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sidered DoD support to all of these sgencles, but oy
we forused primardly on DoD support to the CIA. o
{The CIA coopersted with our investigation, but Coss. mmﬂm Wm
provided information only on activities in Irag) It Keoparosshents
isknpumwhlsmmthltltwuwmr
scope of our tasking to investigate the existence;
mummmmm :
thatmaybam:!umlyoperatadbyocmm‘ n scape.
thian by DaD.

({2 DoD pessonnel frequently worked.
together with OGAs 0 support thelr common
intelligence collscrion mission in the Global War
on Terror, » covperation envouraged by DoD lead-
ership early in  Operation ENDURING Areat
Fnsanom. InsupputnfOGAdetemhn o

:  policles would be followed during any interrogs-
- Joint Staff J.2 stated that *jojur understanding is
that ahy representative of any other governmen:-.
tul agency; including CIA, If conducting interroga-
o tions; debriefings, of interviews at & Do fucllily
© mwist sbide by all DoD guidelines.” On.many occa-
. alons, DoD and OGA personnel did conduct jolnt
. lntermptm at DoD faduda using Doi)

bowed, with the notsble excetion of pocisiaris when: our Interviéws with DoD personnal siasigs ;_ﬁ
oD temporarily held detalnes for the CIA - Incud various  datention  facilities  throughou ‘t
ing the detaines known as “TripleX" - withour Afghanistan and Iraq demonstrated that they did
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not have a uniform understarding of what rules
governed the involvernent 6f OGAs in the intetro-
. gation of DoD detainees. Such uncertalnty could
limits of varlous interrogation technipes, We
prmnulgntim of inw.-agency pcudu guvu'nmg

ﬂmmvdmm:ofocmmthumwmsnﬂmof a

DoD) detainess.

Medical Issiés Relaied to
Interrogation (1)

(U) In-reviéwing the perfosmunce of med-

kral persannel in detenﬁon‘ and lntarropum-

thmwﬁnmmismpmmd medmtlyina
Donoucyismadbytln.AmuntSmryor

UNOLASSIFIED . mmam:y
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Defense for Heilth Affsis 0wy April 10, 2002,
wmmwmrummm
UnderU.S.melDettinedh-; o

Operation Enduring Freedom,™
“{iin any casa inwhlch therz ix

e .mdmedlulu'ummt. Anmult.ln
tonplementation ﬂf’P&lﬂcuqulmmtts.

o 'Mwmmvmm“mwwu
gaon;  recordings. This there is & Niaed for 8 focused

tradalng program in this ares %0 that sur medical
personnel are avare of and comply with detaines
mmmwm:mwm

(U) Second, 1t 15 @ growing: trend in the
Gighal War on Terror for behavitiral science persan-
nel to work with snd support interrogators. These
perscinnél obaserie interrogations, amses detaines
behavier and motivations, Tevigw. interrogation

s, in techriiques, and offer sdvice to driterrogators. This

support can be effective In helping inverrogators col-
MWMWME:MM
done within proper limitx. We foumd thet behaviaral
sclence parsonned weré not invoived in' detalose

1%
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medical care (thnis avalding sny inberent conflict
bétviees: curing for detainees and crafting Intecroge-
tion strategies), nor were they pesmitted aocoss to
-dmmmedm!mﬁfnrmddevm

Interrogation strategles. However, since neither the )

'cumcmmus.nmmmm
trine spacifically address the lssue of behaviocal acl-
ence persornel sssisting interrogators in developing

Wmnmmummmmm f

an ad hoe disnner. In our view; Dol policy-level

mum@mmﬁm&hrmkw
mmmmuwamww :
mmwmmwm)wmdompm dotad WX

udpntzlnpmuum

(U} Another ares that dessrves DoD ol

.-. cy-levelmm mmnmm it

muwwmmw
Mﬂuuahus.hwwvﬂdumabmlmemﬂ&n-

gituat mwmmn had lmie lnmmt in
mmtt.

MMRMMMhmw

! mmmwmmmmm&

Ay *ty dischargad their obilgation to report (and where

mmmm&ammmm
sonnel, or from seeking help with medical issues,

y possible, prevent) detainee abuse, However, our:

inteiviéws with medical personnel indicated that.

sbuse, and hed In those instances reported it

e through the chain of command. Separstaly we per-

formed & systematic review of investigative notes
and sutopsy results in ocder to amees the Toles of
medical personnel, especially in sny case ‘where
detairis wbusy was suspectsd. ‘'We reviewed 68
. detulnes deaths: B3 in Iraq and five in Afghsnistan;

T S TR
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" there were no desths st GTMO, (These deaths were
not:all sbusa-related, and therefore do not correlate.
directly to the death cases described int cur analysis.
of ubuse) Of these deaths, we identified three in
m&wmmmwmyms
attempted to misrepresent the circumnstances of
death, possibly in an effort to disgulse detatnee:
biss. Two of these were the previously described
deathis i Bagrani, Afghanistin in Decarber 2002,
and one wes the afcrsmentioned death st Abu
Ghrath in November 2003. ‘The Afmy Surgeon
General is currently reviewing the specific madical
handling of thess three cases.

{U) Human intelligenice in
interrogation in particular; are
ponents of the Globial War on Terror,
intelifgence in the post-o/1L we
enemy's obility 1o resist intouwe;

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

conducted within the confines of our armed
forces' obligstion to treat detalness humanely. In
aﬁdltlmmmlyﬂaoﬂomtm dswnae

iex Ok by tha LIS, i the Global Wer
errarNigeye been treated humariely, and that
Jabyiheiming majority of LS. personnel have
rveblonorably, For those fow who have not,
,isnos!ngle mm&ﬂngup!mﬂm Wmu

> bemnmmalfnctormdemmue.we!me

nevertheless identified a number of missed oppor:
cannot sy that there would necesserily have been
fess detalnes abuse had these opportunities been
acted upon, These are opportunities, however,
that should be considersd in the development of
Iummixstermgmmpam

21
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Introduction (U)

(U} In early 2004, revelations of detainee
abuse in Irag's Abu Ghraib prison, potentially
mvolvmgU.S.Armymihtmymtaﬂlgmceaawdiaa
military police personinel, suggested the need for
an investigation of Department of Defense interro-
gation policy and implsmentation. On May 25,
2004, the S .""‘_"'ofﬂdemdirod:e&thaﬂwa!
Inspector General, through the Secrétary of the
Navy, to conduct & comprehensive roview of
Department of Defenss interrogation techniques
related to the following:

. (U)Gvanfmmmoﬂayd&tmmaandmtmﬁga
tion operations from January 6, 2002;

* {U) Operation ENDURING FREEDOM;

* (UY Operation TRAQI FREEDOM; i

¢ (U) doint Special Operations in the US. Cantral
Command area of responsibility; and

¥ ﬂDTheIraqSurvamep

tasked to identify and report on all Department of
Defemamtarmgnhonhehmquu. ‘The Sacretary’s
directive: spemﬁed that the Review muat:

* U} Examirio 8] DoD interrogation tech-
niques consideted, authorized, prohibited,

* (U) Determine whether (and if so, to what
extent) techniques prescribed for uss in one
command or Operstion were adopted for use
n anocther; and

UNCLASSIFIED * imomavetior

* (U} Inquire into-any DoD support to, or par-
ticipation in, the interrogation operations of
non-DoD) entition.

In subsequent meetings with the Naval Inspector
Gmml.theSmtuyafDafenuempbmudhn
&emmmmmhgamtww@handpmtau
mmmw&o&nwandﬁmm
people.

pwvmdaampmhmmchmmlugymmdmgﬁu
deve}opmnnt approval and .implementation of
interrogation techniques, In order to meet desiied

tindelines, minimize :mpacttoongoingomm

and avoid conducting multiple interviews of the.
saine personnel, a decision was made to draw upon
numerous other investigations and reviews of
interrogation and detention operations, which are
summarized in a later section of this report.

(U) Additionally, the Naval Inspector
General was desigriated as the Secretary of Defenss’s
principal representative to the Independerit Panel to
Review DoD Detention Operations (hereinaiter

-m&xﬁhuﬂm'hﬂeparﬂentms“m
Rumafeld asked the Indepa

lent Panel, which was
chisived by the Hmm-able James R. Schlesinges - a
former Director of Central Intalliginee, Secretary of
pendent, professional advice on the isses that you

. %
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consider mogt pertinent related to the various alle-
midabumatDuDdetenbmfac:hMLbased
on [a} review of cdinpleted and pending investi
reports and other misterials and. mfurmaﬁon.
During the course of oir review, information wes
shired: with the Independent Panel -to facilitate its
dﬂibmahmandtoavoﬂduphmﬁonofﬁmtm
studying interrogation palicy and. procodures. (In
addltionwtheHmableJadeﬂmngm;ﬂm
Iridependent Panel includad the Honorable Harold
Bmwn,formerSenetmynfDd'mm,ﬂlaHonmaﬂe
Tilia. K, Fowler, farmer US; Representstive from
Floride; end retired Air Force Genersl Charles A.
Operation DESERT STORM, and subsequently
mmmnndadtheN‘mthAmumAmmDefeme
Command.) :

{U)Ourmewfommmthnspociﬁcmk
ing in the Secretary's memorandum of May 25,
2004, Asmcb,ltdoeamta&d:wmemesthat
may: be of importance but are: nevertheless not
dmlyrelatadhum; hsuudealmgmﬂx
this mberpmtntaon of intemational Jaw, rationale
for apecific decisions by senicr officialg, the value
and suecess of onguing strategic intellipence
efforts, and leégal definitions are only addressed
when epseifically and directly determined to be rel
evint to our tasking. Finelly, any information. dis-
covered that was relsted to potential sbuse of
detainees wag referred to the appropriate criminal
investigative authority.

%4
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Investigative Approach (U)

{U) On June 1, 2004, theNnvalbwpectar-
General, Vice Admiral Albert T Church I, USN,
ambledaplamﬁngntuffth_stbmghthgeﬁm
experienced investigators;, interrogation and
dmnmwmﬂummwm

Joint Stafl‘, the Swa, and the applienblo
Combatant Commends (thy U.S: Southern, Central
and Special Operations Commands), Theplnnning
Mdawhpadamxdmefbwkm&hmwhdga
that facilitated the creation of traveling assess-
ment teams, organized to conduiet field interviews:
and document collection, and.a Washington team,
whiehwouldmergemdmlymﬂmddawnmd.
Executive Diredmofthelﬂﬂepmdmpmeb in
activities with those of the Indspendent Panel. In
sddition, William McSwain, an Assistant United
States Attorney, was selected to sorve ax the
EmwhveEdrmform:rmport Coliectivaly; this
group was, designated the Interrogation Special
Focus Team (ISFT), -

(U) The ISFTs intent was to conduct

wroagh investigation, including in-theater inter.
wmmthanﬁmumof&mﬁmﬁonmng
military operations. To thaf end, during the month
of June 2004, the ISFT began detailad research
into DoD) interrogation policy and doctrine, as well
ey available mformahonmngnpociﬁc intar
rogation operations in Guantsnemoe Bay,
Afghanistan, ind Irag. The research encompassed

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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informational interviews with interrogation mib-  * (U) General and Flag officers, inchiding the
Jactmatﬁrexp&ﬂamdthamawofpohcymd Vics Chuirman of the Joint Chisfa of Staff,
doctring docunsents (many provided by multiple the Commander, US. Central Command, and

?::‘:,:m in response to ISFT data calls). This- others (see gure below) .~
abled the dewelopmient of standard interview- Imn,mw ,mm
templates used to collect stitements from interre- tU)Mz“htary
gat:on-rehtadpmonmlintheﬂmatmofm' -
tion, =8 well as key senior military and civilian
officials. Persons interviewed or who provided writ-
ten responses would include:

* (U) Senior Dol policymnkers, including the
Deputy Secretary ofDei'mae, the Under

.-‘m}Pomnnd umlved in "point of capture”

General Counsel of the Departmant of ‘-;_quaahonmg of detainees (£, infantry

Defense, and athers (see figure below) . %, soldiers)

¢ Dr Paul Welfowits , DoputyJocasiary o Defense. - uucmssm
. mmmmmamwmm :

* Mr Douglas Fith, Under Sectgtafy of Dofunse for Policy

** Mr. William Haynés, Gezinzal Counsel of the Department of Defense

* Mr Matt Waxnihp, Bopyty Amistant Secretary of Defense for Detainoo Affuirs

. mmmwwwdhmm )

* Mir, Stevits Movells; General Coonsel, Depiartment of the Army

. &MMMMW&%M

. @Wmmmamcmmmmm>

”-- a&mmmqmwwmwrm«m
wmmmmcmmuacmmmmm
. mmmmummmmcmmrm
Commander, JTF-180
* LTG Anthony Jones, USA, Deputy CG/Chisf of Staff, USA Training & Doctrine

UNCLASSIFIED » msivduction
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* TG Keith Alsxander, USA, Deputy Chief of Staff of the Army, G-2
» memumcwmmcmtmdmw
Afghanistan (CFC.A)

. mg?smmmq&msammrm&m@r

* VADM Lowell Jacoby, USN, Directar, Defenao Intelligence Agency -""-’.-; '. E."‘% |

* VADM David Nichols, USN, Commander, NAVCENT/Commandes=-FIFUiL Flivt

. g&gmmmmmmopmﬂmmm' 3‘3‘1‘?
(8] & =

. 'Msmnqmmnmasummmm&m'

I‘hrmar%mmdm;htq&ﬂ‘vqﬂrwp i

: Menmnmmmmammg_@w

MG Erio Oleon, USA, CG, CITF6, Afghanizfan %

Mamwmwmmmnm

MG Walter Wojdakowaki, UBA, Dopirly, Cannmding General, V Corps

o Doty o CMALUEA Lalmen & Sy

AMGMMMUEA,M&WM
mwﬁymmu@m.ammommcmmam
MG Barbara Fast, USA, foret-2, MNF

MG Martin Dempsey, USA, O, 18 Armored Division '
usmmmmmmmmmmcmmo
WWWJWMMM&&M
mmammmqmmwwww
Cdmmanding General, 1st Marivis Division

.
—
g

.o._‘-‘op

cuooo‘w_s

\ pol Balir, USN, Judge Advocats General of the Navy
. Bﬂ“wéodmsa,mmmm -
v ‘BQ John Cimbor; USA, Director for Intsiligence; J-2, US, Central Comiand
& ‘BQMWU&.DGGWWWW :
-;; WMW&MM%MMMM
%MMWU&&QDMMMM
: mm&mu&msﬁmmcmmdmmm
mmmmmmmmmm UNCI FIED
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(U)Wamadeadmxonmttomherwiewtbe
detainees themselves in order to minimize any
impect on angoing interrogation operations; liow-
ever,wedtdmewmmmpompmﬂedbythe
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC).

W In htedumthmxghearly.!uly 2004,

_the assessment tesms traveled to Guantanamo
Bay,AfghaniatanandImqmordertomnduct
interviews and first-hand exdminations of deten-
tion and interropetion facilities and operations.
In total, the ISFT collectod more than 800 state-
ments from personnel involved in detdinee opora-
tious. In addition, A series of follaw-on questions
maﬂkadofsemoroiﬁcinhh:theommofﬁw
Secmtary of Defense and the Joint Staff durhzg‘
the course of the investigation, The information

thusd collected provided the foundation for the

findings presented in this report. Throughout
our effort, we were impressed by the high lovel of
cogpération and accommodation we Teceived, par-
ticularly from combat forees in the field.

(U) Following t.hwintroduchnn, the reportis
divided. mbo nine main seckiona.

. m)ﬂmﬁmmdxmumﬂw]emmh
cy ‘and doctrinal framework within which

Dob detention and: interrogation operations
take place,

UNCLASSIFIED * troduction
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(U) The: necond saction provides a sumumary
of previous veports that address detention
and intervogation operations in the Global
War on Terror: .

(U} The third sectiv ion provides an anbalysis

of detaines abuse investigations during the

Globel War on Terror:

(U} The fourth, fifth, 'ami aixth sections

desctibe the evolution of interrogation: toch-
niques considered,. authorived, prohibited,
and employed in the course of the Global
War on Terror in Guantanamo Bay,

- Afghenistan, and Iraq respectively.

* (U) The seventh section examines the role

of contractors in DoD interrogations.

(U} The eighth section examines DoD sup-

port ta, or participation in, the interroga-

tion operations of non-DoD entities, alsn

termed other government agencies, or

(U} The ninth section examines the role of
USS. medical personnel in interrogation.

27
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Department of Defense Interrogation:
Law, Policy, Doctrine and Training (U)

(U} Timely and accurate intellipence is
esgential to the effective conduct of military oper-
ations. Defense Department interrogators, both
wilitary and civilian, seek to gain human intelli-
gence (HOMINT) from enemy prisoners of war
énd other detainees in order to suppert DoD mis-
sions, fivm the tactical (e, counter-insurgency
patrols in Iraq or Afghanisten) to the strategic
{e.g., defense of the U8, homeland against a cat-
astrophic terrorist attack),

(U This section of our report provides the
background for our subsequent discussion of
interrogation operations in GTMO, Afghanistan,
- and Irag. Tt beging with an cverview of interna.
tional law, US. law, Department of Defenss polis
¢y, and doctritie governing DoD mtemgiﬁm
including a discussion of the Preaxdent‘s
February 7, 2002 detarmi.natwn regar&mg the
IsgalstahuufalQae&nndTah’banmembm
under the Geneva. Conmhm T then provides
& summary of Don doctnne for detention
operations, mclud;ng the doctrinal velation-
ship between uut:tn.ry police (MP) and military
mtelligence (MI)*peraunnel Next, thig section
provides a. _summary of the limited doctrine
pertaining to joint, coalition and interagency
intarrogation facilities. It concludés with an
averview of the force structure and training
for Do) intérrogators.

UNCLASSIFIED ¢ Law oty Doctrine e Training

Interrogation: Law and Policy (U)

(1) Army Field Manual 34-52, Intelligence
Intamgahm,atatwthat‘thegnﬂufmyhzt&m—
gnﬁunmtoobbmnrdmblemfomaﬁmmulmnﬁd
muw,mnnﬂnnmmamomdm andd to sat-
isfy intelligence requh-anantu utany echelon of
commstid® (amphnmsaddad) Inmmgakommat
anumesboundbyapphcableus.lam,mduding
maty«basedlma,andti&pulida

@App}mdtodatanhonmdintmmgahm

operitions . in time of armed conflict, this body of
- Jaw snd policy ig intended t6 ensure the humane
‘treatment of individuals who fall into the hands of

a party to the confliict. In the following parsgraphs,
we will review the légal and policy framework gov-
erning detention and interrogation before twrning

(U) DoD> personnel are bound by U.S, lavy
including the law of armed conflict, found in
treaties to which the US. is party Among other
things, these' laws prohibit. torture or otlier cruel,
inkumane or degrading treatment of detainees.
Internatiorial and US, laws define torture i the
Convention Aguinst Torture and Other Cruel,
and in Title 18, Section 2340 of US. Code, reapec-
tively; mote, however, that there i 1o treaty-
inhwrngne or degrading treatment,

29
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(U) It is US. policy to. vse the Geneva
sven when the Conventions are not legally binding
(in the words of DoD Directive 5100.77, “dixrh:gan

the irreducihle minimum standard of treatmient ',fn
Thus, the conecept of humsne treatment remsing
undefined, and well-meaning individuals enalyzing
interrogation technigues might differ on whether

(1) In addition, DoD personmel engoged in-..

armed conflict ave bound by the law of wer, sau-
merated in the Geneva Conventions of 1849, The
law of waris intended to “diminish the evils of war™
by regulating the means of waxfave, diid by protect-
mgthemmsofmbuthwmbatkntamimvﬂm:.
Anwmviawnfthepmpmandsmpeuftheﬁenm
Conventians, their implementation in DoD policy,
andthmrappﬁmﬁonintheGlobalWarchermrm
pwvxdedbelcw. IR

) Purpose nndScopeoftbeIawof
Wor ‘~.__..-: 2 .

(ULThé Geneva Conventions pertinent to
detention and intervogation operations are the
Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of
Prisoners of War, herein sbbreviated as GPW,
and the Geneva Convention Relativé to the

30
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Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of Wan,
abbrevisted as' GC. The GPW provides protec.
tion for captured snemy miilitary personnel,
including millitary medical pévaoimel and chap-

lains (referred to as: retmnedpmmm") The GC
protects civilian internses captitred in & belliger-
ent's home state or ocoupied territory: Private
citizetis who ¢ngage in unsuthorized acts of vio-
lence and who fail to neet the criteria set forth in

entitled to the protection commensurate with their
citegory (prisoner of war or divilian protectsd per-
gon). The figure on the next page provides a it

which, while not all-inchisive, describes the protec-
tions that are wioat relevant to interrogation oper-

ations. In all cases, Do) personnel are obliged to
uphold the basic standard of buniane treatment of
detainges, and t6.obey laws prohibiting asmslt,
tort - ,.- 33 m& atherfmnsof n--- l.','

ment.

(U) GPW explicitly addresses those
instances when capturing foices cannot immedi-
atdydmmethemdadatam “ghould
any doubt exist a5 to whether persons, having com-
mitted & belligrent act and baving fallen into the
hiamds of the enemy; belong to the categories enu-
meruted in {GFW] Article 4, such persons shall
aunyﬂmprotedmnof{pdwnmofmimtﬂmdi
time ag their status has been detsrminad by a com-

UNGLASSIFIED * Lsw, Pollcy, Doclrine and Trsining
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Article 17

petent fribumal® (GPW, Article 5), Though the
Geneva Conventions do not describe themmpaa

tion of such a tribunal, DoD policy provides specif.
.mgmdanee,umﬂbadmibedbehw

) In sum; DoD pu-wnnai ave always
bound ‘to treat” detah:eel -Hhurisnely, at a. mini-
roum; and memypﬁsmaofwar and civiliang
wvmdbytheﬁenmcmmtmmmtobe
granted the additional protections preseribed by
Geneva, -. -

{U) The following section provides a survey
of the DoD policy documenty that amplify’ end

assign responsibilities-with regard to US. law of

war chligations,

UNCLASSIFIED » Law, Policy, Doctrine and Training

Genavacmenhnnl’rotanﬁm Prizoners of War mdProwatedPerm:(U)

anmmmmmammmawwm
~(U) Shall be humanely treatsd st a1} times. (GPW, Artide 13)
*@Nophyﬁealwmeuta!tmtma,mrauychherfomnfmmon,mbe i
inﬂieﬁedmprhmmd‘mhmueﬁmtheminfomsbmufmkfn&
whatever. anmofwarwhoreﬁwatommrmaynothﬂuaﬁemd,bmked,
ore:q:osedhunpleesantordmﬂvaatagemmmtoﬂnyhn& (GPW,

m)l’lvtacﬁmaﬂurdedtapmtecte&pm(g(}) -
- (U} Shall be hurizinely treated at all timea:* (GG, Article 27)
- {1} No physical or moral coercion ﬂnﬂhmx@s&dwmmm
' parﬁuﬂm'toobtainmformn&onfmmthemwﬁ'omﬂmdpmﬁas. (GG Articla 813

(U)l)ol)Policy

(U) Two Department of Defense Directives,
or DoDDs, specify DoD policy regarding the law of
‘wat and detainee operations: DoDD 5100.77, DaD
Law of War Program, and DoDD 2310, DaD
points:

’ (U}I};iul)obpuliwﬁoenm“mthahwd
war obligations of the United Siatey ars
cbeerved and enforced by the DoD
Compuonents.

31
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* {U} It is DoD palicy $o comply with the prin.
tiples, spirit éind intent of the international
law of way, both customary and codified, to
inchude the Geneva Conventions.

aceorded an sppropriate legal ‘status under
international live In addition, DoD personnel
moust comply with the law of war during =il
armed conflicts, however such conflicts are
characterized, and with the principles and
spirit. of the law of wer daring all other oper-
ationa,

_ Thegs directives nssign executive responsibility for

thel)ol}lawofwaranddetmneemmﬁothe
Secretary of the Army, and specify that individu-
dls captured of détained by U.S. mﬂxtary forces
should normally be handed over for safeguarding
toUS.AmwMPaaasmnanpracﬁul.

ﬁDArmReglﬂahont)mD—S Enmzy

Interniees, and. O'thu- Deﬁum implements the

detmneammﬂndpolmesouthnedeODD

2310.1. AR 190-8 has been adopted by all four

Samces.andisnpphcablemthregardww
ment of detainges in the custody of the U8, axmed
forces. In addition to describing the administra-
tion of the Dol) detsinee program, AR 190-8 eatah-

lishes standerd DoD. terminoclogy for detaines

«categories, derived from the Geneva Conventions
(see fignre on the next page). (The carrent edition
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of AR 190-8 was approved in 1937

requirements for “competent tribimnals” for the

' determination of detaines status when such status.
‘is in doubt, as mandated by the Geneva

Conventions, mmsmﬂmmm
converiad by commanders holding geveral court-
marﬁniauthmtybacompwedofthmsmmmm
sxmedoﬂm(atlemﬁoneofwhmmmbeﬂdd
prade—s major. or equivaleni—or higher), and
hwtheushmmyofthedeminee,ifmrmmd.
Detainess datermined not to be EPWs may not, &5
nmntt&rofDquohcy(mlﬁwhtooﬁwrMm
by higher autharity) be imprisshed or otherwise
peuslized ‘without further proceedings to. deters:

"mine what act they have: mmmittedandwhlttha

punishment should be,

U) Army FM 34-52; Intelligence
Interrogation, provides further amplification of
Geneva Convention vhligations pertaining directly
to interrogation opmtzom *[the Geneva
of violanos or intimidation, induding physical or
mental torture, threats, insults, or exporure to
inhumane treatment as a means of or sid to inter-
sgainst-onie's will. Such aétions would include, for
examiple, committing or thresténing torfure, or
jmplying thet rights accorded by the Geneva
Qonventions will not be provided unless the

detainiee cooperates with the interrogatar.
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(U) Detainee Categories:

= (1) CF: Civilian intsrnees

(U)GenevaandtheWarouTemr

(D In a meino dated February 7; 2002,
PmdthewgaWBushdetmmeﬂthatmiban
detameesWem‘\mlawfulmbntmm”mtlegally

. enhﬂedtopnsmwufwmn{th,andnlqm

mmnbmalaomdmtthfyaspmmmofwan&r
the folowing reasons: N

L rtnmemsm Afghanistanisapaﬁybo
theGanwﬂConmtmns hawsvnr,memben

.....

