
 

 

 
 
 
    1                                    Wednesday, 25 November 2009 
 
    2   (10.00 am) 
 
    3   THE CHAIRMAN:  Good morning.  Our objective today is to look 
 
    4       at the issue of Iraq's weapons of mass destruction. 
 
    5       This will take us from the time of the first Gulf War 
 
    6       and the inspections that followed it right up to the 
 
    7       final report of the Iraq Survey Group, the organisation 
 
    8       with responsibility for providing an account of Saddam's 
 
    9       weapons' programmes after the Iraq conflict. 
 
   10           Several reports have already been published on 
 
   11       issues relating to weapons of mass destruction.  We do 
 
   12       not propose in this session to go in detail into areas 
 
   13       which have already been examined closely before by other 
 
   14       investigations, but what we do hope to do is to elicit 
 
   15       a clear account of the history of the international 
 
   16       communities' concern about Saddam's weapons, the 
 
   17       development of the government's policy on this issue, 
 
   18       the threat that the government believed that Iraq's 
 
   19       weapons posed, and what was found after the conflict. 
 
   20           I would like to recall that the Inquiry has access 
 
   21       to literally thousands of government papers, including 
 
   22       the most highly classified for the period we are 
 
   23       considering and we are developing a picture of the 
 
   24       policy debates and the decision-making process. 
 
   25           These evidence sessions are an important element in 
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    1       forming the Inquiry's thinking and complementing the 
 
    2       documentary evidence.  It is important that witnesses 
 
    3       are open and frank in their evidence, while respecting 
 
    4       national security. 
 
    5           I need to remind witnesses that they will be later 
 
    6       asked to sign a transcript of their evidence to the 
 
    7       effect that the evidence they have given is truthful, 
 
    8       fair and accurate. 
 
    9           What I would like to do at the beginning is to 
 
   10       invite each of our witnesses to describe what they were 
 
   11       doing over the relevant period and also what their 
 
   12       present positions are. 
 
   13           Perhaps, Sir William, can I start with you? 
 
   14                SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN and MR TIM DOWSE 
  
   15   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  Thank you, Chairman. 
 
   16           Over the period, I was Director International 
 
   17       Security in the Foreign Office from 2000 
 
   18       to October 2002.  In October 2002, I became 
 
   19       Director General Defence and Intelligence in the 
 
   20       Foreign Office until the end of July 2004, and 
 
   21       from September 2004 to July 2005 I was Chairman of the 
 
   22       Joint Intelligence Committee.  My present position is 
 
   23       Ambassador to China. 
 
   24   THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Mr Dowse? 
 
   25   MR TIM DOWSE:  I was, from January 2001 until November 2003, 
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    1       the head of what was initially called CounterCounter -- sorry, 
 
    2       Non-proliferation Department in the Foreign Office and 
 
    3       subsequently was named Counter Proliferation Department. 
 
    4       In November 2003, I moved to become Chief of the 
 
    5       Assessments Staff in the Cabinet Office and, since 
 
    6       earlier this year, I have been Director of Intelligence 
 
    7       and National Security in the Foreign Office. 
 
    8   THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.  To start the 
 
    9       questioning, Sir Lawrence, can I turn to you? 
 
   10   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  Thank you very much. 
 
   11           Just to start us off, perhaps you can give us 
 
   12       a brief guide to the concerns that the government had at 
 
   13       this time generally of the weapons of mass destruction 
 
   14       and the means that they were using to deal with that. 
 
   15   MR TIM DOWSE:  I will lead on that.  I think the -- if I can 
 
   16       give you an overview of the policy that we had in that 
 
   17       area, and I apologise that this is quite an arcane 
 
   18       subject and it is a little difficult to avoid alphabet 
 
   19       soup at times, but we had been concerned -- the 
 
   20       British Government, over many years, had been concerned 
 
   21       at the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and 
 
   22       perhaps I should just define "weapons of mass 
 
   23       destruction". 
 
   24           It is a term that in general is taken to refer to 
 
   25       nuclear weapons, biological weapons, chemical weapons. 
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    1       Associated with WMD have been efforts to restrain the 
 
    2       spread of ballistic missiles.  Missiles are not weapons 
 
    3       of mass destruction in themselves, but they are 
 
    4       a particular means of delivery of nuclear, chemical and 
 
    5       biological weapons and it is a means that it is 
 
    6       particularly difficult to defend against.  So it is 
 
    7       consequently regarded as really quite destabilising. 
 
    8       So ballistic missiles tend to be associated with WMD 
 
    9       more generally. 
 
   10           In the case of Iraq there was a very specific 
 
   11       definition of WMD, which was set out in Security Council 
 
   12       Resolution 687, which referred not only to the weapons, 
 
   13       but to weapons usable material, components, 
 
   14       sub-systems, manufacturing facilities of that sort.  So 
 
   15       there was a rather broader definition of what we were 
 
   16       looking at, but in terms of the general approach that we 
 
   17       had, as I say, the government had been concerned about 
 
   18       the spread of WMD for many years and that was part of 
 
   19       a wider international concern. 
 
   20           We had a network of international treaty regimes 
 
   21       that were established to try to constrain the 
 
   22       proliferation of WMD.  The oldest was the Nuclear 
 
   23       Non-proliferation Treaty dating from 1970.  There was 
 
   24       also the Biological and Toxic Weapons Convention, which 
 
   25       came into force in 1975 and, after the first Gulf War, 
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    1       the Chemical Weapons Convention was negotiated and that 
 
    2       came into force in 1997. 
 
    3           So there were these treaty regimes which 
 
    4       collectively we regarded as expressions of an 
 
    5       international consensus against WMD proliferation and 
 
    6       they raised the political cost of pursuing WMD. 
 
    7           They -- we felt that the treaties were more 
 
    8       effective when they were underpinned by verification 
 
    9       provisions.  In the case of the Non-proliferation 
 
   10       Treaty, it has always been accepted that member states 
 
   11       of that treaty should conclude Comprehensive SafeguardsComprehensive Safeguard 
 
   12       AgreementsAgreements with the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
 
   13       the IAEA, which required them to declare their holdings 
 
   14       of nuclear materials, and IAEA inspectors were then 
 
   15       permitted to verify those declarations. 
 
   16           The problem with the IAEA safeguards was that they 
 
   17       enabled the Agency to confirm the correctness of 
 
   18       declarations, but they didn't enable it to confirm the 
 
   19       completeness.  So if a country, such as Iraq, for 
 
   20       example, was inclined to cheat, as we found it to have 
 
   21       done during the 1980s, the inspectors didn't 
 
   22       automatically have the opportunity to discover -- 
 
   23   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  I think we will get into some of the 
 
   24       details of this later on. 
 
   25   MR TIM DOWSE:  Sure. 
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    1   THE CHAIRMAN:  Just basic background at the moment. 
 
    2   MR TIM DOWSE:  The other Conventions, the Chemical Weapons 
 
    3       Convention also had a verification mechanism with it, 
 
    4       the Biological Weapons Convention did not have 
 
    5       verification provisions, and, in fact, we were trying to 
 
    6       negotiate a verification ProtocolProtocol for the BWC at the 
 
    7       time of -- in the years that we are talking about, 2001 
 
    8       to 2003. 
 
    9           In addition, we had a range of national and 
 
   10       international export controls.  The export control 
 
   11       regimes, the Nuclear Suppliers Group dealing with 
 
   12       nuclear matters, the Australia Group which dealt with 
 
   13       chemical and biological materials, these are essentially 
 
   14       suppliers' clubs, groups of countries able to -- with the 
 
   15       technology to provide these sort of items, which 
 
   16       collectively agreed that there were things that should 
 
   17       be controlled. 
 
   18           I think the position we were in by 2001 was that 
 
   19       these various international regimes had clearly delayed 
 
   20       and obstructed proliferation, but we were extremely 
 
   21       concerned that in some specific cases determined 
 
   22       proliferators were making progress.  We were concerned 
 
   23       about Iran, we were concerned about Libya, we were 
 
   24       concerned about Iraq.  We had the case of North Korea 
 
   25       which had been caught cheating in 1993, and we had also 
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    1       begun to get information of the activities of AQ Khan 
 
    2       in Pakistan who was offering nuclear assistance for 
 
    3       weapons programmes covertly to a number of countries, 
 
    4       notably Libya. 
 
    5           So we had a sense that the -- if you like, the 
 
    6       international non-proliferation regimes were important 
 
    7       but not sufficient, and we were giving quite a lot of 
 
    8       attention to how we could reinforce the -- what we 
 
    9       called the "tool boxò against proliferation, and that's 
 
   10       the ... 
 
   11   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  Thank you very much.  That's very 
 
   12       helpful.  Can we just take some of the issues that you 
 
   13       have raised? 
 
   14           You described WMD as consisting of nuclear, 
 
   15       biological and chemical.  Would you give a rank ordering 
 
   16       of importance of those? 
 
