1 Tuesday, 19 January 2010
2 (10.00 am)
3 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON
4 THE CHAIRMAN: Good morning.
5 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Good morning.
6 THE CHAIRMAN: Good m  orning ladies and gentlemen. Today we
7 begin hearing from members of the government who were
8 involved in the build - up and the decision to commit the
9 United Kingdom forces to action in Iraq in 2003.
10 Th e objectives of this session are to examine with
11 the Rt Hon Geoff Hoon, the former Secretary of State for
12 Defence, the key discussions and decisions taken on Iraq
13 and their implementation within the Ministry of Defenc
14 and the government during his, your, period as Secretary
15 of State for Defence. So the session will cover from
16 the summer of 2001 through until May 2005.
17 | should say at this point that a number of issues
18 and specific incidents which occurred in Irag during
19 Mr Hoon's time as Secretary of State are currently
20 subject to a range of judicial proceedings, including,
21 for example, the use of Snatch Land Ro vers. In fairness
22 to all parties to those proceedings, therefore, the
23 Committee will not focus on these in detail during this
24 session.

25 Now, we recognise that withesses are giving evidence
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based on their recollection of events, and we, of
course, can Cross - check what we hear against the papers
to which we have access, some of which are still to come
in.

| remind every witness that he will later be asked
to sign a transcript of his evidence to the effect that
the evidence given is truthful, fair and accurate.

With those preliminaries, | wil | ask
Sir Martin Gilbert to open the questions.

SIR MARTIN GILBERT: Mr Hoon, could you tell us what you
saw, while you were Secretary of State for Defence, as
the division of responsibilities between you, as
Secretary of State, and the Chief of the Defence Staff?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: The first Chief of Defence Staff that

| had, Charles Guthrie, once described the
Ministry of Defence as being like a three - legge d stool.
There were the politicians, the civil servants and the
military. In a sense, what he was driving at was that
it was important that all three elements of the stool
worked together, otherwise we h ad problems. So | always
remembered that in the almost six years that | was
there; it was important for me to enjoy the confidence
of the military, but at the same time ensure that those
responsible for developing policy on the Civil Service

side were comfortable with where we were going.
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Having said that, | think sometimes there is a myth

about the extent to which the policy - makers act upon the

military. | think one of the great successes of the

Ministry of Defence is the extent to which it is

genuinely joined up, that there is real integration

between the civil servants and the military, to the

extent that, sometimes, it wasn't always possible, when

people were wearing civilian clothes, to determine who

was from the military and who were civil servants.

Th ere were civil servants who were determined to

demonstrate that they were every bit as robust as the

military, and there were military people determined to

demonstrate the ir considerable grasp of a polic y.
SI R MARTIN GILBERT: Specifically, your relationship with

the Chief of the Defence Staff.

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Well, | --  there were a number of
chiefs in my time in the MoD. | hope that they would
say that we had an excellent relationship. The door was

always open. We had very regular, both formal and
informal meetings, and obviously, in the course of
campaigns like Irag, they were on a daily or more than
daily basis.
SIR MARTIN GILBERT: If | could turn to your own experience
of the United States, | wondered what contrast you saw

in your role and in its execution and that of
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Donald Rumsfeld of the Department of State and how you
would characterise your relationship with Rumsfeld?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: First of all, | first worked with

Bill Cohen, who was Donald Rumsfeld 's predecessor.

Inevitably, individuals bring their own style to bear.
| would say that probably initially Donald was

somewhat -- | think, to use the right word, suspicious,

perhaps, of a Labour governmen t. He was a Republican

politician. He had been a congressman many years
before. He had previously been Secretary of Defence.

I don't think he was wholly persuaded that a Labour

administration was n ecessarily one with which he could

be comfortable, but | think he developed, in particular,
a considerable admiration for the Prime Minister, and we
got along and | think we were able to do business.

SIR MART IN GILBERT: How were you able to allay his
suspicions over the period?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think by being consistent. | think
he was -- | think he was anxious to ensure that people
did what they said t hey were going to do.

SIR MARTIN GILBERT: Did you feel you had a good line of
communication with him, that you were getting a good
picture of what was on his mind?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | accept that initially -

there was this -- "suspicion" is possibly too strong

as | say,
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a word, but a feeling that perhaps we came from
different places. But, yes, | think, as it went
had no difficulty in frankly discussing the issues that
had to be resolved.
THE CHAIRMAN: Mr Hoon, could you say just a little about
the difference between the set - up in terms of giving
direction to the armed forces in the United States and
here, because the President is the head of the
United States armed forces, | understand, the Secretary

of Defence is more Directive, as | understand it and you

on, we

have a very, in modern times, simplified set - up with the

various commands working directly through Sec Def to the
President, unlike our system.
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think certainly in the course of
the events that you are enquiring into, it was clear
that the Chiefs of Staff in Washington weren't always in
the direct line of communication to the Pentagon, in the
S ense that Donald would deal more directly wi th
General Franks and with people in the commands out of
the United States, whereas
whatever information was coming through the military
chain, came through the CDS and th e other military
heads.
So to that extent, their structure was, | suppose,

in business terms, flatter. The Secretary for Defence

in our system, it was clear that
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was able to go direct to CentCom and to Tommy Franks.
THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.
SIR MARTIN GILBERT: | would like to turn now to the
question of sanctions and to ask how concerned you were
about the humanitarian aspects and the much publicised
suffering of the Iragi people, and, in particular, the
MoD's concerns about public support for our policy, for
the UK policy, being undermined as a result of
widespread public concern abo ut the suffering of the
Iraqi people?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | became a Foreign Office Minister
responsible for the Middle East in May 1999, and from
then on | was a fairly regular visitor to the
Middle East. There was little doubt that
notwithstanding the meetings that we might have had with
the leaders of those countries, who were always, in
private, expressing concern about Iraqg, and, indeed,
about Iran, to be fair. Once we went out, and if we
did, say, a press conference, it was completely
different. Journalists, people in those meetings would
be actually very angry about their allegations arising
out of the sanctions. They blamed us for, they said,
starving the Iraqi people, for depriving them of medical
supplies. So to that extent, sanctions were failing, in

that they were not delivering the benefi t that we
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anticipated politically and, moreover, worse than that,
we were getting the blame for things that actually were

Saddam's responsibility.

4 SIR MA RTIN GILBERT: Was there something that the MoD was
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able to do in terms of public perception?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I think we could try. | remember

certainly in the Middle East a whole series of extremely
uncomfortable press conferences, where Arab journalists

would blame us for the sanctions, blame us for the

suffering of the Iraqgi people, and I'm sure other

Ministers did their level best, as | did, to try and set

the record straight. | have to say | didn't feel that

we had much success.

SIR MARTIN GILBERT: To return to the United States and the

Department of Defence, we understand that in the spring
of 200 1 the Pentagon wanted any new Irag policy, which
was then under discussion, to include a threat of
military action. What caveats or conditions did you and
the MoD suggest, particularly with regard to the legal

base and also international preparations, and were these
discussed in Cabinet? Was this an issue that the

Cabinet discussed at that time?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Your dates puzzle me a little. Do

you mean the spring of 20027

SIR MARTIN GILBERT: 2001.
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RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Before 9/11?
SIR MARTIN GILBERT: Right.
THE CHAIRMAN: The new administration coming in, in
Washington.
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I'm not particularly aware of any
detailed conversations about Iraqg prior to 9/11.
SIR MARTIN GILBERT: We will come on to that sequence in
a moment.
Another issue which has been raised by a number of
our witnesses relates to the discussion with regard to
a more active campaign to influence the Arab street, the
Arab public opinion, in terms of the problem of what was
perceived in the Arab world as, somehow, our dual
standards with regard to the Arab/Israel conflict, on
the one hand, and our Iraq policy on the other.
May | ask what was your input to this d ebate and
whether you felt enough was being done?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Well, again, | mean, going on from
the press conference, | can't say that | had regular
contact with the Arab street, but | think the p ress
conferences that | was describing earlier, were probably
a fair reflection, in the sense that | think many of the
Arab journalists were influencing opinion in the Arab
street, who were avid newspaper readers at the time.

So clearly, we judged, and | don't just mean me,
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| think the government judged that what was required was
real progress on the Palestini an track on improving
relations between the Palestinians and Israel.

As a Foreign Office Minister in May, June

and July 1999, | had been involved in some of

the final status issues that were then bein g negotiated.

So we absolutely saw that as being the way forward
because that really was the underlying problem with the
Arab street, t hat we were seen to have not
pushed as hard as we could have done, a settlement in
the Middle East.
SIR MARTIN GILBERT: Was this something which you recall
being discussed in Cabinet or recall your own

contribution?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Obviously, my own involvemen tin 1999

was only for a few months, but | went to Gaza, | met
Yasser Araf at, | saw the Israelis. W e were very
much engaged as a government at that stage on some quite
detailed issues relating to borders, water, the location
of the capital city, and in a sense that all went wrong.
So we were well aware that this was a fundamental
issue, as far as the Arab Street and the Arab world in
general was conce rned. In fact, | would say the period
since then, the street has been absolutely consistent in

its views of the importance of this issue. What has
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probably chan ged is the extent to which Arab leaders and
Arab governments have regarded this as being more
important.
| was always a little surprised, in the late 1990s,
the extent to which the leadership of Arab nations, some
Arab nations at any rate, did not see this as being

a particularly significant issue for them.

SIR MARTIN GILBERT: | would like to turn now to the

No Fly Zones. After the February strike s in 2001, there
was considerable concern in the United States to keep
the action low - key.
How did you see the role of the No Fly Zones in
terms of our containment policy and what advice were you

giving with regard to what our position should be?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Again, if | go back to your point

earlier about sanctions, one of the further issues that
was consistently raised with us was the fact tha twe
were perceived in the Arab Street to be attacking
Iragis, that when we took action against radars and
missile sites in -- under the No Fly Zones, we were
accused by the street of attacking Irag.
Again, try as | might, it was extremely difficult to
persuade people that what we were doing was for the
protection of people under the No Fly Zones. That's how

the No Fly Zones were -- how and why they were

10
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established and why we continued to patrol them.

The difficulty -- and | think this is what your
question was referring to -- was that, unless we had
pretty regular patrols over the No Fly Zones, and I'm
most familiar with the southern one, then it was much
harder for the pilots to retain a picture of where
mobile missile launchers were located.

The Iragis were becoming more sophisticated in the

later stages of the zones at both locating radar
equipment out of the zones, even though they could then
direct missiles from inside the zones, but also havin
mobile launchers that were hidden in -- sometimes in
residential districts, in the centre of towns, in places
where they knew that an attack would be very difficult
for us because of the risk of civilia n casualties, and
they became very adept at what | think the Americans
called "shoot and sc oot", which was to move these things
around on a very regular basis, so that if you were
flying from Kuwait and y ou were over a zone, then,
unless you had a pretty clear picture as to where these
things might be, and you got that from experience, then
it was quite hard to be sure that our pilots would not
b e at risk

So | think the advice -- the specific answer to your

guestion is that | became increasingly concerned that,

11
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unless we patrolled regularly, there were growin g risks
to our pilots.
SIR MARTIN GILBERT: | would like to ask about the question
of advice and what advice you were getting about Iraq
and particularly about the sustainability of the
containme nt and about potential alternate policies, both
from your own officials and also from other government
departments.
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think obviously the MoD was much
more concerned about the issue we have just been
discussing, about No Fly Zones.
I think my sense, for the reasons | have given to
the Inquiry already, was that politically this was
failing, that we could not go on indefinitely being
blamed for the starvation of the Iragi people and not getting
medical supplies, us appearing to attack Iraq, when
actually all those policies were designed for the
benefit and protection of large numbers of Iraqis.
So there was a complete mismatch between what we
were intending to do and the effect politically that it
was creating in the Arab street.
SIR MARTIN GILBERT: This leads us to the pre - Crawford
period, which is obviously one of tremendous importance
for us. | would like to ask first, what was your view,

before Crawford, of how the United Kingdom should

12
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respond to any American request in support of their

policy of regime change? What should our attitude be?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: There are quite a number of separate

issues in that question, if | can try and separate them
out.
| think our first reaction in the Ministry of
Defence was to think about precisely what the President
was getting at in relation to his Axis of Evil speech
and, theref ore, having identified potential threats to
the United States and to the W  est, then we did think
about what that might mean as far as the MoD was
concerned. Indeed, | think | wrote a note to the

Prime Mi nister at some stage saying that , Iraqg

was of concern, but, actually, probably the longer - term

threat to the United Kingdom was from Iran.
I don't think that was a particularly remarkable
thing to say , but nevertheless, it did indicate that we
were thinking, not solely about Iraq, but we were
thinking more widely about potential threats, and
I think that reflected what had happened in the
United State s after 9/11.
I was never really persuaded -- | have family and
| have lived in America and | have many friends there.
| don't think the United Kingdom ever quite grasped the

extent of the shock that 9/11 caused to the

13
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United States, both to the political system, but also to
ordinary people, and | think the Americans became very
anxious to avoid being taken by surprise again and
looked hard at the kinds of risks that there were
around.
Irag was one of them, but | would say in the
pre - Crawford period, as far as the Ministry of Defence

was conce rned, it was only one of them.

