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(U) We nate for clarification purposes that S
the Independent Panel apparently was under the SR
iniipression that the above techriiques could only be [N
employed with advance notice to the Secretary and
his persanal apprival, which the Panel believed RS
was "given in only two cases® The December 2, (8
2002 memorandum, however, approved these tech- B8
niques for general vise and did ot require that the [N
Becretary receive rdvance notice ar grant specific [
approval before the techiniques could be employed. NN
Nevertheless, as & practical mstter, the JESS
Inﬁepa:deut?melwaacorrectthattheuseof:
Category I and I techniques was largely Hmited S
to Kahtani and one other high-value detainee, o8- :
dxswsse&laterinthlsseetim

{U) Reseission of the Comiter

(L) Shortly after the Deceinber 2, 2002
approval of these counter mxstanm l;ec}quues,
rmtwnsexpressedhytheﬂenemlﬂmmei!of g
the Department, of the Navy, Albéito J. Mars, Ted §
the Secxstary nfDefanmemuary 15, 2003 to
rescind hig appmwl of all Category 1T technicques
andﬂmoneﬂategozymtechmqne(mﬂd non-inju- |
rivus phymml eantm:t), leaving only Category 1
ted:mquesmeﬂ'ect.

(15)) Coneems Rauadbvtheﬁemral(}uumel of
the Department of the Navv

5©
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R A Inraspama,thaSecmtaxynnJanuary
i 12, 2003 orally reacinded his December 2, 2002
memoran&um,andthenimuedarl’muylﬁ 2003

4 GENH!]I otﬁaaﬁymndmghmapzxwalofthu
. tegoryﬂandone(}ataguwmtechmques
BN descrited above. As a prectical matter, this ded-
L sionlnmbe&thoappmvedtad:mqueaatﬁ'l‘MOto
the Category 1 techniques (yelling, the use of mul
BN tiplo interrogators, and deceiving the detaines by
B hoving the interrogator present a false identity) in
SN addition to the techniques and guidance found in

T {U) The Secretary did allow, however, that
B if the SOUTHCOM Commander determined that
BTN "particular technicues in either of the two cate:
NS cories are warranted in an individual case, you
FES should forward that request to me,” and that guch
B a request "should include a thorough justification.
B for the employment of those techniques énd a

8 detailed plin for the use of such technigues” The
) tive, esteblished by the President, that *filn ell
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(» ()
interrogations, you should continue the hinnsne JEEEUNEEEEIEENEE IR SEEIE
treatment. of detainees, regardiess of the type of SR
interrogation technique amployed” Finally the
Secretary advised GEN Hill that he had seb in
motion "a study to be completed within 15 days;* i
committing himgelf to “provide further guidance® SR
Thix January 15, 2003 memorandum, originally - FEE
clansified as secret, not releassble to foreign [FEUEEINEEENETRNEIEES
mationals, was dediasafiod and relessed to the pub- SRR
lic on June 22, 2004.

(1) Effect of the Secretarv’s Rescission on
the Interrogation of Kahtani

12
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B working group address the legal issuss rele-

vant to the interrogation of detainees and the
policy considerations related to the use of inter-

B ogation techniques; inciuding the recommended .

{U} The Development of Current Intérropation
E" 1-0 n

(U) On Januaxy 15, 2003, the same day-
that he officially rescinded the Category I1 and -

techniques" "contribution to intelhaenca colles.
tion," their "effect on the txutment of captured

US. persommel,” and their fmpact on potential

detainee prosecutions. Thataskinga!sowllad

for an analysis of;the “historicel role of US. '
armed foreesinmnéucﬁngmveahgntwm This

memomndum, ongmally classified as secret, nob .

releagable w foreign nationals, was declassified
andrelegaed_tu thapubhcoa.lune% 2004.-

. (IDhmapometoﬂmSweﬁary‘stsﬂdng,
Mr Hayneson.}anumy 17, 2003 requested that
~ the General Courige! of the Department of the Air

oné Category II techniques, the Sea-etnryof Force,hh:y%lkeqehairanmtuﬂepmtmmtal

Defense by meraorandum directed ths. Gemeral
Counsel: of the Depurtment of l}efeusa, M
Haytm, to estabhsh a workmg group tu mass

the mberrognhan of detmnees in the Global War
on Terror held by-Unite"& Statea forces outside
the United. Sl;ate& temtory _The Secretary speci-

working group to prepare an sssessment and rec-
ommendations zegarding the legal, policy, and
operational {ssues relating to the interrogation of
dstainees held by the US. Armed Forces in the
Global War 'on Terror  On the same date, Ma.
Walker issiied a memo requesting the participation
of the Under Secretary of Defenise for Policy the

ﬁe&tlmtthaworkmgmupahmxldmnmstnf GmeralCmmselsofﬂwArmyandNavxthe

experts from thé Office of General Counsel, the
Office af the: Undemecretary of Defense for
Folicy; the milibary services and the Joint Staff.
The working group was tasked to make "recom:
mendatioris for einployment of particular inter-
rogation techniques by DoD interrogators”
within 15 days. The Secretary also directed that

'SEGRW* arMo

Director of the Joint Staff, the Direclor of the
Defense Inteliigence Agency (DIA), the Counsel for
the Commandant of the Marine Corps, the Judge
Advocatés Gerieral of the Army, Navy, Air Forcs,
and the Staff Judge Advocate to the Commandant
of the Marine Corps in the “Detainee Interrogation
‘Waorking Group” (hereinsfter *Working Group™).

123

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

COPY NTTMRER ONR

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 306



Pege i3

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPY NUMBER ONE

{U) Initin} Discussions of the Working Group-
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Knm.WkermAmﬂ4,2w3presente&

to M= Haynastheﬁnslvermnofths%ﬂmg
GmupRepottunDatamenten'oguhousmthe
GlobaIWarmTemmmn. Aneasmentofhegal

: ot prwi&ed to: the Working Gmup parhcq)ants
| principale or action officers. In fact; the majority of
B  the Working Group participants first saw & copy of

" the fina) April 4; 2003 report in June 2004 when it

ERES was declassified and released to the publie.
BN According to Ma, Walker, her office was instructed
SRR by Daniel DellOrto, Principal Deputy General
SRR Counsel of the Department of Defense, not to pro-
QRSN vide copies of the final report to the Working Group
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pérticipants. According to Mr. DéllOrto, he direct-
ed that the fihal repait not be distributed because
he was concerned that "some might use it in set-
tings other thin Guantariamo and thereby cause
confusion,” particularly since it contsined discus-
sion of techniques that had been purpasely reject-
ed by the Secretary of Defense on March 28, 2003,

LBA¥T On April 5, 2003, the: Chiirfrisn of
theJuthhw!nafStaff,GmMyem,forwardedto
the Secretary of Defense #n action memorandum,
which enclosed & separate, proposed: memorandum
on interrogation techmiques to the SOUTHCOM
Corumander for the Secretary’s signature. This

proposed memorandum to the SOUTHCOM ‘-W‘W for use at GTMO; in fact, the memo

Commander ‘contained 24 interrogation tech-

niques. Tn his action memorandum, General

Myers noted that he was sendihg the me.:pomn
&umiotheSemtaxyasafoﬂow-upto'mxfaimm
nnnonSlMamhregardmgt}qurhngGmup
Report on Detaines Inmgahommthe lobal
War o Terrorism,* OnAprﬂs,mhﬁ'Haynes
concurred with Genh{yers' remmmendatmn, and

on April 185, zoea,nougmmthavndm-

-SEBRE’FH@OFGHN—- GTMO

SBecretary of Defense for Policy, also concurred.

(1) The Sgcretary of Defense on April 16,

2008 .approved the memprandurm to the SOUTH-

COM Commander. Entitled "Counter-Resistance
'I‘echmquesmtbeWarmTerrm the memo-

randuin notéd in its first aenteme that the

Secretary had conmdmd "the-report of the
kamgGmxpthutIdsmﬁadtembhshednn

January 15, 2008 .‘The remorendum eintainied
%approvedintm'ogation tochnigues that ware

Whmmugahmofun!awﬁﬂmmhannta
held st Guanitangmo Bay; Cuba® (Wenotefor dar-
ﬁmhunpu:pmes&atthaMikolaah&Baportmdk
eabsdthatthismmdmndmnapprwad%apedﬁc

only 24 techniques).

randum containg

"Interrogations at GTMO continus to be governed

by this memorandum {o this ddy. The memoran-
to foreign nationals, was declassified and
releaged to $he public on June 22,2004, The 24

spproved techniques are listed in the figure on
the following pages, as described verbatim in the
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April 18, 2003 Approved GTMO Intmﬁga‘ti’ou 'I‘eclmiques [Lh))

1. (XD Direct: Asking straightforward questions.

2, () Incentiva/Rernoval of Incentive: Providing a reward or removing a pmﬂage,abomand.

beyond those that are requived by the Geneya Convention, frcmdetaheea. {Caution:

Owunaﬁmbeﬁmthatdammmbﬂa&hmwmmaymduﬁmt

pm&anandmtmhmnfmhgxmxtam(ag,ﬂm&mp}ﬂepmw@admd&inmm

tional law (ses, Geneva I, Article 34), Although the provisions of the Geneva Convention

mnotapphmblatnthemtarophmofun]awﬁﬂmbatanta,mdushonahuﬂdhe

glmhthmnmpmrtoappﬁmﬁond‘ﬂmtechmml

(U) Exnotional Love: quymgonthelweadetmneehasformmdmdnalorm

'GDEmohmmIHathhymgonthehatmdsdetaimhasforanmdeual&'m

ﬂDFearUpHmh.Bigmﬁmntbinuemgthefwlevalmadatamae

GDMUpMﬂiModemlymmmthefwlewlmadaainm

{U) Reduced Fear: Redudngfhefwlevelinadetaim

v -(IDPndeandEgoUp. Booshngtheegoofadetam

. (U) Pride and Ego Down. , Attackmxormsultmgtkeegoofadebmnee,notbeyondthehm-
its that would apply to a POW. ‘fCantion: Article 17 of Geneva T provides, "Prisoners of
wwhorefummdmmmqynotbethmm&mmﬂteimwhwmmﬂ
ord:mdvanhagwusmahnmtofanyhnd. Other nations that believe that deteinees are
enhﬂedeOWprotwhonsmaymnmderthistequuemmmtentmﬂlthepmmmu
of Geneve.” Althqugh&epmmm of the Geneva Convention are not appliceble to the
mterrogahonofunlawﬁ!lm‘bmts, conmderabonshmﬂdhegimtothmmmpﬁm-
toappheatmncfthetechmque.]

10.-() Fuiility: Invoking the feeling of futility of a detainee.

11 (IDWGKWWAB Cmmangthedemmeeﬂmtthemtermgatorlmowaﬂmmwmto
quesumhaasksofﬂmdetamae

12. (U)EmhﬂdlYmI&mﬁtyOonmmgthedemineethat&mmmgatwhmmmhn
the detaines for someone else.

18. (U Repetition Approach: Continucusly repeating the same question to the detmneemﬂla
in'interrogation periods of normal duration.

14. (U) File and Dossier: Convineing detainee that that the interrogator has a damning and

© B @
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inaceurate file, which must be fixed.

15. (U) Mutt and Jeff: A team consisting of & friendly and a harsh interrogator. The harsh
interrogator might employ the Pride ind Ego Down technigua. fﬁmﬂthm'mﬁom
mmwmwmmmmmmmwmmmmm
mstantmthGenemIH,AthdalSwlﬂchpmn&asthntPOthmtheprMagsmst
acts of intimjdation. Mﬂ:wghﬂtemmmoftheﬂammnotapphwhhtnthem
mgauouofuniawﬁﬂmmbatmts,mnmdmmmwdbegimﬁnbaasmpﬁww

ation of the technique.]

16. (U)RapithaQussmingmmmdmmonmthwtﬂhwmgdmwm

17, (U)Sﬁmﬁtarmgatthsdetmne&toenmuugadmﬁﬁj-

18. (U) Change of Scenery Up: Remoﬁngthedetaimfromtbestundardinmgahmwt-
hng{gwmﬂyzaamnmmplmam,humwm)‘

.18, {(U) Change of Scenery Down: Rmnovmgtlwdehmaefmmthestan&arﬁmte:mgnhmw&-
mgmdplmghimmamgthatmaybeiéssmfortable,wouldnntmahmwamﬂr
stantial change in efviroimental quahty

20. (U) Dictary Manipulation: Changmgthedietofadetmnee  nio initended deprivation of food
wwatwmaﬁwwmahdmaﬂ@eﬁe&mdw&w&thﬁnthd&pmmbjmﬁfmd
wwsbex;e.g,hotmhnnstomg.

