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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE -
UNITED STATES SOUTHERN COMMAND
. OFFICE OF THE GOMMANDER
REPLYTO o 3511 NW 91ST AVENUE

ATTENTION OF LU MIAMI, EL 331731217

Wi

5 February 2007

MEMORANDUM FOR Mr. Uldric L. Fore, It., Assiétant Inspector General and Geheral

Counsel, Office of the Tnspector General, Department of Defense, 400 Army Navy Drive,
Arlington, VA 22202 .

SUEIE CT: Army Regulation (AR) 15-6 Investigation into Alleged Abuse of Detainees at Joint
Task Force — Guantanamo

1. Enclosed for your review is a copy of the AR 15-6 investigation recently conducted into

allegations raised to the Inspector General of the Department of Defense by Lieutenant Colonel -
Colby C. Vokey, USMC, on 4 Octobe; 2006.

2. Colné] Richard'C: Bissett, USA, concluded his Tnvestigation on.22 Jautary 2007, and I-- x5 o o

approved his findings and recommendations, except for Recommendation 2, on 5 Februaty 2007.

Encl . J. STAVRIDIS
as Admiral, U.S, Navy
CF: S ’ :

Mr. Eric S. Edelman, Under Secretary of Defense for Policy
M. William J. Haynes I, General Counsel, Department of Defense
Gen Peter Pace, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff




REPORT OF PRO DINGS BY INVESTIGATING OFFICER/BC D DF OFFICERS : S ]
- . For use of this form, se2 AR 15-6; the proponent agency is DTJAIJ p :

i MORE SPACE ISREQURED IY FHLING QUT ANY PORTION OF THIS FORM, AITACHADDHTONAL SHEETS
. SECTION 1 - APPOINTMENT

AP P Ombd by General Bantz J. Craddock, Commander, United States Southern Command
. Qppomtmg authority)

on 13 October 2006 — (Attach inclosure I: Letter of appointment or summary of oral appoirtment data.) (See para 3-15, AR 15-6.}
Date)

SECTION It - SESSIONS

The (investigaiion) (board) commencedat HQ, US Southern Command - at 1430
‘ (Place) {Time)
on 13 OCtObCT 2006 @ a formal board me! for more than one session, check here 0. Indicate in an'inclosure the tine each session began and

ended, the place, permru Ppresent and absent, and explanation of absences, if aty.) The following persons (members, respondents, counsel) were ‘
present: (After each name, indicate capacity, e.g., Presidens, Recorder, Member, Legal Advisor.)

The following persons (members, responderts, coupsel) wete absent: (Include brief explgnation of each éb:ence.) {See paras 5-2 and 5-8a, AR 15-6.)

The (investigating officer) (boond) fuished gathering/hearing evidence at 0830 cn 2 November 2006
{Time) {Dte)
and completed findings and recommendations st 0800 g 22 Jamuary 2007
) {@Zme) L . {Date)
SECTION il - CHECKLIST FOR PROCEEDINGS '
A. COMPLETE IN ALL CASES , |YES|NO¥|NAT
1 |Inclosures (para 3-15, AR 15-6) : - B
Are the following inclosed and mumbered consecutively with Roman nnmerals: {dnached in onder listed)
a. The letter of appointment or & Summary of oral Appointment data?

b. Copy of notice to respondept, if any? (See ftem 9, below)
¢. Other correspondence with respandent or counsel, if any? o
d Anothctwnmoommnmmonsmorfmmthaawmmnganhomﬂ . . Sooor T
e. Privacy Act Statements (Certificate, if statement provided orally)?
r Explananmbythe lnvestigating officer or board of auy tmisual del
encounteied (2.g.. absence of material witnesses)?. = P
2. Information as 1o sessions “of a forma] board not Ineluded on page I of this [eport? - :
h. Any other sighificant papess, (other than evidence) r:Immg to admm:strauvc espects of the Yesngaucn or boaxd'l
- FOOINOIES Y Biplain anl negative answers on on an gttacked sheer. R
R % U.i?mld cobtm.n ammam a posithve } repre.rmmdon rbar the Clreiaey dcxmbcd Lhe qu..rcla n did not oc 5
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la Are, all items offered (whether or not received) or constd:red 25 evidence indis udually pnmbered or lettered as
exhibus and artached to this report?

b. Is an index of all exhihits offered 10 of considered by investizating mﬁcer or board attached before the first exhihir?

