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. minute claim had been derived fiom only one intelligence source -
whereas most of the cther claims in the dossier had at least two,
Gilligan's source zlso believed this single Irzqi source had probably
got the information wrong.

~ Does it stilf stanid by the ellegetion, egain on the same day,
that we croered the September dessier 1o be 'sexed up ‘in the
period leading up to its publicetion - and that Gilligan found
whal Humphreys (sic) celled “evidence” that it was “cobbled
together at the last minute with some unconfirmed malerial
that had not been approved by the security services?”

We slend by our reporiing of the scurce zs saying that the dossier
was "sexed up " end that had happened at & lste slege in ils
preparation - &nd that the "sexing up “ relied on uncorroborated
material not approved of by all in the intelligence agencies.

| note today that Mr Feter Rickelis, Director General of the Foreign
=nd Commonwezlih Office hes told the Foreign Aflairs Committee
ihat the “45 minute” claim was not in the first diaft of the dossier.

O Does it still stend by the sietement made on 6" June that the
JIC is riot pert of the intelligence community , but @ Number 10
commiliee which exists 1o erbitrate between government and
the intelligerice services?

We nriever <aid that the JIC was riot pant of the intelligence
community. What we ectuzlly seid was the JIC is not the same thing

=¢ the intelligence services.

L Does i slill stend by the clzim on 3° June that the cheirmen of
the JIC only kind of “bureaucratically signed off his report?”

It would have been betier if Andrew Gilligan had attribuled this
answer 10 his source end that was 2 slip on the day. However he
had frequently reminded the audience 1hat claims were derived from
ihe source. What Andrew Gilligan did in this section of the report
wes 10 scknowledge that the JIC chzirman had indeed 'signed off’
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