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INTELLIGENCE AND SECURITY COMMITTEE

The Rt. Hon. Ann Taylor, MP (Chairman)

The Rt. Hon. James Arbuthnot, MP The Rt. Hon. Alan Howarth CBE, MP
The Rt. Hon. The Lord Archer of Sandwell, QC Mr Michael Mates, MP
The Rt. Hon. Kevin Barron, MP The Rt. Hon. Joyce Quin, MP
The Rt. Hon. Alan Beith, MP The Rt. Hon. Gavin Strang, MP

i. The Intelligence and Security Committee (ISC) is established under the Intelligence
Services Act 1994 to examine the expenditure, administration and policy of the United
Kingdom’s three intelligence and security Agencies: the Security Service, the Secret
Intelligence Service (SIS) and the Government Communications Headquarters (GCHQ).
The Committee also takes evidence from the Security and Intelligence Co-ordinator, the
Chairman of the Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC) and the Defence Intelligence
Staff (DIS), as well as departments and other organisations that receive secret intelligence
from the Agencies.

ii. The Prime Minister, in consultation with the leaders of the two main opposition
parties, appoints the ISC members. Nominations for the membership of the Committee are
put forward by the Government and Opposition whips, in a broadly similar way to the
nomination of select committee members. 

iii. The Committee reports directly to the Prime Minister and through him to Parliament
by the publication of the Committee’s Reports. The members are notified under the
Official Secrets Act 1989 and, as such, operate within “the ring of secrecy”. The
Committee sees significant amounts of classified material in carrying out its duties and it
takes evidence from Cabinet Ministers and senior officials – all of which is used to
formulate its Reports. 

iv. When laying a Report before Parliament, the Prime Minister, in consultation with the
Committee, excludes any parts of the Report (indicated by the *** in the text) that would
be prejudicial to the continuing discharge of the functions of the three intelligence and
security Agencies. To date, no material has been excluded without the Committee’s
consent.
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54. However, the DIS and SIS advised against referring to forward-deployed storage
sites since they were not specifically mentioned in the intelligence report, and the JIC
agreed a revised form of words:

“Intelligence also indicates that chemical and biological munitions could be with
military units and ready for firing within 20–45 minutes.”

55. We noted that the time taken to deploy the munitions was also altered between the
draft and final assessments. The Iraqi officer had reported that the average time was
20 minutes, with a maximum of 45 minutes. Therefore the time range was not the
20–45 minutes stated in the JIC Assessment because munitions could have been deployed
in less than 20 minutes. Whereas the draft JIC Assessment had followed the precise terms
of the intelligence report, the issued JIC Assessment did not. We were told that the
difference between the times would not have been significant for the readers of strategic
JIC Assessments and that the DIS would have briefed field commanders on the actual
details of the intelligence report.

56. That the Iraqis could use chemical or biological battlefield weapons rapidly had
already been established in previous conflicts and the reference to the
20–45 minutes in the JIC Assessment added nothing fundamentally new to the UK’s
assessment of the Iraqi battlefield capability. Additionally, the JIC Assessment did
not precisely reflect the intelligence provided by the SIS. 

57. The JIC did not know precisely which munitions could be deployed from where
to where and the context of the intelligence was not included in the JIC Assessment.
This omission was then reflected in the 24 September dossier, which we discuss later
in the Report.

Production of Chemical and Biological Agents and Weapons

58. In 2000 the JIC reported
17

that there was clear evidence of continuing Iraqi
biological warfare research and the production of biological agents. There was less
evidence of continuing Iraqi chemical warfare activity and there was no evidence of
munitions being filled with chemical agents since the first Gulf Conflict. The JIC
assessed that biological agents could be produced within days of an instruction to start,
but that it would take weeks before small but significant amounts of mustard gas could
be produced; they assessed that it would be months before similar amounts of sarin and
VX could be manufactured

18
. 

