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Status of Transfers from GTMO

Afghani - ~;:£""

• Largest populations: (andassessedthreatlintelligencevalue)

• There are currently 430 detainees at Guantanamo.
- We have transferred or released 77 detainees in the past

nine months.
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Obstacles to Future Transfers
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ansfers from GTMO to GOA Reconciliation Proqram
21 transferred since Auqust 06"
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Visit to GTMO

SECRETIINOFORN

collinsg
Line



JS AMNESTY/CCR 1090

ac -

SECRETIINOFORN

collinsg
Line



JS AMNESTY/CCR 1091

~b)(1),(b)(5)

-

y

y

SECRETIINOFORN 9

collinsg
Line



JS AMNESTY/CCR 1092

b)(1),(b)(5)

SECRETIINOFORN 10

collinsg
Line



JS AMNESTY/CCR 1093

-

-

~b)(1),(b)(5)

SECRETIINOFORN 11

collinsg
Line



JS AMNESTY/CCR 1094

SECRET

________ 1111
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Iraq Policy Update

J2/3/5 Update

J5
31 March 03

•

I Classified by: RADM Jewett
I

i Declassify on: 24 Mar 2013
._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._.~
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Agenda
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• Coalition Update

• UNSCRs

• Policy on Prisons & Prisoners

• Office of Reconstruction and

Humanitarian Assistance (ORHA) C2

• Iraqi Interim Authority (IIA)
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Current Coalition Status
____ 1111
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Phase IV Coalition Offers

D Significant Contributions (battalion equivalent or larger)

As of: 28 Mar 03
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Status ofUNSCRs
____ 1111

• Additional UNSCRS required to help flow HA, end sanctions,
provide framework for post-war support

• USG focused on UNSCRs in two areas:
b)(5)-
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Policy Guidance
____ 1111

Background:

· u.s. I Coalition forces will assume interim administration of

Iraqi prisons. (lAW the Law of Occupation)

• Over 600 prisons:
b)(1),(b)(5)
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Policy Guidance
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Specific Guidance
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Iraq Survey Group
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Office ofReconstruction and
Humanitarian Assistance

____ 1111

SECRET

b)(1 )

9
SECRET

collinsg
Line

collinsg
Line



JS AMNESTY/CCR 1103
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Interim Civil Administrator
LTG (R) Garner

ORHA Organization
__ 1111

Iraqi Interim
Authority

Deputy Multi-Nat
Ops

MG Cross (UK)

Deputy bps
LTG (R) Adams

Chief of Staff
LTG (R) Bates

Deputy Policy
Mr. Henry

Legal Advisor
(OSD I JCS I State)

Operational
Support Group Deputy

Deputy Deputy
Chris Milligan USAID Marc Powe aso

Civil Administration
Coordinator

Mike Mobbs (DOD)

·Banking I Finance (M) ·Indigenous Media

·Culture (M) ·Industry & Materials

.Defense (M) (M)

* Director
Group North

MG (R) Moore
SECRET

Finance I BUdget Manager
(OMB)

Transportation GNO & AIR
(JCS I SVC)

Personnel (JCS I SVC I OSO)

Communications (JCS I SVC)

Area Expert(s) (OSO I JCS I
BVC)

Intelligence (CIA lOlA)

Mapping (NIMA)

Facilities (JCS I SVC)

Military Liaison (CENTCOM)

Media (OSO I JCS)

Historian (CMH)

Allied LNOs (British/Aussies)

oCivii Affairs

oOemining I UXO

oHuman Rights

oHumanitarian Assistance

Deputy
Dick Owens USAID

* Director
Group South

BG (R) Walters

oRefugees & Oisplaced Persons

oRelief

oResettlement

oNGOs

olOs

Humanitarian
Assistance Coordinator

Amb Ward (State)

* Director
Group Central
Amb Bodine

·Oil I Energy (M)

oPolitical

oReligious Affairs (M)

oTrade (M)

oVetting

·Interior (M)

·Justice (M)

·Law Enforcement

olmmigration

·Information (M)

·Environment

·Foreign Affairs (M)

·Fuel Management

·Higher Education &
Scientific Research
(M)

Reconstruction
Coordinator

Lew Lucke (USAID)

·Agriculture (M)

·Communications (M)

·Economic Development

·Education (M)

·Electricity (M)

·Health (M)

·Housing I Construction (M)

·Irrigation (M)

·Labor & Social Affairs (M)

·Local Development

·Planning (M)

·Transportation (M)

& Port Authority

·Telecom Infrastructure

·Water and Sanitation
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Iraqi Interim Authority
____ 1111

• Iraqi Interim Authority (IIA) will have two main functions

- To devise the means by which the new Iraqi government will
come into being

- To have responsibility over those government functions (such
as ministries) that the Coalition Provisional Authority will turn
over on a case-by-case basis

•
b)(5)
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Mandate
________ 1111

• The 35-member Leadership Council will be charged
with:

- Establishing a Constitutional Convention

- Establishing a Judicial Commission in coordination with the
Coalition

- Issuing an interim Bill of Rights

- Conducting a census

- Organizing municipal, provincial, and national elections

- Assuming responsibility for any government function (I.e.
running of selected ministries) as identified by the Coalition
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(b)(2),(b)(6)
~IRD HVD's ALLOWED LAWYERS GITMO DETAINEE RELEASED

subject: GTMO BIRD: HVD's ALLOWED LAWYERS; GITMO DETAINEE RELEASED; CCR
FILES VISIT REQUEST FOR KHAN; LAWYERS DENIED ACCESS TO DETAINEES;
O'CONNOR COMMENTS ON TERROR TRIALS; DETAINEE ART; LCDR SWIFT & HAMDAN;
YEE SPEECH

>All
>
>Today's GTMO bird.
>
>'"""b7'1)(=l6-------,

>paralegal, Gysgt, USMC (Ret.)
>DeRartment of Defense
>office of the General counsel (Legal Counsel)
>1099 14th Street, NW (Franklin court)
>Suite 5000w
>washinClton. DC
>Comm: (b)(2),(b)(6)
>NIPR:
> . .
>CAUTION: Information contained in this message may be protected by the
attorney/client, attorney work product, deliberative process or other privileges. Do
not disseminate further without approval from the office of the 000 General Counsel.
>
>***********************************************************************
>***********************************************************************
>**********
u.s. to Allow Key Detainees to Request Lawyers
14 Terrorism suspects Given Legal Forms at Guantanamo By Josh White and Joby warrick
washin~ton Post staff writers Friday, september 28, 2007; AOI Fourteen "high-value"
terrorlsm suspects who were transferred to Guantanamo Bay, cuba
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Guantanamo+Bay?tid=informline> ,
from secret CIA
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/top;c/central+Intelligence+Agency?tid=inf
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ormline> prisons last year have been formally offered the right to request lawyers,
a move that could allow them to join other detainees in challenging their status as
enemy combatants in a U.S. appellate court.
The move, confirmed by Defense Department
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/U.S.+Department+of+Defense?tid~info
rmline> officials, will allow the suspects their first contact with anyone other
than their captors and representatives of the International committee of the Red
Cross
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/lnternational+Federation+of+Red+Cro
ss+and+Red+crescent+societies?tid~informline>since they were taken into custody.
The prisoners, who include Khalid sheikh Mohammed
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Khalid+shaikh+Mohammed?tid~informli
ne> , the alleged mastermind of the sept. 11, 2001, attacks, have not had access to
lawyers during their year at Guantanamo Bay or while they were held, for varying
lengths of time, at the secret CIA sites abroad. They were entitled to military
"persol)al representatives" to assist them during the administrative process that
determlned whether they are enemy combatants. .
U.S. officials have ar~ued in court papers against granting lawyers access to the
high-value detainees wlthout special security rules, fearing that attorney-client
conversations could reveal classified elements of the CIA'S secret detention program
and its controversial interrogation tactics. .
Defense officials gave the detainees "Legal Representation Request" forms during the
last week of August and the first week of september, and sources familiar with the
process said at least four detainees have requested attorneys.
The form, referring to the combatant Status Review Tribunal, allows the detainees to
say whether they "wish to have a civilian lawyer represent me and assist me with
filing a petition to challenge the CSRT determination that I am an Enemy combatant."
The Detainee Treatment Act, enacted in late 2005, gives Guantanamo Bay captives the
right to challen~e their enemy-combatant designations in the U.S. Court of Appeals
<http://www.washlngtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/u.S.+Court+of+Appeals?tid~informlin
e> for the District of Columbia circuit.
The form distributed to the high-value suspects also allows them to request that the
American Bar Association
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/American+Bar+Association?tid~inform
line> "find a lawyer who will represent.my best interests, without charge."
William H. Neukom, the association's president, criticized the use of the
organization's name on the form, telling government lawyers yesterday that his
organization does not want to "lend support and credibility to such an inadequate
review scheme."
A pentagon spokesman said this week that the detainees, like all others at .
Guantanamo, are provided information on how to request counsel.
"These counsel will be permitted to visit the detainee and engage in confidential
written communications with the detainee once the counsel has obtained the necessary
security clearance" and agrees to certain special court rules, said Navy Cmdr. J.D.
Gordon. One Pentagon official warned that those lawyers will have to under~o
especially thorough background checks before they are allowed to see the hlgh-value
captives. .
Defense and intelligence officials· said the decision to allow legal representation
does not represent a shift in policy.
"It was the intent and the plan all along that they would have a right to counsel,"
said a senior intelligence official, who insisted on anonymity because many details
of the detention program remain classified. The official said the concerns about
protecting sensitive government information apply equally to the 14 men and the
approximately 325 other detainees at Guantanamo Bay.
"The goal here is to have the trials open and public to the greatest extent
consistent with protecting classified information," the official said.
But lawyers and advocacy groups pressing for legal rights for the detainees contend
that there has been a change in tone since last fall, when Justice Department
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/U.S.+Department+of+Justice?tid~info
rmline> lawyers ar9,ued that the detainees might reveal details about their
captivity that may 'reasonably be expected to cause extremely grave damage" to
national security, according to an Oct. 26 court filing. .
One of the 14 special detainees, Majid Khan, 27, who went to high school in the
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Baltimore <http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Baltimore?tid=informline>
area, filled out his form on Sept. 5. He signed the document and added a short

handwritten note at the bottom of the page. That note and the fact that the U.S.
military .
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/U.S.+Armed+Forces7tid=informline>
had him sign the document have riled defense lawyers who have been attempting to
represent Khan for more than a year at the request of his family but who have been
denied access to him.
In the note, Khan said that he believes he already has an attorney at the center for
constitutional Rights but that he has never received any official correspondence
fr9m that lawyer. The lawyer, Gitanjali Gutierrez, sai9 yesterday th~t she has
wrltten Khan letters over the past year that clearly dld not reach hlm.
"please send me a lawyer or representative who can brief me with my options," Khan
wrote, according to a copy of the form provided to The washington Post
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/The+washi ngton+Post+Company7tid=inf
ormline> by the Center for constitutional Rights. "Also please, if you can send me
basic introduction criminal law books with all law terms, etc. Also I would like to
know what has media said about me and full copy of tribunal CSRT about me, which was
available on the Internet. (Thanks in advance)."
The government alleges that Khan took orders from Mohammed, and was asked to
research how to poison U.S. reservoirs and how to blow up U.S. gas stations.
Gutierrez said she thinks the effort to connect detainees with lawyers is the
Defense Department "trying to put some gloss on the idea that this review process is
legitimate and the high-value detainees are being given access to the courts."
"Now it's their opportunity to turn it from a gloss to a reality," Gutierrez said.
"But we'll see if they come throu~h.tt
staff researcher Julie Tate contrlbuted to this report.
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/09/27/AR2007092702458.html
7hpid=topnews .

************************************************************************************
************************************************************************************
********
Gitmo prisoner released
2 Denver lawyers work to free man held for si;x years

By Sue Lindsay, Rocky Mountain News
september 28, 2007

Two Denver lawyers have won the release of a man held prisoner at Guantanamo Bay for
•SlX years. .

"We are overjoyed for our client," attorney John Holland said. "we're relieved for
the resolution of this particular injustice, but the problem continues for many
other prisoners who are likewise held unjustly and denied all fundamental rights
known to the western world.
"There are many thousands of people who remain completely voiceless in secret
prisons. We don't even know their names."
Holland and his daughter, Anna cayton-Holland, represent the man, who is from the
African country of Mauritania, and three other Guantanamo prisoners. Hundreds of
other prisoners are represented by teams of volunteer lawyers from throughout the
U.S.
Mohamed Al Amin was 17 when he was arrested in Pakistan in 2002. He had been been
held since then at Guantanamo, without being charged.
Al Amin was returned to Mauritania on wednesday and was jailed, awaiting release
there, Holland said.
U.S. authorities determined that he was "eligible for release" earlier this year,
Ho11 and said, "but he is just now getti ng out." .
"Approximately 90 other people have been determined eligible for release but many
still have not been released," he said.
cayton-Holland said that Al Amin was studying the Quran in pakistan when he was
"sold into custody" by bounty hunters.
"Being a foreign citizen living in pakistan made him an easy mark," she said. "There
has never been any evidence put forward that he was a terrorist."
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Holland and cayton-Holland traveled to Mauritania in January to encourage newly
elected President sidi ould cheikh Abdellahi to lobby for Al Amin's release.
"I feel an overwhelming sense of relief," Holland said. "YOU stay up at night
thinking about people like this. You feel terrible because you're impotent - you
can 1 t get a heari ng. II

He said th~t Gu~ntanamo prisoners are detained for years without a hearing or
charges belng flled. .. .
http://www.rockymountainnews.com/drmn/local/article/O.1299,DRMN_15_5709320,00.html

************************************************************************************. .

*********************************************************************
FORMER GHOST DETAINEE AT GUANTANAMO TO RECEIVE LAWYERS CCR FILES VISIT REQUEST TO
SEE CLIENT MAJID KHAN IN EARLY OCTOBER synopsis On september 28, 2007, attorneys
with the Center for constitutional Rights (CCR) filed a visit request with the
Defense Department to see their client, Majid Khan, who was transferred one year ago
from secret CIA detention to Guantanamo. .
TWO attorneys from the Center received TOp Secret SCI clearance this week, higher
than many members of the military who conducted the detainees' combatant Status
Review Tribunals (CSRT'S), and expect to finally meet their client after a year of
fighting for access. The request was made for visits either the week of october 8 or
the week of November 5.
Sai d CCR attorney We11 S Di xon, "we are glad the gove rnment fi na11 y ag rees that Maj i d
is entitled to immediate access to his counsel, and we fully expect they will
approve our pending visit request and allow us access to him in Guantanamo within a
few weeks."
Majid Khan wrote by hand at the bottom of a form offering to have the American Bar
Association help him retain counsel, "I think I already have a lawyer at CCR, but I
never recei ved any offi ci all etters from my 1awyers (Gi tanj ali s. Guti errez) ... pl ease
send me a lawyer or representative who can brief me with my options. Also please, if
you can send me basic introduction criminal law books with all law terms, etc. Also
I would like to know what has media said about me and full copy of tribunal CSRT
about me, which was available on the Internet. (Thanks in advance)."
said shayana Kadidal, Managing Attorney of the Center for constitutional Rights
Guantanamo Global Justice Initiative, "what is disturbing about the form given to
the detainees is the way the government is trying to make a fundamentally flawed
process look legitimate by invoking the name of the American Bar Association. The
Detainee Treatment Act review is so limited it doesn't even come close to a
substitute for habeas corpus."
http://www.ccr-ny.org/v2/reports/report.asp?ObjID=tkqBlem3rU&Content=1121

************************************************************************************
**********************************************************************
Lawyers are Denied Access to Detainees
A Bad week at Guantanamo
By ANDY WORTHINGTON . .
one thing you learn when studying Guantanamo is that nothing can ever be taken for
granted, and the events of the last week have demonstrated, yet again, that this is
the case. In washington, last week District court Judge Ricardo urbina dismissed 16
lawsuits, challenging the indefinite imprisonment of at least 40 detainees in
Guantanamo. This has had the knock-on effect of denying lawyers access to their
clients. crowin~ smugly, Justice Department lawyer Andrew warden declared after the
decision, "In llght of this development, counsel access (both legal mail and
in-person visits) is no longer permitted."
That this is possible, 39 months after the supreme court ruled decisively, in Rasul
v. Bush, that the detainees had the right to challenge the basis of their detention,
and that habeas corpus was, as Justice John stephens so memorably described it, "a
writ antecedent to statute throwing its roots deep into the genius of our common
law," demonstrates, succinctly, how the Bush administration has, for the last six
years, shamed the "genius" of the American legal system by reducing it to a game of
legislative ping-pong.
Although lawyers for the detainees remain confident that the supreme Court will rule
in the detainees' favor (probably in spring 2008), this is a terrible setback for
the detainees in question. Imprisoned without charge or trial for over five and a
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half years, they have no other contact with the outside world apart from throu~h the
minimal ministrations of the International committee of the Red cross, and thelr
lawyers are often their only lifeline. This process is made that much harder when,
year after year, the lawyers are driven to admit to their clients that, despite
widespread opposition to the existence cif Guantanamo, their attempts to bring them
justice-- a day in court before a judge who can impartially weigh the evidence set
before him by the government-- are repeatedly obstructed by the administration.
In all likelihood, Judge urbina's ruling will not shut down the lawyer-client
relationship entirely. AS reported by the Associated Press, Andrew warden "outlined
a series of legal steps that would be required before the attorneys could resume
contact with the detainees." After jumping through hoops and being generally
belittled, more restrictive arrangements will be arranged with the lawyers, but they
may come too late for the Libyan detainee Abdul Rauf al-Qassim. Cleared by a
military administrative board after five years at Guantanamo, al-Qassim, a deserter
from the Libyan army, had spent a decade living in Afghanistan and Pakistan without
raising arms against anyone, and was kidnapped from a house in Lahore, pakistan, in
May 2002, after fleeing Afghanistan with his pregnant Afghan wife. .
Al-Qassim has spent most of this year fighting cynical attempts by the
administration to return him to the country of his birth, where he has legitimate
fears that he will be tortured. wells Dixon, one of his lawyers at the Center for
constitutional Rights, explained that he would "most likely not be able to complete
[the new] measures in time for a scheduled visit" with al-Qassim next month, which
he described as "crucial," because he was "in the midst of trying to prevent the
90vernment from transferring [him] back to Libya. In measured tones, he added, "This
1S just the latest example of the government's efforts to frustrate counsel access
to detainees." In a press release, another CCR attorney, shayana Kadidal, spelt out
al-Qassim's plight in stronger terms: "we need to remember that this is a man the
government has cleared for release-- as close to a statement of innocence as the
government will ever issue. Abdul Rauf should never have been taken to Guantanamo in
the first place, and the courts should not allow the government to 'disappear' him
into Libya in order to cover up its own mistake."
In a second, and far more shocking development, the Military commissions at
Guantanamo-- the widely derided show trials, which purport to provide justice, while
relying on secret evidence obtained through torture-- stumbled back to life on
Monday. condemned as illegal under US law and the Geneva conventions by the supreme
Court in June 2006, the commissions were reinstated in the Military commissions Act
(MCA) last fall, but were derailed again three months ago, when the military judges
appointed to preside over the cases of child soldier Ornar Khadr and salim Hamdan,
one of Osama bin Laden's chauffeurs, shut down the trials. They argued, correctly,
that the MCA had mandated them to try "illegal enemy combatants," whereas the system
that had made them eligible for trial-- the combatant Status Review Tribunals,
"administrative" hearings which also relied on secret evidence obtained through
unknown means-- had only declared them to be "enemy combatants."
After a farcical interlude, in which theadministrati~n declared petulantly that it
would appeal the judges' decisions, and was then pilloried when it transpired that
the appeals court in question had not yet been established, the Court of Military
Commissions Review convened a month ago in a borrowed courtroom near the White
House.
Announcing their verdict on Monday, the court's three military judges-- all
appointed by the Pentagon-- a9reed with Khadr's military judge, col. peter
Brownback, that Khadr's classlfication as an "enemy combatant" at his combatant
Status Review Tribunal in Guantanamo "failed to meet the requirements for
jurisdiction set forth in the Military commissions Act," but explained that
Brownback had "erred" in ruling that a Tribunal Review was required to determine
that Khadr was an "unlawful enemy combatant" as a pre-requisite for bringing charges
against him under the Military commissions Act. They added, moreover, that he had
"abused his discretion in decidin~ this critical jurisdictional matter without first
fully considering" the government s evidence.
The decision was immediately condemned by human rights activists. Jameel Jaffer, the
director of the American civil Liberties union's national security project,
declared, "This ruling may be a step forward for the military commissions but it's a
step backwards for the rule of law. while there are prisoners at Guantanamo who
should be tried for war crimes, they should be tried under rules that are fair and
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that will be perceived as fair. The current rules fail this test."
More importantly, the verdict was also condemned by Khadr's defense lawyers, led by
Lt. cmdr. william Kuebler, the principled military attorney, who, in the past few
months, has described the commissions as rigged, ridiculous, unjust, farcical, a
sham, and a lawless process. AS soon as Pentagon spokesman Bryan whitman announced
that Khadr's trial had been revived, and that it was the pentagon's intention "to
move out in an expeditious manner to get the military commission cases to trial,"
Kuebler responded by saying that Khadr's le9al team would appeal, asking a civilian
court in washington to block the trial. "ThlS court," Kuebler explained, referring
to the Court of Military Commissions Review, "had the chance to bring some degree of
legitimacy to an otherwise lawless process," adding, pointedly, "It failed to do
so." In a statement, he and Khadr's other lawyers-- Dennis Edney and Nathan·
whitling-- accused the military judge of "prohibited off-the-record coordination,"
and explained that the date set by the pentagon for Khadr's trial to begin-- october
11-- failed to allow them enough time to challenge the case. "It is the latest
evidence of the government's determination to rush forward with the flawed military
commission process at breakneck speed, disregarding whatever rights of the accused
that may get in the way;" Kuebler declared.
Expect more fireworks to follow from the latest in an increasingly 10n9 line of
government-appointed military lawyers to have turned on their masters ln the most
principled manner possible. Those in any doubt that Lt. Cmdr. Kuebler means what he
says should recall that in June he explained to a GQ reporter, "I think things have
been done to people that under any definition except this administration's very
narrow one would be torture."
Andy worthington (www.andyworthington.co.uk <http://www.andyworthington.co.uk/> ) is
a British historian, and the author of 'The Guantanamo Files: The stories of the 774
Detainees in America's Illegal prison'
<http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0745326641/counterpunchmaga> (to be
published by pluto Press in October 2007).
He can be reached at: andy@andyworthington.co.uk
http://www.counterpunch.org/worthington09272007.html

************************************************************************************
************************************************************************************
*******
Retired U.S. justice says terror cases will be a challenge for years 20 hours ago
OTTAWA - A long-serving justice of the U.S. supreme court said those still on the
highest American bench wlll have to deal with interrogation techniques and whether
they constitute torture. .
sandra Day o'connor, the first woman to sit on the American high court, told
students at the university of Ottawa that classifying interrogation techniques might
not be as clear-cut as many may think.
While she said civil liberties cannot be thrown out in pursuit of security, she
quoted one of her predecessors who observed that "the bill of rights is not a
sui ci de pact." . .
o'connor, who was appointed to the court by Republican president Ronald Reagan, said
she has no illusions about the dangers posed by terrorism.
"We can't grow complacent in our concern about threats to security."
Students asked which side - security or liberty - should be favoured and she said
there are no absolutes.
"It depends on the question," she said.
"It depends on the exigencies of the danger involved."
o'connor, who retired last year after a quarter-century on the high court, said
judges have wrestled with similar problems in the past.
she told the students of a time when a president of the united States in wartime
decided to use special military tribunals to try citizens accused of colluding with
the enemy.. .
However, she added, that president wasn't George W.
Bush and Guantanamo, it was Abraham Lincoln.
And in that case, the American supreme court ruled that military tribunals had no
jurisdiction as long as the civilian courts were open and functionin~.
o'Connor, 76, said the issues today are distinct from those facing Llncoln, but they
also have their similarities and she suggested the courts can look to history for
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guidance.
Dealing with terrorism will challenge lawyers and judges for years to come, O'Connor
said.
she told law students that terrorism is a major legal issue today and will continue
to be one as courts wrestle with the implications of laws aimed at suppressing
terrorists.
The key is striking a balance between protecting national security and preserving
civil liberties. .
"If I were a law student today, I would be totally fascinated by these very
fundamental issues," she said.
Courts in canada, the united states, Britain, Germany and Australia have all tackled
terror cases in recent years.
"In all these nations, people are engaged in discussions concerning these very
important issues," she said.
And despite the court rulings, that's not the end of it.
"We haven't heard the last of these issues."
Justice Marshall Rothstein of the supreme court of canada, who also spoke to the
~roup, said these judgments depend on the facts in individual cases.
It'S a balancing exercise," he said.

http://canadianpress.google.com/article/ALeqM5gD5c9pw670-HtII99Cbzxakqp5Cg

************************************************************************************
************************************************************************************
*'1,*****
New exhibit from artist Margot Herster seeks to put faces to the detainees at
Guantanamo Bay.
by leah bartos
Sentinel correspondent
From the cloaked silhouettes of Abu Ghraib prisoners to the smoke plumin~ from the
Twin Towers, the most infamous images of the so-called War on Terror deplct nothing
short of human ugliness stemming from all sides of the frontlines.
But photographer Margot Herster has taken a different view.
In her quest to restore the personalities of a handful Guantanamo Bay prisoners,
Herster compiled images of 11 detainees and their families for a new installation
titled, "Guantanamo: Pictures from Home," now exhibiting at the Porter Sesnon
Gallery on the campus ofuC Santa Cruz.
Featuring more than 100 photo~raphs, video vi~nettes and audio installations, the
exhibit offers an alternatevlew of the Guantanamo detainees, who have gone
essentially nameless to the American public at large.
"Everything that we see about the war on Terror has a characteristic of evoking fear
and mistrust. This is a project about building trust and building relationships, .
instead of breaking down relationships," Herster said.
Herster's project was first inspired by her husband's stories about the detainees he
represented while doing pro bono work for the Allen & overy law firm in New York.
From his anecdotes and personal details about the detainees, such as one man whose
legs were too short to touch the ground, Herster began to imagine the lives of these
individuals, even though she herself would not be permitted to meet them.
After connecting with several other attorneys representing the detainees, Herster
began collecting copies of the detainees' passport photos, as well as snapshots of
their families that the lawyers had taken when visiting the detainees' home
countries of Yemen, Afghanistan, saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and Bahrain. The attorneys
then brought the photos back to the detainees, many of whom had become rather
skeptical of the entire U.s. legal process. The family photos, Herster explained,
played a key role in establishing a trustin~ relationship between lawyer and client.
commenting on the family photos, Herster sald, "what struck me was the warmth in
them; they were so welcoming and comfortable in the families' living rooms. Given
the anxiety and fear and all the things we associate with the people at Guantanamo,
it's such a stark contrast to flip through these photos"
There are about 340 people currently detained at Guantanamo on suspected terrorism
char~es or links to al Qaeda and the Taliban. And while attorneys are working to
attaln writs of habeas corpus, which would allow them to challenge their detainment
in a federal court, Herster is also working to bring faces to these numbers.
"YOU can start to see a personality developing, even though we don't really know
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anything about these people," Herster said of the stories that emerge in the
installation.
In addition to the photographs for "pictures from Home," Herster also collaborated
with video artist and photo~rapher Carolyn Mara Borlenghi to produce a short video
called "The Lawyers," in WhlCh the attorneys recount their experiences representing
the Guantanamo detainees, as well as a sound installation called Interview Cell
Recordings.
Though an accomplished photographer herself, Herster did not take any of the photos
or shoot any of the video footage in the "pictures from Home" installation. Herster
believes that the art lies in the relationship between the photographer and the
subject. In this case, the relationship she highlights is between families and
detainees, as well as the attorneys who are working to bring them back together. The
p,ower of these images, she says, comes from the context in which they were produced.
'It's really interesting how amateur photography has become so prominent in this
time, in this conflict. Some of the most powerful ima~es of the war have been from
people who are bystanders or participants in the war 1n some way," Herster said.
while the family photographs were originally produced to build a relationship
between the attorneys and the detainees, Herster believes that in a new context, the
photo~raphs offer great insights into the lives of these otherwise faceless
indivlduals. .
"I think that's all art can do, is give people a vehicle for connecting with one
another"
http://www.santacruzsentinel.com/archive/2007/september/28/style/stories/03style.htm

************************************************************************************
************************************************************************************
*******************************************************************************

Above All, an Advocate for Justice

visiting Associate Professor Charles swift successfully represented salim Hamdan, a
Guantanamo Bay detainee, before the U.S. supreme court. He joined the school of Law
faculty this semester.

In December 2003, Lt. commander charles swift, a Navy lawyer, was appointed to
represent salim Ahmed Hamdan, a Guantanamo Bay detainee and Osama bin Laden's former
driver. Hamdan was to be tried before a military tribunal on the charges of
conspiracy and providing material support for terrorism.

Hamdan didn't want to plead guilty, so swift decided to challenge the system of
military tribunals itself by suing the man who had created it: his boss, President
Bush. .

"Filing a lawsuit against the president wasn't our idea of courage," said swift, who
is now on the faculty at the school of Law. "Real courage was to face the idea that
we could be embarrassed and we could fail and do it anyway."

The controversial case, Hamdan v. Rumsfeld, proceeded all the way to the u.s.
supreme Court. Hamdan, a Yemeni man, denied a role in the 9/11 attacks and protested
the injustice of the Bush administration's military commissions.

It was the second time swift had appeared in federal court, and only the first time
for his partner, Neal Katyal.

"It was hard to find anyone who believed for a moment that we would be successful,"
swift said.

swift and Katyal won the case for Hamdan, with the supreme Court ruling that
military commissions violated the Geneva Conventions and the uniform code of
Military Justice.

•

Two weeks
pentagon,

after the decision, however, swift was passed over for promotion at the
leading to his retirement from the military. Many speculated that this
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surprise had something to do with Swift's controversial stance defending a man
accused of aiding terrorism.

swift, who was named one of the National Law Journal's "100 Most Influential Lawyers
in America" in 2006, was appointed to the law school's faculty in July.

David F. partlett, the dean of the law school, said swift's supposed controversial
stance does not detract from, but rather adds to swift's strength of character.

"I think it's a great thing for Emory law school to have someone who believes so
thoroughly in the way law should work in America," Partlett said. "He's an excellent
lawyer and he believes that everyone should have the protection of law - and good
lawyers everywhere want that."

shaina stahl, a third-year law student, also said swift's presence will only add to
the university's prestige.

"I think that it's ~ood to have more and more controversial people - it sparks
discussion and that s what we're here to do in an academic environment," Stahl said.

visiting Associate Professor charles swift was born in Franklin, N.C., and graduated
from the u.s. Naval Academy in 1984 before attending Seattle university Law School.
After graduating cum laude, swift joined the Judge Advocate General's corps so he
could practice law while remaining a uniformed officer of the u.s. Navy.

Named Junior officer of the Year in 1997 at Naval Legal service Northwest, Swift
went on to represent more than 150 service members in military justice proceedings.

"The greatest reward you will ever receive in your life is from public service,"
swift said. "The amazing thing about life is that it is impossible to know, when
that opportunity is presented, whether you will or won't [seize it]."

swift, a history major at the Naval AcademY,expressed admiration for President John
Adams, who after· the Boston Massacre represented the British soldiers in court, to
the detriment of his reputation.

"I think that [America's] greatest strength is that we are first and foremost a
nation of laws," swift said, praising the United States' system, in which someone
like Hamdan can triumph over the president in court.

NOW the actin~ director of the International Humanitarian Law clinic, an offshoot of
the work of SlX Emory law students who also worked with Guantanamo Bay detainees,
swift emphasized the idea that students should get involved in humanitarian efforts.

"YOU are recei vi ng at Emo ryan inc redi b1e gi ft ... and that is the abil i ty to make a
difference," swift said. "If students come to this school and say, 'I believe in
what I beli~ve in, I under~tand ~hat I.could fail, bu~ I'm goi~g to do it anyway,'
they are gOlng to make an 1ncred1ble d1fference 1n th1S world.

Partlett also spoke of the importance of having swift on campus as an emblem of
humanitarian law and the great benefits both faculty and students will reap from his
presence at Emory.

"we're all delighted," partlett said. "He's a wonderful colleague, he's very
outgoing, his experience is vast, and it's great for him to be here."

http://www.emorywheel.com/detail.php?n=24344

************************************************************************************
************************************************************************************
******************************************************************************
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At Guantanamo, a chaplain's story
By Michael Moreno,

Captain James Yee saw ~ua rds tea r pages from the Qu ran, i nte r rogato rs yell, "The
devil is ¥our God now,and female guards forcibly give lap dances and touch
detainees genitalia.

But despite his efforts to educate soldiers and improve treatment of detainees, the
former Guantanamo Bay chaplain was labeled a spy.

Yee, who became a prisoner himself after he voiced concern over what he felt to be
inappropriate treatment of detainees, spoke at Binghamton university Tuesday night
about his experiences and the importance of protecting civil rights.

Vee received his appointment at the detention camp after educating soldiers on Islam
following the sept. 11 terrorist attacks.

During his tenure there Vee counseled Muslim detainees.

"They used Islam against the prisoners to break them," said vee, who fought for
policy changes, including the provision of a small cloth hammock for prisoners to
keep their Quran - which was regularly desecrated during cell searches.

unfortunately for vee, this same service is what would lead to him being labeled as
a spy, arrested and thrown into a maximum security prison for over two months.

"I want the audience to leave here tonight with an awareness of the seriousness and
issues surrounding Guantanamo Bay, cuba," said Yee prior to taking the stage.

His speech touched on many of the interrogation methods he witnessed during his time
there, including the mistreatment of the Quran by prison guards and interrogations
involving the use of satanic imagery, and the use of female guards in such sexual
acts as lap dances and the touchlng of genitalia.

"some detainees were brought into a small room with a satanic circle drawn on the
ground," said Vee. "They were forced to kneel in the circle, much like in prayer,
while the interrogator yelled, 'The devil is your God now, not Allah!'"

Vee, who spent much of his time attempting to defend the rights of the 600-plus
Muslims detained at United States Naval base in southeast cuba, found himself the
target of the same treatment when he was arrested by FBI agents at a Florida airport
in September of 2003.

Vee was returning from "Gitmo" for a short reprieve to see his family when he was
named an enemy combatant and sent to the consolidated Naval Brig, in Charleston,
s.c. There, he was kept for 76 days and treated with sensory deprivation techniques.

upon his release, he was tried for the mishandling of classified documents, but no
evidence was found against him and all charges were dropped. Vee believes to this
day that he was singled out not just for belng a Muslim, but also because of his
chinese heritage. .

He sti 11 remembe rs the wo rds of a fell ow sol di e r at Gi tmo: "Who the hell does th is
chinese Taliban think he is, telling us how to treat our prisoners?"

Captain vee, since honorably discharged from service, now travels across the country
giving speeches on his ordeal and the the conditions at Guantanamo Bay.

"Our county's leadership needs to change," said Vee. "The current leadership is
bringing us down the wrong p,ath. These post-gill counter~terrorismpolicies have
eroded our civil liberties.'

Yee hopes that his speeches will help "inspire students to protect their freedoms."
Page 11
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"YOU, as our future leaders, must put this country back on the right track," he
said. "We need to become a beacon of human rights to the world again."
http://www.bupipedream.com/pipeline_web/display_article.php?id=S70S
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The Black sites

A rare look inside the C.I.A.'s secret interrogation program.

by Jane Mayer

In the war on terror, one hi stori an says, the c. 1. A. "di dn' t just bri ng back the old
psychological techniques-they perfected them."

In March, Mariane pearl, the widow of the murdered wall Street Journal reporter
Daniel pearl, received a phone call from Alberto Gonzales, the Attorney General. At
the time, Gonzales's role in the controversial dismissal of eight united States
Attorneys had just been exposed, and the story was becoming a scandal in washington.
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Gonzales informed Pearl that the Justice Department was about to announce some good
news: a terrorist in U.s. custody-Khalid sheikh Mohammed, the Al Qaeda leader who
was the primary architect of the september 11th attacks-had confessed to killing her
husband. (pearl was abducted and beheaded five and a half years ago in pakistan, by
unidentified Islamic militants.) The Administration planned to release a transcript
in which Mohammed boasted, "I decapitated with my blessed right hand the head of the
American Jew Daniel pearl in the city of Karachi, pakistan. For those who would like
to confirm, there are pictures of me on the Internet holding his head."

pearl was taken aback. In 2003, she had received a call from Condoleezza Rice, who
was then President Bush's national-security adviser, informing her of the same news.
But Rice's revelation had been secret. Gonzales's announcement seemed like a
publicity stunt. Pearl asked him if he had proof that Mohammed's confession was
truthful; Gonzales claimed to have corroborating evidence but wouldn't share it.
"It'S not enou~h for officials to call me and say they believe it," Pearl said. "You
need evidence.' (Gonzales did not respond to requests for comment.)

The circumstances surrounding the confession of Mohammed, whom law-enforcement
officials refer to as K.S.M., were perplexing. He had no lawyer. After his capture
in pakistan, in March of 2003, the central Intelligence Agency had detained him in
undisclosed locations for more than two years; last fall, he was transferred to
military custody in Guantanamo Bay, cuba. There were no named witnesses to his
initial confession, and no solid information about what form of interro~ation might
have prodded him to talk, although reports had been published, in the Tlmes and
elsewhere, suggesting that C.I.A. officers had tortured him. At a hearing held at
Guantanamo, Mohammed said that his testimony was freely given, but he also indicated
that he had been abused by the c. I. A. (The penta~on had c1as si fi ed as "top sec ret" a
statement he had written detailing the alleged mlstreatment.) And although Mohammed
said that there were photographs confirming his guilt, u.s. authorities had found
none. Instead, they had a copy of the video that had been released on the Internet,
which showed the killer's arms but offer€d no other clues to his identity.

Further confusing matters, a Pakistani named Ahmed Omar saeed Sheikh had already
been convicted of the abduction and murder, in 2002. A British-educated terrorist
who had a history of staging kidnappings, he had been sentenced to death in Pakistan
for the crime. But the Pakistani government, not known for its leniency, had stayed
his execution. Indeed, hearin9s on the matter had been delayed a remarkable number
~f tim~s-at least.thirty~posslbly because of his r~ported ties to ~he ~akistani
lntelllgence serVlce, whlch may have helped free hlm after he was lmprlsoned for
terrorist activities in India. Mohammed's confession would delay the execution
further, since, under Pakistani law, any new evidence is grounds for appeal.

A surprising number of people close to the case are dubious of Mohammed's
confession. A longtime friend of pearl's, the former Journal reporter Asra Nomani,
said; "The release of the confession came right in the midst of the u.s. Attorney
scandal. There was a drumbeat for Gonzales's resignation. It seemed like a
calculated strategy to change the subject. Why now? They'd had the confession for
years." Mariane and Daniel Pearl were staying in Nomani's Karachi house at the time
of his murder, and Nomani has followed the case meticulously; this fall, she plans
to teach a course on the topic at Georgetown university. she said, "r don't think
this confession resolves the case. You can't have justice from one person's
confession, especially under such unusual circumstances. To me, it's not
convi nci ng . " . she added, " I call ed all the i nvesti gato rs. They we ren 't just
skeptical-they didn't believe it."

special Agent Randall Bennett, the head of security for the U.s. consulate in
Karachi when pearl was killed~and whose lead role investigatin9 the murder was
featured in the recent film "A Mighty Heart"-said that he has lnterviewed all the
convicted accomplices who are now in custody in pakistan, and that none of them
named Mohammed as playing a role. "K.S.M.'s name never came up," he said. Robert
Baer, a former C.I.A. officer, said, "My old colleagues say with
one-hundred-per-cent certainty that it was not K.S.M. who killed Pearl." A
government official involved in the case said, "The fear is that K.S.M. is covering
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up for others, and that these people will be released." And Judea pearl, Daniel's·
father, said, "something is fishy. There are a lot of unanswered questions. K.S.M.
can say he killed Jesus-he has nothing to lose."

Mariane pearl, who is relying on the Bush Administration to bring justice in her
husband's case, spoke carefully about the investigation. "YOU need a procedure that
will get the truth," she said. "An intelligence agency is not supposed to be above
the law."

Mohammed's interrogation was part of a secret C.I.A. program, initiated after
September 11th, in which terrorist suspects such as Mohammed were detained in "black
sites"-secret prisons outside the united states-and subjected to unusually harsh
treatment. The program was effectively suspended last fall, when president Bush
announced that he was emptying the C.I.A.'s prisons and transferring the detainees
to military custody in Guantanamo. This move followed a supreme court ruling, Hamdan
v. Rumsfeld, which found that all detainees-including those held by the C.I.A.-had
to be treated in a manner consistent with the Geneva conventions. These treaties,
adopted in 1949, bar cruel treatment, degradation, and torture. In late July, the
White House issued an executive order promising that the C.I.A. would adjust its
methods in order to meet the Geneva standards. At the same time, Bush's order
pointedly did not disavow the use of "enhanced interrogation techniques" that would
likely be found illegal if used by officials inside the united States. The executive
order means that the agency can once again hold foreign terror suspects '
indefinitely, and without char~es, in black sites, without notifying their families
or local authorities, or offerlng access to legal counsel.

The C.I.A.'S director, General Michael Hayden, has said that the program, which is
designed to extract intelligence from suspects quickly, is an "irreplaceable" tool
for combatting terrorism. And president Bush has said that "this program has ~iven
us information that has saved innocent lives, by helping us stop new attacks .. He
claims that it has contributed to the disruption of at least ten serious Al Qaeda
plots since september 11th, three of them inside the united States.

According to the Bush Administration, Mohammed divulged information of tremendous
value during his detention. He is said to have helped point the way to the capture
of Hambali, the Indonesian terrorist responsible for the 2002 bombings of night
clubs in Bali. He also provided information on an Al Qaeda leader in England.
Michael Sheehan, a former counterterrorism official at the State Department, said,
"K.S.M. is the poster boy for using tough but legal tactics. He's the reason these
techniques exist. You can save lives with the kind of information he could give up."
Yet Mohammed's confessions may also have muddled some key investigations. perhaps
under duress, he claimed involvement in thirty-one criminal plots-an improbable
number, even for a high-level terrorist. critics say that Mohammed's case
illustrates the cost of the C.I.A. 's desire for swift intelligence. colonel Dwight
sul1iv~n, the top defense lawyer at the pentagon's offi~e of Military.commi~sions,
wh1ch 1S expected eventually to try Mohammed for war crlmes, called hlS serlal
confessions "a textbook example of why we shouldn't allow coercive methods."

The Bush Administration has gone to great lengths to keep secret the treatment of
the hundred or so "high-value detainees" whom the C.I.A. has confined, at one point
or another, since september 11th. The program has been extraordinarily
"compartmentalized," in the nomenclature of the intelligence world. By design, there
has been virtually no access for outsiders to the C.I.A.'s prisoners. The utter
isolation of these detainees has been described as essential to America's national
security. The Justice Department argued this point explicitly last November, in the
case of a Baltimore-area resident named Majid Khan, who was held for more than three
years by the C.I.A. Khan, the government said, had to be prohibited from access to a
lawyer specifically because he might describe the "alternative interrogation
methods" that the agency had used when questioning him. These methods amounted toa
state secret, the government argued, and disclosure of them could "reasonably be
expected to cause extremely grave damage." (The case has not yet been decided.)

Given this level of secrecy, the public and all but a few members of congress who
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have been sworn to silence have had to take on faith President Bush's assurances
that the C.I.A. 's internment program has been humane and legal, and has yielded
crucial intelligence. Representative Alcee Hastings, a Democratic member of the
House select committee on Intelligence, said, "we talk to the authorities about
these detainees, but, of course, they're not going to come out and tell us that they
beat the living daylights out of someone." He recalled learning in 2003 that
Mohammed had been captured. "It was good news," he said. "So I tried to find out:
where is this guy? And how is he being treated?" For more than three years, Hastings
said, "I could never pinpoint anything." Finally, he received some classified
briefin~s on the Mohammed interrogation. Hastings said that he "can't go into
details about what he found out, but, speaking of Mohammed's treatment, he said
that even if it wasn't torture, as the Administration claims, "it ain't right,
either. something went wrong."

since the drafting of the Geneva conventions, the International committee of the Red
Cross has played a special role in safe~uarding the rights of prisoners of war. For
decades, governments have allowed officlals from the organization to report on the
treatment of detainees, to insure that standards set by international treaties are
being maintained. The Red Cross, however, was unable to get access to the C.I.A.'s
prisoners for five years. Finally, last year, Red Cross officials were allowed to
interview fifteen detainees, after they had been transferred to Guantanamo. One of
the prisoners was Khalid sheikh Mohammed. what the Red Cross learned has been kept
from the public. The committee believes that its continued access to prisoners
worldwide is contingent upon confidentiality, and therefore it addresses violations
privately with the authorities directly responsible for prisoner treatment and
detention. For this reason, simon schorno, a Red Cross spokesman in washington,
said, "The I.C.R.C. does not comment on its findings publicly. Its work is
confidential."

The public-affairs office at the C.I.A. and officials at the congressional
intelligence-oversight committees would not even acknowledge the existence of the
report. Among the few people who are believed to have seen it are condoleezza Rice,
now the secretary of state; Stephen Hadley, the national-security adviser; John
Bellin~er III, the secretary of state's legal adviser; Hayden; and John Rizzo, the
agency s acting general counsel. Some members of the Senate and House
intelligence-oversight committees are also believed to have had limited access to
the report.

confidentiality may be particularly stringent in this case. congressional and other
washin~ton sources familiar with the report said that it harshly criticized the
C.I.A. s practices. One of the sources said that the Red Cross described the
agency's detention and interrogation methods as tantamount to torture, and declared
that American officials responsible for the abusive treatment could have committed
serious crimes. The source said the report warned that these officials may have
committed "grave breaches" of the Geneva Conventions, and may have violated the u.s.
Torture Act, which congress passed in 1994. The conclusions of the Red Cross, which
is known for its credibility and caution, could have potentially devastating legal
ramifications.

concern about the legality of the C.I.A. 's program reached a previously unreported
breaking point last week when Senator Ron wyden, a Democrat on the intelligence
committee, quietly put a "hold" on the confirmation of John Rizzo, who as acting
general counsel was deeply involved in establishing the agency's interrogation and
detention policies. wyden's maneuver essentially stops the nomination from going
forward. "I question if there's been adequate legal oversight," wyden told me. He
said that after studying a classified addendum to president Bush's new executive
order, which specifies permissible treatment of detainees, "r am not convinced that
all of these techniques are either effective or legal. I don't want to see
well-intentioned C.I.A. officers breaking the law because of shaky legal guidance."

. .

A former C.I.A. officer, who supports the agency's detention and interrogation
policies, said he worried that, if the full story of the C.I.A. program ever
surfaced, agency personnel could face criminal prosecution. Within the agency, he
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said, there is a "high level of anxiety about political retribution" for the
interrogation program. If congressional hearings begin, he said, "several guys .
expect to be thrown under the bus." He noted that a number of C.I.A. officers have
taken out professional liability insurance, to help with potential legal fees.

Paul Gimigliano, a spokesman for the C.I.A., denied any legal impropriety, stressing
that "the a~ency's terrorist-detention program has been implemented lawfully. And
torture is lllegal under u.s. law. The people who have been part of this important
effort are well-trained, seasoned professionals." This spring, the Associated Press
published an article quoting the chairman of the House intelligence committee,
silvestre Reyes, who said that Hayden, the C.I.A. director, "vehemently denied" the
Red Cross's conclusions. A U.S. official dismissed the Red Cross report as a mere
compilation of allegations made by terrorists. And Robert Grenier, a former head of
the C.I.A.'S counterterrorism Center, said that "the C.I.A.'S interrogations were
nothing like Abu Ghraib or Guantanamo. They were very, very regimented. very
meticulous." He said, "The program is very careful. It'S completely legal."

Accurately or not, Bush Administration officials have described the prisoner abuses
at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo as the unauthorized actions of ill-trained personnel,
eleven of whom have been convicted of crimes. By contrast, the treatment of
high-value detainees has been directly, and repeatedly, approved by President Bush.
The program is monitored closely by C.I.A. lawyers, and supervised by the agency's
director and his subordinates at the counterterrorism Center. while Mohammed was
being held by the agency, detailed dossiers on the treatment of detainees were
regularly available to the former C.I.A. director George Tenet, according to
informed sources inside and outside the agency. Through a spokesperson, Tenet denied
making day-to-day decisions about the treatment of individual detainees. But,
according to a former agency official, "Every single plan is drawn up by .
interrogators, and then submitted for approval to the highest possible level-meaning
the director of the C.I.A. Any change in the plan-even if an extra day of a certain
treatment was added-was signed off by the C.I.A. director."

On september 17, 2001, President Bush si~ned a secret Presidential finding
authorizing the C.I.A. to create paramilltary teams to hunt, capture, detain, or
kill designated terrorists almost anywhere in the world. Yet the C.I.A. had
virtually no trained interrogators. A former C.I.A. officer involved in fighting
terrorism said that, at·first, the agency was crippled· by its lack of expertise. "It
began ri ght away ,i n Afghani stan, on' the fl y," he recall ed. "They invented the
program of interrogation with people who had no understanding of Al Qaeda or the
Arab world." The former officer said that the pressure from the white House, in
particular from vice-president Dick cheney, was intense: "They were pushing us: 'Get
information! DO not let us get hit again! ' ., In the scramble, he said, he searched
the C.I.A. 's archives, to see what interrogation techniques had worked in the past.
He was particularly impressed with the Phoenix pro~ram, from the vietnam War.
Critics, including military historians, have descrlbed it as a program of
state-sanctioned torture and murder. A pentagon-contract study found that, between
1970 and 1971, ninety-seven per cent of the vietcong targeted by the Phoenix Program
were of negligible importance. But, after september 11th, some C.I.A. officials
viewed the program as a useful model; A. B. Krongard, who was the executive director
of the C.I.A. from 2001 to 2004, said that the agency turned to "everyone we could,
including our friends in Arab cultures," for interrogation advice, among them those
in.E~y~t, Jordan, and ?audi Arabia, all of which the State Department regularly
crltlclzes for human-rlghts abuses.

The C.I.A. knew even less about running prisons than it did about hostile
interrogations. Tyler Drumheller, a former chief of European operations at the
C.I.A., and the author of a recent book, "on the Brink: How the white House
compromised u.s. Intelligence," said, "The agency had no experience in detention.
Never. But they insisted on arresting and detaining people in this program. It was a
mistake, in my opinion. You can't mix intelligence and police work. But the white
House was really pushing. They wanted someone to do it. So the C.I.A. said, 'We'll
try.' George Tenet came out of politics, not intelligence. His whole modus operandi
was to please the principal. We got stuck with all sorts of things. This is really
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the legacy of a director who never said no to anybody."

Many officials inside the C.I.A. had mis~ivings. "A lot of us knew this would be a
can of worms," the former officer said. We warned them, It's going to become an
atrocious mess." The problem from the start, he said, was that no one had thought
through what he called "the disposal plan." He continued, "What are you going to do
with these people? The utility of someone like K.S.M. is, at most, six months to a
year. You exhaust them. Then what? It would have been better if we had executed
them."

The C.I.A. program's first important detainee was Abu zubaydah, a top Al Qaeda
operative, who was captured by Pakistani forces in March of 2002. Lacking in-house
specialists on interrogation, the agency hired a 9roup of outside contractors, who
implemented a regime of techniques that one well-lnformed former adviser to the
American intelligence community described as "a 'Clockwork orange' kind of
approach." The experts were retired military psychologists, and their backgrounds
were in training special Forces soldiers how to survive torture, should they ever be
captured by enemy states. The program, known as SERE-ari acronym for survival,
Evasion, Resistance, and Escape-was created at the end of the Korean War. It
subjected trainees to simulated torture, including waterboarding (simulated
drowning), sleep deprivation, isolation, exposure to temperature extremes, enclosure
in tiny spaces, bombardment with agonizing sounds, and religious and sexual
humiliation. The SERE program was designed strictly for defense against torture
regimes, but the C.I.A. 's new team used its expertise to help interrogators inflict
abuse. "They were very arrogant, and pro-torture," a European official knowledgeable
about the program said. "They sought to render the detainees vulnerable-to break
down all of their senses. It takes a psychologist trained in this to understand
these ruptu ri ng expe ri ences. "

The use of psychologists was also considered a way for C.I.A. officials to skirt
measures such as the convention Against Torture. The former adviser to the
intelligence community said, "Clearly, some senior people felt they needed a theory
to justlfy what they were doing. You can't just say, 'we want to do what Egypt's
doing.' When the lawyers asked what their basis was, they could say, 'we have ph.D.S
who have the se thea ri es.' " He said that, ins i de the c. I. A., whe re a numbe r of
scientists work, there was strong internal opposition to the new techniques.
"Behavi 0 ra1 sci enti Sts said, ' Don't eventh ink about thi s !' They thought offi ce rs
could be prosecuted."

· ..

Nevertheless, the SERE experts' theories were apparently put into practice with
zubaydah's interrogation. zubaydah told the Red Cross that he was not only
waterboarded, as has been previously reported; he was also kept for a prolonged
period in a cage, known asa "dog box," which was so small that he could not stand.
According to an eyewitness, one psychologist advising on the treatment of zubaydah,
James Mitchell , argued that he needed to be reduced to a state of "learned
helplessness." (Mitchell disputes this characterization.)

Steve Kleinman, a reserve Air Force colonel and an experienced interrogator who has
known Mitchell p,rofessionally for years, said that "learned helplessness was his
who1e pa radi gm. ' Mitchell, he said, "d raws a di ag ram showi ng what he says is the
whole cycle. It starts with isolation. Then they eliminate the prisoners' ability to
forecast the future-when their next meal is, when they can go to the bathroom. It
creates dread and dependency. It was the K.G.B. model. But the K.G.B. used it to get
people who had turned against the state to confess falsely. The K.G.B. wasn't after
intelligence."

AS the C.I.A. captured and interrogated other Al Qaeda figures, it established a
protocol of psychological coercion. The program tied together many strands of the
agency's secret history of cold War-era experiments in behavioral science. (In June,
the C.I.A. declassified long-held secret documents known as the Family Jewels, which
shed light on C.I.A. drug experiments on rats and monkeys, and on the infamous case
of Frank R. Olson, an agency employee who leaped to his death from a hotel window in
1953, nine days after he was unwittingly drugged with LSD.) The C.I.A.'S most useful
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research focussed on the surprisingly powerful effects of psychological .
manipulations, such as extreme sensory deprivation. According to Alfred MCCOY, a
history professor at the university of wisconsin, in Madison, who has written a
history of the C.I.A.'s experiments in coercing subjects, the a~ency learned that
"if subjects are confined without light, odors, sound, or any flxed references of
time and place, very deep breakdowns can be provoked."

Agency scientists found that in just a few hours some subjects suspended in water
tanks-or confined in isolated rooms wearing blacked-out goggles and .
earmuffs-regressed to semi-psychotic states. Moreover, Mccoy said, detainees become
so desperate for human interaction that "they bond with the interrogator like a
father, or like a drowning man having a lifesaver thrown at him. If you deprive
eeople of all their senses, they'll turn to you like their daddy." Mccoy added that
'after the cold War we put away those tools. There was bipartisan reform. we backed
away from those dark days. Then, under the pressure of the war on terror, they
didn't just bring back the old psychological techniques-they perfected them."

The C. 1. A. 's i nterrogati on pro~ram is remarkabl e for its mechani sti c aura. "It'S one
of the most sophisticated, reflned programs of torture ever," an outside expert
familiar with the protocol said. "At every stage, there was a rigid attention to
detail. Procedure was adhered to almost to the letter. There was top-down quality
control, and such a set routine that you get to the point where you know what each
detainee is going to say, because you ve heard it before. It was almost automated.
people were utterly dehumanized. people fell apart. It was the intentional and
systematic infliction of great suffering masquerading as a legal process. It is just
chi 11 i ng . "

The u.s. government first began tracking Khalid sheikh Mohammed in 1993, shortly
after his nephew Ramzi Yousef blew a gaping hole in the world Trade Center.
Mohammed, officials learned, had transferred money to Yousef. Mohammed, born in
either 1964 or 1965, was raised in a religious sunniMuslim family in Kuwait, where
his family had migrated from the Baluchistan region of Pakistan. In the
mid-eighties, he was trained as a mechanical engineer in the u.S., attending two
colleges in North Carolina. -

As a teen-ager, Mohammed had been drawn to militant, and increasingly violent,
Muslim causes. He joined the Muslim Brotherhood at the age of sixteen, and, after
his graduation from North carolina Agricultural and Technical State university, in
Greensboro-where he was remembered as a class clown, but religious enough to forgo
meat when eating at Burger King-he si~ned on with the anti-soviet jihad in
Afghanistan, receiving military trainlng and establishing ties with Islamist
terrorists. By all accounts, his animus toward the u.s. was rooted in a hatred of
Israel.

In 1994, Mohammed, who was impressed by Yousef's notoriety after the first world
Trade Center bombing, joined him in scheming to blow up twelve u.s. jumbo jets over
two da¥s. The so-called Bojinka plot was disrupted in 1995, when philippine police
broke lnto an apartment that Yousef and other terrorists were sharing in Manila,
which was filled with bomb-making materials. At the time of the raid, Mohammed was
working in Doha, Qatar, at a government job. The following year, he narrowly escaped
capture by F.B.I. officers and slipped into the global jihadist network, where he
eventually joined forces with Osama bin Laden, in Afghanistan. Along the way, he
married and had children.

Many journalistic accounts have presented Mohammed as a charismatic, swashbuckling
figure: in the philippines, he was said to have flown a helicopter close enough to a
girlfriend's office window so that she could see him; in pakistan, he supposedly
posed as an anonymous bystander and gave interviews to news reporters about his
nephew's arrest. Neither story is true. But Mohammed did seem to enjoy taunting
authorities after the September 11th attacks, which, in his eventual confession, he
claimed to have orchestrated "from A to Z." In April, 2002, Mohammed arranged to be
interviewed on Al Jazeera by' its London bureau chief, Yosri Fouda, and took personal
credi t fa r the at rod ties. 'I am the head of the A1 Qaeda mi 1i ta ry commi ttee," he

page 8



GTMO AMNESTY/CCR 21

GTMO BIRD The Black sites txt Detainees Rather Stay at Gitmo
said. "And yes, we did it." Fouda, who conducted the interview at an Al Qaeda safe
house in Karachi, said that he was astounded not only by Mohammed's boasting but
also by his seeming imperviousness to the danger of being caught. Mohammed permitted
Al Jazeera to reveal that he was hiding out in the Karachi area. when Fouda left the
apartment, Mohammed, apparently unarmed, walked him downstairs and out into the
street.

In the early months of 2003, u.s. authorities reportedly paid a .
twenty-five-million-dollar reward for information that led to Mohammed's arrest.
U.S. officials closed in on him, at 4 A.M. on March 1st, waking him up in a borrowed
apartment in Rawalpindi, Pakistan. The officials hung back as Pakistani authorities
handcuffed and hooded him, and took him to a safe house. Reportedly, for the first
two days, Mohammed robotically recited Koranic verses and refused to divulge much
more than his name. A videotape obtained by "60 Minutes" shows Mohammed at the end
of this episode, complaining of a head cold; an American voice can be heard in the
background. This was the last image of Mohammed to be seen by the public. By March
4th, he was in C.I.A. custody.

captured along with Mohammed, according to some accounts, was a letter from bin
Laden, which may have led officials to think that he knew where the Al Qaeda founder
was hiding. If Mohammed did have this crucial information, it was time sensitive-bin
Laden never stayed in one place for long-and officials needed to extract it quickly.
At the time, many American intelligence officials still feared a "second wave" of Al
Qaeda attacks, ratcheting the pressure further.

According to George Tenet's recent memoir, "At the Center of the Storm," Mohammed
told his captors that he wouldn't talk until he was 9iven a lawyer in New York,
where he assumed he would be taken. (He had been indlcted there in connection with
the Bojinka plot.) Tenet writes, "Had that happened, I am confident that we would
have obtained none of the information he had in his head about imminent threats
against the American people." opponents of the C.I.A. 's approach, however, note that
Ramzi Yousef gave a voluminous confession after being read his Miranda rights.
"These guys are egomaniacs," a former federal prosecutor said. "They love to talk!"

A complete picture of Mohammed's time in secret detention remains elusive. But a
partial narrative has emerged through interviews with European and American sources
in intelligence, government, and legal circles, as well as with former detainees who
have been released from C.I.A. custody. people familiar with Mohammed's allegations
about his interrogation, and interrogations of other high-value detainees, describe
the accounts as remarkably consistent.

Soon after Mohammed's arrest, sources say, his American captors told him, "we're not
going to kill you. But we're going to take you to the very brink of your death and
back." He was first taken to a secret U.S.-run prison in Afghanistan. According to a
Human Rights watch report released two years ago, there was a C.I.A.-affiliated
black site in Afghanistan by 2002: an underground prison near Kabul International
Airport. Distinctive for its absolute lack of light, it was referred to by detainees
as the Dark Prison. Another detention facility was reportedly a former brick
factory, just north of Kabul, known as the Salt pit. The latter became infamous for
the 2002 death of a detainee, reportedly from hypothermia, after prison officials
stripped him naked and chained him to the floor of his concrete cell, in freezing
temperatures.

In all likelihood; Mohammed was transported from pakistan to one of the Afghan sites
by a team of black-masked commandos attached to the C.I.A. 's paramilitary special
Activities Division. According to a report adopted in June by the parliamentary
Assembly of the council of Europe, titled "secret Detentions and Illegal Transfers
of Detainees," detainees were "taken to their cells by strong people who wore black
outfits, masks that covered their whole faces, and dark visors over their eyes."
(some personnel reportedly wore black clothes made from specially woven synthetic
fabric that couldn't be ripped or torn.) A former member of a C.I.A. transport team
has described the "takeout" of prisoners as a carefully choreographed twenty-minute
routine, during which a suspect was hog-tied, stripped naked, photographed, hooded,
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sedated with anal suppositories, placed in diapers,and transported by plane
secret location.

to a

A person involved in the council of Europe inquiry, referrin~ to cavity searches and
the frequent use of suppositories during the takeout of detalnees, likened the
treatment to "sodomy." He said, "It was used to absolutely strip the detainee of any
dignity. It breaks down someone's sense of impenetrability. The interrogation became
a process not just of getting information but of utterly subordinating the detainee
through humiliation." The former C.I.A. officer confirmed that the agency frequently
photographed the prisoners naked, "because it's demoralizing." The person involved
in the council of Europe inquiry said that photos were also part of the C.I.A. 's
quality-control process. They were passed back to case officers for review.

A secret government document, dated December 10, 2002, detailing "SERE Interrogation
standard operating procedure," outlines the advantages of stripping detainees. "In
addition to degradation of the detainee, stripping can be used to demonstrate the
omnipotence of the captor or to debilitate the detainee." The document advises
interrogators to "tear clothing from detainees by firmly pulling downward against
buttoned buttons and seams. Tearing motions shall be downward to prevent pulling the
detaine~ off balance." The memo also advocates the "Shoulder slap," "stomach slap,"
"Hooding," "Manhandling," "walling," and a variety of "Stress positions," including
one called "worship the Gods."

In the process of being transported, C.I.A. detainees such as Mohammed were screened
by medical experts, who checked their vital signs, took blood samples, and marked a
chart with a diagram of a human body, noting scars, wounds, and other imperfections.
As the person involved in the council of Europe inquiry put it, "It's like when you
hire a motor vehicle, circling where the scratches are on the rearview mirror. Each
detainee was continually assessed, physically and psychologically."

According to sources, Mohammed said that, while in C.I.A. custody, he was ·placed in
his own cell, where he remained naked for several days. He was questioned by an
unusual number of female handlers, perhaps as an additional humiliation. He has
alleged that he was attached to a dog leash, and yanked in such a way that he was
propelled into the walls of his cell. Sources say that he also claimed to have been
suspended from the ceilin~ by his arms, his toes barely touching the ground. The
pressure on his wrists eVldently became exceedingly painful.

Ramzi Kassem, who teaches at Yale Law school, said that a Yemeni client of his,
sanad al-Kazimi, who is now in Guantanamo, alleged that he had received similar
treatment in the Dark prison, the facility near Kabul. Kazimi claimed to have been
suspended by his arms for long periods, causing his legs to swell painfully. "It's
so traumatic, he can barely speak of it," Kassem said. "He breaks down in tears."
Kazimi also claimed that, while hanging, he was beaten with electric cables.

According to sources familiar with interrogation techniques, the hanging position is
designed, in part, to prevent detainees from being able to sleep. The former C.I.A.
officer, who is knowledgeable about the interrogation program, explained that "sleep
deprivation works. Your electrolyte balance changes. You lose all balance and
ability to think rationally. stuff comes out." sleep deprivation has been recognized
as an effective form of coercion since the Middle Ages, when it was called tormentum
insomniae. It was also recognized for decades in the united States as an illegal
form of torture. An American Bar Association report, published in 1930, which was
cited in a later u.s. supreme court decision, said, "It has been known since 1500 at
least that deprivation of sleep is the most effective torture and certain to produce
any confession desired."

under President Bush's new executive order, C.I.A. detainees must receive the "basic
necessities of life, including adequate food and water, shelter from the elements,
necessary clothing, protection from extremes of heat and cold, and essential medical
care." sleep, according to the order, is not among the basic necessities.

In addition to keeping a •prl soner awake, the simple
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over time cause significant pain. MCCOY, the historian, noted that "longtime
standing" was a common K.G.B. interrogation technique. In his 2006 book, "A Question
of Torture," he writes that the soviets found that making a victim stand for
eighteen to twenty-four hours can produce "excruciating pain, as ankles double in
size, skin becomes tense and intensely painful, blisters erupt oozing watery serum,
heart rates soar, kidneys shut down, and delusions deepen."

Mohammed is said to have described being chained naked to a metal ring in his cell
wall for prolonged periods in a painful crouch. (several other detainees who say
that they were confined in the Dark Prison have described identical treatment.) He
also claimed that he was kept alternately in suffocating heat and in a painfully
cold room, where he was doused with ice water. The practice, which can cause
hypothermia, violates the Geneva conventions, and President Bush's new executive
order arguably bans it.

Some detainees held by the C.I.A. claimed that their cells were bombarded with
deafening sound twenty-fours hours a day for weeks, and even months. One detainee,
Binyam Mohamed, who is now in Guantanamo, told his lawyer, clive stafford smith,
that speakers blared music into his cell while he was handcuffed. Detainees recalled
the sound as ranging from ghoulish laughter, "like the soundtrack from a horror
film," to ear-splitting rap anthems. stafford Smith said that his client found the
psychological torture more intolerable than the physical abuse that he said he had
been previously subjected to in Morocco, where, he said, local intelli~ence agents
had sl iced hi m wi th a razor bl ade. "The C. 1. A. worked peop,l e day and nl ght for
months," stafford smi th quoted Bi nyam Mohamed as sayi ng. 'pl enty lost thei r mi nds. r
could hear people knocking their heads against the walls and doors, screaming their
heads off."

professor Kassem said his vemeni client, Kazimi, had told him that, during his
incarceration in the Dark prison, he attempted suicide three times, by ramming his
head into the walls. "He did it until he lost consciousness," Kassem said. "Then
they stitched him back up. So he did it again. The next time, he woke up, he was
chained, and they'd given him tranquillizers. He asked to go to the bathroom, and
then he did it again." This last time, Kazimi was given more tranquillizers, and
chained in a more confining manner.

The case of Khaled el-Masri, another detainee, has received wide attention. He is
the German car salesman whom the C.r.A. captured in 2003 and dispatched to
Afghanistan, based on erroneous intelligence; he was released in 2004, and
condoleezza Rice reportedly conceded the mistake to the German chancellor. Masri is
considered one of the more credible sources on the black-site program, because
Germany has confirmed that he has no connections to terrorism. He has also described
inmates bashing their heads against the walls. Much of his account appeared on the
front page of the Times. But, during a visit to America last fall, he became tearful
as he recalled the plight of a Tanzanian in a neighboring cell. The man seemed
"psycholo~ical1y at the end," he said. "r could hear him ramming his head against
the wall ln despair. r tried to calm him down. r asked the doctor, 'will you take
care of this human being?' " But the doctor, whom Masri described as American,
refused to help. Masri also said that he was told that guards had "locked the
Tanzanian in a suitcase for long periods of time-a foul-smelling suitcase that made
him vomit." (Masri did not witness such abuse.)

Masri described his prison in Afghanistan as a filthy hole, with walls scribbled on
in Pashtun and Arabic. He was given no bed, only a coarse blanket on the floor. At
night, it was too cold to sleep. He said, "The water was putrid. rf you took a sip,
you could taste it for hours. You could smell a foul smell from it three metres
away." The Salt Pit, he said, "was managed and run by the Americans. It was not a
sec ret .. They i nt roduced themselves. a~ Arne ri cans. '.' He adde~, "when anythi ng .came up,
they sald they, couldn't make a declslon. They sald, 'we wlll have to pass lton to
washington.' 'The interrogation room at the Salt pit, he said, was overseen by a
half-dozen English-speaking masked men, who shoved him and shouted at him, saying,
"You're in a country where there's no rule of law. You might be buried here."
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According to two former C.I.A. officers, an interrogator of Mohammed told them that
the Pakistani was kept ina cell over which a sign was placed: "The Proud Murderer
of 3,000 Americans." (Another source calls this apocrxphal.) One of these former
officers defends the C.I.A.'s program by noting that 'there was absolutely nothing
done to K.S.M. that wasn't done to the interrogators themselves"-a reference to
SERE-like training. Yet the Red Cross report emphasizes that it was the simultaneous
use of several techniques for extended periods that made the treatment "especially
abusive." Senator carl Levin, the chairman of the Senate Armed services committee,
who has been a prominent critic of the Administration's embrace of harsh
interrogation techniques, said that, particularly with sensory deprivation, "there's
a point where it's torture. You can put someone in a refrigerator and it's torture.
Everything is a matter of degree."

One day, Mohammed was apparently transferred to a specially designated prison for
high~value detainees in Poland. such transfers were so secretive, according to the
report by the council of Europe, that the C.I.A. filed dummy fli~ht plans,
indicating that the planes were heading elsewhere. Once Polish a1r space was
entered, the polish aviation authority would secretly shepherd the flight, leaving
no public documentation. The council of Europe report notes that the Polish .
authorities would file a one-way flight plan out of the country, creatin~ a false
paper trail. (The Polish government has strongly denied that any black s1tes were
established in the country.)

No more than a dozen high-value detainees were held at the Polish black site, and
none ha~e.been released from government cust09Y; accordin~ly, no first-hand.accounts
of cond1t10ns there have emerged. But, accordlng to well-1nformed sources, 1t was a
far more hi~h-tech facility than the prisons in Afghanistan. The cells had hydraulic
doors and a1r-conditioning. Multiple cameras in each cell provided video
surveillance of the detainees. In some ways, the circumstances were better: the .
detainees were given bottled water. without confir~ing the existence of any black
sites, Robert Grenier, the former C.I.A. counterterrorism chief, said, "The agency's
techniques became less aggressive as they learned the art of interrogation," which,
he added, "is an art."

Mohammed was kept in a prolonged state of sensory deprivation, during which every
point of reference was erased. The Council on Europe's report describes a four-month
isolation regime as typical. The prisoners had no exposure to natural light, making
it impossible for them to tell if it was night or day. They interacted only with
masked, silent guards. (A detainee held at what was most likely an Eastern European
black site, Mohammed al-Asad, told me that white noise was piped in constantly,
although during electrical outages he could hear people crying.) According to a
source familiar ,with the Red Cross report, Khalid Sheikh Mohammed claimed that he
was shackled and kept naked, except for a pair of goggles and earmuffs. (some
prisoners were kept naked for as long as forty days.) He had no idea where he was,
although, at one point, he apparently glimpsed polish writing on a water bottle.

In the C.I.A.'S program, meals were delivered sporadically, to insure that the
prisoners remained temporally disoriented. The food was largely tasteless, and
barely enough to live on. Mohammed, who upon his capture in Rawalpindi was
photographed looking flabby and unkempt, was now described as being slim. Experts on
the C.I.A. pro~ram say that the administering of food is part of its psychological
arsenal. Sometlmes portions were smaller than the day before, for no apparent
reason. "It was all part of the conditioning," the person involved in the council of
Europe inquiry said. "It's all calibrated to develop dependency."

The inquiry source said that most of the Poland detainees were waterboarded,
including Mohammed. According to the sources familiar with the Red Cross report,
Mohammed claimed to have been waterboarded five times. Two former C.I.A. officers
who are friends with one of Mohammed's interrogators called this bravado, insisting
that he was waterboarded only once. According to one of the officers, Mohammed
needed only to be shown the drowning equipment again before he "broke."

"waterboarding works," the former officer said. "Drowning is a baseline fear. So is
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falling. people dream about it. It's human nature. suffocation is a very scary
thing. when you're waterboarded, ¥ou're inverted, so it exacerbates the fear. It's
not painful, but it scares the Shlt out of you." (The former officer was
waterboarded himself in a training course.) Mohammed, he claimed, "didn't resist. He
sang right away. He cracked real quick." He said, "A lot of them want to talk. Their
egos are unima~inable. K.S.M. was just a little doughboy. He couldn't stand toe to
toe and fight lt out."

The former officer said that the C.I.A. kept a doctor standing by during
interrogations. He insisted that the method was safe and effective, but said that it
could cause lasting psychic dama~e to the interrogators. During interrogations, the
former agency official said, offlcers worked in teams, watching each other behind
two-way mirrors; Even with this group support, the friend said, Mohammed's
interrogator "has horrible nightmares." He went on, "when you cross over that line
of darkness, it's hard to come back. You lose your soul. You can do your best to
justify it, but it's well outside the norm. You can't go to that dark a place
without it changing you." He said of his friend, "He's a good guy. It really haunts
him. You are inflicting something really evil and horrible on somebody."

Among the few C.I.A. officials who knew the details of the detention and
interrogation program, there was a tense debate about where to draw the line in
terms of treatment. John Brennan, Tenet's former chief of staff, said, "It all comes
down to individual moral barometers." waterboarding, in particular, troubled many
officials, from both a moral and a legal perspective. until 2002, when Bush
Administration lawyers asserted that waterboarding was a permissible interrogation
technique for "enemy combatants," it was classified asa form of torture, and
treated as a serious criminal offense~ American soldiers were court-martialled for
waterboarding captives as recently as the vietnam war.

A C.I.A. source said that Mohammed was subjected to waterboarding only after
interrogators determined that he was hiding information from them. But Mohammed has
apparently said that, even after he started cooperating, he was waterboarded.
Footnotes to the 9/11 Commission report indicate that by April 17, 2003-a month and
a half after he was captured-Mohammed had already started providing substantial
information on Al Qaeda. Nonetheless, according to the person involved in the
council of Europe inquiry, he was kept in isolation for years. During this time,
Mohammed supplied intelligence on the history of the september 11th plot, and on the
structure and operations of Al Qaeda. He also described plots still in a preliminary
phase of development, such as a plan to bomb targets on America's West Coast.

ultimately, however, Mohammed claimed responsibility for so many crimes that his
testimony became to seem inherently dubious. In addition to confessin~ to the Pearl
murder, he said that he had hatched plans to assassinate President cllnton,
president Carter, and pope John paul II. Bruce Riedel, who was a C.I.A. analrst for
twenty:"'nine years, and who now works at the Brookings Institution, said, "It s
difficult to give credence to any particular area of this large a charge sheet that
he confessed to, considering the situation he found himself in. K.S.M. has no
prospect of ever seeing freedom again, so his only gratification in life is to
portray himself as the James Bond of jihadism."

•

By 2004, there were growing calls within the C.I.A. to transfer to military custody
the high-value detainees who had told interrogators what they knew, and to afford
them some kind of due process. But Donald Rumsfeld, then the Defense Secretary, who
had been heavily criticized for the abusive conditions at military prisons such as
Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo, refused to take on the a~ency's detainees, a former top
C.I.A. official said. "Rumsfeld's attitude was, You ve got a real problem."
Rumsfeld, the official said, "was the third most powerful person in the u.s.
government, but he only looked out for the interests of his department-not the whole
Administration." (A spokesperson for Rumsfeldsaid that he had no comment.)

C.I.A. officials were stymied until the supreme court's Hamdan ruling, which
prompted the Administration to send what it said were its last high-value detainees
to cuba. Robe rt Greni e r, 1i ke many people in the c. I. A., was re1i eved. "The re has to
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be some sense of due process," he said. "We can't just make people disappear."
still, he added, "The most important source of intelligence we had after 9/11 came
from the interrogations of high-value detainees." And he said that Mohammed was "the
most valuable of the high-value detainees, because he had operational knowledge." He
went on, "I can respect people who oppose aggressive interrogations, but they should
admit that their principles may be putting American lives at risk." .

Yet Philip zelikow, the executive director of the 9/11 commission and later the
State Department's top counsellor, under Rice, is not convinced that eliciting
information from detainees justifies "physical torment." After leavin2 the
government last year, he gave a speech in Houston, in which he said, The question
would not be, Did you get information that proved useful? Instead it would be, Did
you get information that could have been usefully gained only from these methods?"
He concluded, "MY own view is that the cool, carefully considered, methodical,
prolonged, and repeated subjection of captives to physical torment, and the
accompanying psychological terror, is immoral."

without more transparency, the value of the C.I.A.'s interrogation and detention
program is impossible to evaluate. Setting aside the moral, ethical, and legal
issues, even supporters, such as John Brennan, acknowledge that much of the
information that coercion produces is unreliable. AS he put it, "All these methods
produced useful information, but there was also a lot that was bogus." When pressed,
one former top agency official estimated that "ninety per cent of the information
was unreliable." cables carrying Mohammed's interrogation transcripts back to
washington reportedly were prefaced with the warning that "the detainee has been
known to withhold information or deliberately mislead." Mohammed, like virtually all
the top Al Qaeda prisoners held by the C.I.A., has claimed that, while under
coercion, he lied to please his captors.

In theory, a military commission could sort out which parts of Mohammed's confession
are true and which are lies, and obtain a conviction. Colonel Morris D. Davis, the
chief prosecutor at the office of Military commissions, said that he expects to
bring charges against Mohammed "in a number of months." He added, "I'd be shocked if
the defense didn't try to make K.S.M.'S treatment a problem for me, but I don't
think it will be insurmountable."

Critics of the Administration fear that the unorthodox nature of the C.I.A.'s
interrogation and detention program will make it impossible to prosecute the entire
top echelon of Al Qaeda leaders in captivity. Already, according to the wall Street
Journal, credible allegations of torture have caused a Marine corps prosecutor
reluctantly to decline to bring charges against Mohamedou ould slahi, an alleged Al
Qaeda leader held in Guantanamo. Bruce Riedel, the former C.I.A. analyst, asked,
"What are you going to do with K.S.M. in the long run? It's a very good question. I
don't think anyone has an answer. If you took him to any real American court, I
think any judge would say there is no admissible evidence. It would be thrown out."

The problems with Mohammed's coerced confessions are especially glaring in the
Daniel Pearl case. It may be that Mohammed killed pearl, but contradictory evidence
and opinion continue to surface. YOSriFOuda, the Al Jazeera reporter who
interviewed Mohammed in Karachi, said that although Mohammed handed him a package of
propa9anda items, includin9 an unedited video of the Pearl murder, he never
identlfied himself as playlng a role in the killing, which occurred in the same city
~ust two months earlier. And a federal official involved in Mohammed's case said,
'He has no history of killing with his own hands, although he's proved happy to

commit mass murder from afar." Al Qaeda's leadership had increasingly focussed on
symbolic political targets. "For him, it's not personal," the official said. "It's
business."

ordinarily, the u.s. legal system is known for resolving such mysteries with
painstakin9 care. But the C.I.A.'s secret interrogation program, Senator Levin said,
has undermlned the public's trust in American justice, both here and abroad. "A guy
as dangerous as K.S.M. is, and half the world wonders if they can believe him-is
that what we want?" he asked. "statements that can't be believed, because people
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think they rely on torture?"

Asra Nomani, the Pearls' friend, said of the Mohammed confession, "I'm not
interested in unfair justice, even for bad people." she went on, "Danny was such a
person of conscience. I don't think he would have wanted all of this dirty business.
I don't think he would have wanted someone being tortured. He would have been
repulsed. This is the kind of story that Danny would have investigated. He really
believed in American principles." .
************************************************************************************
*****************************************************

Some Guantanamo inmates say they'd rather stay than be sent home to N. Africa to
face torture

The Associated press

ALGIERS, Algeria: This was supposed to be the moment Ahmed Bel Bacha was waitin9 for
- the end of his five years in prison at Guantanamo Bay. Instead, the Algerian 1S
fighting to stay put rather than return home.

Bel Bacha, reportedly slated to leave Guantanamo Bay soon along with three of his
countrymen, fears he will be tortured back in Algeria, a country he had already fled
once before to seek asylum in Britain, his lawyers say.

And so lawyers for the 38-year-old former hotel cleaner have been wagin9 an
11th-hour legal battle to keep him temporarily at Guantanamo while 100k1ng for
another country to give him political asylum.

Bel Bacha is not alone in his fears: Human rights groups say at least two dozen
Guantanamo detainees - including many from the North African countries of Libya,
Algeria and Tunisia - are afraid they will face abuse on returning home.

"How many times is the u.s. willing to take the risk with someone's life and send
them back to regimes with terrible human rights records?" said zachary Katznelson,
an attorney for the rights group Reprieve, which represents Bel Bacha and three
dozen other detainees. Human Rights watch and Amnesty International are among other
groups that are worried.

About 80 detainees have been declared eligible for release. Navy cmdr. Jeffrey
Gordon, a pentagon spokesman, said detainees at the u.s. Navy base in cuba can leave
only "once humane treatment and continuing threat concerns have been satisfactorily
addressed by the receiving country."

"I reiterate that detainees are not repatriated to countries where it is more likely
than not that they will be tortured," he said.

A1geria's presidential office told The AP that Algeria had u:s. concerns about the
pr1soners covered, both through the country's "constant and 1ncontestable commitment
to the struggle against international terrorism," and by having signed "numerous
international conventions for the protection of human rights."

But rights groups say countries' promises are not enough.

with u.s. president George W. Bush facing international pressure to close the
military prison camp down, and with the U.S. administration struggling over what to
do with roughly 360 remaining prisoners, rights groups fear U.s. officials may
overlook the torture records of inmates' home countries.

. .

In at least one other case already in North Africa, a former Guantanamo detainee
says he was mistreated on returning to Tunisia.

Abdullah bin omar's lawyer and
while in TUnisian custody, and
omar's female family members.

wife
that

say the 49-year-old father of eight was struck
security services also threatened to rape bin
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Bin Omar's wife said in an interview that his physical and mental state has improved
since his returned, though his prison conditions are "appalling."

"If he had known he was going to be treated that way, he wouldn't have accepted to
come home" and would have sought asylum elsewhere instead, Khadija Bousaidi told The
Associated Press.

Tunisia's Justice Ministry has dismissed the allegations he was mistreated as
"baseless."

Another Tunisian who w~s recently returned home ~nd jailed, Lofti La9ha, has still
never seen a lawyer, elther before or after leavlng Guantanamo,Reprleve says. Two
representatives from the rights group left Tunisia on sunday after trying
unsuccessfully to see them.

"We were basically given the run-around the entire week," cori crider of Reprieve
said.

One North African country, Morocco, seems to be treating former Guantanamo prisoners
"relatively fairly," Reprieve's Katznelson said. Ten prlsoners have gone back, and
all are free except two.

In the case of Algeria, Amnesty International said this weekend that U.s.
authOrities planned to send Bel Bacha and three other Algerians home Monday. clive
Stafford Smith, the legal director for Reprieve, said Monday that his client had
been granted another week. It was unclear whether that might have an impact on the
three others.

•

Algeria is still trying to turn the page on an Islamic insurgency that has killed as
many as 200,000 people since 1992, and anyone suspected of terrorist activities or
knowledge of Islamist groups there "faces a real risk of secret detention and
torture inA1geri a," Amnesty says.

Beatings and electric shock treatments are often reported in Algeria, as is a method
of tying victims down and forcing them to ingest dirty water, urine or chemicals
through a rag stuffed in their mouths, Amnesty has said.

Bel Bacha lived for a time in Britain where he worked as a hotel cleaner before his
capture in pakistan, where he had gone to study the Quran, his family said. His
brother, Mohammed Bel Bacha, complained that Algerian authorities gave the family
little information on the case and that his lawyers had not been allowed to visit
the country.

"If authorities are afraid to let the lawyers in, who can guarantee that my brother
is going to come back to Algeria safe and sound?" he asked.

The pentagon alleged Bel Bacha had weapons training in Afghanistan and met Osama bin
Laden twice, declaring him an "enemy combatant." A later review found, however,
found he no longer posed a threat to the united States and could be released.

Bel Bacha has been held at Guantanamo since February 2002 and is held in a
solid-wall cell by himself for as many as 22 hours a day. Twenty-four Algerians are
being held there, according to the New York-based Center for constitutional Rights.

"If anyone comes back to Algeria it's a golden opportunity for Algeria to show that
they have changed, that there is a new page in Algeria," said Katznelson of
Reprieve. "Because the world will be watching."

http://www.iht.com/articles/ap/2007/0B/06/africa/AF-GEN-Africa-Leaving~Guantanamo.ph
p .
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READ AHEAD FOR DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
.

Meeting with HUMAN RIGHTS EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS WORKING
GROUP

July 21,2004,1 :30-2:00 pm, SecDefConfcrcncc Room

From: Thomas W. O'Cmmell, Assistant Secretary of Defense (SOILIC), (b)(2)

Attendees (all DoD):
• PDUSD(P) Ryan Henry
• DASD for African Affairs Theresa Whelan
• Acting DASD for Stability Operations Caryn Hollis
• Acting DASD for Detainee Affairs Matt Waxman
• OGC representative, TBD
• COL (b)(6) J-5 Detainee Policy

Visitors:
• Dr. William Schulz, Amnesty International
• Ken Roth, Human Rights Watch
• Michael Posner, Lawyers Committee for Human Rights
• Holly Burkhalter, Physicians for Human Rights
• Ashley Barr, The Carter Center
• John Bradshaw, Coordinator, Human Rights Executive Directors Working Group
• Patrick McGreevy, Assistant to Coordinator

Issues: The Human Rights Working Group requested this meeting with you to discuss:

• detainees
• DoD's role in the Darfur humanitarian crisis
• expanding the mandate for U.S. troops in Afghanistan
• DoD's policy on cluster munitions.

You last met with them in December 2002.

Desired Outcome: A constructive exchange of ideas. Improved understanding by
human rights directors of DoD's approach to the issues raised.

Recommendations: None.

•
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Talking Points: Issue 1 -- Darfur/ Sudan

The U.S. Government is working with international partners to identify additional
funding, planners, and logistics assets, such as airlift, needed for the Darfur humanitarian

• •
CrISIS.

State is working with its contractors to line up the necessary airlift (fixed and rotary wing)
to deploy African Union troops and deliver humanitarian aid.

Background: Concerned about the mounting Sudanese humanitarian crisis, the group will
explore the possibility of DoD providing direct support (such as airlift capacity)to AU
forces and assisting humanitarian groups in Darfur. DoD has deployed three soldiers as
part of the AU ceasefire monitoring mission and sent an operations planner to assist the
AU in planning for future deployments to Darfur.

Talking Points: Issue 2 -- Detainees

Treatment of Prisoners in Iraq, Guantanamo, and Afghanistan

• It has always been the policy and practice of the Defense Department and the
U.S. government to treat detainees humanely, and to the extent appropriate
and consistent with military necessity, in a manner consistent with the
Geneva Conventions.

Existing Standards for Interrogations

• On July 19,2004, DoD released documents relating to the development of
interrogation procedures in use prior to April 2003, and those currently in
use at Guantanamo.

• The base document is Army Field Manual 34-52, which establishes basic
principles of interrogation doctrine in accordance with U.S. and international
law.

• Development and approval of interrogation techniques is done in a deliberate
manner with strict legal and policy reviews.

,

• The guidelines issued ensure the protection of the detainees and our forces.

• No procedures ordered, authorized, permitted, or tolerated torture.

~~Ghost" Detainees (Iraq)

• In June 2004, the Secretary briefed the press about a detainee in Iraq who
had not been acknowledged to the ICRC.

2
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• This case was an anomaly inconsistent with DoD policy regarding
notification to ICRe.

• DoD has since corrected the problem and has allowed the IeRC access to the
detainee.

• DoD has instituted additional measures to ensure that this situation does not
happen again. To my knowledge, this was the only case of a "ghost"
detainee.

Unacknowledged Prisoners at Guantanamo

• The ICRC receives notification on every DoD detainee at Guantanamo.

• The IeRe pays frequent visits to the detainees at Guantanamo.

Provision of Lawyers to Detainees at Guantanamo

• We are working with the Justice Department to determine how to resolve the
question on access to lawyers for the habeas process. .

• For the Combatant Status Review Tribunal and Administrative Review, the
detainees will be assigned a personal representative to explain the process
and assist the detainee in preparing his case.

Nature and Procedures of Military Tribunals (Combatant Status Review
Tribunal)

• The Combatant Status Review, which you may know as Military Tribunals,
an Article 5, or a Army Regulation 190-8 Hearing, is designed to examine
the infonnation surrounding each detainee's capture to ensure that he is, in
fact, an enemy combatant.

• The Combatant Status Review is an administrative procedure that looks at
whether the U.S. is holding the detainee under the proper authorities. The
detainees are not charged with specific crimes or violations.

• Military commissions are a separate process that will try a detainee charged
with violations of the law of war. Nine detainees have been declared eligible
for commissions under the President's Order, and four have had charges
referred.

3
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• The Secretary of the Navy is the official responsible for overseeing the
Combatant Status Review and the yearly administrative review procedures,
which examines the threat posed by individual detainees.

Renditions of Detainees

• DoD has transferred some of the detainees held at Guantanamo to the control
of their country of citizenship.

• The U.S. requires that the receiving country provide assurances that the
detainee will be treated humanely.

• DoD does not tum over detainees for the purpose of torture.

Background: 1be group will ask about DoD treatment of prisoners, existing standards for
interrogations, JeRC access to prisoners, and so-called ghost detainees. They will also
raise issues specific to Guantanamo, including provision of lawyers, nature of military
tribunals, and Article V hearings for enemy combatants. The group will also inquire
about DoD's role in turning over prisoners to other countries.

If time permits:

Talking Points: Issue 3 -- Afghanistan

• U.S. continues to work with Coalition partners, Afghan authorities, and the UN
Assistance Mission to Afghanistan to ensure smooth transition to democratic
governance and full implementation of the December 2001 Bonn Agreement.

• LTG Barno, Commander of Combined Forces Command -- Afghanistan, has
pledged Coalition support to safeguard upcoming presidential and parliamentary
elections from attacks by extremists and anti-government forces.

Background: The group will inquire about prospects of DoD expanding the mandate of
U.S. forces in Afghanistan to provide support for the electoral process.

Talking Points: Issue 4 -- Cluster Munitions

• Submunitions are lawful weapons under the law of anned conflict. They
have been widely used, and can be accurately directed to reduce the risk of
incidental injury.

• The United States gives areful consideration when deciding whether to use
submunitions in order to minimze the risk to civilians.

4
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•

• Information about submunition failure rates has been inconsistent, but we are
working to reduce failure rates so these weapons function against the enemy,
and not against civilians or friendly forces.

[If asked about use ofcluster munitions in populated areas in Iraq)

• Iraq violated the obligation of states not to place military targets among
civilian populations.

• The U.S. military followed strict rules of engagement whether and when to use
submunitions. Using other munitions would not necessarily decrease the risk
to civilians. In many cases, other munitions would increase the risk of injury
where an enemy has illegally placed military targets among a civilian .
population.

Background: The Human Rights Executive Directors Working Group will outline its
concern about the humanitarian dangers arising from use of cluster munitions by U.S.
forces.

Coordination: Tab A

•

Prepared by: (5)(6) SO/LIe Stability Operations, (b (2) and (b)(6)

(b)(6) Detainees Activities Office, (b)(2)
L-__----'

Approved by: Caryn Hollis, Acting DASD Stability Operations, (b)(2)
'---------'

•
•

•

•
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SECRET

INFO MEMO
DepSecDef~ __

USD(P) _

I-04/010339-DA
FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: Ryan Henry, PD Under Secretary of Defense for Policy

SUBJECT: Defining "Ghost" Detainees

• (U) Members of Congress, the press, and some NGOs have raised questions and made
allegations about "ghost" detainees. It is important to clarify the differences among
detainees who are being categorized under this term and to set the record straight.

• (b)(1)

• (U) The media and Congress have since used the term "ghost" detainees to refer to
three other categories of detainees:

• (8) Detainees recently captured: DoD policy is that detainees must have an ISN
within 96 hours unless the security situation prohibits moving a detainee to a
processing point in that time.

• (b)(1)

•

•

•

• (D) The attached talking points should be used in response to queries on the subject of
"ghost" detainees to clarity the definition (Tab A).

Derived from: Multiple Sources
Reason or Reasons: 1.4 (a)
lXlclassify On: 3 August 2024

SECRET·

•

•

•
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SECRET

Coordination: Tab B

Attachment: As stated. .

Prepared by: (1))(6) OUSD(P) Detainee Affairs (b)(2)

,

•

SECRET

•

•

•
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DRAFT

Talking Points on "Ghost" Detainees

• There have been several recent media reports alleging that DoD holds "ghost"
or "hidden" detainees. I would like to clarify this issue.

• DoD does not hold "ghost" detainees.

• All DoD detainees have internment numbers, and the Red Cross is notified that
they are under DoD control.

• DoD policy is to issue an internment number to each detainee captured
within 96 hours.

• On occasion, for reasons ofmilitary necessity, DoD may restrict access to a
detainee. However, the detainee is not "hidden" from the ICRC, and the ICRC
knows that the person remains in DoD control.

• As I discussed in a press conference on June 17, there was one detainee in Iraq
whom we did not Ie isteT with the leRe for about seven months in response to
a request by the (b)(1)

• This situation was an anomaly, and DoD has taken steps to correct the situation.
That situation does not reflect our policy on leRe access to detainees.

•

•

•

•

•

DRAFT

•

•
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•

Office of the General Counsel
Of the Department of Defense

USD (Intelligence)

Joint Staff

ASD (Public Affairs)

COORDINATION

Copy provided August 2, 2004

Copy provided August 2, 2004

Copy provided August 2,2004

Copy provided August 3,2004

•

•

•
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SECRET

In response refer to:
1-04/010339-DA

•

FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (INTELLIGENCE)
GENERAL COUNSEL OF 11-IE DEPARTIvlliNT OF DEFENSE
ASSISTANT SECRETARY (PUBLIC AFFAIRS)
DIRECTOR, JOINT STAFF

SUBJECT: Press Points on "Ghost" or "Hidden" Detainees

Members of Congress, the press, and some NGOs have made statements or asked
questions about "ghost" or "hidden" detainees being held by the Department of Defense.
It is important that we set the record straight on this issue and clarify what the tenn
"ghost" detainee means.

•

Please verify the veracity of the attached infonnation memorandum and talking·
points and provide your coordination by August 9,2004.

Ryan Henry

SECRET
Unclassified when separate from attachment
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POLICY

•

•

PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
2000 DEFENSE PENTAGON

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-2000

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

INFO MEMO

05/000431-DA

• (UIIFOUO) In the opening statements, Senator Leahy stated that the Justice
(OLC) memo served as justification for "harsh treatment that is tantamount to
torture." Further, he stated that the Department had agreedJo detain "ghost
detainees" in violation of international law for the purposes of hiding them
from the JCRC. SenatorKennedy characterized U.S. 'interrogation techniques
as committing acts of torture, and said we "tortured people" at Guantanamo
and Abu Ghraib.

• (U//FOUO) Judge Gonzales' testimony in his confirmation hearing
unequivocally stated USG policy opposing torture.

FROM: Matthew Waxman, DASD for Detainee Affiars \?[
,

FOR PD UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY

, SUBJECT: Alberto Gonzales Confirmation Hearing Testimony on Detainee Issues

••

,
:;

• (UIIFOUO) In general, Democrat members of the committee vigorously
pursued a line of questioning to imply that the Administration, the Department,
and Judge Gonzales, supported, or intended to commit, acts of torture, and that
the OLC "torture memos" gave legal force to that intent.

• (UIIFOUO) Gonzales took the following positions in his testimony:

o (U//FOUO) An unequivocal condemnation of the use of torture.

o (UIIFOUO) At the time of its issuance, he did not agree with the legal
reasoning of the OLC memorandum interpreting the U.S. anti-torture
statute (the "Torture Memo"), but it was not his position as White
House Counsel to direct the analysis conducted by Justice.

o (U//FOUO) It would be inappropriate to have expanded the protections
of the Geneva Conventions to al Qaida and the Taliban because those
combatants did not abide by the laws of war, and because the U.S. was
not engaged in an il1ternational armed conflict in fighting them.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

o ' In replying to such criticism, it would be important to state:

2FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

• We are in the process ofpublicizing our efforts to address the
recommendations put forth in the investigative reports.

• The Secretary revoked authorization for interrogation techniques
beyond standard Army interrogation techniques long before the
OLC withdrew its position.

• The Office of Detainee Affairs, the Joint Staff and the Combatant
Commands are analyzing this issue and implementing changes.

• In light of the new OLC opinion, we are preparing for the
Secretary's signature a directive that DoD components review
the new opinion and ensure that DoD policies and guidelines are
in compliance.

o Judge Gonzales offered an analysis on the findings of the independent
investigative panels. In his testimony, Gonzales stated that policy
migration was to blame. Critics may charge the Department with not
doing enough to rectify this "problem."

o (D//FODO) The Geneva Conventions applied in a limited manner in
Afghanistan and applied in full in Iraq.

o As DoJ withdrew the "Torture Memo," and has subsequently issued a
new memorandum interpreting the Federal Torture Statute in a different
manner, questions may arise asking why the Department did not also
withdraw its documents / policies based upon the original OLC
interpretation of the federal torture statute.

,

o (D//FODO) The events of Abu Ghraib, based upon his understanding of
the findings of the investigations conducted, were the result of failures
of discipline and a "policy migration" problem.

o (D/IPODO) It is correct to treat all detainees, regardless of status,
humanely, and in the case of al Qaida and Taliban detainees, consistent
with the Geneva Convention and military necessity as dictated in' the

, .

President's November 11,2001 military order.

• Key issues that have import to the Department:

l,

l ,
•
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From:
Sent:
To:

•

••

O'Connell, Thomas, HON, OSO-POLICY
Tuesday, September 07, 2004 8:00 AM
Henry, Ryan, HON, OSo-POLlCY; Haynes, WJ, Hon, OoO-OGC; Liotta,
Alan, CIV, OSO-POLlCY;1 (b)(6) 10SO-POLlCY; Butler,
Paul, CIV, 050; Oi Rita, Larry, CIV, 050; Waxman, Matthew, CIV, 050-

. POLlcY;I(b)(6) 10SO-LA
Cc: FeIth, Douglas, HON, OSO-POLlCY; Boykin, William G, LTG. OSO-NII
Subject: Comment from SEN Reed (D) RI (FOUO) •
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Had a chance meeting wI Sen Reed of Rhode Island on Saturday. He was friendly but cautioned
that SASC woul be soon looking into specific reasons why \here were "ghost detalnees·at AG
plisoo. Said whole incident- to include m\litar'j agreements wi CIA should be e~ored .

Thomas W. O'Connell
Assistant Secretary ofDefense
Special Operations/Low Intensity Conflict

This may contain Infoimation exempt from mandatory disclosure under the Freedom of
InfOlTTlation Act (FOIA).
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From: VanBuren, Donald CPL. [vanburend@marshallcenter.org]
Sent: Monday, october 29, 2007 11:01 AM
To: Graduate support office
subject: Marshall Center PTSS Daily - 29 October 2007
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PTSS Daily
•

29 october 2007

The PTSS Daily is a special service provided to graduates of the George C. Marshall
European Center for security studies. You may forward this e-mail provided that you
forward it in its entirety.

•

This newsletter is produced by Ms. Leigh Ann Truly, the Marshall Center Research
Library staff, and the faculty of the Program on Terrorism and security Studies,
under the direction of Professor Nick Pratt, colonel USMC Retired. please send
comments to:mcalumni@marshallcenter.org

NOTE: If you do not wish to receive this newsletter, please send a message to the
link below.

"I do not wish to receive future versions of the PTSS Daily."
<mailto:mcalumni@marshallcenter.org>

Editor's Note: Due to the large size of the secondary documents, the PTSS DAILY for
today, 29 october 2007 will come in two broadcasts.

Thought for the Day:

"Europe today is witnessin9 the growth of a disturbing new subculture that mixes
violent urban behaviors, mhilism and Islamic fundamentalism. Many young, often
European-born Muslims feel a disturbingly intense sense of detachment from, if not
sheer hatred for, their host societies and embrace various antagonistic messages."
-- Lorenzo Vidino

[see lead article in General counterterrorism News, "Current Trends in Jihadi
Networks in Europe."]

Flash Points:
•

AFGHANISTAN: A suicide bomber killed four Afghan soldiers outside a us base in
paktika province on 27 October (Reuters).

INDIA: communist Party of India-Maoist (CPI~M) cadres killed 23 people
separate incidents on 27 October in Jharkhand state (Hindustan Times).
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IRAN: On 28 October Iran's minister of foreign affairs accused the us and Israel of
supporting Kurdish separatists in northern Iraq, accusing them of being "behind some
terrorist activities" (AP).

IRAQ: Gunmen kidnapped ten members of a tribal group fighting Al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI)
on 28 October as they returned to their homes in Diyala from a meeting in Baghdad
(Reuters).

: A suicide car bomber killed at least six people and wounded nearly 30 in an
attack in Kirkuk on 28 October(Al Jazeera).

SUDAN: Abdul wahid al-Nur, the leader of the sudan Liberation Movement (SLM) , said
on 27 October that the peace talks in Libya would fail, and called on his followers
not to attend (Guardian).

THAILAND: A Thai-Buddhist civilian was killed and twelve wounded by a 7 kg bomb in
the Rangae district of Narathiwat on 27 october (Bangkok post).

TURKEY; Three people were injured by an explosion on 28 october at a demonstration
protesting against the actions of the workers Party of Kurdistan (partiya Karkaren
Kurdistan: PKK) in Izmit (Reuters)

Kurdistan:
: Turkish troops killed 20 workers party of Kurdistan (partiya Karkaren

PKK) cadres in the east of the country on 28 october (Reuters).

UNITED KINGDOM: Ahead of a state visit to the UK, Saudi Arabia's King Abdullah on 29
October accused the UK of not doing enough to fight international terrorism, which
he said could take 20 to 30 years to beat (BBC).

TOp Headlines:

coalition: 80 Taliban Killed

Source:

Story Highlights;

*
'I<

.....

Battle near Musa Qala isat least the fifth major fight there since september

Four bombs dropped on a trench line filled with Taliban, coalition says

Musa Qala, surrounding region is front line of fighting this year
page 2
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Four Afghan soldiers, civilian killed in suicide bomber attack on base

u.s.-led coalition forces killed about 80 Taliban fi~hters during a six-hour battle
outside a Taliban-controlled town in southern Afghanlstan saturday, the latest in a
series of increasingly bloody engagements in the region, officials said.

The battle near Musa Qala in Helmand province -- the world's largest poppy growing
region -- is at least the fifth major fight in the area since september 1. The five
battles have killed more than 250 Taliban fighters, a possible sign that u.s. or.
British forces could be trying to wrest the area back from Taliban militants.

The latest fight began when Taliban fighters attacked a combined u.s. coalition and
Afghan patrol with rockets and gunfire, prompting the combined force to call in
attack aircraft, which resulted in "almost seven dozen Taliban fighters killed," the
u.s.-led coalition said in a statement early Sunday.

The coalition said that four bombs were dropped on a trench line filled with Taliban
<http://topics.cnn.com/topics/The_Taliban> fighters, resulting in most of the
deaths. .

Taliban militants overran Musa Qala in February, four months after British troops
left the town following a contentious peace agreement that handed over security
responsibilities to Afghan elders. Musa Qala has been in control of Taliban fighters

•ever S1nce.

situated in the north of Helmand, Musa Qala and the region around it have been the
front line of the bloodiest fighting this year. It is also the heartland of
Afghanistan's illicit opium poppy farms. .

violence in Af~hanistan <http://topics.cnn.com/topics/Afghanistan> this year has
been the deadllest since the 2001 u.s.-led invasion. More than 5,200 people have
died this year due to the insurgency, according to an Associated press count based
on figures from Afghan and Western officials

Also saturday, suicide bomber wearin9 an Afghan security uniform detonated his
explosives at the entrance to a comblned u.s.-Afghan base in the east of the
country, killing four Afghan soldiers and a civilian, officials said The suicide
bomber walked up to a security ~ate for Afghan soldiers outside Forward operating
Base 'Bermel in the eastern provlnce of paktika, near the border with pakistan,
NATO's International security Assistance Force said.

F our Afghan soldiers and a civilian were killed and six Afghans were
wounded, NATO'S International security Assistance Force said. No Americans were
hurt.

It was not immediately clear if the bomber had been trying to gain entry to the
base.

Taliban insurgents have set off more than 100 suicide blasts this year, a record
pace.

Elsewhere, Taliban militants killed three Afghan police who had been trying to
prevent them from carrying out a kidnapping, said Helmand provincial police chief
Mohammad Hussein Andiwal. The militants successfully kidnapped an Afghan man during
the gun battle, he said.

Australia's prime minister, meanwhile, said more NATO powers must directly engage
the Taliban to help ease the burden on Australia, the United States, Britain, canada
and the Netherlands, which all have troops in the dangerous southern and central
parts of Afghanistan.

Germany, Italy, France and spain have troops in the relatively safer northern
page 3
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sections, a fact that is causing a rift within NATO. Australian Prime Minister John
Howard said those countries need to help ease the burden on countries operating in
the south. "Some of the other countries have lots of troops in Afghanistan, but
they're not in some of the areas that are experiencing the heaviest fighting," he
said. .

The governments of the Netherlands and canada, in particular, are comin~ under
domestic pressure to pullout troops because of heavy casualties. I thlnk the Dutch
government has been very courageous to date," Howard said. "It'S not for me to
comment on Dutch politics, but I do observe that the Dutch are making a great
contribution and as are of course the Canadians."

Justice Department 'Dismayed' Over Release of USS cole Bombing Leader

Source: Terry Frieden and Kelli Arena CNN, updated 8:56 p.m. EDT, Fri October 2£,
2007

story Highlights:

* Jamal al-Badawi, a leader in the USS cole bombing, has been released

* Al-Badawi is one of the FBI's most wanted terrorists

* Rudy Giuliani calls on u.S. government to cancel $20 million in aid to Yemen

* U.S. officials close to the case express outrage over the release

U.s. law enforcement officials Friday blasted vemen's release of one of the leaders
of the 2000 bombing of the USS Cole, which killed 17 u.s. soldiers.

"we are dismayed and deeply disappointed in the government of vemen's decision not
to imprison [Jamal al-Badawi]," said a Justice Department statement issued by the
Department's National security Division. We have communicated our displeasure to
vemeni officials," the statement said.

The statement pointedly referred to al-Badawi
<http://topics.cnn.com/topics/jamal_al_badawi> as one of the FBI'S most wanted
terrorists and noted prosecutors in New vork City want to get their hands on him.
"He was convicted in vemeni courts and has been indicted in the Southern District of
New vork," the Justice Department said. officials said the decision is not
consistent with cooperation between counterterrorism officials of the united States
and vemen <http://topics.cnn.com/topics/yemen>. Al-Badawi -- who had escaped
prison last year -- was freed after turnin~ himself in two weeks ago, renouncing
terrorism and pledging allegiance to Yemenl president Ali Abdullah saleh, accordin~
to news reports. Witnesses said al-Badawi was "receiving well-wishers at his home
in Aden, Yemen, according to The Associated Press in sana, Vemen.

Former New vork city Mayor and presidential candidate Rudy Giuliani promptly called
for the U.S. government to cancel $20 million in aid" to Vemen for releasing
al-Badawi. The retired former commander of the cole
<http://topics.cnn.com/topics/uss_cole/> called the release "disappointing." "In
the war on terrorism, actions speak stronger than words, and this act by the vemeni
government is a clear demonstration that they are neither a reliable nor trustworthy
partner in the war on terrorism," said cmdr. Kirk Lippold. .

u.S. law enforcement officials close to the case privately expressed outrage over
the release of a1- Badawi. . IT He's got Arne ri can blood on his hand s. He confes sed to
what he did ... and they let him go," said one official who asked not to be
identified because he was not authorized to speak publicly. "This will not be the
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last we hear of him," another federal official under the same restriction told CNN'S
Kelli Arena.

The Justice Department said u.s. officials will try to work with the Yemeni
government lito ensure al-Badawi is held accountable for his past actions." suicide
bombers on a boat attacked the guided missile destroyer uss cole on october 12,
2000, in the harbor at Aden. seventeen u.s. sailors were killed and 39 injured.
Al-Badawi, convicted in 2004 and sentenced to death, previously escaped from prison
in 2003, before his trial, and was recaptured in 2004; In 2006, he escaped again
with 22 others, and had been at large since then.
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(one of the main organizers of Al Qaeda's recruitin~ operation was arrested by
Yemeni security forces along with 6 others in the C1ty of Aden. The port city is a
major hub for the exporting of suicide bombers for service in Iraq. The name of the
individual arrested was not given.)

Turkey Intensifies ops in SE But NO Border crossing Yet

PM Erdogan promised no Iraq incursion before DC visit: Ankara talks failed.

synopsis: Turkish counter-insurgency operations alon~ its side of the Turkey-Iraq
border have intensified in recent weeks, reportedly k111ing at least 65 PKK rebels
over the last week. Over 8,000 troops backed by helicopter gun ships and artillery
assaulted PKK positions in the border region within Turkey. Meanwhile, speaking
after crisis talks with Iraqi officials ended unsatisfactorily, Prime Minister Recep
Tayyip Erdogan said Turkey will launch a military strike against Kurdish rebels in
northern Iraq when necessary, re~ardless of the international community's attitude.
He had assured washington early 1n the week that no border incursion would take
place before he completed next week's DC visit and talks with President Bush. His DC
talks are one component of the extensive diplomatic activity underway on the issue.
Iran's president Ahmadinejad has also weighed, calling Iraq's prime Minister Maliki
and agreeing to cooperate against PKK separatists and he received a call from
Turkey's President Gul on the same subject. Also, Turkey's Foreign Minister Ali
Babacan is visiting Iran this week and the PKK problem will figure prominently in
those discussions. Iran is also fighting Kurdish militants sneaking from bases in
Iraq. The Iraqi delegation, which left Ankara saturday, had proposed reinforcin~
Iraqi military outposts at the Turkish border to prevent infiltration and reviv1ng a
tripartite panel of Turkish, Iraqi and us officers to coordinate efforts against the
separatists. Turkey rejected the idea of the u.s. stationing forces along the
border.

AnalysiS/Road Ahead: Facing intense domestic political pressure, but recognizing
the potentially negative impact an incursion may have on regional stability, prime
Minister Erdogan has embarked on a two-pole strategy; 1) intensify military
operations against the PKK within Turkey while building up forces to attack their
bases in Iraq, and 2) build a regional consensus for action against the PKK that
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will pressure the u.s. and Baghdad into suppressing PKK activities and forces within
Northern Iraq. He has two hopes in engagin~ Iran - using Tehran's influence in and
on Iraq, and using u.s. concerns about Iranlan influence to give further impetus for
American officials to pressure Iraq's Kurds into taking action against the PKK.
Prime Minister Erdogan doesn't want to jeopardize U.s. relations or any planned
agreements, but unless he sees concrete efforts emergin~ against the PKK, he will
launch a border incursion, although it will be limited ln scope, depth and duration.

Sources: AFP, AP, BBC, Turkish Press Review, 27-29 Oct 07. Earlier media reporting

Fighting Escalates in Pakistan's NW Tribal Area

Pakistani troops attacked militants in Swat.

synopsis: pakistani troops and helicopter gunships have attacked
militants in the north-western district of Swat, reportedly killin~ 10 of them.
violence flared in the area a few days ago, after about 2,500 soldlers were deployed
to the area to combat rising Islamist militancy. At least 17 troops died in an
apparent bomb attack on a paramilitary vehicle on Thursday, and clashes followed.
Hundreds of local people have been fleeing the violence. Pakistan is moving to
confront pro-Taleban militant Maulana Fazlullah, who wants to impose Sharia law and
has reportedly used radio broadcasts to call for jihad, or holy war, against the
pakistani authorities. After clashes erupted, milltants captured and beheaded six
security officials and killed seven civilians. sunday's fighting took place near the
town of Mingora, after militants fired at paramilitaries, the pakistani army said.
"people are leaving their homes. All shops and markets are closed," a scared
resident told Reuters. Swat is one of a number of areas near the Af~han border where
militants have geen steppin~ up attacks in recent mo~ths. In a posslbly related
development, trlbal elders ln the border area of Paklstan's Northwest Frontier
Province (NFWP) ordered all militants to leave the area by 04 November or face
attack, following the militants' mistreatment of local villagers.

Analysis/Road Ahead: The govern~e~t has taken act~on a~ainst Qazi Fazlullah because
of h1 S attacks on gove rnment offl Cl a1s, 1oca1 tou rl st s1 te s, and pro-gove rnment
tribal elders. Although Qazi denies any connection to the Taliban, he shares their
political ideology and goals and his madrassas has been used as a trainin~ facility
for Talibanists and other militants. Qazi remains on the run within the dlstrict but
continues his radio broadcasts from a mobile transmitter, calling on his followers
to strike at all blasphemers (video stores, movie houses, Westerners and Pakistani
government officials). The government is using Frontier corps personnel because of
their better familiarity with the terrain backed by Army artillery and, if required
helicopter gunships and motorized forces. The insurgents will continue to employ
lEOs, car bombs and classic guerrilla tactics, but the extent of villager support or
acquiescence will shape the 90vernment campaign's duration. However, success lies in
establishing government serVlces and sustaining its authority

sources: AFP, BBC, Dawn, 28 Oct 07. Earlier media reporting.

Niger Delta Militants Kidnap six oil workers, shut Down oil Facility

The 26 October attack forced Italy's ENI to halt production.

synopsis: Gunmen kidnapped six workers from an Italian oil production facility off
the coast of Nigeria, forcing Italy's ENI to halt production of 50,000 barrels per
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day.· It was the second kidnapping from an offshore oilfield in Nigeria in one week,
undermining a five-month ceasefire by armed groups which had raised hopes for peace
talks with the government. The gunmen overpowered an oil industry vessel shortly
before dawn and used it to board the nearby Mystras oil production facility,
operated by saipem and SBM offshore. "Attackers managed to climb aboard the FPSO
Mystras and seized six workers, whose nationalities are polish, Filipino and
Nigerian." Another Nigerian worker reportedly was injured. The Mystras floating
production, storage and offloading (FPSO) vessel pumps oil from the okono okpoho
field. The Nigerian Navy dispatched a vessel to the area. Nigeria's oil production
has dropped 20% since a surge in militant attacks and kidnappings in February 2006 .

. Armed groups fighting for regional control over the oil resources of the Niger Delta
had observed a ceasefire since the inauguration of president Umaru Yar'Adua in May,
who promised to address the underlying causes of the conflict. However, a prominent
rebel leader, Henry okah of the Movement for the Emancipation of the Niger Delta
(MEND), was arrested in Angola last month and Nigeria is trying to bring him home to
face charges. MEND threatened to resume attacks, and claimed responsibility for last
saturday's attack on shell's EA field, in which seven workers were taken hostage for
two days. NO group has yet claimed responsibility for this latest attack.

Analysis/Road Ahead: This latest attack confirms that the militants have ended
their ceasefire and the seizure of a supply vessel to facilitate entry to the oil
facility marks a new and potential more dangerous tactic in the Niger Delta
insurgency. It will complicate oil company security efforts by forcing them to
choose between placing security detachments on each vessel or forcing them to lie
off the platform until a boarding party can search them. Neither is an inexpensive
prospect nor a guarantee of oil platform security. The militants will resume a pace
of weekly attacks by October's end and double that by early next year unless the
government demonstrates progress on the region's concerns. The resumed violence
contributed to the concerns that spiked oil prices above $90 a barrel.

Sources: AP, BBC Radio, oil and Gas News, 26 Oct 07. Earlier media reporting.

counterterrorism News by Nation:

Afghanistan

NATO Afghan Force Is Insufficient, us General says

Source: Reuters, Jon Hemming, 27 Oct 07

NATO is ~aking a ~isk.by not sending enou9h troops to Afgha~istan..Afgh~nistan has
seen an 1ncrease 1n v10lence this year, w1th more clashes w1th Tal1ban 1nsurgents
and more suicide bombings, killing as many as 5,000 people since January. wh1le the
NATO-led International security Assistance Force (ISAF) claims significant .
battlefield successes against the Taliban, u.s. Defense secretary Robert Gates has
led calls for NATO nations to send more soldiers and allow them to do more. ISAF
commander General Dan McNeill said NATO countries had not even sent troops already
promised. "NATO agreed last year to a force level here ... it prescribed a minimum
force ... that force has not been filled yet. On that basis alone, I think, no, I
don't have enough force here," he told Reuters in an interview. "we are taking a
certain amount of risk by having an unfilled force," he said. Many of the 37 nations
contributing troops impose tight restrictions, known as caveats, barring them from
offensive operations or from deployment in the more dangerous south. German troops
in the relatively safe north, for example, are not allowed to patrol at night,
officials say. "The caveats impinge on my ability to use all those principles of war
in both planning and prosecuting operations," McNeill said. "when countries say
their forces can only operate in certain ways and in a certain geographic space that
certainly impinges on my ability to mass forces."
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But the four-star u.s. general said there was no purely military solution to the
conflict in Afghanistan and ISAF was simply buying time for Afghan forces to take on
the Taliban.· "A military dimension is part of the solution, it is not the whole
solution. We have to build robust and fully capable Afghan national security
forces," he said. While the Afghan army is becoming more capable of independently
engaging Taliban rebels in the field, McNeill said there was still a lon~ way to go
to build up the Afghan police which is key to combating the threat of sUlcide
attacks. More than 200 people have been killed in around 130 suicide attacks this
year -- more than all of 2006 -- as Taliban insurgents switch to what the military
calls asymmetrical warfare after suffering heavy defeats in pitched battles.
security has improved since a year ago though, McNeill said, when many feared the
rebels would seize their former stronghold city of Kandahar and follow it with a
1arge spri ng offensi ve. "The rhetori c from 1ast fall has been 'we're comi n~, we've
got an offensive coming'. well maybe they did, but none of us has seen it, he said.
Military success against the Taliban has been marred by a number of incidents in
which civilians have been killed. Afghan President Hamid Karzai demanded foreign

. forces use fewer air strikes as they kill too many civilians, he said in an
interview to be broadcast on u.s. television on sunday. McNeill said he had issued a
directive in June slightly modifying the rules of engagement for launching air
strikes. "I think President Karzai 's statement to me about seven or ei~ht days ago
was that, yes, he thought that that had had the desired effect," he sald. "we take
every precaution to minimize risk to non-combatants as well as to the property of
Afghans." The general said the Taliban used civilians as human shields and attacked
from houses, inviting civilian casualties, and had harmed their own cause with .
indiscriminate suicide attacks. Similarly, the accidental killing of civilians hurt
ISAF'S efforts in Afghanistan.

Battles Near Taliban-Held Town Intensify

Source: AP, 29 October

Days after Taliban fighters overran Musa Qala, a U.S. commander pledged
that Western troops would take it back. Nine months later, the town is still Tallban
territory, a symbol of the West's struggles to control the poppy-growin~ south. But
a string of recent battles around Musa Qala, won overwhelmingly by Amerlcan special
Forces, signal a renewed u.s. focus on the symbolic Taliban stronghold. An Afghan
army commander said sunday that u.s. and Afghan forces have taken over the area
around the town and that Afghan commanders are holding talks with Musa Qala's tribal
leaders to persuade them to expel the Arab, (hechen and uzbek foreign fighters who
roam its streets alongside the Taliban militants. u.s. special Forces soldiers
accompanied by Afghan troops killed about 80 fighters during a six-hour battle
outside Musa Qala on saturday, the latest in a series Of increasingly deadly
engagements in Helmand province - the world's lar~est poppy-growing region and the
front line of Afghanistan's bloodiest fighting thlS year. There have been at least
five major battles in the area since sept. 1, including saturday's fighting, and
special Forces troops have killed more than 250 militants, according to coalition
statements.

"Musa Qala is part of the overall concept here, denying the Taliban the
ability to control northern Helmand," said Maj. Chris Belcher, a spokesman for the
u.s.-led coalition. "Our goal is to stop them from accomplishing that ... we're in
Musa Qala and we're going to stay there." The vast majority of Western forces in
Helmand are British, though u.s. Special Forces troops are also active in the
province. Taliban militants overran Musa Qala on Feb. 1, four months after British
troops left the town following a contentious peace agreement that handed over
s~c~rity responsibilities to Afgh~n elde~s. Days after the Taliban takeover a U.S.
m,l,tary spokesman, Col. Tom coll,ns, sa,d NATO and Afghan forces would take back
the town "at a time and place that is most advantageous." Lt. Col. Richard Eaton, a
spokesman for British troops in Helmand, said that "nothing in Afghanistan is ever
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straightforward." "You can't do everything s1multaneously. That is not how a
counterinsurgency works," Eaton said. "AS (the commander of NATO'S forces in
Afghanistan) has said, we will deal with Musa Qala at a time of our choosing."
Eaton also did not rule out the possibility of future peace talks in the town,
saying that the solutions to insurgencies are political ..

Brig. Gen. Ghulam Muhiddin Ghori, a top Afghan army commander in
Helmand, said the foreign fighters are running training camps near Musa Qala to
teach militants how to carry out suicide and roadside bomb attacks. But he said no
big military operations are being launched to overtake the town itself because of a
fear of civilian casualties. "Afghan and coalition forces have surrounded the Musa
Qala district center. we have started negotiations with tribal leaders there to take
ove r Mu sa Qa1a from the Tali ban," Gho ri told The Associ ated Pres s. "The t ri ba1
leaders are also worried about these Taliban because the foreign fighters - Arabs,
Chechens, saluchs and uzbeks - they are in Musa Qala." violence in Afghanistan this
year has been the deadliest since the 2001 u.s.-led invasion. More than 5,200 people
have died this year due to the insurgency, according to an Associated Press count
based on figures from Afghan and Western officials. The latest Musa Qala battle
began saturday when Taliban insurgents attacked a combined U.S. coalition and Afghan
patrol with rockets and gunfire, prompting the combined force to call in attack
aircraft, resulting in "almost seven dozen Taliban fighters killed," the U.s.-led
coalition said. The coalition said four bombs were dropped on a trench line filled
with fighters, resulting in most of the deaths. It said there were no immediate
reports of civilian casualties.

The top u.S. commander in Afghanistan, Maj. Gen. David Rodriguez,
declined to talk about Musa Qala at a news conference in Kabul on sunday. speaking
on a separate topic; he said it could take between 18 months and two years for
Afghan units to be able to conduct major operations on their own. Rodriguez said
Afghan forces excel at small-unit tactics and coordinating with the Afghan people
but still need to improve their command structure, the use of air power, their
logistics support and medical capabilities. NATO'S International security
Assistance Force, meanwhile, said an investigation into alle9ations of civilian
casualties in wardak province on Oct. 22 found that no civillans had been killed. A
provincial council member at the time said 12 civilians had been killed, but ISAF
said the investigation found that the allegations were "without merit." separately,
a suicide bomber blew himself up next to a taxi-stand in Lashkar Gah, Helmand's
capital, killing one civilian and wounding six others, said provincial police chief
Mohammad Hussein Andiwal. The bomber was also killed in the blast. Andiwal could .
not say who was the target of the attack or whether the explosives on the body of
the bomber went off prematurely.

Australia urges Europe To Do More In Afghanistan

Source: FOCUS News Agency, 26 Oct 07

sydney. Europe should deploy more troops to the dangerous southern regions of
Afghanistan, Australia's foreign minister said Friday as the country mourned its
second soldier killed there in three weeks.

Alexander Downer said Australia would welcome forces from NATO'S
European members joining them in southern Afghanistan,' the former stronghold of the
extremist Taliban re9ime and now the focus of insurgent attacks. "Many of the
European NATO countrles have their troops in the north, which is not free of Taliban
activity, but it is a good deal quieter and a less threatening environment," Downer
told reporters. "we would like to see some of the restrictions that European
parliaments have placed on their troops lifted." His comments echo those made.
earlier this week by us Defense secretary Robert Gates, who said restrictions on
where European troops could be deployed and what they could do were putting NATO
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soldiers at a serious disadvantage. Downer was speaking following the death of an
elite Australian soldier in southern uruzgan province who was killed by small arms
fire while on patrol. (AFP)

Algeria

Algerian Forces Kill 15 Islamic Militants-papers

Source: Reuters, 27 Oct 07

Algerian government forces stepping up attacks on al Qaeda-aligned armed groups.

Algerian government forces, stepping up attacks on al Qaeda-aligned armed ~roups,
killed 15 militants and captured seven in the past two days near the Tunislan
border. newspapers reported on saturday. They also seized large quantities of
ammunition and destroyed several hideouts in the operation in Tebessa province, 630
km (400 miles) east of the capital Algiers, the ~overnment-owned El Moudjahid said,
citing a security source. One army officer was kllled in the offensive, which was
launched by a combined force of the army, police and municipal guards, based on
information provided by a rebel who had surrendered, the independent newspaper
Liberte said. The rebel group may have had links to a failed assassination attempt
on President Abdelaziz Bouteflika in Batna town in september. said the independent
daily El Watan. The Al Qaeda organization in the Islamic Maghreb claimed the attempt
in Batna by a suicide bomber, in which 22 people were killed. as well as three other
suicide bombings this year. The armed movement, previously known as the salafist
Group for preaching and combat (GSPC), has switched to high-profile urban bombings.
seventy-five people were killed in political violence last month including 60 in
suicide blasts, according to a Reuters account based on newspaper reports. Algeria
is emerging from more than a decade of conflict that began when the military-backed
government scrapped 1992 legislative elections a radical Islamic party was poised to
win. Authorities had feared an Iranian-style revolution. up to 200,000 people have
been killed during the ensuing violence. The bloodshed has subsided in recent years
and last year the government freed more than 2,000 former Islamist guerrillas under
an amnesty designed to put an end to the conflict.

17 Islamists Killed In Algerian Army Raids

[The Jijel ambush is a different operation.]

source: lOL, 27 Oct 07

The Algerian army killed 17 Islamist rebels during security operations in the east
of the country over three days this week, security sources said Saturday.

One army officer was also killed in the raids, the sources added.
Fifteen lslamists died in a major attack on their base at Djebel Al-Anoual, near
Tebessa on the Tunisian frontier. The officer was killed in the attack which was
backed up by helicopters. the sources said. The operation was launched after an
Islamist gave himself up and offered information about an attempted attack on
President Abdelaziz Bouteflika's convoy on september 6 in the south-east of the
country in which 15 people died. The sources said two more Islamists were killed in
an army ambush at Jijel, about 300 kilometers (180 miles) northeast of Algiers.
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Recasting Jihad in the Maghreb

Source: Andrew Black, Terrorism Monitor, volume 5, Issue 20 (october 25, 2007)

It has been a little over one year since Ayman al-zawahiri announced the official
merger between al-Qaeda and the salafist Group for Call and combat (GSPC) , and since
that time the jihad in the Maghreb has passed through a tumultuous and dynamic
period. On the one hand, it has been characterized by an increase in
bombin~s-particularly in public settings-the use of suicide attackers, and the
targetlng of foreign nationals and assets. Yet, on the other hand, Al-Qaeda in the
Islamic Maghreb (AQIM), the successor to the GSPC, has more recently exhibited signs
~f int~rnal fissures, largely result~ng from recruitment issues ~nd the,actions of
ltS amlr, Abu Musab Abd al~Wadoud (Llberte,September 18; Terrorlsm Monltor,
september 13). Recent reports allege that al-wadoud has been replaced by Ahmad
Haroun, a claim refuted on the AQIM website (http://qmagreb.org, october 6;
El-Khabar, october 3). Despite the operational successes of the past year and
al-wadoud's apparent ability to recast the regional jihad, the divisiveness within
the organization has made its future somewhat precarlous.

The changing Landscape

In late July, AQIM released a statement noting that it had succeeded in
restructuring and reforming the agenda of the Algerian jihad (MEMRI, July 25). The
extent of these adjustments encompasses matters from strategy, such as targeting
foreigners, to tactics, such as the use of suicide operatives. At the broadest
level, this reform has led the Algerian jihad to shift from a nationalist to a
regionalist movement, as exhibited in January 2007 when al-wadoud announced that the
GSPC would be changing its name to Al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb, a name more
reflective of the organization's expanding purview (Terrorism Monitor, February 1).

operationally, AQIM has recently been linked with numerous activities
outside of Algeria. Although the GSPC had been known to conduct operations
throughout the Maghreb and into sub-Saharan Africa-notably exhibited in a June 2005
attack on the Lemgheity military barracks in northeastern Mauritania-since the
merger there are signs that AQIM has placed greater emphasis on recruiting and
perpetrating attacks in each of the states in the Maghreb. A prime example of this
is a disrupted plot in Tunisia, which would have initially targeted the u.s. and UK
embassies in Tunis around the New Year, followed by smaller attacks on tourist sites
throughout the country. significant information came to the attention of Algerian
and Tunisian security officials that the plot was closely linked with the GSPC and
included a Mauritanian member of the Algerian group. His involvement in the plot and
more recent reports of non-Algerians operating under the AQIM banner are a testament
to al-wadoud's ability to not only recruit foreigners, but also to deploy them
throughout the region (Liberte, AU9ust 7; El-Khabar, August 21). Other recent
examples of AQIM'S regional operatlons include the group's links with a disrupted
plot in Morocco, as well as a september report that Egyptian authorities were
investigating AQIM'S attempts to procure forged passports for its members traveling
to Iraq (MAP, october 20; Elaph, september 4).

Beyond this, efforts in the public relations arena have grown
dramatically under al-wadoud's leadership. stretching back to the summer of 2004
when he became amir of the GSPC, al-wadoud has placed great emphasis on the
or9anization's information operations (Terrorism Focus, May 15). In an attempt to
ellminate the near information blackout his predecessors had cast on the
organization-and no doubt heeding al-zawahiri's advisement that the jihadi movement
must not become isolated from the populace-al-wadoud began to engage the Algerian
people and the outside world through an enhanced information campalgn [1]. Though
clumsily executed at first, the GSPC/AQIM media apparatus has become comparable to
those found in other jihadi venues. AQIM now disseminates regular videos of attacks,
such as the "under the shadow of the swords" series, as well as statements from
al-wadoud through a variety of affiliated forums, which is largely due to the
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the group's website [2].inconsistency of

Style of Attack

. Militarily, al-wadoud has gone beyond the minimalist strategies of his
predecessors and enacted a multifaceted campaign blending guerrilla attacks in
eastern Algeria with publicity grabbing bombings in urban areas. whereas the GSPC
had previously relegated itself to engaging the government in rural, mainly
northeastern Algeria, al-wadoud has chosen to expand the campai9n to include
increasing urban attacks like the April 11 dual bombings in Alglers.

Fundamental to AQIM's campaign is target selection, often an important
indicator of an or9anization's ideological leanings and grand strategy. In the
GSPC/AQIM case, thlS target set is diverse but has remained largely unchanged since
2004, although priorities within this set have clearly been altered. The key themes
include a virulent hatred of foreigners alleged to be supportin9 the "apostate
regimes" and pillaging North African resources. France, in partlcular, has featured
prominently in the organization's rhetoric-famously highlighted in al-zawahiri's
quote from his september 11, 2006 speech that the GSPC be a "a bone in the throat of
the American and French crusaders" (Le Monde, september 18; Liberation, september
19; Terrorism Focus, August 7). specifically, AQIM'S leadership has identified
France's cultural influence, which is palpable throughout Morocco, Algeria and
Tunisia, as being a source of corruption within the region. The previous day, AQIM
injured two Frenchmen and an Italian in a bombing near Lakhdaria (Echorouk online,
september 21). Al-zawahiri addressed the issue in a September 20 speech calling for
AQIM to purge "the Islamic Maghreb of the French and the spanish who have returned
there" (MEMRI, september 20). consistent with the jihadi narrative, AQIM has named
both the united States and United Kingdom as legitlmate targets, whose embassies
were targets in the aforementioned Tunis plot. Finally, there are indications that
AQIM is looking to target the region's tourist and ener9Y sectors, arguably the
backbone of the Maghrebi economies [3]. Although terrorlsm has not had a significant
impact on regional ec6nomies in recent history, there is concern among regional
governments that a revived terrorist threat could be a drain on their economies,
particularly given the reliance on revenue from these sectors (Dar al-Hayat, April
27).

Al-wadoud's efforts to alter both the ideology and strategy of the organization have
also manifested in the use of suicide bombers in Algeria, such as the April 11
attacks and the september bombings in Dellys and Batna. Although suicide attacks
have previously been committed in the region and Algerians have even perpetrated
martyrdom operations in other jihadi venues, this tactic has not been featured in
the Algerian context despite the country's long and brutal civil war. In addition to
the obvious tactical benefits that martyrdom operations bring-which are a critical
component of the narrative of the Global salafi-Jihad-they are powerful symbols of
the vitality of an organization's struggle and are also an important legitimizing
mechanism for its cause. As seen in the aftermath of the April 11 bombing, each
suicide operative is lionized as a hero, his symbolic death effectively declaring
the organization's cause to be worth giving oneself up for. In the case of AQIM-an
organization attempting to congeal support while mobilizing and recruiting
additional members-martyrdom is a potent addition to the attack repertoire. Although
al-wadoud's decision to employ suicide operations has brought criticism from within
and without his organization, the AQIM amir has received support for his decision
from key figures in the global jihadi movement, most notably from Abu vahya al~Libi

(Echorouk online, August 12; MEMRI, August 17). However, insofar as AQIM can
encourage Iraqi veterans to return to the Maghreb and fight or recruit under its
banner-and there are si9ns that this has occurred-the employment of suicide
operations will likely lncrease (El-Watan, september 12).

The Threat to the west

well before the merger between the GSPC and al-Qaeda, North Africans had
weighed heayily on.western European security, as noted by Fre~ch Interior ~inister
Michele Alllot-Marle (Agence France-presse, september 23). Whlle perpetratlng
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attacks on the continent was arguably not a core objective of the Maghrebi groups,
it is now a part of AQIM'S objectives. With this in mind, much of the rhetoric
surrounding the merger speciflcally identified attacking Western countries,
particularly France, as central to AQIM'S strategy (Terrorism FocuS, september 26,
2006; Terrori sm Focus, August 7).

one must also not overlook the implications this may potentially have for North
America. Although it must be plainly stated that the perceived threat from AQIM to
the united States is low, there are indications that North African groups continue
to maintain networks in North America and that there is a potential, albeit remote,
for these networks to become operational. This gains credence remembering the case
of Ahmed Ressam, an Algerian national and the so called "Millennium Bomber," who was
based in Montreal and who had plans to bomb LOS Angeles International Airport on New
Year's Eve in 1999 [4]. To make this network operational, al-wadoud and his
organization must find a narrative that sufficiently resonates within this network,
an onerous task and one potentially made more difficult with the recent leadership
troubles (Terrorism Monitor, september 13).

conclusion

In sum, while AQIM'S ascent has raised the specter of a revitalized and expansive
jihad in North Africa-one which may include coordinated operations throughout the
region and the west-the unsteadiness in the group's leadership among other factors
have cast doubt on AQIM'S future prospects. Regardless of his fate as the leader of
AQIM, it appears the reformation process al-wadoud enacted has fundamentally recast
the Maghrebi jihad by altering both the character of his Algerian movement and the
structure of the regional jihad at large. As evident from the high number of attacks
and casualties in september, AQIM is becoming increasingly active and lethal, and
the group has demonstrated a willingness to perpetrate large-scale, suicide bombings
in urban environments. These attacks and the proliferation of media material over
the past year have bolstered AQIM'S relevancy in the regional counter-terrorism
discourse and reinserted the North African arena into the conscience of the Global
salafi-Jihad.

Notes

1. see Ayman al-zawahiri, Knights under the prophets Banner.

2. The
•tlmes,

group's recent website, http://www.qmagreb.org, has been shut
but usually reappears a few days later. .

down multiple

3. For an assessment of Morocco's tourist industry and its capacity to overcome a
terrorist attack, see Terrorism Monitor, June 7. separately, energy targets are a
popular theme in the jihadi narrative, and have featured stron91y in the writings of
Abu Musab al-suri, Ayman al-zawahiri and several other strateglsts linked to the
North African arena.

4. For an examination of this network, see Marc sageman, understanding Terror
Networks, university of pennsylvania press, philadelphia, 2004.

Austria

Infiltrating the Muslim Elite? Controversy Over the Muslim Brotherhood

Source: OSC Analysis, 10/25/2007 20:24

A polemic has broken out during the last year over allegations that leading Austrian
Muslims harbor ties to the Muslim Brotherhood or sympathize with its "ideology."
Although Austria until recently has been considered successful in integrating its
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Muslim population, many Austrians have now grown concerned about whether their
approach to integration is working. Some have charged Austria's leading Muslim
organizations, such as the Islamic Faith community, of sympathy or even support for·
the Muslim Brotherhood. Although open sources cannot confirm ties to the Muslim
Brotherhood, they do suggest that allegations of sympathy for the Brotherhood
represent code language for the charge that prominent Austrian Muslims are hostile
to integration. The allegations thus serve as rhetorical weapons against these
Muslim organizations.

Background

whether the Muslim Brotherhood (MB) exists in Austria, and, if so, to what extent,
has recently become the subject of an intense debate. In a series of articles and
essays, wiener zeitung journalist Stefan Beig and political scientist Thomas
schmidiger, have accused some Muslim organizations of supporting the MB. Beig bases
his accusations on the "expertise" of schmidiger, who is a doctoral candidate at the

. university of vienna. They have alleged, for example, that the official umbrella.
organization representing Muslims in Austria, the Islamische Glaubensgemeinschaft in
oesterreich (IGGIOe, Islamic Faith community in Austria), has inculcated MB
"ideology" in schools. They have also alleged that leading figures in such
organizations as the Islamische Liga der Kultur, the vienna-based schura Mosque, and
the Muslim Youth organization in Austria have expressed sympathy for, and even
extended financial support to, Iraqi insurgents, HAMAS, and the Egyptian MB.

The Muslim Brotherhood and Muslim Brother "Ideology"

The Muslim Brotherhood (MB), founded in Egypt by Hasan al-Banna in 1928, has offered
an Islamic alternative to the middle~eastern secular nationalist response to
colonialism and its legacies. whether the MB approach is compatible with democracy,
or whether it implies an Islamist theocracy, has been at the heart of much of the
controversy surrounding the MB since its inception. Then-Egyptian President Nassar
banned the or9anization in 1954, viewing it as a threat to his version of secular
Arab national1sm (Al-sanna's son-in-law, said Ramadan, father of the well-known
European-Muslim theologian Tariq Ramadan, fled to Geneva at this time). Some argue
that HAMAS claims direct lineage from the MB and that Muslim Brother organizations
provide financial support for HAMAS. In the 1980's, the MB officially renounced
violence. In Egypt, several members now serve as "independents" in the Egyptian
parliament, arguing, in effect, that the MB is a fundamentally democratic
organization. .

This osc product is based exclusively on the content and behavior of selected media
and has not been coordinated with other us Government components. 1 25 october 2007

currently, in Austria, the charge that a Muslim organization is an "adherent" of the
MB, or supports MB "ideology," 1S intended to be understood as a charge that that
particular Muslim organization is hostile to integration and committed to
establishing an Islamist polity in Europe. open sources cannot confirm MB membership
on the part of the main Austrian Muslim organizations, or leading Austrian Muslims,
partly because the MB remains a clandestine organization (it is still banned in
Egypt). Many European Muslim organizations are presumed to be a part of, or close
to, the MB, including the Federation of Islamic organizations in Europe (FIDE), the
French union organisation Islamique Francaise (UOIF) , and the German Islamische
Gemeinschaft Deutschlands. In the case of Austria, the accusation, valid or not,
that an organization has ties to the MB, serves as code language for an or9anization
hostile to European democracy and civilization. specific public policy pos1tions of
organizations such as the IGGIOe, on issues regarding Islamic reli9ious instruction
in public schools, or the buildin9 of mosques, are interpreted aga1nst the backdrop
of an alleged "hidden agenda" of lnstituting an Islamist society.

Integration and Radicalization in Austria

until recently, scholars and government experts considered Austria a positive model
for the integration of first and second generation Mus1ims.1 unlike in Germany, for
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example, Islam received official recognition as early as 1912.2 In 1979, the
government recognized the IGGIOe as the official representative of Austrian Muslims
and the government's negotiating partner on all policy matters concerning Islam.

Gradually, however, the Austrian model and many leading Austrian Muslim figures have
come under attack. A number of recent official reports have cast doubt on the
success of integration. In the resulting debate, some have accused the IGGIOe of
being insufficiently representative of the Austrian Muslim community. some have also
accused the IGGIOe of harboring an MB agenda, meaning a wish to introduce an
Islamist system by stealth. .

• A 2006 government study on the state of integration in
Austria by the German legal scholar Mathias Rohe, analyzed Muslim and non-Muslim
attitudes toward the many issues -- such as the wearing of headscarves, religious
education, and the problem of "parallel societies" -- that have defined inte9ration
debates across Europe. The results highlighted the continuing challenges faclng
Austrians as they attempt to realize a truly integrated society (Rohe, 2006). A
group of the leading Muslim organizations in Austria issued a statement warning
against what it considered a negative misunderstanding of the study and the growing
criticism of the IGGIOe (derIslam.at, 27 May 2006).

• The 2005 report of the Austrian office for the Protection
of the constitution stated, "in Austria, like in Europe as a whole, the Muslim
Brotherhood is widely represented. Though it does not have any official presence in
Austria, it has many representatives in many mosques, Islamic associations and
organizations" (www.bmi.gv.at).3 This osc product is based exclusively on the
content and behavior of selected media and has not been coordinated with other us
Government components. 2 25 October 2007

As a debate on the Austrian model of integration developed over the course of 2006,
the IGGIOe came under increasin9 attack for its supposedly failed policy of
"integration through participatl0n."

• During the spring of 2006, Guenther Ahmed Rusznak, an
ethnic German convert to Islam, founded the Islamic Information and Documentation
Center (Islamische Informations - und Dokumentationszentrum, or IIDZ) as a more
secular and pro-European Islamic organization (salzburger Nachrichten,
www.salzburg.com. 5 April 2006). The IIDZ has led a concerted attack on the IGGIOe
in the Austrian media, accusing it of a lack of "representativeness" as an
organization and of inhibiting successful integration ("von unwahrheiten,
Halbwahrheiten und anderen Luegen," www.iidz.at).

. • According to the online Muslim magazine Kismet, Rusznak
accused the IGGIOe of serving as a "center of fundamentalism" (kismetonline.at, nd).
speaking to the Austrian daily Die Presse, he called for the reform or abolition of
the IGGIOe because of its "undemocratic structures" (www.diepresse.at. 7 February
2007) .

IGGIOe

The IGGIOe has been rec09nized by the state as the official umbrella organization
for Muslims in Austria S1nce 1979, serving as the official representative for
Muslims vis-a-vis the Austrian Government, much as the catholic church does for
Austrian Catholics.4 Similar to the corresponding catholic, protestant and Jewish
organizations, the IGGIOe takes a leading role in shaping religious education for
Austrian Muslim children at the primary and secondary levels. owing to the IGGIOe'S
official status, many experts have considered Austria an integration success story.S

IGGIOe Inculcating MB "Ideolo9Y"? This year, some journalists and other "experts"
have accused the IGGIOe of uSlng its privileged position to inculcate MB "ideology"
• •

1 n Austrla.

• wiener zeitung journalist Stefan Beig has written a series of articles in the last
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year alleging IGGIOe support for HAMAS, concluding that this proves that the IGGIOe
secretly supports the MB (see the July 2007 OSC Report, Islamic Bulletin for Austria
19-25 July 07). In a 25 July interview with university of vienna political scientist
Thomas schmidiger, Beig mentions that the IGGIOe had for ei~ht years ensured that
Muslim secondary students in Austria read Yusuf al-Qaradawi s book, The permitted
and the Forbidden in Islam, thus supposedly proving again the IGGIOe'S determination
to inculcate Brotherhood views (www.wienerzeitung.at).6

• The IGGIOe admits that the purpose of its educational
policy is to inculcate a sense of Muslim identity, particularly amon~ second
generation Muslims. It nevertheless claims that its religious educatlon policy is
aimed at demonstrating to This OSC product is based exclusively on the content and
behavior of selected media and has not been coordinated with other us Government
components. 3 25 october 2007

Muslim students the compatibility of Islam with Austrian and
(www.derislam.at. 26 May 2007) .

The IGGIOe'S approach to Islam and integration give rise to different
interpretations.

The accusations concerning the IGGIOe'S, and many of its affiliated or~anizations',
approach to militancy and the MB coincide with doubts about the IGGIOe s approach to
Islam and integration. At the Austrian Imam conference in vienna on 24 April 2005,
the Austrian Muslim elite, of which the IGGIOe is the head, issued a statement on
the relationship between Islamic identity and the need for integration into Austrian
society. The final resolution states that the IGGIOe considers the survival of a
distinctly Muslim culture and identity in Europe critical. Yet its definition of a
Muslim identity focuses on religious practice and the ri~orous interpretation of the
earliest Islamic sources, rather than a more "modernized Muslim identity. on the
one hand, the ri~orous recourse to the three earliest sources, the Koran, the sunna,
and the Hadith, 1S directed against militant Islamists who claim justification from
such sources. On the other hand, leading figures of the Austrian Muslim community
have voiced skepticism toward a new, "EurO-Islam."7

• An earlier analysis of Islamic education in Germany and
Austria argues that the IGGIOe emphasizes religious practice, rather than membership
in a worldwide Muslim community, or Ummah.8 The IGGIOe would thus app,ear to work
against the basic trend noticed by experts of a more universalistic 'Euro-Islam."9

The Islamic cultural League

Many commentators believe that the vienna-based Islamic Cultural League (Islamische
Liga der Kultur) has ties to the MB. The League, whose website (www.ligaklutur.net).
is currently under construction is known to be affiliated with the transnational
FlOE, presumed to be an MB organization with other alleged affiliates, the French
UOIF, and the German Islamische Gemeinschaft Deutschlands .

• Thomas schmidinger alleges that Aiman Morad, a member of
the League's executive board, finance director of the Islamic Religious pedagogical
Academy. and chief of the IGGIOe's religious education department, is a syrian MB
member. Furthermore, to schmidinger, Morad and the League demonstrated its closeness
to the MB by inviting Egyptian member of parliament and. Muslim Brother, Mohammad
sa'd al-Katatni, to vienna to speak at the League (support.wzonline.at, 3 July
2007) .

• Karl pfeifer, a columnist for the news portal
www.judentum.net.writes that on 17 October 2006 he witnessed Morad deliver an
anti-Israeli and anti-American tirade that blamed the West for all of the Muslim
world's problems. TO pfeifer, this undermines the "liberal Muslim" claims of the
Austrian Muslim elite, of which Morad is a member (www.judentum.net). This OSC
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product is based exclusively on the content and behavior of selected media and has
not been coordinated with other us Government components. 4 25 October 2007

Omar al-Rawi

Schmidinger and others have also accused Omar al-Rawi, the IGGIOe's chief of
integratlon and member of the Austrian Social Democrats, of ties to the MB. Al-Rawi
is one of the most prominent politically active Muslims in the country. AS one of
the leading members of the IGGIOe, cofounder of the Austrian Muslim Initiative
(Initiative oesterreichische Muslime), and sozialistische Partei oesterreichs (spoe)
deputy on the vienna city council, Al-Rawi portrays his work as dedicated to the
task of integrating immigrant Muslims into Austrian society.

Toward Integration?

In his many public comments about the problems of integration, Al-Rawi has made two
basic points. First, he ar9ues that Muslim immigrants should make their integration
into Austrian society a prlority. Following a cardinal principle of the IGGIOe,
Austrian Muslims are just that, Austrian Muslims. secondly, he often claims that
discrimination is responsible for the difficulties of integrating Muslims into
Austrian society.

• Al-Rawi has warned against sympathizing with terrorism.
After the July 2005 bombings in London, for example, he argued in vienna's Die
Presse, that "we need a clear, unconfused concept of Islam in this respect [i.e.
against religious justifications for violence] .... Those who secretly delight in,
or sympathize with, assassinations must know that they are accomplices to such
crimes" (EUP20050728086014, 28 July 2005).

• Al-Rawi advocates a concept of integration that stresses
assimilation reconcilable with a Muslim identity. In an interview with
Islamonline.net, the internet paper associated with Al-Qaradawi, in January 2005,
Al-Rawi urg~d mosques to do more to facilitate the ~uslim integr~ti~n.. praising
Adnan Ibrahlm's Al-shura mosque as a model, the artlcle quoted hlm lndlrectly as
saying that this mosque had helped "Muslims to amalgamate with society" (16 January
2005) . .

• speakin9 on ORF Television in May 2007, he said that too
few Muslims had advanced to the mlddle class because of a lack of education and
German-s~eakin9 ~b~lity.IO Al-Raw~ has h~ghlighted his ~wn pos~tion as a social
democratlc polltlclan to stress hlS commltment to Austrlan soclal democracy, rather
than to Islam, as the organizing principle of his political views.11 This osc
product is based exclusively on the content and behavior of selected media and has
not been coordinated with other us Government components. 5 25 October 2007

Yet when commenting on the problems of Muslim integration in Austria, Al-Rawi will
often exclusively emphasize social and cultural impediments placed by native
Austrians and Austrian institutions. He thereby demonstrates one of the problems
noted by Rohe's 2006 study on the state of integration, a "nurturing of an attitude
of vi cti m hood" (Rohe, 2006). .

• In his commentary in Die Presse following the 2005 London
attacks, he coupled his condemnation of terrorism with a reminder that one should
focus on the "causes" rather than the "symptoms" of terror. That is, "sustainable
results are achievable when we offer something better at the end of the day, paving
the way for better ideas and more convincing objectives" (EUP200S07286014, 28 July
2005).

• In a forum on integration in the Austrian journal Falter,
in 2004, Al-Rawi responded to a comment from Buelent oeztoplu, who blamed political
Islam for the "alienation" of Austrian Muslim youth. Al-Rawi stated that l1 0ne cannot
blame Islam for this sense of alienation. Rather, for that, society is responsible.
we must ask ourselves, why is there this feeling of exclusion. Islam offers the
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youth an identity and a second home" (www.falter.at. 7 April 2004). schmidinger
accuses Al-Rawi of closeness to the MB. His argument rests primarily on guilt by
association.

• schmidinger argues that Al-Rawi's concept of "integration
through participation" is identical to that of Tariq Ramadan's, the prominent Muslim
intellectual based in Geneva. Ramadan, grandson of MB founder Hassan al-Banna, has
long been the subject of controversy over whether his vision of an integrated
"Euro-Islam" represents MB "ideology" in disguise. Assuming Ramadan's affiliation
with the Brotherhood, schmidinger accuses Al-Rawi of, at the least, advancing the
interests of MB "ideology." "The concept of integration of the official IGGIOe is
identical with that of Tariq Ramadan's." In fact, schmidinger accuses Al-Rawi of
using the Initiative of Austrian Muslims (IMOe or Initiative Muslimischer
oesterreicherInnen) as a vehicle to advance supposed Brotherhood concepts.12

. • A polemic between schmidinger and Al-Rawi began in January
2007, when schmidinger accused the respected vienna Imam, Adnan Ibrahim, of
doublespeak, in a commentary in Die presse (9 January 2007). Al-Rawi responded with
accusations that schmidinger was a member of a small group of disaffected German
intellectuals, the "anti-Germans," who had left Germany for Austria to indulge in
"pro-zionist self-hatred" and "anti-Islamic conspiracy theories."B Al-Rawi has also
accused schmidinger of affiliation with us "neoconservatives" (www.kurier.at. 7 July
2007). schmidinger rejects accusations of membership in the "anti-Germans" as
vigorously as Al-Rawi rejects accusations of membership in the MB.14

This osc product is based exclusively on the content and
behavior of selected media and has not been coordinated with other us Government
components. 6 25 october 2007

Thomas schmidinger

Thomas Schmidinger Source: homepage.univie.ac.at/thomas.schmidinger

Thomas Schmidinger has played the role of academic authority in many articles in the
Austrian press, accusing leading Austrian Muslims of harboring MB sympathies. His
essays, depicting an anti-democraticMB, have frequently been cited to buttress
allegations of radicalism against the IGGIOe and other organizations. He is often
interviewed about the alleged MB influence in Austria and has contributed several
commentaries on the subject himself.

schmidinger claims the title of Lehrbeauftragter (lecturer or adjunct professor).
More precisely, he is a Doktorand (doctoral student), currently enrolled in the
university of vienna's political science department. schmidinger's allegations
against leading Austrian Muslims follow a consistent three-step pattern: (1) he
levies an accusation against a leading Austrian Muslim, (2) he refers to a
controversial issue concerning political Islam outside of Austria and misrepresents
the issue as settled (for example, whether Tariq Ramadan is a radical Islamist or a
modernizing liberal), and (3) associates the Austrian Muslim in question with the
referenced, supposedly damning, controversy.

Doublespeak?

suspicion has lately devolved on Adnan Ibrahim, a prominent Imam of the vienna shura
Mosque. Lionized by Omar al-Rawi as a "star preacher" and an example of how an Imam
should champion integration, critics have claimed that Ibrahim says one thing to a
German-speaking audience and another to Arabic speakers.

• According to the website sicherheit-Heute.de, which is
critical of the IGGIOe and has given prominence to the accusations of schmidi~er and
Rusznak, Ibrahim delivered a sermon entitled "Jihad philosophy and Martyrdom, in
which he called for Muslims to be prepared to give their lives as martyrs for
"palestine and Iraq" (20 January 2007). .
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• Guenther Ahmed Rusznak has drawn attention to previous

Ibrahim sermons and judgments, which Ibrahim now claims to disown, condemning
Muslim-christian intermarriage and excusing female genital mutilation.1s

• In response to some anonymous accusations, the Vienna
Prosecutors office investigated charges that Ibrahim had instigated his followers to
Jihad. According to a 27 July statement by Minister of Justice Maria Berger, the
recordings made of This OSC product is based exclusively on the content and behavior
of selected media and has not been coordinated with other us Government components.
7 25 october 2007

Ibrahim's sermons had been edited, with comments taken out
of context and some comments not clearly attributable to Ibrahim, casting doubt on
the accusations against him (www.parlinkomgiv.at. 30 July 2007).

Implications

Monitored open sources cannot confirm alleged sympathy or outright connections
between the Austrian Muslim elite and the militant MB. The Austrian Government has
not released detailed information about an MB presence in its annual reports on
threats to the constitution. The public claims of the critics of the IGGIOe, the
legitimacy of which rests on the academic credentials of those making the claims,
are dubious. In the one case, that of Adnan Ibrahim, in which the Austrian
Government commented on the charges, it suggested that the accusations rested on
weak evidence.

End Notes:

1 See, for example, Sieglinda Katharina Rosenberger, "Governing Religious Diversity
in Austria - Framework for Europe?" 2006, www.ces.fas.harvard.edu. Hayrettin Aynden,
Dirk Halm, Faruk sen, "'Euro-Islam' Das neue Islamverstaendnis der Muslime in der
Migration," 2003, study conducted by the stiftung Zentrum fuer Tuerkeistudien for
the Renner Institut and posted at www.renner-institut.at.

2 For an historical overview of Austria's internal regulation of Islam, see Martina
schmied, "Islam in oesterreich," at www.bmlv.gv.at.

3 The 2006 and 2007 reports contain no entries on the Muslim Brotherhood.

4 This contrasts with the situation in Germany, where there is no analogous Muslim
institution like the Protestant (EKD) or catholic churches with which the state can
confer on issues -- such as education -- that touch religious interests.

5 Thus university of vienna political scientist sieglinda Katharina Rosenberger
argues that the Austrian state-church system, as applied to the Muslim community
through the IGGIOe, "strengthen's integration rather than separation." See
Rosenberger's "Governing Religious Diversity in Austria - A Framework for Europe?"
paper presented at the center for European studies at Harvard, 7 April 2006,
www.ces.fas.harvard.edu.

6 whether one should classify Qaradawi as a Muslim Brother has been hotly debated
among scholars and analysts for some time.

7 See the final statement of the "Austrian Imam conference," 24 April 2005, posted
on the IGGIOe website, www.derislam.at

8 Irka-christin Mohr, "Islamic Instruction in Germany and Austria: A comparison of
principles Derived from Reli~ious Thought," cahiers d'etudes sur la Mediterranee
orientale et le monde turco-lranien, No. 33, 2002.

9 see, for example, Peter Mandaville, "critical Islam &Muslim Identity:
Interpretation, Belonging, and Citizenship Among Muslims in Europe & North America,"
paper delivered at a conference on "Migration, Religion and secularism - comparative
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Approach (Europe and North America)," paris, June 17-18, 2005, at
www.histoire-sociale.univ-paris1.fr).

10 Markus Mueller, "Der Islam in oesterreich", ORF-Oe1 16 May 2007, as posted on
www.antifa.co.at. This OSC product is based exclusively on the content and behavior
of selected media and has not been coordinated with other us Government components.
8 25 october 2007

11 "wir sind keine Aktiengesellschaft," interview with Al-Rawi, www.kurier.at. 7
July 2007.

12 Schmidinger, "Tariq Ramadan und die Muslim Brueder in Europa," no date,
hompage.univie.ac.at/thomas.schmidinger.

13 Al-Rawi, "woelfe im schafspelz? Replik auf Thomas schmidinger, der versucht,
Weltverschwoerungstheorie von bedrohlicher muslimischer Unterwanderung in
oesterreich zu verbreiten," Die Presse, 16 January 2007.

14 Ibid.

15 Karl pfeifer, "Islam in Oesterreich: - so waren wir alle getaeuscht: Bericht von
einer wiener pressekonferenz," posted on hagalil.com, 9 February 2007.

Azerbaijan

One 'Wahhabi' Killed, Two Arrested In Azerbaijan - Agency

Source: Baku Turan in Russian 0733 GMT 27 Oct 07

The National Security Ministry carried out a special operation against a group of
armed people in country house No 104 in the settlement of Mastaqa [near BakuJ this
morning. Two men were arrested and one was killed while putting up armed resistance,
Turan has learnt from informed sources.

when proposed to give himself up, one of those inside the house threw a grenade at
special squad soldiers and then was 9unned down. Three assault rifles, several
grenades and other ammunition were dlscovered at the country house during the
search.

According to preliminary information, the criminals were wahhabis and were not
residents of the settlement. It is noteworthy that one of the impounded assault
rifles was the one which had been stolen from a military unit by fugitive officer
Kamran Asadov, who is also a wahhabi. The prosecutor's office has started an
investigation into the case.

Bangladesh

Two Bangladesh Militants Jailed For 20 Years - paper
. .

Source: Dhaka New Age in English 0000 GMT 26 Oct 07

sylhet divisional speedy trial tribunal on Thursday, 25 October, sentenced two
members of Jamiat-ul-Mojahedin Bangladesh (JMB) to 20 years' imprisonment in two
cases filed in connection with the 17 August bomb explosion in sunamganj town.
Dipraman Sarker, judge of the tribunal, handed down the verdict in the presence of
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Aziz alias Hanif, body guard of the executed chief of the banned
Rahman. and salah uddin alias saleheen.

outfit shaikh

The tribunal also fined them Tk 10.000 each. in default to suffer two more years.
court sources said. Accordin~ to the prosecution, JMB men carried out bomb attacks
on the Shahi Eidgah premises ln sunamganj town and the district bar building as a
part of its countrywide near simultaneous bomb attacks on 17 August 2005.

Jasim uddin Faruq. ward commissioner of the sunamganj municipality. lodged a case in
connection With a bomb attack at Eidgah while sazzadur Rahman, office assistant of
the district bar association. filed another case in connection with a bomb blast at
the district bar building. The police on June 30, 2006 submitted charge sheets
against Hanif and salehin who were also sentenced to varying terms of imprisonment
in other four cases.

Columbia
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(In the columbian town of cali, police disarmed a powerful home-made bomb. Alerted
by local citizens. the suspicious device turned out to have the equivalent power of
25 Kg of TNT and a fairly sophisticated detonation system which was designed to be
detonated by a cell phone signal. According to Cali chief of police. General Jesus
Antonio Gomez. the device was meant for security personnel. and was likely the work
of the "Revolutionary Armed Forces of columbia". Two other smaller devices were
found in the same area, according to Gomez.) .
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French Court convicts Algerian Of Paris Bombings.

Source: Reuters, 26 Oct 07

A French court jailed Algerian Rachid Ramda for life on Friday for his role in
financing a spate of bomb attacks on the Paris underground rail network that killed
eight people and wounded 200 others in 1995. .

Paris Assizes court ordered that Ramda should serve a minimum 22 years
behind bars for his role in the attacks, the worst bombings on mainland France since
world War Two. court president Didier waco~ne, sitting with six professional
assessors, said Ramda was "guilty of compllcity to murder and attempted murder" as
well as an array of explosives and other offences. Around 70 relatives and friends
of victims of the attacks were present for the verdict which was met in silence.
Ramda, 38, who denied the charges, was sentenced to 10 years in prison in 2006 for
terrorist conspiracy linked to the same bombing campaign.

His lawyer sebastien Bonot protested during the case that Ramda was being tried a
second time for the same crime, and said after Friday's verdict that his client
would appeal. "This decision is certainly not a surprise but we feel t~at justice
and the law have not been done," he told reporters. The prosecutlon sald Ramdawas a
key figure in Algeria's radical Armed Islamic Group (GIA) , and added that phone taps
showed he was in regular contact with Ali Touchent and Boualem Bensaid, the GIA's
coordinators in France. A police search of Ramda's London address produced a western
union payment slip bearing his fingerprints which showed he had sent 5,000 pounds
($10,250) to the Paris bombers. The GIA claimed responsibility for bombings that
were part of a campaign to punish French support for Algerian authorities that
scrapped multi-party elections in 1992 that an Islamic party had been poised to win.

"Londonistan"

During his month-lon~ trial Ramda denied involvement in the attacks and caused
uproar among victims families present in public gallery when he said those
responsible for the carnage deserved the death penalty. Bensaid and another man,
Smain Ali Belkacem, are currently serving long prison terms for planting the gas
cylinder bombs that investigators said were packed with nails and bolts to cause
maximum injury. Friday's conviction marked the culmination of a long battle by the
French authorities to try Ramda, who spent 10 years in detention in Britain fighting
extradition to France. Ramda was arrested on a French warrant in 1995 but Britain
refused to send him back to France on the grounds he might face mistreatment by
anti-terrorism police. French authorities accused the British of underestimating the
threat posed by Islamic militants based in the British capital -- which was dubbed
"Londonistan" by some critics of British policy. However, following the deaths of 52
people in the July 2005 suicide bomb attacks on London's transport system, the mood
changed in Britain and Ramda was extradited in December 2005. [AS Dr. Boaz Ganor
frequently reminds PTSS audiences, "The free world must understand that "cultural
relativism" applied to terrorism - whatever the terrorists' goals - will lead only
to more terrorism.]

Georgia

Georgia Stops Armenians Entering Turkey with Radioactive Matter

Source: Associated press via Dow Jones, 26 oct 07
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The four men were carrying 2 grams of Lovresium or LAV-103, a radioactive isotope.

Georgian border guards detained four Armenians attempting to cross into
Turkey this week with just over 2 grams of a radioactive substance, the former
soviet republic's border police service said Friday. The Armenians were detained at
a border crossing into eastern Turkey on wednesday with the substance in a special
container, the border police said in a statement. It identified the substance as an
isotope called Lovresium, or LAV-I03, but no reference to such an isotope could
immediately be found. Georgian authorities were attempting to determine where the
detainees got the substance and what they were planning to do with it, border police
spokeswoman Lela Mchedladze said.

Germany

German SPD congress Rebuffs schaeuble: Rule of law Vital in combating Terror

Source: ddp in German 1850 GMT 26 Oct 07

The social Democratic party of Germany [SPD] is calling for the rule of law to be
maintained in combating terrorism, and has rebuffed the plans of Federal Interior
Minister wolfgang schaeuble (Christian Democratic union [CDU]). "We are opposed to
any and every attempt to sacrifice the open nature of our democratic society to the
illusion of a security society," states a policy paper adopted by the party congress
in Hamburg on Friday [ 26 october]. The SPD will therefore "not accept the military
being entrusted with internal policing functions."

The protection of security and freedom formed the basis of a libertarian society, it
was argued. The SPD therefor~ resol~tely opposed any call that was incompatible with
these fundamental values. ThlS applled for example to the abandonment of the
presumption of innocence in criminal law,the targeted killing of suspects, the
internment of "persons posing a danger," along with the announcement of an order for
a passenger aircraft to be shot down.

From the technical point of view, the powers of the Federal crime police office
(BKA) also had to be fully in tune with the latest developments. However, this did
nothin9 to alter the particular impact of online searches [of suspects' computers]
on citlzens' rights, as many legal and technical issues were thereby raised. "For
this reason, we wish to initially await the Federal Constitutional court's ruling on
online searches under North Rhine - westphalia's constitutional protection [homeland
intelligence] law, so as not to unnecessarily incur the risk of a ruling of
unconstltutionality," the agreed paper adds.

Hizballah Keeps LOw profile, capable of Mobilizing

Source: osc Analysis in English, 25 Oct 07

German authorities have recently stepped up efforts in monitorin9 Hizballah-related
activities and have identified several key sites frequented by Hlzballah supporters.
open source reporting suggests that, at present, the Hizballah sympathizers are

only loosely organized, value Germany as a mediator, and have made a conscious
decision to keep a low profile. At the same time, Hizballah sympathizers have shown
~ome capability to mobi1ize.pu~lic support for their cause, es~ecially over the
lnternet. Medla reportlng lndlcates that Hlzballah has been llnked to
terror-related activities in Europe in the past.
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Identify Key Hizballah-Associated sites
2007

Although German authorities have been aware of a latent Hizballah presence in
Germany for many years, the fighting between Israel and Hizballah in 2006 and
Germany's ensuing maritime contribution to the UN Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL)
prompted many German politicians and security officials to question whether the
fighting and Germany's role in stoppin~ weapons smuggling into Lebanon could lead to
Hizballah sympathizers in Germany commlttin~ acts of violence domestically.
subsequently, several governmental reports ldentified locations frequented by .
Hizballah activists and sympathizers.

* In February 2007, the German parliament issued a report stating that it was
"aware of 30 cultural and mosque associations" in Germany frequented by Hizballah
members or sympathizers, whose numbers it estimated to be around 900. Yet the
report concluded that Hizballah supporters did not pose an "immediate threat" to the
country (http://dip.bundestag.de, 19 February 2007).

* In 2007, the Federal office for the Protection of the constitution described the
Iranian-supported Islamic Center of Hamburg-ICH (Islamisches zentrum Hamburg), which
allows Hizballah-affiliated persons to use its facilities, as "Hizballah's most
important contact point" in Germany (www.verfassungsschutz.hamburg.de. 15 February
2007) .

* Berlin-based daily Morgen Post quoted city authorities as saying that "Lebanese
Hizballah members" use the Imam Reza mosque, known for organizing the yearly
anti-Israel Al-Quds Day Berlin demonstration, for meetings with Iranian officials
(24 July 2006).

sympathizers Appear To Be only Loosely organized ..

Hizballah in Germany lacks central leadership and appears to have no formal
organizational structure. Some government reporting suggests that the sympathizers
in Germany maintain links to Hizballah in Lebanon through personal contacts with
Hizballah officials.

* In its 2006 security assessment, the Hamburg office for the protection of the
constitution stated that in Germany Hizballah is "represented in a number of mosque
or~anizations operating relatively independently," adding that "Hizballah has no
unlfied structure" (www.fhh.hamburg.de). A westdeutscher Rundfunk public radio
station, using government sources, cited the lack ofa German-based leader
"acceptab1e to all pa rt i es" as a poss i b1e reason why Hi zba11 ah 1eade rs hi pin Bei rut
has long tried "in vain" to "build an efficient structure" in Germany (27 July
2006).

* Two separate ~overnment reports assessed that the connection to Hizballah in
Lebanon is maintalned through individual trips to Lebanon, personal and family
contacts, and emissaries sent from Lebanon to Germany, who inform sympathizers of
current Hizballah directives and operations in the Middle East (www.fhh.hamburg.de;
http://dip.bundestag.de). According to the Baden-Wurttemberg intelligence service,
"Hizballah members from Lebanon, among them shaykhs, office-holders, or members of
parliament, regularly travel [to Baden-wurttemberg] for ceremonies"
(www.verfassungsschutz-bw.de).

* In october 2001, public television station ZDF reported the official visit of
the high-ranking Hizballah representative, shaykh Ali Khatoun, to the Islamic Center
of Muenster-IZM (Islamisches Zentrum Muenster), a Lebanese mosque identified by
German authorities as a Hizballah "meeting place" (www.puc-web.de; www.im.nrw.de).

Hizballah values Germany as Mediator, Keeps LOW Profile ...

On several occasions, Germany has acted as an arbiter between Hizballah and Israel,
negotiating the release of Israeli-held Hizballah prisoners. Hizballah leadership
has expressed appreciation for Germany's mediating role and has instructed its
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followers there to avoid attention.

* German mediation between Israel and Hizballah resulted in the exchange of
prisoners and the return of remains in 1996, 2004 and 2007 (Der spiegel, 12 August
1996; Handelsblatt, 30 January 2004; Financial Times, 16 october 2007). .

* In the past, Hizballah secretary General Nasrallah has publicly acknowledged
Germany's "important role as mediator" in Hizballah-Israeli negotiations (AFP, 22
January 2000).

* A parliamentary report stated that, regarding Germany, Hizballah's "highest
priority" is an "undisturbed presence" there, adding that it "takes pains to avoid
conflicts with local authorities." A State of Hamburg intelligence service report
assessed that, in 2004, Hizballah secretary General Nasrallah directed its German
followers to "keep to the letter of [German] law" to avoid state scrutiny
(www.deutscherbundestag.de; www.verfassungsschutz.hamburg.de) .

."But sympathi ze r s capable of Mobil i zi ng Pub1i c suppo rt, Es peci all y vi a Inte rnet

Hizballah supporters in Germany, carrying the group's paraphernalia and portraits of
its secretary General Nasrallah, showed solidarity by taking part in the many
anti-Israel demonstrations held throughout Germany during the 2006 Israeli-Hizballah
conflict. The large turn-out suggests that the number of Hizballah supporters in
Germany exceeds official estimates and that the sympathizers are quite savvy in
using the internet.

Protesters in Germany carrying Nasrallah portraits(www.netzeitung.de. 26 July 2006)

* According to a report in the weekly Der spiegel, officers from the office for
Protection of the constitution monitoring the 2006 anti-Israel rallies were "amazed"
by the fact that the number of participants far exceeded the organizers'
expectations (23 July 2006). For example, an unofficial tally of protesters at a
Berlin rally was estimated at 10,000 (www.tagesspiegel.de).

* Der spiegel reported on 23 July 2006 that at another Berlin rally about 1,500
"mostly lebanese and Palestinian protestors" with Hizballah flags and portraits of
Hizballah secretary General Nasrallah "dominated the scene." Describing the summer
2006 demonstrations in lower saxony" the office for the Protection of the
constitution report referred to a 'large number of Hizballah supporters,"
identifiable by their "Hizballah emblems" and Nasrallah portraits
(www.cdl.niedersachsen.de).

* Rallies throughout Baden-wuerttemberg and the rest of Germany were "partly
coordinated and organized on the internet" by sites like www.rache~engel.de
("Revenge Angel"), which provided downloadable images and banner slogans for use in
demonstrations, according to a government security report
(www.verfassungsschutz-bw.de/downloads/jabe/2006/jabe-islam-2006.pdf).

* Administrators of the website www.muslim .... markt.de. "probably the largest
German-language internet portal for Muslims" Cwww.spiegel.de) use the site to
promote the annual anti-Israel Al-Quds Day in Berlin, where "regime-loyal Iranians
and Hizballah supporters" gather to demonstrate, according to security experts
(www.berlin.de/imperia/md/content/seninn/verfassungsschutz/stand2005/jb_2006_ht_
ae.pdf). .

Precedents for Hi'zballah Terrorist Activity in Europe and Germany

Even though authorities assess that current Hizballah activity in Germany is
law-abiding, the ~roup's past illegal operations in Europe demonstrate its ability
to conduct terrorlst operations in the region.
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~ In october 2007, amidst a new round of German-brokered prisoner exchange talks
between Hizballah and Israel, Germany announced its early release of a Lebanese and
an Iranian prisoner convicted for the 1992 assassination of dissident Kurds in
Berlin (AFP, 16 october 2007). German authorities believed the attack was ordered
by Tehran and involved a "middle man for the Lebanese Hizballah" (The Guardian, 7
Apri 1 1997).

~ In 2000, Hizballah operatives in Switzerland lured an Israeli businessman to the
Middle East, where he was kidnapped and held by the group for years before being
released in a German-brokered prisoner swap (AP, 19 April 2004).

* In 1989, German authorities arrested Hizballah associate Bassam Makki on charges
of planning attacks against a synagogue and us military buildings and personnel in
Germany (sueddeutsche -zeitung, 7, 18, 21 July 1989).

[See "Arab Public support for Hizballah, Iran, syria Wanes" in General CT News.]

Greece

Greece to Introduce a 'Europe~wide system for Monitoring people' says Paper

Source: Al. Avlonitis, Ethnos tis Kiriakis in Greek 21 Oct 07 46

The Greek Government has given its full consent to the introduction of a Europe-wide
system for monitoring people. Its consent has been given quietly, in the name of
fighting terrorism, a fight that has now been expanded to include illegal
immigration and cross-border crime. The last two are believed by some to be
directly connected to each other.

The government's consent has been given despite the fact that the responsible
independent authorities have long warned of serious repercussions concerning the
protection of fundamental rights and other, constitutionally-protected, freedoms.
These include the protection of personal rights and a prohibition against the use of
any personal data, some of which could be of a sensitive nature. In its latest
annual report, the APPD [Authority for the protection of Personal Data] voices
several warnings about the dangers posed and stresses that its warnings have not
been heeded.

The planned monitoring system provides that each country should maintain a large
data base, which will be used to enter information about the DNA, fingerprints and
details of any vehicles owned by suspects. At a later stage, it will include
biometric data, since it appears inevitable that full use will be made of
information such as the iris of the eyes, the structure of the hands, etc. All the
above will be taking place in the name of security.

The data collected could be exchanged between European countries although washington
is anxiously expecting for them to be made available to the United States as well.
A precedent for this exists in other measures that have been introduced, such as the
agreement providing for judicial cooperation. The intention is to use the recording
of personal data as a deterrent against all those either suspected or already
convicted of carrying out criminal activities and, moreover, to have any such
information exchanged between all countries.

Nevertheless, according to existing plans, during its second phase of implementation
all the above data could be made available in order to prevent the movement of
"undesirable" elements. These could include, among others, soccer hooligans that
wish to see their team playing in another country but, mainly, "troublesome"
demonstrators traveling to protest at the meetings of the Group of "Eight," etc.
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The government was aware of this possibility because the relevant plans were drafted
during the EU'S German presidency. Nevertheless, it still decided not to object and
to refrain from raising any reservations. On the contrary, it gave assurances that
it was in favor of every European initiative leading to the exchange of .
intelligence, data, etc. Taking the opportunity presented, it raised the lssue of
the accelerating rate of illegal immigration and asked for financial assistance in
order to fortify the Greek frontiers, since our country forms the South-Eastern
corner of Europe and a major gateway for entry to the continent.

The report of the AAPD

The creation and maintenance of DNA records for use in criminal investigations will
inevitable lead to dangers ..

In its annual report the AAPD'S chairman, Dh. Gourgourakis, stresses that the use of
any records should be on a limited basis. Moreover, as he points out, there could
be grave repercussions to our criminal law system if the use of the DNA data base
extends to include all criminal cases and not merely extremely grave ones. The
probable dangers increase due to the fact that the data base·will be used not just
for the investigation of criminal activities but also for their prevention. The
AAPD has also expressed reservations about the intention to use biometric data for
the identification of individual persons, believing that this system is prone to
mistakes.

Therefore, it is possible that even though biometric data are taken from two
different persons, these could be claimed to originate only from one, and vice
versa. In other words, biometric data taken from the same person at different times
could appear to come from different persons. This could lead to false conclusions,
even if this happens in a small number of cases. From comparisons among one million
sets of fingerprints, it is believed that an average of 10 false conclusions is
made.

50S for human rights

The AAPD warned a long time ago of all the unpredictable consequences and lurking
dan~ers facing human rights because of various European agreements that allow the
monltoring of persons as a deterrent measure. It has also identified a number of
"grey areas" included in such agreements, such as the PRUM convention, because they
leave open the possibility of using the data base and to exchange information not
only for persons already convicted but also for mere suspects or witnesses. They
could also be aimed against "undesirable" troublemaking soccer fans or "troublesome"
demonstrators. Furthermore; it underlines that the new proposal are a reversal of
the current system governing the exchange of personal data, which is strictly
reg~lated, wi~hin the fra~ework.of the existing cooperation between judicial and

. pollceauthorltles regardlng crlmlnalcases. .

On the contrary, it sets up as a rule for the collection of numerous personal data,
some of which could be of a sensitive nature, in order to act as a deterrent measure
and allow them to be used by the authorities of other European states. This,
according to the AAPD, could jeopardize constitutionally-protected human rights.

India

Maoist Rebels Kill 18 in Attack on Indian village

Source: Ranjana shukla Hong Kong AFP in English 0911 GMT 27 Oct 07

At least 18 people, including a former minister's son, were killed overnight when
Maoist rebels opened fire on a group of football spectators in eastern India, a
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police official said Saturday. Between 30 and 40 heavily armed rebels stormed a
village around midnight and opened fire on about 150 people gathered there after a
match to watch a local cultural performance, police said. "seventeen persons have
been killed in the attack," district police superintendent Arun Kumar singh told AFP
in Jharkhand state. One man died later of a bullet wound, taking the toll to 18,
p,0lice said, adding that a three-year-old was among the three remaining wounded.
'Intensive combing operations are going on," singh said, adding that the border with
Bihar, the state to the north, had been sealed to prevent rebels from fleeing there ..

The night's entertainment was organized by the brother of the former chief minister
Babu Lal Marandi,whose son Anup Marandi was in chilkhari village for the match.
"The police security personnel deployed left the place after the football match,"
said Singh. "They did wrong. They should have stayed."

The attack echoed the assassination of federal lawmaker sunil Mahto, who was gunned
down by Maoists posing as spectators at a football match in a villa~e in the state
in March. The attackers, includin~ several women, wore fatigues simllar to those
used by India's anti-terror paramllitary forces and ~radually surrounded the
unsuspecting crowd before opening fire, witnesses sald.

The Maoist insurgency -- which grew out of a peasant uprising in eastern India in
1967 ~- threatens huge swathes of India's centre, east and south and has spread to
half of India's 29 states. Prime Minister Manmohan singh last year described them as
the single biggest threat to India's internal security, but the Maoists say they are
only fighting for the rights of neglected tribal people and landless farmers.

Former chief minister Marandi flew on saturday to the village, which is surrounded
by heavy forest and situated 290 kilometres (180 miles) from the state capital
Ranchi, but spoke to reporters before he left. "The government seems to have no idea
how to get out of this situation. It is getting worse," said a calm Marandi, who was
the first to run the newly-created Jharkhand state when it was carved out of Bihar
in 2000. The left-wing guerrillas of the outlawed Communist Party of India (Maoist)
hold sway in 16 of the 19 districts in the mineral-rich state. "The Maoists have no
faith in democracy. They have concentrated in the areas where there is no
development, no streets, no electricity. If we want to solve this problem, we have
to move development in those areas."

Marandi's family members have organised sports and entertainment events in remote
areas in a bid to encourage villagers not to support the rebels. The former chief
minister said his brother and son "should have been more careful." Marandi's
brother told AFP that he narrowly dodged a bullet that hit another villager in the
eye and fled several kilometres (miles) before callin~ the police. "I saved my life
by squeezing amongst the villagers and I escaped," sald Nunu Lal Marandi. "I had
informed police about the program and sought security. But no proper security
arrangements were made."

India TV Channels pulled After Massacre sting operation: Reports

source: AFP in English 0819 GMT 27 Oct 07

Officials in the Indian state of Gujarat have blocked television channels which
aired a sting operation that claimed to expose government involvement in the 2002
mass killings of Muslims, reports said Saturday. The Headlines Today private
television network began Thursday broadcasting footage of men accused of taking part
in the deadly Gujarat riots five years ago apparently admitting that the Hindu
nationalist-ruled local government backed the violence.

On Friday cable operators in the state's commercial capital Ahmedabad received
written orders to block the Aaj Tak (until Today) and Headlines Today channels, the
Indian Express newspaper reported Saturday. channels that covered the expose, which

page 28



USD(P) AMNESTY/CCR 47

Marshall center PTSS Daily 29 october 2007
comes as the state readies for assembly elections in December, were also ordered to
be pulled, it said. State elections officer Ashok Manek confirmed the order had
been issued by top Ahmedabad district official, or collector, Dhananjar. Dwivedi, the
report said. Dwi vedi ci ted conce rn s about spa rki n9 "communa1 feel i ng, ' said the
report, referring to a term commonly used to descrlbe tension between religious
groups in India. Dwivedi could not be reached for comment.

Police verbally told cable operators in other parts of the state to stop carrying
the channels, a Hindustan Times report said. But Gujarat government spokesman
Bhagyesh Jha denied that the state had issued any orders against television
channe1s. "I have not pas sed the 0 rde r ," said Jha. "YOU as k the co11 ecto r (Dwi vedi )
about it." The channels showed interviews secretly recorded by a reporter of the
investigative news magazine Tehelka (Sensationl) with several men allegedly involved
in the anti-Muslim attacks. At least 2,000 people, mostly Muslims, were killed
after a Muslim mob was accused of torching a train, burning 59 Hindus alive. So
far, more than a dozen people have been convicted over the bloodshed. An enquiry by
the state-run railways later ruled the fire on the train which sparked the riots was
an acci dent.

Indonesia

Indonesia Restricts Rights of Three Convicted Bali Bombers Ahead of Executions

Source: unattributed, The sydney Morning Herald (Internet version-www) in English 26
Oct 07

The three death row Bali bombers have had their prison visitation rights restricted
in a bid to prevent contact with other terrorists ahead of their loomin~ executions.
Indonesia's elite anti-terror squad Detachment 88 is vetting all potentlal visitors,
who must first apply to visit the trio in the super maximum security Batu Prison on
isolated Nusakambangan Island, which is dubbed Indonesia's Alcatraz.

Authorities are inching forward in their preparations to execute bombing mastermind
Imam samudra, senior Jemaah Islamiah figure Mukhlas, aka Ali Ghufron, and his
younger brother, the "smiling assassin" Amrozi bin Nurhasyim, for their role in the
2002 Bali bombings. The blasts killed 202 people, including 88 Australians, when
they ripped apart Kuta's paddy's Bar and the sari Club on October 12, 2002. central
Java's Department of Justice and Human Rights this week said all potential visitors
must now first apply to the department in writing, and enclose their Indonesian
identification card. "It's for the sake of preventing convicts from meeting members
of the terrorist network," the office's penitentiary division head, Bamban~ Winahyo,
told local media this week. physical contact includin9 handshakes was forbldden for
visitors, except for blood-relatives. Head of Batu Prlson, Sudijanto, confirmed
there were new restrictions in place. "The family is allowed to have physical
contact, but if they are not family, then there is a restriction," he said.

"They are terrorists." The tighter security measures also follow the escape this
week of two convicts from the super maximum security facility. All visits to the
prison had been temporarily halted, he said. "All of our employees are deployed in
the forest to look for them," sudijanto said. "So for now we cannot receive any
visitors." The pair escaped after reportedly being allowed to use a toilet at the
prison clinic, where they had earlier been taken complaining of ill health.
Sudijanto said one prisoner, serving 14 years for robbery, was recaptured on
Thursday. The other, a convicted murderer, was still somewhere on the 30 sq km
island, he said. .

The three Bali bombers were transferred to the island prison, off
Central Java's south coast, in 2005 for security reasons, after the second set of
bombings in Bali sparked demonstrations from Balinese calling for their immediate
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execution. when AAP visited the facility two weeks ago, the three bombers said they
were ready to die and would not be asking for a pardon - the final legal step before
the execution can take place. "Absolutely we are not afraid," samudra said, after
being allowed to mingle, uncuffed, with other prisoners to pray for the holy Islamic
day Lebaran. "That's what I've been waiting for ... firstly with execution we will
go to heaven and then our wish to see god and the angels is far higher than the wish
of the infidels for our death."

Iraq

Petraeus: Al-Qaida Reeling, But still Lethal

Source: Army Times, 28 Oct 07

The threat from al-Qaida in several" former strongholds in Baghdad
significantly reduced, but criminals who have established "almost
presence" in some areas pose a new threat, the top U.s. commander
sunday.

has been
mafia-like
in Iraq said

Gen. David Petraeus stressed, however, the terror organization remained
"a very dangerous and very lethal enemy" - a comment underscored by the abduction
sunday in Baghdad of 10 sunni and shiite tribal leaders who joined forces against
a1-Qaida. "Its presence has been si gni fi cant1y reduced and its act i vi ty and freedom
of action have been de~raded," Petraeus told a small group of reporters at a U.S.
base near saddam Husseln's hometown of Tikrit, 80 miles north of Baghdad. He singled
out success in what had been some of the most volatile sunni nei~hborhoods in .
Baghdad, including Ghazaliyah, Amariyah, Azamiyah and Dora. "Havlng said that ...
al-Qaida remains a very.dangerous and very lethal enemy of Iraq," he said.· "we must
maintain contact with them and not allow them to establish sanctuaries or
re-establish sanctuaries in places where they were before."

The gunmen ambushed the two cars carrying the 10 sheiks - seven sunnis
and three shiites - in Baghdad's predominantly shiite neighborhood of shaab at about
3:30 p.m., police officials said. The sheiks were returning to Diyala province after
attending a conference with the shiite-dominated government's adviser for tribal
affairs to discuss coordinating efforts against al-Qaida in Iraq; police and a
relative said. Petraeus said the reduced threat from al-Qaida had given way to
nonsectarian crimes - kidnapping, corruption in the oil industry and extortion. "AS
the terrible extremist threat of al-Qaida has been reduced somewhat, there is in
some Iraqi neighborhoods actually a focus on crime and on extortion that has been
ongoin~ and kidnapping cells and what is almost a mafia-like presence in certain
areas, he said. Petraeus made his comments after a transition ceremony as the 1st
Armored Division, which is based in wiesbaden, Germany, assumed command of northern
Iraq from the Hawaii-based 25th Infantry Division.

The new commander for the region, Maj. Gen. Mark Hertlin~, said the
number of attacks so far in October had dropped by 300 from the prevlous month,
although he did not provide more specific numbers. A car bomb sunday ripped through
a Kirkuk bus terminal that serves travelers to Iraq's Kurdish region, killing eight
people and wounding 26, according to police Brig. Gen. sarhat Qadir. The terminal is
located in a mainly Kurdish area of Kirkuk, an oil-rich city which Iraq's Kurds want

. to annex to their self-rule region in the north of the country. The city's Arab and
Turkomen residents dispute the Kurdish claim. Gunmen meanwhile, sprayed a car
carrying five bodyguards of the head of local sunni Endowments department in the
turbulent city of Basra, killing one of them and injuring the rest, police said.
Also in Basra, a mainly shiite city 340 miles southeast of Baghdad, a local
elections official was gunned down late saturday in front of his house.
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The police officials who reported both attacks spoke on condition of

anonymity because they were not authorized to speak to the media. They did not give
a motive for the attacks. But while the attack on the bodyguards may have had a
sectarian motive - the Sunni Endowm~ntis a state agency that looks after the sect's
mosques and seminaries - the second one could have been linked to the widening fight
among rival shiite groups vying for control of the city in the wake of the
redeployment outside Basra of British troops. News of the attacks in Basra came as a
public tussle between shiite Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki and the country's sunni
Arab vice president, Tariq al-Hashemi, grew more intense. Al-Hashemi's office said
in a statement sunday that he asked President Jalal Talabani to push parliament to
pardon security detainees who aren't what he called "dangerous elements" that would
rejoin the insurgency. Al~Hashemi has campaigned for the release of thousands of
detainees held in Iraqi and U.S.-run detention facilities without charge. He
appeared to be trying to bypass al-Maliki in the appeal.

Nearly 90 percent of the estimated 25,000 Iraqis held by the u.s.
military are believed to be members of the once-dominant sunni Arab minority, a fact
that sunni politicians say is evidence of sectarian policies of the shiite-dominated
government. Petraeus also offered some personal reflection on the pli9ht of sultan
Hashim al-Tai, who faces the death penalty after his conviction for hlS role in a
Saddam Hussein-era military campaign that killed tens of thousands of Kurds. Al-Tai
and the two other defendants - saddam's cousin "chemical Ali" al-Majid and Hussein
Rashid Mohammed, former deputy operations director for the Iraqi military - were
convicted in June of genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity for their part
in the 1986-88 crackdown. They were sentenced to death by hanging. But the
executions have been delayed as Iraqi politicians wrangle over the refusal of Jalal
Talabani, himself a Kurd, to sign the order, as required by the constitution. Some
legal experts have argued the requirement did not apply to former regime officials.

Al-Tai, a Sunni Arab from the northern city of Mosul, negotiated the
cease-fire than ended the 1991 Gulf War, when a u.s.-led coalition drove Iraqi
forces from Kuwait. He also surrendered to u.s. forces in september 2003 after weeks
of negotiations. His defense lawyers claimed the Americans had promised al-Tai
"protection and good treatment" before he turned himself in. Petraeus, who was then
commander of the 10Ist Airborne division that oversaw the surrender, denied he had
promised al-Tai immunity. "We put the word out to his family through interlocutors
that you know I would receive his surrender in an honorable manner and convey him to
the central authorities and that's basically what we did. And I did treat him
honorably." Petraeus said they brought al-Tai 's family to him for a "final .
farewell." The commander also recalled that he personally flew al-Tai in his
helicopter to Mosul and spent about an hour with him as they waited for a c-130
transport plane to fly him to Baghdad. "But the bottom line is that if the
appropriate Iraqi process is followed then we will respect that process," he said,
adding that the three men remained in u.s. custody.

coalition Forces In Iraq Capture Extremist splinter Group Leader

Source: KUNA, 27 Oct 07

coalition forces captured a senior militia extremist, killed two others and detained
an additional 14 admitted criminals during operations in the village of al
Fawwaliyah, northwest of Khalis early Saturday, according to the Multi-National
Force (MNF).

In a statement, it said the operation was "targeting a splinter group
leader, who was not honoring Muqtada Al-sadr's pledge to cease attacks and who was
involved in weapons procurement, kidnapping operations and explosively formed
penetrator attacks against coalition forces. Intelligence indicates that this
individual also has ties to an Iranian intelligence cell." It said that as the
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assault force approached the building where the criminals were believed to be
housed, they called for the occupants to exit the building. TwO armed men with
weapons and hand grenades maneuvered on the assault force, one of whom was wearing a
suicide vest. coalition forces engaged, killing the two men after they failed to
comply with instructions and warnlng shots. Upon securing the area, the main target
of the raid identified himself and peacefully surrendered to the ground force.

Inside the building, coalition forces discovered several automatic
weapons, a sniper rifle, maps and ammunition ma~azines. The area was further
assessed to be a substantial militia extremists compound used to coordinate
criminal activity in the area. An additional 14 admitted criminals were detained on
site. "We continue to support the Government of Iraq in welcoming the commitment by
Muqtada al-sadr to stop attacks and we will continue to show restraint in dealing
with those who honor his pledge," said Major winfield Danielson, MNF-I spokesman.
"Those who have honored his pledge have made a positive impact, reducing violence
levels in Iraq. However, as this operation illustrates, not all are honoring his
pledge and some continue to conduct violent crimes against Iraqi citizens and
security forces. coalition forces will continue to take the necessary action against
these criminals to protect the Iraqi people from their violent actions," he
concluded.

President of Iraqi Kurd Region urges End TO Rebellion

Source: Agency Focus Daily, in Bulgarian 25 october 07 - Translated by Cubic
Translation service

The president of Iraq's northern Kurd region urged the outlawed Kurdistan workers'
Party to end its more than two-decade armed fighting against Turkey.

According to a tough worded four-point statement, issued by the office
of Massud Barzani, the President of the autonomous Kurd region of Iraq declared, "we
call upon the PKK to eliminate violence and armed struggle as a mode of operation.
We do not accept in any way, in accordance with our commitment to the Iraqi
constitution, the use of Iraqi territories, including the territories of the
Kurdistan region, as a base to threaten the security of neighbouring countries."

Israel

Israel Cuts Gaza Fuel In Response To Rocket Fire

Source: Reuters, 28 Oct 07

Israel began reducing fuel supplies to the Gaza Strip on sunday under new economic
sanctions to punish the Hamas-controlled Palestinian enclave for rocket fire on
Israeli towns.

"In line with the Israeli government's decision, the Defense Ministry will this week
begin cutting fuel supplies to the Gaza strip by between 5 and 11 percent, depending
on the type of fuel," an Israeli security source said. Palestinian officials had
already complained on sunday that deliveries of fuel oil for Gaza's power station,
as well as diesel and petrol, were cut by between a quarter and a half. There was no
immediate obvious impact on electricity supply. An official from the European union,
which funds fuel oil to Gaza's only electricity generating plant, said deliveries to
the plant were down by about a quarter but it had stocks for some seven days of
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operation. Power demand tends to ease at this time of year, as air conditioning use
decreases. Israeli Prime Minister Ehud olmert has said he will not allow a
"humanitarian crisis". officials say Israel will take care to ensure supplies for
medical and other vital facilities in Gaza, which last month it declared to be an
"enemy entity".

Hamas, the Islamist group whose violent seizure of control in the
territory in June triggered a virtual closure of its borders, condemned Israel's
"blackmail". "The ... bid to strangle the Palestinian people will create an
explosion that will blow up not only in the face of Hamas but affect the entire
region," Hamas spokesman Faze Barroom said. under pressure to act against rocket
attacks at a time when the government is also being criticized for talking peace
with Hamas's Palestinian rivals in the West Bank, Defense Minister Ehud Barak last
week ordered gradual cuts in energy supplies. Makeshift rockets have killed two
Israelis this year. The united Nations has cautioned Israel against imposing
"collective punishment" on Gaza's 1.5 million people. Israeli officials said the
government was still reviewing its legal position -- Palestinians argue that, as
Israel continues to control Gaza's frontiers since withdrawing troops in 2005, it
still has the obligations of an occupying power under international law to ensure
the welfare of the population.

An Israeli court is reviewing the sanctions, the security source said.
He added that Israel had closed thesufa crossing point, one of the few passages for
goods since the main cargo clearing terminal was closed when Hamas seized power. The
Palestinian Authority led by president Mahmoud Abbas in the larger West Bank, which
has cut off relations with Hamas, has called on the international community to
intervene to protect the civilian population of the Gaza strip. An association for
fuel merchants in Gaza said only about half the day's deliveries of petrol and
diesel had been made. Mojahed salama, head of the Palestinian Authority's petrol
Agency based in the West Bank, said sunday fuel imports showed a 40 to 50 percent
reduction in diesel and petrol supplies and a 12 percent reduction in fuel for the
power plant in Gaza. A spokesman at Israeli fuel supply firm Dor Alon said it was
implementing orders received from the Defense Ministry.

Abbas: Hamas planning west Bank Takeover

Source: Jerusalem Post, 29 october •

Hamas is planning to overthrow the Palestinian Authority government in
the West Bank with the help of external forces, PA President Mahmoud Abbas said
sunday. Meanwhile, Fatah officials in Ramallah revealed that some Hamas leaders had
received financial aid from former PA chairman Vasser Arafat. Documents released by
the officials showed that the Hamas leaders had received thousands of dollars from
Arafat in the 1990s. "we have information that Hamas is planning to copy the Gaza
coup in the West Bank," Abbas said. "It's no secret that international parties are
supporting Hamas in its efforts." Although Abbas did not name the international
parties, his aides told The Jerusalem post he was referring to Iran, syria and
Qatar. Abbas expressed confidence that Hamas's plan would fail. He also expressed
readiness to resume talks with Hamas after the Islamist movement relinquishes
control over the Gaza Strip. "Hamas is an integral part of the Palestinian people
and we are prepared to talk to them if they cede control over the Gaza Strip," Abbas
said. "But we know that Hamas can't make decisions on its own because of political
and economic pressure from outside forces."

Abbas said Hamas was talking with Israel. He said that although he was
not opposed to such talks, Ha~as leaders m~st openly.admit that they were.talking to
Israel. Hamas spokesman FaWZl Barhoum denled that hlS movement was plannlng to
stage a coup, a~ainst Abbas's government. He said the charges were aimed at covering
up fo r the 'c rl mes" commi tted by Abbas's "mi 1i ti as" again st Hamas suppo rte rs and
figures in the west Bank. Barhoum said Hamas was "forced to take security measures
in the Gaza strip to stop Abbas's forces from carrying out the zionist-American plot

page 33 .



USD(P) AMNESTY/CCR 52

Marshall Center PTSS Daily 29 october 2007
to overthrow the democratically elected government."

Fatah spokesman Ahmed Abdel Rahman said sunday that Hamas's "coup",in
the Gaza Strip had undermined the Palestinian cause in the international and Arab
arenas. He denied that Hamas and Fatah were conducting secret negotiations to end
the conflict, but said some Arab and Islamic countries had been mediating between
the two parties. Abdel Rahman said there were growing signs the Palestinians in the
Gaza strip were unhappy with the Hamas rule. He said Hamas's actions in the Gaza
Strip had alienated many palestinians, who were publicly criticizing the Hamas
government.

The Fatah official, who also serves as an adviser to Abbas, said a PA
delegation was expected to visit Damascus soon in a bid to persuade the syrians to
ban a meeting organized by radical Palestinian ~roups to protest against the
upcoming Us-sponsored peace conference. Accord1ng to documents published by Fatah
officials, several Hamas members who had formed a new party called the National
Islamic salvation party received $50,000 a month from Arafat. The party, which is an
offshoot of Hamas, was headed by Yahya Musa, who today serves as a Hamas legislator
in the palestinian Legislative Council. According to the documents, some of Hamas's
current leaders and spokesmen had also received $5,000 each from Arafat. The money'
was given to them after they wrote letters to Arafat seeking financial aid.

Bomb Detonated under suv of Deposed Gov't security Personnel

Source: KUNA, 27 Oct 07

unknown armed men detonated an explosive device early saturday morning under an SUV
belongin~ to the Palestinian police force of the deposed government. near a police
station 1n the southern Gaza city of Khan Younis.

witnesses said the blast damaged the vehicle but there was no loss of
life. The Interior Ministry of the deposed government said in a statement that the
attack was staged by people who had "deviated from the track of law," adding that
"any attempt to re-instigate chaos is rejected." Moreover, it said it would not be
lenient with "traitors" whom it claimed wanted to destabilize Gaza.

Two Dead In Gaza House Explosion: Medics

Source: Reuters, 27 Oct 07

An explosion ripped through a house in the southern Gaza Strip on Saturday, killing
at least two palestinians, witnesses and medical workers said.

The source of the blast was unclear. An Israeli army spokeswoman said
Israel was not involved in the incident. Medics said a young child and a woman were
killed and at least three others were wounded. Residents searched throu9h the rubble
of the house for other survivors. witnesses described a loud explosion 1n a village
east of the southern Gaza town of Khan Younis near the border fence with Israel.

Israeli Troops Kill Palestinian Militant In Gaza

Source: Reuters, 26 Oct 07
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Israeli troops killed a Palestinian ~unman belonging to the Islamic Jihad militant
group in the Gaza strip on Friday, mllitants and hospital officials said.

An Israeli army spokesman said troops had clashed with militants during routine
operations near the southern Gaza town of Khan Younis. Israeli troops frequently
conduct raids into the Gaza Strip to try to prevent Palestinian militants from
firing short-range rockets into southern Israel.

Israeli Troops Raid Gaza, Kill 6 Militants
,

Source: Reuters, 26 Oct 07

Israeli troops killed six Palestinian gunmen on Friday in some of the heaviest
fighting for weeks in the Gaza strip, Palestinian medical and militant sources said.

Two Israeli troops were wounded, the army said, as three separate raids were mounted
into the territory, backed by air strikes. Seven Palestinian militants and three
civilians were wounded, hospital staff said. Fighters from Hamas, the Islamist ~roup
which controls Gaza, were joined by other militants in battles that began overnlght.
The Israeli army, which described the raids as "routine", said its forces pulled
back in early afternoon and witnesses said fighting appeared to have ended. On
Thursday, Israel said it planned to start cutting power supplies to Gaza in response
to almost daily rocket fire on Israeli towns nearby. Explosions and gunfire could be
heard throughout Gaza and plumes of smoke billowed from the battle zones, in the
north, south and centre of the 45-km (3D-mile) strip of coast.

Hamas, which routed forces loyal to Palestinian President Mahmoud Abbas to seize
control of the territory in June, said three of its men were killed. Islamic Jihad
militants said three of their number also died in the clashes. Hamas said its
fighters had overrun a small Israeli position and shot two soldiers. The group
showed journalists some Israeli military equipment, some of it bloodstained -
evidence Hamas leaders said of their fighters' successes. As the fighting died down,
Abbas met Israeli Prime Minister Ehud olmert in an effort to narrow differences over
a possible peace settlement that the united States hopes to push forward at a
conference to be held near washington before the year ends. Hamas's leader in Gaza,
Ismail Haniyeh, dismissed such meetings as "a cover for continued Israeli
aggression".

Kenya

Kenyan paper urges State To clarify Over Deportation of 19 On Terrorism charges

Source: THE PEOPLE in English 0000 GMT 27 Oct 07

The cat and mouse game over the fate of 19 people who were deported to Ethiopia,
somalia and Guantanamo Bay in cuba has taken a rather disturbing angle. The fact
that the matter is quickly transforming into a hot political tool is an open secret.
But it is iniquitous for any person to play around with this matter to gain
political mileage. Kenyans and indeed the families of these people deserve to be
told nothing but the truth.
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On the one hand, the government has been issulng very conflictin~ statements on the
matter which is of grave importance to the families of these 19 lndividuals. The
sequence of events surrounding this issue is also confusing Kenyans and smacks of
conspiracy to hide the truth. Recently, President Kibaki appointed a special task
force to investigate the alleged deportation after pressure from Muslim leaders.
The committee will be chaired by Eng A MH sharawe, while Ambassador Amina Mohamed
will be the secretary. Members include senior Muslim officials in the government.
But the Ministry of Immigration and Registration of Persons and the ~overnment
spokesman Alfred Mutua later emerged and denied that the extradited lndividuals are
Kenyans. Internal security Minister John Michuki has also added his voice to the
issue by denying that the government has sanctioned the deportation of the 19 people
on allegation of terrorism. The Human Rights Forum and the National Muslims leaders
Forum has, however, maintained the Kenyans are bein9 held outside the country and
has tabled a report with the government to substantlate their claims.

The [opposition] oran~e Democratic Movement (ODM) presidential candidate Raila
odinga added a new tW1St when he published the names of the alleged victims of the
deportation in a section of the press. Foreign Affairs Minister Raphael Tuju shocked
the country last Thursday [25 october] when he admitted the individuals were indeed
deported on grounds that they were a security threat. Whether these individuals are
Kenyans or not is an issue the government needs to clarify without giving
contrad~c~ory state~ents. It is not right to gamble with the lives of 19 individuals
for polltlcal expedlency. .

Ex-Terror Suspect's Case Withdrawn

Source: All Africa / The Nation, Caroline Rwenji & Mark Agutu, 27 Oct 07

The State has withdrawn a case against a former terrorism suspect accused of being
in the country illegally.

Mr. Farah Ahmed Hirsi was a happy man yesterday when state counsel
vincent wohoro entered a nolle prosequi [NOLLE PROSEQUI - An entry made on the
record, by which the prosecutor or plaintiff declares that he will proceed no
further.], stopping all the charges. Mr .. Hirsi had been accused of also giving
false information when he applied for a passport. He came into the limelight after
an explosion at the Ambassadeur Hotel building, on Moi Avenue, Naiobi, killing one
person and injuring several others. He presented himself to police after learning
that he was a suspect.

Through lawyer Ahmednassir Abdulahi, Mr. Hirsi said he believed the
charges were meant to save the face of police, who had maintained that he was the
main suspect in the blast. In an application, he told the court that the State
wanted to withdraw the case so that they could have him deported to somalia,
Ethiopia or Guantanamo Bay in cuba. He wanted the court to stop his deportation,
saying that he is a Kenyan born in Mandera. Mr. Hirsi further accused police of
failing to substantiate, or even charge him with, the offences. The trial is an
abuse of the court process, he said, adding that he was being prosecuted in bad
faith, unfairly and maliciously. "There is no valid reason for the police to say
they need my client in their investigations into the blast yet they are charging him
on immigration related matters," the lawyer said. Mr. Hirsi had been released on a
sh50,OOO cash bail by Nairobi magistrate Stella Muketi, and ordered to report to
police every Monday for a month. In another case, local manufactures were yesterday
allowed to join a case challenging the Government's planned economic partnership
with the European union.

Judge Joseph Nyamu of the iudicial review division granted an
by the Kenya Association of Manufacturers, through lawyer ochieng'
said it had interests in the matter. The new development came as Mr.
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Justice Nyamu certified the application as urgent and directed that the file be sent
to Chief Justice Evan Gicheru to set up a bench of judges to hear the case. The
judge also directed the other applicants - the Kenya small-scale Farmers Forum and
the Kenya Human Rights commission - to serve all the defendants, named as the .
Government and the Kenya National commission on Human Rights, with the suit papers
to enable them to prepare and file their responses ahead of the hearing on a date to
be set by the chief justice. In their application filed on Thursday by lawyer James
orengo, the two lobby groups warn that the EPA trade arrangement will have
devastating effects on the economy, equating it to the structural Adjustment
Programmes of the 1980s, which caused an economy downspin through its push for
liberalisation.

Niger

Niger Rebels say Kill 12 soldiers In Ambush

Source: Reuters, 27 Oct 07

Niger's Tuareg-led rebels said
destroyed two army vehicles in
the military denied this.

on Saturday they
the desert north

had killed at least 12
of the central African

soldiers
country,

and
but

The Niger Movement for Justice (MNJ) , which has already killed more than
45 soldiers during an eight-month uprising, said on its web site it carried out the
ambush at dawn on Thursday near Touara, in the region of Agadez. The MNJ has not
staged any attacks since the start of the Muslim fast of Ramadan last month, during
which it had declared a truce. The deputy head of Niger's army, colonel Garba
Maikido, told national radio that only a few soldiers had been lightly injured after
a vehicle ran over a mine near the Algerian border. .

Maikido·was speaking at the presentation of a seizure of 1.1 tonnes of
cannabis resin, worth an estimated 7 billion CFA francs ($15.33 million), captured
by an army patrol in the northern region of Air. soldiers also seized arms,
munitions and aircraft fuel. President Mamadou Tandja's government has refused to
recognize the MNJ, blaming the violence in northern Niger on bandits and smugglers
of arms and drugs; The rebels demand greater regional autonomy and want a larger
share of revenues from maior uranium mines in the region to be spent on local
development. Niger's uranlum provides around a quarter of France's electricity and
French state-run utility Areva operates mines in the region. chinese investors hope
to start production soon.

Nigeria

Nigerian Rebel Group MEND claims oil Kidnap

Source: Reuters, Tom Ashby, 27 Oct 07

A prominent militant group claimed responsibility on saturday for the kidnapping of
six foreign workers from an Italian oil facility off the coast of Nigeria.

reason for
of a peace

The Movement for the Emancipation of the Ni~er Delta (MEND) gave no
Friday's abduction,the second in a week, WhlCh underscored the fragility
initiative in the Niger Delta, Africa's biggest oil producing region ...
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"MEND carried out the attack. six oil workers captured," the group said in an e-mail
to Reuters from a recognized MEND address. The raid on the Mystras oil production
vessel, 53 miles (85 km) offshore and operated by ENI <ENI.MI> unit saipem and SBM
offshore <SBMO.AS>, cut output by 50,000 barrels per day (bpd) and helped lift oil
prices to a record $92 a barrel on Friday. ENI said the six hostages included
polish, Filipino and Nigerian nationals, but industry sources said some Indians were
also among the captives. Attacks by MEND since early last year had already cut
Nigerian output by a fifth and forced thousands of foreigners to flee the vast
wetlands region in southern Nigeria. MEND had observed a ceasefire since the
inauguration of President Umaru var'Adua in May, who promised to address armed
groups' grievances of poverty and neglect. But it threatened to resume kidnappings
and attacks after the arrest last month of one of its leaders, Henry okah, in Angola
on gun running charges.

. Kingsley Kuku, secretary of a government committee negotiating with the
rebels, told Reuters he was making contact with those responsible for the abduction.
"This happened in an area under the control of MEND," he said. "we are reaching out
to MEND. We are working on it and we are getting close. when we are through, they
should be released within 48 hours." MEND also claimed responsibility for an attack
on the offshore EA oilfield last week in which seven workers contracted to Royal
Dutch Shell <RDSa.L> were abducted for two days. The EA field, which can pump
115,000 bpd, has been closed since an earlier attack in February 2006. Kuku said
MEND fighters had resumed operations because of okah's detention. He said he feared
the group was preparing for a major assault on the world's eighth largest oil
exporter.

"From what we are hearing, these are warnin~ strikes. That is what they
say. We are worried they are plannin~ something bigger, he told Reuters. MEND has
accused Nigeria of being behind okah s arrest. The Nigerian presidency has said it
wants okah returned to Nigeria to face criminal charges, a position that is not
shared by many involved in the peace effort. Nigeria has no extradition treaty with
Angola. Kuku said any attempt to bring okah to Nigeria as a suspected criminal would
be counterproductive. "Nigeria should not get involved. Angola should release okah
s9 our peace p~o~e~s can go on," he said. The governmel)t has had regular ~ontacts
wlth several mllltla leaders over the past few months ln the hope of holdlng a
formal peace conference before the end of the year. But militant representatives say
they are frustrated with the slow pace of progress and organisation of the talks,
and they doubt the sincerity of the government.

Pakistan

Daily says swat Violence Result of Govt's 'capitulation' To Militants

source: The News International, 28 Oct 07 "The new FATA?"

The war-like situation that has broken out in swat, which unnervingly mirrors that
of the troubled tribal areas, offers irrefutable evidence of the government's
inability to contain the militants' surge from the border region lnto the county's
heartland and its failure to put into action the lessons learnt in the past.

The capturing of eight security personnel by the militants and the
beheadin~ of four, whose corpses were later publicly displayed in local markets, is
a very dlsturbing indicator of what the state is up against in swat. The situation
there had been tense for quite a while before the government, which was for all
intents and purposes sitting on its hands, finally decided that it needed to take
action to halt the growth of extremism .

. The problem, similar to the one encountered in the tribal areas, is that
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an operation has finally been launched in the region but not before the hold of the
militants, under the leadership of Maulana Fazlullah, has grown manifold, thanks to
the government's previous inaction. Fazlullah was allowed to operate with an absurd
amount of freedom, spreading his ideology of hate while raisin~ his own standing
army which, reports suggest, consists of almost 5,000 men and 1S tactically
organised to a point where there is a separate cell of 'elite' fighters called the
'Shaheen Commando Force'. There is no way that the government can take the route of
ignorance in this regard because the activities of the militant maulana were
brazenly open. It is a documented fact that he began operating his own FM radio
channel without the required government approval and he also openly challen~ed the
provincial government's polio vaccination campaign in the region, telling h1S
followers to refuse inoculation for their children. Ironically enough, instead of
taking swift and robust action against a man that had all the makin~s of a future
thorn in the government's side, the provincial ~overnment allowed h1m to continue
operating his ille~al channel in exchange for h1m stopping his action against the
polio campaign. wh1chever way one views this, the bottom line is that it reeks of
powerlessness on the part of the authorities; the capitulation in turn only served
to embolden the maulana and his horde of militants.

There is no doubting the fact that the operation is necessary, and is
one in which the state needs to come out on top if the rest of the country is to
escape the growing tentacles of extremism and Talibanisation. Having said that,
though, the fact also is that had this problem in Swat been tackled when it had
began, the situation would not have been as grim as it is today. This is precisely
what the government also did in the case of Lal Masjid and even, one could argue, in
waziristan. Questions also need to be asked about the usefulness of strategies -
which the government now says are a thing of the past -- that sought to actually
encourage such elements because they could be used to fight 'jihads' or proxy wars.
while one hopes that the authorities are able to clean up the situation in Swat
soon, the situation on the ground, with some reports sug~esting that help for the
militants may be on its way from neighbouring Kohistan d1strict, indicates that the
fight could well go on for many weeks or even longer.
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(pakistan army forces on sunday killed 10 islamist fighters during a skirmish in the
Northwestern part of the country. The battle began on Friday in the Svat valley 180
km North of the city of Peshawar. The valley, a tourist attraction with Buddist
memorials and a temperate climate, is now the operating area for 2500 Pakistani
troops.)

JUI-F Leader says Secret Agencies Behind Swat Violence
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Source: Dawn, 28 Oct 07

Secret agencies were involved in violence in Swat and the government should withdraw
forces from the Malakand region, said the provincial amir of the Jamiat
ulema-i-rslam, Senator Maulana Gul Naseeb Khan, on saturday.

Addressing a public rally in chakdara, Maulana Naseeb said the Malakand
division was a peaceful region but the government and its secret agencies had turned
it into a battlefield. accusin~ the government of toein~ the American agenda, he
condemned militants for attacklng girls schools and mUS1C shops. e claimed that the
people involved in bombings were neither jihadis nor good Muslims but were products
of government agencies.

Terming the Frontier caretaker government powerless, he said that all powers were
being exercised by the federal government. e said the recent incidents in swat were
part of a campaign to defame ulema and the Taliban. e challenged the government to
produce foreign militants before the people and said if there was any foreign
militant in the area, local people would themselves hand them over to the
government. he rally was or~anised by the Adenzai chapter of the JUr-F and was
attended by Jur's tehsil amlr Maulana Habibun Nabi, Maulana Gul Rahim and Maulana
Bashir Ahmad.

20 Killed In Latest Clashes Between Pakistani Forces, Militants

Source: KUNA, 27 Oct 07

More than 20 persons, including security personnel, were killed and several were
wounded in an operation against a local militant commander and his supporters
launched Friday in once peaceful lush-green Sawat valley in northern frontier
province of NWFP, said officials Saturday.

Meanwhile, militants kidnapped 13 security personnel and publicly
beheaded four. Fighting resumed between the two sides on Saturday after few hours of
ceasefire, security sources told KUNA. They said militants and paramilitary troopers
were exchangin~ heavy fire. They added that militants attacked the house of a local
~overnment offlcial and put it on fire. Sources confirmed that more than 20 persons
lncluding about a dozen security personnel were killed in fi~hting and several
others were wounded. Forces launched offensive on Friday agalnst local militants
commander, Maulana Fazlullah, in rmamdehri villa~e of the valley, a day after about
39 soldiers were killed in a suicide and ammunitlon explosions. Militancy and
extremism is on rise in once peaceful and premier tourist Swat valley since Tahreek
Nifaz-e-shariat Mohammadi (TNSM), Fazlullah's Al-Qaeda linked banned group,
established its strongholds in the area.

Despite governments ban on his group and illegal radio station,
Fazlullah, also known as Mullah Radio, has been giving fiery anti-~overnment and
anti-west speeches on his illegal FM radio station. Meanwhile, milltants of TNSM
~roup Fri~ay publicly e~ecuted four law-enforcement personnel, a11 in their mid-20s,
ln what wltnesses descrlbed as gruesome and gory scene of beheadlng by masked.
militants armed with rocket-propelled grenades and assault rifles. There was no
information about the identity of the beheaded men but local newspapers citing
witnesses said two of them were from police and the other two belonged to
paramilitary force. Police sources said that masked militants Friday evening
attacked a security checkpoint in Mangora area of Sawat and kidnapped at least 13
security personnel.
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wikipedia map showing location of Swat

Militants Execute 13 In volatile NW Pakistan

Source: Reuters, Junaid Khan, 27 Oct 07

Militants in northwestern pakistan executed 13 people, includin9 six members of the
security forces, in apparent retaliation for a crackdown on thelr stronghold, an
official and residents said on saturday.

The Swat valley in the North West Frontier province was the scene of a
fierce battle between the security forces and followers of a radical Muslim cleric
on Friday after authorities sent more than 2,000 soldiers to counter growing
militancy. At least 17 paramilitary soldiers and four civilians were killed in a
suspected suicide attack near the valley's main town of Mingora on Thursday.
Provincial officials said the militants on Friday killed seven civilians outside
nearby Matta town, and beheaded three soldiers and three policemen they had taken
hostage.

"(The civilians) were travelling in a van. The militants took them out
of the van and slaughtered them," Badshah Gul wazir, a top provincial home ministry
official, told Reuters. The corpses of the slain police and soldiers were found in
the same area. "All six of them have been found beheaded," he added. He said two
civilians were killed in the crossfire. Residents said there had been sporadic
exchange of fire between the security forces and militants in Swat on saturday but
there were no reports of casualties. swat, a scenic valley close to Pakistan's
lawless tribal belt bordering Afghanistan, has seen a surge in militant activity
since Maulana Fazlullah. a pro-Taliban cleric, reportedly launched an illegal FM
radio station and urged people to join a jihad or Muslim holy war. Fazlullah is de
facto head of a pro-Taliba~ ~roup, Tehrik-e-Nifaz-e-shariat-e-Mohammadi (TNSM) or
Movement for the Implementatlon of Mohammad's Sharia Law, which was banned by u.s.
ally president Pervez Musharraf in January 2002.

Muslim Khan, an aide to Fazlullah, denounced the executions. "Someone
may have done it out of emotion but we condemn it," he told a group of reporters.
Militants have attacked security forces and carried out bomb attacks in recent
months in swat where they have been forcing residents to follow a strict Islamic
code. Pakistani tribal areas have been a hotbed of support for al Qaeda and Taliban
militants who have fled Afghanistan. Thousands of soldiers and militants have died
in battles in these regions since 2003. violence has escalated across Pakistan since
July, when militants scrapped a peace deal and the army stormed a radical mosque in
the capital, Islamabad. Last week, at least 139 people were killed in a suicide
attack in the city of Karachi durin9 a procession led by former prime minister
Benazir Bhutto on her return from elght years of self-imposed exile.

Russia

Attack On Tyumen-Baku Passenger Train In Russia

Source: Azerbaijan News Service, 28 Oct 07

50-60 people armed with cutting facilities attacked passenger train at Artezian
station of the Autonomous Republic of Kalmykia.
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There was an armed attack to Tumen-Baku passenger train. Nadir Azmammadov, head of
press service of Azerbaijani State Railway, informed ANS TV that 50-60 people armed
with cutting facilities attacked passenger trainat Artezian station of the
Autonomous Republic of Kalmykia. 25 people were injured as the result. 4 of them
bein9 seriously injured, were placed in Kizlyar hospital. Transport police and
sold1er, who came to help, are also among injured. The administration of the
Azerbaijani State Railway sent a telegram to the administration of the Russian
Railways LLC, North-Caucasus Railways and Russia's transport police asking to
seriously investigate the incident

Chechen Police Arrest suspected Rebel

Source: Regnum in Russian 0559 GMT 26 Oct 07

During operational and search measures carried out on the evening of 25 october, the
police in oktyabrskiy district of Groznyy arrested a 31-year-old local resident.
According to the law~enforcement agencies, he has been a member of Akmurzayev's
bandit group since 2000, the Chechen Interior Ministry told Regnum news agency. A
criminal case has been opened under Part 2 of Article 208 (participation 1n armed
resistance or attacks) of the Criminal code of the Russian Federation.

saudi Arabia

saudi King chides UK on Terrorism

Source: BBC News, 29 october

Saudi Arabia's King Abdullah has accused Britain of not doing enough to
fight international terrorism, which he says could take 20 or 30 years to beat. He
was speaking in a BBC interview ahead of a state visit to the UK - the first by a
saudi monarch for 20 years. He also said Britain failed to act on information
passed by the Saudis which might have averted terrorist attacks. King Abdullah is
expected to arrive in the UK on Monday afternoon; his visit begins formally on
Tuesday. In the BBC interview he said the fight against terrorism needed much more
effort by countries such as Britain and that al-Qaeda continued to be a big problem
for his country. BBC world affairs correspondent John simpson says King Abdullah
is annoyed that the rest of the world has largely failed to act on his proposal for
a UN clearing house for information about terrorism.

Terror 'information'

speaking through an interpreter, the saudi monarch said he believed most
countries were not taking the issue seriously, "including, unfortunatel¥, Great
Britain". "we have sent information to Great Britain before the terror1st attacks
in Britain but unfortunately no action was taken. And it may have been able to maybe
avert the tragedy." The saudi leadership maintains that it passed the UK
information that might have averted the London bombin9s of 2005 if it had been acted
on. BBe security correspondent Frank Gardner says Wh1tehall officials have
strenuously denied this, and a subsequent investigation by Parliament's Intelligence
and security committee (ISC) found no evidence of any intelligence passed on by the
Saudis that could have prevented the 7 July 2005 bombings. The king's visit has
provoked controversy over Britain's relationship with saudi Arabia. A demonstration
is planned outside the saudi embassy in London later in the week in protest at the
country's human rights record. And actin9 Liberal Democrat leader vince cable has
announced he is boycottin~ the visit, cit1ng the corruption scandal over Al vamamah
arms deal, and the saudis human rights record.
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serbia

war-Crime suspects Key To serbia's Future

Source: Financial Times, 28 Oct 07

The European union and serbia are approaching a moment of truth as EU leaders weigh
up whether Belgrade's co-operation in tracking down alleged war criminals is enough
to justify putting Serbia on the road to EU membership.

. carla del Ponte, chief prosecutor at the United Nations war crimes
tribunal for the former Yugoslavia, discussed the matter with olli Rehn, the EU'S
enlargement commissioner, on her return from a two-day trip to serbia last week. The
pair will hold more discussions at the end of the week before a final decision is
taken. EU governments have mixed views about how much serbia's progress towards
membership should depend on handing over war-crimes suspects. The central problem
concerns Ratko Mladic, the former Bosnian serb military commander and alleged
organiser of the 1995 srebrenica massacre. Ms del ponte said Be19rade's co-operation
was improving but could not be deemed sufficient without Mr Mladlc's arrest.
However, some EU officials want to initial a "stabilisation and association
agreement" with serbia - the first step towards EU membership - if Belgrade is doing
all it can to find Mr Mladic and three other fugitives. Boris Tadic, serbia's pro-Eu
president, said he hoped MS del ponte would "prepare a positive report regarding our
co-operation ... even though we are facing some difficulties to find Ratko Mladic
and other fugitives.".

serbian officials this month offered a €1m ($695,000, £487,000) reward
for information leadin9 to Mr Mladic's arrest, and rewards of €250,OOO for two
others. Radovan Karadzlc, the former Bosnian serb political leader, would also be
worth €1m, but he does not hold serbian citizenship, officials said. Western
intelligence agencies are uncertain where Mr Karadzic is hiding, but suspect Mr
Mladic lS in serbia, according to diplomats in Brussels. Besides opening the door to
the EU, Mr Mladic's arrest would, in serbia's view, boost its goal of retainin9
sovereignty over the breakaway province of Kosovo. Ms del Ponte has said politlcal
pressure, especially from the EU, is the only way eX-Yugoslav suspects have ever
come to trial in The Hague. serbia has delivered nearly 40 war crimes suspects to
the tribunal since 2000. However, co-operation with the tribunal was "not fully .
satisfactory" before serbia's current government was formed four months ago, Mr
Tadic said. The president has insisted on intelligence oversight as a condition for
his social Democrats working in coalition under the nationalist-leaning prime
minister, vojislav Kostunica. until then, Mr Kostunica had periodically questioned
the fairness of the Hague tribunal for serb suspects. "The first report I get every
morning is on full co-operation with the tribunal," he said.

somalia

Heavy Fighting Shakes somalia

Source: News24, 27 Oct 07

Insurgents and government-allied forces battled with machine guns, mortars and
rocket-propelled grenades on saturday in the heaviest fighting to hit somalia's
capital for months, leavin9 at least seven people dead and dozens others wounded,
witnesses and health officlals said.
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Islamic fighters briefly occupied a police station in south Mo~adishu,
before heading back out of the area, chanting "God is great", witnesses sald.
witnesses said at least seven people including a woman had died in the heavy
fighting, which saw insurgents and government troops and allied Ethiopian forces
trading heavy machine-gun fire and mortar rounds. Insurgents could be seen firing
rocket-propelled grenades. .

At least 35 people were under treatment at Mogadishu's Medina Hospital
from injuries suffered during the fighting, includin~ some who were seriously
wounded, said Tahir Mohammed Mahmoud, an administratlve assistant. He said it was
the worst fighting, and heaviest day for hospital admissions, for at least four
months in the war-scarred city. Another witness to the fighting, Hassan Hussein,
said he saw two dead Ethiopian troops. Ethiopian officials were not immediately
available for confirmation. On the political front, prime Minister Ali Mohamed Gedi
was in the Ethiopian capital, Addis Ababa, for consultations. He has been locked in
a power struggle for months with President Abdullahi Yusuf, who wants to push
through a no-confidence vote this week and form a new government - presumably
without Gedi. On Friday, Gedi told local media that he was not planning to resign,
contrary to widespread speculation. .

TWenty-two ministers and deputy ministers have threatened to resi~n
unless the no-confidence vote is held, exposing deep rifts in the administratlon.
Mogadishu has been plagued by fighting since government troops and their Ethiopian
allies chased out the council of Islamic courts in December. For six months, the
Islamic group controlled much of southern somalia, and remnants have vowed to fight
an Iraq-style insurgency. Thousands of civilians have been killed in the fi~hting
this year. somalia has not had a functioning governments since 1991, when rlval
warlords overthrew dictator Mohamed siad Barre and then turned on each other. Some
1.5 million somalis are now in need of food aid and protection - or 50% more that at
the start of the year - due to inadequate rains, continuing internal displacement
and a potential cholera epidemic, the UN says.

spain

spain TO Extradite syria Arms Dealer suspect To US

Source: Reuters, 26 Oct 07

spain's High court on Friday agreed to a U.s. request to extradite a suspected
syrian weapons dealer accused of planning to supply arms to a colombian rebel group.

Manzer al-Kassar was arrested in Madrid in June on charges of conspiring
to sell millions of dollars worth of weapons to the Revolutionary Armed Forces of
Colombia (FARe). u.s. authorities accuse Kassar of agreeing to provide arms to the
FARC to protect a cocaine-trafficking business and attack u.s. interests in the
south American country. A long-time spanish resident known as the "Prince of
Marbella" for his outlandish lifestyle, Kassar has sold weapons to the Palestine
liberation Front, Nicara~ua, Bosnia, croatia, Iran, Iraq and somalia since the
19705, the U.s. Embassy ln Madrid said. In 1995, Kassar was acquitted by spain's
high court of a charge of piracy in connection with the 1985 hijacking of the
Italian cruise liner Achille Lauro by Palestinian guerrillas.

syria
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syria Air Strike Target 'Removed'

Source: BBC, 26 Oct 07

Newly-released satellite images of the presumed site of an Israeli air raid on syria
last month suggest that a large building has been completely removed.

us research group, the Institute for science and International security,
obtained and analysed the images. The industrial-style building may have been a
nuclear reactor under construction, says the ISIS. A BBe correspondent says the
images are not conclusive. Nor is it certain that they show the site hit by Israeli
jets. Th~ Israeli strik~ has been shrouded in mys~ery and specula~ion. origina~ly
Israel dld not even admlt that the 6 september rald had been carrled out, and lts
military censor ordered a complete blackout on information. But syria said Israeli
warplanes violated its airspace in what it called a "hostile act", and Israel
eventually acknowledged the mission some four weeks later. Intelligence sources
hinted at a possible link with North Korea's nuclear programme;

'Resemblance'

On wednesday the Institute for science and International security (ISIS), an
independent organisation, released satellite images pre-dating the attack, of a
facility in northern syria that it believes was the target. They showed both a large
industrial building and a pumping station near the Euphrates river. The ISIS said
the building bore a resemblance to the Yongbyon nuclear facility in North Korea.
"The length of the outer walls of the structures are approximately the same," the
institute said in its analysis. "From the image, the syrian building is similar in
shape to the North Korean reactor building, but the syrian building is not far
enough along in its construction to make a definitive comparison," it said. The ISIS
has now produced a more recent image of the same site taken on 24 october, more than
six weeks after the alleged air attack. The image appears to show that the building
has been completely removed and the ground scraped clean.

'Provocative'

syria has consistently denied any plans to build a nuclear reactor, and its
ambassador to the UN rejected the ISIS's analysis, saying the building was "only a
centre for research for the desert areas, arid and desert areas in syria". "The main
point is that is that the Israeli fighter jet violated the airspace of a member
state of the United Nations. This is the only fact that we should focus on," Bashar
Jaafari said. "The Israelis have undertaken a provocative action and they should
assume the consequences." North Korea has adamantly denied that it was involved in
helping syria build any kind of nuclear facility. The images, says the BBC'S
diplomatic correspondent Jonathan Marcus, are far from conclusive. But they suggest
that, for whatever reason, the syrian authorities have gone to ~reat lengths to
remove any trace of the building apparently targeted in the strlke, our
correspondent adds.

The ISIS argues that "dismantling and removing the building at such a
rapid pace dramatically complicates any inspection of the facilities and suggests
that syria may be tryin~ to hide what was there". The report also raises the
question of whether syrla might be in breach of its safeguards agreement with the
International Atomic Ener~y Agency, our correspondent says. under that, it would
have an obligation to notlfy the UN'S nuclear watchdo~ of any plans to construct a
new nuclear facility. While about the Israeli air strlke on syria is a mystery, it
is believed that in the early hours of 6 september a number of Israeli jets appeared
to enter syrian airspace from the Mediterranean Sea. Later, unidentified drop tanks,
which may have contained fuel from the planes, were found on Turkish soil near the
syrian border, indicatin~ a possible exit route. witnesses said the Israeli jets had
been engaged by syrian alr defences in Tall al-Abyad, north of Raqqa and near the
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border with Turkey.

Turkey

Turkish Troops 'Kill PKK Rebels'

source: BBC, 28 Oct 07

Turkish troops have killed 15 suspected Kurdish rebels in the east of the country,
reports say.

Military sources and Turkish TV reports said operations were taking
place near the town of pulumur, in the eastern province of Tunceli.

The area is thought to bea stronghold of separatists from the Kurdistan workers'
party (PKK). Turkey has stepped up moves against the PKK recently after strikes from
across the border with Iraq. The ~overnment in Ankara has warned it will not
tolerate continued raids by PKK fl~hters based in northern Iraq, and has massed
troops near the border in preparatlon for a possible ground invasion.

sunday's raid happened a considerable distance from the border
flashpoints. Tunceli is some 550km (340 miles) north-east of the province of Sirnak
and 650km (400 miles) north-east of Hakkari, where most of the recent fighting has
taken place. The ~overnment-run Anatolia news agency said fighting began on Sunday
morning, wit Turklsh troops backed by helicopter gunships. One report said some
8,000 troops were involved. security forces also shut down a major hi~hway leading
to the town of pulumur, Anatolia reported. There was no official conflrmation of
casualty figures, but two private TV stations said 15 PKK rebels were killed. The
latest raid came a day after Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan criticised
European union nations for not doing enough to rein in the guerrillas ...

Kurdish PKK Militants Focused On OWn survival

Source: Reuters, 26 Oct 07

Holed up in the mountains of northern Iraq, Kurdistan workers' party (PKK)
guerrillas have grabbed world, attention as rarely before as Turkey mulls whether to
launch a cross~border incursion against their bases.

But recent attacks on Turkish soldiers look above all like a sign of
desperation as a depleted PKK show no sign of being able to force their aims onto
the political agenda, analysts say. Their goals, derived from a Marxist-Leninist
ideolo~y, have anyway become blurred since they took up arms in 1984 with the aim of
establlshing an independent Kurdish state in southeast Turkey. More than 30,000
people have died in the conflict. "Their own survival is more important to them now
than the issue of Kurdish rights or autonomy," said 'Gareth Jenkins, an
Istanbul-based expert on Turkish security issues. "what they are fi~hting for is
political legitimacy for themselves-- to get Turkey to negotiate wlth them so they
can become a political player." He said the PKK still saw Abdullah ocalan, their'
leader captured in 1999, as a potential interlocutor with the state.

After his capture, Dcalan called for a peaceful resolution and the
announced a ceasefire. This was ignored by Turkey, which like the united
and the European union condemns the PKK as a terrorist group. Many of the
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group's statements have since shifted their focus more to demandin~ greater
political and cultural rights for Turkey's 12-15 million Kurds. Whlle there is still
wide sympathy for the PKK in the southeast, some of the steam may have gone out of
Kurds' complaints that their interests and culture are suppressed. In recent years,
Turkey has begun to allow limited Kurdish television broadcasts, and Kurdish lessons
in private classes. And in last July's parliamentary election, the ruling AKP made
strong gains in the region at the expense of the main Kurdish party.

stirring Tensions

At the same time, the PKK'S attacks have continued and recently intensified, to try
to draw attention to their cause. "In order to do this they must create an
atmosphere in which there are clashes. They want to stir up tensions between Turks
and Kurds by provoking Turks. But I don't think this game will work," said sadi
cayci, international law consultant at the Eurasian Strategic Studies Centre in
Ankara. cayci said the militants' ultimate aim of creating a Kurdish state remained,
and had been reinforced by the growing autonomy of the Kurdish administration in
northern Iraq.

The PKK's camps in northern Iraq are now at the heart of their
activities, and their armaments are believed to come from poorly controlled Iraqi
military stocks. The PKK are still capable of raising money throu~h fund-raising
events and protection rackets within Turkey, and through the Kurdlsh diaspora in
Europe, to fuel their insurgency, and this month have mounted two large-scale
attacks in which 25 Turkish soldiers have been killed. But their numbers are
estimated to be down sharply from a decade ago, to about 3,000 in Iraq and
1,000~2,000 in Turkey.

This explains why more than half the PKK attacks in the last two years
have been bomb attacks, the Turkish military says. A military official in southeast·
Turkey said he did not see the PKK returning wholesale to more direct
confrontations, which involve high rebel casualties. "strategically they are focused
on attacks that incur the fewest losses. Hence, they are resortin~ to
remote-controlled bombs and hit-and-run attacks," the official sald. Meanwhile,
public opposition across Turkey in general to talks with the PKK or Kurdish autonomy
is as strong as ever. ocalan, unable to control the rebels on a tactical level but
still a powerful influence in terms of their strategy, has not commented on the
latest violence. His lawyers were last able to visit him a month ago, when they
issued a statement in which ocalan stuck to familiar themes of Marxism, democracy
and plots against him.

Turkey calls For Iraq To Hand Over All PKK Rebels

Source: Reuters, 26 Oct 07

Turkey wants Iraq to hand over all members of the separatist Kurdistan workers party
(PKK) based in northern Iraq, Deputy prime Minister Cemil Cicek said on Friday.

Cicek, speaking in a televised interview as Iraqi and U.S. officials met
Turkish officials in Ankara in a bid to stop Turkey launching an incursion into
northern Iraq to tackle the militants, also said Turkish air forces had hit targets
in northern Iraq but there had been no full land incursion. "Everyone (PKK members
in northern Iraq) there is guilty. They are criminals at least for being a member of
a terrorist organisation," Cicek said. "We want all of them to be handed over," he
said, addin~ that Ankara had given Iraq a list of PKK militants. The central
government ln Iraq has little clout in the mainly Kurdish autonomous north of Iraq,
and the interior chief of the autonomous region was blocked from attending the talks
by Ankara.
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village Guards Arrested in Turkey's southeast for 'Aiding PKK'

Source: CNN TURK Online WWW-Text in Turkish 1613 GMT 26 Oct 07

Six provisional village guards have been arrested in the cukurca district of Hakkari
on charges of aiding and sheltering the terrorist organization. Acting on a tip,
squads from the local gendarmerie command obtained information that some provisional
village guards were helping and sheltering the terrorist organization PKK.

security forces began to monitor the six village guards, and their phones were
placed under survelllance.

After it was determined that the said guards were leaking information to terrorists
in phone conversations with PKK members, squads affiliated with the Cukurca District
Gendarmerie command raided the homes of the guards in the district center and
surrounding villages. .

The six provisional village guards detained in the course of these raids were taken
to court after they were lnterrogated at the gendarmerie command. The six men
underwent a health check and were sent to the Hakkari closed Prison after the court
ordered them arrested on charges of "aiding and sheltering the terrorist
organization."

Mine Injures One Person in siirt
•

The office of the chief of the General staff reported that one citizen was injured
by a mine explosion in siirt and that there were no casualties in the brief
firefights that occurred between terrorists and security forces in Bitlis, Bingol,
and Silrt. .

According to the counterterrorism bulletin that appeared on the website of the
office of the chief of the General Staff, one citizen was injured yesterday when an
explosive device of unknown type and origin went off in a mountainous area of the
pervari district of siirt.

security forces encountered groups of terrorists in the mountainous countryside of
Bitlis yesterday, the Karliova district of Bingol two days ago, and the Eruh
district of siirt on 23 october in the course of search and sweep operations.

to orders to
in these incidents.

Brief firefights ensued when the terrorists fired in response
"surrender" by the security forces. There were no casualties

Explosive Device Found

An explosive device, crafted out of three kilograms of plastic explosive, was
found to have been planted by terrorists near the 2-kilometer marker of the
Dargecit-Mardin highway yesterday. The device was subsequently destroyed.

was

Eleven Detained in Sirnak

Eleven persons were detained in the Silopi district of sirnak on charges of being
members of the terrorist organization PKK.

Acting on an intelligence tip, counterterrorism squads of the security Directorate.
of silopi raided a tea garden in the center of the district. In the course of this
raid, 11 persons, two of them women, were detained and taken to the security
Directorate of Silopi on charges of being members of the PKK.

PKK changes Battlefield Tactics to Force Turkey into Negotiations
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<http://www.jamestown.org/news_details.php?news~id=282##>

Source: Gareth Jenkins, Jamestown Foundation from Terrorism Focus
<http://jamestown.org/terrorism/> , October 24·

. .

Recent attacks by the Kurdistan workers' party (PKK) suggest that the organization
is adoptin9 new battlefield tactics in order to increase the psychological pressure
on Turkey ln the hope of forcin9 the Turkish authorities to enter into peace
negotiations. Since it resumed ltS armed struggle in June 2004, the PKK has been
pursuing a two-front strategy: an urban bombing campaign in western Turkey and a
rural insurgency in the mountainous southeast of the country. During its first armed
campaign, which lasted from 1984 to 1999, the PKK initially sought to control large
swathes of territory in southeast Turkey, particularly at night. During the early
1990s, it also staged several large-scale attacks on military outposts. However, the
practice was abandoned after the Turkish military began to inflict heavy casualties
through the use of cobra attack helicopters in hot pursuit operations. Gradually,
through a combination of a scorched earth policy, aggressive search-and-destroy
patrols and the development of a cadre of battle-hardened NCOs, the Turkish security
forces gained the initiative. By the time that the PKK announced it was abandoning
the armed stru99le in 1999, it had already effectively been defeated on the
battlefield, whlle political pressure had forced syria, its main state sponsor, to
withdraw its support.

The decision to return to violence in June 2004 was taken despite the opposition of
many PKK field commanders, who argued that the organization was too weak militarily,
lacked a state sponsor and had only around 4,000 militants under arms, which was
down from a peak of around 8,000 in the early 1990s. when it resumed its insurgency,
the PKK tacitly acknowledged its relative weakness through its choice of battlefield
tactics. It reduced the average size of its active field units to around six to
eight militants, compared to 15-20 in the 1990s, and avoided direct confrontations
with the Turkish military. Althou9h it staged small ambushes, it concentrated
primarily on the use of mines, snlpers and long-range strafin9 of military outposts,
after which its units rapidly withdrew before the Turkish milltary could call up
land reinforcements and air support.

The first sign of a change came in the October 7 ambush of a Turkish commando unit
in the Gabar mountains in which 13 Turkish soldiers were killed (Eurasia Daily
Monitor, October 10). Not only was it the highest Turkish death toll in more than a
decade, but the ambush appears to have been laid by 45-50 PKK militants, the largest
concentration of PKK forces in a single attack since the resumption of the armed
campaign in June 2004.

At 12:20 AM on october 21, an estimated 150-200 militants attacked a 50-strong
infantry battalion in a military outpost close to the village of Daglica,
approximately five kilometers from Turkey's border with Iraq. The attack appears to
have been planned well in advance (Eurasia Daily Monitor, october 22). Local
villagers reported that first electricity and telephone lines were cut and then the
only bridge to the outpost was blown up (Dogan Haber Ajansi, October 23). A total of
12' soldiers were killed and 17 wounded. One of the wounded later told sabah daily
newspaper that they were able to see the PKK militants takin9 up positions through
night-vision binoculars and thermal imaging devices, while llstening to their
wireless communications. When the PKK attacked, they overran the outpost before
reinforcements could arrive (sabah, October 23). They then withdrew under fire into
northern Iraq, taking with them eight Turkish soldiers as prisoners. On october 23,
the PKK released photographs of the soldiers in captivity (Firat News Agency,
October 23).

The PKK's decision to incur the operational burden of escorting the prisoners
through difficult mountain terrain while under fire appears to indicate that it was
part of a preconceived plan. It was the first time that the organization had seized
a group of prisoners since the mid-1990s, and at the time they subsequently
exploited them for propaganda purposes. It was only after a Turkish parliamentary
delegation led by members of the Islamist welfare Party (RP) traveled to northern
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Iraq to negotiate with the PKK that the prisoners were finally released. Members of
the pro-Kurdish Democratic Society Party (DTP) , which is widely believed to be
linked to the PKK, have already offered to negotiate the release of the eight
soldiers seized on october 21 (NTV, CNNTurk, october 22).

The Turkish military claimed to have killed 32 PKK militants in hot pursuit
operations following the attack on oaglica (NTV, CNNTurk, october 21). The claim,
however, has been denied by the PKK and the Turkish authorities have yet to produce
any corpses of slain PKK militants (vatan, october 23). Nevertheless, given their
experience in the 1990s, the PKK high command would have known that the attack of
october 21 carried the risk of high casualties. It appears that they calculated that
the cost would be more than offset by the propaganda benefits and the psychological
impact on the Turkish public not only of the high death toll but also of the capture
of the eight soldiers. The Turkish media has already begun publishing photographs of
the prisoners' traumatized relatives (sabah, NTV, October 23).

The seizure of the eight soldiers also appears to be part of a wider strategy of
trying to force the Turkish authorities into ne~otiations. The staging of the attack
on October 21, just days after the Turkish parllament approved a motion authorizing
the deployment of Turkish troops in a cross-border operation against the PKK'S
presence in northern Iraq, seems to have been designed to try to provoke Turkey to
threaten an incursion in the hopes that the international community would intervene
and argue that a permanent solution to PKK violence could only come through the
opening of negotiations (Eurasia Daily Monitor, october 22).
Gareth Jenkins is a writer and journalist based in Istanbul, who has written on
Turkey for the past 20 years.
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. (The Turkish information ministry reported the deaths of 15 Kurdish fighters on
sunday in the southeastern province of Tundjeli. Turkey has deployed a 150,000 man
force to the border area with a mandate to cross into Iraq to conduct operations
against Kurdish fighters, thought to number approximately 3500.)

uganda

confusion Sets Into LRA Peace process

Source: The Monitor, 28 Oct 07
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a difficult 16 months of going back and forth, the Juba peace
with yet another storm.

•process 1S now

Garamba, where the Lord's Resistance Army (LRA) leadership is holed up,
is dead silent and the news trickling out is deeply worrying: The tWo topmost rebel
commanders, Joseph Kony and his deputy, vincent otti, have disagreed and a major
split is feared. otti's fate remains a mystery. Kony's signaller, Labal piny, is in
possession of otti's satellite phone set. "Everyday for almost a month now, I have
failed to talk to otti. Kony is not taking my calls, I wonder what is happening,
last night I went to Mega FM and personally asked Kony to quickly explain what is
going on," col. Walter ochora, Gulu's resident district commissioner said. col.
ochora has been an instrumental channel of communication between the rebels and the
government but now finds himself in a vacuum. Kony and otti, both indictees of the
International criminal Court for war crimes and crimes against humanity, have led
the LRA during the best and worst of times for the shadowy organisation. It is now
difficult to say what their reported disagreement will mean for the peace process,
especially since up to 33 rebels are said to have died in a reported gun battle on
October 10 that pitted Kony loyalists against Otti's people. If true, this is
unprecedented even in the rebel's long history of dishing out harsh treatment to its
members who fail or are suspected of disloyalty. So, attempts by the LRA's
delegation to the peace talks to either downplay or vehemently deny that there is
anything wrong within the rebel ranks only serves to further complicate the already
unclear picture. No substantive or verifiable information as to what may have
sparked the disagreement is currently available. Only rumours; first about an
alleged dispute over how to spend the $600,000 ostensibly provided for consultations
by the donor community, and then over claims that a power struggle was afoot between
the top two rebel leaders.

"Kony was increasingly accusing otti of doing things behind his back
which he considered betrayal," a security source told sunday Monitor. otti had also
reportedly sanctioned recruitment of 128 former rebels of the uganda National Rescue
Front (UNRF II) "to boost their numbers should things go wrong lwith the peace
talks]." It is not clear if Konywas aware of this. The UNRF II largely operated in
west Nile region before it signed a peace agreement with the government in December
2002. Its leader, Maj. Gen. Ali Bamuze, is currently living in Kampala. The
purported recruitment by a former senior member of the UNRF II in mid August,
however, reportedly went bad with many of those said to have been recruited
deserting upon realising that they had been duped. The men had reportedly been told
that they were being hired to go and work on a huge bricklaying project.

Adding to the confusion was the strange decision by sudanese people's
Defence Forces (SPLA) troops to detain members of the LRA'S negotiating team for
almost one hour when they travelled to Maridi last Saturday (october 20). Mr Martin
ojul and Mr Yusuf Okwonga Adek were held as they travelled to Maridi on their way to
Kony' s base. "when ou r negoti ato rs 1anded at Mari di and got into a convoy to Ma ri di
Hotel they were quickly arrested by SPlA. we still wonder why and we are demanding
an explanation," said LRA spokesman Godfrey Ayoo during an interview with sunday
Monitor during the week. Maridi is a small town near the border between south sudan
and the DR congo through which the Garamba National park, where the LRA are based,
can be accessed. The search for answers continues after Kony snubbed the UN envoy
for northern uganda, Joacqim chissano, who he was scheduled to meet on october 22.

A week to this appointment Mr chissano lost contact with Kony. Desperate
that the lack of contact was affecting the peace process, Mr chissano decided to try
to meet Kony face to face but he was only able to get as far as Maridi where he met
the LRA negotiators, themselves stranded after they failed to meet their leader. Mr
chissano who flew back to Kampala on the same day, later told donors that he had
been told that Otti was ill with cholera and could not travel for the meeting. The
LRA also promised Mr chissano that they would come to uganda by this weekend for
consultations. This has not happened either. Though there is speculation over the
future of the peace process, Dr Ruhakana Rugunda, the government's chief negotiator
and minister for Internal Affairs, is confident that the process is still on course.
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"In peace talks we have hitches and corners but we are in touch with the LRA and the
peace talks are still on course," Dr Rugunda said on Friday. Meanwhile, the issue of
money is becoming a stickin9 point. The 90vernment delegation has expressed concern
over what they perceive as 1ndirect fundlng of the LRA through "exorbitant per
diems."

sunday Monitor obtained information, which we could not independently
verify though, that there is an unwritten rule that every LRA delegate in Juba must
hand over $50 of $120 they receive as allowances everyday to the LRA leadership.
There are 15 LRA delegates participating in the Juba negotiations; 13 negotiators
and two members who constitute the rebels' membership on the cessation of .
Hostilities Team. If this allegation is true then the LRAleadership in Garamba
would be receiving $750 (shsl.3 million) daily and that translates to $5,250 (Shs9
million) in one week. "we have information that this is happening and we ask
ourselves who is now bankrolling LRA? The donors?" said one government negotiator,
who declined to be named in the interests of harmony. The government, according to
our sources, has expressed this concern to the donor group, Partners for Development
and Governance. The group includes European union countries, the us, Norway and
canada that are contributing to the Juba Initiative Fund managed by the UN'S affice
for the coordination of Humanitarian Assistance.

France, the European union chair, which had earlier expressed concern
over LRA's direct handling of.large sums of mone¥ de~lined to comment on this
development. But the LRA rubblshed the cla1m saylng ltS delegates are free to use
their per diems as they wish. "What is it that the uganda government·is worrying
about when [they] are stealing millions of dollars from impoverished tax payers?"
asked Godfrey Ayoo, lRA'S spokesman, in a telephone interview from the Kenyan
capital, Nairobi. "NO one is going to tell us how to run our affairs," he added. The
peace talks are open-ended with no time table, a fact that ;s increasingly
unsettling the government that has now resorted to applying pressure on the
congolese authorities to take action against LRA. But with the uncertainty of what
is going inside the Garamba, especially in respect of Otti's fate, and no actual
movement by Kinshasa on the rebels despite having made several commitments to do so,
a sense of helplessness is beginning to set in .

EX-LRA chief Held aver Robbery

[one answer to the question, "HOW do terrorists
farming lack luster after the thrill of being a

Source: Daily Monitor, 26 Oct 07

end?" .. Legitimate
terror1 st.]

occupations like

A former director of operations for the Lords Resistance Army and 10 others were on
wednesday arrested over allegations of armed robbery.

Onen Kamudulu, who surrendered to the government forces in 2004, was
arrested with a pistol from his hideout in Maruzi farm in Apac District. Police
detectives said that Kamudulu and his accomplices. who were armed with pistols and
AK-47 riffles, came from Gulu and staged an ambush on Masindi port Road and robbed
cash, mobile phones and other personal belongings from local traders. "Police
searched the farm and arrested the suspects with 180 rounds of ammunition, a pistol
and four motorcycles which they have been using in the robberies," Police spokesman
Asan Kasingye said yesterday. The waylaid market vendors were returning by taxi from
Bweyale Trading Center in Masindi District. .

Mr Kasingye identified the other suspects as Joseph akot, Thomas apio,
George oola, Denis akot and Richard 01 oya , all residents of Gulu District. police
operatives also apprehended Christopher achaya, Justine adorn, Bitek akot and Agiba
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Anyin9i. However, one of the suspects is reportedly at large after fleeing from
secur1ty officers. By the time of his arrest, Kamudulu had enrolled into an Adult
Literacy Education programme and was said to be in Form Five. Maj. Felix Kulayigye,
the Defence and Army spokesman, yesterday said the military had armed the
ex-insurgent boss over fears that former victims of LRA war would launch revenge
attacks on him. "we gave him a pistol for self protection but if he has used it for
robbery, the law will take its course and he will be punished," Maj. Kulayigye said.
The 10 suspects have now been detained at Apac police Station from where they will
be taken to court.

united States of America

Americans More confident On War On Terror

Source: Angus Reid Global Monitor, 28 Oct 07

More people in the United States express positive
fight terrorism, according to a poll by Rasmussen

•v1ews on
Reports.

the global effort to

43 per cent of respondents believe the u.S. and its allies are winning
the war on terror, up four points since August. conversely, 30 per cent of
respondents think the terrorists are winning the war, while 22 per cent say neither
side is emerging victorious. Afghanistan has been the main battleground in the war
on terrorism. The conflict began in october 2001, after the Taliban regime refused
to hand over Osama bin Laden, prime suspect in the 9/11 terrorist attacks in New
York and washington. Al-Qaeda operatives hijacked and crashed four airplanes on
sept: 11, 2001, ~ill~ng nearly 3,000 peo~le. A~ leas~ 702 soldiers-including 447
Amer1cans-have d1ed 1n the war on terror1sm, e1ther 1n support of the u.s.-led
operation Enduring Freedom or as part of the International security Assistance Force
(ISAF) led by the North Atlantic Treaty organization (NATO). In addition, 1,708 u.s.
military personnel have been wounded in action, according to data provided by the
pentagon.

On Oct. 24, the congressional Budget officeCCBO) said the conflicts in
Iraq and Afghanistan-as well as other war on terror-related activities-are becoming
unsustainable. The bipartisan group said such expenses have already amounted to more
than $600 billion u.S. since september 2001, and could ultimately reach the $2
trillion u.S mark. Peter orszag, head of the CBO, declared: "Including both past
funding and projected funding under these two illustrative scenarios, total spending
for u.s. operat10ns in Iraq, Afghanistan and the rest of the war on terrorism would
thus amount to between $1.2 trillion u.S. and $1.7 trillion u.s. through 2017. C... )
The way I would put it is that we are on an unsustainable fiscal path and something
has to give."
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(Michael Mcconnell, Director of National Intelli~ence, warned that Al Qaeda is
recruiting Europeans specifically to infiltrate lnto the United States to conduct
terrorist attacks. Mcconnell said that they are bein~ recruited in Europe, trained
in pakistan and will be attempting entry into the Unlted states due to the extra
scrutiny u.s. security organs give to Arabs.)

From CIA Jails, Inmates Fade Into obscurity

Source: craig Whitlock, washington Post Foreign service,saturday, october 27, 2007;
A01

On sept. 6, 2006, President Bush
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/George+w.+Bush?tid~informline>
announced that the CIA
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/central+Intelligence+Agency?tid=inf
ormline> 's overseas secret prisons had been temporarily emptied and 14 al-Qaeda
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Al+Qaeda?tid=informline> leaders
taken to Guantanamo Bay, cuba
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp~srv/world/countries/cuba.html?nav=el>. But since
then, there has been no official accountin~ of what happened to about 30 other
"ghost prisoners" who spent extended time ln the custody of the CIA.

. .

Some have been secretly transferred to their home countries, where they remain in
detention and out of public view, according to interviews in pakistan
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/pakistan?tid=informline> and
Europe <http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Europe?tid=informline>
government officials, human rights groups and lawyers for the detainees. Others
disappeared without a trace and mayor may not still be under CIA control.

The bulk of the ghost prisoners were captured in pakistan, where they scattered
after the u.s. invasion of Afghanistan
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/world/countries/afghanistan.html?nav~el>

2001.

Among them is Mustafa Setmariam Nasar, a dual citizen of syria
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/syria?tid=informline> and spain
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/spain?tid=informline> and an
influential al-Qaeda ideologue who was last seen two years ago. On oct. 31, 2005,
the red-bearded radical with a $5 million u.s. bounty on his head arrived in the
Pakistani border city of Quetta, unaware he was being followed.

Nasarwas cornered by police as he and a small group of followers stopped for
dinner. Soon after, according to Pakistani officials, he was handed over to u.s.
spies and vanished into the CIA'S prison network. Since then, various reports have
placed him in Syria, Afghanistan and India
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/world/countries/india.html?nav=el> , though
nobody has been able to confirm his whereabouts.

Nearly all the Arab members of al-Qaeda caught in pakistan were given to the CIA,
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Pakistani security officials said. But the fate of several Pakistani al-Qaeda
operatives who were also captured remains murky; the Pakistani government has .
ignored a number of lawsuits filed by relatives seeking information. "YOU just don't
know -- either these people are in the custody of the Pakistanis or the Americans,"
said zafarullah Khan, human rights coordinator for the Pakistan Muslim League, an
opposition political party.

others have been handed over to governments that have kept their presence a secret.

since 2004, for example, the CIA has handed five Libyan fighters to authorities in
Tripoli <http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Tripoli?tid=informline> .
Two had been covertly nabbed by the CIA in China .
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/world/countries/china.html?nav=el> and
Thailand <http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Thailand?tid=informline> ,
while the others were caught in Pakistan and held in CIA prisons in Afghanistan,
Eastern Europe .
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Eastern+Europe?tid=informline> and
other locations, according to Libyan sources.

The Libyan government has kept silent about the cases. But Libyan political exiles
said the men are kept in isolation with no prospect of an open trial.

Other ghost prisoners are believed to remain in U.s. custody after passing into and
out of the CIA's hands, according to human rights groups.

Relatives of a Tunisian al-Qaeda suspect known as Retha al-Tunisi, captured in
Karachi <http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Karachi?tid=informline> ,
pakistan, in 2002, received notice recently from the International Committee of the
Red Cross <http://www.icrc.org/>thatheisdetainedatau.s.military
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/u.S.+Armed+Forces?tid=informline>
prison in Afghanistan, said clara Gutteridge, an investigator for Reprieve
<http://www.reprieve.org.uk/> , a London . .
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/London?tid=informline> -based legal
rights group that represents many inmates at the u.s. prison at Guantanamo Bay.
Other prison~rs, ~ince rel~ased, had previously reported seeing Tunisi at a secret
CIA "black s1te" 1n Afghamstan.

At least one former CIA prisoner has been quietly freed. Ahmad Khalil Ibrahim Samir
al-Ani, an Iraqi intelligence agent captured after the invasion of Iraq
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/world/countries/iraq.html?nav=el> in 2003,
was detained at a secret location until he was released last year.

Ani gained notoriety before the Iraq War when Bush administration officials said he
had met in Prague
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/prague?tid=informline> with Sept.
11, 2001, hijacker Mohamed Atta. Some officials, including vice President cheney
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Dick+Cheney?tid=informline> , cited
the rendezvous as evidence of an alliance between al-Qaeda and Saddam Hussein
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/saddam+Hussein?tid=informline> .
The theory was later debunked by u.s. intelligence agencies and the sept. 11
commission, which revealed in 2004 that Ani was in u.s. custody.

The Iraqi spy resurfaced two months a~o when czech officials revealed that he
filed a multimillion-dollar compensat10n claim. His complaint: that unfounded
intelligence reports had prompted his imprisonment by the CIA.

Guantanamo Newcomers

had
czech

When Bush confirmed the existence of the CIA'S prisons in september 2006, he said
they had been vacated for the time being. But he said the u.s. government would use
them again, if necessary.

The CIA has resumed its detention program. since March, five new terrorism suspects
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have been transferred to Guantanamo. Although the Pentagon .
<http://www.washin~tonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/The+pentagon?tid=informline> has
not disclosed deta11s about how or precisely when they were captured, officials have
said one of the prisoners, Abd al-Hadi al-Iraqi, had spent months in CIA custody
overseas.

Details of the secret detention pro~ram remain classified. u.s. officials have
offered only vague descriptions of 1tS reach and scope.

Last month, in a speech in New York <http://www.cfr.org/publication/14158/> , CIA
Director Michael V. Hayden
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Michael+Hayden?tid=informline>
said "fewer than 100 people" had been detained in the CIA'S overseas_prison network
since the program's inception in early 2002.

In June, a coalition of human rights groups
<http://hrw.org/backgrounder/usa/ct0607/> identified 39 people who may, have been in
CIA custody but are still missing. Many of those on the list, however, were
identified by partial names or noms de guerre, such as one man described only as
Mohammed the Afghan.

Joanne Mariner, director of terrorism and counterterrorism research for Human Rights
watch
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Human+Rights+watch?tid=informline>
I said the CIA has moved many prisoners from country to country and relied on other
spy serxices to take.cu~tody of suspects, s9metimes ~emporari~y.an~ someti~es for
good. The 1a rge maJ 0 r1 ty have gone to the1 r cou nt rl es of 0 r1 ~1 n" she sal d. "But
that doesn't mean all of them. There could be some that are st111 in proxy
detention."

In a footnote to its 2004 report <http://www.9-11commission.gov/report/index.htm> ,
the sept. 11 commission named nine al-Qaeda suspects who were in u.s. custody at
black sites. Seven were later transferred to Guantanamo.

Still missing is Hassan Ghul, a Pakistani national captured in northern Iraq in
January 2004. u.s. officials have described him as a hi~h-level emissary between
al-Qaeda's core command in Pakistan and its affiliates 1n Iraq.

Another prisoner on the commission's list was Ali Abd al-Rahman al-Faqasi al-Ghamdi I

a Saudi accused of planning attacks in the Arabian Peninsula
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Arabian+Peninsula?tid=informline> .
He surrendered to saudi authorities in June 2003.

Although the sept. 11 commission reported that Ghamdi was in u.S. custody, saudi
officials said that was not the case. They said he remains in prison in saudi Arabia
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/world/countries/saudiarabia.html?nav=el> and
has never 1eft the country . "He was never, unde rno condi ti on, in u. s . custody,"
said a Saudi security source who spoke on condition of anonymity.

officials with the International Committee of the Red Cross said they have failed to
find dozens of people once believed to have been in CIA custody, despite repeated
queries to the u.s. government and other countries. "The ICRC remains gravely
concerned by the fate of the persons previously held in the CIA detention program
who remain unaccounted for," said simon Schorno, a Red Cross spokesman in
washington. "The ICRC is concerned about any type of secret detention."

The CIA declined to comment on whether certain individuals were ever in its custody.

"Apart from detainees transferred to Guantanamo, the CIA does not, as a rule,
comment publicly on lists of people alle~ed to have been in its custody -- even
though those lists are often flawed," sa1d Paul Gimigliano, a CIA spokesman.

Out in the Cold
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when the Bush administration disclosed last year that 14 senior al-Qaeda leaders had
been transferred to Guantanamo -- leaving the CIA prisons temporarily vacant -- some
conspicuous names were missing from the list.

One was anal-Qaeda training camp leader known as Ibn al-Sheikh al-Libi. He was
arrested in the Pakistani border town of Kohat in late 2001 and eventually taken to
cairo <http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/cairo?tid=informline> , where
the CIA enlisted Egyptian intelligence agents to help with the interrogation.

Libi began to talk. Among his claims: that the Iraqi regime had provided training in
poisons and mustard gas to al-Qaeda operatives.

His statements were cited by the Bush administration as part of the rationale for
invading Iraq in 2003. He recanted after the war began, however, and his continued
detention became a political liability for the CIA.

Although the CIA has since acknowledged that Libi was one of its prisoners, u.s.
officials have not disclosed what happened to him. In interviews, however, political
exiles from Libya
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Libya?tid=informline> said he was
flown by the CIA to Tripoli in early 2006 and imprisoned by the Libyan government.

Libi reported that the CIA had taken him from Egypt
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/world/countries/egypt.html?nav=el> to several
other covert sites, including in Jordan, Morocco
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Morocco?tid=informline> and
Afghanistan, according to a Libyan security source.

He also claimed that he had been kept someplace very cold and that his CIA captors
had told him he was in Alaska
<http://www.washingtonpost.comjac2jrelatedjtopicjAlaska?tid=informline> , the source
said. Human rights groups have suggested that Libi was part of a small group of
senior al-Qaeda figures held in a CIA prison in northern Poland
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/poland?tid=informline> .

,In Tripoli, Libi joined several other Libyans who had spent time in the CIA'S
system. All were members of the Libyan Islamic Fighting Group, a network that
plotted for years from exile to overthrow Moammar Gaddafi.

After the u.s. invasion of Afghanistan in 2001, members of the Libyan network who
had been staying there dispersed. The CIA helped Libya's spy agencies track down
some of the leaders.

One of them, Abdallah al-sadeq, was apprehended in a covert CIA operation in
Thailand in the spring of 2004, according to Noman Benotman, a former member of the
Libyan militant network.

Another, Abu Munder al-saadi, the group's spiritual leader, was caught in the Hong
Kong <http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Hong+Kong?tid=informline>
airport. In both cases, Benotman said, the Libyans were held briefly by the CIA
before u.s. agents flew them to Tripoli. "They realized very quickly that these
~uys had nothlng to do with al-Qaeda," Benotman said in an interview in London.
They kept them for a few weeks, and that's it."

Benotman said he confirmed details of the CIA operations when he was allowed to see
the men during a visit to a Tripoli prison this year. The trip was arranged by the
Libyan government as part of an effort to persuade the Libyan prisoners to reconcile
with the Gaddafi regime.

The CIA has transferred at least two other Libyans to Tripoli, Benotman said. Khaled
al-sharif and another Libyan known only as Rabai were captured in Peshawar
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topicjpeshawar?tid=informline> ,
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and spent time in a CIA prison in Afghanistan, he said.

The Libyan Embassy in washington did not respond to a faxed letter seeking comment.

A Missing 'Gold Mine'

In Spain, prosecutors have been searching for Nasar, the redheaded al-Qaeda
ideologue, for four years.

In 2003, he was indicted by an investigative magistrate in Madrid ..
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Madrid?tid=informline> , accused of
helping to build sleeper cells in spain. A prolific writer and theoretician in the
jihadi movement, Nasar had lived in several European countries as well as
Afghanistan
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/05/22/AR2006052201627.htm
1> . .

spain has filed requests for information about Nasar with the Pakistani government,
to no avail. spani sh Fo rei gn Mi ni ste r Mi gue1 Angel MO rati nos also raised the issue
during a visit to Islamabad
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Islamabad?tid=informline> last
year. "we don't have any indication of where he is," said a source in the spanish
Foreign Ministry, who spoke on condition of anonymity.

Brynjar Lia, a Norwegian terrorism analyst and the author of a new book on Nasar,
"Architect of Global Jihad," said the radical would know valuable details about the
inner workings of al-Qaeda. "The Americans are probably the ones who want him the
most because he was prominently involved in al-Qaeda in the 1990s," said Lia, a
senior researcher at the Norwegian Defense Research Establishment
<http://www.mil.no/felles/ffi/english/start/research/Analysis~Division/_TERRA/>.
"He must be a gold mine of information."

Some spanish media have speculated that Nasar is being held in syria, his place of
birth. The CIA has transferred other terrorism suspects to syria despite tense
diplomatic relations between washington and Damascus
<http://www.washingtonpost.comjac2/related/topic/oamascus?tid=informline> .

other spanish press reports have claimed that Nasar remains in U.s. custody. Another
rumor is that he's being held in a CIA-run prison in India, said Manuel Tuero, a
Madrid lawyer who represents Nasar's wife.

Though Nasar would ~o on trial if he was brought back to spain, that would be
preferable to indeflnite detention in a secret prison, Tuero said. "He's in a legal
limbo," he said. "The Americans would never give him a fair trial. Spain would."

special correspondents Munir Ladaa in Berlin and cristina MateO-Yanguas in Madrid
contributed to this report.

General Counterterrorism News:

current Trends in Jihadi Networks in Europe

Source: Lorenzo vidino, Terrorism Monitor, volume 5, Issue 20 (october 25, 2007)

The terrorist related events that took place during the summer in Europe-the
doctors' plot in Great Britain, the dismantling of various cells in Italy, Austria
and spain, and, finally, the september arrests in Germany and oenmark~have confirmed
that Europe is a key staging ground for jihadi activities. Although lar~e
differences exist from country to country and within various subgroups 1n the
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ever-evolving underworld of jihadi networks in Europe, it is possible to identify
some current trends that, in one way or another, are common to the whole continent.

Independent, or Part of a Network

During the last few years, commentators have been fascinated with
homegrown networks in Europe and, clearly, small groups of European-born,
self-radicalized, violence-prone Islamists have sprung up in most European
countries. Yet, the panorama of jihadi networks in Europe is quite complex and', for
a more accurate analysis, could be described on a continuum. At one extreme, one can
identify quintessential homegrown groups such as the Hofstad Group in the
Netherlands: small domestic clusters of radicals that have developed no ties to
external groups and act in complete operational independence. At the opposite side
of the spectrum are cells that respond to the traditional model used by
al-Qaeda-affiliated groups in the 1990s: compartmentalized cells inserted in a
well-structured network and subjected to a hierarchy whose heads are often outside
Europe. That is the model to wh1ch various cells of the Algerian GSPC (today
Al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb) belong.

In between these two extremes, there is a whole spectrum of realities,
positioned according to the level of autonomy of the group. The most recurring model
seems to be that of the cell dismantled by Danish authorities on september 4, 2007:
a small group of young men, most of them born and/or raised in Europe, who knew each
other either from the neighborhood or from the mosque. Their radicalization took
place in Europe and only one or two members of the group traveled out of the country
(pakistan, in this case) to link up with foreign-based, well-structured groups
ideologically or operationally affiliated with al-Qaeda. The knowledge acquired by
the cell after this linkage obviously makes it more dangerous.

Traveling for Jihad: primary and secondary Fields

In contrast to the situation before the September 11 attacks, today most European
jihadis do not travel out of the continent for training or to fi~ht. Nevertheless, a
small but si~nificant number of them still opt for short stints 1n places where they
can join tra1nin~ camps or guerrilla units. pakistan/Afghanistan and Iraq are the
two primary dest1nations. The former seems to attract recruits mostly from Northern
Europe (Great Britain, in particular), while militants from spain, Italy and France
seem to travel mostly to the latter (El periodico, May 6; Le Monde, December 16,
2004).

Noteworthy is the presence of European militants in two lesser known fields of
jihad: somalia and Lebanon. A few dozen European volunteers have been arrested by
Ethiopian and somali governmental forces among the Islamic Courts union's (ICU)
fighters since December 2006. several of these militants possess scandinavian
passports, and, according to intelligence sources, sweden is considered the hub for
the flow of money from Europe to the ICU (Sveriges Radio, January 30). Italian
authorities have also monitored the visits of several Icu-linked preachers who are
traveling to various Italian cities in order to fundraise and recruit among the
country's somali population (L'Espresso, February 5). Reportedly, Swedish and
British fighters were killed by u.s. missiles and somali army operations (BBC News,
June 3). A smaller number of Western volunteers, mostly from Denmark and Australia,
have allegedly fought with Fatah al-Islam in the Nahr al-sarid refugee camp in
Lebanon (The Australian, september 13).

The Muslim Ghetto subculture: Jihad and Rap

Europe today is witnessin~ the growth of a disturbing new subculture
that mixes violent urban behaviors, n1hilism and Islamic fundamentalism. Many youn~,

often European-born Muslims feel a disturbingly intense sense of detachment from, lf
not sheer hatred for, their host societies and embrace various antagonistic
messages. while some turn to salafism, others adopt an indefinite blend of
counter-cultures, ran~ing from hip hop to Islamic fundamentalism. Many youngsters
from the Muslim-major1ty ghettoes of various European cities adopt several behaviors
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typical of western street culture, such as dressing like rappers, smoking marijuana
and drinking alcohol, yet watching jihadi videos and having pictures of Osama bin
Laden on the display of their cell phones [1]. Any individual who attacks mainstream
society becomes a hero to these teens, be it Abu Musab al-zarqawi or the late
American rapper Tupac Shakur.

This hybrid street culture is particularly influenced by
African-American gangster culture and music. Bands such as Fun-da-mental and
Blakstone in the United Kingdom, Medine in France, and zanka Flow (Moroccan-based,
but hugely popular in the Netherlands) combine radical Islamic concepts with hip hop

. sounds, jargon and attitudes. An aspiring star in the jihadi rap underworld is
Mohammed Kamel Mostafa, the son of former Finsbury Park imam Abu Hamza, who has
recently formed a rap duo called Lionz of Da Dezert. using the stage name of
al-Ansarr" Mostafa raps about jihad and killing infidels. "I was born to be a
soldier,' read the lyrics of one of his songs. "Kalashnikov on my shoulder, peace to
Hamas and Hezbollah, that's the way of the lord Allah. we're jihad. I defend my
religion with the holy sword" (Agence France-Presse, March 1, 2006) ..

While the phenomenon affects only a minority of European Muslims, its
dimensions and repercussions are more than noteworthy. In London, city officials are
worried about the growth of an extremely violent ~ang commonly known as the Muslim
Boys. operating in the southern are~s of ~he ~ritl~h.capital! ~h~ gang i~ composed
of several hundreds of members and lS act1ve 1n crlmlnal actlvltles ranglng from
robberies to drug trafficking. The members of the gang are mostly British-born black
youth originally from the caribbean or Africa who converted to Islam in British
penitentiaries and bond over their newfound faith (Evening Standard, February 3,
2005). vet, their interpretation of Islam is perverted. The gang members do not
respect the most basic tenets of Islam, and their appearance and slan~ more closely
resemble that of American ghetto culture than that of practicing Musllms. Tellingly,
a gang member admitted to a reporter from the Evenin!;! standard: "I pray twice a day:
before I do crime and after. I ask Allah for a blesslng when I'm out on the streets.
Afterwards, I apologize to Allah for what I done [sic]." The gang is also involved
in "forced conversions," compelling black youth at gunpoint to convert to Islam and
join them; two years ago, they executed a 24-year-old for refusing to convert.

The Expansion to the countryside

Radical Islam in Europe has traditionally been an urban phenomenon.
Muslim immigrants have historically settled in large and mid~size cities and. as a
consequence, radical mosques and jihadi activities have also been largely confined
to urban settings. Yet, during the past few years, there has been a noticeable
expansion of radical activities to rural areas. The phenomenon is particularly
evident in southern European countries, where large numbers of North African
immigrants are employed, seasonally or permanently, in agriculture. wandering imams,
often linked to Tablighi Jamaat and small makeshift mosques run by radicals, have
popped up in small country towns and villages in Spain, Italy and France, spreading
salafism among the local Muslim communities. Taking advantage of the absence of
other mosques and the limited surveillance of the small local police forces,
salafists have managed to establish a presence in rural areas of piedmont, campania,
Provence and southern spain [2].

In some cases, salafist networks have taken advantage of the isolation provided by
the countryside to create small fundamentalist communes, as in Artigat. a bucolic
village of less than 1,000 residents in the French pyrenees. When French authorities
dismantled a Toulouse-based network that was smuggling volunteers to Iraq, they
uncovered links to a 60-year-old syrian man who was leading an Islamist commune in
Artigat (Le parisien, February 15). Living completely isolated from the outside.
world, the commune's five families lived under a strict self-imposed Islamic code
and preached a radical interpretation of Islam to their children and to the visitors
who would come occasionally from the city (mostly Toulouse) to spend time in a "pure
Islamic environment."

Eastern Europe?
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while not already an established trend, there are indications showing
that radical Islam is spreading, albeit at a slow pace and with significant
differences from country to country, to Eastern Europe. The presence of radical
networks in Bosnia, many of them leftovers from the conflict of the 1990s, is well
known. Although less grave,wahhabi influence, propagated mostly by a wide network
of saudi-sponsored mosques, is on the rise in other areas of the Balkans with
significant Muslim populations such as Albania, Kosovo and serbia's sandzak region
(692 Radio serbia, June 6, 2006).

various Islamist groups have been reported to be actively spreading
their propaganda to other Muslim populations throughout Eastern Europe.
Hizb-ut-Tahrir, for example, organized a large conference in ukraine in August,
targeting mostly crimean Tatars (Kommersant-ukraina, August 13). Yet, even countries
with little or no native Muslim population have seen a tiny, yet growing, presence
of Islamist activities, particularly among their Arab and Pakistani student
population. Durin~ the last few years, authorities in Hungary, Romania and Bul~aria
have arrested indlviduals who were either promoting radical Islam through websltes
and publications or funnelin~ money to terrorist organizations. Additionally, in
October 2006, czech authoritles issued a terror alert after uncovering information
of an alleged plot to kidnap and kill Jews in prague Coer spiegel, october 6, 2006).

The attractiveness of Eastern European countries for jihadis has increased
significantly with the inclusion of many of them in the European union. Some Eastern
European countries, with their understaffed and often corrupt intelligence and law
enforcement agencies, easy access to black market weapons and forged documents, and
possibility of traveling to Western Europe without border controls, can constitute
ideal bases of operation. An interesting related phenomenon is the suspicious spike
in marriages between Bulgarian and Romanian women and North African men reported in
Italy and spain immediately after the entrance of the two Eastern European countries
in the European union. In all likelihood, the majority of these artificial marriages
involve individuals with no connections to terrorism who simply want to acquire a
European passport to stay and work in Western Europe. Nevertheless, the possibility
that terrorists could use the same scheme should also be considered.

conclusion

Jihadism is a global movement whose characteristics mutate rapidly. while today some
of the abovementioned trends are still in a developing phase or can be noticed only
in some European countries, it is likely that they will be replicated with greater
intensity and in more countries in the near future.

Notes

1. The information is based on author's observations throughout Europe.

2. The information is derived from a variety of sources, including: the Indictment
of Abdelillah El Kaflaoui, Tribunal of Turin, May 7, 200S; Libero, October 18, 2007;
author's private intelligence sources.

http://www.jamestown.org/terrorism/news/article.php?articleid=2373743

NIC Associates Report: A Framework For understanding Radical Islam's Challenge

Source: OSCFeature, 02 May 07

synopsis. This Paper outlines the challenges facing Europe in integrating its
Muslim citizens amidst radicalizing trends within segments of the Muslim community
in European cities. The Paper describes the basic challenges facing Europe and five
inadequate government responses to radicalization. It then elaborates on the
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French and UK approaches to radicalism followed with
and observations.

some preliminary

Introduction: The Demographic Backdrop.

The challenges facing Europe are in lar~epart demographic. A relatively high
Muslim birthrate in Europe and an alarmlngly low birthrate among indigenous
Europeans, combined with the tendency of Muslims to live in urban areas, sug~est
that many European Cities may have Muslim majorities by 2020 or 2025, even wlth
government imposition of tighter immigration restrictions.

To take one city, Bradford, UK, one of the early destinations of Pakistani
immigrants after the second world war, the 1991 census recorded 64,000 Muslims
representing 13 percent of the population. By 2001, there were 94,000 Muslims, a 50
percent increase from 1991. In 2001, Muslims represented nearly 20 percent of
overall population but over 30 percent of students and 50 percent of toddlers. By
2011, Muslims will represent close to 30 percent of the population in Bradford and
over 50 percent of its students. The high growth rates and youth bubble create a
burgeonin~ pool of young Muslim males. The Muslim population surge is most apparent
in the Brltish Midlands and in the adjacent corridor across the channel from
northern France through Belgium and Holland.

The growth of Muslim population is takin~ place in countries that until recently had
a miniscule Muslim population. In Austrla, the Muslim population was 1% in 1981 and
only 4% in 2001. Yet, a study of the vienna Institute for Demography projects that
by 2051, the Muslim population in Austria will rise to 14-26%. Assuming current
rates of fertility (italics added), Islam may be the majority population for those
younger than 15 in Austria. If the Muslim population can rise so high from a near
zero starting point in Austria,one can imagine the projections in other European
countries with substantial Muslim populations. The other finding of the Austrian
study is that the Muslim increase takes place simultaneously with a serious decline
in membership among Roman Catholics in Austria so that among the religiously
observant Austrians, Islam is growing even faster.

The concentration of Muslims in cities and towns is beginning to alarm authorities
concerned with integration. Markus Kerber, the director of the new Deutsche Islam
Konference set up in the German Ministry of Interior by Edmund Stoiber, pointed out
that within two kilometers of his office in Berlin, there are separate Turkish (in
one direction) and Lebanese (in the other direction) neighborhoods where someone
rarely encounters a non-Turk, or non-Lebanese. Trevor Phillips, former chief of the
commission for Racial Equality, warns that Britain may be sleepwalking into· .
segregation.

One can already see separate Muslim districts or millets emerging in cities like
Antwerp where salafist Imams are becoming more influential in the Moroccan
neighborhoods that are mushrooming as indigenous Belgians move out to the
countryside or to other countries. A worst case scenario could see the inner cities
of several European cities eventually becoming no-go zones for non-Muslims beyond
the control of the state.

Europe's challenge is thus one of integration. The question one must ask, given
these trends and the worrisome manifestations of Islamic radicalism accompanying the
rise of a new generation of European-born Muslims, is: what tools can Europe adopt
to ensure a successful integration of this growing minority?

click here
<https:/jwww.opensource.govjportal/server.pt/gatewaY/PTARGS_0_0_4356_702_1481_43/htt
p%3Bjapps.opensource.gov%3B7011/opensource.gov/contentjDisplayj7062817jEuP20070S0337
4007001. pdf> to view the full report.

The Triborder Sea Area: Maritime southeast Asia's ungoverned space
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Source: Ian storey, Terrorism Monitor, Volume 5, Issue 19 (October 11, 2007)

since the a1-Qaeda attacks of september 11, maritime security analysts in the
Asia-Pacific region have focused their attention on the Strait of Malacca and the
potential for a major terrorist strike in this vital artery of world trade.
preoccupation with the strait of Malacca has meant, however, that another, perhaps
equally serious, maritime black spot has been ne91ected, namely the sulu and celebes
seas, a porous triborder sea area between the ph11ippines, Malaysia and Indonesia.
Decades of poor governance, economic and political marginalization, lack of state
capacity, and separatist conflict have turned this area into an "ungoverned space"
and hence a haven for transnational criminals, including terrorists. Addressin9
transnational threats in this area not only requires greater security cooperat10n
among the three countries, but also increased assistance from external powers who
have much to offer in terms of capacity building.

The focus on the Strait of Malacca during the past six years is
understandable given its importance to the global economy. The 550-mile strait,
located between the Indonesian island of sumatra and peninsular Malaysia, is the
shortest route between the Pacific and Indian Oceans, and it is estimated that
25-30% of world trade and 50% of global energy supplies pass through it each year.
post-9/11, security analysts conflated piracy and terrorism, and posited several
scenarios in which transnational terrorist groups such as a1-Qaeda or its Southeast
Asian affiliate Jemaah Is1amiya (JI) link up with pirates to perpetrate a major
attack in the strait of Malacca with the goal of disrupting the global economy.

while these concerns were almost certainly overplayed, the international
pressure generated galvanized the three littoral states (Indonesia, Malaysia and
singapore) into tightenin9 sea lane security. In 2004-2005, the three countries
launched the Ma1acca Stra1ts Patrols (MSP) , a cooperative security measure that
comprises year-round coordinated naval patrols and combined air patrols. In
addition, Indonesia-the locus of maritime crime in Southeast Asia-mustered the
political will and resources to increase naval patrols in its territorial waters. As
a result of these and other initiatives, cases of reported piratical attacks in
southeast Asia dropped 53% from 2003 to 2006,

security Situation in Triborder Area Deteriorates

while international attention was focused on the strait of Malacca,
however, the security situation in the sea lanes linking the philippines, Indonesia
and Malaysia were allowed to deteriorate. This area-known as the triborder sea
area-comprises two main sectors. The first is the sulu Sea in the southwestern
philippines, a 100,000 square-mile body of water bounded to the northwest by Palawan
Island, to the southeast by the SUlu Archipelago, and in the southwest by the
eastern Malaysian state of sabah, The second sector is the celebes Sea (also known
as the sulawesi sea), 110,000 square miles of Water bordered by the sulu Archipelago
and Mindanao to the north, sabah and the Indonesian province of Kalimantan to the
west, and Indonesia's sulawesi Island to the south. The celebes Sea opens southwest
through the Makassar strait, which is increasingly used by large crude oil tankers
unable to use the shallower Strait of Malacca.