   17   MR TIM DOWSE:  I think this is something you can debate. 
 
   18       I think we tended to be particularly concerned 
 
   19       about nuclear.  We had concerns about the impact of 
 
   20       biological weapons.  It is often 
 
   21       quite difficult to see how biological weapons would be 
 
   22       easily usable in an interstate conflict.  They perhaps 
 
   23       gave us more concern about their possible use by 
 
   24       terrorists.  But nevertheless, we were aware that the 
 
   25       Soviet Union had had a large biological weapons 
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    1       programme.  We were -- we had discovered in the 1990s 
 
    2       that Iraq had had quite a significant biological weapons 
 
    3       programme.  So biological was certainly a concern. 
 
    4           Chemical weapons -- in a way, chemical weapons are 
 
    5       regarded as WMD for -- almost for historical reasons. 
 
    6       The experience of the First World War led to attempts 
 
    7       originally in the 1920s to control chemical weapons, but 
 
    8       they were less of a military concern.  But, again, they 
 
    9       were part of the corpus of weapons that I think we, and 
 
   10       much of the world, believed should be avoided and their 
 
   11       spread should not be encouraged. 
 
   12           Obviously, Iraq had used chemical weapons quite 
 
   13       extensively in the Iran/Iraq war. 
 
   14   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  But from what you say, in a way, 
 
   15       nuclear weapons could be in a category all of their own.  There 
 
   16       is a problem, is there not, with weapons of mass 
 
   17       destruction? 
 
   18   MR TIM DOWSE:  I think people tend to -- when we look at 
 
   19       WMD, and we certainly treated them all as weapons to be 
 
   20       constrained and the Conventions were there, but probably 
 
   21       nuclear was the one that, when we looked at what was 
 
   22       happening in terms of proliferation through the 1990s, 
 
   23       the nuclear issue was one that particularly bothered us. 
 
   24       Iran and Libya were both -- and North Korea, of course -- 
 
   25       were all particularly nuclear related and AQ Khan was 
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    1       offering nuclear assistance. 
 
    2   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  If we then, from that -- 
 
    3   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  Could I add just one point? 
 
    4           As Tim Dowse as described it, the concern that we 
 
    5       had at the beginning of the century was that the 
 
    6       programmes that we had been worried about were maturing. 
 
    7       They were maturing in Libya, in Iran, North Korea.  We 
 
    8       could go into details, if you want, of how they were 
 
    9       developing.  But, also, added to that you had increasing 
 
   10       concern about the use that terrorists might make of 
 
   11       these weapons. 
 
   12           In the 1980s, we hadn't been so worried about that 
 
   13       but those concerns grew, and, of course, they were 
 
   14       greatly accentuated after 9/11 and the possibility of 
 
   15       some of those weapons, chemical, biological, falling 
 
   16       into terrorist hands, increased our concerns about it. 
 
   17   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  Thank you.  So in terms of your 
 
   18       concerns over this period, you mentioned Iran, you 
 
   19       mentioned North Korea, you mentioned Libya, you 
 
   20       mentioned Pakistan, at least through AQ Khan, and you 
 
   21       mentioned Iraq, but in terms of rank ordering again, 
 
   22       where would Iraq come on that list, in terms of the most 
 
   23       threatening in proliferation terms? 
 
   24   MR TIM DOWSE:  It wasn't top of the list.  I think in terms 
 
   25       of my concerns on coming into the job in 2001, 
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    1       I would say, we would have put Libya and Iran ahead of 
 
    2       Iraq. 
 
    3   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  I would like to add to that.  In terms 
 
    4       of nuclear and missiles, I think Iran, North Korea and 
 
    5       Libya were probably of greater concern than Iraq.  In 
 
    6       terms of chemical and biological, particularly through 
 
    7       the spring and summer of 2002, we were getting 
 
    8       intelligence, much of which was subsequently withdrawn 
 
    9       as invalid, but at the time it was seen as valid, that 
 
   10       gave us cause for concern, but I think there is one 
 
   11       other thing that you need to recall about Iraq, which 
 
   12       was different in a sense from some of the other 
 
   13       countries. 
 
   14           First of all, they were in breach of a great many 
 
   15       Security Council Resolutions.  Secondly, as Tim Dowse 
 
   16       has mentioned, Iraq had used chemical weapons both 
 
   17       internally against its own people and externally against 
 
   18       Iran. 
 
   19           Thirdly, it had started a war against Iran and it 
 
   20       had invaded Kuwait and it had also fired missiles to 
 
   21       Iran, Kuwait, Israel and Saudi Arabia.  So in that sense 
 
   22       in terms of use and in terms of -- ignoring a great many 
 
   23       Security Council Resolutions, Iraq was unique. 
 
   24   MR TIM DOWSE:  Just to reinforce that, we wrote a strategy 
 
   25       paper in the middle of 2002, it was the result of 
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    1       a number of iterations, which specifically said in 
 
    2       relation to Iraq that it was a concern, a priority 
 
    3       concern, because it might be the exception to a general 
 
    4       rule that most WMD programmes are essentially driven for 
 
    5       defensive purposes; when we looked at the 
 
    6       motivations behind WMD proliferation, we would say most 
 
    7       proliferators were looking for a deterrent.  They feared 
 
    8       for their own security. 
 
    9           In the case of Iraq, we thought that might be the 
 
   10       exception.  Saddam's history of aggression against his 
 
   11       neighbours, against his own people, meant that it was 
 
   12       extremely difficult, I think, to make a firm calculation 
 
   13       that he, when equipped with WMD, would not again attack 
 
   14       within the region. 
 
   15   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  Although you could argue that there 
 
   16       was a defensive case and, indeed, the Iraqis would 
 
   17       argue, taking into account Iran, who you have also 
 
   18       pointed out was developing capabilities in Israel, so 
 
   19       they would have a defensive argument, but rather than 
 
   20       get diverted on to that, let me just go back to many 
 
   21       things you have now said. 
 
   22           We have talked about the distinctions between the 
 
   23       different types of weapons and you have indicated that 
 
   24       nuclear is the most important but that's not what you 
 
   25       necessarily had concerns about, that with Iraq that 
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    1       wasn't a major concern.  Is that fair enough? 
 
    2   MR TIM DOWSE:  In a general statement, I agree, we were more 
 
    3       focused on nuclear issues than we were on others. 
 
    4   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  We talked about programmes a bit and 
 
    5       Sir William, I think, mentioned the maturity.  The word 
 
    6       "programme", like weapons of mass destruction, can 
 
    7       include an awful lot from something that is a gleam in 
 
    8       a professor's eye to a fully-fledged delivery 
 
    9       capability. 
 
   10           Can you just indicate the different stages that 
 
   11       a programme might involve? 
 
   12   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  Could I maybe illustrate that with regard to 
 
   13       some of the countries concerned?  Take Libya as one 
 
   14       example.  Between 1998 and 2003, the assessments that 
 
   15       were being carried out painted a picture of steady 
 
   16       progress on Libya's nuclear and ballistic missile 
 
   17       programmes.  It had been identified by 2003 as a prime 
 
   18       customer of AQ Khan network.  We were also concerned 
 
   19       about activity in the chemicals weapons field and about 
 
   20       work at research sites on dual-use potential to support 
 
   21       biological weapons-related work. 
 
   22           With Iran, Iran had used ballistic missiles in the 
 
   23       Iran/Iraq war in the 1980s.  It had acquired Scud B 
 
   24       missiles from Syria and from North Korea and after -- it 
 
   25       also produced Scud C slightly longer-range missiles. 
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    1           After the war, North Korea sold to Iran production 
 
    2       technology for Scud B and Scud C and in the mid-1990s, 
 
    3       it bought a few examples of North Korean No-Dong 1 
 
    4       missiles.  These were longer-range and, from that, it 
 
    5       developed its own missile, the Shahab 3, of 
 
    6       1300 kilometres.  Iran's nuclear fuel activities had 
 
    7       developed steadily over more than two decades by 2001 to 
 
    8       2003. 
 
    9           It had announced, or the IAEA had reported, a large 
 
   10       Iranian conversion facility at Isfahan; a large facility 
 
   11       for gas centrifuge fuel enrichment; it had indigenous 
 
   12       facilities to manufacture centrifuge components; it had 
 
   13       obtained P2 centrifuges; it had got technical drawings, 
 
   14       whose origin the IAEA had concluded was AQ Khan.  So we 
 
   15       were considerably worried about the development in Iran. 
 
   16           As for North Korea -- 
 
   17   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  I think you have made your point 
 
   18       that there are a variety of different stages and the 
 
   19       example you have given us from Iran is quite interesting 
 
   20       perhaps as a comparative with what was thought to be the 
 
   21       case with Iraq. 
 
   22           Can we move on to Iraq itself?  You have mentioned 
 
   23       all the things before that Iraq was known to have done, 
 
   24       but these were all prior to 1991 in terms of attacking 
 
   25       its neighbours and actually using these weapons. 
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    1           So, since 1991, do you believe that it had been 
 
    2       effectively contained? 
 
    3   MR TIM DOWSE:  I would say we regarded the effect of the -- 
 
    4       certainly with WMD -- the weapons inspectors, UNSCOM's 
 
    5       activities, the IAEA's activities through the 1990s 
 
    6       until 1998, as effectively disarming Iraq.  But there were 
 
    7       a quite a large number of unanswered questions, things 
 
    8       that we were unsure about. 
 