<. Has the testimony/statament of each witness been recaorded varbatim or been reAnced 1 wiitten fora and attached as
an exhibit? .

X K| X

d. Are coples, descriptions, or depictions (if substitted for real or documentary evidence] properly awthenticated and 1 15 :
the Iocation of e original evidence indicated? .

2. Are descriptions or diagrams inchuded of Iocations visited by the investigating officer or board (para 3-8k, AR 15-6)2-

Jo Is each written stipulation sttached as an exhibit and is each oral stipulation either reduced 10 writing and made @
exhabis or recorded in a verbatim record?

8. If official notice of any matter was taken over the objection of & respondent or counsal, is a staternent of the matter
of which official notice was taken attached as an exhibit (pora 3-I64, 4R 15-6)?

Was a quororn present when the board voted on findings and recommendations (paras 4-1 and 5-2b, AR 15-6)?

. COMPLETE ONLY FOR FORMAL BOARD PROCEEDINGS {Chapter 5, AR 15-6)

At the toitial sessian, dxdthcremrdcrread or determine that all participants had read, te letter of appommtment (para 5-35, ARJ.SE)?

X X | XXX

Wasaqumprascmarevery session of the board (para 5-2b, AR 15-6)?

Was each absence of any member properly excused (para 5-2a, AR 15-6)7

Were members, witesses, reporter, and interpreter sworn, if required {para 3-1, AR 15-6)?

o =3 | W) A w

If any moembers who voted on findings or recommendations wers not present when the board recetved some evidence,
does the inclosure describe how they familiarized themselves with that evidsnce (para 5-2d, AR 15-6)¢

@

. COMPLETE ONLY IF RESPONDENT WAS DESIGNATED (Section I, Chapter 5, AR 15-6)

Notice to respondents’ {para 5-5, AR 15-6):

a. Is the method and date of delivery o the tespondent indicated on each letter of notification?

b. 'Wasth:datecfddwaryalleastﬁvewonkmgdayspnormﬂxeﬁzstscssmnuftheboard‘? :

c. Does each letter of notification intticate —

) 'medam,hour,mdphceoftbeﬁrstmsimoftbcbomﬂcmwmingzhatmspandm?

(2)  the mmatier © be investigated, ncluding specific 2llsgutions agatnst the respandent, if any?

(3) - he respondent’s rights with regard to counsel?

(4)  the vume and address of each witness expected to be called by the recordar?

(5) _ the responylent's rights to be present, présent evidence, mnd call witnesses?

‘A Was mcrespondmuproﬁdbdabop'yofaumdamﬁeddommmismﬂmmseﬁle?

e. If there were relevant classified materials, were the respondent snd his covmsel g;venaccessmdmcppoﬂmnymexmnmethem’)

10| If any respondent was designated after the proceedings began, {or otherwise wus absent dizing part of the proceedings);

e ‘Was he propedly notified (para 5-5, AR 15-6)2

b: Wasrecordoipmceedmgsmd eud:ncerecavedmhxsabsenmmadeavaﬂablefor&mnma.um

by Kz and his comnselGara5-4e, AR 1567
11 [ Comnsel (para 56, AR 15-6): -

a. 'Was each tespondent representad by coumsall

" Name mnd tusiness address of coumsel:

(I counsel is a lawyer, check here [] )

b. Was respandent's counsel presext at all open sessions of the bourd selating to that respondent?

¢. Jf military counsel was requested but not made available, isacopy (or, iforal, 4 summary) of the request and the
action taken g it inchoded i the repart (para 568, AR 15-6)2

If the respondent challenged the legal advisor or any voting member for lack of mlpm'uahty (para 5-7, AR 15-6):

a Wasthachaﬂ:ngepmpedyd&medmdhymeappwpmmofﬁm?

b. Did each member successfully challenged cesse to participate in the proceedings?. .

13 | Was the respondeat given an opportunity to (para 5-8a, AR 15-6);

a. Be present with Iis counsel at all open sessions of the board which deal with any matier which concerns that respondent? -

. Examine and object to the introduction of real and docomentary evidence, including written statements?

c. Object 1o the testimony of witnesses and cross-examine witesses other than bis own?

d. Call witnesses and otherwise introduce evidence?

