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SW Hi Dawvid It’s susan here

DK: Yes — 1 just left you a voicemail

SW Yes| just picked that up  just relaxing after a week of doing Gm crops
{laugh)

I'was hoping I wouldn’t have to cover that story much again after the previous round  but it s all
come up again with the national debate stuff next week - so there we are  ummm  so vou've been m
New York?

as Blix” farewell one sg DK- Yes it was the UNMOVIC s comnussioners meeting — 1% . xxx (make

sure) 0o one said anything controversial

SW oh

DK Of course he gives hus presentation to the secunity council next week on his Teport
SW aah whach day 15 that

DK not been fixed - but one day next week
SW will 1t say anything mteresting or

DK 1t’s actually a factual account of the mspection that took place, padded out with all sorts _well [
shouldn’t say padded out. with all sorts of statisrcal stuff that s in there  11's pretty comp not
controversial - at least mn my eyes 1t’s not controversial . but 1t does comment on the mobile Jabs. 1t
does comment on some of the finds that they has e and the destruction of the arms xx)

SW I don’t know whether (while you've been in NY) you ve been follow ing the mumpus that’s emupted
over herc over the  spat bet the mteligence service and the wmm

DK I guessed something was up - I read the Times this am and I could sce there was something there
and I thank this follows on from what was happenung 1 the states with ramsfelds contments

SW yes partly prompted by Rumsfeld — 2 stmt by R - the first that it was “possible” the wespons were
destroyed before the war started and then he went on vesterdav to say that the use of the argument —
position on WMD was for bureaucratic reasons rather than being the the pnme motrve for the war

DK yes

SW But what mtngued me and prompted me to ning you was the quotes vesterday on the Today prog
about the 45 nunutes part of the dossier

DK. we’ve talked abt this before jn fact

SW ves

DK I've looked back at my notes and you were actually quite specific at that time — I may have jussed
a trick on that one

(Iaughs)
SW you were more spectfic than the source on the today prog — not that that necessarily menas that 1t’s
not one and the same person . in fact you actually referred to AC i that conversation.

DK errvepyep withson?
SW ves
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DK 1mean | did talk to Gavin Hewitt vesterday — he phoned me 1n New York. so he may have picked
upon what I smd because 1 would have said exactly the same as I said 1o vou

SW 50 he presumably decided not to name AC hamself but just to label thus as Number 10

DK yep yep
SW are vou getting much flak over that?

DK me? No not yet anyway [ was i New York (laugh)
SW yes good timung I suppose

DK I mean they wouldn't think it was mean I don’t think
Maybe they would, maybe they wouldn't I don't know

SW um so 15 that the only item in the report that vou had concems over being single-sourced rather
than double -sourced?

DK You have to remember I'm not part of the mtelhigence commuruty — I'm a user of
intelhgence . of course I'm very familiar with a lot of it. 1t’s just that Tcan't comment onit  but I'm
not deeply embedded 1nto that  xxx

So some of 1t I really can’t comment because I don’t know whether 1t's single-sourced or not
SW but on the 45 minutes

DK oh that I knew because I knew the concern about the statement . it was a statement that was made
and 1t just got out of all proportion . you know someone  They were desperate for nformation  thes
were pushing hard for information which could be released  that was one that popped up and 1t was
seized on  and 1t was unfortunate that 1t was  which 1s why there 1s the argument between the
mtelligence services and cabinet office/number ten, because things were picked up and once they’ve
picked up on it you can’t pull 1t back that’s the problem

SW but 1t was aganst your advice that they should publish 1t?