SIR MARTIN GILBERT: What did you suggest from the MoD

perspective, the Prime Minister should be asking the

President at Crawford?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I think what we were lookin g for at

that stage was a sense of: what were the consequences of
this speech? What was the President aiming at in terms
of making this pretty powerful speech about an Axis of
Evil? What did it mean in terms of the likely American
responses and where would we be, as a country, and as
a Ministry of Defence, if we were called upon to take
action? Because, as | say, we all know that the
Americans were --the world was taken by surprise by the
events of 9/11.
My sense of the United States was that it was pretty

determined not to be taken by surprise again.

SIR MARTIN GILBERT: Did you feel that the Preside nt could

give us some access to United States military planning,

14
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that this was the time when we should really know what
the Americans had in mind?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: In the preparation for Crawford,
| know that we suggested that the Prime Minister should
raise with the President precisely that question, that
we should ask for access to US planning, so that we were
aware of what they had in mind. I'm reasonably
confident that he asked for that. | have to say that it
didn't happen patrticularly quickly after Crawford.

THE CHAIRMAN: So, sorry to interrupt, but we actua
staff embedded in CentCom for Afghanistan planning by
that time, didn't we?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: But that was kept quite separate.
| was not aware that there was any overlap. | think
I learned later that the Iraq planning side was kept

very, very separate from Afghanistan.

lly had

So our people -- they might have had a general sense

that something was happening, but they didn't have any
sp ecific information about precisely what that was.

THE CHAIRMAN: Right.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: When you asked for access to
planning, was that on the assumption that there would
be, by necessity, if the American s were going to get
involved in an operation of this scale, some interest,

expectation, requirement, for a British military

15
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SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: But your focus pre

contribution?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I'm not sure necessarily expectation,

but | think certainly there was a sense that we wanted
to know what was happening, so that, perhaps, we could
influence it, perhaps we could share in what was, at
that stage, an essentially political process.

At that stage, as far as | was concerned, what we
were trying to do was to disarm Saddam Hussein and that
the emphasis was on a peaceful process through the
United Nations, but ultimately with a threat of force,
which is something that | think was consistent

throughout.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: But you were assuming that the

British might wish to make a mi litary contribution if

this process ended in large - scale military action?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think that in the military mind and

in the Ministry of Defence, there was a sense that this

was a possibility . ' would put it no higher than that,
certainly not an expectation, and that, therefore, we

needed to be inside the process, both to influence it,

but equally to understand what was happening, so that

if , later on, there was such a request, we knew the

nature of that request and why it had been made.

we had to maintain our position in terms of being able

16
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to both influence and participate in some future

military operation?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes, that we needed to understand

where the Americans were

going, b oth in the political

process but, equally, if necessary, militarily.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: Thank you.

SIR MARTIN GILBERT: After Crawford, did you set out for the

MoD your perspective and

the government's persp ective of

what our policy on Iraq was at that time?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON:

| think we were clear that our --

| think | have probably just done it actually, that this

was essentially a conditional political pr ocess, where,

if necessary, and in the event of those conditions being

satisfied, then military action might be necessary, but

| think we were a long way

of decisions.

off taking any of those kinds

SIR MARTIN GILBERT: At what point then did you ask for an

assessment of the potential military options?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think that had been part of the

work that was being done even prior to Crawford.

| think there were some people in the Ministry of

Defence involved in that.

The actual paper that the Prime Minister took to

Crawford did --

a Cabinet Office paper. |

slightly curiously, it was

t had involved MoD people, but

17



1 it didn't come through the MoD. | think it was sent to
2 me in parallel, which is a process that sometimes would
3 occur, where a numb er of departments are involved. So

4 my assumption is that other departments would have contributed to
t hat paper, aswell  presumably, most

6 obviously, the Foreign Office.
7 SIR MARTIN GILBERT: You were, | believe, at Cheque rs for
8 the immediate pre - Crawford discussions?
9 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Actually, | wasn't, and | haven't
10 been able to establish precisely why. | must have been
11 overseas on another visit. Sir Kevin Tebbit wen ton my
12 behalf.
13 SIR MARTIN GILBERT: Did you get a report from Sir Kevin?
14 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes, | knew that there were quite
15 detailed discussions about what was going to happen at
16 Crawford.
17 SIR MARTIN GILBERT: To go back to the options, when you
18 received the options, what was your own assessment of
19 what the United States might prefer?
20 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think, if you go through the three
21 options, the United States would have been,
22 | think, probably understandably, very disappointed if
23 we had not been able to provide basing at places like
24 Diego Garcia, which we would have to agree to. So the

25 minimalist option | thought, in a sense, was
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self - evident. It would be highly unlikely that, for our
closest ally, we would refuse access to our bases.
Option 2, which was an air force, maritime package
was relatively straightforward. A number of those
assets were not too far from the area and, therefore,
could be deployed relatively straightforwardly.
| think early on, we thought that option 3, which
was a full armoured division -- | have to say that these
things changed slightly over time. I'm summarising the
picture to some extent, because there was som e overlap
between 2 and 3. Some of the elements of 3 changed over
time, but nevertheless, the land option, is how | might
characterise 3, was something that | probably thought at
that stage was quite a b ig ask, given our extensive
involvement in Afghanistan at the time.
SIR MARTIN GILBERT: Previous withesses have spoken about
the importance with regard to the options of our
potential influence with the Unit ed States. Did you
have a particular view on that?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I think it was undoubtedly the case
that we would be taken more seriously if we were making
a substantial contribution. | think it g oes without
saying in a military alliance, if that was what it was
going to become, that if you are involved to

a significant extent, that means that your voice is
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necessarily louder in the discussions that take place.
If we had a minimalist involvement, our views would be
much less significant.
SIR MARTIN GILBERT: That would affect also our views with
r egard to the actual policy?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | don't quite understand that.
SIR MARTIN GILBERT: With the actual policy towards Iraq, as
opposed to simply the way in which a military operation
would be cond ucted, were it to be?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Sorry, | see what you mean. | think
there is no doubt that that influence then extends to
the shaping of the policy, that if we are seen to be
willing to particip ate to a significant extent
militarily, that allows us a greater say in the
non - military aspects of the policy. Is that what you
meant?
SIR MARTIN GILBERT: Yes. | would like to end my little
S ection of questions with the meeting with the
Prime Minister which you did attend on 23 July, which
has been called a key meeting on Iraq.
Did you recognise at the time that it was a key
meeting, and what was the -- from the MoD perspective,
what was the outcome of it?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | don't recall that as being a key

meeting as such. | don't think there was a sudden
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change in atmosphere or in the pace of preparations.
| would say that this was part of what | would describe
as an iterative process.
We were working out both what the Americans were
planning, what contributions we could make, they were
necessarily constrained by the political process, by the
conditions that the Prime Minister had imposed on our
participation, and, moreover, by sort of re al world
judgments as to what actually we could do.
So | wouldn't have said -- all of those meetings are
key in one sense, but | wouldn't have said that suddenly

something changed as a result of that meeting.

SIR MARTIN GILBERT: Your contribution to it?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | am afraid there were many such

meetings. | do not have a specific recollection of my
particular contribution at the time.

SIR MARTIN GILBERT: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: [ think just to be clear about the exact

sequence within the summer of 2002, there was,

Lord Boyce told us, thinking about military options

against the political context and the constraints from
early May, but it was a very small number of people, and

General Reith told us that he didn't actually submit

a paper on options with a planning base behind it until,

It hink, September. So is this part of the
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evolution, July, somewhere in the middle of that?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes, it was. One of the issues

that -- Ineedtogo back a little. | learned later
that the Americans, on a shelf somewhere in the
Pentagon, had a plan for Iraq, and | know, and | learned
later, that Donald Rumsfeld was not at all happy with
that plan. It was a very heavy plan, it involved large
numbers of troops, | think up to half a million, and he
had asked CentCom to think again, basically, to take
down that plan and look at it in quite a different way,
which is what they were engaged upon.
When General Pigott went to Tampa, June 2002,

| have a recollection that he persuaded the

Americans about the so - called northern option, certainly

we had had --

THE CHAIRMAN: We have heard that evidence too from military

guarters. That's right.

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: We had had that discussion, | know,

in the Ministry of Defence before he went. He was
avery -- he was one of -- avery thoughtful, very
creative soldier, and, you know, he set out the kinds of
options for an attack on Iraq, that, you know, any
military man would consider, and | think he went to the
Tampa and, as | say, my recollection is, although | have

no specific knowledge of this, that he persuaded the
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Americans that it was sensible to have a two - pronged
attack, to divide the Republican Guard, to keep them
guessing as to where the attack was actually coming

from.

THE CHAIRMAN: Looking to the political context in the

States in this summer of 2002 , were you getting a sense,
either from military sources or from general awareness,

or even from Donald Rumsfeld, that the US administration

was getting closer to the point of contemplating regime

change, if necessary by military action, rather than

simply running through a range of broad strategic policy

options?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think it was getting pretty real by

then. | think there was a real sen se of the Americans
thinking through in a very practical way the

consequences of the Axis of Evil speech and focusing on

Irag. So we had no doubt, at that stage in the summer,

that they meant business.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.

SIR RODERIC LYNE: 1 think you are looking in my direction,

John.

THE CHAIRMAN: | am.

SIR RODERIC LYNE: | would like to get a bit more into the

detail of the military planning in a minute. | just

wonder if, before | do that, | can come back to the
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guestion of sanctions and containment, that you were
talking to Sir Martin about earlier.

From 1991 onwards, we had had a policy of
containment, which, of course, had gone beyond
sanctions, had had a number of different elements.
Trade sanctions were indeed part of that, which yo
talking about earlier. Another part of it was the UN
embargo on the export of defence material to Iraq, the
No Fly Zones, another part, the Naval embargo, another
part, and, indeed, the stationing of coalition forces,
including some British forces, in neighbouring
countries. That was all part of this policy of
containment.

