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THE PUBLIC FUNDS DIVERTED TO THE GUPTA ENTERPRISE 

THROUGH STATE CAPTURE 

Introduction 

1. From at least 2011 onwards, government departments and SOE’s were targeted for 

capture by the Gupta Enterprise. This led to the awarding of a vast array of contracts 

and the payment of billions of rand to entities paying kickbacks to, or controlled by, the 

Gupta Enterprise. This chapter details the flow of funds from SOE’s or government 

departments in this regard.  

The Capture of Provincial Government in the Free State  

2. In the earliest phase of State Capture, the Gupta Enterprise operated according to a 

crude modus operandi, namely, to work with officials to generate projects from which 

the Gupta Enterprise would directly steal funds that were directed to the Gupta’s 

offshore network. This model was used most notably in the provincial governments of 

the Free State and North-West Province. 

3. The Free State Government Contract with Nulane Investments 

3.1. On 31 October 2011, the Free State Department of Agriculture and Rural 

Development entered into a contract with Nulane Management Services. 

3.2. The contract was irregularly awarded without any competitive bidding process 

and appears to have been designed primarily as a device to funnel Free State 

public funds into the Gupta Enterprise. 
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THE DISSIPATION OF STATE CAPTURE-DERIVED FUNDS 

THROUGH LOCAL AND INTERNATIONAL MONEY LAUNDRY 

NETWORKS 

Introduction 

83. The Gupta enterprise used a range of different money laundering networks to dissipate 

the funds it generated from State Capture.  These money laundering networks became 

more sophisticated over time: 

84. To begin with, the Gupta enterprise externalised its State Capture profits with extremely 

simple money laundering devices:   

84.1. domestic Gupta companies that received irregular contracts with the South 

African State would transfer the benefits of those contracts directly into Gupta 

companies in the UAE whereafter they would circulate through offshore Gupta 

enterprise accounts before being reintroduced to Gupta companies in South 

Africa;65 

84.2. kickbacks extracted from third party foreign contractors with Transnet would be 

paid directly into the accounts of Gupta companies in the UAE66 or to JJ Trading 

FZE and Century General Trading FZE.  The latter were companies within the 

                                                 

65 See for example the laundering of the payments made by the Free State Government to the Estina Dairy.  These 
are traced in detail in Mr Holden’s Estina Dairy Report (Annexure VV5.1) at pp VV5-PEH-061 to 108 

66 An obvious example would be the Liebherr payments to Accurate Investments in respect of the Transnet cranes 
contract awarded to Liebherr.  These payments are analysed by Mr Holden in his Transnet report (Annexure 
VV5.2) at pp VV5-PEH-1135 to 1151. 







































































 

THE ACQUISITION OF THE OPTIMUM COAL MINE 

 

152. The acquisition of Optimum Coal Holdings Ltd (“OCH”) by Tegeta Exploration and 

Resources (Pty) Ltd (“Tegeta”) is part of what triggered the establishment of this 

Commission.  That acquisition was the central focus of the Public Protector’s 

investigation that culminated in her October 2016 “State of Capture” Report.  

153. The investigations of the Commission have borne out the findings of the Public 

Protector in relation to the acquisition of OCH and have shown that this acquisition was 

a State Capture project pursued through unlawful means and funded almost entirely by 

proceeds of crime. 

154. The ownership structure of Tegeta at the time of the acquisition was follows: 

154.1. 29.05% was owned by the Gupta family company Oakbay Investments (Pty) 

Ltd, 

154.2. 28.53% was owned by Mabengela Investments (Pty) Ltd in which  

154.2.1. Mr Duduzane Zuma held a 45% interest, 

154.2.2. Mr Rajesh “Tony” Gupta held a 25% interest,  

154.2.3. Aerohaven Trading, a company wholly owned by Ronica Ragavan, held 

a 15% interest,  

154.2.4. the Gupta family UAE based company, Fidelity Enterprise Limited held a 

10% interest, and 
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LORD PETER HAIN: SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE  

171. Lord Peter Hain is a member of the House of Lords, United Kingdom. He testified before 

the Commission on 18 November 2019. He did so voluntarily. His evidence was based 

largely on information in the public domain. 

172. Lord Hain grew up in South Africa and in 1966, at the age of 16, went into exile in the 

United Kingdom. Lord Hain’s involvement in the anti-apartheid struggle is well known 

publicly. 

173. Lord Hain observed at the outset of his evidence that, as he understood state capture, 

it was facilitated “by the massive complicity of international financial and other 

institutions, global corporates and foreign governments”. 

174. Lord Hain’s evidence was divided into two parts. First, a review of the involvement of 

particular actors in the state capture project, namely, international actors, corporates, 

banks and “professional enablers”. Second, a series of recommendations for 

consideration by the Commission. These include reforms in regard to the operation of 

banks and corporates. They also include recommendations in regard to transparency, 

self-policing and information sharing. 

175. Lord Hain observed that money laundering was an international criminal activity of vast 

proportions. He referred to an estimate that around 5% of global gross domestic product 

- 2 trillion US dollars - is laundered every year. Domestic regulatory mechanisms in 

South Africa are unable to curb the free flow of money laundering and international 

(financial) crime. This phenomenon, observed Lord Hain, results in significant domestic 

impoverishment. 
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MS MABEL PATRONELLA (“VYTJIE") MENTOR’S EVIDENCE 

INTRODUCTION 

214. The purpose of this part of the Report is to analyse the evidence of Ms Mabel Patronella 

(“Vytjie") Mentor, which was presented to the Commission. The terms of reference of 

the Commission specifically require this Commission to investigate the veracity of Ms 

Mentor’s allegation that the Gupta’s offered her a Ministerial position.  

215. Ms Mentor joined the ANC in the 1980, she was also associated with the United 

Democratic Front, a formation of women within the ANC and the UDF called SA 

Federation of Transvaal Women, the SA Youth Congress and the National Education 

Coordinating Committee. These latter organisations were formed at a time when the 

ANC was still banned. In addition, she was a member of the National Union of SA 

Students. 

216. In about 1999, after the second democratic local government elections, Ms Mentor was 

appointed a councillor in the district municipality serving the Kimberley region and 

became the deputy secretary of the ANC in that region. In 2000 she was appointed to 

serve as a public representative in the SA Nursing Council. In 2002 she became an MP 

for the ANC in the National Assembly. In 2004, she was elected as the chair of the 

Portfolio Committee on Public Enterprises. In 2004 she was appointed as an ANC whip 

for discipline and, soon after that, the national chair of the ANC caucus in Parliament, 

where she served until 2008, when, shortly after President Zuma became the ANC 

president, she was removed from that position and left Parliament. 

