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In-depth Report: IRAQ REPORT

Introduction by Michel Chossudovsky

Our thoughts today are with the people of Iraq, whose country was invaded twenty years on
March 20, 2003. The destruction and loss of  life is  beyond description.  More than a
million deaths have been recorded. 

It  is  important  to  analyze  the  political  justification  of  the  invasion  of  Iraq  which  was
presented to public opinion. The evidence is overwhelming. The justification to wage war on
Iraq was based on  fake intelligence.  War crimes committed at  the highest levels  of
government. 

Smoking Guns

The War narrative which unfolded with Colin Powell’s February 5, 2003 presentation to the
UN Security Council was that Saddam possessed “Weapons of Mass Destruction”.

The intelligence Dossier presented by Colin Powell to the UNSC emanating from Tony Blair’s
cabinet was  fake, confirmed by Dr. Glen Rangwala 

See our earlier article:

Colin Powell and the “The Sloppy Dossier”: Plagiarism and “Fake Intelligence”
Used to Justify the 2003 War on Iraq: Copied and Pasted from the Internet into an
“Official” British Intel Report

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky and Glen Rangwala, March 18, 2023
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The Assassination of Dr. David Kelly

Another  important  event,  which  occurred  in  the
wake of the invasion was the assassination of Weapons Inspector Dr. David Kelly. 

Dr. David Kelly was Britain’s foremost expert on biological weapons, with direct access to
WMD  intelligence  on  Iraq.  In  the  months  leading  up  to  his  death,  he  had  become
increasingly skeptical regarding Iraq’s alleged WMDs. Dr. David Kelly was found dead on July
18th, 2003. The official position was that he had committed suicide as contained in the Lord
Hutton report. 

Lord Hutton was confronted by Drs. Stephen Frost, Christopher Burns-Cox and  David
Halpin,  who  courageously  challenged  the  official  narrative”  presented  by  Lord  Hutton  on
behalf of Tony Blair’s government.

See below the text of the medical doctors entitled “Response to Lord Hutton”. 

The Chronology 

According to  Yassmeen Radif, Matt Roberts and Harry Zacharias in a comprehensive
report:

“The basis for this war had been laid out in two distinct dossiers [September 24,
2002 and the February 3, 2003 Dossier]”

The latter was published 2 days prior to Colin Powell’s presentation to the UNSC.

“When he began to raise concerns about the integrity of these documents, he
would find himself caught in a political storm. Four months later, Kelly was dead.”

March 2002: Prime Minister Tony Blair commissions an Intelligence Dossier about weapons
of mass destruction (WMD) in four countries.

24 September, 2002. The intelligence dossier described as ‘Iraq’s Weapons of Mass
Destruction: The Assessment of the British Government’  is completed. Dr. David
Kelly was involved in this Dossier, providing a historical review of UNSCOM inspections and
analysis  of  “Iraq’s  concealment  and  deception”.  He  expressed  reservations  with  the
September 2002 draft Dossier prior to its release on September 24, 2002: 

“Kelly believed that the wording was not incorrect, but had ‘a lot of spin on it‘”.
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3 February 2003. A second Dossier entitled  ‘Iraq – Its Infrastructure of Concealment,
Deception and Intimidation’ was made public.    It would appear that Dr. Kelly was not
involved in the drafting of the February 3, 2003 version of the Intelligence Dossier.

5 February 2003. The intelligence Dossier on WMD released on February 3, 2003 was
presented by Colin Powell to the UN Security Council.

20 March, 2003. The invasion and bombing of Iraq

22 May, 2003. David Kelly meets journalist Andrew Gilligan ( i.e. in the wake of the
invasion which was completed in April 2003). 

15  July  2003.  David  Kelly  was  invited  to  appear  before  the  Foreign  Affairs  Select
Committee of  the House of  Commons pertaining to  his  meetings  with  BBC  journalist
Gilligan. 

“…His evidence to the committee was that he had not said the things Gilligan had
reported his source as saying, and members of the committee came to the conclusion
that he had not been the source. Some of the questioning was very precise. The Labour
MP Andrew MacKinlay,  in  particular,  used a forceful  tone in his  cross-examination.

… Kelly was deeply upset by his treatment before the Committee (Military History)

17th of July:

Kelly  was working as  usual  at  home in  Oxfordshire.  Media  coverage of  his  public
appearance two days before had led many of his friends to send him supportive emails,
to which he was responding. …

At about 15:00, Kelly told his wife that he was going for a walk as he did every day.
… His wife reported him missing shortly after midnight that night, and he was found
early the next morning [18th of July 2023].” (Military History)

The evidence suggests that his alleged “Suicide” was staged.