    9           In terms of its nuclear activities, we were pretty 
 
   10       confident that the IAEA did succeed in dismantling 
 
   11       Iran's nuclear capability.  It couldn't, of course, do 
 
   12       anything about the, if you like, intellectual property: 
 
   13       what was in the minds of the scientists, and we were 
 
   14       pretty sure that documentation was kept, but I think we 
 
   15       did feel that Iraq was contained with regard to its 
 
   16       nuclear programme. 
 
   17           With chemical and biological weapons, we were less 
 
   18       confident because there were more unanswered questions 
 
   19       left at the time that the inspectors departed in 1998 
 
   20       and we were getting reporting, although it wasn't 
 
   21       extensive, but what we got was worrying, that Iraq was 
 
   22       continuing to pursue chemical and biological activities. 
 
   23       There was, for example, the issue of the mobile BW 
 
   24       production facility. 
 
   25   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  Obviously we will come to that. 
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    1   MR TIM DOWSE:  So we had a concern that  
    2       certainly, their intent was to rebuild a capability and 
 
    3       that they might still retain stocks of both weapons and 
 
    4       agents that the inspectors hadn't found. 
 
    5           In the case of missiles, we were -- again, we had 
 
    6       fairly clear reporting, which was subsequently proved to 
 
    7       be correct, that they were seeking to develop missiles 
 
    8       that had not -- that had breached the limits that were 
 
    9       put on them under Resolution 687. 
 
   10           In the -- the inspectors again had -- UNSCOM had 
 
   11       destroyed most of Iraq's long-range missiles, but there 
 
   12       was some discrepancy in accounting.  We weren't sure 
 
   13       whether all had gone and we thought there were probably 
 
   14       a small number still hidden somewhere. 
 
   15   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  What I'm interested in getting at 
 
   16       here is the nature of the threat.  There seem to be 
 
   17       possibly two issues.  There is a question of being in 
 
   18       compliance with the UN Resolutions and actually being 
 
   19       threatening. 
 
   20           Is it the second or is it the first? 
 
   21   MR TIM DOWSE:  I think the assessment was that it was 
 
   22       a potential threat, that, while the sanctions were 
 
   23       there, the threat remained potential.  If the sanctions 
 
   24       were to go, if you like, the door to the box was to be 
 
   25       opened, then we were -- our assessment was that Saddam 
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    1       would very quickly aim to rebuild his WMD programmes and 
 
    2       then would pose a threat to his neighbours and 
 
    3       international peace. 
 
    4   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  But that assumed that, when the box 
 
    5       was opened, all the other treaties and Conventions and 
 
    6       so on that you mentioned right at the start, would not 
 
    7       be applied to Iraq, or Iraq would ignore them. 
 
    8   MR TIM DOWSE:  I think the view was that Iraq would be 
 
    9       likely to ignore them.  It had got a long history of, 
 
   10       even under the very tight controls imposed by 
 
   11       Resolution 687 -- certainly it had a long history of 
 
   12       cheating, attempting to hide, attempting to evade those 
 
   13       controls.  So I would say we had very little doubt that 
 
   14       Saddam would try to rebuild his programmes. 
 
   15   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  I would say that there were two 
 
   16       threats, the one described by Tim Dowse in the region, 
 
   17       the potential threat.  But there was also the fact that 
 
   18       he was supporting terrorist groups, Palestinian 
 
   19       terrorist groups, and although we never found any 
 
   20       evidence linking him closely to AQ Khan and we did 
 
   21       not -- sorry, to Al-Qaeda, and we did not believe that 
 
   22       he was behind, in any way, the 9/11 bombings, he had 
 
   23       given support to Palestinian terrorist groups and also 
 
   24       to a group called the MEK, which was a terrorist group 
 
   25       directed against Iran. 
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    1   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  But there was no evidence that he 
 
    2       was giving them, or had promised to give them, chemical 
 
    3       weapons? 
 
    4   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  No, we never found any evidence that 
 
    5       chemical or biological material had been passed by the 
 
    6       Iraqi regime to terrorists, but, obviously, in the 
 
    7       future, we didn't know what might happen, but there was 
 
    8       no evidence that that did happen. 
 
    9   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  The main thing he was doing was 
 
   10       promising sums of money to the families of suicide 
 
   11       bombers.  He wasn't going much beyond that? 
 
   12   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  He was doing that, but he was also 
 
   13       providing material support to Islamic Jihad, to Hamas to 
 
   14       Hezbollah. 
 
   15   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  But you didn't find any evidence of 
 
   16       passing chemical or biological weapons or even promising 
 
   17       to Al-Qaeda -- 
 
   18   MR TIM DOWSE:  No, we obviously looked at this very 
 
   19       carefully, particularly because of media reports that 
 
   20       there were connections and concerns after 9/11, and we 
 
   21       did find some evidence of contacts between Iraqi 
 
   22       officials and individuals in Al-Qaeda in the late 
 
   23       1990s. Abu Mus'ab Al-Zarqawi, who subsequently became 
 
   24       quite well-known in Iraq during the insurgency, was 
 
   25       present in Baghdad, we believed, at the end of the 
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    1       1990s/2000. 
 
    2           But the judgment we came to was that these had been 
 
    3       quite sporadic contacts.  There hadn't been, if you 
 
    4       like, anything that looked like a relationship between 
 
    5       the Iraqis and Al-Qaeda, and, in fact, after 9/11, we 
 
    6       concluded that Iraq actually stepped further back, that 
 
    7       they didn't want to be associated with Al-Qaeda.  They 
 
    8       weren't natural allies. 
 
    9   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  This is quite an important 
 
   10       difference with some elements in the American 
 
   11       administration. 
 
   12           Did you have discussions with your colleagues in the 
 
   13       United States about the various allegations that were 
 
   14       being made in the opposite direction? 
 
   15   MR TIM DOWSE:  I didn't, because it was a counter-terrorist 
 
   16       issue wasn't it? 
 
   17   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  Yes, we did.  They put more weight on 
 
   18       some of the links that Tim Dowse has described at the 
 
   19       end of the 1990s than we did, but our view was that 
 
   20       there was no evidence to suggest collaboration 
 
   21       between -- serious collaboration of any sort between 
 
   22       Al-Qaeda and Saddam Hussein's regime. 
 
   23   MR TIM DOWSE:  Speaking from my subsequent experience as 
 
   24       Chief of the Assessments Staff, that was generally -- 
 
   25       I think that view was shared by our colleagues in the 
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    1       US. 
 
    2   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  But not always in the 
 
    3       Administration. 
 
    4   MR TIM DOWSE:  Our colleagues in the intelligence community. 
 
    5   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  Just in terms of where we are, 
 
    6       therefore, there is no reason to take this problem 
 
    7       particularly seriously at this time in terms of actual 
 
    8       capabilities of terrorist groups benefiting from Iraq. 
 
    9           Let's then move on to the nuclear.  There is no 
 
   10       concern at this time that Iraq is about to become 
 
   11       a nuclear power here.  That's correct? 
 
   12   MR TIM DOWSE:  No.  As I say, our concern was that if the 
 
   13       sanctions eroded, and we were concerned that the 
 
   14       sanctions regime was eroding, if the sanctions went 
 
   15       away, we were quite confident that Saddam would try to 
 
   16       rebuild his nuclear capability, and I think we had an 
 
   17       assessment that he would be able to do so within about 
 
   18       five years. 
 
   19   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  That would be quite a stretch, 
 
   20       wouldn't it?  If you look at all that Iran has to do, it 
 
   21       still doesn't have a nuclear capability.  We have been 
 
   22       talking about putting advanced infrastructures since 
 
   23       2001/2002 or something, as you say.  Seven years on, 
 
   24       nobody is suggesting that Iran has a bomb at this 
 
   25       moment. 
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    1           It would have been pretty good work, wouldn't it, 
 
    2       for Iraq to get a nuclear weapon in five years? 
 
    3   MR TIM DOWSE:  Well, they weren't starting from scratch.  We 
 
    4       found in 1991 that, at that time, we also had 
 
    5       a five-year assessment of how long it would take them to 
 
    6       acquire a weapon and actually -- 
 
    7   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  These assessments are always five 
 
    8       years, aren't they? 
 
    9   MR TIM DOWSE:  Not always.  But we subsequently found that 
 
   10       they had been far further advanced than we had expected. 
 
   11   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  But they had all been destroyed. 
 
   12   MR TIM DOWSE:  Yes, but as I say, the intellectual capital 
 
   13       was still there, and, once you know how to do it, it is 
 
   14       simply a matter of getting the kit. 
 
   15   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  I think the IAEA assessment after 1991 
 
   16       was that they might have got there by 1993, so just two 
 
   17       years. 
 
   18           As Tim says, our assessment around 2000 was that 
 
   19       they could not get a nuclear weapon while they remained 
 
   20       under sanctions, but if the sanctions disappeared, the 
 
   21       estimate was five years. 
 
   22   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  That assumes that when sanctions 
 
   23       disappeared, part of the deal would not be that they 
 
   24       agreed to normal IAEA safeguards. 
 
