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Mutual Legal Assistance (MLA) Requests:

(1) Issuance of MLA Requests




























(Respondent No. 8) failed to provide any additional evidence/proof about
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T at family events but did not
possess his contact details.

e He could not confirm the date )
of Mr Hussain's  death
indicating that Mr Hussain’s
status as partner was limited to
his name on the documents
and he was also a Benamidar
for Mian Muhammad Sharif.

* He stated that he did not

-
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were exclusively

by Mian Sharif (from 1974 1o
78) and occasionally by Mr.
Shahbaz Sharif (from 1978 o
80) assisted by his Bengali
accountant namely; Mr. Shafi
Alam.

* When confronted on the basis
for making the emphatic
assertion that no funds were
transferred  from  Pakistan,
especially in view of his
young age and his own
knowiedge of the fnsncial
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million in six installments of
AED 2 million sach in cash
from Mr. Ahli. He further
added that no receipt was
made out for these
transactions.

¢ The above sssertion made by
Mr. Tarig Shafi does not
correspond with the norms of
commercial transactions
keeping in view the fact that
the entire sale consideration

‘was to be sccured against a










Alfidavit dated 20 January 2017
(CMA 432 page 20-21)

Paragraph 1.
That the instant affidavit may be

read in conjunction of my earlier
favit dated 12 November, 2016
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| through his representatives is

| | AN assumption, hence, cannot
’ | be relied upon. MHe fuiled to
| produce any record/ receipt

' / showing transfer of money
| from Mr. Ahli to him or from
him to Al Thani. He claims
| that all payments were made
/ on verbal instructions and
! Mwmumhhm

"'M;_ ationing t




Date and Signatures of Deponent: |« The signatures of Mr. Tarig
Shafi on the Affidavit are

The Affidavit was signed on 43 20
entirely  different  from
Janvary, 2017 by Mr Muhbammad y bis

Tarig Shafi.







(2)  Conclusion: The letter by the Ministry of Justice, Government of UAE,
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Public Dubai and Pakistan Consulate Dubai seriously undermine the
procedure (if any) adopted for notarization and attestation:-

Neither did Mr. Tariq Shafi see the original documents nor did he .

(a)
have these notarised/ certified from Notary Public Dubal/ Pakistan
Consulate, Dubai,

()  Mr. Tarig Shafi stated that the documents were obtained by Mr.

amuamwmmmmmu&
defence. Mr. Mmmm sked for confirmation,
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(2)  The permission lmwmmnndbythc(hvmnofm
is issued in favour of Mr. Tariq Shafi and Mr. Mubammad Hussain as

partoers/ sharcholders of Gulf Steel Mills Limited as against the claims of
Mr. Tariq Shafi about Mian Mubammad Sharif being the sole owner. The
submitted document is neither attested nor notarized. The permission letter
has been issued on April 28, 1974 whercas Mr. Tariq Shafi declared that
be had not signed any application before June 1974, implying that the
application for issuance of this letter was either signed by someone else or
statement of Mr. Tariq Shafi is false.

(3)  Professional umbymwuwﬁmm
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Abduallah Ahli. Page 2 of the document states “since the said share is
registered in the name of second party and his partner Mr. Mobammad
Hussain®. It further enumerates the names of heirs of Muhammad Hussain
(son Shahzad Hussain, widow and minors), who have signed a ‘cession
letter’. These are contrary to the statement of Mr. Tariq Shafi, who time
and agan, stated before the JIT that he never met Mr. Muhammad
Hussain/ his heirs nor did he ever sce the name or signature of Mr,
Mubammad Hussain on any official document at the time of establishment
of Gulf Steel Mill. Copy of cession letter was attached with original

1980. Mr Shahbaz Sh
not play any role in
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()  Mr. Tariq Shafi was made to verify/ certify each page of documents/ 2
4 rocord, attached with his under reference Affidavit. He verified all the '
documents, less signatures on agreement of 1980. The assertion by Mr. l
Tariq Shafi that he has problem with his signatures proved a lic as he |
signed over SO pages before the JIT without any difference/ variation/ :
discrepancy. Furthermore, his denial to certify ‘signatures’ on the
provided documents with his Affidavits and expressed uncertainty about 3
correctness of ‘signatures on the documents’ indicates that someone clse ‘
has been signing these documents of Gulf Steel Mills on behalf of Mr. l
Tariq Shafi.