DK Twouldn’t go as strongly as to say  that particular bit | becanse I was not mvyolved in the

assessment of it .no . I can’t say that 1t was agamnst MY advice.. I was uneasy with1t 1 mean my
problem was I could give other explanations which I've indicated to you. that it was the time 10
crect something like a scud missite or it was the time to fill a 40 barrel. mmilti barrel rocket launcher

45 minufcs might well be important and 1 mean I have no idea who de-bnefed this guy quite often
1t’s someone who has no rdea of the topic and the information comes through and people then use 1t as
they sec fit

SW so 1t wasn’t as if there were lots of people saving don’t put it indon’'t put 2t n  1t’s Just 1t was in
there and was seized upon . rather than number ten specificallv going agawnst. ?

DK. there were lots of people saving that — I mean it was an interesting week before the dossier was
put out because there were so many things in there that people were saying well  we’re not o sure
about that, or 1n fact they were happy with 1t being m but not expressed the way that 1t was, because the
word-smithing 15 actually quite important. and the intelhgence commurity are a pretty cautious lot on
the wholc but once you get people puttin 1t/presenung 1t for public consumption of course they use
dufferent words I don’t think thev’re being witfully dishonest I thunk they just think that that's the way
the public will appreciate 1t best. I'm sure you have the same problem as a journahist don’t you.
somettmes you ve got to put things mto words that the public will understand

SW simple
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DK 1 your heart of hearts you must realise sometinies that's not actually the nght thing to sax  but
1t’s the only way vou can put # over 1f you've got to get 1t over 1 two minutes or three minuies

SW did vou actually wnte that section which refers to the 45 minutes Or was 1t somebody clse”

DK Ididn't wnte THAT section. no I mean I reviewed the whole thing. I was involved with the
whole process.. In the end it was just a flurry of activity and 1t was veny difficult to get comments in
because people at the top of the ladder didn’t want to hear some of the things

SW so you expressed vour unease about 1t” Put 1t that way

DK errwell yes vep

SW so how do you feel now number ten 1s funously denying this and AC specifically saving 1t’s all
nonsense 1t was all i the mielligence matenal?

DK well I think 1t’s matter of perception 1sn't #t. [ think people will percerve things and they "1l be. how
shall 1 put 1t. they 11 see things from their own standpoint and they may not exen apprecrate quite what
they were doing

SW do you think there ought to be a secunty and mtelligence commuttee inguiry”

DK yes but not now I think that has to be done mn about s1x months time when we actually have come
to the end of the evaluation of Iraq and the mformation that 1s going to come out of 1t I still think 1t’s
far too early to be talking about the intelhigence that 1s there  a lot of intelhgence that would appear
to be good quality intelligence . some of which 1s not and 1t take a long long ume to get the information
that’s required from iraq The process has only just starfed. 1 think one of the problems with the dosster
— and again 1 think vou and I have talked about 1t 1 the past 15 that 1t was presented n a vers black and
white way without anv sort of quaniitative aspects of 1t The only quantitative aspects were the figures
denved essentialhy from UNSCOM figures. which i tum are Iraq’s figures presented to UNSCOM —
vou know the xxx hitres anthrax. the 4 tonnes VX — all of that actualls s Iraqa figures — but there was
nothing else in there that was quantitative or even remotely qualitative — I mean 1 was just a black and
white thing — they have weapons or they don’t have weapons That i turn has been mterpreted as being
a vast arsenal and I'm not sure any of us ever said that  people have said to me that that was what was
imphied. Agamn we discussed 1t and I discussed 1t with many people. that my own perception 1s that
ves they have weapons but actually not xzxxx (xaxmodet) at thag pownt m tune  But the problem was
that one could anticipate that without any form of mspection. and that forms a real deterrence. other
than the sancuons side of things, then that that would develop I thnk that was the real concern thag
everyone had, it was not so much what they have now but what they would have n the future But that
unfortunately wasn't expressed strongly i the dossier because that takes away the case for war toa
certain extent

(I cough)

SW aclear and present, immunent threat?
DK yes

SW- so did you pick up anvtlung in NY last week as to whether vou'll be gomg back m or?