The sulu Archipelago (comprising the islands of sasilan, Jolo and
Tawi-Tawi), Mindanao and sulawesi have all been neglected by the central governments
in Manila and Jakarta for decades, resulting in poor governance, corruption and high
levels of poverty and unemployment. In addition, Mindanao has been wracked by over
three decades of insurgency and separatist conflict. As a result, the sulu and
celebes seas have become notorious for illegal maritime activities such as .
smu9gling, piracy, and trafficking in illegal narcotics, guns and people; in short,
it 1S an ungoverned space. what most concerns security analysts is the utilization
of the maritime domain in this area by terrorist organizations as a base of

•operat10ns.

The locus of the problem is the southern philippines, home to the
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terrorist organization the Abu sayyaf Group (ASG) and the separatist group the Moro
Islamic Liberation Front (M1lF). The ASG has been based on the islands of Basilan
and Jolo since its foundation in the early 1990s, and is very familiar with the
surrounding maritime area. It was from these islands that the ASG launched raids
against tourist resorts in Malaysia and palawan Island in 2000 and 2001, receiving
large ransoms in return. The ASG was also responsible for the world's deadliest act
of maritime terrorism to date, the sinking of the MY superferry 14 in February 2004
in Manila Bay, which killed 116 people and injured 300.

Both the ASG and MIlF have been accused of conducting piratical attacks
in the sulu and celebes Seas as a means of generating income for their causes. The
full extent of this problem, however, remains unclear as accurate statistics are not
available. piracy in the southern philippines has been a perennial problem-indeed a
way of life-for many centuries. ships' masters are often unwilling or unable to
report attacks to the International Maritime Bureau's (1MB) piracy Reporting Center
in Kuala Lumpur because it only receives reports in English via high frequency radio
or fax, and language skills and equipment are often lacking in the rich fishing
grounds of the triborder sea area. AS a result, the vast majority of maritime
depredations in this area go unreported to the 1MB. For instance, in early January
2007, the philippine authorities rescued dozens of fishermen who had been held for
ransom off Tawi-Tawi, and in March suspected MILF operatives held 20 fishermen
hostage off Mindanao-neither incident was reported to the 1MB. The 1MB received just
six reports of maritime crime in philippine waters in 2006, a grossly inaccurate
figure.

Both the ASG and MILF have established linkages with JI, and a recent
RAND study noted that the sulawesi-Mindanao arc provides the terrorist or9anization
with a "key logistical corridor" and "theater for jihadist operations" [1J. ]I
members Umar Patek and Dulmatin, both suspected of planning the 2002 Bali bombings,
are believed to be in the sulu Archipelago after escaping from Indonesian
authorities. JI operatives are known to undertake training in camps in the southern
Philippines, and travel from sulawesi to Mindanao via sabah which is just a short
boat ride from the sulu Archipela~o. sulawesi itself constitutes an important base
of operations for JI as the organlzation has grafted itself on to sectarian and
communal violence in Poso over the past few years. sabah is also important to JI and
the ASG for another reason: it provides a place of sanctuary. sabah is home to more
than h~lf a million illegal immigrant~ from t~e philippines and Indonesia, allowing
operatlves from both groups to blend ln and lle low.

States Lack capacity to Handle Threat

hindered by
Tackling
the lack

transnational security threats in the triborder sea area is
of state capacity, especially in the philippines and Indonesia.

starved of funding for years, the Armed Forces of the philippines (AFP)
is one of the weakest military forces in southeast Asia. As the country's primary
security threats are land-based-separatist, communist insurgent and terrorist
groups-the army has received priority funding. The operational effectiveness of the
philippine Navy (PN) and philippine coast Guard (peG) has suffered accordingly,
leaving the country's sea lanes largely unprotected. In October 2006, philippine
National security Adviser Norberta Gonzales summed up the situation: "we cannot
check every boat that travels between Indonesia and Mindanao. Over 26,000 trips are
made by these boats [every year] and it is impossible to monitor each of them given
the ~overnment's meager resources" (The philippine Star, october 16, 2006). The PN'S
inabllity to effectively monitor the sea lanes in the sulu Sea enabled ASG and J1
operatives to flee from Jolo and Basilan in the wake of a major u.s.-backed AFP
offensive earlier this year. In early september, for instance, philippine
authorities arrested six alleged ASG members on Palawan Island, who were believed to
have escaped the dragnet around Jolo.

The Indonesian Navy faces similar problems. In the wake of the 1997
Asian financial crisis, Indonesia's defense budget was slashed, and by 2003 it was
estimated that less than 30% of the Navy's 113 vessels were operational. since 2004,
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improved economic conditions have enabled the navy to purchase new corvettes and
patrol boats, but it is still significantly below strength and incapable of
monitoring the country's 34,000 miles of coastline and 4.9 million square miles of
territorial waters and exclusive economic zones. The navy estimates it needs another
262 warships to adequately patrol the country's vast maritime domain CAntara,
september 18). Moreover, due to international pressure, the navy has been required
to concentrate its limited resources on the strait of Malacca. Indonesia's
participation in the MSP, and increased naval patrols in its territorial waters
adjoining the strait, have put severe pressure on the navy's aging and fuel-thirsty
vessels.

Malaysia is in a better position to deal with the problem. The Royal
Malaysian Navy (RMN) is more professional and better equipped than its philippine or
Indonesian counterparts, and after the 2001 raid on Sipidan its presence on sabah
was beefed up. In 2005, Malaysia launched its national coast guard, the Malaysian
Maritime Enforcement Agency CMMEA), which is responsible for enforcing maritime law
in both east and west Malaysia. However, both the RMN and MMEA have focused their
efforts on the strait of Malacca for the past several years to the detriment of
security in the waters around sabah. ..

security cooperation among the three countries is very limited. The
naval forces of Indonesia, the philippines and Malaysia conduct coordinated patrols
but their effectiveness is limited by infrequency and lack of available assets.
Indonesia and the philippines conduct CORPAT PHILINDO four times a year, but each
patrol involves only one vessel from each country and lasts for only 10 days.
Nevertheless, Manila and Jakarta have agreed to strengthen the patrols in an effort
to stem arms trafficking into poso, but resources are very limited. Malaysia and the
philippines conduct just two coordinated patrols COPs PHIMAL) each year. In 2006,
the philippines proposed year-round coordinated naval patrols like the MSP, as well
as desi~nated sea lanes for all maritime traffic to facilitate easier monitorin~ and
inspectlon by the three navies, but so far no agreement has been reached (Assoclated
Press, March 13, 2006). The philippines has, however, recently announced a program
designed to enhance the PN's ability to conduct surveillance and interdiction of
security threats in the country's "southern backdoor" called coast watch south. The
concept, developed with help from Australia, envisa~es the establishment of 17 coast
watch stations from Palawan to Davao provinces, equlpped with fast patrol boats and
helicopters. Funding the $380 million program, however, will be a challenge.

conclusion

If maritime security threats in the triborder sea area are to be effectively
addressed, Indonesia, the philippines and Malaysia will require sustained assistance
from external powers in the form of capacity building. capacity building efforts
need to focus on improving the communication, surveillance, and interdiction
capabilities of regional maritime law enforcement agencies such as the navy, coast
guard and marine police. So far, the focus has been on the Strait of Malacca, but
this is gradually changing. The United States has agreed to supply Indonesia with 12
radar stations, some of which will be situated in North sulawesi, as well as 30
patrol boats for the Marine Police. Australia, meanwhile, has agreed to supply the
philippines with 28 high-speed boats for Coast watch south. This is a good start,
but much more needs to be done in the coming years to undo decades of neglect and
rein in this ungoverned space. '

Notes

Rabasa
(santa

1. Angel Rabasa, "case Study: The sulawesi-Mindanao Are," in Angel
ungoverned Territories: understanding and Reducing Terrorism Risks
RAND, 2007), p. 116. .

http://www.jamestown.org/terrorism/news/artic1e.php?artic1eid=2373708
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Terrorism: Forum Debates Bin Ladin's Remarks, Criticizes Al-Jazirah

Source: OSC Feature - Iraq -- OSC Report 26 Oct 07

capture of Bin Ladin's Statement

In the wake of the 22 October release by the Qatari Government-financed Al-Jazirah
satellite channel of excerpts from Usama Bin Ladin's statement on Iraq, some
jihadist forum participants claimed the statement singled out the
Al-Qa'ida-affiliated Islamic state of Iraq (lSI) for criticism. However, after
Al-sahab, the media arm of Al-Qa'ida, released the full statement on 23 october,
forum participants argued his comments applied to other insurgent 9roups in Iraq and
not just lSI. By 25 October, many postings sU9gesting Bin Ladln crlticized lSI had
disappeared. Al-sahab and many website particlpants sharply accused Al-Jazirah of
intentionally distorting Bin Ladin's message.

After Al-Jazirah aired short segments of the statement on 22 october, some forum
participants asserted that Usama Bin Ladin's references to "mistakes" were directed
specifically at lSI. Some also speculated Bin Ladin may be preparing to replace
lSI'S alleged leader, Abu-umar al-Baghdadi.

'* On 22 october, "Al-Nafir," a participant of the Ana al-Muslim forum, argued Bin
Ladin did not "recognize" ISA and that Al-Baghdadi needed to "relinquish his rule"
to preserve unity. .

Ladin's statement was in "preparation"
the advantage of everyone" (Ana

Bin
"to

'* On 23 October, "Sami al-Hataq" argued
for al-Baghdadi's removal, which would be
al-Muslim).

After Al-sahab released the entire statement on 23 October, forum participants
generally agreed Bin Ladin's references to "mistakes" applied to the Mujahidin in
general and not specifically to lSI.

'* On 24 october, "Jami'-al-shaml" said on the Al-Boraq forum that Bin Ladin
"addressed his speech to all jihadist groups," calling on them to "unite under one
banner."

'* on Al-Fallujah Net, "Mawsu'at al-Jihad" argued Bin Ladin's comments were "a set
of general instructions" to remind all Muslims of the "fundamental objectives of
-Al-Qa'ida" (23 october).

By 25 october, many of the postings suggesting Usama Bin Ladin had been critical of
lSI had been removed from prominent forums. participants in the Ana al-Muslim forum
argued that member "Al-Nafir" should be suspended from the forum for supporting this

•Vlew.

After the full statement was released on 23 october, both Al-sahab and a number of
forum participants attacked Al-Jazirah, which jihadists have historically accused of
hostility to the jihadist movement. A minority of participants defended the·
satellite news network.

'* upon releasing the full video, Al-Sahab issued a statement accusing Al-Jazirah
of "counterfeiting" facts, alterin~ "the purposes and objectives of the speech," and
ignoring "all the pillars of honor for professional medla.

'* On the Al-Boraq forum, "Al-Mu'min-bel-Nasr" said that prior to this incident his
belief in the truthfulness Al-Jazirah's was "forty percent" and that now it is
"zero-percent" (24 october).

'* "Jami'-al-Shaml," on the other hand, noted on the Al-Boraq forum that many were
talking as if "Al-Jazirah had broadcasted a speech" by someone other than Bin Ladin,
when in fact it had summarized the content of his speech accurately (24 October).
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pakistan: writer calls for Differentiation Between 'Martyr and Terrorist'

Source: Rafia zakria, Daily Times (Internetversion-www) in English 27 Oct 07

It is important ideologically to refine our definitions of who constitutes an enemy
to Pakistan. In the past, for a variety of reasons, such definitions have pivoted on
our identity as Muslims and the identity of our enemies as non-Muslims. we are a
nation bred on war. Not simply because we have been ruled by the military for much
of our sixty-year existence, but also in terms of the national myths that sustain
our national identity.

Every Pakistani child learns early to venerate the army and to idolise the martyrs
that have sacrificed their lives for the country. We name streets after them and
commemorate their birthdays. Even those of us who were born decades after the wars
fought against India in the sixties and seventies, learn of heroic acts by our
soldiers. .

•

These images and practices of nationhood that sustain and create our identity
through textbooks, the celebration of Defence Days and the commemoration of martyrs
are all pivoted against fightin~ the non-Muslim and usually Indian enemy. In this .
war, Pakistani forces fight agalnst enemies of Islam that are threatening our
national integrity. Parallels are often drawn between those fighting and dying for
Pakistan and the early Muslim fighters who were martyred in the name of Islam in the
Battles of Badr, uhud and Karbala. undeniably, the "shaheed" who put the sanctity of
his faith, and hence the interests of his nation, above his own life is the ultimate
Pakistani hero.

But now pakistan faces a new battle, and a new enemy. The national myth of a valiant
Muslim army fighting against the enemies of Islam that has sustained us in
interminable wars and hos~ilities ag~inst India can no lon~er serve us: Thi~ i~
because the new enemy, WhlCh has clalmed over two hundred lnnocent Paklstanl llves
and left more than 600 injured and maimed since september, is not an "other" defined
by reli~ious and national difference; he is situated within our own territorial
boundarles, connected to us by culture, ethnicity and language, and making claims to
the same concept of martyrdom in the name of Islam as our own army.

More worryingly, today's enemy was the vanguard in our battles against the infidels
and while the state might have chosen to redefine some parameters of Pakistani
nationalism, he holds the ideals aloft and considers the state and its functionaries
treacherous -- not only because the state that sacralised itself by making the
narrative religion~heavy is now reneging on those parameters but because by doing so
it is also undermining the bigger ideal of pan-rslamism.

It is this final fact that poses the biggest challenge to pakistanis in facing down
and defeatin~ the new extremism that has led to us to be entitled by Newsweek
magazine as the most dangerous nation in the world". .

The increasing death toll from suicide bombings, the burning down of music and video
shops, the overt threats of more violence by the likes of rebel cleric Maulana
Fazlullah and Taliban commander Baitullah Mehsud are all desperate signs of the
urgent need to reassess how we will redefine our ideologies and our sense of
national identity to truly understand that those who commit acts of aggression
against innocent civilians are our greatest enemies.

Most crucially, it requires us to define clearly the difference between a "shaheed'
and a "terrorist, such that the confusion that currently pervades our understanding
of this distinction does not drag us deeper into the morass of senseless violence.

In other words, how do we turn into the "other" what belonged to us, indeed defined
us?

Page 67



USD(P) AMNESTY/CCR 86

Marshall Center PTSS Daily 29 October 2007
The first task in delineating this crucial dlstinction is to recognise the battle

being fought against extremism as our own distinctly Pakistani strug~le. Much
rhetoric has been expended on how the battles being fought in the trlbal areas are
being fought at the behest of the united States and have little do with Pakistani
national lnterests. This ignores the blatant and glarin~ reality that the 222 dead
in the past two months have been innocent pakistani citlzens who had no stake in the
us or its strategic interests.

while the imperialist influence of the united States is certainly worth denouncing
and resisting, it should not dull us into supporting the scourge that is condemning
our nation to a grisly reality. If we fall into the illogical and self-sabotaging
trap of denouncing the war against extremism and suicide terror simply because of
our opposition to the imperialist actions of the US, we would be doing our nation a
great disservice.

secondly, it is important ideologically to refine our definitions of who constitutes
an enemy to pakistan. In the past, for a variety of reasons, such definitions have
pivoted on our identity as Muslims and the identity of our enemies as non-Muslims.
since this is no longer the case, we must create the ideological iterations that see
the misuse of Islam and the use of its doctrines to justify violence as something
unequivocally intolerable and reprehensible.

This is a complicated task. How indeed must an army and a nation raised on sixty
years of fighting a non-Muslim enemy now re-conceptualise the meanings of "enemy" to
fit a foe that claims to still practice the ideals the state has abandoned?
Recognising this perversion of Islam that our new enemy represents is a goal that
will require much work and soul-searching by a Pakistani population used to looking
at religion as a panacea.

I began by arguing that every Pakistani child is taught to venerate and respect the
shaheeds who gave their lives for their nation. This fact bears important clues
regarding how the future of Pakistan must be shaped. The new enemy, the Al Qaeda and
Taliban leaders that have unleashed a spate of bombings on innocent civilians across
the country, are adept at using our own identity and our national veneration of
death and martyrdom as a weapon against us. .

unless we, as a nation, can define clearly the difference between a shaheed that
dies for his nation as part of armed combat, and a terrorist who misuses religion to
iustify an act of aggression against innocent civilians, our future generations will
fall into the deceptlve trap of believing that the distinction between a shaheed and
a terrorist is perhaps just a matter of opinion. .

Rafia zakaria is an attorney living in the United States where she teaches courses
on constitutional Law and political philosophy. she can be contacted at .
rafia.zakaria@gmail.com .
<https://www.opensource.gov/portal/server.pt/gateway/PTARGS_0_0_266_207_0_43/http%3B
/apps.opensource.gov%3B7011/opensource.gov/content/Display/7982842/mailto:rafia.zaka
ria@gmail.com>

A Mountain Meeting With The PKK

Source: BBC, crispin Thorold, 27 Oct 07

The soldiers at the final Iraqi border patrol checkpoint were reluctant to let us
through.

"If you want to conti nue, you do so at you r own ri sk," one warned. The wri t of the
local authorities ended at this point and after the checkpoint we would enter
Kurdistan worker's Party (PKK) territory. For the next 10 miles or so the road was
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paved. As it hugged the rugged mountains, it wound deeper into the territories
bordering Turkey. Abruptly we turned off onto a dirt track which local people had
told us would lead us to the PKK.The dusty track was bumpy and was only accessible
on foot or in a four-wheel-drive car.

The path descended into a valley and as we drove next to a stream, we
were often in full view of the surrounding hills. An invading army travelling on the
same route could face an ambush at any turn. The mountains in this part of northern
Iraq are a rebel's paradise. The steep, jagged peaks are covered in trees and caves
dot the hillsides. The rivers that flow through the valleys are hidden by woods.
when we reached the PKK we nearly missed them. They were in a little copse across a
stream and it was only the light of their campfire that cau~ht our attention. TwO
men dressed in military fatigues with Kalashnikovs slung across their shoulders
immediately jumped up. They said that they would talk but first the elder man had a
question for us. "Why does everyone call us terrorists?" he asked. The rebel, who
said that his name was Yezdin sher, was puzzled. "The British government call us
terrori sts. The BBC call us terrori sts ..,

He said: "They only call us terrorists because there are good relations
between them and the Turkish government. That's why they call us terrorists." The
PKK is considered a terrorist organisation by Turkey, the united states and the .
European union. It is believed to have been responsible for the deaths of thousands
of civilians - Turks and Kurds - in south-eastern Turkey. Yezdin sher was adamant.
"we have a right to defend our nationality," he said. "The Turkish government has
for many years stood against the Kurds. [In Turkey] There are no schools, no Kurdish
language and no rights for the Kurds. "we have a right to be free like the Kurds of
Iraq who for 50 years stood against saddam's re~ime and the previous regimes. We
also want freedom and we don't target any civillans," he added.

That claim would be ridiculed by the Turkish government, as well as by
much of the international community. Last sunday the PKK was blamed by the Turkish
military for a bomb explosion which injured 17 people who were ,part of a wedding
party. Human rights groups say that during the course of the conflict between the
PKK and the Turkish military, some 35,000 people have been killed - the vast
majority of them civilians. They [the Turkish ~overnment] have special units who
dress in our uniforms and kill civilians PKK flghter Yilmaz Sardar However, the PKK
men refused to acknowledge that they were responsible for the deaths of civilians,
instead blaming the government. At this stage the younger and quieter of the two men
spoke up. "They [the Turki sh government] have speci a1 uni ts who dress in our
uni fo rms and ki 11 ci vi 1i an s ," Yil maz sarda r said. "Then they blame us."

The fi~hters claimed that they had no support in the mountains from the Kurdish
authorlties in northern Iraq. Instead, they said that they relied on the help of
local people and smugglers. The elder man, Yezdin sher, said that he had been living
in the mountains for 19 years and neither of the rebels had any intention of leaving
before they had won rights for the Kurds in south-eastern Turkey. "If the Turks
cross the border we will fight them," said Yezdin sher. "We are guerrillas. They
can't do anythin~ against guerrillas." The afternoon was drawing to a close and the
light was beginnlng to fall. Before we left the elder man wanted to make it clear
that in his view war did not have to be inevitable. "It is better to resolve the
Kurdish·problem peacefully," said Yezdin sher. "we are ready to make a ceasefire
with the Turkish government if the Turkish government accepts that. We are ready."

Arab pub1ic support for Hizballah, Iran, syria Wanes

source: OSC Feature - State INR 10 Oct 07

Last year, Hizballah's strong showing against Israeli forces, Iran's defiance in
halting uranium enrichment, and its overt hostility toward Israel were met with high
levels of public support in the Arab world. But recent office of Research nationwide
polls indicate that these gains have been largely overturned. Favorable ratings
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and its leader, sayyid Hassan Nasrallah, among publics in Egypt,
and saudi Arabia have fallen significantly since last winter.

TO Fight Insurgents, Armies Need More Brains, and Money

Source: The Economist, 29 Oct 07 Issue

The Economist says western militaries must be able to fight both traditional and
insurgent threats.

summary:

The Economist has some tough news for the u.s. government and its western allies: If
they want their militaries to be able to grapple with dangerous insurgencies around
the world, it is going to cost them. That is one of several messages that the
British newsweekly seeks to convey in a cover story on how best to reshape the armed
forces to deal with modern threats. To successfully wage a fight against terrorists
and insurgents, Western armies will need more "boots on the ground," but also
different types of soldiers wearing them. And since more traditional threats from
big powers like Russia and china can't be entirely discounted, the U.s. military in
particular will have to continue funding its investment in hardware -- aircraft,
ships and advanced weapons. Addressing both sets of challenges will require more
contributions from taxpayers.

But that burden needs to be put in perspective, the Economist says. At 4% of gross
domestic product, u.s. defense spending is low by historical standards (it hovered
around 9% during the Vietnam war). Europeans are even less committed -- some u.s.
allies spend less on defense than the 2% minimum target set by the North Atlantic
Treaty organization. More money certainly will be needed to be spent to fight
"protracted, enervating counterinsur~encywars" like the ones the U.s. and its
allies are waging in Iraq and Afghanlstan that offer no clear-cut victories and risk
the prospect of humiliation. But to cope with new threats, armies need more brains
than bullets, says the newsweekly. That means more linguists, civil-affairs
officers, engineers and other skilled advisers who can help Western militaries do as
good a job at building things as they do in destroying them.

Source: Reuters, 28 Oct 07
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u.s.-led coalition and Afghan troops killed about 80 Taliban fighters
battle following an ambush in southern Afghanistan, the u.s. military
sunday.
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(Head of the Russian National Anti-terrorism Center, Nikolai Sintsov, said that
terrorists more than ever are using the internet to spread their extremist ideas due
to the practically unrestricted possibilities of spreading their propaganda around
the world. He said that today, practically all extremists, terrorists, insurgents
and various other groups have their own web sites. In 1998 there were 12 such
websites, according to sintsov, while today there are over 5000.)
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THE NEW NAME OF

LAWYERS COMMITTEE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS

The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld
Secretary of Defense
1000 Defense Pentagon
Washington, DC 20301-1000

Washlngten D.C. OUlce

100 Maryland Avenue, NE.
Suite 500
Washington, 0 C. 20002

Tel: (202) 541-5692
Fax: (202) 543-5999

Dear Secretary Rumsfeld:
www.HumanRightsFirst.org

I am writing to inform you ofour recent report Ending Secret Detentions, a copy
of which is enclosed, and to urge that you to take steps immediately to allow regular,
unrestricted access by the International Committee of the Red Cross (JCRC) to all US
held prisoners being detained abroad, including those being held at undisclosed locations.
In addition, we urge that you report to Congress on the numbers and locations of these
prisoners, and inform their families as to their whereabouts and legal status.

As our report details, there are credible reports dating as far back as December
2002 that the United States is holding prisoners not only at the military bases in
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, and Bagram, Afghanistan, but also in: Jalabad, Asadabad and
Kabul in Afghanistan; Kohat and Alizai in Pakistan; the U.S. Naval Base on Diego
Garcia; on U.S. military ships, including the USS Bataan and the USS Peleliu; and at
other undisclosed locations.

The U.S. Government has refused to confirm or deny whether it is holding
individuals secretly and without disclosure in these locations. But your recent admission
that on October 31, 2003, you ordered a prisoner to be secretly detained without
providing notification of his detention to the ICRe, along with the acknowledged practice
of holding certain detainees in ''undisclosed locations," reinforces concerns that there are
many other prisoners being held secretly in U.S. custody around the world.

In January, the ICRe formally requested that it be given access to all US-held
detainees abroad, including those held at undisclosed locations. Today, more than six
months later, the United States has still failed to provide ICRC access to these prisoners.

Secret detentions and disappearances facilitate torture and have long been the
hallmark of despotic regimes. These practices are illegal and unworthy of the United
States. I urge that you grant immediate and unfettered access by the ICRC to all US-held
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The Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld
July 15, 2004
Page Two

prisoners, inform.the families of those being held of their whereabouts and their legal
status, and report \o"~ongress on the numbers and locations of all US-held prisoners
being detained abroad.

I appreciate your prompt attention to this matter and look forward to hearing your
response to this letter and our report.

Enclosures

Sincerely,

•

Elisa Massimino
Washington Director

• ...
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THE NEW NAME OF

LAWYERS COMMITTEE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS

Deputy Secretary Paul D. Wolfowitz
Office of the Secretary of Defense
1000 Defense Pentagon
Room 3E944
Washington, DC 20301

Washington D.C. Office

100 Maryland Avenue. H.E.
SUile 500
Washington, D.C. 20002

Tel: (202) 547-5692
Fax: (202) 543-5999

www.HumanRighlsFirsLorg

Dear Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz:

J am writing to infonn you of our recent report Ending Secret Detentions, a copy
of which is enclosed. Human Rights First urges that you do all you can to ensure to
regular, unrestricted access by the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) to
all US-held prisoners being detained abroad, including those being held at undisclosed
locations. In addition, we urge that the Administration report to Congress on the numbers
and locations ofthese prisoners, and infonn their families as to their whereabouts and
legal status.

As our report details, there are credible reports dating as far back as December
2002 that the United States is holding prisoners not only at the military bases in
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, and Bagram, Afghanistan, but also in: Jalabad, Asadabad and
Kabul in Afghanistan; Kohat and Alizai in Pakistan; the U.S. Naval Base on Diego
Garcia; on U.S. military ships, including the USS Bataan and the USS Peleliu; and at
other undisclosed locations.

The U.S. Government has refused to confirm or deny whether it is holding
individuals secretly and without disclosure in these locations. But the recent admission
by Secretary Rumsfeld that he ordered a prisoner to be secretly detained without
providing notification of his detention to the ICRC, along with the acknowledged practice
of holding certain detainees in "undisclosed locations," reinforces concerns that there are
many other prisoners being held secretly in U.S. custody around the world.

In January, the ICRC formally requested that it be given access to all US-held
detainees abroad, including those held at undisclosed locations. Today, more than six
months later, the United States has still failed to provide JCRC access to these prisoners.

OSD 11251-04-
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Deputy Secretary Paul D. Wolfowitz
July 16, 2004
Page Two

Secret detentions and disappearances facilitate torture and have long been the
hallmark of despotic regimes. These practices are illegal and unworthy ofthe United
States. I urge you to support granting immediate and unfettered access by the ICRC to all
US-held prisoners, ensuring that the families of those being held are informed of their
whereabouts and their legal status, and submission ofa report to Congress on the
numbers and locations ofall US-held prisoners being detained abroad.

I appreciate your prompt attention to this matter and look forward to hearing your
response to this letter and our report.

I,

Sincerely,

.- I")
II I

f
Elisa Massimino
Washi.ngton Di.rector
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THE NEW NAME OF

LAWYERS COMMITTEE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS

The Honorable Paul Wolfowitz
Deputy Secretary ofDefense
Department ofDefense
Washington, D.C. 20301

July 26, 2004
Wuhl.gtlB D.C. DfII..
too IIlryland Avenue, M.E.
Suite 500
Washl8glDn. D.C. 20DD2

TIl: (202) 547-5692
Fax: (202) 5-43-5999

www.Hull••RIIUIFlnt.erl

Dear Mr. Secretary: I
i

Thank you for meeting with the human rights executive directors on Wednesday. I
am writing to summarize the points I raised with respect to current U.S. military
detention and interrogation practices, and look forward to receiving your responses
to our proposals. At the request ofyour staff, we also have provided 20 additional
copies of Human Rights First's recently issued report, Ending Secret Detentions,
which addresses many ofthe issues I summarized at the meeting.

Given the very serious nature of the abuses that have already been disclosed, at
Abu Ghraib prison and elsewhere, it is clear that there is a systemic problem at
U.S.-controlled detention and interrogation facilities that needs to be addressed.
General Mikolashek's report further underscores this need for broad-based
corrective actions.

•

When we met, I outlined three specific actions that we urge you to adopt quickly.
The first is that you, Secretary Rumsfeld, and ideally the President make strong
public statements clarifying current U.S. interrogation policy. Specifically, you
should state in detail that torture and all other forms of cruel, inhuman and
degrading treatment or punishment are strictly forbidden. You should make clear
that all coercive interrogation techniques that cause pain, suffering, or humiliation
are strictly prohibited. Military ·JAG officers should be present in each detention
facility to provide legal guidance and to ensure that these rules are followed. And
you should communicate throughout the system that anyone who violates these
rules wiU be strictly disciplined and subject to prosecution.

,
I
I
I

Second, beginning immediately you should end secret or incommunicado
detentions of the type described in our report. The International COIlJ1littee of the
Red Cross (ICRC) should be given unrestricted access to every detainee in U.S. 0S0 11859-04.. -

PIli' 1 of 2
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I
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custody or control. The ICRC should be allowed to communicate the fact ofthese detentions to the
family members ofthe detainees. And you should communicate to appropriate committees of
Congress the locations ofall detention facilities and other relevant information they may request
about current detention practices and policies.

Finally, we urge you to call for and support the establishment ofan independent, comprehensive
investigation ofall U.S. military and intelligence detention and interrogation policies and practices
in Iraq, Afghanistan, Guantanamo Bay, and elsewhere in the world. As I stressed at our meeting,
there are now close to 100 Executive Branch and Congressional investigations and inquiries
underway on these topics. While many ofthese investigations are useful, there is a compelling need
for a single, independent entity to piece together all of the elements, to present a full picture ofwhat
has happened, to identify the systemic problems that have emerged, and to issue recommendations to
ensure such systemic abuse cannot easily recur. Nothing short of this type of comprehensive inquiry
will satisfy public skepticism or, in our judgment, go far enough to correct the serious problems that
exist.

I look forward to hearing your response to this proposal. We reiterate our willingness to meet with
your staff to discuss any of these points in greater detail.

Sincerely,

,
I,

Michael Posner
Executive Director

•
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About Us
For the past quarter centmy, Human Rights First (the new name of Lawyers Committee for

Human Rights) has worked in the United States and abroad to create a secure and humane

world by advancing justice, human dignity and respect for the rule of law. We support human

rights activists who fight for basic freedoms and peaceful change at the local level; protect

refugees in flight from persecution and repression; help build a strong international system of

justice and accountability; and make sure human rights laws and principles are enforced in the

United States and abroad.
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This report is available online at www.HumanRightsFirst.org.
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u.s. Operated Detention Facilities in the "War on Terror"

•

•

•

•

Afghanistan
Disclosed

• Collection Center at the U.S. Air Force Base
in Bagram.

• Detention facility in Kandahar (an
"intennediate" site, where detainees await
transport to Bagram).

• Approximately 20 "outlying transient sites"
(used to hold detainees until they may be
evacuated either to Kandahar or Bagram).

Suspected
Detention facilities in:

• Asadabad*

• Kabul*
• JalaIabad*

• Gardez*

• Khost*

• CIA interrogation facility at Bagram

• CIA interrogation facility in Kabul
(known as lithe Pit")

*These sites may be part of the approximately J.O "outlymg

tranSient sites."

Guantanamo Bay, Cuba
Disclosed

• U.S. Naval Base at Guantanamo Bay

Iraq
Disclosed

• Abu Ghraib (near Baghdad)

• Camp Cropper (near the Baghdad Airport)

• Camp Bucca (near Basra)

• Nine facilities under division or brigade
command

• Facilities run by military divisions:

• lSI Infantry Division DIF (Tikrit)

legal issues in cases of both
disclosed and undisclosed
locations:

Disclosed
In the cases where detention facilities

are well known, there is no information

or only conflicting information about

how many individuals are held there.

troubling information about inadequate

provision of notice to families about the

fact of detainees' capture and condition,

and unclear or conflicting statements

about detainees' legal status and rights.

While the ICRC has visIted these

facili ties, their visits have been

undermined in ways contrary to the

letter and spirit of binding law.

In other cases, the existence of the

detention facility is acknowledged by the

United States (as in the case of more

than a dozen detention facilities in Iraq)

but very little else is known. particularly

the nature of the detainees' legal status

and rights.

Suspected
These are cases where the detention

facility itself is not officially

acknowledged but has been reported by

multiple sources. In the absence of

official acknowledgment. there is of

course no infonnation on how many

might be held at such facilities, whether

their families have been notified. why

they are held, or whether the ICRC has

access to them (indeed. the ICRC has

stated publicly that they do not).

AHuman Rights First Report
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Ending Secret Detentions

• l't Marine Expeditionary Force DIF (AI Fallujah)

• l't Cavalry Division DIF (Baghdad)

• l't Annored Division DIF (Baghdad)

• Multi-National Division-South East (Az Zubayr)

• Facilities run by military brigades:

• Dayyarah West (Multi-National Brigade - North)

• Tal Afar (Multi-National Brigade - North)

• Al Hillah (Multi-National Division - Center South)

• Wash (Multi-National Division - Center South)

• In addition, there are a number of "brigade holding areas in division sectors" where
detainees may be held up to 72 hours before transfer to Division facilities.

• Ashraf Camp. Ashraf Camp is a detention facility for Mujahideen-E-Khalq (MEK), an
Iraqi based organization seeking to overthrow the government in Iran. Ashraf Camp
was disclosed as a detention site for MEK detainees in February 2004, but as ofJune 11,

2004, the Coalition Press Infonnation Center (CPIC) refused to discuss the starus or
location of the MEK detainees.

Pakistan
Suspected

• Kohat (near the border ofAfghanistan)

• Alizai

Diego Garcia
Suspected

• United States and United Kingdom officials deny repeated press reports indicating that
at least some individuals are being detained on the British possession of Diego Garcia,
including, at one time, Hambali (Riduan Isamuddin), the leader of the Jemaah
Islamiyah.

Jordan
Suspected

• Aljafr Prison (CIA interrogation facility)

United States
Disclosed

• Naval Consolidated Brig (Charleston, South Carolina). This is where the U.S.
Government is detaining at least three individuals as "enemy combatants": two U.S.
citizens, Jose Padilla and Yaser Hamdi, as well as Ali Saleh Kahlah al-Marri, a Qatari
national residing in the United States.

Suspected
• u.s. Naval Ships: USS Bataan and USS Peleliu.

AHuman Rights First Report
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I. Introduction

More than 3,000 suspected terrorists have been arrested in many countries. Many
others have met a different fate. Put it this way, they're no longer a problem to the
United States and our friends and allies.

President George W. Bush
State of the Union Address

February 4, 2003

In April, the U.S. Supreme Court heard oral arguments in the cases of Jose Padilla and Yaser
Hamdi - both U.S. citizens who have been held in military detention facilities for more than two
years. One Justice wondered aloud how the Court could be sure that government interrogators
were not abusing these detainees. You just have to "trust the executive to make the kind of
quintessential military judgments that are involved in things like that," said Deputy Solicitor
General Paul Clement.' Later that evening, CBS'S 60 Minutes broadcast the first shocking
photographs of U.S. troops tonuring Iraqi prisoners at the Abu Ghraib detention center in Iraq.

The photos from Abu Ghraib have made a policy of "trust us" obsolete. But they are only the
most visible symptoms of a much larger and more disturbing systemic illness. Since the attacks
of September 11, the United States has established a network of detention facilities around the
world used to detain thousands of individuals captured in the "war on terrorism." Information
about this system - particularly the location of U.S. detention facilities, how many are held
within them, on what legal basis they are held, and who has access to the prisoners - emerges in
a piecemeal way, if at all, and then largely as a result of the work of investigative reporters and
other non-governmental sources. The official secrecy surrounding U.S. practices has made
conditions ripe for illegality and abuse.

Several of these facilities, induding the U.S. military bases at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, and at
Bagram Air Force Base in Afghanistan, are well known. The existence of these facilities - and
the fact of unlawful conduct within them - have been widely publicized and well documented!
Nonetheless, there is still no or only conflicting information about how many individuals are
held there, troubling infonnation about inadequate provision of notice to families about the fact
of detainees' capture and condition, and unclear or conflicting statements about detainees' legal
status and rights. While the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) has visited these
facilities, their visits have been undermined in ways contrary co the letter and spirit of binding
law.

AHuman Rights First Report
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4 - Ending Secret Detentions

In addition, there are detention facilities that multiple sources have reported are maintained by
the United States in various officially undisclosed locations. including facilities in Iraq,
Afghanistan, Pakistan, Jordan, on the British possession of Diego Garcia, and on U.S. war ships
at sea. U.S. Government officials have alluded to detention facilities in undisclosed locations,
declining to deny their existence or refusing to comment on reports of their existence. l A
Department of Defense official told Human Rights First in June 2004 that while Abu Ghraib and
Guantanamo's Camp Echo were open to discussion, "as a matter of policy, we don't comment on
other fadlities."4 Similarly, Captain Bruce Frame, a U.S. army spokesman from CBNTCOM, the
unified military command that covers Africa, the Middle East, and Central Asia, told Human
Rights First only that there "mayor may not" be detention centers in countries other than Iraq
and Afghanistan in CENTCOM'S area of responsibility.5

The Known Unknowns
What is unknown about this detention system still outweighs what is known about it. But
facilities within it share in common key features that - while having unclear benefits in the
nation's struggle against terrorism - make inappropriate detention and abuse not only likely, but
virtually inevitable.

First, each of these facilities is maintained in either partial or total secrecy. For the past half
century, the United States has considered itself bound by international treaties and U.S. military
regulations that prohibit such blanket operating secrecy. Yet in this conflict, the JCRC - which
the United States has long respected as a positive force in upholding international humanitarian
law - has repeatedly sought and been denied access to these facilities. 6 As the JCRC recently
noted in a public statement:

Beyond Bagram and Guantanamo Bay, the rCRC is increasmgly concerned about the fate
of an unknown number of people captured as part of the so-called global war on terror
and held in undisclosed locations. For the ICRC, obtaining informanon on these
detainees and access to them is an important humanitarian priority and a logical
continuation of its current detentIon work in Bagram and Guantanamo Bay.7

Indeed, Human Rights First has been unable to identify any official list of U.S. detention
facilities abroad employed in the course of the "war on terrorism." There is likewise no public
accounting of how many are detained or for what reason they are held. And there has been a
disturbing absence of serious congressional oversight of both known and undisclosed detention
facilities. 8

Second, these facilities have thrived in an environment in which the highest levels of U.S.
civilian leadership have sought legal opinions aimed at circumventing the application of
domestic and international rules governing arrest and detention. Where it would have once
seemed crystal clear to military commanders and on-the-ground military custodians alike that
the Geneva Conventions governed the arrest and detention of individuals caught up in the
conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan, this Administration has challenged the applicability of those
rules. In several recently leaked legal opinions from White House Counsel, and the
Departments of Defense and Justice, it has become clear that some in the Administration have
given a green light to the wholesale violation of these nIles.9

AHuman Rights First Report

•

•

•

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 15

•

•

•

•

•

I. Introduction - 5

As a result, it remains unclear what legal status has been assigned to those being detained at
these U.S.-controlled facilities. Are they prisoners of war, civilians who took a direct part in
hostilities (who the Administration calls "unlawful combatants"), or are they suspected of
criminal violations under civilian law? The Administration has applied no clear system for
defining their status. It also is unclear under many circumstances which U.S. agency is
ultimately responsible for their arrest or the conditions of their confinement. And it now seems
that U.S. military and intelligence agencies are involved in their interrogation, as well as civilian
or foreign government contractors to whom aspects of detention and interrogation has been
outsourced. It is likewise unclear to whom a family member or legal representative can appeal
to challenge the basis for their continued detention.

Finally, the U.S. government has failed to provide prompt notice to families of those captured
that their family member is in custody, much less information- about their health or

•
whereabouts. In such cases, the families of individuals removed to such unknown locations
have had no opportunity to challenge detentions that may continue for extended periods. lO For
example, Saifullah Paracha, according to information his family received from the JCRC, has
been detained at Bagram Air Force Base for more than 11 months. His wife and children remain
in the dark, not only of the reason for his detention, but also when they can expect Mr. Paracha
to be released or tried." Other individuals captured more than a year ago remain in detention at
other undisclosed locations.u The lack of information to family members about these detainees
violates U.S. legal obligations and sets a negative precedent for treatment that may directed at
U.S. soldiers in the future. It also engenders great anguish and suffering on the part of the
families of detainees - no less than did the practice of "forcible disappearance" in past decades 
while engendering enormous hostility toward the United States.

In the Interest of National Security ,

The Administration has argued thati faced with the unprecedented security threat posed by
terrorist groups "of global reach,"'} it has had to resort to preventive detention and interrogation
of those suspected to have information about possible terrorist attacks. According to the
Defense and Justice Departments, a· key purpose of these indefinite detentions is to promote
national security by developing detainees as sources of intelligence. And while much of what
goes on at these detention facilities is steeped in secrecy, intelligence agents insist that "[w]e're
getting great info almost every day.'''4

Whatever the value of intelligence information obtained in these facilities - and there is reason
to doubt the reliability of intelligence information gained only in the course of prolonged
incommunicado detention's - there is no legal or practical justification for refusing to report
comprehensively on the number and location of these detainees - or to fail to prOVide the
identities of detainees to the ICRC, detainees' families, their counsel, or to others havmg a
legitimate interest in the information (unless a wish to the contrary has been manifested by the
persons concerned).

The United States is of course within its power to ask questions and to cultivate local sources of
information. And the United States certainly has the power to detain - in keeping with its
authority under the Constitution and applicable international law - those who are actively
engaged in hostilities against the United States, or those suspected of committing or conspiring

AHuman Rigbts first Report
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6 - Ending Secret Detentions

to commit acts against the law. But it does not have the power to establish a secret system of
off-shore prisons beyond the reach of supervision, accountability, or law.

Finally, even if some valuable information is being obtained, there are standards on the
treatment of prisoners that cannot be set aside. The United States was founded on a core set of
beliefs that have served the nation very well over two centuries. Among the most basic of these
beliefs is that torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment is wrong; arbitrary
detention is an instrument of tyranny; and no use of government power should go unchecked.
The refusal to disclose the identity of detainees, prolonged incommunicado detention, the use of
secret detention centers, and the exclusion of judicial or ICRC oversight combine co remove
fundamental safeguards against torture and ill-treatment and arbitrary detention. Current
practices which violate these principles must be stopped immediately.

The abuses at Abu Ghraib underscore the reason why, since the United States' founding,
Americans have rejected the idea of a government left to its own devices and acting on good
faith in favor of a government based on checks and balances and anchored to the rule of law. As
James Madison noted, U(a] popular Government without popular information, or the means of
acquiring it, is but a Prologue to a Farce or Tragedy.'116 This nation's history has repeatedly
taught the value of public debate and discourse. To cite one example, the United States learned
this 30 years ago when a series of congressional investigations uncovered widespread, secret
domestic spying by the CIA, NSA, FBI, and the Army - revelations whose impact on the
intelligence agencies was, in former CIA Director Stansfield Turner's words, udevastating.'''7

We should be clear - the United States has important and legitimate interests in gathering
intelligence information and in keeping some of this information secret. But we are not
demanding the public release of any information that would compromise these interests. What
we are calling for is an official accounting - to Congress and to the ICRC - of the number,
nationality, legal status, and place of detention of all those the United States currently holds.
We ask that all of these places of detention be acknowledged and open to inspection by the
ICRC, and that the names of all detainees by made available promptly to the JCRC and to others
with a legitimate interest in this infonnation. Neither logic nor law supports the continued
withholding of the most basic information about the United States' global system of secret
detention. Trust is plainly no longer enough.

Michael Posner and Deborah Pearlstein
New York
June 17,2004

AHuman Rights First Report
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II. The Known Unknowns

fA] large number of terrorist suspects were not able to launch an attack last year
because they are in prison. More than 3,000 of them are al-Qaida terrorists and they
were arrested in over 100 countries.

Coordinator for CounterterrorIsm Cofer Black
Remarks on the Release of the Annual Patterns of Global Terrorism 2002 Report

April 30, 2003

While the United States has made it clear that it has arrested and detained thousands of
individuals in the "war on terrorism" since September 11, 2001, it has provided scant information
about the nature of this global detention system - information that is critical to preventing
incidents of illegality and abuse.

In some cases, the detention facility itself is well known - as in the case of the U.s. Naval Base at
Guantanamo Bay, Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq, or the u.S. Air Force Base at Bagram, Afghanistan
- but there is no or only conflicting information about how many individuals are held there,
troubling information about inadequate provision of notice to families about the fact of
detainees' capture and condition, and unclear or conflicting statements about detainees' legal
status and rights. While the JCRC has visited these facilities, their visits have been undermined
in ways contrary to the letter and spirit of binding law.

In other cases, the existence of the detention facility is acknowledged by the United States - as
in the case of more than a dozen detention facilities in Iraq - but very little else is known,
particularly the nature of the detainees' legal status and rights. And families in Iraq tell too
many stories about loved ones arrested by coalition forces there without families understanding
why - family members who then effectively disappear.

Finally, there are cases in which the existence of the detention facility itself is not officially
acknowledged but has been reponed by multiple sources - for example, Kohat and Alizai in
Pakistan; ]alalabad, Asadabad, and Kabul in Afghanistan;'B the U.S. Naval Base on Diego Garcia;
and u.s. military ships, particularly the uss Bataan and the uss Peleliu.'9 In the absence of
official acknowledgment of such undisclosed locations, there is of course no information on how
many might be held at such facilities, whether their families have been notified, why they are
held, or whether the ICRC has access to them (indeed, as noted above, the JCRC has stated
publicly that it does).

AHuman Rights First Report
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8 - Ending Secret Detentions

U.S. concerns for the security
of lawful detention facilities
and for force protection are
of course appropriate. But it
is contrary to U.S. law and
policy that information be
withheld or classified
without a basis in law. As
the Federation of American
Scientists recently empha
sized in a letter to the
Information Security Over-
sight Office expressing
concern that General
Taguba's Abu Ghraib report
had been inappropriately
classified: "[T]he executive
order that governs national
security classification states
that 'In no case shall
information be classified in
order to... conceal violations
oflaw.''''' More to the point,
it is unclear either how
disclosing, in a compre
hensive and regular manner,
the following basic infor
mation endangers legitimate
U.S. missions abroad: '

Mohammed Ismail Agha

Mohammed Ismail Agha. now 15 years old, spent 14 months of
his life in U.S. custody, first in Afghanistan and later in Camp
Iguana at the U.S. Naval Base at Guantanamo Bay. Mr. Agha
comes from Durabin. an isolated agricultural VIllage In

AfghanIstan. According to Mr. Agha, Afghan soldiers captured
hIm and turned hIm over to U.S. soldiers, who flew him to
Bagram Air Force Base, where he spent more than six weeks.
Mr. Agha described Bagram as a "very bad place." Guards
prevented hIm from sleeping by yelling and kicking his door.
At Bagram, Mr. Agha was interrogated every day and
questioned about his affiliation with the Taliban or other
Islamic groups. During his interrogations. he stated his
interrogators "made me stand partway. with my knees bent,
for one or two hours. Sometimes I couldn't bear it any more
and I fell down, but they made me stand that way some more."
He was told if he did not confess he would be taken to
Guantanamo Bay. After six weeks at Bagram, Mr. Agha was
hooded, hIS wrists and ankles chained, and flown to
Guantanamo Bay where he spent more than a year. While in
Guantanamo, Mr. Agha, being the eldest son and major
support for his family, was worried about them Despite
writmg a few letters home, his farmly was unaware of his
whereabouts for almost a year. His father "went to all the
work sites in the towns" to no avail, eventually concluding his
son "must be dead." Mr. Agha was finally released on January

29, 2004· ""

•

•

,,,

,
• How many individuals are currently held by the United States at military or

intelligence detention facilities;
•

• What legal status these'detainees have been accorded (e.g. as prisoners ofwar,
"unlawful combatants," or some other status) and what process is followed to
detennine this status;

• Whether the detainees have received unrestricted visits from the ICRC;

• Whether the immediate families of the detainees have been notified of their loved
ones' location, status, and condition of health.2l
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Afghanistan

•

•

According to CENTCOM, the U.S.
unified military command with
operational control of U.S. combat
forces in the region, coalition
forces have only one general
detention facility in Afghanistan:
the Collection Center at the U.S.
Air Force Base in Bagram. An
acknowledged U.S. detention
facility in Kandahar is considered
an "intennediate" site, where
detainees await transportation to
Bagram.~4 In addition, CENTCOM

acknowledges a series of "outlying
transient sites" that are used to
hold detainees until they may be
evacuated either to Kandahar on
their way to the detention facility
at Bagram, or directly to the
detention facility at Bagram?5
Some reports put the total number
of these facilities at 20.26

Saifullah Paracha

Saifullah Paracha's family understands that he was brought
to Bagram Air Force Base in July 2003. Mr. Paracha IS a
U.S. pennanent resident. He is a Pakistani cItizen who
came to the United States for hiS post-college studIes in
1971. He lived in the U.S. until the mid-198os, when he and
his family decided to move back to Pakistan. Along with
an American panner, Charles Anteby, he mamtained an
import/expon company dealing in exporting clothIng to
the UOlted States from Pakistan. According to Mr.
Paracha's WIfe, Mr. Anteby set up a meeting wah Kmart in
Bangkok and asked Mr. Paracha to fly down for the
meeting. Mr. Paracha boarded the Air Thai plane to
Bangkok, but the driver sent to collect Mr. Paracha at the
Bangkok airpon reponed that Mr. Paracha had not
deplaned. Air Thai confinned that Mr. Paracha boarded
the plane. Mr. Paracha's family received a letter from the
ICRC in August 2003, more than six weeks after he went
mIssing. informing them that he was in Bagram Air Force
Base. The family was given his prisoner number. They
have since received additionalletters.~'

My most dearest Ammi, Farhat, Muneeza, Mustafa and Zahra,

Assalam-o-Alalkum

] pray to Almighty for your welfare, health and happiness. May
Allah keep you in His safe custody. Today after a while I reCeIved
two ofyour letters dated 24'· September and October 01,03 and am
replying immediately.] can only write letters when the ICRcpeople
are here, and in their presence, and as fast as possible. Their visits
are their own plannmg and then the letters are being examined by
the us Authority. This is why it takes time to reach you or me. ] am
very happy, satisfied and proud ofyou that you're going to the office
and taking care ofthe family - Allah bless you and reward you here
and Thereafter. Also my worries are over when I received your
letters about the family, Uzair and business details. ] am very happy
to hear about Muniza. Please give her my love also. Mustafa did not
reply on the issue ofexercise. Please remind him and tell him not to
fight with Zahra.

Letter of November 17, 2003 from Saif Paracha to his family,
as transmrtted through the International Committee of the Red Cross,

and translated by his family.
Until the events of the past few
months, the Department of
Defense had taken the position
that even the number of people detained by the United States in Afghanistan was classified. In
response to a request by Human Rights First on March 27, 2004, the Department of Defe~se

answered that "[t]he number of detainees within Afghanistan is classified due to ongomg
military operations and force protection concerns."3'

Non-governmental organizations
and press have reported the
existence of detention facilities in
Asadabad,>7 Kabul, and Jalalabad,
and two under the command of
Special Forces in Gardez and
Khost.:>Jl In addition to the
detention facility under military
command at Bagram Air Force

•Base, numerous sources clte an
interrogation facility under CIA

control at Bagram as well.29 A
recent press report revealed a
primary CIA interrogation facility
to be in Kabul, known as the Pit.30

•

•
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Despite these stated classification restrictions, the Defense Department more recently offered
that there are currently 358 individuals detained by the United States in AfghanistanY Other
reports put the number at about 380.33 The JCRC has counted "some 300" detainees at Bagram
as of May 2004.3•

The JCRC has expressed its concern as the periods ofdetention at Bagram increase that "the U.S.
authorities have not resolved the questions of [the detainees') legal status and of the applicable
legal framework."35 Indeed, the JCRC has had limited access to the Bagram facility, and has been
able to meet with certain detainees after they have been held in Bagram for a few weeks.36 The
JCRC also reportedly visited Kandahar between December 2001 and June 2002, when it
understood that the Kandahar detention center was only a transit post on the way to Bagram.37

However, eVIdence emerged more recently that the United States continued to hold some
suspects for longer periods at Kandahar, and the JCRC asked to be allowed to visit the center
again. After considering the JCRC'S request for three weeks, the Pentagon recently agreed to

begin making arrangements to allow lCRC access again.38 It is still unclear whether the JCRC
will have access to other detention centers (transient or otherwise) in Afghanistan.

From published interviews with those released from detention facilities in Afghanistan, and
discussions with family members of a detainee held at Bagram, there does not appear to be a
family notification policy.39 For example, Abdul Gehafouz Akhundzada was arrested in February
2003, and reportedly taken to Bagram Air Force Base. Despite appeals to the United States and
local government officials, as of late 2003, no further information of Mr. Akhundzada was
available!O The family of another detainee at Bagram Air Force Base, Saifullah Paracha, was
notified of his detention at Bagram not by the United States, but by the JCRC!' Despite
repeated attempts, Human Rights First was unable to discern whether the Department of
Defense had a family notification policy for detainees in Afghanistan.

Iraq

Despite some improvement, hundreds of families have had to wait anxiously for
weeks and sometimes months before learning the whereabouts oftheir arrested family
members. Many families travel for weeks throughout the country from one place of
internment to another in search of their relatives and often come to learn about their
whereabouts informally (through released detainees) or when the person deprived of
his liberty is released and returns home.

RePort of the International Committee of the Red Cross on Iraq
February 2004

The Coalition Press Information Center (CPIC) confirms three main detention facilities in Iraq
for security detainees: Abu Ghraib near Baghdad, Camp Cropper near the Baghdad Airport, and
Camp Bucca near Basra in southern IraqY In addition, the CPJC Press Office detailed 9
additional facilities under division or brigade command!3 Additional facilities run by military
divisions are :

• lSI Infantry Division DIF (Tikrit)

• lSI Marine Expeditionary Force DIF (AI Fallujah)

AHuman Rights First Report
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•

• 1st Cavalry Division DIF (Baghdad)

• lSI Annored Division DIF (Baghdad)

• Multi-National Division-South East (Az Zubayr)

In areas without division internment facilities, military brigades oversee the detention facilities.
These facilities are in or near the towns of:

,

Saddam Saleh AI Rawi

Saddam Saleh Al Rawi, a former political prisoner under
Saddam Hussein, was detained for almost four months in Abu
Ghralb by U.S.-led Coalition Forces until he was released on
March 28, 2004. He reports that he was arrested without
being given an explanation of the charges against him.
Accordmg to Mr. A\ Rawi's testimony," he spent the first few
days of his detention in solitary confinement. FollOWing that,
he was removed to another lOCation withm the prison where
he was interrogated and tonured for 18 consecutive days.
During this time, he was repeatedly kicked, beaten, and had
two of his teeth knocked out. He received one meal every 12

hours. Prison guards threatened him with dogs and stood on
his hands.·6 The soldiers threatened to rape him if he did not
provide the soldiers With infomlation. At other urnes, they
threatened to send him to Guantanamo Bay if he did not
comply. His interrogation and torture often lasted for up to 23

hours. Following his interrogation sessions, he was often
prevented from sleeping due to loud music. Before a vi&it by
the leRC in January 2004, he reports that he was warned that
if he said anything to the ICRe that the prison guards dId not
like, "he would never Hve to regret it."·7 When the lCRC

arrived, he did not say anything to them of the conditions of
hIS confinement, answering most questions, "1 don't know."
He was kept in solitary confinement for approXimately three
months before he was released.

• Dayyarah West (Multi-National Brigade - North)

• Tal Afar (Multi-National Brigade - North)

• Al Hillah (Multi-National Division - Center South)

• Wasit (Multi-National Division - Center South)44

In addition, there are "brigade
holding areas in division
sectors...where detainees may
be held up to 72 hours
before transfer to Division
facilities.".fll

The twelve facilities listed by
CPIC conflict with remarks
made by General Geoffrey
Miller, Deputy Commanding
General, Detention Operations
in Iraq, who stated in May
2004 that there were 14

detention facilities in Iraq.49
Indeed, lists of detention
facilities in Iraq disclosed by
non-governmental organi
zations identify additional
facilities to the ones prOVided
by the CPIC.50

The U.S. Government's
account of the nature of the
legal status of detainees in Iraq
has varied substantially. In
April 2003, the Department of
Defense, appropriately, stated
that it was holding detainees
either as prisoners of war
under the Third Geneva
Convention, or as civilian
internees under the Fourth Geneva Convention. 51 By May 2003, the U.S. Government seemed to
introduce a new category of detainees-"unlawful combatants."'" The category of unlawful
combatants seems to have eventually been dropped, and on September 16, 2003, General Janis

•

•

•
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Wisam Adnan Hameed Ismaeel Hussain

The Christian Peacemakers Team, a religious organization
working in Iraq since 2002, repons that Wisam Hussam,
a 22-year-old taxi driver from Al Dhoura near Baghdad,
disappeared August 7, 2003. When he faded to return
home. his family searched a number of hospitals and Abu

•Ghraib prison. They were assured he was not at Abu
Ghraib because though his name was in the prison flIes, it
was not in the computer database. They returned to Abu
Ghraib in October 2003. and the officials they spoke to 'at
the prison informed the family they needed Wisam's
identification number to confirm whether he was in the
prison. Wisam is the sole breadwinner in his family,
which consists of his father. mother, four sisters and 2

brothers. His siblings are all under 18 years old. It is
believed he may have been seized because he drove a red
Volkswagen. The U S.-led coalition believed that a red
Volkswagen was connected to a bombing in August 2003,

and subsequently all red Volkswagens and their drivers
were rounded Up.62

12 - Ending Secret Detentions

Karpinski, commander of the Sooth Military Police Brigade announced that more than 4,000

detainees in Iraq were being held as "security detainees," separate from prisoners of war and
criminal detainees;;} in contrast, security detainees were those who had attacked U.S. forces or
were suspected of involvement in or planning of such attacks.l4 It was the first time the term
was used to describe Iraqi prisoners.55

The U.S. Government's accounting of detainees in Iraq has significantly increased over time,
while the number of those held under recognized lawful categories has drastically diminished.
In May 2003, the U.S. Government indicated it was holding 2000 detainees, of which most were
prisoners of war, along with 500 unlawful combatants.56 In late July 2003, 1100 detainees were
held as prisoners of war and "hIgh value detainees. "57 With the introduction of the security
detainee category in September 2003. the number of prisoners of war plummeted to 300, while
the number of total detainees increased to 10,000 with 4400 security detainees and 5300

criminal detainees. 58 In early January 2004, the total number of detainees was approximately
12,000, while the number of prisoners of war dropped to 20.59 The number of security detainees
ballooned as of June 2004, when the Coalition Authority confinned it was detaining over 6300

security detainees.60 Of the more than 6300 security detainees, more than 3000 are detained in
Abu Ghraib, the largest detention facility under Coalition authority in Iraq.61

On June 13, 2004. the Coalition Authority pledged to release or transfer to Iraqi control as many
as 1,400 prisoners throughout the country, but would continue to hold between 4,000 and 5,000

people as security detainees.6j

While the reduction in numbers is
a positive step, handing over
detainees to Iraqi control without
adequate disclosure or certainty of
legal process simply replicates the
secrecy and prisoner vulnerability
marking present detention
practices.

In addition to security detainees,
prisoners of war, and criminal
detainees. the Coalition Authority
separately detains members of the
Mujahideen-E-Khalq (MEK), an
Iraqi based organization seeking to

overthrow the government in Iran.
Brigadier General Mark Kimmitt,
Deputy Director for Coalition
OperatIOns, in a press briefing in
early January 2004 commented that
the status of almost 3500 MEK

detainees was being determined.64

There was no mention of their
legal status or under what

authority the United States was detaining them. The Administration then confinned the
detention of the MEK in a separate detention facility, Ashraf Camp.6S In June 2004. the CPIC
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Press Office refused to discuss the situation of the MEK detainees.60 No information regarding
the policy basis for their segregation and the legal basis on which the MEK are being detained
was provided.67

From the outset of the war in Iraq into the occupation, the Administration has asserted the
application of the Geneva Conventions to the conflict, but has failed to properly follow the
Conventions.68 The Geneva Conventions, codifying the laws of war, apply in all international
armed conflicts. Under the Geneva Conventions, there are two categories of individuals who can
be detained by an occupying power: prisoners of war and civilians.69 Generally, prisoners ofwar
are to be released at the end of active hostilities.7°

There are two narrow bases on which an occupying power can detain civilians: (1) if it is
"necessary, for imperative reasons of security," and (2) for penal prosecutions.71 The Conventions
do not mention a separate category of "security detainees." In addition, Article S of the Founh
Geneva Convention permits detaining powers to deny persons rights of communication under
the Convention where there is a "definite suspicion" of activities that are "hostile to the
security" of the occupying power. The burden of definite suspicion is a high burden that must be
individualized and not of a general nature. 7~ And the power to detain such persons is restricted
to cases where "absolute military security so requires.''?3 Even under these circumstances, all
other protections under the Fourth Geneva Convention apply. In particular, Article 5 requires
that such individuals "shall nevertheless be treated with humanity... [and] be granted the full
rights and privileges of a protected person under the present Convention at the earliest date"
possible. The security of the occupying power does not empower the occupier to deprive such
individuals of other protections under the Fourth Geneva Convention, such as the right to
receive medical attention if necessary. the right to see a chaplain if the detainee was seriously ill.
and the protection against torture/4

The comprehensiveness of the ICRC'S access to all detention facilities is unclear. According to

the ICRC'S 2004 repon on Iraq, the ICRC has access to some of the detention facilities in Iraq,
including Camp Cropper, Al Russafa, Abu Ghraib, Camp Bucca, as well as several temporary
internment places such as Talil Airforce Base and detention facilities in Tikrit and Mosut>5 It is
unclear whether the JCRC has access to additional facilities. Moreover, despite haVing granted
the JCRC access to some facilities, the United States has denied the ICRC access to particular
prisoners within those facilities. Indeed, some detainees have been moved in order to evade
JCRC monitoring.76

Finally, the system created by the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) to inform families of
detainees of their loved ones' capture remams inadequate. As the New York Times reported in
March on Iraqi experiences:

Often they were led away in the middle of the night, with bags over their heads and no
explanation. Many peoplt' have said that when they asked soldiers where their family
members were being taken, they were told to shut up. A few hundred women have also
been detained. And complicating the families' searches, there are several major prisons
and hundreds of smaller jails and bases across Iraq.77

U.S. forces in conjunction with the CPA maintain a list of detainees in U.S. custody and provide
the list to the ICRC.78 In addition, there is an Iraqi Assistance Center and nine General
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Hayder Thamer Salman

Hayder Thamer Salman, a 23-year-old computer scientist
working at the Phannaceutical College of Baghdad, is
believed to have been seized by U.S.·led coalition forces
on January 22, 2004. while he was driving his ('.ar near
AI-Yannuk Hospital. While he was driving. a U.S.
convoy ahead of him was attacked. Fire from roth sides
ensued and Hayder was hurt by the crossfire. Hayder
and his friend who was a passenger were roth detained.
His friend was interrogated and held for almost two
weeks and then released. Hayder's locanan remams
unknown. Hayder's father was executed under Saddam's
regime. His mother, a lecturer at the Medical College in
Baghdad. has searched for him since his seizure. She

•
went to see an officer in charge of the Yarmuk area. She
received numerous emails mforming her that her son
was at different hospitals, but each hospital told her he
was not there. She has been unable to locate him and
believes he is being held at a hospital as a security
detainee.87

•

14 - Ending Secret Detentions

•

Information Centers in Baghdad where lists are accessible.79 Those with an internet connection
can access detainee information via the CPA website.80

However, the list is not comprehensive in that it does not include detainees held at Mosul or
Tikrit.8l It often does not contain full names of detainees; translation renders some names
unrecognizable to family members; or the identification numbers for detainees do not
correspond with the list.8

> Many families are not in a posItion to travel to one of the centers in
Baghdad to locate information. 83 Moreover, the JCRC reports that capture cards, required for
prisoners of war under the Third Geneva Convention, containing biographical information were
often incomplete, making it difficult for the IeRe to effectively notify families.84 Even when
families are able to locate their loved ones in detention, military personnel cite the average wait
time for obtaining a visit to be one month.8S In some cases obtaining a visit can take more than
three months.86

Guantanamo Bay
More is known about the detention facility at the U.S. Naval Base at Guanranamo Bay than
virtually all other facilities. The detention facility there was opened in early 2002, when the u.s.
military removed several hundred individuals from Afghanistan.88 As of April 2004,

Guantanamo Bay housed 595 detainees, from approximately 40 countries.89 According to the
Defense Department, 134 detainees
have been released since the
detention facility opened, and 12

others have been returned for
continued detention in their home
country.90

Nonetheless, the numbers
provided by the Administration
raise concerns that the information
regarding the number of detainees
provided by the U.S. Government
does not reveal the whole picture.
For example, on July 18, 2003, the
Department of Defense announced
there were "approximately 660"
detainees in Guantanamo,
representing the net figure
resulting from the release of 27
detainees and the new arrival of
10.9] From then until April 2, 2004,

the Pentagon made eight additional
official announcements, adVising of
further releases aggregating 78, and
20 new arrivals.92 Mathematically,
this should have resulted in a net decrease of 58, leaving a total detainee population of 602. In
fact, on that date, there were only 595 detainees on the base. according to the Department of
Defense,9l leaving seven unaccounted for. While the releases of one Spaniard (on February 13,

AHuman Rights First Report

-

•

•

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 25

-

•

•

•

II. The Known Unknowns - 15

2004) or one Dane (on February 25) or five Britons (on March 9) were publicly announced,94
there were seven other detainees whose release or transfer apparently did not merit official
mention.

The uncertain status of those held at Guantanamo has also been the subject of widespread
international concern.95 The President designated those detained at Guantanamo as "enemy" or
"unlawful combatants, "9b a status with unclear legal meaning as it has been used by the
Administration. A number of the detainees' family members filed habeas corpus petitions in U.S.
courts challenging the government's authority to indefinitely detain prisoners without charge,
and the U.S. Supreme Court is expected to issue a decision on the matter in late June.

In the meantime, the legal status of the Guantanamo detainees remains obscure. Under the
Geneva Conventions, persons captured during an international anned conflict are either
prisoners of war or civilians; both categories come with specific protections delineated in the
Geneva Conventions.97 Prisoners of war are entitled, for example, to be treated humant'ly at all

,

times, send and receive letters, and be free from physical or mental tonure in the course of
interrogations.98 Civilians who engage directly in combat are not entitled to prisoner-of-war
protections, but are entitled to basic protections such as the right to be treated with humaniry;
unlike prisoners of war, they may also be prosecuted for the act of having taken up arms.99 If
there is any doubt as to the status to which a detainee is entitled, he must be afforded a so-called
Article 5 hearing to detennine, on an individual basis, the rights to which he is entitled.lOo None
of the detainees currently held at Guantanamo has been afforded a standard Article 5 hearing.'ol
Indeed, as "unlawful combatants," Guantanamo detainees have been afforded neither the
protections under the Geneva Conventions, nor the protections of the U.S. criminal justice
system, nor has any of the nearly 600 detainees yet been tried for crimes under the law ofwar.

Pakistan
Joint Pakistan and U.S. operations in the "war on terrorism" and the capture of suspects in
Pakistan have raised suspicion of U.S. detention locations in Pakistan, particularly at Kohat and
Alizai. In Spring 2002, U.S. military and law enforcement officials began aiding Pakistani
officials in tracking AI-Qaeda and Taliban members within Pakistan.102 Press reports indicate
that as of July 2003. Pakistani authorities detained and transferred to U.S. custody almost 500

individuals.103

A number of press reports have indicated the use by the United States of a prison in Kohat,
Pakistan, near the border of Afghanistan. Immediately following the war in Afghanistan,
Pakistani authorities moved all "civilian" prisoners from the prison in Kohat, along with all
prison records and staff. The prison in Kohat came to be used to hold suspected terrorists and
Taliban members. In the first half of 2002, over 140 suspected AI-Qaeda and Taliban members
were moved to the Kohat prison.104 According to press reports, the Pakistani army maintamed
the external securiry of the prison, while U.S. officials were responsible for the internal
security.10

5 U.S. interrogators questioned prisoners freely in Kohat and determined which among
them to move to Guantanamo Bay.'oo A number of people raised concerns at the treatment of
the prisoners, including a local leader, Javed Ibrahim Paracha of the Pakistan Muslim League
Nawaz (PML-N), who described prisoners, shackled and only in their shons, being whisked onto
military planes in the middle of the night.'07
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In September 2003, the Pakistani press reported that U.S. officials were given authority over
Kahat airport and that construction was planned for a special facility to house Taliban and Al
Qaeda prisoners. When questioned about this development, Director-General of Inter Services
Public Relations (ISPR) Major General Shaukat Sultan denied that the Kohat airport was being
handed over to the United States.'08 The Department of Defense and the CIA refuse to confirm
or deny the existence of detention facilities in Pakistan.'09

Diego Garcia
The U.S. Naval Base on the island of Diego Garcia is located in the Indian Ocean, 3,000 miles
south of Iraq. Diego Garcia was established as part of the British Indian Ocean Territories. The
United States leased the territory from the United Kingdom in 1966 for an initial period of 50
years.uo It was developed as a joint U.S. and U.K. air and naval refueling and support station
during the Cold War and has since been used during the Persian Gulf War, Afghan War, and the
recent war in Iraq.l1l There are approximately 1,700 military personnel and 2,000 civilian
contractors on the island.'I2 No one is allowed on the island unless they are military personnel
or supporting military operations.u3

Pentagon officials have denied the existence of detention facilities at Diego Garcia housing
indiViduals detained in the context of the "war on terrorism."u4 The CIA has refused to
comment on whether there are detainees on Diego Garcia.Uj U.K. officials have similarly denied
assertions that detainees are being held by the United States on Diego Garda. The
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, Baroness Amos
stated that there were no prisoners on Diego Garcia as of January 8, 2003, and later found
questions of whether there were Taliban soldiers on Diego-Garcia to be "entirely without
merit.'m6 Nonetheless, the denials by the United States and Britain contradict repeated press
reports indicating that at least some individuals have been detained on Diego Garcia, including,
at one time, Hambali (Riduan Isamuddin), the leader of the Jemaah Islamiyah."7

•

Jordan ,

I

Investigative reporters have identified the Al Jafr Prison, in the southern desert, as a CIA

interrogation facility.u8 According to press reports, approximately 100 detainees have passed
through the prison, including high level Al Qaeda leaders, Khalid Sheikh Mohammed and Abd
aI-Rahim al Nashiri."9 The CIA and the Pentagon have refused to confirm or deny the existence
of any detention facilities in Jordan."° Other sources have told us that at least one such facility
exists.

United States
The U.S. Government is detaining at least three individuals as "enemy combatants" on U.S. soil:
two U.S. citizens, Jose Padilla and Yaser Hamdi, as well as Ali Saleh Kahlah al-Marri, a Qatari
national residing in the United States. They are all held at the Naval Consolidated Brig in
Charleston, South Carolina.121

The legal status or rights held by these "enemy combatants" is now being considered by the U.S.
Supreme Court, which is expected to rule in the coming weeks on the legality of their detention.
The President has designated Padilla, Hamdi and al-Marri "enemy combatants," and deprived
them of protection under the Geneva Conventions or under U.S. criminallaw.'22 In effect, the
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•

President has reserved for himself the authority to deny those so labeled, regardless of
citizenship, all legal rights and remedies, whether under international human rights or
humanitarian law, U.S. criminal law, the Uniform Code of Military JustIce, or the U.S.
Constitution.

The U.S. Government has likewise failed to provide information regarding the "enemy
combatants." Both Mr. Padilla and Mr. al-Marri were abruptly removed from the criminal justice
system to military custody."3 In the case of Jose Padilla, he was originally provided a public
defense attorney and his case was entered into the U.S. criminal justice system. While
proceedings were pending, the President declared Mr. Padilla an "enemy combatant" and
ordered him transported to a military brig in South Carolina - without informing his lawyer.124

There is no clear procedure for informing families that their loved one has been designed an
"enemy combatant:' Both Mr. Padilla's and Mr. aI-Marri's lawyers informed their respective
families of their detention while they were still in the CrIminal justice system.12S As far as
lawyers for Padilla, Hamdi, and al-Marri are aware, the U.S. Government did not officially inform
their respective families. U6

The detainees' access to the outside world has been limited. After nearly two years in
incommunicado detention, both Mr. Hamdi and Mr. Padilla were granted a visit with their
lawyers (following the Supreme Court's decision to hear their cases).12

7 In addition, the ICRC

has been granted a visit to Mr. Padilla and Mr. Hamdi. I~H Mr. al-Marri's attorney does not know
whether the JeRe has visited Mr. al-Marrj,"9

U.S. Ships
In the aftermath of the war in Afghanistan, a number of detainees were transferred and held for
short periods of time on the uss Bataan and uss Feleliu. In January 2002, John Walker Lindh
and David Hicks, along with a number of Taliban and Al Qaeda prisoners were decained aboard
the uss Bataan.'30 Mr. Lindh was transferred to the uss Baman on December 31, 2001 and
remained there until January 22, 2002.'31 Eight detainees were held on the uss Bataan during
the same time period.'l~ Both Mr. Hicks and Mr. Lindh were detained on the uss Peleliu prior to
being transferred to the uss Bataan.'33 Mr. Lindh was transferred to the uss Peleliu on
December 14, 2001.134 During that time, there were at least four additional detainees on board
the USS Peleliu.'3s The Defense Department has refused to confirm or deny whether any current
detainees are being held onboard naval ships.136
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[There] may be instances arising in the future where persons are wrongfully detained
in places unknown to those who would apply for habeas corpus in their behalf. ...
These dangers may seem unreal in the United States. But the experience of less
fortunate countries should serve as awarning . ...

Ahrens v. Clark, 335 U.S. 188 (1948) (Rutledge, J., dissenting)

In its Country Reports on human rights conditions abroad, the U.S. Department of State has
consistently criticized the practice of holding individuals incommunicado in secret detention
facilities. '37 For a nation founded on the principle of limited government, the reason for the
criticism is not difficult to understand. As one federal court recently put it in rejecting the
Government's efforts to secretly deport certain individuals from the United States: "The
Executive Branch seeks to uproot people's lives, outside the public eye, and behind a closed
door. Democracies die behind closed doors. "'38

For this reason, the major international treaties that govern the use of detention by the United
States recognize the fundamental necessity of maintaining openness in government detention 
whether of civilians or of prisoners of war, and whether they are detained in the course of
international armed conflict or not. Moreover, longstanding U.S. law and policy reflect
adherence to these obligations.

Under the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), which the United States
ratified more than a decade ago, makes clear that all states parties have a duty to institute
procedures that will minimize the risk oftorture.'39 At the top of the list of required procedures:
maintaining officially recognized places of detention, keeping registers of all in custody, and
disclosing the names of all individuals detained to their families and friends. '40

To guarantee the effective protection of detained persons, provisions should be made for
detainees to be held in places officially recognized as places of detention and for their
names and places of detention, as well as for the names of persons responsible for their
detention, to be kept in registers readily available and accessible to those concerned,
including relatives and friends. To the same effect, the time and place of all interrogations
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•

should be recorded, together with the names of all those present and this mformation
should also be available for purposes of judicial or administrative proceedings.l.(l

Such requirements are imposed because prisoners are "particularly vulnerable persons," who can
easily become subject to abuse. In fact, incommunicado detention, especially by denying
individuals contact with family and friends, violates the ICCPR'S obligation to treat prisoners
with humanity.'42 States are thus required to implement provisions "against incommunicado
detention" that deter violations and ensure accountability.'4l

The Human Rights Committee (HRC), the independent ICCPR monitoring body (whose
members are human rights experts elected by states parties), has consistently recognized the
import of these obligations. For example, in El-Megreisi v. Libya, the HRC found that the Libyan
government in detaining an individual for six years, the last three of which incommunicado and
at an unknown location, had violated the ICCPR'S prohibition of torture and its requirement that
prisoners be treated with dignity.l44 This, despite the fact that the family knew that the detainee
was alive and his wife had been allowed to visit him once. The HRC nonetheless found that the
detainee's prolonged incommunicado imprisonment as well as the government's refusal to
disclose EI-Megreisi's whereabouts amounted both to arbitrary detention and to a state failure to
minimize the risks of torture.'45

Under the Geneva Conventions
The Geneva Conventions of 1949, which the United States has signed and ratified, are the
primary instruments of international humanitarian law protecting all those caught up in the
course of armed conflict. The U.S. Government has generally laken the position that the Geneva
Conventions apply in the U.S. armed conflict in Iraq.'46 Despite this, both conflicting public
statements, and internal Administration dispute over the applicability of these treaties, have left
their role in these conflicts deeply unclear.'47

The Administration's position regarding the Afghanistan conflict has been even less clear. In
press statements in early January 2002, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld stated that as a
matter of policy, but not of legal obligation, the United States intended to treat detainees from
Afghanistan in a manner "reasonably consistent with the Geneva Conventions," and would
"generally" follow the Geneva Co~ventions, though only to "the extent that they are
appropriate," as "technically unlawful combatants do not have any rights under the Geneva
Convention."'48 Following an internal review of this position at the urging of Secretary of State
Colin Powell (who was concerned about the potential effect on U.S. forces of a blanket
renunciation of the Geneva Conventions), the Administration modified its position slightly.'49
On February 7, 2002, White House Spokesman Ari Fleischer announced President Bush's
decision "that the Geneva Convention applies to members of the Taliban militia, but not to
members of the international al-Qaida terrorist network."'50 Despite the stated application of
the Conventions, however, the Administration determined that Taliban fighters were not eligible
for prisoner-of-war status because the government had violated international humanitarian law;
this allegation had never previously stopped the United States from affording enemy government

•

forces prisoner-of-war protections.

The U.S. obligation to record and account for prisoners of war, defined under the Third Geneva
Convention, is clear. Prisoners of war are to be documented, and their whereabouts and health
conditions made available to family members and to the country of origin of the prisoner. 's' The

AHuman Rights First Report

•

•

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 30

•

III. The Law - 2t

Fourth Geneva Convention (governing the treatment of civilians) establishes virtually identical
procedures for the documentation and disclosure of information concerning civilian detainees!5l

These procedures are meant to ensure that "[i]nternment ... is not a measure of pumshment
and so the persons interned must not be held incommunicado."';l

The disclosure required by the Geneva Conventions is done in the first instance through a
system of capture cards. "Immediately upon capture, or not more than one week after arrival at
a camp, even if it is a transit camp, likewise in case of sickness or transfer to hospital or another
camp, every prisoner of war shall be enabled to write direct to his family, on the one hand, and
to the Central Prisoners of War Agency provided for in Article 123, on the other hand, a card ...
informing his relatives of his capture, address and state ofhealth. The said cards shall be forwarded
as rapidly as possible and may not be delayed in any manner.'''S4 (The United States' failure to
observe the capture card system in Iraq was the subject of ICRC criticism in its recently leaked
2004 report.ISS)

The Central Agency described in Article U3 is a body meant to be established in a neutral
country whose purpose is "to collect all the information it may obtain through official or private
channels respecting prisoners of war, and to transmit it as rapidly as possible to the country of
origin of the prisoners of war or to the Power on which they depend."'5" The (CRC has
historically established the Central Agency and "[w]henever a conflict has occurred since the
Second World War, the International Committee has placed the 'Agency at the disposal of the
belligerents, and the latter have accepted its services."'57

u.s. Domestic Law and Policy
•

•

The U.S. government has long-standing rules requiring the disclosure to the ICRC of detainee
information as well as the provision of ICRC access to prisoners, in order to ensure that U.S.
Geneva Conventions obligations have been fulfilled. This policy is enshrined in binding military
regulations and field manuals dating back half a century.

• •

Defense Department Directive 2310.1 - currently in force - affirms the United States' obligation
to comply with the Geneva Conventions and establishes a framework for information
disclosure.'5~ Under this Directive, the Secretary of the Army must develop plans for "the
treatment, care, accountability, legal status, and administrative procedures to be followed about
personnel captured or detained by, or transferred from the care, custody, and control of, the U.S.
Military Services."'59 In particular, the Secretary of the Army is required to plan and operate a
prisoner of war and civilian internment information center to comply with the United States'
Geneva Convention obligations (described above), and "serve to account for all persons who
pass through the care, custody, and control of the U.S. Military Services."'60 The Undersecretary
of Defense for Policy (a position currently held by Doug Feith) has "primary staff responsibility"
for overseeing the detainee program.16]

To implement its obligations under Article U2 of the Third Geneva Convention, requiring each
detaining power to establish a national information bureau,'6l and to fulfill Directive 2310.1, the
Army established the National Prisoner of War Information Center (NPWIC). According to
binding Army Regulation 190-8, the NPWIC is charged with maintaining records for both pows
and detained civilians.'6l The center functioned during the 1991 Gulf War, and has been used in
subsequent U.S. military operations. As an information processor, the N PWIC ensures full
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accountability for persons who fall into U.S. hands. It does not make decisions regarding
whether an individual is entitled to prisoner-of-war or other legal status.'64

As recemlyas last April, W. Hays Parks, Special Assistant to the Army JAG, maintained that the
NPWJC would be employed in Iraq: "Once the theater processing is accomplished, those reports
are sent back here to the National Prisoner of War Information Center, which is run under the
Army Operations Center. Those lists are aU collated, put together and we ensure that we have
proper identification, the best information we can get from that. And thereafter, that
information is forwarded by the United States government to the International Committee of the
Red Cross. "'61

In his report, General Taguba noted that such regulations had not been fully complied with,
since the reporting systems - such as the National Detainee Reporting System (NDRS) and the
Biometric Automated Toolset System (BATS) - which traditionally provide information to the
N PWI C were "underutiJized and often [did] not give a 'real time' accurate picture of the detainee
populatIon due to untimely updatIng."'66 Repeated efforts by Human Rights Firsts to comaCl the
Department of the Army, Office of Public Affairs, in order to clarify the status of the center and
the use of these reporting systems were not answered.

Finally, since 1956, the Army's field manual has explicitly recognized the ICRC's right to detainee
information and access, and its special role in ensuring Geneva Conventions compliance. The
manual stipulates: "The special position of the International Committee of the Red Cross in this
field shall be recognized and respected at all times."'67 The Navy's operations handbook likewise
authorizes the JCRC to monitor "the treatment of prisoners of war, interned civilians, and the
inhabitants of occupied territory.'''68 It describes the ICRC'S special status and access to
detainees: '

[The ICRC'S] principal purpose is to provide protection and assistance to the victims of
armed conflict, The Geneva Conventions recognize the special status of the ICRC and
have assigned specific tasks for it to perform, including vislting and interviewing
prisoners of war, 'providing relief to the civilian population of occupied territories,
searching for information concerning missing persons, and offering its "good offices" to
facilitate the establishment of hospital and safety zones.'69

Anny regulations make even more explicit the rightS of detainees, both civilians and combatants,
to contact the JCRC and ensure adequate access and disclosure. With respect to detained
combatants, prisoner representatives have right to correspond with the JCRC.'70 Similar internee
committees representing detained civilians qlso have rights to unlimited correspondence wit~

the JeRC. "Members of the Internee Committee will be accorded postal and telegraphic facilities
for communicating with ... the International Committee of the Red Cross and its Delegates....
These communications will be unlimited.'''71
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IV. The Purpose Behind the Law

It will reverse over a century of u.s. policy and practice in supporting the Geneva
Conventions and undermine the protections of the law ofwar for our troops, both in
this specific conflict and in general.

Secretary of State Colin Powell
Internal Memorandum on Effects of Disregarding Geneva Conventions in Afghanistan

January 26, 2002

Current U.S. detention and interrogation practices undermine both the protection of human
rights. and U.S. national security interests. As described above, the United States has failed to
meet its obligation to keep registers of all in custody, and to disclose the names of all individuals
detained to their families and friends.172 The United States has also failed to fulfill its obligation
under longstanding U.S. policy and law to afford the JeRe unfettered access to all detainees held
in the course of armed conflict.173 And the United States has failed to afford every individual in
its custody some recognized legal status - some human rights - under law.'74

These laws were enacted in part to meet essential policy objectives. As we have seen vividly
demonstrated in Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq, unregulated and unmonitored detention and
interrogation practices invite torture and abuse. These abuses put the United States' own forces
abroad at greater risk of the same kinds of torture. These illegal practices also seriously
undermine the United States' ability to "win the hearts and minds" of the global community - a
goal essential to defeating terrorism over the long term. This chapter discusses the basis for
those concerns.

Current Practice Sets Conditions for Torture &Abuse

All I want to say is that there was "before" 9/11 and "after" 9/1Z. After 9/11 the
gloves come of!

Fonner CIA Counterterrorism Director Cofer Black
Testimony to the Joint House and Select intellIgence Committee

September 26, 2002

When governments cloak detention in a veil of secrecy, by holding prisoners incommunicado or
at undisclosed locations, the democratic system of public accountability cannot function. As
former UN Special Rapporteur on Torture Nigel Rodley has written, the more hidden detention
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practices there are, the more likely that "all legal and moral constraim on official behavior [will
be] removed."'71

These concerns have produced a series of international standards governing detention, expressed
in the UN Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners (Standard Minimum Rules)
and the UN Body of Principles for the Protection of All Persons under Any Form of Detention or
Imprisonment (Body of Principles). In order to maintain public accountability and minimize the
chance for abuse, international law requires families to be notified of both arrest and detainee
whereabouts.'76 For the same reason, governments must hold detainees only in publicly
recognized detention centers and maintain updated registers of all prisoners.m By ensuring that
state detention practices are subject to public scrutiny, these disclosure requirements constrain
state violence and provide basic safeguards for prisoner treatment.

Without these protections, the safety and dignity of prisoners are left exclusively to the
discretion of the detaining power - circumstances that have repeatedly produced brutal
consequences. For instance, during Saddam Hussein's rule of Iraq, secrecy was an essential
component of detention practices. Individuals were arbitrarily arrested; tracing their
whereabouts was a virtual impossibility. As Amnesty International reported in 1994: "Usually
families ofthe 'disappeared' remain[ed] ignorant oftheir fate until they [were] either released or
confirmed to have been executed."'78 Thus, in the March 1991 uprising after the first Gulf War,
"opposition forces broke into prisons and detentions centres" across northern and southern Iraq
and released hundreds of prisoners "held in secret underground detention centres with no
entrance or exit visible.'''79

The United States' own recent experiences in Iraq provide a more apt case in point. As widely
publicized reports now make clear, u.s. detention officials have used various prohibited
interrogation techniques on Iraqi prisoners, including manipulating detainees' diets, imposing
prolonged isolation, using military dogs for intimidation, and forcing detainees to maintain
"stress positions" for prolonged periods. These practices violate U.S. and international law/80

and a thorough internal Army investigation report documenting their use circulated within the
U.S. Government in February 2004. Yet according to press accounts, these practices continued
"until a scandal erupted in May over photographs depicting abuse at the prison. "l81

Policies of secrecy and non-disclosure have also made subsequent investigations into wrong
doing - and efforts to hold violators accountable - more difficult. Investigations into reports of
abuse and even deaths of detainees in custody have been scattered and insufficient/8> For
example, the New York Times has reported on two deaths in U.S. custody at Bagram Air Force that
occurred in December 2002; according to the Times, the Army pathologist'S report indKated the
cause of death was "homicide," a result of "blunt force injuries to lower extremities complicating
coronary artery disease." Despite multiple requests from Human Rights First and other human
rights organizations, the Pentagon has refused to disclose any information on how, or even
whether, it was investigating these deaths. '8l Recently leaked Army reports indicate that the
investigation into the deaths continues, and that the crimes remain unsolved nearly a year and a
halflater.'84

Such experiences give added import to international disclosure requirements regarding
detention practices. They also make the failure of the United States to disclose detainees'
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whereabouts or numbers particularly disconcerting. By keeping its practices hidden from view,
the United States created conditions ripe for the torture and abuse now in evidence.

Current Practice Undermines Protections for Americans Abroad

It is critical to realize that the Red Cross and the Geneva Conventions do not
endanger American soldiers, they protect them. Our soldiers enter battle with the
knowledge that should they be taken prisoner, there are laws intended to protect them
and impartial international observers to inquire after them.

Senator John McCain
Wall Street Joumal Comment8IY

June 1, 2004

The United States' official compliance with the Geneva Conventions since World War II has
been animated by several powerful concerns that remain equally important in the struggle
against terror. First and foremost is the belief that American observance of rule-of-law
protections drives our enemies to reciprocate in their treatment of American troops and civilians
caught up in conflicts overseas. As the U.S. Senate recognized in ratifying the Conventions:

If the end result [of ratification] is only to obtain foJ;. Americans aught in the maelstrom
of war a treatment which is 10 percent less vicious than what they would receive without
these conventions, if only a few score of lives are preserved because of. the effons at
Geneva, then the patience and laborious work of all who contributed to that goal will not
have been in vain.18j

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles agreed that American "participation is needed to ... enable
us to invoke [the Geneva Conventions] for the protection of our nationals."l86 And Senator Mike
Mansfield added that while American "standards are already high":

The conventions point the way to other governments. Without any real cost to us,
acceptance of the standards prOVided for- prisoners of war, civilians, and wounded and
sick will insure improvement of the condition of our oWn people.J87

The fundamental self·interest behind ratification of the Geneva Conventions has proven effective
in conflicts preceding the "war on terrorism." General Eisenhower, for example, explained that
the Western Allies treated German prisoners in accordance with the principles of international
humanitarian law because lithe Germans had some thousands ofAmerican and British prisoners
and I did not want to give Hitler the excuse or justification for treating our prisoners more
harshly than he already was doing:"88

During the Vietnam War, North Vietnam publicly asserted that all American pows were war
criminals, and hence not entitled to the protections of the Geneva Conventions.'8<) Still, the
United States applied the Geneva Conventions' principles to all enemy prisoners of war - both
North Vietnamese regulars and Viet Cong - in part to try to ensure "reciprocal benefits for
American captives.'''90 U.S. milita:fy experts have made clear their belief that American
adherence to the Geneva Conventions in Vietnam saved American lives:

[A]pplying the benefits of the Convention to those combat captives held in South
Vietnam did enhance the opportunity for survival of U.S. service members held by the
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Viet Cong and North Vietnamese. While the enemy never officially acknowledged the
applicabIlIty of the Geneva Convention, and treatment ofAmencan pOWs continued to be
brutal, more U.S. troops were surviving capture. Gone were the days when an American

advisor was beheaded, and his head displayed on a pole by the Viet Congo On the
contrary, the humane treatment afforded Viet Cong and North Vietnamese Anny
prisoners exerted constant pressure on the enemy to reCIprOCate, and the American pows
who came home in 1973 survived, at least in part, because of [that].'91

The United States government's allegiance to basic international law obligations continued
dUring the 1991 Gulf War, in which the United States armed forces readily afforded full
protection under the Geneva Conventions to the more than 86,000 Iraqi pows in its custody.'92

It is in large measure for their effectiveness in protecting America's own that many former
American prisoners of war today support the United States government's adherence to the
principles of the Geneva Conventions that helped protect them. As Senator (and former
prisoner of war) John McCain has explained:

The Geneva Conventions and the Red Cross were created in response to the stark
recognition of the true horrors of unbounded war. And I thank God for that. I am
thankful for those of us whose dignity, health and hves have been protected by the
Conventions .... I am certain we all would have been a lot worse off if there had not

been the Geneva Conventions around which an international consensus formed about

some very basic standards of decency that should apply even amid the cruel excesses of
war.'93

Senator McCain recently reaffirmed his belief that our failure to abide by our own obligations
puts our troops in danger abroad: "While our intelligence personnel in Abu Ghraib may have
believed that they were protecting U.S. lives by roughing up detainees to extract information,
they have had the opposite effect. Their actions have increased the danger to American soldiers,
in this conflict and in future wars. "'94

Commenting on recent events in the "war on terrorism," former U.S. Ambassador to Vietnam
(and former prisoner of war) Pete Peterson agreed, explaining: "There can be no doubt that the
Vietnamese while consistently denying any responsibility for carrying out the provisions of the
Geneva Accords, nevertheless tended to follow those rules which resulted in many more of us
returning home than would have otherwise been the case."'9S

Current Practice Undermines American "Soft Power" in the World

Detention can induce fear, isolation and hopelessness. ...
Physicians for Human Rights

From Persecution to Prison: The Health Consequences of Detention for Asylum Seekers
June 2002

The United States' practices in its global network of detention facilities also has a deeply
negative effect on the U.S. ability to combat the threat of terrorism. As national security experts
have pointed out, military power is only one of a set of tools in the nation's toolbox to reduce
the chances of more terrorist attacks on U.S. soil. Other critical tools - what some have called
"soft power" - include diplomatic and economic measures, cultural and educational exchange,
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•

and the ability to credibly leverage moral and popular authority.'96 This last tool depends
critically on visible demonstration that the United States deeds match its words in supporting
democracy and human rights.

The extent to which the United States' detention practices represent a failure in this regard is in
painful evidence when one compares the Administration's statements to recent revelations
about acts of torture by U.S. personnel:

• On March 23, 2003, after American soldiers were captured and abused in Iraq, the
United States condemned Iraqi treatment of American prisoners as violating the
Geneva Conventions and contrasted it to the United States' own treatment of
prisoners it had taken. President Bush demanded that American prisoners "be
treated humanely ... just like we're treating the prisoners that we have captured
humanely. "'97

• On March 23, 2003, Deputy Secretary of Defense Wolfowitz also invoked the Geneva
Conventions when objecting to Iraqi treatment of U.S. prisoners: "We've seen those
scenes on Aljazeera that others have seen. We have reminded the Iraqis ... that
there are very clear obligations under the Geneva Convention to treat prisoners
humanely .... We treat our own prisoners, and there are hundreds oflraqi
prisoners, extremely well."'98

• On june 26, 2003, President Bush affirmed the United States' commitment not to
torture security suspects or interrogate them in a manner that would constitute
"cruel and unusual punishment.'''99

• On April 28,2004, Supreme Court justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg asked U.S. Deputy
Solicitor General Paul Clement how the Court could be sure that government
interrogators were not torturing detainees in U.S. custody. Clement insisted that
the Court would just have to "trust the executive to make the kind of quintessential
military judgments that are involved in things like that."'oo

The Administration's words are admirable. But the deeds resulting from its policies have
engendered deep uncertainty, fear, and anger among the many in the Muslim world. As
Brigadier General Mark Kimmitl, chief spokesman for the U.S. military in Iraq, recently
acknowledged: "The evidence of abuse inside Abu Ghraib has shaken public opinion in Iraq to
the point where it may be more difficult than ever to secure cooperation against the insurgency,
that winning over Iraqis before the planned handover of some sovereign powers next month had
been made considerably harder by the photos. "~Ol

•

The effect of U.S. secrecy and failure to communicate regarding policies of detention has deeply
alienated the families of those detained. As the New York Times reported of some of the families
ofIraqi detainees:

,

Sabrea Kudi cannot find her son. He was taken by American soldiers nearly nine months
ago, and there has been no trace of him since. "I'm afraid he's dead," Ms. Kudi said.
Lara Waad cannot find her husband. He was arrested in a raid, too. "1 had God - and 1
had him," she said. "Now I am alone." .... Ms. Kudi, whose son, Muhammad, was
detained nearly nine months ago, has been co Abu Ghraib more than 20 times. The huge
prison is the center of her continuing odyssey through military bases, jails. assistance
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centers, hospitals and morgues. She said she had been shoved by soldiers and chased by
dogs. "If they want to kill me, kill me," Ms. Kudi said. "Just give me my son. "202

Recent polls by the Coalition Provisional Authority show that about 80 percent of Iraqis view
U.S. troops unfavorably. More significant, Muslim clerics now regularly rail against the United
States for the abuse of Iraqi captives at Abu Ghraib prison. As one Muslim preacher was
recently quoted saying: "No one can ask them what they are doing, because they are protected
by their freedom... , No one can punish them, whether in our country or their country. The
worst thing is what was discovered in the course of time: abusing women, children, men, and
the old men and women whom they arrested randomly and without any guilt. They expressed
the freedom of rape, the freedom of nudity and the freedom of humiliation. "203

Finally, U.S. policies that promote secrecy and lack of accountability have encouraged
authoritarian regimes around the globe to commit abuses in the name of counterterrorism 
abuses that undermine efforts to promote democracy and human rights. These regimes self
consciously invoke the very language the United States uses to justify such security policies in
order to suppress lawful dissent and quell political opposition in their own countries. To cite a
few examples:

• In Egypt (where President Mubarak has endorsed a diminished post-September 11

concept of the "freedom of the individual");

• In Liberia (where former President Taylor ordered a critical journalist declared an
"enemy combatant"; the journalist was subsequently jailed and tortured);

• In Zimbabwe (where President Mugabe, while voicing agreement with the Bush
Administration's policies in the "war on terronsm," declared foreign journalists and
others critical of his regime "terrorists" and suppressed their work);

• In Eritrea (where the governing party arrested 11 political opponents, has held them
incommunicado and without charge, and defended its actions as being consistent
with United States actions after September 11); and

• In China (where the Chinese government charged a peaceful political activist with
terrorism and sentenced him to life in prison, leading the U.S. State Department to
note "with particular concern the charge of terrorism in this case, given the apparent
lack of evidence [and] due process").204

The United States is losing the critical moral high ground that is essential to achieving success
against terror; we are now used as an example of unchecked government power by the most
repressive regimes in the world.
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v. Ending Secret Detentions
The revelations that have emerged about U.S. policy and practice of detention and interrogation
in the "war on terrorism" are deeply disturbing. While the United States of course has legitimate
interests in keeping some information secret, there is no legitimate security interest in failing to
provide a baselme accounting to Congress, the leRe, and the families of those detained of the
number, nationality, legal status, and general location of all those the United States currently
holds.

Human Rights First thus calls on the Bush Administration to take the following critical steps:
•

1. Disclose to Congress and the ICRC the location of all U.S.-controlled detention
facilities worldwide, and prOVide a regular accounting of: the number of detainees,
their nationality, and the legal basis on which they are being held.

2. Order a thorough, comprehensive, and independent investigation of all U.S.-
•

controlled detention facilities, and submit the findings of the investigation to
Congress.

•

3. Take all necessary steps to inform the immediate famIlies of those detained of their
loved ones' capture, location, legal status, and contlitioi16fhealth.

4. Immediately grant the ICRC unrestricted access-to aU detainees being held by the
United States in the course of the global "war on terrorism."

5. PubliCly reject assertions by Administration lawyers that domestic and international
prohibitions on torture and cruelty do not apply to the President in the exerCIse of
his commander-in-chief authority.

6. Investigate and prosecute all those who carried out acts of torture and other cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment in violation of U.S. and international law, as well as
those officials who ordered, approved or tolerated these acts.

7. Publicly disclose the status of all pending investigations into allegations of
mistreatment of detainees and detainee deaths in custody.
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VI. Partial List of Letters and Inquiries by Human Rights First
Since June 2003

1. June 8, 2004, Human Rights Executive Directors Working Group letter to Senators,
re: calling for support ofamendment proposed by Senator Durbin reiterating the
United States' commitment to the Convention Against Torture.

2. June 4, 2004, Human Rights First letter to John Ashcroft, Attorney General, re:
calling for expeditious investigation and prosecution of those responsible for abuses
at Abu Ghraib.

3. June 2, 2004, Human Rights First letter to P. Mathew Gillen, Director of Consular
Affairs, Saudi Arabia, re: status ofAhmed Abu Ali. U.S. citizen detained in Saudi
Arabia.

4. May 13, 2004, Human Rights First letter to Donald H. Rumsfeld, Secretary of
Defense, re: disclosure of information regarding location of detentions.

5. May 7,2004, Human Rights Executive Directors Working Group letter to President
George W. Bush, re: abuses at Abu Ghraib.

6. December 16, 2003, Human Rights First letter to Brigadier General Thomas L.
Hemingway, Legal Advisor to the Appointing Authority, Office of Military
Commissions, re: access to military commissions.

7. November 17, 2003, Human Rights Executive Directors Working Group letter to
Colin L. Powell, Secretary of State, re: calling for investigation into the case of Maher
Arar.

8. November 17.2003, Human Rights Executive Directors Working Group letter to
Condoleezza Rice, National Securicy Advisor to the President, re: calling for
investigation into the case of Maher Arar.

g. November 17,2003. Human Rights Executive Directors Working Group letter to
WilIiamJ. Haynes II, General Counsel, Department of Defense, re: calling for
investigation into the case of Maher Arar.

10. November u, 2003, Human Rights First letter to Lieutenant General John R. Vines,
U.S. Commander in Afghanistan. re: status of military investigations into deaths at
Bagram Air Base.

11. June 25,2003, Human Rights First letter to Major General John R. Vines, U.S.
Commander in Afghanistan. re: status of military investigations into deaths at
Bagram Air Base.
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u. June 18,2003, Human Rights First letter to William J. Haynes II, General Counsel,
Department of Defense, re: access to military commissions.

AHuman Rights First Report

•

•

•

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 41

•

•

•

Endnotes

1 Oral Argument at 23, Rumsfeld v. Padilla, 124 S.Ct.1904, 72 USLW 3656 (2004) (No. 03-1027).

2 Human Rights First, Assessing the New Normal: LIberty and Secuflty for the Post -September 11 Untted States,(2003), p.
83; Human Rights Watch, "Enduring Freedom: Abuses by U.S. Forces in Afghanistan," March 8, 2004, available at
http://hrw.org/reports/2004/afghamstan0304/ (accessed June 6, 2004); Pamela Hess, "Rumsfeld Approves Interrogation
Procedures," Untted Press International, May 20, 2004, Douglas Jehl and Andrea Elliott, "Cuba Base Sent Its Interrogators To
Iraqi Pnson," New York Times, May 29, 2004; DavId Johnston and Thom Shanker, "Pentagon Approved Intense Interrogation
Techmques for Sept 11 Suspect at Guantanamo," New York Times, May 21,2004; "Interrogations Led to Afghan, Iraq.
Deaths,• Untted Press International, May 24, 2004; Douglas Jehl and DaVId Rohde, "Abu Ghralb unit IS linked to Afghan
pnsoner deaths, Bagram detainees descnbe similar treatment," International Herald Tnbune, May 25, 2004. For example, the
death of two men m custody at the U.S. Air Force Base at Bagram, Afghanistan, in December 2002, and the lack of public
information on the intemallnvestlgation r81sed concems about the government's mlstreatment of detainees. Mullah Habibullah
and Dilawar (identified by only one name), were determined to have suffered from "blunt force m;unes' and their deaths were
classified as "homicides' by Department of Defense pathologists. See e g., Duncan Campbell, "Afghan Pnsoners Beaten to
Death at U.S. Military Interrogation Base," Guardian March 7, 2003, Marc Kaufman, "Army Probing Deaths of Two Afghan
Prisoners," Washmgton Pos~ March 5, 2003. Despite a letter by Human Rights First to Lieutenant General John R. Vines as
recently as November 2003, there has been no public dIsclosure of the status of the Investigations into Mr. Hablbullah and
Dilawar's deaths. In addItion, detainees released from Bagram report being sleep depnved through use of bright lights and
kicking by offiCIals, being placed in painful positions for long penods of time, prolonged hooding, and painful shackling.
Moazzem 8egg, a British national, wrote in a letter home of being hungry and unable to sleep because of the bright lights. Paul
Hams and Burhan Wazlf, "Briton tells of ordeal m Bush's torture jail,' Guardian, December 29, 2002. Hajl Osman, a released
Guantanamo detamee who was first held In Bagram, witnessed detainees being made to stand for two hours as pUnishment.
Others, he S81d, were kept alone in cells and allowed minimal contact with other detainees. Amy Waldman, "Guantanamo and
Jailers: Mixed Review by Detainees," New York Times, March 17,2004. Muhammad Sidiq, also released from Guantanamo
spoke of being beaten at Bagram and Guantanarno. He SaId: "They started covenng our faces and they started beatmg us on
our head and giVing electric shock." IbId.

3 See, e.g., Jon Manuel, "US hides high-profile pnsoners,' BBC News, May 21, 2004, available at
http://news.bbc.co.ukl1/hi/world/americas/3736157.stm (accessed June 11, 2004); James Risen, David Johnston and Nell A.
Lewis, "Harsh C.lA Methods CIted In Top Qaeda Interrogations,' New York Times, May 13, 2004.

4 Human Rights First telephone Interview, Colonel Johnson, Duty Officer, Department of Defense, June 11, 2004.

5 Human Rights First telephone Interview With Capt Bruce Frame, CENTCOM Office of Public Affairs, June 7, 2004.
CENTCOM is one of mne Unified Combatant Commands with operational control of U.S. combat forces; its area of
responSibility includes Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, Yemen, Bahrain, KUWait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, United
Arab Emirates, Djibouti, Eritrea, EthIOpia, Kenya, Somalia, Sudan, Seychelles, Iran, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Kyrgyzstan,
Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan. United States Central Command: Area of Responsibility, available at
http://www.centcom.mlllaboutualaor.htm (accessed June 10, 2004).

6 International Commlltee of the Red Cross, Operational Update: "U.S. detention related to the events of 11 September 2001
and its aftermath - the role of the ICRC,' May 14, 2004, aVailable at
http://www.lcrc.orglWeb/englsiteengO.nsfflwpList454173596F146DAB1 A08C1256E94oo469F48. ("The ICRC IS especially
concerned about the fact that the US detains an unknown number of people outSIde any legal framework. Many of those
captured in the context of the so-called War on Terror are being held at US detention facilities in Bagram, Afghanistan and In
Guantansmo Bay, Cuba. A small number of persons ere furthermore detained In Charleston, USA. According to public
statements by official US sources, a number of detaInees are also being held Incommunicado at undisclosed locations. The
ICRC has been visiting detainees In Bagram and Guantanamo Bay. as well as in Charleston. The ICRC has also repeatedly
appealed to the American authonties for access to people detained in undisclosed 10cations.O

)

AHuman Rights First Report



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 42

34 - EndIng Secret DetentIons

'7 International Committee of the Red Cross, "United States: ICRC PreSident Urges Progress on Detention-Related Issues,"
Press Release, March 4, 2004, available at
http://www.lcrc.orglWeb/Eng/srteengO.nsf/iwpList'7417'74F1 B35A7E20CC9C1256E1 0007741 C1 (accessed June 16,
2004).

8 Steven lee Myers and Enc Schmitt, "Abuse Inquiries Seen As leaVing Significant Gaps," New York Times, June 6, 2004,
available at http·llwww.nyt.mes.com/2004/06/06Imtemational/mlddJeeastl06ABUS.html?hp=&pagewanted=aJJ&pos.tlon
(accessed June 6, 2004).

9 See, e.g., Dep't of Defense, "Working Group Report on Detainee Interrogations in the Global War on Terrorism: Assessment
of legal, Histoncal, Pohcy, and Operational ConSIderations," March 6, 2003; Memo from William H. Taft, IV, Legal Adviser,
Department of State, "Comments on Your Paper on the Geneva Convention: February 2, 2002; Memo from Albert Gonzales,
Counsel to President, "Decision Re Application of the Geneva Convention on Prisoners of War to the Conflict With AI Qaeda
and the Tahban,· January 25, 2002: Memo from Robert J, Delahunty, SpeCial Counsel, and John Yoo, Deputy ASSistant
Attorney General, "Applicahon of Treabes and Laws to al Qaeda and Taliban Detainees," January 9,2002; Memo from Patrick
F. Philbin, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, and John C. Yoo, Deputy ASSIstant Attorney General, "POSSIble Habeas
JUriSdiction over Ahens Held in Guantanamo Bay, Cuba," December 28, 2001.

10 See, e.g., Report of the International Committee of the Red Cross On The Treatment By The Coalition Forces Of Pnsoners
Of War And Other Protected Persons By The Geneva Conventions In Iraq Dunng Arrest, Intemment And Interrogation,
February 2004, Section 1.1.9, avaIlable at
http://www.globaisecurity.orgJmilitaryllibrsry/report/2004IicrcJeporUralt.feb2004.h1m [hereinafter "ICRC Iraq Report")
(diSCUSSing the U.S. government's failure to adequately maintain the system of capture cards, legally mandated under the
Geneva Conventions) ("Since March 2003 capture cards have often been filled out carelessly, resulting in unnecessary delays
of several weeks or months before families were notified, and sometimes resulting In no notlficabon at all. ... The ICRC has
raIsed this Issue repeatedly with the detaining authorities since March 2003, Including at the highest levels of the CF In August
2003.").

11Interview by CagePrisoners wrth Farhat Paracha, wife of Saifullah Paracha, January 24, 2004, available at
http://www.cageprisoners.com/intervtews.php?81cf=402 (accessed June 11, 2004).

12 See, e.g., James Risen, David Johnston and Nell A Lewis, "Harsh C.lA Methods Crted In Top Oaeda interrogations,· New
York Times, May 13, 2004; "AI Qaeda CaptlV8 Provides Leads In Terror Fight: U.S. officials concede some information may be
suspect: CNN.com, June 12, 2002, available at http://www.cnn.com/2002/US/06/12/inv.zubaydah.tlps/ (accessed June 7,
2004).

13 President George Bush, Address to Joint Session of Congress, September 21, 2001, available at
http://www.whrtehouse.gov/newslreleasesf2001/09/20010920-S.html (accessed June 10,2004).

14 Nancy St. Martin, "U.S. Mihtary Opens Doors, Sheds Light on Cuba Camp," MIami Herald, Apnl 10, 2004 (quotmg semor
Interrogator at Guantanamo Bay).

15 Welsh S. White, False Confessions And The Constitution: Safeguards Against Untrustworthy Confessions, 32 Harvard
Civil RlghtS-CMI liberties Law Review 105,145-6 (1997).

16 Letter from James Madison to W.T. Barry (August 4, 1822), in 9 James Madison's Writings 103 (Gaillard Hunt ed., 1910).

17 Stansfield Turner, Secrecy and Democracy: The CIA in Transition 40·41 (1985).

18 James Risen and Thom Shanker, "HulISllm Enters Post 9/1 1 Web of U.S. Pnsons," New Yorl< Times, Dec. 17, 2003.

19 See expeditionary Stnke Force One. U.S. Naval Special Operations Command Office of Public Affairs, "ESG 1 Strikes
From the Sea,· Jan. 5, 2004 (reporting coahtion force "takedowns' of vessels carrying drugs, including one with 15 individuals
"With pOBBlble hnks to AI Qaeda," and reporting: "Ten of the individuals from •.. two takedowns have been transferred to a
secure, undisclosed locabon for further questioning by U.S. offiCials."), available at
http://64.233.1 67.1 04/search?q cache:TvjFsWzKUU4J:https:/Iwww.navsoc.navy.mil/esg1Ipdf/dhowtakedown.pdf+questicm
ng+Pelehu&hl=en; "Searching a Suspected Compound: Marines Investigate Abandoned Taliban Compound Amid Speculation
Over Omar Search," ABC News.com, Jan. 1, 2002, available at
http://more.abcnews.go.coml~ections/worfd/daiIYl'lewslstnke_maJn020101.hlml; Grant Holloway. "Austraha to Question a'
Qaeda Fighter," CNN.com, Dec. 19, 2001, aV8llabie at
http://www.cnn.com/2001IWORLD/asiapcf/auspac/1 2/1 9/sust.talbandit20.12/; "Australian Taliban Fighter Handed Over to
U.S. Military Forces in Afghanistan," Associated Press, Dec. 17, 2001, aV8llabie at
http://multlmedla.belointeractive.com/attacklmilitary/1217australia.html.

20 Pamela Constable, "An Afghan boy's life in U.S. custody," Washington Post, Feb. 12, 2004 available at
http://www.msnbc.msn.comlid/4245208/ (accessed June 14, 2004); Noor Khan, "Afghan boy relellSlld from Guantanamo tells
of lost year," Associated Press, Feb. 8, 2004.

21 FAS Letter to Director J. Wilham Leonard, Information Security Oversight Office, May 6, 2004, available at
http://www-fas.org/sgp/news/2004105/sa050604.pdf(accessed June 14, 2004).

22 Human Rights First included thie list in a request for information sent to Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld on May 13,
2004, available at htlp:l/www.humannghtsfinstorgliraq/posnerJeCdod_051304.pdf.

23 Ibid.

AHuman Rights First Report

•

•

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 43

Endnotes - 35

,

24 Email Communication from CENTCOM Combined Forces Command spokesperson Michele Dewerth to Human Rights
First, June 9, 2004.

25 IbId.

>

•

26 "U.S. MilitaJy to A.ow Red Cross to Visit Second Afghan Prison," Associated Press, June 9, 2004, available at
http;//news.bostonherald.com/internatlonal/vlew.bg?artlcleld=31223&format-.

27 Reports indicate that one detainee was killed at the detention facility near Asadabad. See Dana Pnest and Joe Stephens,
"Secret World of U.S. Interrogation: Long History of Tactics in Overseas Pnsons Is Coming to ugh!,· Washmgton Post, May
11,2004.

28 Human Rights Watch, "Enduring Freedom; Abuses by U,S. Forces in Afghanistan," May 2004 [hereinafter "Enduring
Freedom Report"}, available at http://hrw.org/reportsl2004/afghanistan0304/ (accessed June 14, 2004); Dana Pnest and Joe
Stephens, 'Secret World of U.S. Interrogation: Long History of Tactics In Overseas Prisons Is Coming to Light," Washington
Post, May 11, 2004; John Daniszewski, "Afghans Report Abuse in Jails," Los Angeles TImes, May 23, 2004.

29See Enduring Freedom Report, supra, note 26; Dana Priest and Joe Stephens, "Secret World of U.S. Interrogation: Long
History of Tactics In Overseas Prisons Is Coming to Light,' Washington Post, May 11, 2004.

30 Dana Pnest and Joe Stephens, "Secret World of U.S. Interrogation; Long History of Tactics in Overseas Prisons Is Coming
to Light,· Washmgton Post, May 11, 2004.

31 Response of Department of Defense Public Affairs Office to Human Rights First, March 27, 2004, on fife With Human
Rights First.

'" .
32 Human Rights First phone conversation with DOD Press Office, June 7,2004; see also Dana Priest and Joe Stephens,

•
"Secret World of U.S. interrogation: Long History of Tactics in Overseas Pns,?ns)s Coming to ught,· Washmgton Post, May
11,2004.

33 Sayed Salahuddin, ·U.S. Milrtary to Allow ICRC to Visit Afghan Jai~· Reuters, June 9, 2004.

34 International Committee of the Red Cross, "US detention related to the events of 11 September 2001 and its aftermath 
the role of the ICRC," May 14, 2004, available at http://www.lcrc.orglWeb/Eng(slteengO.nsflhtml/5YYHSX.

35/bid.

• •

• •

36 Endunng Freedom Report, supra, note 26; International Commtttee of the Red Cross, 'US detention related to the events of
11 September 2001 and its aftermath - the role of the JCRC," May 14, 2004, available at
http://www.icrc.orglWeb/Eng/slteengO,nsf/html/5VYH5X.

37 Sayed Salahuddin, ·U.S. M~rtary to Allow ICRC to Visit Afghan Jai~· Reuters, June 9, 2004.
• • •

~~~ -
•... ,1'

39 Human Rights First Interview with Family of Saifuflah Paracha, June 9, 2004 [hereinafter ·Paracha Interview"]; Enduring
Freedom Report, supra, note 26.

40 See Endll'ing Freedom Report, supra, note 26.

41 Paracha Interview, supra, note 38. ,
,. -

42 Human Rights First Email Interview WIth Coalition Press Info~(Tlatio,n Carrter,(CPIC). Junl' 1,1, 2004 [hereinafter June 11
CPIC Interview]; Human Rights Watch, "Iraq: Background on U.S, Detention FaCilities in Iraq," May 7, 2004 available at
http://www.hrw.org/enghshldocsl2004/0S/07/iraq8560.htm. ..

43 June 11 CPlC Interview, supra, note 42.

44 Ibid. •. -.
45 Report of the High Commissioner for Human Rights: The Present Sjtllation of Human RIghts in Iraq, June 4, 2004, ~ 11 55
58, available at http://www.unhchr.chlhtml/hchr/docs/iraq1.pdf (accessed June 14, 2004).

46 Testimony gIven to Chnstian Peacemakers Team, June 3, 2004, available at
http;/lwww.cptorgliraq/detaineeJ)rofiles/SaddamSalehAIRawiupdate.htm (accessed June 14, 2004).

47 Report of the High CommIssIoner for Human RIghts: The Present Situation of Human RIghts in Iraq, June 4, 2004, a1 ~ 59,
available at http://www.unhchr.chlhtmllhchr/docsliraq1.pdf (accessed June 14, 2004).

48/bld.

49 Defense Department Briefing, May 4, 2004, DefenseUNK, available at
http://www.defenseltnk.milltranscnptsl2004ltr20040504-1424.html.

50 Human Rights Watch, Iraq: Background on U.S. Detention Facilities In Iraq, available at
http://www.hrw.org/enghsh/docsl2004/06/07I1rsq8660.htm.(hstlngTahIAlTforceBase.A1-Rusafa.AI-Kadhlmryya.AI-Karkh.
and Camp Falcon all near or in Baghdad, AI- Diwanlyy8, a detentIon facility in Mosul, and the Ashraf Camp}. Camp Ashraf is
reportedly where detained members of MUJahideen-E·Khalq (MEt<), an iraqi based organIzation seekmg to overthrow the
govemment in Iran, are beIng held.

51 DOD News Release, "Briefing on Geneva Convention, EP\N's and War Climes,' April 7, 2003, available at
http://www.defensellnk.millnewalApr2003/t04072003_t407genv.html.

•

-

AHuman Rights First Report



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 44

36 - Ending Secret Detentions

52 DOD News Transcript, "Enemy Prisoner of War Briefing from Kuwait City," May 8, 2003, available at
http://www.defensehnk.milltranscrlptsl2003ltr20030508-0160.html.

53 Cnmlnal detainees are indIViduals who committed serious cnmes, but not offenses directed against coahtlon forces.
Authonty over criminal detamees has been transferred in most cases to local Iraq. authonty under Coalition supervision. Human
Rights First Telephone Interview With CPIC, June 10, 2004.

54 "US holding 4,000 'extra' detainees," Dawn, Sept. 17, 2003, available at http://dawn.com/2003/09/17/int6.htm. (Dawn IS a
leading Enghsh language newspaper In Pakistan).

55 Ibid.

56 DOD News Transcript, "Enemy Prisoner of War Briefing from Kuwait City," May 8, 2003, available at
http://www.defensehnk.mllltranscriptsl2oo3Itr2oo30508-o160.html.

57 DOD News Briefing, "DoD News Briefing - Mr. Di Rita and It. Gen. Schwartz," July 29, 2003, available at
http://www.defenselink.mil/transcnpts/2oo3/tr2oo30729-o465.html.

58 "US holding 4,000 'extra' detainees," Dawn, Sept. 17, 2003, available at http://dawn.coml2003/09/171int6.htm.

59 DOD News Transcript, "Coalition Provisional Authority Briefing from Baghdad," Jan. 8, 2004, available at
http://www.defenselink.milltranscripts/2004/tr200401 08-1121.html; Human Rights First Email Interview with CPIC, January
29,2004.

60June 11 CPIC Interview, supra, note 42. While ICRe reports that as of the week of June 7-11 the Coalition was holding
3,291 detainees at Abu Ghraib, the orgarnzation did not know the numbers of detainees released or Simply transferred to other
facdilles. Mohammed Rahami, "US Frees Scores More IraqiS from Abu Ghralb Jail," Associated Press, June 14, 2004, available
at http://news.yahoo.comlnews?tmpl-etory&u-lnml20040614/ts_nmliraq..release_dc_1 (aceeased June 14, 2004).,
61 June 11 CPlC Interview, supra, note 42.

62 The Christian Peacemakers Team, "Detainee Story: Wisam Adnan Hameed Ismaeel Hussain," available at

http://cpt.org!lraq/detainee-profilesldocumentsIWlsamAdnanHameedlsmaeetHussaIn.doc (accessed June 14, 2004).

63 Scheherezade Fararnazi, "US Releases Hundreds from Abu Ghraib," ASSOCIated Press, June 14, 2004, available at
http://story.news.yahoo.com/news?tmpl-story&u-;lap/20040614/ap_on_re_mLealiraC1-Prisoners&cld=640&ncid=1473
(accessed June 14, 2004).

64 DOD News Transcript, "Coalition Provisional Authority Briefing from Baghdad,' January 8, 2004, available at
http://www.defenselink.mllltranscnptsl2004/tr2oo40108-1121.html.

65 On February 26, 2004, General Sanchez disclosed the location of the MEK detaineB$, commenting that "We have the
3,800 MEK that continue to be under our custody out at [Camp) Ashraf." "Combined JOint Task Foree 7 Bnafing from
Baghdad,' available at http://www.defenselink.milltranscnptsl2004/tr20040226-0498.html.

66 Human Rights First Telephone Interview with CPlC, June 9, 2004,

67 Ibid.

68 DOD News Transcript, "Coalition ProviSional Al,I1hcnty Briefing from Iraq,' March 10, 2004, available at
•

http://www.defenselink.milltranscripts/2004/tr2oo40310-1283.html.

69 Under Article 48 of the Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War "[p)ersons belonging, or having
belonged, to the armed forces of the occupied terntory" can be intemed by the occupying power if It deems it necessary.
Convention (III) Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War. Geneva, 12 August, 1949, art. 48, available at
http://www.lcrc.orglihl.nsf!7c4d08d9b287a42141256739003e636b/6fef854a3517b75ac125641 e004age68 (acceB8ed
June 14, 2004).

70 Convention (III) Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War. Geneva, 12 August, 1949, art. 118, available at
http://www.lcrc.orglihl.nsfl7c4d08d9b287a42141256739003e636b/6fef854a3517b75ac125641 eOO4age68 (accessed
June 14, 2004).

71 Convenbon (IV) Relative to the Protection of CiVilian Persons in Time of War, Geneva, 12 August, 1949, art. 78 (emphasis
added). http://www.icrc.org!lhl.nsfl7c4d08d9b287a42141256739OO3e636b/6756482d86146898c125641 e004aa3c5
(accessed June 14, 2004).

72 Commentary to Convention (IV) Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, Geneva, 12 Auguet 1949, art.
5, available at
http://www.icrc.org!lhl.nsfIb466ed681 ddfcfd241256739003e6368112409217ce36c309c12563cd0042a5eO?OpenOocum
ent (accessed June 14, 2004).

73 Convention (IV) relative to the Protection of Civilian Pel'1lons in Time of War, Geneva, 12 August, 1949, art. 5, available at
http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsfl7c4d08d9b287a42141256739003e636b/6756482d86146898c125641 e004aa3c5 (accessed
June 14, 2004). •

74 Commentary to Convention (IV) relative to the Protection of Ovillan Pel'1lons in Time of War, Geneva, 12 Alolgust 1949, art.
5, available at
http://www.icrc.orglihl.nsfIb466ed681 ddfcfd241256739003e6368/12409217ce36c309c12563cd0042a5eO?OpenDocum
ent (accessed June 14, 2004).

A Human Rights First Report

•

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 45

•

•

•

End notes - 37

•

7S ICRC Iraq Report, supra, note 10.

76 See Report of Major General Antonio Taguba, "Article 15-6: Investigation ofthe 800th Military Police Brigade," (stating the
"3201h MP Battalion held a handful of "ghost detainees" ...that they moved around within the facility to hide them from a VIsiting
International Committee of the Red Cross (lCRC) survey team.), available at
http://www.humanrightsfirst.org/usJaw/800th_MP_Brigads_MASTER14_Mar_04-dc.pdl (accessed June 14, 2004).

77 Jeffrey Gett/eman, "The Struggle for Iraq: The Detainees," New York Times, March 9, 2004, at A1.

78 Report of High Commissioner: The Present Situation of Human Rights in Iraq (advanced edited version), Submission from
the UOited States of Amenca: Treatment of Persons 10 Detention in Iraq, Annex n, aVIll\able at
http://www.unhchr.ch/html/hchr/docslannexll.doc.

79 Human Rights Watch, "Iraq: Background on U.S. Detention Facihtles in Iraq," May 7, 2004, available at
http://www.hrw.org/enghshldocsl2004/0S/07/iraq8S60.htm.(ThemneGICarelocatedlnal-Kadhimiyya.al-Karkh.al
Adhamiyya, aI·Mansour, aI-Rusafa, aI-Sadr, a1-Karrsda, Tis'a Nisan, and ai-Rashid districts.)

80 Report of High Commissioner: The Present Situation of Human Rights in Iraq (advanced edited version), Submission from
the United States of America: Treatment of Persons in Detention In Iraq, Annex II, available at
http://www.unhchr.ch/htmllhchr/docslannexll.doc

81 ICRC Iraq Report, supra, note 10.

82 Report of High Commissioner: The Present Situation of Human Rights in Iraq (advanced edited version), Submission from
the United States of Amenca: Treatment of Persons In Detention in Iraq, Annex II, available at
http://www.unhchr.ch/htmllhchr/docs/annexll.doc; ICRC Iraq Report, supra, note 10; Hannah Allam, "MiSSing IraqiS Beheved
to be Lost in Abu Ghraib Prison," Kmght Ridder, June 1" 2004.

83 ICRC Iraq Report, supra, note 10.

84 Ibid.

85 Human Rights Watch, Iraq: Background on U.S. Detention Facilities in Iraq, available at
http://www.hrw.org/enghsh/docs/2004/0S/07/iraq8560.htrn

86 Human Rights Watch, Iraq: Background on U.S. Detention Facilities in Iraq, available at
http://www.hrw.org/english/docsl2004l0S/07/iraq8560.htm

87 "Detainee Story: Hayder Thamer Salman," available at .
http://cpt.orgliraq/detalnee''profilesldocumemsiHayderThamerSalman doc (accessed June 14, 2004).

88 White House Press Bnefing by Ari fleischer, Jan. g, 2002, available at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news(releasesl2002f01/20020109-S.htrnl.

89 DOD News Release, aDetarnee Transfer Completed," DefenseUNK, Apnl2, 2004, available at
http://www.defenselrnk.mil/releasesl2004/nr20040402-0S05.html; Intemabonal Committee of the Red Cross, "US detention
related to the events of 11 September 2001 and its aftermath - the role of the ICRC," May 14, 2004, available at
http://www.icrc.orglWeblEng/siteengO.nsf/htmI/5YVHSX.

90 DOD News Release, "Detamee Transfer Completed," DefenseUNK, April 2, 2004, available at
http://www.defenselrnk.mil/releasesl2004/nr20040402·0S05.html. Of those returned for continued detemion, four were
transferred to Saudi Arabia, one to Spain and seven to Russia.

91 DOD News Release, aTransfer Of Detainees Complete," July 18, 2003, available at
http://www.defenselink.mil/releaseef2003/nr20030718-0207.html

92 DOD News Release, "Detainee Transfer Completed,"Apnl 2, 2004, available at
http://www.defensehnk.mdlreleasesl2004/nr20040402-0S05.html; DOD News Release, "Transfer of Guantanarno Detainees
Complete," Nov. 24, 2003, available at http://www.defenselink.mlllreleasesl2003/nr20031124·068S.html.

93 DOD News Release, "Detainee Transfer Completed," DefenseUNK, April 2, 2004, available at
http://www.defenaeflnk.mil/releasesf2004/nr20040402-0S0S.html; International Committee of the Red CrOlls, 'US detention
related ~o the events of 11 September 2001 and ItS aftermath - the role ofthe ICRC," May 14, 2004, aVllllable at
http://www.icrc.orglWeb/Eng/slteengO.nsf/htmI/SYVH5X.

94 DOD News Release, "Detainee Transfer Completed," DefenseUNK, Feb. 13, 2004, available at
http://www.dod.mil/releasesl2004/nr20040213-0981.html; DOD News Release, "Detainee Tranefer Completed,"
DefenseUNK, Feb. 25, 2004, available at http://www.dod.mil/releasesl2004/nr2004022S-0365.html; DOD News Release,
"Detainee Transfer Completed," DefenseUNK, March 9, 2004, available at http://www.dod.millreleases/2004/nr20040309
0443.html.

9S See Human Rights FIrst, Assessing the New Normal: Liberty and Security for the Post-September 11 United States, 2003;
Tony Karon, "Why Guantanamo Has Europe Hopping Mad," Time.com, Jan. 24, 2002, aVllllable at
http://www.time.comltime/worid/article/O.8S99.197210.OO.html(accessed June 12, 2004); "Europe urges GUlIntanamo
action," BBC News, Oct. 22, 2003, available at http://news.bbc.co.ukl2/hi/americasl32050SS.stm.

96 U.S. Department of Defense, "DoD News Briefing - Secretary Rumsfeld and Gen. Myers,"

AHuman Rights First Report



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 46

•

•

38 - Ending Secret Detentions

Jan. 11, 2002, available at htlp:/lwww.detensehnk.mil/newslJan2002lto1112002_t0111sd.html{accessed June 11, 2004);
see also Administrative Review Procedures for Enemy Combatants in the Control of the Department of Defense at
Guantanamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba, May 11, 2004, DefenseUNK, Section A, available at
http://www.defenselink.millnewslMay2004/d20040518gtmorevlew.pdf.

97 ICRC Commentary to the W Geneva Convention, p. 51 (Jean S. Plctet ed., 1958), available at

http://www.icrc.orglihl.nsfIb466ed681 ddfcfd241256739003e6368118e3ccde8be7e2f8c12563cd0042a50b?OpenDocume
nt (accessed June 14, 2004).

98 Geneva Convention (11/) Relative to the Treatment of Prisonera of War, Geneva, August 12, 1949, arts. 13, 17, 71, available
at http://www.lcrc.orglihl.nsf!7c4d08d9b287a42141256739003e636b/6fef854a351 7b75ac125641 e004age68 (accessed
June 14, 2004).

99 JCRC Commentary to the W Geneva Convention, p. 57 (Jean S. Pictet ed., 1968), aVailable at
http://wwwJcrc.orglihl.nsflbea7ecf1a7801 c6241256739OO3e6369112409217ce36c309c12563cd0042a5eO?OpenDocum
ent (accessed June 14, 2004).

100 Geneva Convention (III) Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War, Geneva, August 12, 1949, art. 5, available at
http://www.fcrc.orglihl.nsfl7c4d08d9b287a42141256739003e636b16fef854a3517b75ac125641 eQ04age68 (accessed
June 14, 2004).

101 Under existing procedures, each detainee is assessed by mslitary officers in the field upon capture to determine the
potential threat he poses to the United States. See Administrative ReView Procedures for Enemy Combatants In the Control of
the Department of Defense at Guantanamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba, May 1" 2004, DefenseUNK, Section A, aVaIlable at
http://www.defensellnk.mll/newalMay2004/d20040518gtmorevlew.pdf.

102 K. Alan Kronstadt, CRS Report for Congress: Pakistan, Chronology of Events, Updated August 4, 2003, available at
http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organlZation/23387.pdf.

, 03 "PakIstan arrests three AI-Qaeda suspects," Agence France Presse, June 18, 2003; "AI-Qa'idah Men Arrested In Pakistan
termed 'FaCilitators'," The News, Global News Wire, July 17, 2003; "Pakistani Authonties Question AI Qaeda Suspects," Fox
News, June 19, 2003.

104 Shahid HUSSaJn and Behroz Khan. "Six Die in Kohat Shootout," Global News Wire, July 4, 2002; Carlotta Gall and Mark
Lander, "The Captives," New York Times, Jan. 6. 2002.

105 Aamir Shah, Interrogation of AI-Qaida members starts, United Press International, Dec. 27, 2001.

106 Shahid Husssin and Behroz Khan. Six Die in Kohat Shootout, Global News Wire, July 4, 2002.

107 Carlotta Gall and Mark Lander, "The Captives," New York Ttmes, Jan. 5, 2002; BBC Monitoring Central Asia Unit
translating article from Urdu language dally, Qualrtill8, Jan. 5, 2002.

108 Inter Services Public Relations controls the release of military news and access to military sources. "Pakistan military
spokesman dentes Kohat airport under U.S. control," BBC Monitonng South ASia-Political, Sept. 19, 2003.

109 Human Rights First Telephone Interview with Duty Officer, DOD Press Office, June ", 2004; Human Rights First
Telephone Interview with Molly Hale, CIA Public Affairs Officer, June ", 2004.

110 Ewen MacAskll1 and Rob Evans, "Diego Garcia: US blocks return home for exiled Islanders," Guardian, September 1,
2000.

111 "Diego Garcia: A Strategic Base," Encyclopaedia Britannica (2003), available at
http://www.bntannlC8.comleb/article?eu=422219&tocid-O&query-diego%20garcia&ct-.

112 Globalsecunty.org background on Diego GarcIa, available at http://www.globalsecurity.orglmilitarylfacllity/dlego
garcia.htm (accessed June ", 2004).

113 Navy Support Facility, official Navy website for Diego GarcIa, available at http://www.dg.navy.mil/welcome/frameset.htm.

114 Gadl Dechter, "Britain: No U.s. interrogations on our soil," United Press International. May 19, 2004; Human Rights First
phone interview with CIA PubliC Affairs Officer, June 11, 2004.

115 Gadi Dechter, "Britain: No U.S. interrogations on our soil," United Press International, May 19, 2004; HOOlan Rights First
phone intervieW with Duty Officer, DeflHlge Department Pr_ Office, June 1" 2004.

116 Hansard Parliamentary Debates, Jan. 8, 2003, Column 1020, available at http://www.parliament.the-stationery
office.co.uklpaltd199900lldhansrd/pdvnllds03/textl30108-04.htm; Hansard Parliamentary Debates, March 3, 2003, Column
603, available at http://www.publicatlons.parliament.uklpalcm200203/cmhansrd/vo030303/debtext/30303-11.htm*30303
11_spnewO (accessed June 14, 2004).

117 Dana Priest and Barton Gellman, "U.S. Decriee Abuse but Defends Interrogations; 'Stress and Duress'Tactics Used on
Terrorism Suspects Held In Secret Overseas Facihties," Washington Post, Dec. 26 2002; Mark Seddon, "Is There Another
Guantanamo Bay on British Soli,· Independent, Dec. 13, 2003.

118 David Kaplan and llana Ozernoy, ·AI Qaeda's Desert Inn," U.S. News and World Report, June 2, 2003.

119 Ibid.

AHuman Rights First Report

•

•

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 47

•

•

•

-

•

Endnotes - 39

'20 Human RIghts First phone Interview with CIA Pub~c Affalrl~ Officer, June' 1, 2004; Human Rights FIrst phone IntelVlew
with Duty Officer, DOD Press Office, June 1" 2004.

121 See Brief of Petitioner, Rumsfeld v. Padilla, Supreme Court, March 2004, 03-1027; Bnef of Respondent, Hamd. v.
Rumsfeld, 03-6696, Supreme Court, March 2004; AI-Mam v. Bush. Mobon to Dismiss or Transfer, Petition for Wnt of Habeas
Corpus, 03CV1220, July' 6, 2003, available at http://www.coliegefreedom.org/MoGovDP.pdf.

122 See Bnef of Petitioner, Rumsfeld v. Pachlla, Supreme Court, March 2004,03-1027, Brief of Respondent, Hamdl v.
Rumsfeld, 03·6696, Supreme Court, March 2004; AI-Mam v. Bush, Motion to DismiSS or Trsnsfer, Petition for Wnt of Habeas
Corpus, 03CV1220, July 16, 2003, available at http://www.collegefreedom.org/MoGovDP.pdf

123 See Bnef of Petitioner, Rumsfeld v. Padilla, Supreme Court, March 2004, 03·1027.

124 See ibid.

125 Human RlQhts First Email Interview WIth Andrew Patel, June 1', 2004; Human Rights First Em8l1interview with Mark
Berman, June 1', 2004.

126 Human Rights First email Interview with Andrew Patel, June 1', 2004; Human Rights First Em8l1interview with Mark
Berman, June 1" 2004; Human RIghts FIrst Email Interview with Geremy Kamens, June 14, 2004.

127 Stevenson Swanson, "Padilla gets to talk with hIS lawyers," Chicago Tribune, March 4, 2004; Jeny Markon, "Terror
Suspect, Attorneys Meet for , st Time," Washington Post, Feb. 4, 2004.

'28 See Bnef of Respondents, Yaser Hamdi, n.l, and Brief of Petrtioner, Yaser Hamdi, n.2 in the Supreme Court, available at
hltp:llwww.humannghtsfirst.org/usJaw/inthecourts/supreme_court..hamdi.htm (accessed June' 4, 2004); email interview with
Andrew Patel, Mr. Padilla's lawyer, June 11, 2004. .

129 Email IntervlewwithMarkBerman.Mr.aI-Marn.s lawyer, June 1" 2004.

130 Trista Talton, "Marines finish miSSion, wait for next assignment," Morning Star (Wilmington, NC), January 3, 2002; Knsta
Hughes and DeniS Peters, "Aussle AJ·Oaeda Fighter Moved To Another Ship," The Daily Telegraph, January 3, 2002.

131 U.S. v Lindh, Government's OppOSItion to Defendant's Motion to Compel Discovery of Documents in Camera, March 29,
2002, available at http://news.findlaw.com/cnn/docs/lerronsmlus032902opp2hcmotpdf (accessed June' 4, 2004).

132 "US military claims Taliban leader's capture close," ABC News.com, Jan. 2, 2002; see also 'Searching a Suspected
Compound: Mannes Investigate Abandoned Taliban Compound Amid Speculabon Over Omar Search," ABC News.com, Jsn.
" 2002, available at http://more.abcnews.go.com/sectionsiworld/dailynsws/stnlle_main020101.html; Grant Holloway,
"Australia to Ouestlon al Oaeda Fighter," CNN.com, Dec. , 9, 200', aV8llable at .
http://www.cnn.coml2001IWORLD/aslapcf/auspac/12/19/ausUaibandit20.12/; "Australiar\ Taliban Fighter Handed Over to
U.S. Military Forces In Afghanistan," Associated Press, Dec. , 7, 200', available at
http://multtmedia.belolnteractlVe.comlattacklmrlitary/1217australl8.html.

133 "HIcks' ship docks In Fremantle on rest VISIt," AAP Newsfeed, Jail. 27, 2002.

134 "Walker amves in U.S. to face charges Thursday," CNN.com, Jan. 23, 2002, available at
http://www.cnn.coml2002IUS/01/23/ret.wa/ker.transferl (accessed Juno 1~, 20(4).

135 "Hicks' ship docks in Fremantle on rest ViSit," AAP Newsfeed, Jan. 27,2002.

136 Human Rights First Telephone Interview with Duty Officer, DOD Press Office, June 1 " 2004. But see Expeditionary
Stnke Force One, U.S. Naval SpeCIal Operations Command Office of Public Affairs, "ESG 1 Strikes From the Sea,' Jan. 5,
2004 (reportlng coalition force "takedowns' of veSsels carrying drugs, includIng one WIth 15 Individuals "with pOSSible links to
AI Oaeda," and reporting: "Ten of the individuals from ... two takedowns have been transferred to a secure, undisclosed
location for further questioning by U.S. offiCials."), available at
http://64.233.167.1 04/search?q cache:TvjFsWzKUU4J:https:llwww.navsoc.navy.mll/esgl/pdf/dhowtakedown.pdf+question'
ng+Pelellu&hl=en.

137 See, e.g., U.S. Stale Department CountJy Reports on Sn Lanka, 1993, 1994,2001, available at
http://www.state.gov/r/palei/rfs/c2671.htm (accessed June 11, 2004).

138 Detroit Free Press v. Ashcroft, 303 F.3d 681, 683 (6th Cir. 2002).

139 The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), Art. 7 (1976), availabJe at
http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu3/b/a_ccpr.htm (accessed June 10, 2004) ("No one shall be subjected to torture or to cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment").

'40 UN Human Rights Committee. ICCPR General Comment 20, para. 11. on Article 7 (1992), available at
hltp:/fwww.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(SymboI)/6924291970754969c12563ed004c8ae5'?Opendocument (accessed June 10,
2004).

141 Ibid.

1421n Angel Estrella v. Uruguay (74/80), para. 9.2, the HRC held that "prisoners should be allowed under necessary
superviSion to communicate with their family and reputable friends at regular intervals, by correspondence as well as by
receiving mail."

143 ICCPR General Comment 20, para. 11.

AHuman Rights First Report



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 48

40 - Ending Secret Detentions

•

144 EI'Megre/si v. Libya (440/1990); ICCPR, Arts. 7, 10. Paragraph 1 of Article 10 reads. "All persons deprIVed of their
liberty shaH be treated with humanity and with respect for the inherent dignity of the human person." The HRC has also held
that Incommunicado detention of longer than eight months amounts to inhumane treatment that breaches Article 7. Shaw v.
Jamaica (704/96).

145 likewise, the HRC has found that because the state had failed to take disclosure measures that would have prevented the
disappearance of the victim, the Committee would assume a strong likelihood that torture or ill-treatment had occurred. "The
State party has not denied that Rafael Mojica (a) has in fact disappeared and remains unaccounted for ••• and (b) that hiS
disappearance was caused by individuals belonging to the Govemment's security forces." Mojica v. Dominican RepublIC
(449/91), 5.6.

146 On April 7, 2003, W. Hays Parks. Special Assistant to the Army JAG. remarkad: 'We are providing and will continue to
provide captured Iraqi combatants with the protections of the Geneva conventions and other pertinent intematlonallaws. In
addition, arrangements are in place to allow for representatives from the International Committee of the Red Cross to met [SIC]
with Iraqi prisoners of war." DOD News Transcript, "Briefing on Geneva Convention, EPWs and War Crimes," Apnl 7, 2003,
available at http://www.defensellnk.mll/transcripts/20031t04072003_t407genv.html(accessed June 11, 2004). More recently,
dunng a background briefing, a sentor military offiCial reiterated the applicability of the Conventions. "From the very beglnntng
of the conflict, the Geneva Conventions have been fully applicable. There's never been any dispute about that, never any
doubt." DOD News Transcript, "Defense Department Background Briefing," May 14, 2004, available at
http://www.defenselink.milltranscriptsl2004/tr20040514-0752.html(accessed June 11,2004).

147 Last September, Brig. Gen. Karpinski said that the United States was holding thousands of pnsoners in Iraq who did not
"fit Into any category," and that "We got an order from the secretary of defence (Donald Rumsfeld) to categorise" them. As a
result, the label of "securrty detainee" was created, which as of mid-September covered 4,400 det81nees. "U S. holding 4,000
'extra' detainees" Agence France-Presse, Sept. 16, 2003, available at http://dawn.com/2003/09/17/int6.htm (accessed June
11,2004). According to the AFP: "Asked if they had any rights or had access to their families or legal help while they were
being 'secured,' shs Bald: 'It's not that they don't have nghta ~. They have fewer rights than EPWs (enemy prisoners of war).'
But she added that they had not requested any such pnvileges." IbId.

148 DOD News Bnefing, "Secretary Rumsfeld and Gen. Myers,· Jan. 11, 2002, available at
http://www.defenaelink.mil/transcripts/2002lt01112002_t0111ad.html(accessed June 14, 2004).

149 DaVid E. Sanger, "Prisoners Straddle an Ideological Chasm," New York Times, January 27, 2002.

150 U.S. Department of State, rnternatlonallnformation Programs, "Bush Says Geneva Convention Applies To Taliban, Not aJ·
Qaida," Feb. 7, 2002.

151 Convention (III) Relative to the Treatment of Pnsoners of War, Geneva, August 12, 1949 (Third Geneva Conventton), art.
70, available at
http://www.lcrc.orglihl.nsf!7c4d08d9b287a42141256739OO3e636b/6fef854a3517b75ac125641 eOO4age68?OpenDocum
ent (accessed June 11, 2004).

152 Convention (IV) Relative to the Protection of Crvliian Persons in Time of War, Geneva 12, 1949, art. 106, av81lable at
http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsfl7c4d08d9b287a421412567390Q3e636b/6756482d86146898c125641 e004aa3c6?OpenDocu
ment {accessed June 111, 20041.

•

153 ICRC Commentary to the Fourth Geneva Corwention, art. 106 (Jean S. Pletet ed., 1958), available at
http://www.lcrc.orglihl.nsf/b466ed681 ddfcfd241256739003e636817c03d2780ro15483c12563cd0042d9b4?OpenDocume
nt (accessed June 11, 2004).

154 Convention (III) Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War, Geneva, August 12, 1949 (ThIrd Geneva Convention), art.
70, aV81lable at
http://www.lcrc.orglihl.nsfl7c4d08d9b287a42141256739OO3e636b/6fef854a3517b75ac125641 e004age68?OpenDocum
ent (accessed June 11, 2004) (emphasiS added).

155 ICRC Iraq Report, supra, note 10, § 1.1.9, available at
http;f!www.humanrightsfirst.org/us_law/detainees/coerciveinterrogatlon.htm (accessed June 11, 2004) (diSCUSSing the U.S.
govemment's failure to adequately maintain the system of capture cards).

156 Convention (III) Relative to the Treatment of Pns'Jners of War, Geneva, August 12, 1949 (Third Geneva Convention), art.
123, available at
http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsfl7c4d08d9b287a42141256739003e636b/6fef854a3517b75ac125641 e004age68?OpenDocum
ent (accessed June 11, 2004).

157 rCRC Commentary to the Third Geneva Convention, art. 123 Uean S. Ptctet ed., 1960), available at
http://www.lcrc.org!lhl.nsfIb466ed681 ddfcfd241256739003e6368/970e4666c4c75912c12563cd00429408?OpenDocume
nt (accessed June 11, 2004).

158 Dep't of Defense, Department of Defense Program for Enemy Prisoners of War and Other Detainees, Auguet 18, 1994,
available at http://www.dtlcmllwhs/dITectiveslcorrealtextld23101p.txt (accessed June 11, 2004).

159 Ibid~ 4.2.1.

160 Ibid., 4.2.3, 4.2.4. The Secretary is also requITed to report to the Defense Secretary, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, other U.S. Government Agencies, and the ICRC on compliance with the Geneva Conventions. Ibid., 4.2.5.

A Human Rights First Report

•

•

•

•

•

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 49

•

•

•

•

•

Endnotes - 41

•

161 Ibid., 4.1.1

162 Convention (no Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War, Geneva, August 12, 1949 (Third Geneva Convention), art.
122, avaIlable at
http://www.lcrc.org/ihJ.nsfl7c4d08d9b287a42141256739003e636b/6fef854a3517b75ac125641e004age68?OpenDocum
ent (accessed June 11, 2004).

163 Army Regulation 190.8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel, Civilian Internees and Other Detainees § 1·7
(1997)

164 Judge Advocate Newsletter, vol. 5, Issue 12, December 2001, available at
http://sla.hqmc.usmc.mll/newsletter/2001/12_01/12_01.htm*NATlONAL%20PRISONER%200F%20WAR%201NFORMAn
ON%20CENTER%20(NPWIC) (accessed June 8, 2004).

165 DOD News Briefing, "Geneva Convention, EPWs and War Crimes," Apnl 7, 2003.

166 Report of Major General Antonio Taguba, "Article 15-6: Investigation of the 800th Military Police Brigade,' available at
http://www.globalsecurity.orglintellllibrary/reports/2004/80o-mp-bde.htm [hereinafter Taguba Report].

167 Dep't ofthe Army, Field Manual 27-10: The Law of Land Warfare 3-18, para. 207 (1956), available at
http://www.adtdl.army.mlllcgl-binlatdl.dll/frn/27·10/toc.htm (accessed June 11,2004).

168 Dep't of the Navy, NWP 1·14M: The Commander's Handbook on the Law of Naval Operations 6.2.1 (1995), available at
http://www.cpf.navy.miVpagesllegal/NWP%201·14/NWP... 4%20c0VER.htm (accessed June 11, 2004).

169 Ibid., 6.2.2.

170 Army Regulation 190'8,§ 3'5(d)1(b).

171 Ibid., 6.4(t).

172 Paracha Interview, supra, note 38; Enduring Freedom Report, supra, note 26; Interview with the Wife of Shaker Abdur
Raheem Aamer, a detainee at Guantanamo, available at http://www.cagepnsoners.comllntervlews.php?aid=1410; Interview
with Wife of Ahcene ZemJn, a detainee at Guantanamo, transcnpt aVailable at
http://www.cageprisoners.comlJnterviews.php?ald-125; Interview with Maha Habib, wife of Guantanamo detainee, transcnpt
available at http://www.cegeprisoners.com/lnterviews.php?ald=1948; Human Rights First, Assessing the New Normal' Liberty
and Security for the Post-September 11 Umted States, 2003 available at
http://www.humannghtsfinrt.org/usJawl1osslassessmg/asS8ssingnewnormal.htm; ICRC Iraq Report, supra, note 10; Report of
High CommiSSIoner: The Present Situation of Human Rights m Iraq (advanced edited version), Submission from the United
States of Amenca: Treatment of Persons in Detention in Iraq, Annex II, available at
http://www.unhchr.chlhtmllhchr/docslannexll.doc; Hannah Allam, "MiSSing Iraqis Believed to be Lost in Abu Ghraib Pnson,"
Kmght Ridder, June 11, 2004; Human Rights First Telephone Interview With CIA Public Affairs Officer, June 11, 2004; Human. -
Rights FlI'St Telephone Interview With Duty Officer, DOD Press Office, June -1 1; 2004; Human Rights First Telephone Interview
with Molly Hale, CIA Public Affairs Officer, June 11, 2004.

173 Convention (N) Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, Geneva 12, 1949, art. 143, available at
http://www.icrc.orgIihl.nsfl7c4d08d9b287a42141256'139003et36b/67564g2dS61'46898c125641 e004aa3c5?OpenDocu
ment (accessed June 111, 2004); ICCPR, Art. 9, available at: http://www.unhchr.chIhtmVmenu3/b/a_ccpr.htm (accessed
June 14, 2004); Enduring Freedom Report, supra, note 26; International Committee ofthe Red Cross, "US detention related to
the events of 11 September 2001 and its aftermath· the role of the JCRC," May 14, 2004, available at
http://www.icrc.orglWeb/Eng/slteengO.nsf/htmV5YVH5X;SayedSalahuddln."U.S.Milltary to Allow JCRC to VISit Afghan Jail,'
Reuters, June 9, 2004, Teguba Report, supra, note 166 (stating the "32Oth MP Battalion held a handful of "ghost
detainees"••.that they moved around within the facihty to hide them from a visiting International Committee of the Red Cross
(ICRC) survey team.).

174 ICRe Commentary to the IV Geneva Convention, p. 51 (Jean S. Pictet ed., 1958), available at
http://www.icrc.orglihl.nsflWebCOMART?OpenView&Start=1 &Count=150&Expand-4.4 (accessed June 14, 2004); see
also Third Geneva Convention, Art. 82, at
http://www.icrc.orglihl.nsf/c525816bde96b7fd41256739003e636a1fe7bf8f4bf13cafbc1 2563cd0051 b18e?OpenDocument;
Fourth Geneva Convention, Arts. 42, 43, 71, available at
http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsflWebCONVART?OpenView&Start-l&Count-=150&Expand=4*4 (accessed June 14, 2004);
'CCPR, Arts. 9, 14, available at http://www.unhchr.ch/htmVmenu3/b/a_ccpr.htrn (accessed June 14, 2004).

175 Nigel S. Rodley, The Treatment of Prisoners Under International Law 244 (2nd ed. 1999).

176 UN Body of Principles for the Protection of All Persons under Any Form of Detention or Imprisonment. General Assembly
Resolution 43/173, December 9, 1988, Pnnclple 16, available at hltp:llwww.un.org/documents/galresl43/a43r173.htm
(accessed June 11, 2004); Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners, Adopted by the Firet United Nations
Congress on the Prevention of Cnme and the Treatment of Offenders, held at Geneva In 1955, and approved by the Economic
and Social Council by its resolution 663 C (XXN) of 31 July 1957 and 2076 (LXII) of 13 May 1977, available at
http://www.unhchr.ch/htmllmenu3/blh_comp34.htm (accessed June 11, 2004).

177 UN Body of Pnnciples. Principle 12; Standard Minimum Rules, Rules 4, 7, 95.

178 Amnesty International, "Disappearances' and Political Killings: Human Rights Crisis of the 1990s 16 (1994).

AHuman Rights First Report



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 50

42 - Ending Secret Detention;

179 IbId.

180 See, e.g•• Geneva Convention (III) RelatIve to the Treatment of Prisoners of War, Geneva. August 12, 1949. arts. 13, 14,
17,87,121,130, available at
http://www.icrc.orglihl.nsfl7c4d08d9b287a42141256739003e636b/6fef854a3517b75ac125641 e004a9e68 (accessed
June 14, 2004); Convention (IV) Relative to the Protection of CIvIlian Persons m T,me of War, Geneva. 12 August, 1949, arts.
5,27,31.32,33,147, available at
http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsfl7c4d08d9b287a42141256739003e636b/6756482d86146898c125641 eOO4aa3c5 (accessed
June 14, 2004); ICCPR, arts. 4,7,10 (1976), available at http://www.unhchr.chJhtmVmenu3lbla_ccpr.htm (accessed June 10,
2oo4); Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, 10 Dec. 1984, art. "
available at http://www.unhchr.chlhtmllmenu3/blh_cat39.htm (accessed June 14, 2004).

181 R. Jeffrey Smith and Josh White, "General Granted latitude at Prison," Washington Pos~ June 12, 2004, at A1, available
al http://www.washingtonpost.comlac2/wp-dyn/A35612-2004Jun11 ?language==printer.

182 Steven Lee Myers and Eric Schmitt, "Wide Gaps Seen In U.S. Inquiries on Pnson Abuse," New York Times, June 6, 2004,
available at http://www.nytimes.com/2oo4/06/06/intematlOnal/middleeast/06ABUS.html?hp=&pagewanted-all&posltion
(accessed June 14, 2004).

183 See, e.g., Letter 10 Major General John R. Vines (ce: Donald Rumsfeld) from Elisa Massimino. June 25,

2003; Letler to Lieutenant General John R. Vines (cc: Donald Rumsfeld, William Haynes) from Bisa Massimino, Nov. 12, 2003.
These and other letters are repnnted In an AppendiX to thiS report.

184 Bradley Graham, "Number of Army ~robes of Detainee Deaths R,ses to 33," Washmgton Pos~ May 22, 2004, at A17,
http://www.washingtonpost.eomlwp-dyn/artieleslA46659-2004May21.html.

185 S. Rep. No. 84-9, at 32 (1955).

186 Geneva Conventions of the Protection of War Victims: Hearing Before the Senate Comm. on Foreign Relations, 84th
Cong., 1st Sess~ at 61 (1955).

187 101 Cong. Rec. 9960 (July 6, 1955).

188 Dwight D. Esenhower, Crusade in Europe 469 (1949).

189 Laws of War at 62 n.100.

190 Maj. Gen. George S. Prugh, Vietnam studies. law at war: vietnam 1964-73, at 63 (Dep't of the Army 1975); see also 64
Dep't of State Bull. 10 (Jan. 4,1971) (White Houee statement announcing President Nixon's call for apphcatlon of the 1949
Geneva Conventions to ease "the plight of Amencan pnsoners of war In North VlSt-Nam and elsewhere in Southeast ASia");
Note, Safeguarding the Enemy Within, 71 Fordham L Rev. 2565, 2574 (2003) (notmg U.S. Army's establishment of
widespread ArtIcle 5 tribunals in Vietnam to adjudicate POW status of enemy detainees).

191 Col. Fred L Borch, Review of Honor Bound, 163 Mil. L Rev. 150, 152 (2000).

192 Dep't of Defense News Transcript, Briefing on Geneva Convention, EPIN's and War Cnmes (Apr. 7, 2003). Almost 1,200
Article 5 hearings were conducted, resulting in 886 prisoners being determined to be civdians. Department of Defense, Final
Report to Congress: Conduct of the Persian Gulf War 578 (1992).

193 S_tor John McCain, Speech to the Americen Red Cross Promise of Humanity Conference (May 6, 1999), available at
http:lwww.senate.govl-mccamlindex.cfm?fuseacllon=Newscenter.Viewpressrelease&ContenUd=820.

194 John McCain, Commentaly, Wall Stre"t Journal. June 1. 2004, at A16.

195 Human Rights First Intel'V1ew with Ambassador Peterson, February 20, 2004.

196 See, e.g., Joseph S. Nye, Soft Power: The Means to Success In World Politics (2004).

197 White House Release, President Discusses Military Operation (Mar. 23, 2003), at
http://www.whitehouse.govlnewslreleasesl2003/03/20030323-1.html(accessed June 14, 2004).

198 Dep't of Defense News Transcript, Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz Interview with New England Cable News (Mar. 23, 2003),
at http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Mar2003/t03242003_t0323nee.html(aec&BSed June 14, 2004).

199 White House Release, Statement by the PreSident (June 26, 2003), at
http://www.whitehouse.govlnewslreleasesl2003106120030626-3.html(accessed June 14, 2004).

200 Oral Argument at 23, Rumsfeld v. Padilla. 124 S.Ct. 1904,72 USLW 3656 (2004) (No. 03-1 027).

201 Dep't of Defense News Transcript, Coalition PrOVisional Authonty Bneting, May 10, 2004, at
http://www.defenselink.mllltranscripts/2004/tr20040510-0742.html(accessed June 14, 2004}; see also Scott Wilson and
Sewell Chan, "As Insurgency Grew, So Did Prison Abuse NeedJOg Intelligence, U.S. Pressed Detainees," Washington Pos~

May 10, 2004, at http://www.washingtonpoet.comlwpdynlarbcleslA13065-2004May9.html.

202 Jeffrey GettJeman, "The StruggJe for Iraq: The DetalneBSr' New York. Times, March 9, 2004, at A1.

203 Edward Cody, "Iraqis Put Contempt For Troops On Display," Washington Pos~ June 12, 2004, at A1 (quoting Sheik
Mohammed Bashlr at the Sunni Mushm mosque, Um aI.Qural, available at http://www.washlngtonpost.com/ac2/wp

dyn/A35558-2004Junl1 ?Ianguage-pnnter.

AHuman Rights First Report

-
•

,

•

•

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 51

•

\

•

•

•
•

Endnotes - 43

204 See lawyers Commrttee for Human RIghts, Assessmg the New Normal: Liberty and Security for the Post-September 11
Umted States, at 77-80 (Fiona Doherty & Deborah Pearlstein, eds. 2003).

•

•

AHuman Rights First Report

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 52

...,.
human rights first
THE NEW NAME OF

LAWYERS COMMITTEE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS

N.w yort H••dq••rt....

Human Rights Fim
333 Sevent!l Avenue
13th Floor
New York, NY 10001

Tel: (212) 845-5200
Fax: (212) 845-5299

www.HumlnRightaRrsllll1l

Wllhingbln. DC Offic.

Human Rights First
100 Maryland Avenue. N.E.
Suite 502
Washington, DC 20002

Tel: (2112) 547·5692
Fax: (202) 543·5999

•

•
•

-•

•
•,

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 53

Flnll Rlport
ofth.

Indlp.nd.nt Pln.1 To R.vl.w
DoD D.tlntlon Op....tlonl

August 2004



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 54

Independent Panel to Review
DoD Detention Operations

Chairman
The Honorable James R. SChlesinger

Panel Members

The Honorable Harold Brown

The Honorable Tillie K Fowler

General Cha~es A. Homer (USAF-RE1)

Executive Director

Dr. James A. Blackwell, Jr.



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 55

INDEPENDENT PANEL TO REVIEW 000 DETENTlON OPERATIONS

"""""'"THE H01IOIlAlIlE lAME! R. SCiIUSIHGER

PAtlElUEIIIIIEIIS
THE HoNOIlABI..E HAItOI» BROIliN
THE HONORABLE TILLIE K, FowlER
GENERAlCHARl£S A. HoRNEI,USAF-RET.)

EXliCUTWE DIRECTOR
0fI. 'AMa A. BLACKWELI..,.lK.

August 24, 2004

To U,S. SL'Cretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld

We. the appointed members of !.he Independent Panel 10 Review DoD Detention Operalions. pwsuant 10 our charter do
hereby submil the results of our findings and offer our best recommendations.

Sincerely.

....i'#dA~;/ ",.,*
The Honorable Harold Btown
PueIMembcr

~~~.::::..,,-
The HcmorIbIe Tillie K. Fowler

......-

223~ Street. Cryslil.I Plaza 5. Suile 884. Artinston. VA 22202-3712
OffICeMainPllll~ (70])602·3200 Unsccuredfu: (703)602-2712



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 56

The Independent Panel to Review
Department of Defense
Detention Operations

August 2004



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 57

Table of Contents

Executive Summary 5

Introduction - Charter and Methodology 21

The Changing Threat 27

The Policy Promulgation Process _ 33

Public Release ofAbuse Photos 39

.Command ResponSibilities , _ 43

Military Police and Detention Operations 53

Interrogation Operations 63

The Role ofMilitary Police and Military Intelligence in Detention Operations 71

Laws ofWar/Geneva Conventions .................................•............................................. 79

The Role of the International Committee of the Red Cross 85

Recommendations 89

Appendices 93

3



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 58

Table ofAppendices

Glossary Appendix A

Secretary ofDefense Memorandum appointing the Independent Panel Appendix B

President of the United States Memorandum, February 7, 2002 Appendix C

Interrogation Policies Appendix D

Evolution ofInterrogation Techniques Appendix E

Timeline, Major Detention Events Appendix F

Psychological Stresses Appendix G

Ethical Issues Appendix H

4



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 59

Executive Summary

OVERVIEW

The events ofOctober through December 2003 on the night shift ofTier 1 at Abu Ghrllib

prison were acts ofbrutality and purposeless sadism. We now know these abuses

occurred at the hands ofboth military police and military intelligence personnel. The

pictured abuses. unacceptable even in wartime, were not part of authorized interrogations

nor were they even directed at intelligence targets. They represent deviant behavior and a

failure ofmilitary leadership and discipline. However, we do know that some of the

egregious abuses at Abu Gbnullwhich were not photographed did occur during

interrogation sessions.and that abuses during interrogation sessions occurred elsewhere.

In light ofwhat happened at Abu Ghraib, a series ofcomprehensive investigations has

been conducted by various components of the Department ofDefense. Since the

beginning ofhostilities in Afghanistan and Iraq, U.s. military and security operations

have apprehended ahout 50,000 individuals. From this number, about 300 allegations of

abuse in Afghanistan, iraq or Guantanamo have arisen. As ofmid-August 2004, 155

investigations into the allegations have been completed, resulting in 66 substantiated

cases. Approximately one-third of these cases occurred at the point ofcapture or tactical

collection pOirit, frequently under uncertain, dangerous and violent circumstances.

Abuses ofvarying severity occurred at differing locations under differing circumstances

and context. They were widespread and; though inflicted on only a small percentage of

those detained, they were serious both in number and in effect. No approved procedures

called for or allowed the kinds ofabuse that in fact occurred. There is no evidence of a

policy ofabuse promulgated by senior officials or military authorities. Still, the abuses

were not just the failure ofsome individuals to follow known standards, and they are

more than the failure ofa few leaders to enforce proper discipline. There is both

institutional and personal responsibility at higher levels.
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Secretary ofDefense Donald Rumsfeld appointed the members of the Independent Panel

to provide independent professional advice on detainee abuses, what caused them and

what actions should be taken to preclude their-repetition. The Panel reviewed various

criminal investigations and a number ofcommand and other major investigations. The

Panel also conducted interviews ofrelevant persons, including the Secretary and Deputy

Secretary ofDefense, other senior Department ofDefense officials, the military chain-of

command and their staffs and other officials directly and indirectly involved with Abu

Ghraib and other detention operations. However, the Panel did not have full access to

infonnation involving the role of the Central Intelligence Agency in detention operations;

this is an area the Panel believes needs further investigation and review. It should be

noted that information provided to the Panel was that available as ofmid-August 2004. If

additional infonnation becomes available, the Panel's judgments might be revised.

POLICY

With the events ofSeptember II, 2001, the President, the Congress and the American

people recognized we were at war with a different kind of enemy. The terrorists who

flew airliners into the World Trade Center and the Pentagon were unlike enemy

combatants the U:S. has fought in previous conflicts. Their objectives, in fact, are to kt11

large numbers ofcivilians and to strike at the heart ofAmerica's political cohesion and

its economic and military might. In the days and weeks after the attack, the President and

his closest advisers developed policies and strategies in response. On September 18,

2001, by a virtually unanimous vote, Congress passed an Authorization for Use of

Military Force. Shortly thereafter, the U.S. initiated hostilities in Afghanistan and the

first detainees were held at Mazar-e-Sharrif in November 2001.

On February 7, 200~, the President issued a memorandwn stating that he determined the

Geneva Cunventions did not apply to the conflict with aI Qaeda, and although they did

apply in the conflict with Afghanistan, the Taliban were unlawful combatants and
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therefore did not qualify fur prisoner ofwar stains (see Appendix C). Nonetheless, the

Secretary ofState, Secretary ofDefense, and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

were all in agreement that treatment ofdetainees should be consistent with the Geneva

Conventions. The President ordered accordingly that detainees were to be treated " ...

humanely and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a

manner consistent with the principles of Geneva." Earlier, the Department ofState had

argued the Geneva Conventions in their traditional application provided a sufficiently

robust legal construct under which the Global War on Terror could effectively be waged.

The Legal Advisor to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs ofStaff, and many of the military

service attorneys agreed with this position.

In the summer of2002, the Counsel to the President queried the Departnient ofJustice

Office of Legal Counsel (OLe) for an opinion on the standards ofconduct for

interrogation operations conducted by U.S. personnel outside of the U.S. and the

applicability of the Convention Against Torture. The OLe responded in an August I,

2002 opinion in which it held that in order to constitute torture, an act must be

specifically intended to inflict severe physical or mental pain and suffering that is

difficult to endure.

Army Field Manua134,52 (FM 34-52), with its list of 17 authorized interrogation

methods, has long been the standard source for interrogation doctrine within the

Department of Defense (see Appendix D). In October 2002, authorities at Guantanamo

requested approval ofstronger interrogation techniques to counter tenacious resistance by

some detainees. The Secretary ofDefense responded with a December 2, 2002 decision

authorizing the use of 16 additional techniques at Guantanamo (see Appendix E). As a

result ofconcerns raised by the Navy General Counsel on January 15,2003, Secretary

Rumsfeld rescinded the majority of the approved measures in the December2, 2002

authorization. Moreover, he directed the remaining more aggressive techniques could be

used only with his approval (see Appendix D).
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At the same time, he directed the Department ofDefense (DoD) General Counsel to

establish a working group to study interrogation techniques. The Working Group was

headed by Air Force General Counsel Mary Walker and included wide membership from

across the military legal and intelligence communities. The Working Group also relied

heavily on the OLe. The Working Group reviewed 35 techniques and after a very

extensive debate ultimately recommended 24 to the Secretary of Defense. The study led

to the Secretary ofDefense's promulgation on April 16, 2003 ofa list of approved

techniques strictly limited for use at Guantanamo. This policy remains in force at

Guantanamo (see Appendix E).

In the initial development of these Secretary of Defense policies, the legal resources of

the Services' Judge Advocates General and General Counsels were not utilized to their

full potential. Had the Secretary ofDefense had a wider range oflega! opinions and a

more robust debate regarding detainee policies and operations, his policy ofApril 16,

2003 might well have been developed and issued in early December 2002. Ibis would

. have avoided the policy changes which characterized the Dec 02, 2002 to April 16, 2003

period.

It is clear that pressures for additional intelligence and the more aggressive methods

sanctioned by the Secretary ofDefense memorandum, resulted in stronger interrogation

techniques that were believed to be needed and appropriate in the treatment ofdetainees

defined as "unlawful combatants." At Guantanamo, the interrogators used those

additional techniques With only two detainees, gaining important and time-urgent

information in the process.

In Afghanistan, from the war's inception throngh the end of2002, all forces nsed

FM 34-52 as a baseline for interrogation techniques. Nonetheless, more aggressive

interrogation ofdetainees appears to have been on-going. On January 24,2003, in

response to a data call from the Joint Staff to facilitate the Working Group efforts. the

Commander Joint Task Force-I80 forwarded a list of techniques being used in
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Afghanistan, including some not explicitly set out in FM 34-52. These techniques were

included iu a Special Operation Forces (SOF) Standard Operating Procedures doewnent

published in February 2003. The Sl~Military'Intelligence Battalion, a company of

which was later sent to Iraq, assisted in interrogations in support ofSOF and was fully

aware oftheir interrogation techniques.

Interrogators and lists oftecbniques circulated from Guantanamo and Afghanistan to

Iraq. During July and August 2003, the 519th Military Intelligence Company was sent to

the Abu Ghraib detention facility to conduct interrogation operations. Absent any

explicit policy or guidance, other than FM 34~52, the officer in charge prepared draft

interrogation guidelines that were a near copy of the Standard Operating Procedure

created by SOF. It is important to note that techniques effective under carefully

controlled conditions at Guantanamo became far more problematic when they migrated

and were not adequately safeguarded.

Following a CJTF~7 request; Joint Statftasked SOUTHCOM to send an assistance team

to provide advice on facilities and operations, specifically related. to screening,

interrogations, HUMINT collection, and inter~agency integration in the short and long

term. In August 2003, MG Geoffrey Miller arrived to conduct an assessment ofDoD

counter~terrorisminterrogation and detention operations in Iraq. He was to discuss

current theater ability to exploit internees rapidly for actionable intelligence. He brought

the Secretary ofDefense's April 16,2003 policy guidelines for Guantanamo with him

and gave this policy to CJTF.,7 as a possible model for the command-wide policy that he

reconunended be established. MG Miller noted that it applied to unlawful combatants at

Guantanamo and was not directly applicable to Iraq where the Geneva Conventions

applied. In part as a result ofMG Miller's call for strong, command-wide interrogation

policies and in part as a result ofa request for guidance coming up from the Sl9th at Abu

Ghraib, on September 14, 2003 LTG Sanchez signed a memorandwn authorizing a dozen

interrogation techniques beyond Field Manual 34-52-five beyond those approved for

Guantanamo (see Appendix D).
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MG Miller had indicated Iris model was approved only for Guantanamo. However,

CJTF-7, using reasoning from the President's Memorandum ofFebruary 7, 2002 which

addressed "unlawful combatants," believed additional, tougher measures were warranted

because there were <'unlawful combatants" mixed in with Enemy Prisoners ofWar and

civilian and criminal detainees. The CJTF-7 Commander, on the advice ofhis Staff

Judge Advocate, believed he had the inherent authority ofthe Commander in a Theater of

War to promulgate such a policy and make determinations as to the categonzation of

detainees under the Geneva Conventions. CENTCOM viewed the CJTF-7 policy as

unacceptably aggressive and on October 12, 2003 Commander CJ1F-7 rescinded his

-September directive and disseminated methods only slightly stronger than those in Field

Maoual34-52 (see Appendix D). The policy memos promulgated at the CJTF·7level

allowed for interpretation in several areas aod did not ad~uatelyset furth the limits of

interrogation techniques. The existence ofconfusing and inconsistent interrogation

technique policies contributed to the beliefthat additional interrogation techniques were

condoned.

DETENTION AND INTERROGATION OPERATIONS

From Iris experience in Guantanamo, MG Miller called fur the military police aod

military intelligence soldiers to work cooperatively, with the military police "setting the

conditions" for interrogations. This MP role included passive collection on detainees as

well as supporting incentives recommended by the military interrogators. These

collaborative procedures worked effectively in Guantanamo,particularly in light of the

high ratio of approximately-l to 1 ofmilitary police to mostly compliant detainees.

However, in Iraq and particularly in Abu Ghraib the ratio ofmilitary police to repeatedly

unruly detainees was significantly smaller, at one point I to about 75 at Abu Ghnuo,

making it difficu.lt even to keep track ofprisoners. Moreover, because Abu Ghraib was

located in a combat zone, the military police were engaged in force protection of the

complex as well as escorting convoys ofsupplies to and from the prison. Compounding

10



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 65

EXEClITIVE SUMMARY

these problems was the inadequacy ofleadership, oversight and support needed in the

face of such difficulties.

At various times, the U.S. conducted detention operations at approximately 17 sites in

Iraq and 25 sites in Afghanistan, in addition to the strategic operation-at Guantanamo. A

cmnulative total of50,OOO detainees have been in the custody ofU.S. forces since

November 2001, with a peak population of 11,000 in the month ofMarch 2004.

In Iraq, there was not only a failure to plan for a major insurgency, hut also to quickly

and adequately adapt to the insurgency that followed after major combat operations. The

October 2002 CENTCOM War Plan presupposed that relatively benign stability and

security operations would precede a handover to Iraq's authorities. The contingencies

contemplated in that plan included sabotage ofoil production facilities and large numbers

of refugees generated by communal strife.

Major combat operations were accomplished more swiftly than anticipated: Then began a

period ofoccupation and an active and growing insurgency. Although the removal of

Saddam Hussein was initially welcomed by the bulk ofthe population, the occupation

became increasingly resented. Detention facilities soon held Iraqi and foreign terrorists as

well as a mix of Enemy Prisoners ofWar, other security detainees, criminals and

undoubtedly some accus~as a result of factional rivalries. Of the 17 detention facilities

in Iraq, the larges~ Abn Ghraib, housed up to 7,000 detainees in October 2003, with a

guard force ofonly about 90 personnel from the 800th Military Police Brigade. Abu

Ghraib was seriously overcrowded, under-resourced, and under continual attack. Five

U.S. soldiers died as a result ofmortar attacks on Abu Ghraib. In July 2003, Abu Ghraib._

was mortared 25 times; on August 16, 2003, five detainees were killed and 67 wounded

in a mortar attack. A mortar attack on April 20, 2004 killed 22 detainees.

ProblenlS at Abu Gbraib are traceable in part to the nature and recent history of the

military police and military intelligence units at Abu Ghraib. The SOOth Military Police
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Brigade had one year ofnotice to plan for detention operations in Iraq. Original

projections called for approximately 12 detention facilities in non-hostile, rear areas with

a projection of30,Ooo to 100,000 Enemy Prisoners ofWar. Though the 800th had

planned a detention operations exercise for the summer of2002, it was cancelled because

of the disruption in soldier and writ availability resulting from the mobilization of

MilitaJy Police Reserves following 9/11. Although its readiness was certified by U.S.

Anuy Forces Command, actual deploymeul of the 800" Brigade to Iraq was eluwtie. The

~'TimePhased Force Deployment List." which was the planned flow of forces to the

theater ofoperations, was scrapped in favor ofpiecemeal unit deployment orders based

on actual unit readiness and personnel strength. Equipment and troops regularly arrived

out ofplanned sequence and rarely together. hnprovisation was the order of the day.

While some writs overcame these difficulties, the 800th was among the lowest in priority

and did not have the capability to overcome the shortfalls it confronted.

The 205" Ml Brigade, deployed 10 suppert Combined Joint Task Force-? (CJTF-?),

normally provides the intelligence capability for a Corps Headquarters. However, it was

insufficient to provide the kind ofsupport needed by CJTF-7, especially with regard to

interrogators and interpreters. Some additional units were mobilized to fill in the gaps,

but while these MI units were more prepared than their military police counterparts. there

were insufficient numbers ofunits available. Moreover, unit cohesion was lacking

because elements ofas many as six different units were assigned to the interrogation

missiou at Abu Gbraib. These problems were heighteued by motion betweeu militaJy

intelligence and military police personnel, including the brigade commanders themselves.

ABUSES

As ofthe date of this report, there were about 300 incideuts ofalleged detainee abuse

across the Joint Operations Areas. Of the 155 completed investigations, 66 have resulted

in a detennination that detainees under the control ofU.S. forces were abused. Dozens of
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non-judicial punishments have already been awarded. Others are in various stages ofthe

military justice process.

Of the 66 already substantiated cases ofabuse, eight occurred at Guantanamo, three in

Afghanistan and 55 in Iraq. Only about one-third were related to interrogation, and two

thirds to other causes. There were five cases of detainee deaths as a result o~abuse by

U.S. personnel during interrogations. Many more died from natural causes and enemy

mortar attacks. There are23 cases ofdetainee deaths still under investigation; three in

Mghanistan and 20 in Iraq. Twenty-eight of the abose cases are alleged to include

Special Operations Forces (SOF) and, ofthe 15 SOF cases that have been closed, ten

were determined to be unsubstantiated and five resulted in disciplinary action. 'The

Jacoby review of SOF detention operations found a range ofabuses and- causes similar in

scope and magnitude to those found among conventional forces.

The aberrant behavior on the night shift in Cell Block 1· at Abu Ghraib would have been

avoided with proper training, leadership and oversight. Though acts ofabuse occurred at

a number oflocations, those in Cell Block I have a unique nature fostered by the

predilections of the noncommissioned officers in charge. Had these noncommissioned

officers behaved more like those on the day shift, these acts, which one participant

described as ~'just for the fun of it," would not have taken place.

Concerning the abus~ at Abu Ghraib, the impaCt was magnified by the fact the shocking

photographs were aired tbronghout the world in Apri12004. Although CENTCOM had

publicly addressed the abuses in a press release inJanuary 2004, the photographs

remained within the official criminal investigat:ive process. Consequently, the highest

levels ofcommand and leadership in the Department of Defensew~ not adequately

infotmed nor prepared to respond to the Congress and the American public when copies

were released by the press.
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POLICY AND COMMAND RESPONSmILITIES

Interrogation policies with respect to Iraq, where the majority of the abuses occurred,

were inadequate or deficient in some respects at three levels: Department ofDefense,

CENTCOMlCJTF-7, and Abu Gbraib Prison. Policies to guide the demands for

actionable intelligence lagged behind battlefield needs. As already noted, the changes in

DoD interrogation policies between December 2, 2002 and Ai>ril16, 2003 were an

element contributing to uncertainties in the field as to which techniques were authorized.

Although specifically limited by the Secretary of Defense to Guantanamo, and requiring

his personal approval (given in only two cases), the augmented techniques for

Guantanamo migrated to Afghanistan and Iraq where they were neither limited nor

safeguanled.

At the operational level, in the absence ofspecific guidance from CENTCOM,

interrogators in Iraq relied on Field Manual 34-52 and on unauthorized techniques that

had migrated from Afghanistan. On September 14, 2003 CJTF-7 signed the thealer's

first policy on interrogation, which contained elements of the approved Guantanamo

policy and elements of the SOF policy (see Appendix D). Policies approved for use on

al Qaeda and Taliban detainees, who were not afforded the protection of the Geneva

Conventions, now applied to detainees who did fall under the Geneva Convention

protections.

CENTCOM disapproved the September 14, 2003 policy, resulting in another policy

signed on October 12,2003 which essentially mirrored the outdated 1987 version ofthe

FM 34~52 (see Appendix D). The 1987 version, however, authorized interrogators to

control all aspects of the interrogation, "to include lighting and beating, as well as food,

clothing, and shelter given to detainees:' This was specifically left out of the current

1992 version. This clearly led to confusion on what practices were acceptable. We

cannot be sure how much the number lUld severity ofabuses would have been curtailed
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had there been early and consistent guidance from higher levels. Nonetheless, such

guidance was needed and likely would have had a limiting effect.

At the tactical level we concur with the JonesIFay investigation's conclusion that military

intelligence personnel share responsibility for the abuses at Abu Ghraib 'Yith the military

police soldiers cited in the Taguba investigation. The JoneslFay Investigation found 44

alleged instances ofabuse. some which were also considered by the TagLiba report. A

number of these cases involved MI personnel directing the actions ofMP personnel. Yet

it should be noted that of the 66 closed cases ofdetainee abuse in Guantanamo,

Afghanistan and Iraq cited by the Naval Inspector General, only one-third were

interrogation related.

The Panel concurs with the findings ofthe Taguba and Jones investigations that serious

leadership problems in the 800th MP Brigade and 20Sth MI Brigade, to include the 320th

MP Battalion Commander and the Director of the Joint Debriefing and Interrogation

Center (JDlC), allowed the abuses at Abu Ghraib. The Panel endorses the disciplinary

actions taken as a result of the Taguba Investigation. The Panel anticipates that the Chain

ofCommand will take additional dis~plinaryaction as a result ofthe referrals of the

JonesIFay investigation.

We believe LTG Sanchez should have taken stronger action in November when he

realized the· extent of the leadership problems at Abu Ghraib. His attempt to mentor

BO Karpinski, though well-intended, was insufficient in a 'combat zone in the midst of a

serious and growing insurgency. Although LTG Sanchez had more urgent tasks than

dealing personally with command and resource deficiencies at Abu Ghraib,

MG Wojdakowski and the staffshould have seen that urgent demands were placed to

higher headquarters for additioual assets. We concur with the Jones findiogs that

LTG Sanchez and MG Wojdakowski failed to ensure proper staffoversight ofdetention

and interrogation operations.
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We note, 'however, in terms ofits responsibilities, CJTF..7 was never fully resourced to

meet the size and complexity ofits mission. The Joint Staff, CITF·7 and CENTCOM

took too long to finalize the Joint Manning Document (lMO). It was not finally approved

until December 2003, six months into the insurgency. At one point, CJTF·7 had only 495

of the 1,400 personnel authorized. The conunand was burdened with additional

complexities associated with its mission to support: the Coalition Provisional Authority.

Once it became clear in the swnmer of2003 that there was a major insurgency growing

in Iraq, with the potential for capturing a large number ofenemy combatants, senior

leaders should have moved to meet the need for additional military police forces.

Certainly by October and November when the fighting reached a new peak, commanderS

and stafffrom CJTF-7 all the way to CENTCOM to the Joint Cbiefll ofStaffshould have

known ahout and reacted to the serious 1imitatious of the battaliou of the 800" Military

Police Brigade at Abu Gbraib. CENTCOM and the JCS ahould have at least considered

adding forces to the detention/interrogation operation mission., It is the jUdgment ofthis

panel that in the fu~e, considering the sensitivity of this kind ofmission, the OBD

should assure itself that serious limitations in detention/interrogation missions do not

occur.

Several options were available to Commander CENTCOM and aQove, including

reallocation ofU.S. Ajmy assets already in the theater, Operational Control (OPCON) of

other Service Military Police units in theater, and mobilization and deployment of

additional forces from the continental United States. There is no evidence that any ofthe

responsible senior officers considered any of these options. What could and should have

been done.more promptly is evidenced by the fact that the detention/interrogation

operation in Iraq is now directed by a Major General reporting directly to the

Commander, Multi-National Forces Iraq (MNFI). Increased units ofMilitary Police,

fully manned and more appropriately equipped, are perfonning the mission once assigned

to a single under-strength, poorly trained, inadequately equipped and weakly-led brigade.
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In addition to the already cited leadership problems in the 800
th

MP Brigade, there were a

series of tangled command relationships. These ranged from an unclear military

intdligence chain ofcoIl11rnU1d, to the Tactical Control (TACON) relationship ofthe

800th with CJTF-7 which the Brigade Commander apparently did not adequately

understand, and the confusing and nnusual assignment ofMl and MP responsibilities at

Abn Ghraib. The failure to react appropriately to the October 2003 JCRC report,

following its two visits to Abu Ghraih, is indicative of the weakness of the leadership at

Abu Ghraib. These unsatisfactory relationships were present neither at Quantanamo nor

in Afghanistan.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Department ofDefense refonn efforts are lIDderway and the Panel commends these

efforts. They are discussed in more detail in the body ofthis report. The Office ofthe

Secretary ofDefense. the Joint Chiefs of Staffand the Military Services are conducting

comprehensive reviews on how military operations have changed since the end ofthe

Cold War. The Military Services now recognize the problems and are studying force

compositions, training,.doctrine, responsibilities and active duty/reserve and

guard/contractor mixes which must be adjusted to ensure we are better prepared to

succeed in the war on terrorism. As an example, the Anny is currently plamiing and

developing 27 additional MP companies.

The-specific reconunendations of the Independent Panel are contained in the

Recommendations section, beginning on page 87.
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CONCLUSION

The vast majority ofdetainees in Guantanamo, Afghanistan and Iraq were treated

appropriately, and the great bulk ofdetention operations were conducted in compliance

with U.S. poliey and directives. They yielded significant amounts of actionable

intelligenCe for dealing with the insurgency in Iraq and strategic intelligence ofvalue in

the Global War on Terror. For example, much ofthe information in the recently released

9111 Commission's report, on the planning and execution ofthe attacks on the World

Trade Center and Pentagon, came from interrogation ofdetainees at Guantanamo and

elsewhere.

Justice Sandra Day O'Connor, writing for the majority of the Supreme Court of the

United States in Hamdi v. Rumsfe/d on June 28, 2004, pointed out that «The purpose of,
detention is to prevent captured individuals from returning to the field ofbattle and taking

up anns once again." But detention operations also serve the key purpose ofintelligence

gathering. These are not competing interests but appropriate objectives which the United

States may lawfully pursue.

We should, emphasize that tens of thousands oimen and women in uniform strive every

day under austere and dangerous conditions to secure our &eedom and the freedom of

others. By historical standards, they rate as some of the best trained, disciplined and

professional service men and women in our nation's history.

While any abuse is too much, we see signs that the Department ofDefense is now on the

path to dealing with the personal and J?fofessional failures and remedying the underlying

causes of these abuses. We expect any potential future incidents of abuse will similarly

be discovered and reported out ofthe same sense ofpersonal honor and duty that

characterized many of those who went out oftheir way to'do so in most ofth~e cases.

The dam.age these incidents have done to U.S. policy, to the,image ofthe U.S. among
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populations whose Support we need in the Global War on Terror and to the morale ofOUI"

armed forces, must not be repeated.
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The Secretary ofDefense chartered the Independent Panel on May 12, 2004, to review

Department ofDefense (DoD) Detention Operations (see Appendix A). In his

memorandum, the Secretary tasked the Independent Panel to review Department of

Defense investigations on detention operations whether completed or ongoing, as well as

other materials and information the Panel deemed relevant to its review. The Secretary

asked for the Panel's independent advice in highlighting the issues considered most

important for his "attention. He asked for the Panel's views on the causes and contributing

factors to problems in detainee operations and what corrective measures would be

reqnhed.

Completed investigations reviewed by the Panel include the following:

• Joint StaffExternal Review of Intelligence Operations at Guantanamo Bay, Coba,

September 28, 2002 (Custer Report)

• Joint Task Force Guantanamo assistance visit to Iraq to assess intelligence

operations, September 5, 2003 (Miller Report)

• Anny Provost Marshal General assessment ofdetention and corrections

operations in Iraq, November 6, 2003 (Ryder Report)

• Administrative investigation under Anny Regulation 15-6 (AR 15-6) regarding

Abn Gluaib, June 8, 2004 craguba Report)

• Anny Inspector General assessment ofdoctrine and training for detention

operations, lilly 23, 2004 (Mikolasbek Report)
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• The Fay investigation ofactivities ofmilitary personnel at Abu Ghraib and related

LTG Jones investigation under the direction ofGEN Kern, August 16, 2004

• Naval Inspector General's review ofdetention procedures -at Guantanamo Bay,

Coba and the Naval Consolidated Brig, Charleston, South Carolina (A briefing was

presented to the Secretary ofDefense on May 8, 2004.)

• Naval Inspector General's review of000 worldwide interrogation operations,

due for release on September 9, 2004

• Special Inspection ofDetainee Operations and Facilities in the Combined Forces

Connnand.Afghanistan AOR (CFC·A), June 26, 2004 (Jacoby Report).

• Administrative Investigation ofAlleged Detainee Abuse by the Combined Joint

Special Operations Task Force - Arabian Peninsula (Formica Report) Due for release

in Augus~ 2004. Assessment not yet completed and not revieWed by the Independent

Panel

.• Army Reserve Command Inspector General Assessment ofMilitary Intelligence

and Military Police Training (due for release in December 2004)

Panel interviews of selected individuals either in person or via video-teleconference:

June 14, 2004:

• MG Keith Dayton, DirectOr, Iraq Survey Gronp (ISG), Baghdad, Iraq

• MG Geoffrey Miller, Director, Detainee Operations, CJTF·7, Baghdad, Iraq

• Hon Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary ofDefense

• Han Steve Cam.bone,_ Under Secretary ofDefense for Intelligence

• MG Walter Wojdakowski, Deputy Conunanding Geoeral, V Corps, USAREUR

and 7th Anny
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• MG Donald Ryder, Provost Marshal, U.S. Army/Connnanding General, U.s.

Army Criminal Investigation Connnand, Washington, D.C.

• COL Thomas Pappas, Commander, 20Sth Military Intelligence Brigade, V Corps,

USAREUR and 7'" Army

June 24,2004:

• LTG David McKiernan, Connnanding General, Third U.S. Army, U.S. Army

Forces Central Command, Coalition Forces Land Component Command

• MG Barbara Fas~ CJTF·7 C-2, Director for Intelligence, Baghdad, Iraq

• MG Geoffrey Miller, Director, Detainee Operations, CJTF-7, Baghdad, Iraq

• LTG Ricardo Sanchez, Connnanding General, CJTF-7, Connnandlng General, V

Corps, USAREUR and 7th Army· in Iraq

• Mr. Daniel DeIl'Orto, Principal Depnty General Counsel, DoD

• LTG Keith Alexander, G-2, U.S. Army, Wasblngton, D.C.

• LTG William Boykin, Depnty Undersecretary of Defense for Intelligence,

Intelligence and Warfighting Support, Office of the Under Secretary ofDefense

for Intelligence

• Hon Douglas Feith, Under Secretary ofDefense for Policy

July 8, 2004:

• COL Marc Warren, Senior Legal Advisor to LTG Sanchez, Iraq

• BG Janis Karpinski, Connnander (fPU), 800'" Military Police Brigade,

Uniondale, NY

• Hon Paul Wolfowitz, Deputy Secretary ofDefense

• Hon William Haynes, General Counsel DoD

• Mr. Jobo RizZo, CIA Senior Depnty General Counsel

• GEN Jobo Abizaid, Connnander, U.S. Cen1ral Connnand

• MG George Fay, Deputy to the Army G2. Washington, D.C.

• V ADM Albert Church m. Naval Inspector General
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July 22,2004:

• Hon Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary ofDefense

The Panel did not conduct a case-by-case review ofindividual abuse cases. This task has

been accomplished by those professionals conducting criminal and command~-directed

investigations. Many ofthese investigations are still on-going. The Panel did review the

various completed and on-going reports covering the causes for the abuse. Each of these

inquiries or inspections defined abuse, categorized the abuses, and analyzed the abuses in

confonnity wjth the appointing authorities' guidance, but the methodologies do not

parallel each other in all respects. The Panel concludes, based. on our review of other

reports to date and our own efforts that causes for abuse have been adequately examined.

The Panel met on July 2200 and again on August 16th to discuss progress of the report.

Panel members also reviewed sections and versions of the report through July and mid

August

An effective, timely response to our requests for other documents and support was

invariably forthcoming, due largely to the efforts of the DoD Detainee Task Force. We

conducted reviews ofmultiple classified and unclassified docwnents generated by 000

and other sources.

Our staffhas met and communicated with representatives of the International Committee

. of the Red Cross and with the Human Rights Executive Directors' Coordinating Group.

It should be noted that information provided to the Panel was that available as ofmid

August 2004. If additional infurmation becomes available, lbe Panel's judgments might

be revised.
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The date September II, 2001, marked an historic juncture in America's collective sense

ofsecority. On that day our presumption ofinvn1nerability was irretrievably shatiered.

Over the last decade, the military has been called upon to establish and maintain the

peace in Bosnia and Kosovo, eject the Taliban from Afghanis~ defeat the Iraqi Army,

and fight ongQing insurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan. Elsewhere it has been called

upon to confront geographically dispersed terrorists who would threaten America's right

to political sovereigoty and our right to live free of fear.

In waging the Global War on Terror, the military confronts a far wider range of threats.

In Iraq and Afghanistan, U.S. forces are fighting diverse enemies with varying ideologies,

goals and capabilities. American soldiers and their coalition partners have defeated the

annored divisions of the Republican Guard, but are still under attack by forces using

autOmatic rifles, rocket-propelled grenades, roadside bombs and surfaee-to-air missiles.

We are not simply fighting the remnants ofdying regimes or opponents of the local

governments and coalition forces assisting those governments, but multiple enemies

including indigenous and international terrorists. This complex operational environment

requires soldiers capable of conducting traditional stability operations associated with

peacekeeping tasks one moment and fighting force-on-force engagements nonnally

.associated with war-fighting the next moment.

Warfare under the conditions described inevitably generates detainees--enemy

combatants, opportunists, trouble-makers, saboteurs, common criminals, fonner regime

officials and some innocents as well. These people must be carefully but humanely

processed to sort out those who remain dangerous or possess militarily-valuable

intelligence. Such processing presents extraordinarily formidable logistical,

administrative, secwity and legal problems eompletely apart from the technical obstacles

posed by communicating with prisoners in another language and extracting actionable

intelligence from them in timely fashion. These activities, called detention operations,
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are a vital part ofan expeditionary anny's responsibility, but they depend upon training,

skills, and attributes not normally associated with soldiers in combat units.

Military interrogators and military police, assisted by froitt-line tactical units, found

themselves engaged in detention operations with detention procedures still steeped in the

methods ofWorld War II and the Cold War, when those we expected to capture on the

battlefield were generally a homogenous group of enemy soldiers. Yet this is a new form

ofwar, not at alllik:e Desert Stann nor even analogous to Vietnam or Korea.

General Abizaid himselfbest articulated the current nature of combat in testimony before

the U.S. Senate Armed Services Comrnitteeon May.19, 2004:

Our enemies are in a unique position, and they are a unique brand ofideologica1
extremists whose vision of the world is best SuInmed up by how the Taliban ran
Afghanistan. Ifthey can outlast us in Afghanistan and undennine the legitimate
government there, they'll once again fill up the seats at the soccer stadium and
force people to watch executions. If, in Iraq, the culture of intimidation practiced
by our enemies is allowed to win, the mass graves will fill again. Our enemies kill
without remorse, they challenge our Wl1l through the careful manipulation of
propaganda and information, they seek safe havens in ordei- to develop weapons
ofmass destroction that they will use against us when they are ready. Their
targets are not Kabul and Baghdad, but places like Madrid and LOndon and New
York. While we can't be defeated militarily, we're not going to win this thing
militarily alone.... AB we fight this most unconventional war of this new century,
we must be patient and courageous.

In Iraq the U.S. commanders were slow to recognize and adspt to the insurgency that

erupted in the summer and fall of2003. Military police and interrogators who had

previous experience in the Balkans, Guantanamo and Afghanistan found themselves,

along with increasing numbers ofless-experienced troops, in the midst ofdetention

operations in Iraq the likes ofwbich the Department ofDefense had not foreseen. As

Combined Joint Task Force-7 {CITF-7) began detaining thousands ofIraqis snspected of
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invo.1vement in or having knowledge of the insurgency, the problem quickly surpassed

the capacity of the staff to deal with and the wherewithal to contain it

Line units conducting raids found themselves seizing specifically targeted persons, so

designated by military intelligence; bu~ lacking interrogators and interpreters to make

precise distinctions in an alien culture and bostile neighborboods, they reverted to

rounding up any and all suspicious-looking persons--all too often including women and

children. The flood ofincoming detainees contrasted sharply with the trickle ofreleased

individuals. Processing was overWhelmed. Some detainees at Abu Ghraib had been held

90 days before being interrogated for the first time.

Many interrogators, already"in short supply from major reductions during the post~Cold

War drawdown, by this time, were on their second or: third combat tour. Unit cohesion

and morale were largely absent as under~strength compames and battalions from across

the United States and Germany were deployed piecemeal and stitched together in a losing

race to keep up with the rapid influx ofvast numbers of detainees.

As the insurgency reached an initial peak in the fall of2003, many military policemen

from the Reserves who had been activated shortly after September II, 2001 had reached

the mandatory two-year limit on their mobilization time. Consequently, the ranks of

soldiers having custody ofdetainees in Iraq fell to about half strength as MPs were

ordered home by higher headquarters.

Some individuals seized the opportunity provided by this environment to give vent to

latent sadistic urges. Moreover, many well-intentioned professionals, attempting to

resolvethe inherent moral conflict between using harsh tecluriques to gain information to

save lives and treating detainees hwnane1y, found themselves in uncharted ethical

ground, with frequently changing guidance from above. Some stepped over the line of

humane treatment accidentally; some did so knowingly. Some of the abusers believed

other governmental agencies were conducting interrogations using harsher techniques
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. than allowed by the Anny Field Manual 34-52, a perception leading to the beliefthat

such methods were condoned In nearly 10 percent of the cases of alleged abuse, the

chain of command ignored reports ofthose allegations. More than once a commander

was complicit.

The requirements for successful detainee operations following major combat operations

were known by U.S. forces in Iraq. After Operations Enduring Freedom and earlier

phases of Iraqi Freedom, severa1lessons learned were captured in official reviews and

were available on-line to any authorized military user. These lessons included the need

for doctrine tailored to enable police and interrogators to work together effectively; the

need for keeping MP and MI units manned at levels sufficient to the task; and the need

for MP and MI units to belong to the same tactical command. However, there is no

evidence that those responsible for planning and executing detainee operations, in the

phase of the Iraq campaign following the major combat operations, availed themselves of

these "lessons learned" in a timely fashion.

Judged in a broader context, U.S. detention operations were both traditional and new.

They·were traditional in that detainee operations were a part of all past conflicts. They

were new in that the Global War on Terror and the insurgency we are facing in Iraq

present a much more complicated detainee population.

Many ofAmerica's enemies, including those in Iraq and Afghanistan, bave the ability to

conduct this new kind ofwarfare, often referred to as "asynunetric" warfare.

Asymmetric warfare can be viewed as attempts to circumvent or wulennine a superior,

conventional strength, while exploiting its weaknesses using methods the superior force

neither can defeat nor resort to itself. Small unconventional forces can violate a state's

security without any state support or affiliation whatsoever. For this reason, many tenus

in the orthodox lexicon ofwar-e.g., ~ate sovereignty, national borders, unifonned

combatants, declarations ofwar, and even war itself, are not tenus terrorists

acknowledge.

30



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 85

THE CHANGI.NG THREAT

Today, the power to wage war can rest in the hands of a few dozen highly motivated

people with cell phones and access to the Internet. Going beyond simply terrorizing

individual civilians, certain insurgent and terrorist organizations represent a higher level

of threat. characterized by an ability and willingness to violate the political sovereignty

and territorial integrity of sovereign nations.

Essential to defeating terrorist and insurgent threats is the ability to locate cells, kill or

detain key leaders, and interdict operational and financial networks. However, the

smallness and wide dispersal of these enemy assets make it problematic to focus on

signal and imagery intelligence as we did in the Cold War, Desert St011I4 and the first

phase ofOperation Iraqi Freedom. The ability of terrorists and insurgents to blend into

the civilian population further decreases their vulnerability to signal and imagery

intelligence. Thus, infonnation gained from human sources, whether by spying or

interrogation, is essential in narrowing the field upon which other intelligence gathering

resources may be applied. In sum, human intelligence is absolutely necessary, not just to

fill these gaps in information derived from other sources, but also to provide clues and

leads for the other sources to exploit

Military police fimctioos most also adapt to this new kind ofwarfare. In addition to

organizing more units capable ofhandling theater-level detention operations, we must

also organize those units, so they are able to deal with the heightened threat enviromnent.

In this new fonn ofwarfare, the distinction between front and rear becomes more fluid.

All forces must continuously prepare for combat operations.

31



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 86

INDEPENDENT PANEL TO REvIEW 000 DETENTION OPERATIONS

32



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 87

THE POLICY PROMULGATION PROCESS

Although there were a number of contributing causes for detainee abuses, policy

processes were inadequate or-deficient in certain respects at various levels: Department of

Defense (DoD), CENTCOM, Coalition Forces Land Component Command (CFLCC),

CJTF-7, and the individual holding faci1i.ty or prison. In pursuing the question of the

extent to which policy processes at the DoD or national level contributed to abuses, it is

important to begin with policy development as individuals in Afghanistan were first

being detained in November 2001. The first detainees arrived at Guantanamo in January

2002.

In early 2002, a debate was ongoing in Washington on the application of treaties and laws

to at Qaeda and Taliban. The Department ofJustice, Office of Legal Counsel (OLC)

advised DoD General Counsel and the Counsel to the President that, among other things:

• Neither the Federal War Crimes Act nor the Geneva Conventions would apply to

the detention conditions ofal Qaeda prisoners,

• The President bad the authority to suspend the United States treaty obligations

applying to Afghanistan for the duration ofthe conflict should he detennine

Afghanistan to be a failed state,

• The President could find that the Taliban"did Dot qualitY for Enemy Prisoner of

War (EPW) status under Geneva Convention IlL

The Attorney General and the Counsel to the President, in part relying on the opinions of

OLe, advised the President to determine the Geneva Conventions did not apply to the

contlict with al Qaeda and the Taliban. The Panel understands DoD General Counse1's

position was consistent with the Attorney General's and the Counsel to the President's

position. Earlier, the Department ofState had argued that the Geneva Conventions in

their traditional application provided a sufficiently robust legal construct under which the

Global War on Terror could effectively he waged.
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The Legal Advisor to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff and many service lawyers

agreed with the State Department's initial position. They were concerned that to

conclude otherwise would be inconsistent with past practice and policy, jeopardize the

United States armed forces personnel. and undennine the United States military culture

which is based on a strict adherence to the law ofwar. At the February 4, 2002 National

Security Council meeting to decide this issue, the Department of State, the Department of

Defense, and the Chairman ofthe Joint Chiefs ofStaffwere in agreement that all

detainees would get the treatment they are (or'would be) entitled to under the Geneva

Conventions.

On February 7,2002, the President issned bis decision memorandum (see Appendix B).

The memorandum stated the Geneva Conventions did not apply to at Qaeda and therefore

they were not entitled to prisoner ofwar status. It also stated the Geneva Conventions

did apply to the Taliban but the Taliban combatants were not entitled to prisoner ofwar

status as a result oftheir failure to conduct themselves in accordance with the provisions

ofthe Geneva Conventions. The President's memorandum also stated: «As a matter of

policy, United States Armed Forces shall continue to treat detainees humanely and, to the

extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a manner consistent with the

principles of Geneva."

Regarding the applicability of the Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel Inhumane

or Degrading Treatment, the OLC opined on August 1, 2002 that interrogation methods

that comply with the relevant domestic law do not violate the Convention. It held that

only the most extreme acts, that were specifically intended to inflict severe pain and

torture, would be in violation; lesser acts might be "cruel, inhumane, or degrading" but

would not violate the Convention Against Torture or domestic statutes. The OLe

memorandum went on to say, as Commander in Chief exercising his wartime powers, the

President could even authorize torture, ifhe so decided.
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Reacting to tenacious resistance by some detainees to existing interrogation methods,

which were essentially limited to those in Anny Field Mannal34-52 (see Appendix E),

Guantanamo authorities in October 2002 requested approval ofstrengthened counter

interrogation techniques to increase the"intelligence yield from interrogations. This

request was accompanied by a recommended tiered list oftechniques, with the proviso

that the harsher Category III methods (see Appendix E) could be used only on

"exceptionally resistant detainees" and with approval by higher headquarters.

This Guantanamo initiative resulted in a December 2, 2002 decision by the Secretary of

Defense authorizing, "as a matter ofpolicy," the use of Categories I and IT and only one

techniqne in category Ill: mild, non-injurious physical contact (see Appendix E). As a

result ofconcern by the Navy General Counsel, the Secretary ofDefense rescinded his

December approval of all Category II techniques plus the one from Category ill on

Jannary 15, 2003. This essentially returned interrogation techniques to FM 34-52

guidance. He also stated ifany ofthe methods from Categories II and III were deemed

warranted, permission for their use should b~ requested from him (see Appendix E).

The Secretary ofDefense directed the DoD General Counsel to establish a working group

to study interrogation techniques. The working group was headed by Air Force General

Counsel Mary Walker and included wide membership from across the military, legal and

intelligence communities. The working group also relied heavily on the OLe. The

working group reviewed 35 techniques, and after a very expansive debate, ultimately

recommended 24 to the Secretary ofDefense. The study led to the Secretary's

promulgation on April 16, 2003 ofthe list ofapproved 'techniques. Hismemorandwn

erophasized appropriate safeguards should be in place and, further, "Use ofthese

techntques is limited to interrogations ofunlawfUl combatants held at Guantanamo Bay,

Cuba." He also stipulated that four of the techniques should be used only in case of

military necessity and that he should be so notified in advance. Ifadditional techniqnes

were deemed essential, they should be requeSted in writing, with "recommended

safeguards and rationale for applying with an identified detainee,"
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In the initial development of these Secretary ofDefense policies, the legal resources of

the Services' Judge Advocates and General Counsels were not utilized to their fullest

potential. Had the Secretary ofDefense bad the benefit ofa wider range nflegal opinions

and a more robust debate regarding detainee policies and operations, his policy ofApril

16, 2003 might well have been developed and issued in early December 2002. This

could have avoided the policy changes which cha:racterized the December 2, 2002 to

April 16, 2003 period.

It is clear that pressure for additional intelligence and the more aggressive methods

sanctioned by the Secretary ofDefense memorandum resulted in stronger interrogation

techniques. They did contribute to a belief that stronger interrogation methods were

needed and appropriate in their treatment ofdetainees. At Guailtanamo, the interrogators

used those additional techniques with only tw~rdetainees, gaining important and time

urgent infonnation in the process.

In Afghanistan, from the war's ineeption through the end of 2002, all forces used

FM 34-52 as a baseline for interrogation techniques. Nonetheless, more aggressive

interrogation ofdetainees appears to bave baen ongoing. On January 24, 2003, in

response to a data call from the Joint Staff to facilitate the Secretary ofDefense--directed

Working Group efforts, the Commander Joint Task Force-ISO forwarded a list of

techniques being used in Mghanistan. including some not explicitly set out in FM 34-52.

These techniques were included in a Special Operations Forces (SOF) Standard

Operating Procedures document poblisbed in February 2003. The 519'" Military

Intelligence Battalion, a Company ofwhich was later sent to Iraq, assisted in

interrogations in support ofSOF and was fully aware of their interrogation techniques.

In 1Iaq, the operational order from CENTCOM provided the standard PM 34-52

interrogation procedures would be used. Given the greatly different situations in

AEglumistan and Iraq" it is not swprising there ""ere differing CENTCOM policies for the
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two countries. In light ofongoing hostilities that monopolized commanders' attention in

Iraq, it is also not unexpected the detainee issues were not given a higher priority.

Interrogators and lists of techniques circulated from Guantanamo and Afghanistan to

Iraq. During July and August 2003, a Company of the 519th MI Battalion was sent to the

Abu Ghraib detentioo fucility to cooduct interrogation operations. Absent guidance other

than FM 34-52, the officer in charge prepared draft interrogation guidelines that were a

near copy of the Standard Operating Procedure created by SOF. It is important to note

that techniques effective under carefully controlled conditions at Guantanamo became far

more problematic when they migrated and were not adequately safeguarded.

In August 2003, MG Geoffrey Miller arrived to conduct an assessment ofDoD

counterterrorism interrogation and detention operations in Iraq. He was to discuss

current theater ability to -exploit internees rapidly for actionable intelligence. He brought

to Iraq the Secretary of Defense's April 16, 2003 policy guidelines for Gnantanamo

which he reportedly gave to CJTF-7 as a potential model-recommending a command

wide policy be established. He noted, however, the Geneva Conventions did apply to

Iraq. In addition to these various printed sources, there was also a store ofcommon lore

and practice-within the interrogator community circulating through Guantanamo,

Afghanistan and elsewhere.

At the operational level, in the absence ofmore specific guidance from CENTCOM,

interrogators in Iraq relied on FM 34-52 and on unauthorized techniques that had

migrated from Afghanistan. On Septerober 14, 2003, Commander CJTF-7 sigued the

theater"s first policy on interrogation which contained elements of the approved

Guantanamo policy and elements ofthe SOF policy._ Policies approved for use on

al Qaeda and Taliban detainees who were not afforded the protection ofEPW status

~er the Geneva Conventions now applied to detainees who did fall under the Geneva

Convention protections. CENTCOM disapproved the September 14. 2003 policy

resulting in another policy signed on October 12, 2003 which essentially mirrored the
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outdated 1987 version of the FM 34-52. The 1987 version, however, authorized

interrogators to control all aspects ofthe interrogation, '~o include lighting and heating,

as well as food. clothing, and shelter given to detainees." 1bis was specifically left out of

the 1992 version, which is currently in use. This clearly led to confusion on what

practices were acceptable. We cannot be sure how much the number and severity of

abuses would have been curtailed had there been early and consistent guidance from

higher levels. Nonetheless. such guidance was needed and likely would have had a

limiting effect.

At Abu Ghraib. the JonesIFay investigation concluded that !'AI professionals at the prison

level shared a "major part of the culpabilitY· for the abuses. Some ofthe abuses occurred

during interrogation. As these interrogation techniques-exceeded parameters of

PM 34-52, no training had been developed. Absent training, the interrogators used their

own initiative to implement the new techniques. To what extent the same situation

existed at other prisons is unclear, but the widespread nature of abuses warrants an

assumption that at least the understanding of interrogations policies was itiadequate. A

host ofother possible contributing factors, such as training, leadership. and the generally

chaotic situation in the prisons, are addressed elsewhere in this report.
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PUBLIC RELEASE OF ABUSE PHOTOS

In any large bureaucracy, good news travels up the chain ofconnnand quicklY; bad news

generally does not. In the case ofthe abuse photos from Abu Ghraih, concerns about

command influence on an ongoing investigation may have impeded notification to s~nior

officials.

Chronology of Events

On JanuarY 13, 2004, SPC Daroy gave Army criminal investigators a copy of a CD

containing abuse photo~ he had taken from SPC Graner's computer. CJTF-7,

CENTCOM, the Chairman ofthe Joint Chiefs of Staffand the Secretary ofDefeose were

all infonned of the issue. LTG Sanchez promptly asked for an outside investigation, and

MG Taguba was appointed as the investigating officer. The officials who saw the photos

on January 14, 2004, not realizing their likely significance. did not recommend the Photos

be shown to more senior officials. A CENTCOM press release in Baghdad on January

16,2004 announced there was an ongoing investigation into reported- incidents of

detainee abuse at a Coalition Forces detention facility.

An interim report ofthe investigation was provided to CJTF-7 and CENTCOM

. commanders in mid-March 2004. It is unclear whether they saw the Abu Ghrnib photos,

but their impact was not appreciated by either of these officers or their staffofficers who

may have seen the photographs, as indicated. by the failure to transmit them in a timely

fashion to more senior officials. When LTG Sanchez received the Taguba report, .he

immediately requested an investigation into the possible involvement ofmilitary

intelligence personnel. He told the panel that he did not request the photos be

disseminated beyond the criminal investigative process because commanders are

prohibited from interfering with, or inflUCDCing. active investigations. In mid-April, LTG

McKiernan, the appointing official, reported the investigative results through his chain of
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command to the Department of the Army. the Army Judge Advocate General. and the

U.S. Army Reserve Command. LTG McKiernan advised the panel that he did not send a

copy of the report to th,e Secretary ofDefense. but forwarded it through his chain of

command. Again the reluctance to move bad news farther up the chain of command

probably was a factor impeding notification of the Secretary ofDefense.

Given this situation, GEN Richard Myers. the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs ofStaff: was

unprepared in April 2004 wheo he learned the photos ofdetainee abuse were to be aired

in a CBS broadcast. The planned release coincided with particularly intens~ fighting by

Coalition forces in Fallujah aad Najaf. After a discussiou with GEN Abizaid, GEN

Myers asked CBS to delay the broadcast out of concern the lives ofthe Coalition soldiers

and the hostages in Iraq would be fin1her endangered. The story ofthe abuse itselfwas

already public. Nonetheless. both GEN Abizaid and OEN Myers understood the pictures

would have an especially explosive impact around the world.

Informing Senior Officials

Given the magnitude of this problem, the Secretary ofDefense and other senior DoD

officials need a more effective information pipeline to inform them ofhigh-profile

.incidents which may have a significant adverse impact on DoD operations. Had such a

pipeline existed, it could have provided an accessible and efficient tool for field·

commanders to apprise higher headquarters, the Joint Chiefs ofStaff, and the Office of

the Secretary ofDefense; ofactua1 or developing situations which might hinder, impede.

or undermine U.S. operations and initiatives. Such a system could have equipped senior

. spokesmen with the known facts of the situation from all DoD elements involved.

Finally, it would have allowed for senior official preparation and Congressional

~otification.
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Such a procedure would make it possible for a. field-level command or staffag~cy to

alert others of the situation and forward the information to senior officials. 'This would

not have been an unprecedented occurrence. For example, in December 2002, concerned

Naval Criminal Investigative Setvice agents drew attention to the potential for abuse at

Guantanamo. Those individuals had direct access to the highest levels ofleadersbip and

were able to get that information to senior levels without encumbrance. While a

corresponding flow ofinformation might not have prevented the abuses from occurring,

the Office ofthe Secretary of Defense would have been alerted to a festering issue,

allowing for an early and appropriate response.

Another example is the Air Force Executive Issues Team. This office has fulfilled the

special information pipeline function for the Air Force since February 1998. The team

chief and team members are higbly trained and experienced field grade officers drawn

from a variety ofduty assignments. The team members have access to information flow

across all levels ofcommand·and staff and are continually'engaging and building contacts

to facilitate the information flow. The information flow tG the team runs parallel and

complementary to standard reporting channels in order to avoid bypassing the chain of

conunand but yet ensures a rapid and direct flow ofrelevant information to Air Force

Headquarters.

A proper, transparent posture in getting the facts "and fixing the problem would have

better enabled the DoD to deal with the damage to the mission of the U.S. in the region

and to the reputation ofthe u.s. military.
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Although the most e!iegious instaneesofdetainee "abuse were caused by the aberrant

behavior ofa limited number of soldiers and the predilections of the non-commissioned

officers on the night shift ofTier lat Abu Gbraib, the Independent Panel finds that

commanding officers and their staffs at various levels failed in their duties and that such

failures contributed directly or indirectly to detainee abuse. Commanders are responsible

for all their units do or fail to do, and should be held accountable for their action or

inaction. Command failures were compounded by poor advice provided by staffofficers

with responsibility for overseeing battlefield functions related to detention and

~terrogationopenUions. Military and civilian leaders at the Department of Defense

share this burden of responsibility.

Commanders

The Panel finds that the weak and ineffectua1leadership of the Commanding General of

the 800" MP Brigade and the Conunanding Officer of the 205" MI Brigade allowed the

abuses at Abu Ghraib. There were serious lapses of leadership in both units from junior

non-commissioned officers to battalion and brigade levels. The commanders ofboth

brigades either knew, or should have known, abuses were taking place ~d taken

measures to prevent them. The Panel finds no evidence that organizations above the

8ooth :MP Brigade- or the"20Sth MI Brigade-level were directly involved in the incidents

at Abu Ghraib. Accordingly, the Panel concurs in the judgment and recommendations of

MGTagoba, MG Fay, LTG Jones, LTG Sanchez, LTG McKiernan, General Abizaid and

General Kern. regarding the commanders of these two units: The Panel expec1;s

disciplinary action may be forthcoming.
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The Independent Panel concurs with the findings ofMG Taguba regarding the Director

of the Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center (JIDC) at Abu Ghraib. Specifically, the

Panel notes that MG Taguba concluded that the Director, JIDC made material

misrepresentations to MG Taguba's investigating team. The panel finds that he failed to "

properly train and control his soldiers and failed to ensure prisoners were afforded the

protections under the relevant Geneva Conventions. The Panel concurs"with MG

Taguba's recommendation that he be relieved for cause and given a letter ofreprimand

and notes that disciplinary action may be pending against this officer.

The Independent Panel concurs with the findings ofMO Taguba regarding the

Connnander of the 320th MP Battalion at Abu Ghrlllb. Specifically, the Panel fioda that

he failed to ensure that his subordinates were properly trained and supervised and thathe

failed to establish and enforce basic soldier standards, proficiency and accouotability. He

was not able to organize tasks to accomplish his mission in an appropriate manner. By

not communicating standards, policies and plans"to soldiers, he conveyed a sense oftacit

approval·of abusive behavior towards prisoners and a lax. and dysfunctional command

clintate took hold. The Panel concurs with MG Tagoba's reconuuendation that he be

relieved from command, be given a General Officer Memorandum ofreprimand, and be

removed from the ColoneUQ..6 promotion list

The Indepeedenl Panel finds that BG Karpinski's leadership failures helped set the

conditionS at the prison which led to the abuses, including her failure to establish

appropriate standard operating procedures (SOPs) and to enaure the relevant Geneva

Conventions protections were afforded prisoners, as well as her failure to take

appropriate actions regarding ineffective commanders and staffofficers. The Panel notes

the conclusion ofMG Taguba that she made material misrepresentations to his

investigating lellln regarding the frequency ofher visits to Abu Ghraib. The Panel

concurs with MG Taguba's recommendation that BO Karpinski be relieved of command

and given a G<meral Officer Letter ~fReprimand.
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Although LTG Sanchez had tasks more urgent than dealing person3lly with command

and resource deficiencies and allegations of abuse at Abu Ghraib, he should have ensured

his staffdealt wi~ the command and resource problems. He should have assured that

urgent demands were placed for appropriate support and resources through Coalition

Forces Land Component Command (CFLCC) and CENTCOM to the Joint Chiefs of

Staff. He was responsible for establishing the confused command relationship at the Abu

Ghraib prison. There was no clear delineation ofcommand responsibilities between the

320" MP Battalion and the 205" MJ Brigade. The situation was exacerbated by CJTF-7

Fragmentary Order (FRAGO) 1108 issued on November 19, 2003 that appointed the

commander of the 205th MI Brigade as the base commander for Abu Ghraib, including

_responsibility for the support ofall MPs assigned to the prison. In addition to being

contrary to existing doctrine, there is no ev'idencethe details ofthis~and

relationship were effectively coordinated or implemented by the leadet:S at Abu Ghraib.

The unclear chain ofcommand established by CITF-7, combined with the poor

leadership and lack ofsupervision, contributed to the atmosphere at Abu Ghraib that

allowed the abuses to take place.

The unclear COII)1lland structure at Abu Ghraib was further exacerbated by the confused

command relationship up, the chain. The SOOth MP Brigade was initially assigned to the

Central Command's Combined Forces Land Component Commander (CFLCC) during

the major combat phase ,ofOperation Iraqi Freedom.' When CFLCC left the theater and

returned to Fort McPherson Georgia, CENTCOM established Combined Joint Task

For.".Seven (CJTF-7). While the 800" MP Brigade remained assigned to CFLCC, it

essentially worked for CJTF-7. LTG Sanchez delegated respon~bility for detention

operations to his -Deputy, MG Wojdakowski. At the same time, intelligence personnel at

Abu Ghrsib reported through the CJTF-7 C-2, Director for Intelligence. These

arrangements had the damaging result that no single individual was responsible for

overseeing operations at the prison.
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The Panel endorses the disciplinary actiOl1ll already taken, although we believe

LTG Sanchez should have takeu more forceful action in November when he fully

comprehended the depth ofthe lesdership problems at Abn Ghraib. His apparent attempt

to mentor BG Karpinski, though well-intended, was insufficient in a~mbat zone in the

midst of a serious aJid growing insurgency.

The creation of the Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center (JIDC) at Abu Ghraib was

not an unusual organizational approach. The problem is, as the Army Inspector General

assessment revealed, joint doctrine for the conduct of interrogation operations contains

inconsistent guidance, particularly with regard to addressing the issue of the appropriate

command relationships governing the operation ofsuch organizations as a lIDC. Based

on the findings ofthe Fay, Jones and Church investigations, SOUTHCOM and

CENTCOM were able to develop effective command relationships for such centers at

Guantanarno and in Afghanistan, but CENTCOM and CITF-7 failed to do so for the

HDC at Abu Ghraib.

Staff Office...

While staffofficers have no command responsibilities, they are responsible for providing

oversight, advice and counsel to their commanders. Staffoversight ofdetention and

interrogation operations for CJTF..7 was dispersed among the principal and special staff.

The lack ofone person on the staff to oversee detention operations and facilities

complicated effective and efficient coordination among the staff.
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The Panel finds the following:

• The CJTF.7 Deputy Commander failed to initiate action to r~uest additional

military police for detention operations after it became clear that there were

insufficient assets in Iraq.

• The CJTF-7 C-2, Director for Intelligence failed to advise the commander

properly on directives and policies needed for the operation of the HOC, for

interrogation techniques and for appropriately monitoring the activities ofOther

Government Agencies (OGAs) within the Joint Area ofOperations.

• The CJTF-7 Staff Judge Advocate failed to initiate an appropriate response to the

November 2003 ICRC report on the conditions at Abu Ghraib.

Failure ofthe Combataut Command to Adjust the Plan

Once it became clear in July 2003 there was a major insurgency growing in Iraq and the

relatively benign environment projected for Iraq was not materializing, senior leaders

should have adjusted the plan from what had been asswned to be a stability operation and

a benign handoffofdetention operations to the Iraqis. Ifcommanders and staffs at the

operational level had been more adaptive in the face of changing conditions, a different

approach to detention operations could have been developed by October 2003, as

difficulties with the basic plan were readily apparent by that time. Responsible lesders

who could have set in motion the development ofa more effective alternative course of

action extend up the command chain (and staff), to include the Director for Operations,

Combined Joint Task Force 7 (CJTF-7); Deputy Commanding General, CfrF-7;

Commander CJTF-7; Deputy Commander for Support, CFLCC; Cummander, CFLCC;

Director for OperatiooS; Central CulllUland (CENTCOM); Commander, CENTCOM;

Director for Operations. Joint Staff; the Chainnan ofthe Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the

Office of the secretary ofDefense. In most cases these were errors ofomission, but they

were errors that should not go unnoted.
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There was ample evidence in both Joint and Army lessons learned that planning for

detentiOn operations for Iraq required alternatives to standard doctrinal approaches.

Reports from experiences in Operation Enduring Freedom and at Guantanamo had

already recognized the inadequacy ofcurrent doctrine for the detention mission and the

need for augmentation ofboth MP and MI units with experienced oonfinement officers

and interrogators. Previous experience also supported the likelihood that detainee

population numbers would grow beyond planning estimates. The relationship between

!vIP and MI personnel in the conduct of interrogations also demanded close, continuous

coordination rather than remaining compartmentalized. "Lessons learned" also reported

the value ofestablishing a clear chain ofoonunand subordinating MP and MI to a Joint

Task Force or Brigade Commander. This oommander would be in charge of all aspects

ofboth detention and interrogations just as tactical combat forces are subordinated to a

single commander. The planners had only to search the lessons learned databases

(available on-line in military networks) to find these planning insights. Nevertheless,

CENTCOM's October 2002 planning annex for detention operations reflected a

traditional doctrinal methodology.

The change'in the character ofthe struggle signaled by the sudden spike in l!.S.

casualties in June, July and August 2003 should have prompted consideration ofthe need

for additional MP assets. GEN Abizaid himself signaled a change in operations when. he

publicly declared in July that CENTCOM was now dealing with a growing 'insurgency,"

a term governm~tofficials had previously avoided in characterizing the war. Certainly

by October and November when the fighting reached a new peak, commanders and staffs

from CJTF-7 all the way to CENTCOM and the Joint Chiefs of Staffknew by then the

serious deficiencies of the 800th :MP Brigade and should have at least considered

reinforcing the troops for detention operations. Reservists, some ofwhom had been first

mobilized shortly after September II, 2001, began reaching a two-year mobilization

commitment. which, by law, mandated their redeployment and deactivation.
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There was not much the BOO" MP Brigade (an Army Reserve unit), conld do to delay the

loss of those soldiers" and there was no individual replacetn~t system or a unit

replacement plan. The MP Brigade was totally dependent on higher headquarters to

initiate action to alleviate the persormel crisis. The brigade was duly reporting readiness

shortfalls through appropriate channels. However. its commanding general was

emphasizing these shortfi<11s in personal communications with CJTF-7 connnanders and

staff as opposed to CFLCC. Since the brigade was assigned to CFLCC, but under the

Tactical Control (TACON) ofCJTF-7, her communications shonld been with CFLCC.

The respo~e from CJTF-7's Commander and Deputy Commanderwas that the 800th MP

Brigade had sufficient personnel to accomplish its mission and that it needed to reallocate

its available soldiers among the dozen or more detention facilities it was operating in

Iraq. However, the Panel found the further deterioration in the,readiness condition of the

brigade ,honld have been recognized by CFLCC and CENTCOM by late summer 2003.

This led the Panel to conclude that CJTF-7, CFLCC and CENTCOM failure to request

additional forces was an avoidable error.

The Joint Staffrecognized intelligence collection from detainees in Iraq needed

improvement. This was their rationale for sending'MG Miller from Guantanamo to assist

CJTF~7 with intetrogation operations. However, the Joint Staffwas not paying sufficient

attention to evidence ofbroader readiness issues associated with both MP, and MI

resources.

We note that CJTF-7 Headquarters was never fully resourced to meet the size and

complexity ofits mission. The loint Staff, CJTF-7 and CENTCQM took too long to

finaJize the Joint Manning Document (JMD) which was not finally approved until

December 20OJ-six months into the insurgency. At one point. CJTF-7 Headquarters

had only 495 of the 1,400 personnel authorized. The command was burdened with

additional complexities associated with its mlssion to support the Coalition Provisional"

Authority.
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Finally, the Joint Stafffailed to recognize the implications of the deteriorating manning

levels in the SOOth MP Brigade; the absence ofcombat equipment among detention

elements ofMP units operating in a combat zone; and the indications ofdeteriorating

mission performance among military intelligence interrogators owing to the stress of

repeated combat deployments.

When CJTF-7 did realize the magnitude of the detention problem, it requested an

assistance visit 'by the Provost Marshal General of the Anny, MG Ryder. There seemed

to be some miSlUlderstanding of the CJTF-7 intent, however, since MG Ryder viewed his

visit primarily as an assessment ofhow to transfer the detention program to the Iraqi

prison system.

In retrospect, several options for addressing the detention operations challenge were

available. CJTF-7 could have requested a change in command relationships to place the

800" MP Brigade under Operational Control of CITF-7 rather than Tactical Control.

This would have permitted the Conanander ofCITF-7 to reallocate tactiea\ assets under

his control to the detention mission. While other Military Police units in Iraq were

already fully committed to higher-priority combat and combat support missions, such as

convoy escort, there were non-MP units that could have been reassigned to help in the

conduct ofdetention operations. For example, an artillery brigade was tasked to operate

the CITF-7 Joint Visitors Center in Baghdad. A similar tasking could have provided

additional troop strength to assist the 800" MP Brigade at Abu Ghraib.Such a shift

would have supplied valuable experienced sergeants, captains and lieutenant colonels

sorely laclcing in both the MI and MP units at Abu Gbraib. A similar effect could have

been achieved by CENTCOM assigning USMC, Navy and Air Force MP and security

units to operational control ofCJTF-7 fur the detention operations mission.

Mobilization and deployment ofadditional forces from CONUS was also a feasible

option. A system is in place for commands such as CJTF-7, C~LCc, and CENTCOM to

submit a fonnal Request for Forces (RFF). Earlier, CJTF-7 had submitted a RFF for an
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additional Judge Advocate organization, but CENTCOM would not furward it to the

Jnint Chiefs ofStaff. Perhaps this experience made CJTF-? reluctant to submit a RFF for

MP units, but there· is no evidence that any ofthe responsible officers consider"ed any

option other than the response given to BG Karpinski to '"wear her stars" and. reallocate

personnel among her already over-stretched units.

Whileit is the responsibility ofthe JeS and services to provide adequate numbers of

appropriately trained personnel for missions such as the detention operations in Iraq. it is

the responsibility of the combatant commander to organize those forces in a manner to

achieve mission success. The U.S. experience in the conduCt ofpost-conflict stability

operations has been limited, but'the impact ofour failure to conduct proper detainee

operations in this case has been significant. Combatant commanders and their

subordinates must organize in a manner that affords unity ofcommand, ensuring

commanders work for commanders and not staff.

The fact that the detention operation mission for all of~ is now commanded by a 2-star

general who reports directly to the operstional conunander, and that 1,900 MPs, more

appropriately equipped for combat, now perform the mission once assigned to a single

under-strength, poorly trained, inadequately equipped, and weakly-led brigade, indicate

more robust options should have been considered sooner.

Finally, the panel notes the failure to report the abuses up the chain ofcommand in a

timely manner with adequate urgency. The abuses at Abu GhIaib were known and Under

investigation as early as January 2004. However, the gravity of the abuses was not

conveyed up the chain ofcommand to the Secretary of Defense. The Taguba report,

including the photographs, was completed in Mareb 2004. This rePort was transmitted to

LTG Sanchez and GEN Abizaid; however, it is unclear whether they ever saw the Abu

Ghraib pbotos. GEN Myers has stated he knew of the existence of the photos as early as

January 2004. Although the knowledge of the investigation into Abu Ghrm"b was widely

known, as we noted in the previous section, the impact of the photos was not appreciated
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by any ofthese officers as indicated by the failure to transmit them in a timely fashion to

officials at the Department ofDefense. (See Appendix A for the names ofpersons

associated with the positions cited in this section.)
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In Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan and Operntion Iraqi Freedom,

commanders should have paid greater attention to the relati<?oship between detainees and

military operations. The current doctrine and procedures for detaining personnel are

inadequate to meet the requirements ofthese conflicts. Due to the vastly different

circumstances in these conflicts, it should not be ~sing there were deficiencies in the

projected needs for militilry police forces. All the investigations the Panel reviewed

highlight the urgency to augment the prior way ofconducting detention operations. In

particular, the military police were not trained, organized, or equipped to meet the new

challenges.

The Army [G found moralew~ high and command climate was good throughout forces

deployed in Iraq and Afghanistan with one noticeable exception. Soldiers conducting

detainee operations in remote or dangerous locations_complained ofvery poor morale and

command climate due to the lack ofhigher command involvement and support and the

perception that their leaders did not care. At Abu Gbraib, in particular, there were many

serious problems, which could have been avoided, ifproper guidance. oversight and

. leadership had been provided.

Mobilization and Training

Mobilization and training inadequacies for the MP units occurred during the various

phases ofemploymtmt, beginning with peacetime training, activation. arrivai at the

mobiliz.ation site, deployment, arrival in theater and follow-on ~tions.
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Mobilization and Deployment

Problems generally began for the !viP units upon arrival at the mobilization sites. As one

commander stated, "Anything that could go wrong went wrong." Preparation was not

consistently applied to all deploying units, wasting time and duplicating efforts already

accomplished. Troop~ were separated from their equipment for excessive periods of

time. The flow of equipment,and personnel was not coordinated. The Commanding

General of the 800th !viP Brigade indicated the biggest problemw~ getting MPs and their

equipment deployed together. The unit could neither train at its stateside mobilization

site without its equipment nor upon arrival overseas, as two or three weeks could go by

before joining with its equipment. This resulted in assigning equipment and troops in ail

ad hoc manner with no regard to original unit It also resulted in assigning certain

companies that had not trained together in peacetime to battalion headquarters. The flow

offorces into theater was originally planned and assigned on the basis of the Time

Phased Force Deployment List (TPFDL). The TPFDL was soon scrapped, however, in

favor of individual unit deployment orders assigned by U.S. Anny Forces Command

based on unit readiness and personnel strength. MP Brigade connnanders did not know

who would be deployed next. This method resulted in a condition wherein a recently

arrived battalion headquarters would be assigned the next arriving MP companies,

regardless of their capabilities or any other prior command and training relationships.

Original projections called for approximately 12 detention facilities with a projection of

30,000 to 100,000 enemy prisoners ofwar. These large projections did not materialize.

In fact, the initial commanding general of the 800'" MP brigade, BG Hill, stated he had

more than enough MPs designated for the IntermnentIResett1ement (IIR-hereafter called

detention) mission at the end of the combat phase in Iraq. This assessment radically

changed following the major combat phase, when the 800'" moved to Baghdad beginning

in the summer of2D03 to assume the detention mission. The brigade was given

additional tasks assisting the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) in reconstructing the

Iraqi corrections system, a mission they had neither planned for nor anticipated.
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Inadequate Training for the Military Police Mission

Though some elements perfurmed better than others, geoerally training was inadequate.

The MP detention units did not receive detention-specific training during their

mobilization period, which was a critical deficiency. Detention training was ~nducted

for only two MP detention battalions, one in Afghanistan and elements of the other at

Camp Arifjan, Kuwait. The 800th MP Brigade, prior to deploymeot. bad planned fur a

major detention exercise during the summer of2002; however, this was cancelled due to

the activation ofmany individuals and units for Operation Noble Eagle following the

September II, 2001 attack. The Deputy Comrnaoder ofoue MP brigade stated ''training

at the mobilization site was wholly inadequate." In addition, there was no theater

specific training.

The Army Inspector General's investigators also found that training at the mobilization

sites failed to prepare units for conducting detention operations. Leaders of inspected

. reserve units stated in interviews that they did not receive a clear mission stawment prior

to mobilization and were not noti~edof their mission until after deploying. Personnel

interviewed described being placed immediately'in stressful situations in a detention

facility with thousands ofnon-compliant detainees and not being trained to handle them.

Units arriving in theater were given just a few days to conduct a handover from the

outgoing units. Once deployed. these newly arrived units had difficulty gaining access to

the necessary documentation on tactics, teclmiques, and procedures to train their

personnel on the MP essential tasks oftheir new mission. A prime example is that

relevant Army manuals and p~blicationswere available only on-line, but personnel did

not have access to computers or the Internet
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Force Structure Organization

The current military police organizational structure does not address the detention

mission on the nonlinear battlefield characteristic of the Global War on Terror.

Current Military Police Structure

The present U.S. Anny Reserve and Anny Natiooal Guard system worked well for the

1991 GulfWar for which large numbers ofreserve forces were mobilized, were

deployed, fought, and were quickly returned to the United States. These forces, however,

were not desigiled to maintain large numbers of troops at a high operational tempo for a

long period ofdeployment as has been the case in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Comments from conunanders and the various inspection reports indicated the current

force structure for the MPs is neither flexible enough to support the developing mission,

nor can it provide for the sustained detainee operations envisioned for the future. The

primary reason is that the present structure lacks sufficient numbers ofdetention

specialists. Currently, the Anny active component detention specialists are assigned in

.support ofthe Disciplinary Barracks and Regional ,Correctional Facilities in the United

States, all ofwhich are non-deployable.

New Force Structure Initiatives

Significant efforts are currently being made to shift more of the MP detention

requirements into the active force structure. The Army's force design for the future will

stan~edetention forces between active and reserve components and provide the

capability for the active component to immediately deploy detention companies.
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The Panel notes that the Mikolashek inspection found significant shortfalls in training

aDd force structure for field sanitation, prev:entive medicine and medical t::reatment

requirements for detainees.

Doctrine and Planning

Initial planning envisaged a conflict mirroring operation Desert Stormj approximately

100,000 enemy prisoners ofwar were forecast for the firs~ five days of the conflict. This

expectation did not materialize in the first phase of Operation Iraqi Freedom. As a result,

there were too many MP detention compames. The.reverse occurred in the second phase

of Iraqi Freedom. where the plan envisaged a reduced number of detention MPs on the

assumption the initi~ large numbers of enemy prisoners ofwar would already have been

processed out of the detention facilities. The result was that combat MPs were ultimately

reassigned to an unplanned detention mission.

The doctrine ofyesterday's battlefield does not satisfy the requkements oftoday's

conflicts. Current doctrine assumes a linear battlefield and is very clear for the handling

ofdetainees from the point ofcapture to the holding areas and eventually to the detention

facilities in the rear. However, Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom, both

occurring where there is no distinction between front and rear areas, forced organizations

to adapt tactics and procedures to address the resolting voids. Organizations initially

used standard operating procedures for collection points and detention facilities. These

procedures do not fit the new environment, generally because there are no safe areas

behind "friendly lines" - there are no friendly ljnes. The inapplicability of current

doctrine had a negative effect on accountability, security, safeguarding ofdetainees, and

intelligence exploitation. InStead ofcapturing and rapidly moving detainees to secure

colleiction points as prescribed by doctrine, units tended to retain the detainees and

attempted to exploit their tactical intelligencevalue without the required training or

infrastructure.
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Current doctrine specifies that line combat units hold detainees no longer than 12 - 24

hours to extract immediately useful intelligence. Nonetheless, the Army IG inspection

found detainees were routinely held up to n hours. For corps collection points, doctrine

specifies detainees be held no longer than three days; the Anny IG fowul detainees w.ere

held from 30 to 45 days.

Equipment Shortfalls

The current force structure for MP detention organizations does not provide sufficient

assets to meet the inherent force protection requirement on battlefields likely to be

characteristic of.the future. Detention facilities in the theater may have to be located in a

hostile combat zone, instead of the benign secure environment current doctrine presumes.

MP detention units will need to be equipped for combat. Lack ofcrew-served weapons,

e.g., machine guns and mortars, to counter external attacks resulted in casualties to the

detainee population as well-as to the friendly forces. Moreover, Anny-issued radios were

frequently inoperable and too few in number. In frustration, individual soldiers

purchased commercial radios from civilian sources. Tbis improvisation created an

unsecured communications environment that could be monitored by any hostile force

outside the detention facility.

Detention Operations and Accountability

Traditionally, militaIy police support the Joint Task Force (ITF) by undertaking

administrative processing ofdetention operations, thereby relieving the war-fighters of

concern over prisoners and civilian detainees. The handling ofdetainees is a tactical and

operational consideration the JTF addresses during planning to prevent combat forces

from being diverted to handle large numbers ofdetainees. Military police are structured,
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therefore. to facilitate the tempo of combat operations by providing for the quick

movement ofprisoners from the battle area to temporary holding areas and th~ce to

detention facilities.

However. the lack ofrelevant doctrine meant the design and operation of division,

battalion, and company collection points were improvised on an ad hoc basis, depending

on such immediate local factors as mission, troops available, weather, time, etc. At these

collection points. the SOPs the writs had prior to deployment were outdated or ill-suited

for the operating environment ofAfghanistan and Iraq. Tactical units found themselves

taking on roles in detainee operations never anticipated in their prior training. Such lack

ofproper skills had a negative effect on the inte~1igenceexploitation, security, and

safeguarding ofdetainees.

The initial point of capture may be at any time or place in a military operation. This is

the place where soldiers have the least control of the environment and where most contact

with the detainees occurs. It is also the place where, in or immediately after battle, abuse

may be most likely. And it is the place where the detainee. shocked by capture, may be

most likely to give information. As noted earlier, instead ofcapturing and rapidly

transporting detainees to collection points, battalions and companies were holding

detainees for excessive periods, even though they lacked the training. materiel, or

infrastructme for productive interrogation. The Naval 10 found that approximately one

tllird oflbe alleged incidents ofabjlSe occurred at Ibe point ofcapture.

Detention

The decision to use Abu Ghraib as the primary operational level detention facilitY_

happened by default. Abu Ghraib was selected b;y Ambassador-Bremer who envision~it

as a temporary facility to be used for criminal detainees untillhe new Iraqi government

could be established and an Iraqi prison established at another site. However, CJTF-7

saw an opportunity to use it as an interim site for the detainees it expected to round up as
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part ofOperation Victory Bounty in Jnly 2003: CJTF-7 had considered Camp Bucca hot

rejected it, as it was 150 miles away from Baghdad where the operation was to take place.

Abu Ghraib was also a questionable facility from a standpoint of conducting

interrogations. Its location, next to an urban area. and its large size in relation to the

small MP unit tasked to provide a law enforcement presence, made it impossible to

achieve the necessary degree ofsecurity. The detainee population of approximately

7,000 out~mannedthe 92 MPs by approximately a 75:1 ratio. The choice ofAbu Gbral"b

as the facility for detention operations placed a strictly detention ntission-driven unit

one designed to operate in a IY3f area-smack in the middle ofa combat environment.

Detainee Accountability and Classification

Adequate procedures fur accountability were lacking duriDg the movement ofdetainees

from the collection points to the detainee facilities. During the movement, it was not

unusual for detainees to exchange their identification tags with those ofother detainees.

The diversity of the detainee population also made identification and classification

difficult Classification determined the detainee assigmnent to particular cellslblocks, but

individuals brought to the facility were often a mix ofcriminals and security detainees.

The security detainees were eitherheld for their intelligence value or presented a

continuing threat to Coalition Forces. Some innocents were also included in the detainee

population. The issue ofunregistered or "ghost" detainees presented a limited, though

significant, problem of acconntability at Abu Ghraib.

Detainee Reporting

Detainee reporting lacked accountability, reliability and standardization. There was no

central agency to collect and manage detainee information. The combatant commanders
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and the JTF commanders have overall responsibility for the detainee programs to ensure

compliance with the intemationallaw ofarmed conflict, domestic law and applicable

national policy and directives. The reporting system is supposed to process all inquiries

concerning detainees and provide.accountability infonnation to the International

Committee of the Red Cross. The poor reporting system did not meet this obligation.

Release Procedures

Multiple reviews were required to make release recommendations prior to approval by

the release authority. Nonconcurrence by area commanders, intelligence organizations,

or law enforcement agencies resulted in reteJition of ever larger numbers ofdetainees.

The Army Inspector General estimated that up to 80 percent ofdetainees being held for

security and intelligence reasons might be eligible for release upon proper review of their

cases with the other 20 percent either requiring continued detention on security grounds

or uncompleted intelligence requirements. Interviews indicated area commanders were

reluctant to concur with release decisions out ofconcern that potential combatants would

be reintroduced into their areas ofoperation or that the detainees bad continuing

intelligence value.
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Any discussion ofinterrogation techniques must begin with the simple reality that their

putpOse is to gain intelligence that will help protect the United States, its forces and

interests abroad. The severity of the post'September II, 2001 terrorist threat and the

escalating insurgency in Iraq make information gleaned from interrogations especially

important. When lives are at stake, all legal and moral means of eliciting information

must be considered. Nonetheless, interrogations are inherently unpleasant, and many

people find them objectionable by their very nature.

The rela:tionship between interrogators and detainees is frequentlyadversarial. ,The

interrogator's goal ofextracting useful information likely is in direct opposition to the

detainee's goal of resisting or dissembling. Although interrogators are trained to stay

within the bounds of acceptable condoc!, the imperative ofeliciting timely and useful

information can sometimes conflict with pioscriptions against inhumane or degrading

treatment. For interrogators in Iraq and Afghanistan, this tension is magnified by the

highly stressful combat environment. The conditions ofwar and the dynamics of

detainee operations carry inherent risks for human fl?istreatment and must be approached

with caution and careful planning and training.

A number of interrelated factors both limited the intelligence derived from interrogations

and contributed 1IJ detainee abuse in Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom. A

shortfall ofproperly trained human intelligence personnel to do tactical interrogation of

detainees existed at all levels. At the larger detention centers. qualified and experienced

.interrogators and interpreters were in short supply. No doctrine existed to cover

segregation ofdetainees whose status differed or was unclear, nor was there guidance on

timely release ofdetainees no longer deemed ofintelligence interest The failure to adapt

Illpidly to the new intelligence requirements of the Global War on Terror resulted in

inadequate resourcing, inexperienced and untrained personnel, and a -backlog ofdetainees
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destined for interrogation. These conditions created a climate not conducive to sound

intelligence-gathering efforts.

The Threat Environment

The Global War on Terror requires a fundamental reexamination ofhow we approach

collecting intelligence. Terrorists present new challenges because of the way they

organize; communicate, and operate. Many of the terrorists and insurgents are

geographically dispersed non-state actors who move across national boundaries and

operate in small cells that are difficult to surveil and penetrate.

Human Intelligence from Interrogations

The need for human intelligence has dramatically increased in the new threat

environment ofasymmetric warfare. Massed forces and equipment characteristic ofthe

Cold War era, Desert Storm and even Phase lofOperation Iraqi Freedom relied largely

on signals and imagery intelligence. The intelligence problem then was primarily one of

monitoring known military sites, troop locations and equipment concentrations. The

problem today, however, is discovering new information on widely dispersed terrorist

and insurgent networks. Human intelligence often provides the clues to un4erstand these

networks, enabling the collection ofintelligence from other sources. Infonnation derived

from interrogations is an important component of this human intelligence, especially in

the Global War on Terror.

The interrogation ofaI Qaeda members held at Gnantanamo has yielded valuable

infomiation used to disrupt and preempt terrorist planning and activities. Much ofthe

9/11 Commission's report on the planning and execution ofthe attacks on the World

Trade Center and Pentagon came from interrogation ofdetainees. In the case of
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at Qaeda, interrogations provided insights aD organization, key personnel, target

selection, planning cycles, cooperation among various groups, and logistical support.

This information expanded our knowledge ofthe selection,-motivation, andtrairiing of

these groups. According to Congressional teStimony by the Under Secretary ofDefense

for Intelligence, we have gleaned infonnation on a wide range ofat Qaeda activities,

including"efforts to obtain weapons ofmass destruction, sources of finance, training in

use ofexplosives and suicide bombings, and potential travel routes to the United States.

Interrogations provide commanders with infonnation aboutenemy networks, leadership,

and tactics. Such infOImation is critical in planning operations. Tactically, detainee

interrogation isa fundamental tool for gaining insight into enemy positions, strength.

weapons, and intentions. Thus, it is fundamental to the protection ofour forces in

combat. Notably, Saddam Hussein's capture was facilitated by interrogation-derived

infonnation. Interrogations often provide fragmentary pieces of the broader intelligence

picture. These pieces become useful when combined with other human intelligence or

intelligence from other sources.

Pressure on Interrogators to Produce Actionable Intelligence

With the active insurgency in Iraq, pressure was placed on the interrogators to produce

"~onable"intelligence. In the months before Saddam Hussein's capture, inability to

determine his whereabouts created widespread frustration within the intelligence

community. With lives at stake, senior leaders expiessed, forcibly at times, their needs

for better intelligence. A number ofvisits by high-level officials to Abu Gbraib

undoubtedly contributed to this perceived prOssore. Both the CITF-7 commander and his

intelligence officer, CJTF-7 C2, visited the prison on several occasions. MG Miller's

visit in August/September, 2003 stressed the need to move from simply collecting tactical

infonnation to collecting infonnation ofoperational and strategic value. In November
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2003, a senior member ofthe National Security Council Staffvisited Abu Ghraib, leading

some personnel at the facility to conclude, perhaps incorrectly, that even the White House

was interested in the intelligence gleaned from their interrogation reports. Despite the

number ofvisits and the intensity ofinterest in actionable intelligence, however, the

Panel found no undue pressure exerted by senior officials. Nevertheless, their eagerness

for intelligence may have been perceived by interrogators as pressure.

Interrogation Operations Issues

A number of factors contributed to the problems experienced in interrogation operations.

They ranged from resource and leadership shortfalls to doctrinal deficiencies and poor

training.
inadequate Resources

As part ofthe peace dividend following the Cold War much of the human intelligence

capability, particularly in the Army. was reduced. As hostilities began in Afghanistan

and Iraq, Anny human intelligence personnel, particularly interrogators and interpreters,

were ill-equipped to deal with requirements at both the tactica11evel and at the larger

detention centers. At the tactica11evel, questioning ofdetainees has been used in all

major cqnflicts. ~owledgeof the enemy's positions. strength. equipment and tactics is

critical in order to achieve operational success while minimizing casualties. Such tactical

questioning to gain immediate battlefield intelligence is generally done at or near the

point of capture. In Iraq, although their numbers were insufficient, some of the more

seasoned MIs from the MI units supporting Abu Gbraib were assigned to support the

Army Tactieal HUMINT teams in the field.

In both Afghanistan and Iraq, tactieal commanders kept detainees longer than specified

by doctrine in order to exploit their unique local knowledge suCh as religious and tribal

affiliation and regional politics. Remaining with the tactical units, the detainees could be
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available for follow-up que'stioning and clarification ofdetails. The field commanders

were concerned that information :from interrogations, obtained in the more permanent

facilitieS, would not be returned to the capturing unit. Tactical units, however, were not

properly resourced to implem~this altered operating arrangement. The potential for

abuse also increases when interrogations are conducted in an emotionally charged field

environment by personnel unfamiliar with approved techniques.

At the fixed detention centers such as Abu Ghraib, lack ofresources and shortage ofmore

experienced senior interrogl!.tors impeded the production ofactionable intelligence.

Inexperienced and untrained personnel often yielded poor intelligence. Interpreters,

particularly, were in short supply, contributing to the backlog ofdetainees to be

interrogated. As noted previously, at Abu Ghraib for instance, there were detainees who

had been in custody for as long as 90 days before being interrogated for the first time.

Leadership and Qrgani~ation 'Shortfalls at Abu Ghraib

Neither the leadership nor the organization ofMilitary Intelligence at Abu Ghraib waS up

to the mission. The 20Sth MI Brigade had no organic interrogation- elements; they had

been eliminated by the downsizing in the 1990s. Soldiers from Anny Reserve units ~ed

the ranks, with the consequence that the Brigade Commander had to rely on disparate

elements ofunits and individuals, including civt1ians, which had never trained together.

The creation of the Joint lnterrogation and Debriefmg Center (HDC) introdnced another

layer ofcomplexity into an already stressed interrogations environment. The HOC was

an ad hoc organization made up ofsix different units lacking the normal command and

control structure. particularly at the senior noncommissioned officer level. Leadership

was also lacking, from the Commander of the 800" MP Brigade in charge ofAbn Gbraib,

who failed tp ensure that soldiers had appropriate SOPs for dealing with detainees, to the

Commander ofthe 20Sth MI Brigade. who failed to ensure that soldiers under his

command were properly trained and followed the interrogation rules of engagement.

Moreover, the Director of the JIDC was a weak: leader who did not have experience in
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interrogation operations and wbo ceded the core ofhis responsibilities to subordinates.

He failed to provide appropriate training and supervision ofpersonnel assigned to the

Center. None of these leaders established the basic standards and accountability that

might have served to prevent the abusive behaviors that occurred.

Interrogation techniques

Interrogation teclmiques intended only for Guantanamo came"to be used in Mghanistan

and Iraq. Techniques employed at Guantanamo included the use ofstress positions,

isolation for up to 30 days and removal of clothing. In Afghanistan teclmiques included

removal ofclothing. isolating people for long periods oftime, use ofstress positions,

exploiting fear of dogs, and sleep and light deprivation. Interrogators in Iraq, already

familiar with some of these ideas. implemented them even prior to any policy guidance

from CITF-7. MOreover, interrogatOrs at Abu Ghraib were relying on a 1987 version of

FM 34-52, whicb authorized interrogators to control all aspects ofthe interrogation to

include light, heating, food, clothing and shelter given to detainees.

A range ofopinion among interrogators. staff judge advocates and comm~ders existed

_regarding what techniques were permissible. Some incidents ofabuSe were clearly cases

of indivjdual criminal misconduct. Other incidents resulted from misinterpretations of

law or policy or confusion about what interrogation techniques were permitted by law or

local SOPs. The incidents stemming from ~sinterpretation or confusion occurred for

several reasons: the proliferation ofguidance and information from other theaters of

operation; the interrogators' experiences in other theaters; and the failure to distinguish

between pennitted interrogation techniques in other tlteater envir<mments and Iraq. Some

soldiers or contractors who committed abuse may honestly h.ave believed the techniques

were condoned.
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Use ofContractors as Interrogators

As a consequence,of the shortage of interrogators and interpreters, contractors were used

to augment the workforce. Cont:raCtors were aparticular problem at Abu Ghraib. The

Army Inspector General found that 35 percent of the contractors employed did not

receive formal training in military interrogation techniques, policy, or doctrine. The

Naval Inspector General, however, found some of the older contractors had backgrounds

as fanner military interrogators and were generally considered more effective than some

of:the junior enlisted military personnel. Oversight ofcontractor personnel and activities

was not sufficient to ensure intelligence operations fell within the law and the authorized

chain ofcommand. Continued use ofcontractors will be required. but contracts must

clearly specify the technical requirements and personnelqualifications, experience, and

training needed. They should also be developed and administered in such as way as to

provide the necessary oversight and management.

Doctrinal Deficiencies

At the tactical level, detaining individuals primarily for intelligence collection or because

they -constitute a potential security threat, thoughnecessary, presents units with situations

not addressed by ewrent doctrine. Many units adapted their operating procedures for

conducting detainee operations to fit an environment not contemplated in the existing

doctrinal manuals. The-capturing units had no relevantprocedures for information and

evidence collection, .which were critical for the proper disposition ofdetainees.

Additionally, there is inconsistent doctrine on interrogation facility operations for the
fixed detention locations. Commanders had to improvise the organization and command

relationships within these elements to meet the parl;icular requii-ements oftheir operating

environments in Afghanistan and Iraq. Doctrine is lacking to address the screening and

interrogation oflarge numbers ofdetainees whose status (combatants, criminals, or

innocents) is not easily ascertairni.ble. Nor does policy specifically address administrative.
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responsibilities related to the timely release ofdetainees captured and detained primarily

for intelligence exploitation or for the security threat they may pose.

Role ofCIA

CIA personnel conducted interrogations in DoD detention facilities. In some facilities

these interrogations were conducted in conjunction with military personnel, but at Abu

Ghraib the CIA was allowed to conduct its interrogations separately. No memorandum

ofunderstanding existed on interrogations operations between the CIA and CJTF-7, and

the CIA was allowed to operate under different rules. According to the Fay investigation,

the CIA's detention and iJiterrogation practiceS contributed to a loss ofaccountability at

Abu Ghraib. We are aware of the issue ofunregistered detainees, but the Panel did not

have sufficient"access to CIA infonnation to make any determinations in this regard.
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Existing doctrine does not clearly address the relationship between the Military Police

(MP) operating detention facilities and Military Intelligence (MI) personnel conducting

intelligence exploitation at those facilities. The Anny Inspector General report states

neither MP nor MI doctrine specifically defines the distinct, but interdependent, roles and

responsibilities of the two elements in detainee operations.

In the Global War on Terror, we are dealing with new conditions and new threats.

Doctrine must be adjusted accordingly. MP doctrine currently states intelligence

personnel may collaborate with MPs at detention sites to conduct interrogations, with

coordination between the two groups to establish operatingprocedures. MP doctrine

does not; however, address the subject of approved and prohibitedMI procedures in an

MP-operated facility. Conversely. MI doctrine does not clearly explain MP detention

procedures or the role afM! personnel within a detention setting.

GUANTANAMO

The first detainees arrived at Guantanamo in Jannary 2002. The SOUTHCOM

Commander established two joint task forces at Guantanamo to execute the detention

operations (JTF-160) and the interrogation operations (JTF-170). In Augnstofthat year,

based on difficulties with the command relationships, the two JTFs were orgairized into a

single conunand designated as Joint Task Force Guantanamo. lbis reorganization was

conceived to enhance unity ofcommand and direct all activities in support of

interrogation and detention operations.
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On November 4, 2002, MG Miller was appointed Commander ofJoint Task Force

Goantanamo. As the joint commander, he called upon the MP and MI soldiers to work

together cooperatively. Military police were to collect passive intelligence on detainees.

They became key players. serving as the eyes and ears oithe cellbIocks for military

intelligence personnel. This collaboration helped set conditions for successful

interrogation by providing the interrogator more infonnation about the detainee-his

mood, his communications with other detainees, his receptivity to particular mcentives,

etc. Under the single command, the relationship between MPs and MIs became an

effective operating model.

AFGHANISTAN

The MP and MI commands at the Bagram Detention Facility maintained separate chains

ofcommand and remained focused on their independent missions. The Combined Joiilt

Task Force-76 Provost Marsh.al was responsible for detainee operations. He designated a

principal assistant to run the Bagram facility. In parallel fashion, the CJTF-76

Intelligence Officer was responsible for MI operations in the fa~lity, working through an

Officer-in-Charge to oversee interrogation operations. The two deputies worked together

to coordinate execution of their respective missions. A dedicated judge advocate was

assigned full time to the facility, while the CITF-76 Inspector General provided

independent oversight. Based o~ infonnation from the Naval Inspector General

investigatio~thi~ arrangement in Afghanistan worked reasonably well.

ABU GHRAIB, IRAQ

The Central Confinement Facility is located near the population center ofBaghdad.

Abu Ghraib was selected by Ambassador Bremer who envisioned it liS a temporary

facility to be used for criminal detainees until the new Iraqi government could be
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established and an Iraqi prison established at another site. Following operations during

the summer of2003, Abu Gbraib also was designated by CJTF·7 as the detention center

for security detainees. It was selected because it was difficult to transport prisoners, due

to improvised explosives devices (IEDs) and other insurgent tactics, to the more remote

and secure-Camp Bucca, some 150 miles a~ay.

Request for Assistance

Commander CJTF·7 recognized serious deficiencies at the prison and requested

assistance. In response to this request, MG Miller and a team from Guantanamo were

sent to Iraq to provide advice on facilities and operations specific to screening,

interrogations, HUMINT collection and interagency integration in the short- and

Iong- tenu The team arrived in Baghdad on Angust 31, 2003. MG Miller brought a

number ofrecommendations derived from his experience at Guantanamo to include his

model for MP and MI personnel to work: together. These collaborative procedures had

worked well at Guantanamo, in part because of the high ratio of approximately one-to

one ofmilitary police to mostly cotn:pliant detainees. However, the guard-t<Hietainee

ratio at Abu Ghraib was approximately 1 to 75, and the Military Intelligence and the

Military Police had separate chains ofcommand.

MG Ryder, the Army Provost Marshal, also made an assistance visit in mid-October

2003. He conducted a review ofdetainee operations in Iraq. He found flawed operating

procedures, a lack oftraining, an inadequate prisoner classification system, under

strength UQits and a ratio ofguard to prisoners designed for "compliant" priSOD'ers ofwar

and not for criminals or high-risk. security detainees. However, he failed to detect the

warning signs ofpotential and actual abuse that was ongoing during his visit. The

assessment team menibors did not identify any MF nnits purposely applying

inappropriate confinement practices. The Ryder report continues that «Military Police,

though adept at passive collection of intelligence within a filcility, do not participate in
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Military Intelligence-supervised interrogation sessions. The 800" MP Brigade has not

been asked to change its facility procedures to set the conditions for MI intenriews, nor

participate in those interviews."

Prevailing Conditions

Conditi~ns at Abu Gbraib reflected an exception to those prevailing at other theater

detainee facilities. U.S. forces were operating Tiers IA and IB, while Tiers 2 through 7

were UJ+der the.complete control of Iraqi prison guards. Iraqis who had committed crimes

against other Iraqis were intended to be housed in the tiers under Iraqi control. The

facility was under frequent hostile fire from mortars and rocket-propelled grenades.

Detainee escape attempts were numerous and there were several riots. Both. MI and MP

units were seriously under,:,resourced and lacked unit cohesion and mid-level leadership.

The reserve MP units had lost senior noncommissioned officers and other personnel

through rotations back to the U.S. as well as reassignments to other missions in the

theater.

When Abu Gbraib opened, the first MP unit was the 72'" MP Company, based in

Henderson, Nevada. Known as "the Nevada Company," it has been described by many

involved in investigations concerning Abu Ghraib as a very strong unit that kept tight rein

on operational procedures at the facility. This company called into question the

interrogation practices of the MI brigade regarding nakedness ofdetainees. The 72'" MP

Company voiced and then filed written objections to these practices.

The problems at Abu Gbraib intensified atler October 15, 2003, when the 372'" Military

Police Company took over the faellity. The 372'" MP Company had been given the mos!

sensitive mission: control ofTier IA and Tier IB, where civilian and military

.intelligence specialists held detainees identified £0.£ interrogations as well as «high-risk"

cktainees. An "MI hold" was anyone ofintelligence interest ~d included foreign and
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Iraqi terrorists, as well as individuals possessing information regarding fureign fighters,

infiltration methods, or pending attacks on Coalition forces. The "high-risk"

troubleinakers.were held in Tier lB. The prison cells of1.'iers IA and IB were

collectively known as ''the hard site." The 37200. soldiers were not trained for prison

guard duty and were thinly stretched in dealing with the large number ofdetainees. With

little experience to fall back on, the company commander deferred to noncomssioned

officers who had civilian correctional backgrounds to work the night shift. This

deference was a significant error injUdgment.

Leadership Shortfalls

At the leadership level, there was friction and a lack of communication between the SOOth

MP Brigade and the 205" MI Brigade through the SlUUOler and fall of 2003. There was

no clear delineation ofresponsibility between commands and little coordination at the

command level. Both the Director ofthe Joint Interrogation"and Debriefing Center

(JIDC) and the Commander of the 320" MP Battalion were weak and ineffective leaders.

Both failed to ensure their subordinirtes were properly trained and supervised. They

fitiled to establish and eoforce basic soldier standards, proficiency, and acc01mtability.

Neither was able to organize tasks to accomplish their missions in an appropriate manner.

By not communicating standards, policies, and plans to soldiers, these leaders conveyed a

sense of tacit approval ofabusive behaviors toward prisoners. llis was particularly

evident with respect to prisoner-handling procedures arid techniques, including

unfamiliarity with the Geneva Couyentions. There was a lack ofdiscipline and standards

ofbehavior were not established nor enforced. Alax and dysfunctional command

climate took hold.

In November 2003, the 205" MI Brigede Commander was assigned as the Forward

Operation Base Commander, thus receiving responsibility for Abu Ghratb.· This

assignment was made as a result ofCJTF-7 Commander's concern over force protection

at the prison. The Fay investigation found this did not change the relationship of MP and
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MI units in day-to-day operations at the facility, although the Commaoder of the 800"

MP Brigade says she was denied access to areas ofAbu Ghraib for which she was

doctrinally responsible. Key leaders did not seem to rp:ognize or appreciate

psychological stressors associated with the detention mission. MG Taguba concluded

these factors included "differences in culture, soldiers' quality oflife. and the real

presence ofmortal danger over an extended time period. The failure of commanders to

recognize these pressures contributed to the pervasive atmosphere existing at Abu Ghraib

Detention Facility."

Military Working Dogs at Abn Gbraib

The Military Police directives give guidance for the use ofmilitary working dogs. They

are used to provide an effective psychological and physical deterrent in the detention

facility, offering an alternative to using firearms. Dogs are also used for perimeter

s~ty. inspections and patrols. MO Miller had recommended dogs as beneficial for

detainee custody and control during his visit in August/September 2003. However, he

never recommended, nor were dogs used for interrogations at Guantanamo. The working

dog teams were requested by the Commander 20S th MI Brigade who never understood

the intent as described by MG Miller. It is likely the confusiou about using dogs partially

stems from the initial request for dog teams by military intelligenge and not military

police.

The working dogs arrived at Abu Ghraib in mid-November 2003. The two Army teams

were assigned primarily to secUrity of the compound while the three Navy teams worked

inside at the entry control point The senior Anuy and Navy dog handlers indicated they

had not previously worked in a prison environment and received oilly a one-day training

session on scout and search for escaped Enemy Prisoners ofWar. The Navy ~d1er

stated that upon arrival at Abu Gbnuo he had not received an orientation on what was

expected from his canine unit nor what was authorized or not authorized. He further
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stated he had never received instruction on the use offorce in the compound, but he

acknowledged he knew a dog could not be used on a detainee if the detainee posed no

threaL

Guidance provided by the CJTF-7 directive ofSeptember 14, 2003 allowed working dogs

to be used as an interrogation technique with the CJTF-7 ColDiIlallder's approval. This

authorization was updated by the October 12, 2003 memorandum, which allowed the

presence of dogs during interrogation as long as they were muzzled and under control of

the handler at all times but still required approval. The Taguba and JonesIFay

investigations identified a munber ofabuses related to using muzzled and unmuzzled

dogs during interrogations. They also identified some abuses involving dog-use

unrelated to interrogations, apparently for the sadistic pleasure of the MPs involved in

these incidents.

MPIMI Relationship

It is clear, with these serious shortfalls and lack of supervision, the model MG Miller

presented fqr the effective working relationship between MI and MP was neither

understood nor could it have been successfully implemented. Based on the Taguba and

JoneslFay investigations, "setting favorable conditions" had some basis in-fact at Abu

Ghraib, but it was also used as an excuse for abusive behavior toward detainees.

The events that took place at Abu Ghraib are an aberration when compared to the

situations at other detention operations. Poor leadership and a lack ofoversight set the

stage for abuses to occur.
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American military culture, training" and operations are steeped in a long-held

commitment to the tenets ofmilitary and intemalionallaw as traditiooally codified by the

world community. Department ofDefeose Directive 5100.77, DoD Law of War Program,

describes the law ofwar as:

That part of international law that regulates the conduct ofarmed
hostilities. It is often called the law ofarmed. conflict. The law ofwar
encompasses all intemationallaw for the conduct ofhostilities binding on
the United States or its individual citizens, including treaties and
international agreements to which the United States is a party, and
applicable customary intemationallaw.

The law ofwar includes, among other agreements, the Geneva Conventions of 1949. The

Geneva Conventions set forth the rights and obligations which govern the treatment of

civilians and combatants during periods of armed conflict. Specifically, Geneva

Convention ill addresses the treatment ofprisoners ofwar; and Geneva Convention IV

addresses the treatment of civilians.

Chairmao of the Joint Chiefs ofStaffinstroction 5810.QlB,lmplementation of the DoD

Law ofWar Program, reiterates U.S. policy concerning the law ofwar: ''The Armed

Forces of the United States will comply with the law ofwar doring all armed conflicts,

however such conflicts are characterized...."

The United States became engaged in two distinct conflicts, Operation Enduring Freedom

(OEF) in Afghanistan and Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) in Iraq. As a result of a

Presidential determination, the Geneva Conventions did not apply to al Quaeda and

Taliban combatants. Nevertheless, these traditional standards were put into effectfor

DIP and remain in effect at this writing. Somewould argue this is a departure from the
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traditional view of the hiw ofwar as espoused by the IeRe and others in the international

community.

Operation Enduring Freedom

On October 17. 2001, pursuant to the commencement of combatop~ons in OEF. the

Commander. CENTCOM, issued. an order instructing the Geneva Conventions were to be

applied to all captured individuals in accordance with their traditional interpretation.

Belligerents would be screened to detennine whether or not they were entitled to prisoner

ofwar status. Ifan individual was entitled to prisoner ofwar status, the protections of

Geneva Convention III would apply. Ifarmed forces personnel were in doubt as to a

detained individual', status, Geneva Convention III rights would be accorded to !be

detainee until a: Geneva Convention III Article 5 tribunal made a definitive status

determination. If the individual was found not to be entitled to Geneva Convention III

prot.ections, he or she might be detained and processed under U.S. criminal code, a

procedure consistent with Geneva Convention IV.

A policy debate concerning the application o~ treaties and laws to at Qaeda and Taliban

detainees !ben began taking shape. The Department ofJustice Office of Legal Counsel

(OLe) provided opinions to Counsel to the President and Department ofDefense General

Counsel concluding the Geneva Conventions did not protect members of the al Qaeda

organization, and the President could decide that Geneva Conventions did not protect

Taliban militia Counsel to the President and !be Attorney General so advised the

President.

. 00 February 7,2002 the President issued a memorandum statiog, in part,

...the war against terrorism ushers in a new paradigm.... Our nation
recognizes that this new paradigm - ushered in not by us. but by terrorists .
- requires new thinking in the law ofwar, but thinking that should
nevertheless be consistent with the principles ofGeneva.
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Upon this premise, the President determined the Geneva Conventions did not apply to the

U.S. conflict with al Qaeda, and that Taliban detainees did not qualitY for prisoner of war

status. Removed from. the protections of the Geneva Conventions, al Qaeda and Taliban

detainees have been classified variously as "unlawful combatants," "enemy combatants,"

and ''nnprivileged belligerents."

The enemy in the Global War on Terror is one neither the United States nor the

community ofnations has ever before engaged on such an extensive scale. These far

reaching. well-resourced, organized, and trained terrorists are attempting to achieve their

own ends. Such terrorists are not ofa nation state such as those who are party to the

agreements which comprise the law ofwar. Neither do they confonn their actions to the

letter or spirit of the law ofwar.

The Panel accepts the proposition that these terrorists are not combatants entitled to the

protections of Geneva Convention III. Furthermore, the Panel accepts the conclusion the

Geneva Convention iV and the provisions ofdomestic criminal law are not sufficiently

robust and adequate to provide for the appropriate detention of captured terrorists.

The Panel notes the President qualified his detennination, directing that United States·

. policywould be "consistent with the principles of Geneva.·' Among other things, the

Geneva Conventions' adhere to a standard'calling for a delineation of rights for all

persons, and humane treatment for all persons. They suggest that no person is "outlaw,"

that is, outside the laws ofsome legal entity.

The Panel :finds the details ofthe current policy vague and lacking. Justice Sandra Day

O'Connnor. writing for the majority in Hamdi v Rumsfeld. JUne 28, 2004 points out "the

Govenunent has never provided any court with the full criteria that it uses in classifying

individuals as [enemy combatants]." Justice O'Connor cites several authorities to

support the proposition that detention "is a clearly established principle of the law of
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war," but also states there is no precept oflaw, domestic or international, w~chwould

permit the indefinite detention of any combatant.

As a malter oflogic, there should be a category ofpersons who do not comply with the

specified conditions and thus fall outside the category ofpersons entitled to EPW status.

Although there is not a particular label for this category in law ofwar conventions, the

concept of ' 'unlawful combatant" or "unprivileged belligerent" is {l part ofthe law ofwar.

Operation Iraqi Freedom

Operation IraqfFreedom is wholly different from Operation Enduring Freedom. It is an

operation that clearly falls within the boundaries o~theGeneva Conventions and the

traditional law ofwar. From the very beginning of the campaign, none ofthe-senior

leadership or command considered any possibility other than that the" Geneva

Conventions applied.

The message in the field, or the ~sumptionsmade in the field, at times lost sight of this

undeq>inning. Personnel familiar with the law ofwar determinations for OEF in

Afghanistan tended to factor those determinations into their decision-making for military

actions in Iraq. Law of~arpo1icyand decisions gennane to OEF migrated, often quite

inna:cently, into decision matrices for OIF. We noted earlier the migration of

interrogation tec1miques from Afghanistan to Iraq. Those interrogation techniques were

authorized only for O~. More important, their authorization in Afghanistan and

_Guantanamo was possible only because the President had determined that individuals

subjected to these interrogation techniques fell outside the strict protections ofthe

Geneva Conventions.

One of the more telling examples ofthis migration centers around CJTF-7's

detennination that some of the detainees held in Iraq were to be categorized as unlawful
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combatants. "Unlawful combatants" was a category set out in the President's February 7,

2002 memorandum. Despite lacking specific authorization to operate beyond the

confines ofthe Geneva Conventions, CITF-7 nonethe1essdetennined.it was within their

command discretion to classifY, as unlawful combatants, individuals captured during

OIF. CITF·7 concluded it had individuals in custody who met the criteria for nnlawful

combatants set out by the President and extended it in Iraq to those who were not

protected as combatants under the Geneva Conventions, based on the OLe opinions.

While CJTF-7's reasoning is understandable in respect to unlawful combatants,

nonetheless, they understood there was no authorization to suspend application of the

Geneva Conventions, in letter and spirit, to all military actions ofOperation Iraqi

Freedom. In addition. CITF-7 bad no means ofdiscriminating detainees among the

various categories ofthose protected under the Geneva Conventions and those unlawful

combatants who were not
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COMMITTEE OF THE RED CROSS

Since December 2001, the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) has visited

U. S. detention operations in Guantanamo, Iraq, and Afghanistan numerons times.

Various IeRe inspection teams have delivered working papers and reports offindings to

U.s. military leaders at different levels. While the ICRC has acknowledged U.S.

attempts to improve the conditions of detainees, major differences over detainee status as

well as application ofspecific provisions ofGeneva Conventions m and IV remain. If

we were to follow the IeRe's interpretations, interrogation operations would not be

allowed. This would deprive the U.S. ofan indispensable source of intelligence in the

war on terrorism.

The IeRe is an independent agency whose activities include observing and reporting on

conditions in wartime detention camps and facilities. During visits. it attempts to register

all prisoners, inspect facilities, and conduct private interviews with detainees to discuss

any problems concerning detainee treatment or conditions; it also provides a means for

detainees In contact their finnilies. While the ICRC has no enfuroing authority and its

reports are supposedly confidential, any public revelation regarding standards ofdetainee

treatment can have a substantial effect on international opinion.

The IeRe seekS to handle problems at the lowest level possible. When a team conducts

an inspection, it provides a briefing, and sometimes a report. to the local commander.

Discrepancies and issues are presented to the detaining authorities, and follow-up visits

are niade to monitor compliance with recommendations. The commander mayor may

not implement the recommendations based on either resource constraint or his

interpretation ofapplicable law. These constraints canmake complete implementation of

JeRe recommendations either difficult or inappropriate. Ifrecommendations are not

implernented, the JCRC may address the issue with higher anthorities. The ICRe does
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not expect to receive, nor does the DoD have a policy ofproviding, a written response to

ICRC reports. However. DoD elements do attempt to implement as many of the

recommendations as practicable, given security and resource constraints.

One importan~difference in approach between the U.S. and the JeRe is the interpretation

of the legal status of terrorists. According to a Panel interview with CJTF-7legal

counsel, theIC~C sent a report to the State Department and the Coalition Provisional

Authority in February 2003 citing lack of compliance with Protocol t. But the U.S. bas

specifically rejected Protocol 1 stating that certain elements in the protocol, that provide

legal protection for terrorists, make it plainly unacceptable. Still the U.s. has worked to

preserve the positive elements ofProtocol 1. In 1985, the ~ecretaryofDefense noted that

"certain provisions ofProtocol 1 reflect customary intemationallaw, and others appear to

be positive new developments. We therefore intend to work with our allies and others to

develop a common understanding or declaration ofprinciples incorporating these positive

aspects, with the intention they shall, in time, win recognition as customary international

law." In 1986 the JCRC acknowledged that it and the U.S. government had "agreed to

disagree" on the applicability ofProtocol 1. Nevertheless, the ICRe continues to

presume the United Stales should adhere to this standard uoder tha gnise of customary

intemationallaw.

This would grant legal protections to terrorists equivalent to the protections accorded to

prisoners ofwar as required by the Geneva Conventions of 1949 despite the fact terrorists

do not wear uniforms and are otherwise indistinguishable from noncombatants. To do so

would undermine the prohibition on terrorists blending in with the civilian population, a

situation which makes it impossible to attack terrorists without ptacing noncombatants at

risk. For this and other reasons, the U.S. has specifically rejected this additional protocol.

The JCRC also considers the U.S. policy ofcategorizing some detainees as "uolawful

combatants".to be a violation of their interpretation ofinternational humanitarian law. It

contends that Geneva Conventions m and IV, which the U.S. has ratified, allow for only
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two categories ofdetainees: (I) civilian detainees who must be charged with a crime and

tried and (2) enemy combatants who must be released at the cessation ofhostilities. In

the ICRC's view, the category of"unlawful combatant" deprives the detainees of certain

human rights. It argues that lack of information regarding the reasons for detention and

the conditions for release are major sources of stress for detainees.

However, the 1949 Geneva Conventions specify conditions to qwilify for protected

status. By logic, then, ifdetainees do not meet the specific requirements ofprivileged

status, there clearly must be a category for those lacking in such privileges. The ICRC

does not acknowledge such a category of''unprivileged belligerents," and argues that it is

"not consistent with its interpretation of the Geneva Conventions.

Regarding the application ofCUlTellt international humanitarian law, including Qeneva

Conventious III and N, the JCRC has three concerns: (I) gaining access to and

ascertaining the status ofall detainees in U.S. custody; (2) its belief that linking detention

with interrogations should not be allowed which follows from its refusal to recognize the

category ofunprivileged combatants and (3) they also worry about losing their

effectiveness.

Although the ICRC found U.S. forces generally cooperative, it Qas cited occasions when

the forces did not grant adequate access to detainees, both in Iraq and Afghanistan. Of

particular concern to the IeRe, however, has been the existence of"ghost detainees,"

detainees who were kept from JeRC inspectors. While the Panel has not been able to

ascertain the number ofghost detainees in the overall detainee population, several

investigations cite their existence. Both the Taguba and IonesIFay reports cite instances

ofghost detainees at Abu Gbraib. Secretary Rumsfeld publiclydectared he directed one

detainee be held secretly at the request of the Director ofCentral Intelligence.

On balance, the Panel concludes there is value in the relationship the Departn;1ent of

Defense historically has had with the JeRe. The ICRC should serve as an early warning
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indicator ofpossible abuse. Commanders should be alert to [CRe observations in their

reports and take corrective actions as appropriate. The Panel also believes the ICRC, no

less than the Defense Department, needs to adapt itself to the new realities ofconflict,

which are far different from the Western European environment from which the JeRC's

interpretation ofGeneva Conventions was drawn. The Department ofDefense has,

established an office ofdetainee affairs and should continue to reshape its operational

relationship with the ICRC.
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Department ofDefense refonn efforts are underway and the -Panel commends these

efforts. The Office ofthe Secretary ofDefense. the Joint Chiefs ofStaffand the Military

Services are conducting comprehensive reviews on how military operations have changoo

since the end of the Cold War. The military services now recognize the problems and are

studying how to adjust force compositions. training, doctrine and responsibilities for

active/reserve/guard and contractor mixes to ensure we are better prepared to succeed in

the war on terrorism.

The Panel-reviewed various inspections, investigations and assessments that produced

over 300 recommendations for corrective actions to address the problems identified with

DoD detention operations. For the most part the Panel endorses their recommendations.

In some areas the recommendations do not go fat enough and we augment them. We

provide additional recommendations to address relevant areas not covered by previous

analyses.

The Independent Panel provides the following additional recommendations:

I. The United States should further define its policy, applicable to both the Departmeot

ofDefense and other government agencies, on the categorization and status ofall

detainees as it applies to various operations and theaters. It should define their status and

treatment in a way consistent with U.S. jurisprudence and military doctrine and with U.S.

interpretation of the Geneva Conventio~. We recommend that additional operational,

support and staffjudge advocate personnel be assigned to appropriate commands for the

purpose of expediting the detainee release review process.

2. The Department ofDefense needs to address and develop joint doctrine to define the

appropriate collaboration between military intelligence and military police in a detention

facility. The meaning of guidance, such as MPs "setting the conditions" for
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interrogation, need~ to be defined with precision. MG Taguba argued that all detainee

operations be consolidated under the responsibility of a single commander reporting

directly to Conunander CJTF-7. This change has now been accomplished and seems to

be working effectively. Other thao lack ofleadOrsbip, training deiicieocies in both MP

and MI units have been cited most often as the needed measures to prevent detainee

abuse. We support the recommendations on training articulated by the reports published

by the various other reviews.

3. The nation needs more specialists for detention/interrogation operations, including

linguists, interrogators, hwnan intelligence, counter-intelligence, corrections police and

behavioral scientists. Accompanying professional development and career field

management systems must be put in place concurrently. The Panel agrees that some use

ofcontractors in detention operations must continue into the foreseeable future. 'This is

especially the case with the need for qualified interpreters and interrogators and will

require rigorous oversight

4. Joint Forces Command should chair a Joint Service Integrated Process Team to

develop a new Opeiational Concept for Detention Operations in the new era ofwarfare,
. .

covering the Global Wax on Terror. The team should place special and early emphasis on

deteotion operations during Connter-lnsurgeocy campaigns and Stability Operations in

which familiar concepts offront and rear areas may not apply. Attention should also be

given to preparing for conditions in which nonnallaw enforcement has broken down in

an occupied or failed state. The Panel recommends that the idea ofa deployable

detention facility should be studied and iinplemented as appropriate.

5. Clearly, force structnre in both MP and MI is inadequate to support the armed forces

in this new form ofwarfare. Every investigation we reviewed refers to force structure

deficiencies in some measure. There should be an active and reserve component mix of

units for both military intelligence and military police_ Other forces besides the Anny are

also in nee<J..of force structure improvements. Those forces have not been addressed
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adequately in the reports reviewed by the Panel, and we recommend that the Secretaries

of the Navy and Air Force undertake force structure reviews of their own to improve the

perfOimance of their Services in detention operations.

6. Well-docwnented policy and procedures on approved interrogation techniques are

imperative to counteract the current chilling· effect the reaction to theahuses have had on

the collection ofvaluable intelligence through interrogations. Given the critical role of

intelligence in the Global War on Terror, the aggressiveness of interrogation techniques

employed must be measured against the value of intelligence sought, to include its

importance, urgency and relevance. A policy for interrogation operations should be

promulgated early on and acCeptable interrogation techniques for each operation must be

clearly understood by all futerrogation personnel.

7. All personnel who may be engaged in detention operations, from point ofcapture to

final disposition, should participate in a professi~nal ethics program thafwould equip

them with a sharp mo.ral compass for guidance in situations often riven with conflicting

moral obligations. The development ofsuch a values-oriented ethics program should be

the responsibility of the individual services with assistance provided by the Joint Chiefs

of Staff.

8. Clearer guidelines for the interaction ofCIA with the Department ofDefense in

.detention and interrogation operations mQSt be defined.

9. The United States needs to redefine its approach to customary and treaty international

humanitarian law, which must be adapted -to the reaiities ofthe nature ofconflict in the

21 1lt Century. In doing so, the United States should emphasize the standard of reciprocity,

in spite ofthe low probability that such will be extended to l!nited States Forces by some

adversaries, and the preservation ofUnited States societal values and international image

that flows from an adh~ce to recognized humanitariai:J. standat:ds-
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10. The Department ofDefense should continue to foster its operational relationship with

the International Committee ofthe Red Cross. The Panel believes the International

Committee ofthe Red Cross, no less than the Defense Departmeot, needs to adapt itself

to the new realities ofconflict which are far different from the Western European

environment from which the JCRC's interpretation of Geneva Conventions was drawn.

11. The assignment ofa focal point within the office of the Under Secretary for Policy

would be a useful organizational step. The new focal point for Detainee Affairs should

be charged with all aspects of detention policy and also be'responsible for oversight of

DoD relations with the International Committee of the Red Cross.

12. The Secretary ofDefense should ensure the effective functioning o.frapid reporting

channels for communicating bad news to senior Department ofDefense leadership

without prejudice to any criminal or disciplinary actions already underway. The Panel

recommends consideration ofa joint adaptation ofprocedures such as the Air Force

special notification pro'cess.

13. The Panel notes that the Fay investigation cited some medical personnel for failure to

report detainee abuse. As noted in that investigation, training should include the

obligation to report any detainee abuse. The Panel also notes that the Anny IG found

significant shortfalls in training and force structure for field sanitation, preventive

medicine and medical treatment requirements for detainees. As the DoD improves

detention operations force structure and training, it should pay attention to the need for

medical personnel to screen and monitor the health ofdetention persOIUlel and detainees.

14. The integration ofthe recommendations in this report and all the other efforts

underway on detention operations will require further study. Analysis of the dynamics of

program and resource implications, with a view to assessing the trad.eroffs and

opportunity costs involved, must be addressed.
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Army Regulation 15-6 AR 15-6

Active Component AC

Abuse Cases

Behavioral Science BSCT
Coordination Team

Civilian Internees CI

Criminal Investigation em
Corom'and

Collection Points CP

Coalition Provisional CPA
Authority

C,onvention Against
Torture and Other
Cruel Inhumane or
Degrading Treatment

Enemy Prisoner of War EPW

Foree Design Update FDU

------~-"-----~-

GLOSSARY

Army regulation which specifies procedures for
command investigations. The common name for
both formal aod infonna1 command investigations.

