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MEMORANDUM FOR CHIEF OF STAFF, ARMY
SUBJECT: Department of the Army Inspector General Inspection Report on Detainee
Operations
| approve the Department of the Army Inspector General Inspection Report on
Detainee Operations dated 21 July 2004.

| direct:

a. As an exception to policy, the unclassified portion of this report be
released, without redactions, through posting on the Army website.

b. Findings and recommendations conceming Central Command be
forwarded through the Joint Staff to Central Command for consideration.

¢. The Director of the Army Staff task the appropriate Army Staffs and
major Army commands with implementing the recommendations specified in the
inspection report and then track their compliance.

d. The Department of the Army Inspector General disseminate the
inspection report to the Army leadership.

o

Acting Secretary of the Army
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FOREWORD

This inspection report responds to the Acting Secretary of the Army's 10 February 2004
directive to conduct a functional analysis of the Army's conduct of detainee and interrogation
operations to identify any capability shortfalls with respect to internment, enemy prisoner of war,
detention operations, and interrogation procedures and recommend appropriate resolutions or
changes if required. :

Based on this inspection: : _

- the overwhelming majority of our leaders and Soldiers understand the requirement to
treat detainees humanely and are deing so. :

-- we were unable to identify system failures that resulted in incidents of abuse. These
incidents of abuse resuited from the failure of individuals to follow known standards of discipline
and Army Values and, in some cases, the failure of a few leaders to enforce those standards of
discipline. '

-- the current operational environment demands that we adapt; our Soldiers are
adapting; so we must also adapt our doctrine, organization, and training.

We examined the two key components of detainee operations: the capture, security and
humane treatment of the detainees; and the conduct of interrogation operations in order to gain
useful intelligence. While we did not find any systemic failures that directly led to the abusive
situations we reviewed, we have made recommendations to improve the effectiveness of
detainee operations.

We found that Soldiers are conducting operations under demanding, stressful, and
dangerous conditions against an enemy who does not follow the Geneva Conventions. They
are in an environment that puts a tremendous demand on human intelligence, particularly, at the
tactical level where contact with the enemy and the people are most intense. They do
understand their duty to treat detainees humanely and in accordance with laws of land warfare,
These Soldiers understand their obligation to report incidents of abuse when they do occur, and
they do so. Our leaders have been developed, trained and educated to adapt to the
environment in which they find themselves. They understand their tasks, conditions and
standards. The conditions of the current operations have caused them to adapt their tactics,
techniques and procedures within their capabilities to accommodate this operational
environment,

Expanding our doctrine to provide commanders flexibility and adaptability within well-defined
principles will better enable them to conduct these operations. Our training and education
systems at the individual, unit, and institutional levels must continue to be thorough and
realistically simulate the intensity of the environment in which we now operate.

While the primary purpose of this inspection was not to examine specific incidents of abuse,
we did analyze reported incidents to determine their root or fundamental causes. To provide a
context for the incidents, we noted that an estimated 50,000 individuals were detained for at
least some period of time by U.S. Forces during the conduct of OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM and OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM. U.S. Forces’ contact with the local populace
at checkpoints, on patrols, and in other situations increases the number of contacts well in
excess of this 50,000 estimate. As of @ June 2004, there were 94 cases of confirmed or
possible abuse of any type, which include, theft, physical assault, sexual assault, and death.

The abuses that have occurred are not representative of policy, doctrine, or Soldier training.
These abuses should be viewed as what they are - unauthorized actions taken by a few
individuals, and in some cases, coupled with the failure of a few leaders to provide adequate
supervision and leadership. These actions, while regrettable, are aberrations when compared
to the actions of fellow Soldiers who are serving with distinction.
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Executive Summary

Detainee Operations

1. Background: On 10 February 2004, the Acting Secretary of the Army directed the
Department of the Army Inspector General (DAIG) to conduct an assessment of detainee
operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. In order to satisfy this directive, the DAIG inspected
internment, enemy prisoner of war, detention operations, and interrogation procedures in
Afghanistan and Iraq. The inspection focused on the adequacy of Doctrine, Organization,
Training, Materiel, Leadership, Personnel, and Facilities (DOTMLPF), standards, force
structure, and policy in support of these types of operations.

This inspection was not an investigation of any specific incidents or units but rather a
comprehensive review of how the Army conducts detainee operations in Afghanistan and Iraqg.

The DAIG did not inspect the U.S. military corrections system or operations at the
Guantanamo Bay Naval Base during this inspection. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and
Defense HUMINT Services (DHS) operations were not inspected.

2. Purpose: Conduct a functional analysis of the Army’s internment, enemy prisoner of war,
detention operations, and interrogation procedures, policies, and practices based on current
Department of Defense and Army policies and doctrine. The inspection is to identify any
capability and systemic shorifalls with respect to internment, enemy prisoner of war, detention
operations, and interrogation procedures and recommend appropriate resolutions or changes if
required.

3. Concept: Two teams conducted inspections of 26 locations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and the
Continental United States (CONUS). The CONUS team consisted of seven personnel,
including augmentees, and visited 10 locations while the OCONUS team consisted of nine
personnel, including augmentees, and inspected 16 locations. We interviewed and surveyed
over 650 leaders and Soldiers spanning the ranks from Private to Major General. We also
reviewed 103 reports of allegations of abuse from Criminal Investigation Division {CID) and 22
unit investigations that covered the period from September 2002 to June 2004.

4. Objectives: The DAIG Team had four objectives for the inspection:

a. Assess the adequacy of DOTMLPF of Army Forces for internment, enemy priSoner of
war, detention operations, and interrogation procedures.

b. Determine the standards for Army Forces charged with internment, enemy prisoner of
war, detention operations and interrogation procedures (e.g., size, equipment, standardization,
and training}.

¢. Assess current and future organizations and structures for Army Forces responsible for
internment, enemy prisoner of war, detention operations and interrogation procedures.

d. Identify and recommend any changes in policy related to internment, enemy prisoner of
war, detention operations and interrogation procedures.
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5. Synopsis: '

In the areas that we inspected, we found that the Army is accomplishing its mission both in
the capture, care, and custody of detainees and in its interrogation operations. The
overwhelming majority of our leaders and Soldiers understand and adhere to the requirement to
treat detainees humanely and consistent with the laws of jand warfare. Time and again these
Soldiers, while under the stress of combat operations and prolonged insurgency operations,
conduct themselves in a professional and exemplary manner.

The abuses that have occurred in both Afghanistan and Iraq are not representative of policy,
doctrine, or Soldier training. These abuses were unauthorized actions taken by a few
individuals, coupled with the failure of a few leaders to provide adeguate monitoring,
supervision, and leadership over those Soldiers. These abuses, while regretftable, are
aberrations when compared to their comrades in arms who are serving with distinction.

The functional analysis of the Army’s internment, enemy prisoner of war, detention
operations, and interrogation procedures, policies, and practices can be broken down into two
main functions: (1) capture, care, and control of detainees, and (2) interrogation operations.

We determined that despite the demands of the current operating environment against an
enemy who does not abide by the Geneva Conventions, our commanders have adjusted to the
reality of the battiefield and, are effectively conducting detainee operations while ensuring the -
humane treatment of detainees. The significant findings regarding the capture, care, and
control of detainees are:

» All interviewed and observed commanders, leaders, and Soldiers treated detainees
humanely and emphasized the importance of the humane treatment of detainees.

» |nthe cases the DAIG reviewed, all detainee abuse occurred when one or more
individuals failed to adhere to basic standards of discipline, training, er Army Values;
in some cases abuse was accompanied by leadership failure at the tactical level.

« Of all facilities inspected, only Abu Ghraib was determined to be undesirable for
housing detainees because it is located near an urban population and is under
frequent hostile fire, placing Soldiers and detainees at risk.

We determined that the nature of the environment caused a demand for tactical human
intelligence. The demands resulted in a need for more interrogators at the tactical level and
better training for Military Intelligence officers. The significant findings regarding interrogation
are: _

» Tactical commanders and leaders adapted their tactics, techniques, and procedures,
and held detainees longer than doctrinally recommended due to the demand for
timely, tactical intelligence. '

e Doctrine does not clearly specify the interdependent, and yet independent, roles,
missions, and responsibilities of Military Police and Military Intelligence units in the
establishment and operation of interrogation facilities,

+ Military Intelligence units are not resourced with sufficient interrogators and
interpreters, to conduct timely detainee screenings and interrogations in the current
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operating environment, resulting in a backlog of interrogations and the potenhal loss
of intelligence.

« Tactical Military Intelligence Officers are not adequately trained to manage the full
spectrum of the collection and analysis of human intelligence.

» Officially approved CJTF-7 and CJTF-180 policies and the early CJTF-180 practices
generally met legal obligations under U.S. law, treaty obligations and policy, if
executed carefully, by trained soldiers, under the full range of safeguards. The DAIG
Team found that policies were not clear and contained ambiguities. The DAIG Team
found implementation, {raining, and oversight of these poiicies was inconsistent; the
Team concluded, however, based on a review of cases through 9 June 2004 that no
confirmed instance of detainee abuse was caused by the approved policies.

We reviewed detainee operations through systems (Policy and Doctrine, Organizational
Structures, Training and Education, and Leadership and Discipline) that influence how those
operations are conducted, and have identified findings and recommendations in each. While
these findings are not critical, the implementation of the corresponding recommendations will
better enable our commanders to conduct detainee operations now and into the foreseeable
future, decrease the possibility of abuse, and ensure we continue to treat detainees humanely.

The findings and observations from this ingpection are separated into the following three
chapters: Chapter 3 - Capture, Care, and Control of Detainees, Chapter 4 - Interrogation
Operations, and Chapter 5 - Other Observations. A summary of the Capture, Care, and Control
of Detainees and the Interrogation Operation findings is provided below.

