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The guestions are these:

« Does the BBC st stand by the aliegaton 1t made on 25" May that Number
Ten added in the 45 minute claim to the dossier? Yes or no?

* Does 1t sl stand by the allegation made on the same day that we &id 30 against
the wisiizs of the intelligence agencies? Yes orno?

¢ Does it still stand Dy the allegetion made on tha: day that both we and the

intelligence agencies knew the 45 minute claim to be wrong and inserted it

despite knowing that? Yes or no?

Does it still stand by the allegation, again on the same dzy, that we orderad the )

Seprember dossier to be “sexed up” in the period leading up fo its publication ~

and that Gizhigan had found what Humphreys called “evidence” that it was

“cobbled together at the last minute with some unconfirmed material that had

not been approved by the security services”™? Yes or no?

« Does it still stand by the statement made on 6" June by Giligan that the JIC is

not part of the intelligence community, but a Number 10 Committee which

exists to arbitrate between governmert and the intelligence agencies?

Dioes it stand by the claim on the 3™ of June that the chairman of he JIC only

“kind of bureaucratically signed off his report”? Yes or no?

Could I also ask:

= How many sources was the original “45 minute” allegation being added in
based on? Was it one source or more then one source? You will be aware of
the BBC Guidelines on this.

e Is that source on the JIC, and do you agree that any source not on the JIC did

not have the full picrure?

» Wasthe source, as Gilligan has said, “a senior official involved in drawing up
the dossier”, or is he, 25 you said today, a source, “in the intellizence services™?
I'm sure you at Jeast understend the sigmficance of the difference to which I am
alluding. -

* Is it now normal BBC practice not 1o seek to corroborate smgle source stories?

¢ Finally do you believe that Ghlligan’s statement to the FAC that all he had ever
alleged was that we gzve “undue prominence” to the 43 minute pemt, or do you
share my views that tis is uterly inconsistent with what he and others or the
BBC have said and what Gilligen has said, wrtting as 2 BBC jowralist in th=
Mail on Sunday, the Sunday Telegrapn, and The Spsciator,

¢ Finally, heve you seen today’s Spéctazor, in which Mr. Gilligan, writing not in a
personal capacity buf as 2 BBC correspondent, writes an article concluding that
the Prime Minister 18 a “push over” in his relations with President Puin, Is that
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