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-(Guantanamo Bay, Cuba (U)

(U) This section examines the interroga-
tion techniques approved and those actually
employed at the US, Naval Base at Guantanamo
Bay, Cuba (GTMO), and the relationship between
those techniques and any detainee abuse. The
section begins with a brief, background discus-
sion below.

Background (U)

(U) GTMO and Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM

(U) The first planeload of twenty detainees
from Afghanistan arrived at the U.S. Naval Base at

Guantanamo Bay, Cuba on January 11, 2002.
They had been captured by U.S. forces on the bat--

tlefield during Operation  ENDURING
FREEDOM, which followed closely on the heels of
9/11 and was designed to flush outmembmofal
Qaeda and their Taliban protectors from the hills
and caves of Afghemistan, As suspected terrorists,

these first detainees wereh'andmédtothebase
for interrogation. . By the summer of 2002, the

detuneapopulahonatG’IMOhadqmcklym
to nearly 600, anumberthathas remained fairly

steady up until the pmt.

(U) GTMO was a logical place for the inter-
rogation of al Qaeda and Taliban fighters. It had
existing holding facilities at Camp X-Ray, which
had originally been built to house Cuban and
Haitian refugees who attempted illegally to enter
the United States by sea in the mid 1990s. It was

secm‘- GTMO

close to the United States and under United States
control, pursuant to a lease agreement with Cuba
dating to 1903. Yet GTMO was in a remote and
secure location, far from the battlefields of
Afghanistan. And perhaps ‘most:.importantly,
GTMO was considered aplacewherethesabeneﬁts
could be realized without the detainees having the
opportunity to contest their detention in the US.
courts. This final consideration was negated, how-
ever, by the reggntU_S. Supreme Court decision in
Rasul v. Bush, . S.Ct __ (2004), which held that
the US. courts hava Junsdmt.mn to consider chal-
lengesto the detention of foreign nationals held at
GTMO. At the same time, the Supreme Court held

in Hamdi v. Rumasfeld, _ S.Ct. __ (2004), that any
U.S. citizens held in the U.S. asenemyeombatanh

l;avéadueproceﬂrighttohaveameaningﬁﬂ
opportunity to contest their detention before a
neutral decisionmaker.

() The combatants captured in
Afghanistan during Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM did not wear military uniforms or fall
into any traditional military hiersrchy This pre-
sented the challenge, therefore, of determining
which of them possessed (or were likely to possess)
the most intelligence or law enforcement value and
thus merited transfer to GTMO. Upon capture, a
detainee was initially questioned on the battlefield
to ascertain his level of participation in the conflict
and to determine if he might possess valuable intel-
ligence or be a continuing security threat to US.
forces. The detainee was then sent from the front
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lines to a central holding facility, where he would
undergo further screening and interrogation. If
this screening indicated that the detainee might
meet Secretary of Defense criteria for transfer to
GTMO, a screening team of U.S. government offi-
cials - consisting of military lawyers, intelligence
officers, and federal law enforcement officials -
would review the detainee's relevant information,
including the facts surrounding capture and deten-
tion, the threat posed by the individual, and the
intelligence and law enforcement value of the
detainee. The screening team, after reviewing all
available information, then made a recommenda-
tion to retain the captured fighter in-country or

transfer him to GTMO. Next,ageneraloﬁcex;des-.

ignated by the Commander of US. Central
Command (CENTCOM), reviewed the scrmnmg
team’s recommendation and made e final recom-

mendation to Department ofDefenaeomcmlsm
Washington, D.C. L

(U7 A Department of Defenae review panel,
including legal advisors and representatives from
the Joint Staff and-. the Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy, assessed this final
recommendation and, if necessary, made addition-
al inquiriés: regarding the detainee. Upon the
review panel’s recommendation and fial authori-
zation by the Secretary of Defense, the individual
either remained detained in Afghanistan or was
airlifted to GTMO. Since the beginning of
Operation ENDURING FREEDOM to the present,
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more than 10,000 suspected members of al Qaeda
or the Taliban have been captured and processed
through this screening process. Less than eight
percent of these detainees (atotalof752asof
October 28, 2004) were ultimately transferred to
GTMO. The most recent’ transfers occurred in
September 2004, as DoD announced on September
22, 2004 that that it hadtransfermd 10 detainees
from Afghanistan to GTMO. These were the first
transfmm'nquvém_bdzoos.

