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(U) AR 15-6 Investigation of the
Abu Ghraib Detention Facility
and 205th MI Brigade

1.  (U) Executive Summary
a. (U) Appointment, Charter and Investigative Activity

(1) (U) On 24 June 2004, Acting Secretary of the Army R. L. Brownlee notified me that
I was selected to serve as the Senior Investigating Officer in the investigation of the 205th
Military Intelligence Brigade. GEN Paul Kemn was the appointing authority and in a
memorandum, dated 25 June 2004, formally designated me Senior Investigating Officer. MG
George Fay, who had been investigating the 205th MI BDE since his appointment by LTG
Ricardo Sanchez on 31 March 2004, would continue as an investigating officer. Without
reinvestigating areas reviewed by MG Fay, I was specifically directed to focus on whether
organizations or personnel higher than the 205th Military Intelligence (MI) Brigade chain of
command, or events and circumstances outside of the 205th MI Brigade, were invoived, directly
or indirectly, in the questionable activities regarding alleged detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib
prison.

{2) -(U) During the course of my investigation, interviewed LTG Ricarde Sanchez, the
Commander of Combined Joint Task Force-7 (CJTF-7)' during the period under investigation,
and the senior intelligence officer on his staff, MG Barbara Fast (the “C2). In addition, I
reviewed witness statements that MG Fay’ s investigation team had collected; assessment and
investigation reports written by MG Geoffrey Miller, MG Donald Ryder, MG Antonio Taguba
and the Department of the Army Inspector General (DAIG); and other written materials
including relevant Jaw, doctrine, organizational documents, policy, directives, and U.S. Central
 Command (CENTCOM) and CITF-7 operational orders (OPORDS) and fragmentary orders
(FRAGOs).

b. (U) Background and Operational Environment

(1) (U) The events at Abu Ghraib cannot be understood in a vacuum. Three interrelated
aspects of the operational environment played important roles in the abuses that occurred at Abu
Ghraib. First, from the time V Corps transitioned to become CJTF-7, and throughout the period
under investigation, it was not resourced adequately to accomplish the missions of the CITF:
stability and support operations (SASQ) and support to the Coalition Provisional Authority
(CPA). The CJTF-7 headquarters lacked adequate personnel and equipment. In addition, the
military police and military intelligence units at Abu Ghraib were severely under-resourced.
Second, providing support to the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA} required greater
resources than envisioned in operational plans. Third, operational plans envisioned that CJTF-7
would execute SASO and provide support to the CPA in a relatively nen-hostile environment. In
fact, opposition was robust and hostilities continued throughout the period under investigation.
Therefore, CJTF-7 had to conduct tactical counter-insurgency operations, while aiso executing
its planned missions.

1 CITF-7 was the higher headquarters to which the 205th MI Brigade reported.
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(2) (U) These three circumstances delayed establishment of an intelligence architecture
and degraded the ability of the CITF-7 staff to execute its assigned tasks, including oversight of
interrogation and detention operations at Abu Ghraib.

(3) (U) When hostilities were declared over, U.S. forces had control of only 600 Enemy
" Prisoners of War (EPWSs) and Iraqi criminals. In the fail of 2003, the number of detainees rose
exponentially due to tactical operations to capture counter-insurgents dangerous to U.S. forces
and Iragi civilians. At this time, the CJTF-7 commander believed he had no choice but to use
Abu Ghraib as the central detention facility.

c. (U) Abuse at Abu Ghraib

(1) (U) Clearly abuses occurred at the prison at Abu Ghraib. For purposes of this report,
I defined abuse as treatment of detainees that violated U.S. criminal law or international law or
treatment that was inhumane or coercive without lawful justification. Whether the Soldier or
contractor knew, at the time of the acts, that the conduct violated any law or standard, is not an
clement of the definition. MG Fay’s portion of this report describes the particular abuses in
detail.

(2) . (U) I found that no single, or simple, explanation exists for why some of the Abu
Ghraib abuses occurred. For clarity of analysis, my assessment divides abuses at Abu Ghraib into
two different types of improper conduct: First, intentional violent or sexual abuses and, second,
actions taken based on misinterpretations of or confusion about law or policy.

(3) (U) Intentional violent or sexual abuses include acts causing bodily harm using
unlawful force as well as sexual offenses including, but not limited to rape, sodomy and indecent
assault. No Soldier or contractor believed that these abuses were permitted by any policy or
guidance. If proven, these actions would be criminal acts. The primary causes of the violent and
sexual abuses were relatively straight-forward _individual criminat misconduct, clearly in
-violation of law, policy, and doctrine and contrary to Army values.

(4) (U) Incidents in the second category resulted from misinterpretations of law or
policy or resulted from confuston about what interrogation techniques were permitted. These
latter abuses include some cases of clothing removal (without any touching) and some uses of
dogs in interrogations (uses without physical contact or extreme fear). Some of these incidents
may have violated international law. At the time the Soldiers or contractors committed the acts,
however, some of them may have honestly believed the techniques were condoned. '

d. (U) Major Findings

(1) (U) The chain of command directly above the 205th MI Brigade was not directly
involved in the abuses at Abu Ghraib. However, policy memoranda promulgated by the CJTF-7
Commander led indirectly to some of the non-violent and non-sexual abuses. In addition, the
; CJTF-7 Commander and Deputy Commander failed to ensure proper staff oversight of detention
: _ and interrogation operations. Finally, CJTF-7 staff elements reacted inadequately to carlier
indications and warnings that problems existed at Abu Ghraib.
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Command and staff actions and inaction must be understood in the context of the
operational environment discussed above. In light of the operational environment, and CITF-7
staff and subordinate unit’s under-resourcing and increased missions, the CITF-7 Commander
had to prioritize efforts. CJTF-7 devoted its resources to fighting the counter-insurgency and
supporting the CPA, thereby saving Coalition and civilian Iraqi lives and assisting in the
transition to Iraqi self-rule. I find that the CJTF-7 Comumander and staff performed above
expectations, in the over-all scheme of OIF.

(2) (U) Most, though not all, of the violent or sexual abuses occurred separately from
scheduled interrogations and did not focus on persons held for intelligence purposes. No policy,
directive or doctrine directly or indirectly cansed violent or sexual abuse. Soldiers knew they
were violating the approved techniques and procedures. '

(3) (U) Confusion about what interrogation techniques were authorized resulted from
the proliferation of guidance and information from other theaters of operation; individual
interrogator experiences in other theaters; and, the failure to distinguish between interrogation
operations in other theaters and Iraq. This confusion contributed to the occurrence of some of the
non-violent and non-sexual abuses. '

(4) (U) Military Intelligence and Military Police units also had missions throughout the .
Iragi Theater of Operations (ITO), however, 205th MI Brigade and 800th Military Police
Brigade leaders at Abu Ghraib failed to execute their assigned responsibilities. The leaders from
these units located at Abu Ghraib or with supervision over Soldiers and units at Abu Ghraib,
failed to supervise subordinates or provide direct oversight of this important mission. These
leaders failed to properly discipline their Soidiers. These leaders failed to learn from prior
mistakes and failed to provide continued mission-specific training. The 205th MI Brigade _
Commander did not assign a specific subordinate unit to be responsible for interrogations at Abu
Ghraib and did not ensure that a Military Inteiligence chain of command at Abu Ghraib was
established. The absence of effective leadership was a factor in not sooner discovering and
taking actions to prevent both the violent/sexual abuse incidents and the
misinterpretation/confusion incidents.

(5) (U) Neither Defense nor Army doctrine caused any abuses. Abuses would not have
occurred had doctrine been followed and mission training conducted. Nonetheless, certain facets
of interrogation and detention operations doctrine need to be updated, refined or expanded,
including, the concept, organization, and operations of a Joint Interro gation and Debriefing
Center (J1DC); guidance for interrogation techniques at both tactical and strategic levels; the
roles, responsibilities and relationships between Military Police and Military Intelligence
personnel at detention facilities; and, the establishment and organization of a Joint Task Force
structure and in particular, its intelligence architecture.

(6) (U) No single or simple theory can explain why some of the abuses at Abu Ghraib
occurred. In addition to individual criminal propensities, leadership failures and, multiple

policies, many other factors contributed to the abuses occurring at Abu Ghraib, including:

- Safety and security conditions at Abu Ghraib;
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« Multiple agencies/organizations involvement in interrogation operations at Abu
Ghraib;

» Failure to effectively screen, certify, and then integrate contractor
interrogators/analysts/linguists;

+ Lack of a clear understanding of MP and MI roles and responsibilities in
Interrogation operations. : '

» Dysfunctional command relationships at brigade and higher echelons, including
the tactical control (TACON) relationship between the 800th MP Brigade and
CITF-7. : :

(7) (U) Demands on the Human Intelligence (HUMINT) capabilities in a counter-
insurgency and in the future joint operational environment will continue to tax tactical and
strategic assets. The Army needs trained and experienced tactical HUMINT personnel.