Capture, Care, and Control of Detainees

Army forces are successfully conducting detainee operations to include the capture, care,
and control of detainees. Commanders and leaders emphasized the importance of humane
treatment of detainees. We observed that leaders and Soldiers treat detainees humanely and
understand their obligation to report abuse. In those instances where detainee abuse occurred,
individuals failed to adhere to basic standards of discipline, training, or Army Values; in some
cases individual misconduct was accompanied by leadership failure to maintain fundamental
unit discipline, failure to provide proper leader supervision of and guidance to their Soldiers, or
failure 1o institute proper control processes.

We found through our interviews and observations conducted between 7 March 2004 and 5
April 2004 that leaders and Soldiers in Afghanistan and Iraq were determined to do what was
legally and morally right for their fellow Soldiers and the detainees under their care. We found
numerous examples of military professionalism, ingrained Army Values, and moral courage in
both leaders and Soldiers. These leaders and Soldiers were self-disciplined and demonstrated
‘an ability to maintain composure during times of great stress and danger. With the nature of the
threat in both Afghanistan and lraq, Soldiers are placed in extremely dangerous positions on a

" daily basis. They face the daily risks of being attacked by detainees, contracting communicable
diseases from sick detainees, being taunted or spat upon, having urine or feces thrown upon
them, and having to treat a detainee humanely who just attacked their unit or killed a fellow
Soldier. Despite these challenges, the vast majority of Soldiers and other U.S. Military
personnel continued to do their duty to care for detainees in a fair and humane manner.

Our review of the detainee abuse allegations attempted to identify underlying causes and
contributing factors that resulted in abusive situations. We examined these from the perspective
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of the Policy and Doctrine, Organizational Structures, Training and Education, and Leadership
and Discipline systems. We also examined them in terms of location on the battlefield and
sought to determine if there was a horizontal, cross-cutiing system failure that resulted in a
single case of abuse or was common to all of them. Based on this inspection, we were unable
to identify system failures that resulted in incidents of abuse. These incidents of abuse resulted
from the failure of individuals to follow known standards of discipline and Army Values and, in
some cases, the failure of a few leaders to enforce those standards of discipline. We also found
that our policies, doctrine, and training are being continually adapted to address the existing
operational environment regarding detainee operations. Commanders adjusted existing
doctrinal procedures to accommodate the realities of the battlefield. We expect our leaders to
do this and they did. The Army must continue to educate for uncertain environments and
develop our leaders to adapt quickly to conditions they confront on the battlefield.

Using a data cut-off of 9 June 2004 we reviewed 103 summaries of Army CID reports of
investigation and 22 unit investigation summaries conducted by the chain of command involving
detainee death or allegations of abuse. These 125 reports are in various stages of completion.
31 cases have been determined that no abuse occurred; 71 cases are closed; and 54 cases are
open or undetermined. Of note, the CID investigates every occurrence of a detainee death
regardless of circumstances.

Recognizing that the facts and circumstances as currently known in ongoing cases may not
be all-inclusive, and that additional facts and circumstances could change the categorization of
a case, the Team placed each report in a category for the purposes of this inspection to
understand the overall numbers and the facts currently known, and to examine for trends or
systemic issues. This evaluation of allegations of abuse reports is not intended to influence
commanders in the independent exercise of their responsibilities under the Uniform Code of
Military Justice (UCMJ) or other administrative disciplinary actions. As an Inspector General
inspection, this report does not focus on individual conduct, but on systems and policies.

This review indicates that as of 9 June 2004, 48% (45 of 94) of the alleged incidents of
abuse occurred at the point of capture, where Soldiers have the least amount of control of the
environment. For this inspection, the DAIG Team interpreted point of capture events as
detainee operations occurring at battalion level and below, before detainees are evacuated to
doctrinal division forward or central collecting points (CPs). This allowed the DAIG Team to
analyze and make a determination to where and what level of possible abuse occurred. The
point of capture is the location where most contact with detainees occurs under the most
uncertain, dangerous, and frequently violent circumstances.

This review further indicates that as of @ June 2004, 22% (21 of 84) of the alleged incidents
of abuse occurred at Internment/Resettlement (I/R) facilities. This includes the highly publicized
incident at Abu Ghraib. Those alleged abuse situations at I/R facilities are attributed to
individual failure to abide by known standards and/or individual failure compounded by a
leadership failure to enforce known standards, provide proper supervision, and stop potentially
abusive situations from occurring. As of 9 June 2004, 20%, (19 of 94) of the alleged incidents of
abuse occurred at CPs. For the remaining 10% (9 of 94) of the alleged incidents of abuse, a
location could not be determined based on the CID case summaries.

“Note For the purpose of this inspection, we defined abuse as wrongful death, assautt, sexual assauit, and thefi.

v
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The Army estimates that over 50,000 detainees have been captured or processed. While
even one case of abuse is unacceptable, we conclude that given the volume of detainees and
the potential for abuse in these demanding circumstances, the overwheiming majority of our
Soldiers and leaders are conducting these operations with due regard for the detainees right to
be treated humanely and properly. '

Detainee gbuse does not occur when individual Soldiers remain disciplined, follow known
procedures, and understand their duty obligation to report abusive behavior. Detainee abuse
does not occur when leaders of those Soldiers who deal with detainees enforce basic standards
of humane treatment, provide oversight and supervision of detainee operations, and take
corrective action when they see potentially abusive situations developing. Our site visits,
interviews, sensing sessions, and observations indicate that the vast majority of Soldiers and
leaders, particularly at the tactical level, understand their responsibility to treat detainees
humanely and their duty obligation to report infractions.

We inspected I/R facilities at Bagram, Baghdad, and Camp Bucca and found only Abu
Ghraib overcrowded, located near a densely populated urban area, on a dangerous main supply
route, and subject to frequent hostile enemy fire from enemy mortars or rockets. The physical
design of the camps within the prison was not optimal for the mission: towers were not properly
placed to support overlapping fields of fire and cover blind spots, entrance/egress routes were

- hampered by make-shift gates; and sally ports were not used correctly. The supply of fresh

water was difficult to maintain and the food quality was sub-standard. Detainees did not have
access to bunkers or shelters with overhead cover to protect them from hostile enemy martar or
rocket fire from outside the wallis of Abu Ghraib. _ -

Interrogation Operations

The need for timely, tactical human intelligence is critical for successful military operations
particularly in the current environment. Commanders recognized this and adapted by holding
detainees longer at the point of capture and collecting points to gain and exploit intelligence.
Commanders and interrogators also conducted tactical questioning to gain immediate battlefield
intelligence. Commanders and leaders must set the conditions for success, and commanders,
leaders, and Soldiers must adapt to the ever changing envircnment in order to be successful.

Of the interviewed point of capture battalion and company teaders, 61% (25 of 41) stated
their units established CPs and held detainees at their locations from 12 hours up to 30 days.
The primary reason units held detainees at these locations was to conduct screenings and
interrogations closer to the point of capture. The result of holding detainees for longer
timeframes at all locations was increased requirements in facility infrastructure, medical care,
preventive medicine, trained personnel, logistics, and security. Organic unit personnel at these
locations did not have the required institutional training and were therefore unaware of or unable
to comply fully with Army policies in areas such as detainee processing, confinement
operations, security, préventive medicine, and interrogation.

Doctrine does not clearly and distinctly address the relationship between the MP operating
I/R facilities and the Military Intelligence (M) personnel conducting inteligence exploitation at
those facilities. Neither MP nor MI doctrine specifically defines the interdependent, yet

‘independent, roles, missions, and responsibilities of the two in detainee operations, MP

doctrine states Mi may collocate with MP at detention sites to conduct interrogations, and
coordination should be made to establish gperating procedures. MP doctrine does not,

v
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however, address approved and prohibited M procedures in an MP-operated facility. It also
does not clearly establish the role of MPs in the interrogation process. Conversely, Ml doctrine
does not clearly explain MP internment procedures or the role of Ml personnel within an
internment setting. Contrary to MP doctrine, FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation, 28 September
1992, implies an active role for MPs in the interrogation process: "Screeners coordinate with MP
holding area guards on their role in the screening process. The guards are told where the
screening will take place, how EPWs and detainees are to be brought there from the holding
area, and what types of behavior on their part will facilitate the screenings.” Subordination of
the MP custody and control mission to the Ml need for intelligence can create settings in which
unsanctioned behavior, including detainee abuse, could occur. Failure of MP and Ml personnel
to understand each other's specific missions and duties could undermine the effectiveness of
safeguards associated with interrogation technigues and procedures.

Doctrine that addresses the establishment and operation of interrogations contains
inconsistent guidance on terminology, structure, and function of these facilities. At the time of
the inspection there were facilities in OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM and OPERATION
IRAQI FREEDOM that conducted intelligence exploitation as Joint Interrogation Facilities and as
a Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center. The intelligence sections of each were uniquely
structured to meet mission requirements.

Shortfalls in numbers of interrogators and interpreters, and the distribution of these assets
within the battlespace, hampered human intelligence {HUMINT) collection efforts. Valuable
intelligence—timely, complete, clear, and accurate—may have been lost as a result.
Interrogators were not available in sufficient numbers to efficiently conduct screening and
interrogations of the large numbers of detainees at collecting points (CPs) and :
internment/resettiement (I/R) facilities, nor were there enough to man sufficient numbers of
Tactical Human Intelligence Teams (THTs) for intelligence exploitation at points of capture.
Interpreters, especially those Category Il personnel autherized to participate in interrogations,
were also in short supply. Units offset the shortage of interrogators with contract interrogators.
While these confract interrogators provide a valuable service, we must ensure they are trained
in military interrogation techniques and policy.

Due to the demand for immediate tactical intelligence, tactical intelligence officers were
conducting interrogations of detainees without thorough training on the management of
HUMINT analysis and collection techniques. They were not adequately trained to manage the
full spectrum of HUMINT assets being used in the current operating environment. The need for
these officers to understand the management of the full spectrum of HUMINT operations is a
key for successful HUMINT exploitation in the current operating environment.