See statements and analysis of Drs. Stephen Frost, Christopher Burns-Cox and David
Halpin

The Hutton Report

More than two years later, on November 3, 2006, The Times published a letter by Lord
Hutton,  in  which  he  attempted  to  defend  his  report  on  Dr.  David  Kelly’s  death.   In
the letter, Lord Hutton dwells on the issue of the allegedly “sexed up” intelligence, ignoring
the arguably much larger issue of his failure to establish exactly how Dr. David Kelly died.

The  inquiry  purported  to  obviate  the  need  for  an  inquest.  Suicide  was
seemingly  assumed  from  the  outset  by  Lord  Hutton,  and  the  Hutton  Inquiry
descended into establishing who, between the BBC and the Government, was to blame for
the suicide of Dr Kelly.  But, crucially, suicide was never proved, either by the Coroner or
Lord Hutton, as required by law. 

Whether or not the intelligence was sexed up (itself a serious enough matter) was, as it

https://military-history.fandom.com/wiki/David_Kelly_(weapons_expert)
https://military-history.fandom.com/wiki/David_Kelly_(weapons_expert)
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turned  out, viewed as a side issue.  It was completely missed by the mainstream media that
Lord Hutton, who seemingly assumed suicide from the outset, thereby undermining due
process, laid himself  open to charges of cover-up, by himself  “sexing up” his own findings
on the cause of Dr David Kelly’s death. 

But, a cover-up of what?  What was so important to hide that such an elaborate cover-up, if
that is what it was, was deemed necessary, given the huge inherent risks? 

A response to Lord Hutton’s letter to The Times was hurriedly drafted and submitted to The
Times by three distinguished doctors.  However, The Times refused to publish the letter, and
declined to give a reason.

We bring to the attention of our readers the text of the letter which the Times refused to
publish.

It  is  important to note that two of  the authors of  this  letter,  Drs. C. Stephen Frost
and  David  Halpin  (together  with  Dr  Searle  Sennett)  succeeded  in  breaking  the
mainstream media silence on the possibility that Dr David Kelly did not commit suicide,
by having a letter published in The Guardian on 27 January 2004 (see link in Annex), the eve
of publication of the Hutton Report. 

The letter directly led to the splash headline “Was Dr Kelly Murdered?” in The Evening
Standard later the same day, though the doctors had not suggested that. 

Later that evening, despite unprecedentd security to prevent such a leak, the Hutton Report
was duly leaked to the Sun.  

Thus, instead of The Evening Standard headline becoming the main story in the mainstream
media the next day (the very day on which the Hutton Report was published), the leak to
The Sun became the main story. 

Lord Hutton and Tony Blair  were said to be incensed by the leak, and an inquiry was
immediately ordered to identify the source of the leak. 

Some months later, that inquiry’s report was quietly published and was hardly noticed; it
said that it had not been possible to establish the source of the leak.  

Not surprisingly, many suspect that the source of the leak was none other than 10 Downing
Street itself.  

The original three doctors were subsequently joined by other doctors, and lawyers, and, as a
result, five more letters appeared in The Guardian in 2004, and one in The New Statesman
(2 May 2005), just prior to the 2005 General Election.  

Below is the Response to Lord Hutton, by Drs. Stephen Frost, Christopher Burns-Cox and
David Halpin

The original November 3 letter by Lord Hutton to the Times is reprinted in Annex, together
with links (in chronological order) to the texts of the letters of Dr. Frost et al. published in
The Guardian and The New Statesman. 

We remain indebted to Stephen Frost, Christopher Burns-Cox and David Halpin for
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having revealed the truth regarding Dr. David Kelly. 

Dr. David Kelly’s Legacy will Live.

 

Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, 28 November 2008, March 19, 2023

 

Response to Lord Hutton 

by

Drs. Stephen Frost, Christopher Burns-Cox and David Halpin

 

Dear Sir

Lord Hutton presided over an inquiry which sought to apportion blame between the BBC and
the Government for the “suicide” of Dr David Kelly when no “verdict” of suicide had been
(and still has not been) reached.  His report was widely labelled a “whitewash”, because he
was perceived to apportion that blame unfairly (given the evidence he had heard), all but
exonerating the Government, and placing the blame almost entirely on the BBC.  Now, in his
letter  published  in  the  Times  (3  November  2006),  he  seemingly  seeks  to  defend  his
report by setting out his case re the minutiae of the “45 minute claim”.