‘e. Testifyas a witness?

F. Make or have his cownsel make a final statement or argument (para 5-0, AR 15- 6)?
14

Ifn:quested, did the recorder assist the respondent in obtainthg evidepce in possession of the Govemmmt andin - ORI
arranging for the | fresence of wimesses (para 5-8b, AR 15-6)2 ) :

15| Are all of the respondeat’s requests and objectons w);uch were denied indieated in the report bfp:mééedi-ngs orln an —
inclosure or exhﬂntto:.t (para 5-11, 4R 15-6)? i . ’

e ima e BT STy S - - -

z FOOZNOTS U Explain all negorive carwers on an alfached xheer ’ S = -

;____‘_‘_‘_rrZI‘__ e e, 2” "f‘}" N4 ("b"m ‘:9"5’-‘“‘“ a positive "EP'”W“‘H ‘ﬁ?t zh‘; Lurunutan«_u dexmbed arthz'quz’mon did not octuF it this iny v
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: SECTION IV FIND!NGS (para 3-10, AR 13- 6)
The (mvem gating officer) (boa:ra'), havmg w.reﬁllly considered the evxdence ﬁnds
M Sce Attached .
o  SECTIONV- RECOMMENDATIONS (ara 317, AR 15:6)
In view of the above findings, tha. (i:rvestzgamxg officer) {(board) tecornmends:
Ses Attached.
;

Poge 3 of 4 pages, DA:IEOH-H 1574, Mar 83
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SECTION VI - AUTHENTICATION {para 3-17, AR 15-6) - ‘ Lo

below, indicate the reason in the space where his signature should appear

THIS @PORT OF PROCEEDINGS IS COMPLETR AND ACCURATE

- (I any voting member or the recorder fails to sign kereor in Secion VIT

Y

Richard assett, Colonel, US Army
{Recorder) (besfigating Officer) (President)
" (ember) T e
{(Member) (ember)
_ SECTION VIl - MINORITY REPORT (para 3-73, 4R 15.6)
To the exient indicsted in Inclosure

reasons for diragreement. Additional/substitute findin

_____» the indersigned do(es) not concar in the findings and recommandations of the board.
(In the inclosure, identify by munber each Sinding and/or recommendation in which the dissenting

gs and/or recommendations may be included in the inclosure. )]

member(s) do(es) not concur. State the

{(Member)

@Qdember)

SECTION V1il - ACTION BY APPOINTING AUTHORITY (para2-3, AR 15-6)

corrective action, attach that correspondence (or a simmary, ifordl) as a

Recommendation 2 is disapproved.

e . e
Y AL S b

Paee 4 of 4 pages. DA Form 1574, Mar 83

The fiadings aud‘réeommend_aﬁom of the (bmvestigating officer) hos are Apreved) (Lisapprovedt (approved with following érccpf;'om/
' |substitutions). (If the appointing aihority retwrns the proceedings to the investigating officer or board

for further proceedings or )
nanbered inclosure.) | ' - :
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AR 15-6 Findings and Recommendations

. H .t
v s

I. Appointment and Investigzitive Methodology.

\

a0

a. Appointment. GEN Bantz J. Craddock, Commander, United States Southern Comymand
(USSOUTHCOM), appointed me the Army Regulation (AR) 15-6 investigating officer on 13
October 2006 to examine the allegations made in a sworn affidavit by Sgt Heather Cerveny
USMC (Tab A), and determine if any Joint Task Force-Guantanamo (JTE-GTMO) personnel
violated the UCMJ, U.S. laws, or DoD directives (Tab B). After RDMIL Harry B, Harris,
Commander, JTE-GTMO, and®&): ) [TTB-GTMO SJA, received further
allegations (Tabs C and D, rcspectwely), ADM James Stavridis, the new Commander,
UVSSOUTHCOM, expand_,ed the scope of my investigation on 23 October 2006 (Tab E). 3

2. Summary of Events. This report is divided into three parts to accurately reflect the expansion
of the investigation over time with Part 1 focusing on those events surrounding the investigation
into Sgt Cerveny’s affidavit; Part 2 focusing on those events surrounding the statement presented

by RDML Harris; and, Part 3 focusing on those events surrounding the ITR-GTMO Joint
Intelligence Group (JIG) summmary of detainee complaints. In some instances, mformauon :
gamed from one part of the investigation overlaps with another.

a. Part 1 (Sgt Cerveny’s Affidavit).

