Stephen Miichell N
From: Kevin Marsh

Sent: 21 July 2003 11.14 AM

To: Stephen Mitchell

S,

Cbvaisusly, I'm Zinding this extremely d-fficalt: whatever zthe state of the current
argunent, whatever other peoples’' roles in all of this znd however compcsed one has o
acpear in puplzc, I'm still deeply affectad by the knowlege that a very good man is
dead as & resulit of a ssries of events <hat, ain the znd, I set in trasin.

I have tnought very long and very hard azbout this - in particular what, with

hinasight, I would have done drfferently and whethsr at any fTime I wss driwven by
unworthy motives or fell shorz of my professional caty. I find it nard tTo beliseve that
I - or anyone elsze - would, could c¢r snocld have acted differently, given the szate oFf
our knowlege at the time or that ry assessment of the story or tThe processes that got

oo e

it to alr was flawed. NWesvertnelsss, what has happened has happenec.

"he important taing for me is to dlSﬂntag__ what I knew 2t the tims from what I know
s —ohvioasly, I have a more precise knowlegs now of speciftc pieces of informatzon
2T wers, perhaps, mors 0F an impression then. Nevertheless, -I think I hzve oneen able

Lo szpzratsz out the two -sTtrands. o

One key point that rnzs trouvbled me in this whols row is around this dssoription of DIr
¥elly &s the "praincirzal scurce" for AG's story. That may be how AG describes it and
tame, though, AG's account of Dr Kelly's

indeed may be how it looks now. &t ths

testimory seemed To me o be more of 2 corrcboration of what we seemsd t0 be nsaring
from a varizty o cther scurces - znid it fed into the decision to brozacast <he story
cn +tkat way. In only ons aspact - the single BOLITLING of the 45 minute claim - wzs

-

in
LGZ's account of Dr Kelly's informwation truly SLrp“*s ng, thougn cI course 2% was
harcder on some otfher =oints than the stats c¢f knowieges aT that time. It's guize
cruclal to understeanc this

How the Gzlligan story got to air-.

I was Zirst alertad to the Gilligan story shortly sfter regalar zfternoon mesting

wnich takes plzce beitwsen 1615 and 1700 daaly. There had been no menticn of tne

Gilligan story - BG was no: even i1n the building at That time - at tnhzt meeting: tne

maln concerns were an Lain Watson prece on Lapour MPs' unhappinsss st the way in which
=

“uster bomks had been used tn Irag and an interview witn the fathsr of a young

1tish man shot by Israel- <troops in the Palestinisn fterritories. Both items raissd

sortant editorial guastions ~- in ths case of cluster bombs, whether or not thers
would be a manisterial response... znd wiat we sheould do if tnere wasn't one: in the
case of ths Hurndell shootring, what we saould ot apout if The Israelir govarnwent
continued to decliine to appsar.
At about 1730, I was asxed by the day editor whether I knew about AG's sTtory. I saxd I
cid not. The day editer briefly cutlinsd RG's story - that a source ne ned used befors
hao Told him that the Ssptamber dessier had besen "sexed up" at the oshest of Downing
Strest. My flrst responsée was to place this in thes context of what I mew up to that
date zbout the Govi dossiers: cleaxly, I have gone over thnis in scme detail
saobsequsntly but ar clsar that the fcllowing facters were in my mand =T the tims.
1y 2 general feeling of onreliability zbout Gov: Irag dossiers - arising ouz of “the
discrediting of the February dcssier.
2} R mere specific feesling thazt a2t lezst one s
aprearad to nave been challenged at the higest
Niger Uranaum evidence. This aDDEarvd to chalern
key claims 1n that dossier.
3) Comrents macs by Mr Hans 31w that suggested the airtelligsnce ofZsred to his
inspection teams by the UK and thz US nad turned out to be unhelpful, Zaulty or

lement of the Szptember ocssier naa
leval, py Mr Bl Zaracel - f£his was the
rnge the credibility of one of the three

misleading
4) A number of articles by very reputsble specialist journalists guosting intelligencs
sources - and whica had not to my knowlege been denlad by the Gov:i - indicating that

the intelligence services ware unnhappy that inteslligence had bzen used at all in ths
pulrlic domain and were even more unhappy that the many caveatrs and gealifications that
always accompany such intelligsnce were peing stripped cut Tto give ths publaic

aocuments more impact eégf C l 50 q\‘

-



. ‘trr-‘\.-.a
5) A long term understanding trhat the "deossier" - first arnounced by A4act:alr Cameell
to US Journalists in March - had not been produced publicly "because there was nothang
rew 1n it"., The faiiure tp produce the dossier was naver cifficially explained, tnougn
in interviews ministers had always promised <Tnat it was i1mminent.

£) The recollection that at the beginning of Septemser 2002, AG had reported - as 1t
turns out, us:zng Dr Kelly as his scurce - on Today that the dossier was still delayed
hecszuge there was ncthing new to say. FCO minister Mike O'3rien appeared on the same
programne promising that the dossier would socn be publisned and -mplyaing that nz had
sgen it.

