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Meeting with the Committee
March 8/08
930, 15™ Floor conference room

Agenda

Commiftes mieets privately

March xx, 2005 Interim Report
a) Unteena/Kofi/Kojo draft chapter
b} Re-interview Kofi Annan?
oy Nair

;N

Work going forward, especially mid-year report. See “Landscape” doe
Tracking work progress. See draft fracking table examples
Adverse Finding Process

US proposal re presence of SDNY vestigators at State Dept interviews

- Letiers ta witnesses warned aivay from talking to HC by the FR}

Payment of Pierre Mousellt's Jegal foes
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Meeting with the Committes, March 8, 2005
Richard G&Idsmns I

SORNRERE SN <o b:rt Porton N Pl Volcker {&Mark Pieth by
phone).

PAY: Not rend the latest - only bits and pleces. Going over fundamental points
and then Iots of questions about remaining work: Are there any open guestions that have
to be done in the next few days? May have some baring on what can be smd, Creneral
" fesling ~ Richard haswritten somie stuff, as did Mark, T am in agreenient=

RiG: Express my views whick reflect the other views — at the outset we have 3
great-desl of admiration for the ingquiry. Hugely detailed and intense. Unigue to the UN
Will go tothe credit of the commities and we are very greatful. The investigation must
all stay in, no question about not feporting everything we have found, My general:
comment i3 that many parts of the report — well, our problem iz with the ﬁgzdmgs They
should stay at fhie end and not be at the beginging, My general comment is that they read
more like & prosecution cass than a Judgment, which is understandable bmuse it fas.
been written by prosecufors.

There st nearly adeqguate refermm 10 the version of the SG or his demais -
nesd to start 0ff on the assumption that he is innocent and go from there. The hurden is
on s and wie nesd 1o start with his dentals, Can’t make an assumption without regard to
his denial that he didn’t remember his meeting with Massey., We have to miake a positive
finding that neither hevor Kojo was relevant to the choice of Cotecna. 1t isa crucial
finding sand we need to make i positively, notin the current fashion, :

Next crucial issue relates to the knowledge of the SG - this is a debate that Reid
and T have been havmg for weeks. 1 am really not dble to find, even ona b S&m& of
probabxknes that KA bied fous when b said he didn’t rementher o7 that his memory was
tefreshed. 1 did not Bet the1 mprasmon in my two interviews with hing that he was lving,
He wasn’t ﬁ:m most impressive witness, but T wouldn’t reach the conclusion that he was
bemg dishonsst. Can’t make a positive finding that he Hed about Massey pammla:riy
given the fact of his schednle Massey is clearly & crook and he would not Ukely have
raised the Cofecna contract with the SG at that meeting. He would have been af least:
fearfol that the S0 would have blown the wistle. We know that prior to that thers had
been given 1o the SG a package of lies by Cotecha anid his son. There was clearly
conceabment which is inconsistent with his being & party. This is the view at {he moment
of the three mambiers of the committes that he did not have s conflict of inferest in fact
snd we have to make  positive finding to that effect.. Other people will vome to other
views and if we get flack, then so be it. No reason to shrink from making a positive
finding. Clearly there was a potential conflict, and had he known — if He kriew he should

have done something about it. So my ultimate conclusion is that the adverse findings we
van and should make agamst him relate to the investigation he did later, |

1 Bave other lgss serious prohlems with the wording of the findings. I think there
is a fundamental difference in the findings against the SG and all the other people ~
Sevan, Stephanides ~ because we could only make this finding on the basis of
circumstantial evidence and the testimony of witnesses who lie. We have no smoking
guns. It is really & question of his dendal on the one side and whether there ig sufficient
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evidence on the other side lo disbelieve that, 1 don’t think there is, but we med to discuss
it and T am not suggesting that everyone needs to agree:

W COne part of the findings talks about the SG beingina pcsmcn ta Tnow -
should have known ~ whit are your feelings about this?

RGET don’t know what that means and T don’t see how it takes us aﬁy ﬁmhm'

@ © apree - Twas troubled by that.

I /bt about the recent information that has come io light fc}r exampleon
paragraph 6. There is lots of information ot there that we bave not et found. We will
continue to find things over the next few months whether we like it o not.

RG: That's fine if the investigation has'to go on,

N o yﬁsterday they produced documents that we had never seen.

