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GUANTANAMO BAY

Asked If the Prime Minister was in favour of a
public tnal for the six internees at Guantanamo
Bay, the Pnme Minister's Official Spokesman
(PMOS} saud that the Pnime Minister was in favour
of something that would match international
standards As he had told the House during PMQs
today, the precise crrcumstances in which these
people would be tried was still a matter jor
decision and discussion We had put our view to
the relevant authonties and were currently
awatting their response Pressed as to whether
the Prime Minister wanted a public hearing, the
PMOS said that it would be more helpfu! {o wait
and see what was proposed and then respond
accordingly Asked what the Prime Minister
wanted to see, the PMOS said he wanted to see a
tnal process which conformed with international
norms Asked when a decision would be made,
the PMOS said that as the Pnme Minister had told
the House today, it was up to the US
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Admimistration to make known what its intenticns Interest you
were In the meantime we remained n

discussions with them

Asked If the Brtish Government had raised
concerns about the use of the death penaity with
the US Administration, the PMOS said that our
view on the death penally had been expressed at
a vanely of levels with the American Government
CGuestioned as to whether the Pnime Minister
wottld be rarsing this matter with President Bush
at their next meeting, the PMOS said that he had
no tntenticn af pre-empting any future discussions
they might have Asked if they had discussed the
tssue m the past, the PMOS repeated that our
view was well known at a vartety of levels within

the US Admimistration

Asked f the Government was concerned that the
two British internees would be demed access to
British lawyers, the PMOS said that it was
important to wait for the US to make ts decision
abeut the type of hearing it wanted before we
made any comment Questioned about the
continuing iImpnsonment of the other seven Bntish
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internees, the PMOS said that the Prime Minister
had already underlined that this situation could not
go on indefirutely That said, the information that
continued to come out fiom Guantanamo Bay was
important in the fight against international
terronsm We acknowledged that it was difficult to
get the balance nght Asked if the Pnime Minister
had received advice from Lord Goldsmith as to
which Articles of the Hague and Geneva
Conventions the internees were being held and
tried under, the PMOS said that he was not aware
of any such .dvice

IRAQ
intelligence

Asked if the Prme Minister had received the
Opposition Leader's letter following tus suggestion
that the Prime Minister had misrepresented
security briefings he had recewved, the PMOS
confirmed that the Prime Minuster had recewved
the Opposition Leader's lefter and would reply to i
in his own time and In his own way The Leader of
the Opposition had received two briefings The
first had been on the intelligence which had been
Included In the September dossier The second
had been about mteligence relating to
concealment activity which had been contained in
the February document The Prime Minister had
not said that the Leader of the Opposition had
been briefed specifically on either of the two
documents Quesfioned about the second
briefing, the PMOS said that it had taken place
after the February document had been published
He repeated that le repeated that tHhe Opposition
Leader had been brefed on the intelligence
contained win the document, not on the document
itsetf

Asked If new intelligence in the February
document amounted to just 10% of the whole
thing, the PMOS said that the FAC had put
forward the figure in their report We did not
accept it We would respond on that point of detail
in our reply to the report Questioned as to
whether the 10% figu:e was roughly accurate, the
PMOS said that he did not recognise the figure
Put to him that the Prime Minister had indicated
that new inteligence had been included in the
document, the PMOS said that further inteligence
had indeed been included This had been
supphed by the Securnty and Information Service
which, as we had said repeatedly, they had
autharised for use in this way Asked If that
inteligence had been shared with the Leader of
the Oppaosttion in the light of the fact that his tast
briefing had been in September, the PMOS said
that the Opposition Leader had been briefed on
the inteiligence relating 1o concealment activities
after the document had been published

Asked when Jack Straw had apologised for the
February document, the PMOS said that Mr Straw
had apologised dunng his FAC evidence session
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as had Alastair Campbell He suggested
journabsts went back and checked the FAC
record

BEBC

Asked If Geoff Hoon had receved a reply to his
letter from the BBC, the PMQOS said no The letter
had only been sent at funchtime today He
reminded journalists that we were not asking the
BBC {o reveal the name of their source All we
wanted to know was whether we were wreng
about the person who had come forward and
identified himself voluntarily Everyone in public
Iife made mistakes That was a fact of ife Usually
those mistakes were acknowledged and
corrected The BBC was a public service
broadcaster and no doubt operated on the same
standards We assumed that they would want to
set the record straight in this case too now that
they had received the relevant information from
Mr Heoen