Current interrogation doctrine includes 17 interrogation approach techniques. Doctrine

‘recognizes additional techniques may be applied. Doctrine emphasizes that every technique
must be humane and be consistent with legal obligations. Commanders in both OEF and OIF
adopted additional interrogation approach technique policies. Officially approved CJTF-180 and
CJTF -7 generally met legal obligations under U.S. law, treaties and policy, if executed carefully,
by trained soldiers, under the full range of safeguards. The DAIG Team found that some
interrogators were not trained on the additional techniques in either formal school or unit training
programs. Some inspected units did not have the correct command policy in effect at the time
of inspection. Based on a review of CID case summaries as of 9 June 2004, the team was
unable to establish any direct link between the proper use of an approved approach technique
or techniques and a confirmed case of detainee abuse.

Vi
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6. Conclusion: The Army's leaders and Soldiers are effectively conducting detainee operations
and providing for the care and security of detainees in an intense operational environment.
Based on this inspection, we were unabie to identify system failures that resulted in incidents of
abuse. This report offers 52 recommendations that are designed to improve the ability of the
Army to accomplish the key tasks of detainee operations: keep the enemy off the battlefield in a
secure and humane manner, and gain intelligence in accordance with Army standards.

vii
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‘Chapter 1

Background and Inspection Concept

1. Background: On 10 February 2004, the Acting Secretary of the Army directed th:e
Department of the Army Inspector General (DAIG) to conduct an assessment of detainee
operations in Afghanistan and iraq. in order to satisfy the Acting Secretary of the Army's
directive, the DAIG inspected internment, enemy prisoner of war, detention operations, and
interrogation procedures in Iraq and Afghanistan. The inspection focused on the adequacy of
Dactrine, Organization, Training, Materiel, Leadership, Personnel, and Facilities {DOTMLPF),
standards, force structure, and policy. '

2. Inspection Concept: The detailed concept for this inspection is as follows:

a. Purpbse: The purpose of this inspection was to conduct a functional analysis of detainee
operations based on current Department of Defense (DoD) and Army policy and doctrine.

b. Objectives:

- (1) Assess the adequacy of DO TMLPF of Army Forceé for internment, enemy prisoner of
war, detention operations, and interrogation procedures. '

(2) Determine the standards for Army Forces charged with internment, enemy prisoner’
of war, detention operations and interrogation procedures {(e.g.. size, equipment,
standardization, and training). : '

(3} Assess current and future organizations and structures for Army Forces responsible
for internment, enemy prisoner of war, detention operations and interrogation procedures.

(4) ldentify and recommend any changes in policy related to internment, enemy prisoner
of war, detenfion operations and interrogation procedures.

¢. Scope: Two teams conducted inspections of 25 locations in {raq, Afghanistan, and the
Continental United States {CONUS). The CONUS team consisted of seven personnel,
including augmentees, and visited seven locations while the OCONUS team consisted of nine
personnel, including augmentees, and inspected 16 locati ons. We interviewed and surveyed
over 650 leaders and Soldiers spanning the ranks from Private to Major General. We also
reviewed 103 reports of allegations of abuse from Criminal Investigation Division {(CI1D) and 22
unit investigations that cover the period of September 2002 to June 2004.

d. Focus: The inspection focused on the functional analy sis of the Army's internment,
enemy prisoner of war, and detention policies, practices, and procedures as the Army executes
its role as the DoD E xecutive Agent for Enemy Prisoners of War and Detention Program.
Numerous DoD Policies, Army Regulations, and Army Field Manuals provided the guiding
tenets for this inspection.

‘e. Task Organization: Two teams from the DAIG Inspections Division, with augm entaﬁon
from the Office of the Provost Marshal General (OPMG), Office of the Judge Advocate General
(OTJAG), Office of the Surgeon General (OTSG), U.S. Army Maneuver Support Center

1
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(USAMANSCEN), U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Command (USACIC), U.S. Army Special
Operations Command (USASOC), and the U.S. Army intelligence Center (USAIC)_ gonducted
the inspection by traveling to 25 focations in CONUS and OCONUS. The composition of these

teams was as follows:

Inspector General

CONUS ' OCONUS
Team Chief 1G : Team Chief 1G
Detailed |G Operation Officer 1G
" Detailed I1G Detailed G
Assistant |G Detailed G
Expert from OTSG Expert from USASOC
Expert from OPMG ~ Expert from OTJAG
Expert from USACIC (Assistant IG). Expert from USAIC .
: . Expert from USAMANSCEN (Assistant IG)
Expert from OPMG

{. Inspection Process:
(1) Preparation Phase: Research and Training (February - March 2004)
(2) Execution Phase: On-Site Inspections (March - April 2004)
(3) Completion Phase: Final Report Preparation (April - June 2004)

g. Inspection Logations and Schedule: See Append_ix C.

h. Inspection Approach: The Inspectors General (IG) for Combined Forces Land
Component Command (CFLCC), Combined Joint Task Force-7 (CJTF-7}, Combined Joint Task
Force-180 (CJTF-180), and local 1Gs served as coordinating agents for all DAIG inspection
activities at those locations. These IGs were telephonically and electronically notified by DAIG
with the Notification Memorandum and Detailed Inspection Plan that was sent to all affected
Commanders/|Gs on 20 February 2004.

i. Other Reports: This report mentions the Ryder Report, Miller Report, and Taguba
Investigation throughout its inspection resuits. These two reports and investigation deal with the
following: the Ryder Report is an assessment of detention and corrections operations in Iraq;
the Miller Report is a classified assesément of the Department of Defense's counterterrorism
interrogation and detention operations in Iraq; and the Taguba investigation is a classified
investigation under Army Regulation 15-6 into the 800th Military Police {(MP) Brigade's detention
and internment operations. '

j. Definitions: The DAIG used the following definitions throughout the report.

(1) The DAIG defined the term "detainee operations® as the range of actions taken by
Soldiers beginning at the point of capture, the movement of detainees through division forward
and central collecting points (CPs), to internment at internment/resettiement (I/R) facilities, and
refease. This includes the administrative and medical processing of detainees, medical
* treatment of detainees, sanitary conditions at /R facilities and CPs, and interrogation
procedures. The term "detainee operations™ does not apply to confined U _S. Military personnel,
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(2) Army Regulation (AR) 190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War, Retained Personnel, Civilian
Internees and Other Detainees, 1 October 1997, defines the term detainee as "any person
captured or otherwise detained by an armed force.” The DAIG uses the term as defined by AR
190-8 in this report. The term "detainee" includes enemy prisoners of war (EPWs), retained
persons (RP), civitian internees (Cls), and other detainees (ODs). When making a
differentiation between the different classifications of detainees, the report will specifically
mention EPWs, RPs, Cls, or ODs. The report will also point out the use of non-doctrinal terms
sometimes used as detainee classifications. '

(3) The battlespace of OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) and OPERATION

IRAQ! FREEDOM (OIF) included an enemy that deployed asymmetrically with adaptive tactics;
a battlespace in which there was not always a clear forward line of troops, massing of forces, or
an identifiable rear area to which detainees could be rapidly evacuated. The battiespace of
OEF and OIF was non-finear with combat and stability operations taking place simultaneously
throughout the areas of operation. Combatants included both uniformed and non-uniformed
‘state and non-state sponsored forces who fought using conventional and non-conventional
methads to include terrorist actions against both military and civilian targets. Detainees were,
and continue to be, more than compliant civilian internees and enemy prisoners of war. They
are primarily a noncompliant hostile population that requires more intensive screening,
interrogation and segregation. The Army is in a new and unique oper ational environment
stemming from the need for immediate tactical level intelligence coupled with the significant
numbers of non-traditional combatants/detainees encountered.

{4) We define a problem as systemic if it is widespread and presents a pattern. We
attempted through observations, sensing sessions, interviews, site visits, surveys, and reviews
of documents, other reports, and investigations fo identify failures in the systems that comprise
detainee operations. :

3
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Chapter 2

Inspection Methodology

The Department of the Army Inspector General {DAIG) Team developed a baseline
approach to the inspection that focu sed on gathering information and data from five primary
domains: interviews, sensing sessions, document reviews, surveys of commanders, leaders,
and Soldiers, and site visits. This approach aliowed the Team to glean perceptions and
attitudes about detainee operations from selected individuals and populations; to ass ess
detainee operations in doctrinal manuals, unit policies, unit Standing Operating Procedures
(SOPs); and to determine compliance with Department of Defense {(DoD) and Army policies.
The Team visited U.S. Armed Forces-controlled internment/resettlement (VR) facilities and
division central and forward collecting points (CPs), as well as units conducting patrol missions,
to gather overail trends and observations on detainee oper ations from point of capture to the
processing conducted at U.S. Armed Forces-controfled /R facilities.

This baseline methodology afforded the Team a standard, systematic approach to
conducting an inspection at each location, which proved essential since the DAIG Team
conducted split operations with two teams that traveled separately to continental U nited States
(CONUS) and outside the continental United States {OCONUS) locations. The Team had to
tailor their trips to look at units that had already returned from OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM (OEF) and OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF) as well as those units currently
deployed. :

The methodology established a three-phase plan for executing the inspection.