17 JIC Assessment 19 April 2000

18 JIC Assessment 1 December 2000
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59. In May 2001 the JIC reported that since 1998 their knowledge of developments in
Iraq’s WMD and ballistic missile programmes was “patchy”. It judged that the
intelligence it had gave grounds for concern as Iraq was becoming “bolder”. Recently
acquired intelligence had suggested that VX had been produced whilst the UN inspectors
were in Iraq, which the JIC acknowledged was uncorroborated reporting, and that rocket
artillery sub-munitions had been filled with VX between 1996 and 1998. 

60. However, intelligence indicated that by early 2002, Iraq had made sure that all
sensitive weapons and chemical technology were well hidden in case of further UN
inspections

19
. The JIC assessed that under these dispersed conditions surge production

was not possible. It judged that Iraq might have retained some stocks of chemical agents
and that significant quantities could be produced within weeks (in case of mustard gas)
or months (sarin and VX) and in the case of VX might already have been produced. It
judged that Iraq had available, either from pre-1991 stock or more recent production, a
number of biological agents – more of which could be produced within days. The JIC
also concluded that a decision to begin chemical and biological weapons production
would probably go undetected. 

61. In September 2002, the JIC judged that Iraq had, either from pre-1991 or more
recent production, both chemical and biological agents and weapons. It also reported that
recent intelligence indicated that the production of chemical and biological weapons was
taking place. Taken together, these meant that Iraq had or was producing chemical and
biological agents and they were being weaponised. The JIC judged that even if Iraq’s
stocks of chemical and biological weapons were limited, they would allow for focused
strikes against key military targets or strategic targets, such as Israel and Kuwait. 

62. The September 2002 JIC Assessment that Saddam had chemical and biological
weapons was therefore a strengthening of the JIC’s judgement in March 2002, in which
the assessment had been that he had chemical and biological agents and may have
biological and chemical weapons. There was intelligence to support this change. 

63. The assessments did not indicate when production was supposed to have taken
place, whether pilot batches of agents or weapons had been produced to prove capability
or whether fuller scale production had occurred. There was uncorroborated, but
technically credible, reporting that 5 tons of VX had been produced in 1998 and
20–30 tons of biological agent had been produced in 1998–99. The JIC could not
quantify the amounts of chemical or biological agents and weapons produced within
the assessments because there was insufficient intelligence on production amounts
and weapon quantities.

19 JIC Assessment 15 March 2002
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Conclusions

64. JIC Assessments are based on all sources of information, not just the secret
intelligence provided by the Agencies and allies. The JIC is the senior official body in the
UK intelligence community and examines the available intelligence and information in
order to produce assessments for Ministers and senior officials – the policy makers. It is
important to ensure that key judgements set out in JIC Assessments reflect the degree of
confidence with which they are made and do not rely on the reading of the whole
assessment to make this clear. The JIC minutes from the meeting of 4 September state
that the then draft of the JIC Assessment issued on 9 September: 

“needed to make clearer which of its judgements were based on firm intelligence,
which were based more on informed assessment or interpretation, and where the
major intelligence gaps in the UK’s knowledge and understanding of Iraq’s
capabilities remained.”

65. Since 1991, when Iraq started to conceal its WMD programmes from both the UN
inspectors and foreign intelligence services, the JIC has recognised and correctly
reported that Iraq continued to harbour WMD ambitions based on its existing
capabilities. Iraq was an extremely difficult target, against which the UK had some
successes. However, once the UN inspectors left in 1998, the UK’s visibility of WMD
activity in Iraq was even less complete. Consequently, the JIC made assessments and
judgements based on limited new information or intelligence. In fact the 9 September
2002 JIC Assessment starts with the following, which reflected the JIC’s wish to
highlight the difference between intelligence and assessment: 

“Recent intelligence casts light on Iraq’s holdings of WMD and its doctrine for
using them. Intelligence remains limited and Saddam’s own unpredictability
complicates judgements about Iraqi use of these weapons. Much of this paper is
necessarily based on judgement and assessment.”