Active military component of the Army, Navy, Air
Force or Marines.

An incident or allegation of abuse, including. but not
limited to death, assault, sexual assault, aod theft, that
triggers a eID investigation, which may involve
multiple individuals.

Team coroprised ofmedical aod other specialized
personnel that provides support to special operations
forces.
Designation ofcivilians encountered and detained in
the theater ofwar.
Investigative agency of the U. S. Army responsible
for conducting criminal investigations to which the
Anny is or maybe a party.

Forward locations where prisoners are collected,
processed and prepared for movement to the
detention center.

Interim government ofIraq, iIi place from May 2003
through June 2004.

An interoatioual treaty brought into furce in 1987
which seeks to define torture and other cruel,
inhUman or degrading treatment or punishment and
provides a mechanism for punishing those who
wQuld inflict such treatment on others.

International Committee of the Red Cross term for
prisoners ofwar; this status bestows certain rights to
the individual in the Geneva Conventions.

The Army process to review and restructure forces.
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GLOSSARY

Fragmentary Order FRAGO

Army Field Mannal34- FM 34-52
52 "Intelligence
Interrogation"

Geneva Conventions GC

Global War on Terror GWOT

IntemmentIResettlement IIR

International Committee IeRe
of the Red Cross

In Lien Of ILO

Initial Point of Capture !poe

Iraq Survey Group ISO

Joint Manning Document JMD

Navy Criminal NelS
Investigative Service

Ao abbreviated Conn ofan operation order (verbal,
written or digital) usually issued on a day-to-day
basis that eliminates the need for restarting
information contained in a basic operation order.

Current manual for operations and training in
interrogation techniques. The edition dated 1987 was
updated in 1992.

The international treaties brought into force in August
1949. These conventions extend protections to, among
others, prisoners ofwar and civilians in time ofwar.

Worldwide operation to eradicate individuals and groups
that participate in and sponsor terrorism.

Internment/resettlement mission ~igned to s~ficUS
Anny Military Police units wbo are responsible for the
detention ofEilemy Prisoners ofWar duting anned
conflict

Nongovernmental organization that seeks to help victims
ofwar and internal violence.

When used in reference to manning, indicates that forces
were used in a manner other than originally specified.

Location where an enemy prisoner or internee is 
captured.,
Organization located in,Iraq with the mission to find
w~mofmMsdesmwtio~

Master document covering personnel requirements for
the joint theater.

Investigative service for the US Navy and Marine Corps.
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GLOSSARY

National Detainee NDRC
Reporting Center

Operation Enduring OEF
Freedom

Other Government aGA
Ag~ncies

Operation Iraqi Freedom OIF.

Office of Legal Counsel OLe

Operation Noble Eagle ONE

Operation Victory Bounty OVB

Agency charged with accounting for and reporting all
EPW, retained personnel, civilian internees and other
detainees during anned conflict.

Military operation in Afghanistan

Refers to non-Department ofDefense agencies operating
in theaters ofwar.

Military operation in Iraq.

Refers to the Department ofJustice Office ofLegal
Counsel.

Operation to activate and deploy forces for homeland
defense and civil support in response to the attacks of
September 11,2001.

CITF-7 operation to sweep Baghdad area for remaining
elements ofthe Saddam Fedayeen in 2003.

Operational Control

RepubUcan Guard

Reserve Component

,Request for Forces

Standing Operating
Procedure

Tactical Control

OPCON Command authority over all aspects ofmilitary
operations. .

RG Elite Iraqi military furces under the regime of Saddam
Hussein.

RC Anny, Navy, Air Force and Marine Reserves and Anny
and Air National Guard

RFF Commanders request for additional forces to support the
mission.

SOP A set ofinstructions covering those features of
operations which lend themselves to a definite or
standardized procedures without loss ofeffectiveness.
The procedure is applicable unless ordered otherwise.

TACON Command authority to control and task. forces for
maneuvers within an area ofoperations.
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GLOSSARY

Tactical Human
Intelligence Team

Time Pbased Force
Deployment List

Army Regulation 15-6

Active Component

Abuse Cases

Behavioral Science
Coordination Team

Civilian Internees

Criminal Investigation
Command

Conectlon Points

Coalition Provisional
Authority

Convention Against
Tortnre and Other Crnel
Inhumane or Degrading
T ...e,qtD:lent

THT

TPFDL

AR 15
6

AC

BSCT

CI

Cill

CP

CPA

Forward deployed intelligence element providing human
intelligence support to maneuver units.

Identifies the units needed to support an operational plan
and specifies their order and method ofdeployment.

Army regulation which specifies procedures for
command investigations. The common Dame for both
formal and informal command investigations.

ActiveIDilitary component oftheAnny, Navy, Air Force
or Marines.

An incident or allegation of abuse, including, but not
limited to death, assault, sexual assault, and theft, that
triggers a CID investigation. which may involve multiple
individuals.

Team comprised ofmedical and other specialized
personnel that provides support to special operations
forces.

Designation ofcivilians encountered and detainedin the
theater ofwar. .

Investigative agency of the U. S. Army responsible for
conducting criminal investigations to which the Army is
or may be a party.

Forward locations where prisoners are collected,
processed and prepared for movement to the detention
center.

Interim government of Iraq, in place from May 2003
through June 2004.

An international treaty brought into force in 1987 which
seeks to defioe tortore and other cruel, inhmnan or
degrading~ent or punishment and provides a
tnechanism for punishing those who would inflict such
treatment on others.
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Enemy Prisoner of War

Foree Design Update

EPW

FDU

GLOSSARY

International Committee ofthe Red Cross term for
prisoners ofwar; this status bestows certain rights to the
individual ill the Geneva Conventions.

The Army process to review and restructure forces.

Fragmentary Order

Army Field Manual 34-52
"Intelligence
Interrogation11

Geneva Conventions

Global War on Terror

InternmentlResett1ement

International Committee
of the Red Cross

In Lieu Of

initial Point of Capture

_Iraq Survey Group

Joint Manning Doc:wnent

FRAGO

FM34
52

GC

GWOT

IIR

ICRC

ILO

!POC

ISG

JMD

An abbreviated form ofan operation order (verbal,
written ordigital) usually issued on a day-to-day basis
that eliminates-the need for restarting information
contained in a basic operation order.

Cwrent manual for operations and training in
interrogation techniques. The edition dated.1987 was
updated in 1992.

The intema~onaltreaties brought into force in August
1949. These conventions extend protections to. among
others, prisoners ofwar and civilians in time ofwar.

Worldwide operation to eradicate individuals and groups
that participate in and sponsor terrorism.

Internment/resettlement mission assigned to specific US
Army Military Police-units who are responsible for the
detention ofEnemy Prisoners ofWar during armed
conflict.

Nongovernmental organization that seeks to help victims
ofwar and internal violence.

When used in reference to manning. indicates that forces
were used in a maIUler other than originally specified.

Location where an enemy prisoner or internee is
captured.

Organization located in Iraq with the mission to find
weapons ofmass destroction.

Master· document covering personnel requirements for
the joint theater.
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GLOSSARY

Navy Criminal NCIS
InvestiPtive Service

National Detainee NDRC
Reporting Center

Operation Endnring OEF
Freedom

Other Government OGA
Agencies

Operation Iraqi Freedom OIF

Office ofLegal Counsel OLC

Operation Noble Eagle ONE

Operation Victory Bounty OVE'

Investigative service for the us Navy and Marine Corps.

Agency charged with accounting for and reporting all
EPW, retained personnel, civilian internees and other
detainees during anned conflict.

Military operation io Afghanistan

Refers to non-Department ofDef~e agencies operating
in: theaters ofwar.

Military operation io Iraq.

Refers to the Department ofJustice Office ofLegai
Counsel.

Operation to activate and deploy forces for homeland
defense and civil support in response to the attacks of
September 11, 2001.

CJTF-7 operation to sweep Baghdad area for remaining
elements ofthe Saddam Fedayeen in 2003.

Operational Control

Republican Guard

Reserve Component

Request for Forces

Standing Operating
Procedure

. Tactical Control

OPCON Command authority over all aspeets ofmilitary
operations.

RG Elite Iraqi military forces under the regime of Saddmn
Hussein.

RC Army, Navy, Air Force and Marine Reserves and Anny .
aod Air National Guard

RFF Commaoders requesi for additional furces to support the
mission.

SOP A set of instructions covering those features of
operations which lend themselves to a definite or
standardized procedures without loss ofeffectiveness.
The procedme is applicable unless ordered otherwise.

TAeON Command authority to control and task forces for
maneUvers within an area ofoperations.
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Tactical Human
Intelligence Team

Time Phased Force
Deployment List

GLOSSARY

Tiff Forward deployed intelligence element providing human
intelligence support to maneuver units.

TPFDL Identifies the units needed to support an operational plan
and specifies their order and method ofdeployment.
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GLOSSARY

Guantanamo Commander

United States USSOUTHCOM One ofnine Unified Combatant Commands GEN James Hill

Southetn Command : with operational control ofU.S. military
forces. Area ofresponsibility includes
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba.

Joint TaskForce 160 TIF-l60 Initially responsible for detention operations
at Guantanamo, merged in llF-G 1114/02.

Joint Task Force 170 ITF-170 Initially responsible for interrogation
operations at Guantanamo, merged in J1F-G
1114102.

Joint Task Force ITF-G Joint task force for all operations at
GllantanaIDO GlIantanamo. formed 11/4/02.

Afghanistan
United States Central USCENTCOM One ofrone Unified Commands with GEN John Abizaid
Command operational control ofO.S. military forces.

Area ofresponsibility includes Afghanistan
andIrnq.

Coalition Forces CFLCC Senior headquarters element for multi- LTG David
Land Component national land forces in both~ and McKiernan
Command ~

Combined Joint Task CITF-180 Forward deployed headquarters for
Force 180 Afgrumi-

Iraq
United States Central USCENTCOM One of nine Unified Commands with GEN John Abizaid
Command operational control ofU.S. military forces.

Area ofresponsibility includes Afghanistan
and Irnq.

Coalition Forces CFLCC Senior headquarters elemenf for multi- LTG David
Land Component national land forces in both Iraq and McKiernan
Command Af~

Combined Joint Task: CJTF-7 Fo<WaId deployed headquarters for LTG Ricardo
Farce 7 Operation Iraqi Freedom. Replaced in May Sanchez

04 by Multi National Force - Iraq and Multi
National Corps - Iraq

Combined Joint Task CJTF·7 C2 Intelligence staffsupport to CITF-7 MG Barbara Fast
Force 7 Intelligence
SWI
SOOth Military Police 800thMPBDE U.S. Anrry Reserve Military Police Brigade. BG Janis KaIpinski
Brigade responsible for all inteminent facilities in

haq, and assistance to CPA Minister of
Justice.

Joint Interrogation IDle Element ofCJTF-7 for intrrogation mission LTC Steven Jordan
and Detention Center at Abu Ghuratb.
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GLOSSARY

320tb Military Police 320thMPBN Element of800th Bde; assigned to Abu LTC Jerry

Battalion Ghura>b. Phillabaum

372nd Military Police 372ndMPCO Element of 320th Bn; assigned to Abu CPT Donald Reese

Company Gm.muo in October 2003.

72nd Military Police 72nd MP CO Nevada National Guard MP Company,

Company assigned to A&u Ghuriu"b prior to 37200 MP
Co.

205th Military 205thMIBDE Military Intel1igence Brigade respomnole for COL Thomas
Intelligence Brigade multiple Army intelligence missions ,-

throughout Iraq.

519tb Military 519thMlBN Tactical exploitation element of525 MI Boo; MAl Michnewicz

Intelligence Battalion Company A was located at Abu Ghuraib.

Other
United States Army FORSCOM U.S. Army major command responsible for
Forces Command training. readiness and deployment
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MEMORANDUM FOR TIm HONORABLE JAMES R. SCHLESINGER.
CHAI1lMAN

THE HONORABLE HAROlD BROWN
TIm HONORABLE TIlLIE It FOWLER
GENERAL CHARLES A. HORNER., USAF (RET.)

SUBJECT: Independent PaDcIID ReviewD~ Detcntiou Operations

Various orpnizB.tions of !he Oepartmeol of Mente have investigated, or will
invertigate. various aspocts of allegatiOns of ahuso at DoD Detention Facilities and otlter
matrers related to detention operations. nws far these inquiries Include lhe following:

-Criminal io\ICStigations into individual allegati.OI1S
-Anny Provo&t Marsbal Oencnd assesment ofdetenlkm _ corrections

operalioas in Iraq
--Joint Task Force OuaDtaDaino wislance visit 10 Iraq to 1lSJes:8 intelligence

operatioos
-·Administmivc Invcstigalion tinder AR 1$-6 regarding Abu Gbraib
opem"~

-Anny InspectDc 0e0er.lI~ at doctrine and trainiJig for detentioo......... .
...commaodcr; Jo.int Task Forr:,e,.7 review of activities-of military

itt\elUgeacepemmnel at Abu Ohraib
--A:nny~Command Inspa;:tor ODnetal assessment of training of

Resavc unils IClardilll mililary 1DtcIligcncc and military polkc
-Navallnspcctor 0c0era1 review of dctcDti.ou proceWre5 at Guantanamo

Bay, Cuba, and the Na.val Conao1i4atcd Brig, OJarlCSloD, South Carolina

I ha've been or will~ briefed Oft !he results of tIlese inquiries rmd Ihe corrective
,actions takeD by responsible officials wilhin the Department.

It wowd~ helpful to me to have yoW' independent, professional advice aD the
issues Ihat you COO&idet moat pertiPe4tIe1ated 10 Ibe various alIegario1ls. based aD your
review of COIIlpIetcd and pending investigative repor1Ilnd othCll' materiaJJ and
infwmaliOD. I am especially intereIacd.in yourvicws on the aruse of Ibe pab1emf and
what. should be done to fix them. :Wues ACb as fmcc: .tnlctl:u'o, trBinina: ofregular and.
reserve personnel., use ofeoatractors, organiWioo, cklmntion policy IIDdprocedures.
interrogation poHcy and pr.or.edures, the relatioasbip betweeo. detention and interrogation.
CQD1P1i.Inac with the Qenev. ColJ:VeIltions, relaiionship with the Intematiou,II Commi~

OSD 068 04~04
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I intend to provide your report 10 the Comtnittees 011 AnDed Services. the
Secretaries of-the Military Departments.. the Chairmanof the Joint Chiefs ofStaff, the
COmmmdm of Ihc Combatant Commands, the Directon of the Defense Agencies, and
otheta u appropriate. U yOur repon contains classified informatioo. please also provide
IiUI unclassified version nitable for public rdeasc!.

of !heRed Cross. command relationships. and operilional ~ccs may be contributing
faceors you might wish to review. Issues ofpcuonal accowuabllity will be resolved
through established military justice and administrative pmcedures. although any
infoanalioa you may develop will be welcome.

I would like your iodepeodem advice orally and in writing, preferably within 45
days lIfu:I" you bcIin your review. DoD pellSOOnel will collect infon:nation fOl your
review and aui8t )IOU: as )'Oil deem appropriate. You Ill'C to have accea to aD relevant
DoD iIIvcltigatioDs and other DaD infmmatlO11 UD1eu prohibited by Jaw. Reviewing all
wriuea materials rdcvaD1lO lheso "sues may be sufficient to allow you to provide: your
advice. Should)'Oll believe it necessary to na.vcl or condac:t interviews_ (he Diredor of
Adminilltralioo and Management 'will JnIIke appropriate an'angelJlNl4.

By copy of this. memorandum. I request !he Director of AdminIstration,and
Management to scc:ure the necessary teelmical.lIdmillisuative ami legal support for}'ilur
review from the Dcpanmenl ofDefense eomponeDtS-. 1appoint you 8J full-time
employees of !his Dcpartmcot without pay undCl" 10 U.s,C.llS83. I request all
Depar1mcnt ofDefetlIO pmonnellO cooperate fIlUy with your revtcw and to make
available aU relevant documcnb md'infonnation at your n:quc:st.

co: SECRBTARlBSOFTHEMlUTARYDEPARTMENTS
CHAlRMAN OPTHBJOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UNDER SBCRETARIFS OFDEPENSB
DIRECTOR. DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OPDEPENSE
OENERALCOUNSEl.. OFTHE DEPARTMENT OF DBPBNSB
INSPECTOR OENBRALOFTHBDEPARTMBNTOFDEPBNSE
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUAnON
ASSISTANTS TO TIlE SECRBTARY OPDEFENSE

2
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DIRECfOR. ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT
DIRECI'OR, PORCE TRANSFORMATION
DIRECfOR, NET ASSESSMENT
DIRECOOR, PROGRAM ANALYSIS AND EVALUAtiON
DIRECTORS 0Jl THE DEFENSE AGENCIES
DIRECTORS OF TIlE OOD FIELD AcnvrI1ES
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 7, 2002

MEMORJl,NOUM FOR THE VICE PRESIDEHT
THE SECRETARY OF STATE.
THE Su:KETARY OF DEFENSE
THE ATTORNEY GENSRAL"
CHIEF 0' STAFF TO THE PRESIDENT
DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL IN"1'BLLIGSNCE
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL

SECURITY AFrAIRS
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

SUBJECT: Humane Treatment of _1 Oaed. and Taliban'Detainees

1. Our recent extensive discussionl!l regard).ng the status
of al Oaeaa and Taliban detaine:ea confirm that tbe appli
cation of the Geneva conVention Relative to the Treatment
of Prisoners of War of August 12, 1949 (Geneva) to the
conflict with 81 Qaed. and the Taliban involves ~lex
legal questions. By its terms, Geneva appli•• to conflicts
involving -High Contracting Parties, - which can only be
states. Moreover, it assumes the exiBt~e of -regular"
armed forces fighting on behalf of states. However, the
war against terrorism usher.- in a new paradigm, one in
which groups with broad, international reach comqdt ho:rrific
aets against innocent civilians,. liIometimelil with the direct
support of states. Our Nation recognizes that this new
pa.adigm - - ushered in not" by us, ):JUt by terrorists - - _
r.equires new thinking in the law of war. but thinking that
should nevertheless be consistent with the principles ot
Geneva.

2. Pursuant to my authority as COImI&llder in Chief and Chief
Executive of the United states; and. relying on the opinion
of t.he Department "of ~8tice cated January 22, 2002. and on
the legal gpinion rendered by the Attorney General in his
letter of February 1, 2002, I hereby de~ermine as follows:

a. I accept the legal conclusion of the Department of
Justice and determine that. none of the provisions
of Geneva apply to our conflict with a1 Oaeda in
Afghanistan or elsewhere th::r;01Jgbout the world 1:lecause,
among other reasons, ".1 oaeda 18 not a High Contracting
party to Geneva.

b. I accept the legal conclusion of the Attorney General
and the Department of Justice that I have the authorit.y
under the constitution to suspend Geneva as between
the united Stat.es and Afghanistan, but 1 decline to
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exercise that authority at this time. Accordingly, I
determine that the provisions of GeneVa will apply to
our present conflict with the Talihan. I reserve the
right to exercise this authority in this or future
conflicts.

C. I also accept the legal conclusion of the Deparcment of
Justice and determdne that common Article 3 Qf Geneva
does not apply to either al Oaeda or Taliban detainees,
because, among other reasons, the relevant conflicts
are international in scope and C~ Article 3 applies
only to Ra;med conflict not of an international
character ••

d. Based- on the facts supplied by the Department of
Defense and the recoarmendation of the Department of
Justice, I determine that the Taliban detainees are
unlavful combatants and, therefore, do not qUalify as
prisoners of war under Article 4 of·Geneva. I nete
that, because Geneva· does not apply to our conflict
with a1 Oaeda, al Oaeda detainees also do not qualify
as prisoners of war~

3. Of course, our values ae a Nation, values that we share with
many nations in the world, eall for us to treat ~etainee.

humanely, including those who are not legally entitled to
such treatment. OUr Nation has been and will continue to
be a strong supporter of Geneva and its -principles. As
a matter of policy, the United States Armec;i Forces ahall
continue to treat detainee. humanely and, to the extent
appropriate and consistent with military neee••ity, in
a manner consistent with the prinCiples of Geneva.

~. The United St.atee will hold states, organizationa, and
individuals who gain control of United States personnel
responSible for treating Buch personnel humanely and
consi.tent with applicable law. .

5. I hereby reaffirm the order previously issued. by the
Secretary ot Defe~eto the United States Armed Forces
requiring that the detainees be treated hUmAnely and,
to the extent appropriate and consistent with military
neceBsity,· in a manner consiscent with the.principlea
of Geneva.

6. I hereby direct. the Seerecary of' State to commutl!cat. IlY
determinat.1ons in an appropriace manner to our alIi.e., and
other couneries and international organiza,tiona cooperating
in the war against terrorism of global reach.
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Interrogation PoI!cies in Guantanamo, Afghanistan and Iraq

17
I FM34-52 Jan02-011 I 17 I FM 34-52 127 Oct 01-1 I 17 IFM 34-52

(1992) Dec 02 (1992) 24 Jan 03 (1992)

Secretary of

I
CJTF 180

Defense CJTF-7
33 I Approved 02 Dec 02 j 1 33 Response to 24-Jan-03 I 3 61 29 Signed I 14-Sep-03 I 1

Tiered
15 Jan 03 DIrector. ' ,

Policy
System

Joint Staff

FM34-52

I CJTF 180 I CJTF-7
20

I(1992) with 16Jan03-
32 Detainee 27-Mar-04 1 19 Signed I 12-0ct-03 I 4

3 Cat 1 15 Apr 03
SOP Policy

Techniques

Secretary of
16Apr03-

CJTF-A CJTF-7
24 I Defense 1,2 19 Rev 2 Jun-04 4 19 Signed 113-May-041 4

Memo
Present

Guidance Policy

1 Some techniques specifically delineated in this memo are inherent to techniques contained in FM 34':52, e.g. Yelling as a component ofFear UP.
2 Five Approved Techniques require SOUTHCOM approval and SECDEF notification.
3 Figure includes techniques that were not in current use but requested for future use.
4 Figure includes one technique which requires CG approval.
5 Memorandum cited for Afghanistan and Iraq are classified.
6 Figure includes the 17 techniques ofFM-34-52, alhtough they are not specified in the Memo. AppendixD

Source: Naval IG Investigation
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Evolution of Interrogation Techniques - GTMO
FM 34-51 (1992)

Secretary of: Defense FM 34-52 (1992) with lome
Secretary of Defeose Memo

AnnnlVM Tiered Sotem Catl.... on Tecbnl .. Jao 02.01 Dec 02 02 Dee 02·15 Jan 03 16Jan03·15 ,OJ I. f 03 _Present
Direct questioning X X X X
Incentivo'removal of incentive X X X X
Emotiona11ove X X X X
Emotional hate X X X X
Fear up harsh X X X X
Fear up mild X X X X
Reduced fear X X X X
Pride and X X X X
Pride and ego down X X X X
Futility X X X X
We know all X X X X
E9tablish your iderltity X X X X

'tion h X X X X
File and dossier X X X X
Mutt and Jeff X'

'dFin:: X X X X
Silence X X X X
Change of Scene X X X X
Yelling X Cal X

00 X Cat
Mujti;:;"le interrogators X Cat X
Interro-;-ator identity X C~ X
Stress positions. liloo standin XTcatTr
False documentslreports X(~

Isolation forunto 30~ x~n X·
Deprivation oflightiaudi stimuli x (CatIr\ .
Hooding (transportation & uestioning XtCBtTn
20-ihterrogations X (Cat II)
Removal ofALL oomfort items, including religious items X C~

MRE-onlydiet x~n X·
Removal ofclothing X Cat
F"""" oming X CatI
&;ioitfu;'"individual phobias, e.g. do s X C~

Mild. non.injuriouaphysical contact, e.g. grabbing, poking or light
X(~nQI_.•bing

Environmental m ti~ X

8' ad'ustment X
F.t" X

·Techniques require SOUTHCOM approval and SECDEF notification.
SOIlICC: NavaltaIn~tion

Appendi:lI. E
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INDEPENDENT PANEL TO REVIEW DoD DETENTION OPERATIONS

PSYCHOLOGICAL STRESSES

The potential for abusive treabnent of detainees during the Global War on Terrorism was

entirely predictable based on a fundamental understanding of the principle ofsocial

psychology principles coupled with an awareness ofnumerous known environmental risk

factors. Most leaders were unacquainted with these known risk factors, and therefore

failed to take steps to mitigate the likelihood that abuses ofsome type would occur during

detainee operations. While certain conditions heightened the possibility ofabusive

treatment, such conditions neither excuse nor absolve the individuals who engaged in

deliberate immoral or illegal behaviors.

The abuse the detainees endured at various places and times raises a number ofquestions

about the likely psychological aspeets of inflicting such abuses. Findings from the field

ofsocial psychology suggest that the conditions ofwar and the dynamics ofdetainee

. operations carry inhereIit risks for human mistreatment, and therefore must be

approached with great caution and careful planning and training.

The Stanford Prison Experiment

In 1973, Haney, Banks and Zimbardo (1) published their landmark Stanford study,

"Interpersonal Dynamics in a Simulated Prison." Their study provides a cautionary tale

for all military detention operations. The Stanford Experiment used a set of tested,

psychologically sound college students in a benign eoviromnent. In contras~ in military

detention operations, soldiers work under stressful combat conditions that are far from

benign.

The StaIiford Prison Experiment (SPE) attempted to "create a prison-like si~tion" and

then observe the behavior of those involved.. The researchers randomly assigned 24

young men to either the "prisoner" or "guard" group. Psychological testing was used to

eliminate participants with overt psychopathology, and extensive efforts were made to

AppendixG
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INDEPENDENT PANEL TO REVIEW DoD DETENTION OPERATIONS

simulate actual prison conditions. The experiment, scheduled to last two weeks, was

cancelled after only six days due to the ethical concerns raised by the behaviors of the

participants. The study notes that while guards and prisoners were free to engage in any

fonn of interpersonal interactions, the "characteristic nature of their'encounters tended to

be negative, hostile, affrontive and dehwnanizing."

The researchers found that both prisoners and guards exhibited ''pathological reactions"

during the course ofthe experiment Guards fell into three categories: (1) those who

were "tough but fair," (2) those who were passive and reluctant to use coercive control

and, ofspecial interests, (3) those who "went far beyond their roles to engage in creative

cruelty and harassment" With each passing day, guards "were observed to generally

escalate their harassment of the prisoners." The researchers reported: ''We witnessed a

sample ofnormal, healthy American college students fractionate into a group ofprison

guards who seemed to derive pleasure from insulting, threatening, humiliating, and

dehumanizing their peers."

Because of the random assigmnent ofsubjects, the study concluded the observed

behaviors were the result ofsituational rather than personality factors:

The negative, anti-social reactions observed were not the product ofan
environment created by combining a collection ofdeviant personalities, but
rather, the ~ultofan intrinsically pa$ological situation which could distort and
rechannel the behaviour ofessentially normal individuals. The abnormality here
resided in the psychological nature ofthe situation and not in those who passed
through it.

The authors discussed how prisoner-guard interactions shaped the evolution ofpower use

by the guards:

The use ofpower was self-aggrandizing and self-perpetuating. The guard power,
derived initially from an arbitrary label, was ititensified whenever there was any
perceived threat by the prisoners and this new IevQI subsequently became the
baseline from which further hostility and harassment would begin. The most
hostile guards on each shift moved spontaneously into the leadership roles of
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giving orders and deciding on punishments. They became role models whose
behaviour was emulated by other members of the shift. Despite minimal contact
between the three separate guard shifts and nearly 16 hours a day spent away from
the prison. the absolute level ofaggression as well as the more subtle and
"creative" forms ofaggression manifested. increased in a spiraling function. Not
to be tough and arrogant was to be seen as a sign ofweakness by the guards and
even those "good" guards who did not get as drawn into the power syndrome as
the others respected the implicit norm ofnever contradicting or even interfering
with an action ofa more hostile IDJ:8!d on their shift.

In an article published 25 years after the Stanford Prison Experiment, Haney and

Zimbardo noted their initial study <<underscored the degree to which institutional settings

can develop a life oftheir own, independent of the wishes, intentions, and purposes of

those who run them." They highlighted the need for those outside the culture to offer

external perspectives on process and procedures. (2)

Social Psychology: Causes ofAggression and Inhumane Treatment

The field ofsocial psychology examines the nature ofhuman interactions. Researchers in

the field have long been searching to understand why humans sometimes mistreat fellow

hwnans. The discussions below examine the factors behind human aggression and

inh'wnane treatment, striving to impart a better understanding ofwhy detainee abuses

occur.

Hwnan Aggression

Research has identified a nwnber offactors that can assist in predicting hwnan

~ggression. These factors include:

3
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• Personality traits. Certain traits among the totality of an individual's

behavioral and emotional make-up predispose to be more aggressive than

other individuals.

• Beliefs. Research reveals those who believe tPey can carry out aggressive

acts. and that such acts will result in a desired outcome, are more likely to

be aggressive than those who do not hold these beliefs.

• Attitudes. Those who hold more positive attitudes towards violence are

more likely to commit viol~t acts.

• Values. The values individuals hold vary regarding the appropriateness of

using violence to resolve interpersonal conduct.

• Situational Factors. Aggressive cues (the presence ofweapons),

provocation (threats, insults, aggressive behaviors), frustration, pain and

discomfort (hot temperatures,loud noises, unpleasant odors), and

incentives can all call forth aggressive behaviors.

• Emotional factors. Anger, fear, and emotional arousal can heighten the

tendency to act out aggressively.

The personality traits, belief systems, .attitudes, and values of those who perpetrated

detainee abuses can only be speculated upon. However, it is reasonable to assume, in any

given population, these characteristics will be distn"buted along, a bell curve, which will

predispose some more than others within a group to manifest aggressive behaviors.

These existing traits can be affected by environmental conditions, which are discussed

later.

Abusive Treatment

Psychologists have attempted to understand how and why individuals and groups who

usually act humanely can sometimes act otherwise in certain circumstances. A number of

psychological concepts explain why abusive behavior occurs. These concepts include:
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Deindividuation. Deindividuation is a process whereby the anonymity,

suggestibility, and contagion provided in a crowd allows individuals to participate in

behavior marked by the temporary suspension of cuf!tomary rules and inhibitions.

Individuals within a group may experience reduced self-awareness which can also result

in disinhibited behavior.

Groupthink. Individuals often make very WlCharacteriStiCS decisions when part

ofa gronp. Symptoms ofgrouptbink include: (I) lllusion ofinvulnerability--group

members believe the group is special and morally superior; therefore its decisions are

sound; (2) Dlusion ofunanimity in which members asswne all are in concurrence. and (3)

Pressure is brought to bear on those who might dissent.

Dehum.anization. Dehumanization is the process whereby individuals or groups

are viewed as somehow less than fully human. Existing cultural and moral standards are

often not applied to those who have been dehumanized.

Enemy Image. Enemy image describes the phenomenon wherein both sides

participating in a .conflict tend to view themselves as good and peace-Ioving peoples,

while the enemy is seen as evil and aggressive.

Moral Exclusion. Moral exclusion is a process whereby one group views another

as fundamentally different, and therefore prevailing motal rules and practices apply to

one group but not the other.

Abuse and Inhumane Treatment in War

Socialization to Evil and Doubting. Dr. Robert Jay Lifton has extensively examined the

nature ofinhumane treatment during war. Dr. Lifton suggested that ordinary people can

experience "socialization to evil." especially in a war environmenl Such people often

experience a "doubling." They are socialized to evil in one environment and act

-accOrdingly within that environment, but they think and behave otherwise when removed

from that environmenl For example. doctors committed unspeakable acts while :working

in Auschwitz. but would go home on weekends and behave as <'normal" husbands and

fathers.

5
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Moral Disengagement. Moral disengagement occurs when nonnal self.regulatory

mechanisms are altered in a way that allows for abusive treatment and similar immoral

behaviors. Certain conditions, identified by Bandura and his colleagues (3), can lead to

moral disengagement, such as:

• Moral Justification. Misconduct can bejustified if it is believed to serve a social

gond.

• Euphemistic Language. Language affects attitudes and beliefs, and the use of

euphemistic language snch as "softening np" (and even ''humane treatmenf') can

lead to moral disengagement.

• Advantageous Comparison. "Injurious conduct can be rendered benign" when

compared to more violent behaviors. -TIlls ~ctor is likely to occur during war.

Essentially. abusive behaviors may appear less significant and somehow

justifiable when-compared to death and destruction.

• Displacement _of Responsibility. "People view their actions as springing from the

'social pressures or dictates ofothers rather than as something for which they are

socially responsible." TIris is consistent with statements from those under

investigation for abuses.

• Diffusion ofResponsibility. Group decisions and behaviors can obscure

responsibility; ''When everyone is responsible, no one really feels responsible."

• Disregarding or Distorting the Consequences ofActions. Hannful acts can be

minimized or ignored when the hann is inflicted for personalgaiD or because of

social inducements.

• Attribution of Blame. "Victims get blamed for bringing suffering on

themselves:'

Detainee and interrogation operations consist ofa special subset ofhuman interactions.

characterized by one group which has significant power and control over another group

which must be managed, often against the will of its members. Without proper oversight
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and monitoring, such interactions carry a higher risk ofmoral disengagement on the part

of those in power~ in tu.rn. are likely to lead to abusive behaviors.

Environmental Factors

The risk ofabusive behaviors is best understood by examining both psychological and

environmental risk factors. A cursory examination ofsituational variables present at Abu

Ghraib indicates the risk for abusive treatment was considerable. Many of the

problematic conditions at Abu Ghraib are discussed elsewhere in this report, to include

such factors as poor training, under nearly daily attack, insufficient staffing,. inadequate

oversight, confused lines ofauthority, evolving and unclear policy, and a generally poor

quality oflife. The stressesofthese conditions were certainly exacerbated by delayed

troop rotations and by basic issues ofsafety and security. Personnel needed to contend

with both internal threats from volatile and potentially dangerous prisoners and external

threats from frequent mortar fire and attacks on the prison facilities.

The widespread practice ofstripping detainees, another environmental factor, deserves

special mention. The removal ofclothing interrogation technique evolved into something

mnch broader, resulting in the prsctice ofgronps ofdetainees being kept nsked for

extended periods at Abu Ghraib. Interviews with personnel at Abu Ghmib indicated that

naked detainees were a co~n sight within the priSon, and this was understood to be a

general part of interrogation operations.

While the removal ofclothing may have heen intended to make detainees feel more

vulnerable and therefore more compliant with interrogations, this practice is likely to

have had a psychological impact on guards and interrogators as well. The wearing of

clothes is an inherently social practice, and therefore the stripping away of clothing may

have had the unintended consequence ofdehumanizing detainees in the eyes of those

who interacted with them• .AS discusSed earlier, the process ofdehwnanization lowers

the moral and cultural barriers that usually preclude the abusive treatment ofothers.
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ETHICAL ISSUES

Introduction

For the United States and other nations with similar value systems, detention and

interrogation are themselves ethically challenging activities. Effective interrogators must

deceive, seduce, incite, and coerce in ways not normally acceptable for members of the

general public. As a result, the U. S. places restrictions on who may be detained and the

methods interrOgators may employ. Exigencies in the Global War on Terror have stressed·

the nonnal American boundaries associated with detention and interrogation. In the

ensuing moral uncertainty, arguments ofmilitary necessity make the ethical foundation of

our soldiers especially important.

Ethical Foundations ofDetention and Interrogation

Within our values system, COnsent is a central moral criterion on evaluating our behavior

toward others. Consentis the manifestation of the freedom and dignity of the person and,

as such, plays a critical role in moral reasoning. Consent restrains, as well as enables,

humans in their treatment ofothers. Criminals, by not respecting the rights ofothers, may

be said to have consented - in principle - to arrest and possible imprisonment In this

construct - and due to the threat they rq>resent -insurgents and terrorists "consent" to

the possibility ofbeing captored, detained, interrogated, or possibly killed.

Permissions and Limits on Detentions

This guideline ofimplied consent for the U.S. first limits who may be detained.

Individuals suspected of insurgent or terrorist activity may be detained to prevent them

from conducting further attacks and to gather intelligence to prevent other insurgents and

terrorists from conducting attacks. This suggests two categories ofpersons who may be

AppeodixH·
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detained and interrogated; (1) persons who have engaged in or assisted those who engage

in terrorist or insurgent activities; and (2) persons who have come by infonnation

regarding insurgent and terrorist activity.

By engaging in such activities, persons in. the first category may be detained. as criminals

or enemy combatants, depending on the context Persons in the second category may be

detained and questioned for specific infonnation, but if they do not represent a continuing

threat, they may be detained only long enough to obtain the infonnation.

Pennissions and Limits on Interrogation Techniques

For the U.S., most cases for permitting harsh treatment of detainees on moral grounds

begin with variants of the ..ticking time bomb" scenari/)o The ingredients ofsuch

s~osusually include an impending loss of life, a suspect who knows how to prevent

it-and in most versions is responsible for it-and a third party who has no hwnane

alternative to obtain the infonnation in order to save lives. Such cases raise a perplexing

moral problem: Is it permissible to employ inhumane treatment when it is believed to be

the only way to prevent loss oflives? In periods of emergency, and espedally in

combat, there will always be a temptation to override legal and moral nonns for morally

good ends. Many in Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom were not well

prepared by their experience, education; and training to resolve such ethical problems.

A morally consistent approach to the problem would be to recognize there are o~ions

. when violating norms is understandable but not necessarily correct ---that is, we can

recogniie that • good person migh~ in goad faith, violate standards. In principle,

someone who, facing such a dilemma, committed abuse should be required to offer his

actions up for review and judgment by a competent authority. An excellent example is

the case ofa 4& Infantry Division battalion commander who pennitted his men to beat a

detainee whom he had good reason to believe had information about future attacks

against his unit. When the beating failed to produce the desired results, the commander
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fired his weapon near the detainee's head. The technique was successful!",d the lives of

U.S. servicemen were likely saved. However, his actions clearly violated the Geneva

Conventions and he reported his actions knowing he would be prosecuted by the Army.

He was punished in moderation and allowed to retire.

In such circumstances interrogators must apply a ''minimum harm" rule by not inflicting

_more pressure than is necessary to get the desired information. -Further, any treatment that

causes pennanent harm would not be pennitted, as this surely constitutes torture.

Moreover, any pain inflicted to teach a lesson or after the interrogator has detennined he

cannot. extract informatjon is morally wrong.

National security is an obligation of the state, and therefore the work of interrogators

carries a moral justification. But the methods- employed should reflect this nation's

conunitment to our own values. Ofcourse the tension between military neceSsity and our

values will remain. Because of this, military professionals must accept the reality that

during crises they may :find themselves in circumstances where lives will be at stake and

the morally appropriate methods to preserve those lives may not be obvious. This should

not preclude action, but these professionals must be prepared to accept the consequences.

Ethics Education

The instances ofdetainee abuse in Iraq and Afghanistan do indicate a review ofmilitary

ethics education programs is needed. This is not to suggest that more adequate ethics

education willnecessarily prevent abuses. Major service programs such as the Anny's

"core values," however, fail to adequately prepare soldiers working in detention

operations.

While there are numerous ethics education programs throughout the services, almost all

refer to certain "core values" as their foundatiOIL Core-values programs are grounded in
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organizational efficacy rather than the mor31 good. They do not address humane

treatment ofthe enemy and noncombatants, leaving military leaders and educators an

incomplete tool box with which to deal with ''real-world'' ethical problems. A

professional ethics program addressing these situations would help equip them with a
sharper moral compass for guidance in situations often riven with conflicting moral

obligations.

4
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19 technlques. were and nJe.ed to

the public by the Department of DefenIe on June
22. 2004.) The t8Chn1ques were broken down into

Cateplea I, n. and m. WIth the third eatIpI1

..

•

•
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•
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view a perfect.
EPW in fun COllI

tIanI, • oftenslWl

u pau1ble. MWtery Interrogatom an trained to
use creative meaDI 01 deception Ind to play upon
detainees' emotJoaI and feus even conduct-.

1nI interruptions of Enemy w.r
(EPWs), who eqJoy the run 01 the
Geneva Conventions.
wtth mWtery Inttrrop
ly Je&ttfmate Ul
pUance with tile
by Ita very na

tenSiOn that often IIdsU
and lnterropUln has been ele

post-9111 world. In the Global Waron
are different thin thmI

ft (ICed In previous conf1ktI. Human inteJ.
aence, orHUMlNT • ofwhk:h in ta 111

lndJlpenlab1e component· his taken on Jncreued
Importance a we (ace an enemy that blends In
With the dYilian population and OJMI'IU!I In the
shacIows. And u lnterropt1on has tIken on
tncreued , e1lcltJng useful tDforrrwtlon
hu become more chaDIIJIInS. IS terrorIstS and
tnsuraentl .... frequently tnined to l'II1It tradi
tional U.S. Jnterroptlon methods that are
deqned fot EPWa. Such methods - outlined III
Army Field Manual (PM) 34·52, Iftlfllipr&a
Ii • which wa lut nvIIIclln 1992 
have at tlmeI prown iMdequate In the GJobIl
War on Terror: IIOll thJI hu ted
worldna with poUcy makers. to ....m for new
mterraptlon to obtaln cr1Uc:allnt.elll·
gence.

(U) On MI)' 25, 2004. Secnwy ofDefense
Donald H. Rumafeld cUrected the Naval Inspector
GeneraL Vice Admiral Albert 1: Church, m. to
conduct I com review ofDepartment of
Defense (DoD) interrogation operations. In
response to this tasking. VIce Admlral Churth
assembled ateam ofexperienced Invesuptorsand
lUbject matter experts in intemlptian and deten
tion operatJont. The Secntuy specifted that the
team was to have Ic:cess to aU documents. recorda.
persormeI and any other infonnatlon deemed rel
evant, and that aD DoD personnel must cooperate
fuUy with the InYeStipUon. t
InvestJptfon - which lnc:Iuded over 800 inte
with personnel semna or haY1nB aerwd
AfghanIstan and Guantanamo Bay. Cu
lor policy makers In
and analysis of w1uminous
- an impressive 1eYe1 of evident
throughout DoD.

mtUtIl'y tntemlp.
which II to pin

order to safesuard the
eel States. Int:erropUon is

u1aI endeavor. Generally.
nat eeger to provide lnf'onnatJon,

and t 1nterropt1on to the extent that
their personal character 01' tnin1na permfts.
Confronting detl1nees are tnterrosaton, whole
mlaslon Is to txtrKt uaefullnfonnatton IS qu1ckly

(U)Any
t10n must bea1n
actionable
aecur1ty
often

1
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(U) Mmy 01 the detIJJI our
lUlionl remain cIassIfIecl. and theref'ore can

hOt be presentecl.ln thII executIVe
summary. In add1t1on. '" MW amttt" Inm
th1I summary Iny dIIc:ua1on orJCRC matten In
order to respect ICRC cancel'lll. and comply
with DoD poItc:y. llmltatlon or the ell-.
semination of ICRC-provided information.
Issues of senior oft1cla1 accountability were
addreued by the In Panel to RevIew
DoD DetentJon Oper.dona (hereinafter
-Independent Panel-) • chalncl by the
Honorable J.....R. • with wb1Cb we
worked cJose1y. PInaIly. we haw billed our ClOn. .

cluaJonl pr1marUy on the tnlonnatlall aYlJlable
to UI U of September 30. 2004. Should addJ·
tiona) lnlonnatlDn become awllabJe. our condu
sionI would hew to be in U8ht oftbat
lnlormatlaft.

darn
pl.,edlntbe
IdcIItJon. we ~ted
c:antrlCUln in
port toar
Ities or other
medk:al ._
we
reportI and
the
(lcae).

on

(U) The events at Abu C
with the tapk buIe. We

did not dlnlctly lnYes IS. which
have been co ..mined by other
afftda1s and ere onpln& InveItip-
dons to a.dpabJ1Jl) m.t:e.I.
we conclusions and ret-

ommendI Abu Ghralb 1nYestJp-
tiona the 1araet context of
In po1k:y development and
tation in the Global War on Terror. In
with our direction from the Secretary cIDefense.

OUT focuIed prtndpaJly an: (IJ the
deYelopment of approYed lntetr'OptioR polky

(U) II by ...
l1m1tI. ere bound by us. IewI,

Indudlnl us. trear;)' and ExmIt1Ye
(1ncIudInI DoD) poIk.y. aUofwhich In Intended to
ensure the humIne~ of detainees. The
vast D'I$rIty of dItIJneeI held by us. ran. dur
In8 the Global War an Twrar UYe .. u.I8d
hummel)( HcJwewr.. or 30. ZOO4.
DoD hid 71 c:MeI of
detainee libuse.~ &IX deIthI. Ofnote. only
20 rl the doled. ted abuse cases • las
than • third or the total - cau1d In any way be con-
IIdend '*_ to in UIinI an.t a1te-
rSathat any type 01
(Jnc:ludlna by non-ndlltBry-
personnel at the pointrl~. or any
ofmIlitary-JIlte1lJpra Interroptol'l.

cues nlmI1ned open. II 30.
0IJFIn8. .

•

2
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in Juae

(U) MWtary t lawyers wen pr0-

Vided the far Input durtna the 1ntet.
rotation poUcy debate. even If that Input was not
always adopted. ". was evident ctw1III the
review of JTF-170's lnWU I'IqUeIt tor counter
reststanc:e techniques In the 1ead·up to the

December 2. 2002~ when IetYkIIInytrcon·
cerns were forwarded to the Joint Staff. ancllater
in the of the worlcq BfOUP In
Jlnuary 2003 that led to the AprO 18, 2003 polley.

2003 memorandum {also
20(4) that rema1DIln elflCt~

beyoDd

2002
baed OIl

that cauntm'

needed In ardet to

from detIIDeeI who

us.lnterropdon IDIthoda.
of Defense

dan po1Ides. CUUInI beck an the
types of tha wwre pnIIDt-

II1d .. advIIon fbr
.tIan. ThIs was true when the Secretary

ected the three IDCIIt ........ CatIpy m
that J'l'F.l70 I'IqUIItId. IDd WII later

Ipp8I'ft tn1he ofthe.Ap1I16,2OO3
poHcy. wh1dl tnduded anIy 24 of the 35

for aNlderatioft by the warIdna
aroup. Inll lncIuded none of the most ....-ave

(tJ) As this diIcuIIIDn
lnltla1 push far IntelTaptton
those found In FM 3c-52
from the JTF-11O
expertenc:a to that

reststance
obtain

directed that a v.wkIng Il'OUP be estab1llhed to
-- In In the GlobIJ War
on Terrot. and apeclftecl that the aroup should mm·
prise experti from the omce of GenetIJ Counsel of
the t ofDefenae. the omce afthe Under
Secretai)' ofDef'eme for Policy. the mWtIry serv1ces
and the Joint StaIt:

(U) Following • sometlmes contentious
debate, this wotkIna F'DUP -led by Us. AIr Force
General Coumel Mary Walker. end reportq to

the DoD General Counsel - produced a serIa of
•

draft repomlrom January throush March 2003,
Includ1n& 8 Marth 6, 2003 draft: report recom- n
mending approval or 36 Interruption techniques.
As many u 39 teehnlquea had been to

durin8 the working II'OUP" revtew, I
-WJter boardIna- (pourtna Wlter on a
toweled face to Induce the
cation). which cUd appear
nlques In the March 8 drat\:.
tec:hnlques were c:ons1dered
er • including water

Iy dropped from the
that the
eratlon by the
2003. the

tech
the 39

ble. howey·
were ultimate

Wl& 35 techniques
ded for tonaid

D8fen1e. In late March
or DefenII adopted a more

•chooIIna to accept 24 of the
, most of which wert taken

directly ordosely resembled those in FM 34
52. (The 35 technIques conslclered Wtft reflected
in the woridna FOUP's DnaI report, dated AprU 3,
2003.) The Secretary's guidance was promulpted
tD SOlmiCOM for use at GTMO in an AprI116.

•

. . .
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At present.
orCFC·

with

(U)Fromthe
2001 until December

reUed u
On Januuy 24.
inquiry via us.
the~1

warded

(U) In addldDn ta tbeIe lGc:aD)' dewloped
teChnIques, howeYet. the Jamauy 24, 2003 mem0

randum txldy conftrmed that "JDIBradan. «
In bid ocx:urnd llpll'ltely.

Dudna December 2002 and January 200S.1CCOI'd-
ina to tbe um. InterrDptGl'S hid
employed lOme of tJw IppI'CMd by the
Secretary 01 DefeMe for UR at Gn«). U. ofthe

TIer D and IJnIIe TIer mtechnique c.uecJ. JMM.
ever. upon the Sectewy'. nsdIIIDn of their

In October
lTOIatora In

-52 for p1dance.
to a .Joint Stair
t. •

Staff Judie Adwcate for
M Stafl'Judae AdYoca.1

that IIIbd and deIcrtbed the Inter

UII thm In \III In
u-e techniques wen s1mI1Ir to the

resistance tedudquel mat the Sec:ntary
apptUYed for GTMO an .2. 2002:

however. the CJTF·l80 had been
tIy by lnttn'optors In

In the contat 01 a broM ....u,. rI
PM 34-52. and were described UldnI cWrerent lB·

DJIno1o&Y.

• y renamed CJTF·78.
Combined Forces
A. In
CJTF-'I8. asubordinate

a than being the subject of
debate the Office or the Sec:ntary of
Defense. Int techniqu. for use In

were approWld and promulaated by
the senlor c:ammand In the thea_~ this
was Combined Joint Task FDn:e 180. or CJTF·J80.

In the fJrst cae. an 2002 the servkes
expressed II!riouI Ibout alJPl'OYln8
the ptupoled counter I'MIItanl:e techn1qull with
out further 1epl andpoUcy~ and thua they
were with the Sec:ntary'slCloptlon
of a sublet of theIt teehnIqu_ on December 2.
2002. However. an the Iftenneth 01'9/11. the ....
c:eMd urgency of 8aInID& acdonable IntelUpnce
from pertJcularJy resLst8nt detainees - tnclucUna
Mohamed a1 KahlanL the "20th hUacker" • that
could be UIId to thwII't poaIbIt MtIid<s GO the
United Sm_ qued for IWIft MIoption 01 an
effecdve ~ (In Aupt 2001
Kahtanl had been refused entry Into the U.s. by a

1JDro1&ration b1spector It Flartda·s
Orlando I AIrport. where the
9111 h(JII:ker, Mohamed Atta. was WI

hIm.) This 01 tJI'IflDCY wu
Strlted. for example. by the SO

's October 2002
wanIIn8 the counter rem

which ltated. ..
we must quickly prcMd
counteI'·rea1Itanee
value ofour

6
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n po1k:y
2004. when the

• General John AbIzaId•
In be

.......~ ThIlCFCA
t Ceneral o.vId W Bemo.

that CJTP-78 adopt the exIstIn8
lion policy used In Iraq. which Mel bien
In May 2004. Thls policy rebel almost

y GOln~tIoD tlChnSques spedfkal
ly outlined In PM 34-52. and remalns 10 efrICt
toda)'

l'Indum from the SecMary of Deren. to CENT·
COM (prepInd by the JotDt Std) that wu sub-
ItIntMly identkal to the AprO 16.
20031ntemptlon policy lor DO

evidence that the Secretary attbJa
draft • wh1c:h ppnMd.

(U) Ju in MpnJltan.lnterroption po1k:y
In Iraq wu dIve10ped and promuJeated by the
semor COIIUDIDd In the theater. thee CombIned
Jolnt Tuk Force-1. or C1I'F-7. At the mceptlon of
OIF on March 18. 2003. Jnter1'Olatan relied upon
FM 34-52 for gWdance. In Aupst 2003. amid a
arowlnl. 1JWqtncy In Iraq. CaptaIn c.rotyn
Wood. the or Alpha~ 511th
M111wy Battalion (AlS1D). ItadOlHlCl
at Abu GhraJb. subm1tted a drift Interroptlon
polley cIIrKt1y to the 205th MlUtary Intel1lamct
Brtpde and the eJTF·1 staft 1bfs drift policy

~ SECRETARY OF D

mtnlted
oflpnenJ.
revised pol.
2004. when

tIon suJdance.

OFFICE OF

• •

approval for CTMO onJanuuy 15. 2003.

•

•

•

•

UNCLASSIFIED ........~
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(U) 2004 guidance was not
draft8d u It cauJd have or Ihou1d have
been. Yed IIOIDe of the pnctita that
CJTF-l modlfted or eUmlnatld In February
2003. without exp1anatlGft and without ewn ref·
erencing the February 2003 modlftc.tlons.
Second. some of the teehnlqUII In the new guid
ance were baed upon an unatsned drift memo-

(U) CJTF-180 did not nceive any raponse
to Its January 24, 2003 um from either
CENTCOM or the Joint StaIf, end Interpreted
this silence to mean that the then in
use (whlch. epin. no 10lJlel' tnc:luded the tIInd
GTMO teebnlques) were to hlp
Ifheedquartenl and therel'orecould be CiOI1I1dered
•pprowd polity.

(U) On February 27,2003, the CJni'-180
, Ueutenant Cenenl Dan K. McNel11.

revJsed the January 24. 2003 techniques by modI- t
fYtn8 or eUmlnat1n8 8ve -interrogator tact1ca- not .
found in FM 3«·52 in response to the InWstiptl
of the December 2002 deathl or two
the Bagram Collection Point; WhIle
lead1n& to the BIgram deaths
ISSIUlts. rather than ury •
the cm-180 Commander
these 8ve taetlc:s u •~u
concern for detainee
fcy I'ImI1ned In effi
CJTF-180 Juued

•

•

•

•

•

'.
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On May 13, 200... C1I'F-7 ....
r rerised In policy. whJch

In eft'ect l'Dda.lt 1bIlIst of apprcMJdtech
nIq&B remained ldentk:ll to the 0Ctabet 2003
pollcy: the pdndpIl~ fram the pnMous po!
Icy wu to ipedfy that under I1D C

would requeea for till \lie of certain tB:hn1q.
be 1IPJX'CMd. WIdIe tbII polk:y II explJdt In Its
prohfbttion 01 certain , Uke the euIIer
poUcles It. contains sewra1 .mbIp1tles. which •
altbau8h they would not pemdt abuse • could
obscUre • ovenJIht ~ tee:hnlques
beInI employed, and thenfore waannt rMIw
and (J"he detaJJI of m.-
remain duaIfted, but an~ In the main
body ofthls mport.) As no18d 8bove,IJl June 2004
thIa polk:y WI adopt8d far ... In

once It wu ........ 'I Staff Judae
AdwcIte It overly Aa •
result. c.rrJO:.7 pramuJptld • reviled poUcy on
~ 12, 2003 that sp1Jdtly the
preYIaus policy. 11dI new UYeI'I1
techniques that bad in the

2003 poItcy. the 0Ctaber
2003 poUcy qulb! found In
FM 34.sZ. ]t tbat none of the

the or
po1IdeI would

such • tIat It Abu

wu
""'0

hldprovtd
JnI1ua:ed by the

noted above. con
InUilIn

, LTC SIncha and his staff
the GtmYa CorMlntklnl
In Inq, and thorougbJy

c.JTIl.'1 po1ky lor with
prior to its approval.

(U) To rectify this apparent
CJTF-7 r, t

SancbeL publ1Ibed the ftrst CJTF.
poI1cy on 14, 2003.
heavUy by the A
interrogation poltcy.
eel durln8 his visit.
MIG draft. poJJc!
talned some In

... b.-I in part an Interraptkln teehnklu.
beina used at the time by un1tI In
On Auaust 18, 2003, the Joint StaIr. D1rector for

(J-3) lent • ... thlt
the SOtrlHCOM pnMde • teem of
experts In detentIan and operations
to provide advice an I'IIevant fKI1ltleI and opera
tions in Iraq. As. 1'IIUlt. from Auaust 31 ro

8. 2003. the Joint Tuk Fon:e
GuantlnUlO OTF-GTMO) , Major
GenerII GeoffreyMIller. led • r.n to__ inter

rosatlon and detention aperatJons In tl'8q. One of
hls pdndpal was that .eJTF·7 hid
-no suJdance spedf1calIy

pobdes and authorttl. dlaemtnat.eel to unI..- "
under Its

•

(U) aftbls

8
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UNCLASSIFIED

effective

condltioDl at CTMO were 1JdtlaI1y sputan. rely.
Ins on lmprovlled n booths and .....
elllsdftl detentiOn fld11tJes t X·Ray,
constructed in the 1990s to and
Ha1tiaD refugees), theBe CD ~

baproved over time. The devel·
opment WIll atab1II 2002 of.
command detention aad
Iotel1f&lnce op the command of a
.ilJlle .entity. , IUpltledIna the bJfur-
cated bidet ti.... impeded
in due to I8c:k orproper CIOOI'dl-
nation Interroptorl and mJl1t11y police.

, with ttl weU-cIeveloped ItIndard
and c:l.- lines ollUthar1ty.

repon. _ were notifted that the Commander.
Multl·national Forces Inq (MNF·n. General

Georae w~ Jr.• had approved on Jauuary '1:1,
2005 a new interrosatlon poliey for Iraq. This pot
ley appmes a more Jimlted set or techniques for
use in Iraq. and also p1'OY1dea addltlonal sat.
guards Ind proh1b1t1ons. nct1flea amtqu!tIes. and

- ~ - req\dreS to conduct
t:rBJnjng on and wrIfy tion or the poJJ.
cy IDd report compliance to the Commander,
MNF-I.

•

(U) In GNO. we round that (U) JD ltihtofmlUtuypolice plI1'tidpIItion
besJnn1ng of Interroption opera in many of the abules at Abu Gbratb, the re1I.
ent. InterrogatJan policies were e • tlonsh1p between mIUtary polJce (MP) and mUI·
tnated and IntIrroptors c1 to the tar)' (MI) pencmnel has come under
policies. WIth minor me of these scrutiny. Under the GTMO model of.MPIMl reJa·
exceptJons 8fOIe bees tlon polley did tiOM. mJUtary po1lc:e work closely with m1l1tary
not always 1Jat Ie technique that tntelUgence In ht1pIna to set the c:andldonl for
8ft lnterroptor d Interroptors often successful Jnterroptlons. both by obIerYinI
employed t wwe not spedftca11y det.aInees end shartna ~ttans with Inter·
identified t arauabJy (en roptDra. and by UItIt1na In the tioD

within ten of FM 34-52. ThIa dOle of Interruption that 11'1 emplu)wl
compJi Interrosatlon policy was due to a larply outside the Intll'l'OptJon room (such IS

number iIlcton.1ndudIng Ib'iet command over. the prcMalon of1ncentJwl for . When
sJaht and effec:t1ve ludenhJp. adequate detentJon c:onductAld under controlled with ape-
and JnterropUon resources, .nil GTMO's IeCW'e dflc I'JId8Dce and rlp"ous command owrsJsht. IS

location ~ar from any combat zone. And although It GTMo. thII II an ekt1w model that gNIt1y

UNCLASSIFIED • &M:uIItIe~
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poar, and fell bICk an their tI'IIniqI
and obn~ an I brc.t Interpnta.

tIDn of PM 34-52. In IIWf, we a1Io band""'"
poor unIt-1eYe1 wIIb po1k.y

even whm chme ",
the relevant memotlJ'lda. • In both

IOd Inq. t werllp
between the an IlpInVId p0ll-
ey that Inr.Irr9-
tan emp1u)'ed GIl rhItr t:raInIn& end

theIe prabJemI ofpoUcy e:u-.
were certainly callie tbr

round that they did not lead to the
of Wepl or ebuISw

AcamIinI to GUl'inYeSt.,.tian, Inter
tori cI.rly undentaod that...~

• and • such u ph,ysII:al-.ult. sexual
detaInIes with~

lied dop. or threIts d torture or death - W8I'I at
aU t1meS prohibited;. of whether the

tnterropton were aware of the latllt palk:y mem-
onndum eel by hJ&her
Thus. with Umlted extepdonl (malt of'whIcb wen
physk:a1 assaults, as deIcrIbed below in our cUI-
cuuton of deta1nee abuIe). JrUerroptOl'l did not
employ such nor did they dlnlct NPI
to do 10. nothInt In OUt IrMItIp.-
tion olin and detention 1ft.

or Iraq ....... that the chaot:k:
... abusive that existed It the Abu

ftndJr9 In and Inq
shnd In contrIIt to our ftnd1np In CTMo.

Of policy 'NIl pneraDy

(U)~ we that cIurtt1I the
aJUne rI at CTMo. dw
Secretmy ofDerlnle8ppl'CMld spedftc
plans tor two -hJ&h-vaJue- detainees who hBd ,....

tid for IDII1Y months, Ind who were
be1ieYed to possess aedanIbIe that
be uwd to pment attadcl ... the U
States. Both pIIns employed sewraI f4 the .
I'tSIIt.IJa techniques found In the
2002 CTMO poDc)t and both
the two~. resistance
valuable Yk
interroptJonswere

the dIfBcult

enhances co8IctJoft lind doa not lI8d
to detainee IbuIe. In our VIew. it Is a model that
IhouId be for use In otber Jnterrap.
tlon In the CIobIl \VIr an Terror.
Current MP and MIdoctrine, tIowever.ls VIIU' on
the proper Pbel\IVeen MPand MI units.
and requirB nMaIon that spells out
the deaII1s of thI type of caardlnatlon between
these units that _ proven auceeafulat GTMO.

•
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t inter

pawaure
Jtamachal-

(and ,

to help prevent~
with Me Fay" ot.na

"1hau1d baYe
• crICa1l1batian." and thIt

IDIIJIIIdby unlt.Jevellelderlll:

We found no I'VIdence. howe\w: that
In Jnq belII\'ed Chat. Ill)' pnuun ftJr
IUIMtted their obUption to trut

humanely In with the CII1I'YI
Comentlons. orotIwrwIIe lid dwm co Ipply pI'OhI)-
lt2d or abustYe lD And
although MeJar CenenlFay'1 fl the
IYInCI at Abu Ghr8Jb DOCId that nqUlltl for inf0r
mation were It tlmellOrwu'ded directly from wtI..
OUI ndlitary and DoD .gencIes to Abu
GhrIIb. retber tt.n thraUBh nanDI1 dwmeJa. we
bnl no ewltDce to support the notion that the
0tJk:e of the Secretary 01 Defeme. the Natlonll
Securlty Ccuncll Itaft', ar any other

orpnIzatlon appUed expUdt s--n far lnt8JII.
pnce. or pve "t.k-e:hannel" to fines
in the Beld In 1rIq {or In to uae men
aar-atve lntln'Optlan thin tIKlII
authorJzed by ettI.- al8IJIUDd I .poIi-
del or FM S4-S2.

5IDchez his stated. "1f I hid not beM~
1ntenIe praIUI'8 on the Int8lUpDce c:omm~ to

know my enemy J would haYe been In my
duties and I shauIdn't have
........ OUr
roptors 1n Iraq IndeedWIN

far but this
lenF8 detainee to

ratio and an
tlon CIIUIlt1..
UDn that
bem
ltWilnot

the 115
on Terror

long before

(U) hal been much specula-
that undue pressure for

contributed to the ebuIes at
Chat. auc:h..-ure also

Itself 1nlq. It Is C*'tIInly true that
"pressure" ..~ In Inq throu&h the chain of
1XlIrUtIand. but. eatIItn IIIIDUnt orpreaure Is to be

lXpeCted in I combat environment. Aa LTG

ChraJb prison In the fan of ZOOS wu npeated
elsewhere.

(U) Nevertheless, u stated, we
consider It a misled opportunity that lnterroa..
tJon polley was never Issued to the em cam
manders In Afshanlstan or Iraq, IS was done Cor
CTMo. Had tills oecurred, lnterrogatlon polky
could hive beneflttJd from additional expertJae
and~L In Iraq, by the dmI the first CJTF:.
1 In poUcy was 1auIcl In Septlmber
2003. two dlffenl1t polldls had been thoroushlY
debated and promulpted for CTMO, and dlteft.
don" and interroptlon operations had been c0n

ducted In Afghanistan for nearly two yean. Yet,
CJTF.1 waleA to mugle with these Jasues n
tts own in the mJdst or flgbtlnl an
I result. the September 2003 CJrF.1
tlon polky wu dlYlloped, IS the
Judge Advocate It the ume Ita

fashion. Intel1'Olltion po
sons learned to date In the
should have been In
September 2003.

11
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(U) For the purpo88I 01 our Ma1)IIa. we
ca~ the aubltllntJated abuse c:Mes U

•

(U) Included IftlDnI the open were
li\lii'ii OIIIOInIlImIdptlolil ....ted to ,bulB
at Abu Ghralb. tndudtnl the death fla~
who was bnJuIht to Abu Ghm IpIClal

(U) We examined the 181 DoD inveltfp- operat1onllOGA team In 2003.
tiona of alleged detainee ,bu. that had been 'fhou8h not Included In our this
dosed as orSeptember 30, 2004. Of these 1nYeI-' ease wa in of IDIdIca1
tlptlOl1l. 71 (or 3nt) had resulted In 'ftndtna IIsueI.~ Include the
of substantiated detainee abuse. Includinlllx December 2002 Point dIIthI.
cases lnvolvln& detainee deatha. Blaht or the 11 .. thole not untll
cues oceurred at CTMO. an 01 whlch were rela. October • obIervatlonl on the
ttYely minor In their phy*al ..ture, althouJh Bqram proYkIed In our
two of thIlIe involved UMuthariald. aaually below.
sugestlve behavior by Inte......tors. which
raises problematic Issues coramtns cultural ~ We also nYtewed • July 14, 2004 Jet-
and re11g1oua ....ttvlt1es. (AI described . ram In FBI oftlcla1 notlfytna the Army
we Judged tblt one other substantiated Manhal General of IeYII'81Instanee1 01
It GTMO wu but did ~.1nterrOPtIan tedmlquese reported-

tute abuse. Thts lnddent was ly wttnessed by FBI at GTMO In
our stltlStlc:a1 analysis, as reft rt October 2002. One of theIe was alnacly the sub-
bUow.) Three of the elM. death ject of • criminal , which rema1nI
case, were from Af& he nmaln. open. The US. Southern and the cur·
I ..ft 60 tDdud l .... rent Naval Inspector General are now revlewIn.
AO" c:aaes..... I oc:currEIn Iraq AddItl all or the FBI documents reJeued toflJil'

• 0 rema1necI open, 1 (Awith AmerIcan ClvI UbertieS Unlon CLU) • which,
1nYeIdpU . FlnalIy. our Invea· other than the letter noted abcM. were not

tlptlon S are maklna
vigorous _tJpte evezy .It-atlon of known to DoD authDrldes until the ACLU~

....... UIhed them In 2004 • to detennJDe
abuse· ofwhether tbe IIleptlonl are
made dvtllan CORtrKtors. whether they br1nI to Ught Iny IbuIe ....

detainees; International Committee of the tIom that haw not ,. beeG

Red Crout the 1oc:aI populac:e. or any other
source.

• •
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I IMinarAbuIe

I ebuse
buse. M of

CtkIft had been
ben fQr this mta

noqJudldal puDIIh
ns-martiaL 12 IJ*Ial

......

•

(U) We round no link between appI'O\'ed
tmaptlon and detaiDIe abuse. or

AbuMe-e(U)

(U) There an ap
v1ctlms 10 these 70 CU8$ of.
Septlmber30.2OO4.
taken aplnst 115
conduct. loc1u
menu, 15

CIIUftI-,

lnvest1,atJon, leaYing UI 70 substantll~

det8Jnee IbUIe caes to anelY'JI. The eM't beIaw
reflecu the of these 70 CUll.

70

so +---

80+-----,

deaths, serious abuse. Of minor ebuse. We consId·
ered HI10uI abuse to be mlIconduet resultina or
havttll the potendaJ to nsult In death, or Inpo
GUS bodlly harm (u deftned in the Manual for
Courts-Mart1al. 2002 edition.) In Idd1t1on. we

aU sexual assaults, threats to tntuet
death or~ bocUIy harm, lIDd maltreatment
ltlcely to result in death or grJevous bod1ly harm to

be serloua abuae. P1nal1~ u noted above, we can-
•

eluded that one or the 71 CUlt did not constitute

abuse for our purposes: this cae lnYolved a sol-.
d1er at GTMO who dared a detainee to throw a
cup of water on him. and .rter the detainee com·
plied, reciprocated by throwing • cup of water on
the deta1nee. (The soldier was removed f'rom his ,...

t II a consequence or IDa
Interaction with a detaInee.) WI

•

10

o
1

I-I~I
•

I ' I
GTMO

•
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tIaa~the

ICIWdnI
CoIanIl attKhed

Apxy
Il:ftlenIna In

arabI-ilnd c:boked
M • ...wt. he .. dlld·
from in opere

det8IneeI.

(U) In addIdan. then...... two rI.
•

au .........
~ two dIItaIneM who died OIl Decem_ ..
and December 10. mD2 at the 8Ipam CoUectbt
PaInt In n.e 1mIItIptkm weIW

IIJt daIed untO Ottober2004.1ftarour data 1I1IIJy
III bed been campIeIed. and tba are nat Included
in our ItItIstIaL We did. hoMMr. mIew the ftnal
Army Ctlm1n&l Dlvlltoo (CID)

Repans ot IrMstIpdon. whId1 Jnduded 1ppI'DXl
mMely 200 WI found baIh bMIdp

doni tD be tbDrou&b In the precdcII
lOCI probIIms thBt led CD dII dIIthI end

we note thBt an afRdU have alreIdy reaam·
mended ct...- ...... 15 IOIdIen (11 MP ad
fClur Ml) In reI8tIan to die 4 deMh. and

fllOIdIers (20 MPand eeven MJ).1n reatIaD to the

30. zoot. On MIn:b 18.2006.when..
IIMIltI fl. U5.lnfantry bIttaUancanducted a CD'-

cion and -m..... 10 the ~MIan
Do. the us. ton:. \\WIt met with ...
IeVIrIJAfpnsWII'I1dlIed In

The unlt then c:IaInat the
vI1IIp for four..In

An
to the Define
the baUa1Jan,..
which he

....
wblchMI

of tppnMlCI
• thIIe

wbo.on
and apoke to

IMIlner In order
em the~. relIPJuI

ftlSUlted In..........

(U) At. GTMO, wbere there haw
24.000 aessIons slnc::e the
of there
caleS ofcbed.subItEtiated
abuse, ... COI1IIstIn& rI.minor

m:eeded
In ~

Induded tIDe of
their own lnl
detIlneeIln
to Jncur
belie&. AU
aet1an

rapton.

(U) In one tale of 1nbIrrclp-

tJon.related abwIe Iwd beMsubltantilted prior to

the 70 or doled, ted abuse, only
20 of tbMe caw, or ... thin ane-third. c:ouId be

-lnterroptJGn.reJatId;- the

50 were Ul1IIIIGdated with II1Y kind ~ qUlltion
lng. int.rroption. or the prIIInCe 01 Ml pmcm
net In d.terminlna whether a cue wu
lnterTOlatlon-nlated. we took an expIJ1I1ve
aJlPl'OlCh: for eampIe. If • saJdIer slipped •

~ for refualna to answer a question at the
point or capture. we that lMc:onduet
u related abuse - e¥en tbouah it did
nat occur at a detention r.ctUty. the solcUet wu
not an MI tnterraptor. and then wu no 1DdIca
don the soJdJer wu (or should have been) aware of

polky approved for use by Winter-

•

•
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(U) Itapproved polley did not

cause detaJme abuIe, the quest:iDn nmalDs: what

did? WhIle we cannot otter a deftnlUw 1nSWW. we
ItUCUId the DoD lnVIsdptlon .l"Ipora lr aD 70
cues of closed. subatantlatld detainee .tue to ..

Ifwe could detIct any pattlml at underlying exp1a
nadons. Our analysis oft!-. 70c.- sIIcIMd that
they JnYolved 8buIes by • wriIr;y of

8d:tve~ ..-w end rwtJonal prd pencnnel
from three IIII'\'IcIs on dtfferent dial and In differ·
ent locatiDDs and Iraq. •
well .. a small number of~ at GTMO. While
thls d1verslty qua ... a aqJe.

to eny lnterroptlon tICbDJque or polley, u it wa
by personnel who wert not M1 Jnter.

roptorl. and who a1moIt certainly not know
(and had no 1'UIOIl to 1cnGw) IUCh
~ Nevertheless. theM laww
or IhouJd haw known were
improper becauIe they mWtary
doctrine and law of And third.
even when MI the abuse.
theiractions to any approved tech-
niques. E wwe -CGDfuMd- by
the ItIpJe In paIk:Ies
within a p8n of time•• lOme hive hypotb-

Abu CJntb.lt Is dar thet,..,
ed po11des • DO matter wJdcb VII'IIan

t followed ··would have permJUed
e typeI ofabuIe that occumcL

1I1U1tntes.
n :y authorized interro

actual abasel deIcrlbed
dated intm'optlon-rtlated

F much or the abuse lmolved the
tforward phys1tal vIo1ence thlt

plainly the bounds of any interrup
tion polley In any the8te~ and also v101ated any
defln1tlon of -human,- detainee treatment.
Semnd. much of the abuse II wholly u

(lJ) Aatbe P
there is no Unk
ptlon teehnl
In the c1
abuse

•

(U) In Iraq, thare are 18 cases of c:1osed.
substantiated Interrogltton-related abuse. Flw of
these 1n'101v8d M1lnterroptors. There b no
dlseemtble pattern ill the 16 c:aes: the 1nddenu
octUrl'ed at cWfeRnt locations and were commlt·
ted by memben of cimerent units. The abusive
behavior varied .l8nJftcantly amana these Ind·
dents, a1thou&h each Inwlved methods 01 mal
treatment that were clearly in vioJaUon 01
milltuy doctrine and Us. law of war
as well u US. tntll'l'Uption poUc:y.
common type of detainee Ibuse w
ward phya1ca1 abuse, such u sIa 8
and 1c1c1dnI. In IICIdltion. mlde In
n1ne of the 18 incidents.

December 10 de;M:h. .(Some of the ume persannel
are named in the dlbmtion and In d
both detaInees.) SJsnI8cantly, our review of the
Inve.stipt1ons showed that wbJle this abuIe
occumd during I It WIS unrelated to

approved InterroptJon techniques.

•

•

15
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to NICt to

we c:anat
e.:uttwl ...

............
QnIb • In the linn rI

thIllhauid
tD put In p1Ice

anddirect IUJdlnclto1ft"
abu-. I......~ WII'IlJni .....

stven IUIBdent IttentIDn at the unit IaM1.
they reJIyed tD tbe CJTFClIIDo

In a timely IIIMIE

(U)~ a of FDd anIer and

dlsdpJIne In IClI1lI unb ClOUId ICtOUIK b'other lnci

dents m". ThIs impbeIa failure d
unIt-1eYeI IHdenhJp to nqnIr.e the Inherent
poCB1tIal far.~ duB to IndIvlduIlto
detII:t and IIlIt:Ia-ti the enormous ..... an ow'
troopIlnYOlYed indetention and cpr-
IdonI, and a taIJure to prvvIde tbe
NqUIIIte CMl'IIIht. A. In pnMaua

rtpX1I (Inc...... MG ~'I .... Me .

). stnlnpr 1eIdenbIp and ....
CMftI&ht would have .... die UkeIhod d

•....

the deadnee'l held 1n.1ftdirt to e1k:lt
reprdIna • plot to us. ..w:e ......
ben. Far his Id:IanI. die 0D1el WII

and nIiIHId~

(lJ) Secand. there

early warnIn8 ...... rI
provide deCaIla In
JIIII)' Ills dear
ent -

..-an.....we did 1dentiIYIIWn1 r.mn that
may belp explain wily the..aa:urnd.

In the and
t this factDr~ hive con

The hIahIY pubIIcLDd case
Colonel In 1l'1li pro.

vJdes an example. On AupIt ZOo 2003. durtna the
~an lnql de...by fteId artillery101•

o cUers. the CoIaneI Bred hiI weapon near

16
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the hIshJy
t some in

found very few b1ItanI:eI

In edd1t1an. • cam
fedenllaw penaltI the ......

utlonl1l - whether
t cIY1JIan. or military • who. may be

Ie for the inhumane treatment of
durln8 US. mI1lt8ry over

Thua. contraeton are .no less 11&1111
for their aet10ns thin tbe1r ndUtIJ1

(U) For the purpalll of our dIIc:uIskJn,
other aovemment agencies. or OGAs. are fecIara1
-.00- other than DoD that have apedftc IntIf.
roption ancl'or de..won-reIat8d mIuions In the
G~be1w.r on TIII"nlf. TheIl IIendes 1ndude the
Central AptJq (CW. the Fedenl
Bureau of In (FBn. the DnJI
Enforcement Admilllstration (DRA). US.
CUItomI and Border Protec:tJon. and the Secret
Semce. In c:onductlnl our inveItIptJon, - con·

e:ated that lids saw c:antnlCt addI·
tIonI1 crecHblUty in the..f4 detaII*I. thus pro-
motJna aua:essrul . IddIdan.
contrae:t perIOMe1 often __ than

DoD penonnel.~
corporate It

•

In
(U)

_ found that

made to US.tntelJtsence
etrorts. were typk:aUy for-
mer MI or law pe1'DUW1. Ind on
a\'efI8I were oldermid more· thIlIl mil-

• mlDY InCdota1 reports lndf.

(U) It is dear that contract Intll'l'Olators
and support penonnel are "brldslns gaps. In the
DoD fon:e struc:turI In GTMo.Af~ and
Inq. As a JeIllor IntelUpr1ce oftlc:er It CENT
COM stated: ·[Illmply put. lnterroptJon opera
tions In Mghanlatan. Iraq and Guantanamo
cannot be reucmbly accomplished Without can
tractor support." As. result ofthese shortfalIa in
cr1tk:a1 interrogation-related skills. numerous
contracts have bien awarded by the serv1CtS and
Yll'lous DoD 1IpndeI. Unfortunately, however.
tb1I has been done without c:entral coord1natlon.
am lOme e..... In an ad Me fashion (u demo
streUd. for example, by the hlahlY Pu
of. "Blanket Purchase Agreement"
by the t of the Interior to
rogation semces in Iraq fn
Nevertheless. we found -with
that contnctorco~
ernment command and
the level of con
ry. thanka in

traetln&

• 17
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NVIIw

wallndted
dwe.....

• • c:anp.red to

In the CIIUI'tI 01 the
. The prKtk'e ofDoD baIdIn&
111M c:IIIId.

from the..... requirement to·
we found DO IpIdfk

the ClIDductotOGA
fId1JtI& In

to questions and tor our
report. however. senior aftIda1I ....... dear

A expectatlonl that
• we pobd_ wouJd be foDowed durinl any tnterrop.

tJon canduetld In a DoD r.d11ty. Par example. the
JoJnt StaffJ.z stated tbBt -(olur Is
that any representative of 111)' other
tal~ tndudlns CJA.1f Interrop-
t1onS. or at a DaD fId1Ity
must Iblde by aU DoD •• On IDII1Y oca-
lions. DoD and OGA did amduct joint
in at DoD fadlltles UIIn, DoD·

However.
our with DoD J*IDMIl IlIIIipld to
YUioua d8tentIon ~ t

Af~ and Inlq tim they did

(U) 1n 0 • __ mOltary com-
IIIIndIn that reqWnd nodfl..
CItfan to of Detense prior to die
tnnsfl 111 CI' &om OCher federal ....
des. trInICerauIdance W8I fGl·
lowed. with the natab1e IlIt'f:Pdon 01oc:e8Gns when
DoD hIId......far the CIA· Jndud.
... the detainee known • "Trtple-X· - without

•

(U) DoD personnel frequently worked
tasether With OGAa to support their common

coUectIon million In the Global War
on Terrar. I enc:aurqed by DoD lad
enhlp early In OperatkJll ENDURING
FREEDOM. In support of OGA detention

operauana. DoD pnwIded

that lnduded detainee tran&fers.
ttons. sharIn8 of lnteUJaenee aJaned

_ oversight and

Interrogations lit DoD .
were unable to lacate Ii
duns that c:odlfted the au
es.

sIdered DoD IUpport to 8D rI theIe....... but
we fOCUled prtmarlIy on DoD IUpport to the CIA.
(I'be CIA cooperated with GUf anw-tIption. but
provided Intonnauan onlyan KtMtIes jn lnq.) It
Is bDportant to hJshUIht that it wu be;yaId the
~ of our taIldna to IrMstlpte the existence.
location or poIIdes pvemJng detention facWtieI
that may be exdualvely operated by OCAa, rather
tt.lbyDoD.

•

•

•
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(U) Second. it II • srowtnI trend in the
G1ob81 War an Terror tar bebaYIDraIldeacI~
Del CO work with and auppaIt These
penonnel .... in '_ detainee
behavior and motiwtiona. reYiIW tnt8r19-

Ind offer IdvJce to ThIs
support can beetrec:ttw10helping coJ·
Iect flam detIinIer. howIwI: Itaut be
donewttb1nproptI' Dmks. ¥At found tt.tbebavkInl
SCIence penannel were not inwlwel In'......

Medloal Iau..Belaied &0
I cm(tJ)

(U) In revlewtn& the perfOl'llWlce of med
Ical personnel in detention and inbllTOptlon
related operations durtna the Global War
Terror. we were able to draw
In four area: detalnee screening
treatment; mediClllnYolftment In
lnterroptor ec:cess to medlc:al
the role of medical personnel
report1ng detainee abuse.
ofthe Secretary of Dell
spectfte polk1es to
below.

not have a uniform understanding of what nales Oet'ense for HeI1tb Affaln on April 10. 2002.
governed the orOOAa bl the 1nterro- -DoD Polk:y GD Medical Care tor Enemy PwIanI
ptlon or DoD detaJneel. Such uncertainty cauld Under U.s. Control Detained In C with
create confusion reaarcun. the permllsibllity and Operation Endur1n& Fr.Iom.- stateI,

Umlts of various lnterro&atlon techniques. We -[IJIl myeue in whJc:h there II about
therefore the and wide the need, scope. ar dura care for •
promuJalttan or polIdeI pernJna detainee Ul1der u.s. penonne1
the Involvement of OGAs in the Intlrropt1on of Iha11 be pJdecI by Judlments
DoD detainees. ' and atandards IMlIIIOUlcI ,....

III rualuale ".. u.s.,...,.,.,z. con-
sistent with • public hMlth
and n requirements- (emphuls
added). u.s. personnel. however. had

ttalnltl& relevant to detainee
and medical treatment. AI a ....e. in

and Iraq we found fleId-
tIon of apedBc req

such II monthly detainee and WII8ht
Thus there Is a need for • foc:uIed

trainlnl prclII'Am in this ...10 that our medial
personnel 11'1 aware ol..-cl aJlDpIy Ytlth dIealnee
screentna and mecHcal treatment requirements.

medJcal penarmel that we
tood theJr responslbWty to

• medJcIl care to detaineel. in
U.s. m1lltary medical doctrine

and the Geneva Conventions. The esaence' of
these requinmentl Is captUl1ld lucdDe:t1y in a
DoD po1Icy lINed by the Aulltant SecretaI)' of

•9
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wtJ1 be UIed IpInIt thD durIna
AltJlDulb us. law provIda lID Ibsolute c:anftdlIn..
tJaltty 01 medbI for my penon.
Includlnldetainees. DoD paUcy ..
......-y In arder to bBlance CltIID-
petIne c:ancema. ThIs II gtven the

varIIItIan In nelcf.Jevel
pnIC.'tk:IlI for detainee
medical recmds. to tDI6:allnfarma.
dan.. at GTMa WI found
In J that ...
tJmes ICI:III to such Information.
N WI round no InIWxeI where

bid bien InIppr'oa
and In malt

hid little Interest In
.... wtWl tilly hid

medical ... (1huI1MIIdtI1a lIlY inhant contUct
between CIIinI for dItIIInees and~ Intln'Clp
dan • nor were they permitted to

detainee medIall'lCCll'dl far purpases rI
straapI. HoweYer.IInceneItI.- the

GenlMI nor us. mI1ItaIy IJII!dIeIJ dac-
trine ~ the 1IaIerIbehavkn11d-
erapenonneI asstItq In

ItratJII-, thispr8CticI- mWId In
an ad IIoe IIIII1nK In our~ DaD
mIN Is needed to emuni that tbIa prKtIre is per
Cormed WIth praper • we11. to cJarfy
tbe lbltus at mdc:IJ JB'IOftnel (Iuch • behavknJ
lIdent1sII who donotPI"
ttdpBte In pItk!nt Qre.

(U) AnDther ... that deserves DoD
. cy-Ievel review (8nd that Is

Geneva or current DoD
lnt.err9tor to. detainee (U) PInIIIt, It .. nat~ tOr UI to
tJon. Intm'aptors Clften hIYe wh!tIW medal ........
for Inquiring Into detainees' lIII'YInIln the GIobIl War an TemIr hive IldequIIe-
example. Intll'l'apton n ... to vvUy . ly their obIJaItIan to report (and where
whether detaIneet Moe I trUthful when they paaIbIe. preventJ detaIMe IbuIe. IJoMMr. our
c1etm thBt be I'IItrlctlld on InterYIewI with medk:al paonneI IDdIcIUd that:
medical unfet- they hid only ........ or wIb'-.ed
tend ItteSS IIBlk:a1 J1IC.'OI'ds, howMr. 1buIe. and hid In thole InItanceI npartId It
...... tile detainee medical InfonDa. 1hnN&h the cbaIn 01~ .......
tlGn ap10Ited durtI1a fanned. review' II

Such mtabt.. IDd IUtDpI)'~ In ...... to the ralls rI
detaJnees tram be1nI truthfUl with medical per. medkal penonneL tlIIIJIIddY In my C8Ie wIwe
sonnel. or from seeIdIw help wtth IDIdical --.~ .... wu 1UIJ*Ud. WI: revIeWed 88
If detainees be1IeYe that their medical hlItorIes deWnee deIthI: 83 InIrIqand fl.w In

•

•

•
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•

for
of pre

of humane treat-

(lJ) I that the YISl m9Jr-
tty or by the u.s. In the GIobil War
on been trlated humIneIy. and that
the .~ ofUS. pmonnel hive

DOtIbly. Pot. ta- r.w who have not.
11 no s1ngIe, aplmatlDn. WhJIe

thor1zed have not

been • causal fKtDr In detainee ... we have
1d8lltlfSed • number ormIased oppor

tunit1es In the poUcy deYeIopment~ We .
cannot aay that there would necessardy have been
less datalnee abuse had these opportunities been
acted upon. These are opportunities, however,
that should be coDl1dend JD the d t of
future Interruption poUdll.

conducted within the conftnes of OUt armed
force&' oblipt1on to treat detainees~ In
addition, ourmalysil ono IUbltan dItatnee
abuse cues found that no I

caused these
two spedftc tnterropUon
\lie It GTMO did hJIhU t

dJely deflnlna the
ment.

(U) Human tntel11pnce In~
interrupUon JD pIII'tk:uIar. IlJ'e

ponents oCtile Global War on Terror.
Inteillgence In the post-9111
enemy'. ability to resist til
caused our aenlor polley rna
manderstoreevl1uate .
tlon methods and
efrectM in
our inves

. there WIn no deethsItCTMo. m-deaths",..
not all abule-reI&ted. at therefore do nat correIIte
dinctly to the dI&tb CUll deIcr1bed In our anaIysSa
of abuse.) Of these deaths. we ldentffted three In
which it appeared thIt medtceI penanne1111l1Y haw
attempted to the or
death, poa1b1y In an effort to cttsaulIe detainee
abuse. Two of m.. wen the prevIouI1y desa1bed
deIItbs in Bepm. In Decsnber 2002.
and one WII the afi dMth at Abu
Ghraib in November 2003. The Army Surpon
GenerIlIl currently revtewIn8 the spedIU: mecUca1
hIndllns rI that three cases.

•

21
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o

o• •

•

• (Ullnquire into any DoD IUpport to, or per-
ticipetion in, the . . operations of

non·DoD entities.

• 0

.SCOpe Of the RevIew (U)

(U) Addit.io~ the Naval lnapector
Generalwas • theS8cs'etaJy olDer.....

principlII • to the t PanIl to

Review DoD DeteDtioo OperaUona (
referred to .. the t Panel"). Secretmy

RwnIf'eJd ubd the Panel. which ...
cbaired by the Honorable J...R. Scblelinpr - •
former Director orCentral Inte11ilmce, SecretaJy~

Defense, BDd SecretuyotEnqy- to provide""
pendent, professional 8d~ on the __ that )IOU

23

o ° cm This • t review is intended to

provide a eom . chronology • the

deMlopmeDt. approval and. implementation of
biWrogation techniques. In order to meet dllired

minimize impact to oqoing 0

and avoid coDduc:tinl multiple inteMeWI or the
same pe1'8OJU18l. a deciaion WBI made to draw upon
numeroua otb8r in: • and reviewI of
intenoption and detention operationa, which are
summarized in a later eectioD of this nport.

In lUbeequent meetinp with the NaVlll Inapector
General. the SecretaJy or IW.. biI

° •

detire to in'Wtipte . and pr8I8Ilt all
relevant laeta to the CcmgreII and the American
people.

Introduction (U)

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPYNU ED

o

o

o

Specifica1l~ the Naval insPector General W88

tuked to identifY and repcrt°on all t of
Def'en18 in . techDiq\1a 'l11e Secretary's

• °

directive speciflecl. that the Review must:
o.

o

o

• (ID Guantanamo Bay detainee and interroga-
tion from Januazy 6, 2002;

• (ID Operation ENDURING FREEDOM;
• <U) Operation IRAQI FREEDOM; o.

• (U) JoiDt Special in the us. e.rtnl
area or . ,and

• (ID The Iraq Survey Group.

•

• (U) Examine. ° ill DoD interroption tech-
°

niques c:oniider.d, • prohibited,
and emplo;ed during the Operatiorw listed

°_L':". .auuve;

• M Determine whether (and if ao, to what
extent) techniquM preecribed for \1M in one
command or Operation were adopted tor use
in another; and

UNCLASSIFIED •

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy ERONE

•

(U) In earlY 2004, revelations of detainee

abuae in Iraq's Abu Gbraib prieon, potentially
in\lO~U.s. Army militazy intellipnce 88 well as
milita:ry police the need Cor

. . of ofDefimle interr0-

gation poUcy and implementation. On May 25,
2006, the SecretaJy ofnerenM directed the Naval
Inapector General. throqb the 8ecretaJy of the
Navy, to conduct a comprehensive review oC
Dep8rtment or DefenM in . techniques
related to the COUOWinC:

o

o
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•

•

(U)

(U) The ISFr8 intent was to condw:t a
thorough investiption, including in-theater inter
vitnn, with a minimwn of diaruption to onaoinI
military operations. To that end, duriqtbe month
of JUDe 2004, the ISFT began detailed nMarCh
into DoD interrogation policy end doctrine, u well
as available information' . specific inter
rogation operatione in GuutaDamo Bay,
Ali , and Iraq. The reeearch encompaued

(U) On June 1, 2004, the Naval Inspector..
General, VICe Admiral Albert If Church m. USN,
88181Dblecl • planning ltd that bMuPt topther

•

experienced invelltigators, interrogation and
detention _.l.:- matter experte, and fa-~ . repre88D

m. oCtile Oftb oftlie~ ofDeCInIe, the
Joint StatT, the $erviceI, and UMI applicable
Combatant CoDllnaDda(~U.s. Southern, Central
and SpecialOperattona CoIllJJUmda). The plamdng
staff a 1lUClws
that fKilitated the~ of traveling __
ment teems, orpnized to conduct r..1d interviews
and documeIlt collection, and a WashiDctoll teun,

•

which wOuld merge and analyze the data coD.ec:ted.
The planning et.afI'induded Dr. James
Esec:utive Diiedor or the I Pmel, in
order to ensure the smooth coordination of our
activities with thoee of the Independent Pmel. In
addition, William Mc&Rin, an A8aiatant UDited
States Attorney; was eeIected to 88n8 u the
Executive Editor for our report. CoUectMily, thia
group W88 designated the Interrogation Special
FOCWl Team (ISFT).

(0) Our minf~on~ apecltic task-
•

ing in the • me . of May 25. . . ,
2004. A. such, itdoeI not 8dihe8s 80me iasuee that

• ...
may be or importance but an;. nevertheless not

•

directly related to ourtaakiNr. JMU. dealing with
•

the interpretation ~ .international law, rationale

Cor apec:ific ded.icU by eenior ofIiciaJs, the value
and sucoeu of" ongoms atrateeit intelligence

•

efforts, and lepl de6nitiona are only addreued
•

when '. and clirectly to be rel-
evant to our taIkin¥.~ any infonnation dia
covered that wu related to potential abuae of

detaineea was ref'erred to the criminal
investigative authority.

• • •

CODIider JIIOIt pertineQt related to the various alJe.
gationa (0(abu8e at DoD detention taeilitiesL bued
on raj review ofcompleted and pendina inWltigative
reports and other material8 and information.

During the coune or our review, information W8II

shared with the I Panel to facilitate ita

deb"bend:ions and to POid duplication of eft'ort in
atucIyinc . • poticyand (In

addition to the Hononble Jam. the

nt Panel iocluded the Harold
Brown, former SecretaJy ofDetease; the Honorable

Ti1Jie K. Fbwlm; fonDer U.s. R.esn-ntative &pm

Florida; and retired. Air Force General Charl. A.

Homa; who CI08Iit.ion air Coroea during
Operation DESERI' STORM, and III .

•

the North American Del'enait
Command.) . .

,
!
I
I

I
I
I
I
I

•

24
•

• UNCLASSIFIED • brDdUI:don .

I

I
I

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(""()DV ~TT T'l,{Dt;''D {,\~TD

L- . .. . .. - ------~----------



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 208

. . ..,-".'- .. ", '

•

,
•

• '.3Z
•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy ED

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

former

. UNCLA8SFlED•

•

--ad
--•

r•••

\. ~PiterIWle.USMC. Vice oftbeJciDt'CbielaclStafl' .- .
r-..Q!N John Abiuid, USA. U.s. Omtnl
• GEM Dan McN.iU, USA, Unit.ecl Stat. Army Forcee

Co dTF-180
• LTG AnthoaJ JoDeI. USA,lleputy CGaWiotBtd; USA TraiDiDc "·Docmne

• (U) General aDd F1aI oft"~ iDcIucIiDc the
VUl8 or the Joint CbWa of~
the Commander, us. Omtral , and
others (- fiIun below) ...- .

• •

• (m Military Intelligence~..
• ••

• (U) Interropt.on. int8rPI'Iltttr1i·.~d intelJi-
••• •

a.NW anal""" _. --=- ';':-,:.. .;..-- ~...... _.....
• (u) MilitaJy Polic:8 ~~ .:'
• (U) Staft"~~~:
• M Medical pino.meI'-. . ." .

• (U) Senior DoD , indudinl the • (U) ... . .; ..

Deputy or Defense, the Under • M .
Secretary orDe!enae £or and th. •. :(U) .._~. . inwlved in "point of capture-
General Counsel of the Department of .' .; ·.qu..tionin~ of detainees (e.g., infantry
Defeoae, and othen (see figure below) .:. : .ol~)

inf1 with in mho
ject matter aperta and the review of policy and
doctrine cIocumentil (maD,)' provided by multiple
DoD ageucies in respoue to 18FT data calla). This'
enabled the development of atandard interview·
templates used to collect ltatementa from interro
gation-related penonnel in the theaten or opera
tion, u well ... key senior military and civilian
o~ Persona interviewed orwho provided writ,..
ten J'e8POI1IS would include:

•

•

• LTG Ricardo Sancba, USA, CG, VCorps, former CdTF-1 (Inq)

zs
UNCLASSIFIED •
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,

.... _---

•• •

•

• (U) The eishtb eection examinee DoD sup
port to, or participation in, the interrop
tion 0 • of non-DoD entiti-. alto
termed other government apDm... OJ'
OGAa.

1.7

• <U) 'file ninth eection the role of
u.s. medical personnel in interrogation.

.; <U) The IleV8l1th section exa.mineI the role
of conkactors in DoD intelToptioDB.

•

• (U) 'l11e fourth, fifth, and sixth eectloDi
•

describe the evolutiou ofinterroption tech-
,

niqu.. considered, authorized. prohibited.

and employed in the coune of the Global
War on Terror in Guantanamo Bay,

. Afghanistan, and Iraq reepectively.

• <U) The IIeCOIld seetion provides a summary
of previOUl reporb that edc:lres& detention
and interrogation operatiOM in the Global
War on T81'1'01'.

• (U) The third seetiotl provides aD anal)'Bia
of detainee abu~ inYettigationa du.rinc the
Globel War ou Terror.

•

••••

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy lED

•

UNCLASSIFIED • 11

,
,

• (U) TIie fint I8Ction diaeuaeee the Jepl. poti.
cy 'and doctrinal framework within which
DoD detention and in . operations

, ,

takeplaoe.

<U) In late June through early July 200&.
the UlUSJDent team, traveled to Guantanamo
Bay, Mlhaniatan and Iraq in order to conduct
interview. and ftnt-hand examinations of deten
tion and interroption facilities and operatione.
In total. the 18FT collected more than 800 etate
menta from personnel involved in detainee opera.

tions. In addition. a .mea or foUow-on questions
was asked of senior of!iciaJa in the Office or the
Secretary of Defense and the Joint Staff duriN

• •

the COUl'8e of the inveatigation. The information
•

thUB collected provided the foundation for the
findings presented in this report. ut
our effort, we were impreseed by the hilb level of
cooperation and accommodation we 1'eC8ived, par

ticularly from eombat forces in the field.

(U) Following tbi.I in the report is
divided into nine main lectiona.

•

(U) We made a decision not to interview the
detainees themselves in order to minimize any
impect on ongoinc interrogation operations; bow
eYelt we did review many reports provided by the

International Committee of the Red ero.. <ICRC).

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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,
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Interroption: Law and Policy (U)

(U) Army Field Manual ~2, Inkzu,mr.e
,

In " atatel that '\he goal cI any interro-
,,

gation iI to obtain reliable ~ormati~ ill CllGuIfid
manner, in a minimum amo~i ~time, and to sat

isfy iDt.eJlipnce req~ent8" or any echelon or. .,

command- (emphasis added). ,mareat
,

all times bound by applicable Us. Jaws, inc1udiDa. -
treaty-based iaw., and Us. polides.

• • •

,

tr.tment orindividuals who fall into the hand8 of
a pa'rty to the contlict. In theroll~parqrapba,
we willl'8Yiew the 1ep1'and policy framework lOY

eminI detention and interrogation Wore t1Irnina
to the subject ofinterrogation doctrine.

(U) DoD are bound by u.s.~
including the law of armed coaflict, rOUDd. in
treaties to which the u.s. is party. Among other
thinp, these laws prohibit torture or other cruel,
inhumane or treatment of detainees.

Intemation:al and US. laws define torture in the

Convention Against Tortunr and OtMr Cruel,
Inlr.uman or IJesrading or PunUh.mcnt
and in Title 18, Section 2340 of Us. Code, l'IlIpec>

tively; note, howevel; that there is no treaty.
defined or accepted definition of c:ruel,
inhumane or degradinr tnlatment.

(U) Timely and accurate intelligence 11

essential to the effective ~onduct ofmilitaryoper

stions. Defense Department interrogator., both

military BIld civilian, seek to gaiD human intelli

gence (HUMINT) from enemy prisoner. or war

BIld other detainees in order to support DoD mil

sions, from the tactical (e.g., counter-insurgency

patrols in Iraq or MPanistan) to the strategic

(e.g., defense of the U.S. homeland against a cat
astrophic terrorist attack).

em AppUed to detention and intenoption
(U) This section ofour report provides the ~na in time of armed conflict, thia bod, of

background for our subsequent diseussion of, ,law md policy is intended to ensure the hU1D8l18

Department ofDefense Interrogation:
Law, Policy, Doctrine and Training (U)

,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPYNU ~ lED

interrogation operationa in GTMO,Afgh~,

and Iraq. It begins with an overview of int8ma
tionalla"" U.s. law, Department of Oefenae poli-

-,

cy, and doctrine governing DoD 4i~g&tiona,
••

including a discussion of the, President's
• • •••

February 7, 2002 determination regardinr the
,

legal status or a1 Qaeda"~d ,Tanban members
. '"

under the Geneva Con~tiollS. 'It then provides
, ,

a summary of DoD" doctrine for detention. - ..
operations,._inCluding the doctrinal relation-

. ... -
ship between' inilitary'police (MP) and military

• • • ••
, --

intelligence (Ml),personnel. Next, this section
•

• •

provides:a-,Jluinmary of the limited doctrine

pertaining to joint, coalition and interagency

interrogation facilities. It concludes with an

overview of the force .tructure and training
for DoD interrogators.

UNCLASSIFIED • u.v, PDlloy. DoclrlMlInd lhI/nlng
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•••
•

Protection of CivUian PersoM in Time of War,
abbreviated as Gc. The GPW provides protee-

•

tion for captured enemy milital1 personnel,..
including military medical personnel ad chap-
lains (referred to as "retained peramia"). The GC

• •

protects ciWian inteniees captUred in a belliger-
ent'. home .tate or oCcupied territory. Private

citizen8 who~ in uDiilitboriaed actI of vi0
lence and who fall to meet the criteria set forth in

the GPW are Wlprivilegedbelligerents.
•

(lJ) It is US. policy to use the Geneva
Conventions as a baseline for humane treatment
even when the Conventions are not lepUy binding
(in the wordl ofDoD Directive 5100.77, "c:IurinIall
armed conflicts, however such conflicts are charac
terized"'). The Geneva Conventiona indicate that
the irreducible minimum standard of treatment is
nhumanity." without further defining the term.
ThUl, the concept of humane treatment remains
undefined, II11dwe1l-meaningindividuals analyzing
interrogation techniques might differ on whether
certain techniques are In fact humane.

• ': 0 (U) Detainees meeting Geneva criteria me
• •

(U) In addition, DoD personnel engaged in· .. ~tit1ed ~ the protection tewith their
armed c:ontlict are bound by the law of wa;. enu- categOry (prisoner ofwar or c::ivilim proteetecl per
merated ill the Geneva Conventions or 1949.; The son). The figure on the next pap provides a Jilt
law ofwar is intended to "diminish the evils ofwar" which, while not all-inclusive, describes the protec-
by regulating the Me8D8 ofwufare,liiid by protect_ tiona that are mOlt releYU1t to in opel'-

ing the victims ofwar, both combatant and civilian. ationL In all ca&e8, DoD . Ire obJipd to

An overview ofthe purpOl8~ 1COp8 ofthe Geneva uphold the baaic ltandarc:l ofbumane treatment of
Conventions. their imp1emehtatiOn in DoD policy, detainees, and to obey laWi prohibitin,g~,

and their application. in~Gl~ialWar on Terror is torture, homicide, and other fOl'JDl ot maltreat-
provided belO\v. _.." ':. . ~ '. . .:. Ment.

o

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NUMBER ONE

I
I

•

(0) GPW explicitly addresaes thOle
instances when capturinl forces cannot immedi
ately determine,the statui of a detainee: "ahould
any doubt Gistas to whether penonI, haviDacom
mitted a beJligrent act and having fallen into the
bands of the~ belong to the categories enu
merated:ln [GPWJ Article 4, such persona Iha11
enjoy the protection of{prieorien ofwarl until mc:h
time as their statue has been by acom-

... ..
••

•

and ~copeof the Law of

. - .. ...
~.... ..-

•

•. _. .'.. .. ...
•

(U)

War
• ••

etll..~ Geneva Conventions pertinent to
detention and interroption operations are the

GeMVG ConuUltion RclGtiw to tM·T~t of
Pri$onera of War. herein. abbreviated as GPVl,
and the Geneva Convention R,lative to the

•
•
•
I,
•
•

I
I,,
I
•
•
•
•,

I
,
•,

30 •
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Geneva CaDvem.tiOD Protection.s: ofW8I'BDd
•

•

•
•

•

•(U) P1vtectt0lUl Idforded to of war (GPW);
•

...: (ll) Shall be treated at all times. (GP\v, Article IS) .. . ..
• • •

- (U) No pbiJaical or mental~ DOl' any other fonn ofc:oerci~.maybe .
inflic:ted OIl priIonera m:war to secure from them . . . Of my'lQzid .

•

whatever. PriIoDers ofwarwho rero.e to IIDIWeI"may not be iDIulted,
or exposed to unpleasant or diaadvant8geoul treatmentormy kiJId:: (G~

• •Article 17) '... .. .,
•

,
•
•

•

•., '

• •

(u) Pro&ectIODB affOrded to PJ'Otected per801I8 (00): . ,
•

- (U) Shall behuman~ tn:ated at all tim_; (GO; Article 27)
- (U) No physical or mOral coen:icm Iballbe~ againat persou, in

. - .
to obtain iDformation frcilil:t.bem or frOm third parties. (00, AItide 31.)

•
•.., '

•
•

•

~.. '.' .... ..
• .' .•

• • ••

..
• •

• (U) It is DoD po1ic:y to euure that the law or
war ob1igati0D8 of the United Statea are
ob8erved and emorced by the DoD
Components.

•

•(U) DoD Policy

(U) Two aCDeCeuae
•

or DoDDI. specify DoD polley repn:1iDg the law of

war aDd detain. operationa: DoDD 5100.77. DoD
Law of War Protram. and DoDD 2310.1. DoD
Program for Enan.y P1Wone,.. of War end 0tJur
DeJained. These direc.tives highlicht aeveraJ key
points:

(u) The followina' I8Ction provides a lUl'Vey
of the DoD policy that emplify and

•

assign respoDlibilities 'with regard to u.s. law of
war obJiptiona.

,...... ._.
•• • • •

(U) In SWDj '~~'.: per~Dnel an always
bound to treat· detaineei':hwnanely, at a mini-

•

mUII1; and enemyp~ ot war and civilians
• •

covered bj' the~Geneva Conventions are to be- .
granted the additional protections prescribed by
Geneva. "-. '

•

petent tribunal" (G~ Article 5).Thouih. the
•

Geneva ConVeDtions do not duenDe.the composi-..
!ion orsuch a tribunal. DoD Po1icY provide. specif-
ic guidance, 81 will be d-=ribed below..

• •

, 31
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•

orAR 190-8 W88 approved in 1997.)

(U) Army I'M 34-G2; lnlelligctu:e
Inttrrogatilm, provides further .. of
Geneva Convention obliptiODl pertaining diI8d:ly
to interroption operationl: "[the Geneva
Conventions] and US policy expreuly prohibit 8dII
of violence or . including physiaIl 01'

mental torture, threats, insults, or ezpoIUJ'e to
inhumane treatment II a me&n8 oror aid to inter
rogation.. Further, FM 34-52 prohibita phy&it.Il 01'

mental coercion, defined in the manual .. "actioba
desiped to unlawfully induce another.•.to act
apinat onels wilL Such actions would include, tor
eumple, committinl or torture. or
imp1ying that rights accorded by the Geneva
ConventioDil will not be provided unleu the
detainee cooperates with the inten'optor.

,

•

•

• (U) It is DoD policy to comply with the prill
ciplee, spirit and intent of the .

law of war, both eustomary and codified, to

include the Geneva Conventions.

- '.• •
• • • •- ..• •

(U) Army Re~on (AR) '190-8, Enemy
PmOlW'l of War,'~. Personnel, Civilian

Inls7Ja., and. 0tItcr Deitiwu, implementlthe
•

detainee proIram and policies outlined in DoDD
2310.1. 'AR'19O-a lW been adopted by all four

. .'
Services, and Ii applicable with reprd to treat-

ment ofdetainees in the c:ustody ofthe us. armed
forcea. In addition to deac:ribin( the
tion ofthe DoD detainee program, Aft 190-8 eatab
liIhea standard DoD terminology for detainee
catesori-, derived from the Geneva Conventiona
(see DIW'8 on the next pqe). (The current edition

UNCLASSIFIED • ~ Policy, DotArIn. Md'rr.lnlng
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,

(U) In addition, AR l~ seta forth the
for "competent tribimals· Cor the

:JD:' • n ofdetainee statui when IUCh ItatuI
•

• em Captured or detained pe1"&ODJ1el JIlUIt be .ia in doubt, u mandate4 by the Geneva

accorded an appropriate legal status under Conventions. AR 190.8'~ tIIat triInmala be
intemationallaw In addition, DoD penoanel convened by co holding pneral court-

must comply with the law ofwar during all ID81'tial .u~ be. or three c:ommiI-
armed con.fiietl, however auch conflictll are lioned ofticen (at leut one otwhom mUit be t1eJd

p-ade-a msJor. or eqoiw1~ hiP). lind
characterized, and with the principla and hear tHe . ofthe detainee, if10

spirit of the law orwar during all other Opel'- petaineea determin.' eel not to be EPW8 mq not, 18

ationa. • m.~er of DoD po1iey (subject to other direction
by hiabei authority) be impriIoDed 01' othenriIe

, These directives aaaicn executive responsibility for penalized without further proceedinP. to,~
the DoD law ofwar and detainee~ to the ' mine what act they have cOmmitted and what the
8ecretaIy of'the Arm~ and specify that individu- punishment Ibould be. '

ala captured or detained by U.S. Dl11itary forces
ahould normally be handed over for aafeguUdin,
to u.s. Army MPs II loon .. pr~car

•

•

,

•

•

•

I
I

•
•

I,

•
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•

•

•

•

lED

demon·

.,
•,

•

•

- .•

•

•

••

•

•

Interroption: Doctrine (U)

• •.......
• •

33

•

(U) There iI no master DoD lnterrop.tlon

doctrine; howevez; the Us. Army tactical iDterro-

(U) A. the foreaoiDg
a1:ratea, U.s. milita,1y operatiou Iinr:e

11, 2001 haw tIkm place within lID

legal and policy k. The Global War on
Terror iI distinct from traditioaal confJicta such 81

the World Wars because of our advenariel' m...
gard for the law of war;~ us. forcea con·
tinue to be eowmed by the law otwar IDd by u.s.
policy with an emphasis on the human. tr.tment
ofall detail188l.

PIllO 40

•

._-

..,•

•

•

Army ReJUlaticm 190-8: Detahaee Cateaories (U)

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy

,

•

•

,
•

CU) Detainee Catelories:

• (U) EPW: Enemy prisoners ofwar.

• (U) C1: Civilian iDtemees. .' . .
• •..- ' ..

• (U) RP: Retained penona {medical penoDDel and ehapJalna)..
• •

• •

• (U) OD: Other detainee&. (AR 190-8 cIefineI ODs • detainee& who haw not
•. ' ..

yet been c:las8ified..EP\v, cr, orBE ODs are entitled toEPWtreatment until
• •• • •..

such a classification has been made by acom~t tribunal) .
•

•

•

•

1. (U) 'I'M~ At'gbaDistan is a party to. ..
the Gen": ConventiOns; however, memberl
oC ~rriiii~ luMi~ot fulfilled the obliga.
tiona cj'JMu ~tantslaid out in GPW.. .

2. tm Ai'Qoeaa. Ala a non..tate orpnizatiOD,
•

al Qaed& is ncJt...imd cumot be-a party to._.
any international treaty, inc1uciiag the
Gal..,. Conventionl. .

•

(lJ) Geneva and the War on Terror
•

. .ciebune8i were tobe treated "huiDaDel,y and, to the
. '::.' eStent·'" and conaisteDt with military.. '" .

(U) In a memo dated February 7, 2002;- .n ' .~ in a manner with the princ:i-
President George W Buah d thai Tth"ban '"pt. orGeneva."
detainees were -unlawful c:ombatanta'!-·~ 1~

entitled to prison.. or war statua," aDd 81 Qieda
•

members also did notqualify~ prison8nofw~ for
the following rMIOnS: .' ': :

•

UNCLASSIFIED • u~ Policy, DoctrlM .nd'hlnlng
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. (U) Notwithstanding their lepl.tatua, the

President determined that 11 Qaeda and Taliban

•

•

•

•

•

•

••

•
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.,

•

(0) Recogniziq that the value of intelli
gence information may decrlale with time, u.s.
military doctrine Itatea that detainee. may be

(U) Questioninl and IDterroptlon:
From Capture to Intermnent

(U) A. prwrioUlly noted, there is DO ofracial
DoD-wide in doctrine. Thoqh the
Joint Staff is • a Joint interroption doc-
trine, at present FM 36-52 constitutes the stan
dard guide for ccmduc:tinr .•

•

(u) Although they have not officially adopt-
ed FM 34-52 as dOctrine, other DoD components

remain bound to work within the lepl aDd policy
limite with the law ofwar during inter
rogations. (FM 84-52 also notes that within any
military unit that includea in • the BeD·

• •

• •
•

PIllI41
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gation doctrine forma the de fado basis for inter- ior intelligence oftlcer is llligned the reapODlibili
rogationa conducted by DoD intelligence person- ty ofensuring that~interrogati.~areperformed
nel. This doc:bine is currently codif'aed in the in accordanee with the Geneva ~ventiODl and
1992 Army Field Manual 34-52, Intelligenu u.s. polic:iel. FM 34-52 lugpstI that tbia ma;y be
Interrogation, and conli.eta of eevent8en interro. eft'ected tbrouab the review oforal orWritten inter
gation techniques - ealled -approaches" in the roption plau by~r~torI"when poe-

siblei- however,~. of interroptioD plana iI
manual· which may be UJed singly or in combi·

not mandatoZ'3t> Within tbeI8 bounds, interrop-
nation in order to elicit information from '.

tors may employ ." ploys, verbal trict-
detainees. P'M 30'·52 apecifia that these tech· ery, or other nonviolent [and] non-eoercive
Diques, listed in the flgU1'8 on the next pap, are ruseI. . .in the . . n ofhesitant or UDClOCJP"
not intended to conatitute an all·inclusive lilt; eratiW IIO\1I'CeS.It

rather, they constitute a compilation of methods ... .
••

and procedures that have provenau~ over . . CO> Prior to ita approval in 1992, P'M 34-52. '.

time. Additionally, the techniques are described wu reviewed for legal sufBc:ieney by the Oftice of. -
in broad lerma, and leave room for creativity in the Judp Advocate General of the Army. 'Ibough

their implementation. However, rid' 34-52 .FM 84-52'1 17 are not . legal. ..
explicitly requires that all interroptiona be con- or illegal, the that ill must
ducted in accordance with the dotain~ protec- adhere at all times to the Geneva ~ventioDl and

tionl guaranteed by the law.' and policies the Uniform Code ofMilitary JUItic:e (UCMJ) pro
described above: "The apPrmaCh techniques are vides the bacbtop intended to prevent 8buJe.

..
not new nor are all the pouible or aceeptable

•..
tec1miqull d~. below.' Everything the-
interrOgator~ and does must be in concert

. . .'

with the [Geneva ConventionaJ and [the Unifcmn.--• • • •

Code of Military Justice].·- ..-• •

•

•

• •

. ----------------
•
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35

•
••

•

• •

•. - .• •-•

,

,

,

•
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

,

•

(U) Source: us. Army Field Manual 34-52, InteUigenc» InturogatiorJ

•
. ,

•

1. (u) Direct. The in asks questiOD. directly related to information IOUght,
. ,

making DO effort to conceal the interrogation's purpose. Always the first appiOacb to be
attempted. and reportedly hisbly effective during past contJicts (e.g.,. OjJerati()nD~

• •STORM>. ': "; , .:
•,

.'. - . ... ... .. .
• • • •, ....

2. (u) Incentive. The interrogator U8e81umry items (e.g., cigarettes) ibcmJ and be,ond
,

those required by Geneva to zeward the detainee for '. With the ~p1icatiQDthat
• •

auch itelns will be withheld for failure to cooperate: FM 84-62 caUtiODl that any withhold-
m, ofitems muat not amount to a denial of basic hUJDaJi:'~ • thus food, medicine, de.

o. • _

ml1 not be withheld. ._.:. ., " ..,'.,
~ .

• 0 o. _
, ... .., .

3. (U) EDaoticmal Love. The in .'...~ on the detainee's aistin, emotioaal
tendencies 'to create a psychological ~bUrden" w~ch mqbe eased bycoopeioation with the
interToptm: An "EmotionalLove" iec:Juiique might inwlve tellini a detainee with appar
ent high reprd for his fellow 1OIdki;. itua.t . .will help ahorten the c:cmfJict'uid. ,

ease their auffering. ;. .j -. ~ 0 '.

,

• , ,

4. (U) Emotlcmal Hate. An ""Emotional Hate- technique might involve teI1iDc a
• ••

detainee with appaioent contempt for lUI fellow soldiera, that . with the inter-
I 0'. •

rogator will~~ forces to destroy the detainee's oldunit, thUi atJ'ordinghim a meu-..
~ of revenBe: ,'. "::.-

o • • 0

•
•

•

•

•

•

._-_.-
•

,
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Interroption Tecbnfqueli (U)

. .'
• • • • 0 0 • •.. - . .... ....."'-. ... ..

6., (U) fear Up-(Harsh). The "Fear Up· technique tabs advantage ofa detainee'i pre--. -
exiSting lear. to promote . n. For example, an in might aploit a
detah1ee'a fear of being prosecuted for war crimes. Tear Up CHanh). inwlvea the inter-

,

l'Optor • in an overpowering mazmer with • loud and . wic:e, perhaps

even throwing objecta, around the interrogation room. The intent is to convince the

detainee that he doea in fact have something to rear, but that the interroptor offers a poe
sible way out of the ceg.ap." FM 84-52 notel that orthe 17 doctriiw 8 'Tear Up·

UNCLASSIFJED • La"'. Policy, Doctr#n. Pdn.lnlnl1 .
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•

'\,

,

•

bowimpor-

,
, .

,

,

,

•

,

•

•

. ... -0 _ . .. , . .... ..... - .. ,

•
•

,-. .. '-...... ..
6. (U) Fear Up (MIld). "Fear Up CMild)" uses a calm, rational approaCh to take adftn·

tap of the detainee', pre-exilting fears, spin in an attempt to con\'ince the detainee that-, ,

cooperation with the interrogator will haw positive

. ,. . . .' .
B. (u) Pride and Ego-Up. The detainee is'flattAridby the interrogatoJ; promptinghim

•

to provide information in order to pin~ p'talse, (,.,., by d
tant he was to his eountry'J war effort). ".... . ~. , .

, .. ...

,

•

9. (U) Pride aDd Ep~"Tb8'interrogatorgoads the dIltainee by cballeDiing biI
• ••

loyalty, int.elligenCle. ttc.; ~e~ee ina, then reveal infomiation in lID attempt t&demon·
strate that the interroptor.is wton,.· ,

,

, '.... ... . .0 •

7. (U)'FeID""Down.. The detainee is .oothed ancl calmed h; 'cin!er to build reppon and a
,

sense ofsecurity regardinr the in ". .' ,.. ,
• • •• • •

• •., ,

,

,

10. (U) Futni~. The intsrroptor ratioaaDy the detainee that it • futile to. ,~

resist questiorWiir,~'<for example) the us. will inevitabbr wiD the cm1lict: 8\'eI1OI18
• •

taJks~~T. etC:, ..This technique is not used by itself; rather, it iI..,d topaint a bleak. ,

picture, tor .the' detainee. which can be exploited URng other techniquu <""., Emotiooll
" .

Love)~- .. ", , '

, - ,
• •• •

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
'COpy ERONE

•

P.43

approaches have the greatest potential to violate the law of war, and that interropton
must taka great care to avoid • or coercing a detainee in W,latiOll of~Geneva
Coavention. Inaddition, -FearUp (Hanh)" is generally recommended onl7u a Jutresort,. ,

because other approachea may DOt be eft'ectift inpn~rapportwith the e;tetai;ne8 once... .
it has heeD used. :.. -:, ~

, , .
• •

,...· ,",- .-. ,
•

11.':"-"M W. Kaow All, The in employs test questions to which 8DIWeI'8 Me

.ur.d.Y bown in order to convince the detainee that the interrogator is all-.kn.owing and
resistance to queatlonmr. therefore pointleas.

-------... •••_b ....~ ~, ...
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•

12. (U) File and Doafer. The in prepareIJ a doasier with complete iDf'orma-
tion an the detainee's poIIBibbt padding the file with additional~ to
increase its bulk. Jfthis technique i. sua:euful, the detainee will be in" by thesize
ofthe file, and conclude that • is alread,y known and that nailtence i8 Paintle&a.

.: .
• • ••

•
• •,

... . . .
13. (U) • Your Identity. The in inaists that the detain. is,not who

•• •

he~ he is, but rather an infamoua per8DD wanted on serious cbarPi by hilher author-
itiea. The detainee mqdivulge information in an attempt to c1s8r his~.

• • • •
• • •...- .. .'- .• •

•

14. (U) Bepetltlon. '!'be iiuerroptor repeat. each questioii IIIId m.wer multiple timeII
until, in order to satiaCy the blterroptor and bresk, the';' ~. .. ;', the detainee IID.IWeI'8

questiona fully and ~did13t .. '" . .'
· ,• •••• •· - .,. ,-. '..· . _.

15. (U) &pet. FJre.. The interroptoJ:'~. q~ in rapid succession 10 that the
detainee doesnot have time to 8D8WeI'~~'~'Con!useand annoytbedetainee,1.
ing to COD answera; ultim8teiy, the~may begin to IIpUk more freely in
order to make himIeIlhe8rd and~ . ',- • pointed outby the in

•,

•..,
• •

•

, .
••• •. ... - .... ... .... . .. -' ..

16. (U) Went. The m' .anently looks the detainee equareJy in the .". for lID

ezteDded period. until, the,det8inee tiecomes De1'YOU8 or qitated. Theinterroptor breaks. ,

the silence when ~e' d8tabiee appea1'I ready to talk.· .--••.. - .••

<,

•
•....•

17.' (U)~~of&oeDe. The interrogator engages the detainee in an environment. -_.. .
other thaDan In~pt.ionroom. inorder to ease the detainee's • , orcatchhim... . .
with~ iu8r4.don. For pIe, an interrogator Dlight invite the detainee to another
settiq'tot coft'eeand pleuant COI1venllwODi alte:matiwly, an in milht poee u a

•

guard in the detention area and enpge the detainee in convenation there.
• •

•

37
•

, UNCLASSIFIED • u~ Policy. Docttfne.nd 'hItting

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
("'InPV NT Tl\A"RP'D {)lJ"P



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 221

. ----- -----,

•

•

,,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NUMBER ONE

•

UNCLASSIFIED

•

,
•

,
I,
,,
I,,
,
I

"

,

Police Detention tmcl IntemmmtlRuettlUM1lt
OperatiolU.

(U) Division collectilqr pointa are further
c1asaified as either forward or central CPa. ClOII8t

•

to the forward CPa are typically the
II108t austere detention Caci.litiea, and by doctrine,
.hould not house detainees for more than 12 hems

interropted prior to their arrival at detention
facilities, as noted in AR 19O-~: -Priaonen may
be interrogated in the combat zone. The uae or
physical or mental torture or 'any coercion to

compel prisoners to provide infDrmation is pro
hibited.•.Interroptiona will lIonnally be per
formed by intelligence or counterintelligence
personneLII Additionally, nOll-MI penoane1 may

doctrinally conduct "tactical questioning" of
detainees in the field prior to their delivery to

.hort- or lolli-term detainee holdil1g' facilities.

,

(U) By doctrine, there are~ broad cate-.
•

goriea of detention facility: collecting-painta (noro

mallyopented byMP~~~toArmy
diYisiolUl), holdingarea' . openteclbyMP

,

compaDiu attached to~ carps), aDd JIR f.ali-
•

ties (normally op8ratedby IpeCially trained PdP JJR
. underMPbripdea reportizJg to the the

ater commander),. Division collecting point. (CPI)- .
and, coips holding areas (CHAa) lire intended to

(U) Detainees may be captured or collected pi:ovide Cor the immediate ufety and weIl.wa, of
in the field by anyus. servicem~ Theref'ore,"~ _ ::. :'.'~e . them from impeding

doctrine provides for basic, direct questioning- of cOmbat operatiOIl8 on the battlefield. CP me may
, .,

detainees by capturing Corcea to ascertain informa- '" veri depending on the detainee capture rate, aDd
lion orimmediate tactical value. The figUre on the racilitiu may range from simple concertina wire
following page provides an example oftwo ,memory II1c:lo1ures to existing .truc:tW'el sa.ch as aban-
aids created tor u.s. Army loldiera' lor the.-pur- doned achoo1I or . ClL\I!DaY bold up
poaea. " , ":,,' to 2,000 detainees, and are in ai8ting

. :,: .-. _ st:ructUreI or 8PeciaJly constructed camps._.
M After cap~ and ti.c;t;ical questioning InternmentIreseWement (JJR.) facilitiee are intend-. , ,

by MI PerlOnneJ (c:c,illectJtely termed "field proceu- eel to provide for lonI-term detention away from
ing"), detainees~ norDuilly~erred to Army the combat zone, and normally c:oDIiIt oraem1-per-

, ,

MP·units tn;Iii1ed and. organized to operate deteo- manent structures capable orhalding up to .,000
tion or interi1u1eiltJl.Mewement (III\) facilities. detainees.. .,'

(Though the AnDy has the primary responsibility
•• ••

for detention operatioD8 within DoD, other senie:--..
es may operate detention facilit.ies .. lang sa all of

, the provisions of the Geneva Conventionl and AR
190-8 are fulfilled.) . md IJR doctrine ill
contained in Army Field Manual S.19.40. MililtJly

•

•

,,

I
I

I

•
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M Source: u.s. Army Special 'I'm 2-91.6. Small Unit SupporllD Intaligeru:e _
•• •

•

(U) HandJha, ofEnemy Prison..ofW8I' and Detainees: lMJ'he FiveS'."
, " .

-
•

" ,

•

• (U) Search - A tborouIh eearcb of the penon for WeapoDI and dacumenti.
• (U) Silence - Do not allow the EPWaldetaineea to commUD~ wUIl eN

auotbe1; either verbalJy or with gestures. Keep an~ open for PQt.ential
•

troublemabn and be prepared to separate them. ." ., ,_. ... .'
• (U)S~te- Keepci~ and milituy.~ ~d~ further divide

them by rank, gender. nationality, ethnic:lt)l; and religian. .
• (U) Safepard •Provide security for ~.Foteet the tpw.,detaineel.

Get them out mimmediate daqer aDd~~ to keep their penoaal
chemical J)l'Otective par, ifthey haw q"and'their identification carda..... .

• (U) Speed- Information iI time·s8niltive. It is very important to move .
•• •

personnel to the rear.u quickly is p~I1'ble. An EPW/detainee'. to
, . .

questioninr ifOWI u time goes on. The initiallihock oCbeinI c:aptured or
• •

detalned wean ofi' and they beein to think or escape. IOIdieiI who are
trained in detailed~~ 'Rho have the appropriate time andIDeBIiI. will
be waiting to t-8lk to ibeee..iDdividuals. .

•

•
I
o

•

•

,•
• •'-

••• •. -
(U) Tacti~~oninl= VUMPS".. ...
• (1J) J.;.. Job: What is your job? What do you do? Ifmllitaz:y:' what i. your

~ ifeMuan; what it :JOUr position title?
. ,•.".(lj) V.thdt: What is 10'11' unit or the DlUD8 of the company you work for?

• • •••

.': Aik about chain ofc:omm8nd and c:omm8Dd structure.
•• • •

• • •

;' • ...(1J).~ - Mlaion: What iJ the mi.s&ion ofyour unit or element? What is the
•• • •

.-:. .. misaion of the next higher unit or element? What miulon orjob were:you
.., . I when yoU were captured or detUned? .

• (U) p - Priority QueRicmr. AU questioaa baaed on small UDit'e tukiD,
u briefed before patrol, roadblock, etc. EnIure queetiODI are BIked durinlf

•

natural c:onVVl8tion eo unit's miuion is not diKloIed.
•

• (U) 8 . Supportln.IDfOl'llUltion: AD.ythmg DOt amred above.

•

•

•

39
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,

•
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,

speciftea that c:ommanc:len of IIR facilities must
provide an area for inteDipuce collection efCortI

•
(Le., interrogation).

•

(0) Re1atimubip Between
MDitary Ponce and Military InteDi.ence.. ~.... .,

• • •- • ••

(U) Coercion is not in/Zicted upon captiua
and tktaiMa to obtain • • •••IMumtIM
trmtment, even ifcomrrr.itUd under11m, ofcombat
and with dap Ii ia a uriou. and pun
ishable violatitm under Mtionallaw and iratmuJ
tionollaw.••

- from Field Manual 8-19.40, Military lWice
lnammentlRaettlement

•
, .

prior to their transfer to a central CP. Central CPa
are located fwther from the battlefield, and are

intended to house detaineel for up to 24 hours
prior to their transfer to CHAs.

(0) Corps holding areas normally retain
detainees for up to 72 hours, but may retain
detainees for the duration ofhostilities ifrequired.

Typically, one CHA is to be eatablished per division
conducting colDbat operations. Detainees in CHAs
may be transferred to IIR facilities, where they
remain until boatilities end or they are otherwise
re1eaaed.

(u) As noted in AR 190-8 and FM M-62,
interrogation by properly trained intelligmce per

sonnel may be conducted at any stage or the~
ture and.detention proceal. In addition. AR 19().8

(m Doclrini,.does not c1t:arl1 tmd diItiMtl,
addreN tIttt reltiiio1&lJ1up betU.ntheMil~Police

, '

(MP) operuti.IvI [i (ocilitia
and the Milittuy InteUigence (Ml) pe1'1I0111W con-

,

ductitii . e:rplOiIaIion at thoBr (acilitks.
,: - .'~m the Detainee Inspection

• • •

:'0. '.~ t mthe Amq Inspector
(U) In sum, a detainee captured on the.~·· -::;:, General, July 21,~

tlefield would twicaUy be processed as follawa: ", . -
• •

tactical at the point of~, fol-· (U) The [GeMr/4 Corwentionsl tuId USpol-
lowed by detention and po&8l"ble in ~. at a icy e:rpress(y prohibit acts ofuiokru:. or intimitla.-

, .
forward CP for up to 12 hours, a central OF;for up tion, indudin.,r phyBical or mmtal ~rtruw, t1J.reGtI,
to 24 hoUl'll, a CHA for up to ~2 hOUl'B 'Crn: longer 88 insultll, or e:rpoBureto • treab1wnt GI a
required), and finally an va fadlity (or CHA) until means ofor aid to interro,ation... ' . .
hostilities end or the detain~ 'il approved for • from Field Manual 34·62, InteUig,na
release. Detainees may also be tUrned over to facil- In.tBrrogation. '

. ities at any higbe:r eche1~ bnmediately fonowing
capture. By ,,~ne, detidnees are not to be
released un~ 'theY have been fully processed for
control and aCCoUnting pmpoaes by IJR-trainedMP

" ..,.... .
UIU~. . ;

• •

•

•

I

I
•
I

,
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•
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•

•
•
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~.

tam complete accountability for all detainees,
aaalgning each an internment .eriaJ number
(ISN) and Corwardini it to the National Detainee

Center (NDRC), 81 .. by Army
. ,. .

. 190-8. .

(U) Previous investigatiODl of detainee
abuse, such u the Deputment or the Arm,
Inapectlor General report quoted above, have cor
rectly pointed out that MP and MI cIoc:trine do not
completely describe the functicmal relat!onahip
between detention and intemJption
Existing guidance the direct involve- (U) Aa the

•

ment of lIPs in the interrogation miuion - 88 are &lao for with MI per-
••

opposed to external support for interrogation - is lOme! to facilitate~ co11ectiOD dinteDipacefrom
vague (see figure on the nat pap), and ncm-exi&- The _ ateiwve dilcualiOll cI this

•• •

tent with ngard to the implementation of tech- respoD8lDi!itY fa 'cantaiDecl in FM.3-19.~. Military. .. ....
niquel that are employed outside the interrogation ~. l~tiRaflt1mumt OpendiDM. MP·
room. ofsuch techniques include envi-. ·ties· t81ated to detainee col-

• •

ronmental and dietary manipulation. u. l~~.~interroption.dnlwn &am PM 3-
described in the dedauified April 16, 2003 -;: '19.40 are . . in the eublequent ftaure •. - .
Secretary of Defeaae memorandum approyfng ~. '.. .
interroption techniques for UJe at Guantanamo --. :.. OJ) The fiaure demon8tratu that MP
Bay.} However. the 18COnd and third·~ tive proceduru pertaining to intemJp-_.
cited above - one drawn from an~·DUm~.the tiOD operatiom are well~ and Itre88

other fnm an MP manual-~ate that doc- aooountability Cor detainees at fNf1l'11t1p ~ the
trine clearly and specifically. foibida the mhuman8 detention and iDterroption proc:el8. <FM 3-19.40

• Po- •

treatment ofdetainees. :' ': . goa 10 far as to specify that if' a detainee fa
•

.~_ '.:-- removed from the receiviqlproceasing lin. at a- - .
(U) As ~~y_deicribed. MP. are detention facility by MI the detainee
. e fOf': . '. .... and operatiq deten- and hiI or her poueEOU muIt fint be

tion faa1i~. whidf: are typicaDy found at the Cor on DO FOrm 2108 - lW«ipt for Inmate or.. .. ..
diviaion,. corpf-.~d :theater levels (collecting Detainsd Perron - and t or the Amq

.. ... .
points, 'corps -:ltolClini areas and internment! IDA) Form 4137. Euide1&CflProperl1 Cultody

• •

reBettlemenU'ai:ilitiea respectively). Within the.e Document) In cIirectinI MPa to -umtNI perIOD-
racilitiN. MP. are responaible for the security. nel by . detainees who~ have ueful
dilcipline, health, welfare,. and humane treat- information,- doctrine clearly permita Mfa to con
ment of detainees. In addition, MPs JIlust main- duct paaift . eotlectiGIl within deten-

•

•

•

"

•

•

41
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lIP, MI and Detainee InteDi,ence Condom Es:istiaI (U)
,

•,

(u) From Army Regulation 190-8, EMmy PrimM,.. ofWar, &ItJiMdPenronneI, ': '
Civilian Intunas and OtherDetainttl8' . -,. ,

-The (eruany prisoner ofwar/civilian internee] fsdlity wm provide... .. ....
an area for intellipnce collection effort•." ...: -.. '. .'

•

(U) From Field Manual 3-19.1, MiUtcv,)' lblice :' ", ."
"The MP perform their...function ofcollecting, " • ~, a.M,ieCurinr EPW8
throughout the [area oroperations). In this~ 'the'MP Coordinate with'. ,

MI to collect infOrmation that may be UMld in ClineDt or ,future •
(U) Fro~Field Manual3-19.40t MUiltJI1 PolicIlJ -, '/RutltU1M1It Operalio,..

uThe MP work closely with militluy inteJlisepc:e interrogation~.••to '
determine ifcaptive&, their . t.~ tIimr : have intellipnceeqw~ .. . wupcms
value.• ...:-. ';..... ~ . ...; .' .. ,., .. ,

(U) From FieldMan~ 34-52, InbdUjer&i:rt.~ntDTolfJlWn '
"Screenen COOI'dinate withMr holdirii area suards on their role in the screening
proceu. The i'J8I'C1s are'ti>ld Where the screeuing will take place. how EPW. and
detain.. are to be~t &0111 the holdfnr area. and what types ofbehavior on

, . .
theirput will f~tate the ' • (NOTE:' FM S4-52 de6Da IICI'eeIIing 81

"the aeIeetion:Or 8OUl'C8I i~ interrogaUoD.. Screeninl is not interrogation.)
.. .. .

• •,..
, ,

, .
•

..
••••

• • ••. . ... .. .
.' . .. .

tion facilitie& ,Iil additiOn.~ MI aDd MP doc-
trine repeatedly .eiilphuize the requirement for.. ... ....
humane tl'eatmint of&ill detaineq. "

. . and fear UPt are generally deecn'bed in
the contest ofan -m . n lite." In contrut,
many.or the "new- teclmiqU8I - such .. the .ubsti
tution of Meala-Ready-~Eat (MREa) for hot

meala, or I'ft8I'Iinr • detaiDee'. aJeep cycle from
night to dq - are applied outside the .

area in an eft'ort to render the detainee more coop
enWft c:luriDI t, • ODS. Neith.
UP nor MI doctrine presc:ribes apedfic
itiea for the employment of requiriDc

.. ,
•

_.. . ,.. .
•

,..,....
<Ul.HQWeWr, there is a lack of doctrine.-

regardingMP and MI rolea in the application ot'the
"outside-the-interrogation-room· interrogation

approved by DoD ad service authori
ties in the COUlIe ofthe Global War on Terret: The
techniques set forth in PM M-52, BUm 88 direct

•

UNCLASSIFIED • ~ PolIcy. DoctrIM Mdn-.lnlng
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lIP biBtIu Related to DetaiDee ColIect1011 (U)
•

(u) Source: FieldManual 3-19.40, MilitDry PolU:eInJma1M1lll~mmt Opuatiou
.., ..,

(u) FaclIitate coUection orenem,y tactical iDfarmation by aIlowin&!ii" to .t.tion
, 0 ,

interroption teama at d_ntiOll facilitiee. III perscmnel may " ~tted to
observe arrivinI detainees in order to expedite the caDection~ ~.~ '

" .0- _.. " - • • • • •• • •· ...
(U) Work cloeely with MI interroptora to determine whether~ have

, , .,• . value. . . -:... ..m '" · ... .
,

,

,

..

•

•

.. '

,

,

•
,

•

.,
, ,

,

•

,

, .., •. .,. ... --, .
o.

M Coordinate with MI to estabIiah operatingp~~ that ensunI
, ,

eccountability fer detainees' and their eqoipmeat and'documentl. ,(Before MI
conduct in' ,detainees must'be~~with DoD (DD) Form 27'5,
BPW Capture Tcw. mel d .. 1m DD-Faim 2108, Receiptfor Inmt.tt. at'

. ... - .
Dsained Per8on.) , . ':":, '''::.., .

. ......, '...
(0) Assist MI personnel by identifyinr detainees who may have usetw

.. . -..
~-"o--~ .. '.. "
UlI~ I-.uaa.wu.u. . ..'

.. -' .. ..", '.. ..... - . ... , '

(U) Conduct~'1earc1ie. or~when by ML (W'atbiD
detention raC:iiitieii, FM 3-19.40 specifiea thai this must be done out ofliaht of
otherd~.b1 guards otthe I8JD8 pnder u the detainee bema seerebed.)

, ,

,

,

•

, .

,

,

,

....
,(U)0Eec:ort captiwe to and from the in

. . ,,. '..... '. '. --- .. ' .
..' '

,M Pl8n iti.fi ICNeIling eitelf including interrogation areas. In
•

.:.::, shoUld,.~mmodait.e an ill , • captive•• jwud and an .- ' ..,

,

, ..... ' -. ... .. ..- '.,
,,.
,,

, ,

•

(U) Establish to inform Ml which detainees will be moved to, from or
within ther~ and when the movement iI to take place.

, , '
.. ,

•

•

,
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•

to

,

cooniination outside the interrogation room. For
example, it is not clear under exiIting doctrine

whether MP or MI pe1'Ionnel should eft'ect BI1

altered detainee Bleep cycle. In the abIence or a
clear doc:trina1 di _. of labor.'VJS1OI1, must
develop local policies for the employment of such
techniques. A particular hazard of this BlTInse
ment is that ifMPI are not adequately trained on

approved interrogation techniques and their lim·
its, they may make • • te individual iudr
menta regardingthe appropriatenesa of'techniquee
ordered or implied by :MI personnel.

em Existing MWD doctriDe
detainee operations (codified in Army

190-12,Militm7 Wtriin8 Doga~~ of
•

the Army Pamphlet 19()'12. MilitDiy .W'omn.r Dog
Program) noteI that patrOl dop mq be used to

• • • •

aecure the perimeter of EPW,~tioll facilitieI.. .. ..
and·to deter escape. Tlie.~ of dop durinr
in . it neither . authorized DOl'-
.cificallyprohibi~ Jy,(nth other in

••

techniques that are not deIc:ribed in FM S'-52, the.. ,

presence of doja : wen ifapproved by
•• •

&U~tiea - could become problematic in the
sbeetice:Of~ticmal, specific training.--

(u) SimilarJ.vj doctrine app88rll to permit '_ . -..._". '

the presence or MP guarda during in: ..' - (U) strip
(see FMS·19.40'1 t that interroPtion-
areas accommodate lUarda in addition to intelli-:' (0) FM 3-19.40 not anly permits. but Idu·
pnce personnel). but dOlI not deaaibe wmit role ally presc:ribea the strip or both EPW.

they should play or prohibit anyp~ ro1& and CIs during in· in~ detention or
This could also lead to inappropriate beh8viar it internment facilities. - No partieular cautioDI IJ'e

the limitatiODl of in~pt:ipn tec;haiquel and listed; how8Vel; the manual doeB It&te that MPa of
requirements related tocie~treebnent are not the same gender as the detainee Ihould perform'

well undentood by ali·pilti. ~voived. the eearchee.. ."
,.. . . ... .~ ...... .. ... " ..

M TWo additioual areas of MP doctrine, .
that wsmmt.: diiCUuiOit are the employment of

• •

military. workiDr dogs (MWD) and strip 1eBJ'Chea.
Though la cloCtrine prescribe theae for IeCU.rity
pu.rpo88l only, their miauae coa1d lead to abuse, 88

we have seen at Abu Ghraib.

(U) Military WorII:iq Dop

(U) FiDalJ~ doctrine does not eddr-. the
variety of detainee classificationa that have ariIIeD
in the coune of the Global War 011 Terrae 'I'erma
IUch u "unlawfUl combatant,• "security
internee," "hiIh-va!ue detainee," de. , are not
always easily p&ired with the Geneva Conveation
catepies. Without specific- . • by COlD-

mandel'l. this could cause conftuion reprciiq
whether and which Geneva Convention pratec>

"

•

•
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tiona apply to individual detaineea., Interacen~ BDd Coalition Policy (U)
,

•
•

(U) Despite the CODC8mI noted above, how·
8Velj MP and MI ~e clearly atates the
requirement that, at a minimum, all detainees
muat be treated humanely. The acerpta that
introduce thia 1ICti0l1 Wuatrate that it leaves no
doubt that abusive behavior is prohibited.

Interrogation Facilities: Jomt,

(0) Though US. military doctrine permita
(and in fact requn.) the proviaiQn or inteWpnce
coll!ctiOll area at JJR taci1ituY, and also jIermita

'. --
in at any point iii .~. capfure-iDtem·

-
ment CClDtinUUl!1t then.is no DoD'policy or doc· ',

trin that ed6call ".. : the te IP 1 ,
and operation ~J~~~ or coalltion
interrogation::'facili~. - " The Army lnapec:tor·.. . :.. . .._. .

• •
• . ,

• ••• •

FadlItl_ (U)

• •,

•
•

(u) Fl'om FJeld MaDual34-62,

. -
• •- ." ~ .- -'"'- .

11IteI"rOgatitm:,. . '.... .. ...
, ,. -'" .. .

••• •

(U) Theater IJiterroptioD FaciWt)':.E~ed above the corpa level (e.g., at. ' .
an VB facility); may mpport a Joint or Unified COmbatant Stafl'ed by
tnultiple Services and uatiGnal iIpnciea 81 required; may include in ' ... .

from allied nationa. InterroPteI',priIanera ofwar, high.Jevel political and .
military~e1, civillanin~ defectcn, reeuaee., aDd displaced perIClDI.

•..
" -.• • ••

•

• •.. .
" .

"

•

•

•

•

•

•· ,
•

•

(U) Prom Field MBDiJal ~31. Joinl Force lAnd Co
", ..

os.... .
Ie. . .. ... ... -'" - .

• • •••. --•- .
(U)i~bit'lD .;~. ODD FacIlity: Conduda initial

_.~~ olwar. Forwards key 1"epOlU to the Joint In. ._. .
" DebI1eftn&' Center., .

•

•- .- ,•

-:(0) Jomt IDterroptlon and DebrJeftn, Center. Conducts follow-on
aploltaticm oCprilcmen ofwar in support ofJoint Task Force.nd bisber

May also intemlpte civilian c1etaineeI, refupes, and other Don·

prisoner aourcee. .

,
, •
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•
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(U) Within the military lervices, enlisted

pe1"8OIUlel are the priJD8l1 intm'optol'll, with

warrant officer interroptora in tecImical super

visory positions. Commiuione4)(1 oftieera
charpd. with ovefa11 command of inteWpnce

unita typically receive overviews. of int

techniques during their training. Our intemewa
confirmed that warrant omc:en were typically

•

the senior service memben directJ;y iJmdved in

interroptiona. A. the .rea~will learn in later

•

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NUMBER ONE

UNCLASSIFIED • L_ PoIIq, Dof:ttiM and'f'lWlllng

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

UNCLASSIFIED

• •

...... 53

•
"'".....,., "TT T'" Il~~"", '" Ti ,

•

General'. report at 21 July 2O«U, Ddainu DoD Intettopton: Force S
Operation lrwpa:tiQn, found th.• the two relevant and (U)

••

doctriDal - FM 84-52, Ii " .
• •

Interrogation. and FM 3-31, Joint Force Umd (U) Department of .DefenSe intellipnce

CoTnpOMnl Commanclu Handbook (also adopted interrogatol'l are found ~ tiac~ military I8I'Vice,
by the Marine Corpa). CODt8in • t suid· and in the DereD118 . '. SenU:e WIA/DH>,

• •

8DC8 on the structure and function of'facilities V8l'o a component at the'Defense . AaencY
iOUlly tenDed Theater Interrogation Facilities (oW. Thoup..~ did nOt 'conduct a detailed
<TIFs), Joint Intenoption Facilities (JIFs) and review of DoD~~~r force structure, our
Joint Interrogation and .Debriefinr Center. interview," Wi.th MI leaders and interrupters
(JIDCe). Outside of the described Army and I:_J.. .. ~_.:II th conclUliona of ..--,_••
Marine Ccnpa doctrine in the figure ~~ IUPPO~ e tN......_ ...

abo ) tb ..J_~ DoD 1:.J . repOrU ,; namely, that there are not enoup mter-ve t ere are no ItIDII&l"U 81 govern. . . .
, the ' .._~- of the _:1:+- Servi 'thin:. roptorl., aDd linguists to meet the denumda oflug lU.-cu;wuD ~WU3 cea WI . _. '"
• .._..: .r_-!l!,ti there .....1:..: . - the Global Will' on Terror. We are aware, howev·
In.-.&V6_OD~ eI, nor are Jl'NlWea gov- '. • •
erning the iDterad:ion of DoD in mid . m; that Bignificsnt effort. are UDderway Wlthi!1
CIA, FBI, or other us. t Jaw enforce- DoD to address and rectily the shortfall of inter-
ment snd iDteltipn.ce personnel. (There~, how- rogatora and IUpport perIOuel, par-

• •

eve!; variouI directives issued liDee ij1e inCeptiOn at tic:ularly linJujIts.
•

the Globel War on T8rror~ pen1 apedfie.
•

unique interrogatloD-~ted;.DoD organizationa
lOch as the Criminal InveitipUve Tuk Force, or...
CITE) As the fiKUN shows, the'limited' emtiDg

• • • •

doc:trine pertaining toj~t or fnteragmcy interro-. ... . .
gatian Caci1itieI ii"not apeClfic or CODIiatent, and

• • •

J:D.8kee implicit • between c:ategaries of
detainees thBt· do. not.correspond to in
law or Don poJic.J The Department of Defense is

• • •

now develOPmi clac:triDe lor the 88' t and
mannini ofjoint, interagency, and coalition inter
rogation facilities.

•
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aectiou of this report, individual interrogators'

compliance with approved interrogation policies
waa often . al to the "fidelity of trans

millionw from higher headquarters to the unit

level, and then to the interrogators via WlI1T8Dt

officer BDd BeDior enliated leadership. Our inter·
viewl indicated that tbe details of approved

tbeater interroaation policies were often
•

lost during thia proceu. frequently durin,

the latter stage (though many units Ilever

received the approved policies at all). In theM

cases, interrogators pnerally feU back on school·
house training, which focUsed on I'M 34·52 and

the law of WE Neverthelesa, to a significant
•

deer- this left implementation of interrogatiOn

techniquu up to individual int I judg

ment. (Thii will be described at length later in
th. report.)

•

• •
• •.. .

(U) In c:ontrut with miJitmy interrogaton,
• •

Defenae HUMlNT'~ce rom ~anel ....
• •

trained as ·mategic debrief....- • fOCWling on
•

strategic intellipnce. rather thaD the tactical
• •

inteUigence that fOl'lDl the focus ofHrVicle inter-
roption traiDlnl.:8D~'Uaing primarily the DiNct

QuestioniD,~e . but are pa.enUy famil· .
far with FN: SU2. In lome cases, DB penorme1

• •

have receiftd aervice.in • n traiDiDI prior
• •

to detaila usigni.Dg them to mpport MI opera-
•- .tia,ns. .

•
• •

• ••
• •

••
•
• •

•••• •
• •

•
• • •

•
•

•
• •

•

•

• •
•

•
'"

•
• •

• •
•

•
• •

•
•

•
• • •..

•• •
•

• • •
•

.. .•..
..
•

•

-,
• •• •

•.. .
• •..

•
•

•

•
•
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•

Su y of Previous Reports Relating to
Interrogation Qr Detainee Abuse (U)

M There have been a number ri previous to MG Gary Spee!; USA, then the Actina
nport.--eome completed bef'ore the miIconduct at Commander, u.s. Southern Command
Abu GhraJ."b came to Ught, orotb~ unrelated CSOUTHCOM). ,,'
to Abu Ghraib. and othen in responae to Abu ...

•• •

Ghraib-tbat provide the backdrop to our report. • (U) Bec:ond. COL John Custir.. USA, led a
Several of these reports were with Joint Staft' team r~'~.-,U tbroqh

• •

detainee operations in a broad seose. and none September '. 20~ in reviewing intellipDce. .'
interroption techniq\18l or detainee . conection opefttiau at GTMO, and on

•

abuse at _ level or detail Iimi1ar to this report. .10. 2002 iiiued a report to the
• •• •

TheIe reports do inform our analysis, however, as ' . of~ Joint Chiela of Stafl; Gen.
they often contain 0 .and .' Ricb8id M1ert "Colter Report,.
tiona thatbear directly an interrogation operations The biiiter Report wu originally requested
or detainee abuse. Furthermore. in order to avoid by MG SpeeD- at SOUTHCOM.
duplicaticm. ofeffort. we have where p08sible lever- . '. .. ... .
apcl the interviews and witDess ltatementl col- " .... (U)' Third, VADM Churdl led _ review on. .--
lected by otben. These previous reporta are UIted ':". Mq 4-'. 2004 into the treatment or enemy
belo-.v, followed by _ I1.umnIl:Y of their DUVor Um- :.,,' ta detained at GTMO (and at th,
clusionl, with an emphuil 011 thoae asPects that Naval Consolidated Brig in Charluton,...
shed light upon our investigation of mterrOgation South Carolina), and on May 11. 2004,
techniques and detainee abuse. ':: briefed Sec:retuy Rumst'eld with Ida ftncliDp

,

. ' . (hereinaft.. "Church Review").

•,

,

•

• •- .
(U) There have~~ previowl reports

. - -
c:onceminl interroptiOJi, operatfooa'at GTMQ· .. .'· .- , .., ... ..... .- ...• • ••. '- .-. -

• (u) First•.Si~~~, a retired.Army
colonel .with-:~.1DiliimY intelIig9ce baclt-

" ..
ground,~~ GTMO onMarch 16-21, 2002,- "
and on~ 22, 2002 provided MG Michael

,

Duiilave;y,. USA, the Commander or JTF-170

at GTMo, an auessment of the intellii8I1C8
ccIlection efforta or JTF..170 (hereinafter
-Herrington GTMO Report-). COL
Henington alao provided _copyofthis report

•

(U) Therehave been eight previous reportI
on interrogation or detainee opentionafocuaiDaoD
Iraq that are rel8Y8Dt to our investigation.

• (0) First, MG Geoffrey Miller, the
Commandelj J'I'F-GTMo, led _ team to Iraq
from Aqust 31 to . 9. 2003 md
isaued a report that IIIHSIed the ability or
military Intellipnce torcea in Iraq "to fIIPkIl1
aploit internees for actionable . 
(h' "Miller Report-), The appoiDtina

•

,.,
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•

authority for the MDler Report is not clear
from the report iteel( but it wu apparently

commiaaioned at the requeat of the
Commander of CJTF-7. LTG Ricardo
Sanchez, USA.

• (U) Second, MG Donald 1Vder, USA, the
Army Provost; Marshal General,
an t from October 13 to November
6, 2003 ofdetainee in Iraq. and OQ

November 6, 2003 issued a report to LTG
Sanchez Il~ Report-).

Forces Land Component Command
(CFLCC), led an invatiptioD from January

."

31 to Febnwy 28, 2004 into'~ detention
- 0

operation. of the 8ooth' Militar,r Policeo.
. .Brigade. with .emphiaia on opera-

• • •

tiOl1l at the~~.~ facility,
and provided hiI" report "an iIareh 9, 200' to

" ..
the Commander, CFLCc, LTG David

• •

McKiernan .( .. ' IUfaIuba Report").
The TaIuba Report was oriIinally requeeted... " .
by the eroCCJTF-7, LTGSamclJ.ez.
•

-
•

• .M Sixth, the Army Inspector GeDeral, LTG..: . ..
• (U) Third, COL Herrington visited Iraq 011. ". Paul 'I conducted an iDlpectioo

•

December 2-9, 2003 to evaluatein~ ". from February to June 2004 ofdetainee opel"-
• • ••

. BDd on D her 12, 2003; pro. . . atiODI in Iraq and Mi' LTG. "

vided m. report to !riG BarbaraFast, the sen- ". Mikolashek iuuedhia report onJuly21, 20N
••• •

ior intelligence. officer "for.~· ~-7 to Acting Secretary of the An1Jy R.L.
-Herringtoa IraQ ~it';):· Brownlee (h . Report-).

• •
"

" .. ".. ._. ...

• (U) Fourth, LTC Natiilie Lee, USA investi-. ... ~

gated from JanU81'Y 23 to ¥e\li"uary 23, 2004
reports ofd~ abuse that had allegedly..." ..
OCCUlTed ~~ 8Uminer Or2003 at the Joint
InterroptiOn Wi Debriefing Center CJIDC)

" .
taei!!ty at CamP. Cropper, Iraq. On Febrwuy ... - '.
23, 2004.LTC Lee iaauedher report, pursuant- ~.

to.the. orAR 15-6, to the Deputy
•• •

CcmiDwiding General, CJTF-7, MG Walter
Wi • •(h' "Lee Report-).

• (U) Fifth, MG Antonio Taguba, USA, Deputy

'ng General for Support, Coalition

• (U) Seventh, the AlaistaDt Deputy Chief of
Stafl; Army, G2, MG George Fq USA, was
appointed by L'ro 8IUlcbez on March 31,
200' to investigate potential by

205th Military Inte1lipnc:e Bripde penon
nel at Abu Ghraib between Auguat 15, 2003
and February 1, 2OCM. MG PaY. repcn1 wu
released in Auguat 200' . "Fay
Report").

• (U) Eighth, in June~ u a ruult of the
evidence MG Fay had pthered to that paint,
LTG Sanchez, the Commander, CJTF-1,

"

50
••
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GTMORepori

•
•

..

"'GTMO Repori8 (11)
•

•
•

Force Gen. Culrles Homer to an t
Panel "to provide independent praf'euioDal advice
OIl detainee abuses, what eaUMd them and what
ac.tioDI should be taken to predude their repeti. .
tion.- The Independent Panel_'dwpd with

•. detention and.~~~ 'OperatWDI
••

worldtride. The .... .~. report was
· - ..

releued on AUI\i8t .24, 2004.. ,

-Independent Panel- or -Independent Panel. ,
•

Report"). . . .

that a more senior investigating

olBcer be appointed to examine whether
•

actionI or the commander and Itaft'ofCJTF.
7 to BDy misconduct related to

, operaUona atAbu GbrIl'b, '11ut
Actiq Secretary of the Army selected GEN
Paul Kern, USA, the Commander or Army
Material Command, to act .. the new
appointina' authority. LTG Anthony Joues.
USA. the Deputy Cammandina- General or
the ~S, Army Tnining and Doctrine
CoIlUD8l1d,· 'WU appointed u lUI additional
inveatiptine ofticer. LTG JOnel' repmt wu . _

•

releaaed in August 2004 ~onea M.S' •
~ .

Report"), . '.' .

•

• • •

.,'.... ':. CO) The n'F·170 at GTMQ,
(0) In addition to the Miko1ashek Report, . ¥G'Dunlavey, USAR, invited COL HerrinstoD to

•

which addressed detainee operatioD.8 in~ Iraq
and AfJ . one other repent rOcwied on. ..'
detainee BD.d tacilitiea in Afgb8nistan.
BG Chades Jacoby, USA, the CombinedJoiiitTask..
Foree 76 (CJTF·76) Deputy'Commanding General,
was appointed on May 19~" 2004 by the

",' .
Commander, CJTF·76,. MG,.~ OlIOD, USA, to
conduct a "top tob~ mew or ... detainee

'. .
operatiou- ill the Combined Forces Command

.~ or -; 'ty. BG Jacoby's. .. ...
8SI8SSn1~t was mpleted in Au,uat 2004 (hfteo. ,

inafter ~ac:obyBeportaJ).

(U) Finally, in May 21*, the Secretary or
Defenae appointed former Secret.ari.. of Defeaae
Jamea and Harold Brown. Conner
CoftiJ'8Slwoman Tillie· Fowler. and retired Air

GTMO in March 2002 to asseu the Itatua or~
170'1 inte11ipnc:e c:01lec:tion dorL Tbia abort,

•
nine-pep report was' onl1 a few DUII1tba
after • at GTMO bepn.

and thua it oft'ert lOMe pneral observatiODS about
the strengths and weakneues ofm·17o. .. weD
u datioDa for the fUture.

•

(lJ) The molt important aspect of this
repent iI that it came out atroagly in favor at~
ordinating the security function (i.t•• militauy
police, represented by JTF·160) to the inte1Upnce
collection fuDc::tion (i.e.. military . rep-

I'eleDted byJTF·170). More the report

stated that "to efreet.ive1y~ out U. intel1ipnce
exploitation million. .JTF·170 and ita .
collaborators need to be in full control 0( the

•

•

• 51,
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,
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•

rently caught between two separate efforts, 1eCUri
ty and expJoitaticm," and only by "d2COIlfJictiDr"

,

these efl'ortlI could the .

effort achieve IUCCISI.

,

~The AWnI Co of S0111'H-
COM, MG Gary~ in June 2002 requeIted.

"
through the oltha Joiut
Gen. Richard~ an atemal mew

ckt.ainea' environment. Treatznent, rewards, pun.
iabment, and anything eI8e usociated with a

,

detainee should be centrally orchestrated by the
debriefinr team e Cor obtaining iDforma·
tion from that detaineew (emphaaia added). For
example, the report aplained, "we a security
g\W'd wanta to adopt a bard line with • detainee,
lingle him out tor. or take any meas
ures . . . that impact on that ~etainee'l &tate of
mind, the authority to either appzoYe, disapprow,
orpostpone the planned action should be the call of
the intelligence entity."

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE·
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(m The other~t~on oltbe
GTMO RePOrt wUthat the you.th and

• • • w

in . of' tb.e Defen.e . Service-
(DB) and Army ~t8rroeaton, and their laclt or

, - .
foreign Ianau8P t:ridnm& inJUbjted their ability to

" ..
extract inte1lipDce frOm the detainees. The report

•

n~ that W. yowig debriefer normally will have a
pz'9biem: .. g the kind of controWnr rela-_.

em Moreovm; the report stated broedly· tioiiahiP"required with an older, tralDed.1Dd IaVYy

that "[tlhere ia .. among all .military and' detainee: and recommended that the JTF
interlgeney participants in JTF·170 that the ~:. <bDmander put out a requelt for "1IIlim; older
rity miI.ion is sometima the ttJil uxwgin, the intel· debriefel'l with aDd re6necl 1aDcuaP '
lig,nct @6 (i.,., impactinr negativelyrJ~ aIdlJa.II In thia regard, COL pointed
added). The report took pains to exPIaUlbt this out that the U.s. Arr1Jy INSCOM -COIltraetlmguUt. , .
was not a criticiam of JTF-.l~ p'eraormel, but augmmteel on site, are one of the brfshteIIt .tan
instead -(I basic prindpk of 1w.nuzn. ;:'. . • on the ground,II and that the interrogaton -could

..
. . n» (empbuia aMeet):' .COL Herrington not function without them. to

-, ,

drew upon his own ." in bOth Panama IDld
the Persian Gul( notiii; t6at· lI~ne da~ we might (U) Custer Report

.. ,

instruct the 1Q8rda: to be.PartiaJ1arly warm and
• •

cheerful tow~ it IiVm detainee • beca.uae that
approach";Wl~\iR!rk~ that day to tb8 advantap

of the debrief'er.: On another day. with a different
, -

detainee. 8.' cold, firm demeanor by the suarda
JI1iibt be more suitable - spin, upon
where the debriefer milht be in hie efforta to

unlock the inlonnation poaesaed by the detainee.·
In contrut to these aampJa, JTF-170 W8I "eur-

52
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(W The Church Review described itIe1tu- .

a "aiaapIhot" or existing conditioDi at OTMo, and
~Ot a Ccimpi8hensive biatorial revin The review

, .
fqund that detainees at GTMO were beiDr treated

•

properly andhuman~ The review round "no evi-
dence. or even of serioua or .,.temic
prob1emI: and DO evidence oCnon with
DoD orden. More ip8Ci1icaD.~ there W8I DO Indi·
cation that interropfion'
were heine uaed on the detainees.

, .

(U) In the wake of ..' ofpriloner
abUR at Abu Gbl'8ib, the . - .. of DefeJ1le

•

commiaaioaed tbJa brief'Tevi8w" of~ opera-
• • • •

tiOlll at GTMO (and the'Na,aI, C0ni06dated BriI
in Charleston, SC>. The reVi.W~inated in a

• • •

seriea of IUd. briefed to Rumsf'eld ClD
•

May 11, 2004, aDd~ not . bya..-. -
rate, writtmi ~rt. -.

. ,

(U) Church Review

(U) The Church Rmew CODcluded that
• JII'Ocedurei were in piece It GTMO to

detain, interrogate aDd report information, lOp
ported by effective SOPS and a strong cbaiD ~

GTMO alto had an etrec:tive traininI
prop-arn, iDc:luding instruction on the prindplea of
the Genna Conventi.cma, and a positive command
climate in which appeared williDg to
report any conC8l"1\L In addition, the review 'DOted
that the roles or milita1y pollce and military intel
lipnc:e were teparate and we1l-defiDed, yet ItUl
coordinated.

•

•

•

•

,,
I

,

I

,

••
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o

unknown date, in responae to being Ip&t .
upon by a detainee, usaulted the detainee

by wiJJiDI c:\ve from a red map: marker OIl
•

the detainee'. shirt andte1liDg the detainee
that the red stain wu blood.. The female

•• • •
• • • •

in received aYetba1 rePrimand h
her doni.· 0 • 0 -

o ' o

•

•

• (U) Finally. 011 April 10. 2003. after a
detaiD88had struck an MPin the race (cam

ing the MP to Ieee a tooth) and bitteD m0th
er MP, the MP who wu bitten had struck
the detainee with a handheld radio. This

•..
• • 0 oM~ an MP euaulted a detainee on

17.2002, by . to ....,
•

him. with a hose lifter the detainee had..
o · thrown all unidentified, . liquid

on the}dE 'The ldP received noD-judicial
in the form otl8Wl1~ reItrfc.

tioo aDd ndw:tion in l'8t.e from E-4 to E-S.

• M Second, on MaJ'Ch. 23, 2003. an MP
sprayed pepper spray on a detaiDee who wu
preparingto throw 811 liquid em
another ME ThelIP who bedUMd the pep
per apray a court martial in liell
ofn .. puDilbmeat and wu acqui~

ted at a special court martial
•

55

: ......
o ..

(U) ~e CbU:rc:h Rniew also. . - ~

three incid~tIof illePd mi.econduct byMPI. two. ' .
olwhich reeu1tecl 0 jn . abuse.

••
• 0

o

•

•

o

•

•

• •
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o

• (U) Tb.ird, a female interrogator at an

• (U) First, a female in semaDy
auaulted a detainee on April 17. 2003, by
running her tingera through • detainee's
hair, and made aex:ua11y auautive com
mentl and body includinr Bit
ting OD' tbe detainee's lap. during an-
•m The female interrogator Was
given a written admODiahmeat Cor' her
actions. : 0

- '.. •.... .. ...

• (U) Seco~ on April 22, 2003, an~~
tor, using the f~p barah·
8888Ulteda~. 6y~~ repeat
edly brine the det;ainee irom atanding to a
prone posi~::8Ild'~~Areview of med
ical recordi~incU;ated' :;'~cial b •. to~ •. _.~U ~

the d~e8'iknee!i.' The interrogator WII8- .
~~.letter Of reprimand; fuJthermore,
~.G Miller,'the Commander of JTF-GTMO,
~ted fUrther uae oftbe fear-up harsh-.-
technique, and also specifically prohibited
MFa from cJirect involvement in interrop..
tioDI.

•

-

(u) While the Church Review waa primari
ly a snapshot ofcurrent conditions, it a1ao summa
rized the reported inataneee of det.ainee abuse,
whether u a result of' • interrogation

or otherwise, si:nee the initiation or
intelligence operatioDa at GTMO in January 2002.
The review cited three instancea or .
interrogation teehniquea that Jed to abuse.

1.-.. .
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•

Iraq Reports (0)MP W8I given non-judicial t in
the Corm of 45 days extra duty and reduced

•

in rate from E-4 to E-9. (U) Miller Report
•• •

•
•- .•

• •
•

•

(U) The theme at the MUler
Report was that "[tJactical interroption qMft

tiOIUl difl'er greatly from stratesic interruption
operationa.· While c.rrF·7 had proven itselfdee
tive in accomplisbi~the tactical miasion. it ".
now neceuary to transition to.1tratefPc intvrop.·
tion operations u CJTF·1 entered a new, couoler·

phase in the cxm11ict in Iraq. Thi. new
phase involved a ditl'erent "cate&ozyof'intem_ to
in • and required DeW "anaI:ytical back
stopping," 18 well .. a "clear.1tr'ate1Y far imple
menting a long·tema approach and clearly defined
interrogation potici_ and autboritieL· In tbia
regard, the report observed that CJTF-1 had·not

••• •••..
-..

•-
• (U) Second. on Febrwuy lS; 20M, a barber.~ ,-

intentionally· pve. two detainees unU8U8l
• •

haircuta, iJicJndin& m"inverse Mohawk,· in
••

• ••

an effort~~ the detainees'requests
for~ hairCuts as a aiF ofunity. The

'"· '.

barber ~d his company commander were
both eouDse1ed .. a result of this incident.

. (U) The Church Review nated that the MP
force pneral1y operated under BiJDificant ItresI,

•

as assaulta against MFa were common, averaging
fourteen per week. Detainees, for example, rou
tinely physically assaulted MPs. spat upon them.
and threw liquid, foods, or bodily t1uida.

•

M From Augult 31. to September 9,
• • •

2003, the JTF GTMO~~.MG Geoffrey
Miller. led a team to ~.. ~terrogatiOD and
detention operationa in IrAq. (MG Mi1Ier'. vilit
was the resul~ of an AUIUBt 18, 2003 messap. . . '.

from the Joint Stair. Director for Operationa [J.
• •

3), requeatiq~ the SOUTHCOM commander
(U) In addition to the above incidents, the provide'a team ofezperts in detentioD and inter

Church Review also identified two minor infrac. rogation operationa to provide advice on relevut
tiona. .. f&CIiiti8s· and operatloDi in Iraq. The need for

• •

. iuch Uaiatance in light of the powm, inaur-
• •

• (U) First. on February 10, 2004, an MP· .seney had originally been by CJTF·7
joked with ad~, dared and CENTCOM. end the Joint Stafttaakinl me&-

the detainee to throw water OIl. ~. and up waa generated following . 1rith
engaged in inappropriate casual CODY8raa- both M and SOUTHCOM.)

• •
tWill with the detainee. The MP W8.I .

•

removed from duty. '. .
•

•
•
••
I,
I
I

I

I

I,
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~LTG Sanc:hez eo •• the RiJder
Report in August 2003, to uaeu deteDtion BDdcor·
rectiODI operat:ioal in 1nIq. The RyderReport, lib
the Miller Report, was an. or LTG
Sanchez' interest in idenW)rins' and imP
improvements indetention and interroption oper
aticm8 in August 2003, when theIe operationa were
takin, on increued importance in light of the

in Iraq end the need to rebuDd Iraq"
prison~ The!\Yd.. Report, which W8I cmn-

to its unitl any "written guidance
apecifically addressing interroption policies and
authoriti-... The Miller Report cauticaecl that
IUCh euidance ahouId be accompanied by a lepl
review, 88 the -application or emersfng strategic

,

in . . and tec:bniqu. contain
new approach. and art... Tberefore,
"(l]epl review and re ·ons of internee
interrogation operations by a dedicated command
,taft"judge advocate is required to IDIIXimi2e inter
rogation effectiveness."

OIherR~
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(U) The .Miller Reporl made several other
rec:ommeudations that drew upon llIIODI leamed
at G'I'MO For example, the l'IpOIt

• •

that CJTF-7 establish and tram 01'1'_

Ti' Teams ClCIDlprised of [sIC} ~. in .ger ..• .
and one~ both withSCI~·:Thereport. ....
also recommended the iitabliihment or a•

Behavioral Sc:ience 'Co .- .~ Teem (BSCT),
.. 04.

ClOtDpOlIed of and~
trim who c:ouid helP:den10P . JDtaTo.
gation stJi~. ind u... interroptlon
in~:ProduCtiCll1.· In addition, MG MiDer

(U) The Miller Report.. most ailnificant J'eoollmiended the interroption millionbe conaol-- , .
recommendation for making the transition from . idatea:at Mone Joint InterroptiOD

•• •

tactical to strateP: .interrogation was that -uw '. Cnter. (JIDC)Jstratelic interrogation fadJity- - .
detention operations function must ad U"an uitder 'c.rrF., • and noted that ,tlbia. . ,

enabler for interrogation," by helping to "set con- '.: ~on hu been initiated... ~ the report
ditiou. for aueceuful inteIT6~tlOI1& II OR'ered a number of traiDinI . to
Sipillicantly, the report did DOt offer any sPecifies Include trainiD,rtbe "MP detention Itqff'[on] train·

• • •
on what MPa ahould or Ihould not~ in their ioJe .ing programl utilized by JTF-GTMQ"

sa -enabl~• but it did state that "[iii-is eisentia!- .
that the guard force be actlWly,enppd in setting (U) Ryder Report

" the conditions for :, eipIoitation of the. '

internees." and th¢1Jloiiit~einterrogation- -
operatiODI are.... " -by lack of active control
ofthe interneit.wItiiin the'detention environment"... . .
(emphuis Iddedl. In~IUID, the report observed... . ...
"[dJetention operaiiona must be structured to.,
ensure [the).detention environment fOCUlll the
internee's confidence 8Dd. ettention on their inter
roptora," and the "MP detention Ita1r should be
an integrated element IUPport!nS the interroga·
tion .f\uu:tiorus...

•

•

• •

•
•
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pleted 011 November 6, 2003, just two months after Ghraib • wu to adapt ita
the Miller Report, W81 a detlBed review of deteD· atructure, trainiDI and equipment reeourcea from
tion and corrections operationa in Iraq.. A by a unit designed to conductIt~ EPW cpera.. . ~

objective ofthe report W8I -developing - aoDS, to ita current million ofaseDtWly JUDDiar
, . -

elations on how to bridp from eurrent operatians an entire country'spriIon~ Maki;a,matten
• • •

to 1U11l'1qi-nm priIon I)'8t:em,• and thus much or worse wu that the .~ri~· did 'not recme.-

the information in the report was not direc:tly~ IntemmentlRaett1eai8iit. wRl 8nd- . . .
vant to interroption operations. Nevertheless, speclflc tninina:.~itI~DiobilizatioD period.
the report did address several detention issues that This probl~~~ exacerbated by the fact

'. ,bear at least indirectly on m or poleD- that the •,. within the Brigade were paer-
• •

tial detainee abuae, which are 8UD1DW'iJed be1cM any eeL' Moreover, the report obeerved,
,

"[a]everal DiviIi . c:ollectioD pointl and

~ One of the molt liinificant, and eel'- US..~O¢~ Iraqi prisons had fJawecl or~-
tainty the most IIIpec:tI of this report is .. ~tIy. detailed use or force and other atandiDI
that the t team members did not identI~ operatiiigprocedures 01' policies.•
fy any milituy police unit. purposely ~:: -"
inappropriate CODfinement pnu:ticea. ~ ~er \ . ~The Ryder Report alIo weighed hi OD

team ita lSSe8IDleDt from 0ct0bef.13 to the debate about the proper relationahip between
November 6, 2003, and u KG Taeuba pointed-oUt military intelligence and military police unite,

, , .
in hiJ report 011 military poli~ at Abu coDcludingthat milituy police shouldDot be mb-
Gbraib, the most serious. ~es,~ Abu Gbraib ordinate to military intelIipnce. The report
0CCUJTed in late Octoberand uriy NoVember 2003. explained that according to Army doctriDe. -AR.. -
It should be noted, howevi1i that ,the team'.visit to 190-8 nqujrea military po1ic:e to provide an area
Abu Gbraib WU: ~ ~ZJ;Unced. escorted walk- for intellipnce colleetioa etrorta withiD EPW. - -
through. .' ': ;." ':: . facilities. Militarypolice, tboUlh adept Btpuem...~ . ..

,_'_,-":--::. " ._;.. collection of intelligence within a facOity, do not
~Tli8~Report did, bowevel; identify participate in Military Intelligence euperviBed

several ~blem,:areas within detention operati~ interroptlon aeaions.· While Dot • I
in Iraq. FOr" pie. the SOOth MP Bripde. the Miller Report by -name. the Ryder Report
which wu tuked to IeCW'8 the detainee population nonetheleu rejected the Miller Report'. central
t Iraq, and was at that time supporting recommendation, atatinr that -[r]ecent iDtel1i
15 aeparate detention facilitieI. including Abu lence collection in IUpport of Operation

,

•

•
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, 0tINr Repon.
,

ENDURING FREEDOM haa poaited a template pointed out that doing 10 would establish 'better
whereby military police actively let favorable control over the (detaineea1 en . • which

. condition. for subsequent intervieWi. Such should 1ncreaae theirin~yield..
-actions generally run counter to the lDlootb oper- ,

, .'
atiim of Il detention flcility, attempting to main· (U) Herr1DItOD Iraq Report ' ,

•• o.

wn ~ta population in a compliant and docile , , ',:'- ... " .
state." MG Ryder therefore recommended that (U) Thehighest rBnkb'igiD~ officer
procedures be establilhed -that define the role of in Iraq at the tbne,~BG~ rut. the C2
military police soldiers securing the compound, for CJTF·7, ' cot' HerrinItoD'.....

, .
cl«&rly aeparatiftl tM adio1U of the gruzrd. from tanc:e via the A1:my~2 to'evaluate hUDUID inteJIi·

•
those of the militCJl7' inttlligmce pu,onml- pace ~cmi in Iiaq. In his 14-pep tepOrt.

• •• •

(emphaail added). Silnificantly, the report con- COL, HerriD8tO~ the author of the firIt GDiO
eluded that the BOOth MP Bripde had not been ~ providecf a asummazy or 1da •. - . . .

asked to change its proceduru -to set the condi- bitP.J.'eiai~~ 'pined from a week-lOlll visit to Iraq
tiona for MI inteniewa. Dor participate in~" ~ necerDber 2OOS. The most Iigni6C1Ult apect ri

• • •
interview.,- '~: ~-:... tM rePort wu the obeerYationa about the lack or..... ....

, ' . '~ and poor lit Abu Ohl'81b. The
~ An additional, interrogation-related jnon and laek or liP perIODDe1.,

problem that the report identified ,wu·that-Iraqi eometimes forced 11M! soldiers with •. - .
criminal detainees were IOmetimeI~l~with training and equipment» to I8IWD8 the NPmil-
other types of detainees" tncludiiig -a8curity sian. Adding to the tenmon It the prison mmplu--
internees and EPWs. nia 'Wu ienerallY due to were· and difficult conditicms,· includ- '
the lack ofprison fadlit1es and ~ngoiD(conaolida- ingfrequent mortlr attacks. Security at the ficili·
tion etrorta at~G~-~'~ noted that ty W8I also compromised by the pnIeI1C8 or Iraqi ,
this WU in ~,oC'~Geneva Convention, police, some ofwbom were appuently'
lind 81 ap~Cal~ "the ent ofmul- ly vetted and had on 0118 occasioD IDllJII1ed Il

~. - . .

tiple disparate-PouPs ordetained persons in a sin- weapon to a detainee. The situation was 10 dire
gle location bY~imbers of the same unit invites that COL Tbomaa Pappu. the 205th MI Bripde.' .
contuaioJi~ handline, and treat. Commander (and forward operatiDg bue c0m-

ment, andtypi~ f'acilitatee the tnmaf'er of'ini'or- mander for Abu Ghraib), LTC Steven Jordan, the
JDation between different categories of detaineel.- Deputy Director of the Joint Interroptian and
The report stated flatly that "[d]etaineea must be Debriefing Center (JIDC)" and MAJ Michael

and manapclby their desilJUltion,~and Sheridm1 of the BOOth MP Brigade expreMed the

•

L...- .
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well-run, and impI"euiw" Division In
Facility of the lit Annor DiviIioa, where the

•

MMPIMI interfaee WIll .. it should be. with the MI
•

people in the lead." In contrut, }2e WIll unim-
• •

preil8ed with the Iraq Survey.GrouP' ~G) JIDC,
which "Cell f. abort. of whiit. we' apected to... .. ....

see."and where the 14P1i.~1'8~ viIible maetere
• ••

(ver&UI the in . )" 'lIIid the detainees were
pennitted tQo.,mu~. ~unicatlon with one

o •• •

mother..- .

(U) Finall» the report made two recom
mlllldations ornote. FirIt, high-rankingandsenior
Iraqi detaine81 held by the ISG <such .. aeaeral
officers. or ministerial·level oftl.cerI> should be
housed in better fadlitiu, commenaurate with
their atIItuL Tbia wu not cmJy nquired by the
Geneva Convention, but also made II8DI8 .from lID

inteUigence aploitatioa penpective. Seccmd, the

view that ifthe . g- which they referred
to 81 a "preasure cooker" that could lead to a prit
oner uprising - WIll not "'bad things..

were likely to ruult, to include death, injury. or
hostage aituatioDa involving us. pemmnel. COL

• n that CJTF-7 "urpntly
devote more reeources to the Abu Gbraib chal-
leage." 0 •

"o • _

. - - • •• •.. . ..- ._. .. .
(u) The i'eport commented OD the relation-- .

shipb~~~ and MIunit. at varioua facilities.
• •

and with his in hiI GTMO
report, COL argued that military intel-
lipnce should be diJoecting military police. For
example, he camplimented the • c1un,

(U) The report credited JIDC pel'8QIU1e1
with doina the best they could under diftieult con.
ditions, and obtaining md reporting "significant

• •

infonnation1hml detainee&." And despite the con- prUCmera ani .

mtions at Abu Ghraib. COL nonethe-... ~~ea by
lees stated that, "we neither saw norlesraed of8!iI :~ed lip of heiDI beaten by their captan.
evidence that detainees are being illepJi1 6r M8dical bBd documented theIe of
improperly treated at Abu Gbraib." ne report .abuse, and the OftiC8f-in-Charp of the

• • •

acknowledpd, however, that lion occasion," JIDC at Camp Cropper stated that he had DOt reportecJ
personnel had at the requeet or OGA~ the alleged abuse up the chain of- . .

.held ..ghost detaineee" (thole. without any ISN because "[e boWl about it."
number assigned to them) 8t Abu G~. COL
Herrington warned that. this Pftcttce lCcarriee with

it certain risb, not~I~t of~i:h is that itmay
be technicalJy illeiBl Or.in-violation rX C2 po1icy,"
and reamunemW~ ciataft'adclresa the issue.-

o

•

•
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(0) On January 51. 2004, the
of the Combined Forca Land Component

(U) Lee Report

report that the Arm7 ''build a corpll of
ab'ategic interrogatorrldebriefers who are ofticers
or 88I1ior ciWiaDL· Thia would help to eliminate
the . . ofcapturing enemy leadership and

archives, and then relying for inte1ligenoe on "tac
tical interroptor [n . . eel otJieera) who
are too~and inezperiac:edD for ew:h a am.

•
lIOn.

(U) The Lee Report ·did DOt fiDel informa
tion that would lead to a fiDdinI that there WII a
systematicproblem.to LTC Lee stated that Ihe....
sure that there were iIolated. iDc:identa where

••

detainees arrived in lees than pri&tiiii CODditfana:
but abe "would attribute icime'Of thi.e to the
'results orcombat.iwsd~ah~ time 01cap-. ~ .

ture.. In myevent, IbecOuld "ft'Dd DO procftomh-
o •

atantiate the al1ePtiona: I;aiDat the [ip8Cial
• • •

forCei] • Anrq' . • Nor could '
she find aa.1 evidezu:e to IUIIIIt a '1ack~ bowl-

•

~The Deputy Co . General of edge ofGeneva Convention
CJTF·7, MG W • " appointed LTC Lee 011. .

February 23, 2O(M to . aIlep.tiona of . .'. ~ 'ftle Lee Report itself wu abwmel7
detainee abuse at Camp Cropper in Iraq. ~ ~'lDd~ BDd there were olmooa PIlI in

briet: three-pege report found no ~- tlilll jDvntiptJon For aample, LTC
• •

dence to te allegations that penon- .. Lee noted that abebad been. unable to find amtact
, Del had in the summer of2003 abUI8d detain.. in' information for certain key peI'IIOIUlel (and in one

ita custody before1JriDIinI t.bein to. the caae bad not received re&pODIM to her questioDl),

at Camp~ 'I'haee W8I'8 8Il88Jltially tlie lime yet did DOt deIcribe her efforts to procure the·
•• •

alleptioaa that COL HerriIJatOn .. in hit . '. In fiim.., the PUEP 01 time
report, which noted that~ penonnel had between the principal (1UDIJDer~)

documented the sips :0£ am;; ~ that the and the t ofthe'investLsatiOll gmwuy
Officer-in-Cbarg8 of.die had 23, 20(4) made LTC' Lee'. work more ditBcult.

• •

the abuse~ knoWledae. The This pauage of time iI and l'Ipl'8-

wen originally brQUIbt to tight IeDta a lost opportunity to ,addreu poteDtial '. ,.

who WOfked:.~.bat Camp Cropper for detainee abuIe in Iraq~ on. ,
. - - .

lip • • - . eeb, bepnning in June 2003.

T had not witnessed aDY abuee (U) Tapba Report
(or lip o£abuse) fint hand, but baaed hia allega
tiODl 011 a handful of reportI that he bad heani
from others working at Camp Cropper.

•

•
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Cammand (CFLCC), LTG McKiernan, appointed with established policlee IUld com
MG Taeuba, the CFLCC Deputy maud directivw in preventing detainee abuses at
General Cor Support, to investipte the SOOth Abu Ghraib (BOCF) and at QImpBticca cluriDgthe
MilitaIy Police Bripde's "detention and intern- period Ausust 2003 to Febrwuy~.". AIthouah
ment operaticma" aince November 1, 2003. LTG IdG Tquba. endoned the·~.. . ..
Sanchez, the cnF-7, requested the .' that~~.~ tbathe
investigation hued upon the eccwnuIation of a horrific abU&el~-.~ ~ detaineea at Abu
wide J'8Dg8 of incidents and prior in , Ghraib (BeeF)~wanton:aeta oraeIect eoIdienl
culminating in an Army Criminal Investigation in an unau~e(r8Dd dangeroua~. and
Command investipt.ion "into specific aDegationa of were from a behavioral • the product or

• _1_ :_~_1__ of . Cactondetainee abuae committed by members ofthe 372d a.comjMaA-~.1 m.aJJ,)' .

MP at Abu Gbraib. The 372d MP ~. ~euc:ies," be also .found that
Com th l.._~--"-·t""'the ~ftAr.L there was "sufficient c:redible information to war-pany wu en a SUuun&wllWll UlU UI IUiUWI : .. .

Military Police Battalion and the SOOth MilitIry,:'Arant an inquiry'" to "determine the ateatwc:uIpa-

Police Brigade. While portions of the Ta,uba biU~" ormilitary intelligence penonnel.

Report remain classified, the bulk of~ repOrt, -: ': (U) KG~bamade a number ofpre1fmi
and almost all of ita annezeB. haveb~ mdl- nary obIenations on the Miller Report aDd the

able to thepu~c~unauth~ed '. _: ~ Deport, including the camment that totbe
to severallDBJor media . (as WeD as of MG MiIler'a 'a.m that the
official release or a~.:~n or the report 'guard force' be activeJ.y eogaeedin aettiDg the em
and ma.ny of Its annexes), .MG:~a and other ditiona Cor . n of the intern..

officiall ~~~e mve~'tiPtiODhave also would appear to be in <mJ11ict with the
provided public. ,- .' be(ore Congreu 011 the datiobS ofMG l\vder'. Team andAR 190-8 that the

mattera c:ontaineCl~ the~ military police 'do not perticipate in military intel-.. . . -:'..
. .:. ':. - ligence interrogation 18I8iaDI.. MG

~Ul MG' Ta.auba'. overall conclusion was Taguba cited with appronl the Ryder Report'. cioa
that "several U~ 'Army Soldiers have committed c1uaion "that the OEF template whereby military
egregiouaBct.. and P'&V8 breaches of international police actively set~ favorable c:OnditiaDa COf tub
law at Abu Glu-aibIBCCF [Baghdad Central sequent interviSWI lUnA counter to the amootb.
Confinement Facility] and Camp Bucca, Iraq.. operation ora detention facllit)t'"
Furthermore, key leaders in both the SOOth MP

Brigade and the 205th MI Brigade failed to comply (U) A. a reflection of his taskinr. MG

,

62
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days at a timei"
• em -forcing naked male detainees to wear

women's underwear;" ,. ,

,. CO) "foren, Jl'OUPI of male detainees to
, ..

MG Taguba did not provide a precise c:ount of the
number ofinddenta ofabuse. or oftbe numben of
801die:ra, contradon or detainees inwlwd.

(0) MG Tquba founc;i that a contributinB
factor in the abuaea wu the failure or the SOOth
,

,

,

• •
, .
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(U) MG TagWil\.f6unci that "the intention-- _ ..
al abuse ofcIe~ b,-iDilitary police personnel

•

included:- .'. '
• •• .. .• em "......~...i.:__ :1.._· Jd........... "
!'~, -..pmg, ----16 ···i. ......

• <tJ) ftvid~i.;,· and lo...lo--hin naked.. ':""-t'U1I p.......,.;...... g
• • •

male,~ female detainees;-
• (U) -f'ordbly • detainees in ... ea-

ually explicit positione •.. j-

• (U) "'forcing detaineea to remove their cloth
ing and keepina them naked for Mgenl

•

•

• ••

Taguba divided hia IpeCitlc ftndinga and recmn
mendatiOl18 intothree.~ First, he examined
"all the facta Imd • cas surrounding ..•

aIleptiona of detainee abuee.. with psrt.icular
emphaai. on "maltTeatment at Abu Ghraib.· masturbate ...;.. ,." "-:

Second, he "detainee escaPei and • (U) " . nalced·~ ~taineee in.. .•. - ...

accountability lapaea," apin with particular, pile andthenj~. them;..
emphasia on .eYent8 at Abu Gh1'8ib.· Third,he • (U) ···-.naked ~,detIIinee0C1

investipted "the training, Btandarda. mnploy- an :MRE!~ with;~~on his head,
ment, command policies, internal procedures, and and att8chinr~Wirea:"tohis finaers, toes, ud

climate of the SOOth MP Bripde... peni8 to iiinuIate electric torture;-

, • . (t1)~'i am a raput' (sic) on the)egof
(U) With regard to the allegatiOlll of .. ' a detainee alleged to haw foreibly npecla

•

detainee abUlle, MG Tquba found "that between l6-ye"ar old redo\\' detainee, and then photo-. ,

October and December 2003" the military po1ige "..'. pipbing him naked;"
guard force at Tier 1A orAbu Ghraib "iDflicted~.. " ',. ,. '(U)"placing a dog chain or strap uound a... ..

. numerous iDc:ldenta of sadistic. blatant. aDd Wan- .' naked detainee'. neck and having a 'fsmale
• •

ton c:rimi:aal abuses ••• on several detainees."' Soldier poIIe f'or a picture" with the ]JJ'ieaner,•.--
While MGTaguba did not set out delibe~'dellni- • (U)"a male MP guard haviDg sa: with a

• • •
tion ofconduct that beeonai~to~ ·ab1:*: be female detaiDee;"
referred exclusively to "in~timw.·i.Ct. ai"crimi- • (U) "uainI militar,y warkinr clop (without
nal" misconduct. .:.... muzzles) to intimidate and mpten

•

. detainees, and in at leut one cuebitinr8Ild
. aevereIy injuring a detainee;- and
• (U) "taking photoif8Pha of dead Iraqi

• for other than ofIIc:ial purpoI88.-

•

•

•

•

•
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Brigade and its . te unite.II By mcllarp,

accountability standard operating procedU1'e8
"were not fully developed and ••.. were widely. " .
ignored.tI AtAbu Gbnn"b in~eul8I;"therewu a
severe Iapee in the a=nm~ of" detaineea."
This lack of ility~ it impoaible for
the SOOth MilitaJy Police~. to .

•• •

how many detaineei had~ from the fadJitJt
•• • •

• •

(U) MG Tecuba obeerYed that "tha various
detelltion .facilitiea operated. by the SOOth MP
Brigade haw routinely held penoDI brou&ht to
them by Other t ApndeI (0GAa).

referring to the Central Inte1lipnce~ "with
out ac:anmtinl Cora the detaiJJ,eea, "knowiq their
identitiel. or even the reuon for their deteDticm.II
MG Taguba reported that "the Joint III
andDebri~Center (JIDC) at.Abu Ghr8ib called

• •
• •

Military Police Brigade leadership to communicate
clear standards to their soldien, or to ensure their
tactical proficiency. MG 'I'Ipba citIld 81 an exam.
pIe the fact that although Wan extensive em invu
tigation determined that four eoIdienl from the
320th Military Police Battalion had abused a num
ber of detainees during inproceuing at Camp

Bucca" well before the battalion assumed responsi
bility for detention at Abu Ghraib. nei
ther the battalion nor the bripde leaderabip took
"any steps to ensure that such abuse waa not
repeated."

(U) !fG· T8guba found that '\be Abu
Ghraib andCamp'~ detention fadJitiel'l were
"significantly OYer their intended eapac-

. ity.~hile.the guard force" was "un d and
(U) MG Taauba made nine recommmda· under" " Although these conditions c:on-

• • • •

tiona . detainee abuse. The first was that" tiibuted to poor accountability and inc:reased
the appropriate headquarters "immediately dei>I";'""~pea. KG Taguba also found that "no Iea80Ds .- "

to the Iraq Theater 811 integrated multi-discipUne lerimed" fromprevioui incident. and ucapea "Ieem
Mobile Training Team (MTT) comp~ subject to haw been . ••. to enable correctiw

matter apert. in intemmentlresett1emetit".~era- action.W In MG Tquba's "bad the &d.
tiona. intematicmal and operational law....• inter- inp md recommendatioDi contaUied within" the
rogation and intelligence pt.henn, tecluiiques .... Bripde'. "own investiptionl been uaalyud and. .... .
and others "to oversee and'C:ond~ cain . actually implemented ••. many of the IUbeequent
training in 8ll aspecta of~~~ confinement escapes, accountability 1apHs and caUIeI of .m.-

erstioDI." MG .....~·,.;;;..recOmmended that "a blMJ been prevented."op ~""""!"A may
single couuuander" .;;' be·~nlible for overall
detainee . . '" t ... Iraq ...: His

(U) With l'egard to detainee e.scapea and
accountability lapaee, MG Taguba found that there
wu "a pneralladt of implementation
and emphuia or baaic lep1 rqu!atoly, doctrinal,
and command requirements within the SOOth MP

•." .
nco related to deficiencies

"". .
in traininl, manning. resourclng. and leadership.-

•

•
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(U) MG Taguba found that theM intenW
ah were by the fact that
"the sooth MP Brigade .. .. whole was UJUier-.
strength tor the missiaa for which it WBI tasked,- •

(U) MG TIpba found thai "without ade
quate'trainina' for ,a civiUan internee detention
million, Brigade penonne1 relied heavily upon

individuala within the Bripde who had civilian
conec:tions exper!.uC8." Fwthe1;~~piut

associations and familiarity orlO1d1era within the
Brigade. it appears that friendship often took
precedence over appropriate leader and IUbordi
Date relationships.tI

,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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•
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,

observed, "there did Dot appear to have been~
attempt by the Command to mitipte tIu. prob
lem.- MG Tagubafound that in pileral, "the SOOth

•
MP Bripde was DOt traiDed.. "'Solcti..

, .
throughout the SOOth MP Br1Pde~ nat pr0fi-

cient in their buic 04iJitaiY oei:u.paticmal.... .

Specialty] akilIa.- yet~~~'~ that
the al~·'.~ of theBe deWien
c:iea, attempted to i:orrect tJiem in 8Il)'.- .

, 1WII1DeZ:- t1~. ivery' individual witn_ ...
(U) MG Tapba made 17 1ions in ' 'it heDoted;'''bad no f'amiliIII'itywtth the

tegardina accountability lapses and escapes.~- proviIiona ofAR',19'~ or FA{ 3-19.40.· the Army
ally related to . • training and . ~tian and ft8Jd ~ual that d8lcribe and p
He also observed that units conducting detainee., ~,~tiOn operation.. Despite tbeIe obvioal
operations ''must know 0( train em. and constantly: ; "DO~Esaentla1T8Ik Lilt (METL)

reference the applicable Army doctrine 1I11l1'~;. ~ on their ...~waa ever ,developed, nor
command policies,-noting that "the referenCes pro- '.~~ a trainiDi plan DDPlemented t the

vided in [his] report cover nearly every:d'mdency Brigade.II
': . ..

... enumerated.II IIAlthouP,· MG TagubI offered,
,

the reCereDC8I -do not. andcazmot, uiake,uP for ...
,

leadership sbortfalll, aU 101di~ at all levels, can
~' .

use them to maintain standardrsed oPeratirJi pro-.. _.
cedures and efficient '6mtabiliiy practices.-.. . ..... ":. --'• •'...

, , -.. .., '. . ....... ..
(U) With~ to~the "the traiDiDI. Itan-. .,

dards. ~~t, ~d policies. internal. --
proeed~and.cOmmand climate or the SOOthMP- ,

Brigade,- MG 'l'8guba found II host of deficiencies.--
"Morale 1Uft'ered" in the bripde, apparently ...
result of the widespread but erroneous belief'that
the uuit would be ndeployed fiom Iraq once the
Iraqi armed forces had been defeated. Howevelj be

these detainees 'ghost detainees." MO Taguba
noted that -on at least one occasior:I, the 320th MP
Battalion at Abu Ghraib held a handful of 'fhost
detainees' (6-8) ... that they moved around within
the facility to hide them from a viaitinl
lntematlonal Committee of the Bed Crosa aCRe)
survey team." MG Taguba . ed "this
maneuver" as "deceptive, contrary to Army d0c
trine, aDd in violation oCintemationallaw,"

•

•

•

•

,

,



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 249

•

OFFICE.OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy EaONE

,

,

•

•
problem that grew progressively wane sa the'unitI these respective .. .•
sutrered attrition tbrouIh ~ties. statutorily
mandated demobilizatiou, and other aeparatiOl1l. em MG Taauha &lao cited an extensive list
These 1011881 could .not be replaced becaUl8 orctiaciplinaly actiona involving Ieadeis within the
"Reserve ~ponent unit. do not bave an individ· SOOth :Military Pa1ice Bripde Sf t'tut.her evideDce

, . ,

ual rephw!ment ",tam to mitigate ." tOIles.· or the dysfunctional nature of the MG..
What is more, "the quality of life for lOldienl Tquba made numercnia .. ,datioua rep.nl.

, .
a&ligned to Abu Ghraib (BCCF) W8I extl'emely ing . " ad:icma t.o be taken apiDat mem.
poor.. A "severely . ed" unit staft'ed a hers of the 890th Milltaz:y Potice Bripde and the
"aeverely overcrowded prison:with DO dining facil- militar,y ~' , Penemnel 888igned to dutifs

i~ uchange, I or recreational facilities. . at Abu Gbraib, uP to Ind iDduding the
-rhere were mortar attacb, random er r! th~ 205t!:l Military InteDipDce Bripde. COL
rifte and RPG attacks, and a serious threat to sol- TliOmaa Pappas, and the of the SOOth
diera and detainees in the f'aclli~" Military Police Bripde, BG JIIDiI

•.. ,,.. ,

,,
,,
I

'. -- .•

, :.. (U) NO TBguba noted that he ,.ound par-
ticularly . SG'"I .mmpIete

un to eitb. d or accept that
many of the prob1eml inherent in the BOOth MP .
Bripde were caused or eucerbatea by pocr lead
erahip and the retu.l oC her commmd to both
establish and enforce basic aDd prind.
pIes among ita soldien.· MG T8I'1ba recounted,
dilCWISed, and refuted a number BG KarpiuJd'l

ofblame to her lUbordinateB. the mil
itary intelHpnce leaderabip. the Civil Affairs
Command, and the court-martial convening
authority of the soldiers involved in the Camp
Bucca incident. for the 1hortcomiJ:Jp or bel" com
mand. For the failura diac:uued above, u well ..
"material representationa to the InvutiptiOD
Team," MG Taguba ded BG Karpinski
be relieved for C8U1e•

••
• •......

(lJ) "WIth respect to the SOOth MP Bripde
mission at Abu Gbraib," MG Taguba fcnmci;:there
was cleer friction mel a lack or effective~
cation between the I 205thMIBripde.

,..
who Forward. ,... ,Base (FOB)

• •• •

"Abu Gbraib .., after 19 NOyemQer 2003, end the
Commander, SOOth MP ':enPde. Who controlled
detainee operatiODl..~e the FOB." 'There was

~ ... - .
no clear' or~"cmal'bmtybetween com
mands, little: . -. '.. 'aD.. at the command level,
and no' . '. ~c;of the two t\mctiona," MG

••

Taguba obieriid th8t ·coordination occurred at- ,

the loweet posaible levels with little oversight by
•

• . I FurtbeJ; in his vilMj the decisioo to

place the Military Intellipnce Brigade in <:oDttol of
the security of detaineea and force protection at
Abu Ghraib W8I ''not IOUDd due to the
dift'erent mluiou and apndu uaigned to each of•,

I
•
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the tooIs." the blaDk interview qua
tioanairel, HOSingpl'OJDJQ,lAJrVeY questiou, ..,
are included in the repcri. the 101di~'and leaden'
&tatementa .... not. The report. does not indi·-cate how many lOIdiers and leaden were inter-
viewed, S8DS8d, and aurve1ed.. be- precleeIy who
they were. The repent~ iiidiC8te, howewIt that
"an' . 8Dd obs8iftd -. . leaden

• •

and soldiers treated detain8eI humrme1y aDd-- -
emphuized th8 importance ofhumane treatment"

••• ••• • • • ••
• •

(u) Mikolashek Report

•

(0) OnFebruary 10, 200', ActiDI Secretary
or the Army Brownlee ordered the Army 1nIpector
General, LTG Mikolasbek, to U8e8I "detainee
operaticma in Atihaniatan and Iraq." TbiI iJuIpec
tion was not intended to be "811 inWltipf:ionofany
specific incidents or units, but rather a compre
hensiw review ofhow the Army conducts detainee
operatiODI in .Afj and Iraq." The __
ment did not extend to "Central InteUipnce
Apnq (CIA) or Detezure Senleea was>
[sic) OJJ'l&tioDl: nor did it include lIoperatiOlUl at
GuantaDamo BayNa~Bue."

•

. (U) 'LTG;Mntolashek'l teem "reviewed 103

of -Criminal InvestiPtive Divisico
•

(CID)·i'8ports ofinveltiptioD 8Dd 22 unitin~
, gati~. :, . . ... inwlvm, detainee death or

(U) The Acting Secretary or the ~.' allepd abole," OCthole 125 in 71 bed
approved the Mikolaabek Report on July.21, 2004, ". ~een completed as oC~e time ofLTG .
releuing the . bulk of the rePort to the analysis. .Abuse,d~ by LTG u

public, withholding onlyAppendix G, wJrlCh-ij cJu.. de8th, usault, battery, semal~,
sifled due to discuaion of cummt' . :. and sexualb~ or theft,"~ . m 40 of

• . the 71 completed inwstiptiona. "No" wu
sensitive in: LTG..,. and other L_ _ .2' 31 " and 54. .' . .-. to uave~ m easel,
ofticiaJa with~1D~on haw also easel remained "open orunci at the time

provided public ~~.:~ore.Cong.reu 011 the oUh. report "Bued uPon" his teem'. "nview and
matteraCOI1~~.~~ ena1yBiI and cue . . of iD "

..' "::'~ " from all 125 iJmItiptions, founded, untoanded,
(U).§.~ cow. at their inspection, LTG and pending, LTG . "could not1deDtity a

Mikolaahek'.-team.-!'conducted interviBWI, •••',.n....1F• . --.. systemic caUII8 for the &hUH iDddenta."
aeuiona,;NUl a iurv~" inspected unite involved in,. -

detention iiid iDterraption operationa, and exam· (U)' In • !onward to the report, Ul'G
ined "polieies. plana. recorda ... and other related .. urpd that "theIe abuaeI .•• be viewed
clocumentl." A ..-e....cr 1eUioD" ia • mode-·...I "-1._ l...---. 4--, 88 what they are· unauthorized actions _ w~ a
euided diacuuion or a desienatecl topic by moder· eew individuall," adioDa that -m a few~were
ate1y·sized JI'OUPI or IOldi.... While -coupled with the failure ofa few leaden to provide

•

•

I

,

•

•

67
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(U) 7'raininB

,

• (U) 'The potential lor abuse~when
• •

interroptioDl are conducted in in emotion-
•

ally charpd avironlDeDt by uatninecl per-,. . .
80DJlel who are' Unfa.a:iWiar with the

• ••

approved in .' _., r
• (U) "Not all interrogBtcmiwere trained;-,. -
• (U) 'To I8tist1 the need to acquire inteJ)i... .. ..

gmce II~ II poIIl'ble, IOIDI afficm and
nonC:ornmi.sioMti officen ••• with no train-

•m, in . - 011 bepn COIl-

ductiDg their own InterropticID "ODSi·
•

• (U) ~tary of&en are not
•

:" :._ adequately trained on ... hUllWl iDteDi-
••• ... - -.' geo.ce.", -

adequate supervision and leadership." Further, in
LTG' ~ eatimation, ~e abuses that

•

occurred· wen "not I"epl'elentative of policy, d0c-
trine, or IOlmer training.•

(UJPolic;y

(U) Despite his conclUlion that' he was

"unable to identify system failurel that resulted in
incidenta of abuse,. LTG Mikoluhek recounted
numerous "system failures" in his detailed findinp

that echo probleml previowdy described by MG
Taguba II aignificant contributing factors in the

abuse of detainees. Specifi~ LTG M'Jkoluhek
found that:

•

•

•

• (U) ·detainee ... p))icy and doctrine do not
addre81 ... operationa conducted in the~
rent operating environmenti"

• (lJ) current "doctzine dou not cleerly specie

fy the in t ... ro1el, miaiona,

aDd responsibilitiel of MilitaJy Police and
Military Intelligence unite III the ... opera.
tion of in . faciliti.;·

• (U) "f'ailun of MP and MI penonn.el to
understand each other. 8pedftc miIIiona
and duties could. • • the eft'ed;iw.

Dell of with interro-
gation techniques and ;-

• (U) "tac:ti.cal ••• leaden .•• held detaiDeel
•

•

,

-,

•

•

•

, . ,

f em theater in po1icia "generally ".. '
-

met legal oblipticml UDder ••• ~aw.,treaty .•• (U) DoctriM.. .
and policy, ifezecuted carefully, by trained

•

1IOIdien, \D1der the full range oflifeguards.•...
yet acknowledged that the intelroption
policies "were not clear~d contained amm-

, . -
IUitiesM and "impl~entatioii. tramm, and
ovenishto!~~cea Was in.. - "-

f em "some •.: uDitswere unaware of the cor.,-
teet coUun.8nd Po1icY;. ._. .,.

• (U) "Co , ... pUbtiabed m,h·riak..
pO~ that presented a significant risk of
misBPJwc8tion if not trained [to] and exe
cuted c:arefullJ.

68
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•
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•• •., . . .
•

•

Operations 'Update the Military IntelllgeDce
force Itnlcture at the division level and
below" to ensure trainedpenoa-

•

nel Il'8 available in IUfJiclmt numbera to.. ".- .aecom-tr.1. the million'- ". -;,
~ . .J • •, . - .-_. .- . ••... -

" (U) the u.s. AnD-'-.' ~." .~ DocQine
.:Y .

Command and -:·tbe ',Provost Marshal
General .revt.e ~iie 'and policy "for the

•. . of detaineeI to- .
impiOve ~witabmty, movement, IIDd m.
posi&rr iil.'::iion-lineu

•

lODger than doctrinaDy recommended" at
Forward . Bases because the lead
81'1 believed the mtellipnce .

WBI t'ailinr to provide "timelytactical inteUi
gence," delpite the fad; that such locatioDB
lacked the ,. , medical care, ...
trained perIOIJDel, Joeiatics and security"
required to hold detainees for more than a
briefperiod of time and that the "peraonnel
lit thl!l8e locations ... were unaWlJ'e of or
unable to comply with ... detainee procell

ing ... and in II policies and lepl
standards;

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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• •

•

•

• •

•

,

.\

•

•

• (U) the Deputy ChieCofSta1ffor
"intearate .. detainee
training program into unit traininl: and

" (m the Deputy Chief of Staff' for
Operations, -m mordination with the Office
or the Judp Advocate General, IDIIDdate
that •.. Law of War traininI have Ip8Ciftc
learning objectives. be conduc:tecl by an
instructor/evaluator in a man

ner, and be presented and enluated annu
ally Uling the utablilhed training
conditions aDd "

:'... .M the U.s. Army TnininI and Doctrine
. :. .-.: ODmand wl!Itabliab and ideDti(y resource

~ . ieq fur a standardized 'Detainee
. Field . Kit' that wiD eDBble' cap-

turing unitl to properly secure and pl"OC8aI

detaiDeeI quickly, efficiently, and 1Ifely;"

-- .
• • •, .

-•• ••

•

" (u) "MilitaIy IntelIigeuce units are not .
reaourced with sufficient interroPtorI and...in" . " ...: .

••- .'..
••.-

•

•- - ... _.. .. .- ... . ..-. - .. .: - ._.-
• (U) the.US: ArmY: Training and Doctrine

. ~ iii: - on with the Deputy
.... --

Chief9f~rorlnte1ligmce and The Judp. -.
Mv0caf8. Gmeral or the Army, "reviae doco.- .
trine to identify interrogation ... techniques..-
that are acceptable, eft'eeti.e and lep1 far
non-compliant det8ineel;-

• (U) the Us. Army~ and Doctrine
Command mel the Deputy Chief'ofStefl'far

(U) ReSOW'Cft

(U) With regard tobroader iasUes related to
• •

detention and interroption. opentions, LTG
Mikolashek recommendii~ ;". ...

•
•

•
•

Oth.,.R~

•

•
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(U) Inhis findinp. MG Fa.Y)inmded • brief
deac:ription of each of the '" aDepd inataDalI of

abuse, identifying a total of 50 individuallOldiers
and .. individual c:ontncton 88 either I."
or "c:ulpeble" for each of the events. Of
the 64 named u respOlUlible or culp8ble. 10 101
diers had already been ref'erred for diac:i.plinary
action under the UnifOrm Code oCMilitar,y JUItice.
Ofthe 44 aoldiera and contraetona, MG
Fay believed 27 to be "culpahle" in one or more
instance ofabuse, whilehe useued 171101dier11Dd

•
contraet0r8 to have become involved in abuIe • a
result of • . of~ or

•

law." MG Fay found that 'ty tor the
abuse extended up to the c:mnmmden oftile 20Gtb

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NUMBER ONE

military intelligence penonnel, although "the
abuse •.. WaI directed on an' .. basia and

(U) Aa a result of MG 'l'aguba', fiDdinp, never ofticially It In 11 Of tboee 16 in- .
•• •

the , CJTF-7. LTG Sanchez, appointed stances, MG~ f'oundmiIitar,y.in~ perIOD-

the Assistant Deputy ChiefofS~Army, G2, MG nel were "directly involved" in:~ illlePc1 abuBe.. . ..
Fay. on Mareh S1, 2004 to inW&tigate poten~al .. -':. -... .

by 205th Military Intelligence Brigade (U) ?dO Fq cWiDed~. to iDc:lude not

peraonnel atAbu GhrIJ"b between August 15, 2003 only dearly~ acti;.~ u the YIIriouI
aDd February 1, 2004. LTG Sanchez forma of 8IIIlU1t that·~d, but also the 'PP1l
taaked MG Fay to examine whether 205th Military cation ofeen.hi.~ . . . .on tech
Intelligence Brigade "requeated, encour- niqu.-~.he.~to be unlawful: the U88 of

aged, condoned. or solicited Military PoJiceIl to militar1workinI.dop, nudity, aDd iIo1ation. While
abuse detainees, and whether 206th Military the p - . . ofminorsby two par-

..
Intelligence Brigade penonnel "comported with .ticular Military Work:iDc Dos handJen, deIcn"bed

•

established interroption procedurea and appli~" in Incident 26, wu Foul.Y abuIiw by any IIWl8I-
•

ble laws and rqu!ationa" durini interroptiori·. ure, MG Fay alao termed the mere presence of a
operations at Abu Gbraib. ..:-' '. ~ent. muzzled Militlly Workinr Dol durinllIIl

•• ••

.. . - . . , deIt:ribed in Incident 29, -abuIe.- .'
••

(m While portions of the Fay' RePort
..

remain clauified, a redacted~n ofthe bulk of

the report bubeen released~ the publk.· MG Fay
and otheroffic:ials • . . with.the~investigation.... .
have also provided£ pUblic testimony before..
Congress on the ~a~i*~ed in the report.

. (U) FayReport

•

•
..... ."

'. . .... -.... ...
• • •. .- .

(lJ) hi his·~ MG Fay found military
in~PeraOnnel"Dot to have fully comported

• • •

.with ~li~ interropticm procedures and
applicable iawz aDd reau!atiCJD8," He identified 4.4
"alleged inItmce8 or events of detainee abuse" by

80ldiera and . at.Abu Ghraib during the
period und.. investigation. In 16 of tho&e 4'
instances, NG Fay found the alleged abuse W8I

•

"requested, encouraged, amdoned or solicited" by

• •

•

I

I

Ii .
•

I,

I
I
I

I

•• •
•

• I
I
I

• ,
•

I
I
•
•

I
I

••••••••
I

I
I
I
I
•

I
• I

I

I•
I
I
I
I

•

' ..

• •

· .
• •

.. .

• •
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(U) MG Fay found that "acute"lhortapl of

both militazy iDtellipnc:e and military police per
aonnel abo contnDuted to abuJes at Abu Ghraib.
By his count, 6 difl'8I'eDt mllitazy iDtelligeoce bat
taliODl aDd groups were calledupon to provide the .
160 military intelJiaence p8I'IIODI1e1 conductIDg8Dd

• ou.,R~

Military Intelligence Bripde and the SOOth
MilitaIy Police Brigade.

(U) MG Fay found that.
trine for detention •.• and in!eRoption

. - .
wu a contributing factor to: the lituationl that

•. _.
occurred at Abu G~.:" N~ that existing
Army in: . • ~, PJ]bliahed in the 1992

•

FieldManual ~;.5; "In~ Interrogation,' is
• •

designed for '~e::~ interroption of Enemy
Prisoners' Of Yl~ in ~ conventional conflict. MG
Fayo~~~0U8 "non-doctrinal approa.eh-- ,
ea, t .' ,imd practices were developed and
approved" Cor the atrategic • • n ofunlaw
fu1 ts ."in the Global War on Te1'I'OI"im:D."

• to MG~ the 101dier1 and contractan
at Abu Ghnib "were not trained on n

,

•

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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--~-

.on UIed in aDd

GUBDtanamo, yet "the non-doctriJUll. DOn-field,

manual approachee and pndieei~ .approved fm'.
. (U) MG Fay aJao found that "systemic prob- limited \lie in those other theatIn of operation

lems ... also contributed to the volatile environ- were introdw:ea intoAbu Gbniiii bYthe transfer r4
ment in which the abu.&e oc:curred." By MG Fay'8 both "doc:wnente and .....:".. ~fiomMi.' . ~

count, he made 24 findinp and two and . -r1Miee teau,ut,uei betame con-
obIervations regarding ".,.temic failures." The fused at Abu GbrailiIind'Were-' ted with-

•

major contributing facton ."included inadequate out proper authorities or ..t'egDarda," contributiDg
interroption doctrine and traininr: a "lack of a both directly iDd··r : to the c:ondw:t de8Ded
clear in . polley for the Iraq Campaisn: by MG Fai" atiua ..'~.... _- .....
"acute" 8hortages eX military pollce and military ..-. .... ::-

intelliaeDce personnel, a "lack of clear linea of . (U) MG Fs.Y also found that what he caDed
·ty"betwec militarypolice Uldmilituy . ~~.In·' . and Coua~

intelliaeDce, in doctrine. t.rainin& and operations..·; '.~cle. etciRP>," the interroption poIickwpramul-- ... . .
and "intense pre8B\I1"e felt by personnel OIl: tlu!. gii~~ by CJTl1'-7, were '"poorl,. defined, and
ground to produce actionable intelligence from '..~ several times." and that "81 a result, 1Dter-

.detainees." ' ". _ . roptioD activities IOmetim. croUed into abuImt
,

. -. ',. -:". activitlt" He observed that '1Jy October 2003,· just.. ...
."ol doc:- prior to the mOlt egresiouB abuses at Abu Ghraib,
•

the Combined Joint Tuk Force 7 "interroptiCl1
polic:i. in Iraq. had cbanpd three times in lesa ,
than thirty~ IJld itbecame veryc:ont\Jsiqu to
what techniques could be empIo,8d and at whd
level non-doctrinal approachee had to be
approved."

•
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supporting interrogation operationl U, the Joint

tnt . and DebriefinrCenter CJIDC) atAbu
Ghraib by 2003. These eoldiera were
supported at varioua times by a Mobile Training
Team from Fbrt Huachuca, Arizona, three Tiger
Teams from Guantanamo Bay, contract interrop.
tors from CACI International, aDd amtract 1in
guists from the Titan Corporation. Because '\he
JIDe W8I created in a very short period of time
with parta and pieces,' KG F~ found, 'u lacked
unit iDtearit~and this laclt was a fatal tla'N. I

(U) MG Fay found that clear conflicts

between military police and militazy inte1lipnce
•

doctrine, trainine and guidance CBUIed e
tension and a:mf'uaion· whith '\lontributed to abil:•.

••

sive in ' practices at Abu Gbraib." -rbe
• •

military poIice,I' he noted. "referenced. DoI).wide
• • •

regulatory and procedural p1c1ance \bat.da8bed
• •

with the theater in • and cowat.r-J'8Iist.
• •. ..,

anee iJoliclea that the military intemaince inter-.. ~ ... .
roptors foUowed." "Fu,rtber,":ldG Fay concluded,

••• •

"it appeared that ~tlier P'OUP" knew or under-
stood the limit.'\ot"th8 • ,nNp'. authority. He
also found that'the.,:WOr clear linea mresponai
bility" betw8Elc_mwt:my police and military intelli·

•• •

gence, combined .)'!ith "the leadership'. f'ai1ure to.. 0..
. monitor.;.operation. adequately," c:awJed the eyi-

.. .
temic". to enaure and. to pr0-

tect ag8inst abuae" to fail

M YG Fay found that "intense preuure.

felt by penonnel on the ground to prodw:e action·

•

able inte11ipnce from detamees· waa a 'contribut
inI factor to the elI • that resulted in
abuses." He found that the "preeiu.re for better

• •. .. ..
resulta' manifested itIelf at least inpait in "direct-

• •

eel guidance aDd priaritiJatiOJ1 from. !Ugber' ••• to.. . ..
pursue IpeCific liDeII ofqu~'with apedfic
detain.., and hiP prio[ity m'Direct' tukinp. -
to the lowest~ in the JIDC.' Although~
pressure Ibo~d haw~~~ in such. c:rit
icIl situation," IdO Fay 'concluded that it 'via not..
managed by the leaderabip,·

• •
••• •

•

"
,

•
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(U) Noting in his report that the -events at
Abu Gbraib C8DDot be underatood in • VIICUUID,"

LTG Jon. made several p .. ftDdinp
related to the "b ' and en~-

ronment" in Iraq at the time of the 8bu8es. Ffnt.
LTG Jon. found that "throughout the period

,

•

• Oth...Reporg

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
•
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(U) Jones Report

•

•

", ' .
.-:', "':'. :. (m GEN Kern appointed LTG Jones

• •

",. , "specifically ••• to focus on whether arpnizatiou
•

cu>InJune2004,81aruultoCthemdmce or personnel hip than the 205th Military. ,

be bad ptbered to that paint, MG ,Fay~ted Inte1llgenc:eBrigade were involved, directlJ(II' ind(-..
that a more senior • •• omCerbe appOint- ~ in the •.• deteiDee ~use at Abu GbraibW on
eel to aamine whether acticmtor th~:'ClOm.tDander June 25, 2004. LTG Jones revieWed the material_. .
and staff ofCJTF-' contr.ibUted.tei8IV mismnduet developedby MG Fa~ 81 well .. the msjority Olthe
related to the interroPtwn oIieraiions at Abu reports discussed above. He then interviewed LTG
Gbnu"b. MG Fat.:~ _~ puaed by LTG Sanchez and KG Barbara Fast, the Commander
Sanchez to .t~. Co~er. u.s. Central and Deputy Chief of StafI for Intelliamcea' respeo
Command, w~ i!lfum fo1-warded the request to tively, ofCJTF-7 at the time ofthe allepd abU18.
the Secref;arypfDefena The Secret.azy ofDefenae- -
directeefthe ACtin; ofthe Army to desig-- .
nate ahe9t IppOlntingauthority and a newor addi-
tional . •. officer, aeoiar to LTG Sanchez.
The ActinaI Sec:r8tary of the Army selected GEN
Paul Kern, the ofus. Army Materiel

to act 81 the new appointing authority:

,

LTG Anthony Jones. the Deputy C
General of the u.s. Army Training and Doctrine

•

Command, wu appointed 88 an additional investi-
gatiq c>1lic:E MG Fky continued,to~ as an
• .. ofIicer until ~pret~oii'oftheadiion.
MG Fay and LTG Jones prociui!e:d Hparate reports.

8acb with separate but.~~ ieriei or finc1iDp
and recommendstiom: Whilep~ oftheJo.ues
Report remain.~, a.ritd8ctecl venion of the
bulk or the~~beeD released to the public.
LTG Jones~and"other 'Officials associated with the

•

. .Oii"hi~'ilso provided public testimony

before~ 'm the matters contained in the'... ~niport:.... .-
~ .=.. ". ,

• •

. ,

, '

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy ER

-



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 257

•

•

• • •

•

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy BERONE

•

•

"

(U) LTG Jan.' findini that lOme "1ItafI'eJe.
menta reacted to earlier' . .

and warnings that problema uiated at ,Ahu
Ghraib" is related to the . of ataft'rapon-

(U) LTG Joneti findbw tJiat the failure of
•

the CJTF-7 , and Deputy
•.. to ensureproper ataft"ovenight ofdetention aDd
interrogation operatic." wu manif'ested by "the
lack ora single ... staffproponent for detentiall and
interrogation operat.iou· and' • or "ltd'

. , ... emong the Deputy
General, tbeC2, C3, C4 andSJA." Thia .
of staff' . "ty "nlsuIted in no individwll
statfmember foc:uaing on these ."

"
'...' .. '

•• • •• • • •

under inveetigatiDn,· the CJTF-7 headqU8l'tel's oversight of detention and in opera
"wu not 8d~ to . the tionI," and; IOID8 ·staff elemente reacted made
miuioDa,• lacking "adequate personnel and equip- quateIy to earlier .". . and-wamiDp that
ment." Second, the mission of "providing opera- problema existed at Abu GbraiIi'" "", .

• •
tiona! Bupport to the Coalition Provisional . .~. '.

• • • •

Authority .•. required areater resources than envi- (U) LTG Jonee roaiul that~ ezi&teDce of
• • •

sioned,· Third, "operational plana envilioned ••• a conf'uaing and· in~t" in' . tec:b-
•

relatively non-hostile environment," when, orm fact, Diques to the ..beiief that additioDal
opposition Will robust,· a ci which interroption.~~Were condoned in order'. .. ... .
required that Combined Joint Task Force 7 con- to pin inteDiga1ce." . 'Tlds was compounded by

•• •

duct "tactical counter-insurgency operationa, while "Soldier "of interrogation
, .

also execuq .•. planned mi88ion." in support of permitted in GTMO "and • "the aVBi1-.. .
the Coalition Proviaional Authority and general ~iUty.,oC information on Counter-
8tabi1hat.ion. ':. used in other theatera,. and~

7 ". tiOn,"With "non-DoD epnc:ieI" where tttbere WIB at
, .

(U) LTGJones round that "no arpniiation. 1eUt the perception, and perhaps the~ that.. ,

or individual higher than the chain orcoDmiand of .non-DoD apnc:iel had different nales."
. -

the 205th MI Brigade W88 direc:t1y iDvolVed in the
questionable activities regarding all..,d:c:Wmnee
abuae.at Abu Ghru'b." Farther, in LTd Janell. '. ."

asseument, "no poli direCtive or doctrine direct-~ - .
Iy or indirectly c:aused vjOient6r,~ &bUle," the

moet "oua~d~ ~er, "the primary
cauaea oftbese~~_ rebmvely Btraight-for-

o • • .-

ward - individual cr.imiDai' . .. ,... . ...
••• •

.(U) ~-.Jonea did find, bow~ that
CJTF-7:.'~ ~d stat!' actiOl18 ... contributed... .
indirec:tl,y to' ... detainee &bUM." Specili~ "poli-
cy promu!ptedby the ... Commander
led iDdirectly to 80me of the noq.-violent and non·
aexual &buee;" the CJTF-7 "Commander and
Deputy er failed to ensure proper sta1l'

•

•

"

" 74
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•M In fiDdinp IimiIar to those otMG~
LTG Jonea had aJao found that "facilities at Abu
Gbraib ••. created a poor climate to conduct inter
rogation and operationl to standard"
and that "force protectiOD" W8I • nuijor CODCel'Ilj

that the intelligence uuita wen "tJI'

uoder-equipped. ancl inappropriatelyorganized" to
eomplete the miuion, with ehartapa
in the in anal,st and Jinguist fteldl,"
and the 800th Militay Police Bripde wft'ered
from "under- of " aDdj tba
both the military intelHpoc:e and militaJy po1ic:e
miuiona were mpiftamtly qurenmt from thole

tiona.- ....
• • •- .

• •

(U) In contrut, LTG Jon. found that
although the~th ldI Brigade and SOOth MilitaJy

Police Brigade," like their biaher headquartera,
"alao bad miaaiODl tbrouIbout the Iraqi Theater fI
0perati0Dl," the operational environment did not

•

UCWI8 the fact that their "leaden at Abu Ghraib
• .'

failed to execut. their usipiecl reipcmsibilitiea."
LTG Jones found that -tad..... from these UDita

. .- .
located at Abu Gbraib. or Wi$h . ovv
Soldien and unitI at .Abu Gldib f'ailed to IUper

vile orprovide direct OYeI'IIigbt oCtbiI
important miuioD.~ "tbeIe 1eIden
failed to prOperij dilciPtme their ID1dien. ••• failed
to learn~.;~.~ and failed to provide

con~ miISioU-.pecif1c tTaiDiDI-" -rile abIeDce
(U) LTG Jones tempered his findiog that or ~8ctive leadership" "at the bripde

CJI'F-7 "leaders and staff actions ••• contributed· !ewi' md'beJ~' in LTG JODtII judpl8llt, 'was a
• • •

indirectly to .•. detainee ebuse" with the cautiem faCtor in not lOODer' • and taldnractiou..4·

.that 'COIbmand and atafI'act10na and iDac:tion must' to prevent both the vialentlaemal abuIe inddentl
be understood in ••• cantext.· 'In light ot~ opel'- md the misin nlconf\lsioD inc:idIIlta...
atioDal· 1." the "under· . - ~.. or. -"

the aJTF·7 "Itaft' and subordinlite unita, '-imd
• •

increased miuiDnl,' LTG ~~e. det8fmm~ that
the II 81' had to pii6ntiZe eft"orta." As a
matter of"professionalj~e.ii;"LTG Jones con-

• •

eluded that CJTF-7': aPProprJ8tely "dewted ita
•

resources to figlitinj t!Ui., counter-insurgency and
• •

supporting the CPA.ll.•. "In the over-e1l ecbern. ~
OIF," LTG~ ...J~es :Ccmcluded, "the CJTF·7
C'Al~der ~ itaff perf'ormed above expecta-
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•
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aibllity. As exampl-. LTG Jones cited "the investi
gation of an incident at Camp CroppeJ;. presum
ably referring to the subject of the Lee Report,
discussed above; "the International Committee of
the Red Croea •• reports on •.. IUbordinate lUlita"

. and "Abu GhrmD;ll criminal investiptiODlj "disci.
plinary actions being takm by commandersj' the
death ora detaineeunder the control ofan OGA at
Abu Gbraibj "the lack of •.• accountability of
detainees,· and; "amtinual concema that iDteJli
aence information was DDt • to the taetieal
leveL'

•

•

•

...

•

•

•
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orilinally planned.

• •

perception

scribed techniques."
II01diers to deviate frompre.

•

•
•

•

"

••

--..
, .
•

•
•

• •

•

•

(0) BG Jacoby found that "while theater

farces understood the need tor humane treatment

and unit processeI ••• with the Ipirit of
•

extant doctrine. there wu a c:onaiIteDt
lack of knowledae theater detentioD
operations guidance.... This '1adc. m
authorized, diaemiDated, and pill
ance and ," in BG JiIcoby'1 ....IID_

Waea.ted opportunities for detainee abuIe and the
lou of intelligence value tbrouJhout the proceII."

•

• • •.- .. ~ .. ..
• • •• • ..- ,

• • •

(U) Like··MG, Fay, LTG Jones concluded
•• •

that ~oiiwith' ••• other apncy interrop-.. .....
ton who did Dot fonow the same rules- 81 the..

•• •

Military Intelligence intmTogaton W8I amonl the
"c:ontnDuting factors- that led to the abuse or
detainees. -rhere W8I at least the perception, and
perhaps the reality, that non-DOD qenciea had
different rules regardin, inteI'roption and deten
tion opsratioua." LTG .rones COUDCl that "auch a

(U) Given these observations, the finding
that the leadership of the 205th Military

•

Intelligence Brigade and the SOOth Miliblry Police . . . M.- .. "

Brigade should be held e becauae they .. : ... .. ,,

contributed to "both the mUle incl- (U) Jacoby Report.. ,

dents and the misinterpretation/confusion inci- '.. .
••

dents" ,through their inaction, regardless of em on. Mq 19,. 2004, the or
"operational . c.," wliile the leadenhip CambinedJaint Tuk Fbrce 76 (CJTF-76), MGEric

• •

afCJTF-7, who "contributed indirecUy to the ques- Olson, appointed BG Char1el Jaco~ the CJTF-76
•

tionable activities reprdinr alleeed detainee Deputy '. General, to condue& a "top to

abuse" throuih their "ad:iona and inadion," should .~tto~:~ or ... detainee operatiod in the
be excused 88 a result of "operational circIlJ:n-',~' ~bmeei Forcel Ali (CFC-A)

stencea" is dif'ftcuJt to reconcile. It aJao~. A$ ofResponsi~ BG JlCOby W8I
that aipUficant aspects of the operati~ ~- .directed to iden~ "belt practices." make -recam
ltancel or the militllry intellipnce ancf ~tarr mendationa, both BpeCific and general, for ...

police brigades that conttibuted to~irici~at cb.aDgee."lilt II • actiona," aDdprovide ••ug

Abu~aib, such 88 theeel~or~G~'b81 petions with reprd to future . ..• iDltia-
the mterroption operationl,' lite and the under- ti to to nnAl'ationaJ amd

. vel ••• IIl8\lI-e. -r-'
reeourcing of the interrogation~~ were within __ I ..,tory 'dance."
the direct controlor- their higher h £~....... iW
CJTF-7. ,.:.:" ·:c·~·:· .... ;":

•

•

76
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guidance. He cautioned that the "iIlCODBiatent and
unevenly applied that result ft'Om Il1ch

cea "increue t1;te p088ibi1ityofthe abuse
• •

ofdetainees, especially in thef~battle aree."
•

•

Ria

recommendatioua includedmodification ofinterro
ption and detention procedures.~in man·
Ding and . detention operaticml, and
structural changes with the task fon:e.BG Jacoby
concluded with the 0 that while m.

•
inspection bad "revealed no . or 'fVid.

apread mistreatment of dataineeI. 'opportuaia
for' ent;. ... pngoing ipve • 8114 a

maturing battlefield 81'IUe for ODS to the

He dedtbe fA
.clear criteria and procedurel for the tranlfer m
•

detainee&.

•

•

-.- . . ..----_._ .. --
•

•

..- .. ...
• •

(U) "VelY aignifi~tly,,j"BG Jacoby found,
there wu "inadequati ~tborit.Y fur the interrop.
tion ~~~~~ authorized by the
Detainee Ope:fati~ $aP""in effect at the time of
hisin~Oi(The~pact ofthe Iadt orauthor·
ity for~or~measures authorized by the pol.- .
icy, howiverL w8s mitipted by the fact that "only
on..third of the baaes had the SOP' and "it W88

generally not •.. known or relied upon in the field.·
Most interrogators, BG Jacoby found, looked to
~ tndning rather than the command policy for

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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•

•

~BGJacobynoted that he wunot direct
ed to lnyestigate "detainee abuse alleptionl,.. a

•

task that is the province of military law enforce-
ment;. but rather to inspect "eummt detainee 0per

ations" Nonetheless, acknowledging that
·allegauous ofdetainee abuse have been substanti

ated,· many of his findings eumine the relation·
abip of areas of concern to the tia1
detainees.

•
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Independent Panel Report (U)

current detainee operations proceas" in rogations nor were they even directed at inteUi
Afghanistan. . genes tarpta." In the Panel'. evaIuation, the abuae

at Abu Ghraib repreIClted "deviaDt .
•• ••

behavior and a fallure of milituy le8Clership and
.'

discipline-" H~ the Pm~ ~:found that
(u) In May 2004, the Secretary of Def'enae there were other abuIii ~."w8re not pho-

appointed an Independent Panel to Review tographed"tbat ..di~~,d~iu "at
,

. 0perati0l18 "to pl'OYide in pro- Abu Ghraib an~ at~erl~
fesaional advice on detainee abuaes, what cauaed , ..' .;;. .:
them and what aetions should be taken to preclude (~ The panel.' that .. olthe date
their repetition." Unlike the Taguba. ~ and of~ report~ forces had detabwd IppI'Qld- .

Jones Reports, the Independent Panelwu charpd ~ .50,000,. individuals dunn, operatioDa in
with " detention and . n opera. ~ . and Iraq. or the lip" 300
tiona worldwide. The members of the lDdepend~t~ a~~' . lod,ed apiDat our forces in that
Panel were former . of DefenIe James -~ 'the Panel reported that commandera andla.
Schlesinpr and Harold Brown,._Cobner'" enforcement agents had inv

oman Tillie Fowler, and retired Air ·into 155 of the allegations, and had suiJatantiatad
Force Gen. Charles Hom~ Daring the CoUne of 66 oCthe lI1leptiom. The Panel noted that oCtile
their investigation, the members :of ':'the suhstaDtiateci ,-app' one-third ...

, .
Independent Panel revi~,the repOrt. ofinvesti- oc:c:uned at the point ot capture ortdc:al coJleo.
gatioua completed prior to .~. Panel's report, the tion point, frequen~ under
statements, docwnen~ and o~ evidence gath. and violent • cea." Nonetheless, the
ered by the FayL~Onee:.,~wstiIati0D8 and our Panel emphasized that despite the fad that the
inquiry, and c:oJUfucted ~ aerie.-ofinterYiewaofsen. . abusea were "iDf1icted OIl only. mnall or
iar officers.~d ~~~~ oftic:wa. up to and indud. thoee detained," were lIof varying semitlo-11Dd
inr the~ of Defense. The Independent "occurred at diffenn,loc:ationa and in differingcir
Panel ~e~ .~ August 24, 2004, is unclassi. ~C8I and contm,- the abuses "were aerious
f18d and~~ released to the public. in both number and effect.-

•

•

•

(u) The IndependentPanel found that "the
pictured abU88ll" at Abu Ghraib, e
BV8J1 in wartime, Were not part ofauthorized inter-

(U) Although the Independent Panel found
that "there is no evidence ora policyofabuIe prazna
ulpted by senior otBciaJa or military authmiti-,..

•

•

78 •

•
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(U) The IDdependent Panel prefaced their

of in operation. with the
o . that "any di&cusaion or intem>gation
techniques must begin with the aimpIe reality that
their purpose ia to pin intelligence that will help

•
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and "no approved called for or allowed lidwed.· Furth.ez; the Independent Panel warned,

the kinds ofabuse that in rut QC.'CUl'I'ed,• the Panel "the conditions of war and the clynam.ica of
nonetbelesa concluded that "the abu&ea wen not detainee carry iDherent riaka for human
jUlt the failure of8Om8 individuals to follow known ent and must b. approecbed with cau-
standards, and they are more than the faDure ofa _timi and careful planniJ1I~.~.

~ . .. -. .~ .-
few leaders to enforce proper diacipline." In the . -. : ':. :'. , ,

FaDel'. view, "there iJ both institutional and per- (U) The Panel cOncluded that "in the initial
soD8l 'ty at higher leve1s." development" of th8'In "".:~ and Couuter

Resistance Polic:iesPunuJPtid by the Sec:retar,y ,,

ofDefenae fot tJJ8 in':..· ofunlawtUl c0m-

batants held ~' Gu*ntanamo Bay, "the lepl

resources or~ SerVic:es' Judge GeDeral
and 'General CCRJuse1a were DOt uaed to their tun

,

pDtenti'al.· In the Panel's view, "bad the Secretar)'
• •

protect the United States. itl forces aDd mter.ta olDetensil had a wider J'8Di8 or1epl opiDiona and
• • •

abroad.. Recountiq the development of the pbii-. a inor8 robust debate detainee po1ideII
cie8 that haWl framed the Global War on Terrof. at '.:and • the in policy that
the natioIW level aad within the Deparlmem of Occurred between December 2002 and April 2003
Defense, the Panel observed that with -the events might well haft been avoided.
of September 11, 2001, the Presid'ilnt, cOngress
and the Ameriam people ~imzed -=We '~ere at (U) The Independent Panel found "it- is,- .
war with a different kind- of inemit"; The nature dear that pressures for additional intelligence ••.. -,
and "severity of the~ . 11, 2001 tef.. ruulted in stroneer intenoption techniquee that
roriat threat and. tii~: ~H';;.. . in were believed to be needed and appropriate in the. ......... maurgency
Iraq,• threats Y'~ ,are _tially dift'erent from of detaineea deftned 88 'unlawNl COlD

an enem.Yf~ cr;MDP<-I~mused troops, tanka, batanta,· IOD18 or whom 'were pl"eleDtmr a "tena
artiIlery,: ~.J-"and ah-c:raft. made "information doua resistanceW to doc:triDal interrogation. _ ...
gleaned from intezToptiona eepecialJy important." methoda. ",Ai Guantanamo," the P8Del obeerved,

•• •

The panel" noted. "interroptiOl18 lire inherently •. 1'1 uaed thole additional techDiquee

unpleasant, and many people find them oQiection- with only two dataineee, pining important and
able by their very nature.· Yet, in the Panel's time-urgent information bi the pI"OCeII." While a
aaseument, "when Jms are at stake, alllegallU1d limited application of thOR more tech
moral meana of eJicitina information mUit be con- niquee proved suc:eeuful in Guantanamo, the

•

• •. -

,
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(U) The Independent Panel noted· that

(U) The Independent Panel fOUDCl that "in

Iraq, there was not cmIy a failure to plan for a
•

m~or iDsurpncy, but also to quiddy and Do
quat.eq adapt to the j that followed ,••
major combat operations." As the insurgency grew,
10 did the population or the detention facilitiea.
'The largest, Abu Ghnib, hou.eed up to 7,000
detainees in <ktober 2003," when the DUPJor abuses
began at the facility, ,.W"a guard force ofcmly
about 90 personnel from the sooth Militmy Po1iat
Bripde." The Panel, like NGF~ and LTG Jones,

•

concluded that "Abu Ghraib was seriouJy cmr-
crowded, under-reeourced. and under continual

attack.•

Panel cautioned that "it fa important to note that
techniques effective under ~fully controlled
conditions in Guantanamo became far more
problematic when they migrated and were not
adequatel1 safeguarded." .

(U) Inevitably, the Panel found, "interroga
tors and lists of teclmiques circulated from
Guantanamo and Afghanistan to Iraq,- In
ACt , the Panel noted, "more agreuive

interrogation ofdetaineea appean to have been on
roing" independent or the Guantanamo Counter-

(U) the . . ofdetention

and interrogation operatiODI, the Independent
•

Panel the operations at Guantanamo to

those at Abu Gbraib. At GuautanamO. a sy8tem
wu eventually estabJilbed where the Military-Police and Military Intellipnce wOrked .coopera-. .. ,

tiftly. with the Military PoJi!.:e,~ the condi-
tions' for interrogaticma" ~uetecr~ Militaly

., .
Intelligence. In conc:eet; tbe..~.DOted. 'aetting
the conditions' for in . " .'. lIfnetudecl passive
collection on detainees 88~ ... mpporlin, iDcen
tivea recommended by.~:·Dwitaryin It.. _.
In tbePaner.·· '.. ~ . ·vepro-_. .
c:edures wOrked.Wen 'at Gwmtanamo.· where the
ratio 'or Military. Police to detainees W8I "apprcm..

• • •

Reailtanc:e Policies. Standard Operating mately.l to ,1," but failed Abu Gbl'sib, where the
Procedures containing techniques adopted by·... ratio.w*s "&t one point 1 to about 75,· with the

. .. ..
Special .OperatioN Forcel!l and conventi~ Militaii Police "even to keep track of

"

Military Intelligence units in Mi ~8t~ :, priioners!
eel to Iraq. MaDy in served inbOth~. .' .
&tiona. In 1nIq, the cmnbined kn~ and
experience of the interropton and. their J.e8aen.

• •

which encompuLYtd op~ationi:. in both
Afghanistan and Guant~~.o, ~ere brought
togetha CombinedJointTask F\>J'c;8 7 promulpt-. .:. _. .
eel a series of.inconli8tentpolicies that "allowed for
interpretation ill' 'i8v~ ireaI and did not ade-

• •• • • •

quately set~ the 1iDiiti of the iDterroption-... . -
teclmiqu~II 'In the ~II 888e611Dent. "the ail-

••

tence of' .- and t interrogation
... polide. contribUted to the belief that additional- . .

interrogati~ . were condoned."

•
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at. Abu Ghraib" could be traced "in part

to the nature and recent history of the military

police and military intelligence units" that .tded
the operationa at the prilon. The BOOth Militaly
Police Brigade (Enemy Prisoner ofWar). a Reserve
Component unit whole subordinate elements are
spread across seYeI'81 atatea in was
designed to run priamun of war facilities. The
panel Cound that as a result ofwideapread military

police mobilizations after 11, 2001,
however, the brigade had been unable to conduct
my nuijor training in ita prinwy million due to

, .

(U) The Independent Panel also found that
the 20Sth MDitaJy Intelligence Brigade. an Active

Component unitt "was insuft1c:imt to provide the
kind ofsupport Deeded •••.eapecially with reprd to

•

81

• OtherR~

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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in end iDteqn'eten.I AltbouP-1Ome
additionll units were mobilized" from the te8II'VeI,

other Active Component unita deployed, and COIl-
•

tract interpretenl~interro~hired, alarp
portion of the efl'ort fell ~ the'io}diera .of A
Com 519th u~u..._ IIi ' . ",Battalioo

pan~ ~.1.;..,.

. ), who had 0D1y juit~ from III
••

extended dep1~t to Afj _- • where they
had conducted in~ptim,i· . at the pri-

deten~ fac.iJitY in that theatK Thebodp-muy ..,
podge of ~81emeD~ of as mmy .. _ cWrereut
unital ibat'~'tceiedinto the . . mil-

,

"diaruption in IOldier and unit availabilit3t1 sion at.Abu Ghr8ib lacked "unit cobaion," a flaw
, .

Further, many of the brigade's soldiers who bad . that.Was.. . "by friction between milituy
been activated "shortly after September 11, 2001, . intelii,ence and military police fnc1ud-.. .
began reachina" the limit of their '\wo-year JDObi- iDa the brigade commanders themselves.1

•

lization comJDitment, which, by law, mandated .
•

their redeployment and deactivation." '··,In the' M RegardiDgpolicy and command NIpOIl-

panerl judgmeDt, the resultinr "de~n.in IIibilitia, the In P8nel fouDd that -mter
the readineu condition orthe bripde shoUid have rogation policies with r.-pect to haq, where the
been by CFLCC~(fCENTCoM by late msJority of the abula occurred. weze •. ... ..
lummer 2003," and ~hat .: bY "October and· or deficient in aome respec:tl at three levels:
November" of2008. "~aii;nanderi ,arid stafJ4 all the Department of Defeuae. CENTCOMICnF-7, aDd
vnq to ~' mid. tr.e_Jofut Chiefs of Staff Abu Ghraib." Owrall, the Panel found, "policies to
knew ... the eerJiIus~ea of the BOOth MP guide the demmdll for aetioDab1e inteIlipnce

• •

Bripde."~ led the..PaneI to conclude that the lagpd behind battlefield needs.- in
CJTF-7, CFLO~:'r~d' Mfailure to request the Counter-Resistance Policy for Guantanamo

, ---
additionalf~ wis an avoidable~" approved by the Secretary of Def8DlJ8, la1thouIh

•• •

~~, "'_ .. specifically limited ..• to Gaantmamo," were in the
Panel'. view "an element contributinc to waeer
tainties in the field II to which were
authorized.· The Panel found that ":in the abIeDat
of specific cuidance from CENTCOMt intenop.-

•

--------------_ ....
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•

own;"

- (U) "The United States should further

define its poJic:y ••• on thecateaorizationand
statui of all detainees;" .' ,"

, - .... ..

.' (U) Although "dearly, the force Itructun in
bothMP 8Dd MI" in theArmy,. •

to support the armed forces in this new
,form of werfare,· there are "other forces
besides the Army in need offorce structure
improvements" to accomplish the detention
and interroption missiODll. AamdinsIy,
the Panel recommended "that the
Secretaries of the Navy and Air Force
undertake force stru~ reviews of their

• •

• M ''The Department ofDeren..needa to ...... . .
develop joint doc:t.rine. to' define the appro-

• •

priate coDabonmon li¢Ween Military
• •

Intellipnce and Military Police in • deten-
•

tion racilit"'" :, " ..
.. ',I', ., •. - ,

• •

• (1.1) The.nation must 8aJuire "more special-
• •

. ists for detentionlintenoption operations,. ,

..... jl1clu~i linguists, interrogators." and
" Other.; .. , .

•

(U) The Independent Panel made the fol
lowing recommendations. a.mona others:

ton in Iraq ~ed upon" the field manual "and
unauthorized techniques that had migrated from
Afghanistan.1I These conditions, fol1owed by a
series or short-Jived and poorly drafted CJTF-7

•

policies "clearly led to confusion on what practices
were acceptab!e." Althoulh "we cannot be sure
how much the number and severity of abuses
would have been curtailed had there been early
and consistent guidance from higher levels," the
Independent Panel concluded that "nonethe1eu
such guidance was needed and likely would have
had a limiting eft"ect.t1

(0) Other factors that contributed to the ..
leadership failures at Abu Gbrar."b included .,Ii ':" ..::- . . .
"unclear Militar,y Intelligence chain of c:ornm8ftci~, "', (U) UJointF'orcel Command should ... ~e1-

th II _.I!.._. d •._.•1' CMI d'·· op" a new operational concept for detention
e COUlU81D1 an UJIUOWll 88lDgDDlent 0 an ... .,: '. operatioDl " mcluding preparation "far con-

MP responsibilities at Abu Ghraib.u and~ P!,ace- ..1:4.:__ • • bleb 1 I _ll •
. '. w-.wl In W DWIIIU aw uworcemen:..

meat of the SOOth Military Police ~ripde ':Ulider baa broken. down in an oeeupied or f8iled
the tactical control or CJTF·7· while'maintaining state;-
the brigade under the CFLCC~r all other purpoe-

, '

ea. Finally, in the view of the FaDel.."the failure to
:react aPpropriately_:~ tli,_ OctOber 2003 ICRC. -,
report," which de8~:ri~'··A·nUinber or the abuses.. .
that would reDwn iwn~tigated until a soldier

•• •.. . .
. reported later, iffi::identS to his chain of command, • " t

was "indiCative ijrthe weakness ofthe leadership at. - .
Abu Gh1'8ib.1', _.. .

•
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•
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,

,., .
•

,

•

• •

detention and interrogation operatione
mustbe defined.-

• (U) -The United Statesn~ to rede&e ita
approach to customlll1~~ Interna
tional humanitarian. I.",.whicli must be- ._.
adapted to the realitieS', ~r'the nature or the

, .
c:onflict,- aDd '" ~

,

. , '
• ••• •

• (U) 'The . ,. t or DeteD18 Ibould

con&ue .tb.,r" ita operatiaaal relatioD
. abip ~tii the IntematiOlUll Clommiuee or

,

.. , the Red Cross.-

....

• (U) "Clearer guidelines for the interaction of
CIA with the or Defense in ". .

• (0) Because "weD-ilocumented policy and
procedures on approved interroption tech
niques are imperative to the cur

rent chilling etrect the reectioD to the
abusea have had on the ClOIlec:tiOll ~ valu
able intelliaenc:e through interroptiom.·
IUCh policies must be promulgated;

• em A "professional ethics program- must be
for all who partic:ipate in deten-

tion and in 0

•

..
• •

••••

• •,
• • ,

, .

•

,

- , .
, ,

• • •

• ,
• ..• ..

, .
•

•

•

•

•, '
•
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•
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• ,
• • •
•-•..
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•
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•

•
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•
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Examination ofDetainee Abuse (U)
•

•

•

•

catinJ • threat. We did not treat theft:a from

detainees .. abuIe. UDlesa such miIcooduet waa

combined with an auau1t at other" farm or mal-
•

• •treatment: . '. . 0

•••-

(U) As the chart tee, 187 investi-

gations have been closed (38 death .

and 149 for other abuIe), of which lis have sub
atantiated that death resulted from abuse (five in
Iraq and one in Aft ), and 65 have sub

stantiated that other abuse oa:u.md. These ftDd·
ings will be di8cuued in more detail below..

•

Overview (U)

(U) Durin&, our inquiry, we examined indi
vidual C88e8 of detainee abuse in order to diecem
any relationahip to detainee operatiOIq in general,

and to interraption in particular. We detaillODl8

of these cuee in the BeCtiona covering GTMO,

Mghaniatan, and Iraq; however, in t.hi8 8eCtion, we

will provide an overview of our analytic method,
and a high-level B\UDID8I'y or DaD abuIe inveatip
tiona.

•
" .- -• • •• • • •

(0) In general,' the .~ Criminal
• • •

In Divilicm' (CID)~I~.val Crimln:al
• •

IDvatiption~(N~ iii 88ricNa

abuse aIl~ (t.I:,"~duct naulq - 01'-
potential1Y.·~ - in death or grievoua bodiJ-y

•

harm.>t- whiT~'iii4i~dual in~tapted
• •• •

lesser aUeptiou. Many otthe fDwstipUom haYe
(U) As of 3D, 2004, the military : ~tJti.~ .victim. and multiple IUspecta; e:emae-

•• •

services and DoD agencies had iDitiated 317 inv. ~ent1); there is DO direct correlation between the
tiptiona in response to of~ miinber of c:a&e8 and the numbers or IUspectI and-
abuse by DoD peJ'IODD8ladcontractors in GTMO, victims. For aample, the primaJy em invatip-

•

AfJ , and Iraq. (In order to c:omp1e~ our tion at the abwIe8 at Abu Ghraib (which l'IIIIUIim

BDal,ysi.a in a timely faabion, we chOse SePtember open) bas identified 16~ and 36 victims.
• •

30 as the cutoffdate for the .. 0'. ofinves- .
•

tigations in this report. All of.the following wor- (U) The atatua of the 317 inftltfptiOl1l is
• 0

malion is current u ~Septembef 30:exceptwhere depicted on the chart 011 the next pap... '

otherwise noted.).For~·~ofour analyrda,
we define ,~. q~ that collltitutl!lll.. _..

• • •

Uaiform Code ~.Mili~ Juatic:e (UCMJ) offenses
•• •

against :PeriOna-: .(OJ' would constitute such an
• 0

offense oj(. the .~ator were IUlUect to the

UCMJ, in~ case of contractora). These offeDaea

include murder. eli negligent homicide.
aaault, rape, indecent ....ult, cruelty and mal

tnatment, reckl.. endanpnnmt, and communi--

•

•
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UNCLASSIFIED

,

•

DOD Detainee-Related Investigations Summary (U)

- •

CASES AFGHANISTAN IRAQ GTMO
•

TOTAL
,

DETAINEE ...mtI 1--'" . n::I.m.1 .. ,.....,., 1 '.
DEATHS U "'1:0... IJ:.I IIr:II ·.0.... .,. ,~ 23 .... N/A

f'l:~;..e?,.,$.c ~;,:'" . . .
···)~O·DE'A':"~ . ."''-. 'C,A;,J.. ..: ..... .( J>...... .-
.0 • ., t. , __ ,'_ . • ..

•
• •

DETAINEE ••Ortf m.DI.1~1B.UI·~"1107 N/A
ABUSE . • Caahtar ' "":' ... '. .. .. ,.

•
• to '..... ' .
.. I. .'.-- ~'.

('i=~..; 6'
.4..•.w.:I'''' I.

'~"'''\':''I..~ ... .: .... . ','

•

UNCLASSIFIED

.. .'..

..
• Army Related Cases • Navy Related Cases
• USMC Related Cases [~: I Other Related CaSes... .'.. .. .... .
• ••

TOTAL

D=~~E._. :...; m.lI~ m~'I!IFOl 38
"...DMlIlIll h:1u11122,.. .
QInIb-........ " .

, . ~ ...:,.:.
• • • • • .' '1 ". . . ".- . " . .' .

• • .. • • ... I :I'

DETAINEE m.mLo~., mJI_lIl~~11 m.mnfI 149 · ':'~5'
ABUSE .'• ' z', ·..i~: .

- - -f--- ' . --" .. . ..... - ., - - -'. . '. ""... " ,...~
27 .' .'... : 274 16 317 ::1-f'~

. .. ~ .... . .....:' ,. ',' .
• •

·--'7'nl'i~D~.. .,. . " " .:ctos' .~:
'. " , '" ..',. or.", .. : L •••

•

•

•

•
I,
•

I
I

• ••..•• •... . .
M The ~.ofthe 3~7 open ~d closed

•• •

investigatiOlll ~. &gain:'c\epicted in the following

two cbart.s o~ the.DSi;~'which break the inves-. - ... ..
tiptiona into'de8th.related (in the firIt chart) and.-.. ",:..

non~ related investigations (in the second.. .. .
chart). ". . ,

tiona that the fatalities resulted from either natu
ral C&U188 or justifiable homicidea, or that the an.
ptionI of were tiated 01'

unfounded. As the second chart ahowI, detainee
abuse not iesulting in death wulUbstent1ated in
65 of 1(9 closed investigations.

.....

(U) Ita the first chart d • of the
61 detainee death investiptiona, 38 have been
closed; and in six cases it wu determined that the
deaths reIUlted from lbuae. The 32
closed deeth invel&tigationa rewlted in

(U) BecawIe information prov1ded by open
c:uea JDay not be reliable. and mIQ" ultimately be
proven unfounded, we focused our anal" prima.
rily on the '11 cloeed inveetiptioDB that 1UbItaDti·
&ted abuse. OCt.bue, eight incident. at

86
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Detainee Death Investigations (U)

CASU' AFGHANISTAN
• • • • ••

:"OPEN':
• • • •. ' '......--' .. '

•

GTMO •-e ,.

•,
•• •..

•

D::':I D.mrQ. m_1I1 0.111.011 0. 'I 23 ·.N/A "'..
-

•

•

....
• ••• •• •..

• • eo .'..

.- ..... .....
·r.in~Eb
~j ~' ••••. _ .

•

•

..

. ,.. . ...
• . I ..• • •

.A '

2" ,. .... •
" ,

•

•
• o

. .' .

61 :Jf";:::
· ~ ... "".: .'

•
..

• •

UNCLASSIFIED •

.,...-
GTMO'. . IRAQ

. ....

•

AFGHANISTAN

•..
• ••• •

Detainee "'on-Deiith Abuse Investigations (U)- . .· "...-· .'.

'''_'[p.~,.. .'. 'til" . .. .;0. • • .."I:' .~1 . .,.. .-.:M J ;1.. .. .

•

• ••.." .

c.::: B.llfJ~. 'm.Dr1~ lfI.flL(f1 107 N/A
.. .

..
• . , ,· ..- . •- - ...- ."",... ", '--. ~.~ft\- .. ~. ',' 0'"

.. :-..a!..-" ..~ '.'r.::.: ~:~'.".....,..-- .- ·1., .
. - - .:: ,.- " .. '" .. . -: . . .· .... .. . ,.

:" u:ra::E m_IlLer mJI.II[~ m.m1Jt1149 .~~~

, .'

256 .65· , .

.. .
••

TOTAL 22
• •

• CllIIIndIW

• • •

218
. ....- ..

16
• •

."
\ .... .
. .'........

I. l. •. . . ...·.. ....
).: . . ' .

• AIrrIt RIlatICI Cues • Navy Related Cues I All ...... fllJO Ie, HOI.

• USMC Relaled caaea I:J OCher Rellted Casu UNCLASSIFIED

•
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•

,
•
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, •

,

•,
, ,, ,

(U) In addition, we concluded that an, "'. (m We next analyzed the 70 dOled, 1Ub-. . .. '

closed, . ted investigation did not.consti· . stantiated abuse casea by grouping them by .....

,

tute abuse for our purpoaes. This case hi!Ol~ a
, . .

soldier at GTMO who dared a detainee to tfJrow a
• •

cup of water on him. and after the 'detainee cOin.
..

plied, reciprocated by throwing a cuP 'of water on
•

the detainee. The soldier wail removed from that, .,

camp as a consequence:o£ inappropriate interao-. ,..
tion with ad~ .We'cUscarded this investiga.

, ,

tion, leavingus 70'detainee abuse cases to analyze... ~. . ..- -.. ... , .. , '

•.. ~ ...
(U) 1+ '~ParilO:n of our detainee abuse

analysis with'thole of the Jones. Fay, and Taguba.. .
l'1lpOl"ta is provided latm; in our·aection disc:ussing

• • •

Iraq. unlikit those reports, boweveI; we did not
investigate apecific allegations of misconduct.
Rather, our .on consiated of • broad

review of inveltip.tive reports. focusing on factor.

that may have played a role in these incidents of

,
,

88

..
it, and location, and then by whether they were
related to interroption. We a1Io • the
caaes by service and component (r..g., us. J.rrr:q
Reserve) ofthe perIOI1Ilel involved. Ourresulta are
described below

(U) Severity ofAbuM

,

(0) h noted ~we COa.Iidered.-i-

ous abuse to be Diisc:onduct resulting. or bam,the
potential to xesult, in death or griwoua bodily
harm. We used the definition of .pieYoua bodily

•

banD- contained in the Manual for Courta-M8rt:ial

(2002 edition): -Grievous bodily harm' meana.-i

OUI bodilyinjur;, Itdoes not include miDor iJJjuria
such.. a black eye orbl~DOSe, but does include

•

•

UNCLASSIFIED • 0."'"AIM_
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
r"'t"'\DV l\.TT n A''O'0'0 A l\.m



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 272

•

•

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPYNUM ED

•

fractured or dialocated bonea, deep cute. tom mem

bers ofUle~ serious damage to internal organa,
•

and other &erioua bodily b:\iuriee.. In addition, we
considered all semal aseaulta (in the Manual for
Courts-Martial termed ''IndecentAsaault·), threats
to inflict death OJ' grievouI bodily harm. and mal
treatment likely'to result in death or grievous bod
ily harm to be serioua abuse.

(u) Ai reflected in the chart below. there
were a total of 8ix substantiated deatba (one in

-

Aflbaniatan and five in Iraq). 26 serious .buse
incidents that did not result in death (111 in Iraq)•

and 88 minor abuse incidents (two in
Aft -, leven in GTMO. and 29 in Iraq).

• •

(We should note that the cuea invOlving the two
Bqram PUC deaths ~. ~tiated and

c:loaed on October 8. 2004. lifter· the ~ority or .
•

our analysis had been cOmpleted. TheIe~
therefore. are not included: in the data that we

•

analyzecL) 9Ctbe N.1icM.:deBth-abwse cue. ma-
. - -

lyzed. twO·W018.iemal auauJta. The ~ority of-. . .
•

..
•
• ..

•
•

•
•

•. -.
• •

• •-
Closed Substantiated Abu.e Cases (U). ..... -'.... .

•,. ..
70 •

• • • •
• •

••

.. •

•

•

_--I._Deaths
mserious Abuse
I IMoorAbuse

•

.. .
•

•

•
•

•

..

, .
••
•

,. ' .
••

•
•
•
•
•

• •
•

•
•

• - • •
•..

• , •

. ..
•

•
• •

••
•

20

50

30

40

eo ;--------.--'-----

,

•
· -.. . 1• •

"- 0 ~. '''''-2-1
.- .
A~

. _.
•

• .. .
10. :.

..
• ••
•
•

, I ' I
GTMO

•

•

'\

UNCLASSIFIED

•

•
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UNCLASSIFIED ••

•

•

"

•

•

• Death
uAbuse

•

•

•

UNCLASSIFIED .
•

•

•

.. ,•

-

1

•

•

•
• •

•

•• •

(U). TJ*: c1wt below depicta abuIes by

detention locatiODl. or the 70 cues analyzed, 23

Tempor&l1 Holding Facilitie.s (THP) (e.g., Qlrps .

Holding .Areal or Division Collection Points). and

intemmentlresett1ement t'acilitiea .".. eouaiderecl. , .
Detention FBcilities (DF) (r.g.,~~"b). Tbeae
terms are functional in nature rat~ thaD doc:tri-.. .. . .

• • ••

na1 and are used here~ lOr the P1JIPOII or our.
anaIyBiI. . :

•••

•

•
•-..

•

•

...
• ...· .. •• •

•... 1 0••

•• •

• •• •..
•

• •

TlrTlpcnry HoIcing DetenIlon FacDity
Faclily

•

•

•

-..-

•
• •

.. .

---------------_..

.-

.- .- .

..

•

Reported Abuse by Site Type (U)

5 +----

to+--
•

•

30

25

20 +---

15+--

•-
':. 0- .•

.... POint cf capture

UNCLASSIFIED • ".,.",..Aba.
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(U) For the purposes of our analysia, we
considered -Point of capture" (poe) incidents to

include any deaths or abuee 0CCWTing outside of

holdini facilities, including those that occurred

during detainee Faalities at the

divilion level and below were considered

(U) Location ofAbuse

•

the remaining casea were assaulta and other
forma of pbysical8buae.

•
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• •

•

•

•

•

•

91

•

•

•
•

•
•
•

•

•

•

•

•

•. ..

• •

•

•

• •

Contr8ctor
•

UNCLASSIFIED

..

•

•••

• •
•

..• •
•

•
•

•

..
t . •

•

• •
••

NfA
•

••

•

Analyala ofAbuae Investlpti0D8 (U)

(m MetbodololY

queetionlDg of detainees by ID)' DoD peI"ICllUU'l,
not justMI interroptom, .. interroption-relat.ed.
Ine:ategorizialabuIe81 "iDterroption-nlated,· we
took an upanaive For example, if a IOl
dier slapped a det:aiDee Cor failing to auwera que.
tioD at the poibt of capture, we treated that
• •
miac:onduet 81 • • -related abuIe. orthe

70 investigations ~ed, 20 met this criteria.
Closed substantiated . . related 8buIe
C8IU are further categorized by theater of opera.
tiODI md type of lite in the chart on the nat pap.

."
• •

•

•
• •

•

•

1

•

• ••

•

••

•

• • •

•

•

USARlARNGI..· '.
•Res....: ...

•

• •

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
•

COpy flED

Closed Substantiated Casu by Servlc. COmponent of
Pel'lonnellnvolved (U)

• • • •

.. .

•

•.. .
• ••_.. - -

•

• •
• •.. .

(U) 8erYtce and eo.PoneDt .. '. ..~. .

UNCLASSIFIED • 0.,.,,,.. Abw.

(U) Re1atiouahlp ofAbue to In

(lJ) We
•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NlJMRER ONE

(U) 'f!1ere .....4SkU" Component inves
tigationa, 21 .... .. - ationa1 Guard (nine Reserve.

• ••

eight N"tional GUard, and four 1Dixed), one from an. ..
UDknow:Q" UJ1it. and two related cues.

"

The data anr~ in the chart above.

• ••

occurred at poe. 25 at THFa. 16at DF".and six at
• ••

unidentified 1ocati0l1l. Included in thole .5Iures
•

are the six death c:ases: four at Poe..ane at a THF,
and one at a DF. . :'.. .. _. . .

•• •• •

•

•
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,

Closed Sub8tantiated Interrogation Rerated Abus. Case byType of
Facility at which the Incident OCCUrred (U)

•
•- . •

,

•

•

•

•

•.-•..

... •

. ..

•

•

•

..
•• •...-

•'" .•

I .... I;-s· : .. ,.
. .' I

•

•

•

,•

,

• •

•

•
•••• • • ••

••
• •
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1
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9

8

7
• •· ,e .. : .. ....

•·.. •· ',:..'

5 · .... ,.;..' 1--_
I .' • .. •

• .h ." ':'0 'f~ "," ~I... . • '.
4 --I' .:.: .. ....---1 "e' 1----, .

• •
• • • •

3 +_ .. ;....." -----I .. ---. '... . . . :",.
'.' . JIlt. • • •••••

til . • I:!
2 +-- :~.,\..'[~r.:·L.-__ ',:.:-,;.': .- _r- .. r- ~"I'" i'. .

,;::';_~I·.' ~ _r•. ,ii ~.~~',.,,_,

1 .'.- ,.- ----f -;.'i~. ' ..+---f "...J • ~
I .., •• ' •.: .'. . . :..... . '... ..;....' ..'. . . .' -o "'1":.. =-",:;" • '.:"-."'-

-

Point ofC8pt\n Tempoca~ Detention Facility Unknown
~ Facllky UNCLASSIFIED..

•• •

••••
• •

•

siDale aplanation for whyabuses~; rathezt
a combination offactors played a role. Af.t1!tr hun
dredaof lnterviewa, however, onepoint i8 clear·we
found no direct (or even indi1"8Ct) link between .
interroption policy and detainee abuse. We note
that our conclusion wconsistent with the findiDp

of the Independent Panel to Review DoD
Detention Operations, chaired by the Hanarable
James R. Scblesinger, which in ita August 2004
report that ·[nlo approved
called for or allowed the kinda ofaJJu.tbat in fact
occurred. There is no evidence ora polie, orabwse
promulgated by senior ofticiaJa.OI' militazy mthOl'·
itieL~ In fact, inteniewl that we at
point orcapture and temporary ho1diDg faci1it.iM in
Iraq andAfJebowed that a larp msJarity(U) Our review suggested that there i8 no

..
•• • •

(U) After . . g the :.subst8ntii.ted
•

abuae cases, we reviewed each investi~on report
to identify possible ap1ana.ticmsfor the abuse. For

. .

abuses in: • by a~ce 'i:rhninal investiga-
tive BgenC.)' (CID or N'CIS). we reViewed the~..
plete investigativt!' r8pOrta. . Tbeee inVestigatioDi...
generally contained statement. from eyewitnes8el

• • •

and, in 6OID!_~ statement. from 8UIpecta and
purported viCtimS." For investigations conducted
by indi~dua( ~mmandat which generally

• • •

addressed the leu serioua incidenta, we reviewed
• or reportI of the subltsntiated abuse.

•

•

92

. UNCLASSIFIED
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I
•

I,
I

•

j
I
• •

"

•

•

•

-•

- orpel order and

•
••

(U) Finally, a b

hending individuabl who may be responsible for
the death or eeriouI iDJury of fellow service mem
ber&. Because ofthil potentially volatile 1ituatioD.
this is also the paint at which the Deed lor militar,y

diadpline is paramount in~~~ .piDIt
the pouibility or detainee. abase. ~: that cIiIci-

• •

pline wu lacking in~~ inItim_
•.. .

OFFICE'OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy faED

•

•

•

UNCLASSIFIED • Der.lneeAbu_

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy ERONE-

ofinterrogators and most field officers interviewed
at those locations were unaware of the specific

•

~ promulgated and relied I01ely on their
respective training and • Thit point will
be reiterated and diacuaed in more d8tai1 in later
report sections focused an interroption operationa

in Guantanamo Bay, Ail and Iraq.

•

(U) Ifapproved' .on policy did not em SecoDd,~nature afthe enemy in Iraq

. caWie detainee abuse. the question remains: what (and to al~~. in may ha\'e

did? While we cannot otfer a definitive answer. we played a~ in the abuse. Our eenice membcl

studied the DoD investigation reports for all 70 may haw at~ pennitted our~~

cases ofcloeed, substantiated detainee abuse to see ero~ ~CI and disr9prd. for the law of war -
• •

ifwecould~anypsttemaorunde!'lyingexpla~:~ ~6ed by . . d aplosive devic:ea and
nationa. Our IIIl81y&ia of these 70 C8SM sh~ Iuicid~bombinp_ to erode their own ItandardIm
that they involved abuMe perpetrated by a_v8rietY conduct. . we do not oft"er 8JDPiricalUta
Of actived~ reaerve and national~ Person- te; support thi8 c:onc:lu8ioo., a conmderation of'put
nel from three servicel at varying ~-.~ in c:ounterinsurpocy campaigns - for aampl•• dur
vaJYinI locations throughout Afj .' '. ".and ing the Philippine and Vietnam Wars - Il.IIIJ8D
Iraq. u well as a small num~ofca8eI. GTMo. that thi8 factor may have contributed to abuIe.)

While thillack ofa pattea:n.~ against a lingle, The blgbIy-publidzed cue. involving an Army

overarcbing reason for ~use. w. did identify seve t Colonel in Iraq provid. an pie.

eral facton that~1~eip.~why the abuse OnAqust 20,2003. during the .. oran
oa:uned. _...=;~ _. >. ":.:: . Iraqi detainee by field artillery .olclill'l, the·

.:0:. ~. '; - Lieutenant Colonel ftred his wespon near the

(U)~~ oCthe abuse easel, roughly me detainee', head in an effort to elicit information
third of the to~'bCcurred at the point of capture regarding a plot to . Us. I8I'Vice melD

in Ali or Iraq - that is. during or shortly ben. For hiI actiona, the Lieutenant CoJoneI was·
after the capture ora detainee. Thia ia the point at disciplined anel relieved or comnW1d.
which puaiona often NIl high, 81 senice memben

rand themse1V81 in situation&, appre-

•

•

,---------------------_.-

•
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UNCLASSIFIED

•

tWa portion of our analysis ia larger than in earlier

sectiona, because we aamined DOt cm1y closed
cases, but also certain open C88ElL . In.the chrono- .

logical analysis we conaidered 189 cales, includiDa
•

69 oUbe 71 closed, sub8tantiated ·cu.:;. one cue
• •

wu omitted because it'did not "identifY the date
,. .

ofabwse, and we apiDo~the GTNO water-
throwing cue - and, 120 of130 open c:ueI (10 did

~ ~. . .
not contain datal' or :were thefl:a). We rec:ogmze

••• • •

that run; of tM·op«n cueS may be mmtuaDy.. -. ..
proved-. . a.ated or unfounded; Ilowewr.
we felt.that including the open caaea in chrcmolog·

•

. . icalllJUll)'Bia might help identify potential trends... -• of .Abuse. ",.. '....
" . .: ". (m Be8uIts

Chronololical
Cases (U)

w.ci:pline in some units could account for other

incidents of abuse. This breakdown implies a fail·

ure orunit-level leadership to recognize the poten.

tial for abuse in detention and interrogation
operati.ona, to detect and mitipte the enormous

stress 011 our troops in detention and in
operations, and a . g failure to pnmde

the requisite oversight to prevent BUd1 abuse. Aa
documented in previous repol'tl (including MG
~8 and MG TB,uba'. . ..ems). atronpr

,

leadership and greater oversight would have less-
•

. ened the ofabWle.

•

,
. ,

•

(U) Overview
• •." .

•
•..

•
, -• • • I'

(U)QXMQ.
......

"

•

•

(U) few abu8e8 hsve oc:cuned at
GTMo. As we will describe at.furtber le.nath in the
GTMO section, we believe that this il'-attributable
to, among other thinll, eft'ective lea.derabip,

agresaive oversight, and a highly envi·

ronmenl While three ofthe abuse caaea at GTMO
Oecuned in April 2003. the lI8IDe month that the
Secretary orDefense approved a new in

policy for U&e there, the new interrogation policy
did not cause those slnuc!s to 0ClCUr: .. the GTMO

sec:tiCll1 will describe, thoae abu&et wen
unrelated to interroptiOll poliCy. We also found no

correlation with other interrogation polici..,
illued in 2002 8Dd Janwuy 2003. (In

(u) The total number of'cues conaide:red in

,
•

•....
(U) We alao conducted a"chronological

• • •• • •

analysis to determinew~ there wai any cor·
• • •• • ••

relation between parti~ ev~ ~d the rate of
detainee abuse. . . • we~ 'considered the.' -

'p~ the rate"of abuse and the. - . ". ~

is&uance of neW ~tiOn-related ~ direc-.. ... .- .
tives to JI.s.Jo~ hi: each theater, and whether

4 ....-

in~eombBi operations or enemy resistance. .'

might help e:Cplain increaaea or decreaaa in. ,

detainee abUses. To determine whether abuse
rates could be to mcb events, we aam
ined abuse eaeea on a month-to-month basis.

•

UNCLASSIFIED • Delltln..AM.
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the following charts, issuance ofnew interrogation ning of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM in March

policies is indicated by red triangles.) 2008 through August 2004, the number of abuse
cases per month remained relatively cloIe to the

,

(U) average rate of nine per month, Wi~ the fewest
number of reported abuses in March'2903 (one),.. '

(U) Since Operation ENDURING July 2004 (four), and r 2004' (one). The
FREEDOM began in October 2001, in no single , issuance of interrogatiOn, policy ~randa in
month were there more than three cases ofalleged September 2008, October 2003, lindMay 2004, end
abuse. With the limited numben ofreported abuse MG Miller's visit ~ ~... detention operations
cases spread over many months, there is no di.. during August to 2003 (all ofwhich are

•

cemable correlation ofthose abuses to CJTF 180's described in our &eetion on Iraq) do not appear to
detention and interrogation policies (issued in be corrclated to the rate ofdetainee abuse. whether
January 2003, March 2004, and June 20(4), com- interroption:-related or not.

, .
bat operationa, or other events. : ,,-.. :..

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
,COpy NUMBER ONE

I

•,

P.103

,

UNCLASSIFIED • DmInHAbu,.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
,.,nn,r.,.TT·n .n....,n A~"""

,

UNCLASSIFIED

,

," .~:, (U) We did observe spikes in abuse aUep-..
(U)~ . 'nODI in June 2008 (16), November 2003 (18) •and

April 2004 (22). While not neceuarily
(U) The total number of abuses iii.~ far ly significant, it is possible that the June 2003 and

exceeds those in GTMO and Afstumistan. whiCh is April 2004 increases are attributable to the follow-
not surprising based on the scale ofcombat opera_ ing eventa: '

tious and the ensuine~ey. From the begin-
•

,

.'

...._.._------------
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(U)

••

led to increuu in &buaes.

Detainee Abuae:

(U) • Baghdad fen to Coalition

Forces in May 2003. .AJmoIt .immediatell there

afteI; Iraqis engapd in' looting and

destruction. In thiI month, we observed a moder

ate inc:reue in allced detainee abuse ClIIHl8j how·
ever, we found DO evidence that this increase was
interrogation-related or BIIOCiated with u.s. policy

chan.. Rather, two thhds or the abuse cae8 in

JWle 200S involved point of capture abuaea: the
agressive efforts ofU8.lorceI to atop looting and

eecure the peace appear to be a likely explanation
for the increased number of alleged abuse caaes
that month.

••

(U) In 8UJD, we r~d D~ ~ce that- . .
detainee abuse w. related.tO:·~yinterrogation. ..,...
polic:iee. This explanatiOn is -.: ., bytbe more

.0 ••

detailed descript.icJQof~tion·related abuse
cuea that appe8r;"in .tbe~ following IICtiCllJl on

'....- ..
GTMO, AfghBniitan· and Iraq. 'Therefore,

• 1.'

althouih iit .". n policybaa DOtbeen • cauAI
factorfn cietaiJuMi abu8e, we fOUDd IeWra1 fBctol1I

••

that im.Y have contributed to the abuee. Foraam-
• •

'. . pie, iDuch of it occurred at the point of capture in
•

(u) This month saw an Ali -. and Iraq, 8I1d in many~ our

increase in combat operationa, particularll in '. service memben c:1eBrly lacked the discipline Del:>

response to recent ki " roedside ..bomb- easary at the pMt or capture to ensure tbU
inp, 8Dd other attacks by . ~ coali· detainees were treated •~ Another fao.

•• •

tion forces. The number of u.s. 8ei'yice memben tor mal be the nature of the in.Iurgenc::Y that we..
killed in April 2004 increased. to more than 150, have mu:ountered - one in which our enemy', dia-

I •• •

almost a three-fold increase'~ only one month regard for the law of war may have at times led to
• • •

earlier in March 2004. During ~ri1 2004, anepd an erosion of our own oC conduct.
• •• ••

detainee abuse ca.Hi lOse from five (an non-inter- Finally, a b in Rood order and di&cipline,
rogation related) in March'2004 to 22 in April 2004, which D181 be attributabl~ to the absence orstroU,

• •

(with 8 of!hOee ciieea being interrogatioD·reIated). leadership or ovenieht. may haw contributed to
•

It is poisibIe,. th~ore, that increaaed combat setting the for abuse.. ' .
•

operatiIig.~pO md efl'orta to stem the tide of the..

•

• •

•

•

UNCLASSIFIED • Detain..AbuN
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.Guantanamo Bay, Cuba

•
•
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•

(U) The combatants captured m
All during Operation ENDURING

FREEDOM did not WNI' military UDiforms or Call
•,

into any traditional military~ TbiI pre-

sented the clJaIlenge, therefore, of
which of them po&&e888d (or were likel1 to po...)
the most intelligenDtor law enfcm:emeut value and
thus merited tnmafer to G'l'MQ. Upon capture, a

detainee waa initiallY queetioDed an the b8tt.WieJd
to aacertain his level ofpiuticiptltioll in the coaflict
and to • ffbe mfsbt poueu wluable int.el
lipnce or be a continuing seCurity threat to U.s.
forces. The detainee wae then sent from the front

ENDURING

(U) This .eection examinee the interroga
tion techniquee approved and those actually

employed at the u.s. Naval Base at Guantanamo
,

Bay, Cuba (GTMO), and the relationship between
those techniques and any detainee abuse. The
section beginl with a brief, d diacu..
sion below..

c10ee to the United States and undar United Statea
control, pursuant to a lease with Cuba
dat;Iq to 1903. Yet GTMO was iJ:l. • remote and
secure location, far from the ba~efieldJ of·
Mghaniltan. And perha~ ·in~.importantly,

GTMO wu considered a plaCewhere theiebeaefttI
• ••

could be rMllzeci without th8 det8ln. having the
•

opportunity to COD~ their detention in the us.
court&. TbiII final ~~tiODwas nepted, how·. '

8V8lt by the~tU~ SujJreme Court deciaUm in
•

v. .s.et. <200'), which held that_.. .

the u.s.~~ jurisdiction to conaldel' chal-
•

l~ to the detention or forelp nationala held at
., . .

(U) '!be first of twenty detainees GTMb.: At the same time, the Supreme Court held
•

III'rivedat the US. Naval Base at in '.. S.Ot. (2004), that any
• • • •

Guantanamo ~ Cuba on January 11,~. U.s. citizens held in the u.s. .. enemy combetimtll
•• • • •

They bad been captured by u.s. forcea on the bat- '. have a due procesa rieht to have a
tlefield during Operation END~G Opportunity to contest their detention Wore a .
FREEDOM, which fonowed closely on the heels of neutral. . -
9111 and was designed to fluah out""memben <il1l1

•

Qaeda and their Taliban protectors 1iom the billa
•• •

and caves ofMgbmUstan, .AS suSpected terrorists,. .'- .
these tint detaineel weie tnuiifenid to the base
for interrogation. .By. the ~er of 20M, the. . -
detainee .: at-GTMO had quickly grown- .'
to nearly 6OQ;'aJ?\Wber that hal remained fairly

steady up Wltn the~t.
., · ....-· - - ..... ...

•
• • •

M. GTMO was a logical place for the inter·....-
roption of 81 Qaeda and Tah"ban fighters. It had

•

existing holding fac:ilitiee at Camp X.~ which
had originally been built to house Cubau and
Haitian refupes who attempted illeplly to enter
the United Stat. by aea in the mid 1990.. :It wu

" .

•

I,
I
•
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(eeven to Ru8sia. 0.,., to

MoroccO. five to Great Britain. four to France. fOur
to Saudi Arabia, one to Spain, 29 to Pakistan IIIld

one to Sweden). In:response to the Us. Supreme
Court decision in Rasul, the Secretary of the Navy.
theHonorable Gordon England. ia cu.rrently super
vising Combatant Status Review and

five Review Boards. Each detainee at
GTMO will have the opportunity, with the help of
a military representative, to contest the enemy
combatant d . before a tribunal of three
military oftic:era. The detainees at GTMO will alia
have the opportunity to present inCormation to aD

've Review Board conc:eming why the

detainee no loupr poses a threat to the U.s. or its

• •'. ••

..
,. '

•

•
•

•

,

lines to a central holding facility, where be would more than 10,000 , members of al Qaeda
undergo further screening anll interrogation. If or the Taliban have been captured~dprocessed
this screening indicated that the detainee might through this screening process. .~ than eight
meet Secretary of Defense criteria for transfer to percent of these detainees (~ totail ~ 762 u of

GTMO, a screening team ofUs. government om. October 28•. 20(4) were~y triinsf'erred to

ciaIs - consisting of militaIy lawyers, intelligence GTMO. The most recenf ~~·'oecurredin
officers, and federal law enforcement officials _ September 2004, as DoD' '.. on September

22. 2004 that that it bad ~erred 10 deta1neel
would review the detainee's relevant information, from AfJ '. to: GTMO.. These were the tint
including the facta surrounding captureand deten- transfera lIince Nov8mbei- 2003.
tion. the threat posed by the individual. and the . " .... . .

• • •
•

intelligence and law ent9rcement value of the 'or October 2004. there were 550
detainee. The screening team. after reviewing all deta.inees at GTMO. Of the detainees IIeIlt to

. .- -
available information, then made a recommenda- GTMO'· .. during Operation ENDURING- '." .
tion to retain the captured fighter in-e:ountry,or Fl$EboM, 202 have departed the base: 1.(6 or

• •

transfer him to GTMU Next, a general officm;~, these were transferred to other countriu for
ignated by the Commander of US.. , Central ~eaae. and 56 were transferred to the control or.. .-
Command (CENTCOM). reviewed the~ other til

team's ~ommendation and made ~ ~.~

mendation to Depertment or Defenie officiaJa in
• • •

Washington, D,C. ,.: ... :.
.. .

•

,
•-- '.

(U) ADep~rtniin~ofDefense review panel,
, ,.

including legal~ and uvea from.. .. .
the Joint Stiff and~-the omce of the Under-. . .
Secretar.Y of"oetense f~r Po1i~ assessed thia final- .~

recoJlllne!ldatio~ e:i1d, ifnecessary, made addition-
al inquiriei~ . . the detldnee. Upon the
review panel'a recommendation and final authori
zation by the Secretary of Defense, the individual,
either remained detained in 01' was

airlifted to GTMO. Since the beginning of
Operation ENDURING FREEDOM to the present,

,

100
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(0) The first detainees to arrive at GTMO
wereheld atCamp X-Ray, which hadthe advantap
ofbeinlan aisting~ CampX-~ however,
bad a limited capacity (it could hold 0D1y appraJi
mate1y 300 deqineee after rapidJ;y . from
its initial capacity of .(0), and abo was
primitive. Upon their arrival, the detaineee were
housed in temporalYt eight by el&ht feet unita with
• concrete slab floor, a ·'011 wood and
metal roof, and open air aides compoeed ~ chsin ,
link fencing. The detaineea l14!Pt on the flOOJ; with

•

mati and blanket&.

,. - .
• • • ••. -. .. ..._...