DK remember I don’t wear a blue hat anvinore I mean I go out to advise them. but I don't wear a
blue hat

SW you were hoping vou mught get nvolved 1n some of the interviewing process

DK yes still hoping but 1t hasn’t happened yet and the reason for that 1s of course these guys aren’t
talking and there’s actually not a lot of point in me discussing things 1f they are actually saving no
Once they start opening up, that's the ume (to go back)

SW what's going to make them start opening up though — do we need to get to the stage of talking
about war tr1als? Or 1s that only going to make things worse
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DK well I tunk there has to be a whole selection of tools so to speak. depending on who the individual
15 . there will be some individuals where I suspect there’s no option than for them to face up to the
fact that they are gomg to be tried  one hopes 1t's gomng to be an wraq1 court eventually . but 1t may be
another court and there will be others who will actually hope that that’s not going to happen to them
and thev get reassurances that won't happen some form of custody who can actually provide that
custody . _I don’t know — can't be just the US or the UK So [ really don’t know then of course there
are all sorts of other incentives 1 mean financial incenttves I gather US has said the arrangement that
they have that they will give financial to people who come forward which 1s fine. but if no security for
those guys. (because there’s no govt) . there are forces that are against the US that are Saddam
loyalists - they maybe . maybe not  and they face retmbution afterwards . 1t’s actually quite a
complex situation sorry 1'm really talking about those who haven’t surrendered or they re just talkang
and want to surrender

SW: ok, just back momentarily on the 45 minute 1ssue. I'm feeling hike I ought to just explore that a
Iritle but more with you  the um. err so would 1t be accurate then as you did i that earher
conversation, to say that it was AC himself who ?

DK All I can sav 1s the Number ten press office I've never met A Campbell so I cant . (SW
mterrupts. they seized on that ?) But I think AC 1s svnonvmous with that press office because he’s
responsible for it

SW yeah hmmm mnght ok and now that we know that the IAEA inspectors are gong back i do vou
feel any more optimustic that the replacement for Blix will  lead a team back 1n?

DK: well the IAEA 1nsp are going to do one thing  not gowng back 1 to
SW a proper job?

DK yep — thev're not domng the job that they did before - they 'l go m — they 'l check on the
distribution of looted radiocactive materials - evalnate the hazards associated with that And make
recommendations about how that can be dealt with — they may have a role m supersising that but 1
don’t think much bevond that

SW nght. so you don't feel optimistic then?

DK well I think that eventually the UN 1s going to have a role to play n thus. but I thank the dafficulty
15 how does the UN engage with the coaliion forces — there has to be a process — they can’t both do the
same job I think 1t’s gong to be very difficult for them to work 1 harmony together, because of the
anymosity between the UN and the US, both as institutions, and between people who are mvolved
There’s tremendous . m UNSCOM possibly UNMOVIC - there’s tremendous anti-US feeling

That they were pulled out and they were doing their job and that 1if they had continued to do therr job
they would have solved the problem That may not be the case but they actually think that And so they
are very resentful of the US. . xxxx I think you know

we 've seen on the mobile labs the politics of that is so STRONG that 1t deflects all pracuical
objectivity Has your assessment of that changed { think was 90 and went down to 45%

m terms of 1ts likelihood of being a fermento  .1t’s still down 1n 405

really / stifl that low? 1s that still because you don't have the nght info

well [ have more than I did before but I sull don’t have the nght info so until thas team reports back and
I'm unsighted as to whether they’ve actuall fimshed their job because I've been mmn NY  as you know
there’s team 1n at the moment - until they come back and actually give therr data I thunk it's actually
quate difficult to make that determunatton  but whatever 1t is 1t’s certainly a very unusual fermentor