(1) Background. Sgt Cerveny provided a swom affidavit to her supervisor, LtCol Colby
C. Vokey USMC, on 4 October 2006. Upon receipt of Sgt Cerveny’s statement, LtCol Vokey
added a cover letter, and forwarded the packet to the DoD Inspector General (IG) requesting a -
foll mveSUga'uon. Subsequently, 1 thc matter was forwarded to U.S. Southemn. Command and GEN
Craddock Jmnated this mvesugatzon. In Sgt Cerveny 5 afﬁdm 1t she spemﬁca]ly 1dent1ﬁes four

" c...-—.;-—a- r




AR 15-6 Findings and Recommendations

itionary Guard Battalion (NEGB) personnel with the names or

1300, 0)®) |both members of the, NBGBM
/la former Cam Amnerica postal clerk who had

first afternood at GTMO and aftcr‘an e-mail name search, I was able to 1dent1fy B)( A0 Lis

[(b)(3) e use §13°b (b)is) ]a member of the Joint Intelhgence Group (HG)

(2) Interview of Pnncrpals Over the course of the next two da
interviewed thc three personnel who were still located at GTMO
DORLE
- were suspécted of violating the UCMI Accordingly, ; prior to questlomng either of the; I _
.__advised both of them of their rights (Tabs F and G). Affes Itead®@10USCEII06,0)E)
D)0 |their rights, both agreed o coo] erate fully, answer my questions, and make swom wnttcn

DA _ jwas considered a witness and was hot suspected of any
. 'wrongdoing, and therefore, was not admed of her: nc,hts )E): 1 e

- ﬁﬂl and provided a sworn written stateient | 4
LXSAOUSC  bnd schieduled an interview withP@I10USC -

Camp Pcndleton. P)®:MOUSC |eooperated fully with the investigation and provided a swom

statenient (Tab K). s?g’))b’(?ﬂ?gc did not read P10 USC hig rights, because I had previonsly
determined that he was not suspected of any wrong oing. Despite the fact that Sgt Cerveny
accused®@1IUSC. of bragging about tampering with detainee mail, which is a violation of the
UCMYJ and US law, I ruled out the possibility of Wrongdomg based on my interview of2)$):10USC

[B)3):10 USC §1305,0)(6) ~ |(TabL); In summary, the detainee mail
handling procedires precluded b)(3);10 USC . ffrom having direct contact with any detainee mail,
thus making it impossible for him to have committed the acts of which he was accused.

(3) Additional Interviews. In addition to the personnel identified in Sgt Cerveny’ S
affidavit, Ifelt it necessary to pursue an understanding of the JDG environment,
under which the JDG guards oPerate. In pursuit of understanding 1 interviewedy
l(b)(a) 0 USC §1305,B)(6) B :

_ the Inierviews, ITeceived a tour of Camps 21' 3 and 4. Based on the knowledge 1 gained | from my. .
o interviews and the tours, I decided to inferview a medical profcssmnal from the JTE- GTMO

* * Joint Medical Group (JMG) {6 determirie if any hisdical personnel had 1dent1ﬁed any §
sustamed by thc detainees that could be mdmatlve of abus -1
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; i & . . |whoserved as the primary. medical care provider A
for detainees at Camps 2/3 and 4 (Tab M). - 4
@ Naxratlve After interviewing the four potential suspects and witnesses identified by
Sgt Cerveny, and receiving their swom statements, it was apparent that their recollections of the
mght of23 September 2006, and eatly mommg hours of 24 September 2006 are Ieasoigbl

P does not persona]ly know any of the other named individuals,

and, as previougly stated, had departed GTMO on 30 September 2006, prior to Sgt Cerveny

making her statement. These are pertinent facts with regard to corroboration of statements

between the potentxal suspects and witnesses. Ifound no evidence of collaboration between the

tnesses. Bach individual was not specifically told why they were

; *jand me until they arrived for their interviews. Each individual was
forthoommg wﬂh hls/her recollecuons and was undbrstandably concemed)