21, (m&mmmmpmmmmmamtmmwmm
fort (e,g,ad;mhngtamperttm or mtmdumgmunpleaumt amem Oonditmns wmld.

-----

mgatoratal!hmes. [Caution. Basedonomntcase!inothermanemﬁmmay
mwpﬁmﬁmdthxnhduﬂquammmmtmmtobemmm& Conisideration
of thess” wmnhoiﬁdbegvenpnortouseof this techiique.]

22, (U)Sleepéxhuatment: Axhushngthesleepmghmesofthadatamee(e.g reversing sleep
cyclesﬁcmhlghttada&) This technigue is NOT sleep deprivation,

23. ﬂDFﬂaeFlag' Convinangthedetamthatindmdnalsﬁumumnmotherﬂmthe -

B UmtedStatumhtermgaﬁngh:m

24. {0 Tsclation: Isohhnztlwdataineafmmctherdetammwhﬁe-sﬁﬂwmplﬁngmthbmc
standards of treatment. {Caution: The use of isolation as an interrogationi technique
mﬂudﬂﬁhﬂmﬁﬁmmmmwﬁcmmwtbe
length of isalation, medical mdpqchologm}mview,andxpprmnlforemdmofm
lengthofmdahmhythaappmmm}evelmthechﬂnofmmmd. This techniqué is not

139
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that four of these techniques - incentivefremeval of
incentive, pride and ego down, Mutt and Jeff, snd
istlation - could :only be used if the SOUTHCOM

Commander specifically defermined that military,
necessity required their vsé and notified the .

 Secretary in advimee, The Secretary also stated all
of the 24 technigues must beemployed Wlﬂ’lﬂle
following safeguards:

« W Lilmtedtnuseonlyatnh‘ategwhxm
gation fatilities; .

* (U) Thereis a good basis tobelwvaﬁaattha
detaines possessés critical intelligence;

. “Dmd&tmheeismadmallyandopm
tionally evaluaml &5 suiteble {considering
all tet:hmquea to be used in combination);

) Intemvgatuu are speifically trained for
the teckinigue(s);

* (UyA-specific interrogation plan (ichiding
ressonsble erfeguards, limits on. durshon,
criteria and the presence or availability of
qualified medical persounel) has been
developed;

140

knowz to have besn generally used far interrogation purposes for langer than. 30 days.’
Those nations that believe detainess are subject to POW;:rMonsmymnseoﬂhm.
bechmqueasmeonsiatentmththemqtmmentaofﬁenmm Arhdel:iwhichpmvzdes
that POWs must be protected against acts of intimidation; Arhchl«iwbichpmwdeathat‘
POWa are entitled to respect for their person; Axticls 34. whxdxpmhibitlooérdon and
Article 128 which ensuves acoess and basic standards of treatment. Althoughﬂ:eprm

wioms of the Genmcmmtionmnotapphmbietathemmogatmnfmhwﬁﬂwm

butants, mﬁdmﬁonﬂmﬂdbepmmthesewmpﬁorhappﬁwnondﬂmw&nim}

{U) The Secretary’s inemarandum specified.

COPY NUMBER ONE

. ({}}Thereisapmupnmmpwmn.md

. Q. 'I‘here is approprinte specified senior
‘zppmva! for use with any specific detaines

- {after considering the foregoing and receiv-

LN N .mgle@lm)

Thess safeguards, which the:Becretary mandated

wapply to all approved techniques, were virtually

jdanitical to the safeguards that the Working Group
Repoxthadrmmmendedforonlythomtwh-
mqueathatthe Working Group had identified as

(U) The Secretary’s memorandum also reit-

erated that "US armed forces shall continue: to

treat detainess humanely and, to the extent appro-
priste and eonsistent with mihtm'y necessity, in &
menner consistént: wath the prindples of the

"Geneva Conventions” Finally, the Secretary left

&pen the posaibility that.other interrogation tech:
niques eonild be approved; noting that if; in the
SOUTHCOM Commander’s view, he required addi-
tional interrogation technigques for u particular
detaines, he should provide the Secretary, vin the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, "a written

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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request describing the proposed technique, recom-
mended safeguards, and the rationale for applying
it with an identified detainee For ease of refer-

“'S‘EGRE#NGFGH** QTMO

COPY NU

ence, the 24 techniguies are listed in suiriary form
in the figure below, with thoee teckmigues requir-
inga&vmnnﬁcetofheﬁem'etwy_igbold.

. April 16, 2003 Approved Interrogation Techniques (U~~~
(Techniques requiring udvance notice to Secretary of Dafeuu znbold)
L (1) Diirect
2 (U) Incentive/fremoval of incentive
3 (U) Emotional love : -
4 (U)Emotional hate :
8. {U) Fear up harsh R =-
6 (U) Fear up mild o
7. () Reduced fear
8 () Pride andegoup - %
9 ﬂDPrideaudeg‘odown
10.  (U) Futility
1. OWeKnow Aﬂ .
12 Establish y ymu' iéeatity
13 W Repetxhon approach
4. Q. File’ a.nﬂ dossim'
15. {U) Mutt and Joff
16, (), Rnpulﬁre
1?‘ ] Silanee
. -"18._ {,U} C}umge of scenery up -
s 19-., {U’]%mgeofmmydown
L 40, *" () Dietary manipulation.
9L, @ Environmental manipulation
22, (U) Bleep adjustment
24  (U) Isolation
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(U) These 24 techniques were significantly

less aggressive than the techniques that the

Secretary approved on December 2, 2002, The first
19 of the techniques wersidentical to the 17 specit-

jcally-eriumierated in FM 34-52, axcept that the pol-
icy added one technique (Mott and Jeff} that was
in the 1987 version of FM 34-52 but is pot found in
the current version, and the policy also Hsted
Change. of Scenery Up and Change of Scenery
Down as separate techniques, rather than using
the miore general Charpe of Seene technigue listed
in FM 34-52. In two cases (incentive/remioval of
incentive, and pride and ego down), the policy way

actuslly more restnctwa that FM 34-52, as inter- -

rogators could not use these techniques withéut
sdvarice noties to the Setvetary.

(U) Of the remaining five techniques,
(dietary manipulation, environmental manipula-
tion, sleep adjustment, false flag, and isolakion),
only one (isclation) was: ‘identified by the Working
Group as’ mepﬁonal.' ~The April 16, 2003 policy
contained none of the mosf. aggressive Category I
techniques - such &3 st:rees positions, 20-hour inter-
rogations, mnwval of dothing, or use of individcal
phohws (such:as : fesir of dogs) to induce stress - con-
tained mthe Deeembar% 2002 policy, nor'the one
Category III technique (mild, non-ibjurious physi-
cul contact). Finally, as described above, the cur-
rent policy inéluded anumber of safeguards, which
were not specifically enumersated in the December
2, 2002 poliq)t.
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(T.?)'Whilethefaregmngdzmonlwsm

 detailed and often complicated debate sarround-

ing the evohdtion ofappmvedintezrogatwntecb
niques for GTMO; several relahvely simple themes
emerge. First, the push for-intérrogation techs
nicques beyond thoss found in FM 34-52 came from

GTMO itself, not fom tha Office of the Secretary

ot‘MensecrtheJoﬁntChiefsofsm The GTMO
leadership- and. iiberrogators on the ground felt

=ﬁmtthayneededmunterreaimcetech:ﬂqush:

order to obtain intelligence fromi high value
detainemwhu had been trained to resist standsrd

'mtem:gations. Moreover, based on their experi-

ence with the counter resistance techniques - espe-

cially Kahtani's interropation - the GTMO

leadership felt that such teehmquea were essential
to migsion success:

(U) Second, when foxrmulating GTMO
interrogation policy, the Office of the Secretary of
Defense received meaningfil input from military
service lawyers. This was most. evident in the
estsblishment of the Working Group in Janusry
2003 and the ensuing debate among the Working
Group representatives that led to. the April 16,
5003 interrogation policy. While many of the rep-
resantatives levied strong objections to the OLC

memorandur. - ohjammthatmmedouttabeb

entirely justified, sspecially in light of the White
House's and DOJs June 2004 c}mmcterizatiou of
the August 1, 2002 memorandura which formed

B o 7 .
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the basie of the OLC memorandum as “overbroad”
and “unnecegsary” - their specific voncérns (or at
the very lesst, the spirit of their concerns) ulti-
mately carried the day when the Secretary dra-
-mutically oit back on the Working Group's -
recommendations snd accepted only 24 interroga-
tioh techniques for GTMO an April 16, 2003,

(1) Bimilarly, when JTF-170 and 3SOUTH :

niguss in Ocidber 2002, the Joint: Staff golicited

input- from all the services during the lead-up to
the December 2, 2002 policy. ‘While all of the serv-
ivey mNovemherzeoﬁupmwd serious reserva-
tions about appxwmg these i:eclmqueu thhouf.
further legal and policy review, these wem
undoubledly played a role in the Secwtmysulh
mate decision on December 2, 2002 terq;ecttbe
three most aggressive: Category Il technxquas. i
is frue thiat, mlightofthelrolz]ed;ionn, themapec-
tive services were: unwmfortsble with: the

.Smtary'aadopﬁenofasubnt of - the. counter

‘resistarite techniqaes, but this &ecmon was driven.

"bythepermvedmgazqystthe time of gaining
actionable intellfgmce frim partienlarly resistant
detainees- (pmwxpaﬂy](ahtmn) that could be used
tothwaxtpossibleattazhontheﬁm’bedﬁtat&.

(U) 'I'hird, when considering requests for

additienal interropation techniques beyond thoss

in FM 34-52, the Office of the Secretary of Defense
‘was a modersting foree that cut back on the nuin-
ber and types of techniques under consideration.
Again, this was moet evident in the promulgation

..——SEER'E-TNOFGRN-* GTMO

of the April 186, 2003 policy, which included only 24
of the 35 technigues recommended by the Working
Group, and inchuded nomie of the most aggressive
techniques. This was alsa true {0 a lesser extent in
.the Decernber 2, Mpoﬁcxwhichnwh:dedon)y‘
nneuftkereqtmtedCawgowmtequum This
pohqrnetbedva]uahleintdhsen&. expecially from
thezﬂthmkegxshﬁam. andyetthnSemhry

took a relatively caiitious approech by suspending
tbmpohcyonJanuaxyl!S 2008 largely in regponse
to Mr. Moras conoemn, and establishing the

..:,_-_.‘ o

(U) }‘bmth. the April 16, 2003 interroge:
honpohcyforGTMO (which iz still in effect) was a.
emervahvepobcythatmcloaeiytiedwm:i{-
mmdmmnadmaofﬂmhﬂmmgnﬁmw'
‘niques » such as stress positions, rexoval of
dothh;g,urtheussofdogstomdmms - that
prmmmveshgabmhm:dmﬁﬁe&aapo&ibly
leading to detaiiie abnige. As noted shove, the firet
lstequnesinthemmtpohcymvimﬂbr
identical 1o the technigues found in FM 34-52. Of
the remainiing techniques, dietary manipulation
simply congisted of feeding detainses military field
rations instead of hot meals; sleep adjustment did
notmﬂdepnnng&stainmofsleep,butmther
acbust:ngthwsloq:qyclesﬁumnighttcdayand
false flag involved the sort-of nonviolent trickery or
ruse that is inherent it rnany of the FM 84-52 tech-
nigues. The last two techuigires, environmental
manfpulation and isalation, were the most aggres-
iive of the 24, but. were to be implemented only
thhappmpriatesafeguazds.
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(1) Finslly, in our view;, the unifying theme

among all participents in the debate surrounding
irtexrogation palicy for GTMO - from the

BeuetaryofDefense,totheJcintStaﬂ‘,tothe var-
ious military service lawyers, to the Working
Group, to ﬂze Ieadars at SOUTHOOM and GTMD

Unitad Statas _unﬁer mmeedmgiy difficult mrc;_x_mv-_
stances. Much of the debate on interrogation poli--