Now, by 2001, what had that achieved? Had that

contained Saddam Hussein?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: It had, yes. | mean, | think it had

certainly stopped him from, for example, acquiring

fissile material. He had an ambition earlier to develop

a nuclear weapon. | th ink that we were pretty confident
that -~ that his ambitions had been constrained, if
not -- I mean, they certainly weren't eliminated. There

were many aspects of things that he was engaged upon
that wer e contrary to the sanctions. He was trying to
extend the range of one of his existing missiles.

| think it was called an Al Samoud, but | would have to
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check. H e was certainly trying to develop longer - range

missiles. | think inspectors found casings and engines
that were larger than was allowed under the rules.
There was no doubt that his agents were trying to
acquire fissile material. So he was constantly pushing
at, and indeed breaching, the rules.
So it wasn't completely successful, but, equally,
| think, the spirit of your question, it wasn't
a complet e failure either. So there were areas in which
he was able to get around the rules and | think --
| think, but for those -- but for that policy, he would
have done a lot more and become a lot more dangerous
more quickly.
SIR RODERIC LYNE: But for the policy, he would have been
more dangerous. As you say, he still had ambitions to
break out from it, he was trying to.
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: It was more than ambi tion. The
issues | described =
SIR RODERIC LYNE: Yes, he was making efforts --
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON:  -- in relation to the missiles were
real. No, he was doing it.
SIR RODERIC LYNE: Yes. Butwas i t the case in 2001 that he
wasn't actually a serious threat to the region, to the
countries around him?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: He was a potential threat and that is
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what | think changed, particularly in the United States,
after 9/11. Instead of simply dealing with a threat
today, | think the Americans became much more sensitive
about potential risks because they had not seen 9/11
coming. We knew very little about Afghanistan. We had
very little information about Afghanistan, and, out of
apparently nowhere, an attack on the most powerful
country in the world.
| think straight away the American administration,

under, | think, as well, some pressure from some of the
politicians | met in Congress, they were just not
prepared to tolerate a similar set of events occu
again, whether that was from Irag or Iran or Libya or
from North Korea.

SIR RODERIC LYNE: Many other witnesses have talked, as you
have done, about the shock effect of 9/11 and the way
tha t this changed American tolerance of risk, but the
guestion I'm asking is about the actuality of the risk,
whether, in actuality, he had been contained in a way
that he wasn't able seriously to threaten his neighbours
at this time.

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Well, the intelligence evidence was
that he retained stocks of chemical, and, indeed,
biological weapons, and clearly, had been prepared to

use them both aga inst Iran and against his own people.
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So there was little doubt that, having got that
capability, he was capable of using it.
SIR RODERIC LYNE: But his nuclear progr amme had been
frozen.
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: His nuclear programme had been frozen
because of the absence of fissile material, but I think
there was a sense that his efforts to develop larger and
longer - range missiles was part of an ambition to deliver
a nuclear weapon, if he could secure the fissile
material.
SIR RODERIC LYNE: Leaving the Americans on one side, we
have heard, we heard from Jonathan Powell yesterday,
that there were differing views in the
British Government about the extent to which containment
was a sustainable policy, could be continued,
particularly if the sanctions were made mor e targeted in
a way that dealt with the political problem, the
political downside you talked about earlier.
So they focused more on military weapons, and,
indeed, if firmer action was taken to prevent evasion of
sanctions and smuggling. Where did you lie in this
debate?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I'm not sure that | was particularly
engaged in it. | can recall discussions about smarter

sanction s, I think was the expression that was used,

27



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

but, as far as | was concerned my -- I think I have put

it in answer to previous questions -- it seemed to me
that po litically we were not succeeding with that
policy.

| was concerned, increasingly concerned, about the
risk to RAF pilots patrolling the No Fly Zones, because
we were not always able to respond in the way that was
necessary to make those patrols as safe as they needed
to be and my sense was that this policy was breaking
down, that containment was not delivering the political
results, as you say, that w ere required, but that it was
simply not something that could go on indefinitely.
SIR RODERIC LYNE: Even if it was reinforced?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Well, as | say, | was not much
involved in the -- inthose di scussions, | think they
were discussions probably more taking place in the
Foreign Office.
SIR RODERIC LYNE: Your department was responsible for an
awful lot of the containment. Shouldn't you have been
involved in discussions?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Well, | have no -- 1 don't know what

the dates were for that, but | certainly don't -- lcan

recall that there were discussions about improving
sanctio ns and about making them smarter and more

targeted. | don't recall any conclusions from those
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discussions.

SIR RODERIC LYNE: But -- | mean you have talked earlier
about the ongoing series of meetings with the
Prime Minister about Iraqg, and presumably in those
meetings you were one of the Ministers most closely
involved in Iraq policy and must have been taking

a position on the strategy, on whether we should look to
sustain containment -- and we were still pursuing
containment in the United Nations -- or whether we
needed to go in a completely different direction.

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think | have set out for you
already that my concerns -- | visited the base in
Kuwait, | can't remember its name, but | had been there,
| talked to the pilots. | had been briefed in de
the kinds of operations that they were conducting.

There was considerable concern about the risk to that
operation.

So | was just much less persuaded than perhaps | had
been prior to that, that this policy could continue, not
least because the real downside was that every time we
attacked missiles in Iraq, we were accused of attacking
Iraq and causing civilian casualties.

SIR RODERIC  LYNE: What did the Prime Minister tell you
about his discussion with President Bush at Crawford?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | don't think he told me anything

29
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directly. | saw a record of the meeting. | think one
of the -- inevitably enquiring into Iraq, but one of the
sort of -- it creates a slightly artificial sense of
what was happening. Much of our preoccupation at the

time, much of our preoccupation in the
Ministry of Defence was about what was happening in
Afghanistan. The Foreign Office | know, were very
concerned about the Middle East peace process. For the
re asons | mentioned earlier, | took a continuing
interest in that.

The sense that this was all about Iraq, in my

recollection, was wrong. It was part of a
process.
SIR RODERIC LYNE: I'm sure you are right. This Inquiry is

about Iraqg, but obviously we have to understand the

wider context. To what extent, more generally -
| mean, Jonathan Powell told us that there were

different records of C rawford. There is one that has
now been declassified, which is was one paragraph that

was sent out for the guidance of diplomatic missions

overseas, and which is not exactly very informative, and

indeed we have heard from others that distribution of

the Prime Minister's records, as was traditional, was on

a very differential basis.

To what extent were you, as Defence Secretary, privy
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to the Prime Minister's exchanges with President Bush

orally and in writing, in the course of 2002 about Iraq?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: An almost impossible question to

answer, but | - - | saw the exchanges that you had with
Alastair Campbell. 1 think there were probably -~ but
I'm reconstructing to some extent. | think there were
probably two sorts of letters. There was what | might
describe as a round - robin letter where the
Prime Minister would set out a number of concerns from
different departments, the Foreign Office, the MoD,
perhaps DFID on occasions, and possibly other issues,
that | would certainly have seen and was used to seeing,
and that letter would be, in a sense, a statement of the
British Government's position on a range of issues,
including some affecting the Ministry of Defence t hat
would then go to the White House.
My impression from your exchanges with Alistair is
that there were probably other rather more private
communications that may have taken place. I'm
reconstructing, because | don't know, because | did not
see those more private communications. The
Prime Minister was a great note writer and -- itwould
not surprise me at all that there were private notes
that he would send to the President. Moreover, that he

would have had private conversations with the President
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that | would not necessarily have been privy to.

IR RODERIC LYNE: If he was writing notes that could be
read by the recipient as committing Britain to military
action, wouldn't you have expected, as

Defence Secretary, to have been consulted?

RT HON GEOFFRE Y HOON: | would have been, and that is why

| don't believe he was ever unconditionally committing
us to anything. | think that right up until the vote in
the House of Commons, our attitude towards the use of
military force was always conditional. It was always
conditional on either securing a UN Security Council
Resolution eventually in November.
In fact, the Prime Minister had set out, almost at
t he outset, a whole set of conditions about the
Middle East peace process, about communicating our
concern about Iraqg, a range of other conditions. So
| never -- | never assumed that we were in a position of
unconditionally resorting to military action actually
right up until the vote in the House of Commons.
It was only at that point -- and as you are probably
aware, | had a conversation with Donald Rumsfeld that
day, indicating to him that, if the vote went the wrong
way, we would not take action and we could not take
action.

So even at that late stage, in my own mind, we had
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1 not unconditionally committed ourselves to using
2 military force.
3 SIR RODERIC LYNE: Yes, | mean, you will have seen
4 Alastair Campbell described the tenor of this
5 correspond ence as:
6 "We share the analysis, we share the concern, we are
7 absolutely with you in making sure that Saddam Hussein
8 is faced up to his obligations and that Iraq is
9 disarmed. If that can't be done di plomatically and it
10 has to be done militarily, Britain will be there."
11 Now, that's Alastair's summation of what the
12 correspondence was saying. Were you aware that this was
13 the general tenor of the wa y that the Prime Minister was
14 putting our position to President Bush?
15 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I think that's wholly consistent with
16 what | have just said. Facing Saddam up to his
17 obligations is conditional an d the conditions were his
18 obligations to the United Nations and to the various
19 Security Council Resolutions that had been passed.
20 So --
21 SIR RODERIC LYNE: So you were aware that this was the
22 natu re of the exchange at the very top level?
23 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | wasn't aware of that specific
24 exchange. What | was aware of -- | think your question

25 was a fair one -- the general tenor of our position.
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1 Our position was that we wanted to go through
2 a political, a diplomatic, process to disarm
3 Saddam Hussein and the Iragi regime that he led.
4 If, ultimately, that required the use of force, we
5 were prepared to contemplate that, but it was very much
6 conditional upon going through those processes first.
7 THE CHAIRMAN: Would it be fair to say that these
8 conditions, accep ting that we wouldn't -- couldn't move
9 unless and until they were satisfied, nonetheless were
10 the British view for the coalition of what it would take
11 to execute a successful strategy towards Iraq?
12 RT HON GEO FFREY HOON: Yes, I think that's right, yes, that
13 we couldn't simply go to a military response without the
14 kind of discussion that the Prime Minister had described
15 in relation to the Middle East peace process, which
16 | have mentioned already was a very important issue for
17 the Arab street, without developing an understanding of
18 why we were taking action in the United Kingdom and,
19 indeed, in other western countries.
20 So those conditions were a necessary part of the
21 process. But, you know, again | emphasise that we
22 wanted those non - military processes to be successful.
23 SIR RODERIC LYNE: If I can now turn to the question o f the
24 military planning and the influence that we gained

25 through it, which you were also talking about earlier
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with Sir Martin. We heard from, among others,
Sir Christopher Meyer that word got to Washington in the
fairly early summer of 2002, | think around May, that
the British were offering a land contribution,
a division, the big package.
That was the impression that had lodged itself in
the heart of the American administration. Now, this was
long before you and the Prime Minister had taken any
such decision. Were you aware that this had happened?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | don't think so, no. M y
recollection of those events is that there was a sense
in which we were a little disappointed after Crawford
that we hadn't immediately received a request from the
United States to send someone to Tampa, and | don't
quite know how that eventually was resolved. It wasn't
until, I think, the end of June/early July that actually
we sent General Pigott and his team there
So there was quite a long period of
wondering what was going on and wondering why we weren't

being involved.

SIR RODERIC LYNE: If the Americans were effectively

assuming that we were going to come in in a big way,
that we were going to be by their side, would that have
undermined to a degree your ability to exercise

influence over the process in the way that you wanted to
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do?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Had that have been the case, then
| suppose it logically follows, yes, but that was not my
understanding, and, indeed, | think | answered the point
in a different way already, that | wasn't persuaded at

that stage that it was possible for us to offer that
armoured division in the timescale that was required.

Indeed, even later the process, perhaps we wil | come
on to it, at one point, | think in October, we pretty
much assumed that the Americans had discounted the
prospect of precisely that contribution and were
planning without our involvement, simply be cause we had
not taken the decisions that were required in the
timescale that was at that stage required.

SIR RODERIC LYNE: | mean, we had General John Reith at the

end of last week, telling us that he had a very close
relationship with General Franks, his opposite number,
and that throughout this General Franks was assuming we
were going to be there.

