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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
SUBJECT: Report on DoD Detention Operations and Detaines Interrogation

Reference; Secretary of Defense, Detention Operstions and Detsines Iy
Techmiques, May 25, 2004

Pursuant to your tasking memorandum, I hereby submjsd
investigation of DoD detention operstions and detainee inferrd

Global War on Terror (attached), Q
3 S . s
z —
: CHURCH 11 <L
Vice Admirsl, U.S. Navy
Director, Navy Staff
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Interrogation Policy Development (U)
(U) Overview

(U) An early focus ofourinvesﬁgationwas
to determine whether DoD had promulgated
interrogation policies or guidance that directed,
sanctioned or encouraged the abuse of detainees.
We found that this was not the case. While no uni-
versally accepted definitions of “torture” or
“abuse” exist, the theme that runs throughout the
Geneva Conventions, international law, and U.S,
military doctrine is that detainees must be treated
“humanely." Moreover, the President, in his

UNCLASSIFIED

allowed the kinds of abuse that in fact occurred.
mmismevidmmohpoucyoflb\mpmnul
gated by senior officlals or military

_.

OUTHCOM) for use at
the Independent Panel
be sure how the number and

would have been curtailed had
early and consistent guidance from

February 7, 2002 memorandum that determlned%e "

that al Qaeda and the Taliban are not entitled (o
EPW protections under the Geneva Con 1.;9\
reiterated the standard of “humane” tg

We found, without exception, that
cials and senfor military commandé

accepted that g nips
ble. Even in the WX ot‘a predsedennmon of
“humane” apl, it is clear that none of the

ft Abu Ghratb bear any resem-

theater. We¢ note, therefore, that our conclusion is
consistent with the findings of the Independent
Panel, which in its August 2004 report determined
that "injo approved procedures called for or

UNCLASSIFIED ¢ £xecutive Summary

(U) Another missed opportunity that we
identified in the policy development process is
that we found no evidence that specific detention
or interrogation lessons learned from previous
conflicts (such as those from the Balkans, or even
those from earlier conlicts such as Vietnam) were
incorporated into planning for operations in sup-
port of the Global War on Terror. For example, no
lessons learned from previous conflicts were refer-
enced in the operation orders (OPORDs) for
either Operation ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF)
in Afghanistan or Operation IRAQI FREEDOM
(OIF). These OPORDs did cite military doctrine
and Geneva Convention protections, but they did
not evidencs any specific awareness of the risk of
detainee abuse - or any awareness that U.S. farces
had confronted this problem before. Though we
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did not find evidence that this failure to highlight

the inherent risk led directly to any detainee
abuse, we recommend that future planning for
detention and interrogation operations in the
Global War on Terror take full advantage of prior

and ongoing experience in these areas.

(U) Set forth below is a brief discussion of
the significant events in the development of inter-
rogation policy for Guantanamo Bay, Afghanistan
and Iraq.

(U) Guantanamo Bay, Cuba (GTMO)

(U) Interrogation policy for GTMO has
been the subject of extensive debate among both
the uniformed services and senior DoD policy
makers. At the beginning of interrogation opers-
tions at GTMO in January 2002, interrogators
relisd upon the techniques in FM 34-52. In
October 2002, when those techniques had proven
ineffective aguinst detainees trained to resist
interrogation, Major General Michael E. Dunlavey
- the Commander of Joint Task Force (JTF) 170,
the intalligence task force at GTMO at the time -
requested that the SOUTHCOM Commander,
General James T. Hill, approve 19 counter resist-
ance techniques that were not specifically listed in
FM 34-52. (This request, and descriptions of the
18 techniques, were declassified and released to
the public by the Department of Defense on June
22,2004.) The techniques were broken down into
Categories 1, IT, and IIT, with the third category

Page 9

containing the most aggressive techniques. The
SOUTHCOM Commander forwarded the request
to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
General Richard B. Myers, noting that he was
uncertain whether the Category Il techniques
were legal under US. law, and requesting addi-
tional legal review On December 2, 2002, on the
advice of the DoD) General Counsel, Willlam J.
Haynes 11, the Secretary of Defense approved the
use of Category I and Il techniques, but only one
of the Category I1I techniques {which authorized
mild. non-injurious physical contact such as grab-
bing, poking in the chest with a finger, and light
pushing). The Secretary's decision thus excluded
the most aggressive Category 111 techniques: use
of scenarios designed to convince the detainee
that desth or painful consequences are imminent
for him and/or his family, exposure to cold weath-
er or water, and the use of a wet towe] and drip-
ping water to induce the misperception of
suffocation. {Notably, our investigation found
that even the single Category III technique

approved was never put into practice.)

(U) Shortly after the December 2, 2002
approval of these counter resistance techniques,
reservations expressed by the General Counsel of
the Department of the Navy, Alberto J. Mora, led
the Secretary of Defense on January 15, 2003 to
rescind his approval of all Category 11 techniques
and the one Category 111 technique (mild, non-inju-
rious physical contact), leaving only Category I tech-
niques in effect. The same day the Secretary
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Executive Summary (U)

- Introduction (U)

(U) On May 25, 2004, Secretary of Defense
Donald H. Rumsfeld directed the Naval Inspector
General, Vice Admiral Albert T. Church, II1, to
conduct a comprehensive review of Department of
Defense (DoD) interrogation operations. In
response to this tasking, Vice Admiral Church
assembled a team of experienced investigators and
subject matter experts in interrogation and deten-
tion operations. The Secretary specified that the
team was to have access to all documents, records,
personnel and any other information deemed rel-
evant, and that all DoD personnel must cooperate
fully with the investigation. Throughout t.
investigation - which included over 800 inte
with personnel serving or having served
Afghanistan and Guantanamo Bay, Cul
for policy makers in Washington, as
and analysis of voluminous d
- an impressive level of
throughout DoD.

evident

not eager to provide information,
t Interrogation to the extent that
their personal character or training permits.
Confronting detainees are interrogators, whose
mission is to extract useful information as quickly

UNCLASSIFIED * gxscutive Summary

as possible, Mﬁltuy interrogators are trained to
use creative means of deception and to play upon

ing interrogations of Enemy P
(EPWs), who enjoy the full pro

with military interroga view a perfect-
ly legitimate interro, EPW, in full com-
pliance with the G tions, as offensive
by its very na

atural tension that often exists
ees and interrogators has been ele-
post-8/11 world. In the Global War on
circumstances are different than those

ve faced in previous conflicts. Human intel-
gence, or HUMINT - of which interrogation is an
indispensable component - has taken on increased
impartance as we face an enemy that blends in
with the civilian population and operates in the
shadows. And as interrogation has taken on
increased importance, eliciting useful information
has become more challenging. as terrorists and

. insurgents are frequently trained to resist tradi-

tional US. interrogation methods that are
designed for EPWs. Such methods - outlined in
Army Field Manual (FM) 34.52, Intelligence
Interrogation, which was last revised in 1992 -
have at times proven inadequate in the Global
War on Terror; and this has led commanders,
working with policy makers, to search for new
interrogation techniques to obtain critical intelli-
gence, :
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(U) Interrogation is constrained by legal (specifically, lists of authorized interrogation tech-
limits. Interrogators are bound by US. laws, niques), (b} the actual employment of interroga-
including US. treaty obligations, and Executive dmtechnlquel.lnd(c)wlatmle.lt‘mﬂme
(including DaD) policy - all of which are intended to  played in the aforementioned detaiy es. In
ensure the humane trestment of detainees. The addition, we investigated DoDgdg
vast majority of detainees held by U.S. forces dur- contnctonmlnumpdon
ing the Global War on Terror have been treated porttou'porﬂdpndon

humanely. However, as of September 30, 2004, ities of other g s (OGAs), and
DoD investigators had substantiated 71 cases of medical issues gations. Finally,
detalnee abuse, including six deaths. Of note, only we s d detentlon—related

20 of the closed, substantiated abuse cases - less reports and wecNg papers submitted to DoD by
than a third of the total - could In any way be con- the :

aidered related to interrogation, using broad crite- (ICRC)AQ
ria that encompassed any type of questioning on

(including questioning by non-military-intelligence o
anmdw.«wum@-z (U) Many of the details underlying our

of mititary-intelligence interrogators. lusions remain classified, and therefore can-
cases remained open as of September 30, hot be presented in this unclassified executive
investigations ongoing, : summary. In addition, we have omitted from
this summary any discussion of ICRC matters in

(U) The events at Abu G order to respect ICRC concerns, and comply
synonymous with the topic of, buse. We with DaD policy, regarding limitation of the dis-
did not directly investig ts, which semination of ICRC-provided information.
have been comprehengtvel examined by other Issues of senior official accountability were
officials and sre thed ongoing investiga- addressed by the Independent Panel to Review
tions to determi ‘%,"‘ culpability Instead, DoD Detention Operations (hereinafter
we considered®ye Ngilings, conclusions and rec- “Independent Panel®) - chaired by the

evious Abu Ghraib investiga- Honorable James R. Schiesinger - with which we

kamined the larger context of worked closely. Finally, we have based our con-
in policy development and implemen- clusions primarily on the information available
tation in the Global War on Terror. In accordance to us as of September 30, 2004. Should addi-
with our direction from the Secretary of Defense, tional information become available, our conclu-
our investigation focused principally on: (a) the sions would have to be considered in light of that
development of approved interrogation policy information.

2
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directed that a working group be established to
assess interrogation techniques in the Global Wer
on Terror, and specified that the group should com-
prise experts from the Office of General Counsel of
the Department of Defense, the Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy, the military services
and the Joint Staff,

(U) Following a sometimes contentious
debate, this working group - led by U.S. Alr Force
General Counsel Mary Walker, and reporting to
the DoD General Counsel - produced a series of
draft reports from January through March 2003,
including & March 8, 2003 draft report recom-
mending approval of 36 interrogation techniques.

“water boarding” (pouring water on a ¢
toweled face to induce the mis;
cation), which did appesr among,

niques in the March 8 draﬁ.m the 39
techniques were considered ble, howev-
er - including water boarding) Nwnd were ultimate-
ly dropped from the p ving 35 techniques
that the working.g
eration by the et
2003, the “5 of Defense adopted a more
cautioys @ , choosing to accept 24 of the
proposed tethriiques, most of which were taken
directly Trefn or closely resembled those in FM 34-
52. (The 35 techniques considered were reflected
in the working group's final report, dated April 3,
2003.) The Secretary’s guidance was promulgated
to SOUTHCOM for use at GTMO in an April 16,

tech-

UNCLASSIFIED * gxecutive Summery
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2003 memorandum (also declassifled in June
2004) that remains in effect today

ation. This was true when the Secretary
biected the three most aggressive Category Il
techniques that JTF-170 requested, and was later
apparent in the promulgation of the. April 16, 2003
policy. which included only 24 of the 85 techniques
recommended for consideration by the working
group, and included none of the most aggressive

techniques.

(U) Military department lawyers were pro-
vided the opportunity for input during the inter-
rogation policy debate, even if that input was not
always adopted. This was evident during the
review of JTF-170's initial request for counter
resistance techniques in the lead-up to the
December 2, 2002 policy, when service lawyer con-
cerns were forwarded to the Joint Staff, and later
in the establishment of the working group in
January 2003 that ied to the April 16, 2003 policy.

L]
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In the first case, in November 2002 the services
expressed serlous reservations about approving
the proposed counter resistance techniques with-
out further legal and policy review, and thus they
were uncomfortable with the Secretary’s adoption
of a subset of these techniques on December 2,
2002, However. in the aftermath of /11, the per-
ceived urgency of gaining actionable intelligence
from particularly resistant detainees - including
Mohamed al Kahtani, the “20th hijacker” - that
could be used to thwart possible attacks on the
United States, argued for swift adoption of an
effective interrogation policy. (In August 2001
Kahtani had been refused entry into the US. by a
suspiclous immigration inspector at Florida's
Oriando International Afrport, where the |
9/11 hijacker, Mchamed Atta, was wa

consideration, which stated, *
we must quickly provid Force 170
counter-resistance to maximize the
value of our missjon.”
(U)Mdnd%

@ut than being the subject of
debate the Office of the Secrstary of

Defense, interrogation techniques for use in
Afghanistan were approved and promulgated by
the senior command in the theater. (Initially, this
was Combined Joint Task Force 180. or CJTF-180,

subsequently renamed CJTF-76. At present.
Combined Forces Command-Afghanistan, or CFC-
A, commands operations in Afghanistan, with
CJTF-76 as a subordinate co: .

g Suﬂ‘ Judge Admte for-
COM Staff Judge Advocate a

appmvedforGTMOonDeeemberz 2002;
however, the CJTF-180 techniques had been
developed independently by interrogators in
Afghanistan in the context of a broad reading of
FM 34.52, and were described using different ter-

minology.

(U) In addition to these locally developed
techniques, however, the January 24, 2003 memo-
randum tacitly confirmed that “migration” of
interrogation techniques had occurred separately.
During December 2002 and January 2003, accord-
ing to the memorandum, interrogators had
employed some of the techniques approved by the
Secretary of Defense for use at GTMO. Use of the
Tier 1l and single Tier III technique ceased, how-
ever, upon the Secretary's rescission of their

UNCLASSIFIED * Bwouthe Summary |
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approval for GTMO on January 15, 2003.

(U) CJTF-180 did not receive any response
to its Jantuary 24, 2003 memorandum from either
CENTCOM or the Joint Staff, and interpreted
this silence to mean that the techniques then in
use (which, again, no longer included the tiered
GTMO techniques) were unobjectionable to high-
er headquarters and therefore could be considered
approved policy.

(U) On February 27, 2003, the CITF-180
Commander, Lieutenant General Dan K. McNeill,
revised the January 24, 2003 techniques by modi-
fying or eliminating five “interrogator tactics” not
found in FM 34-52 in respanse to the investigatic
of the December 2002 deaths of two detainee:
the Bagram Collection Point. While
leading to the Bagram deaths cansistg

CJTF-1

modified or eliminated in February
2003, without explanation and without even ref-
erencing the February 2003 modifications.
Second, some of the techniques in the new guid-
ance were based upon an unsigned draft memo-

L~ -~ "}
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randum from the Secretary of Defense to CENT-
COM (prepared by the Joint Staff) that was sub-

stantively identical to the April 186,
2003 interrogation palicy for no
evidence that the Secretary of this

t that CJTF-76 adopt the existing
tion policy used in Irag, which had been
in May 2004. This policy relies almost
usively on interrogation techniques specifical-
lyoutllnadlnFMM-SZ and remains in effect
today.

() Iraq

(U) As in Afghanistan, interrogation policy
in Iraq was developed and promuilgsted by the
senior command in the theater, then Combined
Jolnt Tesk Force-7, or CJTF-7. At the inception of
OIF on March 18, 2003, interrogators relied upon
FM 34-52 for guidance. In August 2003, amid a
growing insurgency in Iraq, Captain Carolyn
Wood, the commander of Alpha Company, 519th
Military Intelligence Battalion (A/519), stationed
at Abu Ghraib, submitted a dreft interrogation

policy directly to the 205th Military Intelligence
Brigade and the CJTF-7 staff. This draRt policy

7
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was based in part on interrogation techniques
being used at the time by units in Afghanistan.
On August 18, 2003, the Joint Staff's Director for
Operations (J-3) sent & message requesting that
the SOUTHCOM Commander provide a team of
experts in detention and interrogation operations
to provide advice on relevant facilities and opera-
tions in Irag. As a result, from August 31 to
September 9, 2003, the Joint Task Force
Guantanamo (JTF-GTMO) Commander. Major
General Geoffrey Miller. led a team to assess inter-
rogation and detention operations in Iraq. One of
his principal observations was that CJTF-7 had

"no guldance specifically addressing interrogation

policies and authorities disseminated to units®
under its command. &:‘

{U) To rectify this apparent probje
CJTF-7 Commander, Lieutenant GenerdNs
policy on September 14, 2003,

interrogation policy,
ed during his visit,

A/518 draft policy noted above, con
wnedsomein techniques in use in
, LTG Sanchez and his staff
theGenevaCommtiom
in Ireq, and thoroughly
CJTF-?pol&cyforemnplhmwlth

the Conventians prior to its approval.
(U) After reviewing the September policy

once it was issued, CENTCOM's Staff Judge
Advocate considered It overly aggressive. As a
result, CJTF7 promulgatadarevlsedpoucyon

2003 policy quite s

have

On May 18, 2004, CJTF-7 lssued
r revised interrogation policy, which
in effect today. The list of approved tech-
niques remained identical to the October 2003

> policy: the principal change from the previous pol-

icy was to specify that under no circumstances
would requests for the use of certain techniques
be approved. While this policy is explicit in its

- prohibition of certain techniques, like the eariier

policies it contains several ambiguities, which -

- although they would not permit abuse - could

obscure commanders’ oversight of techniques
being employed, and therefore warrant review
and correction. (The detalls of these ambiguities
remain classified, but are discussed in the main
body of this report.) As noted sbove, in June 2004

this policy was adopted for use in Afghanistan.
(U) Subsequent to the completion of this

UNCLASSIFIED ¢ Zxsoutive Summary
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report, we were notified that the Commander,
Multi-national Forces Iraq (MNF-I), General
George W. Casey, Jr., had approved on January 27,
2005 a new Interrogation policy for Iraq. This pol-
icy appraves a more limited set of techniques for
use in Iraq, and also provides additional safe-
guards and prohibitions, rectifies ambiguities, and
- significantly ~ requires commanders to conduct
training on and verify implementation of the poli-
cy and report compliance to the Commander,
MNEI.

Interrogation Techniques Actually
Employed by Interrogators (U) |

(U) Guantanamao Bay, Cuba
(U) In GTMO, we found that

beginning of interrogation operations
ent, interrogation policies were effétivg

©ihat were not specifically
But nevertheless arguably fell
oters of FM 34-52, This close

identified }

withn .h\:
i

actors, including strict command over-
sight and effective leadership, adequate detention
and interrogation rescurces, and GTMO's secure
location far from any combat zone. And although

UNCLASSIFIED ¢ £xacutive Sunumary
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conditions at GTMO were initlally spartan, rely-
ing on improvised interrogation booths and pre-
existing detention facilities ( X-Ray,
constructed in the 1980s to

e Des duewhckofpropuooaﬂi-
, with its well-developed standnrd
procedures and clear lines of suthority,
effective coordination.

(U) In light of military police participation
in many of the abuses at Abu Ghraib, the rels-
tionship between military police (MP) and mili-
tary intelligence (MI) personne] has come under
scrutiny. Under the GTMO model of MP/MI rela-
tions, military police work closely with military
intelligence in helping to set the conditions for
successful interrogations, both by observing
detainees and sharing observations with inter-
rogators, and by assisting in the implementation
of interrogation techniques that are employed
largely outside the interrogation room (such as
the provision of incentives for cooperation). When
conducted under controlisd conditions, with spe-
cific guidance and rigorous command oversight, as
at GTMO, this is an effective model that greatly

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
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enhances intelligence collection and does not lead
to detainee abuse. In our view, it is a model that
should be considered for use in other interroga-
tion operations in the Global War on Terror.
Current MP and MI doctrine, however, Is vague on
the proper relationship between MP and MI units,
and accordingly requires revision that spells out
the detalls of the type of coordination between
these units that has proven successfut at GTMO.