¢y took plave when the memory of %11 was much
fresher than it is today, and many of the partic-
pants felt that the United States would be attacked
again, and that the detainees at GTMO had. infor-
mation that eonld prevent such attacks. While itis

impossible to quantify how many American lives - -

hawbmnsawdhythemteﬂxgmwgathemﬂnt
GTMO, it is undcubtedly frvie that lives have been’
saved. As the Independent Panel wrote, "[tThe
interrogation of al Qeeda members--held. at
Guantenamo has yielded valuable infotrodtion
usedtodmptmdpmnpttmmstﬂannmgand
activities,” and in fact: "[m}‘uch of the 9/11
Commission's report. ot _the planming snd exacu-
hmofthesﬁa&smthawmd’l‘mde Center and
Pentagon came fron intarrogation of detzinees”
The interrogaﬁon pnhcy development process, we
think, mﬁedsed the honest efforts of our country’s
military, andmvﬂlmhaderatowmaup with the
right soliition- one that would both protect cur
nation and our values,.
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Inteirogation Techniques Actually

(U) The sbove discussion uehsﬂ:estagefor
an analysis of interrogation f;ac!miquea actuslly
employed at GTMO. This. seetmn begms with a
shart description of curmvesﬁguﬁw,feﬂmve&bya
discussion of some of the spemﬁc policies and pro-
wchmthathmdevdopedatGTMOmﬁowhat
wedescﬁbeabﬁwGIMO‘modd Next, we ans-
Lyze the intamgatwn techniques actually
empioyedatGTMU {and compare them to those
that were approved for use), and condude with a
dmcussion of detainee abuze,

) Iuvesﬂgaﬁtm Proeednm

(U) Vics Admiral Church in early May 2004
led a review into detaines treatment at GTMO!
(and at the Naval Conaclidated Brig in Charleston,
S0), and briefed the Secretary of Defense with his:
findings on May 11, 2004, The review team com-
pleted more than 100. intérviews, including 43
military police leadership, interrogators, inter-
of the current investigation, we have attempled to
leverage the work done in the previous review
where possible, although the previous review
locked more broadly at compliance with DoD
orders in general and therefore did not focus on
interropation techniques with the detail found in
the current investigation
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" (U) For our current investigation, we tol-
lected information from a variety of sources. First,
a five-persori team traveled to GTMO from June 21
to 25, Upon srrival, the tesm received a brisfing
Rodrigues. The teatn conductod a member of inter-
views with military intelligerice and military police
leadership, interrogatars, military poliee guards,
tary working dog handlers, staff judge advmﬁea.
and. medical personnel. These interviews were
then turmed into sworn statements, The team also
reviewed and collected a large volume of various
documentation during the on-site visit. Second, we

requested and received GTMO-related materials

friim throughout DoD, mmofwhxchwmusaﬁtn

construct the detailed chronology of appmvad

interrogation techniques deswyibed above,

SOUTHCOM, in particular, proved. espeuaﬂy help-
ful in gathering verious documentation. Finallxm

mdertogmnammwmplabahntanwlmm of

interrogation opamtmna it G‘I’MQ the current
investigation team con&m‘ad a number of "reach.
back” interviews of’ permnel whio had served at
GTMO prmauﬂybuthaidnwmwedunh other
asmgmmt& Theaareachbad:mtmm incuded
intetrogators, mllitm'y $ntelligencs leadership snd
staﬂ‘;udge advocstes who were stationed at GTMO
28 early &Jlmuarym Included in this reach-

Maﬁeﬂmmmﬁmmdmpmymg

glatements from the former JTE170 Commiander,
MG Dunlavey, &nd the former JTF-GTMO
Commander, MG Miller. Overall; weé conducted

COPY NL

over 60 additional interviews as part of the current

investigation, 47 of which were turned into swarn
statements,

(U}Intelh.genc;opuxﬁmuntGTMGm

conducted in & hzgh!y-si;rumed, ‘well-disciplined
envﬁmmentthathmndudwtointﬁhgamaco&-
lection. 'ﬂnsmparhaﬂyduetothefasbthatGMQ
ismaremobeandmelwaﬁnn fer from any bat-
tlefield Uﬁﬁi’étheirwunmparhatAquhmi‘h

G’I‘M()havenothadtomﬁmdwnﬁsbhanumm
d:ﬁctﬂhasassmﬂedmthop&rahnngthm £ 00m:y
hn;l; zone: the confusion, chaos, mortal danges,

._logmtwel difficulties, highly variable detainee pop-.

ulation, or any nuriber of other challenges inher-
ent to conthat operations. But much of the credit
for the structure and dlacipline at GTMO ia due to
gpecific policies and procedures that have devel
oped at GTMO: over time, or what we refer to in
shiorthand s the GTMO *modél” Outlined below
are thi most significant aspects of this model.

(1) Command Organization

{U) As discussed in the background section,
the command structure at GTMO has evolved sig-
niﬂcanﬂyﬁnmthemgmniorgmnmﬁmwhdthi
separgte chaing of command for intelligeice and
detention operations, to the current strachire,
whichp]ncesboﬂxmteﬂxgmeemddmmw
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stions under the command of a single entity, desig-
nated Joint Task Force' GTMO (JTF-GTMO).
Placing one cammander in charge of both military
intelligence .and militacy police: operations hes
enabled greater coordination and -coopefation i
the accomplishment of the assigned mission.

{U) Significantly, the Independent Panel in
{tsreport endorsed this organizationsl structireby
‘noting that the need for this type of arganization
wes a lesson learned from Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM and earlier phages of Operation IRAQI
FREEDOM, but was not adequatély followed in
tlwphaseofthelmqmpmgn following' major:
combat operstions. The Independent Panel wrots
of "the value of establishing a clear chain of cofn-
mand subordinating MP and Ml to a Jeifit Task
Force or Brigade Comimiander. This cormmsnder

Wﬂldh&mdmﬂzgeofaﬂmechofhothdmm‘

and interrogations just as tactical mmbn@. forces:
are subordinated ta 2 singie wmmmdéi“

($)] Ralahonshxp Between Mzhtarv Police und

-

(U) Under the GTMO mode), military
police (MF) wm‘k closely with military intelligence

'{l\ﬂ)inhelpmgwaet the coriditions for successful
interrogations.  The overarching comand abrog-
ture i8 what mmakes this possible: having military
police answer tothe same commander as military

supporte the intelligence collection’ furiction, and.

16
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thus vecopnizes the primacy of the human intell-
pence collection mission at GTMO.

{U) When discussing’ MPMI relations: ut.
G’I‘MG,:tmhalpﬁ:lbonﬁatebmm,
that oceur during mtu'mzntmw (or inside the
mtennphonmm)andthmﬂmtommptepa-
ration for in&erxogahom (ormtheedlblock. out-
s:&ethemterrogmmmmn) Genemnyspea!dng,
mteuogtorsﬂmmchargecfadaﬁamaewhmhe
iy in the mtemgaﬁnn room, while MPs are in
chnrgeofadetmneewhmhemmtlweellblock,w
beingmmedanywhmmthmthedatmhonfamﬂ-

‘ty This is 8 matter of both doclrine and practical. ~

ity Interrogators are responsible for devising
mtenngnhonplanaandhmthespedﬁctmmmg
and experiente to conduct interrogations. MPs, in

m,mmpmm’blefwthnmmnitgdisei;ﬂima;ﬁ :

(U) MPs: &t GTMO sre not mm o
participate in the interrogations themselves.
According. to our investigation, this has alweys
been. generally understood by both military police:
and interrogators. However, in yesponse to.isolat-
ed instances in March snd April 2003 in which.

interrogators directed MPs to carry vut foreed

phymcﬂemm&aonmaparﬁuﬂardetmnaedumg
intervogation sessionz; MG Miller made it an offi-

sl policy that MPs yizy nict participate in interro-

gationa, In a Jetter to theJIG Director an Mey 2,

sonnel msy not participate in iterrogations,”

W
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‘ntherdetamwa,harecepﬁutytoparhudarm | e R

~SECRETNOFORN-.+ umo

exeepttoaafegmrdths secuntyandsafetyofali
S R R techniquesmrenﬂyapp:we&foreithergenaml
e matGTMOoxuppnspee{ﬁc nnﬁﬁcataonto the

(U} MPs are very involved, howwez;m o
events ouwdgtheintenugnﬁonmumthatm o
dons in preparation for interrogations., This is 8
accomplished principally in two ways. Fint,agﬂm;

Independent Panel described it, MPs serve"as the FRRSEEINS

eyes and ears of the ceflblocks for military intclli- [RERIESES

gence personnel. This eolinborahon belped sct [EHREREES

conditiona for suwessml mtarrogahon by provid- FEEEIRE bk
mﬂﬂmmwmmmmfonmﬁmm”h, e T e

Fagm 154

(U) Second, several of the intervogation
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g (1) This aspect of ﬂw G’I‘MO model in
whmhl\ﬂ’shelpﬁommem&ﬁmforauhaa—
' quantmbermgaumby mﬂec&ng information on
detainees end a.ams!ing wath interrogation tech-
mqmuutm&etbe lnten'ogutmroomhaaheenﬂm
subja&oimuchmtmwmmkeofthe abiuses
atAquhraib ‘In"his September 2003 report on.
mteﬂxgmmopmﬁommlmq.h!(}bﬁﬁu;then-
8l Commander of JTE-GTMO, stated that detention

; upmtmna *must act as an. enabler for interrogy-
- . ‘tion,* by helping to “set conditions for successfiil
interrogations.” Furthermore; he argued, it is
' essentiel that the giiard force be actively engaged
B in setting the canditions for siccessful exploitation
SR of the internees,” and that "Gleint itratégic inter-
' yogation operations .are hampered by a lack of
active control of the internees within the detention
} euvironment.” These statements bave been heavi-

Iy criticized in the media as a causal factor in the
detaines sbuses committed by MPs at Abu Ghraib,
which some of thiese MPs claim were directed by

e (1) Much of this criticisin is unfaiy; and

B model and of basic MP and MI doctyinie. - As an ini-
tial matter MG Miller's referencs to the guard
force acting as an “enahler” for interrogation end
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFEN SE

YNDX AT TR ATITTY £YNTE?

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 331



Pugn 155

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

"sefting the conditions” for successful interroge-
tions clearly was not intended to tirn MPs loose to
violently and sexuslly abuse detainees, as no
approved interrogation techniques at GTMO are
even remitely related iothe'emdepicted' |in the
infamous photographs of Abu Ghraib abuses. As
the Independent Panel observed, the pictured

abuses represented "deviant” and "abesrant” behay-

jor on thie night shift-at Cell Blodk 1 at Abu Ghraib,
and it in mierely "an excuse for abusive behavior
toward detainees” to try to link this type of behav-
jor to MG Miller's recommenilation that MPs
should set fuvoratle conditions for interrogations.

(U} Just es importantly, bottt MP and Ml
doctrine clearly state the reqiirement that, at,ar
minirum, all detainees wiust be treated humaneiy'
’ﬂ:us,thmlanomomfarﬂzeargummtthnttho
pwtm-edabumwmﬂtememtab!awmequenwof
MPhr "setting the. eondmona'formmmgatim b3
-anMPsverdldmnem:anordartonhumadbtmnee
mthemannerdepumdmanycfthephotogmphs
it should hisve be¢n obvious tothntMPﬁwtt}ns
wasmﬂlegalwderthatdmﬂdmtbefolbwe& Not
surprizingly, the MP; wim bave been charged in
the Abu Ghm’b a!mm have begun to acknowledge
this fact. I‘brmmple.m()daherm 2004, when
pleadmggmlty tobonspimqandmalt:aaumnt of
detainees: dereﬁchun of duty; agsatilt and commit~
bnganmdscentact,ﬂtaﬁSu‘geantlvanFmdmck
stated that "I wis wrong sbout what T did, and I
shouldn't have donait. Tknew it was wrong at the
time becanse I knew it was a form of abuse*

| ¥ 1 ] 2

~SECRET/NOFORN-+ ari0

Likewise, if an interrogator-or M1 leader ever gave
such an order, thntpezmnahmxldhswhownthat‘

lawanddoctnne audeouldnot havelegmmateb_
balievedthntztwaspmtof"aethng'thawndmons'
formﬂ:s&quentmtarmgaﬁom. ¥

(1) Scme d‘meerfﬁm ofMGMillu’s

'rewmmduhmhasitsmotsmtbelmﬁeddm

mmmofﬂ?mdhﬁdochmmthnﬂsdwand
Taguba Reports. .The Ryder Report devoted onlya
singla_paragraph 10 analyzing the relationship
betwwnld?mdhﬂmutn,butmﬂmtpamaph
ﬂuﬂymocbedtheh!ﬂlm'l{epoﬁawmmmﬂﬂ

'_mo:dmation by cbserving that “[rjecent intelli-

g'em:e “eoflection in support of Operation

- ENDURING FREEDOM has. posited a template:

whereby military police actively set favorsble con-
ditions for subsequent interviews. Buch actions

mﬂdlynmeountertoﬂlemoothopemﬂ ation of &

detenhonfacility;attemphng&onmnﬁmtspopu-

‘lation in a complint end docile state” The report-

did concede that MPs were "sdept at passive collec-
hmofmtemgeneewlthmafwiktx hutmadeelaar
shmﬂdgonofurtharthanthnt. ’I‘harepo:ttlm

fore recommended thst procsduires be estsblished
“that define the role of military police soldiers

secviring the compound, clearly separating the
actions of the guards from those of the military'
intelligence perscrmel.” The Taguba Report specif-
mﬂymnadwﬁhthekyﬂerRepnrt.andamu& '
that: "Military Polios should not be invoived with
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

COPV NITMRER ONF

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 332



Page 157

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

setting “favorable conditions” for subsaquent
nterviews" noting that such actions "deardy rin
cmmter to the smosth operation of a detention
facility” (emphasis in original).