217. While she held office as an MP, Ms Mentor served on several committees, including 

portfolio committees for public enterprises, education, public service and administration, 
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intelligence, parliamentary rules committees, private members’ legislative proposals, 

justice, as well as ad hoc committees on events relating to the conduct of President 

Zuma and Mr B Ngcuka, the protection of state information, and the caucus dealing with 

food security in South Africa. 

218. In about November 2010, Ms Mentor ceased to be the chair of the portfolio committee 

on public enterprises. She believes that she was removed because she had offended 

President Zuma while they were both in China on state business.131 

219. In the latter part of 2014, Ms Mentor suffered what she described as gruesome injuries, 

sustained in mysterious circumstances and was treated in hospital. She resigned as an 

MP at the end of 2014. 

220. Ms Mentor made two statements to the Commission, i.e. her first statement signed on 

25 July 2018 and a supplementary statement to the Commission signed on 15 

September 2021, as well as a statement to the Public Protector signed on 9 May 2016 

and two supplementary statements to the Public Protector, signed on 28 June 2016 and 

14 December 2016. She had an interview with the Public Protector on 21 July 2016, 

which was transcribed and placed before the Commission. In addition, Ms Mentor was 

a party in proceedings in court, in which she made affidavits. 

221. On 26 May 2016, Ms Mentor laid charges against President Zuma, certain members of 

Cabinet and certain board members of SOEs with the SAPS. For this purpose, she 

made a handwritten statement, which was later typewritten. Ms Mentor thereafter 

removed President Zuma’s name from the statement and made certain changes to the 

manuscript. She was dissatisfied at the progress of the investigation into her charges 

                                                 
131 Ms Mentor’s statement to the Commission signed on 25 July 2018 
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and laid charges of obstructing justice against certain persons she believed were tasked 

with conducting the investigation. 

222. Ms Mentor gave oral testimony to the Commission on 27-29 August 2018 and 11-12 

February 2019. 

223. It is therefore fair to say that from 2016 Ms Mentor made strenuous efforts to make her 

allegations publicly known and investigated by the appropriate authorities. 

Gravamen of Ms Mentor’s evidence  

224. In her first statement to the Commission, Ms Mentor claimed that in about October 2010, 

about a week before a Cabinet reshuffle took place, Mr Ajay Gupta made an offer to Ms 

Mentor that she should accept the position of Minister of Public Enterprises, provided 

she agreed to use that position to cancel the flight which SA Airways conducted 

between South Africa and India. She went on in the same statement to set out how she 

said she disclosed the fact of the alleged offer. 

225. Ms Mentor gave a great deal of detail in which she described the context in which the 

alleged offer was made. Mr Ajay Gupta denied the allegation in a series of affidavits but 

did not himself give oral testimony to the Commission. As is well known, the entire 

Gupta family, including Mr Ajay Gupta, left South Africa and have one and all refused 

to give evidence before the Commission, on spurious grounds. President Zuma himself, 

in whose power it was to make ministerial appointments to the National Cabinet, at a 

stage declined, on similarly spurious grounds, to give further testimony to the 

Commission.  
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Relevant content of the Public Protector’s State of Capture Report 

226. Ms Mentor’s allegations, featured prominently in the SOCR.132 The Public Protector 

observed that there seemed to be no evidence of action taken by anyone to verify Ms 

Mentor’s allegations.133 

Terms of reference of the Commission relevant to present topic 

227. Item 1.1 to the Schedule establishing the Commission explicitly requires the 

Commission to inquire into, make findings, report on and make recommendations 

concerning the veracity of allegations that Ms Mentor was offered a Cabinet position by 

the Gupta family. 

228. In addition, ToRs 1.2 and 1.3 require the Commission to inquire into, make findings, 

report on and make recommendations concerning whether President Zuma had any 

role in the alleged offers of Cabinet positions to Ms Mentor by the Gupta family and 

whether the appointment of any member of the National Executive, functionary and/or 

office bearer was disclosed to the Gupta family before such appointments were formally 

made and /or announced. 

Approach to the analysis and evaluation of the evidence of Ms Mentor 

229. It is trite that the evidence of a witness should not be accepted simply because it is 

uncontradicted by the evidence of other witnesses. Ms Mentor’s evidence will be 

examined in the light of other established facts and the probabilities. 

                                                 
132 SOCR para 5.15 
133 SOCR para 7.2 
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THE EVIDENCE 

230. I begin by recounting the evidence relating to the alleged offer made to her of the 

position of Minister of Public Enterprises as set out in her first statement to the 

Commission. 

Ms Mentor’s trip to China in about August 2010 

231. In about August 2010, Ms Mentor travelled to the Peoples Republic of China to explore 

solutions to the issue of repeated power outages, which was at that stage already a 

severe problem for Eskom and the government. Ms Mentor undertook the trip alone, as 

the chairperson of the portfolio committee for public enterprises. This was a preliminary 

visit. The entire committee had applied for permission to travel to China for this purpose, 

and the thinking was that the full committee would travel to China on a later date. Ms 

Mentor had already been to China for the same purpose. Ms Mentor’s visit was part of 

a state visit to China by President Zuma and his entourage. 

232. Ms Mentor was advised by Transnet, which was paying for her trip, to obtain 

accreditation through the Department of Trade and Industry. She was directed to a DDG 

in that department named Mr Iqbal Sharma, known to the Commission as a Gupta 

associate. 

233. Ms Mentor travelled to Dubai on a first class ticket, via Dubai. She said that she was 

told that only first class tickets were available. During the flight, she was introduced to 

the son of President Zuma, Mr Duduzane Zuma, who was in the company of a man to 

whom Mr Duduzane Zuma introduced to her as his partner. She later learnt that this 

man was Mr Rajesh Gupta, who mentioned to MS Mentor that his brother was a 

member of President Zuma’s advance team. 
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234. Mr Duduzane Zuma also introduced Ms Mentor to another passenger, Mr Fana 

Hlongwane, described by Duduzane Zuma as his chairman. 

235. On arrival in China, Ms Mentor undertook the process of obtaining accreditation, so that 

she could attend the business meetings associated with the state visit and attend the 

state banquet scheduled for later that evening. She observed three men, whom she 

described as Indian men, with two way radios who appeared to be very busy arranging 

the logistics for the state visit. She later learnt that these three men were the Gupta 

brothers Ajay, Atul and Rajesh. 