Put to him that the person who had come forward
could not be the BBC's source because he did not
fit Andrew Gilligan's cnitena, the PMOS said that if
teday's Daily Telegraph report was correct and the
BBC had briefed privately that Mr Gilligan had met
his source at a central London hotel on 22 May, it
was perfectly legriimate for us to ask how many
more people he had met on that date at a central
London hotel Since the indiwvidual involved had
already revealed his identity, it was no defence to
refuse to answer the question on the grounds of
betraying confidentiality All we wanted to know
was whether the person was the BBC's source or
not It was a pretty simple question to answer Put
to fum that it was in fact a question of betraying
confidentiality because there were already strong
indications showing that the persan who had
come forward was not the BBC's source, the
PMGS said he wouid disagree The person had
said that he had met Mr Giligan on 22 May at a
central Londen hotel Put to tum that the person
had also admitted that they had not talked about
any of the 1ssues which Mr Gilligan had insisted
he had talked about with his source, the PMOS
sad that that was comptetely untrue They had
spoken about the 45-minute claim and whether
Alastar Campbell had been nvolved in the
decision {0 insert the mformation in the September
dossier Put to herm that it was Mr Gilligan himself
who had raised the 1ssues, the PMOS said that Mr
Gilhgan had told the FAC that he had only talked
to one source about the 45-rminute clam He had
tatked to other people about cther matters |f the
person who had come forward was not the
source, it should be asked why Mr Gillgan had
not mentioned him in his FAC heanng

In answer to further questions, the PMOS said it
had been suggested that Downing Street was
currently engaged in a 'knocking down process’,
meanmng that we would knock down each name
that came up That was unirue The whole
situation bolled down to the fact that the personin
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question had come forward and had saud that he
had met Mr Giliigan on 22 May at a central
tondon hotel How many people did Mr Giligan
meet at a hotel in central London on that date?
Asked how we could be so sure that this person
had met Mr Gilligan at the time and place he had
stated, the PMOS said that we were sure because
the person had said so Put to him that we
appeared to be relying on a single source agarmn,
the PMOS pomted out that we were relying on a
single scurce who had no metwvation to reveal the
truth This was someone who had put hus belief in
public senvice above the implications for his
career He had clearly believed it was his duty and
public service respons:bility to come forward and
admit what he had done This was something
which should be recogrised in the spint in which it
had been done, rather than treated cynically
Although we had been very careful nof to rush to
Jjudgement in terms of whether he was the BBC
source, It was perfectly legitimate for us to ask the
BBC whether he was or not If he was, we were
entitled fo ask why there was a discrepancy over
his status If he was not the source, we inwited the
BBC to teli us we were wrong

Asked If we would come up with another name to
put to the BBC if it turned out that the person who
had come forward was not their source, the
PMQS said that if this person was the source,
then his status was not that which had been
orniginally claimed He was not someone who had
access to the intelligence which had been
mncluded in the dossier Nor had he been one of
those who had put the document together
Consequently, it was clear that he was nol In a
postion to make the claim the BBC had assered
he had made The BBEC had always defended the
reporiing of the allegation by saying thal it was the
source who had made the claim, not them
However, given this person had said that he had
not made those claims and had not been in a
position to make them, it questioned the
legitimacy of the onginal allegation Equally, if this
person was not the source, why had Mr Gilhigan
toid the FAC that he had only discussed the
Sepiember dossier with one person? Why had he
not satd he had discussed it with a vanety of
people given the fact tha! the person who had
come forward had said that he had met Mr
Gilhgan on the same day Mr Gillgan was reported
toc have met his source

Questioned as to whether Geoff Hoon had wntten
his letter to the BBC in green ink given Downing
Street's apparent obsession with the whole 1ssue,
the PMOS said that on the day Mr Gillklgan had
made his charge people had said that the
allegation went night to heart of the integnty of the
Government The claim was the most selous that
could be made aganst any Government We
therefore hoped that it had not been made lightly
or falsety and that the ¢faims made about the
status of the person who had made the charge
were correct [f not, it was surely the duty of any
Jjournalist, particulaily a pubhc service
broadcaster, to make it clear that a mistake had
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been made We recognised that people were
bored with this story So were we However,
because such a serous allegation had been made
and because, in the end, # all boiled down ta
Journalistic standards, it was clearly important for
the record to be set straight

