before turning to the 
questions you have asked me, however, I am afraid I must return to previous issues.  

There is no mystery about the misdating of my last letter to you—wrongly described as 24 December. My 
secretary merely hit the wrong key. There is a mystery however, as to how the Glasgow Herald can have 
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published your intentions before you had decided them, in their edition of December 14th, which I enclose. 
This is not an isolated problem.  

As you well know, and as I have had cause to complain to you about before, every step in this affair has been 
leaked to the newspapers in advance of your communications with me. You will recall that the setting up of 
this enquiry was communicated to me by the BBC before you had even returned to your desk to begin the task 
of informing me.  

I mention all of this because I have, I think, a legitimate concern about the politicised nature of these 
proceedings. As you know, I am a one-man parliamentary party and a candidate against New Labour in what 
has been described by several newspapers as the most high profile election contest in the forthcoming general 
election campaign, beginning only some 11 weeks from now.  I have some experience of politically motivated 
complaints, deliberately kept in play by previous committees in the run up to general elections. I hope you will 
not allow the same thing to happen to this enquiry.  

Furthermore, I feel bound to state, once more for the record, that there is no forum deserving of being 
described as dispensing justice of any kind in which a man is required to prove his innocence of allegations. 
These proceedings were launched following complaints by political opponents relying on allegations made in 
The Daily Telegraph. The newspaper produced no evidence of the truth of these allegations, which were 
found in the High Court, in the absence of justification, to have been grossly defamatory. I am not aware that 
either of your complainants has produced any evidence other than newspaper reports, in which case I reiterate 
my basic point, which is this: in the absence of evidence it would be unjust for you to proceeding the 
politicised atmosphere to ask me to prove my innocence of allegations which even those who made them have 
failed to substantiate.  

Notwithstanding this, I now in narrative form, turn to the questions you have asked me.  

I made my first visit to Iraq in 1993, along with the Father of the House Tam Dalyell MP and the then BBC 
Middle East correspondence Tim Llewellen. I made my last visit there in the late summer of 2002. I have no 
record of the number of visits I made to Iraq—but none of them were secret or private, all of them were 
accompanied by press and other publicity both here and there. I visited Iraq for the first time in 1993, again in 
1994 and then not again until 1998. I regularly visited the country between 1998 and 2002. Where an issue of 
registration occurred, I recorded my visits in the Register of Members’ Interests. On those occasions on which 
I visited Iraq which are not so registered, the reason is either that I paid for the costs myself or, on one 
occasion, the costs were paid by the newspaper for which I am a columnist.  

It may help you if I explain that most of my wife’s family live in Jordan, as for much of the time she does 
herself. Consequently I was frequently in Jordan especially during Parliamentary Recess, at my own expense. 
Many of my friends were regularly shuttling by road between Amman and Baghdad. I regularly joined them.  

Naturally I could not begin to tell you every person I met in Iraq. This would run into thousands of people. If 
you mean whom have I met within the Iraqi leadership; I met Saddam Hussein in 1994 and then again in 2002 
on which occasion I helped persuade him to allow the return of Dr Han Blix and his team of United Nations 
Weapons Inspectors. I regularly met Mr Tariq Aziz, the sometime foreign minister and later Information 
Minister, Mr Sahaf on several occasions. I have never so far as I know met an Iraqi intelligence officer.  

You ask “what was the nature of my visits to Iraq?” All of my work on the subject of Iraq and, it follows, all of 
my visits there, flowed from my deepest held conviction that British and American policy towards Iraq was 
immoral, deadly and counter-productive and in support of the anti-war anti sanctions campaigns in which I 
was involved. For a time, I was lonely  in my viewpoint. I think it may be rather more widely supported now. 
Everything I did arose out of my honestly held political, and for that matter, religious beliefs. Nobody paid me 
for doing so. I gained no benefit from doing so. Rather, some may say, I sacrificed quite a bit to do so. It is, 
frankly, deeply insulting to suggest that anything I did against sanctions and war on Iraq I did for personal 
benefit.  

I met Mr Fawaz Zureikat in the summer of 1999 at the House of Commons. I knew of him before that as he 
had been a long standing friend of my wife who met him when she attended the University of Jordan. I knew, 
from her, that he was a successful business man and I met him to discuss my then forthcoming bus journey 



Conduct of Mr George Galloway    81 

 

from “Big Ben to Baghdad.” We discussed ways in which he could be of logistical help on the Arab portions of 
this journey.  

You ask me how I would describe my relationship with him. Following that first meeting, we became friends. I 
have no regrets about meeting him; though he may have some about meeting me. As a consequence of his 
friendship with me and the newspaper interpretations of it, he has been imprisoned, remorselessly 
interrogated, traduced in the British media (including being twice described in the Times during my recent 
libel case as an “Iraqi Intelligence Officer” before on the third day that extraordinary error of fact was 
corrected) and has, I understand from others incurred loss of business as a result of the political attack upon 
myself. His personal safety, as a businessman travelling throughout the Middle East including Iraq, has been 
placed in jeopardy.  

I have no detailed knowledge of Mr Zureikat’s business though of course I knew broadly that he was a 
successful businessman working in many Arab countries, including Iraq, for some of the world’s largest 
companies. Incidentally every member of parliament or member of the British press that I helped to visit Iraq 
can testify that I introduced all of them to Mr Zureikat as precisely that. As you know, he became a major 
benefactor of the Mariam Appeal which I founded in 1998. I no more asked him the details of how he made 
the money he was donating than Mr Blair asked Mr Ecclestone or Mr Mittal how they had made the money 
they donated to New Labour. I have seen press reports, as you have no doubt, that part of Mr Zureikat’s 
business with Iraq (which long-predated his first meeting with me) was in oil under the UN’s Oil for Food 
Programme.  

I have no reason to doubt that this is so, but I have never discussed it with him. You ask for Mr Zureikat’s 
current address and contact details. I understand from him that you know these as, he says, you have delivered 
three letters to him there. I imagine it may be that he has no wish to correspond with you and the politicians 
on your committee because he has no wish to become further embroiled in political controversy. This would 
be understandable. I can confirm to you however that his address remains as it was when you last wrote to 
him.  

Turning to the Great Britain-Iraq Society. To the best of my knowledge Mr Zureikat never contributed funds 
to the society. The GBIS was a modest and short lived organisation. It had a small budget, mainly from the 
Mariam Appeal and from British newspapers—including the Daily Telegraph—which made contributions to 
it in exchange for their inclusion in Parliamentary and other delegations travelling to and within Iraq. It had 
no office or staff. It lasted less than two years. All of its meetings took place in the House of Commons, most 
of them were public meetings in the grand committee room. I was the Chairman of the GBIS. Being a political 
organisation, not describable as a charity even by Lord Goldsmith, the GBIS had no need to publish accounts 
and did not do so. I can confirm that other than that which I have registered in the Register of Members’ 
Interests  I received no benefit of any kind from the Great Britain Iraq-Society or for that matter from the 
Mariam Appeal.  

You ask “what is or was” my role in the Mariam Appeal. With respect, this is well charted territory. I am sure, 
if you require it, the transcript of the recent libel case—which I won and in which I was awarded £150,000 in 
damages—and the Charity Commission Enquiry, ordered by Lord Goldsmith, New Labour’s Attorney 
General, and which cleared me and the Mariam Appeal of any wrongdoing are available to you. I really have 
nothing to add to those and especially to what I said in court. The Mariam Appeal, which left these shores four 
years ago, ceased to exist in 2002.  

Lastly, you ask for my “own explanation for the material allegedly found in Baghdad by Mr David Blair, the 
Daily Telegraph Journalist”.  

Here I must reiterate that I dealt with this in the libel case and I am not in a position to add to what I said 
there. 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 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 
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(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 not evidence that anything in them is true. As no less a figure than Sir Jeremy Greenstock 
said in the Sunday Times of 5 December 2004 in relation to similar documents appearing to incriminate 
others “People produced these bits of paper from the oil ministry. But you’ve got to have evidence that oil 
actually changed hands rather than bits of paper which don’t mean anything. The Iraqis were perfectly 
capably of having all out names on file with some nasty bit of paper.” I support this, the analysis of Britain’s 
former Ambassador to the United Nations and Mr Blair’s former envoy to Iraq.  

As I say in court I do not accept the Daily Telegraph’s version of how they came to some of these documents 
at least. I possess certain information about the true provenance of some of the documents published by the 
Daily Telegraph. Once my case with them is finally concluded (as you know, they are still considering an 
appeal) I intend to seek a parliamentary opportunity to illuminate this information. When I am able to impart 
this information to Parliament it may shed some light on the motives and identity of those involved in this, 
alas just one of many conspiracies over Baghdad.  

17 January 2005 

65. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 18 August 
2005  

When we met on 24 February, you kindly said to Alda Barry (Q125 of the agreed transcript) that you would 
ask your solicitor whether it would be possible to let me see the report made by the forensic expert employed 
by you on the Daily Telegraph’s documents at issue in the libel case.  

I do not recall having heard further from you about this and I should be grateful to know the position. The 
report would not, of course, be made more widely available in any way by me prior to the outcome of the 
Telegraph’s appeal—or indeed in any context other than a report by me to the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges.  

During our interview, you also undertook to reflect on when your letter nominating Mr Zureikat as your 
representative in Baghdad in relation to the Mariam Appeal was written (Q36-40). I should be grateful if you 
would let me have your best estimate of this.  

There is one other point arising from our interview I would like to put to you. We discussed your presence in 
Baghdad around Christmas 1999 and you made clear that you did not, to your knowledge, meet any official of 
the Iraqi intelligence service on 26 December 1999 or so far as you are aware at any other point. Can you 
please tell me who you did meet on 25 and 26 December 1999 in Baghdad?  

I look forward to hearing from you.  

18 August 2005  

66. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 22 August 
2005  

Thank you for your correspondence, I am out of the country and dictating this by telephone.  

On the subject of the forensic report, I think I pointed out to you that the paper in question was photocopy 
paper to the best of my knowledge so I’m not sure how open to forensic examination it was. I will however 
pass your letter to Mr Bays and he will no doubt be in touch.  

I am not able to be more clear than I was about the date of my letter re Mr Zureikat. I think it was some time 
in the year 2000.  
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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.  

22 August 2005  

67. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 28 April 
2006  

A journalist from the London Times has just telephoned me seeking a quote in relation to the fact that “British 
officials” acting at your behest have “visited Tariq Aziz in prison in Baghdad” to ask him questions about me. 

I am leaving aside, for the moment, the serious constitutional issues raised: whether you work for parliament 
or the government, whose officials at the British embassy in Baghdad have been commandeered by you; and 
others. 

I had earlier been informed that another, or possibly the same, group of British officials had approached Mr 
Aziz’s lawyer seeking such a meeting telling him that “if he [the lawyer] had difficulty in obtaining access to 
his client to seek such a meeting they [the British officials] could facilitate it”. It thus appears that privileged 
access is being offered as an inducement for “cooperation” with the occupation authorities.  

I need hardly remind you that this occupation—opposed by the majority of Iraqis, the majority in Britain and 
in the United States—is precisely what I and the movement I represent have opposed from the beginning. 
That is the cause of my being targeted by my accusers, who you are indulging with your investigation. In so 
doing, and by the offer of inducements for cooperation with the occupation, you are aligning yourself with a 
policy that most people in this country oppose and many see as a crime.  

I will return to the probity of questioning a prisoner who was kidnapped in an illegal occupation and is being 
held illegally, who has suffered heart attacks, strokes and other serious ailments during his captivity and who 
has been denied by the occupiers visits from his family, legal representatives and the Red Cross. Your officials, 
however, can visit him at will.  

At this stage I wish to make the following statement:  

I have told you from the beginning that every move you make in this “investigation” is systematically leaked to 
certain media. That started on the day when your committee launched this process. Before you had returned 
to your office from the committee hearing the BBC informed me that you would be calling. 

And then there is the timing of today’s “breaking news”, as there was with your absurd report into my legally 
administered repayable legal fund, which got the headlines that in some quarters were no doubt desired 
“Galloway Rebuked”,  “Galloway Censored”, “Sleaze”, “Secret Cash”.  

All the evidence suggests that this story has been timed to coincide with the local elections, in which the 
government—with whom you are coordinating—is running scared of defeat next Thursday, not least by 
Respect in my borough of Tower Hamlets.  

I can no longer have any confidence in your impartiality or in the integrity of your inquiries. I consider that 
you, or those with whom you are acting in concert, have acted in bad faith. I will no longer deal with you 
without the conduit of legal counsel.  

I am copying this to Sir George Young MP, the chairman of the committee.  

28 April 2006  
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68. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 2 May 
2006  

I am writing to acknowledge your letter of 28 April following the approach you received from a journalist on 
“The Times”.  

I am looking into the background to the appearance of the article in “The Times” the following day, referring 
to an approach I had made to Mr Tariq Aziz through Mr Aziz’s lawyer. I will write again as soon as I can.  

For the present, I can confirm that I have sought Mr Aziz’s assistance in my enquiries into the complaint by 
Mr Robathan and another against you, and that, in view of his circumstances, I asked the Foreign Office to 
arrange delivery of my letter, written some months ago, in Baghdad. I am surprised that you should 
apparently object to my seeking evidence from Mr Aziz, given his central role in the allegations made against 
you.  

I can also assure you that I had no hand in the appearance of the article in The Times. From my own reading 
of it, the principal source appears to have been Mr Aziz’s lawyer, Mr Arief. It must be a reasonable 
presumption that he is also responsible for the timing of the article’s appearance.  

You say that in future you will no longer deal with me “without the conduit of legal counsel”. I hope you will 
reconsider in view of the explanation I have given you. In any event; I remind you of the contents of 
paragraph 21 of the procedural guidance note I have sent you about the handling of complaints. This reads:  

“Members may, at their own expense, take legal advice on a complaint if they so wish and be assisted by such 
advice in responding to the Commissioner. However, the Commissioner will expect Members to respond to his 
enquiries (whether orally or in writing) for themselves. Members may, if they so wish, be accompanied by a 
lawyer or an adviser at meetings with the Commissioner.” 

I will report your letter to the Committee on Standards and Privileges when it next meets. Meanwhile, I shall 
continue to address correspondence to you, copying the material to your legal adviser so that you can consult 
him as you wish.  

I am assuming that Mr Bays will continue to act for you in this matter, as in others. If not, no doubt you will 
let me know otherwise.  

I am copying this letter to Sir George Young, as I see you did yours. 

2 May 2006  

69. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 3 May 
2006  

I acknowledge receipt of your letter of 2 May 2006. I am afraid you are wrong about the provenance of the 
Times article. The Times were directed by the British embassy in Baghdad to ask Mr Arief about your 
approach to Tariq Aziz. The British Foreign Office, whom you involved in this matter, can not, therefore, be 
exculpated in the timing of the newspaper story. 

I now turn to the contents of the item which appeared in the Times on 29 April 2006 and subsequently via the 
internet in many other places. They compound the complaints I made to you in my letter of 28 April 2006.  

The report states that Mr Aziz’s lawyer, Badie Izzat Arief, says his client was offered immunity from 
prosecution on any charges arising from the oil-for-food scandal in return for presumably co-operative 
testimony about me. I have now confirmed that this offer was indeed made by the “British officials” who 
approached Mr Arief. 

I am now seeking as a matter of urgency answers to the following questions: 

1. Who authorised the “British officials” to make such an offer? Clearly, no official of Parliament could do 
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so, only a government could make such an executive decision. 

2. Do you know whether the British government has made such a decision? Were you aware of it when you 
sought to contact Tariq Aziz? 

3. Did you seek legal opinion as to the status of this offer or were you aware of any government legal advice? 

4. We are given to understand that sovereignty in Iraq long ago passed to the government of Iraq. If that is 
so, how do you believe the British government or its officials can determine what prosecutions may take 
place in Iraq, of an Iraqi citizen, by Iraqi authorities? 

5. It is reasonable to conclude that this offer is a clear inducement to Tariq Aziz to procure from him 
different answers from those he has already repeatedly given. Are you aware of further or greater 
inducements being considered by government? 

To any reasonable person, this offer of immunity for changed and false testimony is surely corrupt. You say 
that you are “surprised that I apparently object” to your approaching Mr Aziz. My point is that this approach 
and its associated inducements concern a prisoner who has been held for three years without charge in a legal 
limbo and who is seriously ill: the surprise is that you could imagine that under those circumstances any 
evidence could be freely given. 

This inducement is now public knowledge. In the light of that, do you and the Committee disassociate 
yourselves from the offering of such an inducement? What rules of evidence are you and the Committee 
applying in this investigation? Mr Aziz has already answered questions relating to the allegations against me. 
What possible purpose can there be in your contacting him with the offer of this inducement other than to get 
Mr Aziz to contradict his previous answers in return for favourable treatment? 

I believe the foregoing raises fundamental issues about my rights as an opposition Member of Parliament, the 
relationship between Parliament, the Commissioner, and the British government, which co-occupies Iraq, and 
my proper expectations of natural justice. Therefore, I am copying this letter to Mr Speaker as well as to Sir 
George Young MP. 

3 May 2006  

70. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 8 May 
2006  

In reply to your letter of 3 May, I can only say that I have no knowledge of any inducement being offered to 
Mr Aziz to give evidence to my inquiry into the complaints against you.  

If you want to question anyone about the alleged conduct of Foreign and Commonwealth Office officials, you 
should put your questions, together with any supporting evidence (and, so far, I am not aware that you have 
any, beyond the terms of the article which appeared in The Times on 29 April), to FCO ministers. However, 
FCO officials have assured me that:  

1. They have not contacted any media organisation regarding you or my investigation into the complaints 
against you. Their practice is to refer any questions about my investigation to me. I had no approach from 
“The Times” prior to the appearance of the article on 29 April, nor have I had any since.  

2. No inducement of any kind has been offered to Mr Aziz or to his lawyer, Mr Aref, in return for 
“presumably cooperative testimony” or anything else from either Mr Aziz or his lawyer.  

In short, I am not aware that your allegations are founded on fact. Nor can I accept that they raise questions 
about my inquiry. I shall continue to pursue that inquiry, in accordance with the procedures laid down by the 
House, until I am able to report to the Committee on Standards and Privileges on the complaints against you.   

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours.  
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8 May 2006  

71. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 17 May 
2006  

It appears from your letter of 8 May 2006 that officials of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office have indeed 
acted as your agents in contacting Mr Aref, Tariq Aziz’s lawyer - at the very least you do not deny that.  

I’m afraid you are wrong to suggest I have no evidence “beyond the terms of the article which appeared in the 
Times on 29 April” of an inducement being offered to Mr Aziz via his lawyer. The content of that article has 
been corroborated by me independently.  

I now ask you urgently to answer the following: 

1. Have you asked the FCO, another government department, or their officials to act on your behalf in your 
investigation? 

2. If so, what were the terms of your request? 

3.  What are the legal parameters for calling in such assistance? 

4.  Which authority contacted Mr Aref - embassy, consular, intelligence or some other? 

5. When do you call on the government or its agencies to assist you and how do you know that what they 
are doing is wholly in your name? 

6. Do you maintain that you have no responsibility for the actions of those whom you ask to act for you in 
your investigations? If so, how do you justify such a position? 

As for the offer of immunity made to Mr Aziz: not only has that been confirmed to me independently of the 
Times, but the story itself has not been retracted. Why would Mr Aref have told the Times about the offer if it 
were not true? You make no comment about the circumstances of Mr Aziz’s incarceration, as if that were 
immaterial to the offer which Mr Aref reports was made.  

These latest events deepen the very serious constitutional issues surrounding your inquiry. You appear to have 
subcontracted your investigation to agents of the government, opposition to which is the root cause of the 
long witch-hunt conducted against me. The same government and its officials have shown no interest in the 
role played by an Iraqi general in forging at least two sets of documents about me (see Hansard 8 May, 
adjournment debate). I repeat: this investigation raises profound questions about my rights as an opposition 
Member of Parliament, the relationship between Parliament, the Commissioner and the Government, which 
co-occupies Iraq, and my proper expectations of natural justice.  

17 May 2006  

72. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 18 May 
2006  

In reply to your letter of 17 May, there is little I can add to my earlier correspondence.  