(U) Another' fonner Tah~~ who
,. .

was held at GNO for . . twO years
•• •

and then released in .M~·:20Q4, Abdullah
Mehsud, has reportedly~rorpcfl:i(!l~th a1 Qaeda
and is leadiD, a ~~.Pan~ that is opposing
Pakistani r~'hWl~f: ~-Qaeda fighters along
the • .4'~~ In eerlyOcto~

2004,M~I;~~ kidnapped two ChineIe eDji-
. .- ....

neen "'}to w~ lielping PakiItm to col1ltrUct a
•• •

dam near ijte})order. The . who were._-
by Pakistani .ecurity Corcee, Btrapped

explosives to the hoataps and to kill
them if they were not alloWed we peuage to
where Mehsud wu hieUna' in the nearby moun-

allies and ahould be released Of tams. The crisis ended on October 14th when
PaldataDi farces moved in and killed five ofthekid-

•

(U) It II Us. policy not to release any . nappera, but one of the hostapa.~ died, and
detainees that still pelle a threat to our COIDlUy. but MehIud iI still at large. More.over, since hia.. ,

recent events have demonatrated the difficulty of releue, Mehmd bas bragged to~ that he
making that assessment, and the difticulty DOW' tricked hia . iDtc)~8vingth8t he wu

•• ••

facing the tive Review Boards. On someone else, and ~~1Ita~. that"he will fight
•

September 26, 2004, AfeJumiBtan officiala America "until the ftry~. ~
•

that .Abdul Ghaft"Ju; a senior Taliban "~

commander who had been releaeed from GTMO (0) lri" ac1diUon. to' Ghafrar end Mebmd,_. .
over one year aao, wu killed on September 25th Afghan ofIic:iall'lia.w itated that at least 1mt ether
while apparentlyleadingan ambush on u.s. Corces, Afghan ~t4iieea~released from GTMObaft
in which three American lOldien were wounded, re~ to .'. and spin become TalIban

•••

Doe critically. . to Afghan officials. after eaumiii)den Of fighters. The number mlliY be
his release Ghaft'ar had carriecl OIlt several attacks .. mghea;.BI there an repl)lU that an
an Americ:anSpec:1a1 Forces IOIdien, 88 well u' im ~tioiUIl seven have participated in attacb or'. .

attack on a district chief in Helmand,Ar~" pro~ded support to anti-eoalition forces in
in which three Afghan aoldien wen killed: ..-. AfJ

•

•

.
•
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2002, the detainee population, numberingjust over
300 individuals, moved £rom Camp X-Ray to Camp
Delta, whereupon Camp X·Rayw~-eloeed. Camp-_. ~

Deltahad since expanded to 816debmtian~M. ,-

ofwhich are . security..' . .';..:. -

•

•

. The interrogation facilitie8 at Camp x
Ray were 0 spartan. The interrogation rooms
were Simple, plywood .tructures, but they did
have air conditioning. These rooms were approx
imately fifteen by fifteen feet, and commonly
referred to 88 "boxes." The rooms were equipped

for audio monitoring only.
•

to Camp X-Ray'. limited capac

ity and primitive c:onditiou. planJ were put into
motion almost immediately after the arrival of the

first detaineea in GTMO to build a new detention

fac:ility, wbK:h became known 81 Camp Delta. Tbia
• •

new facility bad an initial c:apacity of612 detention" .
units, withroom to upmd as needed In lateAPrll AJao within Camp Delta iI the

_. ':.detainee hospital, which ·ia dedicated to providiq
• •

• • • •
•

Aerial Photograph of GTMO

•

102
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(U) Evolution ofthe Commmd
Orpnlzatlon

•

(U) The command organization at GTMO
bas evolved signitIcantly over time. Simply.tated,
the most significant aspect; or the current orpni
zation is that it placea both intelligence and deten·
tion operations ·under the command of a aiDg1e
entity, designated Joint Task Force GTMO (JTF
GTMO), whereas the original OrpDizatiOl1 had
separate chains of command for inteUigence and
detention operations. This new .tructure baa per
mitted greater cooperation amonl the militaz:y
intellipnce (MI) units that are respoDIl'ble for
interrogation and the milita1y police (MP) units

,.,.
.,- .

,

• • •
.~ ..

~plguimaia

a lower-security detention facility that ai'One point. .,

held three juvenile comb~. aBed 13' to 15. ....
years, who had been captUred. in Af'ghanistan.'.These juveniles were .- . w their hOMe
countriea in e£ 2004.

medical care to the detainees and bas a twenty bed.
capacity. Additionally, in April 2004 a muimum
securityf~ designated as Camp 5, W8I opened
approximately onHlalf' mile from Camp Delta.
Camp 5 holdl the molt uncooperative individuals.
The detainees at Camp 5 are houaed in a modern,
two-story, multi·winged complex that bas the
capecity to hold approximately 100 detainees. The
aerial photograph below shows the relative loca
tions of Camp Delta (which contains Camps 14
and the detainee hospital), Camp 5 and Camp x
Ray.

•

GTAfO
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(U) In an effort to address this situation aad
improve the intelligence coUemon eft'art at GTMo,
the SOUTHCOM GeDeral Jam.. 't
mn, USA, placed MG DuDlawy in cbarp ,. both
J'lT-l'10 and JTF-l60 in October 2002. Shortly

on November 4, 2002, the two joint talk

that are responsibJe for detention. In essence, this
. .on recogiuzes the primacy of the human

intelligence collection mission at GTMO in support
ofthe Global War on Ten-m; by ensuring a unity of
effort between MI and MP units. This unity of . .

••effort between MI and MP units has been the sub- .. . ......
ject of recentCCI1~ in light ofMP partldpa- (U) The existence. of two, separate joint
tieD in many of the abusea perpetrated at Abu task forces created., . chain orcommand

• • •

Gbraib prilon in Iraq. The details oftbe that npeded , . between the MI units in
•• •

MI and MP roles (88 well 88 a' . of what JTF.170 aiid th~ MP.unitI in JTll'.160 aad did not
• •

thoae roles should be) are addreaHd elsewhere in establish~ for their competing int.errop-
the report; the purpoee of the discussion hen ie tion and detentiOn missioN. Two Btemal reviews

merely to trace the evolution of the command. of.. in~lligence operations at GTMO, the
. .on at GTMO. , ,._. ': ...Heriu,.~n GTMO Report in March 2002 and the

.,'.\ Custer Report in September 2002. were critical or
(u) Just prior to the arrival of the first , this coJllll\8l1d structure. COL HerriDaton..

detainees on Januazy 11, 2002, u.s..,~ 'Report. which was provided to MG Dunlawy •

Command (SOUTHCOM) ~ec1 J~.. Task well aa the Acting or SOUTHCOM,
Fon:e 160 <JTF-160) to be rapona~,e for~ aec:u- MG Gary Speelj USA. W8I plll'ticularly pointed in
rity and detention of the detaineea arriving at ita remarks. ~ aample, the report called it a
GTMO. 'I'hisjointtaskfOr:eew88essentialIyanMP "b' . . I fh intellilllPnce_1A~'~on·

• • • " ': . ' • asJC pnnmp e 0 uman 10- ....~~

on. BGenMl~ Le~ert, USMC, ~ng. that the intellipnce function must be supportedby
inally commanded thiJ.~ro~, but was quicld~ the security function, and observed that in GTMo,
succeeded by B~_Ri~~ who took comman .. ... etimes the tail waainc
on March 28 '2002:0:: " "the secunty JI11SI5lOJl18 IIOUL

..! ~ '~ '~ the intelligence dor.·.. .._,
•

•
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Detention Operatiol1l Group (JDOG), which is
responsible for detainee IeCUrity and handJin&,
report to the JTF·GTMO Commander, who in
turn reports to BOUTHeOM. The JDOG is com
posed of six MP companies. The centerpiece of
the JIG is the Interrogation Control Element
(ICE), which coordinates and aupervil81 the
efforts orMI interrogatOrs, analyats and liDguillta
(as well 18 civilian contract penonne1 who aug
ment the military interroption effort), in 1UP

port of human intelligence exploitation. From
the initiation of interrogation and detentiOD

• ..
•

•
• •
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(U) As illustrated above, both the Joint
Interrogation Group (JIG), which is responsible
for intelligence collection, and the Joint

.. .
•• •

forces were combined and renamed JointTaskForce
•
o

GTMQ. MG GeoftTeY~USA was appointed to

lead thia new~t task rarce. NG Miller was sue-
• •

ceeded by BG 'Jay HOod on March 24, 2~, when
• • • •

MG ~er ~.. .. to Iraq to be Deputy
CoDUDal1der for·Detainee Operationl, Multinational

" . . .
Force-Iraq... Tlie structure of JTF-GTMO and its
current leedenbip is depicted in the figure above.

•

•
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operations at GNO to the present, MPa have
outnumbered the detainees by a relatively con
stant ratio of approximately 1.5 to 1. MI and con
tract interrogators, OD the other hand, have been
in more limited supply, with each interrogator
assigned to approximately 20 to 25 detaineea at
any ODe time.

•
•

•
,

•
•
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(0) This working group iuued its f1nal
report on April <i, 2003. and recommended 315
interrogation teehniquel to be uaed apiDat
"unlawful combatantl outaide the United State,
8ubject to limitationa described later in this He

tiOD. In In Apri,116, 2003 memorandum, howeY'
er, the of Derenee accepted for 1111 in

•
GTMO only 24 of the proposed technique.,

Field Manual 84-52, lnteUigenct Interrogation.,
when queationinl detainees. Over the next leT

era! montba, howev~ it became clear that many

of the detainees were familiar Witti· theae tech--,

nique. and had been trained,to'resiat.,~em. ThIa

eventually led SOUTHCOW,~Od.obin- 25, 2002,
to seek ofDeleDse'8pprov~ to UoIe &deli-

,

tiona! techniques beyond~ specifically listed
in FM 84-52, orw~we will call "oounter raiIt-- . . .,

1Ulc:e" - -

,

. (U) On . , 2. 2002, the Secretary of'. ~

Dei~ epproved a limited number of the count-
,', ~:~~ tecbniquea that SOUTHCOM bad

Evolution ofApproved IDterroptloD ,:'.r~d,but rescinded his approval OD January. .. .
T at GI'MO (U) '. -,.. lSi; 2003. The Secretary then directed the

DoD General Counsel to form • ~orkiDI

group. The DoD General Count.} reque.ted
that the General Council of th, Department
of the Air Foree. Mary Walker. chair the .
group, to aue•• the Iepi, policy and opera
tional issue. relatinl to interrogation of
detainee. in ,the Global War on Terror and
to make recommendation, on the Ule of spe

cific interrogation techniques.

em When JTF-170, was established at
GTMO on February 16, 2002, the military inter
rogators aseiiDld to the teak force relied upon
e:dating interrogation doctrine, found in Army

•
•

(U) The in . techniqu.:iIpproVed

for use at GTMO have evol~ Bignifi~y. over
time. and been the IUbject of mticb stUdy' and."

debate within the senior ecbi!1oiw orbOtn the uni-. .. --. .,

formed military and th~ Ofilce .~ the Secretary of
Defense. The highljgIit;a of ~. evolution are
depicted in the ftgUr9~on~the PnMoUJ pap, and. . ..
desa1'bed briefl)i' belO.r. .:..This is followed by a

detailed, chiO~logicaJ., of the msJor
events ~d'~_ r# debate that have shaped the

, --'. of. approved in . techniques
•

atGTMQ.' ..... '

•
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(u) Members of a1 Qaeda. in particular,
were likely to be schooled in to interro
gation. British forcel, tor aamp1e. had recovered
an a1 Qaeda training manual from the apartment
or IU1 al Qaeda operative in Manchester, Ensfand

•

,

. ..
• (U) "plan for his in by

it with hie commander"-
• (U) main~his~ Itory by "sayinconb'

th~ thinP ,that You agreed upon with JOUI'
co • and 'eacuting the security

,.' plan that W8I agreed. upon prior to .execu-
,tion of the operation and not deviating from

. it"

.' 'em "pretend that the pain is aevere bybend
ing over and c:rying loudly" in the event that
an applies phyaial coerc:ion

• (U) 'disobey the in orden 81

mucl1 as he c:an by raising his voice [8Ilcij
•

cursing the interrogatm bactt·
• (U) "disobey the interrogator's ordens and

take his time in executiJigtbem"
• (U) "proudly tab a firm and opposingpoIi

tion againat the enemy and not obey the
•

orders"
• (U) "refuse to aupply any information and

deny his knowledp of the mbjeet I:D ques
tion"

• (U>. "not dilldose any information, no matter
how insignificant be might think it is. in
order not to open a door that cannot be
closed untU he in bimeelf or
expoeeI his "00'

on M'-Y 10, 2000. Now referred to 81 the
Manchester Document. this manual contained..
detailed. inf'ormation on interrogation ruUtance,

,

including instructionl that an'81 Qa.eda "brother"
,.

must: .' ...... ' . .... - ...... ... .... ..
••

•

which included the 17 techniquea already
found in FM 34-52. This memorandum has
remained in effect to the pre8ent.

(U) The IDitial Development of "Counter
Resistance" Tec1miques

,

(0) Within the 1int few months ofinterro
gation operationa at GTMO, it became apparent
that many ofthe detainees were Ikilled at resiBtinl
the 17 interroption techniques enumerated in FM

•

34-52, and likely had been trained on US. inten.
'. ption~ COL John Custe1; USA. who led. ,

'. &-Joint Staft'team from August 14 to September<
." 'to •

...,.. "10,~ in • . int.e11igence collection .~
.. stiona at GTMO, refiec:ted this concern in~ final

. . ,

repo~ which obeerved that "JTF--170 hU ezperi- .

enced limited IUcceu in extracting information
from many of the detaineea· at GntO,;; ~Ule..
llQoaditional [interrogation] technique. haw proven
themselves to be inelfecti~' In many~" The
report noted that '1m]iixy of·the detainees have

, "

undoubtedly received~ua reSistance to inter-
rogation trainin&." aDda.tthe detainees appeared... ~ .
to undent8ll(r the QeneVi. Convention roles. as

••• •

well 88 the ~orial -us rules or engagement
• ••• •

<Umi~on8)-". . interrogations."
- .•• •,

•

•
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sible to leverage control over the detainees wh!Je
providing ateeptable guidelines {or questioning."

Such a papes; COL Custer "could be
used .. a 'rule of thumb' or 'Rulei' f)i. .-

eliminatinl interroptor eootuiiOJ;\."·: --..
• • •.. -

• •

• (U)"remember the baaic rule: even a little

disclosure of information would increase
your IlDlO\Dlt of torture and result in addi
tional information for the questionin( appa
ratus," and

• (u) remain "patient, steadfast, and Iilent
about. any information whataoefer"

•

•

•

•

•

(J7IfO
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(U) MG Dunlavey's request divided theBe
additional, counter resistance in~D tech-

•

niques into three categories, hued upon the per-

ceived severity of the Category I
techniques couldbe employed by an in u
part of a normal interrogation plan, vetted by the
interrogator's immediate supervisors. Each use of.
Category IT techniques would require the approval

of the Interrogation Section Officer in Charge
(Olel. Category ill techniques, the most aggre&

sive, could only be used after obtaining approval
from the JTF-170 Commander. Each use of
Category ill techniques would also require a legal

review by the Command Judge Advocate and noti
fication to the SOUTHCOM CammaDd£ All of
these techniques are listed in the figure on the fol
lowing page.

The October 11,

2002 memorandum was declassified and released to
the public on: June 22, 2004. In the memorandwn.
MG Dunlavey nOted that although the techniques

then employed by interrogators in the Global War
on .Temn- had "resulted in significant actionable
intelligence, the same methods had become leis
effective over time."

•

• •
••

••
•

.. . ,- ..- .-

•
•

~The.~.. descnbed above led the

JTF-170 ~d.er;·MriMichael Dunlavey; to for
ward a requilst On October 11, 2002 to SOUTH

COM, .seekiI.!g~_app~ of 19 interroga' n

techniqUes not explicitly described in FM 84-52.

•

(U) J'I'F-170's Request for Counter Resistance
Techni~ .

•

110
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,

. J'I'F-170Pro~COUlltel' Resistance Teclmlques • October 11, 2002 (U)
,

•

(U)~ 1 techniqua .

• (U) Yelling at the detainee. but apreaaly emuculliye1JiDg that would cause pain or'damap
the detainee'. hearing . (. ---..

• em The use 0(multiple' ... ~. ' .~ :: ' :, :'.

• em .. the detainee by having the in present a~ identii,.. The'~.' ,
lion of a faIIe identity would be intended to paint the in . .. Bithtr a-citizen ofa
foreign nation, or u an interrogator from • country with a reputSijon Cm: lW-.h treatment

•

ofdetainees'
(l/J C4Iqor, n t«:hniqua . .: -_. ~

.. ~ • '. 0'

• em The use ofatresa positiOI18 Qike atanding). for a maziJJiul'of fbur hours
, ,

• em The use ofCalaified documlDta or reporta , ';. ::... ....
• (U) The Wle ofan isolation fadlity for up to 30~:~th.~y

teqUiring approval from the JTF-l'70 ~'" -: :
. .- .~.

• (U) IntelToption oftbe detainee in~~~ihe~t~ther than the standard in .. '

booth . . . ... , .. ,
• em Deprivaticm of light and ~uditQr.y ~uli :~. " , ' '

• (0) The use ora hood placedoYer"~ detainee'. head during traD . and question-. '. -"~' .
ing, (the hood should.~t reatriet bi8atliiDg in any Way md the detainee should bd under

. direct 0' w~·h~ .. ,..'" .. ~. . . .
'. (U) The U8e ol20-~..interroptiODI '

• • • •

• (U) The removal ;!faD coibfort'itema (including religiou items) ,
• (U) SwitchiDgthe:~eeii diet from hot mea18 to Mub, Ready-to-Eat (American milituy

field rati~) '.. '-":__ .......... ,.
. " ... .....

•. (0) ~0!a1of~ " '
· M~~ (ahaving of facial hah; etc.)

" -- -• em T1W.uie.of a detainee's individual phobiaa (such .. fear of dOlI) to induce streaI
((jJCakgoiy iII twcMUiui,' : ., ,
• M'The'Use ofacen.noa deaicned to convince the detainee that death or sewrely painful

•

, III'e imminent for him end/or his family ,
• •

• (U) Exposure to cold weather or water <with medical moDitorinr>
• (u) The 11M ofa wet towel and dripping water to induce 'the " at lU1focatioa
• (U) The use oCmild, non-injurious p~cal contact such as pbbiDc. poldnI( in the cheat with

the fiDgm; and light pushina' , '

•
• •

,

•
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(U) On October 29, 2002, the Director of

the Joint Staff, then-Lieutenant General John E

Abizaid, instructed the J-6 section of the Joint

Staft: the Strategic Plana and Policy . I to
"take the lead in pulling this together QUidd.}ta On

October SO, the J-5 section circulated !riG

Dunlavey's proposed teclmiqu~ to the Joint Staff .

Office of Legal COUlUle1, J.2, J-3 and the MrYice

planners for comment, eatabliahing a deadline of

(U) MG Dunlavey indicated that the
Category m techniques were "required for a very
ml&1l percentage of the most uncooperative

>

detainees,· which he utimated to be '1ess than
three percent" or those held at GTMO. Under the
proposed policy, any of the most . tech

niques that would "require mont than light grab

bing, poking or pushing" were to "be administered
only by individuab apeciflc:ally trained in their safe
application.a

the Joint Chief, of Staft' on October 28, 2002.

GEN Hill noted that JTF-170 had~ critical

inteWrence aupport for forces •• ~.IU'OI~ecUtingthe
o • •

WfJ7 on Terrorism,· but that -deSpite our best
• •'0 •

effort., lOme detaineee ha:~ 0 resisted
o 0

our cunent in methods.- He Ita&;ed..
that he believed "the first two 'e&teaone- of tech·

, .
Diques are legal and humane,· but was uncertain

o "

whether all the ~qu. in the third category
were 1eg8l under" ,Us. Wv, giveD the absence. of

o
o

judicial interpretation of the u.s. torture statute.-
JTF-170 Staft' Judge Advoeate, GEN' Hill wq particularly troubled by the use of

wrote an extensive legal review ol the .:.' 'plied"'.-',. reseed threats of death .._; the
...~ -_..:I ter . tan " '.un or ezp -m-.va-OD IIml coun l'eSI5 ce po.l1cy pro- ~:. •

_.1 by MG n.._1__ This 1.......1 . -~'. detainee or his famiJiy. He requested, therefore,poRU U\W.UIvey. ...- revIew wu . .
dec1usified and released to the public by the Office that the Department of DetenM and the

of the Secretary ofDetense OD June 22, 2004. 'As a t ofJustice review the third category of
result of her lepl review, which~ the.pro- techniqu_ Fin~ GEN HiD urpd quiek ad:ion
poeed policy in light ofdomes~aiminaI~ the on JTF-170's request for counter tech·

Uniform Code ofMilitaJyJusti~ treaties, custom· Diques in view at the pressing need for actionable
ary international law,· 0 imd·:~eci;8ion. of the intelligence.

European Court of.~uioan Righti.
recommended thai 'Ca~:I technique. be
approved for~~ :use:,She recommended that
whenever "interrogB~ involving Category- II

•

aDd IiI .methocb'!.::were planned, however, that the
interro~tiona ~dergo a legal review prior to

'- "their commencement."

(U) The SOUTHCOM Commander, GEN
Hill, forwarded JTF-170'a requeat for approval of
counter resistance techniquee to the of

•

"

•

112
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•

November 7.

(m The DehBtoP. Surroundinp the Request for
Counter' TeclmiqUeA

•

•

•
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had revolted against the four hijackers before they
could maneuver the plane into eith8r the White
HOUle or the Us. Capitol. In .AQIUIt 2001,
Kahtani had been refUaed entry by • lUlPic:iouI
immip'~ioD inspector at. Florida's Orlando
International AiJport,w~:the.9/11~hijacker;

• •

Mohamed Atta, wu ,;8itiiig. for· hiDL Thus,. '.

Kahtani is commonlY rer~ to II the~
•• •

hi.facbr.. ewe note t'o~ clarifii:8tion that lOme Dews
reports havellio rettirred to Zaaui.. ._. .

who was enesrea in': cozmection with the 9111. -
attacks, as the "2Oth hijacker"; hO\lVe\'a; it • aaore

•

.accurate to uae this d . with Kahtani.)

•

•

•
•
•

•
•

•

-• •

•

•
•••••• • •

•
•

••,
•

(U) The Interro,ation P1JQl for

Jdohamed al Kahtani

•

•. ....
• ••

M AA discussiOD: oem-l.70's request pro--
greased, intelligence.ga~ frOm a variety of
sources inctic:ate4. ~aii"~ .. "Qaeda operation. -
apinlt tarpta-in'tQe'United States was likely or
even immineiit.:: .~. . al80 indicated that-._.. .

Mohamed alKah~ a Saudi citizen and al Qaeda.. "'-

operative. held ~ GTMO, poaseseed information
. -

that could' facilitate UDited States action apiDst
that threat. A. the Sill Commi8sion Report
observed, Kahtani waa the operatiV8 who likely .
would have rounded out the team that hijacked
United Airlines Flight 93, which crashed into an

•

empty fteld in . 8, PA after the paasengera

• 115
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III an Idiou memoran-
• • •

;OOOO:Mr.H~. recom-..
mended to the of Detense that he
approve (or use ali of th~'~ I and D tech-

••

niquee, but~tlifj~.Of the Category UI tech-. ". -
niquea,autbo~ mild, non-izijuriowI phJllical
contact sUch u ItabbilJl, pokina in the cbest with
a~ and light puahinr. This datiem-theNrOr8 ex.cIuded the most IIgreuive Catqory

• • •

lIi"tediniciuelll - use of scenarios designed to COIl-.. .
vince the detainee that death or Iege1'e1y painfW

•

coiuJeq,uencee are imminent for him 8JJ1J/or m.
family, exposure to cold weather or water, and the
use ofIIwet towel and dripping water to induce the

. of lUffoeatiOl1 • that had putiClJ1ar.
•

~ concerned both GEN Hill and reprel8Dtatme em
the Joint Staf[ Mr. Haynee noted in his f0rward
ing memorandum that 'w]hile all CateaorY m

mq be leplly avaiJahJe, we belie1e
that, U II matter of poU~ II blanket approval of
Category m techniques it not warrmted at tbia
time.· This reflected Mr. Hs;ynea' view that 'o]ur
Armed Forces are trained. to a standard of interro
gation that reflects II tradition of restrainl"

(U) The Sec:retar.Y ofDefeaee accepted tbiI
dation on 2, 2002 by notimg

his appmval on Mr. Ha1n."November 'J:1. 2002
memorandum. Below biI . the Secretazy
queetioned why standins (which wu listed u an

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

. .... ..., .. .
• • _...

(U) Sette.tarv ofDefeaae Approval of a Limited
Number'CifcoUnter Resistance Techniques

•

•

I
I
I
•
•
•
•
•
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on June 22, 2O(U. For ease of refer
ter resistance tec1miquee approwd

on December 2. 2002 are listed in
below. '

ce Interrogation TedDdqii~(U)
, , -.. . ...

to the pu .

ence, the
by the
the

(U) Ye1linr .. ,'0

-
(U) Use ofmultiple in , 0 00 00-

(U) Deceiving the detainee by having the intenoptm: pre&eJ1t a faJi8 identity. ._.

example under Category n 8tzeu positions} would
be limited to 4 hours when he "stand[l] for 8-10

o

houn a day." This memorandum, with the
Secretary'l approval, wu declusified IIDd releaaed

.... December I, 2002 Approvecl Cnn

(U)

1.
2.
3.

, , ,

• •
.. _. ,

o

,

• •• •
o •

(lJr) " ," ,0

, -
4. (0) StreIB positions (like atanding), for a maxiunmi ~f iow-: houn

• •• •

6. (U) The UN of falaified documents or repoi'ta " "
o ' •

6. (0) Isolation for up to 30 days, with miftt.en8i0Jls'beyond the 30 days requiring. ... .
approval from the JTF-GTMO CouilDander '-", ,

o •

7. (U) Interroption ef'the detainie'i!i:an eiiW'omnent other than the standard
interrogation booth . .:' - , :.

o • '

8~ (D) Deprivation of light and ~uditoty stimull ,
9. (D) The use ofa hoodpl~,~ the detainee" head during transportation and

• •

questionini .:, _...
10. (0) The useo~~o-~ iriferrogationa
11. (0) The~'Qfan:comfort.s(including religious items)
12. (U) • ;~o the ,detainee'l diet from hot meals to Meals, Ready.to·Eat (American

, . ,

militUy'~ rationl)-
13. (m~oval ofclothing
•• •

14. - (U)OFc:iiced . (.."...:.... of facial bah; etc.)_. .. BJ'OO~ _....... .
. 15.-: ..rt.n.!.he Use of a detainee's individual phobias (wch 88 fear of dOlI) to in4uce ItreeI. ~ ..

,

"

UNCLASSIFIED,

,
,

••
"
••..

(UJ
16. (U) The use of mild, non-injurious physical contact such as grabbing, poking in the

,

cheat with the finpr, and light pushing

117

GTIIO
•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
rn1>V l\.TT Tl\ARPDnl\.TP

,



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 301

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NUMBER ONE

"

,

.. .
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••

•

..

•

(u) Rescission ofthe Counter

Resistance Teclmiquea

.. .
",

•

•

(U) Shortly after the, December 2, 2002. ......
approval of these counter· techniques,

• ...
reservations expressed bY'the'~eral Council of..
the Department of the Navy. Allierto J, Mora, Jed- .
the Secretary of..Defense On JliDuary 15, 2003 to

••.' . . .
rescind his appi'OYal of all Category n techniques

. . '

and the one c.tego"m technique (mild, non-inju-
rious phySica(ientad), leaviJ:ig only Category I

••• ••

techniques in effect.
• •

(U) We note for clarification purposes that
the Independent Panel apparently was under the
impression that the above techniques could only be
employed with advance notice to the Secretaryand
hia personal approval, which the Panel beUeved
was "given in only two casea.- The December 2,

.2002 memorandwn, howeva; approved these tech
niques for general use and did not require that the
Secretary receive advance notice or grant specific
approval before the techniques could be employed.
Nevertheless, .. a practical matter, the

•
Independent Panel was coITect that the use of
Category D and mtechniques wu 1alply limited
to Kahtani and ODe other high-value detainee, aa "

discussed later in this section.

(0) Coneems Raised by the General Counsel of

I tlJe Department of the Navv
I
,,
•
•

118
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(U) The Secretary did aDow, hO'R8\'er, that
if the SOUTHCOM Collimander that
"particular techniques in either of the two cat&

iOries are warranted in sn individual case, you

should forward that request to me,· and that such
a request "should include a tbol"Oush justific:atioD
for the employDlent of those techniques and a
detailed plan for the use orsuch techniques." The
Secretary alao reiterated the underlyins impera
tive, . d by the President. that "[i]n sl1

••

•
•••

•

• •
•

•

•

In reapona8, the Secretary on January
12, 2003 ~y re.etnded hill December 2, 2002

•

memorandum, aDd then issued a Januar,y 15, 2003.. -
mem~dum to the SOUTHCOM Cornmandelt

• • •

;. GEN HiD, omciaUy l'eICinding his approval of the- .
. Ci.tegiiij n and one Catepry m teclmiques-

de8Crlbed abcml. .Aa a practkal matter, tbia deci-
sion limited the approved techniques at GTMO to
the Category I techniques (yelling, the UIe ofmul
tiple interroptors, and deceiving the detainee by

•

having the in present a false identity) ill
addition to the techniques and IUidance Councl in
FM34-52.

I
I•••,
I•

•
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(U) Effect oftbB 8 Resc:isl5iOD on
the Interropoation orKahtani

•

•

• •

•

interrogationa, you should continue the humane
treatment of detainees, of the type of
interrogation technique employed." Finally, the
Secretary advised GEN Hill that he bad set in
motion -a study to be completed within 15 da;yB,
committing himaelf to "provide further guidance."
Thil JanU8lY 15. 2003 memorandum, originally .
cluaified 88 8ecret, not releasable to foreign
nationals, was dedauified and released to the pub

lic on June 22. 2004.

•
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the workinr group address the legal issues rele
vant to the interrogation of detainees and the
policy coDiiderationl related to the use of inter.
rogation techniques, including the recommended .- ..
techniques' "contribution to mtel1igence coUec-

o ._

tiOD," their "effect on the treatment Of' captured
o •

U.S. personnel," and their 0 impa.; on potential
• •

detainee prosecutions. The tasking also called
•

for an analysis. ot;. the "histbrical role of Us.. -. .
armed forces mcondtictini investigationa.· This
memorancliiin,~riBm~y classified as secret, not

•

releaaal>le to"ro~ nationals, W8I declaaai1ied
and rele~ to the public on JUDe 22, 2fXM.

• •• •

(U) The Development of Current Interro,ntion

~ . •

•• •- ,

•

. '.:. • :. '7 (ti) In response to the Secretary's taaking,
•

(U) On January 15, 2003, the same ,!l8y. Mr..~ on January 17, 2003 requested that
that he officially rescinded the Category. n and-:. the General Counsel of the Department ofthe Air
one Category In techniques, the~~ of
Defense by memorandum directed thl!l. Gineral. -
Counsel of the Department of 'QefeDse, Mr.
HaYDu1 to establish a wor~r IfOUp to :assess
the legal, policy and oper~tioii",iSauearelating to
the interrogation ordet&eea in.the Global War-
on Terror held by.-U~~ State~ forces outside
the United Sta~·terri~iy..-TheSecretary speci
fied that th,,;~~~ ~up should corWst of
experts from..tii~. Officii' of General Counsel, the. .~ .-
Office 0.1 the' pndersecretary of Defense for

• •
Policy, the ·military services and the Joint Staff.. "

The working group was tasked to make "recom-
mendations for employment of inter
roption techniques by DoD interrogators"
within 15 days. The Secretary &lao directed that

•

•

Force, Mary~ chair an interdepartmental
working group to prepare ~ assessment and~

•
ommendatiODl regarding the legal. poq IUld
cperational illues relating to the in . of
detaineeshe1d by the U.s. Anned Forces in the

Global War on Terror. OD the same date, Ma.
o

Walker issued a memo the participation
of the Under Secretary of Defense for PoIi~ the
General CoUDBels of the Army and Na~ the
Director of the Joint StaB: the Director of the
Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), the Counsel for
the Commandant of the Marine Corps, the Judp
Advocates General of the, Anny. Na"Yi Air Force,
and the Staft'Judp Advocate to th. Commandant
oCtheMarine Corps in the ..Detainee Intenogation
Workini Group" (hereinafter "Working Group").

lZ3

"

• GTMO

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
rOPVNTTMRFR ()NR.



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 307

•

•

•

•
•

• GTMO

•
•

. -•

•....
• •

• •

•

•

. OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NUMBER ONE

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

M Initial DiacuMiona or the Worldn, Group

124

•

L..- ._.....



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 308

• •

• •• • •
• •• •

•

• •

125

•
-~------~

•

Ptgll32

•

• G71IO

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NlJMRRR ONE

• (U)

•

•

•

... _---



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 309

•

•
PlQIl33

•

•

•

•

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NUMBER ONE

~)s ... 'b") J . --.- __.
•

•

-• • •

•

•
•

..

126
• GTIIO

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

'----------------- - -- --. . - --------------



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 310

•. ,
•

•

.
,

I,

'.

"\

•

127

• •

•

._ ..._---

•
• •• •

•

•

•'.. .. ..
••• •

•
" -.. .. ..

•

•

.,J,i

•

•

•

••

•-•: ......
•

•

..- .
••

•

•

--. ,
• • •
• •.. .

•

• CJTIIO

,

.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy BERONE

•

•

•

•

-_. ----_..._. --- ---



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 311

P.,35
•

•

• OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy BERONE

•

WorkingG

•
•

----:-.-~•
•

•

I

128
GTIIO

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
L.-- --,-- ~._....

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 312

•

. .

•

•

•

•

•

• •

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy

•

·_" e

•

•

• GTIIO
•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NUMBER ONE

129



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 313

•

... -.'- .. _...

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
•

COpy ERONE

•
•

• •

•

•

"

130
~. onto

.. OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE'

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 314

•
P.138

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy

• b) ,
•

•

•

•

..

131

•
~

•
•

. ..
• • •

••..

•

. ..
••..

.. -
•

• •

GTMO

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
c;OPVNTTMRFR ONP

•

•

•

•

•

(U) )IDitBrv DP.partment Judpe Advocatei ~riDleI'81

Oblections to the Workinlr Group'1I Draft :a,epart. ' .
•
~ ".- .

•

,
,
,
I
I,
I
I

•

l _



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 315

•

P.l39

•

-------~

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NUMBER ONE

- ----'..•

•
I
•

I
I,,
•••

•

I,
,,
,

•

••

. ~. .
•

•• •
" .

,

•

,

132
GTifO

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 316

. .

•

•

•

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
•

. COPYNU

•

..

•

•

•

•

• •

• •••
•
••

133

.,
•

•

·QTJIO

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
ropy NT TMRPR ONP.



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 317

•

•

• •

'.,41

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy ERONE

•

•

•

•

,
,
,,,

"

•

134
QTAfO

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 318

•

•
• •

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy

•bJ III

•

J •

.' .. .... ~

•. ....-
(U) ofDeCense APProval of a Limited

• •• •

Number ofwWkinr Group Techniques
•

• • •
•

•• •-• •
•

•

•

135

- GTMO

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
•

COPY NUMBER ONE
•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 319

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy ERONE

•

• •...;.....-----
•

•

I
!•••,
•
••
•

.,

• •• • • •

(U) Mi. Wilkei- on April .. 2003
• • •• •

to Mr. Haynes. the final version of the Working
• •

Group Repo~ on Detainee Interrogatiooa in the
GlObs! War on'. t of Legal,

itlltorical, Policy and Operational CoDSiderationa.

The final report at April " 2003 wu
not provided to the Workin&' Group participantl,
principals or action officers. In fad; the ms.jority of
the Working Group participante first saw a copy of
the final April 4, 2003 report in June 2004 when it
waa dec1aaaified and releued to the public.
According to Ma. Wallw; her office wu •
by Daniel De1l'01'to, Principal Deputy General
Counsel of the t of Def'elll&, not top~

vide copies ofthe final report to theWorking-Group

•

•

•

I
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Secretuy of Defense for~ abo concurred.
(U) The Secretary of DefenH ~ April 16,

2003 approved the memOl'Blldum to, tha SOUTH
COM Command£ Entitled .~te,r.;

Techniques in the War on ' ~ the memo-

.randum noted in ita n,m' ~~~. that the
•• •

Seeretary had ·conai~· ~e7' report of the
•

WarkiJJg Group~ I~ be on
April 5. 2003. the of Januar,y lS, 2003.·\111e meinorandum coatainecl

••

the Joint Chiefs orStafl; Gen Myers, forwarded to 24 approved iD~OD tecbniqoee that were
•

the Secretary of nef'eue an action memorandum. "limited to interioPtiOlll or unlawful combatants
which enclosed a separate, proposed memorandum held atG~~Bay, Cuba.. (We note for clar-

o

on interroption techniques to the SOUTHCOM ifieidion])Ul'POlis that the BepoIt indi-
Commander Cor the Secretarf. signature. This eatecl that this memonmdum appnmd 26 apecitic
prop08ed memorandum to the SOUTHCO~.;:~~ tor UH at GTMO; in Cect. the memo
Commander contained 24 interrogation ~.:. ~dum contains only 24 techniques).
mques. In his action memorandum,.. General .Interroptiona at GNO c:ontJnue to be aowrned
Myers noted that he was sending the m~oran· by this memorandum to thia c1aJ. The memoran
dum to the Secretuy u • follow-up.to"~~- dum. originally claasified u .ecret..not re1euable

sion on 31 March reprding~ w:~Group to foreign .nationals, wu dec1usified and
Report on Detainee In., m·the Global released to the public on June 22. 20M. The 24
War on T~sm.· On~~~~200~. Mr..Haynes approved techniques are listed in the figure on
conCUZ'l'ed With Gen~~ reco~endation. and th Ii 11' sa d~bedverbatim in the
OD April 15. 2~ 'DoUglas Feith, the Under e ° .owmgpages.

'. . .... memorandum.

participants. &cording to Mr. Dell'Orto, he cJirect..
ed that the final n!pQlt not be distributed because
he was that ·some might UI8 it in set
tines other than G and thereby cause
confusion.· particularly since it contained disCU&
aion oftecbniquu that had been purposely nU8Ct
eel by the 5ecretaly ofDe{enee on March 28. 2003.
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April 16, 2003 Approved GTMO Interrogation Techniques (U)
••

•
• •

1. (U) Direct: Asking straightforward questions. . .' '-
• • • •

2. em IncentivelRemoval ofIncentive: Providing a reward or removing a pimlep, abOve and

beyond those that are required by the Geneva Convention,~~eea.· [Caution:
Other nationa believe that detainees are entitled to POW pzotectiOaa may conaider that

'. .
proviaion and retention of religious items (e.g., the Koran) ate protected under interna-

• •

tionallaw <see. Genevam, Article 84). Although the proviIi~1Otthe Geneva Convention
are not applicable to the interrogation ofunlawful combatan~:'consideratioD abouId be
giwn to these views prior to application afthe teehniqile.]··· :. .

3. (m Emotional Low: Playingon the love a d~tainee baa for'lin individual or group.
., .

4. (ll) Emotional Hate: Playing on the hatred • detainee has for an individual Or P'OUP.
•

5. (U) Fear Up Harsh: Significantly increasjng~ 'tear:ievel in a detainee.
6. (U) Fear Up Mild: Moderately inci'ealiDr th~'f~ ievel in a detainee... .". .
7. (U) Reduced Fear: Reducing the rear leVel in a detainee.

• • •

8. (0) Pride and Ego Up. Boomng.the ego ofa detainee.
9. (U) Pride and Ego Down. : . .. ....• . Qf insulting the ego ofa detainee, not beyorid the lim·

ita that would apply to a·~mv. -[Ca~tion: Article 1'1 orGenevam provides. "Prisoners of.
war who refuse ~~er~not be threatened, insulted, or uposed to any unp1euant
or disadvantapoUii~t of any kind.· Other nationa that beliew that detainees are- .
entitled to.PO.W protii:tiOns may consider this technique inconsist~t with the pl"OViaianl
of GenevB:\AlthQugh the provisions of the Geneva Convention are not applicable to the
in~~:Of~ combatants, consideration should be given to theae views prior.. .
to applicition oftbe technique.l. .

" -
10.' .(0) 'Fu.tility: Invoking the feeling offutility of a detainee. .."

11. (0) We"Know All: Convincing the detainee that the interrogator knows the answers to
, ".-

.~ questione he 88b of the detainee.."
12. (U) EatabIish Your Identity: Convincing the detainee that the interrogator baa mistaken

the detainee tor IOmeone else.
13. (U) Repetition Approach: Continuously repeating the same question to the detainee with

in interrogation periods of nonnal duration.
U. (U) File and Dossier: Convincing detainee that that the interroptor has a damning and

•
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file, which must be fixed.
15. (U) Mutt and Jeff: A team consiIting of a friendly and a harsh interrogator. The harsh

interrogator might employ the Pride and Ego Down . [Caution: Qther nations- ..
that believe that POW protections apply to detainees may view tbiI ~qiie.~ inc0n-
sistent with Geneva In, Article 13 which provides that POW. must be'" apinst. . . ~

acts ofintimidation. Althouah the provisions ofthe Geneva'a:re not~l•.tQ the inter-

iogauon of unlawful combatants, consideration should be given'fa_~.:vim prior to- .
application orthe technique.] ~ , -.... :

16. (U) Rapid Fire: Questioning in rapid successioD with~ ~owiiig.d~ee to anawer.
•• •

17. (0) Silence: Staring at the detainee to eru:ourap di.scomfo!'t: . .... ...--
18. (0) Change of Scenery Up: Removing the detainee from. the:st8nclard interrogation let-

• •

Unit (pnerally to a location mOre pleasant, b~ riO wone).. :.
19. (U) Change ofScenery Down: Removing the~~ from the standard interrogation set-..

ting and placinghim in asetting that may.~l"~clcimtortab]ei would not constitute asub-
stantial change in en'Viroomental qualj~ ..... ~:. .:: ... _. .

20. (U) DietaryManipulation: . -the'diet ofa detainee; no in~ded deprivation offood
orwater; no adverse medical or C;Wtural etf~ and withouti~tto deprive subject ofCpod

•

orwatel; e.,., hot rations to_..
21. (0) Environmental ManipuJ.atiOn::Alterinl the environment to create moderate dillCOlll-

.. ,

fort (e.g., adjuItingtem~br introducing an un'pleasant ameD). ConditioDi would
• •

not be I5Uch that.they would injure the detainee. Detainee would be accompanied by inter-..' .
rogator at all times. [Cautit»D: Based on court casel in other countries, some nations may- ~.... .
view applicligOtl of thil technique in certain circumstances to be inhUJnllJle. Consideration
ofthel!'.·~~.h~dbe given prior to use of this teeb.uique.]

22. (U) SJ.eep.~ent: .Alijusting the sleeping times of the detainee (e.g., reversing sleep
.cycle.. fi.o~blpt to d83t) This technique is NoT sleep deprivation.

• w .. .._ '

23. (U) F8lse Flag: Convincing the detainee that individuals from a country other than the. . - .
~:":¥Dited States are interrogating him.

24. em I80lation: holatiq the detainee from other detainees while-still complyin, with basic
•

standards of treatment. {Caution: The uae or isolation as an interrogation technique
requires detailed implementation instructions, including specific guidelines reprdin, the
lensth of isolation. medieal 8Ild psychololical revie\v, and approval for' . of the
lengtliofisolation by the appropriate level in the chain ofcommand. 'DWItechnique il not

•

.,

•
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known to have been generally used for interrogation pwposea for lonpr than 30 •
Those nations thai believe detainees are subject to POW protections may~ ale of this
technique as inconsistent with the requirements of Geneva nIt Article 13 which provides
that POW, muat be protected against acts ofintimidation; Article 14 wbkh~es that

0' ~ •

POWs are entitled to respect for their person; Article 34 which pro~. c:oet:CiOn and.. ....
Article 126 which ensures access and basic standarda of treatm~~ .Al~.the provi-
Iicma of the Geneva Convention are not applic:able to the in .. '. . otunlawful com-
batants, consideration shouldbe given to these views prior to ~1icatioDafthe technique.]

(U) The a memorandum Ip8Cified • ~~ is IlPProPriate ". and
that four ottbese tedmiquee - incentiwlremoval of • wi.:~; is Bppropriate ip8Cifieci l8Dior

••

incentive, pridB and ego down, Mutt and Jeff, and .approval for use with any specific detainee
•

isolation - could only be used if the SOUTHCOM ... '. (after considering the foregoing and reoeiv-
Commander specifically determined that military", .. ·in~.IeSa1advice).
necessity required their use and notified the ..,.. '. .

•• •

. Secretary in advance. The Secretary also stated·au., These safeguards, which the Secretary mandated
of the 24 techniques must be employed· with the apply to all approved teclmiqu8l, were virtuaIJy
fonowing sat'eguards: '.. : identical to the safeguards that the WorkingGroup

: .. ". ... Report had recommended (or 0011 tho. tech-
•

• (u) IJmited to use only at strategic int8rro- niquel that the Working Group had identified ... - ...
gation facilities; .~. -exceptional.N

. ... ..
• (U) There is a good basis to believe that the

detainee po888;'88e criticafinte1llgence; (U) The s memorandum also reit-
••• ••

• (U) The ~tairiee fa medically and opera- erated that "Us armed forces sball continue to
• •

tionaUy 8i8,l~ Ii IlUitable (considering treat detainees humanely and, to the extent appro-
all techr.UCtueS·t;o be used in combination); priate and consistent with military necessity, in a

• (U) . _..:. .' are . tr'ained for manner consistent with the principles of the-
t~.e teehniqUe(s)i . Geneva Convention&.-~ the Secretary ld-.

• CUlA.&Jiec:if"1C interrogation plan (including open the possibility that other inten'optioD tech-
reasonable laf~ limits on duration, Diques could be approved, notinl that i( in the
intervals between applications, termination SOUTHCOM Commander's vie"\Y, he required addi
criteria and the presence or availability of tional interrogation techniques for a particular
qualified medical personnel) baa been detainee, he should provide the 8ec:rebuy, via the
developed; or the Joint Chiefs ofS~ -a written

•

•

.,

,
,,,

•
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request describinC the proposed technique, recom
mended safeguards, and the rationale for appijing
it with an identified detainee.· For ease of refer-

enee. the 24 techniquea are liated in 8UJDJD8l'Y form
in the figure belO\Y, with tboee teclmiques requir

ing advance IlOtiee to the Secretary ill bold.
, .

•,

• , .
•• •.' -. ..,.,

• •::: .. --, .
. AprJll6, 2003 Approved Interroptfon 'r. «(Jj:-:," , ,"

(Techniqua requirir&8 adVC1lC4! notice to &uetcry of~ in"&oldJ •

.. '" •
....,

, . ,
, .

, .
•,-•

•
, ,, ,

.. , ,

•

,
,
,

•.. ,
• •

,
•,

,

. . .. -:.- ...,
••

,.' . ... -.
, ,_.

. '••

,

•

,

•

,

•on

•
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(U) Second, when fonnulating GTMO
interrogation policy. the Office of the Secretary oC
Defense received meaningful input from military

service lawyers. This was most evident in the
establishment of the Working Group in January

2003 and the ensuing debate among the WorldDg

Group representatives that led to the AprU 16,
2003 interrogation pol.ie,t While many ofthe rep

resentatives levied strong objections to the OLe
memorandum. - oqjectiona that turned out to be

entiTely justified, especially in light of the White

House's and DOd'a June 2004 . n or
the August 1, 2002 memorandum which formed

~.

(U) Of the remaining fiVe teclurlques,

(dietary manipulation, environmental manipula-
,

tion, sleep at\justment, false flag, and isolation),
only one <isolation) w~'identmed by the Working
Group as "exceptional.":The April 16, 2003 policy

• • •• M

contained. none 9f the moSt aUressive Category II
, .

teclmiques - sucli'as stress'positions, 2D-hour inter·- '. .. . ....

rogation&, refucriaI of clothing, or use of individual
. ....

phobiq (such 'u fear ofdop) to induce stress •con-- .
tained iit,he December 2, 2002 policy, nor the one
Category m technique (mild, non-injurious physi
cal contact). Finally, as described above, the cur·

rent policy included a number ofsafeguards, which
were not specifically enumerated. in the

2, 2002 polle,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

•
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(U) These 24 techniques were significantly (U) Conclusion

less aggressive than the techniques that the
Secretary approved on December 2, 2002. The fint (U) While the foregoing discussion laya out
19 of the techniquea were identical to the 17 specif- a detailed and often complicated d~ate surround
ic:ally enumerated in FM 34-52, except that the pol. ing the evolution of approved i~t~tion tech
icy added one technique (Mutt and Jeft) that was niquea Cor GTMO, several relatively sbDple themes

in the 1987 version ofFM 34-52 but is not found in emerge. Firat, the p~ for·interrop.tion tech
the current version, and the policy also listed niques beyond thole found~ PM 34-52 came from

GTMO itself; not~ the Omce of the Secretary
Change of Scenmy Up and Change of Scenery ofDet'ense or the Joint' Chiefs ofStaft: The GTMO
Down as separate techniques, rather than using leadenhip. and, ~'. ,;' on the ground felt

the more general Change oCSoene technique listed that they needed counter resistance techniques in
in FM 34-52. In two C88e8 Uncentive/removal of order to obtain intelligence u'om high value

incentive, and pride and ego down), the policy was detainees who bad been trained to resist standard
actually more restrictive that FM 34-52, as in~. "interrogations. Moreover, based on their ezperi
rogators could not use these techniques without moo with the counter TeSistance techniques - espe

advance notice to the Secretary. . '. cia11y Kahtani's interrogation • the GTMO

leadership felt that such techniques were essential
•• •to J1U88lon success.

,
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the basil of the OLe memorandum as ·overbroad"
and "unnecessary" - their specific concerns (or at
the very least, the spirit or their concerns) ulti·
mately canied the day when the Secretary dra-

. matically cut back on the Working Groupls
reoommendations and accepted only 24 interroga
tion techniques for GTMO on Apri116, 2003.

,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPY

ofthe April 16, 2003 poli~ which included oDly 24
of the 35 techniques recommended by the Working
Group, and Included none of the most aggressive
techniques. This was also true to ~l~extent in
the December 2, 2002~ which ~uded only
one ofthe requested Category~. : . ThiI
policy netted valuable tnt8J1iaeilee,~ from
the 20th hijaclan;~ ailq yet the Secretary
took a relatively caUtious""'"ippnjech by mapending

(U) 8imilar~when JTF-170 and SOUTH· . tbispolicyonJanwtty 15, ~,Iarplyinrespcmae
COM initially requested counter resistance tech· to Mr. Morai, concern&,' and establishing the..•• • •

mquea in October 2002, the Joint Staff solicited Working Group. ~~".. .... .. ... .. . .....
input from an the services durinl the lead-up to , ", ':

the nee:em:ber 2, 2002 policy. While all ofthe serv- ,,' ',' (0)~ the ApnI 16, 2003 interrop-
ices in November 2002 expressed serioUI reserva- ~ ti~:P;iic.Y. f~r GTMO (which is still in effect) W8I a
tions about approving these techniques witho~ -=,,~ativepolicy that was closely tied to FM 34
further legal and policy review, the&e vieWs_ 52-'and contained none of the interrogation tech·.. ,

undoubtedly played a role in the~8 ulti- ", niques ~ such u stresI positions, removal or
mate decision on December 2, 2002 to"lej~ the clothing, or the use of dOlI to iDduce Itres8 • that
three mOlt aggresaive Category illte~u~, It previoUi investigations have identified as pouibly
is true that, in light of their objecti~~ the'reSPeo- leading to detaiilee am.. As noted above, the first
tive services were unCO!Dtortable~"'with the 19 techniques in the cummt policy were virtually

a adoption of_a' 'sUlM!et ot the counter identical to the techniques found in FM 34-62. or
resistance techniques. bUt. this decision was driven the .. techniques, dietary manipulation

, by the perceived ..~',a;.,~ time of gaining simply COI18isted offeedinl detainees milibuy field
actionable inU!ll:l~ frOm particularly resistant lations instead of hot meals; sleep adjustment did
detainees (priJ1c:ipaliy.~tani) that could be used not entaU depriving detainees of sleep, but rather
toth~~b~att8cb On the United States. atijuating their sleep cycles from night to day; and

\' \:-' false flag involved the sort ofnonviolent trickery or
(U),..Third, when considering requests for ruse that is inherent inmany ofthe FM 84·52 tech·

additional interrogation techniques beyond those niques. The last two , environmental
in FM 3'-52, the Office of'the Secretary ofDefense .on and isolation. were the molt aares
was a moderating force that Cut back on the num- live of the 24, but were to be implemented only
her and types of techniques under consideration. with appropriate safeguards.
Again. this was mO&t evident in the promulgation
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Interrogation Techniques Actually
Employed (U)

••

(U) Vice Admiral Church in earlyMay 2004

led a review into detainee treatment at GTMO
(and at the Naval Conaolidated Brii in Charleston,
SC), md briefed the Secretar,y of Defense with his
findings on May 11, 2004. The review team com
pleted more than 100· interviews, including 43
sworn statements from military inte1lipoce and
military police leadership, intenogaton, inter·
preters, and military police guards. FbI' purpcIIII"

of the CWTent investigation, we have attempted to
leverage the work done in the previous review
where possible, although the previous review
looked more broadly at .compliance with DoD
orders in general and theref'ore did not focus OD

interrogation techniques with "the detail found in
the CUlTent investigation.

(U) Finally, in our view, the unifYing theme
among all participants in the debate surrounding
interrogation policy for GTMO • from the

•

Secretary oC Defense, to the Joint Staft to the var- (m The above discussion iseta the stage for. '

ious military service lawyen, to the Working an analysis of interroption teclmiquea actually

Group, to the leaders at SOUTHOOM and GTMO employed at GTMO. ThiI,~on~ with a
•was the sincere desire to do what was right for the short description ofoui invutiption, followed bya.. .
United States under exceedingly difficult circum- discussion « some 'of the'specific policies and prQ-. ,

stances. Much or the debate on interrogation poli-' cedures that have '~oP..ed at GTMO into what
cy took place when the memory of 9/11 was much we deam'bE! ail the' G'tMo' "model." Next, we 811&.

fresh~ tlwl it is today, and many of the partido lyze th~.. in~rropiiOD techniques actually. '

pants felt that the United States would be attacked employed at GTMO (and compare them to thole
again, and that the detainees at.GTMO had infor- that were appi-oved for use), and conclude with a
mation that could prevent such attacks. While it is discuM10n of detainee abuse.

.' .
impossible to quantify how many American lives :' . . .

• • • • •

have been saved by the intelligence gatherea at rtn Investigation P
GTMO, it is undoubtedly true that lives have been'
saved. As the Independent Panel wrote,. -[t]he...
interrogation of a1 Qaeda members" held at
Guantanamo has yielded valuabl~ information

used to disrupt and preempt~ planningand
activities,II and in fact' "[in}W:b'-. of the 9/11

•

Commission's report 0Ii. the planning and execu·_.
tion olthe attacb Uri~eWQrlci Trade Center and
Pentagon cmpe. 'f'n1M interrogation of detainees.-

,

The interrolati~n Pcm..CY development process, we
think. refI~ ·Qte hOnest efforts of our country's
miliwi and Civilian leaden to come up with the. ,

right solUtion':. one that would both protect our

nation and our values.

•

144
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(U) As diacussed in the background semon,
the structure at GTMO has evolved sig
nificantly fiom the original 0 which had
separate chains oC command for intellipnce and
detention operationa, to tbe. current structure,
which places both intelligenee and detention oper--

•

• GTMO

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
•

rOpy NT TMRF.R ONP.

(U) For our current investigation, we col- over 60 additional interviews II plUt oCtile C\1m!!l1t

lected information from a variety ofsources. First, investigation, 47 ot which were turned into IWOl'Il

a five-person team traveled to GTMO fromJune 21 statements.
•

to 25. Upon arrival, the team received a briefing " .. '

from the current JIG Commandm; Mr. Esteban (U) The GTMO 'Xode!- ,. -:,
, ..

. Theteamconduc:tedanumberofintel'- ',. ..
views with military intelligence and tnilitary police (0) InteUigenc9:~DI at GTMO an

. , ,

leadership, interrogators, military poliee pards, conducted in a JUably , ,we' . .
~. . -

intelligence analysts, interpreters, linguists, mill- environment that is conduCive to intelligence c0l-
" eO' • •

tary working dog handlers, statr judge advocates, lection. Thisw'partWly due tothe fact that GTMO
, , '

and medical personnel. The. interviews were is ina~ot.eaitdsecUre location, tar from m:ybat-
then turned into sworn statements. The team also tlefield. UD1i6-tb8ir'oounterparta at Abu Ghraib,..
reviewed and collected a large volume of various for eXample, i'n~ptors and military police at.. ,

documentation duringthe on-site visit. Second, we G~O have nothad to contend with the DUIIUlI'OUS

requested and received GTMO-related material$', ,diffiCulties'associated with operatjngwithiD a com·. . .~ ~. .
from throughout DoD, many ofwhichwere usecho bat zone: the confusion, c:haoa, mortal daDpr,- - ....
construct the detailed chronology of ~rOved":-JogiSticaldit!1cu1ti~highly variable detainee pop-
interrogation techniques described above. UIation, or any number orother- cbaIlenges inher- '

•

SOUTHCOM, in . , prayed especialiy help- ant to combat operations. But much of the credit
ful in gathering various docum.entatll)D.~ in for the structure and discipline at GTMO is due to

order to pin a more comp~ ~toriCa1 piCture of specific policies and prQCedures that have devel
interrogation opera~ af-G:TMo., the current oped at GTMO over time, or what we refer to in
investigation team condUcted a:number or "reach- shorthand as the GTMO -model.- Outlined below- - ,

back- interviews o1'~ ,rho had served at are the most significant aspects of this model.
" "......

GTMO previouslY.but,li8d Ilince moved on to other
,.. ",. ,. ... ,.. ..,

assignmen~:'. Th~'reachback interviews included (U) Command Orpanization
',- .- -

interroptoll,'~tarYIn' leadership and
staft'judgead~ who were stationed at GTMO- .
88 early 'u.JanUary 2002. Included in this reach-._-
back effort were interviewa and accompanying
statements from the former JTF·170 Commandel;
MG Dunlavey. and the fonner JTF·GTMO
Commander, MG Miller. Overall, we conducted
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thus recop1izes the primacy of the human intelli

gence collection mission at GTMG

((J) When . MPIMI relatioJUI at
• ••

GTMO. it is helpful to difr~tia~bBt~events
•

that: occur during iIi (or inside the
interrogation room) ~dthoee:~'oCcurin prepa-

•
ration for interrogations (en: in'the cellblock, out-

••••

side the interrogati~ roOD:1l;' Generally speakin&

interrogatorsire in Ci:iarP ofa detainee when he
•• • •

is in the 'in' ". . . .. roOlDt whDe MPa are in
••

charge ofa detainee when he .is in the cellblock, or
•

being mOved anywhere within the detention facili-
ti ThiS is a Matter ofboth doctrine and practica1- .
it~ . Interrogatol'll are responsible Cor devising

interroptian plans and have the specific training

and experience to conduct interroptioas. MPB. in
tum, are responsible for the IeCUrit;y; discipline and

welfare ofdetaine. in the cellblock.

(U) MPs at G'tMO are DDt permitted to
participate in the interropti011l themselves.

According to our investigation, tbiI bas always
been generally understood by both military poliee
and interrogators. However. in response to iIoIat
ed instances in March and ApIil 2003 in. which
interrogators directed MPs to carry out lorced.

physical exerciae on ODe particular detainee during
interrosation seasioll8, MG Miller made it lID offi
cial policy that MFa may not participate in interro
gations. In a letter to the JIG Director on May 2,

2003, MG Miller wrote that "Military Police per
sonnel may not participate in interrogationa,-

•• • •

•-- .
•

• · "... .
• •

•

.-
• •

•• •. ... ..
• ••• •-

(0) Relationship Between Military Police and
. ..'- .T_.. '..

• • • •

(t1) U~der the GTMO model, military
police (MP) 'wotk.closely with military intelligence. -
(0) in helping to'Set the conditions for successful

•••

interrogations... The overarching command struc-
ture is what makes this possible: having military
police anawer to the same commander as military

intelligence enaurea that the detention function
supports the intelligence collection function, and

ations W'1der the command of a single entity. desig
nated Joint Tuk Force GTMO (JTF·GTMO>.
Placing one commander in charge ofboth military

intelligence and military police operations has
enabled greater coordination and in
the accomplishment ofthe assigned mission.

(m Significantl,; the Independent Panel in
its report endorsed this organizationalstroctureby

'noting that the need for this type of organization
was a leaaon learned from Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM and earlier phases ofOperationIRAQI
FREEDOM, but was not adequately followed in
the phase of the Iraq campaign followina major
combat operations. The Independent Panel wrqte

•

of "the value of establiahing a clear chain of cOin-
mand . ting MP and MI to a Joint Task
Force or Brigade Commander. This eOrnm.8nder

•

would be in charge ofan upecta ofboth detention

and interrogations just u ~cal i:Qmb~ t~
are luboIdinated to a single cODlInaruii=r.n .

••••
~ . . .

i
I,
!

•

146
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except to aafeguard the -security and aafety of all (U) Second, several of the Interrogation
involved." techniques currently approved for either pneral

use at GTMO or upon specific noi#.ication to the
Secretary of Defense

•

(U) MPs are very involved. howevm; in. ..
,events outside the interrogation room that' are

•

dODO in preparation for interrogatiODS.,_~ is
accomplished principally in two ways. Firat; 18 the. -'

Independent Panel c1eIcribed it, MPa serve."u' the
'" .

eyes and ears of the ceIlhlocb for uiilitui iDtelli-
• •

gence personnel. This _co~~n helped let

conditions for successfui int.erii)ption by provid.- .
ing the in -icoN infomiation about the. . _..
detainee • his. ~004. -~_oolmnunications with
other detain~ lUi lecepUVity to . incen·

••

tives, etc.'!. •

•

147
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(0) Much or this criticism is unfair, and
noW! both from a mi8uDderstaDding~tbeGTMO
model and ofb88ic MP and MI doctrine. 'A. an ini
tial matte!; MG Miller's reference to the guard
force acting as an -enabler" for interropticm and

. ,.. .. ....... ..,
(U) This aspect of the:~o model in

which MFa help to Hi the ~dit:i0D8 for IUbH-.. ... .. .
que:nt in . " by cOllecting fDformation on

, ..
detaineee and aasiIt.i~g w,ith interroptlon tech-
niqU8lJ outei~e the in ". '. 1'00II1 baabeen the

, ' .
subject ofmUehcim~in wake of'the abules. . ". -

at Abu Ghraib. 'In'his 2003 report on.. '

inteDigence operations in Iraq, MG Miller, then-
Commander of JTF-GTMO, stated that detention. . ...

, ' .
aperatiOn8 "Inuit act 81 an enabler for interrop-
tiOn.- by helping to -let c:onditiClOl for SWXlIllS8ful
intelToptiona.· • he uped, it; iI
"esaential that the guard force be actively en£888d
in setting the conditiOI'll for succ:euful ezp1oitation
or the internees,- and that "(j]oint itrategic inter
rogation operations are hampered by a lack or

,

active control ofthe internees within the detention
environment.- TIteae ataternenta have been heavi
ly criticized in the media as a causal factor in the
detainee abuae8 committed by MPa at Abu Ghraib,
which lOlDe of these MPs claim were directed by
MI pet'BOnnel.

,

,

•

,
I

. ,
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"setting the conditioaJ" for interroga- Likewise, ifan interroptor or MI leeder ever pw
tioDi clearly was not intended to turn MP.loos8 to such an order, that penon should have known that '
violently and aemal1y abuse detainees, aa no such an order was y by both..
approved interrogation techniques, at GTMO are law and doctrine, and could not Iuive .... .-
even remoteJ,y related to the events depicted in the believed that it waa part or"aettinrllie conditionS'
infamous pbotoJl'8pha of Abu Ghraib abuses. As for t interrogatio~. :_.'. ':....... ... .
the Independent Panel observed, the pictured " ". ':~ ~', .'
abusee represented "deviant"and 'aberrant"bebav- . (U) Some r! b:'Criticlml of KG MiJler8
iar on the night shiftat CeO Blodt1 at Abu Gbraib, reco has ita rOots' in the limited die-.'. .
and it is merely Ian el:CU8e for abusive behavior CWIIion or KP.:.an4,MI doctrine in the lWder and. '

toward detainees" to try to link thia 9118 ofbebav- Tquba Reports. ,'!'he Ryder Report devoted~ a'. .
ior to MG Miller's .on that MFa single . h 'to the nJationahip"paragrap
should set favorable conditions for interroptiolll. bet-ween..MP and MI units, but in that

f1~'re.lect;Qdthe Miller Report's views on MPIMl
(U) Just as importantly, both MP and M! ' .~atioo by ob8erring that "[r)ecent intelli

doctrine clearly state the requirement that, ,at'~. genee:-collection . in support of Operation. -... ..
minimWD, all detainees must be treated humaDe1y., . ENDURING M has poIIited a template

Thus, there is no room far the argument that the whereby mDitary police actively let fawrable con--.
pictured abuHa were the inevitable conseqUence of ditiona for 8tibsequent interviews. Such adicm
MPs "setting the conditions· for in... '_:- If pneraUy nm counter to the smooth operatfcn ofa
an MP ever didreceive an order tQ abtiae a diKainee detention f'acility, attempt.iDg to maiDtBin its popu-

, .
in the manner depicted in any.!Jf the.Photographs, lation in a compliant and docile state.- The report
it should have been o~OWI to~tb,at, PdP that tbia did concede that MFa were ·adept at passive collec
was an illegal ordel: I!liat~n¢be followed. Not tion ofintelligence within a fau:ilitJ- butmade clear

. . t~. J4Fs.~ hive been charged in that MP, '00 with intel1igence collection
theAbu GhrJ.ib &bUM.ha~begun to acknowledge should go no further than that. The npmt there
this fact.. For'_p~On October 20, 2004, when fon recommended that procedures be utabliahed. -- ..
pleading suiJtY ~:conspirac:y and malb'eatmmt of "that define the role of militmy police IOldim
detaine~ d~ctioo ofdu~ uaault and commit· securing the compound, clearly the..
tin&' an indecent act, StaffSelpant Ivan P'rederiek act.ionl of the guard& from thole of the militaJy ,
Btated that "I wu wrong about what I did, and I inte1lipDce pencmnel: The Taguba Report apecif
shouldn't have dons it. I lmew it wu wrong at the ically concurredwith the Ryder Report. and arsued
time becauae I 1u:lew it waa a form of abuse.Ii that "Militaly Police ahould not be involved with

•

•

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
rOpy NT TMRPR ()NJ4'

,

I I I II • 149



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 333

Pogo 157

•
,

. .
••

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NUMBER ONE

,

•

"

•

•

(U) None ofthia close coordination between

MP and MI units would be possible, however,
under the conception ofMPIMI relations set forth
in the ~er and Taguba Reports, which rejected
any active MP role in setting the conditions for

settin.g "favorable conditions" for subsequent
interviews" notins that such actions "clearly run
counter to the smooth operation of a detention
facility" (emphasis in original).

(U) Both the l\yder and Taguba Reports,
therefore, nUected a key ingredient of the GTMO
model: MP participation in interrogation tech
niques outside the inte1Togation room that help to

set the conditions for subsequent interrogations.
Neither report, however, otrered m.uch analyais of

this issue • the I9der Report's analysis was con
tained in one paragraph, and the Taguba report

(0) At bottom, both the Ryder and Taguba
Reports rejected the idea ofMPs "setting favorable

conditions for subsequent interviews" because the
reports were primarily concerned with detention 
rather than inte11igeDc:e - operat.icma. This conc:em

•

was reflected in the ltatemen~ that. having NPs..
involved in intelligence operations in this man·

.~ - -
ner would ·run counter to the ·~ootli' operation
ofa detention facility.'atte~~ to maintain its

• ••

population in a Compliant.and docile state.·
Without rejectm,~ statelDent out of hand, we
believe that it underestimates the importance of

•

intelligen~ COliectiOD operationa, which in our
•••

view; may be ,aided by close - but carefully con-
trolled - coordination between MP and MI units.

•

essentially echoed the ¥er Report's conclusioDs -. As the Independent Panel noted, "the Deed for... -
and thus it is difficult to know preciaely why MGs ..h~ iJitelligence hu drBllUl:ticaIly increased in
Ryder and Taguba rejected this part of the G'ti!fQ. the. n~ threat environment" that our country
model. To the extent that they~ it because":: facel in the Global' War on Tenor, and the

•

they believed it was prolubited by doc:triiie, We dis- "[i)nformation derived from interrogations i. an
• • •

agree with this position because.~ explainid .ear- important component of this human intelIi·

lier, MP and MI doctrine are sileJi* on whether gence." Moreowlj part ofthe leuolia learned from
(and how) MPs should ~"~th ~terr.tion OEF and earlier phases of OIF are "the Deed for
techniquea employed ~taid•.jlie interrogation doctrine tailored to enable police and. intelToptors
room. And to the ·extent th8f they rejected it to work together effectively," and "the need for MP
because they beii~ved that it encouraged and MI units to belong to the same tactical com
detainee abuse·· ~1:' MP~, we again disagree, niand" This nec:esaarily involves more than MPI
because both.MP and MI doctrine are uneqUivo- simply collecting intelligence on detainees - it

• •

cal on' the~. iSsue of humane treatment of includes. for example, MPI "SUpportin, incentives
.. -...

detainees and:,none of the pictured Abu Ghraib recommended by military in
'. . -

abuses ale in iny way related to approved inter-
rogation techniquea that have been employed at
GTMO outside the interrogation room.

•

,

•

I
•

!••••
•
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•

how MP Soldien usiat with informinl interrop
t01'l about detainees or assist with enabling inter
l'OIationI can be left to interpreta~.· DoctriDe
should not leave IUCh important ~tten to inter
pretation. .AccordinA it requires~iion, BDd we
suggetIt the following points for. cOoaid.~tion: .- ..- .

• aTIIO'

subaequent iJlterviewa and advocated "clearly aep

aratiDg the actions oCthe JWIl'ds from those or the
military intellipnce personnel.". We therefore

part company with the Ryder and
Taguba Reportl on this issue. The approach advo
cated in these reportll'UDl the risk, to quote COL
Hen'iD1ton from his GTMO report, of the deten-
tion mission "tail waging the intemsence dos,"
and does not account for the impor·
tance of humm intellipDCe in the Global War on
Terror. It is entirely indeed essential,

(or MFa to help set the conditicms for successfUl
interrogations - both by c:ollectinr intellipnce on
detainees, and by~ out 8PProved interroga- ' ....
tion teclmiques outside the interroption room.: ". .' ..

• •

Before carrying out this mission. at course, MPs ..
•• •

should be properly trained OIl implementing 'the ..
• ••
• And they should receive then: tasking- .

from a central authority - not via casual cc;iilVersa.-• ••

tiona with MI personnel. F'urthm; ~e agige ;7rith
the Independent Panel that· MP and Mi unit.

• •

should belong to the ~."~cal command,
which makes close '. .6n. bc!tween these

••-'. .
units possible. . . ': ..... : ....... - .

• h ....... ..... "
•• •• • •..... -..... . .,

<tn ~t=t.Jp and MI doctrine, however,
needs to~e:~ to'reflect these realities. h
noted abOve, 'Current doctrine leaves many of the.. ...
spec:ifice "aQout .the propel' relationship between•. -. .
MP and MI "Units unanawered. As the Jones
Report correc:t1y observed, doctrine states that
MP. "can enable, ~ coordination with MI person
nel, a more 8ucc:easful interroration."
UM b.owevel; '1elxac:t procecfures for

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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(U) Ti~ Team Approach toIn~on8

..QJY"Xnother key element of the GTMO
model iI the use of "Tiger Teams- who are Cor
and out interro tiona.

•-

(U) Adequate ResourceS and Overaivht
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(U) Effective intelligence c:ollection also
requires adequate manpower. Since the besiD
ning of detention operations, GTMO has enjoyed
a relatively stable ratio DC 1.5 MPa for every
detainee. This high ratio, as the Independent
Panel observed, foaters close coordination
between militaIy police aDd military inteJlisence
because MPt have the time and reaources to col·
lect intelligence on detainees and -iupport incen
tives recommended by the military interroptorL"
In contraat, 88 the Independent Panel pointed

out, stood the situation at Abu Gbraib, where "the
• •

ratio of military police to repeatedly umiily
•

detainees was significantly smaller. at one point 1

to about 75 . . • making it difficult even.to keep
track oC prilonera.· Moreover, while·GTMO·~ not--
strictly a doctrinal detention fadlity. (beca4se it is

• ••

not located near a combat· zone. or otherwise
• •.. ...

attached to an Army unit· iii':J;Jattle), the MP to
•. -

detainee ratio at GTMO_eompa,res favorably with
• •

detention doctrine: : GTMO ia most analoiOU8 to.- .....
an Intemmeu~tlmiient (IJlij facility, which

by doctrine'~ cap~l~ of holding up to ",000
de~1md_18:~~rted by an MP IIR battal
ion. Tlie docbin8i-MP to detainee ratio at a full- .-
capacity lIR fai:ility IUpported by a fully staffed
MP IJR battalion would be appromnately 1 to 8,
which is liraificantly lower than. at GTMO.

•

•

•
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prohibit-

•

•

•

nomenclature to describe the lame (or very simi
lar) techniques; therefore, the list of'techniques
represents our best efTort to harmonize the
nomenclature acr088 all three theaters. The..
techniquea are orpnizecl aa fonowi:"- - . .•• •• •-.

• •

• (U) Techniquel 1-20: specifical-
ly associated with ll'.M 34-52 (the 17 doctri
nal pIUI .dbanp of Scene Up

•

and~ botlfbrobn out , plus
• • 0

Mutt and JeB; whichwu in the 1987 'Vel'-

sian ofFM 34-52);
• • 0 ~U> Tec:hiUques 21-37: The counter resist-
·: ance techniques approved in the Secntuy

0- •• ' • ..of Defense's 2, 2002 memoran-
..
'. dum (deception is lilted 88 a separate tech-

nique because it Ja cloee1y related to the
Ca:tesorY I &om the December 2,
2002 memorandum, and preMDCe d miJi
tuywo~dOl is &180 listed 81 a lepara.te
technique);

• (U) Techniques 38-40: Tecbniquea approved
in the s April 16, 2003 memonm
dum that were in addition to the count8l'
resiltance techniques;

• (U) Techniques 41-50: '11 taken
from a varietyofIOUl"CelSo includingpropoeed
or approved techniques in or
Iraq, teclmiquea conaidered by the Detainee
InterrogatiOD Woikmg GroUP. u well u
techniques WJed during u.s. milituy SERE
training; and

• (m TechniqUes 51-58:

•
•

•
•

•••

(lJ) Comparison of Interroption
Approved and Employed

•• • • •••

~A ~ewo worda oC explanation regarding
the~ Firat. the interrogation techniquu are. "

listed on' the..vertical axia. In order to facilitate
comparison among GTMO, Afghanistan and

Iraq. this list comprisu the universe of possible
interrogation techniquea from aD three locations.
At times, the respective commands used different

(U) At bottom, our investigation of inter-
•

rogation techniques W88 focused on two principii)

areas: the development of approved techniques,
• •

and what tecbniquea were actually used by. inter-
..

ropton on the ground. A comJ)lllilOil between
"

theae two iUuminateI whether intenoptlon "pol-
o 0

icy was adequately followed. The chilrt'on the. ... .

next page providea a ~mpi-ehenmye picture of
both approved and ~mploy8dbtterrogation tech·-- .. .
niques at GTMO, which-~abl.;a such a compari.

•
son to be made. .-. 0." ".

• oruo
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•

(0) An initial of the chart
reveal. that intelTOptions at GTMO havegeneral

ly followed the approved policy, with 1IOD1. notable
exceptions. There are four X markinp in the red.

ed by law 01"policyacross all areas and never
approved for use.

The Comments 6ection 0( the chart provides,
where appropriate, explanatory information about
the interrogation policy JOVerning particular
techniques.

. - .. . ..

,
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•

(U) Fourth, the X markinp on the chart
indicate where techniques were actually
employed, wlul. X markinp (-00-)

indicate where techniques that required advance
notice and approval were ,m~yec1 with such

.. . --
notice and approval. 'IJ1~ any X PiarkiDp in
yellow or onmp8Z'881 (~heri adVance notice lAd
approval arereq~are ,; ~ problemat-

(u) Second, the various interrogation poli- ie, because ~ W~d p;.dicate situation. in
cies are presented in chronological order &.CrOlla the which IUCh~~otic8- and approval were Den
horizontal.. This begins with the FM 34-62 sought~-~~~iqueawere
guidance, followed by the Secretary's 2, employed. :AnY-X, markings in red 8le8I would, of

. 2002 memorandum, followed by his raciasion of co~e. be troUbiesome because this would indi-, ,.
that memorandum on January 15, 2003, and final-., cate wli~e.Prohibited techniques were employed.
Iy the current pidance, which has been in eft'e5~"" WJilli: the' placement of X and DO markings on
since April 16, 2003. ';: ,-:-_ tJii.,chart helps to illuminate whether inte.rrop-

.... " ::..---~an policy wu followed, it ia important to under-
(U) Third, the colon on the chart:repr.ent ~d the limitations of these Molt- ..

the approval atatu.I of • ." . - at a lignif1cantly, they do not indicate the frequency.. ...~

particular time. In order ofmost to.leut 'Perims- with which a partic:ular technique'W8I employed

live status, green indicates~ ,a parlicul8r tech- - they merely indicate that our inveetigation,. .
nique waa approved for geneioal'iise~white means showed that the particular technique was
that no official gui~a:. wu~.for the tech· employed at least once in the designated time
nique; yellow iDdicilte._~, pOlicy identifies the period. Frequency of use ia .ddnlesed in more
pricular technique, but that the technique is not detail in the fuller discusaion of the Chart that. ... .
to be usedwi~~ advanCe notice to and approval appears below.
by the , -.", ,oranP means that the technique

is not -Pecm~identified by policy, but the poli- (U) Overall Compliance With Approved. ' .
cy in effect ~~, the time forbida the us. ornan-iden-
tified techniques without advance notice to and
approvalby the , and red reprell811ts tech·
niques that are prohibited by law or policy Wlder
an circumstances.

,

. ,
•
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• ••• ••, ,
,

, ,

GTMO

,

(U) We found that (rom the beJinninl' of- ' ,

interrogation operation. to the present, mterroga-'
,

tion policies at GTMO were effectively "_ .' t-
ed to interroptors and the interrogatorS' had a. . _.
good, working knowledge of ~eee P.olicies,

A •

Moreover, the c1o&e '. ~ interroption
policy was due in large~ to.~ase,_aspecta of the

• •

GTMO model discussed above: ii Q!)Irimand organi-
zation that placed_~eien~ and bite1ligence oper-
ations under ~ ~,'"'' of a 8in8le entity,- -- ,

JTF-GTMO·. effectltie ,- . 'on between inter-,... .- .. - -
rogaton. and 'inilitaJ:Y=-Pow:ei adequate detention. --
and in(errogit4oii· i'e&oUrceS; and well
standard ~ting procedures. Strong command--
oversight and effective leadership also played
important roles in enmrinl that interrogators fol
lowed. approvedpo~

,

areas, but these represent isolated inci·
dents. There ere I8veralXmarkings in orange and
yellow areas, but mostof theM represent eitheruse
of that arguably ran within the broad
guidance ofFM 34-52 and therefore are not partic
ularly problematic, or situationa in which particu
lar techniques were used only once under lPecific

. There are a1Io uwra1 X markinp
in white areas, but this is not particularly surpris
ing. Interrogation policy did not always list every
conceivable technique that an interrogator migh&
use, and interrogators often. employed techniques
that were not specifically identified by policy but
neveribelellll arguably fell within ita parameters.
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(U) Analvsis of Techniques Emploved

(U) 'AJJ aplained &bow. the chart. which
provides a comprehensive picture ofboth approved
and employed interroption . at GTMO,
help' to illuminate whether interroptioD policy at
GNO was adequately followed. The" .
below provides details on the' emp10ymeDt of the
individual techniques, with particular (ocua on any

163
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potential problem areas where an X marking
. appearB in either a yellow, orange or red block in

the chart.

(U) FM 34-152 Techniques: (l) Direct
t~ (20) Mutt md Jeff

(U) Incrntiue

. .. •. -.. . .. .... ..--••
•

;) ()

•

•
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, .. .. .. . ..

(U) C/umle ofS«M. <Wl.QhanI,o/SCfM'
•• • ••

Up cuul~11 ", :

•

..... .- ,

(tJ) PrUk and EI/O Down

(U) As demonstrated by the chart, current
interrogation pollc;yj which went into effect on
April 16, 200S, requires that the Secretary receive
advance notice before incentive (and removal or
incentive) may be used 81 interrogation tech·

niques. Thia condition W8I fulfilled by a June 2,
2003, letter from GEN Hill to the Secretary of
Defense stating, -the [Walker] Working Group wu :

•

mOlt concerned about removing the Koran~. ,

detainees. We no longer do this. Providing inceJi:::.
, '.

tivee (e.g. McDonald's F"J6h Sandwich.)' remaiDa. '

an integral part of' '0111. My~~t is to
, ,

provide you notice when the proposed iD~tive.. ,

would exceed that outlined by, in ", . doc>
•

trine detailed in Army Field Mm1ua1 34-52 (which
• • • •

, , .
implements Geneva COnventiOn. ltandarda), or

, ..

when interrogato... lh~d. to~~ an incentive
from a detainee.~' GEN'Hili abo stated hia intent.. . .. ..

•• •

in a June 2, 2003, memorandum to MG Miller. We
found no evidiJnCe that any exceptional incentive

techniq\1es wen, ncruested or employed.
• •-... ,.. ,

I
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(u) Mutt and Jeff

• • •••_. .
•

• •. -
M.~ryI: ~lling,Deception, Mu1lipZe-_.
Inle~ and InturogatDr IdtnJity

•• •••.. .--... -. ".
~ ... ._. -

•• •.'

M Deeetilbei·2. 2002 Counter Resistance
• •

TecbDiqu.: (2t) Yf'llin, to r:m Mild
•

~
":.. .

••'-

•

•

QTIIO •

167

. OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
ropv N'T Tl\'{RJl~ ()~

....----------

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 351

•

"

• aruo .

•

•

•
•

•

-.-

•

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy ERONE

•
•

(U) CattgOry 11: Stress Positions through
Presence ofMilitar:1 Worhing Dog
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(U) April 16. 2003 TedmiQUea: (38) Sleep

•

Adiustmei1t to (40) Environmental

•

• •

• •
• •

• • •

• ••
•• ••• o.

M 'c~ IiI: Mild, NOrHr+iurWw;
" _.

~hyBicDl. COntact

•

•

,

•

,
,

I
I
I,
!
I
I
I

•
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f)

(0) NotablY. on April 22, 2003, this tech
nique was employed in an W1&uthorized and ina~

propriately aggressive manner, when an

interrogator directed MFs to facilitate bringing
from standiDg ~ a prone position,

and the detainee suffered superficial bnrlsing to
his knees. As a result, the in invol'tld
was issued a letter of reprimand. Furthennore,
this abuse was compounded by the fact that the
Secretary did not receive advance notice priOZ' to
the employment of thia technique on April 22,
2003, even though the April 16, 2003 policy
requires such advance notice whenever tecbniquea

•

GTIIO

.,

•

•
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not listed in the policy (such 88 phy&ical tnUning)
are employed. This incident W88 identified and
summarized in the May 2004 Church Review;

•

• •

•

(U) Prolu'bited Techniques: (511 Food
Deprivation to (58) Threats A$PaiMt
Qthm

•

.,

1110
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. '.. (U) Finally, on April 17, 2003, a female
•

.interrogator made inappropriate contact with a
,

detainee by running her fingers through the
detainee'. hair and makin, sewally suaeative
comments and body movements, -including sit
ting on the detainee's lap. AI mentioned in the
abuse section of our report, we UHd the Manual

,

for Courts-Martial definition of eexual aeaault,
referred therein 81 "Indecent Assault,· to charac

terize any potential sexual ...ault cue.

Consequently. we did not consider this case to be
,

a semal assault because the interrogator did not
perpetrate the act with the iD~t to gratify her
own sexual desires. The female interrogator wu
given a written admonishment tor her actiou.
Thil incident was identified and summarized in
the May 2004 Church Review.

(0) Skcp DeprivaiWn

(U) UH ofThrcatening Scenarios and
Threats Agam.t Othera

•

,
•

, ,
,

(U) Sf%UGl Acta or Mock &%uDl.Acta. ,

,
•

.,

,
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• (U) rust, 88 noted above, a female inter
rogator inappropriately touched • detainee
on April 17, 2~ by running her finpn
through the detainee'.h~ and made 18XU

ally sugpatiY8 and body m0ve

ments, including sittinI 011 the detainee..

(m In our view, the low rate of
abuse at GTMO iIIllU"ply due to stran, command
oversight, eft'ective leaderahip, and adequate train

ing on detainee handling .~d: ,treatment..
Addition~ those aapectl or the 'GTMO "model". ,

already discussed above -'~ ..a' command
organization that placed'~mid intelligence.... ~.

operations under the '., . .' or. ainale entitJ,
JTF-GTMO' effective . , . between inter-, . ... . . .
roptora and mmtai:Y palice; adequate detention- . ,

and inte1Topti~,~; and we11-deve1oped
standard -. . '. procedures - have clearly

•

played a role in lteepinc detainee abuse to a miDi-.. ,
• ••mum. ,

(U) Closed, Substantiated A1nIae C..

em The three caae& ofinterroption·re1ated
abuse an involwd relatively minor aII&U1ta, in
which MI interrogator. c1eerly exceeded tlut
bounds of approved interroption policy:

,

Detablee Abuse (U)

(U) Overview

, ..,-., -'

em We think it bears emphaais that the
•

military leadership at GTMO.haa been: and is mak-
• •

ing vigorous efforts toin~pt8all aIlegatiODI of. .... .
detainee abuse, whether:theallepuoils come from- ...
DoD p"BOnnel, co~r8, 'llie International. ... - ..
Committee or ui.e JleQ _cross (lCRC), or the. . ..-
detaineea themBe1v.... Detainees have numeroua...- - .
channels avaUal,le to report allepticml of abuse:. . .. ..
they csn reportanegations to militcuy police, inter-

tors:. lin"'·;·....• medical and cbarosa ._ .00:--. P-.-,..
lain&. They also have opportunities to bring any
concerna to the attention afthe ICRe. which is a

regular preeence at GTMO that advocates on the
detainees' behalf:

(u) There have been over 24,000 interroga-
tion sessions at GTMO &inee the of

•

interrogation operationa, and in this time, then
have been only three cues orcloeed, substantiated
interrogation-related abuse. In addition, there
have been only four c:asa of BUbstantiated abuse
eoJl1D1itted by:MPs, and one case in
which a camp barber committed a minor infrac
tion. All of the cloeed, substantiated abuse caeee
are relatively minor in nature, and none bean any

resemblance to the abuIes depkted in the Abu, '.· , ,

Ghraib photograph&. Almost witbou.t exceptiOn, .:, :, .(U) Provided below are the detaiII of the

therefore, detainees at GTMO have been· treated closed, 8Ubstan~ted abuae cases, followed by a
humanely. ,.'.. brier . of IIOIne of.. .. ,

detainee abuee.

•
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lap, during an interrogation. The female
interrogator was given a written admonish·
ment for her actiona.

• (U) Second, also discussed above, on April
22, 2003, an interrogator assaulted a
detainee by directing MPs to repeatedly
bring the detainee from standing to a prone
position and back. A review or medical
records indicated superficial bruising to the
detainee's knees. The interrogator was
issued a letter of reprimand.

• (U) Third, a female interrogator at an
unlmown date, in response to being Ipit
upon by a detainee, 8S88ulted the detainee.

••

by wipjng dye from a red magic marker on
the detainee's shirt and telling the detainee. ,

that the red stain was menstrual blood, The .' ..
•-

female interrogator received a~~ repri-
mand for her behavior. .. .,

•,

•

It should be noted that the fiist and' third cases
above. despite their ~eliltiVely minor physical- ..
nature, involved unautliqrized,~ suggestive

• •

behavior by interrOPt.Ofidvhich - as bas been, .
reported in the'pf!lS -' iDes problematic issues
concerning Culturai 'and religious sensitivitiea... .

•.. • • • •
•. ..... ..

.qJ) The frim. cases of abuse committed by

MFa also involved minor as&llults:

• (U) First, an MP as.saulted a detainee on
September 17, 2002. by attempting to spray

him with a hose after the detainee bad

176

thrown an unidentified, toul-smelling liquid
on the MP. The MP received non-judicial
punishment in the form or seven daya
restriction and reduction in rate from E-4 to

, ..
, .

E·3. " -......
•• •

• (U) Second, on Ap~' 10, 2003, after a
detainee badstruck an'MP in the lace (caus-. ... .
ingthe MP to lose a tooth) and bitten anoth·..-
er MP, the l\t}' whQ was bitten Itruck the

•

detainee with a handheld radio. This MP
• •

waS giveri'non~ punishment in the
form of 4~ ciays extra duty and reduced in

•

. raie from E-4 to E-3. .
..; • "(U) Third, on January 4. 2004, an MP pia-

• • •

.. -~ toon leader had received an initialaI1epti.on
•

that one ot his guards had thrown cleaning

fluid on a detainee and later made inappro
priate comments to the detainee. The pla
toon leader, however, did not properly

•

investigate the alleption or report it up the
chain of command. The initial allegation
against the guard ultimately turned out to

be substantiated. This MP WIll given non
judicial punishment in the Connofreduction
in rate from E-2 to E-l and forfeiture orpay
or$l50/mOllth for two months; the platoon

•

.leader was issued a letter of reprimand for
dereliction of duty.

• (U) Fourth, on February 10. 2004, an MP
inappropriately joked with a detainee, and

dared the detainee to throw a alP of water
on him. AftA:r the detainee complied, the

MP reciprocated by throwing a cup ofwater

. GTIIO
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(0) We can confidently etat.e that baaed
upcm our investiptiOD, we round nothing that

would in any way aubstantiate detainee

of torture or violent ph)'lical abuae at GTMQ
<Nevertheless, we found that IIUCh allegations ere

P.I84
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,

011 the detainee. The MP was removed from
duty as a c:onaequence of his inappropriate

interaction with the detainee. (As noted in
our previoua analyIia or detainee abuse, we
did not COJUIider thia Cue to rise to the level
of "abuse" for pUrposes ofour overall exam
ination of detainee abuse in that aection.)

,
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(U) Other AI1eptlOll8 of Ab1llie

subjected to beatinp and -actual vindictive tor.
ture.. A Yemeni and former chauft'er for UI8mIl
Bin Ladin, Salim Ahmed Hamdan, who iI current;.

ly held at GTMo, bas daimed in _lawsuit that he
, ,

has been regularly beaten at GTMO And two,

A held at Gnio; DaVid 'Hicks and, ..
Mamdouh Habib (wbo:.hu-~·betm releesecD,
have also through~i&~made widely-pub-

'. .•.. ..
(U) The final case of detainee abuse lic:ized claims of torture. :-. -- .

oecurred on February 15, 2O<M, when a barber ,." :- ...:, ,,' .
intentionally pve two detaine. unusual baimlts, ro)We ~,~ewed a July 14, 20M letter
including an "inverseMohawk,· in an effort to frua.. from an FBt-=.~ notiCying the Army PnmlIt
trate the detaineea'requests for similar haircut. as Mar8ha1 Generai of several inatances of •. ' ~
a sign oCUDit"t The barber and his company com- sive, ui~r:rOiation techniquu" reportedly wit-
mander were both counseled 88 a result of~ ':_~~b1 FBI pelIOnne1 at QTMO in October
iDcideJlt. ': -': ~.'One or these waa a11'eady the suIVect at a

-,

c:rlminal investiption (in the case oran iDterrop-

tor woo aIlegedJy bent a detainee', thum" beck·
wanD, which rernaiDS open. The .U.s. Southern
Command and the current Naval lnepector
GeMral are now reviBWing all of the FBI docu
ments re1eaaed to the AmerieaD Civil Liberti.
Union CACLU> - which, other than the letternoted
above, were not known to DoD authorities until

the ACLU p\iblilhed then ill 2004 - to
determine whether they bring to light any abuIe
alleptions that have not yet been in

, -. 0.-. ..'.- -'-'
(U) As described above, tb8re haVe been

only a small number ofre1at;ively.i; subtstanti-
, .

ateel instaDcee of abuIe ,at GTMO. Neverthe1ell,. .-.
recent media reporta.ba~ fueled' controVersy over
detainee treatmelJ.tai"G.1MO. ai several detainees
(or their 18~). have" made claims of violent

, ' ,

physical abuae and~ For example, three
,

Britona who wereheld Cor over two yean at GTMO
• ••

and then rele8iecl • Shafiq Raaul. Aaif Iqbal and
,

Rhuhel Ahmed ~ luwe claimed in a U5-pap report

released by their attome,ys that they and other
detainees were Corcibly iJU8Cte!i with drup, brutal·
ly beaten and attacked by dop. Another Britilh
detainee held at GTMO, )loazzam Beg, claimed in
a letter released to hl.1epI team that he had been

•

,

,

•
I

I
I
I

•

,
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thoroughly in , as evidenced by ongoing
inveetigations ofHick'. and Habib's claims by the
Naval Criminal Investigative Service.)

(u) First, interrogation and detention
policies at GTMO have not in any way directed,
em:ourqed or condoned torture or violent phyai
ca1 abuse or detainees, and the amount of com
mand oversight, discussed in lOMe detail above,
makes it highly unlikely that such abuae could go
unchecked.. Second, even minor detainee abuse
at GTMO is punished - .. noted above, strikin, a

,

playing soccer or volleyball during recreational
periods than they were from mteractioDi with
interrogators or guard.. Furthennore, the med·

ical personnel that we interviewid Ifated that no
. -

detainees had ever reported physiCal abUH to'
, ,.

them. even though detameeli! iarely'hesitated to
complain about minor 'physiciu iymptoma (such

88 headaches, rubes, or~ ICnlpea) or other
frustratioDs (sUch;' 88 dialiked food or \lD1'Uly.

~ .. '.

detainees in nearbY cells). Finally, Dumy allega--
tiODl of violent physical abuse 8piDit detainees

concern tbe use.ofGTMO'. Immediate Reaction
,

detainee in respollH to heiDg bitten. or spraying FC?rCe _(IR~), which i8 a di8ciplinary squad
a detainee with a hOle in response to being ..: eni~lij~. oDIy 81 a last resort to compel DOD

sprayed with a foul-smelling liquid, are gro~' .~inpilimt detainees to follow guards' orden

for restriction, extra duty and reduction in ~i-:.. using the minimum necessary Con:e. Detainee
, ,

• and thua it would be incongru0U8 tor Violent non-eompliance, therefore. IOmetUnu entaila a
physical abuse to exist and SO un~Uni8hed. physica1 confrontation with the IRF, but thia is a
Third, 88 di.lcussed in more detail later--.in: this necessary and leeitimate aspect or camp diaci·

•
report, our revivw of mec:lica1.recOids foUnd no pUns. Moreover, we identified no evidence of. . .' ." .

evidence to support allega&ns of tortU~ or via- abuse from a review of IRF videotapes, and our. "

lent physical abuse of deiamees. In Cact findings in this regard areconai8tent with a-' ,
detainees were more'"lii'e1y to .utfer hUury Cram SOUTHCOM review conducted in June 2004.

" ,. _.... .. ... ..

,
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,
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Operation ENDURING FREEDOM - Afghanistan (U)

•

'.

,

and SOF that began in May 2002 with the estab
lishment ofCombined Joint Task FOrce 180 (CJTF

180). The atenBive reliance on light, bigbly mobile
forces including both SOF and ~!! paramilital)'..
fonieI ofother agenCies'COOA> Ibaped

• •

the development of interroPtion ~aCilitiea and. - ,

techniques in the~ by'Uu.rl~ the Dumber
of Jar.. fIXed bases·~ ot"aupportin, deten
tion and in~on 0(. iarp numben of

~.. .
detainees. Eftn tOc!aY.' neeii;y three years after th.

• ••• •

Itart ofthe ccmtIiCt, cm1y two us. military facititiea- ..
in Mgbanistan • those at Bagram and Kandahar •
are eQui~uid'staffed with dedicated interrop
ti~ fadlities and in and have the abili·
ty toholc(more than a haDdNl ofdetainees.. ,, .

•
,

.. (tJ) The reliance on liFt.m~ forces ....
•

driven largely by the rugpd aqraphy aDd politi-
cal composition of • 'The country iI

•
by 8e8, and hlP mountain pa.- that

are prime locations for ambuah limit interior com·
munication by road. Most us. materiel and 1arp
equipment is shipped to Karachi, Pakistan where it

is loaded on trueb and then driven hundredl of
mil. over unimproved roadL Drivers must
endure ambushes, iIlep1 tariffs, and pilferin,
before eventually arriviDI at their . . in
Kandahar or Bagram. This trip may take two
weeb to complete, ifcompleted at Ill. Vutually aU
u.s. personnel haw to be airlifted into the ClOWltry.
The 2003 CIA World Fadbook liata oDly ten air
ports with paved runways in~ country, placiDc a

heavy reliance OD helicopten and smaller fixed.

,

d(U)B

. (U) Thia section examines the evolution of

interrogation teclmiques approved and employed
in Operation ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) in
Ali • It beBiDa with a discusion of the
background to interrogation operations in
Afshanistan.

(U) Shortly after noon Eutem Daylight
Time on Oetober 7, 2001, leas than four weeka
after the ten'orist attacb of 11, coali·
tion forces commew::ed combat action against B1
Qaeda and the Taliban in The con
flict that followed WII unique for its suceesst\ll'

•

integration ofus. special f'orcea (SOP')
•

with local .Afghan militia forcel, and for' ita
•

unprecedented lpeed and aucceas, delpite' ~e'chal-
lenges poeed by e~a~ of

internecine fighting amonrM~~, ancf 811

enemy who attempted to use,~e~PoPulace for
. - -

cover and concealment. .' . "._,- "
. . -.. ...- _..

• •• •,... - ...... .. .
(U) Broadlls~&.~e campaign can be

broken. into~-~Cll'~: an initial phue of. ... . .
intense aerial bombiitdment lasting from October

••• ••

to lateN~~001 in which the preponderance
orUs. ir:ound~consisted ofSOF; a build-.. .
up of u.s."conventional forces that began in late
November 2001 with the inaertion afMarines into
Camp Rhino, near , and a period ofonp
q low-intensity coot1ic:t and coon' q

operations involving a miz of conventional forces

•

,
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Evolution of Command Structures and
Detention Facilities (U)

wing tTansport, capable of carrying lighter loads
and landing on unimproved fields. Over 49 percent
of the country ia at greater than 8,500 feet above
sea level, with passes in the mountainous regions
frequently exceeding 10,000 feet above sea level.
These conditions fwther limit the loads that can be
carried by aircraft, eapecially helicopters. The
movement of1arge heavy troop formations and the
construction of suitable facilities to bowse them is
nearly impossible in these conditions.

•

(U) Overall combatant command in
Operation ENDURING FREEDOM':W always
resided with the Commander, United States
'Central~d (CENTCOM>, headquartered in

, . .

Tampa, Florida.~forw~ headquarters initial-
ly in Saudi Arabia, and later in Qatar. DuriDr the

'" ., "

initial stapI ofQOmb~ in AfghaniStan,
, , .

fell principally upder the purview ofthe combined
,

(U) Political power in Afi has his- fo~ component commanders. The Combined
torically been concentrated in local tl'ibea or clans Foree, Air Component Commander (CP'ACC),." -

rather than a central t. Even during, Li~eiaant 'General T. Michael Moseley, USAF. for
the Soviet occupation, the mujaheddin fighters ~Ce, directed air operations. He reported
who opposed .the Soviets were rtot :8 cfu.ectJy to the CENTCOM eommandm;. General

."

unified force, but a loose coalition of leaders who Tommy Franks, USA. The Combined Force Land
, - ~

frequently fought amongst themselves 'even as Component Commander (OrLeCl, Lieutenant
they were fighting the Soviet Uzrlcm.~ the General P. T. Mikolaahek, USA,. controlled all-. -
initial phasea oC OEF, small formatiOns ofUS. mil- ground forces except SOF, which fell under the

• ••••

ituy and paramilitaryforce'-~ able to integrate purview ofthe Combined Force Special Operations
with triballeadera, estabti8hinlbonds oftrust in a Component Commander (CFSOCC), Resr Admiral. - ..
way that large f~tJODs of conventional troops Albert Calland, USN (also referred to 88 the. - ,
could not have done., Mr.er'the Taliban fen, opera- Combined Joint Force Special Operationa
tiona to root .out. tem)risi~andTIh'ban strongholds Component Commander, or
in Afghani~~1~ minmtaius, caves, and valleyl
favored'~.~ that could exploit air mobility

, ,.
and~ in larger formations when required.- .
rather thaI1 Jaige, heavy forces with their associat-"
eel ganisons and Cacilitiea.

,
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•

forces grew and their scope of action increased.
LTG' deployed MG Frank -Buster"
Hagenbeck, USA, commander. of the 10th
Mountain Division, as CFLOO (Forward) in·

• •
•

.Afghanistan. . . .. ..
• •
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•

•

•

• •

•- .
.~. -

(U) On November 25; 2001, Talk Force 58
. -

(TF 58), composed or U.s. MarUi. from the 15th.... /.

and 26th Marine:1l:~~ Units (Special
OperatiOJUl CIIJ)abl~)" ot··~U (SOC), assaulted
and gained cOnf'.r!>l of~ airfield west of •
which was~~ -Camp Rhino: Uling Rhino as

~ _. .
an op~ting:.base, TF 58 seized control of.. .

.. air.tield on December 13, 2001. In the
east, on November 30, CFLCC had taken charp of
the Basram Air Bale 20 miles north ofKabul. and
in early December deployed Army units to Mazar
E·Sharl£ As the number of CQIlventional ground

•

•
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•

detention and interrogation operations in early
January 2002, and the loeationa of detention
facilities are depicted in the followin. figurel.

•

• •
. (U) Kandahar's fall to coelitio.n forces on

• •• ,

December 18, 2001 nlpZ'8I8Dted ~e col1aple oftbe. . " .
last TaJiban , althausti heavy combat. ,.. ,

continued through the n~ )'ear and into the. ..
spring of 2002,' ". 1y aroand the Tors. Bora
region. CoaJitiOlf· coD1bat IUCCIIBeI yielded DeW

• • •

.whicll" to overcrowd the 1im-

ited facilities aviiJable. As discuaed
,

the Us. Naval Sueat Guantanamo~ Cuba..... .. . .,
(U) The resulting command struc:tunl tor

•

•

• •
• • •

• •
• •

Early Afghanistan Detention COftlmarid StrUcture- Janu8ry 2002 (U)
• • • •

• ••, .
..,.. .,

, . • •

•,
,

•

•

• •

•
•..

•. .. •

..

•
•
••..•. -.

• ••• ••.. . -. . ~ . .-
...- . ..

• '. ..
• •

•

•

• •
•• •..

•

• -,

I
BagI1ll1'l

CoIection
Point

•

UNCLASSIFIED

•
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DoD DetentIon Fecllltle8 In Afghanistan - January 2002 (U)

-
identified 81 a IUitahle~~ for a IOni-term
detention and strategic interr6Ptioii facility. The

first transfersof~. to ~e GTMO facility
commenced onJ~77.2002;'

I

•

•

•
• •

•

had dewl
On

_.
••.-

• •,. -• • ..
• - •

"-•

•

•
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Afghanistan Detention Command Structure - May 2~J02"(ln>···-. '.. -. . -•

•

•
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Combined Forces Commander Afj (ere.
•

A), LTG David Barno, USA. (Head in
Kabul, CFC-A had beenestab~ on Februar,y',
2004.) On May 15, CJTF-l80 wu ~pated

• •

CJTF.76. The etrect of the&!~ was to con-
IOlldate under a lingle~~~. rmd
and control ofboth the· _... ..~ 'miasion (ue-

,

cuted by the Int:eniilti~n~ ~ty.. -.. _.. ~ .
Force) and the. wa'r~fightiJJ.t million. Authority
and relPol18ibmty.r~~the cW.entlon and interroga--- .... . .
tion mission rem8ins with the CJTF-76 command-,

(U) In April and May 2004, the command er, under orcA: .ihe cummt command Itructure
stNcture in Afpanistan UDderwent another eva- isd~~d in the figure below:

•

lution, this one coincident with a planned force .'. . ... .
rotation. MG Eric Olson, commanding the Army'a:-:......' '...!U> In July 2004, due to a Il'Owing detainee
25th Infantry Division, waa designated CJTF corn- pt;p~n, the facility at wu re-desig-. .. ..

mander on April 15, 2004, and the CJTF was ~ nated a collection point and detainees are now
placed under the operational commmid. or the housed there for a longer period mUme. Following

" ..
~ ..... ••

--
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Evolution of Guiclance . - I .~

Detainee Tnatmeot M

the designation of Bagram as the primary collec
tion point and in . f.aIity in May 2002.
Kandahar continued to function as a short term

detention facUity, though interrogation P81'llonnel
were not permanently asaigned there. The re-deB
ignation of as a collection point is not
strictly in keeping with the doctrinal definition of
"collecting point,. IIince (like Bagnun) the facility is
functioning more as an internment/resettlement
(IJR) facilitJc With the re-designation of
as a longer-term.facility, it is anticipated that addi
tional interroptors and intelToption support per
sonnel will again operate there.

• •

(U) The Iitatua and treatment of captured
•• •

el in has been the Iub,iect of~ '. .
oonaiderable debate at the policy level,.Jariely due
to the question of the legal8~tu8ofTaliban and a1
Qaeda combatants. Acco;umg to aii information

•

paper prepared an~ 5, 2002, prior to the

initiation of hostiliti~· CENTcoM had IOUIbt
• • •

clarification from the Jotnt StafrIS to the legalstB-
•

tua of perlo~~l w;bo miiht be captured in
••• •

.Afi ;:arid·,Wo daY' after hostilities began,
these clueatio~ 'had net yet been resolved to
CENTCOM'a satisfaction (based on further specif
ic requests to the Joint Staff Cor legal clarification

contained in an Unconventional Warfare
Campaign OPORD dated October 9, 2001).

•

•
•
•
I
•
•••
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•

CO) On February 4, 2002, CENTCOM
issued Appendix 1 to Annu E to the campaign

plan for Operation ENDURING FREEDOM.
Apparently developed independent ofthe guidance

received from the Sec:ntar.Y ofDefense and roCs.
this Appendix en the requirementl or
the GPW and Army Regulation 190-8, E~

(U) The n~ neW: lUidance regarding
•

detainee status came in mid.January 2002. On
January 19, the Sec:ntar.Y ofDefense conduded in
a memorandum to the Chairman of the Joint

•

Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) that al Qaeda and Taliban.- . .
:~ det8il1ees were not entitled to EPW Itatus UDder .

• •

G.P\V, rocs forwarded the content oCthia memo to
•

. CENTCOM md SOUTHCOM by
message on January 21, 2002. The messap pro

vided the formulation, which would appeIJ' again
two weeks later in a Presidential memorandum, to

•

'treat [detainees] humanely and, to the extent
appropriate and consistent with military nece&Sitr,
in accordance with the principles of the Geneva
Conventions of 1949." CENTCOM promulgated
this guidance verbatim to ftl t com·

mands by message on January 24, 2002.

•

•
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CU) The President re-aftirmea the. ,
•

Secretary of Defense mem~randum regarding

treatment and Itatus of c!etamies ii1 a memoran
dum dated Feb~ '" 2002. -.' h previously
described in ourbi~onPolicy and doctrine

• • •

section, this ~ ..: -. ·:··found that the Geneva
• •

ConventiolUi .did not apply to the conflict with al
Qaeda, .' ·;md.·:· that, . although the Geneva

• •

Conventions cUd apply to our conflict with the
Taliben, the Talibm were unlawful combatants
and thus not entitled to EPW status.

,

I
I
•

•

•

•
•

•

•

•

..
• •

•
•

Prisonus of War, Retained PersoM. Civilian
Internee. and Othe DSllin.ea (AR 190-8). It pr0

vides that "captured personnel lI1"8 prwwned to be
EPW immediately upon capture...if questions

arise as to whether captured personnel belonr in
the EPWca~ they receive the same treatment
as EPW until their Itatus has been d by

a competent military tribunal accordini toAR 190

8." The appendix defines "other detainee" (00) as

"a person in U.s. custody who bas not been classi
fied as an EPW CArtide4, GPWl, In RP CArtide 83,
GPW>, or a CI (Article 78, GC) [and] is afforded
protection similar to In EPW until a legalatatus is

ascertained by competent authority." The appen- .
dix makes no reference to al Qaeda or~. "

specifically, nor does it list the CJCS meAaP.
regarding status ofal Qaeda and TBliban detainees
as a reference. ". .:".

•

I 'V)
•
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sou&ht based 011 intelligence information.
Detaineea are also captured inthe . . lifter.
math of attacb against U.s. or Afghan forces, it

there ia reason to lIUIpec:t that the~hu infor
mation pertainiDI to the aUiCk, Cit·.~bicb c:ou!d
help prevent future a~.·.·l~"'d~tion, "cordon
and sweep. operatioDs~~ -. in 8l"88I

known to harbor 'J'aiiben~01 arQaeda eJementa in
• •

order to l1Ipture ~ kiD ~.~eJeaumta. or to pin

inteIJi&ence ebcNt th8ii-1ocation mel activities.
• •... ... .

• • •· "•

--
•• •

•

•
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Detainee Flow From Point ofCapture
Detention (U)

•

•

• •
•

• ••

(U) 0ni0inI operations by US. forces
include raids in which .peclf1c pereonnel are

•

P.,•

•
•

(u) Persona come into us. ~ody in
-

t.l1l'wgh eeveral means. FirIt, there
are a mua1l number who were~duriD,tra·

o. .-

ditional force-on-fon:e fighting apiDst TaIibaD or-.
at Qaeda groups, or r~'the .mure of an

• • •

enemy facility. Many ofthese-detaineea have since
: .

been transferred to GTMO. . 'There are also
detainees who were ~tJi.d lJy:oPPoswon groups,. ..
such 18 the Nm:tbem·~c:e, and trlDeferred to

• •

Us. control·after beiilB.screened using the criteria
• •

described abov8t~. FinaiIy, there are those who are
• ••- . .

picked up by U.S !orces in the CXJUr&e of ongoinc- .
operations-,-.a11 c1esc:ribed belcr.v. The mlQority or
captured penona· in now fall in the
lut category.

•

•
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FJeld Holding Site at Salerno (U)

•

"

'. :.•

ited aircraft availability, which may reIU1t in
ground transportation by convoy. Poor road condi
tions t the country, coupled with the

danpr of enemy attackI or~ bombs, 1aDd
mines or improvised explosive devices (IEDB). am
create emeDle!y loug travel times. For pie.
su.rCat.e travel from Kandahar to the FOB at
Gereshk. a distance oflea than 60 miles. can take
more than six hours.

•
•

•
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(U)·Transf'er from field holding sites to the

facilities at and Bagnan can be chaJ

lenginl and time-conautning. The preferred
method or transfer is by helicopter, but competing
operational requirements frequently result in lim-
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M1-MP RelatioDSbip (U)

(U) In Ali , the working relation-
ship betW8@ MI and MP personnel was dictated
by doctrine, albeit with all of the uncertainties
regarding implementation of interrogation tech
niques descn"bed in our report's section OIl N1-MP
Doctrine. In· repeatedly stated, "MPI do
not in ft HoweYa;' the decision as to
whether MPB participated in the implementation

193
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Classiticatlcm of Captured P8l'I!JOJ18 in Ali (u)
•

•

•

I,
!,,

•
•

"

MI and MP unita maintained teparate cbaina tL
command and remained CoCUled on their inde
pendent missions. After \be OOP,
for pte, the CJTF-180 Provoat Marabal (the
senior officer reSponsible for detention

a principalll8&iatant to emnee det.ID
tion there, while the CJTF·l80 CJ2 wu
responsible for mterroption in the
facility. The two WOZ'k topther to eD-

cution of their respective JniaIIona. A dedicated
judge advocate bas been allliped faD time to the

• •
•• ••

of teclmiqu81 such II Sl~ ALUUstment or MRE-
• ••

Only Diet. or wm, present in interrogation rooms.
•

devolved to th.umi·level for reasons we have diI-'. .
cussedp~'iD~discussion ofdoctrtne. For

instance, we~_ lOme reporia that at times,
• •

MPs hid enforced detainee compliance with Safety
Positions.

(u) In poerel. thouP. we found that in
practice the MI-MP relationship in
was well-defined. at the BCP, and that

194
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Afghanistan Counter~HlatancePolicy Development (U)

•

•

•

"

•

(0)

•

•

•••

•..
•

•

WfIUl .
CJTF 110..........~

•
••

•

•

,

•

•
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•
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Evolution ofApproved To

• •

•,

(Ol Aa with GTMO, the ' 'on tech-
niques approved for U88 in .Mi haw
evolved significantly over time. The higblishte or
this evolution are depk:ted in the above fiIure aDd

lOOIIII and ,qacent observation rooms 80 that
guarda may observe in Gwria are
directed to ensure the uCety ofdetainees. wen..
of interrogators.

,

••
• •

•••••
•..

•

~........... ..' ;'cm:1'I~cm: ;
.......a- .- .... ::.. .... . ?PIIat.. .. ===-11~- ~ '.'-~ C!:NTCOM -..:lIn :
__ MIR".... ~I.... ... ...._.... .

-Aov .:'.. _.. •.....- -- ----_ -_.;_ --- - _- - .. ' .._. ~.._.__._------_ ,._..__ - _ ~-' _..__ .
• ••94 .... M .... ..-...-..- '.'

DJI"'10 ..'.. .
ceHT'COM: IE) II . .':"'. ..-
leet"...~ UR or ,.. ..
..,' lit JHIdI . . '.
~SECCI!lIll TIl. Cl!HTCClN...........GntO........ d'- ~'. .."

,. ., .
• po. .-. •,.. ..... . . "'" . ..

.... ",..~ '-II '" ~ .,.,.olot '..v 4 ... eo. ~. .~ .~!-. ...~ ",...-.. oW ~.~ ~ Ate"~ : '*t..... . -"";o4tt oW• ...". " "......, .. ' '.- .. . . . ... .

.w. ll-.. .... . ".. ..-'. ~.~ :.-:. .' :: . '. . ~ .'
r:. 11JIal1 ~...~ ..GTMO. :':.' ':',.8l!CDEl'__,. . . ", AIIuGlnIl,--,.....: . .

AI ......- 1lIlI....·WTC·· . ':, ~. G1MO~TW . '. " . . ,.... '.'> - - " . , .. .... '~I/I',. --.... .' .... , .',• "'1IIIIFrl. vA Fl II ..... . .•. - '. . .... - --.' : . . '. .
. ~ . ... .' i:. "';..' :~"""e-G3).1 .:.' .;. . ..\0 :' •t: Irf.ru.,;..···· '. . . ,'. . = .' . ~. ·topieIfI.......4i. £_ftII· ..: • . •• ~ ...•. ,'"'' 1ft ~ ., '0 '.' ••

,
'"'-"-__", ... .. :' -=:':': : ,- .~~ . ECl?S'GNO"'" . ,. : :'.. . .. .
-..--- .. h...-".--.... .

:0 .. ··.~~. :: .. '{:. :=-: :'-:-.::. '. ..::" " '~IRAQ;~':" .. '. UN'el''A:S·S·IFI''ED"
. . .". '" ...,. .- ~.. . . .~_. .: ."'. .'.' : .. ';'-'- -~- - "':". '. ~'.' .: . '":.',. . ..

•• .' • .. or • ....- ~. • " •. ... .. .... ~ ..... - . .... ... .--
facility, and the c.;rr;.76~~General pr0-

vides independen,:~iht.:· .'
.~ . '... . '.... - ". . . -'.- . -

(U).~~ ~tim8WI also suggested that. .......-
media Ooveraje Of.' the Abu Gbraib abuses has

• •

tesU1ted"In.a f~ling r some guarda that my._'
miaamduct on the put of the interroptors wiD
a1Io reflect upon them. The facility's
provoat marahal provided &11 eumple of a result
ant precautionary measure: at Kandahar,
Plexiglas has been iDstaJled between in

•
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(0) October 2001 - February 2004are described b~efly belO'N, roUowed by a detailed,
.chronological examination ofthe major events and
that have shaped the t of approved
interrogation tedmiques in Ali' .

(U) .As described p~Jf no dedicated
u.s. intelTOgatiOD p8l'80nn~f entered the
AfghaDiatan Combined..Joini Operat.inl Area

M From the beginning ofOEF on October (CJON until late NOV8Dlber ~OOl. Having DO

27,2001 until January 23, 2003, the onq official other specific euidance, theSe. teams
interrogation JUi,dance in wu the doc- relied OIl P'M 34·6~ whiCh ,woUld remain a basic
trine contained in F.M 34-52. In reapODM to a lOureeot approv~ iD~tion teehniqu.
JIDuary 21, 2003 message from the Director ofthe throughoutO~ ". .

Joint Staff (DJS), on January 24, 2003 the CJTF. ~

180.Acting StaffJudge Advocate (SJA) forwarded t-_L _: . (0) ~dence~ that in deve!optook
inr

" IlQ1I1lque&, m ~ 10

amem~dumdescribinf~~ques then being ~ P'M 34-52'. suge&tiOD to be creative that
employed InMghani~CIting PM 84-52 .. the.: .~;~ significantly from a plllin~
only reference and noting that the techniQ1;l~ re8~mg or FM 34-62. In particular. Alpha
delc:ribed were "based on interrogators' aPen;;"';, - 519thMlBatt8tionW519),
ences during Operation ENDURING FREEDoM a _.
(OEF) from Dec 01 - Jan 03," and mongij' 'fee- ety of tbat went wen beyaDd those
ommending that the techniques Iisted-. be authorized in FM Sot-52. SoJne oftbeee ,
approved 88 official pollcy. . . . including sleep adjuatment and stress poeiticJfts,

• •
. . . ... were Iimilar to thoee included in the counter·

• •

(U) Our intervi~in~~'that, in the techniques requested by SOUTHCOM
absence of any~ CJTF.iso adopted the and approved by the of Defense in
January 24 mem~ aip~q.under an assumption December 2002 for employment at; Gumtanamo.
that IIli1ence iI. cODseii~.. iDd it remained in effect (How these techniqu. appeared in Ali is
until March l~,. ~9Ot 1!hen it was supen:eded by a described later in this section during our diac:u.
new CJTF"18~ ~tiOD poli~ as described lion oC technique~n. II) HOW8'Ye1; rather
below. an the interim, CJTF.l80 LTG than consideringtheae'techniques to be di&tilu:t, u
Dan It M~~ilfhadprohibited certain techniques in the GTMO policy development procell, inter·
as a precaution followinl detainee deaths at roptora in Afi ,appear to have broadly
Bagram; howeger, theM techniques were rmved interpreted FM 34-52 80 BB to consider the tech
without aplanation in the March 16 policy.) niques included within uiatiDr doctrine. Far
Fin~ by direction of CENTCOM, in June 20()4. example, in a memorandum written 8bortJ after
CFC-A ordered the adoption ofCJTF-7's (the COBli. A/619 moved from Afibaniatan to
tien command in Inq) in . policy. related each olth. techniques the M19 bad deveJ-

,

•

•
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oped to FM 34-52 (as will be diacuaaed further in
our section covering Iraq); and in an interview
with our team OIl .September 15, 2004
indicated that she used the aame rationale in
AfI . (Of the tec:bniquea Ihe identified,

indicated that sleep adJustment and
streu positions were the onlyones used by her unit
in .)

(U) Of note. referencee to PM
34-52 cite ita Appendiz H, a auumwy ofintenoga·
tion techniques that appears in the outdated 1987
edition but not in the current 1992 edition of PM
34-52. A. the Imdependent Panel baa noted, the
1987 edition aim calla for the interroptor to
appear to control all aapects of interrogation, ~
include1igbting sndbeating, 88 well as food. cJoth...

• •

ing and shelter given to detainees."··
• •

N' dini the qualifier "appear to~•
•

this lmguage may have been perceived bY .q,.ter-
rogaton u conYeJingabI'Oad speD ofamtnilwbkh,

• • •

when coupled with 811 expaiJsiVe., . • rL
.. .

the techniques themse1vea..m~. it ~ble to cite
doctrinal origins for~of thl;~most"controvenial
coun~' techniCiuee.·. .. ~- .

Battlefteld:~~PttQllTec1mIqueslll.llllby CJTP·180 .. ofJanwAr114, 2003 (0). . . .. - ~. . ..- ... . .

•
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.'B~eid on TecbniqufJII DaIrd . Bu~ Not In U.·

...... '.-. '::'-;' by CJTF·l80 88 of January 24, 2003 (tJ)
• •

•
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Bapam Collectlah Pobil Teduuquea In..1laG by CJTF-l88 118 ofJ8DDIIl")' 14. 2003 (U)
.' . .

•
•
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(U) Finally, in addition to these locally

developed techniquesJ the January 24. 2003
,memorandum tacitly conrll'll1ed that "migration"

of interrogation teclmiques bad OCCUlTed sepa
rately. Durin, 2002 and January
2003. according to the memorandum. interroga.

ablence or any negative feedback. the C1I"F lepl
Itaft' concluded that the techniques described aa
beini cummtly employed in the January 24. 2003

,

memorandum were unobjecti~le to higher
, ,, '

headquarters and that the iii " could be
c:onaldered an approved policy. :~ i8 no indica-

, .... ..-
tiOD. hoW8V8lj that aDy' 9.f thtt: . deIind

,,

teclmiquss . in ~ in (i....

those listed alloW ,for,Jn, plUs deprivation d liiht
, ..

and noiae at ncP) mil" recelYed anyoftidall8Deo- ,-ti whetbe!' tnmi LTG Mdleill or ~..a.-8Uthor-on, , ~
'.

it)t (In (act, LTG McNeill stated that he did not.. _.
tors had employed some oC the tecbniquel ~' . , any specific teclmiquel at an up to .

,

approved by the Secretary of Defen.. for UI8 ~ :'7 this ~t.)
, -

GTMo. U. of the Tier n and aingle Tiet'm ",;',- .
technique ceased, however. upon the '.': ,,_. (U) Why wu there no respoDI8 to CJTF~

•

rescission oC their approval for GTl\tO on iso'a January 24, 2003 request for approval of
January 15. 2003. .' .:' -" ....... , techniques? to Vice. of the. "": .~.~

';. . Joint Chieti of Stall' (VCJCS)t General Peter Pace•
•

(m The CJTF.180~ts.iA'iiubzmtted USM~ ''The OM Deputy eomm.nder
this memorandum to CENTdoM oil: January 24. [then Lt Gen M. P. DeLuna, 'USM:C] .-:It a letter to

2003. but recehedno ~Ponae frOID' CENTCOM or me dated 11 Apr 03 requestiDr OSD approval ora
. ' ... ,- list of CJTF-180 prepared intelTOgationtechniques

from the Joint S~" ,"~.. .to a briefprovided for the Bagram CoUection Point. The request W8I

by the Deputy" ~der. CJTF~76 to VADM coordinated within theJoint Staft'and CJCS deter
Church C?11. ,:~Un!' U.2004J the CJTF interpreted mined that the CENTCON: request WI8 inconsiI

tbia~ of~ u "silence is consent" with tent with the guidanCe provided 8OUTHCOM on
regard to~..~ea already being emplOyed interrogationa. On 16 Ma3 OS. CJCS forwarded a
(which, again. no lonpr included the tiered GTMO memo recommending the lame interrogation
teclmiquea). From CJTF-18O'1 they guidelines [Le.. thOle 8pprowd for GTMO] be
had IUbmitted a aummary eX techniques uaed in issued to CENTCOM. I hrle no evidence that
the field to their operational commander for fur. CENTCOM was provided any formal reapoI1I8 to

•

tber transmittal to the Joint Staff; and in the their 11 Apr 03 memo."

"

,

•
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BCP Teclmiques LUted in Deputy CENTCOMI Aprill}, 2003
•

Memorandum to VCJCS (U) •
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•

•
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(U) Development of the March 200& CJrF·
180 Interroption Polley .

•

• •
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March 2004 Afghanistan interrogation

• •

Guidance (U) ...~. "; '.:
• ... -'0 •. ~ .~ ..

•
"- .

(U) Becauae til, March 16 memorandum. "" ,

governed the cooduct or,the priDiary. interroption
facility. BCP • we have cOUid~itd thi. guidance to. .- .
be effective as ot'that."AdditiOiwly, the Man:h

." • .. ..0:'" ._

16 memorandUl~t'prO:Yidei the most detailed die-- ,- -
cuasiOD ot~~ueeajiproved. In the diecuIe-
sian that (QiI~:'we1rW reference the March 28. _..O' .
'SOP wliere It',piimdea relevant infor-- .
mation,""o! where it dift'era from the March 16- . .

memorandum.

20S

....... AfghM,.,..
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purpose of an interviews and interrogatiODI is to

get the most information from a detainee with
the least intrusive methodi I1wa,YB applied in a
humane and lawful DUIDIler with-8uf8cient over-

•• • •

sight by trained interroptorl or ~~tol'l."
• • •• ••

•
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(u) The memorandum concludes with a
caution labeled "Sarety First:" ''Remember, the

•
•• •

Additional TecJmlquee Approved in the M.ch 18~:~cdTF-180 Policy (U)
• • . ..... . .-

•

•

•

-.

206

A

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
•

"..",..., .............. _ ...._-- -_ ...-



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 390

•

•

• • •

,.. .

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy

\:>1 \
•

•

•

2f11

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
rOPVNTTMRFR ()NP

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 391

. .

PIllI215 .
•

•• •

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy ERONE

•
•

•

• .. ...

208
•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 392

PIgo21&
•

•

•
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

•

COPYNU

•

•

•

•

'.

•

(U) .rune 2004: Adoption of the May 1004
CJTF·7 (Iraq) Interroptiou Polley

•

•., ..
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TecJmiquea

I
I
•
I

•
•
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(U) Invatlgative

reported to our in

•

(0) Our interview. covered the entire spec>

trum of personnel involved in detainee and inter
roption operatiODB, from~ and pneral omcera
to junior enlisted interrogators and troops who
participated in the capture of detainees. In addi
tion, our team in Wi . conduc:ted an exten
sive review of the documtntary evideDce glesned
from to our data requesta to command.
and igencies t DoD, .. well as data col-
lected during previoua investigations. We aJ.o took
advaotqe of prnioua reportl, includin, the
Jacoby report (described previoualy in our 1UDlIDll-

o.
M From June 19 ~ July', $, 2004, 24

Interrogation Special Foc:uj ".Team' membert
deployed to Ail . ' These'" ' el were- ... . :: penonn
divided into a team th8t foc:used on CFC-A, CJTF
76 and M~~, traveliDftoeac:b
or those loeatioaa;, a"7'tea!D that fOCUl8d OIl the... .: . ..
Bagram detention raaJity; a team that focuIed OIl

the x.n~~d~tian facility aDd outl.JiDI. . ,

FO~~ a,team that focused on the operatiCl18 of
f_'m~ field. indudiDc SOp, which also traY

,eled'to~ FOBs. The teamI reviewed recorda,
vi8ited faciliti ob&erved aD ...-oM or detainee,es, ~-

operations • including intemlptiolUJ - and con
ducted app' 315 intervieWll, molt resu1t-
ing in sworn statements. .

Employed em

, .
•..

, .,
o
•

,
,

... . ..••••

tnterropt:'-oIl Te'
, .

,

. . ....... . .... .... ...... ... -- . -roT'AI in the' • us eection co .. ... ,. prevw vermg. .... .
GTMO, thiasect,iaribesinswith a briefsununary of

' ..., ..
our in . followed by a compariacm or the
techniques eppruved for use in Afi (i,,-.
the CJTF-l80 and CFC.A interrogatlOl1 polkiea)
with those techniques actually employed, u

•
,

o ,

2U

Afghan,..
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or doctrine inherently prohibim it. Similarly, inter
rogators in .Af1 often opined that Yelling
was inherent to Fear Up HIU'Ilh, which. a doctri-

,

nal tec1miqu~and that Deceptioo'was inherent to
•

many, ifnot most of the docmnal. teClmiquea. In- . .
these instaDces, X marks in orUigeb~may not
bea matter for concem;·~ ~ei-in
nor the drafters of the poli~ inight presume the
teclmique to be' oUtaide ~. bounds or doctriDe.
(We will orc:OUne discUss' .~)

(U) Afinal qualification . the chart
bears repeating: as in the GTMO 1I8Ction, the

abaence ofan X does not mean conclUli~y that a
technique wu n8YU" employed; rather, that ~
found no evidence or indicatiDe its·
employment. Nevertheless, baaed OD. our ezbaut
tive interviews Wll are con1id8l1t that the chart
presents an accurate picture of' the

•..
•

, -

ry of aiating reportl).

(U) Compari80n ofIntelTogatioll Technique.
Approved 8Dd Employed

•
,-, ,

(U) As in the GTMO section,' the chart
. "

depicts the use of many teehnI~es coded white or

orange, indicatinc .tech¥ques .einPloyed without
specific approval tliai ·norietheIe. are not neces
sarily ploblematie:... Th~ two colora indicate that.- . .
the applicable policy'~orandadid Dot IpeC1fical~

ly discu;&8 Uie~qUes in question; therefore, it- ,

is by n~ means certain that interroptors would
•

categoriH"':'the 'teehniqu_ application sa distinct

from othe1t approved techniques. For example,
thouih the current (1992) edition of'P'M 34-52 does
not specifica1Iy authorize Mutt and Jeff, nothing in
the PM, the Geneva Conventiona, or other policiee

The chart on the fallowina' pap pres
ents the comparilOn between interroption tech
niques approved for use in MgbanjItan and the

techniques that were actuallyemp~ 18 deter
milied throUih our interviews and document
review-. Readen are invited to refer to the
deec:ription of the chart format presented in the
GTMO BeCtion, u the 88D1e eqJlmJatory informa-
tion and quallficationa :y here.

,

,

•
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(lJ) Fint, the initial column reveals that
numerous techniques not ipeci1ied in FM 3+62
were in'uaein priorto~January24-,... ~ .
2008 CJTF·180 de{ado in . pOlicy (which..
aftlrmed that many of thole ~qu. were
already in use). The most likelY. aplanatian for
thiI fact (which we wiiI'rerisitin ihiI ~'.1eO-

• •

tion • of in tech-
•

Diques) is that' in - . med a variety of
••

. .th8t.~~~ . based on • broad
•

... to be in with PM 34-52

•

, 'C' M Nut,' .. of approved inter·
. . . - .
rogation po1ici_ to fon:es in the field WIll poor

• •

:. priOr to the implementation ofthe CJTF-'1 policy in
•

JUne 2O(M. For pIe. BG Jacoby fOUDd with
regard to the March 2004 policy that "only one

third of the bases had the SOP...it. W8lI pnenlly
•

not guidance known or relied upon in the JieId..
<O!COQl"Be, it should &lao be noted that the MIl'Ch
200' poUq actually added tecbniquesthat badpre
viDUl1y been prohibitedby LTG McNeill.) In short,
up until the adoption of the CJTF·' polic:y in June
2004, it is likely that many units in
were simply conducting in .. they
always bad: baaed on their in n of FM
34-52, rather than any theater interropticn policy.

•

ThiI finding is mpported by the pneral left-to-
right continuity of X marb repr8IeJltmg tech
niques employed, including lOme in techniques
that had been prohibited by LTG McNeill (e.g.,
Itress positiona).

-.• •

••

•
' .... , .

•

,

..
••

employed in Ali and that any abuae incf.
dents or improper employment or teclmiques

unknown to us would have been isolated events.

(U) Overall doiD.pUAnce with Approved
, . .' . ....es --:,. ..

•,

({J) A broad look at the chart illuatratea
aeveral findings reprdiq overan c:omp1iimce with
approved techniques. Our general findings are

. hen to prOvide for our
. . of employed.

•
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(U) 'PM 84-52 Tec1miqUH
•

,

(U) Finally. an . 'of the' tech-
,

niques always prolu'bited by law Or policy (61... ... .
through 58) reveals lew incideU~ofiiim use, as

.. '

will be described fully in .t1ie section that fonows,
• •• • •
• •••
, ..,., , .

":.- .. ..
(lJ) We now'twu tO~i diICuuion of specific

,.":. :. ~p1oyed in the c:oune or
• •.- . ..

Operation~VRING FREEDOM. Previoua lee-. - -
tiona~d~'bed legal and humani~con-

'. .
cems ~di.Dr the use of certain

••• •

with lOme eXCeptimw, we have not rei....ted thoee
concerns in this HCtion, whichaimply deIc:ribeI the

techniques employed. Nevertheless, the aforemen

tioned coDeernalbould be home in mind.

• • •• ••

(0) '!bird, 88 BG Jacoby found, diaemina· (U) Our . is di~ded into U perta:

tion of the CJTF·1 policy in June 2004. W8I more flnt, doctrinal techniques contained in PM 34·52;
effective (possibly becauIe its aborter lencth • five second, technique. introduced by the J8Jl1WY

,

pages as opposed to the March policy'a 22 - permit-. 2003 CJTF-l80 interrogation policy; third, tech-
,

ted easier ' 'on over tactical satellite sys- Diques introduced by the~ 2094:.CJTF-180.' .

tema to FOBs that did not have eecure e-mail interrogBf;ion policy. fourth: .~, ,'introduced- .
capab:t:....). Our interviewa reflected thiI ';~rt.,",: • .

'-'3, •....-... by the adoption ofthe May~'* CJTF..7 mt.rop-
8B the fourth column of the chart demonatratee, tion policy; fifth. additional, not epedfi

in complied with the pollcy's probibi- cally mentioned by any policy; and sixth,

tiOM (there are DO X mara in techniquea coded techniques' '.,... ,by law or policy.
red within the range 1-50). (There ere, howe'Ier, X

marks with no brackets in techniques coded

orange, indicating that they were improperly used
without CJTF-76 ";again, this wu most, '. ,

,

likely due to interrogators' belief that thoee tech~

Diques fell within the boUnda ofFM 34-52.) ,

,

,
,

,

,,
,
,
•

I
•
I
I
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(U) TecbDlquea lntrOducecl by the
JanWll'Y 24, 2003 c.nT·180
Memorandum

•

•

•

.
• •

•
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(u) Threat oCTransfer to Thin! Countrv
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(U) Relaxed Groowin, Standards: Sterile
Unifo~ Informinll Detainee Why Detained~

Female Interro,atora , GuardII
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(U) Techn1ques Introduced by the
March 16, 2004 CJTF-I88 CJ2
Memorandum

•

"
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•

easy to arrive at We technique tbrouch the
employment ofFear Up, Pride and EJO Down, and
Fear Down in combinatiOJl. Unlike.qTMO, where

•
employment oftbiI~t1yrequire8
permission ofthe cmnbatant -. -'.. and Prior

.. notifIcation to the Secret~r.i.~~enae;·no putie
ular cautious are prescribld'''' (or itt use in

Internew data ndcates that it wu
•• •

employed Id leut a8 early aI' Febnwy 2003, and
II1though tber8'ia~~ interview data to c0n

firm it, it~~¥this was uaed •in
one form armothei-fiom the begiDninc of inter-

• •

roPtlon: operatiOn. in (Our dwt
iricluefeii X~ under Multiple •

• •

'... wellu MUtt and Jeff'to indicate ita uae.)- .
• •

••
••

".: - .
•-.

••
•
•..•••

•

•• •.... ... _.... ... .. -.. . .. .
• •...-.. .. ~

(Q). :Mti~~iUul.reft' (the employment or ODe

hostile .: -:.. -- -and one friendly in ).. .
wu lpecifical1y listed in each revision ofFM S4-62_. .
from 1973 tOl987, but waa omitted &om the 1992
edition of FM M-52. Howevm; it fa altap1e or
in " anclllthough not 1peCiru:aDy men
ticmed in the cummt nM8ioR of FM 34-52, it 51

• •

. (U) TecJmiqueli Introduced by thit May 13,
• •

2004 CJTF·7 Interrol~tionPoliey (Adopted
by CFC-A In JUDe 2044) '. .. .

• • •· - ..... ..- -~ .... ...
.~. - -- -,

•

!,
1
•I •
I

•

12S
•

• AlgllanJa,.n
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(U) AdcUtiOlUll TeclmIques

•

•

•

•

•

... (U)

"
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an The final eisht techniques on the chIrt
represent that are clearly UDlawfUl or

(0) Prohibited TecluUques
•

•

(U) CJTF-78 reinforced the guidance p~
vided by BG Jacoby in FRAGO 88 to OPORD 04-

•

04, datedAuguat 15, 2004. The FRAGO states that
n Rectal searchea are prohibited. Rectal and hernia: '

,

exams are prohibited unless determined necessai:v . ,
by competent medical 8UtbOri~ Medical.d,odon':, (U) PhvRlcal Trainin,r. Face Slap IStomach Slap
are the only persona authorized to condUct these ~. .

,

procedures. If either procedure is requiNa, the
individual mustbe informed of the~n in ~lan·
guage he or she understand~,.'8 wi~ must be
preeent, and the reason for the '. must be doc--- -~. .
umented. t1 ; -':'",::- ,,-.

•

I,
!

•
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otherwise prohibited bypollC)t None ofthese tech.

niques have ever been &pprCM!d in Mihaniatan.
Ofthese, three (marked with X) are alleged to have

been employed durinr interrogationa. These tech.
nique. • sleep deprivation, the use of acenarioe

deeiJl1ed to convince the detainee that death or
leverely painful are imminent for
him and/or his~ and beating • are aDepd to
have been.used in the incidents leading to the two
deaths at Bagram in December 2002, which are
deIcribed at pu.ter length later in thia report.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

•..
•·- .

(U) EarlY Miiration

• •• •

MilP'lltioll of InterroptiOIl
• •

Teclmi~.(U) .
• •
•• •

•
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• •

'. .(tJ) In sum, the most plausible explanation

for the existence of additional techniques in
Arlbaniatan prior to the migration of the

2002 GTMO . policy W8II
•

that in drawinl on their traiDinI and
experience, developed these teclmiquel in the con
text of a broad reading of FM 34-02, as bas been
previously discussed.

(U) The March !OtM Guidance

•-.
•

• •- .. .. ..
••

•

•

•

•
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•

(U) MipatlOll from Iraq
•

(U) We found DO evidence of lDloflicial

migration of interrogation from IlWl to
Afghanistan. orcourse, the June 20M adoption of
the CJTF..7 interrop.tion policy was a form. of0ffi
cially sanctioned migration.

(U) for InteDlpnce

(tJ) In J.isbt ofspeculation that~ far
actionable inte11ipnce~tributed to the abuses at .
Abu Ghraib in Iraq, we conaidered whether I\1Ch
preasure might play a role in AfghaDiataD.

• •

"\

•

•
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the allegations of the wronsful death or abuse of

detainees.

(tJ) or the three dosed, 8Ubetantiated
abuse cases in Ali , one - an II88IIU1t DOt
reaulting in death - is related to in . n. The
other two caBel8 in~lve a shooting in August 2002
that resulted in a detainee'. desth at Fire B:ae
Lwara and a January 2002 incident at a

Holding Facility where detainees were

,.,."
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(U) In these last 15 C8IleIt 'aPProximately 65
, , .

U.s. service memben are im~ted,~ for either
action or inaction - in ane8ea. or ~ub.tantiated

" , ,

abuse against appr~te1J.. 25-50 detaineu
(allowing for .' ~~.th~ number of people
abused in the dosed cue cfe.cnw immediately. , .
below). Based. em M'. figure of rvuihlY '
2 000 detaiiieea' held between October 2001 aDd• •• •

Aupt 2004, this means that abuse W1I8 alleged to
haw hem . apinst1_ than three per-

cent ci~~ in by las thll1a
.'. 'quarl.er_~ one percent of the CMR' 80,000 us.

Detainee Abuse (U) , . :- ":'.. boops ~o have Rrved in . since the

. , ", beginning~OEF. Thus. it 18 important to bear in
(U) According to CENTCOM, as o!~ugust mind through the aubsequent' . that the

2004 Us. fOn:el!l had detained just~2,~ peG- vast~ty ofdetaineu in Ali • appear to
ple in since OEF~ (~udiDg have been treatedhum~ often recemngbetter
thOle who were detained for: short~ - rq- food and JDedica1 care than they would in their
ingfromhountoafew~':'(~~against everyday lives; and that the vut majority of Us.
Secretary of Defense ~tion-l:riteria, and then troope are servmg honorably in a danprowl 81M
released). Tbrou~ .~~!' 30, 2004, there romnent.
have been 27 casei ofal1ig~l8Dwle resultiugin the

• • •

initiation mQftidal'bi~tions, 88 described. 12 (U) IDtelTogatlou..related Abase
of these _ were detammed to be unsubltanti-

"'- .~
ated (t.g:, US;·foree. were determined to be actin(
in legi~ .eir-def'enHj it wu determined that
detainee iJ\jUri. predated capture by us. forces;
or detainee deatbl were determined to re6Ult from
natural C8W18S). or the .. 15 e:aea. 12
were &till. being inve&tipted 81 of 30,
2004, and three have been cloeed, .ubatantiating

However, we found no evidence to sugestthat 1l8J1

ior personnel applied unusual pressure to opera
tional units to obtain inteUigencej nor did we find
evidence suggesting that IIJ1)' unite belilftd they
WllI'8 under pressure beyond that inherent in com
bat and stability operations. It seems likely that
this is due to the fact that detainees belitMld to
poaeas valuable intelliaence have typically been
transf'erm:l to GTMO for rOCUled in .

. to LTG McNeill, "I dont reea1l receiving
8D1 pressure or eDt from anyoneabove
me to produce intelligerlce from detaineee...My pri

ority W8B to get detainees moved to GTMO or
released 81 fast u pouible.II

,

,

,

•

,
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• •

conduct is considered interrogation-related only
because it was perpetrated in the coun;e orscreen
ing operations. No specific in . tech
niques were employed.) An AR 16-6 in
was initiated, and the LTC Wal given a General
Ofticer Memorandum of Reprimand and suspend
ed from any further operations involving
detainees. .

(u) In addition, four other cuea warrant
further diacusaion • not only for the severity ofthe
Blleged abuse they describe, but also for their
potential relationship to interrogation. The first

•

-• •'-

•• •

TOTAL
.. -- ...

['" ....- ._.~

"Clf1SED'. .... -..... _.

5 .: . 22 . 27 ':'" ..;3'. ..!. . .· .••••• • •• •

• Army Related Casea ....Navy Related C8... L..._~ ~.~~.~.~~~._ .J
• USMC Related~ [: J Other Related c.... . UNCLASSIFIED

.. .-
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Afghanl$tan Detainee Abuse
CASES DEATHS ABUSES

,..... .,.....-.-'1.' . '.
'. OPEN'-

• ••• ·of • ••• ~. :

•

Abuse (U)

•

•

...

•

•
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taunted. The one closed. sub.tanti~ted interroga
tion-related case~.~Mareh'18, 2004 and
involved elements ofatis. infanb). battalion who
conducted a cordon and aeUchoperation in the viI-

Oo •

lege of Miam'Do;~Pamed by an Army lieu-
tenant colonel attached to the Defense Intel.ligence

•

Agenc:y.. Tl1e..oJ;eration W88 initially met with
'0 '.

. '. 804' between &eVen and 20 Afghans
• •

were killed. Theunit then detained the entire pap-
ulation ofthe viIlege tor four days whiJeconducting

intelligence l5Cl"8lminr operations. In the course of

these operations, the LTC punched, kicked,
. grabbed. and choked numerous viIlapra. (This

•

•

•

L- .
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(tJ) Criminal investigation ~to the BCP
deaths was completeclln early October 2004. The
Army's Criminal Inveatiptive Diviaion (CID) has
recommended charpa 1IgIiD8t28 IOldien in con
nection with the deaths: 15 in co~wu:tiouwith

•, ,

•, ,

•

. " .
•
'.

• • ••

, ,

• •.. ,

(U) December 2002 DeatM at the Bavram

(U) On ., 2002, a PUC. died in
, .

custody at the DOH Biz daya Iater;:-~n. ' ,

10. a aecond PUC died at the ,BCP. The patterns of
detainee abuse in these twO'inc;dent& share lome

o ".

simllarities. In both~ for eXample. the PUC.
wen bandc:uft'ed to~&ject." above their headl. ' .
in order to kee.P:tbeIit·.w.. Addi~ inter
rogationa in'both.~ inw1~ the use ~- . ...
phy&ical. ~C!i!•.,inclfrding kic1dnl. beating and

the use b! "coai~ blows" which involved strik·
• •

in, the puc.' I. with the MPa knee. In both

C81e8. blunt Coree b'auma to the legs wu implicat
ed in the d.eatha. .In one cue, a
emboliam developed as a c:on&eqIleD.Ce of the blunt
force traume, and in the other eaae pre-existing

,

• •
,

two C8Se8 concern the December 2002 detainee COI'OU81'Y artely disease was complicated by the
deaths at the Bagram Collection Point, the third blunt force trauma.
concerns adetaineedeath following quutioningby
OGA coatractor David Pauaro, and the fourth

concerm allegations ofdetainee abuse at the hands
, of SOF penonnel at Garda inMarch 2003 result
ing in the death of an Afghan Army recruit. (The

last two CUM are open, 81 ducri'bed below; and the

two &gram death cues were eloaed on Cktober 8,
2004, after our data analysia had been completed)
Notwitbatanding their association with interroga
tion. however, it will be evident that these casea of
abuse do not correJate to any approved niterroga
tion policy.

235
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• M Finally. we were not able to determine
why military personnel involved or poten
tially implicated in this in were
reassigned to other'units (c.g.. to Abu
Ghraib) before the in~onwas com-

•

pJeted. ...,
••

-

(U) Passaro ja current.lyheine tried for four
counts ofassault in theredera] diatrict cowt for the

Eastern District of Norlh Carolina (under the
United State. Special Maritime and Territorial
Jurildiction as expanded by the Patriot Ad. of, ,

2001.) PassBl"O is alleged.to have Itruck the
detainee with a flashlight and kicked. him numer
ous times in the COU!'8e at interrogation; safety
positions and sleep deprivation were also BllepdIy -_

Following an intemlgation 88lIIIioD. the
detainee became • and asbd one of the
guarda to shoot him. Later, the detainee freed one
hand frmn his bandcufli and beat his bead against
a wall until he c:ol1apeed. No autopIy was conduct
ed before the detain.'. remains were released to

•
•
•

•
•

•
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,
,

•
• ••

• (U) As di5CUlSed in more detail in the med-., .- .
ical section of t~', repOrt, it is unclear if
medical perscmri~ ~y aamined or. ..~

documented the phymad condition of the
deceased.·' ,-, '7;,. "

• (U) Overiigbi'~detainee operations at the.. .. _. .
BCP 'PriOr to the deaths was not examined. " .
in any depth. For eumple, the only direct. ,

~ found. in our review' was by the
local CJTF-l8O Provost Marshal (an Army
major). Although he identifled questionable
practicesa month prier to the deaths, be did
not ensure corrective don wu taken.

•

(U) We reviewed the Baeram Collection
Point AR 15-6 investigation directed by LTG (U)

MeNem, the final em Reports of Investiption, ,, '

and app. 200 interviews with (U) On Julie 2i, 2003, a detainee died in
the em inwstiption. We also reviewed the mad- U.s.~ at FOB Gereshk, • DoD facility..
ical practices at the BCP. We found the em inV81- Th!'Qgh an OGA c:ontnu:to2; David Passaro, wu
tigation to be thorough in addressing the practices questioning the detainee, Army personnel were
and . problems that directly led to ~.:. '. for guardine the detainee and provid
deaths and consequently we believe that no further "'big hi~ wa~ Bued on a local ad 1wc dMaioo of
investigation into the e:riminal aspecta of tIie, tahn; Passaro was responsible for feecI1Dg md
deatha is required. However. we did 6nd,,~~ that • . the detainee.
were not and may require.fUrther. 'invee-. .

• • •••
~......:_-. ' -~.
~~. ..

the December 4- death «(ourMI and 11 MP), and 27
in conjunction with the December 10 death (even
MI and 20 MP). (Some oC the BaJD8 penonne1 are

named in the detention and interrogation of both
•

detainees.) . .

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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•

-,

,. --

,

. ,
•• • •.. .- '.'.

• (U) We concur Witli BG Jacoby that diaem-. ... .
illation ofapproved in . policia in
Aft .' :.•~ until the adoptioD or- ~ .. .
c.nt-T. M8l13, 20M in . policy.
Until~:~~ in larp1y relied

, '

',.upon brOIld interpretation of FM 34-52.
,

,

•

(U) Conchas1om: InterroptiOll Teclmiquel
and Abuse

,

•

(U) In sum, our maJor findingB regarding-
interrogation techniques emploYed.~ interroga-- -
tion-related abuses in . ,.. . are. ..CoUOWI':.-...- -

,
•

" _ ;', (U) 'The Secnltary oCDefense iasued specific:
, .
"'. iuidaDce for the interroptiOll of at Qaeda

and TaIiban detaineel at GTMo. but iuid·
,

anele (or interrogation of al Qaed& IDd
TaIiban detainees in.Afi • was dend-

•

oped within CJTF-l~. CJTF·180 submit-
ted to the Joint Std a list of tecbDiqu.
being employed in Afghanistan in Janwuy

2003; and though the .CJCS determined
that the list W88 inc:onsiatent with the tech
Diques approved for GTMo. no response
was provided. As a result, interrogation
poliou in Afebaniatan • while they did not
contribute to any detainee 8buaa 
remained lea restrietive than thole in
GTMO until June 2004, when CJTF·7's pol

icy was adopted.

.

local nationals. MiJitaly personnel are also under
investigation by the Army {or their potential role
in facilitating his death· by not IlUJpping abumve
practicu when. they saw them.

(0) This caee highlia:hts lOIDe of the chal
lenges associated lrith the close interaction
between DoD and OGA forces in wm; which ~
described at greater length in this report'a section
discussing DoD support to OGA

•

•

Z37
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"
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•. ,

,

additional "misaed opportunities- <besides tboae
suggested by our findings above), None of these
missed opportunities themaelvea contributed to or

"

caused abuse; in addition, it is imUkely that they
,

could have prevented the, interrogmon-related
abuses that did OCCW; which,w~, already prohibit
ed by other existing'~ ,Ia\v,' and doctrine.
Howevm; had theybeen~ed, u.s. forces might

• •• •

have been betterpiep~for detention and inter-
, , .

rogation ' in Mghanistan.

•

, .
• (U) Though the President's February 7,...

. ",,2002 determination stated that a1 Qaeda.. ,-
~ md Taliban members were not EPWs. no

':...:' -specific euidance was Jiven to CENTCOM
, .
"'. with regard to the practical effects of this

detennination, in particular with regard to
interrogation techniques and the concept of
"military nec:euity" as a justification for,

exceeding the guidelinea of GPW We found
no evidence that the • tion W81

employed to justify tecbDiquea beyond the
boundaries of GPW: it was clearly not a
driving factor in CJTF-180 interroptions •
in fact, LTG McNeill stated that he had DO

personal knowledge of the impact of the
President'. determination. Nevertheleu,
we recommend tha.t common guidance be
provided to all of ,the military departments
and DoD agenciea.

•

, ,,
••

, '

• (U) The few substantiated ':intemigation-. "

related abuaea in Afslianistan --which c0n-

sisted ofphysical viOlenCe:,Wete unrelated to, ..
, , '

any approved:ln~Ji policies, which
". -

prohibited.such' behavior: In addition, the. .. . .'

abuses, at-Bagram.. took place Wore any
, ' .

intelTOption 'policy other than PM 34-52-.'"codified for 'Afghanistan.
. .'. ....

••• •
" ..~. .

(U) Missed '

(0) Our investigation auggested several

238
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• (u) There was no evidence that specifIc
detention and interrogation lessons
learned from previoUS con11ic:ta were inCOT
porated in planning for Operation
ENDURING FREEDOM.

• (U) Though all penonne1 were aware that
abuse muat be reported, there were no
standri p for identifying or
reporting detainee abuse or. for detel'min-

•• •

ing whether abUie allegationS.'!Jere legit-.- .
imate. . . . :'

• •

•

•

•
• •
•

..
•

•• •

..
•
•

••

•
• •
•

•
•
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Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (U)

•

"

•

•
• •

- .

Iraqi interim t on June 28, 2004, coali·
tiOD forces CODtinue to support Iraqi security and

em While operations in Afghanistan and
Iraq have both resulted in larp numbers ofcivilian
detainees, . IRAQI FREEDOM is distinct
in that the initiallt8gel or Found combat - from
March 20 throu8b early May or 2003 • produeed

numbers of enemy prisoners of war

(EPWI) aa weD.. The figure on the next page, an
excerpt from the Center Cor Army Leaons Leemed

publication On Poi'" (a history ofArmy
in IRAQI FREEDOM throUlh May 2003).
describu the 3d Infantry Divialon1

• early uperi-

(t1)B

(U) 'I'hi8 aec:tion examinee the evolution of
interrogation techniques approved and employed
in . IRAQI FREEDOM, and begina with •

•

discussion or the beclqp-ound to interrogation
operations in Iraq. The discussion below preaumea
a familiarity with the previoua reporte concerning
detention andinterro~ operations in Iraq, and

. Iy at Abu Ghraib, . eel earlier in
this report (i.e., MDler, Ryder, Taguba, Army

Inspector General (Mikolaahek], Fa~ Jones, and
Independent PaneD, but will re-empbuize by
points - and. where appropriate, offer clarifications
- in order to provide context for our anaJ;ysia.

(m As in the early st8ges-'of Operation
••• • •

ENDURING FREEDOM~. pOund .. in
IRAQI FREEDOM were mii~.;a by both rapid

. -
maneuver and the parliciPa~o~ofSOF and OGA
personnel. Theae ~ton wo'Uld necessitate mul
tiple, often rar·fluni detention faciUtiea: the

• •

rapid and~~gmaneuver of convention-
al forces, C:<;~bin~: with the di&perBed nature of
SOF and oqA' operations, meant that Iraq was
never"a ,1I.m:earn battJefie1d with clearly defined. ..

_ ;f~t ~u, or rear areas in which to establish. -. ..,
. --~_ in£emment facilities. In addition. continuing

, .
(U) Operation IRAQI FREEDOM began at ':'insUrgent and terrorist activity throughout ~e

•

e: 10 p.m. Eastern Standard Thne on countl'y required coalition unit8 to maintain
March 19. 2008. with air and cruise m.iiidle~ short-term detention facilities within their own

• • • • •

intended to kill Saddam Hu.s&ein an.d oth~ key area, at responsibility for the saf1 of
leaders or the Ba'athist~." The :inain body of detainees before their transfer to theater intern-- .
coalition ground forces .crOsied: the .border from ment facilities.
Kuwait into iraq on~ 20, 8J1d three weeks

••• •

later. on April 9,' .'cOalition forces had taken-'

Baghdad. By~lyM~tb~ Iraqi armedforces and
the Ba'athist-~eh!d been defeated, and coali-

•• •

tion fon:ee 'c:oulcU:»egiD' the taSk of . .. and. .... .
• •

recona~ I,raci in .on with the new
• • •

Coalition ProyWiODBl • (CPA) establiebed
on May 12. 2008. (The CPA IUperaeded the Office
for . and H .. Assistance.

which had been in place &ince April) Although t\ill
responsibility and authority for IOvern.ing Iraq wu
handed over to the fullyeovereign and independent

•

I

I
!

I
I
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•

•

•
•

•

field encompassing ra.t-moving forces and long
lines orc:ommUDicaticm. In addition, it calls atten·
tion to the segue from EPW to ciVilian internee

• •

detention attending the transition 'from DU\ior
• •• • •

cOmbat to stability operati~. .

Handling the Enemy Prisonenl of War (U)_.
• •• • •

•

. ... .. ..: .....noon.
•'. . .• •• •• •... ... .

• •. ., .

(U) ''BY. th.e momini of24 March, ...the 709th MP Battalion commander arrived at Tallil.Air
Baie::~[8ii(l. effeCted a relief-in-place with Task Force EPW ThiJ freed Talk Fbrce EPW to

• •

cOntinue'mCjyepumt north following the 3rd In brigades.. Howe~ (the 70ath lIP Battalion
coU1mander) quic1dy realized that he did not have adequate cOmbat power to re1ieY8 Task
Force EPW lind conduct his aecond miiaion or escorting c:iiticallo&istic:a convoys to the fight
ing f'cm:ea. The only available forces at bia disposal were two platocma and the company head
quarters oftbe 511th MP Compllny from Fort Drum, NewYork, all ofwhich had aniWd ahead

•

of the unit equipment.
•

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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•

• •
•.. . ..

• • •

(u) -rile Battle of Tallil presented the 3rd m with its first substantial nwnben·O( EPW..
Handling the prisoners wu a m&.jor task that the division~~ had been workinf for
months. ThJs would be the firBt test of that eftort..·· At 0000 on 22 March. ..the 3rd MP• •• •

Company commander led the advance party of Task Farce EPw to [Assault Point]
• • • •

and establiabed the first EPW collection point: Shortlytb~ the maiil body arrived and
• •

received and processed the first three Ir8cit~•.
••.. ., .

•

(U) "While thep~~ .fBARRQW.•.[tbe]" 3rd m provost maraba1 received •
measage from 3rd BCT [BrigadeC~ .Team} asting for uailtance with the priaonen taken .
at TaWl Air Base. [A] ~all:aet.vanci. PartY moved north. ••to take control of the prisoners, .
established a hastyco»~ pcint~ imd accepted 3rd BCTa prisoners.' The folkiwing mom-

.ing at 0900...tbe 8i'd 13m' cleared a buiJdina complex planned as the location t)f Division
Central CoIlec:tion~Point . Task Force EPW occupied the complez in the earlyatt.ez..·

•

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

ence with EPW operations during the battle to

secure an air base and a bridge over the Euphrates
River near the town of Tallil in southeastern Iraq.
The narrative illustrates some of the cbaDenpa
related. to detention operations on a fluid battle-
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•

•

•

• •

em me battalion commander] decided to commit this Coree to conduct the EPW miaion at
TaDil. On 24 March. [the] commander of the 51lth MP Company led 80 101diere in six Black
Hawk helicoptenl from Camp PENNsnNANIA to TalIil Air Base, rib anIy their wnpona.

•• •

. a picket pounder, and two daya' IUpply of tood aDd water. Thq immediately aug..
• ••

mented the 709th MP Battalion and effectively relieved Task Force EP\V, : The 709lih MPI
renamed tha collection point Corps Holding Area WARRIOR. With limited eqwpment mel
supplies, the 511th MP Company expanded the collection point and~.~ lIfeguard-
ed over 1,600 EPWs until the 744th MP Battalion (InterDmen' '. t) relieved them

· . . ..
on 6 April 2003. :.: ....

• •

•

••

,

•
,• •

•
•

•

Command (CENTCOM>: General '11 y Franks,

USA until July 7, 2003, and then hi. succeaor,
GeneralJohn Abizaid, USA. During the early cam-

bat operations, M'. Combioed Forcea .
Land Coailponent CoIDD18Dd. (CFLCC) - Third
u.s. Army Commanding Gan.raI, lieutenant
Oenerel David McKiernan, who by then had
relieved LTG' - directed COIl'Nrltional

•

• •. ,

d Structures

•
•
•

•
• •· "

M -nut holding area at TaDi1 Air Base becam8 Camp WHITFORD. a
ment point where all coalition ground fon:ea bl'OUlht'EPwi pending movement by the SOOth.. .'
MP Bripde to the theater intemment facility at Qmip BUCCA [in the Iraqi Persian Gulfport

cityofUmm Qur]. On 9Aprill coalition forceS lwiQw; 7;300 EPWe in~ Most oCtbese... '" ..
prisoners ultimately [were transferred] to Qt. th~rmteniment facilit, H0W8Y8E; coalition
commanders releaaed prisoners who th;;;Y detA;rmiDect did not have ties to the Iraqi armed .. ... .
forces or the Ba'ath Part3t Aa coalition forces tnmsitioned to peace IUpport operaticma, the
internment BDd 1"I!IIettlement. miai~n alia tranaitioned. Shortly after 1 May 2003, .hen .
President Bush declared the ipd of'ir;l.sor combat operationa, the SOOth MP Brigade bepn
paroling app' .300 EPws._ day. Ita~ prisonen were releaed, c:riminaJa replIced
them in the camps 88 cCiaIitwn forces began to establish law and order the coun~"

. ..' - - ~••_. .

•

(0)

• •. -.. '. .. .-
••• •••.. ". -"-• ••

•- . •• • • ••_ - '. r_·.. '-. o.
(U) Evolution of
and Detention'Fadllties. - .. - .••

• •.. .

(tJ) As with operations in Mghaniataa,

overall combatant command of operationa in Iraq
resided with the Commander, u.s. Central

•

•
,
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•

,

2001. while tai-

Coree ground ,operations, while the Combined· began in early 2004.
Force Special Operations Component
Commander (CFSOCC) directed sor operationa.
In addition, a Joint Interagency Coordinating
Group (JIACG) was established as part or the
CENTCOM .taff to assist in coordinating the
activities ofnon-DoD apncies operating in Iraq.

(0) A. On Point relates,' planninr for
,

detention and related intelligence· Operations -
•

and the attendant cballengei - begait .well before
• •

March 2003. ClI'LCC plannen: ~ticlpated that
• • • •

EPW numbers could range from' approximately. ,.,

, 16,000, in the event of an,~ coIlapae of the
•

(U) Major conventional forces under the Iraqi regime, to a hiih ofapprozimately 57,000 it
CFLCC'8 command included the Us. Army V Iraqi Corea pUt up a lengthy defense. MPe would
Corps, then ed by LTG Wlliiam S. &lao be~ to_ stabilize h'berated territories

Wallace, USA, and the 1st Marine Expeditionary in addition to ,conducting standard millions
• • ••

,Force a MEr) - with attacl1ed Britiah forces - includinr detainee operations, protection ofhigb-.. . ,.

under LtGen James T. Conway, USMC. M~or., value aaseta and penOllDel, and regulation or
units assigned to V Corps included 3d'In, 4th Pl, suppiy:~te8, amonr others.
and the 82d Airborne and lOlst Air .Ass8U1t "

,

DivisioDs. In addition, CENTCOM plaCed the '.. (U) As early 81
., .

173d Airborne Brigade under the., CFSOCC'B lorinr forces in .upport of CENTCOM'.
, ..

command 88 part of Joint Special QPerations Operation Plan (OPLAN) 100SV in the event of- . .
Task Force North (JSOTF-N). In 'the early days hostilities with Iraq, V Corps' 18th,MP Bripde
of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, the Sd ID spear. began planning for EPWI captured in combat... ,

headed V Corps' drive to Baghdad through south· The Brigade's initial plan was to have two battel-
western Iraqi the. ~73d .Airb~rile Brigade and ion headquarters and eight to ten MP c:ompaniee
1018t Air Auaul~Division: iecured northern Iraq; available ifand when hOitilities began. However,.'

and I MEF, ~e.r" wi~ British forces, secured as Operation IRAQI FREEDOM approached, the
the oil field. ~. ~uthern Iraq and drove to CFLCC made a decision to place these MP units

.Baghd~ &om' the 8O~theast. Later, these units toward the "tail- of the forces flowing into the-
... .--

would be joined bY the 4th ID and by then-Major &ter, Jiving preference for early arrival to combat.. , .
General -Ricardo S. Sanchez's 1st Armored arms units. ThiI decision would result in

•

Division,~ via Kuwaiti subsequent troop increased responsibility for early-arriviDg MP
rotations (not de.c:ribed in detail in this report) units. From On Point:
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•

(U) "[Thill decision] had tbe greatest effect on the division provost marlbal' [i.,., senior.. .
MP oftic:eral, wbo were responuble for amdinating MP support to the di~iwith
only half'of'the required police forces...To~ the problem, [the 3d IQ~mar-

•

shall formed Task Force EPYl In addition to the division's MP c:Oa:tpan~ the task force
• •

received the 546th Area Support He&pital, the 274~ M~ca1 Detachment (Field

SurJical Team), a tactical human intelligence ( .teaDi,. '- Diobile interroption
team, a eriminal in t • • diYiBion (CID) division 8UP~~e1Bment, mclan adviser
from the Staff Judge Advocate. With the 3~ MP Compali~ the task force bad the

.'. .
resources neceuary to receive, proceu, and safeguard prisoner•.•. . . ..

•• ••.. ..... ,

,

• • ••,

. ..
,, -

•
• . ,- .

•

... ..--
M Besides han·m _.. detainees "du.rlDw.o..uoa _ . g

combat operationa, the CFL9C wouid. reqture a
theater EPW internment' .~~pability. In a

•

March 14, 2003 OPORD., .. the CFLCC
- -

alsigned this taa~ to MO DaVid E. Kratzer'.
377th Theater ..Supp-tirl Command (TSC), a... ,,-

unit aaaigned to' tJte. CFLCC that included..
the Army.. R.lerv-.- SOOth MP Brigade

. .' ....
ClnternjnentlReaettlement). The SOOth MP- .
Brigade"U.hen.·commanded by Army Reserve._.. ..
BG Paul H:' tull) waa primarily composed of
six MP battaliona, four of which specialized in
EPW proceuin, and counterintelligence, and

two of which were trained for the IIR miNion.
(The Brigade's 320tb MP Battalion, a Don-I/R
unit composed of reservists trained for guard
duty that included the 372d MP Company,
wouldJater assume resPonsibility for the prison
at Abu Ghraib.) In addition, the CFLCC dele

gated to the SOOth MP Brigade its authority to
conduct GPW Article 5 tribunall to alC8rlain
appropriate categories for detainees whoae
Geneva Convention .tatus was unclear. An
organization chart depictin, the overall com
mand .tructure relevant to detainee operation.
is provided in the tipe on the foJlowinr page.

•

-,

•

•
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Iraq DetenUon-ReJated Command Structure· M8lCh 2003 (U)

, ,

,

,
, ,

•

,

- "

,

UNCLASSIFIED

,-,-' ..0 ..... _ •, , ,
,. ,

0° _ ...

,

,

, ,
, -• ,

,., •, ,
•,

,
,

, ,
•

,

•

,

•

I
Marine UP Un1t8 , I
. ... '.'

" : R~lefor
: " ' ofUIlIt
"c:olkd;g~~' at :'

carps ""'11rid b8IoW•, ,

I

•, '

, ,

,

,

,

, ,. . ,. -. ,... -- ,

1" Marine Ex~tIonary Force-
,L~ COI"lWIY

..

.. .
37~ Theater Suppo;t .

Command' "
,

,MG~,

I '
..
IGO" MP Brlpde (fIR)

,

, , - .. BGP.HII
, ',,

CENTCOM
GEN Franks

I
Combined Force Land

Component Commander
LTG Mc:KIeman "

.., ~~ ..:; ..~ tor..~d~ ..
,,~, &..AlI:t....- : .: "

.. , . . '..' I.....u mal '. I, .
•• ....... • •••• _ :'.',. • • .'. 10'. .' •

••. . ....
•
•

yeo.,.
LTGWa'Iace

,

I
,,.MP Brigad. I

,

R' . 'si)18 for ", -.pon .. '
,~anorunl "

, ',collecting JIC*IISat ' ,
ccifps level~~. '

• •• •

I

,

em Initial Development of Detention Facilitiea

(U) Wrth the inception of ground combat
operationa on March 20, 2003, coalition IfOUIld
forcea throughout Iraq bad to develop facilities for
the temporary detention IlI1d tactical interroption

•

of EPWs, ciVlUan internee. (CO and other
detainees (OD) prior to turning them over to the

, ...,
, '

,
•_.. - ..

...." 6

~ Prien: to' the' wm;'v' Corps also began. ... .
preparing for '~~reiated intelligeDce opera-.. . ...

. tiona by rotat1ntMeal Teams (four-
, ,-. -_ ..... _.-t'.

101dier '. teams, including interrogators and.' ,.. '

lingu.iatB) into the CENTCOM theater in order to

hon~ language akilIa and conduct mission-specific

training.
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•

••

••
•• •

•

•
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

(m Theater-level Facilities

• •

(0) Among the detention sites established
in the courae orOperation IRAQI FREEDOM, tour
have emerpd sa JDBJor theater-level facilities for
the detention of EPWs and civililU1S. The SOOth.
MP Brigade operated all of these fac:i1ities until
relieved by the 16th MP Brigade (Airborne) in

early 2004. As of July 2004, the Multinational
Forces-Iraq Deputy Commandinr General (or
Detainee OperatioJ18 assumed responsibility for all
detention and interrogation operations in Iraq.

•

•

18th MP Brigade or channeling them directly to
a theater internment facility. Throughout the
war, various collecting points were established
and disestablished at the brigade level and

below as circumlltances dictated. AI noted pre-
viously in our disculsion of detention doctrine,
the lowest-echelon detention facility described
in MP doctrine is the division coUectinr point
(CP); however, the realities of combat opera
tions in Mghanistan and Iraq bave often dictat
ed the establishment of temporary detention

facilities at lower levels; e.,., by maneuver
brigades, or by SOF operating independently.

•

•
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• (0) Abu Ghraib.·" (Baghdad Central
Confinement FaciJity, ':BCCF,', or Baghdad·
Central Collecting Paint, BeeP). In late sum-

o • ~ ,.

mer 2003 CPA A -. ,~. Bremer selected

the f~er Iraqi' pri'~n at Aba GhrIlD to be'. .
the ~~ civilian correctional fac:ility for
~. '. ,..:.. to the Jones report, though

•• • •

awiIre of tl1e prison" poor condition • exacer-- . .

bated by looting - and history oftorture under
the Ba'ath regime, after extenaive CODSidera
tion LTG Sanchez judged that there were DO

other suitable, ezistinI structures in Iraq in
which to centrally houae detainees captured
by u.s. forces, and designated Abu Gbraih

CJTF-7's internment facility. The use oftbia
site would also preclude the need for bu
ardous convoy operation. to move detain..
captured in the vicinity of Baghdad to more
distant faciUtie8 IUch 88 Camp Bucca.

(U) At the time of the detainee abuaea perpe

tratedby members ofthe 320thMP Battalion,
the BCCF campISI: included Camps Gand aDd
Vigilant, which houaed the pneral detainee .
population, and a "Hard Site- within the per

manent prison structure for the iaoJat1oD of
"MI hold- detainees. Aa detailed In previoua
reporta, a Joint In . and Debriefing

,
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• (m Camp Bucca. Originally a British-run
EPW camp known u "Camp FreddY.· thia
internment facility -located near the Arabian
Gulfport city olUmm Qasr - W8I turned over
to the SOOth MP Brigade in April 2003.

Center (JIDC) was efiabliahed at Abu Gbr.ib.

•

•, .-. --. -
• . (U) Camp A&brat. This camp. in eastern

• •

Iraq near the Iranian boider, hO\iaee roughly.- .
3,800 members oCt~ MUjaltedin-E Khalq (an. - ~- ,

anti-IrBDian~tary gro~p - designated
-,

88 a Coreign.~.Jat ..~~ation by the
Secretary of ~~te - 'supported by the Ba'ath- . .
regime) who.. ~·. . en maue to coaU·

.~ ... - .
tio ti .. April 2003-n lJI'Ctl& Ul

4 ...._. .. --- .-- .
0- ...- .

(U) The Shift.to Stability Operations

•

•

•
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(U) The Iraq Survey Group

at Abu Gbraib haa been extensively described by
previous reports.

(0) MG Keith Dayton, USA commanded
the ISG from ita inception until h~ reliefby BGen
Joseph M . USMC in July 2004. Inaddi
tion to its military leadership, the ISG receives

guidance from a CIA appointee (nomiDally a 81M'"
ci8l adviser to the Commander; CENTCOM). Dr.
David Kay, former chiefnuclear weapo118 inspector
(or the United Nations Special Commiuion

CUNSCOM> on Iraqi wapoDI ofmall
•

filled this position from the ISG'. inception until
December 2003; subsequently, in Febrwuy 2004,
(onner UNSCOM deputy direCtor Charles DueICer
888umed this duty.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NUMBER ONE

,
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•
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•

(U) The Jones report notes that when
major combat operations were c1eclared over. us.
fortes held much fewer than the tens of t.hOusanda

• • •

of EPWs predicted durin. pre-war PlaDiling.
Though plaDnen had initially en~~et ~.need

for up to 12 ~or detention Caclliti., thekianer. ..
number of detainees actually held rea'lilted In the..... ...
de-mobilization of~e'MP:uinta in the U.S.

•• • •

that bad been identJ#iecl.for dutY in Iraq. By the
summer of 2003•. how~, the ~umber of civilian
detainees bid· ~:'driinatically 88 a result o(

• •

coalition~~~ncyoperati~ and aeen·
tral deteriUan}a~:il~tyW&I required. The civilian.. .
prison ~ulatiOl1at Abu Ghraib alone·~.... .
security detaitieea, and detainees with potential
intelligence .,alue • grew to an estimated 4,()()().
5,000 by the fall of2003, and as ofearly September
2004 included raughly3,OOO detainees (though the
number continues to drop). The history of events

•

•
•

•
;,

•

•

•
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architecture, severely degraded the· commander
and .taft' during Penonnel shorlages
documented in the [joint manning dO.cument] COD

tinued to preclude capabilities.· Thia
•

problem baa since been at lea,st'Partiany addreued
b the Ma 15 2004 . ~- ., t or the joint'IY Y. --_
Multinational Force-Ir8.q C'MNF-l) under LTG. -
Sanchez (relieved.bY' foUr-stU General George. '. .
Casey, USA ~ JulY 1. 20(4). though penoonel.. .
.bmtaps contbJued to be .. problem. A~

• • 0

IUbardinate' eommancl, the Multinational Corp&-
,

Iraq (MNC-I>,r~ on counter-' c0m-
o

bat ~0D8, allowing MNF-I to concentrate on
•

strateiic iseuea within the Iraq theater. In the
• •

interim piiiiod before the inception ofMNF·J, LTG
•

Siiu:hez initiated numerous messures to improve
.. V Corps' capability to act as a CJTF. such .. the

assignment of pneral oftIcen in key etaff' posi
tions: for pIe. milita!)' intelligence MG

•
BarbaraPut. USAwas UlIignedu the CJTF. sen-
ior inte1lipnce ofticer (a position normally tiDedby

a colonel at the corps lev8l). These etrorta have
been described in previous reports, but their impe
tus beara repeating here: in view of the unapect
ed intenlity or the Iraqi insurpD~LTG Sancbes
was forced to seek out and pursue
additional resources to augment V Corps' capabili
ty from the very besinninr of his tenure in cozn.
mend W. qree with LTG Jon.' conclusion that
"the CJTF-7 and Ita1F performed
above expectatioDl. in the over--alllCheme or OIF
[Operation IRAQI FREEDOMJ..

,•

•

- ....' . .- -.. -
• •

(U) Toward a Focus on Detainee Operations
••. .... "

• • •.-'"' :." ...... ..
(U) AI.n~ in~ previoua reports on...

detainee ~OD8,:the V Corps stall' was not
"" - #0

. '._1' . ';' , or initially provided

the reao\uces, 'to tUnction 88 a JTF - to act, in
., ,

essence, 8i a.unified combatant commander. h,

LTG .Jon.1tated in his report, "V Co!pI was nsver
adequately as a CJTF. The c:haIlenae of
tranaitioninlfrom V Cozpa HQa to CJTF·7 without
adequate personnel, equipment, and intelligence

•

•,
•,
,
,
•
•
I
•,
o,
•
•

I
••

i,,
I
I
•

,
,,
,
,

I

• lSI

•

•
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Iraq Detention-Related Command Struct!Jre ; July 2004 (U).. ... .

•

,

•

• •. - .•• •

••••••

•

•

•

••
••

mand and mntrol for III detainee operations in the
theater. The fisure below illUltrates the CWTeDt
command

•

(0) We now tum to detentioii and interro-. "

ption operatiODB. Unlike CJW'p~ Iecticm em-
erinr Afi"'. do ~ "bere provide a
separate " of~ eyolution' ollUidance

•

regarciiq detainee·... . I becauee in Iraq
these operatione Were'(Di. theory) completeb' doc-

• •
• • •

• • •
• • • •

". '
•

•." ...0 . _•• • • •". ..
•• •

••-..... ....
CEHTCOII

••
•

GENAbfzaid
•

• •

Iraq Surwy GIoup
(ISO)

BGen McMlIWI'IIn

(0) In1fPt ofconcenu raised by the abut
ea at Abu Ghraib, Task Force 134 wu
within MNF-I in July 2O(K under the command of
MGGeoffrey Del; USA (fonner

general of JT1l' GTMO), who was assigned II

Deputy ComJnandinr General for Detainee
. Operations and c:harpd with the oversight md

mordinationofMP and MI units conducti11i deten
tion and interroption operationa in haq. Like
JTF GTMO; TalkForce 1M provides unity ofcom-

•

I
I

I

•

"

•

•.. ..... ..

UNCLASSIFIED

•,

Tllk Force 134

o.t81n..Op....tIon.

. MG Miller

• • • •

Re.ponslbleJo.. theat8r
detention
· . and . .

• • •. , . .
l~don OperatiOn. -

• •
• •• •

CoalitIon

Operdng Forcee
•

"••

~1tIr1".tIonaI Force -Inq
. (WlIF~

GENe8M)'

MultInational Corp. - hq
(MNC-Q

LTGMetz

•
••• •

" .••

•
• •

•

•

• • •
• • •.- - ...•• •• • •

••
• ••

•

•

• •

•
• •

•

• .-• • ••- . •

•
•
•

• •
• • • • •• - .- .

•••

•

" •

•
•

•
•

•

•
•

• .. ',-

•

• •

•
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• •

••. -• • •
•-

•
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trinal. Instead, pertinent details are included
where appropriate in the following sections.

•

- ---------------_. -_... .. _.,

(u) Detainee Flow From Point of
Capture'l'hroqh Detention

•

•

•
• •. -
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(U) Detainee flow from point of capture to
. detention in Iraq baa been well described in MG

Fay's report, and we generally concur with his find
ings regarding the conduct ordetention operations
in general prior to the 88igament ofMG Miller II
Deputy CoDlDUlDdiDg General for Detainee
Operations. The (ollowine parqraphs ewnmarize
MG Fay's findinp and introduce the detainee cl..

"

sification system used in Iraq. .

•
•

•,
•,
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.Excerpt from FRAGO 749 • Detainee Classification Definitions (U)

•

•

1.C. (UI/REI. 'l'O USA and MeFI) DEFINITIONS. ,. '... .,,.

,

. .. ~.

1.C.1. (0) C:InLDlf (CI): A P!:RSClN WHO IS INTERNED IXn\ING~
CONFLICT OR OCCUPATION IF HE/SHE IS CONSIDRRED A SECURITY RISK, iiBBDs PRO:'
'l'EC'l'ION' OR HAS COMNIT'1'BD Ml OFFENSE (nmJRaEN'l' OR CRIMINALI AdA'IJII'ft--'!'HB'
OBTAINING POWER.. A CIVILIAN INTERN!!:! IS PROTBC'l'ED ACCORDING" 'rO GD1E\1A" CON-
VENTION IV (PRO'l'EC'l'ION OF CIVILIAN PERSONS IN TIME OF WAll). "" :..

,

.....',-'. '

1.C.2. (U) CI.DJ1DL JZ'DD1U (CD): A PERSON DftAINED UCAUSI HE/SRB IS,
REASONABLY SUSPEC'rED OF. HAVING caea'rl'ED A ClWm AGAINSr" IRAQI' NATIONALS OR. . -.0 _
IRAQI PROPER.'l'lr OR A CRIME NOT RELATED 'rO THE COAL'ITlaM FORCB MISSION., '

, .. ,
,-: .: ...... 7

,

1.C.3. (tn acmtr1'I'DI'1"DJIID (SI): A cIVILiAN IR'l'ERNED DURING.CONl!'LIC'l' OR
OCCUPATION FOR THEIR 0* PROTBC'l'Ic:N OR BBC~USE THEY POD A 'l'HREA'1' 'J'O 'l'HB'0 ., •

SECURl'TY OF COALITION FORCES. 1'1'S KISSION,-, OR "ARE OF IN'1'ELLIGENCE VALUE.
• .0 •

'rHIS INCLUDES PERSONS DETAI6ED FOR COMKI'l"l'OO OFFENSES (INCLUDIHO AT'l'.li'KPTSI
AGAINS'I' COALITION FORCES (OR PRBVIOU~' COALiTION FORCES) MEMBERS OF THE PR0-
VISIONAL G • NGOS, S'l'ATE INFRAsTRUCTURE OR 1i1flY PERscm ACCUSED OP, , ,

COMNI'1"1'ING WAR CRIMES OR CRInS IoGAINST' HOMANI'l'Y. CER'1'AIN SECURITY INTERNEES .
HA~ ALSO BE CLASSIFIED AS A HIGH VALUE DftAD1EE (HVD). SECtJRI'l'Y

" ..
ARE A SOBSBT OF CIVILIAN INTBRNEBS... :_.~

• • '.0

l.C.4. (UI BVDS: HVDS ARE sicuRi'l'Y' mri!:RNBEs OF SIGNIFICAN'l" IH'l'ELLIGENCB
OR POLITICAL VALUE•. UNITS "WILL liB INFORHED BY C2 CJTF-7 OF THK IDENTITY OF

, ..
SUCH nmIVIDUALS. ::':' , '. - ~

"

,•

..
•

. . '.. -:..... . .
1.C. 5 • (UI . niilJoRZi or DR (D1f) : A MEHBER OF ARMED OR CNIFORNED

SBCUlUTl/' FORCES- THAT cONFbRK '1'0 'I'HZ RBQUIRBMEN'l'S OF ARTICLB 4. GERBVA Caf-
VENTION REIaATOO:TO::TREA'l'KiN'l' OF PRISONERS 011' WAR. .. ."- .... " ~ .., '.. . . .. .... ..

1.C. 6 .:' (Uf~:c::am:iiD.L D1VES'l'IQa.TI:0II' DIV1:SIOlf (CID) BOLD: A DlllEC'l'IVE TO. .... .
HOLD AND: 1«)'1', dLEAsB A DETAINEE/INTERNEE IN THE CUS'1'OD! 011' COALITION FORCES,
ISSUEI)' BY -i. ~ER OR AGF2fr OF THB U. S. AlUCY CRIMINAL INVESTIGA'l'ION DIVI-. . ....' . .
SIeN. -.."..

•
•,..

1.C!:i'. (U) laLIDaY ::EII'RLLI (lit) BOLD: A DIRECTIVE TO HOLD »lD NOT
RELEASB A DETAINEE/INTERNEE IN THE CUS'l'OD't OF COALITION FORCES, ISSUBD BY A
HEHBER OR AGBNT OP AU. S. MI:Ll:TARY INrELLIGBNCB ORGAtnZATXON.

,

,
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February 6, 2004, with the 372nd MP Company
assigned the role W88 "Dot
80UDd due to the different missicma and apndaa .

•

assiIDed to each of these respective specialties...
•

We cllilagree. First. there is nothing "nOD-doctrinal"
• • ••

(U) MI·MP ReJatioubip about aaaigning the ~or ~Cf!' preient at the
baae authority as ~'.~" . • for ita

. , (U) In Iraq, 88 inAfJ the working defense. In addition, our rew~,;of'MIand MP doc-'
relationship between MI and MP pereonnel was trine did not indicate..th~. auch a c:ommand re1a-

• • •

dictated by doctrine, albeit with all of the uncer- tionship~MIand MPunita would have any
tainties reprdmgimplementation ofinterrogation etrect on WorkiDa'. . . I between individual

•

techniqu. deacribed in our earlier section on the MI and MP personnel. with the possible exception
••••

doctrinal 'p between MI and MP. Over ofa~n (not deriving from any military doc-
and over, our interviewees· from the top or the .. trine) ·~t·W personnel might have positional
chain of command to the bottom, MP and inter'; authority over MPs. In any even~ at a minimum,

••

rogator alike • stated,"MPa do not interrogate:'. LTG Sanchez', rationale for the auipm.nt
• • •

However, deeisiona as to whether MFaparli¢pat- deserves on: "I wu wtr1 aware ofwhat
ed in the implementatioD of technique. IUCh u Tom Pappu' capacities were. .I knew what other

•••

Sleep A4justmet orMRE-OnlyDiet, orwereFee- mi88ions he had in support or the taak force. I
• • •

ent in the . •on roam,.~~ to the unit knew from previous orders we had fuued that he
level due to the doctrinal V~ies we have dis· had a aood part ofhis capacity at Abu Ghraib II1d
cussed previoualy. The lliies delineating MI and that he personally was fOCUMd on Abu GhraJ."b.
MP respolUlibilities. apPeared i6 be completely BeiDa the senior man on the ground, that is inher·

• • •

lost at Abu Ghraib dUe to the well-documented ently what our profession is all about· he had to be
•• •

failure or lea:dersmp" an4 supervi8ion. M MG able to defend his position against the enemy.
Taguba .ta~!I in -his report, "Coordination TherefOre. all I thought I was doing 'W8I officially

•• • •

OCCIm'ecr at-'the' lowe8t possible levela with little establilbing that responsibility and making IUI'e
. -'

oversi~J:Jyco ..' II that on that compo\Dld uuderatood..
'':.-.. , .. without a doubt who was going to direc:t the

(U) MG Taguba sugested that the assign- defense. who was going to be ruponsible for
ment of the 205th MI Bripde commander. COL defending Abu Ghraib from eneIIIY attack" (from
Pappu, .. the overall of the bue at LTG Sanchez'. statement to LTG JODeI). In biI
Abu Gbraib from NoV$Dber 19, 2003 through statement to us, LTG Sanchez added, -nw auer·

•

•

."..,

•
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tion made in~T~ tg10rt that this relation-
ship wasnon~81is ~ntentioua and one that... ,-

r totally..~.~ especially given the opera
tional eiJ.vironiii,erirand . ces that existed

, .
in Iraq dUring this period." Again, our review of
interrogation and detention doctrine supporta LTG
Sanchez'. position.

(U) Evolution 01 Approved Tec1miquea

(U) The overall development of interroga
tion policy in Iraq is depicted in the figure &bow.
For Biz months after the ofcombat oper
ations inMarch 2003, interrogators were guidedby
FM 34-52. In September and October 2003, the
initial CJTF-7 "counter-raistanee" interrogation

'\

•
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(U) The Iraq Survey Group,.,

policy wu promulgated and then revised respec
tively; and in May 2004, the cummt policy was
issued. We DOW turn to 8 Df tbia policy
evolution.

• •

between EPV1, RP and CI found in GPW and Ge,
81 c:odified for the military through AR 190-8 and
CENTCOM ReauIation 27-13. The Appendix~

•

videt no specific pdance with.ielatiOn to interro-..
gation policy. Dated Sep~ber 25" 2002, the

(U) The evolution of approved inten'oga- Appendix nma only nine~~d 8ppea1'1 to be
tion techniques in Iraq was heavily influenced by drawn directly fro~ ~ 190-8; nowhere in the
the fact that. most initial planning Cocuaed on IIJUlS do the word. "1r8lt ~."Iraqi. lIpP8E It it
defeating the Iraqi military forces, rather than on virtually indistingui~efrom the same anneJ: to
the subsequent occupation. LTG Sanchez, in his the Operation ENDuRING FREEDOM war plan.

"statement to LTG Jones. outlined the problem: ' ';. . ,

"Remember the war had ended and we did not ' " (U) In liIht of the absence of specific guid-
envision having to conduct detention operations of anee governing ·on. in the OPORD, u
this lCope and for this length oftime. It wu au tQ _ LTG Sanchez indicated interropton initially

- ... .. I

the FM [Field Manual] and figure out how you~ "re6ed ':on the outlined in 1M 3U2.
going to do ithued on thePM. We did notenviai~.. There is Jittle record of interrogatiOn operatiou
continuing to conduct operations and~~ the - during the DU\lor combat phase ofthe war; indeed, .
numbers of detainees at the levels ~.We ~und livea the coalition foreel/ apeed of advance aDd
up ha~ to do. The same thing~hsppeoedwith CMlrWhelming air it II8IDa likely that

in: • 01. Let'. go t.o~ PM and yOu do it coalition Corea may have had a~ complete
, ,

ao:ording tD the FM. It clearl!~. ,not nflicienl" operationalpicture offriendlyand hostile force dis-
: ":. po6ition than moatcaptured Iraqis, minimizm, the

(U) OPORD 10oa:V;.:.and: Major-' importance of interrogations ofEPW..
Combat Operatloui"'o:... .,

".- . .... - ..•, ,., ,
"/ - .

(U) CENTCOM. war plan for the invasion
ofIraCL. (jPo~·looav, gave no specific interroga-. -"

tion gUidance;' and Uttle guidance on detainees
• •

beyond that·which could b. found in soverning
doctrine. Appendix 1 to Anna E to CENTCOM
OPLAN l003Y, REnetn.)' PrVOrws of War (EPW),

Retczined 1'er:sou, Civilian Intunea, and Other
Detainees,• echoes the familiar distinctions
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M AlthouKh the ISG did not' rePort to. .... .

CJTF-7 (with the excep~QJl Of: ~t leiast one brief- .
period 88 the comman.d ~cture"eVolved), but to- - .
CENTCOM, and.thila wu:not 'bound by CJTF·7-
interroption ,uidau~ wi found that the guiei-

• •
~.- ..

anee promylpte:ci'b,. MG Dayton was more e:zplie-. .-. ..
it (and~~~) than any put forth by CJ1T·7.. -
at this early &bile ot the operation. MG Dayton. ... ,- ..
confJrmed to us m. doctrinal toundation: 'The ISG
did not use any interrogation/debriefing tech·

niques beyond thoae in FM 34-52. Debriefing tech

niques primaJib' c:onaisted ofdirect questiODl and
incentives ( coft'ee, and 110 forth>,-

,

•

•

,

(U) April-September 2003

(0) The defeat ofSaddml'. re,ime and m.
banding of the Iraqi army left • vacuum in the~
vision of Iraqi services. Free from the
ubiquitoua presence of Saddam'. security forces
and secret police COI'the ftnt time in over SO years.
criminal elementl of Iraqi ·~ety began wide-

,

"

,

2"
•
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•

spread looting and crime. <This was compounded
by Saddam's release of tens of thousaDda ofcrimj.

nala from Iraqi priSOD8 shortly before the war.)

At the same time, other elements began an insur·
gency campaign against coalition forces, attack·
ing supply lines, sabotqini public infrastructure
such 8lI electric power &eneration and distribu·
tion facilities, and UlUlinating Iraqi citizens
who cooperated with coalition forces. Coalition
fol'Cel found themselves in the unaCcustomed
position ofperforminrbasic police and detention
duties at the same time they were engaged in
combat operations against a growing iIllUrgency.

•
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" " ' (U) A1J planning for VICTORY

.BOUNTY continued. CJTF-7 began to shut down
the Camp Cropper corps boldin, ares. transferring .

first hundreds, then ordetaiDeee to Abu
•

Ghralb. '!'beMI9 Company request-
ed that the 519th MI Battalion traDlCer Captain
Carolyn Wood, USA. who bad HrYed sa OfTwer-in
Charge of the battalion'. interroptlOD opentionl
in Bagram, Afghaniltan, from battalion

tenI to Abu Gbru'b to bead the IfOWinI interrop.
tion missiOD there.· CPT Wood srriwd at Abu
Ghraib in early August 2003 to assume responai·
bUity far what was coalescing into the Saddam
Fedayeen Inte1Toption~ty (SFIF). .

......
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(U) MG, Fay'8 report has provided a com
prehensive description of the evolution or interro-.
ration policy in Iraq. In the paragraphs that follow,
we review the key points of that evolutiem.. adding
our ObaervatiODI and data from our
where appropriate.

(U) DevelopmeDt of the September 2008
CJTF.7InterroptiOD Polley
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(U) Shortly thereaftez; from August 31 to
•

September 9, 2003, the JTP. ·GTMO cmmilaDd~

MG Geoffrey Miller, led a~ to .... interroga
tion and detention operaiitma:' in Iraq. <MG

, .
Miller's visit was the 'result orin August 18, 2003
mesaap from, the.. Joint -Stair. Director for
Operations [J-$l, r:equesting that the SOUTHCOM

,

commander 'PI'DYi4e II, temn orexperts in detention
and intemiPtiOb: oPeratIons to provide advice on
rele9ant facilitieliBnd operaQoDl in Iraq. 'Ihe Deed. - . .

for. sUCh, - in light of the IJ'OWing iDJur-. -:. .- had .....:..:..&11..been by CJTF-7 mdPUC}' _ 'Wo~

CENTCOM, and the Joint Staff taaking ma.p
•

.wu generated following disculllion with both
•

CENTcOM and SOurHCOM.) Akey ob8ervation
by the team wu that CJTF-7 had I'DO JUidance

•
specificaIIy addreaaiDg in . poJicieI and
authoritiel . to units· under it. com- .
mand. This observation was doeely related to the
BIIe8S111ent team's central tindingthat CJTF-.7"did
not have authorities and procedures in place to
eft'ect a unified strategy to detain, iuterropte
and report information from detaineeslinternees
in Iraq."

--'-
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(U) OctO~er Ii, 2003 CJTF.'7 InterropUon
• •

and Counter: . ce Policy

•

hq
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(U) May 13, 2004 CJTF·'1 Intenogat1on and
Co1lDter-a.t.atanee Policy

",

•
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(U) Interrop.tlon TecbDlquea Employed
• •

•• •

(U) As in the previoua aectionl covering
GTMO and Afj • , this sectiQn begins with a

•

brief' &UmID8I'1 of our in . . followed by a
comparison of the techaiques approved for UIe in
Iraq (i.e., the CJI'F·7 interrogation policies) with
those techniques actual1y employed.

(U> Inve8tlptive Procedure

"
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(U) In order to avoid duplication of previ
ous eft'orts by other investigations that focused OIl

Abu Ghraib, and becauae or c:onstnUnta related to

onaoing criminal proceedingsc:on~the abus
es there, we relied primarily~~ Tlpba, Jonea,

• •

and Fay reports for cfat!l reprdfn.~Abu Ghraib
events oC October t1u;ougii ~ December 2008.

-
However, the analysia pr8iented here is our own;
in addition, our'team', vim 8nd interriewl at~
Ghraib provided a anaPabot or current interrop
tion and detention conditioDi there.

•

•
•.. .

•
. '.

(U) As in GTMO and Mghanistan, the .(U) Comparison of Interrogation
interviews covered the entire spec:tnun of PerlOJ1~ ~quell and Employed

nel involved in detainee and interrogation oPera-"
• • •

DOns, from flag and sen.eral ofJicen to junior
enlisted interrogators and penonnel 'Who partici.

• •

pated in the capture of detain... "We toOk iilter-- .
views or written statelJlents from gmeral ofticera
including GEN Abizaid anci" LTG Sanchez, aa well
81 other key personnel inclu~ CJTF.7/MNF·I

, '.

senior intelligence oa.u:er. MG ·Biutara Fut, MG
Geoffrey MiDeIj and tb8'~~bnenngand inten'op
tion comman&ri··it the 'ISG and Abu Gbraib,

.. -. - ..
n=specti~~. ~.BddiUon, our team in WashinIton
cond~ aii:'~ve review ofthe documentary

•

evidence: gleened from re&poDaell to our data
•• •

requests to Commands and agencies t
DoD, as well .. data coJ1ected during previous
investiptionl, particularly the reporta of LTG
Jones, MG Fay, MG Taguba, and the Independent
Panel.

"

•
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(U) "The cause of these abullea and deaths were

the training, 'l~p and discipline failures

inside of the units. The institutiorialguidance and
• •

•

the policia were all in place. The advice, the pro-
•. ...'

cedures, everything that W~ necesll8l'Y for a com·
o •• •

mander to be . I tbhJk. had been done.
••- -••

The resourciDg wU .' at a very alow
..' ..

pace, but it~~ roocert'with the overall sima-
••• • •

tion of~tuk'i~ and. the environment that""

were in..,kci i~ in the end, it was juat plain

(U) In addition, before beginningour anal~
sis of the chart, a further clarifying note is neeu
SBry: in the third column, representing the period
between October 12, 2003, and May 12, 2004, the
chart includes &evera1 X markings depicting the
abuses at Abu Ghrm"b detailed in MG Taguba'a
report - in particular, Removal of Clothing;
Presence of Military Working Dogs (which

attacked detaineel, rather than simply beingpres
ent); Beating; Mock Electric Shock; Photographing
under Hwniliating Ci ; and Saual
Acts I Mock Sexual Acts. By including the Abu
Ghraib abuses on the chart, we do not imply that ~d~le failliNs in those three areas at the low
those specific acts ere in fact considered to be inter-.;· est Ievda ~ieadership. It

rogation techniques, that they were the ~.Of· . ;.' ::'.
any policy, or that they occulTed during the cOUri,_ ." . (U) As in the GTMO and Afghanistan Iee-- .
of interrogations (except as noted in 'pl'eVioua -tiODS, the chart depicts the use of Dl&Il1 tech-

• • •

reports). Rathelj they are included in.oider.~con- niques coded white or orange, jndicatin,

trast the nature of those abuses wiih ~:fuferro. techniques employed without lPed1ic approval. - -
ption policy that LTG Sanchez had:mancJjted for that nODethelell are not neceuarily problematic.

• • •

allleCUrity internees heId~~ CJTF-7~1iu:luding To reiterate, these two colors indicate that the
those at~uGhraib. qeBrlYt-~ ofthese abuses applicable policy memoranda did not specifically
W8I prohibi~ by tb:~ Qctobe1:.12, 2003 CJTF-7 diBcuss the techniquea in question; therefore, it
interrogation POlicY. and LTGJOnes found that the is by no meana certain that interroptora would. -
Abu Ghraib ~bUSes~ resulted from indi- categorize the techniques' application as distinct
vidual crimiita.t. :ini~duct; misinterpretation or from other, approved techniques. For pIe,., -
ignoran,ce Of law,... policy, doctrine, and approved though the current (1992) edition ofFM SU2 does

interro~!-ion~iquesi and lack ofproper organ- not specif1c:ally authorize Mutt and Jeff (see tint
..... I

ization, traiDmg, and supervilion of the MI and column), notbinc in.· the FM, the Geneva
MP forces at the prison. We found DO evidence of Conventions, or other policies or doctrine inher
any policy or directive that might be interpreted 88 ently prohibits it. Similar~ interrogators in Iraq
ordering or permitting the Abu GhraJ.'b abuse, and often opined that YeIling was inherent to Fear Up

-
agree with LTG Sanchez, who stated to us that: Harsh, which is • doctriDal technique, and. that

Deception W8I inherent to man~ ifnot moat of the
•
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<tJ) A broad look at the chart i1lustratelJ a
key finding regarding interrogation .
employed in Iraq: the X marks in onmge, yellow
and red areas conesponding to teehniquea 1

... . .... .
,.--_. <U) Before beginningour disc:ullion orcom-

.p'liaiu:e with approved techniques, we must note
ODe key observation . Abu Gbraib: the
vast majority at abuses at Abu~ ('-I., the
"human pyramid") are completely unrelated to any
doctrinal or otherwise approved interrogation
techniques or policies, and did DOt occur during
actual interrogations. Becaule the' abUMI there
indicated a complete disregard for approved poJi.
cles, they &hou1d not be conlidered representative
of other isaues pertaining to compliance with
approved polici.. in Iraq (which are di8cuased
below),

Itaq
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doctrinal teclmiques. Iu these instances, X marks (U) A final qualification regarding the chart
in ol'8l1p blocks may notbe a matter for concern, beBrl repeating: as in the previous sections, the
siDce neither interrogators nor the drafters of absence of an "X" doea not lDea~· conclusively
the policies might prellUme the technique to be that a technique was never employed; rathel;
outside the boundl atdoctrine. (We will ofCOUlse that we found no evidence.of ita:~ployment..~ "

discuss exceptions belo'w. In particular, when Nevertheless, baaed on~,in~~ are COIl-- .. .. . .
examining a Une 011 the chart corresponding to a fident that the chart preaentl an.~picture
technique, if the color code changes froID yellow .of the techniques emPt~.in.iraq, and that any
to oranp under subaequent policies, it can be abuse inciden~ Or 1Jnproper:'einplOJ1118Dt of tech
understood that LTG Sanchez retracted the tech- niques unknoWn to ~.~ have been iao1ated
nique, but could allow it on a caae4 by-c:ase basis events. "' -":": ~,

..... -- - ....
fonowing an official request and lep! review.) ... . .. ". :

"

. (U) QveraU CCJmpUBDC8 with. . "

.AjjproV~ TecImlques
• • ••- .-.

• •• •

•

"

•
•

I
I

I
I,
•

•
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(U) In short, effective' . .on of
CJTF·7 int.en'cgation policies appeared to rely

largely on timely posting of the. memonnda to
,

SIPRNET web lites; reliable~T connect.iv·
ity of widely dispersed forces under often·hostile

• • • •

conditions in the field; and ~tiative on"the part of-
unit. in the field to acceu SIPRNET to download

" ..
interrogation guicWice. AJ~cnish this may have

••

been backed up by distribution ofbardcopy memo-
••

randa thr9ug}i"normal" cIwme1I. our
•

interview. revealed. that the chain frequently
broke down. For example. on June 27, an Array
captain . a Tadical Platoon

"stat~ that·be WfJi aware of the May 13, 2O<M
(U) When asked how command interroga: . ··CJTF·7: p;mcy, but bad not received It from his

tion policy was provided to individual units; "the ".suPerior offtcer; rathet; be had found the memo on
former CJTF·7 C-2X (i.e., the stall'officer~. his own. The laet policy he h&d received from his

. "

ble for and counterintelligepce)·8t8t:ed, chain oC command was the Oetober 12, 2003.
•

-rhese were posted on the CJTF·7 [SIPRNETJ web memo. In addition, as of September 18. 2004, we.. ~. .
page.' At the other end orthe diatnlitation chain, a discovered that the October 2003 CJTF·7 poticy

• • • •

brigade 6-2 (intelligence officer)," a mapr,· told UI wu still posted nut to the current, May 200' pol.
• • • •

that a "guy has to look ~" the \lveb each daY' for icy on the MN(}.I C·2X SIPRNET web irite with no
• •

guidance relevant toJJetention and"interrogation. amplifying information, adding to the potential for. _. .... .

Unlike standard. DoI1-.m~g systems, this confusion.
reliance onweb-~maemmation requirel unita
in the field·";· !D.any. or which ma,y have limited_.. ..
access to SIPRNET.• to "pull- euid.ance from high.

er headquarterl. In addition, the CJTF·7 policy
•

memos • ··unlike many OPORDs and FRAGOs
issued during the c:ourae ofIRAQI FREEDOM • do
not include a requirement for unitl to acknowledp
receipt; therefore, the CJTF·7 staffhad no way of
knowing whether diuemiDation had been eft'ec:tm!.
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"
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•

through .50 indicate that dissemination ofapproved
interrogation policies W8I ineffective, resulting in

wldelpread lac:k ofawareness ofwhich techniques
were currently authorized. Though our interviews
or senior leaders in Iraq uniformly demonstrated

•

that they were aware of the latest guidance, the
breakdown of' . 'on was pervasive at the
unit level - for ewnple, many penonne1 inter·

.viewed in June and July were unaware of the May
13, 2O(M CJTF·7 in policy • and, we

believe, stemmed in large part from a reliance on
SIPRNET (DoD's classi1ied internet system) to dis·
seminate the CJTF-7 policy memos to the field.

•

•

•

•

l- ..
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M FM ~S2Tecbn1quell
• • •,-

•••

•
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- .
(u) Our di&cuasion is. dividld into fom

parta: first, doctrinal tecb¢ques coiitAined in
• •• •

FM 34-52; second, techi1iqueifintroduced by the
September 2003 CJT~.7 intenogation pollcy;

•• •

third, techniques'not· speCifie8lly mentioned by- .
any policy; and fourth, Uclmiques prohibited by

• • •

law or policj , ' ·C. 0

.. . ~ .. . "

(U) We now tum to a dilculsion of specif·
'it interrogation techniques employed in the
coune of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. Our
GTMO and Afghanistan aections have described
1eplandhumanitarian concerns surrounding the
use ofcertain techniques, such as stress positions; .

•

'with lOme exceptions, we have not reiterated . ,oM Several Ob&ervatiODl reprdmg apecific
those concerns in this section, which simply '. techniques derived from FM 34-52 fob
describes the teclmiques employed. Nevert.beJ.~8, :'.

o

the aforementioned concerna should be bOme in
, ' ,
'" .

mind.

•

o
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•
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•

•

(U) Teclmiques Introduced by the
September 14, 2003 CJTF-7 Policy
Memorandum

(U) GeneralO~OD8

•-

•

• •

•
. .'

• •. . . . -
•

• •

•

•

••
•

••
I,

•
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•
•

·,
•
•

• •. '

•. ~. ., ,
•

(b)(1)

(S!NF') •

(b)(1)

•

(u) DoetrihaJ Techniques ;
.. '

Battalion (assigned to the 1st Cavalry Division),

appeared to have received and strictly imple

mented the May 13, 2004 policy. Nevertheless,
,

the relatively widespread use tlfth~e techniques., -

8UPPOlts our finding that th.e policY·9ocuments
••• •

were not always recei~ed o~. 'thor~Ughly under-
, ..

stood; .... ,

..._.....

... ..
. '':. ~"

(U) r.ontinued Use ofSome Retracted W1d' , '
-Prohibited Techniques .,', . ,

, .

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

. " . . ., ., ' •,. '

~ Dluaf;r.at.i.i1g our, 'previOlUl finding. '" . . -.
regarding the b~wi{: or. dissemination, the.'
chart demonstrates .that"the use cf sOme of the.' _..,

techmquea app~ed in the September 2003 memo.. . .. ...

orandum continued even until Juiy 2004, despite
., -

the fact that many were retracted by the O<:tober
• •

2003 memotandum, and some were EUbsequent. <S/NF)

1y prohibited by the May 2004 memorandum.
However, the use of the Tetracted and prohibited (S!NF)
techniques was by no means universaL Some •
units we interviewed, sueh as the 312tb' 'MI

•

. '
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(U) Additional TechDJques

•

•

•

•

"

•

•

283

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPY NTTMRF.R ONE

. - .....• -.._.-



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 467

•
•

•

"

,

•

individual consideration due to their potential for

abuse.

•

•
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•

•

. (U) We received only 1'IU'e reports of the
other techniques listed; however, these deserve

•

•

284 •
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<UlAs. in the DOrmal employ-. " ..

ment ofstrip searChesby MPs, and hysiene inspec-.. ". .
tiona br mecJ!cal personnel, m", contribute to any
im~ ihat Us. forces ,employed c10thiqr
.feni~~ techniques. These practices had stopped

• •

,by'tbe time ofourvisit to Iraq, and U.S. forces were
.~early making every effort to BBfeguard the priva

cy of detamees during.curity and hygiene proce

dUl8ll. (It should be reiterated,~ that
strip-searching detainees it a doctrinal technique .
in accordance with FM 3-19.40.)

•
••'. .-••

• •.._.

•

•

I
I

I
•

•
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(U) We next describe our specific findiDp

pertaining' to theae prohibited teehniqueL We

have erred on the side of caution by including ill
our diacussion ewnplea that might not be ofauf
ficient severity to merit inclUlion among the pro

hibited techniquee, or were not explicitly related
to interrogation, and thus do not appear on the
chart. In addition, we describe aevera1 fac:tors
that, like strip aearchea and. hypene inspectiona,

•

could contribute toPC1'C8ptiOlU that lOme orthae
techniques have been employed. Except where
necesaary, we do not provide further diac:uulon or

•

P.ZM

_.- -----._--

• Iraq
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(U) Pro~b1t~TeChniques- .•

•

•••
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i
•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 471

- .._----------

•
•

•,
• •• •.. . ...

-- .

• •
••
• • •

•

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy NUMBER ONE

• •

Xmarks deriving from the abuses at Abu Ghraib.

•
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nieally correct in stating that "Int . tech-
niques intended only lor 0 [from the

penpective or the of Defenae'. eautioal
contained in the GTMO policy] came to be UIed,. .
in...lraq." H~ever, it mustb8 eniP~ that

. the CJTF-7 policies were~~fcr~ to com
ply with the Geneva ecm~5Qlii~ This form at.. -
"migration- was n~ther" ~entel uor UJlCOD-

trolled. " .". -.::

,
'.,..

•

, ' ..... ',

•- '.' .~,. -, .
,. - ..

(U) Migration 9'ID~.ation

• •• •..
(Ul M we, have seen from LTG Sanchez'.

, ..
and statements, the SeptemQer'

• •, ,

2003 CJTF-7. interrop.tion policy drew heavily
upon tecbniquee contained in the April 2003
GTMO policy providedby MG Miller, u well as the
draft M19 policy forwarded to CJTF-7 by CPT
Wood. Therefore, the Independent Panel w.. tech-

m __'-_I ..'
.LC\;UIUIftI.-. ... ... :... :. :,.,-... ..' .. ..-.. '

,
,

•

,
••,

I

Iraq ,
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(U) There has been much apeculation
regarding the notion that pressure for actionable
intelligence contributed to the abuaee at Abu
Ghraib, and it is we that "pre&lUJ'e- was applied
through the chain of command: .. LTG Sanch•

•

•

•

(U) for Intelli.ence

(0) In 111111, we found that migration of
• •

interrogation techniques into Iraq W8I largely
through official proceaes, induding tbrouih the

. staftlng.ofthe September 2003 CJTF·7 interrDp.
• •

t:ion"'pom;y (which included Ieral reviews by both
c.rrP'·7 and M)~ and that unofficial
migration likely occurred when interrogators
believed that they had leamed else
where were permilaible under the Geneva
ConftI1tiona and FM~2. We fouiad DO evidence
that interrogators conaciously imported techniques

that they believed to exceed the laWi and polici.
applicable in Iraq. Finally, we found DO evidence
that copies of the Detainee In . Workinl
Group report on interrogation techniques were

ever circulated in Iraq.

•
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•

stated to LTG Jon... "You bet there W88 intenle

pressure. BecauIe my IOldieJ'l were fighting and
dying rmry day and I needed to know what the
enemy was dainr in order to defeat him. I mean,
that'. a tal responI1"bility and a require
ment of any commander on the battlefield.

. g that we do as war-fightera is Intel·
based. It's th And if I bad not been
applying intenle prel8Ul"e on the . com
munity to !mow ~ enemy I would have been
derelict in my duties and I shouldn't have been •
commanding general·

em Another reported JOUJ'Ce «pressure to

conduct agressive interrogations wu an Auguit

14, 2003 e-mail from a memberor~ CJTF.7 C.2X
•

Itaft' to field Ml leadership . in Ir8q ltat·
in., "The gloves are coming, d".pn~ [Gel
reprdinJ thele detaiDeel, (auiIt8nt CJTF·7 C2l

• • • •

has made it dear 'tba1 w. want tbeee
broken.~.~~ ottbia e-mail, if

•

tIIbn out ofeootat..~ De CDDItrued u Cl"8U-
• •

in( • .' for in •
related ~. and' the posaibility that it
. ttY did.1O eannot be ruled out (thou8h

• •• •

we r~ DO eVidenc:e to support IIllCb • cooclu·
(U) In the case ofAbu Ghraib, thia preasure . si~~ -~Ver, it ia impoztant to DOte~ the

was manifested within the 205th MI Bripde ~.. pUlpOie oi the .man W8I to I01icit • •
shortcuts cireumventiDg doctrinal procedures; for . 'wish list'" from MI 1eaderI in the field,

• •

the prioritization, n!porting, and' .'on of 'and did Dot gnmt permilliOl1 for any

intelligence, 8& MG Fay described in hill report; In techniques. in fad, it uked field UDita to report
some cases, it appean thst penann!l·fiom..~. ..they feel would be .eft'ec:tBe•••thU
COM, DIA, and OSD may have &mit. requ~ts far [the CJTF-7l SJA could review." Respon8lB to tbia
infonnation directly to ~.Ghraib, "rather than e-mail were factored into the developmeDt or the

• • ••

through normal intellip~c:echannel&: However, u September 2008 CJTF.7 pollcy, which WIS

MG Fay atated,~~ ibould have been reviewed by the SJA, u previously deec:ribed.
upectecI in IUch • 'Crltkat ~wation, but was not-
manapd by th!! IMdenb1il and was a mntributiq.... -
factor to them;~tthat reauJted in abUJU.·

-' ., .
To this "" woiild add 'that, in the face of under-. --
atan~and "BppiOprlate preIIUJ'e from thew~

• •

fighting~der for actionable intellipnce, at
Abu Ghraib there -weared to be • uni~leve1 fail·
ure to either enforce existing standard operating
procedures, or to develop and leek
authorization for ne1J, more etJective ones.

•

•

•••,

• 291
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•

•

dence any pressure of this nature.
•

,

•

(U) Again, 81 with thee-~'described pre
vioualy. it is not impoaibIe tha~ vi.iDtI.~seniorper
sonnel ledindi~dual intemJg8t0rl to perceive that
they were receiving pressure for in· l how..

•

ever, effective leadership and enforcement of
• •

approved policies should have prevented an,y IUCh
. misunderstandiligs. In any event, our interviews

, ., . .
gave no evi.dei1c;e' that such' dinp.. '

, actually toOk~~' ':
(U) Finally, we fClUJld no evidence to sup- , .. , .

port the notion that the Office of the~ of ' . (U) We now turn to a diac:uuion of interro-
Defense, National Security Council StaB; CENT- "ption-~ abuse caaeB in Iraq.

, .
COM, or &Dy other agency or command app~' : " ':.,

direct pressure for inteUigen~ or gave "backGan- Detainee Abuse (u)
ner pennisaion for more . tec1imques..
than theae authorized by PM 34-52 or~~7pol.. (U) A. we have seen earlier, there have
icy. to forces in the field in Iraq. We int~ed been substantially more alleged~ cuea in

•

and took statements from a n1pDber or seniOr om- Iraq than in GTMO or AfJ Without- .
cia1s from the Office of'the SeCretarY ofDef8Dll8. all minimizing the impact or importance or ~
of whom stated that n~'sUcli~·had been abuses that have occurred in Iraq, it should be

• • • •

applied. In additio~~,we,poeed,qiiestionato Ua. kept in mind throughout this discusaion that
, .

Fran Townaend of the- Natiarisl Security Staff over 50,000 detainees have been held in Iraq
Council, who viSited'AbU- Ghraib in November since Operation IRAQI FREEDOM began.

2003. AlthOllJf.l. 'abe' dec:lined to respond to the Therefore. the abUJel we describe below, 88 weD "
quutioni,'we were told that sbe stood by her pre- as those at Abu Ghraib. represent a tiDy propor--
vioua abat.emeJit that she visited Abu Gbraib in tion of detainee operations in Iraq, moat of
order tol~ about the m.urpncy, and to fovea- which, we believe, have been conducted honor·
tipte how better to integrate intellipnce collec- ably under challenging ci
tien efforte, but did not preuure or pve any
guidance to personnel there. Finally. our inter- (U) Azs of September SO. 2()().t., 2'14. invee
views with commanders in the field did not m- tigations of alleged detainee abuse in Iraq had

292
Iraq
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TOTALCASES

.

A detailed overview of the 60 subatanUated abuse cases Is provided In the chart below.

Iraq Detainee Abuse
DEATHS ABUSES

•

• •.. ." ~

• •
•. .... .....

.~ ... ..~. _.
'1.14 ': N/A

-
,

•.,.

.- ..

•
•
•
•-

•

• • •.. .
•
•- ...

O' •

•

.. . .~

..· '.· .' ..
'.: 60~ .

: ..,.
•.: ,I'.... . ..... ..

• •· ... .. . .
• • • •.. ......

• •. :·"..

• .' ,.
:~~,,:'~: .

· . '...... ".· .. . '. \ ..

·., .· .. . :....... ~

- + "~ ')" ".- _...', .· . '" .· ... . .• •

.:.60:;
""1'" ...... "f·.. ','• •

274

160

•

•

•
• •

•
•

• •

•

• •. .. . '.

---+--

•
•

•

· ,•

•..
•

•

218

•

•

•-..
••

..-.-

.. .
•
•••

•

•..

•

•
•

••. ...- .

• •

56 ". ..'. .• •

• • •._-_... . .. -- - .._.__. .. - ....._--..

TOTAL

•

I
".....,.~.-., ..". . .... ..
CLOSED'

• •..... _.__ .._.

• •... ..' .
•• •

- ..
M IDteiTopt1on-related Abuse

• •

em Each cloeed, substantiated investip.
tion wu reviewed to determine whether the
abuse was interrogation-related (i.e., whether
the abuse aroae from the questioning of

•••• •. ... .
been initiated. The chait above depicts the sta·

• ••
tus of those inve.ti~~on6: 160' inv,stiiationa. ..
have been closed, o( whicli 60 substantiated
abuse. Five of the: 8Uba~ti8ted abuse cues

•

resulted in a detainee'~ death.. .... ..· .. . ..
•

• - .... .,.. ..
- .

detainees). In categorizin, abuse as 'nterroga
tion-related," we took an expansive approacll: for
eumple, if a Boldier aIapped a detainee for failing

to answer a question at the point of capture, we
treated that misconduct u interroption-related
abuae. Therefore, theae abuses are not all relat
ed to official interrogations, as the ducriptionl
below will demonstrate. In reviewing these
cases, we fou,nd no evidence wbataoever that
approved interrogation policies contributed to

abusej fmthermore. aa of September, 3D, 2004,
there were no closed, wbstantiated easel of

• 293
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IRAQ - Closed Substantiated Cases
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UNCLASSIFIED

. ..
death resulting from Int8rrogation.related abuse.

• •

•

OJ) M of.f!eptember SO, 2004, there were
16 IUb~th;tecf interrogation·related abuse

" . .- . .
cases. anvutiga1:ara substantiated that the five
deaths and 39 other abuse cases were not related
to interrogation•.) The interroption-related

abuses are eateSOrized by type, location, and
service and component of the perpetrator on the

•. .. -· ,....
..

....

foUowing pages.

(U) Brief descriptions of the 16 interrop

tion-related abuse eases are presented next.

(U) Case8 Involvin9' Trained Inten'Oflators

1. (U) On September M,· 2003. at Forward
Operating Base Iron Horae, an interroptor
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•

•

-
•
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13

4

•

•

a

14 "

lD

12

•

• •

(a speci.aliat assigned to the l04th..~tary
• Battalion) hit • detainee'~ back,

buttocks, and the bottom of his feet :with a
Military Police baton;·,. ,Another SPC. an
interpreter, was present'dun,ngthis interro-..
gation. The ~etaiii~coniplained ofdiacom·
fort to~ back~ butt.oc:ks for two days.

• ••

An~e1~ mvatiption was conduct-
ed, m.ici· b~th .SPCs received non-judicial

. -- ..
~eii'~ and were nilieved or inteITOga-..
tit5n.,dutiea. The spedfic t award-

..' .
ed wU not included in the reports we
reviewed.

,

2. (U) On October 7, 2003, three military intel-

Iigence personnel assigned to the 519th

Military Intelligence Battalion· (one ser
geant and two ODe of'whom was
an interrogator) sexually BEau1ted a female
detainee in a cell at Abu Ghraib. The SGT
and SPCa moved the detainee from her cell
to a more isolated c:ell where one wdier
acted u lookout" another held her 8J'mI,

and the third lriued her. The detainee was
then taken to another section ofthe prison
and shown a naked male detainee. 'She
was told that it'she did not cooperate. abe
would look the same way. The detainee
WII8 then taken back tc the abandoned cell, .

where a soldier removed her blouse. When

.,
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6. (U) On April 19, 2004, Tuk Force 82d
Airborne apprehended a detIinee who W8II

auapected of killing a TF 82d lOldier UIinI
an improviaed explosive device (lED). A

"

•

•

5. (U) On April!, 2004, eevenl in
aaigned to a SOF unit Ilapped a detainee
during an interroption. The 8UIIlIIW'1 of
the unit invutiptlon into thiI •
did not identify the location of thia abuse,
and the detainee was evidently not aeriou..
ly harmed. Each interroptor I'eCl8iwd a
Letter ofAdmonishment.

abe started to cry, the loldiers gave her presumably UIeCi as a melDl to wear down
blouse baCk and told her that they would detaineee during in . A General
be back each nt,bt. During the investiga- OffiCer' of wu

•

tion, she claimed that she .meDed alcohol issued to the Warrant~ in dwp of- ..
on the breath of ODe interroptor. On the facility tor failing to· proVide adequate
JanU8IY 3, 2004, COL Thomu M. Pappu, supervilim to m . :;.:._-- ..
Commander, 20Stb Military Intelligence .-~'. '-':'.....
Brigade, awarded non-judicial punishment 4. (U) In JIIJ1U81Y 2004. at ahoidiDa facili~ an
to the three soldiers for failing to set interrupt«~ to iSOFUnit told two. ...- ....
authorization to interro,ate the female detaineei~t they,Wouldbe1t8rilized, then.. .... .
detainee. The SOT was reduced in rank poured the contents or • onto
and required to forfeit $500 payi one SPC one OrthOee'detainee" gaitala. (The iuveI-

•

was reduced in nmk and required to for- _ tiaP.ltion·did not reveal whether the detain.
feit $500 paYi and the other spe received .wu clothed. at the time oCtbia incident.) A- .
a suepended reduction in rank and was' ". . . .~nit investigation alia revealed that
required to forfeit $750.00 p~ Both c;r ~"" ~other soldier. a pard,1truck a detainee..... ....
the Spc. had previously 58l1'ed in '. : The mterroptor was orally reprimanded

•

ACJhanistan, and aaault,' dereliction of :. and reuaigned, ·and the guard receiftd
duty and maltreatment charges have been non-judicial punishment... ....
recommended against both ~ th.:Army
CID invemptiona into the'..D~mber- .
2002 PUC deatbj"~ .at'·· tl;J.e &gram
Collection Point ~. ..... '. .

".. - . ~....- .- -...... ., .. -... •• •• _.. I

3. (u) On I? .... ~-1~~00s, a detainee suf-
fered .f..~ iower jaw at the 2d
Bripde·:'·Hol~i Facility. Inveatiptorl
b~ev;l·:.tiiat this injury ruulted from- .
ab~ AD AR 15-& investigation and med-. ... .
ica1 examinatim could not determine it the
fracture occurred as a result ofa blow to the
face, or after the detainee fell f'ace-tint onto
the floor followiDc extenaive caliItheniCl,

•

•

•

•;
•
I

•
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•

,

,••. ". .....- ._-..
(P> Iii:defining interrogation-related

abuse ciaes, We considered any C8&e where
, the abuseo'a:rOBe from any type of questioning

of a detainee. The cases described elow
involve the questioning of detainees by per
Bonnel other than trained interrogators.

. ,

7. (U) On June 21, 2003, a Quick ReectioD
,

8. (U) On June SO, 2003, in the vicinity ofAbu
Ghraib, a u.s. militarY COn9OY of the !at
Battalion.. 9th 'Field Artill., Regiment
came under attack by' roc:bt-propeUed

-.
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srenadu (RPG) that deatroyed one of the October 9, 2003, the SSG wu c:barged with
convoy vehicles. When the convoy stopped, four violations of UCMJ Article 128
two Iraqis were . in a nearby fieldj <...ault). The SSGIU~ • request for

an . -'=--'0_-,.In. lieu, ofcourt-they and offered no resistance. ~6" , .

"While being que8ticmed, six to eight soldiers ' martial, which was .pp~ He also
-...Mved no...·1uc!i...:_,· :...."'.. ''.~ent (aut(iDcludina one SSG who was not a trained ......... •.. ;, {;UIl,.~

,_.-::.--.-,;~ reihis Dii.conduct.int8rroptor) allepdly kicked and punclled t UD~., ~'
... ... a, ... -the One detainee claimed that a .. .:.:

- n.... ..,
soldier placed the barrel of a rille in his 10. <Ul On Auluat 20~ 2003, at Forwud.. .
mouth andpointed itathi. chest. When the Operatinr ~~ ,Guim.. in TIJi, Iraq, •
detainees were delivered to a local brigade detaiiiee_ queStioned conceruinghiI par-
holding facility. they had multiple non·life tidpa"tiOn in ~. Plot &0 Us. 1eJ'V.

" ,

iJVuria A. medic was sum· .:;: i~memtie:n. DurinI the questicainc. five
maned to treat the injuries. The resulting ..: ,. ~di~ from the 2nd BattaliOll, 20th Fielc1
AR 16-6 inYeitiption did net identify all ~ .: " ~'--~ery and a civilian inter--
the usailante and ded t\ntl1er :" pnter punched and kicked the detain..
invutigaUon to . their i~titiea. .,.' The interpreter told the~ "It ,ou

,

We were unable to find results or~ subae- dol1~ talk, they will kill you.. "After appl"Ol'

quent investigation, and any~tr~ve imately 30 minutes of qu~onIni.an om-
or ctiaciplinary actions taken~ unknown. cer • LTC Allen B. WeI& - entered the room,

. ," '. '::', ' chambered a round in hia piatol, and placed- .
9. <U> On .August 2, ~98f-.!-t tINt.Tua Pollee the we&llon on his lap with the baml point-

Station, two~wen'b~t in to be ing at the detainee. Shortly thereaftel; the

aboitRPa attilcib. While inter- detainee.. ahirt waspulled overm.head and
roptinl. ~~. ~t t~~'··cl~ees, a SSG he was punched many times in the cbeat.
assi~,~:,,~. 4th Infantry Division With hisvision ob.tructed. the detainee wu
pun~ ape or~tEe detainees several timet! unable to determine how many Saldien hit
ini~the -~Diach end bead. and a sergeant him, but Jaterltated that LTC West never
priiHnt aIio hit the detainee. The detainee struck him. After IItiJl relusinl to provide-~ .
was curover his right By&, requiring stitch· information,. LTC West pulled him by the
.. and had • broken DOle. This incident neck to a weapona deuiDI baITel, pushed

occurred the same day that the sergeanta' hi' head inside the barrel, placed his
unit lost a soldier'in an RPG attack. On weapon y one root away from

•
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13. (U) On October I, 2003, near the

the detainee's head, and fired one round.
•

causinr the detainee to reaa h)'8terica1l)t
LTC West wu awarded non-judicial punilh

ment (forfeiture of $2,500.00 for two
months) and was relieved of command.
Each of the five soldiers was awarded non·
judicialpunishment ( in rank and
forfeitures of pay) for their misconduct.

12. (U) On September 1, 2003, three detainee•

were eeized near a mosque in Baghdad,
their hands were lip<uft'ed behind their

•

backs, and they were taken to a nearby
.' ..

Ammunition Collecti!Jl1,POi;nt~) operat·
ed by the 2nd Battalion, etb lnfantly

• •

Regiment. Th 'matched the~~OD of.f!!1 . --.......
iDdividwds who Wire~ earlier in the• •

vi,,:...u- ofth6ACP :; terwith--.wJ .. ' p:nme weapona.
11. (U) On August 31, 2003. a spedaliat from The~.~brouIht to a 8eIpant

the lit Battalion, 36th Infantry Regiment First!.~.~ ~ho' queitioned each one septa

threatened two Iraqi detaineea durlag ques- . rate1~ askizig if they were al Qaeda or
tioning in a building near Baghdad. The .' ..Fedayeen. TheSFCaskedonedetaineeifhe
SPC- who was an intellipnoe analyst (not _ . oo. ~ there to bomb the base or &hoot sol· .
an in >, waa. seeking the Dame of '. !ti~, and slapped a detainee durin.r ques- '
an individual conducting grenade ~'" tioning for. not telling the truth. A. .
In separate interroptions, the SPC'banded instructedby the SFC, three SSGs~

• •

one detainee a bullet and told hin'i:that the ed in kicking, tripping, and shoving the

round would 1d1l him ifhe~ not'talk; and detain... One detlinee wu also draaed
placed the bullet in the detidnee'l'mouth and thJ:own into a HESCO 'barrier (a c0l-

. . '

and then removed it. ~:.WIthin hearing ma. Iapm'ble wire mesh container

tance of the det~ee bti(~t.·ofhis field of 4-6' in height with a heavy plastic liner).
vision, the ~" simulated charging an The detainees claimed they were security
empty weapon: WOO, lead' the detainee to .guuda for the local mosque and were eYeD-

• • • •

believ~:. the".~"wu loaded, During tua11y released to a cleric from the 1DOIqUe.

these''~~0D8, the detainees were The SFC was convicted at a sumnwy court-
.- .

. ". and posed no threst. At the martial; one st8ft'serpent wu convicted at
• .... >,

time of thW fncidcm~ the SPC had been in a special court·mertial, and the nmainiug
• • • •

Irai:i tor 3~ months and had received. train~ staff lel'geants were convicted at aummlUY
• •

ing on proper treatment of detainees. He c:ourta-martial. The punishments were not
received non.judi~ punishment (exact included in the reports reviewed.
punishment unknown) for this abuae.

•

300

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

....._._--------------



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 484

I
i,
•
,,

•

"

,

301

16. (U) On February 5, 2004, a SPC (a counter-·

intelligence apnt, but not • trained inter
rogator) assiped to Sloth Military Police

Iraq

,

,
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of the Baghdad International Airport info The second SGT was aa:uaed ofphyli-
(SlAP), soldiers 8111i1ned to A Battery, bt cally auaulting the detainee by grabbina

Battalion, 4th Air Defense Artillery appre- him by his shht. Following an AR 15-6
• •

hended nine detainees suspected of tres- the first ~T received non-
•

passing through a hole in BIAPs southern judicial (reductiiJli in rank and..
wall and stealing metal pipe. A captain forfeiture of $945 pay:r~ two niPDtha>, and
interrogated the zip-tied detainees at gun. an assault cba.qe~ ~;Iec:ond SGT
point and fired his pistol approximately six was .. at:1;f1e non~j~al punish.

. . . ..
times to deflate the tires of the tractor ment h .' "'.: .~ .••• •, '

the detainee. had, been riding when '.. ..' ':... ;
• • •

caught. The captain wal trained in rules 15. (U) On' , 31, 2003, Near KIJsu, a. ,

of engagement aDd the proper treatment patioI' .frQDi '.the 300th Military Police
•

of detainees, and at the time of thiB incl- .,.. ' C<m!pBJJy apprehended four males Iraqis in
, ,

dent had been in theater for six montbl. '. '. ' i. fi while . COl' a I!!Ol't£
•

He received non-judicial punishment·:, .,:'-"~ guarding the detaJneu in a nearby. . .. . -
(exact puni8hment unknown) aJid -':.. field, a PFCrepeatedly uked "weapcm?" in

'.' . .
relieved of his duties. :. , " Arabic, end jllbbed one detainee in the head

"'._ ," with his rifle ev~ time the detainee
14. (0) On October 14, 2003, at a teD1PQf8rY answered "no" After at least 10 jabl. the.. ..'-

holdinr facility in AI Ademiya, a detainee PFC butt-stroked the cietaiMe in the groin.,. .
was questioned about'his knowledge of He also butt-stroked anoth.. detainee- ' •

plans to attack a Us.-C:anvO.J '.The detainee, between his ahouJder blades and in hiI face.. -.. ,

who had served ~ an iiifar:ui8nt, was in a ~ the Pro threatened a detainee by
convoy when itwei ~~tad:ed by an lED, but placing his rifle into the detain.'. mouth

, ..
was uninjUred., ", revealed that and pu1line the triger without a round

... .. .. ..
the ~"DJigh{baveknown about the chambered, and then firing a rou.nd into the- .' '.- . .
p~.~'ind possiblysteered the con- ground next to the detainee. As of
~ inid.the' attack. Aftsr the attack, two September 30, 2004, disciplinary action is
SGt, fn;Jin the 32dMllitazy Police Cornpany ,till pending in this case...-
(who had bem in the convoy) took the
detain. to the Al Ademiya police station.

The first SOT held a pistol to the detainee'.
head and threatened him during question-

•

•

•
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(m Our approach to examining detainee
abWM!a W88 dift"erent from both previous in~p
tiODl. We did not inveatieate epeciftc allegations of
milconduct; rather, we reviewed detainee abuse
investigaticma by em, NClS, and indi
vidual military unitI. Due to our concern regard-

,

,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
•

Battalion questioned three detainees at the first incident; there is also no evidence 1Ug

Camp Bucca who were 8U8peCted of attack- gesting that the interpreter W88 knowledpable of
ing • convoy. During one intenoption, the interrogation polic,)t

• •

detainee eluded questiODl and the Specialist . ..., .
bent down to speak to him. The fleu-e:uffed (U) Abuses in Other 1nve8tt~tion8

• • ••, .detainee attempted to strike the spc. who . ..' .. ..
reacted by striking the detainee in the left; (0), LTG Jones,: MG~~d YG· Taguba. ."

eye with a closed flat. There were no Us. investigated the etetalnee~ at Abu Gbarib
witne&le8; however, an interpreter wu Prison. MG TagUba's in - . . n primarily

present. The battalion commanderappoint- examined the conduct ~f the SOOth:Nilitaly Police
eel an officer to conduct an AR 15-6 inwsti· Bripde, while'MQ ·hya inquiry focu8ed on the
gation; ultimately. the SPC received 205th' Mllitary.. 'intelJisence Brigade, aJ1d LTG

non-judicial.. t (a letter ~ repri. J~~ . 'ona aDd llDior mOitlr)'
mand, reduction m rate. and forfeiture of, . ',,' ..1..__ &-:_~_ In his~
$ tb) ... leaden above WWIIC two ............ .~ ...

700.00 pay for one mOD and was sua- '. •
pended from all mntBct with detainees. .' MG Tiguba did not detail eadt incident of abuse,

. but . eel variOUI forma ollbusiftbelumor.

(U) Interrof7ation-re1ated Abuse: Obser'Jatioris MG Fay. on the other hand, identified '" specific
•'., ". . . incidents of abuae. In comparing the two nporta,

•

, (u) There is no discemable~ttem in these MG Fay noted that "The incident. identUledin this..
interroiation-related ab*ae in~ltiiation8. investigation include lOme of the lame abuses... ...
Howem; by far them~ 00JniD.0n method ofabuae identified in the MG Taguba investigation; howev-
was punching and 1d.ckihg. whiclt is 'simple assault er, this inwstigation adda several previOU8ly unre
and clearly WU'e1at~~ lDy irf . policy. ported events. A direct comparison cannot be

Only two of~inCldeDtB reflect the pouible use made of the abu.ses cited in the MG TlliUba report
of count . ·"ee.' ; the contrad

~ .. :" and this OM.·
interpreter ~ho'placeda detainee in a 8treas poai-
tionand.l~ tiie back ofhia head each time he_.
refused t4. aDBWer a question, lind the pouible WJe

or physical tnininc (. .) resulting in a
detainee breakine hia jaw. In tbl!l8 C88eII,b~

the evidence augpsta that theee techniques were
employed on the own initiative rather
than as a result ofany policy or other directioD. In

•

•

• •
•

•
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COpy NUMBER ONE

302

•

..



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 486

•

• •
• • •

•

. .- -----------......
".310

,

,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPYN

,

ing the reliability of information in cqoing invea
ligations, we limited our review primarily to closed
investigations. In making that determination, we
recosnized that man;y ofthe ongoingin
would probably be closed as unsubstantiated (cur·
rent substantiation rate for Iraq abUle investiga
tions ia approximately 40%) and acknowledged
that additional information could be 1U1COvered
that would chanp the character oropen investiga
tiona. By fOCUling on dOled inveItiptiDns, we
sought to remove uncertainty and increase the reli
ability Of our findings. .

(U) ConcluloM:
Tedmiquel and Abu.

,

(U) In IUDlo our msjor findings regarding..
interroption techniques emp'l~' and interroga·

tion-related abW1e8 in Iraq~ '8IJ f011o:Wa:.. ... - .. -. .
~ .. ... '..

••. - ..:.

• (U). ." ~ or aj)proved interrop-. .,
tion policies w... iDeffei.tive, often resultiaI
in. in: .. . -.. Jaci ofawareDeII ofwhich

.... .
techiiiquee'~ currently authorized.Tbia
was'~ Cfue to reliance 011 SIPRNET as

.. themedi~ for . . pidaJu:e.
•

(U) or the 44 incidents identified in MG , ' .. , ' ' .

FaYa report, 26 incidea.tB are coveredby 88V8D CIQ. . ~\. «ri'Compliance with approved interrop·. " .
investiptiona. Four of thoee em investigation.- .
are closed and two substantiate abuse (the sexual: , .,...
assault of a female detainee at Abu:. Ghraib,

•

descnDed above. and a C888 inwlvi,ng th8':UJe of
military working clop to humiliate~); the
other em investiptiona ofthe~Ghraib 8bwJea
remain open 81 of ." ao, 2004.

-.. ..'. - .
(U) Finall~,lSof~.inc:idents in MG Fay'l

report are not. '. .. .., "~ 'CID investiptiona.

These incid~ti:~ of 'Which involve detainee
nudity, iaoladoP-''~(r humiliation, have been

. --
deemed ;DUtaide. tlie'purview of CID's investigative- .
respollli~eI,' and Bre considered aufficlently
covered in Ido. FaYe report far tive and
disciplinary pu1'pOI8I.

, ..
•

. , tion policies. was often incomplete, even'
•

when unit. were in pOISesaion of'the latest
guidance. Warrant officer or senior enlist
ed in had ,to oraDy con~ fine-

•

Iy nuanced policies to junior enlisted and
contract interrogators without the benefit
offirsthand knowledp of the lep1 consid
erations that had guided policy develop

ment.

•
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,

.,

,

•

• (U) There were no standard procedures for
identifying.or reporting detainee abuse or

.for determining whether abuae .
were legitimate. Us. service members, DoD
c:iviliana, and contracton uniformly repart
ed that they bad an obligation to report any

abuse that they observed; hcJ'qi~ their
deacriptiolll of what constituted abuse

(U)Miuecl

(u) Our investiption .~ted &eYe1'8l- .
additional "missed 0 • ·ei·~:(be8ides those

. '., .,

by our findinp atiave):.,~~. or the•.- . ...
missed opportunities theDiiemii·~uted to or

. -:.

caused abuse; in addition,. itia'~ that they
• •

could have prevented th.e': interrogation-related
abuses that did~.~were already prohibit-

•
• •

ed by other· aim .....1:..:... law. and doctrine...Dg.~ ,
•

HoweveL; had iJiey been pursued, U.s. forces might
•

have.~ better prepared.for detention and inter-

• (U) There was no evidence of explicit pres- .~~.~~~ in Iraq.
sure for intelligence other than that legiti...·. .,.... :. :. .

• ••

mately conveyed from CJTP'·7 (iind -'. • (U) There wu no evidence that ipeCifie
•

•

subsequentlyMNF-O h to inter- detention and in . n leaBOll8lesrnec1
•

rogatonJ via the chain or command:: .. . from previous coniJicta in the BalIram.
• •

••

. . . Mgbmistan, and were incorpo-
•

• (U) Interroption-related abu.e, and the rated in planning for Operation IRAQI
non-intenopt.ion~ at AiJu Ghrmo, FREEDOM.
appear unrelated. to any 'Spproved interro
gation polioe&.. IJipartimiar,'the promuIp
tion of th~.~~ and October 2003-
CJTF-7.in ; '. policies did not appear
to play~.~le in the abuses at Abu Gbraib..- .. . .

or IUlY...Of.tbe cloaed, IUbeta:ntiated abuse
, - . -

cIJea in lraii: in fact. bad the policies been
•• •

adlierec!-to, lOme of the .buses migbt have
been prevented.

•

•

•
•
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•

..

•

• •
•

(U) Other Iuuea

(V) Coalition ForceS

(0)~ we offer lome ob&erwtionl on

detention and interroption iasues concerning
coalition and Iraqi National GUJII'd fOl'CfJ8.

(U) Though. coalition forca in Iraq fall
under the command or MNF·I (lind previoualy
CJTF-7), we did not visit any ngn-US.·run deten
tion fadlities or conduct any interviews with non-
u.s. peraonnel. The British and .

• ••

••.,

• •

(which ranged from "beating" to ''verbal
abuae"), to whom they would report abuse
(ranging from their • auperior in

to the unit inspector pneral),
and who would determine whether abuse
alleptions were legitimate (often the senior
enlisted or warrant officeIt and sometimes
the interrogator him or herself) were highly
varied.

•

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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(U) The Iraqi National Oaard

•
•

•

•
•
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•
•

•

•
•

•

•
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•
•
•
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•

•

•
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personnel~ to the Iraq Survey Group are
presumably required to abide by ISG policies; how
ever, it is not clear whether the CJTF·7 interroga
tion policy memoranda were distributed to
coalition unita, or indeed whether u.s. policy
explicitly requiJ'el coelition units to .adhere to
interroption policies prcmu1gated by a command
er without multinational coordination. In addi
tion, the 8forementioned reliance on SIPRNET to

•

• . interrogation guidance lUulouhtedly
hindered' • . to coalition units, which do
not have acc:ea to the U.S.-only secure network.
These are areas that should be explored and clari.
fied during DoD'e ongoing revision of department-

•

wide interrogation policies.

•
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• •
•

•

, action, where they may be contractually
,

:~. '~ped to take on functions or 8 tradi-
tionally military nature such aa interrop-
, .

.. tion of detainees. (Thil does not relieve
•

military commanders of their duty to
ensure humane treatment of detainees,
however, no matter' which functions are

•

perfonned by contractors.)

DoD Polley (U)

(1J) The t of Defense emplO1l
contract services under two . ces. First,

The second point highlights the importance of
DoD policies reprding contra~l'Ithat perform
operational. rather than purely logiltical func
tions. The following paragraphs provide an
overview of the laws and policies pertinent to the
employment and accountability of DoD contract
interrogators and associated support PeJ'lonnel
(e.g., linguists and analysb).

PIlIt314

.._-

.~ ... .

•
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•

•
:.. :'

- from United States ofAmerica v. David A. Passaro, filed JUDe 11, 2004- . . .
• • •

(u) GENERAL ALLEGATIONS: ...OnJ~ 29, 2003, and JuJU .20, 2003, {Ctmtral

Intelligence Agent:Y contractor]Defuu:lant DavidA Passaro interrogated Abdull\bli
• •-

about tilt roc1tet attcu:kr. Duri1ll/ thue interrogations, David.A Pru.uo
• •

beat Abdul Wali, ruilll hia handl and {rtt," and (J large fltlShlighL ~.WGli dit,d
• • •

•

in (J cellon Base lAfgluuri8tonl on June 21, JOO3. '. .,

Contractor Polley and Doctrine (U)

The Role of Contractors in Department of Defense
Interrogation Operations (U)

2. (u) Contractora supporting the U.s.
Government in the Global War on Terror

are often found in &re88 exposed to hOltile

•
•
••
•. - ~

1. (U) A cmnp~ bodY of federal law
~ . --

pennita tn. proseCution of u.s. nationals •. '. ~ .
whether'Con~ 80vemment civilian, or... ..
~taq-:~ho ari! found responsible for the

U4:t~ treatment of detainees, or who- .
otlierwi88 violate Us. and international."

law;

UNCLASSIFIED • Contnlf:totw

...._---------------------_._.-

(lJ) Allegations of contractor-perpetrated.. .~
•

detainee abuse ill Afghanistan and Iraq (in pI!':.

ticular, at Abu Ghraib) have cast a spotlisht on·
•

the U.s. Government's use of contract personnel
to conduct intelligence interrogations. Thouih it
concerns a CIA contractor, the ~i~ dted
above illustrates two key poi~tS~hat'arealSo true
for DoD contract interroia~!. :.., '.- ~.. .

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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,, UNCLASSIFIED
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,

• •
•

.. .,

,

,

• Determining Whether Actlvities are "IDherently Governmental" (11)
,

,

(U) In order to ensure that the US. Government acquir. needed goods and nrvices in
the most economical and em.cient manner, Executive Order 12615 (November 19, 1987),, , ,

ofCommvcialktWitia, specifies that "commercial activities" ~ i.e.,~g
semcel that coaldbe performed by the private sector - &hall be proyiciedbyprivate indus-

•
try, except where statute or national security requires . performance. In
implementing this Ezecutive Order, Office cA ent and Budpt Circ:aJar Number
A·7S requires that all federal agencies identify aD activities Perl'ori:ned by their personnel
u either com.mm:ial or inhmmtly gouemnumJal. In aeneral., inherently tal
activities are thoBe that "are 80 intimately related ~,theplibBc iiiterest as to mandate per-

• ••
formance by til_ e.g., poaitions requirine an individual to make poll-

o • .. ..

c:y decisions, or the command ormilituy torces, -'wh8J'8!lS cammerdal activities "may be
provided by oontrad mpport••.where the ~traCtorcfue& not have the authority to decide

• ••• •• •

on the course of ~on, but is tasked to develop, optiona or implement a caune oraction,
with agency over&ight.II . ' . . , ' :'

'.

-•

•

•

,

when there is an pri~ aec:tm.: capa
bility to perform certain funct:iona, it'~ be more

• • •

coat etrective for DoD to "hire". those tunctions
rather than perform themWith·~ent 886etI.

, ,

Second (and more di;r~.rela~ to contract inter-
rogation), doctrine itatiie thatamtract supportcan
"augment~i ~es, provide ~ded. _.
sources oflU~ee aiid.llervices, and bridae gaps in
the d~oYed~rCestruCture" (Joint Publiaition 4.0,- ......
Doctri1iS~r Lo;isiic Support ofJoint Ope1"Ctiou).
In no circUmstance, h.owevm; may DoD contract
aerviees that are "inherently governmental" in
nature (see figure above). .

,
•

(U) The fact that military intellipnce

intelToptlon .ervices have been aequired 'ria con·

tract implies that DoD does not c:oosider interrop
tion to be an inherently governmental function.
We did not consider the question otwhether inter
rogation should or should not be 10 caterorized:
the Federal Acquisition Regulation ~ ~Ded

below - specit'i. that the directian and control or
intellipnce and counter-intelligence ia
an inherently governmental function; however, our
disc:u.asion proceeds from the assumption that
interrogation does not constitute such "direction
and control" (This iBaue may warrant further
high-level review, particularly in light of a
December 26, 2000 memorandum by the Aaaiatant
Secretary of the Army for Manpower and ReIerve

•

,
,
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• •
•

•

• •
•• •

(U) The·.nature of the military fDtellipace
ro~ itructure haS the potential to .cer-
tam" t inherent to the use of

... " .
• • •

•

•
• •

•

(U) Acquiaition of contract .
services is therefore guided by DoD policies p
eming cominerCial aetivities (see~ below). In- .
any event, the Army Inspector General Report,

• ••

among others, mllkea it clear: that ~tr_ inter-
roptOI'l lIuPportiul OperitionS ENDURING- "
FREEDOM and IRAQJ~ ._- .. ' ~ ire "ridsini ... ~-

ppa in force~. '.: eritical pps. giWD the.- .
importance of . • .in 8dditiOll to simply... .. . .
providing~~ the most eeonomic:al fashion.

•
•••

Aft'airI that found tactical and strategic intelli

gence functiol18 to be inalip'ble for private per
formance on the grounds of inherently

•
governmental nature and risk to national security
respectivel)t The memo does provide far excep
tiOD8 when a required inteDipnce capability is not
resident in the Department or the~ and fur
ther specWee • u noted during Acting Army

Secretary Brownlee's end LTG Mikolaahek's July

22, 2004 teltimony before the Senate Armed
.Service • that the memo doa not apply

to .Arm.Y (orca wuJq the control of
other DoD compoMnb, indudilvJ com-
1nCJ1Uler5 [emphuis added).)

•

DoDPolicles
•

- .. . ..- - _.
•• •

•

.'

• •." . . .
•

(U) Soureea: DoD Directiw·COO.15 (March 10, 1989), CommuciGl Adiuitia .
• • •

Program;" and DoDIns~ SOO();S7 '(as amended JanuarY 26, 1996), Continuation of
Essenti4l DoD ContrcJc!o.~·$eroica DUrin8 CrUe&.

"
•

••

-.. -. .
• • •".0..· .• • •

• (U) ReJ,y~~tbB inost'~ective mix: ofthe Total Force, cost and other factora con
•

ai~ iDcludml8ctive, ruerve, civilian, host-nation and contract resoui'ces in
O1i!er~• '8uisned peacetime and wartime miasiona..

•- ":.: ~ .• • •• •- :. ... -• • • •

-'!. .. (U) Achieve economy and quality through competition.. . ".. . •. ...~'-
•

•- .
';~~..! .(U) Retain govemmental functions in-house.- ..

•• em Rely em the commerdal sector to provide • products and eervicea,
except when. [otherwise] required for national defenae.

• •

UNCLASSIFIED • Connctor.
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(U) Title 4.1 of the' US. Code, "Public

and Control of Contract
Interrogato1'll (U)

contract services. ~ecifically, contract inter
rogators, like militaly interrogatorB, fill positiona
that are characterized sa "combat support,"
rather than the logistically-oriented "combat (U) As noted above, COD,tr8c!; ihterrogatom

• •

service support.. politions traditionally occupied work lide-by-Iide with their military counterparts,... . ._-
by contI'Bctors (see fieure below). Thia opera- who mWlt obey the lawful ~er.'.¢ their superiors. _....
tional- versus logistical- ue ofcontract aemee., in the chain ofcommanCL 'Ihe:c:oiitr8ctora, by con-. -
which may find contract and active-duty militar,y trait, are bound by.the teims asid conditions oftbe
interrogators working side-by-side. is complicat- contract betwetm tIieir puent companlel and the
ed by the fact that DoD'. control of contract u.s. Government, whiCh c:aunot bemodified except.. .
~terrogators is ~erciled through the tenns of by an offi~~... .. DoD contractfnr ofDc£

their contracts, rather than through a military A contract may-be Written to offer military super-
•

chain or command. Though the terms of a con- ~ Biiaificant direct authority over contrac:tors'
tract could specify a similar degree of direct mill-.:~ in • Combat 8UpPOl't role; howevm; there is
tary control over a contractor, this control woulci.~~o iQarantee that this lriD be the case for every
be specific to that contract, rather than univ~ ~~trad.
sal. Further, this type ofcon~ctuI1claUie il'not -'.
mandated by any DoD regulation. . ".

•• •• • ••. -••
• •

•

- •
•
•

•

•

•

" . ... ... .
.CombatS~VB. Combat Service Support (U).. ... ..

• •
• -.... ...

CU> ~:"~ JOint Mcation 1-02, DoD Dictionary ofMilitar;y and AlIOCiat«l
. T~ "DePartment of the Army Pamphlet 10-1, Organization. ofthe United.. . ...
. State8~. " '.

-• • ••. -

.. .

....
':." ..(U> Combat mpport is the provision of fire euppart and other assiItanee

•

to combat BI'1JUI units such as infantry and armo~· Military inteJlilence
j .on is a combat support function. Combat RrViee IUPport, on the

other hand, provideI for the • ofoperating forces, and ineludes~
ply, transportation, medical, legal, and other related service&

•

•

310
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,

,

••

,

•

Contrac:tI," requirea the SecretaJy of Defense to the procesa. (See figure below Cor repre-

"establilh dear linea of authority, 8CCOUJ1tabili~ sentative Army policy command and
and respomibility for ]lI'OCUJ'eDlent decisionmak- control of contractors in the field). This doa not,

,,

ing" within DoD. The Federal Acquisition however. prevent militaly commanders from ful-
~.. . ..

Regulation (jointly administered by DoD, the fillil1( their obligation to protect' detainees in their

General Services Administration and NASAl, in custody 1i'om abuse ormiatrii~t.'Such behav-
•

turn, specifies that only desipated contracting ior by a mntnlctor is a ~-Vi$ti~ Of law that is
officers~ enter into contracts - or modify them not protected by contraCt;~ 'If a contractor. .-.
- on behalf of the Government. Therefore. since physically attacked '9.~ sexuallyharaIIed DoD per.

, ..
the contracting oftlcer responsible for the procure- aonnel, contractual .. . - would certainly not. ,

ment of in . n Iel"Iices may or may not be be cited 81 anmi~ to diacip~ornmov-
readily accessible to the military int.ellipnce lead- m, the.con~~ The actions involved here 81'e

•

enhip in the field, it is important that the terms no leu serious, and era should immedi-
• •

and conditions of such contracts are sufficiently ate1y''~ove any contractor inwlved in IUCh
specific to ensure contractor compliance with mill- behaVicn; lmmediately document the tJehavioJ; BDd. .,

tary I ezpec:tations, yet suffi~tIy then with the contracting o1Iia£.. . ~

flemole to permit the dynamic employ- ' ". ,
mentofcontrecten in operational, comb_'lUpport' (U) Under the Geneva. ConventiOPl, COlI-

• •

roles. For example, a contract could ipeCify,.that t.raeton • an armed t'cne in the field
contract interrogators must Collow~ 34-52 ~h. are entitled to prl80ner of war priviJeget if cap-

.. .
niques in pneral, but also coplply wl1h..JU1Y ad~. tured, 80 long as they have received authorizatiou
tional interrogation gui~be. Provided by the from that force. Theater may revoke
military intelligence~~~.. . : that authorization in response to contmctors'~

.'. -:-
.. '':'-:"_ ::.:._ . lation oforders and lnstrueticml, particularly when

(m Even with a~~~Uen contract, how- those violations jeopardize miuion accompliah-.. ...
ever, the re1atlOilaiiiR. bet'ieen a contract inter- ment or force protection, and me;y direct the con-..... ..
roptor~d~ inieniaence leadership is nat a tractina' officer to demand that the ccotractor. ... -
direct one. If~isany . ent regarding replace the otrendinC individual (aee, for ~ple,

,
• •

quality of.~rk or interpretation or the contract's AR 715-9). However, the Cact remain8 that com·...- ..
terms, the diijJute must be mediated by the.con. manders' freedom oC action in directing the
tracting officer (or his or her officially designated action. ofcontract interrogators - short ofwhole
on-site repreaentaU'98) and the senior contractor sale removal - is limited by the termI and Icop8

employee present. in order to ensure that federal of the contract, and by the admini.tratiw nature
acquisition laws and the directives contained in the of the Government·contractor relatiOl18hip.
Federal . 8I'e not violated in

.,

•

,

UNCLASSIFIED • Contract",.. •
,
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• •

EzcerptB from ArmyRegulation 715-9, Ccmtracton
AcoomplUQ'inl the Force (U)

•
•

• •

• •

• (U) and control ofcommerc:ialsupport service win b4i'~

defmed by the terms and conditions of the contract. The coprlJaJit U!Diractii1i
••• •

deeror hWher designated repreaentative(s) wiD monitor contrsd.Oio pmoniuuu:e
•

and maintain dq-to-day liaisoD activities...[andl communiCate t1le Armys
requiremmta and prioritize the act1vitiefIwi~ the terms and

• •

conditions of the contract. . . .:. .~ .

•

•
• ..... •

•
•

• •

• (U) The eommercial firm(s) providing theb~e1d iu.pPorl IIeI'YiceI wiD per-
• • •

form the necessar,y and m t functiona of their employees.
Contractor employees are not under the~ . .. ofmilitary penounel

•

in the chain of ..[and]~ not COmmand, . edmiDiater or
• •. ,

control Army personnel ... <. ": .
• •

•

•

•

U) Finally. it is worth reitera~itJ;a8t the
Federal Acquisition Regulation 1p~C8Uy desig
nates "leadership of military p....onnel"· and
"direction and control of intclligenc~r8nd count.
er-intelligence operatio~"' as: ~her,ntly govern
mental functions,·': Therer-ore, contract
interrogatora c:anDo"i'be"~ in supervisory-
POsitiODI oyer ~oP mili~ or civilian personnel.
Together wi~~~on8 on contractor con
trol an~ ~piine ~bed above, this point. --
illustrates that, contractors ID81 parallel. but not

, .
be part 0( the military chain ofcommand that they
support.

·312

(U) There is no DoD policy mandating
specifictr~ requirements for contract inter
rogators, linguiats, or 8I1a1yst1. Rather. it ia up to
contracting officers to Ipecify in writing the func

tions to be performed by the contracton, includ
ing any necessary qualificatioDi. (Note, however.
that a contract may specify that contract perlon·
nel MWit be individually approved by the goVern.
ment.) A representative Army policy is

(U) "The statement or work to be p~
formed is eateb1i8hed in'the govemment centrad
with an employer. The... it
for hiring qua1ifted personnel to satisfy the identi·
fied eont.ractJtask assignment.· (From t

•

"

•
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b. (U) Special Maritime and Territorial
JurildictiOD (18 US.c. 17): Any U.s.

national who commit. a federal

offense while on the premiaes of U.S.

a. (U) War Crimea (18 UAC. 12441>:
Whether inside or outside the United

•

States, u.s. nationala who commit
-grave breaches· of the Geneva
Conventions or ad.a prohibited by cer
tain articles of the Hague Convention
may be prosecuted for war crimes.

(nu. statute simpJy codifies individual
accountability deriving from Us. 0bli
gations under theee COIlwmuons.)

•

1. (U) In time of congreaionally declared~
• • •

aD persou serving with oracCxm1pan~an
• •

armed force in the field ate aubject to the
• ••

UDifonn Code of.'Milltuj Justice (UCMJ).

At other timei, the UCMJ'~ apply in. -"

BOIDe casu Ct.-g.,~ who ID'8
• • •

retired ienic:e'JJMnDben drawing pe.y are
• • •- .

subjectto~ UCMJ at all time8l.
•..

•

«the cont1ict and the Itatus of the

c:ontnct employee:

• • •

•• •

Wtt at COntractun (U).... -- . :. _.
••. -

~ . . ..... . . .-- - .

(U)~~pt9viooal~military com-
manders. do_~'''ha~- non-judicial disciplinary. .._-
authoritY over~zitraet personnel short ofremoval- -
of the ofteadini individual (effected via the con-

• •
• • ••

traetmgoft1cer). However, federal law does provide
Cor the proaecution orcontnlct personnel who have
committed erimeI while attached to forcee in the
field Severalbodies orlaw apply, depe:adinr on the

(m In addition, the Army hu ereated
Individual Deployment Sites (IDS) and
Continental US Replacement Centers (CRe) to

pro\'ide buic, theateHpecific knowledge to con-
•

tract employees. Pre-deployment training at .~ (U) In an.Other cues, individuall employed
these facilities is given only if specified by the . ':~" . bY or accompanying the armed fOl'Cel out--rovemini contract, and covers topiCi ranging'· .. '- .Bide the u.s. are subject to u.s. jurisdiction
from local customs and courtesies to the Geneva '. under one ofthree legal regimes ipeCifted by

• •

Conventions. Alternatively, the contracting cOm- . u.s. Code:
•

pany may provide equivalent training to. its- .
employees it 80 specified in the contract.-. None of

• • ••

this training is , though~yd~e
indicates that it -should" b4f proVided.' (Army-
Pamphlet 716·16). . '~~" .:. '.. . -.... .... .• • •..

••

or the Army Pamphlet 716-16, Contractor
Drploymenl Guidt.) For example, a typical contract
might require that the contracting company pr0

vide interrogator. with .Army Military
Occupational Specialty 97E (Interrogator) or

equivalent US. Government traininl acquired
during previoW! militaIy 01' government service.

•

•

•

..._._-----------------



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 497

I I

Pago3Zl
,

UNCLASSIFIED

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy·NUMBER ONE

,
,

'.

<,

•

military facilities (among other

places) in foreign states may be prose
cuted, <Foreign national. committing

crimes against u.s. nationala within
overseas U.s. military facilities may

aUo be prosecuted,) This i. the
ltatute under which CIA contractor

David Paaaaro is beinr proaecuted, as
the .nepd aasault took place at a V.s.
military base in an.

(tJ) First, foreign. contractors (e.g" Ioca1
interpreters) employed by non·DoD agencies do
not appear to fan underus. jurisdiction under any

ofthese statutes even if'an alleplf~ewere com-
. "

mitted within a DoD facllity. While it ia !ogic:al that.. . ~ .
"forei8l1-on-foreip· crimellIhtid4 failimder local-. .

rather than U.s. . .~ tiM. ablence of a
, .

u.s. Government preaence; ~.existence of a coo-

tract .' with the U.s. miPt8JlrU8 far the. '
•

extension ofMilitary
like cover8ge' to., 'amtractora suppoJ'tinf aD us.

• , .
c. (lJ) Military Jurladiction Government qencie& abroad.

.' ,

(18 us.c. 13261-3267): Anyone (includ- :. :.. ,"
, ,

in, a foreign national) who commits a .. , "" (0) Second, 88 noted in MG F'qa inve&tip-.'. ..
federoal ofI'enae that would be , Uem. ofContract at the Abu Ghraib deten-.. '

by SIlt for over 0118 year if it -. tioJi facilit~ DoD contraetora acquired throuP
, ,

had occurred within the special mar-other agencies olthe u.s. Government (such u the_. . .
itime and territorial j " .'. mthe CACI, Inc. contractors at Abu Ghraib, whose COD-

• •us. . e.g., assault •~ providing con- tract W88 pari ofa "blanket purcbue agreemeut"
, -

tl8ct II8l"\Iices to Us. armed forces my· maintained by the Interior t) may not.. '.

when ou~de t~· 'l,is. may be be subject to MilitaryExtraterritorial JurisdictiOD,.. . . .
p1"OI8CU~ • ';. -,' . hued on a strict interpretation of the term

•

.:' " ' ' .. ':- .. ' "Department ot DeCeue c:ontractoz:" In m811Y
• •

easel, however, such contractori could be proeecu~
ed under Special Maritime and Territorial

Jurisdiction or the WIll' crimes atatute. In lID)'

event, as a result of the A:rmy's Abu Ghraib 1nWS
tigatioos. this question has been reCerred to the
D orJustice.

<U> AzJ tbii" sUriunary of pertinent juriadic.

tion demorisba~, "DoD contract personnel are
, ,.-

, accountable Cor My criminal lids that might be
•

committed during interruption sessions.
" ,

However, the suggests two "loopholea"

which, while not applicable to DoD contnlctonl,
warrant further revi8'tv.

,

314
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,

,

,

•

CACI, Inc.). We found, nevertheless, that contrac
tor compliance with DoD policies, p1el'IUPent
command and control of contractors, and the level
of contractor experience were, PD~11 good,
thanb in large part to the diligence~contracting
oftlc:ent and loe8l commandeTI. . ... , " '..

" . .. ~ .•... .. ... ..,
•

(U) Finally, 81 was cle8cribed at greater
length in our . of interrogation-related
abuse. there were lOme, but pot many instances of
abuse involving contractors.

,

Specific • Reprdin,
Con4racton (U)

(U) Contractor Accountability: Summary

•, . .
, ' ,

(U) We also found that c:on.tractors made a
,

sipificant con.tributj?D to Us. inteDipnc:e efforts.
The us. Sou:theiu Command's (soumCOM>
contractinl'~ opUied that contract interrop-,. .
torperC~Cehad been ~superb,·an oblervation
that' our. intervim with senior leaden at 'GTN:O

, '

".u~ Contract interrogators were typica1ly. ' .
..;.' r~er,:military intelligence or law enforcement- .