Asked why the news that someone had come
forward had been kept under wraps by the MoD
for five days, the PMOS said that the MoD had
wanted to make sure that the person was treated
property 1n accardance with MoD personnel
procedures We had also wanted to be certain
that we were on sure greund Consequently, we
bekeved the timescale had been night It had been
suggested cynically last night that we had delayed
the announcement until 6 03pm n order to get the
toundation hospital vote out of the way That was
completely untrue The real reason for the delay
was because the person concerned had been
traveiling on a motorway and had wanted to get to
a service station so that the MoD could read out
the statement to him and make sure that he was
happy with it We hoped that gave some indication
of the care with which we had approached this
Issue so as to ensure that the proper procedures
had been followed and that we were not saying
anything which we could not stand up Put to him
that the service station story did not explain why
the news of the person’s existence had been
delayed for five days, the PMOS said that the
person had been closely involved all the way
through with the preparatien of the statement |t
had been only nght that he should have had the
final version read out to him This was an
indicationy of the care the MoD had taken in
approaching this matter

Asked to respond to reports that the person had
not come forward voluntanly but had been
reporied to a ine manager by a colieague who
had seen him reading Mr Gilligan's stories In the
papers with rather too much interest, the PMOS
sald that as he understood #, the person had
come forward veluntarily He had no intention of
getting drawn into the precise circumstances in
which he had decded to come forward That was
entirely a matter for the persen himself

Asked If the person who had come forward was a
man, the PMOS said ihat journalsts had a 50%
chance of being nght Asked whether he had been
suspended from his job, the PMOS declined to get
into MoD personnel matters Fut to him that the
person did not work for the MeD, the PMOS said
that the person was a technical expert who had
worked for a vanety of Government Departments,
inclucing the MoD with whem he was currentiy
working His salary was paid by another
Department Asked if it was correct to descnbe
the person as being on secondment to the MoD,
the PMOS saud that the nature of his work meant
that he was more of a consultant than a

secondee Asked why we were so reluctant to say
which Department paid his salary, the PMOS said
that providing this information would make it
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easler o 1dentfy him given the fact that there
were only a few peaple who were paid a salary by
this particular Department but who worked for
other Departments Askedf he was paid by the
FCO, the PMOS dechned to answer the question
on the grounds that he dig not want to do anything
which might identify who the person was

Asked if the persan would be identified and go
public with his claims if the BBC refused to
respond to our question, the PMOS said he was
not aware of any such plan However, it would be
strange If the BBC did not take the opportunity to
say If we were wrong or set the record straight if
what they had reported was in any way
misleading about the status cf therr source |t was
up to them It was not every day that we invited
the BBC ta tell us we were wrong They usually
did that of their own accord anyway - as, of
course, was ther nght and constitutional duty
{some would say that they took advantage of that
on a frequent basis} Equally if a mistake had
been made in elevating the status of someone
who had made such a senous allegation, then
most people in public life would regard 1t as
incumbeant on them to set the record straight

Asked what we would do If the BBC admitted that
the persen who had come forward was their
source given the clear discrepancies in the way
we and Mr Gilligan had presented his status, the
PMOS said that the status of the source and the
guestion as to whether they had been in the loop
or not was the vital factor The clear assertion by
the BBC was that therr story had been based on
the comments of a sentor intelligence source This
was not a desciiplion that could be attnbuted to
the person who had come forward He was not a
member of the Semor Civil Service or of the
Secunity and Intelligence Senvice Nor was he
involved in miltary intelligence This therefore
called into question both the claims that had been
made on his behalf and the BBC Governors' view
as expressed In their meeling on Sunday that the
normal rules about single sourcing did not apply In
this case because 1t was a senior intelligence
source Asked if it was nght to say that the person
involved was an acknowledged expert on WMD
who had worked for several Government
Departments, the PMOS said that he was a
techrical expert Put to tum that if the person was
an expert on WMD, which was an miteligence-ted
field, he could easily be described as a senior
intelhgence source, the PMOS sard he would
disagree Asked for his definition of a 'senior
intelligence source’, the PMOS said thatl there was
a difference between someone who was a
technical expert on machinery and equipment and
someone who had intelligence information about
what was happening in a particular country in
relation to that equipment The person In question
was a technician - a techinical expert - not an
intelhigence official, and that was nol in any way to
demean or under-estimate hus role
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