S Cash Payment by Mr. Tariq Shafi to Qatari Prince during 1980:

a  The letter by the Mini:

the record of Sta

B .
25% share sal

o . .-

[0S
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extended family etc. As far as Mr. Muhammad Hussain is concerned both Mr.
Tariq Shafi and Mian Shahbaz Sharif have cited his British citizenship as the
main reason for being a partner. Although both of them have not been able to
provide the exact advantage likely to accrue from his being a British citizen, it
seems that this arrangement might have been orchestrated to sever the link with
Pakistan.

In his statement Mian Nawaz Sharif explained, at length, that Sharifs are well-
knit, closely associated and a deeply interdependent monolithic family. Mian
Sharif had been head of family, who solely decided about the shares of various
family members in the businesses, and the entire family used to be the
beneficiary. This is in line with the stated position of Mr. Tariq Shafi about Gulf
Steel Mills as well. Therefore, it is fair to conclude that Guif Steel Mills was also
a family venture for the benefit of the whole family.

At the time of nationalization stringent regulations were put in place like The
Foreign Assets’ (Declaration) Regulation, 1972 issued on 10th January, 1972. The
section 7 of the regulation states that “Any person who in contravention of any
law for the time being in force in Palcstan acquires or attempts to acquire any
movable or immovable property in a country other than Pakistan after the
commencement of this Régulﬁtion shall be punished with transportation for life
and also with confiscation either of the whole or any part of his property in
Pakistan.”

It is in this perspective that the role of the two ostensible owners and partners can
be better understood. Thus, it can be inferred that nomination of a Benamidar
owner (an orphan aged 18 years, and a foreign national) was to distance himself
and his immediate family members from prosecution under the above-mentioned
Regulation. | :



10.

11.
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Notwithstanding the merit of the case, the irony is that this regulation is still
effective, albeit almost forgotten, but still included in the list of the scheduled
offences of FIA Act 1974. Perhaps it is time that this superfluous regulation is
repealed and taken off the schedule of FIA.

Transfer of Scrap Machinery of Erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills from Dubai to Jeddah
for Azizia Steel Mills in 2001:

The letter of Ministry of Justice, Government of UAE proves that scrap
machinery of Ahli Steel Mills (erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills) was never transported
from Dubai to Jeddah.

The statement of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif is inconsistent with LC attached with
Affidavits of Mr. Tariq Shafi. Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif stated the scrap
machinery of erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills was transported from Dubai to Jeddah for
Azizia Steel Mills in approximately 50 trucks. Contrarily, LC indicates that said
machinery was transported in only two trucks.

Conclusion:  Respondents have misstated about transportation of scrap
machinery of Ahli Steel Mills (erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills) from Dubai to Jeddah.
This also challenges their stated position about the establishment of Azizia.

Decree of Dubai Court against Mr. Tariq Shafi;

a.

Decree against Mr. Tariq Shafi:

(1)  In December 1994, Dubai Court passed a decree (copy is attached as
Annexure J) against Mr. Tariq Shafi for defaulting loans of BCCL The
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ired to produce before the JIT in the light
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in this case ever having been handed over to Respondent No. 6 in either the
pleadings of Respondents No. 1, 6 or 7 nor in any statement made by them before
the JIT. Consequently, “if this did not take place, there was no transfer, and
consequently no trust.” It is the opinion of this expert that neither the English nor
the BVI jurisdiction will recognise a valid trust of which the Respondent No. 6 is
the trustee unless there was physical delivery of the bearer shares to her.

The JIT having considered both “expert opinions” carefully is of the view that, on
balance, the legal conclusions of Gilead Cooper QC appear to reflect the correct
position as these have been reached by considering all of the available facts and

nnderpmned by English law. m;_mgm_ms_me_d,M@&

es not, however, rest there. It is an admitted position as pleaded by the
stpondents No. 6, 7 and 8 that the “bearer” shares of Nescoll Limited and
Nielsen Enterprises Limited were “cancelled” in July 2006 and new “registered”
shares were issued in the name of Minerva entities. Again, since to create a valid