2. (IJ}AIQaeJa Ananon-stateorgmﬁmhon,
alQaada:anot—andmthputyto
any international treaty, including the
Ceneva Conventions,

President deterrnined that ol Qaeds and Taliban

"UNCLASSIFIED » Law, Policy, Dostrine and Training

Army Regulation 180-8: Detainee Categories (U)

* (D EPW: Bhemy prisoners of wan

* () RP; Retained persans {medical personnel and chaplains);

« (U) OI:. Otber detainees. (ARIQU-BdBﬁnaaOBnmdetammwhuhavemt
yetbeendawﬁsdasEPWCI arRP OBsmmhﬂedtoEPWtreaﬁnmtunﬁl
snchndmtﬁmhnnhnsbeanma&ebyawmmm&und.)

COPY NUMBE&?&EED

datmnmwmtobe&md“humanelymd.mthn

mntwmmdmﬂmtwﬁhmﬂim

nemtgmamnermaﬁtmtwiththapﬁnd-
pIeaomeva.

strates, US. military operations since September
11, 2601 have taken place within an sgtablished
legal and policy framework. The Global War on
Terror is distinet from traditionsal conflicts such ay
the World Wirs bacaiiss of our adversavies’ disre.
- gard for the law of war; however, US forces con-
tinue to ba governed by the law of war and by US.
policy with an ernphasis on the humana treatment
of all detainees.

Interrogation: Dectrine (U)

(L) There is no master Dol) Interrogation
doctrine; howeven, the UL8. Army tactical interro.

3
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gation doctrine forms the de facte basis for inter-
rogations conducted by Dol intelligence person-
nel. This doctrine is currently codified in the
1982 Army Field Manual 34-52, Intelligence

Interrogation, and consists of seventeen interro~
gation techniques - called "approaches” in the

manual - which may be used singly or in combi-
natioh in order to elicit information from
detainees. FM 34-52 specifies that these tech-
nigues; listed in the fipure on the fiext page, are
not intended. to constitute an all-irclasive list;
rathet; they constitute 8 compilution of m_ethoi!s

and procedures that have proven successful over:

time, Additionally, the techniques are described

in broad terms, and leave room for creativity in.
Howsver, FM 34-52 .

their implementation.
explicitly requires that all interrogations be con-

ducted in sccordsnee with the detainéé;pmtec-z-
tions guaranteed by the laws and policies
described above: “The approach techniques are
nok néw nor are all the poiﬁlb‘ia: or seeeptable

techniques discusied below. Everything the
interrogator says and Hoes must be in concert
with the {Genm Convanhm’j and [the Uniform
Codeof Mihtary Jushce] "

(U) Althwgh they have not officielly adopt-
ed FM 34-52 as doctrine, cthm- Dol mmpments

lnmtsnssumhedmththelaw ofwsr dtmngmtaw

military unit that indludes intérrogators, the ven-

54
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jor intelligente officer is assigned the respongihili- '
tyafenmmngthataﬂintmmgnhmmwformed .

in. accordarice with the Geneva Conventions: axd
US. policies. FM 34-62 wggaatlthatﬂusmbe
e&'e&edthmughthemewofozﬂwwﬁmm

p!mhysemorintumwm‘whanpw

sible* however, review of interrogation plans is .

not mandatory) Within these bnundn, intarroge-
tors may employ 'mrdmlosml ploys, verbal trick-
ery, or other nonviolent [and] non-coercive
ruses.. din the mte:mgaﬂon of hesitant or 1imcoop-

(U)Pnortmtsappmva!inl%&ﬂ’h&%ﬁﬁ
wnamiswedfor]egalmﬁidmcyhythaﬂﬁmd
tbeJuﬁggAdmtaGanmaloftheAmx Though
FM 3452 17 techniqués ere riot inherently legal
or illegal, the stipulation tht interrogators must
adhere at all times to the Geneva Conventions and
the Uniform Code of Military Juatice (UCMJ) pro-
vides the backstoy intended to prevent sbuse.

(U) As previously noted, there is no official

DoD-wide intérrogation doctrine. Though the

Joint Staf is developing a Joint interrogation doc-
trine; at present FM 34-52 constitutes the stan-
dard guide for condacking interrogations.

(U) Questioning and Interrogation:
From Captare to Internment

{U)-Hecognizing thut the value of intellis
gence inforration may decrease with time, us
military doctrine states that deteiness may be
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(U) Boarce: US: Areny Field Manual 34-53, ntelligenics Interrogation

L (U) Direct. The interrogater sk questions directly related to information sought,
- making'no effort to conceal the interrogation's purpose, Always theﬁntapprh&ehb be
attempted, and régortedly highly effective during past conflicts (eg., Operation DESERT |
{ STORM), : i ¥ :
2. (Uy Incentive. Theinterrogator uses huxury items (e.g., cigaettes) ibova nd beyand.
- ‘those required by Genwahmwdtkedetmneeforooopmhm,w!ththzimphwhonthat
such items will be withheld for failure to conperate, FM 84-52 canitions that sny withhold-
ing of items must not amount to & denisl of biasic hitinan needs - thus food, medicine, efc.
may not be withheld. . .t -

3. () Emotional Love. The interrogathr plays on the dataines's existing emotionsl.
| tendencies to create a psychological “biurden” which may be eased by cooperation with the
Intersogater. An “Emotioual Love* téchrique might invalve telling & detsinee with sppar-
ent high regard for his fellow soldiers that sooperstion will help shorten the eanflict arid

- 4. (U) Emotional Haté. An “Emotional Hate® technique might fnvolve telling a |
dstainse with apparent contempt for his fellow soldiers that cooperation with the inter-
rogator will dhw alliod forces to destroy the dataines old unit, thus affording him & meas-

mOf‘re‘vengg p "-' ! . .
| 5. (UD Fear Up (Harsi): The "Foar Up" techuique takes adviintage of » detaineds pre- h
Eﬁstmg fears to promote: cooperation. For example, an. interrogator might: exploit &

detainies's fear of being prosecuted for war crimes, "Fear Up (Harsh)" involves the intei
rogator behaving in an overpowering manner with a loud and threatening voice, perhaps
detainies that 18 does 1 fact have something to fear, buit that; the interrogator offers a pos-. |

sible way ot of the “trap,* FM $4-52 notes that of the 17 doctrinal gpproaches, "Feer Up"
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approaches have the greatest potential to violate the law of war, snd that interrogators
fmmmkamtmwavddﬂum&nmgmmdngadaﬁnmmmhhm of the Gensva
Convention. In addition, “F%ari?p&!mh)’wgmﬂlymmmdadwdyuahstrm
' hemmcbherappm&chmmwmbeeﬁechwmgmemhngmppmtmththedmm
it has been used. S,

8. (U) Fear Up (Mild). Tevaﬂdﬁd)"mawim.mﬁmslappmachtohknndvm-
_ tagaofthadstmnee‘spmwmbngfm,egammanaﬁempttocmmmﬁ:emm .

:cooperahmw:thth&mtemgatormllhmpodﬁve"

. 7. (U)Fear-Down. 'I‘hsdatameemmothedm&mlmedmordertohm]dmppcrtanda
- sense-of seeurity regerding the interrogator. ‘

B. (0} Pride and Ego-Up. Thedetameeuﬁaﬁere&hyﬁ:emmmmmptmghms
' tapmvidemfomntionmwderwgamﬁntherpmisa(ag,bydammsmﬁnzhmmpw
tmthemtnhwmunhy’awareﬁ‘mt} E .

9. (U)PrideandEgo-Bm %emmmgwdstheﬂmwbychﬂlmginghk
loyalty, intelligence, efc:; thedetmneemnythenrevealmformaﬁnnmnnattmpthm :
stmtethatthamterrogahnswmnz.

10 ﬂhmwtmmmwmnnﬂypumadmthedetﬂmthaﬂtmmﬁhw
mwmmg.bmﬂample)mu&mummubbm&emmﬁmm |
talks eventually; eft: Thiatec}mquemnotumdbymdf,raﬂm it i psed to paint a bleak
picture.for tlw detmuee. whichmnbem:plﬁte& using other 'bed:mqm (e.g., Emoticnial

Ime)w.‘-. ) -

1I. (U}WaanAIl The intervogatot employs test questions to which answers are
Mhmmmhmmwsdmmtthemmmsawrmﬂbhwmxmd |
recigtance to questioning is therefore pointleas,

36 , ’ ‘.
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12. (U) File and Dossler, The intarrogator prapares a dossier with complste informa-
 ton on the detainied's background, possibly padding the file with edditianal paper to |
increasaits bulk. If this technique is succesaf), the detaines will be intimidated by the size
eftheﬁlqmdwndudeﬂmtw&yﬂﬁngmabudykmwumdth&tm&mwhp&nﬂm

13 (U)EstahlishYmrId-ﬁty ’I‘hemtermgntwmmststhztﬁw&mmaaunotwho :
'Mmhkhtmmmmmwmmmwwmw&m.
.xﬁas. m&wmmwdwmmfmﬁmmmmpttommsm

14, (U) Repetition. mmtenoaatormpaatsmhquesﬁuﬁandmmmtﬂhp}em
mtﬂ,mwd&hmh&fyﬁwmﬁamhrmdhukthsm&wﬁwdﬁmmm-
queshonsﬁxﬁyandmd:dly .

15. GI}Rapi&Flre. Theintanogatoraslmquesbminmﬁmonwthﬂ&m
detaines, mmmmwmmmmmﬁmmmﬂmm lead-
' mgtowntmﬁehnyamwm,dﬁmﬂalyﬂwdetmneemaybegmtoapakmmﬁedyin
.mmmwmmu@mmmudmwmmmm

16. (U)Sﬂunt. Tbehmogaﬁorsﬂmﬂylooksthedetmneeaquaubmthsayeforan
mdedpeﬂo&mﬁ!thedatainwbewmsnmurm Thsintexmgstorbreaks
themimcewhenthedataineeappemmdwwmk

17, {IDChﬁ:gc‘omeu. Theinhumgatoren@geuthedetahmemanenmmwt;
othuthmmh:tumgaﬁmmominudmhmthammaaswdmm.ormﬁchhim
wthhisgumldm For example, an interrogator might invite the detainée to another-
_ mfwm&emmtmmmmmmmtmmmmua
marﬂhthedetmhmmamdmgagathedehmneeinmmﬁmﬂmm

37

- UNCLASSIFIED . Law, Folicy, Docirtns and Trsining

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPV NTTMRER ONR

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 220



Fan 5

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPY NUMBER ONE

UNCLASSIFIED

interrogated prior to their arrival at detention Police Detention and Internmeént/Resettlemsnt
facilities, as noted in AR 190-8 “Prisoners may Operations.

be interzogated in the combat zone, 'The use of

physical or mental torture or ‘any coercion to @Bym%&mmﬁmwm
compel prisoners to provide information is pro-  gories of defention Ficility: uoilecﬁngpainh!(nor
hibited., Intarrogatxonn will normally ba per- manynperatedhymwn‘lﬁmimmmmy

peraunnei.” A&dztmnaliy. non-MI peramnel xnay mmpaniea attached toAnnycmps) and IR fucili-
doctrinally conduét "tactieal questioning” of ties (normally opmbywtymmdmm.
detainees in the field prior to their delivery to  battalions under MP brigades reporting to the the-
short- or long-term detaines holding facilities.  ater commender). Division collecting points (CPs)
and-cirps holding areas (CHAs) are intended to
(U) Detainees may be captured or collected prav:deforthaimmedmtanfetyan&weﬂ»beingof'
in the field by any US. service inember. Therefore, . detainess, while preventing them from fripeding
doctring provides for basie, direct questioning of combat operations on the battlefield. CP aize may
detameesbympﬂnmgfomeatoamnmfmmn- . vary depending on the detainee capfure rate, and
tion of irornediats tactical value. The figureori the Tacilities may range from simple concertina wire
following page provides an examiple of two shemory enclosures. to existing structures such as sban-
mdsmtedforU.S.Armysoldieuferﬁ:mpm« donsd schools or warshoiises. CHAs inay hold up
poses,. o . toz,modetameea,mdmmbﬂshedmeﬁsﬁng
S structures or apmally constructed camps.
({DA&a'wphmmdtadmﬂqueshomg Interiiment/resstiement (VR) facilities ere intend-
bympmnnei(m]}acﬁveiytmed'ﬁ&dprwew ed to provide for long-term detention awsy from
mg"},dataxuaesmnormallytmnafmademzy the combit zone; and normally consist of seini-per-
MPmﬂnhmnedandorgmﬁzedtoopemtedm manent strictures capable of holding up to 4,000
tion or mtammmtfmettlment (/R) facilities. detainees.
{Thoughtheﬂmyhmﬂmpamuyreaponﬁbzhty
for detention Operal:mnswiﬁnnnoﬂ olhier servic. (UJ) Division eollecting points are further
asmayopmtedatenhonfacﬂzﬁnaslongualkof classified as either forward or central CPs. Closest
. the provisions of the Geneva Conventions and AR to the battlsfield, forward CPs are typically the
190-8 are fulfilled ) Detention and UR doctrine 8 most susteve detention facilities, and by doctriiie,
contained in Army Field Manual 8-19.40, Military uhanldmthmmedmmfwmomthanmbm
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Basic Detainee Capture and Questioniug Procedures (U)
(U) Bource; U'S. Army Special Text 2918, Small er.S@éﬂ.w Intelligence .
(©) Handling of Enemy Prisoners of War and Detainees: “The ﬁv&w

* (U) Beaveh - Athmughwchofthapmnfnrwwpmmddmmh.

* (0) Bilenca - Dondﬂw&emdmwmmmmwithm
another, either verhally or with gestrires. Keepaneyenpmfwmmal
troublemiskers snd be prépared to peparate them, . .

+ (U) Segregate - Keepuvﬂ:msandmﬂzhrymaﬁemdthmfurﬂmdiﬂde
thmbyrank,gende:;mﬁunaliq'ethﬁdt;mﬂrdigim

* () Safegunrd - meﬂewnuyfwmdwm&emddetﬂm
mmmwwmmmmmmmm
chmwalpmtechvegauifﬂneyhawmmﬂthwz&enhﬁmm

* (U) Speeil - Informsation-is tive sensitive. 1t is very important to move
pwsnmdtothomrasq\nck‘lyaapm’bla. An EPW/detsinee's resistance to
questioning grows as time goes on, Iheinxﬁalahockatmgmphmdor
detainedwamoﬁ‘andtheybagmwthinkofumpe HUMINT soldicis who are
lxamedindetaﬂeduploitnhon,w!mhmthenppwpnabehmeandmmmn
bewaiﬁngtotalktoﬂzmemdxvidna!a.

(ID’!‘acticalMon!nr. JUMPS”

= {U) - Job What is your job? What do you do? I miflitary:” vhat s your
rank? Ifuvi!ian. what Is your position title?

.+ )Y - Unitt: What is your tmit or the name of the company you work for?
As’kabuutchmofmmmzndau&mmmmddmctum

. (1) M - Mission: What ia the mission of your unit or element? What is the
performing when you were captured or dstained?

* (NP - Priority Questions: Axkqumtxmbmdonmnﬂumt‘shshus
as briefed befors patrol, roadhlock, etz Ermqumﬁmmmkeddmng
natural conversation so unit’s mission is not disclnzed.

* {U) 8 < Supporting Informetion: Anythirg not coverad above.

UNCLASSIFIED * Law, Policy; Doctrine and Training
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prior to their transfér to a cantral CB Central CPs
intended to house detainees for up to. 24 hows
prior to their tranafer to CHAs.

{U) Corps Lilding areas normally retain
detamees for up to 72 hours, but may retain
detainees for the duration of hostilities if requived.

Typically, one CHA is to be estsblished per division.

‘conducting combat operations. Delainees in CHAs
may be transferved to VR facilities, where they
remain until hostilities end or they are otherwise
relenged,

(U) In surm; & detainiee captured on thebat,
tlefield would. typically be processad as foliows: -

tactical questioning at the point of capture; fol.
lowed by detention and possible interrogation at a
forward CP for up t0:12 hours, a céntrel CPifor up
to 24 hours; a CHA for up to 72 houts (or longer s
requned},a.ndﬁnal!,yan VR fucility (or CHA) until
hnst.ihtxes eud or the detamu i8 a,pproveti for

 tios at any higher echelim inimediately following
eapture. By doctrine, dathinees are not to be.

mieasa&unﬁi theyhavebemﬁﬁlyprwmedfar
wnh-almdmunhngpmpoaeshymmnedm
units, ° :

(U} As noted in. AR 190-8 and FM 34-52,
inw . !0 _n w ‘ ;y ‘l l .I‘ . l - I -x"-. I ) w-
sonnel may be conducted at any stage of the cap-
ture and detention process. In addition, AR 190-8

40.
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speaﬁmﬁzatmmmdmofmfacﬂlmmmt
mudemmformteﬂzgenmmﬂad;meﬂ'w
{ie., interrogatmn) . .

() Docirinal Relationahip Betwaen

Military Police and Military Intelligence

{!DDacMnedoamtdmiymdecﬂy
nddrmthemfatwnshz’pbmuutﬁeuﬂmmm
(MP) operating finterrimentiresettlement] focilities
and theMdﬂary Infellzgmcs Mpwmmd con-

(U) The [Geneve Conventions] and US pol-
icy expressly prohibit acts of violence or intimide-
tion, including physical or menital torture; thrests,

‘insults, ormmtomhunmebmbnaﬂaa

means of or aid to interrogation,
« from Field Manual 34-52, Intellipence
TInterrogation

andmﬂ: dvq:pmmcaﬁou.ia o serious and pun-
tzomzl law

~ from Field Manual §-19.40, M’dztuty}blm '

Intérnment/Resettlement QOperations

UNCLASSIFIED o Law, Policy, Doclitne and Treinitig
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(U) Previous investigations of detainee
abuse,suchasthel)epmtmentoftheArmy'
Inspector General repart quoted above, have cor-
recily pointed out that MP and MI doctrine do not
complebely deam'be tha ﬁmctional relaﬁona!np
Emhng gmdnnoa regm!mg the dmect involve-
ment of MPs: in the interrogation mission - as
opposed. {o external support far interrogation - i
wgus@ueﬁmm&an%psge},wﬂmw
tent with regard to the implementation of tech-
nigues that are employed vutside the interrogation.
romm. (Emmp!esnfmehtecbmquasmcludeenvi-
ronmental and diétary inanipulation, B8,
described in the declassified April 18, 2003
Secretary of Defense memorsndum approving

interrogation techniques for use st Guantanamo ™

Bay) However, the second and third- exeerpta
cited above.. onadrawnﬁwmmhﬂmmual,the
otherfmmanh@xnanual &amnmiratathatdoe—

ia'eatment of dstmnee;.

H"

() As prwmusly dewmbed MPs are
respongible for. sitablishing and opersting deten-
tion facilities,, whick ate typically foind at the
dmsmn, éorpi' and theater levels (collecting
points, | CoTpS ’hol&ing aress and internment/
resettlemént facilities respectively). Within these
facilitivs, MPs sre responsible for t.ha security;
discipline, health, welfare, and humane treat-
ment of detaiviees. In addition, MPs must main-

UNCLASSIFIED. © Law, Policy, Doctrine end Training

tain complete sccountability for all defainecs,
assigning each an internment serial number
(ISN) and forwarding it to the National Detaince
RaparhngﬂentumDRG).asmanﬂnwdhyArmy
Regulatio 190-5.. : B
@Mthemhmqumtﬁamo Mmﬂf‘s
are also responsihle for m'dimdng with MI per-
mnneltofaélxtatethemﬂncﬁoudintcﬁiw&m
detainees. The ‘most, extensive discussion of this
responsibility is eontaitied in FM 3-19.40, Military
Police. InternimiéntiResettlemint Operations. MP
respomilihhw related to detainee intelligence col-
lem, inchuding interrogation, drawn from FM 8-
1940mmnnmmedmthembuquentﬁgme
edministrative procedures pertaining to interroga-
tion operations are well defined, snd strese
scoountahility for detainess at every stage of the
detention and interrogation process, (FM 5-19.40
goes so far ag to specify thet if a. detaines is
removed from the receivingfprocéssing line ot a
detention fadlity by MI personnel, the detainee
and his or lier possessions must first be accounted
for on: DD Form 2708 - Receipt for Ininate or
Detained Person - and Depariment of the Avmy
{DA)Y Form 4137, Evidence/Property Custody
Document.) In directing MPs to "sssist MI person-
nel hy identifying detainees who mwhmzmﬁﬂ
information,” doctrine clearly permits MPs to con-

&
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Gtmhmfntenmaudﬂﬂwrwmm

vahie,”.

Bl

tion facilities, Inudd:ﬁon,bothhﬂandl&?doc-
trine repeatedly emphaaize the requirement for
humane twatment of 811 detainees.

ﬂnﬁowmﬂlmuahc‘kaf&ochﬂnei

vegarding MP and MIrolesinths: application of the
"outside-the-interrogation-room® interrogation
techriques approved by DoD. and service suthari-
ties in the cgurse of the Glubal War tr Terror The
techniques set forth in FM 34-52, such ss direct

i

ME ML nﬁdnegadnee Intelligence Collection: Exisﬁngl)ochme(m
(U) From Army Regulation 1908, Enemmof%rkemm&rwmd,

“The [enemy prisoner of war/civilian internes] facility mmmander wﬂl prmda
an avea for intelligence eollection efforts.” - .
(1) From Field Manual 3-19.1, Military Folice Operations ¥ g
“The MP perform their. .function of collecting, emmﬁng,nndmmngEPWs
throughout the fares of operations]. Inﬂﬁnpxmu,thammdmatewith
wwwneﬁmfnrmaﬁonthatmaybaumdinmtorﬁhrem
w From Field Manual 8-19,40, Military Folice Infirrument/Resetilement. Opcmtsom
%mwwkdmelymthnﬁxtmymtemgmeemhmgahmm Ao '
determineifexpﬁves,thmreqmpmmt,andthmrweapomhmh:h]hgm

1) From Field Manual 34-52, Imﬂugenmlntmgahon
'Scmmmwcrdmatemthmhddmgmaguardsmthdrmhh:thamng
process. T!lezlwx&amt&dw}xmtheammgwﬂltakeplmhowkiﬂhmd
detammmhbebrwghtﬁvmthsbnldingmandwhattypuofbehmwm
thewpanwﬂlihﬁ}i&ate&msm:gs. (NOTE: FM 84-52 defines screening as
‘ﬂ:ese]ecﬁonnfsoumfcrmtenvgaﬁcn. Scréening is not intersogation.)

COPY NUMBER ONE

questioning and fear up, ave generally described in
the context of an “Sntexrogation site” In conteast,
many-of the "riew" techniquies « such as the subati-
tution of Menls-Ready-to-Eat (MREs) for hot
meals, or reversing  detainee's sleep cycle fom
ares in an effort to render the detainee more coop-
erative during sibsequent interrogations, Neither
MP nor MI doctrine praseribies spedific responihil-
ities for the employment of techniguss requiring

UNCLASSIFIED. * Law, Pollcy, Doctrine sid Tralning
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Mp Responm"bi!iﬂes Related to Detainee: Intelligmee Collection (U) :
(U) Souree; I"‘ieldena! 3-19.40, Military Police Internment/Resettlement opmwm ]

@Mﬁmmammﬂmmwmwmm
interrogation teums at detention facilitins, !&Ipe:mnelmaybepm&adh
ohmarﬁmgd@ammmuﬁwtoexpedﬂathemﬁwﬁmprm

@kadmdymthﬂlmhm&mhdatum&ewb&hﬂmhavﬁ
intelligenca valye; .

(1) Coordiniite with MI to establish opunth:gpmeedmsthatenm
mmﬁabﬂi&yﬁm&&aineesm}thweqmpmmtmddmnu {Befure MI
mnductmhﬂugnﬁmx,datmmmusthep!mide&wmhbob {DD) Farm 2745,
EPW Captire Tog, anddounnentedm DI)Form WO&&wptforInMw
De:amedﬁum.) .

.
- -
w5

v,
-

(1) Aagint Mparetmna! byldmhfymgdetainmwhnmay}mve useﬁ:l
mfnmahm. .