The only action officials of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO) have undertaken on my behalf is, at 
my request, to deliver a letter from me to Mr Aziz’s lawyer in Baghdad. I am as entitled as any other UK 
citizen to seek the FCO’s assistance and in the particular circumstances relating to Mr Aziz and Iraq, I do not 
think others will find it surprising that I should have sought this modest piece of help in ensuring the safe 
delivery of my letter.  

I do not in any sense accept your assertion that my action raises “very serious constitutional issues” about my 
inquiry. I continue to conduct it as an officer of the House; I shall apply my independent judgement to its 
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outcome; and I shall report that outcome through the Committee on Standards and Privileges to the House, 
for the Committee and the House, as appropriate, to assess.  

You continue to assert that an inducement has been offered to Mr Aziz via his lawyer. I repeat that I am not 
party to any such inducement and know of none. FCO officials have assured me that no inducement of any 
kind has been offered. I note that you say you have independently corroborated Mr Aref’s reported claim 
about such an inducement. Perhaps you would be good enough to share all the evidence you have on this 
matter with me and with the FCO, whose officials you continue to implicate in relation to the claim.  

As to your Adjournment Debate on 8 May, as you would expect I read the Official Report of it with 
considerable interest. I shall be writing separately to you about the questions it raises.  

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours.   

18 May 2006  

73. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 23 May 
2006  

I read with interest the Official Report of your adjournment debate on Monday, 8th May. 

I will, of course, follow up what you said with Mr Sherwell, with Mr Blair himself and with his editor. 

You had earlier intimated, in your interview with me on 24th February 2005, that you had evidence from an 
unimpeachable source that Mr Blair had not found the documents, or at least not all of them, published by the 
Daily Telegraph, in the circumstances he described. Subsequently you told me ‘I have evidence of nuclear 
importance about the provenance of these documents and in the House on my feet under parliamentary 
privilege I will deliver it when I can’ (interview transcript Q70).  I would be grateful for your confirmation that 
the information you gave in your adjournment debate is all the information to which you referred. 

I should also like to be clear if, by ‘the second set of documents published by the Telegraph’ you mean those 
published on 23rd April, including the letter allegedly from General Al Khattab, conveying a decision from 
Saddam Hussein that you were not to be paid any additional money, and one from Lord Waverley.  Mr Blair, 
as you know, says that the documents published on 22nd and 23rd April were all found at the same time and in 
the same box. 

I should be grateful if you would provide me with the name of the foreign correspondent who you say told 
you about his conversations with Mr Blair. 

I note that you say that your contact told you that Mr Sherwell had told him he had seen the room in which 
Mr Blair alleged he found the documents before Mr Blair and that they were not as described by Mr Blair.  Sky 
news footage, however, and photographs taken by Mr Heathcliff O’Malley show the room and its contents as 
described by Mr Blair.  Do you have, or wish to suggest, any explanation for the discrepancy? 

I take this further opportunity to remind you that any information you provide to me is covered by 
parliamentary privilege and will remain confidential unless and until it is published by the Standards and 
Privileges Committee.  This will apply to any information you provide in response to this letter. and to 
anything else you now tell me. 

23 May 2006  

74. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 21 June 
2006  

It is now almost a month since I wrote to you about the issues you raised during this debate (a further copy of 
my letter of 23 May is enclosed for ease of reference).  
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In that period, I have received categoric denials from the Daily Telegraph and Mr David Blair of the 
allegations you made about them in the debate. I understand that the Daily Telegraph’s legal advisers are in 
touch with yours about these matters.  

Are you, please, able to respond now to the questions I put to you in my letter? It would be helpful to receive 
any such response by the end of this month.  

I am copying this letter and enclosure to Mr Bays. 

21 June 2006   

75. E-mail to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 22 June 
2006  

I understand that my office has just received your letter of 21 June 2006. I am currently in Vienna and I will be 
back in London briefly over the weekend prior to travelling to Tunisia next Monday. It is unlikely therefore, 
that I will be responding by the end of the month.  

In any case, I said what I said in the House, and I stand by it.  

22 June 2006  

76. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 10 July 
2006  

I wonder if you are yet above to respond to the questions I posed in my letter of 23 May?  

I am particularly anxious to talk to the foreign correspondent to whom you referred in your speech in the 
Adjournment debate on 8 May as the source of your evidence about his conversations with Mr Blair. It 
appears he may have very material in relation to matters alleged against you and I am concerned that his 
evidence should be corroborated and assessed before I reach any conclusion in relation to those allegations.  

The summer recess is approaching fast. I should be grateful if you will reply in full to the questions in my letter  
(a further copy of which I enclose) by 18 July.  

I am copying this letter and enclosure to Mr Bays.  

10 July 2006  

77. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 13 July 
2006  

With reference to your letters of 23 May and July 10 following my adjournment debate I would make the 
following response.  

I am not yet ready to divulge the identity of the senior foreign correspondent to whom I referred in the debate. 
I am seeking his agreement to such an identification and the outcome will determine the course of future 
revelations I will make when the time is right. The Daily Telegraph of course are well aware of his identity and 
the truth of what he told me—notwithstanding any denials they have made to you.  

Further to what I said in the adjournment debate you will recall that you told me recently that you have 
availed yourself “like any other British Citizen” of the services of the British Embassy in Baghdad in 
furtherance of your inquiry. I found this explanation of your extraordinary decision to involve the 
government (against whom I have long been ranged on all matters Iraqi) in a parliamentary inquiry arising 
out of precisely that conflict to be absurd. But perhaps you will now explain why you have not seen fit to use 
your citizen’s rights to involve the same embassy in an attempt to interview the Iraqi “General” whom you 
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know to have passed utterly fraudulent documents about me receiving millions of dollars from Iraq to both 
the Mail on Sunday and the Christian Science Monitor? Why aren’t you interested in why he did that? On 
whose behalf he did that?  

Or perhaps you have done so but just did not think it right to let me know of his, “categorical denial”?  

13 July 2006  

78. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 25 July 
2006  

Thank you for your letter of 13 July in reply to mine of 23 May, 21 June and 10 July.  

I reported our exchange of correspondence informally to the Committee on Standards and Privileges when it 
met last week. The Committee has asked me to remind you that under paragraph 18 of the Code of Conduct it 
is the duty of Members to “cooperate, at all stages with any investigation into their conduct by or under the 
authority of the House.” This includes replying fully and promptly to correspondence from, or questions put 
to them, by me.  

Turning to the second paragraph of your letter, I am concerned that you are not yet ready to divulge the 
identity of the senior foreign correspondent to whom you referred in your Adjournment debate on 8 May. I 
understand that you would wish to contact him before revealing his identity, but you have now had well over 
2 months in which to do this. I am also concerned that you go on to refer to “future revelations I will make 
when the time is right.”  

Under the House’s procedures, you are expected to share with me promptly all the information you have 
relating to the complaints against you. I must therefore ask you to let me have by 22 August both the name of 
the correspondent concerned and any other information you have relating to the matters which are the 
subject of my inquiry, including the “future revelations” to which you refer in your letter.  

As regards the third and fourth paragraphs of your letter, the documents published by the “Christian Science 
Monitor” were not the subject of Mr Robathan’s original complaint to me. As far as I am aware, the fraudulent 
nature of those documents is not disputed. If you have evidence relating to those documents which you think 
is also relevant to my consideration of Mr Robathan’s complaint arising from the separate documents 
published by the Daily Telegraph, you should not hesitate to let me have it as soon as possible.  

I am copying this letter to the other recipients of yours, and look forward to hearing from you shortly. 

25 July 2006  

79. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 15 August 
2006  

Thank you for your letter of 25 July on which I make the following observations. It is clear that you persist in 
assuming that I somehow have to prove my innocence of the claims made in the Daily Telegraph, on which I 
have substantial damages in a High Court action during which the newspaper did not once claim its story was 
true.  

You betray this state of mind by your demand, for example, that I name the foreign correspondent to whom I 
referred in a speech under privilege in the House of Commons, of which I am an elected Member. I have no 
such obligation. Indeed I am answerable to no one for words spoken in the Chamber.  

The senior foreign correspondent to whom I refer works constantly in areas of occupation and resistance and 
has considerations of personal safety in being dragged by name into this affair. He also spoke to me in 
confidence and I cannot and will not name a person who gave me valuable information in confidence. No 
honourable member of parliament would act differently, just as no journalist, senior or otherwise, would act 
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differently. Should this senior foreign correspondent at some stage agree to their identity being revealed this is 
a subject to which I may return.  

Equally revealing, though even more constitutionally outrageous, is your assumption that you can ask me, an 
elected member of parliament, for the contents of statements I have not yet made in parliament. No one has 
the right to demand a preview of parliamentary speeches.  

Your explanation for your failure to utilise your rights “as a British Citizen” to use British Government staff in 
occupied Baghdad to interview the purveyor of documents—of a remarkably similar nature to those you are 
investigating and which you acknowledge in your letter are demonstrably  forged—verges on the absurd.  

To say that you are not interested in finding out why and on whose behalf the named and photographed Iraqi 
“general” who passed documents to both the Christian Science Monitor and the Mail on Sunday because they 
were not referred to in Mr Robathan’s complaint is ridiculous. These forged documents provide a context to 
this affair. That context is that Baghdad, within days of its fall to the invaders, was awash with documents of 
near identical character concerning me and large sums of money.  

It speaks volumes that you are not interested in the provenance of these forgeries and buttresses my already 
expressed lack of confidence in the integrity of your investigation.  

I am copying this letter to the Speaker of the House of Commons because of the issues of privilege that arise 
and to Sir George Young MP, the chairman of the Committee.   

15 August 2006  

80. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 17 August 
2006  

Thank you for your letter of 15 August in reply to mine of 25 July.  

I was disappointed to receive it, as the arguments you advance appear to betray a complete lack of 
understanding of the important constitutional principle of the sovereignty of the House and of the duty upon 
Members to comply with its resolutions and decisions, including the provisions of the Code of Conduct and 
the procedures agreed by the House for the Code’s enforcement.  

Your letter also betrays a continuing misunderstanding (or misrepresentation) of those procedures, which are 
essentially inquisitorial rather than adversarial in character.  The procedures do not require you to prove your 
innocence. They do oblige you to assist me in inquiring into the allegations which have been made against 
you, not least by providing me with all relevant information and evidence available to you.  

I therefore invite you again to comply with this requirement by promptly sharing with me all the information 
you have relating to the complaints against you, including the name of the senior foreign correspondent to 
whom you referred in your Adjournment debate on 8 May.  I remind you yet again that all information 
provided to me is covered by Parliamentary privilege and will remain confidential to me unless and until it is 
published as part of a report to the House. I also draw your attention to paragraph 25 of the ‘Guidance Note 
for Members who are the subject of a complaint’ (Procedural note 3) which I have previously given you. This 
makes clear that the Committee on Standards and Privileges is normally sympathetic to requests for the 
deletion of confidential and personal information where it can protect privacy without jeopardising the public 
interest in knowing the facts on which the Committee has based its conclusions.  

As to your reference to the source of the documents published by the ‘Christian Science Monitor’, I find it odd 
that, having complained vigorously about my asking the Foreign and Commonwealth Office to deliver a letter 
for me to the lawyers acting for Mr Tariq Aziz—on the grounds that this allegedly contravened some 
important constitutional principle and prejudiced the integrity of my inquiry—you are now urging me to use 
British government staff in Baghdad to carry out interviews there on my behalf. Nonetheless I have noted 
your view of the importance of these documents and I shall ensure that the argument you advance is 
appropriately addressed in the report I will submit to the Committee on Standards and Privileges.  
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I look forward to receiving from you shortly the information I have again requested, and meanwhile am 
copying this letter to the recipients of yours.  

17 August 2006  

81. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 11 
September 2006  

Thank you for your letter of 17 August. Given the important issues you raise in relation to Parliamentary 
privilege and the proper rights of MPs not to face proceedings in relation to issues they raise under privilege in 
the House I am today writing to the Speaker seeking his protection.  

Furthermore, your letter betrays a continuing misunderstanding (or misrepresentations) of the point I am 
making about the Iraqi “General” in Baghdad (where  your friends in the Foreign Office are well represented) 
and the forged documents about me he successfully purveyed to various newspapers.  

It is absurd for you to argue these are not germane because Andrew Robathan did not complain about them. 
They are material evidence of the fact that there was a concerted attempt to frame me on precisely the kind of 
allegations about which Robathan did complain. The fact that you have shown such reluctance to consider 
them speaks volumes.  

Lastly, I didn’t know whether to laugh or cry at your implication that it would be open to me to supply 
information to you (and hence your committee) “in confidence” and that your committee might treat such 
information in a “sympathetic” manner as far as confidentiality is concerned.  

This investigation was announced on the BBC before you had even got back to your desk from the committee 
meeting. You know very well that if I were to break my duty of confidentiality to my source the chances of it 
remaining confidential in the hands of partisan politicians (all of them my political opponents) are zero.  

11 September 2006 

82. Letter to Mr Speaker from Mr George Galloway, 11 September 
2006  

You will be aware of the recent exchange of correspondence between myself and Sir Philip Mawer. I am 
writing to seek a meeting with you to discuss the constitutional impasse we have now reached on the issues of 
privilege. 

Essentially, Sir Philip seeks from me (with implied penalty) information relating to a speech I made in 
Parliament on 8 May (and this in an investigation in which he continues to assert I am not required to prove 
my innocence of anything!) 

I believe I am entitled to your protection in this. It is surely fundamental to the rights of members that no one 
can interrogate them in this way about the content of speeches in Parliament. 

It is a matter of honour to me that I respect the assurances I gave the source of the information I imparted in 
the speech. Wild horses will not extract from me any dishonouring of a promise given. 

Even more remarkably Sir Philip is insisting that I divulge to him the contents of speeches I have not yet given 
(and may never give) to Parliament. Equally, this surely must be a breach of privilege.  

Again I stress that he has acknowledged that I have no obligation to prove my innocence of charges made 
against me by Andrew Robathan. In these circumstances the contents of the speeches (given or not yet given) 
are surely immaterial to his work and as I suggest ultra vires in any case? I look forward to meeting with you at 
your convenience. 

11 September 2006  
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83. Letter to Mr George Galloway from Mr Speaker, 20 September 
2006   

You wrote to me on 11th September about the investigations which are being conducted by the Parliamentary 
Commissioner for Standards following the complaint made to him by Andrew Robathan.  

The post of Commissioner was established to investigate, independently, complaints about the registration or 
declaration of interests and other aspects of the propriety of Members’ conduct. The Commissioner’s findings 
are reported to the Standards and Privileges Committee, which has a general duty to oversee his work and 
would obviously want to ensure that it was conducted in accordance with the House’s procedures and 
standing orders.  

The Speaker has no role in the system which the House has established to oversee its Code of Conduct, and so 
I regret that I will be unable to meet you to discuss this issue.  

20 September 2006  

84. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 20 
October 2006  

You will have seen Mr Speaker’s answer to the constitutional questions I raised in relation to your demand for 
further particulars arising out of a speech I made under privilege in parliament and your demand to know 
what I may say in the House on the subject in future.  

I now therefore inform you that I have no intention of returning to this matter again in the House of 
Commons. Your second question is therefore otiose.  

For the reasons I have several times given you I will not break the promise of confidentiality I made to the 
source I referred to in my speech in Parliament and supply their identity to you and the political committee to 
whom you report.  

This would be injurious to the source and potentially dangerous to their safety. Above all it would be 
dishonourable. And there is enough dishonour in the current parliament already.  

20 October 2006  

85. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 23 
October 2006  

Thank you for your letter of 20 October.  

I note your assurance that there are no further matters related to my inquiries into the complaints against you 
which you intend to raise in the House. As you know, if at any time you have any further information at all 
which is relevant to those complaints, I shall be grateful to receive it immediately.  

I also note your continued unwillingness to disclose to me the name of the senior journalistic source to whom 
you referred during your Adjournment Debate on 8 May 2006, and the reasons you advance for this.  

23 October 2006  

86. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 26 
October 2006  

I am writing to arrange a further interview with you about the complaints arising from the material published 
in the “Daily Telegraph” in April 2003.  
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The completion of your libel action against the Telegraph Group Limited earlier this year has allowed me to 
pursue my inquiries beyond the point they had reached when we met in February last year. I am anxious now 
to put to you the additional evidence I have obtained.  

The matters I wish to put to you principally arise from the witness statements by Dr Burhan Al-Chalabi, Mr 
Stuart Halford, Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar and Mr Tony Zureikat, copies of which I enclose. You are already 
familiar, I know, with the reports of the Independent Inquiry Committee (IIC) into the Oil for Food 
Programme and of the US Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations, both published in October 
2005, information in which is also relevant to the questions I wish to ask you.  

The areas on which I wish to focus include:  

a) The Telegraph Documents:  

i. Your Adjournment Debate of 8 May 2006. 

ii.  Forensic evidence relating to the Telegraph Documents (the enclosed copy of an initial draft 
report by Dr Audrey Giles, which the Telegraph Group has supplied and agreed that I may show to 
you, refers).  

b) The Mariam Appeal:  

i. Your role in relation to the Appeal.  

ii. What happened to the books and records of the Appeal.  

iii. The role of your Parliamentary office in the running of the Appeal.  

iv. Other matters relating to the Appeal arising from the enclosed statements by Messrs Al-Chalabi, 
Halford and Al-Mukhtar.  

c) Baghdad: 

i. Where you spent Boxing Day 1999 and whom you met on that day.  

ii. The purpose and funding of the Great Britain-Iraq Society.  

iii. Issues arising from the evidence of Mr Tony Zureikat. 

I am anxious to bring my inquiries to an end as soon as reasonably possible and hope that it may therefore be 
possible for us to meet to explore these matters in the course of the next fortnight. I suspect we might need to 
set aside up to 2 hours for our meeting. I will be accompanied by Ms Alda Barry and a stenographer.  

I will ask my PA to contact you to arrange a mutually convenient time for our meeting.  

I do not know if Mr Kevin Bays is still assisting you in relation to these matters or whether his involvement 
ceased with the end of your libel action. I am therefore simply sending him a copy of this letter, without the 
various enclosures I mention. If, however, you confirm that Mr Bays is representing you in relation to my 
continuing inquiries as he did during the libel action, I would be happy to send him a copy of the enclosures 
(or, indeed, for you to do so). No doubt you will also let me know whether you wish him (or anyone else) to 
accompany you, as a friend, when we meet, although you will recall that you will be expected to answer the 
questions I put to you for yourself.  

26 October 2006  



94    Conduct of Mr George Galloway 

 

87. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 1 
November 2006  

I am responding to your letter (and accompanying documents) which I received yesterday, October 31. You 
will understand that it will take me a little time to carefully scrutinise the documents and rebut all of the 
smears and allegations. When I have done this I will be happy to meet with you. 

However so outlandish and in some cases malicious are some of the allegations that I must make some initial 
comments and observations. 

The witness statements.  

I have nothing to say at this stage about the statements by Dr al-Chalabi or Mr al-Mukhtar. It is the statement 
by the American businessman Mr ‘Tony Zraiquat’—a malevolent and fantastical concoction—that gives me 
the most concern. Whilst I can hardly believe that you or anyone else would give credence to this stream of 
false consciousness I would just make the following observations. 

1. A measure of this man’s credibility is that in his interview with you he has me ‘going for a drink’ with 
him, drinking a bottle of whisky in a car with a member of the Jordanian royal family and downing 
vodkas with Russian arms salesmen. It is, I think, quite well known that I am teetotal I have never tasted 
whisky or vodka either with royalty, Russians or anyone else. 

2. Zraiquat has Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad regularly receiving large amounts of cash, having ‘come from 
Palestine through the bridge to Amman’ then ‘go to Lebanon and make her deposit’. In fact Dr Abu-
Zayyad has not crossed the bridge in question since 1993 as any inquiry to the Israeli authorities would 
confirm (and she was not in Palestine at all between 1993 and November 2002 when she flew British 
Airways in and out of Tel Aviv). Further, it is impossible to travel to Lebanon from Israel or the occupied 
territories, even through Jordan, as Lebanon will not admit any traveller with an Israeli stamp in their 
passport. 