Enterprises Limited. Furthermore, by cancelling the bearer shares and giving
instructions for the issue of new shares, it is the opinion of Gilead Cooper QC that
Respondent No. 7 “was in effect exercising his right under Saunders v Vautier
(1841) 4 Beav. 115. to wind up the trust as the absolute beneficial owner” and that
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young at that time and facing‘an anchor like Tim was not easy. He also said that
the questions related to the Avenficld Apartments, in Hardtalk, were posed
without any notice. He further stated that he should bave stated the same thing
that he has stated today before the JIT i.e he did not know who was paying the
rent for the apartments. The claim of Mr. Hasan Nawaz Sharif, notwithstanding
his age at that time, is not convincing as he did not acknowledge, in his statement
before the JIT, that he had any knowledge, who owned Nielson and Nescoll at
that time and even refused to acknowledge that he knew of these names at that
time.

Mr. Hasan Nawaz Sharif (Respondent No. 8) contradicted the statement by Mr.
Hussain Nawaz Sharif about possession of Avenfield Apartments, who had earlier
stated that only Apartment No. 17 was in his possession in 1994. Contrarily, he
confirmed that three Avenfield Apartments (No. 16, 16a & 17) were already in
possession of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif when he reached London in 1994 while
they got possession of the fourth Apartment (No. 17a) over the next 6 months. It
substantiates that Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif prima facie was not truthful to the
JIT about possession of these Apartments.

Mian Nawaz Sharif distanced himself from the apartments and could not explain
the timeframe and procedure adopted for obtaining possession of Avenfield
Apartments by his sons namely; Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif and Mr. Hasan Nawaz
Sharif and was even uncertain about which son claims the ownership of the flats
now. He was unable to reply to questions with reference to possession of
Avenfield Apartments vis-a-vis their management since 1993/94.

Mian Nawaz Sharif stated that he usually stayed in Apartment No. 16 (Avenfield)
whenever he visited London. It is interesting to note that, except him, no one is
ever stated to have lived in Apartment No. 16; the only exception was Mian
Muhammad Sharif, who as per the statement of Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif stayed
in this apartment while he was sick in nineties. This exclusive use of the.
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the Mayfair apartments. Currently, there is
dants or their legal representatives either
sfully set aside the Charging Order Nisi.

n our analysis set out above.
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properties vacated without disclosing the identity of the Ultimate Beneficial
Owners.

d. the absence of any established role, involvement or association of any member of
the Al-Thani family in the ownership of the Mayfair apartments or of Nescoll
Limited and Nielsen Enterprises limited even as far back as early 1999 is quite
clearly established in the opinion of the JIT. The credibility of the version of
events linking ownership of the Mayfair apartments and payment of the US § 8
million settlement amount to the Al- Thani family is, therefore, further
undermined and eroded by these proceedings, the conduct of the parties thereto
and the available record relating to the same.

e based on all the material and information now available with and before the JIT, it
is quite evident that the Al-Thani family did not have any interest in the Mayfair
apartments in 1999, Had that not been the case then the Al-Thani family or the
BVI company agents and directors (upon whom the court orders and the Nacqvi
witness statements were also served) would (it is a reasonable assumption by the
JIT) have immediately applied to set aside the Charging Order on the basis that
their interests had wrongly been interfered with, as the Al-Thani family
admittedly had no nexus with the borrower of funds from Al-Towfeek (i.e;
Hudaibia), the directors of the BVI entities were under a legal duty to take steps to
protect the companies’ assets. They also ran the real risk of the High Court
ultimately ordering sales of the properties so that the proceeds could be applied to
discharge the judgment debt. This however was not the case and a settlement was

reached with the defendants without any contest by the Al-Thani family, whether
directly or through Nescoll Limited and Neilson Enterprises Limited.

properties were not the Al-Thani family.