(U) Finally, we determined that during the
course of interrogation operations at GTMO, the
Secretary of Defense approved specific interrogation
plans for two “high-value® detainees who had resis-

ted interrogation for many months, and who were &

believed to possess actionable inteiligence that co
bemadtop:mutntudunpmthetl

stand in contrast to our findings in GTMO.
Dissemination of interrogation policy was generally

10

poor, and interrogators fell back on their training
and experience, often relying on a broad interpreta-
tion of FM 34-52. lnlnq.weahofunﬂgumlly

these problems of policy dissem-
were certainly cause for

found that they did not lead to the
of illegal or abusive interrogation
According to our investigation, inter-

andtochn!ques - such as physical assault, sexual

d humiliation, terrorizing detainees with unmuz-

zled dogs, or threats of torture or death - were at
all times prohibited. regardless of whether the
interrogators were aware of the latest policy mem-

- orandum promulgated by higher headquarters.

Thus. with limited exceptions (most of which were
physical assaults, as described below in our dis-
cussion of detaines abuse), interrogators did not
employ such techniques, nor did they direct MPs
to do so. Significantly, nothing in our investiga-
tion of interrogation and detention operations in

Afghanistan or Iraq suggested that the chaotic
and abusive environment that existed at the Abu

UNCLASSIFIED ¢ £wcutive Sunmery
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Ghratb prison in the fail of 2003 was repeated
elsewhere.

(U) Nevertheless, as previously stated, we
consider it a missed opportunity that interrogs-
tion policy was never issued to the CJTF com-
manders In Afghanistan or Iraq, as was done for
GTMO. Had this occurred, interrogation policy
could have benefited from additional expertise
and oversight. In Iraq, by the time the first CJTFR
7 interrogation policy was issued in September
2003, two different policies had been tharoughly
debated and promuigated for GTMO, and deten-
tion and interrogation operations had been con-
ducted In Afghanistan for nearly two years. Yet,
CJTF-7 was left to struggle with these issues ¢n
its own In the midst of fighting an insurge
a result, the September 2003 CJTF-7
tion policy was developed, as the
Judge Advocate at the time stated
fashion. Interrogstion po
sons learned to date in the

‘mmre'wuapphadlnh:qﬂmughtlmchahnf
command, but a certain amount of pressure is to be

expected in a combat environment. As LTG

L "
UNCLASSIFIED ¢ =vecurve Summary
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Sanchez has stated, “if I had not been applying
intense pressure on the intelligence community to

tors in Iraq believed that any pressure for
nce subverted their obligation to treat
humanely in accardance with the Ganeva
Conventions, or otherwise led them to apply prohib-

ited or abusive interrogation techniques. And
although Major General Fay’s investigation of the
events at Abu Ghreib noted that requests for infor-
mation were at times forwarded directly from vari-
ous military commands and DoD agencies to Abu
Ghraib, rather than through normal channels, we
found no evidence to support the notion that the
Office of the Secretary of Defenss, the National
Security Council staff, CENTCOM, or any other
organization applied explicit pressure for intelli-
gence, or gave “back-channel” permission to forces
in the Seld in Iraq {or in Afghanistan) to use more
aggreasive interrogetion techniques than those
authorized by either command interrogation poli-
cles or FM 34-52,

11
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Detainee Abuse (U)
(U) Overview

(U) We examined the 187 DoD investiga-
tions of alleged detainee abuse that had been

clased as of September 30, 2004. Of these inves-

tigations, 7t (or 38%) had resulted in a finding
of substantiated detainee abuse, including six
cases involving detainee deaths. Elght of the 71
cases occurred at GTMO, all of which were rela-
tively minor in their physical nature, although
two of these involved unauthorized, sexually
suggestive behavior by interrogstors, which
raises problematic issues concerning cultural
and religious sensitivities. (As described beloy
we judged that one other substantiated lnd o
at GTMO was inappropriate but did
tute abuse. This incident was d

International Committee of the
Red Cross, the local populace. or any other
source,

12

(U) Included among the open cases were
several ongoing investigations related to abuse
at Abu Ghraib, including the death of a detainee

Though not Included in our

Y onPomtduthl.

ire not completed until
, observations on the

‘aggressive interrogation techniques® reported-
ly witnessed by FBI personnel at GTMO in
October 2002. One of these was already the sub-
Ject of a criminal investigation, which remains
open. The U.S. Southern Command and the cur-
rent Naval Inspector Gensral are now reviewing
all of the FBI documents released to the~
American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) - which,
other than the lstter noted above, were not
known to DoD authorities until the ACLU pub-
lished them in December 2004 - to determine
whether they bring to light any abuse aliega-
tions that have not yet been investigated.

(U) For the purposes of our analysis, we
categorized the substantiated asbuse cases as

UNCLASSIFIED © Ewoutive Summary
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deaths, serious abuse, or minor abuse. We consid- investigation, leaving us 70 substantiated
ered serious abuse to be misconduct resulting or  detainee abuse cases to analyze. The chart below

having the potential to result in death, or in griev- cases.
ous bodily harm (as defined in the Manual for

Courts-Martial, 2002 edition) In addition, we proximbee

considered all sexual assaults, threats to inflict A '3’“ bll!! ASOf
d DNktion had been
eath or grievous bodily harm, and maltreatment péction

likely to result in death ar grievous bodily harm to erfRagiyribers for this mis-
be serious abuse. Finally, as noted above, we con- ding erdas nonjudicial punish-
cluded that one of the 71 cases did not constitute ' ary ‘edurts-martial, 12 special
‘b“’ef‘“'wrpuwt this case involved a sol- artip 'Yy WWML
dier at GTMO who dared a detainee to throw a

cup of water on him, and after the detainee com- Between Interrogation

plied, reciprocated by throwing a cup of water on
the detainee. (The soldier was removed from his%
assignment as a consequence of inapp: {U) We found no link between approved
interaction with a detainee) We terrogation techniques and detaines sbuse. Of

Clossd Abuse Cases (U)
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the 70 cases of closed, substantiated abuse, only
20 of these cases, or less than one-third, could be
considered “interrogatiosi-related;” the remaining
50 were unassociated with any kind of question-
ing, interrogation, or the presence of Ml person-
nel. In determining whether a case was
_ Interrogation-related, we took an expansive
approach: for example, if a saldier slapped a
detainee for refusing to answer a question at the
point of capture, we categorized that misconduct
as interrogation-related abuse - even though it did
not occur at a detention facility, the soldier was
not an MI interrogator, and there was no indica-
tion the soldier was (or should have been) aware of
interrogation policy approved for use by MI inter-
rogatars,

oflnumgmmopemﬂuu.ttm

VLT
N
\

interrogators exceeded ”L of spproved
interrogation policy. bove, these cases
included those of lerrogators who, on
their own initiix} ed and spoke to
detainees in a'ghally suggestive manner in order
beliefs, |\ AN cases resulted in disciplinary

(U) In Afghanistan, one case of interroga-
tion-related abuse had been substantiated prior to

14

Septamber 30, 2004. On March 18, 2004, when ele-
ments of a U.S. infantry battalion conducted a cor-
don and search operation in the village of Miam

.....

As a result, he was disci-

Spended from participating in oper-
detainees.

(U) In addition, there are now two cases of

, substantiated interrogation-related abuse
involving two detainees who died on December 4
and December 10, 2002 at the Bagram Collection
Point in Afghanistan. Those investigations were
not closed until October 2004, after our data analy-
sis had been completed, and thus are not included
in our statistics. We did. however, review the final
Army Criminal Investigative Division (CID)
Reports of Investigation, which included approxd-
mately 200 interviews. We found both investiga-
tions to be thorough in addressing the practices
and leadership problems that led to the deaths and
we note that CID officials have already recom-
mended charges against 15 soldiers (11 MP and
four MD) in relstion to the December 4 death, and
27 soldiers (20 MP and seven M) in relation to the
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December 10 death. (Some of the same personnel
are named in the detention and interrogation of
both detainees) Significantly, our review of the
investigations showed that while this abuse
occurred during interrogations, it was unrelated to
approved interrogation techniques.

(U) In Iraq, there are 16 cases of closed,
substantiated interrogation-related abuse. Five of
these cases involved MI interrogators. There is no
discernible pattern in the 16 cases: the incidents
occurred at different locations and were commit-
ted by members of different units. The abusive
behavior varied significantly among these inc-
dents, although each involved methods of mal.
treatment that were clearly in viclation of
military doctrine and U.S. law of wer
as well as US. interrogation policy.
common type of detainee abuse w -
ward physical abuse, such as sl I
and kicking. In addition,
nine of the 16 incidents.

plainly transgrmed the bounds of any interroga-
tion policy in any theater, and also violated any
definition of “humane” detainee treatment.
Second, much of the abuse is wholly unconnected

UNCLASSIFIED * Zcecutive Summery

UNCLASSIFIED

1o any interrogation technique or policy, as it was
committed by personnel who were not Ml inter-
rogators, and who almost certainly did-not know
(mdhadnorea:ontnklw)

or should have known 3 were
improper because they military
doctrine and law of . And third,
even when Ml in committed the abuse,

. ultlplc interrogation policies
pan of time, as some have hypoth-
ing Abu Ghraib, it is clear that none
ed policies - no matter which version
terrogatorsfollowed ~would have permitted

e types of abuse that occurred.

withinas

(U) Underlying Reasons for Abuse

(U) If approved interrogation policy did not
cause detainee abuse, the question remains: what
did? While we cannot offer a definitive answer, we
studied the DoD investigation reports for all 70
cases of closed, substantiated detainee abuss to see
if we could detect any patterns or underlying expla-
naticns. Our analysis of these 70 cases showed that
they involved abuses perpetrated by a variety of
active duty, reserve and national guard personnel
from three services on different dates and in differ-
ent locations throughout Afghanistan and Iraq, as
well as a small number of cases at GTMO. While
this diversity argues against a single, overarching

15
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reason for abuse, we did identify several factors that
may help explain why the abuse occurred.

the detainee's head in an effort to elicit information
regarding a plot to asssssinate US. service mem-
bers. For his actions, the Lieutenant Colone! was
(U) First, 23 of the abuse cases, roughly one somInar CD
third of the total, occurred at the point of capture in
Afghanistan ar Iraq - that s, during or shortly after
the capture of a detainee. This is the point at which
passions often run high, as service members find
themselves in dangerous situations, apprehending
individuals who may be responsible for the death or
serfous injury of fellow service members. Becauseof comm
this potentially volatile situation, this is also the have prffiPagiutivoe
point at which the need for military discipline is more speciig drc
abuse. Insteed, these warning signs

paramount in order to guard against the poasibility mﬁb&

of detainee abuse, and that discipline was lacking in

enemy, and the tactics it has employed in Ireg {ah
to a lesser extent, in Afghanistan) may

arole in this abuse. Our service membef¥yg
at times permitted the enemy's trefthé

Lieutenant Colonel in Irag pro-

vides an example. On August 20, 2003, during the

- questioning of an Iraql detatnee by field artillery sol-
diers, the Lieutenant Colonel fired his weapon near

16

given sufficlent attention at the unit level,
they relayed to the responsible CJTF com-
nders in a timely manner.

(U) Finally, a breakdown of good order and
discipline in some units could account for other incl-
dents of abuse. This breakdown implies a failure of
unit-level leadership to recognize the inherent
potential for abuse due to individual misconduct. to
detact and mitigate the enormous stress on our
troops involved in detention and interragation oper-
ations, and a corresponding faikure to provide the
requisite oversight. As documented in previous
reports (including MG Fay's and MG Taguba's
investigations), stronger leadership and grester
oversight would have lessened the likelihood of
abuse.
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Use of Contract Personnel in
Interrogation Operations (U)

(U) It is clear that contract interrogators

and support personnel are “bridging gaps” in the
DaD force structure in GTMO, Afghanistan and
Iraq. As a senior intelligence officer at CENT-
COM stated: “[s]imply put, interrogation opera-
tions in Afghanistan, Iraq and Guantanamo
cannot be reasonably accomplished without con-
tractor support.” As a result of these shortfalls in
critical interrogation-related skills, numerocus
contracts have been awarded by the services and
various DoD agencies. Unfortunately, however,
this has been done without central coordination,
and in some cases, in an ad Aoc fashion (as demofp-

ontract interrogators were typically for-
mer Ml or law enforcement personnel, and on
average were older and more experienced than mil-
ftary interrogators; many anecdotal reports indi-

UNCLASSIFIED © £xscutive Summery
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cated that this gave contract interrogators addi-
tionial credibility in the eyes of detainees, thus pro-

t civilian, or military - who may be
ble for the inhumane treatment of
during U.S. military operations over-
geas. Thus, contractors are no less legally
accountable for their actions than their militery

counterparts.

DoD Support to Other Government
Agencies (U)

(U) For the purposes of our discussion,
other government agencies, or OGAs, are federal
agencies other than DoD that have specific inter-
rogation andor detention-related missions in the
Global War on Terror. These sgencies include the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the Drug
Enforcement Administrstion (DEA}, US.
Customs and Border Protection, and the Secret
Service. In conducting our investigation, we con-

17
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sidered DoD suppoart to all of these agencies, but
we focused primarily on DoD support to the CIA.
(The CIA cooperated with our investigation, but
provided information only on activities in Iraq.) It
Is important to highlight that it was beyond the
scope of our tasking to investigete the existence,
location or policies governing detention facilities
that may be exclusively operated by OGAs, rather
than by DoD.

(U) DoD personnel frequently worked
together with OGAs to support their common
intelligence collection mission in the Global War
on Terror, a cooperation encouraged by DoD lead-
ership early in Operation ENDURING

UmoO senjor military com-
cation to of Defense prior to the
transfi 0 ar from other federal agen-

transfer guldance was fol-
mmmmmdmm
DoD temporarily held detalnees for the CIA - includ-
ing the detainee known as “Triple-X" - without

18

properly registering them and providing notifica-
tion to the International Committee of the Red
Cross. This practice of holding ghnstdeum
mmmmmwmd ;

and was the result, in part, of thedichg

ic, coordinated interagency @

in scape. To the best g{pulNknywisdge, there were
approximatety 30 “gidst 3e¥ * a3 cornpared to
& total of aver SO in the course of the

ide from the general requirement to

humanely, we found no specific
direction governing the conduct of OGA

Xetraes mamaraty
o
dg Ix tions in Dol interrogation facllities. In

onse to questions and interviews for our
report, however, senior officials expressed clear
expectations that DoD-authorized interrogation
policies would be followed during any interroga-

. timconductcdlnlDonldllty For example, the

Joint Staff J-2 stated that “[ojur understanding is
that any representative of any other governmen.
ta) agency; including CIA, if conducting interroga-
tions, debriefings, or interviews at a DoD facility

- must abide by all DoD guidelines.” On many occa-

slons, DoD and OGA personnel did conduct joint
interrogations at DoD facilities using DaD-
authorized interrogation techniques. However,
our interviews with DoD personnel assigned to
various detention facilities throughout
Afghanistan and Iraq demonstrated that they did

UNCLASSIFIED ¢ Zxecuve Summary
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not have a uniform understanding of what rules
governed the involvement of OGAs in the interro-
gation of DoD detainees. Such uncertainty could
create confusion regarding the permissibility and
limits of various interrogation techniques. We
therefore recommend the establishment and wide
promulgation of interagency policies governing
the involvement of OGAs In the interrogation of
DoD detainees.

Medical Issues Related to
Interrogation (U)

(U) In reviewing the performance of med-
ical personnel in detention and interrogation-
related operations during the Global War
Terror, we were able to draw preliminary ghiy
in four areas: detainee screening @ &

interrogator access to medical
the role of medical petsonnel -

medical personnel that we
i¥rstood their responsibility to
afic medical care to detainees, in

are’with U.S, military medical doctrine
and the Geneva Conventions. The essence of
these requirements is captured succinctly in a
DoD policy issued by the Assistant Secretary of

UNCLASSIFIED ¢ gvwcutive summary
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DefenseforHulthAﬂ'ahsonAprﬂmzmz

Operaﬁon Enduring Freedom."
*[1}n any case in which there is

detainee under US. al personnel
shall be guided by pnal judgments
and standards & that would be used
to evaluate mec for US. personnel, con-

eston requiuments (emphasis
US. personnel, however, had
training relevant to detainee
and medical treatment. As a result, in
and Iraq we found inconsistent fleld-
implementation of specific requirements,
such as monthly detainee inspections and weight
recordings. Thus there is a need for & focused
and training program in this area 30 that our medical
personnel are aware of and comply with detainee
screening and medical treatment requirements.

(U) Second, it is a growing trend in the
Global War on Terror for behavioral science person-
nel to work with and support interrogators. These
personnel observe intarrogations, assess detainee
behavior and motivations, review interrogation
technigues, and offer advice to interrogators. This
support can be effective in helping interrogators col-
Ject intelligence from detainees; however, it must be
done within proper imits. We found that behavioral
sclence personnel were not invoived in detainee

19
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medical care (thus aveiding any inherent conflict
between caring for detalnees and crafting interroga-
tion strategies). nor were they permitted access to
detainee medical records for purposes of developing
imerrogation strategies. However, since neither the
Geneva Canventions nor US. military medical doc-
trine specifically address the issue of behavioral sci-
ence persorne] assisting interrogators in developing
Interrogation strategies, this practice has evolved in
an ad hoc manner. In our view, DoD policy-level
review is needed to ensure that this practice is per-

formed with proper safeguards, as well as to clarify
the status of medical personnel (such as behaviora)

scientists supparting interrogators) who do not par-

ticipate in patient care.

. (U) Another area that deserves DoD pg
. cy-level review (and that is unaddressed, byetl
Geneva Conventions or current DoD fghs)

interrogator access to detainee med

tion. Interrogators often have lggitiny

detainees from being truthful with medical per-
sonnel, or from seeking help with medical issues,
if detainees believe that their medical histories

will be used against them during interrogation.
Although US. law provides no absolute confiden-
ﬂalityofnwmlmnmlmformym

necessary In order to balance
peting concerns. This is b given the
substantial variation ptsd In fleld-level
medical records. to medical informa-

pe thlthltem:gmonm
access to such information.
we l'ound no instances where
information had been inappro-
; during interrogations, and in most
umlnmrngm'shudllttlelnwwm

etta'edul-mit.

(U) Finally, it was not possible for us to

serving in the Global War on Terror have adequate-
lydhchargaddulrobnmmrepm(andm
possible, prevent) detainee abuse. However, our
interviews with medical personnel indicated that
they had only infrequently suspected or witnessed

. abuse, and had in those instances reported it

through the chain of command. Separately, we per-
formed a systematic review of investigative notes
and autopsy results in order to assess the roles of
medical personnel, especially in any case where
detainee abuse was suspected. We reviewed 68
detainee deaths: 83 in Iraq and five in Afghanistan:

UNCLASSIFIED ¢ 2vecutive Summary
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 there were no desths at GTMO, (These deaths were
not all abuse-related, and therefore do not carrelate
directly to the death cases described in our analysis
of abuse.) Of these deaths, we identified three in
which it appeared that medical persannel may have
attempted to misrepresent the circumstances of
death, possibly in an effort to disguise detainee
abuse. Two of these were the previously described

deaths in Bagram, Afghanistan in December 2002,
and one was the aforementioned death at Abu

Ghraib in November 2003. The Army Surgeon
General is currently reviewing the specific medical
handling of these three cases.