7) The rscollection that whan the doss:er was publizhed, AG had peinted to two

specific claims in at as wnat he called then tne "takloid headlines”: one was the 45
rinute claim, tns otner was the claim that Iragi miss:les cowld reach Cyprus. In that
report, AG hzd pointed up ths discrespancy betwesn tne prominence gaven to the 45
rinuvte ¢lazm in the foreword and the exgcutive summary: and that that promanence dico
not seam consistent with what was sazid about tne 45 minute claim in the bodv of the

dossier, .
g} My own briefing. f*“ﬁ and two othsr
on, - EiterThns TEO AT THE war. FIOR that bries lng;
the very Flear 1mp.Es5100 tﬂat! sig o tne 1ntelligsn:z gﬁh?and di
NOT jasiify war against Irag atTtnes tame. & al:D toox away the 1mprzssion pelieved
nard evidence of WMD 1n Irag would never be found - an odc conclusion 2o draw if WMD
had been, in September, neld zt 4% minutes reacinsss. This conversatlion wzs, by it’
~aturs, elllpticaT anc, of course, unreportvabls. However, I am clear that 1f ths
snversation nad been raportable, I would have besen wholly justifisd in broadcasting
tory whose neadlins was ~ aamits intelligsnce did not suppert the case for
war on Irag." As a resul:ﬁg?ﬁtu¢=, doupt was opened in my riad about The
faithZuiness of *he September dosgsier to the original antelliigence that went inte iz
and “he poszability that thars was a gap betwsen the presentation of tnat Intelligence
and The intellagence itself.
My xnterpretation of this meeting is snarsd oy T who was also thare znd
alzrcugh thers nave been several contacts witn e since, they navs never
out forward anv other interpretataon of our mesting. -

re that, on the fzces i 1t, The steory AS was

ClT“n this packgrouna, =2t me
1. cerroboreation of some ¢ what we ssemea aklse

sgemed
oFfering was at ths very lsast a
- conclude abour the dossisr at

Told

m

ource znd the meeting with him. I was
reparzticon of the cossier” - nza bsen
T M aznd was about to return to Irzg in =
ctzon role. I was tToic that AG had known him for =2 cogple of vazrs
ad peen a source fcr AG's stories in Tne past, including at least one
tory on the dossier. It was clezar o me That he was noet a nmember oI the
ce services, at lesast not ostensikly sc Though an employee cf the Foreign
I was assured that he would have had acesss to intslligsnce xnfermation that
to tne dessier. I was not told nor dad I esk his nams. Howsver, I felt assured
2 source was reliakle, crecible and reportable; that he had thes senior:ty we
ascriped To him and thet ne hac the role in the preparaticn of the dessier tnar we
ascribed to nim. T then asked whaw exactly 1t was tnat the source had szid to Galligan
and had rezd zo me z note AG had wratten and seat to the day ecater. Tris note
contained many details that sesemed waolly consistent with what I felt I knew at the
time, apparently corroborazting some aspects of tne wossizsr story and adaing only one
or two new details: at The time, only cone detall struck me ss genuinely new -- that
the 45 minute cleim was belisved to oe unrelisbls ~ and "probakly false" - becauss it
was ascribed to 2 sangle scurcse. Tne sther details, anclucing Rlestarr
Campeli's/NolQ's editzraal rols in oreparing *he September dossier, did -0t seem to me
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“o he wholly nes — though it 1s rrus to say that the source appearsc to be
corroberating nd making more precise tnese aspects of the story that had, In one form
or angther, been in the public domain. Bzlancing all of this, I gave tThe go ahead to

usa the stwory, on “he rasis that AG would script the main repert at (735 and that I
would see 1t before bhoradzast - and instructad that the bad we had already placed for
a MoD minister on the clustsr bomb story bz broadened straight away t2 include a
response to AG's story I did not instruct DJowning Street to be aproached since 1t's my
understanding tha%t it's normal practice fer Today programme Sids for ministers to be
cleared by Downing Street. It was & rsasonacle expectation, tnerelore, that that
would Zeppsn in this cass ] was aware of no preblems with extending the bid fto tne

I cdid not refer my decision to anyche else because thesre ssem2d no coubt to me that
T

hils was a dscasatn properly rade at xy level, . q
Ric 2 “2-



I read over AG's note of his conversation with his source that evening and then again
in the mornirng before clearing his script for transmisicn. Alastair Campbell was not
named in that - nor as far as I can tell - any BBC report although he WAS namad in
AG's no-e of the conversation. Thls was not the result of zny conscious decision
makinrg process: I wss content with AG's formulation of "Downing Street® inm the Today
reports and dad not consider asking him to changs ix.

The Mail on Sunday

I did not r=ad the MoS article.
LG epproached me on, I think, the afterncon of the original preoadcast te say he'd oeen

asked To write a pilece for the MoS. I told him strazight away that I would not be able
to read it and tnatr he would have to find scmeons else to vet it. I explained I weas
gue to be in Lincolnshire at my motner's wedding that weekend and would not be able
get access o a computer or fax. AZ said the piece would go no further than what he
nad already broaccast - therefore I had no reasson to assume that he would nams
Alastair Campoell (as he hzd not dene on tha BBC) nor give more detalls of the msstang
witn =mis source. I ssad that if hz was simply re-writing what had alrsady gone cut on
the BBC =hen in principle I did not object ©o ham writang a piece - but said agsin
that ne would have %Zc meke arrangsments for someone else to finally apprcecve his copy
since I would not ke zble to.
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