_ a. Phase 1: Preparation. This phase included travel planning, pre-deployment training,
administrative requirements, a review of documents the Team requested in advance from the
unit IGs, pre-inspection visits to the National Training Center (NTC) at Fort Irwin and the Joint
Readiness Training Center (JRTC} at Fort Polk, and development of a detailed ins pection plan.

b. Phase 2: Execution. This phase outlined the physic al execution of the itinerary
developed by the local IG in accordance with the Detailed Inspection Plan. Each visit began
with an inbrief to the unit's senior leadership and ended with an outbrief. The DAIG Team
conducted interviews, sensing sessions, and a survey of Commanders, leaders and Soldiers
currently in the area of responsibility (AOR) and those who recently returned from OEF and OIF

. to determine detainee operations tactics, techniques, and procedures from point of capture fo
arrival at the CPs: inspected CPs from receipt of detainees to the transfer of detainees to U.S.
Armed Forces-controlled I/R facilities; inspected U.S. Armed Forces-controlled I/R facilities and
operations; and reviewed policies, plans, records, programs, Standard Operating Procedures
{SOPs), and other relafed documents. '

¢. Phase 3: Completion. The DAIG Team returned to home station and conducted
post-trip data analyses of the information gathered. The Team then crafted detailed trip reports
of the visit that captured the critical information gleaned from the trips. These trip reports
formed the basis from which the Team developed the findings outlined in the report.
Additionally, team members cross-walked information and traveled to the M1 and MP schoois for
coordination and confirmation of information used in the findings. '
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s the baseline methodology in detail to include the specific

The following section outline -
pon the type of unit v isited.

requirements for interviews and sensing sessions based u

on Methodology. The local IG served as the coordinating agent for all DAIG
inspection activities. The coordinating agent worked with his or her respective DAIG Team point
of contact (POC) to develop an itinerary for a four-day inspection for CONUS units and a 30-day
period for OCONUS. The coordinating agent and DAIG Team POC fine-tuned the itinerary to
maximize the Team's ability to meet the inspection’s baseline requirements.

a. Inspecti

b. Personnel Interviewed:

(1) OCONUS

(a) The Team conducted interviews at CFLCC, CJTF-7, CJTF-1 80, U.S. Armed
' Forces-controlled I/R facilities, and division CPs. The Team interviewed selected leaders from
' CELCG/C JTF/division/brigade/battalion s taffs and company leve! personnel. individual
interviews occurred in the interviewee's office or in a similar location free from interruptions and
telephone calls. The coordinating agent scheduled these interviews to last no more than 1.5
hours. The coordinating agent also considered geographical dispersion and trave! times
between events. The interviews were conducted by one or two DAIG Team members with the

unit interviewee.

(b) The DAIG Team conducted sensing se ssions at each U.S. Armed Forces-
controlied /R facility, division CPs, and at the company level, one for junior enlisted (Private
through Specialist, but not including Corporals} and one for junior noncommissioned officers

{Sergeant and Staff Sergeant). Units provided eight to twelve Soldiers per session. Each
sensing session required a classroom or similar facility that was removed from the unit's normal
work location. The area was relatively quiet and free from interruptions and telephone calls. In
addition, the room needed no less than 14 chairs or desks formedin a circle or square. The
coordinating agent scheduled 1.5-hour time blocks for each sensing session. The sensing
sessions were conducted by two DAIG Team members with the unit Soldiers.

(c) The coordinating age'nt adjusted the inter view schedule, in coordination with
the Team, based upon the availabil ity of personnel. The Team recognized that enly full- time
manning personnel might be available in Reserve Component units.

(d) The matrix below was a strawman that was finalized by the DAIG Team POC
and the focal IG for the OCONUS inspection.

Interviewee/ CFLCC CJTF DIv BDE Co MP | US Military
Sensing COLL COLL BDE | Controlled/
Session Point Point BN | Oversight

Requirements Det Fac
SJA 1 1 1
G2/52 (for 1 1 1 1 1 1
HUMINT
purposes) :

| §1 (if involved ' 1 1
with detainee '
processing)
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SURGEON/ME
D OFF

PMO

CHAPLAIN

ENGINEER/S4

CDR/OIC

| e | | ek

1SG/NCQIC

— | b | | —

s |l | ] -

S3

e | s | e | e |

INTERROGAT
OR (depending
where they are
tocated)

GUARD (E1-4)
SENSING
SESSION

1EA (8
12
SOLDIE
RS)

1EA (8-12
SOLDIERS)

1EA (8-12
SOLDIER
S)

GUARD (E5-6)
SENSING
SESSION

1EA (8-

12
SOLDIE
RS)

1EA (8-12
SOLDIERS)

1 EA (8-12
SOLDIER
S}

GUARD
(NCOIC)

1

1

SECURITY
FORCE (E1-4)
SENSING
SESSION

1EA (8-12
SOLDIER
S)

SECURITY
FORCE {E5-6)
SENSING
SESSION

1 EA (8-12
SOLDIER
S)

SECURITY
FORCE
NCOIC

1

INFANTRY
BDE XO

INFANTRY BN
X0

INFANTRY Co
CDR/MSG

PREVENTIVE
MED INSP

COLL PTMP
PLT LDR

COLL PT MP
PLT SGT

UNIT PLT LDR
INVOLVED
WITH
CAPTURE OF

| PERSONNEL
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UNIPLT SGT - 2
INVOLVED
1 WITH
CAPTURE OF
PERSONNEL
UNIT : 2EA
SOLDIERS ' : (8-12
INVOLVED SOLDI
WITH : {1 ERS}
CAPTURE OF _ PER
PERSONNEL - COLLE
(E1-4) _ CTING
SENSING POINT
| SESSION _
T UNIT _ 2EA
SOLDIERS : (8-12
INVOLVED : _ SOLDI
WITH - - ERS)
CAPTURE OF : PER
PERSONNEL _ COLLE
(E5-6) : : : CTING
SENSING POINT
| sEsSION
(2) CONUS

(a) The Team conducted interviews of division, brigade, battalion, and com pany
level personnel. The Team interviewed selected leaders from each of these type units .
Individual interviews occurred in the interviewee's office or in a similar location that was free
from interruptions and telephone calls. The coordinating agent scheduted these interviews to
last no more than 1.5 hours. The coordinating agent considered geographical dispersion and
travel times between events. T he interviews were conducted by one or two Team members
with the unit interviewee,

(b) The DAIG Team conducted sensing s essions with collecting point and IR
facility guards and with Soldiers who captured personnel during QOEF and OIF. Sensing
sessions included one for junior enlisted (Private through Specialist, but not including Carporals)
and one for junior noncommissioned officers (Sergeant and Staff Sergeant). Units provided
eight to twelve Soldiers per session. Each sensing session required a classroom or similar
facility that was removed from the unit's normal work location. The area was relatively quiet and
free from interruptions and telephone calls. In addition, the room needed no less than 14 chairs

- or desks formed in a circle or square. The coordinating agent schedul ed 1.5-hour time blocks
for each sensing session. The sensing sessions were conducted by two Team members with
the unit Soldiers. '

_ {c) The coordinating agent adjusted the inter view schedule, in coordination with
the Team, based upon the availabil ity of personnel. The Team recognized that only full-time
manning personnel might be available in Reserve Component units.
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(d} The matrix below was a strawman that was finalized by the DAIG Team POC

and the local 1G for the CONUS inspection.

Interviewes/Sensing
Session
Requirements

DIVISEP
BDE

BDE

BN

Co

INFANTRY CDR

INFANTRY
CSM/SG

INFANTRY XO

MP CDR/XO

MP 54

PMO

COLL PT GUARDS
(E1-4) SENSING
SESSION

1 EA (8-12
SOLDIERS)

COLL PT GUARDS
(E5-6) SENSING
SESSION

1EA (8-12

SOLDIERS})

GUARD (NCOIC)

1

DSA/BSA CDR (if
coll pt was is in
DSA/BSA}

COLL PTMP PLT
LDR

COLL PTMP PLT
5GT

UNIT PLT LDR
INVOLVED WITH
1 CAPTURE OF
PERSONNEL

UNIT PLT SGT
INVOLVED WITH
CAPTURE OF
PERSONNEL

UNIT SOLDIERS
INVOLVED WITH
CAPTURE OF
PERSONNEL (E1-
4) SENSING
SESSION

2 EA (8-12
SOLDIERS)

UNIT SOLDIERS
INVOLVED WITH
CAPTURE OF
PERSONNEL (ES5-
6) SENSING
SESSION

2 EA (812
SOLDIERS)

CHAPLAIN
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d. Administrative Support Requirements. The DAIG Team conducted this inspection
with minimal disruption to ongoing unit missions. The Team required special arrangements
from the field Inspectors General (IGs), including assistance with country clearances, travel in
the AOR, in-country travel, sleeping arrangements, convoy security arrangements, body armor,
weapons and ammunition, com munications, scheduling of inbriefs and outbriefs, interviews and
sensing sessions, and an appropriate work space for up to nine personnel conducting DAIG

business.

e. Documenfs Reviewed In Advance (OCONUS Only}):

_ (1) All inspections related to detainee oper ations, including command products,
Inspector General products, Criminal Investigative Division(CID), legal, etc.

{2} All case histories of punishment (judicial and non-judicial) relating to detainee
abuse.

(3) Past and current Rules of Engagement (ROE).
f. Documents Reviewed on Site (OCONUS Only):

(1) Unit TACSOPs relating to detainee operations (e.g., 5Ss and T, collecting point
procedures, and inventorying EPW belongings).

{2) U.S. Armed Forces-controlled I/R facility SOPs.
{3) I/R BDE/BN/CO unit manning_docu mentatiqn.
{4) DD Form 2745 (EPW Capture Tag) log.
(5) DD Form 629 (Receipt for Prisoner or Detained Persoﬁ) log.
(6} DA Form 4.1 37 (Receipt for Evidence/Property Custody Document) log.
(7) DD Form 2708 {Receipt of Inmate/Detained Person) log.
(8) DD Form 1594 (Duty Logs).
{9) U.8. Armed Forces-controlled I/R faciiitie$ reporting system database.
(10') Facility maintenance and repair documentation.
{11) Facility security SOP.
{12) Detainee in!qut—processing docum entation.
g. Documents Reviewed During Inspecﬁons {CONUS Only:):

_ {1) Unit Tactical Standing Operating Procedures. (TACSOP) relating to detainee
operations (e.g., 5Ss and T, collecting point procedures, and inventorying EPW belongings).