66. It was clear to all that Saddam Hussein was defying the international community,
ignoring UNSCRs, breaking embargoes and engaging in an extensive programme of
concealment. Based on the intelligence and the JIC Assessments that we have seen,
we accept that there was convincing intelligence that Iraq had active chemical,
biological and nuclear programmes and the capability to produce chemical and
biological weapons. Iraq was also continuing to develop ballistic missiles. All these
activities were prohibited under UNSCRs. 
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67. The JIC Assessment produced on 9 September, entitled Iraqi Use of Chemical and
Biological Weapons – Possible Scenarios, was more assertive than the 15 March JIC
Assessment because of new intelligence, but much of it was still explicitly based on
judgement and assessment. When the JIC produced this assessment it was against the
background of possible military action unless Iraq complied with UNSCRs. It therefore
needed to inform policy makers of the threat posed by Iraqi chemical and biological
weapons. The JIC was not clear what chemical and biological agents and weapons had
been produced and the scale of any production between 1991 and 2002, but it judged that
production of agents and weapons had taken place during this period. Whilst the
9 September JIC Assessment was a balanced assessment of scenarios, it did not
highlight in the key judgements the uncertainties and gaps in the UK’s knowledge
about the Iraqi biological and chemical weapons. These points were covered in the
main text of the assessment.

22
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THE 24 SEPTEMBER 2002 DOSSIER

History

68. The Prime Minister told us that he had long been concerned about the proliferation
of WMD. In early 2002, the Overseas and Defence Secretariat (OD Sec) commissioned
a paper for the Prime Minister concerning four countries of concern which were
developing and proliferating WMD, including Iraq. It was suggested that a paper along
these lines might be produced for public consumption – outlining these countries’ WMD
programmes and ambitions. A draft paper was co-ordinated by OD Sec but, following
consultation, a consensus was reached that it was not a suitable subject for a public
document. After a conversation between the Foreign Secretary and Alastair Campbell,
whose job as Director of Communications and Strategy it would have been to present
such a document, the idea of producing a four-country paper was dropped in March 2002. 

69. However, it was agreed that work would continue on the element of the paper
addressing Iraqi WMD, with a view to possible publication. Between April and June
2002, the FCO produced papers on the history of UN weapons inspections in Iraq and
Saddam’s human rights record, which went to departments for comment. The paper on
Iraqi WMD was reviewed during the summer and a draft was produced and circulated at
official level on 19 August to departments and the Agencies for comment.

70. On 3 September, the Prime Minister asked for a paper on Iraqi WMD capabilities,
non-compliance with UNSCRs and human rights record to be prepared for publication.
The next day OD Sec sent copies of the three papers it currently had (the two FCO papers
from earlier in 2002 and an old draft of the paper on Iraqi WMD) to the FCO, MoD,
Cabinet Office and No.10. These papers were circulated so that they could form the basis
for discussion at an ad hoc meeting on the presentational aspects of the “Prime Minister’s
Iraq dossier” that had been scheduled for 5 September. The Assessments Staff also started
work to improve the Iraqi WMD paper and they circulated revised drafts to officials in
departments for comment, on both 4 and 5 September.

71. At the meeting on 5 September, which was chaired by Alastair Campbell and
attended by officials from various departments, it was agreed that the OD Sec
co-ordinated draft needed to be rewritten to include other issues and that John Scarlett,
the JIC Chairman, would produce a new version with the Assessments Staff. The meeting
focused on how the document should look and the audience for which it was being
written. It did not cover the existing drafts in any detail nor any intelligence-related
matters. John Scarlett told the meeting that he was content to take on responsibility for
producing the dossier only if he were given complete control of the contents. This was
agreed.
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72. On 9 September, the Drafting Group had its first meeting, which was chaired by
Julian Miller, Chief of the Assessments Staff. On the same day, Alastair Campbell
chaired another ad hoc meeting, attended by departments, which discussed a number of
presentational issues associated with the eventual publication of the dossier. After the
meeting, Alastair Campbell wrote to confirm that John Scarlett had been given full
editorial control.