(8) (U) Working alongside non-DOD organizations/agencies in detention facilities
proved complex and demanding. The perception that non-DOD agencies had different rules
regarding interrogation and detention operations was evident, Interrogation and detention
policies and limits of authority should apply equally to all agencies in the Iraqi Theater of
Operations.

(9) (U) Leaders and Soldiers throughout Operation Iragi Freedom were confronted with
a complex and dangerous operational environment. Although a clear breakdown in discipline and
leadership, the events at Abu Ghraib should not btind us from the noble conduct of the vast
majority of our Soldiers. We are a values based profession in which the clear majority of our
Soldiers and leaders take great pride.

(10) (U) A clear vote of confidence should be extended by the senior leadership to the
leaders and Soldiers who continue to perform extraordinarily in supporting our Nation’s wartime
mission. Many of our Soldiers have paid the ultimate sacrifice to preserve the freedoms and
liberties that America and our Army represent throughout the world.
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2. (U) Charter and Investigative Activity

a. (U) On 24 June 2004, Acting Secretary of the Army, R. L. Brownlee, notified me that |
was selected to serve as the Senior Investigating Officer in the investigation of the 205th Military
Intelligence Brigade. GEN Paul Kern was the appointing authority and in a memorandum dated
25 June 2004, formally designated me Senior Investigating Officer. MG George Fay, who had
been investigating the 205th MI BDE since his appointment by LTG Ricardo Sanchez on 31
March 2004, would continue as an investigating officer.

b. (U) My specific duties were to focus on whether organizations or personnel higher than
the 205th Military Intelligence (MI) Brigade chain of command, or events and circumstances
outside of the 205th M1 Brigade, were involved, directly or indirectly, in the questionable
activities regarding alleged detainee abuse ai Abu Ghraib prison.

¢. (U) In accordance with guidance from the Appointing Authority, would interview LTG
Ricardo Sanchez and other Combined Joint Task Force-7 (CITF-7) staff, as required, to obtain
information to make findings and recommendations to GEN Kern on the culpability of senior
leaders who had responsibility for interrogation and detainee operations in Iraq. My directions
were to not reinvestigate the areas that MG Fay had already reviewed. Rather, I was to look at
. operational and strategic level events that occurred prior to and during the period under
investigation and determine their relationship, if any, to the abuses that occurred while the 205th
MI Brigade was involved in interrogations and intelligence anatysis at Abu Ghraib.

d. (U) During the course of my investigation, [ interviewed LTG Ricardo Sanchez, the
Commander of Combined Joint Task Force-7 (CITF-7) during the period under investigation,
and the senior intelligence officer on his staff, MG Barbara Fast (the “C2”). In addition,
reviewed witness statements that MG Fay’ s investigation team had collected; reviewed the
assessment and investigation reports written by MG Geoffrey Miller; MG Donald Ryder, MG
Antonio Taguba, and the Department of the Army Inspector General; and reviewed other written
materials including relevant law, doctrine, organizational documents, policy, directives, and U.S.
Central Command (CENTCOM) and CITF-7 Operational Orders (OPORDS) and Fragmentary
Orders (FRAGOs).

3. (U) Background: Operation Iragi Freedom During this Period
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4. {U) Operational Environment

a. (U) Before deciding to centralize detainees at Abu Ghraib, major organizational
changes were ongoing in the structure of U.S. Forces fighting the Iragi campaign. Following
major ground operations and declaration of the end of hostifities, the U.S. Army V Corps
transitioned to become the CITF-7. Also during this period, then-MG Sanchez was promoted to
Lieutenant General and assumed command of V Corps, replacing LTG Wallace who led Phase
Il1, Decisive Operations, in Irag. LTG Sanchez transitioned from commanding a division,
consisting of approximately 15,000 Soldiers, to commanding V Corps. The U.S. Third Army, or
ARCENT, was designated the Combined Forces Land Component Command under the U.S.
Central Command during the initial phases of OW. When V Corps transitioned to the CITF-7,
the new command assumed responsibility for the Combined Forces Land Component Command
(CFLCC) missions and operations in the Iraqi Theater of Operations (IT 0). The Forces under the
command of LTG Sanchez grew to approximately 180,000 U.S. and Coalition forces. In
addition, the new CJTF-7 was directed to transition to Phase IV of the Iraqi campaign. Phase IV
operations were envisioned as stability and support operations (SASO) and direct support to the
CPA. CITF-7 assistance to the CPA was essential to help the CPA succeed in recreating essential
government departments under the control of Iragi teaders. CJTF-7 would also help the CPA
transition control of critical government organizations, strategic communications, reconstruction
contracts, and lines of operation necessary to enable Iraqi self-rule.

b. (U) In actuality, LTG Sanchez and his V Corps staff rapidly realized that the war had
not ended. They were in a counter-insurgency operation with a complex, adaptive enemy that
opposed the rule of law and ignored the Geneva Conventions. This enemy opposed the transition
of the new Iragi governing councils that would enable self-rule, and opposed any occupation by
U.S. or coalition forces. The hostilities continued. Operations were planned and executed to
counter the insurgency. ' '

c. (U) In June 2003, when the CJTF-7 organization was established, a vast increase in
responsibilities began. A Joint Manning Document (JMD) was developed to delineate the
specific skill sets of personnel needed to perform the increased roles and functions of this new
headquarters. After multiple reviews, the JIMD for the CITF-7 HQ5 was formally approved for
1400 personnel in December 2003. That JMD included personnel needed to suppott the Coalition
Provisional Authority (CPA), staff the functional elements needed to focus at joint operational
and strategic levels, and specifically augment areas such as intelligence, operations, and logistics.
Building a coherent, focused team was essential to the success of Phase {V operations.

d. (U)CJTF-7 remained in the direct chain of command of the U.S. Central Command,
but also was charged with a direct support role to the CPA. Comimand relationships of
subordinate tactical commands previously under V Corps remained as previously outlined in
Operational Orders, Therefore, the divisions’ and Corps’ separate brigades, which included the
205th MI Brigade, remained under the CJTF-7. The level of authority and responsibilities of a
command of this magnitude is normally vested ina four-star level Army Service Component
Command under a Regional Combatant Commander, Of the 1400 personnel required on the
IMD, the V Corps staff transitioned to only 495, or roughly a third, of the manning requirements.
The new JMD also required that key staff positions be manned by general officers rather than the
normal
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colonel level positions on a Corps staff Although the JMD was properly staffed and approved,
personnel and equipment shortages impacted on CITF-7’s ability to execute the mission and
remained a critical issue throughout the period in question. The IMD had 169 pos1t10ns
earmarked for support of operations at Abu Ghraib.

(1) (S/NF)

(2) (U) The 800th MP Brigade remained TACON to the CJTF-7 throughout this period.
With the essential task and responsibility for all EPW and confinement operations transferring
from CFLCC to CJTF-7, this unit would have been more appropriately designated as OPCON
instead of TACON to the CJTF. Tactical Control (TACON) allows commanders the detailed and
usually local direction and control of movements and maneuver necessary to accomplish
missions and tasks. Whereas, Operational Control (OPCON) provides full authority to organize
commands and forces and employ them as the commander considers necessary to accomplish
assigned missions. The 800th MP Brigade’s parent unit in the area of operations remained the
377th Theater Support Command, located in Kuwait. In accordance with the CENTCOM
OPIL.AN, CFLCC (ARCENT) had to provide operational logistic support to Army Forces
employed from Kuwait. The TACON relationship of the 800th MP Brigade with CJTF-7 resulted
in disparate support from the CJTF-7 staff, lower priority in meeting resource needs for detention
facilities, and the lack of intrusive, aggressive oversight of the unit by CJTF-7 leadership. No
attempt was made by the CJTF- ? or ARCENT Staff to coordinate a change in this command
relatlonshlp

e. (U) Following the period of major ground hostilities in Phase III operations, the
infrastructure of the country remained in desperate need of reconstruction. [n addition to battle
damage, looting, pillaging, and criminal actions had decimated the government buildings and
infrastructure necessary to detain enemy prisoners of war or criminals.

f. (U) The logistics system, including local contracted support, to support units in Irag
was slowly catching up to the priority requirements that needed to be executed. Improving living
conditions and basic support for Soldiers, as well as ensuring the safety and security of all forces,
remained priorities, especially with the advent of the counter-insurgency. Quality of life for
Soldiers did not improve in many locations until December of 2003.