-

ﬂnﬁm&uﬁp&malsanmhunfdetmmw!m_ quested by ML (Within.
deﬁentwnfadlrhes,m a-lgéoapedﬁenthatthwmmbedmemtofmﬂ:tof
otherdehumes byguar&scfthamgmderuthedeﬁmmbdnamdmd)

ﬂDPIaanmmngdtas'indudmgmtermgnhmm !nteuognﬁnnm
»»shmﬁdmmmudateanmbenogaimawphve nguardandminﬁerm'eten “

.;':' Gﬁibmﬂmphmhmd&omtbehxtmpﬁmm

() Bstablish procediures to fuform MI which datainess will be nioved to, frows o
within the fhcility, and when the movairient ix to take place. _

43
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codrdination outside the interrogation room. For
example, it is not clesr under existing doctrine
whsthermwmpemmel should effect ari
altered detainee sleep cyclé, In the sbeence of &
cleardoﬁrhaid:mnaf!abor commuriders must
develop local policies for the employment of such
techniques, A particilar hazard of this arrange-
mntmthat:fhi?smnotadequatebrtmnedm
approved interrogation techniques and their Hm-
ita, they-may wiake inappropriate individual judg.
ments regarding the appropristeness of techniques
ardered or implied by MI personnel.

(U) Bimilarly, doctnne appears o permif, |
the presence of MP guards duﬁngm*aro@om-
{see FM 3-19.40's requirement, that interrogation’

areas accommodate. guards in addition to irfelli- -

gena parsonnel), but doea ot describe what role
they should play or prohibit any particuldr roles.
Tlnsmu]dalmleadtamapmpnatebehamir
the lmitations of : mtmmgahnn techniques -and
reqmrementareiatedtodetahmtreatmentmnot
weliunderstoodhyanyartmsmvo!vad,

(U}Twoadﬁthal aress of MP doctrine
t!wtwmant distmsitm are the employment of
mxhtu-yworhngdognmwn)andsh—zpmarchu.
Though ME dottrine prescribe thess for security
purpnmonlxthurmhumwaldhadtoahuse,m
wa have seen at Abu Ghraib,

(U} Military Working Dogs

COPY NUMBER ONE

(U) Existing MWD doctring pertaining to
d&mopemnom(wdﬁadmmﬁegu!ahm
190-12, MilZitary Working Dogs, andDeparhmntof
the Avmy Pamphlet 190-12, Military Woiking Dog
Program) notes that patral dogs may be used to
amethepmmeterofEPWdemnonfadhhes,
and to deter excape. Themumofdogsdunng
mtamgahoninneithenpadﬁmﬂyuuﬂmzedm
apecifically prokiibited. As with other inters
wdxmquesthatmnotdeacrﬂredmmmz,ﬂm
presenca of dogs - éven if approved by appropriate
authtritiss - could become problematic in the
abmeacfaddmonal.apedﬁsh-aining.

w)Sh'ipSeamhes

{U) ¥M 8-19.40 not only permits, but actu-
slly prescribea the strip-searching of both EPWa
h:m-_nmen_t facilities. - No' particuldr cautions are
the same gender as the detainee should perform’
the searches.

(U) Finally doctrine does not sddress the
in the course of the Global Wir on Terror. Terms
such as “unlawful combatant,” ‘“security
internee;” “high-value detainee,” efr., are not
slways easily paired with the Geneva Convention
categories. Without epecific- instruction by com-
manders, this could cause confusion regurding
whether and whith Geneva Convention protec.

UNGCLASSIFIED Law, Palley, mm.mmm;;
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tions.apply to individual dstainees. Inta:‘-ageneg- and Coalition Policy (U)

(U) Despite the concerns noted above, how- (1) Though US. mihtmydomhwparmm
aver, MP and MI doctrine clearly states the (mdmfadmmm)themvis!mofmtelhgmm
requirement thit, at g minfmoam, all detainses wﬁe&mm&mmmmm
must be trested humianely The excerpts that mmﬁmatmypointinthnwmm
introduce this section illustrate that it leaves no ment continuum, thers ix no DdD palicy or doe- -

doubt that abusive behavior is prohibited, trmethmtapamﬁcally aﬂ&rmmﬂm estabilishiment
and operation of Joint, mi:emgemy or coalition

Interrogation Facilities: Joint, mterrogaﬁm fadlitws " The Army Inspector

Doctrlne Mate& to Jointllnterngency Ium-rogahon Facilities (U)
(U) From Field Manual 34-52, Intellxgenee Interrogatwn

@ﬂutahﬁmﬂaﬁml’adﬁtr Eshbliuhedabmthecmpalevel(e.g ab -
an IR facility); may support.a Joint or Unified Combatant Command. Staffed by
muMaSuvmmdeWunqmed,myhchﬂamﬁmmm
from sllied nations. Interropates prisoners:of war, high-Jevel political and *
mmpmammmmdmmmmmmm

1)) From Field anl 8-31, Joint Force Land Component Gommmdw
Handbabk. ’ .

(U)Jtiinﬂnterropﬁonl-‘adhty Gnn&m:taimhalmingandintenogaﬁon
c{plﬁonﬂdofwur. ForwnrdskeyrepwtatnﬂmJomtlntaroganonmd
?" I}nhnaﬁng(}mter :

W Jol:nt Interrogation and Debriefing Center: Conducts follow-on

uxphitaﬁnncfpﬁsmmofwarmmmtofhintmmm&h@a

requireriiémts. May also interrogate civilian detalnees, mfugees,andnthernun
© prisener gources.,
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General's report of 21 July 2004, Detoinee DoD Intexrrogators: Force Stricture

Operation Inspection, found that the two relevant
doctzinal publications « FM 8452, Intelligence
Interrogation, and FM 381, Joint Force Land
Cormponent Commarider Handbook {glso adopted
by the Marine: Corps), contain inconsistent guid-
mm&emwﬂﬁn&md&u&t}wm
iously termed Thester Interrogation. Ehduﬁes
(TIFs), Joint Interrogation Fucilities (JIFs) an

nndTrainmg(U}

(U) Department of Defense intelligence
interrogators are found in éach military service,
and in the Deferise HUMINT, Service (DIA/DHD,
a component of the Defense Intelligense Agency
(DIA). Though, we did not conduct & detailed
review nfDnDintamgatorfnmmm our

Joint Interrogation and Debrieﬁng‘ Center
(JIDCs). ODuiside of the described Aimy gnd b""wmmthmwemmdintm-ngntom

Maﬁmcwpsthﬁnne(mmmmﬁedmthaﬁm ﬁrm]y supported the conclusions of previcus
sbove), thmmnostanammonm e "Nm mﬂmthatthmmmwmr-
mm&mu,nwmmmmw, thaGiobaiWaronTermr %mnware,hmv—
erning the interaction of DoD interrogators end _ & thaf significant efforts are underway within
CIA, FBI or other US. Government law enforce- DoD to address and rectify the shortfall of inter-
mexnt snd intelligence personyie). (’I‘huem,hw rogators and asaociated support personnel, par-
'ever;varimmd:reeﬁmmuedsineethemwphnnof ticularly linguists.

the Globsl War on Terror that govern specific;
unique ‘interrogationsrelated, DoD organizations:
suchasﬂzeﬂrimmailnveahgaﬁva'[‘ask!"ome.w
CITE) Asﬂzeﬁgxmahm the limited existing

(17 Within the military services, enlisted
personnsl ave the primary interrogators, with

warrant-officer initerrogators in technical super-
dach-mspertamingto joint or intaragency interrg- visory p:mmmm Commissioned MY officers
gahonfmlibeamnonpedﬁcormmt -and

makes nnphdt distinctions’ between categories of charged with overall command “;finmteihmoe )
detamamthatdnnotconespondto' o Units typicelly receive overviews of interrogation

1w or DoD policy: The Department of Defense is (o-PRiques during their training. Ourinterviews

now devalopitiy doctrine for the establiskiment ang Confirmed that warrant officars were typically
manning of joint, interagency; and coalition inter- the senior service membm directly involved in

rogatior facilitles, interrogations. As the reade will learn in later

UNCLASSIFIED » taw; Potioy Doctine andTraining
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sactiong of this report, individual interrogators'
complisnice with approved intermgatmn policies
was often proportionsl to the "fidelity of trans.
mission” from higher headquarteérs to the unit
level, and then to the interrogators via warrant
officer and senior exlisted leadership. Our inter-
views indicated that the details of appraved

theater interrogstion policies wers often

lost during this process, fiﬁéquenﬁy during
the latter stage (though many units mever
received the approved policies at all). In these
cases, interrogatory generally fell back on schosl-
house traiming, which focused on FM 84-52 and
the law of war Nevertheless, to a significant

degree this left implementation of interrogation

traivied. ag atrateg:c debripfers” -

techniques up to mdmduaimtamgubnn‘juds-

ment, (Thix will be described af length later in

the report.)

(U)Inmntmtwithmﬂxtarymtezmgmm,_
Defense HUMINT Service G)H) personnal are

strategic intelligesics, rather than the tmctical
intelligence that forms the focus of sarvice inter
mgahontrmning,andmmgpnmrﬂyﬂmmxmt

Queanoxﬂngtochnique - but nre generally famil- .

iar with FM 34-52. In some cases, DH personne)
bave reemved service interrogation training prior
to dstaﬂs assigning them to support MI opera.
ﬁo,ns.

-

47
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Summary of Previous Reports Relating to
Interrogation or Detainee Abuse )

ﬂD’I‘hemhmbemammxberufpmmm
reports—some completed before the misconduet at
Abu Ghraib cime to light, or-otherwise unrelated
to Abu: Ghraib, and others in response to Abu
Gﬁrax‘bu-that;pmvidethabackdmptcwm:t
detainee operations in a broad sense, and none

abuse at 4 level of detail similar o this report.
These reparts do inform our analysis, however, ns
they often contain observations and recommends-
hmthatbeard:ractlynnmteuogahannpmhona
ordetainee abuse. Furthermare, in 'order to avoid
Guplication of effort, we have where passible lever-

aged the interviews and witness statements col. .

lected by others. 'I‘heuprevimareportsmhatad

‘below, followed by & summary of their major con- ™.

dumm,mthmmphadamthouaﬂpmm
shedhghtuponourmeoﬁntumgahnn
tecinﬁqussanddetanmeahusa. |

(U) There have bieex § ﬁrrae previous reporlz
concerriing int urogahou operatzw at. GTMO.

» mmmﬂmm,amm
colonel with ‘a mihtaty intelligence back-
grmmd, Vhited GTMO on March 16-21, 2002,
mde%,ZMpmdedMGMmha&l
Dunilavey, USA, the Commander of JTF-170

at GTMO, an assessment of the intalligance.

collection efforts of JTE170 (hereinafter
*Herrington GTMO Report®).

Herringtor also provided & copy of this report

® Other Reports |

COL

to MG Gary Speex, USA, then the Acting
Cornmander, U.S, Smxthem Commund

(SOUTHOOM) -

o ([DSM&,COLJchnOustaqUSA,leda
JomtStaﬁteamfmAum 14 through
Septemher&,mm,inmmnginteﬂimee
collection oparatxm at GTMO, and on
September. 10, 2002 faued a report to the
ChmnwnofthaJothlnefaofMGen
Richard Myers (hereinafter "Custar Repot™),
'I'hecusterﬂeportwasongmallyreqnested
_byMGSpmatSOUTHGOM

o (U) Third, VADM Chiureh led & review on
* May 47, 2004 into the treatmenit of enemy
' combatants detained at GTMO (and at the
Naval Consolidated Brig in Cherleston,
South Caroling), and on May 1I, 2004,
‘hriefed Secretary Rumsfeld with his findings

(U There have boen eght previens eparts
on interrogation or detainee operations focusingon
Iraq thet-are relevant to our investigation.

* () First; MG Geoffrey Miller, the
Commander, JTR-GTMO, led a team to Irag
from August 31 to September 9, 2003 and
fssusd. a report that sesessed the ahility of
shilitary intelligencs foroes in Iraq "to rapidly
exploit internees for actionable intelligence”
(hereinafter "Miller Repart), The sppointing

2
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authority for the Miller Report is not clear
: frmnthereportltseif,huzitwasapparenﬂy
commisdioned at the request of the
Commander of CJTE7, LTG Ricardo .
Sanchez, USA.

* (1) Second, MG Donald, Ryder, USA, the
Army Provost Marshal Gendral, conducted
an assessment fromi October 13 to November
8, 2003 of dstainee operations in Iraq, and on
November 5, 2003 issued a report to LTG
Sanchez (hereinafter *“Ryder Repart”).

December 2-9, 2003 to evaluate int

operations, and on December 12, 2903, pm-
wdadhmmporttoMGBarmethemnn o

for intelligence officer for - “CITRT
(_}wmnafta-“ﬁmnghonlmqﬂqwrt")

. (U}‘r‘burth,L'I‘GNatahaLee USAinvesh-
gatedﬁmeumzatoFehﬁmry%.zm
repmtsofdeﬁneeabusathathadallege&hr
occzm%dinthemmmernrmathumnt
In&enogatwnandl}ebmﬁng(}enta WIne)

- fcility at, Camp Cropper, Irag. On Februgry

23, 200¢I¢'1‘0Leemuedhermport,pursumt
wthapmoadures of AR 155, to the Deputy

Comimanding Geperal, CJTE?, MG Walter
Wojdakoweki (hereinafter “ee Report™).

* (U Fifth, MG Antonio Taguba, USA, Deputy
Comimsnding General for Suppost, Coulition

COPY NUMBER ONE

Forces Land Componeni Comiriand
(CFLCC), led an investigation from: January
31 to February 28, 2004 min tﬁs deterition
operations of the 800th” Mzhtmy Polica

' _Bngade,sﬁthpmtmﬂnemphaﬁsonm

hmatﬂzaAbuMddmhmfhmhty
audprmdedlﬁareportunMardlB 2004 to
the Commander. CFLCG. LTG David

*(U)’I‘hxrd,COLHerrmgmnmxtedImqou_ ;

PaulT.Mikolaahak, mdumdanhspectim

.ﬁ-omFebmarytoJunezoa&ofdewnaew
" ations in Iraq and Afghanistan. ~ LTG

hﬁkolashekxmedhsrepcxtnn.?ukﬂ 2004
to Acting Secretary of the Army RL.
Bmwniee(hamnaﬂu“mmgsmkepmt'}

Staff; Army, GZ, MG George Fay, USA, was
appointed by LG Baiichez on March 31,
2004 to investigata potential misconduct. by
205th Military Intelligance Brigade person-
nel at Abu Ghraib betwsen August 15, 2003
and Febrigry 1, 2004. MG Fry's report wes
released in August 2004 (hereinafter *“Fay
Report™). .

(U) Eighth, ‘in June 2004, an a yesult of the
svidance MG Fay had gathered to that point,
LTG Sanchez, the Commander, CITF-7,

— HET _ owﬁm
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vequested that & more senior investigating
officer be appainted to examine whether
actions of the commander and staff of GITE
7 conteibuied to any misconduct related. to
Interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib. The
Acting Secretary of the Avmy selected GEN
Paul Kern, USA, the Commender of Armny
Material Command, to act us the pew
appeinting authority; I.!l‘GAnﬂmnyJones,

USA, the Deputy Commsnding General of

the US. Army Training and Doctrine
Commumd, wes appoirited as an additional

investigating officer. LTG Jones" report was

released in Angust 2004 (hereinafter “Fones.
Report”),

(U) T addition mms:maskek-m'

whichaddresseddetax'nasopmbommbuthlmq
end Afghinistan, one other repart i'ocu.sed on
defameoopamtamaandfmﬁhesmﬂ ;
BGOhaﬂeaJamby.USA.theCombmaﬂJomtTask
Fores 76 (CITF-76) Deputy! Cmnmandmg General,
wasappmuMonMale %Mbyzh_a
Commander, GITF-78, M&Enc Olson, USA, to
cnndud:a“wp tobntbum:mewof . detainee
operations” in the Gombmed Forces Command
AfghanfstanAruafResponaibﬁity BG Jacohy's
-asaamnmtwaamp}etedin&:gustzmthara-
inafter ‘Tacoby Report®).

(U) Finally, in May 2004, the Secrstary of
James Schlesinger and Harold. Brown, former

ET » Other Reports

COPY NUMBER QN Esep

Force Gen, Charles. Hormer to an Independent
Panel o provide independent professinnal advice
on detainee abuses, what csused them and what
actions should be taken o0 preclude théir repeti- -
ton." Thslndepandmtl’anelmchargedmth
mmmmgdetanbunmdinteuvgnﬁmopemﬁom
worldwide. '.i‘he!ndependent?anel‘umportm
released on Auguat ‘24, 2004 (hereinafter
“Indepondent Panel” or “Independerit Pansl
Repmt") o

(lnn'mmmn on GTMO Report

¥, () The JTF-170 Comamander at GTMO,
MG Dunlavey, USAR, invited COL Herrington to
GTMO in March 2002 to assess the status of JTF-
170 intelligence collsction: effort. This. sher,
after interrogation operations st GTMO began,
and thus it offers some genaral cheervations sbout
the strengths and weaknesses of JTF170, a5 well
as recomnmendations for the future,

(U) The most important aspect of this
report i that it came out strongly in favar of sub-
ordinating the security function (ie., military *

- police, represented by JTF-160) to the intelligance

collection: function (.¢., military intelliganics, vep-
ruentedbyé'l‘?—l?@) ‘More specifically, the report
atatedthat'tocﬂ‘adivelymmhhmﬁaﬂim
expleitation mission, JTF-170 end ity interagency
colleborators need io be in full control of the

b H
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M

delinees’ environment, Treatment, rewards, pum-
ishment, and anything else sssocisted with a
detainge should be centrally otchestmtad by the
dehneﬁngmmrespmxibleforobtmnmginfnrma
tion from that detainee® (emphitsis added), For
exarnpls, the report axplained, “TOf a. security
guardwantstoa&optahardhnawithadetaime,
mgiehxmoutforaahakedown,ortakeanymm

+ thet impact on that detaine's state of
mmd, ﬂmauthmtytomtherﬂmme, disapprove;
or postpone the planned action shouid be the call of
thaintelﬁggncemﬁ'ty"

(L) Moreover, the report stated broadly -

that “[tlhere is unaniimity ameng all mﬂxtaryand
interagency participants in JTP-170 that the secy-
rity mission wwmsnmeatketadumggmgthemfd
ligence dog fi.e,, impocting negaiwely)” (empbam
added). Therepart took pains toeq:lmnﬂmtthis
wasnotamttmmafmdsopermmel, but
“a basic principle of. human intelligence
aplommon (emphaaisaddedi .COL Herrington
dmwuponlﬁuownexpa'lmcembalhl’ammamd
the Persinn Gulf, notmgtﬁat “onie day, we might
instruct the guards to be. particularly werm-and
cheerful toWarcl a gmn detainee - beeauss that
approach wuuld Wark on that day to the advantage
of the debnefen Oni inather day, with a different
detsinee, 4 cold, fim demearior by the gusrds. |
might be more suitable - again, depending upon,
where the debriefer might be i his efforts to
unlock the information possessed by the detainee,*
Iti contrast to these examples, JTE170 was “cur-

52
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rently caught between two separate efforts, securi-
ty and exploitation,” and only by “deconflicting”
thess efforts could the m!;alﬂgenm axpldtaﬁon

-effort dchiove miccess.

anmoﬂmm@ﬁﬁmtmﬁnmmdtha
ermgmmommthattheymthand
inexperienca of the Defema Serviee
(DID and Armiy intarrogata mdthurlan'kof

‘fordgnhnguagawmhmnedthuraﬁhtym

extrart intelligence from the detiinoes. The report
nomdthnt”ayoungdebnefannrmaﬂywmhavaa
pxoblamesfahluhmgthehnd of controliing rels-
ﬁmsthraquiredvdthmolder trained, and savvy
datamoa, and recommended thai the JTF
Commanderputoutamquestfw “senior, older

‘asbriefera with experience and refined language

skills.* In this regard, COL Herrington pointed
outthattheU.S.ArmmSOOM“contmcthnmmt
wmnmtmmmmmedthebrighmm
on the ground,” and that the interrogators *could
not fanction without them,”

{U) Custer Report
X} The Acting Commander of SOUTH-

COM, MG Gary Speer, in June 3002 requeatad
thmnghtbsChamnanofﬂmeut Chiefs of

)

mg.' V-T- om«nepom
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| () Clurch Review

ﬁnhthewakeofmahﬁmofpnm
_ abuse af Abu Ghraib, the Secretary of Defanse
' mmmmdtﬁshﬁd&uwwdetﬁnum
hunsntG’IMO(mdtheNavﬂcﬂnmhdmdBng
hGhaxieston,SC) Tharemwnxlmmatedina
senuofdxdeubrwfa&toﬁem'emmnmfeldon
Mwlhzﬂoﬁmdﬁmnotmmpmiedbyam

(U) The Clmreh Review described itself as
a mnpalmt‘ofmﬁnscmd:twmstmo,uﬂ
notamprahensiwhxstomalrevim The veview
fosmdthat&atamatG’I‘MOvvmbemgtmated
8 propérly and humanely, The review found *no evi-
dence, ar even suspicion, of sérious or systemic
B problems,” and no evidence of non-compliance with
M DoD arders. More specifically, thers was 1o indi-
cahonthntunauthmdmbermguﬁantechmquw
B were heing used on the detainees,

S appropriate procedures were iri place at GTMO to
BR detsin, interrogate and report information, sup-
. pnnedbyeﬁ'entwaSOPsnndnmgchain of
| command. GTMO also had an effective training
B the Geneva Conventions, snd & positive command
B climate in which personnel appeared willing to
8 report any concerns. In sddition, the review noted

",
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{U) Whils the Church Review -was primari-
1y a snapshot of wrrent conditions, it 8lso summe-
rized the reported instances of detainse sbuin,
‘whethier a5 a result. ofinuppmpﬁatemte:mgahm
techniques of otherwise; since the initiation of
‘mtaﬂxgmoeoperaﬁnm_atGTMOinJanumyﬂm
The review cited thres instanres of inappropriste

COPY NUMBER QhEpey

unknown date; in response to being spat .
vpon by a detaines, assatiited the detaines

by wiping dye from a red magie marker
-thedmmsshn-tmdmlmgthadetmu

-thatthnredauinmblood. .The female.

interropator: rmvedaverbal rapnmandfm'
ber actions, - ¢

({D'TheChurchRevzuwnlmmmaﬁzed

* (U) First, g female interrogator sexually ,p identa of allegsd misconduct two
assaulted g detainee on April 17, 2003, by ofwh:;:amﬂtedinmbmuedsbulzm

running het fingers through a detaines’s
ragnts and body movements, including 3it;-
ting .qn‘ the detainec's lnp, dm-ing' Bn -

.gwen a m-ztten admomshment for her

artions,

. ﬂDSecOnﬂ,mApxﬂZZ,anftsnoga-
tor, using the fear-up harsh' technigns,
manlbedadetaimﬁyhmhnglﬂ’smpeat—
edlybnngthedetameeﬁ'omntmdmgton
pmnpomhmunabadn Arevwwafmeﬁ-
mlmd:indxcahdmpexﬁmlhnnmgﬁu
thedetainee"skneas. Tﬁeintem)gatorwas
iammdaletter of reprimand; furthermiore,
MGDﬁﬁertheComman&erofJTF-G’I’MO,
pmhibxtedfurtherumofthsfmphnnh
tochmqua snd also specifically prohibited
MPs from direct involvement in interroga-
tiona.

« {0 Thir&,'aj femal a.iniumga““q ator at en

M

SECREF"* Other Reports

L. CU)Emt.anMPasmltedadetmneem

September 17, 2002, by attempting to spray
him with & hose after the detaines hed

™. thrown an unidentified, foulmelling quid

punishment in the form of seven days restrio-

(1) Second, on Murch: 23, 2008, sn MP

‘preparing to throw an unidentified liquid on
another ME The MP who had used the pep-

per spray requested.a eowrt martisl in liea

of non<judicial punishment and was acquit-
$ed af & special court martial,

(1} Finally, ot April 10, 2003, sfter a
detwinen had strock an MP in the fuace (cats-
ing the MP to Jose a tooth) and bitten snoth-
ar MP the MP who was bitten had struck
the detaines with a handheld radic. This
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MP was given non.judicial punishment: i
thefomofﬁdaysmdutyandredmd
in rate from B4 & B3,

ﬂJ}'I‘heChurd:RaviewnotedthattheM?
force generally operited under significand stress,
25 assanlts against MPs were common, averaging
fonrtéen per wesk. Detainees, for eximpls, rou-
tinaly physically assaulted MPs, spat upon. them,
andﬂ:mwhqmd foods, ot bodily fluida.

