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MR. CHAIRMAN : Now we take up item no. 24. Shri Gurudas Dasgupta.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA (PANSKURA): Mr. Chairman, Sir, I am extremely sorry that in an
environment of confusion I have to raise an important debate which seeks to dispel the confusion
and remove the misgivings which are still there regarding the Report that has been submitted by
Justice Pathak. I believe I should not have done it, but I had to do it because the Report has created
confusion in the country.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Dasgupta, please come to the point.
... (Interruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Sir, do I have an advice from the Chair? I do not feel that I need to
be advised. My point is simple. I am raising a discussion on the Inquiry Report submitted by Justice
Pathak on the corruption or the complaint of corruption that is supposed to have taken place.

16.44 hrs. (Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair)

The Report says:

“QOil allotted to Seghal was to oblige Natwar Singh.”

This is the statement made by Mr. Pathak. Another statement made by Mr. Pathak says:

“To Iraq, the intended beneficiary was Mr. Natwar of the Congress.”

Sir, according to me, the Report is a grey report, truth should have been in black and white.



Justice Pathak has taken the right course for investigation, but he has not reached the right
conclusion. If he has not engaged in covering up, which I assume he has not, then he has not, at
least, uncovered the fundamental link of the nexus.

Sir, I am sorry to say that the tragedy of the Indian reality is that Commissions and
Commissions, Inquiries and Inquiries do seldom lead to unambiguous conclusions. Justice Pathak
has also landed himself in an ambiguous situation, absolutely ambiguous. The crime has been
perpetrated — it has been corroborated by evidence — but the main player has been let off. The main
player is a person and not a Party, according to me. It is not a political Party, but a person belonging
to a leading Party of the country. Why has he been let off? ... (Interruptions) 1 will come to that.

Mr. Natwar Singh has been let off because there 1s no material evidence to show that he has
been benefited by the contract or his family has gained from the contract. Nobody has seen Mr.
Singh to take the money. I have not seen nor Mr. Malhotra has seen it. He has not signed any
receipt for receiving the money nor an amount has been credited to the account as yet because the
inquiry is not complete till now, according to me. No amount has been credited to his account in
Delhi or somewhere else in India, may not be an island, may not be somewhere else. But there is a
big ‘but’.

There are two front players and there are people who have been back seat driving. Who are
the two front players? The two front players are Mr. Khanna and Mr. Sehgal. It is established in the
report that these two front players, not the back seat driving people, have earned a commission or
any amount paid by somebody, maybe legal or illegal, maybe white or black. They had received a
sum of 1,46,000 US dollars.

Mr. Lawyer is taking down the figure. The figure is from this report. Mr. Khanna and Mr.
Sehgal have received 1,46,000 US dollars, according to Justice Pathak whom you believe. Out of
that amount, 68,293 US dollars have been received in the account of Hamdan. Who is the owner of
this account? Who 1s the owner of this company? The owner of this company 1s Mr. Sehgal. Mr.
Khanna has received 32,558 US dollars. What is the remaining? Something remains. The
remaining is 35,735 US dollars. Where has this money gone?

Justice Pathak has not done justice without making a comment on this. Justice Pathak has
done the justice to his report without saying where the money has gone and who is the beneficiary.
Sir, it is all well known that there are two persons.

Shri Malhotra, do not grudge them. They are more popular than you. There are two
persons. One is Mr. Sehgal, a delhi-based businessman. We can do every business in Delhi under
the nose of the Government; there is no problem. And the other is Mr. Aditya Khanna....
(Interruptions)

You are interested in party affiliations; I am interested in finding out the criminals.

SHRI ANANTH KUMAR (BANGALORE SOUTH): Both of them are being supported by you.
That 1s the point.



SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : He finds politics in crime; [ find crime in politics. That is the
difference between him and me. That is why | am raising it.... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Shri Dasgupta, please address to the Chair and not to any individual.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : The point 1s this. These two persons had formed a firm on 50:50
basis. This was registered. Where was this registered? Our Finance Minister must be knowing the
fundamentals of this area, namely, the Channel Islands. There are Channel Islands in the world
where everything can be done. This company was registered there. The name of the company was
‘INDRUS’. It was because they wanted to do business with Russia. How did the collusion
develop? Just a company named ‘INDRUS’ is formed, but INDRUS is run by another accounting
firm and, thirdly, this accounting firm owns another accounting firm which i1s known as ‘Hamdaan’.

There are three companies together. There is not only one, there is another ‘Hamdaan’, which
means four companies have been incorporated, four companies have been put together in order to
ensure that this political-cum-economic nexus do find way easily and can remain out of the teeth of
law.

How the whole thing started? These companies were formed earlier but how they started the
operation? How could they start the operation ‘fool for oil’ — I would call it ‘perversion’ of food-
for-o1l — programme? In January, 2001, Shri Sehgal and Mr. Khanna thought that they should do
business in oil. They had done enough with Russia. Their business had failed. It was a non-
performing business. Therefore, they wanted to perform some business. In order to perform some
business, they said that they should look for oil, most lucrative oil and that too from Iraq. This they
did; this conclusion they could come to with the help of one Mr. Jamil. Please forgive me for giving
his political identity.... (Interruptions)

THE MINISTER OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY AND MINISTER OF EARTH SCIENCES
(SHRI KAPIL SIBAL): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, he keeps on looking at me as if I am responsible.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I have always requested him to address to the Chair.
SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: I am not answerable to all this.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Fortunately, his is the most beautiful face. Therefore, I can only
look at him.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: I did not know he were of that kind.
SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : I am not of that kind; I am only truthful. But, God save me.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: That, you have confessed at last.
SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : God save him; she is not a lady; he is not a lady.
SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: ‘She’ is included in ‘he’ as you said.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : The point is this. His political identity is this. This Jamil gives his
credential as a former youth General Secretary of Rajasthan, not Congress. Now, they became



three. This trio believed that they can do business of oil in Iraq if they had a political patronage.

Now, there is a search for political patron. Businessmen were searching a political patron.

From here i1t begins because they knew that without political influence, nothing could be done in
Iraq. At this point of time, a new angel appears on the scene. He is no other person than Mr. Jagat
Singh. Jagat Singh appears on the scene directly from the heaven, and he says: “I can give the
political patronage, and do not worry. @+ Wrgd, 37 Jad d 78 R g9 8, BN Hae & d [y,
R farh € g@ weg & & fagl ” This was the assurance from him. Obviously they knew that
Mr. Natwar Singh was a former Foreign Minister, he had his contacts with the political leadership of
Iraq, and therefore, he can do the job. ... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: He is not present in this House.
SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Sir, we are discussing this Report. ... (Interruptions)
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Okay.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Sir, | am discussing the Report. It is there in the Report. Should I
not quote from this Report? ... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please continue.

#ft oI YW ¢ 3T HUAT HE@ Biforgl Sir, my voice is bad. Please do not interrupt me. ...

(Interruptions)
KUMARI MAMATA BANERIJEE (CALCUTTA SOUTH): He is a nice person. ... (Interruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Everybody who sits there on the Chair is a nice man to me.
Madam, do not make a distinction on the person who is occupying the Chair. ... (Interruptions)

Therefore, Mr. Jagat Singh appears on the scene and he is assured of the political patronage.
He was the one angel. Another thing is that a God-gift opportunity comes to this trio, not trio but to
these four people. What is that? They came to know that the Congress Party was sending a
goodwill delegation to Iraq to express solidarity with the people who had been under constant attack
of America. It was a God-gift opportunity. I do not believe in God but they believed in God and,
therefore, God blessed them. Do not blame me, blame them. Please do not blame God and they will
be angry.

Earlier, three persons were the official members of the delegation to Baghdad. It was
increased to four. Four authorised members were supposed to go in a delegation. But suddenly, two
persons joined the delegation unauthorised. Sir, kindly note this point — unauthorised. It is because
at no point of time, the Congress Party had said or there is anything on record to say that they were
the authorised members of the delegation. At no point of time they have said so. ... (Interruptions)
I have to say according to my conscience. You have to say according to your conscience.
(Interruptions)



MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please address the Chair.

... (Interruptions)
SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA: You believe in sponsorship, and I do not believe.

The point is that two unauthorised people joined the delegation. This could not have been
done — this is my point — and this could not have happened if there was no tacit approval of the ipso
facto leader of the goodwill delegation. The leader was one person but the ipso facto leader was Mr.
Natwar Singh. Therefore, it could not have been done without the approval, support and, if I may
say so, the connivance of the ipso facto leader of the delegation. What happened? The diplomatic
corps of India in Amman and also in Baghdad arranged for six people. How could they do it? The
official delegation was for four people but it 1s on record that the diplomatic missions in Amman and
Baghdad booked six rooms, they booked six tickets, and they made arrangements for travel and stay
of six people.

17.00 hrs.

But, interesting, Sir, this is where the mystery begins. The list of the people submitted to the
Diplomatic Corps mentioned only five names, and the sixth man was unnamed, which means, the
friend of Mr. Jagat Singh was not named. Mr. Jagat Singh was made a part of the delegation but not
the friend that he had with him.

Sir, the delegation started from Delhi on 19t for Amman. Just see, how the whole operation
was carried out! It is a matter of shame for the whole country. On 19, the plane took off from

Delhi. It was a six-member delegation with two officials and two non-officials. On 22" January,
Mr. Natwar Singh meets the Minister of Oi1l -- it is very interesting. He had always an eye on the
oil, not on anti-American fraternity. He meets the Minister of Oil. Why does he meet him? He
meets him to express his satisfaction for the solidarity and the support that the Government of India
is doing. That is the first part. That is the overt part.

What is the covert part? He talked with him on the oil contract because Mr. Sehgal was

present there. Next, on 30th January, after eight days, he writes a letter. Meeting the Minister of Oil

did not yield result perhaps. Therefore, he writes a letter. What is there in that letter? In the letter,
he shamelessly certifies that ‘Mr. Sehgal and his company is well-known to him, and they might be
given all support and co-operation.” Is it a language? What is the meaning of this language? What
support and cooperation is being talked about? It only means that he said that the contract may be
given to them to lift the oil so that they can make money, so that he can be benefited, so that his
family can be benefited, so that his son can be benefited.

In all these months between January to August, there have been a number of trips to
Baghdad. Mr. Sehgal had been there; Mr. Jagat Singh had been there; and on all occasions, they
were armed with a letter from Mr. Natwar Singh. All these three letters talked of anti-imperialist
solidarity, which was the corruption under the cover of anti-imperialism. That was the cover. But

this was all for procuring oil contracts. How did it work? On 30th January, he received a letter and



on 11th February, the first contract 1s done. He writes to the Minister of Oil on 30th; he meets the

2nd lth

January; and on 11™ February, the contract is signed of 2 million barrel of oil; and

the contract is known as M-0954.

Minister on 2

Then, goes the second letter. A political man, who has been connected with politics for a
long time, has been applauded by the country for his jobs. We clapped him for some of his speeches.
He was with me in the other House. How a man can stoop so low just to give benefits to the
businessmen! And, one of the businessmen happens to be his son. He wrote a second letter. The first
letter got the first o1l contract. He wrote a second letter, and the second letter also got them a second
contract. The second contract is known as M-09120, but this deal did not succeed ultimately for
reasons not known to us.

On 16t August, he writes the third letter stating the same language, stating anti-imperialism,
solidarity and salute to President Saddam. At the end four more lines are there.

“Please give your support and co-operation to Mr. Sehgal and his company.” Both of them
are very well known to me.

See the third letter. As a result of the third letter on 16" August, they got the second or the

third contract which is M1057. They got one million barrels on 315 August, 2001. During January to
August, as I earlier said, so many foreign trips had taken place. Sir, can I ask you this? Will the
Indian Missions therein in Baghdad and Amman kindly clarify? Will the Foreign Minister kindly
clarify why this businessman was given out of the way support and co-operation by the Indian
Missions there? At whose behest was this businessman given support? What was the reason? What
could have been the implication?

Therefore, it is clear that they procured oil because of political patronage, and it was written
as ‘political allocation’. The contracts were written as political allocation. The words used were
‘political allocation’. It is because of the political friendship, because of the political leader Mr.
Natwar Singh—because he projected himself—they procured oil. How dare a man, who has
committed a fraud, could project himself as a representative of India?

Now I come to circumstantial evidence. It is quite clear that there is enough circumstantial
evidence to show that Mr. Natwar Singh colluded with Sehgal and colluded with his son to give
benefit to his son, if not to himself. He cannot have acted without his political credential. There is
large unaccounted money. Flow of money has not been traced. What is my charge against Mr.
Natwar Singh 1s that he has abused his position as a member of the delegation. He has misused his
position as the ipso facto leader of the delegation. He has manipulated the goodwill visit and
converted the goodwill visit into a commercial visit for procuring contracts for oil for his son and
people known to his son. It is unbelievable that the three letters he had written were without any
material interest. There is no philanthropy involved.