27.  JIT has nevertheless moved a Request for Mutual Legal Assistance (MLA) to obtain
specific details and record of the finally executed Settlement Agreement and Consent Order
along with related record (update covered in Volume X). Another MLA has been issued to
establish the real beneficiary and ultimate user of huge remittances made from fake/ fictitious
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Ansbachar “the company which managed the
f this connection bave been covered in Volume




1 totally false. The fabrication of evidence to

f uthorities of FIA documents showing
r of the companies make it clear that the issue of bearer
> more relevant. The flats were not the property of Qatari
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especially during that period (1980) nor

\§ Tham. He stated that he used to receive
to different representatives

ad seen earlier. His claim in the affidavit
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d Against AED 12 million received on account of sale of remaining 25% shares of
Gulf Steel Mills (if any), there were liabilities to the tune of AED 14 million;

hence, it is not plausible that this sum was transferred to Mr. Thani for investment
in Real Estate.

e. Conclusion: The inconsistencies in statements of witnesses when reviewed
against available documentary evidence submitted by the respondents in the
Honorable Supreme Court of Pakistan, definitively indicates that Mr. Tariq Shafi
neither received AED 12 million from Mr. Abdullah Kayed Abli as sale proceeds
of remaining 25% shares of Ahli Steel Mills (erstwhile Gulf Steel Mills) nor did
he hand over this claimed amount to Mr. Al-Thani during 1980. Moreover the
documentary evidence procured as a result of MLA response by UAE government
described later in this section conclusively rejects the possibility of any cash
transfer.

8. ailu r. Hussain Nawaz to mention investment with Al-Th
TV interview with Javed Chaudhry

a. Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif was asked by the JIT why, despite the fact that he had
been asked about the sources of income that helped establish the factory in
Jeddah, he had not mentioned in the interview that the major share came from part
of the profit on the investment of AED 12 million; the sale proceeds of Gulf Steel
Mills, which was placed with Mr. Al-Thani by his grandfather in 19807 Also he
was categorically asked about any assistance that he received from any person(s)

belonging to Qatar.
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Transactions shown for the Businesses/ Accounts of Mr. Hassan Nawaz
Sharif (US § 3.72 Million)

)

@

(€)

@)

®)

One of the expenditures that have been shown in the spreadsheet is the
provision of money to Mr. Hassan Nawaz Sharif in the years when he was
setting up his business in UK in the year 2000 to 2004.

Mr Hassan Nawaz, in his statement before the JIT, explained that Mr.
Hussain Nawaz Sharif had sent him about 2.4 million GBP to help him set
up his business without disclosing the source where the money was
coming from. He also confirmed that he did not receive any money from
anyone else.

Mr. Hussain Nawaz Sharif, on the other hand in his statement, said that
after discussion, of the expenditures already made, with Mr. Nasir Khamis
(the representative of Mr. Al-Thani), he had sent a fax of the spreadsheet
to Mr. Hassan Nawaz Sharif to confirm this transaction.

Mr. Hassan Nawaz Sharif, in his statement however, assuredly stated that
he never remained involved, saw or possessed any documents/ record,
which related to Qatari Prince or Mayfair properties.

The spreadsheet also shows payment made for settlement of Al Towfeek
Case, filed in Queens Bench Division (QBD), London. Mr Hussain Nawaz
Sharif was asked whether he verified from someone in the family that this
expenditure had been made. He stated that this verification could have
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ey Evidonces, dunevures and detuils are covered in Volume VII of Investigation

e Report of Joint Investigation Team, Panama Case

FLAGSHIP INVESTMENTS LIMITED AND COMPANIES
QF MR, RESPONDENT NO. 8

& pursuasce of the decision of the Honorable Bench of the Supreme Court which states,
wowhere did the money for Flagship Investment Limited and other companies set up/taken
ever &y respondent No. § come from, and where did the Working Capital for such companies

Cme from™; the JIT has carded out a detailed andlysis of the companies, investments and

fnancial tansactions (Annexure A) of Mr. Respondent No. 8 (Respondent No. 8). A pictorial
ptesontation of the plothora of companies and elaborate network of transactions has been

prepared.

& This analysis is based on evidence from JIT's own sources as well as the limited

iformation available publicly. It is imperative to highlight that the information submitted by the

lacking and no effort has been made by the Rupondeun hmﬁﬂ amc. A summary of
documents provided and the comments of the JIT are attached as A hﬁnm of *

vital information, the ‘Burden of Proof” is oah i tie: s have been

afforded to the Respondents to present phulibh ations raised

by the JIT but remain unhoeded.

|I‘!0! » l

3 The Respondents, in their CMA filed befe
had described funds provided from the investmes
source for setting up Flagship Investments and
the appearances before the JIT, the said
Respondent No. § categorically and r



a

De stance taken by the Respondents in the Homorsbie
atements/narrations during their appearances before the JTT
Sy mdcwmies that the story of the utilization of Qatari funds for estzblishment of e
“ampEmes . prima facie, false and concocted. Nevertheless; mrespective of th
S =-2epn anelvis of the

715 of the establishment of the companies has been undertaken by the JIT in the
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Q!ln.t_hun;m.l’mpmylowedawmmx, 17 Eaton Square, London SW1 at
the Land Registry with title number NGL818885.