3. Zraiquat says I ‘went to Morocco very often and Fawaz met him (me) over there’. As my passports can 
demonstrate I did not travel to Morocco very often and I have never met Fawaz Zureikat in Morocco. It 
follows that the bizarre tale that Fawaz withdrew 200,000 (currency unspecified) telling your witness that 
he had ‘got to go to Morocco very, very urgently, George is there’ is sheer invention. As are the rest of 
these mendacious lies. 

4. I have never met or even heard of Ahmed Shanti. It follows that I can never have sat with him in a 
ministry in Baghdad in support of his business dealings. I have never visited the oil ministry or met any 
oil minister. Even my worst enemies have not alleged that. Another thing that my worst enemies have not 
accused me of is of being involved in the arms business. 

5. This entire witness statement is a farrago of lies and inventions, as the foregoing surely demonstrates. 
There appears to be not one corroborative document or supporting fact to Zraiquat’s bilious attack. It 
seems strange that an official of the British parliament should sit solemnly through such ravings. 

Stuart Halford’s statement  

I will expand on my criticisms when I meet you but here are some bullet points. 

The Mariam Appeal was never a charity. It was declared to be a charity after it had ceased to exist so that its 
financial records could be seized. Its function was to campaign against war and sanctions on Iraq. Many MPs 
run political campaigns, in part, from their parliamentary offices. 

I never at any time asked Mr Halford to destroy the appeal’s records. The implication is that these were 
financial. These records were not destroyed. The Charity Commission has already examined all of the appeal’s 
financial history—every penny in and every penny out—and found no irregularities. Soon after the Telegraph 
attack Mr Halford told me his wife had insisted that he give up the job and remove all our materials from their 
house in […]. I did tell him that we had no further need of the leaflets, posters etc as the campaign no longer 
existed but that is entirely different from any alleged destruction of records. 
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Throughout the appeal’s life Mr Halford kept all of the financial paperwork, latterly at his home. I note that 
you have drawn attention to the sum of £45,000 for office stationery and equipment—which even Mr Halford 
concedes is a surprisingly large amount of money—which he paid to himself. You have said that you would 
provide Mr Halford with copies of these cheques so that he could provide an explanation. I take it that you are 
still awaiting that explanation. 

When the Mariam Appeal closed its British office and Mr Halford began working from home the official 
headquarters of the appeal moved to Amman and Baghdad under the chairmanship of Fawaz Zureikat, by 
then its principal benefactor. All that was transferred was the limited historical documentation, minutes and 
the like, and stocks of headed notepaper and stationery. Its bank accounts remained here, where they could be 
and have been thoroughly examined. 

The Telegraph ‘documents’.   

I reject utterly that this Giles Laboratory report is any ‘forensic’ examination. It was commissioned by the 
Telegraph. I have never even seen the ‘documents’, they are photocopies and therefore subject to extremely 
limited forensic examination, unlike the Christian Science documents which were ‘originals’ and which were 
forensically debunked. Even Dr Giles concedes that the conclusions she can draw ‘are limited because these 
are all copy documents’. As you know I did say my piece in parliament on May 8 about the provenance of 
them and I refer you to Hansard column143. 

I will be in touch with you again in the near future. 

1 November 2006 

88. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, received 
13 November 2006  

I know we are trying to fix a meeting. Can you confirm if I am a) entitled to seek information about your 
witness Mr Tony Zureikat in order to discredit his ravings and b) whether it is worth delaying our meeting 
until I have done so—insofar as I am allowed to?  

13 November 2006  

89. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 14 
November 2006  

Thank you for your recent 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.  

Mr Zureikat’s evidence is not, however, the only material I have sent you and I should prefer to make what 
progress we can, even if this means that we may need a further meeting before we can conclude our 
exchanges. I say this particularly because you do not indicate how long you think you will need to conclude 
your inquiries about Mr 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 business between us? If you have concluded your inquiries about Mr Zureikat by 
then, so much the better: if not, we can return to his evidence on another occasion.   

14 November 2006  
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90. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 13 
December 2006 

In my letter of 4 December I said that I would write as soon as I could about various matters which arose 
during our meeting on 30 November. Now that a draft transcript of our conversation is available—a copy of 
which I have sent you separately for checking—I can do this.  

A) Matters on which I undertook to provide further information: 

1. Use of Parliamentary facilities in support of the Mariam Appeal—at Q27-28 we touched on the use of 
House facilities—specifically of the resources of your Parliamentary Office—in support of the Mariam 
Appeal. The evidence on this of which I am aware includes:  

a) Until the Appeal acquired separate offices in Northumberland Avenue in 1999, it was administered 
from your then office at 7 Millbank, London SW1.  

b) A circular letter of 8 May 1998—a copy of which I enclose—urging support for the Appeal was 
printed on House of Commons headed stationery carrying the Crowned Portcullis insignia. I do not 
know whether or not it was distributed in post-paid envelopes. According to the letter, contributions 
to the Appeal were to be sent to your Parliamentary office.  

c) Members of your Parliamentary staff undertook work for and received payments from the Appeal. 
Members of staff were also counter signatories to cheques drawn on the Appeal. (See paragraphs 11 
and 20-22 of the note of my meeting with Mr Halford, already supplied to you).  

If you wish to add anything to the evidence you gave me on this point when we met, please feel free to do 
so.  

2. Who transferred the “books and records” of the Mariam Appeal to Jordan—at Q50, I undertook to point 
you to the source of my understanding that it had been stated on your behalf that the documents relating 
to the Appeal had been transferred to Jordan by Mr Halford.  

In their letter of 13 April 2004 to the Charity Commission your solicitors, Davenport Lyons, said on your 
behalf:  

“. . . 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.”  

In a letter to me dated 23 February 2006, Mr Halford said:  

“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.” 

I am still not clear how your solicitors’ statement—presumably made on instruction by you—can be 
reconciled with Mr Halford’s evidence, and would welcome your further comment on this point.  

3. Sending of blank cheques to your Parliamentary office—at Q67-78 we covered the allegation that you 
would ask Mr Halford to send blank cheques to your Westminster office, without explanation, where they 
would be counter-signed by your parliamentary staff.  
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In a letter to me dated 23 February 2006, 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.”  

I should welcome your further comments on this point also. 

4. Payments by the Appeal to Ms E Laing—at Q85, you asked if the payments made to Ms Laing in the 
course of 2000, totalling £13,750, had been made by cheque. I can confirm that the payments were made 
by cheque. I do not, however, have information as to who signed each cheque: this may be available from 
the Charity Commission.  

In his letter to me dated 23 February 2006, Mr Halford said:  

“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.”  

5. Were Tenders filed with the UN?—at Q155, you asked whether the two tenders mentioned in the copy 
documents I gave you relating to:  

a) Al-Alameya Company for Plastic Industries (tender No /37/2001), and  

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

had been filed under the UN Sanctions Committee.  

In response to your question, I am enclosing copies of:  

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.  

All the above documents came from UN databases.  

B) Matters on which you undertook to provide information to me:  

Secondly, there was one matter on which you undertook to provide information to me:  
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1. Your note to your lawyer about your conversation with a journalist—at Q11 you undertook to let me 
have a copy of this note.  

C) Other Questions arising from our meeting: 

Thirdly, there are some issues arising from our discussion which I wish to put to you:  

1. Morocco—I should be grateful if you will let me know on which precise dates between 1 January 2000 
and 31 December 2005 you were in Morocco (Q159-162).  

2. Dr Abu-Zayyad—at Q164, you say that you shared the transcript of Mr Tony Zureikat’s evidence with Dr 
Abu-Zayyad. May I ask whether you showed her or copied to her the transcript or whether you simply 
spoke to her about his evidence?  

May I also ask you to let me have the residential address of Dr Abu Zayyad when she is in the UK?  

3. Mr Tony Zureikat—on a minor point, at Q113 you say that I was “very sympathetic” to Mr Zureikat 
when I interviewed him. It may help you to know that he had recently had an operation—hence, for 
example, the break during the interview.  

D) Matter arising from our meeting on 24 February 2005 : 

Finally there is one matter arising from our previous interview which I wish to put to you.  

1. Great Britain – Iraq Society—at Q345-347 (a copy of which I enclose for ease of reference) Alda Barry 
asked whether you had, as reported in the press, written to the then Iraqi Foreign Minister on 21 
December 2001 on this Society’s headed paper. At Q346 you said:  

“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.”  

I mentioned during our recent interview that I was having my own forensic examination of the Daily 
Telegraph papers conducted (the results of which I will share with you when the examination is 
complete). The examination has already uncovered, however, the original of a letter which fits the 
description used by Ms Barry, a photocopy of which I enclose. (The manuscript comments on the copy 
are those of the forensic analyst.) In the light of this development, I think you should have the 
opportunity to comment further on this point should you wish to do so.  

Conclusion 

I shall be grateful if you will let me have your response to the points listed in this letter, and specifically to 
those numbered A1-3, B1, C1-2 and D. If there are any other points you wish to make arising from our 
meeting on 30 November (relating, for example, to any of the documentation with which I provided you) 
please also feel free to make them.  

It would be helpful if I could receive your response to this letter at the latest by the time the House resumes on 
8 January following the Christmas recess. I will then move to complete the draft factual sections of my report, 
which I will let you have as soon thereafter as I can.  

13 December 2006 

91. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 19 
December 2006 

By now you will have received my corrections to the transcript of our last conversation. 1 returned from South 
Africa at the weekend and saw it only on Monday. 

I am preparing a detailed response to our meeting and your most recent letter, which you will have in the next 
few days. 
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However I am writing to you now to demand that you urgently investigate what may turn out to be a crime, 
that is the identity of ‘E Laing’ and the whereabouts of the £13,700 apparently paid to her by the Mariam 
Appeal. 

I reiterate that I have no knowledge of this person or the cheque(s) issued to her. In our last meeting you said 
that it had been ‘suggested’ to you that she was ***. This is no more than a dirty little smear and I have the 
right to demand from you the provenance of this suggestion. 

It looks to me now, from the additional ‘evidence’ you refer to in your letter, that the source of this suggestion 
is Mr Stuart Halford. Is this so? This suggestion is false, damaging and highly defamatory of ***. 

If Mr Halford is not the source of this suggestion then his tale about E Laing is preposterous. He says that he 
met this woman and her daughter once, on a zebra crossing outside parliament. If he is not referring to *** 
how did he know who this person was, as he says he had never previously met her? Is he in the habit of 
accosting women on zebra crossings and asking them if they are ‘E Laing'? If Mr Halford is not the source of 
the ‘suggestion’ then, given the fact that he had met *** before this alleged incident and would surely have 
recognised them, this alone proves that *** cannot be ‘E Laing’. In which case why did you introduce this 
smear? 

It is now your duty to follow the money to where it ended up, which you have the powers to do. The cheque in 
question will be with the Charity Commission. It must be examined to see who signed and counter-signed it 
and whether the payee’s name has been altered. It will have occurred to you that ‘E Laing’ is easily alterably to 
*** and that ***could be tacked on simply. Whether or not this is the case you will be able to discover who 
cashed the cheque, into whose account it was paid, and the name and address of the person who set up the 
account. I would also like a copy of this cheque for my lawyers. 

It is very convenient, to say the least, for Mr Halford to assert that it was custom and practice for blank 
cheques to float around, thus making it easy for someone to subsequently fill in a name—such as E Laing. As I 
told you, this is untrue. 

I await with interest your response and the results of your investigation when we can jointly decide the next 
course of action. 

19 December 2006 

92. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 21 
December 2006 

Thank you for your letter of 19 December in which you ask me urgently to “investigate what may turn out to 
be a crime, that is the identity of ‘E Laing’ and the whereabouts of the £13,700 [the figure is in fact £13,750] 
apparently paid to her by the Mariam Appeal.”  

The question of the payments made to Ms Laing by the Appeal was raised with Mr Halford by the Charity 
Commission in the Commission’s letter to him of 16 February 2004. It was also put directly to you by the US 
Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations (see your written submission to the Sub-Committee 
dated 17 October 2005 at Q44). So the issue is by no means a new one.  

I have been unable in the few days since I received your letter to find a note of from where the suggestion that 
‘Ms E Laing’ might be the same person *** came, but it was certainly not from Mr Halford. While I will 
inquire of Mr Halford the precise circumstances in which he had a chance encounter on a pedestrian crossing 
with the person he believed to be Ms Laing, it is clear from his responses to the Charity Commission and to 
me that he does not know the identity of Ms Laing, what services she undertook for the Appeal or, therefore, 
the justification for the payments made to her.  

The question of the identity of Ms Laing and of the justification for the payments made to her being uncertain, 
I thought it right to put the matter to Mr Halford and to you. Your answer I understand to be that you were 
yourself unaware of the payments made to Ms Laing; and that whoever she is, she is not ***. If I have 
misunderstood you on this, please let me know.  
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I am sorry you read my inquiries about the identity of Ms Laing as a ‘smear’ on anyone. I think the transcript 
of our recent interview confirms that I made no suggestion that any payments made were improper—I was 
merely seeking to establish the identity and function of the person in question.  

You say that it is now my duty to pursue this matter further, in view of the possibility that a criminal offence 
may have been committed. As you know, the investigation of allegations of criminal behaviour is a matter for 
the police. Such matters are well outside my own remit. If, in view of your responsibilities in relation to the 
Mariam Appeal, you are now concerned about this matter, it is open to you to raise it yourself with the 
Charity Commission and/or the police.  

21 December 2006 

93. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 22 
December 2006 

If there is one thing worse than a smear it is a disguised one introduced under the portcullis of parliamentary 
privilege as a “suggestion” from someone now forgotten and described as “by no means new”. 

In fact it is entirely new. George Bush’s Senate never at any time put to me the allegation that ***, may have 
been the recipient in a fraudulent scheme whereby she would pose as an E Laing or an E M Laing in order to 
illicitly obtain £13,750 from the Mariam Appeal. Neither did the Charity Commission, which as you know 
reported that it had found no evidence that any of the substantial funds of the Mariam Appeal had been 
improperly used, a finding which I accepted but which you appear to have not. 

But you did introduce it, question me about it, thus “investigate” it, but now you say it is well outside your 
remit to take the steps necessary to refute it. 

Your story on this is becoming hopelessly confused not least by your loss of memory. If the dirty little smear 
did not come from Mr Halford then his testimony that he once met E Laing on a zebra crossing outside 
parliament with her daughter must invalidate your question. Mr Halford knew ***. It must follow therefore 
that E Laing and *** cannot be the same person. In which case why did you raise this smear? What basis did 
you have to raise this matter which if it becomes public would be grossly defamatory of *** were it not hidden 
beneath the cloak of parliamentary privilege? 

In any case the bank must have provided the Charity Commission with evidence that someone by the name of 
Laing did receive cheque(s) to this value. How then could *** have been the beneficiary? Is the “suggestion” 
that *** opened a fake bank account in the name of E Laing, who according to Mr Halford actually exists and 
whom he “met” in circumstances as yet unexplained? 

This all belongs in the drawer marked dross alongside the so sympathetically received testimony of Mr “Tony” 
Zureikat who had me slugging whisky with a member of the Jordanian Royal family, downing vodkas with 
Russian arms dealers and even “going for a drink” with the wretched fugitive from justice himself while I am 
in fact a well-known abstainer from all alcohol. 

The truth is that your investigation has become a dustbin for any smear from any source which washes up at 
your door.  Laughably you say you “made no suggestion that any payments made were improper”. How could 
receipt of £13,750 by *** posing by some means as E Laing be anything other than improper? 

You are in a position to ask the Charity Commission or even the banks for copies of this/these cheques so that 
the handwriting on the cheque(s) can be compared, who the co-signatory was (I should point out that the 
likely co-signatory has served for the last seven years as a magistrate) to see if any attempt had been made to 
alter the name of the payee, and to establish the details of the bank account through which they were 
processed. 

Having raised this matter you have an obligation to do so. I again demand that you take these steps. You 
raised this matter, you conveyed the “suggestion” that what could only be described as a fraudulent scheme 
involving *** took place and you must now put up, provide the justification for your smear or it will be 
abundantly obvious that you have no interest in justice in this matter. 
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You invite me to take the steps which you refuse to take. I can only do so if the correspondence relating to “E 
Laing” is released from the binding of confidentiality so that I can use it in my correspondence with the 
authorities. In which case I would be as well to make the whole matter public before someone else does. 
Which I may be forced to do. It is for this reason that I am copying all this correspondence to the Chairman of 
the Committee Sir George Young MP. 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

22 December 2006 

94. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 10 January 
2007 

I am now able to reply to your letter of 22 December in reply to mine of 21 December about ‘E Laing’.  

I repeat that I have made no attempt to ‘smear’ ***. What I have done is put to you a suggestion made to me 
about the possible identity of ‘E Laing’, one which did not emanate from Mr Halford but initially appeared to 
be corroborated by his evidence.  

Had I omitted to put the matter to you and it subsequently have become in any way an issue, I might equally 
have been criticised for not having raised it with you.  

Having heard your response to the suggestion, I have gone back to Mr Halford asking him to clarify his 
evidence on the point (as foreshadowed in my letter to you of 21 December). When I have received his 
response, and concluded any other related inquiries I deem appropriate in the light of what you have said 
(which will include inquiries of the Charity Commission), I will decide whether or not this matter is 
supported by sufficient evidence to feature in my report to the Committee on Standards and Privileges.  

If I find no evidence to support the suggestion, it will not so feature, and there will be no question of the 
matter becoming public through me. If I were to find sufficient evidence to  think it appropriate to mention 
the matter in my report, I would certainly put it first to ***. On present evidence, however, I see no need to 
trouble her with it, at least at this point.  

In your letter of 19 December you asked me to look into this matter as a potential crime. As I pointed out in 
my reply of 21 December, allegations of criminal conduct are for the police. My interest in this matter stems 
solely from my duty to investigate the complaints before me, viz that you and/or those close to you have in 
some way benefited from funds from the former Iraqi regime via the Oil for Food Programme. If I do not find 
evidence to this effect in respect of ***, no mention of her need be, nor will be, made in my report.  

In the final paragraph of your latest letter you suggest that you may make this matter public ahead of the 
completion of proceedings on the complaint. I must strongly advise you against doing so. First this would 
have the perverse effect of ensuring that the suggestion relating to *** became generally known—with the 
consequent risk of damage to her, damage which you say you are anxious to avoid. Secondly any leak by you 
of our dealings would be an apparent breach of parliamentary privilege (see paragraph 22 of the procedural 
note of guidance for Members who are the subject of a complaint of which you already have a copy) and I 
would be obliged to report it immediately to the Committee on Standards and Privileges.  

I conclude by urging that you allow me to continue to pursue such inquiries in relation to this matter as I 
judge sensible in the light of my remit and the evidence before me, and to decide at the end of those inquiries 
whether or not this particular matter is one worthy of any mention in my report. You will, of course, see the 
draft of the factual sections of my report before it is finalised and we can, if necessary, return to the matter 
then.  

10 January 2007 
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95. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 15 January 
2007  

Thank you for you letter of January 10—in response to my letter of December 22—in which you say that you 
are able to reply to my concerns about the issue of ‘E Laing’. 

As you admit, however, you have still not completed your inquiry into this serious and potentially criminal 
allegation. Obviously I require your final observations on this before I am able to furnish you with my lengthy 
and substantive responses to all of the matters you raised both in person and in your letter of December 13. I 
am keen to do this and so I hope to hear from you shortly. 

You may not have introduced the smear involving ***, but whoever first made the allegation—for that is what 
a ‘suggestion’ of illegal activity surely is—certainly did. I must have a right to know who that person was and 
on what basis you deemed it credible enough to introduce it into your inquiry. And I hope you will be 
responding to all of the points I made in my letter of December 22 after you have heard once more from Mr 
Halford, the Charity Commission and others. 

I cannot leave your latest letter without querying your new formulation of your terms of reference. In 
paragraph 6 of your letter you say that it is your ‘duty to investigate’ the complaints before you that I and/or 
‘those close’ to me have in ‘some way benefited from funds from the former Iraqi regime via the Oil for Food 
Programme’. This is the first time you have formulated your terms of reference in that way. 