- (U) Both the Ryder and Taguba Reports,
therefore, rejected a key ingredient of the GTMO
model; MP participation in interrogaiion tech-
nigues outside the interrogation room that help to
set the conditions. for subsequent interrogations,
Neither report, however, uifered much analyxts of
this issue - the Ryder Report's analysis was con-
tained in one paragraph, and the Taguba report
essentially echosd the Ryder Report's conclusions -
and thus it is difficult to know precisely why MGs
Ryder and Taguba rejected this part of the GTMO.
wodel. To the extext that they rejected it because
thzeybehevedltwaspmhfmtedbydochm, wie dis.
agree with this position because, as explmned ear-
lier, MP and MI doctrmammient onwheﬁzar
{end hiow) MPs should ass:at with interrogation
techriiques employed outside-the interrogation
roorm.  And to the extent that. they rejected it
because. they believad that it ericouraged
detainee. abuse by MPs we again disagree,
because both MP and MI doctrine are nnequive.
cal on the, | :aaue of humane treatment of
detainees and" ‘none of the picturad Abu Ghraib
abuises are in any way related to approved inter-
rogation techniques that have been employed at.
GTMO outside the interrogation reom.

(1) At bottom, both the Ryder arid Taguba
Reports rejected tha idea of MPs "setting favorable

150
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conditions for subsequent interviews” because the
reports were primarily eoncemed with detention -

rather than intelligence - operations. This concern
was reflected in the statement that having MFs
involved in intelligence openﬁom in this mex-
ner would "run counter to the smooth operation
of & detention facility, attemptmg fo maintain its

population in & cumphant and docile state”

Without rejecting this statement out of hand, we
believa that it mdsreshmatu the importance of
intelligenca colled:mn operations, which in our

view. may be axded by close - but carefully con-

trolled wordmaﬁon between MP and MI units.
As ghe Indepéndent Panel noted, "the need for

'human intelligence has dramatieally incressed in

the. new threat environment® that: our coutitry

" faces in the Global’ War on Terror, and the

“lijnformation derived from interrogetions is an
{mportant component of this humsn intelli-
genca” Moreover, part of the lessons learned from
OFEP and earlier phases of OIF are "the need for
doctrine tailared to engble police and interrogators
to work together effectively,” and "the need for MP
end MI units to belong to'the same tactical com-
mand"” This necessarily involves more than MPs
simply collecting intelligerice’ on detainiees ~ it
includes; for example, MPs “supporting incentives
recommended by niilitary interrogators.”

(1) None of this close covrdination betwéesn
MP and MI units would be possible, howeves,
under the conception of MP/MI relations set forth
in the Ryder snd ‘Taguba Reports, which rejected
nnyacﬁvei\l?mlemsetﬁngtbewnﬁhmfnr
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subsequent interviews and advosated "dléarly sep-
arating the actions of tha guards from those of the
military intelligencs personnel”. We therefors
respectfully part compary with the Ryder snd
Taguba Reports on this issue. The approsch advo-
cated in these reports runs the risk, to quote COL:

Hemngwnfmmhst'IMOreport,ofthedeten-

tion ‘mission "taulwa@ngﬂmmbemgmce dog,”
and daes not adequately account for the impor-

Terror, It is entirely appropriate, indeed essential,

for MPs to help set the conditions for successful
mwmzahm = both by: mn.m' ing ﬁiﬁ&lﬁm’ 2 o0

tion techmqms m:rsxde the interrmﬁon room.: o

Befommymgmtthzsmmon, of course; MPs
shiould be properly trained on implementing ‘the
tochnitques, Andthayshnuidrecmethmtaslnnz
from a centyal autharity - notviamsuaieunvm
tions with MI perscnnel. Fm“ther,waagmaw:th
the Independent Panel that MP and M units
should belong to the samé- tactical comnand,
which makes clage mordmnﬁonbetweea thesa
units possible:

e =
Ty rd

[0 C;thPandenctrms however,
nwdstobe_ "_' ed {5 reflect these realities. As
noted sbove, mmntdoctnneleammanyeftha
specifics” ‘boiit ‘the proper relationship between
MPandhﬂumtsunmwared. Asg the Jones
Report corvectly cbeerved, doctrine states that
MPs "can enzble, in coordination with MI person-
nel, &  more successfill interrogation.”

Unfortunately, however, "lolsact procedures for

'G‘WO

how MP Soldiers sssist with informing ntersogs-
tors about detainess or assist with enabling inter-
rogations can be left {o interpretation.’ Doctrine

ahmﬁdnotleavsmchimpmtantma&mtninw
pretation, Ammnmﬁmr!vimmdm
m@mthefouomgpmtsfctmmdmm
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{h); Tiper’l‘eam Approich to Interrogations

487 Knother key element of the GTMO |ENN
modelmtheuseof“l‘lgex'l‘em who.mfor- A

a0

B (1) Adequate Resources and Oversivht
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requires adequate manpower Since the begin. 8
ning of detention. opevations, GTMO has enjoyed
a ‘relatively siable ratio of 1.5 MPs for every §
detainee. This high ratio, &s the Independent [
Panel observed, fostera close coordination SRNEMMAREES
between military police and military intelligence
because MPg have the time and resources to eol
lect intelligence on detainees and "support incen-
tives recommended by the military interrogators.” 8
T contrast; as the Independent Panel painted [
uut,stoodthuienahonatAhuGhm’b ‘where "the B8
ratio of military police to repeatedly unmlj' =

detainees was significantly smaller; at onepaint 1 B

to shout 75 . mahngxtdlﬂimﬂtwenbckaap

trackofpmoners. MmmnwhﬂeGTMOnnot T T e TR
stnctlyadochmaldetentionfadhtymacauxaltis ST

niot Jocated néar a combaf zens, o otherwise
abtaehedhmhmyumtmhaﬂla), the MP to J¥
deteinee ratio at GTMO comparea favorably with
detention doctrine:. G‘I‘MO is most analogous to
an Intemmenﬂmsettlmnent (UR) facility, which
bydoctnnexgcapahle of holding up o 4,000 RENEITEI.
detainees mnd s gupported by an MP VR batts)- [ERUEEEEN
ion. THe doctinal MP to detaines ratio ot a full [EENEEREEHNRS TR
MP /R bettalion would be approximataly 1 to 8,
which is significantly Jower than at GTMO.
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(U) Comparison of Interrogation.
* Techniques Approved and Entployed

(U} At bottom, our investigation of inter- ~. .-

rogation techinigues was focused on two principal
dreap; the development of approved technigues,
snd what techniques were actually 1 used by inter-
rogators on the ground. A cumpumon ‘between
thege two illuminates whether intérrogstion pol-
icy waa adequately fellowed. The chart on the
next psge provides a nomprehenswe picture of
both approved and employéd intetrogation tech:
nigues st GTMO, whmh enab!es such & compari-
son to be made.

LN

Wra few wor&s of explanstion regarding
the charl:. Fxrst, €he interrogation techinigues are
listed on the vertical axis. To order to facilitate
comparison #mong GTMO, Afghanistan and
Iraq, this list comprises the universe of possible
interrogation techniques from all thres Jocations,
At times, the respective commands used different
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d nomenclature to deseribe the same (or very simi-

lar) techniques; therefore, the list of techniques

8 represents our best effort to harmonizé the
§ nomenclature across all three theaters. The

techniques are organized as follows:

* () Techniques 1-20: 'I'Gchh:tha specifical-

_ ly associated with FM 34-52 (the 17 doctri-
nal techniguies, plua "Change of Scene Up
and I)mam both’ broken out separately; plus.
Muttdeeﬂ;wlnchwaain the 1987 ver-
sion of FM 34-52);

. * (U} Techniques 21-37: ‘The cotmter resist-
" pnee wchmmappmvedmthe&cmhry
onoof Defense's December 2, 2002 memoran-

" . dum (deception is listed a5 a separate tech-

. nique because it is cdosely related to the

CmWItechmquenfmm the Decexnber 2,
2002 memoranduin, and presence of mili-
tary working dog is also listed as a separate
technique); _

» (1) Techniques 38-40: Techmiques eppraved
in the Secretsiry’s April 16, 2003 memoran-
dum that were in addition te the counter

» (U) Technfques 41-50: Techniques taken
from a variety of sources, including proposed
or approved techniques in Afghanistan or
Interrogition Working Group, ss well as
techniques used dm-mg us railitary SERE
training; and

v (U)Techniques 51-58; Techniques prohibit-
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ed by law or policy across all arens and never () Fourth, thex miarkings on the chart
approved for use. indicate where techniques were actually

emsployed, while bracketed X. markings ('[X]"
The Coraments section of the chart provides, indicate where techniques that required advanes
wheras apprapriate, explanatory information shout notice and approval were employed with such
the interrogation policy governing particular notice and approval, Thus, any X miarkings in
techniques, yellow.or orange uress (where ndva:we notics and
) approval ace: requlxed} pre pormhaﬂy problemat-

(U) Second, the various interrogation poli- fe, because they would inticate aifustions in
clex fte presented in chronologieal order acvoss the whmhmd’tadvanne nohuandnppmvalwmnot
horizontal sxis. This begins with the FM 8452 mghtandyetthgte&mquesmumeﬁbe}m
puidance, followed by the Secretary’s December 2, employed. Anyx ynarkings in red arens would, of
- 2002 memerandum, followed by his rescission of eourse, be troiiblesome: because this would indi-
that memorandum ar Jenuary 15, 2003, arid final- . ¢ste where prohibited techniques were employed.
lythemnmtmﬂdame,whichhasbemmeffea_ Whﬂertheplacementof!(nnd X} markings on.
since April 16, 2003. ¥ thin chart halps to xllummate whethar mtmoga--

((DThnd,thedomonﬂ:edmtupmt xtand the lumtatmna of these marhngs. Mout:
the' appmvelata.tusofnpaxﬁuﬂartecbmqueata significantly, they do not indieate the frequency
particular time. In order of most to least perniis with which a perticular technique was employed
sive status, green indicates that. 2 partscular tech- - thay mercly indicate that our vestigation
nigue was appxwedforgmwal une,_whxba means showed that the particolar technique was
that no oiﬁdnlguidmmgwmferthewch- employed at least once in the designated time
nique; yellow indicatey_ that policy identifies the period Frequency of use ia addressed in more
particular techinigue, but that the techniqueisnot  detail in the fuller discussion of thé Chart that
to be used without advance noticeto and approval appears below. : .
bythesmurmgamemthntﬂm technique
is mot spmﬁcany identified by policy, but the poli- (UJ) Oversll Compliancs With Approved
cy in effect at the time forbids the use of non-iden-  Techniques
tified techmiques without. advarice notice to and :
approval by the Secretary; and red represeats téch: (U An initial examination of the chart
niques that are prohibited by lew or policy under revealathat interrogutions at GTMO have general-
all circumstances, 1y followed the epproved policy, with some notsble
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prohibited areas, but these represent isolated nci- BY
dents. ‘There axe several X markings in orangé and

yellow areas, but most of these represent sitheruse 8
of techniques that axgushly fall within the broed §
guidmeeufmamandthere&rremnotm i
ularly problematic, or situations in which particu- §
lar techniques were used only once under specific 3
iix white areas, but this is aiot partienlarly surpris- §
ing. Interrogation policy did not always list every —
céniceivable techuiqus that an intérrogator might (SEee

use, and interrogatars often employed techniques )
that were not specifically ldanﬁedbypohcybut
nevertheléss arguably fell mthimtaparmabem

(U) We found that from the beginning of I8
interrogation operations to the present, interrogs-
' tion policies at GTMO were effectively disseminst- FRSS
edtomtmugntursandfhembmogatomha&n
good, ‘working knowledge of thess pohcxas sl
Mnmer,thecloaeco@mwithhtsnognhm el
polwywnﬂéuemlameparttothuseaapactsoftha L
G’l‘hﬂ(}modelthscussedabove:ammmdargam
zahonthatplmedde&mﬁnnmdintelhmcenpw __
ations under the eommand of & single entity, CEUEENEES
JTF-G‘I‘MO,.eﬂ‘echVe coordmatmn between inter-
ro@!ms.and mihtary pnlme adequate deétention
and inferrogation- resources; and well-developed
mandardoyemﬁngpmedm Strong command
oversight and effective leadership also played S
important roles in ensuring that intérropators fol-
lowed approved policy.