g. (U) Prior to the beginning of hostilities, planners estimated 30-100 thousand enerny
prisoners of war would need to be secured, segregated, detained, and interrogated. The 800th MP
Brigade was given the mission to establish as many as twelve detention ceniers, to be run by
subordinate battalion units. As of May 2003, BG Hill reported that only an estimated 600
detainees were being held -a combination of enemy prisoners and criminals. As a result,
additional military police units previously identified for deployment were demobilized in
- CONUS. The original plan also envisioned that only the prisoners remaining from the initial
major combat operations would require detention facilities, and they would eventually be
released or turned over to the Iraqi authorities once justice departments and criminal detention
facilities were re-established,

h. (U) As major counter-insurgency operations began in the July 2003 timeframe, the
demands on the CITF-7 commander and staff, the CPA, the subordinate units, the Iraqi interim
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government, and Soldiers at all levels increased dramatically. Decisions were made to keep some
units in-country to fight the insurgency. Pressure increased to obtain operational intelligence on
the enemy’s identity, support systems, locations, leadership, intelligence sources, weapons and
ammunition caches, and centers of gravity. In addition, the location of Saddam Hussein and
information on WMD remained intelligence priorities. The complexity of missions being
conducted by CJTF-7 and subordinate units increased and placed a high demand on leadership at
all levels. Leaders had to adapt to the new environment and prosecute hostilities, while at the
same time exercising appropriate compassion for non-combatants and protecting the people who
were trying to do what was right for their country. Operations were planned to pursue the various
factions of the counter-insurgency based on intelligence developed with the Iraqi people and
Coalition Forces. A rapid increase in the number of detainees (due to the apprehension of
counter-insurgents who posed a security risk to our Soldiers and to the Iragi people, members of
criminal factions, and personnel of inteiligence value) demanded a decision on a detention
facility and a need to rapidly expand interrogation operations.

i. (U) Throughout the Iraqi Theater of Operations (ITQ), synchronization of force
protection and security operations between operational forces and forward operating bases, such
as Abu Ghraib, demanded more focus by brigade-level leadership. Supported-to-supporting
relationships were blurred due to the large geographical areas given to tactical units. At Abu
Ghraib, outside-the-wire responsibilities during the period in question were the responsibility of
the 3d Armored Cavalry Regiment and then the 82d Airborne Division. Force Protection and
| ' ' security for the Abu Ghraib forward operating base was an implied task for the 320th MP
Battalion initially, and then, after the 19 November FRAGO, a specified task for the 205th Ml
Brigade Commander. The defense and security of the Abu Ghraib forward operating base, to
include engaging the communities outside of the base for information, was a key concern of LTG
Sanchez during his visits and led to the decision to place the 205th Ml Brigade commander in
charge of forces at Abu Ghraib for force protection and defense of the base in November 2003.

j.  (U) Interrogating detainees was a massive undertaking. In accordance with doctrine,
unit fevel personnel would gather initial battlefield intelligence at the point of apprehension.
Tactical interrogations would continue at designated collection points (CP) at Brigade and
Division levels. Then a more detailed interrogation to get operational and strategic intelligence
was to be conducted at a designated central detention facility. The location and facility for this
detention and interrogation was Abu Ghraib. Abu Ghraib was selected by Ambassador Bremer
after consultation with his staff and LTG Sanchez. Abu Ghraib was envisioned as a temporary
facility to be used for criminal detainees until the new Iraqi government could be established and
an fraqi prison established at another site. Following operations during the summer of 2003, Abu
Ghraib also was designated by CJTF-7 as the detention center for security detainees. The
population of criminals, security detainees, and detainees with potential intelligence value grew
to an estimated 4000-5000 personnel in the fall of 2003.

k. (U) The 800th MP Brigade was designated the responsible unit for the Abu Ghraib
detention facility and for securing and safeguarding the detainees. The 205th MI Brigade was
given responsibility for screening and interrogating detainees at Abu Ghraib. The 320th MP
battalion was the unit specifically charged with operating the Abu Ghraib detainee facility by the
800th MP Brigade. Initially, the 205th MI Brigade commander did not specity an MI unit or
organization for interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib. Interrogators, analysts, and linguists
arrived at Abu Ghraib from multiple units and locations within the 205th M1 Brigade.
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Contractor personnel were also later used to augment interrogation, analyst, and linguist
personnel at Abu Ghraib. '

5. {(U) Assessments and Visits to Improve Intelligence, Detention and
Interrogation Operations '

a. (U) As commanders at all levels sought operational intelligence, it became apparent
that the intelligence structure was undermanned, under-equipped, and inappropriately organized
for counter-insurgency operations. Upon arrival in July 2003, MG Barbara Fast was tasked to do .
an initial assessment of the intelligence architecture needed to execute the CJTF-7 mission in
Iraq. Technical intelligence collection means alone were insufficient in providing the requisite
information on an enemy that had adapted to the environment and to a high-tech opponent. Only
through an aggressive structure of human intelligence (HUMINT) collection and analysis could
the requisite information be obtained. Communications equipment, computers, and access 1o
sufficient bandwidth to allow reachback capabilities to national databases were needed to assist
in the fusion and collaboration of tactical through strategic intelligence data. Disparate cells of
different agencies had to be co-located to allow access to respective data bases to assist in the
fusion and collaboration effort. Interrogation reports had to be standardized and rapidly reviewed
to allow dissemination to subordinate tactical units, coalition allies, Iraqis, and other personnel at
the unclassified level.

b. (U) Following MG Fast’s initial assessment and report to CENTCOM headquarters,

changes began to take place to put the right architecture in ptace. An Intelligence Fusion Cell

~ was established, as were a Joint Inter-Agency Task Force and an expanded JC2X HUMINT
Management Cell, at CITF-7 headquarters. The CPA staff was augmented with military
personnet from the CITF-7 intelligence staff With the assistance of the Department of the Army
Staff, CJTF-7 obtained needed communications equipment, computers, and reachback access (o
the Information Dominance Center (IDC) to collaborate intelligence information. The focus of
the previous V Corps staff, which formed the nucleus of the initial CJTF-7 staff, rapidly changed
from a tactical focus to a joint operational and strategic level focus. The subsequent successes of
this new intelligence architecture created by MG Fast and her team exponentially improved the
intelligence process and saved the lives of Coalition Forces and Iraqi civilians. HUMINT
operations and the fusion of intelligence led to the capture of key members of the former regime,
and ultimately, to the capture of Saddam Hussein himself. During the time period of the Abu
Ghraib abuses, the intefligence focus was on Saddam Hussein’s capture and exploitation of
documents related to Saddam Hussein, preparation for Ramadan, and large scale enemy activity
at Fallujah and Najaf. The effort to expand the intelligence organization, obtain operational
intelligence about the counter-insurgency, and support the CPA consumed the efforts of the
CJTE-7 staff. Responsibilities for oversight of tactical interrogation procedures, Intel analysis,
and reporting at Abu Ghraib as throughout the ITO, were entrusted to the commanders in the
field.

¢. (U) Due to the expanded scope of the mission for this new organization, the need to
gain operational intelligence about the counter-insurgency, and the rapid and unexpected number
of detainees, assistance was requested to help inform the leadership on proper procedures,
techniques, and changes needed for success. The assessment visit by MG Ryder greatly assisted
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the review and improvement of detention operations. Ryder’s recommendations o automate the
in-processing and accountability of detainees using the Biomefrics Automated Tool Set (BATS),
to discipline the audit trail of detainees from point of capture to the central detention facility, and
to properly segregate different groups, were implemented.

d. (8/N F.)

e. (U) MG Fast’s initial assessment and report on the intelligence organization and the
needed systems architecture to support the mission was invaluable to establishing a roadmap for
needed intelligence resources. LTG Alexander, the DA G2, was instrumental in providing
needed equipment and guidance to improve the intelligence collection and fusion capabilities in
Irag. LTG Alexander was specifically helpful in getting the equipment necessary to support the
intelligence architecture from the tactical to the strategic fusion levels.