£ %mmmmw Property

located at Flats 10.5, 97-99 Eaton Place, London SW1:
10.  The aforementioned list of properties is based on the limited information that was
available with the JIT + therefore it is a reasonable assumption that more properties in the UK
have been or are held by Respondent No. 8 in his name or on the name of his
companies/firms/sole proprietorship/partnership firms or in the name of his family members or
other benamidars. Respondent No. 8 has failed to provide any documentary evidence (land
registry, bank statements, and tax retums) to justify the sources used to own these properties.

11, The sources used for making investments in real estate business in UK companies were
mainly bank borrowings, building society loans, inter-corporate financings and director's loans.

Financial analysis of companies reveals that reliance was mainly on bank loans, as these

companies were shell companies and not trading companies, which used external sources for
making investments. Moreover, as per available disclosures given in the financial statements of
the UK companies, Respondeat No. 8 was not drawing any salary/emoluments from these
companies. Hence, Respondent No. 8 had no known source of income to fund investments in real
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WMMw&mw,mm:No.smubdmmﬁnm

X %Mwwdwmwmmﬁuomwmmawwwm
*+ Ooutmdictory to the financial position given in the accounts of the companies of which he is a
M“% It is interesting to note that Minerva Services Limited and Minerva
Nominees Limited, the shareholders of Nielson Enterprises Limited and Nescoll Limited
wuwhichownedmemmﬁemﬂmnmmwmmomommhommofm
aforementioned companies (Allana Services Limited and Lamkin SA).

14.  In addition, Quint Paddington Limited obtained funds/loan from Capital FZE; a UAE
based offshore concern, which is also owned by Respondent No. 8. Interestingly, although
Respondent No. 8§ stated that Capital FZE was created by him in anticipation of buying some
properties in U.A.E. which never materialized; was being dissolved; and had no association with
any other family member, yet on investigation JIT was able to establish that not only the
company remained functional till 2014 but it ostensibly was being managed by under direct

control of Mian Nawaz Sharif, Respondent No. 1 as Chairman of the Board.

i 15. Another company by the name of Hiltemm International Limited (an offshore entity)
& emerged in 2014 to extend a loan to Flagship Investments Limited. Respondent No. 8 did not
provide any satisfactory explanation, evidence, document to explain these offshore companies to
thenl'andinﬁctdmiedowwahipofmyoﬁ'ﬂpm. -

. Limited for the year ended
) and GBP 170,000
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.ue'-,;_ B vided by Respondent No. 8. Similarly, Respondent No. 8 failed to provide any

So'mlOMIMMbmr‘MN;msw of PKR 87,348,466
<m‘5&2‘9)-mmdlomnmmdmmmmmeﬁhmimomeeompmyformcym
Wsepumbaso,zon,mmﬁngmymmm September 30, 2012 where the loan is
reported to be paid off, however, no evidence is available for the said loan’s repayment to
R‘WNO.S(AnmxumD),

19. mbtnkingtransactionsuailrecord substantiates that Chaudhry Sugar Mills Limited
hldtcpaidPKR‘I0,000,000to Maryam Safdar being in excess to the sum owned by it to
Maryam Safdaramonnnng to PKR 41,066,200. The excess amount of PKR 28,933,800 paid to
MmyamS!fdarbyChmdlnySngnrMUs Limited has been reported as loan from Respondent
NO.SQOMnylmSafdarinhcrincomemxrenmforTax Year 2012.

20.  Following is the list of identified bank accounts of Respondent No. 8 for which he
memﬁdemydoamms/mmmjusﬁfymmpmﬂmA;movmemmm

financial retumns of his companies:
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£ An account in a South African Bank Invertec Bank;

h. Az account in an Australian Bank Clydes dale Bank;

i. An account in Standard Chartered Bank - opened in year 2013; '

3 An account in Royal Bank of Canada, Isles of Mann - opened in year 2000; |

K. An account in Royal Bank of Canada: 1
21. The aforementioned list is not an exhaustive list as there are strong probabilities that

Respondent No. 8, in addition to the aforementioned banks, may have been operating through

several other bank accounts to execute the financial web.