   25   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  Part of the deal would certainly be 
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    1       that they would have to agree to normal IAEA safeguards, 
 
    2       but if they were cheating... 
 
    3   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  At the moment, at the time, they 
 
    4       were not, however, a threat, and we're having to make 
 
    5       some pretty, I would say, heroic assumptions on their 
 
    6       part to get them to a nuclear capability by saying that. 
 
    7   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  We never claimed it at the time. 
 
    8   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  So we're now down to biological and 
 
    9       chemical.  Let's take the chemical, where, as you have 
 
   10       indicated, they had used them before to quite horrific 
 
   11       effect against their own people as well as the Iranians. 
 
   12           The key thing here is the means of delivery, isn't 
 
   13       it?  What was assessed about the means of delivery of 
 
   14       chemical weapons? 
 
   15   MR TIM DOWSE:  They had used aircraft, aerial bombs, they had 
 
   16       used artillery, they had used rockets, battlefield 
 
   17       rockets, as a means of delivery.  They had developed 
 
   18       warheads for ballistic missiles for delivering chemical 
 
   19       and biological weapons. 
 
   20           Now, most of that -- in fact, we believed that most 
 
   21       of that capability had been destroyed, although, as 
 
   22       I said, there were considerable accounting difficulties 
 
   23       at the time that the UNSCOM inspectors left in 1998. 
 
   24       There was a large number of both munitions and agent 
 
   25       unaccounted for.  We had debates with the technical 
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    1       experts at the time as to, for example, how long 
 
    2       a biological agent might remain lethal, something like 
 
    3       anthrax, and there were differences between the experts, 
 
    4       but there was certainly a school of thought which said 
 
    5       that they could still remain lethal, if hidden, from 
 
    6       1991. 
 
    7   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  That's biological, I was just trying 
 
    8       to stick to chemical. 
 
    9   MR TIM DOWSE:  Okay.  Chemical agent similarly.  But in 
 
   10       a way you are right that the agent was not the key 
 
   11       feature, because any country with an advanced 
 
   12       petrochemical industry, such as Iraq, could produce 
 
   13       agent quite quickly.  They had experience of developing 
 
   14       the munitions.  As I say, the aerial bombs, the rockets. 
 
   15       So we didn't regard that that would be a particular 
 
   16       constraint on them. 
 
   17   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  But you also mentioned earlier that 
 
   18       you tended to see chemical weapons in terms of 
 
   19       battlefield use rather than interstate use. 
 
   20   MR TIM DOWSE:  Clearly, there was a concern that -- what 
 
   21       I would say, looking from our own perspective, in NATO 
 
   22       forces who have practised for many years to operate 
 
   23       in a chemical environment, I don't think we would have 
 
   24       regarded use of chemical weapons as particularly 
 
   25       a battlefield problem for us. 
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    1           But clearly, as we saw during the first Gulf War in 
 
    2       1991, the threat of ballistic missiles armed with 
 
    3       possible chemical warheads to be used against cities 
 
    4       caused a very, very wide range of concern and near panic in 
 
    5       some of Iraq's neighbours.  So that -- the idea that use 
 
    6       of missiles as, if you like, terror weapons in the 
 
    7       context of a conflict -- was something that we were worried 
 
    8       about. 
 
    9   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  That would require maintaining some 
 
   10       Scuds and, again, there is a question of an accounting 
 
   11       discrepancy. 
 
   12   MR TIM DOWSE:  There was an accounting -- we didn't believe 
 
   13       that they had a large number of long-range missiles. 
 
   14       Al Husseins were the version that we are talking about, 
 
   15       which was an extended-range version of the Scud.  We 
 
   16       referred at various times in the assessments to 
 
   17       ña handfulò.  Eventually, we -- it took quite a lot of 
 
   18       number crunching by the technical experts in the Defence 
 
   19       Intelligence Staff -- we came to a conclusion of ñup to 20ò. 
 
   20       The American assessment was slightly larger, but not 
 
   21       way out -- 
 
   22   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  Can I make one comment on battlefield 
 
   23       use, which is that Saddam did regard that as valuable 
 
   24       and he indeed regarded it as something which had turned 
 
   25       back the Iranians during the Iran/Iraq war when they 
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    1       were advancing on the Al Faw peninsula.  He valued 
 
    2       those. 
 
    3   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  It was in this context that the 
 
    4       famous 45 minutes came up, presumably? 
 
    5   MR TIM DOWSE:  Well, yes.  The 45 minutes report -- speaking 
 
    6       personally, when I saw the 45 minutes report, I did not 
 
    7       give it particular significance because it didn't seem 
 
    8       out of line with what we generally assessed to be Iraq's 
 
    9       intentions and capabilities with regard to chemical 
 
   10       weapons. 
 
   11           My own personal assumption on reading it was that it 
 
   12       was referring to something like multi-barrelled rocket 
 
   13       launchers, the sort of weapon or delivery system that 
 
   14       could be kept ready for rapid deployment in the event of 
 
   15       a conflict. 
 
   16           As I say, it subsequently took on a rather iconic 
 
   17       status that I don't think those of us who saw the 
 
   18       initial report really gave it. It didn't seem -- it 
 
   19       wasn't surprising. 
 
   20   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  It wasn't surprising because it was 
 
   21       in the context of an assumption that Iraq had some 
 
   22       chemical stocks, that they had artillery, that they 
 
   23       could fire these, and Saddam saw it as of value for 
 
   24       battlefield use.  This was the general view amongst the 
 
   25       intelligence agencies? 
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    1   MR TIM DOWSE:  Yes, and this was based on the JIC 
 
    2       assessments.  We had a -- there were assessments over 
 
    3       a number of years.  I think the difficulty that we had 
 
    4       was that, after the withdrawal of the UNSCOM inspectors 
 
    5       at the end of 1998, we lost quite a lot of our insight 
 
    6       into what was happening in Iraq.  One of the reasons we 
 
    7       wanted the inspectors to return was because we wanted to 
 
    8       have some eyes and ears, if you like, on the ground 
 
    9       reporting to the UN. 
 
   10   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  This is a slightly different 
 
   11       problem.  We are assuming for the moment that the 
 
   12       intelligence that you are working with is correct, and, 
 
   13       obviously, what if it wasn't. 
 
   14   MR TIM DOWSE:  Yes. 
 
   15   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  What we are trying to work out is 
 
   16       what it meant.  Now, you have indicated what seemed to 
 
   17       you to be a pretty nondescript observation, but it got 
 
   18       an iconic status because, in a sense, it got lost in 
 
   19       translation.  It became not a chemical weapon for use on 
 
   20       the battlefield, but a weapon of mass destruction for 
 
   21       use in an interstate war; otherwise, why mention the 
 
   22       45 minutes? 
 
   23   MR TIM DOWSE:  I don't think we ever said that it was for 
 
   24       use in a ballistic missile, but -- 
 
   25   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  But you did say it wasn't. 
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    1   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  I think we referred to it as 
 
    2       "munitions", and I think when that was looked at by the 
 
    3       Butler Review, they said it should have referred to 
 
    4       battlefield weapons. 
 
    5   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  Just to conclude, on going through 
 
    6       the systems: biological weapons and again you have given 
 
    7       some reasons why these were an uncertain weapon, that 
 
    8       Iraq had a programme.  So how did you assess that 
 
    9       programme in 2001 as a threat rather than as an 
 
   10       activity? 
 
   11   MR TIM DOWSE:  In 2001 the -- and again, we -- certainly  
 
   12       in context, immediately after the first Gulf War, for 
 
   13       a number of years the Iraqis denied having a biological 
 
   14       programme at all.  Then, with the defection of 
 
   15       Hussein Kamil, in 1995, he exposed the fact that there 
 
   16       had been a very substantial biological programme, as we 
 
   17       had suspected.  In fact, I think we found it was rather 
 
   18       greater than we had previously assessed. 
 
   19           Action was then taken to dismantle large 
 
   20       elements of that programme.  There was a particular 
 
   21       biological production facility that UNSCOM did dismantle 
 
   22       and destroy.  We were never confident that UNSCOM had 
 
   23       found everything biological.  It was particularly 
 
   24       difficult to identify.  Very much of the equipment used 
 
   25       for biological weapons is dual-use.  It has legitimate 
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    1       uses in medical applications or agricultural 
 
    2       applications.  So we -- and there was a discrepancy in 
 
    3       the amount of growth media that Iraq had ordered.  There 
 
    4       was quite a large quantity that was never accounted for 
 
    5       by UNSCOM.  So we had concerns in 1998 that not 
 
    6       everything had been destroyed or uncovered. 
 
    7           Again, then we got intelligence reporting, very 
 
    8       fragmentary, but nevertheless quite convincing, of Iraqi 
 
    9       attempts to continue to pursue development of biological 
 
   10       weapons.  I mentioned the mobile facilities.  We had 
 
   11       probably got less, I think, on biological than we did on 
 
   12       chemical or missiles. 
 
   13   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  Our assessment in April 2000 was that 
 
   14       there was continuing research and production of BW agent 
 
   15       and that Iraq seemed to be exploring the use of mobile 
 
   16       facilities. 
 