6. (U} Indications and Warnings

a. (U) Inretrospect, indications and wamings had surfaced at the CJTF-7 level that
additional oversight and corrective actions were needed in the handling of detainees from point
of capture through the central collection facilities, to include Abu Ghraib. Examples of these
indications and wamnings include: the investigation of an incident at Camp Cropper, the
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) reports on handling of detainees in
subordinate units, ICRC reports on Abu Ghraib detainee conditions and treatment, CID
investigations and disciplinary actions being taken by commanders, the death of an OGA
~ detainee at Abu Ghraib, the lack of an adequate system for identification and accountability of

detainees, and division commanders’ continual concerns that intelligence information was not
returning to the tactical level once detainees were evacuated to the central holding facility. The
Commander, CJTF-7, recognized the need to place emphasis on proper handling of detainees and
proper treatment of the Iraqi people in close proximity to operations. In October and December
2003, CDR, CITF-7 published two policy memos entitied “Proper treatment of the Iraqi people
during combat operations” and “Dignity and respect while conducting operations.” Reports from
the assessments of MG Miiler and MG Ryder clearly confirmed the CJTF-7 Commander’s
instincts that action was needed to improve procedures and set the conditions for success in
‘intelligence and detention operations. The report from the CID in January 2004 and subsequent
investigation by MG Taguba confirmed that abuses occurred at Abu Ghraib during the period
upder investigation. . :

b. (U)Iwould be remiss if I did not reemphasize that the 180,000 U.S. and coalition
forces, under all echelons of command within the CITF-7, were prosecuting this complex
counter-insurgency operation in a tremendously horrid environment, and were performing above
all expectations. Leaders and Soldiers confronted a faceless enemy whose hatred of the United
States knew no limits. The actions of a few undisciplined Soldiers at Abu Ghraib have
overshadowed the selfless service demonstrated every day, twenty-four hours a day, by the vast
majority of our Soldiers and civilians on the battlefield. We, asa Nation, owe a debt of gratitude
to our service members who have answered our Nation’s call and are in barm’s way, every day.-
This fact became perfectly clear to me as I conducted my investigation.
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7. (U) Doctrine, Organizational Structure and Policy Challenges in the
Iraqi Theater of Operations

a. (U) Doctrine and Organizational Structures

(1) (U) Doctrine could not provide quick solutions for all the situations that confronted
CJITF-7. In many cases, the situation, mission, and environment dictated the decisions and the
actions taken by the CJTF leadership. This situation is not uncommon. Rarely does war follow
the pre-planned strategy. As the V Corps staff morphed to form the nucleus of the CJTF-7 staff,
doctrine was not available to prescribe a detailed sequence to efficiently and effectively execute
the transition. The new JMD focused on supplementing the V Corps headquarters structure to
perform the expected mission in the Iragi environment _stability and support operations and
support of the CPA. ' '

(2) (U) Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center. In accordance with JP 2.01, the use
of a JIDC by a JTF is situation-dependent. No defined organization exists for implementing the
JIDC concept. At Abu Ghraib, a JIDC was established based on the recommendation of MG
: Miller during his assessment. At the time, Abu Ghraib had only a few hundred detainees. LTC |
| Jordan was sent to Abu Ghraib to oversee the establistment of the JIDC. On 19 November 2003,
when COL Thomas Pappas assumed the role of commander of the forward operating base, he
directed activities of the JIDC and LTC Jordan became the deputy director of the JIDC. There
~ are conflicting statements regarding who had the responsibilities to implement and oversee the
JIDC at Abu Ghraib. In accordance with doctrine, the CJTF-7 C2, MG Fast, through her JC2-X
staff, provided priority intelligence requirements for the interrogators and analysts in the J1IDC.
A portion of the approved CITF-7 JMD earmarked 169 personnel for the interrogation
operations and analysis cells in the JIDC. Many of these positions were later filled with
contractor personnel. Although a senior officer was directed to be the Chief, JIDC, the
establishment and efficient operation of the JIDC was further corplicated by the iack of an
organizational MI unit and chain of command at Abu Ghraib solely responsible for MI personnel
and intelligence operations.

(3) (U) ML & MP Responsibilities at Abu Ghraib The delineation of responsibilities for
interrogations between the military intelligence and military police may not have been
understood by some Soldiers and some leaders. The doctrinal implications of this 1ssue are
discussed later in this report. At Abu Ghraib, the lack of an MI commander and chain of
command precluded the coordination needed for effective operations. At the same time, LTC
Jordan failed to execute his responsibilities as Chief, JIDC. Tactical doctrine states that
interrogators should specify to the guards what types of behavior on their part will facilitate
screening of detainees. Normally, interrogation facilities are collocated with detention facilities, .
requiring close coordination between the MPs who are responsible for detention operations, and
the MI personnel who are responsible for screening and interrogations. Both doctrinal manuals,

" for military police and military intelligence operations, clearly provide that Soldiers and units
must obey rules of land warfare and, specifically, the Geneva Conventions when handling
detainees. At Abu Ghraib, the delineation of responsibilities seems to have been blurred when
mititary police Soldiers, untrained in interrogation operations, were used to enable interrogations.
Problems arose in the following areas: use of dogs in inferrogations, sleep deprivation as an
interrogation technique and use of isolation as an interrogation technique.
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{(4) (U) CITF-7 Staff Responsibility. CJTF-7 responsibility for staff oversight of
detention operations, facilities, intelligence analysis and fusion, and limits of authority of
interrogation technigues was dispersed among the principal and special staff Overall
responsibility for detention operations was vested in the C3, MG Tom Miller, with further
delegation to the Provost Marshal. Support of facilities was a C4 responsibility, with priorities of
work established by the DCG, MG Walter Wojdakowsld. MG Woj dakowski also had direct
responsibility and oversight of the separate brigades assigned or TACON to CJTF-7. Priorities
for intelligence collection, analysis and fusion were the responsibility of the C2, MG Fast.
Lastly, LTG Sanchez used his Staff Judge Advocate, Colonei Marc Warren, to advise him on the

limits of authority for interrogation and compliance with the Geneva Conventions for the memos
published. The lack of one person on the staff to oversee detention operations and facilities, and
the responsibilities of all units at a detention facility complicated effective and efficient
coordination among the staff Subordinate brigade commanders and their staffs also had to
coordinate different actions for support with the various staff sections responsible for the support
requested.

b. (U) Policy

(1) (U) Policy Guidance. DOD-wide, formal written policies for interrogation
- techniques have been prescribed by various levels of command and authority. In most cases, the

doctrinal reference is FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation, dated September 1992. As stated, this
manual is currently under revision by the proponent. During the period under investigation, there
was confusing and sometimes conflicting guidance resulting from the number of policy memos
and the specific areas of operation the various policies were intended to cover. Each theater’s
techniques for interrogation and counter-resistance were reviewed by appropriate legal
authorities and subjected to external assessments before commanders were advised of their
acceptability. In the wartime seitings of each theater, commanders were satisfied that appropriate
oversight had been conducted for procedures being used for interrogations. However, when
reviewing the various reports on the number of abuses in the ITO, it became clear there is no
agreed upon definition of abuse among all legal, investigating and oversight agencies.

(2) (U) Interrogation techniques, including Counter-Resistance Techniques, were -
‘developed and approved for the detainees in Guantanamo and Afghanistan who were determined
not to be EPWs or protected persons under the Geneva Conventions of 1949. The OSD memo
promulgated in December 2002, approving techniques and safeguards for interrogation of
unlawful combatants in GTMO, included the use of dogs to induce stress and the removal of
clothing as Counter-Resistance Techniques. This memo was rescinded in January 2003. A
General Counsel Interrogation Working Group was subsequently formed and published a revised
memo in April 2003 under the signature of the SECDEF on Counter-Resistance Techniques. This
memo produced by the Working Group and the techniques outlined in FM 34-52 were referenced
by Colonel Warren and his staff to develop the limits of authority memo for LTG Sanchez. The
provisions of Geneva Convention IV, Relative to Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War,
did apply to detainees in Iraqg.

(3) (U) Initially, no theater-specific guidance on approved interrogation techniques was
published by CITF-7 for the ITO. Thus, LTG Sanchez reemphasized the limits of authority for
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interrogations in his memos dated 14 September 2003 and 12 October 2003. The first was
rescinded, and the second addressed only security detainees and, inadvertently, left certain issues
for interpretation: namely, the responsibility for clothing detainees, the use of dogs in
interrogation, and applicability of techniques to detainees who were not categorized as “security
detainees.” Furthermore, some military intelligence personnel executing their interrogation
duties at Abu Ghraib had previously served as interrogators in other theaters of operation,
primarily Afghanistan and GTMO. These prior interrogation experiences complicated
understanding at the interrogator level. The extent of “word of mouth” techniques that were
passed to the interrogators in Abu Ghraib by assistance teams from Guantanamo, Fort Huachuca,
or amongst themselves due to prior assignments is unclear and likely impossible to definitively
determine. The clear thread in the CITF-7 policy memos and published doctrine is the humane
treatment of detainees and the applicability of the Geneva Conventions. Experienced '
interrogators will confirm that interrogation is an art, not a science, and knowing the limits of
authority is crucial. Therefore, the existence of confusing and inconsistent interrogation
technique policies contributed to the belief that additional interrogation techniques were
condoned 1n order to gain intelligence.