ﬂDInaddlhontotheabovemmdents,tha
Churchiievwwa!so:denhﬁedtwommormfmc-
ticns,

* (U) First, on Fébruary 10, 2004, an MP-.

inappropriately joked with a detaines, dared
thadebmneatuﬂmwwatermh:m.and
enzﬂgedminappmpmtemalmm
tions with the detainee, The MP was
removedﬁ'omdutsu

. ﬂI}Sewnd.onFebmmyIB.m a barber
intentionally gave. two detainees uinustisl
hmtcuta,mdudmgan”mmmhawk, in
mdrmmﬁumummmqum
foraimxlarhuirmtaasamgnofxmity The
barber anid. his company commander were
bothﬁounselsdaamsultofthismmdﬂut

56
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(U} Miller Report

{U) From August 31 to Septemher 9,
2003, the JTF GTMO omnmam!er MG Geoffrey
Miller; led & team to: assmintarmgahonaud
detention operations in Traq, (MG Miller's visit
was the result of an August 18, 2003 messoge
frcmthe Joint Staﬁ"nlhrmﬁor Operations [J«
-3}, ré eaﬁagthaitl'teSOU’I‘HODMeommder
pmm&astemofaxpartsmﬂatmhonandmﬁm
mgaﬁonoperanomtopmwdeadmeonrelemt

.._!‘w'hhaa and operations in Trag. The need for

mch assistance in Eght of the growing ingur-
gency had originally been expressed by CITF.?
dnd CENTCOM, and the Joint Staff tasking mes-
sagd was generated following discussiatis ‘with
bothCENTCOMmd&OUTHGOM)

Report was that “Ttlactical interrogation opers-
operations.” While CITF-7 had proven itsalf effec-
txvamaoeomphahmgthetncﬁealmimioa,:twu
‘row necessary to trangition to strategic interroga-
tion operations a8 CJTF-T entered & new, counter-
hmnfgencyphmhﬂmaonﬁwtmlmq Thisnew
phase involved a different “category of initarness to
interrogate, and required new “analytical back-
ka."hzwdlua*clwmy&rimpk-
menting & long-term spproach and clearly defined
interropation policies snd suthorities® In this
regard, the report observed thet CFTF7 bad not

-SEGHET"'OMRM
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disseminated to its units any “written guidance

. #pecifically addressing intérrogation policies and
authorities.” The Miller Report cautioned ‘that
such, guidance shiould be accompanied by & lagal
Teview; ag the “application of emerging sirategic
interrogation sirategies and techniques contain
new approaches and operstional art.” Therefore,
“Dlegal review anid recommendations of internse
interrogation operations by g dedicated command
staff judge advocate is required to maximize fiter
rogation effectiveness.”

. (U} The Miller Report’s ‘most significant
recommendation for making the transition from:
tactical to strategic interrogation was thist "ﬂm
detention: operstions furction must act sa’ an,

* enabler for interrogation,* by helping to “sef con- -
ditions  for  successful interrognhou.
Bignificaritly therepurtd:dmtufﬁ‘eranyzpeuﬁu
onwbatmanlmzﬂdorshouldnotdointhexrmla

. &8 "enablers™ hitltdzdmtathat“ﬁlfinmmhal
;-thatthegum'dfurcebead:vdyangugedinaeﬂing

' thewndxﬁnnsformm&duplo:tanm of the
internees,” andtbat"ﬁ}oiﬁtmdqmmﬁm
operahouamhanqpmdh}lackafmmtml
of the internses within the detention envirenmient*
(phmsadded) Inmnn,themportobsmed,
"[d]etention opem‘ttm must be structured to
ensure {the] détention environment focuses the
internee’s confidence and attention on their iriter-
rogators,” and the “MP dstention staff ghonld be

an integrated elément supporting the intarvoga-
tion fonictionis.”

~BECRET Om«ﬂapwu
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recommendations that drew tpon lessons lsarmed
at GTMO. For example, the report recommendsd
thet CJTRT establish and !:rafn “Interrogation
Tiger Teams comprised of {sic] ons. Interrogator
nndoneanahmt,boﬂamthﬁ!lm‘ The report
also recommendsd the mhh:hmant of &
Behaviorsl Bdence Gonynitaﬁm Team (BSCD),
em.poeedofbehadmalpsy&ologistsmdpnydﬁn- .
Mwhowuldhdpdcvéop“mbegratgdlntmo-
gation sl;ratemeﬂ """ asseas  interrogation
intalligmca pmdudion. In sddition, MG Miller
mmmmendedthemmmgahnnmzmmbemaol-
xdmd‘sz one Joint Interrogation Debriefing
Center {JIDC)[stratagxc interrogation facility
mi&m- CITF'? command,” and mefed that “{tJhis
“gction has besn initisted” Finally, the report
offered a number of training recommendatinns, to
inchide training the “MF detention staff fon] train-
‘ing programs utilized by JTF-GTMO."

08 LTG Sanchez commissioned the Ryder
Report in August 2003, to agsess detention and cor-
rections operationsin Irag. The Rydér Report, like
the: Miller Report, was an outgrowth of LTG
Baichez' interest in identifying and jmplementing
improvements in detention end intérrogation oper-
ations in Avgust 2003, when these operations were
taking on increased importance in bight of the
inmnguwyin]mqandthenaadmmbuﬂd Trags.

prison system. The Ryder Raport; which was com-
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the Miller Regiort, waa a detafled review of éetm-
tion and corrections operations in Traq. - A key
ohjective of the report wes "developing recommen-
dations on how to bridge from current operatiors
to an Iragi-ron prison systeny,” and thus mueh of
the information in the report was not directly rele-
vanl to interrogation operaticnis, Nevertheless,
the report did address several detention issues that
bear at least indirectly on interrogations or poten-
tinl detainee abuse, which are summsrized bhelow.

58\ One of the most significant, and cer

tainly the most surprising, aspacts of this report is -

that the assesement team members did not idegti-

COPY NUMBER ONE

Ghraib - was struggling to adapt its organizational
stencture, trajriing and eqiipment resurces from
atmltdmgnedtomduetnmdardmopm
hnns,toltscmmtmmimofmﬂakymmﬂng
nnent:reemmhy’apmmm Mahngmm
wommthatthaBngadedlduutm
Intemmentlﬂesetﬂmt (I!R) and corrections
specific training dumg its" mohilizahon period,
Thispmhlemmﬁnthermwhatedbythefad
ﬂzatﬂ:eBattahmmfhintheBngademgmw—
allyundemmned Mormthampnrtobsewed
“IgJeveral Divisioh/Brigade collection points and
USmqudIraquﬁmnshadﬂmedminwﬂi
mmt!ydataﬂedmoffomando&her;m&ng-
opemhngpmmdmworpolmea.

fymmmwmoeumtspmmelyapplyms%.

inappropriate confinement practices, Theﬂyda- E

teammdmte&ﬁsamasmmt&mnombm'mtn
Novemberﬂ,m&anduﬁ(}'i’agubapmntedwt
mlnsrepoztonmﬂitmypohm nperations st Abu
Ghraib, themustsuiomabuamat&bu{}hmib
ocerrred in late October and earlyNomher 2003,
Itshmidbenobed,howem;thattbzteam‘smw
Abnﬁhm‘bmanmnmeed,eammawalk-

CY

(SkTK’aR’ardm'Reporﬁ&iﬂ,hDWemldenhfy
several probler areas within detention operations
in Trag. For example, the 800th MP Brigade -
whicli was.tasked to securs the detainee population
throughout Irag, and wag at that time supporting
15 separate detention facilities, including Abu

58

1) The Ryder Report also weighed in on
the debate about the proper relationship between

concluding that military police should not be sub-
ordinate to military intellipence. The report

-exphhadtbatamordingtoAmydoctﬁm,'AR

180-8 requires militery police to provide an area
for intelligence collection efforts within EPW
facilities. Military police, though adept at passive
collection of intalligence within a facllity, do not
interrogation sessions.” Whils not mentioning
the Miller Report by name, the Ryder Report :
nonetheless rejected the Miller Repeort's central
recommendation, stating that “{rJecent. intelli.

gence collection in support of Operation

| ” omnapom
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ENDURING FREEDOM has posited u template
whereby military polics actively seb favorsble
conditions for subseguent interviews. Such
actions. generally yun counter to the smooth: oper-
ation of u detention fnnihty, atlempting to muin-

tain its population in 4. compliant and dogle
state.” MG Ryder thérefore recommended that
procedures be sstablished "that define the role of
military police suldiers securing the compound,
clearly separating the actions of the guards from.
those of the military - intelligence personnel”
(emphasis added). Bignificantly, the report con-
cluded that the 800th MP Brigads had not been
asked to chainge its procedures “to set the condi-

tions for MI interviews, nor paiticipate in thnsa'

intervisws,” ‘ i "'1.-
(8% An additionsl, interrogation-related
prolilem that the report identified vﬁai‘thnt—lraqx
criminal detainees wers gometimes no-loeaied with
other types of det.amees. im:luduig -gecurity
intemees anid EPWa, ’I‘hia Was generally due to
the lack ut' pnson fmﬂm and ongmngeonxohﬁn
thin was. in vm!mon, of t.he Gemm Cmvenﬁen.
and as aprachmlmaﬂa:;'themmmment of mul-
hplediapantegrmxpsot‘ﬁetmne& personsin a sin-
gle Iocation hymamhmot‘thasameumtmmtu
configion’ shout handling, processing, and treat-
ment, and typically facilitates the transfer of irifor-
mation between different categories of detainess™
The report stated flatly that "{detainees must be
segreguted and managed by their designation,” and

COPY NUMBER QWEqer

pointed out that doing so would estahilish "better
control over the [detainiees] enviranment,* which
eliould Tncreass thelr intelligencs yield -

ﬂDThehixheﬁmkiﬁsmwﬂsewoﬁm

inhnqattbethue,thmr—BGmemFast,ﬂncz ‘

for CJTRY, requested COL’ Hervington's assis-
mmmm&zmuﬂmmm

npemﬁmm!ml In his 14-page report,
COLHerrington,ﬂwauthoroftkeﬁthTMO
report, mwdad a summary of his aite-specific
mpmmimgs.mzdﬁmamk—lmgmﬂto!uq

-mbammherm The most significant aspect of

tﬁemportwutheobamahmabwtﬂmlwkof

'resmaa_ 23 and poor conditions st Abu Ghraib, The

prison overcrowding and lack of MP personnel
sometimes forced “MI soldiers with inadequate
h‘uningandeqmpment’tomnnsthelﬂ’mw
Hen. Ad&mgtothetenmnnattbepmeompln

were “dangerous and difficult conditions,” indud- .

ing frequent morter attacks. Security at the fudli:

-ty was also compromised by the presence of Fragi

ly vetted and had on one oecesion smitggled a

viegpon, to o detainee. The situation was so dire.

that COL Thomes Pappas; the 2052 MY Brigads
maudsr for Abu ‘Ghraib), LTC Steven Jordan, the
Deputy Director of the Joint Interropation and
Debriefing Center (JIDC),.end MAJ Michael

Sheridan of the 800" MP Brigade expressed ths.

59
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vxewthatxfﬂzsevmmwdmgwwhwhtheyrefermd
toasa mwmnk&‘”thntomldieadtoams-
oner uprising - wag not allevigtated, “bud things™
wmiika!yhmmlt,toinn]udedeaﬂt,nuum

hostage situations. mvolvmgU.S. personnel, COL

Herringlon recommended that CITE7 “urgently

dmstamorereaomtotheﬂbu@hrmhdml
lenge.”

vﬁthdmngthabesttheymﬂdundwd:ﬁuﬂtm—

ditions, and obtaining and reporting “significant
information from detainees” And despite the cor.

COPY NUMBER ONE

well-run, and impressive® Divizion Interrogation:
Fucility of the ist Armoer Divigion, where the
%Minterfammagitshmﬂglhe,mththew
people in the lead” In contrest, be was unim-
pteuedmthﬂwkaq&lwey(;rﬂupﬁsmm
which “fell far shori of what we expectsd to

'andwhzraﬂwMPuwm'themiHcmm
{vemuthemtmmgatom”mdthe&etmneeum
pexmitted too’ nmch communication with one

dmmatAquhrmh,mLI{mingtonnoneth&.','; ’

leas stated that, "wanatharmnorlmedofany ’

evxdenoethatdwameesambemgmeganyor

improperly treated at Abu Ghraib” 'J.‘herepm‘t

scknowledged, however, that "on occasion,” *JIDC
pmadhadatthemqnestefOGApmm&

held “ghoat detainees™ (thaaemtﬁoutmy!SN ‘
nnmbm'ass:gnedhothm)atﬁabu(}hmih oL, |

Herrmgﬁmwwuﬁthatthispmﬁoe *carries with
xtcertmnn&ks,notthelmtofwbidxisthatxtmay

be technically llegal of: in violation of G2 policy”
andremmmmdadthatﬂﬁatnﬁaﬂdmtheﬁme.

ﬂﬂlhareportemnmmhdontherdatim-
athbntweenMPmdhﬂunitutvuiousfsdlmu,
wdmastmtmthhuohsarvahmmhis(}mo
repart, COL Herrington argued that military intel-
ligence should be directing iilitary polies. For
exampls, he complimentéd the *organized, closn,

60

&szpc;opperstmdﬂmthahadmtmpmu&'
the nl]egad abuse. up the chmn of emnmand

mendations of note. Firet, high-ranking andsenfar
Traqi detainees hield by the ISG (such sa general
officers, or ministérial-level officers) ahould be
housed in better faclities, conumensurate with
their status. ‘This was not only required by the
Geneva Convention, but also made sensa from an
intelligence exploitation perspective. Second, the
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. rapartsuggastedﬂmtthz.&my "huild: a corps of

strategic interrogators/debriefers who are officers
or senior civilians™ This would help to eluninate
the incongruity of capturing enemy leadership and
archives, and then relying for intelligence on *tac-
tical interrogator (non-commissioned officers] who
mtauymngandme:perimced" formchanna—
sion.

\8) The Deputy Commanding Genersl of

CJTF7, MG Wejdakowsld, appoin nted LTC Les on

detainee abuse at Cemp Cropper in Irag. 'I'h:s

extremely brief, threo-page report found no &%
denwtomhsmmnteallegahmthat-m -
1 information for certain key personnel (snd in one
B case had not received responses to her questions),
~ yet did not describe her efforts o procure the:

. nelhadmthesmnmerofzﬂosabusad‘ 3

aﬂeguhmthatﬂDLHmnngtonad&mmdmm
report; whmhnnhedthatmedim]permmlhud

(orsigmofnbum}ﬁnhhmd,hutbusedhmnﬂaga-
tions on a handfol of reports that he had heard
frorh othérs working at Camp Croppar.

mne*—omm
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tion that would lead to a finding that there was
sure that there weve isolated.incidents where
debameeaamvedmlmthanpﬁmmdxﬁma,
but. ghe “would athribute saine ‘of thise to the
rwﬁtsofmnbahmdamﬂmaitbehmdw
ture”. Inmyevmt,aheemﬂd'ﬁudnomolwmb-
stantiate the aliagalmu ‘Against the [special
operaﬁmnfmma]orAmyemnm:tx Noreould .
sheﬁndan;ywz&mtomnutn“hckefknwl—
edgenfGe:m&nwmmmmmmh.

{8) The Lee Report ilaslf was extremely
bnefmdammanﬁthmmabnmgapsin

tha@nveaﬁgn&on methodology Fnrmnpln,L'I‘c
Les noted that she had been unsble {o find contect

information. I fairness, the passage of time
behvmﬁwmdpddlmﬂmfsmmm)

 end the assignment of the investigation Jenuary

23, 2004) made LTC Les's work more diffieult.

ons This passage of Gime i unexplained, and tepre-

(U1) Taguba Report
(U) On January 81, 2004, the Commander
of the Combined Forces Land. Component

61
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Command (CFLOC), LIG McKiwian, appointed
MG Tagubs, the CFLCC Deputy Commanding
General for Support, to- investigats: the BOOLH.
Military Police Brigads's *detention and hntern.
ment operations® sinve November 1, 2003, LTG
Sunchez, the Commander, CJTFY, requested the
investigation based upon the sccumulation of
wide rarige of incidents aid prior investigations,
culminating in an Army Criminal Investigntion.
Conﬂmndinveshgahnn‘intoapemﬁcaﬂegnmmaf
&etmwabmommﬁadbymanbmafﬁwm&
MP Omnpmy" at Abu Ghraih, The 3724 'MP
Conipdny was then a subordinata wnit of the 320th
Military Police Battalion snd the 800th Military™ -
Police Brigade. While portions of the Taguha
Report remain classified, the bulic of the report, ©
andahnnztaﬂof:tammu,hmabmemd
able to the public through unauthorized disc}mn-a
to geveral major media orgamzaﬁom (as el as
official relesiys of a. mdadadwmnofthereport
and many of its annexes). MG‘I’agubaandOther
ofﬁuahmouamdmththemveﬁgahmhmaho
pmv:rledpubiictesﬁmmybdmﬁonmmthe
mattersmntamédintharepm

@y MG "_I‘_aguba";_ overall conclusion wag
that “several US. ‘Army Soldiers have committed

egregious dets and grave breaches of interuntional

law st Abu Ghraib/BCCF [Baghdsd Central
Canﬁnemmt Fucility] and Camp Bucea, Irag,

; , key leaders in both the 800th MP
Bugndaan&ﬂmmthhﬂﬂngﬁefadedtowmply

62
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mand divectives in. preventing detainee abuses at
AhuGhraib(BOGF)andatCampBumdlmgtha
pmodAugustzﬂ(lStoFebmmym " Although
MG Taguba endorsed the-team's wchiamnt‘a'
determm:monﬂmt "thmmewdannaﬂmttha.
bomﬁcabumauﬁued*bythadntaineeaat&u
Ghmib&ﬁﬂﬁ?mwwtoua&acfw&wtsolﬂ:m
in an unaupmwed and dangevous setfing.” and
mﬁomnhelmnoralpempeehvothepmdmﬁd
awmplumtuplaynfmmpsydnﬁoﬁcalfactma
mdmmmandmsuﬁmenm, he also found that
themwax suiﬁmntmdiblainformnﬁontom
ranimmquzry”to"demnuuet}mexsmtduﬁpr
bﬂity ' of military intelligence personnel.

L)Y MG Tasuhammwumberefmltm#
nary observations on the Miller Report and the
Ryder Report, including the emnmmt that “the
recommendations of MG Miller's. taam that tha
‘guard force' be actively engaged in setting the con-
ditions for miccessful exploitation of the intérnees
woiild appear to be in conflict with the recommen-
dations of MG Ryder's Team and AR 190-8 that the
muilitary police ‘9o not participate in military intel-
ligerica supervised interrogation sessims” MG
Taguba cited with approval the Ryder Report's con-
¢lusion “that the OEF template whereby military
polica actively set the favorable conditioss for mib-
sequent interviews rana. counter to the amodth
- operation of a detention farility™

(U As a reflaction of his tasking, MG
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Tagubs divided his specific findings and vecom-
mendations into three sectiona, Firet, he axmined
“all the facts snd chreumstanees surrounding ...
allegations of detaines. abuse,” with particular
emphasis on “miltreptment at Abu Ghraib.*
Second;, he examined “detaines escapes and
accountshility lepses,” agein with particular
emphasis on "events at Abu Ghraib.” Third, he
invegtigated “the training, standards, employ-
ment, command policies, internal pmeednras, and
command dimate of the 800th MP Brigade.”

(U) With regard to the allegations of
detainee abuse, MG Tiguba found “that bebween

October and December 2008” the military police

guard force st Tier lefAbnGhmib'inﬁicted*

. mmusinddmtsofsnﬁlsﬁc,blatmt,andm .-

ton ciiminal abuses ... on seversl detmnaea.
WhthG'I‘agubadldnotwtantde!ibarmdeﬁﬂ
hunofcondmﬂmthemderedtobe'abme,'ha

referred exclusively to “mtenhmal" of “crimi-
nal” misconduct. : oL E
O MG Tagub&fﬁ:ndthat "the intsntion-.

&l abuse ot‘detamees by mﬂztaxypohoe ‘personnel
induded:” . |
L4} "pﬂm‘m& alappmx. kicking ...
L (¢)) “vndwbapmg and phntugrapbmg naked
male gud fomsls detainees;”
*+ () “forcibly arranging detainees in ... sex-
ually explicit positions ...;*
* () “fircing detainees to remova their cloth-
ing and keeping them naked for severs]

SEGREF~ omhei Baparts
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days at a time;”

. ﬂD“forungnalwdmalademizm to wesr
worien's underwear;”

L8] fomnggwups ofma&a detainees to
masturbate ..

L )] arrangmgnakedmﬂedehmmn

pile snd then,)nmpmgm them,

« (™ ‘ xnakedmﬂed&tmeeon
mMREBox,mthamnéhagon his head,
andattachmgwirestohxsﬁnm toes, and
paﬁutnaimﬂat&elnmmhun;

. ﬂD“w?itmg'Iamarapest'{m) onthe lagof

- a-detaines alleged to have forcibly vaped a

Lﬁ-yearohifellowdetmnae,andthmphow

y gmphinghlmnaked,

"% () "placing a dog chain or strap around &
neked detained's neck and baving & famale
Saldier poss for a picture” with the prisane®

* () “a male MP guard having sex with a
femnle detainee;” .

s {IN) "using military working dogs (without
muzzles) to intimidate and frighten
detairiess, snd in at least one case biting end

" geverely injuring a detaines;® and '

* (U) “tsking photographs of dead Irmgi
detsinees” for other then official purposes.”

MG Taguba did not provide a preciss count of the
number of incidents of sbuse, or of the pursbers of

(U) MG Taguba found that & contributing

factor in the abuses was the fallure of the 500th
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Military Police Brigade leadenship to eommunmte

dearsimdardswthdrsoldqu,ortomxnmtheir

tactical proficisncy. MG Taguba cited a8 an exam-
ple the fact thet although *an extensive CID inves-
tigation deterinined that four soldiers from the
320th Military Police Battalion had ebused a num-
berofdetammadunngmpmmngat Camp
Buccs* well before the battakion samumed reshong-
bility for detention operations at Abu Ghratl, nei-
merthabnﬁahmmthuhngadehadmhptmk

"any sieps to ensure that such sbuse was not

‘tepeated.”

(U} MG Tegiba made nine recommenda:

tions regirding detaines abuse. The fivst was that
the apprapriate headquarters unmedmte!ydeploy"

to ﬂxel’mq Theater an integrated mn!t:—dmaplme
Mobile Traiving Team (MTT) comprising subject
matter experts in internment/resettiement opera.
tions, international and cperational law ..., inter-
_mgaumandmtelhgeuwgnthmngted:mqw,.
mdothm“toomeeandwnﬂﬁctmmhenma

trammgina!lnspwtaafdetameemdwnﬁnement;
uparahom. MG‘Ihgubanlsokeéommendedthnt' '

mﬁammg,mamnngmmng,mdleadezﬂup,
@Wﬂhmgmﬂhﬂetammpeﬁand

sccountability Iapaes, MG Tuguba found that thers
wiis "a general lack of mowledge, implementation

and- emphasis of basic legal regulatory; doctrinial,

and eomrband tequirements within the S00th MP

COPY NUMBER ONE

Brigade and jts subordinate uniis. By and large,
secountability standard opemting procedures
‘were not fully developed and ... were widely
ignoved.” AtAquhaibmparthm;‘th&ema
severe lapee in the s ility of detainees.”
Thulacknfacmmtabﬂitymadeitimpmﬁ:}efor
the 800th Military Police Brigade to determine
hwmydetammhadmeapedﬁmthnﬁuﬂxty

Uy MG Tagnba found that “the Abu
Ghraibandeannmdetenﬁonfwhhm"m
mgnﬂmﬂyovertbmrintm&admmmumwpm
:tywhﬂethegunrdfam‘m'&mdammdand
undurreﬂowced." Although these conditions con-
tnl:_mted to poor accountsbility and increased

escapes, MG Taguba also found that “no lessons |

learned” from previmmudenhandm“ﬂem
to have been disseminated ... to enshlecovrective
action.* In MG Taguba's evaluation, "had the find-
igs. and recommendations contained within® the
Brigade's "own investigations been analyred snd
actually implernented ... many of the subsequent
escapes, accountability lapses and causes of abuse
may have been prevented ™

(U) MG Teguba obeervad that “ths various

cies  detention - focilities operated by the 800th MP

Brigade haye routinely held persons brought to
them by Other Goverrithent Agencles (0GAs),"
MG Taguba reported that "the Joint Interrogation
and Debriefing Center (JIDC) at Abis Ghoaib callad.

s&cas-r« Other Faports
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these dotainees ‘ghost detainesa™ MG ‘Taguba
no&edthah'mablmtmeommﬂmamm
BanahmatAquhmihhddahmdﬁﬂofM
detainees' (6-8) ... thet they moved around within
the facility to hide them from a visiting
'Interuahmalcomnntteeoftheﬂed(?m(mk(})
survey team.” MG Taguba. characterized “this
manguver” a8 “deceptive, contrary to Army doc-
fxine, and in violaticn of international law*

@ﬁ@'l‘agubamadel‘?mmmendm
Wﬂﬁismntablktyhpmmdmpes,sem
ally related to leadership, training and resourcing,

Healmobsmedthatunitsmmng&em:m,
‘nhmﬁaﬂs,m%hn&z—lﬂsaantmmmm

operations ‘imust know of, train on, and constantly
referance the applicable Amny doctrine and ..,
commang policies,* nuhngthat“therefmmspm—
vided in [his) reportwvernaaﬂyevmdeﬁmmcy
« enumerated” *Althcugh * MG Tagubaoffm'ed
thsmfmow'donot,andmnot,mnkﬂmfor
lendership ahortfnllx,allsoﬁiem, at all levels, can
use them to maintain atandard&edoperahngpm
ceduressndeiﬁmentﬂmmtnbﬂm*mnhm

w With ragard to the "the training, stan-
daxds, employment dommiand policies, internal
prmdutaa,andmmn&d:mateoftha&ﬁﬁthm
Bngade, MG '.l’ngubafmmd & host of deficincies,
ﬁomlemﬂ&ed‘mthqhdgsde,apmtgys;a
result of the widespread but etronecus belief that
the unit would be redeployed fram Iraq once the
Iragi armed forcea had been defeated, However, he

e — -
“SECRET-4 Olher Reports

COPY NUMBER QNE,.... _

observed, “there did not appear to have been any
attempt. by the Command to mitigate this prob-

Jem.* MG Taguba found that ingeiters], the800th -
MPBngndawasmtadequnwytrmnad.' *Soldiers.
throughout the 800th MP Erigadsm not profi-

cient in their basic {Mﬂm:,y Occupational
Specialty] akills” yet there was “no evidence that
ﬂanmmand,ulﬂmughamofthmdaﬁm-
ma&mptedﬁuwnutt&mmanyaymnﬁc
manner”® "Almmtave:ymdmdual witness we
interviewed,” hmﬂ:ﬂdmfmﬁﬁmﬂm%
provisions of AR-190-8 or FM 3-19.40,” the Anny
mgulaﬁmmdﬁeldmanunlthatdm'ibemdgw-
erndsbantwnopemtwna Despite these obvious

hssedonthm . missions was ever daveloped, nor

"~ was a training plan implemented throughout the

Brigade.*

11¥5) MG Taguba found that "without ade-
quate training for a civilian internes detention
mission, Brigade personnel relied heavily upon
individuals within the Brigade who had civilian
correckions experience.” Furthey “because of past
associations and familiarity of scldiers within the
Brigade, it appeéars that friendahip oftem took

precedence aver appropriste leader and subordi-

nate relationships.”