Conclusion (U)

() Human intelligence in general
interrogation in particular, are indis,
ponents of the Global War on Terror. 2%
intelligence in the post-9/11 wQr
enemy’s ability to resist inte

UNCLASSIFIED * sxsoutive Summary

UNCLASSIFIED

conducted within the confines of our armed
forces’ obligation to treat detainees humanely. In
addwm.ouramlyslaofmsuhltnn o

Soe that the vast major-
ity of ¢ . bytheUS in the Global War
on beentruwd humanely, and that
the g majority of U.S. personnel have

nornbly. For those few who have not,
is no single, overarching explanation. While
thorized interrogation techniques have not
been a causal factor in detainee abuse, we have
neverthelessidenﬂﬂedanumberofuﬂasedoppor
tunities in the policy development process. We
cannot say that there would necessarily have been
less detainee abuse had these opportunities been
acted upon. These are opportunities, however,
that should be considered in the development of
future interrogation policies.
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Introduction (U)

(U) In early 2004, revelations of detainee
abuse in Irag's Abu Ghraib prieon, potentially
involving US. Army military intelligence as well as
military police personnel, suggested the need for
an investigation of Department of Defense interro-
gation policy and implementation. On May 25,
2004, the Secretary of Defense directed the Naval
Inspector General, through the Secretary of the
Navy, to conduct a comprehensive review of
Department of Defense interrogation techniques
related to the following:

* (U) Guantanamo Bay detainee and interroga-
tion operations from January 6, 2002;

* (U) Operation ENDURING FREEDOM;

* (U) Operation IRAQI FREEDOM;: .

* (U) Joint Special Operations in the US. Central
Command area of responaibility; and

* (U) The Iraq Survey Group.

Specifically, the Naval Inspector General was
tasked to identify and report on all Department of
Defense interrogation tachmquu. The Secretary’s
directive spemﬁed that the Review must:

e (U Emnixiq_‘éll DoD interrogation tech-
niques considered, authorized, prohibited,
and employed during the Operations listed
above; .

* (U) Determine whether (and if so, to what
extent) techniques prescribed for use in one
command or Operation were adopted for use
in another; and

UNCLASSIFIED ¢ introduction

* (U) Inquire into any DoD support to, or per-
ticipation in, the interrogation operations of
non-DoD entitiea.

In subsequent meetings with the Naval Inspector
General, the Secretary of Defense emphasized his
desire to investigate thoroughly and present all
relevant facts to the Congress and the American
people.

‘Scope of the Review (U)

" (1) This independent review is intended to
provide a comprehensive chronology regarding the
development, approval and implementation of
interrogation techniques. In order to meet desired
timelines, minimize impact to ongoing operations,
and avoid conducting multiple interviews of the
same personnel, a decision was made to draw upon
numercus other investigations and reviews of
interrogation and detention operations, which are
summarized in a later section of this report.

(U) Additionally, the Naval Inspector
General was designated as the Secretary of Defense's
principal representative to the Independent Panel to
Review DoD Detention Operations (hereinafter
referred to as the “Independent Panel). Secretary
Rumsfeld asked the Independent Panel, which was
chaired by the Honorable James R. Schlesinger - a
former Director of Central Intelligence, Secretary of
Defense, and Secretary of Energy - to provide "inde-
pendent, professional advice on the issues that you

%

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

COPY NUMBER ONE

DOD JUNE

3387



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

UNCLASSIFIED
b TR e

consider most pertinent related to the various alle-
gations [of abuse at DoD detention facilities), based
on [a] review of completed and pending investigative
reports and other materials and information.”
During the course of our review; information was
shared with the Independent Panel to facilitate its
deliberations and to avoid duplication of effart in
studying interrogation policy and procedures. (In
addition to the Honorable James Schlesinger, the
Independent Panel included the Honorable Harold
Brown, former Secretary of Defense; the Honorable
Tillie K. Fowler, farmer US. Representative from
Florida; and retired Air Force General Charles A.
Homer, who commanded coalition air forces during
Operation DESERT STORM, and subsequently
cumnmndedtheNathAmumAmDefense
Command.) :

(U) Our review focuses on the specific task-
ing in the Secretary’s memqrandmﬂ of May 25,
2004. As such, it does not address some issues that
may be of importance but are nevertheless not
directly related to our tasking. Issues dealing with
the mtexpletatmn of international law, rationale
for specific decisions by senior officials, the value
and success of ongoing strategic intelligence
efforts, and legal definitions are only addressed
when speu_ﬁcally and directly determined to be rel-

evant to our tasking. Finally, any information dis-
covered that was related to potential abuse of

detainees was referred to the appropriate criminal
investigative authority.

24
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Investigative Approach (U)

(U) On June 1, 2004, the Naval Inspector
General, Vice Admiral Albert T Chmhlll USN,
assembled a planning staff that brought together
experienced investigators, interrogation and
detention subject matter experts, and representa-
tives of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the
Joint Staff, the Services, and the applicable
Combatant Commands (the U.S. Southern, Central
and Special Operations Commands). The planning
staff developed a nucleus of background knowledge
that facilitated the creation of traveling assess-
ment teams, organized to conduct field interviews
and document collection, and a Washington team,
which would merge and analyze the data collected.
The planning staff inclhuded Dr. James Blackwell,
Executive Director of the Independent Panel, in
order to ensure the smooth coordination of our
activities with those of the Independent Panel. In
addition, Williatn McSwain, an Assistant United
States Attorney, was selected to serve as the
Executive Editor for our report. Collectively, this
group was designated the Interrogation Special
Focus Team (ISFT).

(U) The ISFT's intent was to conduct a
thorough investigation, including in-theater inter-
views, with a minimum of disruption to ongoing
military operations. To that end, during the month
of June 2004, the ISFT began detailed research
into DoD interrogation policy and doctrine, as well
as available information concerning specific inter-
rogation operations in Guantanamo Bay,
Afghanistan, and Iraq. The research encompassed

—
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informational interviews with interrogation sub-
ject matter experts and the review of policy and
doctrine documents (many provided by multiple

COPY NUMBHKBLORSFIED

DoD agencies in response to ISFT data calls). This -

enabled the development of standard interview -

templates used to collect statements from interro-
gation-related personnel in the theaters of opera-
tion, as well .as key senior military and civilian
officials. Persons interviewed or who provided writ-
ten responses would include:

* (U) Senior DoD policymakers, including the
Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Under
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence, and the
General Counsel of the Department of
Defense, and others (see figure below)

T

Commander, JTF-180

Command

_
UNCLASSIFIED ¢ introduction

(U) General and Flag officers, including the
Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefa of Staff,
the Commander, US, Central Command, and
others (see figure below) .-~

(U) Military Intelligance leaders’

(U) Interrogators, mtarpreuu and intelli-
genceanalysts - - %o

(U) Military Palice 2~

L0} Staﬁ';udge advoeateo

(U) Medjeal pmonnol

(U)Qhaphim

()] Inmmgmonm-mms

B Pemgml involved in "point of capture”

" -questioning of detainees (e.g., infantry
g sold:ers)

mwmmmmuan

Dnmmfm'mw FDdense - - UNCLASSIFIED
D:StaphenCambomBndn'Bau‘hryofDofennforhtdBmu '
ManﬂuMUnﬂg'&mtdydDMforPoﬁq
MrWiﬂ:mHvﬁquLCmmdoftboDopummchfmu
mmwmmwmmwmmmm
Ms.MaryWalku;Gm,rllenul.DepartmentofthAuFom ’
mmwmc«mwdmm
unmmmcmcm.a.wowmm
Mi‘Ju@uGﬁmu.SES,Chufof&meyOenwlnq&:wame(ISG)

Lo G;nPderPaca,USMC,VioeChnmnd‘ﬂdentChmbdM :
"‘-GEN'JohnAbumd,USA,Commndu US. Central Command
GENDmMelel.USA.UuihdStaﬁuAmFmeommand,fmar
* LTG Anthony Jones, USA, Deputy CG/Chief of Staff, USA Training & Doctrine

* LTG Ricardo Sanchez, USA, CG, V Corps, former Commander, CIJTF-7 (Iraq)
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* LTG Keith Alexander, USA, Deputy Chief of Staff of the Arnry, G-2

) LTGDaVidBmw,USA,Cmnmnndu;CombinedFonuCommmd,
Afghanistan (CFC-A) :

. IbGenJmuOonway,UBMC,Dinctor,J-s,JointShﬂ:meommmd_iﬁ
General, I MEF e

* VADM Lowsll Jacoby, USN, Director, Defense Intellignce Ageny -5 %

* VADM David Nichols, USN, Commander, NAVCENT/Commandgs-RUFTH Fiset

* MG Geaffrey Miller; USA, DCG Detainee Ops/CG, TF 134 MNFY, formiar GITF-
GTMO : ¢ = F

. MGKaitthton,USA,Dboctoromemthug} )
FomerCommaMagh‘q&nvqump —

. MGMMMM@MMWW

* MG Eric Olson, USA, CG, CJTF-76, Afghsnisfan =~ : © -

* MG Peter Chiarelli, USA, Commanding Gezieral,-1st Cavalry Division

* MG Whlter Wojdakowaki, USA, Deputy, Camumiinding General, V Corps

* MG George Fay, USA, Deputy Commander-(IMA); USA Intelligence & Security

-
- -/
- .
> =3

- =
.58

L)
!
M

; =
he
-~ =

* MG Ronald Burgess, USA, Directdr J-3; Joirit Staff

* MG Stanley McChrystal, USA, GG, Joint Bpecial Operations Command (JSOC)

* MG Barbera Fast, USA, formeRC 2, MNF-I '

* MG Martin Dempeey, USA, CG, 15t Armared Division o

* MG Michnel Dunlayey (Betired), USAR, former CJTF:170 and CJTF-GTMO

* MsjGen Thomas Fistus, USAF, Judge Advocate General of the Air Furce

* MajGen Janges Matkis, USMC, CG, Maririe Corps Combat Development Command,
former Cimmanding General, 1st Marine Division

* RADM Michgal Lobr, USN, Judge Advocate General of the Navy

* BOJdy Hood, ¥SA, Commander, JTF-GTMO .

*_BQ JohnCuster, USA, Director for Intelligence, J-2, US, Central Command

s ‘Bg'ﬂm_arlnheoby, USA, DCG Support, CJTF-76, Afghanistan
£y B(ﬁ;nMiddennin,USMC.DewtyDMforHumlnﬁdligm,mA

"-—BGénJonpthMmmin,USMC,Direceor,Imq&me
. BGu:KhﬁnSnﬁ&uhhqlEmﬂlSJAuoﬂw(kumum&uwofﬂwuhﬂmoqu-
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(U) We made a decision not to interview the
detainees themselves in order to minimize any
impact on ongoing interrogation operations; how-
ever, we did review many reports provided by the
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC).

(U) In late June through early July 2004,
the assessment teams traveled to Guantanamo
Bay, Afghanistan and Iraq in order to conduct
interviews and first-hand examinations of deten.
tion and interrogation facilities and operations,
In total, the ISFT collected more than 800 state-
ments from personnel involved in detainee opera-
tions. In addition, a series of follow-on questions
was asked of senior officials in the Office of the
Secretary of Defense and the Joint Staff during
the course of the investigation. The information

thus collected provided the foundation for the |

findings presented in this report. Throughout
our effort, we were impressed by the high level of
cooperation and accommodation we received, par-
ticularly from combat forces in the field.

(U) Following this introduction, the report is
divided into nine main sections.

. (U)'l_‘hbﬁrstseetiondiacusseaﬂwlega.l.poli-
cy and doctrinal framework within which
DoD detention and interrogation operations
take place,

UNCLASSIFIED * mtroduction
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(U) The second section provides a summary
of previous reports that address detention
and interrogation operations in the Global
War on Terror. .

(U) The third section provides an analysis
of detainee abuse investigations during the
Global War on Terror,

(U} The fourth, fifth, and sixth sections
describe the evolution of interrogation tech-
niques considered, authorized, prohibited,
and employed in the course of tha Globel
War on Terror in Guantanamo Bay,

- Afghanistan, and Iraq respectively.

 (U) The seventh section examines the role

of contractors in DoD interrogations.

(U) The eighth section examines DoD sup-
port to, or participation in, the interroga-
tion operations of non-DoD entities, also
termed other government agencies, or
OGAs.

(U) The ninth section examines the role of
U.S. medical personnel in interrogation.

27
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Department of Defense Interrogation:
Law, Policy, Doctrine and Training (U)

(U) Timely and accurate intelligence is
essential to the effective conduct of military oper-
ations. Defense Department interrogators, both
military and civilian, seek to gain human intelli-
gence (HUMINT) from enemy prisoners of war
and other detainees in order to support DoD mis-
sions, from the tactical (e.g., counter-insurgency
patrols in Iraq or Afghanisten) to the strategic
(e.g., defense of the U.S. homeland against a cat-
astrophic terrorist attack).

(U) This section of our report provides the
background for our subsequent discussion of
interrogation operations in GTMO, Afghanistan,
and Irag. It begins with an overview of interna-
tional law, U.S. law, Department of Defense poli-
@, and doctrine governing DoD iriterrogations,
including a discussion of the . President's
February 7, 2002 determination regérding the
legal status of al Qaedd 'and Taliban members
under the Geneva Con;entious. It then provides
a summary ot'_boD" doctrine for detention
operations, including the doctrinal relation-
ship bef,weex_-j’ h@iita;y'police (MP) and military
intelligence (MI) ‘personnel. Next, this section
provides"‘az_puinmary of the limited doctrine
pertaining to joint, coalition and interagency
interrogation facilities. It concludes with an
overview of the force structure and training
for DoD interrogators.

h
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Interrogation: Law and Policy (U)

(U) Army Field Manual 34-52, Intelligence
Interrogation, states that "the goal of any interro-
gation is to obtain reliable information in a lowful
manner, in a minimum amoxnt of time, and to sat-
isfy intelligence requirements of any echelon of
command” (emphasis added.) Interrogabors are at
all times bound by applicable US. laws, including
treaty-based laws, and US. policies.

(U) Applied to detention and interrogation
operations in time of armed conflict, this body of

- Jaw and policy is intended to ensure the humane

treatment of individuals who fall into the hands of
a party to the conflict. In the following paragraphs,
we will review the legal and policy framework gov-
erning detention and interrogation befors turning
to the gubject of interrogation doctrine,

(U) DoD personnel are bound by U.S. law,
including the law of armed conflict, found in
treaties to which the US. is party Among other
things, these laws prohibit torture or other cruel,
inhumane or degrading treatment of detainees.
International and US, laws define torture in the
Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment
and in Title 18, Section 2340 of U.S. Code, respec-
tively; note, however, that there is no treaty-
defined or universally accepted definition of cruel,
inhumane or degrading treatment.

29
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(U) It is US. policy to use the Geneva
Conventions as a baseline for humane treatment
even when the Conventions are not legally binding
(in the words of DoD Directive 5100.77, “during all
armed conflicts, however such conflicts are charac-
terized”). The Geneva Conventions indicate that
the irreducible minimum standard of treatment is
“humanity,” without further defining the term.
Thus, the concept of humane treatment remains
undefined, and well-meaning individuals analyzing
interrogation techniques might differ on whether
certain techniques are in fact humane.

(U) In addition, DoD personnel engaged in-.

armed conflict are bound by the law of war, enu-
merated in the Geneva Conventions of 1949, The
law of war is intended to “diminish the evils of war”
by regulating the means of warfare, aiid by protect-
ing the victims of war, both combatant and civilian.
An overview of the purpose and scope of the Geneva
Conventians, their xmplemeﬁtahbn in DoD policy,
and their appheationm the GlobalWaron Terror is
provided below, -- :

) Pu.rpose and Scope of the Law of
War - .

(U).Thé Geneva Conventions pertinent to
detention and interrogation operations are the
Geneva Convention Relative to the -Treatment of
Prisoners of War, herein sbhbreviated as GPW,
and the Geneva Convention Relative to the

30
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Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of Wor,
abbreviated as GC. The GPW provides protec-
tion for captured enemy nuhtary personnel,
including military medical pérsoinel and chap-
lains (referred to as “retained persons") The GC
protects civilian internees captimred in a belliger-
ent’s home state or occupied territory. Private
citizens who engage in unsuthorized acts of vio-
lence and who fail to meet the criteria set forth in
the GPW are unprivileged belligerents.

. (U) Detainees meeting Geneva criteria are
enhﬂedtotheprohection commensurate with their
category (prisoner of war or civilian protected per-
gon). The figure on tha next page provides a list
which, while not all-inclusive, describes the protec-
tions that are most relevant to interrogation oper-
ations. In all cases, DoD personnel are obliged to
uphold the basic standard of bumane treatment of
detainees, and to obey laws prohibiting assault,
torture, homicide, and other forms of maltreat-
ment,

(U) GPW explicitly addresses those
instances when capturing forces cannot immedi-
ately determine the status of a detainee: “should
any doubt exist as to whether persons, having com-
mitted a belligrent act and baving fallen into the
hands of the enemy; belong to the categories enu-
merated in (GPW] Article 4, such persons shall
enjoy the protection of (prisoners of war] until such
time as their status has been determined by a com-
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~{U) No physzical or mental torture, nor

Article 17)

petent tribunal® (GPW, Article 5). ‘Though the
Geneva Conventions do not describe the composi-
tion of such a tribunal, DoD policy provides specif-
ic guidance, as will be described below.

() In sum; "Dqﬁ"-peubnnel are always
bound fo treat”detaineés-humsanely, at a mini-
mum; and enemy prisoners of war and civilians
covered by the Geneva Conventions are to be
granted the additional protections prescribed by
Geneva, -. -

(U) The following section provides a survey
of the DoD policy documents that amplify and
assign responsibilities ‘with regard to US. law of
war obligations,

“
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Geneva Convention Protections: Prisoners of War and Protected Persons (U)

(U) Protections afforded to prisoners of war (GPW):
- (U) Shall be humanely treated at all times. (GPW), Article 13)

mﬂlctedonpnsonersofwartosecumfmmthemmformabonofanykind
whatever. Prisoners of war who refuse to nmwermqvnotbothreatened insulted,
or exposed to unpleasant ordmadvantageoua h-eatmentofanylnn& (GPW

(U) Protections afforded to protected persons (GC):
= (U) Shall be humanely treated at ell times.” (GG, Article 27)
-0 Nophymcalormoralcoemon shnﬂbemmsedagmnstprotemdmom, in
parnc\ﬂartoobtammfomaﬁonfmmthemorﬁ'omt}nrdpm (GC, Article 31.)