PV The question is ave we missing something?

@ Email has to do with a fax that Kojo apparently sent to the SG md that

. paragraph 6 was based oni this. Appeam to place him in that chain,.

BV Thatis one of the arsas | ar confused ahout:
Mark: But it comtains false mformatmn :
RO But should he have known that
‘ This s the fax that they produced.
R{G: But ] ang not sure this takes it any further.
- s the 8G .
R¢E: Bot he said the mfe came from Ko_m
Mark This i an example of where we riced 1o talk to him again.
RO But where ﬁees this come from?
$8: From the SQ's attorney. :
~ RG: But this wasn’t found in the UN: :
* Mark? what is'odd is that we are getting info ﬁam the SG's coumei on other :
witnesses that we have talked to-and they continug to produce things after tﬁey have said.
they produced svezyﬁung
RG: 1 don't see why this takes anyﬂung ﬁmgr?
W | think it completes the picture. Tt shows that the source of the mfa is from:
Catecna nd it is sent from Wilson sentitto the SG. i
RG 1 don't see that this takies my anglysis any further, . : :
Mark: the thing that bothers me about this i that this information wasn’t available
when we questioned people. There may be a chance that this would have bien helpful
R{G: What bothers nie about this docurnent is that it is exculpatory 1ot
mculpatory.
BAV: 1want a brief description of the two letters. What happen&d‘?
8 1115 unclesr bow the signed vession evolves,
PAV: Idon’t getit. Koff called Riza, right? Then what? Can someone write
down achronclogy of the Connor report for me?
& When all this happens the 8G s not in NV and i {s fiot & rcport it is just for
internaj information, not for the publie;
PAY: ‘What was done with the memorandun at that point?
RP: Press conference by Mills saying they had Jooked into the z%sues
PAV: Se it was an oral response to the guestion.
RP: In 2004, they make additional statements and refer to # as an mvesugatzon
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PAY: When they referred to it is 1999 did they have the longer varsmn”’

REP: They were using the longer version,

Wl Aren’t thire three issues: one is was it appropriate for the SG m mjcct himself
into the fact Bnding process:

RG: Tdon't know any father who wouldnt do rzsxact}y that.

48 Thai is one issug and the other is the questions we cant answer, and then the
third issue is what did the UN dp with the information?

: RG: 1 find nothing wrong with the SG &omg those initial i mqmnes as fong as he
" reforred it 1o Riza, which he did.

PAY: What bothers me is fhat ne one in ihat erganization has blown the vistle or
hinted after all this time - explain that 1o me,
: Mark: we don’t have people like that,

$8 Part of the reason is that a}mast everyone who works there canl mﬂy stay in
the US as Tong 48 they are in the UN

* - PAV: Didn’t seem to bother them when they were dealmg with t‘ne xssue of sexuai
harassment.

“ One passfbxhty is thaf; there is nothing wrong.

PAV: That is what I am wandering:

Mark: Twould never rely on that,

RP: No one came forward in the 1996 process, !

M| e obe has even come forward on Sevan, even after our repam

RG: Well he was a small time plaver,

- Mark: 6+ that's not rue. There is more info,

RG: Weik 1 hope so! :

May aiwwaamgamaﬁerth@end of the year, $6 no one is going o trast s
- PAV: P not drawing sweeping conclusions, but Tanafraid that we wiltde this
mpﬂrﬁ and then someone will leak something.

Mark: there may be a range of more sinister thmgs, but it is a real pmbiem that nio
one knows whe wrote the note:

PAV: But it s not illogical that the guy Whﬂ is dead wrote it,

RP: Either Mills or Riza. .

@ 1 1ike Riza - and the 5G says Fdza gave him the unsigned version.

Mark: Eckhard and his assistants immediately send out feelers when something
tike this happens,

PAV: Let me agk the opposite question ~ you talk to 8 Iot of peopiﬁ who deny that
thire was any influence in the progess. Do you suspect that anyone is not b&mg candid
about influsnce,

RP: There is an open question about DIP and what happened ﬁxerc

RG Ts thers any evidence? .