   17   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  The same defector who told you in 
 
   18       1995 that there was a big programme, there was still 
 
   19       documentation around about it, also told you that 
 
   20       everything had been destroyed in 1991. 
 
   21   MR TIM DOWSE:  But the Iraqis then made a declaration of their 
 
   22       programme that they had previously denied and we found 
 
   23       that some things had not been destroyed.  So the whole 
 
   24       experience of the 1990s was of Iraq withholding 
 
   25       information, attempting to conceal activities, 
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    1       attempting to conceal equipment, weapons, and having to 
 
    2       be dragged, if you like, to the truth step by step. 
 
    3           Against that background, personally, I think it was 
 
    4       a reasonable conclusion to come to that, once the 
 
    5       inspectors had left in 1998, the Iraqis would then 
 
    6       pursue their programmes in a more uninhibited way. 
 
    7   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  But we are still talking about 
 
    8       evidence of non-compliance, the rudiments of a 
 
    9       capability, not necessarily something, to use 
 
   10       Sir William's term: full maturity. 
 
   11   MR TIM DOWSE:  We thought that -- in the case of both 
 
   12       chemical and biological weapons, we thought that 
 
   13       a capability could be reconstituted very quickly. 
 
   14   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  How many? 
 
   15   MR TIM DOWSE:  I think in the case of chemical we said it 
 
   16       would be a matter of weeks; in the case of biological 
 
   17       a matter of months to deliver a useable capability. 
 
   18   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  So if they could develop 
 
   19       a capability that quickly, and they were still in the 
 
   20       process of developing missile delivery systems, which is 
 
   21       where we can agree there was hard evidence about, what 
 
   22       inference of all of that might have been that it didn't 
 
   23       make any sense to hold stocks that might cause you 
 
   24       embarrassment, just wait until you have got the delivery 
 
   25       capability ready, and then, at a later date, worry about 
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    1       stocks. 
 
    2   MR TIM DOWSE:  It might, and we tended to -- in general, we 
 
    3       would refer to the unaccounted for items, but I think we 
 
    4       were always conscious that there is a danger in 
 
    5       assessment of intelligence -- and, of course, this is 
 
    6       primarily an issue for the Joint Intelligence Committee 
 
    7       rather than the Foreign Office itself -- but a danger in 
 
    8       mirror imaging. 
 
    9           Just because we wouldn't do it that way, doesn't 
 
   10       mean that somebody else would not do it that way.  The 
 
   11       Iraqis did quite a lot of things that seemed to us to be 
 
   12       irrational, but, by their lights, presumably it was not. 
 
   13       They buried things in the sand, entire aircraft, which 
 
   14       was not something that would seem a particularly 
 
   15       rational thing to us, but they did it. 
 
   16   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  Just to conclude this line, the 
 
   17       position that we are in in 2001/2002, is we have had no 
 
   18       inspectors in from 1998.  As I recall, an expert report 
 
   19       for the United Nations had said that the process of 
 
   20       dismantling of Iraqi weapons of mass destruction had 
 
   21       been largely successful during the course of the 1990s. 
 
   22       They had been found out cheating.  Now we are trying to 
 
   23       work out what is going on. 
 
   24           Are you saying this was a reasonable assumption that 
 
   25       naughty things were going on but your evidence was 
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    1       pretty sparse? 
 
    2   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  There was a combination.  There were 
 
    3       the unanswered questions when UNSCOM left and then there 
 
    4       was a certain amount, not a great deal, of intelligence 
 
    5       over the following years, and that intelligence grew in 
 
    6       the summer of 2002.  But there was not a huge volume of 
 
    7       intelligence of new things happening after the 
 
    8       inspectors left in 1998, but, of course, we didn't know. 
 
    9   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  Did it ever strike you that the 
 
   10       extra intelligence coming through in 2002 might not be 
 
   11       wholly coincidental? 
 
   12   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  No. 
 
   13   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  You just assumed -- because as we 
 
   14       looked -- 
 
   15   MR TIM DOWSE:  Again, I think you have to -- I think where we were 
 
   16       at the time, we had had the ten years of 
 
   17       experience of UNSCOM, even when the inspectors were 
 
   18       there, of Iraq's cheating, of concealing, of playing 
 
   19       games really with the inspectors.  After the first few 
 
   20       years of UNSCOM, where considerable progress was made in 
 
   21       destroying Iraq's declared missiles, its CW munitions, 
 
   22       most of the progress that was made after about 
 
   23       1994/1995, came about through intelligence breaks. 
 
   24           There was a document that UNSCOM acquired from an 
 
   25       Iraqi Ministry that the Iraqis had not intended them to 
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    1       acquire, that showed that there had been a far greater 
 
    2       number of chemical weapons, for example, produced in the 
 
    3       1980s, than Iraq had declared.  There was 
 
    4       Hussein Kamil's defection, exposing a BW programme that 
 
    5       Iraq denied. 
 
    6           So with that experience of the way Iraq had behaved 
 
    7       while the inspectors were there, once the inspectors had 
 
    8       gone, although our level of information went down, the 
 
    9       assumption was made -- and I think it was a reasonable 
 
   10       assumption -- that Iraq would feel even more 
 
   11       unconstrained and be prepared and have an interest in 
 
   12       trying to rebuild its programme, and although the 
 
   13       intelligence we received was not great, what we did 
 
   14       receive was consistent with that view. 
 
   15           Now, I mean, Lord Butler's Inquiry looked at this 
 
   16       and one of their conclusions was that we had got 
 
   17       ourselves into a particular mindset and we tended to 
 
   18       view the information against that set of pre-conceived 
 
   19       assumptions and we shouldn't have done that.  He was 
 
   20       right, and I certainly made a point, when I subsequently 
 
   21       became Chief of the Assessments Staff, to ensure that we 
 
   22       didn't roll forward assumptions, that we tested -- that we 
 
   23       challenged ourselves on every occasion and I think that, 
 
   24       although our intelligence assessment process is 
 
   25       generally robust, a key element of it is that we have to 
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    1       be prepared to ask difficult questions and challenge our 
 
    2       own assumptions, and I think in respect of Iraq that 
 
    3       broke down.  I think it is understandable that it broke 
 
    4       down, because of the experience of the 90s, but 
 
    5       nevertheless, it was a failure of the system. 
 
    6   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  Thank you for that.  Sir John will 
 
    7       pick that up in a moment. 
 
    8           I still just want a final thought from you.  The 
 
    9       evidence that you had was sufficient to give you worry 
 
   10       to reinforce your views about what Saddam Hussein might 
 
   11       do. 
 
   12           How immediate a threat did you assess it at the 
 
   13       time? 
 
   14   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  We never assessed it as an immediate 
 
   15       threat and that was never stated.  What we said there 
 
   16       was was a clear and present threat, but we never said 
 
   17       there was an immediate threat. 
 
   18   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  What is the difference between 
 
   19       "clear and present" and "immediate"? 
 
   20   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  Well, there was a clear threat, we 
 
   21       thought, partially of what he might have, what the 
 
   22       intelligence was telling us he had, also the intent for 
 
   23       the future, and "present" in the sense of the 
 
   24       intelligence that we were getting at the time, but, as 
 
   25       has been said, much of that turned out to be invalid. 
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    1   MR TIM DOWSE:  Throughout most of 2001 and certainly the 
 
    2       first half at least of 2002, I was probably devoting 
 
    3       more of my attention, as head of the Non-Proliferation 
 
    4       Department, to Iran and Libya and AQ Khan than I was to 
 
    5       Iraq. 
 
    6           Our main activity in relation to Iraq was supporting 
 
    7       the effort to get smart sanctions and, in particular, to 
 
    8       get an agreed Goods Review List that would tighten the 
 
    9       constraints on what the Iraqis could import that was 
 
   10       either of direct relevance to WMD or conventional 
 
   11       weapons, or dual-use. 
 
   12   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  You were reasonably content that, if 
 
   13       you do that, then this clear and present threat wouldn't 
 
   14       turn into an immediate threat? 
 
   15   MR TIM DOWSE:  That was -- as I said, the assumption was 
 
   16       that specifically in relation to nuclear -- more than an 
 
   17       assumption, the calculation was that, provided sanctions 
 
   18       remained, that Iraq would not be able to develop a 
 
   19       nuclear weapon, and in the case of chemical and 
 
   20       biological, well, we were concerned about what he was 
 
   21       doing, but we believed that the sanctions were having 
 
   22       a -- we wanted to strengthen them but we did feel 
 
   23       that they were having an impact. 
 
   24   SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  Thank you. 
 
   25   THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  I was, of course, a member of the 
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    1       Butler Committee, and memories remain, but a question 
 
    2       of -- a preliminary question really to either or both of 
 
    3       you: was the reliability of the assessments you were 
 
    4       able to make at the moment when UNSCOM were thrown out 
 
    5       of Iraq actually a better basis than anything we had by 
 
    6       2002 or 2003? 
 
    7           Part of that, I suppose, was how much were we still 
 
    8       reliant on UNSCOM material and then deriving or 
 
    9       inferring from that, after UNSCOM was chucked out, what 
 
   10       was likely to be the cases? 
 
