On  February 2004, a team of officers, directed by Major General Antonio Taguba,
conducted the following interview Major General Taguba was appointed as an
Inveshigaling Officer under the provisions of Army Regulation 15-6, by Lieutenant
General David D McKiernan, Commanding General of the Coalition Forces Land
Component Command (CFLCC), to look mnto allegations of maltreatment of detainees,
detamee escapes and accountability lapses, at Abu Ghraib, also known as the Baghdad
Central Confinement Facihty (BCCF) The panel also inquired into training, standards,
employment, command polictes, and wnternal poltcies, concerning the detainees held at
Abu Ghanb pnson Finally, the panel looked into the command chimate and the
command and supervisory presence

Tthe following persons were present

MG Antomo M_Taguba, DCG-CFLCC, Interviewer

COL , 205™ Milnary Intethgence Brigade, Respondent
SSG ,ar, 27D30, CFLCC - SJA, Recorder

This is the first interview of Fﬁn 9 FEB 04

The interview 15 summarnzed as Tollows

My name 1s COL * 1 am currently assigned as the
commander of the 205™ Mihtary intelligence Bnigade

The Brigade had a presence on Abu Ghraib on a permanent basis In August or
September for Operation Viciory Bounty, a small element of interrogators was sent down
there In the muddle of September, CITF-7 decided to stand up a Jomnt Interrogation and
Debriefing Center The decision was made in November ta move my TAC full ime to
Abu Ghraib by direction of the CG The last week 1n November I was grven direction to
assume command of the Forw.rd Operating Base in Abu Ghraib

The iminial presence during Operation Victory Bounty was a team of inierrogators from
the 519™ M1 Bngade In the muddle of September, we began the transition to the Jomt
Interrogation Debniefing Center it became a imixed group of soldiers from the 323",
325" and the 519" MI Brigades 1o form tiger teams In October we had tiger teams from
Guantanomo Bay Between October and November we recerved assistance from the
470" MI Battalion and the 500" MI Brigade

Up until | assumed command the 800" MP Brigade had responsibiiities for the FOB,

exercised through the 320™ MP Battalion There were various leaders exercisin
responsibility for the FOB at different times including “

I directed that the 165™ MI Battalton move down on December 2, to establish operations
and take contro! 1 relieved the commander of the 165' ut a week ago
to redeploy to the central region  They did not provide any of the interrogator support
The 165" pulied guard, exercised direction over the FOB when | wasn't there and
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provided me with advice and assistance on secunty They had a section nside the area
where | am currently at, but m terms of actual mterrogation, they had nothing to do wath

i

Prior to assumption of command as the FOB Commander, 1 did not specifically recerve
any mstructions regarding my responsibilites 1 had the pohcies and procedures that
LTG Sanchez had signed, the Sand Book standards for quahty of hfe and what had
already been established by CJTF-7 1 used those as my basic guide for exercising

1 understood that overall, I was responsible for making sure that detention operations ran,
but | acted under the assumption that my executive agent for detention operations was the
320" MP Battahon I did not get involved 1n therr SOP’s or priscn operations 1 knew
how many prisoners there were, 1f there were escape attempts or other problems that
came up through the FOB I understood that I had full responsibility of detention
operations, but I used the 320™ as my executive agent

There were dual lines of command with regard to detention operations The 320" MP
Battalion would talk with me about things, 1 would ask questions and get answers, They
were also gettiing gurdance from the 800" MP Brigade with regard to detention cperations
for the CJTF | was in charge of operations at BCCF but I did not have a broader
perspective on things such as the transport of detamees 1 had no visibility over the
operatton once they left the confines of the FOB, nor did I concern myself with 1t
Perhaps [ should have

| request a lawyer at this time

The command relationship T had was TACON tactical control 1 could maneuver them
on the battlefield but thetr organic umits maintained the normal command relationship in
terms of how they v/ould operate and organize 1 understoad that I could take contral
with regard to posiioning and activitzes that took place, but they still followed their
command hines

I think the units recognize my position as FOB Commander as being responsible for
Force Protection | rehied on the 205" of my Brigade and the JIDC to operate the
mterrogations I relied on the 320" MP Battalion to act as the warden for the facihty and
ensure that good MP and guard practice were conducted

The MI units were within my command and control, they were assigned to me They
were under the 205" M1 Bngade and the JIDC The MP Battalion was TACON to me,
they had their own operating procedures and the executton of policy differed

There was not an established procedure as to how detention operauons canducted by the
MPs and interrogation operations being conducted by the MI units should interact. BG
Maller suggested to me and | made the suggesuon to BG Karpinsks that the MP's be
detached to MI to carry out detention operations The assumption was that command



imes would be clearer and the MP operations would be easser to regulate, The suggestton
was not carried out

LTG Sanchez gave me, in wnting, a specific interrogation plan  We were under strict
guidance  As late as 11 Jannary, there was confusion in the MP ranks as to who was
responsible for the guard mission  The TACON relationship was not clear There were
instances of confusion n the MP Battalion as to what my realm of control was; 1 had 10
reestablish my realm of control based on the TACON relationshtp 1 had cognizance over
the nstallation and all of its buildings It was hke bemg an ASG Commander and therr
relationships with tenant units on Abu Ghraib

If detainee abuse was brought to my attention, action was taken There were two

instances when 1t was brought to my attention. For one of the interrogators we took

UCM]J action There was a second wnstance with an interrogator, I directed that she be

suspended from further interrogations y deputy director at the time,

can give the specifics He handled 1t since 1t was a first time offense for the mterrogator

I did not foliow up specifically other than to venfy that she was suspended and that (il
:as working with her to ensure that 1t did not occur agam. These were the only

two mnstances that I knew about unti] CID brought me the disk 1 told my soldiers to

worh with CID and if the soldiers were involved, then they needed to be pumished with

evervone else because that 1s the standard we've established at the FOB end within the

JIDC

11 the interrogation plan falls within the outline set by LTG Sanchez then the O5 Deputy
Director or myself approve the plans  Those interrogation plans mclude a sieep plan and
medical standards A physician and a psychiatnst are on hand to momtor what we are
doing In practice, the interrogation team then gives the interrogation plan directly to the
MP guard that 1s going to work with M1 when direct coordination s authonized. They
would gc down and work with the NCOIC in the cellblock to work cut the specifics of
impiementation Based on LTG Sanchez’s outline, the approval came from me Myself
or a senior person in the JIDC signed off on the interrogation plan and took 1t down to
work 1t with the MP’s

The execution of this type of operation with regard to mterrogation plan dissemination 1s
not codified in doctrine Except for Guantanomo Bay, this sort of thing was a first

Tymically, the MP has a copy of the unterrogation pian and a wnitten nate as to how to
execute There should also be files 1n the detainee files as to what 1s going on when an
excepton 1s needed The interrogator uses these files to keep a record as to what has
happened to the detainee The doctor and psychiatrist also look at the files to see what
the nterrogation plan recommends, they have the final say as to what 15 implemented

To my knowledge, instrucitons given to the MP's other than what ! have mentioned, such
as shackling, making detainees strip down or other measures to use on detamnees before
interrogations are not typically made uniess there 1s some good reason No one has
reported anything back to me There once was an incident where the detainees on Second



Tier | A wete naked 1 told them to have the detainees put their clothes back on and that
it was mappropnate 1 also told them that 1f there was a good reason to do that, 1t
should've been brought to my attention and should have gone through the CG  Things of
that nature are mappropnate and not typically done

My assumpuon was that the guard would supervise the plan and the detamnees would be
delivered at a specified point and time to the mterrogator For example, the mterrogatar
would give the interrogation plan to the guard and the guard would implement that plan
Nobody came back to me saying that we had problems implementing the plan nor were
there any questions about the plan The only time that occurred were when the MP’s
came back to me saying that they saw some interrogators come down and they did
inappropriate things te the detamees 1 looked mto 1t and 1 asked CID to come 1 and I
suspended those mterrogators from further operation This was the first mvestigation that
| directed on detainee abuse In this case, there was nothing brought to my attention that
there were problems in that regard

I had menuoned to BG Karpinsk: and to the MP leadership that 1t would be cleaner if
they detached a group of MP’s to the JIDC so we could conduct that operation separately,
we could run them through the necessary traiming They toid me they dudn’t have enough
personnel for that, though they thought 1t was a good idea I got feedback of that nature,
though I don't remember the specific dates. Both my Deputy Commander and myself
spoke to BG Karpinsk: about 1t | made the assumption that they were competent to
execute those plans, but I didn’t follow up on 1t based on the fact that 1 got the positive
feedbach

The point of the detachment and attachment of a group of MP’s to me, to the JIDC was
so there would be a clear line of command and control over the MP’s dealing with the
detainees housed 1in Tier A 1 would have complete oversight of the operation, everyone
would be working off of the samc SOP’s and the same hnes of command There wouldn’t
be a question about who to go to 1f you had a question 1f they all worked for me, 1
would be able to get all of the feedback and make the appropnate corrections On
Sundays we have a meeting and all of the people at the JIDC stand up and they give an
overview of how things are going 1f the MP's were assigned to our umit they would be
required to stand up at meetings and give bnefings about what had been going on and any
questions about procedures during interrogations that seemed mappropnate could be deait
with 1 think 11 would’ ve provided easier access to mingate problems if they did exist

As | said | am vnaware of anytime where an tnterrogator said that there was a problem
1'm not saying 1t never happened, but nobody ever brought such an instance to my
attention