22.  In view of the preceding, it is imperative to obtain the camplete certified bank record/
LA 7‘

statements, certified tax retums and certified documents of sale/purchase of
owned by Respondent No. 8 or his companies). é p
23.  Furthermore, other documentary evidences nng
Respondent No. 8 by Chaudhry Sugar Mills Limited and its repay

other partics is also reguired as the non-availability of such §
sources available to Respondent No. 8 and his lending !
Pakistan, thereby triggering the suspicion of acquiring and
the known sources of income™ by the respondent.

24.  Contunuous revolving of funds by K
reveals that the purpose of formation of these e
(a) to evade the disclosure requirements for cor

real estate empire was built owing to the:
outside UK through his companies inste
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comprehension as 10 how any person can manage to establish such a buge business empire
comprising of such expensive properties when the business itself has minimal equity and has
continuously been incurring losses. (Arnexure E).

Flagship Investments Limited

25.  Anemphasis on Flagship Investments Limited has been made herein to explain the whole
scheme of Respondent No. 8 in UK. Flagship Investments Limited was incorporated in 2001 by
Respondent No. 8 with a paid-up capital of GBP | only. The beginning of this company is based
on loan given by Respondent No. 8 amounting to GBP 705,071, (to which Respondent No. 8 has
referred as proceeds from Qatar that has not been supported by any evidence by Respondent No.
8 and proved otherwise in Para 3 above).

26.  The year wise important financial figures are as under:

RESPONDENT NO. 8 FUNDS FLOW (2001-2016) .
FLAGSHIP INVESTMENTS LIMITED

Profit/ | Loanfrom | Loanfrom Loan from | Loanto

Year
(Loss) Respondent Bank and
GBP No. 8 Building
Inflow / Soclety
(Outflow) | . Inflow/ u
GBP (Outflow)
GBP
2002 (8,551) 705,071 229,594
2003 asesn | 307761 1386956 |
2004 39,051 593,939
2005 (117,419) | (188,450) |
2006 (359,339)
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27.  The list of 10 known properties that were ©
Limited are stated in Para 4 above. These are ‘prit

documents / land registry papers showing m 1

Respondent No. 8 to Flagship Investments Limi
mmmﬁonbaethatkmpondcntNonidmb'
somofmoome/ﬁmds, bnkm

2007 3,237 (217,542) | © (1,005,294) 118,326 -
2008 (213281) | (540,463) 268,672 387,931 (175,274)
2009 (378,010) | 361,771 (24,977) (1,910) (33,216)
2010 (34,905) 26,688 (33,838) (198,426) 208,490
2011 (135,608) | (131,797) | (1,120,849) (108,685) (83,593)
2012 193,897 342,094 (2,025,000) 225,751 (333,245)
2013 194791) | (34.425) 1 (168,487) | (104,518)
2014 (119,906) | 175,932 : (28,402) (111,470)
2015 (176,037) | 299,400 485,000 (23,218) (89,387)
2016 247379 | (147,051) (485,000) (22,940) (107,331)
Net Position | (1,268,940) 1,972,279 - _‘_;m : (829,544)
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29.  Furthermore, Flagship Investments Limited was incurring losses which aggregated to th.c
tune of GBP 1,268,940 1t is prudent to say that if a company does not make profit then it
becomes highly unlikely for it to remain a going concern. However, in the case of Flagship |
Investments Limited, not only it remained existent throughout the period under consideration but |
also mortgaged at-least 10 prime properties in UK to avail loans from the building societies and
financial institutions (mainly banks). |
|

30. Respondent No. 8, despite, numerous opportunities, failed to provide any documentary ‘
evidence to justify how, when and for what amount these propertics were bought and ‘
subsequently sold. Furthermore, Respondent No. 8 also did not provide any record from the land
registry to reveal the names of parties involved with Respondent No. 8 and/or Flagship
Investments Limited for the sale/purchase of these properties. The banking record was also not

made available by Respondent No. 8 regardless of persistence by the JIT,

31.  Conclusion. The network of companies being established and
appears to have been designed to camouflage the activities of Resp

o~

companies as well as to create a smoke screen in the way of

withheld from the JIT by the Respondents. Thus:
that can provide a meaningful explanation of the 8
properties. The JIT has, at every stage of the
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32. Madmdmmmmmm“w