SW so where do you stand on the Rumsfeld pomt of the possibility of the weapoins hayving been
destryed before the war startd
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Well 1t 1s a posbilzty 1 find 1t difficult to comment 1 mena 1t is a possiblity that that’s the

case ummm 1t may be that they had such a small arsenal that they determuned that 1t wouldn’'t be
mubitanly effectuve and therefore 1t would provide the embarrassment that's requured to embarrass the
coahition — I'm not sure | mean 1t s such a trivial thing that I can’t see that being the case. but 1t s ven
difficult to rationahise why they would be destroved when they worked so hard for vears 1o conceal
wax capable

SW although I suppose there’s some evidence that Saddam was a fiarly strateg thnker so 1f he decided
that this was IT That he’d rather history record that he had nothing

DK ves yes
SW that’s the only way to make any sense out of 1t.

DK 1 think a lot 1s going to come out 1t’s onie thing to be talking about hardware — which 1s what peole
are concerned about But I think it’s going to either come out of individuals. if they choose to talk or it
will come out of documentation  xxxx mught lead to incnminating evidence — there wall be something
somewhere 1n saddams inner documents that indicate ( intermupt0

SW sorry that indicate 1t Was destroyed

DK no unless those documetns have been destryved (oh themselves) I'm not sure at the highest les ¢l
what they did m keepmg multiple copies of things . but certainly lower down the chain irag was so
bureacratic y ou could virtually guarantee there would be 6 copies of somethung But at the highest level
I just have no wdea

SW good ok. so are vou around next week or are vou off”?

Dk am 1 around next week” 1'm going back to the states  I'm around but I expect to be more awav
than [ am 1n the country. put 1t that way. but mv days seem to change/ my plans seem to change daily

SW ok well 1f we suddenly have a xurprise i the Blix document I'll perhaps ring vow. but you're not

anticpating that?

I'm not but you thunk differnetly to me so vou mught find there's a surprise there. Idon’t know
(laughs) I'm certamnly around Mon . Tues Weds that's for sure

Sw right ok
Dk I'm 1n London Mon Tues - probably my mobile will be on

Sw ok I'll pester you 1f meed to but I'll avord dong that 1f [ don’t

DK call me n the evenungs that’s no probiem if you have to do that  in the day — because I tend to be
1n the MoD or the Foreign Office that’s not convenient

Sw no, ok . good ok well many thanks agam and I'll talk 1o you soon

Dk are vou doing anything for NN

Sw at the mometn I've been mainly concentramng on Gm crops .but NN has been doing preces that last
2 or 3 mghts on the Rumsfeld situation and I've been feeding thungs in or pointing people in  the CIA
report 11 the mobuel labs came out yesterday and I made sure that was fed into the process

DK that was a funny report to me 1t looked like 1t had just been pushed out at a whim  overmight
Sw well that wd be imteresting to cotncide with what Rumsfeld said
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Dk well if vou look at 1t 147s not well edited  the same thing 1s said i differnet paragraphs - therre e
been some cutting and pasting going on and things have got left arouhnd the place

Sew was odd because was put on the site — wasn ( annoucned was put on the site for 7 hours which 1s
kind of weird if you want to draw peoples attentiontot I don’t know It was all verv odd  but 1t
mught be that some Tues when the commons 1 back. and Blair 1s going 1o be under some pressure (o
maek a statemnent or hold a debate or somethung on this whoie question I may be put back onto it
agam so we'll see

{DK ok}

SW 1t kind of varies between me and the general reporters depending on what I'm up to

Ok well thanks again — thanks for calling back david . and I'll keep mn touch ok cheers  byve
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(f,iﬁs Y Dawv. d Kolly

SW Hi Dawvid It’s susan here
Dbt e

DK ZW&»— A{ Just left you a voicemail

SW Yes I just picked that up. just relaxing after a week of doing Gm crops
(}au gh) o

I was hoping [ wouldn’t have to cover that story much agam afier the previous round . but 1t’s all
come up again with the national debate stuff next week - so there we are  ummm . so you've been in
New York'?