(U) MG Teguba found thet these internal
shorteomings were exacarbated by the fct that

”thaBOOthMPBngudaaaawhohwaumduh'
stretigth for the misgion for which it was tasked " a
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problem that grew progressively warse as the nits
suffered attrition through casualties, statutorily
marndated demobilizations; and other separations,
These losses could not be replaced because
"Rc‘serve'cm;yponentmﬂﬁ doﬁﬁthav‘amhdiviﬁ-

Whntmmore,*thequamyorhrefwmwm
assxgne&toAquhrm’h(BCCF)wasextrmﬂy
poor” A “severely undermanned” unit staffed a
“severely overcrowded prison, " with o dining fesil-

ity, exchange, barbershop, or recreational facilities,

“There were numerons mortar attacks, random
xifle and RPG. attacks, and a serious threat to sol-
diex_'sandde’tainee‘sinthefad]ity"

(UJ’WithrespecttotheSDOthMPBnga&e
mission at Abu Ghraib,* MG "Paguba foimd, "there
was clear friction and a Jack of effective communi-
esﬁonbetweenths(lammandm;zos&l&mnmde,
who controlled® Forward OthnRBaae (FOB)
*Abu Ghraib .,mmnmexzeaa and the
Commardery, §00th MP Bngadn, who controlled
detameaomhminmdethem "There vis
no clear delinaaﬁm oi'mapam&ﬂity between com-
mands, little. eomﬂinaﬁmat the command lgvel,
end no mtegmﬁon ‘of the two fimetions.® MG
Teguba observad that “coordination ocourred at
the lowest pnssx'ble levels with littls oversight by
. commsnders™ Further in hig view; the decision to
place the Military Intelligence Brigade iny control of
the security of detaitises and forée protection at
Abu Ghralb was "not doctrinally sound due to the
different missioris and agendas nssigned to esch of

66
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these respective specialties.”

{0 MG Triguba also cited an extensive List
Mﬂthhﬁhtmy?dmel!ngadaaafnfthcreﬁdenm
ofthadysfuncﬁonnlnamreofﬁsmmmd. MG
Taguhamdenummamnmmﬂaﬂmmgaxd
ing disciplinary setiors t be taken against mem-

‘bers: afthaSOﬂtthhtnryPhhoeBnga&eanﬂthe
'mﬂﬁuymtgiﬁmpenmuelamgnedmm
at Atm Ghiradb, up to and inchuding the command.
:erofﬂxeﬂﬂﬁthllﬂitarylnteﬂxgeanﬁpﬂe,OOL

ThomasPappu,m&themmmanderoﬂhem

. hﬁﬁtudexmBﬁgada,BGJmeﬂd.

“. " (U) MG Tuguba noted that he found par-
unwillingness to either understand or sccept that

many of the problema inherent in the 800th MP

ership and the refuss] of her command to both.
ples among its soldiers.” MG Teguba recounted,
discunsed, and refuted 4 number BG Xarpinskis
assignments of blame to her subordinates, the mil-
itary intelligence leadership, the Civil Affairs
Command; and the courf-martiel convening
authority of the soldiers involved in the Camp
Buces incidesits for the shortcomings of her com-
mand, For the fudlires discussed above, dywell is.
*material fepresentations to the JFuvestigation
Team,” MG Tagubi recommended BG Karpinsld
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(1) On Febroary 10, mmm
of the Army Brawu!aeordm&thea&mylnspwtor

General, LTG Mikolashek, to assess "detainee

operatimsinAfgbamstan and Jraq" This inspec-
tion was not intended tobe "an investigation of eny
specific incidents or units, but rather a compre-
henswaremwofhnwthez\rmycondudsdetainee
operations in Afghanistan and Irag* The asseds.
ment did not extend to "Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) or Defense HUMINT Sexvices (DEHS)
{sic] operations,” nor did it include: npemhonaat
Guantanamo Bay Naval Base.”

- COPY NUMBER (Q3Eper-..

the “inspection tools,” the blank interview ques-
tionnalres, sensing promps, survey questions, efs.,
statements pronot. The report also does not indi-
cate how many soldiers and leadérs were inter-
viewed, sepssd, and, sm'veyed. or precisely who
theywem. ’I'herepoztdidmdieaﬁn.howmthnt

'allmterviewednndobsmdemmmdem,lmdeu,
nnd. soldiers twabed &tameee humanely and.

mphanizedﬂw :mporbance of bumnne treatment.”

unmmamwmmmma
suminaries of -Criminal Investigative Division
(m}mﬁmmmm&mtmw

B ganunmmmaries . invalving detainee death. or

(U) The Acking Secretary of ths Army '
~been completed as of the time of LTG Mikolashek's

approved the Mikolushek Report on Jlﬂy 21,2004,

releasing the unclassified bulk.of the mportto the.

public, withholding only Appendix G, w}nchm clas-

siﬁeddustudmcusmnofcmmtopmmaud.

sensitive intelligence. LTGMikolmhekanduther
oﬁcialsasaomﬁedwiththninmﬁgaﬁmhaveﬂm
provn&edpubhctestimmbd‘om Gongremun the
mattemwntamedinﬁwmpbrt.

(U)lnthscoumeoftbsu*inspechon,ﬁ!‘(}
M’knhshek‘s'ienm “eondueted intervisws, sensing
mons.nndasurvex ingpected unita nvolved in
detention and interrogation opsrations, and exam-

. ined "policies, plani, records ... and other related
docaments,” A “sénzing sezsion” in . moderated,

guided discussion of a désignated topic by moder-
etely-sized gréips of designated soldiers. While

~“SECRET— othor Reporis

alléged abizse.¥ OFthioss 125 investigationg, 71 had

annlyma. Ahuse,deﬁnedbymmdaaheku
“wmngﬁﬂdeath,mmﬁt,battuxmalumﬂt,
sexual batiery, or theft,” was substantiated in 40 of
the 71 completed investigations, *No sbuse was
determinad to have occurred in 31 cases," and 54
cases yremained "open or un ined” at the time

of the report "Based upon® hxstenm'u"mviewané.
analysis and case swmramries of investigutions®

from all 125 investigations, founded, ymfounded,
und pending, TG Mikolashek “could not identify a
systemic causs for the abuge incidents.”

(W) In a foreword to the repart, LTG
Mikolashek urged that "thess abuses ... be viewsd

s what they aré unauﬂmzedaoﬁm-tnkmbyn,

few individuals," sctions that “in a fow cases® were

*coupled with the failure of a fow leaders to provids.
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adequatemmmonmd!eadadﬁp. Further in
- LTG Mikolashek's estimation, “the abuses that
occwrred” ‘wers "not representative of policy; doc-
tnne,m'sold;ertmunng

{U) Despite his conclusion that’ he' waa
'unableto:denuiymtemfaﬂumtbatremltedm
incidents of sbuse,” ITG Mikolashek recounted
manersuy systunfaﬂmw‘mhiadetmiedﬁnﬂings
thet echo ‘problems previoualy deseribed by MG
Teguba ag significant eontribiting factors in the
ebuse of detainees. Spedifically, I'TG Mikolashek

(U) Policy

* (U) theater interrogation palicies "generally

met legnl obligations under .. law,h’aaty
andpohcy;:fexemtedcareﬁzllxhymed
aoldxer:,tmﬂartheﬁﬂimgeofmfaguards,
yet: acknowledged thet the interrogation
pohm‘wemmtdmrandwntmnedamhx-
guities” and "implmnentaﬁon, training and
m@tdi&mg&immmmsﬁent;

¢ (U} "sorne ... uniits wite unaware of the cor-
red:mmmandpolicr ,

* () “commanders ,.. piiblished high-risk

policies that pressnted & significant risk of

mxsapﬂmauon:fnottrmed fto] and exe-
cuted cavefully” .

COPY NUMBER ONE

(U) Training

= (U) "The potential for abuse increases when
mtm'ogaﬁommconﬁucﬁedmanmohon-
alkychargedmvmomneuthymmadw
sonnel who are- tmfa.miﬂar mth the

. (U)'Notnllintumptmﬂwmtnhad,“

. (U)'I‘onahst&vthaneadtoanqmmmtem
gmuanmupm‘ble,mommmd
mnmmmsionedoﬂim « with no train-
mgmmtmogahmtec}mmbmm~

* (U) "detainee ... policy end doerine do not
eddress ... operations condurted in the et
rent operating environment;*

* (7] current "doctrine doas not cemdy spesi-
fy the interd, - rales, misions,
and mptmsﬁﬁhhu o Military Police and
Military Intelligenca units in the ,.
tion of interrogation facilities;”

« (U) “failurs of MP and MI personnsl to

understand each other's specific missions

and duties could. undermine the effactive-
ness of safeguards associted with interro-
- (U “actical .. leaders ... held detainses

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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longer than. dectrinally recommended at
Forward Operiting Bases bacause the lead.
was failing to provids "timely tactical iritelli.
gence,” despite the fact that such locations
lacked the ‘infragtruchuire, medical care, ...
traived personmel, logistics and security”
required to hald detainees for more than a
brief period of timie and that the “personnel
at these locations .., were unaware of or
tmabletummplythh » detdinee process.
ing ... and interrogation® pnhuesmdlegal
standards;

(0} Resouyees

+ (U) "Military Intelligence units mnot :

resoureed with sufficient: mtermgam ancl
interpretery” . L

mw&nmmbwﬁ;mmmmm
detention and intermgnhon cpmﬁuna, LTG
hﬁktﬁaahekrmommendadthnt.

« tha '[18. Army Tranuug sind Doctrive
Cmnmand,mwordfnaﬁonwﬁhthebeputy
Wofﬂta&‘fcﬂnﬁalhgmman&TheJudge
MmﬁGana‘aiofﬁmAmy,"zmmdoc—
txmtoidenhfymtermgﬁ!m t.echmquea
that are meptabie_ eﬂ'ectxve and legal for

* (U) the US. Avmy Treining and Doctrine
CommndmdtheD&putbemfofStaﬂ'fm-

YSECRETSY other Aeports

COPY NUMBER QNE,

Operations “apdate the Military Intelligence
foros struciure et the division level and
el are available in sufficient rumbers to
ammpﬂahthaminion “'2- ) :

* () the US Amy 'I‘rainﬁu :md Dockring
Command and the .;Provoot Marshal
General tevina dad:nne ‘and’ ‘policy “for the
admunﬂ!:rahve pmocmng of detuiness to
im;mvenwothabﬂity;movemmt,nn&du—
poatibtfﬁl & Bon-Hinesr battlespacs”

3 ﬂnthev.smmy‘l‘wmzmﬂnm'

* . Colnmand "esteblish and identify rescurce

requirements for & standardized Detaines
(1)) the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations -

'integratenprum‘beddetameamahm
training program into tnit training,” and

L)

() the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Operations, *in coordination with the Office
of the Judge Advocate General, mandaie
that ... Law of War training have apacific
lesrning ohjectives, be conducted by an
instractor/evaluator i3 a struchiured man-
ner, and be presénted and évaluated annt-
ally using the established training
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(W) As a result of MG Taguba'y findings,
theConuuanda,CJTF?,LTGSanchez,appomted

theAs.m_eant Deputy Chief of Staff, Army, G2, MG
Fay, on March 81, 2004 to investigate potential

miaemduutbymthhﬁlwmymtdhgeneeﬁngade
personnel at Abu Ghraib between August 15, 2008
and February 1, 2004, LG Sanchez specifically
taskedMGthtummewhether%&thlﬁhtaq
Intalhgw.eaBngadepermne!'wqueated.m

aged, condoned, of solicited Military Police" to
sbuse detsiness, and whether 205th Military

Intelligence Brigade personniel "comported with
established interrogation procedures and applica.”-
ble laws and regilations” during mterrogmon-

operations at Aby G-hrsﬂ)

(U]WhﬂepartionaofthsFayBeport

remamdamﬁed,aredactedmmnafthabulknf

thnmporthasbmreleasadtoﬁwpubhc. MG Fay
and other officials associated withthe investigation
Lave dlso provided; pnbiic test.nnony before
Cnngmssunthsmatmsmntamedm the report.

ﬂDInhismport,MGl‘hyfoundmihtaxy
mtalligmaapetaonnel"nottohaveﬁﬂlymotbed

.with estsbliched interrogation procedures and

apphcab!alawsmdreg\ﬁnhm He ideritified 44
“alleged instances. or events of detaines sbuse” by
period under investigation. In 16 of those 44
inxtmm,MGMfmdtheaﬂega&nhuuwu
“requested, enmmged.mdmednrmhmbe&'by

70
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military intelligence persnnel, although “the
ebusa ... was directed on an individusl basis and

never officially sanctioned.” Tn 11 of thoes 16 ix- .

stances, MG Fay found military infelligence person-
niel were dimctbrmvolved"h:the nllegsdabuse.

(IDMGI'hydaﬁmdahusetomdudemt
orly dearly criminal aeta, mch a8 the variotiy
formsofmu}tﬁhatmmd,hutalmﬂ;uppll-
catmnot‘ewtain’mn—docmna!inmmmnmh»
niquu‘ﬁmthaﬂmnatohemﬁawﬁxl the use of
nuhbaxywothngdogs,nudrtymdmlahon.%ﬁe
thapn:po@mteuwizahmofnunmbytwopax»

ticular Millitiry Working Dog handlers, described

in Incident 286, was grosaly abusive by any meds-

,mﬁe-mwmﬁthemmmoﬁ
silent, muzeled Military Working Dog during an

interrogation, described in Incident 29, “shuse

(U) In his findings, MG Pay provided a brisf
description of each of the 44 alleped instances of
abuse, identifying a total of 50 individusl soldiers
and 4 individual contractors as either “responsible®

or criminally “culpeble® for each of the events, Of

the 54 named as responsible or culpabls, 10 sol-

diets had slready been referred for disciptinary

action under the Uniferm Code of Military Justics.
Of the remaining 44 soldiers and contractors, MG
Fay believad 27 to be “culpable” in one or irore
instance of alyuse, while he asseased 17 soldiers and
contiactors to have becoiné irivolved in abuse as &
raultof‘nﬁmmdmﬂingofpnﬂcxmuhhmur
law® MG Pay found thet responsibility for the
abiiss extended up to the commanders of the 205th
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Mihtary Intelligerice Brigade and the 800th
Military Police Brigude,

) @MGma,m&mm'Bﬁwmmpmb—
lems ... alss contributed to the volatile environ.
ment in which the abise ocourred,” BYMGqu‘s
count, he made 24 additional findires and two
sbeervations regerding “systemiic failures” The
mejor contributing factors “ncuded inade
interrogation dﬂﬂﬁne and training” & "ladk of a
clear intérrogation policy for the Iraq Campaign,”
"acute” shorlages of military police and military
intelligence. parsoninel, a "lack: of clear lines of

re@onﬁbﬂ:if‘bﬁwemmxhtmypohman&mﬂm_;
intelligence, in dottrine, training, and opnmhons,l'

and Hnmemmfdtbypmnnel on.the

ground to produce actionable mte!bgence from ™

“detainees .

(IDMGFayfoundthat"inadequacyofdoc-
trine for detention ... and mteuogat:onopemﬁm
was a contributing factor to° thu situations that
occirred et Abu Ghraih,* Noﬁng ‘that existing
Armymtm‘ogahondm:m published in the 1992
FieldemlSd-?ﬂ,'Intelhgenmlntmogahm is
designed for the: tachml interrogation of Enémy
Prisoners’ bfWar in 8 conventionsl eonflict, MG
Fnynbmeétﬁatvanmm"non-doctnnalappmach
es, techniques. and practices were developed and
approved” for the strategic interrogition of unlaw-
ful combatants "in the Global War ¢a Tervorism.”

" According to MG Fag, the soliiers and contractars
at Aby Ghraib “were not trained on non-doctrinal

interrogation techniques” used in Afghanistan and
Guantanamo, yet “the non-doctrinal, non-field
manual approaches and. practices” approved for
hm&dmmthmotherﬂwatmnfomhm
both mwmmmmﬁmm
and Guanfanamo. mmmmm

Mat&uﬁhra&m&mimplmmtadwitb— ‘

out proper authorities or safeguards,” contributing
buthd:rectiy mdmdtmctlybaﬂxemnduetdeﬁmd
byMGthasabuu.

. ﬂnMGthdsofoundthatwbathemﬂed
"thaata: Intmmtwm apd Counter-Resistance

'il?ohe:es(fCRP) ' the intervogation polities prormul-
_gated by CJITE.7, were *poorly defined, and

changed several times,” and that "as & regult, intar-
rogation activities sometimes crogsed into sbusive
actmt}t" He observed that *by October 2003, just
prior to the most sgregious abuses at Abu Ghraib,
the Combined Joint Task Force 7 “interrogation
policies in Ireq had changed thres times in less
than thirty days and it becarne very conflising es to
what techniques could be employed and at what.
level non-doctrinal approaches had to be
approved.”

(U) MG Fay found that “acute” shortages of
bothmﬂttaxymteliigmandmﬂitarypdi&pm
sonnel also contributed to abuses at Aba Ghriib.
By his count, 6 different militery intelligence bat-

160 military intelligence personne! conducting and

i)
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supporting interropation operitions in the Joint
Interrogation and Debriefing Center (JIDC) at Abu
Ghraib by December 2003. These soldiers were
supported at various times by & Mobile Training
Team from Fort Huachues, Arizons, three Tiger
Teams from Guantanamo Bay; contract inferroga-
tors from CACI International, snd eontract lin-
guists from the Titsn Corporation. Becsise "the
JIDC was created in & very ehort pariod of time
with parts and pieces,* MGFayfound,’itlacked
unit integrity, and this lack was a fatal flaw*

ﬂDMGEkyfomxﬂtbatdearmﬂxm

tengion and. wnfumnn whxch “cnntn'hﬁl‘.ed to abu

szvemterrogaﬁmpraeheeaatAhuGhmih “The §
nilitary police,’ he noted, “referenced DoD-wide
regulntoryan&promdumlguidanmthatdaahed
w:ththaﬁmurmtemgahonmdmwm :
ancepohueathntﬁmmﬂ:hrymtalhgeaceinw' o

rogators followed.” *Further” MG !‘qv eanc!uded,

"it. appeared that neithar- group’ “knew or unde-
stmdthehmxbs'\cftlmothérmupsmthmity He §
2lso found that the "lack of clear lines of vesponsi- §
bihty‘betwemmﬂ:tmypuhmaudmﬂmrymtdh- e
gence, combined . with "the leadevship's failure to [§

'mmmropambnnaadequatelx caused the sys.

temic safeguudsmewmmphanmm&wm‘

tect ngaingt abhuss” ti Fail,

{U) MG Fuy found that "intense pressure: “

felt by personnel on the ground to producs action-

72

able intelligence from detainees® was a "contribui-
ing factor to the environment that resulted ini
abuses.” Ihﬁ:nn&thatihe‘ptwmfmhebw'
reazﬂts'mamfes’teditmlfsﬂeutmpartin‘dirwt—
edgmdaneeandpumﬁzaﬁm&nm'higlm’ . 1o
pmmmmﬁclmmofquwhmingthhmedﬁc
detainees, and high pirfority 'VFR Direct’ tackings
tothe!owwtlevalsinthea'mc Although “thix
pzessumahou!dhawbwnwectedmmchamb-
icalzihmhon,'h!@l‘bymdu&dthatit'wunw
manngedhythclendaahip

LY
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OFFEICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FLATEC Y AT TR ST STy

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 255



2 1]

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

COPY NUMBER @pfrer

= Ommand,wasappmnteduanadxhﬁmalnﬁm&

gating officer. MGFky continued to serve s an
w:gahngdﬁmmﬁlwmpfeﬁmeﬁhem

ey

ack with seperuie but related deries of findings

§8 aud recommendations. While pertions of the Jones
Bl Report remain clasiified,  rédacted version of the
3 '&ﬂkdtharepoﬁhuhemrelmedtotbepuhlm
Iﬂ’GJamsandotherbﬁmlsmatedwithtbe

o bafors Uungmsn in the mnttemeonbained in the

(V) Jones Report

ﬂzatamommminwdwahngoﬁoerhuppmnt-
edtommnewhetheracbons of the' commander
and staff of &ﬂ??mﬂn‘hnmmwmmnchmt
related to the interrogetion u;ieraimns at Abu
Ghraib. MG ihy'areqsttm passed by LTG
Senchez to thc Gommander US. Centrsl
Commandg, whomfumfommﬂeﬁthemquestfn
theSeaetuyd‘Defm The Secretaxy of Defense
dmctedtheA&ngSauetmnfthaAmytodesig-
nate 8 iew appulnting suthority and a new or addi-
tional investigsting officer, senior to LI'G Sanchez,
The Acting Secrefary of the Army selected GEN
PmﬂKmn,theCcmmanﬂaroﬂlS.AnnyWﬂ
Command,tnMasﬂmnwappmn‘hngmhunw

s mn SR—

. () GEN Kerin appointed LTG Jones

;peciﬁcally . to foctts on whethier organizations
(0 Bt June 2004, mnm&tot‘ﬂ:emdanee-
hehadgatheredtothatpmnt,hi@!hqu:mbed-

or personnel higher than the 205th Military
Intelligerice Brigade were invalved, directly orindi-
recily in the .. . detéinee abusie it Abu Ghraib® on
June 25, 2004, LTGermiemdthemamm
developed by MG Fay, a5 well as the majority of the
Sancher and MG Barbara Fast, the Commumndar
and Deputy Chief of Staff for Tntelligence, respee-
tively, of CITF-7 at the time of the allegad abuse.

{0} Noting in his report thet the *events at
Abu Ghraib cannot be understood in & vacuwm,”
LTG Jones made several preliminary findingy
mhhdtothe"bmkgandandmhmalmvi
mmwt"inlnqatthetnneofﬂmab’:m First,

LTG Jones found that "throughout the period
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under investigation,” the CJITR7 headquarters

‘ment.” Second, the mission of "providing opers-
tional support io the Coalition Provigional
Authority ... required greater resources than envi-
sioned” Third, "operational plaiis érivisioned ... &
re!aﬁvnlynnn'hosﬁle environment,” when, "in fact,

opposition Wwas- robust™ a circumstance which
réquired that Combined Joint Task Foree 7 con-
duct‘tanhedmmtermgmcyopmmns,whﬂe
also éxecuting ... planned missions® in sipport. of
the Coalition Provisionsl Authority and genersl.
stabilization,

the 205th MI Brigade waa directly involyed in th
questionable activihuregardmgallmﬁ@tmnm
abuse gt Abu Ghraib.” Further, i LTG Jones'
assesment,"mpohcxdnmcrdodﬂnedm
ly or indivectly caused violent or sextia) abuse,” the
mmtagregwunmmcmdnct. Rathe:;'thepnmmy
msesofthesaachomwnrerelatwelyahmghb—for-
ward - mdmdualmiminalmmmdm'

(G)IH‘GJonasdidﬁnd however, that
CITF-7. ’.leaders and staff actions ... contributed
indxredlyw . detairise sbuse." Spécifically, *poli-
cy memoranda promulgated by the .., Commander:
led indirectly 4o some of the non-viclent and non-

sexual sbuses;” the CJTF-7 "Commander and

Deputy Commander failed £o ensure proper staff

T4

COPY NUMBER ONE

oversight of detention andh:tem:gabm ion opera-
- tions,” and; some “stafl clements reactsd. inade-
qunte!ytoearlmrmdmtwmmdwmussthat
pmblemamstedatAhnGhraib.

([BUI‘GJonesfoundﬂmt“thaenﬂ:mwof
confusing and mmnii&tent interrogation tech-
niquies wntrihntedtomeheﬁefthaz additional
mtexrogaﬁuntequ;mmoondonedinur&u
to gain_ intelligence® . Tluawasuompounde&by
*Saldier knawla&gn of imterrogatioti techniques
pmwedeTMOandArghaniatan, *the avail-
ahihty of mformat:on on Countex»ﬂ.mstnnee

™ tions with "non-boﬁagm&ba‘whm'thmwmnt
{tDﬂGJonesfoundthat*nourgamzaﬁcn.
or individual higher than the chain of cormiand of “nox

Jeast the pereeption, and perhaps the reality, that
-DaD agencies hail different rules.”

this CITE7 “Conimender and Deputy Commander
o toenmrepmperntaﬂ‘ovmghtnfdﬂenﬁmand
mmrrognhon nparahona was manifeitad by "the
lack of a single ... staff proponent for detention and
interrogation uperahons arid dispersion of “stafl’
responsibility ... among the Deputy Commanding
General, the C2, C3, C4 and 8JA" Thisdisparmm
of staff responsibility “resulted in no individual
staff member focusing on these operations.”