4SAVE)-As of October 2004, there were 550
detamewatGTMO Of the detainees sent to
GTMO . during Operation ENDURING

"FR__EEDOM, 202 have departed the base: 146 of

these were transferred to other countries for
release, and 56 were transferred to the control of

other ts

(seven to Russia, five to
Moroceo, five to Great Britain, four to France, four
to Saudi Arabia, one to Spain, 29 to Pakistan and
one to Sweden). In response to the US. Supreme
Court decision in Rasul, the Secretary of the Navy,

the Honorable Gordon England, is currently super-
vising Combatant Status Review Tribunals and

Administrative Review Boards. Each detainee at

GTMO will have the opportunity, with the help of
a military representative, to contest the enemy
combatant designation before a tribunal of three
military officers. The detainees at GTMO will also

have the opportunity to present infarmation to an
Administrative Review Board concermming why the
detainee no longer poses a threat to the US. or its
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allies and should be released or transferred.

(U) It is US. policy not to release any
detainees that still pose a threat to our country, but
recent events have demonstrated the difficulty of
making that assessment, and the difficulty now
facing the Administrative Review Boards. On
September 26, 2004, Afghanistan officials
ennounced that Abdul Ghaffar a senior Taliban
commander who had been released from GTMO
over one year ago, was killed on September 25th
while apparently leading an ambush on U.S. forces,
in which three American soldiers were wounded,
one critically. According to Afghan officials, after

his release Ghaffar had carried out several attacks -

on American Special Forces soldiers, as well as'an

attack on a district chief in Helmand, Afghanigtan °

in which three Afghan soldiers were k:'lléd. -

. (U} Another former Taliban ﬁdlter ‘Who

was held at GTMO for appm:umately two years
and then released in Maich 2004, Abdullah
Mehsud, has repmtedly forged ties with al Qaeda
andmleadmgamxhtant_bandthatmoppoamg
Pakistani forces- hunﬁng al“Q-aeda fighters along
the AfghamstanPahstanborder In early October
2004, Mehaud‘b men Kidnapped two Chinese engi-
neers who were liélping Pakistan to construct a
dam nesr the border. The kidnappers, who were

surrounded by Pakistani security forces, strapped
explosives to the hostages and threatened to kill
them if they were not allowed safe passage to
where Mehsud was hiding in the nearby moun-
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taing. The crisis ended on October 14th when

Pakistani forces moved in and killed five of the kd-

nappers, but one of the hostages also died, and

Mehsud is still at large. Moreover, since his
release,Mehmdhubmedtorepurtersthathe
t;nckedhmxntemgatmintobahmngthathem
someone else, andhustatedthnthamllﬁght

America "until the very end.”
(I.DInaddlhuntoGhaifarandMehmd
Afghanoﬁcmlshave stated that at least five other
Afghan detainees® released from GTMO have
returned to Afghanmtan and sgain become Taliban
mmdm or fighters. The number may be
hlghal; as there are uncorroborated reports that an
addmonal seven have participated in attacks or
prov:ded support to anti-coalition forces in

Afghanistan.

(U) Detemtion and Interrogatioh Facilities

(U) The first detainees to arrive at GTMO
were held at Camp X-Ray, which had the advantage
of being an existing facility. Camp X-Ray, however,
had a limited capacity (it could hold only approxi-
mately 300 detginees after rapidly expanding from
its initial capacity of 40), and also was somewhat
primitive. Upon their arrival, the detainees were
housed in temporary, eight by eight feet units with
a concrete slab floor, a combination wood and
metal roof, and open air sides composed of chain
link fencing. TEedetailieesll@tontheﬂoor,with
mats and blankets.
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ISSI‘:w interrogation facilities at Camp X-
Ray were also spartan. The interrogation rooms
were simple, plywood structures, but they did
have air conditioning. These rooms were approx-
imately fifteen by fifteen feet, and commonly
referred to as "boxes.” The rooms were equipped
for audio monitoring only.