Sir John said he, meaning Tommy Franks, couldn't
conceive that America's closest ally wouldn't go with
them into Iraq if they went. Reith described how he had
to put our position in a caveated way:

"I couldn't actually say to him, 'lt is all right,

my friend, I'm with you. We will be there'. Throughout
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this process | was saying to Tommy Franks, 'This is what
we could do, but | can't guarantee we are'."

Now, if you are Tommy Franks, and your pal is saying
this, he's saying, "This is what we could do", one could
see that Tommy Franks would pretty well come to the

assumption from that, "This is what they are going to

do", which may be what had happened.

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | can't speak for General Franks, but

what | can say is that, when General Pigott was sent to
Tampa, he was sent with very clear instructi ons that
whatever he said or did, whatever discussions took place
were always subject to a very clear political caveat
that we had made no decision whatsoever about our
involvement, and that was absolutel y clear.
In a sense your quotation from General Reith rather
confirmed that, that the -- that those engaged knew full
well that this was planning, it was preparation, and it
was what might have to hap pen if a certain set of
conditions followed. But those conditions were
paramount and the absolute paramount instruction to
General Pigott was that we had not taken any political

decisions whatsoever to b e involved.

SIR RODERIC LYNE: Because we had another episode of this

in September 2002, when there was a big conference of

the military at Tampa and we were represented at it and
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you had meetings beforehand, and, at that point, you and
the Prime Minister, your instructions were that we could
offer the second package, the maritime and air package,
but not the third pa ckage.
But then word came back that we had also discussed
in some caveated terms at that conference the land
option, and | think that came back through Number 10 to
your office and -- canyouremember  your reactions when
you heard that your instructions appeared to have been

perhaps interpreted in a rather liberal way?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | don't think those instructions were

interpreted in a liberal w ay. ldon'tthinkitis
particularly surprising that military people would talk
about what the United Kingdom could conceivably do.

By the end of the summer, there was a further
complication, in that there was a likely fire strike and
we were required to make available a significant number
of members of the armed forces to deal with that. So
that was another complication, in terms of, not what we
co uld do, but whether, given what we could do, we could
actually translate that into any kind of reality.

I wouldn't be at all surprised that military people
would be able to reflect upon the possibilities, but
that does not mean that those possibilities are

translated into reality. | don't think any -- | have no
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1 sense that -- in all my conversations with the
2 U nited States, with Donald Rumsfeld, Tommy Franks and
3 others, that they ever assumed automatically that we
4 would be there.
5 Indeed, as | say, in October, there was a report
6 that the Americans were conti nuing their planning on the
7 assumption that we wouldn't do the third option and, of
8 course, | have referred already to the
9 conversation | had with Donald Rumsfeld on the day of
10 the debate in the House of Commons and he went from that
11 conversation to a press conference in which he said that
12 the British might not be there, and, if they weren't
13 there, the US could handle it.
14 So I'm not sure that | agree with this idea that
15 there was some sort of inherent assumption all the way
16 through that we would take military action.
17 THE CHAIRMAN: I think we are in a difficulty, Mr Hoon,
18 because Lord Boyce told us in his evidence, quite
19 correctly in terms of the policy, as you and others have
20 described it:
21 "We will go through the planning, but we are not
22 committed until we are committed.”
23 But he then goes on to say, "But the US don't
24 believe it".

25 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I'm not in any way contradicting what
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his experience was of dealing with the American
military, but both in the United States and in the
United Kingdom, ultimately, these decisions are taken by
political leaders, by the President, by the
Prime Minister, and, in the case of the United Kingdom
in this particular case, by a decision of the House of

Commons.

THE CHAIRMAN: Could I just ask, because you were in close

touch from time to time with your exact opposite number,
Donald Rumsfeld, who was, as it were, at the forward
edge of US policy - making. Did he understand our

political constraints and conventions and needs?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Very much so, and Donald is a keen

student of British p olitics and of the House of Commons,
and would, from time to time, surprise me by the fact
that he had been watching events in the House of
Commons, sometimes probably more assiduously than | had
been, an d would make reference to what had been said and
the debates that were taking place.
So he was in no doubt of the constraints that we
were under politically. I'm not saying that he shared
our view of , say, the UN process or of the other
conditions, but | think he well understood that, once
the Prime Minister had said that there would be a vote

in the House of Commons, that that was the decisive
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factor.

THE CHAIRMAN: Just to wrap it up, when Michael Boyce said

the US didn't believe us, he is really talking US

military?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | can't say what was in his mind, but

that wouldn't surprise me, which is, 1 think, the point

I made to Sir Roderic earlier. It wouldn't be at all

surprising that military men, sitting around discussing

what was pos sible, would have that sense of what could
be offered, but that does not mean that it was on offer

and had been decided.

SIR RODERIC LYNE: You were a little cautious earlier when

you described your relations hip with Donald Rumsfeld.
You said he had perhaps been a bit initially suspicious
of a Labour government.
By this stage, how good was the relationship? Were
you talking to him frequently? Did you me et frequently?
Did you feel that you really had a sort of good, frank,

straightforward relationship with him?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I always felt that | had a very good,

frank straightforward relationship, b ecause he is a very
straightforward man and very clear about what he wants
and what he is going to do.

We certainly spoke on the telephone whenever we

needed to. | wouldn't say that it was on a - it
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SIR RODERIC LYNE: You we

certainly wasn't on a daily or possibly even weekly
basis, but it was very regular. We met frequently. He
was not a man to have idle conversations. He didn't
sort of sit around chatting about politics or the world
or even what was happening in the Pentagon. The
conversations, the meetings, were extremely
business - like. They were very focused. He did what he
had to do and moved on.

For example, | mean, | was well aware that
Jack Straw had a very different kind of relationship
with Colin Powell, where, you know, they talked about
things on a far more regular basis, far more detail,
and, you know, they were friends in a very
that meant that their relationship was probably quite

different from mine with Donald.

your biggest military chips on to Donald Rumsfeld's
table. Did you feel that this made it possible for you
to exercise some influence over the way he was

approaching t he Iraq conflict?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes, | think we had some

a two - way process. There were a number of occasions on
which | set out very clearly the position of the
United Kingdom government , and we had some quite

is fair to say we had some fairly lively exchanges on
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occasions.

SIR RODERIC LYNE: Because a lot of the argument in favour

of our big contribution was that this would give us
influence with the Americans. We have heard this from
many witnesses.
Can you point to areas in which you recall it did
actually give us influence , in which we were able to

change things in the way that we wanted them changed?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | have given one example already,

although it didn't happen in the end. I'm pretty

confident that we pe rsuaded them about the northern
option, about going in through Turkey. I'm fairly

confident that in a number of areas of detailed

planning, that people like General Pigott were extremely

influential in s haping the nature of the campaign. We
were very clear about the requirement for improving the

aftermath planning. So there were a number --

SIR RODERIC LYNE: You were clear about the requirement for

improv ing the aftermath planning, but the aftermath

planning turned out to be a disaster, didn't it?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | don't think it turned out to be

a disaster. It did not go as well as we wanted it to
go . You asked me for examples of where we had
influence. We certainly -- | took a paper to the

Pentagon, | think in February 2003, setting out our
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concerns about what might happen after the invasion, and
| was given assurances that that was to be acted upon,
and certainly, in the south, to a great extent it was.
SIR RODERIC LYNE: But ORHA was described as -- has been
described by witnesses, described in the papers, which
was the Pentagon's first attempt at aftermath execution,
as a shambles.
So had they paid any attention to our concerns about
this? Other withes ses have suggested not.
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think there is a distinction to be
drawn between ORHA's role in Baghdad and the north and
what was happening in the south.
| think, as | understand the evi dence that you have
been given so far, that was mainly focused on what ORHA
was doing in and around Baghdad, which | accept was
a centre of gravity for Iraq and the key city that had
to be resolved, but, in the south, the picture was
significantly different, not least because of the
predominantly Shia population.
SIR RODERIC LYNE: 1| think we will probably come back to
that later on, so perhaps | can just ask you one or two
other questions about the way that the decision to
actually take the package to the largest of the options
was taken.

| mean, that was a decision which, as we have
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established, hadn't been taken in September, but, after
that, | think in October, you recommended to the

Prime Minister that we should go for the option 3, the

big packa ge. What, for you, were the critical factors

in making that recommendation?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Well, if | can just step back

a little, actually what happened, and | have alluded to
it already, was that t here was growing concern -- and
| think Mike Boyce shared this concern -- that, given
the then timescale for American action, which was
essentially January at this point, that we really had to
make a deci sion, because we would not have had time to
prepare that third option.
The problem was that the Foreign Office,
Downing Street, were heavily engaged in negotiating a UN
Security Council Resolution and they did not want any

overt military preparation to affect their diplomatic

efforts.

So in a sense, by October -- and | think | have
mentioned it already -- 1 was really saying to the
Pr ime Minister, "Look, if you are going to do this", and

we had had this discussion on several occasions by then,
"You have really got to decide". Because, at the
moment, my understanding, by the middle of October, was

that the Americans were assuming we wouldn't be there,
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that -- sorry, we wouldn't be there with the third
option, that we wouldn't be there on the land, and that
their planning was moving ahead on that basis, and, as
the weeks went by, meeting a January timescale was
increasingly impossible.

So essentially, once we got to the point
| was really saying to the Prime Minister was, "You have
got to decide. You have got to decide whether we are
going to offer this third option and this package of an
armoured division on the land", and eventually, | think
probably as late as the very end of October, that
decision was then taken.

The reasons for it essentially were to
we have discussed already the question of influence, to
provi de us with a big role in the south. There was an
assumption that that would provide us with a coherent
area in the south, that we would operate right across
the southern provinces. | think one of the factors

| recall in some of the conversations, perhaps with the

Foreign Office but certainly in the MoD as well, was
that, had we have not gone in at that stage as part of
the military invasion of Irag, we would neverth
have been expected to be involved afterwards.

So let us assume we didn't do option 3,

nevertheless, quite soon afterwards, the assumption was
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1 that there would be a further UN Security Council
2 Resolution, that that would require or encourage member
3 states to send troops to Iraq for peacekeeping, and
4 that, as a permanent member of the Security Council, we
5 would be expected to play our part.
6 So there was a sense -- and | recall this from some
7 of the military -- that it was better to be there at the
8 beginning, to establish ourselves, to know what the lan
9 was like, rather than going in later for a peacekeeping
10 operation without having that prior experience and
11 information.
12 SIR RODERIC LYNE: So that was one of the arguments, but
13 actually it turn ed out that we ended up doing both, the
14 campaign and staying six years on.
15 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes, but not in the numbers that we
16 might otherwise have had to send. That was part of the
17 consideration. We drew down significantly from the
18 46,000 that we sent as part of the invasion to, | think,
19 initially around 15 or 16, and then actually down to
20 about 10.
21 So there was a pretty rapid reduction in our
22 numbers, and that, again, was part of the consideration,
23 that we might have had to send more later if they had
24 been involved in a purely peacekeeping role.

25 SIR RODERIC LYNE: What about other arguments? If |
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misquote him, | think Jonathan Powell was telling us

yesterday that there was a strong argument being made in

terms of the army wanting to do this, of its m orale, its

self -respect -- I'm not using the exact words here.
Was that an argument that was being put to you and
through you to the Prime Minister?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | don't recall the argument bein
to me in quite those terms. | think anybody who had
spent so long as | had spent by then in the MoD was well
aware of the tremendous qualities of our armed forces
and their desire to be used and to participate.
So there was a sense, particularly amongst the army,
that they did not want to be left out. But | don't
think -- lwouldn't have regarded that as being
a substantial argument, as someth ing that you put on the
table and say it was a major factor in the
decision - making.
SIR RODERIC LYNE: But there was quite a strong push from
the army --
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: They knew that -- and that has
probably been true in the more recent conflict,
particularly in Afghanistan. They knew that the kind of
capabilities that we had in the Royal Air Force and the
Royal Navy were relatively easily available and they

and certainly there was a sense that they wanted to play
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RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I recall at one stage

their part.
As | say, | don't regard that as being a major
factor in the actual decision - making. It made it
easier. They weren't saying, "We can't do this. Under
no circumstances will we go", they were saying, "If
necessary, we can play our part in this particular way".
SIR RODERIC LYNE: Was there any sense that the thing -- the
Americans needed us if the thing was going to be done
really well, that there were things we could provide to
this operation that perhaps we thought we were better at
doing than the Americans?