236. After the ceremonial part of the proceedings, the South Africans present gathered in a 

large hall. Amongst them were some twelve SA Ministers. Ms Mentor found the 

Ministers cold towards her, which she found puzzling and hurtful. 

237. After the proceedings, Ms Mentor went to her hotel room. There she received a call 

from the hotel reception to say that two Indian men, who claimed to be South Africans 

and part of the state visit were asking for her room number. She asked the receptionist 

to ask the men some questions. One of the men took the phone and introduced himself 

to her by the name of Gupta. She assumed that this man was one of the three Indian 

men, she had encountered earlier that day. 

238. The man told Ms Mentor that President Zuma had sent him to invite Ms Mentor to meet 

President Zuma at the Chinese presidential guesthouse. He offered to take her to the 

guesthouse and thereafter to the banquet. Ms Mentor declined to go with the man. She 

asked how she could possibly agree to be driven by complete strangers at night in a 

foreign country. The man assured her he took care of all President Zuma’s state visits 

and that he led the President’s advance team. This suggested to Ms Mentor that the 

man was one of the Gupta brothers because Rajesh Gupta had told her on the flight to 

China that his brother was a member of President Zuma’s advance team. 
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239. The man said he would contact President Zuma and get back to her. He called again 

to say that President Zuma would not leave for the banquet until he had spoken to her. 

Ms Mentor again declined and the man’s tone became threatening. She ultimately left 

the phone off the hook. She remained in her hotel and neither met President Zuma nor 

attended the banquet. 

240. On the following day, Ms Mentor had a lengthy meeting at her hotel and obtained firm 

proposals which she could take back to Eskom and her committee. She decided to bring 

forward her return to South Africa and travelled back home. 

The offer to Ms Mentor of the position of Minister of Public Enterprises 

241. In about October 2010, Ms Mentor received a call from Ms Kaunda, an assistant to 

President Zuma. Ms Mentor had been trying for some time to meet with Mr Zuma 

regarding, amongst other issues, a nuclear study project of the SA government 

described by the witness as the Pebble Bed Modular Reactor. This was a project of 

Eskom, in partnership with an American company, Westinghouse.  Ms Kaunda told Ms 

Mentor that Mr Atul Gupta would contact her to arrange the meeting for which President 

Zuma was available on the following day, and that if Mr Gupta did not contact Ms 

Mentor, Ms Mentor should contact Mr Gupta at a telephone number supplied by Ms 

Kaunda. 

242. Later that evening, Ms Mentor and Mr Atul Gupta spoke and arrangements for the 

meeting were made. Ms Mentor flew to Johannesburg and was met by Atul and Rajesh 

Gupta. Ms Mentor was still on crutches from her injuries and needed assistance to get 

around. She was taken first to the offices of Sahara Computers, a Gupta computer 

business, where she met Mr Ajay Gupta. Mr Ajay Gupta struck up a conversation with 

Ms Mentor and then told her that President Zuma had been delayed because there had 

been a “COSATU strike” that day. 
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243. During the conversation, Ms Mentor was struck by the ring which Mr Ajay Gupta was 

wearing, a gold ring with a ruby stone which he wore on his index finger. She asked him 

about the ring. Mr Ajay Gupta volunteered the information that the ring had belonged to 

his late father and that in the Hindu culture that ring was now required to be worn by Mr 

Ajay Gupta, who had by reason of his father’s death risen to the status of patriarch 

(presumably of his family), to demonstrate his status and rank.134 

244. During the discussion between Mr Ajay Gupta and Ms Mentor, Mr Gupta made 

unsolicited offers to Ms Mentor of the use of the Guptas’ box at Newlands cricket ground 

and a new bat for her son who, Ms Mentor had disclosed, played cricket for a Western 

Province junior team. Ms Mentor declined these offers. 

245. While waiting at the offices of Sahara, Ms Mentor called her friend Ms Daphne Nkosi 

and asked her if she could stay overnight with Ms Nkosi.135 

246. Ms Mentor was then taken by Atul and Rajesh Gupta to the Gupta compound in 

Saxonwold. This was the first time she had been there. She gave a description of the 

layout of the compound and the main house, whose interior impressed her as being 

“very beautiful”. She described the cloakroom fittings, which had some gold plating, in 

admiring terms. She had thought the meeting with President Zuma would be at the 

Union Buildings. While she was waiting, she was offered lunch and chose a mutton 

curry.136 She also made another call to Ms Nkosi, who assured Ms Mentor that she could 

spend the night at Ms Nkosi’s house.137 

                                                 
134 Ms Mentor’s statement to the Commission signed on 25 July 2018 para 76. This was one of a series of 
descriptions given by Ms Mentor to demonstrate, no doubt, that she had actual personal knowledge of the 
allegations she made and was not just making them up. 
135 Ms Mentor’s statement to the Commission signed on 25 July 2018 para 70 
136 Ms Mentor’s statement to the Commission signed on 25 July 2018 para 83 
137 Ms Mentor’s statement to the Commission signed on 25 July 2018 para 84 
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247. Some hours later, Mr Ajay Gupta came into the room in which Ms Mentor was sitting. 

He asked her about the uranium in the Northern Cape, the province from which Ms 

Mentor came. Ajay Gupta said he knew Ms Mentor came from the Northern Cape. Mr 

Ajay Gupta said uranium was needed for nuclear energy and that the Guptas would 

soon be the main supplier of uranium for the government’s nuclear program. 

248. Mr Ajay Gupta further referred to a legal problem which Denel had in India and said that 

he could solve that problem as the Guptas were close to the Indian government. This 

matter was top secret. Ms Mentor was surprised that Mr Ajay Gupta knew about it. 

249. Mr Ajay Gupta said that he knew that Ms Mentor was meeting President Zuma to 

discuss the Pebble Bed Modular Reactor. He said that the project ought to be closed 

because it was “burning money”. 

250. Mr Ajay Gupta opined that the turnaround strategy of SA Airways was not yielding 

results. He observed that the SAA route to India was not profitable. Ms Mentor asked 

him what would happen to the passengers and goods transported over that route. My 

Ajay Gupta told Ms Mentor not to worry as they were in partnership with an airline which 

could take over this route. 

251. Mr Ajay Gupta thereupon, very casually, offered Ms Mentor the position of the next 

Minister of Public Enterprises if she would agree to facilitate the closure of SSA’s India 

flight when she became Minister. He said there would be a Cabinet reshuffle in the next 

week or so. 