QQ\O
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RN (1) Analveis of Techniques Eniployed

(U) As explained sbove, the chart, which
BRI 1iovides a comprehensive picture of both approved
SN and employed interrogation techniques.at GTMO,
B helps toilluminate whether intexrogation poliey st
SR (:TMO wes sdequately followed., The discossion
RSN 1clow provides details on the employment of the
BRI v dividus] techniques, with particular focus onany
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potential problem mress where en X marking (U) ncentive _' (D
- #ppears in either a yellow, oringe or red block in

(U) FM 84-62 Techniques: (1) Diréch
through (20) Mutt and Jeff

e
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{U) As demonstrated by the chart, cwrent’

interrogation policy, which went into effect on
April 16, 2008, requires that the Secretary receive
sdvance notice bifore incentive (and remaoval of
incentive) may be used ss interrogation tech-
niques. This condition was fulfilled by a June 2,
2003, letter from GEN Hill to the Becretary of

Defense stating, “the [Walker] Working Group was ;

most concerned about removing the Koran from
detainess. 'We no longer do this. Providing i incenis:.
tives (e.g. McDonald’s Fish Sandwiches) remams
sn integral part of ixiterrogations. Mymhmtwto
provide you notice when the proposed mcenﬁve
would exceed that outlined by. murmgnbm doc-
trine detailed in Army Fie!d Manual 34-52 (which
implements. Geneva U‘onventxm _standards), or
when interrogators intend to remove an incentive
from & detainee., GENHilinianstmdhmmtent
in&dune2, 2003 memuran&mn to MG Miller. We
found rio evidmne that any exceptional incentivi
techxniqi;les \im_y requested or employed.
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(U Mutt gnd Jeff

(U) Deceriber 2. 3002 Counter Resistance [
’I’achrﬁquéa: _rznf Yelling to (37} Mild
M: '_.'._

() Codegory I elling, Deception, Multiple [ HERERENENEES
Iuknogatonmd!ntermgﬂor!dmﬁty Gy e

. (@(0
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(U] Category II: Stress Positions through
Presence of Military Working Dog
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(U) April 16. 2003 Techmiques: (381 Sleep
Adjustment to (40} Environmental
. Monipulai

(U Category II: Mild, Non-injurious

 Physical al Contact
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SO {U) Notably, on April 22, 2003, this tach-
8N nique was employed in an unauthorized and inap-
BRRREN propristely’ uggressive manner, when an
BB interrogator dirécied MPs to facilitate bringing
R from standing to & prone position,
B and the detaines suffered superficial bruising to
BRI his knees. As a result; the interrogatar invelved
wag issued a Jetter of reprimand. Furthermore,

B his ahuse was comipounded by the fact that the

SN Secretary did not receive advance notice prior to
SN the cmployment of this technique on Aprdl 22,
BN 2003, even though the April 16, 2003 policy
requires such advence notice whenever techniques

Cm ~ .
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not listed in the policy (such as physical training)

(1)) Prohibited Techniques: (51) Food
Deprivation to (58) Threats Apainst

173
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(U} Stéep Diprivation - : ! N
(U) Sexual Acts or Mock Sexual Acts

' (U) Finslly, on April 17, 2008, a ferale
:-mm:rogator made inappropriate contact with a
detaines by running her fingers through the
o detainee's hair and making sexuslly suggestive
S8 comments and body movements, dncluding sit-

BN ting on the detainee's lap. As mentionad in the
BR ibuse section of our veport, we used the Manual
RN for Courts-Martial definition of sexusl assault,
S roferred thersin as Indecent Assault,” to charac-
[ tcrize any potentinl sexusl sssault case.
Consequently, we did not consider this cise to be
B 2 sexual assault becauss the interrogstor did not
@B perpetrate the act with the intent to gratify her
own sexual desires, ‘The female interrogator wax
given a written admonishment for her actiona.
This incident was identified and summarized ix
the May 2004 Chiurch Review.

(U} Use of Threatening Scenarios and
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{U) There have been over 24,000 interrogs-
‘tion sessions at ‘GTMO sirice the begirming of
have been only three cases of closed, substantisted
interrogation-related sbuse. In addition; there
have been only four cases of substantisted: abuse
committed by MPs, end one substantiated case in
which & camp harber committed 4 minar infrac-
tion, All of the closed, sibstantiated sbuse cases
are relatively ininor in nature, and nione bears any

Ghraib photographa.  Abnost without exception,
therefore, detainees at GTMO have baen tneated
humanely.

military leadership at GTMO has been and is mak-
ing vigorous eﬁ‘oﬁstomvesﬁgahaﬂaﬂegahom of
detainennbine; whetlm’the aﬁegahons come from
DoD pmonnal. contracbora, tha Internationnl
Committes of the Red _ Ctoss (ECRC), or the
Getaihees. themsalm Detmnees have numerous
channelsavaihbletorepoﬂaﬂegahom of abuse:
theymrepartauagaﬁons bumﬂ:tazypohoe, mf.m'-
_ Iams. They also have opporfunities tohnngm
coticerns to the atbention of the ICRC, which is a
regulur presence st GTMO thet advacatey on the
detainees’ behalf

—-SEGHWW GTMO

{U) In our view, the extremely low rate of
abuge at GTMO is Jargely due to strang command
ing on defaines handling .and. treatment..
Additicnally, those aspects of the GTMO "model’

mganmﬁmtbatphne&dmmnmdhtdhgmm
operations under thé. eommnna of u aingle entity,
JTF-GTMO, eﬁ'ect:va coordﬁmtxm betwem mw -
and mmmmmmm, and wdl-deve!aped
standard epefating procedurea - have clearly

-playedardemkoepmgdatmneeabuaetoamim—
'mmn.
resemblance to the ebuses depicted in the Abu . -

N C[Dmdedbdwmthademﬂaot‘the
dozed, mbshanhatedabusecases,foﬂowadbya

demsninnofwmead&ﬁwaiallegmmof"

detainee abuse.
(1) Closed, Bubstantiated Abuse Cases.
(1J) ‘Thie threo eases of interrogation-related

which MI interrogators clearly exceeded the

bounds of appiroved intterrogation policy:

» {U)) First, as noted above, a female inter-
rogatorina.pproprinnlytomhedndatamm

on April 17, 2003 by running her fingers
throtigh the detainee's hair, and made sexii-

-anymggeshvawmmwtsm&hodymm
mama.mclwlingmthngonthedetmnee's
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lap, during an interrogation. The femile
ment for her actidna.
» (1) Second, slso discussed above, on April

22, 2008, an interrogator assaulted a

bring the detainee from standing to a prone
position and back. A review of medical
records indicated superficial bruiging to the
detainee’s knees. 'The interrogator was
issued a letter of reprimand.

* (U) Third, a femele interrogator st &n
unknown dste, in. response to being spit

upon by a detaines, agsaulted the detainee,

by wiping dye from a red inagic marker on

the detsinee's shirt and telling the detainee.
that the ved stain was menstrual blood. The -

female interrogator received a verhal repn
mand for her behavior:

It should be noted that the first and third casss
sbove, despite their relitively minor physical
sature, involved mmuﬂwmed, maily suggestive
behavior by interfogators,-which — as hes been

:repnrbed i the pm raiaes pmblemahc issues:

'(U) The four cases of abuse committed by
‘MPs also involved minor assaults:

+ (1) First, an MP essiniilted 2 detsinee on
September 17, 2002, by attempting to spray
him witk & hose sfter the detainee had
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thrown an unidentified, foul-smelling liquid
on the ME: The MP received non-judicial
punishment in the form of seven days

E3 B
» (1) Second, on April 10, 3008, after a
detainee had struck an MPin the face {caus-
ingﬂ:eh&?tobaeamoth) and bitten anoth.
m-mﬂzehﬁ’whowasbmmmktha
detainee with a handheld radie. This MP
WiS. glven non;ud:ual ;mniuhmmt in the
form of 45 daya extra duty and reduced in

© yaie fromE4to B8
i _-"(U)T!nrd,on.lmum'yll,mgnhﬂ’pln-
- ~*}oon leader had received an initial sllegation
that one of his guards had throwi cleaning
fluid on 8 detainee and Ister made inappro-
priate commients to the defainee. The pla-
toon lesder, however, did not properly
invegtigate the allegation of reportit up the
chain of cominand, The initial allegation
against the guard ultimately turned out to
be substantiated. This MP was given noa-
judicial punishment in the form of reduction
in rate from E-2 to E-1 and forfeiture of pay
of $150/month for two months; thaphtom
.leader was issued a letter of reprimand for -
dereliction of duty.

= () Fourth, on?bh‘uaryiﬂ 2004, an MP
inappropriately joked. with a detainee, and

i

dared the detainee to throw a cup of weter . -

¢n him. After the delaince complied, the
MP reciprocated by throwing a cup of water

W

,-ssemam
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ofrthe detaines, 'The MP was removed from

duty as & conssquence of his inappropriate

interaction with the detaines. {(As noted in
our previous unalysis of detainee abuse, we

did not conaider this case to rise to the level

of "abuse” for pirposes of our overall exam-
ingtion of detainee abuse in that sectics.)

() The finsl case of detainee abuse
occurred on February 15, 2004, when a barbér
intenticnally gave two detsinees unusual haireuts,
including an "tnverse Mohawk,” in an effort to frus-
trate the detainees’ requesty for similar haircuts as
a sign of unity The barber and his company com-

manderwembathmmeledasaremltofﬂns'

ineident.

(U Other Allegations anbnse .
{0 Ag described above, there have bwu
anlyasmalinumberofrelaﬁve]ymmox;mbstnnb-
abedmatamesnfabuuatmo Nevertheless,
recent imedia reports have ﬁuele& mmvmy over:
detaineetremnentatGTMO, 25 several detainees

(or their Jewyers). have’ made claims of violent

physicsl vbuse and torture. For example, three

BntonswhowmheldformtwoymatGTMO
andthenreleaued - Shafig Rasul, Asif Iqbal and
lehelAhmed haveclmmedmallﬁ—pagerepmt

ly beaten and attacked by doge. Another British

detainee held at GTMO, Moazzam Begg, claimed in

aletter relaased to his legal team that he had béen

-SECRET/NOFORN-* ammo

mibjected to beatings and "actual vindictive tor-
ture* A Yemeni and former chauffer for Usams
Bin Ladin, Salim Ahmed Hamdan, who is carrent-
ly hield at GTMO, has laimed in a lawsuit that he
has been regularly beaten at G'IMD. And two

Austratians held at GTMO. David Hicks and

Mamdouh Hebib (who: has sim“&be’m released),
hsvaalsathroughﬂmirlawzersimdamdaly-pub-

hmedc}aimaoftoﬂm-e. F

((BWaafsormmedaJubrM 2004 Jstter

-ﬁ‘omanFBIofﬁunlmhfymgthuAmyPrm
_.Marshalemalnfuavmalmstanmuf ‘aggres.
Eive: _interrogation technigues” reportedly wit-
“neased, by FBI personnsl st GIMO i October
2002 One of these was slready the subject of a
" eriminal investigation (in the case of an interroga:

tor who allegedly benit a detaines’s thumbs back-

‘ward); which remsing open. Tbe.US. Southern

Command and the current Naval Inspector
General are now reviewing all of the FBI docu-

inents released to the Americen Civil Liberties

Unaion {ACLU) - which, other than the letter noted
sbove, were not known io Dol .autbpriﬁaq until
the ACLU piblished then in December 2004 - to

' determine whether they bring to light ary abuss

allegations that have not yet been investigated,

{U) We can confidently state that hasad
tipin our investigation, we found nothing that
would in any way substantiste detainee allegations
of torture or violent physical sbuse at GTMO.
(Nevertheless, we found that such allegations are
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thoroughly investigated, ag evidanced by ongoing
investigations of Hick’s and Habib's ¢laims by the
Naval Criminal Investigative Service.)