COPY NUMBEE ONF. .
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(U) DoD Policy

(U) Two Department of Defense Directives,
or DoDDs, specifyboD policy regarding the law of
war and detainee operations: DoDD 5100.77, DoD
Law of War Program, and DoDD 2310.1, DaD
Program for Enemy Prisoners of War and Other
Detainees. These directives highlight several key
points:

* (U) It is DoD policy to ensure that the law of
war obligations of the United States are
observed and enforced by the DoD
Components.

3
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* (U} It is DoD palicy to comply with the prin-
ciples, spirit and intent of the international
law of war, both customary and codified, to
include the Geneva Conventions. '

* (U) Captured or detained persannel must be
accorded an appropriate legal status under
international law. In addition, DoD personnel
must comply with the law of war during all
armed conflicts, however such conflicts are
characterized, and with the principles and
spirit of the law of war during all other oper-
ations,

_ These directives agsign executive responsibility for
the DaD law of war and detainee programs to the
Secretary of the Army, and specify that individu-
als captured or detained by U.S. military forces
should normally be handed over for safeguarding
to U.S. Army MPs as soon as practical.

(U) Army Regulation (AR) 190-8, Enemy
Prisoners of War; Reinined. Personnel, Civilian
Internees, and. Other Defdinees, implements the
detainee program and policies outlined in DoDD
2310.1. AR 190-8 has been adopted by all four
Services, and i3 applicable with regard to treat-
ment of detainees in the custody of the U.S. armed
forces. In addition to describing the administra-
tion of the DoD detainee program, AR 190-8 estab-
lishes standard DoD terminology for detainee
categories, derived from the Geneva Conventions
(see figure on the next page). (The current edition

32
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of AR 190-8 was approved in 1997.)

(U) In addition, AR 190-8 sets forth the
requirements for "competent tribunals® for the
determination of detainee status when such status
is in doubt, as mandated by the Geneva
Conventions. AR 190-8 requires that tribnals be
convened by commanders holding general court-
martial authority, be composed of three commis-
sioned officers (af least one of whom must be field
grade—a major. or equivalent—or higher), and
hear thie testimony of the detainee, if 8o requested.
DethineeideterminednottobeEPWsmaymt,ls
a mattet of DoD policy (subject to other direction
by higher autharity) be imprisoned or otherwise
penalized without further proceedings to. deter-

'mine what act they have committed and what the

punishiment should be.

(U) Ammy FM 384-52,; Intelligence
Interrogation, provides further amplification of
Geneva Convention obligations pertaining directly
to interrogation operations: “[the Geneva
Conventions] and US policy expresaly prohibit acta
of violence or intimidation, including physical or
mental torture, threats, insults, or exposure to
inhumane treatment as a means of or aid to inter-
rogation.” Further, FM 34-52 prohibits physical or
mental coercion, defined in the manual as "actions
designed to unlawfully induce another...to act
against one's will. Such actions would include, for
example, committing or threatening torture, or
implying that rights accorded by the Geneva
Conventions will not be provided unless the
detainee cooperates with the interrogator.

R
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(U) Detainee Categories:

* (U) CI: Civilian internees.

(U) Geneva and the War on Terror

() In a memo dated February 7, 2002,'

President George W. Bush determined that Taliban
detainees were “unlawful combatents™ not legally
entitled to prisoner of war status; and al Qaeda
members also did notquahfyaapmonmofwar,for
the following reasons: S

L (U) The Taliban, Afghamstan is a party to
the Genm Conventxons, however, members
ofthe-Tah'ban have not fulfilled the obliga-
tions ort‘ lawﬁxl combatants laid out in GPW,

2. (U)Al ‘Qaeda. As a non-state organization,
al Qaeda is not-and cannot be-a party to
any international treaty, mdudmg the
Geneva Conventions.

) Notwithmdi:;g their legal status, the
President determined that al Qaeda and Taliban

.“.
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Army Regulation 180-8: Detainee Categories (U)

* (U) EPW: Enemy prisoners of war.

* (U) RP: Retained persans (medical personnel and chaplains).

* () OD:. Other detainees. (ARIQO-BdeﬁnasODsudétameen&hohnvemt
yetbemdassxﬁeduEPWCI orRP ODsmunhﬂedtoEPWh'eatmmtunhl
snchaclassiﬁcahonhasbeenmadebyaeompetentmbuml)

COPY NUM%EM&%EIED

. detameesweretobet.raated“humanelyand,tothe

extentapprumnteandoonmstentwﬂmﬂihry

. pecessity, in a manner consistent with the princi-

ples of Geneva.”

(U) As the foregoing discussion demon-
strates, US. military operations since September
11, 2001 have taken place within an established
legal and policy framework. The Global War on
Terror is distinet from traditional conflicts such as
the World Wars becauss of our adversaries' disre-
gard for the law of war; however, US. forces con-
tinue to be governed by the law of war and by U.S.
policy with an emphasis on the humane treatment
of gll detainees.

Interrogation: Doctrine (U)

(U) There is no master DoD interrogation
doctrine; however, the US. Army tactical interro.

33
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gation doctrine forms the de facto basis for inter-
rogations conducted by DoD) intelligence person-
nel. This doctrine is currently codified in the
1992 Army Field Manual 34-52, Intelligence
Interrogation, and consists of seventeen interro-
gation techniques - called “approaches” in the
manual - which may be used singly or in combi-
nation in order to elicit information from
detainees. FM 34-52 specifies that these tech-
niques, listed in the figure on the next page, are

not intended to constitute an all-inclusive list;
rather, they constitute a compilation of methods
and procedures that have proven successful over

time, Additionally, the techniques are described

in broad terms, and leave room for creativity in
their implementation, However, FM 34-52
explicitly requires that all interrogations be con-
ducted in accordance with the detainé'é.p‘mtec-
tions guaranteed by the laws and policies
described above: “The approach techniques are
pot new nor are all the possible or acceptable
techniques dlsct.xs:sed‘ below.” Everything the
interrogator says and tloes must be in concert
with the {Geneva Convenhons] and [the Uniform
Code of Mthtary Justlce] »

(U) Although they have not officially adopt-
ed FM 34-52 as doctrine, other DoD components
remain bound to work within the legal and policy
limits associated with the law of war during inter-
rogations. (FM 84-52 also notes that within any
military unit that includes interrogators, the sen-

34
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ior intelligence officer is assigned the responsihili-
ty of ensuring that all interrogahons are performed
in accordance with the Geneva Convenhons and
US. policies. FM 84-52 suggests thaj: this may be
effected through the review of oral ar written inter-
rogation plans by senior interrogators *when pos-
sible:* however, review of interrogation plans is
not mandatory) Within these bounds, interroge-
tors may employ ‘pswcholomd ploys, verbal trick-
ery, or other nonviolent [and] non-coercive
ruses...in the mta'rogaf.lon of hesitant or uncoop-
m-atwe sourw&

B .'(U)Priortoimppmalinwsz,ms-i-sz
was reviewed for legal sufficiency by the Office of
the Judge Advocete General of the Army. Though

'FM 34-52's 17 techniques are not inherently legal

or illegal, the stipulation thet interrogators must
adhere at all times to the Geneva Conventions and
the Unifarm Code of Military Justice (UCMI) pro-
vides the backstop intended to prevent abuse.

(U) As previously noted, there is no official
DoD-wide interrogation doctrine. Though the
Joint StafT is developing a Joint interrogation doc-
trine, at present FM 34-562 constitutes the stan-
dard guide for conducting interrogations.

(U) Questioning and Interrogation:
From Capture to Internment

(U) Recognizing that the value of intelli-

gence information may decrease with time, US.
military doctrine states that detainees may be

“
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Interrogation Techniques (U)

(0 Source: USS, Army Field Manual 34-52, Intelligence Interrogation

1. (U) Direct. The interrogator asks questions dn'ectly related to informsation aought,
making no effort to conceal the interrogation's purpose. Always the first approach to be
altempted, and reportedly highly effective during past conflicts (e.g., Operation DESERT
STORM), © L

2. (U) Incentive. The interrogator uses luxury items (e.g., cigarettes) abave and beyond
those required by Geneva to reward the detainee for cooperstion, with the implication thet
such items will be withheld for failure to cooperate. FM 84-52 canitions that sny withhold-
ing of items must not amount to  denial of basic human needs - thus food, medicine, efc.
may not be withheld. o :

3. (U) Emotional Love. The interrogator playes on the detainee's existing emotional
tendencies to create a psychological “burden” which may be eased by cooperation with the
interrogator. An “Emotianal Love” tochnique might involve telling a detsinee with appar-
ent high regard for his fellow soldiers that cooperation will help shorten the conflict and

4. (U) Emoticnal Hate. An “Emotional Hate” technique might involve telling a
detainee with apparent contempt for his fellow soldiers that cooperation with the inter-
mgatofwillqllo\yhll;@edfore'estodectroytho detainee's old unit, thus affording him a meas-

ureof revenge, - -

5. (U) Fear Up (Harsh). The "Fear Up” tochnique takes advantage of a detaines's pre-
existing fears to promote cooperation. For example, an interrogator might exploit a
detairieq's fear of being prosecuted for war crimes. “Fear Up (Harsh)® involves the inter-
mzatorbehavinginmovapoweringmanwwithalwdmdthnatmmgvdm,pm’hnpa
even throwing objects around the interrogation room. The intent is to convince the
detainee that he does in fact have something to fear, but that the interrogator offers a pos-
sible way out of the “trap.” FM 34-52 notes that of the 17 doctrinal approaches, *Fear Up"

35
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approaches have the greatest potential to violate the law of war, and that interrogators
must take great care to avoid threatening or coercing a detainee in viclation of the Geneva
Convention. In addition, “Fear Up (Harsh)” is generally recommended only as a last resort,
because other approaches may not be effective in generahngrapportmththedeMneeonca
it has been used. RS

6. (U) Fear Up (Mild). "Fear Up mma)"usesmlm.raﬁomlap;m;éhwiakeadm
tage of the detainee's pre-existing fears, again in an attempt to eonvmce the detainee that
coopemhcm with the interrogator will have positive wnsequmcea

7. (U) Fear-Down. Thedetameexssooﬂledandcalmedm ordertobuﬂdrappoxtanda
sense of security regarding the interrogator.

8. (U) Pride and Ego-Up. The detaineeis ﬂat:terod by the mterrogatox; pmmptmg him
to provide information in order to gain ﬂxrther praise (e.g., by demonstrating how impor-
tant he was to his counhy‘s war eﬂ'orl:) '

9. (U)PrideandEgo—Dowu. Themtermgatorgoadsthedetameehydmllengnghu
loyalty, intelligence, efc.; the detainee may then reveal information in an attmpt to demon-
strate that the mterrogator is wmng.

10. () Futﬂxt;" The mterro@torratxmallypersuadea thedetaineethatlt i futile to
resist questioning, bécause (for example) the USS, will inevitably win the conflict; everyone
talks eventually;etc Thmtechmque:snotusedbyltself rather, 1tuusedtopaxntableak
picture. for the detainee, which can be exploited using other techmquel (e.g., Emotional
Love)-." - - _ o

li%'--,(U) Wo Know All. The interrogator employs test questions to which answers are
already known in order to convince the detainee that the interrogator is all-knowing and
resistance to questioning is therefore pointlese.

36 w
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12. (U) File and Dossier. The intarrogator prepares a dossier with complete informa-
tion on the detainee's background, possibly padding the file with additional paper to
increaseits bulk. If this technique is successfu), the detainee will be intimidated by the size
oftheﬁle,andwndudethatmxythngmakeadyknownandﬂmtmmtmeempmnﬂea

13. (U) Establish Your Identity. Tbemtenogatormswt.sthatths&etmneeunotwho
hesayshexs,butratheranmfamompemnwantedonmouschargesbyh:gherauthnr
1t1es. Thadatameemaydmﬂge mfom:ahonmanattempttodwldsmme

14, (U) Repetition. Themtenozatorrapeatseachqueshoﬁandmwermlﬂhplemes
unhLmordertosausfythemmogatorandbmakthsmonotonyﬂwdetmneemmem
queshonsﬁnllyandeand:dly

15. (lDRapldI-‘lre .The interrogator. asks queshonsmrapxd succession 8o that the
detmnee&esnothavehmehanmerfgﬂyﬂhmmpywnﬁsemdammythedemnee,lud-
ing to contradictory answers; ultimately, the detainee may begin to speak more freely in
orderbomakehmlfhwdmduplmnmwnmtmuespomtedoutbythemtemgatot

16 (U)Silent. Theintarogatornlenﬂylooksthedehmeesquarelymtheeyeforan
extendedpenod,unﬁlthedetaineebecomesnervousorl.gttated. The interrogator breaks
thealencewhenthedetameeappearsmdybotalk.

17. (U) Chnnge‘of Soene The interrogator engages the detainee in an environment
other thanan munogataonroommorda'to ease the detainee's apprehension, or catch him
with his guarddown. For example, an interrogator might invite the detainee to another
setting for coffée and pleasant conversation; alternatively, an interrogator might poss as a
guard in the dstention area and engage the detainee in conversation there.
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interrogated prior to their arrival at detention
facilities, as noted in AR 180-8: “Prisoners may
be interrogated in the combat zone. The use of
physical or mental torture or any coercion to
compel prisoners to provide information is pro-
hibited...Interrogations will normally be per-
formed by intelligence or counterintelligence
personnel.” Additionally, non-MI personnel may
doctrinally condu¢t “tactical questioning” of
detainees in the field prior to their delivery to
short- or long-term detainee holding facilities.

(U) Detainees may be captured or collected
in the field by any U.S. service member, Therefore,
doctrine provides for basic, direct questioning: of
detainees by capturing forces to ascertain informa-
tion of immediate tactical value. The figure on the
following page provides an example of two Themory
aids created for US. Army soldiers for these pur-

(U) After capture and tactical questioning
by MI personnel (eollechvely termed "field process-
ing'), detainees are normnlly transferred to Army
MP ‘units trained and organized to operate deten-
tion or internment/résettlement (I/R) facilities.
(Though the Army has the primary responsibility
for detention operations within DoD), other servic-
es may operate detention facilities as long as all of
. the provisions of the Geneva Conventions and AR
190-8 are fulfilled.) Detention amd I/R doctrine is
contained in Army Field Manual 3-19.40, Military

38
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Police Detention and Internment/Resettlement
Operations.

(U) By doctrine, there are three broad cate-
gories of detention facility: eol]ectmg' points (nor-
mally operated by MP companiesattached to Army
divisions), holding areas’ (normqlly operated by MP
companies attached to Army, carps), and /R facili-
ties (normally operated by specially trained MP I/R
battalions under MP brigades reporting to the the-
ater commeander). Division collecting points (CPs)
and-corps holding areas (CHAs) are intended to
provide for the immediate safety and well-being of

'-'._detamees, while preventing them from impeding

combat operations on the battlefield. CP size may

..vary depending on the detainee capture rate, and

facilities may range from simple concertina wire
enclosures to existing structures such as aban-
doned schools or warehouses. CHAs may hold up
to 2,000 detainees, and are established in existing
structures or specially constructed camps.
Internment/resettlement (I/R) facilities are intend-
ed to provide for long-term detention away from
the combat zone, and normally consist of semi-
manent structures capable of holding up to 4,000
detainees.

(U) Division collecting points are further
classified as either forward or central CPs. Closest
to the battlefield, forward CPs are typically the
most austere detention facilities, and by doctrine,
should not house detainees for more than 12 hours
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Basic Detainee Capture and Questioning Procedures (U)
(U) Source: U.S. Army Special Text 291.6, Small Unit Support o Intelligence.
(U) Handling of Enemy Prisoners of War and Detainees: “The mve"s' »

* (U) Search - Athomugheem'chofthepersonforweaponsanddomments.

* (U) Silence - Do not allow the EPWa/detainees to communicate with ons
another, either verbally or with gestures, Keepaneyeopenforpotenha]
troublemskers and be prepared to separste them. . .

* (U) Segregate - Keepavﬂxmaandmﬂntaryseparaﬁeandthmﬁmherdmde
them by rank, gender, nationality, ethnicity, and religion,

* (U) Safeguard - Provide security for and protect the EPWa/detainees.

Get them out of immediate danger and allow them to keep their personsl
chemical protective gear, if they have any; and their identification cards.

* (U) Speed - Information is time sensitive. It is very important to move
personnel to the rear as quickly as poasible. An EPW/detainee's resistance to
questioning grows as time goes on. The initial shock of being captured or
detainedwemoﬂ’andtheybegmtothmkofeswpe HUMINT soldiers who are
trained in detailed exploxtahon,whohavetheappropnatetuneandmeana,mll
bewmhnghotalktothasemd;wduals

(‘D'l‘acticalQuesﬁoninr YUMPS”

* (U) J': Job: What is your job? What do you do? If military: what is your
rank? Ifcmlmn what is your position title?

Ly Unit: What is your unit or the name of the company you work far?
) Askaboutc}mnofeommandandcommdstnmture

. .(TJ'):M - Mission: What is the mission of your unit or element? What is the
mission of the next higher unit or elament? What mission or job were you
performing when you were captured or detained? .

* () P - Priority Questions: Ask questiona based on small unit's tasking
as briefed before patrol, readblock, etc. Enxurequestimareaskeddunng
natural conversation 8o unit's mission is not disclosed.

* (U} 8 - Supporting Information: Anything not covered above.
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prior to their transfer to a central CB Central CPs
are located further from the battlefield, and are
intended to house detainees for up to 24 hours
prior to their transfer to CHAs.

(U) Corps holding areas normally retain
detainees for up to 72 hours, but may retain
detainees for the duration of hostilities if required.
Typically, one CHA is to be established per division
conducting combat operations. Detainees in CHAs
may be transferred to IR facilities, where they
remain until hostilities end or they are otherwise
released.

(U) In sum, a detainee captured on the bab-

COPY NUMBER ONE

specifies that commanders of I/R facilities must
provide an area for intelligence col]ectwn efforts
{i.e., interrogation).
(U) Doctrinal Relationship Between
Military Police and Military Intelligence
(U} Doctrine does not clearly and distinctly
addvress the relationship between the Military Police
(MP) operating [interriment/resettlement] facilities
and the Military Intelligence (MI) personnel con-
ducting intelligence exploitation at those facilities.

.:-'ﬁ'omtheDetaineeOperaﬁonaInspedion _

Report,DepartmentoftheAxmyInspector

 General, July 21, 2004

tlefield would typically be processed as fo!l&wa: L

tactical questioning at the point of capture, fol-
lowed by detention and possible interrogation at a
forward CP for up to 12 hours, a central CP.for up
to 24 hours, a CHA for up to 72 hours (or longer as
required), and finally an /R facility (or CHA) until
hostilities end or the detaineé ‘is approved for
release. Detainees may also be turned over to facil-

- ities at any higher echelon immediately following
capture. By doctrine, detainees are not to be
released until they have been fully processed for
contral and aécmmtmg purposes by I/R-trained MP
units. . :

(U) As noted in AR 190-8 and FM 34-52,
interrogation by properly trained intelligence per-
sonnel may be conducted at any stage of the cap-
ture and detention process. In addition, AR 190-8

40

(U) The [Geneva Conventions] and US pol-
icy expressly prohibit acts of violence or intimida-
tion, including physical or mental torture, threats,
insults, or exposure to inhumane lreaiment as a
means of or aid to interrogation.