Sir, I am really sorry to say that the Congress Party is to be blamed. The Congress Party is to
be blamed because it did not monitor the work of its political delegation. Yes, let us laugh at it.



People who had joined politics can laugh at it. But the question is that the Indian National Congress
should monitor what their representatives are doing outside. This is my first point why I blame.

Secondly, I blame because there were three other members of the delegation and they did not
object to be joined in the travel of Sehgal and Jagat. They did not object at the time of the departure.
One of them, who is a friend of mine, was in the other House. I know him. He might not have done
it because he never wanted to antagonise Mr. Natwar Singh. It may be the reason. I do not know.
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But more important is that three members of the delegation might have been afraid to
antagonise Mr. Natwar Singh. Why did not they report the same to the Congress high command on
their return? They returned from Amman, Jordan. Was it not their responsibility to inform the
Congress high command?

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN (BALASORE): The same day he has informed. He said he has not
concealed it to the Congress President. That is another question.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Sir, I have a friend to support me. But I do not need any support at
the moment. ... (Interruptions) My point is that the other members of the delegation have not
informed the Congress High Command. He is considered by the Congress friends that he i1s a
colossal failure. Why did he not inform the Congress High Command on their return? Why Mr.
Natwar Singh was allowed to have his sway using the All India Congress Committee’s letterhead,
using its FAX number, using its telephone number, always projecting himself as the most glorious,
anti-imperialist fighter India has ever produced? ... (Interruptions)

Sir, I hope the Government will not mind because Government is also in fault. You never
wanted an enquiry in full. It 1s ‘enquiry in full’ not ‘to fool’ but it 1s ‘enquiry in the full’. The
preposition makes the difference. It is ‘not to fool” but ‘not in full’. What is that? Why was that
withheld under Sections 8-B and 8-C of the Commissions of Inquiries Act? ... (Interruptions)
Sometimes, people laugh due to ignorance and sometimes people laugh because they enjoy that one
of their old colleagues is being assailed. I do not know why.

Sir, [ welcome the statement of the hon. Minister of Finance that there will be an inquiry. But
I am opposed to inquiry by multiple agencies separately. If multiple agencies do the inquiry
separately, things will not come out. Therefore, I suggest that let there be a united command of all
these agencies — the Central Board of Excise and Customs, the Central Board of Direct Taxes, the
Directorate of Enforcement and the Anti-Corruption wing of the CBI. All these agencies should be
combined together to nail down the criminal who had betrayed India’s interest in the foreign land.
He must be nailed.

Sir, while concluding, may I request you to kindly consider this? As a Member of
Parliament, Mr. Natwar Singh has abused his position. As a Member of Parliament he has not



discharged his duty. As a Member of Parliament he has acted for self-interest. It is enough ground
for losing his membership.

Lastly, I appeal to the Government that in order to exonerate yourself from all possible
suspicion that the Congress Party was involved — which my friends are saying and which I am still
doubtful to believe — in order to exonerate yourself of the suspicion that has gathered around you,
please go to the root of the issue. Please haul up the culprit. Please set up an inquiry under a united
command. Please see that nobody goes scot-free however high may be in the political system.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Sir, I wish to congratulate hon. Member Shri Gurudas Dasgupta
on his speech. But I find it so amazing that one can say exactly the same facts and twist them around
to do whatever you want. As in Alice in Wonderland, once the White Queen says that “I can make
words do exactly what [ want them to say; they do not necessarily have to do what they are supposed
to do”. This has been a masterly defence of the Congress Party. I will present the same facts. ...

(Interruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Sir, I thank you for your compliment. It is nice to receive
compliments from a lady. ... (Interruptions)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Sir, I will present the same facts, with the half portion ...
(Interruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Sir, I said ‘it is always nice to receive compliments from the
ladies’. ... (Interruptions)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Sir, I would like to present the same facts, using a few facts also that
were left out in the previous speech because they did not actually suit the world vision of the speaker.

An Inquiry Commission Report for the UN charged that Shri Natwar Singh and the Congress
Party had received as non-contractual beneficiaries eight million barrels of oil that equals $ 480
million worth of crude oil at present rate of approximately $ 60 a barrel. Shri Natwar Singh was
cited among more than 133 Indian entities in the IIC Report which investigated accusations of abuse
of the Oil for Food Programme. The Government responded immediately to give them credit by
instituting an Inquiry Committee headed by Justice Pathak.



This Pathak Committee Report has just come in. It needs to be looked at carefully. Let us look
at the Report point by point to see where it has failed by simply overlooking or obfuscating the facts.
The powers of the Committee were severely limited. Apart from para 4.4 which says that the Report
cannot be made the basis of proceedings, criminal or civil, against the person involved in the inquiry,
the Government also refused to let it have the powers of Sections 8B and 8C of Commissions of
Inquiry Act. Justice Pathak himself has lamented this. Now, what were these provisions? These
provisions would have allowed Shri Natwar Singh, his son and all his relatives, who have been
mentioned, to question other members of the Congress Party, like Shri A.R. Antulay, Shri Shiv
Shankar or any of the witnesses that testified against them. What was the Congress afraid of that it
did not let the principal accused even have the power to interrogate those who were testifying
against him?

There are several people named in the Pathak Committee Report in connection with the Oil
for Food Programme. Let us examine them individually. One, Aditya Khanna. Who is Aditya
Khanna? He is a brother of Arvind Khanna, the Congress MLA from Sangrur and MP-candidate of
the Congress Party, the son of Greta Khanna who is the sister of Natwar Singh’s wife. He is the
nephew of Natwar Singh and the Congress Chief Minister Amrinder Singh and the first cousin of
Jagat Singh. Two, Aniel Matherani, the General Secretary of the Congress Foreign Affairs Cell who
was later made Ambassador, Croatia by the Congress Party. Three, Jamil Zaidi, the former General-
Secretary of the Youth Congress of Rajasthan. Four, Jagat Singh, the Congress MLA and former
General- Secretary of Youth Congress and son of the Congress leader Natwar Singh. Five, Andleep
Sehgal, the nephew of Natwar Singh, as stated by him, which is not correct. In actual fact, he is the
brother of soon to be daughter-in-law of Natwar Singh. Six, of course, the soon to be former
Congress leader, K. Natwar Singh himself. Seven, Vikas Dhar, the son of the OSD to the late
Congress Prime Minister. Eight, A.R. Antulay, the ex-Chief Minister of the Congress Party of
Maharashtra, who was removed by the Congress Party itself on charges of corruption some years
ago. Nine, P. Shiv Shankar, also the ex-Minister of the Congress Party.

All of them are connected only by one thing and not by relationships, not by friendship, but
by their links to the Congress Party. All of them are active functionaries of the Congress Party. ...
(Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: No running commentary. That will not go on record.

(Interruptions) *

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Sir, I am not a conspiracy theorist, but this begs the question whether
these people are using the Congress’ name to get ahead in their lives or they are being used by the Congress
as pawns to make money or they have got ahead as MPs, ML As, Ministers, party functionaries, ambassadors
and businessmen by complying and becoming pawns.

The Congress claims that an innocent goodwill delegation was sent to Iraq to proclaim their
solidarity with the Iraqi establishment. But this is entirely untrue, and it is seen by the events that are
set out by the Pathak Report.



Firstly, Shri Andaleeb Sehgal, Shri Jagat Singh, Shri Vikas Dhar and Shri Arvind Khanna are
all Congress people, who make several companies together with the express purpose of making a
deal for Iraqi oil. Thereafter, they are informed, and I quote according to paragraph 10.1 of the
Report :

“... that the business in oil in Iraq was controlled by the political leadership of the
country, and only those persons could manage to do business in oil in Iraq who had
some influential standing with the political leadership of the country...”

It was further stated that the oil deals are made by the oil minister of Iraq. They informed
Shri K. Natwar Singh of this, and he met the Congress President. Immediately and coincidentally, a
Congress delegation to Iraq is set up by the Congress Party at its behest and led by Shri Natwar
Singh. This follows a meeting between the Congress President, who takes Shri Natwar Singh with
her to meet the Iragi Vice-President when he comes to Delhi, and also to meet the Oil Minister.
Therefore, the message is clear that Shri Natwar Singh is an important functionary of hers, and he
will be dealing with Iraq in future.

*Not Recorded.

The delegation, according to Pathak Report, is approved by the President of the Congress
Party herself. She authorises Shr1 Natwar Singh, Shri Aneil Mathrani and Shri A. R. Antulay to go to
Iraq. Then a fourth person is added. He is Shri Natwar Singh’s son Shri Jagat Singh. What does he
represent? He represents the Youth Congress according to himself, and the fifth person comes after
the fourth person. Shri Jagat Singh is not added at the end. He is added as the fourth person to the
delegation. The fifth person 1s Shri P. Shiv Shankar. These five worthies have their tickets booked.
But all the embassies, down the line, and the travel agents of Iraqi Airways are informed that a sixth
person is in the delegation, but his name is secret and is kept secret for weeks. A ticket and a room
are booked in the name of an unnamed person, who is included not by the Leader of the Delegation,
but this comes from the Congress Party. The secret inclusion turns out to be Shri Andaleeb Sehgal,
the business partner of Shri Jagat Singh and his cousin Shri Khanna. It 1s an official delegation, but it
has two business members in the delegation in which the Congress President could have taken so
much interest by meeting all the Iraqi people and leaders of their countries here in Delhi. Would Shri
Shiv Shankar and Shri Antulay not inform her of these two inclusions, that is, if they were included
and were not prime movers of the delegation? Shri1 Shiv Shankar said that they flew with him, they
stayed where he stayed, they attended the meetings, they went to the same dinner, they met the same
Ministers, and they came back with him. Yet he says that he has no idea what they were doing there.



Obviously, Shri Shiv Shankar belongs to the Gandhian tradition of see no evil, hear no evil, and
speak no evil.

According to paragraph 11.2 of the Pathak Report, so many preparations were made for this
trip, and it was rescheduled several times. So many letters go up and down to embassies and the
Congress Party functionaries, but there was no itinerary made for the delegation. I repeat no itinerary
was made for the delegation in Iraq. The Congress President has given no direction, and there have
been no meetings on what they would do once they reached Iraq. What an important delegation to
spread goodwill without any idea as to who they are going to meet, why they are going to meet
them, what is the delegation, what will they do there for four days, etc.? There is nothing. How
amazing it 1s? Obviously, there was no itinerary for the delegation made by the Congress President
or by Shri K. Natwar Singh because its members knew what they were going to do. It had nothing to
do with spreading peace and goodwill. They were going to make money. How else

(Interruptions)

THE MINISTER OF FINANCE (SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM): Sir, this 1s not correct. I am raising
an objection. ... (/nferruptions) 1 am making an objection. Please hear me. ... (Interruptions) I will
tell you what is my objection. ... (Interruptions) Mr. Malhotra, I am asking her to yield. Why are
you standing up in between? We are having a discussion on the Justice Pathak Report, and we have
to confine ourselves to the matter contained in the Report. ... (Interruptions) She cannot deal in
matters, which are outside the Report, and it is out of her personal knowledge that she is speaking.
... (Interruptions) We have to talk about all that is contained within the Report. This is not a general
discussion. We have to discuss on matters contained in the Report. ... (Interruptions) Please read the
agenda. This is a discussion on the Report of the Justice Pathak Inquiry Authority, and not a general
discussion. Therefore, she cannot imagine these things. ... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please sit down.
... (Interruptions)

SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM: She is a Member of this House. How can she make allegations without
giving any notice? ... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL : Sir, it should be removed from the record. ... (Interruptions)

SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM: How can she make allegations against a Member of the House without
a proper notice?

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: She is a Member of this House. ... (/nterruptions)
Uty Helea  : et ofY, v ds wigul Please sit down.
... (Interruptions)
SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM: Whatever is there in the report, let her say that. ... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please sit down.



... (Interruptions)

PROF. M. RAMADASS (PONDICHERRY): What is the discussion about? The discussion is about
R.S. Pathak Report. ... (Interruptions)
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... (Interruptions)
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please sit down.

... (Interruptions)
SUTEdE ARGy :ieH, MY d6 Sy

... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The next speaker is Shri Kapil Sibal, who is a very intelligent, good and
a senior lawyer. He will reply to what all she has already said.

... (Interruptions)
SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: No, Sir. ... (Interruptions)

PROF. VIJAY KUMAR MALHOTRA (SOUTH DELHI): The Congress Party is responsible. ...
(Interruptions)

SHRI MADHUSUDAN MISTRY (SABARKANTHA): She has to substantiate her allegations; she
cannot simply make allegations against another Member. ... (Interruptions)

SIS Heled 3R PP Jfeoiarriae gall dl # IU <& |
... (Interruptions)
PROF. VIJAY KUMAR MALHOTRA : It 1s a shameful behaviour. ... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Sir, I want to raise a point of order. ... (Interruptions) Sir, you have to hear
me. ... (Interruptions)

SUTETET ARG 1 3T AT =T-3rust el ux oimgy| # ) et Rieer 1 g1 arean gl
...(crasm)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL : Sir, I am on a point of order. Let me just raise the point of order....
(Interruptions)

TS Heled  : Ugel 31T STT-31T+T el W Sie| 7 s &fie Riege &1 g7 |

... (Fagr)



#ft g e (FerTiS, f4ER) - Sure wele, I8 S Rwig &1 gl 81 @l 8, 39D oeRd #1277 ...
(2agm)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Under what Rule you want to raise the point of order?