Lord Hutton misses the essential point. What is more, it appears that he was used by the
Government to subvert due process in establishing precisely how Dr Kelly died.

We and several other medical colleagues (and lawyers) attempted in a series of six letters
published in The Guardian and one in the New Statesman to inform the public, and the
mainstream press, that all doctors learn at medical school that, in order to return a “verdict”
of “suicide”, a coroner must prove suicide beyond reasonable doubt (a very high level of
proof), including  “intent” to commit suicide, also beyond reasonable doubt. If the Coroner
cannot achieve the necessary level of proof,  he is required by law to return an “open
verdict”, assuming that “foul play” has at the outset been excluded in the proper manner. 
Unfortunately, there is some doubt as to whether “foul play” was properly excluded in the
case of Dr Kelly.

However,  disregarding  any  such  failure  in  such  a  high-profile  death,  it  is  important
to understand that the public was invited to believe that Dr Kelly’s death would be better
investigated at the Hutton Inquiry than at a coroner’s inquest, when the exact opposite was
the case.

Lord Hutton possessed none of the powers normally available to the Coroner.  He could not
(and did not) hear evidence under oath, he could not subpoena witnesses, he could not
aggressively cross-examine witnesses, and he could not call a jury.  Not enough with that,
his inquiry was an “ad hoc” inquiry, not a public inquiry (as the public and the press were
led to believe)  subject  to the provisions of  the Public  Inquiries Act  !921 (itself  quietly
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repealed last year and replaced by the Inquiries Act 2005).  Lord Hutton was invited (and
consented) by Lord Falconer (the Lord Chancellor and the Minister for Constitutional Affairs)
to conduct an inquiry on the very day that Dr Kelly’s body was allegedly found.

Later, Lord Falconer, used his powers as Lord Chancellor to invoke Section 17a of the 1988
Coroners’  Act  and  order  the  Oxfordshire  Coroner,  Mr  Nicholas  Gardiner,  to  “adjourn
indefinitely” his inquest.

But, Section 17a had become law on 1 January 2000, largely, it is believed, at the instigation
of Lord Falconer.   Its  purpose was allegedly to obviate duplication of  inquiry following
multiple death scenarios (eg train disasters), when the cause of death could to some extent
be assumed.  But, Dr Kelly’s death was a solitary death.

In  addition,  Lord  Hutton’s  remit  and  powers  (since  it  was  an  “ad  hoc”  inquiry)  were
determined by Lord Falconer.  Lord Hutton’s remit was extremely narrow (and Lord Hutton
seemingly sought to narrow it further), and his powers were very limited, so limited in
fact that Lord Hutton could not prove anything, let alone “suicide”.

After all, Lord Hutton was directed by Lord Falconer to do no more than “inquire into the
circumstances surrounding the death of Dr David Kelly”, and it appears that establishing the
cause of Dr Kelly’s death was not viewed as a priority.  But, the cause of the death should
have been THE priority in an inquiry which eventually purported to obviate the need for a
full inquest.

Despite  all  this,  the  Coroner,  Mr  Nicholas  Gardiner,  on  16  March  2004,  thought  fit  to
conclude that  there was no “exceptional  reason” for  him to  re-open the Inquest,  and
even deferred to Lord Falconer by saying that he (Lord Falconer)  was happy with the
findings of Lord Hutton, and then went on to say  “and so am I”.

Given  the  obvious  “insuffiency  of  inquiry”  re  the  cause  of  Kelly’s  death  over  which  Lord
Hutton  presided,  he  (the  Coroner)  should  not  have  been  sharing  in  Lord  Falconer’s
happiness.  In addition,  the Coroner was surely extremely unwise to talk to the Mail on
Sunday  some  weeks  before  his  final  hearing  in  March  2004,  saying  that  he  wished  to
achieve “closure” at his coming hearing, and hinting at that stage that he could see no
“exceptional reason” to re-open the Inquest.

Apparently, it is unprecedented for judges to discuss publicly their findings, as Lord Hutton
has done, not once, but twice.  But, then, it is unprecedented for the Government to lead
the public to believe that a “verdict” of suicide has been reached, and the Inquest “closed”,
when no such verdict could be reached, and for that reason the Inquest could not be closed.

Dr  David  Kelly  is  the  first  British  citizen  to  be  denied  an  inquest  in  such  circumstances.  
Given  the  clear  “insufficiency  of  inquiry”,  regarding  the  cause  of  death  over  which
Lord  Hutton  presided,  the  Coroner  should  have  re-opened  the  Inquest.