   11   MR TIM DOWSE:  There was certainly concern in the FCO -- I had 
 
   12       a concern in 2001 that the position that we were basing 
 
   13       ourselves on was still very heavily dependent on UNSCOM 
 
   14       information and, if I recall, I actually wrote to the 
 
   15       then Chief of the Assessments Staff in April, I think, 
 
   16       2001, to say "Can we not produce an update of our 
 
   17       assessment which -- and put more into the public domain -- 
 
   18       that isn't looking back to 1998?" 
 
   19           It was certainly a concern that we didn't have very 
 
   20       much more, and our assessment wasn't that different 
 
   21       until early 2002 than it had been in 1998. 
 
   22   THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  I have a question on the 
 
   23       methodology.  We have talked already about accounting 
 
   24       discrepancies between stuff declared and stuff found and 
 
   25       destroyed.  It is a pretty shaky piece of methodology, 
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    1       isn't it?  It is the difference between two rather large 
 
    2       numbers and the margin of error on either number is 
 
    3       bigger than the result.  So it isn't something you could 
 
    4       rely on or put very much confidence in. 
 
    5           Were there any other methodological approaches other 
 
    6       than the hunt for fresh and new intelligence from 
 
    7       whatever sources? 
 
    8   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  I recall that, firstly, starting with 
 
    9       the old evidence, it was looked at, if I recall, in 
 
   10       2002, and we put something up to Ministers.  This was 
 
   11       following the DIS, Defence Intelligence Staff, 
 
   12       assessment, which slightly changed what we thought were 
 
   13       the outstanding amounts and issues. 
 
   14           But I agree with you, beyond that, we had to look 
 
   15       for new intelligence and there was not a great deal. 
 
   16   THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.  I suppose one other line -- and a theme 
 
   17       that is beginning to interest the Committee more 
 
   18       generally -- is the assessment of the state, the 
 
   19       mentalities in Iraq, both in the leadership and in the 
 
   20       population, and one line is interpreting Saddam's own 
 
   21       behaviour and the behaviour of the clique around him at 
 
   22       the top of the regime. 
 
   23           Was any effort devoted to that kind of 
 
   24       interpretation from your side?  He had a long history of 
 
   25       deception, not only in this field, but more generally. 
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    1       He had, clearly, a great wish to exert the place of Iraq 
 
    2       within the region as a powerful nation state.  There was 
 
    3       a nationalist drive going on.  He was protecting his own 
 
    4       survival and that of his friends and relatives.  There 
 
    5       was propaganda for all these purposes, and, as Tim Dowse 
 
    6       said in another context, by our standards, a kind of 
 
    7       irrationality that comes up now and again. 
 
    8           So what I'm asking really is, was there anything, 
 
    9       any juice in the lemon to be squeezed out of trying to 
 
   10       peer behind the curtain into the mind of the regime of 
 
   11       Saddam? 
 
   12   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  I think maybe we are going to come on 
 
   13       to intelligence gaps, or gaps in our general knowledge, 
 
   14       and how these were explained to Ministers and, indeed, 
 
   15       used by Ministers in 2002 to 2003. 
 
   16           But one point I think I would make, after the final 
 
   17       report of the ISG -- one of its conclusions was that, 
 
   18       while Saddam had long-term strategic intent to 
 
   19       reconstitute WMD, his priority between 1991 and 2003 was 
 
   20       to get out of sanctions. 
 
   21           Now, I think we probably got his long-term strategic 
 
   22       intent right.  What we didn't have information on was 
 
   23       his current strategic intent, if you like.  The ISG 
 
   24       showed that most things were destroyed in 1991. 
 
   25           The other thing which also has come out from his 
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    1       own -- from the FBI transcript tapes is that he didn't 
 
    2       want to show Iran that he had very little.  Those two 
 
    3       are, of course, in conflict to some extent, but we did 
 
    4       not, at the time, surmise that. 
 
    5   THE CHAIRMAN:  No, he really had two contradictory 
 
    6       objectives, didn't he?  One was to project in the region 
 
    7       the notion that Iraq was a powerful WMD-armed or 
 
    8       potentially WMD-armed state, but at the same time to 
 
    9       persuade the international community that they didn't 
 
   10       represent a WMD-based threat, so sanctions could go or 
 
   11       be wound down. 
 
   12   MR TIM DOWSE:  I think the point that you are maybe driving 
 
   13       towards is that we spent a lot of time looking at, if 
 
   14       you like, the nuts and bolts of these proliferation 
 
   15       programmes and perhaps less looking at the political 
 
   16       context in terms of the nature of the Iraqi regime. And 
 
   17       it was, of course, a particularly difficult target for 
 
   18       intelligence because, with a regime dominated by one 
 
   19       man, really you are trying to say what's in the mind of 
 
   20       one man and that's the most difficult thing of all. 
 
   21           Again, it is something that, of course, 
 
   22       Lord Butler's report touched on, that we should have 
 
   23       perhaps spent more time bringing the political context 
 
   24       together with the programmatic analysis by the technical 
 
   25       experts, and again I don't disagree.  It is something 
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    1       that we changed, the way we did some of these things 
 
    2       after -- in the light of Lord Butler's conclusions. 
 
    3   THE CHAIRMAN:  That is a parenthetical question and doesn't 
 
    4       indeed perhaps deserve an answer, but with long 
 
    5       hindsight now, is it possible that Saddam, in pursuing 
 
    6       those two contradictory objectives that we have just 
 
    7       described, was not actually getting the reality, the 
 
    8       truth, from his own immediate supporters and friends? 
 
    9           Who would go to Saddam and say, "No, we haven't 
 
   10       actually got battlefield chemicals fairly immediately 
 
   11       available", if the money had been siphoned off to 
 
   12       someone else? 
 
   13   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  The only piece of evidence I could 
 
   14       produce to try to comment on that question is something 
 
   15       again from the FBI transcripts, which he said, which 
 
   16       was, "If I had had CBW, I would have used them against 
 
   17       the coalition". 
 
   18   THE CHAIRMAN:  Implying that he therefore was not being told 
 
   19       he had them when he hadn't? 
 
   20   MR TIM DOWSE:  I think, on the other hand, some of the other 
 
   21       interviews that were conducted by the Iraq Survey Group 
 
   22       with senior Iraqi military officers for example, many 
 
   23       of them believed that the WMD existed. 
 
   24   THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, in the hands of others in the military 
 
   25       and they would be brought to the battlefield when 
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    1       needed. 
 
    2   MR TIM DOWSE:  Exactly. 
 
    3   THE CHAIRMAN:  One line I was driving at was this: that not 
 
    4       a lot of fresh intelligence was coming out post UNSCOM's 
 
    5       departure, but, because of the change in the nature of 
 
    6       the assessment of the threat, a mounting appetite from 
 
    7       people such as yourselves, not least, as well as 
 
    8       Ministers, thought more -- better -- better-founded 
 
    9       intelligence, pressure, therefore, on the intelligence 
 
   10       collection agents -- and we will be talking to them 
 
   11       probably in the private session about that -- but can 
 
   12       you make a basic connection between mounting pressure to 
 
   13       produce new intelligence in a very difficult 
 
   14       environment, which Iraq certainly was, wasn't it, and 
 
   15       the fact that a considerable amount of that intelligence 
 
   16       produced since 1998 was subsequently withdrawn? 
 
   17           Is there a connection between the two or is it 
 
   18       likely that any intelligence-gathering exercise in 
 
   19       a Saddam-type regime country would be found to be 
 
   20       unreliable? 
 
   21   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  I wouldn't just limit it to Iraq.  I do 
 
   22       think you have to look at the intelligence being 
 
   23       collected on all of these threats.  The tolerance, as 
 
   24       Peter Ricketts put it to you yesterday, for these 
 
   25       programmes, reduced after 9/11. 
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    1           So there was a lot of pressure for intelligence on 
 
    2       all the other countries of concern and that intelligence 
 
    3       was very largely validated by what happened 
 
    4       subsequently. 
 
    5           In Iraq that was not the case.  The Butler Review, 
 
    6       of course, spoke about the validation procedures within 
 
    7       SIS.  You mentioned that you will be talking more to the 
 
    8       agencies on that.  But it wasn't just Iraq.  What 
 
    9       I would say was that Iraq was obviously a top priority 
 
   10       for gaining intelligence.  It was a priority 1, and 
 
   11       indeed, if I recall rightly, from July 2002, an urgent 
 
   12       priority.  So other resources could be moved from other 
 
   13       priorities to it. 
 
   14           But I think one thing you have to remember is there 
 
   15       is no linear correlation between setting the priority 
 
   16       and then producing intelligence, and it takes a very 
 
   17       long time to train people and to get the results you 
 
   18       want. 
 