- this was

never a sort of -- as | said earlier, this was never
a fixed package, there were always changes, and at one
stage | think the Americans were planning in the south

to substitute a relatively heavy brigade with a rather
lighter one, and | think we had some reservations about
the extent to which that was sufficiently ca pable of
doing the job in the south.

So sending an armoured division, some of our very
best people, certainly meant that we felt confident that
the job would be done and be done well, but bear in mind
that we were -- what was the expression - reliefin
place. The task of the armoured division was to follow

in behind American forces, who were pushing rapidly
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1 ahead towards Baghdad. So that particular
2 responsibility was -- itwasn't as if we were the ones
3 pushing on to Baghdad.
4 SIR RODERIC LYNE: One last question on this subject, and
5 then | think we are going to take a short break.
6 Were the people in your department or in Whitehall
7 arguing against the idea of sending the big package,
8 suggesting that, if we sent package 2, that would be
9 apretty s ignificant contribution with a lot of ships,
10 a lot of aircraft, some other bits, special forces
11 perhaps?
12 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I think it was recognised ultimately
13 that that was a political judgment for the
14 Prime Minister, in terms of the wider picture of the
15 kind of things that we had been discussing in terms of
16 influence and coherence. | think the big concerns that
17 | faced, particularly by the time the su mmer had passed,
18 was whether we could manage. We had got people in
19 Afghanistan, we had got a potentially big commitment to
20 Operation Fresco to deal with a fire strike and
21 whether -- sending this number o f troops to Irag and
22 then being able to replace them thereafter, whether we
23 could actually cope with that. So there were some
24 proper reservations expressed about whether the

25 Ministry of Defence could man age all of that
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1 simultaneously.
2 SIR RODERIC LYNE: So there were those questions about
3 whether we were overstretched or not, and then there was
4 a politic al judgment to be made as to whether package 2
5 was a sufficiently respectable contribution or we really
6 needed package 3 with the land element and that was
7 a political decision for the Prime Minister?
8 RTHON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes, but on the basis of military
9 advice as to whether or not it was do -able. t he
10 Prime Minister would only take that decision, as | would
11 have taken a corresponding decision, on the basis of
12 whether it was practical, not only for us to deliver --
13 | think it is important to emphasise, not only for us to
14 deliver the number of troops required in the early
15 stages and however long the fighting stages woul d last,
16 but also to recognise that, once we were there, there
17 was going to be a continuing obligation, although
18 qualified by the point | made to you just now, that that
19 continuing obligation was likely to arise in any event
20 as a result of whatever UN Resolution was passed in the
21 aftermath.
22 SIR RODERIC LYNE: Thank you.
23 THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Let's take a break now and come
24 back just a bit before half past, thank you.

25 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Thank you.
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(11.12 am)
(Short break)
(11.28 am)
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Sir John, one of the things | kept
referring to without being able to put my finger on the
date was a letter in October, and | have been able to
just check. It was on 29 October that, in a sense, my
office wrote to David Manning saying that US military
planning was continuing, increasingly assuming that
there would be no UK land contribution.
THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you for that. That's helpful. Let's
resume where we left off . Sir Lawrence?
SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: Thanks. Just following on from
that, we have talked about these options and effectively
the two in play were the number 2 and number 3. | think
that's fair to say.
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Number 1 was assumed.
SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: Number 1 was assumed, that we would
not actually go out of our way to make it hard for them
to conduct their operations. Number 2 was a signifi
air and maritime, and number 3 was a division.
You have given us some indications of the pressures
and considerations that argued for a division. How were
the different options evaluated? Becau se you have also

indicated that they had different political implications
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as well as military implications. What was the actual

process by which you assessed whi ch of these we would

like to go for?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think in terms of what actually was
achievable, | think it was assumed that we would want to
be helpful to the United States in the situation and,
therefore, how would we go about offering as much as was
consistent with all of the other pressures that we
faced.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: Was there a paper at any point which
went through the p olitical, military, financial,
whatever, advantages of the different options?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think actually the letter that
| just referred to, to Sir John, on 29 October, does
indicate some of thos e points, not least the --
it is actually written by my private secretary, but it
is obviously a letter from my office to the
Prime Minister.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: Just out of interest there, by an
large, your letters came from office to office rather
than sort of you writing directly to the Prime Minister?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: It seemed to vary. | never quite
understood why, sometimes, it was done in different
ways. I'm sure there is some Civil Service convention

for this, but | think it tended to be the case that
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| would write my own personal views direc tly to the
Prime Minister; if | was writing on behalf of the
department, it was more likely to come through my
private office.
SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: So basically, the different options
are bein g set out, as in -- saying it's time for
a decision, as late as October 29th -
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: The 29th, yes.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  -- which is quite well on. Itis

perhaps worth recalling Lord Turnbul I's assumption that

actually all this had been settled by the start
of September. It clearly wasn't settled by then.

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: No. Again, in response to a question
from Sir Roderic earlier abou t sort of aftermath, there
is a sentence here:

"It is also worth noting that, while package 3 is
significantly more expensive in itself than package 2,
making it available could significantly reduce o
vulnerability to US requests to provide a substantial
and costly contribution to post - conflict stabilisation
operations."
So that was clearly in my mind as part of the
decision - making process.
SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: Now, again, just to clarify on this

point, because you seemed to be suggesting before the
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1 break that what that implied was not that w e wouldn't be
2 involved in post - conflict stabilisation, but that our
3 forces would be better prepared because they would know
4 the terrain, the people, they would be acclimatised.
5 What you have just said implies that, to use the way
6 these are often discussed, we would rather be there
7 making the meal than dealing with the washing up, that
8 our forces wanted to be part of the main action and that
9 the post - conflict was seen as something rather secondary
10 to that. Is that fair?
11 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I think there is also an assumption,
12 which | would share, that British forces are pretty good
13 at making the adjust ment from war fighting to

14 stabilisation and to peacekeeping and nation building.

15 The three - block war, | think we were pretty good at, and
16 | think there was a sense in which we were confident
17 that we could --  we would do a very good job, if we made

18 that kind of transition, that it would be more difficult

19 but they would still do a good job if they simply came

20 in for the peacekeeping part.

21 SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN:  Just to clarify this point, you are
22 not assuming that these were alternatives that you

23 either, to use my analogy, did the cooking or you did

24 the washing up. You are saying you could still do both.

25 RTHON G EOFFREY HOON: We could do both, but | think
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implicit was the assumption that, if we did the washing,
that we would have to do that on a larger scale than had
we have been involved in the war fighting stage.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: But that would require a presumption
that there would be other countries prepared to
contribute to what could be a pretty challenging task.

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: So there could be no guarantees on
that?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: No.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: On the way that these options were
viewed, what was the posit ion of Number 10 on these
alternatives between 2 and 3?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: My sense was that, generally
speaking, the Prime Minister wanted us to be involved to
the maximum extent that was possible, but t hat he would
accept the advice from the military and from me as to
what was practically achievable. The Prime Minister
was, generally speaking, anxious to do what the
United Kingdom could to help.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: But as you have described,
over September and into October there had been the
concerns about the competing demands of

Operation Fresco, the firemen's strike, and also that

the A mericans might just go before there was any way
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that we could be ready. So was it the case that the
Prime Minister was prepared to describe to the Americans
opti on 2 as a significant contribution? Didn't, in

fact, he do this at Camp David?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think he would have accepted, had

it have been the case that, because of the American

timescale, or bec ause of other factors affecting the

deployment of our forces, that we could not do option 3,

he would have accepted that. It was not that | was

under huge pressure from Downing Street to offer

option 3. My assumption was that that's what they

wanted, if it could be done.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: So again, it is quite an important

point in just establishing what the options were. It

was perfectly reasonable to imagine the UK being quite

involved in the American operation, but not to the
extent that was eventually the case, not with the
division, and that would have been considered
politically satisfactory --
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: That is precisely the import of the
letter that we have just been discussing. The letter
says the Americans are moving ahead, they are doing
their planning, they are assuming we are n
involved on the land.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: But it is also the case that, even
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after this letter, there still wasn't a final decision
ta kenon --

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think the decision was taken around
the 31st, so it was quite soon after.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: That's something we need to look at.

Can | just move to -- because | think you also

mentioned before the break -- you referred to operations
in the south as being discussed at this time. | was
under the impression that we were still very much on the
northern option at this time . Is that correct?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: Okay. So at what point were you
aware that there may be difficulties in Turkey giving us
host nation support?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON:': | think that awareness grew towards
the end of 2002. | think Colin Powell had been to
Turkey and reported back, probably through Jack Straw,
that the Turks were quite reluctant, and specifically
that, although the Americans might be able to secure
some basing and some transit rights, that they were
pretty uncomfortable with us going through there.

We may come on to this in a second, but there is

a particular history --

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: Going back to the Dardanelles?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: No, it is more the sort of
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post - First World War settlement that | can explain
because | went to Turkey at the beginning of January and
had a very rapid history lesson as a result.

But --  so we knew that this was going to be
a problem. There were other -- | have always -- | have
been to Turkey quite a lot and there is the new
government there. There were issues about the extent to

which this new government was as influenced by the

military as previous governments were . They struck
me -- and | saw quite a lot of them during this
period -- as being much more democratic, much more like

us in the way that they responded to issues, and,
therefore, the prospect of large nu mbers of soldiers
transiting their country, | could see was going to cause
them some problems.
So towards the end of the year we were beginning to
think that this might be a problem, and, therefore,
preparing contingency plans if we could not go in
through the north, but, equally, | don't think that
decision was actually taken until after my visit to
Turkey at the beginning of January. We only -- when
| came back from Turkey, | basically formed a view that

this wasn't going to happen.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: 1 think -- well, | think on the

chronology it may have been just before you went.
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| think it was on about 3 January. | think there was

a question of -- we would still need to work with the
Turks, even --
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | have seen the eviden ce that you

have been given so far on this, and | don't wholly agree
with it, if | may say so.

We were aware of the difficulties, Colin Powell in
particular had alerted us to the likely attitude of
Turkey towards the British being in Turkey. | went
specifically to determine that, to decide whether or not
we would get those transit rights, and Turkey never
actually said no. | mean, they never actuall y said that
we cannot go through Turkey, but | came back partly
because of the newspapers there. | did a TV interview,
the Turkish equivalent, | guess, of Newsnight, something
like that, a long interview where all they were talking
about was what had happened in the 1920s and Britain
could not entirely be trusted, and | formed the view
when | came home that we would never get an agreement
from Turkey.

That was the point at which we took the decision to
then go into the south and reorganise our effort.
I mean, it is interesting that the United States didn't
take that view for quite a long time and the

4th Division -- the 4th Infantry Division stayed in the
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eastern Mediterranean until after the initial invasion
for that reason, because the Americans assumed at some
stage that Turkey would agree, and they never did.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: | think we will want to check the
timing on that. However you look at this, it is quite
late in the day to be shifting from one flank to
another. All our planning up to this point goes on one
basis, and then, all of a sudden, you are now looking
and having to explain to other members of the government
that we are looking at a co mpletely different sort of
option.

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: It wasn't all of a sudden. As | said
earlier, they were already -- because of the information
we had previously received, we were beginning to think
about what might be involved in going through the south,
and | think we had actually discussed with the Americans
that as an alternative.