252. Ms Mentor was shocked and told Mr Ajay Gupta that the SAA statistics showed that the 

India route was doing very well. She asked how he could be in a position to offer her a 

position as a Minister. After a silence, Mr Ajay Gupta said “We usually do”. She asked 

him who “we” were but he did not respond. 
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253. Ms Mentor became agitated and angry and raised her voice. At that moment, President 

Zuma entered the room. Ms Mentor testified that she entered the room from one 

direction and Ajay Gupta and President Zuma from another. Ms Mentor stood to greet 

President Zuma. Mr Ajay Gupta remained seated. He and President Zuma did not greet 

each other. She told President Zuma what Ajay Gupta had just said. 

254. President Zuma did not seem concerned or surprised when she told him that Ajay Gupta 

had just offered her a ministerial position. He kept telling Ms Mentor to calm down. Ms 

Mentor decided it would be best if she left. She called Ms Nkosi to say that she was 

going back to Cape Town and would later tell her what had happened. 

255. President Zuma carried Ms Mentor’s bag for her to the vehicle in which she was to be 

taken to the airport and helped her into the vehicle. Ms Mentor then flew back to Cape 

Town. 

256. As President Zuma and Ms Mentor were leaving the house, Mr Ajay Gupta asked 

President Zuma if he wanted anything to eat. President Zuma responded that he would 

eat at the house of his son Duduzane, who was always complaining that President 

Zuma did not take meals with them. Ms Mentor looked at President Zuma with surprise 

and President Zuma explained that Duduzane lived next door to the Guptas. 

257. A week or so later, President Zuma reshuffled his Cabinet and replaced Ms Barbara 

Hogan as Minister of Public Enterprises with Mr Gigaba. She understood that after the 

reshuffle, SAA abandoned its India route, which was taken over by a Gupta-associated 

airline. 
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Ms Mentor’s disclosures of the offer made to her by Mr Ajay Gupta 

258. Ms Mentor alleged in her first statement to the Commission that she made the following 

disclosures of the alleged offer made to her by Mr Ajay Gupta: 

258.1. Shortly after the encounter with Mr Ajay Gupta and President Zuma at the 

Saxonwold compound, she disclosed the encounter to the chairperson of the 

Joint Standing Committee on Intelligence, Mr Siyabonga Cwele, and members 

of the committee Mr Hlengiwe Mgabadeli and Mr Dennis Bloem. 

258.2. In her interview with the PP, Ms Mentor said that she recounted the incident to 

a female member of the Joint Standing Committee on Intelligence, whom she 

trusted. She did not give this person’s name and did not mention this disclosure 

on her first statement to the Commission.138 

258.3. She told Mr Mantashe and Ms Duarte at a meeting at Luthuli House on an 

unspecified date. 

258.4. In response to a post on Facebook by an opposition MP, Ms Mentor responded 

on 14 March 2016 as follows: 

But they hap [sic] previously asked me to become Minister of Public Enterprises 

when Barbara Hogan got the chop, provided that I would drop the SAA flight-route 

to India and given to them. I refused and so was never made a Minister. The 

President was in another room when they offered me this in Saxonwold. 

259. Ms Mentor laid criminal charges against President Zuma and others in a statement 

which was typewritten and bore the typed date 9 May 2016. In this statement she 

recounted the offer to her made by Mr Ajay Gupta at the Saxonwold compound. 

                                                 
138 Transcript of interview of Ms Mentor by PP typed page no 79 
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260. On 21 July 2016, Ms Mentor recounted the offer made to her by Mr Ajay Gupta during 

an interview with the then Public Protector. During the interview, Ms Mentor described 

a large supporting pillar in the room in which she sat waiting in the main house in the 

Saxonwold compound, as she thought, for President Zuma to arrive for their meeting.139 

OTHER SOURCES OF INFORMATION WHICH BEAR UPON MS MENTOR’S VERSION AS 

SET OUT IN HER STATEMENT TO THE COMMISSION 

261. In this section, I examine other sources of information and relate such information to 

the version advanced by Ms Mentor in her statement to the Commission. 

Ms Mentor’s oral testimony 

262. Ms Mentor gave oral testimony to the Commission on days 4, 5, 6, 47 and 48, i.e. 27, 

28 and 29 August 2018 and 11 and 12 February 2019. 

263. Relative to her trip to China, Ms Mentor was referred to a book she had written by her 

which was published in 2017. On p137 of that book, she said that the black man 

introduced to her on the flight to China by Mr Duduzane Zuma was Mr Brian Hlongwane, 

which was the name of a former MEC for Health in Gauteng. She explained that the 

book misstated the fact and that the black man to whom she was introduced was indeed 

Mr Fana Hlongwane. She ascribed the mistake to the similarity of the two surnames.140 

264. Ms Mentor referred to the coldness she experienced towards her from other South 

Africans in the briefing session before the state visit as such commenced. She did not 

                                                 
139 Transcript of interview of Ms Mentor by PP typed page no 59. 
140 Transcript: Mentor day 4 p 21. 
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ascribe that treatment to anything being investigated by the Commission but to 

something else unconnected, which she did not identify.141 

265. On a collateral point of otherwise no significance, Ms Mentor described how, at the 

baggage carousel in Hong Kong on her way home from China, she came to notice a 

woman whom she identified in her mind as a South African because she was struck by 

that woman’s luggage, which she described as expensive and beautiful and frankly 

stated that the luggage made her envious.142 

266. On a similar note, Ms Mentor described the coffee table and sofa in an ante-room in the 

Sahara building where she was asked to wait as being “fairly worn out, not fancy at all” 

and the office of Mr Ajay Gupta in that building as being “Not so big” with a desk that 

was “not very glamorous”.143 

267. Ms Mentor testified that the gold in the ring on Mr Ajay Gupta’s index finger did not look 

like 9 carat gold but like 18 or 24 carat because it was “very bright”.144 

268. Ms Mentor deduced from the fact Mr Ajay Gupta referred to certain issues which Ms 

Mentor was going to discuss with President Zuma at their proposed meeting that Mr 

Gupta knew the agenda of that proposed meeting.145 

269. Ms Mentor believed the steps leading up to the main house in the Saxonwold compound 

as being made of marble, although she believed they could have been made of 

granite.146 

                                                 
141 Transcript: Mentor day 4 p36 
142 Transcript: Mentor day 4 p42 
143 Transcript: Mentor day 4 p65-66 
144 Transcript: Mentor day 4 p71 
145 Transcript: Mentor day 4 p74 
146 Transcript: Mentor day 4 p77 
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270. Ms Mentor described the room in which she waited for her proposed meeting as a large 

lounge/reception area, which was too sparsely furnished because it had only two 

couches and a coffee table. The room contained a giant pillar, which lacked beauty 

because it was not properly covered. Behind it there was a “very gigantic” window, 

which she appreciated because it was massive and brought in a lot of light. She also 

observed artwork on the walls, which she looked at and wondered whether it was an 

actual painting or wallpaper.147 

271. Ms Mentor described how the chef who came to take her lunch order almost kneeled 

before her to take her order and how she asked him to rise because “a person should 

not kneel before me”.148 

272. In relation to the cloakroom used by Ms Mentor, she said that she remembered the gold 

detail and wondered whether it was real gold or gold gilded. She found the mirror 

beautiful and thought it might be French because all the mirrors she loved were French. 