First, the Oil for Food programme was administered by the United Nations and all those who traded with Iraq 
through the programme did so legally. Secondly, and more importantly, your new broad formulation is 
incompatible with the one you gave in paragraph 5 of your letter of July 25, 2006. In that letter you cited the 
narrowness of Mr Robathan's original complaint appertaining to the Register of Members’ Interests as your 
grounds for ruling out any investigation by you into the provenance of the forged Christian Science Monitor 
documents. Further, in your letter of April 29, 2003 you cited the Code of Conduct for Members and the 
Rules as the authentication for your inquiry, not vague and undefined references to unnamed individuals 
‘close’ to a Member of Parliament or benefits ‘in some way’. 

When did the basis of your inquiry change and under which rules of Parliament is it now being conducted? 
What does ‘close to’ a Member of Parliament mean and what precedents are there for your investigating 
individuals in that position? 

You will understand my disquiet that you appear to have previously decided that the scope of your inquiry is 
narrow enough to exclude investigation of parallel and closely associated forged documents relating to me, but 
that you now consider it sufficiently broad to cover perfectly legal behaviour by others? 

In view of these matters, I am circulating this letter to Sir George Young, the chairman of the committee. 

15 January 2007 

96. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 18 January 
2007  

Thank you for your letter of 15 January in reply to mine of 10 January about ‘E Laing’. 

I am continuing inquiries as previously outlined on this particular matter, and when I have concluded them 
will be in touch with you again about it. I do not see, however, why you should “require [my] final 
observations on this” before you can respond fully to the many other matters put to you during our meeting 
on 30 November and in my follow-up letter of 13 December. I must therefore ask you to let me have your 
response to those matters as soon as possible. 

You suggest that I have re-formulated my terms of reference in some way. This is not so. My authority stems 
from Standing Order 150 and my responsibility under it to consider complaints that a Member has breached 
the Code of Conduct or associated Rules of the House. Mr Robathan’s complaint arose from the documents 
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published in April 2003 by the ‘Daily Telegraph’, not those published by the ‘Christian Science Monitor’.  
Accordingly issues deriving from the Telegraph documents have been and remain the focus of my concern.  
There has been no re-formulation of any sort nor any change in the basis of my inquiry.   

As you will realise, the basis and nature of my inquiry will be set out fully in my report to the Committee on 
Standards and Privileges. You will have an opportunity to comment on the draft of the factual sections of that.  
I am anxious now to prepare that draft. I therefore look forward to receiving shortly from you, within the next 
ten days, your considered response to the matters to which I have referred in the second paragraph of this 
letter.  

18 January 2007 

97. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 25 January 
2007  

Thank you for your letter of 18 January in reply to mine of 10 January. 

I am surprised you cannot see why I require your observations about the E Laing matter and your reply to the 
other points I made before I give my substantive response to our meeting of 30 November and your letter of 
13 December. So let me spell out my reasoning again. 

Despite the findings of the Charity Commission, which found “no evidence that any of the funds were 
improperly used”, you have raised questions not about the provenance of the funds into the Mariam Appeal 
but the use of those funds. The canard about “blank cheques” and the mysterious Ms Laing goes directly to 
this. 

There were no blank cheques—as the co-signatory of the cheques, a magistrate, would have made clear if you 
had asked her. So why was it falsely alleged that there were? This falsehood, of course, may relate to the 
payment(s) to “Ms Laing” and her identity. 

If we were merely dealing with the provenance of the money going in to the Mariam Appeal there would be 
no reason for me to await the outcome of your continuing inquiries into the Laing affair. But this is evidently 
not so. And since you started, you must finish. 

You have entirely missed (or misrepresented) my point about the terms of your inquiry. In your letter of 10 
January you did expand the parameters of your inquiry—check your files. The formulation of your terms of 
reference in that letter is entirely new. 

Now, you say, you are inquiring into “those close” to me. Who are they? What is the definition of close? What 
is the locus of the Parliamentary Commissioner to investigate non-members of parliament? What is the 
definition of “benefit”? And, what is the precedent for your office investigating the activities of those you 
define as “close” to members of parliament? Have you for example investigated the “benefits” accrued by Mr 
David Mills from his relationship with Silvio Berlusconi. I believe he was “close” to a Member of Parliament at 
the time? 

If not, would this not raise the suspicion that you are applying one rule to me and a different rule to others? 

These are questions of importance which you have not only not answered but have completely ignored in 
your letter of 18 January. I must ask you now to respond to them. 

Lastly you make the extraordinary statement that the “basis and nature” of your inquiry will be made clear to 
me—once you have completed it! This makes a mockery of any notion of natural justice. 

25 January 2007 
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98. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 31 January 
2007 

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. I do have several points to raise about this, however, 
which I shall come to later. 

My denials that I ever personally received monies, directly or indirectly, from the Iraqi regime would fill a 
large filing cabinet. Once more I refute this absolutely and in your four-year long inquiry you have not been 
able to produce a scintilla of evidence that I did, because no such evidence can exist. 

Let me again remind you of the terms of this original inquiry, which you have taken it upon yourself to 
broaden: Mr Robathan wanted to establish whether I had failed to declare in the Register of Members’ 
Interests income or gifts from the Iraqi regime. You now say that you are looking at whether anyone “close to 
me” benefited through the Oil for Food Programme, which was a legal trade mechanism administered by the 
United Nations in New York. But you have still not given any grounds for such a trawl, neither have you 
defined “close”, but only that you will justify this sweeping extension retrospectively. This is the kind of abuse 
of natural justice which would have challenged Kafka to invent. 

I also note that you have still not clarified the “E Laing” issue and the allegation of blank cheques being passed 
around. And as far as I know you still have not contacted the co-signatory of the account whose signature 
would have been necessary had there been any blank cheques. I await your comments. 

Now to your “forensic” report and the “documents”. I have never been given the opportunity to examine or 
have sight of these “Telegraph documents”—conveniently “found” in a burnt-out ministry building in the 
troubling circumstances I have already written to you about. And you will note that the newspaper did not 
seek to rely on their veracity in court. I have never been given the opportunity to engage my own forensic 
scientists, not that there would be much point as the substantive issue is, as I said above, that whatever they 
appear to say not one thin dime found its way into my pocket. 

Had you consulted me before you commissioned this report (and I think I am entitled to ask how much it 
cost) I would have argued exactly as I do in the opening paragraph. Had you not accepted the argument, and 
it is fair to conclude in the light of what has happened that you would not have, then I would have insisted that 
you consult an independent forensic laboratory. Instead you commissioned the same laboratory which 
originally examined them for the Telegraph, as the report’s preamble admits. For LGC Forensics to have 
altered their opinion would have been an admission of gross incompetence and would, of course, have been 
commercially damaging to what is a fast-expanding private company trading entirely on its professional 
reputation. So it was the Mandy Rice-Davies response. There was no chance of the company revising its 
conclusions. This was a pointless exercise. 

The pointlessness of it, and in sending me a copy, is exemplified by the lack of any of the documents, the 
subject of the inquiry, in the report. Nary even a photocopy. There are references to labelled documents—an 
in-house labelling system no doubt set up by the company—but not a clue about what they contain. It is all, 
therefore, gobbledegook to me and to anyone else who reads it. 

The author concludes—and forgive me if I précis his findings—that the documents, all photocopies let’s not 
forget, must be authentic because they appear to come from the same photocopier. That and it being unlikely 
that there was a ‘ghost’ office at work, when anyone who knows anything about Iraqi politics then and now, its 
intrigues and corruptions, would surely conclude that it was highly likely. 

But I return to my original point. I did not receive any cash or gifts from the Iraqi regime so that wherever 
these photocopies originated from they are false. The best witness to this is someone who has been 
interviewed on your behalf, Mr Tariq Aziz. He has said, through his lawyers and in the national press, that the 
vast majority of the questioning he was subject to was about Oil for Food and, specifically, me. He has said to 
the British, US and Iraqi interrogators that I never solicited nor received any cash from the Iraqi government. 
You must have access to the notes and statements I am now formally asking you to provide me with copies. 
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31 January 2007 

99. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 13 
February 2007  

With your letter of 25 January you enclosed the amended transcript of our conversation on 30 November 
2006, on which you had marked some further amendments and suggestions. I do not see any problem with 
those relating to Q435, 436, 573, 585, 587, 590, 617 and 623, and I am arranging for them to be incorporated 
in the final version. 

Two further amendments which you have proposed are less straightforward. First you wished to delete the 
word ‘not’ from the first sentence of your answer at Q612. I have asked the shorthand writer to check her 
record and am told that her note reads “She told me that at the time but not subsequently”. I have to say that 
her note is consistent with my own recollection of your evidence on this point. 

Since the point is disputed, I do not think I can make the amendment you seek. I propose, however, to add a 
footnote which will read: “On 25 January 2007, Mr Galloway requested the amendment of this sentence to 
read: “She told me that at the time and subsequently”.” 

Secondly, you asked what had prompted the reference in your answer to Q580 to “the press secretary to the 
President”. The shorthand writer has again checked her record and can find no mention of the press secretary 
prior to your answer. 

In relation to this latter query, I suggest that, whatever prompted the point, the key question is whether or not 
the press secretary to former President Saddam Hussein was present initially when you met Mr Hussein in a 
larger gathering of people on 8 August 2002, and whether he continued to be present when you spoke to the 
President subsequently in a small gathering at which Mr Tariq Aziz was present. If you will confirm your 
recollection on this point, we can consider whether your answer at Q580 requires any amendment or whether 
it can simply be left as it is. 

13 February 2007 

100. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 14 
February 2007  

I am replying to your letters of 25 and 31 January covering various aspects of my inquiry. I give my response 
to each issue raised below. 

1. Identity of ‘E Laing’—I have made clear in previous correspondence that I am pursing inquiries into this 
matter and will be in touch again when I have the result. That remains the position. 

Your letter suggests that you know the identity and current contact details of a magistrate who you say 
was co-signatory of the account in question (see the fourth paragraph of your letter of 25 January, for 
example). I should be grateful if you will share these details with me to assist me in carrying forward my 
inquiries into this matter. 

2. Terms of reference—the scope of my inquiry has not, I repeat, altered, despite your claim to the contrary. 
It 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.  

That has been made clear to you from the outset. As I put it in my letter of 29 April 2003: 
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“Mr Robathan’s letter refers specifically to the allegations that you received money (it is said totalling 
£375,000) from the former Iraqi Government and that if this is so, none of it was mentioned in the 
Register of Members’ Interests. This allegation not only raises questions about your compliance with 
the Rules on the registration and declaration of Members’ Interests but may also raise issues in relation 
to other provisions of the Code of Conduct for Members and the Rules. These include the provisions 
of the Code concerning the duty on Members to uphold the law, to avoid acting as a paid advocate, 
and to act at all times in a manner which will tend to maintain and strengthen the public’s trust and 
confidence in the integrity of Parliament.” 

The activities of people close to you are relevant to my inquiries in so far as they enable me to assess your 
own conduct and motives. Such people include Dr Al Chalabi, Mr Halford, Dr Abu Zayyad and Mr 
Fawaz Zureikat. Where they have given evidence to me, I have already shared it with you. 

My conduct of this investigation has been, I can assure you, consistent with the approach I adopt in 
relation to any other Member. Those who read my eventual report will be able to judge this for 
themselves. 

3. Forensic Report—you have indeed always maintained that the “Daily Telegraph” documents are false. 
You have also variously said that they are ‘forgeries’ and ‘fakes’. The forensic report addresses these latter 
assertions. 

You say that you have never been given the opportunity to examine or have sight of the Telegraph 
documents. I understand that your legal team in the libel action did have such an opportunity. You also 
say that your team “have never been given the opportunity to engage your own forensic scientists”. I am 
not sure how you reconcile that statement with the “interim forensic report” commissioned by your legal 
team on your behalf, of which you gave permission for me to obtain a copy last June. 

You accuse me of having commissioned the same laboratory as that which examined the documents for 
the “Daily Telegraph”. LGC Forensics were not the laboratory commissioned by the Telegraph but by 
your team. The author of the report I have sent you is the same, very reputable, forensic scientist who 
wrote the interim report prepared for you. 

It appears from your letter that you have had some difficulties in following the report—you refer to it as 
“gobbledegook”. The numbers used to identify documents in the core folder referred to in the report do 
indeed correspond to a numbering system introduced during forensic examination of the documents. 
The documents published by the Daily Telegraph in April 2003 and their associated reference numbers 
are identified in the table on page 4 of the report. A fuller description of the disputed items among these 
documents is given in the table on pages 11-12 of the report. 

The text of all these documents is, I believe, already available to you either through the material published 
by the paper or through your libel action against Telegraph Group Limited. If, however, you would like a 
fresh copy of any of the material, please let me know and I should be happy to try to supply whatever you 
need. 

4. Mr Tariq Aziz—finally, you say in your letter of 31 January that Mr Tariq Aziz has been interviewed on 
my behalf. I do not know on what you base this claim,  but it is untrue. 

The only knowledge I have of evidence given by Mr Tariq Aziz on these matters is that published in the 
reports of the Volcker Committee and the Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations. I am also 
aware of statements made by Mr Aziz’s lawyer to the media following the publication of the Volcker 
Report. All of these are already available to you, as to the public in general. I have no privileged access to 
any other material. 

My own letter to Mr Aziz’s lawyer requesting an opportunity to put questions to his client (an approach 
roundly criticised by you at the time) received no response. 

I shall be grateful if, without further delay, you will now send me your formal response to all the matters I put 
to you in my letter of 13 December. 
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14 February 2007 

101. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 14 
February 2007 

There are several points I would like to make with reference to your letters of February 13. However, you will 
have seen the prominent report in today’s Guardian newspaper in which inter alia it is stated that; a) the SFO 
having deliberated for a year (during which they have not made any contact of any kind with either me or 
anyone I know) have decided not to prosecute me; b) they have “recommended” that the police consider 
investigating me for offences unspecified; and c) the police are “discussing” with the prosecuting authorities 
whether or not they should do so. 

Neither you nor I are lawyers but even to my uneducated eye it seems obvious that this development severely 
circumscribes the extent to which you and I can go on talking with each other. 

I will take legal advice about this and I respectfully ask that you do the same. To me, in the interests of justice, 
your inquiry should again be put on ice, as it was during the civil case against the Telegraph, until these 
discussions between the police and the prosecuting authorities are concluded. Should the decision be made 
not to proceed then we can pick up where we left off. Should they decide to investigate me I am sure you will 
understand I shall have to turn my whole attention to that. 

Before this development I had also made enquiries with several Mariam Appeal signatories about the question 
you raised over blank cheques which Stuart Halford claims floated about the organisation. I have now 
established that there were blank cheques signed by signatories, but only under duress from Mr Halford.  He 
was, therefore, the instigator of this fiscally dangerous and highly improper practice as these signatories who 
include a lawyer and a magistrate will tell you. They will also tell you that they were never at any time asked by 
me to sign any blank cheques. 

14 February 2007 

102. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 19 
February 2007  

Thank you for your letter of 14 February in reply to mine of the preceding day. You refer to an article in the 
“Guardian” of 14 February which reported that the Serious Fraud Office (SFO) has recommended that the 
Metropolitan Police open an investigation into allegations that you “may have broken UN sanctions by 
receiving oil money from Saddam Hussein”. You suggest that, in the interests of justice, my inquiry should 
therefore again be put on ice until any police inquiry has been concluded. 

The immediate question raised by your letter is whether, in all the circumstances, it could cause prejudice in 
respect of any other inquiry for me to continue with my own. I think not. The spokesman from the 
Metropolitan Police quoted in the article you mention makes clear that the police are not investigating you at 
this time. Any such development is clearly some way off, if indeed it ever occurs. 

Nor is there anything in the practice of the House that suggests I should put my inquiry on ice. Legal advice, 
which I have taken, confirms that the House’s resolution of 15 November 2001 about matters sub judice (see 
pages 436-438 of the 23rd edition of Erskine May) has no implications in this respect unless and until you are 
charged or summonsed in connection with any alleged criminal offence. 

I therefore intend to continue with my inquiry, with a view to bringing it to a conclusion as soon as possible. 
The inquiry has already lasted almost four years, in large part because of the delay consequent upon your libel 
proceedings against Telegraph Group Limited. It cannot be in either the public interest or, I believe, your own 
interest for it to be protracted further without very good reason, and I can see no such reason at present. 

I must therefore ask that, having taken whatever advice you deem appropriate, you reply in full to all 
outstanding matters of correspondence between us (notably my letters of 13 December, 23 January and 13 
and 14 February, as well as this letter) by Monday, 5  March. If you fail to comply with this request, I propose 
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to proceed to complete a draft report to the Committee on Standards and Privileges on the basis of the 
information  available to me. 

As regards the final paragraph of your letter, I note that you make a serious allegation  against Mr Halford but 
without supplying the names and addresses of the witnesses to  whom you refer. This is not the first occasion 
on which you have referred to unnamed third parties without giving me the means to corroborate your 
account of their evidence (the third paragraph of my letter of 14 February referred to another). I shall be 
grateful if  you will therefore give me contact details of the witnesses whom you mention in your  letter. 

19 February 2007 

103. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 5 March 
2007  

I was dismayed by your decision, following your legal advice, to proceed with the inquiry into Mr Robathan’s 
complaint against me despite the fact that a criminal investigation into these matters could be imminent. 

You previously suspended your investigation in deference to civil proceedings brought by me against the 
Daily Telegraph and others over related issues for fear of prejudicing their outcome. Lord Goldsmith has 
taken a similar view in relation to the BBC and the cash for honours investigation. 

My legal advice was that further participation in your investigation could be prejudicial. I consider your 
decision unjust; nonetheless herewith my substantive response to your letter of 13 December 2006 and our 
last meeting. 

The last minute “minute”: You sprung on me at the end of that meeting what purported to be a photocopy of 
a minute of my meeting with the then Iraqi President in August 2002. You have given no satisfactory 
explanation as to why I was given no prior sight of that document, though you had given me other documents 
in advance of that meeting. Your excuse that it had “recently” come to hand is not credible unless it is your 
case that it became available immediately before the meeting. 

You appeared unsurprised that such a minute had never surfaced before, for the Senate sub-committee, the 
Volcker inquiry or the Telegraph case. You said the original document was “somewhere in the Middle East”, 
which I thought a suspicious formulation from the start, after all the Middle East is nowadays often taken to 
stretch from Tripoli to Tehran, and certainly includes Tel Aviv. Where is the “original” of this document, 
what is its provenance and what is the explanation for its arrival in the last moments of our last meeting after 
four years of feverish activity on this front? Where has this document been for the last four years? 

Miss Barry, the Senior Registrar of Members’ Interests, said at our meeting that the source of this minute was 
a tape. She is an honourable person. She knows that she said this. You know that she said this—I well 
remember the flicker of irritation that crossed your face at her intervention. Yet there is no reference to Miss 
Barry’s statement in your transcript. Why not? Is there a tape or isn’t there? If there is, why didn’t you produce 
it? If not, why did Miss Barry say there was? 

This is not a minute of the meeting I had with Saddam Hussein for a number of reasons: 

Not only is the information within it untrue, it could not be true. I enclose an article from the Times about a 
book written by the translator who translated the public part of the meeting in question. This article, drawn 
from his book, makes it clear by omission that no such discussion took place in his presence. It would have 
made a much better book if it had been otherwise. Moreover, he explains that everyone was dismissed from 
the private part of the meeting, with the exceptions I have already explained to you. 

I recently met the translator and author of the book. He is alive and well and working at Al Jazeera English in 
Doha. He confirmed to me the statements he made in the book. 

As you know from previous discussions the only people present in the private part of the meeting were 
Saddam Hussein, myself, Tariq Aziz and Iraq’s then Foreign Minister Naji Sabri. On the same visit to Doha I 
spoke with Naji Sabri, who is teaching at the  university there. He too confirmed these facts. I can assure you 
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that none of the four parties to the meeting wrote a minute of the discussion. There was no press secretary 
present and in any case without the translator his presence would have been otiose. 

The bulk of the “minute” is a bowdlerised version of my oft-repeated discourse verbally and in print, 
including in the Mail on Sunday special report I produced about the meeting, but with interesting errors 
thrown in. For example, the reference to the British empire on which the sun never set should have been 
attributed to my Irish grandfather—as thousands of people in hundreds of audiences can testify— and not my 
father. And Saddam Hussein’s wartime fable concerned Stalin, Churchill and Roosevelt—Mussolini and 
Hitler were not present in this tale. 