... (Interruptions)

IUTET HEIGT & B el S, ATTDT IS 3% < hd &d & dgd & ?

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Under Rule 353. The Rule says: “No allegation of a defamatory or
incriminatory nature shall be made.. ”... (Interruptions)

3 Hita Reer : @ 39 g1 drer WY 781 <1 ? ... (@EuE)

PROF. VIJAY KUMAR MALHOTRA : How can you say that? It is a part of the Report....
(Interruptions)

#ft Hiyer Rrager : oMy g3 Ao @1 AR ... (@emE)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Justice Pathak has said it, not me.... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: The Rule says:

“No allegation of a defamatory or incriminatory nature shall be made by a Member
against any person... ”

Any person, including a Member of this House and Shrimati Sonia Gandhi is a Member of this
House. It further says:

“...unless the Member has given adequate advance notice to the Speaker and also the

Minister concerned so that the Minister may be able to make the investigation into the matter
for the purpose of a reply. ... (Interruptions)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Which is the Minister?... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: It further says:

“Provided that the Speaker may at any time prohibit any Member from making any such
allegation 1f he is of the opinion that such allegation i1s defamatory to the dignity of the House
or that no public interest is served by making such allegation. ” ... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: There is no point of order.



... (Interruptions)

SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM : Where does the Report refer to Shrimati Sonia Gandhi? Where does
the Report refer to the Congress President? Where does the word ‘Congress President’ occur in the
Report? How can she make such a reference to that?... (Interruptions)

SHRI ANANT GANGARAM GEETE (RATNAGIRI): It is there in the Report.... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: It is not there. Please show me. If you have not read the Report, it is not my
fault.... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please go to your seats.
... (Interruptions)

SHRI L.K. ADVANI (GANDHINAGAR): Sir, I have been listening to the speech made by my
colleague. This reaction from the Congress Party side is on this simple statement, which is a part of
the Report and which says: ‘It is surprising that though the delegation was a high profile delegation,
no itinerary has been prepared for the wvisit of the delegation.” Where is the allegation?...

(Interruptions)
SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: There is nothing to do with it.... (/nterruptions)
SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM: Shri Advani, please see the record.... (Interruptions)
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Nothing will go on record.
(Interruptions)*
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please go back to your seats.
... (Interruptions)
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please go back to your seats.
... (Interruptions)
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Nothing should be recorded.
(Interruptions) *
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: This is too much. At this time, I cannot do this.
... (Interruptions)
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: I will see that.

... (Interruptions)

IUTeRe HEGT  : 3T AT He W 18|



...(cTaem)
SUTEAE HEIGd ;o9 AR PV MeidRrad g a1 # Sud e ¢
... (@)

*Not Recorded.

SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM : Sir, may [ respond to what Leader of the Opposition said? ...
(Interruptions)

Sir, as long as she spoke about the itinerary, we did not object. When she said that there was
no itinerary, we did not object. But when she went further and said that the Congress President sent
this delegation to make money, we objected to it... (Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The House stands adjourned to meet again at 6 p.m.

17.41 hrs

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till Eighteen

of the Clock.

18.00 hrs.



The Lok Sabha re-assembled at Eighteen of the Clock.

(Mr. Speaker in the Chair)

DISCUSSION ON UNDER RULE 193

Re: Report of the Justice R.S. Pathak Inquiry Authority and the Action Taken Report- Contd.

MR. SPEAKER: Shrimati Maneka Gandhi may continue her speech now.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI (PILIBHIT): Sir, I am sorry that the Government.....

(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Please take your seats. All sections of the House have agreed that this is an important
matter and 1t should be discussed. That is why, an Inquiry Authority was appointed and it has given its
Report. An eminent person, a former Chief Justice has headed it. Every hon. Member has a right to make
comments but naturally, we have to have a regulated debate. Otherwise, nobody’s views will be there on
record. Therefore, my respectful request to all of you is to please see that a structured debate takes place.
Obviously, we are all aware of the rules and we should avoid saying anything which does not comply with
well established rules.

Now, Shrimati Maneka Gandhi may continue.

... (Interruptions)
Y HEIGT ;37 99 TRy
MR. SPEAKER: We will look into it.

... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: When I am on my legs, you should take your seat. [ am sure you do not want the
House to be adjourned if 1t cannot function.

... (Interruptions)

THE MINISTER OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY AND MINISTER OF EARTH SCIENCES
(SHRI KAPIL SIBAL): Sir, I am on a point of order under rule 353.... (Interruptions)

PROF. VIJAY KUMAR MALHOTRA (SOUTH DELHI): The Chair has already given his ruling.
Sir, how can he raise a point of order now?... (Interruptions)



MR. SPEAKER: You have raised it earlier.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: But there was not ruling given.... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Everybody is dictating the Chair. Please take your seats.
... (Interruptions)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : It is surprising that while Shri Natwar Singh is attacked,
everybody 1s almost keeping quiet..... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Sir, I may be permitted to raise my point of order.... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Well, he is raising a point of order. Let me hear it.
... (Interruptions)

PROF. VIJAY KUMAR MALHOTRA : Sir, he cannot raise the point of order when it has already
been overruled.... (/nterruptions) Ruling has already been given on it.

MR. SPEAKER: I will look into the matter. I will discuss it with the hon. Deputy-Speaker. You are
slated to speak later and so, you can mention your point at that time.

... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: It will be seen. Shri Sibal has himself sat down. From the list, I find that he is
going to be the next speaker. Please take your seat now.

... (Interruptions)

SHRI MADHUSUDAN MISTRY (SABARKANTHA): Sir, she has levelled an allegation against
the Government..... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Let us see. We have to conduct the proceedings now. My ruling is, as the ruling
of anybody sitting in the Chair, that rules have to be complied with. Therefore, it is our duty to see
that rules are complied with.

... (Interruptions)
Yol HAAl (3ft o] w¥ATE) : Srener HwEled, H Ueh fAIC STUSl aTd el & Hil Afgl ... (aUH)
MR. SPEAKER: You may speak if she yields.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Now, I am not yielding.... (Interruptions) This is not the forum.

... (Interruptions)

#ft o] TS : B W S A AR B Bree’ UG U ST g fhar 21 ... (FEgE) weed, Wed
e S gRT R &1 SRS Wl FT SWATA I &, I Al "l Bl ArAifeT™ § FHrar Sy 3R g yeRTuSt
far syl .. (caem)



MR. SPEAKER: It will be looked into. I will see to it. Shrimati Maneka, please continue now.
... (Interruptions)*

MR. SPEAKER: It should be totally deleted.
... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: It is very unfortunate to make such comments. It has to be deleted. The whole
thing should be deleted. You cannot insult a Member.

... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: I had deleted 1t. That is expunged.
... (Interruptions)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : The Pathak Inquiry Authority was instituted by the Government
in order to discover who made money illegally. That was the purpose of the Committee. What did I
say? I said -- I will repeat exactly what I said -- that there was no itinerary for the delegation because
its members knew what they were going to do and it had nothing to do with spreading peace and
goodwill. **.. ... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. Members, just a minute please. Please sit down.

... (Interruptions)

*Not Recorded.
**Expunged as Ordered by the Chair.
MR. SPEAKER: Hon. Members, please go to your seats.
... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Shri Mistry, please go to your seat.
... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: This is very unfair. I am on my legs.
... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: This is very strange.
... (Interruptions)

aremer WEley g o R¥aeerm | g e ot @ T R

.. (Tadr)



MR. SPEAKER: Hon. Member, Shrimati Maneka Gandhi, making an allegation that somebody has
done something -- obviously you mean "illegally" -- is an allegation for which under rule 353 a
notice should be given. Therefore, it will stand expunged.

... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Shrimati Maneka Gandhi, continue your speech.
SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : All right, I will continue my speech.

They did not let me say the next sentence. The next sentence is: "How else would you
explain the fact -- what they were going for -- by the fact that this delegation led by Shri Natwar
Singh met the Oil Minister along with Andaleep Sehgal, whose company wanted the contract? An
official political delegation of the Congress Party for spreading peace and goodwill meets normally
the President or the Prime Minister or the Vice-President or the Foreign Minister. It certainly does
not meet the Oil Minister who has nothing to do with peace and goodwill.

Could it be to discuss India's needs in 01l? Then, why would a minor functionary of the then
Opposition Party wants to discuss India's needs in 0il? Why would his business associates want to
be in the same meeting? Why would the Oil Minister want to meet Shri1 Natwar Singh? Contrary to
what Justice Pathak has written about Shri Natwar Singh being the External Affairs Minister for
many years and having great contacts with the Iraqis, the truth is that he was a junior Minister in the
External Affairs Ministry for three years, more than ten years ago. The Oil Minister met him
because he was ordered by his own Government, his own President who thought that since Shri
Natwar Singh carried a letter from his President, he represented the entire Congress Party.
(Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL : How can she say that?... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Can anybody be sitting and standing here and creating trouble?
... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: When I say something, I refer to all sides.

. fasia HAR AT ¢ 31U g ft FfRA| ... (2rau)

MR. SPEAKER: It is a country of such a highly talented people who are all here. ~We have to
discuss matters with great importance and seriousness. Therefore, we should all be careful that we
should not say or do something which can create unavoidable situations. Therefore, I am requesting
Shrimati Maneka Gandhi. I hope I am right.

... (Interruptions)
A HEGT 1 W T By, Aftede € AT AT WIgS @ gl



TS WEIGY @ B9 Wd ATgS @d ol v 78 & fb 8w g% Tl sfed|
sft gia g (STaTaTs) :  oeue #EIGy, 98 W & WA Wt @S B IR 4 ® &1 (¥aum)
I HEIGd ¢ gl SR, JAUD] FAT B AT § 2

W, fosr TAR AT ¢ HIUW Ut B oife]  SARIN WS, 369 R A o, I8 91d 27 ... (Qhur)
MR. SPEAKER: I will look into this. Then, I will decide.

... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Strong words always do not make good friends. I am sorry.

... (Interruptions)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : I fail to see as to why you should get agitated. First, stronger
words have been used. Second, Shri Natwar Singh himself has said that he went and he carried a
letter from his Congress President. Is there nothing wrong with that? ... (/nterruptions) Now, when
I get too close to the fire, let everybody not get so agitated. Please listen to the words. There is
nothing harsh in it. When Shri Natwar Singh carried this letter from the Congress President, the
worthy Iraqi Oil Minister gave order to him because he thought that he represented the whole
Congress Party. Did he imagine that the Congress Party was asking for financial favours through
Shri Natwar Singh and his family members? Did Shri Natwar Singh...... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: You give a structured reply. I think, a proper reply can be given by you, if you
think so.

... (Interruptions)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : The pointed 1ssue 1s did Natwar Singh represent the Congress
Party or did he represent himself and his family? This is a question that Justice Pathak has
tantalizingly left in the air.

Anil Matherani, a Congressman in the Foreign Affairs Cell of the Congress Party, working
with Shri Natwar Singh and who was made the Indian Ambassador to Croatia was in Baghdad and
Amman along with Natwar Singh in the year 2001. He says in his taped interview to "India Today’
that the Iraqis needed a green signal for giving the oil vouchers to the Congress Party and this |
quote from him and “Natwar provided it”. Sonia Gandhi’s meeting with the Iraqi Vice President
Taha Yassin Ramadhan on his visit to Delhi on November 27, 2000 accompanied by Natwar Singh
gives the first indication to the Iraqi authorities that Natwar Singh carried the weight of the Congress
President. This is a quotation. “As if to confirm to the Iraqi regime that Natwar represented Sonia
Gandhi, she also sent a letter to Saddam Hussein through Natwar Singh. Justice Pathak ignores



almost all of Matherani’s revelations and completely refuses to ask about this incriminating letter
that Natwar Singh himself had revealed that he had been given by his Party President to take to Iraq.

Former Maharashtra Chief Minister, Shri A.R. Antulay, who was also a member of the
delegation, was unwilling to talk on this visit when contacted by the newspapers. He, however, did
say that the only official meeting that was organised by Shri Natwar Singh was with Mr. Tariq, the
Oil Minister of Iraq.