RP: There 5 a Cotecna employee who says “if vou find the person y wxﬁnn the UN
who drove the cost increase agreement, then you will find the person who made the
agreement with Elie Massey about the increase. Then we Have the whole communication
issue ~ there was a timeframe prior to the RFP when Llovds submitted & proposal with aft
of the complicated technical info — this didn’t get included in the RFP. The technical
people say they don’t know why Scheer or Sevan didn't include it Scheer says they
made 2 mistake.
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W What was her explination?
RP: She doesn't have one.
B: What about Jeremy Owen?
RP:-Heisinlondom
88: But weren’t they still lower? : : e ‘
RP: Bure, but you can’t look at that in isolation because of the continuing ©
increases: PRI :
: PAV:Are vou suggesting collusion?
RP: We don’t have evidence of it,
8 Are there similar amendments 1o Lioyds?
. 1t almost doubles, ~ i L
RG: But look, this is not Kof, shouldn’t we stay with that? - o
B: but we do discuss the fact of this amendment in the report, but it s left
L PAV: Well my general feeling about the repart is that if vou accuse him of lying, .

e is gone and I don’t know if we have the evidence to make that accusation - but, we -
have a lot of unexplained business. ‘The facts will speak for themselves, but we can’t
conclude that he lied. But other people may conclude that. e :
. @ Do you want the findings to say that the inconsistencies speak for

PAV: Idon’t think so. ERE L L

RG: I would have to go further, T was af two inferviews and I did not get the
impression that ho was lying, , , ~ 5

RP: Well, Idisagree ~ 1 thought he was not forthcoming: Do | hav - proof beyond

- #reasonable doubt; . Lo e
1did not think he was consciously Iying

- RG:1didn't think he was impressive but [ did ‘
tous. It wis more incoherent than a dishonest version. Someone who cieatis a dishenest
versionsticks toft. ‘ S S S0

L RE disapree with you. Sometimes when sonieone creates a story they have s
hard time sticking to it becauseitisnottrye. N
. W1 don't think he knowingly lied - I think he got himseif badly conflicted over
his duties as SG end father. Culfurally there are very strong drivers in his own culture to
look afler family first, That is the maximum that ] would say. He may have beers
Incoherent of vaguely recalled these things - I don’t think ke was actively Iying, Tn the
kind of job that be has he sees hundreds of people every week. © P
RG: The big issue ia whether we can Sd, 6r whitever test that we find to be
appropriate, is whether he knew that Coteéna was competing. L
RP: His testimony is conflicting, but when you put it in context of the whole, do
you disbelieve everything that Wilson said about his meetings and then you sombine and
overlay that with the 8G’s confused testimony. And then you add additional facts to the
whols picturt. They may not stand on their swn to string somsone up for lying, bt they
arethere: There I the September 18 meetinig - of course he could have forgotten, but it
is more umsnal 1o forget a meeting with your son’s boss than another person. You start
adding up a sollection of individual points - maybe no one of them 1s sufficient alons but
when you add them together Ldon’tbelieve him on our standard of proof.
W What don’t you believe? ’
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RP: 1 believe that he knew of Cotecpa’s interest in the conteact hefaw Dec. 31.
1998 anid that he had discussions about the conflict of interest wit his som before then as
well. He may not remember that now, but it is 3 reasonable inference that e is Iying.

RG: Assnmmg he knew of that conflict, why didn’t he de mmhmg about it either
Way‘?‘ :
M He says bis son would resign.

RG: But this is'carlier -

RP: The conversation with Wilson takes p}ane bcthsen Lieyd’s fal} ot and
Diecember. e

RG But ke could have blown the wistle without hurting his mn, s why dide™t
he?

) R}" 1don’t know why =1 could speculate There isa political cmt ta doing ihose
things.

R{’} I put into the wexghmg exercise the cost of his kzmwmg a:baut it and net
doing scmet}ung

88 What would the cost be? ~ ‘

RE: Savmg that his son worked there and they Were campetmg

PAY: But he met Massey eaﬂzer, nght‘? What was known on Saptamber 18 when
they mei?

98 Taplaing.

PAV: 8o we don’t know that they knew the contract would be mom;ng up for bid?

REy Mo specific info, mo.

PAV: Suppose they did know and they mentioned it in the meetmg, why woulda™
the 3G }mve dope something? ;

# This is what i not 1 n the wparb Ttisa ane sx&cd report and yoi
these gu&smm in t}}emxx‘

PAV: I would think that he would have said ta getmy son the hell aut of there.