was Blix” farewell one s&DK- Yes 1t was the UNMOVIC’s comumissioners meeting -1t/ xxx (make
sure) no anything controversial

SW oh

DK Of course he gives his presentation to'the security council next week on his report
SW: aah whuch day 1s that

Job bk 0 e

DK noybeen fixed one da)fn next week |

W ) Mt trins : W . ¥ Ol
) %&m anything interesting or X ‘
g 'no\:"”wﬂ VA&% forss ol lrereryi "ug')

DK it’s actually a factual account of the mspectlon,(gat—mek—p-l-aedﬂ:%d{ied out with al! sorts 4 well I
shouldn’t say padded out, with all sorts of statistical stuff that 1s m there . 1t's pretty comp not
controversial — at least in my eyes 1t’s not controversial  but 1t does comment on the mobale labs 1t
does comment on some of the finds that they have and the destruction of the arms xx)

SW I don’t know whether (while yon v m vou've been following the runpus that’s erupted

over here over the  spat bet the mteligence service and the umm

DK I guessed somethung was up — I read the Times thus am and I could see there was sometiung there
and I think this follows on from what was happemng 1n the states with mumnsfelds comments

SW yes partly prompted by Rumsfeld — 2 stmt by R - the first that 1t was “possible” the wespons were
destroyed before the war started and then he went on yesterday to say that the use of the argument —
position on WMD was for bureaucratic reasons rather than being the the prime motive for ﬂ1e war bt a rathy

uaz,,,.g f-&-«& .
DK yes

SW But what inmgued me and prompted me to ring you was the quotes yesterday on the Today prog
about the 45 minutes of the dossier
par Sir: vp bhowe D

fpoken
DK. we’ve«ﬂgfdabtthjs before sw-taat 0’}- cEWwASe Z { Hook Yo« kaow ,wj ey ot
SW yeacmile—fpove  Qes
B35 I've looked back at my notes and you were actually quite specific at that time — I may have missed
a tnck on that one

(laughs)

SW you were more specific than the source on the today prog — not that that necessarily menas that 1t’s
not one and the same person. 1n fact you actually referred to AC 1n that conversation

DK errvepyep with you?
SW yes
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DK [ 'mean I did takk to Gavin Hewtt yesterday — he phoned me i New York. so he mav have picked
up on what I said  because I would has e sad exactly the same as I sard to vou

Les
SwW [so he presumably decided not to name AC himself but just to label this as Number 10 .

DK yep vep
SW are you getting much flak over that?

DK me?7 No not yet anyway I was in New York _(laugh)
SW yes good timing 1 suppose

DK I mean they wouldn’t thunk 1t was medit I don’t think
Maybe they would, mavbe they wouldn’t [ don’t know

SW um so 1s that the only item 1n the report that you had concems over being smgle-sourced rather
- 7 ) y k. od
than double -sourced {hats why I'm ap 4o

mmumty — I'm a user of
} ¥commenton 1t  but I'm

DK You have to remember I'm not part of the intelhigenc
intelligence .of course I'm very familiar with a lot of st,
not deeply embedded into that  _xxx

So some of 1t I really can’t comment because I don’t know whether 1t's single-sourced or not
SW but on the 45 nunutes

DK oh that I knew because I knew the concern about the statement 1t was a statement that was made
and 1t just got out of all proportion: - you know someone They were desperate for information. they
were pustung hard for information which could be released  that was one that popped up and 1t was
scized on  and 1t was unfortunate that 1t was .which 1s why there 1s the argument between the
intetligence services and cabinet office/number ten, because things were picked u9 and once theyve
picked up on 1t you can’t pull it back that’s the problem on

SW but 1t was agamst your advice that they should publish it?