Not only does Natwar Singh and his delegation spread peace and goodwill at the Oil
Ministry but he then goes to State Oi1l Marketing Organisation (SOMO) the next day to spread some
more goodwill from the Congress Party and all they discuss is the oil for food programme. Justice
Pathak, being an astute, experienced finder of truth, starts promisingly in paragraph 11.8 by saying
that: “It is also well known that at the time the Iraq Government allocated oil only to those entities
that were perceived as Iraq friendly.” The Judge has arrived at the truth of the delegation’s intentions
and also that the Iraq Government knows that Natwar Singh is not a private party but a
representative of a political party. Yet he exonerates the party by committing the one thing that is not
allowed by law. Sir, you being a lawyer, know that clumsily he climbs into the minds of the Iraqis
and claims to speak for them.... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Sir, she 1s using the word “clumsily.”

MR. SPEAKER: Bring it to me. [ will see that. Let it come.
... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: This is completely unfair.

MR. SPEAKER: Merely using strong words do not help.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : I am sorry, Sir. It is a sentence structure. “Clumsiness” is
because of the sentence structure.... (/nterruptions) 1 am sorry that ... *

*Not Recorded

MR. SPEAKER: This type of personal allegation may not be made.
SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : I am sorry, Sir.
MR. SPEAKER: Nobody is here deciding about the English language.

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA (PANSKURA) : We should maintain the dignity of the House and
the discussion.



SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : What dignity?

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA: Otherwise, we shall stoop low in the eyes of the people who are
watching us.... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Sir, she says: “What dignity?” I agree with her. What dignity!

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: That is what I was going to say. Can you stoop even lower? I come to my
point. Clumsily, he climbs into the minds of the Iraqis and claims to speak for them. I quote:

“The Iraqi officials were probably of the belief that Shri Natwar Singh would be able
to help their cause in the international community and his influence would be great as
he was a senior member of the Indian National Congress. ”

The Iraqis are not dim by any standards. They are clever. They are resourceful people. They
are certainly not, what I would call, stupid. They knew exactly what they were doing. They new
that he was a non-entity, no matter how much his great, so-called friendship with the Deputy Prime
Minister of Iraq is whom he had just recently met. There is no record in the Volker Report that any
contracts were handed out anywhere in the world on the basis of friendship to individuals. The
Iraqis were clear that they wanted to benefit whole political parties. Justice Pathak writes of the
reception given to the delegation by the Oil Ministry and SOMO but again attempts to obfuscate the
role of the Congress by writing in 12.1 that “the allocation of two million barrels of oil was made to
Andaleeb Singh solely because the Iraqi Government wanted to oblige Shri Natwar Singh.

MR. SPEAKER: You cannot refer to it.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Has Justice Pathak interrogated the givers of the contract, the givers of
the 011? How can he make an inference that is so patently absurd? Why would the Iraqis want to oblige
Natwar Singh? Or, were they completely convinced by the presence of Shri Antulay and Shri P. Shiv Shankar
that they were obliging the Congress Party? Justice Pathak has written a great deal about the meetings of
Natwar Singh, Andaleeb Sehgal, Anil Matherani and Jagat Singh with the Ministers and the oil officials. He
has neglected to tell us what Shri Antulay and Shri P. Shiv Shankar were doing at the time. They never went
to any meeting. They went on wandering along the Mosque. They went to sight seeing in a desert! What
were they doing? They had no itinerary. Is that a deliberate omission? Or, were they present as well to
endorse this party deal? The significance of Natwar Singh personally being sympathetic to the cause and the
people of Iraq 1s minimal since he was at that time largely a political non-entity. The Iraqi Government was
interested in currying favour with the Indian National Congress and not with Shri Natwar Singh but through
Natwar Singh. The Congress Party knew this. Otherwise, why would they have sent other senior people with
him who met nobody to spread peace and goodwill by themselves? Did Shri Antulay go, did Shri P. Shiv
Shankar go and met the President, the Vice-President? Surely, they must have spread peace and goodwill.
But they did not go anywhere either. So, for what were they sent with Shri Natwar Singh? Is it to reinforce
Shri Natwar Singh’s claim that he represents the Congress Party?

How does Justice Pathak come to the conclusion that the Iraqis misunderstood a personal
request from Natwar Singh as a request from the Congress Party?

How does Justice Pathak come to this astounding conclusion? On what basis? After all,
Natwar Singh leads the Congress Delegation, delivers a letter from the Congress President,
expresses solidarity on behalf of the Congress Party to the Baath Party. Where does Natwar the
Congressman end and Natwar the self-serving favour seeker begin and on what material evidence



can we divorce one from the other? The fact that this entire trip has been made by these Congress
members in coordination with an already tied up buyer company 1s borne out by the letter written by
the Masefield representative Nick Swan who writes to SOMO from England the very next day after
the delegation meets SOMO that he would like a visa in connection with, I quote from paragraph
12.1: “political allocation of two million barrels of Basrah Light Crude”. This is further borne out by
a letter written to the Oil Minister of Iraq by an Iraqi bureaucrat in which approval is sought for the
contract and the name of the purchasing company is already listed as Masefield AG and the
purchaser is Natwar Singh, member of the Indian Congress Party.
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SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Now Justice Pathak is faced by the fact that Natwar Singh comes back
and writes a letter to the Government of Iraq specifically to the Oil Minister in which he recommends
Andaleeb Sehgal as a person of his confidence for many years. If the Government of Iraq wanted to oblige
Natwar Singh and people of his confidence for many years and his sons and sons-in-law, would Natwar
Singh, As Justice Pathak claims, put him in his letter of that extra baggage about the Congress Party and how
he greatly values its fraternal links with the Arab Baath Socialist Party? Obviously, he wants the Iraqis to
believe at every point the simple fact that this is the Congress Party and that the Iraqis are simply giving oil
through him.

However, Justice Pathak chooses to believe Shri Moti Lal Vohra’s interpretation that it was a
personal letter, after all that were said about the Congress Party and the Baath Party being brothers in
arms. So, they get a contract, they get a contract of millions of dollars.

Sir, what happens next is even more curious. Suddenly, a meeting of the Congress Party is
called in Bangalore and a Foreign Policy Resolution concerning the Middle East is passed by the All
India Congress Committee which states that the Indian National Congress supports the
Government’s attempts to restore the relationship of India with Iraq and unequivocally calls for
termination of sanctions. What an amazing coincidence! Natwar Singh writes a letter then
immediately enclosing this Resolution passed by his President and asks for a second contract ...
(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: These are all inferences.

... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Still some time is left.

... (Interruptions)

THE MINISTER OF PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS AND MINISTER OF INFORMATION AND
BROADCASTING (SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI): Sir, I can only say ignorance is bliss.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: This is what Justice Pathak has said. ... (Interruptions)



MR. SPEAKER: Let her finish. Please take your seat.
... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Please do not make too many inferences, but go on.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: Sir, I am quoting word for word from the Pathak Report. I am not
making it up. So, according to Justice Pathak, he sends a second letter just after this Resolution and
he encloses this Resolution which has so fortuitously been passed. He says, ‘this further proves how
close we are to you and how the Congress Party is close’. This is his letter and he says, ‘Thank you
very much. Will you please give a second contract for the Congress Party?”” This is his letter in the
name of his son and his cousin Andaleeb Sehgal and the Congress MLA Jagat Singh carries this
letter to Iraq personally with the Resolution passed by the Congress Party. The Iragqis now are
completely convinced that they are dealing with the Congress Party. So they give another...
(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: That is an inference.
... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: I have said that she 1s making an inference.
... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: I have not denied it.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: So, they give another contract of two million barrels...
(Interruptions) Sir, as a lawyer you know that ‘a’ and ‘b’ always add up. If Shri Natwar Singh did
not believe, if Shri Natwar Singh had to get oil for his personal relations, he would not have included
the Congress Party Resolution passed so quickly. However, Shri Jagat Singh, who is a Congress
MLA, goes again to Iraq and he gets another contract of two million barrels, which is not given to
Shri Jagat Singh, the son of Shr1i Natwar Singh and ... * but, I quote from para 14.8, ‘Shr1 Jagat
Singh of the Congress Party’... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Yes, if it 1s there, it is there. I hope it is there. I will see that.

... (Interruptions)
SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: Sir, I have been working on this report for a long time.

Para 14.14 of the Pathak Committee Report... (/nterruptions)
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MR. SPEAKER: She is reading a report, how can [ stop her?
... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: We have got a very competent person speaking here.



... (Interruptions)

* Not Recorded.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: Sir, para 14.14 of the Pathak Report... (Interruptions)
sft 5 e (fF9R) : (Interruptions) *
MR. SPEAKER: Nothing will be recorded.

(Interruptions)*

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: Sir, they should be ashamed of themselves talking like this...
(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Nothing is being recorded.

(Interruptions)™



*Not Recorded.
I HEIGT  : MY 4 Srsd |

sft wr fhe (WereHiS, f48R) : (Interruptions)*
MR. SPEAKER: Expunged.

... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Shri Jai Prakash, sit down.

... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: All this has been expunged. Both the observations are expunged.

... (Interruptions)
gy fE : 5@ 3 & dred € T4 ST e G g
MR. SPEAKER: She has not yielded.

... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: I have expunged that.

... (Interruptions)
I HEIGT : YaIuSl Bx AT 8 3T 4 Sgd|

... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: You do not want a debate. I would like to know from the hon. Leaders from all
sides, do you want the debate to continue or not.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Yes.



MR. SPEAKER: I would request all the hon. Members, including the hon. Member on her legs, to
please conclude now. You are using strong words, and you are making good points. They have to
reply. Let us not only try for the sake of abuse. Please do not do that.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: Sir, I have not used a single strong word... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: I would request all sides to please cooperate. It is an important issue. Let there be a
structured debate.

*Not Recorded.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: Sir, I am trying to make a legal argument in favour of the point
that I am trying to make and if that legal argument does not please the accused, then they will have a
chance to reply... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL : Sir, this is not fair... (/nterruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: I would also, at the same time, request the hon. Member, she 1s making good points, that if
she avoids all those inferences, it will be helpful.

... (Interruptions)

o1, s $AR 7@ PN U iR IHS! ... (FaUE)  dd & T A € S99 R Rae &1 F 2

(Interruptions) ...*

MR. SPEAKER: Mr. Malhotra, your interpretations are not being noted. Everybody is teaching
everybody else.

... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Yes, please conclude now. You have taken a lot of time.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: Sir, para 14.14 of the Pathak Report 1s truly unworthy of such an
eminent and fine jurist. Again he cannot avoid the facts that the Iraqis are giving money to the
Congress Party.Heagain attempts to sidestep the Congress involvement by saying that it was a
misunderstanding.

MR. SPEAKER: I will have to see that.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : I am sorry. | am reading the Report.
MR. SPEAKER: Which paragraph?

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : [ am reading Para 14.14 of the Report.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL : She is reading out a typed speech.... (Interruptions)



1. faoa R Ao : srene "eled, # YAl dredl g fb o Big o ol ege wie TE uear 87 ... (F
)

MR. SPEAKER: I have allowed it. You sit down.

... (Interruptions)

* Not Recorded

MR. SPEAKER: Nothing will be recorded. Do not record it.
(Interruptions)*
MR. SPEAKER: I have allowed. I have not stopped her from reading out.
... (Interruptions)

AL HEIGT T8 9 T B %@ 87

... (Fagr)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : I am sorry to say that people who live in glass house should not
throw stones.... (Interruptions)

L HAIGT 3T o I8 9Sd 8, TST R P W@ 87

... (FaHT)

MR. SPEAKER: Why are you so impatient? You are all the time dictating the Chair, trying to bulldoze the
proceedings.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Justice Pathak again attempts to sidestep the Congress
involvement by saying that it was a misunderstanding that the Iraqis thought that they were giving it
to the Congress Party. How would he know that they understood the situation? He has not talked to
a single Iraqi. Now, he attempts to save Natwar Singh as well by saying that his role as facilitator
was a limited one. Natwar Singh writes the letters; he arranges the trips; he meets the Ministers; he
gets the deals not once but twice; he gets the moneys into the accounts of his relatives and he has a
limited role?... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: That is not there. There is no such finding. Do not say that. That is an allegation. If there
is no finding, then that is an allegation.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : There 1s a finding.

MR. SPEAKER: Show that. If it is there, I will allow it; I will certainly allow it. Where has it been said in
that paragraph?



SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Whatever ruling you will decide, you are most welcome to correct me if |
am wrong.

*Not Recorded.

MR. SPEAKER: Bring it to me I will see to that.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: Natwar Singh’s role is as a prime mover and not as a bye stand side
facilitator. Everybody involved is either related to him and with the Congress Party. How is he just a bye
stand or a facilitator? And what is the role of the other two Congressmen who accompnied him? After all,
Shri Natwar Singh put his address down as 1 Akbar Road — this is in the Pathak Report — New Delhi. Sorry,
Sir, this is in the Pathak Report. While he comments that he wrote the letters of 1 Akbar Road which is the
Office of the Indira Gandhi Trust headed by the President of the Congress Party of which he is the Treasurer.
Shri K. Natwar Singh was so close to the President that he was chosen by her to administer the moneys in
her personal trust for many many years. Do you think she would not be aware of his goings on from her own
trust?