RE: Of course, but Thave puta lotof people in jail and nene of tham had good
sxplanaiiens for what they did -

R This is some svidence that he didn™t kmaw -

BP: The 3G tells us that He told his kida to stay away from the UN and then KQ}Q’
is atfending the GA mestings.

FAV: Thereis s lotof evzéence: that Koje is & problem. :

RP: T goes to your question about why he did riot extricate Himself and his son -
from this situation— well; ke wanted his son to stay away from the UN and ther knows
that he does not and doesn’t do anything,

1 e bad problems with this from the start ~ there is no pmblem with the
fact that he e at the meetings,

RP: But what about the series of memios saying machinery, etc. |

B Those could be finocent. :

RPr Right — but we don”t know either way.

8 Vou are makmg an assertion that T can’t agree with.

BP0 ‘

Mask: one of the difficulties T have is that this comes down fo :hca behavior of the
particular official in question.
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Q 1 don’t think there Is any question that Cotecna hired Koie far hxs connections
and Kojo was only too Rappy to tade on his name,

PAV: There is no question about that. Tell' me about Kojo gemng the oil
allocation. . thought that was when Kofi old hind again to stay awny wrt ¥ amani.

o wall Kojo asks o be put in contact with an oil oversesr. :

PAV: Well did they stay away after Kol told them to ornot?

RP: They resigned from the AHT board of directors.

PAY: Sodid they stay away orniot) ' :

RE: We don't icm:w because we have fio ﬁnam::al information. Eﬁp}mns about:
Hazy els. :

PAV: Was thers aity evidence that KOJO wWag mvolved in t}us a&lm;anon‘?

B Mo - not for this company. .

PAY didn't they talk to the Tragi ambassadar?

RE: We have people i interviewing hira tomorrow. :

" @ and they then Bad lunch with the SG and told him aheut thxs

@B So that is one areas where Kofi had knowledge and didn’t do anything. That
s the pomt thathe saymg one thing and dcxmg other things that cantlict | policy

RP: Mouselli isno anpel but he is alsonot as bad a5 we thiought, Explains. Hels
tio doubt & shylock, but maybe not 2 eriminal. Says that he s;gned a contract with
Mouselli and Cemna will pm&ucc that tomorrow,

- I When we have the staterments in the report about the lunch w:{!; the SG to
my recoliection 11 is the only time that we have mcluded inthe teport ﬁ:e s:tatemf:ms of an
individual that is not conobarated .

R’P ’l‘hax is mﬁ tme

this issue if;}armng out ihm of his attomeys fees &o we have fo disclose i m the repott
that we paid for his altorneys fees ‘

RG: § don't know about this;

~ u explains that we can’t use his tesumony urml we deczde wize&kﬁr or not we
©‘pay for hiy attordey’s fees) :

#8: 1 have concemns about Msusetis 5 testimony thh regpect to me visits to the -
Tragi cinbasay because it could have been for a fof oF reasons,

RG3: I we are poing 10 put those in the report, we have to agk the SG ’I'here are
two ways of dedling with it - put it in and don't attack credibitity or putit *ﬂ him.
Speaking for myself I wouldn't put much credxbxhty on what Mouselli says

 Why not?

RG: Ben,aﬂse having regard to Mouselli’s past; his connection to K.D_w, hig
uncertainty with regard to the staternent.

RP: He wasn't so muck uncertam about it happening as about the sgeczﬁcs in his
INEMory,

PAV: What ars we ﬁaﬁcmg about?

RP: The funch meeting in Africa with the SG on September 4, 1998

PAV: and repiing e what they talked abotut?

RP: Cotecna’s business in Nigeria and going to the Traqi embasay and their
interast in the oil business, |
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RN The issue ¥ am raiding is that if vou want to tallc to the $G them itis
logistically difficult. -

PANV: Why can't we show him the report?

@8 We haven’t done it with anyone else.

PAV: Tdon't care! Why ¢an’t we make an exception?

Mark: you will fight over everything with his lawvers.

WM Much better to re-interview him.

Marle: 3 vou want o lay out more facts in'a letter, that’s fine,

@ 1 don’t think we should give a special deal to the SG.