The feedback | recerved from BG Karpnski about an MP detachment was favorable, but
they didn’ have the personnel to do 1t After we had talked about 1t, they withdrew the
personnel who were escorting detainees back and forth to the prnison. Normally, MP’s
escort detainees from their celis to the interrogation room and they provide security, but
they didn't have enough personnel to do that [ had to come up with my own detachment
and train them There were specific rules and regulations that the detachment had 1o



follow with regard to that mission This special detachment, made up of 96 H's, was
used exclusively for the transporting of detamees

My understanding about my duttes with regard to detention operations came from the
Deputy Commanding General. ! needed to maintain awareness of what was going on
with detention operations, but the execution of the operation was clearly 1 the MP realm
I | saw something that was being done wrong, [ had the authority to correct them by
changing the procedure and to ask for an explanation as to why a certain procedure was
bemng performed

The terms security detainees and secunty internees are interchangeable 1 separate them
from the term crimmals, which are held and deait with separately. A high value detainee
1s someone who 1s of particuiar mnterest to the CJTF There are three categories of
detainees one, two and three Two and three are not of any particular interest, and
category one consists of high value detamnees These three categories of detainees as well
as secunty detainees are categorized by the command The Geneva Convention provides
for two types of detainees Enemy POW'’s and civilian detainees  Both have specific, but
different sets of rules and reguiations that must be followed with regard to therr
internment  The reason we use the term secunty internee 1s to differentate them from
Enemy POW's who would require a separate facihty and separate rules of treatment

| was not aware that a copy of the Geneva Convention under AR190-8 must be posted 1n
the faciliry 1n the language of the country to which the detainees are bemg held. The
Geneva Convention was not specifically posted n any of the faciliies where the
detainees were bemng held | mamtamed a copy 1n my office and on the facility, extracts
based on the rules and regulations of interrogation were posted when you walk into the
IIDC facility The postings say that the Geneva Convention must be followed, what the
CJTF approval 1s, and that detainees must be reated bumanely Each detamee,
interrogator and analyst goes through mn processing traming They sign a letter stating
that thev understand what they can and cannot do  Since } have been i command, the
1CRC has come to our facility once and the iack of a regulatory posting of the Geneva
Convention was not one of the findings that they out briefed me on

My interrogators are well advised about the Geneva Convention and about what they can
and cannot do with regard to the treatment of detainees 1 would go back to the
certification process that we’ve implemented The interrogators did not do anything
wrong - 1t looks hke I mught have had an errant guy  f 1t came to my attention, 1
investigated If 1t were mappropnate, 1 punished

| would seqt weekly Mayor's meetings, from time to time 1 would
attend his MP meetings We interacted with hus staff with regard to detainee numbers
We were working to finish the prisoner diming faciity My interaction was more so with

tis staff than wi mmself Availability was the reason that we had
trouble meeting



1 spoke with BG Karpinski on two or three occasions When we were first standing up
the joint interrogation center 1s when I told him about the MP detachment plan

When | assumed command | v:snted-)ncc. after the shooning incrdent on Tier
] We did not have a meeting after that visit

The interrogation operation would be better served if we streamlined the spht kines of
responsibility They came together a littie after I took over the FOB, but 1t wasn’t done
One commander still wasn't responsible for everything from the interrogation facility to
the detention operations  All of the detention compounds and camps should fall under
the area of responsibility of one commander Also, the guard force needs to get to the
sa'ne level of requirements, training 2nd understanding of the Geneva Convention  If
they do something outside of the standard, they know they do so at therr own peril and
thev don't think 11 15 acceptable behavior

The persan exercising command as the FOB prior to my arrival and rehef of the 800" MP
FOB was ce | amved, 1 followed established CJTF policies -
was not present when the actual change of the FOB took place;

as the acting commander at that ttme ' What brought this on was when BG

ast macde a visit and saw that there was a lack of standards with regard to pieces of the
FOB -then called me to take over as the commander of the FOB

The JIDC at Camp Cropper 1s not under our control, BG Dayton runs it

The interrogation teams are predominantly Ml A company called Khak: also provides
civihan imterrogators  There are mnterpreters who are nationals from the M:iddle East that
can get a secret clearance who are now U S citizens Recently, we had Bntish and
Jordaman interrogators  The intent was that the interrogators wouldn't only be from the
Army, but from all three of the other branches of the military The interrogator slots
should be predommately filled by the Jont Manning Document, augmented with twenty-
frve interrogators by the M! Brigade We didn’t have the personnel so 1 was required to
get interrogators from different units, but the 1ntent 1s that it comes off of a Joint Manning
Document

{ have a briefing to give you that hists the detamnee centers and statistics

| have nothmng else to add
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G, v.c. Aoy, was interviewed on 12 February 2004,

as follows ]

0 The purpose,— 1s just tc re-interview
you and ask a couple of clarifying questions here and we’ll
ensure that we gathered all the information that we require

E Yes, sir.

o] For the record, I acknowledge the copies of documents
that you provided yesterday that include your sworn statement,

course, enclosures, briefs, things of that nature, as a

8]
1+

atter ot record. Do you wish me to readdress the purpose of

=

rt

he 1nvest.l1gation?

in

tlo, sir
8! Okay, all right, good Just & couple of guestions,
are you faniliar with the memorandur that was dated the 12th of
Octobex, 5Subject. CJTF-7, Interrcgation and Counter Resistance
Foiicy, unsigned, of course, but assuming 1t was assigned, from
the CG, CJTF-7, that was addressed to the C2, Combined Joint
Task Force 7, Baghdad, C3, Combined Joint Task Force 7, Baghdad,
anc Commander, 205th Military Intelligence Brigade. And I now
show you ~his memorandum

S Yes, sir I am familiar with that document, ves, sir.

C So ycu're familiar with that. &And the directives

assoclated with this were then utilized to formulate rules of
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engagement and policies that were later used at the FOB at Abu

Ghraib~
fd Yes, sir, that 1s correct.
0 How else were those instructions and those directives

dissemirated, and to whom did you disseminate them to?

A Sir, I gave--that memocrandum was given to the
operations section. It was expialned to the soldiers, and then
we used the system whereby that was approved by my JAG, which
during trelning, we gave & triefing which talked to those 1ssues
as part ¢r the training, which I put 1in the documents, the
allied documents that I gave you. And then each one cf the
scldiers was reguared to sigr the memorandum that said “these
are the things that you car and can’'t do with interrogations.”

¢ Were those just given tc¢ the interrogators, or were

any cf these instructions given to the military polaiceman at

ail~
E, They were not given tc the military policeman, Ssir.
Q Should they have been”
R In my view, yes, sir And this gets t¢ the i1ssue that

i talked 1o you about during our last interview when I said I
think 1t would have been helpful 1f we had had one chain of

commanc w.th regards to both the military police and military
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intell:gence setup with regard to--the specific, those MPs
specifica.ly supporting interrogations.

Q. When you say “interrogators,” both military and
civiliar contractors®

L Civilian contractors and the analysts who supported
them, as well.

¢ Did you have an assumption or an understanding that
these :rstructions that culminated the interrogation rules of
engagemert, that it was reasonably understood, the right and
left limits of the 1nterrogators’ authority?

b Yes, sir.

. Now, in that particular context, where the
interrogater provides a set of instructions to the military
policeman upon the detainee’s return to custody from the
military policemen and retuvrning them tc either Ganci or
Vigiiant or the hard site, was there & determination that those
instructions were to be executed by whom?

k. Well, sir, 1t was understoocd that the specifics of
management p.ans, let’'s say, for example, like sleep management
plan, would be executed by the MPs And there was usually a
writter document; I think I showed you an example of one in the
paperwcrk that said the person was to be woken up every X-amount

of hours
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Q. Okay, when those instructions were given, did you know

whether those i1nstructions to the MP were given to the juard
themselves, or to the guard’s supervisors or chain of command?

F Sir, they were probably given to whomever was 1n the
Sally pcrt at the time that the 1nterrogators went down to
zoora.nate that actions There was no formal system in place
that i'm aware of to--that would, for example, send i1t through--
guarantee that 1t was sent through the chain of command.

o The rationale for my inquiry there was the prospect of
supervisior te an extent where the guard’s supervisory chain
woeuld uraerstand the limzts of “hose 1nstructions, whether the
lrstructionrs were legal or whether the instructions wers carried
tc the letter In other words, 1I the i1nstructor was given a
set c¢f instructions that stipulated 4 hours of sleep ovar a 24-
rour period, then how woulc you know or how would the
irzerrogator know or how would the MPF guard know that the
aggregate total of 4 hours were to be accomplished in a Z4-hour
perioc, and in what segment or 1n what frequency”®

E Si1r, on the sheet of paper that they gave, the ones
that 7 saw and the one that I provided to you usually specify
that the person 15 to get an hours’ worth of sleep during every
4 hours ficm this period Now, there would be no way for us to

actually monitor whether that happened I can tell you that on
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& regular basis that when —uas assigned ao2wn as my
Deputy, and I know that—, who was 1n charge of the

interrogation and control element, a CW2 down there, would
routinely go down and work with the guards and their
superviscrs, you know, talking through the implementing
instructions. However, you are correct. We had no formal
system 1n place to do that. There was an agreement at the
ni1agher levels between me and the MP Brigade, the 320th
Battalio~, that that would be done But there was no formal
establisheag procedure there, where I would hand that off, to

say, the cmpany commander of the un:t that was doing tne

Giver that then, why were these plans then formulated

X

anc directed tc the MP, was there any consiaeration ¢aiven tu the
detainees’ phys:icai, mental, physiclogical state?

z Yes, sir From ou:r perspective, when we do that, we
nave our medical--we have a doctor assigned, I think he was just
cellec but up until 24 or 48 hours agc, we had a2 psychiatrist
ass:ighed And that person would gc :n and, witn the
interrogators, would review all those people under a management
pian and provide feedback as to whether they were being
medically and physically taken care of. Because of the JMD

fills and the lag times and that, I had to be honest that we
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didn't gel. the doctor and we didn’t get the psychiatrist unti.
after * had actually gone down as the FOB commander and moved my
TAC irto tLhe JDIC. So, that would not have happened until about
i5 November Up unt1il that time, there was probably nec good
methodoleogy for monitoring the health and welfare of the
detva-rees And that’s one of the reasons that I pushed for that
and thz® we worked real hard in getting that fill, as we were
concernec about that

C 1 want to bring that up, Colonel - because in
~he context of giving specific i1nstructions from did the
irnterrocalcr, who we reasonably assume are competent, trained
inGiviauwe.s, to an MP that acain, not assuming whether they're
comg.l1art or were trained in the handling of detainees then that
woulic lez¢ tc & guestion of whether a set of instructions from
you woulc be carried out to the letter by the MP and pra=dicated
on any misfortune that then resulted or that detainee. Would 1t
pe kind ¢l odd to you that somebody else 1s carrying the orders
that somewhat emanate what the interrogators that were directly
anaer vycu! command?