8. (U) Specific Comments on Abuse at Abu Ghraib

a. (U) This report, so far, has discussed the OPLAN background, operational environment,
and policy, doctrine and structural decisions that created conditions which allowed the abuses at
Abu Ghraib to occur. The earlier investigations aptly described what happened at Abu Ghraib.
MG Taguba found that “riumerous incidents of sadistic, blatant, and wanton criminal abuses
were inflicted on detainees.” MG Fay identified forty-four incidents of detainee abuse and his
report describes the particutar abuses in detail. In this section, I rety on the statements and other
investigative activity from MG Fay. The conclusions, however, are my own. Clearly, shameful
events occurred at the detention facility of Abu Ghraib and the culpable MI and MP Soldiers and
leaders should be held responsible. In this section, I set forth an analytical framework for
categorizing the abuses propose causes for the incidents of abuse, and also discuss the culpability
of organizations and personnel higher than the 205th MI Brigade Commander.

b. (U) For purposes of this report, I defined abuse as treatment of detainees that violated
U.S. criminal law (including the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMI)) or international law,
or treatment that was inhumane or coercive without lawful justification. Whether the Soldier or
contractor knew, at the time of the acts, that the conduct violated any law or standard, is not an
element of the definition. In other words, conduct that met the definition would be “abuse”
independent of the actor’s knowledge that the conduct violated any law or standard.

¢. (U) For clarity of analysis, my assessment divides abuses at Abu Ghraib into two
different types of improper conduct: first, intentional violent or sexual abuses and, second,
actions taken based on misinterpretation of or confusion about taw or policy.

(1) (U) Intentional violent or sexual abuses, for purposes of this report, include acts
causing bodily harm using uniawful force as well as sexual offenses including, but not limited to
rape, sodomy and indecent assault. 2 These incidents of physical or sexual abuse are serious

2 .As those offenses are defined in the Uniform Code of Military Justice.
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enough that no Soldier or contractor believed the conduct was based on official policy or
guidance. If proven, these actions would be criminal acts. I found that no policy, directive, or
doctrine caused the violent or sexual abuse incidents. Soldiers knew they were violating the
approved techniques and procedures. The primary causes of thése actions were relatively
straight-forward -individual criminal misconduct, clearly in violation of law, policy, and doctrine
and contrary to Army values.

(2) (U) The second category of abuse consists of incidents that resulted from
misinterpretations of law or policy or resulted from confusion about what interrogation
techniques were permitted by law or local SOPs. I found that misinterpretation as to accepted
practices or confusion occurred due to the proliferation of guidance and information from other
theaters of operation; individual interrogator experiences in other theaters; and, the failure to
distingunish between permitted interrogation techniques in other theater environments and Iraq.
These abuses include some cases of clothing removal (without any touching), some use of dogs
in interrogations (uses without physical contact or extreme fear) and some instances of improper
imposition of isolation. Some of these incidents involve conduct which, in retrospect, violated
internaticnal law. However, at the time some of the Soldiers or contractors commiited the acts,
they may have honestly believed the techniques were condoned. Some of these incidents either
took place during interrogations or were related to interro gation. Often, these incidents consisted
of MP Soldiers, rather than Mi personnel, implementing interrogation techniques.

d. (U) Some abuses may in fact fail in between these two categories or have elements of
both. For instance, some Soldiers under the guise of confusion or misinterpretation may actually
have intentionally violated approved interrogation techniques. For exampte, a Soldier may know
that clothing removal is prohibited, but still removed some of a detainee’s clothing to try to '
enhance interrogation techniques. This Soldier can later claim to have believed the actions were
condoned. Soldier culpability in this area is best left to individual criminal or command
investigations. While no analytical scheme can aptly categorize all misconduct, I think using the
two categories set forth above helps explain why the entire range of abuses occurred.

e. (U) The appointment memo directed me to determine whether organizations or
personael higher than the 205th M1 Brigade chain of command were mvolved directly or
indirectly, in the questionable activities regarding alleged detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib prison.

(1) (U)I find no organization or individual higher in the chain of command of the 205th
MI Brigade were directly involved in the questionable activities regarding alleged detainee abuse
at Abu Ghraib prison. :

) (U)CJTE-7 leéders and staff actions, however, contributed indirectly to the
questionable activities regarding alleged detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib. '

(a) (U) Policy memoranda promulgated by the CJTF-7 Commander led indirectly to
some of the non-violent and non-sexual abuses. The policy memos promulgated at the CITF-7
level allowed for interpretation in several areas, including use of dogs and removal of clothing.
Particularly, in light of the wide spectrum of interrogator qualifications, maturity, and
experiences (i.e. in GTMO and Afghanistan), the memos did not adequately set forth the limits
on interrogation techniques. Misinterpretations of CITF policy memos led to some of the abuses
at Abu Ghraib, but did not contribute to the violent or sexual abuses.
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(b) (U) Inaction at the CITF-7 staff level may have also contributed to the failure to
discover and prevent abuses before January 2004. As discussed above, staff responsibility for
detention and interrogation operations was dispersed among the Deputy Commanding General,
C2, C3, C4 and SJA. The lack of a single CJTF-7 staff proponent for detention and interrogation
operations resulted in no individual staff member focusing on these operations. As discussed in
Section V, certain warning signs existed. In addition, there is sufficient evidence to reasonably
believe that personnel in the CJTF-7 staff, principally in the OSJA and JC2X had knowledge of
potential abuses and misconduct in violation of the Geneva Conventions at Abu Ghraib. This
knowledge was not presented to the CITF-7 leadership. Had the pace of combat operations and
support to the CPA not been so overwhelming, the CITF-7 staff may have provided additional
oversight to interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib. The Commander, CJTF-7 had to prioritize
efforts and CITE-7, by necessity, devoted its resources to fighting the counter-insurgency and
supporting the CPA, thereby saving U.S. and civilian Iraqi lives and assisting in the transition to
Iraqi self-rule. Further, LTG Sanchez and MG Wojdakowski relied upon two senior officer
Brigade Commanders (BG Janice Karpinski and COL Pappas) to run detention and interrogation
operations at Abu Ghraib. In my professional opinion, in light of all the circumstances, the
CJTF-7 staff did everything they could have reasonably been expected to do to successfully
complete all their assigned missions.

f. (U) Assessing the materials from MG Fay and from MG Taguba, I agree that leadership
failure, at the brigade level and below, clearly was a factor in not sooner discovering and taking
actions to prevent both the violent/sexual abuse incidents and the misinterpretation/confusion
incidents. At Abu Ghraib, interrogation operations were also plagued by a lack of an
organizational chain of command presence and by a lack of proper actions to establish standards
and training by the senior ieaders present.

(1) (U) The leaders from 205th MI and 800th MP Brigades located at Abu Ghraib or
with supervision over Abu Ghraib, failed to supervise subordinates or provide direct oversight of
this important mission. The lack of command presence, particularly at night, was clear.

(2) (U) The 205th Brigade Commander did not specifically assign responsibility for
interrogation operations to a specific subordinate MI unit-at Abu Ghraib and did not ensure that a.
chain of command for the interrogation operations mission was established at Abu Ghraib. The
presence of a clear chain of Military Intelligence cornmand and associated responsibilities would
have enhanced effective operations.

(3) (U) The leaders from 205th MI and 800th MP Brigades located at Abu Ghraib or
with supervision over Soldiers and units at Abu Ghraib, failed to properly discipline their
Soldiers and failed to develop and learn from AARs and lessons learned.

(4) (U) These leaders failed to provide adequate mission-specific training to execute a
mission of this magnitude and complexity. :

(5) (U) A dysfunctional command relationship existed between the MI Brigade and the
MP Brigade, including:

(a) Failure to coordinate and document specific roles and responsibilities;
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(b} Confusion at the Soldier level concerning the clarity of the MP role in
interrogations. :

(6) (U) Despite these leadership deficiencies, the primary cause of the most egregious
violent and sexual abuses was the individual criminal propensities of the particular perpetrators.
These individuals should not avoid personal responsibility, despite the failings of the chain of
- command.

g. (U) Other Contributing Factors. No single, or simple, cause explains why some of the
Abu Ghraib abuses happened. In addition to the leadership failings discussed above, other
contributing factors include: :

(1) (U) Safety and security conditions at Abu Ghraib. Resources that might otherwise
have been put towards detention operations instead had to be dedicated to force protection. In
addition, the difficult circumstances for Soldiers, including a poor quality of life and the constant
threat of death or serious injury, contributed to Soldiers’ frustrations and increased their levels of
stress. Facilities at Abu Ghraib were poor. Working and living conditions created a poor climate
to conduct interrogation and detention operations to standard. '

(2) (U) The lack of clear and consistent guidance, promulgated at the CITF level on
interrogation procedures coupled with the availability of information on Counter-Resistance
Techniques used in other theaters.

(3) (U) Soldier knowledge of interrogation techniques permitted in GTMO and
Afghanistan and failure to distinguish between those environments and Iraq. -

(4)  (U) Interaction with OGA and other agency interrogators who did not follow the
same rules as U.S. Forces. There was at least the perception, and perhaps the reality, that non-
DOD agencies had different rules regarding interrogation and detention operations. Such a
perception encouraged Soldiers to deviate from prescribed techniques.