(U) It is clear that contracl; interroPto~::·.~~ and were .~ ave~ older and more .
and related support onnel are ''brid • It expenenced than military mterropton; IIWlY

in the DoD force~ in Guan~O~ anecdotal reports indicated that th:ia bl'OUlht addi·

Ali and Iraq. As a senior uitellige'nce'om. conal credibility in the eyes of the detainees being

cer at the US. Central Cominand (CENTCOM> in: thus promoting auccessfUl interrop
stated, "Simply put. in~On operations in tions. In addition, c:ontrlct per80JUlel oft.en served
Afghanistan, Iraqand Gliantaniino cD not be rea· longer toun than DoD personnel, creatiDl conti·
IOnably accompUahec{~~t,1t c9ntractor support." nuity and enhancing cmpo:rate knowledge at their

As a result of~~in critical interroga- commands.- .
tion-related .skills. however. numerous contracts

• • • •

have been-~ bY the services md various

DoD ag8~cie" ~tiiout central coordination; and in-
some case....in an ad hoc fashion (88 demonstrated

•

by the highly publicized use ofa ''Blanket Purchase
Agreement" by the t of
Interior to obtain interrogation services from

(tJ) The preceding discussion addressed
several adminiItratm and operational concerns
regarding the employment of contractors in .up
port of militaJy interroption activiti... However,
DoD policies and regulations for in are
founded on respect for humane treatment and
international and domestic law: any crimes com
~~~~D~~inWropmm~bep~

ecuted, and problema of lesser severity may be
~twith by dismissal ofthe offending contractor.

• 315
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'OIl (DEA» Us. Cuetams and Border
Protection, and the Secret Service.

••_. .
• •

• ••

••

.....

•

•••••-
•
•

•...

•
•

•

•

IDtroducttOll (0)
•• •. '" .. . ...

(UJ Worlling alongsid.non-mil~organimtiorulqvu:ia tojointly uecuts miSlioM(or
•

•

our nation, fJ1TJWd to be compltz and tkmtmding OIl military UIIiU at tM tadioalltwl.
••• • •

- LTG Anthony Jones. AR 15-6 In . • of the Abu Ghl'aib Prison
••, ~ . .

• •

and the 206th Military Intellipnce Brigade ":'.' . .._.- ..
•• ••. . .. ..

:": .•

•

• •

•

(U) A.J lllfldtrsiand Ihll usue, tM conditions we~ #1 for "gh01~ .,afnas"baltdon a
,'-;" . ..-.

verbal agre,ment betw.,n CDF·7 Slqffoffice,., and OGA '0 allow' 11M agency 1M Ult 0/.- .'. ~. .

Q IfIImber ofceU, at Abu Ghraib /01' IMir exclusive lin. 'I'M;". wQ.r no requwmtnl/01'
• •

them to ;"'PlOCUS the prfsOM1' 'When they w,d thost «113. Thu cell anvmg,mnrt WAf... . ..
concluded as pori oftM owmll int,I/;g,~~.cotjptriition 'flOrt in tJw counlry 'With no

direcUVI or agJ"B,mtnl beingjortrla/Iy coriSu;';"-at,d. :..
. . - ....'. .....• •

- LTG Ricardo Sanchez) Comma:ildez; CJTF-7, July 2004..
•

•
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•

Department of Defense Support to Other
Government Agencies (U)

•

•

(U) As part ofour~~rt, .wI·were tuked to
8ll8fl88 Departm~~·Ofp~miie ~D) support to or (U) There were cle8r timftatiou to our
participation inthe· ." -:.... activitiet ofoon-' investiption ofDoD support to 0GAa. We did not
DoD enti~-FWpurPee-orour. . " th_ inveaUpte the 8Xiatence, location or purpoee of. .- -
entitiea,{ a1aO--=-..b~wn as Other Government any dedicated or OGA-run facilities.~ it
Agmclei~[OG~ are fedm:al apnciea external to was beyond the IICOp8 of our investigation to pur
DoD with iPeafic in and/at detentioo- sue the activitiee, legal authorities, or policiee gay-

•

related miaIiou in the Global War on Terror. erning OGA at thOle locationa. Simply
OGAa involved with such miIIiona include the stated. we considered 0D1y thOle IlituatiOM where
Central Inte11igmee Apnet (CW, the Federal DoD provided interroption Or det8ntion.re1md
Bureau or In (FBD, Drug Enforcement support for another federal agency.

•

••

•
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(lJ) Diacuuion in this section of the report
will locus on two areas of consideration. First, we
will addreu agreements aDd RUidance that gov
erned the telaticmahiptbetween DoD and 0GAs in
GuaDtanamo Bay (GTMO), Afj and Iraq.
The second area of discussion will ezpIBin euctly
how DoD supported 0GAa. In .ome instances,
DoD usi8ted OGA interruptions by holding·
detainees(or OGAawithout . or account
ing for them. Our' . will addreu, to the
extent that our information aud interviews can
support, the nature and scope of this practice of
holding detainees without record. known locally at
Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq 88 -pst ·.

•

The .ection will also address DoD's role in~ .
porting OGA logistical . ts to incfu1le:

•

f~tiea for interrogation, interpreters,· seeurity,' .
military escort rot' detaineea and, 011 ocx:Uion~ per.

•

sonnet shelter and .food serviceI.· Additionally,
while the level and type ofsupport durerecl"in'~ch

• • •

~ DoD mt' involved aharinrsupp ._.
information on the~.i~~ and interro- Interagmtey Coordination
gation of detainees ..~. well as: the intelligence. ..
pined from thoaeintemifpti~ Finally. this sec-

••

tlan will addreU ·DoD'. ~ersight of other agency
• •

interroptions ~d·m..DoD facilitiu.
• •- .. . " .

••

'::"~i\{~odololY(U)

•

•
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DoD Supportto"~<tV'..

.. "

to CIA : "But it also appe8J'I that an
levels within Ule military undentand CIA'. priori
ties and provide us the DeCeI88JY support.- DaD'I
IIUPPOrt to OGA fa addressed below.' ..

• •

.. ..... ':... .. ..••... ~--.

(U) DoD hq~ .. wide number of
'" .

I81'Vices to 0GAf iii support~or interroptian and
0" _ •• •

detention operi.tioni~ detention .-. ..
bepn in - .: . ~ 2001. aeme-
provided ~OOAa in GTMO, Ali and haq

• • •

dift'ered bued aD the existinI . end. '.

~~ requirements of the varioua.,en-
cia in those countries. TbilIeCtiOD will Bd.cIn!eI

•. ..
~.four-major areas of luppori that we identified:

·.(1) i'ranarer and custody ordetained perIOIIDe1 to
ilidudekeepinJ detaiDeeI without formal ncordor
proceasing, alao known as -ghost detain...-;

(2) Loptica1 support; (3) InteJliaenee sbarinI: and
(4) DoD oversight ofOGA interroptiona.

•• •
•• •. .. ' ..,.. - ., ~ ..

(U) In conclusioni: the~.¢C1eerty prom-
ulgated formal guid~::..or anY" implementinc
guidance is obViu..Wi~t this pidance, DoD-. ,.'.

, persormeIw~·~of~what WII authm-.
ized and, .. _ . The importance of a abared

mission to~~eGlobal War on 1'erroI; how-
• •

eve!;~ the same. In lilht aCthat mission,_.. .
DoD and OGA personnel worked to idmtify and
fulfill their This intera-
gency working p was by a

CIA otJicial in Baghdad in • November 2003 cable

(U) Transfer and Custody of·Detained
Penozmel

(U) One area ofOoD ampport Cor OGAa that
we identified involved the tranafer of detaineel to
or Crom. 0GAa. Detainee tnmIf'era occurnd for a
Y8riety of reuona. For ~ in Irsq. IIprevi
ously • 0GAs retied on DoD to maintain
custody and control or detain.. with limited
exceptions. W. are not able to quantif,y the tre
quenq oftbi8 trmIfer pl'OC88l within the aec:urity

"

•

321
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'on at this report; however, we can lay

that the guidance to combatant eommanden that

aovmned the tnnsfer process was very apeci1ic. In
February 2002, jult months after the start ofOEl,
CENTCOM provided tranafer of custody ,wdance
that required advanced Coalition Force
Commander CCFC) coordination and SECDEr
approval Cor the tl'anafer of custody to or from
other U.s. sovemmentaillpnc:ieaor to foreig1l p-

o

ernmenf8. Similar~ an April 2003 CJCS EXORD
provided that, "Upon direction from SECDEF or
his designee, other combatant may

transfer control oCdesignated detainees ... to a U.s,
Federal Agency, or to a DoD qent who willllCCept 0

•

control or detainees. SECDEF notification ii'
•

o required 72 bOUl'll prior to all inter.theater !DO"
ment ordetainees and all tranafer ofcontrol to and .
from federal agend-.. . ..

322 •
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Medical Issues Relevant to Interrogation and
. Detention Operations (U) o

•

•

'I

•

•

o

•

• •

•

•
o

•

•

(U) • eel below are important
•

sources ofUs. mi1itaJy medical doctrine u it per-
•

taina to detaiDe8 and in

•

•

•- .

•

.,

• •

. (U) The primary talk of the In~OI1
Special Focua Team wu to identify end report em
interTogatioD in Gwmtlllamo ~

•

end Iraq; ~ our iDveItip-
tiveproceuwas not deliped or intend- '.

. eel to abaustiftl,y Itudir· all medical upecta of
detentiClll • However, our •

·IItillladto important ialishtaiDto deWneemedic8l
. .' care andthe ro1eI ofmedical peI1ICII1D81. Inthis leO-

o' ticm of our rePort) we . e thoee iDsigbte
·and our relevant; fiDdiDp. , .

•

o

•

•

•

. (U) On 1eve1a. the
bondI between milit.aJy mediciDe aDd American
combat forceB are strcag.~ and carpsmm

em On Aprn 10, 2002 the AMi8tant
•

Sec:ntaIyofDefeue Cor Hea1th.At!'afr8
i.uued HA Policy 02-005. "DoD Po1iq on Medical

•

•

•
•

•

•

• •.0 1HdJe-/
• •

• •
•

• 0

•

o

• •
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•

Care for Enemy Persona Under U.s. Control 8D8\U'8 kDow!edp of their under the
Detaned in CaqjuDc:tiCll1 with Operation ENDtJR. Geneva Ccmventiou md the DoD Lew of w.z.. .

ING FREEDOllL· Tbia brle1' docummt primarily Program (di8cuaecI below) before ~ to a
directI that detaiDeeI tram . beprovid- foreip. area where capture or~ of enemy

~- -
ed mectic:al care 'to the .tent lIPPfOPl'iate amdcon- penmmel is pouible (S~'9.2)~ "--

. .--.~ ... -
sistent with m1litar,y DeCe8lity" in with ~ :: •
the 1997 multi-.ervice I'8IUlation. -Enemy (U) Multi-Bervice -.~ ,- -'-~ - -
~ of War, Retained ,Civilian 19Q:8l f ~:. :. - .-

Intmueea mel other DetaiDeeB" (deecribed below). . ,.-, ~. :. ~ '.
UDlib many otI8 documeIlta, HA Policy 02-005 ' (U) ~).~ of WI!; RetaiDed- - ..makes no .. . between di1fermt· cGegaries Pencmne( - CiVijm.;"!Dtemeea aad Other-ofdetaineee.. It 1180 Itates the follmrine: . D~ ia 8; -

, '. , '.' ' eel~e.&yaDd illuedjointlyb,ytheArmy .

'. (u)"In any cue in which there ia uncer- • ~i~).8avy(OPNAVINSTM61.6),Af:rFcne . '.. . .. .... _.
tainty about ,the need, 1ICOP8, or durationofmeme..l~Jtill~), and Marine C'mpa (MOO M61.l).
c:are for a detaineeunder' Us.~~edi~ - ~ . ill . cited AR 190-8.. - ..
aonnellbaII be suided by their prof-OJIil judg- ":.~ • . '
menta end ItandardeGmilar to tIwe .. '. be'- (U) Aft 190-8 contaiaa c1etBiled auidace OIl-used to cooluale m«lioal iauu for V;S.- - m1m8l"OOl i8ze8 to the

. with~ public hialth~ and treat:mellt ol8l18Dl1 prlIDD8l'I or WIll' (EPW),
ment, and othermiaBion .-. ~pbasis retaiDed <RP>, ciWian intemeeI (~.

•
edded). . .•--" ~r. \. and other detaiDeee (OD) in the~ of Us.

• • : "ra.:-

_' ~ •-:-.' Armed~ , Ite stated P1111D8 II to" t,
. (U) DoD Enemypg- . , in ~ both and' codifted,.. .. . -....,:~ ,,--. Y and the four 19'9 GeDfta ConveotioDa De IpedA-

(U) ~.~.foi.Bn~PriIoIun of cally listed u the prindpIl relsnnt treBtieI. Aft . "\
War ( - Otbei- . • (DoD Directive 190-8 a1Io states "In the 8'9tInt of c:om1ictI or dja... - ~ .
2310.1) ~aa' -.' 18, 191M. It conJirm.Iu crep8DCial between this . aDd the Genen
DoD .- UA Military ServiceB m.n comply Conventkmi, the provisions of the Geneva
with the prixu:iple8, 1PiJ:i~ mid intent of the inter· Conwntiona take
natiooallaw ofW81; both and codif1~. . .

•

to include the Geneva Cozmmtions (Section 3.1). (lJ) Spec:i& for "}qgiene and
Itg'~ that ua.(0I'e8I nc:8ive tndDiDr to medical care- can far I8IlitaJy qwuten, pencmaI

•

•

•

•

•

•

• ,
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•

•
•
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(in Part J, General . .
1'OIeI far impaItial

•

-

the United Bta-. GPW criteria rca-
,

defining status .. an eD8IEJ1 prilOnll' of war
(EPW).. Thiee·criteria do not all cate-

gories of It is importaJr..Uo~ that D~ .

from • • ~UlUNG. . - .. ....
FREEDOM (Atj.' 1III!,~~ few

, - .
detain.. from O~ .

. -~ ... -
(Iraq) are·....eued ~.lJDitti8taiII to~
criteria b' EPW'" In7J~ Imiral bi.... ~ ~ " . . .

. . ... tbi cGJriip.timi fann the .'. ...... -. . . .
of us. ~1I.iicJlCli1 doctrine .. it nI8t.eI to

~ --~~ .". ,-
EPW.. . - " Ire be1crit: .

~ .,
• •,

• •- .. - · ........-= "a'T\ •. " "~I- -,•

• •
• •

(U) (in ChIpt8rm(HyPDe..
and Medical .) or Section D

• •

or Priecm.... rLWar] ofPart m [CaptivityD coJleo.. ,.

tivel,y MtaliliIh . . . ta for clean lIDd~
. • . loCal

fu1~ pencmal hyprne . .., .
acceu to medieal care, azid ~tbI.1 ~ .

•

•

. .,

•

(U) Throucbout AR 190-8, diBtiDc:tiona 81'1

made between dijlinnt . of pel'IOnI in
" .
~ and CIInIlUl readiDI is DeCllIIIIl'y to deter-

•

mine euctIy which Ipp1y to whom.
for hyJiene Bnd mediad care. along

with tboee for rood ratioDI and water~
appear identically til one IICticm

•

EPW/BP and another 8ection . • g~'. ": luc1u8 the ICRC..which II men-
Th8re iano ' aection .OJ?.who,~.a"by name but nOt sped1icaDy
are in few pIac-. ~;_:. ;:' . _. . .

•" - _ " . (tJ) em Part, II, General. -' .
(U) AR 190-8 ~. - • oCPriIoJ18l'1 of'War) pwidatei bummi

are emitIed to' .. or.. ' atPOW. and their' • tram..
, . .

• While HA Jeace or intimidatiOn, md Article 115 (a1Io in PUt

above) ,extends, .i. , ~ • to "'~ mrecIuhw the Poww to p-ovjde'EPWi
care .-nd it4 docum.,.. .. J.o.p imemy~ with free mediatl eare u required by their ItIte rL
detained in . Qg,¥. ENDUR- bealth. Part m of the CoIlWzitlCll~ cap-'

ING~~bij;iwlfstan), it dOli not tivitJt,
. - ... .... .-

extend~~ • ana ofAR 190-8 to on.. .. --.. - ..... - ..:.. ,r .
• Con\'8Dtion

-'
(U) The Third Geasv8 Conwntion Re1ati~

to the t of'PriaonenI oCWar rLAugust 12,
, .

1949 (GPW) is 8Jl tnaty ratified·b,y

•

hygiene itema, and &CC888 to medical ~
•

Required medical recordI must include documen-
tation or initial medical mcmt.IiIy
medical md moDtbIy weiIbt record.'

•

• Separate . tar hf:althy food
rations aD.d adequate water. supp1.y IIpp8II" ...

where.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

~" .

•

• •
•

•
•

•

• • •

•
• •

•

•

•

•

~1. .

•

•

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
•

ropy NT TMRER ONE •

•

•



OSD AMNESTY/CCR 525

•
• •

•

• •

•

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COpy ·ERONE

,

•
•

• •

•

•

I,

,

•

•

in

•

•

•

•

:t in Interropdon

(U) u.s. armed fbrc:eI doctrine mWdcml
• •

medical involvement adequate to euure that

detaiDee& lire • in aaCety end cmJ.y when

•

•

•
••

•

•

Min

M.· . (in Section m [Death
••

ofPrisonerI ofWar] ofPart m[Captivity]) call for
•on of pow &atha along with their

CBUIIe and ' cea, medical •• D of
•

.bocfies.. and·aft1cIal inquiriea when EPW deat1w
may have been~UHdby Imltries or other persons,
or when their cause ofdeath is unknown.

•

tDspectiODI. Prison8l'8 must be admitted to any .Findinp and elations are reported to the
•

military or civilian medical unit able to provide detainini authari~ either verbBD1 or in writiD&
I3IJCeSlI81)' special treatment. and are not narmallymade~.· , the

. .I'.
lORe doeanot I101'IDally reqtlII\.Wiitt;R~
to their em., .r.-~ ...... to .. - -
build workiDI : _ _ , autb&Jr.
ities and to promote .' . -~~ their recom-
mendatiou duriii" p~~ lite re-\IiIita.
Recouim . it: the '::JeRe' are not lep1ly

, - · . -binma,. One~ . ,forexample, ia that,,-.. - -. .'
prisoners On h ._Gf1ke should not be force fed. .

• L 1._
.even Ciherisk o1ll6ath .. an issue DOt

. .' _ PoJ1yenlrcin... - ..- - ...... . ~ ."- - .. - _.. - .....
(U) The Fourth .Geneva Convmti__:-~/~Untfl recen~ medical doctrine orb. - -

Relative to ~e of Civilian PersoIi{--a_U~ Forces pMvided little IpeCiftc pidaDce
. .. - '

.Time orWar ofAugust 12, 19'9·(GC) is aJ8Parate .. " with the ICRC. 'AR 190-8 ZJUmoo. ." -
intemation.1ll~ alIo ratified by tJii:....yiIited flones the ICBC 88 cme Dample~a 'Ueutrallltate- .
States. While the two documents~ 1baDy or an intematioual h.. - ~

respects. thole GPW . .• \ri an that be designated.by the us. to·
- I may .. --

atended in GC (moat areeopi8d~rtoalIo mcmitor whether perIOD8- (EPW; CI,
cover civilian internees~~.dmstitute the and Pm were receiving humane treatment' ... . _ ..- . .
large ~ority of det.l!inilp UJ1d.8P;-l1.s. control in required by the Geneva Conventions. It doeII not
Iraq ...-~ ~ ]:'. . specifi_ll_ . . "YI'ID'" • .:II~... '4-• .. , ,. _ ." ~ requJftJ .l\.IA\J ....tM-' J... - .

_..~.:~'":.)-' ~ . mention by name in Iever8l pbu:ee that diIcoaI.. - . .
. 'r~ttee ofthe Red Cross interface with outside obeerverL .'- -... --- ..-.- - .... - -. --

dJ> Tbl:IcKC is'a humanitarian . '-- '. orp.mza- .
tion that - protect and assist victimI ofwar
and violence. ~ey utili:le site visitl

•

and personal interViewa in order to _ the pay-

~o1ogical and materiIl conditioDl of ~cm.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

• •

•
•

•

•

•
• •

•
• • • •

•

•
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,
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'7/UN,
•

,

, ,
,

,,

,

•
J • :

,

,

,

•

,
•

•

•
,

,

(U)GeDeral

OIl

(U) The United Natioaa Gensral.AIIemb\Y. , ,

18, 1982 iIIUed • 37/194r,
•or Medical Ethb Rehmnt to the Bot.

of Health in. ,

the • or PriIoDa'B.. epiDIt
Torture and Other Cru.e!, 1Dhumm'or

, ,

or to· Tb.auIh Dot Iep1b' .
, .
~; thia reso1uti~... in part, "Itia a'caD-. . - .

. or medical et.bb for beaItb

,•

,

,

,

,

,

. '. .
" ...,..",

•

, ,

,
,,

medically fit. Fbr aample. Army Field MmuW
[FM] 34-52, l Interro6ation, requirea
1Pedical .. "'beD. •• an inteno-

ptioD lite (Chapter 5) and medical releue of the

lIick or wounded betbre interrop.tion. Anotba

field manual requlrea that Diviaion SurpoDl
,

utabliah pl'OCedurea for detainee casualty 1nG-
,

ment and dilpDliticm, and that' inedical penIODDIll
, ' ,

advise of violations of the Genen', ,

ConVf!lDtioDa. includiDI . of eDeID1

"wounded or sick who are medicaD.11mfit; ai'the
,kiIlins', tortUl8, or haimiDg of a

, '

WOUDded or _ ceDl11lO1dier~ 8-10-6, T1&c. ~

Brigatk and Diui8ion Surpm'. HG7Ulh«)lJ[
- . ....

~., - -
Chepter 5). ~ ---~, ,

•- .- .
, - -em Be,yoad tbia, aieting us..medidlidOc-. --

, trine does not add1wIeI ibe~- .
, --tion of, medical ~. iJr;.. .

. -"in In .' doeI not
-~ ...... ...

prevent individuall wiill~ in mental
, --, ..

health or '.Jci - tr*{"'....1-:_... inter-. _fIl@ • a..u:a,tl&U6. .

ropt.oJ'8 to develqt'an( iitiDj" . stnte-- - -..,... . A-'" 'V"

lies. L 6-.. '- ~ '.
' ... - '.- " .. v_. F

(V)~~~eW ,
'\. 1·- .- .

Juq 2002, the, Bta1f Judp
A,dvocate or Joint ~ Force (m) 170 at

the~military apin-

,

,

•

,

•

,
,

•

,
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•

tiOD8l1a'w. Oth.... sucll • the DoD law ofWar
Prosram (disc:l8ed below) eatabliU~ require
menta far reportiDc

(U) A number ofprofe.uional
have 1IIued ethical stat.ementa or ProJx-lIltaD
darda1'01' proCe8IDona1 bebavicz AJtbough uaeftal u
ethical • • • none are lepDy controlliD&"
One often-cited exaDiple i8 the World MedDl
Auoc:iation'l 1975 Dec:luation of To.,
-Guidelines for Medical Doeton Con~
Torture and Oth&r Crue1, Inhuuws, or

Treatment or t in :Relation to
Detention and Imprisonment,· which forbids

• •

~ or CCJUDte.

•

•

• •

(U) ID Accell to
MecIlca1lJafol'llUltioa

phyaiciBD8, to apply their knowledge
and skiI1a in order to auiIt; in the in . of

•

. priscmerB and detainees in iL maDDer that~
adversely affect the physical or mental beelth or
•

condition ofmcb priIoDera or detain......"

, .,- ..._ a
., ..... ,',.. -,

(U) DoD Law fLWar Proprau(""'~. '-".... - ..... .. - ~. ~

~ 1..
f ... •....- ,

(m DoD Law(of Ww~snm (DoD
. . - . ~

Dinetive 5100.71)WU·.... - 9.1998. It. - ..
emphasizes. IDa1I: -enmter-

. (U) Medical~ of the us. Armed DatioDallaw-fbt.tji..~ of •• biDdIDr.-. - ..
Fcrc:ea doea not pro1rlbit . to on the umted ......or· g individual dtIaaI,- -
detaiDee medical information. . A1& diaeu.aed Iatea; iDcludiIll tnitiei.abd . to

the actual practice appeuII to be rare. • whfiit..tPa.tlniliii Statea ill • pIIJ'ty, and~. . -.. ..
level milituy polli:W pnerally recopize two • - - iD .. Jaw:II The clir\lctive 1IPIlit·

• ••. ...... - . . .
acceptable basel for such acceu. The'first basiL"':jgdIy~ce1 all four G4mmL CoDventloDI of.. - .
iDvolvIIlituatioDI where uU,bt"Jiiiii l§iIQ..8wl itgoal on to estab1i&DoDpolicy tWaD

• - II •

insight into actift mectieal iuuea to qare that~ ora1Iepd violations oftile law
in .' .are uf'eIy limtied. A~~ c;r war be reported through c:bBiDI or

. -
arises when dstain_ claim that.# - -. • and then. .....
Ihould be~ OIl m:edical~ )n:'tbiJ

'. fnatance. • tnistIr~ to~ if real (0) Other SourceIof- .
medical iuues .deserve ~-~deration or,. - ..
conversely. ifthe~iJ maAs'falae claima.

.~ - .... - - ,. - - ... - .---.....
(U)Preven~Jt~ .

~tj,~ ,...... , --.. -- - .....;-·r..... _ •. ~ _. .. ,.,-
aTl UnBer~s. _:1;+-~~ .
~I : 'Vo -"~e,J'IIPOZUIl-

bilities CcD-..Pventmc ad. detainee
abuae are not Umited to medical pencmnel. DoD
direc:tJ~,IUdl .. the DoD Enemy POWDetainee
Prop-am (diIcuued above), require aU military

to know their •.under interna-•
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•
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nance oftorb1re or cruel and inhuman

•
•

(U) C8ue ofDeath
•

•

•

..
•

•

•

•

(U) :NiIitar,y guidJmce on detainee autopsy
baa evolwd aUule 2OOL' Although' autoply 11 the

•

rule for any. d88th of a priaon inmate in the'
ciWiaD I8Ct.or. Dl8dic8l doctrine of the

us.'Armed Farcee did not addr-. the
. .iaaue UDtil nc:eotly. . •

•

• •

•
• •••••

•

• •
• •-. ..... . .. . . .. ...:. - .
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MedlC8l

,

(U) Our findinp relevant to medical iIIUeI
are organized below into four sectiona. The tint,
section is an owniew ofdetainee c1eatba and the
proceIII8I in place to 'causea of deeth.
Three Ii . sectiona then follo1r,
Guantanamo~ , and Iraq, respee
tiwly. The site-lpecific sections inc:Iude reviews of
individual detainee deaths, along with other

from local site visits and interviews of
,

medical ' In this regard, our diac:Uaaion
of 0 Bay ia1I1Ol8 eztenaiw and detailed . • "

•
than those or and Iraq. A1~~ -u:;. ... _~!

unintended, tbia is no aa:ident. The concentraticm.........---- ~-:ro> We e1ectecl to atudJ detaineed8lItbI for
~ - ... .

of f~tieri and stable . environment':{~ - '. reucm& Detainee deatbI en IIDtme1
OuantanamoBe, allowed UB, in _very' : -~ men likely to triaer attentiaa,

~. -
to asgressiV8ly tour detention and tzaedfat!.lacili. &ad independent em in In JDID1'
ties~ review medical records, and hI ~ .- -, cues, fOl'8D8ic autopsies add objectiw
personnel. This WBI Dot possible &. 0;..: ticm ofother Dndinp. The overall i'esu1t is a 1'18-'- - .- .and Iraq. " .f'~ - • -:.--~ IOD8b1e bod;y of documentation on a •- .- - .r- "1:::. • ~ . Dumber ofcaaes. Meenwhile, our mediad in...

(T1) Our, fiD~ in • to detainee .~ . . ~ npH'ts on dstaiDee deatbJ.-.. - ....
deaths are based ... - - .Jur own review of dift"ered from the fOcwa ofCID invutipton. EWlD

, " -
investigative_~;,porte by em as of thoqh We lODletimel applied our Own label ~. -. .

Stl2~;;Wo augmented these review! "Suspicious for Abuse" in . detaiDse
-" -

with .: .,~~ proceisea and aelected deaths. we did not attempt to ,18Ie8I

individli&1~ di'rmg a visit to the OAFME in detainee abuse. Instead.~ looked far nd"8l'8IlCII- .

Rockville'; , , to healthcare or medi~ peraozmel, and, far
" insight. on bow their rolel.related to tbase mDClD-
,

medical proceueI 8Dd indi~, Our .....
menta in tbia reprd are

,

•

•
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. uul Medical

• •

•
•

•

(U)~•

•

(U) GuantslUlmo Bay

•

•

. (t1) Ov8rvIew ofDetabLee Deatha

•

•
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, ............•

II! 5:.. .v _ _ _ ..

41 .......- ~ ".: ..-
54' ~.'_-..

•,.... \.. ~CLASSIFIED
", .- .- ".. - .,
~ - ---==--

•

•
•

•

•

Kllldbp I<IIId '"
EnImy AIIIIdc RIotna

0 0
•

0 0 •

ZI 13
'rl 13

•

F....
Rapgrt

o
o
1
1

• •

- ,- .-::.,...-. =r .

•

•

. Individual Detain" Death. Cited In DoD Investfgatlon. In .
Guaranamo Bay. Afghanistan and Iraq (IIan:h 2003 • S8l*mber 2004) (U) --.••-- .

TOCII"::.... .Location
•

Guan.......oBay
Afghanr.tl.ri

Iraq
Total .

•

•

•

•

receive seven] lege1a of hea1thcar8. The fbIt
• •

iJm>lws daily sick call held in each c:slIblock. Sick .
. can teema are based in a fized-facility clin1c within

• •

. the Camp Deltacompoand, where detainees some-" .
•

timel receive other outpatient care. The inpatienl~-;.. .r-:.. Y
- .... - - -- .

Detention Hospital II a separate aDd modem fd: ~.~ Health :recarda- - .. - . ...
ity within Camp Delta with ita ownpbysi~ itatf"-=:are inaintained for .m detainee.

...
and .n!ent to a field •.

•

•

• •

•

•,
•

•

•
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DetaiDee
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•
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. Medieal per-

IIOIme1 attempt to wai&h aD detainees~but
10 percent ofdetainees refuse tbla. Detain.. are

. Mau1Jldg( and traclced
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to a combat support role.

•

(0)

•

•

•
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(U) Mghanistan

(b)(2)

,

• • • •, '

,~De~P.9 Rcreeninr. and MecliMl
• All interviewees described the goal of

,

offering ,detainees a standard of medical eire simi-
,

lar to that available to Us. solqiers. One m~
•,

thought the detainees got more care '
. . '

than u.s. soldiera. Eacl1 iilterviewee described w-

,

,

353
• •

•

... ~,, ,- ,.- .
(U) IntervieVffl ofMedical Persormer--:~"- .

I ' ~ ~. ,.." ~- ..._. .. ..
, - . ~. - .• il' __ II- ... .... .. -_.. ..... _. .'- - ~. ... _.... .

,.!argl; proi!esS of structured. -- - -. interviews inclu!~~ven ~edical personnel in
June 2004 at~d~ . an, including a
physician, ,.ph~an'usistant, 8Jld five enlisted- ,

';.. - <111" .".

~ediC8.. TJi~~medics were all assigned to-, a Mili~ Pol:ici company. 'These intervieWs
,._ .. ~ ...... .

r~~..9n !be same themes we have uaed to
tti ..... -" '.

~r~e)ther parta of our report on medical.....,. -- ... -. .... .
isSues. ~ In contrast to our discussions of--... . '

'-:-Duaiitanamo Bay, we group these themes closely-- '

together here as interview findingB only, because .
our processes in Afghanistan and Iraq did not
allow US to coIToborate interview -fmdinp with,

medical facility toW-8 and tiles review as had been
,

possible at Guant8!U1mo Bay. While'our sample. ,.
size of interviewed medical 'personnel in

. . .' .
Afghanistan was small, our findings closely. ,

. match those reported on ~uly 21, 2004 in
, ' .

Department of the Army InspectOr General
Report on Detainee Operations.

,,

.• Medical
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'"J InterroF'ator Access to Medical
. . Documentation ofmedical care is not

standardized or rigorous, although clearly some

care is recorded. Separate detainee medical

reCQrds are not m.aintained. Instead, medical
records that do exist were kept in Person Under

Control (PUC) files used also for other pui'poses.
•

This practice makes it impossible.to control or even
monitor access to detainee medical information

• •

No interviewee had ever been asked to alter med·
ical documentation. .

•

•

tial medical evaluations of eveIj' detainee. Several
described visual rectal and genital examinations

that had been performed to look for weapons or
bnrising that might indicate abuse: .As noted else
where, Brigadier General Jacoby issued guidance

prohibiting further rectal or genital examinations
of detainees at about this same time.

Specific training. with regard to
detainee medical care was limited to informal ses
sions after deployment to help them distinguish

Afghanistan. The general circumstances they
described, however, make it clear they were not
equipped to fully comply wit~.-ell doctrinal. ,

requirements for detainee m~.:~care. For- -
.example, there was no ment!"n Qf iiiQ.nthly med-.,. - - -
ica! assessments or ~Iit.'reCordings, 8S

... - - ".

required by AR 190-S,.and it s~d1in1ikelythese. - _.
would be feasible under'1;he bl-oader conditions:. -. .,- --described. ...,. ~ .~ F

~. - .iT • _ _- .-- - - .. ,-- .-...... ,...... .-... ."- - .. -
~MEfaical Involvement in- . -.- .

between real and "pseudo"complaints bydetainees. t . - ·JYoiie of the medical personnel
• ~ , n~

Responses to a question about governing directives .de.sCi::gle9'~~Y medical participation in interroga·. - ,
for detainee medical care were vague, and none .' tid~pi'~es except the need to medically clear

. . - ........ .-- -
mentioned the Geneva Conventions. At the s~.- _ -.- _ .7for intelTogation and the responsibility

~ - . .
time, each individual seemed strongly aware,,!,f:a:. to-inform interrogators when medical problems

" ~ - .
general responsibiJity to treat detainees ~uinanely ~ghtwarrant special accommodations.., .
and with respect. .-:;._ 0-:" •

~" -;.,, -. -
y - - •,. -,- ".'."... - .- .. --

Detainee sick calfods hela on a- - .
daily basis, but processes ar.lrsotp.eti~~ormal- .
o :medics talk to detaine?S'"83'lu=sU'f1rtja to ~ee who
needs' care. There i~.n~infirn~;~1·at the deten-

• • ' ......... lola .. .-

tion facility, alth~ugn~~Je available at all
. . . -

times if s~m~~.],yi:lUard. Detainees are
taken to a n~b~~1iiilit{uj medical.unit as need·

-," -
. ed for m-e8icar..care; although detainee com-. ._. . - _...

plaints ~e u~a1fy routine and' transport is- .
seldom n~ai'y..

•

•

•

•

•

•
•. . : :

~ The medical personnel we inter- ~ Preventinr and Reportin,ll
• •

viewed all. seeined committed to providing . ._ None of interviewed ~edieal

humane medical care for' detainees in' personnel had sean or sUspected detainee abuSe.

•

•
• ••

• .'
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. .12'4~ Im~ 12/10/02 at B8f!1'8M
(Suspicious for Abuse) • Two separate cases, five
days apart, sUggest very similar circumstances..
Both involve disruptive detainees who' were
restrained in their cells in standing positions; then
apparently beaten;· still later found eollapsed in
their cells; and ultimately rusbed to a nearby med
ical facility. The first case is descnbed only 88 dead
on arrival. Notes on the second case indicate that
cardio-pulmonary resuscitation (CPR) was begun
at the scene and continued during transport. but

•

(ULPsycholoff'7 Support. ofI:p.t,p..rl"o/?,ations

Each indicated they would report abuse to their

chain of command if they suspected it. .
September 3D, 2004. Also presented below are brief

synopses of these five cases. Two similar detainee

deaths at Bagram raise concerns thi!! medical per-. -
sonne! may have misrepresented JJttaiy~ee injuries_..

. . . likely to have been apparent !tt~ ~e oC death.
.....,.. Analogous to' the BSCT in These two cases deserve furt~ve~on into

; I. _ ,
~. 'uP _.. •

Guantanamo Bay, the Army has a number ofpsy- . the. appropriateness oe:"":..me~ "lJ:6cumentation.
chologists in' operational positioN (in both The three other reppRs d~'b;individua1 deaths

.Afghanistan and Iraq), mostly within Special with little or no.....me~on o~·memcal involvement.
' "" - It' .

- Operations, where they provide direct support to The table bel~sl:iowi1::n:rf own categorization of
. .- _... ..- - '"military operations. They do not function as men· reported d~yrlnee~bst which differ from that

tal health providers, and one ofthen- core missions used internally.,pidD. The differences reflect our
is to support· interrogations. .According to the B~~,~onmedical perspectives and not any
Director, Psychological ApplicatiQnB Directorate ..:dis~~nfwith the investigative interpretation

(U.s. Army Special Operations Conmiand), the 0n!.~~~dmgs. "point of Capture" deaths repre

reason for sharing any medical information w~~_sen~dividuals killed by U.S. forces at about the
be to ensure that detainees are treated ;ra,ccor. (rme of apprehension under diverse cir m

. dance with their medical requirements._~~. that are difficult to assess. ''Suspicious for Abuse"
ally !mew of no cases where medicarr~-~ is our'own subjective Iabelfor four deaths individ-
used to plan gri interrogation. A~man~is c;-rent. uall describr!d further below. .
lybeing developed to functioriJl6tli~ a trammgdoc- Y . ..- -
ument and a set ofguide1ines-(staid8r& ofpractice). -.. • _ i

for psychologists who~ in t~~role.
, ...---....... ...

' ~ -- ~ . ~

. . ....... -:... ~ ."
~ " ~ "'

(U) DetainflP. Thvl. irl--A. .. ...- .... - .
~ , - . . - .. --.- ';" "':;..,..._. .

kahoWn in the table on the next. --......
page, w~revie~ecf em summary investigative- .
reports o~ detainee deaths occurring in
Afghanistan between August 28, 2002 end
November 6, 2003. No other detainee death. mves-

•

tigations have been initiated in Afghatrlstan as of
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

'.
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•

•
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with death declared shortly thereafter. In both nel reported suspicions of detainee abuse in thiS
cases, separate physicillll5 are cited ~ finding no case, but the circumstances should probably have
evidence of bruising or injury. Also in both cases, led them to consider detainee ab\lS~~

••
however, autopsies within days subsequently ~ -~ )"- -revealed massive blunt force injuries to the legs, • (Syspicious for

.... - - -
with muscle iIUury 80 severe that bilateral leg Abuse). Detainee arrivoo..mt&.:!rlex,mve bruising

. .-
amputations would have been necessary if the notedby u.s. medical~omrvi~ inteJTOgation'- -detainee had survived. em investigations into elsewherebyAfghflirl"""inlli181yfPrces. He remained. .. -- .,

possible detainee abuse by guards, completed in under Mghani--guig:d wit}l1fi a U.S; compound.. - .
October 2004, have led to criminal charges against Two days la~~:W~~u:6.ddead in his cell. Exa.et-. ~.... - ..... .
several individuals. Review of these cases with cir as of.tr~tinent and interrogation are
,OAFME support our concern that local physicians unclear. A'l~cclv.l militaIy surgeon attempted a.- - , .
may have misrepresented. either consciously or p:re~ aiifopsy. but could not determine a

~.. - - '"
due to incomplete ~atio!lsJ the condition of.. ~eotdepfh, and SO he appropriately referred the- ..- _....
these detainees at death. The appropriateness JJ£'::~e 'foE~fGrensic autopsY by OAFME. Subsequent

,. - .
medical documentation in these cases deserves'~ IaDtlratory tests at that autopsy revealed evidence- - .. -
ther review, separate from the issue of,abuse by ...--51.£ severe muscle injury. Investigation of this case

~".. '

guaxds. We do not know whether mediCil!:Person- "remains open. We do not know whether medical
• •

..
•

Cause of Death Category
Point 0' Suspicious
CBpture 'orAbuse

, '

Total

,· .,'.. .. . .

• •

..

•
•

•

•

1
•

4 • 5
,

Status of AssoclBtad Investigations

Investigations Stili Open . O. 4

Investigations Closed 1 0 •

4

1 •

•

UNCLASSIFIED
•

•,
•

•
•

• •

•

•
•

• •

• M,dlcal
• •
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Detainees appear to always receive
initial medical examinations and must be medical·
ly cleared before interrogation. The ODS

•

v8lY widely in comprehensiveness and are some-
times cursory.. No interviewee mentioned detainee
rectal examinations, but several described l5trip-

personnel reported suspicions of detainee abuse in
this case, but the circumstances should probably
•
have led them to consider detainee abuse,

• •

•

•
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• ,
•

•

in detainee medical~. They repreSented at least

a dozen different units at ,various locations.
, .

Feedback did n.ot differ in anY,--Q.bvious way
/ . Ourbetween these groups of intervi~;:~. inter·..... -

(Suspicioua for views focused on the same thjfiles..we~veused to.- - .......
Abuse) • Seven Afghanis reported they had been orgfllli2e other parts of mJl" 1:vPo'i-t',;:rm. medical

j .:. ..... ,. -
held for three months at an isolated location along issues. In contrast.~to 0U! litscussions of
with another eighth person. They claim to have Guantanamo Bay, we1ro""Ua thPe" themeJI closely
been abused during this period. an~ that the eighth together here ~-in~ew\.1fi(dingB only; because. " _. .

fellow detainee had been killed. Local Afghani offi- our PJ'OCeS8!S~M'' and Iraq did not. _.... ..
cials were interviewed and doubted the story. No allow us 00_CQITOttorate inteIview findings with

body was ever produced. The report of death was medical.facili£}rt~and files review as had been
", ... ~ .

originally thought by OlD investigators to be false; p~e ftt.JJ~lfU1tanemo Bay. .
but recent information has led. them to suspect ." ~:::.. ~ }"
detainee abuse and to r~-open their investigatiog.:::-'"\..-·-~ -- Detainee Screerrlnr and Medical- -.. . ,
At this point, the circumstances are unclia?;;._ - . . None of the interviewed medical per-
Investigative summary report makes no n:iention ~uri~1 described pre-deployment training related

.".- .

of medical involvement. --~ .~, to detainee medical care or Geneva Convention
~. "':.

". / '-e..~~,. 'ties. although one physi¢an described- ...... - -. . .
812RI02 at· Lwara. (Point' of such training previously in medical school When- .~. ..,.... -. ., .

Capture) -Detainee was shot,Ahd 4ied sliBrt1yafter asked about directives governing their duties rela· .
. . - -.... .' .

capture by U.S. forces. AS\.lI~arY 'j,nvestigative tive to providing medical care for detainees. only a
:: - ""

report makes no mentioIi.of mewqaf care or med- handful mentioned the Geneva Conventions at an.- - ....
ica1 personneL .-.::., "'-,. J Most made vague reference to unspecified Army.. .. - .

,,,,,:~,;". ~ regulations. Training received in theater related.. - . .
(0) Iraq ..~ J., ~ - . ' mostly to specific medical issues or approaches to

:,-, '.. oi ," '7 unruly detainees. .· - -.. . .· .... - .· _.. .
(U) Int.er'Vi~'l\o~Medical Pel'ROnnel in Iraq ,

-. ...... ~•
•

We interviewed 38 medical person-
nel in Iraq during June 2004, including two head
quarters.leve1 physicians, 20 other physicians, four
other medical department officers. aiul12en1isted
medics and~en, .Most were directly involved

•

..

•

,

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

•

. '.
Medical

• • .. '~'. \..

•
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ping detainees naked fot' exams.

,

,

.J+ Responses to,an interview ques

tion about routine medical examiIiations varied
widely. Only a couple interviewees confirmed

command. Two thought that remains should be
, .

released to families or other civilians. One inter--
--f~~* Some detenti~n facilities have' Viewee thoUght he should fIrst J!otl!r the leRe

. .-
detainee 'clinics or infinnaries, while others do not. upon death of a detainee. "',.:..., ~. .

IIJI> .'_

All locations appear to conduct routine detainee .-'":;. ...:-, .. y- -
sick call operations, but actual procedures for Me~ rmToliernent ill
detainee access vary., Most locations conduct some .All U1~w~dicated. they had. --
fOIm of daily sick Call. 'A few do 80 twice daily. , no involvement in ~tainee.~gationsand that- - .. ,

interrogators l'is~h§:need for medical clear--- - -"- ~ .....
mee befornetaiieea !vere interrogated.. --'. - ..eo, _ •

. , - ..- .
*'/ ;;.. .1Pt,eTrovatOi ~" to Medical
,- -

monthly medical examinations with recorded > - -;-. .~ No interviewee indicated they should
. -- ~ .. - - . .

detainee weights. A few others mentioned lI1onth·":;_proYt4.e~ medical information to interrogators
. - - ~ ~ ~

Iy examinations more vaguely. One offi~· ~t~'henmedic8l conditions wammted special
. .....~ - I -.. .

described monthly weights tracked on a sp~ad~accOi;iim.odations., None indicated they had ever- - .
&beet but no routine medical inspectio~ ~eral if'een, asked for medical information about

. - ....
enlisted medics responded that rou' . -:.' • detainees except in this context. All denied ever

. . --, - '

tiona were conducted daily or eve"!?- twi~ clin1y, being asked by interrogators to alter,medical docu·- .
apparently confusing the dis~tion~een sick ments. '.

. .'-• ~ 1'-

call operations and periodi;.~tip;e. ~tions. ,
~ "'..... - ..

: ~.:: Interviewees described widely ver-.. . . .. --::...... .
~With:'~n1-:..exce~ion, all.intervie- ied procedures for maintaining· detainee medical '

. - - ....

woos denied that !p"pi9Pi'iaW1nedical'care had ever records. At some places, especially in Baghdad,
... - ....... .

been consci~·Qeqi.ed. That exception involved individual detainee medical records were managed
one medic irl~iw~;in Baghd~d who' described and kept secu:re by medical personnel. At least one

" .~ -. '.
how def#Un~~ to· optometry· services for unit also backed up detainee medical records on a. -
glasses W&s mailaied by interrogators e.nd as a ~puterized data system. A medic in Baghdad

. ,-' .. . .
reward for COoPeration. even described how' JCRC representatives were

•

denied aooess to detainee medical recorda oUt .of .
, .'

Impresaions of proper procedures privacy concerns. Overall, however, proced~
following detainee.death varied.. ,Most personnel ,were not standardized. At one location, the

,

indicated a requirement to notify their Chain of Persons Under Control (PUC) manager kept copies

,

,

,

,

,
,

,

•

• MedIcal
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~L1l' basic findings for Iraq are
, '

identical to those presented for Afghanistan. The
• ,

Army has a number ofpsychologists in operational

positions (in both AfJand Iraq), mostly .
within Special OperatioDs, where they provide

direct support to militai'y oPerations. They do not

function as 'mental he8Ith FOviders. and one of
•. '. .

,

of detainee medical records. At another, military

interrogators held the detainee medical records.
Several interviewees indicated they did not main

tain individual detainee medical records, and
instead kept occasional medical notes in other
detainee record files. One unit kept medical infor
mation on individual detainees in a common roed-

,

icallogbook.

visors and the behavior was stopped. We attempt.. '

ed to validate the nature of any corrective actions

taken in each ofthese cases, but we~w.ereunable to
•. , ,

cross-reference the brief commem'9.with our other
A _ .. '

, -...t_ " ,....... -
reCO.lUl;. ~", ~- .. _.-- - --,"' -- ~ .- ~,.,.. - II"".. ,. - ..' - -

As witG.j>ur o'Wl}r6cesses, ~or
. ........ - ...

General Fay's recqt mve~~nat Abu Ghraib
was not design~. t3:..£ocus~Cany on medical'

.Preventinp- $nd Reporti'ntr aspects of ~~~·oP'"imttOns. However, some of..'.... - ....
SYmedied..AlJ:w!~ Vlrlually all interviewees recog· hisfindin~~~bwnwith regard to the roleS '

~ed the need, to report suspected detainee abuse, of mt;dical p~o~e1. in preventing and reporting

'and most indicated they would notify their chain of suspiwe.a~d.~tailiee abuse. Specificall:% he found
.. ... ...,.; - ...
command. Of the 38, medical persoDllel inter- ..; thite., enus~d. medics had witnessed obvious

'viewed, four said they had seen or suspeet£#~~~1ff det$nee ab~, appal'elltly witho~t .
. .... .... ~

detainee abuse. In one case, an enlisted Nj~ ~iilg them to superiors. One episode involved
. ... - ." ,•

corpsman serving with the Marines noted"broken -iLdetainee whose woUl'lded leg was intentionally
. ..." ..

ribs and temporary \llloonsciousness '<rc;.ufring hit. Two others involved detainees handcutred

,after detention -he reported this to~he~~d- uncomfortably to beds for prolonge4 periods, such
.... .... ,

ing officer ofthe Military Police comii@py. hj a 'sec- that one eventually suffered a dislocated shoulder
. .~, .

, ond case, another enlisted ~vY'\.corpsman noted . and another ex,Perienced' pain when eventually-- .......... -
suspicious bt:Uises at ini~, -.:.'~ : f a detainee fol'ced to stand. Afurther episode involved a medic. - .
•he rep<lrted this to the .s\rgeant.OJthe guard. The who saw pictures ofnaked detainees in a pyramid.
third case, h1volv~~~~ worldng at the ..' . '

r . -

Baghdad airpq~:- Jun~003 when a detainee (U) PSVcho1oflV Support of Interrolllltions
'" ~ ...

died under u:riule$~cifeumstances.He had not ini-. -",. _.- ~

tially su~pe~1ietainee abuse; but came to this.. - - ..
'beliefla~ and'ep&rted his concerns to investiga--" ..
tors. 'Fina1l1-,.a;rhental health physician at the 28th
Combat Support Hospital .in Baghdad,(supports
Abu Ghraib) had observed medical personnel han
dling detainees unnecessarily roughly during
transportation. He reported this to medical super-

• • •• •

•

•

"

Medlc,1
, ;. . . .'

• • •

•

,
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,.

. " .. .. .

•

(U) Detamee Deaths in Iraq .

their core missions is to support interrogations.. In
Iraq. we interviewed two military personnel and
one civilian serving in this capacity. All three
emphasized their separation from detainee medical
care. Only one believed he had observed or suS

pected detainee abuse. No details were offered l

except that, when this ocCUlTed, he recQmmended
. .

the interrogation not proceed and brought in med-

i~ personnel to evalua.te the detainee.

ease, along With cases where environmental condi·
tions may have· contnbuted. 11J{illed in Rioting"-
deaths represent detainees killed"by. U.s. forces

__ h

- I'while rioting or atteJnpting_,$caP( . Toint of
1 • ....

Capture" deaths represent :~yidu~ldlled by- ..
U.S. forces at about ~e~f~.aPprehension

, .- ,.,. ....
under diverse circUlnBtiDces tliat·~are difficult to

". ~:'

assess. "Suspicious~or Ab~,.""'ls our ownsubjee-- - .. . .
tive label for .flight a.~individual1y de5crlbed......... ... .,.;;.;..,;.... .. _... -.. . .

further below. "B!,ltlefield Injury" deaths are those

due to coniisli!atio~·ciireetlyrelated to JriBjor bat· .... ." .
tle 'Y.oUn.ds, despiie adequate medical care.-- ._. - .

We reviewed em surrn,.u.Y"'It inves- .£. -:::::. • .~
...-----" - - I-- - -.. .

tigative reports on 63 reported detainee deaths in 4.?:. .,,.., In 33 of their 63 reported detainee
110 _ p _ .r . '

Iraq. A3 ofSeptember 30, 2004,21 ofthese repr£~ deaths1h Iraq, em summary investigative reports-,... - .

.ed deaths remain the subject of open invesBga::-~indi~te that medical personnel either rendered. ...-. -.
tions. ~ot reflected in these .~~ary ~ before death, attempted resuscitation about
investigative reports are an additiona1~2!l.d~ees the time of death, or (one case only) rushed to the. .... .. - - .
known to have been killed by epemY1;:nortar scene but determined that resusci~tionwould be

~. .
attacks on the Abu Gbraib pr~on inlfagh~ Iraq. futile.. These caSes with references to medical care

• •

Five detainees died insu~~tt.~pn August 16, include six of the eight "Suspicious for Abuse"
. ,.'"...., .... .

2003, and 22 detainees died in1;y,cll·in attac.k on detainee deaths (see below), and six of the seven
Apri120, 2004. . ....:£\. ~ ~M "Non-Trawna"detainee deaths clustered inAugust

........ - ..... ...
,.:.-- ',~ ~~...,.. - 2008 (see further below). We cannot tell from.. ...-. - -

_ : , -able6h the next page shows investigative reports if }Iledical personnel were
our own ~,~ti~· of the 90 total reported involved .or nQt in other reported detainee deaths,

...-"- - .
detaineE(deaflia ffi:.Iraq as of September 30, 2004. although our own interviews suggest one such case

~ - 1

Our ca~riza~nscheme here differs from that . where an Army physician reported his suspicions
. ~ i .

used intern8DY by em. The differences reflect our . ofdetainee abuse to his chain ofcommand and was
separate focus on medical p~rsp6Ctives and not any interviewed by investigators. None of the summa-

•
disagreeJnent with the investigative interpretation ry investigative reports suggest that medical per.
of case findings. We labeled as "Non-Traumau sonnel either contributed to detainee abuse or
those natural deaths from underlying medical dis- misrepresented findings. As .noted belo"" however,

," ' 360
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•

•
•

• •

21

33

42

30

•

•

•

•

•

•

o

1

•

F....
R.port .Total .

0 54

1 3EI
•

1 90
';,

UNCLASSIFIED .

..

• •

. ..

•

•
'.

2

2 .' 1

1 0

1

Z

3

1

•

No
InfomllUon

• •

•

3

o

1

o

1

8

2 .

..

and a Navy corpsman, respectively)caused inves
tigations to be initiated, separate from any issues

of medical care. --_

6

D

109

10

•

Status of Auoclated InYesl/g8tlons

3 .. 7

•

•

• • •

. "
• Medical.' .

o

5

Ii

19

19

•

Mention In CIO InY88t1agtlve Summary Noles or MedIcal Involvement

•

nIa

nI. .

.,

Site

Abu Ghralb

•-.."tII ....
• •- ,." - -- -',---Individual DetamftJTeaths Cited In DoD Investigations .

In Iraq "arctr~Ob3 - September 2004) (U)- .
.... _ - I - "

,- TI$Jr1:erte Categorization of Dea1h Cause.. ,- .
Enemy ~-" ~1I.d In Point of Suaplcloul BlIl1lefiefd
AII.cka,: ·"'ralift'l.!. .RJoung C.ptlie· fQr AbIla. .Injlly. - .

.~ ':. is \. o' 10 D 1 0
. - . ...

Other Sites .r,O "::._ ~,' 3 10 7 4.
• •

Total ....: ~'2:"" 13 10 I 8 I 4- . -.- , -... - -- _.,_. _. .

•
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Medical
Mentioned
No Medical

1_....:MenllCItl

•

unconfIrmed su'!:lsequent reports do raise concerns
about misrepreBmltation of physical c' ces

. .

in one reported case of detainee death at Abu
Ghraih, in Baghdad.

,-- .
~- ..- ,.". _.- -Presented bt11ow. ~brief syn·

... - - -
Our processes did not allow us to opses of the eight repotl!4.~rone'J:""deaths in- ' - ,w _ _

assess the freq~encywith which medical personnel Iraq that we found to-:-lit ·SUitici¥ls for Abuse"- - ~
reported suspicions of detainee abuse or adverse upon after reviewiqg em~e~igative summary

, - ." .,.
conditions. Evidence from investigative reports, notes and avai!able~utopifresults. We subse-
however, suggests that medical personnel often . quently preseiit.J>~T-wbbservationsregarding

. - - ..' ... ~

have exposure to the circumstances of detainee "Non-Trau~~"..cr~ee deaths in Iraq, along... ::.. . . -
treatment. In this regard, sum.t:itary reports on. with ~C8Se sin!>p~es of the. seven' such deaths
two different "Point of Capture" detainee deaths occU~g:m.Au~t2003. . .- - .. -
suggest that medical personnel (an Arrnymedic _' ~ ~ .,:;-. ,-...-.,.:,..- ",- ..

- - or .- ... -"" -- - -- - .f-.- -- - ~ - - - ., - .-----..,•

•

•

•

,

•

•
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Al:mW -Detainee waS found slumped, shortly e1ter
being gagged and shaCkled to a doorframe. Medics
,

were summoned' but deterniined that attempted

resuscitation ~uld be futile. Autopsy by OAFME
found that death was due to asphyxia, with bruis
ing. and multiple broken nbs. The em investiga
tion of this case is still open. We do not know
whether medical personnel reported suspicions of
detainee abuse in this case, but the circumstances.

,

should probablyhave led them to considerdetainee
abu.se.

...... "'"~.'''

, ,

,

(U) "Suspicious for Abuse" Detainee Death.c; in
,

Irnq

362,

,•
•

,

not know whether medical personnel reported sus-
picion~ of detainee abuse in this case, but the ,*
cumstances should probably hay.e"'-led them to .... .

111410:1 at Abn Ghraib in Baphdad consider detainee abuse. ' ~f..--":J""'-,.. -
(Smtpicious for Abuse) ~ Detainee was initially , ..£ .~ ~.-, .. ,,-
reported to have slumped over during interroga- I1f26Ig.39it:.l6r:waJil· Operatm@'
tion and then to have died despite attempted mOO- Base (FOB) Ti~r ,-1~spicmu?for Abuse) • .

ical resuscitation. Autopsy by OAFME revealed .Investigation and ~utopif~jgest this detainee
broken ribs and compromiaed respiration. Sources died of8SP~C!}~ Q} ~mothering. and chest
outside of the em investigative summary report compressi9n·dJi:i£g....terrogation. Medics were
have subsequently suggested that respiration may calledJo icemr~a-~ttempted resuscitation) but
have been oompromised by hooding, and that mad- ... - -:. ' . were. unsucce6Sftil. The em investigation or this
leal personnel may have placed an IV line after ,,' ,~,--;....

deathto
",_l 1 . tt1.._'t 'tati hadb . ~reQlaJl\B"open. We, do not know whether med-
LWse ysugges 'UtL l'eSU8Cl on een..z.. :;. -;".' .

attempted. "Th OlD' st' at' of thi 1:" -;ie,al p,e:t!IDnnel reported suspicions of detainee. e mve 19 Ion s case: s' "';. :-
still open. Aside from the issue ofpossibledet~~_ aE~e 1n this case, but the cil'cumstances should
abuse during interrogation, the appr()Pn.t~essof yobably have led them to ronaider detainee abuse.

~. - - .
medical documentation in this case....e~is'·fur~, '. --
ther review, as does,the pbssibilii{ thaf~~cal

personnel may have acted to IJli.srep~ent.ctrcum-, -.. ...,, '-'

stances. We do not know~h_i:t:.~edical pe,rson-
nel reported $uspicions{of'de~e~}abus~in this

case, but the cir~ai%..essh~ probably have
led them to cotU}idei,.detein~use. '

-If' '\0400. _ --... -, .... ~..,
.....-.. '" It
~ - .. . -- .. -
, . ·6"I6I~t AI NaBiriyah

•__• I

"'-, -
ti A ~ ·'"=.Qe~ee died of strangulation, with- _.
broken~~s ~d' neck bone found at autopsy.
InvestigatlOtr'Suggests he was beaten and then
dragged by the neck by a guard. He had earlier
been screened by medical perSonnel; medico were
called to the scene at the time of bis death. The 121110~ at Balad (SUFPicious for

,

em inve&tigation of this case is still open. We do AlmW •Detainee died ofblunt head injury shortly
,

, .
-,
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~) Summary notes mention o· possi.
o •

ble role of environmental heat in two of the· non- .
trauma deaths, both occti:rring in August 2003.

o

One detainee had intentionally restricted his own
diet, and an autopsy by OAFME revealed coronary
artery disease ~ comments about extreme h~at are
made by the investiPtoz:. In a second case, the
OAFME officially labeled the death as beat related.

, .

An unusual incidence of non·tr~ detainee
deaths in August'. 2003 suggests, but d~ not

• 0

prove. that extrem.e heat may have been a factor in
other deaths, as well. The available datSr howevet;

makes it unclear whether environmental factors

• •

• MfJdlcal

o

. '
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"'J"T' 6'13/03 at Barhdad Airport
• •

(Suspicious for Abuse) . Circumstances of death

after being taken to the 21st Combat Support is still open.
Hospital (CSH). The . ces of ir\jury are .

. ,

'Wlclear. The ern investigation of this case is still
oPen. Concerns or medical personnel. are suggest

ed in a Memorandum for the Re.cord, dat;ed May
11, 2004 from personnel of 21st CSH. We do not
know whether medical personnel reported suspi·

•

clons ofabuse at the time ofdeath.

.
Co

•

~~9/11/03 at Tikrit (S'I~icious for, .
• , 0

~~ Detainee was reportee,;J.1T"flb~ by a U.s,- -. ,..". -
guard withoutapparentjust~~.~gative

-.... ".
swnmary report makeE}..e-"':!!1ill1joj' of medical

. ..... - ~

involvement. The CJIf.ifi~i~ohis closed. and
. . : _.-
charges have b.eep. ~tiated,y ~-

..... - .... - .,. • _ w... ~ ---- """ -...;....- #" ,_. • 4'

(U) "1'Jon-~i!Detiinee})A.aths in Iraq. - ,_. __"1---.. .- -
- !'... .

are not well known. Autopsy by OAFME ~ealed' ~ -~. . . 'e chart on the next page shows

that death was ~used by closed head injury. _,~~~~~ilistrjbution of 24 total "No~-~wna"

In ti ti ak . ti ."':'-detafile.eaeaths in' Iraq. One observation IS theves ga ve summary report m es no men on-. ow:..- -- "
-~ reuonibly similar pattern of "Non-Trauma

of medical involvement, but our own in~rvi~Wf-.~eatils occurring at Abu Ghraib and elsewhere;

revealed that an Army physician ~sp~ed . ~othe.r is the higher number of deaths in August
detainee abuse and reported this to:~~tors 2003, when the local climate was very hot.
within a month olSo of the death. 1Jte CI1}jnfts· •

o _,- .
tigation of this case'is still open7" ~....../• •- ,0- ....... ,. - _ ..

" ... - . .... - -.' ..... .,
4/2(04 a~ Mosw--:fSUspicious for.. - '"- - " .

~ - Detainee~8!!~ tjsleep after inter·
~ -

rogation, and ljltjp.~as ~d unresponsive. He.. ... .'
died despite~~ medical resusciqrtion- -__~ - to

efforts a.t-6~CSH-lastingabout one ho~ An.. -.. .
.. .. I-

Army p~ci~ at the time suspected cardiac- ._. ~

arrest, but the exact cause ofdeath remains uncer- ,
,tain even after .an autopsy by OAFME.

Meanwhile, subsequent other testimony suggests

. detainee abuse. The CID investigation of this CSBe

,

,

,

o
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8f8/03 at Abu Ghr~ih in Barhrlad.
m ...... Detainee with known diabetes

had been on a hunger strike for two days. Other

detainees saw him suffer chest pain and eventu·
ally collapse. Medics were summoned and they
began cardiopulmonary resuscitation, which was

,

nO,t successful. Autopsy by OAFME cited athero-
sclerotic heart disease complicated by diabetes.
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influenced Don·trauma detainee deaths at oth.ef;.._ • Detainee became short of breath anel suffered. - .

, --
times. The Beven "Non Trauma" detainee deaths roW blood pressure during a transport bybus. He

,r - -

occur:t.jng in Iraq in August 2003 an;..sl,J!I1tn:arlzed briefly improved after mediCI administered a. --
belQ\\T, In each of these seven cases,~ID m~iuga. fluid boluB, but later wors~ned and died. Autopsy.... "'...; .
tions of detainee death are now-j:losell:.... !. .: by OAFME showed. no evidence of trauma,

• , II' IU • .-
" - , . .

.~ ~, . . ' although a precise cause of death could not be
- -~,~ .. , .,.... - ....

.~/3/03~ at ~..TCropper in determined.
, - \-

Baflhdad {Non.T~~~~~ Da~ is incomplete.

Detainee' was o~~~"\:r.9th~ detainees to be- - -.;a'.. * •

extremely !It be!o1lll death. . They ultimately
_ 6>'... ... ..

brought him.t~e aicf"station, where medical life-. - -· -· - _ ..
saving ~easur~ were unsuccessful. M~dical pho.- .
tas sUPPoR4L.t;ttilitary physician's impression orno

•

.external injuries. No autopsy was performed.
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failed to prevent his rapid subsequent death.

Autopsy by OAFME cited the death as heat-related.
• •

• , .
(U) The medical personnel that we mter·

viewed appeared to underBtaIi.d, in general terms,'
their respoIlsfbility for providing humane medical

care to detainees, but few had received training
,

specifically relevant to detainee screening and
medical treatment. In Afghanistan and Iraq, how
ever, we found inconsistent field-level implementa
tion of specific requirements, such as monthly

medical inspecti1>DS and weight recordings. One

•

,
•

. '~.'.
• MedlCIJI

,

,

8(11/03 at Abu Ghraib in Ba,hdad
N - Detainee had been treated for

shortness of breath during medical in-proeessingj
•

but he later refwled to accept an inhaler. He was
, .

later found unconscious. Medics were summoned

and began cardiopulmonary resuscitation, which
was not successful. Autopsy by OAFME cited ath.
erosclerotic hellJ;'i; disease. '

,

12210;:\ fit f'.mtlP flflt.hB in Rli,l'hdad
- Detainee was found on the ground,

with aha110w breathing, decreased perspiration
j

and a high tem.per~ture, Aggressive 8dministra~

tion of intravenous fluids by medical personnel

"-----

~ .~

~

We do not know.Jlihether medical- ~~• ,#0_1

personnel reported concerns ~bout.~te impacts
on detainee health in A~~.2003\Otat other

'Tt ...... ---

times. Sources oUtsida.siir p~...siggest that at- -.. ""-
least some medical ,erso~l d4Cl report concerns- ~

about detainee ~$!~ d~ such hot periods. . ..- - ~

8/1:i1O::J at-Abu nhraih In ~hdad Overall circu.EBtaic£e8~d probably have led a
- <II , '". - - .....

1U n· • ,Detainee was found by oth~ number olniedicaI_ p.efsonnel tq have such con· '-... -
detainees'tO have no breathing or pulsa They car· cerna.•-_ - '-:;:-

" ". ..
ried him to prison gate area. Autopsy by OAFME . .L~ _~_, '. '-'

~ - .
found atherosclerotic heart disease. In;vestigative . -~ ~ ...- Conclusions '(0)

. - - --
. summary report mentions a suspicion the detaine~:-"':;..__•-,_~

. " ~ '"
suffered a heart attack due to the combinede~ ~_ (0) Medical dpctrine of the U.S. Anned

. .. - ... -
af extreme heat and self-induced dieta!'Y...f'eStric- '"F.grces is ultimately' rooted in .the Geneva.... .. .
tion, No mention is made of medical invDl!.~ent Conventions of 1949, and applies the standard of-,.-~ - . ..
~pt for the autopsy. i --;. ,-":0,. _ humane medical care to all categon~ ofdetamees.

. . --•
~ l' This doet:.rine ha,s been in place throughout opera-. ~. .

8/20103 atAb.~U~raibitN3a17hd~d, tions in GTMOj Afghanistan and Iraq. In addition,
~ ~

~l:.'J.ll: •Other detain~.tOld~ardsofthis we note that the Office ofthe Secretary ofDefenlle
~ _.

detainee's apparent dijb:~s fro~~ess. Medical is currently developing specific policies to address
staff arrived withiJI:J@n iiDnutio and found the the issues nrlsed belo"," ..'. .

. .. "':. .. I

detainee to ha~·ftnE1Jlse~ey began cardiopul-
... .... ~'" ,

monary ·res~ta!iipn:':..S!ld· advanced cardiae life
--." .-

supportj .witbD~succ&is., Autopsy by OAFME
• - =..:;..

found atkerosci'!romc heart disease. .- .- .- .- .- .
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causea of detab1ee death, and in the unbiued
IIUIDJII8J')' reports ftom in .of Army'a
CrimiDallnvestJgative Di'rilllon (910). In addi
tion, OAFME and the Arr1J7.. -!ro. !&rtial.., .
General bave coDahorated~-. •. . _ .for IOJDe.- - ..time to develop field' _. ~ - OAP'ME

· --autopsies incases of -.me8:.d- . We antici- ...... ...
ate that tboee effafti" . - inP "

and claritied~. doctiL . pr0ce-

dures in~,..)l'eiave DO additional no
ommen~WWt .riprd. tQ detainee c:&UI8 d.
death. '. ijc:.. ..., ... .., .- .... --._- - -- ~. '_.. ... ..:.".- ...- - -- - ..r _ - ...
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(U) We were by the credible
• • •

· practices of the Oftice of the Armed Forces
Medical Examiner (OAFME) in determining

•

ezistiDg doctrine oftheu.s. Armed Forcearequires
that sll military report tL

. deta.inee abuae to their chain of our
inailhtsJ tabu topth.., I5UiPd the need to darl-

•

fy ad refnforcI the IpeCial •• f4med·
ical in preventing and reporting

detainee abuIe.~ ongojDg am
investigations mould addreaa tbiJ additional
upect ofdetainee abuae or detainee death cues.
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Background (U)

con1priscd per~iomlel from two separate
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Deputy
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Interrogation
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in the Fieldl. Article 13:

to the Treatment of
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tecll0klues were limited to
Gu,mtananlo Bay. Cuba.

Objectives (U)
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Reporting Incidents of Alleged
Detainee Abuse (U)
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for i,nfofTlUltwnl)f't)vimuJ to commanders in UI"QeT !u make

PubU"tfun 1),.,2. "'t'nifl.-ri
Armed I'on:es IlUNA,"""},

6
SeCRJH/H\l9F=9RNIl~fRl929838V



DODIG AMNESTY/CCR 17
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", .. suspected
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Se(:r('tarit~" Military

(11) Army Policies. Army reporting f'lr allegations of detainee
abuse rail under the reporting requirement... of Army Re 190-40.
"Serious Incident Report," June 15.2005. . any actual

alleged incident, accident. misconduct. inai in
nature, that, because of publicity.
or potential consequences. waI'rants
Department of the Army,
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Investigations Not Managed in an Effective Manner (U)
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on£~Olrlg e>mmple, the need to

sublSetllUCllt f'I';miinl'l1 inv4~sti.gati:on. or eliminate interviews
1l10lVHlUUIS invoke their right to

Anny
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through cornmand

Recommendations (U)

(U) We recommend that the Secretary of Defense. when
approp direct aU Combatant Commanders to assign a Deputy
C for Detention Operations.

A.2 (U) We recommend that the Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff
expedite issuance of ,Joint Publications that outline responsibilities for
intelligence interrogations. debriefings, and tactical questioning, and
issue guidance for reporting, tracking, and resolving reports of all
detainee abuse inquiries and investigations.

II
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for all COll:lmalld p,util.;ipants.
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Interrogation Support Lacked Unity of Command and
Unity of Effort (U)

unity ofeffort. A
influence all forces,
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Interrogation Policy Was Not Uniform and Consistent (U)

to
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Interrogation Oversight Inadequate (U)

interro~:ati(m tecimiqm:s. was

.Joint PI Was Not FuUy Developed (U)
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Summary
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B.2. (lJ) We recommend that the Secretary ortbe Army review and
expedite the Services issuance of the Multi-Service Tacties,
Techniques, and Procedures, "Detainee Operations in the Global War
on Terrorism."

AlthQugh not required to comment. the
nonconcurred stating that the Multi

:dures is the responsibility of the
exc:cutivc for detention operations.

be made to the Secretary

to the
COlnrTlents on this modified

We recommend that the Chairman, .Joint Chiefs of Staff
issuance of Joint Publication 3-63, Detainee Operations."

the

8.4. (U) We recommend that tbeUnder Secretary of'Defense for
Intelligence. in coordination with tbe Secrctaf1' oftbe Army, expedite
the issuance of Army Field Manual 2-22.3, "Human Intelligence
Collector Operations."

Management Comments. The
COllcurrcd. but suggested that the report present Ii more ball.llii;ed
perspecthre between interrogation op.erUitiorls and non· interrogation related

'rhe 0-2 also stat that on page 80~81 "the
no! include det;ain\:e
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DoD Interrogation Techniques
(U)

that tel:hniqu1e5 effective under
ciWefuJ:ly (~onl:rolllcdcondilillns Guant,anamo became far more

not adequately

Finlll Report of the Independent Punel to
Review I)ol) I)etention Operations,

techniq

Background (U)
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.Joint l)crsonnel Recovery Agency Involvement in the
Development of Interrogation Policy at Guantanamo
Bay, Cuba (V)
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Special
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Milration
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Oversight
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Sf3€RE'F/!NeFeRNr,~fR28288387

Conclusion (U)

Management Actions

Recommendations (U)

and

C.1. (U) We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense for
Intelligence develop policies that preclude the usc of Survival,
Evasion, Resistance, and Escape physical and psychological coercion
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Appendix A. Scope and Methodology (U)

• invI:sth;ati()11 from all of the

•

•

•

•

(ll) Related Coverage:
inspector General has

OIG,DoD



DODIG AMNESTY/CCR 42

Appendix B.. Tim of Senior-Level
Reports (U)

TIMEUNE: MAJOR SENIOR LEVEL REPORTS AND INVEsnGATlONS

{

\»:
W w

A f 9 N p' J f I 6 I J J 6 s 9 N P' J f , 6 I J J 6 S 011
,mltr Aug 31, 9, 2003

Rvder Oct 16. 2003 -Nov 6. 2003

Taguba Jail 19, 2004 - Mar 9, 21104

OAIG "ltb111, 21104 - Jul 21, 2004

USAR IG Mar 11. 2004· Olt<: 15. 2004

"aylJclllIll Mar 31, 2Oll4 - Aug $, 2004

Navy IG May 3, 2004 - May

SChlesinger May

l'ormlea May 15, 2Oll4- Nov 13, 2004

2004
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Appendix C. Assessment of DoD Counter
terrorism I nterrogation and
Detention erations in Iraq
(MiUer Report) (U)
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Appendix D. Ice of the Provost Marshal
General of the Army 
Assessment of Detention and
Corrections 0 rations in Iraq
(Ryder Repo (U)

•
•

.,

34
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not discuss
address Military

reSIJOnsibi liti4~s in detainee
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S£CREn'lN8P8RN;~IRi8i.83.q

Appendix E. Army n 15-6
Inves on of the SOOth
Military Police Brigade
(Taguba Report) (U)
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SECRE1YfNOFORN/fi\IM9i9939?

COl11liland structure led to
ov~:rsi:ght of ,:ieu:tim:e Abu Ghraib

cornmand S~~~~~~~:~~~~i~ the facility was mm-
e~~~~~~~iul~~ ti' p the 800th MP HDE and
3: lea,eter'shlp t~lIlures resulted in an environment that

crilninally abuse to feel they had in

c. (U) of InternmentlResettlement (UR) training of 800th MP
units at home and mobilization stations, and also in theater, was a factor

leading to the criminal actions by SOldiers and US contract civilians assigned
to the 205tl1 Ml HDE at Abu Ghraib Prison.

the SOOth MP
of lICC()untability and

nllSS11JnS or

cornmand were

b.
A

in key
Leaders were unable

of Im15;!:leiha\i'lOf and misconduct.
nh,!jall~(l some of the underlying

My investigation is based on numerous oral inll,'l'vlt'\\i<':' rt'vi,·\vo:.:
statements, AR 190-8. FM 3-19.40, FM

and of Land Warfare (AR 27-10): facility Abu Ohraib Prison
(BCeF) and three other detention facilities: and review ofCommand Stlinding
Operating Procedures. the written Assessment of DoD Counter-Terrorism
Interrogation and Detention Operations in Iraq. and the written Assessment of
Detention and Corrections Operations in Iraq. Based investigation, I
recommend the following:

cornmand structure in C'JTF-7 and/or Iraq Joint
responsibility for detainee and interrogation

~iCA:il'l~OFORNI/~U4»9»99397
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Appendix F.Department of the Army
Inspector General: Detainee
Operations Inspection
(Department of Army IG
Report) (U)

•
ct to operations,

ures and recommend appropriate rest)lutions

• determine their root

• Inspect and
detention op

and training of personnel conducting

(lJ) Executive Summary Extract:

of war dett~nti()n

Iraq. 'rile tion focused on
lCy jJfr)octrine, Organization, Training, Mated I,eadcrship and
Personnel, and Facilities (DOTMLPF). standards, f(m:e structure.
in support ofthesc types of operations.

spe<:ifk incidents or unit

or
insf)Cction, Central

St'rVlt'lf''l operations

SIl(JR:~T;;I.NO:FORNH1\fR2929939;r
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•

•

•

•
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these policies was inconsistent; the Team concluded, however,
based on a review of cases through June 9,2004. that no confirmed
instance {)f detainee abuse was caused by the approved policies.

Capture, Care, and Control of Detainees:

Ill) Army lorces are successfully conducting detainee operations to
include the capture, care, and control of detainees. Commanders and
leaders emphasized the importance of humane treatment of detainees. We
observed that leaders and Soldiers treat detainees humanely and
understand their obligation to report abuse. In those instances where
detainee abuse occurred. individuals failed to adhere to basic standards of
discipline. r Arm alues; in some cases individual misconduct
was acco maintain fundamental unit
discipline, of and guidance to
their Soldiers. processes.
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and distinctly address the relationship
lm,~ntlRe:lettlem,em facilities and the

corlductirl~ intelligence exploitation
P nor Ml doctrine specifically defines the

collocate with
'oOl·dinlltirm should

not.
an MP~

ofMPs in the

intt::rrogatioll approach
applied.

l1utTlane and be
and OIF

apP'foal~h technique poli1cies. Officially
under

soldiers.
that some

adclitkmal tcchnilques in either fomlal
43
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S:E€R:E'f~OFORN/'&MR~Q~99~97

Appendix G. U.S. Army Reserve Command
Inspector General Special
Assessment of Training for
Army Reserve Units on the Law
of Land Warfare, Detainee
Treatment Requirements,
Ethics, and Leadership (Army
Reserve IG Report) (U)

COl:nmam:ling General Army Reserve

(U) Scope: (verbatim per Directing Authority memo dated March 11.2004)

Rt'.u'r\lt~ Soldiers and units
Wfl, ..i ....... Uerninee Trc~atn1ents Requirements,

LCfldel"ship. assessment will focus on the following

•

•

uency and standards Army Reserve
of Land Warfare, Detainee Treatment

Requirements. Ethics and Leadership training:"

adequacy of specified traililing

• "Assess Reserve units:'

• conducted to

• truirting gui(janl:e and

assessment at selected
Militarv

(l (e;'1phasis
ofthe Army Reserve will be obtained. You

will also observe specific training conducted hy Army reserve instructors
to include: Advanced Individual training: Station Training:

45
SIS€I:H3'fHN9FeRNfti\IR:28288~8'
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Appendix H.. Army Regulation 15-6
Investigation of the Abu Ghraib
Prison and the 205th MI Bde
( y Report; and/or Fay/Jones
Report; and/or Kern Report)
(U)
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b.
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c.

d.
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held

of
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SE€RB'fh'N9F9R:NII1\41li9199397

cmrlmal,d rc:lati,onsl,ips at

(8) (U) Working alongside non-DoD organizations/agencies detention
facilities proved complex and demanding. The perception non-Dol)
agencies had different rules regarding interrogation and detention
operations "vas evident. Interrogation and detention policies and limits of
authority should apply equally to all agencies in the Iraqi Theater of
Operations.

L<\;'~UCI~ and Soldiers throughout Operation Iraqi Freedom were
COll1tTt)ntl~d a complex and rous operational environment.

a clear breakdown in line and leadership, the events at
ib should not blind us from the noble conduct of the vast

ma,jority of our Soldiers. We are a values based profession in which the
Soldiers and leaders take great pride.

detaill::d and exhaustive
fCfs,onncl !l!isigned to the 205111 MI

identilled several
issue

prisoners.
retired) who
to provide

of Operations.
and summarized
from Iraq. This

Fay report
....",'\1 ....'>,. issues

to overcome.

53
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Appendix I. Treatment of Enemy
Combatants Detained at Naval
Station Guantanamo Bay,
Cuba, and Naval Consolidated
Brig Charleston (First Navy IG
Review; and/or Church:
GITMO and Charleston
Report) (U)

E!e£utive Summa" Extract:
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compliance," a number of possible infractions were also dcscrihed. Those
infractions seemed to indicate a Jesser degree of compliance than was
otherwise indicated or assumed, The briefing that all incidents
documented during the review were reported to Southern Command and
result,~d in timely action: however, the review did not specify what actions, or
whether any action included investigating allegations of possible detainee
abuse,

55
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Appendix J. Schlesinger: Final Report of the
Independent Panel to Review
DoD Detention Operations
(Schlesinger rt) (U)

• To
• Pr"vi'rlf'
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include Special
closed, 10

dis,cirtlinarv action,
and

a press
criminal

cornmand and
ad<~quately irlf(l1:m~:d nor

Anlcrican copies

CONCLUSION (U)

majority ofdetainees in C,uantanamo, Afghanistan and Iraq
, and the great bulk of detention operations were

with U,S. policy and directives. They yielded
am,punts of actionable intelligence for dea' with the insurgency

intelligence of value in the Global ur on Terror. For
infomlation in the recently released WI I Commission's

plolnning exc~cution ofthc attacks on the World Trade
int~:rrc,gal:ion of detainees at Guantanamo

mendati,cm 14
recommendations and
studied further. Most

certification trl1i.ning. were

S~(;IU;T/~OFOH:H//~'R19;99397
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Appendix K. Combined Joint Special
Operations Task Force
(CJSOT use (Formica
Report) (U)

•
•
•
•

U!i;JllF') E!ecutil'e Summar\' Extract:

MA.JOR !<'JNInNGS

are
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ef},f'1ej1,il:>llS nh'v'sical abuse by indigenous
corljul1ctiionwith US forces arc not

4. The specific
personnel working
substantiated by the evidence.

5. (SfW') Some detainees were held for periods of time in small (20" wide x
4' high X 4' deep) cells at ODA 065. As a technique for setting favorable
conditions for interrog . banged on the doors ofthc cells and
played loud music es awake and prevent them from

. another. Two detainees claimed to have been held in
seven days. ODA personnel it was not for more

I found an i e in one detainee was held
uncertain time.

(S:4W) Some detainees. including_ aJld_were fed primarily a
diet of bread and water at ODA 554. ~s cvi=mat this diet may have
been e ODA team members. ODA 554 could not
speci rccnJJ to what extent this occurred in each case. One detainee may
have been bread and water for 17 days.

(5) inter'rogfltion
policy, including

pulation, Environmental

7. f~l/Nr,

techniques
Management,
Manipulation.

8, (SflU') As a general rule. CJSOTF-AP loyed assigned personnel to
conduct interrogations. In most cases, CJS -AP used their targeting
warrant officers (180A) and/or their intelligence NCO [Non Commissioned
Oflicer] (I8F). _.

RECOMMENDATIONS (tl)

nrclvilied a
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•

on the

5,

•

•

opc:raHclOS, to include:

in a

II

II

II Formalized aCCI)I.1l1tability PI'OCCSS at
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3ch transfer.
e that travels

involved at each

(U) While the specific allegations of abuse are not suhstantiated by the
evidence. these circumstances raise the issue ofhow indigenous personnel are
employed to participate in Coalition detention operations or
interrogations.

61
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Appendix L. Detention Operations and
FaciUties in anistan
(Jacoby Report)

•

as it

•
(J
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(LJ) om Assessment: The review was limited to inspecting detainee
rations in Afghanistan and did not assess factors which may have
uerlce,d detainee interrogation operations. JJowever, the report notes that,

interest in this inspection was the humane treatment of detainees."
ent, there is no indication team
tions ofdetainee abuse.
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Appendix M. Review of DoD Detention
Operations and Detainee
Interrogation Techniq:ues
(Church Repo (U)

•

• or parti<;ipation

E!ccutivc Summary Extract:
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development and implementation in the Global War on Terror, In accordance
.vith our direction from the Secretary of Defense. our investigation focused
princ' the development of approved interrogation policy
(spec lists ofauthorized interrogation techniques). (b) the actual

of interrogation techniques. and (c) what role. irany. these
in the aforementioncd detainee abuses. In addition. we investigated

's use of civilian contractors in inten'ogation operations. DoD support to
or participation in the interrogation activities of Other Government Agencies
(OGAs). and medical issues relating to interrogations. tinally. we
summarized and analyzed detention-related reports and work'
submitted to DoD by the International Committee of the Red
Our primary observations and findings on these issues are set

Interrogation Policy Develol}ment (U)

(ll) Overview

det'Crl11line whether DoD had
guiidalrlce directed. sanctioned or

the case,
,,_1...•_,," the

cOl1slejcr it a missed
inll~rr(lga1lion techniques was

Afighl1:nistan and Iraq, as it was to
Uwmtanal1'l0 Bay. As

nmnr"'r and
and

Balkans, or
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Atghanistan and Iraq



DODIG AMNESTY/CCR 77

thorOlu~hlv debated and
intc'rrOlzatilOI1 Olncfiltiolns had been

Detainee Abuse (U)

Overview

(ti) Underlying Reasons for Abuse



DODIG AMNESTY/CCR 78

oft,"onlra,ct P·enIJnn~1 in Int~rrogation Operatiml1s

SOl11e contractors at
l!1Vtlh·miZ controctorl>,

Do)) Support

SIli€llI;TlA\lOFOI~N/~'R19l99397
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irement to treat detainees humanely, we
, rning the conduct of OGA

DoD In response to questions and
ort., h(lw(~ver, senior officials expressed clear
-authorized interrogation policies would be followed

during any interrogation conducted in a DoD facility, For example, the Joint
Staff .1-2 stated that "[0]ur understanding is that a sentative of any

ernmental agl.'11cy. inc CIA. . interrogations.
or interviews at u 'Hity must abide by all DoD

guidelines:' On occasions, DoD and OOA personnel did conduct joint
interrogations at D acilities using DoD authorized interrogation
techniques, However, our interviews with DoD personnel assigned to
detention facilities Qut A 'stan and Iraq demonstrated that they
did not have of what rules governed the involvement
()f OGAs in the interrogation of DoD detainees. Such uncertainty could create
confusion re issibility and limits of various interrogation
techniques. e therefore recommend the establishment and wide
promulgation of interagency policies governi . ent of Other
Government in the interrogation of

CONCLUSION (U)

(U) OIG Assessment: eh ly declared that all DoD areas
of concert detention operati were being addressed "adequately
and exped er. subsequent information and other reports
demonstra connect between policy for local techniques,

and command (wersight of how actuaL
sWlpccted. and reported incidents 0 were investigated for

The Chu.rch ~~KI~~1. w:~th~:~~:. ~~ wha~~~I~er/.S.
detention and interrogation operations. ough the

the statutory authority normally associated with an
magnitude. it nonetheless served as a basis other

ilwlestil~ti;cms. and 1"I'",il'u/«

lacked
This
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Appendix N. U.S. Army Surgeon General
Assessment of Detainee Medical
Operations for OEF, GTMO,
and OIF (Kiley Report) (U)

Martincz·LOl,ez. Commander, Army Medical

Scope:

To assess detainee in OEF IOpcnltion Enduring
Freedoml. GTMO r OIF 10peration Iraqi Freedom].
(primarily a 14-question assessment survey). that focused on:
• detainee medical policies and procedures
• medical records management
• the incidence and reporting of alleged detainee abuse by medical

personnel
• training of medical personnel forthe detainee health care mission

Executive Summarv Extract:

(tJ) Methods

nUl11cu'ver. C0l11bat support,

11
SECRf;'fh'NOFODi....H~tHi9i88:39:;
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(ll) Medical Records Generation. There wide in medical
records generation at level I and It facilities. some no records were
generated. In others. detainee care was documented book fbr
statistical and unit reports. ln other cases. care was documented on
Field Me Cards (FMCs) (Department of Defense Form 1380 (l)D 1380))
only.

ell} Access to and Security of Detainee Medical Reeords at Detention
Medical Facilities. The Team was asked to address access to. and security
detainee medical records 1.11 detention medical facilities. In general.
medical records for de d the same as records for the At.
The security of records a 'al information tended 10
be better at detention facilities that were co·1 with medical nlcilities.
Security and confidentiality also generally improved as an individual theater
matured.

(ll) Medical Screening, Medical Care, and Medical Documentation
Associated with Interrogation. There arc inconsistencies in the guidance

and post-interrogation screening. Medical care. including screenings. at
or . was neither consistently documented nor
consistently medical records. Some medical personnel
were unclear whether intcrrogations could he continued ifa detainee required
medical care during the interrogation.

Reporting of Detainee Abuse

(U) Abuse g Policies. Unit policies. SOPs and Techniques.
a~d Procedur ere most often either absent or properly
disseminated medical personnel. The Team found no D<lD.
Army, or theater polIcies requiring that actual or be
documented in a detainee's medical records: guidance

iti<:allyrequlring medical personnel to abuse was
cl11cntcd just within the past year.

(U) Observing and Reporting Suspected Detainee Abuse. personnel
interviewed during this assessment were vigilant in reporting actual or
suspected detainee abuse to their medical supervisor. chain of command. or

73
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tV) Mc(Ucal S",..,,,,,,nino
(1)1 F) and P ....u ...~

dni ly sick outpatiitmt.

dCUtllielCS varied

medical care.
resl:raiJnt versus

SECRE'f/1N9F9.RNt'Ii\IRJ8!883e,
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(ll) Medical Personnel Interactions with Interrogators. DA guidance
(000 level is preferable) should prohibit aU medical personnel from active
participation in inte ions, This includes medical personnel \vith
specialized language s serving as translators, Empower medical
personnel to halt interrogations when a necessary examination or treatment is
required.

Medical Personnel Photographing Detainec~. DA guidance (DoD
is preferable) should authorize photographing detainee patients tl}r the

exclu se of including these photos in medical records, Informed
co not be required to use photographs in this manner (consistent
with 6). Additionallr. photographs of detainees taken by medical
personnel for other reasons. Including future educational material. research. or
unit logs. should require a detainee's informed consent.

(U) Bebavioral Science Consultation Teams (BSCT). is no doctrine
or policy that defines the role of behavioral science personncl in support of
interrogation activities. DoD should develop well-defined doctrine and policy
for the usc of aSeT personnel. A training program for BSCT personnel
should be implemented to address the specific duties. The Team recommends

more senior psychologists should serve in t . 'tion. is
no requirement or necd for physicians/psychiatrists on in this
capacity.

(U) Stress on Medical Personnel Providing Detainee Medical Care.
Recommend the U.S, Army Medical Command (MEDCOM) establish an
experienced SME team comprised ofa psychiatrist. a psychologist. chaplain.
and clinical representation from all levels of c to comprehensively define
the training roment" for medical persol1n their pre-deployment
pre r initiatives include revising combat stress control doctrine to

medical personnel in theater. develop an
reg.ula.rly monitor post deployment stress. and refine

11'f1n",r''lhiin C()mlpeti;mc:ies monitor and identify coping strategies of
per:sonnel in a warfare environment.

intc'!'v i,·Ui',[·,~<; the

(U)~~~~;~tdetainee abuse. it
personnel ve dire·
commissi y repor case of possible detainee abuse. The
report did not adequately indicate whether field medical commanders
personally initiated any internal. unit-level inv of any allegation
that medical personnel may participated ircctly 01' indirectly,

75
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Appendix 0.. Army Regulation 15-6
Inves n into FBI
Alleg ons of Detainee Abuse
at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba
Detention Facility
(Furlow/Schmidt Report) (U)

and

inl.err'Oglll.<lr}i imIPror>cr!y played
detalinees,

..

..

..

..

..

.. ThaI rmllt~u) interrog,ators imOl'oDCl'h
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----'_.--'-------'---'-------------~"--

(U) 010 Assessment: Although the report covered approximately 3 years at
Guantanamo (2001-2004). the scope ofthe investigation was limited to
allegations from the Federal Bureau of Investigation. This report relied
heavily on the Church Report's findings to establish when key policy
decisions and changes i . ures oecurred. The report stated.
"01.11' independently derived ' regarding the development and
adjustment'! policy and interrogation techniques are identical to the Church
report." Also, the report did not summarize or submit as a complete exhibit
the federal Bureau of Investigation's own internal investigation and findings,
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Appendix P. Matrix of Detainee
I Dves tions and Evaluations

I bit 011 It t~t t till OFiIMb\v; li~irmwmlim' rrnrna 'Ii

[lolll<,"" ,",,,,~,4f"f I"H",,'"IfOo,,""<lIl''l'~''"'''kll<4l}", lue ·""'M''''. " \lIMe;"",,:, h.l1t\'tr{Y,,{itn\mSrN..~ii.dhj'(aW:{ltfi><jV~Ui:UplO:ht

II"n"'ntH,,",lll"'''' K ,dlll"'\1Il1""llld~l"'",1tml~1I1el", I{e\""" DoP !J~""'U""nl''''''''''II>' "m,,!,let.
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Appendix Q.. Detainee Senior Leadersbip
Oversigbt Committee (U)

Ba(kgronnd (U)

Pnrpose

SE€RE'fHN8FeRNlf~'Ri8!e838'
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--------
Appendix R. Case Study:

Investigating

Part I

orting and

81
S~C~Tl)NOII"OA:NI'A\.lltl9]99391



DODIG AMNESTY/CCR 92

SI'3CRE=f/fNOFORN/fMR28288389

Part 2

81
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,---,-----------------------

•

•

o flddrcs~iingthe det:aim:e abuse, or

Summary
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AppeodixS. Secretary ofDefense
MemoraodUID,.AprD16,2003

D·
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1m b~'I"b¢.tl¢htlq\l.muJtbe 'URd,-.tth a.u., tnt'~ant. deKrlbeO
utTlbl~

ufI'(e", ",U$e,()fth~$f:tedlntqlJeI" '."'im:lted ,W 'lntf:nola~onl' of,uttlawful
eQlt~b'U,.lunl b~ld.t,G\.antan~a.y.CUb •.,

U'd.Pri~rlttmtn.(Jt the. t*Chnlques. 1M'tUtn~(\I\ht'Wt)ridna
GRmp ·~,Ot:~:nt.lemt..uem.i:ltM·,Gtttba1W."t)n,"f.«,rron.mmu•. brkf)'Q'u
and".~'$td.

"~ ..,,~".1't~~t..~tUS.~'~ 'maI,~n~~.,.~'U'!¢'(,aC~at
bu~~,Md~",tQ~"'~~"'.~pm~t~,,·Uld,,~t't~t,w:~,,~~.n~~~un'.
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dfte1"m1tlethatrnmtarynee:euttyrequ.n. U.eUR and. Mtltyme·m .m~ee:.

II~j ,Jf. '10, your v1eW. you ,require addttionalttt1.ttlTOpuentechntqut!·. for,.
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Appendix T.Deputy Secretary ofDefense,
Memorandum,
December 30,2005 (U)

MI~tORA~·DttM.· ••FOI..SE~tm!~~· ...Of'.·.1Hi.·.~{fJ..IT~i{.'Y ..O~P}\,~!~1E~~.S
CHAiIL~!AN·OF THE JonsrrcHlIFS· OFST.~.f
\;~!')!I.S,ECI!t'AR.rESOfDEF&'fS£
COl¥M\\~foDStSOf·t'R!.··.COMBAT&~:T

CO~t\W'llS

OlR!C'TORS·OFIrmDSFSNSEAOENcms
DlImCIORS(jF T:H!. DQI;lFIELDACnVlf[!S

SttBJECT: Im~~tionandTn:ttmento!Deuitfee$ b')jtbe~'i1'1etuof

Defense

'r\operson in thc oustod,' or under tbe efTectiveconttol of the Department
Qtl:).ef¢nse or uncS.rdeumtion in,f.)epartm~nlofOetCtse faciUty$tudJ be
subject tQanytreatm=to.rle~hn:i<lueof intcrro&at1mt not autf'lonzcd by and
ilsttoiat.=Un.it:ed·St:lt.Army Pield"'tanUlZon Jnll:llila1c:¢'ln;mOIJtiorl,.

~""St&1jt ¢Qd':4 a~·e. ci€.cnvei:r<iO.~eajtc!,,·~.dt4"::il~unou.t~.. nQp¢r$On it!
th~~$t~'t>ttmdcrtbr:ct1'~veco.nn:lofthtDepIl1m.t :ofDe:(ecs<oru·ndtf
uet.nltoail1. 3,D~mt ·ofOefmse f.nftysbll.lbl'tJbj~·toluty·lrtatmcnt or
Int~rrola;lion ·apprOlc:hQf te~rJdqlte tl'll.ti.snotautbodz,Q by and lisle:d in·U"nited
8tltes"~lF~leldManualj4 ..S.2.hlntenileneeln~!rrOlation,"Scptember28 t

Hi~l20cpL~e:ntofDereMeOirec:d\'e.3115,Q9l··r>oD InteiUgence
tnt:tttOiatior~.Oettin=Dehrltt1t1p .jTlal,itl·Qu<esttonml,"'NQvemb.r$~

Zr,(f5:.~:I.DSbt·ef[et:t

Di$ltlitiancc60Cl.•':·lpply·tQ·.In'pctSOtt:tttmi.eu$tM!~or.dert.';eett~ti~(e.
~.tr\'i.oft.ht·~cnt·<)fDctiQ$tput$Umtltll·~rim$nalllw~·ot irrumi}l:ratJ'Qn·
law oem.Unittd··!..te.,

TbCPtesid.t11t$r·I~·7f2~l4ireetl()nthatIHpft~n$d.4inedb)*thet; .S,
~·nn~d FCtC,'$....iB.thC...Yi'ar·OQ .•t~ris:m·.sh.Jl.b= tttlttd.ltt41\iJJch'··rcml:ins.·.;tl
ele;ct., Co.isr.twithmIPmident~$luiducc~DoDs.h.a11 ~ibluemer~Urtmll
·~~: •..~n .. in ••L~~ ...~'·~··~=~.:~~ •..~:r(dof·th~ ..·l)ep:~rt'mect.QfDe·!m ...
~:d:I~$.ofcad:onalky~fpb~'$icaJf~o~shlll..bt:$ub$=t to;mt:l:~ irJ1utr.~ tn~
c.epadinlU't'll:;rumt 0f..purJ,nm:ent"

o
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Appendix V..c;0DDBall~~r,JO~I'I'asklforce..7
IlIlelTOPlioll.aadCoUDter-
R istaDc.PQI~" September 14,
2U03.(I1)

,----"--.,..-"''''''''''''~---'''''''---

lbefoll.w·ml·.·....exadlo"'••fllle ·lext·.eODtBilled.·iDIDlemo,.uduRlsiIDedb,
:LieulenaIlIG,eue.·.Sucll...d·daW.Seplember·14,.2883•. Atlempts.10 leD a
oopyor' a.n···oriKinaJ·silnature.eopl·.railedloprodueea Jllible.·c:OP1*

DEPARTMENT··.OF·THEARMY
HlADQtJARTllSCOMMANDfJOlMTTAiKmRCISIVEN

CLUP·WcrOR'Y,I,A.GHftADf·[IAQ
4IO'UlBIU

CJ1F7·CG 14 SEP.200.3

MEMORANDU·MFORCommandcr)U~.S.CIR,raICQm:mand, 11tSSout.hBoundary
Boulevard

Enclosed is the·CJTF.1Interrogation.and Counter-Resislance Policy., mooc,led olltbe
ooe·im:plement·· .ior·s.DlerrogatioRsconducl.ed·•.at·.Ol.l8ntan8moBay,.bu:t for
applicability to atbeatreofwar in ·tbeGenevaConve:ntions apply«
othcJ:"\Vise·d.i.l'e:cted,myisllot. ·is.toimpJlmen.I.dJ.ispolicy·im.ed.iately~

Encl
As

RICHARD
LieuteDmt'GeDeral~

Comm.lnding
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o't ComhincdJoiht TL~FOfce·.Seml·B."',,·nq0931J.'
(;1.C~loitdTaa·~eftyet!~BI...,.·ltaq..•3J;S
C~~~.205·MU.ymlt\tlipnceln_~8I1~~=;~:!:!~

SUBJECT: Cm·ltntm.I__ 'C~."'~tut~Pt:Qk"

t,~.ThismemonmtlumcstabliJbu tJU~iJ'lterrolatiorrand CCu.lRtcr,-m}$tancepolicy for CJTF·7,

2. ~J1.ppt(M':tbeu.Qf:$.pedr_m!~ ·lndcQGme-t;"..isWIC~*MiqUdAx'DD, U ~dUeti inenclu:sut-e 1~
$ubJ:«:t to ·me·folk>wi:nl~

.,.•D~ tKMi.-·mu$t·De.: uwd*lfhinsaiq'uards d$dbedjnmtlOJUU\2.

b., .•Use ·oithe$t *bniqutslslimitod.·to···WatUlJ,ll:t<ms·of· eeta.m=st security' 'n~$·atld. eDem)l pli~
()(wlr und« thtcoouolof CJTP..j,

c.;~tJ.ott~bniqtlt$8*ltO.and'X ontllemyprl$ODe~ orwlr numbe: apptu,~ed Dy:r:m:·personaUypnof to
use, Submit _nttenteq..fnt··U$¢ot:~·t~~.·witti~ml"i(1rtJl~t()meWOUlhtheCJiF,7(;'2. A1esal re'\'~
f:mm lho·C'TfK·'jSSA.'mt1$I.K(:~eci:~.,

.3 .~.t4TF*7t$()pcrtrtnl inl~ {if' Wit in -midl·the·~Icon..tiott$ ·..·lppnt:abbr., (,;-t.Utmn¥«Cfi wiU
canti,.·t()tn.t.Jl..... ··~····IbcifC=onlml·inlman.!¥.<

4. ~jRtqucso forulCoftettiniqu·cs··nut·U5ttU.inttneloswc 1 win ·be·.$Ubmjltcdto.me.thtUUgh mt Cm~7 C2 t ·tu\dinclU(ie
a d~5Cription orlb~ptopow.lt~Miqu#and feco~dsafe.luar., . .Alelal rcviewfromtbeC1IFw 7 SJA mustaccumpany
~.tht~.

'Notlt.inlind1il,oltc~ylimU·elim'l~nt~·fofmilmt~~ufleoJ··otda· .•~.ifist:ip(_~~I.tai~,

6. ~.:pV';.Ot-",,,,:.... JjJtU;W$I~':iX:~llDN···~V~T'~~··8-:~··m··'-09~~·DS:N3ill.122:»:ltI5111.16/1Il·1,t

2SrtcI$
I, .!nlmugltlon T~"bntques

2, Oc:nmd Safcluards

(:p;;Cn~, USCemratCo.~~

IICI-ft\IOO· S, SANCHEZ
l.,Jeute:unt C~nend, USA
Cumnwminl

UIClASSIRED
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UICUSS- :.1
INTiRR,OOATlON·'1'1CHNIQUBS

{~The·useof~tWq ...A;DD ._$~l>jeetto .th~....al.feluat.up?vid~bcl~"·at.w¢U•.~.. $opecl'tic.i~'lemtn~t.iQn
.1~Un~·to·.be.pmvtded.by.2tlS·Ml·BD~C~, .. Speejr~imp~mal~I~~~~wttbr~t·1U.t~hniq~.t\»~~~.
pruvidedtJ$ tLS. AnnyRteid M....II34·$2., ~··imp~.\liducewin_·.~.~. ·&y20,'-MlBDBCmn~;

~Of_~.fd.~._JlQliq~ofmuia~~be~totU~~
poli¢1lSf*!tstmleet tbe•. vn$ot~h.CUlU~i.¢otttribUtlbl.r.l.~. YI~ ..tppimlb~.,~ deseripUoe··ot.·tbe.tccMiqu(.l$
amwwed to include.lUmmlry ot'"*:poUc'y i...m.t~ldconl~.bcfo.n:applkatkmof~.~nmquc.

A. Dit~lt·Mkl"l Stttdahlfurwam·quatrons.

It (""mccnt.lvdlemoVllutlnca1ti,e~PzO'Vidinlarentdot<removinSI pri"ilcp~lixrtveartdbeyoodrhtl$c Igtare
mquimd ·bythe~ICOQ·vm~fJ.omd_iMes. iCaudonzat.ber.~·mat.iieve:4etatneel_ mj·itled ·tnEp\\f
~IJ<m.may·~.·.*tpmv~iUQ.e4 .. ~t~t>.f~t.i"I"'<~;,'xthe·Kotan)-.pr\1t~.\l~·intcma~iomtl .. j.\\~
(.He:, ae.·vj,nt.. MicleM)k.~. ·the·provisiOlUtKmeGena"a ¢OQvcmionm: .not.-WIi~ktlu·tM·mtmolatlonO'f
u~iawfulc~tmt$~c~tDt ..td.I:i.... t\ldmc·.·vin$pd«!Q~iat~<i.:t=bnjqw::,j

C, ..~EmotiM.l1~e:PtaYt., MtM:k.1Wldet.a.i.... fucemdividtudntltwp,

D... ~·limotmniIHa.~ .Ptayiul on the hatred.• det:a.inee .hu··foranindividull«grQup,.

It ~·FatUp·alt$.h:Silnlfk;;Unl~Y·bl¢n:ul"ltM.furleVCl.in"detainee.

f, ••Fc-.rUpW•.W;Mud#t.tcly.im:rcumlth¢ra-r·~lin.de.tam=,

(1, .~ReOaeedFcat:;R.tdUt:inl~.r ..J'e'¥.,llal acta._"
it ..~ Pri\'k.ud..t!pUp:boost:mllht'ep()ta~Il"'~

t ~Prj.andEloDown;Atta.ckinIPr in$ulnn, lM¢IO of. detaim.-et not~dthebmitl that \4'QUfdapptyloan
EP\\{. (Caut,(ln: Artic!! 11 uf ()euevl nlpmvide$~ ··Ptilt'met1ofwar WM refuse:toful5wer may not be threa.t~; lrt"ttltcd, or
¢,xposedtoanyunp1calwordisadYlnllletlUl tte4tmcntof'anykind.ri Other natiot\$tnatbclie,'c detainees ··att· entitled tu·Et)W
protections maypouiderlbistech:niq_inconsi_.. witb ··tbe.provillMS of Oenevl., Altbaup theprnv.5iofls of rJe-newltt' not
applwjbl¢IO themt~ati.Qflln"fffUlcom.t.••:~ .:OMidemiOn~hibc·Jivm10t~ \~~.priurto .pp~ic"'<m ()f.tbc
tt,¢bniqUe.]

1.• Futuit,:!ftvotil1ltMt.tmloft:lltiitl.10f...m..
tI

K;~l We .Knowt\}t: Cnnvia~inl.me.la_lhat.tb¢'in~tor.altady··~···me·"MntQquutmm nc.ad5.me
dttai~,

L. .~. r~tabUJh.Yourldentity~ etluvioomgdle detainee tnattbeintmogatotuis mistaken· the detainee· fot someone
elle,

UICLASSIFIED
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UICIJSSlflED
N"nltand,Dos.siottCoovJJtCinl*WMCtbM*in~buI; a.nmiftllnQ in;euntctilc.• wnicbmust···bc

fiBC,.

0,~••s.m,t__~&li.~alllthmtt~; ..'lllellarsh~mi~l!IltfllOY.tM
Pride:andBgu ·l)owntecnniquc. ,.. ICauliumOtberultiuusUlal bcUevctbatP:PW protections apply to 4~ince3 may view tilt.
t~iqtlc •• incOMi..nl.,ltb CJenevalll~Artkkt13whith~"t 'EPWs f~~t~~l'()tected .~ai~$t~~~ot,in~inlidati~~
Althoup the ptMisKmof€dleva ,amoorappiicabletolbe itm!l'tO:Ptlon of unbwt'ul comUaWtfS.cnnswcnttkmsnoold ·be·llveh
to ..... vie. print' tolppU~ltion oftbel.Mi~.]

fl, ~·R..dV.:;: Quation.lin·f.iG_¢_.imlwi~limwinl·"' •••• to,..~,

Q., ·~'Si~:5tmnl .._~.·tQaJ:0UAIe4J$C~

I, .CtwtP()fk~Up;lcJMYinlthdetamftomlhe.tltfK!ltdlntmoptkmSiettinl tgentfaiiytoltoc'atkm
~.p""'t. QUI no wor.),

S. JJ,., Chanae of·SctneryDownz·Removinlthedetaineefrom t.he standafdinteungation seuing nndplaclng him in a
seuilll that nlay be tcucomturtaolc; wuuldno. constitute. subMantialcbangc incnvlr<mrncntalquAUty.

'!', .Diet~ ManipUhUion;'()'Umlin~tbc dietafl det~m;nointcndeddeprivat~onof food or' wat¢r:no adverse
medtc•.Jurculttlra.lctl~t.dwithQUt i:~ttQdtptive.bFt of ft.'liOd or RI«. ttl,,~bOl'nttiott$ t0MRBs.

Lt .." .Dvimft8tifjl Mmiptttmon.; .AJ.tm.l·tM.·m~.t.ocJU.~" <uscmnfm (~'I, dj:udinl
t«n~IQn:o.rm~ciqqWt,leuam..il).,C~.a._,~_bc.~tMt 'they..iq~ ·t,i¢·._.Ai~Det~ is
K~ompmied by~.t«j.1l.1·ti.., fe.knt: B..c.··col.l1c:UC$ tn···othct'(::~~ ~.·natioM .,'-leW ap,lication
oftnB.~. iin.e'a'tain¢m~ to Dc:·mu..... C~ofmese·¥lewl·$houiibegl·y.en·pri« lo·use·oflm$
t#cbnfqu¢,,]

V,.,1'f'Slctp AdjuatttlC11t:AdjlJltinltMs.lcepina·tima'oftncddainee(.e,l,revminl!;.fccp cy'clcs·{romnllnt to dly),
Thi$.lcchniquclsnm,slftPdc:,dv.attoo.

W• ....,falHAatFCdn\iindngtbedetainctthatindiVid.I.frtmtICQUntty ntherthan the lJ-nitttdSUdcs arc
in(enUlatina bb'll.

" ...~~ 1lolatq !hC•.~fnmlOlill!f~·\IIhile d COOlPlylng Wim ba*~ aflt6lllllW.
(Caul'.: ..tht:. ··use·ot·.i$U~.·U .mtmoptkm.bn~~u."ta.iled tmp$~~nlltb:min$1:fUCtm~.inciuditll~iflc

~Ui*!t--.~~~in~ •..lJwt,.•~~~f·_~t~ .~ic.,I ...~""· •.~yc~~t':ll ...tCVievt.~.·.1tld '1pf!«)~al··rm'Cltm£~$ .•l>I· ·d:n: ·lalltb.Qf
i~~.I~~yt.t.~S·MlBD~C~~~is"iqw\fisll n«.·used..form~lti~~f:Oftnn.Frthan .1O·daYf
cominilwsty U.. of this ·,mm.iquefllrmor~d\:. 3O~inuou$.)~mu$t.: b*'f~1020S=i':U .BDECommaMef .ptD··ro
imp!ctttm.~·* .1lt<u.•~~.·tb$thto.v.:d~~·am.'$Ub~.t1)· ••BPW'·.~~~·m)·.\"~w~$¢.nflhl$ k:(.hnique..
inc1'm$iltentw·ilb· the·m;Uirt:metlISofOcn.ev,alU.;M.iclc. 1:1 whidlpnlvk!t$ thatll"N$ltlu:$l. ~prQt~'ted'I.~nstJC1$, (If
h~ljmidlu:mnz·.Arth:!t.14 whitbpro¥ide$tMt'A~$.RLw:ided ttlrapectforth¢j,fpet5(>6;s;·Mide '.34· wbithprmibitscoclChln
.nd Articie126wntCnellUlesacc_ ·and.bNir:$lMdaRlloftR,tmcnt. :,\ltboolb·thc~ptQvi$ions are not .appli£abie tome
ilUmu8Ationofunt.wfulcombatlnts~co.nJid¢rltjooshould bc:.Jh-eDIO thesev1ews:priQrto application Qfthe: technique,)

UNCLASSIFIED
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z,.~ 5~ ~~I.ll¢.:n.1; .•Dc••t:~ti*dlrnmmwm4·.how1~of$~eep.·.pc:f·24·1~·••~~~~toc:~etd.1Z
conun.~hw($,

...,.
AA~ .~.YcIUnl~ .1AlU'd.M.lc,.and·Light:C'omml:: .·O.edilo¢Ratet..:.disuritntdcn.aira•.".p.mkmg cap;uR',moc.k.,

VoiumeCOhl.fUUedtupttvent la.juty,

BIt~DeceptiM:~tJ$eoffa!5jrlCd~tdoosincludinldocQmenb .u1~,

100
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UIClASSflED
~n2

"Jtt«~~OHile§~~~~tQ.Ilc~,~~.(i!l~to~~.
tmem>l'~:lanflCd.uai)rdy; lt1)~d~"~tObcimvct1lat me.dclltMe·~'mtU:-.J Inlt~l~cncC;(l~~).tM
4".tncc.tI·..uall)'.~ ..·~~ev.~ .•..J$...·~~b~ ..(.~f.~ •.•~~tQ· ..~·.~ ..i:l\ ..C~1<mJ;' ... (.iV.)

i~~"If$.~.·.spec;:rDl11.··tlJ;inW·.·for·~·l1:C~ ..)~ ...•(¥t). •.specl~~..~~.i~.···~~·.(~t.ud~~~· ..~~ •.~~~~
fimit5m .•~ioo.~m~II.".~lppl~aionl,tmniUtD1.e~¥ •.~.~.~e·ot··.I¥fi~IbU""·~.qulbf.mt:dicai
~llhukmacvei~;hit) · ppr~c~~»ni_~(yjl!lb«J l$~••te~lr_uniorappmvat.~
idmtur. by2OS"Ml··IDEC~ Cot · witb..'.p¢CiflC=lt,,.·£.J..Ia:'COM_'lnl·tM.f~itlla.ne fCCci~~inl~.!

,.vJet)...

~U) 1M.·.~ •.nt~lm~~"i~tkesi.toF["'rratitdbrmltmo fmmaddam-wtll m.lt- inttusiw:
~.·aiwl:)~.ppf.iCiin •• humme .nd·lll'.fu'ma... wim .:fr~icn:I·QY_i.t'bytaBd.mvatil,lt~ or irumnptors,
OpItMml i:n.t~tmns.·mv.Jth~~ ·baKd•••·~:·potk:.tui~~mdf~cue:fut,and.r'C·applk.~ioanf
int~.timl$ofdm.~

~lb~iom..•~•. ai\VaYi.bep:~.~·deli ...te ;ctktnJtbtt.~b wo K~U~~.fac1<ns ..$uch I1 1 dctai=e~$·Cdttmt.·Md
.putpcdonu."m·botb.·~ion ..mta'fOlIU.;I·~.~...tioMl_p'p~.t__Il!l$.and.Wtd~; .waSmcnl
of~b1elp·pttllttUstMtmJy.·wm.··tm.a:c~d~io.lneffntttopmmertntlforme"~st.tmlf.b$.ua
_o.fj~ted;lndlUi~by·oth«··.~ •• f... cemmdctaiftCC·bucd.·cmo~flClm•.-
.~·mt~.tionl,~ht$.e "'ilJ*f.tomMipulatcmc"MC~$cmm:kmi ·and·w¢w~$Gtogainh1a willing
'~~li~<. m~l.ti.optlIli~IlC"Cf~.din~VKUUnt:thCJ;n.~·~ •. intl*~ltlonwimwunfl5
d$tni:nl·the indlvk!Wll,. 'T'btpo.tides_abl~ by·tbe·detamml··UtlltJtu,·patain lumrcbing.. si!e.ncmg.·anQ. -Itea-tine
alloptaya wte in tbe.i~lationotthe.~tam.. ·.Detlu.mtem>aa".i(m invtllvef devel.opinl apt. tan~to.•~indivi~tW
~ndappro~ed bYR~iQt intmuptOt$' SUict~¢lnJdw.~~ opefaunlpnxufut'C$gove1'1llngthe admiutstnulon (If

inte1'lOlahuu tedtniques .atldo*lmijll lammt."t

tf)n.J$·im~llttatintmQlatot$.bepro'idcdteQOtlablctlatinstk·10vary techniqaesdepcmJing on the ·dctainee~s eulture,
stronldu. weUtlCS.•• envm:mment~ext¢nl oflndning in resl$tancctcehniqt1t$ a$""tU u the ut,eney of obttiningil'lfOl'1llaUoo
lutthe d'tabtee .i$. bcUcvodto have.

tJltf, While tql:1m~ lI1cclllllidered lMMduallywllhlu tlUunalytl$,.lt must llt~ that III~, leChniQllll$ate
u.,ually usc:d. in combination, .The cumola~j:eef.fectof aU tecbnjquutQ.~ emplo)'fdmust be consjdef~dbefo9re. anyd~isj01U

.~·~~·nunlefcg.r~.jnlapproYaJ rOfpl~\llar situations,1'helitieoflpanK7ulaft~tbnique l5.·tU)t alwaysfuUy descriptive of a
particularlet~hniquc,20S~ Nil BDiCQmmanocrismponsibJe for ovcaiBblof aU·lecnniqucs JnvQl'*iinIPh.ysical contact,

IlICUSSIFlED
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Appendix W. OtberMatters of Interest (U)

Other:Matters of Interest (U)

(l..l) f\lso considerinstilutinga sustainable stratcg.ic, ~U'ld operational
inten"ogation career .prograrn \\tithinthe Services .a.ndappropriate
Intelligence agencies. The .progra:m\~i·ould be.able t.o ins.tituti()nalh~e and
rnaintainthehighest degree of pr()fessiot1alisrn :Ino 1l1issit1U ca,pabi Iil,Y tIt a
StrategiclnlCrr\)g,atiof) (:e.nter (,fE;:xcelience.

lUi!
·~.•iQI:l:ltfMN·9.P91_NllJAI..Ri92·883··efl
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:Ma:oagementAetions (U)

fi •••It]·(i••A~.I'Is'N·Q ••f"9·11P-J·ll~t ••l9.()·.i9939;r
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S·.K.{)·.RITJ"'·(J··FQRNl/~t••··8••·9·839·:;

Appendix X. Report DistriblltioD (U)

.1 ..,"\0<' , \o<,ll,,;'.""· f'hrPolicv
Deputy Sc:cretar}' ofDef~nse for .1)etainee· i\fftlirs

t)nder Secret~lr'l \lfl)cI:ensefbrlntel1iQence
[)eputy [Jnder See.ret,ttfJl nfDerenseli:,r 'InteHigence.(Intelligence.und
fy\tarUghter Support)

(1U).JointStaff

/\SSlstalrn Secretilll} ()ftheNtl.v)/..,\Nlanpo\,\"'er fUidReserve Affairs)
i\uditor (lenerLlt~l)eptlrtJ.nent ofthe NLtV)'
Navallnspec.tor(iene.raJ

(U).Departmentof the A,ir Force

(U) CODJ,batD.ot 'Commands

l'(')nnm,Sln<le~r. tJ"S.~. (:entnll (~()nlmand
"rranspt.)rtati()n ·(~o·nl.Jlland

~pec tal ()perati0f1s(:tlI11mand
Strategic· (:Otlln'ltlOa
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Otb··er ·.Defen.se .Orgso..izat·io.ns

(v ••) ·Con.gressional· ·C·om.•m.ittees••·.•a.nd.S··u.b.£omm.ittees,
C.b.a.i.••rm.a.n•.•a.nd.• ·Ra.nkio.g·. ·lVl••i.no.ri.ty· .1V1.·e.m.·.be·r

t\ppropriations

l(lS
S•••~.·G.llK1ZllN.Q.F.Q.R:~#.t\_ •••R2·g.aQ.Q.a.(J7
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Investigation of Intelligence Activities
At

Abu Ghraib

Background

This investigation was ordered initially by LTG Ricardo S. Sanchez, Commander,
Combined Joint Task Force Seven (CJTF-7). LTG Sanchez appointed MG George R.
Fay as investigating officer under the provisions of Anny Regulation 381-10, Procedure
15. MG Fay was appointed to investigate allegations that members of the 20S

th
Military

Intelligence Brigade (205 Ml BDE) were involved in detainee abuse at the Abu Ghraib
Detention Facility. Specifically, MG Fay was to determine whether 205 MI BDE
personnel requested, encouraged, condoned, or solicited Military Police (MP) personnel
to abuse detainees and whether MI personnel comported with established interrogation
procedures and applicable laws and regulations.

On 16 June 2004, Acting Secretary of the Army R. L. Brownlee appointed
General Paul J. Kern, Commander, US Army Materiel Command (AMC),as the new
Procedure 15 appointing authority. On 25 June 2004, GEN Kern appointed LTG Anthony
R. Jones, Deputy Commanding General, US Army Training and Doctrine Command, as
an additional Procedure 15 investigating officer. MG Fay was retained as an investigating

officer.

Without reinvestigating areas reviewed by MG Fay, LTG Jones was specifically
directed to focus on whether organizations or personnel higher than the 205th MI BDE
chain of command, or events and circumstances outside of the 205th MI Brigade, were
involved, directly or indirectly, in the questionable activities regarding alleged detainee
abuse at Abu Ghraib prison.

The investigative teams conducted a comprehensive review of all available
background documents and statements pertaining to Abu Ghraib froma wide variety of
sources. These sources included the reports written by MG Geoffrey Miller, MG Donald
Ryder, MG Antonio Taguba and the Department of Army Inspector General. LTG Jones
interviewed LTG Sanchez and MG Barbara Fast, the CJTF-7 Senior Intelligence Staff
Officer. MG Fay's team conducted over 170 interviews concerning the interviewees'
lmowledge of interrogation and detention operations at Abu Ghraib and/or their
knowledge of and involvement in detainee abuse. MG Fay's interviews included
interviews with MG Fast, MG Walter Wojdakowski, MG Geoffrey Miller, MG Thomas
Miller, and BO Janis Karpinski.
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Operational Environment

The events at Abu Ghraib cannot be understood in a vacuum. Three interrelated
aspects of the operational environment played important roles in the abuses that occurred
at Abu Ghraib. First, from the time V Corps transitioned to become CITF-7, and
throughout the period under investigation, it was not resourced adequately to accomplish
the missions of the CJTF: stability and support operations (SASO) and support to the
Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA). The CJTF-7 headquarters lacked adequate
personnel and equipment. In addition, the military police and military intelligence units at
Abu Ghraib were severely under-resourced. Second, providing support to the Coalition
Provisional Authority (CPA) required greater resources than envisioned in operational
plans. Third, operational plans envisioned that CJTF-7 would execute SASO and provide
supportto the CPA in a relatively non-hostile environment. In fact, opposition was robust
and hostilities continued throughout the period lUlder investigation. Therefore, CJTF-7
had to conduct tactical counter-insurgency operations, while also executing its planned
mISSIOns.

These three circumstances delayed establishment of an intelligence architecture
and degraded the ability of the CJTF-7 staff to execute its assigned tasks, including
oversight of interrogation and detention operations at Abu Ghraib.

When hostilities were declared over, US forces had control of only 600 Enemy
Prisoners of War (EPW) and Iraqi criminals. In the fall of2003, the number of detainees
rose exponentially due to tactical operations to capture cOlUlter-insurgents dangerous to
U.S. forces and Iraqi civilians. At that time, the CJTF-7 commander believed he had no
choice but to use Abu Ghraib as the central detention facility.

Command and staff actions and inaction must be understood in the context of the
operational environment discussed above. In light of the operational environment, and
CJTf-7 staff and subordinate unit's under-resourcing and increased missions, the CJTF-7
Commander had to prioritize efforts. CJTF-7 devoted its resources to fighting the
counter-insurgency and supporting the CPA, thereby saving Coalition and civilian Iraqi
lives and assisting in the transition to Iraqi self-rule. In the over-all scheme ofOIF, the
CJTF-7 Commander and staff perfonned above expectations.

Clearly abuses occurred at the prison at Abu Ghraib. There is no single, simple
explanation for why this abuse at Abu Ghraib happened. The primary causes are
misconduct (ranging from inhumane to sadistic) by a small group of morally corrupt
soldiers and civilians, a lack of discipline on the part of the leaders and Soldiers of the
205 th MI BDE and a failure or lack of leadership by multiple echelons within CJTF~7.
Contributing factors can be traced to issues affecting Command and Control, Doctrine,
Training, and the experience of the Soldiers we asked to perform this vital mission.
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For purposes of this report, abuse is defined as treatment of detainees that
violated U.S. criminal law or intemationallaw or treatment that was inhumane or
coercive without lawful justification. Whether the Soldier or contractor knew, at the time
of the acts, that the conduct violated any law or standard, is not an element of the
definition.

The abuses at Abu Ghraib primarily fall into two categories: a) intentional violent
or sexual abuse and, b) abusive actions taken based on misinterpretations or confusion
regarding law or policy.

LTG Jones found that while senior level officers did not commit the abuse at Abu
q-hraib they did bear responsibility for lack of oversight of the facility, failing to respond
in a timely manner to the reports from the International Committee of the Red Cross and
for issuing policy memos that failed to provide clear, consistent guidance for execution at
the tactical level.

MG Fay has found that from 25 July 2003 to 6 February 2004, twenty-seven 205
MI BDE Personnel allegedly requested, encouraged, condoned or solicited Military
Police (MP) personnel to abuse detainees and/or participated in detainee abuse and/or
violated established interrogation procedures and applicable laws and regulations during
interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib.

Most, though not aU, of the violent or sexual abuses occurred separately from
scheduled interrogations and did not focus on persons held for mtelligence purposes. No
policy, directive or doctrine directly or indirectly caused violent or sexual abuse. In these
cases, Soldiers knew they were violating the approved techniques and procedures.

Confusion about what interrogation techniques were authorized resulted from the
proliferation of guidance and information from other theaters of operation; individual
interrogator experiences in other theaters; and, the failure to distinguish between
interrogation operations in other theaters and Iraq. This confusion contributed to the
occurrence of some of the non-violent and non-sexual abuses.

MG Taguba and MG Fay reviewed the same photographs as supplied by the US
Army Criminal Investigation Command (CID). MG Fay identified one additional
photograph depicting abuse by MI personnel that had not been previously identified by
MG Taguba. MG Fay also identified other abuse that had not been photographed.

Alleged incidents of abuse by military personnel have been referred to the CID
for crintinal investigation and the chain of command for disciplinary action. Alleged
incidents of abuse by civilian contractors have been referred through the Department of
Defense to the Department of Justice.
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Discipline and Leadership

Military Intelligence and Military Police units had missions throughout the Iraqi
Theater of Operations (ITO), however, 205th MI Brigade and 800th Military Police
Brigade leaders at Abu Ghraib failed to execute their assigned responsibilities. The
leaders from units located at Abu Ghraib or with supervision over Soldiers and units at
Abu Ghraib, failed to supervise subordinates or provide direct oversight of this important
mission. These leaders failed to properly discipline their Soldiers. These leaders failed to
learn from prior mistakes and failed to provide continued mission·specific training. The
205th MI Brigade Commander did not assign a specific subordinate unit to be responsible
for interrogations at Abu Ghraib and did not ensure that a Military Intelligence chain of
command at Abu Ghraib was established. The absence of effective leadership was a
factor in not sooner discovering and taking actions to prevent both the violent/sexual
abuse incidents and the misinterpretation/confusion incidents.

Neither Department of Defense nor Army doctrine caused any abuses. Abuses
would not have occurred had doctrine been followed and mission training conducted.
Nonetheless, certain facets of interrogation and detention operations doctrine need to be
updated, refined or expanded, including, the concept, organization, and operations of a
Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center (HOC); guidance for interrogation techniques
at both tactical and strategic levels; the roles, responsibilities and relationships between
Military Police arid Military Intelligence personnel at detention facilities; and, the
establishment and organization of a Joint Task Force structure and, in particular, its
intelligence architecture.

Other Contributing Factors

Demands on the Human Intelligence (HUMINT) capabilities in a counter
insurgency and in the future joint operational environment will continue to tax tactical
and strategic assets. The Army needs trained and experienced tactical HUMINT
personnel.

Working alongside non-DOD organizations/agencies in detention facilities
proved complex and demanding. The perception that non-DOD agencies had different
rules regarding interrogation and detention operations was evident. Interrogation and
detention policies and limits of authority should apply equally to aU agencies in the Iraqi
Theater of Operations.

"Ghost Detainees"

The appointing authority and investigating officers made a specific finding
regarding the issue of "ghost detainees" within Abu Ghraib. It is clear that the
interrogation practices of other government agencies led to a loss of accountability at
Abu Ghraib. 000 must document and enforce adherence by other government agencies
with established DoD practices and procedures while conducting detainee interrogation
operations at DoD facilities. This matter requires further investigation and, in accordance
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with the provisions of AR 381-10, Part 15, is being referred to the DoD Inspector
General, as the DoD liaison with other government agencies for appropriate investigation
and evaluation. Soldiers/Sailors/Ainnen/Marines should never be put in a position that
potentially puts them at risk for non-compliance with the Geneva Convention or Laws of
Land Warfare.

Conclusion

Leaders and Soldiers throughout Operation Iraqi Freedom were confronted with a
complex and dangerous operational environment. Although a clear breakdown in
discipline and leadership, the events at Abu Ghraib should not blind us from the noble
conduct of the vast
majority of our Soldiers. We are a values based profession in which the clear majority of
our Soldiers and leaders take great pride.

A clear vote of confidence should be extended by the senior leadership to the
leaders and Soldiers who continue to perform extraordinarily in supporting our Nation's
wartime mission. Many of our Soldiers have paid the ultimate sacrifice to preserve the
freedoms and liberties that America and our Anny represent throughout the world.

23 August 2004
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SUBJECT: (U) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

1. (U) Appointing Officials' Instructions and Investigative Methodology

a. (U) Appointing Officials' Instruction.

(1) (U) On 31 March 2004, LTG Ricardo S. Sanchez, Conunander, Combined Joint Task
Force 7 (CJTF-7), appointed MG George R. Fay as an Army Regulation (AR) 381-10 Procedure
15 Investigating Officer. LTG Sanchez detennined, based upon MG Antonio Taguba's out brief
of the results of an Article 15-6 investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility in Iraq, that
another investigation was warranted. MG Fay was to investigate allegations that members ofthe
20Slh Military Intelligence Brigade were involved in detainee abuse at the Abu Ghraib Detention

Facility.

(a) (U) MG Fay was instructed as follows: Pursuant to AR 381-10, Procedure IS, you
are hereby appointed as an investigating officer to conduct an investigation in accordance with
(lAW) Army Regulation (AR) IS-6 into all the relevant facts and circumstances surrounding the
alleged misconduct on the part of personnel assigned and/or attached to the 20S

lh

Military
Intelligence (Ml) Brigade, to include civilian interrogators and/or interpreters, from 15 August
2003 to 1 February 2004 at the Abu Ghraib (AG) Detention Facility.

(b) (U) Specifically, you will investigate the following areas:

[1] (D) Whether 20Sth MI Brigade personnel requested, encouraged, condoned, or

solicited Military Police (MP) personnel to abuse detainees at AG as preparation for

interrogation operations.

[2] (U) Whether 20Sth MI Brigade personnel comported with established
interrogation procedures and applicable laws and regulations when questioning Iraqi security

internees at the Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center.

(2) (U) The Commander, United States Central Command (CENTCOM) requested a new
appointing authority and investigating officer be assigned to the investigation. On 14 June 2004,
Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) Donald Rumsfeld requested the Acting Secretary of the Army
(SECARMY) R.L.Brownlee assign an "officer senior to LTG Sanchez" to assume his duties as
appointing authority, and a new or additional investigating officer should one be required.
SECDEF provided the following additional guidance to the Acting SECARMY:

(U) The new appointing authority shall refer recommendations concerning issues at
the Department of the Army level to the Department of the Army and recommendations
concerning issues at the Department of Defense (000) level to the Department of Defense for
appropriate action. The appointing authority shall refer the completed report to the Commander,
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SUBJECT: (U) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and

205th MI Brigade

United States Central Command for further action as appropriate, including forwarding to the
ATSD(IO) [Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Intelligence Oversight) in accordance with
DoD Directive 5240.1-R and CJCS-15901.01. Matters concerning accountability, if any, should
be referred by the appointing authority, without recommendation, to the appropriate level of the

chain of command for disposition.

(3) (U) On 16 June 2004, Acting SECARMY Brownlee designated GEN Paul 1. Kern,
Commander of the US Anny Materiel Command, as the new Procedure 15 appointing authority.

Acting SECARMY Brownlee's instructions included the following:

(a) (U) I am designating you as the appointing authority. Major General Fay remains
available to perform duties as the investigating officer. If you determine, however, after
reviewing the status of the investigation, that a new or additional investigating officer is

necessary, please present that request to me.

(b) (U) Upon receipt of the investigation, you will refer aU recommendations
concerning issues at the Department of the Army level to me and aU recommendations
concerning issues at the Department of Defense level to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate
action. You will refer the completed report to the Commander, United States Central Command,
for further action as appropriate, including forwarding to ATSD(IO) lAW 000 Directive
5240.1-R and CJCS.I 5901.01. Finally, you should refer matters concerning accountability, if
any, without recommendation, to the appropriate level of the chain of command for disposition.
If you determine that you need further legal resources to accomplish this mission, you should

contact the Judge Advocate General.

(4) (U) On 25 June 2004, GEN Kern appointed LTG Anthony R.lones, Deputy
Commanding General, US Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), as an additional
Procedure 15 investigating officer. GEN Kern's instructions to LTG Jones included the

following:

(a) (D) pursuant to AR 381-10, Procedure 15, and AR 15-6, you are hereby appointed
as an investigating officer to conduct an investigation of alleged misconduct involving personnel
assigned or attached to the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade at the Abu Ghraib Detention
Facility. Your appointment is as an additional investigating officer. MG Fay and his

investigative tearn are available to assist you.

(b) (D) Specifically, the purpose of the investigation is to determine the facts and to
det~nnine whether the questionable activity at Abu Ghraib is legal and is consistent with
applicable policy. In LTG Sanchez's 31 March 2004 appointment letter to MG Fay, which I have
adopted, he specified three areas into which the investigation was to look: whether the 205

th
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SUBJECT: (U) AR 15-61nvestigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Military Intelligence Brigade had been involved in Military Police detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib;
whether 205(11 Military Intelligence Brigade personnel complied with established procedures,
regulations, and laws when questioning internees at the Joint Interrogation and Debriefing
Center; and the facts behind several identified sworn statements. In addition, your investigation
should determine whether organizations or personnel higher in the chain of command of the
20Slh Military Intelligence Brigade were involved directly or indirectly in any questionable

activities regarding alleged detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib.

b. (U) Investigative Methodology.

(1) (U) The investigative team conducted a comprehensive and exhaustive review of
available background documents and statements pertaining to the operations of the 205th
Military Intelligence (MI) Brigade (205 MI BDE) at Abu Ghraib from a wide variety of sources,
to include all previous investigations. Where possible, coordination was established with other

ongoing investigations of the same nature.

(2) (U) Over 170 personnel were interviewed (some multiple times) during the course of
the investigation (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1). These interviews included personnel
assigned or attached to the 205 MI BDE, the 800th Military Police (MP) Brigade (800 MP BDE),
CJTF-7, Joint Task Force Guantanamo (JTF-GTMO), 28th Combat Support Hospital (CSH), the
United States Anny Intelligence Center (USAIC), the United States Navy, Titan Corporation,
CACI International, Inc., and three detainees at Abu Ghraib. Written sworn statements were
prepared as a result of these interviews. Several personnel invoked their rights under Article 31,
Unifonn Code of Military Justice (UeMJ) and the Sib Amendment of the US Constitution. In
these cases and in cases where no sworn statements were collected, Memoranda for Record
(MFR) were prepared to describe the nature of and infonnation addressed in the interview.

(3) (D) Over 9,000 documents were collected, catalogued and archived into a database.
Advanced analytic tools were used to organize, collate, and analyze this data as well as all
collected interview data. Other analytical tools were used to prepare graphic representations of

the data.

(4) (D) The investigative team consisted of 26 personnel to include investigators, analysts,

subject matter experts and legal advisors.
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SUBJECT: (U) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and

205th MI Brigade

2. (U) Executive Summary

a. (D) Background.

(1) (D) This investigation was ordered initially by LTG Ricardo S. Sanchez, Corrunander,
CJTF-7. LTO Sanchez appointed MG George R. Fay as investigating officer under the
provisions of AR 381-10. MG Fay was appointed to investigate allegations that members of the
205 MI BDE were involved in detainee abuse at the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility.
Specifically, he was to determine whether 205 MI BDE personnel requested, encouraged,
condoned, or solicited MP personnel to abuse detainees and whether MI personnel comported
with established interrogation procedures and applicable laws and regulations. The investigative
team conducted a comprehensive review of all available background documents and statements
pertaining to Abu Ghraib from a wide variety of sources. Over 170 persons were interviewed
concerning their knowledge of interrogation and detention operations at Abu Ghraib and/or their
knowledge of and involvement in detainee abuse. On 16 June 2004, GEN Paul J. Kern,
Commander, US Army Materiel Command (AMC), was appointed as the new Procedure 15
appointing authority. On 25 June 2004, GEN Kern appointed LTG Jones, Deputy Commanding
General, TRADOC, as an additional Procedure 15 investigating officer. MG Fay was retained as

an investigating offtcer.

(2) (U) This investigation identified forty-four (44) alleged instances or events of detainee
abuse committed by MP and MI Soldiers, as well as civilian contractors. On sixteen (16) of
these occasions, abuse by the MP Soldiers was, or was alleged to have been, requested,
encouraged, condoned, or solicited by MI personneL The abuse, however, was directed on an
individual basis and never officially sanctioned or approved. MI solicitation of MP abuse
included the use of isolation with sensory deprivation, removal of clothing and humiliation, the
use of dogs as an interrogation tool to induce fear, and physical abuse. In eleven (11) instances,
MI personnel were found to be directly involved in the abuse. MI personnel were also found not
to have fully comported with established interrogation procedures and applicable laws and
regulations. Theater Interrogation and Counter-Resistance policies (ICRP) were found to be
poorly defined, and changed several times. As a result, interrogation activities sometimes

crossed into abusive activity.

(3) (U) This investigation found that certain individuals committed offenses in violation of
international and US law to include the Geneva Conventions and the UeMJ and violated Army
Values. Leaders in key positions failed properly to supervise the interrogation operations at Abu
Ghraib and failed to understand the dynamics created at Abu Ghraib. Leaders also failed to react
appropriately to those instances where detainee abuse was reported, either by other service
members, contractors, or by the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC). Fifty-four
(54) MI, MP, and Medical Soldiers, and civilian contractors were found to have some degree of
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205th MI Brigade

responsibility or complicity in the abuses that occurred at Abu Ghraib. Twenty-seven (27) were
cited in this report for some degree of culpability and seventeen (17) were cited for
misunderstanding of policy, regulation or law. Three (3) MI Soldiers, who had previously
received punishment under UeMJ, were recommended for additional investigation. Seven (7)
MP Soldier identified in the MG Taguba Report and currently under criminal investigation
and/or charges are also central figures in this investigation and are included in the above
numbers. One (1) person cited in the MG Taguba Report was exonerated.

(4) (U) Looking beyond personal responsibility, leader responsibility and command
responsibility, systemic problems and issues also contributed to the volatile environment in
which the abuse occurred. These systemic problems included: inadequate interrogation doctrine
and training, an acute shortage of MP and MI Soldiers, the lack of clear lines of responsibility
between the MP and MI chains of command, the lack of a clear interrogation policy for the Iraq
Campaign, and intense pressure felt by the personnel on the ground to produce actionable
intelligence from detainees. Twenty-four (24) additional findings and two (2) observations
regarding systemic failures are included in the final investigative report. These findings ranged
from doctrine and policy concerns, to leadership and command and control issues, to resource
and training issues.

b. (U) Problems: Doctrine, Policy, Training, Organization, and Other Government Agencies.

(I) (U) Inadequacy of doctrine for detention operations and interrogation operations was a
contributing factor to the situations that occurred at Abu Ghraib. The Anny's capstone doctrine
for the conduct of interrogation operations is Field Manual (FM) 34·52, Intelligence
InterrogatJ-on, dated September 1992. Non-doctrinal approaches, techniques, and practices were
developed and approved for use in Afghanistan and GTMO as part of the Global War on
Terrorism (GWOT). These techniques, approaches, and practices became confused at Abu
Ghraib and were implemented without proper authorities or safeguards. Soldiers were not
trained on non-doctrinal interrogation techniques such as sleep adjustment, isolation, and the use
of dogs. Many interrogators and personnel overseeing interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib
had prior exposure to or experience in GTMO or Afghanistan. Concepts for the non-doctrinal,
non field-manual approaches and practices came from documents and personnel in GTMO and
Afghanistan. By October 2003, interrogation policy in Iraq had changed three times in less than
thirty days and it became very confusing as to what techniques could be employed and at what
level non-doctrinal approaches had to be approved.

(2) (U) MP personnel and MI personnel operated under different and often incompatible
rules for treatment of detainees. The military police referenced DoD-wide regulatory and
procedural guidance that clashed with the theater interrogation and counter-resistance p'Oticies
that the military intelligence interrogators followed. Further, it appeared that neither group knew
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205th MI Brigade

or understood the limits imposed by the other's regulatory or procedural guidance concerning the
treatment of detainees, resulting in predictable tension and confusion. This confusion
contributed to abusive interrogation practices at Abu Ghraib. Safeguards to ensure compliance
and to protect against abuse also failed due to confusion about the policies and the leadership's

failure to monitor operations adequately.

(4) (U) The tenn Other Government Agencies (OGA) most commonly referred to the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). The CIA conducted unilateral and joint interrogation
operations at Abu Ghraib. The CIA's detention and interrogation practices contributed to a loss
of accountability and abuse at Abu Ghraib. No memorandum of understanding existed on the
subject interrogation operations between the CIA and CJTF-7, and local CIA officers convinced
military leaders that they should be allowed to operate outside the established local rules and
procedures. CIA detainees in Abu Ghraib, known locally as "Ghost Detainees," were not
accounted for in the detention system. With these detainees unidentified or unaccounted for,
detention operations at large were impacted because personnel at the operations level were

uncertain how to report or classify detainees.

(3) (U) By December 2003, the HDC at Abu Ghraib had a total of approximately 160
personnel with 45 interrogators and 18 linguists/translators assigned to conduct interrogation
operations. These personnel were from six different MI battalions and groups - the 519 MI BN,
323 MI BN, 325 MI BN, 470 MI GP, the 66th MI GP, the 500 MI GP. To complicate matters,
interrogators from a US Anny Intelligence Center and School, Mobile Training Team (MTT)
consisting of analysts and interrogators, and three interrogation teams consisting of six personnel
from GTMO, came to Abu Ghraib to assist in improving interrogation operations. Additionally,
contract interrogators from CACI and contract linguists from Titan were hired in an attempt to
address shortfalls. The JIDC was created in a very short time period with parts and pieces of

various units. It lacked unit integrity, and this lack was a fatal flaw.

c. (U) Detainee Abuse at Abu Ghraib.

(1) (U) physical and sexual abuses of detainees at Abu Ghraib were by far the most seriouS.
The abuses spanned from direct physical assault, such as delivering bead blows rendering
detainees unconscious, to sexual posing and forced participation in group masturbation. At the
extremes were the death of a detainee in OGA custody, an alleged rape committed by a US
translator and observed by a female Soldier, and the alleged sexual assault of a female detainee.
These abuses are, without question, criminal. They were perpetrated or witnessed by individuals
or small groups. Such abuse can not be directly tied to a systemic US approach to torture or
approved treatment of detainees. The MPs being prosecuted claim their actions came at the
direction of MI. Although self-serving, these claims do have some basis in fact. The
environment created at Abu Ghraib contributed to the occurrence of such abuse and the fact that
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(2) (U) Abusing detainees with dogs started almost immediately after the dogs arrived at
Abu Ghraib on 20 November 2003. By that date, abuses of detainees was already occurring and
the addition of dogs was just one more device. Dog Teams were brought to Abu Ghraib as a
result of recommendations from MG G. Miller's assessment team from GTMO. MG G. Miller
recommended dogs as beneficial for detainee custody and control issues. Interrogations at Abu
Ghraib, however, were influenced by several documents that spoke of exploiting the Arab fear of
dogs. The use of dogs in interrogations to "fear up" detainees was utilized without proper

authorization.

it remained undiscovered by higher authority for a long period of time. What started as
nakedness and humiliation, stress and physical training (exercise), carried over into sexual and
physical assaults by a small group of morally corrupt and unsupervised Soldiers and civilians.

(3) (U) The use of nudity as an interrogation technique or incentive to maintain the
cooperation of detainees was not a technique developed at Abu Ghraib, but rather a technique
which was imported and can be traced through Afghanistan and GTMO. As interrogation
operations in Iraq began to take fonn, it was often the same personnel who had operated and
deployed in other theaters and in support ofGWOT, who were called upon to establish and
conduct interrogation operations in Abu Ghraib. The lines of authority and the prior legal
opinions blurred. They simply carried forward the use of nudity into the Iraqi theater of
operations. The use of clothing 'as art incentive (nudity) is significant in that it likely contributed
to an escalating "de_humanization" of the detainees and set the stage for additional and morc

severe abuses to occur.

(4) (D) There was signifIcant confusion by both MI and MPs between the definitions of
"isolation" and "segregation." LTG Sanchez approved the extended use of isolation on several
occasions, intending for the detainee to be kept apart, without communication with their fellow
detainees. His intent appeared to be the segregation of specific detainees. The technique
employed in several instances was not, however, segregation but rather isolation - the complete
removal from outside contact other than required care and feeding by MP guards and
interrogation by MI. Use of isolation rooms in the Abu Ghraib Hard Site was not closely
controlled or monitored. Lacking proper training, clear guidance, or experience in this
technique, both MP and MI stretched the bounds into further abuse; sensory deprivation and un
safe or unhealthy living conditions. Detainees were sometimes placed in excessively cold or hot

cells with limited or poor ventilation and no light.

3. (U) Background and Environment.

a. (U) Operational Enviromnent.
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(1)(U) The Global War on Terrorism began in earnest on 11 September 200 1 (9/11). Soon
after the 9/11 attacks, American forces entered Afghanistan to destroy the primary operating and
training base of Al Qaida. Prisoners collected in these and other global counter-terrorist
operations were transferred to Guantanamo Naval Base, Cuba. Two Task Forces were formed at
JTF-GTMO to manage intelligence collection operations with the newly captured prisoners.
Military and civilian interrogators, counterintelligence agents, analysts, and other intelligence
personnel from a variety of services and agencies manned the task forces and exploited the

captured personnel for infonnation.

(2) (U) US and coalition partners attacked Iraq on 20 March 2003 and soon after toppled
Saddam Hussein's regime. The Iraq conflict transitioned quickly and unexpectedly to an
insurgency environment. Coalition forces began capturing and interrogating alleged insurgents.
Abu Ghraib prison, opened after the fall of Saddam to house criminals, was soon used for
collecting and interrogating insurgents and other persons of intelligence interest. The unit
responsible for managing Abu Ghraib interrogations was the 205 MI BDE.

b. (D) Law, Policy, Doctrine and Training.

(I) (U) Applicable Law.

(a) (U) Military Order of November nih 2001 - Detention, Treatment and Trial of
Certain Non-Citizens in the War Against Terrorism (Reference Annex J, Appendix 1).

(b) (D) Geneva Convention eIV) Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time

of War, 12 August 1949 (Reference Annex J, Appendix 5).

(c) (U) AR 190-8 / OPNAVINST 3461.6 / AFJI 31-302/MCO 346I.l, Enemy Prisoners
of War, Retained Personnel, Civilian Internees and other Detainees, 1 October 1997 (Reference

Annex M, Appendix 2).

(d) (D) FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation, 28 September 1992 (Reference Annex M,

Appendix 3).

(e) (D) Classification of Detainees. The overwhelming evidence in this investigation
shows that most "detainees" at Abu Ghraib were "civilian internees." Therefore, this discussion

will focus on "civilian internees."

[1] (D) Detainee. AR 190·8 defines a .detainee as any person captured or otherwise
detained by an armed force. By this definition, a detainee could be an Enemy Prisoner of War
(EPW), a Retained Person, such as a doctor or chaplain, or a Civilian Internee. The teon
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"detainee" is a generic one with no specific implied rights or protections being afforded to the
individual; however, it is almost exclusively used by the Soldiers and other individuals
interviewed in this investigation to refer to the individuals interned at Abu Ghraib. In order to
understand the rights and protections that need to be provided to a "detainee," further
classification is necessary.

[2] (U) Civilian Internee. Using Geneva Convention IV (GC IV), Article 78, as
further defined by AR 190-8, a "Civilian Internee" is someone who is interned during armed
conflict or occupation for security reasons or for protection or because he has committed an
offense against the detaining power. (Reference Armex H, Appendix 1, FRAGO 749 to CJTF-7
OPORD 03-036). The overwhelming evidence in this investigation shows that all "detainees" at
Abu Ghraib were civilian internees. Within the confinement facility, however, there were further
sub-classifications that were used, to include criminal detainee, security internee, and MI Hold.

[a] (U) Criminal Detainee. A person detained because he/she is reasonably
suspected of having committed a crime against Iraq~ Nationals or Iraqi property or a crime not
related to the coalition force mission (Reference Armex H, Appendix 1, FRAGO 749 to CJTF-7
OPORD 03-036).

[b] (U) Security Internee. Civilians interned during conflict or occupation for their
own protection or because they pose a threat to the security of coalition forces, or its mission, or
are of intelligence value. This includes persons detained for committing offenses (including
attempts) against coalition forces (or previous coalition forces), members of the Provisional
Govenullertt, Non-Government Organizations, state infrastructure, or any person accused of
committing war crimes or crimes against humanity. Security internees are a subset of civilian
internees (Reference Annex H, Appendix 1, FRAGO 749 to CJTF-7 OPORD 03-036).

[c] (U) MI Hold. A directive to hold and not release a detainee/internee in the
custody of the Coalition Forces, issued by a member or agent of a US Military Intelligence
Organization (Reference Annex H, Appendix 1, FRAGO 749 to CJTF-7 OPORD 03-036).

[d] (U) Most detainees located within Abu Ghraib, to include those in Tier lA and
IB (Reference Annex F, Appendix 1, Abu Ghraib Overhead with Organizational Layout), were
Civilian Internees and therefore, entitled to protections under GC IV. In addition to applicable
international taws, ARs, and the FMs on Intelligence Interrogations further clarify US Policy
regarding the protections afforded Civilian Internees.

(f) (U) Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilians in Time of War. GC
IV provides protections for civilians in time of war. The US is bound by the Geneva
Conventions; therefore, any individual acting on behalf of the US during an armed conflict is
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also bound by Geneva Conventions. This includes not only members of the armed forces, but
also civilians who accompany or work with the US Armed Forces. The following are some

relevant articles to the discussion on detainee abuse:

(1] (U) Article 5. Where in the territory of a Party to the conflict, the latter is
satisfied that an individual protected person is definitely suspected of or engaged in activities
hostile to the security of the State, such individual person shall not be entitled to claim such
rights and privileges under the present Conventions as would, If exercised in the favor of such
individual person, be prejudicial to the security of such State. Where in occupied territory an
individual protected person is detained as aspy or saboteur, or as a person under definite
suspicion of activity hostile to the security of the Occupying Power, such person shall, in those
cases where absolute military security so requires, be regarded as having forfeited rights of
communication under the present Conventions. In each case, such persons shall nevertheless be
treated with humanity and, in case of trial, shall not be deprived of the rights of fair and regular

trial prescribed by the present (convention].

(2] (U) Article 27. Protected persons are entitled, in all circumstances, to respect
for their persons, their honor, their family rights, their religious convictions and practices, and
their marmer and customs. They shall at all times be humanely treated, and shall be protected
against all acts of violence or threats thereof and against insults and public curiosity.

(4] (U) Article 32. The [Parties to the Convention] agree that each of them is
prohibited from taking any measure of such a character as to cause the physical suffering or
extermination of protected persons in their hands. This prohibition applies not only to murder,
torture, corporal punishments, mutilation and medical· and scientific experiments not necessitated
by the medical treaunent of a protected person, but also to any other measures ofbrutality

whether applied by civilian or military agents.

(3] (U) Article 31. No physical or moral coercion shall be exercised against

protected persons, in particular to obtain information from them or from third parties.

(5] (0) Article 37. Protected persons who are confined pending proceedings or
serving a sentence involving loss of liberty, shall during their confinement be humanely treated.

[6] (U) Article 100. The disciplinary regime in places of internment shall be
consistent with humanitarian principles, and shall in no circumstances include regulation
imposing on internees any physical exertion dangerous to their health or involving physical or
moral victimization. Identification by tattooing or imprinting signs on the body is prohibited. In
particular, prolonged standing and roll-calls, punishment drills, military drill and maneuver, or

the reduction of food rations, are prohibited.
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[7] (U) Article 143. Representatives or delegates oftbe Protecting Powers shall
have pennission to go to all places where protected persons are, particularly to places of
internment, detention and work. They shall have access to all premises occupied by protected
persons and shall be able to interview the latter without witnesses, personally or through an
interpreter. Such visits may not be prohibited except for reasons of military imperative, and then
only as an exceptional and temporary measure. Their duration and frequency shall not be
restricted. Such representatives and delegates shall have full liberty to select the places they wish
to visit. The Detaining or Occupying Power, the Protecting Power, and when occasion arises the
Power of origin of the persons to be visited, may agree that compatriots of the internees shall be
permitted to participate in the visits. The delegates of the International Committee of the Red
Cross shall also enjoy the above prerogatives. The appointment of such delegates shall be
submitted for the approval of the Power governing the territories where they will carry out their
duties.

(2) (U) AR 190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel, Civilian Internees and
other Detainees is a joint publication between all services of the Anned Forces (Reference
Annex M, Appendix 2).

(a) (U) US Policy Overview. The regulation (Reference Annex M, Appendix 2, AR
190-8, Paragraph 1-5) sets out US Policy stating that "US policy, relative to the treatment of
EPW, Civilian Internees and RP in the custody of the US Anned Forces, is as follows: All
persons captured, detained, interned, or otherwise held in US Anned Forces custody during the
course of conflict will be given humanitarian care and treatment from the moment they fall into
the hands of the US forces until final release and repatriation." The regulation further defines
this policy.

(b) (U) Inhumane Treatment. Specifically, inhumane treatment of detainees is
prohibited and is considered a serious and punishable offense under international law and the
UCMJ. The following acts are prohibited: murder, torture, corporal punishment, mutilation, the
taking of hostages, sensory deprivation, collective punishment, execution without trial, and all
cruel and degrading treatment. (Reference Annex M, Appendix 2, AR 190-8, Paragraph I-S(b)).

(c) (U) Protection from Certain Acts. All detainees will be protected against all acts 0 f
violence to include rape, forced prostitution, assault and theft, insults, public curiosity, bodily
injury, and reprisals of any kind. (Reference Annex M, Appendix 2, AR 190-8, Paragraph 1
5(c)). This is further reinforced in FM 34-52 (Reference Annex M, Appendix 3), which states
that the Geneva Conventions and US policy expressly prohibit acts of violence or intimidation,
including physical or mental torture, threats, insults, or exposure to inhumane treatment as a
means of or aid to interrogation.
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(d) (U) Photographs. Photographs of detainees are strictly prohibited except for
internal administrative purposes of the confinement facility. (Reference Annex M, Appendix 2,

AR 190-8, Pamgraph 1-5(d)).

(e) (U) Physical torture or moral coercion. No fonn ofphysical or moral coercion will
be exercised against the Civilian Internee. (Reference Annex M, Appendix 2, AR 190-8,

Paragmph 1-5(a)(I)).

(0 (U) At all times, the Civilian Internee will be humanely treated and protected against
all acts of violence or threats and insults and public curiosity. The Civilian Internee will be
especially protected agains~all acts of violence, insults, public curiosity, bodily injury, reprisals
of any kind, sexual attacks such as rape, forced prostitution, or any fonn of indecent assault.
(Reference Annex M, Appendix 2, AR 190-8, Paragraph 1~5(a)(2) & (3)).

(3) (U) Military Intelligence Doctrine and Training.

(a) (U) Doctrine.

[1] (U) The Army's capstone doctrine for the conduct of interrogation operations is
FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation, dated September, 1992. This doctrine provides an
adequate basis for the training of interrogators at the Soldier level (e.g., in the art of tactical
interrogation and the Geneva Conventions); however, it is out of date with respect to the
management and conduct of detainee operations. Joint Doctrine on the conduct of detainee
operations is sparse even though the Army has operated nDCs since 1989 in Operation JUST
CAUSE, and because the Army is nonnally tasked by the Joint Force Commander to establish
and manage EPW/Detainee operations for the deployed force (Reference Armex M, Appendix 1,
APPENDIX G-3, Joint Publication 2-01, Joint Intelligence Support to Military Operations).
National level doctrine, in the fonn of a Defense Intelligence Agency Manual (DIAM), also
contains very little doctrinal basis for the conduct and management ofjoint interrogation
operations. A critical doctrinal gap at the joint and service level is the role of national level
agencies (e.g., other governmental agencies [OGAn in detainee operations to include appropriate
protocols for sharing valuable intelligence assets. The Center for Army Lessons Learned
(CALL) reported the following in a recent assessment of Operation Iraqi Freedom detainee and
interrogation operations (Reference Annex C, Appendix 5):

MP and MI doctrine at division and below must be modified for stability
operations and support operations to reflect the need for long-term
detention facilities and interrogation of captives at the tactical leveL
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[2] (U) It is possible that some of the unauthorized interrogation techniques
employed in Iraq may have been introduced through the use ofan outdated training
manual (FM 34-52 dated 1987 vice PM 34-52 dated 1992). The superseded version (FM
34-52, dated 1987) has been used at various locations in OIF. In a prior AR 15-6
investigation of Camp Cropper (Reference Annex C, Appendix 2), the 1987 version was
again used as the reference (Reference Annex M, Appendix 3). On 9 June 2004, CITF-7
published an email (Reference Annex L, Appendix 4, email) that indicated the May 1987
version was used as CJTF-7's primary reference. The section encapsulated below from
the 1987 version has been removed from the 1992 version of FM 34-52. To the
untrained, the reference in the outdated version could appear as a license for the
interrogator to go beyond the current doctrine as established in the current FM 34-52.
The 1987 version suggests the interrogator controls lighting, heating, and configuration
of the interrogation room, as well as the food, shelter, and clothing given to the source.
The section from the 1987 version that could be misunderstood is from Chapter 3 and

reads as follows:

FM 34-52 (1987) Chapter 3, Establish and Maintain Control. The
interrogator should appear to be the one who controls all aspects of the
interrogation to include the lighting, heating, and configuration of the
interrogation room, as well as the food, shelter, and clothing given to the
source. The interrogator must always be in control, he must act quickly
and firmly. However, everything that he says and does must be within the
limits of the Geneva and Hague Conventions, as well as the standards of
conduct outlined in the UCMJ.

[3] (U) Doctrine provides the foundation for Army operations. A lack of doctrine in
the conduct of non-conventional interrogation and detainee operations was a contributing factor
to the abuses at Abu Ghraib.

(b) (U) Troining

[1] (U) Formal US Army interrogation training is conducted at the Soldier level,
primarily as part of a Soldier's Initial Entry Training (lET). There is no formal advanced
interrogation training in the US Army. Little, if any, fonnal training is provided to MI leaders
and supervisors (Commissioned Officers, Warrant Officers, and Non-Commissioned Officers) in
the management of interrogation and detainee operations. These skills can only be developed in
the unit environment through assignments to an interrogation unit, involvement in interrogation
training exercises, or on deployments. Unfortunately, unit training and exercises have become
increasingly difficult to conduct due to the high pace of deployments of interrogation personnel
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and units. With very few exceptions, combined MI and MP training on the conduct of detainee
operations is non-existent.

[2] (D) The LET course at the USAIC, Fort Huachuca, AZ, provides a 16.5week
course of instruction. The course consists of 758.2 hours of academic training time that includes
collection prioritization, screening, planning and preparation, approaches, questioning,
termination of interrogations, and report writing in the classroom and practical exercise
environments. The course focuses on the conduct of tactical interrogations in conventional war.
Each student receives eight hours of classroom training on AR 381-10, Army Intelligence
Activities (Reference Annex M, Appendix 2) andFM 27-10, Law of Land Warfare (Reference
Annex M, Appendix 3) and 184 hours of practical exercise. The student's understanding of the
Geneva Conventions and Law of Land Warfare is continually evaluated as a critical component.
If at any time during an exercise, the student violates the Geneva Conventions, they will fail the
exercise. A failure does not eliminate the student from the course. Students are generally given
the chance to recycle to the next class; however, egregious violations could result in dismissal
from the course.

[3] (U) The reserve components use the same interrogator program of instruction as
does the active component. They are exposed to the same classes and levels of instruction. Like
the active component, the reserve components' training opportunities prior to deployment in
recent years have been minimal, if any. Those slated for deployment to the JTF~GTMO attend
the Intelligence Support to Counter Terrorism (ISeT) Course.

[4] (U) Anny Regulations require interrogators to undergo refresher training on the
Geneva Conventions annually. Units are also expected to conduct follow-up training for
Soldiers to maintain and improve their interrogation skills. This becomes difficult given that
Soldiers fresh from the basic interrogation course are deployed almost as soon as they arrive to
their unit of assignment. This leaves little, if any, time to conduct that follow-on training with
their unit to hone the skills they haveleamed in school. In addition to the unit deployments, the
individual interrogators find themselves deployed to a wide variety of global engagements in a
temporary duty status-not with their units of assignments. It is not uncommon for an individual
to be deployed two or three times in the course of a year (e.g., the Balkans, Cuba [JTF-GTMO],
Afghanistan, Iraq, or in support of Special Operations Forces [SOFJ).

[5] (U) There is no fonnal advanced interrogation training in the US Army. The
DoD manages a Strategic Debriefing Course for all services. While some of the skills are
similar, the Strategic Debriefing Course is not an advanced interrogation course. Further, only
interrogators being assigned to strategic debriefing assignments are authorized to attend this
course. This prevents the tactical interrogator, the operator at Abu Ghraib, from further
developing skills. Junior NCOs receive only limited interrogation-related training during his or
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her advanced NCO courses--the Basic Non-Commissioned Officers Course (BNCOC) and the
Advanced Non-conunissioned Officer's Course (ANCOC). This limited training is restricted to
the management of interrogation operations. The amount of time spent on the Geneva
Conventions training during either of these courses is minimal. Officers receive limited training
in interrogation or interrogation management in their entry level and advanced level courses.
Like BNCOC and ANCOC, this training is focused on management and not the intricacies of
interrogation operations or the legal restrictions applicable to interrogation operations.

[6] (U) Very little training is available or conducted to train command and staff
elements on the conduct, direction, and oversight of interrogation operations. To address a
portion of this shortfall, USAIC is standing up a course to teach the management of Human
Intelligence to MI officers. A pilot course is scheduled and is designed to prepare the
intelligence staffs (02, 82) of a deploying Army Division with the capability to synchronize,
coordinate, manage and de-conflict Counterintelligence and Human Intelligence (HUMINT)
operations within the division's area of responsibility.

[7] (U) Most interrogator training that occurred at Abu Ghraib was on-the-job
training. The HDC at Abu Ghraib conducted Interrogation Rules of Engagement (IROE) and
interrogation operations training. The fast paced and austere environment limited the
effectiveness of any training. After mid-September 2003, all Soldiers assigned to Abu Ghraib
had to read a memorandum titled IROE, acknowledging they understood the ICRP, and sign a
confirmation sheet indicating they had read and understood the ICRP. Most Soldiers have
confirmed they received training on the IROE. See attached CJTF-7 IROE standard signature
sheet (Reference Annex J, Appendix 4) to view an example.

[8] (U) MG G. Miller led an assessment team to Abu Ghraib in early September
2003. This was followed by a training team from 2 October - 2 December 2003. There is no
indication that the training provided by the JTF-GTMO Team led to any new violations of the
Geneva Conventions and the law of land warfare. Training focused on screening, the use of
pocket litter during interrogations, prioritization of detainees, planning and preparation,
approaches, 'questioning, interpreter control, deception detection, reporting, automation, and
interrogation booths. The training provided at Abu Ghraib did not identify the abuses that were
ongoing as violations of regulations or law, nor did it clarify issues involving detainee abuse
reporting.

[9] (U) Interrogators learn as part of their training that the MPs provide the security
for and ron detention operations at the Collection Points (CPs), Corps Holding Areas (CHAs),
and Internment/Resettlement (IR) facilities. The interrogator's mission is only to collect
intelligence from prisoners or detainees. Interaction with the MPs is encouraged to take
advantage of any observations the MPs/guards might have concerning a particular prisoner or
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detainee. While the USAIC includes this in the interrogator's training, very little time is spent
training MI/M? detention operations. In the past, the Army conducted large EPW/Detainee
exercises (the Gold Sword and Silver Sword series) that provided much of the training critical to
MPs' and Interrogators' understanding of their respective roles and responsibilities. These
exercises were discontinued in the mid 19905 due to frequent deployments and force structure
reductions, eliminating an excellent sourceofinteroperability training. The increase in op-tempo
since 9/11 has further exacerbated the unit training and exercise problem.

[10] (U) Contract Training.

[a] (U) The US Anny employs contract liriguistsltranslators and contract
interrogators in military operations. Some lET is provided to familiarize military interrogators in
the conduct of interrogations using translators. No training is conducted at any level (enlisted,
NCO, Warrant Officer, or Officer) on the employment of contract interrogators in military
operations. The use of contract interrogators and linguists at Abu Ghraib was problematic (See
paragraph 4.g.) from a variety of perspectives. JIDC interrogators, analysts, and leaders were
unprepared for the arrival of contract interrogators and had no training to fall back on in the
management, control, and discipline of these personnel.

(b] (U) No doctrine exists to guide interrogators and their intelligence leaders
(NCO, Warrant Officer, and Officer) in the contract management or command and control of
contractors in a wartime enviromnent. These interrogators and leaders faced numerous issues
involving contract management: roles and responsibilities of JlDC personnel with respect to
contractors; roles, relationships, and responsibilities of contract linguists and contract
interrogators with military personnel; and the methods of disciplining contractor personnel. All
of these need to be addressed in future interrogation and interrogation management training.

(11] (U) Soldier interrogation training is adequate with respect to interrogation
techniques and procedures for conventional warfare. It is far tess suited to the realities of the
GWOT and Stability and Support Operations (SASO) and contract management Despite the
emphasis on the Geneva Conventions, it is clear from the results at Abu Ghraib (and elsewhere
in operations in support of the GWOT) that Soldiers on the ground are confused about how they
apply the Geneva Conventions and whether they have a duty to report violations of the
conventions. Most Abu Ghraib interrogators performed their duties in a satisfactory manner
without incident or violation of training standards. Some interrogators (See paragraph 5.e.- S.h.,
below), however, violated training standards in the perfonnance of selected interrogations.
Anny training at USAIC never included training on interrogation teChniques using sleep
adjustment, isolation, segregation, environmental adjustment, dietary manipulation, the use of
military working dogs, or the removal of clothing. These techniques were introduced to selected
interrogators who worked at Abu Ghraib from sources other than official Army training.
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(4) (U) Military police Doctrine" and Training

(b) (U) AR 190-8, "Enemy Prisoner of War, Retained Personnel Civilian Internees and
other Detainees," is a multi-service policy that incorporates the directives from the DoD
publications above. The regulation addresses the military police treatment of civilian internees,

and directs that:

(a) (U) 000 Directives 2310.1, DoD Program for Enemy Prisoners of War and Other
Detainees, and 5100.77, DoD Law of War Program, require that the US military services comply
with the principles, spirit, and intent of international laws of war, that the DoD observes and
enforces the US obligations under the laws of war, that personnel know the laws ofwar
obligations, and that personnel promptly report incidents violating the laws of war and that the

incidents be thoroughly investigated.

-No physical or moral. coercion be used
-Internees be treated with respect for their person, honor, manner, and

customs_Internees be protected against violence, insults, public curiosity, bodily injury, or

any form of indecent assault

_Measures causing physical suffering, to include corporal punishment, and

other measures of brutality

It specifically prohibits:

It specifies that disciplinary measures NOT:

-Be inhumane, brutal, or dangerous to health
-Include imprisonment in a place without daylight

The authorized disciplinary punishments include:

_Discontinuance of privileges granted over and above the treatment

provided for by regulation
_Confinement, not to exceed 30 consecutive days

(c) (U) AR 190-12, Military Working Dog Program, notes that military police may
potentially use dogs for EPW control, but limits their use against people to instances when the

(Reference Annex M, AppendiX 2, AR 190-8)
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responsible commander determines it absolutely necessary and there have been reasonable
efforts to use all lesser means of force. (Reference Annex M, Appendix 2, AR 190-12)

(d) (D) Procedural guidance, found in FM 3-19.40 and the MP Standard Operating
Procedure (SOP) for Abu Ghraib (400th MP BN SOP for Camp Vigilant Detention Center),
consistently follow directly from the DoD directives and the applicable ARs. The procedural
guidance provides military police clear-cut guidance for permissible and impermissible practices
during Internment Operations. (Reference Annex M, Appendix 3, FM 3~19.40; Annex J,
Appendix 4, 400 l'vfP BN SOP Camp Vigilant Detention Center)

(5) (U) Intelligence and Interrogation Policy Development.

(a) (U) National Policy.

(1) (U) US forces and intelligence officials deployed to Afghanistan and elsewhere
to conduct military operations pursuant to GWOT. Specific regulatory or procedural guidance
concerning either "humane" treatment or "abuse" was not available in the context of GWOT and
the recently promulgated national policies. Military and civilian intelligence agencies, to include
the 519th MI Battalion (519 MI BN) in late 2002, conducted interrogations in Afghanistan in
support of GWOT. As a result, deployed military interrogation units and intelligence agencies in
Afghanistan developed certain practices. Later, some of these same techniques surfaced as
interrogation techniques in Iraq. Prior to these deployments, US Army interrogators used the
doctrine found in FM 34-52. The 1992 FM was what military interrogators at Abu Ghraib were
trained on, and it contained the techniques and the restrictions they had been taught. (Reference
Annex M, Appendix 3; FM 34-52, Interrogation Operations, [1987 and 1992 versions])

(2) (SIINFl
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,.
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(4) (SIINF)

(5) (U) On 16 April 2003, SECDEF approved approaches for use on the
Guantanamo "unlawful" combatants, as defined by the President's Military Order of 13
November 2001 and reiterated in the 7 February 2002 memorandum to DoD. Once this
document was signed, it became policy at ITF-GTMO, and later became the bedrock on which
the CITF-7 policies were based. The first 18 approaches listed in the 16 April 2003 memo from
the SECDEF all appear in the current, 1992, FM 34-52, except the Mutt-and~Jeffapproach,
which was derived from the superseded 1987 FM 34-52. The remaining approaches, similar to
the ones identified in the OGC working group's memorandum derived from the CITF-180
memorandum and the JTF-GTMO request, included:

Change of Scenery Down
Dietary.Manipulation
Environmental Manipulation
Sleep Adjustment
False Flag
Isolation

Although approving all approaches for use, the SECDEF required that he be notified prior to

implementing the following approaches:

Incentive/Removal of Incentive
Pride and Ego Down

Mutt and Jeff
Isolation
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(b) (U) Development of Intelligence and Interrogation Policy in Iraq and Abu Ghraib.

(6) (D) No regulatory guidance exists for interrogators aside from DoD Directives
2310.1, DoD Program for Enemy Prisoners of War and Other Detainees and 5100.77, DoD Law
of War Program. The most current interrogation procedural guidance is in the 1992 FM 34-52.
(Reference Annex M, Appendix 1, DoD Directive 2310.1; Annex M, Appendix 1, DoD Directive

5100.77).

(Reference Annex J, Appendix 2, Counter-Resistance Techniques)

(1) (0) In July 2003, the 519 MI BN, veterans of Afghanistan already at the BIAP
facility, simultaneously conducted interrogations of the detainees with possible infonnation of
intelligence value and began to develop IROE for interrogators to meet the newly-focused
mission. No known documentation exists concerning specific approaches and techniques used

before September 2003.

(2) (SI/.IF)

(3) (U) Meanwhile, at Headquarters, CJTF-7, as the need for actionable intelligence

rose, the realization dawned that pre-war planning had not included planning for detainee
operations. Believing that FM 34-52 was not sufficiently or doctrinally clear for the situation in
Iraq, CITF-7 staff sought to synchronize detainee operations, which ultimately resulted in a
methodology and structure derived from the ITF-GTMO system as presented by MG G. Miller.
At the same time, LTG Sanchez directed that an interrogation policy be established that would
address "permissible techniques and safeguards for interrogators" for use in Iraq. The CJTF-7

SECRET!lNOFORN!lX~
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staff relied heavily on the series of SOPs which MG G. Miller provided to develop not only the
structure, but also the interrogation policies for detainee operations (Reference Annex B,

Appendix 1, SANCHEZ).

(4) (U) On 10 September 2003, CPT Fitch, assigned to the 205 MI BDE as the
Command Judge Advocate, was tasked by COL Marc Warren, the Staff Judge Advocate (SJA)
for CJTF-7, to work with MAl Daniel Kazmier and MAl Franklin D. Raab from the CJTF-7
Office oXthc Staff Judge Advocate (OSIA) to produce a set of interrogation rules. The OSJA
identified interrogation policies from the SEeDEF 16 April 2003 memo for JTF-GTMO
operations. OSJA provided CPT Fitch the 16 April 2003 SECDEF memorandum, which he
copied almost verbatim onto a document entitled CITF-7 Interrogation and Counter-Resistance
Policy (ICRP). This document was developed without reference to the 519 MI BN's July 2003
and August 2003 memos. CPT Fitch sent the policy memo to the 519 MI BN for coordination,
and the 519 MI BN added the use of dogs, stress positions, sleep management, sensory
deprivation, and yelling, loud music and light control from its 27 August 2003 memo. The use
of all the techniques was to apply to interrogations of detainees, security internees, and EPWs.
CPT Fitch finalized the combined memo and sent it back to the CJTF-7 SJA. It also went to the
CJ-2, CJ-3, and the Commander, 205 MI BDE, who until that point had apparently not been
involved in drafting or approving the policy. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, FITCH,
KAZMIER; Annex J, Appendix 3, CITF-7 Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Policy, [1st
Draft], Annex J, Appendix 3, CJTF-7 Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Policy, [2nd Draft])

(5) (U) Between 10 and 14 September 2003, the OSJA at CITF-7 changed the 10
September 2003 memo to reflect the addition of the techniques that were not included in the ITF
GTMO policy; i.e., the use of dogs, stress positions, and yelling, loud music, and light control.
Upon the guidance and recommendation of the SJA staff, it was decided that LTG Sanchez
would approve the use of those additional methods on a case-by-case basis.

(6)(SIINF)
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(7) (SIINF)

(8) (S//NF)

(9) (SIINF)

(10) (D) The 12 October 2003 policy significantly changed the tone and substance
of the previous policy. It removed any approach not listed in the 1987 FM 34-52. While
acknowledging the applicability of the Geneva Conventions and the duty to treat all detainees
humanely, it also cited Articles 5 and 78 noting specifically that those "detainees engaged in
activities hostile to security of coalition forces had forfeited their Geneva Convention rights of
communication." It also included provisions found in the superseded 1987 FM 34-52 that
authorized interrogators to control all aspects of the interrogation, "to include lighting, and
heating, as well as food, clothing and shelter given to detainees." This phrase was specifically
left out of the 1992 version (See section 3a(2), above). The 12 October 2003 policy also deleted
references to EPWs and specified the policy was for use on civilian security internees.

(11) (SA'NF)
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(12) (81INF)

(13) (8/1NF)
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(14) (SIINFl

(15) (U) On 16 October 2003, the JIDC Interrogation Operations Officer, CPT
Carolyn A. Wood, produced an "Interrogation Rules of Engagement" chart as an aid for
interrogators, graphically portraying the 12 October 2003 policy. It listed the approved
approaches, and identified the approaches which had been removed as authorized interrogation
approaches, which nonetheless could be used with LTG Sanchez's approvaL The chart was
confusing, however. It was not completely accurate and could be subject to various
interpretations. For example, the approved approaches list left off two techniques which
previously had been included in the list (the Pride and Ego Down approach and the Mutt and Jeff
approach). The right side of the chart listed approaches that required LTG Sanchez's prior
approval. What was particularly confusing was that nowhere on the chart did it mention a
number of techniques that were in use at the time: removal of clothing, forced grooming,
hooding, and yelling, loud music and light control. Given the detail otherwise noted on the aid,
the failure to list some techniques left a question of whether they were authorized for use without
approval. (Reference Annex J, Appendix 4, CJTF-7 IROE training card)

(16) (U) By mid-October, interrogation policy in Iraq had changed three times in
less than 30 days. Various versions of each draft and policy were circulated among Abu Ghraib,
205 MI BDE, CJTF-7 C2, and CJTF-7 SJA. Anecdotal evidence suggests that personnel were
confused about the approved policy from as early as 14 September 2003. The SJA believed that
the 14 September 2003 policy was not to be implemented until CENTCOM approved it.
Meanwhile, interrogators in Abu Ghraib began operating under it immediately. It was not always
clear to JIDC officers what approaches required LTG Sanchez's approval, nor was the level of
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approval consistent with requirements in other commands. The JIDC October 2003 SOP,
likewise created by CPT Wood, was remarkably similar to the Bagram (Afghanistan) Collection
Point SOP. Prior to deployment to Iraq, CPT Wood's unit (A/519 MI BN) allegedly conducted
the abusive interrogation practices in Bagram resulting in a Criminal Investigation Command
(CID) homicide investigation. The October 2003 HDC SOP addressed requirements for
monitoring interrogations, developing detailed interrogation plans, delegating interrogation plan
approval authority to the Interrogation Officer in Charge (OIC), and report writing. It failed to
mention details concerning ICRP, approval requirements or procedures. Interrogators, with their
section leaders' knowledge, routinely utilized approaches/techniques without obtaining the
required authority, indicating confusion at a minimum of two levels of supervision. (Reference
Annex J, Appendix 4, HDC Interrogation SOP; Annex J, Appendix 4, CJTF-180 Bagram
Collection Point SOP)

(17) (U) Concepts for the non-doctrinal, non-field manual approaches and practices
clearly came from documents and personnel in Afghanistan and Guantanamo. The techniques
employed in JTF-GTMO included the use of stress positions, isolation for up to thirty days,
removal of clothing, and the use of detainees' phobias (such as the use of dogs) as the 2
December 2002 Counter-Resistance memo, and subsequent statements demonstrate. As the CID
investigation mentioned above shows, from December 2002, interrogators in Afghanistan were
removing clothing, isolating people for long periods of time, using stress positions, exploiting
fear of dogs and implementing sleep and light deprivation. Interrogators in Iraq, already familiar
with the practice of some of these new ideas, implemented them even prior to any policy
guidance from CJTF-7. These practices were accepted as SOP by newly-arrived interrogators.
Some of the CJTF-7 ICRPs neither effectively addressed these practices, nor curtailed their use.
(Annex J, Appendix 2, Tab A, Counter-Resistance Techniques; Annex J, Appendix 2,
Interrogation Techniques; Annex E, Appendix 4, CID Report)

(18) (S/IREL TO USA and MCFI)

(6) (D) Other Regulatory Procedural Guidance

(a) (D) On 13 November 2001, the President issued a military order entitled the
Detention, Treatment and Trial of Certain Non-Citizens in the War Against Terrorism. The
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order authorized US military forces to detain non-US citizens suspected of terrorism, and try
them for violations afthe law of war and other applicable laws. The order also authorized the
SECDEF to detain individuals under such conditions he may prescribe and to issue related orders
and regulations as necessary. (Reference Annex J, Appendix 1, Presidential Military Order)

(b) (SiINF)

(c) (U) The MP personnel and the MI personnel operated under different and often
incompatible rules for treatment of detainees. The MPs referenced DoD-wide regulatory and
procedural guidance that clashed with the theater interrogation and counter-resistance policies
that the MI interrogators followed. Further, it appears that neither group knew or understood the
limits imposed by the other's regulatory or procedural guidance concerning the treatment of

detainees, resulting in predictable tension and confusion.

(d) (D) For instance, a MI order to strip a detainee as an interrogation process
conflicted with the AR 190-8 directive to treat detainees with respect for their person and honor
(Reference Annex M, Appendix 2, AR 190~8, paragraph S-la(2)); or to protect detainees against
violence, insults, public curiosity, or any fonn of indecent assault (Reference Annex M,
Appendix 2, AR 190-8, paragraph 5-1a(3)); and FM 3-19AO (Reference Annex M, Appendix 3)
(which specifically directs that internees will retain their clothing). A MI order ta place a
detainee in isalation violated the AR 190-8 directive to not imprison a detainee in a place without
daylight (Reference Annex M, Appendix 2, AR 190-8, paragraph 6-11a(5)); to not confine far
more than 30 consecutive days, (Reference Annex M, Appendix 2, AR 190-8, paragraph 6-
12d(1)); and FM 3-19AO which specifically directs that the facility commander must authorize
any form ofpunishment. Finally, when interrogators ordered the use of dogs as an interrogation
technique, the order violated the policy and intent of AR 190-12. (Reference Annex M,

Appendix 2)

4. (U) Summary of Events at Abu Ghraib.
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a. (U) Military Intelligence Organization and Resources.

(1) (U) Task Organization.

(a) (U) The 205 MI BDE was organizationally, and geographically, the size of two MI
Brigades. It was composed of four Active and three Reserve Battalions. The 205 MI BDE
possessed no organic interrogation elements or personnel. All HUMINT assets (units and
personnel) assigned to the 205 MI BDE were from other organizations. Major subordinate
elements of the 205 MI BDE included three Tactical Exploitation Battalions (HUMINT and
Counterintelligence), one Aerial Exploitation Battalion (Signal Intelligence [SIGINTD and
Imagery Intelligence (IMINT), an Operations Battalion (ANALYSIS), a Linguist Battalion
(HUMINT Support) and a Corps Support Battalion (HUMINT). Elements of the Brigade were
located throughout Iraq supporting a wide variety of combat operations. (Reference Annex H,
Appendix 6, Tab C, 205 MI BDE Command Brief).

,
205.V

513.

Agi5
BE~:1}m."So"""n,"\!

20Sth MI Brigade Task Organization (August 2003)

(b) (U) The 205 MI BDE Commander, COL Thomas Pappas, had a reputation for being
an excellent MI officer with agreat background and experience before being selected for '
command. He took command of the 205 MI BDE on 1 July 2003 while the unit was already
deployed in Iraq. His perfonnance as Brigade Commander prior to the Abu Ghraib incidents
was "outstanding" according to his rater, MG Wojdakowski, DCG, V Corps/CJTF-7 (Reference
Annex B, Appendix 1, WOJDAKOWSKI). LTG Sanchez also believed COL Pappas was an
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excellent and dedicated officer (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SANCHEZ). Other key
members of COL Pappas's staff included MAl Potter, Deputy Commander; MAl M. Williams,
Brigade Operations Officer (8-3); and CPT Fitch, Command Judge Advocate.

(2) (U) Resources.

(a) (U) As hostilities began to shift from a tactical fight to an insurgency, so did
intelligence priorities. Iraq quickly became a HUMINT·focused environment in support of
SASO with interrogation operations representing the intelligence 'Center of Gravity' (Reference
Annex B, Appendix 1, SANCHEZ). Beginning in July 2003, demands placed upon interrogation
operations were growing rapidly from both the tactical commanders as well as from the CJTF~7.
The 205 MI BDE had the missions of providing Tactical HUMINT Teams (THT - small
elements consisting of an interrogator, a linguist, and several combat arms Soldiers attached to
maneuver elements to conduct tactical interrogations at "the point of the spear") to forward
deployed combat forces as well as operating a Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center (HOC).

(b) (U) As previously mentioned, the 205 MI BDE had no organic interrogation
capability. Those assets were eliminated from the active force structure during the dowll:-sizing
of the Anny in the 1990's. The interrogation assets available to COL Pappas when he first took
Command were AJ519 MI BN and interrogation sections from the 325th MI Battalion (325 MI
BN), US Anny Reserve (USAR), and 323rd MI Battalion (323 MI BN), USAR. Becauseboth of
the USAR units were significantly under strength before being deployed to Iraq, they received
many Soldiers from other USAR units country-wide to fill up their ranks. This process is known
as "cross-leveling." Although it has the benefit of filling the ranks, it has the disadvantage of
inserting Soldiers into units shortly before deployment who had never trained with those units.
The Soldiers did not know the unit. The unit and the unit leadership did not know the Soldiers.
The Army has always stressed "you train as you fight." As COL Pappas began to focus his
efforts on interrogation operations, all he had were disparate elements of units and individuals,
including civilians, that had never trained together, but now were going to have to fight together.

(c) (U) Interestingly, and as a matter of comparison, Iraqi Survey Group (lSG)
interrogation operations of high-level detainees at SlAP suffered no such shortages of
interrogators. Roughly the same level of personnel supported the ISG interrogation operations at
SIAP, even though the ISG facility had an order of magnitude less of detainees of intelligence
interest to exploit than did the 205 MI BOE (100 at BIAP vs. over a 1000 at Abu Ghraib).
Unfortunately, these much needed resources were unavailable for support to critical CITF-7
mission needs (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SANCHEZ).

(d) (U) The number of interrogators initially assigned to the 205 MI BOE was sufficient
for a small detainee population of only several hundred. In late July 2003, only 14 interrogation
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personnel were present in the 205 MI BDE to support interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib.
All of these personnel were from one unit - AJ519 MI BN. By December 2003, Abu Ghraib (the
nOC) had approximately 160 205 MI BOE personnel with 45 interrogators and 18
linguists/translators assigned to conduct interrogation operations. These personnel were from six
different MI battalions and groups - the 519 MI BN, the 323 MI BN (USAR), the 325 MI BN
(USAR), the 470th MI Group (470 MI GP), the 66th MI Group (66 MI GP), the SOOth MI Group
(500 MI OP). Additional resources in the fann of interrogators from one MTT consisting of
analysts and interrogators, and at just about the same time, three "Tiger Teams" consisting of six
personnel from ITF-GTMO, came to Abu Ghraib to assist in improving interrogation operations
(See paragraph 4.j.(2)). Still short of resources, the Army hired contract interrogators from
CACI International, and contract linguists from Titan Corporation in an attempt to address
shortfalls (See paragraph 4.g.). Some units, such as the AJ519 MI BN, had personnel who had
been deployed to combat operations in theater in excess of 400 days so they also faced a rotation

of selected personnel home with the resulting personnel turmoiL

b. (D) Establishment of the Prison at Abu Ghraib.

(1) (D) The Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) made the initial decision to use Abu
Ghraib Prison as a criminal detention facility in May 2003 (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1,
SANCHEZ). Abu Ghraib began receiving criminal prisoners in June 2003. There were no MI
Holds or security detainees in the beginning. All such categories of detainees were sent to Camp
Cropper (located at B1AP) or to the other existing facilities throughout the country such as Camp

Bucca (Reference Annex F, Appendix 1, AG Overhead Photo).

(2) (£UNF)
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(3) (D) The Hard Site permanent building facilities at Abu Ghraib were not open for
occupancy until2S August 2003. The opening of the Hard Site was important because it marked
the beginning of the serious abuses that occurred. CPT Wood, N519 MI BN, believed that,
based on her experience, the availability of an isolation area to house detainees detennined to be
afMl value would enhance results. She initiated the request through the20S MI BDE to CPA
for use of part of the Hard Site building for that purpose. Her request received strong support
from the 205 MI BOE, specifically from its Operations Officer, MAl Williams. The 519 MJ BN
was thengranted use afTier lA (Reference Annex F, Appendix 1, AG Overview Briefing for

diagram) to house detainees.

c. (D) Detention Operations and Release Procedures

(I)(SIINF)

(2) (SIINF)
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(l) (8h'NF)

(4) (8h'NF)

(5) (811NF)
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(6) (U) The problems cited above contributed significantly to the overcrowding at Abu
Ghraib. Overcrowding was even further exacerbated with the transfer of detainees from Camp
Bucca to Abu Ghraib. The physical plant was totally inadequate in size and the construction and
renovations that were underway were incomplete. Scarcity of resources - both personnel and
equipment - to conduct effective confinement or interrogation operations made the situation
worse.

(7) (U) There was general consensus (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, FAST,
CIVILIAN- 12, LYONS, WOOD, SOLDIERI4, SANCHEZ) that as the pace of operations
picked up in late November - early December 2003, it became a common practice for maneuver
elements to round up large quantities of Iraqi personnel in the general vicinity of a specified
target as a cordon and capture technique. Some operations were conducted at night resulting in
some detainees being delivered to collection points only wearing night clothes or under clothes.
SGT Jose Garcia, assigned to the Abu Ghraib Detainee Assessment Board, estimated that 85% 
90% of the detainees were of no intelligence value based upon board interviews and debriefings
of detainees. The Deputy C2X, CITF-7, CIVILIAN-12, confirmed these numbers. (Reference
Annex B, Appendix 1, GARCIA, CIVILIAN-12). Large quantities of detainees with little or no
intelligence value swelled Abu Ghraib's population and led to a variety of overcrowding
difficulties. Already scarce interrogator and analyst resources were pulled from interrogation
operations to identify and screen increasing numbers of personnel whose capture documentation
was incomplete or missing. Complicated and unresponsive release procedures ensured that these
detainees stayed at Abu Ghraib - even though most had no value.

(8) (D) To make matters worse, Abu Ghraib increasingly became the target of mortar
attacks (Reference Annex F, Appendix 3 shows an image of mortar round strikes at Abu Ghraib
prior to February 2004 and the times of mortar strikes from January-April 2004) which placed
detainees - innocent and guilty alike - in hanns way. Force protection was a major issue at Abu
Ghraib. The prison is located in a hostile portion ofIraq, adjacent to several roads and highways,
and near population centers. BG Karpinski recognized Abu Ghraib's vulnerabilities and raised
these concerns frequently to both MG Wojdakowski and LTG Sanchez (Reference Armex B,
Appendix 1, KARPINSKI). LTG Sanchez was equally concerned with both the inherent
vulnerability of Abu Ghraib and frustrated with the lack ofprogress in establishing even
rudimentary force protection measures and plans (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SANCHEZ).
LTG Sanchez directed that measures be taken to improve the force protection situation even to
the point of having the 82nd Airborne Division Commander meet with Abu Ghraib officers
conceming the issue. But, little progress was made and the mortar attacks 'COntinued. In an effort
to improve force protection at Abu Ghraib, LTG Sanchez directed COL Pappas assume Tactical
Control (TACON) of the Abu Ghraib Forward Operating Base (FOB) (Reference Annex H,
Appendix 1, FRAGO 1108) on 19 November 2003. COL Pappas devoted considerable energy to
improving security, even to the point of bringing a subordinate battalion commander to Abu
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Ghraib to coordinate force protection plans and operations. In spite of these efforts, the mortar
attacks continued and culminated in an attack in April 2004 killing 22 detainees and wounding
approximately 80 others, some seriously. This highlights the critical need for adequate force
protection for a detainee center.

(9) (U) The Security Internee Review and Appeal Board was established on 15 August
2003. It served as the release authority for security internees andlor those on Ml Hold who were
deemed to be of no security threat or (further) intelligence value. It consisted of three voting
members - the e2, CJTF-7 (MG Fast), the Commander 800 MP BDE (EG Karpinski), and the
CJTF-7 SJA (COL Warren), and two non-voting members (a SJA recorder and a MI assistant
recorder). When first instirnted, it was to meet on an "as required" basis; however, it appeared to
be difficult to balance the schedules of three senior officers and the necessary support staff on a
recurring, regular basis. Due to poor record keeping, accurate detainee release statistics are not
available. We do know that by 2 October 2003, only 220 files had been reviewed by the board
(Reference Annex H, Appendix 9, 031002 Oct CJTF7 JA Memo for CG). A preliminary
screening board (Appellate Review Panel) at a level of authority below the General Officers on
the Security Internee Review and Appeal Board was established to speed up the review of files
by the General Officers. In the October ~ November 2003 timeframe, only approximately 100
detainee files a week were considered for release (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1,
SUMMERS). As the detainee population increased, it became necessary to have the meetings on
a much more frequent basis - initially twice a week. In the January 2004 timeframe, the board
was meeting six times a week (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, FAST). By February 2004, a
standing board was established to deal with the ever increasing backlog. Even with more
frequent meetings, the release of detainees from Abu Ghraib did not keep pace with the inflow.
BG Karpinski believed that MG Fast was unreasonably denying detainees' release. By 11
January 2004, 57 review boards had been held and 1152 detained personnel had been released
out of a total of2113 considered. From February 2004 on, the release flow increased.
(Reference Annex C, Appendix 1, Tab B, Annex 104)

(10) (D) As oflate May 2004, over 8500 detainees had been reviewed for release, with
5300 plus being released and 3200 plus being recommended for continued intemment.
(Reference Annex H, Appendix 9, CJTF-7 C2X email). Even those that were initially deemed of
no intelligence value and those that had been drained of intelligence infonnatidn were not
released on a timely basis - riot as the result of any specific policy, but simply because the
system that supported the release board (screening, interviews, availability of accurate records,
and coordination) and the release board itself could not keep up with the flow of detainees into
Abu Ghraib. Even with these long release delays (often 6 months and longer), there were
concerns between the intelligence and tactical sides of the house. Combat Commanders desired
that no security detainee be released for fear that any and aU detainees could be threats to
coalition forces. On occasion, Division Commanders overturned the recommendations of
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Division Staffs to release some detainees at the point of capture (Reference Annex B, Appendix
1, PHILLABAUM). The 02, 4 ID infonned MG Fast that the Division Commander did not
concur with the release of any detainees for fear that a bad one may be released along wlth the
good ones. MG Fast described the 41D'5 response to efforts to coordinate the release of selected
detainees, " ... we wouldn't have detained them jfwe wanted them released." (Reference Annex
B, Appendix 1, FAST, CIVILIAN-12). MG Fast responded that the board would ultimately
release detainees if there was no evidence provided by capturing units to justify keeping them m

custody.

(11) (D) The chart below depicts the rise in detainee 'MI Hold' population (those identified
by the "system" to be deemed of intelligence interest) (Reference Annex H, Appendix 5).
SOLDlER~14, the officer at Abu Ghraib primarily responsible for managing collection
requirements and intelligence reporting, estimated that only 10-15% of the detainees on MI Hold
were of actual intelligence interest. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-14)

~---·_·-·_------li AG Ml Hold population
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(12) (D) Interrogation operations in Abu Ghraib suffered from the effects of a broken
detention operations system. In spite of clear guidance and directives, capturing units failed to
perfonn the proper procedures at the point-of-capture and beyond with respect to handling
captured enemy prisoners ofwar and detainees (screening, tactical interrogation, capture cards,
sworn statements, transportation, etc.). Failure of capturing units to follow these procedures
contributed to facility overcrowding, an increased drain on scarce interrogator and linguist
resources to sort out the valuable detainees from innocents who should have been released soon

after capture, and ultimately, to less actionable intelligence.

d. (D) Establishment ofMP Presence at Abu Ghraib. The first Anny unit to arrive was the
nnd MP Company (72 MP CO), Nevada Army National Guard. When first assigned to Abu
Ghraib, the 72 MP CO was a subordinate unit of the 400th MP Battalion (400 MP BN)
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headquartered at BIAP. The 320th MP Battalion (320 MP EN) advance party was the next to
arrive at Abu Ghraib on 24 July 2003. The rest of the 320 MP BN Headquarters, commanded by
LTC Phillabaum arrived on 28 July 2003. With the 320 MP BN caJne one of its subordinate
units, the 447th MP Company (447 MP CO). The 72 MP CO was then reassigned from the 400
MP BN to the 320 MP BN. The next unit to arrive was the 229th MP Company (229 MP CO) on
or about 3 August 2003. On 1 October 2003, SSG Frederick, CPL Graner and other MPs who
have altegedly abused detainees, arrived as part of the 372 MP CO. The rest of the 320 MP CO
arrived in late October 2003, followed by the 870th MP Company (870 MP CO) and 670 MP
Company (670 MP CO) on approximately 14 November 2003.

e. (U) Establishment of MI Presence at Abu Ghraib.

(1) (U) The first MI unit to arrive at Abu Ghraib was a detachment from A/519 MI BN on
25 July 2003. The person in charge of that contingent was ISGT McBride. Soldiers from the
519 MI BN had been sent there to prepare for OVE. CPT Wood arrived at Abu Ghraib on 4
August 2003 to assume the duties of Interrogation Operations Ole. MAJ Thompson arrived on
or about 10 September 2003 along with elements of the 325 MI BN. MAJ Thompson was scnt
by COL Pappas to set up the JIDC at Abu Ghraib. LTC Jordan arrived at Abu Ghraib on 17
September 2003 to become the Director of the lIne. .MAJ Price and elements of the 323 M1 BN
arrived at the end ofSeptember 2003. MAl Price had been the OIC of the interrogation
operation at Camp Bucca. He became the Operations Officer of the HDC, working closely with
MAJ Thompson and CPT Wood. Most of the personnel from the 323 MI BN element that
arrived with MAl Price were used as the Headquarters element and did not directly participate in
interrogations.

(2) (D) Civilian eAel contract interrogators began to arrive in late September 2003. There
are a number ofshortfalls connected to this issue (See paragraph 4.g., below). It was another
complicating factor with respect to command and control. CPT Wood relied on the CAel site
manager, CIVILIAN-I 8, to interview contractors as they arrived and to assign them based on his
interviews. She knew little of their individual backgrounds or experience and relied on "higher
headquarters" to screen them before arrival. Such screening was not occurring.

(3) (0) During October 2003, in addition to the elements of the already mentioned MI units
and the Titan and CAel civilians, elements of the 470 Ml GP, 500 MI GP, and 66 MI GP
appeared. These units were from Texas, Japan, and Gennany, and were part of the US Army
Intelligence and Security Command (INSeaM), which tasked those subordinate units to send
whatever interrogator and analyst support they had available. MAl Thompson rotated back to
the US on 15 November 2003. ePT Wood left on emergency leave on 4 December 2003 and
never returned. MAl Price, then, was the only commissioned officer remaining in the
Operations Section.
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(4) (U) It is important to understand that the MI units at Abu Ghraib were far from
complete units. They were small elements from those units. Most of the elements that came to
Abu Ghraib came without their normal command structure. The unit Commanders and Senior
NCOs did not go to Abu Ghraib but stayed with the bulk of their respective units. The bringing
together of so many parts of so many units, as well as civilians with very wide backgrounds and
experience levels in a two month time period.. was a huge challenge from a command and control
perspective.

f. (U) Establishment, Organization, and Operation of the Joint Interrogation
Debriefing Center (HDC)

(1) (U) The idea for the creation of the JIDC came about after a number ofbriefmgs and
meetings were held among LTG Sanchez, MG Fast, COL Pappas, and COL Steven Boltz,
Assistant C2, CJTF-7. These meetings and briefings occurred about mid-August 2003 through
early September 2003. They partially coincided with MG G. Miller's arrival from GTMO. He
and his team provided an assessment of detainee operations in Iraq from 31 August to 9
September 2003 (See Paragraph 4.j.(1)). MG G. Miller's discussions with the CITF personnel
and the 205 MI BDE personnel influenced the decision to create a JIDC and how it would be
organized, but those discussions were already underway before his arrival. The objective for the
establishment of the JIDC was to enhance the interrogation process with a view toward
producing better, timelier, actionable intelligence (actionable intelligence provides commanders
and Soldiers a high level of situational understanding, delivered with speed, accuracy, and
timeliness, in order to conduct successful operations).

(2) (U) On 6 September 2003, COL Pappas briefed LTG Sanchez on a plan to improve
interrogation operations resulting from a 31 August 2003 meeting (Reference Annex H,
Appendix 10). LTG Sanchez approved the concept and directed COL Pappas to accelerate all
aspects of the plan. This decision established the JIDe and modified previous interrogation
operations at Abu Ghraib. COL Pappas decided when standing up the JIDC not to make it a
battalion operation (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, WILLIAMS), therefore deciding not to
place one of his battalion commanders in charge of the JIDC but inStead rely upon staff
personnel to manage the entire operation. The current operation would be transitioned to a JIDC
by personnel already assigned at Abu Ghraib with additional manning provided by the
consolidation of security detainee interrogation operations from other locations (e.g., Camp
Cropper). LTC Jordan would become the Director of the JIDC on 17 September 2003. Other
key JIDC personnel included CPT Wood (OIC ICE), MAJ Thompson (JIDC Operations Officer),
MAJ Price (JIDC Operations Officer), SOLDIER-14 and SOLDIER-23 (Interrogation
Technicians). CJTF-7 decided to use the JTF-GTMO Tiger Team concept which uses an
interrogator, an intelligence analyst, and an interpreter on each team. Are-organization of the
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JIDC took place in the late September to October 2003 timeframe which divided Tiger Teams

into functional categories.

(3) (U) The reorganization introduced another layer of complexity into an already stressed
Abu Ghraib interrogation operations environment The Tiger Team worked well at GTMO.
JTF-GTMO's target population and mission, hoWever, were different from what was faced in
Iraq. The Tiger Team method was designed to develop strategic level information from the
GTMO detainees who were primarily captured in Afghanistan. By the time they reached GTMO
any tactical value they may have had was gone. The same is true for Abu Ghraib relative to Iraq.
The best place to collect tactical intelligence from interrogations is at the tactical leveL Tactical
intelligence is the most perishable, and the faster you harvest it the more useful it will be to help
that tactical unit. JIDC personnel at Abu Ghraib believed the thirst for intelligence reporting to
feed the national level systems was driving the train. There was then a focus to fill that
perceived void and feed that system. LTG Sanchez did not believe significant pressure was
coming from outside of CJTF-7, but does confinn that there was great pressure placed upon the
intelligence system to produce actionable intelligence (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1,
SANCHEZ). The Tiger Team concept should have only been used at Abu Ghraib for any high
value targets identified. Those targets should receive careful planning and preparation, and be
interrogated by the most experienced interrogators, analysts, and interpreters. Using a Tiger
Team at Corps (the JIDC) for developing tactical intelligence did not work.

(4) (U) The JIDC is a non-doctrinal organization. Initially, there was no joint manning
document for the JIDC (though one was developed by the 205 MI BDE over time and was
submitted to CJTF_7). There was no approved structure for the JIDC. The manning document
was being created as the JIDC was already operating (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1,
WILLIAMS, Maurice). Because there is no JIDC doctrine (or training), procedures were ad hoc
in nature _ adapted from FM 34~52 where possible, though most processes and procedures were
developed on the fly based upon the needs of the situation. The organization of the JIDC
changed often (Reference Annex H, Appendix 6, Tab B) and contributed to the general state of
tunnoil at Abu Ghraib. Interrogators were not familiar with the new working arrangements (e.g.,
working with analysts) and were only slightly trained on the conduct of interrogations using
translators. Note that most interrogators are only trained in conducting tactical interrogations in
a conventional war environment (See paragraph 3.b.(3)). In spite of this turmoil, lack of training
and doctrine, and shortages, the JIDC did mature over time and improved intelligence production

derived from interrogations at Abu Ghraib.

(5) (U) Early in the formation of the JIDC, COL Pappas requested COL Boltz provide him
with a Lieutenant Colonel to run the new organization because the responsibilities would require
someone oithat rank and commensurate experience. LTC Jordan had just arrived in Iraq four
days earlier. He was originally sent to be COL Boltz'sDeputy C2 but then a decision was made
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to upgrade the C2 position from a COL to a MG. MG Fast was sent to CJTF-7 to be the el,
COL Boltz became the Deputy C2 and LTC Jordan became excess. Since LTC Jordan was
available, COL Boltz assigned him to Abu Ghraib to run the JIDC. COL Boltz expected LTC
Jordan to report to COL Pappas because COL Pappas had command responsibility for the JIDC.
LTC Jordan was assigned to the JIDC verbally. He states that he never received orders
(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, JORDAN, BOLTZ).

(6) (U) There is a significant difference between what LTC Jordan claims he was told when
he was sent to Abu Ghraib and what COL Pappas and COL Boltz say he was told. LTC Jordan
says he was sent to be a "liaison" officer between CJTF~7 and the HOC. COL Pappas and COL
Boltz say he was sent there to be in charge of it. Reference to titles is useless as a way to sort
through this because there was no actual manning document for reference; people made up their
own titles as things went along. Some people thoughtCOL Pappas was the Director; some
thought LTC Jordan was the Director. A major shortcoming on the part of COL Pappas and
LTC Jordan was the failure to do a formal Officer Evaluation Report (OER) support form,
Department of Anny (DA) Form 67-8~1, to clearly delineate LTC Jordan's roles and
responsibilities. It is clear that both had their own ideas as to roles and responsibilities, and an
initial goal-setting session formalized via the support form would have forced both parties to deal
in specifics. Such sessions are frequently done after the fact; especially in stress-filled combat
situations. The less organized the situation, however, the more such a process is needed in order
to sort out the boundaries and lanes in the road. Abu Ghraib was certainly a place and a situation
that required both clear boundaries and clear lanes in the road. LTC Jordan did provide a support
form that he said he did some weeks after his assignment to Abu Ghraib and which he sent to
COL Boltz. COL Boltz claims he never received it. LTC Jordan never received a signed copy
back from COL Boltz and never followed up to get one. Even if LTC Jordan had sent the
support form a few weeks later as he states, it was by then too late. The confusion/damage had
been done. The early stages of the Abu Ghraib operation were the most critical to the disastrous
end results (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1 BOLTZ, PAPPAS, JORDAN).

(7) (U) The preponderance of evidence supports the COLs Pappas/Boltz position that LTC
Jordan was sent to run the JIDC. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, PAPPAS and BOLTZ).
MAJ M. Williams, Operations Officer of the 205 MI BDE, and MAJ L. Potter, Deputy
Commander of the 205 MI BDE, were adamant that LTC Jordan was sent for that reason. LTC
Phillabaum believed LTC Jordan was in charge once he arrived at Abu Ghraib and started
dealing directly with him. In all but one important aspect, interrogation operations, LTC Jordan
began to act as ifhe were in charge.

(8) (U) As is now evident, LTC Jordan was a poor choice to lUll the HOC. He was a Civil
Affairs officer. He was an MI officer early in his career, but transferred to Civil Affairs in 1993.
The MI experience he did have had not been in interrogation operations. LTC Jordan left the

SECRETIINOFORNIIX1

43

collinsg
Line

collinsg
Line



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 49

SECRETIINOFORNIIX1

SUBJECT: (U) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

actual management, organization, and leadership of the core of his responsibilities to MAl
Thompson and CPT Wood. The reality of the situation was that MAJ Thompson and CPT Wood
were overwhelmed by the huge demands of trying to organize, staff, equip, and train the JIDC
while at the same time answering incessant requests for infonnation from both the 205 MI BDE
as welt as from CJTF-7. What the HOC needed in the beginning, more than ever, was a trained,
experienced MI LTC. COL Pappas was correct in his assessment of what was required. In the
critical early stages of the HOC, as it was being formed, Abu Ghraib needed a LTC to take total
controL The need was for a leader to get the JIDC organized, to set standards, enforce discipline,
create checks and balances, establish quality controls, communicate a zero tolerance for abuse of
detainees, and enforce that policy by quickly and efficiently punishing offenders so that the rest
of the organization clearly understood the message. Well-disciplined units that have active,
involved leaders both at the NCO and Officer level are less likely to commit abuses or other such
infractions. If such instances do occur, they are seldom repeated because those leaders act
aggressively to deal with the violators and reemphasize the standards (Reference Annex B,
Appendix I, BOLTZ, PAPPAS, JORDAN).

(9) (U) LTC Jordan gravitated to what he knew, and what he was comfortable with, rather
than filling the void noted above. He was actually a very hard working officer who dedicated
himself to improving life for all of the Soldiers at Abu Ghraib. He is physically brave,
volunteered for Iraq, and was wounded in action at Abu Ghraib during the mortar attack on 20
September 2003. He addressed shortcomings in the mess situation, lack of exercise equipment,
protective gear, living conditions, and communications. He also enforced stricter adherence to
the uniform policies and the wearing ofprotective gear by Soldiers and contractors. Many of the
Soldiers that we spoke to, both MPs and MI, considered LTC Jordan the "go to guy" to get the
types of things just enumerated done. BG Karpinski even remarked once to LTC Jordan during
one of her visits "Do you ever sleep?" (Reference Annex B, Appendix 2, KARPINSKl).
Unfortunately, all of the issues he was addressing should have been left to the staffs of the 205
MI BDE and the 320 MP BN. He was not the FOB Commander. LTC Phillabaum was the FOB
Commander until the 19 November 2003 FRAGO. (Annex B, Appendix 1, JORDAN).

(10) (ll) LTC Jordan became fascinated with the "Other Government Agencies," a term
used mostly to mean Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), who were operating at Abu Ghraib.
The OGA "Ghost Detainee" issue (housing of detainees not formally accounted for) was well
known within both the MI and MP communities and created a mystique about what "they" were
doing (See paragraph 4.h.). LTC Jordan allowed OGA to do interrogations without the presence
of Anny personnel (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, WOOD, THOMPSON, and PRICE). Prior
to that time, JIDC policy was that an Army interrogator had to accompany OGA if they were
interrogating one of the detainees MI was also interrogating. As noted above, LTC Jordan was
little involved in the interrogation operations, but in this aspect he did become involved and it
did not help the situation. The lack of OGA adherence to the practices and procedures
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established for accounting for detainees eroded the necessity in the minds of Soldiers and
civilians for them to follow Anny rules.

(11) (D) LTC Jordan and ten other Soldiers were wounded in the mortar attack that
occurred on 20 September 2003. Two Soldiers died in that attack. LTC Jordan was extremely
traumatized by that attack, especially by the two deaths and the agony suffered by one of those
Sotdier:s before his death. He was still very emotional about that attack when interviewed for
this investigation on 27 May 2004. He said he thinks about the attack and the deaths daily. That
attack also had an impact on a number of other Soldiers at Abu Ghraib as did the very frequent
mortar attacks that occurred at Abu Ghraib during this entire period The Soldiers' and civilians'
morale at Abu Ghraib suffered as the attacks continued. Additionally, there was a general
feeling by both MI and MP personnel that Abu Ghraib was the forgotten outpost receiving little
support from the Army. (Reference Annex F, Appendix 3, Mortar Attacks). The frequency of
these attacks and the perceived lack of aggressive action to prevent them were contributing
factors to the overall poor morale that existed at Abu Ghraib.

(12) (U) COL Pappas perceived intense pressure for intelligence from interrogations. This
began soon after he took Command in July 2003. In fact, as the time progressed from July 2003
through January 2004, interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib became the central focus of his
efforts despite the fact that he was in command of the entire MI Brigade. That pressure for better
results was passed from COL Pappas to the rest of the JIDC leadership (including MAJ
Thompson, MAJ Price, CPT Wood, SOLDIER-23, and SOLDIER-14) and from them to the
interrogators and analysts operating at Abu Ghraib. Pressure consisted in deviation from
doctrinal reporting standards (pressure to report rapidly any and all information in non-standard
formats such as Interrogator Notes in lieu of standard intelligence reports), directed guidance and
prioritization from "higher," outside of doctrinal or standard operating procedures, to pursue
specific lines of questioning with specific detainees, and high priority 'VFR Direct' taskings to
the lowest levels in the HOC. This pressure should have been expected in such a critical
situation, but was not managed by the leadership and was a contributing factor to the
environment that resulted in abuses. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, PAPPAS, BOLTZ,
LYONS, WOOD, JORDAN,WILLIAMS, Maurice, POTTER, THOMAS, PRICE; and Annex B,
Appendix 2, FAST, GEOFFREY MILLER, THOMAS MILLER).

(13) (D) The most critical period of time for Abu Ghraib was when COL Pappas committed
a critical error in judgment by failing to remove LTC Jordan as soon as his Shortcomings were
noted, on approximately 10 October 2003. Very shortly after LTC Jordan's arrival at Abu
Ghraib, on or about 17 September 2003, the 205 MI BDE Staff began to note LTC Jordan's
involvement in staff issues and his lack of involvement in interrogation operations. The situation
as described above would have been a daunting challenge for the most experienced, well trained,
MIOfficer. COL Pappas knew LTC Jordan was not who was needed to fulfill the JIDC

SECRETUNOFORNIIX1

45

collinsg
Line

collinsg
Line



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 51

SECRETliNOFORN1iX4

SUBJECT: (U) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

functions early on, but nevertheless chose to see if LTC Jordan could work out over time. COL
Pappas made more frequent visits during this time period both because he was receiving
increasing pressure for results but also because he could not rely on LTC Jordan to run the entire
operation.

(14) (U) As pointed Ollt clearly in the MG Taguba report, MP units and individuals at Abu
Ghraib lacked sufficient training on operating a detainment/interrogation facility. MI units and
individuals also lacked sufficient, appropriate, training to cope with the situation encountered at
Abu Ghraib (See Paragraph 3.b.(4)). An insurgency is HUMINT intensive. The majority of that
HUMINT comes from interrogations and debriefings. Yet at the HOC, which was set up to be
the focal point for interrogation operations, there was only one officer, CPT Wood, with
significant interrogation operations experience. There were four MI Warrant Officers but all
were used for staff functions rather than directly supervising and observing interrogations. There
was a shortage of trained NCOs at the E-7/E~6Ievel. Each Section Leader had four or five Tiger
Teams, too many to closely observe, critique, counsel, consult, and supervise. One Section
Leader was an E-5. Several of the interrogators were civilians and about half of those civilians
lacked sufficient background and training. Those civilians were allowed to interrogate because
there were no more military assets to fill the slots. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, PAPPAS).
Such a mixture together with constant demands for reports and documentation overwhelmed the
Section Leaders. The analysts assigned to Tiger Teams were not all trained 96Bs, but were a
mixture of all available intelligence Military Occupational SpeCialties (MaS). Many of those
assigned as analysts had never been trained nor had they ever served as analysts.

(IS) (U) Guard and interrogation personnel at Abu Ghraib were not adequately trained or
experienced and were certainly not well versed in the cultural understanding of the detainees.
MI personnel were totally ignorant ofMP lanes in the road or roles of engagement. A common
observation was that MI knew what MI could do and what Ml couldn't do; but MI did not know
what the MPs could or could not do in their activities. The same was true of MP ignorance of
MI operational procedures. Having two distinct command channels (MI and MP - see
Command and Control) in the same facility with little understanding ofeach other's doctrinal
and regulatory responsibilities caused uncertainty and confusion. There was a perception among
both MI and MP personnel that the other group was not doing its fair share in mutually
supportive tasks of running the physical plant CIVILlAN-12 (Assistant CJTF-7 C2X) observed
that confusion seemed to be the order of the day at Abu Ghraib. There was hostility between MI
and MP personnel over roles and responsibilities (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, CIVILlAN
12). There was a distinct lack of experience in both camps. Except for some of the Reserve
Component MPs who had civilian law enforcement experience, most of the MPs were never
trained in prison operations. Because of the shortage ofMPs, some MI personnel had to assume
detainee escort duties, for which they received only the most rudimentary training.
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(16) (U) Abu Ghraib rapidly evolved from a tactical interrogation operation in July 2003 to
a HOe beginning in September Z003. Doctrine, SOPs, and other tactics, techniques and
procedures (TTP) for a HDC were initially non-existent. The personnel manning the HOC came
from numerous units, backgrounds, and experiences. Equipment such as computers, 'software, IT
infrastructure (networks, data storage), and connectivity to relevant intelligence data bases was
very limited. Even file cabinets were in short supply which resulted in lost documents. One
HDC Soldier stated, "I can believe them (files for requests for exceptions to poticy) getting lost
because we often lost complete files. Our filing system was not the best. We did not have
serviceable file cabinets and teams were given approval to place files in cardboard boxes."
(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, ADAMS) Initially there was only one computer available for
every four interrogators. Ad hoc data bases were built, employed, and modified as requirements
dictated. Data connectivity between interrogators and analysts was established using "thumb
drives." Forms, intelligence products, and database formats came and went based upon their
irrunediate utility - many times dictated by the changing structure of the HDC itself as directed
by leadership. Critical records regarding each detainee were located in several electronic and
hardcopy locations - the operations officers maintained some files, others were maintained by
section leaders, others by collection management personnel, and others by Detainee Release
Board (DRB) personnel. Some interrogation related information was recorded on a whiteboard
which was periodically erased. No centralized management system existed to manage
interrogation operations. One result was that detainee records critical to.the evaluation of
prisoners for a variety of reasons (for intelligence value assessment, release, medical evaluation,
etc.)were difficult to find or construct. MP records at Abu Ghraib were equally primitive.
These documentation shortfalls not only hindered effective interrogation operations and
information sharing, but also hindered the ability of the Security Internee Review and Appeal
Board (which relied upon records reviews to make decisions to release or retain detainees). As
addressed earlier, many detainees arrived at Abu Ghraib with little or no documentation from
capturing units. Follow-on records maintained by the MP and MI personnel at Abu Ghraib
would be sparse if the detainee had not been thoroughly interrogated. DREs were reluctant to
release a detainee if they knew little about him. MG Fast noted that one detainee file that was
reviewed by the release board was completely empty. Even detainee medical records that should
have been created and stored (Reference Annex H, Appendix 8) were not maintained
appropriately. Medical doctors on site at Abu Ghraib claim that excellent medical records were
maintained on detainees (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, ACKERSON). Only a few detainee
medical records could be found, indicating that they are not being maintained lAW AR 40-66
(Medical Records Administration and Healthcare Documentation).

g. (U) Contract Interrogators and Linguists

(1) (U) Contracting~related issues contributed to the problems at Abu Ghraibprison.
Several of the alleged perpetrators of the abuse of detainees were employees of government
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contractors. Two contractual arrangements were involved: one with CAeI, for interrogators and
several other intelligence _ related occupational categories; and one with BTG, for linguists.
Since 28 November 2001, BTG has been part of Titan Corporation. The contract is still in the
name of BTG. Most people have referred to it as the Titan Contract. A brief description of these

two contractual arrangements follows:

(a) (U) Linguist contract- Titan, Inc. - Contract DASCOl-99-D-OOOl.

[1] (U) The need to supplement the Army's capacity for linguists was first raised to
the Vice Chief of Staff of the Army in a 1997 "Foreign Language Lay down." It was proposed
to establish a contract with the private sector to provide linguists, as needed, for contingencies

and current intelligence operations.

[2] (U) As a result of this perceived need, INSCOM awarded Contract DASCOl-99
D-0001 to Titan, in March 1999. The contract called for Titan initially to develop a plan to
provide and manage linguists throughout the world, and later, implement the plan as required.
The contract called for three levels of linguists- some were required to obtain security clearances
and some were not. The linguist candidates were subject to some level of background
investigations, based on individual requirements for security clearances. Since the award of the
contract, hundreds of linguists have been provided, with generally positive results. It is noted
that the contract calls for translation services only, and makes no mention of contractor
employees actually conducting interrogations. Since the statement of work is limited to
translation services, the linguists apparently were not required to review and sign the IROE at
Abu Ghraib. A recent review of the contract indicated that the current contract ceiling is
approximately $650 Million. Other agencies can order linguist services under this contract. For
the most part, the ordering activity also provides the funds for these delivery orders. The
contract contains a clause that allows the Contracting Officer to direct the contractor to remove
linguists from the theater in which they are perfomling. This clause has been invoked on

occasion for misconduct.

(b) Interrogator contract-CACI, Inc.

[1] (U) The second contractual arrangement is a series of Delivery Orders awarded
to CACI, in August 2003, which call for the provision of numerous intelligence-related services
such as "Interrogator Support," "Screening Cell Support," "Open Source Intelligence," "Special
Security Office," "HUMINT Augmentee Contractors" (which includes "Interrogation Support,"
"Junior Interrogators," "Senior and Junior Counter-Intelligence Agents," and "Tactical/Strategic

Interrogators").
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[2] (D) These Delivery Orders were awarded under a Blanket Purchase Agreement
(BPA) (NBCHAO 1-0005) with the National Business Center (NBC), a fee for service activity of
the Interior Department. The BPA between CAeI and NBC set out the ground rules for ordering
from the General Services Administration (GSA) pursuant to GSA Schedule Contract GS-35F
5872H, which is for various Information Technology (IT) Professional Services. Approximately
eleven Delivery Orders were related to services in Iraq. While CJTF-7 is the requiring and
funding activity for the Delivery Orders in question, it is not clear who, if anyone, in Anny
contracting or legal channels approved the use of the BPA, or why it was used.

[3] (U) There is another problem with the CACI contract A CACI employee,
Thomas Howard, participated with the COR, LTC Brady, in writing the Statement of Wark
(SOW) prior to the award of the contract (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, BOLTZ). This
situation may violate the provisions of Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 9. 505-2 (b) (1).

(4) (U) On 13 May 2004, the Deputy General Counsel (Acquisition) of the Army
issued an opinion that all Delivery Orders for Interrogator Services should be cancelled
immediately as they were beyond the scope of the GSA Schedule contract.

(2) (U) Although intelligence activities and related services, which encompass interrogation
services, should be perfonned by military or government civilian personnel wherever feasible, it
is recognized that contracts for such services may be required in urgent or emergency situations.
The general policy of not contracting for intelligence functions and services was designed in part
to avoid many of the problems that eventually developed at Abu Ghraib, i.e., lack of oversight to
insure that intelligence operations continued to fall within the law and the authorized chain of
command, as well as the government's ability to oversee contract operations.

(3) (U) Performing the mterrogation function in-house with government employees has
several tangible benefits for the Anny. It enables the Anny more readily to manage the function
if all personnel are directly and clearly subject to the chain ofcommand, and other administrative
and/or criminal sanctions, and it allows the function to be directly accessible by the
commander/supervisor without going through a Contracting Officer Representative (COR). In
addition, performing the function in-house enables Anny Commanders to maintain a consistent
approach to training (See Paragraph 3.b.(3)) and a reliable measure of the qualifications of the
people performing the function.

(4) (D) If it is necessary to contract for interrogator services, Anny requiring activities must
carefully develop the applicable SOW to include the technical requirements and requiSite
personnel qualifications, experience, and training. Any such contracts should, to the greatest
extent possible, be awarded and administered by an Army contracting activity in order to provide
for the necessary oversight, management, and chain of command Use of contracting vehicles
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such as GSA Federal Supply Schedule (FSS) contracts should be carefully scrutinized given the
complexity and sensitivities connected to interrogation operations.

(5) (U) Some of the employees at Abu Ghraib were not DoD contractor employees.
Contractor employees under non-DoD contracts!lli!Y not be subject to the Military
Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act (18 US Code 3261- 3267). The Act allows DoD contractor
employees who are "accompanying the Armed Forces outside the United States" to be subject to
criminal prosecution if they engage in conduct that would constitute an offense punishable by
imprisonment for more than one year if the conduct had occurred within the jurisdiction of the
United States.

(6) (U) In the performance of such sensitive functions as interrogation, the Army needs to
maintain close control over the entire operation. If a decision is made to contract for these
services, the most effective way to do that and maintain a direct chain of command is to award,
administer, and manage the contract with Anny personnel. As learned in the current situation, it
is very difficult, if not impossible, to effectively administer a contract when the COR is not on
site.

(7) (U) The Army needs to improve on-site contract monitoring by government employees
(using CORs) to insure that the Army's basic interests are protected. The inadequacy of the on
site contract management at Abu Ghraib is best understood by reviewing the statement of CPT
Wood (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, WOOD), the Interrogation OIC, who indicated she
never received any parameters or gUidance as to how the CACl personnel were to be utilized.
She also indicates that her primary point of contact (POC) on matters inVOlving the CACI
Delivery Orders was the CACl on-site manager. There is no mention of a COR. Another
indication of the inadequacy of the contract management is reflected in the statement of
SQLDIERl4 (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-14), who indicated he was never
informed that the Government could reject unsatisfactory CACI employees. It would appear that
no effort to familiarize the ultimate user of the contracted services of the contract's terms and
procedures was ever made. In order to improve this situation, training is required to ensure that
the COR is thoroughly familiar with the contract and gains some level of familiarity with the
Geneva Conventions standards. It needs to be made clear that contractor employees are bound
by the requirements of the Geneva Conventions.

(8) (U) If it is necessary to contract for interrogator services, more specific training
requirements and personnel standards must be incorporated into the solicitation/contract to insure
that the contractor hires properly trained and qualified personnel.

(9) (D) Emerging results from a DA Inspector General (DAIG) Investigation indicate that
approximately 35% of the contract interrogators lacked fonnal military training as interrogators.
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While there are specific technical requirements in the linguist contract, the technical
requirements for the interrogator contract were not adequate. It appears that the only mention of
qualifications in the contract stated merely that the contractor employee needs to have met the
requirements of one of two MOS, 97Eor 351£, or "equivalent". Any solicitation/contract for
these services needs to list specific training, if possible, not just point to an MOS. If the training
from the MOS is what is required, those requirements should be listed in the solicitation/contract
in full, not just referenced. Perhaps the best way of insuring that contractor interrogators receive
adequate training would be to utilize existing government training. For example, prospective
contractor employees could be sent, at contractor expense, to the Tactical Human Intelligence
Course for the 97E MOS, "Human Intelligence Collector." Such a step would likely require
some adjustments to the current program of instruction. Prospective contract interrogators could
be given the course tests on Interrogation and the Geneva Conventions. If they can pass the
examinations, no further training would be required. After a reasonable training period,
prospective contractor interrogators who are unable to pass the exam would be rejected. There
are, of course other training possibilities. The key point would be agreement on some
standardization of the training of contractor interrogators. The necessity for some sort of
standard training and/or experience is made evident by the statements ofboth contractor
employees and militaIy personneL CIVILIAN~21 (CACI) seemingly had little or no interrogator
experience prior to coming to Abu Ghraib (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1,CIVILIAN-21,
ADAMS), even though he was a Navy Reserve Intelligence Specialist. Likewise, numerous
statements indicated that little, if any, training on Geneva Conventions was presented to
contractor employees (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-25, CIVILIAN-lO,
CIVILIAN-2I and CIVILIAN-II). Prior to deployment, all contractor linguists or interrogators
should receive training in the Geneva Conventions standards for the treatment of
detainees/prisoners. This training should include a discussion ofthe chain of command and the
establishment of some sort of "hodine" where suspected abuses can be reported in addition to
reporting through the chain of command. If the solicitation/contract allows "equivalent" training
and experience, the Contracting Officer, with the assistance of technical personnel, must evaluate
and assess the offerors'/contractor's proposal/written rationale as to why it believes that the
employee has "equivalent" training. It appears that under the CACI contract, no one was
monitoring the contractor's decisions as to what was considered "equivalent."

(10) (D) In addition, if functions such as these are being contracted, MI personnel need to
have at least a basic level ofcontract training so they can protect the Army's interests. Another
indication of the apparent inadequacy of on-site contract management and lack of contract
training is the apparent lack of understanding of the appropriate relationship between contractor
personnel, government civilian employees, and military personnel. Several people indicated in
their statements that contractor personnel were "supervising" government personnel or vice
versa. SGT Adams indicated that CAeI employees were in positions of authority, and appeared
to be supervising government personneL She indicated a CACI employee named "First Name"
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was listed as being in charge of screening. CIVILIAN-08 (CAeI) was in charge of"B Section"
with military personnel listed as subordinates on the organization chart. SOLDIER-14 also
indicated that CIVILIAN-08 was a supervisor for a time. CPT Wood stated that CAel
"supervised" military personnel in her statement, but offered no specifics. Finally, a government
organization chart (Reference Annex H, Appendix 6, Tab B) showed a CIVILIAN-02 (CAe!) as
the Head of the DAB. CIVILlAN-02 is a CAeI employee. On the other side of the coin,
CIVlLIAN-21 indicated in his statement that the Non-Commissioned Officer in Charge
(NeOIC) was his supervisor. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-14, CIVILIAN-21,
ADAMS, WOOD)

(11) (D) Given the sensitive nature of these sorts of functions, it should be required that the
contractor perform some sort of background investigation on the prospective employees. A
clause that would allow the govemment to direct the contractor to remove employees from the
theater for misconduct would seem advisable. The need for a more extensive pre~performance

background investigation is borne out by the allegations of abuse by contractor personneL

(12) (D) An important step in precluding the recurrence of situations where contractor
personnel may engage in abuse of prisoners is to insure that a properly trained COR is on~site.

Meaningful contract administration and monitoring will not be possible if a small number of
CaRs are asked to monitor the performance of one or more contractors who may have 100 or
more employees in the theater, and in some cases, perhaps in several locations (which seems to
have been the situation at Abu Ghraib). In these cases, the CORs do well to keep up with the
paper work, and simply have no time to actively monitor contractor perfonnance~ It is apparent
that there was no credible exercise of appropriate oversight ofcontract performance at Abu
Ghraib.

(13) (U) Proper oversight did not occur at Abu Ghraib due to a lack of training and
inadequate contract management and monitoring. Failure to assign an adequate number ofCORs
to the area of contract performance puts the Army at risk ofbeing unable to control poor
performance or become aware of possible misconduct by contractor personnel. This lack of
monitoring was a contributing factor to the problems that were experienced with the performance
of the contractors at Abu Ghraib. The Army needs to take a much more aggressive approach to
contract administration and management if interrogator services are to be contracted. Some
amount of advance planning should be utilized to learn from the mistakes made at Abu Ghraib.

h. (D) Other Government Agencies and Abu Ghraib.

(1) (D) Although the FBI, ITF~121, Criminal Investigative Task Force, ISG and the Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA) were all present at Abu Ghraib, the acronym "Other Government
Agency" (OGA) referred almost exclusively to the CIA. CIA detention and interrogation
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practices led to a toss of accountability, abuse, reduced interagency cooperation, and an
unhealthy mystique that further poisoned the atmosphere at Abu Ghraib.

(2) (U) CIA detainees in Abu Ghraib, known locally as "Ghost Detainees," were not
accounted for in the detention system. When the detainees were unidentified or unaccounted for,
detention operations at large were impacted because personnel at the operations level were
uncertain how to report them or how to classify them, or how to database them, if at all.
Therefore, Abu Ghraib personnel were unable to respond to requests for information about CIA
detainees from higher headquarters. This confusion arose because the CIA did not follow the
established procedures for detainee in-processing, such as fully identifying detainees by name,
biometric data, and Internee Serial Number (ISN) number.

(3) (U) DETAINEE-28, suspected of having been involved in an attack against the ICRC,
was captured by Navy SEAL Team 7 during a joint TF-12l/CIA mission. He reportedly resisted
arrest, so a SEAL Team member butt-stroked DETAINEE-28 on the side of the head to subdue
him. CIA representatives brought DETAINEE-28 into Abu Ghraib early in the morning of 4
November 2003, sometime around 0430 to 0530 hours. Under a supposed verbal agreement
between the HOC and the CIA, the CIA did not announce its arrival to JIDC Operations. SPC
Stevanus, the MP on duty at the Hard Site at the time, observed the two CIA representatives
come in with DETAINEE-28 and place him in a shower room in Tier lB. About 30 to 45
minutes later, SPC Stevanus was summoned to the shower stall and when he arrived,
DETAINEE-28 appeared to be dead. Removing the sandbag covering DETAINEE-28's head,
SPC Stevanus checked DETAINEE-28's pulse. Finding none, he called for medical assistance,
and notified his chain of command. LTC Jordan arrived on site at approximately 0715 hours,
and found several MPs and US medical staff with DETAINEE·28 in the Tier IB shower stall,
face down, handcuffed with his hands behind his back. CIVILIAN-03, an Iraqi prison medical
doctor, informed him DETAINEE-28 was dead. "OTHER AGENCY EMPLOYEEOl," a CIA
representative, un-cuffed DETAINEE-28 and turned his body over. Where DETAINEE-28's
head had lain against the floor, LTC Jordan noted a small spot of blood. LTC Jordan notified
COL Pappas (205 MI BDE Commander), and "OTHER AGENCY EMPLOYEEOI" said he
would notify "OTHER AGENCY EMPLOYEE02," his CIA supervisor. Once "OTHER
AGENCY EMPLOYEE02"arrived, he requested that the Hard Site hold DETAINEE28's body
until the following day. DETAINEE-28's body was placed in a body bag, packed in ice, and
stored in the shower area. CID was notified. The next day, DETAINEE-28's body was removed
from Abu Ghraib on a litter, to make it appear as ifhe were only ill, so as not to draw the
attention of the Iraqi guards and detainees. The body was transported to the morgue at BIAP for
an autopsy, which concluded that DETAINEE-28 died of a blood clot in the head, likely a result
of injuries he sustained during apprehension. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, JORDAN,
PAPPAS, PHILLABAUM, SNIDER, STEVANUS, THOMPSON; Annex I, Appendix I,
photographs C5-2I, O5-II, M65-69)
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(4) (U) The systemic lack of accountability for interrogator actions and detainees plagued
detainee operations in Abu Ghraib. It is unclear how and under what authority the CIA could
place prisoners like DETAINEE-28 in Abu Ghraib because no memorandums ofunderstanding
existed on the subject between the CIA and CJTF-7. Local CIA officers convinced COL Pappas
and LTC Jordan that they should be allowed to operate outside the established local rules and
procedures. When COL Pappas raised the issue of CIA use of Abu Ghraib with COL Boltz,
COL Boltz encouraged COL Pappas to cooperate with the CIA because everyone was all one
team. COL Boltz directed LTC Jordan to cooperate. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1,
PAPPAS, BOLTZ)

(5) (U) In many instances, failure to adhere to in-processing procedures caused confusion
and acrimony between the Anny and OGA, and in at least one instance, acrimony between the
US and Saudi Arabian entities. (Reference Annex K, Appendix 3, emails) For example, the CIA
interned three Saudi national medical personnel working for the coalition in Iraq. CIA officers
placed them in Abu Ghraib under false names. The Saudi General in charge of the men asked
US authorities to check the records for them. A search of all databases using their true names
came back negative. Ambassador Bremer then requested a search, which produced the same
results. The US Embassy in Riyadh also requested a search, which likewise produced no
information. Ultimately, the Secretary of State, Colin Powell, requested a search, and as with the
other requestors, had to be told that the three men were not known to be in US custody. Shortly
after the search for the Secretary of State, a JIDC official recalled that CIA officers once brought
three men together into the facility. A quick discussion with the detainees disclosed their true
names, which matched the name search requests, and the men were eventually released.
(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, CIVILIAN-12)

(6) (U) Another instance showing lack of accountability to the procedures or rules involved
a CIA officer who entered the interrogation room after a break in the interrogation, drew his
weapon, chambered a round, and placed the weapon in his holster. This action violated the rule
that no weapons be brought into an interrogation room, especially weapons with live rounds.
Detainees who have been interrogated by CIA officers have alleged abuse. (ReferenceAnnex B,
Appendix I,CIVILIAN-I2)

(7) (U) The death ofDETAINEE-28 and incidents such as the loaded weapon in the
interrogation room, were widely known within the US community (MI and MP alike) at Abu
Ghraib. Speculation and resentment grew over the lack of personal responsibility, of some
people being above the laws and regulations. The resentment contributed to the unhealthy
environment that existed at Abu Ghraib. The DETAINEE-28 death remains unresolved. CIA
officers operating at Abu Ghraib used alias' and never revealed their true names. "OTHER
AGENCY EMPLOYEE01" (alias) was the CIA officer with DETAINEE-28 on the morning of
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his death. "OTHER AGENCY EMPLOYEE02" (alias) was not directly involved in
DETAINEE-28's death, but participated in the discussions after his death. Had the CIA followed
established Anny procedures and in-processed DETAINEE-28 in accordance with those
procedures, DETAINEE-28 would have been medically screened.

(8) (U) GOA never provided results of their abuse investigations to Commander, CJTF-7.
This resulted in a total lack of visibility over OGA interaction with detainees held m CJTF-7
spaces. Additionally, the CJTF-7 charter provided no oversight or control over the ISG. LTG
Sanchez could neither leverage ISG interrogation assets to assist the detainee operations in Abu
Ghraib, nor could he compel ISG to share substantive intelligence reports with CJTF-7.
(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SANCHEZ)

i. (D) The Move of the 205 MI BDE Commander to Abu Ghraib.

(1) (D) In September 2003, COL Pappas began visiting Abu Ghraib two or three times per
week as opposed to once every week or two, his previous routine. He was also beginning to stay
overnight occasionally. His visit schedule coincided with the increased emphasis being placed
on interrogation operations and the newly formed JIDC. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1,
PAPPAS)

(2) (U) On 16 November 2003, COL Pappas took up full time residence at Abu Ghraib
after once again speaking with LTG Sanchez and MG Fast and deciding that he needed to be
there. He was appointed FOB Commander on 19 November 2003 in FRAGa 1108. The
issuance of FRAGa 1108 has been pointed to and looked upon by many as being a significant
change and one that was a major factor in allowing the abuses to occur. It was not. The abuses
and the environment for them began long before FRAGO 1108 was ever issued. That FRAGO
appointed the Commander, 205 MI BDE, the Commander FOB Abu Ghraib for Force Protection
and Security of Detainees. COL Pappas then had TACON of the 320 MP BN. TACaN has
been misinterpreted by some to mean that COL Pappas then took over the running of the prison,
or what has been referred to as Warden functions. COL Pappas never took over those functions,
and LTC Phillabaum agrees that the running of the prison was always his responsibility. LTG
Sanchez has stated that he never intended to do anything except improve the Force Protection
posture of the FOB. That improved force protection posture would have thus improved the
security of detainees as well. COL Pappas' rater, MG Wojdakowski, also stated that COL
Pappas was never given responsibility for running the prison, but that the MPs retained that
responsibility. It would appear from MG Taguba's investigation and the interview for this
investigation that BG Karpinski was the only person among the Army leadership involved at the
time who interpreted that FRAGO differently. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, KARPINSKI
and Annex B, Appendix 2, KARPINSKI)
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(3) (U) Upon being appointed FOB Commander, COL Pappas brought in one of his
subordinate units, the 165th MI Battalion (165 MI BN) to enhance base security and to augment
forces providing perimeter security as well as to conduct reconnaissance and surveillance outside
the perimeter. That unit had reconnaissance and surveillance elements similar to line combat
units that the MP Battalions did not possess. COL Pappas, on 8 December 2003, requested
additional forces to support his force protection mission (Reference Annex H, Appendix 6, TAB
- Request for Forces (RFF». Requested forces included personnel for additional guards and a
rapid reaction force.

(4) (U) The fact that COL Pappas did not have control of the MP force after the 19
November 2003 FRAGO regarding prison operations is further supported by the fact that at some
point near the end of November 2003, the MPs stopped escorting detainees from the camps to
the interrogation sites due to personnel shortages. This required MI to take over this function
despite their protests thatthey were neither trained nor manned to do it. COL Pappas would
have ordered the MPs to continue the escorts ifhe had had such authority (See paragraph 4.c.)

(5) (U) A milestone event at Abu Ghraib was the shooting incident that occurred in Tier lA
on 24 November 2003 (See paragraph S.e.). COL Pappas was by then in residence at Abu
Ghraib. LTC Jordan displayed personal bravery by his direct involvement in the shoot-out, but
also extremely poor judgment. Instead ofordering the MPs present to halt their actions and
isolate the tier until the 320 MP BN Commander and COL Pappas could be notified, he became
directly involved. As the senior officer present, LTC Jordan became responsible for what
happened. Eventually, COL Pappas was notified, and he did visit the scene. By then the
shooting was over, and the MPs were searching the cells. COL Pappas did not remain long but
admits to being told by SOLDIER-23 that the Iraqi Police were being interrogated by MI
personnel. COL Pappas left LTC Jordan in charge of the simation after the shooting which came
to be known as the IP Roundup. The IP RoundUp was, by all accounts chaotic. The Iraqi Police,
hence the name "IP," became detainees and were subjected to strip searching by the MPs in the
hallway, with female Soldiers and at least one female interpreter present. The IP were kept in
various stages of dress, including nakedness, for prolonged periods as they were interrogated.
This constitutes humiliation, which is detainee abuse. Military working dogs were being used
not only to search the cells, but also to intimidate the IPs during interrogation without
authorization. There was a general understanding among the MI personnel present that LTG
Sanchez had authorized suspending existing ICRP (known by the Abu Ghraib personnel locally
as the IROE) because of the shooting (Reference Annex C, Appendix 1, Tab B, Annex 8, AR 15~

6 Investigation, 24 November 2003). Nobody is sure where that information carne from, but
LTG Sanchez never gave such authorization (Reference Annex B, Appendix I, SANCHEZ).
LTC Jordan and the Soldiers should have known the Interrogation Rules would not and could not
have been suspended. LTC Jordan should have controlled the situation and should have taken
steps to reinforce proper standards at a time when emotions were likely high given the
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circumstances. LTC Jordan is responsible for allowing the chaotic situation, the unauthorized
nakedness and resultant humiliation, and the military working dog abuses that occurred that
night. LTC Jordan should have obtained any authorizations to suspend ICRP in writing, via
email, ifby no other means. The tone and the environment that occurred that night, with the tacit
approval of LTC Jordan, can be pointed to as the causative factor that set the stage for the abuses
that followed for days afterward related to the shooting and the IP Roundup. COL Pappas is also
responsible and showed poor jUdgment by leaving the scene before normalcy returned, as well as
for leaving LTC Jordan in charge.

(6) (D) The small quantity ofMI personnel had a difficult time managing the large number
ofMI holds which moved from the hundreds to over a thousand by December 2003 (See
paragraph 4.c.{12)). In December 2003, COL Pappas, in his role as FOB Commander, requested
additional forces be allocated to support the difficult and growing force protection mission. Prior
to his designation as FOB Commander, COL Pappas had requested additional forces to support
the HDC mission. One of the reasous he cited in the December request was that the mixing of
MI and MP functions was worsening the already difficult personnel resource situation.

J. (D) Advisory and Training Team Deployments

(1) (U) MG Geoffrey Miller Visit

(a) (D) MG G. Miller's visit was in response to a 13, lCS, request to SODTHCOM for a
team to assist CENTCOM and ISG in theater (Reference Annex L, Appendix 1, Electrical
Message, DTG: 181854Z Aug 03, FM JOINT STAFF WASHINGTON DC II 13). The team
was directed to assist with advice on facilities and operations specific to screening,
interrogations, HUMINT collection, and interagency integration in the short and long tenn. MG
G. Miller was tasked as the result ofa May 2003 meeting he had with MG Ronald Burgess, 12,
JCS. MG Burgess indicated there were some challenges in CJTF-7 with the transition from
major combat operations to SASO in the areas of intelligence, interrogation, and detention
(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, MILLER). COL Boltz believed LTG Sanchez had requested
the support (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, BOLTZ).

(b) (D) From 31 August to 9 September 2003, MG G. Miller led a team to Iraq to
conduct an "Assessment of DoD Counterterrorism Interrogation and Detention Operations in
Iraq." Specifically, MG G. Miller's team was to conduct assistance visits toCJTF-7, TF-20, and
the ISG todiscuss current theater ability to exploit internees rapidly for actionable intelligence.
MG G. Miller and his team of 17 experts asSessed three major areas of concern: intelligence
integration, synchronization, and fusion; interrogation operations; and detention operations. The
team's assessmen(Reference Annex L, Appendix 1, MG Miller's Report, Assessment of DoD
Counterterrorism Interrogation and Detention Operations in Iraq, undated, and MG Miller's
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Briefing of his findings, dated 6 September 2003) identified several areas in need of attention:
the interrogators didn't have the authorities and procedures in place to effect a unified strategy to
detain, interrogate, and report information from detainees in Iraq; the infonnation needs required
an in-theater analysis capability integrated in the interrogation operations to allow for
access/leverage of the worldwide intelligence databases; and the detention operations function
must support the interrogation process.

(e) (D) MG G. Miller's visit also introduced written GTMO documentation into the
CJTF-7 environment. LTG Sanchez recalled MG G. Miller left behind a whole series of SOPs
that could be used as a start point for CJTF-7 interrogation operations. It was clear that these
SOPs had to be adapted to the conditions in Iraq and that they could not be implemented blindly.
LTG Sanchez was confident the entire CJTF-7 staff understood that the conditions in GTMO
were different than in Iraq, because the Geneva Conventions applied in the Iraqi theater.

(d) (U) The assessment team essentially conducted a systems analysis of the
intelligence mission in Iraq and did not concentrate on specific interrogation techniques. While
no "harsh techniques" were briefed, COL Pappas recalled a-conversation with MG G. Miller
regarding the use of military working dogs to support interrogations (See paragraph 5.f.).
According to COL Pappas, MG G. Miller said they, GTMO, used military working dogs, and
that they were effective in setting the atmosphere for interrogations (Reference Annex B,
Appendix 2, PAPPAS). MG G. Miller contradicted COL Pappas in his statement (Reference
Annex B, Appendix 1, MILLER), saying he only discussed using military working dogs to help
the MPs with detainee custody and control issues. According to MG G. Miller, the dogs help
proVide a controlled atmosphere (not interrogations as recalled by COL PappaS) that helps
reduce risk of detainee demonstrations or acts of violence. According to MG G. Miller, his team
reconunended a strategy to work the operational schedule of the dog teams so the dogs were
present when the detainees were awake, not when they are sleeping.

(e) (U) Several things occurred subsequent to MG G. Mi~ler's visit to Abu Ghraib. The
HDC was established. The use of Tiger Teams was implemented based on the JTF-GTMO
model, which teamed an interrogator and an analyst together, giving each team an organic
analytical capability. There was also a moderate increase in the number of interrogators
reassigned to the Abu Ghraib operation. This increase was probably not connected to MG G.
Miller's visit as much as to the arrival of elements of the 325 MI BN which began to arrive 10
September 2003--the same day MG G. Miller departed Iraq. Prior to their arrival, the
interrogation assets consisted of one OIC (captain), one technician (chief warrant officer), 12
HUMINT collectors (MOS 97E/97B), an analyst, and a communications team. While the
number of interrogators increased, the JIDC requirements for a staff and leadership also
increased. Those positions were filled from within the assigned units. It is indeterminate what
impact the MG G. Miller Team's concepts had on operations at Abu Ghraib. There was an
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increase in intelligence reports after the visit but that appears more likely due to the assignment
of trained interrogators and an increased number of MI Hold detainees to interrogate.

(2) JTF-GTMO Training Team.

(a) (U) Subsequent to MG G. Miller's visit, a team of subject matter experts was
dispatched from JTF-GTMO to Abu Ghraib (approximately 4 October to 2 December 2003) to
assist in the implementation of the recommendations identified by MG G. Miller. The JTF
GTMQ Team included three interrogators and three analysts, organized into three teams, with
one interrogator and one analyst on each, which is the GTMO "Tiger Team" concept. The JTF
GTMO Team included SOLDIER28 (35IE Team Chief), SOLDIER27, CIVILIAN-I 4 (97E),
SOLDIER-OJ (97E), SSG Miller (96B), and SOLDIER-II (96B). The Team Chief understood
his task was to assist CJTF~7 for a period not to exceed 90 days with the mission of building a
rohust and effective HDC, and identifying solutions and providing recommendations for the
HDC (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-28). Upon arrival at Abu Ghraib,
SOLDIER-28 and SOLDIER-27, both nfwhorn had been on the original MG G. Miller
assessrnent visit, concentrated on establishing the various HOC elements. Particular emphasis
was given to fonnalizing the JIOC staff and the collection, management and dissemination
(CM&D). function at Abu Ghraib, to alleviate many of the information distribution issues
surfaced during MG G. Miller's visit. Some interrogation policies were already in place.
Consistent with its charter to assist in establishment of a GTMO-like operation, the team
provided copies of the current ITF-GTMO policies, SOPs (Reference, Annex L, Appendix 2,
SOP for JTF-GTMO, Joint Intelligence Group [JIG], Interrogation Control Element [ICE],
Guantanamo Bay, CU, dated 21 January 2003, revised 12 June 2003), and the SECDEF Letter
(Reference, Annex J, Appendix 2, MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDER, US SOUTHERN
COMMAND, Subject: Counter-Resistance Techniques in the War on Terrorism (S), dated 16
April 2003) outlining the techniques authorized for use with the GTMO detainees. The four
other JTF-GTMO team members were split up and integrated into interrogation operations as
members/leaders of the newly formed Tiger Teams under the ICE. SOLDIER-28 and
SOLDIER-27 did not directly participate in any interrogation operations and reported that they
never observed, or heard about, any detainee abuse or mistreatment. SOLDIER-28's assertion as
regards knowledge of abuses is contradicted by one ofms Soldiers (Reference Annex B,
Appendix 1, SOLDIER-03) (See paragraphs 4.j.(2)(c) and 4.j.(2)(d), below).

(b) (D) While the JTF-GTMO team's mission was to support operations and assist in
establishment of the HOC, there was a great deal of animosity on the part of the Abu Ghraib
personnel, especially some A/519 MI BN PersonneL This included an intentional disregard for
the concepts and techniques the GTMO Team attempted to instill, as well as contempt for some
of the team's work ethic, professional judgment, and ideas. Because of this, the GTMO Team's
ability to effect change at Abu Ghraib may have been severely limited. This infonnation was
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obtained during a review ofemail exchanged between SOLDIER-14, CW2 Grace, CW3
Sammons, SFC McBride, with info copies to CPT Wood and SOLDIER-23.lt should be noted
that senior managers at Abu Ghraib thought highly of the JTF-GTMO team and believed they
positively impacted the operations.

(c) (U) SOLDIER-II, a JTF-GTMO analyst assigned to the "Fonner Regime Loyalists"
Tiger Team, stated that he witnessed and reported two incidents of abuse (Reference Annex B,
Appendix 1, SOLDIER-II). In his first report, SOLDIER-II reported that he was observing an
interrogation being conducted by SOLDIER19 A/519 MI BN. As SOLDIER-It observed from
behind a glass, SOLDIER-I9 directed a detainee to roll his jumpsuit down to his waist and
insinuated that the detainee would be stripped further if he did not cooperate. The interrogation
ended abruptly when the translator objected to the tactic and refused to continue. SOLDIER-II
reported the incident to both SOLDIER-16, his Tiger Team Leader, and to SOLDIER-28, his
JTF GTMO Team Chief. SOLDlER-I6 invoked her rights under UCMJ and chose not to make
any statement regarding this or any other matters (Reference Annex B, Appendix
ISOLDIERI6). When asked, SOLDIER-28 stated that he could not recall what SOLDIERll
reported to him regarding the rolling down of the detainee's jumpsuit, but does recall a
conversation about a translator walking out of an interrogation due to a "cultural difference"
(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-28). SOLDIER-II is adamant that he reported the
incident in detail (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-II) and that he never used the
phrase "cultural difference."

(d) (D) In another report to SOLDIER-28, SOLDIER-II reported a second incident.
SOLDIER-II and SOLDIER--I9 were conducting an interrogation around mid-October 2003.
The detainee was uncooperative and was not answering questions. SOLDIERI9 became
frustrated and suggested to SOLDIERll that the detainee be placed in solitary. SOLDIER-II
did not agree with the recommendation and suggested it would be counterproductive. About 15
minutes later (two hours into the interrogation), SOLDIER-19 exercised his authority as the lead
interrogator and had the detainee placed in solitary confmement. About a half an hour later,
SOLDIER~11 and SOLDIER-I9 went to the Hard Site to see the detainee, and found him lying
on the floor, completely naked except for a hood that covered his head from his upper lip,
whimpering. SOLDIER-II andSOLDIER-I9 had the: MPs redress the detainee before escorting
him back to the general population. SOLDIER-II was disturbed by what he had seen and
considered reporting it to several different people. Ultimately, SOLDIER-II reported this
incident to SOLDIER-28 (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-II). SOLDIER-II
added that SOLDIER-28 accepted the report and indicated he would surface the issue to COL
Pappas (not due to return to Abu Ghraih for 2 - 3 days). Also according to SOLDIER-II,
SOLDIER-28 was very ill and placed'on 30 days quarters Shortly after SOLDIER-II made his
report. When asked, SOLDIBR-28 could not recall such a report being made to him (Reference
Annex B, Appendix I, SOLDIER-28).
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(e) (U) SSG Miller does not recall the JTF-GTMO team ever discussing specific
interrogation techniques employed, abuse, or unauthorized interrogation methods. He observed
only approved interrogation techniques in line with FM 34-52, and never saw any detainee
abuse, mistreatment, or nakedness (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, MILLER).

(f) (0) CIVILIAN-14 never observed any activity or training event that was not in
compliance with basic human rights and the Geneva Conventions. CIVILIAN-14 did, however,
notice "a lot of detainee nakedness at Abu Ghraib," possibly, he speculated, attributable to the
lack of available clothing. There was nothing he observed or heard that he considered detainee
abuse. Relating to his JTF-GTMO experience/training, CIVILIAN-14 believed the removal of
clothing for interrogation purposes was an option available with the appropriate approvals;
however, it was rarely used at JTF-GTMO. This misunderstanding of the roles and regulations
was evident in his reaction to the detainee nakedness at Abu Ghraib. Clearly CIVILIAN-14 was
not aware of the fact the SECDEF had withdrawn that authority. (Reference Annex B, Appendix

I, CIVILlAN-14)(g) (U) In reviewing his activities while at Abu Ghraib, SOLDIER-03 recalled his team
submitted two requests to use techniques requiring approvals beyond the team leveL In cases
requiring such approvals, the request went to the Operations Officer (either MAJ Thompson or
MAJ Price) (Operations Officer) and they would approve or disapprove the technique. Those
requests requiring a CrrF-7 approval level went to CPT Wood who would forward them for
approval. SOLDIER-03 recalled submitting the requests several days in advance of the
interrogation to enSure it was approved or disapproved before the interrogation began. His first
request (detainee sitting against a wall) was initiated by SOLDIER-21 (analyst) and SOLDIER
30 (interrogator). SOLDIER~03 reviewed the request and forwarded it for approval (SOLDIER
03 could not recall to whom he submitted the request or who had approved it). The request was
approved and was implemented. After "observing for a couple of minutes," SOLDIER-03 ended
the interrogation. In preparation for another interrogation, the same two females (SO.LDIER-21
and SOLDIER-30) submitted a request to interrogate a detainee naked. The request was
reviewed by SOLDIER-03 and forwarded to MAJ Price. MAl Price denies ever approving a
naked interrogation. SOLDIER-03 recalled that the technique had been approved, but could not
recall by whom. As with the above interrogation, SOLDIER-03 observed the interrogation.
After about 15 minutes, he determined the nudity was not a productive technique and terminated
the session. SOLDIER~03 never discussed this incident with SOLDIER-28. In his opinion, he
had obtained the appropriate authorities and approvals for an "acceptable technique." When
asked, SOLDIER-03 recalled hearing about nakedness at GTMO, but never employed the
technique. (Reference Annex B, Appendix I, SOLDIER-03, PRICE).

(h) (U) The JTF-GTMO Team viewed itself as having the mission of setting up and
organizing an effective and efficient nDe staff, and assisting in establishing the Tiger Team
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concept based on the GTMO model and experience. They did not view their mission as being
for training specific interrogation techniques. This is contrary to MG G. Miller's understanding
of the mission. There is no evidence that the JTF-GTMO team intentionally introduced any
new/prohibited interrogation techniques. Clearly, however, they were operating without a full
understanding of the current JTF-GTMO ICRP.

(i) (D) According to SOLDIER-28, no After Action Report (AAR) was prepared for
this mobile training team's effort. He provided a post-mission briefing to MG G. Miller upon his
return to GTMO. The team's mission was not clearly defined until they arrived at Abu Ghraib.
According to MAJ Price (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, PRICE), the JTF-GTMO Team
arrived without a defmed charter; however, in his opinion, the team's suggestions were very good
and exactly what the Abu Ghraib operation needed. MAl Price felt that the real changes began
to show after COL Pappas arrived on or about 16 November 2003.

(3) (0) Fort ~uachucaMobile Training Team

(a) (D) From 7 to 21 October 2003, a five person ISCT MTT from the DSAIC, Fort
Huachuca, AZ, was dispatched to conduct an overall assessment of interrogation operations,
present training, and provide advice and assistance at the Abu Ghraib flDC. This course was
developed in response to requirements surfaced during interrogation operations at JTF-GTMO,
specifically to prepare reserve interrogators and order of battle analysts for deployment to JTF
GTMO. The course consists of a refresher in interrogation procedures and an introduction to
strategic debriefmg procedures (Reference Annex L, Appendix 4, ISCT POI; ISCT MTT AAR).
The MTT consisted of a team chief, CW3 Norris (351B), three 97E interrogators, MSG
Filhanessian, SFC Fierro and SFC Walters, and one analyst (96B) SOLDIER-56. The MTT
spent the first few days at Abu Ghraib observing ongoing JIDC interrogation operations and
establishing a training schedule based on their observations. The training phase lasted
approximately five days and focused on interrogation skills and elicitation teChniques, cultural
awareness, collection management, and use of interpreters. The team discussed the use of Tiger
Teams, but did not conduct any training in their use. The Tiger Team concept of teaming an
Interrogator and an Analyst together had been previously recommended by the GTMO
Assessment Team and was already being employed at Abu Ghraib when the ISCT MTT arrived.
Following the training, at least two ISCT MTT Interrogators participated in approximately 19
interrogations and observed several others. The MIT prepared an After Action Report
(Reference Annex L, Appendix 4, ISCT MIT AAT, Joint Detainee Interrogation Center, CJTF
7, Abu Ghurayb (sic), Iraq, dated 3 November 2003), which noted eleven issues and provided
recommendations for each. The issues mainly concerned screening procedures, interrogation
planning and preparation, approaches, questioning, interpreter control, deception detection, and
administrative and reporting issues. SFC Filhanessian did recall they had aCcess to the 16 April
2003 SECDEF Memorandum and devoted some time to discussing approach strategies outside
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the ones mentioned in FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogations, 28 September 1992, like the issue
of military working dogs, sleep deprivation, etc., (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1,
FILHANESSIAN). According to SOLDlER-25 (Reference Annex B, Appendix
1,SOLDIER25), "A team from Fort Huachuca _.. gave us 3 days of classes, including rules of
engagement and the use of sleep deprivation and sleep management." The ISCT MTT AAR did
not note any incidents of detainee abuse or mistreatment Three interviewed ISCT MTT
members stated that they did not witness, or hear of any incidents of detainee abuse or
mistreatment. Neither did they observe or know of any incidents where MI instrUcted or
insinuated that the MP should abuse detainees. Further, MTT members stated that the 519 MI
BN interrogators at Abu Ghraib demonstrated experience, "did things by the book," and used
techniques that were within the limitations established by FM 34-52 (Interrogation Operations).
Some team members, however, expressed some concerns about what appeared to them to be a
lack of experience with some of the civilian contracted CACI Interrogators, and the fact that the
MTT did not have the opportunity to train and work with some newly arriving contractors
(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, WALTERS; CIVILIAN-O?; and FIERRO).

(b) (U) On 21 June 2004, SFC Walters contacted the investigative team via email and
indicated he wanted to make additions to his statement (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1,
WALTERS 20040621, email). SFC Walters was concerned that as a member of the ISCT MTT,
he may have contributed to the abuse at Abu Ghraib. When questioned by CACI employee
CIVILIAN-21 for ideas to use to get these prisoners to talk, SFC Walters related several stories
about the use of dogs as an inducement, suggesting he (CIVILIAN-21) talk to the MPs about the
possibilities. SFC Walters further explained that detainees are most susceptible during the flfSt
few hours after capture. "The prisoners are captured by Soldiers, taken from their familiar
surroundings, blindfolded and put into a truck and brought to this place (Abu Ghraib); and then
they are pushed down a hall with guards barking orders and thrown into a cell, naked; and that
not knowing what was going to happen or what the guards might do caused them extreme fear."
SFC Walters also suggested CIVILlAN-21 could take some pictures of what seemed to be
guards being rough with prisoners ... so he could use them to scare the prisoners. Lastly, SFC
Walters also shared what he described as a formal, professional prisoner in-processing as he
observed it in Bagram (a reference to the detainee operations that had taken place Afghanistan).

(c) (U) On 26 June 2004, during a follow-on interview (Reference Annex B, Appendix
1, WALTERS); SFC Walters confirmed the information he provided in his email. He clarified
that his conversation with CIVILIAN-21 occurred before the training was conducted and that he
was certain CIVILIAN-21 clearly understood the rules with regard to interrogations. SFC
Walters was adamant he had stressed the need to 0 btain the appropriate authorities before using
any of the techniques discussed. SFC Walters knew of no other "off line" conversations between
the: MIT members and assigned interrogators. SFC Walters said he had related stories he had
heard, but did not personally observe. In addressing the ISCT MTT training objectives, SFC
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Walters noted they (lSCT MTT) did not agree with the JTF-GTMO modus operandi. The (ISCT
MIT) felt the use of Tiger Teams wasted limited analytical support. Analysts should support
interrogation teams and not be part of the interrogation. This mirrors the opinions of the Abu
Ghraib team (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, WOOD).

Cd) (D) Throughout OIF I, USAIC assisted in sending MTTs to all divisional locations
within Iraq in order to provide instruction on THT operations, G2X staff functions, and tactical
questioning for non-military intelligence Soldiers. Prior to this training, a separate team traveled
to Afghanistan and Iraq to provide similar training at Bagram Airfield and Abu Ghraib Detention
Facility. This training was the same training provided to OIF units in Iraq that also incorporated
lessons learned during that MIT.

k. (D) International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)

(1) (D) The ICRC visits to Abu Ghraib have been the source of great concern since the
abuses at Abu Ghraib became public knowledge. The JCRC are independent observers who
identified abuses to the leadership of Abu Ghraib as well as to CJTF-7. Their allegations were
not believed, nor were they adequately investigated.

(2) (U) During the 9-12 and 21-23 October 2003 visits to Abu Ghraib, the ICRC noted that
the ill treatment of detainees during interrogation was not systemic, except with regard to
persons arrested in connection with suspected security offenses or deemed to have an
"intelligence value." These individuals were probably the MI holds. "In these cases, persons
deprived of their liberty [and] under supervision of the Military Intelligence were at high risk of
being subjected to a variety ofharsh treatments. These ranged ,from insults, threat and
humiliations, to both physical and psychological coercion (which in some cases was tantamount
to torture) in order to force cooperation with their interrogators (Reference Annex G, Appendix
1, Executive Summary)." The ICRC noted that some detainees in Tier lA were held naked in
their cells, with meals ready to eat (MRE) packing being used to cover their nudity. The ICRC
immediately informed the authorities, and the detainees received clothes for the remainder of the
ICRC visit. Additionally, the ICRC complained about MI-imposed restrictions on visiting
certain security detainees in Camp Vigilant and in Tier lA. Red Cross delegates were informed
they could visit those areas the foHawing day and then only on the basis of a list of detainees and
tasks agreed on with Abu Ghraib officials. (Reference Annex G, Appendix l, TAB B)

(3) (D) The lCRC found a high level of depression, feelings ofhe1plessness, stress, and
frustration, especially by those detainees in isolation. Detainees made the following allegations
during interviews with the ICRC: threats during interrogation; insults and verbal insults during
transfer in Tier lA; sleep deprivation; walking in the corridors handcuffed and naked, except for
female undervvear over the head; handcuffing either to the upper bed bars or doors of the cell for
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3A hours. Some detainees presented physical marks and psychological symptoms which were
compatible with these allegations. Also noted were brutality upon capmre, physical or
psychological coercion during interrogation, prolonged isolation, and excessive and
disproportionate use of force. (Reference Armex G, Appendix 1, TAB B)

(4) (U) The IeRe made a number of recommendations after the October 2003 visits,
including: grant leRe full and unimpeded access to all detainees; improve the security related
to the accommodation structure; clarify and improve conditions of detention and treatment;
distribute hygiene items, spare clothes, blankets, etc.; inform detainees of the reason for their
detention; implement regular family visits for detainees; and increase recreational and
educational activities. (Reference Annex G, Appendix 1, Tab B, ICRC Working Paper, dated 6
November 2003).

(5) (U) LTC Phillabaum, regarding the 9 - 12 October 2003 visit, stated he was told of
naked detainees by the ICRC and immediately contacted LTC Jordan. The two went to see the
situation first hand. LTC Phillabaum claimed that LTC Jordan acknowledged that it was
common practice for some of the detainees to be kept naked in their cells. In November 2003,
after having received the written JCRC report, CJTF-7 sent an Australian Judge Advocate
officer, MAJ George O'Kane, to Abu Ghraib to meet with LTC Jordan and other officers to craft
a response to the ICRC memo. (Reference Annex B, Appendices 1 and 2, PHILLABAUM)

(6) (U) Stemming from those October 2003 visits, the JeRC also made the following
request of the Coalition Forces: respect at all times the human dignity, physical integrity, and
cultural sensitivity of detainees; set up a system ofnotification of arrest to the families of
detainees; prevent all forms of ill-treatment; respect and protect the dignity of detainees; allow
sufficient time for outside activity and exercise; define and apply regulations compatible with
international Humanitarian Law; thoroughly investigate violation of international Humanitarian
Law; ensure that capturing forces and interment facility personnel are trained to function in a
proper manner without resorting to ill-treatment of detainees. (Reference ANNEX G, Appendix
1, Tab A, lCRC Report February 2004)

(7) (D) COL Warren, the CJTF-7 SJA, stated that neither he nor anyone else from CITF-7
Headquarters was present at Abu Ghraib during the JeRC visit in October 2003. Throughout
2003, all rCRC reports were addressed to the commander or subordinate commanders of the 800
MP HDE. The OSJA received a copy of the reports. Letters on specific topics addressed to LTG
Sanchez were given to COL Warren and he would prepare the response for LTG Sanchez. MAJ
o 'Kane prepared an analysis of the report on 25 November 2003 and the draft was sent to CJTF
7 C2 and the 800 MP HDE for review. On 4 December 2003, a meeting was held at Abu Ghraib,
attended by MP, MI, and legal personnel, in order to discuss the report. In mid-December, the
draft response was sent by OSJA to the 800 MP HOE for review and coordination. BG
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Karpinski signed the response, dated 24 December 2003. (Reference Annex G, Appendix 3,

KARPINSKI Letter)

(8) (D) During the 4-8 January 2004 visit, the IeRe expressed special concern over being
informed by COL Pappas and COL Warren that they were invoking Article 143 of Geneva
Convention IV, thereby denying the IeRe access to eight of the detainees in the interrogation
section. Of particular interest was the status of detainee DETAINEE-14, a Syrian national and
self-proclatmed Jihadist, who was in Iraq to kill coalition troops. DETAINEE~14 was detained
in a totally darkened cell measuring about 2 meters long and less than a meter across, devoid of
any window, latrine or water tap, or bedding. On the door the JCRC delegates noticed the
inscription "the Gollum," and a picture of the said character from the film trilogy "Lord of the
Rings." During the 14-18 March 2004 visit, the JCRC was once again denied access to nine
detainees, including DETAINEE-14. They noted that DETAINEE-14 was no longer in the same
cetl as he was previously, but was still in one of the more "difficult" cells. (Reference Annex G,
Appendix 1, JCRC Working Paper, dated 6 November 2003; Appendix 2, ICRC Letter dated
February 2004; Appendix 2, Tab B, JeRC Letter dated 25 March 2004)

(9) (D) Article 143, Fourth Geneva Convention, reads in part "Such visits may be
prohibited except for reasons of imperative military necessity, and then only for an exceptional
and temporary measure." COL Warren and COL Pappas both acknowledge denying access to
specified detainees by the JCRC on each of two occasions (in January and March 2004),
invoking the above cited provision. The JCRC, in their memorandum of25 March 2004,
acknowledged the right of COL Warren and COL Pappas to invoke the "imperative military
necessity clause.." It questioned the "exceptional and temporary" nature of the denial of access to
DETAINEE-14 on both occasions, however, given that DETAlNEE-14 (by the time of the
second visit) had been under interrogation for some four months. This was the same
DETAINEE-14 that was viewed a "special project" and who was abused by the use of dogs.
(See paragraph 5.f.) (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, PAPPAS, WARREN)

(10) (D) COL Pappas acknowledges in his statement that the ICRC visited Abu Ghraib
twice (January and March 2004). He received a copy of the results and noted there were
allegations of maltreatment and detainees wearing women's underwear on their heads. He did
not believe it. He recalled he might have related to- the staff that "this stuff couldn't have been
happening." He added that when the lCRC carne by the second time (March 2004), he invoked
Article 143, preventing the eight detainees in Tier lA from talking to the ICRe while undergoing
active interrogation. COL Pappas states: "COL Warren infonned me that I had the authority to

do this." (Reference Annex B, Appendices 1 and 2, PAPPAS)

(11) (D) COL Warren also stated that when he saw the ICRC report on naked detainees and
detainees wearing women's underwear, he couldn't believe it. He saw the report when he
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returned to CJTF-7 from leave on 30 November 2003. His office probably had received the
report on 16 November Z003. He regrets not having taken the report earlier to LTG Sanchez or
MG Wojdakowski. While this would not have prevented the abuse they subsequently discovered
(because it had taken place in November 2003), it may have resulted in CID beginning an
investigation a month earlier than they did. During the JeRe's next visit to Abu Ghraib, during
the period 4-8 January 2004, COL Warren states they invoked Article 143 of the Fourth Geneva
Conventions and did not allow the JeRe to have private interviews with eight detainees who
were undergoing active interrogations. He did allow the JCRC delegate to see the detainees,
observe the conditions of their detention, and obtain their names and Internee Serial Numbers."
(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, WARREN)

(12) (U) LTC Chew, Commander of the 115th MP Battalion (115 MP BN), has stated that
although he attended the JCRC out-brief, after the 21-23 October 2003 visits, he never saw or '
heard of any detainees being stripped or held naked, nor did he ever see a written report from the
lCRC. He stated that a doctor with the JCRC team provided information concerning a few
detainees having psychological problems and stating that they should be evaluated. ICRC also
related charges ofhandcuffmg, nakedness, wearing of female llllderwear, and sleep deprivation.
The JCRC also complained about lack of access to certain detainees, and he discussed the matter
with LTC Jordan. He also discussed the allegations made by the JeRC with MAl Potter, BO
Karpinski, and MAJ Cavallero. BO Karpinski does not recall hearing about the report until early
December 2003 when it was discussed at CITF-7 Headquarters with COL Warren. (Reference
AnnexB, Appendix 1, CHEW, KARPINSKJ)

(13) (U) LTC Jordan has stated that after the JeRe visited Abu Ohraib, COL Pappas and
BO Karpinski received the final report, but that he did not see the report. When asked by COL
Pappas if he had ever seen or heard any rumors of abuse, LTC Jordan told COL Pappas that he
(LTC Jordan) had not. He was not aware of COL Pappas ever doing anything concerning the
JCRC allegations (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, JORDAN and Annex S, Appendix 2,
JORDAN).

(14) (U) The only response to the ICRC was a letter signed by BO Karpinski, dated 24
December 2003. According to LTC Phillabaum and COL Warren (as quoted above) an
Australian Judge Advocate officer, MAl O'Kane, was the principal drafter of the letter.
Attempts to interview MAJ O'Kane were unsuccessful. The Australian Government agreed to
have MAl O'Kane respond to written questions, but as of the time ofthis report, no response has
been received. The section of the BO Karpinski letter pertaining to Abu Ghraib primarily
addresses the denial of access to certain detainees by the JeRe. It tends to gloss over, close to
the point of denying the inhumane treatment, humiliation, and abuse identified by the JCRC.
The letter merely says: Improvement can be made for the provision of clothing, water, and
personal hygiene items. (Reference Annex G, Appendix 3, KARPINSKI Letter)
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5. Summary of Abuses at Abu Ghraib

(1) (U) physical Abuse. Several Soldiers reported that they witnessed physical abuse of
detainees. Some examples include slapping, kicking, twisting the hands of a detainee who was
hand-cuffed to cause pain, throwing balls at restrained internees, placing gloved hand over the
nose and mouth of an internee to restrict breathing, "poking" at an internee's injured leg, and
forcing an internee to stand while handcuffed in such a way as to dislocate his shoulder. These

actions are clearly in violation of applicable laws and regulations.

a. (U) Several types of detainee abuse were identified in this investigation: physical and
sexual abuse; improper use of military working dogs; humiliating and degrading treatments; and

improper use of isolation.

(2) (D) Use of Dogs. The use of military working dogs in a confinement facility can be
effective and permissible under AR 190-12 as a means of controlling the internee population.
When dogs are used to threaten and terrify detainees, there is a clear violation of applicable laws
and regulations. One such impermissible practice was an alleged contest between the two Army
dog handlers to see who could make the internees urinate or defecate in the presence of the dogs.
An incident of clearly abusive use of the dogs occurred when a dog was allowed in the cell of
two male juveniles and allowed to go "nuts." Both juveniles were screaming and crying with the
youngest and smallest trying to hide behind the other juvenile. (Reference Annex B, Appendix

I,SOLDIER-I?)

(3) (U) Humiliating and Degrading Treatments. Actions that are intended to degrade or
humiliate a detainee are prohibited by GC IV, Army policy and the UCMJ. The following are
examples of such behavior that occurred at Abu Ghraib, which violate applicable laws and

regulations.

(4) (U) Nakedness. Numerous statements, as well as the IeRe report, discuss the
seemingly common practice of keeping detainees in a state ofundress. A number of statements
indicate that clothing was taken away as a punishment for either not cooperating with
interrogators or with MPs. In addition, male internees were naked in the presence offemale
Soldiers. Many of the Soldiers who witnessed the nakedness were told that this was an accepted
practice. Under the circumstances, however, the nakedness was clearly degrading and

humiliating.

(5) (U) photographs. A multitude of photographs show detainees in various states of

undress, often in degrading positions.
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(6) (U) Simulated Sexual Positions. A number of Soldiers describe incidents where
detainees were placed in simulated sexual positions with other internees. Many of these
incidents were also photographed.

(7) (U) Improper Use of Isolation. There are some legitimate purposes for the segregation
(or isolation) of detainees, specifically to prevent them from sharing interrogation tactics with
other detainees or other sensitive infonnation. Article 5 of Geneva Convention IV supports this
position by stating that certain individuals can lose their rights of communication, but only when
absolute military security requires. The use of isolation at Abu Ghraib was often done as
punishment, either for a disciplinary infraction or for failure to cooperate with an interrogation.
These are improper uses of isolation and depending on the circumstances amounted to violation
of applicable laws and regulations. Isolation could properly be a sanction for a disciplinary
infraction if applied through the proper process set out in AR 190-8 and the Geneva
Conventions.

(8) (U) Failure to Safeguard Detainees. The Geneva Conventions and Army Regulations
require that detainees be "protected against all acts of violence and threats thereof and against
insults and public curiosity." Geneva Convention IV, Article 27 and AR 190-8, paragraph 5
l(a)(2). The duty to protect imposes an obligation on an individual who witnesses an abusive act
to intervene and stop the abuse. Failure to do so may be a violation of applicable laws and
regulations.

(9) (U) Failure to Report Detainee Abuse. The duty to report detainee abuse is closely tied
to the duty to protect. The failure to report an abusive incident could result in additional abuse.
Soldiers who witness these offenses have an obligation to report the violations under the
provision of Article 92, UCMJ. Soldiers who are informed of such abuses also have a duty to
report violations. Depending on their position and their assigned duties, the failure to report
detainee abuse could support a charge of dereliction of duty, a violation of the UCMJ. Civilian
contractors employed as interrogators and translators would also have a duty to report such
offenses as they are also bound by the Geneva Conventions and are charged with protecting the
internees.

(10) (U) Other traditional prison guard issues were far less clear. MPs are responsible for
the clothing of detainees; however, MI interrogators started directing nakedness at Abu Ghraib as
early as 16 September 2003 to humiliate and break down detainees. MPs would also sometimes
discipline detainees by taking away clothing and putting detainees in cells naked. A severe
shortage of clothing during the September, October, November 2003, time frame was frequently
mentioned as the reason why people were naked. Removal of clothing and nakedness were
being used to humiliate detainees at the same time there was a general level of confusion as to
what was allowable in terms ofMP disciplinary measures and MI interrogation rules, and what
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clothing was available. This contributed to an environment that would appear to condone
depravity and degradation rather than the humane treatment of detainees.

b. (U) The original intent by MI leadership (205 MI BDE) was for Tier lA to be reserved for
MI Holds only. In fact, CPT Wood states in an email dated 7 September 2003, during a visit
from MG Miller and BG Karpinski, that BO Karpinski confinned "we (M!) have all the ISO
(Isolation) cells in the wing we have been working. We only had 10 celts to begin with but that
has grown to the entire wing." LTC Phillabaum also thought that MI had exclusive authority to
house MI holds in Tier lA. The fact is, however, that a number ofthose cells were often used by
the MPs to house disciplinary problems. That fact is supported by the testimony of a large
number of people who were there and further supported by the pictures and the detainee records.
In fact, 11 of a total of 25 detainees identified by the CIO as victims of abuse were not MI holds
and were not being interrogated by MI. The MPs put the problem detainees (detainees who
required separation from the general population for disciplinary reasons) in Tier lA because
there was no other place available to isolate them. Neither CPT Wood nor MAJ Williams
appreciated the mixing because it did not allow for a pure MI environment, but the issue never
made its way up to either LTC Phillabaum or to BG Karpinski.

c. (U) The "sleep adjustment" technique was used by MI as soon as the Tier lA block
opened. This was another source of confusion and misunderstanding between MPs and MI
which contributed to an environment that allowed detainee abuse, as well as its perpetuation for
as long as it continued. Sleep adjustment was brought with the 519 MI BN from Afghanistan. It
is also a method used at GTMO. (See paragraph 3.b.(5)). At Abu Ghraib, however, the MPs
were not trained, nor informed as to how they actually should do the sleep adjustment. The MPs
were just told to keep a detainee awake for a time specified by the interrogator. The MPs used
their own judgment as to how to keep them awake. Those techniques included taking the
detainees out of their cells, stripping them and giving them cold showers. CPT Wood stated she
did not know this was going on and thought the detainees were being kept awake by the MPs
banging on the cell doors, yelling, and playing loud music. When one MI Soldier inquired about
water being thrown on a naked detainee he was told that it was an MP discipline technique.
Again, who was allowed to do what and how exactly they were to do it was totally unclear.
Neither of the communities (MI and MP) knew what the other could and could not do.
(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, WOOD, JOYNER)

d. (U) This investigation found no evidence of confusion regarding actual physical abuse,
such as hitting, kicking, slapping, punching, and foot stomping. Everyone we spoke to knew it
was prohibited conduct except for one Soldier. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER
29). Physical discomfort from exposure to cold and heat or denial of food and water is not as
clear-cut and can become physical or moral coercion at the extreme. Such abuse did occur at
Abu Ghraib, such as detainees being left naked in their cells during severe cold weather without
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blankets. In Tier lA some afthe excesses regarding physical discomfort were being done as
directed by MI and some were being done by MPs for reasons not related to interrogation. (See
paragraph 5.e.-h.)

e. (U) The physical and sexual abuses of detainees at Abu Ghraib are by far the most serious.
The abuses spanned from direct physical assault, such as delivering head blows rendering
detainees unconscious, to sexual posing and forced participation in group masturbatioIL At the
extremes were the death of a detainee in OOA custody, an alleged rape committed by a US
translator and observed by a female Soldier, and the alleged sexual assault of an unknown
female. They were perpetrated or witnessed by individuals or small groups. Such abuse can not
be directly tied to a systemic US approach to torture or approved treatment of detainees. The
MPs being investigated claim their actions came at the direction of MI. Although self- serving,
these claims do have some basis in fact. The climate created at Abu Ghraib provided the
opportunity for such abuse to occur and to continue undiscovered by higher authority for a long
period of time. What started as undressing and humiliation, stress and physical training (PT),
camed over into sexual and physical assaults by a small group of morally corrupt and
unsupervised Soldiers and civilians. Twenty-four (24) serious incidents of physical and sexual
abuse occurred from 20 September through 13 December 2003. The incidents identified in this
investigation include some of the same abuses identified in the MG Taguba investigation;
however, this investigation adds several previously unreported events. A direct comparison
cannot be made of the abuses cited in the MG Taguba report and this one.

(1) (U) Incident #1. On 20 September 2003, two MI Soldiers beat and kicked a passive,
cuffed detainee, suspected of involvement in the 20 September 2003 mortar attack on Abu
Ghraib that killed two Soldiers. Two Iraqis (male and female) were detained and brought to Abu
Ohraib immediately following the attack. MI and the MP Internal Reaction Force (IRF) were
notified of the apprehension and dispatched teams to the entry control point to receive the
detainees. Upon arrival, the IRF.observed two"MI Soldiers striking and yelling at the male .
detainee whom they subsequently "threw" into the back of a High- Mobility Multipurpose
Wheeled Vehicle (HMMWV). lLT Sutton, 320tb MP BN IRF intervened to stop the abuse and
was told by the MI Soldiers "we are the professionals; we know what we are doing." They
refused lLT Sutton's lawful order to identify themselves. ILT Sutton and his IRF team (SOT
Spiker, SFC Plude) immediately reported this incident, providing sworn statements fo MAl
Dinenna, 320 MP BN S3 and LTC Phillabaum, 320 MP BN Commander. ISO McBride, N205
MJ BN interviewed and took statements from SGT Lawson, identified as striking the detainee,
and each MJ person present: SSG Hannifan, SSG Cole, SGT Claus, SGT Presnell. While the MP
statements all describe abuse at the hands of an unidentified MI person (SGT Lawson), the MI
statements all deny any abuse occurred. LTC Phillabaum subsequently reported the incident to
the CID who determined the allegation lacked sufficient basis for prosecution. The detainee was
interrogated and released that day (involvement in the mortar attack was unlikely); therefore, no
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detainee is available to confinn either the MP or MI recollection of events. This incident was not
further pursued based on limited data and the absence of additional investigative leads.
(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, DINENNA, LAWSON, MCBRIDE, PHILLABAUM,
PLUDE, SPIKER, SUTTON; Annex B, Appendix 2, DINENNA, PHILLABAUM, PLUDE;
Annex B, Appendix 3, PLUDE, SPIKER)

(2) (U) Incident #2. On 7 October 2003, three MI personnel allegedly sexually assaulted
female DETAINEE~29. CIVILIAN-06 (Titan) was the assigned interpreter, but there is no
indication he was present or involved. DETAINEE-29 alleges as follows: First, the group took
her out afher cell and escorted her down the cellblock to an empty cell. One unidentified
Soldier stayed outside the cell (SOLDIER33, N519 MI BN); white another held her hands
behind her back, and the other forcibly kissed her (SOLDIER32, N519 Ml BN). She was
escorted downstairs to another cell where she was shown a naked male detainee and told the
same would happen to her if she did not cooperate. She was then taken back to her cell, forced
to kneel and raise her arms while one of the Soldiers (SOLDIER31, N519 MI BN) removed her
shirt. She began to cry, and her shirt was given back as the Soldier cursed at her and said they
would be back each night. crD conducted an investigation and SOLDIER33, SOLDlER32, and
SOLDIER31 invoked their rights and refused to provide any statements. DETAINEE-29
identified the three Soldiers as SOLDIER33, SOLDlER32, and SOLDIER31 as the Soldiers who
kissed her and removed her shirt. Checks with the 519 MI BN confrrmed no interrogations were
scheduled for that evening. No record exists ofMI ever conducting an authorized interrogation
of her. The CID investigation was closed. SOLDIER33, SOLDlER32, andSOLDlER31 each
received non-judicial punishment, Field Grade Article 15 's, from the Commander, 205 MI BDE,
for failing to get authorization to interrogate DETAINEE-29. Additionally, COL Pappas
removed them from interrogation operations. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, PAPPAS;
Annex B, Appendix 2, PAPPAS; Armex B, Appendix 3, DETAINEE~29).

(3) Incident #3. On 25 October 2003 detainees DETAINEE-31, DETAINEE-30, and
DETAINEE-27 were stripped of their clothing, handcuffed together nude, placed on the ground,
and forced to lie on each other and simulate sex while photographs were taken. Six photographs
depict this abuse. Results of the CID investigation indicate on several occasions over several
days, detainees were assaulted, abused and forced to strip off their clothing and perform indecent
acts on each other. DETAINEE~27 provided a sworn statement outlining these abuses. Those
present and/or participating in the abuse were CPL Graner, 372 MP CO, SSG Frederick, 372 MP
CO, SPC England, 372 MP CO, SPC Hannan, 372 MP CO, SOLDIER34, 372 MP CO,
CIVILIAN-I?, Titan Cmp., SOLDIER-24, B/325 MI BN, SOLDIERI9, 325 MI BN, and
SOLDlERlO, 325 MI BN. SOLDIER-24 claimed he accompanied SOLDIERlO to the Hard Site
the evening of25 October 2003- to see what was being done to the three detainees suspected of
raping a young male detainee. SOLDIER-IO appeared to have foreknowledge of the abuse,
possibly from his friendship with SPC Harman, a 372 MP CO MP. SOLDIER-24 did not believe
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the abuse was directed by M1 and these individuals were not interrogation subjects. PFC
England, however, claimed "MI Soldiers instructed them (MPs) to rough them up." When
SOLDlER-24 arrived the detainees were naked, being yelled at by an MP through a megaphone.
The detainees were forced to crawl on their stomachs and were handcuffed together. SOLDlER
24 observed SOLDIER-IO join in the abuse with CPL Graner an.d SSG Frederick. All three
made the detainees act as though they were having sex. He observed SOLDIER-l 9 dump water
on the detainees from a cup and throw a foam football at them. SOLDlER·24 described what he
saw to SOLDIER-25, B/321 MI BN, who reported the incident to SGT Joyner, 372 MP CO.
SGT Joyner advised SOLDIER-25 he would notify his NCOle and later told SOLDIER-25 "he
had taken care of it." SOLDIER-25 stated that a few days later both she aQ-d SOLDlER24 told
SOLDIER-22 of the incident. SOLDlER~22 subsequently failed to report what he was told.
SOLDIER-25 did not report the abuse through MI channels because she felt it was an MP matter
and would be handled by them.

(U) This is a clear incident of direct MI personnel involvement' in detainee abuse;
"however, it does not appear to be based on MI orders. Tlie three detainees were incarcerated for
criminal acts and were not of intelligence interest. This incident was most likely orchestrated by
MP personnel (CPL Graner, SSG Frederick, SOLDIER34, SPC Hannan, PFC England), with the
MI personnel (SOLDIER-I9, SOLDIER-to, and SOLDIER-24, CIVILIAN-I?, and another
unidentified interpreter) joining in and/or observing the abuse. (Reference Annex B, Appendix
I, JOYNER, SOLDIER-19, CIVILlAN-17, SOLDIER-25; Annex B, Appendix 3, SOLDIERJ4,
ENGLAND, HARMAN, DETAINEE-31, DETAINEE-3D, DETAINEE-27; Annex I, Appendix
I, Photographs M36-41).

(4) (D) Incident #4. DETAINEE-08, arrived at Abu Ghraib on 27 October 2003 and was
subsequently sent to the Hard Site. DETAINEE~08 claims when he was sent to the Hard Site, he
was stripped of his clothing for six days. He was then given a blanket and remained with only
the blanket for three more days. DETAINEE-08 stated the next evening he was transported by
CPL Graner, 372 MP CO MP, to the shower room, which was commonly used for interrogations.
When the interrogation ended, his female interrogator left, and DETAINEE-08 claims CPL
Graner and another MP, who meets the description of SSG Fredrick, then threw pepper in
DETAINEE-08's face and beat him for half an hour. DETAINEE-08 recalled being beaten with
a chair until it broke, hit in the chest, kicked, and choked until he lost consciousness. On other
occasions DETAINEE-08 recalled that CPL Graner would throw his food into the toilet and say
"go take it and eat it." DETAINEE-08's claims of abuse do not involve his interrogator(s) and
appear to have been committed by CPL Graner and SSG Frederick, both MPs. Reviewing the
interrogation reports; however, suggests a correlation between this abuse and his interrogations.
DETAINEE-08's interrogatOr for his fmt four interrogations was SOLDIER-29, a female, and
almost certainly the interrogator he spoke of. Her Analyst was SOLDIER-IO. In the ftrst
interrogation report they concluded he was lying and recommended a "fear up" approach ifhe
continued to lie. Following his second interrogation it was recommended DETAINEE-08 be
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moved to isolation (the Hard Site) as he continued ''to be untruthful." Ten days later, a period
roughly correlating with DETAINEE-08's claim of being without clothes and/or a blanket for
nine days before his beating, was interrogated for a third time. The interrogation report
references his placement in "the hole," a smaillightiess isolation closet, and the "Mutt and Jeff'
interrogation technique being employed. Both techniques as they were used here were abusive
and unauthorized. According to the report, the interrogators "let the MPs yell at him" and upon
their return, "used a fear down," but "he was still holding back." The following day he was
interrogated again and the report annotates "use a direct approach with a reminder of the
unpleasantness that occurred the last time he lied." Comparing the interrogation reports with
DETAINEE-08's recollections, it is likely the abuse he describes occurred between his third and
forth interrogations and that his interrogators were aware of the abuse, the "unpleasantness."
SGT Adan1s stated that SOLDIER-29 and SSG Frederick had a close personal relationship and it
is plausible she had CPL Graner and SSG Frederick "soften up this detainee" as they have
claimed "MI" told them to do on several, unspecified, occasions (Reference Annex B, Appendix
1, ADAMS, SOLDIER-29; Annex B, Appendix 3, DETAINEE-08; Annex I, Appendix 4,
DETAINEE-08).

(5) (D) Incident #5. In October 2003, DETAINEE-a?, reported alleged multiple incidents
of physical abuse while in Abu Ghraib. DETAINEE·O? was an MI Hold and considered of
potentially high value. He was interrogated on 8, 21, and 29 October; 4 and 23 November and 5
December 2003. DETAINEE-OTs claims ofphysical abuse (hitting) started on his first day of
arrival. He was left naked in his cell for extended periods, cuffed in his cell in stressful positions
("High cuffed"), left with a bag over his head fOf extended periods, and denied bedding or
blankets. DETAINEE-a? described being made to "bark like a dog, being forced to crawl on his
stomach while MPs spit and urinated on him, and being strock causing unconsciousness." On
another occasion DETAINEE-a? was tied to a window in his cell and forced to wear women's
underwear on his head. On yet another occasion, DETAINEE-a? was forced to lie down while
MPs jumped onto his back and legs. He was beaten with a broom and a chemical light was
broken and poured over his body. -DETAINEE·04 witnessed the abuse with the chem~light.

During this abuse a police stick was used to sodomize DETAINEE-O? and two female MPs were
hitting him, throwing a ball at his penis, and taking photographs. This investigation surfaced no
photographic evidence of the chemical light abuse or sodomy. DETAINEE-a? also alleged that
CIVILIAN-I?, MP Interpreter, Titan Corp., hit DETAINEE-O? once, cutting his ear to an extent
that required stitches. He told SOLDlER-25, analyst, B/321 MI BN, about this hitting incident
during an interrogation. SOLDIER-25 asked the MPs what had happened to the detainee's ear
and was told he had fallen in his cell. SOLDIER-25 did not report the detainee's abuse.
SOLDIER~25 claimed the detainee's allegation was made in the presence of CIVILIAN-21 ,
Analyst/Interrogator, CACI, which CIVILIAN-21 denied hearing this report. Two photos taken
at 2200 hOUfS, 1 November 2003 depict a detainee with stitches in his ear; however, we could not
confirm the photo was DETAlNEE-O? Based on the details provided by the detainee and the
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close correlation to other known MP abuses, it is highly probable DETAINEE-07's allegations
are true. SOLDIER-25 falled to report the detainee's allegation of abuse. His statements and
available photographs do oat point to direct MI involvement. However, MI interest in this
detainee, his placement in Tier lA of the Hard Site, and initiation of the abuse once he arrived
there, combine to create a circumstantial connection to MI (knowledge of or implicit tasking of
the MPs to "set conditions") which are difficult to ignore. MI should have been aware of what
was being done to this detainee based on the frequency of interrogations and high interest in his
intelligence value. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-25, CIVILIAN-21; Annex B,
Appendix 3, DETAINEE-04, DETAINEE-07; Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs M54-55).

(6) (U) Incident #6. DETAINEE-lO and DETAINEE-I 2 claimed that they and "four Iraqi
Generals, were abused upon their arrival at the Hard Site. DETAINEE-IO was documented in
MP records as receiving a 1.5 inch laceration on his chin, the result of his resisting an MP
transfer. His injuries are likely those captured in several photographs of an unidentified detainee
with a lacerated chin and bloody clothing which were taken on 14 November, a date coinciding
with his transfer. DETAINEE-12 claimed he was slammed to the ground, punched, and forced
to crawl naked to his cell with a sandbag over his head. These two detainees as well as the other
four (DETAINEE-20, DETAINEE-I9, DETAINEE-22, DETAINEE-2I) were all high value
Iraqi General Officers or senior members of the Iraqi Intelligence Service. MP logs from the
Hard Site indicate they attempted to incite a riot in Camp Vigilant while being transferred to the
Hard Site. There is no documentation of what occurred at Camp Vigilant or of detainees
receiving injuries. When DETAINEE-I 0 was in-processed into the Hard Site, he was resisting
and was pushed against the wall. At that point the MPs noticed blood coming from under his
hood and they discovered the laceration on his chin. A medical corpsman was immediately
called to suture the detainee's chin. These events are all documented, indicating the injury
occurred before the detainee's arrival at the Hard Site and that he received prompt medical
attention. When, where, and by whom this detainee suffered his injuries could not be detennined
nor could an evaluation be made of whether it constituted "reasonable force" in conjunction with
a riot. Our interest in this incident stems from MP logs concerning DETAINEE-I0 indicating
MI provided direction about his treatment. CPL Graner wrote an entry indicating he was told by
SFC Joyner, who was in turn told by LTC Jordan, to "Strip them out and PT them" Whether
"strip out" meant to remove clothing or to isolate we couldn't determine. Whether "PT them"
meant physical stress or abuse can't be detennined. The vagueness of this order could, however,
have led to any subsequent abuse. The alleged abuse, injury, and harsh treatment correlating
with the detainees' transfer to MI hold also suggest MI could have provided direction or MP
could have been given the perception they should abuse or "soften up detainees," however, there
is no clear proof. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, JORDAN, JOYNER; Annex C).

(7) (D) Incident #7. On4 November 2003, a CIA detainee, DETAINEE-28 died in
custody in Tier 18. Allegedly, a Navy SEAL Team had captured him during ajoint TF-1211CIA
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miSSion. DETAINEE~28 was suspected of having been involved in an attack against the leRG
and had numerous weapons with him at the time of his apprehension. He was reportedly
resisting arrest, and a SEAL Team member butt-stroked him on the side of the head to suppress
the threat he posed. CIA representatives brought DETAINEE-28 into Abu Ghraib sometime
around 0430 to 0530 without notifying JIOC Operations, in accordance with a supposed verbal
agreement with the CIA. While aU the details of DETAINEE-28's death are still not known
(CIA, DOJ, and CID have yet to complete and release the results of their investigations), SPC
Stevanus, an MP ort duty at the Hard Site at the time DETAINEE-28 was brought in, stated that
two CIA representatives came in with DETAINEE-28 and he was placed in a shower room (in
Tier IB). About 30 to 45 minutes later, SPC Stevanus was summoned to the shower stall, and
when he arrived, DETAINEE-28 appeared to be dead. SPC Stevanus removed the sandbag
which was over DETAINEE-28's head and checked forthe detainee's'pulse. He found none.
He un-cuffed DETAINEE·28 called for medical assistance, and notified his chain of command.
LTC Jordan stated that he was informed of the death shortly thereafter, at approximately 0715
hours. LTC Jordan arrived at the Hard Site and talked to CIVILlAN03, an Iraqi prison medical
doctor, who infonned him DETAINEE·28 was dead. LTC Jordan stated that DETAINEE-28
was in the Tier 1B shower stall, face down, handcuffed with his hands behind his back. LTC
Jordan's version of the handcuffs conflicts with SPC Stevanus' account that he un-cuffed
DETAINEE-28. This incident remains under CID and CIA investigation.

(U) A CIA representative identified only as "OTHER AGENCY EMPLOYEE-O 1" was
present, along with several MPs and US medical staff. LTC Jordan recalled that it was "OTHER
AGENCY EMPLOYEE-Ql" who uncuffed DETAlNEE-28 and the body was turned over. LTC
Jordan stated that he did not see any blood anywhere, except for a small spot where DETAINEE
28's head was touching the floor. LTC Jordan notified COL Pappas (205 MI BDE Commander),
and "OTHER AGENCY EMPLOYEE-OI" said he would notify "OTHER AGENCY
EMPLOYEE-02," his CIA supervisor. Once "OTHER AGENCY EMPLOYEE-02" arrived, he
stated he would call Washington, and also requested that DETAINEE-28's body be held in the
Hard Site until the following day. The body was placed in a body bag, packed in ice, and stored
in the shower area. CID was notified and the body was removed from Abu Ghraib the next day
on a litter to make it appear as if DETAINEE-28 was only ill, thereby not drawing the attention
of the Iraqi guards and detainees. The body was transported to the morgue at BIAP for an
autopsy, which concluded that DETAINEB-28 died of a blood clot in the head, a likely result of
injuries he sustained while resisting apprehension. Ther.e is no indication or accusations that MI
personnel were involved in this incident except for the removal of the body. (Reference Annex
B, Appendix I, JORDAN, PAPPAS, PHILLABAUM, SNIDER, STEVANUS, THOMPSON;
Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs C5-21, D5-11, M65-69).

(8) (U) Incident #8. On 20 October 2003, DETAINEE-03, was allegedly stripped and
physically abused for sharpening a toothbrush to make a shank (knife-like weapon).
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DETAINEE-03 claimed the toothbrush was not his. An MP log book entry by SSG Frederick,
372 MPs, directed DETAINEE-03 to be stripped in his cell for six days. DETAINEE-03
claimed he was told his clothing and mattress would be taken away as punishment. The next day
he claims he was cuffed to his cell door for several hours. He claims he was taken to a closed
room where he had cold water poured on him and his face was forced into someone's urine.
DETAINEE-03 claimed he was then beaten with a broom and spat upon, and a female Soldier
stood on his legs and pressed a broom against his anus. He described getting his clothes during
the day from SOT Joyner and having them taken away each night by CPL Graner for the next
three days. DETAINEE-03 was an MI Hold but was not interrogated between 16 September and
2 November 2003. It is plausible his interrogators would be unaware of the alleged abuse and
DETAINEE-03 made no claim he infonned them (Reference Annex B, Appendix 3,
DETAINEE-03).

(9) (U) Incident #9. Three photographs taken on 25 October 2003 depicted PFC England,
372 MP CO, holding a leash which was wrapped around an unidentified detainee's neck.
Present in the photograph is SPC Ambuhl who was standing to the side v.;atching. PFC England
claimed in her initial statement to CID that CPL Graner had placed the tie-down strap around the
detainee's neck and then asked her to pose for the photograph. There is no indication of MI
involvement or knowledge of this incident (Reference Annex E, CID Report and Reference
Annex I, Appendix I, Photographs M33-35).

(10) (lI) Incident #10. Six Photographs of DETAINEE-I5, depict him standing on a box
with simulated electrical wires attached to his fingers and a hood over his head These
photographs were taken between 2145 and 2315 on 4 November 2003. DETAINEE~15
described a female making him stand on the box, telling him ifhe fell off he would be
electrocuted, and a "tall black man" as putting the wires on his fingers and penis. From the CID
investigation into abuse at Abu Ghraib it was detennined SGT J. Davis, SPC Hannan, CPL
Graner, and SSG Frederick, 372 MP CO, were present during this abuse. DETAINEE-IS was
not an MI Hold and it is unlikely MI had knOWledge of this abuse (Reference Annex B,

'Appendix 3, DETAINEE-I5; Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs CI-2, 019-21, M64).

(11) (U) Incident #11. Twenty-nine photos taken between 2315 and 0024, on 7 and S
November 2003 depict seven detainees (DETAINEE-I7, DETAINEE~16, DETAINEE-24,
DETAlNEE-23, DETAINEE~26,DETAINEE-OI, DETAINEE-IS) who were physically abused,
placed in a pile and forced to masturbate. Present in some of these photographs are CPL Graner
and SPC Hannan. The CID investigation into these abuses identified SSG Frederick, CPL
Graner, SGT J. Davis, SPC Ambuhl, SPC Hannan, SPC Sivits, and PFC England; all MPs, as
involved in the abuses which occurred. There is no evidence to support MI personnel
involvement in this incident. CID statements from PFC England, SGT 1. Davis, SPC Sivits, SPC
Wisdom, SPC Hannan, DETAINEE-l7, DETAINEE-Ol, and DETAINEE--I6 detail that the
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detainees were stripped, pushed into a pile, and jumped on by SOT J. Davis, CPL Graner, and
SSG Frederick. They were photographed at different times by SPC Hannan, SPC Sivits, and
SSG Frederick. The detainees were subsequently posed sexually, forced to masturbate, and
"ridden like animals." CPL Graner knocked at least one detainee unconscious and SSG
Frederick punched one so hard in the chest that he couldn't breath and a medic was summoned.
SSG Frederick initiated the masturbation and forced the detainees to hit each other. PFC
England stated she observed SSG Frederick strike a detainee in the chest during these abuses.
The detainee had difficulty breathing and a medic, SOLDIER-OI, was summoned. SOLDIER-OI
treated the detainee and while in the Hard Site observed the "human pyramid" of naked detainees
with bags over their heads. SOLDIER-Ol failed to report this abuse. These detainees were not
MI Holds and MI involvement in this abuse has not been alleged nor is it likely. SOLDIER~29

reported seeing a screen saver for a computer in the Hard Site that depicted several naked
detainees stacked in a "pyramid." She also once observed, unrelated to this incident, CPL
Graner slap a detainee. She stated that she didn't report the picture of naked detainees to MI
because she did not see it again and also did not report the slap because she didn't consider it
abuse (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-29; Annex B, Appendix 3, DETAINEE-Ol,
DETAINEE-l 7, DETAINEE-16, ENGLAND, DAVIS, HARMAN,SIVITS, WISDOM; Annex
B, Appendix 3, TAB A, SOLDIER~Ol, and Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs C24-42, D22-25,
M73-77, M87).

(12) (U) Incident #12. A photograph taken circa 27 December 2003, depicts a naked
DETAINEE-14, apparently shot with a shotgun in his buttocks. This photograph could not be
tied to a specific incident, detainee, or allegation and MI involvement is indetenninate
(Reference Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs 037-38, H2, MIll).

(13) (U) Incident #13. Three photographs taken on 29 November 2003, depict an
unidentified detainee dressed only in his underwear, standing with each foot on a separate box,
and bent over at the waist. This photograph could not be tied to a specific incident, detainee, or
allegation and MI involvement is indetenninate. (Reference Annex I, Appendixl, Photographs
037-38, MIll)

(14) (U) Incident #14. An 18 November 2003 photograph depicts a detainee dressed in a
shirt or blanket lying on the floor with a banana inserted into his anus. This as well as several
others show the same detainee covered in feces, with his hands encased in sandbags, or tied in
foam and between two stretchers. These are all identified as DETAINEE-25 and were
detennined by CID investigation to be self-inflicted incidents. Even so, these incidents
constitute abuse; a detainee with a known mental condition should not have been provided the
banana or photographed. The detainee has a severe mental problem and the restraints depicted in
these photographs were allegedly used to prevent the detainee from sodomizing himself and
assaulting himself and others with his bodily fluids. He was known for inserting various objects
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into his rectum and for consuming and throwing his urine and feces. MI had no association with
this detainee (Reference Annex C; Annex E; Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs, C22-23, D28
36, D39, M97,99, MIOS,IIO, M13I-133).

(15) (U) Incident #15. On 26 or 27 November 2003, SOLDIER-IS, 66 MI GP, observed
CIVILIAN-II, a CAeI contractor, interrogating an Iraqi policeman. During the interrogation,
SSG Frederick, 372 MP CO, alternated between coming int6 the cell and standing next to the
detainee and standing outside the celL CIVILIAN-I 1 would ask the policeman a question stating
that ifhe did not answer, he would bring SSG Frederick back into the cell. At one point, SSG
Frederick put his hand over the pOliceman's nose, not allowing him to breathe for a few seconds.
At another point SSG Frederick used a collapsible nightstick to push and possibly twist the
policeman's ann, causing pain. When SSG Frederick walked out of the cell, he told SOLDIER
15 he knew ways to do this without leaving marks. SOLDIER-IS did not report the incident.
The interpreter utilized for this interrogation was CIVILlAN-16. (Reference Annex B, Appendix
I, SOLDIER-IS)

(16) (U) Incident #16. On an unknown date, SOT Hernandez, an analyst, observed
CIVILIAN-OS, a CACl contractor, grab a detainee from the back of a High-Mobility,
Multipurpose, Wheeled Vehicle (HNTh1.WV) and drop him on the ground. CIVILIAN-OS then
dragged the detainee into an interrogation booth. The detainee was handcuffed the entire time.
When the detainee tried to get up to his knees, CIVILIAN-OS would force him to fall. SOT
Hernandez reported the incident to CID but did not report it in MI channels. (Reference Annex
B, Appendix I, HERNANDEZ)

(17) (U) Incident #17. A 30 November 2003, MP Log entry described an unidentified
detainee found in a cell covered in blood. This detainee had assaulted CPL Graner, 372 MP CO,
while they moved him to an isolation cell in Tier IA. CPL Graner and CPL Kamauf, subdued
the detainee, placed restraints on him and put him in an isolation cell. At approximately 0320
hours, 30 November 2003, after hearing banging on the isolation cell door, the cell was checked
and the detainee was found in the cell standing by the door covered in blood. This detainee was
not an MI Hold and there is no record of MI association with this incident or detainee.
(Reference Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs MI15-129, M134).

(18) (U) Incident #18. On approximately 12 or 13 December 2003, DETAINEE-06
claimed numerous abuse incidents against US Soldiers. DETAINEE-06 was a Syrian foreign
fighter and self-proclaimed lihadist who came to Iraq to kill Coalition troops. DETAINEE-06
stated the Soldiers supposedly retaliated against him when he returned to the Hard Site after
being released from the hospital following a shooting incident in which he attempted tokiU US
Soldiers. DETAINEE-06 had a pistol smuggled into him by an Iraqi Policeman and used that
pistol to try to kill US personnel working in the Hard Site on 24 November 2003. An MP
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returned fire and wounded DETAINEE-06. Once DETAINEE-06 ran out of ammunition, he
surrendered and was transported to the hospital. DETAINEE-06 claimed CIVILlAN-21 visited
him in the hospital and threatened him with terrible torture upon his return. DETAINEE-06
claimed that upon his return to the Hard Site, he was subjected to various threats and abuses
which included Soldiers threatening to torture and kill him, being forced to eat pork and having
liquor put in his mouth, having a "very hot" substance put in his nose and on his forehead,
having the guards hit his "broken" leg several times with a solid plastic stick, being forced to
"curse" his religion, being urinated on, being hung by handcuffs from the cell door for hours,
being"smacked" on the back of the head, and "allowing dogs to try to bite" him. This claim was
substantiated by a medic, SOLDIER-lO, who was called to treat a detainee (DETAlNEE-06)
who had been complaining ofpain. When SOLDIER-20 arrived DETAlNEE-06 was cuffed to
the upper bunk so that he could not sit down and CPL Graner was poking at his wounded legs
with an asp with DETAINEE-06 crying out in pain. SOLDIER-20 provided pain medication and
departed. He returned the following day to find DETAINEE-06 again cuffed to the upper bunk
and a few days later returned to find him cuffed to the cell door with a dislocated shoulder.
SOLDIER-lO failed to either stop or report this abuse. DETAINEE-06 also claimed that prior to
the shooting incident, which he described as when "I got shot with several bullets" without
mentioning that he ever fired a shot, he was threatened "every one or two hours ... with torture
and punishment", was subjected to sleep deprivation by standing up "for hours and hours", and
had a "black man" tell him he would rape DETAINEE-06 on two occasions. Although
DETAINEE-06 stated that CPL Graner led "a number of Soldiers" into his cell, he also stated
that he had never seen CPL Graner beat a prisoner. These claims are from a detainee who
attempted to kill US service members. While it is likely some Soldiers treated DETAINEE-06
harshly upon his return to the Hard Site, DETAINEE-06's accusations are potentially the
exaggerations of a man who hated Americans. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 3, DETAINEE
06, SOLDIER-20).

(19) (U) Incident #19. SGT Adams, 470 MI GP, stated that sometime between 4 and 13
December 2003, several weeks after the Shooting of "a detainee who had a pistol" (DETAINEE
06), she heard he was back from the hospital, and she went to check on him because he was one
of the MI Holds she interrogated. She found DETAINEE-06 without clothes or blanket, his
wounds were bleeding and he had a catheter on without a bag. The MPs told her they had no
clothes for the detainee. SGT Adams ordered the MPs to get the detainee some clothes and went
to the medical site to getthe doctor on duty. The doctor (Colonel) asked what SGT Adams
wanted and was asked ifhe was aware the detainee still had a catheter on. The Colonel said he
was, the Combat Anny Surgical Hospital (CASH) had made a mistake, and he couldn't remove
it because the CASH was responsible for it. SGT Adams told him this was unacceptable, he
again refused to remove it and stated the detainee was due to go back to the CASH the following
day. SGT Adams asked ifhe had ever heard of the Geneva Conventions, and the Colonel
responded "fine Sergeant, you do what you have to do, I am going back to bed."
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(U) It is apparent from this incident that DETAINEE06 did not receive proper medical
treatment, clothing or bedding. The "Colonel" has not been identified in this investigation, but
efforts continue. LTC Akerson was chief of the medical team for "security holds" at Abu Ghraib
from early October to late December 2003. He treated DETAINEE06 following his shooting
and upon his return from the hospital. He did not recall such an incident or DETAINEE06
having a catheter. It is possibleSGT Adams was taken to a different doctor that evening. She
asked and was told the doctor was a Colonel, not a Lieutenant Colonel and is confident she can
identify the Colonel from a photograph. LTC Akerson characterized the medical records as
being exceptional at Abu Ghraib, however, the records found by this investigation were poor and
in most cases non-existent. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, ADAMS, AKERSON; Annex B,
Appendix 3, DETAINEE-06).

(20) (U) Incident #20. During the fall of2003, a detainee stated that another detainee,
named DETAINEE-09, was stripped, forced to stand on two boxes, had water poured on him 'and
had his genitals hit with a glove. Additionally, the detainee was handcuffed to his cell door for a
half day without food or water. The detainee making the statement did not recall the exact date
or participants. Later, "Assad" was identified as DETAINEE-09, who stated that on 5 November
2003 he was stripped naked, beaten, and forced to crawl on the floor. He was forced to stand on
a box and was hit in his genitals. The participants in this abuse could not be determined. MI
involvement is indetenninate. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 3, DETAINEE-09; Annex I,
Appendix 1, Photographs D37~38, MIll)

(21) (U) Incident #21. Circa October 2003, CIVILIAN-I 7, an interpreter of the Titan
Corporation, observed the following incident: CPL Graner, 372 MP CO, pushed a detainee,
identified as one of the "three stooges" or "three wise men", into a wall, lacerating the detainee's
chin. CIVILIAN-17 specifically stated the detainee was pushed into a wall and "busted his
chin." A medic, SOT Wallin, stated he was summoned to stitch the detainee and treated a 2.5
inch laceration on the detainee's chin requiring 13 stitches. SOT Wallin did not know how the
detainee was injured. Later that evening, CPL Graner took photos of the detainee. CPL Graner
was identified in another incident where he stitched an injured detainee in the presence of
medics. There is no indication ofMI involvement, knowledge, or direction ofthis abuse.
(Reference Annex B, Appendix I,CIVILIAN-17; Annex B, Appendix 3,CIVILIAN-17,
WALLIN, DETAINEE-02; Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs M88-96).

(22) (D) Incident #22. On an unknown date, an interpreter named "CIVILIAN-Ol"
allegedly raped a 15-18 year old male detainee according to DETAINEE-OS. DETAINEE-05
heard screaming and climbed to the top of his cell door to see over a sheet covering the door of
the cell where the abuse was occurring. DETAINEE-05 observed CIVILIAN-Ol, who was
wearing a military uniform, raping the detainee. A female Soldier was taking pictures.
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DETAINEE-OS described CIVILIAN-Ol as possibly Egyptian, "not skinny or short," and
effeminate. The date and participants of this alleged rape could not be confirmed. No other
reporting supports DETAINEE-OS's allegation, nor have photographs of the rape surfaced. A
review of aU available records could not identify a translator by the name of CIVILlAN-O 1.
DETAINEE05's description of the interpreter partially matches CIVILIAN-I?, Interpreter, Titan
Corp. CIVILIAN-I? is a large man, believed by several witnesses to be homosexual, and of
Egyptian extraction. CIVILIAN-I? functioned as an interpreter for a Tactical HUMINT Team at
Abu Ghraib, but routinely provided translation for both MI and MP. CID has an open
investigation into this allegation. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 3, DETAINEE-OS)

(23) (U) Incident #23. On 24 November 2003, a US Army officer, CPT Brinson, MP,
allegedly beat and kicked a detainee. This is one of three identified abuses associated with the
24 November shooting. A detainee obtained a pistol from Iraqi police guards, shot an MP and
was subsequently shot and wounded. During a subsequent search of the Hard Site and
interrogation of detainees, SGT Spiker, 229 Iv1P CO, a member of the Abu Ohraib Internal
Reaction Force (IRF), observed an Anny Captain dragging an unidentified detainee in a choke
hold, throwing him against a wall, and kicking him in the mid-section. SPC Polak, 229 MP CO,
IRF was also present in the Hard Site and observed the same abuse involving two Soldiers and a
detainee. The detainee was lying on his stomach with his hands cuffed behind his back and a
bag over his head. One Soldier stood next to him with the barrel of a rifle pressed against the
detainee's head. The other Soldier was kneeling next to the detainee punching him in the back
with a closed fist. The Soldier then stood up and kicked the detainee several times. The Soldier
inflicting the beating was described as a white male with close cropped blond hair. SPC Polak
saw this Soldier a few days later in full uniform, identifying him as a Captain, but could not see
his name. Both SPC Polak and SGT Spiker reported this abuse to their supervisors, SFC Plude
and lLT Sutton, 372 MP CO. Photos of company grade officers at Abu Ghraib during this time
were obtained and shown to SPC Polak and SOT Spiker, who positively identified the "Captain"
as CPT Brinson. This incident was investigated by CID and the assault was detennined to be
unfounded; a staged event to protect the fact the detainee was a cooperative MP Source.
(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, PLUDE, POLAK, SPIKER, SUTTON; Annex B, Appendix 3,
PLUDE, SUTTON; Annex E, Appendix 5, CID Report oflnvestigation 0005-04-CID 149~83131)

(24) (U) Incident #24. A photograph created circa early December 2003 depicts an
unidentified detainee being interrogated by CIVILIAN-II, CAeI, Interrogator, and CIVILIAN~
16, Titan, linguist. The detainee is squatting on a chair which is an unauthorized stress position.
Having the detainee on a chair which is a potentially unsafe situation, and photographing the
detainee are violations of the ICRP. (Reference Annex I, Appendix 2, Photograph "Stress

Position").
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f. (U) Incidents of Detainee Abuse Using Dogs. (U) Abusing detainees with dogs started
almost immediately after the dogs arrived at Abu Ghraib on 20 November 2003. By that date,
abuses 0 f detainees was already occurring and the addition of dogs was just one more abuse
device. Dog Teams were brought to Abu Ghraib as a result of recommendations from MG G.
Miller's assessment team from JTF-GTMO. MG G. Miller recommended dogs as beneficial for
detainee custody and control issues, especially in instances where there were large numbers of
detainees and few guards to help reduce the risk of detainee demonstrations or acts of violence,
as at Abu Ghraib. MG G. Miller never recommended, nor were dogs used for interrogations at
GTMO. The dog teams were requested by COL Pappas, Commander, 205 MI BDE. COL
Pappas never understood the intent as described by MG G. Miller. Interrogations at Abu GhTaib
were also influenced by several documents that spoke of exploiting the Arab fear of dogs: a 24
January 2003 "CJTF 180 Interrogation Techniques," an 11 October 2002 JTF 170 "Counter
Resistance Strategies," and a 14 September 2003 CJTF-7 ICRP. Once the dogs arrived, there
was controversy over who "owned" the dogs. It was ultimately decided that the dogs would be
attached to the Internal Reaction Force (IRF). The use of dogs in interrogations to "fear up"
detainees was generally unquestioned and stems in part from the interrogation techniques and
counter-resistance policy distributed from CJTF 180, JTF 170 and CJTF~7. It is likely the
confusion about using dogs partially stems from the initial request for dog teams by MI, not
MPs, and their presence being associated with MG G. Miller's visit. Most military intelligence
personnel believed that the use of dogs in interrogations was a "non-standard" technique which
required approval; and most also believed that approval rested with COL Pappas. COL Pappas
also believed, incorrectly, that he had such authority delegated to him from LTG Sanchez. COL
Pappas's belief likely stemmed in part from the changing ICRP. The initial policy was p).lblished
on 14 September 2003 and allowed the use of dogs subject to approval by LTG Sanchez. On 12
October 2003, these were amended to eliminate several techniques due to CENTCOM
objections. After the 12 October 2003 amendment, the ICRP safeguards allowed that dogs
present at interrogations were to be muzzled and under the control of a handler. COL Pappas did
not recall how he got the authority to employ dogs; just that he had it. (Reference Annex B,
Appendix 1, G. MILLER and PAPPAS, and Annex J, Appendix 3)

(U) SFC Plude stated the two Anny dog teams never joined the Navy teams as part of
the IRF and remained separate and under the direct control ofMAJ Dinenna, S3, 320 MP BN.
These teams were involved in all documented detainee abuse involving dogs; both MP and MI
directed. The Navy dog teams were properly employed because of good train~ng, excellent
leadership, personal moral character, and professionalism exhibited by the Navy Dog Handlers,
MAl Kimbro, MAl Clark, and MA2 Pankratz, and IRF personnel. The Anny teams apparently
agreed to be used in abusive situations by both MPs and MI in contravention to their doctrine,
training, and values. In an atmosphere of pennissiveness and absence of oversight or leadership
the Army dog teams became involved in several incidents of abuse over the follOWing weeks
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(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, KIMBRO, PLUDE; Annex B, Appendix 2, PLUDE; Annex
B, Appendix 3, PLUDE).

(1) (D) Incident #25. The first docum"ented incident of abuse with dogs occurred on 24
November 2003, just four days after the dogs teams arrived. An Iraqi detainee was smuggled a
pistol by an Iraqi Police Guard. While attempting to confiscate the weapon, an MP was shot and
the detainee was subsequently shot and wounded. Following the shooting, LTC Jordan ordered
several interrogators to the Hard Site to screen eleven Iraqi Police who were detained following
the shooting. The situation at the Hard Site was described by many as "chaos," and no one really
appeared to be in charge. The perception was that LTG Sanchez had removed all restrictions
that night because of the situation; however, that was not true. No one is able to pin down how
that perception was created. A Navy Dog Team entered the Hard Site and was instructed to
search for additional weapons and explosives. The dogs searched the cells, no explosives were
detected and the Navy Dog Team eventually completed their mission and left. Shortly thereafter,
MAl Kimbro, USN, was recalled when someone "needed" a dog. MAl Kimbro went to the top
floor of Tier IB, rather than the MI Hold area ofTier IA. As he and his dog approached a cell
door, he heard yelling and screaming and his dog became agitated Inside the cell were
CIVILIAN-II (CACI contract interrogator), a second unidentified male in civilian clothes who
appeared to be an interrogator and CIVILIANl6 (female contract interpreter), all ofwhom were
yelling at a detainee squatting in the back right comer. MAl Kimbro's dog was barking a lot
with all the yelling and commotion. The dog lunged and MAl Kimbro struggled to regain
control of it. At that point, one of the men said words to the effect "You see that dog there, if
you don't tell me what I want to know, I'm gonna get that dog on you!" The three began to step
out of the cell leaving the detainee inside and MAl Kimbro backed-up to allow them to exit, but
there was not much room on the tier. After they exited, the dog lunged and pulled MAl Kimbro
just inside the cell. He quickly regained control of his dog, and exited the cell. As CIVILlAN
11, CIVILIAN-16, and the other interrogator re-entered the cell, MAl Kimbro's dog grabbed
CIVILIAN~16'sforearm in its mouth. It apparently did not bite through her clothes or skin and
CIVILIAN~16stated the dog did not bite her. Realizing he had not been called for an explosives
search, MAl Kimbro departed the area with his dog and as he got to the bottom of the tier stairs,
he heard someone calling for the dog again, but he did not return. No record of this interrogation
exists, as was the case for the interrogations of Iraqi Police in the hours and days following the
shooting incident. The use ofdogs in the manner directed by CIVILIAN-II was clearly abusive
and unauthorized (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-II, KIMBRO, PAPPAS,
CIVILIAN-II; Annex B, Appendix 2, PAPPAS).

(U) Even with all the apparent confusion over roles, responsibilities and authorities,
there were early indications that "MP and MI personnel knew the use of dog teams in
interrogations was abusive. Following this 24 November 2003, incident the three Navy dog
teams concluded that some interrogators might attempt to misuse Navy Dogs to support their
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interrogations. For all subsequent requests they inquired what the specific purpose of the dog
was and when told "for interrogation" they explained that Navy dogs were not intended for
interrogations and the request would not be fulfilled. Over the next few weeks, the Navy dog
teams received about eight similar calls, none ofwhich were fulfilled. In the later part of
December 2003, COL Pappas summoned MAl Kimbro andwanted to know what the Navy
dogs' capabilities were. MAl Kimbro explained Navy dog capabilities and provided the Navy
Dog Use SOP. COL Pappas never asked if they could be used in interrogations and following
that meeting the Navy Dog teams received no additional requests to support interrogations.

(2) (U) Incident #26. On or about 8 January 2004, SOLDIER-17 was conducting an
intt:rrogation of a Baath Party General Officer in the shower area of Tier IB of the Hard Site.
Tier IB was the area of the Hard Site dedicated to female and juvenile detainees. Although Tier
1B was not the nonnallocation for interrogations, due to a space shortage in Tier lA, SOLDIER
17 was using this area. SOLDIER-17 witnessed an MP guard and an MP Dog Handler, whom
SOLDIER-I7 later identified from photographs as SOLDIER27, enter Tier IB with SOLDIER
27's blackdog. The dog was on a leash, but was not muzzled. The MP guard and MP Dog
Handler opened a cell in which two juveniles, one known as "Casper," were housed. SOLDIER
2? allowed the dog to enter the cell and "go nuts on the kids," barking at and scaring them. The
juveniles were screaming and the smaller one tried to hide behind "Casper." SOLDIER-27
allowed the dog to get within about one foot of the juveniles. Afterward, SOLDIER~17
overheard SOLDIER-27 say that he had a competition with another handler (likely SOLDIER
08, the only other Army dog handler) to see if they could scare detainees to the point that they
would defecate. He mentioned that they had already made some detainees urinate, so they
appeared to be raising the competition. This incident has no direct MI involvement; however,
SOLDIER-I? failed to properly report what he observed. He stated that he went to bed and
forgot the incident until asked about misuse of dogs during tbis investigation (Reference Annex
B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-17).

(3) (U) Incident #27. On 12 December 2003, an MI Hold detainee named DETAINEE-II,
was recommended by MI (SOLDIER-I?) for an extended stay in the Hard Site because he
appeared to be mentally unstable. He was bitten by a dog in the Hard Site, but at the time he was
not undergoing an interrogation and no MI personnel were present. DETAINEE-II told
SOLDIER-I? that a dog had bitten him and SOLDIER-I? saw dog bite marks on
DETAINEEI 1's thigh. SOLDIER-08, who was the dog handler of the dog that bit DETAINEE
11, stated that in December 2003 his dog bit a detainee and he believed that MPs were the only
personnel around when the incident occurred, but he declined to make further statements
regarding this incident to either the MG Taguba inquiry or to this inquiry. SOLDIER-27,
another Anny dog handler, also stated that SOLDIER~08'sdog had bitten someone, but did not
provide further information. This incident was captured on digital photograph 0178/CG LAPS
and appears to be the result of MP harassment and amusement, no MI involvement is suspected
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(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1,SOLDIER-I7; Annex B, Appendix 2, SOLDIER-OS, SMITH;
Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs, D45-54, M146·171).

(4) (U) Incident #28. In an apparent MI directed use of dogs in detainee abuse, circa 18
December 2003, a photograph depicts a Syrian detainee (DETAINEE-14) kneeling on the floor
with his hands bound behind his back. DETAINEE-14 was a "high value" detainee who had
arrived at Abu Ghraib in December 2003, from a Navy ship. DETAINEE-14 was suspected to
be involved with AI-Qaeda. Military Working Dog Handler SOLDIER-27 is standing in front of
DETAINEE-14 with his black dog a few feet from DETAINEE-14's face. The dog is leashed,
but not muzzled. SGT Eckroth was DETAINEE~14's interrogator from 18 to 21 December
2003, and CIVILlAN-21, CACI contract interrogator, assumed the lead after SGT Eckroth
departed Abu Ohraib on 22 December 2003. SOT Eckroth identified DETAINEE 14 as his
detainee when shown a photo of the incident. CIVILIAN-21 claimed to know nothing about this
incident; however, in December 2003 he related to SSG Eckroth he was told by MPs that
DETAINEE-14' s bedding had been ripped apart by dogs. CIVILIAN-21 was characterized by
SOLDIER25 as having a close relationship with the MPs, and she was told by SOT Frederick
about dogs being used when CIVILIAN-21 was there. It is highly plausible that CIVILlAN-21
used dogs without authorization and directed the abuse in'this incident as well as others related to
this detainee (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, ECKROTH, SOLDIER25, CIVILIAN-21;
Armex I, Appendix I, Photographs Zl-6).

(5) (U) Incident #29. On or about 14 - 15 December 2003, dogs were used in an
interrogation~ SPC Aston, who was the Section Chief of the Special Projects team, stated that on
14 December, one of his interrogation teams requested the use of dogs for a detainee captured in
conjunction with the capture of Saddam Hussein on 13 December 2003. SPC Aston verbally
requested the use of dogs from COL Pappas, and COL Pappas stated that he would call higher to
request permission. This is contrary to COL Pappas's statement that he was given authority to
use dogs as long as they were mUZZled. About one hour later, SPC Aston received approval.
SPC Aston stated that he was standing to the side of the dog handler the entire time the dog was
used in the interrogation. The dog never hurt anyone and was always mUZZled, about five feet
away from the detainee (Reference Annex S, Appendix I, ASTON, PAPPAS).

(6) (U) Incident #30. On another occasion, SOLDIER-26, an MI Soldier assigned to the
S2, 320 MP BN, was present during an interrogation of a detainee and was told the detainee was
suspected to have Al Qaeda affiliations. Dogs were requested and approved about three days
later. SOLDIER-26 didn't know if the dog had to be muzzled or not, likely telling the dog
handler to un-muzzle the dog, in contravention to CJTF~7 policy. The interrogators were
CIVILIAN-20, CACI, and CIVILIAN-2I (CACI), SOLDIER-I4, Operations Officer, ICE stated
that CIVILlAN-21, used a dog during one of his interrogations and this is likely that occasion.
According to SOLDIER-14, CIVILIAN-21 had the dog handler maintain control of the dog and
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did not make any threatening reference to the dog, but apparently "felt just the presence of the
dog would be unsettling to the detainee." SOLDIER-14 did not know who approved the
procedure, but was verbally notified by SOLDIER-23, who supposedly received the approval
from COL Pappas. CIVILIAN-21 claimed he once requested to use dogs, but it was never
approved. Based on the evidence, CIVILlAN-21 was deceitful in his statement (Reference
Annex E, Appendix I, SOLDlER-14, SOLDlER-26, CIVILlAN-21).

(7) (D) Incident #31. In a 14/15 December 2003 interrogation, military working dogs
were used but were deemed ineffective because the detainee had little to no response to them.
CIVILIAN-II, SOLDIER-OS and SOLDIER-I2, all who participated in the interrogation,
believed they had authority to use the dogs from COL Pappas or from LTG Sanchez; however,
no documentation was found showing CITF7 approval to use dogs in interrogations. It is
probable that approval was granted by COL Pappas without such authority. LTG Sanchez stated
he never approved use of dogs. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, CIVILIAN-II, SOLDIER-I2,
SOLDIER-14, PAPPAS, SOLDIER-23, CIVILIAN-21, SANCHEZ).

(8) (U) Incident #32. In yet another instance, SOLDIER-25, an interrogator, stated that
when she and SOLDIERI5 were interrogating a female detainee in the Hard Site, they heard a
dog barking. The female detainee was frightened by dogs, and SOLDIER-25 and SOLDIER-IS
returned her to her cell. SOLDIER-25 went to see what was happening with the dog barking and
saw a detainee in his underwear on a mattress on the floor of Tier IA with a dog standing over
him. CIVILIAN-21 was upstairs giving directions to SSG Fredrick (372 MP Co), telling him to.
"take him back home." SOLDIER-25 opined it was "common knowledge that CIVILIAN·2I
used dogs while he was on special projects, working directly fur COL Pappas after the capture of
Saddam on 13 December 2003." SOLDIER25 could not identify anyone else specifically who
knew of this "common knowledge." It appeared CIVILIAN~21 was encouraging and even
directing the MP abuse with dogs; likely a "softening up" teChnique for future interrogations.
The detainee was one ofCIVILIAN-21 's. SOLDIER-25 did not see an interpreter in the area, so
it is unlikely that CIVILIAN-21 was actually doing an interrogation.

(9) (D) SOLDIER-25 stated that SSG Frederick would come into her office every other day
or so and tell her about dogs being used while CIVILlAN-21 was present. SSG Fredrick and
other MPs used to refer to "doggy dance" sessions. SOLDIER-25 did not specify what "doggy