(2) U.S. Armed Forces-controlied /R facility SOPs.
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{3) I/R Brigade (BDE)/Battaiion (BN)/Company {Co) unit manning documentation.

h. Inspectian ltineraries. DAIG requested each coordinating agent develop a draft
itinerary that met the requirements listed in paragraph b. DAIG requested the coordinating
agent include the necessary travel time between scheduled locations . The DAIG Team POC
and the coordinating agent developed an itiner ary that allows the DAIG Team to meet the
objectives listed in Chapter 1 paragraph 2b. The DAIG Team conducted an inbrief with the
senior commander/representative at each location.
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Chapter 3

Capture, Care, and Controi of Detainees

1. Summary of Findings: Army forces are successfully conducting detainee operations to
include the capture, care, and control of detainees. Commanders and leaders emphasized the
importance of humane treatment of detainees and, currently, leaders and Soldiers treat
detainees humanely and understand their obligation to report abuse. In those instances where
detainee abuse occurred, individuals failed to adhere to basic standards of dascmime training,
or Army Values; in some cases individuat misconduct was ‘accompanied by leadership failure to
maintain fundamental unit discipline, failure to provide proper leader supervision of and
guidance to their Soldiers, or fatlure to institute proper control processes.

For the purpose of this inspection, we defined abuse as wrongful death, assauit, battery,
sexual assault, sexual battery, or theft. As of 9 June 2004 we had reviewed 103 surmmaries of
Criminal Investigative Division {CID) reports of investigation and 22 unit investigation summaries
conducted by the chain of command involving detainee death or alleged abuse. These 125
reports are in various stages of completion. No-abuse was determined to have occurred in 31
cases: 71 cases are closed; and 54 cases are open or undetermined. Of note, the CID
investigates every occurrence of a detainee death r egardless of circumstances. While
recognizing that any abuse incident is one too many, we conducted a review and categorization
of the summary reports of the 125 investigations. Based on our review and analysis of reports
and case summaries of investigations and our observations and interviews conducted
throughout this inspection, we could not identify a systemic cause for the abuse incidents. The
DAIG uses the term "systemic” specifically to describe a problem if it is widespread and
presents a pattern. As defined by the DAIG in this report, a systemic issue may be found either
harizontally across many various types of units, or vertically through many command levels or
within systems. The DAIG determined that incidents where detainees were allegedly mistreated
occurred as isolated events. in a few incidents, higher ranking individuals up to Lieutenant
Colonel were involved; however, the chain of command took action when an allegation of
detainee abuse was reported.

-Abu Ghraib had problems with deteriorating infrastructure that impacted the clean, safe, and
secure working environment for Soldiers and living conditions for detainees. Poor foad quality
and food distribution, 1ack of laundry capability, and inadequate perscnal hygiene facilities
affected the detainees’ living conditions. Overcrowding, frequent enemy hostite fire, and lack of
in-depth force protection measures also put Soldaers and detainees at risk.

2. Findings:
a. Finding 1:

(1) Einding: All interviewed and observed commanders, leaders, and Soldiers treated
detainees humanely and emphasized the importance of the humane treatment of detainees.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.
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(3) Inspection Results: The DAIG Team conducted numerous interviews and sensing
sessions with leaders and Soldiers that revealed most leaders and Soldiers hav_e treated
detainees humanely and would report detainee abuse if they_ became aware of it.

For OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM(OEF), Chairman Joint Chiefs of Staff(CJCS)
Message dated 211933Z J AN 02, stated that Al Qaida and Taliban would be treated humanely
and, to the extent appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a manner consistent with
the principles of the Geneva Conventions.’ Therefore, most detainees were classified as civilian
internees (Cls) (sub-classified for OEF by the following non-doctrinal terms: Persons Under 1).5.
Control {PUC), Enemy Combatant {EC), and Low-level Enemy Combatant {(LLEC)). Interviews,
sensing sessions, and document reviews revealed that most Soldiers were aware of their
requirement to reat detainees humanely. In most cases, the present level of treatment

. exceeded the Common Article 3 standard of treatment. Notwithstanding, while detainee abuse

had occurred in QEF in the past, the DAIG Team observed that units currently conducting
detainee operations missions treated defainees h_um anely.

Many noncommissioned officers (NCOs) stated very clearly that the humane treatment
of detainees was paramount to the success of the mission. Another group of junior enlisted
Soldiers stated that they received substantial training on detainee treatment. They wentonto
specifically mention that they were taught to treat detainees with dignity and respect. In another
sensing session, the NCOs stated that the minimum standard for treating detainees is
protection, respect, and hum ane treatment. Some went on to say that violations are not
tolerated by the command or fellow Soldiers. -

Consistent with these statements, the DAIG Team that visited Iraq and Afghanisfan
discovered no incidents of abuse that had not been r eported through command channels; all
incidents were already under investigation. The DAIG Team that visited units recently returning
from Iraq did receive a total of 5 new allegations of potential abuse that occurred prior to
January 2004. The DAIG Team immediately turned these over to the chain of command and
Army Criminal tnvestigation Division (CID). There is no evidence of the cover-up of current
detainee abuse by U.S. Soldiers. This is consistent with the results of the teams’ sensing
sessions; all currently deployed Soldiers were aware of their responsibility to report abuse and
appeared to be willing and able to report any potential abuse. '

In OIF, U.S. Forces detained the full spectrum of classes of detainees, but most were
classified as EPWs or Cls. Presently, Cls make up the vast majority of the U.S.-controlled
detainee population. EPWSs are entitled to all the protections in the Geneva Convention Relative
to the Treatment of Prisoners of War (GPW), and Cls are entitled to relevant protections in the
Geneva Convention Relati ve to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (GC). The
GPW and GC provide detailed ievels and standards of treatment for EPWSs and Cls that include
freatment during armed conflict and occupation. Most leaders and Soldiers treated EPWs and
Cls humanely and consistent with the Geneva Conventions { GPW and GC).

The Army estimates that over 50,000 detainees have been captur ed or processed.
While even one case of abuse is unacceptable, we conclude that given the volume of detainees
and the potential for abuse in thes e demanding circumstances, the overwhelming majority of our
Soldiers and leaders are conducting these operations with due regard for the detainees right to
be treated humanely and properly. '

Detainee abuse does not occur when individual Soldiers remain disciplined, follow
known procedures and understand their duty obligation to report abusive behavior. Detainee

14

DOJ EOUSA AMNESTY/CCR 204



abuse does not occur-when leaders of those Soldiers who deal with detainees enforce basic
standards of humane treatment, provide oversight and supervision of detainee oper ations and
take corrective action when they see potentiall y abusive situations developing. Our site visits,
interviews, sensing sessions and observations indicate that the vast m ajority of Soldiers and
leaders, particularly at the tactical level, understand their responsibility to treat detainees

humanely and their duty obligation to report infractions.

The GC and GPW require that copies of the GC be posted in the detainees' language in
facilities that contain EPWs andfor Cls. Only 25% (4 of 16) facilities inspected maintained
copies of the Geneva Conventions in the detainees' language. No facilities in Afghanistan
complied with this Geneva requirement, while only 4 facilities in Iraq were compliant. Other
specific details of treatment outlined in the GPW and GC are covered elsewhere in this report.

The DAIG Team observed that units made efforts to comply with the DoD requirement o
treat the detainees consistent with the Geneva Conventions. Some of the improvements heing
made by units and resourceful individuals include: increased training for key noncommissioned
officers (NCOs) and small unit leaders;.developing standing operating procedures (SOPs); and
requesting copies of the Geneva Conventions in the detainees' language for posting.

In general, the Miller Report recognized that detainees should be secured in a humane
environment and that greater involvement by judge advocates was required. The DAIG Team
did not observe a dedicated j udge advocate for interrogation operations, but did note that the Ml
brigades, assigned to duty at Abu Ghraib, were each assigned at least 1 brigade judge
advocate. The Ryder Report stated EPWs and Cls should receive the full protections of the
Geneva Conventions unless the deniaf of these protections was due to s pecifically articulated
military necessity. ' '

The Taguba Investigation observed that many Soldiers and units upheld the Army

Values. The Taguba Investigation also detailed numerous incidents where U.S. Soldiers
abused detainees, which the investigation characterized as "systemic.” As used in the Taguba
Investigation, the term "systemic” deals with a subset of the security and interrogation
operations at only one interment /resettlement facility and is not theater-wide. However, MG

- Taguba testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee on 11 May 04, narrowing the
extent of the term "systemic™ by stating that these particular abuses were individual actions not
committed at the direction of the chain of command and that the resulting photos were taken
with personal cameras. Additionally, the Taguba Investigation recommended detention facilities
make several changes that would help ensure compliance with the Geneva Conventions. As
stated above, the DAIG uses the term "systemic” specifically to describe a problem if it is
widespread and presents a pattern. As defined by the DAIG in this report, a systemic issue may

_ be found either horizontally across many various types of units, or vertically through many
command levels from squad through division or higher level. Based on our review and analysis
of reports and case summaries of investigations and our observations and interviews conducted
throughout this inspection, we could not identify a systemic cause for the abuse incidents.

(4) Recommendation: CJTF-7 and CJTF-180 condinue to emphasize compliance with
the requirements regarding the humane treatment of detainees.

Recommendation: Commanders continue to stress the importance of humane
treatment of detainees and continue to supervise and train Soldiers on their responsibility to
treat detainees humanely and their responsibility to report abuse. : :
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b. Finding 2:

(1) Finding: In the cases the DAIG reviewed, all detainee abuse occur red when one or
more individuals failed to adhere to basic standards of discipline, training, or Army Values; in
some cases abuse was accompanied by leadership failure at the tactical level.

{2) Standard: See Appendix E.

{3) Inspection Results: As of 9 June 2004, there were 125 reported cases of detainee
abuse (to include death, assault, or indecent assault) that either had been, or were, under
investigation.