- from Field Manual 34-52, Intelligence
Interrogation

(U) Coercion is not inflicted upon captives
and detainees fo obtain information...Inhumane
treatment, even if committed under stress of combat
and with deep provocation, is a serious and pun-
ishable violation under national law and interna-
tional law...

— from Field Manual 3-19.40, Military Police
Internment/Resettlement Operations
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(U) Previous investigations of detainee
sbuse, such as the Department of the Army
Inspector General repart quoted above, have cor-
rectly pointed out that MP and MI doctrine do not
completely describe the functional relationghip
between detention and interrogation operations.
Existing guidance regarding the direct involve-
ment of MPs in the interrogation mission - as
opposed to external support for interrogation - is
vague (see figure on the next page), and non-exis-
tent with regard to the implementation of tech-
niques that are employed outside the interrogation
room. (Examples of such techniques include envi-

ronmental and dietary manipulation, as .

described in the declassified April 16, 2003
Secretary of Defense memorandum approving

interrogation techniques for use st Guantanamo - .

Bay) However, the second and third- ‘excerpts
cited above - one drawn from anMImanual the
other from an MP manual - demomtratethat doc-
trine clearly and specifically forbu!s thé inhumane
treatment of dstmnees. e k

(U) As prevxoualy descnbed MPs are
responsible for. esfabhahmg and operating deten-
tion facilities, whick: are typically found at the
division, corps-and theater levels (collecting
points, ‘corps “holding areas and internment/
resettlement facilities respectively). Within these
facilities, MPs are responsible for the security,
discipline, health, welfare, and humane treat-
ment of detainees. In addition, MPs must main-

m
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tain complete accountability for all detainees,
asgigning each an internment serial number
(ISN) and forwarding it to the National Detainee
Reparting Center (NDRC), as mandated by Army
Regulation 190-8. : .

(U)Asthesubsequmtﬁgun ﬂlush'ahs,MPs
are also responsible for eoordinating with MI per-
soxmeltofauhtatetheco)lectionof intelligence from
detainees. The most extensive discussion of this
responsihihtymemtmnadmms-lsw Military
Police. Internment/Resettlement Operations. MP
responsih‘htws related to detainee intelligence col-
lection, including interrogation, drawn from FM 8-
{940q'e|ummmuedmthembsequentﬁgnm

i (U) The figure demonstrates that MP
administrative procedures pertaining to interroga-
tion operations are well defined, and stress
accountability for detainees at every stage of the
detention and interrogation process. (FM 8-19.40
poes so far as to apecify that if a detaines is
removed from the receiving/processing line at a
detention facility by MI personnel, the detaines
and his or her possessions must first be accounted
for on DD Form 2708 - Receipt for Inmate or
Detained Person - and Department of the Army
(DA) Form 4137, Evidence/Property Custody
Document.) In directing MPs to "assist MI person-
nel by identifying detainees who may have useful
information,” doctrine clearly permits MPs to con-
duct passive intelligence collection within deten-

41
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Civilian Internees and Other Detainees

value,”

tion facilities, In addition, both MI and MP doc-
trine repeatedly emphamze the requirement for
humane t.neatment of all detainees.

(TDHowever,tha'eBuhckofdoctrine
regnrdmgMP and Ml roles in the application of the
"outside-the-interrogation-room” interrogation
techniques approved by DoD and service authari-
ties in the course of the Global War on Terror, The
techniques set forth in FM 84-52, such as direct

§2

MB MI and Detainee Intelligence Collection: Existing Doctrine (U)
(U) From Army Regulation 190-8, Enemy Prisoners of War; Retained Personniel,:

“The [ensmy prisoner of war/civilian internee] facility eommander wﬂl pmude
&n area for intelligence collection efforts.” R

(U) From Field Manual 3-19.1, Military Police Operations : T
“The MP perform their...function of collecting, evamtmg, and s lecunng EPWs
throughout the [area of operations]. In this process, the MP coordinate with
MI to collect information that may be uzed in currentorﬁmureoperatiom

(U) From Field Manual 3-19.40, Military Police Infernment/Resettlement Operuﬁom
“The MP work closely with military mtemgenee interrogation teams...to
detem\meifaphves, thareqmpment andthmrweaponshaveinte]hganee

(U) From Field Manual 34-52, Intdhgence Intmugahon
“Scresners coordinate mthMPholdmgmaguards on their role in the screening
process. Thezmrdsaretoldwherethesa-aemngwxntakeplaee, how EPWs and
detainees are to be brought from the holding area, and what types of behavior on
thexrpartwnllfncﬂxtate thescreemngs. (NOTE: FM 384-52 defines screening as
“the selectmn of sources for interrogation.” Screening is not interrogation.)

COPY NUMBER ONE

questioning and fear up, are generally described in
the context of an "interrogation site." In contrast,
many-of the "new" techniques - such as the substi-
tution of Meals-Ready-to-Eat (MREs) for hot
meals, or reversing a detainee'’s aleep cycde from
night to day - are applied outside the interrogation
area in an effort to render the detainee more coop-
erative during subsequent interrogations. Neither
MP nor MI doctrine prescribes specific responsthil-
ities for the employment of techniques requiring
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(U) Source: Field Manual 3-19.40, Military Police Internment/Resettlement Opemtiom

A mformahon

(U)Oonductpenomlaearchesofdetmneeswhenrequestedbyhﬂ. (Within

',(U) Plan"l\nscreemngutu' mnludmgmterrogahonareu lntermgahonm
-":._shou]d aceommodate an interrogator, a captive, aguardandnnmterprew

.'ﬂDEseortcaphvestoandfmmthemtmwahonarea

. ﬂDEstabﬁshpmcedumtoinfomehichdetaineeswﬂlhemovedto.fromor
within the facility, and when the movement is to take place.
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MP Responsibilities Related to Detainee Intelligence Collection (U)

(U) Facilitate collection of enemy tactical information hyaﬂowingmmshhon
interrogation teams at detention facilities, MI personnel may be perzmttadho
observeamvmgdetmneesmordertoexpedxfetheeollectmnprm

{8)) Work closely with MI interrogators to detennine whether detamees have
intelligence value, ,

(U) Coordinate with MI to establish operating procedures that ensure
accountability for detainees and their equipment and documents. (Before MI
conduct interrogations, detainees must be  pravided with DoD (DD) Form 2745,
EFPW Capture Tag. and documented‘on DD me 2708, Receipt for Inmate or
Detgined Person.) - . 3

(U) Asaist MI personnel by 1dent1fymg detainees who may have useful

-

detention faahhes,ma-m 40 specifies that this must be done out of sight of
otherdewnees byguardsofthemnegmderuthedefmneebeingsumhed.)

“
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coordination outside the interrogation room. For
example, it is not clear under existing doctrine
whether MP or MI personnel should effect an
altered detainee sleep cycle, In the absence of a
clear doctrinal division of labor, commanders must
develop local policies for the employment of such
techniques. A particular hazard of this arrange-
ment is that if MPs are not adequately trained on
approved interrogation techniques and their Lim-
its, they may make inappropriate individual Judg-
ments regarding the appropriateness of techniques
ordered or implied by MI personnel.

(U) Similarly, doctnne appears to permit

the presence of MP guards during mterrogatxons
(see FM 3-19.40's requirement that interrogation’
areas accommodate guards in addition to intelli-
gence personnel), but doea not describe what role
they should play or prohibit any particuldr roles.
This could also lead to mappmpnaté behaviar if
the limitations of mtmogahon techniques and
requirements related to detamee treatment are not
well understood by ali- parhes involved.

w 'I‘wo add:twnal areas of MP doctrine
that warrent d:sc\mon are the employment of
military worlnngdogx (MWD) and strip searches.
Though MP doctrine prescribe these for security
purposesonly,theurmxmseeouldleﬁwabuse,as
wa have seen at Abu Ghraib,

(U) Military Working Dogs

COPY NUMBER ONE

(U) Existing MWD doctrine pertaining to
detainee operations (codified in Army Regulation
180-12, Military Working Dogs, and Department of
the Army Pamphlet 190-12, Military Working Dog
Program) notes that patrol dogs may be used to
secure the perimeter of EPW detenhon facilities,
and to deter escape. The presence of dogs during
interrogation is neither specifically authorized nor
specifically prohibxted. As with other interrogation
techniques thatmpnqtdesaﬁ:edeMM-Sz the
presence of dogs - even if approved by appropriate
authorities - could becoms problematic in the
abserice of additional, specific training.

((f) SEHp Searches

(U) FM 8-19.40 not only permits, but actu-
ally prescribes the strip-searching of both EPWa
and CIs during in-processing into detention or
internment facilities. ' No particular cautions are
listed; however, the manual does state that MPs of
the same gender as the detainee should perform
the searches.

(U) Finally, doctrine does not address the
variety of detainee classifications that have arisen
in the course of the Global War on Terror. Terms
such as “unlawful combatant,” “security
internee,” “high-value detainee,” efr., are not
always easily paired with the Geneva Convention
categories. Without specific instruction by com-
manders, this could cause confusion regarding
whether and which Geneva Convention protec-
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tions apply to individual detainees. Interagency. and Coalition Policy (U)

(U) Despite the concerns noted above, how- (1) Though US. military doctrine permits
ever, MP and MI doctrine clearly states the (and in fact requires) the provision of intelligence
requirement that, at a minimum, all detainees mﬂeehonareasatllwah@u,anddsopmmta
must be treated humanely. The excerpts that interrogations at any point in the capture-intern-
introduce this section illustrate that it leaves no ment continuum, there.is no DoD policy or doc- -

doubt that abuaive behavior is prohibited. trine that specifically addressed the establishment
and operation of Jaint, mw'agmcy or coalition

Interrogation Facilities: Joint, interrogation facihtleo " The Army Insgpector

Doctrlne Relatad to J ointllnteragency Interrogahon Facilities (U)
(U) From Field Manual 34-52, lntelhgence Interrogatum

(U) Theater Interrogation ,Faoilit'y: . Establmhed above the corps level (e.g., at
an I/R facility); may support a Joint or Unified Combatant Command. Staffed by
multiple Services and national agencies as required; may include interrogators
from allied nations. Interrogates prisoners of war, high-level political and *
mxhtarypmonnel,cxvﬂmnmtemeu, defectors, refugees, anddxsplacedpa'som.

(U) From Fleld Mamnl 8-31, Joint Force Land Component Commander
chdbobk- ' .

(U) Jol.nt Intu'rogahon Facility: Conducts initial screening and interrogation
ofpnsorm'sofwan ForwardskeyreportstotbeJomtIntmganon and
7' Debriafing Center. ,

‘%

"’(U') Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center: Conducts follow-on
exploitation of prisoners of war in support of Joint Task Force and higher
requirements. May also interrogate civilian detainees, refugees and other non-
prisoner sources.

“
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General's report of 21 July 2004, Detainee
Operation Inspection, found that the two relevant
doctrinal publications - FM 34-52, Intelligence
Interrogation, and FM 3-8, Joint Force Land
Component Commander Handbook (also adopted
by the Marine Corps), contain inconsistent guid-
ance on the structure and function of facilities var-
iously termed Theater Interrogation Facilities
(TIFs), Joint Interrogation Facilities (JIFs) and
Jeint Interrogation and Debriefing Centers
(JIDCs). Outside of the described Army and
Marine Corps doctrine (summarized in the figure
above), there are no standard DoD policies govern-
ing the interaction of the military Services within-.
interrogation facilities, nor are there policies go'\;o

erning the interaction of DoD interrogators and .

CIA, FBI, or other US. Government law enfarce-
ment and intelligence personnel. (There .re, how-
ever, various directives issued aince themeeptxonof
theGlobalWaron’lhnvrthatgovunspeciﬁc,
unique interrogation-related. DoD organizations
such as the Criminal Investxgahve Task Force, or
CITF) Astheﬁgureshows the limited existing
doctrine pertmmng to Jomt or interagency interro-
gation facilities i is"not specific or consistent, and
makes 1mplldt distinctions between categuries of
detamees that- do.not ‘correspond to international
law or DQD pobcy The Department of Defense is
now developihg doctrine for the establishment and
manning of joint, interagency, and coalition inter-
rogation facilities.

COPY NUMBER ONE

DoD Interrogators: Force Structure
and Training (U)

(U) Department of Defenge intelligence
interrogators are found in each military service,
and in the Defense HUMINT Service (DIA/DH),
a component of the’ Defense Inbelhgence Agency
(DIA). Though. we did pot conduct a detailed
review of DoD inte;z'@gator force structure, our
interviews mth MI leaders and interrogators
firmly supporbed the conclusions of previous
reporta name],y, that there are not enough inter-
mgptomandhngmmtomeetthodemand:of

'tl;e Global War on Terror. We are aware, howev-

er, that significant efforts are underway within
DoD to address and rectify the shortfall of inter-
rogators and assaciated support personnel, par-
ticularly linguists.

(U) Within the military services, enlisted
perscnnel are the primary interrogators, with
warrant officer interrogators in technical super-
visory positions. Commissioned MI officers
charged with overall command of intelligence
units typically receive overviews of interrogation
techniques during their training. Qur interviews
confirmed that warrant officers were typically
the senior service members directly involved in
interrogations. As the reader will learn in later
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sections of this report, individual interrogators'
compliance with approved ini:errogation policies
was often proportional to the “fidelity of trans-
misgion” from higher headquarters to the unit
level, and then to the interrogators via warrant
officer and genior enlisted leadership. Our inter-
views indicated that the details of approved
theater interrogation policies were often
lost during this process, frequenﬂy during
the latter stage (though many units never
received the approved policies at all). In these
cases, interrogators generally fell back on school-
house training, which focused on FM 34-52 and
the law of war. Nevertheless, to a significant

degree this left implementation of interrogation

“
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techniques up to individual interrogators' judg-
ment. (This will be described at length later in
the report.)

(U) In contrast with military interrogators,
Defense HUMINT Service (DH) personnel are
trained as “strategic debriefers® - focusing on
strategic intelligerice, rather than the tactical
intelligence that forms the focus of service inter-
rogation training, and using primarily the Direct

Questioning techhique - but are generally famil. .

iar with FM 84-52. In some cases, DH personnel
have reee:ved service interrogation training prior
to details assigning them to support MI opera-
tions. "

47
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Summary of Previous Reports Relating to
Interrogation or Detainee Abuse (U)

(U) There have been a number of previcus
reports—some completed before the misconduct at
Abu Ghraib came to light, or otherwise unrelated
to Abu Ghraib, and others in response to Abu
Ghraib-—that provide the backdrop to our report,
Several of these reports were concerned with
detainee operations in a broad sense, and none

addressed interrogation techniques or detainee

abuseatalevelofdetailsimilartotlﬁsreport.
These reparts do inform our analysis, however, as
they often contain observations and recommends-
tions that bear directly on interrogation operations
or detainee abuse. Furthermore, in order to avoid
duplication of effort, we have where passible lever-

aged the interviews and witness statements col- .

lected by others. These previous reports are listed

below, followed by a summary of their major con- .

clusions, withanemphuinmﬂwseasiiegpbthat
shed light upon our investigation of ixibm:&gation
techniques and detainee abuse. i

(U) There have beanibr_ge previous reports
concerning interrogation operations at GTMO.

* (U) First, Stuart Hérrington, a retired Army
colonel with “a military intelligence back-
ground, visited GTMO an March 16-21, 2002,
and on March 22, 2002 provided MG Michael
Dunlavey, USA, the Commander of JTF-170
at GTMO, an assessment of the intelligance
collection efforts of JTF-170 (hereinafter
“Herrington GTMO Report”). COL
Herrington also provided a copy of this report

ail ® Other Reports

to MG Gary Speer, USA, then the Acting
Commander, U.S. Southern Command
(SOUTHCOM).

* (U) Second, COL John Custér, USA, led &
Joint Staff team from August 14 through
September 4, 2002, in reviewing intelligence
collection operations at GTMO, and on
September. 10, 2002 jssued a report to the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen.
Richard Myers (hereinafter “Custer Report™.
The Custer Report was originally requested
by MG Speer at SOUTHCOM.

¢ (U) Third, VADM Church led a review on
. May 4-7, 2004 into the treatment of enemy
" combatants detained at GTMO (and at the
Naval Consolidated Brig in Charleston,
South Carolina), and on May 11, 2004,
briefed Secretary Rumsfeld with his findings
(hereinafter "Church Review"),

(U) There have been eight previous reports
on interrogation or detainee operations focusing on
Iraq that are relevant to our investigation.

* (U) First, MG Geoffrey Miller, the
Commander, JTF-GTMO, led a team to Iraq
from August 31 to September 9, 2003 and
issusd a report that assessed the ability of
military intelligence forces in Iraq “to rapidly
exploit internees for actionable intelligence"
(hereinafter "Miller Report”). The appointing
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authority for the Miller Report is not clear
fromtherepoxtitaelf,butitwasappamﬂy
commissioned at the request of the
Commander of CJTF-7, LTG Ricardo
Sanchez, USA.

(U) Second, MG Donald Ryder, USA, the
Army Provost Marghal General, conducted
&n assessment from October 13 to November
8, 2003 of detainee operations in Iraq, and on
November 6, 2003 issued a report to LTG
Sanchez (hereinafter “Ryder Report”).

* (U) Third, COL Herrington visited Iraq o=~
December 2-9, 2003toevaluatemtalhgence ‘

operations, and on December 12, 2003,pro-._
wdedhmmpo:rttoMGBarbaraFasﬁ,theaen— o

ior intelligence officer for. " CJTF-7
(hereinafter “Herrington Iraq Report")

(U) Fourth, LTC Natahe Lee, USA investi-
gatedﬁ'omJanum'yzstoFehruary% 2004
reportsofdetaineeabtmethat bad allegedly
occurred in thie sumiier of 2008 at the Joint
Interrogahon dnd Debriefing Center (JIDC)
: fmhtyatCampCroppa-lraq On February
23, 2004. LTC Lee issued her report, pursuant
t5.the proceduru of AR 15-6, to the Deputy
Commandmg General, CJTF.7, MG Walter
Wajdakowski (hereinafter “Lee Report™).

(U) Fifth, MG Antanio Taguba, USA, Deputy
Commanding General for Suppart, Coalition

COPY NUMBER ONE

Forces Land Component Command
(CFLCQC), led an investigation from January
31 to February 28, 2004 mto the detention
operations of the 800th Mlhtary Police

" Brigade, with particular emphasis on opera-

honaattheAbnGhm’bdetenhonfauhty
andproudadlnareportonMath 2004 to
the Commander, QFLCC, LTG David
McKiernan . (heteﬁna&er “Taguba Report”).
The Taguba Report was originally requested
by the Commander of CJTF-7, LTG Sanchez.

{U) Sixth, the Army Inspector General, LTG
Paul T. Mikolashek, conducted an inspection
from February to June 2004 of detainee oper-

ations in Iraq and Afghanistan. LTG

Mikolashek issued his report on July 21, 2004
to Acting Secretary of the Army RL.
Brownlee (hereinafter “Mikolashek Report”).