PAV: Lhave m open mind ahout it. Your not the onie who will get cm:cxzed, 1

“ We havc logistical problems with his being away m& the mnmg
PAY: 1 agree Maybe impossible, -
“’ We nght just have to deiay thie repoﬁ aweek. Weshould fo}k)w the same
pzocedwmﬁ o

PAV: Bither Koﬁ 18 gane orhe is not gone, It is not d&penﬁent on Ens lawyers:

‘* I'wouldn’t walk him through the report. Do an interview, and :hen the satng
kind of adverse Andings letters we did for sveryone else.

0 According to your plan the most damaging parts of the rapertwm et be
disclosed o the SG because they are not part of the findings:

@M But he has been asked about all of these things already. |

RG: There are ﬁu&mgs agaiust the others that 1 agree with, but thay should be
miore bals&m& by reasoning.
b Clearly we conld go to wh&revar the 8G is and mtemew hitm %there:
Well the sch&dule isn't vtk

‘:’ 1 den't understand the point made abcmt the ﬁndmgs‘?

R:Iam pammﬁarly talking ab(mt the findings on the Masseys. I{thmk wa nee&
10 give the ressons behind them.

PAV: Givs me thie rational shout why we are making findings on th& peopie
oulside ﬂ'xﬁ UN?

: Because ou.r terms of reference include ihe UN contrastors.

“: On the findings when we talk sbout i improper influence ...

R Butif we go along the Hnes that I think we should go, ﬁus is ne:)t going to be
there.

AR T do thivk we have to have s finding about the P and how th&y fell down by
not dotng the inguiry,

B I it against the dﬁgartment or the individusal? We delt with this }ast tirmie

RG: Com ¥ just ask - should the lack of a proper inquiry be somethmg that should
have been delt with by the auditars?

B 1 think so, ves.

REG: ¥ uo, we should say somethmg ,

W There is 2 fair arpiment that both the internal and external aunditors missed it,

PAY: Lam bothered by ths fact that we make these findings and the guy gets fired
for a mistake ~ he gets killed:

Mark: we can say the PD as a systemic fatlure,
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8 | disagree - the big thing is acoountability and how can you make that
argument sgaingt a department?
Mark: then I would distinguish it from the findings we make against others for
illieit activities, ;
&: I in our read Cotecna shouldn’t have been in the door and should have been
disqualified, and no one picks that up — he was under open indictment at the time.
@B T just think i is a hole that needs to be filled. ‘
RG o, ;
#: Then we need to decide whe is responsible — the only infb that comes into the
UN about this a first comes 1o the 8. This was in the Times in Jaruaty 1998 apd the
fact of the indictment was in June of 1998. It is clear in onr current draft that they never
should have gotien in the door under the rules. But if we are going to lay blame at
someone's door and we only do so at the PD and not the SG’s office, where the fix
actuaily came ... The contract is continually re-upped despite the charges remaining -
pending. . ~ : R : ?
RiM: We only recently learned that this rule was in offsct.
RP: Rule came in March 1598,
@ 1t was a part of the overall reform of the procurement office.
MU: So if we hit people we may have to hit the §¢ on this,
@ 1 just wonder if we need to discuss this in the findings,
B 1 agree. ,
. : There is even more information I want to know about that fitial process.
. The questionnaire does not ask: - ;
R Well we have not seett the new regs yet. Presumably there shonld have been
2 new questionaite going 16 Cotecria but ws Have niever seen it i
RG back - 15 minutes later. ' : o
@ T think that the commitiee has to decide where to cast responsibility for
failure to act on knowledge that the Coteena CEO was indicted, ?
RG: Well, who’s responsibility was 17 This was PD’s responsibility wasn't it?
B Well the information goes to the 8G. ,
R But who knew at that time?
B The 3G fom the press reports. ,
= There was g press report in the swrmmer of 1598, é
L We can't be certain that the UN would have looked at this 5t that fime, but by
January 1999 it is in the SGs office. 1t is part of the Connor report. ;
RG: Tam confused. This is relevant to the renewal? L
RIP: It was relevant to both but by Januvary 1999 it was relevant to the renewal,
8 puge 20 paragraph at the top of the page, I think we need 1o expand on this. It
is ambignois or confusing because it suggests an obligation to do more than run 2 D&B
report. :'
RG: The responsibility must lie where it should be — if the SG’s office knew
about it than they must take responsibility, :
@8- S5 is that how you want us to write up these findings?
RG: Write it on that basts and we will take a look.
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© PAV: The basic problem I have with this whole thing is that if we kriow that the
procurement process was corrupted, thatis a big deal, but ifitwas not then the rest of itis
minor ~ it s not 8 hmgmg offense. ~
@ No, it abigdeal:
Mark: thers is an entire section of the UN involved in fighting this ahaady
PAV: We don’t even know if they knew this was happening until January 22.
RP: A procurement officer kriew about it~ fends with Kojo. ;
RG:Why dida’t they do anything ghoit #t? Was theve some otive? |
PAV: That s my ;srabicm How do you know? . o
RG: The big question hanging out there is why? If there s na ew&enca we can’t
speculate bt we need o talk about it and make a fairly strong finding :
@B May I come back to the third finding on improper influence? On page 70.
Ws need a stronger more aﬁ‘ixmahve ﬁm:lmg thex than peis) svxdance The thmi sentence
) that staymg’? N g .
: whai fime psmd is th;s refe:mg?
ﬂ‘ ‘Under the older version of the findings - L
RG Awl uﬂdersmé the cammnwe s view this shmﬁd am:iy to the poat January
periodi
RE: Has the comimittes taken their decision? ‘
- agree that we should | uxtapose the SG’s account against all the mher
evidence.
BB Them 8 ncs acogunt by the SG.
W Well we are implicitly doing this but we are not marsheling everything
together, 1am 1ot sure we have done that. \
: ecng ~ what dzd ﬁw PD da:wmng Furgeta' y