A Yes, sir, I mean, clearly, as I've articulated that
that was «—--1I think & concern in terms af the chain of =vents or
“he structure of the JDIC. Your point 15 a valid one, whach I

would have personally solved by having the MPs be part of the



structure

We asked--I know that myself and my Deputy talked to

Generz. karpinskil about that, about getting the Detachment that

provided guarding, especially over the hard cell, which is

real’y

*he area that we're most concerned about,

under the

ausp.ces of the Brigade anc¢ the JDIC so that we could ensure

that thet was happening, because

that Ana sc I would agree with
C Dxzd 1t occur, as well,
Generzl FKarp:nskiy that there may
the.r author.ty in the execution

3 Sir, I never-~-the only
my owr peoble,

imprepeziv o at this point,

and they were from the MPs.

20/20 hindsight beaing perfect,

1t was a loose area and we knew
your assessment, sair.

1in your discussicns with

be some MPs that may overextend
of these-—--

reports that I ever got were on

I had, perhaps,

assumed

that they were competent regarding things that we were asking

themr to de. A=z I

shou.c have asked more questions,

worked my way back through that,

I probably

admittedly.

¢ In your infrequent contacts with _

was there any thought given tc or even mentioned what this

particuiar

pelrcv®

memo covered interrogatior and counter-resistance

Pid you ever ask or did you mention te him of his

Lknit's re_ations to this part:icular policy?

A Sir, I never discussed that policy with -
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¢ But did you say, you mentioned this relative to his
gaining control of those MPs with General Karpinski.
A Yes, sS1r.

And she understood that”?

LA

A ! don‘t know, sir I don’t remember having
discuss:ons specifically about that memorandum. I do know that
poth myself and my Deputy Commander, —spoke
tc he: or several occasions about the possibility of having the
MPs come under our auspices for reasons--what I expressed, I
think, was just simply of training, of unity of command and ease
of operat.ons tc work that piece At one point, I actually
troucrt we were pretty close to doing 1t, but then, the MPs saaid
tnat they didn’t have encugh personnel. There were chronic
shcrrages and they were rcotating people back in through the

system, 50 that the matter was subsequently dropped.

Q Whc did you get that response from®

kL From General Karpinskl, sir, and from the MPs on the
Jround

¢ Did you take that as sort of a resistance to your

offer cr to established policy, or did you take that as thear
rationale of why they could not be included in your
recommendation to conduct an integrated trainilng session with

regarces to both interrogation and detention?
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L Sir, I believe that the shortage of personnel that
they hLac¢ was legitimate and that they were doing the best with

what they had.

G Again, did you take 1t that everybody was short

personne. anyway®

F Yes, sir, 1 dad.
¢ Did you readdress that with her subsequent to that?
A Sir, we talked about 1t two or three times, myself and

the Deputvy I couldn’t grve you any specifics of when that
happened I know that I spoke to her once when we were--I can't
remember, at least once, anc¢ I know that the Deputy brought it
up & couple cf times at the weekly prison meetings that she

oulc atitend down at CPA. And the response that we got was

¥

uge cf personnel And based on my own--I believe they were

e

hor

“r

tell.ng the truth, and when I got down as the FOB Commander at
tne enc oI November, there truly was a shortage of personnel,
which I a-tempted to address through putting together a request
for forces using civilian personnel that i1s currently pending
througr the contracting process to try to help us with the guard

requirements because of their shortages.

3 Dii you explain to the 320th, General Karpinski, or
any e tenant unit what TACON meant when you assumed command
ct . . tward operating base?



A N, sir. When we got the order, and again, I put a
copy of that 1in the allied documents that I sent to you, and at
saicd for--that we’re TACON for two tasks. One was the FOB force
protect:on, and the second was the detainee securaty, which I
assumed meant that we were to make sure that they had a place to

live, toc protect them from mortar attacks in the same way that

we were tix provide force protecticn. The TACON order, the other
way, was just fcor force protection purposes under the--when we
were under the 800th auspices priocr te the 19th or the 21st, 1
think, tne order was written

G The 19th But ycu understood that you were not TACON
tc tne tU0th Cid you understand that to be the case”

& No, sir I understood tha: we were TACON to the B00th

for purposes of force protection

G Okay, that's how you understood the FRAG Order?
E Yes, s1r
¢ But the FRAG Order basically appointed you as the

2C5tn Commender, tc be the FOB Commander of the forward complex-

2 As of the 23d, ves, sir. And I guess--ar on the 19th-

~I dor’t r1emember the exact date ¢f the order, si.r.

G, It's the 19th.

10
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F2 On the 19th of November, up until the 19th of
November, we had been, the 205th JDIC had been TACON to the
800th MPs for purpose of force protection. On the----

0 Was there a FRAGO assoclated with that?

EA Yes, sir, 1t was 1n the daily tactical update, and

I've provided a copy of that in the allied documents that I gave

you

L&

411 right, so there was a specific--prior to the 19th,
you naa a.ready been TACON to the 800th MP Brigade.

P Yas, sir, an the 800th--or excuse me, and I don’t know
:f I gave vou a copy of that FRAGO, sir, but there was a daily
taci.ce. Ipdate that established that relationship. ©On the
was appointed FOB commander and given TACON of the 320th
MF Batta.ior for purposes of force protection and detainee
secur.ty

v Okay, I think the exact words were “detainee
operations” were the exact wcrds of that FRAGO.

A My understanding, sir, could I see the documents,
please® I’'m pretty sure 1t was “detalnee security,” sir.

: Sure. [MAJ Taguba provides documents toc —]
Here ->s a copy of the.

) res, sir, “...are TACON tc the 205th MI Brigade for

security o>f detainees and FOB protection.”

11
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- Ckay, and FOB protection, okay The security of

detainees, and 1t was never [inaudible]...

A Yes, sir.

C And there's another version of this.

A Yes, sir.

C There’s another version of this that basically said,

“, .are TLCON tc the 205th for security, detainee--“ sorry, “for
fcrce vprctecticon anc detainee operations.” What 1t outlined for
you, security of detainees, how did that cross your mind® How
dic ycu 1nterpret that?

£ To me, sir, I interpreted that to mean, basically
vrovicinc force protectior for the detainees in the same manner
*hat 1 wa+« provicing 1t for other people on the base.
< Was that relegated tc anybody® For you to say, “I'm
prov.circ security for the detainees in the context of force
protectiorr for the entire forward coperating base, the operations
ther were separate and distinct from providing security.

k I dorn't know that they were separate and distinct, per
se, sir For exampie, part of that was provading a guard force,
somecne making sure that the MPs had sufficient resources to
guard That's why I took a personal interest in this Eagle

centract, making sure that they are interested, that that type

f thino was taken care of But certainly, it was--I did not

Q
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think that I had the responsibility for detainee operations, at
large, for example, movement of detainees, tracking deta:inees,
provicing legal services for detainees and working all that.
That stayed within the realm of the C3 and the Provost Marshal,
And ! specifically had my staff check, because as this was being
deveicpea, there were some discussions of detainee operations,
whzch :g a much larger subset to which I said, “I don’t have the
regurs:ite knowledge and/or staff to be able to execute detainee
operations,” 1n the broad sense of the word, sir.
g But then, just for a matter of clarification nere,
that during xnterrogation, during processes of conductaing
irterrogation sessions, did you understand that security of the
deta-nees also applied during that period cf time-=

L Yes, sir What we diad was we had retrained s=curity
forces who were MI whern they said that they could no loager
escort detainees. We got them trainec up and we had a group
that were subject tc the rules that I outlined to you, and they
ascorted cetalnees back anc forth In all the instances, I
witnessed they were within the rules 1 carn’t say 100 percent
that something didn’t happer, but nothing was ever brought to my
attention And, I have witnessed hundreds of cases of detalnees

being escorted back and forth by these intelligence people that

13
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I1've designated, back from the various camps, and I nevar saw

anvthing that caused me to have suspicion.

C Just another point of clarification, the security cf

derainees during interrogation procedures are under your

purview
k Yes, sir.
¢ Eut the securaity of detainees during detention

operations are under the purview of the MP unit that’s
conduct:na detentior operations.