MR. SPEAKER: Please conclude. You have made very strong points.
SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : I want five minutes more.
MR. SPEAKER: Hold patience for five minutes more.

3mg difel, Huam MY dierd ARyl

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: Another omission by the Pathak Committee is looking into the
ownership of Masefield AG. Whatever 1s known about the company is through the deposition of
Aditya Khanna. Maybe the company is through the deposition of Aditya Khanna. Maybe the main
money making conduit that should be looked at is not Natwar singh but Masefield which, according
to some information, may be owned by a Congress MLA’s family. Andaleeb Sehgal and Nick Swan
went... (Interruptions)

Listen to the evidence.... (/nterruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: She has agreed. If some reference is made which is not in the report, then that
need not be contained. That we will find out.

... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: If it is not in the Report, it will be omitted.

... (Interruptions)
SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Why do you not investigate it now? ... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: She has made a very good research.

... (Interruptions)



THE MINISTER OF FINANCE (SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM): You show me the Report where it is
mentioned that Masefield AG is owned by a Congress MLA’s family. You tell me from the Report.
We are discussing the Report, and not her personal knowledge and matters. ... (Inferruptions)

L HEIGY: 3T FSE! Bb 90 Mgy

.. (SH9gT)

MR. SPEAKER: I will call you. You have to speak. Please do not get exhausted. You will be
called to speak.

... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: What are you doing? Shri Jaiprakash, please sit down. Nothing is going on record except
the speech of Shrimati Maneka Gandhi.

(Interruptions)*

MR. SPEAKER: Madam, you yourself agreed that whatever you are saying is based on the Report. Ifitis
not based on the Report, then it will be omitted. You have to take that responsibility. Do not say anything by
your inference only.

... (Interruptions)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Sir, I have clearly said that this 1s an omission made by the
Pathak Inquiry. Now, how do I infer this? Sir, later on you can decide but please listen.

Andaleeb Sehgal and Nick Swan went to Iraq to execute the contract. Nick Swan was a
conduit of Aditya Khanna by Justice Pathak’s own writing but he is also an employee of Masefield
AG. This link has been ignored by Justice Pathak and I am sure that if the Enforcement Department
were to open this can of worms, they would reach the truth that Justice Pathak left undone.

*Not Recorded.

The amount of money made by Hamdaan Exports is but a fraction of the amount of money
made by Masefield AG by selling the oil in the open market. If the Pathak Report had investigated
the link between the Congress Party and Masefield AG for which the conduits are Aditya and Vipin
Khanna, who, Mr. Anil Matherani said that he introduced to the Congress President and his son. ...
(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Shrimati Maneka Gandhi, please do not bring personal knowledge.
... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: If you do not want any debate, then the whole speech will be expunged. If you do
not allow the reply to be given, then the whole speech will be expunged. Please sit down. Give an
opportunity for them to reply.



... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: I am controlling the House. What are you doing?
... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Please do not disturb her.
... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Nothing will go on record except the speech of Shrimati Maneka Gandhi.

(Interruptions)*

el HElgd: Ml A9Hr el B dre ST 79 ) Uit @ R Y 9l B fa Torre R 21 3y @t
fowed v w &7

.. (=agr)
SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Sir, I am about to wind up. ... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: This is very unfortunate.

... (Interruptions)

*Not Recorded.

MR. SPEAKER: Please sit down. Unless each Party allows others to speak, I do not know what
will remain of the speech because it is not fair. Allegations are made. If others are not allowed to
reply to them, that will not be fair, and that speech cannot remain.

Therefore, Madam, you please continue your speech and conclude as soon as possible.

... (Interruptions)

IeUL HEGT: 3T iR 9 93U o1 Tfdx BT HH B S|

.. (egggm)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Sir, what I have said is that  Justice Pathak was asked to look
into the veracity of the Volcker Report. By ignoring Masefield’s role in it, he has potentially left a
much bigger of can of worms unopened.

MR. SPEAKER: Now, please conclude.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Aniel Matherani -- who is an eyewitness to the business
transacted by Natwar Singh, Jagat and Andaleep at Baghdad from where they later got oil vouchers
and Amman where they paid kickbacks out of their gains to Saddam, which is what Justice Pathak
says himself -- asserts that Natwar Singh and Congress party, and I quote him, were ‘one and the



same’, in the oil allocation list. He says, it is ‘hogwash’ that Natwar and Congress did not know that
their names figured in the allottees’ list.

MR. SPEAKER: Is it in the Report?
SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Yes, Sir.
SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: No, it is not in the Report.... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Then, it cannot go like this.
... (Interruptions)
PROF. VIJAY KUMAR MALHOTRA : It is Aniel Matherani’s statement... (/nterruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: She cannot refer to somebody’s statement.
... (Interruptions)
SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: I can, Sir.
MR. SPEKAER: No.
MR. SPEAKER: It is outside the proceedings.
SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI :It is not outside the proceedings... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Manekaji, please come to your next point.
... (Interruptions)
SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI: Mr. Speaker, Sir, Aniel Matherani i1s a witness.... (Interruptions)
SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: But he has not said so.
. fasra HAR AT W A I8 € 6 red 3R
MR. SPEAKER: I have already taken it up.
... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. Members, please sit down. She can look after herself. She is very
competent.

... (Interruptions)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Aniel Matherani, Sir, was a witness. You can expunge whatever
you deem fit. But he was a witness here... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEKAER: The only thing is, what he may have said outside, in the newspaper, cannot come
here.



SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : No, Sir. That has also figured in this House here...
(Interruptions) 1 am sorry, Aniel Matherani thing also figured here, and what I am doing today has
come before in Parliament, when he gave this report to the India Today. He has not denied what
he said it.... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: I do not know. Very well, what he has said in the /ndia Today is not relevant
here.... (Interruptions)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : That is also on Parliament’s record... (Interruptions)
PROF. VIJAY KUMAR MALHOTRA : Why can he not be quoted? ... (Interruptions)
JeTe HEIQT  : Healal Wigd AT 41d 22 She is competent to look after herself.

SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI : There was a whole conspiracy. should it remain there?...
(Interruptions) Therefore, you cannot cover up your sins. Do not try to bully us... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Please sit down. I will see to this.

... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: [ will look into it.

... (Interruptions)

SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI: Thousands of statements have been made against your leader
outside. Should they be part of the proceedings?... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Do not record it.
(Interruptions)™

MR. SPEAKER: Nothing will go on record except Shrimati Maneka Gandhi’s speech.
... (Interruptions)

el HElGd MY dlferd,, el A1 fRRi SR F1 Fe M
... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Mr. Dushyant Singh, do not be too clever. You are trying to be too clever today.
Do not dictate to the Chair.

SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI : Sir, I have only one submission to make. The hon. Member
is going to conclude her speech. Then, our speaker would also speak. If there is an attempt not to
listen to others, then her entire speech may be expunged... (/nterruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: I will decide. It is not for him to decide. Please sit down.




*Not Recorded.

. faora PAR AR W) A T BAR R B Ao T8 S @ E
.. (craem)
el HElGT ;g a1 dlel & e ©l ondt 3y afed|
... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Please sit down, Mr. Ananath Kumr. You are a senior Member. 1 have to decide
whom to allow and not to allow. I have asked her to continue.

... (Interruptions)
. fo aR AR ;a8 T wiE @ taus SR S gEal 9 32 8. .. (Far)
e HElGT Wit g A |
... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Who is to decide? I have to decide.
As you are sometimes threatening me, he is also threatening me.
Now, let her conclude her speech. Kindly take your seat.

Manekaji, please conclude now. Your time is over. Your time is more than over, rather. |
admire your thorough research.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Thank you, Sir.

MR. SPEAKER: But please, remain within the bounds of the Report so that there is no disruption.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI :I am, Sir. I am remaining within the bounds. So, I have only
quoted all the witnesses 1n that.

MR. SPEAKER: Do not go to India Today. ¥c@a1 Sil, A1 Arel 4f3U| g0 I didl 3¢ 21 3y R I
fadda® e ?

.. (TagrH)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : India Today is very relevant to this. As a lawyer, you would
know that we have to take materials. ... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: I have forgotten law after sitting here. 3mu @71 afSv| 3y THR BT AT HH B
Al

.. (2agrH)



SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : But I hope you have not because it calls for scanner.

MR. SPEAKER: It is very, very fortunate for us that you never became a lawyer. Otherwise, you
should have been finished.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : I was hoping that my son would become one. Unfortunately, he
is going to politics.

MR. SPEAKER: My best wishes to him. But I am sure such an angry mother would not help him.
... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Convey my best wishes to him.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : [ will. ... (Interruptions)

SHRIMATI SANGEETA KUMARI SINGH DEO (BOLANGIR): He cannot pass personal
comments about her family. ... (/nterruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: No, nothing will be recorded.
(Interruptions)™
MR. SPEAKER: Why are you shouting? Nothing is being recorded.

(Interruptions) ™

I ARG AT SfY, MY §6 WISVl B IIR P aw@al & T8l 21 You should have a very handsome
Speaker. Then you will look at the Chair.

... (Interruptions)
Jegel HElGY  : oTeST fwdr e g, a9 W <Rav| orer FEi +ft SRavl
.. (ggT)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : That will not be truly worthy of somebody of Mr. Lalu Prasad’s
Party.

*Not Recorded.

MR. SPEAKER: Do not do that. That is not to be recorded.

(Interruptions)*
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.. (F94TH)
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DN, . . (TIE)

IeqeT IS 131N 310 Tl

.. (cgggm)

MR. SPEAKER: Mrs. Gandhi, though there is sufficient provocation, I would request you that you
do not widen the scope.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : I am already done. The Pathak Inquiry finds that the former External
Affairs Minister, Natwar Singh, and his son Jagat Singh misused their positions. But it holds that no money
was transferred to them. Then, what exactly was the motivation for the father-son duo? Why were they
exerting themselves going up and down? If they were not making money, if their relatives were not making
money and if nobody was making money, were they doing national service for their Party?

MR. SPEAKER: Please conclude.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Instead of being pained that his name is involved in the deal, the former
Minister is very happy that he stands ‘vindicated’. What is he saying as his vindication? He says: “I have not
done anything in Iraq without the knowledge of Sonia Gandhi. Not even a leaf moves in the Congress
without Mrs. Gandhi’s knowledge.” That is what he has said. We have not said this.

MR. SPEAKER: He is not a Member of this House. You cannot deal with it.

... (Interruptions)

*Not Recorded.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : He has said this in the Upper House. He has said this to the Press. He has
said it in the Upper House as well.

MR. SPEAKER: Do not refer to them.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : The amount found to have been ... * by the friends and relative of Natwar
Singh is a very small fraction of the money realised from the vouchers.

MR. SPEAKER: That word will not be recorded.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Where did the rest go? Perhaps, did it go to the HSBC Bank in Hong
Kong? Or did it go to the bank in Turin that Mr. Fernandes referred to? Maybe, they will
know. ... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER : An hon. Minister of your Party is speaking. Why are you disturbing him?

... (Interruptions)



MR. SPEAKER : It is a funny thing.

Shri Kapil Sibal to speak now.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL : Mr. Speaker, Sir, rise to participate in this debate on the Justice R.S. Pathak Inquiry
Authority. I have to say this that for us it is a sad day, a sad day because an individual who still is a member
of the Congress Party, was authorised to lead a delegation on a goodwill mission to Iraq. There was a
reference by an independent Authority, namely Paul A. Volcker, the ex-Chairman of the Federal Reserve who
gave a report on the Iraq Oil-for-food programme and the name of Natwar Singh and the Congress Party
appeared in an annexure to the fifth Report. Sir, this 1s a matter of great concern to us. That 1s why, I say
without much ado, because I remember this was some time in October, 2005 that the revelations were made
public and, I think, it was on November 7, 2005 when we decided to set up a Committee. The Report of that
Committee now is before us. I

* Not Recorded

think never in the history of this country has a Report been furnished so quickly, without granting a
number of extensions. ... (/nterruptions) Madam, I did not interfere when you were speaking. ...
(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER : If there was unauthorised intervention by Mr. Kapil Sibal, I am sure he is not your
1dol. Do not follow him.

... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER : Shri Kapil Sibal, you carry on.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL : Sir, I give my solemn assurance to this House that I will try my very best not
to move outside the four corners of this Report, not to make any allegations against anybody. But |
do request hon. Members to listen to the facts, not figments of somebody else’s imagination and then
please appreciate the facts as I place them in the context of what the findings of the Pathak Authority
are. I would request that I be given that opportunity to do that this evening.

Sir, there are three players in this scenario of the entire Oil-for-food programme in the
context of the Pathak Authority Report. The one set of players is Andaleeb Sehgal, Jamil Zaidi and
Asad Khan. The other set of players 1s Aditya Khanna, George Kurmi and Nick Swan. The third set
of players is Jagat Singh and Natwar Singh. ... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER : Why do you say he 1s a Congressman or not a Congressman? Your running
commentary will not make him.

... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL : Now, Sir, the whole thing started some time, and that is what the Pathak
Authority says, I do not say that, some time in November-December, 2000 1n respect of a firm called
IndRuss. Incidentally IndRuss stands for short of India and short of Russia. The two players in
IndRuss were Andaleep Sehgal and Aditya Khanna. The Pathak Authority finds that they were



partners in IndRuss. This company, IndRuss, was in the business of doing business in Russia. But,
apparently, that business venture failed. No business was done and they decided to start doing
business in Iraq and their intention was to start doing business in food and things relating to food.

So, the Pathak Authority said that one Jamil Zaidi knew Andaleep Sehgal. They got together.
Jamil told Andaleep — “Look, I can actually help you do business in Iraq’. ... (Interruptions) And a
friend of theirs, Asad Khan, who was known to Andaleep Sehgal got together.

This is not the finding of the Pathak Authority that either Jamil Zaidi is presently a
Congressman or Asad Khan 1s a Congressman. It 1s not a finding. I will stand corrected if she says
SO. ... (Interruptions)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : Mr. Zaidi is a Member of the Congress Party. ... (Interruptions)
SHRI KAPIL SIBAL : It is not a finding in the Pathak Authority. ... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER : Nothing else will be recorded.
(Interruptions)™
MR. SPEAKER : Shri Kapil Sibal, do not respond to that. That is not being recorded.
(Interruptions)™

THE MINISTER OF FINANCE (SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM): How can he say that?...
(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: You just cannot make allegations like this without notice, without following the
proper procedure. You are very senior Members.

... (Interruptions)

1. fIsra AR AcR= : fha &1 1 89 @E @ € [P uros RUlE ®er-o g, WS &l ... (@uH)
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SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM : You cannot say this in the House. ... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Jamil Zaidi told Andaleeb Sehgal: “Look, I have got good relations with
somebody in Delhi and I will introduce you to him and let us start doing business in Iraq.” At that
point in time, Andaleeb Sehgal met with Jamil,

*Not Recorded.



met with Asad and they all decided to do that. Aditya Khanna was already a 50 per cent partner in
IndRus. So, Andaleeb Sehgal got in touch with Aditya Khanna and told Aditya Khanna ‘we want to
do business in Iraq. Now to do business in Iraq, we need actually a company, which is registered
under the UN programme with the authorities in the United Nations, who can actually enter into a
contract. Do you have any connections in that regard?’ At that point, Aditya Khanna got in touch
with George Curmi, who in turn got in touch with Nick Swan. Nick Swan happens to be a
representative of Masefield. So, this connection between IndRus and Aditya Khanna and the
connection with Masefield is established by the Pathak Authority in the facts that I have recited just
now.

Once that happened, they said: “we cannot get allocations. How do we get the allocations?”
So, at that point in time, Jamil suggested that they should get in touch with Jagat Singh - that is what
the Pathak Authority has said — and maybe use the good offices of his father to get the allocations.
... (Interruptions) 1 am saying nothing beyond the Pathak Authority. That is what happened.

At that point in time, a Delegation was going in January, 2001 to Iraq, which was a goodwill mission
sent by the Congress Party. The Pathak Authority says that there were only four members in that
Delegation. The finding of the Pathak Authority is that the other two people who accompanied the
Delegation were not part of the official delegation. It is the finding of the Pathak Authority. That
Delegation was supposed to go to Iraq on January 9, 2001. Unfortunately, that got postponed. So,
ultimately, they all reached Amman on January 19, 2001. January 20 was Saturday and January 21
was Sunday. On January 22, 2001, a meeting took place among three persons only.
(Interruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA (PANSKURA): Sir, can I seek a clarification?
MR. SPEAKER: Unless he yields, I cannot allow.

... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: No, he has not yielded.

... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Shri Dasgupta, I did not interrupt you. There have been said certain things in
this House outside the Pathak Authority. The nation must know what the facts are. ... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Nothing will be recorded. He has not yielded. I will not allow this.
(Interruptions)*

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: I did not deny that, but that is not part of the Pathak Authority Report. ...
(Interruptions) Pathak Authority Report says that there were only three members present ...
(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. Members, nothing is being recorded.



(Interruptions)*

MR. SPEAKER: Even senior Members of the House have become so impatient that they do not
have the patience to hear other hon. Member’s speech. The hon. Member who is actually on his legs,
unless he yields, you know very well that you cannot just go on putting questions. ... (Interruptions)

N, I $IR A : 9 By ® ¥ P daw 3w T |
TG HAEIGT : SIP ©, IMUN el &, dgd K arell 2

... (Fagr)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Again, this is part of the Pathak Authority Report, not what I have said. Three
members went and met the Oil Minister of Iraq. No member of the Congress Delegation other than
Shri Natwar Singh, who was the leader, was there at that meeting on January 22, 2001, which was a
Monday. Who were the other two along with Shri Natwar Singh? They were Andaleeb Sehgal and
Jagat Singh. Now a meeting took place.

Naturally, we do not know, because the only persons who know what transpired in the
meeting were Jagat Singh, Andaleeb Sehgal and Natwar Singh. Unless they tell us what transpired
in the meeting, we cannot guess what

*Not Recorded.

happened, but we know the circumstances that happened thereafter. On January 22, when this
meeting took place, the very next day — this 1s very important — Jagat Singh and Andaleeb Sehgal

went to the office of SOMO, State Oil Marketing Organisation. On 23rd. something happened
between Jagat Singh and Andaleeb Sehgal. There is no member of the Congress Delegation there
and they met SOMO.

19.00 hrs.

They met the Director of SOMO, one Saddam Zibu Hassan. They met him, and something
transpired. We do not know what transpired, but we do know that on January 24, they came to
Amman. On January 25, 2001, they came back to New Delhi. On January 25, 2001, a very
interesting thing happens and that is that a Fax was sent by Andaleeb Sehgal to SOMO. That Fax
states the following. I will read from page 36 of the Pathak Inquiry Authority Report. It says,

“The Congress delegation and Jagat Singh and Andaleeb Sehgal returned from
Amman to India on January 25 (as I have said). Immediately upon their arrival, Sehgal
sends a Fax to SOMO wherein he referred to the meeting which was held on January
23 in the office of SOMO regarding allocation of two million barrels of crude oil. In
the said letter which was written on the letterhead of Hamadaan Exports, a partnership
firm in which Sehgal was a partner, it was stated that Shri Sehgal would be providing
SOMO with the following documents.”



Now, the first document is very important; that is at the heart of this controversy. One, an
authorisation letter from the leader of the Indian Delegation to Andaleeb Sehgal of Hamadaan
Exports to lift or negotiate the allocation from SOMO. So, the condition that was imposed by SOMO
in the meeting between Andaleeb Sehgal, Jagat Singh and SOMO on January 23 was ‘that we cannot
give you an allocation till you get a letter from the leader of the Delegation.’ ... (Interruptions)

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : From the leader of the Congress Party.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: They wanted an authorisation letter from the leader of the Indian Delegation
to Shri Andaleeb Sehgal. This is the Fax, Madam. I am not reading outside the report. ...
(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Mrs. Gandhi, he is saying that they wanted a letter from the leader of the Indian
Delegation.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Now, the moment this happens on January 25, on January 26 ...
(Interruptions)

SHRI BRAJA KISHORE TRIPATHY (PURI): That was not an Indian Delegation, but that was a
Congress Delegation. ... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: On January 26, another very interesting event takes place. As I told you, Nick
Swan was a representative of Masefield. Nick Swan writes a letter to SOMO just the next day saying
‘please give me a visa because I and Andaleeb Sehgal want to come to Iraq to get the allocation of
oil.’

Now, see the events. ... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: What is going on? You cannot dictate what he will read.

SHRIMATI MANEKA GANDHI : He is leaving out words from the so-called report. ...

(Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Sorry, you cannot dictate. Nothing will be recorded.
(Interruptions)*

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Please tell me which words I have left out. She is getting agitated because she
has not told the correct facts to the people of this country. Do not get agitated. ... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Mrs. Gandhi, this is not fair.
... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Nothing will be recorded.

(Interruptions)*



*Not Recorded.
SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Andaleeb Sehgal could not have contacted Masefield in one day. If Andaleeb

Sehgal sent a Fax to SOMO on 25, he could not have contacted Masefield. Obviously, this was
something that was pre-decided. That 1s exactly what the Pathak Inquiry Authority Report says that
one month earlier when these conversations took place, it was pre-decided as to how the allocation
was to come. Therefore, on January 26, Nick Swan writes a letter to SOMO saying “please allow me
to get a visa so that [ can come to Iraq.’

Now, on January 30, very conveniently, Shri Natwar Singh writes a letter consistent with the
requirement of SOMO, which was set out on January 25. What does that letter state? ...

(Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Do not note down any running commentaries.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: I am reading from page 31 of the Report.

“He was present when I called on you on January 22, 2001 (no member of the
Congress Delegation was present) at your office in Baghdad.”

“He 1s well-known to me (Shri Andaleeb Sehgal 1s well-known to me) for many years and so 1s the
Company he owns. He enjoys my full support and confidence. I would appreciate you giving him
your full assistance and cooperation. May I take this opportunity to thank you for receiving me and

giving me so much of your time out of your busy schedule? This was written on January 30th
Why was that written? It was written because a meeting took place on January 22. No Member of
the Congress Party was present.... (Interruptions)

e WEed ¢ U8 1 91d & 2 You cannot go on speaking. You are putting running questions to
him. What is all this going on? Please do not do that. Please restrain yourself.

... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Nobody is going to believe you after I have spoken in the House.

On January 30 this letter was written. The reason why Shri Andaleeb Sehgal along with
Shri Jagat Singh was there on January 22 1s reflected by Shri Natwar Singh’s letter on April 26,
2001. Itis so stated in that letter. I would come to that letter later. Immediately once this letter was
written on February 3, Shri Andaleeb Sehgal sent a FAX.

ETH HEIGT ¢ UE IR AMUD! PIg RYfaem et 8, 1 MY qTER ALY/



... (FaHTE)

MR. SPEAKER: I am sorry, no, Shrimati Gandhi, I will not allow you to speak. You have made
your point. He is entitled to make his points. I am sorry. You are not here to rectify him in every
minute.

... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: This letter was ultimately given to SOMO by Shri Andaleeb Sehgal on
February 8, 2001 and on February 11. 2001 the contract took place between SOMO and Masefield
because by this time the representative of Masefield was in Iraq. So, the whole process starts on
January 22 and ends with grant of contract on February 11, 2001. No Member of the Congress
delegation other than Shri Natwar Singh was involved. That was the finding of the Pathak Authority
and there 1s not an iota of evidence that in any of these meetings the Congress delegation was there.
I stand challenged if anybody in this House says otherwise.

Now, what is the deal? Let me tell you that also. It is very important. The deal is, for what
price a barrel of oil could be sold was fixed by the United Nations under the Oil for Food
Programme. The barrel at which Iraq could sell its oil — Iraq could sell its o1l only to a company
registered in the United Nations. It could not sell oil to anybody else. So, Hamdaan Exports could
not have purchased the oil and that is why they are called non-contractual beneficiaries. The
contractual beneficiary is Masefield. That is why the reference in the United Nations Report of Paul
Volcker is that Shri Natwar Singh and the Congress Party are the non-contractual beneficiaries. I am
only trying to explain what that means. What that meant was, when the Oil Minister met with Shri
Andaleeb Sehgal, obviously the price of the barrel of o1l was fixed by the United Nations. He could
not sell for more than 18 to 20 dollars but in-betweens have to make money. So, Hamdaan Exports
Limited was the company which was incorporated in the British Virgin Island and that company was
to get the commission. It is because the contract says that out of every barrel of oil that is sold 30
cents would be given to Hamdaan.

MR. SPEAKER: Paise or cents?

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: About 30 cents would be given to Hamdaan. This is the finding of the Pathak
Authority and not what I am saying. Out of these 30 cents, 25 cents would be the surcharge which
would go into an account nominated by SOMO and 5 cents would be the commission that Shri
Andaleeb Sehgal and Shri Aditya Khanna would earn. The Pathak Report also says that out of 5
cents, one cent would go to Shri1 Aditya Khanna and four cents would go to Shr1 Andaleeb Sehgal.
That was the distribution. Congress was not involved there. Nobody has ever said so. Nobody
went to the witness box and said so. There 1s no evidence that says so. There 1s no document that
says so. Of course, Shrimati Maneka Gandhi says so. Only she says so and nobody else. Even Mr.
Natwar Singh does not say so. Only Shrimati Maneka Gandhi says so and we must believe her
because she said so... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Only Mr. Sibal’s observations are to be recorded.

