I sirsniels

.8-

on ihe dossier - but thet did not of iteelf mean that all members of
the intelligence services were happy with its conlents.

Furlher we kncw from other sources that some senior members of
the intelligence community were reluctant to use intelligence

material in this way.

Z Hecw meny sources wes the criginal “45 minute “gllegetion
being edded in tesed on 7 Wzs it one source or mcre than
cne source? You will be ewere of the EBC Guidelines on this.

| have repeetedly mede il clear that the padicular ellegations made
in Andrew Gilligen’s repori of the 28" May came from one source
and | heve oullined why we felt it zppropriaie 1o breadceast the
information. The zudience was teld time znd zgain on the 29" May
that the criticiem of the dossier's compiletion wes being mzade by
cne source. The scurce wes crecdible end whal he chose to tell
Andrew Cilligan was highly pleusitle given whal we knew by then
eboul ithe preperetion of the February “dodgy dossier”. Other
journglists, including some within the EBC, had been told of
concerns held in the intelligence community ebout the way
infelligence wes used in the run-up to war in Iraq - and they had
been told this by sources other than the one who spoke to Andrew
Gilligan. In the licht of this it would have been wrong for the EBC to
decide not 1o pul into the public domzin the informztion provided 1o
Andrew Cilligan by his source - and we did so with transpzarent
atiribution to a single source.

As for your peint ebout the BBC Guidelines let me guote:

"‘Programmes should be reluctant to rely on only one
source.”

That is true. The EBC would heve preferred it if the source had been
on the record. But you well know that in this field sources very rarely
— if ever -- choose 1o speek on the record. | do not sccept your
inference that means we cannol publish information on inlelligence
matiers if only derived from cne source — parlicularly in light of what
we knew ebout the February dossier.
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