(U) Seventh, the Assistant Deputy Chief of
Staff, Army, G2, MG George Fay, USA, was
appointed by LTG Sanchez on March 31,
2004 to investigate potential misconduct by
205th Military Intelligence Brigade person-
nel at Abu Ghraib between August 15, 2003
and February 1, 2004. MG Fay's report was
released in August 2004 (hereinafter “Fay

Report”).

(U) Eighth, in June 2004, as a result of the
evidence MG Fay had gathered to that paint,
LTG Sanchez, the Commander, CJTF-7,

50 '
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requested that a more senior investigating
officer be appointed to examine whether
actions of the commander and staff of CJTF-
7 contributed to any misconduct related to
interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib. The
Acting Secretary of the Army selected GEN
Paul Kern, USA, the Commander of Army
Material Command, to act as the new
appointing authority LTG Anthony Jones,
USA, the Deputy Commanding General of
the US. Army Training and Doctrine
Command, was appointed as an additional

investigating officer. LT'G Jones' report was _

released in August 2004 (hereinafter “Jones
Repart™). .

(U) In addition to the Mikolashek Report,
which addressed detainee operations in both Iraq
and Afghanistan, one other report t'ocu.sed on
detainee operations and facilities in Afghamstan
BG Charles Jacoby, USA, the Combined Joint Task
Force 76 (CIJTF-76) Deputy 'Commandmg General,
was appointed on May 19, 2004 by the
Commander, CJTF-76, ‘MG, Eric ‘Olson, USA, to
oonducta"toptohottomrawewof . detainee
operations® in the Combined Forces Command
Afghanistan. Area of Responsibility. BG Jacoby's
assessment was completed in August 2004 (here-

inafter “Tacoby Report™).

(U) Finally, in May 2004, the Secretary of
Defense appointsd former Secretaries of Defense
James Schlesinger and Harold Brown, former
Congresaswoman Tillie - Fowler, and retired Air
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Force Gen. Charles Horner to an Independent
Panel "to provide independent professional advice
on detainee abuses, what caused them and what

actions should be taken to preclude their repeti- -

tion” The Independent Panel was charged with
examining detention and mtamogation operations

worldwide. The Indmendent Panels report was
released on August ‘24, 2004 (hereinafter
“Independent Pane!" or “Independent Panel
Report™), '. ..

GTMO Reports (U)

(0) The JTF-170 Commander at GTMO,

' MG"Dunlavey, USAR, invited COL Herrington to

GTMO in March 2002 to assess the status of JTF
170's intelligence collection effort. This short,
nine-page report was prepared only a few months
after interrogation operations at GTMO began,
and thus it offers some general observations about
the strengths and weaknesses of JTF-170, as well
as recommendations for the future.

(U) The most important aspect of this
report is that it came out strongly in favor of sub-
ordinating the security function (i.e., military

. police, represented by JTF-160) to the intelligence

collection function (i.e., military intelligence, rep-
resented by JTF-170). More specifically, the report
gtated that "to effectively carry out its intelligence
explditation mission, JTF-170 and its interagency
collaborators need fo be in full control of the
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detainees' environment, Treatment, rewards, pun-
ishment, and anything else _associated with a
detainee ghould be centrally orchestrated by the
debriefing team responsible for obtaining informa-

tion from that detainee’ (emphasis added). For
example, the report explained, “[i)f a security
guardwantstoadoptahardhnethhadetmnee,
single him out for a shakedown, or take any meas-
ures . . . that impact on that detainee's state of
mind, the autharity to either approve, disapprove,
or postpone the planned action should be the call of
the intelligence entity.”

(U) Moreover, the repart stated broadly -

that “[t]here is unanimity among all military and
interagency participants in JTF-170 that the sect-
rity mission is sometimes the tail wegging i the intel-
ligence dog (i.e., impacting negatively)” (emphasu
added). mereporttookpaumtoemlmnthatﬂns
was not a criticism of JTF-160 personnel, but
instead “a basic pnnczple of human intelligence
exploitation” (emphasis sdded), .COL Herrington
drewuponlusownexpeﬁencembothl‘ammaand
the Persian Gulf, noting that- “one day, we might
mstructt.heguardstobeparhmﬂarlywarmand
chee:ﬂﬂtharglﬂgwpndetamee because that
approach would Waork on that day to the advantage
of the debriefer. On another day, with a different
detainee, 4 cold, firm demeanor by the guards
might be more suitable - again, depending upon
where the debriefer might be in his efforls to
unlock the information possessed by the detainee.”
In contrast to these examples, JTF-170 was “cur-
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rently caught between two separate efforts, securi-
ty and exploitation,” and only by “deconflicting”
these efforts could the mtenigen.ce upldtaﬁon
effort achieve succesa.

(U) The other ugmﬁemt oomlumon of the
Herrington GTMOReportwuthattheyouthand
inexperience of the Defense HUMINT Service
(bH) andArmymtemgatou and their lack of
foreign languagahmmng inhibited their ability to
extract intelligence from the detainees. The report
noted that "a young debriefer normally will have a
problem ‘establishing the kind of controlling rels-
tioriship required with an older, trained, and savvy
detainée, and recommended that the JTF
Commander put out a request for “senior, older
debriefers with experience and refined language
skills.” In this regard, COL Herrington pointed
out that the U.S. Army INSCOM “contract linguist
augmentees on site are one ofthei:rightut stars
on the ground,” and that the interrogators “could
not function without them.”

(U) Custer Report

The Acting Commander of SOUTH-
COM, MG Gary Speer, in June 2002 requested
through the Chairman of the Joint Chiel
Gen. Richard Myers, an external review,

'Ssaﬂoommepom
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(U) Church Review

(U) In the wake of revelations of prisoner
abuse at Abu Ghraib, the Secretary of Defense

. commissioned this brief "review" of détainee opera-
hmuatGHWO&mdﬂwhhmﬂCmmmmmﬂlhm
in Charleston, SC). The review culminated in a
wmuofmmubmmﬁtoSumnuyRmmﬁuon
thllmmgamrmnnuaunmmmmdhyauma

nﬁewn&mrqnn

ﬂDThemmuthmw&wﬁhdnuvu
tn&mwhn<£mmmmgqm¢Wmau(HWKLuﬁ
nﬂaammuhmmhehﬁmmdnwmm'ﬂwuwww
thmd&uddmmnunGTMOwuvhmwummﬂ
properly and humanely. The review found "no evi-
dence, or even suspicion, of serious or systemic
problems,” and no evidence of non-compliance with
DoD orders. More specifically, there was no indi-
:mhmwuumm&WMMhMmmpﬂmuﬂmhm;
were being used on the detainees.

(U) The Church Review concluded that
appropriate procedures were in place at GTMO to
detain, interrogate and report information, sup-
ported by effective SOPs and a strong chain of
command GTMO also had an effective training
program, including instruction on the principles of
the Geneva Conventions, and a positive command
climate in which personnel appeared willing to
report any concerns. In addition, the review noted
that the roles of military police and military intal-
ligence were separate and well-defined, yet still
coordinated.
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(U) While the Church Review was primari-
ly a snapshot of current conditions, it also summa-
rized the reported instances of detainee abuse,
whether as a result of inappropriate interrogation
techniques or otherwise, since the initiation of
intelligence operations at GTMO in January 2002.
The review cited three instances of inappropriate
interrogation techniques that led to abuse.

running her fingers through a detainee’s
bair, and made sexuslly suggestive com-
ments and body movements, including sit-
ting on' the detainee's lap, during an -
interrogation. The female interrogator was

actions,

* (U) Second, on April 22, 2003, anuftarmga-
tor, using the fear-up harsh' technique,
assaulted a detaines by having MPs repeat-
edlybnngthedetamee l'mm standing to a
prone position’ nud back. A review of med-
ical records indwated superficial bruising to
the detainee’s kneei. The interrogator was
issued d letter of reprimand; furthermore,
MG Miller, the Commander of JTF-GTMO,
ptoh_n_bxted further use of the fear-up harsh
technique, and also specifically prohibited
MPs from direct involvement in interroga-
tiona.

* (U) Third, a female intérrogator at an
_
SECREF* Other Reports
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unknown date, in response to being spat
upon by a detainee, assaulted the detainee
by wiping dye from a red magic marker on
the detainee's shirt and telling the detainse
thattheredamnwublood. .The female
interrogatorreeewedaverbalrepnmnndfm-
her actions. :

(lDTheChurchRmewahosumarized

* (U) First, a fen.mle interrogator sexually thres incidents ot’allegedm:sconductbymm
assaulted a detainee on April 17, 2008, by of which resulted in substantiated abuse.

":.C[I)I_?irﬁt',.anMPasmﬂtedadetaheeon

September 17, 2002, by attempting to spray
him with a hose after the detainee had

. thrown an unidentified, foul-smelling liquid

on the MP The MP received non-judicial
punishment in the form of seven days restric-
tion and reduction in rate from E-4 to E-3.

(U) Second, on March 23, 2003, an MP
sprayed peppex spray on a detainee who was
preparing to throw an unidentified liquid on
another ME The MP who had used the pep-
per spray requested a court martial in lien
of non-judicial punishment and was acquit-
ted at a special court martial,

(U) Finally, on April 10, 2003, after a
detainee had struck an MP in the face (caus-
ing the MP {0 lose a tooth) and bitten anoth-
er MP the MP who was hitten had struck
the detainee with a handheld radio. This
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MP was given non-judicial punishment in
the form of 45 days extra duty and reduced
in rate from E-4 to E-3.

- (U) The Church Review noted that the MP
force generally operated under significant stress,
as assaults against MPs were common, averaging
fourteen per week, Detainees, for example, rou-
tinely physically assaulted MPs, spat upon them,
and threw liquid, foods, or bodily fluids.

(U) In addition to the above incidents, the
Church Review also identified two minor infrac-
tions.

* (U) First, on February 10, 2004, an MP-

inappropriately joked with a detainee, dared
.t}mdetameetothmwwateronhxm,and
engaged in inappropriate casual conversa-
tions with the detainee, The MP was
removed from duty. .

* (U) Second, on February 15, 2004, a barber
intentionally ' gave. two detsinees unusual
haxrcutn, including an “inverse Mohawk," in
an effort to frustrate the detainees' requests
forumxlarhaxrcutsasasxgnofumty The
barber and his company commander were
both ¢ounseled as a result of this incident.
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(U) Miller Report

(U) From August 81.to September 9,
2003, the JTF GTMO commander, MG Geoffrey
Miller, led a team to assess interrogation and
detention operations in Iraq. (MG Miller's visit
was the result of an August 18, 2003 message
from the Joint Stuﬁ's Director for Operations [J-
3}, requesting that the SOUTHCOM commander
provide a team of experts in detention and inter-
rogation operations to provide advice on relevant

.. facilities and operations in Iraq. The need for

éuqh assistance in light of the growing insur-

- gency had originally been expressed by CJTF-?

and CENTCOM, and the Joint Staff tasking mes-
sage was generated following discussions with
both CENTCOM and SOUTHCOM.)

(U) The overarching theme of the Miller
Report was that 'Ttlactical interrogation opers-
tions differ greatly from strategic interrogation
operations.” While CJTF-7 had proven itself effec-
tive in accomplishing the tactical mission, it was
now necessary to transition to strategic interroga-
tion operations as CJTF-7 entered a new, counter-
insurgency phase in the conflict in Iraq. This new
phase involved a different “category of internees to
interrogate," and required new “analytical back-
stopping,” as well as a “clear strategy for imple-
menting a long-term approach and clearly defined
interrogation policies and suthorities.” In this
regard, the report observed that CJTF-7 had not

N e
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disseminated to its units any “written guidance
specifically addressing interrogation policies and
authorities.” The Miller Report cautioned that
such guidance should be accompanied by a legal
review, as the “application of emerging strategic
interrogation strategies and techniques contain
new approaches and operstional art.” Therefore,
“{legal review and recommendations of internee
interrogation operations by a dedicated command
staff judge advocate is required to maximize inter-
rogation effectiveness,”

) (U) The Miller Report's most significant
recommendation for making the transition from
tactical to strategic interrogation was that “the
detention operations function must act as “an

- enabler for interrogation,* by helping to “set con-
ditions for  guccessful interrogations.”
Significantly, the report did not offer any specifics
on what MPs should or should not do in their role
as “enablers,” but it did state that “(i]{ is essential

_ that the guard force be actwe!yangagedmsethng
the conditions for nmﬁﬂ exploitation of the
internees,” nndthat“ﬁ]omt:trdeglc interrogation
operations amhamperedbylarkofacﬁveeontrol
of the internees within the detention environment”
(emphasis added) In sum, the report observed,
“[d}etention opera'txom must be structured to
ensure [the] détention environment focuses the
internee's confidence and attention on their inter-
rogators,” and the “MP detention staff should be
an integrated element supporting the interroga-
tion functions.”

“
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(U) The Miller Report made several other
recommendations that drew upon lessons learned
at GTMO. For example, the report recommended
that CJTF-7 establish and train “Interrogation
Tiger Teams camprised of [sic] oné. interrogator
andoneanalyst,bothmwsplacees&' The report
also recommended the eatabhshment of a
Behavioral Science Con&:ltnﬂon Team (BSCT),
composed of behavioral peyciologists and psychia.
trists who eould help develop “integrated interro-
gation strateglu and assess interrogation
intelligence producl:mn. In addition, MG Miller
recommended the interrogation mission be consol-
idated” at “one Joint Interrogation Debriefing

E Center (JIDC)/strateg'zc interrogation facility

undp.r ‘CITF-7 command,” and noted that “(t]his

“action has been initiated® Finally, the report

offered a number of training recommendations, to
indude training the “MP detention staff {on) train-
ing programs utilized by JTF-GTMO.”

(U) Ryder Report

18) LTG Sanchez commissioned the Ryder
Report in August 2008, to assess detention and cor-
rections operations in Iraq. The Ryder Report, like
the Miller Report, was an outgrowth of LTG
Sanchez’ interest in identifying and implementing
improvements in detention and interrogation oper-
ations in August 2003, when these operations were
taking on increased importance in light of the
insurgency in Iraq and the need to rebuild Iraq's
prison system. The Ryder Report, which was com-
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pleted on November 6, 2003, just two months after
the Miller Report, was a detailed review of deten-
twnandcomctionsoperahommlraq A key
ohjective of the report was "developing recommen-
dations on how to bridge from current operations
to an Iragi-run prison system," and thus much of
the information in the report was not directly rele-
vant to interrogation operations. Nevertheless,
the report did address several detention issues that
bear at least indirectly on interrogations or poten-
tial detainee abuse, which are summarized below.

(S)\One of the most significant, and cer

tainlythemostsumﬁmg,nspectsot‘thmreportxs
that the assessment team members did not xdenh-

COPY NUMBER ONE

Ghraib - was struggling to adapt its organizational
structure, training and equipment resources from
aunitdesignedtoconduetntandardEPWopm
tions, to its current mission of easentiallynmning
an entire country’s prison :yltu:n. Makmgmtten
worse was that the Bngnde did not receive
Internment/Resettlemerit, (IIR) and corrections
specific training dunng its: mohﬂuahon period.
This problem wasﬁ:.rther meerbatedbythe fact
that the Battalions mthmtheBngadewengm
ally undermanned. Moreover, the repart observed,
“[sJeveral Division/Brigade collection points and
USmmtoredIraqxpmonshadﬂmedorimuﬂi

-uently detailed use of force and other standmx

ope}jatmg procedures or palicies.”

fy any military police units purposely applying ::

inappropriate confinement practices. The Ryder
teamconduchedxtussessmentﬁ-omOetoberluo
November 6, 2003, and as MG Tagubapmntedout
in his report on military palice operations at Abu
Ghraib, the most serious abuses.at Abu Ghraib
occurred in late October and early November 2003.
It should be noted, however, thatthetum’svmtto
Abu Ghraib was: an announmd, escorted walk-

(SkTﬁ‘e R-yder Report did, however, identify
several problem areas within detention operations
in Iraq. For example, the 800th MP Brigade -
which was tasked to securs the detainee population
throughout Iraq, and was at that time supporting
15 separate detention facilities, including Abu

58

E{The Ryder Report also weighed in on
the debate about the proper relationship between
military intelligence and military police units,
concluding that military police should not be sub-
ordinate to military intellizence. The report
explained that according to Army doctrine, "AR
190-8 requires military police to provide an area
for intelligence collection efforts within EPW
facilities. Military police, though adept at passive
collection of intelligence within a facility, do not
participate in Military Intelligence supervised
interrogation sessions.” While not mentioning
the Miller Report by name, the Ryder Report
nonetheless rejected the Miller Report's central
recommendation, stating that “[rlecent intelli-
gence collection in support of Operation
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ENDURING FREEDOM has posited a template
whereby military police actively set favorable
conditions for subsequent interviews. Such
actions generally run counter to the smooth oper-
ation of a detention facility, attempting to main-
tain its population in a compliant and docile
state.” MG Ryder therefore recommended that
procedures be established "that define the role of
military police soldiers securing the compound,
clearly separating the actions of the guards from
those of the military intelligence personnel®
(emphasis added). Significantly, the report con-
cluded that the 800th MP Brigade had not been
asked to change its procedures “to set the condi-

tions for MI interviews, nor participate in thosa'

interviews.” N

{8\ An additional, interrogation-related
problem that the report identified was that-Iragi
criminal detainees were sometimes eo-loea!:ed with
other types of detainees,. includmg -security
internees and EPWs. Tlnswalgenera]lydueto
the lack of prison facilities and ongoing consolida-
tion efforts at Abu Ghraﬂr The repart noted that
this was in vmlahon of ‘the Geneva Canvention,
andasaprachcalmattex;’themnnagement of mul-
tiple dxspa.rate groups of detained persons in a sin-
gle location by members of the same unit invites
confusion about handling, processing, and treat-
ment, and typically facilitates the transfer of infor-
mation between different categories of detainees."
The report stated flatly that "[d]etainees must be
segregated and managed by their designation,” and

h.
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pointed out that doing so would establish "better
control over the [detainees] environment," which
should "increage their intelligence yield."

(U) Herrington Iraq Report - ‘

(U) The highest ranking intelligence aficer
in Iraq at the time, then-BG Barbara Fast, the C2
for CJTF-7, requested COL Herrington's assis-
taneevmtheAmwG—Ztoevduatehumanumlh
gmeeopmhommlraq In his 14-page report,
COL Herringto, the author of the first GTMO
report, provided a summary of his site-specific
uilpz_'e;s'igps.'gahedﬁ'omaweek-long visit to Iraq
in December 2003, The most significant aspect of
the report was the obeervations about the lack of

 resources and poor conditions at Abu Ghraib. The

prison overcrowding and lack of MP personnel
sometimes forced “MI soldiers with inadequate
training and equipment” to assume the MP mis-
gion. Adding to the tension at the prison complex

were “dangerous and difficult conditions,” incdud- .

ing frequent mortar attacks. Security at the facili-
ty was also compromised by the presence of Iragi
police, some of whom were apparently inadequate-
ly vetted and had on one occasion smuggled a
weapon to a detainee. The situation was so dire
that COL Thomas Pappas, the 2052 MI Brigade
Commander (and forward operating base com-
mander for Abu Ghraib), LTC Steven Jardan, the
Deputy Director of the Joint Interrogation and
Debriefing Center (JIDC), and MAJ Michael
Sheridan of the 800th MP Brigade expressed the
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view that if the overerowding ~ which they referred
toasa“presmu-eoooker"tlmtcmldleadtoapﬁs-
oner uprising - was not alleviatated, “bad things”
ww-elikelytoresult,toincludedeath, injury, or
hostage situations involving US. personnel. COL
Herrington recommended that CJTF.7 “urgently
devotemoremoureectotheAquhmbchal
lenge.” .