A Yes, sir Sir, I rely on the MPs, for example, tc
execute appropriate guarding procedures, whether 1t was on the
hard site, whether 1t was at Camc Ganc: or Camp Vigilant. I
mean, thev were the subject matter experts on that and I relied
cr oneir expertlse toc do that. What I did dc was znsure they
nad guards available. We talked about the reguirements, over
the things, at our weekly mayor’'s meetings. We would bring up
issues that they had with regard to those things, and I tried to
solve them as best I could

O When did the handoff of sorts of responsibility
between security and detainees during 1nterrogation processes
and the security of detainees during detention operations, what

15 the handoff?

14
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E Sir, the handoff 1s really the FRAGC from the 18th
that I just showed you that directed me to do that, gave me

TACON ove: that whole process.

Q Let me prepare a scenario for you. At the conclusion
of an interrogation, the typical scenario 15 that the detalnee
1s ther remanded tc the custody of the MP.

B Yes, Sir

Q To return them tc their cell at the hard site or at
Vigxlant or Ganci, that at the conclusion of an interrcgation
crocedure, the detention procedure, the security of that
detairee _s the responsib:liity of that interrogator.

Nc, T mean, nc, sir. The security of the detainee at

3

that point was the responsibility of the guard force.
P P g

Normaliy

o I'm just trying tc understand----

F No, sir, I'm trying to make sure I explain this
correct.y If there were no shortages of personnel and a

m.litary policeman, and this 1s by their own field manuals,
would escort the detainee from his prison s:te where he lived to
the i1nterrogation booth and provide a force outside of the
interrogalion booth to guard, to secure the site. On around the
last week in November, the MPs announced that they no longer had

the force structure to be able to do that. So what I did was, I

15



toock some %€ Hotels, I believe they were, who were--whc I could
move, and gave them training witk the MPs on how tc guard
peopie, to walk with people, and do that sort of thing, and
assigneca them a detail of escorting detainees back and forth
Sc, the way that the system worked after that time was that the
MI soidiers, who were specially trained, would go to the site
wnere the detainee lived They would pick up the detainee and
transport that detainee to the interrogator, who would then
escor: them, At times, the way that it normally worked itself
out over time was that the interrogator would go with the
specizl persor who was supposed to be on guard and would assast
Fim as & assistant And then the person who was trained to be
2 guara would remailr outside sc tha:t we had two people

rollinc because 1 didr’t have a lot of people who could do

r

can
this ceta:l. An 1nterrogator would assist the person designated
2as & guard by going with him on the escort details and making
sure tnat they were----

v Sc¢ essentially, the interrogator has nc security

responsibiiity for that detainee

I3 Ko, sair.
¢, None at all, whatsoever,
A Doctrinally, they’'re not supposed to, and except in

the instances that I just outlined, where because of shortages
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of personnel, they were then put i1n as assistants tc dc that.
Now, the reason that we did this with the MI people 1s because
interrogazors for a period of time before we got the training of
these other guys correctly executed, they did, in fact, do
securitv, even though doctrinally, they should not have and they
were nct -rained to do 1t

¢ So 1t depends on the situation and your guidance. I
mean, everybody is short people.
A Yes, sir

¢ I mean, you're short people, but you’re augmented by
centractors. They’re short people, but they’re not getting any
helc Sc I'm just tryincg tc make a clear distinction of your
arderstanding when you say “securlty of detainees,” outside that
ccverned hy detentlon operations But you alsc mention that the
interrocalor has some semblance of security measures because in
the conauct of interrogation sessions, that typically there
three people i1nside that booth, the guard 1s outside.

F Yes, sir

] Okay, I got 1t Your 1nterrogatcrs, some are

civiilars”

A Yes, sir
. And your translators are caivilians, as well®?
E Yes, sir.

17
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" And when you took over as the FOB, were the civilians,

their credentials checked by you or, that says they understand

therr rzgnt and left limits authorazed in terms of interrogation

practices?

A Sir, the caivilian interrogators, yes. The

interpreters, I honestly couldn’t say

- I asked a couple of your civilian employees today, a
translato- and an i1nterrogator, whether they understood that
since thev are empioyees of the United States Government in the
Unitec States military forces, of their status under the Geneva
Cecnvention should they be retained, detained, killed, wounded by
Anti-Cosi_tior Forces Anc they stipulated that they didn’t
exactly Kknow what their status tc be Were they given the
treivinc rhat you know of that says, this guy 1s interrogating
lreg. aetalinees, that concelvably, because of ocur combat
envirernment here, they could conceivably also be captured or
detained by Anti-Coalition Forces. Do vou know 1f they were
giver any instructicns on the Geneva Convention”?

. Cn their status, sir, or the detainees’ status”

C On their status and on their understanding of the
Geneva Ccrvention as to relate to their job and as 1t relates to

the detainee, as 1t relates tc their responsibility whereby they

snould be aware of the basic fundamentals of the Geneva
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Convention, that they could be charged as a war criminal if they

violate that?

B cir, 1 did not have the program to do that. I don't
know whether----

0 Does your lawyer know that? Did he help you? That if
you have « civilian contractor conducting interrogation
operations, a collection of information, a collect-on of
inte_l1gence, sensitive of this information might be of what

their status could be, that regardless of whether they’re a

civiiizar or not, that they still could be culpable to violations

cf the Geneva Convention®
L Sir, I aor't know that we ever told them that, per se,

I do believe that the civilian employees, at least the ones that

L)

workes witn, were aware of the standards of conduct with
regarc to detainees, I never personally told them nor diad 1
have aZny lraining program 1n place to provide the information
that you. 1ust gave them. They walked through the same training
program that the regular interrogators did that said “this 1is
the right and left limats for interrogations " They were
required t.o read, when General Sanchez published them and they
were publ_shed on the bulletin board as I showed you, the
dignity and respect memos. And those were the, I believe that

they went through the same training and signed the same memos

19



that our interrogators did, which were in line with the Geneva
Convention Sc with regards to that, I believe that they knew
the right and left limits of interrogat:ions. But I certainly
never did brief them on their status with regard to the
spec.fics of their status with regard to being combatants, nor
did I tel. them that they were subject to being held accountable
as war cr_minals 1f they violated that

Q Now, they’re typically classified as noncombatants,
kEu: threy could be construec as collaborating with the milaitary
forces 1rn the performance of their duty to whach they are
contracted for

i Yes, s1ir

Q Did you also know that, perhaps, at least that we know
cf, that one of your translators does not evan have a security
clearance that he 1s perfcrming duties of collection and
gatherino and interpretation of sensitive information?

L Mo, sar When the interpreters came to us from a
Titar confract that was run out here at CJTF-7, my understanding
15 tnat when we received those interpreters, they came with a
secret clearance.

% Well, I advise you now that you're no longer the FOB
commanaer, that at least one of them is still pending a securlty

clearance And I will advise you that that one particular
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individuai 1s working on a special project of a highly sensitive
nature whereby he’s collecting intelligence information to which
he may no'. have access to And I also mention that to the
interrogators. So I strongly recommend that 1f you have any of
those personnel, that I strongly recommend to you that you
change 1t Because then you may be viclating another set of
circumstances called the protection of security information, and
I don’'t know :f you advised that to GeneralWjjiifjh or not.

A I will certainiy need to talk tc her about that, sir,
because we, as I saiqa, we relied on the personnel who came down
there were to have secur:ty clearances. The contracting officer
was nere at the CJTF-7 And so when they were assigned to me, I
made the assumption that they dic¢. None of the interpreters
ever came with their--I fcraget the form number, sir, their
secur_ty clearance form But—-~--

¢ Bur they came with a packet I assume they came with

some sort of & personnel packet intrcducing them as a matter of

recora
A Yes, sir
C What they were hired to do, who they were assigned to,

and some sort of a background check of some sort.
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A Yes, sir, and that would be monitored by the Titan
Corporaticn representative here, and I‘ll certainly look into

~hat when we break.

- I strongly suggest you do that.
L Yes, s1r

C Interrogation sites

L. Yes, sir.

Where, tc your understanding, are those authorized

L

sites te De?

L There are three general places, sir, that we allow
interrogaticns to be conducted at. There 1s the steel site,
whicr 15 over by Camp Vicilant areas, the site they call Site
Wood, whiuvh 15 over across the way from the hard site. And then

ccasiona.cly, they would dc interrogations in the facility,

O

e.f, ir tne hard site facility 1tself in the corner, 1n the

L]
rT
in

back And then, from tfime to time, they would do it i1n a shower
area Ln the hard site.

G n the harcd site, those were the authorized sites that
vou know oI,

A Yes, sir.

< Recall, 1f you can, at a time where the use of dogs

were utilized inside the hard site. And specifically, a

23 mho was a canine dog handler, who reportedly
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made 1n his statement where he was 1nstructed tc go intc the
hard site for the purpose of an interview. And he made a
comment and turned to you, since you just happened to be 1n the
proximi:ty from where he was, proximity, of course, 1s the
vicinity of the hard site When he got this set of instructions
fromr someocne, he turned to you and he asked you, “Is 1t okay for
me to use the dogs i1n the hard site in the interview of
ceta:nees?” Do you recall that?

& Mc, sir, I do not. I recall an instance where I spoke
to a dog handler It was 1n the courtyard of Camp Vigilant
And we haut & discussionh about the dogs, and I said, I may have
salc, "I don't recall,” but we had a discussion and we talked a
-.ttle b2+ abour dogs anc that they could be used in

ircerrogationeg relatlve to this memerandum., But I don’t recall

r1
(D

getiting nto any specifics of how or when And I don't recall
ever tnat instance.