73. The first draft of the dossier was produced on 10 September and contained a
foreword and an executive summary in addition to the main text. It was circulated to JIC
members with the recommendation that it should be drawn to Ministers’ attention for
comment. A copy of the draft was also sent to No.10 for Alastair Campbell. The draft was
discussed at the JIC meeting held on 11 September and the Drafting Group received
comments as follows from Ministers:

Prime Minister No comments were made.

Treasury On the basis of advice from policy officials, the Chancellor’s
private office concluded that the draft did not require the
Chancellor’s personal attention. No comments were made.

FCO The Foreign Secretary commented on 11 September and
Mr Mike O’Brien MP, Minister of State FCO, on 12 September.

HO The draft was brought to the attention of the Home Secretary but
no comments were made.

MoD The draft was brought to the attention of the Defence Secretary
but no comments were made. The Defence Secretary told the
Committee that his “reaction in a political sense was that I was
concerned that this was insufficiently dramatic to make our case
as strongly as I would have liked it to be made”.

DfID On the basis of previous instructions, the International
Development Secretary’s private office concluded that the draft
did not require her personal attention. No comments were made.

DTI The draft was copied to the Secretary of State for Trade and
Industry and Mr Nigel Griffiths MP, Parliamentary Under-
Secretary of State DTI, but no comments were made.

The Committee understands that the draft was not sent to the Deputy Prime Minister. 

74. The WMD section of the 10 September draft was also shown to the US Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA) on 11 September and they made comments.
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75. The Assessments Staff received comments from a number of departments, including
No.10, the MoD and the FCO. A further draft of the executive summary, main text and
conclusions was produced on 16 September, and was sent to JIC members and passed to
No.10 on 17 September. The Prime Minister and Alastair Campbell replied with
comments on the same day. Further comments were received from Alastair Campbell and
Jonathan Powell between 17 and 19 September. 

76. The Prime Minister also decided that he would sign the foreword to the dossier. A
draft of this new foreword was written by Alastair Campbell and sent to John Scarlett on
17 September, who distributed it to JIC members for comment. Sir David Omand told the
Committee that he suggested a number of drafting amendments to the foreword. John
Scarlett stated that he checked and amended it for factual accuracy and consistency with
the text but regarded the foreword as a policy statement by the Prime Minister. 

77. The Drafting Group met for the second time on 17 September to consider the draft
dossier and it was also briefly discussed at the JIC meeting on 18 September. A final draft
of the dossier (executive summary, main text and conclusions) was produced and
circulated to the JIC on 19 September and a number of comments were passed back to
John Scarlett. The final version of the dossier, approved by the JIC, was passed to
Alastair Campbell on 20 September. The conclusions section had been dropped from this
version.

78. John Scarlett told the Committee that he spent the next few days getting the final
version ready for printing and publishing on 24 September. He stated that he was wholly
content with the finished product, including the foreword, as were the other JIC
members. The Agency Heads and other JIC members have confirmed this.

Content

79. The Committee has examined the dossier and its drafts and has compared them
with the classified JIC Assessments available at that time. The Iraqi WMD paper
issued on 4 September reflected the March 2002 JIC Assessments and some later
intelligence. The first version of the draft dossier, produced for John Scarlett by the
Assessments Staff on 10 September, was more assertive in its language than the
4 September paper. The assessment of the Iraqi chemical and biological
programmes and capabilities was less qualified, reflecting new intelligence that had
been incorporated in the 9 September JIC Assessment. The subsequent draft on
19 September was, in some respects, a toned-down version of the 10 September
draft, except where new intelligence had been received. 

25
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80. The published text of the dossier stated that Saddam was continuing to produce
chemical and biological agents, although there was no indication of the amount of agent
produced, and that biological and chemical weapons had been produced since 1991,
again without an indication of the quantity. It also stated that Iraq had a range of delivery
means available to it. This was contrary to UNSCR 687 and Saddam’s agreement to it.

A Threat to UK National Interests?