   19   THE CHAIRMAN:  Certainly in the case of human intelligence. 
 
   20       Less so, perhaps, with other techniques. 
 
   21   MR TIM DOWSE:  I think actually that Sir William does 
 
   22       mention an important point when you think about the 
 
   23       context in which we were reading the intelligence on 
 
   24       Iraq.  It was being provided by the same Agencies, and 
 
   25       frequently by the same people in terms of agency 
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    1       officials, who were also providing us with intelligence 
 
    2       on Iran, on AQ Khan, on Libya, which was consistently 
 
    3       proving extremely accurate, and when we were dealing 
 
    4       with all these issues together I think that probably 
 
    5       increased our confidence, or it decreased our inclination 
 
    6       to question what they were giving us on Iraq. 
 
    7   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  Could I add one more question?  Because 
 
    8       I think behind your question is another one, which is, 
 
    9       "Why didn't we review it all?" and I would answer that 
 
   10       with three points. 
 
   11           One was that, until March 2003, we were not 
 
   12       receiving contradictory intelligence to what we got up 
 
   13       to then.  We did, in the very final days before military 
 
   14       action, receive some on CBW use that it was 
 
   15       disassembled, that you might not have the munitions to 
 
   16       deliver it.  But up to then, we were not getting 
 
   17       contradictory intelligence. 
 
   18           Secondly, some of the intelligence was proving valid 
 
   19       with UNMOVIC and they were finding, for example, the 
 
   20       rocket motors, the nuclear documents.  So that was giving 
 
   21       to some extent some assurance. 
 
   22           Thirdly, UNMOVIC itself, on 6 March, published its 
 
   23       unresolved disarmament issues in which they said that 
 
   24       Saddam Hussein would have to take 128 actions to resolve 
 
   25       those unresolved issues. 
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    1           So against all of that background, maybe that was 
 
    2       one of the reasons that there wasn't a major review 
 
    3       done.  But, as Tim Dowse says, after the war, 
 
    4       a challenge team was put into the Assessments Staff to 
 
    5       challenge just the sorts of situations which were in at 
 
    6       that time, before the war. 
 
    7   THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.  We have been exercising a certain 
 
    8       amount of hindsight to advantage, but let's go back, if 
 
    9       we may, to the period leading up to 2003.  So we're in 
 
   10       2001/2002. 
 
   11           Iraq is going up the scale in terms of the assessed 
 
   12       threat.  The Ministers' appetite for briefing on these 
 
   13       matters is clearly mounting in parallel, if I am right, 
 
   14       and rightly so. 
 
   15           What was the experience of briefing Ministers, 
 
   16       specifically on WMD issues?  As you said at the 
 
   17       beginning of this session, a lot of this is extremely 
 
   18       technical and nerdy.  There are important complications 
 
   19       that need to be understood and hoisted in. 
 
   20           I just wonder, how often were Ministers offered 
 
   21       briefings?  Did it include the entire range of Cabinet 
 
   22       Ministers who had a direct departmental interest, 
 
   23       I suppose Defence, Foreign Secretary, Attorney and 
 
   24       others.  Could you say a little bit about that first? 
 
   25   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  I think there were five areas in which 
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    1       Ministers were briefed.  One was through the JIC 
 
    2       assessments which went automatically to all the members 
 
    3       of the Committee on Security and Intelligence.  I can 
 
    4       only speak at that period for the Foreign Secretary, but 
 
    5       he publicly -- in public evidence to the Foreign Affairs 
 
    6       Committee has said that he read every one of those JIC 
 
    7       assessments. 
 
    8           Secondly, there were notes and policy papers that 
 
    9       were put to Ministers.  You will recall the 
 
   10       interdepartmental policy paper in March 2002, which 
 
   11       briefed on the threat as seen then, and it also briefed 
 
   12       on the limitations of the intelligence at that time. 
 
   13           There were individual intelligence reports, which 
 
   14       went to the Foreign Secretary and, again, in public 
 
   15       evidence he has said that he asked questions on some of 
 
   16       those intelligence reports. 
 
   17           Fourthly, he was briefed through meetings with the 
 
   18       Agency heads and, again, in public evidence that he has 
 
   19       given, he said that he would ask them about the 
 
   20       reliability and accuracy of some of the intelligence 
 
   21       that he was getting. 
 
   22           Lastly, there was, of course, in the run-up to the 
 
   23       war, many office meetings where intelligence wasn't the 
 
   24       only issue, but where those working on the intelligence 
 
   25       side were represented, and he could raise questions on 
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    1       that. 
 
    2   MR TIM DOWSE:  Perhaps just to add to that a little bit from 
 
    3       the viewpoint of my department, we tended to provide 
 
    4       specific advice on ad hoc issues.  This is in 2001, the 
 
    5       beginning of 2002.  So to the Foreign Secretary -- this is 
 
    6       Robin Cook at that time -- 
 
    7       to give you an example, at the very beginning of 
 
    8       2001, as soon as I had come into the job, the 
 
    9       Daily Telegraph carried a story that Iraq had produced two 
 
   10       nuclear weapons and we rapidly produced a brief for the 
 
   11       Foreign Secretary that said we didn't believe this was 
 
   12       correct. 
 
   13           There was an occasion later in that year when, 
 
   14       shortly after 9/11, the Foreign Secretary asked what 
 
   15       would be Iraq's ability to use WMD to hit back if it was 
 
   16       attacked, and we provided an assessment there, drawing on 
 
   17       the JIC papers, essentially summarising what the recent 
 
   18       JIC papers had said. 
 
   19           So there were, if you like, ad hoc notes, but we 
 
   20       didn't automatically, every time there was an increase 
 
   21       in intelligence, brief the Foreign Secretary. Partly 
 
   22       because he would get the material directly and also 
 
   23       because, in general, the individual items of 
 
   24       intelligence were not changing the picture radically 
 
   25       from the assessments that the JIC was producing. 
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    1   THE CHAIRMAN:  I need to pursue that.  There was, I think, 
 
    2       an observation in the Butler Report about the lack of 
 
    3       preparation of Ministers in a general sense to 
 
    4       understand and take in the significance of intelligence 
 
    5       and how to interpret it. 
 
    6           There is also a question about the coordination 
 
    7       within Whitehall of the total intelligence picture on 
 
    8       Iraq that Ministers could derive, not just the Foreign 
 
    9       Secretary but Ministers generally.  There was 
 
   10       a Permanent Secretary role within the Cabinet Office to 
 
   11       do that.  Was that, as far as you could sense, being 
 
   12       operated effectively and actively at the time? 
 
   13   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  I can only again comment from the 
 
   14       Foreign Office point of view, but there were the JIC 
 
   15       assessments and then the Chairman of the JIC, also, 
 
   16       himself, was coming to some of the office meetings that 
 
   17       the Foreign Secretary held. 
 
   18   MR TIM DOWSE:  I certainly never felt, either with 
 
   19       Robin Cook or with Jack Straw, that they didn't 
 
   20       understand the picture that was being given to them by 
 
   21       intelligence.  They -- questions would be asked from 
 
   22       time to time and I think Robin Cook was in some respects 
 
   23       perhaps more interested in the conventional weapons 
 
   24       issues than the WMD issues, but he certainly didn't -- 
 
   25       I never got the impression that he didn't understand 
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    1       what he was reading. 
 
    2   THE CHAIRMAN:  There were two things, weren't there, that 
 
    3       Ministers needed to be aware of?  I'm asking whether 
 
    4       they were, not only the Foreign Secretary but more 
 
    5       generally.  One is the inherent shakiness of 
 
    6       intelligence information coming out of a very hard 
 
    7       target country that we know Iraq was, and the second is, 
 
    8       not only the intelligence reports that they were getting 
 
    9       and seeing, but also the gaps, the things that weren't 
 
   10       coming up. 
 
   11   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  Perhaps I can comment on the gaps.  We 
 
   12       mentioned already the question of current strategic 
 
   13       intelligence, but can I comment on three other areas? 
 
   14           First of all -- and one has to remember that 
 
   15       Mr Straw, when he was Foreign Secretary, was going 
 
   16       through this all in minute detail, because he was often 
 
   17       going to New York and speaking on these issues at the 
 
   18       Security Council, but, first of all, there were the 
 
   19       unanswered questions from UNSCOM, and I have referred to 
 
   20       a submission put up to him slightly revising those, but 
 
   21       of course, there were huge gaps which were brought out by 
 
   22       the document published on 6 -- 7 March and, of course, 
 
   23       Mr Straw used that document very extensively in the 
 
   24       Security Council debate on 7 March.  So that's one area. 
 
   25           Secondly, there was the British intelligence and the 
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    1       policy advice up to the war.  There was what was said in 
 
    2       the JIC assessments and I certainly wouldn't 
 
    3       underestimate the degree to which those were read and 
 
    4       understood by the Foreign Secretary. 
 
    5           Just to give you just a few of the things that were 
 
    6       said, April 2000: the picture was limited on chemical 
 
    7       weapons.  May 2001: the knowledge of WMD and ballistic 
 
    8       missile programmes was patchy.  March 2002: the 
 
    9       intelligence on Iraqi WMD and ballistic missiles is 
 
   10       sporadic and patchy.  The interdepartmental advice to 
 
   11       Ministers in March 2002: Iraq continues to develop WMD 
 
   12       although the intelligence is poor.  August 2002: there 
 
   13       is little intelligence on Iraq's BCW doctrine, and we 
 
   14       know little about Iraq's CBW work since late 1998.  The 
 
   15       assessment of the 9 September 2002: intelligence remains 
 
   16       limited. 
 