DK Iwouldn’t go as strongly as to say . that particular bit , because I was not mvols ed 1n the

assessment of 1t . no .1 can’t say that 1t was against MY advice 1 was uneasy withit. I meap my
problem was I could give other explanations. .which I've 1ndicated to you.. that 1t was the ame to
erect something hike a scud mussile or 1t was the tume to fill a 40 barrel, multi barrel rocket launcher

LS Fprte Somt W

y,

- 45 mmnutes might well be important and [ mean [ have no :dea wha de-briefed this guy quite often
1t’s someone who has no idea of the topic and the mformation comes through and people then use 1t as
they see fit.

SW- s0 it wasn’t as if there were lots of people saying don’t put it in don’t put 1t 1n . 1t’s just it was n

there and was seized upon  rather than number ten specifically goiﬁg against. .7

DK there were lots of people saying that — I mean 1t was an interesting week before the dossier was

put out because there were so many things in there that people were saying well ..we’re not so sure

about that, or 1n fact they were happy with it berng 1n but not expressed the way that 1t was, because the
word-smithing 15 actually quite important, and the intelligence community are a pretty cautious lot on Han
the whole but once you get people puttin 1t/presenting it for public consumption/of course they use

dufferent words. I don’t think they re being wilfully dishonest I think they just that that’s the way

the public will appreciate 1t best I'm sure you have the same problem as a Journalist don’t you,

sometimes you ve got to put things into words that the public wall understand

SW sumple
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DK m your heart of hearts you must realisc somctimes that's not actually the right thing to sav .. but
1t’s the only way you can put it over 1f you've got to get it over In two munutes or three munutes

SW did you actually write that section which refers to the 45 munutes Or was 1t somebody elsc?

DK I'ddn’t wnte THAT section, no I mean I reviewed the whole thing. I was involved with the
whole process.  In the end 1t was just a flurry of activity and 1t was very difficult to get conuments i
because people at the top of the ladder didn’t want to hear some of the things

SW so you expressed your unease about 1t? Put 1t that way

DK errrwell  yes yep

SW. 50 how do you feel now number ten 1s furiously denying this and AC specifically saving 1t’s all
nonsense i was all 1n the intelligence matenal?

DK well I'think 1t’s matter of perception isn't 1t I thunk people will percerve things and they’ll be, how
shall I put 1t, they’ll see thingd from their own standpomnt and they may not even appreciate quite w hat
they were doing (i

SW do you think there ought to be a security and intells gence commuites inquiry?

DK yes but not now. I think that has to be done 1 about six months time when we actually have come
to the end of the evaluation of Iraq and the mformation that 1s gomg to come out of it [ sull think it's
far too early to be talkung about the mtelligence that 1s there  a lot of intells gence that would appear
to be good quabty intetligence , some of which 1s not and 1t take a long long tune to get the information
that’s requrred from wraq The process has only just started. I think one of the problems with the dossier
—and again I think you and I have talked about 1t in the past 1s that 1t was presented m a very black and
white way without any sort of quantitative aspects of 1t. The only quantitative aspects were the figures
denved essentially from UNSCOM figures, which m tarn are Iraq’s figures presented to UNSCOM —
vou know the xxx hitres anthrax, the 4 tonnes VX - all of that actually 1s Iraqi figures — but there was
nothing else 1n there that was quantitauve or even remotely qualitative — [ mean 1t was Just a black and
white thing — they have weapons or they don’t have weapons. That 1n turn has been nterpreted as being
a vast arsenal and I'm not sure any of us ever said that _people have said to me that that was what was
implied, Again we discussed 1t ..and I discussed 1t with many people. that my own perception 1s that
yes they have weapons but actually not xzxxx (oxmodel) at this point in tume  But the problem was
that one could anticipate that without any form of inspection, and that forms a real deterrence, other
than the sanctions side of things, then that that would develop | thunk that was the real concern that
cveryone had, it was not so much. what they have now but what they would have i the fiture But that
unfortunately wasn’t expressed strongly 1n the dossier because that takes away the case for war. o 2
certawn extend

(I qough)