(a) Sgt Cerveny § Afﬁdawt. Sgt Ccrvcny statcd that she went to the Wmd] apmer
Club to meet with some other Marines she had earlier met in the gym. When she could not-
Iocate them, she 1qm¢d4a group of Sailors who were braggmg about abusmg dctmnecs Shc 4

b)(3):10 L a guard in Camps 5 and 6 who bragged about harassmg detamees (Note: The
NEGB was responsible for Carnps-2/3 and 4. The Ammy guard element was responsible for

amp 5, and Camp 6 Was under constmction and wnoccupied). .She identified DGR

O@NOUSC ¢ 1as boasting that he tampered with detainee mail. Finally, she identifies

D
5

. jas someone from mtelhgenc:e ‘Who was there with her. Sgt Cerveny ends _erafﬁdaw by
statmg that everyone was drinking. She states she had one drink, and that no one showed signs
of being intoxicated. Afier about an hour with them, she states that she told them that she
worked for a detainee defense attorney, whereupon everyone in the group got quiet.

(b) Sworn Statements of DE): (b .

Although there are some minor inconsistencies between the statements of these four
individuals, which I attribute to consumption of alcoho! affecting their memories, the statements
of these Sailors are fairly consistent. All individuals admit to being in the Windjammer on the
evening of 23 September 2006, and to being in the company of Sgt Cerveny. All individuals
were drinking alcohol, except for [P)E100US
Based on the preponderance of evidence, I believe the foHOng occurred: All personnel
previously identified were present at the Windjammer late on the evening of 23 September 2006,
. at approximately 2300. The Windjammer is an all-hands club, and the personnel present were
enjoying a typical Saturday night’s festive ¢ : At one time or another over the course
of the) next hour or 5o, each talked with Sgt Cerveny at the
B met and remained with Sgt Cerveny for the : ajority of the night. As the
BRI Wmdj ammer was closmg, DIOIOUSC Imet Sgt Cexveny: Upor the closing. of the Wmd] ammer, * —<R<E
us a converted school bus
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the bus and in the/® - ousmg area for sormetime until the party ended, because of
eXCessive noise and The . Throughout the evening, very little of the group discussions or
individual conversations concerned contact with detainees. Though [P)&): =¥ .
I(b)(a) 10 UsSC §1306,0)E) - all state they talked in genera]mas about then' work at

JTB-GTMO with Sgt Cerveny, all vehemenﬂy state that at no time rhd anyorne mdxwdua]l orin

4 gIoup b tab tbeatmg b
b)(G) : :

Windjammer on the night of 23 September 2006 w1th 31900, (0)(
- BE0USC departed beforc Sgt Cerveny arrived at the club. Addl’uona]ly, D)(@3):10USC

B 10 USC 51308,

(d) Intemews off In order to fully investigate the , .
allegations of abuse, I ncedcd to understand the IDG envuonment, specﬁica]ly as 't a hed to
the NEGB, and the pohcms under which they opcratc I mtervmw )ﬁ) ;

(b)(3):10 USC §130b,(0)(6) = - -
information onP)@):10 usc §130D, (b)(G) e
review of the ]Detzunec Information Managemcnt System (DIMS), a computer databasc
maintained hyP@ rcvealed Do record of any incident of alleged detainee abuse involving
-either(®)3):10 USC ‘31 3 (3)(6) | She further indicated that, prior to her arrival at JTF-

.. . GTMODE)IC 10 usc |had been in some previous disciplinary frouble 1;1_@__ ousc

- [B)(®):10 USC §130b, (b)(G) =
b)(3):10 USC §130b,6)6)
that the prewous](b)(3) 10USC §1 30b,(6)(6)

unsubstantlated, and were attnbuted to the fact that he was pending d13c1 lmary action at the
time he made the statements. With regards tofPX@):10USC§1306.0)€)
good Sailor who did his job, and had not been in any trouble since thelr arrival at GTMO
SC lacknowledged that, while training at®IOUSC. Ihrorto their unit’s
v @:TOUSC Nicked a detainee role player for calling Fim a racial slur.f?
Was temporarily removed from the exercise, and received some counseling and retrammg
He subsequently returned to bis unit without any further incidents.