Turning to Mr Aziz, whom you say you have not been able to question, despite your best efforts. This is 
peculiar because Mr Aziz has said repeatedly in statements given through his lawyers to the international press 
that in his whole incarceration he has been interrogated only four times: once by the puppet regime in 
Baghdad, once by representatives of the US occupation and twice by representatives of the British occupation. 

According to Mr Aziz, “90 percent of the questions asked” in all four interrogations were “about George 
Galloway and the oil for food programme”. If these questions were not being asked on your behalf, on whose 
behalf were they being asked? Why did the British interrogators not convey to you his answers, which are, I 
should remind you, that I neither received nor sought any money from Iraq for my work against sanctions, 
suffering and war? Three different lawyers have conveyed this same message from Aziz. 

In summary: no one took minutes of this meeting; the purported minute’s contents are contradicted by Mr 
Aziz who translated the conversation, can be contradicted by Mr Sabri if you ask him, and are contradicted by 
me; its provenance and last minute arrival after four years are highly suspicious and have yet to be explained 
by yourself. 

Mr Halford’s blank cheques: I now turn to Mr Halford and his stewardship of the Mariam Appeal. For 
months you have been sent by him on the wild goose chase of Ms E M Laing. You have been investigating the 
“suggestion”, by an unknown accuser, ***, may have fraudulently been the recipient of cheques from the 
Mariam Appeal to the value of more than £13,000. If this had been true it would have marked a new and 
sinister use of the Mariam Appeal’s money involving collusion in a misappropriation of funds. 

As you well know the conclusions of the Charity Commission’s investigation into the Mariam Appeal—
publicly available—were that they found no evidence that any of the funds it raised were improperly used. I 
can now reveal to you that E M Laing was in fact Mr Halford’s personal assistant at the Mariam Appeal, ***. 
She worked at his right hand for more than a year. Mr Halford wrote the cheques himself and handed them to 
her in his own office. His apparent failure to remember this you may judge to be significant in one of three 
ways; his memory may be unreliable, his administrative skills questionable or he may have been quite content 
to send you on the aforementioned wild goose chase. 

You may, on reflection, think that the person who made the “suggestion” that E M Laing was *** owes her an 
apology. 

I turn to Mr Halford’s allegation about blank cheques. The co-signatory who is a magistrate and to whom I 
referred is ***. She will testify to you, if you ask her, that I never at any time asked her to sign a blank cheque 
but that Mr Halford frequently did.  Mr Sabah Al-Mukhtar, a lawyer whom you know, actually asked to be 
taken off the list of co-signatories precisely because of Mr Halford’s practice of asking him to sign blank 
cheques. He will tell you this, if you ask him. 

At this distance I do not know the names of the other co-signatories. But you know them and are in a position 
to ask them if their experience squares with that of *** and Mr Al-Mukhtar. You are also in a position to know 
that the vast majority of instances of the payees’ names on the cheques are in the handwriting of Mr Halford 
meaning that he cannot have signed them as blank cheques. 

The Telegraph photocopies: turning to the Telegraph documents supposedly found in either a burning or a 
burnt-out building in Baghdad by their Mr Blair upon the fall of the old regime. You know from my 
conversation with a senior foreign correspondent on a well respected national newspaper in a meeting in my 
office at their request that I refute the alleged provenance of these documents. You have the email I sent 
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contemporaneously to my lawyer at Davenport Lyons concerning that conversation and you have even sought 
and obtained confirmation from my lawyer that this email was sent and received immediately after the 
meeting. 

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. 

Proven forgeries: You have persistently refused to include in any evaluation of these photocopies the known 
fact that I have been the victim of similar forged documents emanating in Baghdad within days of Mr Blair’s 
apparent find in the Ministry. This fact has been accepted by the High Court in London, the Christian Science 
Monitor and the Mail on Sunday—the two newspapers which purchased the forgeries. Your grounds for 
refusing to consider these forgeries, which you stated in writing, were that Mr Robathan’s original complaint 
made no reference to them, though you are now investigating many matters not originally complained of. 

You have told me that the terms of your inquiry will be given to me once it is completed. This is a travesty of 
natural justice, as any reasonable person would recognise. In any case, it is bizarre and indefensible to refuse to 
acknowledge and take into consideration clear evidence of proven precedent concerning forgeries about me in 
Iraq. There is a clear pattern of forged documents purporting to show corrupt relations between me and Iraq 
and it is absurd to ignore its obvious relevance. 

I now turn to your point one in your letter of 13 December 2007. 

1. Use of Parliamentary facilities in support of the Mariam Appeal: 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. 

For a short period my then-office at 7 Millbank was the correspondence address for the campaign. As 
soon as practicable the campaign moved to separate offices. 

I note the copy of a letter signed by Mr Halford on House of Commons notepaper. In the third paragraph 
there is a reference to an enclosed financial appeal to pay the hospital bill of a desperately sick child whose 
life was saved by the subsequent hospitalisation. It is hard for me to feel guilty about such an appeal. I do 
not know why it was not sent on Mariam Appeal notepaper. There is no date on the documents. I would 
be very surprised, however, if Mr Halford sent this circular letter on pre-paid House of Commons 
envelopes which in any case I note you do not allege. Members of my Parliamentary staff 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 common practice in political campaigns 
run by Members of Parliament. 

2. Charity Commission: Your continued reference to “books and records” is confusing and misleading. The 
campaign had only two bank accounts. It had no other monies. The Charity Commission (having been 
instructed to do so by Lord Goldsmith, the law officer who considered the war on Iraq legal and the SFO 
inquiry into the BAE-Saudi arms deal “not in the national interest” to pursue) have examined the monies 
in and the monies out of these two accounts and have concluded that there was no evidence to suggest 
that any of the large sums of money raised by the appeal were improperly used. If the Charity 
Commission had found evidence of improper expenditure you would, of course, have been entitled to 
investigate that. But it did not and your inquiry is into the income of the Mariam Appeal and its 
provenance. With respect this is the only locus you have in how a political campaign in a free country 
conducted its business. Several of your questions about the campaign’s expenditure must therefore be 
beyond the scope of your rights as Parliamentary Commissioner. This must include what I did with 
paperwork relating to the campaign except where this touches on the provenance of its income. 
Nonetheless I have tried to be helpful to you in explaining that upon his assumption of the position of 
chairman of the Mariam Appeal I caused to be passed to Mr Fawaz Zureikat such documentation as I 
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described in my last letter to you and in subsequent answers in our meeting. Exactly who passed the 
documentation to Mr Fawaz Zureikat is less relevant than the fact that I take responsibility for its having 
been done. 

3. and 4. have been dealt with in the foregoing. 

5. The untraceable Mr Shanti: You slipped me a photocopy of a handwritten document during our meeting 
purporting to have been written by a Mr Shanti. I had never heard of Mr Shanti until you brought him to 
my attention and, to the best of my knowledge, I have never met him. It follows that I have never had any 
part in any business transactions in which he has been involved. I have never heard of the Al-Alemahy 
company or the Al-Yamamah company or any plastics, insecticides or pesticides business which these 
companies may have conducted under the auspices of the UN Sanctions Committee. Mr Shanti was 
brought to your attention by Mr Tony Zureikat. He told you that you could easily locate this man. But 
you have not done so. Neither of us knows if this document was written by him or even if he exists.  Mr 
Shanti’s document is therefore a photocopy of a letter purportedly written by a man whom neither of us 
has ever met or spoken to and given to you by Mr Tony Zureikat, a proven liar. 

You also handed me another photocopy of a handwritten note you say was written by Mr Fawaz Zureikat. 
I have no way of knowing whether Mr Fawaz Zureikat did write this note or for what purpose. Your new 
definition of confidentiality has precluded me from approaching Mr Fawaz Zureikat. It goes without 
saying that I have no knowledge whatsoever of the matters contained within that note. 

6. has been dealt with above 

7. Not met in Morocco: I have copied to you the relevant pages from my passports so that you can ascertain 
the dates of any visits I made to Morocco in the relevant period. I am intrigued however at the extension 
of your definition of the relevant period to 31 December 2005.  I must ask why you have chosen this 
date—two-and-a-half years after the fall of the Iraqi regime. I told you I had made one or two visits to 
Morocco during the period which is actually relevant. I now believe this may have been three visits, but 
you will be able to check that in my passport. Nonetheless I reiterate that I have never met Mr Fawaz 
Zureikat in Morocco nor even been in Morocco at the same time as him. I enclose an additional page 
from an old passport which contains the stamp emanating from my visit with the Big Ben to Baghdad bus 
to Morocco in September 1999. 

8. False claims checked: I sought your permission, which was given, to investigate the claims made by Mr 
Tony Zureikat contained in the transcript you sent me This necessarily required me to check with 
relevant people the allegations made therein. One of those was Dr Abu-Zayyad. I showed her the 
transcript and she made notes about the completely false references to her therein. Dr Abu-Zayyad is 
now living in the Middle East. 

9. Liar and fantasist Tony Zureikat: You seem put out at my description of the respectful hearing you gave 
the liar and fantasist Tony Zureikat. I reiterate that it is truly extraordinary that you gave such a hearing 
to such a liar, someone who claimed variously that he “had a drink with me”, travelled in a car with the 
brother of the Queen of Jordan and me during which the Jordanian royal shared a “bottle of whisky” with 
me, someone who had me “downing vodkas” with Russian arms salesmen when it is a well known fact 
that I do not drink alcohol. This is a man who claimed that Dr Abu-Zayyad “frequently” crossed the 
bridge between the West Bank and Jordan to pick up money before travelling to Beirut when in fact she 
has never crossed that bridge between 1993 and now, has visited Palestine only once since 1993 flying in 
and out of Tel Aviv, and when it is legally impossible to travel between the West Bank and Lebanon due 
to visa incompatibility. This is a man who spun you the tale about Fawaz Zureikat—his cousin against 
whom he bears a grudge, as he conceded to you—picking up a large sum of money before flying to 
Morocco to apparently deliver that money to me. A man who claimed that I frequently visited Morocco 
when the documentation I have given you proves this to be false. 

10. Press conference: 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 
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the Daily Telegraph, at which I explained this project. I believe he published in the Telegraph a report of 
this press conference. 

In conclusion, this whole affair is born of an attempted political assassination. It involves a conspiracy, forged 
documents, fake documents, baseless smears, my suspension—a triple whammy in which it, your inquiry and 
the Charity Commission inquiry were all announced at the same time—then my expulsion from the Labour 
Party and then the supreme effort made to stop me being returned to Parliament in May 2005 in which 
everything, including the kitchen sink, was thrown at me. 

Those interested in these matters, in the future, will find it extraordinary that so much public money—
perhaps you can quantify the exact amount?—and time was expended investigating one of the leaders of the 
anti-war movement whilst the perpetrators of Britain’s biggest-ever foreign policy disaster continued to 
prosper. You have been investigating me for four years while you took just 60 minutes to dispose of the 
complaints relating to the spouse of a cabinet minister involved in vast financial transactions with Silvio 
Berlusconi. All this at a time when seats in the British Parliament were allegedly being sold; when the Prime 
Minister halted a criminal inquiry into bribery by BAE; when the credibility of Parliament has fallen to a 
historic low not least because of the ongoing catastrophe in Iraq, a disaster that continues to be supported by 
the overwhelming majority of today’s Members of Parliament, who also rejected a proper inquiry into the war 
while sanctioning your inquiry into me, the war’s best known opponent. 

This began with a complaint by Mr Robathan that I had failed to register huge personal financial benefits with 
the Registrar. Having failed to establish that which is plainly untrue, you, in your latest letter to me, say you 
have moved on to investigate those “close to me”, which as far as I can see is unprecedented and without 
Parliamentary authorisation for your office. You said that you were doing so to see if the activities of those you 
claimed were close to me provided evidence of my “motives” in taking the stand that I have. 

As a matter of fact, the stand I have taken is of a piece with my whole political life spanning more than three 
decades and starting long before I had ever met any of the named individuals you say you are now 
investigating and long before the UN’s oil for food programme, which was entirely legal, came into existence. 
It is insulting, unfounded and retrospective to ascribe to me base motives for behaviour which has 
characterised my political work for more than 30 years. 

You will make of all of this what you will. The politicians to whom you report—every one of them, by 
definition, my political opponent—will even more obviously do the same. If there is any justice in this system 
you will not afford the cloak of Parliamentary privilege to this farrago of invention and smears produced to 
order. 

As I have told you, I have little confidence, given my experiences over the last four years, that this matter will 
be treated in accordance with the principles of natural justice. Suffice to say, therefore, that I am proud of the 
role I played in the disastrous story of sanctions, war and occupation in Iraq. The record shows that on this 
subject at least I was right and the British establishment was wholly, bloodily, catastrophically and 
unforgivably wrong. 

5 March 2007 

104. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 14 
March 2007  

I am now able to reply to various points raised in your letter of 5 March. Much of the letter is, of course, a 
response to mine to you of 13 December 2006 (and to subsequent letters from me) and does not call for 
comment by me other than to say that I shall take what you say carefully into account in preparing my report 
to the Committee on Standards and Privileges. Some points, however, will benefit from a brief comment by 
me now. 

1. The ‘minute’ of your meeting with Saddam Hussein, 8 August 2002—you ask about the provenance of 
this document. 
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I understand that the document was among many others secured after the fall of Baghdad. It appears that 
it was the habit of the former Iraqi President to have all his meetings tape-recorded:  hence any reference 
Ms Barry may have made during our meeting to the written record having been based on a tape-
recording. 

I do not myself have a copy of the tape, nor do I know the precise whereabouts of the original of the 
document I showed you. However, I understand that the document has been authenticated by the present 
Iraqi Government. 

The translation of the document I showed you only reached me 2 days before we met on 30 November 
last year. I do not think I was under any obligation to show you the document prior to our meeting, and 
in the circumstances it seemed to me sensible to await that meeting and to show you the document then, 
always provided you not only had the opportunity of our meeting but ample time thereafter to comment 
on it. You have in my view now had ample such time. 

I have, of course, noted your criticisms of the ‘minute’ and I will include the essence of them in my report. 

2. Tariq Aziz—I have informed you previously, and I repeat, that whoever may have interviewed Mr Aziz, 
no one has done so on my behalf. The only reports of such interviews to which I have access are those to 
which you also have access, viz. such accounts of them as have been published in the reports of the 
Volcker Committee and the US Senate Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations. 

3. Mr Halford’s blank cheques—I note your explanation of the position. I should be grateful if you will let 
me have the current addresses of *** and ***. I shall, of course, seek Mr Halford’s comments on your 
account of the position. 

4. The terms of my inquiry—you continue to maintain that I have told you that the terms of reference of my 
inquiry will be made available to you only when it is completed. I have never made such an assertion. 
Your view appears to me to be based on a very partial reading of my letter to you of 18 January (in which 
the third paragraph of that letter is totally ignored), along with a complete refusal to recognise all the 
other instances (beginning with my letter of 29 April 2003) in which I have sought to make plain to you 
the scope and focus of my inquiry.  

5. The length of time taken by my inquiry—you are well aware that the primary reason for this has been the 
delay imposed upon my inquiries (which began in May 2003), for a period of some 27 months in all, 
during the civil proceedings in which you were involved with the Daily Telegraph. You will no doubt 
recall that you yourself urged the suspension of my inquiries on me in November 2003 “in the interests of 
natural justice”. 

To conclude, I should be grateful if you would let me have the further information requested in this letter and 
any other comments on matters relating to my inquiry which you wish taken into account by me by Friday, 
23 March. In accordance with the procedures approved by the House, I shall now prepare a draft of the 
factual sections of my report to the Committee on Standards and Privileges. I shall let you see this as soon as I 
can, so that you have the opportunity to comment before I complete the report for submission to the 
Committee. 

14 March 2007 

105. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 23 
March 2007  

Thank you for your letter of 14 March. I’m afraid it leaves outstanding the issues I raised in my letter of 5 
March (below refers to your numbered paragraphs): 

1) The “minute”: your explanation of the provenance of the document is woefully inadequate. You say you 
“understand” that the document was among many others “secured after the fall of Baghdad”. You do not say 
how you know this, only that you understand this to be the case—why? 
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You assert that it “appears that it was the habit of the former Iraqi President to have all his meetings tape-
recorded”. Were all his meetings recorded or not? Why does it “appear” so to you? And if meetings were tape-
recorded, where is the supposed tape of this meeting? 

You showed me a photocopy and ask me to accept that you don’t know where the original document is. And 
despite you claiming this document was secured after the fall of Baghdad, it was not presented to the US 
Senate inquiry or to the Volcker Commission, but mysteriously appears on your desk three and a half years 
into the occupation and just two days before your final meeting with me. 

So this is a an eleventh-hour copy of a document whose whereabouts you can’t explain, the timing of whose 
appearance you can’t account for, and which is presumed to be drawn from a tape which you assume Saddam 
Hussein made but whose existence you’re not sure of. This cannot possibly count as evidence for these and the 
many other reasons I have already given—and it should not masquerade as such. 

2)  Tariq Aziz: you say that Tariq Aziz has not been questioned on your behalf about me. But he clearly has 
been questioned by people connected to other arms of the British state, which are duty bound to pass on any 
evidence to relevant investigating and prosecuting authorities. Those bodies have now made their final 
determination on these matters. As you will read on Monday not only has the Serious Fraud Office 
exonerated me, finding no grounds for investigation, so too has the Metropolitan Police. Either these bodies 
have seen your “minute”, in which case they evidently do not consider it worthy of serious consideration, or 
you uniquely have access to that photocopy, an alternative you might like to ponder. 

4)  The terms of your inquiry: what I maintain is what you wrote. I asked you in a detailed letter to explain 
why you had inflated your terms of reference, sui generis, to include investigating “those close to me” and 
whether they benefited from the oil for food programme, which was a legal, UN mechanism. I pointed out 
that this is many stages beyond Mr Robathan's original complaint and is at odds with your refusal to consider 
the parallel evidence of other forged documents about me. You replied that the terms of reference of your 
inquiry would be clear to me when you produced your report. You might not have meant to say that, but that 
is what you said. So your terms of reference have shifted to include new areas, exclude evidence that supports 
me and, ultimately, are ex post facto. 

23 March 2007 

106. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 27 
March 2007  

Thank you for your letter of 23 March in reply to mine of 14 March. 

1.  The ‘minute’—the former Iraqi President’s habit of taping his meetings is well attested. See, for example the 
enclosed CNN article (obtained from the web). 

I do not know if the tape of your meeting on 8 August 2002 still exists. However, the translation you have of 
the minutes of that meeting indicates that 30 copies of it were distributed within the Iraqi regime. The text of 
the document was obtained following the fall of Baghdad, and has been authenticated by the current Iraqi 
Government. 

I note your points about the late appearance of the document. I myself did not become aware of the possible 
existence of a tape or record of the meeting until 2006, after which I began to make inquiries with a view to 
trying to obtain the record. This was well after publication of the Senate and Volcker reports. I believe that the 
existence of the record was not known to the authors of either of those reports at the time of their publication. 

2.  Tariq Aziz—I also note your claim that the Serious Fraud Office and the Metropolitan Police have 
“exonerated” you. 

The Herald reported on 26 March: 
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“A spokesman for the SFO said “For us to get involved, it would have to involve a complex fraud inquiry. In 
relation to Mr Galloway, he does not come within the scope of our inquiry.” He explained that this was because 
the claims against the MP did not involve complex fraud – but corruption.” 

The Metropolitan Police have been reported as saying that they are not investigating you. 

I note that you interpret both of these statements as constituting an exoneration. 

4.  The terms of my inquiry—sadly, what you maintain is not what I wrote, but your interpretation of it. 
However, I shall be happy to let others assess the accuracy or otherwise of your interpretation of my letter on 
this point. 

I will be in touch with you again following the Easter recess. 

27 March 2007 

107. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 30 
March 2007  

Thank you for your letter of 27 March. I’m afraid it answers neither the thrust nor the detailed points of my 
letter of 23 March and it introduces new, erroneous material (your numbering adopted for paragraphs below). 