(Interruptions)*



SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Now what happens is that out of 30 cents, five cents go to Mr. Andaleeb and
Mr. Aditya Khanna and 25 cents go for surcharge. But many of these companies including
Masefield are not companies that would actually pick up oil because these are companies those are
registered under the UN Oil-for-Food Programme. They do not have companies which can pick up
the oil because that will be picked up by larger companies. There were five such companies then
operating under the Oil-for-Food Programme. One of those companies was called Vitol. Now in
turn, Masefield assigned this contract to Vitol and Masefield got

*Not Recorded.

another five cents on top of that. So who was making money? The surcharge goes to Iraq, i.e., 25
cents, five cents go to Mr. Andaleeb and Mr. Aditya Khanna and five cents go to Masefield. Then
the oil 1s picked up and five cents go to Masefield... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: She is entitled to go.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Then the oil 1s sold in the international market and the price that it was sold
at in the international market at that time was around 40 dollars. So what was picked up by Vitol at
20 dollars, people earned a commission in between and the person who made the money was a
company like Vitol, which has nothing again to do with the Congress Party. These are again
findings of the Pathak Authority. Now Vitol therefore made the money under the first contract.

Now a question arose that Mr. Natwar Singh was mentioned. How was he mentioned? It
was because when an allocation 1s made to Hamdaan Exports, Hamdaan has to give an undertaking
to SOMO that they will pay the guaranteed amount of the surcharge. That undertaking was given to
SOMO. At that time, SOMO is to receive 10 per cent of the total allocation, that SOMO was to
receive within 30 days of the opening of the bill of lading, the balance amount of the surcharge to be
paid. All that was done and the total amount that went as a commission to Mr. Aditya Khanna and
to Mr. Andaleeb Sehgal which was given to INDRUS under this contract was around 96,000
dollars. Of the 96,000 dollars, 7,000 dollars were sent to Sehgal Consultants in Delhi and 89,000
dollars were transferred from INDRUS to an account in Switzerland called Cobourg. Of that 89,000
dollars which were transferred to Cobourg, 40,000 dollars in one tranche and 3,000 and odd dollars
in another tranche were sent to Hamdaan Exports in India and the balance 46,000 dollars remained
in the Cobourg account... (Interruptions). 1 am only stating what the Pathak Authority said.

MR. SPEAKER: Mr. Sibal, you address the Chair.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: I am saying nothing outside the report. If I do, please correct me. Now that
1s how 96,000 dollars were dealt with. In the meantime, while this contract was being completed,
negotiations under the second contract, i.e., M/9/120 were gone into and under that contract again



the beneficiary is Mr. Andaleeb Sehgal and Mr. Aditya Khanna. Unfortunately, that contract did not
fructify but an advance of 65,000 dollars were paid to SOMO as surcharge even under that contract.

Then came the third contract, i.e., M/10/57. In terms of the third contract, the story is even
more interesting.

Under the third contract, the negotiations started some time in August. What happened was
that sometime in the end of July, Shri Andaleep Saigal wrote to SOMO asking for a date saying that
he would like to come to Iraq and that he would like to negotiate the third contract. On July 30, 2001
M/s Masefield wrote to SOMO saying that this time Shri Andaleep Saigal will represent M/s
Masefield. Since Shri Andaleep Saigal was representing M/s Masefield somebody had to do the
documentation on behalf of M/s Hamdaan Exports. So, Shri Andaleep Saigal took one Asad Khan
from India to Iraq. Asad Khan signed on behalf of M/s Hamdaan Exports and Andaleep Saigal
signed on behalf of M/s Masefield. The second contract was entered into.

Sir, I would like to point out to you that this contract was entered into on August 21, 2001. It
was for one million barrel of Kirkut crude oil. The first contract, that is, M/7/54 was for two million
dollars of Basra oil. This was for one million barrel of Kirkut crude oil.

Sir, yet another letter was written on August 16 by Shri Natwar Singh. What did that letter
say? I would only like to read the relevant lines of that letter. After line 4 of that letter it read, “I am
sending this letter with Shri Andaleep Saigal who has come to Baghdad to continue the co-operation
extended by yourself”. Again, no member of the Congress Party was involved; no member of the
Congress official delegation was involved; no member of the Congress delegation met any of these
officials... (Interruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : Shri Natwar Singh himself belonged to the Congress party...
(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Why should he say that? You cannot compel anybody.
... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: I am saying other than Shri Natwar Singh. I have already said about Shri
Natwar Singh... (Interruptions) He was the lynchpin. I have said it. That is why I started by saying
that it is a very sad day for the Congress Party. It is a sad day for the Congress Party because he is an
individual who had a long association with the Congress Party. It i1s unfortunate that as a leader of a
delegation sent on a goodwill mission used his offices as a leader of the delegation on a goodwill
mission... (/nterruptions)

SHRI GURUDAS DASGUPTA : He misused his offices... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: He used it for the purpose of benefiting members of his family and a cousin
of his son. That is the whole case. There is nothing short of it; there is nothing more than that. They
want to make more out of it because they find the Congress Party behind everything.



Sir, for example, [ remember when we saw a gentleman, who was the President of the BJP,
take money on camera, I never said Vajpayeeji was involved. I never said so. I did not believe that
either. He may have been prosecuted; he may have gone to jail; he may have got bail. But we never
accused the BJP of that. They should have been sad about it. We have set up an Inquiry, but they
chose not to set up an enquiry, instead they questioned the tapes. Please look at the difference in the
way we deal with our people. This is the sad part... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Nothing, except the speech of Shri Kapil Sibal, will go on record.

(Interruptions)™

*Not Recorded.
SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Sir, I want to read out to you another letter dated April 26... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: He has admitted that. He is saying it.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Sir, please turn to page 56 of the Report. This will tell you as to who was

present in the January 22 meeting. It 1s because the letter of 30th January only says that Shri
Andaleep Saigal was present. But this letter of April 26 will tell you who else was present. This is at
page 56. I am only quoting the relevant portion. It says,

“I am sending this letter with my son Shri Jagat Singh who is the General Secretary of
the youth wing of the Congress Party. He and Shri Andaleep Saigal were with me
when I called on you about three months ago.”

There were three people involved. In other words, this conversation with SOMO, this deal with
SOMO, this political allocation of oil takes place in the knowledge of only three persons, namely,
Shri Natwar Singh, Shri Jagat Singh and Shri Andaleeb Sehgal. That 1s why, Pathak Authority says
that there seems to be no other person involved in this political allocation. There is no evidence that
1s given. After all, why do we have judges and why do we have authorities? Why do we repose
confidence in them? It is because if we give it to Members of Parliament, ... **

MR. SPEAKER: No. I have deleted it.
SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Iam sorry. I have taken it back.... (/nterruptions)

MR. SPEAKER. He has withdrawn 1t. Leave it. I have expunged it. Then why are you again
raising it? Please take your seat.

... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: I was only saying that the reason why we have confidence in judges is
because they have huge experience.




**Expunged as ordered by the Chair.

MR. SPEAKER: Sometimes, there should be introspection on all sides. It is very easy to throw
mud. There should be introspection on what we are doing in the House.

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: Basically, they have huge experience. He had been a judge of the
International Court of Justice and he had been the Chief Justice of India. He has the training to sift
facts, to analyse facts and to come to conclusions. That is why, we repose confidence in these
authorities. Otherwise, any of us could do that job. But that is not the purpose. The purpose is to
give the responsibility of an inquiry to a judicial authority who could apply his judicial mind and
come to conclusions. You may or may not agree with the conclusions. That is a separate issue which
1s why we are debating it here. That is why I am saying from the record here that there 1s no reason
to believe that any member of the Congress Party who was part of the official delegation other than

Shri Natwar Singh was involved in these transactions and that is exactly what the Pathak Authority
has held.

There was one problem that arose. What was that problem? When the third contract was

entered into, that is M/10/57, at the time when the allocation was made on 215! August, the
allocation was made ultimately after the documentation was complete. Then the Executive Director

of SOMO wrote to the Minister in charge, that is, the Oil Minister, Shri Amir Rasheed. He sought

his approval. In the letter of 215t August that the Director wrote to Shri Amir Rasheed, this is what
he says. This is why the name of the Congress Party was dragged into this controversy. In page 67,

he sought: “It remains to be stated that on 215" August, the Executive Director, SOMO, wrote to
Iraqi O1l Minister seeking the approval of one million barrel of Kirkut oil under contract M/10/57 for
the benefit of the Indian Congress Party.”

Now, the Pathak Authority asks itself a question. Why was the name of the Congress Party
mentioned here? Then the Pathak Authority says that there is no document on record to show any
involvement of the Congress. There is nothing to show that the Congress Party or any of its

delegates were at the meeting of 22nd January. Shri Andaleeb Sehgal does not belong to the
Congress Party. Shri Aditya Khanna does not belong to the Congress Party. Shri Asad Khan does
not belong to the Congress Party. Shri Jamil Saidi i1s not a member of the Congress Party....
(Interruptions) He was. I am myself saying it. But he is not a member of the Congress Party. So,
these people were all doing business. They have set up companies. The Congress Party 1s not a
shareholder in any of these companies. So, Justice Pathak says that obviously the Iraqi authorities
were under the impression that as long as you get the letter of recommendation for Shr1 Natwar
Singh, the allocation should be made. So, obviously, this allocation also where the Congress Party is

mentioned in the document, that is, the letter of 215! August, was done at the instance of Shri Natwar
Singh and the Congress Party is not involved at all in the meeting.



In paragraph 15.9, this is what the Pathak Authority says: “How the name of the Indian
Congress Party came to be mentioned in this letter is not known. And rightly so, however, what
appears to be the reason is that Shri Natwar Singh and Shri Jagat Singh so projected this that the
Iraqi authorities formed an impression that Shr1i Natwar Singh and Shri Jagat Singh were
representatives of the Congress Party.”

The Pathak Authority has absolutely no evidence whatsoever to link the Congress Party to
the transactions discussed in its Report, except for the fact that Shri Natwar Singh and Shri Jagat
Singh belong to the Indian National Congress. There is not a shred of evidence to link the Congress
Party to the said transactions. The Inquiry Authority believes, upon examination of all the
documents and materials which exist before it, that no wrong doing can be attributed to the Congress
Party. I ask this House: Can anybody differ with this conclusion? Can anybody differ with this?
Therefore, it 1s quite clear that the Congress Party 1s not involved.

Shri Natwar Singh could have said that the Congress Party is involved in. He does not say
so. Who i1s the person who best knows the facts? It i1s Shr1 Natwar Singh. ... (Interruptions) He
gave an affidavit. ... (Interruptions) The people who know the facts are three people. The three
people who know the facts are Shri Natwar Singh, Shri Jagat Singh and Shri Andaleeb Sehgal.
None of them talk of the Congress Party. These are the only three players. There is no fourth player
in the scenario. ... (Interruptions) Shri Jamil Saidi never went to the meeting of January 22. Shri
Jamil Saidi never wrote any of those letters. The letters were all written for Shri Andaleeb Sehgal.
Therefore, those who are part of the transactions themselves do not name the Congress Party. Those
who are outside the transactions, whether they name the Congress Party or not is irrelevant. Political
parties may name the Congress Party for whatever motives they might have. But we are on a Report
of an Authority set up by this House for the purposes of ascertaining the facts.

Now, one can say or argue that since Shri Natwar Singh was the leader of the delegation,
obviously the Congress Party was also involved. But see what Shri Natwar Singh said to the Justice
Pathak Inquiry Authority. When he was shown the letter of January 30, what did he say? First, he
said: "No, no letter was written by me." Then he was shown the signatures. Then he said,
"Signatures are forged." Then he said, "No, they are genuine. But the contents have not been
written by me." Now, what do we do? The man who knows all the facts does not tell us the facts.
On the facts that are in existence, he had contradictory versions, in respect of each letter. Before the
Justice Pathak Inquiry Authority he said that Shri Andaleeb Sehgal was not his cousin. But
unfortunately the facts are staring him in the face. That is why we must go by what the Report says.