SN Due to Camp X-Ray's limited capac-
ity and primitive conditions, plans were put into
motion almost immediately after the arrival of the
first detainees in GTMO to build a new detention

faclity, which became known as Camp Delta. This
new facility had an initial capacity of 612 detention

units, with room to expand as needed. In late April

COPY NUMBER ONE

2002, the detainee population, numbering just over
300 individuals, moved from Camp X-Ray to Camp

Delta, whereupon Camp X-Ray was closed. Camp -

Delta has since expanded toBlGdetantimu.rdu,u
ofwhlcharemmumseclmty

[
=l

-, -

Also within Camp Delta is the

. detainee hospital, which is dedicated to providing

Aerial Photograph of GTMO
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medical care {0 the detainees and has a twenty bed
capacity. Additionally, in April 2004 a maximum-
secunity facility, designated as Camp §, was opened
approximately one-half mile from Camp Delta
Camp 5 holds the most uncooperative individuals.
The detainees at Camp 5 are housed in a modern,
two-story, multi-winged complex that has the
capacity to hold approximately 100 detainees. The
aerial photograph below shows the relative loca-
tions of Camp Delta (which contains Camps 1-4
and the detainee hospital), Camp 5 and Camp X-
Ray.

Camp Iguana is
a lower-security detention facility that at one point
held three juvenile combatants, aged 18 to 15
years, who had been capwredm Afghanistan.
These juveniles were repatriated to their home

~SECRETANCOERORN ctmo

has evolved significantly over time. Simply stated,
the most significant aspect of the current organi-
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(U) Evolution of the Command
Organization -

(U) The command organization at GTMO

zation is that it places both intelligence and deten- “
tion operations under the command of a single
entity, designated Joint Task Force GTMO (JTT-
GTMO), whereas the original organization had
separate chains of command for intelligence and
detention operations. This new structure has per-
mitted greater cooperation among the military
intelligence (MI) units that are responsible for
interrogation and the military police (MP) units
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that are responsible for detention. In essence, this
organization recognizes the primacy of the human
intelligence collection mission at GTMO in support
of the Global War on Terror, by ensuring a unity of
effort between MI and MP units. This unity of
effort between MI and MP units has been the sub- __ S
ject of recent controversy, in light of MP participa- (U) The existence of two, separate joint
fion in many of the abuses perpetrated at Abu Mskfomsme&aﬁmr&tedﬁdnofmmmd
Ghraib prison in Irag. The details of the respective that impeded cooperation between the MI units in
MI andMProle_a (as well as & discussion of what m170mdthemmmmlmandd1dnot
those roles should be) are addressed elsewhere in establish pmnttes for their competing interroga-
the report; the purpose of &e discussion here is tion and detentmn missions. Two external reviews
merel?r to trace the evolution of the mmmand_ of. intelligence operations at GTMO, the
organization at GTMO " Hérringtan GTMO Report in March 2002 and the
(U) Just prior to the arrival of the first fl:zster Remdm::ct 2%03'1,";;:“?,@01,“10:
detainees on January 11, 2002, US. Southern - ° comm-an ura
Command (SOUTHCOM) established Jomt Task Report, which m At e
well as the Acting Commander of SOUTHCOM,

Force 160 (JTF-160) to be responsible for the . .
rity and detenhon)of the detamlzl:s :-un:;c:t MG Gary Speer, USA, was particularly pointed in
its remarks. For example, the report called it a

GTMO. This joint task force was essentially an MP .
. i "basic principle of human intelligence exploitation™

organization. BGen Michael Lehnerl; USMC, orig- - _
inally commanded this task force, but was quickly that the intelligence function must be supported by

succeeded by BG Rick Baocus, who tock command the BEWHW Won'_md M that m qu
on March 23 2002,__ "the security mission is sometimes the tail wagging
; the intelligence dog.”

(U) In an effort to address this situation and
improve the intelligence collection effort at GTMO,
the SOUTHCOM Commander, General James T

Hill, USA, placed MG Dunlavey in charge of both
JTF-170 and JTF-160 in October 2002, Shortly

thereafter, on November 4, 2002, the two joint task
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JTF-GTiVlO Organization (U)

Deputy Cdr for Opersations
BG Mertin Lucent

Joint Detaines Operations
MDI-IDOGI

forces were combined and renamqé'J'oint Task Force
GTMO. MG Geoffrey Miller, USA was appointed to
leadthmnew,}mnttaskfm-ne. MG Miller was suc-
ceededbyBGJayHoodonMarch% 2004, when
MGMllerwmtrand‘erredtolraqtobeDewty
| Commander far Detainee Operations, Multinational
Furce-Iraq ‘The structure of JTF-GTMO and its
current leadership is depicted in the figure above.