(1) LG Jones' finding that some "staff ele-
menumcta&inadequntalywm-herm&mhm
and warnings that problems sxiated st Abu
Ghraih® is related to ths-dispersion of staff respon-

~SEGRET-* oer Reports
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sibility. Ag examples, LT'G Jones cited "the investi-
gaﬁonofanmadentatCmanmppu. presims
ably referring to the subject of the Lee Heport,
discussed above; "the International Committes of
thaRed&osa reports on ... suhordmatemnh

death of a detainee under the contral of ain OGA at-

Abu Ghraib; “the lack of ... accountshility of
E : * ;

(W) LTG Jooes tempered his finding thet

CITE7 "leaders and staff actions .. contrihuted'

indirectly to ... detainee sbuse” w:ththamth

‘that éoﬂ:mandandstaﬂ'acﬁman&imchmmuat'

be understood ifn ... context.* *In light of the oper-
atiomal envirunmeut, the 'xmder-réﬁnrang" of
the CITF-7 staifandsuburdmnte uniits, “and
increased missions” LTG .'.[qn- delefmined that
the "Commander had to priritize éfforts” As a
matter of "professionsl filgment,” LTG Janes con-
cluded that CITR7 appmprint:ely *devoted its
resources. to ﬁghtmgﬂm eovinter-insiurgency and
supparting the CPAY_"In the over-all scheme of
OIF” LTG-. Jones ooncluded, "the CJTR-7
Gnmmnnder an& taff performed sbove expects-
tiong* Tt -

(U} In contrast, LTG Junes found that
although the "205th MI Brigade and 800th Military

SECRET » Othar Reporti
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“also had missions throughout the fraqi Theates of
Opmhons,"thaoperahmnl environment did not
excuse the fact that their "éaders ot Abu Chraib
failedtoa:emﬂ:mrmﬁgnedmﬂhﬂim
LTGJmesfoundthat"leadmﬁmthmmta

located at Abu Ghiralls or with supervision over

Soldiers and unity st Abu Ghraib fafled to miper-
viss subordinates or provide direct oversight of this
important misgion” Epecifieally, “these Jeaders
ihﬁadtopmpuigd:mplmethaindm . failed
tolaamfmmpriormiatakumd!hiladmprmda
mﬁnuedm:m—epedﬂctmnm "The absence
ot‘aﬁ?actweleademhip specifically &t the brigade
leva!andbelm in LTG Jones' judgment, "was o
fuutgrinnotma-dxswwrmgmdtahngmﬁmx
to prevent both the violent/sexusi abuse incidents

(U) Inn findings similar to thoss of MG Fry,
LTG Jones had aleo found that “facilities at Abu
Ghraib ... ¢reated a poor climats to conduet inter-
rogetion. snd detention operations to standsrd”
and that "force protection” WaE & major conéern;
that the intelligence units were “undermanned,
under-equipped, and inappropriately organized” to
complete the mission, with shortages "specifically
ivi the interrogator, anelyst and linguist fields,”
snd the 800th Militery Police Brigade suffered

from “under-resourcing of personnel” and; that
‘both the military intelligence snd military police
nilsgions were significantly different from thode
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pmephononwmgedwiﬂmmw dmatefrompm-
seribed techniques.®

originally planned,

(U) Given these observations; the finding
that the leadership of the 205th Military
Intelligence Brigade and the 800th Military Police
Brigade shoidd be held respenaible because they
contributed to “both the viclent/sexnal abuse ineis (U)Jacobyn-eport
dents and the misinterpretation/oonfusion ind- K
dente" - through their machen, regardless of an (‘_}RMW 19, 2004, the Commander of
"operational circumstances,” while the leadership. Combined Joint Task Furce 76 (CITF-76), MG Eric
of CITF-7, who "contributed indirectly to the ques- Qfson, sppainited BG Charles Jacoby, the CITF-76
tionable: ackivities regarding llegod detsines Deputy Commanding General, to conduck & top to
abuse" through their "actions end inaction,” should . bt revidw of ... detaines operations” in the
be excused a8 & result of operational cirtum<.” Crirytifmed Forces Command Afghanistan (CFC-A)
stances" is difficult to recomclle. 1 els0 8DPSETS  prey of Responsitility Specifically, BG Jacohy was
that eignificant aspects of the operational cireum: * aivcted to identify "best practices.” mnh“. |
wtanmofthenuhturymteﬂigmaad‘mhmy dats both ific and ), for .
police brigades that contributed to the intidents ut chmm,m,. tive actions.® md e “ang-
Abu Ghraib, auchasthauelechonoiAquhm’bu e w:thregmdboﬁmm ! initia-
themtmrogahonoperaﬁmmandthem&ar- tives ... to- 1 to. tional and
rummot&hamterrogaﬁonmhl;wmmﬂﬁn eoulat guidnnm.
the direct. control of tﬁeir hxsber hendquaxters.

* ;‘; ) (U) BG Jncoby found that “while theater

forces uriderstood the need for humsne treatment

MghanistanReportl(m

ﬂDIAkeMGFay LTG Jones conchuded

thet ﬁutemcﬁmf with . other dgency intmoga—
tors who did hot follow the same Tules” as the
Military Intsligence interrogators wea smong the
“contributing factors” that led to the abuse of
detainess. "Thers was at least the perception, and
pérhaps the reality, that non-DOD sgencies Yind.
different rules regarding interrogation-and deten-

{ion operstions® LTG Jones found that "such a

76

anid unit protesses .. . congistent with the gpiritof  *

egtantdoctrme,thmwuoﬂterwiseamunstmt
lack of knowledge regarding theater detention
operations guidance.” This Yuck of thoroughly
authorized, dfaseminated, and underatood guiid-
ance and procadures,” ih BG Jacoby's essessent,
matadopportumt:eafmdetmeaabammdthe
losd of intelligencs vajue throiighiout the process.”
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0SB Jacoby moted that he was nioh direct- guidance. Ho cautioned that the “ineonsistent and
ed fo investigate "detaines sbuse allegations,” a unevenly applied standards® that result from such.
task that is the provincs of military law enforce- circumstances "increase the possibility of the sbuse
mznt. bnt rather to inspect "current detaines oper- of detainees; especially in the forward batile area”
' Ntmethelesa, acknowledgmg thnt ‘ ‘

) "Very ugmﬁcmtly BGJmobyﬁnund, _
thmwu'inadeqmauhbomyfarthemtmoga- mend !’i sinc ) . _
soth ted'm find & “gg’;::rmg% gation and detention procedures, increasey in man-

. o av i time ning’ and resourcing detention operations, and %

- Thefnpact of thelack of author. "8 7 Geten e son, &
ﬁyformufihsmmmauﬁmzedhythapd siructitral changes with the tauk force, BG dacoby

Wammmaudhyghgmmaﬂnb conciuded with the cbservation that: whilahu
one-third of the biases hiad the SOP” and 5t waa inspection had “revesled no systematic or wide-
generally not ... known or relied upon i the field* bpread mistreatment of detainees, ‘opportunities
Most. interrogators, BG Jacohy found, looksd to for mistreatment, ... pugoing investigations, enda
mbﬁbinglatherthmtheeommn s dpuh'cyfor ‘ mgh;nngWﬁd& axgue for thodiiestions 1o the

‘ — I/

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPY NITMRBER ONE

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 260



Pagn 8

~ OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

current  detaines operahons process” in
Aighanistan.

Indepeudentl’andneport ()]
() In May 2004, the Secvetary of Defenso
appointed an Independent Panel to Review

Detention Operations “to provide independent pro-
feasional advice on detainee abuses, what cansed

thiem snd what sitions should be taken to practude.

their repetition” Unlike the Tagubs, Fy and
Jones Reports, the Independent Panel was charged

with examining deteition and interrogation opera.
tions worldwids. The members of the Independent

Puniél were former Secretaries of Defénse James,
Schiesinger:
Congresswoman Tillie Fowler, and retired Air
Force Gen. Charles Horner Dumgthemmuf
their investigation, the members "of  the:
Indepenident Panel reviewed the reports of investi-

gations campleted prior to the Panel's report, the
statements, dommmts and oﬂm evidence gath.

ered by the FayjJones investigations and our
. mqmrxmdwndu&edamofmtewmmofmn—
io¢ officers and deﬁmse officials, up to and indud-
ing the Sen‘etary of Defense. The Independent
Pariel B.epork, dated August 24, 2004, iz unclassi-

ﬁadanﬂhasﬂbeeu released to the public.

pictired shuses® st Abu Ghraib, “unscceptable
even in wartime, werenot part of authorized inter-

78

end Harold Brown, ‘“.t"o“i-mer'-.

COPY NUMBER ONE

rogetions nor were they even directed at intelli-
gencstargets” In the Panel's evaluation, the sbuse
photographed at Abu Ghraib represanted “deviant.
behavior and a faflure of militery leadership and
diseipline” However, the Paiiel also.found that
thamweteotherabwthab.“wmnctphn-'
togzaphed“thnt"didmndurmgintumthm. at
Abu Ghmbanﬂatutharloeaﬁm

ﬂD%epmdesﬁmatedthatuotﬂwdm-
ofthurmtourfomhadmw
mntaly 50,000 . individuals during operations in
Afghisnistan and Iraq. Of the approxmately 800
abmall@abonslodse&asaimwfmmthﬂ

'umthuPanalmpoﬁadthatmmdmandhw

info 155 of the allegstions, and bsd substantiatsd

56 of the sllegations. '!‘heral'notedtbatbt‘the
substantiated .cases; "approximately one-third ..

ownredntthepmntofuphmortmﬁmlmﬂw
hnnpoint,frequmtiyundaruneat&h\.dangam
grid. violent circumstances”  Nopetheless, the
Panalemphmzadth&tdospitothefaﬂthatthe

-.nbnmwm'&nﬁicte&ononlyasmallpmtngeof'

thres detained,” were "of varying sevenity” &nd
"occurred at differing locations and in differing cir-
in both nurabér and effect.”

that "thereisno evidence of » policy of abuse prom-
ulgated by senior officials or military authorities,”
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and "0o spproved procedures called for or allowed
the kinds of abuse that in fact occurred,” the Panel
. nichetheless concluded that “the shuises were not
Jjust the failare of some individuals to follow known

standards, and they are more than the faihure ofa .

few leaders to enforce proper discipline” In the
sana] responsibility at higher levels.”

() The Independent Panel prefaced their
discussion of ‘intérpogation operations with the
observation that “any discussion of interrogation
their purpose is to guin intelligence that will help
protect the United Statss, ita forces snd interests

abroad " Raemmhngﬂzedevelopmentofthepohn.
"'and ‘opérations,* the fluctuations in policy that

mesthathaveﬁamedﬂm@lubalWatcn’Ibrmrat

the pations) level mdvnﬂnnthanaparhnentof'

Dafenae,thaPanslobaervadthathth'theevents
of September 11, 2001, ﬂumsidmt, Cmgresa
andtheAnmnmnpeoplamgﬁudwewereat
warmthndxﬁ'emnt!nn&ofmy ‘The néture
and'smntyofthapost-Septemberu 2001 ter-
rorist threat and thé: esmlahng instirgency in
Yrag, threatswhichmmenhaﬂyd:ﬁ‘erwtﬁm
menemyfnfuemmpmeddmamedtmpatanh,

axtillery, shlpg,'and sircraft, made "informstion
Fifaportant?

gleane&frominhrmgmhom spocia
The panel-noted, 'mtermpﬁons tire inhemnﬂy
unpleasant, and many people find them objection-
able by their very neturs” Yet, in the Punels

assesement, "whien lives are ab stake, all legal and.
moral nieans of eliciting information must be con-  niques

~SECRET > owsm
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sidered.” Further, the Independent Panel warned,
"th.s con&ttwns o‘f war and th‘a‘ cbnamim of
mistreatment and nms‘tbe appmached with canr-
ﬁmandmﬁdplmnmgmdtraxmﬁx.’

ﬁnmpanelmdude&thzt'intbemhd
development of thé Intsirogation and Counter-
RemtancaPohdespmqu?ﬂmSeaeh:y'.
ofDefensefoﬁhemmmohmlamen-
batants he!& at Guantanamo Bay, "the legal
resources of the Services' Judge Advocates General
and General Cotimsely were not ised to their full
potential Tn the Panel's view, "had the Secretary
dBefmmhadam&armgedlegalopwonsmd
a more robusé debateregardingdetampohdm

dear that presswres for additional intelligence ,..
re.mlhedmﬁongermbermpﬁnnhnhmqmthat
were believed to be needed and appropriete in the
treatment of detsinees defined a8 “inlswful com-
batants” some of whom were presenting a “tena-
cioila resistance® to doctrinal interrogation
methods. "At Guantanams,” the Panel obaerved,
*interrogators wused those additional technu{uea '
with only two delsinees, gaining important and
time-urgent informatich in the process” While &
proved sucressful in Guantanamo, the
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Panel cautioned thiat “it is important to note that
techniques effective under carefully controlled
conditions in Guantinamo becams far niore
problematic when they migrated and were not
adequately safeguarded.” .

{U) Inevitably, the Panel found, “inferroga-
tors znd lists of techrigques circulated from

Guantanamo and Afghanistan to Irag? In
Afghanistan, the Panel noted, "more agiressive

interrogation of detainees appears to have been on-

goixig" independent of the Guantanamo Counter

Resistance Policjes, Standard Operating

Procedures containing techniques adopted ‘by"—.._

Special - Operations Forces and conventionsl

Military Intelligence units in Afghanistan mxgrat- .

ed to Iraq. Meny interrogators served inboth.oper

ations. In Trag, 'ﬂzewmbmedéhxowleag‘eand-

experience of the mterrmtumandthmrleaders,
which encompassed operations:, in  hoth
Afghanistan and: Guantnnamo, were hrought
together. CmnhinedJmntTaskawe'I promulgat~

ed a geries ofmwnashmt polmea that “allowed for

interpretation in memlarm and did not: ade-
quatelysetfmththehmtaufthemtmgaﬁon
techiiques.” Inthe Panel's assessment, “the exis-
tence of cm:fumig and fnconsistent interrogation
" polxcm cantnbuhed to the belief that additional
mhwrogaﬁuntedmimwememdmad.‘

(U)Addfesmugthembegmhonuf&bmhon-

and. interrogation operetions, the Indspendent

Paneicanhaﬁedﬂtecpuaﬁmnt(%mtmmmto:

COPY NUMBER ONE

those at Abu Ghraib. At Guantanamo, 8 gystem
was eventuslly established wherethemlitmy
PnhwmdMﬂxtnryInbeﬂxgmeam&ad‘mopm
tivelymththel\ﬁﬁituyl’olieesebﬁngtham
tions' for' intervogations® conducted by Military
Intelligesice. Inouneept,ﬂm?andnoted,utﬁng
the conditions' for intérrogations “nchided passive

'col!wtzoncndetaineesaswanaasuppmﬁngmm-

ﬁmrewmmendedhyﬁmmktarymbamgatm&
Inthe?ane!‘usmmt.”bhmedlahorahvepm-
cadures worked well ot Guantanama® where the
mﬁoei‘hﬁhtatyi’oheeto&etmesm *approxi-
mate!ylhol bt failed Abu Ghraib, where the
mﬁom’ntmepohatlfnabont‘iﬁ'mththe‘
Mihlmy thoechallmged emtakeeptmckof
prmonm-s.

() The Independent Panal found that "in
Iray, there was not anly a feilure to plan for a
major ingurgency, but also to” quickly and ade-
quately adapt to the msurgmcy that followed .

major combat operations.” Asthemmgancygmw,
8o did the population nfthedetm;hmﬁwﬂmu.
The largest, Abu Ghraib, housed up to 7,000
detainees in October 2003," when the mgjor abuses
began at thie facility, yet had *a.guard forcs of only
sbout 90 personnel from the 800th Military Police
Brigade. The Panel, lika MG Fay-and LTG Jones,
cemcluded that “Abu Ghraib was seriously over
crowdad.. nnderresourced, and under continual

(1) The Independent Panel noted' that

“SECRET * Oer mupors
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"problems ab Abu Ghraib® could be traced “in part
to the nature. and recent history of the military
police and military intelligence units”" that staffed
the operations at the prison. Ths 800th Military
Palice Brigade (Enemy Prisoner of War), a Reserve
Caniponenit unit whose subordinate elements are
spread across several siates in peacetime, was
panel found that ay a rexult of widespread military
palice mobilizations after September 11, 2001,
howevey, the brigade had been unable o condurt
anymagortrammgmztapnmaxymimondnetu
*disruption in soldier and unit availability."
Further, many of the brigade's eoldiers 'who had
been sctivated “shortly after September 11, 2001,
began reaching® the limit of their %two-year mobi-

lization mmmmt, which, by law, mandated
( ._mddenchvahm""lnthe )

thegir
panal'n Judgxnent, the resulting "detmmﬁnn in
the readinéss condition of the bnsndeshoulﬂhava
bemreeo@zedhyCFLﬁCandCEN‘l‘OOMbyhte
summer' 2003, and t'hat by *October and
November” of 2008, "conimenders azid staffs all the
way. to CENTCOM aid_the. Joint Chiefiy of Staff
knew .. thamibuadnﬁamesofthe 800th MP
Bngade. 'Ph:sledthePaneltownclu&aﬁmttbs
CJTF, CFIBG:ndCENTCOMt‘&ﬁuretomqum
.add:tiona) fmmmavmdablsm

v "I'h‘e Indspendent Panel also found that
the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade, an Active
Component (nit, *was insufficient to provide the
lind of support needed ... especially with regard to

“BEGRET * other Reports

intevrogators and interpreters. Although “some
additional umits were mobilized"” froem the reserves,
other Active Component units deployed, and con-
h-antmmpmbersmdmterrogamhmd,nlmge
porhnnofthaeﬁ‘nrtf&lto(‘hnmld;mafA
Company, 518th Himmy Intdhgenw Battalion
{Anbnme),whohadmﬂyjustmd&oman
mdnddepluymmwﬁmm where they
hadmdn@edintexmgahohopmﬁmatthapﬁ-
mawdetent:mfmhtyh:thntthnm The hodge-
'podgeof,o!emmtsofasmmyasmdiﬁumt
imnits" thatwmwuedintot}mmtmgahomm
sion atAquhxaiblxn‘ked‘nmtwhmon‘nﬂuw

_-thatmeneexbated"byfmﬁnnbmeenmilmly
'mteﬁxgemmdmﬂxtaxypoimpermml.m

'mgthehﬁgadeeommmdersthemselm

(tDRegnrdmgpalicym&emmzdrupon-
aibilities, the Independent Panel found that "inter-
rogetion policies with reapect to Ireq, where the
rmajority of the abuses octitred, were inadequate

'-urddimentmmrsxpnchatthrulsvelr

Depariment of Defense, CENTCOM/CITF, and
Aty Ghralh”® Overall, the Panel found, *policies to
guide the demands for actionsble intslligence
lagged behind battlefield needs.” Fhuctuations in
the: Counter-Reaistance Folicy for CGuantenarso
approvadbytha&«cutaryofnefm "sithough
speaﬁmilyhmzted . to Guantaneamo,” were in the
Punels ‘view "an element contributing to uncer.
tainties in the field as to which techniques Wers

81
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tors in Iraq relied upon” the field meanual "and
unauthorized techniques that had migrated froim
Afgharistan® Theas conditions, followed by a
series of shortlived dnd poorly drafted CJTF-7
policies dearbrledhnmnﬁxsiononwhatpmchm
wers acceptable’ Although “we cannot be sure
how much the number and severity of sbuses
would have been curtailed had there heen early
and. consistent guidance froms higher Jevels” the
Independent Pauel concluded thet "nonetheless
such guidance was needed and likely would have
had a limiting effect.”

(U) Other fictors that contributed to the
leadership failures of Abw Ghrab included sd
“uncleay Military Intelligence chain of command,” .

the “confusing and unugual assignment of MI and
MP responsibilities at Abu Ghraih,” mdthenlam-
mexit afthesmtbhﬁﬁm%mnngnda_under
thehngndenndattbeﬂl‘hﬁ(}foranotherpum
€8, Fﬁ:aﬂ;mﬁlaﬁwnfthel’anal,‘tbafaﬂmto’
react appropristely.: tontﬁh-October 2003 ICRC
réport,” which dmcribedanumher of the abuses
thatwmﬂdramamummt:gatedunﬁlnml&a-

. reporbedlamrmmdmtsmhischainofmmmand

was“indiimtxveoft}mwaaknessoftheleadmhpat
Abu Ghyaiti® . ©

(U} 'The Independent Panel made the fol-
lowing recommendstions, among others:

82
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+ (U) “The United States should farther
define’its policy ... on the categorization snd

status: of all detainees;"

(U)"TheDeparhnantofDefmnneedsh.
devehpmtdmmefndpﬁpethawo-
priste collaborstion Between Military
IntelhxemeandMﬂitaryPubeemadetm-

" tion t‘mﬁty;

(U)'l‘henaﬁonmustaeqmrs'ﬁnorespwal-

. istafor dgtpnhon!‘mtemguhon operatxom.
" including linguists, interrogators,” dnd

... others; ‘
op" & new uperstional concept for detention

operations,” including preparation *for con-
dxtiom in which normsl law enforcement

to suppert thi srmed forces in this new
form of warfare,” there are "other forces
besides the Army in need of forve structure
improvementa” to accomplish’ the detention
and interrogation missions. Accordingly,
the Panel recommended “that the
undertake force structure reviews of their

own;
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. (U) Becanse ‘ﬁnuli-duwmwtad pohcy and

roibdires on ool interrog 3
mquasmmpmhvetoemmmmthemr-

rent chilling effect the reaction to the
sbuses have hed on the collection of valu-

COPY NUMBER Qi

detention and interrogation operations
mmtbsdeﬁned,

' ﬁDTheUnﬁadsmtesneedatoredeﬁnem

appmanhtacustomaryandtremmm
tional humanitarisn. lmn “which must be

stuch policies must bé promulgated; adapted to the vealities’of thé nature of the
. . m’m ' &
 (U) A *professions! ethics program® must be =
devaloped for all who participste in deten- » U)'I'hel)eparhnentof]}efenms}wnld
tion and interrogation operations; conﬁnuntbfosteritsapemtimalml&tion«
. ship with the Internationsl Committse of
* () "Clesrer guidelines for the interactionof ' the Red Cross”
CIA with the Department of Defense in ' . -
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Exa'fninatiﬂn of Detainee Abuse (U)

(U) During our inquiry, we examined in‘di-
andto" errogatio mparhcular We&eimlaome
of these cises in the sections covering GTMO,
Afghanistan, and Trag; however, in this section, we
will provide an overview of our analytic method,
- and a high-level sumroiary of Dol abuse investiga-

tions. '

(U} As of Beptember 30, 2004, the military .
quentlgthere 18 nio direct carrelation between the
muinbier of cases and the numbers of suspacis and

services and DaD) agencies had initiated 917 inves:
tigations in response to sllegations of detained
abusebyDonemnneIandmnh'ammGTMO
Afghanistan, and Irsq. (In‘order to mpleteour
analysis in a timely fashion, we chose Septembet
'Mm&ewtoﬁduteforﬂmmmmhmofhm
tigations in this report. Allufthafdlowmgmfar-
nmhonmmentasofSwtembm'ao except where
otherwise noted.) For the frpaies of our analysis,
we define Wuom&uctﬁtatwnshwm
Uniform Co&e a!'Milxtary Justice (JCMJ) offenses:
against ; pemrns Aor would constitute suck n.
offense If_the parpetmtur were pubject to the
'UCMJ, in the case of conitractors). These offenses
include murder, manslaughter, negligent homicide,
agsautt, rape; fivdecent assault; crudlty and mal-
‘treatment, veckless endengerment, snd commuyi-

UNCLASSIFIED * Detaines Abuse
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPY NUMBER ONE

cating a threat. We did not treat thefta from
ddhmmmahusc.nnlmsuchmmnﬂu&m'

wmbmedthhanamﬂtorotherformoi‘mal
treatment;

-

U In geneml. the Army Criminal
Investigation Divisien (CID) and "Naval Criminal

Investigation Serme (NCIS} mveat:gated BeTious
sbuse allegsﬁnns (Le., mismdud: resulting - o

potentmnyremﬁhng héeaﬁam'mwshodﬂy
harm), while mdxﬁdual communda investigated
lsasurailagnnom. Many of the investigations have
mu)hpla victimg snd multiple suspects; conse-

victims. For example, the primary CID investiga-
tion of the sbuses at Abu Ghraib (which remaing
open) hasidentified 15 suspects and 85 victims,

(U) The status of the 317 investigations is
@ietedmﬂ:echaxtzmthenextpage.

