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You &lso say that lest week's Intelligence and Security
Commitiee report "confirms Mr. Gilligan’s story was wrong.” The
section of 1he reporl you quote does not do so. It stales that the
intelligence agencies were consulted in the production of the
dossier, thal the “Assessments Staff” essembled it, and that the
JIC endorsed it. All of this is competible with the doseier being
rewritien before publication, and compelible oo with the
suggestion that some pecple in the inteligence community were
still unhappy &fier publication as a resull of changes in the
presentation of the evidence. This is what Ancdrew Gilligan's
source told him and is what we reportied. As for your assertion
that you know that the source of Ardrew Cilligan's informetion is
“not 8 member of the JIC or directly invelved in compiling the
dossier” | meke no comment. Suffice to say that Andrew Gilligan
had discussions with senior BBC colleagues in advance of
broadczsling his piece and we are happy sbout the robusiness of
his source.

You have now queried our coverzge of last week’s ISC report
generelly, referring to “a deliberate lack of clarity.” As you will
know this coverege was in the hands of reporters other than
Andrew Gilligan and it was their conclusion that the most
significant arees in the 1eport were the comments on the
Febiuary dossier ralher than the Septemberome—iogether with
the comments aboutl Ministers needing to be betler briefed.

You raise a new issue - sboul communications between yourself
and the Intelligence agencies. 1 have read a number of fairly
straightiorward scripts quoting Downing Street on this matter
which did not repeat the detaif of the Sunday Telegraph’s version
of events. If you feel we got something wrong | would be happy
1o look into the specific report which gives you concern.
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