She observed “expensive hand lotions and stuff” there.149 The cloakroom was shown to 

Ms Mentor by Mr Atul Gupta, who asked her if he could show her the other cloakrooms, 

which Ms Mentor declined to do.  

273. In her testimony, Ms Mentor said that Mr Ajay Gupta told her that the airline in which he 

was in partnership was called Jet Airways and that after Mr Gigaba became Minister of 

Public Enterprises, SAA’s flight to India was indeed cancelled and taken over by Jet 

Airlines.150 

                                                 
147 Transcript: Mentor day 4 p78 
148 Transcript: Mentor day 4 p79 
149 Transcript: Mentor day 4 p80 
150 Transcript: Mentor day 4 pp 87 and 92 
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274. Ms Mentor testified that during her exchange with President Zuma after Ajay Gupta had 

offered her the ministerial post, she apologised to President Zuma for refusing to go to 

see him in China. President Zuma responded that it was okay, she must not worry.151 

275. Ms Mentor also testified that as they were leaving the house for the vehicle to take her 

to the airport, President Zuma said to Ms Mentor that if he had known she was on 

crutches, he would not have asked her to come to meet him. She understood that they 

would meet again because President Zuma said to her in isiZulu, take care of yourself, 

we will meet again.152Ms Mentor described in her testimony how President Zuma might 

have been listening to the exchange between her and Mr Ajay Gupta and how he did 

not appear to be surprised or angered or annoyed when she told him that Ajay Gupta 

had offered her the ministerial post.153 Nor did he ask Mr Ajay Gupta if what Ms Mentor 

had reported to President Zuma was true.154 

RESPONSES FROM PERSONS IN CONTRADICTION OF ASPECTS OF MS MENTOR’S 

EVIDENCE 

276. A number of persons filed affidavits with the Commission or otherwise responded, 

disputing aspects of Ms Mentor’s testimony. 

Ms L Kaunda 

277. Ms Kaunda was a DDG in the Presidency at the relevant time. Ms Kaunda filed an 

affidavit disputing aspects of Ms Mentor’s version in her statement to the Commission. 

There is one important difference between the two versions. Ms Mentor said that it was 

Ms Kaunda who called her to set up the meeting with President Zuma after she returned 

                                                 
151 Transcript: Mentor day 5 p24 
152 Transcript: Mentor day 5 p26 
153 Transcript: Mentor day 5 p31 
154 Transcript: Mentor day 5 p38 
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from China. Ms Kaunda filed an affidavit denying that she had called Ms Mentor and 

tendering the records of her office to substantiate her denial and seeking leave to cross-

examine Ms Mentor.155 

278. In an affidavit signed by Ms Mentor on 24 October 2016 in support of an application to 

intervene in litigation between the President of the Republic and the Public Protector,156 

Ms Mentor said that she did not know the name of the person who called her to arrange 

the meeting. 

279. Ms Mentor sought to explain away the contradiction by claiming that there was a 

miscommunication between herself and her lawyers who drafted the affidavit. I do not 

find the explanation convincing. 

280. Ms Kaunda was granted leave to cross-examine Ms Mentor.157 Pursuant to such leave 

granted, Ms Mentor was cross-examined by Ms Kaunda’s representative.158 

281. There are other differences in the versions of the two persons but in my view none of 

the other material which was raised by Ms Kaunda bore significantly upon the testimony 

of Ms Mentor. It is therefore unnecessary to delve into the detail of the two versions in 

that respect. 

282. However, the dispute about whether Ms Kaunda called Ms Mentor to arrange the 

meeting is of a different calibre. Despite being confronted with the differences in her 

versions from time to time on the point and the records produced by Ms Kaunda, Ms 

Mentor refused to acknowledge that she might have been mistaken on the issue.  

                                                 
155 Exhibit D6(a) p113 
156 Gauteng Division case no 79808/16 para 8 ExhD4 p235 
157 Transcript day 48 p9 
158 Transcript day 48 p117 
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283. Ms Mentor’s adamant refusal to concede that she might have been mistaken on the 

point has a deeper significance. It shows either that she is very reluctant to accept that 

she might be mistaken in her recollection or that her testimony as a whole is unworthy 

of belief. After all, as was put to Ms Mentor, the trigger event which caused Ms Mentor, 

on her version, to travel to Johannesburg to see President Zuma was the call from the 

member of President Zuma’s staff whom she identified unequivocally as Ms Kaunda. In 

my view, Ms Kaunda made no such call. I therefore consider very carefully whether Ms 

Mentor’s testimony can broadly be believed. 

President Zuma 

284. In response to Ms Mentor’s Facebook post on 14 March 2016, that she had been offered 

a ministerial post if she facilitated the abandonment by SAA of its flight to India, the 

Presidency issued a statement on 15 March 2016 in which the President stated that he 

had no recollection of Ms Mentor and was therefore unable to comment on any alleged 

incident in her career.159 That was the only response of President Zuma to Ms Mentor’s 

testimony. 

285. Ms Mentor responded to the presidential assertion by explaining that President Zuma 

sat next to and spoke to Ms Mentor in the ANC caucus each Thursday when Parliament 

was in session and President Zuma was in the country for more than four years. This, 

she said happened more than 20 times. She sat with him in the ANC’s political 

committee each month. President Zuma was deployed by the ANC executive to tell Ms 

Mentor that the ANC had deployed her to chair of caucus.160 

286. The assertion in the statement of the Presidency that President Zuma had no 

recollection of Ms Mentor is simply not credible. Ms Mentor held prominent 

                                                 
159 Transcript: Mentor day 5 p99; Exhibit MPM5 to statement of Ms Mentor to the Commission. 
160 Transcript: Mentor day 5 pp103 and 105 
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parliamentary positions over a number of years. It is so highly improbable that President 

Zuma could have forgotten about the incident at the Saxonwold compound to which Ms 

Mentor testified that the President’s assertion should be rejected as false. 