(5) (U) Integration of some coniractors without training, qualifications, and
certification created ineffective interrogation teams and the potential for non-compliance with
doctrine and applicable laws.

(6)  (U) Under-resourcing of personnel in both the 800th MP BDE (including the
inability to replace personnel leaving theater) and in the 205th MI Brigade, specifically in the
interrogator, analyst, and linguist fields. (Under-resourcing at the CJTF-7 level also contributed
and was previously discussed.)

(7 ) Lack of a clear understandihg of MP and MI roles and responsibilities by
some Soldiers and leaders.

(8)  (U)Lack of clear roles and responsibilities for tactical, as opposed to, strategic
interrogation. :
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9. (U) Assessments as the Senior Investigating Officer

a. (U) Introduction. Due to the previous assessments and investigations conducted on Abu
Ghraib, I was able to develop my own assessments based on interviews I conducted, the findings
and conclusions in the earlier reports, as well as the materials in MG Fay’s report. The following
assessments provide insight on the challenges that CITF-7 faced, as well as areas that need to be
addressed by our military in the near future. The specific investigations and assessments were
provided by the reports of MG Miller, MG Ryder, MG Taguba, the DAIG, and MG Fay.

b. (U) Charters. MG Miller’s and MG Ryder’s assessments were conducted on
interrogation and detention operations as a result of the request and/or discussions by the CJTF
Commander and the Commander, CENTCOM. MG Taguba and MG Fay were directed to
investigate personnel in the MP Brigade and the MI Brigade after the discovery of abuses at Abu
Ghraib. The DAIG was specifically tasked to conduct an assessment of Detainee Operations as
the Army executes its role as DOD Executive Agent for Enemy Prisoners of War and Detention
Program.

¢. (U) Summaries of assessment visits. The assistance visits by MG Miller and MG
Ryder, discussed briefly above, confirmed the instincts of the Commander, CITF-7, and
provided solid recommendations for improving procedures. MG Miller’s assessment set forth
what had to be done to synchronize intelligence efforts, and provided different techniques in
interrogation and analysis. MG Ryder provided processes for more efficient and effective chain
of custody of, and accountability for, detainees. MG Taguba’s and MG Fay’s investigative
reports confirmed that abuses occurred and assigned specific responsibility for the actions. The
DAIG report provided insights across doctrine, organizations, training, materiel, leadership,
personnel and facilities (DOTMLPF) and on capability and standards shortfalls. I found that the
assistance visits by sentor leaders with experience in detention and interrogation operations,
subject matter experts, and mobile training teams were extremely helpful in validating needed
procedures and increasing the effectiveness of interrogation and detention operations. The
investigative reports and DAIG findings wili be used to fix deficiencies that have been found in
current operations.

d. (U) Doctrine.

(1) (U) Doctrine 1s meant o be a guideline to focus efforts in a specific area. Doctrine 1s
the culmination of years of experience, Doctrine allows leaders at all levels to adapt to the
different environments and situations that their units may encounter. When prosecuting
hostilities, doctrine does not replace the inherent responsibilities of commanders to execute their
missions, care for the safety and security of their Soldiers, train their Soldiers and their -
organizations to be competent and confident in their assigned duties and responsibilities, or
uphold the rule of law and legal authority such as the Geneva Convention. An overarching
doctrine allows commanders the latitude to develop tactics, techniques, and procedures, as well
as unit standard operating procedures, to focus Soldier and unit operations. Commander policies
and directives often supplement or emphasize specific items that the conunandcr wants to ensure
are clearly understood within their command.

(2) (U) Basic Army and Joint doctrine for detention and interrogation operations served
as a guideline for operations in OIF. Doctrine did not cause the abuses at Abu Ghraib. Had Army
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doctrine and training been followed, the abuses at Abu Ghraib would not have occurred. Several
between MP and MI personnel; the concept, structure, and organization of a JIDC; the transition
to and organization of a JTF structure and in particular, the intelligence organization within the
JTF headquarters.

(a}(U) Roles, responsibilities and relationships between MP and MI personnel. The
various investigations indicate that the delineation of responsibilities for interrogations between
the military intelligence and military police may not have been understood by some Soldiers and
some leaders. At Abu Ghraib, non-violent and non-sexual abuses may have occurred as a result
of confusion in three areas of apparent MI/MP overlap: use of dogs during interrogations, nudity,
and implementation of sleep deprivation. Doctrinal manuals prescribe responsibilities for
military intelligence and military police personnel at detention facilities. These manuals do not
address corumand or support relationships. Subordinate units of the military mtelligence brigade
of a Corps are normally tasked with running the Corps Interrogation Facility (CIF). Centralized
EPW collection and holding areas, as weil as detention centers, are the responsibility of the
Military Police with staff oversight by the Provost Marshal. FM 34-52, Intelligence
Interrogation, does state that in the screening process of EPWs, MPs and MI Soldiers should
coordinate roles. :

(b)(U) Relationships between MP and MI personnel and leadership responsibilities
at a detention facility of this magnitude need to be more prescriptive. Doctrine establishes the
need for coordination and designates detention operations as a military police responsibility.
Responsibility for interrogation of detainees remains with the military intelligence community.
Doctrine for Interrogation operations states that MPs can enable, in coordination with M1
personnel, a more successful interrogation. Exact procedures for how MP Soldiers assist with
informing interrogators about detainees or assist with enabling interrogations can be left to
interpretation. Our doctrinal manuals are ciear on humane treatment of detainees and compliance
with the Geneva Conventions by MI, MP and ali U.S. Forces. The current version of FM 34-52,
Intelligence Interrogation, is under revision to incorporate lessons learned in ongoing theaters of
operations. Lessons learned have also resulted in changes to programs of instruction by malitary
police and military intelligence proponents. My assessment is that the ongoing revision of
Intelligence Interrogation manuals will assist in clarification of roles and responsibilities. At Abu
Ghraib, doctrinal issues did not preclude on-site leaders from taking appropriate action to

- execute their missions.

(c)(U) The Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center. The JIDC was formed at Abu
‘Ghraib by personnel from a number of organizations, creating an ad hoc relationship. Further,
the establishment of the JIDC at Abu Ghraib, coupled with implementing the new Tiger Team
approach to interrogations (where an interrogator, analyst, and linguist operate as a team) were
new to Abu Ghraib personnel and demanded creation of a detailed standard operating procedure
(SOP). A SOP was initially developed and published in October 2003 by MI personnel at the
facility. Joint doctrine needs to expand on the operation and organization for a JIDC at
centralized detention facilities. A template for a JIDC needs to be developed, to include
identifying Joint and other agency resources with strategic interrogation expertise, to provide
insight for combatant commanders in specific areas of operation.
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(d)(U) Joint doctrine and policy should also address the roles of military personnel

and other agencies in collocated detention and interrogation facilities. Al detainees must be in-
~ processed, medically screened, accounted for, and properly documented when interned in a
military facility. This did not happen at Abu Ghraib.

(3) (U) Transition to and Organization of JTF Structure and its Intelligence .
Architecture. The intelligence architecture for the missions tasked to the CJTF-7 was inadequate
due to the expanded mission and continuation of hostilities in theater. Several reports stated that
lack of manning provided significant challenges due to the increased mission work load and the
environment. Certainly, the V Corps Headquarters was not trained, manned or equipped to
assume the role of a CITF. Although the mission was initially considered to be SASO, in fact
hostilities continued. CYHUMINT capabilities in current force structure, among all services,
needs a holistic review. The Army has significantly reduced tactical interrogators since Desert
Shield/Desert Storm. Creation of the Defense HUMINT Service and worldwide demands for
these skills has depleted the number of experienced interrogators that may be needed in the
future joint operational environment. The HUMINT management organization within the
Intelligence Staff of a JTF needs to be institutionalized and resourced. Specifically, work needs
to be done to institutionalize the personnel and equipment needs for future command and control
headquarters to include the JIATF and C2X cells within a JTF intelligence staff.

(4) (U) In addition, the ongoing review by the Army and Joint Forces Command to
create JTF c¢apable headquarters and Standing Joint Task Force Headquarters organic to
combatant commands should be expedited and resourced. Such efforts may have helped
transition V Corps to the CJTF-7 staff more rapidly by assigning a Standing Joint Task Force to
the CITF-7. Similarly, the Army’s initiative to develop stand alone command and control
headquarters, currently known as Units of Employment, that are JTF-capable would have greatly
facilitated the transition of the V Corps staff to the new organization.

e. (U) Policy and Procedures

(1) (U) Detention Operations. At first, at Abu Ghraib and elsewhere in Iraq, the
handling of detainees, appropriately documenting their capture, and identifying and accounting
for them, were all dysfunctional processes, using little or no automation tools. The assistance
visits by MG Milter and MG Ryder revealed the need to adhere to established policies and
guidance, discipline the process, properly segregate detainees, and use better automation
techniques to account for detainees and to provide timely information.