,  financing from financial institations is also cvident from the financials of the COmPSEiES
mmammmmmeamemof
fimds in companies which are incurring losses on & cousistent basis. It has also been observed
that the underlying properties have been morigaged mumerous times to obtain loans from
multiple financial institutions and subsequeatly the loans are retired in time or evea before time.
A pattern of incorporating loss making companies for revolving of funds and then subsequently
ending up being dissolved is also observed.

33. Mamhmsmmcmumplenmwhhothaassodnedwmpmimof

Fhahxplnvmmwd,wmdamvohedmmofmy waseamcdoutmhyuthc
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List of Cases Pravided by NAB:-

a
¥
!

= [Ser | Title of the case
No.
& | Reference Against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif and Saif ur Rebman regarding

Purchase of Helicopter (Assets beyond known Sources of Income)
b. Reference Against Mian Nawaz Sharif and other regarding huge illegal increase in

share deposits of Hudabiya Paper Mills
Reference against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif, Mian Sharif and Mst, Shamim
Akhter for construction of Palatial Mansions and buildings i Raiwand Estate which

are beyond known sources of income.
d Reference against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Shanf, Ittefaq foundry and others for
willful default of loan payable to National Bank of Pakistan.
e Investigation against Mian Mubammad Nawaz Sharif and others regarding
acquisition of Avenficld properties in London(Assets beyond known Sources of
income)

Investigation against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif for misusing his authority in
sacking thousands of employees and appointing his own favorites at top positions in

different departments,
[nvestigation against Mian Mubammad Nawaz Sharif regarding misuse :

in illegal appointments in FIA. ‘
Investigation Against Mian Muhammad B awi
sale/purchase of damaged urea fertilizer and &
Investigation against Mian Mubammad N

of secrecy about freezing of foreign currency act
abroad. S
[nvestigation against Mian M
two Sugar Mills in Kenya.
£ [Tnvestigation against Mian Mubamm
provision of amen ,,. 10
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L againgt Mian Muhammad Nawaz Gharif, Saif ur Rehman and Ishaq
Dar and other regarding import of BMW cars.

i | investigation Apainst Mian Mulamemad Nawaz Sharif and Abdul Sattar Lalika for
misuse of authority in import of damaged fertilizer from China cousing logs of Rs.
52 million to National Exchequer,

n. Investigation against Mian Mubammad Noawnz Sharif regarding misuse of authority
in award of 15 acres land to M/s REDCO owned by Mr. Saif ur Reliman at Murree,

0. Investigation against Mian Mubammad Nawaz Sharil and Kalsoom Nawaz
regarding the purchase of Bird Lodge Murree.

;. Investigation against Mian Mubamimad Nawaz Sharif for misusing his authority in
granting illegal promation to Mubammad Sharif from AD to DD FIA.

hq. lnvcsugauﬁ\ ngninnt_Minn Mnhnmmx—uT Nawaz Sharif and Azam Khan Hoti for
migappropriation in Afforestation along Motorway M-2

. 'l;vatig;tim_\ A.innn:ctTil_x|n— P;lt]lim'x;mnd—ri;w_x;z_.—%”h—urif and others regarding illegal
appointments in PIA

5. | Investigation Against Mian Mubammad Nawaz Sharif and Shams ul Mulk
Chairman WAPDA for misuse of authority in granting illegal benefit to M/s KEL

t. [nvestigation against Mian Mubammad Nawaz Sharifregu‘diﬁ‘. otment o
plots in LDA ‘

m Investigation against Mian Muhammad Nuwaz Sharif and ¢ ”‘: '
authority in grant of contract for import of wheat to his -“',’:'Z;'

v [nvestigation Against Mian Muhmmad Nawaz Sharif nd.
beyond known sources of income (benami investments i
Company) :

w. | Investigation ’/\gm;.'u’M_i;{ ‘Muhammad Nawaz Sh

acquigition of land through coercion, in /aro _

Sources of income) 1

1

[nvestigation Against Mian Mubammad

»;-‘ '.v-'l 5‘7'.‘.“7- i a

et e
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k construction of Road to Raiwand Estate.