287. It is telling that President Zuma sought refuge in alleged loss of “recollection” and found 

himself unable to deny that he and Ms Mentor were together that day at the Saxonwold 

compound, together with Mr Ajay Gupta. 

Ms Mentor’s flight from Dubai to China 

288. On day 47, 11 February 2019, Ms Mentor said that she retracted her allegations against 

Mr Fana Hlongwane.161 The allegation in question is that Mr Duduzane Zuma introduced 

her to this person on the flight from Dubai to China as “my chairman”. Neither the 

allegation nor the retraction appear to take the issue for consideration by me further, 

except that it demonstrates the unreliability of Ms Mentor’s recollection. 

Ms Mentor’s flight from China back to South Africa 

289. On day 47, 11 February 2019, after documents were presented to Ms Mentor, she 

accepted that she had not travelled back to South Africa from China via Hong Kong.162  

Ms Mentor’s flights to and from Johannesburg on the day of her alleged meetings with 

Mr Ajay Gupta and President Zuma 

290. Ms Mentor was presented with records of SAA which purported to cast doubt on the 

allegation that she travelled to Johannesburg on the day in question and returned to 

Cape Town on the same day.163 
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291. Ms Mentor questioned the accuracy of these records and adhered to her version. 

Inspection in loco at the Saxonwold compound  

292. Reference was made on day 47 to an inspection in loco at the Gupta compound in 

Saxonwold and MS Mentor was questioned on discrepancies between her testimony 

and how the property looked on the date of the inspection. It is clear that Ms Mentor 

was inaccurate in her recollection of certain details. It should be born in mind that the 

issue is whether a corrupt offer of a cabinet position was made to Ms Mentor by Mr Ajay 

Gupta and, if such an offer was made, what inferences should be drawn from President 

Zuma’s reactions when he was told of the offer. 

The ring allegedly worn by Mr Ajay Gupta 

293. Mr Ajay Gupta disputed through an affidavit that Hindu culture required him to wear a 

ruby ring or any ring on his index finger. Ms Mentor produced a photograph from media 

reports showing that Mr Ajay Gupta wore such a ring.164 

294. Ms Mentor adhered to her version that Mr Gupta told her he wore the ring as required 

by Hindu culture. The fact that Mr Gupta disputed that he wore the ring for that reason 

does not bear upon Ms Mentor’s credibility: she merely repeated what she said Mr 

Gupta told her. 

Whether Ms Mentor was served mutton curry in the Saxonwold compound 

295. Mr Ajay Gupta denied that Ms Mentor was offered mutton curry although he admitted 

that the family employed a chef. He said that they would not have allowed any form of 

                                                 
164 Transcript day 47 p184 
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meat, let alone chopped up sheep, to enter their home. Ms Mentor adhered to her 

version.165 

296. The undated statement of Mr Pratap Kumar Penulama was introduced into evidence 

before the Commission by Ms Mentor.166 Mr Penulama is a professor emeritus of 

comparative religions at the school of religion, philosophy and classics at the University 

of KZN. Mr Penulama was asked by Ms Mentor’s attorneys to give his views on the 

cultural issues raised by the versions of Ms Mentor and Mr Ajay Gupta. 

297. Mr Penulama expressed the view that many adherents to the Hindu faith do not regard 

the consumption of mutton as unacceptable and that it was not uncommon for Hindu 

families who themselves are vegetarian to offer non-vegetarian foods such as cooked 

mutton to their guests.167 

298. Mr Penulama said that the practice of passing down an item of heirloom nature had 

nothing to do with Hindu custom as such but that it was quite common in Indian society 

for such an item to be handed down to the eldest son and that in wealthy families, the 

eldest son would head the family business. 

Disclosure of Offer to members of the Portfolio Committee on Intelligence 

299. Records were produced showing that Mr Siyabonga Cwele was no longer a member of 

the Portfolio Committee on Intelligence when Ms Mentor made the disclosure to certain 

of its members. She retracted her evidence that she made the disclosure to Mr Cwele 

                                                 
165 Transcript day 47 p184 
166 Annexure M1 to a further supplementary statement by Ms Mentor signed on 9 September 2021. 
167 It may be of interest to the Commission that there is a well-known butchery in Midrand, called B Nagiah’s 
Butchers (https://www.facebook.com/Bnagiahsbutchers/) that supplies mutton, lamb, chicken and fish but not beef 
or pork, on large scale to the non-Muslim (i.e. predominantly Hindu and Christian) Indian community. 
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but insisted that she had disclosed the offer to the other two members she had 

mentioned, Mr Bloem and Ms Mgabadeli.168 

300. Mr Bloem made a statement to the Commission which he signed on 13 November 

2018.169 He confirmed that Ms Mentor had made the allegation to him around August 

2010. Mr Bloem testified before the Commission on day 49 and confirmed what he had 

said in his statement.170 He said that Ms Mentor had asked him to treat what she had 

told him as confidential. Mr Bloem kept the disclosure confidential until 2016, when Mr 

Mcebisi Jonas and Ms Mentor publicly repeated their allegations. Mr Bloem then laid a 

criminal charge of corruption against President Zuma and the Guptas.171 

301. In a statement to the Commission, 172 Ms Mgabadeli said she could not recall any such 

disclosure made to her by Ms Mentor. She also gave oral evidence where she said the 

same thing.  

Calls to Ms Daphne Nkosi 

302. In a statement to the Commission signed on 23 November 2018, Ms Mashile-Nkosi 

confirmed that she and Ms Mentor were friends and that Ms Mentor frequently stayed 

overnight with her but she could not remember the specific conversations described by 

Ms Mentor.173 She also gave oral evidence to the same effect.  

Inspection in loco at Saxonwold compound 

303. On 3 December 2018 the legal representatives of the Commission and witnesses and 

several experts inspected the Saxonwold compound and recorded their observations in 
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various media. The observations made by various individuals on their visits were 

recorded in various media and described during testimony as the inspection in loco of 

the Commission. 

304. For present purposes, the inspection is only of relevance to the extent that it casts light 

on the observations Ms Mentor said she made in 2010. 

305. Ms Erna Wiese, an architect employed by the Department of Public Works, carried out 

an inspection at the Gupta compound ads part of a Public Works team and submitted 

a report to the Commission dated 1 February 2019. The PWD team were particularly 

looking to establish whether certain features which Ms Mentor said were present in the 

property were in fact visible. These were: the steps to the main entrance; a pillar in the 

waiting room; a striking mural; a large feature window; to adjacent guest cloakrooms, 

with gilded features in the ladies’ cloakroom; an access door leading from the passage 

into the waiting room where Ms Mentor alleges she sat. 