G Authority to use dogs for interviews or interrogation?®

A Well, sir, other than in the way that i1t’'s laid out in
the memorandum that you have right there, no, sir.

0 Do you know how many dogs, working military dogs are
1n the FOB under the control of the MP unit®

A Sir, I believe that there were at one time, I think

there were five. There was three Navy working dogs and two Army
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working dogs. The only discussion that I have ever hac relative
tc those dogs was on two occaslions. One time, I talked to the
Navy head and talked to him about bomb sniffing and working with
the guards. And I dad talk to some of my interrogation section
ieaders about using dogs, and they were talking about how they
woulc set 1t up. And I said, “If you’'re going to use them in a
roxt  w.tl' 1lnterrogations as darected by the CG, they have tc be
TUzZS et 2nd those are the oniy--those are the only times that
1 can recall discussing dogs

G Are you aware that on or about the 24th of November at
the t:me of the riot at Ganci, and also subsequent to the
snoovr:ng -hat occurred in Tier One A, second floor, and when the
IRT was called to action and of course, associated to the IRF
wWEE the live military working dogs, that a team of
interrogators, who we were toid were civilians, wearing cavilian
cilothes, and also an interpreter, entered the cell of the
individua., the shooter, or someone associated with the shooter,
where dogs were called to either i1ntimidate or cause fear or

stress or that particuiar detainee” Were you made aware of

f2 No, sir. What I was aware of on that night was that,
and wnat 1 witnessed, was the use of dogs. I witnessed the use

ci dogs as they were being used in a security role, not for
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interrogations. As they were doing so, they were going 1in and
sniffing, looking for weapons and things like that in the cells.

Anc as they were shaking down some of the Iraqi police, I
witnessed dogs being used on the other side in a--they were not
muzzied, Lhey were barking in an effort to control these
pctentzal suspects as they were being inspected by military
police to make sure that they didn’t have any weapons. The
spec:fi1c event that you just described I was unaware of I do
know that — along with several other people, I
gorn't know whe they were, went into the cell, went after the
guy As [ understood, there were some civilian interpreters, as
we.. as some other guys, went into the cell. 1 became aware of
that during a different 15-6 And what my guidance was 1s that
that would pe--only the IRF would go in and participate in such
actions and that that was inappropriate,

g Did they make an identification cf who the two
civ.liian interrogators were®

A Sir, the only--as I said, the details of this were

brought t»n my attention during the out brief w1th_

20 -ased on a 15-6, and he dic not identify who those

21

22

23

peop.e wecre. We both agreed that i1t would be more appropraiate,
and I ta.<ed to the MPs about that, as well, that the IRF

respond to such thangs and that we not form our own. Although
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thev had good intelligence and good intentions, that they not

form the:r- own formation and go in there and do that, but that

we Use established procedures

Q The rationale was because the dog handler that was
1nvclived 1n that particular incident did substantiate the fact
that the 1nterpreter was there and did indicate the fact that
there were two civilian military interrogators in there, despite
the outcome of the 15-6. BAnd 1f that would be the case and 1if
that was brought to your attention, did you subsequently go back
tc vour 1nterrogators to remind them whether he was suspected,
alleged, substantiated or even perceived, that the use of
mi.-zary aogs for interroge::ve purposes, not for searches are
t¢ be ir wviolation of this particular policy”

z I certainly would have, sir, nad that been brought to
try atterc.on This 1s the first--as I said, the first heard
trat there was an i1nterrogation done with regard to that And
that 1s & first heard for me

¢ Okay, fair enough. Al: right, the use of military
dogs, ar vou have stipulated, could be used for 1nterrogation,
provzdec *trey’'re muzzled. They have to have a muzzle on during
interrocation.

F Yes, sir.
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G. If that would be the case then, why would you want to
use dogs Zor interrogative purposes”? What's the purpose of the
military dog?

A Sir, the purpose of the dog would be, and again, 1t 1s
a--and I think that’'s one of the reasons that, as you look at
the cogs, that they're not used very much in interrogations.

And we discussed this on several occasions and the interpreters-
-0r the 1nterrogators have brought to my attention that, “Well,
1t’s neot very intimidataing 1f they’re muzzled.” And my response
to thet was, “"Well, then dor’t use them. Find another way.” We
went 1n w.th the request The paper came back saying they had

o be muz:led That’'s the standard and thatfs the-—--

rt

5 Who cdid request that to”®

A It was on a liast of--thz draft prior to this, was a
iist c¢f numerous things that were on there, that we put on. I
couldr': recali the draft, sir. I think we ended up with about
A throuar F or 5 of things that we could do during the original
draf:t that we sent forth to the SJA. There was many more things

on that that we requested.

G When you made that list, did your own SJA approve of
the list-”
A Yes, sair.
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0 And you understood that that was competent legal

advice”
kA Yes, sir.
C That 1t was not prohibited under the context of the

Geneva Convention?

A Yes, S1ir,

0 The use of force tc coerce, to intimidate, to cause
fear, tha! sort of thing~

A ¥es, sir.

9] Ana based on that remark, let me read to you now a
qucte frcr the Geneva Conventlon It says "Prascners of war to
whicn, elsc the category of cavilian detainees and detainees,

are corstantly to be protected, particularly against acts of

viclerce or intimidation and against insults and public

"

Curicsity
" Yes, sair.
o Lid that fall, did the use of dogs fall outside of

that particular statement, do you thank?

L. Sir, I'1ll be honest, I never really--1I did not
personally look at that wiath regard to the Geneva Convention.
It was a technique that I had discussed with General Miller when
he was here, 1In the execution of interrogations and the

interrogation business, 1in general, we are trying to get
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information from people. We have tc create an environment not
toc permanently damage them or psycheclogically abuse them, but we
have to assert control and get detailnees 1nto a position where
they’'re w_1lling to talk to us That was a technique that was
addressed We put 1t forth 1n a document.

o What did General- with that technigue?®

3 Sir, I honestly don’t recall the specifics of what we
discussed He said that they used military working dogs, and
that they were effective in setting the atmosphere for whach,
you khow, you could get information. Certainly using the dogs,
okay, :n the bocth with or without a muzzle, they would have
beer _ezcshed, and it would never be my intent that the dog be
a_lowed to bite or 1n any way touch a detainee or anybody else,
whicn 1& why the report that you just gave surprised me.

¢ Were you aware of the use of two Army milaitary working
dogs that were called in for a search, gaven that kind of
intent, no: to be used for a search, but used for another
purpose, cilied “photo opportunity,” which the two guards
verpetrated a situation where they took the detainee cut of his
cell, str_pped him of his clothing, cuffed him, made him lie on
the floor And 1n that particular context, somehow both dogs

were released and attacked the detainee. Are you familiar with-
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A, No, sir, I am not.
C And 1 make that remark only because the interrogation
rules of engagement typify or at least outline the use of the

presence of military dogs, must have the express approval, ii
I'm not m.staken, of General Sanchez, for which I’1ll read to
you, "“Presence of military working dogs require CG's approval.”
Iz d.dr’t say where It didn’t say “muzzled.” It Jjust
basically said, “Presence of military working dogs....” Was

this ther & revised 1nterrogation rules of engagement after

ganuary o! 1s this the one that followed the same context of the

Cctober 2003 memo® Do you recall”

*, I don’t recall I don’'t believe that this-~this

I =

el
0]

was based on the memorancdum I believe that we had the CG’s
avpreoval tc use dogs as .ong as, based or this memorandum, as
igng és they were muzzled And that 1s the instructions that I
gave te my people I dor’t necessar:ily--and this was with
regards, specifically, tc interrogations and was not further
dissemimated.

- Because--look underneath here that basically
incdicated--let me put my glasses on, 1t's in fine print, that
basically said, “The use c¢f the techniques are subject to the
general szfeguards as provided as well as specific guidance

1mplemented by the 205th M1 Commander, FM 34-52, and Commanding
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General CJTF-7" 1 believe that to be very directive, and you
nad indicated that these rules of engagement were provided,
priefed, :nstructed, posted somewhere, where all members of your

lhterrogating team understood the intent with regards to this

rule,
A Yes, sir,
Q Rnd you said that they signed a memo stipulating that.
E Yes, sir.
¢ Dc you think you may have a copy of, or file copies of

those :rterrogators signing, that they understood the provisions
cf the 1rierrogation rules of engagement®

B Si1ir, if they were available, they would be down in the
files at the Abu Ghraib I don't have anything personally with
me, he, ST

G Because those interrogators are still there, with the
exceptior of those that departed Is that correct?

A Yes, S1r.

¢ That’s probably what we need to check on, to make sure
that there’s a understanding That raticnale that you had,
Cclonel Pappas, the detainee abuses or the detainee
maltreatment, 15 not only prevalent--not prevalent, I should
say, could be caused under the detention operations, under the

direct purview of the MPs, but in the context of our interview
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so far, we determined that interrogators are alsc susceptible tc
causing an understanding on an environment to be interpreted as
detainee abuses 1f they're not clearly understcood with regards
to the ut.lization of dogs or to the further explanation of what
an 1nterrogation plan 1s supposed to i1ndicate of whether it’s
for 1solation, segregation, sleep management plan, or any
deprivation of liberties.

A Yes, sir.

0] That 1s 1n fact, would be related to detainee abuses
that 1r some instances have been documented as allegedly what
reppened Okay, do you have anything you want to add?

A Nc, sir
[Colone’ Pappas was duly warned and departed the 1interview area.
The interview paused at 1714, 12 Cebruary 2004 and continued at
~7Z24, 12 Tebruary 2004.1

¢ ...that one of them included the use of military
workirng dogs, and that your SJA reviewed and approved of your
recommendation up through the chain.