z | Investigation Against Mian Muhammad Nawaz Sharif regarding Construction of
aa. | Investigation against Mian Mubammad Nawaz Sharf regarding lilegal Allotment of
Plots in LDA

bb. | Inquirics against Mian Mubammad Nawaz Sharif for illegal allotments of plots in
LDA(10x inquiries merged into 1 inquiry)

List of cases provided By FIA

Ser. Tite of the case

No.

a FIR No. 12/1994 case against Huddabiya Engincering Pvt. Ltd. J

b. FIR No, 13/1994 Against Huddabiya Paper Mills Pvt. Limited. j
List of Cases Provided b

Ser. Title of the case

Investigation Against Ramzan Sugar Mills Limited.
Investigation Against Chaudhry Sugar Mills.




I.  Categories of the Cases.  All the 32 Cases received from NAB, F
been thoroughly examined by the JIT. The cases have been broadly divi

following throe Categorien.

8. Oungoing Cases
b. Challans / References Quashed by Courts
o. Investigations / Inquiries closed by the concerned Departments

The summary of all these received cases, as per above three categonies is as follow:

Qugolng cases since 1999-2000 (NAB)

Title of uic;use
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Chapter 2

‘1A and SECP have
ided by the JIT, into

As per information provided by NAB vide letter dated 21 June 2017, 1x inquiry and

x investigations are under process since 1999- 2000 and even after lapso of about 15

yvears, no worthwhile progress has been made till date.

These undet Process Cascs lu\.lUL‘C lhc two mmt 'mm m |i l‘ i i o mc
domestic assols of lun‘-\.\nd estate md omhul‘ m of& 'S ag

Pannma I'u|n rs case) but despite being authoriae ed
remained pended on one pretext or the other
finnlize these outstanding cases on M

=

inquiries and investigations with NAB
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person against the companies demanding issuance of share certificates against the advance or
return thercof. This indicates that the persons on record of the company i.e. Saddiga Sayed
Mahfoodh Hashim Khadem and members of the Qazi family transferring such huge funds in the
accounts of the company (as advance against share subscription) were not the actual depositors
of these funds. The actual persons making these deposits, apparently, intended to hide their true
identities. It is evident that the real beneficiaries of these funds were the equity holders in the
HPML. It may further be noted that the nexus of Respondents No.1, 6 and 7 is established by

the fact that they are cited as accused while Respondent No.10 is cited as an approver in the
NAB final Reference No.5 of 2000.

9. It is also pertinent to note that in audited accounts of Hudabiya Paper Mills Ltd., for the
year ended June 30, 2000, it was observed that an amount outstanding to Rs.310.23 million on
June 30, 1999, on account of liabilities against assets subject to finance lease payable to Al-
Towfeek Company for Investment Fund, Bahrain and was settled and converted into a long term
loan of Rs.494.960 million during the year according to the audited accounts of the company. As
per accounts of the company filed with the SECP, the aforesaid labilities against assets subject
to finance lease of Al-Towfeek Company were settled for US$ 8 million on January 5, 2000, The
settlement amount of USS § million was converted into PKR @ Rs.53.80/US dollar prevailing
on the date of settlement. The loan of Rs.494.960 million was booked against the settlement of
liability, i.c. against assets subject to finance lease, plus loading of onetime cost of 15%. The
audited accounts do not disclose the identity of the lender who provided this loan to the company
for adjustment of settlement amount to Al-Towfeek. The status of this loan remained unchanged
till the last accounts were filed with SECP pertaining to the period ended June 30, 2005. Audited
accounts for the years ended June 30, 2000 and 2005 are attached at Appendix-XXTV & XXV.
The above disclosures are at a variance from the stated positions taken by Respondents No. 6, 7
and 8 in their CMAs. According to Respondent No. 7, he was informed by a representative of
Al-Thani family of Qatar that US$ 8 million were paid by that family to Al-Towfeek Company
in January 2000, in connection with the decree issued by the High Court of Justice-Queen's
Bench and the out of court settlement agreement between the parties. The Respondent No. 7
further stated that he was informed by the representative of Al-Thani family that the payment
was made on the instructions of Mian Sharif out of the funds placed by him with them.
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