81. Based on this inquiry and evidence that the Committee has taken in the past, we
believe that it is in the UK’s national interests to prevent and disrupt the development and
proliferation of WMD. The Agencies devote a significant part of their effort to preventing
and disrupting the attempts by states and terrorist groups to acquire these weapons. 

82. There has been considerable discussion as to whether or not Saddam, his regime and
his WMD posed a threat to the national interests, as the Prime Minister claimed in the
foreword to the dossier. On the question of what direct threat Saddam, his regime and his
WMD posed to UK interests, the evidence is that the UK forces deployed in the region
to enforce the Southern and Northern No-fly Zones were threatened by conventional
weapons, and could have been threatened by any biological or chemical weapons that
Saddam possessed. Additionally, if al Hussein missiles had been retained and they were
operational with conventional or chemical and biological warheads, they could have
attacked UK forces in Cyprus or those conducting operations in the region. Saddam’s
WMD programmes and his continued support of them increased this threat.

83. Saddam was not considered a current or imminent threat to mainland UK, nor
did the dossier say so. The first draft of the Prime Minister’s foreword contained the
following sentence:

“The case I make is not that Saddam could launch a nuclear attack on London or
another part of the UK (He could not).”

This shows that the Government recognised that the nature of the threat that
Saddam posed was not directly to mainland UK. It was unfortunate that this point
was removed from the published version of the foreword and not highlighted
elsewhere.

“Within 45 Minutes”

84. As the Committee has already stated in paragraph 57, the context of the intelligence
provided by the SIS on the 45 minutes claim was omitted from the 9 September JIC
Assessment. This was to cause problems with the dossier.

26
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85. The Committee noted that the 45 minutes claim was included once in the executive
summary and once in the main text of the 10 September draft of the dossier. In the
16 September draft it was included in the executive summary, twice in the main body of
the text and repeated in the conclusions. In the 19 September draft the claim was in the
executive summary and twice in the main body of the text, the conclusions having been
dropped. In the published dossier, the 45 minutes claim was included four times; once
each in the foreword and executive summary and twice in the main text.

86. The dossier was for public consumption and not for experienced readers of
intelligence material. The 45 minutes claim, included four times, was always likely
to attract attention because it was arresting detail that the public had not seen
before. As the 45 minutes claim was new to its readers, the context of the intelligence
and any assessment needed to be explained. The fact that it was assessed to refer to
battlefield chemical and biological munitions and their movement on the battlefield,
not to any other form of chemical or biological attack, should have been highlighted
in the dossier. The omission of the context and assessment allowed speculation as to
its exact meaning. This was unhelpful to an understanding of this issue.

Uranium from Africa

87. The claim that Iraq had expressed an intention to obtain uranium from Africa was
not included in the JIC Assessments prior to September 2002. The SIS told the
Committee that this was because the initial intelligence was not acquired until June 2002
and the JIC did not produce an assessment on the Iraqi nuclear programme between June
and September. However, the intelligence was included in the Iraqi WMD paper that was
circulated for comment in August and in the first draft of the dossier, produced on
10 September.

88. In the foreword to the dossier the Prime Minister said: 

“What I believe the assessed intelligence has established beyond doubt is that
Saddam… continues in his efforts to develop nuclear weapons.”

The executive summary states that: 

“As a result of the intelligence, we judge that Iraq has…. sought significant
quantities of uranium from Africa, despite having no active civil nuclear programme
that could require it,”

while the main body of the text stated that: 

“… there is intelligence that Iraq has sought the supply of significant quantities of
uranium from Africa.”

27
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89. The Committee questioned the Chief of the SIS about the reporting behind these
statements. We were told that it came from two independent sources, one of which was
based on documentary evidence. One had reported in June 2002 and the other in
September that the Iraqis had expressed interest in purchasing, as it had done before,
uranium from Niger. GCHQ also had some sigint concerning a visit by an Iraqi official
to Niger. 