(¢) Interview of other NEGB Personnel. Per my direction, (10 L ‘
several personnel who serve directly with [b)(3):10 USC §130b,(b)( | Thcse interviews
. rcvealed that nelther md1v1dual has a reputatlon for engagmg in abuswe behavior towards
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jProcedures (SOP) and touring Camps 2/3 and 4, I gained a good understanding of the grard

_:_ﬂaeseSallors o -

AR 15-6 Fmdmgs and Recorﬁmendations

At ot

eading applicable portions of the Camp Delta Standard Opcraung)

procedures aud environment. I observed no indications of inappropriate procedures or conduct
by the guard force. I also found that the chain of command fully understands and apprec1ates the

sﬁnsmvmes involved in their mission, and I found the chain of command pro‘perly supervises
their subordinates in the accomplishment of said mission.

(

(1) Review of Records In addition to the D]MS database, which is maintained by the -
also requested areview of thc files malntamedb / the JTE-GMTO SIA and the JDG.

’ab S In.kew1se the IDG Invesugatmns ofﬁce

a suspect in auy allegation of
detamee abuse (Tab T). Lasﬂy, Irequested a review of the records maintained by the Joint

Medxcal Group and Detention Hospital for any record of detaines abuse during the tire period

served as guards (November 2005 through December
2006) The IMG Commandcr found no reported detainee abuse cases or records of detainee

injuries suggestive of abuse in the detamee medical records during that time period (Tab U).

(3) Findings. Based on a preponderance of evidence, I find the following:

F‘mdmg 1: Thereis msufﬁcmnt evudence to substantiate th allcged physical

beheva that despite whatever may have been said, hear(i or construed in conversations on 23 and

24 Septembcr 2006, there is no ewdencc of actual abuse or mlstreahnunt of detainees by either of

A n~m—tan s
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Finding 2: There is msufﬁcxent evidence to substantiate the allegations of
detainee mail tampering byP)@:10USC | ;

Finding 3: The Camp Delta Standard Operating Procedure, dated 15 October
2006 was properly written to ensure the best possible care-and well- -being of all detainees under
the responsibility of the JDG.

Finding 4: The JDG chain of command, specifically the NEGB chain of
command, fully understands their role in accomplishing this very sensitive mission, and the

chain of command provides proper leadership and oversight to ensure an environment that y

adheres to the most stringent standards.

Fmdmg 5 Thc cun‘ent practice within the NEGB tol‘b)(
|(b)(2) . |is not conducive to teamwork and camaradene and is no
an efﬁc1ent and effectwe use of manpower

b Paxt 2 (Staterment presented by RDML Han:is)

RDML Hams wrote the statement basccl on an e-mail he recejved fromf®
with the JIG. The staterment related the details of a conversanon had on thc
ﬁring range with an individual named(P)(@):10USC §130b,0)(6) |stated that ()3):10 related
information about block guards who purposely antagonize and harass detamces’(for example,
shorteriing the time in the shower, verbally and physically abusing the detainees (derogatory
remarks and rough handling), interrupting prayer, searching cells, waking the detamees and
gcncral disruption aimed at antagonizing the detainees). Wst&ted
" . bothéred by the fact that the guaids treated the detainees in this? way, @i
behavior of the gnards was unprofessional, and it madel®@lj
harassed detainee). Imade an appointment to mtemcw
im rcssmnmwas going to bring®@):10 e
O@MOUSC - 1, gibordinate of (P lin the JIG. Upon questioning] D10 US
not present on the range.[B)@:10USC ) the range, and[®) |had related his conversation
10 |to[®)3):10 USC §130b,(b)(6) ~ Ihaving heard of the ongoing
mvestxganon came forward with the e-maJl t0 RDML Harris. Tinterviewed and received sworn
written statements froml(b)@ o _|(Tabs V and W) The statcmems iven b
EE0USCERBMmE : 2
contacted BE)10 USC |a NEGB u'ammg officer, who provided me with aroster of all
personnel who attended thc range on 6 October 2006 (Tab X). The roster included additional
b§gr)l1gs that occurred on 29 September and 13 October 2006. 1 rewewed the roster for any

9 USé}evcaled that '

named |or ay variation thereof. There was no [2@®1%n the list with the name

. or any vanant With the assistance of the NEGB leadershlp, we contacted
on the roster, and were nnable to identi; __|but during the process, Eb?(; 3;) 19 USE I
" thata omon of their SRT was conductmg tIammg at Fort Lconard Wocd,
D@0




)10 US

. current investigations into detainee abuse. Additionally[PX SC Hescribed the procedures
 involved in the JDG investigations - upon receipt of an allegation of

. gnx,rengly__bﬁi;ig inVCstig'c;:t@d:.__A; symmary of the allegations is céntainc,g'l atTabZ. .
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AR 15-6 Findings and Recommendations

rovided sworn written statements (collectively at Tab

related that, during®E) .