M Yes, sir.

0 Again, please, could you tell me who you submitted
thls request to, since you were still OPCON to the 800th MP at

that time?
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S1r, we were not OPCON to the B00th MP. We were to

N

TACON tc¢ the 800th----

0 I'm sorry, you were TACON, okay.

- ----for force protection, only. And so, I submitted
that cirectly through my 533 to (SR e corr-7 soa.

< And in their mind, those techniques were not approved

or appreved?

& S1r, there were actually two memos that came out. The
one that you have a copy of 1s the one that I have a copy of
There was a previous one that had some additional technigues on
ther that came down, that was later rescinded. And that
prov.aec some additional technigues that were on there. It was
st1l. gcing through the staffing process with Central Commandg,
anc I trink Central Command expressed some concerns about some
of the aacditional techniques And 1t was a minute document that
you have # copy of, that I provided te you. And the thing that
I dorn’t have a copy of 1s I sent a forwarding order to the JDIC
tell:irg them to implement the 1nstructions as of the 11 October
document that you have.

¢ The approved----

E Yes, sir.

And those were given----

M
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The first document, sir, my understanding was when it

first came down was also approved. So we operated for a time

under those provisions.

¢

Was that approval, did that approva. come from CENTCOM

cr did that approval come from CIJTF-~--

A

v

A

Q
1t before

A

J

A

2
memo that

A

No, 1t came from the CJTF-7, sir.

And who signed that memo?

General Sanchez, sir.

Dicd you know the time period of that submission? Was
December or after December”

I+ was before the October rescission.

Before that memo there?

Yes, Ssir.

And subsequently, vou mentioned there was a subsequent

added other technigques----

Mo, sir. It was prior to that, and then the document

that 1 gave you 15 the one that we've been operating under since

the 1lth

Q.

A.

GC.

nf October

Who 15 your SJA”

Okay, — What was his background?

Do you know? Legal administrator? Criminal?
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E Si1r, I know that he has had some background in

criminal _aw, in terms of being a--prosecution. I don’t know,
think he had some administrative time, and I don’t know his
backgrourd in OPLAW.

Q All right, that's fair. 1Is he still with you”?

A Yes, sir.

Q Whc drafted and approved the ROE subseguent, you
mentioned General Sanchez did that” You drafted it, you
submitted :t, reviewed by_ and subseguently
aporoveg by General Sanchez®

L S1r, we workecd the staff action together with the S5JA
and subrmittecd :t to General Sanchez

0 Were there any other submissions or new techniques or

recommended techniques after the first one”

2 Not that I'm aware of, sir

c So no emails or anything cf that nature, sir”?

A Not that I'm aware of, si1r

o Anc again, were any cf these approved technigues

approved interrogation rules of engagement® Was there any

attempt on one part to share that with the MP Battalion

Commande: that was under your purview or given a copy of to

Genera. Karpinski’s staff”
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E 81r, 1 did not give that to the MP Battalion on the

ground, 1 did not.

C Should you have®

A I should have, yes, sir.

Q In 34-15--1'm sorry, in FM 34-52, is 1t doctrinal
there or anywhere found in there tc utilize milatary dogs 1in
interrogallion practices®

B Sir, I don't--I can’t recall. I don’t think so, but 1
couldr’'t honestly say without having the manual in front of me.

v I see, so what you're really going by 1s another idea

nct necessarily contained doctrinally in 34-52 or anyplace else,

E As 1 expressed, sir, that particular i1dea came from
Guantanamo Bay and my discussions durin¢ the General Miller
visit For the most part, those techniques that you see on that

memc are all relative out of 34-52

c A1l those except----

A I don’t believe that military working dogs was 1n
there

¢ You said you held prisor meetings, how often did yov
do that”

A Sir, we held mayor’s meetings with all of the

component commanders on the base once a week.
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C Once a week?

b Yes, sir.

Q. S0, all the commanders or their representatives were
there”

A Yes, sir,

Q Did you keep minutes of those meetings?

3 Nc, sir. I'm sure that we can probably--well, I don't

want Lo Sdy thais. 1 did not keep minutes of those meetings,
Sir I m.gnht be able to go back and get you copies of the
criefings I den’'t know how far they would gc back.

¢ Once again, further clarity, prior to you taking over
ke Abu Chraib FOB, you indicatec that you had already been

TACON 1o the 800th MF Brigade

k Yes, sir.

c Wher was that effective?

A S5ir, I don’t recall

G Give me a window, like May, June, July~®
4 Sar, 1t would have been sometime in the

September.,/October timeframe.

< And you were again, your headgquarters was not even

located Abu Ghraib.

A That 1s correct, sir,
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N And then, sometime around the 19th of November, you
receivec :nstructions whereby appointing you to be the Forward
Operating base Commander of Abu Ghraib.

i Yes, sir

0 And you still remained TACON to the 800th MP?

L Mo, sir. At that poant 1n taime, the relationship was
changed and the 320th MP Battalion was made TACON to me for
force nrotection.

G For force protection, but you no longer had command

relaticrs with the 800th MPE.

€i1r, the only relationship that I ever had with that--

I

mv ur:t ascigned there, the JDIC, ever had with the 800th MP was
TACON for the purposes of Iorce pratection at Abu Ghraib.

I'm just trying to establish here some timelines.

»o

P Yes, sS1r

¢ You mentioned you were TACON to the 800th.

My operaticn at Abu Ghraikb, yes, sir.

T

¢ But you were TACON before that to the 800th.

k The operation that I had at Abu Ghraib was TACON to
the 800th,

C Ckay, let me back up. Maybe I'm not phrasing the
qguestion properly. Before Abu Ghraib, before 19 November, were

you TACON to the 800th MPs~?
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IS The Brigade, at large, sir”

g You, right.

Ak My understanding, no, Sir.

C Okay, sc there was never any command relationship with
your Brigade tc that of the BOOth MP prior to the 19th of
November

I3 Sir, I would have toc go back and look at the FRAGOs.

I understood that my forces that were assigned to Abu Ghraib----

Q No, tc you. You, as the Commander of the 205th.

A Nc, nc, sir. 1 was never personally under the 800th
M? Brigaae
s None cf your elements were ever associated prior to

w

ne _4Yt+, 19 November and crevicus, dicd you or any elements of

rt

your Brigade, TACON, OPCON, attached, assigned to the 800th MP
Batta.i1on

L Those elements that were stationed an Abu Ghraib, and
there were elements of my unit stationed on Abu Ghraib from
approx.mately September on, various elements were TACON to the
800trn MPs for purposes of the specific task of force protection.

Q Okay, and that included the 519%th, the 165th, all
those folls.

& Yes, si1r, the 165th would have fallen under---would

have bee~ the 519th and those soldiers associated, 1t was a
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myriac o! people associated with the joint interrogation ana
debr:eiinqg site.
C. OCkay. Sc on the 19th of November, you got a FRAGO

thar appo_nted you Commander of Forward Operating Base Abu

Ghra:p
A Yes, sir
C For the purpose of security of detainees, as you

understand 1t, for the purpose of base operations.

Force protectlion, yes, S1r.

T

¢ Di1d that include, did you understand under the content
of that FRAGC, that that included conducting improvements tc the
gtia_.:tyv o* i.fe there? Dic you understand that to be anything
e.se pbevanc securlty of detainees anc force protection”

pe Weli, I took on that role, sair. I mean, working with
everybocy, We wanted to improve the guality of life as the
Commarnider ci the FOB, although 1t was not a specified task in
the oraer I worked with the 320th MF Battalion. I brought in
the 1€5th to help me with security. And we attempted to lay
down & plar that would increase the guality of life for soldiers
dowr there 1n terms of engineering support, and I did that with
the ccgrizance of the Deputy Commanding General, Major General

Wojdakows),
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C What about the tactical late, namely Alpha, lst of the
505th” What was your relationship with them®

A Sir, we did not have an official command rélathHShlp.
They occupied space I worked with their Battalion Commander in
cocrdinat.ng the operations that were ongoing. I tried to
facil:tate their operaticns, but I did not have a specific
commard relationship with them., They remained under the direct
corzro. <! the:r Batlalicn Commander

G Your understanding¢ that those units in the FOB, your
perimeter, were TACON to you

8 %1r, the 320th MP Battalion was TRCON to me. The
2575z RRIOC was actually attached to me and there was an order
speciiyina that or the 11t ¢f January, I believe. And the
guartermaster unit, I mean, that was never specified in any

crdez, but they did what we askec them tc¢ do

G Did — at any time, ask you for

c.arzi.ca!lon on what his TACON relationship was with you?

p3 No, s1r, we never dlscussed that, no, sir.

C Did you assume that he understood what TACON meant?

3 Yes, sir.

Q Was there any specific instructions relative to TACON?
A Nec, sar.
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C What did you understanc TACON of these elements tc you
meant”

A S1r, that I would take responsibility for essentially
the secur_ty of the base. We published a base defense plan that
he would participate with us 1n developing the mayor’s weekly
meetings rthat he did, developing preojects and guality of life
enhancements fcr the soldier on the installation, and that they
woulid con=tinude to, you know, 1f I could help him on something,
tha:t they would dc that, that they could come to me and I would
try to heip them as best that I could

C 5S¢ you understood, based on vour previous remark, that

Fe was TACON tc you, that includes the security of detainees.