dance" was (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER~25), but the obvious implication is that
it referred to an unauthorized use of dogs to intimidate detainees.

g. (D) Incidents of Detainee Abuse Using Humiliation. Removal of clothing was not a
technique developed at Abu Ghraib, but rather a technique which was imported and can be traced
through Afghanistan and GTMO. The 1987 version ofFM 34-52, Interrogation, talked about
"controlling all aspects of the interrogation to include... clothing given to the source," while the
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current 1992 version does not The 1987 version was, however, cited as the primary reference
for CJTF-7 in Iraq, even as late as 9 June 2004. The removal of clothing for both MI and Tv1P
objectives was authorized, approved, and employed in Afghanistan and GTMO. At GTMO, the
JTF 170 "Counter-Resistance Strategy," documented on 11 October 2002, permitted the removal
of clothing, approved by the interrogation officer-in-charge, as an incentive in detention
operations and interrogations. The SECDEF granted this authority on 2 December 2002, but it
was rescinded six weeks later in January 2003. This technique also surfaced in Afghanistan.
The CJTF-180 "Interrogation Techniques," documented on 24 January 2003, highlighted that
deprivation of clothing had not historically been included in battlefield interrogations. However,
it went on to recommend clothing removal as an effective technique that could potentially raise
objections as being degrading or inhumane, but for which no specific written legal prohibition
existed. As interrogation operations in Iraq began to take fonn, it was often the same personnel
who had operated and deployed in other theaters and in support of GWOT, who were called
upon to establish and conduct interrogation operations in Abu Ghraib. The lines of authority and
the prior legal opinions blurred. Soldiers simply carried forward the use of nudity into the Iraqi
theater of operations.

(D) Removal ofclothing is not a doctrinal or authorized interrogation technique but
appears to have been directed and employed at various levels within MI as an "ego down"
technique. It was also employed by MPs as a "control" mechanism. Individual observation
and/or understanding of the use and approval of clothing removal varied in each interview
conducted by this investigation. LTC Jordan was knowledgeable of naked detainees and
removal of their clothing. He denied ordering it and blamed it on the MPs. CPT Wood and
SOLDIER14 claimed not to have observed nudity or approved clothing removal. Multiple MPs,
interrogators, analysts, and interpreters observed nudity and/or employed clothing removal as an
incentive, while an equal number didn't. It is apparent from this investigation that removal of
clothing was employed routinely and with the belief it was not abuse. SOLDIER-03, GTMO
Tiger Team believed that clothing as an "ego down" technique could be employed. He thought,
mistakenly, that GTMO still had that authority. Nudity of detainees throughout the Hard Site
was common enough that even during an IeRe visit they noted several detainees without
clothing, and CPT Reese, 372 MP CO, stated upon his initial arrival at Abu Ghraib, ''There's a
lot ofnude people here." Some of the nudity was attributed to a lack of clothing and unifonns
for the detainees;however, even in these cases we could not determine what happened to the
detainee's original clothing. It was routine practice to strip search detainees before their
movement to the Hard Site. The use of clothing as an incentive (nudity) is significant in that it
likely contributed to an escalating "de-humanization" of the detainees and set the stage for
additional and more severe abuses to occur (Reference Armex I, Appendix 1, Photographs D42
43, M5-7, M17-18, M21, M137-141).
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(1) (U) Incident #33. There is also ample evidence of detainees being forced to wear
women's underwear, sometimes on their heads. These cases appear to be a form of humiliation,
either for MP control or MI "ego down," DETAINEE-O? and DETAINEE-OS both claimed they
were stripped of their clothing and forced to wear women's underwear on their heads.
CIVILIAN-IS (CACI) and CIVILIAN-I 9 (CACI), a ClTF-7 analyst, alleged CIVILIAN-21
bragged and laughed about shaving a detainee and forcing him to wear red women's underwear.
Several photographs include unidentified detainees with underwear on their heads. Such photos
show abuse and constitute sexual humiliation of detainees (Reference Annex B, Appendix I,
SOLDIER-03, SOLDIER-14, JORDAN, REESE, CIVILIAN-21, WOOD; Annex B, Appendix
3, DETAINEE-05,CIVILIAN-IS, CIVILIAN-I9, DETAINEE-O?; Annex C; Annex G; Annex I,
AppendiX I, photographs DI2, D14, Mll-I6).

(2) (D) Incident #34. On 16 September 2003, MI directed the removal ofa detainee's
clothing. This is the earliest incident we identified at Abu Ghraib. An MP log indicated a
detainee "was stripped down per MI and he is neked (sic) and standing tall in his ceil." The
following day his interrogators, SPC Webster and SSG Clinscales, arrived at the detainee's cell,
and he was unclothed. They were both surprised. An MP asked SSG Clinscales, a female, to
stand to the side while the detainee dressed and the detainee appeared to have his clothing in his
cell. SSG Clinscales was told by the MP the detainee had voluntarily removed his clothing as a
protest and, in the subsequent interrogation, the detainee did not claim any abuse or the forcible
removal of his clothing. It does not appear the detainee was stripped at the interrogator's
direction, but someone in MI most likely directed it. SPC Webster and SOLDIER-25 provided
statements where they opined SPC Claus, in charge of in-processing MI Holds, may have
directed removal of detainee clothing on this and other occasions. SPC Claus denies ever giving
such orders (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, CLAUS, CLINSCALES, SOLDIER-25,
WEBSTER).

(3) (D) Incident #35. On 19 September 2003, an interrogation "Tiger Team" consisting of
SOLDIER-16, SOLDIER-07, and a civilian contract interpreter identified only as "Maher"
(female), conducted a late night/early morning interrogation of a 17 year old Syrian foreign
fighter. SOLDIER-16 was the lead interrogator. SOLDIER+07 was told by SOLDIER-16 that
the detainee they were about to interrogate was naked. SOLDIER-07 was unsure if SOLDIER
16 was simply passing along that fact or had directed the lv1Ps to strip the detainee. The detainee
had fashioned an empty "Meals-Ready-to-Eat" (MRE) bag to cover his genital area. SOLDIER
07 couldn't recall who ordered the detainee to raise his hands to his sides, but when he did, the
bag fell to the floor exposing him to SOLDIER-07 and thetwo female interrogation team
members. SOLDIER-16 used a direct interrogation approach with the incentive of getting back
clothing, and the use of stress positions.
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(U) There is no record of an Interrogation Plan or any approval documents which
would authorize these techniques. The' fact these techniques were documented in the
Interrogation Report suggests, however, that the interrogators believed they had the authority to
use clothing as an incentive, as well as stress positions, and were not attempting to hide thetf use.
Stress positions were pennissible with Commander, CJTF-7 approval at that time. It is probable
that use of nudity was sanctioned at some level within the chain-of-command. If not, lack of
leadership and oversight permitted the nudity to occur. Having a detainee raise his hands to
expose himself in front of two females is humiliation and therefore violates the Geneva
Conventions (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-07, SOLDlER~14,SOLDlER-I6,
SOLDIER-24, WOOD).

(4) (U) Incident #36. In early October 2003, SOLDIER-19 was conducting an
interrogation and ordered a detainee to roll his orange jumpsuit down to his waist, insinuating to
the detainee that he would be further stripped ifhe did not cooperate. SOLDIER-19's interpreter
put up his hand, looked away, said that he was not comfortable with the situation, and exited the
interrogation booth. SOLDIER-19 was then forced to' stop the interrogation due to lack of
language support. SOLDIER-II, an analyst from a visiting JTF GTMO Tiger Team, witnessed
this incident through the booth's observation window and brought it to the attention of
SOLDIER-16, who was SOLDlER-19;s Team Chief and first line supervisor. SOLDIER-16
responded that SOLDIER-I9 knew what he was doing and did not take any action regarding the
matter. SOLDIER-II reported the same infonnation to SOLDIER-28, his JTF GTMO Tiger
Team Chief, who, according to SOLDIER-ll, said he would "take care of it" SOLDIER-28
recalled a conversation with SOLDIER-II concerning an interpreter walking out of an
interrogation due to a "cultural difference," but could not remember the incident. This incident
has four abuse components: the actual unauthorized stripping of a detainee by SOLDIER-l 9, the
failure of SOLDIER-I0 to report the incident he witnessed., the failure of SOLDIER-16 to take
corrective action, reporting the incident up the chain of command, and the failure of SOLDIER
28 to report. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-II, SOLDIER-16, SOLDIER-19,
SOLDIER-28)

(5) (U) Incident #37. A photograph taken on 17 October 2003 depicts a naked detainee
chained to his cell door with a hood on his head. Several other photographs taken on 18 October
2003 depict a hooded detainee cuffed to his cell door. Additional photographs on 19 October
2003 depict a detainee cuffed to his bed with underwear on his head. A review of available
documents could not tie these photos to a specific incident, detainee or allegation, but these
photos reinforce the reality that humiliation and nudity were being employed routinely enough
that photo opportunities occurred on three successive days. MI involvement in these apparent
abuses carmot be confrrmed. (Reference Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs D12, D14, D42A4,
MS-7, M17-18, M2I, Mll-I6, M137-141)

SECRETUNOFORNIIX1

90

collinsg
Line

collinsg
Line



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 96

SECRET.'INOFORNI1X1

SUBJECT: (U) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

(6) (U) Incident #38. Eleven photographs of two female detainees arrested for suspected
prostitution were obtained. Identified in these photographs are SPC Harman and CPL Graner,
both MPs. In some of these photos, a criminal detainee housed in the Hard Site was shown
lifting her shirt with both her breasts exposed. There is no evidence to cautinn if these acts were
consensual or coerced; however in either case sexual exploitation of a person in US custody
constitutes abuse. There does not appear to be any direct MI involvement in either of the two
incidents above. (Reference Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs M42-52)

(7) (U) Incident #39. On 16 November 2003, SOLDIER-29 decided to strip a detainee in
response to what she believed was uncooperative and physically recalcitrant behavior. She had
submitted an Interrogation PI;m in which she planned to use the "Pride and Ego Down,"
technique but did not specify that she would strip the detainee as part of that approach.
SOLDIER-29 felt the detainee was "arrogant," and when she and her analyst, SOLDIER-la,
"placed him against the wall" the detainee pushed SOLDIER-lO. SOLDIER-29 warned ifhe
touched SOLDIER-IO again, she would have him remove his shoes. A bizarre tit-for-tat
scenario then ensued where SOLDlER-29 would wam the detainee about touching SOLDIER
10, the detainee would "touch" SOLDIER-tO, and then had his shirt, blanket, and finally his
pants removed. At this point, SOLDIER-29 concluded that the detainee was "completely
uncooperative" and terminated the interrogation. While nudity seemed to be acceptable,
SOLDIER-29 went further than most when she walked the semi-naked detainee across the camp.
SGT Adams, SOLDIER-29's supervisor, commented that walking a semi-naked detainee across
the camp could have caused a riot. CIVILIAN-2·t, a CACI contract interrogator, witnessed
SOLDlER-29 and SOLDIER-tO escorting the scantily clad detainee from the Hard Site back to
Camp Vigilant, wearing only his underwear and carrying his blanket. CIVILIAN-2I notified
SGT Adams, who was SOLDIER~29's section chief, who in tum notified CPT Wood, the ICE
Ole. SOT Adams immediately called SOLDIER-29 and SOLDIER-IO into her office,
counseled them, and removed them from interrogation duties.

(U)The incident was relatively well known among HDC personnel and appeared in
several statements as second hand information when interviewees were asked if they knew of
detainee abuse. LTC Jordan temporarily removed SOLDIER-29 and SOLDIER-lOfrom
interrogation duties. COL Pappas left the issue for LTC Jordan to handle. COL Pappas should
have taken sterner action such as an Article 15, UCMJ. His failure to do so did not send a strong
enough message to the rest of the JIDC that abuse would not be tolerated. CPT Wood had
recommended to LTC Jordan that SOLDIER-29 receive an Article 15 and SFC Johnson, the
interrogation NCOIC, recommended she be turned over to her parent unit for the non
compliance. (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, ADAMS, CIVILIAN-04, JORDAN, PAPPAS,
SOLDIER-29, CIVILIAN-21, WOOD; Annex S, Appendix 2, JORDAN).
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(8) (U) Incident #40. On 24 November 2003, there was a shooting of a detainee at Abu
Ghraib in Tier lA. DETAINEE-06, had obtained a pistoL While the MPs attempted to
confiscate the weapon, an MP and DETAINEE-06 were shot It was alleged that an Iraqi Police
Guard had smuggled the pistol to DETAINEE-06 and in the aftennath of the shooting forty-three
Iraqi Police were screened and eleven subsequently detained and interrogated. All but three
were released following intense questioning. A fourth did not report for work the next day and is
still at large. The Iraqi guard detainees admitted smuggling the weapons into the facility hiding
them in an inner tube ofa tire and several of the Iraqi guards were identified as Fedayeen trainers
and members. During the interrogations of the Iraqi Police, harsh and unauthorized techniques
were employed to include the use of dogs, discussed earlier in this report, and removal of
clothing (See paragraph 5.e(18), above). Once detained, the police were strip-searched, which
was a reasonable precaution considering the threat of contraband or weapons. Following such
search, however, the police were not returned their clothes before being interrogated. This is an
act of humiliation and was unauthorized. It was the general understanding that evening that LTG
Sanchez and COL Pappas had authorized aU measures to identify those involved, however, that
should not have been construed to include abuse. LTC Jordan was the senior officer present at
the interrogations and is responsible for the harsh and humiliating treatment of the police
(Reference Almex B, Appendix 1, JORDAN, PAPPAS; Annex B, Appendix 2, JORDAN,
PAPPAS, Annex B, Appendix 1, DETAINEE-06).

(9) (U) Incident #41. On 4 December 2003, documentation in the MP Logs indicated that
MI leadership was aware of clothing removal. An entry indicated "Spoke with LTC Jordan (205
MI BDE) about MI holds in Tier lAIR He stated he would clear up with MI and let MPs run
Tiers lAiB as far as what inmate gets (clothes)." Additionally, in his statement, LTC Phillabaum
claims he asked LTC Jordan what the situation was with naked detainees, and LTC Jordan
responded with, "It was an interrogation technique." Whether this supports allegations of MI
involvement in the clothing and stripping of detainees is uncertain, but it does show that MI at
least knew of the practice and was willing to defer decisions to the MPs. Such vague guidance,
if later combined with an implied tasking from MI, or perceived tasking by MP, potentially
contributed to the subsequent abuse (Reference Annex B, Appendix 2, PHILLABAUM).

h. (U) Incidents of Detainee Abuse Using Isolation. Isolation is a valid interrogation
technique which required approval by the CJTF-7 Commander. We identified documentation of
four instances where isolation was approved by LTG Sanchez. LTG Sanchez stated he had
approved 25 instances of isolation. This investigation, however, found nwnerous incidents of
chronic confusion by both MI and MPs at all levels ofcommand, up through CJTF-7, between
the definitions of "isolation" and "segregation." Since these tenus were commonly interchanged,
we conclude Segregation was used far more often than Isolation. Segregation is a valid
procedure to limit collaboration between detainees. This is what was employed most often in
Tier lA (putting a detainee in a cell by himself vice in a communal cell as was common outside
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the Hard Site) and was sometimes incorrectly referred to as "isolation." Tier lA did have
isolation cells with solid doors which could be closed as well as a small room (closet) which was
referred to as the isolation "Hole." Use of these rooms should have been closely controlled and
monitored by MI and MP leaders. They were not, however, which sUbjected the detainees to
excessive cold in the winter and heat in the summer. There was obviously poor air quality, no
monitoring of time limits, no frequent checks on the physical condition of the detainee, and no
medical screening, all of which added up to detainee abuse. A review of interrogation reports
identified ten references to ''putting people in the Hole," "taking them out of the Hole," or
consideration of isolation. These occurred between 15 September 2003 and 3 January 2004.
(Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SANCHEZ)

(1) (U) Incident #42. On 15 September 2003, at 2150 hours, unidentified MI personnel,
using the initials CKD, directed the use of isolation on a unidentified detainee. The detainee in
cell #9 was directed to leave his outer cell door open for ventilation and was directed to be taken
off the light schedule. The identification of CKD, the MI personnel, or the detainee could not be
detennined. This infonnation originated from the prison log entry and confinns the use of
isolation and sensory deprivation as interrogation teclmiques. (Reference MP Hard Site log book
entry, 15 September 2003).

(2) (U) Incident #43. In early October 2003, SOLDIER-II was interrogating an
unidentified detainee with SOLDIER-I9, an interrogator, and an unidentified contract
interpreter. About an hour and 45 minutes into the interrogation, SOLDIER-I9 turned to
SOLDIER-II and asked if he thought they should place the detainee in solitary confinement for
a few hours, apparently because the detainee was not cooperating or answering questions.
SOLDIER-II expressed his misgivings about the tactic, but deferred to SOLDIER-19 as the
interrogator. About 15 minutes later, SOLDIER-19 stopped the interrogation, departed the
booth, and returned about five minutes later with an MP, SSG Frederick. SSG Frederick jammed
a bag over the detainee's head, grabbed the handcuffs restraining him and said something like
"come with me piggy", as he led the detainee to solitary confinement in the Hard Site, Tier lA of
Abu Ghraib.

(U) About half an hour later, SOLDIER-I 9 and SOLDIER-II went to the Hard Site
without their interpreter, although he was available if needed When they arrived at the
detainee's cell, they found him lying on the floor, completely naked except for a hood that
covered his head from his upper lip, whimpering, but there were no bruises or marks on him.
SSG Frederick then met SOLDIER-19 and SOLDIER-ll at the cell door. He started yelling at
the detainee, "You've been moving little piggy, you know you shouldn't move", or words to that
effect, and yanked the hood back down over the detainee's head. SOLDIER-I9 and SOLDIER
11 instructed other MPs to clothe the detainee, which they did. SOLDIER-II then asked
SOLDIER-I9 ifhe knew the MPs were going to strip the detainee, and SOLDIER-19 said that he
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did not. After the detainee was clothed, both SOLDIER-19 and SOLDIER-II escorted him to
the general population and released him without interrogating him again. SSG Frederick made
the statement "I want to thank you guys, because up until a week or two ago, I was a good
Christian." SOLDIER-II is uncertain under what context SSG Frederick made this statement.
SOLDIER-II noted that neither the isolation technique, nor the "striping incident" in the cell,

was in any "interrogator notes" or "interrogation plan."
(U) More than likely, SOLDIER~19 knew what SSG Frederick was going to do. Given

that the order for isolation appeared to be a spontaneous reaction to the detainee's recalcitrance
and not part of an orchestrated Interrogation Plan; that the "isolation" lasted only approximately
half an hour; that SOLDIER-19 chose to re-contact the detainee without an interpreter present;
and that SOLDIER-19 was present with SSG Frederick at another incident of detainee abuse; it
is possible that SOLDIER-19 had a prearranged agreement with SSG Frederick to "soften up"
uncooperative detainees and directed SSG Frederick to strip the detainee in isolation as
punishment for being uncooperative, thus providing the detainee an incentive to cooperate during
the next interrogation. We believe at a minimum, SOLDIER-19 knew or at least suspected this
type of treatment would take place even without specific instructions (Reference Annex B,
Appendix 1,SOLDIER-ll, SOLDIER-19, PAPPAS, SOLDlER-28).

(3) (U) Incident(s) #44. On 13 November 2003, SOLDIER~29 and SOLDIER-IO, MI
interrogators, noted that a detainee was unhappy with his stay in isolation and visits to the hole.

(D) On II, 13, and 14 November 2003, MI interrogators SOLDIER-04, SOLDIER-09,
SOLDIER-02, and SOLDIER-23 noted that a detainee was "walked and put in the Hole," "pulled
out of extreme segregation," "did not seem to be bothered to return to the Hole," "Kept in the
Hole for a long time unless he started to talk," and "was in good spirits even after three days in
the Hole." (Reference Annex 1, Appendix 3, Photo of "the Hole").

(D) A 5 November 2003 interrogation report indicates in the recommendations/future
approaches paragraph: "Detainee has been recommended for the hole in ISO. Detainee should
be treated harshly because friendly treatment has not been productive and because COL Pappas
wants fast resolution, or he will tum the detainee over to someone other than the 20Sth (MIl"

(U) On 12 November 2003, MI interrogators SOLDIER-I8 and SOLDIER13 noted that
a detainee "feared the isolation Hole, and it made him upset, but not enough to break."

(U) On 29 November 2003, MI interrogators SOLDIER-18 and SOLDIER-06 told a
detainee that "he would go into the Hole ifhe didn't start cooperating."
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(U) On 8 December 2003, unidentified interrogators told a detainee that he was
"reconunended for movement to ISO and the Hole - he was told his sun (sunlight] would be
taken away, so he better enjoy it now."

(U) These incidents aU indicate the routine and repetitive use of total isolation and light
deprivation. Documentation of this technique in the interrogation reports implies those
employing it thought it was authorized. The manner it was applied is a violation of the Geneva
Conventions, CJTF-7 policy, and Army policy (Reference Annex M, Appendix 2, AR 190-8).
Isolation was being employed without proper approval and with little oversight, resulting in
abuse (Reference Annex I, Appendix 4, DETAINEE-08).

i. (U) Several alleged abuses were investigated and found to be unsubstantiated. Others
turned out to be no more than general rumor or fabrication. This investigation established a
threshold below which information on alleged or potential abuse was not included in this report.
Fragmentary or difficult to understand allegations or information at times.defied our ability to
investigate further. One such example is contained in a statement from an alleged abuse victim,
DEIAlNEE-13, who claimed he was always treated well at Abu Ghraib but was abused earlier
by his captors. He potentially contradicts thatclaim by stating his head was hit into a wall. The
detainee appears confused concerning the times and locations at which he was abused. Several
incidents involved numerous victims and/or occurred during a single "event," such as the Iraqi
Police Interrogations on 24 November 2003. One example receiving some visibility was a report
by SOLDIER-22 who overheard a conversation in the "chow hall" between SPC Mitchell and his
unidentified "friends." SPC Mitchell was alleged to have said: "MPs were using detainees as
practice dummies. They would hit the detainees as practice shots. They would apply strikes to
their necks and knock them out. One detainee was so scared; the NIPs held his head and told him
everything would be alright, and then they would strike him. The detainees would plead for
mercy and the MPs thought it was all funny." SPC Mitchell was interviewed and denied having
knowledge of any abuse. He admitted that he and his friends would joke about noises they heard
in the Hard Site and say things such as "the iv1Ps are doing their thing." SPC Mitchell never
thought anyone would take him seriously. Several associates ofSPC Mitchell were interviewed
(SPC Griffin, SOLDIER-12, PVI Heidenreich). All claimed their discussions with SPC
Mitchell were just rumor, and they didn't think anyone would take him seriously or construe he
had personal knowledge of abuse. SPC Mitchell's duties also make it unlikely he would have
witnessed any abuse. He arrived at Abu Ghraib as an analyst, working the day shift, in late
November 2003. Shortly after his arrival, the 24 November "shooting incident" occurred and the
following day, he was moved to Camp Victory for three weeks. Upon his return, he was
transferred to guard duty at Camp Wood and Camp Steel and never returned to the Hard Site.
This alleged abuse is likely an individual's boastful exaggeration of a rumor which was rampant
throughout Abu Ghraib, nothing more (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1, SOLDIER-12,
GRIFFIN, HEIDENREICH, MITCHELL, SOLDlER-22).
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Allegations of Abuse Incidents, the Nature of Reported Abuse, and Associated Personnel
Note: The chart lists all allegations considered. The specific abuse claimed and entities involved are not confirmed in all cases. The
category of abuse are underlined. (See paragraph Se-h, above)

Date! Incident Nature of AIle cd Abuse Comments
Time Nudity! Assault Sexual Use of The Other

Humiliation Assault D02S "Hole"
15 SEP Use of Isolation. MP log entry confirms MI use of
0312150 Incident #42. MlLMP isolation and sensory deprivation as an

interroflation techniaue.
16 SEP MI Directs MPs respond to MI tasking. Detamee
031 Removal of

MlIMP
apparently stripped upon arrival to Hard

1315- Clothing. Incident Site at MI direction.
1445 #34.
19-20 Naked Detainee
SEP 03 During

MIIMP
Interrogation.
Incident #35.

20 SEP Two MI Soldiers CID investigated and referred the case
03 Beat and Kicked a

M.!
back to the command.

Cuffed Detainee.
Incident #1.
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SUBJECT: (U) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Allegations of Abuse Incidents, the Nature of Reported Abuse, and Associated Personnel
Note: The chart lists all allegations considered. The specific abuse claimed and er:tities involved are not confirmed in all cases. The
category of abuse are underlined. (See paragraph Se-b, above)

Date! Incident Nature of AUe cd Abuse Comments
Time Nudityl Assault Sexual Use of The Other

Humiliation Assault D02S "Hole"
7 OCT Unauthorized Unauthorized interrogation. MI
03 Interrogation and personnel received Field Grade Article

Alleged Assault of MI MI 15s.
a Female Detainee.
Incident #2.

Early Interrogator Directs
OCT 03 Partial Removal of

Clothing/Failure to MI
Report Incident
#36.

Early Interrogator Directs MI directed the MP place the detainee
OCT 03 Unauthorized in solitary confinement (apparently the

Solitary "Hole") for a few hours. The MPs
Confinement/Milita MP MP M!LMp carried out the request, stripped and
ry Police Stripping hooded the detainee.
of DetaineelFailure
to Report. Incident
#43.
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SUBJECT: (D) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Allegations of Abuse Incidents l the Nature of Reported Abuse, and Associated Personnel
Note: The chart lists all allegations considered. The specific abuse claimed and entities involved are not confirmed in all cases. The
category of abuse are underlined. (See paragraph SCMh, above)

Datel Incident Nature of AIle cd Abuse Comments
Time NUdityl Assault Sexual Use of The Other

Humiliation Assault Dogs "Hole"
17 OCT Photos Depicting a Nudity, hooding, and restraint. No
03 -19 Naked Hooded indication of association with ML
Oct 03 Detainee Cuffed to

His Cell Door.
Detainee Cuffed to JlliK
His Bed with
Underwear on his
Head. Incident
#37.

20 OCT Detainee Was No indication of association with MI.
03 Stripped and

Abused for Making MP MP MP
a Shank from a
Toothbrush.
Incident #8.

25 OCT Photos of a Naked Humiliation and degradation. No
03/2015 Detainee on a Dog MP MP indication of association with MI.
est) Leash. Incident #9.
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SUBJECT: (D) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th Ml Brigade

Allegations of Abuse Incidents, the Nature of Reported Abuse, and Associated Personnel
Note: The chart lists all allegations considered. The specific abuse claimed and entities involved are not confirmed in all cases. The
category of abuse are underlined. (See paragraph 5e-h, above)

Date! Incident Nature of Aile ed Abuse Comments
Time Nudityl Assault Sexual Use of The Other

Humiliation Assault Dogs "Hole"
25 OCT Three Naked Incident not associated with
03/2300 Detainees interrogation operations. MI personnel
- 2317 Handcuffed observed and participated as
(est) Together and individuals.

Forced to Simulate M[IMP MI/MP MJ/MP
Sex While
Photographed and
Abused. Incident
#3.

28 OCT Photographs of MPs took many photos of two female
03 Female Detainees. MP MP detainees. One detainee photographed

Incident #38. exposing her breasts.
OCT 03 Abuse and Sodomy Detainee on MI Hold No other

of a Detainee indication of association with MI.
(Chern Light MP MP MP
Incident). Incident
#5.
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SUBJECT: (D) AR 15~6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Allegations of Abuse Incidents, the Nature of Reported Abuse, and Associated Personnel
Note: The chart lists all allegations considered. The specific abuse claimed and entities involved are not confirmed in all cases. The
categoryof abuse are underlined. (See paragraph 5e-h, above)

Date! Incident Nature of AIle cd Abuse Comments
Time Nudityl Assault Sexual Use of The Other

Humiliation Assault Do!!s "Hole"
OCT 03 Detainee's Chin No indication of association with MI.

Lacerated. Incident MP Assailant unknown.
#21.

4NOV Detainee Farced to No indication of association with MI.
03/2140 Stand on a Box Attached wire to penis. Threatened
- 2315 With Simulated detainee with electrocution

Electrical Wires MP Mp
Attached to his
Fingers and Penis.
Incident #10.

4 NOV CIA Detainee Dies SEAL Team involved in apprehending
03 in Custody. CIA detainee. MPs photographed body.

Incident #7. Tampered with evidence
5 NOV Detainee Forced to Detainee on NIT Hold. No other
03 Stand on Boxes, indication of association with MI.

Water is Poured on MP ME M1'Him, His Genitals
are Hit. Incident
#20.
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SUBJECT: (D) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Allegations of Abuse Incidents, the Nature of Reported Abuse, and Associated Personnel
Note: The chart lists all allegations considered. The specific abuse claimed and entities involved are not confirmed in all cases. The
category ofabuse are underlined. (See paragraph 5e-h, above)

Datel Incident Nature of Aile cd Abuse Comments
Time Nudityl Assault Sexual Use of The Other

Humiliation Assault Dogs "Hole"
7-8 Naked "Dog pile
NOV and Forced
03/2315 Masturbation of
-0024 Detainees

MP MP MP
(est) Following the 6

NOV 03 Riot at
Camp Vigilant.
Incident #11.

13 NOV Detainee Claim of Interrogation reports suggest MI
03 MP Abuse directed abuse. Withholding of bedding

Corresponds with MP M!'
Interrogations.
Incident #4.

14 NOV MP Log-Detainees . MPs performed unauthorized medical
03 Were Ordered

MP MP
procedures ~ stitching detainee wounds

"PT'd" By MI.
Incident #6.
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SUBJECT: (D) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Allegations of Abuse Incidents, the Nature of Reported Abuse, and Associated Personnel
Note: The chart lists all allegations considered. The specific abuse claimed and entities involved are not confirmed in all caSes. The
category of abuse are underlined. (See paragraph 5e-h, above)

Date! Incident Nature of Alle ed Abuse Comments
Time Nudityl Assault Sexual Use of The Other

Humiliation Assault DOl!s "Hole"
16 NOV Stripping of MI interrogator counseled and removed
03 Detainee During

MI
as lead interrogator.

Interrogation.
Incident #39.

18NOV Photo Depicting Detainee had an apparent mental
03 Detainee on the disorder. Photos were taken of him on

Floor with a other dates included showing him
Banana Inserted naked, praying upside down or covered
into his Anus. MJ.' in feces; blood on a door from an
Incident #14. apparently self-inflicted wound; and

efforts to restrain him. Appropriate
psychiatric care and facilities
apparently were not available.

24 NOV MP CPT Beat and Subsequent investigation determined to
03 Kicked a Detainee, MP be a staged event and not an abusive

Incident #23, incident.
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SUBJECT; (D) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Allegations of Abuse Incidents, the Nature of Reported Abuse, and Associated Personnel
Note: The chart lists all allegations considered. The specific abuse claimed and entities involved are not confirmed in all cases. The
category of abuse are underlined. (See paragraph Se-h, above)

Date! Incident Nature of AUe cd Abuse Comments
Time Nudity/ Assault Sexual Use of The Other

Humiliation Assault Does "Hole"
24 NOV Interrogator
03 Threatens Use of MP/MJ

Military Working .
Dog, Incident #25.

24 NOV The use of dogs and COL Pappas authorized, and LTC
03 humiliation Jordan supervised, the harsh treatment

(clothing removal) MIIM!'. MIIMP of Iraqi Police during interrogations, to
was approved by include humiliation (clothing removal)
MI. Incident #40. and the use of dogs.

26 or 27 MIIMP Abuse MP cutoff air supply by covering nose
Nov 03 During an and mouth of detainee and tWisted his

Interrogation of MILMP. arm at direction of contract interrogator
Iraqi Policeman. dUring interrogation oflraqi policeman.
Incident #15.

29 NOV Photo Depicting a Photo could not be tied to any specific
04 detainee in his inciden~ detainee, or allegation and MI

underwear standing UNK UNK involvement is indeterminate.
on a box. Incident
#13.
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SUBJECT: (U) AR 15~6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Allegations of Abuse Incidents, the Nature of Reported Abuse, and Associated Personnel
Note: The chart lists all allegations considered. The specific abuse claimed and entities involved are not confirmed in all cases. The
category of abuse are underlined. (See paragraph 5e-h, above)

Date! Incident Nature of AIle cd Abuse Comments
Time Nudity/ Assault Sexual Use of The Other

Humiliation Assault Does "Hole"
30NOV MP Log Entry- Wounds apparently self-inflicted. No
03 Detainee Was indication of association with MI.

Found in Cell UNK
Covered in Blood.
Incident #17.

Circa Photo Depicting Photo shows detainee kneeling on a
Dec 03 detainee in stress Ml chair with Interrogators watching. No

position on chair. associated interrogation summaries to
Incident #24. IDdetainee

4 DEC MPLog- Suggests MI direction to remove
03 Detennination of

MIiMP
selected detainee's clothing, with MP

Inmate Clothing by collaboration.
Ml. Incident #41.
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SUBJECT: (D) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Allegations of Abuse Incidents, the Nature of Reported Abuse, and Associated Personnel
Note: The chart lists all allegations considered. The specific abuse claimed and entities involved are not confinned in all cases. The
category of abuse are underlined. (See paragraph 5e~h, above)

DateJ Incident Nature of Aile cd Abuse Comments
Time Nudityl Assault Sexual Use of The Other

Humiliation Assault Dogs "Hole"
12-13 Detainee Involved Detainee allegations may have been
DEC 03 in Attempted exaggerated. MP - Forced him to eat
(est) Murder ofMPs pork and forced alcohol in his mouth.

Claims Retaliatory MP MP MPs may have retaliated in response to
Acts Upon Return the detainee shooting an MP on 24
to the Hard Site. NOV 03.
Incident #18.

4-13 Withholding of MI Soldier discovered and attempted to
DEC 03 Clothing, Bedding, MP UNK

rectify the situation. A VII COL or
(est) and Medical Care. LTC medical officer refused to remove

Incident #19. a catheter when notified by MI.
12 DEC Dog Bites Iranian Detainee on MI Hold. No other
03 Detainee. Incident MP MP MP indication of association with MI.

#27.
14/15 MI Uses Dog in Used allegedly in response to COL
DEC 03 Interrogation.

MIIMP
Pappas's blanket approval for use of

Incident #29. harsher techniques against Saddam
associates.
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SUBJECT: (D) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Allegations of Abuse Incidents, the Nature of Reported Abuse, and Associated Personnel
Note: The chart lists all allegations considered. The specific abuse claimed and entities involved are not confinned in all cases. The
category of abuse are underlined. (See paragraph Se-h, above)

Date! Incident Nature of AIle ed Abuse Comments
Time Nudityl Assault Sexual Use of The Other

Humiliation Assault Do{!s "Hole"
14115 MI Uses Dog in Interrogation report indicates dogs used
DEC 03 Interrogation. Ml/MP with little effect during an interrogation.

Incident #31.
Late Contract
DEC 03 Interrogator

Possibly Involved
MVMP

in Dog Use on
Detainee. Incident
#32.

18DEC Dog Handler Uses Photos of incident show only MP
03 or Dog on Detainee.

MP
personnel; however, it is possible MI

later Incident #28. directed the dogs to prepare the
detainee for interrol2:ation.

27 DEC Photo Depicting Detainee apparently shot by MP
03 (est) Apparent Shotgun personnel with shotgun using less-than-

Wounds on UNK UNK lethal rounds. Nudity may have been
Detainee's required to have medics observe and
Buttocks. Incident treat wounds. No indication of
#12. association with MI.
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SECRETUNOFORNNXl

SUBJECT: (D) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Allegations of Abuse Incidents, the Nature of Reported Abuse, and Associated Personnel
Note: The chart lists all allegations considered. The specific abuse claimed and entities involved are not confirmed in all cases. The
category of abuse are underlined. (See paragraph 5e-h, above)

Date! Incident Nature of Aile ed Abuse Comments
Time Nudity/ Assault Sexual Use of The Other

Humiliation Assault D02S "Hole"
8 JAN Dog Used to Scare MI Soldier observed the event while in
04 Juvenile Inmates.

MP
the area during an interrogation. MP

(Estimat Incident #26. motivation unknown. MI Soldier failed
cd) to report it.
Unspeci Un-muzzled dog MI approved the use of dogs during an
fied used during an

MVMP
interrogation. The dog was un-muzzled

interrogation. without such approval. .
Incident #30.

Unspeci Possible Rape of a
fied Detainee by a US

MlTranslator.
Incident #22.
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SECRETHNOFORNJ~~

SUBJECT: (D) AR 15~6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Allegations of Abuse Incidents, the Nature of Reported Abuse, and Associated Personnel
Note: The chart lists all allegations considered. The specific abuse claimed and entities involved are not confirmed in all cases. The
category of abuse are underlined. (See paragraph 5e·h, above)

Date! Incident Nature of AIle ed Abuse Comments
Time Nudity/ Assault Sexual Use of The Other

Humiliation Assault Does "Bole"
Unspeci Civilian The incident was reported by MI, buf
fied Interrogator CID apparently did not pursue the case.

Forcibly Pulls
Detainee from

MI
Truck and Drags
Him Across
Ground. Incident
#16.

Various MI Use of Isolation Seven detainees are associated with this
Dates as an Interrogation

MI/MP
line item.

Technique.
Incident #44.

Various MI Forces Detainee MPs may have performed two of the
Dates to Wear Women's incidents identified in photos, and may

Underwear on his MI/MP have no MI association.
Head. Incident
#33.
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6. (U) Findings and Recommendations.

a. (U) Major Finding: From 25 July 2003 to 6 February 2004, twenty-seven (27) 205 MI

BDE personnel allegedly:

_ Requested, encouraged, condoned, or solicited MP personnel to abuse detainees or;

_ Participated in detainee abuse or;

_ Violated established interrogation procedures and applicable laws and regulations as

preparation for interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib.

(U) Explanation: Some MI personnel encouraged, condoned, participated in, or ignored
abuse. In a few instances,- MI personnel acted alone in abusing detainees. MI abuse and MI
solicitation ofMP abuse included the use of isolation with sensory deprivation ("the Hole"),
removal of clothing and humiliation, the use of dogs to "fear up" detainees, and on one occasion,
the condoned twisting of a detainee's cuffed wrists and the smothering of this detainee with a
cupped hand in MI's presence. Some MI personnel violated established interrogation practices,
regulations, and coiwentions which resulted in the abuse of detainees. While Interrogation and
Counter-Resistance Policies (ICRP) were poorly defined and changed several times, in most
cases of detainee abuse the MI personnel involved knew or should have known what they were
doing was outside the bounds of their authority. Ineffective leadership at the JlDC failed to
detect violations and discipline those ~esponsible. Likewise, leaders failed to provide adequate
training to ensure Soldiers understood the rules and complied.

(D) Recommendation: The Army needs to re-emphasize Soldier and leader
responsibilities in interrogation and detention operations and retrain them to perform in
accordance with law, regulations, and Army values and to live up to the responsibilities of their
rank and position. Leaders must also provide adequate training to ensure Soldiers understand
their authorities. The Anny must ensure that future interrogation policies are simple, direct and
include safeguards against abuse. Organizations such as the HDC must possess a functioning
chain of command capable of directing interrogation operations.

b. (D) Other Findings and Recommendations.

(1) (D) Finding: There was a lack of clear Command and Control of Detainee Operations

at the CJTF-7 level.

(D) Explanation: COL Pappas was rated by MG Wojdakowski, DCG, V Corps/CJTF
7. MG Wojdakowski, however, was not directly involved with interrogation operations. Most of
COL Pappas' direction was coming from LTG Sanchez directly as well as from MG Fast, the C2.
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BG Karpinski was rated by BG Diamond, Commander, 377th Theater Support Command (377
TSC). However, she testified that she believed her rater was MG Wojdakowski and in fact it
was he she received her direction from the entire time she was in Iraq (Reference Annex B,
Appendix 1, KARPINSKI). The 800 MP HDE was TACON to CJTF-7. Overall responsibility
for detainee operations never came together under one person short of LTG Sanchez himself
until the assignment ofMG G. Miller in April 2004.

(U) Recommendation: There should be a single authority designated for command

and control for detention and interrogation operations. (DoD/DA)

(2) (U) Finding: FRAGa 1108 appointing COL Pappas as FOB Commander at Abu
Ghraib was unclear, This issue did not impact detainee abuse.

(U) Explanation: Although FRAGa 1108 appointing COL Pappas as FOB
Commander on 19 November 2003 changed the command relationship, it had no specific effect
on detainee abuses at Abu Ghraib. The FRAGa giving him TACON of the 320 MP BN did not
contain any specified or implied tasks. The TACON did not include responsibility for
conducting prison or "Warden" functions. Those functions remained the responsibility of the 320
MP BN. This FRAGO has been cited as a significant contributing factor that allowed the abuses
to happen, but the abuses were already underway for two months before CJTF-7 issued this
FRAGO. COL Pappas and the Commander of the 320 MP BN interpreted that FRAGO strictly
for COL Pappas to exercise the external Force Protection and Security of Detainees. COL
Pappas had a Long Range Reconnaissance Company in the 165 MI BN that would augment the
external protection of Abu Ghraib. The internal protection of detainees, however, still remained
the responsibility of the 320 MP BN. The confusion and disorganization between MI and MPs
already existed by the time CITF-7 published the FRAGO. Had there been no change of FOB
Command, it is likely abuse would have continued anyway.

(U) Recommendation: Joint Task Forces such as CJTF-7 should clearly specify
relationships in FRAGOs so as to preclude confusion. Tenns such as Tactical Control (TACON)
should be clearly defmed to identify specific command relationships and preclude confusion.

(DoDICJTF-7)

(3) (D) Finding: The nDC was manned with personnel from numerous organizations and
consequently lacked unit cohesion. There was an absence of an established, effective MI chain

of command at the JIDe.

(U) Explanation: A decision was made not to run the nDC as a unit mission. The
HDC was manned, led and managed by staff officers from multiple organizations as opposed to a
unit with its functioning chain of command. Responsibilities for balancing the demands of
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managing interrogation operations and establishing good order and discipline in this environment

were unclear and lead to lapses in accountability.

(D) Recommendation: noes need to be structured, manned, trained and equipped as
standard military organizations. These organizations should be certified by TRADOC and/of
JFCOM. Appropriate Anny and Joint doctrine should be developed defining JlDCs' missions

and functions as separate commands. (DoDIDNCJTF-7)

(4) (U) Finding: Selecting Abu Ghraib as a detention facility placed soldiers and detainees

at an unnecessary force protection risk.

(U) Explanation: Failure adequately to protect and house detainees is a violation of
the Third and Fourth Geneva Conventions and AR 190-8. Therefore, the selection of Abu
Ghraib as a detention facility was inappropriate because of its inherent indefensibility and poor
condition. The selection of Abu Ghraib as a detention center was dictated by the Coalition
Provisional Authority officials despite concerns that the Iraqi people would look negatively on
Americans interning detainees in a facility associated with torture. Abu Ghraib was in poor
physical condition with buildings and sections of the perimeter wall having been destroyed,
resulting in completely inadequate living conditions. Force protection must be a major
consideration in selecting any facility as a detention facility. Abu Ghraib was located in the
middle of the Sunni Triangle, an area known to be very hostile to coalition forces. Further, being
surrounded by civilian housing and open fields and encircled by a network of roads and
highways, its defense presented fonnidable force protection challenges. Even though the force
protection posture at Abu Ghraib was compromised from the start due to its location and poor
condition, coalition personnel still had a duty and responsibility to undertake appropriate
defensive measures. However, the poor security posture at Abu Ghraib resulted in the deaths

and wounding of both coalition forces and detainees.

(U) Recommendations:

_ Detention centers must be established in accordance with AR 190-8 to ensure

safety and compliance with the Geneva Conventions. (DoDIDNCJTF-7).
_ As a matter of policy, force protection concerns must be applicable to any

detention facility and all detention operations. (DoD/DNCJTF-7)
_Protect detainees in accordance with Geneva Convention IV by providing

adequate force protection. (DoD/DNCJTF-7)

(5) (U) Finding: Leaders failed to take steps to effectively manage pressure placed upon

JIDC personnel.
(U) Explanation: During our interviews, leaders within the MI community

commented upon the intense pressure they felt from higher headquarters, to include<CENTCOM,

SECRETNNOFORN/,lX1

111

braked
Line

braked
Line



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 117

SECRETUNOFORNIIM

SUBJECT: (D) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

the Pentagon, and DIA for timelier, actionable intelligence (Reference Annex B, Appendix 1,
WOOD, PAPPAS, and PRICE). These leaders have stated that this pressure adversely affected
their decision making. Requests for information were being sent to Abu Ghraib from a number
of headquarters without any prioritization. Based on the statements from the interrogators and
analysts, the pressure was allowed to be passed down to the lowest levels.

(D) Recommendation: Leaders must balance mission requirements with unit
capabilities, soldier morale and effectiveness. Protecting Soldiers from unnecessary pressure to
enhance mission effectiveness is a leader's job. Rigorous and challenging training can help
prepare units and soldiers for the stress they face in combat. (DoD/DAJCENTCOM/CJTF·7)

(6) (U) Finding: Some capturing units failed to follow procedures, training, and directives
in the capture, screening, and exploitation of detainees.

(U) Explanation: The role of the capturing unit was to conduct preliminary screening
of captured detainees to determine if they posed a security risk or possessed information of
intelligence value. Detainees who did not pose a security risk and possessed no intelligence
value should have been released. Those that posed a security risk and possessed no intelligence
value should have been transferred to Abu Ghraib as a security hold. Those that possessed
intelligence information should have been interrogated within 72 hours at the tactical level to
gather perishable information of value to the capturing unit. After 72 hours, these personnel
should have been transferred to Abu Ghraib for further intelligence explOitation as an MI hold.
Since most detainees were not properly screened, large numbers of detainees were transferred to
Abu Ghraib, who in some cases should not have been sent there at all, and in almost all cases,
were not properly identified or documented in accordance with doctrine and directives. This
failure led to the arrival of a significatit number of detainees at Abu Ghraib. Without proper
detainee capture documentation, JIDC interrogators were diverted from interrogation and
intelligence production to screening operations in order to assess the value of the incoming
detainees (no value, security hold, or MI Hold). The overall result was that less intelligence was
produced at the HDC than could have been if capturing forces had followed proper procedures.

(U) Recommendation: Screening, interrogation and release procedures at the tactical
level need to be properly executed. Those detainees who pose no threat and are of no
intelligence value should be released by capturing units within 72 hours. Those detainees
thought to be a threat but ofno further intelligence value should be sent to a long term
confinement facility. Those detainees thought to possess further intelligence value should be
sent to a Corpsffheater Interrogation Center. (DAfCENTCOMlCITF-7)

(7) (U) Finding: DoD's development of multiple policies on interrogation operations for
use in different theaters or operations confused Army and civilian Interrogators at Abu Ghraib.
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(U) Explanation: National policy and DoD directives were not completely consistent
with Army doctrine concerning detainee treatment or interrogation tactics, resulting in CJTF-7
interrogation and counter-resistance policies and practices that lacked basis in Army
interrogation doctrine. As a result, interrogators at Abu Ghraib employed non-doctrinal
approaches that conflicted with other DoD and Army regulatory, doctrinal and procedural

guidance.

(U) Recommendation: Adopt one DoD policy for interrogation, within the framework
of existing doctrine, adhering to the standards found in doctrine, and enforce that standard policy
across 000. Interrogation policy must be simple and direct, with reference to existing doctrine,
and possess effective safeguards against abuse. It must be totally understandable by the

interrogator using it. (DoD/DAJCJTF-7)

(8) (U) Finding: There are an inadequate number ofMI units to satisfy current and future
HUMINT missions. The Anny does not possess enough interrogators and linguists to support

interrogation operations.

(U) Explanation: The demand for interrogators and linguists to support tactical
screening operations at the point-of-capture of detainees, tactical HUMINT teams, and persoIUlel
to support interrogation operations at organizations like the JIDC cannot be supported with the
current force structure. As a result, each of these operations in Iraq was undermanned and

suffered accordingly.

(U) Recommendation: The Army must increase the number of HUMINT units to
overcome downsizing of HUMINT forces over the last 10 years and to address current and future

HUMINT requirements.

(9) (U) f'inding: The HDC was not provided with adequate personnel resources to

effectively operate as an interrogation center.

(U) Explanation: The HDC was established in an ad hoc manner without proper
planning, personnel, and logistical support for the missions it was intended to perform.
Interrogation and analyst personnel were quickly kluged together from a half dozen units in an
effort to meet personnel requirements. Even at its peak strength, interrogation and analyst
manpower at the JlDC was too shorthanded to deal with the large number of detainees at hand.

Logistical support was also inadequate.

(U) Recommendation: The Army and DoD should plan on operating HDC
organizations in future operational enviromnents, establish appropriate manning and equipment

authorizations for the same. (DoDlDA)
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(10) (U) Finding: There waslis a severe shortage of CAT II and CAT III Arab linguists

available in Iraq.

(U) Explanation: This shortage negatively affected every level of detainee operations
from point-of-capture through detention facility. Tactical units were unable to properly screen
detainees at their levels not only because of the lack of interrogators but even more so because of
the lack of interpreters. The linguist problem also existed at Abu Ghraib. There were only 20
linguists assigned to Abu Ghraib at the height of operations. Linguists were a critical node and
limited the maximum number of interrogations that could be conducted at any time to the

number of linguists available.

(U) Recommendation: Army and DoD need to address the issue of inadequate linguist

resources to conduct detention operations. (DAJDoD)

(11) (D) Finding: The cross leveling of a large number of Reserve Component (RC)
Soldiers during the Mobilization process contributed to training challenges and lack of unit

cohesion of the RC units at Abu Ghraib.

(U) Recommendation: If cross leveling of personnel is necessary in order to bring RC
units up to required strength levels, then post mobilization training time should be extended.
Post mobilization training should include unit level training in addition to Soldier training to
ensure cross leveled Soldiers are made part of the team. (DA)

(12) (D) Finding: Interrogator training in the Laws of Land Warfare and the Geneva

Conventions is ineffective.

(D) Explanation: The US Army Intelligence Center and follow on unit training
provided interrogators with what appears to be adequate curriculum, practical exercises and man
hours inLaw of Land Warfare and Geneva Conventions training. Soldiers at Abu Ghraib,
however, remained uncertain about what interrogation procedures were authorized and what
proper reporting procedures were required. This indicates that Initial Entry Training for
interrogators was not sufficient or was not reinforced properly by additional unit training or

leadership.

(D) Recommendation: More training emphasis needs to be placed on Soldier and
leader responsibilities concerning the identification and reporting of detainee abuse incidents or
concerns up through the chain of command, or to other offices such as CID, IG or SJA. This
training should not just address the rules, but address case studies from recent and past detainee
and interrogation operations to address likely issues interrogators and their supervisors will
encounter. Soldiers and leaders need to be taught to integrate Anny values and ethical decision-
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making to deal with interrogation issues that are not clearly prohibited or allowed. Furthennore,
it should be stressed that methods employed by US Army interrogators will represent US values.

(13) (U) Finding: MI, MP, and Medical Corps personnel observed and failed to report
instances of Abuse at Abu Ghraib. Likewise, several reports indicated that capturing units did not

always treat detainees lAW the Geneva Convention.

(U) Recommendation: DoD should improve training provided to all personnel in
Geneva Conventions, detainee operations, and the responsibilities of reporting detainee abuse.

(000)

(14) (U) Finding: Combined MIIMP training in the conduct of detainee/interrogation

operations is inadequate.

(U) Explanation: MI and MP personnel at Abu Ghraib had little knowledge of each
other's missions, roles and responsibilities in the conduct of detainee/interrogation operations.
As a result, some "lanes in the road" were worked out "on the fly." Other relationships were
never fully defined and contributed to the confused operational environment.

(U) Recommendation: TRADOC should initiate an effort to develop a cross branch
training program in detainee and interrogation operations training. FORSCOM should reinstitute
combined MIIMP unit training such as the Gold Sword/Silver Sword Exercises that were

conducted annually. (DA)

(15) (D) Finding: MI leaders do not receive adequate training in the conduct and

management of interrogation operations.

(U) Explanation: MI Leaders at the JIDC were unfamiliar with and untrained in
interrogation operations (with the exception of CPT Wood) as well as the mission and purposes
of a JIDC. Absent any knowledge from training and experience in interrogation operations, JlDC
leaders had to rely upon instinct to operate the JIDC. MTIs and Tiger Teams were deployed to
the JIDC as a solution to help train interrogators and leaders in the management of HUMINT and

detainee/interrogator operations.

(U) Recommendation: MI Officer, NCO and Warrant Officer training needs to
include interrogation operations to include management procedures, automation support,
collection management and JIDC operations. Officer and senior NCO training should also
emphasize the potential for abuse involved in detention and interrogation operations. (DA)
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(16) (U) Finding: Anny doctrine exists for both MI interrogati,on and MP detainee
operations, but it was not comprehensive enough to cover the situation that existed at Abu

Ghraib.

(U) Explanation: The lines of authority and accountability between MI and MP were
unclear and undefined. For example, when MI would order steep adjustment, MPs would use
their judgment on how to apply that technique. The result was MP taking detainees from their
cells stripping them and giving them cold showers or throwing cold water on them to keep them

awake.

(U) Recommendation: DA should conduct a review to detennine future Anny
doctrine for interrogation operations and detention operations. (DA)

(17) (D) Finding: Because of a lack of doctrine concerning detainee and interrogation
operations, critical records on detainees were not created or maintained properly thereby

hampering effective operations.

(D) Explanation: This lack of record keeping included the complete life cycle of
detainee records to include detainee capture infonnation and documentation, prison records,
medical records, interrogation plans and records, and release board records. Lack of record
keeping significantly hampered the ability of this investigation to discover critical information

concerning detainee abuse.

{U) Recommendation: As TRADOC reviews and enhances detainee and interrogation
operations doctrine, it should ensure that record keeping and information sharing requirements

are addressed. (DA)

(18) (U) Finding: Four (4) contract interrogators allegedly abused detainees at Abu

Ghraib.

(U) Explanation: The contracting system failed to ensure that properly trained and
vetted linguist and interrogator personnel were hired to support operations at Abu Ghraib. The
system also failed to provide useful contract management functions in support of the facility.
Soldiers and leaders at the prison were unprepared for the arrival, employment, and oversight of

contract interrogators.

(U) Recommendations: The Army should review the use contract interrogators. In
the event contract interrogators must be used, the Army must ensure that they are properly
qualified from a training and performance perspective, and properly vetted. The Anny should
establish standards for contract requirements and personnel. Additionally, the Army must
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provide sufficient contract management resources to monitor contracts and contractor

performance at the point ofperforrnance.

(19) (U) Observation: MG Miller's visit did not introduce "harsh techniques" into the

Abu Ghraib interrogation operation.

(U) Explanation: While there was an increase in intelligence reports after the visit, it
appears more likely it was due to the assignment of trained interrogators and an increased
number of MI Hold detainees to interrogate. This increase in production does not equate to an
increase in quality of the collected intelligence. MG G. Miller's visit did not introduce "harsh
techniques" into the Abu Ghraib interrogation operation.

(20) (U) Finding: The JTF-GTMO training team had positive impact on the operational
management ofthe nDC; however, the JTF-GTMO training team inadvertently validated

restricted interrogation techniques.

(U) Explanation: The JTF-GTMO team stressed the conduct of operations with a
strategic objective, while the Abu Ghraib team remained focused on tactical operations. Instead
of providing guidance and assistance, the team's impact was limited to one-an-one interaction
during interrogations. Clearly a significant problem was the JTF-GTMO's lack of understanding
of the approved interrogation techniques, either for GTMO or CJTF-7 or Abu Ghraib. When the
training team composed of the experts from a national level operation failed to recognize, object
to, or report detainee abuse, such as the use ofnudity as an interrogation tactic, they failed as a
training team and further validated the use ofunacceptable interrogation techniques.

(U) Recommendation: TRADOC should initiate an Army-wide effort to ensure all
personnellllvolved in detention and interrogation operations are properly trained with respect to
approved doctrine. There should be a MTT to assist ongoing detention operations. This MIT
must be of the highest quality and understand the mission they have been sent to support. They
must have clearly defined and unmistakable objectives. Team members with varied experience
must be careful to avoid providing any training or guidance that contradicts local or national

policy. (DNDoD)

(21) (U) Finding: The Fort Huachuca MTT failed to adapt the ISCT training (which was
focused upon improving the JTF-GTMO operational environment) to the mission needs ofCJTF
7 and nDC; however, actions of one team member resulted in the inadvertent validation of

restricted interrogation techniques.

(U) Explanation: Although the Fort Huachuca Team (ISCT) team was successful in
arranging a few classes and providing some formal training, to include classes on the Geneva
Conventions, both the JIDC leadership and the ISCT team failed to include/require the contract
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personnel to attend the training. Furthermore, the training that was given was ineffective and
certainly did nothing to prevent the abuses occurring at Abu Ghraib, e.g., the "Hole," nakedness,
withholding of bedding, and the use of dogs to threaten detainees. The ISCT MTT members
were assigned to the various Tiger Teams/sections to conduct interrogations. The ISCT team's
lack of understanding of approved doctrine was a significant failure. This lack of understanding
was evident in SFC Walters' "unofficial" conversation with one ofthc Abu Ghraib interrogators
(CIVILIAN21). SFC Walters related several stories about the use of dogs as an inducement,
suggesting the interrogator talk to the MPs about the possibilities. SFC Walters noted that
detainees are most susceptible during the first few hours after capture. "The prisoners are
captured by Soldiers, taken from their familiar surroundings, blindfolded and put into a truck and
brought to this place (Abu Ghraib); and then they are pushed down a hall with guards barking
orders and thrown into a cell, naked; and that not knowing what was going to happen or what the
guards might do caused them extreme fear." It was also suggested that an interrogator could take
some pictures ofwhat seemed to be guards being rough with prisoners so he could use them to
scare the prisoners. This conversation certainly contributed to the abusive environment at Abu
Ghraib. The team validated the use of unacceptable interrogation techniques. The ISCT team's
Geneva Conventions training was not effective in helping to halt abusive techniques, as it failed
to train Soldiers on their responsibilities for identifying and reporting those techniques.

(U) Recommendation: TRADOC should initiate an Army-wide effort to ensure aU
personnel involved in detention and interrogation operations are properly trained with respect to
approved doctrine. There should be a MIT to assist ongoing detention operations. This MIT
must be of the highest quality and understand the mission they have been sent to support. They
must have clearly defined and unmistakable objectives. Team members with varied experience
must be careful to avoid providing any training or guidance that contradicts local or national
policy. (DAlDoD)

(22) (U) Fhiding: Other Government Agency (OGA) interrogation practices led to a loss
of accountability at Abu Ghraib.

(U) Explanation: While the FBI, JTF-121, Criminal Investigative Task Force, Iraq
Survey Group, and the CIA were all present at Abu Ghraib, the acronym "Other Government
Agency" referred almost exclusively to the CIA. Lack of military control over OGA interrogator
actions or lack of systemic accountability for detainees plagued detainee operations in Abu
Ghraib almost from the start. Anny allowed CIA to house "Ghost Detainees" who were
unidentified and unaccounted for in Abu Ghraib. This procedure created confusion and
uncertainty concerning their classification and subsequent DoD reporting requirements under the
Geneva Conventions. Additionally, the treatment and interrogation of OGA detainees occurred
under different practices and procedures which were absent any DoD visibility, control, or
oversight. This separate grouping ofOGA detainees added to the confusion over proper
treatment of detainees and created a perception that OGA techniques and practices were suitable
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and authorized for DoD operations. No memorandum of understanding on detainee
accountability or interrogation practices between the CIA and CJTF-7 was created.

(U) Recommendation: DoD must enforce adherence by OGA with established DoD
practices and procedures while conducting detainee interrogation operations at DoD facilities.

(23) (U) Finding: There was neither a defined procedure nor specific responsibility within
CJTF-7 for dealing with IeRe visits. JeRe recommendations were ignored by MI, MP and

CJTF-7 personnel.

(D) Explanation: Within this investigation's timeframe, 16 September 2003 through
31 January 2004, the IeRC visited Abu Ghraib three times, notifying CJTF-7 twice of their visit
results, describing serious violations of international Humanitarian Law and of the Geneva
Conventions. In spite of the ICRe's role as independent observers, there seemed to be a
consensus among personnel at Abu Ghraib that the allegations were not true. Neither the
leadership, nor CJTF-7 made any attempt to verify the allegations.

(U) Recommendation: DoD should review current policy concerning lCRC visits and
establish procedures whereby fmdings and recommendations made by the ICRC are investigated.
Investigation should not be done by the units responsible for the facility in question. Specific
procedures and responsibilities should be developed for ICRC visits, reports, and responses.
There also needs to be specific inquiries made into ICRC allegations of abuse or maltreatment by
an independent entity to ensure that an unbiased review has occurred. (DoD/CJTF-7)

(24) (U) .Finding: Two soldiers that the 519 MI BN had reason to suspect were involved in
the questionable death of a detainee in Afghanistan were allowed to deploy and continue
conducting interrogations in Iraq. While in iraq, those same soldiers were alleged to have

abused detainees.

(U) Recommendation: Once soldiers in a unit have been identified as possible
participants in abuse related to the performance of their duties, they should be suspended from

such duties or flagged.

(25) (U) Observation: While some MI Soldiers acted outside the scope of applicable laws
and regulations, most Soldiers performed their duties in accordance with the Geneva

Conventions and Army Regulations.

(U) Explanation: MI Soldiers operating the JIDC at Abu Ghraib screened thousands
of Iraqi detainees, conducted over 2500 interrogations, and produced several thousand valuable
intelligence products supporting the war fighter and the global war on terrorism. This great effort
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was executed in difficult and dangerous conditions with inadequate physical and personnel

reso~rces.

c. (U) Individual Responsibility for Detainee Abuse at Abu Ghraib.

(1) (U) Finding: COL Thomas M. Pappas, Commander, 205 MI BDE. A
preponderance of evidence supports that COL Pappas did, or failed to do, the following:

• Failed to insure that the JIDe perfonned its mission to its full capabilities, within the
applicable roles, regulations and appropriate procedures.

• Failed to properly organize the JIDC.
• Failed to put the necessary checks and balances in place to prevent and detect abuses.
• Failed to ensure that his Soldiers and civilians were properly trained for the mission.
• Showed poor judgment by leaving LTC Jordan in charge of the JIDC during the critical

early stages of the JIDC.
• Showed poor judgment by leaving LTC Jordan in charge during the aftermath of a shooting

incident known as the Iraqi Police Roundup (IP Roundup).
• Improperly authorized the use of dogs during interrogations. Failed to properly supervise

the use of dogs to make sure they were muzzled after he improperly permitted their use.
• Failed to take appropriate action regarding the IeRC reports of abuse.
• Failed to take aggressive action against Soldiers who violated the ICRP, the CJTF-7

interrogation and Counter-Resistance Policy and the Geneva Conventions.
• Failed to properly corrununicate to Higher Headquarters when his Brigade would be unable

to accomplish its mission due to lack of manpower andlor resources. Allowed his
Soldiers and civilians at the JIDC to be subjected to inordinate pressure from Higher

Headquarters.
• Failed to establish appropriate MI and MPcoordination at the brigade level which would

have alleviated much of the confusion that contributed to the abusive environment at Abu

Ghraib.
• The significant number of systemic failures documented in this report does not relieve COL

Pappas of his responsibility as the Commander, 20S
th

MI BDE for the abuses that
occurred and went undetected for a considerable length of time.

(D) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to COL Pappas' chain of

command for appropriate action.
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(2) (U) Finding: LTC Stephen L. Jordan, Director, Joint Interrogation Debriefing
Center. A preponderance of evidence supports that LTC Jordan did, or failed to do, the

following:

• Failed to properly train Soldiers and civilians on the ICRP.
• Failed to take full responsibility for his role as the Director, JIDC.
• Failed to establish the necessary checks and balances to prevent and detect abuses.
• Was derelict in his duties by failing to establish order and enforce proper use oflCRP

during the night 0[24 November 2003 (IP Roundup) which contributed to a chaotic
situation in which detainees were abused.

• Failed to prevent the unauthorized use of dogs and the humiliation of detainees who were
kept naked for no acceptable purpose while he was the senior officer-in-charge in the

Hard Site.
• Failed to accurately and timely relay critical information to COL Pappas, such as:

o The incident where a detainee had obtained a weapon;
o ICRC issues.

• Was deceitful during this, as well as the MG Taguba, investigations. His recollection of
facts, statements, and incidents were always recounted to avoid blame or responsibility.
His version of events frequently diverged from most others.

• Failed to obey a lawful order to refrain from contacting anyone except his attorney
regarding this investigation. He conducted an e-mail campaign soliciting support from

others involved in the investigation.

(D) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to LTC Jordan's chain of

command for appropriate action.
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(3) (U) Finding: MAJ David M. Price, Operations Officer, Joint Interrogation and
Debriefing Center, 141st MI Battalion. A preponderance of evidence indicates that MAl Price

did, or failed to do, the following:

• Failed to properly train Soldiers and civilians on the ICRP.
• Failed to understand the breadth of his responsibilities as the JIDC Operations Officer.

Failed to effectively assess, plan, and seek command guidance and assistance regarding

JIDC operations.
• Failed to intervene when the Interrogation Control Element (ICE) received pressure from

Higher Headquarters.
• Failed to plan and implement the necessary checks and balances to prevent and detect

abuses.
• Failed to properly review interrogation plans which clearly specified the improper use of

nudity and isolation as punishment.

(D) Recommendation: This infonnation should be forwarded t6 MAl Price's chain of command

for appropriate action.

(4) (U) Finding: MAJ Michael D. Thompson, Deputy Operations Officer, Joint
Interrogation and Debriefing Center, 325 MI BN. A preponderance of evidence supports that

MAl Thompson failed to do the following:

• Failed to properly train Soldiers and civilians on the ICRP.
• Failed to understand the breadth of his responsibilities as the JlDC Deputy Operations

Officer. Failed to effectively assess, plan, and seek corrunand guidance and assistance

regarding JIDC operations.
• Failed to intervene when the ICE received pressure from Higher Headquarters.
• Failed to plan and implement the necessary checks and balances to prevent and detect

abuses.
• Failed to properly review interrogation plans which clearly specified the improper use of

nudity and isolation as punishment.

(D) Recommendation: This infonnation should be forwarded to MAl Thompson's chain of

command for appropriate action.
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(5) (U) Finding: CPT Caroh'D A. Wood. Officer in Charge, Interrogation Control
Element (ICE), Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center, 519 MI BDE. A preponderance
of evidence supports that CPT Wood failed to do the following:

• Failed to implement the necessary checks and balances to detect and prevent detainee
abuse. Given her knowledge ofprior abuse in Afghanistan, as well as the reported sexual
assault ofa female detainee by three 519 MI BN Soldiers working in the ICE, CPT Wood
should have been aware of the potential for detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib. As the
Officer-in-Charge (OIC) she was in a position to take steps to prevent further abuse. Her
failure to do so allowed the abuse by Soldiers and civilians to go undetected and

unchecked.
• Failed to assist in gaining control of a chaotic situation during the IP Roundup, even after

SOT Eckroth approached her for help.
• Failed to provide proper supervision. Should have been more alert due to the following

incidents:
o An ongoing investigation on the 519 MI BN in Afghanistan.
o Prior reports of 519 MI BN interrogators conducting unauthorized interrogations.
o SOLDIER29's reported use of nudity and humiliation techniques.
o Quick Reaction Force (QRF) allegations of detainee abuse by 519

lh
MI Soldiers.

• Failed to properly review interrogation plans which clearly specified the improper use of

nudity and isolation in interrogations and as punishment.
• Failed to ensure that Soldiers were properly trained on interrogation techniques and

operations.
• Failed to adequately train Soldiers and civilians on the ICRP.

(U) Recommendation: This infonnation should be forwarded to CPT Wood's chain of

command for appropriate action.

(6) (U) Finding: SOLDIER-'28. Guantanamo Base Team Chief, 260th MI Battalion.
A preponderance of evidence supports that SOLDIER28 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Failed to report detainee abuse when he was notified by SOLDIER~II that a detainee was
observed in a cell naked, hooded, and whimpering, and when SOLDIER-II reported an
interrogator made a detainee pull his jumpsuit down to his waist.

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to SOLDIER-28's chain of

command for appropriate action.

(7) (D) Finding: SOLDIER-23, Operations Section. ICE. JIDC. 325 MI BN. A
preponderance of evidence supports that SOLDIER23 did, or failed to do, the following:
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• Failed to prevent detainee abuse and permitted the unauthorized use of dogs and
unauthorized interrogations during the: IP Roundup. As the second senior MI officer
during the IP Roundup, his tack of leadership contributed to detainee abuse and the
chaotic situation during the IP Roundup.

• Failed to properly supervise and ensure Soldiers and civilians followed the IeRP.
• Failed to properly review interrogation plans which clearly specified the improper use of

nudity and isolation as interrogation techniques and punishment.

(D) Recommendation: This infonnation should be forwarded to SOLDIER23' chain of

command for appropriate action.

(8) (U) Finding: SOLDIER-14, Night Shift OlC, ICE, JIDC, 519 Ml BN. A
preponderance ofevide.llce supports that SOLDIER-14 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Failed to properly supervise and ensure Soldiers and civilians followed the ICRP.
• Failed to provide proper supervision. SOLDIER-14 should have been aware of the

potential for detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib: The following incidents should have
increased his diligence in overseeing operations:

o An ongoing investigation of the 519 MI BN in Afghanistan.
o Allegations by a female detainee that 519 MI EN interrogators sexually assaulted

her. The Soldiers received non-judicial punishment for conducting unauthorized

interrogations.
o SOLDIER-29's reported use of nudity and humiliation techniques.
o Quick Reaction Force (QRF) allegations of detainee abuse by 519 MI BN

Soldiers.
• Failed to properly review interrogation plans which clearly specified the improper use of

nudity and isolation as punishment

(D) Recommendation: This infonnation should be forwarded to SOLDIER-14's chain of

command for appropriate action.
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(9) (U) Finding: SOLDIER-IS. Interrogator, 66 MI GP. A preponderance of evidence
supports that SOLDIER15 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Failed to report detainee abuse. He witnessed SSG Frederick twisting the handcuffs of a
detainee causing pain and covering the detainee's nose and mouth to restrict him from

breathing.
o Witnessed during that same incident, CIVILIAN~11 threaten a detainee by

suggesting he would be turned over to SSG Frederick for further abuse ifhe did

not cooperate.

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to SOLDIER-IS's chain of

command for appropriate action.

(10) (U) Finding: SOLDIER-22, 302d MI Battalion. A preponderance of evidence
supports that SOLDIER22 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Failed to report detainee abuse.
o He was made aware by SOLDlER-25 of an incident where three detainees were

abused by MPs (Reference Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs M36-37, M39-41).
a He was made aware by SOLDIER-25 ofthe use of dogs to scare detainees.
o He overheard Soldiers stating that MPs were using detainees as "practice

dummies;" striking their necks and knocking them unconscious.
o He was made aware of MPs conducting "PT' (Physical Training) sessions with

detainees and MI personnel participating:

• Failed to obey a direct order. He interfered with this investigation by talking about the
investigation, giving interviews to the media, and passing the questions being asked by

investigators to others via a website.

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to SOLDIER-22's chain of

command for appropriate action.
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(11) (D) Finding: SOLDIER-tO, Analyst. 325 MI BN (currently attached to HHC, 504
MI RDE). A preponderance of evidence supports that SOLDIERIO did, or failed to do, the

following:

• Actively participated in abuse when he threw water on three detainees who were hand
cuffed together and made to lie on the floor of the detention facility (Reference Annex I,

Appendix I, Photographs M36-37).
• Failed to stop detainee abuse in the above incident and in the incident when SOLDIER-29

stripped a detainee of his clothes and walked the detainee naked from an interrogation

booth to Camp Vigilant during a cold winter day.

• Failed to report detainee abuse.

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to SOLDIER-IO's chain of

command for appropriate action.

(12) (U) Finding: SOLDIER-17, Interrogator, 2d MI Battalion. A preponderance of

evidence supports that SOLDIER17 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Failed to report the improper use of dogs. He saw an un~muzzledblack dog go into a cell
and scare two juvenile detainees. The dog handler allowed the dogs to "go nuts" on the

juveniles (Reference Annex I, Appendix 1, Photograph D-48).
• Failed to report inappropriate actions of dog handlers. He overheard Dog Handlers state

they had a competition to scare detainees to the point they would defecate. They claimed
to have already made several detainees urinate when threatened by their dogs.

(0) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to SOLDIER-lTs chain of

cOlmnand for appropriate action.

SECRETUNQ~QRN.qX1

126

braked
Line

braked
Line



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 132

SECRETIlNOFORNUX1

SUBJECT: (U) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

(13) (U) Finding: SOLDIER-19, Interrogator, 325 MI BN. A preponderance of
evidence supports that SOLDIER-19 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Abused detainees:
o Actively participated in the abuse of three detainees depicted in photographs

(Reference Annex X, Appendix 1, Photographs M36~37, M39-41). He threw a
Foam-ball at their genitals and poured water on the detainees while they were

bound, nude, and abused by others.
o Turned over a detainee to the MPs with apparent instructions for his abuse. He

returned to find the detainee naked and hooded on the floor whimpering.
o Used improper interrogation techniques. He made a detainee roll down his

jumpsuit and threatened the: detainee with complete nudity ifhe did not cooperate.

• Failed to stop detainee abuse in the above incidents.
• Failed to report detainee abuse for above incidents.

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to SOLDIER-19's chain of

command for appropriate action.

(14) (U) Findings: SOLDIER-24, Analyst, 325 MI BN (currently attached to HHC,
504 MI BDE). A preponderance of evidence supports that SOLDIER24 did, or failed to do, the

following:

• Failed to report detainee abuse. He was present during the abuse of detainees depicted in
photographs (Reference Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs M36-37, M39, M41).

• Failed to stop detainee abuse.

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to SOLDIER-24's chain of

command for appropriate action.
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(15) (U) Findings: SOLDIER-25. Interrogator, 321st MI BN. A preponderance of
evidence supports that SOLDlER25 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Failed to report detainee abuse.
o She saw Dog Handlers use dogs to scare detainees. She "thought it was funny" as

the detainees would run into their cells from the dogs.
a She was told by SOLDIER-24 that the detainees who allegedly had raped another

detainee were handcuffed together, naked, in contorted positions, making it look

like they were having sex with each other.
o She was told that MPs made the detainees wear women's underwear.

• Failed to stop detainee abuse.

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to SOLDIER-25's chain of

command for appropriate action.

(16) (D) Finding: SOLDIER-29, Interrogator. 66 MI GP. A preponderance of evidence

supports that SOLDIER29 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Failed to report detainee abuse.
o She saw CPL Graner slap a detainee.
o She saw a computer screen saver depicting naked detainees in a "human

pyramid."
o She was aware MPs were taking photos of detainees.
o She knew MPs had given a detainee a cold shower, made him roll in the dirt, and

stand outside in the cold until he was dry. The detainee was then given another

cold shower.
• Detainee abuse (Humiliation). She violated interrogation rules of engagement by stripping

a detainee of his clothes and walking him naked from an interrogation booth to Camp

Vigilant on a cold winter night.
• Gave MPs instruction to mistreat/abuse detainees.

o SOLDIER2-9's telling MPs (SSG Frederick) when detainees had not cooperated
in an interrogation appeared to result in subsequent abuse.

o One of the detainees she interrogated was placed in isolation for several days and
allegedly abused by the MPs. She a'nnotated in an interrogation report (IN
AG00992-DETAINEE-08-04) that a "direct approach" was used with "the
reminder of the unpleasantness that occurred the last time he lied to us."

(D) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to SOLDIER-29's chain of

command for appropriate action.
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(17) (U) Findings: SOLDIER-OS. Dog Handler, Abu Ghraib, 42 MP Detachment, 16
MP BDE fABN). A preponderance of evidence supports that SOLDIER08 did, or failed to do,

the following:

• Inappropriate use of dogs. Photographs (Reference Annex I, Appendix 1, D46, D52,
M149~151) depict SOLDIER-08 inappropriately using his dog to terrorize detainees.

• Abused detainees. SOLDIER-08 had an on-going contest with SOLDIER-27, another dog
handler, to scare detainees with their dogs in order to see who could make the detainees

urinate and defecate first.

(U) Recommendation: This infonnation should be forwarded to SOLDIER-08's chain of

command for appropriate action.

(18) (U) Findings: SOLDIER34, 372 MP CO. A preponderance of evidence supports

that SOLDIER34 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Failed to report detainee abuse. He was presentduring the abuse of detainees depicted in
photographs (Reference Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs M36-37, M39-41).

• Failed to stop detainee abuse.

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to SOLDIER34's chain of

command for appropriate action.

(19) (U) Findings: SOLDIER-27, 372 MY CO. A preponderance of evidence supports
that SOLDIER27 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Actively participated in detainee abuse.
D During the medical treatment (stitching) of a detainee, he stepped on the chest of

the detainee (Reference Annex I, Appendix 1, Photograph Ml63).
D He participated in the abuse of naked detainees depicted in photographs

(Reference Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs M36-37, M39-41).

• Failed to stop detainee abuse.

(U) Recommendation: This infonnation should be forwarded to SOLDIER27's chain of

conunand for appropriate action.
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(20) (U)Findings: SOLDIER-27, Dog Handler, Abu Ghraib, 523 MP Detachment. A
preponderance of evidence supports that SOLDIER27 did, or failed to do, the foHowing:

• Inappropriate use of dogs. Photographs (Reference Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs
D46, D48, M148, M150, MISt, MIS3, Zl, Z3-6) depict SOLDIER~27 inappropriately

using his dog terrorizing detainees.
• Detainee abuse. SOLDIER-27 had an on-going contest with SOLDIER-08, another dog

handler, to scare detainees with their dogs and cause the detainees to urinate and defecate.
• Led his dog into a cell with two juvenile detainees and let his dog go "nuts." The two

juveniles were yelling and screaming with the youngest one hiding behind the oldest.

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to SOLDIER-27's chain of

command for appropriate action.

(21) (U) Finding: SOLDIER~20,Medic, 372 MP CO. A preponderance of evidence

supports that SOLDlER20 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Failed to report detainee abuse.
o When called to assist a detainee who had been shot in the leg, he witnessed CPL

Graner hit the detainee in his injured leg with a stick.
a He saw the same detainee handcuffed to a bed over several days, causing great

pain to the detainee as he was forced to stand.
a He saw the same detainee handcuffed to a bed which resulted in a dislocated

shoulder.
a He saw pictures of detainees being abused (stacked naked in a "human pyramid").

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to SOLDIER-20's chain of

command for appropriate action.

(22) (U) Finding: SOLDIER-Of, Medic, Abu Ghraib. A preponderance of evidence

supports that SOLDIEROI did, or failed to do, the following:

• Failed to report detainee abuse. She saw a 'human pyramid" of naked Iraqi prisoners, all
with sandbags on their heads when called to the Hard Site to provide medical treatment.

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to SOLDIER-OI's chain of

command for appropriate action.

(23) (U) Finding: CIVILIAN-OS, CACI employee. A preponderance of evidence

supports that CIVILIAN-05 did, or failed to do, the following:
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• He grabbed a detainee (who was handcuffed) offa vehicle and dropped him to the ground.
He then dragged him into an interrogation booth and as the detainee tried to get up,
CIVILIAN-OS would yank the detainee very hard and make him fall again.

• Disobeyed General Order Number One; drinking alcohol while at Abu Ghraib.
• Refused to take instructions from a Tiger Team leader and refused to take instructions from

military trainers.
o When confronted by SSG Neal, his Tiger Team leader, about his inadequate

interrogation techniques, he replied, "I have been doing this for 20 years and I do
not need a 20 year old telling me how to do my job."

o When placed in a remedial report writing class because of his poor writing, he did
not pay attention to the trainer and sat in the back of the room facing away from

the trainer.

(U) Recommendation: This infonnation should be forwarded to the Army General Counsel for
detennination of whether CIVILIAN-OS should be referred to the Department of Justice for
prosecution. This information should be forwarded to the Contracting Officer (KO) for

appropriate contractual action.

(24) (U) Finding: CIVILIAN-IO. Translator, Titan employee. After a thorough
investigation, we found no direct involvement in detainee abuse by CIVILlAN-I O. Our
investigation revealed CIVILlAN-I 0 had a valid security clearance until it was suspended.

(U) Recommendation: This infonnation should be forwarded to Titan via the KO. CIVILlAN
10 is de",ed of any wmng doing and should retain his security de",ance.~
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(25) (D) Finding: CIVILIAN-H, Interrogator, CAeI employee. A preponderance of
evidence supports that CIVILIAN 11 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Detamee abuse.
o He encouraged SSG Frede~ick to abuse Iraqi Police detained following a shooting

incident (IP Roundup). SSG Frederick twisted the handcuffs of a detainee being

interrogated; causing pain.
o He failed to prevent SSG Frederick from covering the detainee's mouth and nose

restricting the detainee from breathing:
• Threatened the Iraqi Police "with SSG Frederick." He told the Iraqi Police to answer his

questions or he would bring SSG Frederick back into the cell.
• Used dogs during the IP Roundup in an unauthorized manner. He told a detainee, "You see

that dog there, if you do not tell me what I want to know, I'm going to get that dog on

you."
• Placed a detainee in an unauthorized stress position (Reference Annex I, Appendix 2,

Photograph "Stress Positions"). CIVILIAN-II is photographed facing a detainee who is
in a stress position on a chair with his back exposed. The detainee is in a dangerous
position where he might fall back and injure himself.

• Failed to prevent a detainee from being photographed.

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to the Anny General Counsel for
determination of whether CIVILIAN~Il should be referred to the Department of Justice for
prosecution. This information should be forwarded to the KG for appropriate contractual action.
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(26) (U) Finding: CIVILIAN-16, Translator. Titan employee. A preponderance of
evidence supports that CIVILIAN-16 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Failed to report detainee abuse.
o She participated in an interrogation during the ip Roundup, where a dog was

brought into a cell in violation of approved ICRP.
o She participated in the interrogation of an Iraqi Policeman who was placed in a

stress position; squatting backwards on a plastic lawn chair. Any sudden
movement by the IP could have resulted in injury (Reference Annex I, Appendix

2, Photograph "Stress Positions").
o She was present during an interrogation when SSG Frederick twisted the

handcuffs of a detainee, causing the detainee pain.
o She was present when SSG Frederick covered an IP's mouth and nose, restricting

the detainee from breathing.
• Failed to report threats against detainees.

o She was present when CIVILIAN-II told a detainee, "You see that dog there, if
you do not tell me what I want to know, I'm going to get that dog on you."

o She was present when CIVILIAN-II threatened a detainee "with SSG Frederick."

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to the Army General Counsel for
determination of whether CIVILIAN-I6 should be referred to the Department of Justice for
prosecution. This information should be forwarded to the KO for appropriate contractual action.

(27) (U) Finding: CIVILIAN-I?, Interpreter, Titan employee. A preponderance of
evidence supports that CIVILIAN~17 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Actively participated in detainee abuse.
o He was present during the abuse of detainees depicted in photographs (Reference

Annex I, Appendix 1, Photographs M36-37, M39, M4I).
o A detainee claimed that CIVILIAN-I? (sic), an interpreter, hit him and cut his ear

which required stitches.
o Another detainee claimed that someone fitting CIVILlAN-1Ts description raped

a young detainee.
• Failure to report detainee abuse.
• Failure to stop detainee abuse.

(U) Recommendation: This information should be forwarded to the Anny General Counsel for
determination of whether CIVILIAN-I? should be referred to the Department of Justice for
prosecution. This infonnation should be forwarded to the KO for appropriate contractual action.
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(28) (U) Finding: CIVILIAN-21. Interrogator. CAel employee. A preponderance of
evidence supports that CIVILlAN-21 did, or failed to do, the following:

• Inappropriate use of dogs. SOLDIER-26 stated that CIVILIAN-21 used a dog during an
interrogation and the dog was unmuzzled. SOLDIER-25 stated she once saw
CIVlLIAN21 standing on the second floor of the Hard Site, looking down to where a dog
was being used against a detainee, and yelling to the MPs "Take him home." The dog
had torn the detainee's mattress. He also used a dog during an interrogation with SSG

Aston but stated he never used dogs.
• Detainee abuse. CPT Reese stated he saw "NAME" (his description of "NAME'''' matched

CIVILIAN-21) push (kick) a detainee into a cell with his foot.
• Making false statements. During questioning about the use of dogs in interrogations,

CIVILIAN21 stated he never used them.
• Failed to report detainee abuse. During an interrogation, a detainee told SOLDIER-25 and

CIVILIAN-21 that CIVILIAN-I?, an interpreter, hit him and cut his ear which required
stitches. SOLDIER-25 stated she told CIVILIAN-21 to annotate this on the interrogation
report. He did not report it to appropriate authorities.

• Detainee Humiliation.
o CIVILIAN-I5 stated he heard CIVILIAN-21 tell several people that he had

shaved the hair and beard ofa detainee and put him in red women's underwear.
CIVILIAN~2I was allegedly bragging about it.

o CIVILIAN-19 stated he heard OTHER AGENCY EMPLOYEE02 laughing about

red panties on detainees.

(U) Recommendation: This infonnation should be forwarded to the Anny General Counsel for
detennination of whether CIVILIAN-21 should be referred to the Department of Justice for
prosecution. This infonnation should be forwarded to the KO for appropriate contractual action.
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(29) (U) Finding: There were several personnel who used clothing removal, improper
isolation, or dogs as techniques for interrogations in violation of the Geneva Conventions.
Several interrogators documented these techniques in their interrogation plans and stated they
received approval from the JIDC, Interrogation Control Element. The investigative team found
several entries in interrogation reports which clearly specified clothing removal; however, all
personnel having the authority to approve interrogation plans claim they never approved or were
aware of clothing removal being used in interrogations. Also found were interrogation reports
specifying use of isolation, "the Hole." While the Commander, CJTF-7 approved "segregation"
on 25 occasions, this use of isolation sometimes trended toward abuse based on sensory
deprivation and inhumane conditions. Dogs were never approved, however on several occasions
personnel thought they were. Personnel who committed abuse based on confusion regarding
approvals or policies are in need of additional training.

(U) Recommendation: This infonnation should be forwarded to the Soldiers' chain of

command for appropriate action.

CIVILIAN-14 (formally with 368 Military Intelligence Battalion)
SOLDIER-04, 500 Military Intelligence Group
SOLDIER-OS, 500 Military Intelligence Group
SOLDIER-03, GTMO Team, 184 Military Intelligence Company
SOLDIER-B, 66 Military Intelligence Group
SOLDIER-18, 66 Military Intelligence Group
SOLDIER-02, 66 Military Intelligence Group
SOLDIER-II 6 Battalion 98 Division (IT)
SOLDIER-16, 325 Military Intelligence Battalion
SOLDIER-30, 325 Military Intelligence Battalion
SOLDIER-26, 320 Military Police Battalion
SOLDIER-06, 302 Military Intelligence Battalion
SOLDIER-07, 325 Military Intelligence Battalion
SOLDIER-2I, 325 Military Intelligence Battalion
SOLDIER-09, 302 Military Intelligence Battalion
SOLDIER-12, 302 Military Intelligence Battalion
CIVILIAN-20, CACI Employee
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(30) (D) Finding: In addition to SOLDIER-20 and SOLDIEROl, medical personnel may
have been aware of detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib and failed to report it. The scope of this
investigation was MI personnel involvement. SOLDIER-20 and SOLDIER-Ol were cited
because sufficient evidence existed within the scope of this investigation to establish that they
were aware of detainee abuse and failed to report it. Medical records were requested, but not
obtained, by this investigation. The location of the records at the time this request was made was

unknown.

(D) Recommendation: An inquiry should be conducted into 1) whether appropriate medical
records were maintained, and if so, were they properly stored and collected and 2) whether
medical personnel were aware ofdetainee abuse and failed to properly document and report the

abuse.

(31) (D) Finding: A preponderance of the evidence supports that SOLDlER-31,
SOLDlER-32, and SOLDIER-33 participated in the alleged sexual assault of a female detainee
by forcibly kissing her and removing her shirt (Reference CID Case-0216-03-CID259-6121).
The individuals received non-judicial punishment for conducting an unauthorized interrogation,

but were not punished for the alleged sexual assault.

(U) Recommendation: CID should review case # 0216-03-CID259-61211 to determine if
further investigation is appropriate. The case should then be forwarded to the Soldiers' chain of

command for appropriate action.

(32) (U) Finding: An unidentified person, believed to be a contractor interpreter, was
depicted in six photographs taken on 25 October 2003 showing the abuse of three detainees. The
detainees were nude and handcuffed together on the floor. This investigation could not confirm
the identity of this person; however, potential leads have been passed to and are currently being

pursued by CID.

(D) Recommendation: CID should continue to aggressively pursue all available leads to
identify this person and determine the degree of his involvement in detainee abuse.
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7. (U) Personnel Listing. Deleted in accordance with the Privacy Act and 10 USC §13Gb
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8. (D) Task Force Members.

LTG Anthony R. CIVILlAN08
Command
MG George R. Fay
Mr. Thomas A. Gandy

LTC Phillip H. Bender
LTC Michael Benjamin
MAJ(P) Maricela Alvarado
CPT Roseanne M. Bleam
CW5 Donald Marquis
CW3 Brent Pack

CW2 Mark Engan

SGT Patrick D. Devine

CPL Ryan Hausterman

Mr. Maurice J. Sheley

Mr. Michael P. Scanland

Mr. Claude B. Benner

Mr. Michael Wright
Mr. Scott Robertson

Mr. Paul Stark

Mr. Kevin Brucie

Ms. Linda Flanigan

Mr. Albert Scott

Ms. Saoirse SpaiD
Mr. Albert J. McCarn Jr.
Ms. Cheryl Clowser
Mr. Alfred Moreau
Mr. Rudolph Garcia

Investigating Officer

Investigating Officer
Deputy

Chief Investigator
Legal Advisor
Executive Officer
Staff Judge Advocate, CJTF-7
SME ~ Training & Doctrine
cm Liaison

Investigator - Baghdad Team

All Source Analyst

Investigator - Baghdad Team

Investigator

Investigator

Investigative Review

Investigator
Investigator

Chief of Analysis

Investigator - Baghdad Team

Analyst

Cyber-Forensic Analyst

Analyst
Chief of Logistics
Administrator
SME - Contract Law
Senior Editor

HQs, Training and Doctrine

HQs, Dept of the Army, G2
HQs, Dept of the Army, G2

HQs, Dept of the Army, G2
TJAG
HQs, Dept of the Army, G2
CJTF-7 (MNF-I) SJA
HQs, US Army Intelligence Center
US Army cm Command

HQs, 30Sth MI Bn, 902nd MIGroup

ACIC, 310th :MI Bn, 902nd MI Group

HQs, 31oth MI Bn, 902nd MI Group

HQs, US Army INSCOM

HQs, 902nd MI Group

ACIC, 902ud MI Group

HQs, 30Sth MI Bu, 902nd MI Group
HQs, Dept of the Army, G2

ACIC, 310th MI Bu, 902nd MI Group

Det 13, FCA, 902nd MI Group

ACle, 310th MI Bn, 902nd MI Group

HQs, 31oth MI Bn, 902ud MI Group

ACIC, 3 10th MI Bn, 902ud MI group
HQs, Dept of the Army, 02
HQs, Dept of the Army, G2
HQs, Dept of the Army, OTJAG
HQs, Dept of the Army, 02

Contract Services provided by Object Sciences Corp. and SYTEX
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9. (U) Acronyms.

2 Ml BN
8/321 MI BN
8/325 MI BN
Al205 MI BN
115MPBN
165 MI BN
205 Ml BDE
229 MP CO
320 MP BN
320 MP CO
323 M\ BN
325 Ml BN
372 MP CO
377 TSC
400 MP BN
470 MI GP
447 MP CO
500 MI GP
504 MI BDE
519 MI BN
66 MI GP
670 MP CO
72 MP CO
800 MP BDE
870 MP CO
15G
A/519 MI BN
AAR
AFJI

AG
ANCOC
AR
ATSD (10)
BDE
BG
SlAP
BN
BNCOC
BPA
C2X

2d Military Intelligence Battalion
B Company, 3215t Military Intelligence Battalion
B Company, 325th Military Intelligence Battalion
A Company, 205th Military Intelligence Battalion
115th Military Police Battalion
165th Military Intelligence Battalion
20Sth Military Intelligence Brigade
229th Military Police Battalion
320th Military Police Battalion
320th Military Police Company
323d Military Intelligence Battalion
325th Military Intelligence Battalion
372d Military Police Company
377th Theater Support Command
400th Military Police Battalion
470th Military Intelligence Group
447th Military Police Company
500th Military Intelligence Group
504th Military Intelligence Battalion
519th Military Intelligence Battalion
66th Military Intelligence Group
670th Military Police Company
72d Military Police Company
SOOth Military Police Brigade
S70th Military·Police Company
First Sergeant
A Company, 519th Military Intelligence Battalion
After Action Report
Air Force Joint Instructor
Abu Ghraib
Advanced Non-Commission Officer's Course

Army Regulation
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Intelligence Oversight

Brigade
Brigadier General
Baghdad International Airport
Battalion
Basic Non-Commission Officer's Course
Blanket Purchase Agreement
Command and Control Exercise
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CALL
CENTCOM
CG
CHA
CIA
CID
CJCS-I
CJTF-7
CM&D
COL
COR
CP
CPA
CPl
CPT
CSH
DA
DAIG
DCI
DCG
DIAM
000
llT
CASH·
DIA
KO
DOJ
ORA
ORB
EPW
FM
FOB
FRAGO
G-3
GCIV
GP
GSA
GTMO
GWOT
HQ
HUMINT
lAW
ICE
ICRC

5ECRETlfNOFORNIIX1

(U) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Center for Army Lessons Learned
US Central Command
Commanding General
Corps Holding Area
Central Intelligence Agency
Criminal Investigation Command
Chairman, Joint Chief of Staff Instruction
Combined Joint Task Force 7
Collection Management and Dissemination

Colonel
Contracting Officers Representative
Collection Point
Coalition Provisional Authority

Corporal
Captain
Combat Support Hospital
Department of the Army
Department of the Army Inspector General
Director of Centrallnlelligence
Deputy Commanding General
Defense Intelligence Agency Manual

Department of Defense
First Lieutenant
Combat Army Surgical Hospital
Defense Intelligence Agency
Contracting Officer
Department of Justice
Detention Review Authority
Detainee Release Branch
Enemy Prisoner of War
Field Manual
Forward Operating Base
Fragmentary Order
Army Training Division
Geneva Conventions IV

Group
General Services Administration
Guantanamo Naval Base, Cuba
Global War On Terrorism
Headquarters
Human Intelligence
In Accordance With
Interrogation and Control Element
International Committee of the Red Cross
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leRP
lET
ID

IG
lMINT
INseOM
IP
IR
[ROE
ISCT

ISG
JA
JCS
JIDC
JTF-GTMO
MAJ
MCO
LTC
LTG
MFR
MG
MI
MIT
MOS
MOU
MP
MRE
MSC
MSG
MIT
NCO
NeOle
OER
OGA
OGC
OIC
OIF
QPORD
OPNAVINST
OSJA
OVB
RP
SAsa
SECARMY

Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Policies

Initial Entry Training
Infantry Division
Inspector General
Imagery Intelligence
Intelligence and Security Command

Iraqi Police
IntermenUResetl1ement
Interrogation Rules Of Engagement
Interrogation Support to Counterterrorism

Iraqi Survey Group
Judge Advocate
Joint Chiefs of Staff
Joint Interrogation and Detention Center
Joint Task Force Guantanamo

Major
Marine Corps Order
Lieutenant Colonel
Lieutenant General
Memorandum For Record
Major General
Military Intelligence
Mobile Interrogation Team
Military Occupational Specialty
Memorandum of Understanding
Military Police
Meals Ready to Eat
Major Subordinate Command
Master Sergeant
Mobile Training Team
Non-Commissioned Officer
Non-Commissioned Officer In Charge
Officer Evaluation Report
Other GovernmentAgency
Office Of General Counsel
Officer In Charge
Operation Iraqi Freedom
Operations Order
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations Instructions

Office Of the Staff Judge Advocate
Operation Victory Bounty
Retained Personnel
Stability And Support Operations
Secretary of the Army
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SECDEF
SFC
SGT
SIGINT
SITREP

HMMWV
PFe
MA1
MAl
PVT
QRF
SJA
SOF
SOP
SOUTHCOM

SOW
SSG
TACON
THT
TRADOC
TTP
UCMJ
USA1C
USAR
VFR
E-6
E-7
E-5
96B
NBC
FSS
poe
DAIG
97E
351E

F81
ISN
JTF-21
TF~121

SEAL
SPC
RFF
TF-ZO
978

Secretary of Defense
Sergeant First Class
Sergeant
Signals Intelligence

Situation Report
High-Mobility, Multlpu!,?ose Wheeled Vehicle

Private First Class
Master al Arms 1
Master at Arms 2
Private
Quick Reaction Force
Staff judge Advocate
Special Operations Forces
Standard Operating Procedure
US Southern Command

Statement of Work
Staff Sergeant
Tactical Control
Tactical HUMINT Team
Training and Doctrine Command
Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures

Uniform Code Of Military Justice
US Army Intelligence Center

US Army Reserve
Visual Flight Rules
Enlisted Grade 6 (Staff Sergeant)
Enlisted Grade 7 (Sergeant First Class)
Enlisted Grade 5 (Sergeant)
Intelligence Analyst
National Business Center
Federal Supply Schedule

Point of Contact
Department of the AlTllY Inspector General

Human Intelligence Collector

Interrogation Warrant Officer
Federal Bureau of Investigation

Internee Serial Number
Joint Task Force ~ 21
Task Force - 121
Sea, Air, Land
Specialist
Request for Forces
Task Force - 20
Counterintelligence Agent

SECRETNNOFORNIIX1

142

braked
Line

braked
Line



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 148

SUBJECT:

CM&D
JIG
3518
PT
IRF

SECRETIINOFORNIIX1

(D) AR 15-6 Investigation of the Abu Ghraib Detention Facility and
205th MI Brigade

Collection, Management and Dissemination

Joint Intelligence Group
Counterintelligence Warrant Officer
Physical Training
Internal Reaction Force
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(U) AR 15-6 Investigation of the
Abu Ghraib Detention Facility

and 205th MI Brigade

1. (U) Executive Summary

a. (U) Appointment, Charter and Investigative Activity

(1) (U) On 24 June 2004, Acting Secretary of the Army R. L. Brownlee notified me that
I was selected to serve as the Senior Investigating Officer in the investigation of the 205th
Military Intelligence Brigade. GEN Paul Kern was the appointing authority and in a
memorandum, dated 25 June 2004, formally designated me Senior Investigating Officer. MG
George Fay, who had been investigating the 205th MI BDE since his appointment by LTG
Ricardo Sanchez on 31 March 2004, would continue as an investigating officer. Without
reinvestigating areas reviewed by MG Fay, I was specifically directed to focus on whether
organizations or persOlmel higher than the 205th Military Intelligence (MI) Brigade chain of
command, or events and circumstances outside of the 205th MI Brigade, were involved, directly
or indirectly, in the questionable activities regarding alleged detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib
prison.

(2) (U) During the course of my investigation, I interviewed LTG Ricardo Sanchez, the
Commander of Combined Joint Task Force-7 (CJTF-7) I during the period under investigation,
and the senior intelligence officer on his staff, MG Barbara Fast (the "C2"). In addition, I
reviewed witness statements that MG Fay's investigation team had collected; assessment and
investigation reports written by MG Geoffrey Miller, MG Donald Ryder, MG Antonio Taguba
and the Department of the-Army Inspector General (DAIG); and other written materials
including relevant law, doctrine, organizational documents, policy, directives, and U.S. CeRtral
Command (CENTCOM) and CJTF-7 operational orders (OPORDS) and fragmentary orders
(FRAGOs).

b. (U) Background and Operational Environment

(1) (U) The events at Abu Ghraib cannot be understood in a vacuum. Three interrelated
aspects of the operational environment played important roles in the abuses that occurred at Abu
Ghraib. First, from the time V Corps transitioned to become CJTF-7, and throughout the period
under investigation, it was not resourced adequately to accomplish the missions of the CJTF:
stability and support operations (SASO) and support to the Coalition Provisional Authority
(CPA). The CJTF-7 headquarters lacked adequate personnel and equipment. In addition, the
military police and military intelligence units at Abu Ghraib were severely under-resourced.
Second, providing support to the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) required greater
resources than envisioned in operational plans. Third, operational plans envisioned that CJTF-7
would execute SASO and provide support to the CPA in a relatively non-hostile environment. In
fact, opposition was robust and hostilities continued throughout the period under investigation.
Therefore, CJTF-7 had to conduct tactical counter-insurgency operations, while also executing
its planned missions.

1 CJTF-7 was the higher headquarters to which the 205th MI Brigade reported.
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(2) (U) These three circumstances delayed establishment of an intelligence architecture
and degraded the ability of the CJTF-7 staff to execute its assigned tasks, including oversight of
interrogation and detention operations at Abu Ghraib.

(3) (U) When hostilities were declared over, U.S. forces had control of only 600 Enemy
Prisoners of War (EPWs) and Iraqi criminals. In the fall of2003, the number of detainees rose
exponentially due to tactical operations to capture counter-insurgents dangerous to U.S. forces
and Iraqi civilians. At this time, the CJTF-7 commander believed he had no choice but to use
Abu Ghraib as the central detention facility.

c. (U) Abuse at Abu Ghraib

(1) (U) Clearly abuses occurred at the prison at Abu Ghraib. For purposes of this report,
I defined abuse as treatment of detainees that violated U.S. criminal law or international law or
treatment that was inhumane or coercive without lawful justification. Whether the Soldier or
contractor knew, at the time of the acts, that the conduct violated any law or standard, is not an
element of the definition. MG Fay's portion of this report describes the particular abuses in
detail.

(2) (U) 1 found that no single, or simple, explanation exists for why some of the Abu
Glrraib abuses occurred. For clarity of analysis, my assessment divides abuses at Abu Ghraib into
two different types of improper conduct: First, intentional violent or sexual abuses and, second,
actionstaken based on misinterpretations of or confusion about law or policy.

(3) (U) Intentional violent or sexual abuses include acts causing bodily hana using
unlawful force as well as sexual offenses including, but not limited to rape, sodomyand indecent
assault. No Soldier or contractor believed that these abuses were permitted by any policy or
guidance. Ifproven, these actions would be criminal acts. The primary causes of the violent and
sexual abuses were relatively straight-forward _individual criminal misconduct, clearly in
violation of law, policy, and doctrine and contrary to Army values.

(4) (U) Incidents in the second category resulted from misinterpretations oflaw or
policy or resulted from confusion about what interrogation techniques were permitted. These
latter abuses include some cases of clothing removal (without any touching) and some uses of
dogs in interrogations (uses without physical contact or extreme fear). Some of these incidents
may have violated international law. At the time the Soldiers or contractors committed the acts,
however, some of them may have honestly believed the techniques were condoned.

d. (U) Major Findings

(1) (U) The chain of command directly above the 205th MI Brigade was not directly
involved in the abuses at Abu Ghraib. However, poticy memoranda promulgated by the CJTF-7
Commander led indirectly to some of the non-violent and non-sexual abuses. In addition, the
CJTF-7 Commander and Deputy Commander failed to ensure proper staff oversight of detention
and interrogation operations. Finally, CJTF-7 staff elements reacted inadequately to earlier
indications and warnings that problems existed at Abu Ghraib.
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Command and staff actions and inaction must be understood in the context of the
operational environment discussed above. In light of the operational environment, and CJTF-7
staff and subordinate unit's under~resourcingand increased missions, the CJTF-7 Commander
had to prioritize efforts. CJTF-7 devoted its resources to fighting the counter-insurgency and
supporting the CPA, thereby saving Coalition and civilian Iraqi lives and assisting in the
transition to Iraqi self-rule. I find that the CJTF-7 Commander and staff performed above
expectations, in the over-aU scheme of OIF.

(2) (U) Most, though not all, of the violent or sexual abuses occurred separately from
scheduled interrogations and did not focus on persons held for intelligence purposes. No policy,
directive or doctrine directly or indirectly caused violent or sexual abuse. Soldiers knew they
were violating the approved techniques and procedures.

(3) (U) Confusion about what interrogation techniques were authorized resulted from
the proliferation of guidance and information from other theaters of operation; individual
interrogator experiences in other theaters; and, the failure to distinguish between interrogation
operations in other theaters and Iraq. This confusion contributed to the occurrence of some of the
non-violent and non-sexual abuses.

(4) (U) Military Intelligence and Military Police units also had missions throughout the
Iraqi Theater of Operations (ITO), however, 205th MI Brigade and 800th Military Police
Brigade leaders at Abu Ghraib failed to execute their assigned responsibilities. The leaders from
these units located at Abu Ghraib or with supervision over Soldiers and units at Abu Ghraib,
failed to supervise subordinates or provide direct oversight of this important mission. These
leaders failed to properly discipline their Soldiers. These leaders failed to learn from prior
mistakes and failed to provide continued mission-specific training. The 205th MI Brigade
Commander did not assign a specific subordinate unit to be responsible for interrogations at Abu
Ghraib and did not ensure that a Military Intelligence chain of command at Abu Ghraib was
established. The absence of effective leadership was a factor in not sooner discovering and
taking actions to prevent both the violent/sexual abuse incidents and the
misinterpretation/confusion incidents.

(5) (D) Neither Defense nor Anny doctrine caused any abuses. Abuses would not have
occurred had doctrine been followed and mission training conducted. Nonetheless, certain facets
of interrogation and detention operations doctrine need to be updated, refined or expanded,
including, the concept, organization, and operations of a Joint Interrogation and Debriefing
Center (JlDC); guidance for interrogation techniques at both tactical and strategic levels; the
roles, responsibilities and relationships between Military Police and Military Intelligence
personnel at detention facilities; and, the establishment and organization of a Joint Task Force
structure and in particular, its intelligence architecture.

(6) (U) No single or simple theory can explain why some of the abuses at Abu Ghraib
occurred. In addition to individual criminal propensities, leadership failures and, multiple
policies, many other factors contributed to the abuses occurring at Abu Ghraib, including:

• Safety and security conditions at Abu Ghraib;
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• Multiple agencies/organizations involvement in interrogation operations at Abu
Ghraib;

• Failure to effectively screen, certify, and then integrate contractor
interrogators/analysts/linguists;

Lack of a clear understanding of MP and MI roles and responsibilities in
interrogation operations.

• Dysfunctional command relationships at brigade and higher echelons, including
the tactical control (TACON) relationship between the 800th MP Brigade and
CJTF-7.

(7) (D) Demands on the Human Intelligence (HUMINT) capabilities in a counter
insurgency and in the future joint operational environment will continue to tax tactical and
strategic assets. The Army needs trained and experienced tactical HUMINT personnel.

(8) (U) Working alongside non-DOD organizations/agencies in detention facilities
proved complex and demanding. The perception that non-DOD agencies had different rules
regarding interrogation and detention operations was evident, Interrogation and detention
policies and limits of authority should apply equally to all agencies in the Iraqi Theater of

Operations.

J9) (U) Leaders and Soldiers throughout Operation Iraqi Freedom were confronted with
a complex and dangerous operational envirornnent. Although a clear breakdown in discipline and
leadership, the events at Abu Ghraib should not blind us from the noble conduct of the vast
majority of our Soldiers. We are a values based profession in which the clear majority of our
Soldiers and leaders take great pride.

(10) (U) A clear vote of confidence should be extended by the senior leadership to the
leaders and Soldiers who continue to perform extraordinarily in supporting our Nation's wartime
mission. Many of our Soldiers have paid the ultimate sacrifice to preserve the freedoms and
liberties that America and our Anny represent throughout the world.
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2. (U) Charter and Investigative Activity

a. (U) On 24 June 2004, Acting Secretary of the Anny, R. L. Brownlee, notified me that I
was selected to serve as the Senior Investigating Officer in the investigation of the 205th Military
Intelligence Brigade. GEN Paul Kern was the appointing authority and in a memorandum dated
25 June 2004, formally designated me Senior Investigating Officer. MG George Fay, who had
been investigating the 205th MI BDE since his appointment by LTG Ricardo Sanchez on 31
March 2004, would continue as an investigating officer.

b. (U) My specific duties were to focus on whether organizations or personnel higher than
the 205th Military Intelligence (l\1I) Brigade chain of command, or events and circumstances
outside of the 205th MI Brigade, were involved, directly or indirectly, in the questionable
activities regarding alleged detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib prison.

c. (U) In accordance with guidance from the Appointing Authority, 1 would interview LTG
Ricardo Sanchez and other Combined Joint Task Force-7 (CJTF-7) staff, as required, to obtain
infonnation to make findings and recommendations to GEN Kern on the culpability of senior
leaders who had responsibility for interrogation and detainee operations in Iraq. My directions
were to not reinvestigate the areas that MG Fay had already reviewed. Rather, I was to look at
operational and strategic level events that occurred prior to and during the period under
investigation and determine their relationship, if any, to the abuses that occurred while the 205th
MI Brigade was involved in interrogations and intelligence analysis at Abu Ghraib.

d. (U) During the course of my investigation, I interviewed LTO Ricardo Sanchez, the
Commander of Combined Joint Task Force-7 (CJTF-7) during the period under investigation,
and the senior intelligence officer on his staff, MG Barbara Fast (the "C2"). In addition, I
reviewed witness statements that MG Fay's investigation team had collected; reviewed the
assessment and investigation reports written by MG Geoffrey Miller, MG Donald Ryder, MG
Antonio Taguba, and the Department of the Anny Inspector General; and reviewed other written
materials including relevant law, doctrine, organizational documents, policy, directives, and U.S.
Central Command (CENTCOM) and CJTF-7 Operational Orders (OPORDS) and Fragmentary
Orders (FRAGOs).

3. (U) Background: Operation Iraqi Freedom During this Period
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4. (U) Operational Environment

a. (U) Before deciding to centralize detainees at Abu Ghraib, major organizational
changes were ongoing in the structure of U.S. Forces fighting the Iraqi campaign. Following
major ground operations and declaration of the end of hostiiities, the U.S. Anny V Corps
transitioned to become the CJTF-7. Also during this period, then-MG Sanchez was promoted to
Lieutenant General and assumed command of V Corps, replacing LTG Wallace who led Phase
III, Decisive Operations, in Iraq. LTG Sanchez transitioned from commanding a division,
consisting of approximately 15,000 Soldiers, to commanding V Corps. The U.S. Third Army, or
ARCENT, was designated the Combined Forces Land Component Command under the U.S.
Central Command during the initial phases of OW. When V Corps transitioned to the CJTF·7,
the new command assumed responsibility for the Combined Forces Land Component Command
(CFLCC) missions and operations in the Iraqi Theater of Operations (IT 0). The Forces under the
command of LTG Sanchez grew to approximately 180,000 V.S. and Coalition forces. In
addition, the new CJTF-7 was directed to transition to Phase IV of the Iraqi campaign. Phase IV
operations were envisioned as stability and support operations (SASO) and direct support to the
CPA. CJTF-7 assistance to the CPA was essential to help the CPA succeed in recreating essential
government departments under the control of Iraqi leaders. CITF-7 would also help the CPA
transition control of critical government organizations, strategic communications, reconstruction
contracts, and lines of operation necessary to enable Iraqi self-rule.

b. (V) In actuality, LTG Sanchez and his V Corps staff rapidly realized that the war had
not ended. They were in a counter-insurgency operation with a complex, adaptive enemy that
opposed the rule oflaw and ignored the Geneva Conventions. This enemy opposed the transition
of the new Iraqi governing councils that would enable self-rule, and opposed any occupation by
U.S. or coalition forces. The hostilities continued. Operations were planned and executed to
counter the insurgency.

c. (U) In June 2003, when the CJTF-7 organization was established, a vast increase in
responsibilities began. A Joint Manning Document (JMD) was developed to delineate the
specific skill sets of personnel needed to perfonn the increased roles and functions of this new
headquarters. After multiple reviews, the JMD for the CJTF-7 HQ5 was faunally approved for
1400 personnel in December 2003. That JMD included personnel needed to support the Coalition
Provisional Authority (CPA), staff the functional elements needed to focus at joint operational
and strategic levels, and specifically augment areas such as intelligence, operations, and logistics.
Building a ~oherent, focused team was essential to the success of Phase IV operations.

d (U) CJTF-7 remained in the direct chain of command of the U.S. Central Command,
but also was charged with a direct support role to the CPA. Command relationships of
subordinate tactical commands previously under V Corps remained as previously outlined in
Operational Orders. Therefore, the divisions' and Corps' separate brigades, which included the
205th MI Brigade, remained under the CJTF-7. The level of authority and responsibilities of a
command of this magnitude is nonnally vested ina four-star level Anny Service Component
Command under a Regional Combatant Commander, Of the 1400 personnel required on the
JMD, the V Corps stafftransitioned to only 495, or roughly a third, of the manning requirements.
The new JMD also required that key staffpositions be manned by general officers rather than the
nonnal
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colonel level positions on a Corps staff Although the JMD was properly staffed and approved,
personnel and equipment shortages impacted on CJTF-7's ability to execute the mission and
remained a critical issue throughout the period in question. The JMD had 169 positions
eannarked for support of operations at Abu Ghraib.

(1) (S/NF)

(2) (U) The SOOth MP Brigade remained TACON to the CJTF~7 throughout this period.
With the essential task and responsibility for all EPW and confinement operations transferring
from CFLCC to C1TF-7, this unit would have been more appropriately designated as OPCON
instead ofTACON to the CITF. Tactical Control (TACON) allows commanders the detailed and
usually local direction and control ofmovements and maneuver necessary to accomplish
missions and tasks. Whereas, Operational Control (OPCON) provides full authority to organize
commands and forces and employ them as the commander considers necessary to accomplish
assigned missions. The SOOth MP Brigade's parent unit in the area of operations remained the
377th Theater Support Command, located in Kuwait. In accordance with the CENTCOM
OPLAN, CFLCC (ARCENT) had to provide operational logistic support to Anny Forces
employed from Kuwait. The TACON relationship of the SOOth MP Brigade with CJTF-7 resulted
in disparate support from the CJTF-7 staff, lower priority in meeting resource needs for detention
facilities, and the lack of intrusive, aggressive oversight of the unit by CJTF-7 leadership. No
attempt was made by the CJTF-7 or ARCENT Staff to coordinate a change in this command
relationship.

e. (U) Following the period of major ground hostilities in Phase III operations, the
infrastructure of the country remained in desperate need of reconstruction. In addition to battle
damage, looting, pillaging, and criminal actions had decimated the government buildmgs and
infrastructure necessary to detain enemy prisoners of war or criminals.

f. (U) The logistics system, including local contracted support, to support units in Iraq
was slowly catching up to the priority requirements that needed to be executed. Improving living
conditions and basic support for Soldiers, as well as ensuring the safety and security of all forces,
remained priorities, especially with the advent of the counter-insurgency. Quality of life for
Soldiers did not improve in many locations until December of2003.

g. (U) Prior to the beginning of hostilities, planners estimated 30-100 thousand enemy
prisoners of war would need to be secured, segregated, detained, and interrogated. The SOOth MP
Brigade was given the mission to establish as many as twelve detention centers, to be run by
subordinate battalion units. As of May 2003, BG Hill reported that only an estimated 600
detainees were being held _a combination of enemy prisoners and criminals. As a result,
additional military police units previously identified for deployment were demobilized in
CONUS. The original plan also envisioned that only the prisoners remaining from the initial
major combat operations would require detention facilities, and they would eventually be
released or turned over to the Iraqi authorities once justice departments and criminal detention
facilities were re-established,

h. (U) As major counter-insurgency operations began in the July 2003 timeframe, the
demands on the CJTF-7 commander and staff, the CPA, the subordinate units, the Iraqi interim
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government, and Soldiers at all levels increased dramatically. Decisions were made to keep some
units in-country to fight the insurgency. Pressure increased to obtain operational intelligence on
the enemy's identity, support systems, locations, leadership, intelligence sources, weapons and
ammunition caches, and centers of gravity. In addition, the location of Saddam Hussein and
information on WMD remained intelligence priorities. The complexity of missions being
conducted by CJTF-7 and subordinate units increased and placed a high demand on leadership at
all levels. Leaders had to adapt to the new environment and prosecute hostilities, while at the
same time exercising appropriate compassion for non-combatants and protecting the people who
were trying to do what was right for their country. Operations were planned to pursue the various
factions of the counter-insurgency based on intelligence developed with the Iraqi people and
Coalition Forces. A rapid increase in the number of detainees (due to the apprehension of
counter-insurgents who posed a security risk to our Soldiers and to the Iraqi people, members of
criminal factions, and persOimel of intelligence value) demanded a decision on a detention
facility and a need to rapidly expand interrogation operations.

1. (U) Throughout the Iraqi Theater of Operations (ITO), synchronization of force
protection and security operations between operational forces and forward operating bases, such
as Abu Ghraib, demanded more focus by brigade-level leadership. Supported-to-supporting
relationships were blurred due to the large geographical areas given to tactical units. At Abu
Ghraib, outside-the-wire responsibilities during the period in question were the responsibility of
the 3d Armored Cavalry Regiment and then the 82d Airborne Division. Force Protection and
security for the Abu Ghraib forward operating base was an implied task for the 320th MP
Battalion initially, and then, after the 19 November FRAGa, a specified task for the 205th MI
Brigade Commander. The defense and security of the Abu Ghraib forward operating base, to
include engaging the communities outside of the base for information, was a key concern of LTG
Sanchez during his visits and led to the decision to place the 205th MI Brigade commander in
charge of forces at Abu Ghraib for force protection and defense of the base in November 2003.

J. (U) Interrogating detainees was a massive undertaking. In accordance with.doctrine,
unit level personnel would gather initial battlefield intelligence at the point of apprehension.
Tactical interrogations would continue at designated collection points (CP) at Brigade and
Division levels. Then a more detailed interrogation to get operational and strategic intelligence
was to be conducted at a designated central detention facility. The location and facility for this
detention and interrogation was Abu Ghraib. Abu Ghraib was selected by Ambassador Bremer
after consultation with his staff and LTG Sanchez. Abu Ghraib was envisioned as a temporary
facility to be used for criminal detainees until the new Iraqi government could be established and
an Iraqi prison established at another site. Following operations during the summer of 2003, Abu
Ghraib also was designated by CJTF-7 as the detention center for security detainees. The
population of criminals, security detainees, and detainees with potential intelligence value grew
to an estimated 4000-5000 personnel in the fall of2003.

k. (U) The 800th MP Brigade was designated the responsible unit for the Abu Ghraib
detention facility and for securing and safeguarding the detainees. The 205th MI Brigade was
given responsibility for screening and interrogating detainees at Abu Ghraib. The 320th MP
battalion was the unit specifically charged with operating the Abu Ghraib detainee facility by the
800th MP Brigade. Initially, the 205th MI Brigade commander did not specify an MI unit or
organization for interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib. Interrogators, analysts, and linguists
arrived at Abu Ghraib from muJtiple units and locations within the 205th MI Brigade.
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Contractor personnel were also later used to augment interrogation, analyst, and iinguist
personnel at Abu Ghraib.

5. (U) Assessments and Visits to Improve Intelligence. Detention and
Interrogation Operations

a. (U) As conunanders at all levels sought operational intelligence, it became apparent
that the intelligence structure was undermanned, under-equipped, and inappropriately organized
for counter-insurgency operations. Upon arrival in July 2003, MG Barbara Fast was tasked to do
an initial assessment of the intelligence architecture needed to execute the CJTF-7 mission in
Iraq. Technical intelligence collection means alone were insufficient in providing the requisite
information on an enemy that had adapted to the environment and to a high-tech opponent. Only
through an aggressive structure of human intelligence (HUMINT) collection and analysis could
the requisite information be obtained. Communications equipment, computers, and access to
sufficient bandwidth to allow reachback capabilities to national databases were needed to assist
in the fusion and collaboration of tactical through strategic intelligence data. Disparate cel1s of
different agencies had to be co-located to allow access to respective data bases to assist in the
fusion and collaboration effort. Interrogation reports had to be standardized and rapidly reviewed
to allow dissemination to subordinate tactical units, coalition allies, Iraqis, and other personnel at
the unclassified level.

b. (U) Following MG Fast's initial assessment and report to CENTCOM headquarters,
changes began to take place to put the right architecture in place. An Intelligence Fusion Cell
was established, as were a Joint Inter-Agency Task Force and an expanded JC2X HUMINT
Management Cell, at CJTF-7 headquarters. The CPA staffwas augmented with military
personnel from the CJTF-7 intelligence staff With the assistance of the Department of the Army
Staff, CJTF-7 obtained needed communications equipment, computers, and reachback access to
the Information Dominance Centcr (IDe) to collaborate intelligence information. The focus of
the previous V Corps staff, which fonned the nucleus of the initial CJTF-7 staff, rapidly changed
from a tactical focus to a joint operational and strategic level focus. The subsequent successes of
this new intelligence architecture created by MG Fast and her team exponentially improved the
intelligence process and saved the lives of Coalition Forces and Iraqi civilians. HUMINT
operations and the fusion of inteUigence led to the capture of key members of the former regime,
and ultimately, to the capture of Saddam Hussein himself. During the time period of the Abu
Ghraib abuses, the inteHigence focus was on Saddam Hussein's capture and exploitation of
documents related to Saddam Hussein, preparation for Ramadan, and large scale enemy activity
at Fallujah and Najaf. The effort to expand the intelligence organization, obtain operational
intelligence about the counter-insurgency, and support the CPA consumed the efforts of the
CJTF-7 staff. Responsibilities for oversight of tactical interrogation procedures, Intel analysis,
and reporting at Abu Ghraib as throughout the ITO, were entrusted to the commanders in the
field.

c. (U) Due to the expanded scope of the mission for this new organization, the need to
gain operational intelligence about the countcr¥insurgency, and the rapid and unexpected number
of detainees, assistance was requested to help inform the leadership on proper procedures,
techniques, and changes needed for success. The assessment visit by MG Ryder greatly assisted
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the review and improvement of detention operations. Ryder's recommendations to automate the
in-processing and accountability of detainees using the Biometrics Automated Tool Set (BATS),
to discipline the audit trail of detainees from point ofcapture to the central detention facility, and
to properly segregate different groups, were implemented.

d. (SINF)

e. (U) MG Fast's initial assessment and report on the intelligence organization and the
needed systems architecture to support the mission was invaluable to establishing a roadmap for
needed intelligence resources. LTG Alexander, the DA G2, was instrumental in providing
needed equipment and guidance to improve the intelligence collection and fusion capabilities in
Iraq. LTG Alexander was specifically helpful in getting the equipment necessary to support the
intelligence architecture from the tactical to the strategic fusion levels.

6. (U) Indications and Warnings

a. (U) In retrospect, indications and warnings had surfaced at the CJTF-7 level that
additional oversight and corrective actions were needed in the handling of detainees from point
of capture through the central collection facilities, to include Abu Ghraib. Examples of these
indications and warnings include: the investigation of an incident at Camp Cropper, the
International Committee of the Red Cross (lCRC) reports on handling of detainees in
subordinate units, ICRC reports on Abu Ghraib detainee conditions and treatment, CIO
investigations and disciplinary actions being taken by commanders, the death of an OGA
detainee at Abu Ghraib, the lack of an adequate system for identification and accountability of
detainees, and division commanders' continual concerns that intelligence information was not
returning to the tactical level once detainees were evacuated to the central holding facility. The
Commander, CJTF-7, recognized the need to place emphasis on proper handling of detainees and
proper treatment of the Iraqi people in close proxiinity to operations. In October and December
2003, CDR, CJTF-7 published two policy memos entitled "Proper treatment of the Iraqi people
during combat operations" and "Dignity and respect while conducting operations." Reports from
the assessments ofMG Miller and MG Ryder clearly confirmed the CJTF-7 Commander's
instincts that action was needed to improve procedures and set the conditions for success in
intelligence and detention operations. The report from the cm in January 2004 and subsequent
investigation by MG Taguba confinned that abuses occurred at Abu Ghraib during the period
under investigation.

b. (U) I would be remiss if I did not reemphasize that the 180,000 U.S. and coalition
forces, under all echelons of command within the CJTF-7, were prosecuting this complex
counter-insurgency operation in a tremendously horrid environment, and were performing above
all expectations. Leaders and Soldiers confronted a faceless enemy whose hatred of the United
States knew no limits. The actions of a few undisciplined Soldiers at Abu Ghraib have
overshadowed the selfless service demonstrated every day, twenty-four hours a day, by the vast
majority of our Soldiers and civilians on the battlefield. We, as a Nation, owe a debt of gratitude
to our service members who have answered our Nation's call and are in hann's way, every day.
This fact became perfectly clear to me as I conducted my investigation.
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7. (U) Doctrine, Organizational Structure and Policy Challenges in the
Iraqi Theater of Operations

a (U) Doctrine and Organizational Structures

(I) (U) Doctrine could not provide quick solutions for all the situations that confronted
CJTf-7. In many cases, the situation, mission, and environment dictated the decisions and the
actions taken by the CJTF leadership. This situation is not uncommon. Rarely does war follow
the pre-planned strategy. As the V Corps staffmorphed to form the nucleus cifthe CITF-7 staff,
doctrine was not available to prescribe a detailed sequence to efficiently and effectively execute
the transition. The new JMD focused on supplementing the V Corps headquarters structure to
perfonn the expected mission in the Iraqi enviromnent _stability and support operations and
support of the CPA.

(2) (U) Joint Interrogation and Debriefmg Center. In accordance with JP 2.01, the use
of a HOC by a JTF is situation-dependent No defined organization exists for implementing the
JIDC concept. At Abu Ghraib, a JIDC was established based on the recommendation ofMG
Miller during his assessment. At the time, Abu Ghraib had only a few hundred detainees. LTC
Jordan was sent to Abu Ghraib to oversee the establishment of the JIDC. On 19 November 2003,
when COL Thomas Pappas assumed the role of commander of the forward operating base, he
directed activities of the JIDG and LTC Jordan became the deputy director of the JIDC. There
are conflicting statements regarding who had the responsibilities to implement and oversee the
JIDC at Abu Ghraib. In accordance with doctrine, the CJTF-7 C2, MG Fast, through her JC2-X
staff, provided priority intelligence requirements for the interrogators and analysts in the JIIDC.
A portion of the approved CJTF-7 JMD earmarked 169 personnel for the interrogation
operations and analysis cells in the JIDC. Many of these positions were later filted with
cOntractor personnel. Although a senior officer was directed to be the Chief, JIDC, the
establishment and efficient operation of the JlDC was further complicated by the lack of an
organizational MI unit and chain of command at Abu Ghraib solely responsible for MI personnel
and intelligence operations.

(3) (U) MI & MP Responsibilities at Abu Ghraib The delineation of responsibilities for
interrogations between the military intelligence and military police may not have been
understood by some Soldiers and some leaders. The doctrinal implications of this issue are
discussed later in this report. At Abu Ghraib, the lack of an MI commander and chain of
command precluded the coordination needed for effective operations. At the same time, LTC
Jordan failed to execute his responsibilities as Chief, HDC. Tactical doctrine states that
interrogators should specify to the guards what types of behavior on their part will facilitate
screening of detainees. Nonnally, interrogation facilities are collocated with detention facilities,
requiring close coordination between the MPs who are responsible for detention operations, and
the MI personnel who are responsible for screening and interrogations. Both doctrinal manuals,
for military police and military intelligence operations, clearly provide that Soldiers and units
must obey rules of land warfare and, specifically, the Geneva Conventions when handling
detainees. At Abu Ghraib, the delineation of responsibilities seems to have been blurred when
military police Soldiers, untrained in interrogation operations, were used to enable interrogations.
Problems arose in the following areas; use of dogs in interrogations, sleep deprivation as an
interrogation technique and use of isolation as an interrogation technique.
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(4) (U) CJTF-7 Staff Responsibility. CJTF-7 responsibility for staff oversight of
detention operations, facilities, intelligence analysis and fusion, and limits of authority of
interrogation techniques was dispersed among the principal and special staff Overall
responsibility for detention operations was vested in the C3, MG Tom Miller, with further
delegation to the Provost Marshal. Support of facilities was a C4 responsibility, with priorities of
work established by the DCa, MG Walter Wojdakowski. MG Wojdakowski also had direct
responsibility and oversight of the separate brigades assigned or TACON to CJTF~7. Priorities
for intelligence collection, analysis and fusion were the responsibility of the C2, MG Fast.
Lastly, LTG Sanchez used his Staff Judge Advocate, Colonel Marc Warren, to advise him on the

limits of authority for interrogation and compliance with the Geneva Conventions for the memos
published. The lack of one person on the staff to oversee detention operations and facilities, and
the responsibilities of all units at a detention facility complicated effective and efficient
coordination among the staff Subordinate brigade commanders and their staffs also had to
coordinate different actions for support with the various staff sections responsible for the support
requested.

b. (U) Policy

(1) (U) Policy Guidance. DOD-wide, fonnal written policies for interrogation
techniques have been prescribed by various levels of command and authority. In most cases, the
doctrinal reference is FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation, dated September 1992. As stated, this
manual is currently under revision by the proponent. During the period under investigation, there
was confusing and sometimes conflicting guidance resulting from the number ofpolicy memos
and the specific areas of operation the various policies were intended to cover. Each theater's
techniques for interrogation and counter-resistance were reviewed by appropriate legal
authorities and subjected to external assessments before commanders were advised of their
acceptability. In the wartime settings of each theater, commanders were satisfied that appropriate
oversight had been conducted for procedures being used for interrogations. However, when
reviewing the various reports on the number of abuses in the ITO, it became clear there is no
agreed upon definition of abuse among all legal, investigating and oversight agencies.

(2) (U) Interrogation techniques, including Counter-Resistance Techniques, were
developed and approved for the detainees in Guantanarno and Afghanistan who were determined
not to be EPWs or protected persons under the Geneva Conventions of 1949. The OSD memo
promulgated in December 2002, approving techniques and safeguards for interrogation of
unlawful combatants in GTMO, included the use of dogs to induce stress and the removal of
clothing as Counter-Resistance Techniques. This memo was rescinded in January 2003. A
General Counsel Interrogation Working Group was subsequently formed and published a revised
memo in April 2003 under the signature of the SECDEF on Counter-Resistance Techniques. This
memo produced by the Working Group and the techniques outlined in FM 34-52 were referenced
by Colonel Warren and his staff to develop the limits of authority memo for LTG Sanchez. The
provisions of Geneva Convention IV, Relative to Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War,
did apply to detainees in Iraq.

(3) (U) Initially, no theater-specific guidance on approved interrogation techniques was
published by CJTF-7 for the ITO. Thus, LTG Sanchez reemphasized the limits of authority for
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interrogations in his memos dated 14 September 2003 and 12 October 2003. The first was
rescinded, and the second addressed only security detainees and, inadvertently, left certain issues
for interpretation; namely, the responsibility for clothing detainees, the use of dogs in
interrogation, and applicability of techniques to detainees who were not categorized as "security
detainees." Furthermore, some military intelligence personnel executing their interrogation
duties at Abu Ghraib had previously served as interrogators in other theaters of operation,
primarily Afghanistan and GTMO. These prior interrogation experiences complicated
understanding at the interrogator level. The extent of "word of mouth" techniques that were
passed to the interrogators in Abu Ghraib by assistance teams from Guantanamo, Fort Huachuca,
or amongst themselves due to prior assignments is unclear and likely impossible to definitively
detennine. The clear thread in the CJTF-7 policy memos and published doctrine is the humane
treatment of detainees and the applicability of the Geneva Conventions. Experienced
interrogators will confirm that interrogation is an art, not a science, and knowing the limits of
authority is crucial. Therefore, the existence of confusing and inconsistent interrogation
technique policies contributed to the belief that additional interrogation techniques were
condoned in order to gain intelligence.

8. (U) Specific Comments on Abuse at Abu Ghraib

a. (U) This report, so far, has discussed the OPLAN background, operational environment,
and policy, doctrine and structural decisions that created conditions which allowed the abuses at
Abu Ghraib to occur. The earlier investigations aptly described what happened at Abu Ghraib.
MG Taguba found that "riumerous incidents of sadistic, blatant, and wanton criminal abuses
were inflicted on detainees." MG Fay identified forty-four incidents of detainee abuse and his
report describes the particular abuses in detail. In this section, I rely on the statements and other
investigative activity from MG Fay. The conclusions, however, are my own. Clearly, shameful
events occurred at the detention facility ofAbu Ghraib and the culpable MI and MP Soldiers and
leaders should be held responsible. In this section, I set forth an analytical framework for
categorizing the abuses propose causes for the incidents of abuse, and also discuss the culpability
of organizations and personnel higher than the 205th MI Brigade Commander.

b. (U) For purposes of this report, I defined abuse as treatment of detainees that violated
U.S. criminal law (including the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ)) or intemationallaw,
or treatment that was inhumane or coercive without lawful justification. Whether the Soldier or
contractor knew, at the time of the acts, that the conduct violated any law or standard, is not an
element of the definition. In other words, conduct that met the definition would be "abuse"
independent of the actor's knowledge that the conduct violated any law or standard.

c. (U) For clarity of analysis, my assessment divides abuses at Abu Ghraib into two
different types of improper conduct: first, intentional violent or sexual abuses and, second,
actions taken ba-,>ed on misinterpretation of or confusion about law or policy.

(1) (D) Intentional violent or sexual abuses, for purposes of this report, include acts
causing bodily harm using unlawful force as well as sexual offenses including, but not limited to
rape, sodomy and indecent assault? These incidents of physical or sexual abuse are serious

2 .As those offenses are defined in the Unifonn Code of Military Justice.
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enough that no Soldier or contractor believed the conduct was based on official policy or
guidance. If proven, these actions would be criminal acts. I found that no policy, directive, or
doctrine caused the violent or sexual abuse incidents. Soldiers knew they were violating the
approved techniques and procedures. The primary causes of these actions were relatively
straight-forward _individual criminal misconduct, clearly in violation of law, policy, and doctrine
and contrary to Army values.

(2) (U) The second category of abuse consists of incidents that resulted from
misinterpretations of law or policy or resulted from confusion about what interrogation
techniques were permitted by law or local SOPs. I found that misinterpretation as to accepted
practices or confusion occurred due to the proliferation of guidance and information from other
theaters of operation; individual interrogator experiences in other theaters; and, the failure to
distinguish between permitted interrogation techniques in other theater environments and Iraq.
These abuses include some cases of clothing removal (without any touching), some use of dogs
in interrogations (uses without physical contact or extreme fear) and some instances of improper
imposition of isolation. Some of these incidents involve conduct which, in retrospect, violated
intemationallaw. However, at the time some of the Soldiers or contractors committed the acts,
they may have honestly believed the techniques were condoned. Some of these incidents either
took place during interrogations or were related to interrogation. Often, these incidents consisted
ofMP Soldiers, rather than MI personnel, implementing interrogation techniques.

d. (U) Some abuses may in fact fall in between these two categories or have elements of
both. For instance, some Soldiers under the guise of confusion or misinterpretation may actually
have intentionally violated approved interrogation techniques. For example, a Soldier may know
that clothing removal is prohibited, but still removed some of a detainee's clothing to try to
enhance interrogation techniques. This Soldier can later claim to have believed the actions were
condoned. Soldier culpability in this area is best left to individual criminal or command
investigations. While no analytical scheme can aptly categorize all misconduct, I think using the
two categories set forth above helps explain why the entire range of abuses occurred.

e. (U) The appointment memo directed.me to determine whether organizations or
personnel higher than the 205th MI Brigade chain of command were involved directly or
indirectly, in the questionable activities regarding alleged detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib prison.

(1) (U) I find no organization or individual highet in the chain of command of the 205th
MI Brigade were directly involved in the questionable activities regarding alleged detainee abuse

at Abu Ghraib prison.

(2) (U) CJTF-7 leaders and staff actions, however, contributed indirectly to the
questionable activities regarding alleged detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib.

(a) (U) Policy memoranda promulgated by the CJTF-7 Commander led indirectly to
some of the non-violent and non-sexual abuses. The policy memos promulgated at the CJTF-7
level allowed for interpretation in several areas, including use of dogs and removal of clothing.
Particularly, in light of the wide spectrum of interrogator qualifications, maturity, and
experiences (i.e. in GTMO and Afghanistan), the memos did not adequately set forth the limits
on interrogation techniques. Misinterpretations of CJTF policy memos led to some of the abuses
at Abu Ghraib, but did not contribute to the violent or sexual abuses.
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(b) (U) Inaction at the CJTF-7 staff level may have also contributed to the failure to
discover and prevent abuses before January 2004. As discussed above, staff responsibility for
detention and interrogation operations was dispersed among the Deputy Commanding General,
C2, C3, C4 and SJA. The lack of a single CITF-7 staffproponent for detention and interrogation
operations resulted in no individual staff member focusing on these operations. As discussed in
Section V, certain warning signs existed. In addition, there is sufficient evidence to reasonably
believe that personnel in the CJTF-7 staff, principally in the OSJA and JC2X had knowledge of
potential abuses and misconduct in violation of the Geneva Conventions at Abu Ghraib. This
knowledge was not presented to the CJTF-7 leadership. Had the pace of combat operations and
support to the CPA not been so overnrhelming, the CJTF-7 staff may have provided additional
oversight to interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib. The Commander, CJTF-7 had to prioritize
efforts and CJTF-7, by necessity, devoted its resources to fighting the counter-insurgency and
supporting the CPA, thereby saving U.S. and civilian Iraqi lives and assisting in the transition to
Iraqi self-rule. Further, LTG Sanchez and MG Wojdakowski relied upon two senior officer
Brigade Commanders (BG Janice Karpinski and COL Pappas) to run detention and interrogation
operations at Abu Ghraib. In my professional opinion, in light of all the circumstances, the
C1TF-7 staff did everything they could have reasonably been expected to do to successfully
complete all their assigned missions.

f. (U) Assessing the materials from MG Fay and from MG Taguba, I agree that leadership
failure, at the brigade level and below, clearly was a factor in not sooner discovering and taking
actions to prevent both the violent/sexual abuse incidents and the misinterpretation/confusion
incidents. At Abu Ghraib, interrogation operations were also plagued by a lack of an
organizational chain of command presence and by a lack ofproper actions to establish standards
and training by the senior leaders present.

(l) (U) The leaders from 205th MI and 800th MP Brigades located at Abu Ghraib or
with supervision over Abu Ghraib, failed to supervise subordinates or provide direct oversight of
this important mission. The lack of command presence, particularly at night, was clear.

(2) (U) The 205th Brigade Commander did not specifically assign responsibility for
interrogation operations to a specific subordinate MI unit at Abu Ghraib and did not ensure that a
chain of command for the interrogation operations mission was established at Abu Ghraib. The
presence of a clear chain of Military Intelligence command and associated responsibilities would
have enhanced effective operations.

(3) (U) The leaders from 205th MI and 800th MP Brigades located at Abu Ghraib or
with supervision over Soldiers and units at Abu Ghraib, failed to properly discipline their
Soldiers and failed to develop and learn from AARs and lessons learned.

(4) (U) These leaders failed to provide adequate mission-specific training to execute a
mission of this magnitude and complexity.

(5) (D) A dysfunctional command relationship existed between the MI Brigade and the
MP Brigade, including:

(a) Failure to coordinate and document specific roles and responsibilities;
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(b) Confusion at the Soldier level concerning the clarity of the MP role in
interrogations.

(6) (U) Despite these leadership deficiencies, the primary cause of the most egregious
violent and sexual abuses was the individual criminal propensities of the particular perpetrators.
These individuals should not avoid personal responsibility, despite the failings of the chain of
conunand.

g. (U) Other Contributing Factors. No single, or simple, cause explains why some of the
Abu Ghraib abuses happened. In addition to the leadership failings discussed above, other
contributing factors include:

(1) (V) Safety and security conditions at Abu Ghraib. Resources that might otherwise
have been put towards detention operations instead had to be dedicated to' force protection. In
addition, the difficult circumstances for Soldiers, including a poor quality ofhfe and the constant
threat of death or serious injury, contributed to Soldiers' frustrations and increased their levels of
stress. Facilities at Abu Ghraib were poor. Working and living conditions created a poor climate
to conduct interrogation and detention opemtions to standard.

(2) (U) The lack of clear and consistent guidance, promulgated at the CJTF level on
interrogation procedures coupled with the availability of infonnation on Counter-Resistance
Techniques used in other theaters.

(3) (U) Soldier knowledge of interrogation techniques pennitted in GTMO and
Afghanistan and failure to distinguish between those environments and Iraq.

(4) (V) Interaction with OGA and other agency interrogators who did not follow the
same rules as V.S. Forces. There was at least the perception, and perhaps the reality, that non
DOD agencies had different rules regarding interrogation and detention operations. Such a
perception encouraged Soldiers to deviate from prescribed techniques.

(5) (V) Integration of some contractors without training, qualifications, and
certification created ineffective interrogation teams and the potential for non-compliance with
doctrine and applicable laws.

(6) (U) Under~resourcing ofpersonnel in both the 800th MP BDE (including the
inability to replace personnel leaving theater) and in the 205th MI Brigade, specifically in the
interrogator, analyst, and linguist fields. (Under-resourcing at the CJTF-7 level also contributed
and was previously discussed.)

(7) (U) Lack of a clear understanding of MP and MI roles and responsibilities by
some Soldiers and leaders.

(8) (U) Lack of clear roles and responsibilities for tactical, as opposed to, strategic

interrogation.
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9. (U) Assessments as the Senior Investigating Officer

a. (U) Introduction. Due to the previous assessments and investigations conducted on Abu
Ghraib, I was able to develop my own assessments based on interviews I conducted, the findings
and conclusions in the earlier reports, as well as the materials in MG Fay's report. The following
assessments provide insight on the challenges that CJTF-7 faced, as well as areas that need to be
addressed by our military in the near future. The specific investigations and assessments were
provided by the reports ofMG Miller, MG Ryder, MG Taguba, the DAIG, and MG Fay.

b. (U) Charters. MG Miller's and MG Ryder's assessments were conducted on
interrogation and detention operations as a result of the request and/or discussions by the CITF
Commander and the Commander, CENTCOM. MG Taguba and MG Fay were directed to
investigate personnel in the MP Brigade and the MI Brigade after the discovery of abuses at Abu
Ghraib. The DAIG was specifically tasked to conduct an assessment of Detainee Operations as
the Army executes its role as DOD Executive Agent for Enemy Prisoners of War and Detention
Program.

c. (U) Summaries of assessment visits. The assistance visits by MG Miller and MG
Ryder, discussed briefly above, confirmed the instincts of the Commander, CITF-7, and
provided solid recommendations for improving procedures. MG Miller's assessment set forth
what had to be done to synchronize intelligence efforts, and provided different techniques in
interrogation and analysis. MG Ryder provided processes for more efficient and effective chain
of custody of, and accountability for, detainees. MG Taguba's and MG Fay's investigative
reports confirmed that abuses occurred and assigned specific responsibility for the actions. The
DAIG report provided insights across doctrine, organizations, training, materiel, leadership,
personnel and facilities (DOTMLPF) and on capability and standards shortfalls. I found that the
assistance visits by senior leaders with experience in detention and interrogation operations,
subject matter experts, and mobile training teams were extremely helpful in validating needed
procedures and increasing the effectiveness of interrogation and detention operations. The
investigative reports and DAIG findings will be used to ·fix deficiencies that have been found in
current operations.

d. (U) Doctrine.

(I) (U) Doctrine is meant to be a guideline to focus efforts in a specific area. Doctrine is
the culmination of years of experience, Doctrine allows leaders at all levels to adapt to the
different environments and situations that their units may encounter. When prosecuting
hostilities, doctrine does not replace the inherent responsibilities of commanders to execute their
missions, care for the safety and security of their Soldiers, train their Soldiers and their
organizations to be competent and confident in their assigned duties and responsibilities, or
uphold the rule of law and legal authority such as the Geneva Convention. An overarching
doctrine allows commanders the latitude to develop tactics, techniques, and procedures, as well
as unit standard operating procedures, to focus Soldier and unit operations. Commander policies
and directives often supplement or emphasize specific items that the commander wants to ensure
are clearly understood within their command.

(2) (D) Basic Army and Joint doctrine for detention and interrogation operations served
as a guideline for operations in OIF. Doctrine did not cause the abuses at Abu Ghraib. Had Army
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doctrine and training been followed, the abuses at Abu Ghraib would not have occurred. Several
areas, however, need to be updated, refined or expanded: roles, responsibilities and relationships
between MP and MI personnel; the concept, structure, and organization of a nnc; the-transition
to and organization of a JTF structure and in particular, the intelligence organization within the
JTF headquarters.

(a)(U) Roles, responsibilities and relationships between 11P and MI personneL The
various investigations indicate that the delineation of responsibilities for interrogations between
the military intelligence and military police may not have been understood by some Soldiers and
some leaders. At Abu Ghraib, non-violent and non-sexual abuses may have occurred as a result
of confusion in three areas of apparent MIIMP overlap: use of dogs during interrogations, nudity,
and implementation of sleep deprivation. Doctrinal manuals prescribe responsibilities for
military intelligence and military police personnel at detention facilities. These manuals do not
address command or support relationships. Subordinate units of the military intelligence brigade
of a Corps are normally tasked with running the Corps Interrogation Facility (elF). Centralized
EPW collection and holding areas, as well as detention centers, are the responsibility of the
Military Police with staff oversight by the Provost MarshaL FM 34-52, Intelligence
Interrogation, does state that in the screening process ofEPWs, MPs and MI Soldiers should
coordinate roles.

(b)(U) Relationships between MP and MI personnel and leadership responsibilities
at adetention facility of this magnitude need to be more prescriptive. Doctrine establishes the
need for coordination and designates detention operations as a military police responsibility.
Responsibility for interrogation ofdetainees remains with the military intelligence community.
Doctrine for Interrogation operations states that 11Ps can enable, in coordination with MI
personnel, a more successful interrogation. Exact procedures for how MP Soldiers assist with
informing interrogators about detainees or assist with enabling interrogations can be left to
interpretation. Our doctrinal manuals are clear on humane treatment of detainees and compliance
with the Geneva Conventions by MI,.MP and all U.S. Forces. The current version ofFM 34~52,

Intelligence Interrogation, is under revision to incorporate lessons learned in ongoing theaters of
operations. Lessons learned have also resulted in changes to programs of instruction by military
police and military intelligence proponents. My assessment is that the ongoing revision of
Intelligence Interrogation manuals will assist in clarification of roles and responsibilities. At Abu
Ghraib, doctrinal issues did notpreclude on~site leaders from taking appropriate action to
execute their missions.

(c)(U) The Joint Interrogation and Debriefmg Center. The JIDC was formed at Abu
Ghraib by personnel from a nlimber of organizations, creating an ad hoc relationship. Further,
the establishment of the JIDC at Abu Ghraib, coupled with implementing the new Tiger Team
approach to interrogations (where an interrogator, analyst, and linguist operate as a team) were
new to Abu Ghraib personnel and demanded creation of a detailed standard operating procedure
(SOP). A SOP was initially developed and published in October 2003 by MI personnel at the
facility. Joint doctrine needs to expand on the operation and organization for a JIDC at
centralized detention facilities. A template for a nDC needs to be developed, to include
identifying Joint and other agency resources with strategic interrogation expertise, to provide
insight for combatant commanders in specific areas of operation.
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(d)(U) Joint doctrine and policy should also address the roles of military personnel
and other agencies in collocated detention and interrogation facilities. All detainees must be in
processed, medically screened, accounted for, and properly documented when interned in a
military facility. This did not happen at Abu Ghraib.

(3) (U) Transition to and Organization of JTF Structure and its Intelligence
Architecture. The intelligence architecture for the missions tasked to the CJTF-7 was inadequate
due to the expanded mission and continuation of hostilities in theater. Several reports stated that
lack of manning provided significant challenges due to the increased mission workload and the
environment. Certainly, the V Corps Headquarters was not trained, manned or equipped to
assume the role of a CJTF. Although the mission was initially considered to be SASO, in fact
hostilities continued. CI!HUMINT capabilities in current force structure, among all services,
needs a holistic review. The Anny has significantly reduced tactical interrogators since Desert
Shield/Desert Stonn. Creation of the Defense HDMINT Service and worldwide demands for
these skills has depleted the number of experienced interrogators that may be needed in the
future joint operational environment. The HUM:INT management organization within the
Intelligence Staff of a JTF needs to be institutionalized and resourced. Specifically, work needs
to be done to institutionalize the personnel and equipment needs for future command and control
headquarters to include the JIATF and C2X cells within a JTF intelligence staff.

(4) (U) In addition, the ongoing review by the Army and Joint Forces Command to
create JTF capable headquarters and Standing Joint Task Force Headquarters organic to
combatant commands should be expedited and resourced. Such efforts may have helped
transition V Corps to the CJTF-7 staff more rapidly by assigning a Standing Joint Task Force to
the CJTF-7. Similarly, the Army's initiative to develop stand alone conunand and control
headquarters, currently known as Units of Employment, that are JTF-capable would have greatly
facilitated the transition of the V Corps staff to the new organization.

e. (U) Policy and Procedures

(1) (D) Detention Operations. At first, at Abu Ghraib and elsewhere in Iraq, the
handling of detainees, appropriately documenting their capture, and identifying and accounting
for them, were all dysfunctional processes, using little or no automation tools. The assistance
visits by MG Miller and MG Ryder revealed the need to adhere to established policies and
guidance, discipline the process, properly segregate detainees, and use better automation
techniques to account for detainees and to provide timely information.

(2) (D) Interrogation Techniques Policy. A review of different theaters' interrogation
technique policies reveals the need for clear guidance for interrogation techniques at both the
tactical and strategic levels, especially where multiple agencies are involved in interrogation
operations. The basic Field Manuals provide guidance for Soldiers conducting interrogations at
the tactical level. Different techniques and different authorities currently exist for other agencies.
When Army Soldiers and other agency personnel operate in the same areas, guidelines become
blurred. The future joint operational environment presents a potential for a mix of lawful and
unlawful combatants and a variety of different categories of detainees. Techniques used during
initial battlefield interrogations as opposed to at a central detention facility differ in tenns of
tactical versus more strategic level information collection. The experience, maturity, and source
of interrogators at each of these locations may also dictate a change in techniques. In each
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theater, commanders were seeking guidance and infonnation on the applicability of the articles
of the Geneva Conventions to specific population sets and on what techniques could be used to
improve intelligence production and remain within the limits of lawful authorities.

(a)(U) At Abu Ghraib, the lack of consistent policy and command oversight
regarding interrogation techniques, coupled with changing policies, contributed to the confusion
concerning which techniques could be used, which required higher level approval, and what
limits applied to permitted techniques. Initially, CJTF-7 had no theater-specific guidance other
than the basic Field Manuals which govern Intelligence Interrogations and Internment and
Resettlement operations. Policies for interrogation techniques including policies for Counter
Resistance Techniques, were provided for different theaters of operation-namely Guantanamo,
Afghanistan, and Iraq. Some interrogators conducting operations at Abu Ghraib had experience
in different theaters and used their experiences to develop procedures at Abu Ghraib. An
example of this is the SOP for the JIDC created by personnel of the 519lh MI Battalion.

(b)(U) When policies, SOPs, or doctrine were available, Soldiers were
inconsistently following them. In addition, in some units, training on standard procedures or
mission tasks was inadequate. In my assessment, I do not believe that multiple policies resulted
in the violent or sexual abuses discovered at Abu Ghraib. However, confusion over policies
contributed to some of the non-violent and non-sexual abuses. There is a need, therefore, to
further refine interrogation techniques and limits of authority at the tactical versus the strategic
level, and between Soldiers and other agency personnel.

(3) (U) Use of Military Detention Centers by Other Agencies. Injoint military detention
centers, service members should never be put in a position that potentially puts them at risk for
non-compliance with the Geneva Conventions or Laws of Land Warfare. At Abu
Ghraib, detainees were accepted from other agencies and services without proper in-processing,
accountability, and documentation. These detainees were referred to as "ghost detainees." Proper
procedures must be followed, including, segregating detainees of military intelligence value and
properly accounting and caring for detainees incarcerated at military detention centers. The
number of ghost detainees temporarily held at Abu Ghraib, and the audit trail of personnel
responsible for capturing, medically screening, safeguarding and properly interrogating the
"ghost detainees," cannot be detennined.

f. (U) Training. The need for additional training during the mobilization phase or in
country on unit and specific individual tasks was clearly an issue in the reports and assessments.
Some military police units found themselves conducting detention operations which was not a
normal unit mission essential task" and those units needed additional training to properly
accomplish the missions they were given. The collocation and mixture of other agency and
civilian personnel conducting detention and interrogation operations became confusing for junior
leaders and Soldiers not normally accustomed to working with other organizations. Collective
training to standard by MP and MI units in combined scenarios as rigorous as the situations faced
in OlF is needed to prepare for the future.

In addition, V Corps personnel, to include commanders and staff, were not trained to
execute a JTF mission. The transition from major combat operations to a headquarters focused
on SASO and support to the Coalition Provisional Authority was a major transition which the
unit did not have time to train or prepare. Most importantly, we must continue to place rigor and
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values in our training regimen. Our values are non-negotiable for members of our profession.
They are what a professlanai military force represents to the world. As addressed before, leaders
need rigorous training to be able to adapt to this level of complexity.

g. (U) Materiel. Priorities for logistical support remained with the operational units who
were conducting combat operations and providing force protection and security of U.S. and
coalition forces. Creating an intelligence organization to provide tactical through strategic
intelligence in a seamless manner and the dramatic increase in detention operations demanded
communications, computers, and a network to support operations. The concept of a Joint
Logistics Command should be further examined using lessons learned from OIFIOEF.
Automation equipment needed to provide seamless connectivity of intelligence information from
tactical through strategic levels, and enable an Intelligence Fusion Center in a ITF should be
documented and embedded in ITF capable headquarters. Equipment currently undergoing
research and development and commercial off-the-shelf solutions which enable CI/HUMINT
operations and enable Soldiers to serve as sensors and collectors should be rapidly pursued. The
process of accounting for detainees, their equipment, and their personal property, and
documenting their intelligence value, should be automated from the tactical level to the
centralized detention facilities.

h. (U) Leader Development. The OIF environment demanded adaptive, confident, and
competent leadership at all echelons. Leaders must set the example and be at the critical centers
of gravity for their respective operations. Leaders set the example in a values-based profeSSion.
The risk to Soldiers and the security of all personnel demanded continued leader involvement in
operations, planning, after-action reviews, and clear dissemination of lessons learned, to adapt to
the dynamics of the counter-insurgency. Successful leaders were involved in their operations and
were at the tip of the spear during critical periods. Leadership failure was seen when leaders
did not take charge, failed to provide appropriate guidance, and did not conduct continual
training. In some cases, leaders failed to accept responsibility or apply good judgment in
executing assigned responsibilities. This latter fact is evident in the lack of a coordinated defense
at Abu Ghraib, inconsistent training and standards, and lack of discipline by Soldiers.
Commanders and leaders at all levels remain responsible for execution of their mission and the
welfare of their Soldiers, In Iraq, leaders had to adapt to a new complex operational environment.
Some of our leaders adapted faster than others. We must continue to put rigor in our leader and
unit training. Leaders must be trained for certainty and educated for uncertainty. The ability to
know how to think rather than what to think is critical in the future Joint Operational
Environment. Specific leader and Soldier failures in the 800th MP Brigade and the 205th MI
Brigade are identified in the investigative reports by MG Taguba and MG Fay. As discussed
above, my review of echelons above brigade revealed that CJTF-7 leaders were not directly
involved in the abuses at Abu Ghraib. Their actions and inaction did indirectly contribute to the
non-sexual and non-violent abuses.

1. (U) Facilities. Facilities and quality of life for Soldiers and detainees were
representative of the conditions throughout the AOR initially. Only when the logistics system
became responsive to the needs of units and Soldiers, contracting mechanisms were put in place
to support operations, and the transportation system matured to move supplies, were
improvements seen in facilities and quality of life. The conditions at Abu Ghraib were
representative of the conditions found throughout the country during post Phase III, Decisive
Operations. The slow process of developing the logistics system and providing secure lines of
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communication directly impeded Soldier security and quality oflife.

10. (U) Concluding Findings and Recommendations

a. (U) SUMMARY AS SENIOR INVESTIGATING OFFICER. I derived these findings
and recommendations from the observations and assessments discussed in sections 2-9, from the
interviews I conducted., and from the documents I have reviewed. Furthermore, I support the
recommendations of the Fay and Taguba Reports concerning individual culpability for actions
that violated U.S. criminal law (including the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ)) or
international law, or that was inhumane or coercive without lawful justification. The personnel
who committed these acts did not act in accordance with the discipline and values that the U.S.
Army represents. Leaders who had direct responsibilities for the actions of these individuals
failed to adequately exercise their responsibilities in the execution of this mission.

b. (U) RESPONSIBILITY ABOVE 205th MI BRIGADE

(I) (U)Findings:

(a) (U) I find that the chain of command above the ,.,tll MI Brigade was not directly
involved in any of the abuses that occurred at Abu Ghraib.

(b) (D) I fmd that the chain ofcommand above the 20SthMI Brigade promulgated
policy memoranda that, inadvertently, left room for interpretation and may have indirectly led to
some of the non-violent and non-sexual abuse incidents.

(c) (U) I find that LTG Sanchez, and his nCG, MG Wojdakowski, failed to ensure
proper staff oversight of detention and interrogation operations. As previously stated, MG
Wojdakowski had direct oversight of two new Brigade Commanders. Further, staff elements of
the CJTF-7 reacted inadequately to some of the Indications and Warnings discussed above.
However, in light of the operational environment, and CJTF-Ts under-resourcing and unplanned
missions, and the Commander's consistent need to prioritize efforts, I find that the CJTF-7
Commander and staff performed above expectations, in the over-all scheme of OIF.

(d) (D) 1 find that the TACON relationship of the sootll MP Brigade to the CJTf-7
created a dysfunctional relationship for proper oversight and effective detention operations in the
Iraqi Theater of Operations (fill). In addition, the relationship between leaders and staff of the
205th MI Brigade and SOOth MP Brigade was ineffective as they failed to effect proper
coordination of roles and responsibilities for detention and interrogation operations.

(e) (D) I find that a number of causes outside of the control of CJTF-7 also
contributed to the abuses at Abu Ghraib. These are discussed in Section 8 and include,
individuals' criminal propensity; Soldier knowledge of interrogation techniques permitted in
GTMO and Afghanistan and failure to distinguish between those environments and Iraq;
interaction with OGA and other agency interrogators who did not follow the same rules as U.S.
Forces; integration of some contractors without training, qualifications, and certification; under
resourcing ofpersormel in both the SOOth MP BDE (including the inability to replace personnel
leaving theater) and in the 205th MI Brigade, specifically in the interrogator, analyst, and linguist
fields.
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(2) (U) Recommendations:

(a) (U) That CJTF-7 designate a single staffproponent for Detention and
Interrogation Operations. The grade of this officer should be commensurate with the level of
responsibilities of the particular operation. Further, that the Army in concert with JFCOM should
review the concept and clarify responsibilities for a single staff position for Detention and
Interrogation operations as part of a JTF capable organization.

(b) (U) That CJTF-7 in concert with CENTCOM publish clear guidance that applies
to all units andagencies on roles and responsibilities for Detention and Interrogation Operations,
and publish clear guidance on the limits of interrogation authority for interrogation techniques as
pertains to the detainee population in the ITO.

(c) (U) That CENTCOM review command relationship and responsibilities for the
800th MP Brigade with CJTF-7 in the conduct of detention operations in the ITO.

(d) (U) That the CJTF-7 Inspector General be designated the staffproponent to
rapidly investigate JCRe allegations. That the CJTF-7 Inspector General periodically conduct
unscheduled inspections of detention and interrogation operations providing direct feedback to
the commander.

c. (U) DOCTRINE

(1) (U) Finding: Army and Joint doctrine did not directly contribute to the abuses found
at Abu Ghraib. Abuses would not have occurred had doctrine been followed. Nonetheless,
certain areas need to updated, expanded or refined.

(2) (U) Recommendations:

(a) (U) That JFCOM in concert with the Army update Joint and Army publications
to clearly address the concept, organization and operations ofa Joint Interrogation and
Debriefing Center in a future joint operational environment.

(b) (U) That the Army update interrogation operations doctrine to clarify
responsibilities for interrogation techniques at both tactical and strategic levels. The ongoing
revision and update of FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogations, should clarify the roles and
responsibilities ofMP and MI units at centralized detention facilities.

(c)(U) That DOD assess the impact of current policies on Detention and
Interrogation Operations. That DOD review the limits ofauthority' for interrogation techniques
and publish guidance that applies to all services and agencies.

d. (U) V CORPS TRANSITION TO CJTF

(I) (U)Findings:
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(a)(U) V COrpS was never adequately resourced as a CJTF. The challenge of
transitioning from V Corps HQ5 to CJTF-7 without adequate personnel, equipment, and
intelligence architecture, severely degraded the commander and staff during transition. Personnel
shortages documented in the JMD continued to preclude operational capabilities.

(b)(U) Command and control headquarters that can perform as a Joint Task Force in
a joint operational environment will be the norm for the future. This fact warrants action by
supporting commands and services toresource and train JTF capable headquarters for success.

(2) (U) Recommendations:

(a)(U) That the Army expedite the development and transition of Corps-level
conunand and control headquarters into JTF-capable organizations.

(b)(U) That the Anny in concert with JFCOM institutionalize and resource the
personnel and equipment needs of furore JTF-capable headquarters, including the intelligence
architecture of such headquarters.

e. (U) INTELLIGENCE ARCHITECTURE and INTELLIGENCE PERSONNEL
RESOURCES

(I) (U)Findings:

(a)(U) Demands on the HUMINT capabilities in a counter-insurgency and in the·
future joint operational environment will continue to tax tactical and strategic assets. An
Intelligence Fusion Center, a Joint Inter-agency Task Force and a JC2X are essential to provide
seamless tactical through strategic level intelligence in a JTF headquarters.

(b)(U) Future land forces, especially the Anny, need trained and experienced
tactical HUMINT personnel to operate in the future Joint Operational Environment,

(2) (U) Recommendations:

(a) (U) That the Army conduct a holistic review of the CIIHUMINT intelligence
force structure and prioritize needs for the future joint operational environment. The review
should consider the personnel, equipment and resources needed to provide a seamless
inte!tigence capability from the tactical to the strategic level to support the combatant
commander.

(b) (U) That the Anny align and train HUMINT assets geographically to leverage
language skins and knowledge of culture.

(c) (D) That land forces, particularly MI and MP personnel, conduct rigorous
collective training to replicate the complex environment experienced in OIF and in likely future
areas of conflict.

f. (U) FACILITIES
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(I) (U) finding: Abu Ghraib detention facility was inadequate for safe and secure
detention and interrogation operations. CJTF-7lacked viable alternatives due to the depleted
infrastructure in Iraq.

(2) (U) Recommendation: That the Anny review the concept of detainee contingency
facilities that can be rapidly deployed and established to safeguard and secure detainees, while
providing necessary facilities to conduct screening and interrogations (similar to the concept of
the Force Provider or Red Horse contingency facilities, where pre-fabricated buildings can be set
up quickly). Adopting this recommendation would provide commanders an option for rapidly
deploying and establishing detention facilities.

g. (V) OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

(1) (V) Findings:

(a) (U) Working alongside non-military organizations/agencies to jointly execute
missions for our Nation, proved to be complex and demanding on military units at the tactical
level. There was at least the perception that non~DOD agencies had different rules regarding
interrogation and detention operations. Policies and specific limits ofauthority need review to
ensure applicability to all organizations operating in the designated theater of operations

(b) (D) Seamless sharing of operational intelligence was hindered by lack of a
fusion center that received, analyzed, and disseminated all intelligence collected by CJTF-7 lUlits
and other agencies/units outside of the CJTF-7 chain of command.

(c) (U) Proliferation of Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Technique
memorandums, with specific categorization of unlawful combatants in various theaters of
operations, and the inter-mingling of tactical, strategic, and other agency interrogators at the
central detention facility of Abu Ghraib, provided a pennissive and compromising climate for
Soldiers.

(d) (U) Soldiers/Sailors/AinnenlMarines should never be put in a position that
potentially puts them at risk for non-compliance with the Geneva Conventions or Laws of Land
Warfare

(2) (ll) Recommendations:

(a)(U) That DOD review inter-agency policies to ensure that all parties in a specific
theater of operations are required to adhere to the same guidance and rules in the use of military
Interrogation and Detention Facilities, including limits of authority for interrogation techniques.

(b)(U) That CENTCOM publish guidance for compliance by all
agencies/organizations utilizing military detention facilities in the Iraqi theater of operation.

(c)(U) That DOD review the responsibilities for interrogations by other agencies and
other agencies responsibilities to the combatant commander to provide intelligence infonnation
and support.
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(d)(U) That DOD assess the impact of current policies and guidance on unlawful
combatants in the conduct of Detention and Interrogation Operations. And, that DOD review the
limits of authority for use of interrogation techniques and publish guidance that is applicable to
all parties using military facilities.

h. (U) LEADERSHIP and SUCCESSES

(1) (U) Findings:

(a) (U) Leaders throughout Operation Iraqi Freedom were confronted with a
complex operational environment. The speed at which leaders at all echelons adapted to this
environment varied based on level of training, maturity in command, and ability to see the
battlefield. The adaptability of leaders in future operational environments will be critical.

(b) (U) In Operation Iraqi Freedom, as the intelligence architecture matured and
became properly equipped and organized, and close working relationships with all intelligence
agencies and other OIF forces developed, there were clear successes in obtaining intelligence.

(c) (U) HUMINT management and Intelligence Fusion were essential to enable
success in this complex operational environment.

(2) (U) Recommendations.

(a) (U) That rigorous leader training in our institutions, at home stations, and at the
Anny's Training Centers (Joint Readiness Training Center, National Training Center, Combat
Maneuver Training Center, and Battle Command Training Program) continue.

(b) (U) That DOD/CENTCOM and the senior leaders of all services recognize and
provide a vote of confidence to our military's leaders and Soldiers executing the OIF mission
and supporting the Iraqi people.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WASHINGTON DC 20310

JUL 2 1 2VV4

MEMORANDUM FOR CHIEF OF STAFF, ARMY

SUBJECT: Department of the Army Inspector General Inspection Report on Detainee
Operations

I approve the Department of the Anmy Inspector General Inspection Report on
Detainee Operations dated 21 July 2004.

I direct:

a. As an exception to policy, the unclassified portion of this report be
released, without redactions, through posting on the Army website.

b. Findings and recommendations concerning Central Command be
forwarded through the Joint Staff to Central Command for consideration.

c. The Director of the Army Staff task the appropriate Army Staffs and
major Army commands with implementing the recommendations specified in the
inspection report and then track their compliance.

d. The Department of the Army Inspector General disseminate the
inspection report to the Anmy leadership.
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FOREWORD

This inspection report responds to the Acting Secretary of the Army's 10 February 2004
directive to conduct a functional analysis of the Army's conduct of detainee and interrogation
operations to identify any capability shortfalls with respect to internment, enemy prisoner of war,
detention operations, and interrogation procedures and recommend appropriate resolutions or
changes if required.

Based on this inspection:
__ the overwhelming majority of our leaders and Soldiers understand the requirement to

treat detainees humanely and are doing so.
-- we were unable to identify system failures that resulted in incidents of abuse. These

incidents of abuse resulted from the failure of individuals to follow known standards of discipline
and Army Values and, in some cases, the failure of a few leaders to enforce those standards of
discipline.

-- the current operational environment demands that we adapt; our Soldiers are
adapting; so we must also adapt our doctrine, organization, and training.

We examined the two key components of detainee operations: the capture, security and
humane treatment of the detainees; and the conduct of interrogation operations in order to gain
useful intelligence. While we did not find any systemic failures that directly led to the abusive
situations we reviewed, we have made recommendations to improve the effectiveness of
detainee operations.

We found that Soldiers are conducting operations under demanding, stressful, and
dangerous conditions against an enemy who does not follow the Geneva Conventions. They
are in an environment that puts a tremendous demand on human intelligence, particularly, at the
tactical level where contact with the enemy and the people are most intense. They do
understand their duty to treat detainees humanely and in accordance with laws of land warfare.
These Soldiers understand their obligation to report incidents of abuse when they do occur, and
they do so. Our leaders have been developed, trained and educated to adapt to the
environment in which they find.themselves. They understand their tasks, conditions and
standards. The conditions of the current operations have caused them to adapt their tactics,
techniques and procedures within their capabilities to accommodate this operational
environment.

Expanding our doctrine to provide commanders flexibility and adaptability within well-defined
principles will better enable them to conduct these operations. Our training and education
systems at the individual, unit, and institutional levels must continue to be thorough and
realistically simulate the intensity of the environment in which we now operate.

While the primary purpose of this inspection was not to examine specific incidents of abuse,
we did analyze reported incidents to determine their root or fundamental causes. To provide a
context for the incidents, we noted that an estimated 50,000 individuals were detained for at
least some period of time by U.S. Forces during the conduct of OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM and OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM. U.S. Forces' contact with the local populace
at checkpoints, on patrols, and in other situations increases the number of contacts well in
excess of this 50,000 estimate. As of 9 June 2004, there were 94 cases of confirmed or
possible abuse of any type, which include, theft, physical assault, sexual assault, and death.

The abuses that have occurred are not representative of policy, doctrine, or Soldier training.
These abuses should be viewed as what they are ~ unauthorized actions taken by a few
individuals, and in some cases, coupled with the failure of a few leaders to provide adequate
supervision and leadership. These actions, while regrettable, are aberrations when compared
to the actions of fellow Soldiers who are serving with distinction.
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Executive Summary

Detainee Operations

1. Background: On 10 February 2004, the Acting Secretary of the Army directed the
Department of the Army Inspector General (DAIG) to conduct an assessment of detainee
operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. In order to satisfy this directive, the DAIG inspected
internment, enemy prisoner of war, detention operations, and interrogation procedures in
Afghanistan and Iraq. The inspection focused on the adequacy of Doctrine, Organization,
Training, Materiel, Leadership, Personnel, and Facilities (DOTMLPF), standards, force
structure, and policy in support of these types of operations.

This inspection was not an investigation of any specific incidents or units but rather a
comprehensive review of how the Army conducts detainee operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.

The DAIG did not inspect the U.S. military corrections system or operations at the
Guantanamo Bay Naval Base during this inspection. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and
Defense HUMINT Services (OHS) operations were not inspected.

2. Purpose: Conduct a functional analysis of the Army's internment, enemy prisoner of war,
detention operations, and interrogation procedures, policies, and practices based on current
Department of Defense and Army policies and doctrine. The inspection is to identify any
capability and systemic shortfalls with respect to internment, enemy prisoner of war, detention
operations, and interrogation procedures and recommend appropriate resolutions or changes if
required.

3. Concept: Two teams conducted inspections of 26 locations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and the
Continental United States (CONUS). The CONUS team consisted of seven personnel,
including augmentees, and visited 10 locations while the OCONUS team consisted of nine
personnel, including augmentees, and inspected 16 locations. We interviewed and surveyed
over 650 leaders and Soldiers spanning the ranks from Private to Major General. We also
reviewed 103 reports of allegations of abuse from Criminal Investigation Division (CIO) and 22
unit investigations that covered the period from September 2002 to June 2004.

4. Objectives: The DAIG Team had four objectives for the inspection:

a. Assess the adequacy of DOTMLPF of Army Forces for internment, enemy prisoner of
war, detention operations, and interrogation procedures.

b. Determine the standards for Army Forces charged with internment, enemy prisoner of
war, detention operations and interrogation procedures (e.g., size, equipment, standardization,
and training).

c. Assess current and future organizations and structures for Army Forces responsible for
internment, enemy prisoner of war, detention operations and interrogation procedures.

d. Identify and recommend any changes in policy related to internment, enemy prisoner of
war, detention operations and interrogation procedures.



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 184

5. Synopsis:

In the areas that we inspected, we found that the Army is accomplishing its mission both in
the capture, care, and custody of detainees and in its interrogation operations. The
overwhelming majority of our leaders and Soldiers understand and adhere to the requirement to
treat detainees humanely and consistent with the laws of land warfare. Time and again these
Soldiers, while under the stress of combat operations and prolonged insurgency operations,
conduct themselves in a professional and exemplary manner.

The abuses that have occurred in both Afghanistan and Iraq are not representative of policy,
doctrine, or Soldier training. These abuses were unauthorized actions taken by a few
individuals, coupled with the failure of a few leaders to provide adequate monitoring,
supervision, and leadership over those Soldiers. These abuses, while regrettable, are
aberrations when compared to their comrades in arms who are serving with distinction.

The functional analysis of the Army's internment, enemy prisoner of war, detention
operations, and interrogation procedures, policies, and practices can be broken down into two
main functions: (1) capture, care, and control of detainees, and (2) interrogation operations.

We determined that despite the demands of the current operating environment against an
enemy who does not abide by the Geneva Conventions, our commanders have adjusted to the
reality of the battlefield and, are effectively conducting detainee operations while ensuring the
humane treatment of detainees. The significant findings regarding the capture, care, and
control of detainees are:

• All interviewed and observed commanders, leaders, and Soldiers treated detainees
humanely and emphasized the importance of the humane treatment of detainees.

• In the cases the DAIG reviewed, all detainee abuse occurred when one or more
individuals failed to adhere to basic standards of discipline, training, or Army Values;
in some cases abuse was accompanied by leadership failure at the tactical level.

• Of all facilities inspected, only Abu Ghraib was determined to be undesirable for
housing detainees because it is located near an urban population and is under
frequent hostile fire, placing Soldiers and detainees at risk.

We determined that the nature of the environment caused a demand for tactical human
intelligence. The demands resulted in a need for more interrogators at the tactical level and
better training for Military Intelligence officers. The significant findings regarding interrogation
are:

• Tactical commanders and leaders adapted their tactics, techniques, and procedures,
and held detainees longer than doctrinally recommended due to the demand for
timely, tactical intelligence.

• Doctrine does not clearly specify the interdependent, and yet independent, roles,
missions, and responsibilities of Military Police and Military Intelligence units in the
establishment and operation of interrogation facilities.

• Military Intelligence units are not resourced with sufficient interrogators and
interpreters, to conduct timely detainee screenings and interrogations in the current
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operating environment, resulting in a backlog of interrogations and the potential loss
of intelligence.

• Tactical Military Intelligence Officers are not adequately trained to manage the full
spectrum of the collection and analysis of human intelligence.

• Officially approved CJTF~7 and CJTF-180 policies and the early CJTF-180 practices
generally met legal obligations under U.S. law, treaty obligations and policy, if
executed carefully, by trained soldiers, under the full range of safeguards. The DAIG
Team found that policies were not clear and contained ambiguities. The DAIG Team
found implementation, training, ·and oversight of these policies was inconsistent; the
Team concluded, however, based on a review of cases through 9 June 2004 that no
confirmed instance of detainee abuse was caused by the approved policies.

We reviewed detainee operations through systems (Policy and Doctrine, Organizational
Structures, Training and Education, and Leadership and Discipline) that influence how those
operations are conducted, and have identified findings and recommendations in each. While
these findings are not critical, the implementation of the corresponding recommendations will
better enable our commanders to conduct detainee operations now and into the foreseeable
future, decrease the possibility of abuse, and ensure we continue to treat detainees humanely.

The findings and observations from this inspection are separated into the following three
chapters: Chapter 3 - Capture, Care, and Control of Detainees, Chapter 4 - Interrogation
Operations, and Chapter 5 - Other Observations. A summary of the Capture, Care, and Control
of Detainees and the Interrogation Operation findings is provided below.

Capture, Care. and Control of Detainees

Army forces are successfully conducting detainee operations to include the capture; care,
and control of detainees. Commanders and leaders emphasized the importance of humane
treatment of detainees. We observed that leaders and Soldiers treat detainees humanely and
understand their obligation to report abuse. In those instances where detainee abuse occurred,
individuals failed to adhere to basic standards of discipline, training, or Army Values; in some
cases individual misconduct was accompanied by leadership failure to maintain fundamental
unit discipline, failure to provide proper leader supervision of and guidance to their Soldiers, or
failure to institute proper control processes.

We found through our interviews and observations conducted between 7 March 2004 and 5
April 2004 that leaders and Soldiers in Afghanistan and Iraq were determined to do what was
legally and morally right for their fellow Soldiers and the detainees under their care. We found
numerous examples of military professionalism, ingrained Army Values, and moral courage in
both leaders and Soldiers. These leaders and Soldiers were self-disciplined and demonstrated
an ability to maintain composure during times of great stress and danger. With the nature of the
threat in both Afghanistan and Iraq, Soldiers are placed in extremely dangerous positions on a
daily basis. They face the daily risks of being attacked by detainees, contracting communicable
diseases from sick detainees, being taunted or spat upon, having urine or feces thrown upon
them, and having to treat a detainee humanely who just attacked their unit or killed a fellow
Soldier. Despite these challenges, the vast majority of Soldiers and other U.S. Military
personnel continued to do their duty to care for detainees in a fair and humane manner.

Our review of the detainee abuse allegations attempted to identify underlying causes and
contributing factors that resulted in abusive situations. We examined these from the perspective
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of the Policy and Doctrine, Organizational Structures, Training and Education, and Leadership
and Discipline systems. We also examined them in terms of location on the battlefield and
sought to determine if there was a horizontal, cross-cutting system failure that resulted in a
single case of abuse or was common to all of them. Based on this inspection, we were unable
to identify system failures that resulted in incidents of abuse. These incidents of abuse resulted
from the failure of individuals to follow known standards of discipline and Army Values and, in
some cases, the failure of a few leaders to enforce those standards of discipline. We also found
that our policies, doctrine, and training are being continually adapted to address the existing
operational environment regarding detainee operations. Commanders adjusted existing
doctrinal procedures to accommodate the realities of the battlefield. We expect our leaders to
do this and they did. The Army must continue to educate for uncertain environments and
develop our leaders to adapt quickly to conditions they confront on the battlefield.

Using a data cut-off of 9 June 2004 we reviewed 103 summaries of Army CID reports of
investigation and 22 unit investigation summaries conducted by the chain of command involving
detainee death or allegations of abuse. These 125 reports are in various stages of completion.
31 cases have been determined that no abuse occurred; 71 cases are closed; and 54 cases are
open or undetermined. Of note, the CID investigates every occurrence of a detainee death
regardless of circumstances.

Recognizing that the facts and circumstances as currently known in ongoing cases may not
be all-inclusive, and that additional facts and circumstances could change the categorization of
a case, the Team placed each report in a category for the purposes of this inspection to
understand the overall numbers and the facts currently known, and to examine for trends or
systemic issues. This evaluation of allegations of abuse reports is not intended to influence
commanders in the independent exercise of their responsibilities under the Uniform Code of
Military Justice (UCMJ) or other administrative disciplinary actions. As an Inspector General
inspection, this report does not focus on individual conduct, but on systems and policies.

This review indicates that as of 9 June 2004, 48% (45 of 94) of the alleged incidents of
abuse occurred at the point of capture, where Soldiers have the least amount of control of the
environment. For this inspection, the DAIG Team interpreted point of capture events as
detainee operations occurring at battalion level and below, before detainees are evacuated to
doctrinal division forward or central collecting points (CPs). This allowed the DAIG Team to
analyze and make a determination to where and what level of possible abuse occurred. The
point of capture is the location where most contact with detainees occurs under the most
uncertain, dangerous, and frequently violent circumstances.

This review further indicates that as of 9 June 2004,22% (21 of 94) of the alleged incidents
of abuse occurred at InternmenVResettlement (I/R) facilities. This includes the highly publicized
incident at Abu Ghraib. Those alleged abuse situations at I/R facilities are attributed to
individual failure to abide by known standards and/or individual failure compounded by a
leadership failure to enforce known standards, provide proper supervision, and stop potentially
abusive situations from occurring. As of 9 June 2004, 20%, (19 of 94) of the alleged incidents of
abuse occurred at CPs. For the remaining 10% (9 of 94) of the alleged incidents of abuse, a
location could not be determined based on the CID case summaries.

'Note For the purpose of this inspection, we defined abuse as wrongful death, assault, sexual assault, and theft.
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The Army estimates that over 50,000 detainees have been captured or processed. While
even one case of abuse is unacceptable, we conclude that given the volume of detainees and
the potential for abuse in these demanding circumstances, the overwhelming majority of our
Soldiers and leaders are conducting these operations with due regard for the detainees right to
be treated humanely and properly.

Detainee abuse does not occur when individual Soldiers remain disciplined, follow known
procedures, and understand their duty obligation to report abusive behavior. Detainee abuse
does not occur when leaders of those Soldiers who deal with detainees enforce basic standards
of humane treatment, provide oversight and supervision of detainee operations, and take
corrective action when they see potentially abusive situations developing. Our site visits,
interviews, sensing sessions, and observations indicate that the vast majority of Soldiers and
leaders, particularly at the tactical level, understand their responsibility to treat detainees
humanely and their duty obligation to report infractions.

We inspected I/R facilities at Bagram, Baghdad, and Camp Bucca and found only Abu
Ghraib overcrowded, located near a densely populated urban area, on a dangerous main supply
route, and subject to frequent hostile enemy fire from enemy mortars or rockets. The physical
design of the camps within the prison was not optimal for the mission: towers were not properly
placed to support overlapping fields of fire and cover blind spots; entrance/egress routes were
hampered by make-shift gates; and sally ports were not used correctly. The supply of fresh
water was difficult to maintain and the food quality was sub-standard. Detainees did not have
access to bunkers or shelters with overhead cover to protect them from hostile enemy mortar or
rocket fire from outside the walls of Abu Ghraib.

Interrogation Operations

The need for timely, tactical human intelligence is critical for successful military operations
particularly in the current environment. Commanders recognized this and adapted by holding
detainees longer at the point of capture and collecting points to gain and exploit intelligence.
Commanders and interrogators also conducted tactical questioning to gain immediate battlefield
intelligence. Commanders and leaders must set the conditions for success, and commanders,
leaders, and Soldiers must adapt to the ever changing environment in order to be successful.

Of the interviewed point of capture battalion and company leaders, 61% (25 of 41) stated
their units established CPs and held detainees at their locations from 12 hours up to 30 days.
The primary reason units held detainees at these locations was to conduct screenings and
interrogations closer to the point of capture. The result of holding detainees for longer
timeframes at all locations was increased requirements in facility infrastructure, medical care,
preventive medicine, trained personnel, logistics, and security. Organic unit personnel at these
locations did not have the required institutional training and were therefore unaware of or unable
to comply fully with Army policies in areas such as detainee processing, confinement
operations, security, preventive medicine, and interrogation.

Doctrine does not clearly and distinctly address the relationship between the MP operating
I/R facilities and the Military Intelligence (MI) personnel conducting intelligence exploitation at
thosefaciJities. Neither MP nor MI doctrine specifically defines the interdependent, yet
independent, roles, missions, and responsibilities of the two in detainee operations. MP
doctrine states Ml may collocate with MP at detention sites to conduct interrogations, and
coordination should be made to establish operating procedures. MP doctrine does not,
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however, address approved and prohibited MI procedures in an MP·operated facility. It also
does not clearly establish the role of MPs in the interrogation process. Conversely, MI doctrine
does not clearly explain MP internment procedures orthe role of MI personnel within an
internment setting. Contrary to MP doctrine, FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation, 28 September
1992, implies an active role for MPs in the interrogation process: "Screeners coordinate with MP
holding area guards on their role in the screening process. The guards are told where the
screening will take place, how EPWs and detainees are to be brought there from the holding
area, and what types of behavior on their part will facilitate the screenings." Subordination of
the MP custody and control mission to the MI need for intelligence can create settings in which
unsanctioned behavior, including detainee abuse, could occur. Failure of MP and MI personnel
to understand each other's specific missions and duties could undermine the effectiveness of
safeguards associated with interrogation techniques and procedures.

Doctrine that addresses the establishment and operation of interrogations contains
inconsistent guidance on terminology, structure, and function of these facilities. At the time of
the inspection there were facilities in OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM and OPERATION
IRAQI FREEDOM that conducted intelligence exploitation as Joint Interrogation Facilities and as
a Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center. The intelligence sections of each were uniquely
structured to meet mission requirements.

Shortfalls in numbers of interrogators and interpreters, and the distribution of these assets
within the battlespace, hampered human intelligence (HUMINT) collection efforts. Valuable
intelligence-timely, complete, clear, and accurate-may have been lost as a result.
Interrogators were not available in sufficient numbers to efficiently conduct screening and
interrogations of the large numbers of detainees at collecting points (CPs) and
internmenVresettlement (I/R) facilities, nor were there enough to man sufficient numbers of
Tactical Human Intelligence Teams (THTs) for intelligence exploitation at points of capture.
Interpreters, especially those Category II personnel authorized to participate in interrogations,
were also in short supply. Units offset the shortage of interrogators with contract interrogators.
While these contract interrogators provide a valuable service, we must ensure they are trained
in military interrogation techniques and policy.

Due to the demand for immediate tactical intelligence, tactical intelligence officers were
conducting interrogations of detainees without thorough training on the management of
HUMINT analysis and collection techniques. They were not adequately trained to manage the
full spectrum of HUMINT assets being used in the current operating environment. The need for
these officers to understand the management of the full spectrum of HUMINT operations is a
key for successful HUMINT exploitation in the current operating environment.

Current interrogation doctrine includes 17 interrogation approach techniques. Doctrine
recognizes additional techniques may be applied. Doctrine emphasizes that every technique
must be humane and be consistent with legal obligations. Commanders in both OEF and OIF
adopted additional interrogation approach technique policies. Officially approved CJTF-180 and
CJTF -7 generally met legal obligations under U.S. law, treaties and policy, if executed carefully,
by trained soldiers, under the full range of safeguards. The DAIG Team found that some
interrogators were not trained on the additional techniques in either formal school or unit training
programs. Some inspected units did not have the correct command policy in effect at the time
of inspection. Based on a review of CID case summaries as of 9 June 2004, the team was
unable to establish any direct link between the proper use of an approved approach technique
or techniques and a confirmed case of detainee abuse.
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6. Conclusion: The Army's leaders and Soldiers are effectively conducting detainee operations
and providing for the care and security of detainees in an intense operational environment.
Based on this inspection, we were unable to identify system failures that resulted in incidents of
abuse. This report offers 52 recommendations that are designed to improve the atiility of the
Army to accomplish the key tasks of detainee operations: keep the enemy off the battlefield in a
secure and humane manner, and gain intelligence in accordance with Army standards.
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Chapter 1

Background and Inspection Concept

1. Background: On 10 February 2004, the Acting Secretary of the Army directed the
Department of the Army Inspector General (OAIG) to conduct an assessment of detainee
operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. In order to satisfy the Acting Secretary of the Army's
directive, the DAIG inspected internment, enemy prisoner of war, detention operations, and
interrogation procedures in Iraq and Afghanistan. The inspection focused on the adequacy of
Doctrine, Organization. Training, Materiel, Leadership, Personnel, and Facilities (DOTMLPF),
standards, force structure, and policy.

2. Inspection Concept: The detailed concept for this inspection is as follows:

8. Purpose: The purpose of this inspection was to conduct a fundi anal analysis of detainee
operations based on current Department of Defense (DoD) and Army policy and doctrine.

b. Objectives:

(1) Assess the adequacy of DO TMLPF of Army Forces for internment, enemy prisoner of
war, detention operations, and interrogation procedures.

(2) Determine the standards for Army Forces charged with internment, enemy prisoner
of war, detention operations and interrogation procedures (e.g., size, equipment,
standardization, and training).

(3) Assess current and future organizations and structures for Army Forces responsible
for internment, enemy prisoner of war, detention operations and interrogation procedures.

(4) Identify and recommend any changes in policy related to internment, enemy prisoner
of war, detention operations and interrogation procedures.

c. Scope: Two teams conducted inspections of 25 locations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and the
Continental United States (CONUS). The CONUS team consisted of seven personnel,
including augmentees, and visited seven locations while the OCONUS team consisted of nine
personnel, including augmentees, and inspected 1610cati ons. We interviewed and surveyed
over 650 leaders and Soldiers spanning the ranks from Private to Major General. We also
revieWed 103 reports of allegations of abuse from Criminal Investigation Division (CID) and 22
unit investigations that cover the period of September 2002 to June 2004.

d. Focus: The inspection focused on the functional analy sis of the Army's internment,
enemy prisoner of war, and detention polic ies, practices, and procedures as the Army executes
its role as the 000 Executive Agent for Enemy Prisoners of War and Detention Program.
Numerous DoD Policies, Army Regulations, and Army Field Manuals provided the guiding
tenets for this inspection.

e. Task Organization: Two teams from the DAIG Inspections Division, with augmentation
from the Office of the Provost Marshal General (OPMG), Office of the Judge Advocate General
(OTJAG), Office of the Surgeon General (OTSG), U.S. Army ManeLNer Support Center
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(USAMANSCEN), u.s. Army Criminal Investigation Com mand (USACIC), U.S. Army Special
Operations Command (USASOC), and the U.S. Army Intelligence Center (USAIC). ~onducted
the inspection by traveling to 25 locations in CONUS and OCONUS. The composItion of these
teams was as follows:

Inspector General

CONUS
Team Chief IG
Detailed IG
Detailed IG
Assistant IG
Expert from OTSG
Expert from OPMG
Expert from USACIC (Assistant IG)

f. Inspection Process:

OCONUS
Team Chief IG
Operation Officer IG
Detailed IG
Detailed IG
Expert from USASOC
Expert from aTJAG
Expert from USAIC
Expert from USAMANSCEN (Assistant IG)
Expert from OPMG

(1) Preparation Phase: Research and Training (February· March 2004)

(2) Execution Phase: On-Site Inspections (March - April 2004)

(3) Completion Phase: Final Report Preparation (April- June 2004)

g. Inspection Locations and Schedule: See Appendix C.

h. Inspection Approach: The Inspectors General (IG) for Combined Forces Land
Component Command (CFLCC).Combined Joint Task Force-7 (CJTF-7), Combined Joint Task
Force-1BO (CJTF-180). and 10caliGs served as coordinating agents for all DAIG inspection
activities at those locations. These IGs were telephonically and electronically notified by DAIG
with the Notification Memorandum and Detailed Inspection Plan that was sent to all affected
Commanders/lGs on 20 February 2004.

i. Other Reports: This report mentions the Ryder Report, Miller Report, and Taguba
Investigation throughout its inspection results. These two reports and investigation deal wi th the
following: the Ryder Report is an assessment of detention and corrections operations in Iraq;
the Miller Report is a classified assessment of the Department of Defense's counterterrorism
interrogation and detention operations in Iraq; and the Taguba Investigation is a classified
investigation under Army Regulation 15-6 into the BOoth Military Police (MP) Brigade's detention
and internment operations.

j. Definitions: The DAIG used the following definitions throughout the report.

(1) The DAIG defined the term "detainee operationsR as the range of actions taken by
Soldiers beginning at the point of capture, the movement of detainees through division forward
and central collecting points (CPs), to internment at internment/resettlement (I/R) facilities, arid
release. This includes the administrative and medical processing of detainees, medical
treabnent of detainees, sanitary conditions at IIR facilities and CPs, and interrogation
procedures. The term Mdetainee operations" does not apply to confined U.S. Military personnel,
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(2) Army Regulation (AR) 190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel, Civilian
Internees and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997, defines the term detainee as "any person
captured or otherwise detained by an armed force." The DAIG uses the term as defined by AR
190-8 in this report. The term "detainee" includes enemy prisoners of war (EPWs), retained
persons (RP), civilian internees (Cis), and other detainees (ODs). When making a
differentiation between the different classifications of detainees, the report will specifically
mention EPWs, RPs, Cis, or ODs. The report will also point out the use of non-doctrinal terms
sometimes used as detainee classifications.

(3) The battlespace of OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) and OPERATION
IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF) included an enemy that deployed asymmetrically with adaptive tactics;
a battlespace in which there was not always a clear fOlWard line of troops, massing of forces, or
an identifiable rear area to which detainees could be rapidly evacuated. The battlespace of
OEF and OIF was non-linear with combat and stability operations taking place simultaneously
throughout the areas of operation. Combatants included both uniformed and non-uniformed
state and non-state sponsored forces who fought using conventional and non-conventional
methods to include terrorist actions against both military and civilian targets. Detainees were,
and continue to be, more than compliant Civilian internees and enemy prisoners of war. They
are primarily a noncompliant hostile population that requires more intensive screening,
interrogation and segregation. The Army is in a new and unique operational environment
stemming from the need for immediate tactical level intelligence coupled with the significant
numbers of non-traditional combatants/detainees encountered.

(4) We define a problem as systemic if it is widespread and presents a pattern. We
attempted through observations, sensing sessions, interviews, site visits, surveys, and reviews
of documents, other reports, and investigations to identify failures in the systems that comprise
detainee operations.
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Chapter 2

Inspection Methodology

The Department of the Army Inspector General (DAIG) Team developed a baseline
approach to the inspection that focused on gathering information and data from five primary
domains: interviews, sensing sessions, document reviews. surveys of commanders, leaders,
and Soldiers, and site visits. This approach allowed the T earn to glean perceptions and
attitudes about detainee operations from selected individuals and populations; to ass ess
detainee operations in doctrinal manuals, unit policies, unit Standing Operating Procedures
(SOPs); and to determine compliance with Department of Defense (000) and Army policies.
The Team visited U.S. Armed Forces-controlled internment/resettlement (I/R) facilities and
division central and forward collecting points (CPs), as well as units conducting patrol missions,
to gather overall trends and observations on detainee operations from point of capture to the
processing conducted at U.S. Armed Forces-controlled IIR facilities.

This baseline methodology afforded the Team a standard, systematic approach to
conducting an inspection at each location, which proved essential since the DAIG Team
conducted split operations with two teams that traveled separately to continental United States
(CONUS) and outside the continental United States (OCONUS) locations. The Team had to
tailor their trips to look at units that had already returned from OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM (OEF) and OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF) as well as those units currently
deployed.

The methodology established a three-phase plan for executing the inspection.

a. Phase 1: Preparation. This phase included travel planning, pre-deployment training,
administrative requirements, a review of documents the Team requested in advance from the
unit IGs, pre-inspection visits to the National Training Center (NTC) at Fort Irwin and the Joint
Readiness Training Center (JRTC) at Fort Polk, and development of a detailed ins pection plan.

b. Phase 2: Execution. This phase outlined the physic al execution of the itinerary
developed by the locallG in accordance with the Detailed Inspection Plan. Each visit began
with an Jnhnef to the unit's senior leadership and ended with an outbr ief. The DAI G Team
conducted interviews, sensing sessions, and a sUlvey of Commanders, leaders and Soldiers
currently in the area of responsibility (AOR) and those who recently returned from OEF and OIF
to determine detainee operations tactics. techniques, and procedures from point of capture to
arrival at the CPs; inspected CPs from receipt of detainees to the transfer of detainees to U.S.
Armed Forces-eontrolled I/R facilities; inspected U.S. Armed Forces-controlled I/Rfacilities and
operations; and reviewed policies, plans, records, programs, Standard Operating Procedures
(SOPs), and otherrelated documents.

c. Phase 3: Completion. The DAIG Team returned to home station and conducted
post-trip data analyses of the information gathered. T he Team then crafted detailed trip reports
of the visit that captured the critical information gleaned from the trips. These trip reports
formed the basis from which the Team developed the findings outlined in the report.
Additionally, team members cross-walked information and traveled to the MI and MP schools for
coordination and confirmation of information used in the findings.
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The following section outlines the baseline methodology in detail to include the specific
requirements for interviews and sensing sessions based upon the type of unit visited.

a. Inspection Methodology. The locallG served as the coordinating agent for all DAIG
inspection activities. The coordinating agent worked with his or her respective OAIG Team point
of contact (POC) to develop an itinerary for a four-day inspection for CONUS units and a30-day
period for OCONUS. The coordinating agent and DAIG Team POC fine-tuned the itinerary to
maximize theTearn's ability to meet the inspection's baseline requirements.

b. PersonnellntelViewed:

(1) OCONUS

(a) The Team conducted interviews at CFLCC, CJTF-7, CJTF-180, U.S. Armed
Forces.controlled I/R facilities, and division CPs. The Team interviewed selected leaders from
CFLCC/CJTF/division/brigade/battalion staffs and company level personnel. Individual
interviews occurred in the interviewee's office or in a similar location free from interruptions and
telephone calls. The coordinating agent scheduled these interviews to last no more than 1.5
hours. The coordinating agent also consi dered geographical dispersion and travel times
between events. The interviews were conducted by one or two DAIG Team members with the
unit interviewee.

(b) The DAIG Team conducted sensing sessions at each U.S. Armed Forces
controlled IIR facility, division CPs, and at the company level, one for junior enlisted (Private
through Specialist, but not including Corporals) and one for junior noncommissioned officers
(Sergeant and Staff Sergeant). Units provided eight to twelve Soldiers per session. Each
sensing session required a classroom or similar facility that was removed from the unit's normal
work location. The area was relatively quiet and free from interruptions and telephone calls. In
addition, the room needed no less than 14 chairs or desks formed in a circle or square. The
coordinating agent scheduled 1.5-hour time blocks for each sensing session. The sensing
sessions were conducted by two DAIG Team members with the unit Soldiers.

(c) The coordinating agent adjusted the inter view schedule, in coordination with
the Team, based upon the availabil ity of personnel. The Team recognized that only full-time
manning personnel might be available in Reserve Component units.

(d) The matrix below was a strawman that was finalized by the DAIG Team POC
and the locallG for the OCONUS inspection.

Intervieweel CFlCC CJTF DIV BDE Co MP US Military
Sensing COll COll BDE Controlledl
Session Point Point IBN Oversight

Requirements Det Fac

SJA 1 1 1
G2IS2 (for 1 1 1 1 1 1
HUMINT

I ourooses)
81 (if involved 1 1
with detai nee
processing)
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)
~

SURGEON/ME 1 1 1 1 1 1

DOFF
PMO 1 1 1
CHAPLAIN 1 1 1 1

ENGINEER/S4 1 1 1 1 1

CDR/OIC 1 1 1 1 1

1SG/NCOIC 1 1 1 1 1

S3 1

INTERROGAT 3 3 3

OR (depending
where they are
located)
GUARD (E1-4) 1 EA (8- 1 EA (8-12 1EA(8-12

SENSING 12 SOLDIERS) SOLDIER
SESSiON SOlDIE S)

RS'
GUARD (E5-6) 1 EA (8- 1 EA (8-12 1 EA (8-12
SENSING 12 SOLDIERS) SOLDIER
SESSION SOl~IE S)

RS
GUARD 1 1 1

I (NCOICl
SECURITY 1 EA (8-12
FORCE (E1-4) SOLDIER
SENSING S)
SESSION
SECURITY 1 EA (8-12
FORCE (E5-6) SOLDIER
SENSING S)
SESSION
SECURITY 1
FORCE
NCOIC
INFANTRY 1
BDEXO
INFANTRYBN 1
XO
INFANTRY Co 1
CDR/1SG
PREVENTIVE
MED INSP 1 1 1
COll PTMP 1 1
PlTlDR
COll PTMP
PlT SGT 1 1
UNITPlT lOR
INVOLVED
WITH
CAPTURE OF 2
PERSONNEL
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UNI PLT SGT 2

INVOLVED
WITH
CAPTURE OF
PERSONNEL
UNIT . 2EA

SOLDIERS (8-12

INVOLVED SOLDI

WITH ERS)

CAPTURE OF PER

PERSONNEL COLLE

(E1-4) CTING

SENSING POINT

SESSION
UNIT 2EA

SOLDIERS (8-12
INVOLVED SOLDI
WITH ERS)
CAPTURE OF PER
PERSONNEL COLLE
(E5-6) CTING
SENSING POINT
SESSION

(2) CONUS

(a) The Team conducted interviews of division, brigade, battalion, and com pany
level personnel. The Team interviewed selected leaders from each of these type units.
Individual interviews occurred in the interviewee's office or in a similar location that was free
from· interruptions and telephone calls. The coordinating agent schedul ed these interviews to
last no more than 1.5 hours. The coordinating agent considered geographical dispersion and
travel times between events. The interviews were conducted by one or two Team members
with the unit interviewee.

(b) The DAIG Team conducted sensing 5essions with collecting point and I/R
facility guards and with Soldiers who captured personnel during OEF and OIF. Sensing
sessions included one for junior enlisted (Private through SpeCialist, but not including Corporals)
and one for junior noncommissioned officers (Sergeant and Staff Sergeant). Units provided
eight to twelve Soldiers per session. Each sensing session required a classroom or similar
faCility that was removed from the unit's normal work location. The area was relatively quiet and
free from interruptions and telephone call s. In addition, the room needed no less than 14 chair s
or desks formed in a circle or square. The coordinating agent schedul ed 1.5-hour time blocks
for each sensing session. The sensing sessions were conducted by two Team members with
the unit Soldiers.

(c) The coordinating agent adjusted the inter view schedule, in coordination with
the Team. based upon the availabil ity of personnel. The Team recognized that only full-time
manning personnel might be ava~able in Reserve Component units.
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(d) The matrix below was a strawman that was finalized by the DAIG Team POC
and the locallG for the CONUS inspection.

Interviewee/Sensing DIV/SEP BDE BN Co

Session BDE
Renuirements

INFANTRY CDR 1 1

INFANTRY 1 1

CSM/1SG
INFANTRY XO 1
MPCDRlXO 1 1

MPS4 1 1

PMO 1
COll PT GUARDS 1 EA (8-12

(EH) SENSING SOLDIERS)
SESSION
COll PT GUARDS 1 EA (8-12

(E5-6) SENSING SOLDIERS)
SESSION
GUARD INCOICT 1
DSAIBSA CDR (if 2

coil pt wa~~ is in
DSAIBSA
COll PT MP PlT 1
lOR
COll PT MP PlT 1
SGT
UNIT PlT lOR 2
INVOLVED WITH
CAPTURE OF
PERSONNEL
UNIT PlT SGT
INVOLVED WITH
CAPTURE OF
PERSONNEL 2
UNIT SOLDIERS 2 EA (8-12
INVOLVED WITH SOLDIERS)
CAPTURE OF
PERSONNEL (E1-
4) SENSING
SESSION
UNIT SOLDIERS
INVOLVED WITH
CAPTURE OF
PERSONNEL (E5- 2 EA (8-12

. 6) SENSING SOLDIERS)
SESSION
CHAPLAIN 1 1 1
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d. Administrative Support Requirements. The DAIG Team conducted this inspection
with minimal disruption to ongoing unit missionS. The Team required special arrangements
from the field Inspectors General (IGs), including assistance with country clearances, travel in
the AOR, in-country travel, sleeping arrangements, convoy security arrangements, body armor,
weapons and ammunition, communications, scheduling of inbriefs and outbriefs, interviews and
sensing sessions, and an appropriate work space for up to nine personnel conducting DA IG

business.

e. Documents Reviewed In Advance (OCONUS Only):

(1) All inspections related to detainee operations, including command products,
Inspector General products, Criminal Investigative Division(CIO), legal, etc.

(2) All case histories of punishment (judicial and non~judicial) relating to detainee

abuse.

(3) Past and current Rules of Engagement (ROE).

f. Documents Reviewed on Site (OCONUS Only):

(1) Unit TACSOPs relating to detainee operations (e.g., SSs and T, collecting point
procedures, and inventorying EPW belongings).

(2) U.S. Armed Forces-controlled I/R facility SOPs.

(3) l/R BDE/BN/CO.unit manning documentation.

(4) DO Form 2745 (EPW Capture Tag) log.

(5) 00 Form 629 (Receipt for Prisoner or Detained Person) log.

(6) DA Form 4137 (Receipt for Evidence/Property Custody Document) log.

(7) DO Form 2708 (Receipt of InmatelDetained Person) log.

(8) DD Form 1594 (Duty Logs).

(9) U.S. Armed Forces-controlled I/R facilities reporting system database.

(10) Facility maintenance and repair documentation.

(11) Facility security SOP.

(12) Detainee in/out-processing documentation.

g. Documents Reviewed During Inspections (CONUS Only):

(1) Unit Tactical·Standing Operating Procedures (TACSOP) relating to detainee
operations (e.g., SSs and T, collecting point procedures, and inventorying EPW belongings).

(2) U.S. Armed Forces-controlled I/R facility SOPs.
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(3) I/R Brigade (BDE)/Battalion (BN)/Company (Co) unit manning documentation.

h. Inspection Itineraries. DAIG requested each coordinating agent develop a draft
itinerary that met the requirements listed in paragraph b. DAIG requested the coordinating
agent include the necessary travel time between schedule'd locations. The DAIG Team POC
and the coordinating agent developed an itiner ary that allows the DAIG Team to meet the
objectives listed in Chapter 1 paragraph 2b. The DAIG Team conducted an inbrief with the
senior commander/representative at each location.
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Chapter 3

Capture, Care, and Control of Detainees

1. Summary of Findings: Army forces are successfully conducting detainee operations to
include the capture, care, and control of detainees. Commanders and leaders emphasized the
importance of humane treatment of detainees and, currently, leaders and Soldiers treat
detainees humanely and understand their obligation to report abuse. In those instances where
detainee abuse occurred, individuals failed to adhere to basic standards of discipline, training,
or Army Values; in some cases individual misconduct was accompanied by leadership failure to
maintain fundamental unit discipline, failure to provide proper leader supervision of and
guidance to their Soldiers, or failure to institute proper control processes.

For the purpose of this inspection, we defined abuse as wrongful death, assault, battery,
sexual assault, sexual battery, or theft. As of 9 June 2004 we had reviewed 103 summaries of
Criminal Investigative Division (CID) reports of investigation and 22 unit investigation summaries
conducted by the chain of command involving detainee death or alleged abuse. These 125
reports are in various stages of completion. No abuse was determined to have occurred in 31
cases; 71 cases are closed; and 54 cases are open or undetermined. Of note, the CID
investigates every occurrence of a detainee death regardless of circumstances. While
recognizing that any abuse incident is one too many, we conducted a review and categorization
of the summary reports of the 125 investigations. Based on our review and analysis of reports
and case summaries of investigations and our obselVations and interviews conducted
throughout this inspection, we could not identify a systemic cause for the abuse incidents. The
DAIG uses the term "systemic" specifically to describe a problem if it is widespread and
presents a pattern. As defined by the DA lG in this report, a systemic issue may be found either
horizontally across many various types ofunits, or vertically through many command levels or
within systems. The DAIG determined that incidents where detainees were allegedly mistreated
occurred as isolated events. In a few incidents, higher ranking individuals up to Lieutenant
Colonel were involved; however, the chain of command took action when an allegation of
detainee abuse was reported.

Abu Ghraib had problems with deteriorating infrastructure that impacted the clean, safe, and
secure working environment for Soldiers and living conditions for detainees. Poor food quality
and food distribution, lack of laundry capability, and inadequate personal hygiene facilities
affected the detainees' living conditions. Overcrowding, frequent enemy hostile fire, and lack of
in-depth force protection measures also put Soldiers and detainees at risk.

2. Findings:

a. Finding 1:

(1) Finding: All interviewed and obselVed commanders, leaders, and Soldiers treated
detainees humanely and emphasized the importance of the humane treatment of detainees.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.
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(3) Inspection Results: The DAIG Team conducted numerous interviews and sensing
sessions with leaders and Soldiers that revealed most leaders and Soldiers have treated
detainees humanely and would report detainee abuse if they became aware of it.

For OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM(OEF), Chairman Joint Chiefs ofStaff(CJCS)
Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, stated that AI Qaida and TaJiban would be treated humanely
and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a manner consistent with
the principles of the Geneva Conventions. Therefore, most detainees were classified as civilian
internees (Cis) (sub-classified for OEF by the following non-doctrinal terms: Persons Under U.S.
Control (PUC), Enemy Combatant (EC), and Low-level Enemy Combatant (LLEC)). Interviews,
sensing sessions, and document reviews revealed that most Soldiers were aware of their
requirement to treat detainees humanely. In most cases, the present level of treatment
exceeded the Com man Article 3 standard of treatment. Notwithstanding, while detainee abuse
had occurred in OEF in the past, the DAIG Team observed that units currently conducting
detainee operations missions treated detainees humanely.

Many noncommissioned officers (NCOs) stated very clearly that the humane treatment
of detainees was paramount to the success of the mission. Another group of junior enlisted
Soldiers stated that they received substantial training on deta inee treatment. They went on to
specifically mention that they were taught to treat detainees with dignity and respect. In another
sensing session, the NCOs stated that the minimum standard for treating detainees is
protection, respect, and hum ane treatment. Some went on to say that violations are not
tolerated by the command or fellow Soldiers.

Consistent with these statements, the DAIG Team that visited Iraq and Afghanistan
discovered no incidents of abuse that had not been reported through command channels; atl
incidents were already under investigation. The DAIG Team that visited units recently returning
from Iraq did receive a total of 5 new allegations of potential abuse that occurred prior to
January 2004. The DA1G Team immediately turned these over to the chain of command and
Army Criminal Investigation Division (CID). There is no evidence of the cover-up of current
detainee abuse by U.S. Soldiers. This is consistent with the results of the teams' sensing
sessions; all currently deployed Soldiers were aware of their responsibility to report abuse and
appeared to be will ing and able to report any potential abuse.

In OIF, U.S. Forces detained the full spectrum of classes of detainees, but most were
classified as EPWs or Cis. Presently, Cis make up the vast majority of the U.S.-controlled
detainee population. EPWs are entitled to atl the protections in the Geneva Convention Relative
to the Treatment of Prisoners of War (GPW), and Cis are entitled to relevant protections in the
Geneva Convention Relati ve to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC). The
GPW and GC provide detailed levels and standar.ds of treatment for EPWs and CIs that include
treatment during armed conflict and occupation. Most leaders and Soldiers treated EPWs and
Cis humanely and consistent with the Geneva Conventions (GPW and GC).

The Army estimates that over 50,000 detainees have been captur ed or processed.
While even one case of abuse is unacceptable. we conclude that given the volume of detainees
and the potential for abuse in these demanding circumstances, the overwhelming majority of our
Soldiers and leaders are conducting these operations with due regard for the detainees right to
be treated humanely and properly.

Detainee abuse does not occur when individual Soldiers remain disciplined, follow
known procedures and understand their duty obligation to report abusive behavior. Detainee
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abuse does not occur when leaders of those Soldiers who deal with detainees enforce basic
standards of humane treatment, provide oversight and supervision of detainee operations and
take corrective action when they see potential! y abusive situations developing. 0 ur site visits,
interviews, sensing sessions and observations indicate that the vast majority of Sol?ierS and
leaders, particularly at the tactical level, understand their responsibility to treat detainees
humanely and their duty obligation to report infractions.

The GC and GPW require that copies of the GC be posted in the detainees' language in
facilities that contain E PWs and/or Cis. Only 25% (4 of 16) facilities inspected maintained
copies of the Geneva Conventions in the detainees' language. No facilities in Afghanistan
complied with this Geneva requirement, while only 4 facilities in Iraq were compliant. Other
specific details of treatment outlined in the G PW and GC are covered elsewhere in this report.

The DAIG Team observed that units made efforts to comply with the DoD requirement to
treat the detainees consistent with the Geneva Conventions. Some of the improvements being
made by units and resourceful individuals include: increased training for key noncommissioned
officers (NCOs) and small unit leaders;.developing standing operating procedures (SOPs); and
requesting copies of the Geneva Conventions in the detainees' language for posting.

In general, the Miller Report recognized that detainees should be secured in a humane
environment and that greater involvement by judge advocates was required. The DAIG Team
did not observe a dedicated judge advocate for interrogation operations, but did note that the MI
brigades, assigned to dUty at Abu Ghraib, were each assigned at least 1 brigade judge
advocate. The Ryder Report stated EPWs and Cis should receive the full protections of the
Geneva Conventions unless the denial of these protections was due to specifically articulated
military necessity.

The Taguba Investigation observed that many Soldiers and units upheld the Army
Values. The Taguba Investigation also detailed numerous incidents where U.S. Soldiers
abused detainees, which the investigation characterized as "systemic." As used in the Taguba
Investigation, the term "systemic" deals with a subset of the security and interrogation
operations at only one interment /resettlement facility and is not theater~wide. However, MG
Taguba testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee on 11 May 04, narrowing the
extent of the term "systemic" by stating that these particular abuses were individual actions not
committed at the direction of the chain of com mand and that the resulting photos were taken
with personal cameras. Additionally, the Taguba Investigation recommended detention facilities
make several changes that would hal p ensure compliance with the Geneva Conventions. As
stated above, the DAIG uses the term "systemic" specifically to describe a problem if it is
widespread and presents a pattern. As defined by the DAIG in this report, a systemic issue may
be found either horizontally across many various types of units, or vertically through many
command levels from squad through division or higher leve1. Based on our review and analysis
of reports and case summaries of investigations and our observations and interviews conducted
throughout this inspection, we could not identify a systemic cause for the abuse incidents.

(4) Recommendation: CJTF-7 and CJTF-180 continue to emphasize compliance with
the requirements regarding the humane treatment of detainees.

Recommendation: Commanders continue to stress the importance of humane
treatment of detainees and continue to supervise and train Soldiers on their responsibility to
treat detainees humanely and their responsibility to report abuse.
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b. Finding 2:

(1) Finding: In the cases the DAIG reviewed, all detainee abuse occurred when on~ or
more individuals failed to adhere to basic standards of discipline, training, or Army Values; In

some cases abuse was accompanied by leadership failure at the tactical level.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: As of 9 June 2004, there were 125 reported cases of detainee
abuse (to include death, assault, or indecent assault) that either had been, or were, under
investigation.

For the purpose of this inspection, we defined abuse as wrongful death, assault, sexual
assault, or theft. As of 9 June 2004 we had reviewed 103 summaries of Criminal Investigation
Division (CID) reports of investigation and 22 unrt investi gation summaries conducted by the
chainof command involving detainee death or alleged abuse. These 125 reports are in various
stages of completion. No abuse was determined to have occurred in 31 cases; 71 cases are
closed; and 54 cases are open or undetermined. Of note, the CID investigates every
occurrence of a detainee death regardless of circumstances.

Recognizing that the facts and circumstances as currently known in ongoing cases may
not be all inclusive, and that additi onal facts and circumstances could change the categor ization
of a case, the Team placed each report in a category for the purposes of this inspection to
understand the overall numbers and the facts currently known, and to examine for a trend or
systemic issue. This evaluation of alleged abuse reports is not intended to, nor should it,
influence commanders in the independent exercise of their responsibilities under the Uniform
Code of Military Justice (UCMJ) or other administrative disciplinary actions. As an Inspector
General inspection, this report does not focus on individual conduct, but on sys terns and
policies.

We separated these 125 cases into two categories:
(1) no abuse occurred
(2) confirmed or possible abuse

In the first category of no abuse occurring, we further separate the reports into deaths (to
include 'death from natural causes and justified homicide as determined by courts martial) and
other instances (to include cases where there was insufficient evidence to determine whether
abuse occurred or where the leadership determined, through courts martial or investigation, that
no abuse occurred). There were a total of 19 natural deaths and justified homicides, and 12
instances of insufficient evidence or determined that no abuse occurred. Deaths occurred at the
following locations: 15 at lIR facilities; 1 at Central Collecting Points (CPs); 1 at Forward CPs;
and 2 at the point of capture (POC) for a total of 19. Other instances where it was determined
that no abuse occurred were at the following locations: 2 at I/R facilities; 1 at Central CPs; 2 at
Forward CPs; 5 at the POC; and 2 at locations which could not be determined or did not fall into
doctrinal categories, for a total of 12.

In the second category of confirmed or possible abuse, we further separated the reports
into wrongful deaths, deaths with undetermined causes, and other alleged abuse (e.g., assault,
sexual assault, or theft). There were a total of 20 deaths and 74 incidents of other alleged
abuse. Deaths occurred at the following locationS: 10·at IIR facilities; 0 at Central CPs; 5at
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FOIward CPs; and 5 at the POC, for a total of 20. Other instances of alleged abuse occurred at
the following locations: 11 at IfR facilities; 3 at Central CPs; 11 at Forward CPs; 40 at the POC;
and 9 at locations which could not be determined or did not fall into doctrinal categories, for a
total of 74.

This review indicates that as of 9 June 2004, 48% (45 of 94) of the alleged incidents of
abuse occurred at the point of capture. For this inspection, the DAIG Team interpreted point of
capture events as detainee operations occurring at battalion level and below, before detainees
are evacuated to doctrinal division forward or central collecting points (CPs). This allowed the
DAIG Team to analyze and make a determination to where and what level of possible abuse
occurred. The point of capture is the location where most contact with detainees occurs under
the most uncertain, ·dangerous and frequently violent circumstances. During the period of April
August 2003 when units were most heavily engaged in combat operations, 56% (29 of 52) of
point of capture incidents were reported. Even during this period of high intensity combat
operations, Soldiers and leaders identified incidents that they bel ieveto be abuse and the
command took action when reported. Most of the allegations of abuse that occurred at the point
of capture were the result of actions by a Soldier or Soldiers who failed to maintain their self
discipline, integrity, and military bearing, when dealing wi th the recently captured detainees.
There are a few incidents that clearly show criminal activity by an individual or individua'is with
disregard of their responsibility as a Soldier.

This review further indicates that as of 9 June 2004, 22% (21 of 94) of the alleged
incidents of abuse occurred at lIR facilities. This includes the highly publicized incident at Abu
Ghraib. Those alleged abuse situations at the l/R facilities are attributed to: individual failure to
abide by known standards and/or individual failure compounded by a leadership failure to
enforce known standards, provide proper supervision and stop potentially abusive situations
from occurring.

While recognizing that any abuse incident is one too many, through a review of the
summary reports of the 125 investigations and categorizing them, the DAIG did not identify a
systemic cause for the abuse incidents. The DAIG uses the term "systemic" specifically to
describe a problem if it is widespread and presents a pattern. As defined by the DAIG in this
report, a systemic issue may be found either horizontally across many various types of units, or
vertically through many command levels from squad through division or higher level. The DAIG
determined that incidents where detaineeS were allegedly mistreated occurred as isolated
events. In a few incidents, higher ranking individuals up to Lieutenant Colonel were involved;
however, the chain of com mand took action when an allegation of detainee abuse was reported.

Recognizing that the facts and circumstances as currently known in ongoing cases may
not be all inclusive, and that additi anal facts and circumstances could change the categor ization
of a case, the Team placed each report in a category for the purposes of this inspection to
understand the overall numbers and the facts currently known, and to examine for a trend or
systemic issue. This evaluation of alleged abuse reports is not intended to inft uence
commanders in the independent exercise of their responsibilities under the Uniform Code of
Military Justice (UCMJ) or other administrative disciplinary actions.

The DAIG Team that visited Iraq and Afghanistan found no incidents of abuse that had
not already been reported through command channels; aU incidents were already under
investigation. The DAIG Team that visited units recently returning from Iraq did receive a total
of 5 new allegations of potential abuse that occurred prior to January 2004. In each of these
cases, CID and the chain of command were notified of the allegations. There is no evidence of
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any cover-up of current detainee abuse by U. S. Soldiers. This is consistent with the results of
the teams' sensing sessions that all currently deployed Soldiers were aware of their
responsibility to report abuse and appeared to be willing and able to report it.

In studying the actual abuse investigations, the incidents may be broken down into 2
broad categories. The first category will be referred to as isolated abuse, and the second as
progressive abuse. The first are those incidents that appear'to be a one-time occurrence. In
other words, these are incidents where individual Soldiers took inappropriate actions upon the
capture of detainees or while holding or interrogating them. The second category of detainee
abuse, referred to as progressive abuse because these usual[ y develop from an isolated
incident into a more progressive abuse.

There is substantial research on the behavior of guards in prisons and Enemy Prisoner
of War (EPW)/Prisoner of War (POW) camps, in addition to the Oepar tment of Defense (000)
experience of running simlilated prisoner of war resistance training. Research indicates that
regardless of how good the training and oversight, some inappropriate behavior will occur. (For
example, one of the seminal studies of prisoner/guard behavior is Haney, C., Banks, C., &
Zimbardo, P., A Study of Prisoners and Guards in a Simulated Prison, the Office of Naval
Research, 1973. For a more recent review, along with significant commentary, see Philip
Zimbardo, A Situationalist Perspective on the Psychology of Evil: Understand How Good People
are Transfonned into Perpetrators, a chapter in Arthur Miller (Ed.) The social psychology of
good and evil: Understanding our capacity for kindness and cruelty. New York: Guilford, 2004.
Also worth reviewing are Stanley Milgram's studies, starting with Obedience to authority, New
York: Harper & Row, 1974.) Because of this, the 000 simulated prisoner of war resistance
training that prepares service members to resist exploitation, requires intensive oversight to
prevent the abuse of Soldiers by other Soldiers.

Contributing factors to the first category of abuse include poor training (common in the
cases the DAIG Team reviewed), poor individual discipline, novel situations (to include the
stressors involved in combat operations), and a lack of control processes (specific oversight
mechanisms). Commander's addressed the first category of abuse through counseling,
administrative action, and UCMJ (up to and including courts-martial).

Below are 4 examples of this first category of detainee abu se from the 125 reported
allegations referenced in the first paragraph of the inspection results above.

- One incident occurred at an internment/resettlement (I/R) facility where a Master
Sergeant and her 3 subordinates attempted to beat several detainees as they arrived at the
camp. Other Soldiers, not in her chain of command, prevented much of the potential abuse
and then reported the MasterSergeant to the chain of com mand who took corrective action.
All 4 Soldiers were administratively separated from the Amy; 3 of these Soldiers also received
nonjudicial punishment

~ In another incident a Specialist was threatening detainees by stall ng he would shoot
them. A guard observed him making these threats and immediately turned the Specialist in to
his chain of command. The commander took quick action, administering an Article 15, to
prevent a recurrence.

- Another example occurred in an internment facility where a Specialist and a Staff
Sergeant began to punish a detainee by using excessive force. Another Soldier from a different
company joined them. The Platoon Sergeant discovered the incident and immediately relieved
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both of the Soldiers in his platoon and pressed charges against all 3. All 3 received field-grade
Article 15 punishments.

_ Another illustrative incident occurred when an interrogator struck a detainee on the
head during questioning. The International Committee of the Red Cross, via the mayor of the
detainee's compound, discovered this after the fact. Once he was made aware of the incident,
the Soldier's commander investigated and ultimately issued a field-grade Article 15. The
commander then required 2 Soldiers to be present during every interrogation.

In these examples, abuse was discovered immediately by the command, and corrective
actions were taken to prevent a recurrence. One comment made by a Noncommissioned officer
(NCO) from a unit that did not have any abuse cases was that multiple levels of NCO oversight
ensured compliance with the Rules of Engagement (ROE), and the team leaders and Platoon
Sergeant maintained strict standards for all Military Police (MP). One interrogator NCO stated
that in his unit there would be a number of people in the room during interrogations to ensure
that Soldiers did not violate the Interrogation RO E.

The psychological research on abuse (see above) suggests that in similar situations,
such as prisons, when some relatively minor abusive behavior occurs and corrective action is
not taken, there is an escalation of violence. If there is uncorrected abuse and more people
become involved, there is a diffusion of responsibility making it easier for individuals to commit
abuse. The research further suggests that a moral disengagement occurs which allows
individuals to rationalize and justify their behavior. (See Bandura, A., Moral Disengagement in
the Perpetration of Inhumanities, Personality and Social Psychology Review, 1999.)

In at least 11 of the 125 incidents reviewed by the DAIG Team, immediate corrective
action was'not taken by the chain of command. The reasons for this leadership failure included
either a lack of fundamental unit discipline, ambiguous command and control over the facility or
individuals involved, ambiguous guidance from command on the treatment of detainees, no
control processes in place to provide oversight and notify the command of the incident, or, in
very few cases, leader complicity at the Lieutenant Colonel I evel and below in the actions. This
led to the second catego ry of detainee abuse, referred to as progressive abuse because these
usually develop from an isolated incident into a more progressive abuse.

Here are 5 examples of this second category from the 125 reported allegations
referenced in the first paragraph of the inspection results above, where actions were not taken
until more generalized abuse had occurred.

- The incidents invol ving Tier 1A at Abu Ghraib began no later than October and
continued until December 2003. The degradation of the detainees by the guard force appears
to have started out with smaller, less-intensive types of abuse and humiliation, and increased to
physical assault and injury. There were no formal control processes, such as a routine
inspection of Tier 1A during the night hours or electronic monitoring, in place to easily identify
abuse and bring it to the attention of the com mand. Eventually, a Soldier who knew it was
wrong was made aware of the abuse and reported it to CIO. Charges were preferred on 20
March 2004 against 6 reserve MP Soldiers for detainee abuse, and further investigation
continues.

-In a different incident that resulted in a death, 2 Warrant OffICers appeared to exhibit a
pattern of abusive interrogations. A detainee, who was overweight and in poor physical health,
died during an interrogation. The CID investigation contained sworn statements indicating that
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physical beatings at this site were common during this time and alleged that the two Warrant
Officers routinely slapped and beat the detainees they were questioning. There were no
control processes in place to review the interrogation techniques used in this fac ility. There was
apparently no oversight on the behavior of the interrogators, and, althoug h many ofthe guard
personnel were aware of the techniques being u sed, the abusive behavior was not reported.
There was a perception among the guard personnel that this type of behavior by the
interrogators was condoned by their chain of command. Both Warrant Officers received a
General Officer Memorandum of Reprimand and further disposition of the case is under review.

_ In another incident a platoon detained 2 indiv iduals, later released them on a bridge,
and made them jump into a river below. One of the detainees drowned. Sworn statements
indicated the platoon"as a wholen had previously discussed having detainees jump off the
bridge, and the planned action apparently had the support ofthe Platoon Sergeant. There is no
evidence to support any previous incidents by this platoon, but these discussions are indicators
that junior leader deficiencies at the platoon level contributed to the death ora detainee. CID
continues to investigate this incident.

- There was an incident involving a Sergeant First Class (SFC) telling his subordinates
to, "rough them up," referring to 2 detainees in custody. This occurred in the middle of the night
without any oversight and at a division collecting point operated by an infantry unit. There are
indications that this SFC had given similar guidance earlier. Several of the SFC's subordinates
actually performed most of the subsequent beating. There is no evidence that the SFC had
abused detainees previously. This incident was adjUdicated by both Spec ial and Sum mary
Courts-Martial, with the SFC receiving a reduction to Staff Sergeant (SSG) and a punitive
censure. One SSG was reduced to a Specialist and received 30 days confi nement; another
SSG pled guilty to one specification of violation of a lawful general order and was reduced to the
grade of Sergeant. Finally, a Specialist was found guilty at a summary court·martial and his
punishment included forfeiture of $1092 and hard labor without confinement for 45 days.

- One final example is an incident where a Soldier had been talking extensively with
others in his unit about wanti ng to kill an Iraqi. This Soldier later shot and killed an Iraqi
detaineewho was flexi-cuffed and may have tripped while walking away from the Soldier. This
incident is currently under investigation.

Although elimination of all abuse is the goal ofthe 000 Law of War Training several
factors prevent the complete elimination of detainee abuse. These include:

a. The psychological process that increases the likelihood of abusive behavior when one
person has complete control over another is a major factor. This is the same process that
occurs in prisons, in EPW/POW camps, and in DoD resistance training. Even in well-trained
and screened populations, it is a constant threat. This threat can be minimized through
individual and unit training on proper procedures and standardS of behavior and by leader
supervision of actual operations.

b. Poor training in the handling of detainees increases the risk of abuse. Although most
persOflnel interviewed had some training in the Law of Land Warfare, many did not have training
specific to detainee handling. It was often the case that individuals conducting interrogations
were not school-trained as interrogators.

c. Ambiguous instructions concerning the handling of detainees also gr eatly increase the
risk of abuse. Some Soldiers believed their command encouraged behavior at the harsher end
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of the acceptable range of behavior in the treatment of detainees. This can very quickly lead to
abusive behavior, even if iUs not the intent of the command. The Taguba Investigation makes
clear that the aooth MP (IIR) Brigade leadership did not properly communicate to its Soldiers the
requirements for the treatment of detainees. In order to mitigate the risk of abuse, commanders
must give clear, unambiguous guidance, make sure that Soldiers understand the guidance.
supervise Soldiers' operations, and then hold the ir Soldier's accountable for meeting standards.

d. Criminal behavior among a small percentage of Soldiers.

e. Combat operations, as a new experience for many Spldiers, combined with the above,
may lead to Soldiers justifying abusive behavior as a result of their exposure to danger. This
leads to a moral disengagement where Soldiers do not take responsibility for their actions.

f. Poor unit discipline, which is a function of poor leader supervision, allows abusive
behavior an opportunity to occur. Again, theTaguba Investigation identified a serious lack of
discipline among the units involved in detainee abuse.

The last 3 of these factors can be best prevented by making sure Soldiers understand
the standards of behavior expected of them, and by leaders who maintain unit and individual
discipline and exercise appropriate supervision of Soldiers.

Almost all of the abuse cases studied by the DAIG Team were isolated events. The
Soldiers' chain of command, when notified of the allegation of abuse, took appropriate action
and prevented further abusive behavior. The DAIG Team found that most abuse incidents were
isolated events that, when discovered, were immediately corrected by commanders at battalion
level and lower.

Those cases where corrective action did not occur, usually because the chain of
command was not aware of the abuse, resulted in a continuation of abuse or a progression from
talking about abuse to actually committing abuse. Factors that influenced this progression of
abuse and responsive actions taken by units to mitigate these factors were:

a. Poor oversight and poor control mechanisms to inspect and check on Soldiers'
behavior decreased the likelihood that abuse would be di scovered by command. This led to a
breakdown in the command and control of Soldiers interacting with detainees. One NeOIC
stated that the chain of command did not visit his location very often, and that when they began
to receive enemy fire, he did not see the Commander or Command Sergeant Major (CSM). In
response, over time, several units developed standing operating procedures that incorporated
specific control mechanisms, such as requiring a certain number of personnel to be present
during interrogations, having all Soldiers signa document outlini ng acceptable behavior, and
tasking independent officers to monitor all detainee operations, with the ability to observe
anything, anytime, within their facility.

b. A command climate that encourages behavior at the harsher end of the acceptable
range of behavior towards detainees may unintentionally, increase the likelihood of abuse. One
officer interviewed stated that there is often a "do what it takes" mindset. This appeared to be
more prevalent in the early days of the war in Iraq. Among other responses, the CJTF-7 Rules
for Detainee Operations. published 30 November 2003, states, "Treat all persons with dignity
and respect" In addition, on 12 October 2003, CJTF-7 published a memorandum stating all
interrogations would be, "applied in a humane and lawful manner with sufficient oversight by
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trained investigators or interrogators. Interrogators and supervisory personnel will ensure
uniform, careful, and safe conduct of interrogations."

c. In the few cases involving the progression to more serious abuse by Soldiers,
tolerance of inappropriate behavior by any level of the chain of command, even if minor, led to
an increase in the frequency and intens ity of abuse. In a few cases, the perception, accurate or
not, that Other Governmental Agencies(OGA) conducted interrogations using harsher methods
than allowed by Army Regulation, led to a belief that higher levels of command condoned such
methods. As noted in paragraph b above, CJTF-7 began to publ ish specific guidance that
emphasized the humane treatment of detainees. At the time of the DAIG Team's visit to the
theater, leaders and Soldiers uniformly understood the need to treat detainees humanely.

It is evident there were Soldiers who knew the right thing to do and reported abuse when
they discovered it. Soldiers who believed that abusive behavior Was not acceptable reported
almost all of the abuse incidents. Some of these Soldiers stopped other Soldiers from hurting
detainees, demonstrating moral courage in the face of peer pressure. Others reported serious
abuse when it involved their comrades and leaders. This finding on abuse focused on a very
small percentage of Soldiers who may have committed abusive behavior, and not on the vast
majority that, even under the stress of combat and poor living conditions, and presented with
sometimes resistant and hostile detainees, have treated all within their care humanely.

(4) Root Cause: Detainee abuse was an individual failure to uphold Army Values and in
some cases involved a breakdown in the leadership supervision of Soldiers' behavior.

(5) Recommendation: Commanders enforce the basic fundamental discipline standards
of Soldiers, provide training, and immediately correct inappropriate behavior of Soldiers towards
detainees to ensure the proper treatment of detainees.

Recommendation: Commanders assess the quality of leadership in units and replace
those leaders who do not enfor ce discipline and hold Soldiers accountable.

Recommendation: TRADOC develop and implement a train-the--trainer package that
strongly emphasizes leaders' responsibilities to have adequate supervision and control
processes in place to ensure the proper treatment of detainees.

Recommendation: TRADOC integrate training into all Professional Military Education
that strongly emphasizes leaders' responsibilities to have adequate supervision and control
processes in place to ensure the proper treatment of detainees.

Recommendation: The G3 require pre-deployment training include a strong
emphasis on leaders' responsibilities to have adequate supervision and control processes in
place to ensure proper treatment of, and prevent abuseof,detainees.

c. Finding 3:

(1) Finding: Of all facilities inspected, only Abu Ghraib was detenninedto be
undesirable for housing detainees because it is located near an urban population and is under
frequent hostile fire, placing Soldiers and detainees at risk.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.
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(3) Inspection Results: Abu Ghraib was overcrowde.d, located near a de.nsely populated
urban area and on a da ngerous main supply route, and subject to frequent hostile enemy fire
from enemy mortars or rockets. The facility was located approximately 20 mites west of
Baghdad. The entire encampment of Abu Ghraib was quite large, covering 280 acres. This
facility has had up to 10,000 persons interned there and was considered the ~ost notorious
landmark in all of Iraq, made so by the previous regime under Saddam Hussein.

Abu Ghraib consisted of three distinct separate facilities: the hard site prison complex,
Camp Vigilant, and Camp Ganci. Except for Tier 1, the rest of the hard site prison complex
(Tiers 2 through 7) was under complete control of Iraqi prison guards under supervision of the
Coalition Provisional Authority. Criminals were housed there who had com mitted crimes against
other Iraqis. Camp Vigilant was under complete U.S. Armed Forces control. It was the least
populated facility of the three at Abu Ghraib, housing several hundred detainees.

The facility employs over 1500 Soldiers and civilians and there is no Post Exchange
(PX) within the walls of Abu Ghraib. This was one of the major complaints from Soldiers.
Routine trips for PX runs did not occur because of the danger in traveling to Cam p Victory on
the main supply route. Soldiers complained that they could not get necessary clothing and
uniform items when needed.

On 19 March 2004, the official detainee headcount in Cam ps Ganci and Vigilant was
5967 detainees under U.S. control. This number frequently fluctuated because of releases,
transfers, or additional captures of detainees. Including the hard site, there were 7490
detainees on this date. Only one internment/resettlement (I/R) Military Police battalion was
charged with managing, operating, and maintaining security of Camps Ganci and Vigilant. By
doctrine an lIR battalion should support the following ratioS: up to 4,000 EPWs/Cls; 8,000
dislocated civilians; or 1,500 U.S. Armed Forces prisoners. The Taguba Investigation also
addressed the problems' of under-manning at Abu Ghraib.

Abu Ghraib also did not have sufficient protection measures in place to protect the
detainees from hostile fire. Abu Ghraib was frequently under mortar and small arms fire.
Detainees suffered casualties in the past due to enemy hostile fire. Detainees at Camps
Vigilant and Ganci did not have access to protective bunkers or shelters, placing them at great
risk.

Camp Ganci was overcrowded with a population of over 5000 detainees at the time of
the DAIG inspection. Camp Ganci was designed and built as an Enem y Prisoner of War (EPW)
camp, and the camp living environment was not conducive to a criminal or high security
population. The population of the cam p alone made security and control inherently difflCu(t and
dangerous. There were 8 compounds in Camp Ganci, and the capacity for each compound was
500. During the inspection, the average population was from 600 to 700 detainees ,per
compound.

Camp Ganci's 8 compounds inside of Abu Ghraib had similar problems with the guard
towers and perimeter triple-standard concertina wire that the old compounds at Camp Bucca
suffered. The overcrowding and cramped conditions at Camp Ganci, and the fact that the
distance between each com pound was only 30 toAO feet, compounded the safety and security
concerns for Soldiers. Detainee rioting had occurred in the past. Lighting at Camp Ganci was
poor, especially at compound 6, according to interviewed Soldiers. The physical design of the
camps within the facility was not optimal for the mission. The towers, for example, provided
limited visibility due to numerous blind spots. Towers supporting Camp Ganci were not placed
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reasonably well, as they should have been, with good fiel ds of fire. Some towers fa~d each
other, and there were some identified blind spots throughout the compounds accordlOg to
interviewed Soldiers. Entrance and egress to the compounds were hampered by cumbersome,
makeshift gates made of concertina wire and wood that dragged across the ground. This made
rapid access very diffiCUlt Sally ports were used primarily as gates or "slow down" barriers.

The Single Channel G round/Air Radio System (SINCGARS) system used at Abu
Ghraib, when operable, was maintained inside the compound for communication with units
outside the compound and the roving patrols. Because many units were using the same
frequency, crossed radio traffic was common between roving patrols, other outside units, and
the Tactical Operations Center (TOC) inside the compound. The facility NCOIC at Abu Ghraib
stated there was also a shortfall in radios, which hampered communications and security within
the compound. In some instances, the guards in the towers had communication with the TOC,
but not with the roving guards on the ground. So, in order to communicate with a tower, the
roving guards would have to yell up to them. The guards would also have to yell up to the
towers when they wanted to pass information to the TOC. Due to the ineffective communication
systems at Abu Ghraib and Camp Bucca, Soldiers took it upon themselves to purchase
handheld commercial radios to communicate within the camps. Because these radios are
unsecured, they pose a communications security (COMSEC) probl~m; frequencies can be
easily monitored by outside forces using the same commercially available radios. The
commercial radios were also unable to communicate with the military issue radios.

During sensing sessions, NCOs at Abu Ghraib stated there were no standardized
procedures for searching Iraqis entering the compound. The DAIG Team's findings are
consistent with the Ryder Report that stated, "The lack of policy and standard operati ng
procedures results in inconsistent application of basic security protocols. Visitation is a serious
opportunity to introduce security and safety hazards."

Refuse and litter were seen within one of the Ganci compounds. It could not be
determined if the trash was actually refuse that had migrated to the surface from an old landfill
site on which Camp Ganci was bunt. There was approximately one portable latrine per 25
detainees, and there was a contract in place to clean the latrines. There was, however, a bad
smell throughout the area from sewage because disinfectant chemicals were not replaced in the
latrines. According to sensing sessions, there were only 12 showerheads in each Ganci
compound for 600 to 700 detainees. The detainees showered every other day, butthe guards
ran all 600 to 700 detainees through the process in 2 hours. The lack of laundry capabilities or
services for the detainees was similar to the situation at Camp Bucca. Detainees had tubs and
soap, but there was no accountability on where the tubs were and how many there were. The
unit submitted a contract request to start a laundry service for detainees.

The supply of fresh water was difficult to maintain at the required levels for drinking and
personal hygiene for both Soldiers and detainees. According to interviews, Abu Ghraib received
fresh water from a Baghdad city water main that frequently broke down. A 3~day supply (200K
gallons) was required to be on-hand. The day before the DA1G Team arrived, the reserve water
supply was down to 50K gallons. Rationing of fresh water was not uncommon for Soldiers and
detainees according to leaders and Soldiers from interviews and. sensing sessions.

Food quality for detaineeswas a serious issue at Abu Ghraib. Spoiled and
contaminated food (rodent droppi ngs and dirt) had been delivered by the contractor for the
detainees in the past. Units at Abu Ghraib had to use unit stocks of Meals, Ready to Eat
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(MREs) to distribute to detainees instead. The unit was working with the contracting officer to
remedy the substandard work of the contractor.

Other problems obselVed included problems with the existing power generators and lack
of ventilation for the detainees.

There were planned and ongoing pr ojects at Abu Ghraib. The new Entry Control Point
(ECP) was recently completed. This will allow 200 visitations of detainee fam ily members a day
and will provide a stand-off of 100 meters for force protection. The project included a new
parking lot. Another ongoing project was the new reception center. Besides the ECP and
reception center, other projects planned inel ude: perimeter fencing around Abu Ghraib;
completion of Camp Avalanche (recently renamed Camp Redemption), a new facility with a
capacity of 3000 detainees; and future plans to upgrade Camps Ganci and Vigilant. Both the
Taguba Investigation and Ryder Report mentioned the need for structural improvements and
renovations at various facilities. The Taguba Investigation stated the need for structural
improvements, including enhancements of perimeter lighting, additional chain link fencing,
staking down of aU concertina wire, hard site development, and expansion of Abu Ghraib. One
recommendation of the Ryder Report included renovation of all available cells at Abu Ghraib to
facilitate consolidation and separation of the different categories of detainees. The Ryder
Report also recommended modification of the Abu Ghraib master plan that allowed expansion
and increased detainee capacity by means of renovation. All of the improvements mentioned in
the Taguba Investigation and Ryder Report are needed at Abu Ghraib if U.S. Forces continue to
use it as an I/R facility. However, because of its location in a densely popul ated urban area and
the frequent hostile fire, the DAIG Team found that the faclli ty should be phased out a s an I/R
facility, with Camp Bucca becoming the primary I/R facility in Iraq.

Abu Ghraib will be the central facility for the Iraqi Prison System after transition to the
interim government. However, Abu Ghraib's location near an urban and hostile environment
goes against doctrine for setting up IIR facilities. The area lends itself to poor and dangerous
living and working conditions. In contrast, Camp Bucca in southern Iraq is isolated from local
Iraqi populations, not frequently attacked, and is close to vital supply lines and logistical support
(Navistar in Kuwait). Camp Bucca has room to expand if necessary and is already used as an
overflow facility for Abu Ghraib. At the time of the DAIG visit, the detainee population of Cam p
Bucca was just over 1700. The new compounds at Camp Bucca (1 through 6) have a capacity
for 4500 detainees. If the old com pounds (7 through 11) are renovated in the same manner as
the new compounds, Camp Bucca could reasonably expand the population capacity by several
thousand if needed. Once the Camp Bucca expansion is completed and the "Iraqi on Iraqi
~criminal population at Camp Ganci are segregated from other detainees, a phase out of Abu
Ghraib as an I/R facility and complete turnover to the interim Iraqi government can take place.

(4) Root Cause: Units operating the Abu Ghraib facility were overwhelmed by the
frequent hostile fire, the overcrowded conditions, and the deteriorating infrastructure.

(5) Recommendation: CJTF-7 expand Camp Bucca as an internment/resettlement
facility in order to transfer detainees from Camps Ganci and Vigilant, and phase out U.S. Armed
Forces detainee operati ons at Abu Ghraib completely. -
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Chapter 4

Interrogation Operations

1. Summary of Findings: Commanders recognized the need for timely, tactical human
intelligence and adapted to the environment by keeping detainees longer at the point of capture
and collecting points to gain and exploit intelligence. Commanders and interrogators conducted
tactical questioning loogain immediale·battlefield intelligence. Holding detainees longer than 72
hours increased requi rements for facility infrastructure, medical care, preventive medicine,
trained personnel, logistics, and security.

Doctrine does not clearly and disti nctly address the relationship between the M iJitary Police
(MP) operating I/R facilities and the Military Intelligence (MI) personnel conducting intelligence
exploitation at those facilities. Neither MP nor Ml doctrine specifically defines the distinct but
interdependent roles and responsibilities of the two in detainee oper ations. MP doctrine states
MI may collocate with MP at detention sites to conduct interrogations, and coordination should
be made to establish operati ng procedures. MP doctrine does not, however, address approved
and prohibited MI procedures in an MP~operatedfacility. It also does not clearly establish the
role of MPs in the interrogation process.. Conversely, Ml doctrine does not clearly explain MP
internment procedures or the role of MI personnel within an internment setting.

There is no DoD or Army policy that addresses the establishment and operation of
interrogation facilities, including Joint Interrogation Facilities (JIFs) and Joint Interrogation and
Debriefing Centers (JIDCs). Doctrine provided in two field manuals (FMs) dealing with military
intelligence, FM 34-52 and FM 3~31, Joint Force Land Component Commander Handbook
(JFLCC), 13 December 2001, contains inconsistent guidance on terminology, structure, and
function of these facilities.

Shortfalls in numbers of interrogators and interpreters, and the distribution of these assets
within the battlespace, hampered human intelligence (HUMINT) collection efforts. Valuable
intelligence---timely, complete, clear, and accurate---may have been lost as a result.
Interrogators were not available in sufficient numbers to efficiently conduct screening and
interrogations of the large numbers of detainees at collecting points (CPs) and
internmentlresettlement(I/R) facilities, nor were there enough to man sufficient numbers of
Tactical Human Intelligence Teams (THTs) for intelligence exploitation at points of capture.
Interpreters, especially those Category II personnel authorized to participate in interrogations,
were also in short supply.

Interviewed Mlleaders and Soldiers indicated that G2s and S2s were conducting
interrogations of detainees without the proper training on the management of H UMINT analysis
and collection techniques. They were not adequately trained to manage the full spectrum of
HUMINT assets being used in the c urTent operating environment. The need for these offic ers to
understand the management of H UMINT operations is critical to successful HUMINT
exploitation in the current operating environment.

Army doctrine found in Field Manual (FM) 34-52, InteUlgence Interrogation, 28
September 1992, lists 17 accepted interrogations approach techniques. It states that those
approach techniques are not inclusive of all possible or accepted techniques. The DAIG Team
reviewed interrogation approach techniques policy for both OEF and OIF and determined that
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CJTF-180 and CJTF-7 included additional interrogation approach techniques not found FM 34
52. The DAIG Team found that officially approved CJTF-7 and CJTF-180 policies and the early
CJTF-180 practices generally met legal obligations under Geneva Convention Relevant to
Prisoners of War (GPW), the Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons
in Time of War (GC), the UN Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or
Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CAT), the U.S. Torture statute, 18 USC §§2034, 2034A, if
executed carefully, by trained soldiers, under the full range of safeguards. The DAIG Team
found that some interrogators may not have received formal instruction from the U.S. Army
Military Intelligence Center on interrogation approach techniques not contained in FM 34-52.
Additionally, the DAIG Team found that while commands published interrogation approach
policy, some subordinate units were unaware of the current version of those policies. Content
of unit interrogator training programs varied among units in both OEF and OIF. However, no
confirmed instance involving the application of approved approach techniques resulted in an
instance of detainee abuse.

2. Findings:

a. Finding 4:

(1) Finding: Tactical commanders and leaders adapted to the environment and held
detainees longer than doctrinally recommended due to the demand for timely, tactical
intelligence.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: In OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) and
OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF), company through division units held detainees longer
than the doctrinal timeframes. By doctrine, companies and battalions are to evacuate detainees
as quickly as possible to a division forward collecting point (CP). Interviewed point of capture
battalion and company leaders stated 61 % (25 of 41) of their units established CPs and held'
detainees at their locations from 12 hours up to 30 days. Of the geographic ally remote
inspected companies and battalions, 3 of 3, established CP s at their locations. By doctrine,
division forward CPs are located at maneuver brigades and can hold detainees for up to 12
hours before evacuating to division central CPs~

All interviewed leaders from 11 division'forward CPs stated their facilities held detainees
from 24 hours up to 54 days. By doctrine, division central CPs are located near the division
support area (DSA) and can hold detainees for up to 24 hours before evacuating to the corps
holding area (CHA) or internmentiresettlement(I/R) facility. All interviewed leaders from 4
central CPs stated their facilities held detainees from 72 hours up to 45 days.

The primary reason units held detainees at these locations was to conduct screenings
and interrogations closer to the point of capture. The result of holding detainees for longer
timeframes at all locations was increased requirements in facility infrastructure, medical care,
preventive medicine, trained personnel, logistics, and security. Organic unit personnel at these
locations did not have the required institutional training and were therefore unaware of, or
unable, to comply with Army policies in areas such as detainee processing, confinement
operations, security, preventive medicine, and interrogation.

Current detainee doctrine is written to apply to alinear battlefield with an identifiable
combat zone and rear area, and with the presumption that detainees at the point of capture will
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normally be enemy prisoners of war (EPWs). EPWs are to be humanely evacuated from the
combat zone to internment facilities (normally located in the corps communication zone
(COMMZ)). Evacuation is accomplished as quickly as possible for the safety of the EPWs and
to ensure operations of the maneuver unit are not hampered. Doctrine assumes EPWs are
normally captured forward in the combat zone by company and battalion-sized units. While
doctrine does provide for interrOgations to be conducted at forward locations, it limits the time
detainees should be hel d at these sites.

By doctrine, EPWs are evacuated from companies and battalions to a divi sian forward
CP located in the brigade area of operations. A forward CP is normally a guarded, roped-off
area (concertina or razor tape) or a secure fixed facility, with -potable water, a latrine, and a
trench or cover for protection from indirect fire. A division MP company commander plans for a
platoon to operate the forward CP and process EPWs using the STRESS method (search, tag,
report, evacuate, segregate, and safeguard). The MP company medical section provides
medical support. Additional medical support can be requested by the brigade medical officer
from the forward support battalion (FSB). EPWs doctrinally do not remain at a forward CP for
more than 12 hours before being escorted to the division central CP.

By doctrine, the division central CP is established near the division support area (DSA).
The central CP is larger than the forward CP, contains some type of tentage or uses an existing
shelter/structure to protect detainees from the elements. The central CP may have multiple
water and latrine sites. A division MP company operates the CP and continues to process
EPWs using the STRESS method. The MP company medical section provides medical support.
Units within the DSA provide support as stated in the division operations order. EPWs do not
remain at a central CP for more than 24 hours before being escorted to the CHA.

By doctrine, a CHA is usually located near a base or base cluster in the corps rear area
with one CHA to support each division conducting operations. Normal hold time at the CHA is
72 hours, but the CHA must be prepared to hold EPWs for extended periods until they are
evacuated to an internment facility or until hostilities end. A CHA is a semi-permanent facility.
The capture rate and captive categories determine the size of the CHA, and it should be divided
into two or more compounds for segregation, security, and ease of control. The CHA has areas
designated for EPW reception, processing, storage and accountabili ty of detainee property,
interrogation, medical facilities, showers, and protection from direct and indirect fire. A corps
MP platoon or corps MPcompany operates a CHA and may be augmented with additional MPs.
Support agreements can be arranged between M P headquarters and a base or base cluster
where the CHA is located. Class j through Class IX supplies are requested through logistics
channels and Class VI11 through medical channels.

Doctrine does not address the unique characteristics of OIF and OEF, specifically
operations in nonMlinear battlespaces and large numbers of detainees whose status is not
readily identifiable as combatants, criminals, or innocents. InOIF and OEF, units held
detainees at divjsi on CPs longer than doctrinal timeframes and established CP s at companies
and battalions. Commanders held detainees at forward locations to facilitate more effective
initial screenings (to determine detainees' status and disposition) and to obtain more timely
intelligence than would be obtained from interrogations at I/R facilities. Interviews and sensing
sessions with leaders and Soldiers indicated a common perception at the unit level that once a
detainee was evacuated, interrogations conducted at higher echelon facilities did not return
tactical intelligence to the capturing unit. Furthermore, commanders and MI personnel
perceived additional value in holding detainees at CPs where they can be segregated and
intelligence is less likely to be compromised. Detainees held at CP s were also available for
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follow-up interrogations and clarifications of details based on the tactical exploitation of
intelligence previously provided. Finally, interrogators at CPs are familiar with the unique local
characteristics that enable more effective intelligence exploitation,i .e., religious affiliation, tribal
affiliation, and regional politics.

Doctrine does not address how to effectively screen and interrogate large numbers of
captured persons of undetermined status. Unlike EPWs, detained persons in OIF and OEF did
not have a clear status upon capture. Capturing units were attempting to screen persons close
to the point of capture to confer status in a timely manner. By doing so, they could quic kly
release innocent persons with no intelligence value who would otherwise burden the detention
system, or detain com batants or persons of potential intell igence value for continued
exploitation. hi situations where effective screening couldn't be accomplished at the point of
capture, companies and battalions established collecting points and held detainees instead of
evacuating them· to higher echelons. The time detainees were hel d at company and battal ion
locations varied from 12 hours up to 30 days based on the nu mber of detainees and the
availability of interrogators.

A result of holding detainees at CP s was company, battalion, brigade and divisional units
were being required to meet the standards of CHAs without the organic resources (trained
personnel, materials, equipment, and facilities) to do so. The DAIG Team found most
personnel, especially at battalion and brigade CPs, did not have the training to perform the
humanitarian, security, and administrative requirements for extended holding times. Because
most personnel were not trained in detention operations they were unaware of Army doctrinal
requirements, policies, and procedures that address the specific responsibilities for
confinement, security, preventive medicine, and interrogation. The DAIG Team found most CP
operations were conducted using standing operating procedures (SOPs) developed by previous
units; internal tactics, techniques, and procedures; common sense; and basic soldier skills and
knowledge.

Holding detainees for longer periods of time at CPs increases the infrastructure
requirements from those needed for mobile, temporary holding areas to the more substantial
demands of semi-permanent facilities. CPs have to provide increased internal and external
security to physically contain the detainees. Considerations have to be made for areas
designated for detainee reception, processing, storage and accountability of detainee property,
interrogation, medical care, latrines, and protection from direct and indirect fire. The medical
requirements for the care of detainees increase (e.g., trained personnel, supplies, and
equipment), as do the requirements for preventive medicine (e.g., showers, sundry packs, pest
control, and facility inspections). Units have increased requirements for logistics (e.g.: Class I,
Class II (shotguns, restraints, communications, and uniforms), Class III, Class V (non~lethal

ammunition), and security (e.g., permanent external guard force and quick reaction force).

Detainee doctrine does not address operations in a non-linear battlespace. Doctrine
was written for operations on a linear battlefield on which EPWs were to be quickly evacuated to
corps holding areas or I/R facilities. Commanders in OIF and OEF were holding detainees
closer to the point of capture to expedite intelligence exploitation. The result of holding
detainees forward of IIR facilities was that companies, battalions, brigades and divisions were
being required to meet higher standards of detainee humanitarian care when thes e units are not
organically resourced with the trained personnel, materials or equipment to operate semi
permanent facilities. The DAIG Team found that battalions, brigades or divisions operating CPs
are not trained or resourced to run semi-permanent collection/holding facilities, and no units are
fully compliant with Anny policy. The DAIG Team also found that the inspected units were
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treating detainees humanely and in accordance with the provisions of the Geneva Conventions.
Units continue to physically improve the facilities of the CPs and obtain external support for
personnel and resources.

Although the Ryder Report cited changes are required in doctrine and organizational
structure related to detention and correction operations, it did not go into specific details. The
report did note the wide variance of standards and approaches at collecting points and
recommended assessing the tactical feasibility of decreasing the number of collection points.

(4) Root Cause: Units did not comply with doctrine that requires the quick evacuation of
detainees to internment facilities. Units held detainees at C Ps closer to the point of capture for
longer periods of time to conduct more effective interrogation and intelligence exploitation.

(5) Recommendation: TRADOC revise doctrine to address the criteria for establishing
and operating collecting points to enable commanders to more effectively conduct intelligence
exploitation in a non-linear battlespace.

b. Finding 5:

(1) Finding: Doctrine does not clearly specify the interdependent, and yet independent,
roles, missions, and responsibilities of Military Police and Military Intelligence units in the
establishment and operation of interrogation facilities.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: Doctrine does not provide clear guidance on the relationship
between Military Police (MP), responsible for the safekeeping of detainees, and Military
Intelligence (MI), responsible for intelligence collection. Neither MP nor MI doctrine clearly
defines the distinct but interdependent roles, missions, and responsibilities of the two in
detainee operations. MP doctrine states MI may collocate with MP at detention sites to conduct
interrogations, and coordination should be made to establish operating procedures. MP
doctrine does not, however, address approved and prohibited MI procedures in an MP-operated
facility. It also does not clearly establish the (oleof MPs in the interrogation process.
Conversely, MI doctrine does not clearly explain MP internment procedures or the role of MI
personnel in an internment setting. Subordination of the MP custody and control mission to the
MI need for intelligence can create settings in which unsanctioned behavior, including detainee
abuse, could occur. Failure of MP and MI personnel to understand each other's specific
missions and duties could undennine the effectiveness of safeguards associated with
interrogation techniques and procedures. Failure of MP and Ml personnel to understand each
other's specific missions and duties could undermine the effectiveness of safeguards associated
with interrogation techniques and procedures.

MP doctrine explicitly outlines MP roles and responsibilities in operating collecting points
(CPs), corps holding areas (CHAs) and internment/resettlement (1/R) facilities. MP doctrine
identifies the priorities of detainee operations as the custody and control of detainees and the
security of the facility. MP doctrine states detainees may be interrogated at CPs. CHAs and I/R
facilities operated by MPs to facilitate the collection of intelligence information. It highlights the
need for coordination between M P and Ml to establish operating procedures. MPs are
responsible for passively detecting and reporting significant information. MPs can assist MI
screeners by identifying captives who may have information that supports Priority Intelligence
Requirements (PIRs). MPs can acquire important information through observation and insight
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even though they are not trained intelligence specialists. MP interaction with detainees is
limited, however, to contact necessary for the management of a safe and secure living
environment and for security escort functions during detainee movement. Thus, active
participation by MPs in the intelligence exploitation process is not within the doctrinal scope of
the MP mission.

MI doctrine clearly states MPs command and operate CPs and CHAs, but it does not
address operational authority for I/R facilities. MI doctrine specifies MPs conduct detainee
receipt, escort, transport, and adm inistrative processing functions, including docum ent handli ng
and property disposition. MI doctrine in FM 34-52, contrary to MP doctrine in FM 3-19.1,
contains a passage that implies an active role for MPs in the screeninglinterrogation process:
"Screeners coordinate with MP holding area guards on their role in the screening process. The
guards are told where the screening will take place, how EPWs and detainees are to be brought
there from the holding area, and what types of behavior on their part will facilitate the
screenings." The implication in FM 34-52 that MPs would have an active role in the screening
process is in conflictwith MP doctrine that states MPs maintain a passive role in both the
screening and interrogation processes. This passage could cause confusion with Ml personnel
as to the role of MPs in screenings and interrogations. The Ryder Report addressed the issue
of MPs maintaining a passive role in interrogations, stating that, "Military police, though adept at
passive collection of intelligence within a facility, do not participate in Military Intelligence
supervised interrogation sessions." The report further states that the active participation of MPs
in interrogations could be a source of potential problems: "Such actions generally run counter to
the smooth operation of a detention facility, attempting to maintain its population in a compliant
and docile state." The Ryder Report recommends establishing "procedures that define the role
of military police soldiers securing the compound, clearly separating the actions of the guards
from those of the military intelligence personneL"

Additionally, two intelligence oriented field manuals, FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation
(discussed above), and FM 3-31, Joint Force Land Component Commander Handbook
(JFLCq, contain inconsistent guidance on terminology, structure, and function of interrogation
facilities. Neither field manual address the relationship of Ml and MP personnel within those
facilities. FM 34-52 describes a Theater Interrogation Facility (T1F). FM 3-31 describes a Joint
Interrogation Facility (JIF) and Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center (JIDC). Interrogation
facilities in OEF and OIF identified themselves as JIFs and JIDCs. Commanders and leaders
structured the organization and command relationships within these JIFs and J1DCs to meet the
unique requirements of their operating environments.

The DAIG Team determined MP and MI doctrine did not sufficiently address the
interdependent roles of MP and Ml personnel in detainee operations in OEF and OIF. Doctrine
needs to be updated to clearly specify the roles and responsibilities of MPs in the intelligence
exploitation of detainees. It should also clearly specify the roles and responsibilities of MI
personnel within MP-operated internment facilities. For example, MP and MI doctrine should
address and clarify: (1) command and control relationship of MP and MI personnel within
internment facilities; (2) MPs' passive or active role in the collection of intelligence; (3)
interrogation techniql!es and the maintenance of good order within the detention facility; (4J
detainee transfer procedures between MP and MI to conduct interrogations, including specific
information related to the safety and well-being of the detainee; and (5) locations for conducting
interrogations within I/R or other facilities.
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(4) Root Cause: Current doctrine does not adequately address or prepare MP or MI
units for collaboratively conducting detainee operati ons and provides inconsistent guidance on
terminology, structure, and function of interrogation facilities.

(5) Recommendation: TRADOC develop a single document for detainee operations that
identifies the interdependent and independent roles of the Military Police custody mission and
the Military Intelligence interrogation mission.

Recommendation: TRADOC establish doctrine to clearly define the organizational
structures, command relationships, and roles and responsibilities of personnel operating
interrogation facilities.

Recommendation: The Provost Marshal General revise, and the G2 establish, policy
to clearly define the organizational structures, command relationships, and roles and
responsibilities of personnel operating interrogation facilities.

Recommendation: The G3 direct the incorporation of integrated Military Police and
Military Intelligence detainee operations into fi eld training exercises, home station and
mobilization site training, and combat training center rotations.

c.Finding 6:

(1) Finding: Military Intelligence units are not resourced with sufficient interrogators and
interpreters, to conduct timely detainee screenings and interrogations in the current operating
environment, resulting in a backlog of interrogations and the potential loss of intelligence.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: Shortfalls in numbers of interrogators (Military Occupational
Specialty (MOS) 97E and 351 E)) and interpreters, and the distribution of these assets within the
battlespace, hampered human intelligence (HUMINT) collection· efforts. Valuable intelligence
timely, complete, clear, and accurate----may have been lost as a result. Interrogators were not
available in sufficient numbers to efficiently conduct screening and interrogations of the large
numbers of detainees at collecting points (CPs) and internment/resettlement (I/R) facilities, nor
were there enough to man adequate numbers of Tactical Human Intelligence (HUMINT) Teams
(THTs) for intelligence exploitation at points of capture. Inter preters, especially those Category
II personnel authorized to participate in interrogations, were also in short supply. Interrogations
were conducted at locations throughout the battlespace by trained military interrogators,
contract interrogators, and, in some fOlWard locations, by leaders and Soldiers with no training
in military interrogation tactics, techniques, and procedures. Interrogations observed by DAIG
Team members were conducted in accordance with Army policy and doctrine. Policy and
doctrine clearly reinforce and full y comply with the provisions of the laws of Iand warfare, and all
Army interrogators are trained extensively on approved and prohibited interrogation techniques.

The quantity and distribution of military interrogators were insufficient to conduct timely
intelligence exploitation of non-compliant detainees in the current operational environment.
78%(18 of 23) of interviewed S2s and G2s stated the shortage of interrogators at points of
capture and company and battalion CPs resulted in untrained combat leaders and Soldiers
conducting screenings and field interrogations. 89% (17 of 19) of interviewed military
interrogators cited a shortage of interrogators, resulting in backlogs of interrogations at I/R
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facilities. Military interrogators at Abu Ghraib stated there were detainees that had been in
custody for as long as 90 days before being interrogated for the first time.

In OEF and OIF, the total number of interrogators varied by unit and location. Each
division (110, 1AD, 410, 1st CAV. 82nd ABN, and 101st ABN) deployed with an MI battali~n that
was resourced with interrogators. The 519th MI BN of the XVIII ABN Corps. and the 202" MI
BN, echelons above corps, deployed with interrogators. The 30th and 39th Army National Guard
(ARNG) Separate Brigades were resourced with interrogators. All of the above units
supplemented interrogators with counterintelligence Soldiers (MOS 97B and 351B) to increase
interrogation capabilities. The 205lh MI Brigade, V Corps; 504th MIBrigade, III Corps; and the
902nd MI Group had no interrogators and therefore conducted all interrogations using
counterintelligence Soldiers. The number of interrogators in the above units varied from 4 in the
ARNG Separate Brigades to 16 in some divisions, to approximately 60 in the 519th MI BN.
Military interrogators in OIF were supplemented by 31 contract interrogators. (12 contract
interrogators have re-deployed for personal reasons since the blanket purchase agreement
(contract) was issued 14 August 2003). CJTF-180 was preparing to hire contract interrogators
for OEF at the time of the inspection.

Because detainees have varying degrees of intel! igence value, there is no doctrinal
formula to determine the recommended ratio of interrogators and interpreters to detainees. All
detainees require initial screening after capture to determine their status and potential
intelligence value. The requirement for interrogation of each detainee is unique and ba sed on
potential intelligence yield, the characteristics of the detainee, and the information requirements
·of the unit. Some detainees may only require a single screening to determine their status and
be released, while others will be screened, determined to be of intelligence value, and
subsequently interrogated a few times, several times over many weeks, or numerous times over
many months. The ratio of interrogators to detainees varied at each facility. At Abu Ghraib
there were 120 interrogators for 1500 detainees determ ined to be of intelligence value; at
Brassfield-Mora there were 2 interrogators for 50 such detainees; and at Bagram there were 12
interrogators for 192 detainees of iritelligence value.

Category II Arabic, Pashtu, and Dari interpreters-interpreters with U.S. citizenship, but
no security clearances-- were also identified as shortages throughout OEF and OIF. As crucial
players in every aspect of operations, skilled interpreters were in high demand. The quality of
intelligence derived from an interrogation can depend greatl yon the.ability of the interpreter to
work effectively with the interrogator. An effective interpreter must not only convey the accurate
meaning of language, he/she must be able to express the implied message in the demeanor of
the interrogator. To function together as a successful team requires specific, individualiZed
training priorto employment in the field, as well as time working together to maximize their
effectiveness. Category Il interpreters should be deployed in suffi cient numbers to support the
commander's intelligence gathering requirements.

Detainee operations in a non-linear battlespace presented a unique chall enge, requiting
screening operations to be placed closer to points of capture. Using property trained HUMINT
soldiers to screen detainees in the im mediate vicinity of the point of capture reduces the number
of innocents detai ned, produces more timely intelligence, and increases the quality of evidence
collection and documentation for USe in future judicial proceedings. One senior Ml officer
indicated that his division only had the manpower to utilize THTs at points of capture
approximately 10% of the time. Failure to position trained HUM INT Soldiers close to points of
capture puts a burden on units farther up the chain of custody and delayed the collecti on of
timely intelligence. The backlog of unscreened detainees quicklyovelWhelmed the internment
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system in OIF, where I/R facilities were unprepared to deal with such large numbers of
detainees. This slowed the process of intelligence exploi tation and prevented the timely release
of detainees who were apprehended and later found to have no intelli gence value and to be of
no threat to Coalition Forces.

If performed by trained interrogators, front-line interrogations offer other advantages.
Recently captured persons are less likely to resist the interrogator. They also have not yet
entered the general detainee population where they can conspire with others to resist
interrogation techniques. In untrained hands, however, these advantages can be lost. To
satisfy the need to acquire intelligence as soon as possible followi ng capture, some officers and
noncommissioned officers (NCOs) with no training in interrogation techniques began conducting
their own interrogation sessions. Inexperienced and untrained persons using unproven
interrogation techniques often yield poor intelligence and can harden detainees against futur e
Questioning by trained interrogators. The potential for abuse increases when interrogations are
conducted in an emotionally-charged environment by untrained personnel who are unfamiliar
with the approved interrogation approach techniques. The quality of these interrogations was
further eroded by the absence of Category II interpreters. Category I interpreters-local
nationals without security clearances-were the only interpreters available in forward locations,
and there was no way to guarantee the accuracy or trustworthiness of their work.

The Military Intelligence (MI) School has internally resourced a mobile training team
(MIT) to offset the shortage of interrogators in the field. The MIT trains non-MI personnel in
the skills and knowledge required to perform basic questioning techniques and ope rations in
order to enhance ongoing HUM INT collection missions at the tactical level. Tactical questioning
(TO) is a critical element of small unit operations. Tactical Questioning (TO) is defined as the
questioning of the local population (noncombatants and enemy prisoners of war
(EPWs)/detainees) for information of immediate tactical value. Through TO, the handling of
detainees, and the handling of captured documents, Soldiers serve as the commander's eyes
and ears. The information that the Soldiers report as a result ofTO is passed up the chain of
command and forms a vital part of planning and operations. The TO MTT has trained
approximately 4000 Soldiers as of March 2004.

Current military interrogation procedures as published in FM 34-52, Intelligence
Interrogations, 28 September 1992, and taught at the U.S. Army tntelligence Center, Fort
Huachuca, remain valid. Interrogation approach techniques, themselves, are addressed in
Finding 9. Military interrogators receive 16.5 weeks of intensive training on interrogation
procedures and techniques at the Army's Human Intelligence Collector Course. This training
includes collection priority, screening, planning and preparation, approaches, questioning, and
termination of interrogations. A total of 192 hours of direct and indirect training on the laws of
land warfare emphasizes compliance of all military interrogation techniques with the Geneva
Conventions and Army policy. Prohibited activities are covered in detail and rei nforced in
interrogation operation exercises.

Interrogation approach techniques policies were issued for OEF and OIF. The CJTF-7
Commander issued initial interrogation approach techniques policy on 14 September 2003, and
amended the interrogation approach techniques policy on 12 October 2003 and 13 May 2004.
The CJTF-180 Commander issued approved interrogation approach techniques policy on 16
March 2004.

The DAIG Team observed 2 detainee facilities using digital video recording devices, 1 in
Afghanistan and 1 in Iraq. Because interrogations are confrontational, a monitored video

35



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 226

recording of the process can be an effective check against breaches of the laws of land warfare
and Army policy. It further protects the interrogator against allegations of mi streatment by
detainees and provides a permanent record of the encounter that can be reviewed to improve
the accuracy of intelligence collection. All facilities conducting interrogations would benefit from
routine use of video recording equipment.

In summary, the DAIG Team found the quantity and distribution of military interrogators
were insufficient to conduct timely intelligence exploitation of non~compliantdetainees in OEF
and OIF. Military interrogators observed in OEF and OIF were performing interrogations of
detainees in accordance with doctrine.

(4) Root Cause: The shortages of interrogators and interpreters at all echelons caused
commanders and other leaders to use untrained personnel to conduct interrogations of
detainees. Insufficient numbers of Category II interpreters, especially those with experience
working with interrogators, further hampered interrogation operations.

(5) Recommendation: TRADOC and G2 ensure documentation of unit organizations
meet interrogator personnel manning requirements, authorizations, and capabilities in order to
provide commanders with timely intelligence.

Recommendation: The CFLCC contracting officer representative ensure enough
Category II interpreters are hired to support timely intelligence exploitation of detainees.

d. Finding 7:

(1) Finding: Tactical Military Intelligence officers are not adequately trained on how to
manage the full spectrum of the collection and analysis of human intelligence.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: Interviewed Military Intelligence (MI) leaders and Soldiers
indicated that G2s and 82s were conducting interrogations of detainees without the proper
training on the managem ent of Human Intelligence (HUMINT) analysis and collection
techniques. They were not adequately trained to manage the full spectrum of HUMINT assets
being used in the current operating environment. The counterintelligence team leaders(TL)
interviewed expressed a wish that all G2s and S2s were trained on how to manage the
collection and analysis of HUMINT. The need for these officers to understand the management
of HUMINT operations is the key for successful HUMINT exploitation in the current operating
environment. Battalion commanders, company commanders, and platoon leaders were
interrogating detainees at the point of capture according to counterintelligence TLs interviewed.
They complained about this practice because these leaders were not properly trained in
interrogation techniques and quite po ssibly jeopardized· the intelligence gathering process to
acquire timely intelligence from detainees. Counterintelligence TLs were told on several
occasions by these leaders that they had the interrogations under control and did not require
their Military Intelligence (MI) assistance.

Currently, MI officers only receive a general overview of HUMINT during their
Professional Military Education (PME) courses. During the Military Intelligence Officer Basic
Course (MIOBC), Ml officers receive a 9 day Intelligence Battlefield Operating System (IB08)
block of instruction which includes a 6-hour block on: review/reinforcement of
counterintelligence/human intelligence principles; counterintelligence organizations; Subversion
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& Espionage Directed Against U.S. Army & Deliberate Security Violations (SAEDA); and the
role of the tactical human intelligence teams (THTs). Furthermore, the MIOBC students receive
approximately an hour block of instruction from their Stability and Support Operations (SASO)
instructor on displaced civilians/refugees on the battlefield.

Ml Captain Career Course (MICCC) officers receive a one-hour block of instruction in
their intelligence support to brigade operations. (ISBO) on imagery intelligence (IMINT),
counterintelligence/human intelligence, and signals intelligence (SIGINT). Additionally, during
practical exercises the students receive 40 hours of Stability and Support Operations (SASO)
training, 32 hours of threat training, and 2 hours of crime link training from their instructor. Also,
during intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance planning the basic pr inciples of
counterintelligence/HUMINT are reinforced during practical exercises (30 minutes in length) that
addresses IMINT, counterintelligence/HUMINT, and SIGINT being used on the battlefield to
collect intelligence information. During the Intelligence Support Course to division, corps, and
joint officers, there is one day of counterintelligence/HUMINT training. This training includes an
overview, specific training, and a practical exercise for counterintelligence/HUM1NT.
Additionally, the 35E series (Counterintelligence Officer) course conducts
counterintelligence/HUM INT training for 8 hours, and the Strategic Intelligence Officer Course
conducts counterintelligence /HU MINT training for 5 hours.

Interviewed career course captains with experience in OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM (OEF) and OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF) from the Military Intelligence
school stated their home station training on detainee operations was limited and concentrated
on EPWs or compliant detainee populations. These officers stated the training they received at
the MI Basic Course did not pravi de them with enough trai ning to prepare them to conduct
detainee or human intelligence gathering operations.

The G2, in coordination with TRADOC, has created a G2X1S2X Battle Staff Course to
begin in July 2004 for MI officers. The G2X1S2X Battle Staff Course will prepare a G2X1S2X
staff of a deploying Army division with the capability to synchronize, coordinate, manage and
de-conflict counterintelligence and HUMINT sources within the division's area of responsibility
(AOR). The G2X1S2X program of instruction (POI) will be tailored for a staff operating within a
Joint or multi-national (Coalition) environment which will focus on real world missions, Army
centric, and counterintelligence/HUM INT tool-specific training. The G2XJS2X curriculum is
based upon the counterintelligenceJHUMINT critical tasks and incorporates J2X1G2X1S2X
emerging doctrine/methodology and lessons learned. T his course will be hands-on and
application based. The G2X1S2X Battle Staff Course provides the critical knowledge and skills
required to enable the G2X staff to successfully synchronize and monitor asset management to
place sources against the combatant commander's target in support of the mission.

The G2, in coordination with the MI School, is currently revising Field Manual (FM);M.:
52, Intelligence Interrogation, 28 September 1992. Additionally, the G2 is spearheading a
coordinated effort with TRADOC and the U.S. Army Military Police School to synchronize
between the 3 di sciplines of intel! igence, surveillance, and reconnaissance, particularly in the
area of detainee handling and internment/resettlement facility management.

Interviewed and sens ed leaders and Soldiers stated that the Law or War training they
received prior to deployment did not differentiate between the different classifications of
detainees causing confusion concerning the levels oftreatmenl. Even though this confusion
existed, the vast majority of leaders and Soldiers treated'detainees humanely.
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TRADOC, in coordination with the Office of the Judge Advocate General, is currently
determining the feasibility of increasing or adjusting Law of War training in the proponent
schools to include procedures for handling civilian internees and other non-uniformed personnel
on the battlefield.

(4) Root Cause: The Ml School is not adequately training the management of HUMINT
to tactical Ml officers. The Ml School has no functional training course available to teach the
management of HUMINT.

(5) Recommendation: TRADOC continue the integration of the G2X1S2X Battle Staff
Course for all Military Intelligence officers assigned to G2X1S2X positions.

Recommendation: TRADOC integrate additional training on the collection and
analysis of HUM1NT into the Military Inte11igence Officer Basic Course program of instruction.

e. Finding 8:

(1) Finding: The DAIG Team found that officially approved CJTFw7 and CJTF-180
policies and the ear1y CJTF-180 practices generally met legal obligations under U.S. law, treaty
obligations and policy, if executed carefUlly, by trained soldiers, under the full range of
safeguards. The DAIG Team found that policies were not clear and contained ambiguities. The
DAIG Team found implementation, training, and oversight of these policies was inconsistent; the
Team concluded, however. based on a review of cases through 9 June 2004 that no confirmed
instance of detainee abuse resulted from the approved policies.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: Interrogation approach techniques policy is identified by several
different titles by the different commands of OEF and OIF. For the purpose of standardization of
this report those titles will be referred to collectively as interrogation approach techniques policy.

Army doctrine found in Field Manual (FM) 34~52, Intelligence Interrogation, 28
September 1992, lists 17 accepted inter rogations approach techniques. It states that those
approach techniques are not inclusive of all possible or accepted techniques. The DAIG Team
reviewed interrogation approach techniques policy for both OEF and OIF and determined that
CJTFw180 and CJTF-7 included additional interrogation approach techniques not found FM 34
52. The DAIG Team found that officially approved CJTF-7 and CJTFw180 policies and the early
CJTF-180 practices.generally met legal obligations under Geneva Convention Relevant to
Prisoners of War (GPW), the Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons
in Time of War (GC), the UN Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel. Inhuman or
Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CAT). the U.S. Torture statute. 18 USC §§2034. 2034A. if
executed carefully, by trained soldiers. under the full range of safeguards. The DAIG Team
found that some interrogators may not have received formal instruction from the U.S. Army
Military Intelligence Center on interrogation approach techniques not contained in FM 34-52.
Additionally, the DAIG Team found that while commands published interrogation approach
policy, some subordinate units were unaware of the current version of those policies. Content
of unit interrogator training programs varied among units in both OEF and OIF. However. no
confirmed instance involving the application of approved approach techniques resulted in an
instance of detainee abuse.
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The 17 approved interrogation approach technIques Ii sted in FM 34-52 are direct,
incentive, emotional love, emotional hate, fear·up (harsh), fear-up (mild), fear-down, pride and
ego-up, pride and ego-down, futility, we know all, file and dossier, establish your identity,
repetition, rapid fire, silent, and change of scene. Approach techniques can be used individually
or in combination as part of a cohesive, logical interrogation plan. These approach techniques
are found in the current training curriculum at the Military Intelligence School. The FM states
these approach techniques are "not new nor are all the possible or acceptable techniques
discussed. Everything the interrogator says and does must be in concert with the GWS
[Geneva Convention For the Amelioration of the Wounded and Sick in Armed Forces in the
Field], GPW, GC and UCMJ [Unifonn Code of Military Justice}:' The FM further states, "Almost
any ruse or deception is usable as long as the provisions of the GPW are not violated."
Techniques considered to be physical or mental torture and coercion are expressly prohibited,
including electric shock, any form of beating, mock executinn, and abnormal sleep deprivation.

The FM gives commanders additional guidance in analyzing additional techniques. On
page 1-9 it states: "When using interrogation techniques, certai n applications of approaches
and techniques may approach the Hne between lawful actions and unlawful actions. It may
often be difficult to detennine where lawful actions end and unlawful actions begin. In
attempting to determine if a contemplated approach or technique would be considered unlawful,
consider these two tests: Given all the surrounding facts and circumstances, would a
reasonable person in the place ofthe person being interrogated believe that his rights, as
guaranteed under both international and U.S. law, are being violated or withheld if he fails to
cooperate. If your contemplated actions were perpetrated by an enemy against U.S. PWs
[Prisoners of War], you would believe such actions violate international or U.S. law. If you
answer yes to either of these tests, do not engage in the contemplated action. If a doubt still
remains as to the legality of the proposed action, seek a legal opini on from your servicing judge
advocate."

The FM lists four primary factors that must be considered when selecting interrogation
approach techniques:

(1) The person under interrogation's mental or physical state,
(2) The person under interrogation's background and expeJi ence,
(3) The objective of the interrogation, and
(4) The interrogator's background and abilities.

The DAIG Team found some interrogation approach techniques approved for use at
Guantanamo Bay were used in development of policies in OEF and OIF. As interrogation policy
was developed for Joint Task Force (JTF) Guantanamo, the Commander, U.S. Southern
Command requested additional approach techniques to be approved. A Working Group on
Detainee Interrogations in the Global War on Terrorism was convened. This group was
required to recom mend legal and effective interrogation approach techni ques for collection of
strategic intelligence from detainees interned at Guantanamo Bay. The working group collected
information on 39 existing or proposed interrogation tactics,techniques and procedures from the
U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) and U.S. Southern Command in a 6 March 2003 report. It
recommended approval of 26 interrogation approaches.

A memorandum on 16 April 2003, entitled "Counter-Resistance Techniques" approved
26 specific techniques for use ani y by JTF Guantanamo. It required the use of 7 enumerated
safeguards in all interrogations. The memorandum stated that the use of any additional
interrogation techniques requi red additional approvaL The instructions noted that the intent In
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all interrogations was to use "the Ieast intrusive method, always applied in a hum ane and lawful
manner with sufficient oversight by trained investigators or interrogators."

Both CJTF-180 and CJTF-7 developed interrogation policies for intelligence exploitation
operations in OEF and OIF. All policies contained additional interrogation approach techniques
other than those identified in FM 34-52. The DAIG Team identified this occurred for three
reasons: (1) Drafters referenced the JTF Guantanamo policy memorandum as a basis for
development for their policy; (2) In two instances, published policy made reference to the 8 May
1987 version of FM 34-52 which listed a technique that was later removed from the 28
September 1992 revision; and (3) Some intelligence personnel believed that additional
interrogation techniques would assi st in more effective intelligence exploitation of a nonM
compliant or hardened detainee population. Both OEF and OIF included safeguards in their
polley, although they differed from each other and from the 16 April 2003 memorandum
applicable to JTF Guantanamo. Reliance on the Guantanamo policy appears to contradict the
terms of the memorandum itself which explicitly states it was applicable to interrogations of
unlawful combatants at JTF Guantanamo and failed to take into account that differ ent standards
applied to JTF Guanfanamo, CJTF-180 and CJTF-7.

The DAIG Team found that CJTF-7 issued a series of evolving policy statements, while
CJTF-180 only issued one policy. The DAIG Team, however, found evidence of practices that
had been in effect in Afghanistan since at least early 2003. The DAIG Team reviewed the
officially approved interrogation approach technique pol icies for both CJTF-7 and CJTFM180,
and the record of practices in use in CJTF-180 prior to adoption of a formal policy. The changes
in policies and practices, over time, reflect the struggle that commanders faced in developing
approach techniques policies that were both effective and com plied generally with legal
obligations applicable to the theater. In Iraq, in particular, the commander was faced with a
group of detainees that ranged from Enemy Prisoners of War (EPW's), to security internees
(SI's) to unlawful combatants. In both theaters, commanders were operating under combat
conditions, facing the death and wounding of s cores of U.S. soldiers, civilians and other non
combatants on a d,aily basis. Their decisions and decision-making process must be viewed
against this backdrop.

The DAIG Team found that officially approved CJTF-7 and CJTF-180 policies and the
early CJTF-180 practices generally met legal obligations under U.S. law, treaty obligations and
policy, if executed carefully, bytrained soldiers, under the full range of safeguards. The
approved policies, however, presented significant risk jf not executed in strictest compliance
with their own safeguards. In this light, the caution noted in FM 34M52 (above) appears
applicable, "It may often be difficult to determine where lawful actions end and unlawful actions
begin.- In a highMstress, high pressure combat environment, soldiers and subordinate leaders
require clear, unambiguous guidance well within established parameters that they did not have
in the policies we reviewed. .

The DAIG Team found that the established policies were not clear and contained
ambiguity. The absence of clarity could have been mitigated by additi onal training, detailed
planning and brief-backs, detailed case-by.,case legal analysis and other command and staff
execution safeguards. In the absence of the safeg uards, however, the commands could have
embarked on high risk interrogation operations without adequate preparation or safeguards.
Contributing to the am biguity were command policies that included both approved techniques
and security and safety prOVisions. While some security provisions provide a secondary benefit
to an interrogation, it is not proper to use the security provision solely for the purpose of causing
this secondary benefit in the interrogation. Both the CJTF-180 and CJTF-7 policies and the
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known CJTF-180 practices prior to their first published policy, imprudently mixed discussion of
security provisions into interrogation techniques. Thi s added to the poss ible confusion
regarding whether a particular action was truly a security provision or an interrogation
technique. While the language of the approved poli cies could be viewed as a careful attempt to
draw the line between lawful and unlawful conduct, the pUblished instructions left considerable
room fOr misapplication, particularly under high-stress combat conditions.

Application of the additional techniques involving higher risk of violations required
additional training for interrogators_ Formal school training at the U.S. Army Intelligence Center
and School (USAICS) for both MOS 97E, Enlisted Human Intelligence Collector, and 351E.
Warrant Officer Human Intelligence Collection Technician, provides instruction on the
interrogation approach techniques identified in F M 34M52. The DAIG Team identified that
interrogators only received training on doctrinal approach techniques listed in FM 34-52 from the
USA1CS, however, some interrogators may have received training on the additional approach
techniques at the unit level. Interviewed intelligence personnel stated they were also trained on
the additional approaches through mobile training teams. In some organizations, the team
found a comprehensive unit training program; in others, the team found no formal or
standardized interrogator training program. Inadequately trained interrogators present an
increased risk that the approach technique will be improperly applied. The team found no
indication that a lack of training resulted in an improper application of any particular technique or
techniques; however, it remains critical that units applying any of the additional interrogation
approach techniques have a comprehensive training program as a risk mitigation measure for
those higher risk techniques.

The DAIG Team observed that although both CJTF-180 and CJTF-7 published
interrogation approach technique pellc ies. some inspected units were unaware of the correct
command policy in effect at the time of inspection. The differences noted were omission of
approved approach techniques and failure to note that a particular approach technique required
higher command approval. The team was unable to determine if inspected units with incorrect
versions of higher headquarters policy had requested authorization to use, or had used, any of
the additional techniques. The unit policies did include safeguards consistent with the higher
headquarters policy. As with other sensitive changes in unit mission orders, commanders
should ensure that they have an effective feedback mechanism to ensure subordinate units
receive, acknowledge and comply with changes in approved approach techniques.

Interviews and sworn statements from personnel in both CJTF-180 and CJTFM7
indicated that some of the approach techniques included j n their policies, but not listed in FM
34-52, were used by some interrogators. The DAIG team found no indication ofthe frequency
or consistency with which these additional approach techniques were employed. The DAIG
Team conducted a review of 125 case summaries from the Criminal Investigation·Division (CID)
and unit investigations available as of 9 June 2004. Based on a review of case summaries, and
despite the significant shortcomings noted in the command policies and practices, the team was
unable to establ ish any direct link between the use of an approved appr oach technique or
techniques and a confinned case of detainee abuse.

(4) Root Cause: Commanders perceived interrogation approach techniques found in FM
34-52 were insufficient for effective intelligence exploitation of non-compliant detainees in OEF
and OIF and published high risk policies that presented a significant risk of misapplication if not
trained and executed carefully. Not all Interrogators were trained on all approved approach
techniques.
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(5) Recommendation: TRADOC, in coordination with G2 and TJAG, revise doctrine to
identify interrogation approach techniques that are acceptable, effective and legal for non
compliant detainees.

Recommendation; CJTF-7 and CJTF-180 ensure that standardized policy on
interrogation approach techniques are received, understood, trained and enforced by all unrts.
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Chapter 5

Other Observations

1. Summary of Findings: We examined seven key systems (Leadership and Discipline.
Policy and Doctrine, Military Intelligence/Military Police Relationship, Organizational Structures,
Facilities, Resources, and Training and Education) that influence how detainees are handled
throughout the detention process, including interrogations. In the course of that examination we
identified a number of observations that while not critical, require attention and resolution. None
of the findings contributed directly to any specific case of abuse. The recommendations
accompanying the 15 following findings are designed to improve our ability to properly conduct
detainee operations.

2. Findings:

a. Finding 9:

(1) Finding: Interviewed leaders and Soldiers stated the unit's morale (71%) and
command climate (68%.) had steadily improved due to competent leadership, caring for Soldiers
by leaders,and better working and living conditions as the theater matured.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: We attempted to determine the effect of stress and morale on
detainee operations, and Conducted a Combat/Operational Stress Survey. We interviewed or
sensed more than 650 leaders and Soldiers and received 603 of the surveys back. The DAIG
Team found that 71% (428 of 603) of leaders and Soldiers surveyed stated the unit's morale,
(71 %, 428 of 603) and command climate (68%, 410 of 603) had steadily improved in
OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) and OPERATIDN IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF). The
survey results found that leaders and Soldiers perceived that morale and the command climate
was good. The results of the survey, interviews, and sensing sessions showed that the morale
and command climate improved due to competent leadership, caring for Soldiers by leaders,
and better working and living conditions as the theater matured. The DAIG Team also found
that most perceptions of morale and command climate varied widely between senior leaders,
junior leaders, and Soldiers. The morale and command climate perception was,higher for those