@8 el the head of the company was under mdmtment ‘ 8

PAV: Well Lstill think we should write it this way, what Bappened in | PD and then
what ?xa;amed with Kofi and Kojo, efc.’ Look to see if this is illicitly cmmpta&

RP: There is conilict of interest and then there Is inflnence.

} PAV Whastevar you say they apmed ﬂmmselves toan appe:amnce af 4 cmﬁxct of

m&aresi. But no actual unless be knew. So suppose He did no, what did he d&’?

RG: Teowould still be a very seriovs finding agatnst him.

PAV: There is plenty of stuff to criticize him sbout. "

: ‘: The problem is that once they are the low bidder, no one has 1o do-suything

They are the low bidder by & ton so 1o one has to-do anything, you jnstlet it go

PAV: Bot what should they have done?

@ Thatis the problem that we have a8 a group in addressing this mﬁueme
probiens,

Mark: and the low bzdﬁex issue is open ~ we are not able to say whether or not
there was influence. !

RG: That is‘exactly why conflict of i interest is a serious issue.

W Well, uniess you get to the point about his knowledge. ;

M Vou can take from the Wilson conversation that he knew of their interest.

RU: But what does Wilson say — he doesn’t talk about the hid.

. 1 1at is 2 pretty important conversation.
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@ 1 see 5 need for the committes 1o decide what constitutes 2 conflict of intersst.
Michael is saying that it is enough to say that he knew they were mferested

RG: But we can’teven say that.

§: But {ihink i is 2 reasonable factual mnclusmn to draw that smcs he kne:w of
the 1997 intersst that he knew. But the committee hasto deside whether ﬂns is sufficient.

RG: I don’t think that is sufficient. :

AW That is a threshold issue that the committee has to éemde

PAY: The conflict doesn’t arise until he does something.

R13 Showld he have circulated something | to the whole LN saying mt to deal with
Cotecna? 1 don't helieve that is 2 conflict.

RP: But all this is assuming we are not crediting I\thchaal Wilson, zs ﬂ:at cumct"

@ Bt first the commities hias to decide What is 2 conflics:

PAY: 15 you believe that canvmaﬁon Kofii ;s in bad shapm

- KP: Combined with the athcr facts, ‘

“_ We ate looking at it n'g ﬂns baf;kdmp - I kzmw mcxe isa dxfferm af
ap;mom .

Mark: you caa t ]ust 1gnﬂrc ‘Wilson’s ac:c:nunt because d SOMES «z}ut of ﬁawhere

RP: 1t is also a statement ag,amst interest;

R Whets i this? Was this in the earlisr ;epm‘t‘? :

PAY: When T read this I was very \mciear about when this mnversaum ook
place - when did e press on Lloyds ocowr? . ,

RP ﬁ Omly when they pulled out.
RG! How do we decide which of the two versions m accept.
RP ﬁﬁ breug};t up Lloyds, I dxdn’ g

P

RP that is true for a lot of peeple

o ‘Why would B make 2 gtatement against the 8G°s mterest‘?