So it wasn't all of a sudden, but the actual
deci sion didn't come until | came back from Turkey.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: One of things we heard from
Jonathan Powell was, if we had gone through the north,
that we might have gone as faras T i krit and taken
a responsibility for that part of Irag. Was that your
understanding?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I'm not sure we ever quite got into
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the sort of aftermath planning as far a s the north was
concerned. | remember seeing from General Pigott
probably prior to him going to Tampa, and certainly
thereafter, the idea, as | think | mentioned earlier,
was to essentially to divide wha tever force Iraq had
between the north and the south, because part of the
practical problem of coming in through the south was
that, unlike in the first Gulf War, the Kuwaiti border
was relatively short w ith Irag, and since we couldn't
cross the Saudi border, it meant that a lot of soldiers
were being funnelled through a relatively narrow area.

One of the concerns in particular was that made us
very h ighly vulnerable to weapons of mass destruction,
to chemical weapons and biological weapons. So there
was a lot of concern about the focus of a significant
force coming through a relatively narrow area.

The advantage of the northern option was that it

divided Irag's forces, but also gave us far more space

in which to operate.

SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: Potentially, though not if you went

asfarasT i krit, a more benign area in which to operate
afterwards?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes, although -- laccept, I'm sure

| will be asked in due course, that our anticipation of

the level of security was proved inaccurate
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1 SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: We will talk about that later. Just

2 finally on this, there were major logistical issues

3 about going through the south, which could really o nly
4 be resolved with American help. Is that fair?
5 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes, it was always assumed that, if
6 we did go in through the south, we would be dependent on
7 significant logistical help from the US, but the change
8 to the south did not have -- clearly, it meant that
9 things had to move slightly more quickly, but, actually,
10 | don't recall that anyone had actually set off at that
11 stage. | came back from Turkey, | think about
12 9 January. | don't think -- I mean, Ark Royal didn't
13 sail until 16 January. The air assault deployment began
14 on 23 January.
15 Soin a sense, they didn't -- they weren't hanging
16 around. There wasn't a delay. There was -- lcan't
17 even imagine that the journey was technically longer.
18 They went through the Suez Canal rather than having to
19 make a long land transit across southern T urkey.
20 SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: But operationally, they were going
21 to be quite different sorts of missions.
22 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes. Well, certainly the relief in
23 place, but, again, | don't recall any particul ar anxiety

24 on the part of the military that this could not be done

25 partly because the contingency planning was already

63



1 under way before my visit to Turkey, partly because they
2 are pretty good at making those kinds of adjustments.
3 SIR LAWRENCE FREEDMAN: Okay.
4 THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. We would like to ask some
5 questions now on the legal dimension of the war, noting
6 that you, yourself, are a professional lawyer by
7 background, indeed a constitutional lawyer.
8 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Not an international lawyer, though.
9 THE CHAIRMAN: That's true.
10 Can we start almost a self - contained thing?
11 In March 2002, your interview with Jonathan Dimbleby,
12 where you stated the view that the United Kingdom would
13 be entitled to use the force without a specific
14 United Nations Resolu tion and that there was no legal
15 necessity to go back to the UN. This is 2002.
16 We understand, and we now have permission to
17 declassify the exchange of correspondence, the Attorney
18 General writes to y ou to express concern and his own
19 considerable difficulties in that view, and you respond.
20 I wonder if you would like to take us through that
21 exchange, and to ask initially: were you relying on your
22 o] wn view of the war in what you said to
23 Jonathan Dimbleby or was there any initial MoD legal
24 adviser's advice behind it?

25 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | mean, this was a very wide - ranging
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interview, to the best of my recollection. It was one
of the last programmes that still had long interviews
with politicians rather than five or ten - minute
interviews. So he was able to as k me quite a lot of
questions and pushed me quite hard on legality, and, to
the best of my recollection -- and | haven't read the
transcript, although | know there is reference in this
documentation to a transcript -- | haven't read the
transcript, | should say, since writing the letter.

| was trying quite hard -- let me put it this way:
| was trying quite hard not to answer any questions, and
that's quite difficult when there are only two of you
having a conversation, and, as | recall -- and | think
the documentation supports this -- essentially | gave an
example of self - defence as justification that would not
require a further UN Resolution. What | was essentially
saying was that, if Iraq attacked British forces, we
would be entitled legally to respond. I'm not sure
| went any further than that. | certainly d on't recall
giving any kind of detail.

Now, the reason why Peter Goldsmith replied | think
was not -- I don't think -- | have only more recently
re - read the letter that he sent. | don't think he was
particularly concerned about the nature of my legal

observations, | think he was more concerned that | might
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be, in effect, boxing him in when he came to write hi

own opinion on the subject. So what he wanted to avoid

balanced review of the arguments. It indicates the
risks. It touches, incidentally, though for you very

importantly, | guess, on the risk of prosecution of
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was a sense that, out there, | had already pre - judged
this matter, legally. But my example, as | think | say
in my letter, was really about self - defence.
Self - defence wasn't a justification, ultimately,
and, therefore, | don't think | particularly trespassed
on his area of proper legal responsibility.
THE CHAIRMAN: So it shouldn't be understood - - that's to
say your Dimbleby interview moment -- that that was
a sort of settled and thought - through address to the
situation as it was in March 2002 -
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: No.
THE CHAIRMAN: -~ in the real world?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | was trying pretty hard not to
answer his questions, in truth.
THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Well, let's draw a line for a moment
under that and move on a whole year. We are no win
2003. The invasion and our participation in it is now
imminent and | think it is 7 March that the Attorney
General gives advice to, among others, yourself. The
key people at the top of government. It is a finely
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service personnel.
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: And of politicians, | might add.
THE CHAIRMAN: Indeed politicians. Did that advice lead you
to be any more concerned than the very serious decision
anyway to commit British troops or was it something that
you, not least as a lawyer, as well as a senior
politician, you know, would expect in terms of advice in
that situation?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | read at the time his -- | think
what has become called a long legal advice and it is
avery -- itis quite complex, quite dense, it raises
a number of quite difficult issues. But | was clear
that his con clusion was that there was a legal
justification for military action based on 1441 reviving
the previous Resolution 678, and he said so
categorically. | have it in front of me. He said:

"l accept th at a reasonable case can be made that
Resolution 1441 is capable in principle of reviving the
authorisation in 678 without a further resolution."

That was his conclusion.

THE CHAIRMAN: | would like to as k you about the difficulty,
or, indeed, just what is needed between a finely argued,
extended review of the arguments and an on balance
conclusion, which the Attorney General gave in his

7 March long vers ion advice, and the military need for
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1 the one - liner. Michael Boyce certainly signalled, even
2 in January, that he would need a one -line sign - off
3 certificate.
4 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: We all did. It was no different. We
5 would have been in precisely the same legal position as
6 the military if we had taken unlawful action.
7 THE CHAIRMAN: So after the Attorney's advice on the 7th,
8 there is a meeting on 11 March, where Lord Boyce told us
9 he would need to have a short line or short paragraph in
10 his operational directive to the armed forces, and
11 | think the Cabinet Secretary and Sir Kevin Tebbit would
12 say the same regarding civil servants.
13 He received that assurance in a letter from the
14 Attorney's office to your legal adviser's office in the
15 MoD, 14 March, and can | ask: did you and he have any
16 discussions N
17 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Sorry, who is the "he"?
18 THE CHAIRMAN: The "he" is the Chief of Defence Staff,
19 Michael Boyce.
20 Did you and he feel a need to sit down toge ther and
21 say, "Is this good enough? Is this it?", or was that
22 already water over the dam?
23 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Mike, quite rightly, had been
24 pressing for some time for this very clear legal

25 ju dgmentand -- as had we all, though. There is no
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doubt that, had Peter Goldsmith said, "This is unlawful.
This is not a basis on which military action can be
tak en", there would have been no military action, but in
a sense, you referred to my legal background, although
it is very many years ago, | was perfectly used to
seeing legal advice that argued the case but came to
a conclusion. Indeed, I recall being told off pretty
roundly by my pupil master when | was a pupil barrister
that my opinions were too academic and that they argued
the case too much. | had been an academic lawyer
before. He said, "The client wants an answer", and in
a sense this was the answer. This was Peter Goldsmith's
conclusion.
So the fact that it was, as you say, finely argued,
did n't come as any great surprise. You wouldn't need
lawyers unless there were arguments, and he came to
a view, and it was that view that Mike Boyce,
Kevin Tebbit and | were looking for.
THE CHAIRMAN: Thanky ou. One other dimension to this: you
had seen the long Attorney General's advice of 7 March.
You were, yourself, a lawyer by training and profession,
as were some other of your Cabinet colleagues, including
the Foreign Secretary and the Prime Minister, but by no
means all of them. Many of your Cabinet colleagues had

not seen it, didn't see it and the discussion in Cabinet
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was based on something much shorter. It was not the

one - liner, it was the draft of a Parliamentary answer.

Do you think now, or did you think at the time, that
Cabinet colleagues would have wished to b
detailed, "On the one hand ... on the other",
considerations in the Attorney's full advice?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I'm not sure that it would be
appropriate for Cabinet to have that kind of dis
because, in the end, what you would be inviting people
to do was to speculate on the legal judgment that the

Attorney General had reached, and it is not the same as

e led into the

cussion,

having a political discussion about options or policies.

This is someone whose decision is that this was
lawful, and | can't see how Cabinet could look behind

that and have the kind of discussion that you are

suggesting. This was not policy advice. This was not,

"On the one hand ... and on the other hand, we might
take this course of action". What he was saying was

that this was lawful in his judgment, and | can't see

how we co uld have had a sensible discussion going behind

that.

THE CHAIRMAN: One member of the Cabinet, of course,
Clare Short, did say she would like to have a full
discussion of the legal arguments to and fro, whic

not granted and it didn't take place.
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1 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | hope, for the reasons that | have
2 just set out -- | don't see how you can have that kind
3 of discussion. Do you have a vote on whether the legal
4 advice is accepted or not? It doesn't lead anywhere.
5 | can see that you, as we did, had a discussion
6 about whether it is sensible in policy terms to co
7 British forces, to take the action that we were taking.
8 That's a different matter. But having a debate about
9 a legal opinion doesn't strike me as being very
10 sensible.
11 THE CHAIRMAN: Therei s one dimension -- | would like to
12 move on to some other legal issues in a moment --
13 the issue of policy, political operational risk which is
14 implicit in the legal advice.
15 That does seem to me, is it not a proper question
16 for the Cabinet to judge? Would they, therefore, have
17 been aware that there were risks lurking behind the
18 legal advice, risks of prosecution, for example?
19 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | can see, further on, and | saw this
20 at the time, that in order to justify the conclusion
21 that the Attorney General came to, it was necessary for
22 there to be -- 1 think he describes it as strong,
23 factual grounds. So there needs to be a necessary
24 underpinning to support that and we had --

25 THE CHAIRMAN: Which he sought from the Prime Minister right
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at the last moment, didn't he?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Certainly we had those kinds of

discussions. Does the factual background support the

action that we are taking? Is there sufficient

cooperation by Saddam Hussein and his r egime in Iraq?
Are they co - operating with UNMOVIC? What are the views

of the inspectors, and so on? So that kind of

discussion was taking place.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. That was, as it were, the big

legal question, but there was a great deal of legal
surround to operational and military matters, and
I would like just to ask a few questions, first about
the No Fly Zones.
You have given us evidence earlier today about the
continuance of the No Fly Zones as part of containment.
What about the legal justification for their
continuance? It seems clear that it was increasingly
felt by initial ly Lord Goldsmith's predecessor, that
this was an increasingly precarious legal base because

it had initially rested on humanitarian grounds.

