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s,
Obviously, :'m finding this extremely d_fficalt : whatever =. .̀e state of the current
argaT:ent, whatever other peoples' roles in all of this and however composed one has to
appear in puol_c, _'a~ s:ill deeply affected by the know_ege that a very good man is
dead as a result of a series of eve:ts =hat, in the and, I set in train .

I have tnought very long and very hard about this - in particular what, with
hinasight, I would have done differently and whether at any time I was driven by
unworthy motives or fell short of my professions'- aity . I find ic nard to bel:eve that
I - or anyone else - would, could or snould have acted differently, given 'the s=ate o£
our xnowlege at the time or that iry assessment of the story or the prccesses that got
it to a_r was flawed . Nevert.^,eless, what has happened has happened .

'he important _:-ag -or me is to disentag- .. what I knew at the time from what I know
,w -cbv_o .is'_y, I have a more precise knewlege now of specific pieces of irformataon
at were, perhaps, more o-' an impression then . Nevertheless, I think I ha-ve 5een able

co seva-aze oat the two _strands .

One kev point that nas troubled me in Lnis whole row is around "his dascri-ot-'on or D7
Kel-y as the "princical source" -`or ~G's story . That may be how AG descr=bes it and
indeed nay be how it looks now . At -the =ime, though, AG's account of Dr Kelly's
testrnory seemed to rre _o be more of a corroboration o£ what we seer:ed -cc be nearing
from a variety of other soarces - ana it fed into the decision =o broaacast _::e story
_n that way . =n only one aspect - the single sourcing of the 45 minute claim - was
Lr-_'s account of Dr Kelly's infor~rat_on truly surprising, thougn cf course ~~ Waa
harder on some other coincs than the state of xcowlege a-,. tat ti-me . It's quite
crucial to understand this

How the G-1ligan story got to air .

= was first alerted to the Gi11_gan s_ory shortly after reg.ilar af-erroor. meeting
wr.icn tekes p:ac=_ between 1615 and 1-00 daily . _'here- had been no mention of tne
Gilligan story - AG was not even in the building a tha: time - at taat meeting : tae
main concerns were an :air. Watson piece on Iaaaur MPs' unhappiness a= the way in which
-uster bombs had ~Deen used -n Iraq and an interview witn -he father of you-:g
=tish man shot by IsraeL troops in the Palestinian territories . Both items raised
.-ertar,t editorial questions - in the case of cluster bombs, whether or aot there

would be a minister-al response . . . and what we should do if there wasn't one : in the
case of the Hurndeil shooting, what we snould ao aoout if --he Israeli gcje=Te=
continued to decline to aop=-ar .
At about 1730, I was asKed_by the day editor whether I knew about AG's story . I sa~d I
aid not . The day editor briefly outlined AG's story - chat a source ne nad used before
han to :d him that the September dossier had been "sexed up" at the Dahesz of Downing
Street . My first response was to place .nis in tne context o°- what I ',ne~a up to that:
date about r :-:e Govt .^'.ossiers : clearly, I have gone over tnis in scne detail
s_bseau=_r.tly but aa clear that the fcllowin3 factors were ir. my mind at the time .
1) :, general feeling of _nreliability about Govt Iraq dossiers - arislng out of -the
discrediting of the February dossier .
2) A rrore s?ecific --Feeling tha= aL least one element of the September eossier naa
appeared to cave been challenged at the h_gesz level, by Mr El 3araaei - this was -,he
Niger Uranium evidence . This appear=d to chaler.ge the credibility of one of the three
ke_v claims in that dossier . -
3) Coimrents s,aee by Mr Hans Bl-x that suggested the irtelligence offered to his
inspection teams by the CK and the US had tarned out to be unhelpful, faulty or
misleading
4) A nuir.ber of articles by very reputable specialist -~ournalists quazlng inteila.gence
sources - and which had not to my knowlege been denied by the Gov= - indicatang that
tne intelligence services were unnhappy tnat intell:gence had been used at all in the
public domain and w=-re even :r,ore unhappy that the many caveats and qualification's tha7
always accompany sucn intelligence were r;=_ing stripped out co give the public
eocurents more inpact . q%l



5) A long term understanding trat 'he "dossier" - first announced by Alastair Campbell
to US journalists in March - had not been produced publicly "because there was nothing
new in it" . The failure to produce the dossier was never officially exp2ained, though
in interviews ministers :ad always promised tnat it was imminent .
6) The recollection that at the beginning of Septemcer 2002, AG had report ed. - as it
turns out, using Dr Kelly as his source - on Today that the dossier was still delayed
because there was nothing new to say . FCO minister Mike O'Brien appeared on the same
programme promising that the dossier would soon be published and implying that ne had
seen it .
7) The recollection that when the dossier was published, AG had pointed to two
specific claims in it as waat he called then the "tabloid headlines" : one was t :.̂e 45
minute claim, tne c_ner was the claim that Iraqi missiles coald reach Cyprus . =n tnat
report, PG had pointed up the discrepancy between t. .̂e prominence given to the 45
minute claim in the foreword and the executive summary : and that that prominence aid
not seem consistent with what was said about the 45 min'.Ite claim in tae bodv of thA
dossier . _
E) Mv ow- efing_fr- and two otner