90. The SIS’s two sources reported that Iraq had expressed an interest in buying uranium
from Niger, but the sources were uncertain whether contracts had been signed or if
uranium had actually been shipped to Iraq. In order to protect the intelligence sources and
to be factually correct, the phrase “Iraq has sought the supply of significant quantities of
uranium from Africa” was used. At the time of producing the dossier, nothing had
challenged the accuracy of the SIS reports.

91. In February 2003 the International Atomic Energy Authority (IAEA) received from
a third party (not the UK) documents that the party had acquired in the autumn of 2002
and which purported to be evidence of Iraq’s attempts to obtain uranium from Niger. In
March 2003 the IAEA identified some of the documents it had received as forgeries and
called into question the authenticity of the others. 

92. The third party then released its documents to the SIS. The SIS then contacted its
source to check the authenticity of its documentary evidence. The SIS told us that its
source was still conducting further investigations into this matter. 

93. The SIS stated that the documents did not affect its judgement of its second source
and consequently the SIS continues to believe that the Iraqis were attempting to
negotiate the purchase of uranium from Niger. We have questioned the SIS about
the basis of its judgement and conclude that it is reasonable.

Staff Concerns in the Intelligence Community

94. The Committee spoke to the heads of both the SIS and GCHQ to see if any staff
members had complained to anyone in their management chain about the drafting and
production of the dossier or the February 2003 document. We also consulted the Staff
Counsellor, who is directly available to all members of the three intelligence and security
Agencies, to see if any staff member had contacted him with questions of conscience
about their work on Iraqi WMD. To date, no complaint has been made or any other
similar action taken by any member of staff. Members of the Assessments Staff and the
DIS are not covered by the Staff Counsellor. The Committee asked the JIC Chairman,
John Scarlett, if any of the Assessments Staff had reported or complained about the
production of these two documents. He stated that none had. 
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95. We also asked Sir David Omand if he was aware of any concerns in the intelligence
community. He replied that in the organisations for which he had responsibility he was
not aware of any concerns, but that the Committee would need to ask the MoD about the
DIS as that was not his responsibility. Sir David then wrote to the MoD to inform it that
we were likely to raise this issue when the Defence Secretary came to give evidence.

96. Prior to his first appearance before us on 22 July, the Defence Secretary received a
minute that stated that two members of the DIS had written with concerns over the text
in the draft dossier. The recommendation of this MoD minute was that any attempts by
the Committee to see the letters from the staff or to take evidence from them should be
resisted but that the Committee should be informed of the areas of concern.

97. When we spoke to the MoD on 22 July about whether or not any DIS staff had
expressed concerns about the drafting of the dossier, the Defence Secretary told us that
“there had been a dispute” in the context of the 45 minutes claim about whether it was
better to say that the intelligence was “showing” or “indicating”. Even when pressed,
neither the Defence Secretary nor his officials told us that two members of the DIS had
written with concerns. The Defence Secretary did not tell us that two members of the DIS
had written with concerns. Nor did his officials, even when pressed on this matter, after
the Defence Secretary had left.

98. The then CDI, Air Marshal Sir Joe French, told us that: 

“… for each paper I would have the range of specialists who had been involved in
them, obviously splitting hairs on particular words. But ultimately, putting
45 minutes in a military context when this was going through, I had to make a
corporate decision on which draft we would actually live with. So the fact that this
discussion goes on was just a weekly event as far as I was concerned – lively debate
within the DIS.”

99. We were told that all the concerns had been discussed within the DIS as part of the
normal drafting process. The Defence Secretary said that: 

“I think that’s a rather healthy indication and I think it’s a rather healthy situation
that people have both the self-confidence to say ‘hang on, we think this word is not
quite as accurate as it should be’, and moreover that the system not only tolerates
that but encourages it.”

We recognise that such debate is healthy and that at the end of a discussion a decision
needs to be made, and that the CDI makes the decision for the DIS. 