. (U) First, interrogation and detention
policies at GTMO have not in any way directed,
encouraged or condoned torture or violent physi-
cal abuse of delainees, and the amount of com-
mand oversight, discussed in sume detail ahove,
makes it highly unlikely that such abuse could go
unchecked. Second, even minor detainee dbuse

it GTMO is punished - us noted above, strikinga

detaines in response o being hitten, or spraying

adetaineethhakoaainresponaetohemg{
sprayed witk a foul-smelling Hiquid, are gruumis'
for vgstriction; extra dut.y and reduction in fank::

- and thus i would be incongruous for violent
physical abuse o exist and go unnumshed.
Thirg, as&lmmdmmedmﬂlatermthm
report, our review of medical, records found no
evidente to support aliegattons of torture or vio-
lent physical sbuse of detainees. In fact,
deteinees were mowfl!]fély to guﬁ‘er itjury from

-
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playing soceer or volleyball during recreational

periotds than they were from interactions with

interrogators, or gudrds. Furthermare. the med-
ical personmel that we intevviewed stated thatno
detainees had ever reported phyaical abuse to
them, even though detainees mrely “hesitated to
comiplain about rminor phymcvl symptoms (auch
as headaches, mhes,orminormpm]orother
frustrations (such as disliked food or unruly: _
detainees in nearby cells). Finally misny allegas
tions of violent phyucal abuse against defainees
concern the use;of GTMO's Immediate Reanclion
Forts (IRF), ‘which is & disciplinary squad
employedonlynaalaatresorttommpelnw

¥ complumt detainees to follow guards' orders

using the minimum necessary force. Detaines
non-compliance, therefore, sometimes entails a
physice! confrontation with the IR¥ but thisis a
necessary and legitimate aspect of camp digri-
pline, Moreover, we identified no evidence of
abuse from a review of IRF videotapes, and our

firidings in this regard are consistent with &

SOUTHCOM review conducted in June 2004.
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Operation ENDURING FREEDOM - Afghanistan (U)

" (U) This section examines the evolition of
interrogation techniques approved and employed
in Operstion. ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) in
Afghanistan. It begins with a discussion of the
background to  interfogation operstions in
Afohazistan,

Background (1)

Time on October 7, 2001, less than four weeks
after the terrorist attecks of September 11, codli-
tion forces commenced combat action ajainst, sl
Qeeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan, The con-

flict, that followed was unique for jts successful’

integration of US: special operations forces (EOF)
with local Afghan militia forces, -and for its
unpreuedentedapeedmdmwess,dupxtethedml
lexiges posed by inhospiteble terrain, a'histmy of
internecine fighting amongAfghanh-ibea ‘and an.
mywhoattemptedtousethe!omlpopulmt‘or
mverandwneea!menk ; %

bmkmintothreemajurphasés.mmmn!phmnf
intense aerial bombazdmentlamg&om()ctober

bolateNovemberzﬂm in which the preponderance:

of US. gmundpresm consisted of SOF; a build-
up of US. conventional forces that began in late
Novemmber 2001 with the insertion of Marines into

Camp Rhino, near Kandihar; and a period of ongo-.

ing low-intensity conftict and eonter-ingurgency

operations involving a mix of conventional forces.

mnma#ewmmn

and SOF that began in May 2002 with the estab-
lishment of Cormbined Joint Task Force 180 {CJTF
180), The extensive reliance on light, highly mobile
forces includihg both SOF and the paramilitary
formofothugmnmmtagenw{OGA)shaped
the development of mtem:gahm focilities sxid
techniqueuinthzmﬂietbylhniﬁmﬁmmmber
oflarge.ﬁmdbaseseapaﬂe of supporting deten-
tion and intarmgnhon of large numbers of
detainees. Evmtodaynmﬂyﬂmeyemafbartho
startoftheemﬂi&,onlytwous.mihtaryfacihhea
in Afghanistan - those at Bagram and Kendahar <

mﬂqlumedanémﬁedmthde&imedmtmm-

hmfadhhesandmtenognm and have the abili-
Wtoholdmorethanahandﬁz!afdetahm

) “ (U0) The retisnoe on Eght, mobile forces was
driven largely by the rugged geography and politi-
cal composition of Afghenistan. The country ia

‘maccwsiblebysea,andhighmmtampmuthat

are prime Jocations for ambish limit interior com-
munication by road Mot US materiel and large
equipmant is shipped to Karachi, Pakistan where it

. ig londed on trucks and then driven handreds of

miles over unimproved roads. Drivers must
endure ambushes, illegul tariffs, and pilfering
‘bdummmmymmattbeirdmﬁmhmm
Kendahar or Bagrarn, This trip may take two

weeks to complets, if completed at all, Virtuslly all -

S, personnel have to be airliftad into the country.
The 2003 CIA World Factbook lists only ten air-
portawmhpawdnmwamﬂmmuy,lea
heavy reliance on helicopters and emaller fived-

1
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wing tmnmmt, capeble of carrying lighter loads
mdlandmgonummprovedﬂelda Qver 48 percent

of the country s al greater than 6,500 feet abave

sea level, with passes in the mountainous regions

frequently exceeding 10,000 feet above sea level.
These conditions further limit the loads that can be

carried by wireraft, especislly helicopters, The
movement of large hesvy troop formations and the
constraction of miitable facilities to house them is
nearly imposaible in these conditions:

torically been concentrated inioaﬂtzi’bes‘or'clans

rather than a central government. Even. during.
the Soviet cocupation, the mujaheddin ﬁghters-
whomme.mﬁ:l!yoppasedthe&meﬁaweremta_
umﬁedfnree.butulooseeoahtionofleadmwho-

frequently fought amongst thenmelws ‘even as

they were fighting the Soviet Umon. Dm'mg the

imt:a.lphamofﬂEFmal!fmhmofU&mﬂ-

xtaryandpmmﬂxtaryfmmabletomﬁegmﬁe _
mthm‘balleadm,establishmgbondse&‘tmstina

waythatlargeformatmm ofconvmhonaltmps
could not have doxie. Aﬁartbe!‘aﬂbanfen opéra-
hnnstorootoutbenonstand'l‘a]ibmstmngholds
in Afgimnis&ms memtmns, caves, and. velleys

COPY NUMBER ONE

Datmhonl"adliﬁesﬂn

(1) Overall combatant commsnd in
Operstion ENDURING FREEDOM has always
resided with. the Commander, Uhited States
Central Command (GENTCOBD, headquartered in
Tempe, Florida, with forwdrd headquarters initisl-
ly in Saudi Arahia, anﬂ!ateeratar. During the

: mhﬂxhgunfmmha&mmmmﬁﬁam

fell principally un&wthepumewdthawmbine&
forees component commanders. The Combined
Forca Air Component: Coramander {CFACC),
Liqabenant ‘General T. Michzs! Moseley, USAF, for
inmce, divected air operations. He reparted

Kdnﬁcﬂ}' 16 the CENTCOM commander, General

Tommy Franks, USA. The Coinbined Foreé Land -

Component Commander (CFLCC), Lieutsnant
General B T. Mikolashek, USA,, controlled sll

ground forces except SOF, which. fell under the.
pursiew of the Combinead Fores Special Operatio
Component Commander (CFSOCC), Rear Adiniral
Albert Caliand, USN (also referred to as the
Combined Joint Force .Special Operations
Component: Gnmmander,orm

fnvnredsmﬁllumtath&temﬂduplmtmmohhty_ o
end mass in }mger formations when rTequired, [FRESEENEEEE

ratherthanlmge ‘Theavy forces with their associat- B

od gerrisons snd facilities.

186

w

SECRETMNOEORN » Atghaoisten
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FUATYOZ RTT TR AT TITY AT

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 363



Pisgw 188

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

COPY NUMBERQbFonn

BRI furces grew and their scope of action increesed,
N 1TC Mikalashek deployed MG Frank *Buster”
B Hagenbeck, USA, commander of the 10th
Mauntam Dwision, a8 GFLGQ {Forward) in-

(U)OnNombuZﬁ 2&)1.'1‘1;3]:?0&*&58 e e e

(TF 58), eomposed of UB, Mariries from the 16th
andzﬁthManneExpahhmyUmu {Special e
Operations ‘Capable), or* MEU (SOC), assaulted HEEEEUNEEEE I
mdmnadmnholnfananﬁeldweﬁoﬂ{andnhm; o

which was iubbed “Camp Rhino." Using Rhino as [

an opamiang ‘biase, TF 58 seized conirol of [REENENE
Kandaher airfield on December: 13, 2001 In the (R

east, on November 30, CFLCC had taken charge of NN

in early December deployed Army units to Mazar-
E-Sharif. As the number of conventional ground [

181

‘Afghanisian

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPY NUMBER ONE

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 364



Pega 1

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFEN SE
) , _ COPY NUMBER ONE

detention and interrogation operations in early
January 2002, and the locations of detention
facilities are depicted in the fel!uwlnz figures.

(U) Kandshar's fall tu noalztmn forces on
December 18, 2001 represented ﬂneml}apaeofthe
last Taliban stronghold althmgh “heavy combat
.mhmedthrou,ghthanmyenrmdmtoﬂw
spring of 2002, parhnﬂzr]yawundthe'l’oml!nra
region. Coalition’ eombat successes yieldad new
detmeea,whnhthreatenadtoammwdthelnn-
W jted facilitien availsble. As discussed previowly,
(U) The resultmg command structiiie for tthS. Naval Baseat Guantanamo Bay, Cuba was

Early Afghanlstan Detentlon COmmand Structure- Junuary 2002 (U)

"cEm'c‘:ou '
GEN Franim
combined Forco tand
Component Commander
| LTGMikofushek
_‘: _~__' ) l
Component Commender = |
: FWO |
- MG Haganhaek - . “
LT |
R WW' ralional Forces
Collection teeg":::‘:_' .':::I: f'
Polt | 'y CrerooneiIIe l
Facly | UNCLASSIFIED
182 e
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identified as a muitabls. !oenhr.m for & Jong-term
detenhnnandwat@chfamgahonfﬁhtx The
ﬁrsbtrmsfmofdatmneeatoﬂm(ﬁﬂotadhty
mmcedemmarr? 2002

e

-é

. @@
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Afghanistan Detention Command Structure - May 2002 {U) =
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L 'CambinedbhrmCommanderA{ghanistm{GFC-
BREEANR A), LTG David Barno, USA. (Headquartered in
BTN Kabul, CFC-A had been established on February 4,
B 2004) On May 15, CITF-180 was re-designated
R CJTF-76. The effect of theae changéa was o con-
s mﬁdateundarannglewmmmﬁthewmmand
- mdmnmufhaththapmodwepmsmon(m-
B cuted by the Internitionsl Bocurity: Assistance
S Farce) wnd ﬂlewar-ﬁghtmgmiuim Authority
mdmpmm’bﬁhtyforﬂmdaﬁmﬁonandinhmg&-
honwmmremmmththam%mmn&.