®
aa_' n=_ war . riom that brie :ir:g~'~i ,

the ~ery"E1ear imyless,_oa tnat IV analysis o£ tne intelligence t
r~
^ ,-,and did

NOT 7 .istify war against -red at-t::.:c.ime . -, also toox away =:,e impressioa oelreved
nard ev:dence o_` 4?N:D in Iraq would never befound - an odc conclusion _o draw if WMD
had been, in September, held at 45 minutes reaciaess . -has conversation was, by it's
-atur=_, el_rotical anc, of course, unreportable . However, = am clear chat if the
onversation nazi been reportable, I would have been wholly Iustified I'm broadcasting
[ory whczse neadline was "- ~aamics intelligence aid not support _he case for

war on _raq ." As a rzsu_= _ _: :~~, douct was ope:-ied in my r.-nd about _he
fa=th_°,.:lness of 'he Septes,:oerdossier to the original intelligence that went into __ -
and _he possibility that there was a gap between the presentation of tnat
and _he intelligence itself .
My =nterpretaticn of this meeting is snared oyj ~ who was also there and
a1=:_cuah there nave been several contacts witn since, they nave never
put forward ary other interpretation of cur meeting .

Given this .oackgrouna, -t seened to re that, on the face of i-, the story _AS was
Dffering was at -he very _sast a .isefu- corroboration of some of what we seerea able
.o conclude about the dossier at that time

I asked for a number cf details acout AG's source and the meeting with him . I was tcld
_hat the source was someone "senior :. :5 the preparation of the dossier" - Zaa been
Sri=ain's rcs7: senior inspector with uhSCOM and was about to return to =_a q in -
senior

weapons inspection role . i was --old that AG nad 'Known him -for - co .iple of years
and that he had oeeri a source for AG's stories in =ne past, including at least one
Preaio~)s story or, tha dossier . It was clear to me _nat he was no= a member of 'he
_r_t=_l--cence services, at least no- ostensibly so =hongh an employee of --he Fore-gn

-ice . I was assured that he would have had access to _nzelligence _nfer.nazion that
cnt into tne dossier . I was nct told nor did I ask his mane . However, I felt assured_,at

the source was reliable, crec-ble and reportable ; that he had --he senior-ty we
ascribec _o him and that me hac the role in the preparation of the dossier taa= we
ascr=bea to nim . I then asked wha= exactly -t was tnat the source had said to Gilligan
and had read =o me a note AG had written and se:t to 'he day eciter . -his note
contained many details that seemed wnolly consistent Kith what I -felt I knew at the
time, apparently corroborating some aspects of tne moss_er story and adaing only One
or two new details : at tne time, only are detail struck me as genuinely new -- chat
the 45 minute claim was believed to oe unreliable - and "rrobabl-y false" - because It
was ascribed to - single source . Tae other details, inc=.acir.g Alastair
Campel'_'s/ido10's~editor,_a1 role in preparing the September dossier, did no":. seem to _.._
to be wholly ne4 - though it is true to say that the source appearea to be
corroborating nd making more precise tne=_e aspects of the story tnat had, in one form
or another, been in the public domain . Balancing al : of this, = gave .-.he go ahead to
use the story, on the basis that =.G would script the main report at 0735 and that I
would see it before boradcast - and instructed that the bid we had already placed for
a MoD minister on the cluster bomb story b=_ broadened straight away to include a
response to AG's story I did no= instruct Downing Street to be aproac:ed since it's my
understanding that it's normal practice fer Today progra:nme n=ds for ministers to be
cleared by Downing Street . It was a r=_asonacle expectation, cnerefore, that thaL
would happen in c.-_s case I was aware of no orcblems with extend-ng the bid to tne
MoD .

i did r.ot refer my decision to anyone else because there seemed no coubc to me that
~his was a decision properly rade at ay level . ,

2 tg 6 c- I ~ 1-1-11 R17+



I read over AG's note of his conversation with his source that evening and then again
in the morning before clearing his script for tra. .̂smisior. . Alastair Campbell was not
named in that - nor as far as I can tell - any BBC report although ne WAS named in
AG's note of the conversation . Tnis was not the result of any conscious decision
making process :-I was content witn AG's formulation of "Downing Street" i :: the Today
reports and did not consider asking him to change i= .

The Mail on Sunday

I did not read the MoS article .
AG approached me or., I think, the afternoon of the original oroadcast to say he'd ;oeen
asked to write a piece for the MoS . I told him straight away that I would ract be able
to read it and tnac he would have to find someone else :o ve= it . I explained I was
aue to be in Lincolnsh_re at my motner's wedding that weekend and would not be able to
get access zo a coirputer or fax- . AG said the piece would go no further than what he
aad already broancast - therefore I had no reason to assume -that he wcLid name
Alastair Campnell (as he had not done on the BBC) nor give more details of tle meeting
witn zis source . I said that if h=_ was simply re-writing what had already gone out on
the BBC then in pr_nccple u did not object zo him writing a piece - but sald again
that ne would have to make arrange^ienzs for someone e:se to finally approve his copy
since I would not be able to .