For the purpose of this inspection, we defined abuse as wrongful death, assault, sexual
assault, or theft. As of 9 June 2004 we had reviewed 103 summaries of Criminal Investigation
Division {CID) reports of investigation and 22 unit investi gation summaries conducted by the
chain of command involving detainee death or alleged abuse. These 125 reports are in various
stages of completion. No abuse was determined to have occurred in 31 cases; 71 cases are
closed; and 54 cases are open or undetermined. Of note, the CID investigates every
occurrence of a detainee death regardless of circumstances.

Recognizing that the facts and circumstances as currently known in ongoing cases may

. not be all inclusive, and that additional facts and circumstances could change the categorization
of a case, the Team placed each report in a category for the purposes of this inspection to
understand the overall numbers and the facts currently known, and to examine for a trend or
systemic issue. This evaluation of alleged abuse reports is not intended to, nor should i,
influence commanders in the independent exercise of their responsibilities under the Uniform
Code of Military Justice {UCMJ) or other administrative disciplinary actions. As an Inspector
General inspection, this report does not focus on individual conduct, but on systems and
policies. '

We separated these 125 cases into two categories:
(1} no abuse occurted
{2} confirmed or possible abuse

In the first category of no abuse occurring, we further separate the reports into deaths (fo
- include death from natural causes and justified homicide as determined by courts martiat) and
other instances (to include cases where there was insufficient evidence to determine whether
 abuse occurred or where the leadership determined, through courts martial or investigation, that
no abuse cccurred). There were a total of 19 natural deaths and justified homicides, and 12
instances of insufficient evidence or determined that no abuse occurred. Deaths occurred at the
foliowing locations: 15 at I/R facilities; 1 at Central Collecting Points (CPs); 1 at Forward CPs;
and 2 at the point of capture (POC) for a total of 19. Other instances where it was determined
that no abuse occurred were at the following locations: 2 at I/R facilities; 1 at Central CPs; 2 at
Forward CPs; 5 at the POC; and 2 at {ocations which could not be determined or did not fall into
doctrinal categories, for a total of 12, ) -

In the second category of confirmed or passible abuse, we further separated the reports
into wrongful deaths, deaths with undetermined causes, and other alleged abuse (e.g., assault,
sexual assault, or theft). There were a total of 20 deaths and 74 incidents of other alleged
abuse. Deaths occurred at the following locations: 10 at I/R facilities; 0 at Central CPs; 5 at |
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Forward CPs: and 5 at the POC, for a total of 20. Other instances of alleged abuse occurred at
the following locations: 11 at I/R facilities; 3 at Central CPs; 11 at Forward CPs; 40 at_the PCC;
and 9 at locations which could not be determined or did not fall into doctrinal categories, for a
total of 74.

This review indicates that as of 9 June 2004, 48% {45 of 94) of the alleged incidents of
abuse occurred at the point of capture. For this inspection, the DAIG Team interpreted point of
capture events as detainee operations occurring at battalion level and below, before detainees
are evacuated to doctrinal division forward or central collecting points (CPs). This allowed the
DAIG Team to analyze and make a determination to where and what level of possible abuse
occurred. The point of capture is the location where most contact with detainees occurs under
the most uncertain, dangerous and frequently violent circumstances. During the period of April-
August 2003 when units wer e most heavily engaged in com bat operations, 56% (29 of 52) of
point of capture incidents were reported. Even during this period of high intensity combat
operations, Soldiers and leaders identified incidents that they believe to be abuse and the
command took action when reported. Most of the allegations of abuse that occurred at the point
of capture were the result of actions by a Soldier or Soldiers who failed to maintain their self
discipline, integrity, and military bearing, when dealing with the recently captured detainees.
There are a few incidents that clearly show criminal activity by an individual or individuals with
disregard of their responsibility as a Soldier.

This review further indicates that as of 8 June 2004, 22% (21 of 94) of the alleged
incidents of abuse occurred at IR facilities. This includes the highly publicized incident at Abu
Ghraib. Those alleged abuse situations at the /R facilities are attributed to: individual failure to
abide by known standards and/or individual failure compounded by a {eader ship failure to
enforce known standards, provide proper supervision and stop potentially abusive situations
from occurring.

While recognizing that any abuse incident is one too many, through a review of the
summary reports of the 125 investigations and categorizing them, the DAIG did not identify a
systemic cause for the abuse incidents. The DAIG uses the term “systemic” specifically to
describe a problem if it is widespread and presents a pattern. As defined by the DAIG in this
report, a systemic issue may be found either horizontally across many various types of units, or
vertically through many command levels from squad through division or higher level. The DAIG
determined that incidents where detainees were allegedly mistreated occurred as isolated
events. In a few incidents, higher ranking individuals up to Lieutenant Colonel were involved;
however, the chain of command took action when an aflegation of detainee abuse was r eported.

Recognizing that the facts and circumstances as currently known in ongoing cases may

"not be all inclusive, and that additional facts and circumstances could change the categorization

of a case, the Team placed each report in a category for the purposes of this inspection to
understand the overall numbers and the facts currently known, and to examine for a trend or
systemic issue. This evaluation of alleged abuse reports is not intended to influence
commanders in the independent exercise of their responsibilities under the Uniform Code of
Mifitary Justice {UCMJ) or other administrative disciplinary actions. :

The DAIG Team that visited iraq and Afghanistan found no incidents of abuse that had
not already been reported through command channels; all incidents were already under
investigation. The DAIG Team that visited units recently returning from Iraq did receive a total
of 5 new allegations of potential abuse that occurred prior to January 2004. In each of these

- cases, CID and the chain of command were naotified of the allegations. There is no evidence of
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any cover-up of current detainee abuse by U.S. Soldiers. This is consistent with the resuits of
the teams’ sensing sessions that all currently deployed Soldiers were aware of their
responsibility to report abuse and ap peared to be willing and able to report it.

in studying the actual abuse investigations, the incidents may be broken down into 2
broad categories. The first category will be referred to as isolated abuse, and the second as
progressive abuse. The first are those incidents that appearto be a one-time occurrence. In
other words, these are incidents where individual Soldiers took inappropriate actions upon the
capture of detainees or while holding or interrogating them. The second category of detainee
abuse, referred to as progressive abuse because these usually develop from an isolated
incident into a more progressive abuse.

_ There is substantial research on the behavior of guards in prisons and Enemy Prisoner
of War (EPW)/Prisoner of War (POW) camps, in addition to the Depar tment of Defense (DoD)
experience of running simtlated prisoner of war resistance training. Research indicates that
regardiess of how good the training and oversight, some inappropriate behavior will occur. (For
example, one of the seminal studies of prisoner/guard behavior is Haney, C., Banks, C., &
Zimbardo, P., A Study of Prisoners and Guards in a Simulated Prison, the Office of Naval
Research, 1973. For a more recent review, along with significant commentary, see Philip
Zimbardo, A Situationalist Perspective on the Psychology of Evil: Understand How Good People
are Transformed into Perpetrators, a chapter in Arthur Miller {Ed.) The social psychology of
good and evil: Understanding our capacity for kindness and cruelty. New York: Guilford, 2004,
Also worth reviewing are Stanley Milgram’s studies, starting with Obedience t6 authority, New
York: Harper & Row, 1974.) Because of this, the DoD simulated prisoner of war resistance
training that prepares service members to resist exploitation, requires intensive oversight to
prevent the abuse of Soldiers by other Soldiers.

Contributing factors to the first category of abuse include poor training {common in the
cases the DAIG Team reviewad), poor individual discipline, novel situations (to include the
stressors involved in combat operations), and a lack of control processes (specific oversight
mechanisms). Commander's addressed the first category of abuse through counseling,
administrative action, and UCMJ (up to and including courts-martial}).

Below are 4 examples of this first category of detainee abuse from the 125 reported
allegations referenced in the first paragraph of the inspection results above.

— One incident occurred at an internment/resettlement (I/R) facility where a Master
Sergeant and her 3 subordinates attempted to beat several detainees as they arrived at the
camp. Other Soldiers, not in her chain of command, prevented much of the potential abuse
and then reported the Master Sergeant to the chain of command who took corrective action.
All 4 Soldiers were administratively separated from the Army; 3 of these Soldiers also received
nonjudicial punishment. : '

_ - In another incident a Specialist was threatening detainees by stati ng he would shoot

them. A guard observed him making these threats and immediately turned the Specialistin to
his chain of command. The commander took quick action, administering an Article 15, to
prevent a recurrence.

— Another example occurred in an internment facility where a Specialist and a Staff
Sergeant began to punish a detainee by using excessive force. Another Soldier from a different
company joined them. The Platoon Sergeant discovered the incident and immediately relieved
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poth of the Soldiers in his platoon and pressed charges against all 3. All 3 received field-grade
Article 15 punishments.

— Another illustrative incident occurred when an interrogator struck a detainee on the
head during questioning. The International C ommittee of the Red Cross, via the mayor of the
detainee's compound, discovered this after the fact. Once he was made aware of the incident,
the Soldier's commander investigated and ultimately issued a field-grade Arlicle 15. The
commander then required 2 Soldiers to be present during every interrogation.

in these examples, abuse was discovered immediately by the command, and corrective
actions were taken to prevent a recurrence. One comment made by a Noncommissioned officer
(NCO) from a unit that did not have any abuse cases was that multiple levels of NCO oversight
ensured compliance with the Rules of Engagement (ROE), and the team leaders and Platoon
Sergeant maintained strict standards for all Military Police (MP). One interrogator NCO stated
that in his unit there would be a number of people in the room during interrogations to ensure
that Soldiers did not violate the Interrogation RO E.