(2) (U) Interrogation Techniques Policy. A review of different theaters’ interrogation
technique policies reveals the need for clear guidance for interrogation techniques at both the
tactical and strategic levels, especially where multiple agencies are involved in interrogation
operations. The basic Field Manuals provide guidance for Soldiers conducting interrogations at
the tactical level. Different techniques and different authorities currently exist for other agencies.
When Army Soldiers and other agency personnel operate in the same areas, guidelines become
blurred. The future joint operational environment presenis a potential for a mix of lawful and
unlawful combatants and a variety of different categories of detainees. Techniques used during
initial battlefield interrogations as opposed to at a central detention facility differ in terms of
tactical versus more strategic level information collection. The experience, maturity, and source
of interrogators at each of these locations may also dictate a change in techniques. In each
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theater, commanders were seeking guidance and information on the applicability of the articles
of the Geneva Conventions to specific population sets and on what techniques could be used to
improve intelligence production and remain within the iimits of lawful authorities.

(a}U) At Abu Ghraib, the lack of consistent policy and command oversight
regarding interrogation techniques, coupled with changing policies, contributed to the confusion
concerning which techniques could be used, which required higher level approval, and what
lirnits applied to permitted techniques. Initially, CJTF-7 had no theater-specific guidance other
than the basic Field Manuals which govern Intelligence Interrogations and Internment and
Resettlement operations. Policies for interrogation techniques including policies for Counter-
Resistance Techniques, were provided for different theaters of operation—-namely Guantanamo,
Afghanistan, and Iraq. Some interrogators conducting operations at Abu Ghraib had expenence
in different theaters and used their experiences to develop procedures at Abu Ghraib. An
example of this is the SOP for the JIDC created by personnel of the 519™ MI Battalion,

(b){(U) When policies, SOPs, or doctrine were available, Soldiers were
inconsistently following them. In addition, in some units, training on standard procedures or
mission tasks was inadequate. In my assessment, I do not believe that multipie policies resulted
in the violent or sexual abuses discovered at Abu Ghraib. However, confusion over policies
contributed to some of the non-viclent and non-sexual abuses. There is a need, therefore, to
further refine interrogation techniques and limits of authority at the tactical versus the strategic
level, and between Soldiers and other agency personnel.

(3) (U) Use of Military Detention Centers by Other Agencies. In joint military detention
centers, service members should never be put in a position that potentially puts them at risk for
non-compliance with the Geneva Conventions or Laws of Land Warfare. At Abu
Ghraib, detainees were accepted from other agencies and services without proper in-processing,

“accountability, and documentation. These detainees were referred to as “ghost detainees.” Proper
procedures must be followed, including, segregating detainees of military intelligence value and
properly accounting and caring for detainees incarcerated at military detention centers. The
number of ghost detainees temporarily held at Abu Ghraib, and the audit trail of personnel
responsible for capturing, medically screening, safeguarding and properly interrogating the
“ghost detainees,” cannot be determined. ' :

f. (U) Training. The need for additional training during the mobilization phase or in-
country on unit and specific individual tasks was clearly an issue in the reports and assessments.
Some military police units found themselves conducting detention operations which was not a
normal unit mission essential task, and those units needed additional training to properly
accomplish the missions they were given. The collocation and mixture of other agency and
civilian personnel conducting detention and interrogation operations became confusing for junior
leaders and Soldiers not normally accustomed to working with other organizations. Collective
training to standard by MP and MI units in combined scenarios as rigorous as the situations faced
in OIF is needed to prepare for the future.

In addition, V Corps personnel, to include commanders and staff, were not trained to
execute a JTF mission. The transition from major combat operations to a headquarters focused
on SASO and support to the Coalition Provisional Authority was a major transition which the
-unit did not have time to train or prepare. Most importantly, we must continue to place rigor and
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values in our training regimen. Our values are non-negotiable for members of our profession.
They are what a professional military force represents to the world. As addressed before, leaders
need rigorous training to be able to adapt to this level of complexity.

g. (U)Matedel. Priorities for logistical support remained with the operational units who
were conducting combat operations and providing force protection and security of U.S. and
¢oalition forces. Creating an intelligence organization to provide tactical through strategic
intelligence in 2 seamless manner and the dramatic increase in detention operations demanded
communications, computers, and a network to support operations. The concept of a Joint
Logistics Command should be further examined using lessons learned from OIF/OEF.
Automation equipment needed to provide scamless connectivity of intelligence information from
tactical through strategic levels, and enable an Intelligence Fusion Center in a JTE should be
documented and embedded in JTF capable headquarters. Equipment currently undergoing
research and development and commercial off—the-shelf solutions which enable CHUMINT
operations and enable Soldiers to serve as sensors and collectors should be rapidly pursued. The
process of accounting for detainees, their equipment, and their personal property, and
documenting their intelligence value, should be automated from the tactical level to the
centralized detention facilities.

h. (U) Leader Development. The OIF environment demanded adaptive, confident, and
competent leadership at all echelons. Leaders must set the example and be at the critical centers
of gravity for their respective operations. Leaders set the example in a values-based profession.

The risk to Soldiers and the security of all personnel demanded continued leader involvement in

operations, planning, after-action reviews, and clear dissemination of lessons learned, to adapt to
the dynamics of the counter-insurgency. Successful leaders were involved in their operations and
were at the tip of the spear during critical periods. Leadership failure was seen when leaders

did not take charge, failed to provide appropriate guidance, and did not conduct continual
training. In some cases, leaders failed to accept responsibility or apply good judgment in
executing assigned responsibilities. This latter fact is evident in the lack of a coordinated defense

~ at Abu Ghraib, inconsistent training and standards, and lack of discipline by Soldiers.

Commanders and leaders at all leveis remain responsible for execution of their mission and the
welfare of their Soldiers, In Iraq, leaders had to adapt to a new complex operational environment.
Some of our leaders adapted faster than others. We must continue to put rigor in our leader and
unit training. Leaders must be trained for certainty and educated for uncertainty. The ability to
know how to think rather than what to think is critical in the future Joint Operational
Environment. Specific leader and Soldier failures in the 800th MP Brigade and the 205th MI
Brigade are identified in the investigative reports by MG Taguba and MG Fay. As discussed
above, my review of echelons above brigade revealed that CJTF-7 leaders were not directly
involved in the abuses at Abu Ghraib. Their actions and inaction did indirectly contribute to the
non-sexual and non-violent abuses.

t. (U) Facilities. Facilities and quality of life for Soldiers and detainees were
representative of the conditions throughout the AOR initfally. Only when the logistics system
became responsive to the needs of units and Soldiers, contracting mechanisms were put in place
to support operations, and the transportation system matured to move supplies, were
improvements seen in facilities and quality of life. The conditions at Abu Ghraib were
representative of the conditions found throughout the country during post Phase I1I, Decisive
Operations. The slow process of developing the logistics system and providing secure lines of
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communication directly iinpeded Soldier security and quality of life.
10. (U) Concluding Findings and Recommendations

a. (U)SUMMARY AS SENIOR INVESTIGATING OFFICER. [ derived these findings
and recommendations from the observations and assessments discussed in sections 2-9, from the
interviews I conducted, and from the documents I have reviewed. Furthermore, I support the
- recommendations of the Fay and Taguba Reports concerning individual culpability for actions
that violated U.S. criminal law (inctuding the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMIJ}) or
international law, or that was inhumane or coercive without lawful justification. The personnel
who committed these acts did not act in accordance with the discipline and values that the U.S.
Army represents. Leaders who had direct responsibilities for the actions of these individuals
failed to adequately exercise their responsibilities in the execution of this mission.

b. (U) RESPONSIBILITY ABOVE 205th MI BRIGADE
(13 (U)Findings:

~ (2) (U) I find that the chain of command above the st MI Brigade was not directly
involved in any of the abuses that occurred at Abu Ghraib.

{(b) (U) 1 find that the chain of command above the ;OSthMI Brigade promulgated
policy memoranda that, inadvertentty, left room for interpretation and may have indirectly led to
some of the non-violent and non-sexual abuse incidents.

{¢) (U) | find that LTG Sanchez, and his DCG, MG Wojdakowski, failed to ensure
proper staff oversight of detention and interrogation operations. As previously stated, MG
Wojdakowski had direct oversight of two new Brigade Commanders. Further, staff elements of
the CJTF-7 reacted inadequately to some of the Indications and Warnings discussed above.
However, in light of the operational environment, and CITF-7’s under-resourcing and unp lanned
missions, and the Commander’s consistent need to prioritize efforts, I find that the CJTF-7
Commander and staff performed above expectations, in the over-all scheme of OIF.