306. The DPW team found none of the features in question to be present on 3 December 

2018. They were asked to express an opinion on whether these features could have 

been removed by alterations after August 2010. The DPW team concluded it had 

insufficient expertise for this purpose and declined to express an opinion. The evidence 

was as follows: 

“CHAIRPERSON: Now bearing in mind the features that you had been asked to go 
and see if they could be found in the property, in other words bearing in mind your 
brief, did you find any of the features in the house that you had been asked to go 
and establish whether they were there? 

MS ERNA WIESE: No, Chair, we could not. 

CHAIRPERSON: Not even one? 

MS ERNA WIESE: Not even one.” 
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Response of Mr Ajay Gupta to Ms Mentor’s statement to the Commission 

307. In response to Ms Mentor’s statement to the Commission, Mr Ajay Gupta made an 

application to cross-examine Ms Mentor.174 In his affidavit accompanying the 

application, signed in Dubai on 2 September 2018, said the following: 

307.1. He admitted that he, Mr Rajesh Gupta and Mr Duduzane Zuma attended the 

events forming part of the presidential state visit to China in August 2010. 

307.2. He denied that he was introduced to Ms Mentor on the flight to China. 

307.3. He denied that he or his brother Rajesh would ever have said that they were 

part of President Zuma’s advance guard or that they played an oversight role 

in the logistics, registration of administration relative to the visit. 

307.4. He denied that he or Rajesh had more than one security tag or carried two way 

radios while in China. 

307.5. He denied that he or Rajesh called Ms Mentor from the hotel lobby in China. 

307.6. He denied that two of the Gupta brothers picked Ms Mentor up at the airport, 

that she visited the offices of Sahara or that he later had a meeting with her at 

the Saxonwold compound and that his family owned a black twin cab bakkie or 

that his brothers ever drove around in one. 

307.7. He denied making an offer to Ms Mentor of the kind alleged or at all. 
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307.8. He admitted that the offer of space in the suite at Newlands cricket ground and 

the offer of a cricket bat were the kind of things he did say, but he denied that 

he ever made these offers to Ms Mentor. 

307.9. He denied that he owned or wore on his index finger a gold ring with a ruby. He 

admitted that he wore other rings, one belonging to his late father which he 

wore on his middle finger. 

307.10. He denied that the description of the interior of the main house in the Saxonwold 

compound had features such as were described by Ms Mentor. He denied 

specifically that there was a giant reception room in which she sat or that there 

was any pillar of the type she described. He denied that the entrance area 

contained any couches (on which Ms Mentor alleged she sat) and said that the 

space was dominated by a grand piano covered in a red velvet cloth. He denied 

that there was more than one cloakroom. 

308. He admitted that the Guptas had a chef but denied that anybody would have been 

offered mutton curry in his home because he was strictly vegetarian and would not have 

allowed meat to be served in his home. 

309. In denying the fact of the meeting, he denied that President Zuma entered the room in 

which Ms Mentor said she was. 

310. He denied that he had been in partnership with any airline that could take over the SAA 

route to India or that he ever had any interest in taking over that route. 
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EVALUATION AND FINDING 

311. I consider that there are too many unsatisfactory features in Ms Mentor’s evidence to 

enable me to make a finding that she was made an offer of a Ministerial position by a 

Gupta family member is true. Although there are features which count in her favour, in 

my view, there is not enough to justify a finding that the incident did take place. The 

Commission went to great lengths to try and establish from the record of airlines 

whether she had travelled from Cape Town to Johannesburg on the day in question but 

such evidence could not be found. No Parliamentary records about her trip could be 

found that could corroborate her evidence that she had undertaken an official trip from 

Cape Town to Johannesburg on the day in question. Most of the features of the Gupta 

house that she had testified about or that she had included in her affidavit could not be 

found when an inspection in loco was undertaken. Her two friends, Ms Mgabadeli and 

Ms Nkosi did not corroborate her versions. The close friendship that she had had with 

them for many years was such that in my view there is no way that she would not have 

told them about what had happened to her at the Gupta residence if the incident had 

happened and if she had told them, there is no way that both would not have 

remembered that she had told them about such an incident. It seems to me that she 

never told them. It is true that she told Mr Bloem but it strange that she told Mr Bloem 

and did not tell even one of her two close friends.  

312. I conclude that, on the probabilities and on the evidence before the Commission, the 

incident did not happen and Ms Mentor was not offered a position as Minister of Public 

Enterprises by a member of the Gupta family at the Gupta residence. 
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MR DUDUZANE ZUMA’S ROLE IN STATE CAPTURE 

Introduction 

313. In Vol II of Part II of this Commission’s Report I had this to say about Mr Duduzane 

Zuma (“Mr D Zuma”) and Mr Tony Gupta (referred to as either Tony or Rajesh): 

He [Rajesh ‘Tony’ Gupta] would bring him [Duduzane Zuma] along to meetings that 

he had with government officials attached to state owned entities and he would do 

all the talking and Mr Duduzane Zuma would simply be there but not really take part 

in the discussion. Mr Tony Gupta’s idea was that the government officials and SOE 

officials would have realized that through Mr Duduzane Zuma he had easy access 

to Mr Duduzane Zuma's father, President Zuma. In other words, they better co-

operate because otherwise, if they did not co-operate, their non-cooperation could 

be reported to President Zuma.175 

314. This observation is borne out in the evidence before the Commission in various 

workstreams as well as in publicly available information obtained by Commission 

investigators.  The evidence further shows how Mr D Zuma may have been central to 

the capture of several SOEs, that he stood to gain personally from state capture and he 

played a role in manipulating the public narrative regarding state capture. 

Publicly Available Information 

315. Mr D Zuma worked for several years at Sahara Computers, a Gupta company - 

eventually becoming a director. He was 26 years old when he was appointed to the 

Board of Mabengela Investments (Pty) Ltd in August 2008. This was followed by a 

further 11 directorships in Gupta-owned companies in the following 20 months.176 He 

                                                 

175 Page 33 para 97. 

176 CIPC, directorship information obtained for Mr Duduzane Zuma ID no. 8205205254086 by the Commission. 

































 

President Zuma’s removal of Mr Mxolisi Nxasana as NDPP221 

355. Mr Mxolisi Nxasana, a former National Director of Public Prosecutions (“NDPP”), 

testified to the Commission about the role of former President Zuma in his appointment 

and dismissal as the NDPP. The account of his tenure as NDPP reveals a stark example 

of the extent of improper interference and disregard for the constitutional principle of 

prosecutorial independence by former President Zuma and his associates. 