100. It was not until shortly before his appearance before the Hutton Inquiry that the
current Deputy Chief of Defence Intelligence (DCDI), Martin Howard, informed us that
two members of the DIS had written to their line managers on 19 and 20 September with
concerns over the language used in the draft dossier. These letters had also been copied
to the then DCDI, but not to the Defence Secretary or the JIC Chairman.
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101. Their concerns centred on the language used in the draft dossier, which was not in
their view supported by the intelligence available to them on the current production of
chemical and biological agents and weapons. We were told that there was further
intelligence of a nature so sensitive that it was only released on a very restricted basis.
We have seen that intelligence and understand the basis on which the CDI and the JIC
took the view they did. 

102. In order to clarify the way in which the concerns of the two DIS members were
handled, we also asked the Defence Secretary and senior officials to give further
evidence to us. Prior to this second appearance, the Defence Secretary gave us copies of
the original letters of concern and the Committee decided not to take evidence from the
two staff members. During this second evidence session, we were told that they were not
regarded by the DIS management as representing formal complaints about the text used
in the draft dossier as the drafting process was, at that time, still continuing. 

104. We regard the initial failure by the MoD to disclose that some staff had put
their concerns in writing to their line managers as unhelpful and potentially
misleading. This is not excused by the genuine belief within the DIS that the
concerns had been expressed as part of the normal lively debate that often
surrounds draft JIC Assessments within the DIS. We are disturbed that after the
first evidence session, which did not cover all the concerns raised by the DIS staff,
the Defence Secretary decided against giving instructions for a letter to be written
to us outlining the concerns. 

105. It is important that all DIS staff should be made aware of the current
procedures for recording formal concerns on draft JIC Assessments. We
recommend that if individuals in the intelligence community formally write to their
line managers with concerns about JIC Assessments, that the concerns are brought
to the attention of the JIC Chairman.

Conclusions

106. The JIC Chairman, with the support of the Assessments Staff, other
departments and the Agencies, produced the 24 September dossier, which was
endorsed by the whole JIC. 

107. The dossier was founded on the assessments then available.
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108. During the drafting process, a wide range of departments and Agencies,
including No.10 and the DIS, made comments on the drafts. The Assessments Staff
and the JIC Chairman made changes to the draft as they saw fit. The JIC Chairman
stated unequivocally to us that he did not at any time feel under pressure, nor was
he asked to include material that he did not believe ought to be included in the
dossier. We accept this assurance. We are content that the JIC has not been
subjected to political pressures, and that its independence and impartiality has not
been compromised in any way. The dossier was not “sexed up” by Alastair
Campbell or anyone else.

109. Alastair Campbell did not chair meetings on intelligence matters. He chaired
meetings on the presentational aspects of these issues, which were appropriate to his
position as Director of Communications and Strategy. Only Ministers or members
of the intelligence community chair meetings on intelligence matters. 

110. The use of the phrase “continued to produce chemical and biological weapons”
in the foreword and the absence of detail on amounts of agents produced in the
executive summary and main text could give the impression that Saddam was
actively producing both chemical and biological weapons and significant amounts
of agents. However, the JIC did not know what had been produced and in what
quantities – it had assessed, based on intelligence, that production had taken place.
We believe that this uncertainty should have been highlighted to give a balanced
view of Saddam’s chemical and biological capacity. 

111. Saddam was not considered a current or imminent threat to mainland UK, nor
did the dossier say so. As we said in our analysis of the JIC Assessments, the most
likely chemical and biological munitions to be used against Western forces were
battlefield weapons (artillery and rockets), rather than strategic weapons. This
should have been highlighted in the dossier. 

112. The dossier was for public consumption and not for experienced readers of
intelligence material. The 45 minutes claim, included four times, was always likely
to attract attention because it was arresting detail that the public had not seen
before. As the 45 minutes claim was new to its readers, the context of the intelligence
and any assessment needed to be explained. The fact that it was assessed to refer to
battlefield chemical and biological munitions and their movement on the battlefield,
not to any other form of chemical or biological attack, should have been highlighted
in the dossier. The omission of the context and assessment allowed speculation as to
its exact meaning. This was unhelpful to an understanding of this issue.