-----

sttucturainAfsiwmstmundmtamtherm mdepmfadintbeﬁmnebelnw

lution, this cne coincident with a planned force -~

robation.. MGEmOlamwmmmdmgtheAmq’a (U)InJulym dnafnagmwingdetaw
%mMmhmemo:gmﬂemgnatedCJTFm popu!ahnn, the facitity at Kandahar was re-desig-
mander on April 15, 2004, and the. CITF was nutedamlleehonpmntand&ehmmmm
placed undér the operational eommmxd of the housedthmforalungerpmn&ufbmo.?oﬂowmg

i3  Command Structure (U)

15
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the designation of Bagram as the primary coilec-
tion peint and interrogation facility in May 2002,
Kandahar continued to function as a short term
detention facility, though intexrogation personnel |

were not permenently assigned there, The re-des-
ignation of Kandshar as a collection point is no
strictly in keeping with the dochrinal definition of
"callecting point,* since (ke Bagram) the facilityis
functioning more as un internmienit/résettlement
(I/R) facility. With the re-designation of Kandahar
as 8 longer-term facility, it is anticipated that addi-

tional interrogetors and interrogation support per-
sonnel will agein operats there.

Evolution of Guidance Regarding
Detainee‘!‘mahnent(ll} ] .
&DThastanmanétmammtofcapmed
monne]inAfg}:mxstnnhasbeen&xexubjednf
mﬂmhledebateatﬁnepqlxcylewl,hrgdydne
to the question of the legal status of Talibin end o} [SEERSERERIS
Queda combatants. According to.an information RS
paperpr&paredmibbrum'ys 2002 prior to the [ERE S
initistion of hoshhﬁea CENTCOM had. sought ERIGEREG
Aarification ﬁomtheJomt Steff as to the legal sta-
tus of personnel whn miglit be captured in /N8
Affghamstan an&twodnyaaﬂsrhoshhhesbegm
CENTCOMaaaﬁsfacﬁan{baaedonﬁntherspemf
ic requests to the Joint Staff for legal clarification B8
contained in @n Unconvéntional Warfare B
Campaign OPORD dated October 9, 2001, :

186
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(U) The next new guidancs regarding
1 detameesmbmmeinmddmuaryzwz On
RN Janusry 19, the Secretary of Defense comduded in
B i memorandum to the Chairmexi of the Joint
: Mof&aﬂ’{CJCS)thatalQaadamdmiban
ad&mnmwmnmmmtledhmmm«‘
B GPW. CIUS forwarded the emtent of this memo to
BN CENTCOM and SOUTHCOM commandars by
R messoge an January 21, 2002. The miessage pro-
BENINE vidod the formulation, which would appear sgain
oy two weeks later in & Presidentinl memorsndum, to
SRR "creat [detainees] humanely and, o the extent
R 'appropﬂntemdmsisb&ntmﬂnmiﬁtmynmtg

SO iy sccordance with the principles of the Geneva
SR Conventiona of 1949" CENTCOM promulgsted

(U) On February 4, 2002, CENTCOM
B issued Appendix 1 to Annex E to the campaign
SESIRNN plan for Operstion -ENDURING FREEDOM.

Sl Appmtlydevdopedindependmltofthegmdame
BURERRENN roceived from the Secretary of Defense and CJCS,
BRREEN this Appendix encapsulates the requirements of
UEREEN 1 GPW and Army Regulstion 1908, Enemy

187
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Ihtmmaanddtherﬂetmm tAR 190'-8) Ittm)--

EPW 1mmedzateiy upon eaptum 1f questions
arise as to whether capiured personnel belong in. |8
the EPW category, they receive the somie treatment
as EPW until thelr status has been determined by
& cotnpétent military tribunal aceording to AR 190-
8" The sppendix defines “other detaines" (OD) as
"a person in 1S, custody who has not been dlassi-
fied a3 an EPW (Article 4, GPW), an RP (Article 83,
GPW), ar & CI (Asticle 78, GC) [and] is afforded
protection similar to an EPW until a legal status js
ascertained by competent authority” The sppen-.
drxmakeanorefm-encetoalQaadawTalibm

rega!ﬂmgstat!m ofal Qaeda and Tah'bandetameea '
as a reference. e

(U) The President _rq-éﬁirmea the
Secretary of Defensé memorandum regarding (57 JE
trestment and stafits of detaifises in 8 memoran-  SESEEEES
dum. dated Febmaxy "r' 2002. As premusly. L

sechon tlﬁammaﬂdmn found that the G«esneva
Omvmbons di& not apply to the conflict with al [
Qaeda, wode “that, sithough the Geneva K8

Cpn_wnﬁpmdidapp!ytomxrmﬂmt with the [EEETEEEE
Taliban, thie Talibin were uniiwful combatants [EEIREEEEES
and thus not extitled to EPW atatus. i

" N
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SR sought based on intelltgenee mformahon
RN Detsiness sre also captured in the immediate sfter-
R 1uath of attacks mgainst US. or Afghan forces, if

i there is reason to suspect thet the peraon has infor-
maﬁonpertmnmgtotheathck.orwhid:wum
B Lelp prevent future sttacks, Tn addition, "cordon
8 and sweep® opemtsonshavohamcmdtmtedmm
8 known to harbar Taliban o nl deae!anmta in

Detainee Flow From Foint of Capture

() Persons come into US. custody in [EEENEREERSE S,
are & small mumber who were captured Sitring tra. £SOV
ammifmwm-fmﬁglmngagnmstmna

enmnyfndhty anyoftheudﬁammhmamce PRI
been transferved to GTMO. “There are also [N
detmnwwhomcabhmdbyepposﬂionmpn. R
such.us the Noithenr Alliance, and transferred to [ERSESEIIES
fl&mntrolaﬁerhei‘ngmnedmngﬁwmteﬁn
described above'z Fmaﬂyﬂtmmthmwhnm,
mckedupbyﬂﬁfommtheemmofmgohg'
operations;-as described below. ‘The majority of [
captured persaniin Afghanistan viow fall in the
last category.

(U) Ongoing operations by US, forces
indude reids in which specific personnel ars

' - : 189

-SEeRETI‘NQ‘FGRN—- Atghanigtan
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 372



Page 157

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
o COPY NUMBER ONE

'SEGHE?INBFGRN-‘* Afﬂhlm
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SLAUTNE T R TY TR TR Y

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 373



Page 150

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

COPY NUMBE

Fleld Holding She at Salemo (U)

' tions throughout the country, coupled with the

miries or improvised explosive devices ({IEDs), can
create axtremely Jong travel times. For sxample,

Gereshk, a distance of less than 60 miles, can take

{WMwﬁomﬁddhe!&ngmmthe raoye than ix hours,
facilities at Kandahar and Bagram can be chal-
lenging and time-consuming. The preferred
method of transfer is by helicopter; but competing |
operational requiremeits frequently result in lim-

191
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my result in-

dangerofenemyswncksurmadsxdabombs land.

mrfamtravdﬁomkmdahartotheFOBat‘i
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Atghanistan

MI-MP Relationship (U)

CEJ)InA!‘ghamstén the warking velation-

SRS ship botween MI.end MP personnel wus dictated
B by doctrine, albéit with all of the uncertainties
B regarding implementstion. of interrogation tech-
nigues described in eur reports section on ME-MP
Doctrine. Interviewees repeatedly stated, "MPs do
' sot interrogate” However, the decision as to

193
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ofte&zﬁqueswchnl&leepAd;usﬁnentorm

OnlyDiet,crmprmtinmteuogmnrooms,
devolvedtothnmt!wslfornmmwehavedm-
mmdpmmua!yhourd:mmofdoﬁrha. For
umtanee, we recuved someé reports that at times,
hﬂah&&mfmeddstameompﬁanmwith&fety
Positions.

(U) In genersl, though, we found that in

practice the MI-MP relationship in Afghanistan
was well-defined, particularly at the BCP snd that

194

MT and MP units maintained separate chains of
comimand and remained focused on, thelr inde-
pendentnnsmns. After the BCP's éstzblishment,
for example, the CFIF-180 Provost Marehal (the
senior officer responisihle for detention cperations)
designated a principal assistant to overses deten-.
tion operations there, while the CITF-180 CJ2 wes.
respongible for interrogation operations in the-

fucility. The two work together to éoardinate exe-
cistion of their respective missions. A dedicated
judge advocate has been assigned full time to the
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Afghanletan: Counter-Reslstanca Policy Development {U)

p 15 MM

§ yiTouo mmmmmn ShIE 10
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5 m»mm mmmam

% a-um FN3482 . m :
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‘m m“ a‘m . v, _‘-'._.mm'ﬂ ' _' Y m

facility, and the CJTF?EInspedor Géperal pro-
mdesmdependentwmght.

(IHOIN:MP i.nterv:m aloo sugiested that.

media doverage. G the Abu Ghraib abuses hag
reaulhed“inafoahng smong some guards that any
mm¢mﬂmmﬁdme interrogators will
provost marshal provided an examgile of 2 results
ant precautionary’ messure: at Kendahar

S, Alghanistsn

oo .| UNGLASSIFED,
rooms and adjacent oheervation rooms so thal
guards may observe. interrogations. Guards are

directed to ensure the safety of detainess s well as
of interrogators.

Evolution of Approved Techuiques (U)

(1) As with GTMO, the interrogation tach-
niquuapprwedfurmmﬂghmntmhm
evolved siguificantly over time, The highlights of

x
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are deseribed briefly below, followed by a detailed;

. chronological examination of the major events and

that have shaped the development of spproved
iuterrogahonted:niqummAfgimnistan.

(1) From the beginning of OEF on October

27, 2001 until January 28, 2008, the only official
trine contained in ¥M 34-52. In response to a
January 21, 2003 message from the Divector of the
Joint Staff (DJS), ou Janusry 24, 2008 the CJTF-
180 Acting Staff Judge Advacate (STA) forwarded
» memorandum describing techmiques then being

employed it Afghanistan, citing ¥M 34-52 s the #

énly reference and noting that the. Mmques
descaibed were *based on interrogators' experic

ences-during Operation ENDURING FREEDOM §

(OEF) from Dec 01 - Jan 08, and atrongly rec-
ommending that the techmquea hsbed“ be
approved as official policy. .

U) Our interviews mdi’&ted ‘that, in the
shsence of any responsaLG]TFlao adopted the
Junuary 24 memo as pohcyundm- an asgimption
M'ﬂmnwnmﬁ'mﬂﬁmmeémeﬁm
until March IB, 2004; when it wag superceded by &
new CJTFIBD interrogatmn policy, a8 destribed
below: (Intheintenm,CJ‘ﬁ"l&O comeiander ETG
DanK.McNmII}mdpmhﬂuted certain techniques
as a precavtion following detpines deaths st
Bagram; however, these techniquey were revived
without explanation in the March 18 policy)
Finally, by direction nfCENTCOM, in June 2004
CFC-A ardersd the adoption of CITF-7's (the coali-

tion command in Jrag) interrogation policy:

196
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(U) Octobeér 2001 - Felimary 2004

(U) As described previously no dedicated
‘U8, interrogation personnel” esitered the

Afghanistan Combined-Joint Operazxng Area
{CJOA) until Jste November 2001. Having no
other specific guidence, these, HUMINT teams
mheamma«.wz. whith wotild vemain 4 basic
source :of approvéd interrbgntxm techniques
throughout OEE

tectiniquies, interrogators in Afghanistan took &0

kteraliym Swzauxgesﬁontobomvethat;

etyof tachniquesthnzmt well beyond. thoss
authorized in FM 84:52. Some of thees techniques,
inchiding sleep adjustmenit and stress poeitions,

were similar to. those ncluded in the coumter- -

resistance techmiques requested by SOUTHCOM
andappmvedbythaSemtarynfMenmm
December 2002 for employment at Guantanama.
(How these techniques appeared in Afghsiistan is

than considering these technigques to be distinct, as.

in the GTMO policy development process, inter-
rogatminAfghanistmappmwhnvabrmd!y

mﬁmpmdF‘MMZmastomnddm'thatedh

nigues included within existing doctrine. Far
emnpla,h:anmmdummtmahorﬂ after.
A/519 moved from Afghanistan to
related sach of the techniques the A/519 had devel-
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opedtom%ﬁﬂtuwﬂibedimmedﬁmhs

M

0l

mgntomu«mvepngaheadupanamdwhmh, S
w}mmupledwxﬂ:anapanmmte:premﬂmof R
dochmnlongmsfmmawoﬁhs"mostmmmemal i
‘counter-resistance techniques. .