& Yesg, s1r

G Less those that are clearly speclfied as detainee
operations

A Yes, sir,

w That was his sole responsibility

A He was, to include Genera. Wojdakowski, sir, they were

the warden of--the prison warden for the installation., S¢ I----

] That included the----
A It i1ncluded Ganci, Vigilant, the hard site---—-
o Okay
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k It remainec under their cognizance. They were
responsib.e for reporting through the nationa. detalinee
reportinc system. They were responsible for proviading guards.
They were responsible for transperting people. They were
responsible for care and feeding If they asked me for some
help with that, I attemptec tc help them, running a contract.
They were running out of meney. I went to the Carve and worked
with therm or doing that. They talked to me about not having
sufficier: gquards to guard the facility. 1 worked a contract
withk Eag.= Contracting, s-r, but that remained withian their
pUCV1ew I -ust felt I was obligated to help them with that if
coueld

g Sc 1r that regard then, what did you see as the
retations of your :interrcaating team for the purpcse of
coilectiny 1nformation anc ntelligence relative to that of
detentlion operations.

a 51r, we were g supported unit

o] Tc collect, so you don’t see yourself both as a
supporting or a supported unit®

A Sir, you're asking what I thought the relationship
was® 1 believe that we were, wlth regard to interrogations,

that the interrogators were a supported unit. As I stated, when

they brought things tc my attention that they needed help with,
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-, as w~ell, trying tc

T

I attempted tc use my resources and my influence, what little I
had with the CJTF staff to help them get what they needed. When
they came ana sald they didn’t have sufficient guard forces, one
cf the reasons 1 brought ir the 165th was that they manned all
the towers. I had some free people and so I was able tc work
that wzth _o come 1n and pull security. When we
were aple tc free up some LRS teams to help with counter-mortar
and worh, and 1t was just working with Alpha 1lst of the 504th

So we tri=d our best to increase the force protection posture of
the 1nstallation. As ycu know, sir, We were short personnel,
anc 1t was not a perfect or .deal situation we were working at
the very =nd, and I passec¢ this on to Colonel -and General

et some sort of counter-fire

[fe]

cacAapility out there from ¢ force protection standpoint to help
Us witn tne mortar problems

o You mentionec that you at least made one attempt with
General Karpinski to recommend tc her that the MPs be rolled up

1n your coperation.

A Yes, s1r, just the MPs, cell block One A, and those
MPs that were, at that time, providing escort back and forth to

the detainees
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C And you didn’t want to have anything to do with
interrogation or any of those detainees that were being
interviewed or interrogated at Gancl or Vigilant?

E Sir, I didn’t want to control the guard forces, no,
s1r. I cidn’t think i1t was--at Camp Ganci, sir, of course, most
of the detainees, all but a few hundred, are not of intelligence
value And sc, we would have no interest there. At Camp
Vigilant, 1n retrospect, as you asked that guestion, sir, I
never thought of 1t that way. It probably would have been
he.piul to¢ do that, but my 1ntentien was that those working in
ceil bleocl One A and the escorts going back and forth would be

che only ones that----

. You wantec tc .im:t 1t to that area.
4 Yes, sir.
Q And of course, tine response from General Karpinsk:i was

pasically, “No, because I’m short pecople, this and that.”

E Yes, si1r, and I know that--yes, sir, basically, “No,”
yes, sir

MG Taguba: Okay, well, that completes at least the
additional comments that we have.

—was duly warnec, and the interview terminated at

1744, 12 February 2004.}
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On 19 February 2004, a team of officers, directed by Major General Antonio Taguba.
conducted the following nterview Major General Taguba was apponted as an
investigating Officer under the provisions of Army Regulation 15-6, by Lieutenant
General David D McK1ernan, Commanding General of the Coalition Forces Land
Compenent Command (CFLCC), to look mto allegattons of maltreatment of detarnees,
detamnee escapes and accountability lapses, at Abu Ghraib, also known as the Baghdad
Cemtral Confinement Facihty (BCCF) The panel also mquired mto tramnmg, standards,
employment, command polictes, and internal policies, concerning the detainees held at
Abu Ghanb prison  Finally, the panel looked into the command chimate and the
command and supervisory presence

The following persons were present

DCG-CFLCC, Interviewer

MG Antomo M. Taguba

This 15 the second interview of I Egon 19 FEB 04

The interview 18 summanized as follows

| beheved that ] was responsible for the Force Protection of the facility To snclude the
detainees, the soldiers, and civihans who stayed and worked at the BCCF The way that |
interpreted the orders was that 1t would be a Force Protection mission and not detainee
operations | assumed that the 320" Milnary Police Battalion was responsible for the
hard sne facility. and 1 was free from any responsibility of detainee operations

as my deputy for interrogation operations He was also responsible for the
Joint interrogation ard retention-debriefing center

I did request control of Tier [a and [b eventually Tier 1a was done eariy on to provide
segregation facilhimes for interrogation operations, the request for ib came afier the
capiure of Saddam Hussein when we had an mcrease 1n our mission to take care of those
detamees captured surrounding HVD-1  When did not make the request through BG
Karpinski we made 1t through the lraq: Bureau of Prisons, my DCO did that directly with
the lraqi's

My understanding was that the hard site except for 1a and 1b was under the direction of
the lragi Bureau of Prisons, 1t was not a coaliion operation, the 320" MP's provided
support of the Iraqi Bureau of Prisons The prisoners in Blocks 2 thru 4 were not Geneva
Conventions type detainees, they were common lraqi Cnminals Tier 1a and 1b was
exciusively under U S mulitary control up untii sometime 1n December was used for
interrogations  Tier 1b was a multi-purpose area until the lraq: Bureau of Pnsons gave us
exclusive nghts



| understood that the MP guards that worked Tier 2 thru 4, and the MP guards that
worked Tier la and 1b were from the same company 1 didn’t 1ssue a formal request, |
just spoke to BG Karpinsk: about a MP detachment to focus primanly on Tier la

| may have made an incorrect assumption, but I mterpreted that the nussion was Force
Protection, owning the ground per se, and not the requirement to do detainee operations
The reason | say this 1s because 1 did not have the expertise or the staff to accomplish

such 2 mission,

TACON doctrinally means to me hmited control over specified units for specified task 1
set the priorinies for specified task With regards to other missions that they may have to
perform 1t 1s the controlimg umit 1 came to the conclusion that 1t was a Force Protection
type mussion to make sure we did a better job of protecting the force and protecting the
detatnees | knew that the MP's were having problems with the outside security of the
facihty 1 didn’t recerve any clanfymng gndance from the CJTF staff The MP's continue
1o send reports of detainee counts and pnson status and I never entered into that business
My focus was a new gate security plan, requesting for additional civilian support, and
construction projects under a centralized authority

1 beheved the MP's to be 1n control of Ther 1a and 1b

Fads a section of the Camp Vigilant SOP of the 320™ MP Battalion dtd 10
)

It was common knowledge that- access to Tier 1a and 1b of the hard site
I know that he was working with MP's, the only one MP | know for sure 1s Sjlugan |
hnow that he and-«f SIS ould work with the MP’s 1o make sure the condrtions
were bemg set for interrogations

After the niot had been subsided, 1t had been 4 or 5 days after ] had taken control of the
FOB. and 1 was unfamihiar with ali of the procedures I had talked to the MP's about
what had happened and asked o make sure that we sent a good report to
hugher about the not  That evening arpinski called me and said, “Do you reahze
that there has been a shooting on Tier 1a” 1 hadn’t call that day to inform BG Karpinsk:
of the not,—to]d me that he reported 1t higher 1o his boss, and I lefl 1t at
that

I acwally had been informed afier the not, and I toid _hat we needed to
work on that | had not put in place appropnate command and control measures to make
sure that | was getting simultaneously reporting with those that was going to the MP
Brnigade When BG Karpinsk: called she asked me did | know what had occurred, 1 said
no ma'am | did not | went to find out what happened, I got a hold ol-nd he
explained the situation

was on the scene of the incident and he did not inform me about what had
happened He was also mnvolvec in searching the cell of the inmate who had the firearm



hidgen aw 1s not common for MI personnel to be leading a search 1t was common
tha would conduct searches without notifying the MP chain of command or
myself in December and January | worked to have him reassigned to other duties I was
famuliar that a certamn number of lraqi guards had assisted i the detamnee obtaining the
firearm We talked to the Iraqi Bureau of Prisons and the CPA about what or plans were
for questioning the traqi guards as they came through My understandmg was that the
MP's provided the guard support and my interrogators work with them tn the
interviewing of the Iraq: guards

ting chain went through the C-2 element, | don't know who rates him, he
15 not assigned to my brnigade 1 assumed he was sent down from the C-2 to f1ll the
deputy’s pnsition, or to assist with operations at Abu Graib, just as - 1s domng
now | think he was sent to fill the position of the deputy for the JIDC, 1t’s just that he
worked 1n a separate chain of supervision than [ was and he remamned a part of the C-2's
operational staff The dutes that { thought he was providing were to basically to be my
assistant and toin ogations were conducted properly The operations
nd QPR vas would have been under his direct
as assigned to my bnigade, but she was transferred out

SuUpervision

As FOB Commander I did not confron“bout the hmuts of his dutzes and

responsthilities -now works for C-2 on a special project

After the not we made a report to higher that explained the circumstances under which
the events happened, I sent the repon to higher headquarters. 1 also reported 1t through
the chain of command | didn’t discuss the duties and responsibslites of d
wrth BG Fast 1 would say an accurate description of'#s a loner who
freeiances between MP and M1, and 1 must admat that | failed in not reigning him m