(d) (U)I find that the TACON relationship of the 800" MP Brigade to the CITF-7
created a dysfunctional relationship for proper oversight and effective detention operations in the
iraqi Theater of Operations (ff0). In addition, the relationship between leaders and staff of the
205th MI Brigade and 800th MP Brigade was ineffective as they failed to effect proper
coordination of roles and responsibilities for detention and interrogation operations.

(e) (U)I find that a number of causes outside of the control of CJTF-7 also
contributed to the abuses at Abu Ghraib. These are discussed in Section 8 and include,
individuals’ criminal propensity; Soldier knowledge of interrogation techniques permiited in
GTMO and Afghanistan and failure to distinguish between those environments and Iraq;
interaction with OGA and other agency interrogators who did not fotlow the same rules as U.S.
Forces; integration of some contractors without training, qualifications, and certification; under-
resourcing of personnel in both the 800th MP BDE (including the inability to replace personnel
leaving theater) and in the 205th MI Brigade, specifically in the interrogator, analyst, and linguist
fields.
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(2) (U) Recommendations:

(a) (U) That CJTF-7 designate a single staff proponent for Detention and
Interrogation Operations. The grade of this officer should be commensurate with the level of
responsibilities of the particular operation. Further, that the Army in concert with JFCOM should
" review the concept and clarify responsibilities for a single staff position for Detention and
Interrogation operations as part of a ITF capable organization.

~ {b) (U) That CJTF-7 in concert with CENTCOM publish clear guidance that applies
to all units and agencies on roles and responsibilities for Detention and Interrogation Operations,
and publish clear guidance on the limits of interrogation authority for interrogation techniques as
pertains to the detainee population in the ITO.

(c) (U) That CENTCOM review command relationship and responsibilities for the
800th MP Brigade with CJTF-7 in the conduct of detention operations in the ITO.

(d) (U) That the CJTF-7 Inspector General be designated the staff proponent to
rapidly investigate ICRC allegations. That the CJTF-7 Inspector General periodicalty conduct
unscheduled inspections of detention and interrogation operations providing direct feedback to
the commander.

c. (UyDOCTRINE

(1) (U) Finding: Army and Joint doctrine did not directly contribute to the abuses found
at Abu Ghraib. Abuses would not have occurred had doctrine been followed. Nonetheless,
certain areas need to updated, expanded or refined..

(2) (U) Recommendations:

(a) (U) That JFCOM in concert with the Army update Joint and Army publications
to clearly address the concept, organization and operations of a Joint Interrogation and
Debriefing _Center in a future joint operational environment.

(b) (U) That the Army update interrogation operations doctrine to clarify
responsibilities for interrogation techniques at both tactical and strategic levels. The ongoing
revision and update of FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogations, should clarify the roles and
responsibilities of MP and M1 units at centralized detention facilities.

(c)(U) That DOD assess the impact of current policies on Detention and
Interrogation Operations. That DOD review the limits of authority for interrogation techniques
and publish guidance that applies to all services and agencies. '

d. {U) V CORPS TRANSITION TO CIJTF

(1) (U)Findings:
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(a)}(U) V Corps was never adequately resourced as a CJTF. The challenge of
transitioning from V Corps HQ5 to CJTF-7 without adequate personnel, equipment, and
intelligence architecture, severely degraded the commander and staff during transition. Personnel
shortages documented in the JMD continued to preclude operational capabilities.

{(b)(U) Command and control headquarters that can perform as a Joint Task Force in
a joint operational environment will be the norm for the future. This fact warrants action by
supporting commands and services to resource and train ITF capable headquarters for success.

{2) (U) Recommendations:

(a)(U) That the Army expedite the development and transition of Corps-level
command and control headquarters into JTF-capable organizations.

(b)}(U) That the Army in concert with JFCOM institutionalize and resource the
personnel and equipment needs of future JTF-capable headquarters including the intelligence
architecture of such headquarters.

e. (U) INTELLIGENCE ARCHITECTURE and INTELLIGENCE PERSONNEL
RESOURCES

(I) (U)Findings:

(a}(U) Demands on the HUMINT capabilities in a counter-insurgency and in the -
future joint operational environment will continue to tax tactical and strategic assets. An
Inteiligence Fusion Center, a Joint Inter-agency Task Force and 2 JC2X are essential to provide
seamless tactical through strategic level intelligence in a JTF headquarters.

(b)(U) Future land forces, especially the Anmy, need trained and experienced
tactical HUMINT personnel to operate in the future Joint Operational Environment,

(2) (U) Recommendations:

(a) (U) That the Army conduct a holistic review of the CIIHUMINT intelligence
force structure and prioritize needs for the future joint operational environment. The review
should consider the personnel, equipment and resources needed to provide a seamless
intelligence capability from the tactical to the strategic level to support the combatant
commander.

(b) (U) That the Army align and train HUMINT assets geographlcally to leverage
language skills and knowledge of culture.

{c) (U) That land forces, particularly M and MP personnel conduct rigorous
collective training to replicate the complex environment experienced in OIF and in hikely future
areas of conflict.

f. (U) FACILITIES
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(1) {U) finding: Abu Ghraib detention facility was inadequate for safe and secure
detention and interrogation operations, CITF-7 lacked viable alternatives due to the depleted
infrastructure in Iraq. '

(2) (U) Recommendation: That the Army review the concept of detainee contingency

~ facilities that can be rapidly deployed and established to safeguard and secure detainees, while
providing necessary facilities to conduct screening and interrogations (similar to the concept of
the Force Provider or Red Horse contingency facilities, where pre-fabricated buildings can be set
up quickly). Adopting this recommendation would provide commanders an optlon for rapidiy
deploying and establishing detention facilities.

g (U OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES
(1) (U) Findings:

(a) (U) Working alongside non-military organizations/agencies to jointly execute
missions for our Nation, proved to be complex and demanding on military units at the tactical
level. There was at least the perception that non-DOD agencies had different rules regarding
interrogation and detention operations. Policies and specific limits of authority need review to
ensure applicability to all organizations operating in the designated theater of operations

{b) (U) Seamless sharing of operational intelligence was hindered by lack of a
fusion center that received, analyzed, and disseminated all intelligence collected by CJTF-7 units
and other agencies/units outside of the CITF-7 chain of command.

{c). (U) Proliferation of Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Technique
memorandums, with specific categorization of unlawful combatants in various theaters of
operations, and the inter-mingiing of tactical, strategic, and other agency interrogators at the
central detention facility of Abu Ghraib, provided a permissive and compromising climate for
Soldiers. :

(d) (U) Soldiers/Sailors/Airmen/Marines should never be put in a position that
potentially puts them at risk for non-compliance with the Geneva Conventions or Laws of Land
Warfare

(2) (U) Recommendations:

{(a)(U) That DOD review inter-agency policies to ensure that all parties in a specific
theater of operations are required to adhere to the same guidance and rules in the use of military
Interrogation and Detention Facilities, including limits of authority for interrogation techniques.

(b{(U) That CENTCOM publish guidance for compliance by all
agencies/organizations utilizing military detention facilities in the Iraqi theater of operation.

{(c)(U) That DOD review the responsibilities for interrogations by other agencies and
other agencies responsibilities to the combatant commander to provide intelligence information
and support.
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(d)(U) That DOD assess the impact of current policies and guidance on unlawful
combatants in the conduct of Detention and Interrogation Operations. And, that DOD review the
limits of anthority for use of interrogation techniques and publish guidance that is applicable to
all parties using military facilities.

h. (U) LEADERSHIP and SUCCESSES
(1) (U) Findings:

(a) (U) Leaders throughout Operation Iraqi Freedom were confronted with a
complex operational environment. The speed at which leaders at all echelons adapted to this
environment varied based on level of training, maturity in command, and ability to see the
battlefield. The adaptability of leaders in future operational environments will be critical.

(b) (U) In Operation Iraqi Freedom, as the intelligence architecture matured and
became property equipped and organized, and close working relationships with all intelligence
agencies and other OIF forces developed, there were clear successes in obtaining intelligence.

(¢) (U) HUMINT management and Intelligence Fusion were essential to enable
success in this complex operational environment.

(2) (U) Recommendations.

-(a) (U) That rigorous leader training in our institutions, at home stations, and at the
Army’s Training Centers (Joint Readiness Training Center, National Training Center, Combat
Maneuver Training Center, and Battle Command Training Program) continue.

| (b) (U) That DOD/CENTCOM and the senior leaders of all services recognize and
‘ ~ provide a vote of confidence to our military’s leaders and Soldiers executing the OIF mission
i and supporting the Iraqi people.
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