356. The appointment of the NDPP is governed by section 179 of the Constitution. It requires 

there to be a single National Prosecuting Authority (“NPA”) structured in terms of an Act 

of Parliament. The NDPP is the NPA's head. The President appoints the NDPP. Section 

179(2) of the Constitution provides that the NPA has the power to institute criminal 

proceedings on behalf of the state. Section 179(4) of the Constitution requires there to 

be national legislation to ensure that the NPA exercises its functions without fear, favour 

or prejudice. Section 9 of the National Prosecuting Authority Act222 (“the NPA Act”) sets 

out the requirements of a person appointed as NDPP. Such person must be a South 

African citizen and possess legal qualifications that entitle him or her to practise in all 

courts in the Republic; and be a fit and proper person, with due regard to his or her 

experience, conscientiousness and integrity, to be entrusted with the responsibilities of 

the office of the NDPP. The suspension and removal from office of the NDPP are 

governed by section 12 of the NPA Act. 

 

                                                 

221 The evidence regarding this matter is found at Transcript 12 June 2019; Transcript 19 August 2019; Transcript 
2 September 2019; and Exhibit EE 1-6. See also – Corruption Watch NPC and others v President of the 
Republic of South Africa and others 2018 (10) BCLR 1179 (CC). 

222 Act 32 of 1998. 



























 

THE GUPTAS’ PRIOR KNOWLEDGE OF MR MBALULA’S 

APPOINTMENT AS MINISTER OF SPORTS 

394. On 31 October 2010 President Zuma announced an extensive Cabinet reshuffle. Some 

of the Ministers he dropped from the Cabinet were Minister Barbara Hogan who was 

the Minister of Public Enterprises, Minister Siphiwe Nyanda who was the Minister of 

Communications and Minister Mdladlana who was the Minister of Labour and Minister 

Malusi Gigaba replaced Minister Hogan as Minister of Public Enterprises. Minister Faith 

Muthambi replaced Minister Nyanda and Minister Mildred Oliphant replaced Minister 

Mdladlana as Minister of Labour. Mr Fikile Mbalula had been a Deputy Minister prior to 

that Cabinet reshuffle. President Zuma appointed him as the Minister of Sports and 

Recreation. 

395. There was an allegation in the media that at a certain meeting of the National Executive 

Committee of the ANC in 2011 Mr Fikile Mbalula had told those attending the meeting 

that, prior to him being told by President Zuma that he was appointing him as Minister 

of Sports and Recreation, he had been told by one of the Gupta brothers that he would 

be promoted to the position of Minister of Sports and Recreation and had congratulated 

him. One version heard by the Commission is that at the NEC meeting Mr Mbalula said 

he had been told by Mr Ajay Gupta. Another version was that he told the NEC meeting 

that he was with the Gupta brother concerned when the latter told him this news. 

Another version is that the Gupta brother phoned him to tell him this development. 

396. Term of Reference 1.3 of the Commissions Terms of Reference requires this 

Commission to investigate and inquire into “whether the appointment of any member of 

the National Executive, functionary and/or office bearer was disclosed to the Gupta 

family or any other unauthorised person before such appointments were formally made 

and/or announced, and if so, whether the President or any member of the National 
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Water Purification Project: Intaka: Kwazulu-Natal Government  

INTRODUCTION 

481. This part of the Report relates to evidence that was heard by the Commission in respect 

of a Water Purification Project under the auspices of the Kwazulu-Natal Government. 

In particular it is a project in respect of which the Commission heard evidence where a 

company that was awarded a tender by a department of the Kwazulu-Natal Provincial 

Government paid more than a million Rand in to the trust account of a law firm for 

services allegedly rendered by that firm to that company but the law firm later paid that 

amount in various amounts to various creditors of entities belonging to the wife of the 

Head of the Department of the Department of Finance in the Kwazulu-Natal Provincial 

Government and sometime later the Head of Department of the Department of Finance 

gives to the Provincial Treasurer of the African National Congress (ANC) as a donation 

an amount exactly equal to the amount that  the company to which the Water 

Purification Tender had been given paid to the law firm which in turn is exactly the same 

amount as the amount that the law firm paid in various amounts to the creditors of  

entities belonging to the wife of the Head of the Department of the Department of 

Finance. 

482. Interestingly, the ANC Provincial Treasurer who admitted having received more than 

R1m from the Head of Department of the Department of Finance as a donation to the 

ANC never deposited the money in an ANC’s bank account nor did he have it registered 

in any books of the ANC. 

483. The terms of reference of the Commission were wide enough to investigate all 

irregularities or allegations of corruptions and fraud in national, provincial and local 

governments but it was not able to conduct investigations relating to the Provincial 
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DPE’S GOVERNANCE OF STATE-OWNED ENTERPRISES 

THE APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS OF BOARDS OF SOEs AND CEOs, CFOs AND CPOs 

OF SOEs 

531. The evidence that has been heard by the Commission with regard to SOEs in the past 

ten years or so has revealed, as will have been seen from Part I, II, and IV of this 

Commission’s Report that, to a very large extent, the SOEs which were captured by the 

Guptas were captured because some members of these Boards of those SOEs, 

particularly their Chairpersons, as well as the Group Chief Executive Officers and Chief 

Financial Officers were people who had no integrity and knowledge and experience 

required for their position or were people who had the right knowledge, skills and 

experience but simply lacked the integrity. Integrity is very important for people who get 

appointed to these position because if you appoint people who have no integrity and 

knowledge, skills and experience, you end up with what South Africa has ended up in 

terms of the capture of those SOEs and the aftermath thereof. I referred to Part I, II and 

IV of this Commission’s Report because it is in those parts that this Commission has 

dealt with the evidence of capture of SOEs. In Part I we dealt with SAA and its subsidiary 

companies. In Part II we dealt with Transnet and Denel. In Part IV we dealt with Eskom. 

532. It is not only in SOEs that the Commission heard evidence that revealed this. The 

Commission also heard such evidence in respect of the Department of Correctional 

Services where senior leaders in the Department of Correctional Services had 

effectively been captured by Bosasa to the extent that where there was a tender to be 

issued to the public, they would not only inform BOSASA ahead of the public notice but 

would actually ask BOSASA to prepare the specifications for the job and, of course 

BOSASA would draw the specifications in such a way that only it could win the tender. 

There was also the South African Revenue Service (SARS) that was led by Mr Tom 




