   17           But then, after that time, there were also some 
 
   18       other gaps and issues which came to Ministers because 
 
   19       the intelligence shifted from September 2002 in the 
 
   20       run-up to the war.  There was work done on the links 
 
   21       between the Iraqi regime and terrorism because we were 
 
   22       very interested in that and very worried lest any 
 
   23       materials did fall into the hands of terrorists.  The 
 
   24       gap there, in a sense, was a positive gap, that we 
 
   25       didn't see evidence of that, and nor did the 
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    1       British Government ever claim that there was that link. 
 
    2           There was the likely nature of Iraq's dealings with 
 
    3       the United Nations, and particularly the handling of 
 
    4       UNMOVIC and IAEA inspections.  I will come back to that 
 
    5       in a minute.  But then the third big area that was being 
 
    6       investigated was Iraqi military preparations and options 
 
    7       may be of more interest to the MoD, although we would 
 
    8       also have to think of our posts in the region and what 
 
    9       we did about them.  The assessment then, in December of 
 
   10       2002, was that we did not know the extent of Iraq's 
 
   11       stocks of chemical and biological weapons. 
 
   12           But then the third area was the handling of the 
 
   13       inspections and, of course, we were putting a great deal 
 
   14       of weight on the work that UNMOVIC was doing at that 
 
   15       time.  There were two JIC assessments.  There were 
 
   16       frequent summaries, intelligence updates, daily 
 
   17       intelligence highlights. 
 
   18           The biggest gap in all of that, and one which 
 
   19       Ministers were extremely well aware of and used 
 
   20       extensively, was the lack of interviews with scientists. 
 
   21       Ministers were constantly pressing, and Mr Straw was 
 
   22       pressing, UNMOVIC and the IAEA to take scientists out of 
 
   23       Iraq where they could be interviewed privately.  So 
 
   24       those are three areas of what I would call intelligence 
 
   25       gaps, all of which were flagged up to Ministers. 
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    1   THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.  You draw attention to the fact that 
 
    2       the focus of assessment rather shifted in the late 
 
    3       months of 2002 against the mounting evidence of 
 
    4       a military campaign. 
 
    5           Really -- this is not quite the language perhaps -- 
 
    6       from a balanced assessment to a worst indication 
 
    7       assessment.  Is that fair? 
 
    8   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  I wouldn't say to a worst case 
 
    9       assessment, because I don't think that there was any 
 
   10       fundamental revision over that period of the assessments 
 
   11       that had been made up to that period, and the reason for 
 
   12       that was that there was not any intelligence coming in 
 
   13       to contradict, but there certainly wasn't intelligence 
 
   14       coming in which in my view significantly exacerbated the 
 
   15       picture, and nor can I recall a JIC piece which 
 
   16       heightened the threat, if you like, compared with that 
 
   17       seen back at the end of the summer/early autumn 2003. 
 
   18   MR TIM DOWSE:  Yes.  I suppose -- the one thing that did 
 
   19       change was the reporting received in September 2002 -- 
 
   20       well, end of August/beginning of September -- that 
 
   21       referred to current production of chemical and 
 
   22       biological agents, as I recall. 
 
   23           Again, in a way, it didn't come as a great surprise, 
 
   24       although it was -- it was clearly a step -- it enabled 
 
   25       us to firm up an assessment that previously had been 
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    1       rather carefully caveated. 
 
    2   THE CHAIRMAN:  In terms of military planning, a fairly 
 
    3       crucial difference. 
 
    4   MR TIM DOWSE:  I'm sure the MoD would agree. 
 
    5   THE CHAIRMAN:  Whether or not you are going into a chemical 
 
    6       warfare environment. 
 
    7   MR TIM DOWSE:  I mean, the Foreign Office were  
 
    8       a consumer, essentially, of the intelligence and of the 
 
    9       intelligence assessments, although we contributed to the 
 
   10       assessments as well. But, again, it is a little bit like 
 
   11       the 45 minutes, it helped to fill out a picture but what 
 
   12       it tended to do was confirm an expectation that we 
 
   13       already had. 
 
   14   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  The CBW points were important.  I'm not 
 
   15       sure that they greatly increased over the autumn and the 
 
   16       early spring, but they certainly led to action by the 
 
   17       Foreign Office in terms of CB protection for staff and 
 
   18       evacuation of dependents from a number of posts which 
 
   19       might have been the subject of attack. 
 
   20   THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.  I would like to -- looking ahead to the 
 
   21       break, which we will take in a few minutes -- my 
 
   22       colleagues will want to come in with some other 
 
   23       questions.  Just before we do that, and we will take up 
 
   24       the issue of the dossiers after the break, it is just by 
 
   25       way of paving, to ask about the history of putting 
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    1       intelligence on Iraq's WMD programmes or, indeed, other 
 
    2       comparable intelligence into the public domain before we 
 
    3       get to December 2002.  Is there a history in doing that? 
 
    4   MR TIM DOWSE:  At the time of Desert Fox in 1998 -- and 
 
    5       I recall this because at that time I was the Deputy 
 
    6       Chief of the Assessments Staff dealing with WMD 
 
    7       proliferation -- the -- there was a document produced -- 
 
    8       I think it was produced for distribution to members of 
 
    9       Parliament -- setting out an assessment of the state of 
 
   10       Iraq's deception, its behaviour towards the UNSCOM 
 
   11       inspectors, and that did draw on intelligence material. 
 
   12       It wasn't made explicit, but it did.  We referred to it, 
 
   13       I think, as an "unclassified JIC paper". 
 
   14   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  There was one thing which I remember, 
 
   15       but it is well outside my area, so it would need to be 
 
   16       checked, but that was, I believe, that something was put 
 
   17       out during the Kosovo campaign at the time, that may 
 
   18       also have used intelligence.  But as I say -- 
 
   19   MR TIM DOWSE:  Not Iraq. 
 
   20   SIR WILLIAM EHRMAN:  No, not in Iraq. 
 
   21   THE CHAIRMAN:  I think we have just come across the first 
 
   22       trace of something about bin Laden, but again, it is not 
 
   23       Iraq. 
 
   24   MR TIM DOWSE:  In the aftermath of 9/11, before the invasion 
 
   25       of Afghanistan, the government did issue a dossier which 
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    1       set out -- I think in that case explicitly 
 
    2       drawing on intelligence information -- why we believed 
 
    3       bin Laden was responsible for the attack on the 
 
    4       Twin Towers. And that was regarded as a rather successful 
 
    5       action. 
 
    6           There was a feeling that, if we were going to be in 
 
    7       a position where we were taking international military 
 
    8       action, that the government needed to explain both to 
 
    9       Parliament and to the public why it was doing what it 
 
   10       did. And when you are in a world where the threats of 
 
   11       terrorism, of proliferation of weapons of mass 
 
   12       destruction, develop in secret, it is not like the 
 
   13       Cold War when most people accepted there was a threat 
 
   14       from the Soviet Union, even if the debate was how big it 
 
   15       was.  When you are dealing with terrorism and 
 
   16       proliferation, the threat itself develops in secret and 
 
   17       you need intelligence to tell you of its existence as 
 
   18       well as of its scale. 
 
   19           So you can hardly avoid, I think the feeling was, 
 
   20       drawing on intelligence to explain your actions in those 
 
   21       circumstances.  I think this was again a point that was 
 
   22       discussed with Lord Butler.  You can question the way it 
 
   23       was done, but the need to do it I think remained. 
 
   24   THE CHAIRMAN:  There are issues we can come to after the 
 
   25       break about caveating and language, and the difference 
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    1       between that -- different kinds of judgment, different 
 
    2       qualities of judgment, but let's park that for now.  Can 
 
    3       I ask my colleagues if they would like to follow up on 
 
    4       this? 
 
    5   BARONESS USHA PRASHAR:  I just need some clarification.  You 
 
    6       said earlier that while other countries were a priority, 
 
    7       as far as Iraq was concerned, you were looking at the 
 
    8       question of smart sanctions because there was a view 
 
    9       that Iraq could be contained if you got -- you know, if 
 
   10       the sanctions remained. 
 
   11           When did the view change in terms of getting greater 
 
   12       intelligence, or were these two policies being pursued 
 
   13       in parallel?  Because I wasn't quite clear, when did 
 
   14       that change, if it did, take place? 
 
   15   MR TIM DOWSE:  We were always looking for more intelligence. 
 
   16       That was a constant.  In terms of the pursuit of the 
 
   17       smart sanctions, the Goods Review List, as I say, which 
 
   18       was my department's particular involvement in that 
 
   19       exercise, that actually continued really right through 
 
   20       to the end of 2002. 
 
   21           In fact, in May 2002, the UN Security Council agreed 
 
   22       a resolution which put the Goods Review List in place. 
 
   23       Essentially approved the smart sanctions.  There were 
 
   24       still differences of view, I think, particularly between 
 
   25       the United States and Russia, over what the contents of 
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