(1) As the chart demonstrates, 187 investi-
gations have been closed (38, death investigations
and 149 for other abuse), of which six have sub-
stantiated that death resulted from sbuse {five in
Trag and one in Afghanistan), and 65 have sub-

Ingcwiﬂbadmmsadhmorsdmﬂbdm

oy
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DOD Detaines-Rolated Investigations Summary (U)
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- USMC Reiéted Cases || Other Relatad Cases UNCLASSIFIED ’

mvesti@tions ia.agmn depicted in the follawing_
two chartaonthe nextpage,w}uchbreakt}:einves--
tigations mf.o dmth-rdnted (in the frst chart) and unft

non-death rzlated investigations (in the necond
chait), - .

61 detainee death investigations, 38 have been

deaths resulted from abuse. The remaining 32
closed death investigations remiited in determina.

86

: ﬂonsthattheﬁtshtxesrmﬂtedﬁmnmthernm

ral causes or justifiable hoxiicides, of thet the alle-
gahms of wrongdoing were umbmmxated or

unfounded. As the second chart shows, detainee
abuse not resulting in death was substantisted in
65 of 149 closed investigations.

cases oay not be relishls, and may ultimately be
proven unfourided, we focused our analysis prima-
#ily on the 71 closed investigations thet substanti-
ated abuse. Of these, mghtcwmedinumat
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GTMO, thiea concerned intidents in Afghanistan,
and 60 concerned incidents in Iraq. These 71 cases
involve at Jeast 122 victims, and so far, disciplinary
or administrative action has been taken agninst

115 gervice members for misconduct. {This setion.

includes munerous nonsjudicial. punishments, 15
summary courts-martial, 12 special courts-martial,
and 9 general courts-mertial) Crirainal investigi-
tion of detainee abuse at Alnx Ghraib, which has
already resillted in the preferral of court-martial
charges against' seven. service members and a
guilty plea from three of those members, remains
oper.

(U) In sddition, ws concluded that ome
closed, substantiated investigation did not consti-
tuteahusefornurpuzposes. This case involved a
soldier atGTMOwhoduredadetameetotﬁwwa
cupofwateronhxm,mdafhertheﬂetmneewm
phed,rempmtedbythmmngacnpufwatarm
the detainee, 'I'fwsoldiermmovedfromthat
camp 8§ a consequence’ ofhappropmbn interas-
tion with & detainee, * We&smde&thismvesﬁga
tion, leavmgns‘m‘&etmnes abuse casesto anialyze.

18) A mpanson of our detainee abuse
ana!yswthhthose oftthmes,Fay, and Teguba
repurtsmpmwﬁedlatgr,mmrsecﬂunﬁxmmg
Iraq. Unliks those reports, however, we did not
investigate specific allegations of wmiscondiict.
Rather, our examination consisted of a broad
review of inveatigative reports, focusing on factars
that may hsve played a role in these incidents of

COPY NUMBER ONE

gbuse, Owr review was intended neither as a logal
assessment of specific cases, nor a8 & recommenda-
tion for commenders in the indepandent exerciss of
their responsibilities under the Uniform Code of’
Military Justice (UCMD) o ethm administrative
procadures.

- -

Categorizing Abuse Ciizes (U)

(U)Asanmxhnlmattar we exmmined ths

abuse cases foF any trends ‘related o geographic :
Trag; however, we found no.such trendl. :

" (U} We next anzlyzed the 70 closed, sub-
" stantiated abuae cases by grouping them by sever-
ity and location, and. then. by whether they were
velated to interrogation. We also categorized the:
casea by service and component (eg., US, Army
Reserve) of the personnel invelved, Our results are
described below.

(U) As nioted previausly, we considered seri-
ous abuse tobe misconduct resulting, or having the
potmhaltom&ﬂt,mdeaﬁhormmbodﬂy
harm, We used the definition of "grievous bodily
hiarm® wntamedmtheMwunlwaoumMmﬁal
(2002 edition): "Grievous bodily herrit' means seri-
ous bodilyinjury. Tt does xiot include minor injuries
such a8 & black eys or bloody nose, but does include-

“UNCLASSIFIED * Detaines Abumr
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fmchuedm'dxdwatedbmes,daepcuts,tommm -
bersofthebod);mmmdamagotamtemalmgam.

mdotherammmbodﬂyixﬁm’ Iy addition, we

considered all sexual assauits (in the Manaa) for
Courts-Martial termed "Indecant Assault"), threats
ta inflict death or grievous bodily harm, and ral-
. treatment likely to result in death.or grisvous bod-
ily harm to be serious abuse.

{U) As reflected in the chart below, there
were a total of si¥ substantisted deaths (one in

Afghanistan andﬁvamlraq) 26 setiovs abuse
incidents that did not result in death (allin Ireq), .
and 38 minor abuse incidénts (two in
Afghanistan, seven in GTMO, ard 20 in Frag).
(Weahmﬁdnotothatthncammviﬂmthem
Bagram PUC deaths were substantiated and
closed on October 8, MM,nﬁerthemﬁmtynf‘ :
our analysis had been completed. These cases,
thmfm.mnotmdudadlnthadatathazm
snalyzed.) Oftheum-deathahmmea ans.
lyzed,twow_e“:e_uxpa}waxdts. The majcrity of

Closed Substantiated Ahyie_ Cases v

70,
a0
50,
40 ) lﬂealhs |
i Serious Abuse
% | {Minar Abuse
20 |.
10- . - ;_.. .
. _
gt e—m— I ? I
Sl Mo
UNCLASSIFIED
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the remaining cases were asseults and uther Temporary Holding Facilities (THF) (eg:, Corps |

forms of physical abuse. Hol&ngAmaamesionthtMm Pyints), and.
(U) Location of Abuise ‘ Detention Facilities (DF) {e5., Abu Ghraib), These:

o _ terms are functional in nature rather than doctri-
{1 For the purposes of our enalysis, W& na} gnd are used here only for the prrpost of our.
considared,-fpnint; of capture” (POQ) incidents to analysis, .
include any deatha or abmpe cconrring outaide of , .
during detainée hnnsporﬁaﬁun. Pecllities af ﬂm detention Jocations, Of the 70 cases anabr.ed,z.‘}
divigion level and below were considered :

Reported Abuse by Sits Type (U)

; uDAea'th'
17Abuse

.. Point of Caplurs Tmpmyuuang Detantion Faciity
. Facllty

UNCLASSIFIED -
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

OOVDY NIT TAUADTD MNTD

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 273



Pan' S

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

COPY NUMBRR Q¥Fien

Closed Substantiated Cases by Ssrvics Component of
. Parsonnel Invoived (U)

Active

L 4 U“ s

:Amw '

usamm T ONA Cantractor o
Reses ~ . _ UNCLASSIFIED

oceurred st POC, 25 ot THFs, m'aths,;gnd.pix at
unidentified locations. Included in those figures

m'ethaslxdeathmee:fouratl‘oc.meata'l‘}ﬂ'—

) nndoneataﬂF

m Sm-v!eeandComponent
{m’l‘hmmMAchvaCmnpmentmvw

ummmnmmmaumd(mm

eight National Giiard, and four mixed), one from an

unknown. .unit, and two confractor-related coses

"The data are displayed in the chart abéve.

) We i gk ST —

guestioning of detmneea by sny DdD pernonnd
not just MI interrogators, mmtmrogahm—mlmd.
In categorizing sbuse as "interrogation-relnted,” we
took an expansive approach.. For exampls, if & sol-
dier slapped & detainee for failing to suswer & quee-
honatthepmntot'capwre.mh'mdthat
mm:onduetm mm-ogatxm—rdntadahm Of'the

: ionis analyzed; 20 met this criteria.
Giaaa& mbstanﬁated interrogation related shuse
ciges are Farther categbrized by theater of opera-
tiona mdtypeofaﬂ:einthe ¢hiart oit thé e page.

Analysis of Abuse Investigations (U)

() Methodology

9%
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.

Closed s'ubstanﬁated interrogation Related Abuge Case by Type of
Fac!iity &t which the Incldent Occurred (U) ‘

—
o

“ .
o -

" |- [nAghanistan]
BGTMO

11l

Q AN W e D DN RO

Point of Captura
‘ Huanu Facm!y

'anmmeagomgmemmmd

abuse cases, we reviewed. each nvestigation report

tmdmhfypnssi'bleexiﬂanaﬁonsfortheabm For
abnsesinvmmdbyaaarﬁmenmmalmﬁgn-
tive sgenicy (CID omcm) wemewedthewm-
pleté investigativa reports.  These ixivestigations
gmemllycuntmm&staﬁm@tsfromaymitnesm
mxd,mmecanes, statements from suspacts and
purparted ucﬁms. For investigations conducted
by individual’ commands, which generally
addrensedthe less sevious incidents, we reviewed
sumrseries or:reparts of the substantiated abuse,

(U) Our review sugpested that there is no

-

?ompaary Datentlon. Facillty Linkriown

! 3 I |
UNCLASSIFIED
single explanation for why sbuses ocrurred; rethes

e combination of factors played a role. After hun-
dreds of Interviews, however; one point ia clear - we

found rg direct (6r evén indivect) link betwesn .

interrogation policy and detainee abuge. We note
that our conclusion is consistent with the findings
of the Independent Panel to Review DoD
Detention Operations, chaired by the Hanorabls
James R. Schlesinger; which in ity August 2004
report determined that *[n)o approved procedures
occurmd. There is no evidence of a policy of abusa
‘promulgated by senior officials.ar military mathor-

point of ¢apture and temporary Holding facilities in
Iraq and Afghanistan showed that a large insjority

“UNGLASSIFIED * Detatres Abums. -
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of interrogators and most field officers interviewed
at those locations were unaware of the specific
guidance promulgated and relied solely oni their
respective training and experience. “This point will
be reiterated and discussed in more detail in later

{U) If approved interrogation policy did not
- tause detainee abise, the question remaing: what
studied the DoD investigation reports for all 70
cases of closed, substantisted detainee abuse to sea
ifweowl&deteetanypattemserunﬁedymguph
nationg. Ouranalymsd'thmwcasuahomd
that they ivolved abtmesp&'pe&afeﬂbyamﬂh"
of active duty, reserve andnanonnlguardpersm-
nel fium three services et varying éntes and in
varying locations: throughoiit Afgiwmrﬁan “and
Trag, a5 well a a small number of cases at GTMO.
While thils lack of a pattemn srgues agsinst a single,
overarching reason for abuse, we did identify sev-
emlfsctorathatmnyhelpexphmwhyﬂwahuae
oceurred. ___7:‘.“ N

@F’irst.%oftheabuwm,mughbm
th:rdufthatotal,bocumdatthepomtufcaptm'e
in Afghanistan or Iraq - that is, during or shortly
after the captire of a detuines. This is the point at.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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hending individuals who may be responsible for
the death or serious injury of fellow service mem-
‘this is alse the point at which the need for military
dissipline is parsmount in order to guard sginst

the possibility of detaines. sbuse, aid’ that dissi-

(U Second, the nabure of the enemy in Irag
(and to a lesser extent, in Afghanistsn) may have
rogy have af times permitted our enemy's treach-
erous tacﬁm and dm'agazd for the law of war —

micidabomhhgs toemde ﬂmm d:auduﬂaof

,comilwk. Wthouahwedonetoﬂ‘wmpinmldata

tosupportthmmclumml, a-consideration of past
counterinsurgericy campaigns - for example; dur-
ing the Philippine and Vistnam wars — suggests
thet thig factor may have contributed to abuse}
The highly-publicized case. involving an "Army

On August 20, 2003, during the questioning of an

Iraqi detainee: by field ertillery soldiers, the

detainea’s head in an effort to elicit information
regarding a plot to assassinate US. service mem-
‘bers, For hia ections, the Lieutenant Colunel was.
disciplinied nd relieved of command.

(U) Finally, a breakdowi of good order and

"
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distipling in sone whits could sccount for other
incidents of dbuse. This breakdown implies & fail-
ure of unit-level leadership to recognize the poten-
tial for abuse in detention and interrogation
operations, to detect and mitigate the enormous
stress onour troops in delerition and interrogation
operetions, and a. corresponding failure to protide
the requisita oversight to prevent such abuse. As
documented in previous reports (induding MG
Fay's and MG Taguba's investigations), stronger
leadership and grester ovemght wonld have Jeas.
* ened the likelihood of shtise,

Chronological Analysis of. Abuse
Cases (U}

(U) We also eonducbed '] chmnuloglcal
analymntodetermmewhgthﬂthemmmymr'
relntmnhetweenpadmﬂarwmtnandﬂmmieaf
detaines’ abuse. Spemﬁcaﬂy we considered the
' relahnnshpretv«reanthemheofabuseandtha

munnceufnewmtezrogahon-re]uted policy diree-
hvestnU.S.forwsmaachthsatez;andwhatw
mtebmﬁeﬁmbaﬁoperahmormemym&rm
mightholpmlmnmcxeaseaurdmm
detainee sbuses. To determine whether abuse
rates could be correlated to such events, we exam-
ined ebuse cases on a miohth-to-month basis,

QU) The total number of casez considered in

COPY NUMBER ONE

cases, but also certain open cases.” In the chrono-
Ingical analysis we considered 189 cases, includinig
60 of the 71 closed, substantiated cases' one case.
was omitted because it did riot identify the dats
of abuse, and we again omitted the GTMO water-
throwing case - and 120 of 130 open cases {10 did
not contain. dates wWeretheﬂ:s) We recognize
thatmmyafthenpmmmnmybewmwmy-
proved: tngubstanitiated or unfounded; howeves,
wefe!tthatmcluding the open cagés in chrenolog.

. ical'agaimhﬁs'hthﬁ?ﬁwﬁ& potential trends,

' (U) Relatively few dbuses have occurred st
GTMO. Aswe will describe at further length in the
to, emong other things, effective leadership,
aggressive oversight, srd a highly structured envi-
ronment. While three of the sbuse cases at GTMO
ocecurred in April 2008, the sams month that the
Secretary of Defense approved & new intervogation
policy for use there, the new interrogation policy
did fiot cause those sbuses to occur: as the GTMO
section will describe, thase abuses were completely
unrelated to interrogntion policy We slso found no
correlation with other intérrogation policies,
jamued in December 2002 and January 2008, (In
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the following charts, Issuance of new interrogation
policies is indicated by red triangles)

(U) Afehanistan

() Since Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM began in Qctober 2001, in no gingle
month were there more than three camof‘alleged
abuse. With the limited niimbers of reported ahuse
cases spread over many months, there is no dis-
cernsble correlation of those abuses to CJTF 180's
detention =nd interrogation policies (issued in
Janugry 2003, March 2004, and June 2004), com-
bat operations, ur other events,

U Ireg

GDThetotalnumbar of sbuses in Iraq far

" {aguance of - ;
smmmbwzaos,mwmmdl\&aymm ‘
MG Miller'’s visit to assess' detention operations

COPY NUMBER ONE

ning of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM in Msrch

2008 through August 2004, the niusber of abuse
cases per xonth remained relativaly closs to the:

averagemofnihnpermonth,ﬁﬁltbafeweat
numbes of reported sbuses it Mamh 2003 (one),

July 2004 (fm), September 2&04 one). The

during Augnst {6 September 2003 (all of which are
desm’hedmuurnedum on Tran) do not appear to
be correlated fo the rate of detainee abuss, whsther

interrogation-related or nok.

o ’ ~ ' (U}"-‘We did observe spikes in sbuse allega-

ly significant, it is possiblé that the June 2003 and

exceeds those in GTMO end Afghsnistan, which 3 April 2004 incresses are attn’butxh]e to this follow-
notsumnmugbssedontheagaleofeombatopem- ing svents:
- Iraq (U) UNCLASSIFIED
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(UJ Juie 2003 Baghdad fall to Coalition.
Forces in May 2003. Almost immediately theve-
after; Tragia engaged in wid 1 Tooting and
destruction. In this month, we thaerved & moder-
ate increase in alleged detainee abusa, cases; Hiow-
ever, we foand no wiamm that this incresse wis
interrogation-related or associated with U.S. policy
June 2003 invdlved point of capture abuses: the
aggressive efforts of ULS. forces to stop looting and
secure the peace appear to be a likely explanation
for the increassd numbier of alleged sbuse cases
that month.

(©) April 2004, This month saw an
increage in combat operstivns, particularly in
regponse: to recent kidnsppings, roadside bhomb-
ingn,andothmattacksbymmrgmtsagaimﬁmsli
tion forces. The mumber of U:S. aemca munbm
Lilled in April 2004 ineressed to inars than 160,
almoatathme—foldinmﬂefmmonlyonemunth
earlier in March 2004. nurmghpnlmmagad
detameeahusam&mseﬂumﬁve(aﬂmtw
rogation related) i March 2004 to 23 in April 2004
{with B of thoee cises being interrogation-related).
Tt is poasible, therefore, that increased combat
operating tempo end efforts ta stem the tide of the

UNCLASSIFIED « Detaines Abuse

Detainee Abuse: Snnm’za'ry(ﬁ)

Uy In suis, we fonnd no mdcnce that
detainee abuse wes related to' auy interrogation
policies, Thmexphnahmmsuppertedbyﬂmm
deta:leddeauipﬁomnfmﬂarmgahehrehtedabm
casey that uppaar m the fol!cwmg sections on
GTMO, A!ghamsban and Iray. Therefore,
dthmgixmmmgﬁonpchcyhasmthmamml
factor i detaines sbuse, we found several fuctors
thatmthawmﬁibutadmthcabm Forexam-

"pla,muehot'itoowmdatthepdntofmpmm

Afghamstanandhaq,mdmmmyinm:anmm

essary &t the point of capture to erisure that
tor rusy be the pature of the insurgency that we
have encountered - one: in which our éreny's dis-
regardfurtbelawot‘wnrmnyhzveathmubdto
an erosion of our own standards of conduct.
Fmal}yabrealnduwninguodmﬁuanddmuphne
whthybeaﬁﬁbu&ablamthaahmo&‘mmg

leadership or oversight, inay have contributed to

setting the conditions for abuse.
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tion techniquea appreved and thoss actuany
employed. at the ULS. Naval Base at Guantaname
Bay, Cuba (GTMO), snd the relationship between
those techniques and any detainee abuse. The
section begins with a brief, background discus-
gion below.

(U) GTMO and Operstion ENDURING
FREEDOM

{U) The first planeload of twenty detainees
from Afghanistan arrived at the S, Naval Base at
Guantanmmo Bay, CubaonJanuuy i, m.

They had been captured by US. forces on the bt~

tlefeld  during Opefation ENDURING
FREEDOM, which followed closely on the hiesls of
9/11 and was designed to flush out membiers bf al
Qndaandthmr'l‘ah’banprahednmfmmthehlﬂs
andwvesofAfghmstan. Aasuspectedtenmats,
thmﬁmdetmeuwmmﬂfmwédtnthehse‘
far interrogation, _ Byt‘hama‘ofzooz the
datmneapopxﬂaﬁqnatG’IMOhadqwcﬂa’Wn
to nearly 600, amzmbez-thathasremmnedfairly
steadynpunti‘tthcpmamt.

‘ e -
P

ﬁDGTMOwualoglmlpbmfurthemm
rogatior of al Quedn and Teliban fighters. It had
mshngholdmgfamhﬁe&at(!ampx-mﬂnch
had originally been built to house Cubin and
Hsitian refugees who attempted illegally to enter
the United States by sen in the mid 1990s. It was

closs to the United States and unider United Stetes
oontml,pmmantﬁoa}emagraaumtmﬂ:{}uha
dating to 1903. Yet GTMO was in @ yemote and
gsecure location, far from the bawnﬁa}ds of
Afghanistan, And perhaps most: -importantly,
GTMOmmndduaduprhmthmbmeﬁts-
wu!dbarea]xsedmthmtthedemineuhmngm.
Wtﬂmﬁmﬁﬂmr detention in the U8
eourts. Mﬁnalmdmbmmnegated,huw-
embyﬂmrmntﬂ.&s‘mmecmdemm
Resul v, Bugh, . . S.Ck . (2004), which held that.
theu&mhm;ms&chmwmdwchd.
lengestothedatenhanoﬂomignmalshaldat.
G’I‘MO. At the same time, the Supreme Court held
o Hapdi v Bumsfed, __ S.Ct __ (2004), that any
Us.ahzenshddinthau&ssaummmm
have a due process right to have a mesningful

-opporumitytownteattheudatenhmbefma"

neutrs] decisionmaker:

() The combatasits captured in
Afghagistan during Operation ENDURING
i“R.EEDOMd:ﬂmtwmmihta:yumformnorfdl
into mymdthnlnﬂxtmyhmmmbx This pre-
sénted the challenge, therefors, of determining .
themaatinte'lligmmwhwmfmmmtvﬂuemd
thus mmerited transfer to. GTMO. Upon capturs, a
detainge was initially questionsd on the bettlefield
to ascertiin his Jeval of participation in the conflict:
andtoaam:ninsithn'nﬂ'ghtpmm@hmbl‘eww
Yigence or be & continuing security threat to US,
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Lines to & central holding facility, whers he would
unidergo further screening and interropation. I
this screening indicated that the detsinee might
meet Secretary of Defense criteria for transfer to
GTMO, a screening team of US. government offi-
cils - conssting of military lawyers, intellgence
officers, and federal law enforcement officials -
would review the deteinee's relevant information,
inchoding the facts murrounding capture and deten-
tion, the threat posed by the individusl, snd the
intelligence and law enforcement value of the
detaines, The scveening team, after reviewing all
available information, then made & recommends-
tion to retuin the captured fighiter incountry or

transfer him to GTMO. Next, ngenemiofﬁomdes— :

ignated by the Commander of U& Cent.ral
Command. (CENTCOM), reviewed the m‘aenmg

GTMO ' during  Operation

CorYy NUMBER ONE

move thah 10,000 suspected members of al Qaada
or the Taliban hsve been captured and processed.
through this screening process. Less, thun eight;
percent of thees detainees {atctalot‘?&ﬂasnf
October 28, 20M)wmu}hmatdytmmfmedﬁo
GTMO. ‘The niost recent’ transfers occurred tn
September 2004, asDoDnnnmmcedonSeﬁember
22,2004 thatthntitbad trsnsfezmd 10 detainees.
fromAfghamtantoGTMO These were the first.
umsfmnhwﬂcwmherzﬂoa

m-&:ofﬂctobetm there wers 550
detainees at GTMO. Of the detainees sent to
ENDURING
FREEDOM, 202 have departed the base: 146 of
ﬂzesewmtranm‘ene&toothereoun&iufur
rdaase,andﬁﬁwmh‘nnsferredtoﬂmmtmlof

team’s recommendation and made & final recom- e P

'mmdattontoﬁepartmentd'nafwseoiﬁmalsm

Washington, D.C.

(U]ADeparhnentofDefmaemewpanel

-mxlu&xnglegnl addvisots ami representatives from

the Joint Staff and- the Office of the Under
Secretary oﬁ)ef’mse for Policy, assesged this final
meommmdahon and, if neceasary, made addition-
a inquiries: regarding the detainee, Upon the
review panel’s recommendation and final author-
zation. by the Secretary of Defenie, the individual
gither remamed detained in Afghanistan or was
airlifted to GTMO. Since the beginning of
Opearation ENDURING FREEDOM to the present,

100

M‘orowo ﬁvetoGreatBntmn fourtol“mnee,four
toSwﬂiArabia,metoSpam,ﬁQtoPalmbanmd
one to Sweden). In response to the US. Suprems
Court decision in Ramil, the Secretary of the Navy,
thnHonorableGordonEngl&nd.uwnenthrsw
visitg Combatant Status Review Tyibunels and
Administrative Review Boards, Each detainee at:
GTMO will have the oppoitunity, with the help of
a militery reprenentatxve. to contest the anemy
combatant designation before a tribumal of thres:
mﬂimycfﬁmmm#mwm%
have the opportunity to present infovmation to am
Administrative Review Board concerning why the
detaines no longer poses a threat to the US, or its
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allies and:should be xeleased or transferred.

() It is US. policy not to release any
&etmneestlmtsﬁllposeathrmtommwmybut
rwenteventahmdemnnatratedthadzmmﬂtyd‘
mahngthatamsment.audthadaﬁmﬂtgym
facing the Administrative Review Boards. On
Septeniber 26, 2004, Afghenisten officials
commander who had been released from GTMO
over otie year ago, was killed tn September 25th
while apparently leading an ambush on U8, forces,
one critically. According to Afghan officials, after

hia veleass Ghaffar had earried out several attacks -

on American Special Forces soldiers, as well a3 an

attack on a district chief in Helmand, Afghanm:“'

in which three Afghan scldiers wmkﬂ.!ed.