(U). The report credited JIDC persannel
with doing the best they could under difficult con-
ditions, and obtaining and reporting “significant
information from detainees.” And despite the con-

ditions at Abu Ghraib, COL Herrington nonethe-..

less stated that, "we neither saw nor learned ofany
evxdence that detainees are being ﬂlegaﬂy or
improperly treated at Abu Ghraib.” Thereport
acknowledged, however, that "on occasion,” JIDC
personnel had at the request of 0GA pmonnel
held “ghost detainees” (those thhout any ISN
number assigned to them) at Abu Ghraib COL
Herrington warned that this prwtiee carries with
it certain risks, nottheleaatofwhichmthahtmay
betechmeallyﬂlegalormvxolahonof& policy,”
and reeommmdod that 02 staff address the issue,

) The report cummented on the relation-
ship between MP and MI units at various facilities,
and consistent with his obeervatians in his GTMO
report, COL Herrington argued that military intel-
ligence should be directing military police. For
example, he complimented the “organized, clean,
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well-run, and impressive” Division Interrogation
Facility of the 1st Armor Division, where the
"MPMmterfaeewuasitshmﬂdBe,mththem
people in the lead” Ineontrut be was unim-
pressed with the Iraq Su.tvey Gmup (ISG) JIDC,
which “fellfarlho:tofwhatweu:pectedto
see,"and where the MPs were "the visible masters
(versus the mten-ogators)” and the detainees were
permitted too’ much communication with one
another. .-

B\The report referenced allegations that
pruomm arri
captured by

:showedugmofbemgbeatenbythdrcapm

Medical personnel had documented thue

at Camp Cropper stated that he had not reported
the alleged abuse up the chmn.ofcommand
because “[e}verybody knows about it.”

(U) Finally, the report made two recom-
mendations of note. First, high-ranking and senior
Iraqi detainees held by the ISG (such as general
officers, or ministerial-level officers) should be
housed in better facilities, commensurate with
their status. This was not only required by the
Geneva Canvention, but also made sense from an
intelligence exploitation perspective. Second, the
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report suggested that the Army "build a corps of
strategic interrogators/debriefers who are officers
or semior civilians." This would help to eliminate
the incongruity of capturing enemy leadership and
archives, and then relying for intelligence on “tac-
tical interrogator (non-commissioned officers) who
are too young and inexperienced” for such a mis-
sion.

(U) Lee Report

tSLThe Deputy Commanding General of
CJTF-7, MG Wojdakowski, appointed LTC Lee on

February 23, 2004 to investigate allegations of -

detainee abuse at Camp Cropper in Iraq. This
extremely brief, thres-page report found no evi-
dencs to substantiate allegations that-pmon
nel had in the summer of 2003 abused detainees in
its custody before bringing them to thé
at Camp Cropper These were essentially the same
allegahonsthatCOLHeznngtonaddxeasedmhm

report, which noted that msdical personnel had
documentedthenmofnbus and that the
Ofﬁcer-m-Chargeofthe had considered
the abuse comumion knowledge. The i
wereongmnllyhroughttohght
who worked. iri -the B =t Camp Cropper for
approxi eeks, beginning in June 20083.
TMM not witnessed any abuse
(or signs of abuse) first hand, but based his allega-
tions on a handful of reports that he had heard
from others working at Camp Cropper.

m
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(U) The Lee Report "did not find informa-
tion that would lead to a finding that there was a
systematic problem.” LTC Lee stated that she "was
sure that there were isalated .incidents where
detainees arrived in less than pristifie conditiona,”
butlhe"wouldath'ibubesmneofthesetothe
tesultsofeombahvedetenhouatthehmeofcap—
ture." Inmevent,theooﬂd'ﬁndnopmoftomb—
stantiate the allegatwns against the [special
operations forces) or Army community® Nor could
she find any evidence to suggest & “lack of knowl-
edge of Geneva Convention requirements.”

{8) The Lee Report itself was extremely
brief ‘and cursory, and there were obvious gaps in
the jnvestigation methodology. For example, LTC
Lee noted that she had been unsble to find contact
information for certain key personnel (and in one
case had not received responses to her questions),
yet did not describe her efforts to procure the
information. In fairmess, the passage of time
between the principal allegations (summer 2003)
and the assignment of the investigation (January
23, 2004) made LTC Lee's work more difficult.
This passage of time is unexplained, and repre-
sents a lost opportunity to address potential
detainee abuse in Iraq eaxly on.

(U) Taguba Report

(U) On January 81, 2004, the Commander
of the Combined Forces Land Component
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Command (CFLCQ), LTG McKiernan, appointed
MG Taguba, the CFLCC Deputy Commanding
General for Support, to investigate the 800th
Military Police Brigade's "detention and intern-
ment operations” since November 1, 2003. LTG
Sanchez, the Commander; CJTF-T, requested the
investigation based upon the accumulation of a
wide rangs of incidents and prior investigations,
culminating in an Army Criminal Investigation
Cormand investigation "into specific allegations of
detainee abuse committed by members of the 3724
MP Company® at Abu Ghraib. The 372d MP
Company was then a subardinate unit of the 320th

Police Brigade. While partions of the Taguba

Report remain classified, the bulk of the report, *

and almost all of its annexes, have becoine avail-
able to the public through unauthorized dmcloaure
to several major media organizations (as well as
official release of a redacted, version of the report
and many of its annexes). - MG Taguba and other
officiala associated with the investigation have also
provided public tesﬁxnony before Congress on the
matters containgd in the Feport.

(U) MG’ Taguba's overall conclusion was
that “several US. Army Soldiers have committed
egregious sicts and grave breaches of international
law at Abu Ghraib/BCCF [Baghdad Central
Confinement Facility] and Camp Bucca, Iraq,
Furthermore, key leaders in both the 800th MP
Brigade and the 205th MI Brigade failed to comply
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with established regulations, policies and com-
mand directives in preventing detainee abuses at
Abu Ghraib (BCCF) and at Camp Bucca during the
period August 2003 to February 2004." Although
MG Taguba endorsed the-team's paychiatriat's
horrific abuses sufferéd-by the dstainees at Abu
Ghraib (BCCF) were wanton acts of select soldiers
in an unsupervised and dangerous setting® and
were from a behavioral perspective the product of
“a complex interplay of many psychological factors
and command insufficiencies,” he aiso found that
there was “sufficient credible information to war-

Military Police Battalion and the 800th Military" -2t an inquiry” to “determine the extent of culps-

bility” of military intelligence personnel.

(U) MG Taguba made a number of prelimi-
nary observations on the Miller Report and the
Ryder Report, including the comment that “the
recommendations of MG Miller's team that the
‘guard force' be actively engaged in setting the con-
ditions for successful exploitation of the internees
would appear to be in conflict with the reconmnen-
dations of MG Ryder's Team and AR 190-8 that the
military police ‘do not participate in military intel-
ligence supervised interrogation sessions.” MG
Taguba cited with approval the Ryder Report's con-
clugion “that the OEF template whereby military
police actively set the favarable conditions for sub-
sequent interviews runs counter to the amooth
operation of a detention facility.”

(U) As a reflection of his tasking, MG
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Taguba divided his specific findings and recom-
mendations into three sections, First, he examined
“all the facts and circumstances surrounding ...
allegations of detainee abuse,” with particular
emphasis on “maltreatment at Abu Ghraib."
Second, he examined “detainee escapes and
accountability lapses,” again with particular
emphasis on "events at Abu Ghraib." Third, he
investigated “the training, standards, employ-
ment, command policies, internal procedures, and
command dimate of the 800th MP Brigade.”

(U) With regard to the allegations of
detaines abuse, MG Taguba found “that between

October and December 2008” the military police

guard force at Tier 1A of Abu Ghraib "inflicted ..
- mumerous incidents of sadistic, blatant, and wan-
ton criminal abuses ... on several datainees."

While MG Taguba did not set out dehbarate defini-
tion of conduct that he considered to be "abuse." he
referred exclusively to mtentxonal" acts of “crimi

(U) MG Tagﬁh&fgund ﬂ'mt “the intention-
al abuse of detmnees by military police personnel
included:” ~

U punchmg, slapping, kicking ...;"

* (U) “videotaping and photographing naked
male and female detainees;”

* (U) “forcibly arranging detainees in ... sex-
uslly explicit positions ...;”

* (U) “forcing detainees to remove their cloth-
ing and keeping them naked for several

b .
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days at a time;”

* (U) “forcing naked male detainees to wear
women's underwear;”

LA (Y)) “fomnggroups ofmale detainees to
masturbate .. -

« (U amngmgne.kedmalede\‘ameesma
pile and thenjumpmgonthem

* (U "pomhomngamkedmaledetameeon
anMREBox,mthasandbagon his head,
andattachngmrestohuﬁngm toes, and
pemstosnnulateelectnctormrc,

* . (U) “writing T am a rapest' (sic) on the leg of

" g detainee alleged to have forcibly raped a
15-year old fellow detainee, and then photo-

.. gréphing him naked;”
. (T.D"plaungadogchamorstraparomda

" naked detainee's neck and having & famale
Soldier pose for a picture” with the prisoner;"

* (U) “a male MP guard having sex with a
female detainee;” )

¢ (1) "using military working dogs (without
muzzles) to intimidate and frighten
detainees, and in at least one case biting and

" severely injuring a detainee;” and

* (U) “taking photographs of dead Iragi
detainees” for other than official purposes.”

MG Taguba did not provide a precise count of the
number of incidents of abuse, or of the numbers of
soldiers, contractors or detainees involved.

(U) MG Taguba found that a contributing

factor in the abuses was thie failure of the 800th
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Military Police Brigade leadership to communicate
dlear standards to their soldiers, or to ensure their
tactical proficiency. MG Taguba cited as an exam-
ple the fact that although *an extensive CID inves-
tigation determined that four soldiers from the
320th Military Police Battalion had abused a num-
ber of detainees during inprocessing at Camp
Bucca" well before the battalion assumed responsi-
bility for detention operations at Abu Ghraib, nei-
ther the battalion nor the brigade leadership took
any sleps to ensure that such abuse was not
repeated.”

(U) MG Taguba made nine recommenda-
tions regarding detainee abuse. The first was that

the appropriate headquarters "immediately deploy -

to the Iraq Theater an integrated multz-dxsmplme
Mobile Tralmng Team (MTT) comprising mbject
matter experts in mtexnmenUresettlenwnt opérg-
tions, international and operational law . mter-
rogation and intelligence gm‘.henng techniques ...
and others "to oversee and conduct comprehensive
training in all aspectsofdeta.mee and confinement
operations.” MG 'Ihguba nlso recommended that "a
single eommander .+ be responsfble for orverall
detainee operatwns throughout . Iraq ..." His
remaining reoommendahom related to deﬁmenaes
in training, manmng, resourcing, and leadership.

(U) With regard to detainee escapes and
accountability lapses, MG Taguba found that there
was "a general lack of knowledge, implementation
and emphasis of basic legal regulatory, doctrinal,
and command requirements within the 800th MP
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Brigade and its subordinate units." By and large,
accountability standard operating procedures
‘were not fully developed and ...  were widely
ignored.” At Abu Ghraib in particular, “there was a
severe lapse in the accountability of detainees.”
This lack of accountability made it impoesible for
the 800th Military Police Brigade to determine
howmydetainwéhadescape&ﬁvmthefadﬁty

)] MG Taguba found that "the Abu
Ghraib and Camp Bucca detention facilities” were
"significantly over their intended maximum capac-
ity while the guard force" was "undermanned and
under resoureed Although these conditions con-
tnbuted to poor accountability and increased

eseapea,MGTagubaalsofwndthat‘holeams_

learned” from previous incidents and eacapes "seem
fo have been disseminated ... to enable corrective
action.* In MG Taguba's evaluation, "had the find-
ings and recommendations contained within® the
" Brigade's "own investigations been analyzed and
actually implemented ... many of the subsequent
escapes, accountahility lapses and causes of abuse
may have been prevented.”

(U) MG Taguba observed that “tha various
detention -facilities operated by the 800th MP
Brigede have routinely held persons brought to
them by Other Government Agencies (0GAs),”
referring to the Central Intelligence Agency, "with-
out accounting for" the detainees, "kmowing their
identities, or even the reason for their detention."
MG Taguba reparted that "the Joint Interrogation
and Debriefing Center (JIDC) at Abu Ghraib called
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these detainees 'ghost detainees™ MG Taguba
noted that "on at Jeast one occasion, the 320th MP
Battalion at Abu Ghraib held a handfu] of 'ghost
detainees' (6-8) ... that they moved around within
the facility to hide them from a visiting
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)
survey team." MG Taguba characterized “this
maneuver” as “deceptive, contrary to Army doc-
trine, and in violation of international law"

(U) MG Taguba made 17 recommendations

regarding accountability lapses and escapes, gener-
ally related to leadership, training and regourcing.

He also observed that units conducting detainee .

operations "must know of, train on, and constantly
reference the applicable Army doctrine and ...
command policies," notingthat"therefereﬁéespro-
vided in [his) report cover nearly every. deﬁczcy
.. enumerated." “Although," MG Tagubs offered,
the references "do not, and cannot, makqup for ..
leadership shortfalls, all soldiers, at all levels, can
use them to maintain standardized operating pro-
cedures and emcient amountabﬂxty practices.”

(4); With regard to the *the training, stan-
dards, employment command policies, internal
procedures, and command climate of the 800th MP
Brigade," MG 'lhguba found a host of deficiencies.
"Morale suffered” in the brigade, apparently as a
result of the widespread but erroneous belief that
theunitwmﬂdberedeployedfromlmqoneethe
Iraqgi armed forces had been defeated. However, he

m
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observed, “there did not appear to have been any
attempt by the Command to mitigate this prob-
Jlem." MG Taguba found that in general, "the 800th
MP Brigade was not adequately trained." “Soldiers
throughout the 800th MP Bngade were not profi-
cent in their basic [Mlhtlry Ocmpational
Specislty] skills,” yet there was "no evidence that
the Command, althoughnwaroofthesedeﬁaen
cies, attemptedtow_rrecttfhemmany systematic
*Almost_évery individual witness we
interviewed," he ioted; "had no familiarity with the
provisions of AR-190-8 or FM 3-19.40,” the Army
regu.lation and field manual that describe and gov-
ern détenticn operations. Despite these obvious

: shmﬁaﬂs,no'stnon-EssentiannskUstmm

basedonthe:r . Inissions was ever developed, nor

"~ was attmmngplm implemented throughout the

Brigade."

(U) MG Taguba found that *without ade-
quate training for a civilian internee detention
mission, Brigade personnel relied heavily upen
individuals within the Brigade who had civilian
corrections experience.” Further, "because of past
associations and familiarity of soldiers within the
Brigade, it appears that friendship often took
precedence over appropriate leader and subordi-
nate relationships."

(U) MG Teguba found that these internal
shortcomings were exacerbated by the fact that
“the 800th MP Brigade as a whole was under
strength for the mission for which it was tagked," a
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problem that grew progressively worse as the-units
suffered aftrition through casualties, statutorily
mandated demobilizations, and other separations.
These losses could not be replaced because
"Reserve Component units do not have an individ-
ual replacement system to mitigate ... losses."
What is mare, "the quality of life for soldiers
assigned to Abu Ghraib (BCCF) was extremely
poor” A "severely undermanned” unit staffed a
"severely overcrowded prison,” with no dining facil-

ity, exchange, barbershop, or recreational facilities.

"There were numerous mortar attacks, random
rifle and RPG attacks, and a serious threat to sol-
diers and detainees in the facility"

(U) *With respect to the 800th MP Brigade
mission at Abu Ghraib," MG Taguba found; "there
was clear friction and a lack of effective communi-
cation between the Commander, 205th MT Bngade,
who controlled® Forward Operating Base (FOB)
"Abu Ghraib .., after 19 November 2003 and the
Commander, 800th MP Bngade, who controlled
detaines operations inside the FOB * “There was
no dear delineation of responsibility between com-
mands, little. eoordmahon at the command level,
and no mtegrahon of the two functions." MG
Taguba observad that “coordination occurred at
the lowest posaihle levels with little oversight by

. commanders.® Further, in his view, the decision to
place the Military Intelligence Brigade in control of
the security of detainees and force protection at
Abu Ghraib was "not doctrinally sound due to the
different missions and agendas assigned to each of
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these respective specialties.”

(U) MG Taguba also cited an extensive list
of disciplinary actions involving leaders within the
800th Military Palice Bngadaasfurﬂmmdenee
of the dysfunctional natureo!‘theeommnnd. MG
’I‘aguhamadenummuoreeommendaﬁomngaxd
mgdxsuphnaryad:iomtobetakenagmnatmm-
hmoftheBOOthMﬂxtaxyPohoe Brigade and the
military intelligence personnel assigned to duties
at Abu Ghraib, up to and including the command-
er of the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade, COL
ThnmaaPappu and the commander of the 800th

‘ mhtaryPoneeBrigade BG Janis Karpinski.

(U)MG'Ihgubanoudthathe‘foundpar-
ticularly disturbing” BG Karpinski's “complete
unwillingness to either understand or accept that

many of the problems inherent in the 800th MP

Brigade were caused or exacerbated by poor lead-
ership and the refusal of her command to both
establish and enforce basic standards and prind-
ples among its soldiers." MG Taguba recounted,
discussed, and refuted a number BG Karpinski's
assignments of blame to her subordinates, the mil-
itary intelligence leadership, the Civil Affairs
Command, and the court-martial convening
authority of the soldiers involved in the Camp
Bucea incidents for the shortcomings of her com-
mand. For the failures discussed above, as well as
"material representations to the Investigation
Team," MG Taguba recommended BG Karpinski
be relieved for cause.
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(U) Mikolashek Report

(U) On February 10, 2004, Acting Secretary
of the Army Brownlee ordered the Army Inspector
General, LTG Mikolashek, to assess "detaince
operations in Afghanistan and Irag." This inspec-
tion was not intended to be "an investigation of any
specific incidents or units, but rather a compre-
hensive review of how the Army conducts detainee
operations in Afghanistan and Irag." The assess-
ment did not extend to "Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) or Defense HUMINT Services (DHS)
[sic} operations,” nor did it include “operations at
Guantanamo Bay Naval Base.” ’

COPY NUMBER QiNEnwr_
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the "inspection tools,” the blank interview ques-
tionnaires, sensing prompts, survey questions, efe.,
are included in the report, the soldiers’ and leaders'
statements are not. The report also does not indi-
cate how many soldiers and leaders were inter-
viewed, sensed, and surveyed, or precisely who
"all interviewed and observed commanders, leaders
and soldiers treated detainees humanely and
emphasized the _xmpo-;‘tance of humane treatment.”