SW a clear and present, immmnent threat?
DK ves

, . . bance Uy
SW 50 did you pick up anythung 1 NY last week as to whether you’ll be going back m ori e e 49 M_;’E';vk a7

DK remember I don’t wear a blue hat anvmore . I mean I go out to advise them, but I don’t wear a
blye hat
SW you were hoping you nught get mnvolved m some of the Inierviewling process

DK yes sull hoping but 1t hasn’t happened vet . and the reason for that 1s of course these guys aren’t
talking and there’s actually not a lot of point in me discussing things 1f they are actually saying no
Once they start opening up. that’s the time (to go back)

SW what's gomg to make them start operung up though — do we need to get to the stage of talking
about war trals? Or 15 that only going to make things worse
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DK well I thunk there has to be a whole selection of tools so to speah. depending on who the indrnidual
15 there will be some individuals where [ suspect there’s no option than for them to face up to the
faci that they are gomg to be tried  one hopes it’s gong to be an wraq1 court eventually | but 1t may be
another court and there will be others who will actually hope that that's not gowng to happen to them
and they get reassurances that won’t happen .some form of custody who can actually provide that
custody . I don’t know — can’t be just the US or the UK So I realls don’t know then of course theye
are all sorts of other incentives. 1 mean financial mncentives 1 gather US has said the arrangement that
they have that they will give financial to people who come forward which is fine. but 1f no secunty for
those guys .(because there’s no govt) . there are forces that are agamnst the US that are Saddam
loyalists — they maybe , maybe not  and they face retnbution afterwards . it’s actually quite a
complex situation sorry 1'm really talking about those who haven’t surrendered or thev're Just talkang
and want to surrender.

SW ok just back momentarily on the 45 munute 1ssue. I’'m feeling hike I ought to just explore that a
little bit more with you. the um err so would 1t be accurate then, as you did in that earher
conversation, to say that it was AC himself who .2

ND | capntt .
DK ZAH I ¢an say 15 the Number ten press office. I've never met A Campbel? so I cant .(SW
interrupts they seized on that 7) But I think: AC s synonymous with that press office becausg he's
responstble for 1t.

SW yeah hmmm. nght ok and now that we know that the IAEA mspectors are going back 1n do you
feel any more optumistic that the replacement for Blix will lead a team back in?

DK. well the IAEA nsp are going to do one thing  not gomg back mn to
SW a proper job?

DK ycp - they're not domng the job that they did before - they’ll go 1n — they’Hl check on the
dismbution of looted radioactive matenals - evaluate the hazards assocuated with that And make
recommendations about how that can be deait with — they may have a role m supervismg that but
don’t think much beyond that

SW nght, so you don’t feel optinustic then?

DK well T think that evenmally the UN 15 going 1o have a role to play w thus, but I think the difficulty
1s how does the UN engage wath the coalition forces — there has to be a process — they can’t both do the
same Job I think 1t’s going to be very difficult for them to work in harmony together, because of the
anymosity between the UN and the US, both as mshtutions, and between people who are mvplved
There’s tremendous  in UNSCOM possibly UNMOVIC - there’s tremendous anti-US feeling.
That they were pulled out and they were dorng their job and that if they had continued to do thetr jop
they would have solved the problem. That may not be the case but they actually think that. And so they
are very resentful of the US . _xxxx [ think you know.