1. The “minute”: In your letter of 14 March you stated that it “appears that it was the habit  of the former 
Iraqi President to have all his meetings tape-recorded” my emphasis). On 23 March I wrote to you 
quoting those words and asking, “Were all his meetings recorded or not? Why does it ‘appear’ so to you?” 
Your response of 27 March does not answer either of those questions. Instead you refer to “the former 
Iraqi President’s habit of taping his meetings”. You do not here seek to justify your previous claim that all 
his meetings were taped. Further, you refer to an “enclosed CNN article (obtained from the web)”. The 
article was not, in fact, enclosed with your letter—it arrived the following day. In the meantime my office 
managed to locate the transcript of the CNN broadcast from which the article was drawn. I have enclosed 
it with this letter. The article which I received from your office on 29 March makes no mention at all of 
any habitual recording by Saddam Hussein of all or even many of his meetings. It is purely a report of the  
analysis of a small number of tapes from a discrete period reportedly in the miid-l990s. The CNN 
broadcast, however, did contain material that is relevant to the question of whether all Saddam's meetings 
were recorded. 

Below is the complete, germane, verbatim exchange between CNN anchor Betty Nguyen and the 
channel’s Senior Editor for Arab Affairs, Octavia Nasr (who contributed to the article you cite), on 18 
February 2006 discussing the then recently uncovered tapes: 

“NASR: To hear what is happening in a meeting. So this gives you that impression that you are there, it is 
a secret meeting. No one is listening. But these guys were taping themselves. Even hear the microphone 
move from one person to another. 

NGUYEN: Which leaves me to suspect is why? Why were they taping themselves? Maybe it would get 
out? Maybe this would provide some clues to somebody? Or are they setting people up? 

NASR: Look at this picture. This is a meeting there of the Iraqi cabinet. See microphones there. It is not 
unusual. It is not unheard of that you wonder are they using the microphones for everybody to hear or 
are they using the microphones for them to tape these meetings? 

When you hear an audio like this then these pictures make more sense now that there were microphones 
in the room. Maybe they were taping Maybe they taped all the meetings just to keep track You don’t know 
This is not something we’ll be able to answer. 

Of course the Iraqis and those close to Saddam Hussein those who are present at those meetings will be able 
to answer…”(my emphasis) 
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This exchange emphatically does not, as the article you cite does not, attest to your assertion of 14 March 
that it “appears” that Saddam Hussein taped “all his meetings”. In fact, CNN’s Senior Arab Affairs Editor 
says, “Maybe they taped all the meetings just to keep track. You don't know.” 

Far from being something that is “well attested”, your source, CNN through its Senior Arab Affairs 
Editor, says the question of whether Saddam Hussein had all his meetings taped is “not something we’ll 
be able to answer”. She additionally points out, by referring to a photograph, that microphones were 
visible and in front of participants at cabinet meetings, so there is no reason to assume that the meeting 
between Saddam and his ministers which she is discussing was recorded in secret. The existence of a 
handful of tapes of an Iraqi ministerial meeting in the mid-l990s is not evidence of your contention that 
Saddam Hussein recorded all his meetings and that, by implication, a tape of my meeting on 8 August 
2002 must have existed. 

Notwithstanding your failure to demonstrate either that a tape of my meeting of 8 August 2002 existed or 
that it can be asserted with any degree of confidence that Saddam Hussein recorded all his meetings (or 
even any meeting covertly), you commit a further logical fallacy when you state, “I do not know if the tape 
of your meeting on 8 August 2002 still exists.” This is misleading and circular: you, in fact, don’t know 
whether such a tape ever existed but you assume it does, and invite others to do so, when you say you 
don't know if it “still exists”. 

Further, in the exchange above Ms Octavia Nasr says, “Of course the Iraqis and those close to Saddam 
Hussein who are present at those meetings will be able to answer [whether all meetings were tape-
recorded].” Mr Tariq Aziz was both “close to Saddam Hussein” and was present at the meeting on 8 
August 2002. As you already know, he categorically refutes the falsehood that “oil contracts” were 
discussed at that meeting or any other that he and I were both present at. I informed you on 5 March 
2006 that I had spoken to Iraq’s then Foreign Minister Naji Sabri, who was at the 8 August 2002 meeting 
and also confirms the facts I have given you about it. 

Your letter continues to mislead when you write “I do not know if the tape of your meeting on 8 August 
2002 still exists. However, the translation you have of the minutes of that meeting indicates that 30 copies 
of it were distributed within the Iraqi regime (my emphasis).” “It” cannot conceivably refer to the 
“translation” (it would be unheard of and incredible for an English translation of an Arabic document to 
be commissioned and distributed within the Iraqi government), so the referent must be the “tape”, whose 
existence you are again assuming even as you are asked to prove it. 

Your next sentence goes further down the path of groundless assumption and of misleading the casual 
reader. You say, “The text of the document was obtained…  (my emphasis)”. By referring to the “text of 
the document” you again implicitly assume, without justification, that there was some non-textual aspect 
of the document—a tape whose existence is unproven but which has for you become a given. If you were 
not making such an assumption you would more directly and more naturally say “"the document” rather 
than the circumlocution “the text of the document”. 

Timing: You repeat the vacuous claim that “the document was obtained following the fall of Baghdad”. 
But you have not answered the questions of when in the three and a half year period between the 
beginning of the US occupation in April 2003 and my meeting with you in November 2006 it was 
obtained or by whom. I again draw to your attention other documents which were obtained “following 
the fall of Baghdad”—the forgeries handed to the Christian Science Monitor and Mail on Sunday. Unlike 
the supposed tape, these are incontrovertibly existing documents but, again unlike your tape, you exclude 
them from the remit of your inquiry. 

Risibly, you repeat that the document (which I have been given only a photocopy of) has been 
“authenticated by the current Iraqi Government”. This is a regime comprising émigrés who arrived in 
Baghdad on the back of a US tank and who made a fortune telling US and British state bodies that Iraq 
had weapons of mass destruction, could launch them in 45 minutes, was importing “yellowcake 
Uranium” from Niger, had mobile chemical and biological weapons labs, and all the other lies that were 
regurgitated on the path to war. You do not say who in the Iraqi government—which department, the 
chief of which militia—“authenticated the documents”. For these and other reasons the formulation 
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“authenticated by the current Iraqi Government” has all the credibility of a “Death by Natural Causes” 
finding certificated by Dr Crippen. 

By any just rules of evidence, the word of such a partial coterie, which includes proven liars and convicted 
thieves, would not be considered “authentication”, which is, in any case, something you say has taken 
place but do not provide any evidence of. 

You say you did not become “aware of the possible existence of a tape or record of the meeting until 
2006…” When in 2006 did you become so aware? Who made you so aware? Have they explained to you, 
or do you have an explanation of, how such a “tape or record” remained secret when both the Senate sub-
committee and the Volcker inquiry subpoenaed and examined many thousands of documents relating to 
the Oil for Food programme, which were “obtained following the fall of Baghdad”. On 5 March I asked 
you where in the “somewhere in the Middle East” the “original document” was. I note you have again not 
taken the opportunity to answer. 

Are you at all surprised that a document which slipped through the dragnet of two generously staffed 
inquiries drawing on the mighty resources of the US state and its agents in Baghdad should turn up on 
your desk two days before your final meeting with me? 

Perhaps you can now answer the questions I put to you in my letter of 5 March concerning the first 
references to a “tape”. You will recall that the matter of a tape of my meeting of 8 August 2002 was first 
raised by Miss Barry at our meeting of 30 November 2006. As I wrote to you on 5 March 2007 she said 
that “the source of this minute was a tape”. I continued in that letter, “She is an honourable person. She 
knows that she said this. You know that she said this—I well remember the flicker of irritation that 
crossed your face at her intervention. Yet there is no reference to Miss Barry’s statement in your 
transcript. Why not? Is there a tape or isn’t there?” 

On 14 March you responded to those two questions thus: “It appears that it was the habit of the former 
Iraqi President to have all his meetings tape-recorded: hence any reference Ms Barry may have made 
during our meeting to the written record having been based on a tape-recording” But you continue, “I do 
not myself have a copy of the tape (my emphasis).” 

Throughout, and in your letter of 27 March, you have not explained why reference to a tape recording 
was excised in the transcript of our meeting on 30 November but you have, without corroboration, 
asserted the existence of such a tape (see above). 

So, we have: a transcript of our meeting which is shorn of any reference to a “tape”; then, contrarily, the 
groundless assertion that such a tape exists; then the admission that you neither have such a tape nor can 
provide direct evidence that one ever existed; the introduction of the lemma that all Saddam’s meetings 
were taped, only for that supporting proposition to be knocked away by the very source you cite; and 
finally your reiteration, implicitly but repeatedly, that such a tape existed. And this mysterious tape is 
supposed to be the substrate of an “original document” whose whereabouts are “somewhere in the 
Middle East”, which came to light sometime “after the fall of Baghdad”, whose only validation is that it 
has, according to you, been “authenticated by the current Iraqi Government”, which turned up in 
translation two days before your final meeting with me, whose contents are flatly contradicted by myself 
and two others who were at the meeting, whose howlers include bowdlerising my oft-repeated discourse 
so that my Irish grandfather becomes my father and mangling Saddam Hussein’s tale about Stalin, 
Churchill and Roosevelt so it includes Mussolini and Hitler, and which could not have been written 
contemporaneously as there was no minute-taker, a fact which you have not disputed. 

This is a farraginous concatenation of omissions, dubieties, improbabilities and impossibilities, yet you 
seem to prefer it to any of the possible explanations, including the plausible, some would say likely, 
suggestion that it was manufactured “sometime after the fall of Baghdad” as were other documents (such 
as those handed to the Christian Science Monitor and Mail on Sunday), whose existence, let alone 
authorship, you stubbornly rule out as irrelevant to your inquires. 

2. Tariq Aziz: You deal with the no doubt awkward fact that the Metropolitan Police have joined the Serious 
Fraud Office in dropping any idea of investigating me by scalpelling out a selected quotation from the 
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Glasgow Herald of 26 March The omission is misleading. The article begins: 

“George Galloway will not face a criminal investigation by Scotland Yard into allegations he broke United 
Nations sanctions by taking oil money from Saddam Hussein, The Herald can reveal. 

The Metropolitan Police, after liaising with the Crown Prosecution Service, has dropped any idea of 
investigating claims of corruption against the 52-year-old anti-war Respect MP, or anyone else, and has 
handed the file back to the Serious Fraud Office (SFO)…” 

You could have quoted this or, better still, ascertained the position from the Metropolitan Police and 
SFO. They would have explained that there is to be no investigation. 

In any case, I feel it necessary to remind you that Mr Robathan’s complaint, which you are meant to be 
investigating, was that I failed to declare in the Register of Members’ Interests money which I was (falsely) 
accused of receiving from Saddam Hussein. The Metropolitan Police (in consultation with the Crown 
Prosecution Service) have joined the SFO in saying they have dropped any idea of investigating those 
accusations. Had there been a prima facie case, then one criminal investigating arm or another, in 
association with the prosecuting authorities, would doubtless have conducted an investigation. They 
haven’t—because there isn’t. 

The context to this is that virtually the same dodgy dossier has been handed to a US Senate sub-
committee, thence to the Volcker Inquiry, thence to the SFO, and finally to the Metropolitan Police. Each 
stage was attended by high profile news reports which created the impression that there were new 
allegations and fresh moves towards prosecution. Now, under a mountain of pressure to launch yet 
another inquiry, the investigating and prosecuting authorities in England have decided not to proceed 
with an investigation into me, though they are investigating others. Under those circumstances, I think it 
is eminently reasonable to consider that an exoneration. It is, perhaps unwisely on your part, evident from 
your letter that you disagree. Unwise, I think, because you will no doubt have been keen to appear to have 
been conducting an impartial inquiry. 

Your chiselling of the Herald report and your double reference to my “exoneration” will make that claim 
harder to maintain. If there had been a  prima facie case against me the police would have been duty 
bound to investigate it. That they have decided there is not is inconvenient for you, no doubt, but your 
churlishness about it leaves your slip showing. 

3. The terms of your inquiry: I note that you are in no position to prevent others from assessing the 
accuracy or otherwise of what you describe as my interpretation of your letter. You are, however, in a 
position to explain why your inquiry into Mr Robathan’s complaint now includes, in your words, 
examining whether “those close to me benefited from the Oil for Food programme”, a legal, UN-
administered mechanism You have not provided such an explanation. Perhaps it is to be given ex post 
facto, when you have produced your report, as you have already indicated. 

I now turn from matters you have attempted, inadequately, to address to ones which you now appear to be 
ignoring. 

E Laing 

I have provided you with the contact details of *** and of ***, as you asked for in your letter of 14 March. I 
note that in your latest letter you make no reference to “blank cheques” or “E Laing”, nor do you say whether 
you have corroborated the evidence I provided you with that *** was paid under the name E Laing. The entire 
affair, which you will recall included you putting to me the “suggestion” that cheques payable to E Laing were 
cashed by ***, appears to have vanished into the ether. 

If so, I insist, again, that *** is owed an apology. She has been, to use a word you disputed in your letter, 
exonerated. But she has lived under a cloud of your suspicion these last months. It is the least you can do, 
honourably. 

In my view it would also be wise for you to consider how and why you took such transparently false 
accusations of improper behaviour at face value, adopted them and pursued them so far when there was no 
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corroborating evidence and when, as my limited efforts rapidly established, a cursory investigation would 
prove them to be execrable. I have provided you with the names of two individuals, in addition to myself, who 
can rebut Mr Halford’s claims about “blank cheques”. 

You have presented no evidence of any improper expenditure by the Mariam Appeal, which is unsurprising as 
that is pursuant to the findings of the Charity Commission. 

In conclusion, as time has progressed your correspondence has, almost seriatim, given me more and more 
grounds for my lack of confidence in your inquiry, which I have previously expressed to you and to the 
chairman of the committee. 

We have now reached the nadir where an enclosed document is sent to me a day late and then turns out not to 
be the evidence you claim it to be, but instead to be drawn from the words of an Arabist expert who says the 
opposite of what you claim, and where you have taken to dismissing questions of fact as merely conflicts of 
interpretation. 

It is a fact that Mr Robathan’s complaint concerns my entry in the Register of Members Interests. It is a fact, 
not an opinion, that you first informed me that you were now looking at the activities of “those close to me” 
some three and a half years into your investigation. It is a fact, not an interpretation, that when asked to 
explain your new, inflated terms of reference you said the “basis and nature” of your inquiry would be clear to 
me when you produce your report. It is a fact that when asked who authored the dramatic and memorable 
smear, you prefer suggestion, that *** had improperly received money from the Mariam Appeal you said you 
“could not remember”. It is a fact that you have regarded a non-existent tape as evidence but the existence of 
forged documents about me as irrelevant. 

I have been in this House for many years. I was here when Elizabeth Filkin held your office. She took on the 
powerful in this place and it cost her her job. I predict you’ll keep yours. 

30 March 2007  

108. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 16 April 
2007  

There is one further piece of evidence relating to my inquiry into the circumstances relating to Mr Robathan’s 
complaint which has come to my notice as a result of the forensic examination I commissioned of the 
Telegraph papers and which I should put directly to you. 

It relates to a letter dated 22 January 2000 found among those papers, a copy of which (in Arabic and in 
translation) I enclose. The letter is in original form, with an original signature (not a photocopy). You will find 
reference to it in paragraph 36 of Mr Thorne’s report of his examination of the Telegraph documents, a copy 
of which I have already sent you. 

You will see that the letter purports to be one from the then Iraqi Minister of Foreign Affairs to the 
Presidential Chancellery. It refers to a number of meetings which Mr Mudhafar Al-Amin, then Iraqi Charge 
d’Affaires in London, is alleged to have held with you 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 refers to a translation of a letter sent by you to Mr Al-Amin “describing therein the basic features of 
the working programme he aspires to implement in the future”. Neither that translation nor the original of 
your alleged letter appear, to my knowledge, to have been found in the Telegraph papers. 

In the light of this letter, I should be grateful if you would let me know: 

1. if you were engaged in any meetings with Mr Al-Amin in the period (say six months) prior to the date of 
the letter (22 January 2000); 

2. if you were, what was the subject of those meetings; 
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3. whether Dr Al-Chalabi was present at any of them; 

4. to what you understand the letter to be referring when it speaks of “the working programme for the year 
2000 in Britain”. 

Please feel free to add any other comments you may wish to make on the letter or the issues it raises. 

As you know, I am now bringing my inquiries to a close. It would therefore be helpful to have any response 
you may wish to make on this matter by Tuesday, 24 April. 

16 April 2007 

109. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 17 April 
2007 

I am now able to reply to your letter of 30 March. I follow the numbering in your letter. 

1. The “minute”—you will recall that, when we met on 30 November 2006, I myself made no reference to a 
tape recording of your meeting with Saddam Hussein on 8 August 2002. The subject of a possible tape 
recording of the meeting was raised by you in your letter to me of 5 March 2007, in which you asserted that 
Ms Alda Barry had said at our 30 November interview that the source of the alleged “minute” of that meeting 
was a tape recording. 

As received by me, the transcript of our interview—made by a professional shorthand writer—did not contain 
reference to any such intervention by Ms Barry, contrary to your claim that such a reference was “excised” in 
the fourth full paragraph on page 3 of your recent letter. Nonetheless I attempted in my letters of 14 and 27 
March to explain what might have been in Ms Barry’s mind, on the basis that she had made a reference to tape 
recordings. 

Clearly I was wrong to attempt such an explanation, for it has led us both astray. For that, I apologise. 

In particular, as you have identified, I was wrong to assert in my letter of 14 March: “It appears that it was the 
habit of the former Iraqi President to have all his meetings tape-recorded…” (emphasis added). 

Whilst there is some evidence that many meetings were taped (see for example, the enclosed article from the 
Sunday Times of 19 March 2006, which refers to “hundreds of hours of tapes”), the evidence available to me 
does not establish that all meetings were. Nor do I know whether or not the “minute” of the 8 August 2002 
meeting which I have shared with you was based on a tape recording.   

What I do say in relation to that written record is what I said to you in my letter of 27 March, viz: 

 The text of the document was obtained following the fall of Baghdad. I understand that it was one of 
many such documents. 

 It has been authenticated by the current Iraqi Government. 

I note, of course, and will take into consideration, your criticisms of what the “minute” said, based on your 
analysis of its contents and your account of what Mr Aziz and Mr Sabri have said about the nature of your 
meetings with them. 

2.  Tariq Aziz—my letter to you of 27 March was written following liaison with the Metropolitan Police and 
the Serious Fraud Office. I understand that neither agency is investigating you and I note your explanation as 
to why you consider this “an exoneration”. 

My focus, of course, is on your responsibilities as a Member of the House of Commons. I note that the fact 
that neither the police nor the SFO is investigating you means that the fears you expressed in your letter of 14 
February about me bringing my proceedings to a close can be allayed 
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4.  The terms of my inquiry—I have nothing to add to the full response I gave you on this point in my letter to 
you of 14 February.  

Regarding ‘Ms E Laing’ and the allegation about ‘blank cheques’, the position is as follows. 

a) ‘Ms E Laing’—In your letter of 5 March, you stated that ‘Ms Laing’ was, in fact, ***.  Inquiries I have 
independently made have provided the same information. 

I do not apologise for putting to you the suggestion—which I believed at the time to be supported by 
Mr Halford’s evidence—that ‘Ms Laing’ might be ***.  Had I not put this to you, and had the 
allegation surfaced subsequently, I might well have been criticised for not sharing it with you. As it is, 
the matter has been cleared up, and without, so far as I am aware, any injury to *** public reputation 
or feelings (as I have not communicated the allegation either to her or in any way publicly). Of 
course, if you have mentioned the matter to her, no doubt you will let me know.   

As the matter has been resolved, I do not intend to include reference to *** in my report.   

b) ‘Blank cheques’—the evidence you advance on this matter (supported by ***) has also been 
supported by *** in correspondence with me, but is flatly disputed by Mr Halford.   

Again I do not apologise for putting this matter to you.  However, the issue is not one which bears 
directly on your responsibilities to the House under the Code of Conduct.  I do not propose to 
express any view on it in my report. 