The onlv background information on- 1s what he has told me He said that he
worked for the transportation secunty agency He wore the MI branch insigmia when he
was with me My understanding was that his specialty was a straight tactical mtelligence,
1f had any other specialties [ am unaware

Towards the end of December [ made my request that he be removed [ came to the
conclusion that there was a little too much freelancing, and 1 found out from

after reviewing the 15-6 how problematic 1t was with what happened onthe floor that
mght After being walked through the proper procedures Wllhﬂ: I realized that
the IRF should have done the search [ should have kno d I'am the one to

blame for that 1 did not recgmmend anv actions agamstw By the ime 1 went
through the procedures w:th_as already gone | didn’t report 1t

to BG Fast, but | should have

I know of FM 34-52 Intelhgence Interrogation. but | can’t give you details of what the
manual consists of My unit conducts interrogations and [ also have umts that are
associated with Intelligence Interrogation



MG Taguba reads an excerpt from the JIF (Jomt Interrogations and Debniefing Cell),
Chapter 8

] was the Commander of the Joint Interrogation and Debnefing Center

MG Tugaba reads from FM 101-5 on page F-2 on TACON

The onty thing 1 can say 1s that [ did not read that FM prnor to the definition I related on
what | understoed TACON to be  When | took on the mission, the way that I understood
it to be was security of detamees relative to Force Protection in the sense of I would take
on that responsibility as 1 previously described 1 briefed a misston analysis on the
specified and apphed task to my Deputy and my S-3 informally | did not convey tins
mission analysis to my subordinate umts

| was explained that the partition on the bottom floor of Ther 1a was used to block the
view of Irag: guards coming m and out of the faciity There were 2 ways to get in and
out of Tier }a and 1b Up until 24 NOV 03 the date of the incident, the backside had

been puarded by the Iraqi prison guards

On 25 DEC 03, helicopters flew over the Camps ] had received reports of a possible
uprising in conjunction with the Christmas season, so we used 1t as a tratung opportunity
and a demonstration 1o the guards and detainees that we had the ability to quickly
remnforce if there was an upnising 1 beheve the 320" MP Battalion had knowledge of the
demonstration but I did not wnform them directly I should have coordinated that with the
ORF but | probably should have BG Karpinski called me on the incident, and ] also
talked to my Battalion Commander, and 1t never happened agamn 1 behieve we did share
the information with the MP’s about the demonstration ! informed all the commanders a
Base Diefense Order that covered the Force Protection Posture for the day 1 designed in
my mind that it was a demonstration to prevent something from happening, 1 didn’t have
anything 1n my mind that 1t would be no more than a demonstratuon It should have been

a coordinated exercise

The MG 7aguba briefed &and then dismissed hum



SWORN STATEMENT
For use of this form see AR 190 45 the proponent agancy 1s ODCSOPS

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
| 11 10 USC Section 307 Title 5 USC Section 2951 E O 9397 dated November 22 1943 [SSM)

THORITY
HRJINHCIPAL PURPOSE Tu provide commanders and law entarcement officials with means by which intormation may be accuralely iaentifiez
ROUTINE USES w ju sccial security number s used as an addinonal/aliernate means o! identihcation to facuitate hling ano retneva
DISCLOSURE Jisclosure o' your social sesunity number 1s voluniary
1 LNCATIOM ’ I DATE (YYYYMMDD/ 3 TIME 14 FILE NUMBER
Victory Base, lray APO AE 09342 - 2004/02/1 1 1800 '

7 GRADE/STATUS

o T NAME MIDDLE NAME 6 SSN
: C ommp | o

B ORGAMZATION OR ADDRESS
HHD 205th Milnary {imelhgence Bngaae, APO AE 09096

| -“ WANT TO MAKE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT UNDER OATH

I was mterviewed by Major General Taguoa, an AR 13-6 Invesugaung Officer from CFLCC, on 9 February 2004 concerning
detamee operauons al CITF 7 and allegauions of deramnee abuse al Forward Operating Base (FOB) Abu Ghrair  The purpose of
this siztement 1s fu provige a written record of that conversauon by highhighting and amphfying key arcas of discussion including
conumand and vontroi the nature of detainee operauons, and the relationship berween mtethgence and miluary police at the FOB
A< a caveal the mstances of detainee abuse under mvestigauon occurred before 1 assumed command of the FOB - Thus statement
must be undersioud from that perspective

Command and Control a1 Ine FOB was a compiex itermingling of four distinct essential tasks under the command of two separate
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g STATEMENT (Connnued'
wnterrogators and analysts, develop a set of rules and hmuations 10 guide interrogations, and provide dedicated MPs 10 support of

mterropalions  As a resull of s visit the 1ask force formed a JIDC  The requirements for manning were laid out in a request for
forces (RFF) and a join! manmng document (JMD)  A)l recommendatons were mmplemented with the excepiion of dedicated MP

support
The basie ruies {or uteniogation operations are coitamned in Army Regulauon 34-52, Intertogauon Operations  The stapdards for

the conduct of interrogations are authined 1n CJTF?-CG Memorandum dated 5 October 2003, Subjeet  CITF-7 Interrogauon and
Counter-Resistance Policy (refer to enctosure 3) that were staffed with Untted States Central Command These rules provide the

left and night himats for migrrogators

Despite the articutation ot clear rules, there were two viclanions of these standards that were brought o my attention prior to my
assumption of command of the FOB and the nicident that precipuated this mvestigatton  The first of these was reported tome ty
the MPs i earty October The incident involved two female detamnees and three male meerrogators  The three soldiers accused
of detanee abuse were 1emoved from their interrogauon positons and 1 asked CID (o mvestigate because of the potential
expiosive nature of the mexdent  The investigation was unabie (o show beyond a reasonable doubt that detamnee abuse occurred
However, t did show that these interrogators failed to {ollow established procedures for interrogauon, consutuiing dereliction of
duty Each of the three soidiers involved was given punishment under Article [5 of the Umiform Code of Miluary Justice
(enclosure 8) Pumishment was imposed by me  The second instance involved a female wterrogator It was reported 10 me by
the then JIDC Deputy DIIECIO[.* 1 cannot recall the specifics of thus meident bt the mierrogator was removed
from her position as an mierrogator and remanded to GENNEGEENRor addional tramang  Long after the fact, ] was made aware
of some addional allepations of abuse in an ICRC report (enclosure 9) These allegations track closely with some of the
allegations brougit t¢ mv attention by CID 1n January

Afler the first allegations of abuse the leadership al the JIDC decided to implement a more aggressive policy of ensunng that
their personnel were aware of all the limitatons surrounding mierrogation operations  All soldiers who conduct interrogayons are
required 10 510 2 memorandum that they understand the rules and agree to abude by them A blank copy of the agreement is
avided (enclosurz 10)  Addinionally, prior to starung work at the mterrogaunon facility each person assigned undergoes tramning
familianze them wath the facility and operations at Abu Ghraib  This traimng 1s conducted by the section leader A copy of
the traning shdes 1s provided as well {enclosure 11) Finally, to have a reminder of the mierrogation rules of engagement (I1ROE)
as well as othet impontant wmformation the JIDC created a wall with a blow up of the JROE and applicable memorandums signed
by LTG Sanchez  Every person enteting the JIDC passes by these ntems as they enter and leave the JIDC facitity  Pictures of the
wal! are provided tencinsure 12)

The comple~ and someinncs contusing command and control 1mhesent m detaigee operations makes the mier-relanonships among
organizations extremely important anu contenijous Despite a genne commaiment on the part of semors at brigade-level to mahe
the relanonsiun work there were several areas of triction berween 320th MF Bo and the JIDC  There were sipmficam
differences 1n siandards betweer the two umils 1n major areas, such as allowing local nationals to Jive in the billets, umform
standards and the saluting policy

Iy Loichusion 1 response 10 a sequest of the investigating officer | would make two recommendations as a result of my
expenence and the incdents that occurred  First, ensure that MPs supporting the interrogation mussion are eieached o the JIDC
5o thev can be bener sensi:zed 10 1he rules of mnterrogattons and provide additional value added to the wterroganon process
Second if the desire of the sk force 15 1o put detatnes operattons uader the purview of one commander at Abu Ghrach thar
commander must have fnuung m delenlion operations interrogation operations. and detainee retease procedures The command
relancnsho between the FOB conunander and subordintate units shoutd be QPCON, the officer should not have addiional
u::?lmjand rESpOHSIhIhHrEi and the tevel of Eesponsmlluy probably necessitates a General Officer NOTHING FOLLOWS /i1ititii
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STATOMENT O —_______ TAKEN a7 Viclory Base, trag  patep _2004/02/11

v SIATEMENT  wJoannmued!
NOTHING Fi) LOWS —

pd
AFFIDAVIT
Q HAVE READ OR HAVE HAD READ TC ME THIS STATEMENTY
WHICH BEGINS ON PAGE i AND ENDS ON PAGE__ X | FULLY UNDERSTAND THE CONTENTS OF THE ENTIRE STATEMENT MADE
BY M2 THE STATEMENT IS TRUE | HAVE INITIALED ALL CORRECTIONS AND HAVE INITIALED THE BOTTOM OF EACH PAGE

1 HAVE MADE THIS STATEMENT FREELY WITHOUT HOPE OF BENEFIT OR REWARD, WITHOUT

CONTAINING THE STATEMENT
THAEA™ OF PUNISHMENT AND WITHOUT COERCION UNLAWFUL INFLUENCE OR UNLAWFUL INDUCEMENT

{Signature of Person Ma;t‘mg Srarament)
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