. (U)AnotherfoxmarTnh'banﬁghﬁerwho:
was held at GTMO forappmmal;élytwoyam-
and then released in Mairch 2004, Abdullsh
Mehaud,hssmpm‘hedlyforgedhe;mtha!@ne&a
and 8 leading a mﬂitmxhban& thntmnpposmg
Pn!ustamfomhm!ﬁpg‘glqaedaﬁghMalong
theAfghnmstan-Pahstanbmden In early October-
2004, Me}mﬂ'ﬁ.mm Kitnapped two Chinese engi-
neers who. werehelpingl’abstantocomhucta
dammrthebmdm- The kidragipers, who were
mwundedhyl‘akw:amswunhrfom trapped
explasives to the hostages dnd threateried to 1d0
them if they were riot allowsd aife pessage to
whers Mehsud was hiding in thé nearby moun-

ﬂem amo

COPY NU

tains. The crisis ended on October 14th when
Pakigtani forces movid in and killed five of this kid.
mppmbutmofthahostagunlmdw&.and
Mehstid is still at large. Moxaovar. gince his
releass, Mehaud has bragged to repm'm that he
mckedhiamtwmgammtpbelwvmgthathem
sometne elss, and has stated thet bhe will fight
America "antil the very abd*

(U) Tri_addition. t6 Ghaffar and Mehsud,
afghanuﬂ'imhhm stated that et least five other
Afghan detainees released from GTMO haye
mmﬁwmmmmdwbmam
mmmmders or fighters. The numbér muy be
hxghagwt&remunmobmﬂedmpmthﬂm
a&dlhoml seven have participated in etticks or
provided support to anti-coalition forces in

Afghanistan,
(U) Detention and Interrogation Pucilities

(U} The first detainees to arrive at GTMO
were held at Camp X-Ray, which hid the advantage
of being an existing facility Camp X-Ray, however;
haa a hmxted ea.pm:ityf {it e:mldhold onlv_ approxi-
its initial mpamty of&!)}, and nlso woa somewhat
primitive. Upon their arrival, the detainees were
housed in tempaorary, eight by elght feet units with

-nwmmahhﬂmamhnaﬁmwoodmd_

metal roof, and open afr sides composed of chein
link fencing. ‘The detaineea slept on the floor; with

vints and blanketa,

191
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tsgr:w interrogation facilitics st Camp X- 2002, the deteinee population, numbering just over

Ray were alio spartan, The interrogation rooms 300 individuals, moved from Carp X-Rey €6 Camp _
+ were gimple, plywood structures, but they did Delta, wheveugon Camp X-Ray wat closed. Camp -
‘have air conditioning. These rooms were approx- Delta has since éxpanded wsx&debanﬁmunitu, 8
imately fifteen by fiftcen foet, and commonly ofwhxchmmmnnnnsmity

referred to & "boxes.” The roome were equipped :

for audis monitoririg only.

"SR Due to Camp X-Ray's limited capac-
ity end primitive conditions, plania were put into §
wotion alwiost iminediately after the arrival of the §
first detainees in GTMO 1o build » new detention §
facility, which became kriown a3 Cazip Delta. This §
‘new facility had an initial eapacity of 612 detenﬁcn"‘ g

ita, with room to expsnd as nesded 'I‘nlatef"‘ni oy
units, with room to expsnd as __Ap 1 Stal, which s dodi !lto idin
Aerial Photograph of GTN!O | '_ 3

102
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medical care to the dstainses and has a twenty bed. IR
capacity: Addlhonal]x in April 2004 & maximum- 8
secuntyfanhtadasignate&m()mnpﬁ momned
Camp 5 holds thomontunwopemtxvem&m&ualn. '
The detainees at Camp 5 sire housed in a modern,
twd-stnm multi-winged complex that has the BE
capacity to hold apjr y 100 detainees, The
au'la.l photograph bek:w shows the relative loca-
tions of Camp Delta (which contains Camps 1-4  [SSS
arid the detaines hospital), Camp 5 and Camp X- £

held three fuvenile ecmbata:nta. a@d 19 to 15 (U) Evolution of the Commsnd

yews, who hed been caphired in Afghanistan, Orgenization :

Theseé j vanileawmrepatriatedtothmhoma g - _
. - . FUMT ' (U) The command organization st GIMO

has evolved significantly over time. Simply stated,
R the most significant aspect of the current organi-
OO gation is that it places both intelligenice and deten-
tion operations under the command of & singls
BROMN  ontity, designated Joint Task Force GTMO (JTF
BN GTMO), whereas the original orgamization had
8 detention operations. This new stsucture has per-
§ mitted greater cooperation among the military
8 intelligence (M) units that ace respansible for
BB interrogation and the military police (MP) units

103
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tht 6re responsible for detention. In essence, this [l
‘arganization recoguizes the primacy of the human

intelligence collection mission at GTMO in sipport

oftheGlobaanronTexro:;byenstmngaumtyof
effort between MI snd MP units, This unity of |

eﬁ'ortbetweeumandmnmtshasbeenﬂwsub-
Jectofreeentmnhnvmsxinhghtofmpmﬂdpa-
fion in many nftheahuaespupetratedatAbu
Ghraib prison in Irag. The details of the respective
MI ¢dnd MP roles (as well 28 2 discussion of what
those roles shiould be) are addressed elgewhere in
the report; the purpose of the dixcission here is
mere[ytomtheevoluﬁonofthemmmnd
organization at GTMO. 5

(U) Just prior to the srrival of the firet
detainees on January 11, 2002, US.. Southern -
Command (SOUTHCOM) established Jaint’l‘ask
Forea 160 (JTEIGO}mberesponsxhlefortham
rity and detention of the dehameeamngnt
GTMO. This joinit tadk forca was essentially an MP-
organization. BGenl\ﬁd:aellehnert.USMC.ong
maﬁymmmdedth:stnskforw,hutwmqmddy
mwwdadbyBG&d:Bmﬁ,whnmkmmﬂ
on March 28, 2002.

104
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(U) The existence of two, separste joint
task forces crested a bifurcated chain of command
that impeded cooperation between the MI units in
JTF170 end theMP unitsin JT#-160 and did not
establish pmmhes for their competing interroga-
tion and detention missions, Two external reviews
of.“”izite]ligencel uperations at GTMO, the

. Herringten GTMO Report in March 2002 and the

Custer Report in September 2002, were critical of
- this command structure. COL Herrington's

‘Repart, which was provided to MG Dunlavey as

well 68 the Acting Commander of SOUTHCOM,
MG Gary Speer, USA, was particulirly pointed in
its remarks. For exarple, the riport ¢called it a
"basic principle of human intelligence exploitation”
that the intalligenca funiction must be supported by
the security function, and observed that in GTMO,
"the security misgion is sometimes the tail wagging

the intelligence dog.*

{U) In an effort to addvess this situation and

8 improve the intelligencd colection effort at GTMO,
g the SOUTHCOM Cammander, Genernl James T

Hill, USA, pisced MG Dunlavey in charge of both
JIF-170 and JTF160 in: October 2002. Shortly
thereafier, on November 4, 2002, the two joint task

g
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JTF-GTMO Organization (U}
. L -
i ) G

BG Jay Hood. o R

. ¥ F
Dapaty Car for Oporstions
B3 Mt Lucis

e e e

mm

forces were combined and rensmed Joint Task Force
GTMO. MG Geoffrey Miller, USAmappdntedtc
lemitbmnew;ointhaﬂtfm MGLﬁEerwum
mdedbymégyﬂoodmmm 2004, when

MG Miller Way tranafarved to Jrag to be Deputy

Commanderforbehamanpmﬁom,Mtﬂhmhmal
Furce-Traq.” The structure of JTF-GTMO and its
current loadership i depicted in. the figure above.

_ (U As illustrated sbove, both the Joint
Intervogution Group (JIF), which i responaible
for intelligence collection, and the Joint

UNGLASSIFIED

Detention Operatioris Group (JDOG), which is
responsible for detaines seeurity and handling,

teport to the JTRGTMO Commander; who in

turn reports to SOUTHCOM, The JDOG is com-

posed of six MP compenies. The conterpiecs of

the JIG is the Interrogstion Control Element
(ICE), which coordinates and supervises. the
efforts of MI interrogators, analysts and linguists
{as well as civilian contract personnel who aug:
ment the military interrogation effart), in mip-
port of human intelligencs exploitation. From
the initintion of interrogation and detention

105
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operations at GTMO to the present, MPs have

outwumbered the detainees by a relatively con- B

stant ratio of approximately 1.5 t0 1. Mland con- 88
tract interrogators, on the other hand, have been 58
in more limited supply, with each interfogator [
aszigned to epproximately 20 to 25 detainees at B
any one time,

2

GTHMO Counter-Resistance Policy Development (U)

)28k
Prosidenilel pukiance on ¥ ey
dalsiney: Troat humanely -; Epproving Tier Y,
pisFebe )

{ | P82 .. . e Pl

Proposals policy/Guidancs

Other avents &
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‘Field Manual 34-52, Intelligence Inferrogation,

BB hen questioning detainees. Over the next sev.

BN oval months, however, it becanie clear that many

of the detainees were fa.rmhar with these tech-
niques and had been trained to remﬁhham. This

5 .wentuallyledSO'{J‘l‘HCOMma Dd.oberZG , 2002,

By to seek Secmtaryofnefense apprdvaltomaddb

azmeteebmqm.

': tional techniques beyond thme specifically listed

inI*‘MMﬂ, orwhatwewillml! "ccninter resist-

ﬂDOnDewmberzmwesecremyd

" Definso spproved a limited mumber of the count-

- reamtance techniques that SOUTHCOM had

Evolation of Approved Interrogation .-
Technigaes st GTMO (1)

ﬁDThamtenngahontechmqueaappmed
for use 4 GTMO have evolved significitly over
.time,andbeenthembjeetafmu&zsmdyand
'clebatewzthmthesemarecbelwsufbaththem-

fmedmﬂ:tarynndtheomcenfthaSmeta:yof'

Defense. Thehighlighta ofthiuwnluﬁnnm
depicteﬂmthaﬁgummtbepmmmpage, and
described briefly below. “ This is followed by =
detaﬁed,chmommmhmofthemor
even!zamfpomhsofdebatethathaveahnped&m
dsvalopmmtofappwvedmtamgnhnntechmques
et GTMO: »

() When JTF170 wes established ot
GTMO on February 16, 2002, the military inter-
rogators assigned to the tesk force relied upon
existing interrogation doctrine, found. in Army

) '-requestea. but rescinded his approvel on January:
. 1832008

The Secretary then directed the
DoD General Counsel to form & working
grnup The DoD General Counse! requésted
thet the General Courcil of the Department
of the Air Forcs, Mary Walker, chair the.
group, to assess the legal, policy und opers.
tionial issues relating to interrogation of
deteineés in -the Global War on Terror and.
to make recommendations on the use of spe-

cific interrogation techniques.

(¥) This working group issued its final
report on April 4, 2003, and recommended 35
interrogation techniques to be used against
sunlawful combatants outside the United States”
sulbfect to limitations described Jater in this sec-
tion. I an April 16, 200§ memorandum, howey-
enﬂaeSmtmnfDefemamytadfwusom
GTMO unly 24 of the proposed techniques,

107
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which included the 17 technigues alteady
found in FM 84-52. This memorandum-has
remained in effect to the present.

Uy The Iitial Development of “Counter
Resistance* Techniques

{U) Within the first few months of interro-
gation cpérations at GTMO, it became apparent
that meny of the detainees were skilled at resisting
t!xe 17 interrogation techniques enumerated in M.
84-52, ang Ykely had been trained on U8, interro-
gation methods, COL Jobn Custet; TUSA, whi Jed

i wJoint Staff team from August 14 to September
10, 2002 in réviewing intelligence collection opere

ations at GTMO, reflected this concern in kis final

report, which. observed thiit "JTF170 has experi-
enced limited auccess in ubraz:hng information.
from rmany of the detainees at GTMO,’ becauae-
“traditional [interrogation) techiiques have proven:

thamselveswbameﬁ'eehwmmanym' The
regort nioted that "[m]&uy of 'l:ha detainees have
undoubted!yreeeivad.wgvmuarmtmwmter
rogation training," andﬁ:atthadﬁammappwm&
to understand the (leneva Convention ules, as
wellnsthatrxdfﬁonul"uf}nﬁesofexmmmt
Gnmtatinns)regmdmgmtemgsﬁm

{U) Memberﬂ of al. Queds, in. particular;
were liely to be schopled in resistance to iterro-
an sl Qaeda training menual from the spartment
of mn al Qaeda operative in Manchester, Englind

108
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on May 10, 2000, Now commonly referred to as the
Manchester Document, this mamual contsined
detailed information on interrogation resistince,
including instructions that an‘al Qaeda "brother”

‘must;

oor -
w3

» {10) "plan for his interrogation by discussing
it with his commander”

. ﬁnmmtﬁnhswmmhymm’ly
thethmpthatym agreed upon with your
commsnder® and "executing the security

< plan that'was sgreed upon prior to execu-
.tion of the opération and not deviating frem.

-

.+ {1 "pretend that the painis severe by bend-
inig over and erying loud!y” in the svent that

« (1) “discbey the interrogstor's orders as
much 25 he can by raising his vuice {md]

» (U) “disobey the iiiterrogators orders and
take his time in execirting them®

+ (U “proudly take a firm and opposing posl-
tion against the eneniy and not. obey the
orders” .

¢ () "refuse to supply any information end
deny his knowledge of the subject In ques-
tion"

* (U} "niot discloss any information, no matter
how ingignificant he might think it is, in
arder not to open & door thet cannot be

closed. until he incriminates himself or

"SEGRWQ amo
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» ﬁD"rememba'thobaamnﬂe aven a little

COPY |

gible to leverages contrel over the detsinces while

disclosure of information would increase providing acceptahle guidelines foi questioning®

your amount of torture and result in addi-

Such a paper; COL Custer suggested, "could be

tional information for the questioning appe-  used as a role of thumb’ or'RulwofEngngement‘

vatus,” and
about any information whatsoever”

(L)) Another difficulty that hampered inter- |

ebminahng mtemgatot confmon.

rogations at GTMO was that interrogators did not - j:--_ f: :
have & clear understanding of the legal limits SRR
under which they were operating. While they did N

have FM 34.52 ag a guide, this field manusl was B8

intended to guide interrogations of EPWs snd FRESEESS

tive enviranment than the one st GTMO; Thedéﬁ-,_ R

ger, then, was twofold. On the one hand, JEEEEEEERESS
nmmomm:ghtbehevethatthairhandsm SR

csentilly tied by FM 3452, anaaaoptanmﬁgv o

intelligence from resistant detsinees. Orithe other [UNINE
hand, inmgatmwhobﬂxevadﬁmtheywm ) '
to delainee abuie, Agm, the Custer Rzpurb e
scimowledged.. thu prablam by obsérving that EEENEEE
mtem@tomb&id not *have a clear, delineated FARRENESSE
undnrstandmgofaﬂthetoolathatareattheirdx& Bn

posal whenmtarrogahng detainses” COL Custer

recomrendsd that SOUTHCOM "produce s White Kl
Paper' on 'Metma forlntermgams'dehneahng |-

19
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{U) JTF-170s Request, for Counter Resistance
T g Pl - -

JTFI?OCumnmder MGMchaelDun!amtofor-
ward a requaet { October 11, 2002 to SOUTH-
COM mkmg npprtmﬁ of 19 mtarmgan

O

2002memnrnn‘ um was _eclasmﬁadandrelmsedtd
thnpubhconJuneﬂZ 2004. Tn the memorandum,
MG Dunlavey noted that elthough the techniques

Bl then employed by interrogators in the Global War

B on- Te:;mr had “resulted in significant actionable

B inteiligence; the same methods had becoms less
B offective over time.” ‘

() MG Dunlavey's request divided these

additional, counter resistance intervogation tech-

mqmmtoﬂweemtegonea.bwadupmthepep
ceivad severity of the techniques. Category I
tachniques could be employed by an interrogstor as
pa'.l"'t.of:anomal interrogation plin, vettad by the

interrogator's immediate supervisors. Each use of
Category II techniques would require the approval
nfﬂaalntenogathechonOiﬁcerm@xm
{OIC). Category Il techriiques, the most aggres-

BN sive, could only be uged after obtaining approval

d from the JTE170 Commender Each use of

Categoryﬁ!techmqueswmﬂdalmmqma!egnl

§ review by the Command Judge Advocite and noti-

fication to the SOUTHCOM Commander. All of
thesawchmquasarehsbedmumﬁgmanthafuln

T8 lowing page.

e
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'JTH-170 Proposed Counter Resistance Techniques - October 11, 2003 (U)

W)Gﬂ&gwyﬂechmqm

. mmn&emwmwxmmmdmmam
the detainee’s hearing :

* () The use of multiple interrogators ey

. ﬂDBeeumgthedetnineebyhavmgbhemmogampmtafdsedmhty. Theassmnp-
l:ionofafalsozdmhtywmﬂdbsmten&adtopah:tthemmgatwmmﬂleramhmda

- fmmgnnabmgwummmgamrﬁmawmtrywﬁhamtahmfwhamhtrmtmmt

" of detainees - ot

(U) Category I technigies '

. ﬂﬂTheuseofs&eaapomtmnsﬂikestanﬂmg) foramanmumofﬁomhc\ns

. @%smoﬂalmﬁeddmmhorrepoﬂs o

’ Gﬁﬂmmoﬁmmﬂaﬁm&%ﬁrmwsodmwithmymquﬁmwm

- vequiring approval from the JTF-170 Commendes - .

v ﬂDIntam@hmofthedstameemapmmentothathanthastmdmﬂmﬁetmhon
booth

: @Dmimﬁnnofhghtmdaudxtmyaﬁmuﬁ ' -

. (m%emﬂahmdplawdmthadmahead&umgmwﬁmmdqueﬂhm-

: ms(ﬁhahwdshoul&wt%&bmﬂhmgmwwaymdthedmahmmbém

o dn-ectobmvnﬁonwhmhmde&

e (U)Theuaect‘m—hwrmtmgnhm .
* (1) The removal ¢f ell eomfort iberns {including religions items)

w ﬂDSwitzhmgthedetameesd:at&mhotmewtoMReadyWEaﬂAmmmﬂim :
ﬁeldraﬁons}

s (WRemavald'dothmg " . . : _

* (U) Forced groasing (shaving of facial hir efc) "

’ (U)'I‘homofaéatamee'smém&ualphohas{au&lufmofdogx)toinduwnm j

ﬁDCntegorymmknmes K

. ﬂnmemdmd@pdhmm&ammuwduﬂxwmvmebmﬁﬂ
consequerices are imminent for him and/or hig family

s (U]Exposumtoculdwﬂathuorwater{mthappmpnstemdzcalmmiw

. (U)lhemd‘awetwwdmdﬂnppmgmmmduwthomhpmmdmffmmn

. (U')Thnmofmﬂinouuﬂmmphyﬁcﬂmtmﬁmchugmhbmg,pokmgmthechwwﬂh
the finger, and Hght pushing

1

emo
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(U) MG Dunlavey indicated that the
Categmyll!tedxmqueswm "required for = very
small percentage of the most unmoperatm
detainees,” which. he estimated to be “less than
threepemt“ of those held at GTMO. Under the
proposed policy, any of the most aggr&mva tech-
niques that would “require more than light grab-
‘'bing, poking or pushing” were to "be administered
caly by individusls specifically trairied in their sefe
#pplication.”

il B JTF170 Staff Judge Advocate,
: wmteauextenmve]&galrmewofthe
‘mtarmgahon andcmmtm-rmstaneepohcypm-
pose&byMGDunlavey This legal review was
dedasdﬁedandrelusedtathepubﬁcbytheomcs
of the Secretary.of Defense on June 22, 2004 Asa
maultofh&legﬂmwmwhdxmnmedth&m
pose&pnhcymhghtofdomesncmnalh%the
Uniform GodeofMlhbaryJustzm, treaties, custom-
ary internationsl law,” and.- ‘decigions of tha
European: Court of Human Rights, S
recomniended t.hnt Catagory 1 tachmques be
appruvedfm'geneuluse. She yeeommended that
whenever “intertopatior mvolvingCategmle
and 10 mbtheds*wweplauned, howeven, that the.
antarogahons ‘tmdm-go g legal review prior to
theireommenment."

() The SOUTHCOM Commander, GEN
Hill, forwarded JTF-170% request for approval of
oounter resistance techniques to the Chairman of

112
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the Joint Chiefs of Staff on Octoher 25, 2002,
GEN Hill noted that J‘I‘R«l’mhad'ymldadcnumi
intelligenice support: for forces . pmsemhn,gthe
War on Terrorism,” butthat"tiespwemxzbent
eﬂ'or!:a. Bome. datmnees have tmacims}y rwll:ad
tha‘t he believed "t.heﬁmt two categorics of tech-
niques are legal and humane,* but was uncertain
whethier: all the technigues in the third categuey
were legal uniler UB. law, given the absence of
Juﬁ:dal mter_pmtahm of the U8, torture statute.”
GENHﬂlmparhuﬂarbtmubledbytheuseof
)mp!md dr expreased thieats of desth against the
del:mnee or his family, He requested, therefore,
tha;!a the Depariment of Defense eand the
Department of Justice review the third catégory of
on JTF-170's request for counter résistancs tech-
nirgues in view of the pressing nesd for sctionable

_intelligence,

{U) On October 28, 2002, tha Director of
the Joint Staff, then:Lisutenant General John B
Abizaid, instructed the J-5 section of the Joint
Staff, the Strategic Plans and Policy Directorate, to
“tale the load in pulling this together quickly” On
Octobier 30, the J-5 section circulated MG

Dunlavey's proposed techmitues to the Joint: Staff -

Office of Legal Counsel, J:2, 3-8 and the service

planriers for commeiit, establishing & deadline of

| SECRETNOFORN-+ arwo
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EU} “The Debate Surrounding the Request: for

— , - | 13

- GTMO
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could maneuver the plane into either: the' White
House or the {IS. Capitel In_ Angust 2001,
Kahtani had been refused entry by a suspicious
immigration ingpector af Florida’s Orlando
Inmmﬂmmwhmtﬁawihdhun&m
Mohamed Atta, was wmtmg. i'or him. Thus,
Rahtani is commonly veferred to as the “20th
hijacker” (Wenote foi- clasification that some news
reportshmalsorei‘&wdtoﬁacanuhlmom,_
who: was ﬁnm&ﬁmconnectmn with ‘the 9/11
ax;tacks,asthe’zoﬁxhuackax" hnwever.itumore

Mohumed al Kahtani L e

ﬂDAnd:monofJ‘I‘Fl?ﬂ'amquestpm-
gressed, intdligence gathered from a variety of
sources indicated- thalrm al Qaeda. operation
agamsttametﬂnthaﬁmted&ateemﬁkelyw _
#van imminent. Inselhgencanlsoindimta&thnt
Mnhnmedanahiam,aSau&ahmmdalQaeda..
opergtive held ‘st GTMO, possessed information
th&mmUmmmmw-
that threat. As the 9/11 Commission Report

chedrved, Kahtani was the operative who Likely.
United Airlines Flight 83, which crashed into an
empty field in Shankasville, PA after the passengers

115
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niques, but on?y theJast of the Category TII tech.
nigues, authoﬁzing wild, non-njurious physical
eontmtms:hugmbhug.pnhgmtkachmtmth
aﬁnga;andhghtpnslnng. This recommendation
thm'efore excluded the most nggressive Category

nt techmques use of gcenarios designed to con-
Vmoe the detainee that death ar severely painful
conisequences are imminent for him and/or his
family, expostire to-cold weather or wates; and ths

usg of a wet towel and dripping water 1o induce the
misperception of suffocation ~ that had particular-

1y concerried both GEN Hill snd representatives on

ing memorandum that *[wihile all Category I
tochniques may be legally available, we believe
that, 4s a mstter of policy, & blanket approval of
Category III techniques is not warranted at this

§4 time.” This reflected Mr. Haynes' viow that "lojur
" Armed Forces ara trained to a standard of interro-

() Secretary of Defense Approval of a Limited gation that reflects a tradition of réstraint.”

NtmaberofGannhrRmstaaned:mqm
{U) The. Becretary of Defenss accepted this
il recommendation on December 2, 2002 by noting
his spproval on ‘Mr. Haynes' November 27, 2002
memorandum. Below his signature, the Secretary
questioned why standing (which was listed as an
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ic onJune 2’2’,2001 Fareaseofwfm
nter resistance techuigues approved
fetary onl}mmberZ.ZOOthstadm

exarople under Category I stress positions) would to the puly
be limited t0. 4 hours when ke “stand[s] for 8-10 ence, the
hours a day” 'This memorandum, with the ;bythe- 36
Secretary’s approval, was-declassified end released the fi

Decmhwﬁ.MAppmedemmWﬁmTwhmqnu@

V) Category I T T
1, (U) Yelling - L
2, {IB Use of multiple interrogators
8 (U}Dmamgthadstamaebyhamgﬂmmwmmtaﬁmiﬂmmy

af}&mnmﬂ. .
(U)Strempnmttmsaﬂceatandmg},fornmmm&moffm&hmm
6._ (U)Thameoffn!&ﬁeddnmmentscrmpm
6. (II)Isolaﬁonforuptoaodayg,withunyaxtmsionsbeyonﬂthaaﬁdaysmmmmg
approvalfromthaﬂ'E-G’IMOCommmder
(S ﬂnhmmdthcésmm&mmmﬁrommtothert}mnﬂmstmdmd
interrogation booth -
8. () Deprivation of light and andxtozy stunuli
g '{mﬂmmofahw&plamdwthedetaime%headduﬁngwtaﬁmand '
quegtioiting. |~
10, {U) The uisé of 20—hnurmtexmgatxons
11, (U)Thamwaqualloomfortrbams (mc.‘mdingrehgwuntmz)
12 ﬁDwatchmgﬂmdetaineesdxetﬁ-omhotmealatoMealn Ready-to-Bat (American
mihtaxyﬁaldrahons) ;
13. (U) Resoval of clothing
14,7 {U}ane&gxmnung(shmngoﬂ'amalhmetc)
._15 (U}.‘I‘heuseofadetamee'smdmdunlphobms(md:aafwofdogs)tomﬂuwxm

18. U} le usge of wiild, non-injurious physical contact such as grabhing, poking in tha

UNCLASSIFIED.

17
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