I expect to be in touch again shortly with a draft of the factual sections of my report to the Committee on 
Standards and Privileges. I should be able to complete this when I have had your response to my letter of 16 
April. 

17 April 2007  

110. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 27 April 
2007  

Thank you for your letter of 16 April, which was received during my absence in Central Asia. My apologies, 
therefore, for the tardiness of this reply. 

I am not sure I can shed much light on a letter referring to a letter which may or may not have ever existed but 
which in any case neither of us has seen. 

I refer to what purports to be Mr Sahhaf’s letter referring to a letter dated 18 January 2000 from Dr Amin (I 
presume). As you say, no copy of this letter appears to be extant if it ever existed. 

I make the following comments about it in no particular order of importance. 

To the best of my knowledge the only meetings I ever had with Dr Chalabi and Dr Amin were connected to 
the proposed flight from London to Baghdad Dr Chalabi and I were jointly organising. From memory this 
was scheduled for February/March of 2000. I was not involved with Dr Chalabi in any other campaigning 
work; as I have told you before my connections to Dr Chalabi were scant. 

It follows that he and I did not have any joint “working programme”, beyond the aforementioned flight. 
Indeed my reading of Mr Sahhaf’s purported letter says only that Dr Amin “has held a number of meetings 
with the MP George Galloway and Dr Burhan Chalabi to study the working programme for the year 2000 in 
Britain”. 

This of course could be a reference to Dr Amin’s working programme for the year in Britain. Or it could refer 
to my working programme and also Dr Chalabi’s working programme for the year 2000 in Britain. I, of 
course, am not responsible for what Dr Amin may have said or meant in his now nonexistent letter. What I 
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can tell you without equivocation is that I and Dr Chalabi had no joint working programme for the year 2000 
or any other year. 

Secondly, your letter is entitled “Alleged Work Programme”. But there is no reference in Sahhaf’s letter to a 
work programme. A work programme and a working programme are two different things, as I suspect you 
well know. 

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 organisation might draw up, add to, take away from, and highlight publicly. As 
you know this dichotomy is at the heart of this whole affair. 

I can confirm (though I have no recollection at this distance of the dates of Dr Amin’s service in London) that 
I regularly met him and his predecessor Dr Ibrahim (who remains in London and who can confirm this). All 
this is described in my book “I’m Not the Only One”, a copy of which I have sent you. At these meetings I 
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. 

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. 

Although I am becoming tired of doing so I feel I should make this point again. 

This campaigning work for a change in UK policy towards Iraq did not change in any way from August of 
1990 through three wars and more than a decade of sanctions until now. 

This work began before I had ever visited Iraq and for years before there existed an oil for food programme. 

The imputation that I did what I did over that period of nearly 17 years for personal financial benefit is as 
absurd as it is offensive. Perhaps I should sum up quoting the industrial language I exchanged with the current 
Home Secretary, Dr John Reid, in the lobby of the House of Commons on the night of my victory in the libel 
courts. 

Congratulating me Dr Reid said, “I would have put money on that outcome; I've said to people all along … 
why would Galloway need paying for doing the things he’s been doing all his f***ing  life”. 

I am content to let that stand as a summary of my response to your letter and the imputation that lies behind 
it. 

27 April 2007 

111. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 27 April 
2007  

Thank you for your letter of 17 April, which I am now able to reply to. 

It leaves outstanding a number of issues: 

a) I note your apology for leading “us both astray” through your attempts to justify references to a 
tape.You appear to have retreated from those attempts, but you stubbornly persist in referring to the 
“text of the document” as if there were some non-textual aspect of it. At the same time, as I have 
demonstrated without contradiction or questioning by you, there was no “minute-taker” in the 
room during my meeting of 8 August 2002. Therefore—in the absence of a tape or minute-taker—
there are no grounds for assuming this to be in anyway an accurate or contemporaneous account of 
what was said in that meeting, an account of which, I repeat for the third time, Mr Tariq Aziz and 
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Mr Naji Sabri could have given you. Instead, you have chosen to relegate the first hand evidence of 
two people to the status of me giving an “account” of what they say. I further note that you have 
again chosen not to say when this “document was obtained” other than the self evident and trite 
repetition that it was “following the fall of Baghdad”. You have also again refused to say where in the 
“somewhere in the Middle East” the original document might be. Any fair-minded observer would 
weigh the actual words of Mr Aziz and Mr Sabri against the fact that there is no contemporaneous 
“minute” of what was said, merely something that popped up (as did forgeries about me) under the 
Anglo-US occupation of Iraq. It is clear that you disagree. 

b)  You have still not explained why you expanded your terms of reference to include “those close to 
me” and the UN-run, legal Oil for Food Programme in general three and a half years into you  
inquiry. Paradoxically, however, you state that “[m]y focus, of course, is on your responsibilities as a 
Member of the House of Commons”. That statement is inconsistent with the wider focus which you 
gave yourself earlier this year. 

c) Ms E Laing and “blank cheques”. You say you do not apologise for putting to me the “suggestion” 
that “Ms Laing” might be ***. I ask you to reconsider and, as I called for in my letter of 30 March, for 
you to reflect on why you entertained and adopted such an outrageous slur when it was within your 
power to dismiss it swiftly. I did, of course, inform *** that you had placed her under a cloud of 
suspicion, so she too is owed an apology. You appear to acknowledge that “Ms Laing” was in fact 
“***”, who worked at Mr Halford’s right hand and was paid as “Ms Laing” through cheques signed 
by him. But you say that the suggestion that “Ms Laing” was *** was “supported by Mr Halford’s 
evidence”. Therefore, you have independently verified Mr Halford’s “evidence” was entirely false. He 
is, to say the least, an unreliable witness or worse. Yet you go on to assert that the evidence of three 
people—myself, *** (a magistrate) and *** (someone I am not in contact with and who has no axe to 
grind)—over “blank cheques” is “flatly disputed by Mr Halford”, as if his testimony were credible. 
Again, a cursory examination of Mr Halford’s claims—by, for example, contacting the cosignatories 
to the account—would have shown them to be baseless. Instead, you adopted his story about signing 
“blank cheques” and put it to me, who then had to disprove it, only for you now to pronounce that 
this issue “is not one which bears directly on your responsibilities to the House under the Code of 
Conduct”. In which case, I am entitled to ask why I have had to spend time refuting this allegation 
and why you entertained it.  If you reflect on your own words, you must recognise that you do owe 
me an apology. 

Lastly, I am confident that the readership of the Committee’s report will draw the appropriate conclusions 
from the existence of false testimony alleging improper payments from the Mariam Appeal; from the fact of 
baseless allegations being put to me only for them then, once I’ve disproved them, to be pronounced by you to 
be insignificant; and from your extraordinarily convoluted but unsuccessful attempts to substantiate Ms 
Barry’s reference to a tape (which I note she does not, through you, deny making). 

Not only have I refuted Mr Robathan’s complaint, I have also dealt with every other false allegation you’ve put 
to me (about me and people “close to me”)—including ones that you now say are not relevant to my 
responsibilities under the Code of Conduct. 

27 April 2007  

112. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 1 May 
2007  

Thank you for your letter of 27 April in reply to mine of 16 April, and for explaining what caused the delay in 
your reply. 

I am grateful for your explanation that: 

1. You had no joint working programme with Dr Al-Chalabi beyond the proposed ‘mercy flight’ from 
London to Baghdad. 
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2. There is a distinction to be made, in your view, between an alleged ‘work programme’ and a ‘working 
programme’. (I understand the distinction you are making, though I confess that it had not struck me before 
and I understand it is not one made in the Arabic of this letter and the Tariq Aziz memo. In heading my letter 
‘Alleged Work Programme’ I had not appreciated the distinction and had simply picked up previous 
references to a ‘work programme’. I had not intended to impute anything thereby.)  

3. You met regularly with Dr Mudhafar Al-Amin and his predecessor and at those meetings would have 
discussed what Dr Al-Amin might well have subsequently described as your ‘working programme’ in that 
you: “reviewed the political situation concerning war and sanctions on Iraq, repeated [your] oft stated 
opinions which [you] hoped would be conveyed to Baghdad and spoke to whoever was the diplomat in place 
about the varied campaigns and initiatives to end sanctions.” 

4. Your campaigning work for a change in UK policy towards Iraq long pre-dated your first visit to Iraq and 
the UN Oil for Food Programme. 

You will by now have received my letter of 27 April covering a draft of the factual sections of my report to the 
Committee on Standards and Privileges. I will send you shortly a draft of some additional paragraphs to be 
inserted in that, referring to your latest letter and some related material. 

Before I can do that, however, there is an important possible misunderstanding in your latest letter. In this you 
say that the Sahhaf letter refers to a letter dated 18 January 2000 from Mr Al-Amin. Indeed it does. However 
the enclosure mentioned in the second paragraph is “a translation of the letter sent by Mr George Galloway” 
to Mr Al-Amin “describing therein the basic features of the working programme he aspires to implement in 
the future”. May I therefore ask whether you ever sent Mr Al-Amin a letter describing the basic features of the 
‘working programme’ (defined in your terms) which you aspired to implement in Britain in 2000? 

I hope this will be the last question with which I shall have to trouble you before I am able to conclude my 
report. 

1 May 2007 

113. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 1 May 
2007  

Thank you for your letter of 27 April in reply to mine of 17 April. 

I see no point in adding to what I have already told you on points (a)–(c) in your letter, except to say that the 
fact that Ms Laing turned out to be *** does not, in itself, prove that Mr Halford is (in your phrase) “an 
unreliable witness or worse”. On other matters, like you, I am content for the readership of the Committee’s 
report to draw its own conclusions on that and on the other matters dealt with in my report. 

I am concerned, however, that without any need to do so or first consulting me, you “of course” informed *** 
that I had put to you the suggestion that she might be Ms Laing. I do not believe I owe you any apology on this 
matter, but I am writing to her about it. 

I look forward to receiving your comments on the draft material I sent you on 27 April. 

1 May 2007 

114. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 8 May 
2007  

Thank you for your two letters of 1 May. In the letter replying to mine of 17 April you adopt a noticeably 
tetchy tone. This is understandable. You were counting on Mr Halford, and he let you down. 

You were first “concerned” about the level of his personal expenses from the Mariam Appeal, but you 
remarkably swiftly “satisfied” yourself about that matter. You then found that his evidence “supported” the 
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theory that E Laing was ***, only to discover that E Laing was *** to whom he handed a cheque every month 
for over a year made out to E Laing. You accepted his claim that there was a culture of blank cheques floating 
around the campaign (implicitly blamed on me), only to discover that everyone else concerned, other than Mr 
Halford, told you this was false. None of them, and they include a magistrate, had a reason to give false 
testimony—they were not writing cheques to themselves for reimbursement of expenses. 

When Mr Halford told you that he did not know who E Laing was but that he might have met “her and her 
daughter” on a “pedestrian crossing” near Parliament once, either he knew that to be untrue or his faculties 
are such as to render any evidence he gives as “unreliable”. His blank cheques story reinforces that point. No 
fair-minded person can escape that conclusion. You, however, do. 

Having pursued with me and others these two canards and discovered them to in fact undermine Mr 
Halford’s credibility and your case you now wish to claim that these matters do not touch on my 
responsibilities to the House and therefore will not be included your report to the committee. Thus you hope 
to excise all evidence of Mr Halford’s unreliability while at the same time relying on his testimony in other 
respects. 

I assure you this will not succeed. If you perversely insist in selecting testimony from Mr Halford when it suits 
you, but burying evidence of his unreliability when it doesn’t, then I will ensure that the truth and the whole 
truth will out. 

You have the nerve to complain that I spoke to *** who was falsely accused of being part of a fraudulent 
scheme to obtain money from the Mariam Appeal under the alias of E Laing. This takes the biscuit, Sir Philip. 
This allegation—you prefer the word suggestion—whose provenance you have still refused to reveal (after you 
ceased to claim you had forgotten) went to the heart of the complaint you are meant to be investigating, 
namely that I personally benefited without recording that benefit in the members’ register of interests. This 
idea that I could seek to rebut this smear without informing the *** implicated in it is simply absurd. Again, 
your tetchiness is revealing. Your slip is once again appearing. You think you can make false accusations 
against me while hobbling my ability to refute them. As with so much of your methodology, I'm not prepared 
to accept it. 

Turning to the second of your letters: 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 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. 

8 May 2007 

115. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 14 May 
2007  

In this letter I reply to the remarks in all but the final two paragraphs of your letter of 8 May. 

I am afraid you continue to reveal a fundamental misunderstanding of the nature of the process in which we 
are involved. The investigation of complaints is not an adversarial but an inquisitorial process. My job is not 
to make a ‘case’ against you but to try to establish the facts surrounding the complaint and, in the light of 
those facts, to assess whether or not you have in any way breached the House’s Code of Conduct or its related 
rules. 

The process I follow is set out in Procedural Note 1 from my office, which has been approved by the 
Committee on Standards and Privileges, a copy of which I enclose. The process is reflected in the procedural 
guidance for Members who are the subject of a complaint, a copy of which I have previously sent you. 
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It follows that your claim that I was “counting on Mr Halford, and he let you down” is entirely false. I was 
neither counting on him nor do I feel let down by him (or anyone else in this saga). 

Nor does the fact that in one case (the identity of E Laing) a suggestion which I initially believed to be 
supported by evidence from Mr Halford (to the extent that I felt I should put it to you) proved (following my 
further inquiries) to be false, or that in the other (the ‘blank cheques’) his evidence is contradicted by you and 
others “undermine Mr Halford’s credibility and your case”. I am not mounting a case, in the manner of a 
prosecutor, against you. Mr Halford’s evidence is simply one element in a whole range of evidence—
including, crucially, your own—which I will assess before reaching any conclusion. 

I turn to a few other points in your letter: 

1. “In the letter replying to mine of 17 April you adopt a noticeably tetchy tone”—this is your supposition 
entirely. You have no knowledge of my state of mind at the time I wrote the letter. 

2. “You were first ‘concerned’ about the level of [Mr Halford’s] personal expenses from the Mariam Appeal, 
but you remarkably swiftly ‘satisfied’ yourself about the matter” (emphasis added)—I interviewed Mr 
Halford on 6 October 2005, well over a year before you and I discussed these matters. 

3. “You accepted his claim that there was a culture of blank cheques floating around the campaign”—I neither 
accepted nor rejected his claim, I simply put it to you as set out in paragraph 1a of my procedural note. 
Had I not done so, you would have had no opportunity to respond to it (or, similarly, to the E Laing 
matter). 

4. “You think you can make false accusations against me while hobbling my ability to refute them”—I am not 
in the business of making accusations. It is not clear to me why it was necessary for you to inform *** of 
this matter. As to refuting it, I am satisfied, as a result of my own inquiries, that it is untrue. 

On the basis of your mistaken understanding of the process and the various false assertions I have identified, 
you then accuse me of seeking to suppress evidence on the ‘E Laing’ and ‘blank cheque’ matters. I have no 
intention of doing this. Our exchanges of correspondence (including this latest one) will be appended to my 
report and the Committee on Standards and Privileges will therefore be fully privy to these aspects of the 
matter. I simply repeat what I said in my letter of 17 April: 

1. I do not intend to include reference to *** in my report. I have told her that I will not name her, and I 
shall not do so. Since you earlier expressed concern about the potential impact of this matter on her 
reputation, I should be surprised if you chose to do so. 

2. I will not express any view on the ‘blank cheque’ matter in my report. 

On a related matter, I note that you say of the ‘E Laing’ business: 

“This allegation … went to the heart of the complaint you are meant to be investigating, namely that I 
personally benefited without recording that benefit in the Members’ register of interests.” 

In your letter of 15 January 2007 and in subsequent correspondence, you have roundly criticised me for 
allegedly extending my terms of reference to embrace consideration of this and similar matters involving 
people who are or were close to you. I am glad that you now appear to have understood why I have considered 
such matters relevant to my inquiry. 

14 May 2007 

116. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 11 May 
2007 

 ‘….I have not found evidence during my inquiry that Mr Galloway directly and personally received monies 
derived from the former Iraqi regime, either via the Oil for Food Programme or by some other means.’ (Sir 
Philip Mawer, draft memorandum re complaints against Mr George Galloway) 
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This, my first paragraph, ought to be your definitive refutation of Mr Andrew Robathan’s complaint, but it is 
unaccountably relegated to paragraph 266 in your memorandum. Previously there have been two civil court 
actions, two Charity Commission reports, referrals to the Serious Fraud Office and the Metropolitan police, 
the Senate and Volcker inquiries and hundreds of hours of trial by media which have all reached the 
conclusion you have reached. You, however, have the cloak of parliamentary privilege to protect you.  

What you have done in this draft report is to take completely unsubstantiated allegations, untested ‘evidence’ 
and, by publishing what can clearly be proven to be falsehoods, given them the veneer of plausibility. Your 
report is laden with smear and innuendo which the media will be able to report freely, protected by you. You 
have a duty to allow into this report only that which can be corroborated or proved. Instead you publish 
hearsay, defamations and demonstrable falsehoods, all of which can be freely reported.  

Your investigation into this complaint has taken four years, cost thousands of hours in labour and tens of 
thousands of pounds. The allegation was that I had received financial benefits from the former Iraqi regime 
which I had failed to declare. You have insisted all along that this was the core of your investigation. You have 
concluded that there is no foundation to this claim. Therefore you must reject it. 

In your report you rely heavily on the ‘evidence’ of two witnesses who, as I demonstrate below, are clearly 
lying. These are Stuart Halford and ‘Tony’ Zureikat. Their accounts are so obviously disprovable, their 
malicious motives so transparent that nothing they say can be believed, yet you do so. I urge you to strike out 
completely their malicious testimonies or you risk bringing your own office into disrepute. The mendacious 
testimony ‘Tony’ Zureikat gave you is itself grounds for you to investigate him for conspiring to pervert this 
inquiry.  

The ‘minute’ of my meeting with Saddam Hussein, which mysteriously and suspiciously arrived on your desk 
hours before our final meeting and whose provenance you will not explain—you even suggest it may be from 
a tape recording but you do not substantiate this—is so full of errors that no one could take it seriously. You, 
however, perversely claim that the fact that it is so error-strewn may attest to authenticity. But, of course, the 
fact that there was no tape, and no minute-taker, which you acknowledge, means that there cannot be a 
‘minute’. 

Likewise you place enormous store in the Daily Telegraph documents, which not even the paper relied on in 
its unsuccessful defence to my libel action. Your account of my position on those 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 government, as your buried 
conclusion testifies. In the course of this inquiry, you even tried to broaden its scope to find out if ‘anyone 
close to me’, whatever that means, may have benefited.  

The rest of your report will be familiar to the members of the committee as a spat over the funding of political 
campaigns. I have never made any secret that Fawaz Zureikat was a major contributor (but not the main one) 
to the Mariam Appeal—we even made him its chairman. He, it seems clear with hindsight, was a legal 
participant in the Oil for Food Programme, a programme administered by the United Nations in New York 
and over which the Unites States held a veto. He has vigorously denied any wrongdoing in this programme 
and there is not a jot or tittle to indicate that he has committed any illegal act. He has not been charged or 
accused in any country and indeed he continues to trade with Iraq through the new administration and to 
travel regularly to the United States. 

Your ‘evidence’ Knowing that you could not sustain the original complaint that I had received declarable 
income you nonetheless seek to bury your conclusion that there is no evidence that I did under a mountain of 
innuendo concerning matters which were not complained of—at the same time refusing to investigate parallel 
matters on the grounds that they were not complained of.  

I advocated the ending of sanctions on Iraq and a change of British policy towards Iraq before I had ever met 
Fawaz Zureikat, before the existence of an Oil for Food Programme, indeed before I had ever set foot in the 
country. The suggestion that I did so either for my own benefit or the benefit of ‘those close to me’ is as 
unsustainable as it is offensive. Far from benefiting the record will show I paid a high political price. 
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In support of this innuendo you have relied on three sets of ‘evidence’, none of which could pass a legal test: 
that of Stuart Halford, ‘Tony’ Zureikat and the supposed ‘minute’ of my meeting with Saddam Hussein on 
August 8, 2002. Any reasonable person will conclude that none of these three legs holds up. 