(U) As illustrated above, both the Joint
Interrogation Group (JIG), which is responsible
for intelligence collection, and the Joint

-“SECRETMNOFORN-+ gTmo

I Imlmﬁ’nbnM| I mwnmp

|

lnmum I

UNCLASSIFIED

Detention Operations Group (JDOG), which is
responsible for detainee security and handling,
report to the JTF-GTMO Commander, who in
turn reports to SOUTHCOM. The JDOG is com-
posed of six MP companies. The centerpiece of
the JIG is the Interrogation Control Element
(ICE), which coordinates and supervises the
efforts of MI interrogators, analysts and linguists
(as well as civilian contract personnel who aug-
ment the military interrogation effort), in sup-
port of human intelligence exploitation. From
the initiation of interrogation and detention
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operations at GTMO to the present, MPs have
outnumbered the detainees by a relatively con-
stant ratio of approximately 1.5to 1. MI and con-
tract interrogators, on the other hand, have been
in more limited supply, with each interrogator
assigned to approximately 20 to 25 detainees at
any one fime.

GTMO Counter-Resistance Policy Development (U)

-

g : ry -
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Field Manual 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation,
when questioning detainees. Over the next sev-
eral months, however, it became clear that many
of the detainees were familiar with' these tech-
niques and had been trained fo resutthem. This
eventually led SOUTHCOM on Oct.ober 256, 2002,
to seek Secretary of Défense approval to use addi-
tional techniques beyond those specifically listed
in FM 34-52, orwhatwewﬂlmll "counter resist-

ance” techmquas. _‘ T

_ CU) On December 2, 2002, the Secretary of
Defenso approved a limited number of the count-

. er‘resistance techniques that SOUTHCOM had

Evolution of Approved Interrogation - 3

Techniques at GTMO (U)

(U) The interrogation techniques approved
for use at GTMO have evolved mp:ﬁcantly OVer
time, and been the subject ofmuchstudya.nd
debate within the senior echelons of both the uni-
formedmhtaryandtheOEue ofthe Secretary of
Defense. The haghhghts of thin evolution are
depnctedmtheﬁgumhnthopmmouspaga, and
described briefly below. ~.This is followed by a
detailed, chibnologlcal examination of the major
events and pomts of debate that have shaped the
deveIOpmmt of approved interrogation techniques

at GTMO.

(U) When JTF-170 was established at
GTMO on February 16, 2002, the military inter-
rogators assigned to the task force relied upon
existing interrogation doctrine, found in Army

-SECRET/NOFORN™ gm0

'requeated but rescinded his approval on January
. 157.2003. The Secretary then directed the

DoD General Counsel to form a working

group. The DoD General Counsel requested

that the General Council of the Department

of the Air Force, Mary Walker, chair the

group, to assess the legal, policy and opera-
tional issues relating to interrogation of
detainees in the Global War on Terror and
to make recommendations on the use of spe-

cific interrogation techniques.

(U) This working group issued its final
report on April 4, 2003, and recommended 35
interrogation techniques to be used against
wnlawful combatants outside the United States”
subject to limitations described later in this sec-
tion. In an April 16, 2003 memorandum, howev-

er, the Secretary of Defense accepted for use in
GTMO only 24 of the proposed techniques,
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which included the 17 techniques already

found in FM 34-52. This memorandum has
remained in effect to the present.

(U) The Initial Development of “Counter
Resistance’ Techniques

(U) Within the first few months of interro-
gation operations at GTMO, it became apparent
that many of the detainees were skilled at resisting
the 17 interrogation techniques enumerated in FM
34-62, and likely had been trained on US. interro-

.. gation methods. COL John Custer, USA, who led
~ wJoint Staff team from August 14 to September-

- °10, 2!{02 in reviewing intelligence collection oper- |
ations at GTMO, reflected this eoncemmhuﬁnal

report, which observed that "JTF-170 has erpen
enced himited success in extracting information
from many of the detainees at GTMO" bmuse
“traditional [interrogation) techmques have proven
themselves to be ineffective 1 m many cases." The
report noted that "[m]any of fhe detainees have
undoubtedly received wgurou.s reslst.anea to inter-
rogation training,” and that the detamees appeared
to understand the Geneva Convention rules, as
well as the t.md.rhonal "US rules of engagement

(].l.mJtahons) l'eg’ardmg interrogations.”