There are unconfirmed reports that he (the Coroner) now regrets that he did not do so.  It is
our view that if the Coroner is not able at this late stage to reverse his decision, a fresh
inquest should be ordered.

 

Yours faithfully
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C Stephen Frost,
BSc MB ChB Specialist in Diagnostic Radiology (Stockholm, Sweden)

stephen.frost@btinternet.com

 
Christopher Burns-Cox,
MD FRCP
 
David Halpin,
FRCS

ANNEX:

Text of Lord Hutton’s Letter to The Times

Sexed-up means just what it says and no more

From Lord Hutton

The Times, London, 3 November 2006

Sir,

Your summary (report, Nov 1) of my report into the death of Dr David Kelly was too brief to
give an entirely accurate description of my finding in respect of the alleged “sexing up” of
the September 2002 dossier.

On May 29, 2003, Mr Andrew Gilligan, the BBC defence correspondent, reported (inter alia)
on the Today programme the allegation that “the Government probably knew that that 45
figure  was  wrong,  even  before  it  decided  to  put  it  in…Downing  Street,  our  source  says,  a
week before publication ordered it to be sexed up, to be made more exciting and more facts
to be discovered”.

He went on to say: “Our source says that the dossier, as it was finally published, made the
intelligence services unhappy because, to quote the source, he said there was basically
unhappiness because it didn’t reflect the considered view they were putting forward”.

In the evidence to my inquiry the Chief of the Secret Intelligence Service and four other
members of the Joint Intelligence Committee stated that the dossier was issued with the full
approval  of  that  committee.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the  very  senior  figures  in  British
Intelligence who gave evidence to the inquiry had taken part in a conspiracy with the
government to mislead the country by inserting intelligence in the dossier which was known
or believed to be wrong. Therefore, I found that the allegation reported by the BBC that “the
Government probably knew that the 45 figure was wrong even before it decided to put it in”
was unfounded.

In paragraph 220 of the report I stated: “The term ‘sexed-up’ is a slang expression, the
meaning of which lacks clarity in the context of a discussion of the dossier. It is capable of

mailto:stephen.frost@btinternet.com
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two  different  meanings.  It  could  mean  that  the  dossier  was  embellished  with  items  of
intelligence known or believed to be or unreliable to make the case against Saddam Hussein
stronger, or it could mean that while the intelligence contained in the dossier was believed
to be reliable, the dossier was drafted in such a way as to make the case against Saddam
Hussein as strong as the intelligence contained in it permitted. If the term is used in this
latter sense then, because of the drafting suggestions made by 10 Downing Street for the
purpose  of  making  a  strong  case  against  Saddam Hussein,  it  could  be  said  that  the
Government  ‘sexed-up’  the  dossier.  However,  having  regard  to  the  other  allegations
contained in  Mr  Gilligan’s  broadcasts  of  May 29 I  consider  that  those  who heard  the
broadcasts would have understood the allegation of ‘sexing-up’ to be used in the first sense
which  I  have  described,  namely  that  the  Government  ordered  that  the  dossier  be
embellished with false or unreliable items of intelligence…Therefore, in the context of Mr
Gilligan’s broadcasts, I consider that the allegation that the Government ordered the dossier
to be ‘sexed-up’ was unfounded.”

Brian Hutton

House of Lords

Links to Letters by Drs. C Stephen Frost, Christopher Burns-Cox,  David Halpin
and Searle Sennett, et al.
in The Guardian and The New Statesman:

Our doubts about Dr Kelly’s suicide
http://www.guardian.co.uk/letters/story/0,3604,1131833,00.html

Medical evidence does not support suicide by Kelly
http://politics.guardian.co.uk/kelly/story/0,13747,1146232,00.html

Questions still unanswered over Dr Kelly’s death
http://politics.guardian.co.uk/kelly/story/0,,1151352,00.html

Reopen the inquest into Kelly’s death
http://politics.guardian.co.uk/kelly/story/0,,1169514,00.html

New doubts over Kelly
http://www.guardian.co.uk/hutton/story/0,,1314212,00.html

Questions over Kelly
http://politics.guardian.co.uk/kelly/story/0,,1378539,00.html

Due process and the Kelly inquest
http://www.newstatesman.com/200505020027

 

 

The original source of this article is Global Research
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http://www.guardian.co.uk/hutton/story/0,,1314212,00.html
http://politics.guardian.co.uk/kelly/story/0,,1378539,00.html
http://www.newstatesman.com/200505020027
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