Stuart Halford  He has deliberately and transparently misled you. You may consider why he would do so. It 
seems to me that his motive is clear. Self-protection, regardless of the fall-out his falsehoods would have on 
others. Nonetheless you have clung to Mr Halford through all of the vicissitudes of your voyage of discovery 
about him.  

You started out ‘concerned’ about the high level of the expenses he drew from the Mariam Appeal. You 
quickly ‘satisfied’ yourself about those. You then pursued a bizarre wild goose chase in which he told you 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 from the moment you asked the question; he lied about it and only when I led you to 
discover this did you concede that E Laing was his ***, paid under this assumed name.  

However he gave testimony which ‘supported’ a ‘suggestion’—which had been made to you by a source you 
claimed to have ‘forgotten’—that E Laing might be *** (the suggestion being that the name E Laing on a 
cheque is alterable to ***).  

He also led you 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 you did not ask would have 
compounded this refutation). All three 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, you now wish to bury. 

If it had been true it would have been clear evidence of corruption and fraud on my part. Careless of the fact 
that the ‘suggestion’—or more properly allegation, which is what a suggestion of criminal behaviour is—drew 
in *** you pursued this utterly false allegation at great length. When you discovered, through my prompting, 
that it was false you sought to drop it as being outside the scope of your inquiry even though it had been given 
legs by a man you continue to rely on in other respects. This cannot be allowed to stand. 

A man who told you that he did not know the identity of E Laing when she was in fact working at his right 
hand as his *** 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 you quoted him to me). In his letter to you of February 
23, 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 you knowing now for two months that Mr Halford’s above statements were a tissue of lies and that 
this alone should destroy his credibility as a witness you continue to rely on him in your memorandum.  

In her letter to you of March 12 this year *** admits that she was paid as E Laing. Some fleeting meeting ‘on a 
level crossing’ (sic) outside Parliament. 

And this double crossing is not all. Mr Halford told you—and you 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. You 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.  
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You know, because I told you (though to the best of my knowledge you have 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. You acknowledge that ***, then a co-signatory and now a trades union 
official, confirms my evidence on this. But you do not reveal in your correspondence 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. 

*** another co-signatory, has also told you the same thing. None of these professional people has any reason 
to lie to you. 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 you were once ‘concerned’ 
about before you ‘satisfied’ yourself. 

Your reliance on Mr Halford to establish, in your Famous Five phrase,‘what was afoot’, is desperate. As you 
have known for at least two months he cannot be relied upon to tell the truth. 

I now turn to another leg of your rickety stool, to Mr ‘Tony’ Zureikat.  

‘Tony’ Zureikat  The man is clearly a serial fantasist with a grudge against his cousin and, by extension, me. He 
has me drinking whisky and vodka—I am teetotal and have tasted neither—puts Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad in 
places and situations she has never been in, his cousin in a country he has never visited and me on a flight I 
never took. In brief, his story is invention from beginning to end. 

But 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’—who presided over what you describe as my ‘memorable’ appearance at the US 
Senate. ‘Tony’ is a US citizen. He has, since the US occupation of Baghdad, been favoured with business 
contracts from the occupation authorities.  

He may not yet have been convicted by the Jordanian authorities but he is, as I claimed, accused of fraud in 
Jordan. Earlier this year the HSBC bank in Jordan placed a notice in the al-Ghad newspaper demanding that 
he attend the bank to answer financial claims against him as a result of uttering false cheques. Currently, in 
Karak in Jordan, several butchers, suppliers and other tradespeople have raised actions in court against him 
relating to other bounced cheques and unpaid liabilities. 

He is of course a proven and demonstrable liar. Let me use his own words to prove this.  

At Question 153 of the transcript of his interview with you he claims to have met me for ‘a coffee or, I think, a 
drink’. He goes on to say that ‘...they were drinking, they opened a bottle of whisky. The girl and her boyfriend 
and George were drinking...’ And then, Question 180, ‘He [Galloway] knows Fawaz was working with the 
Russians because we had dinner and vodkas with them.’ 

You know that none of these claims are true. You say, with reference to his supplementary responses, that he 
did not see who was drinking the whisky but in his evidence he was quite sure. He refers to the brother of the 
Queen of Jordan as the ‘boyfriend’ of the unnamed woman in the car. In fact this man is respectably married 
and is a Muslim non-drinker who is nobody’s ‘boyfriend’. You acknowledge in your memorandum that I am 
teetotal. I have also never met a Russian in Iraq. 

He states that Dr Amineh Abu-Zayyad ‘used to come from Palestine through the bridge to Amman, cash in, go 
to Lebanon and make her deposits’. In fact Dr Abu-Zayyad did not visit Palestine between the month of June 
1993 and December 2002 when she flew British Airways to Tel Aviv. She has not crossed the bridge from June 
1993 until this day. Both the Israeli and Jordanian authorities, who keep, for obvious reasons, meticulous 
computer records, can confirm this.  

Moreover, it is impossible to go from Palestine (Israel) to Lebanon through Jordan or any other country 
because the Lebanese allow no one with an Israeli passport stamp to enter the country. In ‘Tony’s’ 
supplementary account you record his claim that this would have been possible with two passports. But Dr 
Abu-Zayyad did not have two passports. As the Passport Office can confirm, she was issued with her British 
passport on November 11, 2002. She was offered a Palestinian passport from the Palestine National Authority 



130    Conduct of Mr George Galloway 

 

which she declined. In any case Lebanon does not accept Palestinian passports. Thus this whole and crucial 
part of Zureikat’s testimony is demonstrably a lie.  

So too is his later claim that she was picked up by a car at least twice at the bridge between Palestine and 
Jordan in 2002. She visited Palestine only once in 2002, in December, travelling under her British passport, 
flying on British Airways to Tel Aviv, returning to London the same way. This can be verified from the airline 
and the parliamentary record with reference to an exchange between me and the late Robin Cook, then Leader 
of the House, based on this experience, in which I raised the treatment of British passport holders of 
Palestinian origin by the Israeli occupation authorities. 

Zureikat claimed to you that I regularly travelled to Morocco. This is another of his false allegations which is 
easily disprovable. You know, through examining my passports, that this cannot be true. I have never been in 
Morocco at the same time as Fawaz Zureikat, nor could I have been, because Fawaz Zureikat has never visited 
Morocco in his life. Ever. The Moroccan authorities can confirm this.  

As if this was not enough your memorandum goes on to include further falsehoods. 

He claims that I met a Mr Shanti. Not only have I never met him, I had never heard of him until you raised 
‘Tony’ Zureikat’s claims with me. He told you that Mr Shanti is a British citizen who is easily locatable. But 
you are now forced to admit in a footnote that ‘[a]ttempts to trace and interview Mr Al-Shanti himself have 
proved unsuccessful’.  

Your memorandum refers to two letters purportedly supporting ‘Tony’ Zureikat’s claims that I met Mr Shanti 
and the Iraqi Minister of Agriculture, Abdul Elah. But these two ‘letters’ are in fact photocopies provided by… 
‘Tony’ Zureikat! One of them is purportedly a copy of a handwritten note (somewhat grandiloquently 
described as a ‘manuscript letter’ in your memorandum) from Fawaz Zureikat. I can tell you, however, that he 
denies ever writing such a note. The other is purportedly a copy of a letter by Mr Shanti, who is conveniently 
untraceable, despite ‘Tony’ Zureikat’s assurances to the contrary.  

All this would be enough to put paid to ‘Tony’ Zureikat’s credibility. No one reading the transcript of his 
initial interview with you or his subsequent modifications could be in any doubt as to the calibre of his 
testimony, which I described to you as ‘ravings’.  

Neither would they be in any doubt as to the level of his involvement with the US authorities, his personal and 
business animus towards his cousin and his political animus towards me. As with Mr Halford, a pattern of 
self-interested lies emerges starkly. 

I now turn to matters which prove fatal to ‘Tony’ Zureikat as a witness and which point to attempts to pervert 
and manipulate this inquiry.  

 ‘Tony’ Zureikat says that he ‘was there’ after my last meeting with Saddam Hussein and that this was in 
‘December or January….2002 or the beginning of 2003’. This meeting—which as he says was ‘all over the news’ 
—was at the height of summer, not the Christmas holidays. It was, in fact, on August 8, 2002. ‘Tony Zureikat’ 
was not there before, during or after the meeting.  

I left the meeting with Saddam for my hotel (stopping off at Tariq Aziz’s office) and headed straight for Jordan 
to file my copy for the Mail on Sunday. In his invented account he has me flying to Syria. 

He claims that immediately after the last of my two meetings with Saddam I met reporters and told them on 
air about descending by elevator to an ‘unknown place and it was like Saddam’s hiding place’. In fact I gave no 
interviews in Iraq (or indeed in London) until after the publication of my scoop in the Mail on Sunday on 
August 11, 2002—more than three days after the Saddam meeting—because to have done so would have 
spoiled my exclusive.  

He then claims that Fawaz and I (at the very least) flew ‘to Syria in Tariq Aziz’s jet’ while he, ‘Tony’, 
transported my luggage to Amman.  

This is easily disproved. I was never in any jet and nor was I near Syria—in fact I was going in a very different 
direction. You have photocopies of my passports which will show that I crossed the border with Jordan by 
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road on August 8 or the early hours of August 9. The Mail on Sunday can confirm that they phoned me at an 
apartment in Amman in Jordan and that I was on the phone to them for several hours dictating and 
discussing my story. Only after the article appeared did I give interviews and then only in London after flying 
back from Amman. The flurry of interviews, as a result of the Sunday story, occurred on Monday August 12 
in London. 

‘Tony’ Zureikat 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% 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% 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. 

I do not know if ‘Tony’ Zureikat took the option of giving his testimony to you under oath. What is certain, as 
I have demonstrated, is that it is full of falsehoods which can only be deliberate. There is no other plausible 
explanation. I do not know if he contacted you or you sought him out, but, in either case, he was flown by you 
(presumably at Parliament’s expense) to London. During his interview he told you a string of elaborate, 
fantastical stories that were calculated to damage me, and all of them based on demonstrable, systematic lies. 
His appearance before you and his testimony are, therefore, a conspiracy to misdirect and pervert this inquiry. 
If he had perjured himself in this way in court, he would surely risk criminal prosecution.  

You are not in a position to bring charges, but you are in a position to record the fact that you have been lied 
to rather than faithfully repeating these lies in your memorandum—and you must do that. If you do continue 
to pray in aid ‘Tony’ Zureikat’s lies then you will be privileging through your memorandum words which you 
have already been shown to be untrue. That, Sir Philip, would be an abuse of the privileges that your office 
enjoys and would therefore be contemptuous of the House.   

The ‘minute’ More than four years after my meeting with Saddam Hussein, at which only four people were 
present and none was taking notes or taping, you mysteriously produce an alleged minute of this meeting, the 
original of which you do not have, whose whereabouts you do not know—only ‘somewhere in the Middle 
East’—and whose provenance you cannot substantiate.  

There has been a lengthy correspondence between us over this, stemming from the interview we had in 
November last year where, as I have repeatedly put to you, Miss Barry said that the source of the minute was a 
tape recording. I then refuted various attempts of yours to demonstrate or impute the existence of a tape.  

In your letter of April 17, 2007 you finally admitted you were wrong to do so ‘for it has led us both astray. For 
that, I apologise’. However, in paragraph 229 of your draft memorandum you then contradict this letter and 
make your apology worthless by reintroducing the ‘possibility’ that the meeting was taped. 

It is misleading and tendentious to throw into your draft this ‘possibility’ after you have been forced to 
abandon a succession of claims about any supposed tape and about the provenance of this ‘minute’. Your 
stock response is that this document, or rather the mysterious original, was ‘obtained following the fall of 
Baghdad’ but you have repeatedly refused to say where this supposed document is, how it was obtained, and 
when.  

So desperate are you to place someone who might have created a minute that you have invented a 
‘discrepancy’ between my Mail on Sunday account of the meeting with Saddam Hussein and subsequent 
accounts. You claim on page 90 of your memorandum (from line 22) that I had specifically mentioned the 
president’s secretary as having been present in the meeting. This is utterly false. The Mail on Sunday article 
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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 you seek 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. 

Why have you invented this non-existent discrepancy, inserted where it can do most damage to the credibility 
of my account? I think I know the answer to that question. 

In your draft you include none of the detailed rebuttals I have given you about this document. More than this 
you employ the Alice Through The Looking Glass argument that glaring inaccuracies and errors in the 
document may actually attest to its authenticity. So, in your construction, an inaccurate report confers 
authenticity but you would also, no doubt, hold the contrary view: that accuracy also testifies to authenticity. 

You say that this ‘minute’ has been ‘authenticated by the current Iraqi government’, as if that was worth 
anything. The present government, by definition, were not involved in Iraq’s governance previously and have 
no experience of it. They have a clear motive in smearing anyone opposed to them, like me. The former civil 
servants of the regime were dismissed after the invasion and the present ones are hardly going to contradict 
their masters.  

This ‘minute’ should be inadmissible. It cannot be examined, you cannot tell me where it is or who created it. 
It is clearly false. 

The content of the ‘minute’ has been contradicted strenuously not only by me but by Tariq Aziz and Naji 
Sabri—three of the four who were there, the fourth, Saddam Hussein having been executed. Aziz has 
contradicted this document not just once, as implied in your memorandum, but also through three separate 
lawyers in Paris, Amman and London through whom he’s spoken directly. Still you dismiss the very real 
possibility that this document, if it actually exists, was fabricated against me in the way that those sold to the 
Christian Science Monitor and the Mail on Sunday were. You have refused even to consider these forgeries 
and their potential relevance, thus allowing you blithely to discount the fact that people have fabricated 
evidence against me.  

You acknowledge—although in dismissive a way as possible—that Mr Tariq Aziz denied ever having made 
the incriminating comments about me which you report in your memorandum. You make the point, 
however, that the other official quoted making similar comments has not withdrawn them or denied them. 
This would of course be difficult as Mr Taha Yasin Ramadan—the official in question, the erstwhile vice-
president of Iraq whom I never met, saw or spoke to—was executed by his interrogators as a war criminal. 
Although you refer to other officials you do not name them (neither did the Senate or Volcker inquiries) nor 
do you describe their current relationship to the puppet regime in Baghdad. 

You employ further risible supposition that the reason this document had not come to light before it landed 
on your 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 it alleges, your supposition lacks 
all plausibility. This report should, after all, be based on facts, not suppositions, and malign ones at that. 

Your inquiry began with a complaint from Mr Robathan which arose from false reports in the Daily 
Telegraph that I may have received £375,000 a year from the Iraqi regime which I failed to declare. I take 
particular exception to Para 20 of your draft memorandum which is scandalously misleading. It says: ‘It is 
important to my inquiries to note that the action brought by Mr Galloway at no stage addressed the 
truthfulness or otherwise of the allegations made in the documents the Daily Telegraph had published.’ The 
truth is that I, and from the beginning, repeatedly said that the Telegraph’s story and its documents were 
untrue. It was the Telegraph which did not seek to prove the veracity of the documents claimed to have been 
found in a bombed-out ministry, trusting neither to their authenticity nor to them proving the false 
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allegations that are the substance of Mr Robathan’s complaints. The Telegraph’s defence was a public interest 
one, that even if they were not true they deserved to be in the public domain—a defence which was shredded 
twice at trial. You, however, have gone to inordinate lengths in your examinations of these documents—and 
in the prominence you give in your draft report—to give them credence. 

Your refusal to investigate the provenance of scientifically attested forgeries alleging the receipt by me of two 
separate sums of $10m from each of Saddam’s sons will remain one of the more perverse aspects of your 
inquiry. You knew the name of the Iraqi general who passed these forgeries to the Christian Science Monitor 
through the journalist Philip Smucker (who worked for both The Monitor and the Daily Telegraph) and the 
Mail on Sunday.  

You had, and made use of in another context, no shortage of British officials in Baghdad and yet you 
steadfastly refused to have him interviewed even though this man was caught red-handed by the forensic tests 
run by the CSM (after I began legal action against them for defamation) in a conspiracy to involve a British 
member of parliament in a fake $20m corruption scam. Such clear and obvious parallel activities involving 
forged documents emerging in the very same week, in the very same city as the Telegraph documents is as 
inexplicable as it is inexcusable. Your stated reason—that these forgeries were not the subject of Mr 
Robathan’s complaint is utterly shredded by your subsequent decision to pursue other matters similarly 
uncomplained of by Mr Robathan. 

You keep saying that the documents reported by the Telegraph were ‘entirely separate documents’ but the 
CSM and MoS documents were equally entirely separate from one another. But they were both forgeries. 

I repeat what I have said innumerable times and from the outset—and which you grudgingly admit that you 
have found no evidence to gainsay—that the Telegraph’s claims and its documents are untrue. I never sought 
nor received financial benefit from the former Iraqi regime, directly or indirectly.  

In conclusion, Sir Philip, I believe you are dangerously under-estimating the widespread feeling there will be 
amongst wide sections of the public of the perverse irony of this inquiry—its length, scope and costs—into the 
efforts of one of the leaders of the anti-war movement while those responsible for a bloody and ruinous war 
waltz free to pastures new, no doubt to considerable benefit to themselves and those close to them.  

11 May 2007 

117. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner in reply 
to Mr Galloway’s letter of 11 May 2007 

I have now been able to consider the comments you provided in your letter of 11 May (a signed, hard copy of 
which was received in my office on 17 May) on the draft factual sections of my report, which I sent you on 27 
April. 

To the extent that your comments relate to the facts I record in this section of my report to the Committee on 
Standards and Privileges, I shall consider each of them carefully, and amend this section of the report to reflect 
them as I consider appropriate. 

Your letter appears, however, to reflect some confusion between the factual sections of my report and my 
conclusions based on the material set out in those sections, a distinction I stress when I wrote on 27 April. 
Many of your comments were more directed to the conclusions I should draw from the evidence, and the 
recommendations I should therefore make to the Committee. I shall consider each of these carefully, and take 
them into account alongside all the other evidence I have received when finalising the conclusions sections of 
my report to the Committee. 

I shall of course add this exchange of correspondence to the evidence I submit to the Committee and which it 
will publish alongside my report; this will include all our exchanges of substance. 

I shall now finalise my conclusions and submit my report to the Committee. I shall let you know as soon as I 
have done so. Shortly afterwards, the clerk of the committee, reflecting its normal practice, will send you, in 
confidence, a copy of the full report, and invite any observations you wish to offer on it. 
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It will then, of course, be for Sir George Young (to whom I am copying this letter as you did yours) and his 
Committee to assess both the evidence, including your own arguments, and the conclusions I reach on it. 

30 May 2007 

118. Letter to the Commissioner from Mr George Galloway, 31 May 
2007 

Thank you for your letter of 30 May. I have considered your comments suggesting that my previous letter to 
you might have confused the “factual sections” of your report with its “conclusions”. 

I don’t believe the issue is one of confusion but rather a fundamental dispute between us as to what constitutes 
evidence. One must expect the “factual sections” of a report to contain facts; yours contains untruths, which I 
have demonstrated to be lies. Self evidently these falsehoods cannot be considered facts. Nor would they be 
admitted as evidence in any legal process. If their falsity emerged in the course of that process the result would 
be to leave the liars open to the charge of perjury. Their false words would certainly not be cited in the judge’s 
summing up as evidence for the jury to consider. Lies cannot be counted as evidence to be thrown into the 
balance and weighed against the truth; they must be dismissed as lies. 

What this false testimony is evidence of is not that I broke the code of conduct but that others have conspired 
to mislead your inquiry. It is that fact, supported by the evidence I have presented you with, that must 
therefore be included in the “factual sections” of your report. This evidence of conspiracy to mislead is not a 
conclusion, but a fact unearthed during this inquiry which is germane to it. 

31 May 2007 

119. Letter to Mr George Galloway from the Commissioner, 6 June 
2007 

Thank you for your letter of 31 May in reply to mine of 30 May. 

I received your letter this morning. As you will now know from the letter I sent you yesterday, I have 
submitted my report to the Committee on Standards and Privileges on the complaint gainst you. I shall 
therefore pass your letter to the Clerk to the Committee, as constituting part of the material you will wish the 
Committee to take into consideration before it reaches any conclusion on my report. 

I am copying this letter to Sir George Young. 

6 June 2007 
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