- -

ammeu-’ 'mwmmmmwm-isoudJmumm)
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- Bitlefidid Interrogation Techniques Desired - But Not i Use -
% 7 i by CITF180 as of January 24, 2003 (U), i "
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B =bsence of any negative feedback, the CITF legal
§ otaff concluded that the techniques described ss
bemgcummtlyemp}nyedmtbe.lanm% 2003
memorandum were. unob]echonahle to higher
hendquarters andthatthamman&mcmﬂd be
mnaidemdmappmvedpolwy Tlmwnnmdm
(U}Finallxm addition to these locally ﬁon,howweqthatmofthsaddiﬁmmldasimd
developed techniques, the Junuary 24, 2008 techniques requectad in tha ‘méemorandum (e,
‘memorandum tacitly confirmed that “migration” thoge listsd above ior.‘BI, plus deprivation of light
of interrogation teckniques had occurred sepa- and nolse at BCR) sver received any official sanc-
rotely. During: December 2002 and Januery tion, whethi frem LTG McNeill or higher author-
2008, sccording to the memorandum, interroga- ity (Infad:, LG McNeill stated that he did not
tora had employed some of the techniqies rmnapprcmtganyspeﬁﬁc techmiguies et all up to
approved by the Secretary of Defense for use at’™ ﬂuspmnt.)
GTMO. Use of the Tier II and single Tier 10 v
tmmaeihowevmuponthe&mgmy'g " {U) Why was there no response to CJTF:
rescission. of their approval for GTMO on 130'3 Januery 24, 2003 request for approval of
Januery 15, 2003, ST 7. technigues? According to Viee Chairman of the
¥ 7 Joint Chiefa of Staff (VCICS), General Peter Pace,
(U) The GITF:180 Asmtaut s.m mlnmtted USMC, "The USCENTCOM Depity Commader
2003, butmceiwdnorespcnmﬁnm CENTCOM or me datd “A“"”mem
from the Joint Staff” Abvording toa brief provideq Lo °f CJTF-180 prepared interrogation techniques
- for'the Bagram Collection Point. The requcat wes
by the Deputy Conmandesy OITETE to VADM. 0o d i thieJoint Staf o CICS deter .
Church o fing 4, 2004, the CIP interprebed cocs b CRNTOOM request was ineense:
thlslackofrespmuaa “silence is consent" w:th tenthththemhdanéawdﬂd. SOUTHCOM on
regard to the techmques already being employed interrogations. On 15 May 03, CJCS forwarded a
) (whmh,again,no longernﬁuﬂsdthoﬁa'e&(}mo memo, recomiiending the same interrogation
techniques). From CJTF-180°s perspective; they guidelines {ie., those approved for GTMO] be
hadsubmxttedammmaryofbachmmsusedm insuied to CENTCOM. 1 have no evidence thai
thsﬁd&totha&mdaonalmmdﬂfarfgm CENTCOM was provided any formal responss to
ther transmittal to the Joint Staff and in the their 11 Apr03 memo*
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BCP Techniques Listed in Deputy CENTCOM's April 11, 2008
Memorandun: to VEJCS () .

“@
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(1) Developiment of the March 2004 CJTF-
180 Interrogution Policy .
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March 2004 Afghanistan Interrogation
Guldance (V) . - "

(U) Becauss the March 18 memmdum'
govmedthecouduntd’ﬂupﬁmmintenoahon
faclity - BCP - wehaveconmdamdth!sgmdnneeto '
hee&'ecﬁveasofthatda&. . Additionally; the March.
Iﬁmemorandtmpmv:dathhmmt detailed dis-
munaﬁhe\‘mbmguesapmved. Tn the discus- i
sion that follows, “we Will refererico the March 2. pusssanis
‘80P whare if'pmmdeuaﬁdiﬁonalrelmt infor- [REERECERE
maﬁon,brwhm;tdiffmﬁmt}mmchla L
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BB purpose of all interviews and interrogations is to
BRI et the most information from & defainee with
IRRSRRY the least intrusive method; always applied in.2
BN humane and Jawful manner with sufficient over-
e | BRI sight by hrained interrogators or investigators.”
(U) The memorandum concludes with &. o R T .
caution Jabeled "Safety First:* "Remember, the g
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HO Y0

8 (1) June 2004: Adoption of the May 2004

_ CII'RY (Ixag) Interrogation Policy

RN Afghanistan
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Techniques Approved in the May 13, 2004 CJTF-7 Polioy Memorandwn () |

210

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FRAONTYET BT TR 27T /A vee

RN— Afghanistan

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 393



Fapn 216

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPY NUMBER. '

BRI rcporied to our interviewers.

- M Invelﬁgativﬂ’moedure

t9)) From June 19 to Jn!y 8, 2004, 24

- Interrogation. Special Focus . Teatn' members

. deployedtoAfghmum Thmepemannelwm
g .dmda&mtnatemthntfocuwdonCFG—A,CJTF

BnndCENTGOMhudqum traveling to each

of those lnmtimn, a heam that focused on the
' Bagramdetmhm&a‘hty-uteamthatfomudm

the Kandahar detention facility and outlying

g FOBqandabeamthatfommdontheopemhmof

fnreaamthaﬁeld.mdudingSOF which slso trav-

B cled to severn] FOBs. The teamsa reviewed records,

wﬁtpdfamlmes,nbsawdnﬂupedznfdetainee

operations - including interrogations - and con-

Intemgaﬁcn Techniques Employed (I

(H)’Aa n: thn pmuun gection. covering
GTMO, t}ussechmbegmmthahnefmmnm'yof
mrmvesh@hm,followadby_ampnmmoﬂhe
techniques approved for use in Afghsnistan (e,
the CJTF-180 and CFC-A interrogation policies)
with those techniques sectuslly employed, as

.

"S‘EGREINOFGHN—* Afghanlsten

8 ing in eworn statements.

-

() Ouir interviews wma&the entire spec-

B trum of personnel invidved in detaines and inter-

rogsticn operations, fmﬂsxandgewa!oﬁlmn
to junior enlisted interrogators and troops who
participated in the cupture of detainees, In addi
tmn,ourteamin“’aahingtonwxﬁuchdanmn
'sive teview of the documentary evidence gleaned
ﬁommapommmourdatamqueshtommmds
andagenmeaﬂunghantnonuweﬂudmw-
}u:ﬁedduﬂngpmmsmmhgatxms We also toak:
advantage of previous reports, induding the
Jawbyzepcﬁ(dasm-ibﬂ previously in our sumra-,

Ul
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ry of existing reports).

(U) Comparison of Interrcgation Technigues
Approved and Employed

ABFThe chart on the following pege pres-
ents the comparison between interrogation tech-
nigues approved for ke in Afghsnistan and the.
techniques thet were actually esnployed, as deter-

mined throigh owr interviews and dociment

reviews. Readers are invited to refer to the
description of the chart format presented in ‘the

COPY NUMBER ONE

or doctrine fnherently prohibitait. Bimilarly, inter

rogators in Afghanistan nﬁenopmedthatYeﬂ:ng
was inherent to Fear Up Harsh, which is a doctri-
ngl techrigque, mdthatDecephonwasm]mmth

many, :fnetmo&tofﬂaedodﬁnalt&bmquu In

mmxmmmmmym

baamaﬁar{orconmm,dmnmtherm rrOg
ncrﬂ:ndmmersofthopnﬁwmghtprmethe
technique fo be’ otside the bounds of doctrine,
.mwmofmmmdlammmﬁmbelm)

G‘I’M()mtxon astheaameexplanatmymforma_ L

(U) As i the GTMO section; the chart [0S

depicts the use of miny techniques coded white ar R
orange, inthcahngtechmquea employedwxihmxt

weaﬁcappwvalﬁmtmuths!mm not necea- [

nan!yprablemahc. “These two colors indicate that
theapplmhlspoﬁcymemmandadidmtmdﬂml-
iydxscuns&wteahniqueuinquesﬁan,thmefare,zt
iabynomeana mnthatintmrogatanwould
categorize’ the bechmqued apphcatmn a8 distinet
from other, approved tachniques, For example,
{hough the current (1892) edition of FIM 34-52 doss
not specifically autharize Mutt and Jeff, nothing in
the FM, the Gerieva Conventiona, or ather policies

212

(LN A final qualification regurding the chart
bears repeating' a3 in the GTMO section, the
absence of an X does not mean conclusively that a
techniqua ‘was nmremployed, rather, that we

found nio evidencs or ons indicating its.
employment. Nevm‘thnlem.bawionourexhnm-
tive interviews we are confident that the chart
presents an. acourste pictire of the tee}xmquu

W
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employed in Afghanistan, and that any sbuse inc (U) Firgt, the initial colunn. reveals that
dents or improper employment of techniqués numerous techniques not upecified in FM 34-52
unknown to us would have been isalated events.  were in'use in Afghanistan prior tothe January 24,
' : 2003 CITF-180 e facto interrogation palicy (which
SR offirmed that many of those fechniques were
B slrendy in use). Themostlikebrexplamﬁmfor
tlﬁsfad:(whxchwewﬂlmsxtmthurqmt:m
B lion discussing rigration of inferrogation tech-
mquna)iatlmf:mmogatorsusedammof
"tedlmquesﬂmtthqybeheved - based on a broad
mbetpmtm hbemamm'dannemthmal-ﬁz
doctrine. K
- T (WNut.dlssammatmofappmadinM
FERTR rogatmn pnhdes to forces in the field was poor
Bl prior to the implementstion of the CITF-7 palicy in
BN ' Tine 2004 For example, BG Jacoby found with
B8 rezard to the March 2004 policy that "only one-
) t}mﬁofthebmhadtheSOP 3t was generally
SN niot guidance kiiown or relied upen in the field”
B (Of course, it should &lso be noted that the March
8 2004 palicy actually added techmiques that had pre-
viously been prohibited by LTG McNeill.) In short,
up uittil the adoption of the CYTF-7 policy in June
” 2004, it is Hkely that many units in Afghanistan
(U)Ovornllﬂnmplimee with Approved were simply conducting interrogations s they
Techniqum- " lways had: based on their interpretation of FM
34-52, ruther than any theater interrogation policy.
(U)Ahrondlookatthedmtil}ustra}.es ‘This finding is supported. by the genérsl left-to-
several findings regarding gversll compliarice with. right continuity ofx marks repressmting tech-
approved technigues. Our general findings are niques employed, including some in. techniques
suinmarized 'here to provide background for our that had been prohibited by LTG McNeill (6g.,

examinstion of techniques employed. stress positions),
~SEGREFNOFORN -s..Afghanistan
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(1)) Third, as BG Jacoby found, disseming. . (U) Our diseussion ia divided into six parta:
tion of the CJTE7 policy in June 2004 was miore first, doctrinal techniques contained in FM 34-52;
effective (possibly because ita shorber langth « five gecond, technigues introdiiced by the Jamary
pages as oppesed to the March policy's 22 - permit- . 2003 CITF-180 intersogation palicy; third, tech-
ted easier tranamission over tactical satellite 9% piguey introduced by the March 2004 CITF-160
tems to FOBs that did not have secure &msil i oution pollcy; fourth fechiniqués introduced
capehlhty)(}urmbmmmﬂwtedthnﬁndms- _bymmmof&eh!ayzw'lm?w
ax the fourth column of the chart demonstrates, ﬁmpuhcy;ﬁiﬁ»aaﬁmmn&wﬁ'
interrogators complied with the policy's prohibi-
tions {there are no X marks in techniques coded ml}y’#:gyﬁoned .by o pohcy' wnd b,
red within therange 1-50), (There are, however, X
marks with no brackets in technigues coded
orange, indicating that they were improperly used
without CJTF-76 permission; again, this was most, -
likely due o inferrogators’ belief that those tech: §
niques fell within the bounds of FM 34-52)

nigues alwaya pm}u'bxtedbylaw crpohcy (B i
thrmxgh&)meahfewmudenmoftbeirmas
wzllbadascn’bedﬁﬂ}ymthasmenthatfuﬂm

('{I)Wemwtmnmudxmmond'speuﬁc cois
mte:mgnnnntedmiqueamp!oyedhthsmrseof A
Operation ENDURINGFREEDOM. Previous gec- |
honshavedesm‘ibed legal and humanitarien con-
msmr:gundmxtheuaeofmtainbechmques;
mthmmemephms,wohavanotmﬁamtedthm R
concerns iry this section, which simply describes the. [EEEREE
techniques employed. Neverthelegs, the aforetnen.
tioned concerns should be bome in mind:
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(U) Techniques Introduced by the
January 24, 2003 CJTF-180
Memorandum
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