113. The SIS continues to believe that the Iraqis were attempting to negotiate the
purchase of uranium from Niger. We have questioned them about the basis of their
judgement and conclude that it is reasonable.
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114. The Agencies and the JIC reported that none of their staff had concerns about
the 24 September dossier. Two individuals in the DIS wrote to their line managers
to register their concerns. We were told that these concerns were discussed within
the DIS in the normal way. CDI agreed the text of the draft dossier, which was
informed by intelligence that he, but not the two individuals, had seen. The concerns
were not brought to the attention of the Defence Secretary or the JIC Chairman.

115. We regard the initial failure by the MoD to disclose that some staff had put
their concerns in writing to their line managers as unhelpful and potentially
misleading. This is not excused by the genuine belief within the DIS that the
concerns had been expressed as part of the normal lively debate that often
surrounds draft JIC Assessments within the DIS. We are disturbed that after the
first evidence session, which did not cover all the concerns raised by the DIS staff,
the Defence Secretary decided against giving instructions for a letter to be written
to us outlining the concerns.

116. It is important that all DIS staff should be made aware of the current
procedures for recording formal concerns on draft JIC Assessments. We
recommend that if individuals in the intelligence community formally write to their
line managers with concerns about JIC Assessments the concerns are brought to the
attention of the JIC Chairman.
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THE ASSESSMENTS OCTOBER 2002 TO MARCH
2003

117. The JIC produced eight assessments on Iraq-related matters during the period
October 2002 to March 2003. The assessment of Iraq’s WMD capability remained
constant, although additional intelligence became available on the action being taken by
the Iraqis to conceal and deceive the UN inspectors. Only limited intelligence was
available on Saddam’s plans to use chemical and biological weapons. Additionally, the
JIC assessed the likelihood of terrorist organisations obtaining WMD technology, agents
or munitions from Iraq and the likelihood of Iraq-sponsored terrorist attacks.

UN Inspections and the Iraqi Chemical and Biological Capability

118. The key judgement of the 11 October 2002 JIC Assessment was that Saddam was
determined to retain Iraq’s proscribed weapons programmes. It also judged that he was
confident that he could prevent the United Nations Monitoring, Verification and
Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC), operating on the basis of existing UNSCRs, from
finding any evidence before military options started to close off in spring 2003.
Concealment and dispersal of sensitive items were the main elements of Iraq’s strategy
for dealing with UNMOVIC, but if inspections were conducted under a tougher regime,
and if specific intelligence on WMD locations was forthcoming, UNMOVIC might find
evidence of Iraq’s WMD programmes. The JIC did not expect a repeat of the blatant Iraqi
policy of intimidation and obstruction that the United Nations Special Commission
(UNSCOM) encountered but the JIC assessed that if inspectors came close to uncovering
evidence of WMD, Iraq would employ a wide range of tactics to delay their work.

119. The Assessments Staff produced an intelligence update on 27 November 2002. It
reiterated an earlier JIC Assessment

20
that if Saddam were to be faced with the likelihood

of military defeat and removal from power, he would be unlikely to be deterred from
using chemical and biological weapons by any diplomatic or military means. 

120. It was assessed that Saddam was prepared to order missile strikes against Israel,
with chemical or biological warheads, in order to widen the war should hostilities begin.
Saddam had also identified Bahrain, Jordan, Qatar and Kuwait as targets. The update also
contained recent intelligence that Saddam would use Chemical or Biological Weapons
(CBW) if allied forces approached Baghdad, if Basra, Kirkuk and Mosul fell to allied
control, or if Iraqi military units rebelled.

121. In December 2002, the JIC assessed that Iraq’s ability to use CBW might be
constrained by its available stocks of agent and the difficulty of producing more while
UN inspectors were present. The JIC acknowledged that it did not know the extent of
Iraq’s stocks of CBW. 

20 JIC Assessment 9 September 2002
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