The psychological research on abuse (see above) suggests that in similar situations,
such as prisons, when some relatively minor abusive behavior occurs and corrective action is
not taken, there is an escalation of violence. If there is uncorrected abuse and more people
become involved, there is a diffusion of responsibility making it easier for individuals to commit
abuse. The research further suggests that a moral disengagement occurs which allows
individuals to rationalize and justify their behavior. (See Bandura, A., Moral Disengagement in
the Perpetration of Inhumanities, Personality and Social Psychology Review, 1999.)

in at least 11 of the 129 incidents reviewed by the DAIG Team, immediate comrective
action was not taken by the chain of command. The reasons for this leadership failure included
gither a lack of fundamental unit discipline, ambiguous command and control over the facility or
individuals involved, ambiguous guidance from command on the freatment of detainees, no
control processes in place to provide oversight and notify the command of the incident, or, in
very few cases, leader complicity at the Lieutenant Colonel l evel and below in the actions. This
ied to the second category of detainee abuse, referred to as progressive abuse because these
usually develop from an isolated incident into a more progressive abuse. '

Here are 5 examples of this second category from the 125 reported allegations
referenced in the first paragraph of the inspection resuits above, where act:ons were not taken
until more generalized abuse had occurred.

- The incidents involving Tier 1A at Abu Ghraib began no tater than October and
continued until December 2003, The degradaiion of the detainses by the guard force appears
to have started out with smaller, less-intensive types of abuse and humiliation, and increased to
physical assault and injury. There were no formal control processes, such as a routine
inspection of Tier 1A during the night hours or electronic monitoring, in place to easily identify
abuse and bring it to the attention of the com mand. Eventually, a Soldier who knew it was
wrong was made aware of the abuse and reported it to CID. Charges were preferred on 20
" March 2004 against 6 reserve MP Soldiers for detainee abuse, and further investigation
continues.

— In a different incident that resulted in a death, 2 Warrant Officers appeared to exhibit a
pattern of abusive interrogations. A detainee, who was overweight and in poor physical health,
died during an interrogation. The CID investigation contained sworn statements indicating that
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physical beatings at this site were common during this time and alleged that the two W arrant
Officers routinely slapped and beat the detainees they were guestioning. There were no
-control processes in place to review the interrogation techniques used in this fac ility. There was
apparently no oversight on the behavior of the interrogators, and, although many of the guard
personnel were aware of the techniques being u sed, the abusive behavior was not reported.
There was a perception among the guard personnel that this type of behavior by the
interrogators was condaoned by their chain of command. Both Warrant Officers received a
General Officer Memorandum of Reprimand and further disposition of the case is under review.

— In another incident a platoon detained 2 indiv iduals, later released them on a bridge,
and made them jump into a river below. One of the detainees drowned. Sworn statements
indicated the platoon "as a whole" had previously discussed having detainees jump off the
bridge, and the planned action apparently had the suppor't of the Platoon Sergeant. There is no
evidence to support any previous incidents by this platoon, but these discussions are indicators
that junior leader deficiencies at the platoon ievel contributed to the death of a detainee. CiD
continues to investigate this incident.

— There was an incident invol ving a Sergeant First Class (SFC} telling his subordinates
to, "rough them up,” referring to 2 detainees in custody. This occurred in the middle of the night
without any oversight and at a division collecting point operated by an infantry unit. There are
indications that this SFC had given similar guidance earlier. Several of the SFC's subordinates
actually performed most of the subsequent beating. There is no evidence that the SFC had
abused detainees previously. This incident was adjudicated by both Special and Summary
Courts-Martial, with the SFC receiving a reduction to Staff Sergeant (SSG) and a punitive
censure. One SSG was reduced to a Specialist and received 30 days confinement; another
SSG pled guilty to one specification of viotation of a lawful general order and was reduced to the
grade of Sergeant. Finally, a Specialist was found guilty at a summary court-martial and his
punishment included forfeiture of $1092 and hard labor without confinement for 45 days.

- One final example is an incident where a Soldier had been talking extensively with
others in his unit about wanting to kill an Iragi. This Soldier later shot and Kiiled an lragi
detainee who was flexi-cuffed and may have tripped while walking away from the Solidier. This
incident is currently under investigation.

Although elimination of alf abuse is the goal of the DoD Law of War Training several
factors prevent the complete elimination of detainee abuse. These include:

a. The psychological process that increases the likelihood of abusive behavior when one
person has complete control over another is a major factor. This is the same process that
occurs in prisons, in EPW/POW camps, and in DoD resistance training. Even in well-trained
and screened populations, it is a constant threat. This threat can be minimized through
individual and unit training on proper procedures and standards of behavior and by leader
supervision of actual operations. :

b. Poor training in the handling of detainees increases the risk of abuse. Although most
-personnet interviewed had some training in the Law of L.and War fare, many did not have fraining
specific to detainee handling. It was often the case that individuals conducting interrogations
were not school-trained as interrogators. _ : '

c. Ambiguous insfructions concerning t_he handling of detainees also gr eafly increase the
risk of abuse. Some Soldiers believed their command encouraged behavior at the harsher end
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of the acceptable range of behavior in the treatment of detainees. This can very quickly lead to
abusive behaviar, even if it is not the intent of the command. The Taguba investigation makes
clear that the 800th MP {I/R) Brigade leadership did not properly communicate to its Soldiers the
requirements for the treatment of detainees. In order to mitigate the risk of abuse, com manders
must give clear, unambiguous guidance, make sure that Soldiers understand the guidance,
supervise Soldiers' operations, and then hold the ir Soldier’s accountable for meeting standards.

d. Criminal behavicr among a small percentage of Soldiers.

e. Combat operations, as a new experience for many Soldiers, combined with the above, '
may lead to Soldiers justifying abusive behavior as a result of their exposure to danger. This
leads to a moral disengagement where Soldiers do not take responsibility for their actions.

f. Poor unit discipline, which is a function of poor leader supervision, allows abusive
behavicr an opportunity o occur. Again, the Taguba investigation identified a serious lack of
discipline among the units involved in detainee abuse.

Tﬁe last 3 of these factors can be best prevented by making sure Soldiers understand
the standards of behavior expected of them, and by leaders who maintain unit and individual
discipline and exercise appropriate supervision of Soldiers.

Almost all of the abuse cases studied by the DAIG Team were isolated events. The
Soldiers’ chain of command, when notified of the allegation of abuse, took appropriate action
and prevented further abusive behavior. The DAIG Team found that most abuse incidents were
isolated events that, when discovered, were immediately corrected by commanders at battalion
level and lower.

Those cases where corrective action did not occur, usually because the chain of
command was not aware of the abuse, resulted in a continuation of abuse or a progression from
talking about abuse to actually commiitting abuse. Factors that influenced this progression of
abuse and responsive actions taken by units to mitigate these factors were:

a. Poor oversight and poor control mechanisms to inspect and check on Soldiers’
behavior decreased the likelihood that abuse would be discovered by command. This fed to a
breakdown in the command and control of Soldiers interacting with detainees. One NCOIC

“stated that the chain of command did not visit his location very often, and that when they began
toreceive enemy fire, he did not see the Commander or Command Sergeant Major (CSM). tn
response, over time, several units developed standi ng operating procedures that incorporated
specific control mechanisms, such as requiring a certain number of personnel to be present
during interrogations, having all Soldiers sign a document outlining acceptable behavior, and
tasking independent officers to monitor all detainee operations, with the ability to observe
anything, anytime, within their facility.

b. A command climate that encourages behavior at the harsher end of the acceptable
range of behavior towards detainees may unintentionally, increase the likelihood of abuse. .QOne
officer interviewed stated that there is often a “do what it takes" mindset. This appeared {o be
more prevalent in the early days of the war in Irag. Among other responses, the CJTF-7 Rules
for Detainee Operations, published 30 November 2003, states, "Treat all persons with dignity
and respect.” In addition, on 12 October 2003, CJTF-7 published a memorandum stating ali
interrogations would be, "applied in a humane and lawful manner with sufficient oversight by
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trained investigators or interrogators. Interrogators and supervisory personnel will ensure
uniform, careful, and safe conduct of interrogations.” ) '

c. In the few cases involving the progression to more serious abuse by Soldiers,
tolerance of inappropriate behavior by any level of the chain of com mand, even if minor, led to
an increase in the frequency and intensity of abuse. in a few cases, the perception, accurate or
not, that Other Governmental Agencies(OGA) conducted interragations using harsher methods
than allowed by Army Reguiation, led to a belief that higher levels of command condoned such
methods. As noted in paragraph b above, CJTF-7 began to publish specific guidance that
emphasized the humane treatment of detainees. At the time of the DAIG Team'’s visit to the
theater, leaders and Soldiers uniformly understood the need to treat detainees humanely.

It is evident there were Soldiers who knew the right thing to do and reported abuse when
they discovered it. Soldiers who believed that abusive behavior was not acceptable reported
almost all of the abuse incidents. Some of these Soldiers stopped other Soldiers from hurting
detainees, demonstrating moral courage in the face of peer pressure. Others reported serious
abuse when it involved their comrades and leaders. This finding on abuse focused on a very
small percentage of Soldiers who may have committed abusive behavior, and not on the vast
majority that, even under the stress of combat and poor living conditions, and presented with
sometimes resistant and hostile detainees, have treated all within their care humanely.

(4) Root Cause: Detainee abuse was an individual failure to uphold Army Values and in
some cases involved a breakdown in the leadership supervision of Soldiers' behavior.

(5) Recommendation: Commanders enforce the basic fundamental discipline standards
of Soldiers, provide training, and immediately correct inappropriate behavior of Soldiers towards
detainees to ensure the proper treatment of detainees.

Recommendation: Commanders assess the quality of leadership in units and replace
those leaders who do not enfor ce discipline and hold Soldiers accountable.

Recommendation: TRADOC deveiop and implement a train-the-trainer package that |
strongly emphasizes leaders’ responsibilities to have adequate super vision and control
processes in place to ensure the proper treatment of detainees.

Recommendation: TRADQOC integrate training into ali Professional Military Education
that strongly emphasizes leaders’ responsibilities to have adequate super vision and control
processes in place to ensure the proper treatment of detainees.

Recommendation: The G3 require pre-deployment training include a strong
emphasis on leaders’ responsibilities to have adequate supervision and control processes in
place to ensure proper treatment of, and prevent abuse of, detainees.