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: That remained the case. There was

not, as far as I'm aware, a specific UN Security Council
resolution, this was based on the requirement to
prevent -- I think the phrase was an "overwhelming

humanitarian disaster".
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1 Nevertheless, it did have an underpinning in
2 a series of UN Security Council Resolutions. | have
3 mentioned one already, 678. | think there were others.
4 THE CHAIRMAN: One question that flows from the concerns of
5 successive Attorneys General about the precarious legal
6 base as time went on for the operations in the
7 No Fly Zones --
8 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Could | -- | hate to quibble, but I'm
9 not sure the legal base changed as things went on. The
10 factual operation of the zones changed and I think
11 | touched on it earlier. The legal justification
12 remained consistent.
13 THE CHAIRMAN: Understoo d, and that's not a quibble, if
14 | may say so, that's important. But one effect of it
15 was that successive Attorneys General had to pay, or
16 wished to pay, closer and tighter attention to the
17 targeting deci sions, and so a tension inevitably existed
18 between military need for swiftness of decision and
19 operation and execution, on the one hand, and careful
20 legal scrutiny of things like impact on civilians,
21 etc etera.
22 Can | ask: did you regard that as a sort of stable
23 situation through the operations of the No Fly Zones
24 right up to March 2003?

25 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: I think we probably touched a little
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1 on this at the outset. The Iragis were becoming much
2 more sophisticated. They were developing radar that
3 could operate from outside the No Fly Zone, but direct

4 from their missiles inside the No Fly Zone.

5 So there were -- | think | follow your argument that

6 there were legal issues that were making it more

7 difficult to justify the action that we were taking:

8 were we entitled as a matter of law? | think we

9 probably were, but | accept that there is a harder
10 judgment to make -- to attack radar facilities based
11 outside the No Fly Zone, even though we judged that they

12 were controlling missiles inside the zone.

13 Equally, what if the -- and the Iraqgis did quite

14 a lot of this, they had these mobile launchers that

15 slipped into the zone and slipped out again. How were

16 we to determine whether they were legitimate targets or
17 not?

18 THE CHAIRMAN: Sorry to interrupt, | imagine that you were
19 looking at a lot of this stuff, | take it, very hard to

20 assess collateral damage when you have got a fast
21 missile launcher.

22 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: They weren't quite that fast.
23 | think five miles an hour is the kind of speed we were

24 talking about, but they were mobile, and rightly

25 | mean, you are on to the right point, which is that
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1 they were often located in centres of population, that
2 there were serious questions about the potential f
3 civilian casualties, and | suspect that there were
4 civilian casualties, but nevertheless, that was
5 a judgment that had to be made in the light of the risk
6 to RAF and USAF personnel.
7 THE CHAIRM AN: Thank you. What | would like to move on to,
8 as the last sort of segment on the legal surrounds to
9 the whole business is looking ahead initially to the
10 campaign, I'm thinking of February 2003/March 2003,
11 before it starts.
12 We understand that you briefed the Attorney General
13 on the military objectives and there are inevitably
14 concerns for the British Government, legal as well as
15 policy and mili tary , because we are going in
16 a coalition, two countries, somewhat different rules of
17 engagement, somewhat different tolerance levels,
18 frankly.
19 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: And a different legal basis.
20 THE CHA IRMAN: Yes. Did you and/or the Attorney identify
21 particular concerns that you felt needed to be addressed
22 at that immediate pre - invasion time?
23 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: The reason | mentioned the legal
24 basis, our legal basis was always predicated on the fact

25 that we were disarming Iraq for its use of weapons of
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mass destruction, and that meant that actions had to be
co nsistent with that legal base.

Now, that developed once Iraq had not taken the

opportunity of co - operating with the United States, once

it was clear that we were entitled, as a matter of law,
to remov e the regime in order to disarm Iraqg but that
conditionality had to follow. So the legal decisions
were consistent with that in terms of targeting, and
that meeting | had with the Attorney General would be

very much about how we went about the process of
deciding appropriate targets.

That, again, was slightly different from some of the
targeting that | had done, for example, in relation to
Afghanista n, because the American campaign was
different. It was very much about creating an effect on
the ground and making clear to the Iraqi people that our
target was Saddam Hussein and his regime, rather than,

if you like, a more conventional military attack on the
country as a whole. | don't know whether that
distinction is clear, but many of the targets
the justification was that the targets were targets
associated with Saddam Hussein and his regime.
THE CHAIRMAN: Hence shock and awe, not least on Baghdad,
but we, of course, shared, as coalition partner,

a degree of responsibility for whatever the Americans
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did as well as what we carefully, when considering
targeting and outfall, would decide to do on our own.
How much interchange would there be, either at
political or, indeed, military level, between ourselves
and the United States forces and government, on the

matter of targeting, limits, constraints, criteria?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think there was a pretty integrate

process because, actually, once we had got to the air
campaign as such, it was not I because of modern
sophisticated weapons, it was not always known before
a plane took off necessarily what its target was going
to be, and that has changed dramatically from
conventional bombing.
So we had a list of targets and -- and, again, the
difference probably legally is that | went through them,
% ery often one by one. There was some delegation
ultimately, but certainly in the early phase | saw
pretty much every target that was going to be attacked.
Now, | didn't always know whether we were going to

do the actual attack.

THE CHAIRMAN: In the event -- and this is speculative --

the event of some disastrous missed targeting, there
would be in the British system an audit trail from
authority, leg al and political, through military, if

necessary by delegation, to the actual event. But we
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1 couldn't control the United States' system. Was that
2 a concern?
3 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | mean, that was always going to be
4 a concern and there were some suggestions, | know, in
5 the course of the campaign, | think a missile went
6 astray, or a bomb, and hit a market. There were always
7 those kinds of risks.
8 The advice that | received and my job was to
9 minimise those risks as much as possible, although there
10 is no doubt Saddam Hussein made that as difficult as he
11 possibly could by, for example, co - locating civilian
12 facilities alongside military ones.
13 THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. You mentioned delegation.
14 I mean, in the course of the actual invasion, you
15 delegated to Ai r Marshall Burridge, who was our
16 commander on the ground, a degree of delegated authority
17 for targeting decisions. Inevitable, in terms of a live
18 campaign?
19 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes, and inevitable as well in terms
20 of the kind of technology that | was describing, where
21 it is possib le to have planes in the sky which are then
22 subsequently given targets. So | think the practicality
23 of modern technology means that that is a requirement,
24 yes.

25 THE CHAIRMAN: Reminding ourselves this is essentially
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1 a lessons learned Inquiry, was there, after the invasion
2 phase, a lessons learned approach to the actual
3 targeting set of issues and how much collateral damage,
4 with hindsight, as a review process? Did that go on?
5 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes, it did. Although, actually,
6 I think the lessons learned were -- and | learned
7 lessons, because | think | approached some of the
8 targets initially pretty cautiously. If | was told that
9 there was a civilian facility alongside a military one,
10 we had quite a debate. Saddam Hussein had some --
11 least 50 palaces located around the country that he
12 would move from one to the other, and we had quite
13 a debate about, if we hit one of these targets, what
14 about the people who worked there? Were they

15 necessarily part of the regime? So | think initially

16 | was fairly cautious.
17 One of the things that | learned in the course of
18 the air campa ign was that modern weapons were

19 increasingly accurate, that it was possible, on

20 occasions, to hit parts of buildings without causing

21 damage to the other part of the building. | think, as

22 it went on, the lessons we learned were about how much
23 more accurate modern weapons are than their

24 predecessors.

25 THE CHAIRMAN: I recall from a visit | paid to Belgrade
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that, with very accurate targeting, the Chinese embassy
in Belgrade was targeted by mistake for a quite
different building.

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: That missile or bomb, | don't recall
which it was, | wasn't involved at the time. It went to
where it was directed.

THE CHAIRMAN: The point to be made, is it, is that the
intelligence and factual information becomes at least as
important as the technology?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: That's absolutely right, and I think
the advantage we had in relation to Iraq, compared, for
example, to the operations we conducted in Afghanistan,
was Iraq was probably one of the most photogr aphed
countries in the world.
So the long history of operations in and around Iraq

meant that we had a huge amount of information about
what it was that we were targeting, in stark contrast,

| accept, to what was a very limited air campaign in
Afghanistan, because we simply did not have the same
kind of information.

THE CHAIRMAN: Right. Thank you very much. | think we will
turn the questio ning now to Baroness Prashar.

BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: Thank you, Chairman.

Mr Hoon, | want to move on to Phase 4 military

planning and what | would like to hear, is what was the
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timetable did you plan for the UK's involvement for
troops on the ground?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Sorry, | missed the last part.
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: As atimescale, what did you plan
for the UK's involvement with troops on the ground, in
terms of -- what was the planning?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Right. I think the initial
assumption was that, once they had deployed, they could
remain t here until roughly the end of the summer. It
was around six months. So the full divisional
capability ought to have been capable of remaining in
place until -- I think -- | have got the phrase "the
late summer" in my head. | know that's rather
imprecise, but | think you can assume around six months
from initial deployment.
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: On what basis was that assumption
based?
RT HON GEO FFREY HOON: On the basis of the strategic defence
review assumptions about the length of time that we
could maintain a large - scale deployment.
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: Okay. Did you have any concerns
about t he Phase 4 planning which you had seen in
Whitehall or heard from Washington at the time?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think, as | have mentioned already,

we were concerned that the planning for the aftermath
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was not as detailed and as comprehensive as we would
have liked. Indeed, in a visit to the Pentagon in some
time in February, | think relatively early in February,

| took with me a list the things that we hoped that the

United States would take account of.

BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: What were they?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: They were -- actually, a wide range

of things. The ques tion of security, the question of
how we would deal with the immediate aftermath. Above
all else, at the time, we were very anxious about the
extent to which the Iraqgi people had been dependent on
the Oi | For Food programme. | have a recollection of
Clare Short telling me more than once that 60 per cent
of the Iragi people depended for their food on the
United Nations, and there was a very clear anxiety that,
the moment we went in, the UN operation would stop, and
I know we spent a lot of time preparing for the prospect
of a humanitarian catastrophe.
So that meant -- one of the reasons why we were keen
to open the port at Um Qasr, why we got a ship in very
quickly with grain, why we built a pipeline carrying
water from Kuwait towards Basra. | remember the Kuwaiti
Defence Minister commenting ironically that one
driest countries in the world was supplying water to

a nearby country that had rivers. He could not quite
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understand why the water wasn't coming in the ot her
direction.
But these were all about making sure that we did not
face this kind of humanitarian disaster as a direct
consequence of going into Iraq.
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: But you said th at you went to the
States with a list. What sort of response did you get
from them? Because obviously you expressed your
concerns and you are planning something. What sort of
response did you get from the United States?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: At the time, a very positive one.
I think, you know, the view was that, since the Pentagon
was given responsibility and the United States were
dealing with this phase , they welcomed the suggestions
that we were making, but, you know, | accept that not
all of those items on my list were followed up and
followed up in the timescale that we expected.
| mean, one of t he issues was -- and it was an issue
that went on for some time -- was the requirement for
a further UN Security Council Resolution to give
legal -- to give a further legal basis for our presence
there, a nd we were very focused on upon that.
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: That was the Resolution 14837
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes, forgive me, | don't remember the

number, but it certainly -- the legal problem otherwise
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is that we were essentially covered by the

Geneva Conventions, and that limited, both what we could

do, but, equally -- and the key consideration as far as

| was con cerned, it limited the ability of a number of

other countries to come in and help. They required

a further legal justification for their presence in

southern Iraq in order to be able to deploy their

peop le, soldiers and others, to assist in the aftermath.
So we were , even in February, my letter

said we need a UN mandate to legitimise international

role to sort out sanctions. So we were very focused on

that.

BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: But what were your expectations

about the level of likely UN involvement in
post - conflict? Focusing on resolutions is one thing,

but what were your expectations?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Our expectations were that, although

there might be an initial disruption caused by the

invasion, in the sense that the UN might not then assist

in the delivery of the food, that quite quickly we w

have expected to get a Security Council Resolution and

that that would then allow the UN, in a sense, pretty

seamlessly to carry on, and, of course, until the attack

on the UN building, that seemed t 0 be happening.

It was the -- it was the appalling attack on the
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1 United Nations that stopped all of that. Up until then,
2 that seemed to be a reasonable assum ption to make.
3 BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: But our understanding is the US
4 wasn't so keen on the UN involvement.
5 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: That's right, that's perfectly fair.
6 BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: So were you anticipatin g any
7 conditions from the US or UN? Because you were --
8 know that President Bush used the word "vital" after
9 some pressure in Hillsborough, but did you anticipate
10 any restrictions from the US on UN involvement?
11 RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: You are right that there was some
12 significant hesitation on the part of the Pentagon and
13 other parts of the system, but again, perhaps one of the
14 things | should have thou ght of in answer to
15 Sir Roderic's previous question, it was an example where
16 the Prime Minister did persuade the President of the
17 importance of this particular course of action, and
18 eventually there was s uch a resolution.
19 From my point of view, | was -- | was anxious that
20 we should get a resolution, because | knew how many
21 European countries in particular could not legally,
22 under their system, send tr oops without that
23 justification. So we were -- for all the reasons we
24 have discussed, we were looking in the aftermath to be

25 able to draw down our forces in Iraq. We could not do

85

we do



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

that without other countries coming in. If they could
not come in without a further UN Security Council
Resolution, we had a problem.
So the further resolution was important in pra ctice
as well as legally, if | can put it that way.
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: | mean, Major General Tim Cross was
appointed, | think some time in February, to be the UK's
post - conflict representative in the Pen tagon. What
instructions, if any, did you give him?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | know that | saw him in the course
of that meeting. | think he was actually present at the
meeting with Donald Rumsfeld, where we discussed these
issues. So he was involved in that, but | think it is
important, when you say what instructions | gave him, he
was our representative ultimately in ORHA, although
| think, at that stage, it was the office for
post - conflict planning or something of the kind.
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: But he must have been sent there for
a reason.
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Well, he was sent there to help with
the process. He was a man | knew pretty well, who, you
know, was a brilliant, absolutely brilliant,
logistician, and | had met him in his previous position,
| think in Telford, where he ran part of the logistics

operation, but in terms of -- but his job was to be part
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of ORHA.
When you say "instructions”, | wasn't actually in
day - to - day contact with him. He was our representative
in ORHA. We judged that he had the right abilities and
experience to make -- to help make ORHA work.
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: But he told us that he was passing
information back. Wa s that getting to you?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Yes, | mean, we knew that there was
a problem.
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: If you knew there was a problem,
what steps did you take, or did you alert the
Pri me Minister? Presumably, the aftermath is quite
important. You, yourself, have admitted since that
fatal errors in planning were made for the post - war.
you were alerted, did you inform the Prime Minister?
Did you take any steps?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Of course. | don't think the
Prime Minister needed separately alerting by me.
The other point about ORHA -- and | accept that
there was a mismatch. In our system, the lead on
civilian reconstruction and development would always be
with the Foreign Office and the Department for
International Development, and that's why, to some
extent, there was a mis match between what was happening

in Baghdad and what was happening in the south, in the
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sense that ORHA's natural counterparts in our system
were the Foreign Offi ce and DFID, whereas they were
being run out of the Pentagon.
So in a sense, General Cross's responses would be as
much aimed at the Foreign Office and DFID as they were
at the Ministry of Defence. H is line of communication
wasn't directly through the MaD is really what I'm
saying. He was appointed on behalf of the government to

do a job inside the office of reconstruction.

THE CHAIRMAN: It is fair to recollect from Tim Cross's

evidence to this Committee, he was really dismayed and
astonished by what he found when he went. He said, "Is

that all there is? There must be more".

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Thatm  essage came back very clearly.

Hence the paper, hence the meeting, hence the

determination to try and improve that.

BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: | want to move on to the

arrangements and communication within the U K Government,

but, before that, can | just ask a question about your
expectations, about what advice or briefing you were

receiving on what UK forces might find in the south when

they got there?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Well, | mentioned already, | think
our overriding consideration initially was food, water,

quite quickly the question of power, electricity
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supplies. Security, in the south at any rate, was
a slightly later concern. | don't mean to minimise that
but the initial situation on the ground was pretty good.
| went to Iraqg in April, after the invasion and | w alked
around with British soldiers. | walked along the side
of the Shatt Al Arab waterway. | talked to people.
There were children following the soldiers around. They
weren't following me, but they wer e fascinated by
British soldiers. The soldiers were not wearing
helmets, they were wearing berets. It was a very
relaxed environment initially.

That changed, but in the immediate aftermath of the

invasion, as | say, you know, | went to different parts

of Basra, met people, talked to the local population, it

was a very -- there was a very positive feeling
initially.
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: | want to pick up the points you

made earlier that Tim Cross was there as a kind of
representative of the government. But where was the
lead for the aftermath planning within the UK

Government?

R T HON GEOFFREY HOON: Well, as | say, traditionally, it

would have been with the Foreign Office, with DFID and
with Co - ordination. | think Sir John asked me right at

the outset about the differences between the US sy stem
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and our system, and one of the key differences that
| learned over time was that the US departmental
arrangements were much more self - contained. They were
much more the classic silos. There was not the kind of
exchanges that occur routinely between different
departments in the British Government.

They did not appear to me, lower down at any rate,

to have the kind of Cabinet Committee structure that we
are used to, where typically ministers from different
departments and civil servants from different
departments would meet together, and that was
a practical problem, because, you know, | knew, | think,

probably from Jack Straw, that there was real
frustration in the State Department, who had much of
this expertise that, they were not given much access to
that, and, as far as the UK was concerned, it may well
be -- and | saw General Cross's evidence -- that we
lacked a single focal point of someone willing to do
that.

Now, the consequence for the Ministry of Defence
and | can't speak on behalf of other departments, but
the consequence for the Ministry of Defence is that we
became very heavily involved in reconstruction, frankly,
toane xtent that eventually | judged was not

appropriate, because we were expecting that soldiers

90



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

would be replaced doing some of these basic
administrative jobs by civ ilians, and, indeed, we had
been promised by both the Foreign Office and by DFID
that that would happen.
| got to the point where | think | actually wrote
letters saying, "We cannot allow reservists", because by
then we had reservists in, and one of the things that
was happening was that we had reservists carrying out,
if | can put it this way, their civilian role in Basra
and in southern Iraqg.
Sowe had -- | remember there was someone from the
city who was trying to develop a new currency. There
was a teacher who was trying to reorganise the Ministry
of Education in the south and, you know, | di d get quite
frustrated that these people who were there for military
reasons and had volunteered to serve as reservists for
military reasons were actually being asked to carry out
essentially their civili an role.
In truth, they probably quite enjoyed it, but that
was not why they were there, and | was increasingly
frustrated at the failure of other government
departments to supply the people who were supposed to
come and take over those responsibilities.
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: You quite rightly say, yes, that in

the United States Donald Rumsfeld had the overall
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responsibility for the US operation and you were

expressing frustrations, but in our system

there was no ministerial Cabinet Committee before the
conflict. Would that have helped, if there had

a Cabinet Committee which would have looked at both the

invasion and the aftermath?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: There was one set up pretty quickly

afterwards. | can't recall when it was established, but

I know the Prime Minister was pretty quickly on to the
points that General Cross was making and we had regular
meetings of a Cabinet Committee that drew in the
different departments, chaired by Jack Straw mo

| think occasionally by me, occasionally by, | suppose,
initially by Clare Short, and later by Baroness Amos.

It went on for a long time, | think, Hilary Benn

eventually as well. So that work w as putin pla

person within the C abinet  responsible for co

approach to the aftermath.

would take responsibility for the south, that they were
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BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: There doesn't appear to be a single

- ordinating our

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | have seen that criticis m, and, with
the benefit of hindsight, | think that is probably
a fair observation. I'm not retreating from that.
All I'm saying is that | was expecting, for all of
the reasons that we have discussed , that British forces
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good at that transition from war fighting to

peacekeeping, that we put in place quit e a number of

projects and eventually | think we got some money from
DFID. They couldn't provide enough people and I think

we called them "quick impact projects”, but there is

probably another name for i t, where, essentially,
British soldiers, who were very frustrated and very

concerned that we weren't in a sense doing the job of

winning hearts and minds, that there were a lot of

things going wrong with the infrastructure in the south,

and they wanted to do something. They wanted to help.
So they built bridges. They repaired some of the sewage
system. They were constantly trying ensure that the
electr icity supply was being delivered.
So quite a lot of that in the first place was being
done by British troops. My concern was that that was
going on for rather longer than | had anticipated it
should do and | was expecting there to be more help from
other departments.
Now, you will have to ask other colleagues what the

difficulties were.

BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: But the point is, | mean, you,

yourself, expressed frustrations, but how would you
characterise the relationship between the MoD and DFID

in the post - conflict planning phase? | mean, what was
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the relationship between the two departments?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | mean, | recall that there were
certainly letters between Clare Short and myself, you
know, offering cooperation, offering to work together,
making sure that we thought some of these issues
through. I think she had a particular reservation. She
didn't believe that soldiers should deliver humanitarian
systems, for example. | think she set that out in
a letter or meeting which 1 think, frankly, we found
a bit puzzling, but, nevertheless, | worked very closely
with her.
She was very, very committed to ensuring that there
was no huma nitarian catastrophe in Iraq and that's why
| recall her emphasis on the 60 per cent figure because
that was a figure | got from her. So she was really
very, very focused on ensuring that the Iraqi people
were helped and supported in that early period.
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: But exchanging letters, working
co - operatively at this level is fine, but we heard from
Lord Boyce that DFID were particularly unco - operative
and that he expressed his concerns to you. What steps
did you take to rectify the situation?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: | think we are going back over what
| just said. What | did then was to write very clearly

and to discuss specifically why it was that we were not
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getting the people, the civilians that we had been
promised by a certain date to come in and help deliver
the administration of southern Iraq, because that was
the next stage that had to be developed, because, in
a sense, it had collapsed with the ending of the regime.
Many of the people, | suspect, had disap peared,
because much of that administration would have been in
the hands of Sunni technocrats and it probably wasn't
a comfortable place for them to be at the time.
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: Were you aware that your department
were reluctant to involve DFID in detailed military
planning because of the concerns about their security
clearance?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: Sorry?
BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: Were you aw  are that your department
was reluctant to involve DFID in detailed planning
because of concerns about their security clearance?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: No. No, in fact --

BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: You were not awar e of that?
RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: -- |l wrote to Clare -- let me have
alook. Yes, lwr ote to her on 16 January

emphasising that there was an invitation to DFID, and
| quote:
"To be represent ed at the weekly Iraq stocktake

meetings."
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So essentially, we were saying that DFID should come

to what were essentially, at that stage, military
planning meetings in order to get the perspective of the

DFID on the aftermath planning, and, indeed, the letter
goes on to say that:

"We would like to attend any equivalent meetings
held in your dep artment.”

So what we were doing in that correspondence was
making sure that both departments were operating

together in the planning for the aftermath.

BARONESS USHA PRASHAR: So you would agree that the

aftermath planning, particularly at central government
level, wasn't as well co - ordinated as it could have

been?

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON: In the event of the problems that we

had to deal with, | wo uld agree with you, but the issue
is: did we anticipate the kinds of problems that we
ultimately faced, and, if there is any criticism, we
didn't sufficiently anticipate the difficulties
eventually of sec urity? But that was something that
developed.
| think actually, in the first place, we probably
did anticipate the kinds of problems of the humanitarian
kind, of electricity, that we did face. What

didn't get right was the extent of those difficulties.
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