interviewed and surveyed leaders and Soldiers who deployed pr ior to Novem ber 2003 and had
redeployed from OEF/OIF than those that were still in country or arrived after the first of the year
when living conditions started to improve.

The morale and command climate perceptions varied depending upon the difficulty of
the unit's' mission and its location. Soldiers conducting detal nee operations in remote and
dangerous locations complained of very poor to poor morale and command climate due to the
lack of higher command involvement and the perception that their leaders did not care. These
Soldiers stated thaUhe leadership from higher commands hardly ever visited their locations,
they were living in much worse conditions than other Soldiers, they suffered increased dangers,
they were untrained to perform their mission, and the work scheduleflack of personnel depth
caused them to "burn out."
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Of the Soldiers who arrived in theater since November/December 2003 (61 %, 194 of
318), expressed morale as good to excellent, while 51% (145 of 285) of Soldiers Who deployed
during the initial stages of OEF/OIF complained of poor morale, but also expressed that it
seemed to get better with time.

Most Soldiers talked of how morale improved as Jiving and working conditions improved.
A majority of Soldiers mentioned the arrival of air conditioning, installation of Internet cafes. rest
and recuperation (R&R) trips to Qatar, and environmental leave as some of the things that
improved morale. Many engaged in Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) activities, such as
weight lifting, basketball, softball, billiards, and ping-pong. Many enjoyed TV, hot meals,
satellite phones, volleyball, and MWR bands in some locations. Soldiers were very pleased with
how the leaders helped and listened to them more than they had before. T he majority of
Soldiers got more downtime or time off when possi ble. Most leaders expressed a need to
continue to obtain more comfort items sooner to speed up improvements in living conditions as
a measure to boost the morale.

The survey was given to every leader and Soldier that was interviewed and in sensing
sessions both in theater and CONUS. The survey revealed that the majority of leaders and
Soldiers agreed that unit members can depend, cooperate, and stand up for each other. which
are factors of having good unit morale. In addition, leaders and Soldiers were told when they
were doing a good job, were not embarrassed in front Qf peers, and were not assigned extra
missiQns by leadership to IOQk gQod for the chain of CQm mand, which are some indicators that
there is a perception of a good com mand climate. Although the morale and command climate
was poor under certain conditions, it steadily improved as Jiving conditiQns in the theater
improved over time.

(4) Recommendation: CFLCC, CJTF~7, and CJTF-180continue to stress the
importance of positive unit morale and command climate.

b. Finding 10:

(1) Finding: Detainee administration, internment, and intelligence exploitation policy and
doctrine does not address detainee operations conducted in the current operating environment,
which has a higher demand for human intelligence exploitation at the tactical level and the need
for additional classifications of detainees.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results:

POLICY

Although classified detainee operations policy has been issued to address individual
situations at specific geographic locations, current published detainee operations policy in AR
190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel. Civilian Internees and Other Detainees, 1
October 1997, does not address additional ·definitions of detainee designations and related
treatment requirements. In addition to enemy prisoners of war (EPWs) in OPERATION IRAQI
FREEDOM (OIF) and compliant, non-hostile civilian internees (Cis) In OPERATION ENDURING
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FREEDOM (OEF) and OIF, units were faced with capturing, transporting, segregating and
controlling other categories of detainees, such as non-state combatants and non-compliant Cis.
AR 190-8 also does not address the relationship between mission requirements for re
establishing a civilian prison system and detainee operations. Policy must address
requirements for expanded employment of confinement expertise for managing detainee
security, custody, and control challenges for a wider array of detainee designations. Policy
must also address the confinement expert's role in standing up indigenous prison systems,
enabling rapid segregation and transfer of criminal detainee populations from U.S. Forces to
indigenous control.

The DAIG Team found the addition of new detainee adm inistrative policy classifications
of detainees resulted in inconsistent administrative procedures. Current doctrine, regulations,
and policy are based on a linear battlefield and a largely compliant population, with the primary
goal of removing individuals from thebattlefield~ In addition to E PWs and compliant, non~hostile
Cis, units in OEF and OIF were confronted with capturing, transporting, processing, and
confining other classifications of detainees, such as non- state combatants and non-compliant
Cis. The nature of the environment in which we now conduct detai nee operations requires a
more specific classification of the·detainees interned. Instead of compliant, non-hostile
detainees, units are capturing and transporting non-state combatants, insurgents, criminals, and
detainees who are either known or perceived security threats. Policy needs to be updated to
address the management ofdetainees captured and detained primarily for intelligence
exploitation, the potential security threat they may pose, or the pending reestablishment of
indigenous prison systems.

Army Regulation (AR) 190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War. Retained Personnel. Civilian
Internees and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997, accords appropriate legal status using four
detainee classifications: EPW, Retained Personnel (RP), Cl, and Other Detainees (00). In
OEF and OIF, various fragmentary orders, policy memorandums, and unit standing operating
procedures utilized several variations on these classifications, including Enemy Combatants,
Under-privileged Enemy Combatant, Security Internee, Criminal Detainee, Person Under U.S.
Forces Control (PUC), and Low Level Enemy Combatant (LLEC). In accordance with AR 190
8, administrative and treatment requirements are based on the classification assigned to a
particular.detainee. For example, detainees are to be segregated in facilities according· to their
status. The development of classifications not correlated to one of the four terms defined in AR
190-8 resulted in confusing and ambiguous requirements for those charged with managing
detainees and created the potential for inconsistent treatment. From points of capture to
internment/resettlement (IIR) facilities, there are varying degrees of understanding as to whic h
standards apply to the various classifications of detainees in 0 EF and OIF. Policy does not
specifically address administrative responsibilities related to the timely release of detainees
captured and detained primarily for intelligence exploitation and/or the potential security threat
they may pose. Administrative processing of detainees by units in OEF and OIF was not
standardized or fully compliant with policy and doctrine.

The time between capture and receipt of an Internment Serial Number (ISN) at an I/R
facility far exceeded the time specified in policy and doctrine. Once the detainee reached an I/R
facility, the required documentation received from collecting points (CPs) was often incomplete.
The National Detainee Reporting Center (NDRC) did not receive all mandatory data elements,
or in a timely manner, as detainee designation was often not determined until long after capture.
From points of capture to corps holding areas, detainees are to be moved "as soon as practical"
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depending on the condition of the detainee, the th reat faced in moving them, and military
necessity. The non-I inear nature of the batt! espace and missions dependent on human
intelligence made administrative processing a secondary priority to intelligence exploitation of
detainees. This had additional second· and third-order effects on accountability, security, and
reporting requirements for detainees. Detaining individual s primarily for intelligence collection or
because of their potential security threat, though necessary, presented units with situations not
addressed by current policy and doctrine.

Administrative processing is further hampered by the absence of the Branch Prisoner of
War Information Center (now called the Theater Detainee Reporting Center (TORC)), the
central agency in theater required by policy to manage information on aU EPW, CI and RP and
their personal property. This resulted in missing data on individual detainees, poor detainee
and property accountability, and the inability of the NDRC to completely and accurately report all
required data elements to the 000, the Army, and other appropriate agencies. Inadequate
property accountability could also result in claims against the U.S. government for losses
incurred by detainees while in U.S. custody.

According to Department of Defense Directive (0000) 2310.1, DoD Program for Enemy
Prisoners of War (EPOW) and Other Detainees, 18 August 1994, the transfer of detainees to or
from the custody and control of U.S. Forces requires the approval of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security Affairs (ASD(ISA)). In OEF, oversight of detainee operations
policy was transferred from ASD(ISA) to the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special
Operations and Low Intensity Conflict (ASD(SO/LlC)) in a memorandum dated 17 January
2002, SUBJECT: Responsibility for Detainees in Association with the Global War on Terrorism.
In OIF, ASD(ISA) maintained transfer authority under 0000 2310.1 for most detainees, but
ASO(SO/LlC) had authority under the 17 January 2002 memorandum for specific classifications
of detainees. Release decisions were made by com manders or review boards at multiple
echelons of detention in OIF, from points of capture to the Detainee Release Board (ORB)
developed by CJTF-7. The DAIG Team did not find evidence of ASD(ISA) oversight of release
decisions in OIF.

Complex detainee release mechanisms contributed to overcrowding of I/R facilities.
Multiple reviews were required to make release recommendations prior to approval by the
release authority. Non·concurrence by area commanders, intelligence organizations or law
enforcement agencies resulted in retention of larger numbers of detainees. Interviews with the
CJTF·7 Chief Magistrate, Appeal & Review Board members, and Release Review Board
members indicated they bel ieved up to 80% of detainees being held for security and intelligence
purposes might be eligible for release upon review of thei r cases with the other 20% either
requiring continued·detention due to secur ity reasons or continued intelligence requirements.
Interviews also indicated area commanders were reluctant to concur with some release
decisions out of concern that potential combatants may be re-introduced into their areas of
operation. The Ryder Report referenced the overcrowded conditions and recommended
holding Iraqi magistrate proceedings at individual facilities, reducing the requirement to manage
many detainees centrally. Release of those individual s locally would substantiall y reduce the
detainee population and the related resources and manpower, and would improve the capability
to manage the remaining population. The remaining detainee population would be made up of
only those criminals awaiting the restoration of the Iraqi prison system, those who are under
active or pending interrogation, or those being held for specific security reasons.
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During interviews and sensing sessions, the OAIG Team noted all Active Component
and Reserve Component leaders indicated that current detainee operations policy was not
consistent with the requirements of ongoing operations in 0 EF and OIF. Detainee operations
policy must reflect requirements of the Future Force for strategic and operational versatility
conducting combat and stability operations simultaneously-while operating in a joint
environment. As Army Transformation continues, detainee operations policy should be
appropriate for and responsive to the requirements of non-linear battlespaces. Policy should
provide specific guidance for a wider array of detainees who have signifi cantly varying security
requirements. This will reduce confusion in relation to the applicability of these requirements to
various categories of detainees.

The Ryder Report points to several areas where current policy is not sufficient for
detainee operations. It stated that, " ... more detailed instructions in areas such as discipline,
instruments of restraint. and treatment of prisoners awaiting trial..." are needed. The report
suggested that the BOOth MP Brigade's challenges in adapting its organizational structure,
training, and equipment resources to expand from a purely EPW operation to also managing
Iraqi and third country national detainee populations can be attributed to a lack of policy
guidance. The Taguba Investigation also points to a lack of sufficient policy and training on
existing policy.

The DAIG Team concluded 000·developed classifications of detainees were different
from those found in AR 190-8 and led to inconsi stent segregation of these groups as directed by
policy. The lack of an adequate system -wide capacity for handling detainees, the la ck of
specific policy on adequacy of information/evidence collection, and the lack of ,an operating
detainee release process at all echelons, along with the perceived need to conduct
interrogations closer to the point of capture, caused units to retain detainees beyond doctrinal
time periods and without properly segregating the various classifications of detainees. The
decision by capturing units to hold and interrogate detainees also interfered with the policy
requirements for accountability of detainees and their property within the system, leading to
substantial delays in determining an individual's status and his/her subsequent disposition.
Policy must address the appropriate, safe, secure, and hum ane custody of detainees, the
specialized confinement skills.required in a high-risk detainee IIR setting, and the need for
timely intelligence exploitation of detainees in a non-linear battlespace. Lack ota TORC
contributed to units' failure to administratively process detainees in accordance with all
regulations and policy, and the loss of theater-wide detainee and property accountability.
Incomplete documentation and a cumbersome review process caused detainees to be held for
extended periods of time and contributed to the overcrowding of I/R fad lities.

DOCTRINE

Current doctrine was designed to qu ickly evacuate compliant, non-hostile enemy
prisoners of war (EPWs) and Cis from point of capture to I/R facilities. It does not envision the
demands of gaining im mediate, tactical human intelligence, hence the requirement to detain and
interrogate at lower levels. The nature of OEF and OIF battlespaces, coupled with the urgent
need for human intelligence (HUM INT), compelled many units to adapt their tactics, techniques,
and procedures (TIPs) for conducting detainee operations. While the necessary basic skill sets
and organizational responsibilities contained in current detainee operations doctrine remain
applicable, the procedural timelines for detainee processing and movement from the point of
capture to the I/R facilities do not consider current operational needs. Also the unit task
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organizations for detainee processing and movement are not properly resourced to meet many
of the challenges faced in OEF and OIF.

During interviews and sensing sessions, the DAIG Team noted leaders and Soldiers
indicated current detainee operations doctrine was not consistent with the requirements of
ongoing operations. According to current doctrine, the swift flow of detainees to the rear is
critical in getting them to trained interrogators for intelligence exploitation, and to secure them in
I/R facilities designed and operated for long~term internment. Under present doctrine, combat
units must rely on support elements from other units to perform many mission-related tasks
(e.g., MPs to provide escort and guard functions, and Tactical Human Intelligence (HUMINT)
Teams (THTs) to screen detainees at points of capture and forward collecting points (CPs».
While current doctrine is meant to relieve combat formations of the significant manpower and
logistical requirements for managing detainees before they have a negative impact on combat
effectiveness, it has failed to do so in OEF and OIF. Current doctrine does not address a non
linear battJespace where units at division level and below hold detai nees for extended periods of
time to provide commanders with intelligence for the conduct of effective tactical operations.
Traditional task organizations are notproperly resourced to meet the needs of this new
operating paradigm.

Standing operating procedures (SOPs) for CPs and IIR facilities that were drafted by
units prior to deployment (and in accordance with current doctrine) were found early on to be
outdated based on the current operating environment for OEF and OIF. Soldiers were required
to perform effectively in a variety of missions across a spectrum of operations. Units quickly
found them selves taking on roles in detainee operations which were unantici pated. For
example, the need for timely intelligence compelled officers and Noncom missioned officers
(NCOs) in combat units to conduct tactical questioning even though none had been trained in
proper interrogation TTPs. Manpower shortages at CPs and I/R facilities were satisfied by
using in lieu of(llO) units; most received little or no training in detainee operations.

The limitations of current doctrine meant that mission. enemy, terrain and weather, time,
troops available, and civil ian (METT-TC) considerations often drove the design and operations
of division CPs and battalion and company CPs. This had negative second- and third-order
effects on the accountability, intelligence exploitation, security, and safeguarding of detainees.
Instead of capturing and rapidly transporting detainees to doctrinal CPs, battalions and
companies were holding detainees for up to 30 days without the training, materiel, or
infrastructure for doing so. The desire for timely intelligence. transportation and security
concerns, and delays in administrative processing caused units at all echelons to retain
detainees for periods of time that exceeded those recommended by doctrine. While adapting
and operating outside of established doctrine is necessary and desirable, especially when
current doctrine fails to meet the needs of ongoing oper ations, doing so carries with it a
requirement to ensure that mission effectiveness is not hampered while ensuring safeguards
are in place to prevent unsanctioned activities and meet other established requirements.

The DAIG Team observed and determined through interviews and sensing sessions that
capture information was often incomplete when detainees were processed at detention
locations. Capturing units lacked knowledge of procedures for information and evidence
collection, critical for the accurate disposition of detainees. T his was particularly apparent as
OIF 2 units began deploying into theater and new commanders were faced with making release
decisions based on insufficient information and documentation. The lack of required information
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and specificity resulted in an administrative processing backlog at all echelons of internment.
CPs and I/R facilities now require capturing units to have com plete documentation prior to the
transfer of a detainee into their custody.

Current interrogation doctrine for intelligence preparation of the battlefield and the
composition and structure of interrogation assets does not adequately cover the current
operational environment. Field Manual (FM) 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation, 28 September
1992, describes mititary interrogation approaches that remain valid, but the FM may not include
all acceptable and effective techniques. Army interrogators receive 16.5 weeks of intensive
training on interrogation procedures and techniques at the Human Intelligence Collection
Course. This training includes collection priority, screening, planning and preparation,
approaches, questioning, and termination of the interrogation. Specific instruction on the laws
of land warfare emphasizes compliance ofall Army interrogation TTPs with the Geneva
Conventions and Army policy. All Army interrogators interviewed in OEF and OIF stated they
were performing interrogations of detainees in accordance with policy and doctrine.

The Ryder Report and Taguba Investigation indicated defic iencies in detainee
operations doctrine. The Ryder Report noted significant variances from doctrine and highlighted
the need for changes in cur rent doctrine to address the" significant paradigm shift" in detainee
operations. The report, however, does not provide information on specific instances where
doctrine needs to be revised. (The report did state, "the team wilt fOlWard suggested doctrinal
and organizational changes to the a ppropriate proponent schools for review and action.") The
Taguba Investigation of the 800th MP Brigade found, "basic Army doctrine was not widely
referenced or utilized to develop the accountability pr actices throughout the BOOth M P Brigade's
subordinate units." Procedures were "made up," with "reliance on, and guidance from, junior
members of the unit who had civilian corrections experience." The relevance of current doctrine
to present and future operations was beyond the scope of the T aguba Investigation. The DAIG
Team found the statements made in these earlier reports to be consistent with the results of this
inspection.

Findings from interviews, sensing sessions, and direct observations of AC and RC units
consistently indicated that current doctrine fell short in preparing Soldiers to conduct detainee
operations in the fluid and dynam ic environment of OEF and OIF. Detainee operations doctrine
needs to fulfill the requirementof the Future Force for strategic versatility-conducting combat
and stability operations simultaneously-white operating in a joint environment with relative
independence and at a high operational tempo. As Army Transformation continues, detainee
operations doctrine needs to be appropriate for, and responsive to, the requirements of
asymmetric battlespaces, the role of non-State belligerents, and modular force structures.

(4) Root Cause: Current doctrine and policy does not provide adequate guidance for
detainee operations in OEF and OIF.

(5) Recommendation: TRADOC revise doctrine for the administrative processing of
detainees to improve accountability, movement, and disposition in a non-linear battlespace.
And further examine processes for capturing and validating lessons learned in order to rapidly
modify doctrine and incorporate into training application for Soldiers and units.
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Recommendation: The Provost Marshal General revise policy for the administrative
processing of detainees to improve accountability, movement, and disposition in a non-linear
battlespace

Recommendation: The Provost Marshal General, in coordination with the G2,
update detainee policy to specifically address the administration, internment/resettlement, and
intelligence exploitation in a non-linear battlespace, enabling commanders to better manage
resources, ensure safe and secure custodial environments, and improve intelligence gathering.

c. Finding 11:

(1) Finding: Shortfalls in both the Military Police and Military Intelligence organizational
structures resulted in the tactical unit commanders adjusting their tactics, techniques, and
procedures to conduct detainee operations.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results:

DOCTRINE

Doctrine indicates that Military Police (MP) units accept detainees from capturing units
as far fOlWard and as rapidly as possible. MPs operate divisional forward collecting points
(CPs), divisional central CPs, and corps holding areas (CHA). MP units operating CPs and
CHAs have the responsibilities to sustain, safeguard and ensure sick and wounded detai nees
receive medical treatment.

A platoon from the division MP company operates the forward CPs and should hold
detainees for no more than 12 hours before transporting detainees to the central CP _ The
central CP should not hold detainees for more than 24 hours before transporting detainees to
the CHA. Units will protect the detainees from enemy attacks and provide medical support,
food, potable water, latrine facilities, and shelter. Detainee property is tagged with part C of
Department of Defense (DO) Form 2745, Enemy Prisoner of War Capture Tag, and given to the
escort guards. The MP leader will request transportation through logistic channels to·transfer
detainees from the fOlWard CP to the central CP with the same procedures to transport the
detainees to the CHA.

The CHA is operated by a platoon or company from a corps MP battalion and should not
keep detainees for more than 72 hours. The decision to hold detainees longer is based on
mission, enemy, terrain. time, troops available and civilian (MEn-TC) considerations and the
availability of forces. An MP platoon can guard 500 detainees, whlle an MP company can guard
2,000 detainees. As the population of the CH A increases, detainee evacuations to the
internment/resettlement (I/R) facility also increase. Logistical requirements for food, water,
medical care and sanitation must be considered. Locations for use by Military Intelligence (Ml)
interrogators need to be identified. The MP leader will request transportation through logistic
channels to transport detainees from the CHA to the I/R facility.

The I/R facilities provide appropriate segregation, accountability, security, and support of
detainees. An lIR facility is semi-permanent and normally consists of one to eight compounds,
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with each compound capable of interning 500 detainees. T he facility is operated by the HHC,
MP battalion (UR) (EPW/ClIOC) which provides command and control. administrative, and
logistics functions to operate the facility. The battalion is capable of interning and supporting
4,000 enemy prisoner of war (EPWs) and civilian internees (Cis) or 8,000 dislocated civilians
(DGs). An MP company (Guard) is assigned to provide guards for EPWs, Cis, and Des. at the
I/R facility. The company is capable of securing 2,000 EPWs, 2,000 CIs, or 4,000 Des. The
MP company (Escort Guard) provides supervision and security for evacuating and moving
EPWs, Cis, Des and other detained persons via vehicles, trains, aircraft, and road marches.
The minimal security requirements for the facility include clear zones, guard towers, lights, sally
ports, communications, and patrol roads. The MP and support personnel accepting detainees
into the facility will search the detainee, conduct medical screening, perform administrative
accountability, photograph and fingerprint as needed, account for personal property, and review
records.

Doctrinally the first location an interrogation could take place is at the brigade. The
interrogation teams are temporarily attached to the brigade from the division MI battalion
interrogation section. The teams at the brigade level are strictly tactical and deal with
information of immediate value. Interrogators are not usually assigned below the brigade level
unless the combat situation requires limited tactical interrogation at battalion or company.
Interrogations below brigade level are brief and concerned with information bearing directly on
the combat mission of the capturing unit..This information is immediate tactical intelligence that
is necessary for mission accomplishment and permits rapid reaction based on the information
obtained.

In addition, MP personnel and MI interrogator teams at CPs and CHAs need to work
closely together to determine which detainees, their personal belongings, and com pleted
paperwork will offer intelligence information that would be useful to the com mand. The MI
interrogators must support operations from brigade to theater level. Interrogators have to be
highly mobile, and have communication equipment to report timely intelligence information to
the supported commander.

Units conducting detainee operations in OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF)
and OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OlF) adapted tactics, techniques, and procedures to make
up for organizational shortfalls and to fill the void in doctrine resulting from the current
operational environment.

OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM

In OEF, units at point of capture processed their detainees at a non-doctrinal company
CPs that held the detainees for up to 72 hours before releasing them or transporting them to
higher headquarters. Detainees were held longer than 72 hours if required for intelligence
purposes. Battalion Tactical Human Intelligence (HUMINT) Teams (THTs) sent to the company
were extremely successful in gathering intelligence information from the detainees. If the THT
was not available, the commander determined whether to detain or release a detainee after
screening. MP personnel were not assigned to these company CPs, so the forward units had to
provide their own guard force for the detainees. This additional duty took Soldiers away from
performing their combat mission, which decreased the combat effectiveness of the unit. To
process a detainee into the CP. the unit had to com plete all required paperwork. The ,unit
inventoried and tagged detainee personal property which would accompany the detainee when
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he was repatriated or transferred to another location. The unit also tracked detainees wi th a
Department of the Army (DA) Form 2708, Receipt oflnmate or Detained Person, when they
were transferred to another location. The company CP provided detainees with food, water,
shelter, and limited medical treatment.

The battalion CP held anywhere from 11 to 24 detainees for a period of 2 to 30 days.
The battalions operating the CPs received sufficient information from the point of capture units
to aid in their processing of the detainees. The interrogators examined aU evidence before they
began interrogating a detainee. When there was no THT present, commanders screened
detainees for their intelligence value to determine ifthey should be released or transferred to the
I/R facility. The determination to retain or release detainees at lower levels helped to ease the
backlog of detainees requiring screening and questioni ng at higher locations. There were no
MP personnel assigned to the battalions to support the battalion CPs. The battalions drew
guards from their subordinate companies to act as a guard force for the detainees. This
requirement to guard detainees diverted Soldiers from peliorming their combat mission and
decreased the combat effectiveness of the unit. The unit leadership supervised its Soldiers to
ensure detainees were protected, accounted for, and safeguarded. The unit provided detainees
with; food, bottled water, shelter, and limited medical treatment. The unit evacuated detainees
by air or tactical vehicles to higher level facilities.

The division central CP at Kandahar was operated by platoons from an MP Company.
The MP personnel in-processed the detainees, j nventoried their personal property on a DA
Fonn 4137, Evidence/Property Custody Document, placed their items in bags (if they would fit)
or large suitcases and other items. A copy of the inventory sheet was placed inside with the
property (with the detainee internally generated identification number) and stored the property in
a secure area. The detainees were physically searched, checked for injuries, digitally
photographed, and if sick or wounded, evacuated to a medical treatment facility (MTF) for
treatment. The central CP held anywhere from 23 to 40 detainees. Most detainees were
repatriated or transferred within 72 hours of arrival at this location, however detainees could be
held longer for intelligence exploitation. MP guards escorted detainees to the interrogators and
remained in close proximity during the interrogation. Since the detainees did not leave the
facility, there was no custodial transfer of detainees to interrogators. When an interrogator
requested to screen detainee personal effects prior to the interrogation, the MP guard would
have the interrogator sign for the items prior to releasing them. The unit provided detainees
with food, bottled water, shelter, blanket, Our-an, medical treatment and showers for personal
hygiene. CP personnel transported detainees by air to the I/R facility.

Detainees were held at the Bagram I/R facility for an unspecified length of time. The
facility could house up to 275 detainees and, at th e time of the inspection, housed 175. The I/R
facility was operated by an M P battalion. The MP battalion did not deploy with two of its organic
MP companies, but was augmented with two Reserve Component (RC) MP companies, one
company was an M P company (combat support) and the other was an MP company (guard), to
aid them with the internment duties. Upon a detainee's arrival, theMPs in-processed the
detainee's personal effects and accounted for the items on a DA Form 4137. The evidence
custodian signed for the property and stored it in a secure area. The detainee was
photographed, received a medical screening including height and weight, was issued a
jumpsuit, showered and shaved, and then was photogr aphed again. The MP guards escorted
the detainee to the interrogators and remained in close proximity to the interrogation. Since the
detainee did not leave the facility there was no custodial transfer of the detainee to the
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interrogator. If the detainee was tfansferred outside the faell ity. a DO Farm 2708, Receipt of
Inmate or Detained Person, was completed and signed to maintain accountability. Upon return
the detainee received a complete medical exam to check for injuries. When an interrogator
requested to screen detainee's personal effects prior to the interrogation, the MP.9uar.d would
have the interrogator sign for the items. The interrogators used the same screemng sites they
use for interrogations to review personal effects. One MI Officer felt there was a doctrinal
shortcoming pertaining to interrogation operations. He felt there should be a standing oper ating
procedure (SOP) for the operations of a joint interrogation facility (JIF) that is standard Army
wide. MP personnel provided·the detainees with food, bottled water and access to medical
treatment. The detainees slept in cells, received blankets and had access to latrines and
showers.

OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM

Based on interviews and sensing sessions with leaders and Soldiers in Continental
United States (CONUS)/Outside CONUS (OCONUS) the OAIG Team found 50% (13 of 26) of
interviewed point of capture company leaders stated that their companies had establi shed and
operated non-doctrinal company CPs in OIF. These companies detained individuals during
their cordon and search operations and raids. The remaining 50% of interviewed point of
capture company leaders transported their detainees to the next higher collecting point. The
companies held anywhere from 3 to 15 detainees for a period of 12 hours up to 3 days. This
was longer than the recommended doctrinal standard of 12 hours. Doctrine also has the MP
operating CPs to temporarily secure EPWs ICls until they can be evacuated to the next higher
echelon's holding area. MP personnel are not doctrinally assigned at the company level to
collect or guard detainees. The capturing unit had the responsibility to guard their detainees for
extended periods of time, which took the Soldiers away from performing their combat mission
and adversely impacted the com bat effectiveness of the unit. T he company CPs were
established to interrogate detainees closer to the point of capture prior to evacuating the
detainee to the next higher level CP. The unit completed the required detainee paperwork at
this location. The required paperwork included 2 sworn statements, the Coalition Provisional
Authority Forces Apprehension Form, and DO Form 2745, Enemy Prisoner of War Capture Tag.
The unit had to complete this process in order to evacuate the detainees to the next higher
location. Units inventoried and bagged the detainees' personal property as part of the
paperwork process. Of the interviewed company leaders that had established the company
CPs, 62% (16 of 26) said they would interrogate the detainee to gather infor mation while holding
them at the company CP. This tactical questioning (TQ) was more than just asking the detainee
basic questions (name, age, place of residence, etc); it was an attempt to gather intelligence
that might aid the unit in locating other potential targets. In a few cases, when available, units
had THTs to conduct initial intelligence screening of detainees. Another 15% (4 of 26) of
interviewed company leaders that had established the company CPs, asked detainees basic
questions to complete the paperwork. The remaining 23% (6 of 26) of interviewed company
leaders that had established the company CPs said they did not conduct interrogations or
question detainees at all. The unit leadership did not have the proper training in interrogation
procedures and techniques to conduct effecti ve interrogations. Without training, individual
cOnducting interrogation could possibly jeopardize vital intelligence infonnation instead of
quickly processing and transporting detainees to an area with trained interrogators. The
company CP provided detaineeS with; food, bottled water, limited shelter and limited medical
treatment. The unit transported detainees to the battalion CP during re-supply assets
operations for unit security.
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Of the interviewed combat arms brigade/battalion leaders who perfonned cordon and
search missions and raids 77% (10 of 13), operated their own non-doctrinal battalion CPs. The
remaining three interviewed battalion/brigade leaders said they did not operate CPs but would
transport the detainee to the division forward CP. Battalions held 12 to 20 detainees at their
CPs for 12 hours up to 14 days, relying on their subordinate unitstb guard the detainees for
extended periods of time. This guard requirement took Soldiers away from performing their
combat mission and adversely impacted the combat effectiveness of their units. MP personnel
are not doctrinally assigned at the company level to collect or guard detainees. The battalions
required capturing units to complete aU mandatory paperwork (sworn statements, Coalition
Provisional Authority Forces Apprehension Form, and DD Form 2745) before accepting the
detainees into their battalion CPo The interviewed combat arms brigade/battalion leaders (77%,
10 of 13) said TO or interrogations of detainees were performed to gather tactical information if
there were no trained interrogators at their location. Battalion commanders and S2s did their
own interrogations of detainees to ea se the backlog of detainees at CPs. Of these battalion
commanders 18% (1 of 13) said they had a T HT team at their location to conduct interrogation
of detainees and 15% (2 of 13) said they did not question detainees. There were not enough
interrogators to be pushed down to battal ion level to conduct interrogations of detainees.
Without trained interrogators at the battalion level and below, the units risked missing
intelligence information by holding detainees, instead of quickly processing and transporting
them to an area with trained interrogators. The battalion CPs provided detainees with; food,
water, shelter, blankets, latrines, and limited medical treatment. Battalions transported the
detainees to the division forward CP during re-supply operations.

Based on interviews with leaders in OCONUS/CONUS who said they operated division
forward CPs located in a brigade area, the DAIG Team found 45% (5 of 11) were operated by
non-MP units during the period of May 03 to April 04. Another 27% (3 of 11) of division MP
platoons operating CPs required augmentation from 4 to 14 Soldiers from Infantry units to help
them with this mission. The remaining 27% (3 of 11) of CPs Were operated by MP platoons.
The forward CPs held between 4 to 150 (150 detainees in one incident) detainees from 24
hours up to 54 days. The MP platoon provided trained MP personnel to handle, safeguard, and
account for detainees. This included reviewing the,point of capture unit's paperwork for each
detainee, assigning detainees an internally generated detainee num ber, and a complete
inventory of each detainee's personal belongings on a DA Form 4137. The personal belongings
were bagged with the DA Form 4137 to include a matched internally generated detainee
number and secured in an evidence room, separate cell, small footlocker, container, or tent. If
the unit delivering detainees to the forward CP did not have the required paperwork (sworn
statements, Coalition Provisional Authority Forces Apprehension Form, and DD Form 2745), the
in-processing personnel would not accept the detainee into the CP until the unit completed the
paperwork. The paperwork, to include evidence the unit brought in with the detainee, was a
critical source of useful information the interrogator could· use during their interrogations. The
brigades were using their Ml interrogators and contracted interpreters to interrogate detainees
and gather tactical intelligence infonnation for their units. Personnel operating CPs had different
procedures in place for transferring a detainee to an interrogator. If the detainee was not
leaving the CP then the guard did not have the interrogator sign for the detainee. When the
interrogator was finished with the detainee he would return the detainee to the guard who would
then return the detainee to the cell. However,if a detainee was taken outside the CP then the
interrogator would sign for the detainee on a DD Form 2708 or oD Form 629, Receipt for
Prisoner or Detained Person. Upon the detainee's return, the guards would sign for the
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detainee and the medic or guard would ch.eck the detainee for marks or bruises and then
annotate the marks or bruises if any, on an SF 600, Medical Record - Chronological Record of
Medical Care. The DAIG Team did a sampling of detainee records to include the SF 600 and
the team found no annotations of marks or bruises. The detainees were provided; food, bottled
water, shelter, blankets, latrines, and medical treatment. The unit transported detainees to the
division central CPs by either ground (wheeled convoy) or air (CH-47 helicopter).

Two of4 division central CPs were operated by a platoon from the division MP company,
which required augmentation of 7 to 15 Sol diers from Infantry or Engineer units to help them
with this mission. The remaining two division central CPs were operated by platoons from a
different division or ·from a company from the MP battalion (Corps). MP platoons provided
trained personnel to handle, safeguard, account for, and input information into the Detainee
Reporting System (DRS) and or Biometric Automated Tool Set (BATS) system. This included a
review of point of capture paperwork for each detainee and an inventor y of their personal
belongings on DA Fonn 4137. Once the inventory was complete the evidence custodian locked
the detainee's personal property in a separate room. The central CPs used both Ml
interrogators and contract interrogators and interpreters to interrogate detainees. The MP
guards did not have the interrogator sign for the detainee if the interrogator was not departing
the CP. Division central CP SOP required the guards to have the interrogators sign a DO Form
629 or DO Form 2708, and enter the infor mation on their OA Form 1594, Daily Staff Journal or
Duty Officer's Log, if the detainee departed the CPo Three Provost Marshals said Other
Government Agencies (OGAs) did interrogate detainees, however, this required their approval,
and the OGAs had to sign for the detainee. Upon their return they were examined and resigned
for to regain custody of the detainee. The division central CP held anywhere between 70 to 200
detainees from 72 hours up to 45 days. The division central CP provided the detainees wi th
food, bottled water, shelter, blankets, latrines, and medical treatment The division central CP
transported detainees by ground convoys or helicopter to I/R facilities.

JlR facilities were operated and controlled by MP battalions, MP companies, and in lieu
of units (non-MP units). MP personnel processed the detainees into their facilities, which
induded checking the detainees against the roster for arrival, obtaining weight and hei ght,
issuing an Internment Serial Number (ISN), medical screening, inventorying, and tagging
property, and review of paperwork (sworn statement, Coalition Provisional Authority Forces
Apprehension Form, completed DO Form 2745 verifying that detainee data was enter ed into the
DRS system, and amending and updating the database information as required. The detainee's
personal property was annotated on DA Form 4137 and placed in a bag or a box with the
detainee's ISN number. The property was then placed in a controlled access evidence room.
Each detainee was issued a blanket, jumpsuit, shoes, and a Our-an as part of their' in
processing.

There was no specific length of time IIR facilities held detainees. The I/R facUities held
anywhere from 1700 detainees up to a maximum of 7000 detainees depending on the facility.
Inside each I/R facility were a series of compounds housing from 450 to 700 detainees each.
The operations of I/R facil ities and compounds were the responsibility of the MP (Combat
Support) battalions who were sometimes not properly equipped with specifiC items necessary
for detainee operations and were not trained. specifically on detainee tasks in order to perform
this mission. Additionally, in lieu of (ILO) units assigned the guard force (tower) and escort
mission for IIR facilities received limited MP training at their Mobilization Sits.
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Interrogators used the screening procedure to identify a detainee who may have
intelligence information. The interrogators screened both the detainee paperwork along with
his/her personal effects to determine which individual possessed intelligence information. When
an interrogator requested to screen a detainee's personal effects prior to the interrogation, the
MP guard would have him sign for the items using DA Form 4137. The MP guard escorted the
detainee to the interrogators, and since the detainee was not leaving the facility the interrogator
was not required to sign for the detainees. If the detainee was leaving the facility a written
authorization was required, and the guard had the individual sign for the detainee on a DO Form
2708 or DO Form 629. The MI units used military and contract interrogators and interpreters to
interrogate the detainees. MP personnel provided the detainees with food, water (bottled water
or 5 gallon cans), and access to medical treatment. Each compound had shelter, mats or cots
to sleep on, latrines, and showers.

(4) Root Cause: Division level units are not resourced with sufficient numbers of Military
Police personnel and Military Intelligence personnel (interrogators) to conduct detainee
operations in a non-linear battlespace. Point of capture units did not comply with doctrine that
requires the quick evacuation of detainees to internment facilities. Units held detainees at CPs
closer to the point of capture for longer periods of time to conduct more effective interrogation
and intelligence exploitation so they could obtain time~sensitive tactical intelligence.

(5) Recommendation: TRADOC and G3 update the Military Police force structure at the
division level and below to support the simultaneous execution of detainee operations and other
battlefield missions.

Recommendation: TRADOC and G3 update the Military Intelligence force structure
at the division level and below to integrate the requirement for detainee operations that allows
for timely intelligence exploitation.

Recommendation: TRADOCupdate doctrine to integrate tactical interrogation at
battalion and company level to assist in the intelligence exploitation of detainees im mediately
upon capture.

d. Finding 12:

(1) Finding: There was no Theater Detainee Reporting Center (TDRC) acting as the
central, theater-level agency responsible for detainee accountability, resulting in a lack of
detainee personnel and data management.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: The Office of the Provost Marshal General (OPMG) has
redesignated the doctrinal term Prisoner of War Information Center (PWIC) used in the above
standards as the TORC, and the doctrinal term National Prisoner of War Information Center
(NPWIC) as the National Detainee Reporting Center (NORC). The following inspection results
will refer to these organizations by their redesignated titles.

The OAIG Team found there was no central agency in theater to collect and manage
detainee information for OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) or OPERATION IRAQI
FREEDOM (OIF), and no consolidated, comprehensive, and accurate database for detainee
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accountability. The TORC that had the doc trinal mission to maintain detainee ace ountability
was not deployed to 0 IF or OEF during the timeframe of the inspection. In 0 IF, the TORC
mission of detainee data collection was consolidated at one location in Iraq and was executed
as an additional duty by a battali on S1 section. None of the major functions of the TORC·were
performed in accordance with policy. Internment facilities were not fully accounting for
detainees or property, and they were not meeting policy requirements. There were no
procedures to ensure records on detainee disposition, health status, and personal/evidentiary
property were adequately accounted for during movement of detainees between collecting
points and internment facilities. Capturing units did not have standardized procedures for
recording detainee personal and property information or for maintaining accountabil ity. Doctrine
and policy for detainee data collection need to be revised to address technological requirements
for personnel accountability systems (biometrics) and the processing of non-compliant
detainees in the cur rent operating environment.

The TORC is the specialized unit whose mission is to be the central agency in theater for
total detainee and property accountabil ity, from which consolidated detainee data is for warded
to the NORC. There are two Reserve Component TDRCs, and no Active Component TDRCs,
in the Army. TORCs are structured as 59-Soldier units consisting of a headquarters
detachment, operations, record keeping, property accountability, postal operations, public
relations, information management, and other staff sections. TORCs were not used in OlF or
OEF. A TORC was activated and deployed to Kuwait during the mobilization for OIF, but it did
not move forward into Iraq in support of detainee operations and was re-deployed to Continental
United States (CONUS). However, the large numbers of captured detainees, hal ding detainees
longer for intelligence exploitation, and a slow release process resulted in a significantly higher
detainee population and a demonstr ated need for the T ORC.

In OIF, the TORC mission of detainee data call ection for Iraq was assigned to the MP
battalion at Camp Bucca and overseen by the S1 as an additional duty. Detainee data was
consolidated as it was received from locations throughout the country and forwarded to the
NORC. Forwarded data was often incom plete, and the S 1 lacked the resources to track down
missing data from reporting internment facilities. The TORC responsibilities for detainee
property accountability, tracking, records management, and postal operations were not met.
The S1 performed as well as could be expected with limited organic assets, but it was
impossible to execute the many mission requirements that would normally be executed by a 59
Soldier TORC. A TORC was not deployed in OEF. The internment facility at Bagram performed
the mission of detainee data collection, consolidation, and reporting. Although information
management and property accountability were more consistent in Afghanistan than in Iraq, most
TORC responsibilities were not being performed.

In the absence of a TDRC there were inefficiencies in accouriting; reporting and tracking
of detainee information from internment/resettlement facilities to the NDRC. The NORC
developed the automated Detainee Reporting System (DRS) as a·standardized, automated data
system that the TORC uses to consolidate data from the internment facilities and forward to the
NORC. With no TORC to provide oversight, OIF and OEF detainee processing centers often
used simple spreadsheets or alternate automated data systems (Joint Automated Booking
System (JABS) and Biometric Assessment Tool Set (BATS)) with the ability to capture biometric
data (e.g., fingerprints), but these applications did not capture other data required by Army
policy. Moreover, the alternate data systems were not com patible with DRS and could not
transfer information to the NORC. At the direction of the NORC, the DRS became the primary
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automated database that internment facilities were required to use. Concurrently, internment
facilities continued to enter data in JABS and BATS due to the inability of DRS to record
biometric data. (Note: The DRS is projected to have the capabil ity to collect and store
fingerprints by July 2004.) There is a fourth detainee reporting system in place to collect the
same data in Arabic for use by the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA). Because of the use of
multiple data systems, incomplete data entry, and the inconsi stent implementation ofthe DR S
there are approximately 50,000 missing data points in the NORC database.

Capturing units did not have standardized procedures for recording detainee personal
and property information or for maintaining accountability. In OEF and OIF, units at points of
capture and collecting points were not uniformly using DO Form 2745, Enemy ·Prisoner of War
(EPW) Capture Tag. Of the assessed units in Iraq (19%) were using DO Form 2745, compared
to 55% in Afghanistan and 30% of units redeploying from both theaters. In Iraq, the Coalition
Provisional Authority Forces Apprehension Form was used, a form that is more comprehensive
than the EPW Capture Tag. Although the CPA form appears better than DO Form 2745 for the
purpose of intelligence exploitati on and continued custody determinations, there was no TORC
in theater to manage the use of the fa rm or capture information from the form for forwarding to
the NORC. Units did not uniformly forward documentation (medical, evidence/property, capture,
and intelligence documents) when detainees were transferred to other echelons. of detention.
Furthermore, there was no mechanism during the transfer process to maintain accountability for
records that accompanied a particular detainee.

The oAIG concluded the reason for the lack of accountability, standardization and
reliability of detainee data is directly related to the absence of the T ORC. The sale purpose of
the TORC, as the field operating agency for the NORC, is to ensure the accountability of
detainees and their property by standardizing practices throughout the theater and
implementing 000 and Army policy. An 8~person Camp Liaison Detachment (CLD) was
deployed as part of OIF 2 to perform the functions of the ToRC,in addition to numerous other
responsibilities. They have received initial training on the DRS, but as a CLD they are fiot
trained on th e procedures for executing the other specifi c TORe tasks. The CLD may be able
to accomplish the TRDC mission if appropriately trained and relieved of additional, unrelated
duties, but they lack sufficient manpower to address the backlog of unaccounted-for detainees
and property.

(4) Root Cause: The TDRC was not deployed for OEF. In OIF, it was initially deployed
and subsequently redeployed without moving forward in the theater.

(5) Recommendation: CFLCC submit a Request For Forces for the Theater Detainee
Reporting Center (TDRC) to meet the requirements for reporting and accountability of detainees
and their property.

Recommendation: The Provost Marshal General review the TRDC process,
structure, and employment methods for maintaining information on detainees, their property,
and other related requirements within an assigned theater of operations and consi der the
development of an information technology solution.

58



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 249

e. Finding 13:

(1) Finding: The ongoing Military Intelligence Force I?esign Update is better suited to
conduct simultaneous and sustained human intelligence missions in the current and future
operating environment.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: The DAIG Team found the ongoing Military Intelligence
Counterintelligence/Human Intelligence Force Design Update is better suited than the current
Military Intelligence force structure to conduct simultaneous and sustained human intelligence
collection and counterintelligence/force protection missions in the current and future operating
environments.

The current Military Intelligence (Ml) force structure lacks the necessary 97E - Human
InteJligence (HUM1NT) Collectors (formerly called interrogators) and 978 - Counterintelligence
personnel to conduct simultaneous and sustained HU MINT collection and
counterintelligence/force protection missions. The current force structure does not allow the
commander to employ the doctrinal concept of conducting both HUM INTand
cOunterintelligence missions simultaneously. Currently the commander must choose which
mission is the priority. These items are covered in the Current Military Intelligence Force
Structure Section below.

The ongoing Military Intelligence - Counterintelligence/Human Intelligence (HUMINT)
Force Design Update (FDU), provides the necessary 97E and 978 personnel to conduct
simultaneous and sustained HUMINT collection and counterintelligence/force protection
missions. Multiple MI initiatives and programs, specifically the Counterintelligence/HUM1NT
FDU, are reshaping the M I force structure in a multi-tiered approach, to include: increasing the
97E authorizations, converting 978s to 97Es, converting 97L (Translator/Interpreter) to 97E and
97B, rebalancing the Active Component (AC) to Reserve Component (RC) mix to move more
personnel to the AC, increasing the number of Ml units and the dispersion of Tactical Human
Intelligence (HUMINT) Teams (THTs) in the division and Stryker Brigade force structures, and
designing Hum an Intelligence (HUM INT) Collection Teams (HCTs) throughout the Unit of Action
(UA), Unit of Employment x (UEx), and Unit of Employment y (UEy) level. These items are
addressed in the Military Intelligence - Counterintelligence/Human Intelligence Force Design
Update Section below.

CURRENT MI FORCE STRUCTURE

The MI mission to gain HUMINT information during detainee operations is performed by
the 97E. In contrast, the 97B counters the intelligence gathering of foreign intelligence and
security services (FIS). Gathering information from detainees focuses the 97Es on their
specialty: gathering and developing intelligence from-the local environment. The 97E10 is a
highly trained Soldier who has gone through 82 weeks of training. This Soldier has completed
language training from the Defense Language lnstltut e, in addition to the required Military
Occupational Specialty (MOS) training. Developing this asset is a costly and time-eonsuming
process.
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The current force structure does not give the commander on the ground the amount of
97E and 978 expertise required. A divisional MI battalion has all of the 97Esin the division
(depending on the type of division, approximately 16 are authorized). The DAIG Team visite~

one division that had six 97Es. In the current operating environment people are the key terrain,
but the force structure lacks 97Es and 978s at the brigade level.

The average maneuver brigade has an intelligence team.consisting of four 978 ~

Counterintelligence personnel and three 97E - HUMINT personnel (approximately two Tactical
HUMINT Teams (THTs)). These 97Es come from the division Mt battalion. The commander
must set the intelligence priorities at either HUMINT (gathering intelligence from the local
environment and information exploitation from detainees) or at counterintelligence (denying F IS
intelligence on U.S. Forces).

G3 Force Developers stated current rotations in OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM
(OEF) and OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF) require approximately 130 THTs per
deployment. There are approximately four personnel per team. The ongoing
CounterintelligencelHUMINT Force Design Update has greatly contributed to meeting the
current operational needs. Since 2001, the num ber of THTs has grown from 300 teams to 450
teams. Even with these changes, the current force structure lacks the depth to meet this
doctrinal requirement for a sustained period.

There are usually three 97E HUMINT specialists in the current brigade force structure;
they come from the division MI battalion. They gather intelligence on threat forces and
capabilities. The 97Es, as part of THTs, accompany patrols, visit communities, talk to local
leaders, to gather information on how U.S. Forces are being targeted. The 97Es evaluate the
internment/resettlement (I/R) population to identify potential intelligence sources. They conduct
interviews and interrogations across the range of detainees, gathering information from civilian
internees, enemy prisoners of war (EPWs); and high-risk detainees (HRDs).

Information gathered from detainees is critical to meeting the doctrinal mission of the
97E "to conduct focused collection, analysis, and production on the adversary's composition,
strength, dispositions, tactics, equipment, personnel, personalities, capabilities, and intentions".
Exploitation of intelligence gathered from EPWs and HRDs is one ofthe reasons detainees are
kept beyond the doctrinal time standard at the point of capture and brigade level. The current
force structure ofthree 97Es in the brigade (division MI battalion assets) provides limited
resources to evaluate, gather, and analyze information from detainees.

The 978 counterintelligence mission requires the intelligence assetsof the brigade to
cover a large section of the local population. The brigade has a total of 4 counterintelligence
specialists who gather information on threat forces and foreign intelligence services and their
activities and then develop force protection and information denial measures. The 978 focus on
denying intelligence to the enemy is based on their ability to stop the following FIS operations:
counter~HUMINT, counter-signals intelligence (C-SIGINT), and counter-imagery intelligence (C~

IMINT). The 978s are not accomplishing their counterintelligence and force protection missions
if they are supporting the HUMINT mission of gathering information from detainees.

The current force structure of the MI is a result of the 1997 Quadrennial Defense Review
(QOR) process. The ODR reshaped tactical MI units, relying heavily on the ReselVe
Component (RC) to carry a large portion of MI personnel. Additionally, in 1994 and 1995, the
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Army restructured personnel authorizations and sent 97E personnel to the Defense Intelligence
Agency.

A substantial number of active component 97Es and 97Bs are in U.S. Army Intelligence
and Security Command (INSeOM) Theater Intelligence Brigades (BDEs)/Groups (GPs). Until
recently, those personnel were not available to support rotational sourcing.

Some commands were using 978s to fill 97E requirements to meet the shortage of
personnel who can conduct interrogations of detainees. Commanders who chose the collection
and exploitation of information as the priority mission gave up the 978s from performing their
counterintelligence/force protection mission. However, force protection is stilt a critical issue
due to the non-linear battlefield. Based on the current force structure, the Anny has the ability
to support either force protection or HUMINT.

Currently, 60% of the 97E and 97B force structure is in the Reserve Component (RC).
Deployment of some units as battalions vs. teams in early rotations to OEF followed by OIF
artificially reduced the available population to support subsequent rotations. The buildup of RC
THTs prior to OIF met the immediate requirement for tactical ilitelligence but denied a sustai ned
capability.. Additionally, the MOS qualification rate in the RC is at 50%. So even if all RC
authorized positions were filled, only one-half of the personnel would be deployable.

The TRADOC proponent (U.S. Army Intelligence Center and Fort Huachuca) developed
the Military Intelligence - Counterintelligence/HUMINT Force Design Update and other initiatives
to meet the requirements of the current and future operating environments. G3 Force
Management is restructuring the force through redesign of current Modified Tables of
Organization and Equipment (MTOEs) of MI units and creation of newMTOEs. The new force
structure increases the authorizations for and distribution of 97E and 978.

MI - COUNTERINTELLIGENCE/HUMAN INTELLIGENCE FORCE DESIGN UPDATE

The Army recognizes the current force structure does not allow the commander to
conductthe doctrinal missions of HUMINT and counterintelligence simUltaneously. Currently,
the commander must choose which mission is the priority. The Counterintelligence/HUMINT
FDU was approved on 2 August 2001. S orne aspects of the Counterintelligence/HUMINT FDU
and other MI initiatives and programs have assisted the force in current operations, while the
majority is stilt ongoing (as of 21 May 2004). The number of THTs in the Army has increased by
50% since 2001 (300 THTs to 450 THTs).

The main portions of the Counterintelligence/HUMINT FDU will occur from 2005 to 2009
Total Army Analysis 09.(TAA 09); additional changes will continue in 2007 through 2011 (TAA
11). The changes to the force structure are being documented in the UA, UEx, UEy, templates
and in the Stryker Brigades' Modified Tables of Organization and Equipment.

The near-term changes include adding one coun terintelligence company per Theater at
Echelon Above Corps Theater Intelligence Groups/Brigadesin Fiscal Year (FY) 05-07. The
FOU and other initiatives add a variety of active component Counterintetligence/HUMINT Teams
to Theater Intelligence Groups/Brigades for an iilcrease of 400 cotmterintelligencelHUM INT
spaces in FY06. Other changes include revising the Ml Corps Support BN (Ml-CSB) and
changing the MI-CSB allocation from one MI-CSB per Theater to one Mt-CSB per Corps.
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Another Corps~level change is the creation of a "Corps G2X Cell" in the G2 section of the HHC
with HUMINT authorizations.

Four counterintelligence and 2 HUM INT companies (U.S. Army Reserve) will activate in
FY05-07. Finally, the AC/RC mix will rebalance, resulting in activation of 2 HUM/NT companies
and 1 counterintelligence company (active component) and deactivation of 2 U.S. Army
Reserve counterintelligence companies.

The design of the HU MINT team will change. Previously, Warrant Officers led HUMINT
teams; in the future a Sergeant First Class will lead some HUMINT teams. The current force
structure can convert to an enlisted-led team by using currently available NCOs.

The Counterintelligence/HU MINT FDU is programmed to Increase the number of 97E
and 978 Soldiers; 97E will increase by 50%. An increase of "in excess of' 1400 97E and 978
personnel is programmed from FY05-07, including an increase in authorizations for 97E and
978 in the AC. Some of these changes will be the result of rebalancing the AC/RC mix of 97E.
The 97E personnel increases have been implemented early and continue to occur. Other
changes include the conversion of 460 Compo 2 MOS 97L (Translator/Interpreter) to 97E and
978 authorizations In FY05.

MI Branch will restructure the 97E MOS. 97E10 Soldiers will no longer have a language
requirement following initial entry training (lET). 8y removing the language requirement at Skill
Level 1 for 97E MOS the MI branch can send 97E1 0 Soldiers directly to units to gain
experience. The language requirement will shift to a 97E20 requirement. Currently the 97E 10
Soldier spends up to 82 weeks post-lET meeting the language requirement.

The Counterintelligence/HUMINT FDU and other initiatives will support the design of
elements within the UEy, UEx, and UA. (The current design of the UEy, UEx, and UA are the
base for this section of the report). This increase of counterintelligence/HUMINT units at each
level is significant and Is designed to add an intelligenc e gathering and processing capability at
the UA level, as well as at higher levels. The Anny's ability to add counterintelligence/HUMINT
resources as it transforms into the Modular Design is based on an increase in the number of
97Es authorizations, which go from the FY04 level of 861 authorizations to the FY 11 projection
of 3312 authorizations.

The UEy's Theater Intelligence Brigade will add an Exploitation Battalion and a RC
Battalion that are in-Theater assets. The Exploitation Battal ion and the RC Battalion will each
add a counterintelligence company and a HUMINT company to the Theater, providing an
additional 2 counterintelligence companies and 2 HU MINT companies to the commander.

The UEx has a G2X cell designed into its Main HQ staff. The G2X is a new organization
not in the current division template. The G2X acts as the single point for all
counterintelligence/H UMINT data. The G2X is a 6-person team led by an officer (MAJ/CPT)
and contains a CW3 HUMINT Technician, one 978, and three 97Es. Supplying information to
the G2X are the CounterintelligenCe Control Authority (CICA) and the HUM INT Operations Cell
(HOC). The CICA provides the counterintelligence function with 978 s while the HOC adds 4
more 97Es for the HUMINT function. The G2Xaiso contains a Language Coordination Section
which sets up contracts for interpreters. The main HUMINT and counterintelligence gathering
capability will exist in the UAs.
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There are HUMINT and counterintelligence gathering capability in both Maneuver UAs
(MUA) and Reconnaissance, Surveillance, and Target Acquisition UAs (RSTA UA). In the MUA
and the RSTA UA the main HUMINT collection will be conducted by the HUMINT Collection
Teams (HCTs) which have taken the place of the Tactical HUMINT Teams (THTs). The HCT is
ma,de up of four 97E whose mission is to gather HUMINT. This will eliminate the THTs'
requirement of dividing the time among the mission of the 978 and the 97E that made up the
THT. The THT currently exists in the division force structure and the Stryker Brigade force
structure; THTs are not in the UA or UE force structures.

Each MUA has an S2X in the headquarters, serving the same function as the G2X does
at the UEx. The MUA also has an MI company with a robust intelligence gathering capability.
The HUMINT platoon contains 26 Soldiers focused on gathering HUM INT. The HUMINT
platoon'has two Operations Management Teams (OMTs) that each manages two HCT. Each
OMT also has the ability to serve as a HCr. At the minimum, each MUA has an organic
capability to field four HCTs and, if needed, generate 2 more from the OMTs. This gives the UA
commander the ability to put HCTs at the point of capture or where detainees are first
encountered.

The RSTA UA has a greater HUMINT capability. The Ml battalion in the RTSA UA has a
Collection and Exploitation (C&E) company and a counterintelligence/HUMINT company. The
C&E Company has 3 HCT platoons (28 Soldiers per platoon) with 1 OMT and 5 HCTs per
platoon. The C&E Company has a total of 15 HCT s. The counterintelligence/HUMINT
company has 9 OMTs and 27 HCTs. At the minimum, each RSTA UA will have 42 HCTs on the
ground.

The significant difference from the current division force structure is that the average
division has all 16 Soldiers with MOS 97E in the division MI battalion. The UEx will deploy into
theater with a modular capability that is based on the mission requirements. If the UEx deploys
with 4 MUAs and a RSTA UA, it will have a total of 20 0 MTsand 58 HCrs and a robust
HUMINT planning, coordination, and analysi s capability.

(4) Recommendation: TRADOC and G3 continue to refine and implement the force
structure changes in the Military Intelligence - Counterintelligence/Human Intelligence Force
Design Update.

Recommendation: TRADOC integrate the Military Intelligence
Counterintelligence/Human Intelligence Force Design Updates into the development of Units of
Action and Units of Employment.

f. Finding 14:

(1) Finding: The ongoing Military Police Force Design Update provides a force structure
forinternmentlresettlement operations that has the flexi biJity and is better suited to conduct
sustained detainee operations in the current and future operating environment.

(2) Standard; See Appendix E.
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(3) Inspection Results: The DAIG Team found the ongoing Military Police
Internment/Resettlement Battalion Force Design Update provides a force structure for Military
Police internment/resettlement operations that has the flexibility and is better suited than the
current Military Police force structure to conduct sustained detainee operations in the current
and future operating environments, to include control and internment of high-risk detainees.

The current Military Police force structure lacks the 31E (Internment/Resettlement
Specialist) personnel to meet the requirements of manning·the current detention facilities and
conducting sustained detainee operations in the current and future operating environments, to
include control and confinement of high-risk detainees. The 31 E is the only Soldier trained to
run a detention facility and specifically deals with controlling and confining high value detainees.
The Active Component (AC) 31Es are in the Table of Distribution and Allowance (TDA) that
runs the U.S. Military Disciplinary Barracks (USDB), staffs Guantanamo Bay Naval Station
(GTMO) and other outside the continental United States (OCONUS)-based confinement
facilities, and staffs continental United States (CONUS)-based confinement facilities. The
ReselVe Component (RC) does not have the 31E personnel to provide units to run sustained
detainee operations. These items are covered in the Current Military Police Force Structure
Section below:

The ongoing Military Police Internment/Resettlement (I/R) Battalion Force Design
Update (FOU) standardizes the force structure of Active Component (AC) and Reserve
Component (RG) tlR units, converts AC Tables of Distribution and Allowance (TDAs) to tlR
Modified Tables of Organization and Equipment (MTOEs), and increases personnel aAd units
throughout the AC and RC force structure. The FDU was approved September 2003, this
analysis is !;lased on that data and is current as of 21 May 2004. The increase of deployable
31 Es will give Combatant Commanders the fleXibility to conduct sustained detainee operations
in a non-linear battlefield and the ability to control and confine high· risk detainees (HRDs). The
IIR FOU provides the RC force structure necessary to cany out its sustainability mission.
Employment of the l/R FDU has been incorporated into the Unit of Employment (UE) design at
Unit of Employment y (UEy) level with staff support at Unit of Employment x (UEx) leveL These
items are covered in the Military Police Internment/Resettlement (I/R) Battalion Force Design
Update Section below:

CURRENT MP FORCE STRUCTURE

The currentAC TDA organizations, such as the U~S. Army Disciplinary Barracks (USDB)
and Regional Correctional Facilities (RCFs) are·not deployable, and each has a diffe rent force
structure. Each facility will convert to at least one I/R company.

The AC 31E population is based out of 4 installations within CONUS TDA units and 2
Modified Table of Organization and Equipment (MTOE) MP battalions that are OCONUS. In
CONUS, the largest population of 31 E5 is at the USDB at Fort Leavenworth. Large numbers of
31Es are also assigned to the 3 Regional Correctional Facilities (RCFs) at Fort Lewis, Fort Sill,
and Fort Knox. These are TOA organizations and not designed to deploy, I acking a rotational
base to support the TOA corrections mission and other missions such as GTMO. There are 824
AC MOS 31 E authorizations in the Army; of these, 770 are directly related to running the current
detention facilities. There are 371 31E authorizations at the USDB. The other 31 E
authorizations are at Fort Lewis (112), Fort Sill (81), Fort Knox (80), and 24 at Navy/Marine
facilities (CONUS and OCONUS). The 2 OCONUS MP battalions contain 31Es in their MTOE,
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but lack the depth to support rotations; USAREUR has 76 authorizations and USFK has 26
authorizations. The remaining 54 are not directly working with U.S. prisoners or detainees.
These Soldiers are at the U.S. Army Military Police School (24), recruiting (12), AC/RC support
(6), and 12 others throughout the AC force.

The deployable 31 Es are in the RC. The RC has 119 31 E authorizations, 90 of which
were filled as of 22 April 2004. The RC internment/resettlement (l/R) units' missions are to
deploy or provide backfill for the AC's 31 Es that deploy. However, the RC l/R. units lack the
qualified personnel to sustain the ni ission. Additionally, the RC has the only I/R command and
control elements, two I/R brigades.

This force structure does not support the policy or doctrine requirement for a deployable,
sustainable, and standardized, modular MP IIR battalion force design package that can meet
the lIR operations objective of processing, handling, caring for, accounting for, and securing
EPWs, Cis, RPs, ODs, DCs, and U.S. Armed Forces prisoners, as well as supporting the global
war on terrorism (GWOT) and controlling and confining high-risk detainees. The I/R doctrine is
a revision of the old Enemy Prisoner of War concept, reminiscent of Cold War doctrine
applicable to a unit that Is modular, capabilities-based, and deployabl e.

The new I/R doctrine adapts well to the Units of Action concept, however, the 31E force
structure does not support I/R doctrine. FM 3-19.40, Military Police Internment/Resettlement
Operations, 1 August 2001, covers most detainee operations, but at the time the doctrine was
written, the MP Corps had not yet developed or defined the term high-risk detainee.

FM 3-19.1 Military Police Operations, Change-1, 31 January2002, and FM 3-19.40,
refer to the MPs as having the responsibility for coordinating sustainment for EPW/Cl and that
IIR battalions are equipped and trained to handle the EPW/Cl mission for the long term. This is
not true under the current force structure. 8y doctrine, an I/R battalion should support up to
4,000 EPWs/Cls, 8000 dislocated civilians, or 1500 U.S. Armed Forces prisoners. This formula
does not address confinement of high-risk detainees. The current MP doctrine only focuses on
long-term confinement of U.S. Armed Forces personnel.

The 31 E Soldier receives his/her MOS training as part of Military Police Advanced
Individual Training (AIT). All MP AIT is based on 318 (Military Police) training. There is a split
in the MP AIT where 31Es and 318s go to different tracks. MOS 31E Soldiers take a 4-week
Corrections track while the 318 receive 4 weeks of Law and Order training. The 318 (Military
Police) do not receive corrections training. 318s receive one day of IIR training in MP AlT. The
31E10 gains MOS experience at a correctional facility or the USDB.

The current Military Police force structure is not designed to support Units of Action. The
TDA·based AC units are not flexible, adaptable, or deployable.

The U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) proponent (U.S. Army
Military Police School) developed an I/R Battalion Force Design Update and whi ch was
approved September 2003. G3 Force Management is restructuring the force through redesign
of current MTOEs of AC and RC MP units and creation of new MTOEs. The new force structure
increases the number of IIR units and 31 E authorizations and is covered in the next section of
this finding.
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MP IIR BATTALION FORCE DESIGN UPDATE SECTION

The ongoing Military Police Internment/Resettlement (1/R) Battalion Force Design
Update addresses the flexibility and sustainability of the current MP force structure. The current
AC TDA organizations, such as the U.S. Army Disciplinary Barracks (USDB) and Regional
Correctional Facilities(RCFs} are not deployable. and each has a different force structure.
Each facility will convert to at least one IIR com pany.

The Director of Force Management approved the I/R Tables of Organization and
Equipment (TOEs) on 17 May 2004. The l/R FDU will occur from Fiscal Year (FY04) through
FY11. The FDU will standardize the I/R force structures in the AC and Re. The distribution of
personnel and units will rebalance betweenthe A C and Re, giving the AC the ability to
immediately deploy I/R companies. The RC will have the force structure to accomplish the
mission of backfilling Anny confinement facil ities as well as providing a sustai ned rotation of
deployable units.

The I/R FOU wil1standardize the force structure and increase the MOS 31 E expertise
within the units conducting the I/R mission. The lIR battalion will be modular in nature, providing
a command and control capability that is flexible and tailorable, that by design supports the
Units of Action concept. The MP lfR battalion will be a flexible base that can be tailored to the
Theater of Operations and the operating environment.

The I/R battalion Headquarters and Headquarters Detachment (HHD) is a 74Mperson unit
that provides the command and control function and supports a mix of I/R companies, guard
companies, and I/R detachments as required. A standard I/R battalion template for deployment
could include the battalion HHD, 1 guard company, 1 I/R company, and 3l1R detachments.

The lIR company is tailored around accomplishing the 31 E mission and is the base of
the new force structure. It can operate independently or as part of an I/R battalion. The I/R
company will have 124 personnel, with 10031 Es. It has the builtMin administrative support to
conduct detainee operations as well as 2 internment platoons and a Maximum Security Section.
The internment platoons each contain 42 per sonnet while the Maximum Security Section has 12
personnel. The Maximum Security Section is different from an lIR detachment. The I/R
company should have the ability in the short term to control and·intern HRDs, a capability that is
essential in the current operating environment.

The I/R company can either operate as a stand,.alone organization or operate as part of
an I/R battalion. In either mission it provides command and control, staff planning,
administration and logistical services (for both assigned personnel and the prisoner population).
If the lIR company operates as a stand-alone unit, it is limited in the detainee operations
functions it can perform. The stand-alone I/R company can operate either a U.S. Armed Forces
prisoner confinement facility or a high-risk detainee internment facility.

If the IIR company operates as part of an IIR battalion, ilcan conduct a wider range of
detainee operations due to the support of the I/R battalion's guard company and IIR
detachments. When the IIR company operates as part of I/R battalion, it can operate the
following types of facilities: high-risk detainee internment facilities; Enemy Prisoner of
War/Civilian Internee (EPW/CI) internment facilities; or displaced civilian (DC) resettlement
facilities.

66



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 257

The l/R company and IJR battalion force structures are focused on the l/R mission. Any
l/R unit will require support from the Command it falls under. IIR units will require engineer
support to build facilities, medical support for Soldiers and detainees, maintenance support,
water purification, and other support as required.

The I/R company's main focus is supporting its 2 internment platoons and 1 Maximum
Security Section. The IIR company has different capabilities based on whether it is conducting
stand-alone operations or operating as part of an I/R battalion. If operating in the stand-alone
function the I/R company has the capabUity to confine up to 300 U.S. prisoners or detain up to
100 high-risk detainees. If the I/R company is operating as part of an I/R battalion, the I/R
company has the capability to detain up to 300 high-risk detainees when supported by 1 MP
guard company_ The I/R company also has the capabil ity to conduct detainee operations for
enemy prisoners of war/civilian internees or resettlement operations for dislocated civilians. In
these detainee operations, the I/R company will also require support from one MP guard
company.

The Maximum Security Section in the I/R company is responsible for
detainees/prisoners who require special supervision, control, and discipline. These
detainees/prisoners require close and intense management, special precautions, and more
stringent confinement, search, and handling measures. The Maximum Security Section is
merged with the internment platoons when conducti ng high-risk detainee operations.

The MP guard company has personnel and equipment resources to provide a perimeter
security function as well as a transportation function. Each guard company has 3 platoons of
31 Bs. Each platoon has four 11-man squads. The MP guard company has 3 light medium
tactical vehicle (LMTV) trucks and 16 high mobility multipurpose wheeled vehicle (HMMWV)
trucks authorized. This robust guard fcirce and transportation assets will give the IIR battalion
the capabil ity to control and transport detainees using internal resources.

The I/R detachment is a 24-person unit that exists only in the RC. The IIR detachment
augments an AC or RC IIR battalion HHD. There are no 31Es in an I/R detachment; the
detachments support the detainee operations mission by providing 31Bs to act as outside-the
wire security and additional support personnel. The I/R detachment is not designed to detain
HRD or U.S. prisoners. The 60 lIR detachments allow a high degree of flexibility in
modularizing any organization for a mission. These units are designed to be mobilized and
attached to other units as needed.

To meet the requirement for the I/R FDU, G3 plans to increase 31E authorizations
through conversion of some 31 Bs (Military Pollee) to 31 Es (InternmenUResettlement Specialist),
increased recruiting for 31 E positions, and a redesignation of RC units to the 31 Emission.

The conversion of Active Component MP TDAorganizations to an IIR company MTOE
has begun. The first AC I/R company will activate in FY04 at Guantanamo·Bay (GTMO). A
total of 10 AC 1/R companies will activate by FY11.

The RC will contain the bulk of the 31E units and personnel. The RC currently contains
119 authorizations. When the I/R battalion FDU is completed in FY11, the RC will contain
approximately 1720 31 E authorizations, a 14-fold increase in personneL
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The U.S. Army Reserve (USAR) will contain most of the I/R battalions, while the Army
National Guard (ARNG) will contain most of the I/R companies. By FY11, the RC will be
organized with 20 I/R battalions (17 USAR, 3 ARNG) compared to the AC's 1 I/R battalion. The
RC will have 1711R companies (7 USAR, 10 ARNG) compared to the AC's 10 lIR companies.
The RC will contain all 60 I/R detachments (51 USAR, 9 ARNG). The lIR sustainment mission
will be supplemented by this RC build~upof17 lJR companies and 60 lJR detachments.

Based on the currently proposed MTOE, the standard I/R battalion will deploy with a
battalion HHD, 1 guard company, 1 I/R company, and 3 lIR detachments. The template for a
deployed IJR battalion will contain 427 personnel; 101 of them will be 31 Es. The lIR company
contains the 31 E personnel in the 2 IJR platoons and the Maximum Security Section. The lJR
FDU units contain the following personnel:

• lJR battalion HHDs: 74 total personnel (one 31 E)
• I/R companies: 124 total personnel (100 31 Es)
• I/R platoons: 42 total personnel (41 31Es)
• Maximum Security Sections: 12 total personnel (12 31Es)
• MP guard companies: 157 total personnel (no 31 Es)
• I/R detachments (RC only): 24 total personnel (no 31Es)

The lIR FDU is designed to provide IJR units to the UEy that meet the specific
requirements of the commander. The primary employment of 31 Es will be at the UEy level.
They wit! deploy in the lJR configuration best suited to the mission, whether it be as lJR brigades
or I/R battalions. Current planning calls for two 31 E NCOs (E-7s) working on the UEx staff, one
in the UEx Maln and one in the UEx TAC. Both will act as liaisons to the UEy IfR units and as
advisors on I/R capabilities at the UEx level. There are no current plans to place 31 Es in the
Unit of Action (UA) or Stryker Brigades.

A UAwill contain a 41-person MP platoon (31Bs). There will be no 31Bs in the Stryker
Brigades. In the UEx and UEy, the 31 Bs outside of the IfR units will not be primarily tasked with
lIR operations.

(4) Recommendation: TRADOC and G3 continue to refine and implement the force
structure changes in the Military Police ~ Internment/Resettlement Battalion Force Design
Update.

Recommendation: TRADOC integrate the Military Police - InternmentfResettlement
Battalion Force Design Update into the developm ent of Units of Action and Units of
Employment.

g. Finding 15:

(1) Finding: Three of 4 inspected internment/resettlement facilities and many of the
collecting points, had inadequate force protection measures, Soldier working conditions,
detainee living conditions, and did not meet the minimum preventive medicine and medical
treatment requirements.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.
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(3) Inspection Results: The DAIG Team inspected 4 internmenUresettlement (I/R)
facilities and 12 forward and central collecting points (CPs). Three of 4 inspected
internmenUresettlement (I/R) facilities, and 3 of 12 (25%) inspected collecting points (CPs), had
problems and shortcomings with deteriorating infrastructure that impacted on having a clean,
safe, and secure working environment for Soldiers and living conditions for detainees. Poor
food quality and food distribution, lack of laundry capability, and lack of personal hygiene
facilities at some of these facilities affected the detainees' living conditions. Overcrowding,
safety hazards, frequent enemy hostile fire, and lack of in·depth force protection measures also
put both Soldier and detainee at risk.

Four of 16 (25%) inspected facilities (Camp Bucca, Bagram, Abu Ghraib, and Brassfield
Mora) were found to have safety hazards that posed risks to Soldiers and detainees. In
addition, there was little evidence that units operating facilities had safety inspection programs
in place. Safety programs in just a few facilities amounted to nothing m ore than detainee fire
evacuation plans, weapons clearing procedures, and military working dog safety considerations.
At the time of the inspection, Camp Cropper, Camp Bucca, and Abu Ghraib did not have
finalized and approved Standing Operating Procedures (SOPs) for their facilities. At the time,
units were busy revising and tailoring their SOPs for the mission. However, during SOP reviews
conducted by the DAIG Team, there was no evidence that the risk management process was
being incorporated into the working draft SOPs as required. Reviews of finalized SOPs at other
facilities yielded the same results as the working drafts-no risk management was incorporated
into SOPs.

No units fully complied with the medical treatment of detainees or with the sanitary
conditions of the detainee facilities. Not all medical personnel supporting division CPs and IfR
facilities were aware of detainee medical treatment requirements or had the proper equipment
to treat a detainee population. The medical personnel interviewed stated that they did not
receive any specific training in detainee operations and were not aware of Army Regulation
(AR) 190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War. Retained PersonneL Civilian Internees and Other
Detainees, 1 October 1997, although most believed they were required to treat detainees to the
same stahdard of care as Coalition Forces. There was a widespread lack of preventive
medicine staffing, supplies, and equipment to meet the needs of C Ps and IfR facilities. This
shortfall was compounded by the fail ure of units to deploy appropriately trained and supplied
field sanitation teams. Medical leaders responsible for direct oversight of preventive medicine
personnel lacked specific training in detainee operations and field sanitation. I/R facility site
selection, design and construction decisions did not incorporate preventive medicine
considerations. There was significant variance in the hygiene and sanitation conditions at CPs
and in IfR facilities throughout Afghanistan and Iraq. Whi Ie major improvements continue to
upgrade conditions at most sites, the process has been ham pered by shortages of preventive
medicine personnel and materiel, problems with site selection and design, and detainee
populations that exceed the current system capacity. Lack of trained preventive medicine
personnel and required field sanitation supplies has contributed significantly to deficiencies in
hygiene and sanitation at CPs and I/R facilities.

CAMP BUCCA

Soon after the ground conflict began in Iraq, the Camp Bucca I/R facility was designed
and established as an internment facility for Enemy Prisoners of War (EPWs). At the time of the
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DAIG inspection, Camp Bucca was considered an overflow l/R facility for Abu Ghraib, and all
detainees were kept in the old facility, which contained 6 compounds. The new facility,
containing six additional compounds, was in the final stages of completion. The old facility
housed a non-compliant Civilian Internee (CI) population, third-country nationals, and a very
small number of EPWs. Detainees were not segregated according to category (i.e., EPWs and
Cis (to include Security Internees) were housed together in compounds 7 through 11).
Compound 12 housed the third~country nationals.

The DAIG Team found inadequate security measures at the Camp Bucca. Camp Bucca
had 2 controlled entry points leading into the compound, but blind spots along the perimeter
made access possible at other points. The facility had a sally port gate, but it was used as a
serpentine instead of a true double-gate security mechanism to control the entrance and exit of
personnel and vehicles. The perimeter security consisted of roving guards, a gate guard, and a
guard in each of the towers. There were 2 vehicular security patrols, but they would
consistently take the same route, making them vulnerable to enemy attacks and Improvised
Explosive Devices (IEDs) placed on the patrol route. The visitation process at Camp Bucca
presented security concerns. During visitation hours Iraqi family members were searched at the
exterior entry point, but thereafter they were allowed to mingle around guards who were carrying
weapons until they were taken inside the compound·to visit detained relatives. This posed a
major security concern should one or more of the visitors overtake a guard and seize his
weapon.

In numerous places at the old facil ity, the triple-standard concertina wire was over
stretched and not tied down properly, and the short and long U-shaped pickets were not spaced
properly. This, and the fact that the detainees vastly outnumbered the guard force, posed a
security concern and potentially put Soldiers at risk if detainees rushed the wire. There were 8
perimeter towers that were not mutually supporting, creating dead space and blind spots
throughout the old compounds. The towers also did not have effecti ve communications with the
roving guards. The facility had good lighting according to leaders and Soldiers due to recently
receiving 32 trailer-mounted portable light stands that can be moved around the facility as
needed. The acquired light stands significantly improved the lighting around the compounds.
At the time of the Taguba Investigation, the perimeter lighting around Camp Bucca was
inadequate and needed to be improvedto illuminate dark areas that routinely became avenues
of escape. Many of the security concerns due to the wire fences were corrected when the
detainees were transferred to the 6 new com pounds that have been constr ucted. The chain link
fence at the new compounds was not staked to the ground between fence posts to prevent
detainees from slipping through the bottom. However, to overcome this shortcoming, the
battalion was placing concertina wire around the inside perimeter of the chain· link fence. This is
a significant improvement in security over the old compounds. Detainees were transferred to
the new compounds after the DAIG visit. These safety and security concerns were resolved
once the detainees were transferred and the old com pounds phased out.

According to interviews and sensing sessions at Camp Bucca, Soldiers said food is
distributed and served in 30 gall on plastic containers, sometimes long after it is prepared.
Detainees served themselves by dipping whatever containers they possessed into the food. No
utensils were provided, and no portion control measures were in place to ensure that each
detainee got the proper amount of food. One leader interviewed stated that serving ladles were
on order, but none were on-hand. Food frequently ran out before all detainees had an
opportunity to eat. Soldiers stated in sensing sessions that Meals, Ready to Eat (MREs) had to
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be used to ensure all detainees were fed. The detainees got their drinking water from water
spigots at Camp Bucca. It was noted during the walk-through that at least one water source at
one of the compounds was located several feet from the human waste dump (septic tank). This
problem was eliminated once the detainees were transferred.

There was no laundry service at Camp Bucca to support the detainees so they did thei r
own laundry with the small tubs and soap given them . However, leaders and Soldiers sai~

during interviews that they did not know if there were enough washtubs supplied to the
detainees. They were not sure how many detainees actually possessed tubs and soap. and
where the tubs were located within the 6 compounds.

Camp Bucca did not routinely receive hostile fire, if at all. However, the compounds did
not have adequate force protection measures in place to ensure the safety and protection of
detainees and Soldiers from potential hostile indirect and small arms fire. There were no
bunkers or shelters constructed with overhead cover for detainees to enter if the com pounds
came under attack. There were also no such bun kers or shelters constructed in the new
compounds where the detainees are scheduled to be transferred.

The Taguba Invest igation mentioned Cam p Bucca as significantly over its intended
maximum capacity, with a guard force that is under-manned and under-resourced. The DAIG
Team found that Camp Bucca was not overcrowded nor under-manned because thefacil ity had
been scheduled to be discontinued as an I/R facility, and a drawdown in the detainee population
had occurred after the investigation was conducted. A decision to use it as an overflow facility
for Abu Ghraib kept it operational. The detainee population during the DAIG Inspection was
1769. Capacity for the newly constructed facility is 4500 according to the command briefing
given to the DAIG Team.

BAGRAM IIR FACILITY

The Bagram I/R facility was designed and used as a Soviet aircraft maintenance facility
that was built in the early 1960s. The DAIG Team found several safety hazards at the facility
that posed risks to both Soldiers and detainees. Based on the document review and a thorough
walk-through of the Bagram I/R facility, there was little evidence of a unit safety program.
However. extensive engineering and environmental surveys of the facility, to include
contaminated rooms and roof failures, had been recently conducted. At the time of the OAIG
inspection, the infrastructure to support the facility was inadequate. Examples included
inadequate ventilation/climate control and lighting on the main floor, the electrical distribution
system throughout the facility, and non-existent sanitary facilities at the main floor.

In the Bagram IIR facility, there were no handrails and banisters on many of the steep
stairwells and landings. The DAIG Team determined this was particularly dangerous while
Soldiers escorted blindfolded detainees up an.d down the stairs. Team members actually
witnessed Soldiers escorting blindfol ded detainees on these stafrs. Some drop-ofts from the
second floor landings were 5 to 7 feet.

Potential shock hazards existed at the Bagram I/R facility. There were numerous
examples of open and exposed electrical wiring around the facility, to include a major electrical
panel located in the vicinity of a known roof leak. Throughout the office areas, uncovered
receptacles and light switches were found.
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Contaminated soil (evidence of heavy metals) was found in the former metal plating
rooms. The rooms were previously used as a metal plating facility as part of the Soviet aircraft
maintenance facility. The unit requested and received an environmental survey of the rooms,
and the conclusion was that the sampled materials represented a health risk. A rough cost
estimate ($3-6 million) to remediate the contaminated rooms was cost-prohibitive, and the
decision was made to seal the rooms to protect Soldiers and detainees from exposure.

According to an interview, lead-based paint was procured from the local economy to
paint the interior in various locations in the facility. Lead-based paint had been used in the past
and was still being used in the Bagram lIR facility, creating a potential risk to Soldiers and
detainees.

Concerning the non-existing sanitary system, Soldiers were required to remove modified
portable latrines from each detainee group cell by hand. These latrines were dragged toa
designated location outside the facility where contractors would empty and clean them. After
cleaning the latrines, Soldiers dragged the latrines back into place in each detainee cell. During
interviews and sensing sessions, Soldiers stated that human waste spills were frequent on the
main floor. There was a project ongoing that will remedy this problem. The project included an
installed indoor septic system that consisted of a 4-inch main line running underneath the newly
poured concrete pads and along the length of the group cells. ToUets were being installed
inside of each cell, and the effluent will flow via gravity to an exterior waste system. The
estimated completion date was April or May 2004.

The facility had multiple roof leaks, to include an area that was repaired after damage
from aerial bombing. In December 2003, the engineer group conducted a roof inspection and
found possible obstructed roof drains and deterioration of parapet walls and flashing. The
estimated cost to repair the roof is $350K. This project was not funded at the tim e of the
inspection.

At the time of this inspection, the faci! ity had inadeqLiate per sonal hygiene facil ities for
the number of detainees. An ongoing indoor plumbing system project to fix the problem will
consistof a newly built shower room with full shower capabilities (10 shower heads) as well as a
white water supply system. Thefresh water supply will be housed inside of an exterior water
system building that must also be designed and built.

The electrical distribution system in place was inadequate, especially to support planned
upgrades for the facility that include lighti ng for new cells and towers and power for the Morale,
Welfare, and Recreation room for the Soldiers. Currenfelectrical amperage draw is 1279.7
amps. Amperage draw, once the upgrades are complete, will increase by another 340 amps,
beyond the current transformer's capability of 1441 amps. The facility engineer was assessing
the electrical load and prioritizing electrical distribution throughout the facil ity, with office air
conditioning units and hot water heaters being shut down first during overloads to the system.
There was concern that serious overloads to the system will occur this summer. There is a
project planned to replace the transformer and renovate the electrical distribution system for the
facility, but at the time ofthe inspection the project had not been funded.
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ABU GHRAIB

Abu Ghralb had problems with deteriorating infrastructure that impacted the dean, safe,
and secure working environment for Soldiers and living conditions for detainees. Poor food
quality and food distribution. lack oflaundry capability, and inadequate pe rsonal hygiene
facilities affected the detainees' living conditions. Overcrowding, frequent enemy hostile fire,
and lack of in-depth force protection measures also put Soldiers and detainees at risk. There is
a separate finding concerning Abu Ghraib. See Finding 3 in Chapter 3.

COLLECTING POINTS

Detainees were being held at divi sion forward and central CPs from 1 to 54 days for
intelligence exploitation before release or transfer based on interviews and sensing sessions of
leaders and Soldiers. If detainees are kept longer than doctrinally recommended, then the
infrastructure standards for the facilities should be similar to I/R facilities for the security, safety,
and wellbeing of the detainee. 3 of the 12 (25%) forward and central CPs inspected (Green
Zone in Baghdad, Brassfield-Mora in Samarra, and Khost, Afghanistan) were determined to be
inadequate to keep detainees for longer than doctrinally recommended due to not having the
needed laundry services, personal hygiene facilities, medical care, and adequate shelter from
adverse weather conditions and the elements. The division forward collecting point (CP) at
Brassfield-Mora was also located within 100 feet of an am munition holding area and fuel point.
Enemy hostile fire targeting these areas could result in detainee casualties due to the close
proximity of these sites to the collecting point. T here were plans to fix a majority of these
shortcomings at these three facilities.

Many forward and central facilities visited had recent improvements and upgrades made
to them because of the inadequate f acHities and harsh conditions~ These improvements
included upgrades to supporting infrastructure and expansions to facilities to relieve
overcrowding, enhance security, and to provide for better sanitation conditions. Improvements
and upgrades at collecting points included (but are not limited to) a completely new facility
(construction ongoing) at the Kandahar division central CP; new roof,' new interrogation room,
new electrical system, installed personal hygiene facility, and additional security lighting at the
division forward CP in the Green Zone; security upgrades althe division forward CP at Ar
Ramadi; addition of gravel around latrines at the Brassfield-Mora division forward CP to improve
drainage; and a repaired guard tower at the division central CP at the Baghdad International
Airport.

Planned upgrades and improvements included (but are not limited to) installation of two
500 gallon water tanks, laundry washers, and shower facility at Ar Ramadi; new cells in a
hardened facility that will protect detainees from the elements in Khost; and planned security
upgrades and construction of new shower facilitiesfof the CP at Brassfield-Mora. All units
inspected were placing a great deaf of effort on making improvements and upgrades to existing
collecting points for the health and welfare of detainees.

PREVENTIVE MEDICINE

Six of8 inspected units operated CPs·and I/R facilities that did not comply with minimum
preventive medicine standards established in policy and doctrine. Two of 8 units met or
exceeded minimum preventive medicine standards. The DAIG Team conducted
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comprehensive preventive medicine inspections at 8 of the 16 (50%) internment/resettlement
(I/R) facilities and collecting points (CPs) visited that were interning detainees.

Leaders and Soldiers from 36 units, both continental U.S. (CONUS) and outside CONUS
(OCONUS), were interviewed concerning preventive medicine practices and procedures in
detainee operations. There was a widespread lack of preventive medicine staffing, supplies,
and equipment to meet the needs of CPs and I/R facilities. This shortfall was compounded by
the failure of units to deploy appropriately trained and supplied field sanitation teams. Medical
leaders responsible for direct oversight of preventive medicine personnel lacked specific training
in detainee operations and field sanitation. lIR facility site selection, design and construction
decisions did not incorporate preventive medicine considerations. The capacity of the detainee
system was exceeded early in the operations, leading to prolonged holding times at CPs and
other areas not prepared for long-term housing of detainees.

There was significant variance in the hygiene and·sani tation conditions at CPs and in I/R
facilities throughout Afghanistan and Iraq. While major improvements continue to upgrade
conditions at most sites, the process has been hampered by shortages of preventive mediclne
personnel and materiel, problems with site selection and design, and detainee populations that
exceed the current system capaclty. As of March 2004, Camp Bucca still had potable water
sources within a few feet of exposed fecal material; Abu Ghraib continued to struggle with
garbage and rodents in living areas; and Kandahar's food service sanitation was extremely
poor. Hand washing stations were still absent from 3 of 8 (38%) locations inspected, and
sanitary orders had not been published and posted atany detainee fael lities in accordance with
Army Regulation (AR) 190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel, Civilian Internees
and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997.

Lack of trained preventive medicine personnel and required field sanitation supplies
contributed significantly to deficlencies in hygiene and sanitation at CPs and I/R facilities. Units
(97%, 35 of 36) did not deploy with properly trained and equipped fi eld sanitation teams in
accordance with AR 40~5, Preventive Medicine, 15 October 1990. Preventive medicine
technicians (Military Occupational Specialty 91 S) were not deployed in suffici ent numbers to
support detainee operations, with only one assigned to each Military Police (MP) IfR battalion
and none available to su pport units operating CPs. Preventive medicine detachments at the
division level provided support to IIR facilities and CPs when distance and security permitted,
but the non-linear battlespace precluded support to the majority of CPs forward of brigade.
Shortages of supplies and equipment prohibited preventive medicine personnel from providing
complete field sanitation services. Holding times at CPs (up to 54 days; doctrinal maximum is
24 hours) required a more robust infrastructure than units were prepared or resourced to
provide.

During interviews and sensing sessions, the DAIG Team noted that (86%, 31-36)
leaders and Soldiers were unaware of the specific hygiene and sanitation requirements for CPs
and I/R facilities. They relied·on "common sense~ and contractors to establish local, often
unwritten, standards. All (16 of 16) of the interviewed battalion, brigade, and division surgeons
said they were not trained in detainee operations and/or preventive medicine and therefore
lacked the knowl edge to provide adequate oversight for hygiene and sanitation of CP sand IIR
facilities. There were no theater,.. or unit-level policies that addressed preventive medicine
requirements for detainee operations. Additionally, there was no evidence of specifIC medical
planning for field sanitation/preventive medicine support to detainee operations.
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Despite the many obstacles, recent (March 2004 timeframe) International Committee of
the Red Cross (ICRC) inspections of the U.S .-operated I/R facilities in OIF have indicated
general satisfaction with the efforts underway to address persistent problems in hygiene and
sanitation (although the slow pace of improvements was criticized). As ofMarch 2004,
contractors have assumed responsibility for many sanitation functions, including food and water
supplies, latrines, laundry, and waste disposal. The- most significant problems that persist
include overcrowding and insect/rodent control.

The Ryder Report and the Taguba lnvestigati on indicated defici encies in preventive
medicine aspects of detainee operations. The Ryder Report stated that "significant variance in
the health, hygiene and sanitation conditions were observed in the detention facilities
throughout Iraq." The report referred to JCRe reports that indicated "major progress" in all
areas, and further stated that "most facilities have adequate water supplies, sewage
management and appropriate food services to comply with the United Nations guidelines." The
deficiencies observed were attributed in this report to "inadequate logistical support for facility
operations." The Ryder Report pointed out major sanitation problems at Camps Ganci and
Vigilant (compounds at Abu Ghraib). Camp Ganci was littered with trash, had large amounts of
standing wateraround latrines, lacked laundry facilities, had insufficient cleaning supplies, and
housed detainees in tents that did not provide adequate protection. from severe weather or
hostile fire. Camp Vigilant had problems with water supply and latrines. The Taguba
Investigation did not look at hygiene and sanitati on, but it noted that Abu Ghraib and Camp
Bucca were "significantly over their intended maximum capacity", with the overcrowding
contributing to "poor living conditions." The DAIG Team's findings are consistent with those of
the Ryder Report and the Taguba Investigation, but they were not chartered to perform specific
evaluations of preventive medicine conditions at U.S.·operated CPs and lIR facilities. While the
Ryder Report found most facilities to be in compliance with United Nations guideli nes, the OAIG
Team inspected l/R facilities and CPs against Army standards (AR 190-8, AR 40-5, and FM 21
10).

MEDICAL TREATMENT

No inspected units supporting detainee operations complied with all medical treatment
requirements for enemy prisoners of war and civilian internees, such as monthly height/weight
screenings, chest x-rays, and tuberculin skin tests. The DAIG Team found none of the
inspected units were following all the medical requirements in accordance with AR 190~8.

However, at the time of the inspection aU units were attempting to provide detainees with the
same quality of medical treatment as that provided to Coalition Forces.

AR 190-8 requires an initial medical screening at I/R facilities for both enemy prisoners
of war (EPWs) and civilian internees (Cis). At the time of the inspection, allllR facilities and
collecting points (CPs) were performing a medical screening upon initial in processing, but not
to standards. At least one I/R facility (Camp Bucca) had previously provided no medical
screening, relying on sick call to discover detainees who required medical treatment. The
regulation also requires a continuing monthly medical screening, to include weight
measurements that ensure detainees are properly nourished. Two of the 4 I/R facilities (Camp
Bucca and the Bagram Internment Facility) were aware of this requirement, and both stated
they had started petforming these screenings in December 2003. Only 2 of the 4 I/R facilities
(Camp Cropper and Bagram Internment Facility) conducted a routine, follow-up monthly
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examination for detainees held over one month as required by regulation.

AR 190-8 also requires Cis be administered a "radioscopic chest examination." None of
the facilities had performed this examination. At least one facility (Camp Bucca)had no means
of diagnosis for tuberculosis until December 2003. At the time of the inspection, all I/R facilities
isolated potentially contagious detainees and provided some preventive measures for Soldiers
treating these detainees. AIII/R facilities and 7 of 12 (58%) inspected collecting points,
established medical records for personnel who required medical treatment. At least 3 facilities
transferred these records with the detainee when they were medically evacuated. Medical
personnel at only one facility stated they would provide detainees with their medical records
upon release.

Medical personnel at all facilities stated they provided medical care comparable to that
afforded to Coalition Soldiers. The DAIG Team found this to be accurate in most cases, with
some diagnosis-specific exceptions. The exceptions occurred when treatment required
transportation out of the host nation, the patient requir ed significant psychiatric care, or
treatment was of an elective nature. Previously, one unit reported there had been some conflict
between AR 190~8 and Coal ition Provisional Authority treatment policy, which reportedly
dictated that U.S. medical care was only available to detainees to prevent loss of life, limb, or
eyesight. In these cases Army medical personnel attempted to maintain the higher standard by
providing detainees with all necessary care. All interviewed medical providers stated they did
not have the proper equipment for treating a detainee population that included older, chr onically
ill patients. In one I/R facility a senior medical Noncommissioned officer (NCO) stated that over
50% of his population had diabetes, and he had neither glucometers nor insulin. At another
location a medical NCO stated that approximately 75% of his detainees had hypertension, and
one-third were diabetics. At least 4 medical personnel and IfR facility commanders described
shortfalls in resources to provide adequate psychiatric treatment. At least 21fR facilities had
severely ill psychiatric patients (detainees who, in the estim ation of the facll ity's medical
personnel, required inpatient treatment) who were being treated pharmacologically by non
psychiatrist physicians.

The medical personnel interviewed stated that they did not receive any specific training
in detainee operations or were aware of AR 190-8, although most believed they were required
to treat detainees to the same standard of care as Coalition Forces. All requested additional
training. At least one provider requested Mobile Training Teams to provide in-theater training.

The Ryder Report also noted medical personnel lacked adequate training and guidance
on the treatment of detainees. Specifically, this report recommended that CJTF~7, "Publish and
-distribute all new Policies and SOPs to all affected parties and re-evaluate the application and
adherence to medical practices." It went on to recommend that CJTF-7, "Provide continued in
service training to all newly assigned and/or rotating medical personnel on the provisions, rules
and responsibilities stated."

(4) Root Cause: Some units did not have thorough plans to upgrade their facilities and
in some cases, were not funded for upgrades. Field sanitation teams were not deployed in
compliance with AR 40,.5 and did not have adequate supplies to provide the services required.
None of the units inspected wer e fully aware of, or trained on the specific medical requirements
for detainees in accordance with AR 190-8.. Medical leaders were not adequately trained for
detainee operations and were unprepared to provide oversight for preventive medicine functions
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at collecting points and l/R facilities. Preventive medicine aspects of detainee operations were
not appropriately incorporated into medical planning processes. Preventive medicine
detachments lacked· sufficient personnel on their Modified Tables of Organization and
Equipment (MTOEs) to adequately inspect all division collecting points and IIR facilities. Units
did not have all the necessary medical equipment or supplies to meet the specific requirements
contained in AR 190-8.

(5) Recommendation: CJTF-7 and CJTF:-180 ensure all units meet the guidelines for
minimum infrastructure standards supporting detainee operations to allow for adequate facilities
to house detainees.

Recommendation: CJTF-7 and CJTF-180 implement a safety inspection program for
all facilities that support detainee operations to identify and eliminate hazards to Soldiers and
detainees.

Recommendation: CJTF-7 and CJTF-180 evaluate current living and working
conditions at all facilities housing detainees and take corrective actions to improve the current
living and working environment.

Recommendation: CJTF-7 review the physical and operations security requirements
and policy/doctrinal procedures to ensure units operating internment/resettlement facilities
comply with all requirements.

Recommendation: Force Providers require commanders to have trained and
equipped field sanitation teams prior to deployment, and deployed com manders ensure field
s~!1itatjon teams comply with Army policy.

Recommendation: TRADOC review the preventive medicine detachment force
structure to ensure support to all collecting points and internment/resettlement facilities in a non·
linear battlespace.

Recommendation: MEDCOM train all medical personnel in the preventive medicine
aspects of detainee operations to ensur e compliance with policy and the laws of land warfare.

Recommendation: MEDCOM ensure all health care personnel are trained on the
medical treatment requirements for detainees in accordance with Army Regulations and ensure
that units have the required medical equipment and supplies for treating detainees.

Recommendation: CJTF-7 and CJTF-180 evaluate current detainee medical
capabilities and requirements and take corrective action to ensure detainees receive the
required medical screening and care.

h. Finding 16:

(1)Finding: Two of 4 internment/resettlement facilities did not segregate enemy
prisoners of war from civilian internees in accordance with legal requirements.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.
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(3) Inspection Results: The DAIG Team observed that 2 of the 4 inspected
internment/resettlement (I/R) facilities did not segregate enemy prisoners of war (EPWs) from
civilian internees (CIs). Inspections of l/R facilities, leader interviews, Soldier sensing sessions,
and document reviews shoWed that there were 46 documented EPWs in Iraq, few of which were
segregated from the CI population. Units did not segregate EPWs for 2 reasons: (1) it was too
difficult a task because some of the compounds within the internment facility would only have a
few EPWs in them, thus wasting space that could be used to house Cis; and (2) they were co
mingled to support interrogation requirements. Continued fail ure to segregate EPWs from Cis
in Iraq is in contradiction to the legal requirements of GC, Article 84.

The Ryder Report mentioned, "Currently, due to the lack of Iraqi prison facilities and the
ongoing consolidation efforts at the Abu Ghraib complex, Iraqi criminals are detained with
security internees (generally Iraqi-on-Coalition offenses) and EPWs; though segregated in
different cells/compounds. These categories of offenders need to be separated as soon as
facility construction and renovation projects permit, especially separating those facilities run by
U.S. personnel (for Iraqi criminals). The management of multiple disparate groups of detained
persons in a single location by members of the same unit invites confusion about han dUng,
processing, and treatment, and typically facilitates the transfer of information between different
categories ofdetainees. Absent specific mission constraints, intermingling these categories of
detainees should be avoided." Abu Ghraib abided by the Ryder Report recommendation
regarding segregation of detainees by either releasing EPWs or moving them to other facilities,
as the DAIG Team observed no EPWs at Abu Ghraib. In addition, the Ryder Report mentions
segregation, but not specifically in the context of E PWs and Cis: "Initiate procedures for
segregating Detainees into separate buildings if and where available, based on category of
detainee, sex, untried, or sentenced, and severity of offense."

(4) Root Cause: Leaders at all levels were aware of the legal and regulatory
requirement to segregate EPWs from CIs. Units did not comply with the segregation standard
because they felt it was too difficult a task or they acted to support intelligence requirements.

(5) Recommendation: CJTF-7 segregate.enemy prisoners of war and civilian internees
to ensure compliance with the Geneva Conventions and Army Regulations.

i. Finding 17:

(1) Finding: Units operating collecting points (42%, 5 of 12), and units operating
internment/resettlement facilities (2 of 4), were not adequately resourced with communications
equipment, Shotguns, and non-lethal ammunition.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: The DAIG Team inspected 12 collecting poi nts and 4
internment/resettlement (I/R) facilities. Five out of 12 (42%) units operating collecting points
(CPs), and 2 of 4 (Camp Bucca and Abu Ghraib) units operating I/R facilities experienced
equipment shortfalls, including hand-held radios for communications between guards, escorts,
and towers; weapon systems with non-lethal ammunition; hand and leg restraint devices; and
rubber gloves to safely handle detainees.
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The Military Police (MP) I/R battalion at Abu Ghraib experienced equipment shortfalls of
weapons, radios, and non-lethal ammunition. This problem was compounded becau se the MP
battalion was augmented with in lieu of(ILO) units (a Marine Infantry company and a Field
Artillery battery) to perform MP missions. The MP battalion was short radios, so Soldiers at Abu
Ghraib purchased their own commercial hand-held radios to overcome theif shortages. These
radios were used primarily for communication between tower guards, roving guards, and for
detainee escort missions. Lack of batteries and working radios in the units compounded the
problem. Leaders and Soldiers stated during interviews and sensing sessions that detainee
operations placed additional communication burdens on the units. These commercial hand-held
radios lacked the range and the communications security (COMSEC) capabilities required to
maintain secure communications. According to interviews and sensing sessions, the ILO MP
units did not deploy with the authorized number of shotguns, non-lethal ammunition, and radios
for guard companies and escort guard companies under the Modified Table of Organization and
Equipment (MTO&E) of an I/R battalion.

The situation at Camp Bucca was slightly different. The I/R battalion was· augmented by
two Field Artillery batteries that were ILO MP units. According to interviewed and sensed
leaders and Soldiers, the MP battalion, to include the ILO units at Camp Bucca, was short
authorized hand and leg restraint devices, radios, shotguns, and non~lethal ammunition.
Soldiers at Camp Bucca also purchased commercial hand-held radios to overcome unit
communication shortages. Like the ILO MP units at Abu Ghraib, the Field Artillery batteries
experienced shortages before and after deployment due to MTO&E differences with I/R MP
Guard and Guard Escort companies and experienced many of same impacts that the units at
Abu Ghraib faced.

Based on interviews and sensing sessions, the·collecting points at Baghdad (Green
Zone), Tikrit, Baghdad International Airport (BIAP), Brassfield-Mora, and Ar Ramadi all had
equipment shortages. Soldiers at the division fO/ward collecting points at Brassfield-Mora and
Ar Ramadi said that they did not have enough r adios for detainee operations. The fOlWard and
central collecting points at the Green Zone, Tikrit, Ar Ramadi, and BIAP experienced shortages
in hand and leg restraint devices. Collecting points at the Green Zone and Brassfield-Mora had
difficulties in acquiring identification bracelets. All five of the collecting points mentioned above
suffered shortages in rubber gloves for the handling of detai nees.

(4) Root Cause: Combat support MPs and in lieu of MP units are not adequately
equipped to perform detainee operations.

(5) Recommendation: TRADOC identify minimum equipment requirements for detainee
operations to ensure successful unit mission accomplishment.

j. Finding 18:

(1) Finding: All inspected point of capture units established ad hoc kits containing
necessary items and supplies for detainee field processing, but the items they contained and
their quantities varied from unit to unit.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.
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j

(3) Inspection Results: Current operations involving the securing and field processing of
detainees require specific equipment and papelWork. A "Oetainee Field Processing Kit" would
assist all units in processing detainees. Based on leader and Soldier interviews, the DA1G
Team found that capturing units had established some type of ad hoc kit. which included a
variety of items required for securing and field processing a detainee, however, the contents
and quantities varied from unit to unit. Some units had more complete kits than others.

These kits were put together at unit level with no guidance from higher and no
standardization except generally for the type of forms required for field processing. Capturing
units developed the kits by trial and error over a period of time to streamline the processing of
detainees to the forward collecting points. In some units, leaders and Soldiers were not aware
of all the processing requirements for detainees for evacuation or transfer to forward collecting
points. They expressed concern over not knowing these requirements and felt that if the kit had
been established through doctrine, it would have expedited and standar dized the field
processing of detainees.

Some of the more complete kits contained copies of the required forms from AR 190-8,
Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel, Civilian Internees and Other Detainees, 1
October 1997, such as DA Fonn 4137, Receiptfor Evidence/Property Custody Document; DO
Form 2745, Enemy Prisoner of War (EPW) Capture Tag; OA Fonn 2823, Sworn Statement; and
the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) Forces Apprehension Form (OPERATION IRAQI
FREEDOM only). Other items generally found in the more complete kits were flexi-cuffs, string
or wire (to attach the Capture Tag or CPA Form to the detainee), large plastic bags (to hold
evidence, personal effects and other large confiscated items), small zip~lock plastic bags (to
hold currency or small valuable items), an instant or digital camera, hearing protection,
sandbags, bandages, or blacked~outgoggles (to cover eyes), and in times of cold weather,
blankets for the detainees.

(4) Root Cause: Capturing units did not have doctrinal guidance to follow in preparing or
funding detainee kits that enabled units to safely and efficiently field process detainees.

(5) Recommendation: TRADOC establish and identify resource requirements for a
standardized "Detainee Field Processing Kit" that will enable capturing units to properly secure
and process detainees quickly, efficiently, and safely.

k. Finding 19:

(1) Finding: All inspected units had adequate transportation assets to evacuate and/or
transfer detainees from points of capture to collecting points, and eventually to
internment/resettlement facilities.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: The DAIG Team determined that inspected units had adequa te
transportation assets to evacuate, transfer, or repatriate detainees. Only a few units
experienced minor difficulties arranging transportation, usually during surge periods. These
transportation shortages were usually temporary problems that were resolved through
coordination with supporting units.
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Leaders and Soldiers stated that supporting units, such as forward support and main
support battalions, were able to assist in providing transportation assets if capturing units were
hampered due to other ongoing missions when required.

Capturing units typically transported detainees to. the battalion or division forward
collecting points in the back of High Mobility Multi-Wheeled Vehicles or Bradley Fighting
Vehicles. Guard ratios and the nurn bers of accompanying security vehicles were generally well
planned out. Most units took advantage of resupply assets to move detal neesacross the
battlefield.

(4) Root Cause: Units were planning for and using transportation assets efficiently to
move detainees across the battlefield and through the system.

(S) Recommendation: Commanders continue to stress the importance of planning and
providing for adequate transportation assets to support continuing detai nee operations.

I. Finding 20:

(1) Finding: Common leader training in professional military schools contains only one
detainee operations task.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: The DAIG Team found that leaders and Soldiers from 87% (53
of 61) of the units that commented on Professional Military Education (PME) indicated that their
PME common core does not train them to conduct detainee operations. The only PME courses
that cover detainee operations training in their common core are during pre-commissioning,
Warrant Officer Candi~ate School and the Primary Leadership Development Course. The
Noncommissioned officers (NCOs) interviewed and sensed said they received little detainee
operations training in their PME courses. These same NCOs talked more specifically about the
Situational Training Exercises (STX) that are conducted at the end of each level of NCOES
through the Advanced Noncommissioned Officer Course (ANCOC). Their STX training was
forceMon-force play using Multi-Integrated Laser Engagement System (MILES). and detainee
operations training ceased after the point of capture.

The NCOs experienced difficulty in filling out and completing the required detainee
apprehension forms correctly, which included witness statements. They also experienced
difficulty in creating a detailed Iist and accounting for captured detainee property and evidence.
The NCOs agreed that there is a training shortfall dealing with detainee classification, and
status and treatment afforded to each classification under the provisions of the Geneva
Convention. STXs did not cover the classifying of detainees or the paperwork involved in field
processing detainees. Their PME training for detainee operations only covered the processing
of enemy prisoners of war (EPW). Leaders and Soldiers intelViewed and sensed indicated a
need to incorporate detainee operations tasks into their PME common core programs of
instruction (POI). The current operating environment has evolved and Soldiers at all levels must
have a clear understanding of and how to execute detainee operations in a non-linear
battiespace. The PME must apply lessons learned quickly to adjust their training to what is
occurring in the current operating environment. Interviewed leaders and Soldiers all said that
PME is a very important training base, but that it must keep up with current operational lessons
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learned and evolving tactics, techniques and procedures.

Interviewed and sensed leaders and Soldiers stated that the Law or War training they
received prior to deployment did not differentiate between the different classifications of
detainees causing confusion concerning the levels of treatment. Even though this confusion
existed; most leaders and Soldiers treated detainees humanely.

Currently, TRADQC has integrated one detainee operations task into the PME common
core: Process Captives, (191-000-0001). The pre-commissioning course, Warrant Officers
Candidate School and NCOs at the Primary Leadership Development Course are only courses
receiving training on this task.

The U.S. Army Military Police School (USAMPS) has several ongoing initiatives that
began in Decem ber 2003. USAMPS is currently in the process of creating and revising their
detainee operations programs of instruction and training support packages using lessons
learned from OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) and OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM
(OIF). Military Pollee (MP) NCOs attending the MP NCO Academy receive training on the
following new and revised detainee operations tasks:

• Introduction to Detainee operations
• Communication with detainees
• Use of Force and Detainees
• Detainee Frisk, Undress, Cell and area search operations
• Restraint procedures and Detainees
• The Geneva Conventions and detainee operations

USAMPS has currently revised the tasks to provide updated programs of instruction and
training support packages to support detainee operations training at all PME schools and
colleges.

(4) Root Cause: There are currently not enough programs of instruction and training
support packages available to the Professional Military Education schools and colleges that
support detainee operations training.

(5) Recommendation: TRADOC integrate standardized detainee operations training into
all Army proponent school com mon core programs of instruction and training support packages.

m. Finding 21:

(1) Finding: Leaders and Soldiers assigned to 69% (46 of 67) of inspected units stated
they desired additional home station training; and pre- and post mobilization training to assist
them in performing detainee operations.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: The DAIG Team found that leaders and Soldiers assigned to 27
of 39 (69%) of inspected Active Component (AC) units indicated their home station training did
not prepare their units to perfolTTl detainee operations. Individual and collective training at home
station was concentrated on fighting an enemy on a linear battlefield, according to interviewed
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and sensed leaders and Soldiers. Their units did little in the way of training on detainee
operations. All inspected units did execute the Common Military Training (CMT) as outlined in
Army Regulation 350·1. Army Training and Education, 9 April 2003. However, the CMT classes
on the Law of War, the Geneva Conventions, and Code of C onduct were generic and did not
address the specific application of detainee operations in the current operating environment.
These same leaders and Soldiers said their detainee operations training only covered field
processing of enemy prisoners of war (EPWs) and not other classifications of detainees. The
training these units received on field processing of detainees was comprehensive when dealing
with EPWs only.

Once deployed in support of OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) and
OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF), leaders and Soldiers identified a training shortfall dealing
with the handling of the different classifications of detainees and their special handling
procedures. Units did not have established tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTPs) or
standing operating procedures (SOPs) to cover the handling and processing of different
classifications of detainees. This lack of training by point of capture units placed a burden on
their resources (manpower, logistics and medical). To compound the problem, a number of
leaders and Soldiers Were unaware of the specific Army regUlation or field manuals that govern
detainee operations.

Soldiers assigned to division MP units told the DAIG Team that they did not train at
home station on the five MP functional areas that were assigned to the units in theater. One
example concerned a division MP platoon conducting maneuver and mobility support training at
home station and then being assigned the internment/resettlement (IIR) function after
deployment. These Soldiers said that their training at home station should include aU 5 of the
MP battlefield functions. This agrees with the Taguba Investigation finding that states, "Those
military units conducting IIR operations must know of, train on, and constantly reference the
applicable Army Doctrine and CJTF command policies."

Reserve Component (RC) leaders and Soldiers assigned to 64% (14 of 22) of inspected
RC units stated the training they received at their mobilization sites did not prepare them to
conduct detainee operations. OEF and OIF experienced RC career course captains,
interviewed at the U.S. Army Military Police School (USAMPS), also said their units did not
receive adequate training at their mobilization sites to prepare them to conduct detainee
operations. Training at some mobmzation sites concentrated cin improving combat soldiering
skills and to pass the Common Task Test (CTT). Leaders and Soldiers were not required to
attend deployment briefings at these mobilization sites, also these units maintained no tracking
systems to ensure that every Soldier received mandatory training.

Interviewed and sensed leaders and Soldiers said they were not given enough time at
the mobilization sites to conduct collective unit level training. Some units had just enough time
to complete their central issue facility (CIF) draw, and complete the Soldier readiness checks
(SRC) before deploying overseas. Training was considered and treated like a "revolving door"
at some mobilization sites. Interviewed leaders and soldiers assigned to 64% (14 of 22) of
inspected RC stated they w ere not given a clear mission statement prior to mobilization and
were not notified of their MP mission until after deploying. The units received their MP mission
upon their arrival in theater~ Interviewed Soldiers gave examples of being placed in stressful
situations in internment/resettlement (I/R) facility with thousands of non:-compllant detainees and
not being trained to handle them. The lack of a mission statement limited units in support of
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OEF 4 and OIF 1 from training on mission essential tasks at their mobilization site. This is also
supported by the findings in the Taguba Investigation.

Once deployed, these MP units had no means to gain access to the necessary tactics,
techniques, and procedures (TTPs) to train their Soldiers on the MP essential tasks based on
their new missions. Regulations and field manuals were digitized, but unit leaders and Soldiers
had no access to computers or the internet. It was very difficult to train Soldiers on MP missions
early in their deployment. Interviewed leaders and Sol~iers assigned to 64% (14 of 22) of
inspected RC units stated they were assigned battlefield missions that they had never received
training on at their home station or at their mobilization site. Soldiers provided examples of unit
training primarily as an escort or guard MP company, but once deployed the unit was assigned
IfR or law and order missions. A consensus among leaders and Soldiers was that their units
should have concentrated their training on all 5 ofthe MP functional areas. They also agreed
that all MP units should be resourced to conduct all 5 M P functional areas.

Interviewed leaders and Soldiers assigned to 5 of 6 inspected in lieu of (ILO) Military
Police (MP) units did not receive detainee operations training at their mobilization site. These
ILO units deployed into theater with little post-mobilization training on detainee oper ations and
were assigned the ILO MP Security missions. Soldiers assigned to these units had litll e
knowledge on what to do, but just t rusted in their leaders to provide them good guidance. The
ILO MP units inspected that deployed in support of OIF 1 were not given a clear mission
statement prior to.mobilization and were not notified of their ILO MP mission until after
deploying. The units received their ILO MP mission upon their arrival in theater and were given
a just few days to conduct a battl e-handover with the outgoing units.

Once deployed, the ILO MP units had difficulty in gaining access to the necessary
tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTPs) to train their Soldiers on the MP essential tasks
based on their new missions. Army regulations and field manuals were digitized and unit
leaders and Soldiers had no access to computers or the internet. It was very difficult to train
Soldiers on MP missions early in their deployment. During OIF 1 there were no training
programs in theater to train units designated ILO MP before they assumed their ILO MP
Security missions. Leaders and Soldiers interviewed and assigned to these ILO MP units were
assigned battlefieldmissions·that they had never received training on at their home station or at
their mobilization site.

Interviewed and sensed leaders and Soldiers stated that the Law or War training they
received prior to deployment did not differentiate between the different classifications of
detainees, causing confusion concerning the levels of treatment. Even though this confusion
existed, most leaders and Soldiers treated detainees hum anely. Interviewed and sensed
leaders and Soldiers said the Army has the necessary training tools in place, but doctrine andfor
policy needs to address and apply lessons learned more quickly to incorporate changes coming
from OEF and OIF. The Common Task Test (CTT) was identified by these leaders and Soldiers
as an excellent training tool,but the tasks require updating to comply with changes evolving
from the current operating environments in OEF and OIF. CTT would be an excellent tool to
integrate detainee operations into the force by using a multi-echelon training approach. The
CMT tasks outlined in AR 350-1 should be updated to address the different classifications of
detainees and how to apply the Geneva Conve nlions and the Law of War to each type of
detainee. Interviewed Soldiers complained about the lack of detainee operations training their
units received during their respective rotations at the National Training Center (NTC) or the Joint
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Readiness Training Center (JRTC). Soldiers said detainee operations during their rotation at
NTC or JRTC was not evaluated beyond the point of capture and lacked realism.

post-mobilization training for units that deployed in support of OEF 5 and OIF 2
consisted of a comprehensive training program ending in a Mission Rehearsal Exercise (MRX)
to assess units' ability to execute wartime missions. Leaders and Soldiers interviewed said that
all Soldiers were required to sign~in for all mandatory training received at the mobilization site.
Soldiers deploying in support ofOEF 5 and OIF 2 were required to sign a statement
acknowledging the training they received at their mobilization site. These Soldiers were being
tracked by name and by unit. This process ensured that aU mobilized leaders and Soldiers were
accounted for and trained. Mobilization site training was broken down into 7 Modules
culminating in a Simulation Exercise (SIMEX):

Module 1: Soldier Readiness Packet, Central Issue Facility, Theater Specific Individual

Readiness Training briefings
Module 2: NBC survival tasks. Land Navigation, Communications
Module 3: Crew and Individual Basic and Advanced Weapons Qualification Skills,

Leader Training & New Equi pment Training
Module 4: Specialty Training
Module 5: Squad and Platoon Training
Module 6: Platoon Training
Module 6.1: Combat supporUCombat Service support training
Module 7: Multi-Echelon Training / Support and Stability Operations Training

(CAPSTONE)
Brigade SIMEX that covers Battalion and Brigade level collective tasks.

Modules 1 and 2 are augmented with a series of leader and Soldier concurrent training
on Common Task Test supporting tasks. Leaders and Soldiers, deployed in support of OIF 2
and OEF 5, were very complimentary of the training they received at their respective
mobilization sites. These training modules provided unit commanders the ability to execute
detainee operations training during Modules 4, 5, 6, and 7. Interviewed leaders and Soldiers
that deployed in support of OIF 2 said that post-mobilization training helped them once they
deployed into theater. Forces Command (FORSCOM) issued specific guidance on the
collective and individual tasks units must train on prior to deploying in support of OEF and OIF.
These tasks did not prepare units to conduct detainee oper ation in the current operating
environment.

The Combat Training Centers (CTC) are using an internal After Action Review (AAR)
process in order to continue making improvements to their detainee operations scenario and to
include the synchronization and integration of detainee operations into every unit's rotation.
NTC's current focus is on conducting detainee 0 perations to the doctrinal standard and by
incorporating approved procedures used in OIF. 80th JRTC and NTC have incorporated
detainee operations into their Mission Rehearsal Exercises (MRXs) and Contemporary
Operational Environment High Intensity (CaE HI) rotations.

In the future, the Combat Training Centers' (CrCs) detainee operations training during
MRX scenarios will be based upon reports and lessons learned from OIF and/or OEF, to include
1st Armored Division SOPsfTTPs, and doctrinal guidelines. All rotating units will be required to
establish and operate a collecting point of some kind as part of their rotations. The CTCs are
striving to replicate the best scenarios for the current operating environment. The G3, in
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coordination with TRADOC, the Office ofthe Provost Marshal General, and the Office of The
Judge Advocate General (aTJAG) has initiated a training integration assessment for improving
detainee handling from point of capture to repatriation, to include a review of CTT and
specialized MP training across the Army during Combat Training Center (CTCs) rotations,
MRXs and TRADOC institutional training. This assessment began in December 2003 and is
currently ongoing with no projected completion date.

The G3, in coordination with the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC),
the Office of the Provost Marshal General, and the Office of The Judge Advocate General
(aTJAG), has initiated a training integration assessment for improving detainee handling from
point of capture to repatriation, to include a review of CTT and specialized MP training across
the Army during CTCs rotations, MRXs and TRAOOC institutional training. This assessment
began in December 2003 and is currently ongoing with no projected completion date.

TRADOC's institutional training assessment is focusing on the Law of War and the 5Ss
and T (Search, Silence. Segregate, Safeguard, Speed, and Tag) regarding EPWs throughout
the proponent schools. USAMPS has formed an MP subject matter expert team to develop a
process to analyze, identify, evaluate, and integrate lessons learned from all CONUS/OCONUS
MP operations.. TRAOOC, in coordination with aTJAG, is currently determining the feasibility of
expanding or adjusting Law of War training in the proponent schools to incl ude procedures for
handling of detainees.

In January 2004. the U.S. Army Military Police School (USAMPS) sent a Mobile Training
Team (MIT) to JRTC to conduct "train-the-trainer" education for their obselVer controllers
(O/Cs) on detainee operations. T he MIT training covered detainee operations, personal safety,
forced cell movements, restraint procedures, communication with detainees, and case studies.
USAMPS is also coordinating with the NTC for a MTT to conduct the same training.

Currently, the USAMPS MTT mission is to train identified CONUS/OCONUS units
performing detainee operations or I/R missions in support of OIF 2 on select and approved
tasks to enhance their capabilities of mission accomplishment. The 31 E detainee operations
support and MIT is comprised of a total of 29 (31E) Soldiers. The MIT has trained leaders and
Soldiers from the following units: 160th MP Battalion (BN), 107th FA Battery, 172nd FA Battery,
391st MP BN, 152nd FA Battery, K 3/24 INF~USMC, 439th CLD, MEK: 336th MP BN, 579th FA
Battery, and the 1/124th AR SQ. A total of 565 leaders and Soldiers have been trained as of 7
May 2004. The following units are scheduled: 1st INF DIV (9 May-11 Jun), 1st CAV DIV (24
May-12 JUN), 1st MEF (6-30 Jun), and MNB-N (TF-Olympia) (14-30 Jun).

(4) Root Cause: There is no prescribed detainee operations training program for units to
train at home station. A majority of Reserve Component MP Units who deployed in support of
OIF 1 were not told of their missions until they arrived into theater and their area of
responsibility.

(5) Recommendation: The G3 integrate a prescribed detainee operations training
program into unit training.

Recommendation: CFLCC and Force Providers coordinate to ensure, where
possible, units are aware of their assigned mission upon mobilization so they can train for their
specific mission.
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Recommendation: FORSCOM integrate a standardized detainee operations training
package as part of pre- and post-mobilization training.

Recommendation: CFLCC ensure that ILO MP units are trained before they assume
their ILO MP missions.

n. Finding 22:

(1) Finding: To offset the shortage of interrogators, contractors were employed,
however, 35% (11 of 31) of contract interrogators lacked formal training in military interrogation
policies and techniques.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: 35% (11 of 31) Of the contract interrogators in OPERATION
IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF), 35% (11 of 31) had not received formal training in military interrogation
techniques, policy, and doctrine. These personnel conducted interrogations using skill sets
obtained in previous occupational specialties such as civilian police interrogator or Military
Intelligence (MI) officer. The lack of specific training in military policies and techniques has the
potential of placing these interrogators at a higher risk of violating Army policies and doctrine,
and decreasing intelligence yield. 65% (20 of 31) of contract interrogators in OIF had previous
experience as Army or Marine interrogators (Army 97E military occupational specialty or Marine
Corps 0211) where they received formal school training in military interrogation techniques and
procedures. These individuals had received formal military interrogation training an average of
9.5 years prior to employment as interrogators in OIF. The range of time from having completed
basic military interrogation b"aining was 1 to 25 years. Field Manual (FM) 34-52, Intelligence
Interrogation, 28 September 1992, is the base document for Army interrogation doctrine.
Persons trained in interrogation techniques prior to publication of the current version of the FM
would have been trained on some doctrinal techniques that are no longer valid.

Contract interrogators were a force multiplier in OIF, supplementing a shortage of
military interrogators. Contract interrogators were used to pertorm screenings and
interrogations at collecting points (CPs) and in internment/resettlement (lfR) facilities to free
military interrogators and counterintelligence agents to perform tactical missions at points of
capture and CPs.

CACllnternational, Inc. is the civilian company contracted through the Department of the
Interior to provide civilian interrogators for OIF. CACI has provided a total of 31 contract
interrogators since the blanket purchase agreement (contract) was issued on 14 August 2003.
As of 17 May 2004, 19 contract interrogators were deployed in support of OIF t and 12 conb"act
interrogators have returned to the United States citing personal or family reasons.

The CJTF-7 Statement of Work (SOW) required contract interrogators to be the civilian
equivalent of military occupational specialty 97E (Human Intelligence Collector) or 351E
(Human Intelligence Collection Technician), strategic debriefer (completed the 000 Strategic
Debriefing Course), or an individual with a similar skill set. Contract interrogators that only meet
the requirements of "strategic debriefer" or~similar skm sets" may not have training in mllitary-
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specific interrogation techniques and procedures as taught in the 97E and 351 E qualific:ation
courses. This training is specific to human intelt igence exploitati on and includes call ectlon
priority, battlefield screening, planning and preparation, authorized approaches, methods of
questioning, and termination of interrogations. It also includes, 192 hours of direct and indirect
training on the laws of land warfare, emphasizing compliance of all military interrogation
techniques with the Geneva Conventions and Army policy.

The DAIG Team inspected the resumes of all 31 individuals hired as contract'
interrogators by CACI. 65% (20 of 31) were prior service military interrogators who had been
awarded the Army 97E MOS or Marine Corps 0211 MOS. These individuals had received
formal military interrogation training an average of 9.5 years prior to employment by CACI
(range: 1-25 years). Of the contractors without prior military service, 35% (11 of 31) had "similar
skill sets" acquired in related military or civilian experience (e.g., military
intelligence/counterintelligence agent, poll ce interrogator, intelligence analyst, and police
officer).

Prior to May 2004, there was no CACI or CJTF-7 requirement for all contract
interrogators to receive formal, comprehensive, military-specific interrogator training prior to
perfonning interrogations in 01F. While in Iraq the DAIG Team did not find evidence of a for mal
training program for contract interrogators. The DAIG Team requested from the J2, CJTF-7,
both in Iraq and upon return to the United States, a training plan or program of instruction (POI)
outlining a formal training program. On 19 May 2004, the Chief, CJ2X, CJTF-7 provided an
email message to the DAIG Team stating that prior to February 2004, new contract interrogators
working at the Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center (JIDC) received familiarization training,
consisting of briefings on the approved interrogation approach techniques and the Geneva
Conventions, "left seat-right seat ride" training, and evaluation by ex perienced interrogators
prior to conducting interrogations. On 21 May 2004, the Chief, CJ2X, CJTF-7 provided an email
message stating that in February 2004, the JIOC began a two-part newcomer's
training/orientation for all contract interrogators deployed to OIF. This training consisted of an
organizational overview, interrogation policy briefing, tour of the facilities, and "left seat-right
seat rideft training on interrogation duties and responsibilities. The message stated that
documentation of this training began in May 2004.

In interviews conducted during the inspection. when four contract interrogators were
asked about in-theater training, there were three different responses. One stated he received
no in-theater training of any kind. Two stated training was provided on the Geneva Conventions
and the interrogation approach techniques, with some additional time spent observing
experienced interrogators. One stated he received 2 weeks of "right seat" training at Abu
Ghraib, followed by 1 week performing supervised interrogations. Two military interrogators
interviewed stated, "While some contract interrogators were fine, some lacked understanding of
proper interrogation policies and procedures." In contrast, the DAIG Team interviewed 5
leaders and Soldiers who found contract interrogators to be adequate to very good.

Two specific incidents were described to the DAIG Team where Army personnel stated
they saw contract interrogators using techniques and procedures inconsistent with Army policy
and doctrine (e.g., pouring water over detainees' heads while in stress positions); the chain of
command was already aware of this incident In one of these incidents military interrogators at
that location were reportedly using the same techniques. The DAIG Team did not observe any
improper interrogation techniques during the inspection. A DAIG Team member observed two

88



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 279

contract interrogators performing interrogations; both interrogations were conducted using
tactics, techniques, and procedures in accordance with Army policy and doctrine.

The Taguba Investigation cited a contract interrogator who gave an MP non-doctrinal
guidance that violated Army policy in order to facilitate conditions for interrogation. The contract
interrogator has since requested to return to the United States. A lawyer representing CACI
International stated that the Army has not requested, and no contract interrogators in OIF have
received, administrative or disciplinary action as a result of improper perlormance of duties.

At the time of the inspection there were no contract interrogators employed in
OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF). In March 2004, CJTF-180 contracted with
SYTEX, Inc. for 4 contract interrogators, aU of which were assigned to the I/R facility at Bagram,
Afghanistan. Two of the 4 contract interrogators have military interrogation training, and the
other 2 are former police officers. The senior Army interrogator assigned to CJT F-1 80 stated
that upon arrival at Bagram the contract interrogators were provided training on interrogation
planning and preparation, interrogation approaches, Geneva Conventions, questioning
methods, report writing, and the CJTF-1 BOinterrogation approach techniques. T hey also
underwent left/right seat interrogation training. CJTF-180 provided the DAIG Team with a
training plan that outlines the above.

In summary, contract interrogators in OIF met the requirements of the CJTF-7 C2
Interrogation Cell SOW. The SOW did not mandate military interrogation training as a
prerequisite for employment. While some training may have occurred at Abu Ghraib, there is no
evidence of a formalized POI for contract interrogators. All contract interrogators should receive
training on specific theater and Army techniques, policies, and doctrine for conducting military
interrogations. This requirement should be reflected in the CJTF-7 C2 Interrogation Cell SOW.

(4) Root Cause: The CJTF-7 C2 Interrogation Cell SOW did not require contract
interrogators to be trained in military interrogation procedures, policy, and doctrine. Pre
deployment and in-theater training for contract interrogators on military interrogation techniques,
policy, and doctrine did not occur or was inconsistent.

(5) Recommendation: The CFLCC contracting officer representative modify the CJTF-7
C2 Interrogation Cell Statement of Work to require civilian interrogators to be former military
interrogators trained in current interrogation policy and doctrine or receive fonnal training in
current military interrogation policy and doctrine.

o. Finding 23:

(1) Finding: Interviewed leaders and Soldiers indicated their Law of War refresher
training was not detailed enough to sustain thei r knowledge obtained during ini tial and advanced
training.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.

(3) Inspection Results: Leaders and Soldiers from inspected units who commented on
Law of War training stated they did receive some Law of War training prior to deploying, but
57% (272 of 474) of leaders and Soldiers indicated that the training was generic and did not
prepare them for the current operating environment. The Level 8 Law of War training was
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normally given by the brigade legal advisor. Law of War training is required 'for leaders and
Soldiers throughout their military careers commensurate with their duties and responsibilities.
There are currently 3 levels of training for the Law of War. Level A training is conducted during
Initial entry training (lET) for all enlisted personnel and during basic courses of instruction for all
warrant officers and officers. Level 8 training is conducted in units for officers, warrant officers
noncommissioned officers (NCOs) and enlisted personnel and incorporates the missions of the
unit. Level C training is conducted in Professional Military Education (PME).

Currently in lET, Level A Law of Land waliare training is designed to advise the Soldier
on his rights, duties, and obligations under the Hague Convention of 1907, the Geneva
Conventions of 1949, and the customary Law of War. The program of instruction used for this
training is dated 1 October 1998, and is scheduled for one hour, which includes 36 minutes of
classroom instruction on the principles, spirit, and intent of the Hague and Geneva Conventions;
the laws of war prohibiting unnecessary destruction; and the laws of war requiring humane
treatment of prisoners of war (PWs), other captured and detai ned persons, and civilians. In this
portion of the training, Soldiers become familiar with their obligations not to commit war crimes
and to report all violations of the laws of war, and the significant provisions of the Geneva
Convention relative to the treatment of prisoners of war (EPWs). The other 24 minutes consists
of a television tape covering the law of Land Warfare, and emphasizes "honor" and the Army's
Values. The tape stresses that each Soldier has a personal stake in knowing about these
conventions and in understanding how they work. Soldiers are taught to comply with these
provisions and that failure may SUbject them to provisions under the Uniform Code of Military
Justice (UCMJ). This program of instruction is given to alii ET Soldiers who enter the Anny.

Level B Law of War training is designed to sustain the training received in lET and PME.
Unit commanders are responsible for planning and executing Level B Law of War training.
Level 8 training should reinforce the basic principles set forth in "The Soldiers' Rules." Level B
training should be designed around current missionsand contingency plans, including
anticipated geographical areas of deployment or rules of engagement. Commanders ensure
that Law of War training is integrated into unit training act ivities, field training exercises, and unit
external evaluations. There are no Office of The Judge Advocate General (OTJAG) programs
of instructions for Level 8 training. Level B training is designed to be refresher training, used to
reinforce previous training andlor to sustai n/regain previously acquired skills, knowledge, and
experiences. Commanders determine the need for refresher training based on ass essment of
individual and unit proficiency. Leaders and Soldiers complained about the content and quality
of their unit level B Law of War training during interviews and sensing sessions. All agreed that
their Level B Law of War training needed more structure as part of Common Military Training
(CMT) to help them to better function in the current operating environment.

Level CLaw of War training is conducted in The Anny School System (TASS); TASS is
a composite school system consisting of Army National Guard (ARNG), U.S. Army Reserve
(USAR), and Active Army institutional training systems. TASS conducts lET; functional training
(Military Occupational Specialty (MOS), Area of Concentration (AOC), Additional Skill Identifier
(ASI), and Language Identification Code (L1C)); reclassification; and officer, warrant officer,
NCO, and DA civilian professional developm ent training and education through both standard
resident and distance learning courses. Level C Law of War training em phasizes officer,
warrant officer, and NCO responsibilities for their performance of duties in accordance with the
Law of War obligations of the United States; Law of War issues in command planning and
execution of combat operations; and measures for the reporting of suspected or alleged war
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crimes committed by or against U.S. or allied personnel. There are currently 2 PME common
core Law of War tasks:

1. Conduct small unit combat operations according to the law of war (Task #181-431
1001) - taught at the Pre-commissioning Course (PRE), the Officer BasicCourse (OBC), the
Warrant Officer Candidate School (WOCS), the Basic Noncommissioned Officer Course
(BNCOC), and the Primary Leadership Development Course (PLDC). This task helps leaders
identify key provisions of the Hague and Geneva Conventions and those acts that constitute
violations and war crimes against noncombatants, property, POWs, and medical
transports/facilities, and prevent the engagement of unl awful targets and the excessive use of
force. This task is designed to be programmed training, with specific learning objectives and an
evaluation for proficiency. The task is trained by an instructorltrainer in a structured manner and
serves as the foundation for other training. Normally the task is a qualification requirement and
is presented and evaluated us ing the prescribed training conditions and performance standards.
This task takes 100 minutes to train.

2. Conduct company level combat operations consistent with the laws of war and laws
affecting peacekeeping and peacekeeping operations, rules of engagement, and other legal
constraints (Task # 181-433-1001) - taught at the Captain's Career Course (CeC) and the
Warrant Officer Advanced Course (WOAC). This task helps leaders prevent law of war
violations and war crimes against protected noncom batants, property, POWs, and medical
transports/facilities, and prevent engagement of unlawful targets and excessive use of force.
This task is designed to be programmed training. This task has specific learning objectives and
an evaluation for proficiency; is conducted by an instructor trainer in a structured manner;
serves as the foundation for other training; normally is a qualification requirement; and is
presented and evaluated us ing the prescribed training conditions and performance standards.
This task also takes 100 minutes to train.

Interviewed and sensed leaders and Soldiers stated that the Law or War training they
received prior to deployment did not differentiate between the different classifications of
detainees, causing confusion concerning the levels of treatment. Even though this confusion
existed, most leaders and Soldiers treated detainees hum anely.

TRADOC, in coordination with the Office of The Judge Advocate General, is currently
determining the feasibility of increasing or adjusting Law of War training in the proponent
schools to include procedures for handling civilian internees and other non-l,miformed personnel
on the battlefield.

(4) Root Cause: Level 8 Law of War training is a CMT task, coded "R" (Refresher), that
does not require the training to have specific learning objectives and taught by an
instructor/trainer in a structured manner.

(5) Recommendation: The G3, in coordination with the Office of The Judge Advocate
General, mandate that Level 8 Law of War training have specific le<;1rning objectives, be
conducted by an instructor/evaluator in a structured manner, and be presented and evaluated
annually using the established training conditions and performance standards.
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Chapter 6

Summary of Recommendations

1. Purpose: The purpose of this chapter is to list all of the recommendations proffered in the
report. Some recommendations may be similar to others; however, aU recommendations are
included here.

2. Recommendation for Implementation: Director, Army Staff task out appropriate
recommendations and track compliance to Department of the Army Staffs and Major
Commands. The Acting Secretary of the Army submit appropriate recommendations to the
Joint Staff for consideration and implementation as appropriate by units deployed j n
OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM and OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM.

3. Chapter 3, Capture, Care, and Control of Detainees:

a. Recommendation: CJTF-7 and CJTF-180 continue·to emphasize compliance with the
requirements regarding the humane treatment of detainees.

b. Recommendation: Commanders continue to stress the importance of humane treatment
of detainees and continue to super vise and train Soldiers on their responsibility to treat
detainees humanely and their responsibility to report abuse.

c. Recommendation: Commanders enforce the basic fundamental discipline standards of
Soldiers, provide training, and immediately correctinappropriate behavior of Soldiers towards
detainees to ensure the proper treatment of detainees.

d. Recommendation: Commanders assess the quality of leadership in units and replace
those leaders who do not enforce discipline and hold Soldiers accountable.

e. Recommendation: TRADOC develop and implement a train-the-trainer package that
strongly emphasizes leaders' responsibilities to have adequate supervision and control
processes in place to ensure the proper treatment of detainees.

f. Recommendation: TRADOC integrate training into all Professional Military Education that
strongly emphasizes leaders' responsibilities to have adequate supervision and control
processes in place to ensure the proper treatment of detainees.

g. Recommendation: The G3 require pre-deployment training include a strong emphasis on
leaders' responsibilities to have adequate supervisi on and control processes in place to ensure
proper treatment of, and prevent abuse of, detaine es.

h. Recommendation: CJTF-7 expand Camp Bucca as an internment/resettlement facility in
order to transfer detainees from Camps Ganci and Vigilant, and phase out U.S. Armed Forces
detainee operations at Abu Ghraib completely.
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4. Chapter 4, Interrogation Operations:

a. Recommendation: TRADOC revise doctrine to address the criteria for establishing and
operating collecting points to enable com manders to more effectively conduct intelligence
exploitation in a non· linear battlespace.

b. Recommendation: TRADOC develop a single document for detainee operations that
identifies the interdependent and independent roles of the Military Police custody mission and
the Military Intelligence interrogation mission.

c. Recommendation: TRADOC establish doctrine to clearly define the organizational
structures, command relationships, and roles and responsibilities of personnel operating
interrogation facilities. .

d. Recommendation: The Provost Marshal General revise, and the G2 establish, policy to
clearly define the organizational structures, command relationships, and roles and
responsibilities of personnel operating interrogation facilities.

e. Recommendation: The G3 direct the incorporation of integrated Military Police and
Military Intelligence detainee operations into fi eld training exercises, home station and
mobilization site training, and combat training center rotations.

f. Recommendation: TRADOC and G2 ensure documentation of unit organizations meet
interrogator personnel manning requirements, authorizations, and capabilities in order to
provide commanders with timely intelligence.

g. Recommendation: The CFLCC contracting officer representative ensure enough
Category II interpreters are hired to support timely intelligence exploitation of detainees.

h. Recommendation: TRADOC continue the integration of the G2X1S2X Battle Staff Course
for all Military Intelligence officers assigned to G2XJS2X positions.

i. Recommendation: TRADOC integrate additional training on the collection and analysi s of
HUMINT into the Military Intelligence Officer Basic Course program of instruction.

j. Recommendation: TRADOC, in coordination with G2 and TJAG, revise doctrine to
identify interrogation approach techniques that are acceptable, effective and legal for non
compliant detainees.

k. Recommendation: CJTF-7 and CJTF-180 ensure that standardized policy on
interrogation approach techniques are received, understood, trained and enforced by all units.

5. Chapter 5, Other Observations

a. Recommendation: CFLCC, CJTF-7, and CJTF-180continue to stress the importance of
positive unit morale and com mand climate.

b. Recommendation: TRADOC revise doctrine for the administrative processing of
detainees to improve accountability, movement, and disposition in a non-linear battlespace.
And further examine processes for capturing and validating Iessons learned in order to rapidly
modify doctrine and incorporate into training application for Soldiers and units.
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c. Recommendation: The Provost Marshal General revise policy for the administrative
processing of detainees to improve accountability, movement, and disposition in a non-linear
battlespace.

d. Recommendation: The Provost Marshal General, in coordination with the G2, update
detainee policy to specifically address the administration, internment/resettlement, and
intelligence exploitation in a non-linear battlespace, enabling commanders to better manage
resources, elisure safe and secure custodial environments, and improve intelligence gathering.

e. Recommendation: TRADOC and G3 update the Military Police force structure at the
division level and below to support the simultaneous execution of detainee operations and other
battlefield missions.

f. Recommendation: TRAOOC and G3 update the Military Intelligence force structure at the
division level and below to integrate the requirement for detainee operations that allows for
timely intelligence exploitation. .

g. Recommendation: TRADOC update doctrine to integrate tactical interrogation at
battalion and company level to assist in the·intelligence exploitation of detainees immediately
upon capture.

h. Recommendation: CFLCC submit a Request for Forces for the Theater Detainee
Reporting Branch Center (TORC) to meet the requirements for reporting and accountability of
detainees and their property.

i. Recommendation: The Provost Marshal General review the TDRC process, structure,
and employment methods for maintaining information on detainees, their property, and other
related requirements within an assigned theater of oper ations and consider the development of
an information technology solution.

j. Recommendation: TRADOC and G3 continue to refine and implement the force structure
changes in the Military Intelligence - Counterintelligence/Human Intelligence Force Design
Update.

k. Recommendation: TRADOC integrate the Military Intelligence-Counter
Intelligence/Human Intelligence Force Design Updates into the development of Units of Action
and Units of Em ployment.

I. Recommendation: TRADOe and G3 continue to refine and implement the force structure
changes in the Military Police·- Internment/Resettlement Battalion Force Design Update.

rn. Recommendation: TRAOOC integrate this Force Design Update into the development
of Units of Action and Units of Employment.

n. Recommendation: CJTF-7 and CJTF-180 ensure all units meet the guidelines for
minimum infrastructure standards supporting detainee operations to allow for adequate facilities
to house detainees.
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o. Recommendation: CJTF-l and CJTF-180 implement a safety inspection program for all
facilities that support detainee operations to identify and elim lnate hazards to Soldiers and
detainees.

p. Recommendation: CJTF-l and CJTF-180 evaluate current Jiving and working conditions
at all facilities housing detainees and take corrective actions to improve the current living and
working environment.

q. Recommendation: CJTF-7 review the physical and operations security requirements and
policy/doctrinal procedures to ensure units operating internment/resettlement facilities comply
with all requirements.

r. Recommendation: Force Providers require commanders to have trained and equipped
field sanitation teams prior to deployment, and deployed com manders ensure field sanitation
teams comply with Army policy.

s. Recommendation: TRADOC review the preventive medicine detachment force structure
to ensure support to all collecting points and internment/resettlement facilities in a non-linear
battlespace.

t. Recommendation: MEDCOM train aU medical personnel in the preventive medicine
aspects of detainee operati ons to ensure compliance with policy and the Jaws of land warfare.

u. Recommendation: MEDCOM ensure all health care personnel are trained on the
medical treatment requirements for detainees in accordance with Army Regulations and ensure
that units have the required medical equipment and supplies for treating detainees.

v. Recommendation: CJTFM 7 and CJTF-180 evaluate current detainee medical capabilities
and requirements and take corrective action to ensure detainees receive the required medical
screening and care.

w. Recommendation: CJTF-7 segregate enemy prisoners of war and civilian internees to
ensure compliance with the Geneva Conventions and Army Regulations.

x. Recommendation: TRADOC identify minimum equipment requirements for detainee
operations to ensure successful unit mission accomplishment.

y. Recommendation: TRADOC establish and identify resource requirements for a
standardized ~Detajnee Field Processing Kit" that will enable capturing units to properly secure
and process detainees quickly, efficiently, and safely.

z. Recommendation: Commanders continue to stress the importance of planning and
providing for adequate transportation assets to support continuing detainee operations.

aa. Recommendation: TRADOC integrate standardized detainee operations training into all
Army proponent school common core programs of instruction and training support packages.

bb. Recommendation: The G3 integrate a prescribed detainee operations training program
into unittraining.
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cc. Recommendation: CFLCC and Force Providers coordinate to ensure, where possible,
units are aware of their assigned mission upon mobilization so they can train for their specific
mission.

dd. Recommendation: FORSCOM integrate a standardized detainee operations training
package as part of pre- and post-mobilization training.

ee. Recommendation: CFLCC ensure that lLO MP units are trained before they assume
their ILO MP missions.

ft. Recommendation: The CFLCC contracting officer representative modify the CJTF-7 C2
Interrogation Cell Statement of Work to require civilian interrogators to be former military
interrogators trained in current interrogation pol icy and doctrine or receive formal training in
current military interrogation policy and doctrine.

gg. Recommendation: The G3, in coordination with the Office of the Judge Advocate
General, mandate that Level B Law of War·training have specific leaming objectives, be
conducted by an instructor/evaluator in a structured manner, and be presented and evaluated
annually using the established training conditions and perfonnance standards.
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APPENDIXB

Acting Secretary of the Army
Directive for Assessment of Detainee Operations

10 February 2004
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WASHINGTON DC 20310-{)200

February 10, 2004

MEMORANDUM FOR THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

SUBJECT: Directive for Assessment of Detainee Operations

You are hereby directed to establish an Assessment Team to complete a
Functional Analysis of the Department's internment, enemy prisoner of war, and
detention policies. practices. and procedures as the Army executes its role as DOD
Executive Agent for Enemy Prisoners of War and Detention Program.

When conducting this assessment, the following terms of reference apply. Use all
potential Doctrine, Operations, Training, Materiel, Leadership, Personnel, and Facilities
(DOTMLPF) approaches to identify any capability shortfalls with respect to internment,
enemy prisoner of war, detention operations, and interrogation procedures and
recommend appropriate resolutions or changes if required.

The assessment will focus on the following objectives:

a. Assess the adequacy of DOTMLPF of Army Forces for Internment, enemy
prisoner of war, detention operations, and interrogation procedures.

b. Determine the standards for Army Forces charged with internment, enemy
prisoner of war, detention operations and interrogation procedures (e.g., size,
equipment, standardization, and training).

c. Assess current and future organizations and structures for Army Forces
responsible for internment, enemy prisoner of war, detention operations and
interrogation procedures.

d. Identify and recommend any changes in policy related to internment, enemy
prisoner of war, detention operations and interrogation procedures.

You are authorized to task the Army Staff and subordinate headquarters for those
resources needed to ensure accomplishment of the detainee operations assessment.
You are further authorized access to locations, documents, and personnel across the
Army in order to complete your assessment. Coordinate with other Services for
assistance, documentation, and information that may assist in completing this
assessment.

You will prOVide me with a report at the conclusion of the assessment.

Bass-vIS-EOl. DIl.O Iii'vS=60 VO 11 qa.;;l
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-2-

This assessment is exempt from the HQDA Short Notice Tasking Policy Message,
dated 031353Z Jan 01, requiring units to be notified 180 days from execution of tasking
and the HQDA memorandum dated January 27, 2004, subject: Travel [Restriction] to
Iraq, Afghanistan, Kuwait and Qatar which requires my approval to travel to these
countries.

9L~~n eeIJUIJt.MJU<.--

Acting Secretary of the Army
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Appendix C

Locations Visited

February 2004 (CONUS)
JRTC MRX (39th Separate Brigade) (Pre-Inspection)
NTC MRX (81 st Separate Brigade) (Pre·lnspection)

March 2004 (Afghanistan)
Bagram (CJTF 180 and 237th MP BN)
Khandahar (274th MP CO, 805th MP CO, and 1/10th MTN DIV)
Gheresk (aDA 312)
Khost (1/5015t Parachute Infantry Regiment)

March-April 2004 (Iraq)
Baghdad (CJTF 7, Camp Cropper, Camp Slayer, 1st AD Division Collecting

Point, 2/1st AD Brigade Collecting Point)
Camp Bucca (16Oth MP BN)
Abu Ghraib (504th MI BDE)
Ar Ramadi (1/1st ID Brigade Collecting Point)
Brassfield-Mora (2/15t 10 Brigade Collecting Point)
Tikrit (1st to Division Collecting Point)
Mosul (MND-N Collecting Point and 3/2nd ID Brigade Collecting Point, Battalion

Collecting Point)

March-April 2004 (Kuwait)
Camp Doha (CFLCC)
Arifjan (214th 10)

March-April 2004 (CONUS)
Fort Dix (31 Oth MP BN and 320th M P BN; at two different times)
Fort Hood (4th 10 and 720th M P BN)
Fort Bragg (2/82nd ABN DIV and USASOC SERE Course)
Fort Campbell (3/101 st ABN DIV)
Fort Meade (HHC 4QDth MP BDE)
Owings Mill, MD (433rd MP CO)

June 2004 (CONUS)
Fort Leonard Wood (MP School)
Fort Huachuca (Ml School)
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Appendix D

Inspection Tools

1. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS:

a. C-4/J-4/G-4

1). Concerning logistical operations, what is your role in the support of
(Theater/Division) Detainee Operations?

2). Describe priority of support for Detainee Operations. How does this compete with
your other mission requirements? Is the Priority of Support in SOPs, OPORDs/FRAGOs?

3). Describe how subordinate units plan and procure logistical support for Detainee
Operations. (Include: transportation, sundry items, subsistence, organizational, and NBC
clothing and equipment items, mail collection and distribution, laundry, and bath equipment)
Have you ever coordinated for transportation to evacuate Detainees out of the AOR? Who
approved the transfer?

4). What are some of the services being contracted outloutsourced to support
Detainee Operations in Theater? Are there any issues concerning contracting or budget that
you are aware of that impact Detainee Operations? If so, what are they? Who oversees the
contracts that support Detainee Operations and where can we find out who the Army
Representatives are (CORs)?

5). Are you aware of any Home Station Training that subordinate Combat Service
Support units conducted prior to deployment to help them prepare for Detainee Operations? (To
include collection point activities, etc) Can you describe it?

6). Have you had the opportunity to personally visit each of the Internment FaCilities to
determine if units have the necess ary support and supplies to run their facilities? If so, what did
you find? How about division and brigade Collection Points?

7). What are your challenges/issues in providing daily food rations in sufficient
quantity, quality and variety to keep Detainees in good health and lAW with their cultural
requirements? What is the schedule for feeding and what are they being fed? Please elaborate

8). How do Detainees receive fresh potable water in your area of responsibility?
(Bottled water, Lister bags, running water--if so, is it potable)

9). What procedures are in place to account for and dispose of captured enemy
supplies and equipm ent?

10). What are your biggest issues concerning adequate facilities for Detainees (tents,
cots, etc)?

11). What are your biggest issues concerning logistical support for Detainee
Operations?
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12). What do you perceive to be doctrinal logistic shortcomings pertaining to Detainee
Operations and how would you fix/incorporate into updated doctrine/accom pUsh differently?
How about Force Structure of logistical units that ensures Detainee Operations can be
successfully accomplished? What are the shortcomings and how do we fix at the Army-level?

13). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

14). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

15). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

16). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater

17). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

18). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising him that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statem ent made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.

19). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (OAfG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
:;:;--,-c======,. (specify offense, i.e. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
Vou may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

20). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s)
of abuse.
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)

21). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

22). Was this incident reported to the chain of command? How, when & what was
done? What would you have done?

23). How could the incident have been prevented?

24). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

25). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress

26). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit

b. PROVOST MARSHAL

1). What referel1ces/standards/publications/SOPs do you use to conduct Detainee
Operations?

2). What is the C2 structure/organization of internment facilities across Theater? How
many internment facilities under U.S. Military Control, do you oversee? How many divisional
Central Collection Points? How about Brigade Forward Collection Points? What M P units in
Theater operate internment facilities and where are they positioned? (Battalion and Above)
Describe the essential organizational requirements to run an internment facility. (Organizational
Elements, Manning, Facilities, Equipment). Do you have what you need to accom plish the
mission? If not, explain?

3). How do you ensure the units operating these locations/fac ilities are complying with
the provisions of the Geneva Conve ntion and AR 190-8?

4). Are detainees being em played to work? What are the General policy and
procedures for the Employment and Compensation of Detai nees?

5). Is there a policy on the ratio of guards to Detainees in Theater? If so, what is it? Is
this standard being met? If not, what is the shortfall and how are units meeting the challenge to
overcome the shortfall?

6). What is your detainee segregation policy? ((EPWs, Females, Juveniles, Civilian
Internees (to include those that are security threats, those that are hostile to coalition forces,
and possible HTD/HVD, and Retained Persons, Criminals, etc.» What can you tell me about
the categories of Detainees that you are holding? What are they and what are the definitions of
the different categories that your organizations detain? How are you organized to handle the
different categories of Detainees (EPW, CI, HVD, 00, and refugees?)

7). What is the minimum living space standard for each Detainee? How is it
determined and who set the provisions of minimum living space for internment facilities? (when
possible, consult the preventative medicine authority in theater for provisions of minimum living
space and sanitary facilities). Has a preventative medicine expert given advice on this?
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8). Do you use Military Working Dogs (MWD) within internment facilities?

9). How does the command ensure that Detainee Operations is conducted is in
compliance with the international Law of war? (OPORD/FRAGO, ROE, Interrogation
Techniques, general orders, humane treatment, etc)

10). What is the current policy to grant conditional access to the International Red
Cross/Crescent to Detainees? Has this always been the policy? Are they the only NGOs that
have conditional access? If not, who are the other organizations?

11). What is your responsibility to the National Detainee Reporti ng Center (NDRC)?
What is your relationship with the Theater Detainee Reporting Center (TDRC)? To the best of
your knowledge, when were these centers stood up? Describe the Detainee Reporting
System? (Software used, Data Base Management, Data Validation, Contingencies, Security
and Privacy, etc.) Who has access?

12). What are the policies and procedures for US Forces transferring detainees to other
Coalition Forces/Host Nation Forces? Has this been done?

13). What are the procedures that allow other United States Government Agencies
(OGA) access and control to Detainees for the purpose of interrogations? What is the process
for transfer and accountability of the Detainee? Does the commander of each internment facility
have approval authority to transfer to OGAs? How much notice do they have to provide the
chain of command for access or request for transfer? Do the same procedures apply when
Military Intelligence personnel request access and control?

14). Describe the screening /background checks required prior to hiring interpreters.
Are they trusted by U.S. Soldiers?

15). What are your biggest issues concerning adequate facilities for Detainees?

16). Since you have been in your position, what Detention facll ities/locations have you
visited and inspected for com pliance with law, policy, and regulations? What were the results
and findings? Can we get copies of your results?

17). What procedures are in place when a detainee in U S custody dies?

18). What do you perceive to be doctrinal Military Police shortcomings pertaining to
Detainee Operations and how woul d you fix/incorporate into updated doctrine/accomplish
differently? How does your doctrinal law enforcement mission suffer? How about Force
Structure of Military Police units that ensures Detainee Operations can be successfully
accomplished? What are the shortcomings and how do we fix at the Army-level?

19). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

20). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

21). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.
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22). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater

23). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

24). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising him that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statem ent made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial

25). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
~--~~:O-~. (specify offense, i.e. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remaln silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
-lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

26). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident( s)
of abuse.

27). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

28). Was this incident reported to the chain of com mand? How, when & what was
done? What would you have done?

29). How could the incident have been prevented?

30). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

31). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress?

32). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?
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c. RED CROSS

1). Which US Military Controlled Internment Facilities have you visited? What did you
find?

2). Have you visited any Collection Points in US Army areas? Which ones and what
did you find?

3). How often are the US Army collection points/internment facilities inspected? What
is the make-up of the team? (Prev Med, Doctors, Psychiatrists/Psychologists, etc) What,
specifically do you inspect? What do you do with the results of the inspections? Are the
appropriate commanders taking the necessary actions to correct the shortcomings noted during
your monthly medical inspections? Have you observed any recurring deficiencies during your
inspections? Have you noted improvements and if so, what are the improvements? In what
areas can we make improvements and what are those?

4). How often do you or your staff conduct routine medical inspections (examinations)
of detainees under US Military control? What does the medical evaluation consist of? What is
the purpose of the medical examination? How are the results recorded/reported?

5). Does every US Military Controlled Internment Facility have an infirmary? How
adequate is the medical care to the detainees? (Are Retained Persons used?) Do you know of
any detainees bei ng denied medical treatment or delayed medical attention? If so, why?

6). Do detainees at US Military Controlled Internment Facilities have access to
personal hygiene products?

7). Have you noticed any markings and/or injuries on a detainee at a US Military
Controlled Internment Facility that might lead you to bel ieve the detainee was being abused?
Did you bring this to the attention of the Facility Commander? Do you know what he did with
the information?

8). Are detainees in US Military Controlled Internment Facilities segregated by
nationality, language, rank, and sex? Do detainees have the abi Iity to practice their religion?
Are detainees able to s end and receive mail?

9). Can you describe the living conditions at US Military Controlled Internment
Facilities? (Sanitary conditions, heat during the winter, shelter for rain, fire prevention
measures, latrines, sleep areas, etc)

10). How do the detainees get fresh water? What kind of meals are they being fed?
Do they get enough food?

11). Overall. how do you feel detainees are being treated at US Military Controlled
Internment Facilities? What systemic weaknesses have you identified?

d. SJA

i). What specific measures has the commander/unit taken to ensure compliance with
the Law of War regarding detainee operations? Individual training events? When?
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Collective/unit training events? When?

2). What is the minimum standard of treatment that the US must provide any detainee?
What policies/procedures do units have in place to support the U. S. General Protection policy
relative to the treatment of Detainees j n the custody of the U S forces?

3). What specific measures did the unit take prior to arrival in the AOR to ensure that
subordinate leaders and soldiers know and understand how to treat, handle, and process
detainees properly? Do leaders and Soldiers know and understand how to apply Detainee
Operations doctrine and standards when they arrive in the AOR? Can you provide some
examples.

4). How is the issue of classification of detainees being handled? A fe any Article 5
tribunals being held or is there a presumption that the insurgents clearly do not meet the Article
4 GC III EPW criteria (commanded by a person responsible for his subordinates, wearing fixed
distinctive sign, carrying arms openly, conducting operations in accordance with the laws of
war)?

5). Did units receive training on the reporting of Detainee abus e? When did this training
occur last and how often is it conducted by the units? Are units reporting Detainee abuse? What
is happening to individuals who abuse Detainees? How many cases of detainee abuse have
you heard of and or processed since you have been in country? At what point in the detention
process are most of the abuses occurring? (point of capture, initial collection point, by guards at
internment facility, by interrogators)

6). What control measures are units using to maintain detainee discipline and security in
each internment facility/collection point?

7). What are the procedures you follow if you personally notice or if it is reported to you
that a detainee is injured and you suspect the detainee has been abused? What training has
the unit received regarding reporting procedures for detainee abuse?

8). What are the procedures if a detainee in U.S. custody dies?

9). What are the Theater guidelines for any EPW, GI, and RP claims against the U.S.
Government?

10). (Internment facility Judge Advocate only) What is the procedure ifan EPW or
detainee wants to make a complaint or requests to the camp commander regarding conditions
of their internment? How are Detainees com plaints and requests to the cam p cOmmander
processed?

11). Have any detainees refused repatriation? If so, what happened to them?

12). What happens when a detainee is suspected of, or is known to have committed a
serious offense while they are being interned at either the collection point or detention facility?
Describe the due process available to detainees and rights of the detainee suspected of
committing a serious offense. Have you or any Staff Judge Advocate provided legal advice to a
detainee who might have committed an offense?

13). What is your feeling on how Detainees are being treated? What do you feel is the
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primary focus/purpose of detainee operations. (force protection. punishment, rehabili~atjon,
protection, merely a regulatory/legal requirement) No standard. Personnel observations and
feelings.

14). What AARs or lessons learned have you written or received regarding detainee
operations? Can I get a copy? '

15). What do you perceive to be doctrinal legal shortcomings pertaining to Detainee
Operations and how would you fixllncorporate into updated doctrine/accomplish differently?
How about Force Structure of Staff Judge Advocate to ensure Detainee Operations can be
successfully accomplished? What are the shortcomings and how do we fix the problem at the
Army~level?

16). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of your
role in that mission.

17). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

18). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

19). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

20). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense wi thout first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising him that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statem ent made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.

21). I am (grade. if any, and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed;;7--:-==--:-==' (specify offense. Le. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions.
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?
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22). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s) of
abuse.

23). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

24). Was this incident reported to the chain of command? How, when & what was
done? What waul d you have done?

25). How could the incident have been pr evented?

26). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

27). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress?

28). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

e. STAFF ENGINEER (DIVISION & ABOVE)

1). Describe facilities' infrastructure overall that support Detainee Operations. (Sewer,
water distribution, storm drainage, electrical distribution, HVAC systems, and lighting, etc.)
What are the problems concerning existing facilities and what is being done to fix?

2). What program is in place in Theater that allows for the maintenance and repair of
facilities that house Detainees and their supporting facilities?

3). Are the Corps of Engineers involved in any facility upgradesfimprovements in
Theater for Detainees? If so, what are some ongoing projects? Can I get a list by Project
Number? Who is your POC in USACE? What do you know of the Engineer Corps' Theater
Construction Management System (TCSM). Were you aware that they have plans,
specifications, and materiel requirements for Internment Facilities based on Detainee
population?

4). Do you have any knowledge as to why U.S. Forces chose existing facilities rather
than to use the Theater Construction Management System (TCSM) and build facilities
elsewhere? (How and why were facilities picked as Long Term Detention Facilities?)

5). What is your role in determining provisions of minimum living space for Detention
Facilities across the AOR? (when possible, consult the preventative medicine authority in
theater for provisions of minimum living space and sanitary facilities). What is the minimum
living space standard for each Detainee? Has a preventative medicine expert given advice on
this?

6). Do engineer officers train and supervise internal and external labor for Detention
Facilities? (construction and repair of detention facilities)? If 50, describe the work
((construction, maintenance, repair, and operation of utilities (water, electricity, heat, and
sanitation.))
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7). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

8). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of your
role in that mission.

9). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

10). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

11). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

12). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising hi m that he does not have to make any statement regardingthe
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statement made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.

13). I am (grade, if any, and nam e), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
...--:c:c:-c-c:--:c=-=' (specify offense, i.e. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at alL Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this intervrew. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

14). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s) of
abuse.

15). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents

16). Was this incident reported to the chain of command? How, when & what was done?
What would you have done?

17). How could the incident have been prevented?
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18). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

19). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress?

20). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

f. MI BDE/BN CDRJ5·3/CO CDRJ15G

1). (All) What is your overall role in detainee operation process? What involvement do
you have in the interrogation process of detainee operations? Do you provide a means to
validate detainee's information? Do you provide input as to the disposition of the detainee?

2). (All) What references/standards/publications/SOPs do you use to conduct
interrogation Operations?

3). (All) Did your soldiers undergo Level B Law of War training prior to deployment?
Explain what training occurred. Is there a plan to train new Soldiers (replacements) to the unit?
Did this training include the treatment of Detainees? Explain.

4). (All) What training have you received to ensure your knowledge of DO is lAW the
provisions under the Geneva Convention?

5). (All) What Home Station/Mob Site Training did your unit conduct prior to
deployment to help your unit prepare for Detainee/interrogation Operations? Describe it. How
did the training prepare you to conduct Detainee/interrogation Operations for this deployment?
How did this training distinguish between the different categories of Detainees (EPWs, RPs,
Cis. etc.)?

6). (All) What training did your unit receive on the established Rules of Engagement
(ROE)? How often does this occur? Does this training include Rules of Interaction (ROI)?

7). (All) What procedures are in place to ensure your Soldiers do not violate the rules
of engagement for the interment facility/collection point?

8). (All) What guidance or policies are there to ensure fraternization is not taking place
between U.S. military personnel and the detainees?

9). (All) How does the com mand ensure that interrogation Operations is conducted in
compliance with the international Law of war? (OPORD/FRAGO, ROE,lnterrogation
Techniques, general orders, humane treatment, etc)

10). (All) Have you personally visited each of the interrogation Facilities to determine if
your unit has the necessary support and supplies to run their facilities? If so, what did you find?

11). (All) What control measures are you using to maintain discipline and security within
the interrogation facility?
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12). (BN/CO Cdr) Are you receiving sufficient information from the capture paperwork to
properly conduct screenings and interrogations? Are the current requirements for
documentation of a captured person sufficient or excessive? Did the changes in procedures as
far as documenting captured person improve your ability to gather intelligence?

13). (BN/CO Cdr) What are the procedures for the transfer of custody of Detainees from
the MP/Guard personnel to Military Intelligence personnel? When the detainee is returned to the
guard force, what procedures occur?

14). (CO Cdr/BN S3) Describe the screening /background checks required prior to
hiring interpreters. Are they trusted by U.S. Soldiers?

15). (All) Do counterintelligence agents conduct interrogations of detainees? What
training have they received for conducting interrogations? What is thei r understanding of the
laws of war as it pertains to interrogating detainees?

16). (All) What do you perceive to be doctrinal shortcomings pertaining to Interrogation
Operations? How would you fix/incorporate into updated doctrine/accomplish differently? How
about Force Structure to ensure Interrogation Operations can be successfully accomplished?
What are the shortcomings and how do we fix the problem at the Army-level?

17). (All) What are the procedures if a detainee in U.S. custody dies?

18). (All) Do you know of the procedures to get stress counseling (Psychiatrist,
Chaplain, Medical)? Do your Soldiers know of the procedures to get counseling (Psychiatrist,
Chaplain, Medical)?

19). (All) Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

20). (All) Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or
become aware of a Detainee being abused?

21). (All) What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of
alleged Detainee abuse?

22). (All) Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse
outside Command channels (IG, CID)

23). (All) What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (IG, CID,
Next Level Commander)

24). (All) What procedures are in place for Detainees to report alleged abuse?

25). (All) What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

26). (All) Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in
Theater.
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27). (All) Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or
evolved since you have been in Theater?

28). (All) Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit

29). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense wi thout first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising hi m that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statem ent made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evi dence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court·martial.

30). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
=-~===---c-' (specify offense. Le. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts·martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

31). (All) Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the
incident(s) of abuse.

32). (All) Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

33). (All) Was this incident reported to the chain of command? How, when & what was
done? What would you have done?

34). (All) How could the incident have been prevented?

35). (All) Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

36). (All) What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress?

37). (All) What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and
command climate of your unit?
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,

g. MP BDE COMMANDER INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1). What references/standards/publications/SOPs do you require your subordinates to
use for Detainee Operations?

2). What MP units under your command operate US military controlled Internment
Facilities? (Battalion and Company) How many Internment Facilities under U.S. Military
Control, do you operate? Where are they positioned across the Theater? Have you visited any
of D1V IBDE Collection Points?

3}. What are the policies on the establishment of Internment facilities? How do you
ensure the units are operating these Jocations/facilities under the provisions of the Geneva
Convention and AR 190~8(ROE. Interrogation Techniques, general orders. humane treatment.
etc)?

4). Are your operations employing detainees for work? If so, what are the General
policy and procedures for the Employment and Compensation of Detainees?

5). Is there (or do you have) a policy on the ratio of guards to Detainees? If so, what
is it? Is this standard being met? If not, what is the shortfall and how are your units managing
the challenge?

6). What is your detainee segregation policy?

7). What is the minimum living space standard for each Detainee? Who set the
provisions of minimum living space for Internment Facilities? (when possible, consult the
preventative medicine authority in theater for provisions of minimum living space and sanitary
facilities). Has a preventative medicine expert given advice on this?

8). Are the Corps of Engineers involved in any facility upgrades/improvements in
Theater for Detainees? If so, what are some ongoing projects? What do you know of the
Engineer Corps' Theater Construction Management System (TCSM). Were you aware that they
have plans, specifications, and materiel requirements for Internment Facilities based on
Detainee population?

9). Do you use Military Working Dogs (MWD) within detention facilities?

10). What is the current policy to grant conditional access to the International Red
Cross/Crescent to Detainees? Has this always been the policy? Are they the only NGOs that
have conditional access? If not, who are the other organizations?

11). Explain how medical information is kept on each individual Detainee?

12). What is your responsibility to the National Detainee Reporting Center (NORC)?
What is your relationship with the Theater Detainee Reporting Center (TORC)? To the best of
your knowledge, when were these centers stood up? Describe the Detainee Reporting
System? (Software used, Data Base Management, Data Validation, Contingencies, Security
and Privacy, etc.) Who has access?

13). When are Detainees assigned Internment Serial Numbers (ISNs) (from point of
capture to internment? Are there any reasons why Detainees would not be assigned ISNs?
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14). What are the policies and procedures for US Forces transferring detainees to other
Coalition Forces/Host Nation Forces? Has this been done?

15). What are the procedures that allow other United States Government Agencies
(OGA) access to Detainees? Who is the approval authority? How much notice do they have to
provide the chain of com mand? Do Detainees ever leave U.s. Military Control for interrogation?
How about U.S. Military Police control to Ml control? What is the process for turnover and
accountability of the Detainee? What happens if a detainee is returned to U.S. Military Control
from an OGA, and it is determined that abuse has occurred?

16). How are interpreters (linguists/translators) integrated within the Detai nee Detention
system (within each facility)?

17). What are your biggest issues concerning logistical, contractor, and interpreter
support for Detainee Operations?

18). What are your biggest issues concerning adequate facilities for Detainees?

19). Can you describe the in-processing actions required for Detainees? What are
some of the reasons that Detainees are not accepted to the inter nment facility? Are capturing
units/subordinate units properly processing Detainees? If not, what are they.doing wrong? Is it
administrative in nature or in the physically handling of Detainees?

20). What is the process to account for and dispose of weapons and contraband
confiscated from Detainees? What happens to personal property? (Is it disposed of/tagged
along with the Detainee and is it stored properly and accounted for?) Why is the DO Form 2745
(Capture Tag) not being used? What are units using in lieu of (if any)? ((Detainee Capture
Card found in draft MTTP. Detainee Ops-this card does not require near as much data as DO
2745 (). The CPA Apprehension Form helps offset the lack of info on the Detainee, however it
is usually filled out in a single copy (not the 3 required))) Who decided on the use of the
Coalition Provisional Authority Apprehension Form and why?

21). Does the current force structure meet the requirements to run Internment
Facilities? If not why? What recommendations can you can you provide? Do your units have
what they need to accomplish the mission (personnel/equipment) without additional support? If
not, explain? What do you perceive to be doctrinal shortcomings pertaining to Detainee
Operations and how would you fix/incorporate into updated doctrine and accomplish differently?

22). What is the ROE concerning Detainees? How do you ensure that thi s ROE is
being followed and unde rstood by all Soldiers in your command that have any contact wi th
Detainees? What is the policy to train on the established Rules of Engagement (ROE)? How
often does this occur? Does this training include Rules of Interaction (ROI)?

23). What procedures are in place when a detainee in U S custody dies?

24). What are the procedures for repatriation?

25). What religious activities are permitted?
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26). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

27). Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become
aware of a Detainee being abused?

28). What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of alleged
Detainee abuse?

29). Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse 0 utside
Command channels (IG, CID)?

30). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (IG, CID, Next
Level Commander)?

31). What procedures are in place for Detainees to report alleged abuse?

32). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

33). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

34). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

35). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

36). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising hi m that he does not have to make any statem ent regardi ng the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statement made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial bycourtwmartial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or.through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court~martial.

37). I am (grade, ifany, and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
oc--.,---,,--~ . (specify offense, i.e. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidenc e against you ina trial by courts·martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
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lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this polnt). Are you willing to answer
questions?

36). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s)
of abuse.

39). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

40). Was this incident reported to the chain of com mand? How, when & what was
done? What woul d you have done?

41). How could the incident have been prevented?

42). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

43). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress

44). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

h. CDRJOIC & SGMfNCOIC INTERNMENT FACILITY

1). Can you tell me what basic publications you use for Detainee Operations (doctrine
and standards)?

2). What standards were used in establishing this facility?

3). What procedures do you have in pI ace to ensure Soldiers and leaders understand
the use of force and rules of engage ment for the interment facility?

4). How did you prepare yourself and your junior leaders to become familiar with and
understand the applicable regulations, OPORDS/FRAGOs, directives, international laws and
administrative procedures to operate an I/R facility?

5). How did Home Station/Mob Site Training prepare you to conduct Detainee
Operations at this facility? What training have you and your Soldiers received to ensure your
knowledge of DO is lAW the Geneva Convention and DoD/A rmy policy? (Did this include Law of
War and treatment of Detainees training.)?

6). Describe the training the guard force received to prepare them for their duties.

7). How does your unit conduct sustainment training for Detainee Operations or
training for newly assigned personnel? When did your unit last conduct this training?

8). Describe some of the basic operations of the camp relating to detainee
segregation, captured medicalJreligious.personnel, feeding, sanitation, etc? Where do you
maintain copies of the Geneva Convention around the facility? (Is it posted in the detainee's
home language withi n the facilities)? Are camps segregating Detainees by nationality, language,
rank, and sex? How are captured Medical personnel and Chaplains being used in the camps?
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What provisions are in place for the receipt and distribution of Detainee correspondence/mail?
Are the daily food rations sufficient in quantity or quality and variety to keep detainees in good
health? Are personal hygiene items and needed clothi ng being supplied to the Detainees? Are
the conditions within the camp sanitary enough to ensure a clean and healthy envi ronment free
from disease and epidemics? Is there an infirmary located within the camp?

9). How are you organized to handle the different categories of personnet(EPW, CI,
00, females, JVs, and refuges)? How about female Detainees? How and where do you house
them? Do you maintain a separate site for sick or wounded Detai nees? If so where is it and
how does your unit maintain the security and safeguarding of Detainees there?

10). Describe the procedures you use when you inprocess a detainee. (CPA Forces
Apprehension Form, two sworn statements, EPW tag, where do you store Detainees'
confiscated personal affects (if any) and how are they accounted for (are they tagged with DO
Form 2745)? How is evidence tagged? What procedures are in place to dispose of captured
enemy supplies and equipment?) How is the transfer of Detainees handled between differ ent
services and Other Governmental Organizations?

11). Where do you store Detainees' confiscated personal affects (if any) and how are
they accounted for? (Are they tagged with DO Form 2745)?

12). What are the procedures for the interrogation/questioning of Detainees?

13). What are the procedures for the transfer of custody of Detainees from the
MP/Guard personnel to Military Intelligence personnel? When the detainee is returned to the
guard force, what procedures occur? (what info is passed on to the Guard Force (type of
reward?)? .. Observation report, paper trail audit)

14). What control measures do you use to maintain discipline and security in the
facility?

15). What MP units (guards, escort, detachments) do you have at your disposal to
operate and maintain this internment facility? Do you have any shortages? How do these
shortages impact your mission? What non-MP units are you using to help operate this facility?
Do you have any shortages? How do these shortages im pact your mission?

16). What kind of security lighting do you have that ensur es you have a safe and secure
operation at night? How do you provide heat to detainees during the winter? What fire
prevention/safety measures do you have?

17). Are you employing detainees for work? What are the General policy and
procedures for the Employment and Compensation of Detainees?

18). What type of Medical assets are present in support of medical treatment of
detainees?

19). What kind of stress counseling do you provide to Soldiers/Guards?

20). Are Detainees allowed to practice their religion? Is there a chaplain available to
minister to the detainees? Is the chaplain a Retained Personnel, US Forces, or a civilian?
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21). Describe the latrine facilities for Detainees' use (do they have access to it day and
night and does it conform to the rules of hygiene and do fern ales have separate facilities). How
are they cleaned and how often and by whom? Where do they bathe and conduct other
personal hygiene (this will depend how long it takes to evacuate Detainees to U.S. Military
Controlled Detention Facilities--12 hours is the standard)?

22). Describe how the unit plans and procures logistical support to include:
transportation, subsistence, organizational, and NBC clothing and equipment items, mail
collection and distribution, laundry, and bath equipment ISO DO. What logistical support do you
receive to run this Facility? What types of supplies is greater in-demand for the unit during
detainee operations? What are your shortfalls?

23). How do the Detainees receive fresh water (Bottled water or Lister bag)?

24). What personnel or equipment USR shortages are affecting your ability to perform
detainee operations?

25). What doyou perceive to be doctrinal shortcomings pertaining to Detainee
Operations and how would you fix/incorporate into updated doctrine/accomplish differently?
How about Force Structure to ensure Detainee 0 perations can be successfully accomplished?
What are the shortcomings and how do we fix the problem at the Army-level?

26). What are the procedures if an EPW or RP in U.S. custody dies?

27). What AARs or lessons learned have you written or received regarding detainee
operations? Can I get a copy?

28). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

29). Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become
aware of a Detainee being abused?

30). What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of alleged
Detainee abuse?

31). Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse 0 utside
Command channels (IG, CID)?

32). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (IG, CID, Next
Level Commander)?

33). What procedures are in place for Detainees to report alleged abuse?

34). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

35). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

36). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?
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37). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

38). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising him that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statement made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of co ercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.

39). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
",,-C:======,' (specify offense, Le. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions;
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

40). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s)
of abuse.

41). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

42). Was this incident reported to the chain of com mand? How, when & what was
done? What woul d you have done?

43). How could the incident have been prevented?

44). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

45). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress?

46). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

i. MANEUVER BDEIBN XO

1). What are your responsibilities concerning detainee operations?
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2). (BDE XO) What are your responsibilities concerning the Forward Collection Point
in the BSA? What is your relationship with the Forward Collection Point OIC?

3). Can you tell me what basic publications you use for Detainee Operations?

4). How did you prepare yourself and your junior leaders to become familiar with and
understand the applicable regulations, OPORDS/FRAGOs directives, international laws and
administrative procedures to support Detainee 0 perations?

5). How did Home Station/Mob Site Training prepare you to conduct Detainee
Operations?

6). Can you describe the process of getting a Detai nee to the Forward Collection Point
in the BSA beginning with the point of Capture? How long do detainees stay i n the company
holding area before being transported to the BDE Forward Collection Point?

7). (BN XO) How do your companies integrate the security and defense of the
company holding areas into their perimeter defense? What is your normal ratio of guards to
detainees in the holding area? Is this ratio the proper mix for you to perform your mission? If
not, what are the shortfalls? How do these shortfalls impact your mission

B). Are you experiencing any transportation problems to move detainees, and if so
what? What is the number of personnel needed to move prisoners internally or externally (Le.
from the BN holding areas to the Forward Collection Point, for medical evacuation, etc?

9). What personnel or equipment USR shortages are affecting your ability to support
detainee operations? What are your resource shortfalls to support this operation? What types of
supplies is greater in-demand for the unit during detainee operations?

10). What do you perceive to be doctrinal shortcomings pertaining to Detainee
Operations and how would you fix/incorporate into updated doctrine/accomplish differently?
How about Force Structure to ensure Detainee 0 perations can be successfully accomplished?
What are the shortcomings and how do we fix the problem at the Army-level?

11). What procedures are in place to ensure Soldiers and leaders understand the use
of force and rules of engagement?

12). What kind of stress counseling are Soldiers/Guards provided?
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13). What are the procedures for evacuating a sick or wounded Detai nee? How does
your unit maintain the security and safeguarding of sick or wounded Detainees while in
transport?

14). Describe how the unit plans and procures logistical support to include: subsistence,
organizational, and NBC clothing and equipment items, mail collection and distribution, laundry,
and bath equipment ISO DO.

15). (BN XO) How do you provide your unit holding area with water? (Bottled water or
bulk water)?

16). What are the procedures if a detainee in U.S. custody dies?

17). What AARs or lessons learned have you written or received regarding detainee
operations? Can I get a copy?

18). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

19). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse? Who can you
report abuse/suspected abuse to?

20). Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become
aware of a Detainee being abused?

21). What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of alleged
Detainee abuse?

22). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

23). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

24). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

25). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

26). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising hi m that he does not have to m akeany statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statement made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any mllitary tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of co erdon,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.
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27). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
~--c---c--,-. (specify offense, I.e. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts·martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

28). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s)
of abuse.

29). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

30). Was this incident reported to the chain of command? How, when & what was
done? What waul d you have done?

31). How eQuid the incident have been prevented?

32). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

33). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress?

34). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

j. OIC & NCOIC COLLECTION POINT

1). Can you tell me whalsources that you use to get policy, doctrine and standards for
Detainee Operations? (What doctrine was used in setting up the collection point?) Describe the
basic principles of detainee operations and how you are applying them.

2). How did you prepare yourself and your junior leaders/Soldiers to understand
applicable regulations, OPORD/FRAGO, directives, intemationallaws and administrative
procedures to operate a collection Point?

3). How did Home Station/Mob Site Training prepare you to conduct Detainee
Operations? (Did this include Law of War and treatment of Detainees training.)?

4). Describe the training the guard force received to prepare them for their duties.
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5). How does your unit conduct sustainment training for Detainee Operations or
training for newly assigned personnel? (How often does this occur and please describe it?)
When did your unit last conduct this training?

6). What kind of security lighting do you have that ensures you have a safe and secure
operation at night? How do you provide heat to detainees during the winter? What fire
prevention/safety measures do you have?

7). In relation to where the detainees are housed, how far away are your ammunition
and fuel storage sites? Where is your screening site where MI Soldiers interrogate Detainees?

8). Describe some of the basic operations of the collection point relating to detainee
segregation, captured medical/religious personnel, feeding, sanitation, etc? (Do you segregate
Detainees by nationality, language, religion, rank, and sex? How are captured Medical
personnel and Chaplains being used? Are the daily food rations sufficient in quantity or quality
and variety to keep detainees in good health? Are personal hygiene item s and needed clothi ng
being supplied to the Detainees?·Are the conditions within the collection point sanital)' enough
to ensure a clean and healthy environment free from disease and epidemics)?

9). What control measures do you use to maintain detaineedi scipline and security in
the collection point?

10). What are the procedures for the transfer of Detainees from the collection points to
US Military controlled detention facilities? How is the transfer of Detainees handl ed between
coalition forces/host nation?

11). What transportation problems do you experience moving detainees during the
operation?

12). Describe the procedures you use when you in process a detainee. (CPA Forces
Apprehension Form, two sworn statements, EPW tag, where do you store Detainees'
confiscated personal affects (if any) and how are they accounted for (are they tagged with DO
Fonn 2745)? How is evidence tagged? What procedures are in place to dispose of captured
enemy supplies and equipment? Do you medically screen detainees?)

13). What MP units (platoon, guards, escort, detachments) do you have at your
disposal to operate and maintain the collection point? Do you have any shortages? How do
these shortages impact your mission? What non-M P units are you using to hel p operate the
collection point? Do you have any shortages? How do these shortages impact your mission?

14), What is your nonnal ratio of guards to detainees in the collection point? Is this
ratio the proper mix for you to perform your mission? If not, what are the shortfalls? Why are
their shortfalls? How do these shortfalls impact your mission?

15). What is the number of personnel that is needed to move prisoners internally and
externally (Le. to the internment facility, from the BN Collection Points, for medical, evacuation,
etc

16). What personnel shortages do you have? What issues, if any, do you feel your unit
has regarding manning or personnelresourcing in conducting Detention Operations?
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17). What equipment shortages (USR) are affecting your ability to perform detainee
operations? What other equipment is the unit experiencing as a shortfall concerning detainee
operations, (i.e., restraints, uniforms, CIF items, weapons, etc.)? What major shortfalls has the
unit encountered in regards to materiel and supply distribution?

18). Describe how the unit pi ans and procures logistical support to include:
transportation, subsistence, organizational, and NB C clothing and equipment items, mail
collection and distribution, laundry, and bath equipment ISO DO.

19). What logistical support do you receive to run this Facility? What types of supplies
is greater in-demand for the unit during detainee operations? And are these items regularly
filled?

20). What procedures do you have in pi ace to ensure Soldiers and leaders understand
the use of force and rules of engagement for the collection point?

21). What are the unit's procedures for the interrogation/questioning of Detainees?

22). What kind of stress counseling are Soldiers/Guards provided?

23). Do you maintain a separate site for sick or wounded Detainees? If so where is it
and how does your unit maintain the security and safeguarding of Detainees there? How about
female Detainees? How and where do you house them?

24). What type of Medical personnel/units are available in support of medical treatment
of detainees?

25). Are Detainees given the latitude to practice their religion? Is there a chaplain
available to minister to the detainees? Is the ch aplain a Retained Personnel, US Forces, or a
civilian?

26). Describe the latrine facilities for Detainees' use (do they have access to it day and
night and does it conform to the rutes of hygiene and do fern ales have separate facilities). How
are they cleaned and how often and by whom? Where do they bathe and conduct other
personal hygiene (this will depend how long it takes to evacuate Detainees to U.S. Military
Controlled Detention Facilities~-12 hours is the standard)?

27). How do the Detainees receive fresh water (Bottled water or Lister bag)?

28). What are the procedures if a detainee in U.S. custody dies?

29). What AARs or lessons learned have you written or received regarding detainee
operations? Can I get a copy?

30). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

31). Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become
aware of a Detainee being abused?
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32). What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of alleged
Detainee abuse?

33). Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse outside
Command channels (IG, CID)?

34). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (IG, CID, Next
Level Commander)?

35). What systems are in place for detainees to report alleged abuse?

36). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

37). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

38). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

39). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

40). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising him that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statem ent made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martiaL c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.

41). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is nota criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
=--,----c----,-. (specify offense, I.e. aggravated assault, assaUlt, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence againstyou in a trial by courts-martial or In other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

42). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s)
of abuse.

D-26



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 325

43). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

44). Was this incident reported to the chain of command? How, when & what was
done? What woul d you have done?

45). How could the incident have been prevented?

46). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

47). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress?

48). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

k. INTERROGATOR OIC/NCOIC

1). What references/standards/publications/SOPs do you use to conduct interrogation
Operations?

2). How does the command ensure that interrogation Operations is conducted in
compliance with the international Law of war? (OPORD/FRAGO, ROE, Interrogation
Techniques, general orders, humane treatment, etc)

3). Did you and your soldiers undergo Level B Law of War training prior to
deployment? Explain what training occurred. Is there a plan to train new Soldiers
(replacements) to the unit? Did this training include the treatment of Detainees? Explain.

4). What Home Slation/Mob Site Training did you and your soldiers receive prior to
deployment to help your unit prepare for Detaineelinterrogation Operations? Describe it. How
did the training prepare you to conduct Detainee/inter rogation Operations for this deployment?
How did this training distinguish between the different categories of Detainees (EPWs, RPs,
Cis, etc.)?

5). What training did you receive on the established Rules of Engagement (ROE)?
How often does this occur? Does this training include Rules of Interaction (ROI)?

6). What procedures are in place to ensure your Soldiers do not violate the rules of
engagement for the interment facility/collection point?

7). What guidance or policies are there to ensure fraternization is not taking place
between U.S. military personnel and the detain ees?

8). What training have you and your subordinates received to ensure your knowledge
of DO is lAW the provisions under the Geneva Convention?

9). What is the OICINCOICs overall role in detainee operation process? What
involvement do the OIC/NCQICs have in the interrogation process of detainee operations? Do
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the OIC/NCOICs provide a means to validate detainee's information? Do the o IC/NCOICs
provide input as to the disposition of the detainee?

10). Where are your screening sites located (where detainees are interrogated and
screened)? Are these facilities adequate for your needs? Do you have enough lnter rogators for
your operation needs? What are your personnel shortfalls?

11). What is the procedure on how to identify·a detainee who may have intelligence
information? Who performs this procedure? Are MPs involved in the decision-making? Are
PIRs used as a basis for the identification of detainees of interest, personality lists used, etc?

12). Have you personally observed the interrogation operations at this Facility to
determine if your unit has the necessary support and supplies to run the facilities? If so, what
did you find?

13). What control measures are you using to maintain discipline and security within the
interrogation facility?

14). How many people are authorized to be present in the room when interrogating!
screening a detainee? Under what circumstances are you required and authorized to have
more people?

15). Are the personal effects of a detainee released to the interrogator or is the
interrogator allowed to examine the items?

16). Are you receiving sufficient information from the capture paperwork to properly
conduct screenings and interrogations? Are the current requirements for documentation of a
captured person sufficient or excessive? Did the changes in procedures as far as documenting
captured person improve your ability to gather intelligence?

17). What are the procedures for the transfer of custody of Detainees from the
MP/Guard personnel to Military Intelligence personnel? When the detainee is returned to the
guard force, what procedures occur?

18). Describe the screening /background checks required prior to hiring interpreters.
Are they trusted by U.S. Soldiers?

19). What is your perception of the contract interrogators training and capabilities to
conduct proper interrogations of detainees?

20), How are translatorsllinguists used during the screening/interrogation process? Do
you trust the interpreter? How are MPs/Guards used during this process?

21). Do counterintelligence agents conduct interrogations of detainees? What training
have they received for conducting interrogations? What is their understanding of the laws of war
as it pertains to interrogating detainees?

22). What do you perceive to be doctrinal shortcomings pertaining to Interrogation
Operations? How would you fixlincorporate into updated doctrine/accomplish differently? How
about Force Structure to ensure Interrogation. 0 perations can be successfully accomplished?
What are the shortcomings and how do we fix the problem at the Army-ievel?
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23). What are the procedures if a detainee in U.S. custody dies?

24). Do you know of the procedures to get stress counseling (Psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medical)? Do your Soldiers know of the procedures to get counseling (Psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medica!)?

25). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

26). Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become
aware of a Detainee being abused?

27). What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of alleged
Detainee abuse?

28). Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse 0 utside
Command channels (IG, CID)?

29). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (IG, CID, Next
Level Commander)?

30). What procedures are in place for Detainees to report alleged abuse?

31). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

32). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

33). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

34). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

35). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense wi thout first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising hi m that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statement made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court~martjal. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.

36).1 am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
_______. (specify offense, Le. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
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31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

37}. Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident( s)
of abuse.

38). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

39). Was this incident reported to the chain of com mand? How, when & what was
done? What waul d you have done?

40}. How could the incident have been prevented?

41). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

42). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress

43}. What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

I. INTERROGATOR QUESTIONS

1}. What references/standards/publications/SOPs do you use to conduct interrogation
Operations?

2}. What training have you received to ensure your knowledge of DO is lAW the
provisions under the Geneva Convention?

3). Did your unit undergo Level 8 Law of War training prior to deployment? Explain
what training occurred. Is there a plan to train new Soldiers (replacements) to the unit? Did this
training include the treatment of Detainees? Explain.

4). What training did you unit receive on the established Rules of Engagement (ROE)?
How often does this occur? Does this training include Rules of Interaction (ROI)?

5). What is the procedure on how to identify a detainee who may have intelligence
information? Who performs this procedure? Are MPs involved in the decision-making? Are
PIRs used as a basi s for the identification of detainees of interest, personality lists used, etc?

6). What is the Rules of Engagement (ROE)/Rules of Interaction (ROI) when
interrogating a detainee?
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7). What is the maximum amount of time allowed a detainee could be inter rogated
during one session? Where is this standard located?

8). What is the procedure in determining how long to hold a detainee at thi s level for
interrogation once he refuses to cooperate?

9). How many people are authorized to be present in the room when
interrogating/screening a detainee? Under what circumstances are you required and authorized
to have more people?

10). Who may allow an interrogator to question a detainee if he is wounded or sick?
(Medical personnel)

11). What types of restraining devices are authorized on the detainee during the
interrogation? What type and/or amount of physical constraints are interrogators authorized to
place on an unruly detainee during interrogation?

12). Where are your screening sites located (where detainees are interrogated and
screened)? Are these facilities adequate for your needs? Do you have enough inter rogators for
your operation needs? What are your personnel shortfalls?

13). Are you receiving sufficient information from the capture paperwork to properly
conduct screenings and interrogations? Are the current requirements for documentation of a
captured person sufficient or excessive? Did the changes in procedures as far as documenting
captured person improve your ability to gather intelligence?

14). What are the procedures for the transfer of custody of Detainees from the
MP/Guard personnel to Military Intelligence personnel? When the detainee is returned to the
guard force, what procedures occur? (what info is passed on to the Guard Force (type of
reward?) ... observation report, paper trail audit)

15). Are the personal effects of a detainee released to the interrogator or is the
interrogator allowed to examine the items?

16). How are translatorsllinguists used during the screening/interrogation process? Do
you trust the interpreter? How are MPs/Guards used during this process?

17). What is your perception of the contract interrogators training and capabilities to
conduct proper interrogations of detainees?

18). What do you perceive to be doctrinal shortcomings pertaining to Interrogation
Operations? How would you fixlincorporate into updated doctrinelaccom plish differently? How
about Force Structure to ensure Interrogation Operations can be successfully accomplished?
What are the shortcomings and how do we fix the problem at the Army-level?

19). Do you know of the procedures to get stress counseling (Psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medical)? Do your Soldiers know of the procedures to get counseling (Psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medical)?

20). What is considered abuse to a detainee during interrogation?
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21). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

22). Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become
aware of a Detainee being abused?

23). What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of alleged
Detainee abuse?

24). Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse outside
Command channels (IG, CID)?

25). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (IG, CID, Next
Level Commander)?

26). What procedures are in place for Detainees to report alleged abuse?

27). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

28). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

29). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

30). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

31). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising hi m that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statement made by him maybe used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidenCe before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.

32). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
=-cc==-:;-:-,,-' (specify offense, Le. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written; may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the righHo consult a lawy er and to have a law yer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
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you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

33). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s)
of abuse.

34). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

35). Was this incident reported to the chain of command? How, when & what was
done? What woul d you have done?

36). How could the incident have been prevented?

37). Describe any unit training orother programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

38). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress?

39). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

ffi. Chaplain

1). Are Detainees allowed to practice their religion? Is there a chaplain available to
minister to the detainees? Is the chaplain a Retained Personnel, US Forces chaplain, or a
civilian?

2). What are your unit ministry team's responsibilities as.part of the cadre for the
detainees at this collection point I internment facility? (Looking for contraband the detainee
might have hidden in their Koran?)

3). What are the procedures to bring local religious clergy members into the collection
point or facility to help ministry to detainees?

4). Are you awa re of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

5). Has any service member spoken with you about abusing detainees or seeing
detainees being abused? If yes, can you provide details without violating your privilege
information I confidentially status between you and the service member? (We do not want
names).

6). How many times have you heard about detainees being abu sed or mistreated?
What did you hear?

7). Have you made the Chain of Com mand aware of these allegations of ab use and
have you seen the Chain of Com mand do anything about correcting detainee abuse?
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8). What is your feeling on how Detainees are being treated? No standard. Personnel
observations and feelings.

9). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

10). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

11). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

12). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

13). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense wi thout first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising him that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of whic h he is accused or .suspected, and that any statem ent made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial: c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.

14). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member ofthe (DAtG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
;;-;-c-c=~=:ccc:'(specify offense, i.e. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. Yoll have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

15). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s)
of abuse.

16). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

17). Was this incident reported to the chain of com mand? How, when & what was
done? What would you have done?

18). How could the incident have been prevented?
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19). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

20). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress?

21). What measures coold the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit

m. 5-4 (INTERNMENT FACILITY)

1). Concerning logistical operations, what is your role in the support of
(Theater/Division) Detainee Operations?

2). What references/standardsfpublications do you use to conduct Detainee
Operations or does your operation depend solely on existi ng SOPs, OPORDs, FRAGOs,
supplyflogistic requests?

3). What Home Station Training did your unit conduct prior to deployment to help the
unit (and you) prepare for this mission? Describe it.

4). Describe how your unit plans and procures logistical support for Detainee
Operations. (include: transportation, subsistence, organizational, and NBe clothing and
equipment items, distribution, laundry, and bath equipm ent) What are the procedures for
transporting and evacuating Detainees? Have you ever coordinated for transportation to
evacuate Detai nees out of the AOR? Who approved the transfer?

5). Do you have any responsibilities for feeding the detainees? I f so, are the daily food
rations sufficient in quantity and quality and variety to keep Detainees in good health and lAW
with their cultural requirements? How and what are they being fed? Please elaborate.

6). Do detainees have adequate furnishings for sleeping and eating (does it include
beddingfblankets)? Is the supply system in place allowing you to replace or procure necessary
furnishings? Is there a means to launder clothing items for the Detainees here at this facility

7). How do Detainees receive fresh potable water in your area of responsibility?
(Bottled water, Lister bags, running water--if so, is it potable)?

8). What procedures are in place to accouht for and dispose of captured enemy
supplies and equipment?

9).
Detainees?

How are personal hygiene items and needed c10thi og being supplied to the
What precisely are provided to them? Do detainees have access to sundry items?

10). What do you perceive to be doctrinal logistic shortcomings pertaining to Detainee
Operations and how would yau fix/incorporate into updated doctrinefaccomplish differently?

11). What are your biggest issues concerning logistical support for Detainee
Operations?
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12). What are your biggest issues concerning adequate facilities for Detainees? Who
provides engineer support to this facil ity? What is your relationShip with the engineer? (If the S
4 provides engineer support, then ask the Engineer Support to Internment Facility Questions.)

13). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

14). Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become
aware of a Detainee being abused?

15). What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of alleged
Detainee abuse? .'

16). Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse outside
Command channels (IG, CID)?

17). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (IG, CID, Next
Level Commander)?

18). What procedures are in place for Detainees to report alleged abuse?

19). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

20). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

21). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

22). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

23). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising hi m that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statem ent made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before an y military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.

24). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member ofthe (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
=_~~_~~.' (specify offense, i.e. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
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administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

25). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s)
of abuse.

26). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

27). Was this incident reported to the chain of command? How, when & what was
done? What woul d you have done?

28). How could the incident have been prevented?

29). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

30). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress?

31). What measures could the command enactto improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

n. CID Special Agent

1). What is your involvement with detainee abuse inves tigations? Please provide a
general description of the quantity and type of inves tigations that you were involved in?

2). Can you list the detainee facilities that these incidents occurred?

3). During those investigations did you establish the motives for soldiers that abused
detainees? If so, pleas e list the motives you uncovered and explain each indivi dually in as much
detail as possible.

4). During those investigations, did you establish any deficiencies regarding training of
those persons who committed abuse? If so, please expl ain?

5). During those investigations, did you establish any deficiencies in regards to the
leadership of those who committed abuse? If so, please explain?

6). During those investigations, did you establish if the environmental factors (length of
work day, shift schedule, living conditions, weather, food, etc...) might have been the cause of
abuse? If so, explain?

7). During those investigations, did you determine if combat stress was a cause of the
abuse? If so, please explain.

D-37



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 336

8). During those investigations did you establish if the assignment of MOS' that do not
normally deal with detainee operations had an impact on those soldiers abusing detainees. If
so, please explain.

9). During these investigations did you establish any patterns as far as one unit having
more soldiers who abused detainees, or a specific MOS that had more soldiers who abused
detainees. Did you see any specific patterns?

10): Is there anything else that you may have observed that you felt was the cause of
those soldiers abusing detainees?

11). What do you perceive as themission of your unit? Describe the importance of your
role in that mission.

12). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

13). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

14). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

15). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may

compel any person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may
tend to incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any
statement from an accused or a person suspected of an offense wi thout first informing him of
the nature of the accusation and advis ing him that he does not have to make any statement
regarding the offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statement made by him
may be used as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this
chapter may compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military
tribunal if the statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him.
d. No statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of
coercion, unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him
in a trial by court-martial.

16).1 am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am partofa
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
= ;:cc__=....".,. (specify offense, Le. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

17).· Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s) of
abuse.
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18). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

19). Was this incident reported to the chain of command? How, when & what was done?
What would you have done?

20). How could the incident have been prevented?

21). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

22). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress

23). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

n. ENGINEER SUPPORT TO INTERNMENT FACILITIES (MP BOE/BN)

1). What is your role in assisting this unit to maintain the security and safeguarding of
Detainees at this interment facility?

2). What is the maximum capacity for this particular facility? What is the current
Detainee population? What is your plan for surge? (tentage, latrines, etc)

3). What standards were used in establishing this internment facility? What standards
do you use in providing engineer support for this facility? Have any facll ity standards been
waived, and if so, by whom, and why?

4). Why was this facility picked as an internment facility (permanent)? What makes
this the place of choice? Who decided the location of this facility?

5). What are some of the services being contracted outloutsourced to support
Detainee Operations in Theater? (Custodial, Garbage, etc.) What are issues concerning
contracting or budget that you are aware of that impact Detainee Operations? If so, what are
they? Who oversees these contracts that support Detainee Operations (CORs)?

6). What do you know about the Engineer Corps' Theater Construction Management
System (TCSM). Were you aware that they have plans, specifications, and materiel
requirements for Internment Facilities based on Detainee popul ation?

7). What IS the minimum living space standard for each Detainee? Who set the
provisions of minimum living space for this facility (Engineers are managers of real property)
(when possible, consult the preventative medicine authority in theater for provisions of minimum
living space and sanitary facilities). What is your relationship with the preventive medicine
expert? Has a preventative medicine expert given advice on this?

8). Describe the latrine facilities for Detainees' use (do they have access to 11 day and
night and does it conform to the rules of hygiene and do fern ales have separate facilities. Are
they serviced with running water)? How are they cleaned and how often, and by whom
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(Contracted?)? Where do they bathe and condu ct other personal hygiene? How recently has a
preventative medicine expert inspected the latrine and personal hygiene facilities?

9). Is the sewage system intact? If not, what are the problems and what is being done
to fix. What is used in lieu of?

10). Describe your lighting system for the internment facility. How does it enhance the
security of the facility? Does the facility have emergency lighting/power capability? Describe
the system. How about the electrical distribution system? What are your problems with the
system?

11). How do the Detainees receive fresh potable water (Bottled water, Lister bags,
running water~~if so, is it potable)? How reliable is the (running) water distribution system (any
breakdowns and if so, how often)?

12). How about heating during the winter? What fire prevention/safety measures are in
place? Describe major problems in these areas.

13). Describe the facilities where the Detainees eat? (Is there a kitchen facility), what
equipment do you have in place?

14). Do you train and supervise internal and external labor (Cis) (construction and
repair of facilities)? If so, describe the work «(construction, maintenance, repair, and operation
of utilities (water, electricity, heat, and sanitation.))

15). How do you prioritize your maintenance and repair? What is your backlog on work
orders? Are there any future plans for this facility in terms of renovation or expansion? Please
describe (how will they use swing space).

16). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

17). Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become
aware of a Detainee being abused?

18). What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of alleged
Detainee abuse?

19). Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse outside
Command channels (IG, CID)

20). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (lG, CID, Next
Level Com mander)

21). What procedures are in place for Detainees to report alleged abuse?

22). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission

23). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.
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24). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

25). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

26). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising hi m that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statement made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.

27). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (DA1G). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
O"7--,----c----,-. (specify offense, i.e. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

28). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s)
of abuse.

29). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

30). Was this incident reported to the chain of com mand? How, when & what was
done? What waul d you have done?

31). How could the incident have been prevented?

32). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

33). What measures are in place to boost morale or torelieve stress?

34). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?
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o. Medical Officar I Preventive Medical Officer

1). What medical requirements in support of the detainee program were identified in the
medical annexes of relevant OPLANs, OPORDs, and other contingency planning docum ents?
What identified requirements were actually allocated? What procedures were specified in these
documents

2). What training, specific to detainee medical operations, did you receive prior to this
deployment? What training have you received during this deployment?

3). What are the minimum medical care and field sanitation standards for collection
points/internment facilities? What have you observed when detainees are received at collection
points/internment facilities? (Describe the process)

4). How often are the collection points/internment facilities inspected (PVNTMED
inspections)? Who performs the inspections (field sanitation team, PVNTMED detachment)?
What do the inspections consist of? What do you do with the results of the inspections? Are
the appropriate commanders taking the necessary actions to correct the shortcomings noted
during your monthly medical inspections? Have you observed any recurring deficiencies during
your inspections?

5). How do you ensure that each unit has a fi eld sanitation team and all necessary field
sanitation supplies? What PVNTMED personnel are assigned to MP units responsible for
detention operations?

6). How are detainees initially evaluated (screened) and treated for medical conditions
(same as US)? Who perfonns the screening? What do you do if a detainee is suspected of
having a communicable disease (isolated)?

7). How often do you or your staff conduct routine medical inspections (examinations)
of detainees? What does the medical evaluation consist of? What is the purpose of the
medical examination? How are the results recorded/reported?

8). Does every internment facility have an infirmary? If not, why not? How do
detainees request medical care? What are the major reasons detainees require medical care?
Have any detainees been denied medical treatment or has medical attention been delayed? If
so, why?

9). How do detainees obtain personal hygiene products?

10). What are the procedures for the transfer of custody of detainees to/from the
infirmary for medical treatment? How is security maintained when a detainee is tr ansferred to a
medical facility? (Database, form, etc

11). What are the procedures for repatriation of sick and wounded detainees? Who is
eligible for repatriation based on a medical condition? How do you interact with the Mixed
Medical Commission (EPW/RP only)?

12). Who maintains medical records of detainees? How are these maintained and
accessed? What is kept in the medical record? Who collects. analyzes, reports, and responds
to detainee DNBI data
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13). What are the standards for detainee working conditions? Who monitors and
enforces them? Who administers the safety program? What is included in the safety program?
How does a detainee apply for work-related disability compensation

14). How are retained medical personnel Identified? What special conditions apply to
them? How are they employed in the care of detainees? How are they certified as proficient?
Who supervises them?

15). What measures are taken to protect US personnel from contracting diseases
carried by detainees? Who monitors/enforces these procedures?

16). What kind of stress counseling do you provide to Soldiers/Guards of detainees?

17). What are the procedures if a detainee in U.S. custody dies?

18). What do you perceive to be doctrinal medical shortcomings pertaining to detainee
operations? How would you fix/incorporate into updated doctrinelaccom plish differently? Does
the current force structure of the Medical/MS/SP Corps support the successful accomplishment
of detainee operations? What are the shortcomings, and how do we fix the problem at the Army
level?

19). If you noticed any markings and/or injuries on a detainee that might lead you to
believe the detainee was being abused, what would you do with the information? Do your
subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become aware of a detainee
being abused?

20). Overall, how do you feel detainees are being treated atthe infirmary, collection
points and/or detention facilities? What systemic weaknesses have you idenUfied?

21). What AARs or lessons learned have you written or received regarding detainee
operations? Can I get a copy?

22). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of your
role in that m issien.

23). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

24). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

25). Are you aware of any incidences of detaine e or other abuse in your unit?

26). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense wi thout first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising hi m that he does not have to make any statem ent regardi ng the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statem ent made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
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compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
courtMmartial.

27). I am (grade, if any. and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
~--~-c----c-' (specify offense. i.e. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

28). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s) of
abuse.

29). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

30). Was this incident reported to the chain of command? How, when & what was
done? What would you have done?

31). How could the incident have been prevented?

32). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

33). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress?

34). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

p. NCOIC GUARD FORCE COLLECTION POINT & INTERNMENT FACILITY

1). How did you prepare yourself and your Soldiers to become familiar with and
understand the applicable regulations, OPORDS/FRAGOs directives, international laws and
administrative procedures to operate an IIR faci my or Collection Point?

2). Did you and all of your Soldiers undergo Law of War training prior to deployment?
Explain what training occurred. What is your plan to train new Soldiers (replacements) to the
unit? Did this training include the treatment of Detainees? Explain.

3). What policies/procedures does your unit have in place to support the U. S. policy
relative to the humane treatment of Detainees?
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4).
Detainees?

Does your unit have a formal training program for the care and control of
Describe what it includes. (For Permanent Internment Facilities only)

5). What training did your unit receive on the established Rules of Engagement
(ROE)? How often does this occur? Does this training include Rules of Interaction (ROI)?

6). What procedures do you have in place to ensure Soldiers understand the use of
force and rules of engagement for the interment facility/collection point?

7). What guidance or policies do you have to ensure fraternization is not taking place
between U.S. military personnel and the detain aes?

8). Describe the training the guard force received to prepare them for their duties (5S5
& T» How does your unit conduct sustainment training for Detainee Operations in Theater?
How often does this occur and please describe it? When did your unit last conduct this training?

9). What Home Station/Mob Site Training did your unit conduct prior to deployment to
help your unit prepare for Detainee Operations? Describe it. How did the training prepare you
to conduct Detainee Operations for this deployment? What are your unit's strengths and
weaknesses? How did this training distinguish between the different categories of Detainees
(EPWs, RPs, Cis, etc.)?

10). Describe the training you received during your last Military Institutional School
(BNCOC/ANCOC) in handling/processing Detainees. How was it helpful in preparing you for
Detainee Operations? How would you improve the training at the schoolhouse?

11). What are some of the basic operations of the collection point/internment facility? Is
there a copy of the Geneva Convention posted in the detainee's home language withi n these
camps? Are camps segregating Detai nees by nationality, language, rank, and sex? How are
captured Medical personnel and Chapl ains being used in the cam ps? What provisions are in
place for the receipt and distribution of Detainee correspondence/mail? Are the daily food
rations sufficient in quantity or quality and variety to keep detainees in good health? Are
personal hygiene items and needed clothing being supplied to the Detainees? Are the
conditions within the camp sanitary enough to ensure a clean and healthy environment free
from disease and epidemics? Is there an infirmary located within the camp?

12). What control measures are your unit using to maintain discipline and security in the
collection point/intemment facility?

13). What procedures are in place to account for and dispose of captured enemy
supplies and equipment? What procedures are in place to process personnel, equipment, and
evidence?

14). What is your ratio of guards to detainees in your collection point/internment facility?
Is this ratio the proper mi~ for you to perform your mission? If not, what are the shortfalls? Why
are their shortfalls? How do these shortfalls impact your mission?

15). How are you organized to handle the different categories of personnel (EPW, CI,
00, females, juveniles and refugees)? Do you maintain a separate site for sick or wounded
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Detainees? If so where is it and how does your unit maintain the security and safeguarding of
Detainees there?

16). What is the number of personnel needed to escort prisoners internally and
externally? (Le. for medical, evacuation, etc.)?

17). What are the procedures for transporting and evacuating detainees? W hat are the
procedures for transferring Detainees from the collection points to US Military controlled
detention facilities? How is the transfer of Detainees handled between different services?

18). What are the procedures for the transfer of custody of Detainees from the
collection points/i ntemment facility to Military Intelligence/O GA personnel? When the detainee is
returned to the guard force, what procedures occur with the detainee? (in processing, medical
screening, suicide watch, observation report DO Form 2713?, etc)

19). What MP units (guards, escort, detachments) do you have at your disposal to
operate and maintain this collection point/internment facility? What non-MP units are you using
to help operate this collection point/internment facility? If you do not use MP teams, what forces
are required to operate the Collection Point (guard, security etc)? 00 you have any shortfalls in
performing the Collection Point mission? How does this affect your doctrinal mission? How long
are you holding Detainees at the coli ection point? Is holding the detainees longer than the 12/24
hours impacting on your units' ability to perform its mission? Why?

20). Describe how this unit is able to maintain the security and safeguarding of
Detainees at this interment facility/collection point. Describe your security requirements. (What
are your clear zones? How do your Guard Towers permit an unobstructed view of the clear
zone and how do they allow for overlapping fields of fire? Describe your perimeter security.

21). How do you maintain a high state of disci pline with your Soldiers to enhance the
internal and external security of the internment facility/Collection Point?

22). Does this facility include Sally Ports? Describe the system in place.

23). What do you have in place for communications (between guards/towers and the
TOe/e2)? What problems do you have? How do you overcome them?

24). Describe the latrine facilities for Detainees' use (do they have access to it day and
night and does it conform to the rules of hygiene and do fern ales have separate facilities). How
are they cleaned and how often and bywhom? Where do they bathe and conduct other
personal hygiene (this will depend how long it takes to evacuate Detainees to U.S. Military
Controlled Detention Facilities-12124 hours is the standard)?

25). How do the Detainees receive fresh water (Bottled water or Lister bag)?

26). Can you give some examples of contraband? What are the procedures when you
find contraband?? (Le.., Knives, Narcotics, weapons, currency)

27). Describe your lighting systems at the Facility/Collection Point (how does it affect
security). How about heating during the winter? What fire prevention/safety measures are in
place?
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28). How are Detainee complaints and requests to the camp commander processed?

29). What are your shortcomings/problems in feeding the population? W hat is the
menu of the population?

30). What problems, if any, do you feel the unit has regarding manning or personnel
resourcing in conducting Detention 0 perations? What about the number of personnel to control
the detention operation in regards to riot control?

31). What personal equipment is the unit experiencing as a shortfall concerning
detainee operations, (Le., restraints, uniforms, CIF items, weapons, etc?

32). What types of supplies is greater in-demand for the unit during detainee
operations? And are these items regularly filled? What major shortfalls has the unit
encountered in regard to materiel and supply distribution?

33). What transportation problems is the unit experiencing to move detainees during the
operation?

34). What safety programs/policies are currently being used in the Detainee cam ps?

35). Do you know of the procedures to get stress counseling (Psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medical)? Do your Soldiers know of the procedures to get counseling (Psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medical)?

36). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

37). Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become
aware of a Detainee being abused?

38). What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of alleged
Detainee abuse?

39). Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse 0 utside
Command channels (IG, CID)?

40). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (IG, CID, Next
Level Commander)?

41). What systems are in place for detainees to report alleged abuse?

42). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

43). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

44). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

45). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?
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46). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected·of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising hi m that he does not have to make any statem ent regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statem ent made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.

47). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
,,"~.,--,---_.,,--~. (specify offense, Le. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. tn addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

48). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s)
of abuse.

49). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

50). Was this incident reported to the chain of com mand? How, when & what was
done? What would you have done?

51). How could the incident have been prevented?

52). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

53). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress

54). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

q. POINT OF CAPTURE·· CDRl1SGI PU PS
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1). How did you prepare yourself and your junior leaders to become familiar with and
understand the applicable regulations, OPORDS/FRAGOs directives, international laws and
administrative procedures to operate a unit Collection Poi nt?

2). Did you and all of your Soldiers undergo Law of War training prior to deployment?
Explain what training occurred. Did this training include the treatment of Detainees? Is there a
plan to train new Soldiers (replacements) to the unit? Explain.

3). What Home Station/Mob Site Training did your unit conduct prior to deployment to
help your unit prepare for Detainee Operations? Describe it. How did the training prepare you
to conduct Detainee Operations for this deployment? How did this training distinguish between
the different categories of Detainees (EPWs, RPs, Cis, etc.)?

4). What training-did you receive on the established Rules of Engagement (ROE)?
How often does this occur? Does this training include Rules of Interaction (ROI)?

5). Describe the training you received at the last Professional Military Education on
handling/processing Detainees. How was it helpful in preparing you for Detainee Operations?
How would you improve the training at the schoolhouse?

6). Describe the training the guard force received to prepare them for their duties.
How do you ensure your guards understand their orders?

7). How does your unit conduct sustainment training for Detainee Operations? How
often does this occur and please describe it? When did your unit last conduct this training?

8). (CDR/1SG) What are your policies on the establishment of a unit holding area?
How do you ensure that these areas operate lAW Law of War?

9). (PUPS) What is the units' policy on the establishment of a unit holding area? How
do you know that you are operating the holding areas lAW Law of War??

10). How do you administratively process each detainee, (i.e., tagging pax and
equipment, evidence, witness statements, etc.)?

11). How do you maintain good morale and discipline with Soldiers and leaders to
enhance the security of the unit collection point?

12). What procedures do you have in place to ensure Soldiers and leaders understand
the use of force and rules of engagement for the unit collection point? (ROE Card, sustainment
lng, etc)

13). What procedures are in place to dispose of captured contraband (enemy supplies
and equipment)?

14). (CDRI18G) What pOlicies/procedures do you have in place to ensure that all
Detainees are protected. safeguarded, and accounted for (58s & T)? What policies/procedures
does your unit have to ensure the humane treatment of Detainees?

15). What are your procedures for questioning Detainees? (Is interrogation taking
place?) Who is interrogating the detainees?
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16). What are your procedures to evacuate a detainee fr om the point of capture to the
Battalion/Brigade collection point? What transportation problems is the unit experiencing either
to move troops or detainees during the operation? How do you process detainees too sick or
wounded to be evacuated?

17). What is the number of personnel that is needed to move prisoners within the
holding area and then to higher? (Le. for medical sick call, evacuation, etc.)?

18). What medical personnel are available to support DO?

19). What procedures are in place when a detainee in U S custody dies?

20). What equipment is the unit experiencing as a shortfall concerning detainee
operations, (Le., restraints, uniforms, CIF items, radios, weapons, etc.)?

21). (CDR) Are any of these USR shortages and if so are you reporting them on your
USR?

22). What types of supplies is greater in-demand for the unit during detainee
operations? What about health and com fort items? And are these items regularly filled?

23). What duties put the most stress on soldiers in terms of personnel resources?

24). What is the most important factor that you would address in terms of personnel
resources in regards toa successful detainee operation?

25). What AARs or lessons learned have you written or received regarding detainee
operations? Can I get a copy?

26). Do you know of the procedures to get stress counseling (psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medica!)? Do your Soldiers know of the procedures to get counseling (Psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medical)?

27). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

28). Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become
aware of a Detainee being abused?

29). What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of alleged
Detainee abuse? '

30). Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse 0 utside
Command channels fiG, CID)?

31). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (IG, CID, Next
Level Commander)?

32). What systems are in place for detainees to report alleged abuse?

33). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.
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34). Describe your working envi ronment and living conditions since being in Theater.

35). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

36). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

37). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising him that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statement made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.

38). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (DA1G). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations. this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
,,",-,--,;cc-c:-=---,,-' (specify offense, i.e. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease atl questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

39). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident(s)
of abuse.

40). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

41). Was this incident reported to the chain of command? How, when & what was
done? What waul d you have done?

42). How could the incident have been prevented?

43). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

44}. What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress?
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45). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

r. DETAINEE ADMINISTRATION COLLECTION POINT/INTERNMENT FACILITY

1). Can you tell me what basic publications that you use to get doctrine and standards
for Detainee Operations? How are you applying standards/doctrine to your processing of
Detainees?

2). How often does your immediate supervisor/commander come here to ensure that
Detainee 0 perations is conducted in com pliance with the international Law of war? How about
other commanders in your chain of command?

3). Describe the in processing for Detainees at this Collection Point/Internment
Facility. (TAGGING, EQUIPMENT, EVIDENCE, SWORN STATEMENTS, ETC)? By what
means are they transported here? ? How long do Detainees typically stay here (12/24 hours is
the standard for each location of captivity until they get to the Long Term Detention Facility)?
How long does it typically take Detainees to get here after capture? How are they out
processed and where do they go? How are they transported to the next higher level
facility/Collection Point? (What is the documentation required for the transfer of
prisoners/Civilian Internees? (What is the documentation required for the transfer of Detainees
to other locations or to either MI Soldiers or other U.S. Government Agencies?)

4). What are the procedures for the transfer of custody of Detainees from the
MP/Guard personnel to Military Intelligence personnel? When the detainee is returned to the
guard force, what procedures occur? (what info is passed on to the Guard Force (type of
reward?) ...observation report, paper trail audit)

5). What is your Detainee segregation policy? (EPWs, Females, Juveniles, Civilian
Internees (to include those that are security threats, those that are hostile to coalition forces,
and possible HTD/HVD), and Retained Persons, Criminals, etc.» What can you tell me about
the categories of Detainees that you are holding? What are they and what are the definitions of
the different categories that you detain? How are.you organized to handle the different
categories of Detainees (EPW, Cl, HVD, 00, and refugees?)

6). What happens to weapons/contraband confiscated from Detainees? What
happens to personal property? (Is it disposed of/tagged along with the Detainee and is it stored
properly and accounted for?) Why is the DO Form 2745 (Capture Tag) not being used in
country? Who gave the authority not to use this form? What are units using in lieu of (if any)?
(Detainee Capture Card found in draft MTTP, Detainee Ops-this card does not require near
as much data as DO 2745. The CPA Apprehension Form helps offset the lack of info on the
Detainee, however it is in single copy (not the 3 requi red»)) Who decided on the use of the
Coalition Provisional Authority Apprehension Form? Why and under whose authority?

7). How are interpreters (linguists/translators) used in this Collection Point/Internment
Facility? How many do you have at your disposal? How do you obtain them? Do you and your
Soldiers trust them?

8). (COLLECTING POINT ONLY) Are the daily food rations sufficient in quantity or
quality and variety to keep detainees in good he alth (HOW MUCH FOOD DO THEY GET)? Are
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personal hygiene items and needed clothing being supplied to the Detainees if they are kept
longer than 12/24 hours here? Explain?

9). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

10). Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become
aware of a Detainee being abused?

11). What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of alleged
Detainee abuse? Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abus e
outside Command channels (IG, CID)

12). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (IG, CID, Next
Level Commander)

13). What procedures are in place for Detainees to report alleged abuse?

14). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

15). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

16). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater

17). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

18). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising him that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statem ent made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before an y military tribunal if the
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial.

19). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detai nee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
=--,---,-;:-:c--,-=-=:" (specify offense, i.e. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at all. Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
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You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions?

20). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and during the incident( s)
of abuse.

21). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

22). Was this incident reported to the chain of command? How, when & what was
done? What would you have done?

23). How could the incident have been prevented?

24). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combed stress.

25). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress

26). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit

2. SENSING SESSION QUESTIONS

a. NCO (Point of Capture)

1). What regulations, di rectives, policies, are you aware of that deal wi th detainee
operations?

2). Did you and all of your Soldiers undergo Law of War/Geneva Convention training
prior to deployment? Explain what training occurred. Did this training include the treatment of
Detainees? What is your plan to train new Soldiers (replacements) to the unit? Explain.

3). What training did your unit receive on the established Rules of Engagement
(ROE)? How often does this occur? Does this training include Rules of Interaction (ROI) (How
can you interact with the detainees)?

4). Does your unit conduct sustainment training for Detainee Operations? How often
does this occur and please describe it? When did your unit last conduct this training?

5). What Home Station/Mob Site Training did your unit conduct prior to deployment to
help your unit prepare for Detainee Operations? Describe it. How did the training prepare you
to conduct Detainee Operations for this deployment? What are your unit's strengths and
weaknesses? How did this training distinguish between the different categories of Detainees
(EPWs, RPs, Cis, etc.)?

6). Describe the training you received During PLDC/BNCOCfANCOC in
handling/processing Detainees. How was it helpful in preparing you for Detainee Operations?
How would you improve the training at the schoolhouse?
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7). What procedures are in place to ensure Soldiers understand the use of force and
rules of engagement? (ROE Card? Etc)

8). How do you maintain discipline and security until the detainees are handed off to
higher? Describe the· training/GUIDANCE the guard force received to prepare them for their
duties?

9). What is the minimum standard of treatment US Soldiers must provide detainees?
What policies/procedures does your unit have to ensure the humane treatment of Detainees?
'What procedures does your unit have in place to ensure that Detainees are protected,
safeguarded, and accounted for?

10). How do you tag detainees for processing? ) (CPA Forces Apprehension Form, two
sworn statements, EPW tag) What procedures do you go through? How do you tag equipm ent?
(are they tagged with DO Form 2745)? What about evidence? W hat procedures do you use to
process equipment/evidence? What about confiscated personal affects? Where do you store
Detainees' confiscated personal affects (if any)?

11). What is your ratio of guards to detainees? Is this ratio the proper mix for you to
perform your mission? If not, what are the shortfalls? Why are their shortfalls? How do these
shortfalls impact your mission?

12). What is the number of personnel needed to maintain security for the detainees until
they are processed to a higher collection point?

13). What is the number of personnel needed to move prisoners within the holding area
(I.e. from one point to another, for medical, evacuation, etc.)?

14). How long do you keep detainees at the unit collection point? In relation to the
Collection Point, how far away are your ammunition and fuel storage sites? Where is your
Tactical Operation Center (TOC)? Where is your screening site where Ml Soldiers interrogate
Detainees?

15). Do you maintain a separate site for sick or wounded Detainees? If so where is it
and how does your unit maintain the security and safeguarding of Detainees there? How about
female Detainees? How and where do you house them?

16). What are the procedures for transporting and evacuating detainees? What
procedures are in place to account for or dispose of captured enemy supplies and equipment?

17). What transportation problems is the unit experiencing either to move troops or
detainees during the operation?

18). What is the most important factor that you would address in terms of personnel
resources in regards to a successful detainee operation?

19). What equipment is the unit experiencing as a shortfall concerning detainee
operations, (Le., restraints. uniforms, CIF items, weapons, etc)?

20). How do the Detainees receive fresh water (Bottled water or Lister bag)?
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21). What types of supplies is greater in-demand for the unit during detainee
operations? And are these items regularly filled?

22). What procedures are in place when a detainee in U S custody dies?

23). Do you know of the procedures to get stress counseling (Psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medical)? Do your Soldiers know of the procedures to get counseling (Psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medical)?

24). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

25). Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become
aware of a Detainee being abused?

26). What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of alleged
Detainee abuse?

27). Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse 0 utside
Command channels (IG, CID)?

28). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (IG, CID, Next
Level Commander)?

29). What procedures are in place for detainees to report alleged abuse?

30). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

31). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

32). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

33). Please provide by show of hands if you aware of any incidences of detainee or
other abuse in your unit? (Those that raise their hands, need to be noted and interviewed
individually afterwards using the ABUSE QUESTIONNAIRE)

b. SOLDIER (Point of Capture)

1). Did you undergo Law of War training prior to deployment? Explain what training
occurred. Did this training include the treatment of Detainees? Explain.

2). Describe the training/guidance you received to prepare you for handling/guarding
the detainees. Does your unit conduct sustainment training for Detainee Operations in Theater?
How often does this occur and please describe it? When did your unit last conduct this training?

3). What Home Station/Mob Site Training did your unit conduct prior to deployment to
help your unit prepare for Detainee Operations? Describe it. (5Ss & T) How did the training
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prepare you to conduct Detainee Operations for this deployment? What are your unit's
strengths and weaknesses? How did this training distinguish between the different categories
of Detainees (EPWs, RPs, Cis, etc.)? What training have you received to ensure your
knowledge of DO is lAW the provisions under the Geneva Convention?

4). Describe the training you received during Basic Training in handlingfprocessing
Detainees. How was it helpful in preparing you for Detainee Operations? How would you
improve the training at the schoolhouse?

5). How does your unit train on the established Rules of Engagement (ROE)? How
often does this occur? Does this training include Rules of Interaction (ROI)? What about
Standards of Conduct? (How can you interact with the detainees)? What guidance or policies
have you been trainedfbriefed on to ensure you understand interactionf fraternization and that it
is not taking place between U.S. military personnel and the detainees?

6). What procedures has your leadership developed to ensure you understand the use
of force and the rules of engagem ent?

7). How is your unit ensuring that all Detainees are protected, safeguarded, and
accounted for lAW the 5Ss & T?

8). How do you tag detainees for processing (CPA Fonn, DD Form 2745)? What
procedures do you go through? How do you tag equipment (DD Fonn 2745, DA Form 4137)?
What about evidence( DD Form 2745, DA Form 4137)? What procedures do you use to process
equipmentfevidence? What about confiscated personal affects? Where do you store Detainees'
confiscated personal affects (if any)?

9). What are the procedures for transporting and evacuating detainees?

10). What transportation problems is the unit experiencing either to move troops or
detainees during the operation?

11). What is the ratio of guards to detainees? Is this ratio the proper mix for you to
perform your mission? If not, what are the shortfalls? Why are their shortfalls? How do these
shortfalls impact your mission?

12). What equipment is the unit experiencing as a shortfall concerning detainee
operations, (Le., restraints, uniforms, CIF items, weapons, etc.)?

13). Describe the latrine facilities for Detainees' use (do they have access to it day and
night and does it conform to the rules of hygiene and do fern ales have separate facilities). How
are they cleaned and ho w often and by w hom? Where do they bathe and conduct ot her
personal hygiene (this will depend how long it takes to evacuate Detainees to COfBN?

14). How do the Detainees receive fresh water (Bottled water or Lister bag)?

15). Do you know of the procedures to get stress counseling (Psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medical)?

16). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?
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17). Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse outside
Command channels (IG, CID)?

18). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (IG, CIO, Next
Level Commander)?

19). What procedures are in place for detainees to report alleged abuse?

20). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

21). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.
(Identify physical and psychological impact on Soldier's attitude).

22). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater

23). Please provide by show of hands if you aware of any incidences of detainee or
other abuse in your unit. (Those that raise their hands, need to be noted and interviewed
individually afterwards using the ABUSE QUESTIONNAIRE)

c. GUARD FORCE (NCO) COLLECTION POINT & INTERNMENT FACILITY

1). How did you prepare yourself and your Soldiers to become familiar with and
understand the applicable regulations, OPORDS/FRAGOs directives, international laws and
administrative procedures to operate an I/R faci Iity or Collection Point?

2). Did you and all of your Soldiers undergo Law -of War training prior to deployment?
Explain what training occurred. What is your plan to train new Soldiers (replacements) to the
unit? Did this training include the treatment of Detainees? Explain.

3). What policies/procedures does your unit have in place to support the U. S. policy
relative to the hum ane treatment of Detai nees?

4).
Detainees?

Does your unit have a formal training program for the care and control of
Describe what it includes. (For Permanent Internment Facilities only)

5). What training did your unit receive on the established Rules of Engagement
(ROE)? How often does this occur? Does this training include Rules of Interaction (ROI)?

6). What procedures do you have in place to ensure Soldiers understand the use of
force and rules of engagement for the interment facility/collection point? What guidance or
policies do you have to ensure fraternization is not taking place between U.S. military personnel
and the detainees?

7). Describe the training the guard force received to prepare them for their duties (5Ss
& T)) How does your unit conduct sustainment training for Detainee Operations in Theater?
How often does this occur and please describe it? When did your unit last conduct this training?
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8). What Home Station/Mob Site Training did your unit conduct prior to deployment to
help your unit prepare for Detainee Operations? Describe it. How did the training prepare you
to conduct Detainee Operations for this deployment? What are your unit's strengths and
weaknesses? How did this training distinguish between the different categories of Detainees
(EPWs, RPs, Cis, etc.)?

9). Describe the training you received during your last Mnitary Institutional School
(BNCOC/ANCOC) in handling/processing Detainees. How was it helpful in preparing you for
Detainee Operations? How would you improve the training at the schoolhouse?

10). What are some of the basic operations of the collection point/internment facility? Is
there a copy of the Geneva Convention posted in the detainee's home language withi n these
camps? Are camps segregating Detainees by nationality, language, rank, and sex? How are
captured Medical personnel and Chapl ains being used in the cam ps? What provisions are in
place for the receipt and distribution of Detainee correspondence/mail? Are the daily food
rations sufficient in quantity or quality and variety to keep detainees in good health? Are
personal hygiene items and needed clothing being supplied to the Detainees? Are the
conditions within the camp sanitary enough to ensure a clean and healthy environment free
from disease and epide mics? Is there an infirmary located within the cam p?

11). What control measures are your unit using to maintain discipline and security in the
collection point/i ntemment facility?

12). What procedures are in place to account for and dispose of captured enemy
supplies and equipment? What procedures are in place to process personnel, equipment, and
evidence?

13). What is your ratio of guards to detainees in your collection point/internment facility?
Is this ratio the proper mix for you to perform your mission? If not, what are the shortfalls? Why
are their shortfalls? How do these shortfalls impact your mission?

14). How are you organized to handle the different categories of personnel (EPW, CI,
00, females, juveniles and refugees)? Do you maintain a separate site for sick or wounded
Detainees? If so where is it and how does your unit maintain the security and safeguarding of
Detainees there?

15). What is the number of personnel needed to escort prisoners internally and
externally? (i.e. for medical, evacuation, etc.)?

16). What are the procedures for transporting and evacuating detainees? W hat are the
procedures for transferring Detainees from the collection points to US Military controlled
detention facilities? How is the transfer of Detainees handl ed between different services?

17). What are the procedures for the transfer of custody of Detainees from the
collection points/internment facility to Military Intelligence/OGA personnel? When the detainee is
returned to the guard force, what procedures occur with the detainee? (in processing, medical
screening, suicide watch, observation report DO Form 2713?, etc)

18). What MP units (guards, escort, detachments) do you have at your disposal to
operate and maintain this collection pointlinternment facility? What non-MP units are you using
to help operate this collection point/internment facility? If you do not use MP teams, what forces
are required to operate the Collection Point (guard, security etc)? Do you have any shortfalls in
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performing the Collection Point mission? How does this affect your doctrinal mission? How long
are you holding Detainees at the call ection point? Is holding the detainees longer than the 12/24
hours impacting on your units' ability to perform its mission? Why

19). Describe how this unit is able to maintain the security and safeguarding of
Detainees at this interment facility/collection point. Describe your security requirements. (What
are your clear zones? How do your Guard Towers permit an unobstructed view of the clear
zone and how do they allow forovel1apping fields of fire? Describe your perimeter security.

20). How do you maintain a high state of disci pUne with your Soldiers to enhance the
internal and external security of the internment facility/Collection Point?

21). Does this facility include Sally Ports? Describe the system in place.

22). What do you have in place for communications (between guards/towers and the
TOC/C2)? What problems do you have? How do you overcome them?

23). Describe the latrine facilities for Detainees' use (do they have access to it day and
night and does it conform to the rules of hygiene and do fern ales have separate facilities). How
are they cleaned and how often and by whom? Where do they bathe and conduct at her
personal hygiene (this will depend how long it takes to evacuate Detainees to U.S. Military
Controlled Detention Facilities-12124 hours is the standard)?

24). How do the Detainees receive fresh water (Bottled water or Lister bag)?

25). Can you give some examples of contraband? What are the procedures when you
find contraband?? (Le.., Knives, Narcotics, weapons, currency)

26). Describe your lighting systems at the Facility/Collection Point (how does it affect
security). How about heating during the winter? What fire prevention/safety measures are in
place?

27). How are Detainee complaints and requests to the camp commander processed?

28). What are your shortcomings/problems in feeding the population? W hat is the
menu of the popUlation?

29). What problems, if any, do you feel the unit has regarding manning or personnel
resourcing in conducting Detention 0 perations? What about the number of personnel to control
the detentio n operation in regards to riot control?

30). What personal equipment is the unit experiencing as a shortfall concerning
detainee operations, (i.e., restraints, uniforms, CIF items, weapons, etc.)?

31). What types of supplies is greater in-demand for the unit during detainee
operations? And are these items regularly filled? What major shortfalls has the unit
encountered in regard to materiel and supply distribution?

32). What transportation problems is the unit experiencing to move detainees during the
operation?
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33). What safety programs/policies are currently being used in the Detainee cam ps?

34). Do you know of the procedures·to get stress counseling (Psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medical)? Do your Soldiers know of the procedures to get counseling (Psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medical)?

35). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

36). Do your subordinates know the reporting procedures if they observe or become
aware of a Detainee being abused?

37). What steps would you take if a subordinate reported to you an incident of alleged
Detainee abuse?

38). Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse 0 utside
Command channels (IG, CID)

39). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (!G, CID, Next
Level Commander)?

40). What systems are in place for detainees to report alleged abuse?

41). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

42). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

43). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

44). Please provide by show of hands if you aware of any incidences of detainee or
other abuse in your unit? (Those that raise their hands, need to be noted and interviewed
individually afterwards using the ABUSE QUESTIONNAIRE)

d. GUARD FORCE (ENLISTED) COLLECTION POINT & INTERNMENT FACILITY

1). Did all of you undergo Law ()f War training prior to deployment? Explain what
training occurred. Is there a plan to train new Soldiers (replacements) to the unit? Did this
training include the treatment of Detainees? Explain.

2). What training have you received to ensure your knowledge of DO is lAW the
provisions under the Geneva Convention? (5Ss & T)

3). What training did your unit receive on the established Rules of Engagement
(ROE)? How often does this occur? Does this training include Rules ofInteraction (ROl)?

4). Describe the training the guard force received to prepare them for their duties.
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5). How does your unit conduct sustainment training for Detainee Operations here in
Theater? How often does this occur and please describe it? When did your unit last conduct
this training?

6). (For Permanent Internment Facilities only) Does your unit have a formal training
program for the care and control of Detainees? Describe what it includes.

7). What Home Station/Mob Site Training did your unit conduct prior to deployment to
help your unit prepare for Detainee Operations? Describe it. How did the training prepare you
to conduct Detainee Operations for this deployment? How did this training distinguish between
the different categories of Detainees (EPWs, RPs, Cis, etc

8). What are some of the basic operations of the collection point/facility? Is there a
copy of the Geneva Convention posted in the detainee's home language within these camps?
Are camps segregating Detainees by nationality, language, rank, and sex? W hat provisions are
in place for the receipt and distribution of Oetaineecorrespondencelmail? Are personal hygiene
items and needed c10thi ng being supplied to the Detainees? Are the conditions within the camp
sanitary enough to ensure a clean and healthy envir onment free from disease and epidemics?
Is there an infirmary located within the camp?

9). What is the maximum capacity for this particular collection point/facility? What is
the current Detainee population? What is your ratio of guards to detainees in the collection
pojntlfac~ity? Is this ratio the proper mix for you to perform your mission? If not, what are the
shortfalls? Why are their shortfalls? How do these shortfalls impact your mission?

10). What control measures are units using to maintain discipline and security in each
collection point/facility?

11). Describe how this unit is able to maintain the security and safeguarding of
Detainees at this collection point/interment facility. Describe your security requirements. (What
are your clear zones)? How do your Guard Towers permit an unobstructed view of the clear
zone and how do they allow for overlapping fields of fire? Describe your perimeter security.

12). What MP units (guards, escort, detachments) do you have at your disposal to
operate and maintain this collection pointlfacllity? What non~MP units are you using to help
operate this collection pointlfacility?

13). What is the number of personnel that is needed to move prisoners internally and
externally, (i.e. for medical, evacuation, etc.)?

14). How are you organized to handle the different categories of personnel (EPW, Cl,
00, and refuges)? How many female Detainees are housed here? How and where do you
house them? How do you maintain separation from the male population (during the day or
during recreational activities)? What about other categories Quveniles, Cl, RP, etc)? What about
other categories (juveniles, CI, RP, etc)? Do you maintain a separate site for sick or wounded
Detainees? If so where is it and how does your unit maintain the security and safeguarding of
Detainees there?

15). (Collection Point only) How long are you holding Detainees at the call ection point?
Is holding the detainees longer than the 12 hours (FWD CP) or 24 hours (Central CP) impacting
on your units' ability to perform its mission? Why?
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16). What procedures are in place to account for and dispose of captured enemy
supplies and equipment?

17). Can you give some examples of contraband? What are the procedures when you
find contraband?? (i.e.. , Knives, Narcotics, weapons, currency)

18). (Collection Point only) What are the procedures for transporting and evacuating
detainees?

19)'. What are the procedures for the transfer of Detainees from the collection points to
US Military controlled detention facilities? How is the transfer of Detainees handled between
different services?

20). What are the procedures for the transfer of custody of Detainees from the
collection points/internment facility to Military Intelligence/OGA personnel? When the detainee is
returned to the guard force, what procedures occur with the detainee? (in processing, medical
screening, suicide watch, observation report DO Form 2713?, etc)

21). Does this facility include Sally Ports? Describe the system in place.

22). What do you have in place for communications (between guards/towers and the
TOC/C2)? What problems do you have?

23). How do the Detainees receive fresh water (Bottled water or Lister bag)?

24). How are Detainee complaints and requests to the internment facility commander
processed?

25). What safety programs/policies are currently being used in the inter nment facilities?

26). What personal equipment is the unit experiencing as a shortfall concerning
detainee operations, (Le., restraints, uniforms, CIF items, weapons, etc.)?

27). What transportation problems is the unit experiencing either to move troops or
detainees during the operation?

28). What problems, if any, do you feel the unit has regarding manning or personnel
resourcing in conducting Detention 0 perations?

29). Do you know of the procedures to get stress counseling (Psychiatrist, Chaplain,
Medical)?

30). Are you aware of your requirement to report abuse or suspected abuse of
detainees?

31). Do you feel you can freely report an incident of alleged Detainee abuse outside
Command channels (IG, CIO)

32). What procedures do you have to report suspected detainee abuse (IG, CID, Next
Level Com mander)
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33). What procedures are in place for detainees to report alleged abuse?

34). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the importance of
your role in that mission.

35). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

36). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater?

37). Please provide by show of hands if you aware of any incidences of detainee or
other abuse in your unit? (Those that raise their hands, need to be noted and interviewed
individually afterwards using the ABUSE QUESTIONNAIRE)

e. ABUSE QUESTIONNAIRE.

1). What do you perceive as the mission of your unit? Describe the 'Importanceof
your role in that mission.

2). Describe your working environment and living conditions since being in Theater.

3). Describe the unit command climate and Soldier morale. Has it changed or evolved
since you have been in Theater

4). Are you aware of any incidences of detainee or other abuse in your unit?

5). ADVISEMENT OF RIGHTS (For military personnel)
The text of Article 31 provides as follows a. No person subject to this chapter may compel any
person to incriminate himself or to answer any questions the answer to which may tend to
incriminate him. b. No person subject to this chapter may interrogate or request any statement
from an accused or a person suspected of an offense without first informing him of the nature of
the accusation and advising hi m that he does not have to make any statement regarding the
offense of which he is accused or suspected, and that any statement made by him may be used
as evidence against him in a trial by court-martial. c. No person subject to this chapter may
compel any person to make a statement or produce evidence before any military tribunal ifthe
statement or evidence is not material to the issue and may tend to degrade him. d. No
statement obtained from any person in violation of this article, or through the use of coercion,
unlawful influence, or unlawful inducement, may be received in evidence against him in a trial by
court-martial. (1.2, 1.6)

6). I am (grade, if any, and name), a member of the (DAIG). I am part of a
team inspecting detainee operations, this is not a criminal investigation. I am reading you your
rights because of a statement you made causes me to suspect that you may have committed
;;-'-:C:::-=-=-,"-=' (specify offense, Le. aggravated assault, assault, murder). Under Article
31, you have the right to remain silent, that is, say nothing at aIL Any statement you make, oral
or written, may be used as evidence against you in a trial by courts-martial or in· other judicial or
administrative proceedings. You have the right to consult a lawyer and to have a lawyer present
during this interview. You have the right to military legal counsel free of charge. In addition to
military counsel, you are entitled to civilian counsel of your own choosing, at your own expense.
You may request a lawyer at any time during this interview. If you decide to answer questions,
you may stop the questioning at any tim e. Do you understand your rights? Do you want a
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lawyer? (If the answer is yes, cease all questions at this point). Are you willing to answer
questions? -

7). Describe what you understand happened leading up to and du ring the incident(s)
of abuse.

8). Describe Soldier morale, feelings and emotional state prior to and after these
incidents?

9). Was this incident reported to the chain of com mand? How, when & what was
done? What waul d you have done?

10). How could the incident have been prevented?

11). Describe any unit training or other programs that you are aware of that teach
leaders and Soldiers how to recognize and resolve combat stress.

12). What measures are in place to boost morale or to relieve stress?

13). What measures could the command enact to improve the morale and command
climate of your unit?

3. INSPECTION TOOLS.

a. Receipt at the US Military Controlled Detention Facilities Worksheet

UNIT: _ DATE: _ NAME: _

Receiot at the US Militarv Controlled Detention Facilities:
1. What means of transportation are Detainees del ivered to the Detention Facility? How are
they subdued? Are detainees receiving humane treatment? Are they immediately screened
and searched UDon arrival? Who is in Chame? (What Unit?)
Remarks:

2. Describe in Detail what the In-Processina Procedures are.
Remarks:

3. Describe in Detail what the Out-Processina Procedures are.
Remarks:

4. Describe security at the Interment Facility. What is the Guard to Detainee Ratio? Describe
the Facilitv in Detail?
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Remarks:

5. Is the Facility using Yes No Are the detainees' names Yes No
DA Form 2674-R listed on this form?
(Strength Report) to
maintain accountability
of detainees?
Remarks:

6. Is the DA 4237-R Yes No Are there children Yes No
used for Protected annotated on the form?
Persons?
Remarks: «Ask if there compassionate Detainees? (children?»

7. What paperwork follows the Detainee: Is it completed to standard: If not, why? If not to
standard, what haooens?
Remarks:

8. Did you witness anyone taking photos or films of detainees outsi de the Yes No
parameters of internment facilities administration or for
intellioence/counterintelliaence Durooses?
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Remarks:

9. Are sick or wounded detaini~~s kept separately and in the same manner Yes No
as US Forces? Does the Facili have an Infirmarv? Describe in Detail.
Remarks:

10. Do detainees enj oy the latitude in the exercise of their religious Yes No
I nractices?

Remarks:

11. Are there interpreters at the Internm ent Facility? How many? What Yes No
backoround checks are conducted?
Remarks:

12. Are the farrowing forms/requirements being used properly for Civilian Yes No
Detainees

a. DA Form 1132 (Prisoners Personal Pronertv\ Yes No
b. DA Form 2677-RTCivllian Internee Identification Card)- Yes No
c. Are Internment Serial Numbers assinned to each Civilian Internee? Yes No
d. DA Form 2678M RfCivilian Internee Notification of Address) Yes No
e. DA Form 2663-R tFinnernrint Card or BAT Process\ Yes No
f. or any other forms used (possibly in lieu of) lAW local SOPs or Yes No

Polic" iCPA Annrehension Form?)-
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Remarks:

13. What type of unit is in charge of operating the Internment Facility? Is IYes INothere an adequate number of oersonnel running the Facilitv?
Remarks:

14. Describe physical security at and around the Facility? Describe lighting systems. How
about Sally Ports?
Remarks:

15. Describe the latrine facilities for Detainees' use. (Do they have access to it day and night
and does it conform to the rules of hygiene and do females have separate facilities). How are
they cleaned and how often and by whom?
Remarks:

16. Describe the furnishings for sleeping and eating (does it include bedding/blankets)? Is
there a means to launder clothing items for the Detainees at the Facility
Remarks:

17. Describe the Facility's Infrastructure.

a. Electrical Distribution and Lighting.
Remarks:

b. Sewer or Sanitation System (Waste Water, jf any).
Remarks:

c. Potable Water Supply (drinking).
Remarks:
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d. Water for bathinnand laundrv.
Remarks:

e. Heatino and Ventilation.
Remarks:

f Fire Prevention Measures.
Remarks:

a. Seare ation based on Detainee Classification.
Remarks:

h. Vector/Animal/Pest Control.
Remarks:

18. Preventative Medicine Remarks.
Remarks:

19. Are Medical Records Maintained for each Detainee? Where IYes INaare the\{ kept?
Remarks:

20. Where is the screening site? Where are detainees interrogated? Who
interrooates/ouestions the detainees?
Remarks:
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19. General Observations: (Include sketch of location/facility area).

SAFETY PROGRAM
SCREENING/INTERROGATION SITE

ADD RECEIVING/INPROCESSING STATION
ADD INTERROGATION LOCATION IF APPLICABLE

b. Receipt at the (BDE/DlV) Collection Point to Evacuation to US Military Controlled
Detention Facilities Worksheet.

UNIT: DATE: _ NAME: _

Receipt at the (BDE/DIV) Collection Point to Evacuation to US Military Controlled
Detention Facilities:

1. Describe security at the Collection Point. What is: the Guard to Ratio:
Detainee Ratio?
Remarks:

2. Is the Collection point Yes No Are the detainees' names Yes No
using DO Form 629 to listed on this list?
maintain accountability
of detainees?
Remarks:

3. Did you witness anyone taking photos or films ofdetainees outside the Yes No
parameters of internment facilities administration or for
inteUigence/counterintellilJence purposes?
Remarks:

4. Describe the CoJJection Point? Is it located near ammunition sites, fuel Yes No
facilities, communications equipment, or other potential targets?
Remarks:
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5. Are sick or wounded detainees evacuated separ ately and in the same Yes NoI~anner as US Forces? Are they classified by qualified medical personnel
walking wounded, Jitter, non-walking wounded)'?

Remarks:

6.. Do detainees enjoy the latitude in the exercise of their religious Yes No
I oractices?
Remarks:

7. How lana are detainees kept in the CoUection oint?
Remarks:

8. Are escorts provided a DO Form 629 with aJ I the escorted detainees' names listed while
evacuatina them to US Militarv Controlled Detention facilities?
Remarks:

9. Are there interpreters at the Collection Point? ! Yes No
Remarks:

10. Are detainees being evacuated to US Military Controlled Detention Yes No
facilities? How soon after arrival at the CP? Can you describe the
orocess of evacuation?
Remarks:

11. Is DA Form 4137 being used to account for the detainee's personal Yes No
oroDertv?
Remarks:

12. What type of unit is in charge of operating the Collection point (MPs Yes No
or other)'? What type of unit does the guard force consist of (MPs or
others)? Is there an adequate number of personnel running the
Collection Point?
Remarks:

13. Describe your lighting systems at the Collection Point. How about heating dur jng the
winter? What fire orevention/safetv measures are in olace?
Remarks:

14. Describe the latrine facilities for Detainees' use. (Do they have access to it day and night
and does it conform to the rules of hygiene and do females have separate facilities). How are
they cleaned and how often and by w hom? Where do they bathe and conduct other per sonal
hygiene (this will depend how long it takes to evacuate Detainees to U.S. Military Controlled
Detention Facilities-12 hours is the standard)?
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Remarks:

15. Describe the furnishings for sleeping and eating (does it include bedding/blankets)? Is
there a means to launder clothing items for the Detainees at this Collection Point (this will
depend how long it takes to evacuate Detainees to U.S. Military Controlled Detention Facilities~-
12 Hours is the standard).
Remarks:

16. How do the Detai nees receive fresh water (Bottled water or Lister bag)? How are they fed
I (how often and what)?

Remarks:

17. What is the overall Description of the Collection Point? (Hardened Facility, tents, etc)

Remarks:

18. Where is the screening site? Where are detainees interrogated? Who
interronates/nuestions the detainees?
Remarks:

19. Describe Receivinglln-processing Station.
Remarks:

20. General Observations: (Include sketch of location/facility area).

c. From Capture to the Collection Point Worksheet

UNIT: _ DATE: _
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From CaDture to the Collection Point
1. Are detainees receivina hum ane treatment? Yes I No
Remarks:

2. Were detainees searched immediatelv unon capture? Yes No
Remarks:

3. Was currency Yes No Did a commissioned Yes No
confiscated? officer approve the

confiscation?
Remarks:

4. Were detainees able to keep some personal effects, such as jewelry, Yes No
protective mask and garments, helmets, clothing, 10 Cards, badges of
rank/nationality. etc?
Remarks:

5. Were the detainees tagged using DO Form 2745? Was the required Yes No
information entered onto the form (date of capture, grid coordinates of
capture, capturina unit, and how the detai nee was captured)?
Remarks:

6. Is the DO Form 2745 properly divided into Parts A (attached to the Yes No
detainee), B (retained ~'ithe capturing unit), and C (attached to the

I property of the detai nee?
Remarks:

7. What other Forms and in-processing techniques are used and for what (CPA Apprehension
Form?)
Remarks:

8. Are the detainees being interrogated/questioned soon afte r being Yes No
caotured? BY WHOM?
Remarks:

9. Are wounded detainees receiving medical treatment? Yes No
Remarks:

10. How are detainees evacuated to the Collection Points and how soon after capture?
Remarks:

11. General Observations:
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d. PREVENTIVE MEDICINE SITE ASSESSMENT TOOL (FOR COllECTION POINTS /
INTERNMENT FACILITIES)

NAME OF CP / FACILITY: TYPE OF CP / FACILITY: _

lOCATION (TOWN/CITY, COUNTRY): _

DETAINEE POPULATION: MEN WOMEN

PERSONAL HYGIENE
SHOWERS

NUMBER OF SHOWERS: _

SOAKAGE PITS / GOOD DRAINAGE / NO STANDING WATER: Y
N

NON-POTABLE WATER SIGNS POSTED IN LOCAL LANGUAGE: Y
N

Y N
GOOD

MONTHLYWEEKLY

SOAP / SHAMPOO & TOWELS PRESENT:

CLEANLINESS: POOR FAIR

EXCELLENT

FREQUENCY OF INSPECTION: DAILY

COMMENTS: _

HAND WASHING STATIONS
OUTSIDE ALL LATRINES: Y N

IN FOOD SERVICE AREA: Y N

SOAKAGE PITS / GOOD DRAINAGE / NO STANDING WATER: Y

N

SOAP & TOWELS PRESENT: Y
N

NON-POTABLE WATER SIGNS POSTED IN LOCAL lANGUAGE: Y
N

CLEANLINESS: POOR FAIR GOOD

EXCEllENT

FREQUENCY OF INSPECTION: DAILY WEEKLY MONTHLY
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COMMENTS: _

LAUNDRY FACILITIES PRESENT
ABSENT

SOAKAGE PITS I GOOD DRAINAGE I NO STANDING WATER: Y
N

NON-POTABLE WATER SIGNS POSTED IN LOCAL LANGUAGE: Y
N

CLEANLINESS: POOR FAIR GOOD

EXCELLENT

FREQUENCY OF INSPECTION: DAILY WEEKLY MONTHLY
COMMENTS: _

POTABLE WATER SUPPLY
QUANTITY AVAILABLE PER PERSON PER DAY (GALLONS): POTABLE _

3-4 gal/person/day potable;3-15 gal/person/day non-potable NON-

N

N

N

MONTHLY

Y

Y

Y

GOOD

RAIN ROWPU

FABRIC DRUM

WEEKLYDAILY

SURFACE GROUND

5-GAL CANS

POTABLE

WATER SOURCE(S):

WATER CONTAINERS:

TRAILER

SOAKAGE PITS I GOOD DRAINAGE I NO STANDING WATER:

ALL SPIGOTS FUNCTIONAL:

POTABLE WATER SIGNS POSTED IN LOCAL LANGUAGE:

CONTAINER CLEANLINESS: POOR FAIR

EXCELLENT

FREQUENCY OF INSPECTION:

COMMENTS: _

NBfT RATIONSMREs
FOOD SERVICE SANITATION

TYPE OF MEALS PROVIDED:

PREPARED

NUMBER OF MEALS SERVED PER DAY: _

TRANSPORT VEHICLE CLEAN & COMPLETELY COVERED:

FACILITY CLEANLINESS: POOR FAIR GOOD
Y N
EXCELLENT
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MONTHLYWEEKLYDAILYFREQUENCY OF INSPECTION:

COMMENTS: _

WASTE
NUMBER OF LATRINES:

(FM 4-25.12: 1 per 25 males, 1 per 17 females)

MALE _

FEMALE_

NOT SEPARATED _
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MONTHLY

Y N

HAULED

TYPE(S) OF LATRINES: CHEMICAL TRENCH/PIT BURN-OUT
OTHER

LATRINES LOCATED 100YDS DOWNWIND OF FOOD SERVICE: Y N

LATRINES LOCATED 100 FT FROM GROUND WATERSOURCE(S): Y N

CLEANLINESS: POOR FAIR GOOD

EXCELLENT

FREQUENCY OF INSPECTION: DAILY WEEKLY MONTHLY
COMMENTS: -'- _

GARBAGE STORED 100 FT FROM ANY WATER SOURCE:

GARBAGE IS: BURIED INCINERATED

AWAY

CLEANLINESS, POOR FAIR GOOD

EXCELLENT

FREQUENCY OF INSPECTION: DAILY WEEKLY
COMMENTS' _

PEST CONTROL
SITE ON HIGH, WELL-DRAINED GROUND: Y N

SITE AT LEAST 1 MILE FROM STANDING WATER: Y N

BILLETS SCREENED: Y N

PESTICIDES AVAILABLE: Y N USED: Y N

INSECT REPELLENT AVAILABLE' Y N

SIGHTINGS OF LIVE OR DEAD RODENTS: Y N

DROPPINGS, GNAWINGS, BURROWS/HOLES, ODORS: Y N

EVIDENCE OF TRAPS, BAITS, OTHER CONTROLS: Y N

PRESENCE OF INSECTS: NONE FEW MANY

TYPE(S) OF INSECTS PRESENT: FLIES MOSQUITOES SAND

FLIES

FREQUENCY OF INSPECTION: DAILY WEEKLY MONTHLY
COMMENTS: _
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SERVICE

WORK CONDITIONS
DETAINEES OBSERVED WORKING: Y N

IF YES: CLOTHING/PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT APPROPRIATE: Y N

WET BULB MONITORED BY: UNIT PVNTMED METEOROLOGICAL

NYWORK/REST CYCLES FOLLOWED:

COMMENTS: _

MONTHLY

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

Y N

Y N

Y N

Y

Y

GOOD

QUARTERS (INTERIOR & EXTERIOR)

ADEQUATE SPACE, LIGHTING, CLIMATE CONTROL:

ADEQUATE LIGHTING:

ADEQUATE CLIMATE CONTROL:

EVIDENCE OF RODENTS:

FOOD DEBRISITRASH PRESENT:

STANDING WATER PRESENT:

VEGETATION WITHIN XX FT OF QUARTERS:

CLEANLINESS: POOR FAIR

EXCELLENT

FREQUENCY OF INSPECTION: DAILY WEEKLY
COMMENTS: _

FIELD SANITATION TEAM
APPOINTED: Y N

SUPPLIES: Y N
TRAINED: Y

PERFORMING DUTIES: Y

N

N

COLLECT COPIES OF (MOST RECENT? LAST 3?) PVNTMED INSPECTION
REPORTS, INCLUDING SITE SURVEYS, FOOD SERVICE SANITATION INSPECTIONS,
WATER ANALYSIS, PEST SURVEYS

e. COMBAT I OPERATIONAL STRESS QUESTIONNAIRE

Please answer all questions completely and honestly. Your responses will remain anonymous.

1. Rank E1-4 E5-6 E7-9 01-3 04-6
2. Type of UnitPLT CO BN BDE Other
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Rate the following statements regarding morale and unit cohesion (1 =strongly disagree, 5 =
strongly agree):

3. The members of my unit know that they can depend on each other
4. The members of my unit are cooperative with each other
5. The members of my unit stand up for each other
6. The members of my unit were adequately trained for this mission

1 2 3 4 5
12345.
1 2 3 4 5.
1 2 345

Rate the following statements regarding your unit's leadership (1 = never, 5 = always):

7. In your unit, how often do NCOs/officers teU soldiers when they have done a good job? 1 23
4 5

8. In your unit, how often do N COs/officers embarrass soldiers in front of other soldiers? 1 2 3
4 5

9. In your unit, how often do NCOs/officers try to look good to higher·ups by assigning extra 1 2
3 4 5 missions or details to soldiers?

10. In your unit, how often do NCOs/officers exhibit clear thinking and reasonable action under
stress? 1 2 3 4 5

Rate the fol lowing statements regarding access to mental health care (1 = strongly disagree, 5 =
strongly agree):

11. 1don't know where to get help
12. It is difficult to get an appointment
13. It's too difficult to get to the location where the mental health specialist is
14. I don't trust mental health professionals
15. My leadership would treat me differently
16. My leaders would blame me for the problem
17. I would be seen as weak

1 2 345
1 2 3 4 5
1 234 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 234 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 345

Rate the following statements regarding personal issues at home (1 = strongly disagree, 5 =
strongly agree):

18. My relationship with my spouse is very stable
19. My relationship with my spouse makes me happy
20. Do you and/or your spouse have any pi ans to separate or divorce?
21. My unit's rear detachment supports my family
22. My unit's family readiness group supports my famify

Combat exposure:

1 234 5
1 2 345

Y N
1 2 345
1 2 3 4 5

23. How many times have you been attacked or ambushed? Never 1-5 times 6-10 times
>10 times

24. How many times have you received small arms fire? Never 1-5.tirnes 6.10 times
>10 times

25. How many times have you seen dead bodies or human remains? Never 1-5 times
6~10 times >10 times

26. How many times have you cleared/searched buildings or homes? Never 1-5 times
6-10 times >10 times

27. How many times have you been responsible for the death of an enemy combatant? Never
1-5 times 6·10 times >10 times
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Rate the level of concern you have regarding the following (1 = not concerned at all, 5 = very
concerned):

28. Being separated from family
29. Uncertain redeployment date
30. Duration of deployment
31. Lack of privacy
32. Boring and repetitive work
33. living conditions

1 234 5
1 234 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 234 5
1 2 345
1 2 345

Rate the following statements regarding stress management training (1 = strongly disagree, 5 =
strongly agree):

34. My training in handling the stresses of deployment was adequate
35. My training in recognizing stress in other soldiers was adequate
Thank you for your honest responses.

0-80

1 2 345
1 234 5
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Appendix E

Standards

8. Finding 1:

(1) Finding: All interviewed and observed commanders, leaders, and Soldiers treated
detainees humanely and emphasized the importance afthe humane treatment of detainees.

(2) Standard: Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM (OEF): Chainnan, Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) message dated 2119332 JAN 02
states that members of the Taliban militia and members of AI Qaida under the control of US
Forces would be treated humanely and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with military
necessity, in a manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949. The
DAIG has therefore used the provisions of the Geneva Conventions as a benchm ark against
which to measure the treatment provided to detainees by U.S. Forces to determine if detainees
were treated humanely. The use of these standards as benchmarks does not state or imply a
position for the United States or U.S. Army on the legal status of its operations in OEF.

The DAIG refers to 3 key documents in this report. CJCS Message dated 211 933Z JA N
02,jJrovides the determination regarding the humane treatment of Al Qaida and Taliban
detainees. Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of August 12. 1949
(GPW) is the international treaty that governs the treatment of prisoners of war, and Geneva
Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC). 12 August 1949,
is the international treaty that governs the treatment of civilian persons in time of war.

As the guidance did not define" humane treatment" but did state that the US would treat
members of the Taliban militia and AI Qaida in a manner consistent with the Geneva
Conventions, the DAIG determined that it would use Common Article 3 of the GCs as its floor
measure of humane treatment, but would also include provisions of the Geneva Convention on
the Treatment of Prisoners of War (GPW) and Geneva Convention ReJati ve to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC) as other relevant indicia of hhumane treatment." The use
of this standard does not state or imply a position for the United States or U.S. Anny on the
legal status of its operations in OEF.

Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM {OIF}: OIF was
an international armed conflict and therefore the provisions of the Geneva Conventions applied.
Additionally, the United States was an occupying power and has acted in accordance with the
obligations of an occupying power described in the Hague Conventi on No. IV Respecting the
Laws and Customs of War on Land (H.1V1.18 October 1907, including, but not limited to,
Articles 43M 46 and 50; Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of
August 12, 1949 (GPW), Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in
Time of War (GCl, 12 August 1949. The GC supplements H.lV, providing the general standard
of treatment at Article 27 and specific standards in SUbsequent Articles.

The minimum treatment provided by Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions is:
1) No adverse distinction based upon race, religion, sex, etc.; 2} No violence to life or person; 3}
No taking hostages; 4} No degrading treatment; 5) No passing of sentences in absence of fair
trial, and; 6} The wounded and sick must be cared for.
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The specific language in the CJCS Message for OEF and the GPW/GC and H.IV
follows:

CJCS Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, "Paragraph 3. The combatant commanders
shall, in detaining AI Qaida and TaUban individuals under the control of the Department of
Defense, treat them humanely and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with military
necessity, in a manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventi ons of 1949."

GPW/GC, Article 3 (Common Article 3) - "In the case of armed conflict not of an
international cha~acter occurring in the territory of one of the High Contracting Parties, each
party to the conflIct shall be bound to apply, as a minimum, the following provisions:

1. Persons taking no active part in the hostilities, including members of armed forces
who have laid down their arms and those placed hors de combat by sickness, wounds,
detention, or any other cause, shalf in all circumstances be treated humanely, without any
adverse distinction fOunded on race, color, religion or faith, sex, birth or wealth, or any other
similar criteria.

To this end the following acts are and shall remain prohibited at any time and in any
place whatsoever with respect to the above-mentioned persons:

(a) Violence to life and person, in particular murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel
treatment and torture;

(b) Taking of hostages;
(c) Outrages upon personal dignity, in particular, humiliating and degrading treatment;
(d) The passing of sentences and the carrying out of executions without previous

judgment pronounced by a regularly constituted court affording all the jUdicial guarantees which
are recognized as indispensable by civilized peoples.

2. The wounded and sick shall be collected and cared for. An impartial humanitarian
body, such as the International Committee of the Red Cross, may .offer its services to the
Parties to the conflict. The Parties to the conflict should further endeavour to bring into force, by
means of special agreements, all or part of the other provisions of the present Conventi on. The
application of the preceding provisions shall not affect the legal status of the Parties to the
conflict."

H.IV, Article 43 - "The authority of the legitimate power having in fact passed into the
hands of the occupant, the latter shall take all the measures in his power to restore, and ensure,
as fur as possible, pUblic order aAd safety, while respecting, unless absolutely prevented, the
laws in force in the country.

H.IV, Article 44 - A belligerent is forbidden to force the inhabitants of ter ritory occupied
by it to furnish information about the army ofthe other belligerent, or about its means of
defense.

H.1V, Article 45 "-It is forbidden to compel the inhabitants of occupied territory to swear
allegiance to the hostile Power.
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H.lY, Article 46 - Family honour and rights, the lives of persons, and private property, as
well as religious convictions and practice, must be respected. Private property cannot be
confiscated.

H.IY, Article 47 - Pillage is formally forbidden.~

H.IY, Article 50 - "No general penalty, pecuniary or otherwise, shall be inflicted upon the
population on account of the acts of indivi duals for which they cannot be regarded as jointly and
severally responsible."

GPW, Article 13 - "Prisoners of war must at all times be humanely treated. Any unlawful
act or omission by the Detaining Power causing death or seriously endangering the health of a
prisoner of war in its custody is prohibited, and will be regarded as a serious breach olthe
present Convention. In particular, no prisoner of war may be subjected to
physical mutilation or to medical or scientific experiments of any kind which are not justified by
the medical, dental or hospital treatment of the prisoner concerned and carried out in his
interest. Likewise, prisoners of war must at all times be protected, particularly against acts of
violence or intimidation and against insults and public curiosity.