: Ld [was in intelligence, and an intemogator. Given

a perceived history of contention between the interrogators and the guard force, [PX]decided to

make up a story in jest. In addition to-admitting to making up the story in defense of all detainee
IR0 USC Sz BIE). tated thatf)@has never witnessed any type of abuse

(3) Findings. Based on a preponderance of evidence, I ﬁﬁd the following:

Finding 6: There is insufficient evidence to substantiate the allegations raised in
e-mail to RDML Harris of detainee abuse by the guard force.

~ (a) Background. Based on the e-mail from®®):3Y5C 1o RDMI. Harris, and his
‘subsequeit memorandumPEFIOUSE Lk d the JIG to provide any recent relevant
complaints made by the detainees to their inferrogators. Based onfS)@:10USE L Joyery, the
JIG provided a 16-page summary with complaints dating back to June 2006. The complaints
were all from Camp 2/3, Blocks M, N, O, P, Q, and §¢ Ireviewed the complaints to determine
the likelihood of guard abuse of detainees and I contacted the JDG Investigations Office, whose
purpose is to investigate these types of allegations. At the JDG Investigations Office, I met with
ho gave me.acoess g the JDG:recoids that documented all preyious and

abuse, regardless of where
ation is forwarded to the JDG Commander, who

it'comes from JDG, JIG, IMG, etc.), the alleg
after review of the allegation (P} .

- |The
vestigation Office’s records showed from June through October 2006, 14 investigations
were conducted into allegations of abuse, of which oﬁe was substantiated. The substantiated

i )@ jguard in Camp 5 who thizeatened to beat a detainee (a0 physical
contact involved). The guard was subsequently punished by his chain of command. While an
allegation similar to the allegation that{®)G) itook a detainee’s head and slammed it into the cell
block was raised, it involved a different gnard. There were no substantiated allegations of abuse
in Camps 2/3 or 4 mps for which the NEGB is responsible. I reviewed the JIG Summary

and compared it o the JDG Investigation Office’s records, and I

, determined the complaints on the JIG summary either did not rise to the level of an allegation

requiring investigation, had already beén investigated arid found nsubstantiatéd, or were: o

" (b Findings. Based on aBreporderance of &¥idiénce, 1find the folljwiig:
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AR 15-6 Findings and Recommendations

“Finding 8: The allegations of detainee abuse raised by the JIG either did not .

‘warrant further inquiry, had already been appropriately investi gated, or were currently bemg
mves’ugated By JTE-GTMO.

Finding 9: The current procedures for investigating allegations of detainee a.buse
are efficient and effective. All JTF-GTMO personnel (whether in the JDG, JIG, and IMG) know
" and follow the proper reporting procedures.

3. Recommendations. Based on the above findings, I make the following recommendations:

Recommendation 1: Irecommend no action be taken against{®)(3):10 USC §130b,(b)(6)
[BE):10USC 51306,0)6) |

Rccommenda’uon 2

b)(5)

Recommendation 3; I recommend that{PX@:10USCS1300.0)6) = 1 areive a letter of

counsehng fronx bex immediate supemsor outhmng her lapsé in ]udgnlcut and rcmmdmg her of
the sens1t1v1ty of the ]TF GTMO mission.

t;)(2) Recommendation 4: I recommend the NEGB or
()2
(b)(2)

" Recommendation's: I recommend the DG continué to freat their SOP s a.hvmg i
document to ensure they are efficiently and effectively accomplishing their very sensitive
mission.

Recommendation 6: I recommend the YTF-GTMO chain of command continue to
adequately train and actively supervise all personnel inveolved in detainee operations.

Recommendation 7: I recommend that Commander, JTF-GTMO, in coordination with
the Commanding Ofﬁccr Naval Station Guantanamo, ensure that the “party bus” is a propcrly
authorized vehicle/activity.