W~
. we’ve seen osn the mobile labs the politics of that 15 so STRONG that it deflects all practical
objecthvity your assessment of that changed I think was 90 and went down to 45%

st reas Beak, (Flow wpl oty

DK 1n terms of 1ts likelthood of being a fermentot” 1t’s still down 1n 40s

Jw -really / still that low? 15 that stil because you don’t have the nght mfo

DK well T have more than I did before put I still dor’t have the right wnfo so until this team reports back and
I"'m unsighted as to whether they’ve actuall finished their job because I've been in NY  as you know
there’s team 1n at the moment - until they come back and actually give thexr data I thank it’s actually
quate dufficult to make that determunation  _but whatever 1t 15 1t’s certainly a very unusual fennen’or

selond
SW. so where do you stand on the Rumsfeld pont tf the possibility of the weapoins having been
destryed hefore the war startd
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Dk; Well it 15 a posbility 1 find 1t difficult to comment | mena 1t 1s a possiblity that that’s the
case ummm 1t may be that they had such a small arsenal that they determuned that 1t wouldn’t be
muhtanly effective and therefore it would provide the embarrassment that’s required to embarrass the
coahtion - I'm not sure | mean 1t’s such a trivial thung that I can’t see that being the case. but s ven
difficult to rationalise why they would be destroyed when they worked so hard for vears to conceal

xxx capable

SW although 1 suppose there’s spme evidence that Saddam was a fiarly strateg: thnker so if he decided
that this was IT That he’d rather history record that he had nothing

DK yes yes
SW. that's the only way to make any sense out of 1t .

mcfun(f»‘
DX I thunk a lot 15 going to come out/11°s one thing to be talking about hardware — which 1s what peole
are concerned about. But I think 1t’s/gomg to either come out of individuals, 1if they choose to talk or 1t
will come out of documentation .xxx might lead to incnmnating evidence — there will be something
somewhere 1n saddams 1nner documents that indicate ( mtep‘upt’

SW son}lthat indicate 1t Was destroved

DK no unless those documetns have been destryed (oh themselves) I'm not sure at the highest level
what they did in keeping multiple copies of things . but certainly lower down the chamn rag was so
bureacratic you could virtually gnarantee there would be 6 copies of something But at the hughest level
1 just have no idea

SW good ok  so are you around next week or are you off?

Dk am I around next week? I'm going back to the states  1'm around but I expect to be more away
than T am 1n the country, put 1t that way, but my days seem to change/ my plans seem to change dails

SW ok well if we suddenly have a xurprise in the Bhix document I'll perhaps nng you. but vou’re not
anticpating that?
DK_I'm not but you think differnetly to me so you might find there’s a surprise there. I don’t know
(taughs) I'm certainly around Mon , Tues Weds that’s for sure .

Sw nght ok
Dk I'm in London Mon Tues — probably my mobile will be on

Sw ok I'll pester you 1f mneed to but I'll avord doing that 1f I don’t

DK call me m the everungs that’s no problem if you have to do that _in the day — because I tend to be
1 the MoD» or the Foreign Office that’s not convenrent

Sw no, ok , good ok well many thanks agan and I'll talk to you soon

Dk are you doing anything for NN

Sw at the mometn [’ve been mamly concentraing on Gm crops . but NN has been doing preces that last
2 or 3 nights on the Rumsfeld situation and I've been feeding things 1n or pomnting peoplein. the CIA
report n the mobiel labs came out yesterday and I made sure that was fed mto the process

DK that was a funny report to me 1t looked like 1t had just been pushed out at a whim overmght
Swawell that wd be mteresting to comncide with what Rumsfeld said
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Dk well 1if you look at 1t 1t’s not well edited . the same thung 1s said 1 differnet paragraphs - therre e
been some cutting and pasting gomng on and things hasve got left arouhnd the place

Sgwwas odd becanse was put on the site — wasn'{ annoucned was put on the site for 7 hours which 1s
kind of weird «f you want to draw peoples attentionto st _1dont know It wasallven odd but 1t
nught be that ome Tues when the commons 1s back, and Blaur 1s going to be under some pressure to
mack a statement or hold a debate or something on this whole question [ may be put back onto it
agamn  so we’ll see

(DK ok) -

)

SW 1t kand of vanes between me and the general reporters depending on what 'mupto )™ 0k | tanfcr .

Ok well thanks agam — thanks for calling back david . and I'll keep mn touch . ok cheers Zh}e
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