GPW, Article 14 - Prisoners of war are entitled in all circumstances to respect for their
persons and their honour. Women shall be treated with all the regard due to thei r sex and shall
in all cases benefit by treatment as favourable as that granted to men. Prisoners of war shall
retain the full civil capacity which they enjoyed at the time of their capture. The Detaining Power
may not restrict the exercise, either within or without its own territory, of the rights such capacity
confers except in so far as the captivity requires.

GPW, Article 15 - The Power detaining prisoners of war shall be bound to provide free
of charge for their maintenance and for the medical attention required by their state of health.

GPW, Article 16 -Taking into consideration the provisions of the present Conventi on
relating to rank and sex, and subject to any privileged treatment which may be accorded to them
by reason of their state of health. age or professional qualifications, all prisoners of war shall be
treated alike by the Detaining Power, without any adverse distinction based on race, nationality,
religious bellef or political opinions, or any other distinction founded on sim Uar criteria."

GPW, Article 39 - "Every prisoner of war camp shall be put under the immediate
authority of a responsible commissioned officer belonging to the regular armed forces of the
Detaining Power. Such officer shall have in his possession a copy of the present Convention; he
shall ensure that its provisions are known to the camp staff and the guard and shall be
responsible, under the direction of his government, for its application. Prisoners of war, with the
exception of officers, must salute and show to all officers of the Detaining Power the external
marks of respect provided for by the regulations applying in their own forces. Officer prisoners of
war are bound to salute only officers of a higher rank of the Detaining Power; they must,
however, salute the camp commander regardless of his rank."

GPW, Article 41 - "In every camp the text afthe present Convention and its Annexes
and the contents of any special agreement provided for in Article 6, shall be posted, in the
prisoners' own language, at places where aU may read them. Copies shall be supplied, on
request, to the prisoners who cannot have access to the copy which has been posted.
Regulations, orders, notices and publications of every kind relating to the conduct of prisoners
of war shall be issued to them in a language which they understand. Such regulations, orders
and publlcations shall be posted in the manner described above and copies shall be handed to
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the prisoners' representative. Every order and command addressed to prisoners of war
individually must likewise be given in a language which they understand.n

GC, Article 27 - nProtected persons are entitled, in all circumstances, to respect for their
persons, their honour, their family rights, their religious convictions and practices, and their
manners and customs. They shall at all times be humanely treated, and shall be protected
especially againstall acts of violence or threats thereof and against insults and public curiosity.
Women shall be especially protected against any attack on their honour, in particular against
rape, enforced prostitution, or any form of indecent assault. Without prejudice to the provisions
relating to their state of health, age and sex, all protected persons shall be treated with the
same consideration by the Party to the conflict in whose power they are, without any adverse
distinction based, in particular, on race, religion or political opinion. However, the Parties to the
conflict may take such measures of control and security in regard to protected persons as may
be necessary as a result of the war."

GC, Article 31 - "No physical or moral coercion shall be exercised against protected
persons, in particular to obtain information from them or from third parties.

Ge, Article 32 - The High Contracting Parties specifically agree that each of them is
prohibited from taking any measure of such a character as to cause the physical suffering or
extermination of protected persons in their hands. This prohibition applies not only to murder,
torture, corporal punishments, mutilation and medical or scientific experiments not necessitated
by the medical treatment of a protected person, but also to any other measures of brutality
whether applied by civilian or military agents."

GC, Article 37 - "Protected persons who are confined pending proceedings or subject to
a sentence involving loss of liberty, shall during their confinement be humanely treated."

GC, Article 41 - nShould the Power, in whose hands protected persons may be, consider
the measures of control mentioned in the present Convention to be inadequate, it may not have
recourse to any other measure of control more severe than that of assigned residence or
internment, in accordance with the provisions of Articles 42 and 43. In applyi ng the provisions of
Article 39, second paragraph, to the cases of persons required to leave their usual places of
residence by virtue of a decision placing them in assigned residence, by virtue of a decision
placing them in assigned residence, elsewhere, the Detai ning Power shall be guided as closely
as possible by the standardsof welfare set forth in Part Ill, Section IV of this Convention.

GC, Article 42 - The internment or placing in assigned residence of protected persons
maybe orde red only if the security of the Detaining Power makes it absolutely neces sary. If
any person, acting through the representatives of the Protecting Power, voluntarily demands
internment, and if his situation renders this step necessary, he shall be interned by the Power in
whose hands he may be.

GC, Article 43 - Any protected person who has been interned or placed in assigned
residence shall be entitled to have such action reconsidered as soon as possible by an
appropriate court or administrative board designated by the Detaini ng Power for that purpose. If
the internment or placing in assigned residence is maintained, the court or administrative board
shall periodically, and at least twice yearly, give consideration to his or her case, with a view to
the favorable amendment of the initial decision, if circumstances permit. Unless the protected
persons concerned object, the Detaini ng Power shall, as rapidly as possible, give the Protecting
Power the names of any protected persons who have been inter ned or subjected to assigned
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residence, or who have been released from internment or assigned residence. The decisions of
the courts or boards mentioned in the first paragraph of the present Article shall also, subject to
the same conditions, be notified as rapidly as possible to the Protecting Power."

GC, Article 68 - "Protected persons who commit an offence which is solely intended to
harm the Occupying Power, but which does not constitute an attempt on the life or limb of
members of the occupying forces or administration, nor a grave collective danger, nor seriously
damage the property of the occupying forces or administration or the installations used by them,
shall be liable to internment or simple imprisonment, provided the duration of such internment or
imprisonment is proportionate to the offence committed. Furthermore, internment or
imprisonment shall, for such offences, be the only measure adopted for depriving protected
persons of liberty. The courts provided for under Article 66 of the present Convention may at
their discretion convert a sentence of imprisonment to one of internment for the same period.

The penal provisions promulgated by the Occupying Power in accordance with Articles
64 and 65 may impose the death penalty on a protected person only in cases where the person
is guilty of espionage, of serious acts of sabotag e against the military installations of the
Occupying Power or of intentional offences which have caused the death of one or more
persons, provided that such offences were punishable by death under the law of the occupied
territory in force before the occupation began.

The death penalty may not be pronounced on a protected person unless the attention of
the court has been particularly called to the fact that sine e the accused is not a national of the
Occupying Power, he is not bound to it by any duty of allegiance.

In any case, the death penalty may not be pronounced on a protected person who was
under eighteen years of age at the time of the offence."

GC, Article 78 - "If the Occupying Power considers it necessary, for imperative reasons
of security, to take safety measures concerning protected persons, it may, at the most, subject
them to assigned residence or to internment. Decisions regarding such assigned residence or
internment shall be made according to a regular procedure to be prescribed by the Occupying
Power in accordance with the provisions of the present Convent! on. This procedure shall
include the right of appeal for the parties concerned. Appeals shall be decided with the least
possible delay. In the event of the decision being upheld, it shall be subject to periodical review,
if possible every six months, by a competent body set up by the said P ower. Protected persons
made subject to assigned residence and thus required to leave their homes shall enjoy the full
benefit of Article 39 of the present Convention.

GC. Article 79 - The Parties to the conflict shall not intern protected persons, except in
accordance with the provisions of Articles 41, 42, 43, 68 and 78.

Ge, Article 80 -Internees shall retain their full civil capacity and shall exercise such
attendant rights as may be compatible with their status."

GC, Article 82 - "The Detaining Power shall, as far as possible, accommodate the
internees according to their nationality, language and customs. Internees who are nationals of
the same country shall not be separated merely because they have different languages.
Throughout the duration of their internment, members of the same family, and in particular
parents and children, shall be lodged together in the same place of internment, except when
separation of a temporary nature is necessitated for reasons of employment or health or for the
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purposes of enforcement of the provisions of Chapter IX of the present Section. Internees may
request that their children who are left at liberty without parental care shall be interned with
them. Wherever possible, interned members of the same family shall be housed in the same
premises and given separate accommodation from other internees, together with facilities for
leading a proper family life.

GC, Article 83 - The Detaini ng Power shall not set up places of internment in areas
particularly exposed to the dangers of war. The Detaining Power shall give the enemy Powers,
through the intermediary of the Protecting Powers, all useful information regarding the
geographical location of places of internment. Whenever military considerations permit,
internment camps shall be indicated by the letters IC, placed so as to be clearly visible in the
daytime from the air. The Powers concerned may, however, agree upon any other system of
marking. No place other than an internment camp shall be marked as such.

GC, Article 84 - Internees shall be accommodated and·admi nistered separately from
prisoners of war and from persons deprived of liberty for any other reason.

Ge, Article 85 - The Detaining Power is bound to take all necessary and possible
measures to· ensure that protected persons shall, from the outset of their internment, be
accommodated in buildings or quarters which afford every possible safeguard as regards
hygiene and health, and provide efficient protection against the rigours of the climate and the
effects of the war. In no case shall permanent places of internment be situated in unhealthy
areas or in districts, the climate of which is injurious to the internees. In all cases where the
district, in which a protected person is temporarily interned, is an unhealthy area or has a
climate which is harmful to his health, he shall be removed to a more suitable place of
internment as rapidly as circumstances permit. The premises shall be fully protected from
dampness, adequately heated and Ii ghted, in particular between dusk and lights out. The
sleeping quarters shall be sufficiently spacious and well ventilated, and the internees shall have
suitable bedding and sufficient blankets, account being takeh of the cli mate, and the age, sex,
and state of health of the internees. Internees shall have for their use, day and night, sanitary
conveniences which conform to the rules of hygiene, and are constantly maintained in a state of
c1eanHness. They shall be provided with sufficient water and soap for their daily personal toilet
and for washing their personal laundry; installations and facilities necessary for this purpose
shall be granted to them. Showers or baths shall also be available. The necessary time shall be
set aside for washing and for cleaning. Whenever it is necessary, as an exceptional and
temporary measure, to accommodate women internees who are not members of a family unit in
the same place of internment as men, the.provision of separate sleeping quarters and sanitary
conveniences for the use of such worn en internees shall be obligatory.

GC, Article 86 - The Detaining.Power shall place at the disposal of interned persons, of
whatever demomination, premises suitable for the holding of their religious services."

GC, Article 88 - "In all places of internment exposed to air raids and other hazards of
war, shelters adequate in nurn ber and structure to ensure the necessary protection shall be
installed. In case of alarms, the measures internees shall be free to enter such shelters as
quickly as possible, excepting those who remain for the protection of their quarters against the
aforesaid hazards. Any protective measures taken in favour of the population shall also apply to
them. All due precautions must be taken in places of internment against the danger of fire.

GC, Article 89 - Daily food rations for internees shall be suffici ent in quantity, quality and
variety to keep internees in a good state of health and prevent the developm ent of nutritional
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deficiencies. Account shall also be taken of the customary diet of the internees. Internees shall
also be given the means by which they can prepare for themselves any additional food in their
possession. Sufficient drinking water shall be supplied to internees. The use of tobacco shall be
permitted. Internees who work shall receive additional rations in proportion to the kind of labour
which they perlorm. Expectant and nursing mothers and children under fifteen years of age,
shall be given additional food, in proportion to their physiological needs.

GC, Article 90 - When taken into custody, internees shall be given all facilities to provide
themselves with the necessary clothing, footwear and change of underwear, and later on, to
procure further supplies if required. Should any internees not have sufficient clothing, account
being taken of the cli mate, and be unable to procure any, it shall be provided free of charge to
them by the Detaining Power. The clothing supplied by the Detaining Power to internees and
the outward markings placed on their own clothes shall not be ignominious nor expose them to
ridicule. Workers shall receiVe suitable working outfits, including protective clothing, whenever
the nature of their work so requires."

GC, Article 93 - "Internees shall enjoy complete latitude in the exercise of their religious
duties, including attendance at the services of their faith, on condition that they comply with the
disciplinary routine prescribed by the detai ning authorities."

GC, Article 97 - "Internees shall be permitted to retain articles of personal use.
Monies, cheques, bonds, etc., and val uables in their possession may not be taken from them
except in accordance with established procedure. Detailed receipts shall be given therefor. The
amounts shall be paid into the account of ever y internee as provided for in Article 98. Such
amounts may not be converted into any other currency unless legislation in force in the territo!)'
in which the owner is interned so requires or the internee gives his consent. Articles which have
above all a personal or sentimental value may not be taken away. A woman internee shall not
be searched except by a woman. On release or repatriation, internees shall be given all
articles, monies or other valuables taken from them during internment and shall receive in
currency the balance of any credit to their accounts kept in accordance with Article 98, with the
exception of any articles or amounts withheld by the Detaining Power by virtue of its legislation
in force. If the property of an internee is so withheld, the owner shall receive a detailed receipt.
Family or identity documents in the possession of internees may not be taken away without a
receipt being given. At no time shall internees be left without identity documents. If they have
none, they shall be issued with special documents drawn up by the detai ning authorities, which
will serve as their identity papers until the end of their internment. Internees may keep on their
persons a certain amount of money, in cash or in the shape of purchase coupons, to enable
them to make purchases."

GC, Article 99 - "Every place of internment shall be put under the authority of a
responsible officer, chosen from the regular military forces or the regular civil administration of
the Detaining Power. The officer in charge of the place of internment must have in his
possession a copy of the present Convention in the offici allanguage, or one of the official
languages, of his country and shall be responsible for its application. The staff in control of
internees shall be instructed in the provisions of the present Conventi on and of the
administrative measures adopted to ensure its application. The text of the present Convention
and the texts of special agreements concluded under the said Convention shall be posted inside
the place of internment, in a language which the internees understand, or shall be in the
possession of the Internee Committee. Regulations, orders, notices and publications of every
kind shall be communicated to the internees and posted inside the places of internment in a
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language which they under stand. Every order and command addressed to internees
individually must, likewise, be given in a language which they understand."

GC Article 100 - "The disciplinary regime in places of internment shall be consis tent
with huma~itarian principles, and shall in no circumstances include regulations imposing on
internees any physical exertion dangerous to their health or involving physical or m~ral
victimization. Identification by tattooing or imprinting signs or markings on the body, IS

prohibited. In particular, prolonged standing and roll-calls, punishment drill, military drill and
manoeuvres, or the reduction of food rations, are prohibited."

Army Regulation 190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel. Civilian Internees
and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997, Chapter 1, paragraph 1~1, subparagraphs a and b. This
regulation is a multi-seNice regulation implementing DOD Directive 2310.1 and incorporates
Army Regulation 190~8 and 190-57 and SECNAV Instruction 3461.3, and Air Force Joint
Instruction 31~304 and outlines poli cies, procedures, and responsibilities for treatment of enemy
prisoners of war (EPW), retained personnel (RP), civilian internees (CI), and other detainees
(OD) and implements international law for all military operations. The specific language in the
regulation follows:

"1-1. Purpose

a. This regulation provides policy, procedures, and responsibilities for the administration,
treatment, employment, and compensation of enemy prisoners of war (EPW), retained
personnel (RP), civilian internees (Gl) and other detainees (OD) in the custody of U.S. Armed
Forces. This regulation also establishes procedures for transfer of custody from the United
States to another detaining power.

b. This regulation implements international law, both customary and codified, relating to
EPW, RP, CI, and ODs which includes those persons held during military operations other than
war.I!

b. Finding 2:

(1) Finding: In the cases the DAIG reviewed, all detainee abuse occurred when one or
more individuals failed to adhere to basic standards of discipline, training, or Army Values; in
some cases abuse was accompanied by leadership failure at the tactical level.

(2) Standard: Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM (OEF): Guidance was provided stating that members of the Taliban militia and
members of Al Qaida under the control of U.S. Forces would be treated humanely and, to the
extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a manner consistent with the
principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949. The DAIG has therefore used the provisions of
the Geneva Conventi ons as a benchmark against wh ich to measure the treatment provided to
detainees by U.S. Forces to determine if detainees were treated humanely. The use of these
standards as benchmarks does not state or imply a position for the United States or U.S. Army
on the legal status of its operations in OEF.

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, provides the
determination regarding the hum ane treatment of AI Qaida and Taliban detainees. Convention
Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of August 12, 1949 (GPW) is the international
treaty that governs the treatment of prisoners of war), and Geneva Convention Relative to the
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Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC), August 12, 1949 is the international treaty
that governs the treatment of civilian persons in time of war.

As the guidance did not define" humane treatment" but did state that the U.S. would
treat members of the TaHban militia and AI Qaida in a manner consistent with the Geneva
Conventions, the DAIG determined that it would use Common Article 3 of the GCs as its floor
measure of humane treatment, but would al so include provisions of the Geneva Convention on
the Treatment of Prisoners of War (GPW) and Geneva Convention Relati ve to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC) as other relevant indicia of "humane treatment." The use
of this standard does not state or imply a position for the United States or U.S. Army on the
legal status of its operations in OEF.

Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF): OIF was
an international armed conflict and therefore the provisions of the Geneva Conventions applied.
Additionally, the United States was an occupying power and has acted in accordance with the
obligations of an occupying power described in the Hague Convention No. IV Respecting the
Laws aod Customs of War on Land (H.1Vl, Oct. 18, 1907, including, but not limited to, Articles
43-46 and 50; Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of August 12,
1949 (GPW): and Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of
War (GC), August 12, 1949. The GC supplements H.lV, providing the general standard of
treatment at Article 27 and specific standards in subsequent Articles.

The minimum treatment provided by Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions is:
(1) No adverse distinction based upon race, religion, sex, etc.; (2) No violence to life or person;
(3)No taking hostages; (4) No degrading treatment; (5) No passing of sentences in absence of
fair trial, and; (6) The wounded and si ck must be cared for.

The specific language in the CJCS Message for OEF and the GPWfGC and H.IV
follows:

CJCS Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, "Paragraph 3. The combatant commanders
shall, in detaining AI Qaida and Taliban individuals under the control of the Department of
Defense, treat them humanely and, to the extent appr opriate and consistent with military
necessity, in a manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949."

GPW/GC, Article 3 (Common Article 3) - "In the case of anned conflict not of an
international character occurring in the territory of one of the High Contracting Parties, each
party to the conflict shall be bound to apply, as a minimum, the following provisions:

1. Persons taking no active part in the hostilities, including members of armed forces
who have laid down their arms and those placed hors de combat by sickness, wounds,
detention, or any other cause, shall in all circumstances be treated humanely, without any
adverse distinction founded on race, color. religion or faith, sex, birth or wealth, or any other
similar criteria.

To this end the following acts are and shall remain prohibited at any time and in any
place whalsoeverwith respect to the above~mentioned persons:

(a) Violence to life and person, in partiCUlar murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel
treatment and torture;

(b) Taking of hostages;
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(c) Outrages upon personal dignity, in particular, humiliating and degrading treatment;
(d) The passing of sentences and the carrying out of.executions without previous

judgment pronounced by a regularly constituted court affording all the judicial guarantees which
are recognized as indispensable by civilized peoples.

2. The wounded and sick shall be collected and cared for. An impartial humanitarian
body, such as the International Committee of the Red Cross, may offer its services to the
Parties to the conflict. The Parties to the conflict should further endeavour to bring into force, by
means of special agreements, all or part of the other provisions of the present Conventi on. The
application of the preceding provisions shall not affect the legal status of the Parties to the
conflict."

GPW, Article 13 - "Prisoners of war must at all times be humanely treated. Any unlawful
act or omission by the Detaining Power causing death or seriously endangering the health of a
prisoner of war in its custody is prohibited, and will be regarded as a serious breach of the
present Convention. In particular, no prisoner of war·may be subjected to physical mutilation or
to medical or scientific experiments of any kind which are not justified by the medical, dental or
hospital treatment of the prisoner concerned and carried out in his interest. Likewise, prisoners
of war must at all times be protected,.particularly against acts of violence or intimidation and
against insults and public curiosity."

GPW, Article 14 - Prisoners of war are entitled in all circumstances to respect for their
persons and their honour. Women shall be treated with all the regard due to thei r sex and shall
in all cases benefit by treatment as favourable as that granted to men. Prisoners of war shall
retain the full civil capacity which they enjoyed at the time of their capture. The Detaining Power
may not restrict the exercise, either within or without its own territolY, of the rights such capacity
confers except in so far as the captivity requires.

GPW, Article 15 - The Power detaining prisoners of war shall be bound to provide free
of charge for their maintenance and for the medical attention required by their state of health.

GPW, Article 16 - Taking into consideration the provisions of the present Convention
relating to rank and sex, and subject to any privileged treatment which may be accorded to them
by reason of their state of health, age or professional qualifications, all prisoners of war shall be
treated alike by the Detaining Power, without any adverse distinction based on race, nationality,
religious belief or political opinions, or any other distinction founded on sim itar criteria."

GPW, Article 39 - "Every prisoner of war camp shall be put under the immediate
authority of a responsible commissioned officer belonging to the regular armed forces of the
Detaining Power. Such officer shall have in his possession a copy of the present Convention; he
shall ensure that its provisions are known to the camp staff and the guard andshall be
responsible, under the direction of his government, for its application. Prisoners of war, with the
exception of officers, must salute and show to all officers of the Detaining Power the external
marks of respect provided for by the regulations applying in their own forces. Officer prisoners of
war are bound to salute only officers of a higher rank of the Detaining Power; they must,
however, salute the cam p commander regardless of his rank."

GPW, Article 41 - "In every camp the text of the present Convention and its Annexes
and the contents of any special agreement provided for in Article 6, shall be posted, in the
prisoners' own language, at places where all may read them. Copies shall be supplied, on
request, to the prisoners who cannot have access to the copy which has been posted.
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Regulations, orders, notices and publications of every kind relating to the conduct of prisoners
of war shall be issued to them in a language which they understand. Such regulations, orders
and publications shall be posted in the manner described above and copies shall be handed to
the prisoners' representative. Every order and command addressed to prisoners of war
individually must likewise be given in a language which they understand."

GC, Article 27 - "Protected persons are entitled, in all circumstances, to respect for their
persons, their honour, their family rights, their religious convictions and practices, and their
manners and customs. They shall at all times be humanely treated, and shall be protected
especially against all acts of violence or threats thereof and against insults and public curiosity.
Women shall be especially protected against any attack on their honour, in particular against
rape, enforced prostitution, or any form of indecent assault. Without prejudice to the provisions
relating to their state of health, age and sex, al I protected persons shall be treated with the
same consideration by the Party to the conflict in whose power they are, without any adverse
distinction based, in particular, on race, religion or political opinion. However, the Parties to the
conflict may take such measures of control and security in regard to protected persons as may
be necessary as a result of the war."

GC, Article 31 - "No physical or moral coercion shall be exercised against protected
persons, in particular to obtain information from them or from third parties.

GC, Article 32 - The High Contracting Parties specifically agree that each of them is
prohibited from taking any measure of such a character as to cause the physical suffering or
extermination of protected persons in their hands. This prohibition applies not only to murder,
torture, corporal punishments, mutilation and medical or scientific experiments not necessitated
by the medical treatment of a protected person, but also to any other measures of brutality
whether applied by civilian or military agents."

GC, Article 37 - "Protected persons who are confined pendi ng proceedings or subject to
a sentence invol ving loss of liberty, shall during their confinement be hum anely treated."

GC, Article 41 - "Should the Power, in whose hands protected persons may be, consider
the measures of control mentioned in the present Convention to be inadequate, it may not have
recourse to any other measure of control more severe than that of assigned residence or
internment, in accordance with the provisions of Articles 42 and 43. In applyi ng the provisions of
Article 39, second paragraph, to the cases of persons required to leave their usual places of
residence by virtue of a decision placing them in assigned residence, by virtue ofa decision
placing them in assigned residence, elsewhere, the Detaining Power shall be guided as closely
as possible by the standards of welfare set forth in Part III, Section IV of this Convention.

GC, Article 42 - The internment or placing in assigned residence of protected persons
may be ordered only if the security of the Detaining Power makes it absolutely necessary. If
any person, acting through the representatives of the Protecting Power, voluntarily demands
internment, and if his situation renders this step necessary, he shall be interned by the Power in
whose hands he may be.

GC, Article 43 - Any protected person who has been interned or placed in assigned
residence shall be entitled to have such action reconsidered as soon as possible by an
appropriate court or administrative board designated by the Detaini ng Power for that purpose. If
the internment or placing.in assigned residence is maintained, the court or administrative board
shall periodically, and at least twice yearly, give consideration to his or her case, with a view to
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the favorable amendment of the initial decision, if circumstances permit. Unless the protected
persons concerned object, the Detaining Power shall, as rapidly as possible, give the Protecting
Power the names of any protected persons who have been inter ned or subjected to assigned
residence, or who have been released from internment or assigned residence. The decisions of
the courts or boards mentioned in the first paragraph of the present Article shall also, subject to
the same conditions, be notified as rapidly as possible to the Protecting Power."

GC, Article 68 - "Protected persons who commit an offence which is solely intended to
harm the Occupying Power, but which does not constitute an attempt on the life or limb of
members of the occupying forces or administration, nor a grave collective danger, nor seriously
damage the property of the occupying forces or administration or the installations used by them,
shall be liable to internment or simple imprisonment, provided the duration ofsuch internment or
imprisonment is proportionate to the offence committed. Furthermore, internment or
imprisonment shall, for such offences. be the only measure adopted for depriving protected
persons of liberty. The courts provided for under Article 66 of the present Convention may at
their discretion convert a sentence of imprisonment to one of internment for the same period.

The penal provisions promulgated by the Occupying Power in accordance with Articles
64 and 65 may impose the death penalty on a protected person only in cases where the person
is guilty of espionage, of serious acts of sabotage against the military installations of the
Occupying Power or of intentional offences which have caused the death of one or more
persons, provided that such offences wer e punishable by death under the law of the occupied
territory in force before the occupation began.

The death penalty may not be pronounced on a protected person unless the attention of
the court has been particularly called to the fact that since the accused is not a national of the
Occupying Power, he is not bound to it by any duty of allegiance.

In any case, the death penalty may not be pronounced on a protected person who was
under eighteen years of age at the time of the offence."

GC, Article 78 - "If the Occupying Power considers it necessary, for imperative reasons
of security, to take safety measures concerning protected persons, it may, at the most. subject
them to assigned residence or to internment. Decisions regarding such assigned residence or
internment shall be made according to a regular procedure to be prescribed by the Occupying
Power in accordance with the provisions of the present Convention. This procedure shall
include the right of appeal for the parties concerned. Appeals shall be decided with the least
possible delay. In the event of the decision being upheld, it shall be subject to periodical review.
if possible every six months, by a competent body set up by the said P ower. Protected persons
made subject to assigned residence and thus required to leave their homes shall enjoy the full
benefit of Article 39 of the present Convention.

GC, Article 79 - The Parties to the conflict shall not intern protected persons, except in
accordance with the provisions of Articles 41, 42, 43, 68 and 78.

GC, Article 80 -Internees shall retain their full civil capacity and shall exercise such
attendant rights as may be compatible with their status."

GC, Article 82 - "The Detaining Power shall, as far as possible, accommodate the
internees according to their nationality, language and customs. Internees who are nationals of
the same country shall not be separated merely because they have different languages.
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Throughout the dur alian of their internment, members of the same family, and in particular
parents and children, shall be lodged together in the same place of internment, except when
separation of a temporary nature is necessitated for reasons of employment or health or for the
purposes of enforcement of the provisions of Chapter IX of the present Section. Internees may
request that their children who are left at liberty without parental care shall be interned with
them. Wherever possible. interned members of the same family shall be housed in the same
premises and given separate accommodation from other internees, together with facilities for
leading a proper family life.

Ge, Article 83 - The Delaini og Power shall not set up places of internment in areas
particularly exposed to the dangers of war. The Detaining Power shall give the enemy Powers,
through the intermediary of the Protecting Powers, all useful information regarding the
geographical location of places of internment. Whenever military considerations permit,
internment camps shall be indicated by the letters IC, placed sa as to be clearly visible in the
daytime from the air. The Powers concerned may, however, agree upon any other system of
marking. No place other than an internment camp shall be marked as such.

GC, Article 84 - Internees shall be accommodated and administered separately from
prisoners of war and from persons deprived of liberty for any other reason.

GC, Article 85 - The Detaining Power is bound to take all necessary and possible
measures to ensure that protected persons shall, from the outset of their internment, be
accommodated in buildings or quarters which afford every possible safeguard as regards
hygiene and health, and provide efficient protection against the rigours of the climate and the
effects of the war. In no case shall permanent places of internm ent be situated in unhealthy
areas or in distficts, the climate of which is injurious to the internees. In all cases where the
district, in which a protected person is temporarily interned, is an unhealthy area or has a
climate which is harmful to his health, he shall be removed to a more suitable place of
internment as rapidly as circumstances permit. The premises shall be fully protected from
dampness, adequately heated and Ii ghted, in particular between dusk and lights out. The
sleeping quarters shall be sufficiently spacious and well ventilated, and the internees shall have
suitable bedding and sufficient biankets, account being taken of the eli mate, and the age, sex,
and state of health of the internees. Internees shall have for their use, day and night, s anilary
conveniences which conform to the rules of hygiene, and are constantly maintained in a state of
cleanliness. They shall be provided with sufficient water and soap for their daily personal toilet
and for washing their personal laundry; installations and facilities necessary for this purpose
shall be granted to them. Showers or baths shall also be available. The necessary time shall be
set aside for washing and for cleaning. Whenever it is necessary, as an exceptional and
temporary measure, to accommodate women internees who are not members of a family unit in
the same place of internment as men, the provision of separate sleeping quarters and sanitary
conveniences for the use of such women internees shall be obligatory.

GC, Article 86 - The Detaini ng Power shall place.at the disposal of interned persons, of
whatever denomination, premises suitable for the holding of their religious services."

GC, Article 88 - "In all places of internment exposed to air raids and other hazards of
war, shelters adequate in number and structure to ensure the necessary protection shall be
installed. In case of alarms, the measures internees shall be free to enter such shelters as
quickly as possible, excepting those who remain for the protection of their quarters against the
aforesaid hazards. Any protective measures taken in favour oflhe population shall also apply to
them. All due precautions must be taken in places of internment against the danger of fire.
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Ge, Article 89 - Daily food rations for internees shall be sufficient in quantity, quality and
variety to keep internees in a good state of health and prevent the development of nutritional
deficiencies. Account shall also be taken of the customary diet of the internees. Internees shall
also be given the means by which they can prepare for themselves any additional food in their
possession. Sufficient drinking "'Yater shall be supplied to internees. The use of tobacco shall be
permitted. Internees who work shall receive additional rations in proportion to the kind of labour
which they perform. Expectant and nursing mothers and children under fifteen years of age,
shall be given additional food, in proportion to their physiological needs.

Ge, Article 90 - When taken into custody, internees shall be given all facilities to provide
themselves with the necessary clothing, footwear and change of underwear, and later on, to
procure further supplies if required. Should any internees not have sufficient clothing, account
being taken of the climate, and be unable to procure any. it shall be provided free of charge to
them by the Detaining Power. The clothing supplied by the Detaining Power to internees and
the outward markings placed on their own clothes shall not be ignominious nor expose them to
ridicule. Workers shall receive suitable working.outfits, including protective clothing, whenever
the nature of their work so requires."

GC, Article 93 - "Internees shall enjoy complete latitude in the exercise of their religious
duties, including attendance at the services of their faith, on condition that they comply with the
disciplinary routine prescribed by the detaining authorities."

GC, Article 97 - "Internees shall be permitted to retain articles of personal use.
Monies, cheques, bonds, etc., and val uables in their possession may not be taken from them
except in accordance with established procedure. Detailed receipts shall be ,given therefor. The
amounts shall be paid into the account of ever y internee as provided for in Article 98. Such
amounts· may not be converted into any other currency unless legislation in force in the territory
in which the owner is interned so requires or the internee gives his consent. Articles which have
above all a personal or sentimental value may not be taken away. A woman internee shall not
be searched except by a woman. On release or repatriation, internees shall be given all
articles, monies or other valuables taken from them during internment and shall receive in
currency the balance of any credit to their accounts kept in accordance with Article 98, with the
exception of any articles or amounts withheld by the Detaining Power by virtue of its legislation
in force. If the property of an internee is so withheld, the owner shall receive a detailed receipt.
Family or identity documents in the possession of internees may not be taken away without a
receipt being given. At no time shall internees be left without identity documents. If they have
none, they shall be issued with special documents drawn up by the detai ning authorities, which
will serve as their identity papers until the end of their internment. Internees may keep on their
persons a certain amount of money, in cash or in the shape of purchase coupons, to enable
them to make purchases."

GC, Article 99 - "Every place of internment shall be put under the authority of a
responsible officer, chosen from the regular military forces or the regular civil administration of
the Detaining Power. The officer in charge of the place of internment must have in his
possession a copy of the present Convention in the official language, or one of the official
languages, of his country and shall be responsible for its application. The staff in control of
internees shall be instructed in the provisions of the present Convention and of the
administrative measures adopted to ensure its application. The text of the present Convention
and the texts of special agreements concluded under the said Convention shall be posted inside
the place of internment, in a language which the internees understand, or shall be in the
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possession of the Internee Committee. Regulations. orders, notices and publications of every
kind shall be communicated to the internees and posted inside the places of internment in a
language which they understand. Every order and command addressed to internees
individually must, likewise, be given in a language which they understand."

GC, Article 100 - "The disciplinary regime in places of internment shall be consistent
with humanitarian principles, and shall in no circumstances include regulations imposing on
internees any physical exertion dangerous to their health or involving physical or moral
victimization. Identification by tattooing or imprinting signs or markings on the body, is
prohibited. In particular, prolonged standing and roll-calls, punishment drill, military drill and
manoeuvres, or the reduction of food rations, are prohibited.n

H.lV, Article 43 - "The authority of the legitimate power having in fact passed into the
hands of the occupant, the latter shall take all the measures in his power to restore, and ensure,
as far as possible, public order and safety, while respecting, unless absolutely prevented, the
laws in force in the country.

H.IV, Article 44 - A belligerent is forbidden to force the inhabitants of territory occupied
by it to furnish information about the army of the other belligerent, or about its means of
defense.

. H.IV, Article 45 - It is forbidden to compel the inhabitants of occupied territory to swear
allegiance to the hostile Power.

H.IV, Article 46 - Family honour and rights, the lives of persons, and private property, as
well as religious convictions and practice, must be respected. Private property cannot be
confiscated.

H.lV, Article 47 - Pillage is formally forbidden."

H.lV, Article 50 - nNo general penalty, pecuniary or othelWise, shall be inflicted upon the
population on account of the acts of individuals for which they cannot be regarded as jointly and
severally responsible."

Army Regulation (AR) 190-8, Enemy Prisoners ofWar, Retained Personnel, Civilian
Internees and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997, Chapter 1, paragraphs 1-5, subparagraphs a,
b, and c; paragraph 2-1, subparagraph a (1)(d); and paragraph 5-1, subparagraph (6), provides
instruction on the overall treatment of detainees. This regulation is a multi-service regulation
implementing DOD Directive 2310.1 and incorporates Army Regulation 190-8 and 190-57 and
SECNAV Instruction 3461.3, and Ai r Force Joint Instruction 31-304 and outlines policies,
procedures, and responsibilities for treatment of enemy prisoners of war (EPW), retained
personnel (RP), civilian internees (Cl), and other detainees (00) and implements international
law for all military operations. The specific language in the regulation follows:

-1-5. General protection policy

a. U.S. policy, relative to the treatment of EPW, CI and RP in the custody of the U.S.
Armed Forces, is as follows:
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(1) All persons captured, detained, interned, or otherwise held in U.S. Armed Forces
custody during the course of conflict will be given humanitarian care and treatment from the
moment they fall into the hands of U.S. forces until final release or repatriation."

"(4) The inhumane treatment of EPW, CI, RP is prohibited and is not justified by the
stress of combat or with deep provocation. Inhumane treatment is a serious and punishabl e
violation under international law and the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ)."

"b. All prisoners will receive humane treatment without regard to race, nationality,
religion, political opinion, sex, or other criteria. The following acts are prohibited: murder,
torture, corporal punishment, mutilation, the taking of hostages, sensory deprivation, collective
punishments, execution without trial by proper authority, and all cruel and degrading treatment.

c. All persons will be respected as human beings. They will be protected against all acts
of violence to include rape, forced prostitution, assault and theft, insults, public curiosity, bodily
injury, and reprisals of any kind. They will not be subjected to medical or scientific experiments.
This list is not exclusive. EPW/RP is to be protected from all threats or acts of violence."

"2-1. a. (1) (d) Prisoners may be interrogated in the combat zone. The use of physical or
mental torture or any coercion to compel prisoners to provide information is prohibited....
Prisoners may not be threatened, insulted, or exposed to unpleasant or disparate treatment of
any kind because of their refusal to answer questions."

"5-1 (6) The following acts are specifically prohibited:

(a) Any measures of such character as to cause the physical suffering or extermination
of the CI. This prohibition applies not only to murder, torture, corporal punishment. mutilation,
and medical or scientific experiments, but also to any other measure of brutality.

(b) Punishment of the CI for an offense they did not personally commit.

(c) Collective penalties and all measures of intimidation and terrorism against the CI.

(d) Reprisals against the CI and their property.

(e) The taking and holding ofthe Cl as hostages."

AR 600-20, Army Command Policy, Chapter 1, paragraph 1-5, subparagraph c (1), and
(4), prescribes the policies and responsibilities of command. The specific language in the
regulation follows:

"c. Characteristics of command leadership.

The commander is responsible for establishing leadership climate of the unit and
developing disciplined and cohesive units. This sets the parameters within which command will
be exercised and, therefore, sets the tone for social and duty relationships within the command.
Commanders are also responsible for the professional development of their soldiers. To this
end, they encourage self-study, professional development, and continued growth of their
subordinates' military careers.

(1) Commanders and other leaders committed to the professional Army ethic promote a
positive environment. If leaders show loyalty to their soldiers, the Army, and the Nation, they
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earn the loyalty of their soldiers. If leaders consider their soldiers' needs and care for their well~

being, and if they dem onstrate genuine concer 0, these leaders buil d a positive command
climate. ~

"(4) Professionally competent leaders will develop respect for their authority by-

(a) Striving to develop, maintain, and use the full range of human potential in their
organization. This potential is a critical factor in ensuring that the organization is capable of
accomplishing its mission.

(b) Giving troops constructive information on the need for and purpose of military
discipline. Articles in the UCMJ which require explanation will be presented in such a way to
ensure that soldiers are fully aware of the controls and obligations imposed on them by virtue of
their military service. (See Art 137, UCMJ.)

(c) Properly training their soldiers and ensuring that both soldiers and equipment are in
the proper state of readiness at all times. Commanders should assess the command climate
periodically to analyze the human dimension of combat readiness. Soldiers must be committed
to accomplishing the mission through the unit cohesion developed as a result of a healthy
leadership climate established by the command. Leaders at all levels promote the individual
readiness of their soldiers by developing competence and confidence in their subordinates. In
addition to being mentally, physically, tactically, and technically competent, soldiers must have
confidence in themselves, their equipment. their peers, and their leaders. A leadership climate
in which all soldiers are treated with fairness, justice, and equity will be crucial to development
of this confidence within soldiers. Commanders are responsible for developing disciplined and
cohesive units sustained atthe highest readiness level possible."

c. Finding 3:

(1) Finding: Of all facilities inspected, only Abu Ghraib was determined to be
undesirable for housing detainees because it is located near an urban population and is under
frequent hostile fire, placing Soldiers and detainees at risk.

(2) Standard: Hague Convention No. IV Respecting the Laws and Customs of War on
Land (H,IV), Oct. 18, 1907, Articles 43-46 and 50; and Geneva Convention Relative to the
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC), Aug 12, 1949, Articles 81,83,85,88,89,
and 91 discuss the requirement to accom modate detainees in buil dings or quarters which afford
every possible safeguard regarding health and hygiene and the effects of war. The specific
language in the GC follows:

GC Article 81 - "Parties to the conflict who intern protected persons shall be bound to
provide free of charge for their maintenance, and to grant them also the medical attention
required by their state of health. No deduction from the allowances, salaries or credits due to the
internees shall be made for the repayment of these costs.

GC, Article 83 - "The Detaining Power shall not set up places of internment in areas
particularly exposed to the dangers of war....

GC, Article 84 - Internees shall be accommodated and admi nistered separately from
prisoners of war and from persons deprived of liberty for any other reason.
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Ge, Arlicle 85 - The Detaining Power is bound to take all necessary and possible
measures to ensure that protected persons shall, from the outset of their internment. be
accommodated in bUildings or quarters which afford every possible safeguard as regards
hygiene and health, and provide efficient protection against the rigors of the climate and the
effects of the war. In no case shall permanent places of internment be situated in unhealthy
areas or in districts, the climate of which is injurious to the intemees. In all cases where the
district. in which a protected person is temporarily interned, is an unhealthy area or has a
climate which is harmful to his health, he shall be removed to a more suitable place of
internment as rapidly as circumstances permit. The premises shall be fully protected from
dampness, adequately heated and Ii ghted, in particular between dusk and lights out. The
sleeping quarters shall be sufficiently spacious and well ventilated, and the internees shall have
suitable bedding and sufficient blankets, account being taken of the climate, and the age, sex,
and state of health of the internees. Internees shall have for their use, day and night, sanitary
conveniences which conform to the rules of hygiene, and are constantly maintained in a state of
cleanliness. They shall be provided with sufficient water and soap for their daily personal toilet
and for washing their personal laundry; installations and facilities necessary for this purpose
shall be granted to them. Showers or baths shall also be available. The necessary time shall be
set aside for washing and for cleaning. Whenever it is necessary, as an exceptional and
temporary measure, to accommodate women internees who are not members of a family unit in
the same place of internment as men, the provision of separate sleeping quarters and sanitary
conveniences for the use of such women internees shall be obligatory."

GC, Article 88 - "In all places of internment exposed to air raids and other hazards of
war, shelters adequate in num ber and structure to ensure the necessary protection shall be
installed.

GC, Article 89 - Daily food rations for internees shall be suffici ent in quantity, quality and
variety to keep internees in a good state of health and prevent the developm ent of nutritional
deficiencies. Account shall also be taken of the customary diet of the internees. Internees shall
also be given the means by which they can prepare for themselves any additional food in their
possession. Sufficient drinking water shall be supplied to internees.... It

GC Article 91 - "Every place of internment shall· have an adequate infir mary, under the
direction of a qualified doctor, where internees may have the attention they require, as well as
appropriate diet. Isolation wards shall be set aside for cases ofcontagious or mental diseases.
Maternity cases and internees suffering from serious diseases, or whose condition requires
special treatment, a surgical operation or hospital care, must be admitted to any institution
where adequate treatment can be given and shall receive care not inferior to that provided for
the general population. Internees shall, for preference, have the attention of medical personnel
of their own nationality. Internees may not be prevented from presenting themselves to the
medical authorities for examination. The medical authorities of the Detaining Power shall, upon
request, issue to every internee who has undergone treatment an official certificate showing the
nature of his illness or injury, and the duration and nature of the treatment given. A duplicate of
this certificate shall be forwarded to the Central Agency provided for in Article 140 Treatment,
including the provision of any apparatus necessary for the maintenance of internees in good
health, particularly dentures and other artificial appliances and spectacles, shall be free of
charge to the internee."

Anny Regulation 190~8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel, Civilian Internees
and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997, Chapter 5, paragraph 5~2, subparagraph a, states that a
safety program for civilian internees (Cis) will be established. Chapter 6, paragraph 6-1,
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subparagraphs a & b, (1) through (4), states commanders' responsibilities regarding housing,
caring for, and safeguarding Cis in facilities. This regulation is a multi-service regulation
implementing DOD Directive 2310.1 and incorporates Army Regulation 190-8 and 190-57 and
SECNAV Instruction 3461.3, and Air Force Joint Instruction 31-304 and outlines policies,
procedures, and·responsibiJities for treatment of enemy prisoners of war (EPW). retained
personnel (RP), civilian internees (CI), and other detainees (00) and implements international
law for all military operations. The specific language in the regulation follows:

"a. Establishment. A safety program for the C\ will be established and adm inistered in
accordance with the policies prescribed in AR 385-10 and other pertinent safety di rectives.

"6-1. Internment Facility

a. Location. The theater commander will be responsible for the location of the CI
internment facilities within his or her command. The CI retained temporarily in an unhealthy area
or where the climate is harmful to their health will be removed to a more suitable place of
internment as soon as possi ble.

b. Quarters. Adequate shelters to ensure protection against air bombardments and other
hazards of war will be provided and precautions against fire will be taken at each CI camp and
branch camp.

(1) All necessary and possible measures will be taken to ensure that Cl shall, from the
outset of their internment, be accommodated in buildings or quarters which afford every
possible safeguard as regards hygiene and health, and provide efficient protection against the
rigors of the climate and the effects of war. In no case shall permanent places of internment be
placed in unhealthy areas, or in districts the climate of which is injurious to CI.

(2) The premises shall be fully protected from dampness, adequately heated and lighted,
in particular between dusk and lights out. The sleeping quarters shall be sufficiently spacious
and well ventilated, and the internees shall have suitable bedding and suffi cient blankets,
account being taken of the climate, and the age, sex and state of health of the internees.

(3) Internees shall have for their use, day and night, sanitary conveniences which
conform to the rules of hygiene and are constantly maintained in a state of cleanliness. They
shall be provided with sufficient water and soap for their daily personal hygiene and for washing
their personal laundry; installations and facilities necessary for this purpose shall be prOVided.
Showers or baths shall also be available. The necessary time shall be set aside for washing and
for cleaning.

(4) CI shall be administered and housed separately from EPW/RP. Except in the case of
families, female CI shall be housed in separate quarters and shall be under the direct
supervision of women."

Field Manual (FM) 3-19.1, Military Police Operations, 31 January 2002, Chapter 4,
paragraph 4-44, describes the capability of a modular internmenVresettlement (I/R) Military
Police (MP) battalion that is trained and equipped for an I/R mission. The specific language in
the field manual follows:

"4-44. Although the CS MP unit initially handles EPWsICls, modular MP (I/R) battalions
with assigned MP guard companies and supporting MWD teams are equipped and trained to
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handle this mission for the long term. A properly configured modular MP (I/R) battalion can
support, safeguard, account for, guard, and provide humane treatment for up to 4,000
EPWs/Cls; 8,000 dislocated civilians; or 1,500 US military prisoners."

FM 3-19.40, Military Police Internment/Resettlement Operations, 1 August 2001,
Chapter 6, paragraphs 6~2 and 6-3, discuss the considerations of choosing sites for I/R facilities.
The specific language in the fiel d manual follows:

"6-2. The MP coordinate the location with engineers, logistical units, higher
headquarters, and the HN. The failure to properly consider and correctly evaluate all factors
may increase the logistical and personnel efforts required to support operations. If an I/R facility
is improperly located, the entire internee population may require movement when resources are
scarce. When selecting a site for a facility, consider the following:

• Will the interned population pose a ser ious threat to logistical
operations if the tactical situation becomes critical?

• Is there a threat of guerrilla activity in the area?
• What is the attitude of the local population?
• What classification of internees will be housed at the site?
• What type of terrain surrounds the site, and wi II it help or hinder

escapes?
• What is the distance from the MSR to the source of logistical support?
• What transportation methods are required and available to move

internees, supplies, and equipment?

6~3. In addition, consider the--
• MEn-TC.
• Proximity to probable target areas.
• Availability of suitable existing facilities (avoids unnecessary construction).
• Presence of swamps, mosquitoes, and other factors (including water

drainage) that affect human health.
• Existence of an adequate, satisfactory source of potable water. The supply

should meet the demands for consumption, food sanitation, personal hygiene, and sewage
disposaL

• Availability of electricity. Portable generators can be used as standby and
emergency sources ofelectricity.

• Distance to work if internees are employed outside the facil ity.
• Availability of construction material.
• Soil drainage.n

d. Finding 4:

(1) Finding: Tactical commanders and leaders adapted to the environment and held
detainees longer than doctrinally recommended due to the dem and for timely, tactical
intelligence.

(2) Standard: Army Regulation (AR) 190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained
Personnel. Civilian Internees and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997, Chapter 2, paragraph 2-1,
subparagraph a (d), states that prisoners may be interrogated in the combat zone;
subparagraph a (e) slates that prisoners will be evacuated as quickly as possible from the
collecting points (CPs) to the Corps Holding Area (CHA). If evacuation is delayed the detaining
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force will increase the level of hum anitarian care provided at the CP. Chapter 3, paragraph 3-2,
subparagraph b, states that CPs will operate under conditions similar to those prescribed for
internment camps; paragraph 3-4, subparagraph e, requires enemy prisoners of war (EPWs)
and retained persons (RP) to be housed under the same conditions as U.S. Forces residing in
the same area; subparagraph i requires EPW/RP facilities to ensure a clean and healthy
environment for detainees. Chapter 6, paragraph 6-1, subparagraph b, requires that internment
facilities for Cis provide a safe and sanitary environment; paragraph 6-6. subparagraph g,
requires facilities housing Civilian Internees (GI) to provide hygiene and sanitati on measures in
accordance with AR 40-5, Preventive Medicine. This regulation is a multi-service regulation
implementing DOD Directive 2310.1 and incorporates Army Regulation ·190-6 and 190-57 and
SECNAV Instruction 3461.3, and Ai r Force Joint Instruction 31-304 and outlines po licies,
procedures, and responsibilities for treatment of EPW, RP, CI, and other detainees (0 D) and
implements international law for all military operations. The specific language in the regulation
follows:

2-1. a. (d) - "Prisoners may be interrogated in the combat zone.

2-1. a. (e) - "Prisoners will be humanely evacuated from the combat zone and into
appropriate channels as quickly as possible.... When military necessity requires delay in
evacuation beyond a reasonable period of time, health and comfort items will be issued, such as
food, potable water, appropriate clothing, shelter, and medical attention.

3-2. b. -"... Transit camps or collecting points will operate under conditions similar to
those prescribed fOf pennanent prisoner of war camps, and the prisoners will receive the same
treatment as in permanent EPW camps.

3-4. e. - "EPW/RP wDl be quartered under conditions as f?lvorable as those for the force
of the detaining power billeted in the same area. The conditions shall make allowance for the
habits and customs of the prisoners and shall in no case be prejudicial to their health. The
forgoing shall apply in particular to the dormitories of EPW/RP as it regards both total surface
and minimum cubic space and the general installation of bedding and blankets. Quarters
furnished to EPW/RP must be protected from dampness, must be adequately lit and heated
(particularly between dusk and I ights-out), and must have adequate precautions taken against
the dangers of fire. In camps accommodating both sexes, E PW/RP will be prOVided with
separate facilities for women.

Field Manual (FM) 3·19.40, Military Police Internment/Resettlement Operations, 1
August 2001, Introduction, explains the role of MPs in establishing CPs. Chapter 3, paragraph
3-1, further explains the MP role in establishing CPs and CHAs; paragraph 3-3, states that MPs
and MI interrogation teams should work closely at CPs and CHAs to make a determination of
the potential intelligence value ofdetainees; paragraphs 3-37, 3-45 and 3-54, state that
divisions will operate forward and central CPs astemporary holding areas until detainees are
removed from the battlefiel d and transferred to the CHA. Doctrine states that detainees should
remain at a forward CP no longer than 12 hours, and a central CP no longer than 24 hours.
Paragraphs 3-41 to 3-43 identify planning considerations for division forward and central CPs.
Doctrine identifies divisions providing minimum medical, preventive medical, logistics, personnel
and infrastructure support to hold detainees for 12 hours at forward CPs and for 24 hours at
central CPs. Paragraph 3-49 describes the Preventive Medicine (PVNTMED) support to a
central CP. Paragraph 3-55 states that CHAs are more permanent than CPs and must be
prepared to hold detainees for 72 hours. External support is required if CHAs are required to
hold detainees for more than 72 hours. Chapter 5, paragraph 5-52, describes the sanitation
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requirements for Civilian Internee (GI) populations. The specific language in the field manual
follows:

Introduction - "A large number of captives on the battlefield hampers maneuver units as
they move to engage and destroy an enemy. To assist maneuver units in performing their
mission---

• Division MP units operate CPs in the division AO.
o Corps MP units operate holding areas in the corps AD."

"3.1. The MP units accept captives from capturing units.as far forward as possible, and
captives are held in CPs and CHAs until they are removed from the battlefield. Normally, CPs
are operated in the division AO and CHAs are operated in the corps AO; but they can be
operated anywhere they are needed. The CPs and CHAs sustain and safeguard captives and
ensure a minimum level of field processing and accountabil ity. Wounded and sick captives
receive medical treatment, and captives who require· lifesaving medical attention are evacuated
to the nearest medical faci! ity.

3.3. The MP work closely with military intelligence (MI) interrogation teams at CPs and
CHAs to determine if captives, their equipment, and their weapons have intel! igence value. This
process is accelerated when MI interrogation teams can observe captives during arrival and
processing, and interrogators can also be used as interpreters during this phase. Before a
captive is interviewed by MI personnel, he must have a Department of Defense (DO) Form 2745
(Figure 3-1) attached to him and be accounted for on 00 Form 2708.

3~37. A division operates two types of CPs~folWardand central.
A division MP company operates fOlWard CPs in each maneuver brigade AO and a central CP
in the division rear area. Both CPs are temporary areas designed to hold captives until they are
removed from the battlefield. FOlWard CPs are positioned as far fOlWard as possible to accept
captives from maneuver elements. Central CPs accept captives from fOlWard CPs and local
units.

3-41. Medical support is provided by the MP company medical section. Additional
medical support can be requested through the forward support battalion (FSB) to the brigade
medical officer. The brigade OPORD includes specific actions and support (operational
requirements) needed from non-MP units.

3-42. When a division MP company commander is tasked with planning and operating a
fOlWard CP, he-

• Coordinates with the unit responsible for the area.
• Conducts a recon of the area before selecting a location.
• Locates it far enough from the fighting to avoid minor shifts in the main battle area

(MBA) (normaJly5 to 10 kilometers).
• Notifies the BSA tactical operations center (TOG) and the PM operations section of the

selected location (grid coordinates). The eSA TOC reports the location to the brigade TOC, and
the brigade TOC notifies subordinate units.

• Coordinates with Ml on co·locating an MI interrogation team at the CP.
• Provides potable water and, jf required, food for captives.

3~43. A forward CP is seldom located near the indigenous population to pr event
problems caused by the presence of captives in the area. A forward CP is usually a guarded,
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roped-off area (concertina or razor tape) or a secure, fixed facility. The capture rate and the
captive categories determine the size of forward CP.

3-45. Captives should not remain at a forward CP more than 12 hours before being
escorted to the central CP.

3-49. The division PVNTMED section supports the central CP by-
• Monitoring drinking water and advising on disinfection procedures.
• Controlling animals and insects that carry disease.
• Ensuring that captives help prevent illness by-

• Drinking enough water .
• Wearing clothing that is suited for the weather and the situation.
• Handling heating fuels carefully.
• Avoiding contact of exposed ski n to cold metal.
• Using insect repellent, netting, and insecticides.
• Taking approved preventive medication.
• Using purification tablets when water quality is uncertain.
• Disposing of bodily wastes properly.
• Practicing personal hygiene.

3-54. Captives should not remain at the central CP more than 24 hours before being

evacuated to the CHA.

3-55. A CHA (Figure 3-4) can hold more captives for longer periods of times than a
central CP. Depending on the avail ability of MP units to establish I/R facilities, corps MP units
must be prepared to hold captives at the CHA more than 72 hours. If the CHA keeps captives
more than 72 hours, MP must plan and coordinate for the increased logistics and personnel
required to operate a long-term facility. The decision to hold captives longer is based on METT
lC and the availability of forces. Captives remain in the CHA until they are evacuated to an I/R
facility or until hostilities end.M

e. Finding 5:

(1) Finding: Doctrine does not clearly specify the interdependent, and yet independent,
roles, missions, and responsibilities of Military Police and Military Intelligence units in the
establishment and operation of interrogation facilities.

(2)·Standard: Department of Defense Di rective (0000) 2310.1, DoD Program for
Enemy Prisoners of War (EPOWl and Other Detainees, 18 August 1994, Paragraph 3.4,
outlines the disposition of persons captured or detained and indicates who should operate
collecting points, other holding facilities and installations. The specific language in the directive
follows:

MPersons captured or detained by the U.S. Military Services shall normally be handed
over for safeguarding to U.S. Army Military Police, or to detainee collecting points or other
holding facilities and installations operated by U.S. Army Military Police as soon as practical.
Detainees·may be interviewed for intelligence collection purposes at facilities and installations
operated by U.S. Army Military Police.

M

Joint Publication (JP) 1-02, Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated
Terms, 12 April 2001 (as amended through 23 March 2004), defines Mtactical control", often
abbreviated by the acronym MTACONM. The specific language in the joi nt publication follows:
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"tactical control- Command authority over assigned or attached forces or commands,
or military capability or forces made available for tasking, that is limited to the detailed direction
and control of movements or maneuvers within the operational area necessary to accomplish
missions or tasks assigned. Tactical control is inherent in operational control. Tactical control
may be delegated to, and exercised at any level at or below the level of combatant command.
When forces are transferred between combatant commands. the command relationship the
gaining commander will exercise (and the losing commander will relinquish) over these forces
must be specified by the Secretary of Defense. Tactical control provides sufficient authority for
controlling and directing the application of force or tactical use of combat support assets within
the assigned mission or task. Also called TACON."

JP 2-01, Joint Intelligence Support to Military Operations, 20 November 1996, Appendix
G, paragraph 1, subparagraph d, describes the organization and function of the Joint
Interrogation and Debriefing Center (JIDC). The specific language in the joint publication
follows:

"Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center. The JFC normally tasks the Army component
commander to establish, secure, and maintain an EPW camp system. Under some
circumstances, particularly during MOOTW, the JFC may designate another component
commander to be responsible for the EPW camp system. The subordinate joint force J-2
establishes a JIDC for follow-on exploitation. The establishment (when, where, and how) of the
JIDC is highly situation dependent, with the main factors being the geographic nature of the
JOA, the type and pace of military operations, the camp structure, and the number and type of
the sources. The JIDC may be a central site where appropriate EPW are segregated for
interrogation, or it may be more of a clearinghouse operation for dispatch of interrogators or
debriefers to other locations.

• Organization. The JIDC interrogation and debriefing activities are managed by the
subordinate joint force HUMINT staff section or HOC. The HOC will coordinate with the TFCICA
within the J-2X for CI [counterintelligence] augmentation for exploitation of those personnel of CI
[counterintelligence] interest, such as civil and/or military leadership, intelligence or political
,officers and terrorists. The staff is augmented by deployed DHS personnel, linguists and, as
required, component personnel. The HUMINT appendix of Annex B (Intelligence) to the OPLAN
or CONPLAN contains JIDC planning considerations.

• Responsibilities. Service component interrogators collect tactical intemgence from
EPWs based on joint force J-2 criteria. EPWs (i.e., senior level EPWs) are screened by the
components and those of further intelligence potential are identified and processed for follow-on
interrogation and debriefing by the JIDC to satisfy theater strategic and operational
requirements. In addition to EPW, the JIDC may also interrogate civilian detainees, and debrief
refugees as well as other non·prisoner sources for operational and strategic information."

FM 3-31, Joint Force Land Component Commander Handbook (JFLCCl, 13 December
2001, Appendix A, paragraph A-11, describes the roles of the Joint Interr'ogation Facility (JIF)
and the Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center (JIDC). The specific language in the field
manual follows:

"The following may be established or requested by the JFLCC in addition to the J-2X [J
2 CI [counterintelligence] and HUMINT Support Element] and JACE [Joint Analysis and Control
Element}:
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Joint Interrogation Facility (J1F). JIF conducts initial.screening and interrogation of
EPWs, translation and exploitation of captured adversary documents, and debriefing of captured
or detained US personnel released or escaped from adversary control. It coordinates
exploitation of captured equipment with the JCMEC [Joint Captured Materiel Exploitation
Center], documents with the JDEC [Joint Document Exploitation Center], and human sources
with the JIDC [Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center]. More than one JIF may be
established in the JOA depending upon the anticipated number of EPWs.

JIDC. JIDC conducts follow-on exploitation of EPWs. EPWs are screened by the JIFs,
and those of further intelligence potential are identified and forwarded to the JIDC for follow-on
interrogation and debriefing in support of JTF and higher requirements. Besides EPWs, the
JIDC may also interrogate civilian detainees, refugees, and other nonprisoner sources. JIDC
activities are managed by the J-2X HOC [HUMINT Operations Cell].n

FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation, 28 September 1992, Preface, establishes this FM
as the doctrinal foundation for interrogations of detainees. Chapter 1 defines and explains the
purpose of interrogation. Chapter 2 describes the organization and operation of the Theater
Interrogation Facility (TIF). The specific language in the field manual follows:

Preface - "This manual provides doctrinal guidance, techniques, and procedures
governing employment of interrogators as human intelligence (HUMINT) collection assets in
support of the commander's intelligence needs. It outlines the interrogator's role within the
intelligence collection effort and the supported unit's day-to-day operations.

This manual is intended for use by interrogators as well as commanders, staff officers,
and military intelligence (MI) personnel charged with the responsibility of the interrogation
collection effort.n

Chapter 1 - "Interrogation is the process of questioning a sou rce to obtain the maximum
amount of usable information. The goal of any interrogation is to obtain reliable information in a
lawful manner, in a minimum amount of time, and to satisfy intelligence requirements of any
echelon of com mand.

A good interrogation produces needed information, which is timely, complete, clear, and
accurate."

Chapter 2 - "At echelons above corps (EAC), the MI company (I&E), MI battalion (C&E)
or (I&E), MI brigade (EAC), will form the Theater Interrogation Facility (TIF). The TIF, which is
commanded by an M I captain, provides interrogation support to the theater or joint command
and to national level intelligence agencies. The TIF will-

• Be located within the main theater EPW internment facility.

• Be tailored organizationally to meet requirements of the theater and situation.

• Include interrogators, Cl [counterintelligence] personnel, and.intell igence analysts
from the Army, Air Force, Marine Corps, and, in some cases, the Navy.

• Be organized similarly to the CIF; that is, by function.
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• Have intelligence analysts to handle requirements and keep interrogators informed of
changes in the operational or strategic situation.

• Maintain the capabil ity to deploy -GO" teams to multiple theater EPW camps, as well
as to forward deploy them to corps and ECB as needed.

• Provide experienced senior interrogation warrant officers and NCOs who are
graduates of the Department of Defense (DOD) Strategic Debriefer Course (additional skill
identifier 9N or N7) and physical plant for the Joint Debriefing Center (JOC), where exploitation
of high-level (Category A) sources takes place on operational and strategic topics."

"THEATER INTERROGATION FACILITY

The EAC interrogation facility will normally be designated as the T IF. A TIF is staffed by
US Army interrogators and analysts, with support from Air Force, Navy. Marine Corps, and other
US national agencies as required. In a multinational operation, a combined interrogation facility
may be established with allied interrogator augmentation. In addition to conventi onal theater
Army operations, a TIF may be established to support a joint or unified command to meet
theater requirements during crisis or contingency deployments.

MI battalion companies, MI brigade (EAC) provide US Army interrogation support to the
EAC TIF. The mission of the TIF is to-

• Establish liaison with host nation (HN) commanders to achieve critical intelligence
information in response to theater and national level intelligence collection requirements.

• Ensure communication between HN and US military TF commanders, and establish
rap.port with HN interrogation activities.

• Coordinate for national level collection requirements.

• Interrogate PWs. high-level political and military personnel, civilian internees,
defectors. refugees, and displaced persons.

• Participate in debriefings of US and allied personnel who have escaped after being
captured. or who have evaded captur e.

• Translate and exploit selected CEDs.

• Assist in technical support activity (TSA) operations (see FM 34-5(S».

The MI battalion (I&E) has an HHC forC3
, and three interrogation companies, of which

one is Active Component (AC) and the other two are RC. The companies consist of two Ml
companies. I&E (EPW support) and one MI company, I&E (GS-EAC).

The two MI companies support EPW compound operations. Their elements are
primarily for GS at EAC. but may be deployed for DS at corps and division. The MI company
(I&E) (GS-EAC) provides priority interrogation and DOCEX support to corps and divisions, to
the TIF, and to temporary EPW compounds as required.
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A TIF is organized into a headquarters section, operations section, and two interrogation
and DOCEX sections. It will normally have an attached TSA section from Operations Group,
and a liaison team from the Joint Captured Materiel Exploitation Center (JCMEC). The JCMEC
liaison team assists in exploiting sources who have knowledge of captured enemy weapons and

equipment.

The headquarters section provides all command, administrative, logistical, and
maintenance support to the TIF. It coordinates with-

• Commander, MI Battalion (I&E) for personnel status, administrative support, and
logistical support prior to deployment.

• Battalion 53 for deployment of interrogation assets.

• Theater J2 for reporting procedures, operational situation update, and theater and
national level intelligence requirements.

• Provost marshal for location of theater EPW camps, and for procedures to be
followed by interrogators and MP for processing, interrogating, and internment.

• Commanders of theater medical support units and internment facility for procedures
to treat, and clear for questioning, wounded EPWs.

• Commander, CI [counterintelligence] company, for CI [counterintelligence]
requirements and joint interrogation and CI [counterintelligence] procedures.

OPERATIONS SECTION

This section (where ideally the officer in charge [OIC] has the 3Q additional skill
identifier) is organized into the operations, OB, and communications elements. The operations

section-

• Designates work areas for all TIF elements.

• Establishes and maintains TIF functional files.

• Establishes interrogation priorities.

• Maintains a daily log and journal.

• Disseminates incoming and outgoing distribution.

• Conducts liaison with local officials, adjacent and subordinate intelligence activities,
CI [counterintelligence], MP, P5YOP, the JCMEC, Plans and Policy Directorate (J5), and
provost marshal.

• Conducts coordination with holding area OIC or enclosure commander for screening
site, medical support, access, movement, and evacuation procedures for EPWs.

• Conducts operations briefings when required.
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• Manages screening operations.

• Manages EPW access for intelligence collection.

• Assigns control numbers (see DIAM 58-13).

• Supervises all intelligence collection activities within the TIF."

Army Regulation (AR) 190-8. Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel. Civilian
Internees and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997, Chapter 2. paragraph 2-1, provides the
regulatory guidance for interrogation of detainees in a combat zone. This regulation is a multi
service regulation implementing DOD Directive 2310.1 and incorporates Army Regulation 190-8
and 190-57 and SECNAV Instruction 3461.3. and Air Force Joint Instruction 31-304 and outlines
policies, procedures, and responsibilities for treatment of enemy prisoners of war (EPW),
retained personnel (RP), civilian internees (CI). and other detainees (00) and implements
international law for all military operations. The specific language in the regulation foil ows:

"(d) Prisoners may be interrogated in the combat zone. The use of physical or mental
torture or any coercion to compel prisoners to provide information is prohibited. Prisoners may
voluntarily cooperate with PSYOP personnel in the development, evaluation, or dissemination of
P$YOP messages or products. Prisoners may not be threatened, insulted, or exposed to
unpleasant or disparate treatment of any kind because of their refusal to answer questions.
Interrogations will normally be performed by intelligence or counterintelligence personnel."

Field Manual (FM) 3-19.1, Military Police Operations, 31 January 2002. Chapter 4,
paragraphs 4-42 and 4-43, describe the role of MP units in detainee operations and references
MI. The specific language in the field manual follows:.

"4-42. The Army is the Department of Defense's (DoD's) executive agent for all EPW/CI
operations. Additionally, the Army is DoD's executive agent for long-term confinement of US
military prisoners. Within the Army and through the combatant commander, the MP is tasked
with coordinating shelter, protection, accountability, and sustainmentfor EPWs/Cls. The I/R
function addresses MP roles when dealing with EPWs/Cls, dislocated civilians, and US military
prisoners.

4-43. The I/R function is of humane as well as tactical importance. In any conflict
involving US forces, safe and humane treatment of EPWs/Cls is required by international law.
Military actions on the modem battlefield will result in many EPWS/Cls. Entire units of enemy
forces. separated and disorganized by the shock of intensive combat. may be captured. This
can place a tremendous challenge on tacti cal forces and can significantly reduce the capturing
unit's combat effectiveness. The MP supports the battlefield commander by relieving him of the
problem of handling EPWs/Cls with combat forces. The MP performs their I/R function of
collecting, evacuating, and securing EPWs throughout the AO. In this process, the MP
coordinates with Ml to collect information that may be used in current or future operations."

FM 3-19.40, Military Police InternmentlResetUement Operations. 1 August 2001,
Preface, establishes this FM as the doctrinal foundation for detainee operations. Chapter 2,
paragraph 2-1, describes the role of the M P Battalion Commander. Chapter 3, paragraph 3-3,
states the need for MP and MJ to work closely, and paragraphs 3-64 to 3-66 describe the MP-MI
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interaction at collecting points (CPs) and corps holding areas (CHAs). The specific language in
the field manual follows:

"Field Manual (FM) 3-19.40 depicts the doctrinal foundation, principles, and processes
that MP will employ when dealing with enemy prisoners of war (EPWs). civilian internees (Cis),
US military prisoner operations, and MP support to civil-military operations (populace and
resource control [PRC}. humanitarian assistance [HAl, and emergency services [ES]).

2-1. AnMP battalion commander tasked with operating an 1/R facility is also the facility
commander. As such, he is responsible for the safety and well-being of all personnel housed
within the facility. Since an MP unit may be tasked to handle different categories of personnel
(EPW, CI, 00, refugee, and US military prisoner), the commander, the cadre, and support
personnel must be aware of the requirements for each category.

3-3. The MP work closely with military intelligence (MI) interrogation teams at CPs and
CHAs to determine if captives, their equipment, and their weapons have intell igence value.

3-64. To facilitate collecting enemy tactical information, MI may collocate interrogation
teams at CPs and CHAs. This provides MI with direct access to captives and their equipment
and documents. Coordination is made between M P and MI to establish operating procedures
that include accountability. An interrogation area is established away from the
receiving/processing line so that Ml personnel can interrogate captives and examine their
equipment and documents. If a captive or his equipment or documents are removed from the
receiving/processing line, accountfor them on DO Form 2708 and DA Form 4137.

3-65. The MI interrogation teams screen captives at CPs and CHAs, looking for anyone
who is a potential source of information. Screeners observe captives from an area close to the
dismount point or processing area. As each captive passes, MI personnel examine the capture
tag and look for branch insignias that indicate a captive with information to support command
priority intelligence requirements (PIR) and information requirements (IR). They also look for
captives who are willing or attempting to talk to guards; joining the wrong group intentionally; or
displaying signs of nervousness, anxiety, or fear.

3-66. The MP assist MI screeners by identifying captives who may have answers that
support PIR and IR. Because MP are in constant contact with captives, they see how certain
captives respond to orders and see the type of requests they make. The MP ensure that
searches requested by M I are conducted out of sight of other captives and that guards conduct
same-gender searches.n

FM 6-0, Mission Command: Command and Control of Armv Forces, 11 August 2003,
Appendix 0, paragraph 0-114, describes the responsibilities of the Provost Marshal (PM). The
specific language in the field manual follows:

npM responsibilities include-

• Internment and resettlement of EPWs and civilian internees, dislocated
civilians, and US military prisoners, including their-

• Collection.
• Detention and inter nment.
• Protection.
• Sustainment.
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• Evacuation.

• Coordinating for all logistic requirements relative to EPW and civilian internees,
US military prisoners, and dislocated civilians (with the G-4).

• Coordinating on EPW and civilian internee pay support, and financial aspects of
weapons bounty programs (with the finance officer and RM)."

FM 34~52.lntelligence Interrogation, 28 September 1992, Preface, establishes this FM
as the doctrinal foundation for interrogations of detainees. Chapter 1 defines and explains the
purpose of interrogation. Chapter 2 describes the role of MPs in the operation of CP 5 and
CHAs. Chapter 3 describes the role of MPs in the MI screening process. Chapter 4 allows Ml
to assume control of detainees from MP for interrogation. The specific language in the field
manual follows:

Preface - ~This manual provides doctrinal gUidance, techniques, and procedures
governing employment of interrogators as human intelligence (HUMINT) collection assets in
support of the commander's intelligence needs. It outlines the interrogator's role within the
intelligence collection effort and the supported unifs day-to-day operations.

This manual is intended for use by interrogators as well as commanders, staff officers,
and military intelligence (MI) personnel charged with the responsibility of the interrogation
collection effort."

~Chapter 1 -Interrogation is the process of questioning a sou rce to obtain the maximum
amount of usable information. The goal of any interrogation is to obtain reHable information in a
lawful manner, in a minimum amount of time, and to satisfy intelligence requirements of any
echelon of command.

A good interrogation produces needed information, which is timely, complete, clear, and
accurate."

"Chapter 2 - The division's central EPW collecting point is operated by division MP
under the supervision of the division provost marshal.

The capturing unit escorts or transports EPWs or detainees to the nearest collecting
point, and turns them over to the MP. Interrogators in DS of the brigade will screen and
categorize all EPWs or detainees, question them, and report information obtained in response
to brigade PIR, IR, and SIR.

The corps MP commander operates the corps EPW holding area and provides escort
guard support to divisions for EPW evacuation in routine or medical channels.

"Chapter 3 - Screeners coordinate with MP holding area guards on their role in the
screening process. The guards are told where the screening will take place, how EPWs and
detainees are to be brought there from the holding area, and what types of behavior on their
part will facilitate the screenings."

"Chapter 4 - MI assumes control from the MP when interrogators detennine a captured
item or EPW is of intelligence value,-
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f. Finding 6:

(1) Finding: Military Intelligence units are not resourced with sufficient interrogators and
interpreters, .to conduct timely detainee screenings and interrogations in the current operating
environment, resulting in a backlog of interrogations and the potential loss of intelligence.

(2) Standard: Army Regulation (AR) 190-8, Enemv Prisoners of War, Retained
Personnel, Civilian Internees and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997, Chapter 2, paragraph 2-1,
provides the regulatory guidance for interrogation of detainees in a combat zone. This
regulation is a multi-selVice regulation implementing DOD Directive 2310.1 and incorporates
Army Regulation 190-8 and 190-57 and SECNAV Instruction 3461.3, and Air Force Joint
Instruction 31-304 and outlines policies, procedures, and responsibilities for treatment of enemy
prisoners of war (EPW), retained personnel (RP), civilian internees (CI), and other detainees
(00) and implements international law for all military operations. The specific language in the
regulation follows:

~(d) Prisoners may be interrogated in the combat zone. The use of physical or mental
torture or any coercion to compel prisoners to provide information is prohibited. Prisoners may
voluntarily cooperate with PSYOP personnel in the development, evaluation, or dissemination·of
PSYOP messages or products. Prisoners may not be threatened, insulted, or exposed to
unpleasant or disparate treatment of any kind because of their refusal to answer questions.
Interrogations will normally be performed by intelligence or counterintelligence personnel."

Field Manual (FM) 3-19.40. Military Police Internment/Resettlement Operations, 1
August 2001, Chapters 2 and 3, paragraphs 2-48, 3-3, 3-13, 3-65 to 3-68, describe doctrine for
Military Intelligence (MI) operations in internment/resettlement (I/R) facilities. The specific
language in the fiel d manual follows:

"2-48. Personnel assigned or attached to I/R facilities are trained on the care and control
of housed personnel. They are fully cognizant of the provisions of the Geneva and UN
Conventions and applicable regulations as they apply to the treatment of housed personnel. A
formal training program should include-

• Principles and laws of Iand warfare, specifically provisions of Geneva and UN
Conventions and HN laws and customs.

• SupelVisory and human relations techniques.
• Methods of self-defense.
• The use of force, the ROE, and the ROI.
• Firearms qualification and fam i1iarization.
• Public relations, particularly CONUS operations.
• First aid.
• Stress management techni ques.
• Facility regulations and SOPs.
• Intelligence and counterintelligence techniques.
• Cultural customs and habits of internees."

-3-3. The MP work closely with military intelligence (MI) interrogation teams at CPs and
CHAs to determine if captives, their equipment, and their weapons have intell igence value, This
process is accelerated when MI interrogation team s can observe captives during arrival and
processing, and interrogators can also be used as interpreters during this phase. Before a
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captive is interviewed by MI personnel, he must have a Department of Defense (DO) Form 2745
(Figure 3-1) attached to him and be accounted for on DO Form 2708.

3-13. The MP coordinate with MI interrogation teams to determine which conti scated
items have intelligence value. Personal items (diaries. letters from home, and family pictures)
can be taken by MI teams for review and then returned to the proper owner via MP."

"INTERROGATION TEAMS

"3-65. The MI interrogation teams screen captives at CPs and CHAs.looking for anyone
who is a potential source of information. Screeners observe captives from an area close to the
dismount point or processing area. As each captive passes, MI personnel examine the capture
tag and look for branch insignias that indicate a captive with information to support command
priority intelligence requirements (PIR) and information requirements (lR). They also look for
captives who are willing or attempting to talk to guards; joining the wrong group intentionally; or
displaying signs of nervousness, anxiety, or fear.

3-66. The MP assist MI screeners by identifying captives who may have answers that
support PIR and IR. Because MP are in constant contact with captives, they see how certain
captives respond to orders and see the type of requests they make. The MP ensure that
searches requested by M I are conducted out of sight of other captives and that guards conduct
same-gender searches.

3-67. The MI screeners examine captured documents, equipment and, in some cases,
personal papers (journals, diaries, and letters from home). They are looking for information that
identifies a captive and his organization, mission, and personal background (family, knowledge,
and experience). Knowledge of a captive's physical and emotional status or other information
helps screeners determine his willingness to cooperate.

LOCATION

3-68. Consider the following when planning an M I screening site:

• The site is located where screeners can observe captives as they are
segregated and processed. It is shielded from the direct view of captives and is far enough
away that captives cannot overhear screeners' conversations.

• The site has an operation, administrative, and interrogation area. The
interrogation area accommodates an interrogator, a captive, a guard, and an interpreter as well
as furniture. Lights are available for night operations.

• Procedures are implemented to verify that sick and wounded captives have
been treated and released by authorized medical personnel.

• Guards are available and procedures are implemented for escorting captives to
the interrogation site.

• Procedures are pUblished to inform screeners who will be moved and when
they will be moved.

• Accountability procedures are implemented and required forms are available.A

FM 3-31, Joint Force Land Component Commander Handbook (JFLCC), 13 December
2001, Appendix A, paragraph A-11, describes the role of the Joint Interrogation and Debriefing
Center (JIDC). The specific language in the fiel d manual follows:
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nJIDC conducts follow-on exploitation of EPWs. EPWs are screened by the JIFs, and
those of further intelligence potential are identified and forwarded to the JJ DC for follow-on
interrogation and debriefing in support of JTF and higher requirements. Besides EPWs, the
JIDC may also interrogate civilian detainees, refugees, and other nonprisoner sources. JIDC
activities are managed by the J-2X HOC."

FM 27-10, The Law of Land Warfare, 18 July 1956 (change 1, 15 July 1976), Paragraph
93, describes gUidelines for the questioning of enem y prisoners of war (EPWs). The specific
language in the fiel d manual follows:

"Every prisoner of war, when questioned on the subject, is bound to give only his
surname, first names and rank, date of birth, and army, regimental, personal or serial number,
or failing this equivalent information. If he willfully infringes this rule, he may render himself liable
to a restriction of the privileges accorded to his rank or status. Each Party to a conflict is
required to furnish the persons under its jurisdiction who are liable to become prisoners of war,
with an identity card showing the owner's surname, first names, rank, army, regimental,
personal or serial number or equivalent information, and date of birth. The identity card may,
furthermore, bear the signature or the fingerprints, or both, of the owner, and may bear, as well,
any other information the Party to the conflict may wish to add concerning persons belonging to
its armed forces. As far as possible the card shall measure 6.5 x 10 em. and shall be issued in
duplicate. The identity card shall be shown by the prisoner of war upon demand, but may in no
case be taken away from him. No physical or mental torture, nor any other form of coercion,
may be inflicted on prisoners of war to secure from them information of any kind whatever.
Prisoners of war who refuse to answer may not be threatened, insulted, or exposed to
unpleasant or disadvantageous treatment of any kind.n

FM 34·52, Intelligence Interrogation, 28 September 1992, Chapter 1, defines and
explains the purpose of interrogation. The specific language in the field manual follows:

"Interrogation is the process of questioning a source to obtain the maximum amount of
usable information. The goal of any interrogation is to obtai n reliable information in a lawful
manner, in a minimum amount of time, and to satisfy intelligence requirements of any echelon of
command.

A good interrogation produces needed information, which is timely, complete, clear, and
accurate.n

Special Text (ST) 2-22.7 (FM 34-7-1), Tactical Human Intelligence and
Counterintelligence Operations, 11 April 2002, Chapter 1, paragraphs 1-19,1-21 to 1-25,
provides the doctrinal basis for the structure and utilization of tactical human intelligence assets.
The specific language in the special text follows:

n1_19. The requirement for collectors is based on the density of the potential source pool.
The basic methodology of collection does not change in the urban environment; however, the
density of the population results in a proportional increase in the number of collectors required.
This need for additional assets has been illustrated by recent operations in Somalia, Haiti,
Bosnia, and Kosovo."

"ARMY CORPS AND BELOW
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1-21. Army HUM1NT and Cl assets organic at corps and below are uniquely qualified to
be the primary collection asset in many of our future conflicts. They are organic to-

• Tactical exploitation battalions (TESs) and the corps support battalions
(CSBs) at the Corps Ml brigade.

• MI battalions at division.
• MI companies at armored cavalry regiments (ACRs) and separate brigades

(SEP BDEs).
• MI elements at Special Forces Groups (SFGs).

1-22. Army HUMINT and CI assets provide technologically enhanced exploitation of
human sources and media. This exploitation provides valuable intelligence to meet the critical
requirements affecting the MDMP. The simultaneous digital interaction between operational
HUMINT and Cl teams and analytical elements provides the deployed com mander with near
instantaneous information. This rapid transmission of critical intelligence to the user gives the
supported command an information edge and a more complete vision of the battlespace.

INTERIM BRIGADE COMBAT TEAM

1-23. The brigade's intelligence system is a flexible force of Intelligence, Surveillance,
and Reconnaissance (ISR) personnel, Qrganizations, and equipment. Individually and
collectively, these assets provide commanders throughout the brigade with the capability to plan
and direct ISR operations, collect and process information, produce relevant intelligence, and
disseminate combat information and intelligence to those who need it, when they need it. The
brigade and its subordinate units possess organic ISR assets that enable the above ac tions.
Based on METT-TC considerations the brigade task organizes its organic ISR assets for the
operation and, in addition, may receive additional ISR assets from corps, joint, and national
organizations.

1-24. The brigade's tactical HUMINT assets include an S2X team, a tactical HUMINT
platoon with two operational management teams (OMTs) and tactical HUMINT teams, and troop
HUMINTcollectors in the reconnaissance, surveiilance, and target acquisition (RSTA)
squadron. The functions and responsibilities of these assets are the same as at higher
echelons. The mission of the Troop HUMINT collector is limited to providing tactical questioning
and DOCEX in support of the squadron's multidimensional reconnaissance and surveillance
(R&S) mission and identifying possible sources of interest for the tactical HUMINT platoon. The
functions of the different teams and offices in tactical HUMINT are similar through the echelons
where tactical HUMINT is conducted.

RESERVE COMPONENT INTEGRATION

1-25. Given the Army's current operational tempo and force structure, the integration of
RC forces into the AC is a near certainty for future operational deployments. Commanders
must identify their requirements early and establish proactive coordination (both in garrison and
while deployed) with their RC counterparts to fully integrate them during all phases of training
and operations."

ST 2-91.6 Small Unit Support to Intelligence, March 2004, Chapter 2, paragraphs 2-13 to
2-17, explains the use of interpreters in tactical interrogations. The specific language in the
special text follows:
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"2-13. The use of interpreters is an integral part of the information collection effort. Use
of an interpreter is time consuming and potentially confusing. Proper use and control of an
interpreter is a skill that must be learned and practiced to maximize the potential of collection.

2-14. Perhaps the most important guideline to remember is that an interpreter is
essentially your mouthpiece; he says what you say. but in a different language. This sounds
simple, but for those who have neve r worked with interpreters, problems can quickly develop.

2-15. Upon meeting your interpreter. it is important that you assess his proficiency in
English. You need an interpreter with a finn grasp of English and the tenninology you may

encounter.

2-16. Interpreters are categorized as to capability and clearance they have been
granted. The categories below are more fully detailed in Interpreter Ops. Multi-Service
Reference Manual for Interpreter Operations, February 2004. This manual can be obtained
from the Air Land Sea Application (ALSA) Center.

CATEGORIES OF INTERPRETERS

• CAT I Linguists - Locally hired personnel with an understanding of the English
language. These personnel are screened and hired in-theater and do not possess a security
clearance. During most operations. CAT I linguists are required to be re-screened by CI
personnel on a scheduled basis. CAT I linguists should not be used for HUMINT collection
operations.

• CAT II Linguists - CAT II linguists are United States citizens who have native
command of the target language and near-native command of the English language. These
personnel undergo a screening process, which includes a background check. Upon favorable
findings, these personnel are granted an equivalent of a Secret Collateral clearance.

• CAT III Linguists - CAT III linguists are United States citizens who have native
command of the target language and native com mand of the English language. These
personnel undergo a screening process, which includes a special background check. Upon
favorable findings,these personnel are granted an equivalent of a Top Secret (TS) clearance.
CAT III linguists are used mostly for high-ranking official meetings and by strategic collectors.

2-17. The following are several tips that should prove useful w hen working with an

interpreter.

Placement

• When standi ng, the interpreter should stand just behind you and to the side.
• When sitting, the interpreter should sit right beside you but not betw een you

and the individual.

Body Language and Tone

• Have the interpreter translate your message in the tone you are speaking.
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• Ensure the interpreter avoids making gestures.

Delivery

• Talk directly to the person with whom you are speaking, not the interpreter.
• Speak as you would in a normal conversation, not in the thi rd person. For

example, do not say, "Tell him that.. .." Rather say, "I understand that you... " and instruct the
interpreter to translate as such.

• Speak clearly, avoid acronyms or slang, and break sentences uniformly to

facilitate translation.
• Some interpreters will begin to translate while you are still speaking. This is

frustrating for some people. If so, discuss the preference of translation with the interpreter.
• The most important principle to obey whil e using an interpreter is to

remember that you control the conversation, not the interpreter.

Security

• Work on the premise that the interpreter is being debriefed by a threat

intelligence service.
• Always assume the worst.
• Avoid careless talk.
• Avoid giving away personal details.
• Do not become emotionally involved!

Interpreter Checklist for Patrolling

• Tell the interpreter what you expect of him, and how you want him to do it.
• Tell the interpreter exactly what you want translated. The interpreter should

translate all conversation between you and the indiv idual without addi ng anything on his own.
• Just as questioning should be conducted in such a way as to disguise the

true intent of the questioning from the source, you should not reveal intelligence requirements
(FFtR, IR, or essential elements of friendly infomlation [EEFI]) to the interpreter.
Brief the interpreter on actions to take at the halt or in the event of enemy contact."

g. Finding 7:

(1) Finding: Tactical Military Intelligence officers are not adequately trained on how to
manage the full spectrum of the collection and analysis of human intelligence.

(2) Standard: AmlY Regulation 350-1, AmlY Training and Education, 9 April 2003,
Chapter 3, paragraph 3-2, requires that TRADOC establish training and education goals and
objectives for all Army personnel. The specific language in the regulation follows:

"Training proponents. These would include TRADOC schools and colleges,
USAJFKSWC&S and AMEDDC&S and would perform the following.

(a) Develop courses based on established training and education goals and objectives
as well as the duties, responsibilities, and missions their graduates will be assigned.
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i

(b) Develop, eval uate, and train leader, technical, and tactical tasks that focus on
missions for the size or type units to which graduates will be assigned.

(c) Provide progressive and sequential training.

(d) Provide personnel serving at the same organizational level with training consisting of
the same tasks, conditions, and standards.

(e) Provide leader, technical, and tactical training that affords soldiers and DA civilians
an opportunity to acquire the skills and knowledge needed to perform more complex duties and
missions of greater responsibility."

Field Manual (FM) 7-0, Training the Force. 22 October 2002, Chapter 1, paragraph 1-29,
gives overall guidance for the implementation of Professional Military Education (PME). The
specific language in the field manual follows:

"Professional Military Education - PME develops Army leaders. Officer, warrant officer,
and NCO training and education is a continuous, career-long, learning process that integrates
structured programs of instruction-resident at the institution and non-resident via distributed
learning at home station. PME is progressive and sequential, providesa doctrinal foundation,
and builds on previous training, education and operational experiences. PME provides hands-on
technical, tactical, and leader training focused to ensure leaders are prepared for success in
their next assignment and higher-level responsibility.

• Officer Education System (OES). Army officers must lead and fight; be tactically and
technically competent; possess leader skills; understand how the Army operates as a service,
as well as a component of a joint, multinational, or interagency organization; demonstrate
confidence, integrity, critical judgment, and responsibility; operate in a complex, uncertain, and
rapidly changing environment; build effective teams amid continuous organizational and
technological change; and solve problems creatively. OES develops officers who are self-aware
and adaptive to lead Army units to mission success.

• Warrant Officer Education System (WOES). Warrant officers are the Anny's technical
experts. WOES develops a corps of highly specialized experts and trainers who are fully
competent and proficient operators, maintainers, administrators, and managers of the Army's
equipment, support activities, and technical systems.

• NCO Education System (NCOES). NCOES trains NCOs to lead and train soldiers,
crews, and subordinate leaders who work and fight under their leadership. NCOES proVides
hands-on technical, tactical, and leader training focused to ensure that NCOs are prepared for
success in their next assignment and higher-level responsibility.

• Functional Training. In addition to the preceding PME courses, there are functional
courses available in both resident and non-resident distributed learning modes that enhance
functional skills for specific duty positions. Examples are Battalion S2, Battalion Motor Officer,
First Sergeant, Battle Staff NCO, and Airborne courses.",

FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation, 28 September 1992, Chapter 1, Intelligence
Disciplines, states that the Intelligence Electronic Warfare (lEW) system includes three M I
disciplines. The specific language in the field manual follows:

E-37



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 416

"HUMINT -

HUMINT is obtained from information collected from human sources and consists of the
following intelligence collection operations. Interrogation of EPWs, civilian detainees, insurgents,
defectors, refugees, displaced persons and agents and suspected agents.

• Long-range surveillance patrols.
• Strategic debriefing
• Controlled collection operations
• Open-source exploitation, to include publications and broadcasts.
• Reports of contact from forward units.
• Observation and Iistening posts
• Low·level source operations (LLSO)
• HUMINT liaison contacts

HUMINT is vital in all combat operations, regardless of echelon or intensity of conflict. By
nature, HUMINT lends itself to the collection of information about the enemy's thought
processes and intentions. HUMINT can provide information on almost ant topic of intelligence
interest, including order of battle (08) factors, as well as scientific and technical (S&T)
intelligence subjects. During operation Desert Storm, interrogators collected information which
helped to-

• Develop a plan to breach Iraqi defensive belts.
• Confirm Iraqi supply line interdiction by coalition air strikes.
• Identify diminishing Iraqi troop morale.
• Identify a US Prisoner of war captured during the battle of Kanji."

h. Finding 8:

(1) Finding: The DAIG Team found that officially approved CJTF·7 and CJTF-180
policies and the early CJTF-180 practices generally met legal obligations under US law, treaty
obligations and policy, if executed carefully, by trained soldiers, under the full range of
safeguards. The DAIG Team found that policy was not clear and contained ambiguity. The
DAIG Team found implementation, training, and oversight of these policies was inconsistent; the
Team concluded, however, based on a review of cases through 9 June 2004 that no con~rmed

instance of detainee abuse resulted from the approved policies.

(2) Standard: Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM (OEF): The Secretary of Defense determined that members of the Taliban militia
and members of AI Qaida under the control of US Forces would be treated humanely and, to the
extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a manner consistent with the
principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949. The DA1G has therefore used the provisions of
the Geneva Conventions as a benchmark against which to measure the treatment prOVided to
detainees by U.S. Forces to determine if detainees were treated humanely. The use of these
standards as benchmarks does not state or imply a position for the United States or U.S. Army
on the legal status of its operations in OEF.

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, provides the
determination regarding the hum ane treatment of AI Qaida and T aliban detainees. Convention
Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of August 12,1949 (GPW) is the international
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treaty that governs the treatment of prisoners of war, and Geneva Convention Relative to the
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC), August 12, 1949, is the international treaty
that governs the treatment of civilian persons in time of war.

As the guidance did not define "humane treatrnentN but did state that the US would treat
members of the Taliban militia and AI Qaida in a manner consistent with the Geneva
Conventions, the DAIG determined that it would use Common Article 3 afthe GCs as its floor
measure of humane treatment, but would al so include provisions of the Geneva Convention on
the Treatment of Prisoners of War (GPW) and Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War (Ge) as other relevant indicia of "humane treatment." The use
of this standard does not state or imply a position for the United States or U.S. Army on the
legal status of its operations in OEF.

Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF): OIF was
an international armed conflict and therefore the provisions of the Geneva Conventions applied.
Additionally, the United States was an occupying power and has acted in accordance with the
obligations of an occupying power described in the Hague Convention No. IV Respecting the
Laws and Customs of War on Land (H.IVl, 18 October 1907, including, but not limited to,
Articles 43-46 and 50; Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of
August 12. 1949 (GPW). Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in
Time of War (GC), 12 August 1949. The GC supplements H.IV, providing the general standard
of treatment at Article 27 and specific standards in sUbsequent Articles.

The minimum treatment provided by Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions is:
1) No adverse distinction based upon race, religion, sex, etc.; 2) No violence to life or person; 3)
No taking hostages; 4) No degrading treatment; 5) No passing of sentences in absence of fair
trial, and; 6) The wounded and sick must be cared for.

The specific language in the CJCSMessage for OEF and the GPW/GC and H.1V
follows:

CJCS Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, "Paragraph 3. The combatant commanders
shall, in detaining AI Qaida and Taliban individuals under control of the Department of Defense,
treat them humanely and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a
manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conven tions of 1949.ft

GPW/GC, Article 3 (Common Article 3) - "In the case of anned conflict not of an
international character occurring in the territory of one of the High Contracting Parties, each
party to the conflict shall be bound to apply, as a minimum, the following provisions:

1. Persons taking no active part in the hostilities, including members of armed forces
who have laid down their arms and those placed hors de combat by sickness, wounds,
detention, or any other cause, shall in all circumstances be treated hum anely, without any
adverse distinction founded on race, color, religion or faith, sex, birth or wealth, or any other
similar criteria.

To this end the following acts are and shall remain prohibited at any time and in any
place whatsoever with respect to the above-mentioned persons:

(a) Violence to life and person, in particular murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel
treatment and torture;
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(b) Taking of hostages;
(c) Outrages upon personal dignity, in particular, humiliating and degrading treatment;
(d) The passing of sentences and the carrying out of executions without previous

jUdgment pronounced by a regularly constituted court affording all the judicial guarantees which
are recognized as indispensable by c ivmzed peoples.

2. The wounded and sick shall be collected and cared for. An impartial humanitarian
bodyI such as the Inter national Committee of the Red C ross, may offer its services to the
Parties to the conflict. The Parties to the conflict should further endeavour to bring into force. by
means of spedal agreements, all or part of the other provisions of the present Conventi on. The
application of the preceding provisions shall not affect the legal status of the Parties to the
conflict."

Geneva Co nvention Relati ve to the Treatment of Prisoners of War, 12 August 1949,
Part II. Article 13. requires that enemy prisoners of war (EPWs) be treated humanely at all
times; Part III. Section I, Articles 13, 14, and 17. explain the protections afforded EPWs. The
specific language in the convention follows:

"Article 13

Prisoners of war must at all times be humanely treated. Any unlawful act or omission by
the Detaini ng Power causing death a r seriously endangering the health of a prisoner of war in
its custody is prohibited, and will be regarded as a serious breach of the present Convention. In
particular, no prisoner of war may be subjected to physical mutilation or to medical or scientific
experiments of any kind which are not justified by the medical, dental or hospital treatment of
the prisoner concerned and carried out in his interest.

likeWise, prisoners of war must at all times be protected. particularly against acts of
violence or intimidation and against insults and public curiosity.

Measures of reprisal against prisoners of war are prohibited.

Article 14

Prisoners of war are entitled in all circumstances to respect for their persons and their
honour. Women shall be treated with all the regard due to their sex and shall in all cases benefit
by treatment as favourable as that granted to men. Prisoners of war shall retain the full civil
capacity which they enjoyed at the tim e of their capture. The Detaining Power may not restrict
the exercise, either within or without its own territory. of the rights such capacity confers except
in so far as the captivity requires."

Article 17

Every prisoner of war, when questioned on the subject, is bound to give only hi s
surname, first names and rank, date of birth, and army. regimental, personal or serial number.
or failing this, equivalent information. If he willfully infringes this rule, he may render himself
liable to a restriction of the privileges accorded to his rank or status.

Each Party to a conflict is required to furnish the persons under its jurisdiction who are
liable to become prisoners of war. with an identity card showi ng the owner's surname, first
names, rank. anny, regimental, personal or serial number or equivalent information. and date of

E-40



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 419

birth. The identity card may, furthermore, bear the signature or the fingerprints, or both, of the
owner, and may bear, as well, any other information the Party to the conflict may wish to add
concerning persons belonging to its armed forces. As far as possible the card shall measure 6.5
x 10 em. and shall be issued in duplicate. The identity card shall be shown by the prisoner of
war upon demand, but may in no case be taken away from him.

No physical or mental torture, nor any other form of coercion, may be inflicted on
prisoners of war to secure from them information of any kind whatever. Prisoners of war who
refuse to answer may not be threatened, insulted, or exposed to any unpleasant or
disadvantageous treatment of any kind.

Prisoners of war who, owing to their physical or mental condition, are unable to state
their identity, shall be handed over to the medical service. The identity of such prisoners shall be
established by all pOSSible means, subject to the provisions of the preceding paragraph.

The questioning of pr isoners of war shall be carried out in a language whl ch they
understand."

Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, 12
August 1949, Part Ill, Section I, Articles 31 32, and 100, prohibit coercion and abuse of civilian
internees. The specific language in the conventi on follows:

"Article 31

No physical or moral coercion shall be exercised against protected persons, in particular
to obtain information from them or from third parties.

Article 32

The High Contracting Parties specifically agree that each of them is prohibited from
taking any measure of such a character as to cause the physical suffering or extermination of
protected persons in their hands. This prohibition applies not only to murder, torture, corporal
punishment, mutilation and medical or scientific experiments not necessitated by the medical
treatment of a protected person but also to any other measures of brutality whether applied by
civilian or military agents."

"Article 100

The disciplinary regime in places of internment shall be cons istent with humanitarian
principles, and shall internees any physical exertion dangerous to their health or involving
physical or moral victimization. Identification by tattooing or imprinting signs or markings on the
body, is prohibited. In particular, prolonged standing and roll-calls, punishment drill, military drill
and manoeuvres, or the reduction of food rations, are prohibited."

Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or
Punishment, 10 December 1984, Part I, Articles 1,2,10,11 and 16( 1) define torture (1), the basic
responsibilities of states under the convention (2), the requirement for training personnel on this
convention (10), the need to conduct systematic reviews of interrogations rules, instructions,
methods and practices (11), and the requirement to prevent acts not amounting to ''torture''
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committed with consent or acquiescence of a public official or other person in an official capacity
(16). The specific language in the convention follows:

~Article 1

1. For the purposes of this Convention, the term "torture" means any act by which
severe pain or suffering, whether physical or mental, is intentionally inflicted on a person for
such purposes as obtaining from him or a third person information or a confession, punishing
him for an act he or a third person has committed or is suspected of having committed, or
intimidating or coercing him or a third person, or for any reason based on discrimination of any
kind, when such pain or suffering is inflicted by or at the instigation of or with the consent or
acquiescence of a public official or other person acting in an official capacity. It does not include
pain or suffering arising only from. inherent in or incidental to lawful sanctions.

2. This article is without prejudice to any international instrument or national legislation
which does or may contain provisions of wider application.

Article 2

1. Each State Party shall take effective legislative, administrative, judicial or other
measures to prevent acts of torture in any territory under its jurisdiction.

2. No exceptional circumstances whatsoever, whether a state of war or a threat of war,
internal political in stability or any other public emergency, may be invoked as a justification of
torture.

3. An order from a superior officer or a public authority may not be invoked as a
justification of torture.

Article 10

1. Each State Party shall ensure that education and information regarding the prohibition
against torture are fully included in the training of law enforcement personnel, civil or military,
medical personnel, public officials and other persons who may be involved in the custody,
interrogation or treatment of any individual subjected to any form of arrest, detention or
imprisonment.

2. Each State Party shall include this prohibition in the rules or instructions issued in
regard to the duties and functions of any such person.

Article 11

Each State Party shall keep under systematic review interrogation rules. instructions,
methods and practices as well as arrangements for the custody and treatmentof persons
subjected to any form of arrest, detention or imprisonment in any territory under its jurisdiction,
with a view to preventing any cases of torture.

Article 16 (1)

Each State Party shall undertake to prevent in any territory under its jurisdiction other
acts of cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment which do not am ount to torture as
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defined in article I, when such acts are com mitted by or at the instigation of or with the consent
or acquiescence of a public official or other person acting in an offici al capacity. In particular, the
obligations contained in articles 10, 11, 12 and 13 shall apply with the substitution for references
to torture of references to other forms of cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.

US Reservations, Declarations and Understandings the Convention Against Torture.
The United States Senate ratified the Convention Against Torture subject to certain
reservations, declarations and understandings. Pertinent reselVations and understandings are
as follow:

Senate ReselVations: (136 Cong Rec S 17486):

The Senate's advice and consent is subject to the following reservations:
(1) That the United States considers itself bound by the obligation under article 16 to

prevent 'cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment', only insofar as the term ·cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment' means the cruel, unusual and inhumane
treatment or punishment prohibited by the Fifth, Eighth, andlor Fourteenth Amendments to the
Constitution of the United States.

Senate Understandings (136 Cong Rec S 17486):
The Senate's advice and consent is subject to the following understandings, which shall

apply to the obligations of the Unrted States under this Convention:

(1) (a) That with reference to article 1, the United States understands that, in order to
constitute torture, an act must be specifically intended to inflict severe physical or mental pain or
suffering and that mental pain or suffering refers to prolonged mental harm caused by or
resulting from (1) the intentional inflicti on or threatened infliction of severe physical pain or
SUffering; (2}the administration or application, or threatened administration or application, of
mind altering substances or other procedures calculated to disrupt profoundly the senses or the
personality; (3) the threat of imminent death; or (4) the threat that another person will imminently
be subjected to death, severe physical pain or suffering, or the administration or application of
mind altering substances or other procedures calculated t01:lisrupt profoundly the senses or
personality.

(b) That the United States understands that the definition of torture in article 1 is intended
to apply only to acts directed against persons in the offender's custody or physical control.

(c) That with reference to article 1 of the Convention, the United States understands that
'sanctions' includes judicially-imposed sanctions and other enforcement actions authorized by
United States law or by judicial interpretation of such law provided that such sanctions or
actions are not clearly prohibited under international law .

(d) That with reference to article 1 of the Convention, the Uni ted States understands that
the term 'acquiescence' requires that the public official, prior to the activity constituting torture,
have awareness of such activity and thereafter breach his legal responsibility to intervene to
prevent such activity_

(e) That with reference to article 1 of the Convention, the Uni tes States understands that
noncompliance with applicable legal procedural standards does not per se constitute torture.
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Domestic Criminal Law: US Domestic Criminal law reflects treaty obligations and
ratification reservations and understandings regarding torture in the adoption of 18 US CS
§§2340. 2340A, which state:

18 USC§ 2340 Definitions
As used in this chapter [18 uses §§ 2340 et seq.]-

(1) "torture" means an act com mitted by a person acting und er the color of law
specifically intended to inflict severe physical or mental pain or suffering (other than pain or
suffering incidental to lawful sanctions) upon another person within his custody or physical
control;

(2) "severe mental pain or suffering" means the prolonged mental harm caused by'or
resulting from·

(A) the intentional infliction or threatened infliction of severe physical pain or suffering;

(B) the administration or application, or threatened administration or application, of mind
altering substances or other procedures calculated to disrupt profoundly the sens es or the
personality;

(C) the threat of imminent death;

(D) the threat that another person will imminently be subjected to death, severe physical
pain or suffering, or the administration or application of mind-altering substances or other
procedures calculated to disrupt profoundly the senses or personality; and

(3) "United States" includes all areas under the jurisdiction of the United States including
any of the places described in sections 5 and 7 of this Ii tie and section 46501 (2) of title 49.

§ 2340A. Torture

(a) Offense. Whoever outside the United States commits or attempts to commit torture
shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than 20 years, or both, and if death results
to any person from conduct prohibited by this subsection, shall be punished by death or
imprisoned for any term of years or for life.

(b) Jurisdiction. There is jurisdiction over Ihe actiVity prohibited in subsection (a) if
(1) the alleged offender is a national of the United States; or
(2) the alleged offender is present in the United S tates, irrespective of the nationality of the
victim or alleged offender.

(c) Conspiracy. A person who conspires to commit an offense under this section shall be
subject to the same penalties (other than the penalty of death) as the penalties prescribed for
the offense, the commission of which was the object of the conspiracy.

Field Manual (FM) 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation, 28 September 1992, Chapter 1,
explains the prohibitions against use of torture or coercion. Chapter 3 describes the
interrogation approaches and techniques used by tr ained Army interrogators. The specific
language in the fiel d manual follows:
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Chapter 1 - "One of the significant means used by the intelligence staff is the
interrogation of the following:

• EPWs.

• Captured Insurgents.

• Civilian internees.

• Other captured, detained, or retained persons.

• Foreign deserters or other persons of intelligence interest.

These persons are protected by the Geneva Conventions for the Protection of War
Victims of August 12, 1949, as they relate to captured wounded and sick enemy personnel
(GWS), retained enemy medical personnel and chaplains (GWS), enemy prisoners of war
(GPW), and civilian internees (GC). Captured insurgents and other detained personnel whose
status is not clear, such as suspected terrorists. are entitled to PW protection until their precise
status has been determined by competent authority.

In conducting intelligence interrogations, the J2, G2, or S2 has primary staff
responsibility to ensure these actfvities are periormed in accordance with the GWS, GPW. and
GC, as well as US policies, regarding the treatment and handling ofthe above-mentioned
persons.

The GWS, GPW, GC, and US policy expressly prohibit acts of violence or intimidation.
including physical or mental torture, threats, insults, or exposure to inhumane treatment as a
means of or aid to interrogation.

Such illegal acts are not authorized and will not be condoned by the US Army. Acts in
violation of these prohibitions are criminal acts punishable under the UCMJ. If there is doubt as
to the legality of a proposed form of interrogation not specifically authorized in this manual. the
advice of the command judge advocate shoul d be soughtbefore using the method in question.

Experience indicates that the use of prohibited techniques is not necessary to gain the
cooperation of interrogation sources. Use of torture and other illegal methods is a poor
technique that yields unreliable results. may damage subsequent collection efforts, and can
induce the source to say what he thinks the interrogator wants to hear.

Revelation of use of torture by US personnel will bring discredit upon the US and its
armed forces while undermining domestic and international support for the war effort. It also
may place US and allied personnel in enemy hands at a greater risk of abuse by their captors.
Conversely, knowing the enemy has abused US and allied PWs does not justi fy using methods
of interrogation specifically prohibited by the GWS, GPWI or Ge, and US policy.

Limitations on the use of methods identified herein as expressly prohibited should not be
confused with psychological ploys, verbal trickery, or other nonviolent or noncoercive ruses
used by the interrogator in the successful interrogation of hesitant or uncooperative sources.

E-45



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 424

The psychological techniques and principles in this manual should neither be confused
with, nor construed to be synonymous with, unauthorized techniques such as brainwashing,
physical or mental torture, or any other form of mental coercion to include drugs that may induce
lasting and permanent mental alteration and damage.

physical or mental torture and coercion revolve around eliminating the source's free will,
and are expressly prohibited by GWS, Article 13; GPW, Articles 13 and 17; and GC, Articles 31
and 32. Torture is defined as the infliction of intense pain to body or mind to extract a
confession or information, or for sadistic pleasure.

Examples of physical torture include-

• Electric shock.
• Infliction of pain through chemicals or bondage (other than legitimate use of

restraints to prevent escape).
• Forcing an individual to stand, sit, or kneel in abnormal positions for prolonged

periods of time.
• Food deprivation.
• Any form of beating.

Examples of mental torture include-

• Mock executions.
• Abnormal sleep deprivation.=
• Chemically induced psychosis.

Coercion is defined as actions designed to unlawfully induce another to compel an act
against one's will. Examples of coercion include--

• Threatening or implying physical or mental torture to the subject, his family, or

others to whom he owes loyalty.
• Intentionally denying medical assistance or care in exchange for the information

sought or other cooperation.
• Threatening or implying that other rights guaranteed by the GWS, GPW, or GC

will not be provided unless cooperation is forthcoming.

Chapter 3 _ "The number of approaches used is limited only by the interrogator's skill.
Almost any ruse or deception is usable as long as the provisions ofthe GPW, as outlined in

Figure 1-4, are not violated.

An interrogator must not pass himself off as a medic, chaplain, or as a member of the
Red Cross (Red Crescent or Red Lion). To every approach technique, there are literally
hundreds of possible variations, each of which can be developed for a specific situation or
source. The variations are limited only by the interrogator's personality, experience, ingenuity,

and imagination.

3-7 There are four primary factors that must be considered when selecting tentative

approaches:
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• The source's mental and physical state. Is the source injured, angry, crying,
arrogant, cocky, or frightened? If so, how can thi s state be best exploited during
interrogation.

• The source's background. What is the source's age and level of military or civilian
experience.

• The objective of the interrogation. How much time is available for the interrogation?
Is the commander interested only in specific areas (PIR, IR, SIR)? Is this source
knowledgeable enough to require a full 08 interrogation?

• The interrogator himself. What abilities does he have that can be br ought into play?
What weaknesses does he have that may interfere with the interrogation? Can his
personality adapt to the personality of the source?

APPROACH COMBINATIONS

With the exception of the direct approach, no other approach is effective by itself.
Interrogators use different approach techniques or combine them into a cohesive, logical
technique. Smooth transitions, sincerity, logic, and conviction almost always make a strategy
work. The lack of will undoubtedly dooms it to failure. Some examples of combinations are-

Direct-futility-incentive.

Direct-futility-love of comrades.

Direct-fear~up (mild}-incentive.

The number of combinations are unlimited. Interrogators must carefully choose the
approach strategy in the pI anning and preparation phase and lis ten carefully to what the source
is saying (verbally or nonverbally) for leads the strategy chosen will not work. When this occurs,
the interrogator must adapt to approaches he believes will work in gaining the source's
cooperation.

The approach techniques are not new nor are all the possible or acceptable techniques
discussed below. Everything the interrogator says and does must be in concert with the GWS,
GPW, GC, and UCMJ. The approaches which have proven effective are-

• Direct.

• Incentive.

• Emotional.

• Increased fear~up.

• Pride and ego.

Direct Approach

The interrogator asks questions directly related to information sought, making no effort to
conceal the interrogation's purpose. The direct approach, always the first to be attempted, is
used on EPWs or detainees who the interrogator believes will cooperate.
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This may occur when interrogating an EPW or detainee who has proven cooperative
during initial screening or first interrogation. It may also be used on those with little or no
security training. The direct approach works best on lower enlisted personnel, as they have little
or no resistance training and have had minimal security training.

The direct approach is simple to use, and it is possible to obtain the maximum amount of
information in the minimum amount of time. It is frequently employed at lower echelons when
the tactical situation preclUdes selecting other techniques, and where the EPW's or detainee's
mental state is one of confusion or extreme shock. Figure C-3 contains sample questions used
in direct questioning.

The direct approaCh is the most effective. Statistics show in World War II, it was 90
percent effective. In Vietnam and OPERATIONS URGENT FURY, JUST CAUSE, and
DESERT STORM, it was 95 percent effective.

Incentive Approach

The incentive approach is based on the application of inferred discomfort upon an EPW
or detainee who lacks willpower. The EPW or detainee may display fondness for certain luxury
items such as candy, fruit, or cigarettes. This fondness provides the interrogator with a positive
means of rewarding the EPW or detainee for cooperation and truthfulness, as he may give or
withhold such comfort items at his discretion. Caution must be used when em playing this
technique because--

• Any pressure applied in this manner must not amount to a denial of basic human
needs under any circumstances. [NOTE: Interrogators may not withhold a source's rights
under the GPW, but they can withhold a source's privileges.] Granting incentives must not
infringe on these rights, but they can be things to which the source is already entitled. This can
be effective only if the source is unaware of his rights or privileges.

• The EPW or detainee might be tempted to provide false or inaccurate information
to gain the desired luxury item or to stop the interrogation.

The GPW, Article 41, requires the posting of the convention contents in the EPW's own
language. This is an MP responsibility.

Incentives must seem to be logical and possible. An interrogator must not promise
anything that cannot be delivered. Interrogators do not make promises, but usually infer them
while sidestepping guarantees.

For example, if an interrogator made a promise he could not keep and he or another
interrogator had to talk with the source again, the source would not have any trust and would
probably not cooperate. Instead of clearly promising a certain thing, such as political asylum, an
interrogator will offer to do what he can to help achieve the source's desired goal; as long as the
source cooperates.

As with developing rapport, the incentive approach can be broken down into two
incentives. The detennination rests on when the source expects to receive the incentive
offered.
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•
buddies.

Short term-received immediately; for example, letter home, seeing wounded

• Long term-received within a period of time; for example, political asylum.

Emotional Approach

Through EPW or detainee observation, the interrogator can often identify dam inant
emotions which motivate. The motivating emotion may be greed, love, hate, revenge, or others.
The interrogator employs verbal and emotional fuses in applying pressure to the EPW's or
detainee's dominant emotions.

One major advantage of this technique is it is versatile and allows the interrogator to use
the same basic situation positively and negatively.

For example, this technique can be used on the EPW who has a great love for his unit
and fellow soldiers, The interrogator may take advantage of this by tell ing the EPW that by
providing pertinent information, he may shorten the war or battle in progress and save many of
his comrades' lives, but his refusal to talk may cause their deaths. This places the burden on
the EPW or detainee and may motivate him to seek relief through cooperation.

Conversely, this technique can also be used on the EPW or detainee who hates his unit
because it withdrew and left him to be captured. or who feels he was unfairly treated in his unit.
In such cases, the interrogator can point out that if the E PW cooperate and specifies the unit's
location, the unit can be destroyed, thus giving the EPW an opportunity for revenge. The
interrogator proceeds with this method in a very formal manner.

This approach is likely to be effective with the immature and timid EPW.

Emotional Love Approach. For the emotional love approach to be successful, the
interrogator must focus on the anxiety felt by the source about the circumstances in which he
finds himself. The interrogator must direct the love the source feels toward the appropriate
object family, homeland, or comrades. If the interrogator can show the source what the source
himself can do to alter or improve his situation, the approach has a chance of success.

This approach usually involves some incentive such as communication with the source's
family or a quicker end to the war to save his comrades'lives. A good interrogator will usually
orchestrate some futility with an emotional love approach to hasten the source's reaching the
breaking point.

Sincerity and conviction are critical in a successful attempt at an emotional love
approach as the interrogator must show genuine cone em for the source, and for the object at
which the interrogator is directing the source's emotion.

If the interrogator ascertains the source has great love for his unit and fellow soldiers,
the interrogator can effectively exploit the situation. This places a burden on the source and
may motivate him to seek relief through cooperation with the interrogator.

Emotional Hate Approach. The emotional hate approach focuses on any genuine hate,
or possibly a desire for revenge, the source may feel. The interrogator must ascertain exactly
what it is the source may hate so the emotion can be exploited to override the source's rational
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side. The source may have negative feel ings about his country's regime, immediate superiors,
officers in general, or fellow soldiers.

This approach is usually most effective on members of racial or religious minorities who
have suffered discrimination in military and civilian life. If a source feels he has been treated
unfairly in his unit, the interrogator can point out that, if the source cooperates and divulges the
location of that unit, the unit can be destroyed, thus affording the source revenge.

By using a conspiratorial tone of voice, the interrogator can enhance the value of this
technique. Phrases, such as "You owe them no loyalty for the way they treated you," when
used appropriately, can expedite the success of this technique.

Do not immediately begin to berate a certain facet of the source's background or life until
your assessment indicates the source feels a negative emotion toward it.

The emotional hate approach can be used more effectively by drawing out the source's
negative emotions with questions that elicit a thought·provoking response. For example, "Why
do you think they allowed you to be captured?" or "Why do you think they left you to die?" Do
not berate the source's forces or homeland unless certain negative emotions surface.

Many sources may have great love for their country, but may hate the regime in control.
The emotional hate approach is most effective with the immature or timid source who may have
no opportunity up to this point for revenge, or never had the courage to voice his feelings.

Fear-Up Approach

The fear-up approach is the exploitation of a source's preexisting fear during the period
of capture and interrogation. The approach works best with young, inexperienced sources, or
sources who exhibit a greater than normal amount of fear or nervousness. A source's fear may
be justified or unjustified. For example, a source who has committed a war crime may justifiably
fear prosecution and punishm ent Be contrast, a source who has been indoctr inated by enemy
propaganda may unjustifiably fear that he will suffer torture or death in or hand if captured.

This approach has the greatest potential to violate the law of war. Great care must be
taken to avoid threateni ng or coercing a source Which is in violation of the GPW, Article 17.

It is 'critical the interrogator distinguish what the source fears in order to exploit that fear.
The way in which the interrogator exploits the source's fear depends on whether the source's
fear is justified or unjustified.

Fear-Up (Harsh). In this approach, the interrogator behaves in an overpowering manner
with a loud and threatening voice. The interrogator may even feel the need to throw objects
across the room to heighten the source's implanted feelings of fear. Great care must be taken
when doing this so any actions would not violate the prohibition on coercion and threats
contained in the GPW, Article 17.

This technique is to convince the source he does indeed have something to fear; that he
has no option but to coo perate. A good interrogator will implant in the source's mind that the
interrogator himself is not the object to be feared, but is a possible way out of the trap.
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Use the confirmation of fear only on sources whose fear is justified. During this
approach, confirm to the source that he does indeed have a legiti mate fear. Then convince the
source that you are the source's best or only hope in avoiding or mitigating the object of his fear,
such as pun ishment for his crimes.

You must take great care to avoid promising actions that are not in your power to grant.
For example, if the source has committed a war crime, inform the source that the crime has
been reported to the appropriate authorities and that action is pending. Next infonn the source
that, if he cooperates and tells the truth, you wi It report that he cooperated and told the tr uth to
the appropriate authorities. You may add that you will also report his lack of cooperation. You
may not promise that the charges against him will be dismissed because you have no authority
to dismiss the charges.

Fear-Up (Mild). This approach is better suited to the strong, confident type of
interrogator; there is generally no need to raise the voice or resort to heavy-handed, table
banging.

For example, capture may be a result of coincidence-the soldier was caught on the
wrong side of the border before hostilities actually commenced (he was armed, he could be a
terrorist)-or as a result of his actions (he surrendered contrary to his military oath and now a
traitor to his country, and his forces will take care of the disciplinary action).

The fear-up (mild) approach must be credible. It usually involves some logical incentive.

In most cases, a loud voice is not necessary. The actual fear is increased by helping the
source realize the unpl easant consequences the facts may cause and by presenting an
alternative, which, of course, can be brought about by answer ing some simple questions.

The fear~up (harsh) approach is usually a dead end, and a wise interrogator may want to
keep it in reserve as a trump card. After working to -increase the source's fear, it would be
difficult to convince him everything will be all right if the approach is not succes sfuL

Fear-Down Approach

This technique is nothi ng more than calming the source and convincing him he will be
properly and humanely treated, or telling him the war for him is mercifully over and he need not
go into combat again. When used with a soothing, calm tone of voice, this often creates rapport
and usually nothing else is needed to get the source to cooperate.

While calming the source, it is a good idea to stay initially with nonpertinent conversation
and to avoid the subj eel which has caused the source's fear. This works quickly in developing
rapport and communication, as the source will readily respond to kindness.

When using this approach, it is important the interrogator relate to the source at his
perspective level and not expect the source to come up to the interrogator's level.

If the EPW or detainee is so frightened he has withdrawn into a shell or regressed to a
less threatening state of mind, the interrogator must break through to him. The interrogator can
do this by putting himself on the same physical level as the source; this may require some
physical contact. As the source relaxes and begi ns to respond to kindnes s, the interrogator can
begin asking pertinent questions.
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This approach technique may backfire if allowed to go too far. After convincing the
source he has nothing to fear, he may cease to be afraid and may feel secure enough to resist
the interrogator's pertinent question. If this occurs, reverting to a harsher approach technique
usually will bring the desired result quickly.

The fear-down approach works best if the source's fear is unjustified. During this
approach, take specific actions to reduce the source's unjustified fear. For example, if the
source believes that he will be abused while in your custody, make ~xtra efforts to ensure that
the source is well cared for, fed, and appropriately treated.

Once the source is convinced that he has no legiti mate reason to fear you, he will be
more inclined to cooperate. The interrogator is under no duty to reduce a source's unjustified
fear. The only prohibition is that the interrogator may not say or do anything that directly or
indirectly communicates to the source that he will be harmed unless he provides the requested
information.

These applications of the fear approach may be combined to achieve the des ire effect.
For example, if a source has justified and unjustified fears, you may initially reduce the source's
unfounded fears, and then confirm his legitimate fears. Again, the source should be convinced
the interrogator is his best or only hop in avoiding or mitigating the object of his fear.

Pride and Ego Approach

The strategy of this approach is to trick the source into revealing desired information by
goading or flattering him. It is effective with sources who have displayed weakness or feelings
of inferiority. A real or imaginary deficiency voiced about the source, loyalty to his organization,
or any other feature can provide a basis for this technique.

The interrogator accuses the source of weakness or implies he is unable to do a certain
thing. This type of source is also prone to excuses and reasons why he did or did not do a
certain thing, often shifting the blame to others. An example is opening the interrogation with
the question, "Why did you surrender so easily when you could-have escaped by crossing the
nearby ford in the river?"

The source is likely to provide a basis for further questions or to reveal significant
intelligence information if he attempts to explain his surrender in order to vindicate himself, He
may give an answer such as, "No one could cross the ford because it is mined."

This technique can also be em played in another manner-~by flattering the source into
admitting certain information in order to gain credit. For example, while interrogating a
suspected saboteur, the interrogator states: "This was a smooth operation. I have seen many
previous attempts fail. Ibet you planned this. Who else but a clever person like you would
have planned it? When did you first decide to do the job?"

This technique is especially effective with the source who has been looked down upon
by his superiors. The source has the opportunity to show someone he is intelligent.

A problem with the pride and ego app roach is it relies on trickery. The source will
eventually realize he has been tricked and may refuse to cooperate further. If this occurs, the
interrogator can easily move into a fear-up approach and convince the source the questions he
has already answered have committed him, and it would be useless to resist further.
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The interrogator can mention it will be reported to the source's forces that he has
cooperated fully with the enemy, will be considered a traitor, and has much to fear if he is
returned to his forces.

This may even offer the interrogator the option to go into a love-of-family approach
where the source must protect his family by preventing his forces from learning of his duplici ty
or collaboration. Telling the source you will not report that he talked or that he was a severe
discipline problem is an incentive that may enhance the effectiveness of the approach.

Pride and Ego-Up Approach. This approach is most effective on sources with little or no
intelligence, or on those who have been looked down upon for a long time. It is very effective
on low-ranking enl isted personnel and junior grade officers. as it allows the source to finally
show someone he does indeed have som e "brains."

The source is constantly flattered into providing certain information in order to gain
credit. The interrogator must take care to use a flattering somewhat-in-awe tone of voice, and
speak highly of the source throughout this approach. This quickly produces positive feelings on
the source's part, as he has probably been looking fo r this type of recognition all of his life.

The interrogator may blow things out of proportion using items from the source's
background and making them seem noteworthy or important. As everyone is eager to hear
praise, the source will eventually reveal pertinent information to solicit more laudatory comments
from the interrogator.

Effective targets for a successful pride and ego-up approach are usually the socially
accepted reasons for flattery, such as appearance and good military bearing. The interrogator
should closely watch the source's demeanor for indications the approach is working. Some
indications to look for are-

• Raising of the head.
• A look of pride in the eyes.
• Swelling of the chest.
• Stiffening of the back.

Pride and Ego-Down Aooroach. This approach is based on attacking the source's sense
of personal worth. Any source who shows any real or imagined inferiority or weakness about
himself, loyalty to his organization, or captured under embarrassing circumstances, can be
easily broken with this approach technique.

The objective is for the interrogator to pounce on the source's sense of pride by
attacking his loyalty, intelligence, abilities, leadership qualities, slovenly appearance, or any
other perceiVed weakness. This will usually goad the source into becoming defensive, and he
will try to convince the interrogator he is wrong. In his attempt to redeem his pride, the source
wm usually involuntarily provide pertinent information in attempting to vindicate himself.

A source susceptible to this approach is also prone to make excuses and give reasons
why he did or did not do a certain thing, often shifting the blame to others. If the interrogator
uses a sarcastic, caustic tone of voice with appropriate expressions of distaste or disgust, the
source will readily believe him. Possible targets for the pride and ego-down approach are the
source's-
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• Loyalty.
• Technical competence.
• Leadership abilities.
• Soldierly qualities.
• Appearance.

The pride and ego-down approach is also a dead end in that, if unsuc cessful. it is difficult
for the interrogator to recover and move to another approach and reestablish a different type of
rapport without losing all credibility.

Futility

In this approach, the interrogator convinces the source that resistance to questioning ;s
futile. When employing this technique, the interrogator must have factual information. These
facts are presented by the interrogator in a persuasive, logical manner. He should be aware of
and able to exploit the source's psychological and moral weaknesses, as well as weaknesses
inherent in his society.

The futility approach is effective when the interrogator can play on doubts that already
exist in the source's mind. There are different variations of the futility approach. For example:

• Futility of the personal situation-''You are not finished here until you answer the
question."

• Futility in that "everyone talks sooner or later."

• Futility of the battlefield situation.

• Futility in the sense if the source does not mind talking about history, why should
he mind talking about his missions, they are also history.

If the source's unit had run out of supplies (ammunition, food, or fuel), it would be
somewhat easy to convince him all of his forces are haVing the same logistical problems. A
soldier who has been a mbushed may have doubts as to how he was attacked so suddenly. The
interrogator should be able to talk him into believing that the inter rogator's forces knew of the
EPW's unit location, as well as many more units.

The interrogator might describe the source's frightening recollections of seeing death on
the battlefield as an everyday occurrence for his forces. Factual or seemingly factual
information must be presented in a persuasive, logical manner, and in a matterwof-fact tone of
voice.

Making the situation appear hopeless allows the source to rationalize his actions,
especially if that action is cooperating with the interrogator. When employing this technique, the
interrogator must not only have factual information but also be aware of and exploit the source's
psychological, moral, and sociological weaknesses.

Another way of using the futility approach is to blow things out of proportion. If the
source's unit was low on, or had exhausted, all food supplies. he can be easily led to believe all
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of his forces had run out of food. If the source is hinging on cooperating, it may aid the
interrogation effort if he is told all the other source's have cooperated.

The futility approach must be orchestrated with other approach techniques (for example,
love of comrades). A source who may want to help save his comrades' lives may be convinced
the battlefield situation is hopeless and they will die without his assistance.

The futility approach is used to paint a bleak picture for the prisoner, but it is not effective
in and of itself in gaining the source's cooperation.

We Know All

This approach may be employed in conjunction with the ~file and dossier" technique
(discussed below) or by itself. If used alone, the interrogator must first become thoroughly
familiar with available data concerning the source. To begin the interrogation, the interrogator
asks questions based on this known data. When the source hesitates, refuses to answer, or
provides an incorrect or incomplete reply, the interrogator provides the detailed answer.

When the source begins to give accurate and complete information, the interrogator
interjects questions designed to gain the needed information. Questions to which answers are
already known are also asked to test the source's truthfulness and to maintain the deception
that the information is already known. By repeating this procedure, the interrogator convinces
the source that resistance is useless as everything is already known.

After gaining the source's cooperation, the interrogator still tests the extent of
cooperation by periodically using questions to which he has the answers; this is very necessary.
If the interrogator does not challenge the source when he is lying, the source will know
everything is not known, and he has been tricked. He may then provide incorrect answers to
the interrogator's questions.

There are some inherent problems with the use of the "we know all" approach. The
interrogator is required to prepare everything in detail, which is time consuming. He must
commit much of the information to memory, as working from notes may show the limits of the
information actually known.

File and Dossier-

The file and dossier approach is used when the interrogator prepares a dossier
containing all available information obtained from documents concerning the source or his
organization. Careful arrangement of the material within the file may give the illusion it contains
more data than actually there. The file may be padded with ex tra paper, if necessary. Index
tabs with titles such as education, employment, criminal record, military service, and others are
particularly effective.

The interrogator confronts the source with the dossiers at the beginning of the
interrogation and explains intelligence has provided a complete record of every significant
happening in the source's life; therefore, it would be useless to resist. The interrogator may
read a few selected bi 15 of known data to further impress the source.

If the technique is successful, the source will be intimidated by the size of the file,
conclude everything is known, and resign himself to complete cooperation. The success of this
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technique is largely dependent on the naivete of the source, volume of data on the subject, and
skill of the interrogator in convincing the source.

Establish Your Identity

This approach is especially adaptable to interrogation. The interrogator insists the
source has been correctly identified as an infamous individual wanted by higher authorities on
serious charges, and he is not the person he purports to be. In an effort to clear himself of this
allegation, the source makes a genuine and deta iled effort to establish or substantiate his true
identity. In so doing, he may provide the interrogator with information and leads for further
development.

The "establish your identity" approach was effective in Viet Nam with the Viet Cong and
in OPERATIONS JUST CAUSE and DESERT STORM.

This approach can be used at tactical echelons. The interrogator must be aware if it is
used in conjunction with the file and dossier approach, as it may exceed the tactical
interrogator's preparation resources.

The interrogator should initially refuse to believe the source and insist he is the criminal
wanted by the am biguous higher authorities. This will force the source to give even more
detailed information about his unit in order to convince the interrogator he is who he says he is.
This approach works well when combined with the "futility" or "we know all" approach.

Repetition

This approach is used to induce cooperation from a hostile source. In one variation of
this approach, the interrogator listens carefully to a source's answer to a question, and then
repeats the question and answer several times. He does this with each succeeding question
until the source become so thoroughly bored with the procedure he answers questions fully and
candidly to satisfy the interrogator and gain relief from the monotony of this method.

The repetition technique must be judiciously used, as it will generally be ineffective when
employed against introverted sources or those having great self-control. In fact, it may provide
an opportunity for a source to regain his composure and delay the interrogation. In this
approach, the use of more than one interrogator or a tape recorder has proven effective.

Rapid Fire

This approach involves a psychological ploy based upon the principles that-

• Everyone likes to be heard when he speaks.

• It is confusing to be interrupted in mid-sentence with an unrelated question.

This approach may be used by one or simultaneously by two or more interrogators in
questioning the same source. In employing this technique, the interrogator asks a series of
questions in such a manner that the source does not have time to answer a question completely
before the next one is asked.
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This confuses the source and he will tend to contradict himself, as he has little time to
formulate his answers. The interrogator then confronts the source with the inconsistencies
causing further contradictions.

In many instances, the source will begin to talk freely in an attempt to explain himself
and deny the interrogator's claims of inconsistencies. In this attempt, the source is likely to
reveal more than he intends, thus creating additional leads for further exploitation. This
approach may be orchestrated with the pride and ego-down or fear-up approaches.

Besides extensive preparation, this approach requires an experienced and competent
interrogator, with comprehensive case knowledge and fluency in the source's language.

Silent

This approach may be successful when used against the nervous or confident source.
When employing this technique, the interrogator says nothing to the source, but looks him
squarely in the eye, preferably with a slight smile on his face. It is important not to look away
from the source but force him to break eye contact first.

The source may become nervous, begin to shift in his chair, cross and recross his legs,
and look away. He may ask questions, but the interrogator should not answer until he is ready
to break the silence. The source may blurt out questions such as, "Come on now, what do you
want with me?n

When the interrogator is ready to break silence, he may do so with some nonchalant
questions such as, "You planned this operation for a long time, didn't you? Was it your idea?"
The interrogator must be patient when usi ng this technique. It may appear the technique is not
succeeding, but usually will when given a reasonable chance.

Change of Scene

The idea in using this approach is to get the source away from the atmosphere of an
interrogation room or setting. If the interrogator confronts a source who is apprehensive or
frightened because of the interrogation environment, this technique may prove effective.

In some circumstances, the interrogator may be able to invite the source to a different
setting for coffee and pleasant conversation. During the conversation in this more relaxed
environment, the interrogator steers the conversation to the topic of interest. Through this
somewhat indirect method, he attempts to elicit the desired information. The source may never
realize he is being interrogated.

Another example in this approach is an interrogator poses as a compound guard and engages
the source in conversation, thus eliciting the desired information."

i. Finding 9:

(1) Finding: Interviewed leaders and Soldiers stated the unit's morale (71%) and
command climate (68%) had steadily improved due to competent leadership, caring of Soldiers
by leaders, and better working and living conditions as the theater matured.
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(2) Standard: Army Regulation (AR) 600-20, Army Command Policy, 13 May 2002,
Chapter 1, paragraph 1-5, subparagraph c (1) and (4)(c), prescribes the policies and
responsibilities of command. The specific language in the regulation follows:

"c. Characteristics of command leadership.

(1) Commanders and other leaders committed to the professional Anny ethic promote a
positive environment. If leaders show loyalty to their soldiers, the Army, and the Nation, they
earn the loyalty of their soldiers. If leaders consider their soldiers' needs and care for their well
being, and if they demonstrate genuine concern, these leaders build a positive command
climate.

"(4) Professionally competent leaders will develop respect for their authority by-

"(e) Properly training their soldiers and ensuring that both soldiers and equipment are in
the proper state of readiness at all times. Commanders should assess the command climate
periodically to analyze the human dimension of combat readiness. Soldiers must be committed
to accomplishing the mission through the unit cohesion developed as a result of a healthy
leadership climate established by the command. Leaders at all levels promote the individual
readiness of their soldiers by developing competence and confidence in their subordinates. In
addition to being mentally, physically, tactically, and technically competent, soldiers must have
confidence in themselves, their equipment, their peers, and their leaders. A leadership climate
in which aU'soldiers are treated with fairness, justice, and equity will be crucial to development
of this confidence within soldiers. Commanders are responsible for developing disciplined and
cohesive units sustained at the highest readiness level possible:

j. Finding 10:

(1) Finding: Detainee adm inistration, internment, and intelligence exploitation poli cy and
doctrine does not address detainee operations conducted in the current operating environment,
which has a higher demand for human intelligence exploitation at the tactical level and the need
for additional classifications of detainees.

(2) Standard: Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM (OEF): Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) message dated 211933Z JAN 02
states that members of the Taliban militia and members of AI Qaida under the control of US
Forces would be treated humanely and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with military
necessity, in a manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949. The
DAIG has therefore used the prOVisions of the Geneva Conventions as a benchmark against
which to measure the treatment provided to detainees by U.S. Forces to determine if detainees
were treated humanely. The use of these standards as benchmarks does not state or imply a
position for the United States or U.S. Army on the legal status of its operations in OEF.

CJCS Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, provides the determ ination regarding the
humane treatment of AI Qaida and TaUban detainees. Convention Relative to the Treatment of
Prisoners of War of August 12, 1949 (GPW) is the international treaty that governs the
treatment of prisoners of war; and Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian
Persons in Time of War (GCI, August 12. 1949 is the international treaty that governs the
treatment of civilian persons in time of war.
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As the guidance did not define "humane treatmenf' but did state that the US would treat
members of the Taliban militia and AI Qaida in a manner consistent with the Geneva
Conventions, the DAIG determined that it would use Common Article 3 of the GCs as its floor
measure of humane treatment, but would also include provisions of the Geneva Convention on
the Treatment of Prisoners of War (GPW) and Geneva Convention Relati ve to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC) as other relevant indicia of nhumane treatment." The use
of this standard does not state or imply a position for the United States or U.S. Army on the
legal status of its operations in OEF.

Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF): OIF was
an international armed conflict and therefore the provisions of the Geneva Conventions applied.
Additionally, the United States was an occupying power and has acted in accordance with the
obligations of an occupying power described in the Hague Convention No. IV Respecting the
Laws and Customs of War on Land (H.IV), Oct. 18. 1907, including, but not limited to Articles
43~46 and 50; Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of August 12,
1949 (GPW), Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War
(Ge), August 12,1949. The GC supplements H.lV, providing the general standard oftreatment
at Article 27 and specific standards in subsequent Articles.

The minimum treatment provided by Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions is:
(1) No adverse distinction based upon race, religion, sex, etc.; (2) No violence to life or person;
(3) No taking hostages; (4) No degrading treatment; (5) No passing of sentences in absence of
fair trial, and; (6) The wounded and sick must be cared for.

The specific language in the CJCS Message for OEF and the GPW/GC and H.IV
follows:

CJCS Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, ·Paragraph 3. The combatant commanders
shall, in detaining AI Qaida and Taliban individuals under the control of the Department of
Defense, treat them humanely and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with military
necessity, in a manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventi ons of 1949.n

GPW/GC, Article 3 (Common Article 3) - "In the case of armed conflict not of an
international character oc::curring in the territory of one of the High Contracting Parties, each
party to the conflict shall be bound to apply, as a minimum, the following provisions:

1. Persons taking no active part in the hostilities, including members of armed forces
who have laid down their arms and those placed hors de combat by sickness, wounds,
detention, or any other cause, shall in all circumstances be treated hum anely, without any
adverse distinction founded on race, color, religion or faith, sex, birth or wealth, or any other
simflar criteria.

To this end the follow ing acts are and shall remain prohibited at any tim e and in any
place whatsoever with respect to the above~mentionedpersons:

(a) Violence to life and person, in particular murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel
treatment and torture;

(b) Taking of hostages:
(c) Outrages upon personal dignity, in particular, humiliating and degrading treatment;
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(d) The passing of sentences and the carrying out of executions without previous
judgment pronounced by a regularly constituted court affording all the jUdicial guarantees which
are recognized as indispensable by civilized peoples.

2. The wounded and sick shall be collected and cared for. An impartial humanitarian
body, such as the International Committee of the Red Cross, may offer its services to the
Parties to the conflict The Parties to the conflict should further endeavour to bring into force, by
means of special agreements, all or part of the other provisions of the present Conventi on. The
application of the preceding provisions shall not affect the legal status of the Parties to the
conflict."

The following specific provisions of GPW and GC apply:

"Article 18 - All effects and articles of personal use, except arms, horses, military
equipment and military documents, shall remain in the possession of prisoners of war, likewise
their metal helmets and gas masks and like articles issued for personal protection. Effects and
articles used for their clothing or feeding shall likewise remain in their possession, even if such
effects and articles belong to their regulation military eqUipment. At no time should prisoners of
war be without identity documents. The Detaining Power shall supply such documents to
prisoners of war who possess none. Badges of rank and nationality, decorations and articles
having above all a personal or sentimental value may not be taken from prisoners of war. Sums
of money carried by prisoners of war may not be taken away from them except by order of an
officer, and after the amount and particulars of the owner have been recorded in a special
register and an itemized receipt has been given, legi bly inscribed with the name, rank and unit
of the person issuing the said receipt. Sums in the currency of the Detaining Power, or which
are changed into such currency at the prisoner's request, shall be pi aced to the credit of the
prisoner's account as provided in Article 64. The Detaining Power may withdraw articles of
value from prisoners of war only for reasons of security; when such articles are withdrawn, the
procedure laid down for sums of money impounded shall apply. Such objects, likewise sums
taken away in any currency other than that of the Detaining Power and the conversion of which
has not been asked for by the owners, shall be kept in the custody of the Detaining Power and
shall be returned in their initial shape to prisoners of war at the end of their captivity.

Article 19 - Prisoners of war shall be evacuated, as soon as possible after their capture,
to camps situated in an area far enough from the combat zone for them to be. out of danger.
Only those prisoners of war who, owl ng to wounds or sickness, would run greater risks by being
evacuated than by remaining where they are, may be temporarily kept back in a danger zone.
Prisoners of war shall not be unnecessarily exposed to danger while awaiting evacuation from a
fighting zone."

Department of Defense Directive (0000) 2310.1, DoD Program for Enemy Prisoners of
War (EPOW) and Other Detainees, 18 August 1994, Paragraph 3.3, requires the application of
appropriate legal status, transfer and release authority and authorization. Paragraph 3.4 directs
the handing over of detainees to Military Police and provides for intelligence collection.
Paragraph 4.4 assigns responsibility for treatment, classification, administrative processing, and
custody for detainees. The specific language in the directive follows:

"3.3 Captured or detained personnel shall be accorded an appropriate legal status under
international law . Persons captured or detained may be transferred to or from the care, custody,
and control of the U.S. Military SelVices onlyon approval of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for International Security Affairs (ASD(ISA)) and as authorized by the Geneva Conventions

E-60



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 439

Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War and for the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time
of War (references (d) and (e».

3.4 Persons captured or detained by the U.S. Military Services shall normally be handed
over for safeguarding to U.S. Army Military Police, or to detainee collecting points or other
holding facilities and installations operated by U.S. Army Military Police as soon as practical.
Detainees may be interviewed for intelligence collection purposes at facilities and installations
operated by U.S. Army Military Police."

"4.4. The Commanders of the Unified Combatant Commands shall:

4.4.2. Provide for the proper treatment. classification. administrative processing, and
custody of those persons captured or detained by the Military Services under their command
and control. "Department of Defense Directive (0000) 2310.1, 000 Program for Enemy
Prisoners of War (EPOW) and Other Detainees, 18 August 1994, Paragraph 1.1, reissues
responsibility, specifically assigning the Army as Executive Agent for the 000 Program for
Enemy Prisoners of War (EPOW) and Other Detainees. The specific language in the directive
follows:

"1.1. Reissues reference (a) to update policy- and responsibilitieswithin the Department
of Defense for a program to ensure implementation of the inter national law of war, both
customary and codified, about EPOW, to include the enemy sick or wounded. retained
personnel. civilian intemees (Cis), and other detained personnel (detainees). Detainees include.
but are not limited to, those persons held during operations other than war."

Under Secretary of Defense Memorandum, SUBJECT: Responsibility for Detainees in
Association with the Global War on Terrorism, 17 January 2002, assigns the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Special Operations and Low Intensity Conflict (ASD(SO/LlC))
responsibility for 000 policies and plans related to persons detained in the Global War on
Terrorism. The specific language in the memorandum follows:

"Effective immediately, ASD(SO/LlC) as'sumes responsibility for overall development,
coordination, approval and promulgation of major 000 policies and plans related to persons
detained in association with the Global War on Terrorism. This includes development
coordination, approval, and promulgation of major DoD policies, and new courses of action with
000 Components and other Federal Agencies as necessary.

000 Directive 2310.1 will be adjusted to reflect this decision."

Army Regulation (AR) 25-30, The Army Publishing Program, 16 March 2004, Glossary,
defines the term "Army regulation." And field manual The specific language in the regulation
follows:

"Army regulation

A directive that sets forth missions, responsibilities. and policies, delegates authority,
sets objectives, and prescribes mandated procedures to ensure uniform compliance with those
policies. Mandated procedures in Army regulations are required and authoritative instructions
that contain the detail needed to make sure basic policies are carried out uniformly throughout
the Army. These mandated procedures also ensure uniform implementation of public law, pol icy
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guidance, and instructions from higher headquarters or other Government agencies such as the
JCP, OMB, or Department of Defense."

"Field manual.

A DA publication that contains doctrine and training principles with supporting tactics,
techniques, andlor procedures and describes how the Army and its organizations function in
terms of missions, organizations, personnel, and equipm ent. 'FMs implement ratified
international standardization agreements. FMs may also contain informational or reference
material relative to military operations and training and may be used to publish selected alliance
doctrinal publications that are not readily integrated into other doctrinal literature."

AR 190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel, Civilian Internees and Other
Detainees, 1 October 1997, Chapter 1, paragraph 1-1, subparagraphs a and b, im plement
DoDD 2310.1 and incorporates Army Regulation 190-8 and 190-57 and SECNAV Instruction
3461.3, and Air Force Joint Instruction 31-304. It establishes policies and planning gui dance for
the treatment, care, accountability, legal status, and administrative procedures for Enemy
Prisoners of War, Civilian Internees, Retained Persons, and Other Detainees and implements
international law for all military operations. The specific language in the regulation foil ows:

"Summary. This regulation implements Department Of Defense Directive 2310.1 and
establishes policies and planning guidance for the treatment, care, accountability, legal status,
and administrative procedures for Enemy Prisoners of War, Civilian Internees, Retained
Persons, and Other Detainees. This regulation is a consolidation of Army Regulation 190-8 and
Army Regulation 190-57 and incorporates SECNAV Instruction 3461.3 and Air Force Joint
Instruction 31-304. Policy and procedures established herein apply to the services and their
capabilities to the extent that they are resourced and organized for enemy prisoner of war
operations.

Applicability. This is a multi-service regulation. It applies to the A rmy, Navy, Air Force
and Marine Corps and to their Reserve components when lawfully ordered to active duty under
the provisions of Title 10 United States Code.

"a. This regUlation provides policy, procedures; and responsibilities for the
administration, treatment, employment, and compensation of enemy prisoners of war (EPW),
retained personnel (RP), civilian internees (CI) and other detainees (00) in the custody of U.S.
Armed Forces. This regulation also establishes procedures for transfer of custody from the
United States to another detaining power.

b. This regulation implements international law, both customary and codified, relating to
EPW, RP, CI, and ODs, which includes those persons, held during military operations other
than war. The principal treaties relevant to this regulation are:

(1) The 1949 Geneva Convention Relative to the Amelioration of the Condition of the
Wounded and Sick in Armed Forces in the Field (GWS).

(2) The 1949 Geneva Convention for the Amelioration of the Condition of Wounded, Sick
and Shipwrecked Members of Armed Forces at Sea (GWS SEA).

(3) The 1949 Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War (GPW).

E-62



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 441

(4) The 1949 Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time
of War (GC), and In the event of conti icts or discrepancies between this regulation and the
Geneva Conventions, the provisions of the Geneva Conventions take precedence."

Field Manual (FM) 3-19.1, Military Police Operations, 31 January 2002, Chapter 4.
paragraphs 4-42 to 4-45, describe the role of MP units in detainee operations. The specific
language in the fiel d manual follows:

"4-42. The Army is the Department of Defense's (000'5) executive agent for all EPW/CI
operations. Additionally. the Army is 000'5 executive agent for longterm confinement of US
military prisoners. Within the Army and through the combatant com mander, the MP are tasked
with coordinating shelter, protection, accountability, and sustainment for EPWs/Cls. The I/R
function addresses MP roles when dealing with EPWs/Cls, dislocated civilians, and US military
prisoners.

4-43. The I/R function is of humane as well as tactical importance. In any conflict
involving US forces, safe and humane treatment of EPWs/Cls is required by international law.
Military actions on the modern battlefield will result in many EPWs/Cls. Entire units of enemy
forces, separated and disorganized by the shock of intensive combat, may be captured. This
can place a tremendous challenge on tacti cal forces and can significantly reduce the capturing
unit's combat effectiveness. The MP support the battlefield commander by relieving him of the
problem of handling EPWsfCls with combat forces. The MP perform their I/R function of
collecting, evacuating, and securing EPWs throughout the AO. In this process, the MP
coordinate with MI to collect information that may be used in current or future operations.

4-44. Although the CS MP unit initially handles EPWs/Cls, modular MP (lIR) battalions
with assigned MP guard companies and supporting MWD teams are equipped and trained to
handle this mission for the long term. A properly configured modular MP (I/R) battalion can
support, safeguard, account for, guard, and provide humane treatment for up to 4,000
EPWs/Cls; 8,000 dislocated civilians; or 1.500 US military prisoners.

EPW/CI HANDLING

4-45. The MP are tasked with collecting EPWs/Cls from combat units as far forward as
possible. The MP operate collection points and holding areas to temporarily secure EPWs/Cls
until they can be evacuated to the ne xt higher echelon's holding area. The M P escort·guard
company assigned to the MP brigade (l/R) evacuate the EPWs/Cls from the corps's holding
area to the COMMZ's internment facilities. The MP safeguard and maintain accountability,
protect, and provide humane treatment for all personnel under their care."

FM 3-19.4, Military Police Leaders' Handbook, 2 August 2002, Preface, addreSSes
detainee operations doctrine at the platoon level. T he specific language in the field manual
follows:

"This field manual (FM) addresses military police (MP) maneuver and mobility support
(MMS), area security (AS), internment and resettlement (I/R), law and order (L&O), and police
intelligence operations (PIO) across the full spectrum of Army operations. Although this manual
includes a discussion of corps and division MPelements, it primarily focuses on the principles of
platoon operations and the tactic 5, techniques, and procedures (TIP) the platoon uses to
accomplish its mission."
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FM 3-19.40, Military Police Internment/Resettlement Operations, 1 August 2001,
Preface, establishes this FM as the doctrinal foundation for detainee operations. Chapter 2,
paragraph 2-1, provides explains the role ofthe MP battalion commander. Chapter 3,
paragraphs 3-1 to 3-3, 3-5, and 3-6, describes the basic requirements for the handling,
securing, and accounti ng for EPWs and Cis; paragraphs 3-14 to 3-17 describe the procedures
for handling property and tagging EPWs and Cis. Chapter 4 describes detailed administrative
procedures for enemy prisoners of war (EPWs), including evacuation, receiving, processing,
personnel files, internment serial number (ISN) issuance, information flow, facility assignment,
classification, control and discipline, transfer between facilities, host nation or allied forces, and
repatriation; the introduction outlines this content Chapter 5 describes procedures for civilian
internees (Cis), including specifying who is a CI, general protection requirements, authorization
to intern, administrative responsibilities, receiving, processing, flow of information, security,
control and discipline; the introduction explains the difference between Cis and EPWs. The
specific language in the field manual follows The specific language in the field manual follows:

"Field Manual (FM) 3-19.40 depicts the doctrinal foundation, principles, and processes
that MP will employ when dealing with enemy prisoners of war (EPWs), civilian internees (Cis),
US military prisoner operations, and MP support to civil-military operations (populace and
resource control [PRe], humanitarian assistance [HAl, and emergency services [ES]}."

"2-1. An MP battalion commander tasked with operating an I/R facility is also the facility
commander. As such, he is responsible for the safety and well-being of all personnel housed
within the facility. Since an MP unit may be tasked to handle different categories of personnel
(EPW, CI, 00, refugee, and US military prisoner), the commander, the cadre, and support
personnel must be aware of the requirements for each category.

3-1. The MP units accept captives from capturing units as far forward as possible, and
captives are held in CPs and CHAs until they are removed from the battlefield. Normally, CPs
are operated in the di vision AO and CHAs are operated in the corps AO; but they can be
operated anywhere they are needed. The CPs and CHAs sustain and safeguard captives and
ensure a minimum level of field processing and accountability. Wounded and sick captives
receive medical treatment, and captives who require lifesaving medical attention are evacuated
to the nearest medical facility.

3-2. The MP establishes listening posts (LPs), observation posts (OPs), guard posts,
and fighting positions to protect captives and prevent their escape. Captured soldiers are trained
to believe that escape from captivity is their duty; therefore, they must be closely guarded.
Consider the morale and physical condition of captives when determining the number of guards
needed. Guards must be prepared to use and maintain firm control and security.

3-3. The MP work closely with military intelligence (MI) interrogation teams at CPs and
CHAs to determine if captives, their equipment, and their weapons have intell igence value. This
process is accelerated when MI interrogation teams can observe captives during arrival and
processing, and interrogators can also be used as interpreters during this phase. Before a
captive is interviewed by M I personnel, he must have a Department of Defense (DO) Form 2745
(Figure 3-1) attached to him and be accounted for on DO Form 2708.

3-5. Processing begins when US forces capture or detain an individual. The processing
is accomplished in the CZ for security, control, intelligence, and the welfare of captives in
evacuation channels. This is referred to as field processing. The capturing unit begins field
processing by using the Five Ss and T procedure (search, segregate, silence, speed,
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safeguard. and tag). At the CP or the CHA. MP continue processing with the principles of
STRESS (search, tag, report, evacuate, segregate, and safeguard) .

3-6. After receiving a captive from a capturing unit. MP are responsible for safeguarding
and accounting for the captive at each stage of his removal from the battlefield. The processing
procedure begins upon capture and continues until the captive reaches the I/R facility and is
released. The process of identifying and tagging a captive helps US forces control and account
for him as they move rearward from the battlefield. Before a captive is interned, repatriated. or
released, MP at the I/R facility must provide tull-scale processing.

3-14. Property Accountability. When seizing property from a captive-
• Bundle it or place it in a bag to keep it intact and separate from other captives'

possessions.
• Prepare DA Form 4137 for confiscated and impounded property.
• Prepare a receipt for currency and negotiable instruments to be signed by the

captive and the receiver. Use cash collection vouchers so that the value can be credited to each
captive's account. List currency and negotiable instruments on the captive's personal-property
list, but treat them as impounded property.

• Keep the original receipt with the property during evacuation. Give the captive a
copy of the receipt, and te II him to keep it to expedite the return of his property.

• Have MI sign for property on DA Form 4137 and for captives on DD Form 2708.
• Return confiscated property to supply after it is cleared by MI teams. Items kept

by MI because of intell igence value are forwarded through M I channels.
• Evacuate retained items with the captive when he moves to the next level of

internment.
• Maintain controlled access to confiscated and impounded property.

3-15. Tag each captive with a DD Form 2745. The MP at CPs and CHAs check each tag
for the-

• Date and time of capture.
o Capturing unit.
o Place of capture.
o Circumstances of the capture.

The remaining information on the tag is included as it becomes available.

3-16. A DO Form 2745 is a perforated. three-part form that is individually serial
numbered. It is constructed of durable, waterproof, tear-resistant material with reinforced
eyeholes on Parts A and C. Part A is attached to the captive with wire or string, Part B is
maintained by the capturing unit for their records, and Part C is attached to confiscated property
so that the owner can be identified later.

3-17. TheMP at division CPs ensure that a DO Form 2745 is placed on each captive
who arrives at the CP without one. They may direct the capturing unit to com plete a capture tag
before accepting the prisoner into the CPo The MP-

o Make a statement on the tag if the captive ar rived without it.
o Instruct the captive not to remove or alter the tag.
• Annotate the tag's serial number and the captive's name on a locally developed

manifest."

Chapter 4, Introduction - "The MP are responsible for evacuating EPWs from division
CPs to CHAs and then to internment facilities (normally located in the CO MMZ). This chapter
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addresses procedures for properly handling, processing, and safeguarding EPWs. The
procedures outlined in this chapter are also applicable to RPs.

Chapter 5, Introduction - "A CI internment facility runs parallel to an EPW internment
facility, with some differences.
ACI-

o Is protected under the provisions of the GC.
• Does not meet the criteria for classification as an EPW or an RP.
o Is considered a security risk.
o Needs protection because he com mitted an offense against the datai ning power

(insurgents, criminals, or other persons)."

FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation, 28 September 1992, Preface, establishes this FM
as the doctrinal foundation for interrogations of detainees. The specific language in the field
manual followS:

''This manual provides doctrinal guidance, techniques, and procedures governing
employment of interrogators as human intelligence (HUMINT) collection assets in support of the
commander's intelligence needs. It outlines the interrogator's role within the intelligence
collection effort and the supported unit's day-to-day operations.

This manual is intended for use by interrogators as well as commanders, staff officers,
and military intelligence (MI) personnel charged with the responsibility of the. interrogation
collection effort."

ARTEP 19-546-MTP, Mission Training Plan for the Headquarters and Headquarters
Companv Military Police Battalion flnternment/Resettlement), 10 April 1999, Chapter 1,
paragraph 1-4, subparagraph a, outlines training doctrine for IIR battalions. The specific
language in the ARTEP follows:

"1-4. Mission and Tasks.

a. The battalion's critical mission is to provide command, staff planning, adm inistration,
and logistical support for the operation of an Internment/Resettlement facility for either Enemy
Prisoner of WarfCivilian Internees (EPW/CI), or US Military Prisoners. It also provides direct
supervision of battalion functions: Personnel, Medical, Supply, and Food Services. This MTP is
composed of major activities that the unit must execute to accomplish the mission."

k. Finding 11:

(1) Finding; Shortfalls in both the Military Police and Military Intelligence organizational
structures resulted in the tactical unit commanders adjusting their tactics, techniques, and
procedures to conduct detainee operations.

(2) Standard: Field Manual (FM) 3-19.1, Military Police Operations, 31 January 2002,
Chapter 7, paragraph 7-9, requires corps augmentation for sustained operations and for special
operations such as dealing with di slocated civilians, and refugee internment or resettlement.
Paragraphs 7-13, 7-14, 7-17, 7-21, and paragraph 7-26 discusses the employment ofthe
different division Military Police companies, by the type of division to which they are assigned.
The specific language in the fiel d manual follows:
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"7-9. In the division (where flexible support of an austere force is crucial), the division PM
must have a clear understanding of situati onal awareness. To obtain current information for
projecting MP needs in the division area, he must be mobile and be able to conduct split-cell
operations. The assets available to the PM include the division MP company and at least one
corps MP company. Corps augmentation is required for sustained operations and for special
operations such as river crossings, dealing with dislocated civilians, and refugee internment or
resettlement The division PM coordinates with the corps PM and the MP brigade or CID
commanders for- • Evacuating and guarding EPWs!Cls from division to corps."

"7-13. The Army of Excellence (AOE) heavy division MP company has six platoons.
Three platoons provide support to each maneuver brigade and are designated as DS. The other
three platoons are designated as GS platoons. One MP platoon provides security for the
division main CP; one provides security for the division's EPW central collection point; and one
performs other MP operations within the division rear.

7-14. The GS MP platoons' AOs are configured based on METT-TC and the availability
of MP augmentation from the corps. The DS MP platoons' AOs coincide with the supported
maneuver brigade's boundary. Each platoon headquarters locates within its brigade's support
area or any other area where ilean best provide and receive support. To accomplish its
mission, each DS platoon requires a minimum of two squads, each with three teams. One
squad operates the EPW/CI collection point. The other squads perform MMS and AS
operations. All MP platoons are capable of performing all five MP functions. However,
performance of these functions is prioritiZed based on METT-TC and the division commander's
concept of operations. The division PM, the company commander, and METT-TC dictate how
these platoons should be tasked-organized to accomplish the mission. R

"7-17. The company has three GS platoons to support the division. No platoons are
provided to the maneuver brigade. One platoon is normally located in the vicinity of the division
main CP so that its resources can help support CP security. Another platoon locates in the DSA
and operates the division EPW! Cl collection point. The last platoon has an AO configured
according to METT-Te and the commander's priority of MP missions. Each GS MP platoon has
a headquarters and three squads, each with two teams. The PM section is located in the vicinity
of the division main CP. The exact location is based on the current operational status and on
METT-TC.

"7-21. The nature of airborne operations makes the capture of EPWs likely. Therefore,
during the first stage of the assault phase, the pr iority of MP support is given to EPW
operations. After assembling the DZ or LZ, the MP collect EPWs captured during the assault.
Combat elements are relieved of EPWs as far forward as possible. In airborne operations,
EPWs are held for later movement to a central collection point During the first stage of the
assault, the MP perform limited straggler and refugee control and undertake AS operations,
when poss ible.

"7-26. When possible, habitually aligned platoons remain with their brigades, and corps
assets perform GS missions. However, when no corps assets are available and two division
platoons are employed as stated above, the two remaining platoons conduct division EPW
collection-point operations and other M P functions based on M ETT-TC. Normally, the EPW
platoon and the MP company headquarters colocate in the DSA. As required (and based on
METT-TC), airflow planning includes EPWICI evacuation from the AATF/FOB collection point
back to the DSA. The PM section operates from the division rear CP to facilitate I/R operations
and to coordinate MMS and AS with key logistical staff. Due to potentially extreme distances on
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the air assault battlefield, the DPM normally locates with the division main CP to serve as a key
G3 battle-staff member and to coordinate PIO with the G2."

FM, 3-19.40, Military Police Internment/Resettlement Operations, 1 August 2001,
Chapter 3, addresses the responsibility of division Military Police (MP) units to operate collecting
points and to assist maneuver units as they move through the battlefield and perform their
mission. Paragraph 3~1 assigns MP units the responsibility to accept captives from capturing
units as far forward as possible, but allowing them to operate anywhere they are needed.
Paragraph 3-3 describes how MP personnel work closely with the Military Intelligence (MI)
interrogators to determine if detainees and their possessions have any intelli gence value.
Paragraph 3-5 outlines the beginning of detainee pr ocessing when U.S. Armed Forces detain
an individual in the combat zone. Paragraph 3-64 provides information tofacititate collecting
enemy tactical information and how MI may collocate interrogation teams at collecting points
and Corps Holding Area to collect intelligence information. The specific language in the field
manual follows:

"A large number of captives on the battlefield hampers maneuver units as they move to
engage and destroy an enemy. To assist maneuver units in performing their mission-·
Division MP units operate CPs in the division AO.· Corps MP units operate holding areas in the
corps AO."

"3-1. The MP units accept captives from capturing units as far forward as possible, and
captives are held in CPs and CHAs until they are removed from the battlefield. Normally, CPs
are operated in the division AO and CHAs are operated in the corps AO; but they can be
operated anywhere they are needed. The CPs and CHAssustain and safeguard captives and
ensure a minimum level offield processing and accountability. Wounded and sick captives
receive medical treatment, and captives who require lifesaving medical attention are evacuated
to the nearest medical facility."

"3-3. The MP work closely with military intelligence (MI) interrogation teams at CPs and
CHAs to determine if captives, their equipment, and their weapons have intell igence value. This
process is accelerated when MI interrogation teams can observe captives during arrival and
processing, and interrogators can also be used as interpreters during this phase. Before a
captive is interviewed by MI personnel, he must have a Department of Defense (DO) Form 2745
(Figure 3-1) attached to him and be accounted for on DD Form 2708."

"3-5. Processing begins when US forces capture or detain an indiVidual. The processing
is accomplished in the CZ for security, control, intelligence, and the welfare of captives in
evacuation channels. This is referred to as field processing. The capturing unit begins field
processing by using the Five Ss and T procedure (search, segregate, silence, speed,
safeguard, and tag). At the CP or the CHA, MP continue processing with the principles of
STRESS (search, tag, report, evacuate, segregate, and safeguard) ."

"3-64. To facilitate collecting enemy tactical information, Ml may collocate interrogation
teams at CPs and CHAs. This provides MI with direct access to captives and their equipment
and documents. Coordination is made between M P and MI to establish operating procedures
that include accountability. An interrogation area is established away from the
receiving/processing line so that MI personnel can interrogate captives and exam ine their
equipment and documents. If a captive or his equipment or documents are removed from the
receiving/processing line; account for them on DD Form 2708 and DA Form 4137."
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FM, 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation, 28 September 1992, Chapter 1, definition of
Interrogation, pages 1-6 and 1-7, Objective, pages 1-7, discuss the interrogator should not
concentrate on the objective to the extent he overlooks or fails to recognize and exploit other
valuable information extracted from the source. Chapter 2, page 2~1, Composition and
Structure, discusses that the interrogation architecture is a seamless system that supports
operations from brigade to theater level. Page 2-2, Interrogation below division, addresses the
first interrogation could take place at br igade level to receive tactical information that will provide
immediate value to the unit on the ground. Page 2-3, Division interrogation assets, provides an
overview of the capabilities a division Military Intelligence battalion provides to a division. Page
2-4, Interrogation Teams, provides the composition of an interrogation team and is normally
employed as part of the MI company teams. Page 2-12, Interrogation at Brigade and Below,
describes that an MI battalion interrogator can be attached temporarily to the committed
battalion to assist in exploiting information immediately from the enemy prisoner of war (EPW).
Page 2-22, Theater Interrogation Facility, describe the purpose of the Theater Interrogation
Facility and that it is staffed by U;S. Anny interrogators, with support from Air Force, Navy,
Marine Corps, and other U.S. national agencies as required. Page 3-1, provides the criteria for
selecting personnel to be interrogated. Page 3-2, Screening, explains the screening to select a
source to interrogate. Page 3-2, Prepare to conduct screenings, describe the coordination and
roles between the screeners and MP holding area guards. Page 3-2, Document Screening,
outlines when examining documents, the screener should identify topics on which EPWs and
detainees have pertinent information that may contain indications of pertinent knowledge and
potential cooperation. Page 3-2, Personnel Screening, recommends if time pennits, that
screeners should question holding area personnel about the EPWs and detainees who might
identify sources or answer the supported commander's priority intelligence requirements (PIR)
and intelligence requirements (IR). Page 3-29, Interrogation with an Interpreter, provides what
needs to take place before, during, and after an interrogation. Page 3-30 Conduct the
Interrogation, outlines the steps the interrogators need to take when an interpreter does not
follow the guidance of the Interrogator during an interrogation. The specific language in the fiel d
manual follows:

Page 1-6. "Definition of Interrogation. Interrogation is the process of questioning a
source to obtain the maximum amount of usable information. The goal of any interrogation is to
obtain reliable information in a lawful manner, iii a minimum amount of time, and satisfy
intelligence requirements of any echelon of com mand. Sources may be - civilian internees,
insurgents, EPWs, defectors, refugees, displaced persons, agents or suspected agents, other
non-US personnel. A good interrogation produces needed information which is timely,
complete, clear, and accurate. An interrogation involved the interaction of two personalities 
the source and the interrogator."

Page 1-7. "Objective. Each interrogation must be conducted for a definite purpose. The
interrogator must keep this purpose firmly in mind as he proceeds to obtain usable information
to satisfy the assigned requirement, and thus contribute to the success of the unit's mission.....
In either case, the interrogator must use the objective as a basis for planning and conducting
the interrogation. He should attempt to prevent the source from becoming aware of the true
objective of the interrogatiOn. The interrogator should not concentrate on the objective to the
extent he overlooks or fails to recognize and exploit other valuable information extracted from
the source."

Page 2-1. "Composition and Structure. The interrogation architecture (interrogators and
interrogation units) is a seamless system that supports operations from brigade to theater level.
The dynamic warfightlng doctrine requires interrogation units be highly mobile and have
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automation and communication equipment to report information to the supported commander.
The MI commander must ensure interrogators have the necessary equipment to accomplish
their wartime mission. The MI commander retains overall responsibil ity for interrogators
assigned to his unit The manner in which these interrogators are controlled depends on how
the MI unit is task organized for combat."

Page 2-2, "Interrogation Below Division. The first interrogation could take place at
brigade. Interrogation teams are attached temporarily to brigades in enemy contact when
determined appropriate by the division G2. These teams come from the interrogation section of
the parent division. Interrogation personnel are organic to separate brigades and armored
cavalry regiments (ACRs). Interrogation at brigade level is strictly tactical and deals with
information of immediate value.

Interrogation personnel in DS to brigade will be collocated or immediately adjacent to the
division forward EPWcollecting point in the brigade support area (BSA). For MI units to receive
S2 support, the collecting point and interrogation site will be collocated and accessible to the
command post (CP)."

Page 2-3, ~Division Interrogation Assets. An MI battalion is organic to each division. It
provides combat intelligence, EW, and OPSEC support to light or heavy infantry and airborne or
air assault division. The MI battalion provides special support the G2 needs to produce combat
intelligence. Interrogation personnel organic to the M I battalions compose the interrogation
support element."

Page 2~4, "Interrogation Teams. Each interrogation team consists of a team leader
(warrant officer), NCO assistant team leader, and three team members. Teams are normally
employed as part of the MI company teams which provide lEW support to the brigades."

Page 2-12. ~Interrogation at Brigade and Below. Interrogators are not usually attached
below brigade level unless the combat situation requires limited tactical interrogation at battalion
or lower. In this event, skmed interrogators from the MI battalion will be attached temporarily to
committed battalions. They will assist in exploiting EPW immediately upon capture to extract
information needed in support of the capturing unit.

Interrogations at battalion or lower are brief and concerned only with information bearing
directly on the combat mission of the capturing unit. The following are examples of
circumstance warranting an interrogation:

• A unit or landing force assigned an independent mission in which the S2 is primarily
responsible for collecting information necessary to fulfill the unit's mission. Immediate
tactical intelligence is necessary for mission accomplishment.

• There is a definite need for interrogation at the lower level to permit rapid reaction based
on information obtained.

• It is advantageous to have an E PW point out enemy defense and installation from
observation points in forward areas."

Page 2-22. "Theater Interrogation Facility. The EAC interrogation facnity will normally
be designated as the T1F. A TIF is staffed by US Army interrogators and analysts, with support
from Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, and other US national agencies as required. In a
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multinational operation, a combined interrogation facility may be established with allied
interrogators augmentation. In addition to conventional theater Army operations, a TIF may be
established to support a joint or unified command to meet theater requirements during crisis or
contingency deployments.

MI battalion companies, Ml brigade (EAC) provide US Army interrogation support to the
EAC TIF. The mission of the TIF is to-

• Interrogate PWs, high-level political and military personnel, civilian internees, defectors,
refugees, and displace persons."

"A TIF is organized into a headquarters section, operations section, and two
interrogation and DOCEX sections. It will normally have an attached TSA section from
Operations Group, and a liaison team from the Joint Captured Materiel Exploitation Center
(JCMEC). The JCMEC liaison team assists in exploiting sources who have knowledge of
captured enemy weapons and equipm ent.

• Provost marshal for location of theater EPW camps, and for procedures to be followed
by interrogators and MP for processing, interrogating, and internment."

Page 3-1. "Interrogation Process. Criteria for selecting personnel to be interrogated vary
with the - commander's collection requirements. Time limitations. Number and types of
potential sources available. Exact circumstance surrounding the em ployment of US Forces. In
this regard, source selection is important in conducting interrogation at tactical echelons of
command because of the proximity to enemy elements, number and conditions of detainees,
and time restrictions."

Page 3-2. "Screening. Screening is the selection of sources for interrogation. It must be
conducted at every echelon to-Determine source cooperativeness and knowledgeability.
Determine which sources can best satisfy the commander's PIR and IR in a timely manner."

Page 3-2. "Prepare to Conduct Screenings. Screeners COOrdinate M P holding area
guards on their role inthe screening process. The guards are told where the screening will take
place, how EPWs, and detainees are to be brought there from the holding area, and what types
of behavior on their part will facilitate the screening."

Page 3-2. "Document Screening. If time permits, screeners should go to the holding area
and examine aU available documents pertaining to the EPWs and detainees. They should look
for signs that certain EPWs and detainees are willing, or can be induced, to cooperate with the
interrogators. Previous screening and interrogation reports and EPW personnel records are
important."

Page 3-2. "Personnel Screening. If time permits, screeners should question holding area
personnel about the EPWs and detainees. Since these personnel are in almost constant contact
with the EPWs and detainees, their descriptions of specific ones can help identify sources who
might answer the supported commander's PIR and IR. Screeners should identify and note
those EPWs and detainees whose appearance and behavior indicate they are willing to
cooperate immediately or are unlikely to cooperate ever."

Page 3-29. "Interrogation With an Interpreter. Interrogation through an interpreter is time
consuming because the interpreter must repeat everything said by the interrogator and source.
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The interrogator must brief the interpreter before the interrogation can begin. An interrogation
with an interpreter will go through atl five phases of the interrogation process. After the
interrogation is over, the interrogator will evaluate the interpreter."

Page 3-30. "Conduct the Interrogation. During the interrogation, the interrogator corrects
the interpreter if he violates any standards on which he was briefed. For example, if the
interpreter injects his own ideas into the inter rogation, he must be corrected.

"Corrections should be made in a low~key manner. At no time should the interrogator
rebuke his interpreter sternly or loudly while they are with the source. The interrogator should
never argue with the interpreter in the presence of the source. If a major correction must be
made, the interrogator and the interpreter should leave the interrogation site temporarily, and
only when necessary."

I. Finding 12:

(1) Finding: There was no Theater Detainee Reporting Center (TDRC) acting as the
central, theater-level agency responsible for detainee accountability, resulting in a lack of
detainee personnel and data management.

(2) Standard: Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM (OEF): Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) message dated 211933Z JAN 02
states that members oftha Taliban militia and members of AI Qaida under the control of US
Forces would be treated humanely and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with military
necessity, in a manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949. The
DAIG has therefore used the provisions of the Geneva Conventions as a benchmark against
which to measure the treatment provided to detainees by U.S. Forces to determine if detainees
were treated humanely. The use of these standards as benchmarks does not state or imply a
position for the United States or U.S. Army on the legal status of its operations in OEF.

CJCS Message dated·211933Z JAN 02,_provides the determination regarding the
humane treatment of AI Qaida and Taliban detainees. Convention Relative to the Treatment of
Prisoners of War of August 12, 1949 (GPW) is the international treaty that governs the
treatment of prisoners of war; and Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian
Persons in Time of War (GCl, August 12, 1949 is the·international treaty that governs the
treatment of civilian persons in time of war.

As the guidance did not define" humane treatmenf' but did state that the US would treat
members of the Taliban militia and AI Qaida in a manner consistent with the Geneva
Conventions, the DAIG determined that it would use Common Article 3 of the GCs as its floor
measure of humane treatment, but would al so include provisions of the Geneva Convention on
the Treatment of Prisoners of War (GPW) and Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC) as other relevant indicia of" humane treatment." The use
of this standard does not state or imply a position for the United States or U.S. Army on the
legal status of its operations in OEF.

Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF): OIF was
an international armed conflict and therefore the provisions of the Geneva Conventions applied.
Additionally, the United States was an occupying power and has acted in accordance with the
obligations of an occupying power described in the Haque Convention No. IV Respecting the
Laws aod Customs of War on Land (H.IV), Oct. 18, 1907, including, but not limited to Articles
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43-46 and 50; Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of August 12,
1949 (GPW), Geneva Conventi on Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War
(GCl, August 12.1949. The GC supplements H.IV, providing the general standard of treatment
at Article 27 and specific standards in subsequent Articles.

The minimum treatment provided by Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions is:
(1) No adverse distinction based upon race, religion, sex, etc.; (2) No violence to life or person;
(3) No taking hostages; (4) No degrading treatment; (5) No passing of sentences in absence of
fair trial,and; (6) The wounded and sick must be cared for.

The specific language in the CJCS Message for OEF and the GPW/GC and H.IV
follows:

CJCS Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, nparagraph 3. The combatant commanders
shall, in detaining Al Qaida and Taliban individuals under the control of the Department of
Defense, treat them humanely and, to the extent appr opriate and consistent with military
necessity, in a manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949."

GPW/GC, Article 3 (Common Article 3) - "In the case of armed conflict not of an
international character occurring in the territory of one ofthe High Contracting Parties, each
party to the conflict shall be bound to apply, as a minimum, the following provisions:

1. Persons taking no active part in the hostilitles, including members of arm~ forces
who have laid down their arms and those placed hors de combat by sickness, wounds,
detention, or any other cause, shall in all circumstances be treated hum anely, without any
adverse distinction founded on race, color, religion or faith,sex, birth or wealth, or any other
similar criteria.

To this end the following acts are and shall remain prohibited at any time and in any
place whatsoever with respect to the above~mentionedpersons:

(a)Violence to life and person, in particular murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel
treatment and torture;

(b) Taking of hostages;
(c) Outrages upon personal dignity, in partiCUlar, humiliating and degrading treatment;
(d) The passing of sentences and the carrying out of executions without previous

judgment pronounced by a regularly constituted court affording all the judicial guarantees which
are recognized as indispensable by civilized peoples.

2. The wounded and sick shall be collected and cared for. An impartial humanitarian
body, such as the International Committee of the Red Cross, may offer its services to the
Parties to the conflict. The Parties to the conflict should further endeavour to bring into force, by
means of special agreements, aU or part of the other provisions of the present Conventi on. The
application of the preceding provisions shall not affect the legal status of the Parties to the
conflict."

The following specific provisions of GPW and GC apply:

"Article 18 - All effects and articles of personal use, except arms, horses, military
equipment and military documents, shall remain in the possession of prisoners of war, likewise
their metal helmets and gas masks and like articles issued for personal protection. Effects and
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articles used for their clothing or feeding shall likewise remain in their possession. even if such
effects and articles belong to their regulation military equipment. At no time should prisoners of
war be without identity documents. The Detaining Power shall supply such documents to
prisoners of war who possess none. Badges of rank and nationality, decorations and articles
having above all a personal or sentimental value may not be taken from prisoners of war. Sums
of money carried by prisoners of war may not be taken away from them except by order of an
officer, and after the amount and particulars of the owner have been recorded in a special
register and an itemized receipt has been given. legi bly inscribed with the name, rank and unit
of the person issuing the said receipt. Sums in the currency of the Detaining Power, or which
are changed into such currency at the prisoner's request, shall be pI aced to the credit of the
prisoner's account as provided in Article 64. The Detaining Power may withdraw articles of
value from prisoners of war only for reasons of security; when such articles are withdrawn. the
procedure laid down for sums of money impounded shall apply. Such objects, likewise sums
taken away in any currency other than that of the Detaining Power and the conversion of which
has not been asked for by the owners, shall be kept in the custody of the Detaining Power and
shall be returned in their initial shape to prisoners of war at the end of their captivity.

Article 19 - Prisoners of war shall be evacuated, as soon as possible after their capture,
to camps situated in an area far enough from the combat zone for them to be out of danger.
Only those prisoners of war who, owi ng to wounds or sickness, would run greater risks by being
evacuated than by remaining where they are. may be temporarily kept back in a danger zone.
Prisoners of war shall not be unnecessarily exposed to danger while awaiting evacuation from a
fighting zone."

Department of Defense Directive (0000), 2310.1. 000 Program for Enemy Prisoners of
War (EPOWl and Other Detainees, 18 August 1994, Paragraph 1.2, designates the Secretary of
the Army as Executive Agent for detainee operations; paragraph 4.2.5 establis hes information
coordination requirements for the Executive Agent for detainee operations. The specific
language in the directive follows:

"1.2. Designates the Secretary of the Army as the Executive Agent for the Department of
.Defense for the administration of the 000 EPOW Detainee Program.

"4.2.5. Provide, in coordination with the AS D(ISA), appropriate reports to the OSO, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and information or reports to other U.S. Government
Agencies or Components, to inclUde the Congress of the United States, or to the International
Committee of the Red Cross."

Army Regulation (AR) 190·8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel, CiVilian
Internees and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997. Chapter 1, paragraph 1-7, SUbparagraph b,
requires specific data elements to be collected and stored by the National Prisoner of War
Information Center (NPWIC, now called the National Detainee Recording Center (NORC)).
Paragraph 1-8, subparagraphs a and b, assigns the Branch Prisoner of War Information Center
(Branch PWIC, now called the Theater Detainee Reporting Center (TORC» as the field agency
for maintaining information on persons and property within an assigned theater of operations or
in Continental United States (CONUS) and outlines the Branch PWIC's primary responsibilities.
Chapter 2, paragraph 2-1, subparagraph a (1) (b), explains how prisoners are to be tagged.
Paragraph 2-2, SUbparagraph b (1), requires the use of DA Form 4137 for accounting for large
sums of money and property taken from captured persons. This regulation is a multi-service
regulation implementing DOD Directive 2310.1 and incorporates Army Regulation 190-8 and
190-57 and SECNAV Instruction 3461.3, and Air Force Joint Instruction 31-304 and outlines
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policies, procedures. and responsibilities for treatment of enemy prisoners of war (EPW),
retained personnel (RP), civilian internees (CI), and other detainees (00) and implements
international law for all military operations. The specific language in the regulation follows:

1-7. b. - "Obtain and store information concerning EPW, CI and RP, and their
confiscated personal property. Information will be collected and stored on each EPW. CI, and
RP captured and detained by U.S. Armed Forces. This includes those EPW. RP, who were
captured by the United States but are in custody of other powers and those who have been
released or repatriated. EPW, CI and RP cannot be forced to reveal any information however
they are required to provide their name, rank, serial number and date of birth. The Geneva
Convention requires the NPWIC to collect and store the following information for EPW, RP:

(1) Complete name.
(2) ISN.
(3) Rank.
(4) Serial number.
(5) Date of birth.
(6) City of birth.
(7) Country of birth.
(8) Name and address of next of kin.
(9) Date of capture.
(10) Place of capture.
(11) Capturing unit.
(12) Circumstances of capture.
(13) Location of confiscated personal property.
(14) Nationality.
(15) General statement of health.
(16) Nation in whose armed services the individual is serving.
(17) Name and address of a person to be notified of the indivi dual's capture.
(18) Address to which correspondence may be sent.
(19) Certificates of death or duly authenticated lists of the dead.
(20) Information showing the exact location of war graves together with particulars of the

dead.
(21) Notification of capture.
(22) List of personal articles of value not restored upon repatriation."

1-8. a. - "The Branch PWIC functions as the field operations agency for the NPWIC. It is
the central agency responsible to maintain information on all EPW, CI and RP and their
personal property within an assigned theater of operations or in CONUS.

1~8. b. - The Branch PWIC serves as the theater repository for information pertaining to:

(1) Accountability of EPW. CI, and RP and implementation of DOD policy.
(2) Providing initial and replacement block ISN assignments to theater EPW, CI and RP

processing organizations, and requests replacement ISN's from the NPWIC.
(3) Obtaining and storing information concerning all EPW, CI and RP, in the custody of

U.S. Armed Forces, those captured by U.S. Armed Forces and transferred to other powers for
internment (either temporar~y or permanently), those EPW and RP transferred to CONUS for
internment, and EPW, CI and RP released or repatriated. Obtaining and storing information
aboutCI kept in the custody of U.S. Armed Forces within its assigned theater of operations who
are subjected to assigned residence, interned, or released."
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2M1. a. (1) {b} - "All prisoners of war and retained persons will, at the time of capture, be
tagged using DD Form 2745.

2-2. b. {1} - Appropriate intelligence sources will be notified when E PW and RP are
found in possession of large sums of U.S. or foreign currency. A receipt DA Form 4137 will be
prepared to account for all property that is taken from the EPW. Copies of DD Form 629
(Receipt for Prisoner or Detained Person) and DA Form 4137 will be maintained to establish
positive accountability of the EPW and their property and can be used to substantiate pr oper
care and treatment at a later time. DA Form 4137 will be used to account for property released
before final disposition is ordered. Records of disposition of property will be evacuated with
prisoners for inclusion in their personnel records."

Field Manual (FM) 3-19.40, Military Police Internment/Resettlement Operations, 1
August'2001, Chapter 3, paragraphs 3-45 and 3-54, establish the 12Mhour forward collecting
point and 24-hour central collecting point doctrine. The specific language in the field manual
follows:

"3~5. Captives should not remain at a fOlWard CP more than 12 hours before being
escorted to the central CP.

3-54. Captives should not remain at the central CP more than 24 hours before being
evacuated to the CH A."

rn. Finding 13:

(1) Finding: The ongoing Military Intelligence Force Design Update is better suited to
conduct simultaneous and sustained human intelligence missions in the current and future
operating environment.

(2) Standard: Army Regulation {AR} 71 M32, Force Development and Documentation
Consolidated Policies. 3 March 1997. Paragraph 2~1, subparagraph f, establishes the Deputy
Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans (DCSOPS) responsibility for The Army Authorization
Documents System-Redesign (TAADS-R) systems, which provides Army Modified Table of
Organization and Equi pment (MTOE) and Table of Distribution and Allowance (TDA) units with
authorization documents containing the HQ DA-approved organizational structure, personnel
and equipment requirements and authorizations. Paragraph 2-2, subparagraph x, directs the
Commander of U.S. Army Force Management Support Agency (USAFMSA) to act as executive
agent for TAADS-R and review, develop. and publish MTOEs and TDAs. Paragraph 2-26.
sUbparagraphs aMc, requires the Commander of U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC) to develop and val idate battlefield requirements and use the force design update
process to document needed changes. TRADOC develops organizational concepts and
designs. TRADOC provides USAFMSA the approved organization designs for the development
of a Table of Organization and Equipment (TOE). Paragraph 4M1, subparagraphs b, c, and e,
describe the TOE as the result of the combat development process and documents wartime
capabilities, organizational structure, personnel and equipm ent. Paragraph 4M4 describes the
concept for TOE review and revision. In this case the TOE revision documents a more effective
organizational design. The specific language in the regulation follows:

"2-1. Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans (DCSOPS)
The DCSOPS wnl-
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"t. Have HQDA responsibility for TAADS-R and, after appropriate HQDA coordination,

will-

"(2) Develop and manage the Army force structure.

"(4) In coordination with theDCSPER and the DCSLOG publish and enforce policy and
procedures to document requirements for and authorization of, organizations, personnel, and

equipment.

"(6) Serve as the final HQDA approval authority for authorization documents.

"2-2. CDR, U.S. Army Force Management Support Agency (USAFMSA)
CDR, USAFMSA will-

"x. Act as executive agent for the operation of the TAADS-R and perform the following:

"(9) Perform technical review of Active Army and Reserve Component (RC) MTOE and

TDA.

(10) Develop MTOEs for all Active Army and RC MTOE organizations under the
CENDOC concept.

(11) Provide a foundation for manning the force, quantitatively and qualitatively,
principally through detailed manpower requirements determination programs such as MARC,
manpower staffing guides, organizational and manpower studies, and the MS3.

"(17) Maintain and distribute current files of all authorization documents (MTOEs and
TOEs). Furnish authorization documentation data to HQDA and agencies/activities using
TAADS.

"2-26. CG, U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC)
In addition to the responsibilities in paragraph 2-19, the CG, TRADOC will-

8. Lead the Army in developing and validating battlefield requirements and use the force
design update (FDU) process as the semiannual Army process to update organizational
concepts and designs.

b. Develop organizational concepts and designs.

c. Provide USAFMSA completed unit reference sheets for FDU approved organization
designs as the basis for TOE development.

"4-1. Concepts

"b. The TOE is the end product document of the Army's combat development process. It
merges, in one document, the results of the requirements determination process...

"c. TOEs are the primary basis for stating Army requirements. This document heavily
impacts the budget, the training base, efficiency, operational readiness, and overall
management of Army resources.
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"e. The TOE system is characterized by incremental TOEs that prescribe the wartime
mission, capabilities, organizational structure, and minimum mission essential personnel and
equipment requirements for military units. They portray the doctrinal modernization path
(MODPATH) of a unit over time from the least modernized configuration to the most
modernized.

"4-4. TOE review and revision

TOEs are normally revised as required to accommodate changes to doctrine,
introduction of new equipment, or to incorporate more effective designs. Some TOEs are
replaced by new organizations. Those TOEs that do not fall into the above categor ies will be
reviewed not less than every three years from the date of approval."

AR 381-20, The Army Counterintelligence Program, 15 November 1993, Glossary,
defines the terms counterintelligence, counterintelligence operations, and counterintelligence
special agent. The term Military Occupational Specialty (MOS) refers to the type of training and
skills of a Soldier in a specific specialty. In this report the DAIG Team uses the abbreviation CI
to refer to Civilian Internees; the Military Intelligence mission of counterintelligence will not be
abbreviated as CI except when quoted directly from Military Intelligence policy/doctrine
paragraph(s) referring to counterintelligence, as in the following. The specific language in the
regulation follows:

Rcounterintelligence

1. Information gathered and activities conducted to protect against espionage, other
intelligence activities, sabotage or assassinations conducted for or on behalf of foreign powers,
organizations, or persons, or international terrorist-activities, but not including personnel,
physical, document or communications security programs. Synonymous with foreign
counterintelligence. (ICS Glossary)

2. Those activities which are concerned with identifying and counteracting the threat to
security posed by foreign intelligence services or organizations, or by individuals engaged in
espionage, sabotage, sedition, subversion or terrorism.

RcounterinteUigence operations

Activities taken to hinder the multidisciplinary activities of foreign intelligence and security
services, and to cause FIS to doubt the validity of its own analysis.

"counterintelligence special agent

Soldiers holding the SSI35E, MOS 3518 or 978. and civilian employees in the GS-0132 career
field, who have successfully completed a C I [counterintelligence] officerfagent course, who are
authorized USAI badges and credentials, and who are assigned to conduct CI
[counterintelligence] investigations and operations. Also known as CI [counterintelligence] agent
or MI agent."

Field Manual (FM) 34-60, Counterintelligence, 3 October 1995, Chapter 1, describes the
Army counterintelligence mission as preventing other organizations and agencies from
gathering information on Army organizations and agencies. Counterintelligence operations is a
force protection factor and includes counter-human intelligence (G-HUMINT), counter-signals
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intelligence (C-SIGINT), and counter-imagery intelligence (C-IMINT) functions. In this report the
DAIG Team Lises the abbreviation CI to refer to Civilian Internees; the Military Intelligence
mission of counterintelligence will not be abbreviated as Cl except when quoted dir ectly from
Military Intelligence policy/doctrine paragraph(s) referring to counterintelligence, as in the
following. The specific language in the field manual follows:

"MISSION

The CI [counterintelligence] mission is authorized by Executive Order (EO) 12333, implemented
by AR 381-20. The Army conducts aggressive, comprehensive, and coordinated CI
{counterintelligence} activities worldwide. The purpose is to detect, identify, assess, counter,
neutralize, or exploit threat intelligence collection efforts. This mission is accomplished during
peacetime and all levels of conflict. Many Gl [counterintelligence] functions, shown in Figure 1-1,
are conducted by echelons above corps (EAC); some by echelons corps and below (EGB); and
some are conducted by both. Those CI [counterintelligence] assets found at ECB respond to
tactical commanders. EAC assets respond primarily to commanders of intelHgence units while
supporting all commanders within their theater or area of operations (AO).

"The essence of the Army's GI [counterintelligence] mission is to support force
protection. By its nature, CI [counterintelligence] is a multidiscipline (C-HUMINT, C-5IGINT, and
C-IMINT) function designed to degrade threat intelligence and targeting capabilities.
Multidiscipline counterintelligence (MOCI) is an integral and equal part of intelligence and
electronic warfare (lEW). MDCI operations support force protection through OP5EC, deception,
and rear area operations across the range of military operations. For more information on lEW
operations, see FM 34-1."

5T 2-22.7, Tactical Human Intelligence and Counterintelligence Operations, 11 April
2002, Paragraphs 1-1 and 1-7, describe the relationship between human intelligence (HUMINT)
and counterintelligence and the function of Tactical HUM INT. Paragraph 1-10 defines the term
HUMINT Collector. Additionally, the unit's counterintelligence mission is a force protection
factor. In this report the OAIG Team uses the abbreviation CI to refer to Civilian Internees; the
Military Intelligence mission of counterintelligence will not be abbreviated as Cl except when
quoted directly from Military Intelligence policy/doctrine paragraph(s) referring to
counterinteUigence, as in the following. The specific language in the manual follows:

"1-1. HUMINT and CI [counterintelligence] have distinctly different missions. HUMINT
collectors gather information to answer intelligence and information requirements while CI
[counterintelligence] personriel hel p protect the force from an adversary's intelligence collection
efforts. HUMINT collectors and CI [counterintelligence] personnel bring unique sets of skills to
any mission. At times each discipline may uncover information reiating to the other's primary
mission. Although HUMINT collectors and CI [counterintelligence] personnel appear to have
similar functions, because the common denominator is human interaction, each discipline has
its own area of expertise.

"1-7. Tactical HUMINT is the task organization of HUMINT collection assets and CI
[counterintelligence] assets into combined teams to accomplish the mission of both disciplines
at the tactical level (echelon corps and below). This task organization supports the force
protection plan and answers·the commander's intelligence requirements by employing-
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• "CI [counterintelligence] agents to conduct focused identification, collection, analysis,
recommendation of countermeasures, and production against FISS technical means and
other adversary intelligence collection threats.

• "HUMINT collectors to conduct focused collection, analysis, and production on the
adversary's composition, strength, dispositions, tactics, equipment, personnel,
personalities, capabilities, and intentions.

"1-10. HUMINT collectors are personnel who, by training or in certain specific positions,
are tasked with collecting information for intelligence use from people or related documents. A
HUMINT source is any person who can provide information to answer collection requirements.
[Unless otherwise noted in this manual, the term "HUMINT collector" refers to personnel in
MOSs 351E and 97E. The term "CI [counterintelligence] collector· or "CI [counterintelligence)
agent" refers to 35E, 3518, and 978 personne1.} The HUMINT and CI [counterintelligence]
force is organized, trained, and equipped to provide timely and relevant answers 10 information
requirements at each echelon. While HUMINT and CI [counterintelligence] have a different
focus, in most deployment scenarios they work best in a collaborative effort."

n. Finding 14:

(1) Finding: The ongoing Military Police Force Design Update provides a force structure
for internment/resettlement operations that has the f1exi bility and is better suited to conduct
sustained detainee operations in the current and future operating environments.

(2) Standard: Army Regulation (AR) 71·32, Force Development and Documentation
Consolidated Policies, 3 March 1997, Paragraph 2-1, subparagraph f, establishes the Deputy
Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans (DCSOPS) responsibility for The Anny Authorization
Documents System-Redesign (TAADS-R) systems, which provides Army Modified Table of
Organization and Equi pment (MTOE) and Table of Distribution and Allowance (TDA) units wilh
authorization documents containing the HQ DA-approved organizational structure, personnel
and equipment requirements and authorizations. Paragraph 2-2, SUbparagraph f, requires
Commander of U.S. Army Force Management Support Agency (USAFMSA) to review, evaluate,
and coordinate all changes to force structure documents with effected Major Commands
(MACOMs) and the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) proponent.
Paragraph 2-26, subparagraphs a-c, requires the Commander of U.S. Army Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) to develop and val idate battlefield requirements and use the
force design update process to document needed changes. TRADOC develops organizational
concepts and designs. TRADOC provides USAFMSA the approved organization designs for
the developm ent of a Table of Organization and Equipment (TOE). Paragraph 4-1,
subparagraphs b, c, and e, describe the TOE as the result of the combat development process
and documents wartime capabilities, organizational structure, personnel and equipment.
Paragraph 4-4 describes the concept for TOE review and revision. In this case the TOE
revision documents a more effective organizational design. Paragraph 8-4, Table 8-1, gives the
characteristics of an MTOE: a unit or organization with the ability to perform sustained Combat,
Combat Support (CS), or Combat Service Support (CSS) missions; and the characteristics of a
TDA: a unit or organization performing a mission at a fixed location. The Active Component
(AC) units qualified to conduct internment/resettlement (I/R) operations are organized in TDAs
and are not designed for deployment. Reserve Component (RC) units conducting IIR
operations are organized in MTOEs for deployment. The specific language in the regulation
follows:
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"2-1. Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans (DCSOPS)

The DCSOPS will--

"f. Have HQDA responsibility for TAADS-R and, after appropriate HQDA coordination,

wi1l-

"(2) Develop and manage the Army force structure.

"(4) In coordination with the DCSPER and the DC SLOG publish and enforce policy and
procedures to document requirements for and authorization of, organizations, personnel, and

equipment.

"(6) Serve as the final HQDA approval authority for authorization documents.

"2-2. CDR, U.S. Army Force Management Support Agency (USAFMSA)

CDR, USAFMSA will-

"f. Review and evaluate all proposed TOE changes. Coordinate requests for TOE
changes with the affected MACOM and proponent schools. Recom mend approval to HQDA if

appropriate.

"2-26. CG, U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC)
In addition to the responsibilities in paragraph 2-19, the CG, TRADOC will-

8. Lead the Anny in developing and validating battlefield requirements and use the force
design update (FDU) process as the semiannual Army process to update organizational

concepts and designs.

b. Develop organizational concepts and designs.

C. Provide USAFMSA completed unit reference sheets for FDU approved organization
designs as the basis for TOE development.

"4-1. Concepts

"b. The TOE is the end product document of the Army's combat development process. It
merges, in one document, the results of the requirements determination process...

"c. TOEs are the primary basis for stating Anny requirements. This document heavily
impacts the budget, the training base, efficiency, operational readiness, and overall
management of Army resources.

"e. The TOE system is characterized by incremental TOEs that prescribe the wartime
mission, capabilities, organizational structure, and minimum mission essential personnel and
equipment requirements for military units. They portray the doctrinal modernization path
(MODPATH) of a unit over time from the least modernized configuration to the most

modernized.
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"4-4. TOE review and revision

TOEs are normally revised as required to accommodate changes to doctrine,
introduction of new equipment, or to incorporate more effective designs. Some TOEs are
replaced by new organizations. Those TOEs that do not fall into the above categor ies will be
reviewed not less than every three years from the date of approval.

"8-4. Type of organization

Criteria in Table 8-1 will be used to determine whether an organization should be
documented as a MTOE, TDA, or AUGTDA.

"MTOE - The unit or organization is required to perform combat, CS, or CSS missions
on a continuing basis.

"TOA - The unit or organization is part of a fixed support establishment, for example,
installation, garrison."

AR 190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel, Civilian Internees and Other
Detainees, 1 October 1997, Paragraph 1-1, sUbparagraph a, establishes the regulation as the
source for policy for enemy prisoners of war (EPW), retained personnel (RP), civilian internees
(CI) and other detainees (00). The policy (written in 1997) is based on the Cold War model of
an organized EPW population that is cooperative. The policy does not address the confinement
of high-risk detainees. Paragraph 1-4, subparagraph g, establishes that EPW, RP, CI, and 00
will be handed over to the Military Police (MP) or facilities run by the MPs. The regulation states
that MPs have uni1s specifically organized to perform the long-term functions associated with
EPW/CI internme,:,t. The force structure of MP units does not support this requirement. The
Glossary, Section II, defines the following terms: EPW, RP, CI, 00, and Detainee. The MP
Corps has not yet developed or defined the term High Risk Detainee. This regulation is a multi
service regulation-implementing DOD Directive 2310.1 and incorporates Army Regulation 190-8
and 190-57 and SECNAV Instruction 3461.3, and Air Force Joint Instruction 31-304 and outlines
policies, procedures, and responsibilities for treatment of EPWs, RPs, Cis, and ODs and
implements international law for all military operations. The specific language in the regulation
follows:

"1-1. Purpose

a. This regulation provides policy, procedures, and responsibilities for the administration,
treatment, employment, and compensation of enemy prisoners of war (EPW), retained
personnel (RP), civilian internees (CI) and other detainees (00) in the custody of U.S. Armed
Forces. This regulation also establishes procedures for transfer of custody from the United
States to another detaining power.

"1-4. Responsibilities

"g. Combatant Commanders, Task Force Commanders and Joint Task Force
Commanders. Combatant Commanders, Task Force Commanders and Joint Task Force
Commanders have the overall responsibility for the EPW, CI and RP program, operations, and
contingency plans in the theater of operation involved to ensure compliance with international
law of war. DOD Directive 2310.1 provides that persons captured or detained by the U. S.
Military Services shall normally be handed over for safeguarding to U.S. Army Military Police, or
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to detainee collecting points or other holding facilities and installations operated by U.S. Army
Military Police as soon as practical. U.S. Army Military Police have units specifically organized
to perform the long-term functions associated with EPW/CI internment.

"Glossary

"Section 11 Terms

"Civilian Internee(s). A civilian who is interned during armed conflict or occupation for
security reasons or for protection or because he has com mitted an offense against the detaining
power.

"Detainee. A term used to refer to any person captured or otherwise detained by an
armed force.

"Enemy Prisoner of War. A detained person as defined in Articles 4 and 5 of the
Geneva Convention ReI ative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of August 12, 1949. In
particular, one who, while engaged in combat under orders of his or her government, is
captured by the armed forces of the enemy. As such, he or she is entitled to the combatant's
privilege of immunity from the municipal law of the capturing state for warlike acts which do not
amount to breaches of the law of armed conflict. For example, a prisoner of war may be, but is
not limited to, any person belonging to one of the following categories who has fall en into the
power of the enemy: a member of the armed forces, organized militia or volunteer corps; a
person who accom panies the armed forces without actuall y being a member thereof; a member
of a merchant marine or civilian aircraft crew not qualify ing for more favorable treatment; or
individuals who, on the approach of the enemy, spontaneously take up arms to resist invading
forces.

"Other Detainee (00). Persons in the custody of the U.S. Armed Forces who have not
been classified as an EPW (article 4, GPW), RP (article 33,GPW), or CI (article 78. Ge), shall
be treated as EPWs until a legal status is ascertained by competent authority."

Field Manual (FM) 3-19.1, Military Police Operations, 31 January 2002, Paragraph 1-3,
describes the doctrine review process the MP Corps underwent in 1996 and establi shes and
separates the internment and resettlement (I/R) function from the EPW mission. Paragraph 4
42 requires the Army to act as the Department of Defense's (000) Executive Agent for long
term confinement of U.S. Armed Forces prisoners. The paragraph goes on to address the MPs
role in I/R functions, but does not address long-term confinement as an lIR function. The MP
Corps does not address the doctrinal requirement for long-term I/R confinement or confinement
of high-risk detainees. Paragraph 4-44 states the ratios by type of detainee that an MP (1/R)
Battalion can support. This formUla does not address confinement of high-risk detainees. The
specific language in the field manual follows:

"1-3. In 1996. the MP Corps went through a doctrinal review process to determine if it
was properly articulating its multiple performance capabilities in support of US forces deployed
worldwide (see Appendix B). The review process identified the need to restructure and expand
the EPW mission to include handling US military prisoners and all dislocated civilians. This new
emphasis transformed the EPW mission into the internment and resettlement (I/R) function. The
review process also identified the need to shift from missions to functions. In the past, the four
battlefield missions adequately described MP capabilities in a mature theater against a
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predictable, echeloned threat. However, that landscape is no longer valid. Accordingly, the four
MP battlefield missions have become the following five MP functions:

• Maneuver and mobility support (MMS).
-AS.
- L&O.
- I/R.
• Police intelligence operations (PIO).

"4-42. The Army is the Department of Defense's (DOD's) executive agent for all EPW/CI
operations. Additionally, the Army is DOD's executive agent for longterm confinement of US
military prisoners. Within the Army and through the combatant commander, the MP are tasked
with coordinating shelter, protection, accountability, and sustainment for EPWs/Cls. The I/R
function addresses MP roles when dealing with EPWs/Cls, dislocated civilians, and US military
prisoners.

"4·44. Although the CS MP unit initially handles EPWs/Cls, modular MP (I/R) battalions
with assigned MP guard companies and supporting MWD teams are equipped and trained to
handle this mission for the long term. A properly configured modular MP (I/R) battalion can
support, safeguard, account for. guard, and provide humane treatment for up to 4,000
EPWs/Cls; 8,000 dislocated civilians; or 1,500 US military prisoners."

FM 3-19.40, Military Police InternmentfResettlement Operations, 1 August 2001,
Paragraph 1-13, states the objectives of I/R operations and the types of detainees expected.
The terms refer to EPW, CI, RP, 00, dislocated civilian (DC), and U.S. Anned Forces prisoners.
At the time this doctrine was written (August 2001) the MP Corps had not yet developed or
defined the term high-risk detainee. The specific language in the field manual follows:

"1-13. The objectives of I/R operations are to process, handle, care for, account for, and
secure-

• EPWs.
• Cis.
• RPs.
• ODs
• DCs.
• US military prisoners."

o. Finding 15:

(1) Finding: Three of 4 inspected internmenUresettlement facilities, and many of the
collecting points, had inadequate force protection measures, Soldier working conditions,
detainees living conditions, and did not meet the minimum preventive medical treatment
requirements.

(2) Standard: Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM (OEF): CJCS message dated 211933Z JAN 02 states that members of the Taliban
militia and members of AI Qaida under the control of U.S. Forces would be treated humanely
and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a manner consistent with
the principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949. The DAIG has therefore used the provisions
of the Geneva Conventions as a benchrn ark against which to measure the treatment provided to
detainees by U.S. Forces to determine if detainees were treated humanely. The use of these
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standards as benchmarks does not state or imply a position for the United States or U.S. Army
on the legal status of its operations in 0 EF.

CJCS Message dated 211 933Z JAN 02,_provides the determination regarding the
humane treatment of AI Qaida and Taliban detainees. Convention Relative to the Treatment of
Prisoners of War of August 12, 1949 (GPW) is the international treaty that governs the
treatment of prisoners of war, and Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian
Persons in Time of War (GCl. August 12, 1949, is the international treaty that governs the
treatment of civilian persons in time of war.

As the guidance did not define" humane treatment" but did state that the U.S. would
treat members of the Taliban militia and AI Qaida in a manner consistent with the Geneva
Conventions, the DAIG determined that it would use Common Article 3 of the GCs as its floor
measure of humane treatment, butwould at so include provisions of the Geneva Convention on
the Treatment of Prisoners of War (GPW) and Geneva Convention Relati ve to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC) as other relevant indicia of "humane treatment." The use
of this standard does not state or imply a position for the United States or U.S. Army on the
legal status of its operations in OEF.

Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF): OIF was
an international armed conflict and therefore the provisions of the Geneva Conventions applied.
Additionally, the United States was an occupying power and has acted in accordance with the
obligations of an occupying power described in the Hague Conventi on No. IV Respecting the
Laws and Customs of War on Land (H.IV), Oct. 18, 1907, including, but not limited to. Articles
43-46 and 50; Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of August 12,
1949 (GPW); and Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of
War {GC}, August 12, 1949. The GC supplements H.IV. providing the general standard of
treatment at Article 27 and specific standards in subsequent Articles.

The minimum treatment provided by Common Article 3 ofthe Geneva Conventions is:
(1) No adverse distinction based upon race, religion, sex, etc.; (2) No violence to Iife or person;
(3) No taking hostages; (4) No degrading treatment; (5) No passing of sentences in absence of
fair trial, and; (6) The wounded and si ck must be cared for.

The specific language in the CJC S Message for OEF and the GPW/GC and H.IV
follows:

CJCS Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, "Paragraph 3. The combatant commanders
shall, in detaining AI Qaida and Taliban individuals under the control of the Department of
Defense, treat them humanely and, to the extent appr opriate and consistent with military
necessity, in a manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventi ons of 1949."

GPW/GC, Article 3 (Common Article 3) - "In the case of anned conflict not of an
international character occurring in the territory of one of the High Contracting Parties, each
party to the conflict shall be bound to apply. as a minimum, the following provisions:

1. Persons taking no active part in the hostilities, inclUding members of armed forces
who have laid down their arms and those placed hors de combat by sickness. wounds,
detention, or any other cause, shall in all circumstances be treated humanely, without any
adverse distinction founded on race, color, religion or faith, sex, birth or wealth. or any other
similar criteria.
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To this end the following acts are and shall remain prohibited at any time and in any
place whatsoever with respect to the above-mentioned persons:

(a) Violence to life and person, in particular murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel
treatment and torture;

(b) Taking of hostages;
(c) Outrages upon personal dignity, in particular, humiliating and degrading treatment;
(d) The passing of sentences and the carrying out of executions without previous

judgment pronounced by a regularly constituted court affording all the judicial guarantees which
are recognized as indispensable- by civilized peoples.

2. The wounded and sick shall be collected and cared for. An impartial humanitarian
body, such as the International Committee of the Red Cross, may offer its services to the
Parties to the conflict. The Parties to the conflict should further endeavour to bring into force, by
means of special agreements, all or part of the other provisions of the present Conventi on. The
application of the preceding provisions shall not affect the [egal status of the Parties to the
conflict."

Hague Convention No. IV Respecting the Laws and Customs of War on Land (H.lV.),
Oct. 18, 1907, Articles 43-46 and 50; and Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC), Aug 12, 1949, Articles 81, 83, 85, 88, 89, and 91 discuss
the requirement to accommodate detainees in buildings or quarters which afford every possible
safeguard regarding health and hygiene and the effects of war. The specific language in the
GC follows:

GC Article 81 - "Parties to the conflict who intern protected persons shall be bound to
provide free of charge for their maintenance, and to grant them also the medical attention
required by their state of health. No deduction from the allowances. salaries or credits due to the
internees shall be made for the repayment of these costs."

Ge, Article 83 - "The Detaining Power shall not set up places of internment in areas
partiCUlarly exposed to the danger s of war...."

GC, Article 85 - "The Detaining Power is bound to take all necessary and possible
measures to ensure that protected persons shall, from the outset of their internment, be
accommodated in buildings or quarters which afford every possible safeguard as regards
hygiene and health, and pr ovide efficient protection against the rigors of the climate and the
effects of the war. In no case shall permanent places of internm ent be situated in unhealthy
areas or in districts, the climate of which is injurious to the internees. In all cases where the
district, in which a protected person is temporarily interned, is an unhealthy area or has a
climate which is harmful to his health, he shall be removed to a more suitable place of
internment as rapidly as circumstances permit. The premises shall be fully protected from
dampness, adequately heated and Ii ghted, in particular between dusk and lights out. The
sleeping quarters shall be sufficiently spacious and well ventilated, and the internees shall have
suitable bedding and sufficient blankets, account being taken of the eli mate, and the age, sex,
and state of health of the internees. Internees shall have fortheiruse, day and night, sanitary
conveniences which conform to the rules of hygiene, and are constantly maintained in a state of
cleanliness. They shall be provided with sufficient water and soap for their daily personal toilet
and for washing their personal laundry; installations and facilities necessary for this purpose
shall be granted to them. Showers or baths shall also be available. The necessary time shall be
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set aside for washing and for cleaning. Whenever it is necessary, as an exceptional and
temporary measure, to accommodate women internees who are not members of a family unit in
the same place of internment as men, the provision of separate sleeping quarters and sanitary
conveniences for the use of such women internees shall be Obligatory."

GC, Article 88 - "In all places of internment exposed to air raids and other hazards of
war, shelters adequate in number and structure to ensure the necessary protection shall be
installed...."

GC, Article 89 - "Daily food rations for internees shall be sufficient in quantity, quality
and variety to keep internees in a good state of health and prevent the developm ent of
nutritional deficiencies. Account shall also be taken of the customary diet of the internees.
Internees shall also be given the means by which they can prepare for themselves any
additional food in their possession. Sufficient drinking water shall be supplied to internees.... "

GC Article 91 - "Every place of internment shall have an adequate infir mary, under the
direction of a qualified doctor, where internees may have the attention they require, as well as
appropriate diet. Isolation wards shall be set aside for cases of contagious or mental diseases.
Maternity cases and internees suffering from serious diseases, or whose condition requires
special treatment, a surgical operation or hospital care, must be admitted to any institution
where adequate treatment can be given and shall receive care not inferior to that provided for
the general population. Internees shall, for preference, have the attention of medical personnel
of their own nationality. Internees may not be prevented from presenting themselves to the
medical authorities for examination. The medical authorities of the Detaining Power shan, upon
request, issue to every internee who has undergone treatment an official certificate showing the
nature of his illness or injury, and the duration and nature of the treatment given. A duplicate of
this certificate shall be forwarded to the Central Agency provided for in Article 140 Treatment,
including the provision of any apparatus necessary for the maintenance of internees in good
health, particularly dentures and other artificial appliances and spectacles, shall be free of
charge to the internee."

GPW, Article 29 - "The Detaining Power shall be bound to take all sanitary measures
necessary to ensure the cleanliness and healthfulness of camps and to prevent epidemics.

Prisoners of war shall have for their use, day and night, conveniences which conform to
the rules of hygiene and are maintained in a constant state of clean1 iness. In any camps in
which women prisoners of war are accommodated, separate conveniences shall be provided for
them.

Also, apart from the baths and showers with which the camps shall be furnished,
prisoners of war shall be provided with sufficient water and soap for their personal toilet and for
washing their personal laundry; the necessary installations, facilities and time shall be granted
them for that purpose."

Army Regulation (AR) 40·5, Preventive Medicine, 15 October 1990, Chapter 14,
paragraph 14-3, subparagraph a, requires field sanitation teams at all company-level units. The
specific language in the regulation follows:

"a. Functions. As a minimum, units deploying to the field wi 11-
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(1) Before deployment, appoint a field sanitation team with responsibilities defined in b
below.

(2) Before deployment, incorporate PMM into SOPs.
(3) Have the capability to use pesticides and vegetation controls.
(4) Bury and/or bum wastes to prevent the breeding of insects and rodents. Consult the

environmental coordinator or PVNTMED personnel to ensure compliance with local
environmental regulations and laws during field exercises.

(5) Protect food during storage and preparation to prevent contamination (T8 MED 530).
(6) Monitor unit water sources to assure adequate supplies and disinfection.
(7) Arrange for maintenance of im munizations and prophylaxis.
(B) Use other appropriate measures under FM 21-10/ AFM 161-10.
(9) Assure command supervision of individual PMM.
(10) Request assistance for problems exceeding unit capabi Iities.
(11) Deploy to the field with field sanitation equipment listed in table 14-1."

Army Regulation (AR) 190·8, Enemy Prisoners of War. Retained Personnel, CiVilian
Internees and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997, Chapter 1, paragraph 1·4, SUbparagraph g (6)
(a), discusses sanitary aspects of food service and the need to provide potable water and vector
control. Chapter 3, paragraph 3·2, subparagraph b, requires internment/resettlement (IIR)
facilities and collecting points (CPs) to operate under the same standards of hygiene and
sanitation. Paragraph 3-4, subparagraph e, requires enemy prisoners of war/retained personnel
(EPW/RP) to be housed under the same conditions as US forces residing in the same area;
subparagraph i requires EPW/RP facilities to ensure a clean and healthy envir onment for
detainees. Chapter 5, paragraph 5-2, subparagraph a, states that a safety program for civilian
internees (Cis) will be established. Chapter 6, paragraph 6·1, subparagraph b, discusses
minimum standards to house (Cis). Paragraph 6-5 discusses subsistence requirement for Cis,
and paragraph 6·6 covers medical care and sanitation. This regulation is a mUlti-service
regulation implementing DoD Directive 2310.1 and incor porates Army Regulation 190-8 and
190-57·and SECNAV Instruction 3461.3, and Air Force Joint Instruction 31·304 and outlines
policies, procedures, and responsibilities for treatment of enemy prisoners of war (EPW),
retained personnel (RP), civilian internees (CI), and other detainees (00) and implements
international law for all military operations. The specific language in the regulation fall ows:

3-2. b. - "Prisoners will not normally be interned in unhealthy areas, or where the climate
proves to be injurious to them, and will be removed as soon as possible to a m ore favorable
climate. Transit camps or collecting points will operate under conditions similar to thOSe
prescribed for pennanent prisoner of war camps, and the prisoners will receive the same
treatment as in permanent EPW camps.

3-4. e. ~ "EPW/RP will be quartered under conditions as favorable as those for the force
of the detaining power billeted in the same area. The conditions shall make allowance for the
habits and customs of the prisoners and shall in no case be prejudicial to their health. The
forgoing shall apply in particular to the dormitories of EPW/RP as it regards both total surface
and minimum cubic space and the general installation of bedding and blankets. Quarters
furnished to EPW/RP must be protected from dampness. must be adequately lit and heated
(partiCUlarly between dUsk and I ights-out), and must have adequate precautions taken against
the dangers of tire. In camps accommodating both sexes, EPW/RP will be prOVided with
separate facilities for women.

3-4. L - RHygiene and medical care:
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(1) The United States is bound to take all sanitary measures necessary to ensure clean and
healthy camps to prevent epidemics. EPW/RP will have access, day and nl ght, to latrines that
conform to the rules of hygiene and are maintained in a constant state of c1eanli ness. In any
camps in which women EPW/RP are accommodated, separate latrines will be provided for
them. EPW/RP will have sufficient water and soap for their personal needs and laundry.

"(6) Identify requirements and allocations for Army Medical units in support of the EPW,
CI and RP Program, and ensure that the medical annex of OPLANs, OPORDs and contingency
plans includes procedures for treatment of EPW, CI, RP, and ODs. Medical support will
specifically include:

(a) First aid and all sanitary aspects of food service including provisions for potable
water, pest management, and entomological support.

"5-2. Civilian Internee Safety Program

a. Establishment. A safety program for the CI will be established and administered in
accordance with the policies prescribed in AR 385-10 and other pertinent safety directives.

"6-1. Internment Facility

a. Location. The theater commander will be responsible for the location of the CI
internmentfacillties within his or her command. The CI retained temporarily in an unhealthy area
or where the climate is harmful to their health will be removed to a more suitable place of
internment as soon aspossl ble.

b. Quarters. Adequate shelters to ensure protection against air bombardments and other
hazards of war will be provided and precautions against fi re will be taken at each CI camp and
branch cam p.

(1') All necessary and possible measures will be taken to ensure that CI shall, from the
outset of their internment, be accommodated in buildi ngs or quarters which afford every
possible safeguard as regards hygiene and health, and provide efficient protection against the
rigors of the climate and the effects of war. In no case shall permanent places of internment be
placed in unhealthy areas, or in districts the climate of which is injurious to Cr.

(2) The premises shall be fully protected from dampness, adequately heated and lighted,
in particular between dusk and lights out. The sleeping quarters shall be sufficiently spacious
and well ventilated, and the internees shall have suitable bedding and suffi cient blankets,
account being taken of the climate, and the age, sex and state of health of the internees.

(3) Internees shall have for their use, day and night, sanitary conveniences which
conform to the rules of hygiene and are constantly maintained in a state of cleanliness. They
shall be provided with sufficient water and soap for their daily personal hygiene and for washing
their personal laundry; installations and facilities necessary for this purpose shall be provided.
Showers or baths shall also be available. The necessary time shall be set aside for washing and
for cleaning.

(4) CI shall be administered and housed separately from EPW/RP. Except in the case of
families, female CI shall be housed in separate quarters and shall be under the direct
supervision of women.
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"6-5. Supplies.

"b. Food.

(1) Subsistence for the Cl will be issued on the basis of a master CI menu prepared by
the theater commander. Preparation of the menu will include the following:

(a) The daily individual food ration will be sufficient in quantity. quality, and variety to
maintain the Cl in good health and to prevent nutritional deficiencies.

"6-6. Medical Care and Sanitation.

a. General

"(2) A medical officer will examine each Cl upon arrival at a camp and monthly
thereafter. The Cl will not be admitted into the general population until medical fitness is
determined. These examinations will detect vermin infestation and communicable diseases
especially tuberculosis, malaria. and venereal disease. They will also determine the state of
health, nutrition, and cleanliness of each CI. During these examinations, each Cl will be
weighed, and the weight will be recorded on DA Form 2664-R."

AR 385-10. The Army Safety Program, 29 February 2000, Chapter 1, paragraph 1-4.
paragraph n, SUbparagraph (1) (a). discusses commanders' responsibilities in implementing the
Army Safety Program. Paragraph 1-5, subparagraph b, states that all decision makers will
employ the risk management process. Chapter 2, paragraph 2-2, subparagraph b, states that
the risk management process will be incorporated into SOPs. Paragraph 2-3, subparagraph d,
discusses that, as a minimum reqUirement, annual inspections or surveys will be conducted on
facilities-more inspections may be required based on risk. The· specific language in the
regulation follows:

"n. MACOM commanders will-(1) Ensure the full and effective implementation of the
Army safety and OH program throughout their MACOM. This includes-{a) Providing a safe
and healthful workplace and environment.

"b. Decision makers at every level will employ the risk management process, as
specified in paragraph 2-3d of this regulation, to avoid unnecessary residual risk to missions,
personnel, equipment, and the environment.

"2_2. Operational procedures. Leaders and managers are responsible for integrating
risk management into all Army processes and operations. Safety and occupational health staffs
will provide risk management training. tools and other related assistance. Leaders and
managers will-

nb. Ensure that the risk management process is incorporated in regulations, directives,
SOPs. special orders, training plans, and operational plans to minimize accident risk and that
SOPs are developed for all operations entailing risk of death. serious injury, occupational illness
or property loss.

"2_3. Prevention program procedures. a. Inspections and surveys. Inspections and
surveys of operations and facilities will be conducted annually or more often (chap 4).
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"d. Risk management. Risk Management is the Army's principal risk reduction process to
assist leaders in identifying and controlling hazards and making informed decisions. (1) Every
commander, leader and manager is responsible for protecting the force and persons affected by
Army operations. The five~stepprocess is the commander's principal risk reduction process to
identify and control hazards and make informed decisions. (a) Identify hazards. (b) Assess
hazards. (c) Develop controls and make risk decisions. (d) Implement controls. (e) Supervise
and evaluate."

AR 420-70, Buildings and Structures, 10 October 1997, Chapter 2, paragraph 2-10,
subparagraph a, states that lead based paint w mnot be used in Army facilities. The specific
language in the regulation follows:

"a. Lead~based paint (LBP). LBP will not be applied to any Army facilfty.n

Field Manual (FM) 3~19.4, Mnitary Police Leaders' Handbook, 4 March 2002, Chapter 7,
paragraph 7-8, states that detainees do not remain atforward collecting points more than 12
hours before moving to the central collecting point. Paragraph 7~9 states that existing structures
should be used when possible. Paragraph 7-29 discusses safeguarding and protecting
detainees from attack. Paragraph 7-30 discusses GS MPs and their role in establishing division
central collecting points. Paragraph 7-33 discusses MP roles in escorting detainees from
forward collecting points to division central collecting points within 12 hours. Paragraph 7~58,

discusses the physical criteria for collecting points. The specific language in the field manual
follows:

"7-8. '" Units needed to support the division forward collecting point should be
specifically tasked in the brigade OPORD. MPleaders operating the division forward collecting
pointwill-

• Ensure that captives do not remain at the division forward collecting point
more than 12 hours before being escorted to the division central collecting point.

7~9. A forward collecting point (Figure 7-1, page 7-6) should not be set up near local
inhabitants. Existing structures like vacant schools, apartments, or warehouses should be used
when possible. This reduces construction requirements and minimizes logistical requirements. If
existing structures are not used, detainees, except officers, can be tasked to hel p construct the
collecting point. Prisoners may dig or build cover to protect themselves from artillery, mortar, or
air attack. There is no set design for a forward collecting point. It can be anything from a
guarded, roped off area to a secured, existing structure. The collecting point is built to suit the
climate, the weather, and the situation. When selecting a collecting point, consi der the following:

• The security of the detainees. The perimeters of the enclosure must be
clearly defined and understood by the detainees.

• First aid. Injured or ill detainees require the same treatment that would be
given to US casualties.

• Food and water. Detainees may have been without food or water for a long
time before capture.

• Latrine facilities.
• Field sanitation. If possible, have detainees wash with soap and water to

reduce the likelihood of disease.
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• Shelter and cover.
• Language barr iers. Provide interpreters and/or instructional graphic training

aids (GTAs) in the EPW native language to compensate for the language differences.

"7-29. Protecting detainees from attack, preventing their escape, and quickly removing
them from the battle area further safeguards them. Detainees should not remain at the division
forward collecting point more than 12 hours, if possible. MP from the division central collecting
point move forward to escort detainees back to the central collecting points.

7~30. MP in GS are responsible for establishing and maintaining the division central
collecting point. They collect detainees from the forward collecting points, then process and
secure them until corps MP come forward to evacuate them to the rear. Detainees should be
transferred to the corps holding area or directly to an internment facility within 24 hours, if
possible. One or more GS MP platoons operate the division central collecting point. The MP
platoons are augmented by the division band and/or by the corps MP. Augmentation is based
on the number and rate of captives expected.

"7-33. The MP platoon charged with operating the division central collecting point sends
MP forward to the division forward collecting point to escort detainees back to the central
collecting point. EPWs or Cis must be evacuated from the division forward collecting point as
soon as possible, preferably within 12 hours. Before evacuating the detainees, MP checks with
MI interrogation teams for any property to be returned to, or evacuated with, the detainees
before they are moved.

"7-58. The size of the facility is based on the number of prisoners being detained. It may
be room or a tent, as long as it provides shelter equal to that offered to other soldiers in the
combat zone. The phys ical criteria for permanent and temporary structures are the same. MP
use existing structures if you can. Otherwise, they use tents....

FM 3-19.40, Military Police Internment/Resettlement Operations, 1 August 2001,
Chapter 2, paragraph 2-1, discusses the Military Police Battalion Commander's responsibilities.
Paragraph 2-1 states the role of the MP battalion commander, paragraph 2-17 discusses the
requirement for a safety program for I/R facilities, and paragraph states the engineer officer's
responsibilities. Paragraph 2-37 states the responsibility of the engineer officer. Chapter 6,
paragraphs 6-2 and 6-3 discuss the considerations of choosing sites for
Internment/Resettlement (IIR) facilities. The specific language in the field manual follows:

"2-1. An MP battalion commander tasked with operating an l/R facility is also the facility
commander. As such, he is responsible for the safety and well-being of all personnel housed
within the facility. Since an MP unit may be tasked to handle different categories of personnel
(EPW, CI, 00, refugee, and US military prisoner), the commander, the cadre, and support
personnel must be aware of the requirements for each category.

"2-17. Set up and adm inister a safety program for housed personnel in each I/R facility.
Follow the procedures outlined in AR 385-10 and associated circulars and pamphlets to
establish the safety program. Maintain records and reports for the internee safety program
separate from those for the Army safety program.

"2-37. The engineer officer is a captain in a brigade and a lieutenant in a battalion. He
trains and supervises internees who perform internal and external labor (construction and repair
of facilities). The engineer officer is responsible for-
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• Construction, maintenance, repair, and operation of utilities (water, electricity,

heat, and sanitation).
• Construction support.
• Fire protection.
• Insect and rodent control and fumigation.

"6~2. The MP coordinate the location with engineers, logistical units, higher
headquarters. and the H N. The failure to properly consider and correctly evaluate all factors
may increase the logistical and personnel efforts required to support operations. If an I/Rfacility
is improperly located. the entire internee population may require movement when resources are
scarce. When selecting a site for a facility, consider the following:

• Will the interned population pose a ser ious threat to logistical operations if the
tactical situation becomes critical?

• Is there a threat of guerrilla activity in the area?
• What is the attitude of the local population?
• What classification of internees will be housed at the site?
• What type of terrain surrounds the site, and wi II it help or hinder escapes?
• What is the distance from the MSR to the source of logistical support?
• What transportation methods are required and available to move internees,

supplies, and equipment?

6-3. In addition, consider the-

• METT-TC.
• Proximity to probable target areas.
• Availability of suitable existing faci! ities (avoids unnecessary construction).
• Presence of swamps, mosquitoes, and other factors (including water

drainage) that affect human health.
• Existence of an adequate. satisfactory source of potable water. The supply

should meet the demands for consumption, food sanitation, personal hygiene. and sewage

disposal.
• Availability of electricity. Portable generators can be used as standby and

emergency sources of electricity.
• Distance to work if internees are employed outside the facil ity.
• Availability of construction material.
• Soil drainage:

p. Finding 16:

(1) Finding: Two of 4 internment/resettlement facilities did not segregate enemy
prisoners of war from civilian internees in accordance with legal requirements.

(2) Standard: Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM (OEF): CJCS message dated 211933Z JAN 02 states that members of the Taliban
militia and members of AI Qaida under the control of U.S. Forces would be treated humanely
and. to the extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a manner consistent with
the principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949. The DAIG has therefore used the provisions
of the Geneva Conventions as a benchm ark against which to measure the treatment provided to
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detainees by U.S. Forces to determine if detainees were treated humanely. The use ofthese
standards as benchmarks does not state or imply a position for the United States or U.S. Army
on the legal status of its operations in OEF.

CJCS Message dated 2119332 JAN 02,..provides the determination regarding the
humane treatment of AI Qaida and Taliban detainees. Convention Relative to the Treatment of
Prisoners of War of August 12, 1949 (GPW) is the international treaty that governs the
treatment of prisoners of war), and Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian
Persons in Time of War (GC), August 12, 1949, is the international treaty that governs the
treatment of civilian persons In time of war.

As the guidance did not define 0 humane treatmenf' but did state that the U.S. would
treat members of the Taliban militia and AI Qalda in a manner consistent with the Geneva
Conventions, the DAIG determined that it would use Common Article 3 of the GCs as its floor
measure of humane treatment, but would al so include provisions of the Geneva Co nvention on
the Treatment of Prisoners of War (GPW) and Geneva Convention Relatl ve to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC) as other relevant indicia of "humane treatment." The use
of this standard does not state or imply a position for the United States or U.S. Army on the
legal status of its operations in OEF.

Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF): OIF was
an international armed conflict and therefore the provisions of the Geneva Conventions applied.
Additionally, the United States was an occupying power and has acted in accordance with the
obligations of an occupying power described in the Hague Convent; on No. IV Respecting the
Laws and Customs of War on Land (H.IV), Oct. 18, 1907, including, but not limited to, Articles
43-46 and 50; Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of August 12,
1949 (GPW); and Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of
War (GCl, August 12,1949. The GC supplements H.lV, providing the general standard of
treatment at Article 27 and specific standards in subsequent Articles.

The minimum treatment provided by Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions is:
(1) No adverse distinction based upon race, religion, sex, etc.; (2) No violence to life or person;
(3) No taking hostages; (4) No degrading treatment; (5) No passing of sentences in absence of
fair trial, and; (6) The wounded and si ck must be cared for.

The specific language in the CJCS Message for OEF and the GPW/GC and H.lV
follows:

CJCS Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, "Paragraph 3. The combatant commanders
shall, in detaining Al Qaida and Taliban individuals under the control of the Department of
Defense, treat them humanely and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with military
necessity, in a manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventi ons of 1949."

GPW/GC, Article 3 (Common Article 3) - "In the case of anned conflict not of an
international character occurring in the territory of one of the High Contracting Parties, each
party to the conflict shall be bound to apply, as a minimum, the following provisions:

1. Persons taking no active part in the hostilities, including mem bers of armed forces
who have laid down their arms and those placed hors de combat by sickness, wounds.
detention, or any other cause, shall in all circumstances be treated hum anely, without any
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adverse distinction founded on race, color, religion or faith, sex, birth or wealth, or any other
similar criteria.

To this end the follow ing acts are and shall remain prohibited at any tim e and in any
place whatsoever with respect to the above-mentioned persons:

(a) Violence to life and person, in particular murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel
treatment and torture;

(b) Taking of hostages;
(c) Outrages upon personal dignity, in particular, hummating and degrading treatment;
(d) The passing of sentences and the carrying out of executions without previous

judgment pronounced by a regularly constituted court affording all the judicial guarantees which
are recognized as indispensable by civilized peoples.

2. The wounded and sick shall be collected and cared for. An impartial humanitarian
body, such as the Inter national Committee of the Red Cross, may offer Its services to the
Parties to the conflict. The .Parties to the conflict should further endeavour to bring into force, by
means of special agreements, all or part of the other provisions of the present Conventi on. The
application of the preceding provisions shall not affect the legal status of the Parties to the
conflict."

Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC),
Article 84; and Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War (GPWl, Article
17. The specific language in the Geneva Conventions follows:

Ge, Article 84 - "Internees shall be accommodated and administered separately from
prisoners of war and from persons deprived of liberty for any other reason."

GPW, Article 17 - "Every prisoner of war, when questioned on the subject, is bound to
give only his surname, first names and rank, date of birth, and army, regimental, personal or
serial number, Or failing this, equivalent Information. If he willfully infringes this rule, he may
render himself liable to a restriction of the privileges accorded to his rank or status. Each Party
to a conflict is required to furnish the persons under its jurisdiction who are liable to become
prisoners of war, with an identity card showing the owner's surname, first names, rank, army,
regimental, personal or serial number or equivalent information, and date of birth. The identity
card may, furthermore, bear the signature or the fingerprints, or both, of the owner, and may
bear, as well, any other information the Party to the conflict may wish to add concerning persons
belonging to its armed forces. As far as possible the card shall measure 6.5 x 10 em. and,shall
be issued in duplicate. The identity card shall be shown by the prisoner of war upon demand,
but may in no case be taken away fr am him. No physical or mental torture, nor any other form
of coercion, may be inflicted on prisoners of war to secure from them information of any kind
whatever. Prisoners of war who refuse to answer may not be threatened, insulted, or exposed
to any unpleasant or disadvantageous treatment of any kind. Prisoners of war who, owing to
their physical or mental condition, are unable to state their identity, shall be handed over to the
medical service. The identity of such prisoners shall be established by all possible means,
subject to the provisions of the preceding paragraph. The questioning of prisoners of war shall
be carried out in a language which they understand."
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q. Finding 17:

(1) Finding: Units operating collecting points (42%, 5 of 12), and 2 of4 units operating
internment/resettlement facilities, were not adequately resourced with communications
equipment, shotguns. and non-lethal ammunition.

(2) Standard: Army Regulation (AR) 190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained
Personnel. Civilian Internees and Other Detainees. 1 October 1997. Chapter 1, paragraph 1-4,
subparagraph e, states that the G4 is responsible for logistics. Paragraph 1-4. subparagraph 9
(2), states that Combatant Commanders, Task Force Commanders, and Joint Task Force
Commanders have overall responsibility for civilian internee (CI) programs and in the planni n9
and procuring for logistical support. This regulation is a multi-selVice regulation im plementing
DOD Directive 2310.1 and incorporates Army Regulation 190-8 and 190-57 and SECNAV
Instruction 3461.3, and Air Force Joint Instruction 31-304 and outlines policies, procedures, and
responsibilities for treatment of enemy prisoners of war (EPW), retained personnel (RP), civilian
internees (CI), and other detainees (OD) and implements international law for all military
operations. The specific language in the regulation follows:

"e. Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics (DCSLOG). The DCSLOG will ensure logistical
resources are available to support EPW operations."

R g. Combatant Commanders, Task Force Commanders and Joint Task Force
Commanders. Combatant Commanders, Task Force Commanders.and Joint Task Force
Commanders have the overall responsibility for the EPW, CI and RP program, operations, and
contingency plans in the theater of operation involved to ensure compliance with international
law of war."

"(2) Plan and procure logistical support to include: transportation. subsistence, personal,
organizational and Nudear, Biological & Chemical (NBC) clothing and equipment items, mail
collection and distribution, laundry, and bath for EPW. CI and RP."

Field Manual (FM) 3-19.40, Military Police InternmenUResettlement Operations, 1
August 2001, Chapter 6, paragraph 6-7, discusses the importance of good communication
within a facility. The specific language in the field manual follows:

"6-7.

• Communications. Ensure that communication between towers and operation
headquarters is reliable. Telephones are the preferred method; however,ensure that alternate
forms of communication (radio and visual or sound signals) are available in case telephones are

inoperable.R

r. Finding 18:

(1) Finding: All inspected point of capture units established ad hoc kits containing
necessary items and supplies for detainee field processing, but the items they contained and
their quantities varied from unit to unit.

(2) Standard: There is no regulatory standard for a detainee field processing kit for
capturing units. Army Regulation (AR) 190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel,
Civilian Internees and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997. Chapter 1, paragraph 1-4,
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subparagraph 9 (2), states that Combatant Commanders, Task Force Commanders, and Joint
Task Force Commanders have overall responsibility for civilian internee (GI) programs and in
the planning and procuring for logistical support. Chapter 2. paragraph 2-1, subparagraph a (1)
(a) & (b), requires a capturing unit to document confiscated currency and to tag all captured
prisoners. This regulation is a multi-service regulation implementing DOD Directive 2310.1 and
incorporates Army Regulation 190-8 and 190-57 and SECNAV Instruction 3461.3, and Air Force
Joint Instruction 31-304 and outlines policies, procedures, and responsibilities for treatment of
enemy prisoners of war (EPW), retained personnel (RP). civilian internees (GI), and other
detainees (00) and implements international law for all military operations. The specific
language in the regulation follows:

"g. Combatant Commanders, Task Force Commanders and Joint Task Force
Commanders. Combatant Commanders, Task Force Commanders and Joint Task Force
Commanders have the overall responsibility for the EPW, Cl and RP program, operations, and
contingency plans in the theater of operation involved to ensure compliance with international

law of war."

"(2) Plan and procure logistical support to include: transportation, subsistence, personal,
organizational and Nuclear. Biological & Chemical (NBC) clothing and equipm ent items, mail
collection and distribution, laundry, and bath for EPW, Cl and RP."

"a. Each EPW/RP will be searched immediately after capture.... Currency will only be
confiscated on the order of a commissioned officer and will be receipted for using a DA Form
4137 (Evidence/Property Custody Document).

b. All prisoners of war and retained persons will, at the time of capture, be tagged using
DO Form 2745. They will be searched for concealed weapons and items of intelligence. All
equipment, documents, and personal property confiscated during the search must be tagged
and administratively accounted for by the capturing unit. Capturing units must provide the: date
of capture, location of capture (how the EPW was captured). The remaining information will be
included on the tag as it becomes available."

s. Finding 19:

(1) Finding: All inspected units had adequate transportation assets to evacuate and/or
transfer detainees from points of capture to collecting points, and eventual1 y to
internment/resettlement facilities.

(2) Standard: Army Regulation 190-8. Enemy Prisoners of War. Retained Personnel,
Civilian Internees and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997, Chapter 1, paragraph 1-4.
subparagraph g (2) and (5), states that Combatant Commanders, Task Force Commanders,
and Joint Task Force Commanders have overall responsib~ity for civilian internee (Cl) programs
and in the planning and procuring for logistical support, to include transportation. This
regulation is a multi-service regulation implementing DOD Directive 2310.1 and incorporates
Army Regulation 190-8 and 190-57 and SECNAV Instruction 3461.3, and Air Force Joint
Instruction 31-304 and outlines policies, procedures, and responsibilities for treatment of enemy
prisoners of waf(EPW), retained personnel (RP), civilian internees (GI), and other detainees
(00) and implements international law for all military operations. The specific language in the

regulation follows:
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"(2) Plan and procure logistical support to include: transportation, subsistence, personal,
organizational and Nuclear, Biological & Chemical (NBC) clothing and equipment items, mail
collection and distribution, laundry, and bath for EPW, CI and RP."

"(5) Establish guidance for the use, transport, and evacuation of E PW, CI, RP. and ODs
in logistical support operations."

Field Manual 3-19.40, Military Police Internment/Resettlement Operations. 1 August
2001, Chapter 3, paragraph 3·7. states that the basic principle of speed is the responsibility of
the capturing unit. who moves the detainee to the coli ecting point (CP). Paragraph 3-18 states
that the number of detainees at the CP must be reported through MP channels to assist in the
transportation planning. Paragraph 3-26 states who is responsible for moving detainees from
CPs to the internment/resettlement facility. Paragraph 3-33 states the ratio of M P guards to
detainees for movement. Paragraph 3-34 states that detainees cannot be moved with MP
organic assets. Paragraph 3-35 states that the preferred method of detainee movement is by
using the backhaul system. The specific language in the field manual follows:

"3-7. The Five Ss and T procedure is performed by the capturing unit. The basic
principles are search, segregate, silence, speed, safeguard, mid tag."

"3-18. Report the number of captives at each CP through MP channels. This aids in the
transportation and security planning processes."

"3-26. Remove captives from the CZ as quickly as possible. The intent is to move them
from division CPs to an I/R facility. The goal is for higher-level echelons to go forward to lower
echelons and evacuate captives to the rear as follows:

• Division MP move forward to the forward CP to escort captives to the central
CPo

• Corps MP move forward to the central CP to escort captives to the CHA.
• Echelons above corps (EAC) MP move forward to the CHA to escort captives

to the I/R facility."

"3-33. The MP guard able-bodied captives during movement to prevent escape.
liberation, or injury. A general planning consideration when deter mining the number of MP
necessary is one for every five to ten captives.

3-34. When moving forward to escort captives to the rear area, MP responsibilities begin
at the CP or the CHA where custody is accepted. Verify the method of moving captives, the
location and time of pick-up, and the number of captives contained in orders from higher
headquarters. The MP units cannot transport captives with organic assets.

3-35. The preferred method for moving captives through a battlefield is the backhaul
system. This transportation system relies on assets that have delivered their primary cargo and
are available to move personnel and materials to another location. The availability of vehicles
will vary, depending on the cargo delivered to the area. The command and control (C2) element
of MP unit tasked with evacuation arranges transportation through the local MCO."
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t. Finding 20:

(1) Finding: Common leader training in professional military school contains only one
detainee operations task.

(2) Standard: Army Regulation 350-1, Army Training and Education, 9 April 2003,
Chapter 3. paragraph 3-2, requires that TRADOC establish training and education goals and
objectives for all Army personnel. The specific language in the regulation follows:

"Training proponents. These waul d include TRADOC schools and colleges,
USAJFKSWC&S and AMEDDC&S and would perform the following:

(a) Develop courses based on established training and education goals and objectives
as well as the duties. responsibilities, and missions their graduates will be assigned.

(b) Develop, evaluate, and train leader, technical, and tactical tasks that focus on
missions for the size or type units to which graduates will be assigned.

(c) Provide progressive and sequential training.

(d) Provide personnel serving at the same organizational level with training consisting of
the same tasks, conditions, and standards.

(e) Provide leader, technical, and tactical training that affords soldiers and DA civilians
an opportunity to acquire the skills and knowledge needed to perform more complex duties and
missions of greater responsibil ity.~

Field Manual (FM) 7-0, Training the Force, 22 October 2002, Chapter 1, paragraph 1-29,
provides overall guidance for the implementation of Professional Military Education (PME). The
specific language in the field manual foHows:

"Professional Military Education· PME develops Amy leaders. Officer, warrant officer,
and NCO training and education is a continuous, career-long, learning process that integrates
structured programs of instruction-resident at the institution and non-resident via distributed
learning at home station. PME is progressive and sequential, provides a doctrinal foundation,
and builds on previous training, education and operational experiences. PME provides hands-on
technical, tactical, and leader training focused to ensure leaders are prepared for success in
their next assignment and higher-level responsibility.

• Officer Education System (OES). Army officers must lead and fight; be tactically and
technically competent; possess leader skills; understand how the Army operates as a service,
as well as a component of a joint, multinational, or interagency organization; demonstrate
confidence, integrity, critical judgment, and responsibility; operate in a complex, uncertain, and
rapidly changing envi ronment; build effective teams amid continuous organizational and
technological change; and solve problems creatively. DES develops officers who are self-aware
and adaptive to lead A rmy units to mission success.

• Warrant Officer Education System (WOES). Warrant officers are the Army's technical
experts. WOES develops a corps of highly specialized experts and trainers who are fully
competent and proficient operators, maintainers, administrators, and managers of the Army's
equipment, support activities, and technical systems.

E-99



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 478

• NCO Educatlon System (NCOES). NCOES trains NCOs to lead and train soldiers.
crews, and subordinate leaders who work and fight under their leadership. NCOES provides
hands-on technical, tactical, and leader training focused to ensure that NCOs are prepared for
success in their next assignment and higher-level responsibility.

• Functional Training. In addition to the preceding PME courses, there are functional
courses available in both resident and non-resident distributed learning modes that enhance
functional skills for specific duty positions. Examples are Battalion 82. Battalion Motor Officer.
First Sergeant, Battle Staff NCO, and Airborne courses."

u. Finding 21:

(1) Finding: Leaders and Soldiers assigned to 69% (46 of 67) of inspected units stated
they desired additional home station training; and preM and post mobilization training to assist
them in perfonning detai nee.operations.

(2) Standard: Training on standard oftreatmentfor detainees in OPERATION
ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF): Guidance was provided stating that members of the Taliban
militia and members of AI Qaida under the control of U.S. Forces would be treated humanely
and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a manner consistent with
the principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949. The DAIG has therefore used the provisions
of the Geneva Conventions as a benchm ark against which to measure the treatment provided to
detainees by U.S. Forces to determine if detainees were treated humanely and if the
corresponding training was consistent with this obligation. The use of these standards as
benchmarks does not state or imply a position for the United States or U.S. Army on the legal
status of its operations in 0 EF.

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) Message dated 211933Z JAN 02,_provides the
determination regarding the humane treatment of AI Qaida and Taliban detainees. Convention
Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of August 12, 1949 (GPW) is the international
treaty that governs the treatment of prisoners of war), and Geneya Convention Relative to the
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC), August 12, 1949, is the international treaty
that governs the treatment of civilian persons in time of war.

As the guidance did not define" humane treatment" but did state that the U.S. would
treat members of the Taliban militia and AI Qaida in a manner consistent with the Geneva
Conventions, the DAIG determined that it would use Common Article 3 of the GCs as its floor
measure of humane treatment and corresponding training, but would also include provisions of
the Geneva Convention on the Treatment of Prisoners of War (GPW) and Geneva Convention
Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (Ge) as other relevant indicia of
"humane treatment." The use of this standard does not state or imply a position for the United
States or U. S. Army on the legal status of its operations in OEF.

Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF): OIF was
an international armed conflict and therefore the provisions of the Geneva Conventions applied.

The minimum treatment provided by Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions is:
(1) No adverse distinction based upon race, religion, sex, etc.; (2) No violence to life or person;
(3) No taking hostages; (4) No degrading treatment; (5) No passing of sentences in absence of
fair trial, and; (6) The wounded and sick must be cared for.
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The specific language in the CJCS Message for OEF and the GPW/GC and H.lV
follows:

CJCS Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, "Paragraph 3. The combatant commanders
shall, in detaining AI Qaida and Taliban individuals under the control of the Department of
Defense, treat them humanely and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with m ilnary
necessity, in a manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949."

GPW/GC, Article 3 (Common Article 3) - "In the case of armed conflict not of an
international character occurring in the territory of one of the High Contracting Parties, each
party to the conflict shall be bound to apply, as a minimum, the following provisions:

1. Persons taking no active part in the hostilities, including members of armed forces
who have laid down their arms and those placed hors de combat by sickness. wounds,
detention, or any other cause. shall in all circumstances be treated humanely, without any
adverse distinction founded on race, color, religion or faith, sex, birth or wealth, or any other
similar criteria.

To this end the following acts are and shall remain prohibited at any time and in any
place whatsoever with· respect to the above-mentioned persons:

(a) Violence to life and person, in particular murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel
treatment and torture;

(b) Taking of hostages;
(c) Outrages upon personal dignity, in particular, humiliating and degrading treatment;
(d) The passing of sentences and the carrying out of executions without previous

judgment pronounced by a regularly constituted court affording all the judicial guarantees which
are recognized as indispensable by civilized peoples.

2. The wounded and sick shall be collected and cared for. An impartial humanitarian
body, such as the International Committee of the Red Cross, may offer its services to the
Parties to the conflict. The Parties to the conflict should further endeavour to bring into force, by
means of special agreements, all or part of the other provisions of the present Conventi on. The
application of the preceding provisions shall not affect the legal status of the Parties to the
conflict."

GPW Article 127 and GC Article 144 establish a requirement for signatories to the
treaties to train their military on the obligations under the conventions. The specific standards
follow:

"GC Article 127 - The High Contracting Parties undertake, in time of peace as in time of
war, to disseminate the text of the present Convention as wi dely as possible in their respective
countries, and, in particular, to include the study thereof in their programmes of military and, if
possible. civil instruction. so that the principles thereof may become known to all their armed
forces and to the entire population. Any military or other authorities, who in time of war assume
responsibilities in respect of prisoners of war, must possess the text of the Convention and be
specially instructed as to its provisions.

GC Article 144 - The High Contracting Parties undertake, in time of peace as in time of
war, to disseminate the text of the present Convention as wi dely as possible in their respective
countries, and, in particular. to include the study thereof in their programmes of military and, if

E-101



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 480

possible. civil instruction. so that the principles thereof may become known to the entire
population. Any civilian, military, police or other authorities, who in time of war assume
responsibilities in respect of protected persons, must possess the text of the Convention and be
specially instructed as to its provisions,"

Army Regulation 350-1, Army Training and Education. 9 Apn12003, Chapter 1,
paragraph 1-8, subparagraph 2d, establishes Hom e Station Training priorities for aU Army
personnel. Chapter 4, paragraph 4-5, outlines training requirements for Common Military
Training for all Army personnel. Appendix G, paragraph G-1, subparagraph(s) b-c, outlines an
overview of the Common Military Training program. Table G-1, provides examples of military
training requirements in units. The specific language in the regulation follows:

"2d. Training will be the top priority for all commanders - To prepare individuals and units
for immediate deployment and organizations for employment in support of operational missions,
Army individual, collective, and modernization training provides for-

(1) Unit training that develops the critical components of combat readiness. These
include development of-

(a) Soldiers, leaders, and units capable of deploying, executing assigned missions, and
redeploying.

(b) Effective combined arms teams consisting of integrated combat, combat support
(CS), combat service support, and close air support.

(2) An individual training system that-

(a) Produces initial entry soldiers who are highly motivate~, disciplined, physically fit, and
skilled in common soldier and basic branch tasks.

(b) Provides a training base of Army schools that prepares soldiers and DA civilian
employees for more complex duties and progressively higher positions of responsibility.

(c) Produces soldiers capable of performing military occupational specialty (MaS), Area
of Concentration (AOC), additional skill identifier (ASI), skill identifier (SI), special qualification
identifier (SOl), and language identification code (L1C) tasks. Prior service Reserve Component
(RC) and Active Army personnel receive required training through The Army Training System
courses (TATS-C) or proponent-approved formal on-the-job training (OJT). TATS courses are
designed to train the same MaS, Aoe, skill level, SOl, ASI, L1C, and SI within the Army. TATS
also includes MOS qualification (reclassification), Army leadership, and professional
development courses.

(d) Provides reclassification training for changing an enlisted or warrant officer MaS, or
to qualify an officer in a new branch. Reclassification training will be accomplished in
accordance with Army Regulation (AR) 140-1, AR 614-200, and AR 611-1.

(3) Active Army, Department of the Army civilians, and RC forces able to mobilize
rapidly, deploy, and perform their operational missions.

(4) Standardization of tasks and performance standards across the Army. Units and
soldiers performing the same tasks will be trained to the same standard.
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(5) Efficient and effective internal and external evaluation procedures that improve
training, sustain required readiness levels, and control or reduce costs.

(6) A training system that supports peacetime requirements and transitions smoothly at
mobilization."

"4~5. Common military training and common task training-
(a) CMT program identifies common military training requirements for unit commanders'

planning and training programs because of their importance to individual soldier and unit
readiness. Common military training is required for all leaders and soldiers at specific
organizational levels. and proficiency in those subject areas is necessary, regardless of branch
Or career field or rank or grade. Common military training requirements are limited to those
subject areas directed by law and HQDA. The HQDA, DCS, G-3, maintains centralized control
over CMT directed training requirements and validates these requirements biennially."

"G~1. Overview -

(b) MACQM commanders have a degree of latitude in adding to or emphasizing certain
training requirements; however, care should be taken not to degr ade battle-focused training.

(c) Successful CMT programs are measured by performance to standard and not
adherence to rosters or hours scheduled."

"Table G-1, Common military training requirements in units -

Weapons Qualification, Civil disturbance. Antiterrorism and Force Protection, Code of
Conduct! SERE, LCjw of War..."

Field Manual (FM) 3~19.4, Military Police Leaders' Handbook, 4 March 2002. Chapter 1,
paragraph 1-4, outlines the 5 Military Police Functional Areas. The specific language in the field
manual follows:

"b. Military Police Functional Areas -

(1-4) with the old battlefield missions, the term "operations" was used extensively and
carried too broad of a meaning. To clarify the specific tasks of the MP, the battlefield missions
have been redefined into the follOWing five functional areas:

• MMS (Maneuver and Mobility Support)
• AS (Area Security)
• I/R (Internment and Resettlement)
• L&O (Law and Order)
• PIO (Police Intelligence Operations)"

FORSCOM Regulation 500-3-1, FORSCOM MOBILIZATION and DEPLOYMENT
PLANNING SYSTEM (FORMDEPS), Volume 1, FORSCOM MOBILIZATION PLAN (FMPl, 15
April 1998, Annex 0, paragraph 2.4.4, defines additional training requirements at mobilization
sites. The specific language in the regulation follows:

"Mobilized Unit Commanders --
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aid).

(2) Commanders will additionally concentrate on training on soldier/leader skills. This
training will be designed to make best use of time available after unit equipment is shipped and
will include the following as a minimum:

(a) Physical fitness. Its importance cannot be overstated. Training should be conducted
in accordance with AR 350-15 and FM 21-20.

(b) Common Task Test. Testing is most often practiced in a sterile, "round robin" setting
using the tasks, conditions and standards provided in the STP 21-series Soldier's Manual of
Common Tasks Testing should include an element of tactical realism to cause soldiers, as
members of teams, crews, sections, and squads to think and react instinctively.

(c) The NBC Training. The following tasks are of paramount importance:

1. Recognize/react to chemical/ biological hazards.
2. Don Mission-Oriented Protection Posture (MOPP) gear.
3. Detect and identify chemical agents using M8/M9 paper.
4 Administer nerve agent antidote to self (self aid) and to a nerve agent casualty (buddy-

5..Decon skin and personal equipment using the M258A1 decon kit, the M291 skin
decon kit, and the M295 equipment decon kit.

6. Drink from a canteen whil e wearing a protective mask.
7. Maintain and use the M40 series protective mask with hood.

(d) Care and maintenance of CTA 50-900 series and MTO&E equipment.

(e) Force protection to include terrorist threat. (See Appendix 1)

(f) Hazards and survival.

(g) Individual and crew selVed weapons proficiency.

(h) First Aid - Combat Lifesavers.

(I) Rules of Engagement.

(j) Personal hygiene.

(k) Threat and allied equipment recognition

(I) An orientation on the area of probabl e operations to inelude language, custom s,
courtesies, etc."

v. Finding 22:

(1) Finding: To offset the shortage of interrogators, contractors were employed,
however, 35% (11 of 31) of contract interrogators lacked tonnal training in military interrogation
policies and techniques.

(2) Standard: Army Regulation (AR) 190·8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained
Personnel, Civilian Internees and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997, Chapter 2, paragraph 2-1,
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provides the regulatory guidance for interrogation of detainees in a combat zone. This
regulation is a multi-service regulation implementing DOD Directive 2310.1 and incorporates
Army Regulation 190-8 and 190-57 and SECNAV Instruction 3461.3, and Air Force Joint
Instruction 31-304 and outlines polie ias. procedures, and responsibil ilies for treatment of eoemy
prisoners of war (EPW). retained personnel (RP), civilian internees (CI), and other detainees
(00) and implements international law for all military operations. The specific language in the
regulation follows:

"(d) Prisoners may be interrogated in the combat zone. The use of physical or mental
torture or any coercion to compel prisoners to provide information is prohibited. Prisoners may
voluntarily cooperate with PSYOP personnel in the development, evaluation, or dissemination of
PSYOP messages or products. Prisoners may not be threatened, insulted, or exposed to
unpleasant or disparate treatment of any kind because of their refusal to answer questions.
Interrogations will normally be performed by intelligence or counterintelligence personnel."

Field Manual (FM) 27-10, The Law of Land Warfare, 18 July 1956 (change 1. 15 July
1976), Chapter 3, section IV, paragraph 93, describes guidelines for the questioning of EPWs.
The specific language in the fiel d manual follows:

"No physical or mental torture, nor any other form of coercion, may be inflicted on
prisoners of war to secure from them information of any ki nd whatever. Prisoners of war who
refuse to answer may not be threatened, insulted, or exposed to unpleasant or disadvantageous
treatment of any kind."

FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation. 28 September 1992, Chapter 1, defines and
explains the purpose of interrogation. The specific language in the field manual follows:

"Interrogation is the process of questioning a source to obtain the maximum amount of
usable information. The goal of any interrogation is to obtain reliable information in a lawful
manner, in a minimum amount of time, and to satisfy intelligence requirements of any echelon of
command.

A good interrogation produces needed information, which is timely, complete, clear, and
accurate."

CJTF-7 C2 Interrogation Cell Statement of Work, CACllnternational, Inc., 14 August
2003, Paragraphs 7 (c) and 9 (c) describe the requirements for contract interrogators hired to
man the theater and division interrogations support cells in OIF. The specific language in the
statement of work follows:

"Identified interrogators should be the civilian equivalent to one of the following: 97E,
351 E, Strategic Debriefer or an individual with a similar skill set, and US Citizens with a Secret
clearance."

w. Finding 23:

(1) Finding: Interviewed leaders and Soldiers indicated their Law of War refresher
training was not detailed enough to sustain thei r knowledge obtained during ini tial and advanced
training.
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(2) Standard: Training on standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION
ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF): Guidance was provided stating that members of the Taliban
militia and members of AI Qaida under the control of U.S. Forces would be treated humanely
and. to the extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a manner consistent with
the principles ofthe Geneva Conventions of 1949. The DAIG has therefore used the provisions
of the Geneva Conventions 85 a benchm ark against which to measure the treatment provided to
detainees by U.S. Forces to determine if detainees were treated humanely and if the
corresponding training was consistent with this obligation. The use of these standards as
benchmarks does not state or imply a position for the United States or U.S. Army on the legal
status of its operations in OEF.

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, provides the
determination regarding the humane treatment of AI Qaida and Taliban detainees. Convention
Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of August 12, 1949 (GPW) is the international
treaty that governs the treatment of prisoners of war), and Geneva Convention Relative to the
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (GCl, August 12, 1949, is the international treaty
that governs the treatment of civilian persons in time of war.

As the gUidance did not define "humane treatment" but did state that the U.S. would
treat members of the TaUban militia and AI Qaida in a manner consistent with the Geneva
Conventions, the DAIG determined that it would use Common Article 3 of the GCs as its floor
measure of humane treatment and corresponding training, but would also include provisions of
the Geneva Convention on the Treatment of Prisoners of War (GPW) and Geneva Convention
Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC) as other relevant indicia of
"humane treatment." The use of this standard does not state or imply a position for the United
States or U.S. Army on the legal status of its operations in OEF.

Standard of treatment for detainees in OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF): OIF was
an international armed conflict and therefore the provisions of the Geneva Conventions applied.

The minimum treatment provided by Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions is:
(1) No adverse distinction based upon race, religion, sex, etc.; (2) No violence to life or person;
(3) No taking hostages; (4) No degrading treatment; (5) No passing of sentences in absence of
fair trial, and; (6) The wounded and sick must be cared for.

The specific language in the CJCS Message for OEF and the GPW/GC and H.IV
follows:

CJCS Message dated 211933Z JAN 02, "Paragraph 3. The combatant commanders
shall, in detaining AI Qaida and Taliban individuals under the control of the Department of
Defense, treat them humanely and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with m illtary
necessity, in a manner consistent with the principles of the Geneva Conventi ons of 1949."

GPW/GC, Article 3 (Common Article 3) - "In the case of armed conflict not of an
international character occurring in the territory of one of the High Contracting Parties, each
party to the conflict shall be bound to apply, as a minimum, the following provisions:

1. Persons taking no active part in the hostilities, including members of armed forces
who have laid down their arms and those placed hors de combat by sickness, wounds,
detention, or any other cause, shall in all circumstances be treated hum anely, without any
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adverse distinction founded on race, color. religion or faith, sex, birth or wealth, or any other
similar criteria.

To this end the follow ing acts are and shall remain prohibited at any tim e and in any
place whatsoever with respect to the above-mentioned persons:

(a) Violence to lit,e and person, in particular murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel
treatment and torture;

(b) Taking of hostages;
(c) Outrages upon personal dignity, in particular, humiliating and degrading treatment;
(d) The passing of sentences and the carrying out of executions without previous

judgment pronounced by a regularly constituted court affording all the judicial guarantees which
are recognized as indispensable by civilized peoples.

2. The wounded and sick shall be collected and cared for. An impartial humanitarian
body, such as the International Committee of the Red Cross, may offer its services to the
Parties to the conflict. The Parties to the conflict should further endeavour to bring into force, by
means of special agreements. all or part of the other provisions of the present Conventi on. The
application of the preceding provisions shall not affect the legal status of the Parties to the
conflict"

GPW Article 127 and GC Article 144 establish a requirement for signatories to the
treaties to train their military on the obligations under the conventions. The specific standards
follow:

"GC Article 127 - The High Contracting Parties undertake, in time of peace as in time of
war, to disseminate the text of the present Convention as widely as possible in their respective
countries, and, in particular, to include the study thereof in their programmes of military and, if
possible, civil instruction, so that the principles thereof may become known to all their armed
forces and to the entire population. Any military or other authorities, who in time of war assume
responsibilities in respect of prisoners of war, must possess the text of the Convention and be
specially instructed as to its provisions.

GC Article 144 - The High Contracting Parties undertake, in time of peace as in time of
war, to disseminate the text of the present Convention as widely as possible in their respective
countries, and, in particular, to include the study thereof in their programmes of military and, if
possible, civil instruction, so that the principles thereof may become known to the entire
population. Any civilian, military, police or other authorities, who in time of war assume
responsibilities in respect of protected persons, must possess the text of the Convention and be
specially instructed as to its provisions."

Department of Defense Di rective (0000) 2310.1, DOD Program for Enemy Prisoners of
War (EPOW) and Other Detainees, 18 August 1994,_8ection 3. provides 000 policy for training
on the Geneva Conventions. The specific language in the directive follows:

"3._Policy, It is 000 policy that:

3.1. The U.S. Military Services shall comply with the principles, spirit, and intent of the
international law of war, both customary and codified, to include the Geneva Conventions
(references (b) through (e)).
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3.2. The U.S. Military Services shall be given the necessary training to ensure they have
knowledge of their obligations under the Geneva Conventions (references (b) through (e» and
as required by DoD Directive 5100.77 (reference (f» before an assignment to a foreign area
where capture or detention of enemy personnel is possible.

3.3. Captured or detained personnel shall be accorded an appropriate legal status under
international law. Persons captured or detained may be transferred to or from the care, custody I

and control of the U.S. Military Services only on approval of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for International Security Affairs (ASD(ISA» and as authorized by the Geneva Conventions
Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War and for the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time
of War (references (d) and (e)).

3.4. Persons captured or detained by the U.S. Military Services shall normally be handed
over for safeguarding to U.S. Army Military Police, or to detainee collecting points or other
holding facilities and installations operated by U.S. Army Military Police as soon as practical.
Detainees may be interviewed for intelligence collection purposes at facilities and installations
operated by U.S. Army Military Police."

Department of Defense Directive (DoDD) 5100.77, DoD Law of War Program, 9
December 1998. Section 5.5, proVides DoD policy for Law of War policy and training. The
specific language in the directive follows:

"5.5. The Secretaries of the Military Departments shall develop internal policies and
procedures consistent with this Directive in support of the DoD Law ofW ar Program to:

5.5.1. Provide directives, publications, instructions, and training so that the principles
and rules of the law of war will be known to members of their respective Departments, the
extent of such knowledge to be commensurate with each individual's duties and responsibilities.

5.5.2. Ensure that programs are implemented in their respective Military Departments to
prevent violations of the law of war, emphasizing any types of violations that have been reported
under this Directive.

5.5.3. Provide for the prompt reporting and investigation of reportable incidents
committed by or against members of their respe.ctive Military Departments, or persons
accompanying them, in accordance with directives issued under paragraph 5.8.4., below.

5.5.4. Where appropriate, provide for disposition, under the Uniform Code of Military
Justice {reference (i», of cases involving alleged violations of the law of war DODD 5100.77,
December 9, 19984 by members of their respective Military Departments who are subject to
court-martial jurisdiction.

5.5.5. Provide for the central collection of reports and investigations of reportable
incidents alleged to have been comm itted by or against members of thei r respective Military
Departments, or persons accompanying them.

5.5.6. Ensure that all reports of reportable incidents are forwarded to the Secretary of the
Army in his or her capacity as the DoD Executive Agent under subsection 5.6., below."

Army Regulation (AR) 350-1. Army Training and Education, 9 April 2003, Section 4-14,
sets the guidelines for Law of War training. The specific language in the regulation follows:
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"4-14. Law of war training

a. Soldiers and leaders require law of war training throughout their military careers
commensurate with their duties and responsibilities. Prescribed subject matter for training at the
following levels is specified in paras 4-14b-d of this regulation.

(1) Level A training is conducted during lET for all enlisted personnel and during basic
courses of instruction for all warrant officers and officers.

(2) Level B training is conducted in units for officers. warrant officers, NCOs and enlisted
personnel commensurate with the missions of the unit.

(3) Level C training is conducted in The Army School System (TASS).

b. Level A training provides the minimum knowledge required for all members of the
Army. The following basic law of war rules (referred to as "The Soldier's Rules," which stresses
the importance of compliance with the law of war) will be taught during level A training:

(1) Soldiers fight only enemy combatants.
(2) Soldiers do not harm enemies who surrender. They disarm them and turn them over

to their superior.
(3) Soldiers do not kill or torture enemy prisoners of war.
(4) Soldiers collect and care for the wounded, whether friend or foe.
(5) Soldiers do not attack medical personnel, facilities, or equipment.
(6) Soldiers destroy no more than the mission requires.
(7) Soldiers treat civilians humanely.
(8) Soldiers do not steal. Soldiers respect private property and possessions.
(9) Soldiers should do their best to prevent violations of the law of war.
(10) Soldiers report all violations of the law of war to their superior.

c. Unit commanders will plan and execute level B law-of-war training based on the

following:

(1) Training should reinforce the principles set forth in The Soldier's Rules.
(2) Training will be designed around current missions and contingency plans (including

anticipated geographical areas of deployment or rules of engagement).
(3) Training will be integrated into unit training activities, field training exercises and unit

external evaluations (EXEVAL). Maximum combat realism will be applied to tactical exercises
consistent with good safety practices.

d. Army schools will tailor law of war training to the tasks taught in those schools. Level
C training will emphasize officer, warrant officer, and NCO responsibilities for:

(1) Their perfonnance of duties in accordance with the law of war obligations of the
United States.

(2) Law of war issues in command planning and execution of combat operations.
(3) Measures for the reporting of suspected or alleged war crimes committed by or

against U.S. or allied personnel."
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Appendix F

Abbreviations and Acronyms

AAR

ABN

AC

AD

ANCOC

AOC

AOR

AR

ARNG

ASD(ISA)

ASD(SO/LlC)

ASI

BATS

BIAP

BDE

BN

CAT

CAV

CCC

C&E

CENTCOM

After Action Review

Airborne

Active Component

Armored Division

Advanced Noncommissioned Officer Course

Area of Concentration

Area of Responsibility

Army Regulation

Army National Guard

Assistant Secretary of Defense for International
Security Affairs

Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special
Operations and Low Intensity Conflict

Additional Skill Identifier

Biometric Assessment Tool Set

Baghdad International Airport

Brigade

Battalion

UN Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel.
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment

Cavalry

Captain's Career Course

Collection and Exploitation

U.S. Central Command
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CFLCC

CHA

CI

CID

CIF

C~MINT

CJCS

CJTF·7

CJTF·180

CMT

Co

COEHI

COMMZ

COMSEC

CONUS

CP

CPA

C-SIGINT

CSM

CTC

crr

DAlG

DO FORM

000

DOTMLPF

Combined Forces land Component Command

Corps Holding Area

Civilian Detainee

Criminal Investigation Division

Central Issue Facility

Counter-Imagery Intelligence

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Combined Joint Task Foree-7

Combined Joint Task Force-180

Common Military Training

Company

Contemporary Operational Environment High
Intensity

Communication ZOne

Communications Security

Continental United States

Collecting Points

Coalition Provisional Authority

Counter-Signals Intelligence

Command Sergeant Major

Combat Training Center

Common Task Training

Department of the Army Inspectors General

Department of Defense Form

Department of Defense

Doctrine, Organization, Training, Materiel,
Leadership, Personnel, and Facilities

F-2



DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 491

ORB

DSA

EC

EPW

FDU

FM

FORSCOM

FSB

FY

GC

GPW

HHD

HMMWV

HRD

HUMINT

IBOS

ICRC

ID

lED

lET

IG

ILO

IMINT

IN

I/R

Detainee Release Board

Division Support Area

Enemy Combatant

Enemy Prisoners of War

Force Design Update

Field Manual

Forces Command

Forward Support Battalion

Fiscal Year

Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War

Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of
Prisoners of War

Headquarters and Headquarters Detachment

High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicle

High Risk Detainee

Human Intelligence

Intelligence Battlefield Operating System

International Committee of the Red Cross

Infantry Division

Improvised Explosive Device

Initial Entry Training

Inspectors General

In Lieu Of

Imagery Intelligence

Infantry

IntemmenUResettlement
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JABS

JFLCC

JIDC

JIF

JRTC

JTF

LLEC

LMTV

METT·TC

MG

MI

MICCC

MI-CSB

MILES

MIOBC

MOS

MP

MRE

MRX

MTOE

MIT

MUA

MWR

NCO

NCOIC

Joint Automated Booking System

Joint Force Land Component Commander

Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center

Joint Interrogation Facility

Joint Readiness Training Center

Joint Task Force

Low Level Enemy Combatant

Light Medium Tactical Vehicle

Mission, Enemy, Terrain and Weather. Time,
Troops Available, and Civilian

Major General

Military Intelligence

Military Intelligence Captain career Course

Military Intelligence Corps Support Battalion

MUlti-Integrated Laser Engagement System

Military Intelligence Officer Basic Course

Military Occupational Specialty

Military Police

Meal Ready to Eat

Mission Rehearsal Exercise

Modified Tables of Organization and Equipment

Mobile Training Team

Maneuver Unit of Action

Morale. Welfare, and Recreation

Noncommissioned Officer

Noncommissioned Officer in Charge
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NORC

NPWIC

NTC

OCONUS

00

OEF

OGA

OIF

OMT

OPMG

OTJAG

OTSG

PLOC

PME

POC

POI

PUC

PWIC

PX

QOF

RC

RCF

ROE

RP

R&R

RSTAUA

National Detainee Reporting Genter

National Prisoner of War Information Center

National Training Center

Outside the Continental United States

Other Detainee

OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM

Other Government Organization

OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM

Operations Management Team

Office of the Provost Marshal General

Office of The Judge Advocate General

Office of the Surgeon General

Primary Leadership Development Course

Professional Military Education

Point of Contact

Program of Instruction

Person Under U.S. Control

Prisoner of War Information Center

Post EXchange

Quadrennial Defense Review

Reserve Component

Regional Correctional Facility

Rules of Engagement

Retained Person

Rest and Recuperation

Reconnaissance, Surveillance, and Target
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SAEDA

SASO

SF

SFC

SIMEX

SINCGARS

SOP

SOW

SRC

SSG

STX

TAA

TACSOP

TOA

TORC

THT

TIF

TOC

TOE

TRADOC

TIP

UA

UCMJ

UEx

Acquisition Unit of Action

SUbversion & Espionage Directed Against U.S.
Army &Deliberate security Violation

Stability and Support Operation

Standard Form

Sergeant First Class

Simulation Exercise (SIMEX)

Single Channel Ground/Air Radio System

Standing Operating Procedure

Statement of Work

Soldier Readiness Checks

Staff Sergeant

Situational Training Exercises

Tatal Army Analysis

Tactical Standing Operating Procedure

Table of Distribution and Allowance

Theater Detainee Reporting Center

Tactical Human Intelligence Team

Theater Interrogation Genter

Tactical Operations Center

Table of Organization and Equipment

Training and Doctrine Command

Tactics. Techniques, and Procedures

Unit of Action

Uniform Code of Military Justice

Unit of Employment x
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UEy

USACIC

USAIC

USAICS

USAMANSCEN

USAMPS

USAR

USASOC

USDB

WOAC

WOCS

2X

31B

31E

97B

97E

351E

Unit of Employment y

U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Command

U;S. Army Intelligence Center

U.S. Army Intelligence Center and School

U.S. Army Maneuver Support Center

U.S. Army Military Police School

U.S. Army Reserve

U.S. Army Special Operations Command

U.S. Military Disciplinary Barracks

Warrant Officer Advanced Course

Warrant Officer Candidate School

Human Intelligence I Counterintelligence
Personnel

Enlisted Military Occupational Specialty ~ Military
Police

Enlisted Military Occupational Specialty 
Internment/Resettlement

Enlisted Military Occupational Specialty 
Counterintelligence Personnel

Enlisted Military Occupational Specialty 
Human Intelligence (HUMINT) Collector

Warrant Officer Human Intelligence Collection
Technician
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