. *

. Q125 Richard Ottaway: I share your analysis, 1 do not see how you could have been the
primary source. Why did you not complam to the MoD that this was an inaccurate statement that |
they were making’

Dr Kelly: Because, as | have just explained, I did realise that in fact I may have madvertently, if

you like, contributed to that

Q126 Richard Ottaway: You reached the conclusion that you were not the source?

Dr Kelly: 1 do not believe 1 am the source

. Q127 Richard Ottaway: You have just concurred with me that you could not have been the
source.

Dr Kelly: Following the logic 1 agree with that, yes.

Q128 Richard Ottaway: In that, the MoD says they do not know of the source and 1t was
knowingly said by you.

Dr Kelly: That is the situation.

Q129 Richard Ottaway: Do you think possibly the MoD knowingly got it wrong?
Dr Kelly: No,1am saying that the MoD cannot make the categorical statement that you want itto

make based on my information provided to them.

Q130 Richard Ottaway: I have to say that there seems to be an imconsistency between your two
staternents. Would you agree that there is an inconsistency between your belief that you were not
the single source and the MoD’s statement?

Dr Kelly: There is an element of inconsistency there, 1 have to agree with you.
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