Stephen Mitchell

From: Kevin Marsh

Sent: 0% June 2003 04.31 PM )
To: Stepher, Mitchell

Subject: Campbell lstter

| started 10 lock at this point by point . but it's all drive! and, frankly, itd be easy 1o get as confused as Campbell is.
Trne manis flapping in the wind.

P looking back now at what we said or. 24 Septembear when the dossier was published - as ever, the recording has
gone missing . prooably lost in the muitituce up in Mark s office

The rev facis are these

o

We stand by the anginal {2& May) story and the procasses tha! get it to air. Andrew's source is <nown to usiitis g
source that has been utterfy reiiabie in the past.

Apar from the one «ey fact - the "45 minute” claim - the rest of what the source fold us on this cocasion (about unease
*hin the securiy sarvices) was consistent with what we were hearing from a number of sources withir the secanty

arvices

I made an ecitonal jJudgement, balancing what | knew from my_own saurces ana the hitnero reliabiiity of the scurce )
with all the caveats in the producer guidelines - helpfully isted by Campbeli; and | decided that the baiance lay in
favour of going with the story

That decision wes vindicated withir 2 hours and 10 minutes of first ginng when Defance Minister Adam Ingram
confirmed, live on air, that the "45 minute” report was single sourced and uncorroborated He said

"well, that (45 minute claim) was said on the pesis of & security scurce information Singie sourced - it wasn't
corronerated”

Since then, other sources incluaing & former Cabinet Minisier have confirmed that

Dowring Strest has never expiicitly denied the central charge - that tne "45 minute” claim - was single sourced .
though Campbeil appears to be denying it now, for the first ume, in this letter. I'd be grateful (f he'd confirm he i1s now

doing that.

Specifically, on the day we broke the story, there was no official denial. Downing street said that,
"Not one word of the dessier was not enfiraly the work of the Intelligence agencies”
~nd although that is not consisient with the Foreword to the dossier, written by the Prime Minister in which he says In
first fine that the dossier is...
"based, In large part, on the werk of the Joint Irtelligence Commities (JIC)
. .1t does not adress the central charge of our story. We have naver claimed that anything was inseried into the
dessier that was not the work of tne security services - simply that uncorreborated Inteligence was given prominence
and that members of the security servicas were uncomfortable with that

Subsecuent "denials” have been anythmg‘but: Na10 has denied "nventng”... "making up"... "putting pressure on the
securty services”.. ", Tne frouble 12, we have never accused (£ of doing any of these things.

Even in his current letter, Campbeli slips and sides ail over the place He writes,
"Acam Ingram and the Prime Minister, the [atter having consulted the Chairmarn of the JIC, have made it

absolutely clear that this plece of information was not inserted into the dossier by No 10. It came from an
estzablished and rehiable line of reporting anc was consistent with previous Inisliigence assessments. s use was
aporoved by the JIC after going through the usual rigerous process of assessment.” .
Fine - except this does not withdraw Adam Ingram's concession on 28 May that it was "singie sourcea - it wasn't
coroborrated.” Nor does it say anywhere that it was noi single sourced

Since the onginat story broke, 2BC journalists and those from other media organisations have besn briefed by therr
own - dgifferant - sources to the effect that the ongimal story was corract.

Incidentally, we must take issus at Campbell's suggestion that we,did not "offer any cpportunity to reply fo some very
serious ailsgations being made about the rellability of the dossier produced by the JIC " (My itaiics) As | set out above,
the dossier was rof produced by the JIC - it was produced by Downing Street "pased in large part on the work of the
JIC". Mr Ingram, through his assistants at the MoD, were made aware the day prier {o his interiew on 29 May of the
story and the assumplion on both sides was that he would respond fo it. That is normal business - though it dge=
sezm there may have been some breakdown of communications betwaen thaflélj anjigo}o. :.6 3%
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