(U) Members of al Qaeda, in particular,
were likely to be schooled in resistance to interro-
gation. British forces, for example, had recovered
an al Qaeda training manual from the apartment
of an al Qaeda operative in Manchester, England
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on May 10, 2000. Now commonly referred to as the
Manchester Document, this manual contained
detailed information on interrogation resistance,
including instructions that anal Qaeda "brother”
must: A

-
W W a

* (U "plan for his interrogation by discussing
it with his commander”

+ (U) maintain his mm;vby "saying only
the things that you agreed upon with your
commander,” and "executing the security

- plan that was agreed upon prior to execu-

.tion of the operation and not deviating from

B |

“» (U) "pretend that the pain is severe by bend-
ing over and crying loudly” in the event that

an interrogator applies physical coercion
 (U) "disobey the interrogator’s orders as
much mhemnbyrﬂﬁngpinvdm[md]
cursing the interrogator back"

» (U) "disobey the interrogator's orders and
take hig time in executing them"

* (U) "proudly take a firm and opposing posi-
tion against the enemy and not obey the
orders” "

e (1) "“refuse to supply any information and
deny his knowledge of the subject in ques-
tion”

* (U) "not disclose any information, no matter
how insignificant he might think it is, in
order not to open a door that cannot be

closed until he incriminates himself or

exposes his Organization"

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

MM ATTTAATITITY ARTH

e - — - RS - w5

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 291

~SECRETNOFORN-+ GTMO



Page 116

OF FICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

* (U) "remember the basic rule: even a little
disclosure of information would increase
your amount of torture and result in addi-
tional information for the questioning appe-
ratus,” and

* (U) remain "patient, steadfast, and silent
about any information whatsoever"

(U) Another difficulty that hampered inter-
rogations at GTMO was that interrogators did not
have a clear understanding of the legal limits
under which they were operating. While they did
have FM 34-52 as a guide, this field manual was

intended to guide interrogations of EPWs and

therefore arguably was designed for a more restric-

tive environment than the one at GTMO. The dan-

ger, then, was twofold On the one hand,
interrogators might believe that then' hm were
essentially tied by FM 34-52, andadoptanovarly
conservative approach that would fail to extract
intelligence from resistant detainees. Ori the other
hand, interrogators who believed that they were
unconstrained by the dictates of FM 34-52 might
adopt overly aggressive strategies that could lead
to detainee abusa ~Again, the Custer Report
acknowledged. thu problem by observing that
mterrogatora.__dld_“ not *have a clear, delineated
understanding of all the tools that are at their dis-
posal whefi intérrogating detainees® COL Custer
recommended that SOUTHCOM "produce a 'White
Paper' on ‘Metrics for Interrogators' delineating
what tools and measures are available and permis-

“SECRETINOFORN— ammo
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sible to leverage control over the detainees while
providing acceptable guidelines for questioning."
Such a paper, COL Custer suggested, "could be
used as a ‘rule of thumb’ or ‘Rules of Engagement’
eliminating interrogator confusion.” e

(U)
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e The October 11,
2002 memorandum was declassified and released to
the public on June 22, 2004. In the memorandum,
MG Dunlavey noted that although the techniques
then employed by interrogators in the Global War
on Terror had “resulted in significant actionable
intellipence, the same methods had becoms less
effective over time.” |

(1D MG Dunlavey's request divided these
additional, counter resistance interrogation tech-
- E L niques into three categories, based upon the per-
() JTF-170's Request for Counter Resistance ceived severity of the techniques. Category I
Techniques d techniques could be employed by an interrogator as

. part of a normal interrogation plan, vetted by the

1S The concerns clmcn’bed above led the interrogator's immediate supervisors. Each use of
JTF-170 Commander; MG Michael Dunlavey, to for- Category II techniques would require the approval
wa.rdarequestonOctoba'll 2002 to SOUTH- of the Interrogation Section Officer in Charge
COM, Beehng approval of 19 interrogation (OIC). Category III techniques, the most aggres-
techniquies not explicitly described in FM 84-52 sive, could only be used after obtaining approval
from the JTF-170 Commander. Each use of
Category ITI technigques would also require a legal
review by the Command Judge Advocate and noti-
fication to the SOUTHCOM Commander. All of
thess techniques are listed in the figure on the fol-

lowing page.
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