@B In fact be thinks itis in theirinterest.

) That could 20 why itis not true &ecausc he could be mzkmg up flhmgs to
stippart the S0

RE: The central i issue 15 d&d this conversation take p}ace ;

00 NP, 12 o you think about Wilson’s statement?

Say my plece, .

RG: Assuming we go ahead withi no adverse finding on his state cf Imow}edge is
there any obligation on us to give: him an mpparmmty to deal with what is very damaging
evidence?

&% With fhis information in the report the committeé is gemg o ha\fe to resolve
this about whether or not we credit Wilson's statement.

RG: There is an altetnative route hets — tell him what the aﬂegatst ave, point out
the inconsistencies, and ask him to make submissions as t6 what we should make of it.

W Does it raise concens that the Camnnnee is prepami to make ﬁndmgs
without talking to him again? :

RP: Areyou suggesting doing a separate mtermgatmes for hxm‘? ‘

BB W bave the Mouselli info which we did not have before aud itwould be
consistent with owr prior practice 1o go back to him and then we could do the Wilson
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questions as well: Then we don’t get into thc mmat;on of writing him a Eetter and nisking
- aleak and thisis what we would do with any other witness.
; RP: If we come to-a decision that he did nat know, then what is the purpnse of
asking hith about this stuff?

@ Don’t we want that mfarmamm before making 4 finding?

: Thisis consistent with what we hava dont in the past. As part’ af & Mouselli

interview we could do Wilson, -

RG: In response to Robert” s quasuom we have m pubhsh his response.

BAV: Absolutely.

RI: but ot that pemt We are not conﬁuctmg an mvestaga:mn, 50 just smd him tha
questions.”

M8 " saving don't make d ﬁndmg il you do this. ;
RP JI think st it 13 fan- to say that mth '&ze suppm of his ccunsei wa know what

Sﬁ ﬁu: uczmmttce has ncst reached 2 decismn on thxs"

wﬂ}mg change :t.
: RE Bt the facts thay we have and the 3tandard we are using do 1ot ‘convinee you
that hekmew. ‘

RG: Mo, | amhior comnux:cé. : :

RP: What vou said at the begmnmg was that :hxs is'2 question of cmdabxhty, but

vou alsa said that thers is nio smoking gun,

RG Ymu are m;scﬁaxaetmmng what T sard

FA‘J' 1 ciam t thmk we cver agreed m that Tam nut prepa:red to hang Ko:éi Anpan
on that: Trever dreamed that that was the standard - we need to'be pretty n;amn sure, It
is not the stendatd that we will use in this teport. :

CORG: Twenlde't make thls ﬁmimg against the SG on that standard, ﬂ:at would bie
frresponsible; T will not make & finding vnless I am convinged.

@9 But that s the standard we used on the others.

KM Tthink it was beyond a reasonable doubton these:

PAY: This is obviously mose mportant.

*: Just # statement ~ when you look at Wilson’s staternent and you iaak at the.
S0’ testimony, he says that he dees not rﬁca}l it; You wonld have to put his recollection
inthere,
M D e Jooking for the gmdance of the Committee in how to draft this - do we
want to say whal the committee credits when we deal with these éxscrepemmﬁs in the
report? -

RGe1 2h1nk Just put them in~ I don’t think we have sufficient ewéfmce to credit
orpot credit any of these, )

‘ But at the end of the day the cornmittes has to say something ab@ut Wilson's
avidence. If the cornmittee is concluding that the SG did not know, then you are saying
that you didn’t heligve Wilson
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RG: The finding is that there is not sufficient evidence to oantradmt the §Gs
dental. The presumption is one'of innocence, That sheuld be in the discussion at the eﬁd.

BAV: ithmk W say we are not convinced on either side. T oar’t say thathe
didn’t know

B The question is did he know that the contract was being let. Ifymx credit
MW then if stiows his knowledge. That is the importance of it,

RG: Are thers other things we need 1o talk about?

RM: Gors into schedule.

1z