Let me go to the other aspect. What has happened to the money trail 7 As far as Shri
Natwar Singh's contract, that is M/7/54 is concerned, the moneys went to the INDRUS account. |
have already shown you where the moneys ultimately went. As far as the second contract is
concerned, do you know who actually signed the contract? I am reading at page 67. Who signed the
second contract? It is in para 15.7. Contract no. M/10/57 was entered into on August 21 for one
million barrel of kirkut oil and was signed by Shri Sehgal on behalf of Masefield AG. It was not on
behalf of the Congress Party. The contract itself was signed by Shri Andaleeb Sehgal. Shri
Andaleeb Sehgal has nothing to do with the Congress Party. So, how can anybody say that the



Congress Party was the beneficiary of this contract? This is the finding of the Justice Pathak Inquiry
Authority. I do not say it myself. Now, where did the money go? What was the amount of money
that came under this contract? The amount of money that came under this contract was 50,000
dollars. Where did that amount go? Part of that amount went to Shri Andaleeb Sehgal and part of
that amount went to Shri Aditya Khanna. So, the contract was signed by Shri Andaleeb Sehgal and
the moneys were received by Shri Aditya Khanna and Shri Andaleeb Sehgal and not by the
Congress Party. This is proved by the Inquiry Authority. I am not saying it. ... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Do not respond to that. Nothing to be recorded.
(Interruptions)*

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: I have known of treasurers who have received monies and not given receipt.
We know of those treasurers also. We all know of those treasurers. He got bail day before
yesterday. ... (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Please address the Chair.
... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: I am addressing. I am only stating a fact that we all know about. Yes, we
know of such treasurers also. = Now, the fact of the matter is that the Congress Party was also
investigated. It is not that the Congress Party was not investigated. If you look at the Justice Pathak
Authority, the Congress Party was called, the treasurer of the Congress Party was called as a
witness. Please see at page 12 and you will find all the names. People who were in the delegation
were called. Shri P. Shiv Shankar was called. Shri A.R. Antulay was called, Shri Randeep Singh
Surjewala was called, who had allegedly written that letter and Shri Moti Lal Vohra was called on
June 1, 2006. A notice was given to the Congress Party to come and explain. In none of the
affidavits and in none of the

*Not Recorded.

documents, the name of the Congress Party was mentioned. So, the obvious and fair inference is
that the Congress Party, neither the trail of money, which went under the third contract to Andaleeb
Sehgal and Aditya Khanna, nor the signing of the contract, nor the involvement of any Congressman
other than Shri Natwar Singh and his son, have been shown to have been proved by the Justice
Pathak Authority. That is why, the Pathak Authority says because of the fact that they all got
together some time in November-December, 2000 to hatch this particular scheme to make money,

ultimately led to the three letters being written, viz., January 30t April 26! and August 16 by Shri
Natwar Singh himself, handed over either to Andaleeb Sehgal or his son for the benefit of the Iraqi
Oi1l Minister to get the political allocations. The other beneficiaries were Masefield which has
nothing to do with Congress, Vitol which has nothing to do with Congerss, Hamdaan Exports which
has nothing to do with Congress, Hamdaan Exports Limited which has nothing to do with Congress,



INDRUS which has nothing to do with Congress. So, no company, no recipient, no beneficiary and
no other Congressman was involved.

Now, the question remains that there 1s an amount of US § 32,000 which is with INDRUS
which has not been investigated. There is also an amount of US $ 46,000 which is lying in
Cobourg, which is a London Account. Now, we have to find out and I am sure the hon. Minster of
Finance will do the needful. ... (/nterruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: You are responding to them.

... (Interruptions)

SHRI KAPIL SIBAL: The Authority finds that. As I said, throughout the course of my intervention,
I have not stated any fact outside the findings of the Authority.

Now, this aspect has to be investigated who was the beneficiary of that US $ 32,000 and who
was the beneficiary of the US $ 46,000 which is the Cobourg amount. Now, that will be investigated
and I am sure it is being investigated. Once it is investigated, that also will be revealed to the public
at the appropriate stage. So, why should anybody, at this stage, only for getting some headlines in
newspapers make allegations? It is unfortunate. = We never make allegations like this against
anybody.

I, in fact, want to congratulate and I say so on record, the Leader of my Party, Shrimati Sonia
Gandhi, who despite the long association with Shri Natwar Singh, rose above that association and
directed an inquiry to be held and said, whoever is guilty will be punished. This kind of morality
and these kind of ethical standards she has displayed even earlier. But it shows that Party leaders
can rise above friendship, can rise above petty politics and do the right thing and that exactly what
has happened. [ also want to congratulate the hon. Prime Minster of India for having set up this

inquiry as quickly as possible. At the end of October, the revelations were made and on 7%
November, the inquiry was set up. ... (/nterruptions) He kept him out of the Office. That shows
the standards that the Congress Party adopts when it deals with its own people who may have been
involved in some kind of controversy.

There is a famous saying by Faber: "For right is right, since God is God for right, the day
must win, to doubt it would be disloyalty, to falter would be sin’.

Please do not falter. The Pathak Authority has done the right thing. Accept the report. Do not make
political capital about an 1ssue which affects the entire polity of this country. We have to see how we
should rise above our petty self-interest to serve the larger cause of the public for which we are here.
I therefore commend this report to the House.
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“Among them, Table-3 contained the following entries under the head: “Summary of
Oi1l Sales by Non-Contractual Beneficiary™:

Safh TR T &, WRBR 9 af Tgiol & aX ¥ $el 8 IR Jked s Ruic & caa 3 &1 o U 50 25 IaH
gfogar S il &R Uwgl M/10/57 &1 #99 21 U1 50 50 # S dedr 2 o, s v 4 M/09/54, Rrd
owt 3t Ypv § o fer w1 wei da fF M/09/120, St <R 8t Ymvd # w8l & Rt transaction
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person.

SHRI P. CHIDAMBARAM : You have to relate this with that.

MD. SALIM : Yes. But I am not making any comment. 5id ¢dd ¢l &1 b &xd &, dl 84 Dlg A3l Al
T g9 B TR el el 2l IFH ¥ U &1 F FEd & B 15.78 Ao &Rat dat 39 dRe A Qorn| R
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AHANT § 6 T8 AT SO &1 HH fJueT BT HRAT TS IET 7, SEih g9H A+ feed o e 81 afe aRe
SAT g W S g U oI} S P WIS T8I, 98 39 Ul & R H Tal dedl, Ue fhdl S & ais
@ PRV YA 81 Whal ol H WHSWI § b SR Teld! gs © Al 89 |qoll A A1y SR I8 W [y o 8
IRy |. .. (@Egm) fFFa T8 21... (aus)

MR. SPEAKER: That is not to be recorded.



(Interruptions)*

ATEHE Al : I8 UdHeA dlell 91 B8 ® &l

e ARG 377 I8 FHgd Al 3IF B, oMfh dia # w1 gawn 7@l drerm|
HEHG el : § SIeT a1d T8l B |

3renel WEey : Wi STl dlerd €, ST WY 3resT de £

e Geft9 UGl oFfdl 2 fh g9 urg fhaml &) 99R1 T dhed & folv 997 =81 g1 8RN U HgTs W)
A FA B (Y S8 T2l 8, AP 39 A P 0 ke 9 oIl o @1 & 6 S I8 |99 q91 31 7| T Y
# war ol f& suat Sig Bt TRy iR WReR A g 0 @t ffwra R 39 99 & o 89 WRaR @1 918
% € 5 SO ot & @t

*Not Recorded.

ferra fowrs 3k Sua! RUIE gl W, 98 W TR & 91y W@l (dx 89 9dg ¥, oid 8§ Iy 991 § o1, 9
W, TE Ped Wd U, WER BT Wigar gedr a7 fF g6 RuiE a1, g1 Rare @), ofes WRaeR 9 ga+ sfrear xars
for RUIE & Y eIk & Ix § WY a7 faam)

AR GG BRI HAT St T AT H ATBR el oA, 59 A7h1 M St dit & off, Irg S=2H DIg Ao
TAITAT o S99 Tf U AT =idl UR 3R Fer o 5 &9 9l s 9 99T & HAl I A8 b 9N § $g dhd 8l
T I8 X A7 @ ® fF FHE A WG A DI v faae Wb @ T8 gon § s¥iforg § Rariw @t a1d @R <@
gl
SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI : Mr. Speaker, Sir, my statement is on record. There is no quid

pro quo, there 1s no understanding between this side and that side. I only made a reference because
there was a statement of Shri Ram Naik.

MR. SPEAKER: But there should be understanding for running the House.

HEHE Aellf  : § ¥ BT Sdd ) @Y Wordl gl 73 ot T8 Pl 3% 31 3! orevd U gaforg #9 I8
®Ts fdTerdr @l

sft RS SraHel : HE ol Gl AT e Word €, fdh 1 § DIg-BhIg Weldl 2l

HEHE Feltd = 30 Al Wodl, g8 ff Wol, 89 W Wel, § O 9% a9 He =rear gl § safay #E @ g F
ST EAR THASY X6 H &, § ID! DI TE B @ §, 39 RUIC § 1 81 S=H bel & I8 SHRor & @ 2l
T T B H ARBR IR IAoad goal B RAfT 7w A8 211 I=A = B U8 Wb SvwE gl 99
qoRd ORBR A1 W& off, S WY URSIY B WRBR | SN Iad I AT IGIG Dl oIl o, Al BHN TRNSY
.3 # RUE F=a 9, S At SeiieE A o7 89 i SA9R GR R Y, T EH dieh] d RIS M, A
B g B TN AR R MR a1, IAP! TR H I | TS S AT TE e W & fF T8 DY §aml, Y 7@




Tel, I JaRT 3R &9 I RUIE & MER W @A &, 1 o & 5 Ty W a1 <& 2R | ot ft § @8 w1 §
fh I ASH S B g H SARIIA Bl A TAT AT, Hiifcb AT St IR-IR b el oAf b Tefder Sefires o,
g d8f & 3Mua Afvex &1 e anl & Heiv WReR 7 S¥ 3iud fAf e & ur 9o iR |1 Sud |1y B
wTgde AT WY T2 oY, B g AT B d1fey, O BRUT {3 AR g Sft M € 3R S g HA A B
g A, |iEe T B gl S & SeleE 7 Y A, AfpT Iu e 91 98 © f$ 98 99 wHy WA 9

SHRI BRAJA KISHORE TRIPATHY (PURI): Let it be exposed. ... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: That is not being recorded.
(Interruptions)™

MR. SPEAKER: He has not yielded.

... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Hon. Member, please look at the Chair. Do not look at the other hon. Members.

... (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Do not record it.

(Interruptions)*

MR. SPEAKER: This is very unfortunate. Mr. Salim, why are you replying to them? Do not reply to
him.

... (Interruptions)

HIEHE HellH @ SAd! I8 IS gl TR S -9 H Ul 2., . (auE)
MR. SPEAKER: You cannot take the name. Mr. Salim, you know that very well.

MD. SALIM : Sir, we want that proper inquiry must be made and the nation should know what the
then hon. Minister of Petroleum was doing there in Baghdad and who were accompanying them,
who were the beneficiaries and what 1s the end use of money incurred in this 15.78 million barrels of

oil transactions. ¥g & W BT @iyl dorft & A1 W ded € & gbiba wew e @ifgy o & of
Bhidd AIH BIHI @12y

sft RIS WE (ATENIR) B T Bl 87

e HEIGT  : 3TU 399 § R a1d = &1 This is not the method of debate. Please conclude now.

*Not Recorded.



HIERIE FeltH @ I Uil @1 ugel Wt wwer off ofik oot off €1 Shri Natwar Singh went as a member of
the delegation of Indian National Congress. Naturally I &9 urdl &1 3igw AT § 3R B el
IS oy S-S Hed Il © IHS oY a8 AE 2l 39 ATl H 7 a1 698 B 3R T 89N WHR I dgd
RAMET SarEcs! At D Fac[e GREN AR R S SR §911| AfhT g9 ot WY ded € 6 oFR 8 St urdt
BT SeleE 9o € A1 SUS! OrHER), Ted g3 AT WEl gl B Ut Dl Bl ) T & AR W g [
STl DI QT Y@ & SR US @I ¢@ @ ¢l I8 3Id BR Hs @I Whid R (g7 I8 sdafay s & a8 ar &l
W Y| 39 AT BT YUY AR SED eIl 1 3B B [T I B oy s fopan SR 371 qaie
g 7| Bg T de AR o | v T #9 gafeu wer f6 o soisd oewe | Rad 81w offde
TEHT W & foy doea 98 o B8 A9 & U PR 1990 H Fadd # qRgSA BN B A q8f JRrd i
T 3R I HFe= b1 gl U Ulfeifedha g¥cie &1 2Rigd 4 frar )

MR. SPEAKER: We are discussing Pathak Committee Report.

TS Gl : S BT § 98 @ Al B §9 @ oy, S goel @ oy, g1 & forg, pe @ forg dad
TE AR o1 /iy sAN Uit @1 A% bel © fb A AN S ded @ b e gen, a8 wed @ gl Ui
ffy & el gfoan & gedl B g€l v sl gafery o Rufd @1 gwiwrer &b, 9 Yob, 3O S
DI g1 UgAIY, P UG, ol Teld el gl dichy HAS B RUIe B, girar Hel it iixar | 78 foran w21, daa
BN A9 ¥ form | g AT ¥ fh & gD Pl YeIdhN T I P Aol 3R Py B S ST of o
T T I8 DT FoIc Ad oIl © IR IH S D WG AN BT §o3< @d el {1 Sran 21 saferg &9 ¥ |
wel & [ 39 <9d # gal UG §, 99 Srfee Hl € Jr@aR Y € ofhd g | el gom 7 swet wivfiRan
el fora|

MR. SPEAKER: The discussion will continue tomorrow.

The matters relating to Special Mentions may be laid on the Table of the House.