. Finding 3:
(1) Einding: Of all facilities inspected, only Abu Ghraib was determined to be
- undesirable for housing detainees because it is located near an urban population and is under
frequent hostile fire, placing Soldiers and detainees at risk.

(2) Standard: See Appendix E.
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(3) Inspection Results: Abu Ghraib was overcrowded, located near a densely populated
urban area and on a dangerous main supply route, and subject to frequent hostile enemy fire
from enemy mortars or rockets. The facility was located approximately 20 miles west of .
Baghdad. The entire encampment of Abu Ghraib was quite large, covering 280 acres. _Thls
facility has had up to 10,000 persons interned there and was considered the most notarious .
1andmark in all of Iraq, made so by the previous regime under Saddam Hussein.

Abu Ghraib consisted of three distinct separate facilities: the hard site prison complex,
Camp Vigilant, and Camp Ganci. Except for Tier 1, the rest of the hard site prison complex
{Tiers 2 through 7) was under complete control of Iragi prison guards under supervision of the
Coalition Provisional Authority. Criminals were housed there who had com mitted crimes against
other Iragis. Camp Vigilant was under complete U.S. Armed Forces control. It was the least
populated facility of the three at Abu Ghraib, housing several hundred detainees.

The facility employs over 1500 Soldiers and civilians and there is no Post Exchange
(PX) within the walls of Abu Ghraib. This was one of the major complaints from Soldiers.
Routine trips for PX runs did not occur because of the danger in traveling to Camp Victory on
the main supply route. Soldiers complained that they could not get necessar y clothing and
uniform items when needed. '

On 19 March 2004, the official detainee headcount in Cam ps Ganci and Vigilant was
5967 detainees under U.S. control. This number frequently fluctuated because of releases,
transfers, or additional captures of detainees. Including the hard site, there were 7490
detainees on this date. Only one internment/resettiement (I/R} Military Police battalion was
charged with managing, operating, and maintaining security of Camps Ganci and Vigilant. By
doctrine an I/R battalion should support the following ratios: up to 4,000 EPWSs/Cls; 8,000
dislocated civilians; or 1,500 U.S. Armed Forces prisoners. The Taguba Investigation also
addressed the problems’ of under-manning at Abu Ghraib. '

Abu Ghraib also did not have sufficient protection measures in place to protect the
detainees from hostile fire. Abu Ghraib was frequently under mortar and small arms fire.
Detainees suffered casualties in the past due to enemy hostile fire. Detainees at Camps
Vigilant and Ganci did not have access to protective bunkers or shelters, placing them at great
risk. ' '

_ Camp Ganci was overcrowded with a population of over 5000 detainees at the time of
the DAIG inspection. Camp Ganci was designed and built as an Enemy Prisoner of War (EPW)
camp, and the camp living environment was not conducive to a criminal or high security

- population. The population of the cam p alone made security and control inherently difficult and
dangerous. There were 8 compounds in Camp Ganci, and the capacity for each compound was
500. During the inspection, the average population was from 600 to 700 detainees per
compound. ' - '

Camp Ganci's 8 compounds inside of Abu Ghraib had similar problems with the guard
towers and perimeter triple-standard concertina wire that the old compounds at-Camp Bucca
suffered. The overcrowding and cramped conditions at Camp Ganci, and the fact that the
distance between each com pound was only 30 to-40 feet, compounded the safety and security
concerns for Soldiers. Detainee rioting had occurred in the past. Lighting at Camp Ganci was
poor, especially at compound 6, according to interviewed Soldiers. The physical design of the

-camps within the facility was not optimal for the mission. The towers, for example, provided
fimited visibility due to numerous blind spots. Towers supporting Camp Ganci were not placed
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reasonably well, as they should have been, with good fiel ds of fire. Some towers faced each
other, and there were some identified blind spots throughout the compounds according to
interviewed Soldiers. Entrance and egress to the com pounds were hampered by cumbersome,
makeshift gates made of concertina wire and wood that dragged across the ground. This made
rapid access very difficult. Sally ports were used primarily as gates or "slow down” barriers.

The Single Channel G round/Air Radio System {SINCGARS) system used at Abu

" Ghraib, when operable, was maintained inside the compound for communication with units
outside the compound and the roving patrols. Because many units were using the same
frequency, crossed radio traffic was common between roving patrols, other outside units, and
the Tactical Operations Center (TOC) inside the compound. The facility NCOIC at Abu Ghraib
stated there was aiso a shortfall in radios, which hampered communications and security within

~ the compound. in some instances, the guards in the towers had communication with the TOC,
but not with the roving guards on the ground. So, in order to communicate with a tower, the
roving guards would have to yeli up to them. The guards would aiso have to yell up to the
towers when they wanted to pass information to the TOC. Due to the ineffective communication
systems at Abu Ghraib and Camp Bucca, Soldiers took it upon themselves to purchase
handheld commercial radios to communicate within the camps. Because these radios are
unsecured, they pose a communications security (COMSEC) problem; frequencies can be
easily monitored by outside forces using the same commercially available radios. The
commercial radios were also unable to communicate with the military issue radios.

During sensing sessions, NCOs at Abu Ghraib stated there were no standardized
procedures for searching Iragis entering the compound. The DAIG Team's findings are
consistent with the Ryder Report that stated, "The lack of policy and standard operating
procedures results in inconsistent application of basic security protocols. Visitation is a serious
opportunity to introduce security and safety hazards.”

Refuse and littér were seen within one of the G anci compounds. [t could not be
determined if the trash was actually refuse that had migrated to the surface from an old landfill
site on which Camp Ganci was built. There was approximately one portable latrine per 25
detainees, and there was a contract in place to clean the latrines. There was, however, a bad
smell throughout the area from sewage because disinfectant chemicals were not replaced in the
latrines. According to sensing sessions, there were only 12 showerheads in each Ganci
compound for 600 to 700 detainees. The detainees showered every other day, but the guards

* ran all 600 to 700 detainees through the process in 2 hours. The lack of laundry capabilities or
services for the detainees was similar to the situation at Camp Bucca. Detainees had tubs and
soap, but there was no accountability on where the tubs were and how many there were. The
unit submitted a contract request to start a laundry service for detainees.

The supply of fresh water was difficult to maintain at the required levels for drinking and
personal hygiene for both Soldiers and detainees. According to interviews, Abu Ghraib received
fresh water from a Baghdad city water main that frequently broke down. A 3-day supply (200K
gallons) was required to be on-hand. The day before the DAIG Team arrived, the reserve water
supply was down to 50K galions. Rationing of fresh water was not uncommon for Soldiers and
detainees according to leaders and Soldiers from interviews and sensing sessions. '

Food quality' for detainees was a serious issue at Abu Ghraib. Spoiled and

contaminated food (rodent droppings and dirt} had been delivered by the contractor for the .
detainees in the past. Units at Abu Ghraib had to use unit stocks of Meals, Ready to Eat
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(MREs) fo distribute to detainees instead. The unit was working with the contracting officer to
remedy the substandard work of the contractor.

Other problems observed included prohlems with the existing power generators and lack
of ventil ation for the detainees. :

There were planned and ongoing pr ojects at Abu Ghraib. The new Entry Control Point

{ECP) was recently completed. This will allow 200 visitations of detainee family members a day
and will provide a stand-off of 100 meters for force protection. The project included a new
parking lot. Another ongoing project was the new reception center. Besides the ECP and
reception center, other projects planned include: perimeter fencing around Abu Ghraib;
completion of Camp Avalanche (recently renamed Camp Redemption), a new facility with a

* capacity of 3000 detainees; and future plans to upgrade Camps Ganci and Vigilant. Both the
Taguba Investigation and Ryder Report mentioned the need for structural improvements and
renovations at various facilities. The Taguba Investigation stated the need for structural
improvements, inciuding enhancements of perimeter lighting, additional chain link fencing,
staking down of all concertina wire, hard site development, and expansion of Abu Ghraib. One
recommendation of the Ryder Report included renovation of all available cells at Abu Ghraib to
facilitate consolidation and separation of the different categories of detainees. The Ryder
Report also recommended maodification of the Abu Ghraib master plan that allowed expansion
and increased detainee capacity by means of renovation. All of the improvements mentioned in
the Taguha Investigation and Ryder Report are needed at Abu Ghraib if U.S. Forces continue to
use it as an VR facility. However, because of its location in a densely popul ated urban area and
the frequent hostile fire, the DAIG Team found that the facility should be phased out as an IR
facility, with Camp Bucca becoming the primary I/R facility in {raq.

Abu Ghraib will be the central facility for the Iragi Prison System after transition to the
interim government. However, Abu Ghraib's location near an urban and hostile environment
goes against doctrine for setting up /R facilities. The area lends itself to poor and dangerous
living and working conditions. In contrast, Camp Bucca in southern Iraq is isolated from local
Iraqi poputations, not frequently attacked, and is close to vital supply lines and logistical support
(Navistar in Kuwait}. Camp Bucca has room to expand if necessary and is already used as an
overflow facility for Abu Ghraib. At the time of the DAIG visit, the detainee population of Camp
Bucca was just over 1700. The new compounds at Camp Bucca (1 through 6) have a capagcity
for 4500 detaineses. f the old compounds (7 through 11) are renovated in the same manner as
the new compounds, Camp Bucca could reasonably expand the population capacity by several
thousand if needed. Once the Camp Bucca expansion is completed and the “Iragi on Iraqi
"eriminal population at Camp Gangci are segregated from other detainees, a phase out of Abu
Ghraib as an I/R facility and complete turnover to the interim iragi government can take place.

(4) Root Cause: Units operating the Abu Ghraib facility were averwhelmed by the
frequent hostile fire, the overcrowded conditions, and the deteriorating infrastructure.

(5) Recommendation: CJTF-7 expand Camp Bucca as an internment/resettlement
facility in order to transfer detainees from Camps Ganci and Vigitant, and phase out U.S. Armed
Forces detainee operations at Abu Ghraib completely.
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