. (U) LTG Mikolashek's team “reviewed 103
summaries of -Criminal Investigative Division
(CID) teports of investigation end 22 unit investi-

" gation summaries ... involving detainee death or

(U) The Acting Secretary of the Army
 been completed as of the time of LTG Mikolashel's

approved the Mikolashek Report on July 21, 2004,
releaging the unclassified bulk of the report. to the
public, withholding only Appendix G, which i clas-
sified due to discussion of current operations and
sensitive intelligence. LTG. Mikolashek and other
officials associated with the investigation have also
provided public testimany, before Congress on the

(U) In‘the coutse of their inspection, LTG
Mikolashek's teain, "conducted interviews, sensing
scssions,and a survey," inspected units involved in
detention and interrogation aperations, and exam.
ined "policies, plans, records ... and other related
documents." A "sensing session” is a modersated,
guided discussion of a designated topic by moder-
ately-sized groups of designated soldiers. While

“SECRET—~ other Reports

alleged abuse.” Of those 125 investigations, 71 hed

analysis Abuse, defined by LTG Mikolashek as
“wrongful death, assault, battery, sexual assaulf,
sexual battery, or theft,” was substantiated in 40 of
the 71 completed investigations. "No abuse was
determined to have occurred in 31 cases,” and 54
cases remained “open or undetermined” at the time
of the report "Based upon" his team's "review and
analysis and case summaries of investigations®
from all 125 investigations, founded, unfounded,
and pending, LTG Mikolashek "could not identify a
systemic cause for the abuse incidents."

() In a foreword to the report, LTG
Mikolashek urged that "these abuses ... be viewed
as what they are - unauthorized actions taken by a
few individuals,” actions that "in a few cases" were
*coupled with the failure of a few leaders to provide
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adequate supervision and leadership." Further, in
LTG Mikolashek's estimation, “the abuses that
occurred” were "not representative of policy, doc-
trine, or soldier training."

(U) Despite hia conclusion that he was
"unable to identify system failures that resulted in
incidents of abuse,” LTG Mikolashek recounted
numerous "gystem failures" in his detailed findings
thet echo problems previously described by MG
Taguba as significant contributing factors in the
abuse of detainees. Specifically, I'TG Mikalashek
found that:

(U) Policy

¢ ﬂDtheaterintermgationpo]icies'@im]ly E

met legal obligations under ... law, treaty ...
and policy, if executed carefully, by trained
saldiers, under the full range of safeguards,”
yet acknowledged that the interrogation
policies ‘were not clear and contained ambi-
guities" and implementation, training and
oversight of these polices was inconsistent;”

* (U) "some ... units were unaware of the cor-

* (U) “commanders ... published high-risk
policies that presented a significant risk of
misapplication if not trained [to] and exe-
cuted carefully.”

COPY NUMBER ONE

(U) Training

* (U) "The potential for abuse increases when
intu'rogatiomarecondpctédinanemoﬁon-
ally charged environment by untrained per-
sonnel who are 'unfamiliar with the
approved interrogation techniques;”

* (U) *Not all interrogatars were trained;"

* (U) "To satisfy the need to acquire intelli-
gence a.ssoon a8 possible, some officers and
noncommissioned officers ... with no train-

_ ing in interrogation techniques began con-
ducting their own interrogation sessions;”

.. adequately trained on ... human intelli-

" gence

(U) Doctrine

* (U) "detainee ... policy and doctrine do not
address ... operations conducted in the an~
rent operating environment;"

¢ (U) current "doctrine does not clearly speci-
fy the interdependent ... roles, missions,
and responsibilities of Military Police and
Military Intelligence unitg in the ... opera-
tion of interrogation facilities;"

* () “failure of MP and MI personnel to
understand each other's specific missions
and duties could undermine the sffective-
nesa of safeguards associated with interro-
gation techniques and procedures;”

* (U) "tactical ... leaders ... held detainees
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longer than doctrinally recommended” at
Forward Operating Bases because the lead-
ers believed the intelligence infrastructure
was failing to provide "timely tactical intelli-
gence,” despite the fact that such locations
lacked the "infrastructure, medical care, ...
trained personnel, logistics and security”
required to hold detainees for more than a
brief period of time and that the "personnel
at these locations ... were unaware of ar
unable to comply with .., deainee process-
ing ... and interrogation" policies and legal
standards;

(U) Resources

-

* (U) *Military Intelligence units are not -

resourced with sufficient m’ren'ogutors and
interpreters.” . -

(IDWthregnrdbobroader@:lea related to
detention and inbsrrogatxon operatlonl, LTG
Mikolashek reeommended that.

. (U)theU_S.ArmyTrmmngandDoctrme
Command, in coordmat{on with the Deputy
Chief of Staff forhbelhgenea and The Judge
Advocaﬁ Geheral of the Army, “revise doc-
trine to idenh.fy interrogation ... techniques
that are acceptable, effective and legal for
non-compliant detainees;"

* (U) the US. Army Training and Doctrine
Command and the Deputy Chief of Staff for

“
“SECHET=Y other Reports

COPY NUMBER QNE. .
e .

Operations "update the Military Intelligence
force structure at the division level and
below" to ensure adequately trained person-
nel are available in lu.mdent ‘numbers to
aeoompliahthsmmnon, -
* (U) the US. Army'rummgindnoeuim
Command and ° ‘the Provost Marghal
Generalrcvisedodnneandpohq“fortho
admnustmtxve “proceasing of detainees to
improve aceou.nfabiht}; movement, and dis-
poatum’m 4 hon-linear battlespace;"

.+ '(U) the US. Army Treining and Docirine

X -+ Cotnmand “establish and identify resource

requirements for a standardized Detainee
Field Processing Kit' that will enable cap-
turing unita to properly secure and process
detainees quickly, efficiently; and safely;"

* (U) the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations
*integrate a prescribed detainee operations
training program into unit training," and

¢« (U) the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Operations, "in coordination with the Office
of the Judge Advocate General, mandate
that ... Law of War training have specific
learning objectives, be conducted by an
instructor/evaluator in a structured man-
ner, and be presented and evaluated annu-
ally using the estgblished training
conditions and performance standards.”
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. (U) Fay Report.

(U) As a result of MG Taguba's findings,
the Commander, CFTF-7, LTG Sanchez, appointed
the Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, Army, G2, MG
Fay, on March 81, 2004 to investigate potential
misconduct by 205th Military Intelligence Brigade
personnel at Abu Ghraib between August 15, 2008
and February 1, 2004. LTG Sanchez specifically
tasked MG Fay to examine whether 205th Military
Intelligence Brigade personnel "requested, encour-
aged, condoned, or solicited Military Police” to
abuse detainees, and whether 205th Military
Intelligence Brigade personnel "comported with

established interrogation procedures and applica-"-
ble laws and regulations® during mterrogatxonv.

operations at Abu Ghraib.

(U) While portions of the I'\a,y Beport
remain classified, a redacted version of the bulk of
therepoxthasbeenreleasedtothepubhc MG Fay
and other officials associated w:th the investigation
have also provided: pubhc teshmony before
Congress on the maturs eontuned in the report.

(U)'In his'repbﬂ, MG Fay found military
intelligence personnel "not to have fully camported
.with established interrogation procedures and
applicable laws and regulations.” He identified 44
“alleged instances or events of detainee abuse” by
soldiers and contractors at Abu Ghraib during the
period under imvestigation. In 16 of those 44
instances, MG Fay found the alleged abuse was
“requested, encouraged, condoned or solicited" by
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military intelligence personnel, although “the
abuse ... was directed on an individual basis and
never officially sanctioned.” In 11 of those 16 in-
stances, MG Fay found military infelligence person-
nel were dimcdymvolved"iniheallegedabuse.

(U) MG Fay dsﬁned abuse to include not
only dearly criminal acts, sueh as the various
formaofassaultthatoemmd, but also the appli-

catwnofcertmn'non-doctnnalintmogahontech-
niques* that he deémed to be unlawful: the use of

military working dogs, nudity, and isolation. While
the purposeless terrarization of minars by two par-

ticular Military Working Dog handlers, described

in Incident 26, was grosaly abusive by any meas-
ure, MG Fay also termed the mere presence of a
silent, muzzled Militsry Working Dog during an
interrogation, deseribed in Incident 29, "abuse. -

(U) In his findings, MG Fay provided a brief
description of each of the 44 alleged instances of
abusge, identifying a total of 50 individual soldiers
and 4 individual contractors as either “responsible”
or criminally “culpable” for each of the events. Of
the 54 named as responsible or culpable, 10 sol-
diers had already been referred for disciplinary
action under the Uniform Code of Military Justice.
Of the remaining 44 soldiers and contractors, MG
Fay believed 27 to be "culpable” in one or more
instance of abuse, while he assessed 17 soldiers and
contractors to have become involved in abuse as a
result of “misunderstanding of policy, regulation or
law" MG Fay found that responsibility for the
abuse extended up to the commanders of the 205th
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Military Intelligence Brigade and the 800th
Military Police Brigade.

- (U) MG Fay also found that "systemic prob-
lems ... also contributed to the volatile environ-
ment in which the abuse occurred.” By MG Fay's
count, he made 24 additional findings and two
observations regarding "systemic failures” The
mgjor contributing factors “included inadequate
interrogation doctrine and training," & "lack of a
clear interrogation policy for the Irag Campaign,”
"acute” shortages of military police and military
intelligence personnel, a "lack of clear lines of

reeponsibﬂitrbetweenmﬂitaxypoliceandmﬂitary.,
intelligence, in doctrine, training, and operations, -

and “intense pressure felt by personnel on, the

ground to produce actionable mﬁelhgence from ~

"detainees." ;

ﬂDMGthfoundthat"i.uadequacyofdoc-
trine for detention ... and mterrog:mon operations
was a contributing factor to' the situations that
occwrred at Abu Ghraib." Noﬁng that existing
Army interrogation dodrme, published in the 1992
Field Manual 3¢$2 "Intelhgenee Interrogation,” is
designed for the tactxcal mterrogatwn of Enemy
Prigoners of War in 8 conventional conflict, MG
Fay obsarved thiat Various "non-doctrinal approach-
es, techmqueamdpracheesweredevelopedand
approved" for the atrategic interrogation of unlaw-
ful combatants "in the Global War on Terrorism."
* According to MG Fay, the soldiers and contractars
at Abu Ghraib "were not trained on non-doctrinal

h
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interrogation techniques” used in Afghanistan and
Guantanamo, yet “the non-doctrinal, non-field
manual approaches and practices® approved for
hmtedusemthoseotherﬂteatmnfopemhon
were introduced into Abu Ghraib by the transfer of
both "documents and personnel fmm Afghanistan
and Guantanamo. "Thase teéhmques became con-
fused at Abu Ghraib #nd ‘were implunmted with-
out proper authorities or sat‘eguards, contributing
both directly andmdlrecﬂybothewnduntdeﬁmd
by MG th as abuu.

([DMGE‘walmfoundthatwhathemned
"theater . Interrogatlon and Counter-Resistance
Policieg (ICRP)," the interrogation palicies prorul-
gatq_d by CJTF-7, were *poorly defined, and
changed several times,” and that "as & result, inter-
rogation activities sometimes crossed into abusive
activity” He observed that "by October 2003," just
prior to the most egregious abuses at Abu Ghraib,
the Combined Joint Task Force 7 “interrogation
policies in Iraq had changed thres times in less
than thirty days and it became very confusing as to
what techniques could be employed and at what
level non-doctrinal approaches had to be
approved.”

(U) MG Fay found that "acute” shortages of
both military intelligence and military police per-
sonnel also contributed to abuses at Abu Ghraib,
By his count, 6 different military intelligence bat-
talions and groups were called upon to provide the
160 military intelligence personnel conducting and

7
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supporting interrogation operations in the Joint
Interrogation and Debriefing Center (JIDC) at Abu
Ghraib by December 2003. These soldiers were
supported at various times by a Mobile Training
Team from Fort Huachuca, Arizons, three Tiger
Teams from Guantanamo Bay, contract interroga-
tors from CACI International, and contract lin-
guists from the Titan Corporation. Because “the
JIDC was created in a very short period of time
with parts and pieces,” MG Fay found, it lacked
unit integrity, and this lack was a fatal flaw."

(U) MG Fay found that clear conflicts
between military police and military intelligem_:e
doctrine, training and guidance caused "predictable

tension and confusion” which *contributed to ab-.

siveinterrogahonprachcesatAhuGhraili "The
military police," he noted, “referenced DoD-wxde
regulatory and procedural guidance that claahed
with the theater interrogation and oountcr'ras:sb-
ance policies that the military intelligence inter-
rogators followed." “Further,” MG - Fay concluded,
"it appeared that neither group ‘knew or under-
stood the limits" of the other group's autharity. He
also found that tfxe."lackofclear lines of responsi-
bility” between mihtary police and military intelli-
gence, eombmed with "the leadership's failure to

) momtor__operahons adequately,” caused the sys-
temic "safeguards to ensure compliance and to pro-
tect against abuse” to fail,

(U) MG Fay found that “intense pressure

felt by personnel on the ground to produce action-

72
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able intelligence from detainees® was a "contribui-
ing factor to the environment that resulted in
abuses.” He found that the “pressure for better
results’ manifested itself at least in pait in "direct-
ed guidance and prioritization from higher’ ... to
pursue specific lines of questioning with specific
detainees, and high priority 'VFR Direct’ taskings
to the lowest levels in theJmC. Although "this
pressureshouldhavebeenexpectedmsuchnmt-
ical situation,” MG Fay concluded that it "was not

mansged by the leadership.
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(U) Jones Repart

(U) In June 2004, as a result of the evidence
hehadgatheredtothatpmnt,MGIhyrequested
t}mtamoresemormveshgahngotﬁoerbeappomt-
ed to examine whetheracbona “of the'commander
and staff of CJTF-7 contn'buhedtoanymxseonduct
related to the interrogation operations at Abu
Ghraib. MGth‘arequestwaspmedbyLTG
Sanchez to the Commander. US. Central
Command, whomfnrnforvmdedthsmqnestto
theSea-etnyofDefum The Secretary of Defense
dnected_t_heAéh;ngSecretaryoﬁheArmytodedg—
nate a new appainting authority and a new or addi-
tional investigating officer, seniar to LTG Sanchez.
The Acting Secretary of the Army selected GEN
Paul Kern, the Commander of U.S. Army Materiel
Command, to act as the new appainting suthority.

“SECRET-* other Reports
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LTG Anthony Jones, the Deputy Commanding
General of the US. Army Training and Doctrine
Command, was appointed as an additional investi-
gating officer MG Fey continued to serve as an
investigating officer until completior of the action.
MG Fuy and LTG Jones pmdueedsepmtereports.
each with sepamtebutrelatednnecofﬁndmga
and recommendations. Whileportmns of the Jones
Report remain classified, a rédacted verzion of the
bulk of the report hai beeri released to the public.
LTG Jones and other officials associated with the
investigationi Bave also provided public testimany
before Congress on the matters contained in the

" (U) GEN Kern sppointed LTG Jones

‘ "spe&iﬁcally ... to focus on whether organizations

or personnel higher than the 205th Military
Intelligence Brigade were invalved, directly or indi-
rectly, in the ... detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib® on
June 25, 2004. LTG Jones reviewed the material
developed by MG Fay, as well as the mgjority of the
reports discussed above. He then interviewed LTG
Sanchez and MG Barbara Fast, the Commander
and Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence, respec-
tively, of CJTF-7 at the time of the alleged abuse.

() Noting in his report that the "events at
Abu Ghraib cannot be understood in a vacuum,”
LTG Jones made several preliminary findings
related to the "background and operational envi-
ronment” in Iraq at the time of the abuses. First,
LTG Jones found that "throughout the period
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under investigation," the CJTF-7 headquarters
"was not resourced adequately to accomplish the
missions,” lacking "adequate personnel and equip-
ment." Second, the mission of "providing opera-
tional support to the Coalition Provisional
Authority ... required greater resources than envi-
sioned” Third, "operational plans envisioned ...
relatively non-hostile environment,” when, "in fact,
opposition was robust" a circumstance which
required that Cambined Joint Task Foree 7 con-
duct "tactical counter-insurgency operations, while
also executing ... planned missions® in support of
the Coalition Provisional Authority and general
stabilization.

the 205th MI Brigade was directly involved in the
questionable activities regarding alleged’detainee
abuse at Abu Ghraib." Further, in LTG Jones
assessment, "no policy, dxrectrve ar doctrine direct-
ly ormdlrectlycausedvmlent or sexusl abuse,” the
most egregious mxsconduct. Rather, “the primary
causes of these achons were  relatively straight-for-
ward - mdmdual cmnmal misconduct.”

(U) LTG Jones did find, however, that
QJTF-7- 'leaders and staff actions ... contributed
md.\recthrto . detainee abuse.” Specxﬁeally *pali-
¢y memoranda promulgated by the .., Commander
led indirectly to some of the non-violent and non-
sexual abuses;" the CJTF-7 "Commander and
Deputy Commander failed to ensure proper staff

74
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oversight of detention and interrogation opera-
tions," and; some “staff elements reacted inade-
quately fo earlier indications and’wnmings that
problems existed at Abu Ghraib. '

ﬂDI.ﬂ‘GJonesfoundﬂnt'theenstencaof
a confusing and mconaiatmt interrogation tech-
niques contributed to the belief that additional
interrogation techniques were condoned in order
to gain intelligence.”" . This was compounded by
"Soldier knowledge of interrogation techniques
permitted in GTMO and Afghanistan,” "the avail-
abil'ity"'ot' information on Counter-Resistance

- Techniques used in other theaters,” and interac-
_ - tions with "non-DoD agencies" where “there was at
(U) LTG Jones found that "no arganization_

or individual higher than the chain of comniand of

Jeast the perception, and perhaps the reality, that

‘non-DoD agencies had different rules.”

(U) LTG Jones' finding that the failure of
the CJTF.7 "Cammander and Deputy Commandar
... to ensure proper staff oversight of detention and
interrogation operations” was manifested by "the
lack of a single ... staff proponent for detention and
interrogation operations® and dispersion of "staff
responaibility ... among the Deputy Commanding
General, the C2, C3, C4 and SJA." This dispersion
of staff responsibility “resulted in no individual
staff member focusing on these operations.”

{U) LTG Jones' finding that some "staff ele-
ments reacted inadequately to earlier indications
and warnings that problems existed at Abu
Ghraib"” is related to the dispersion of staff respon-
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sibility. As examples, LT'G Jones cited "the investi-
gation of an incident at Camp Cropper” presum-
ably referring to the subject of the Lee Repart,
discussed above; "the International Committee of
the Red Cross .. reports on ... subordinate units"

- and "Abu Ghraib;" criminal investigations; “disci-
plinary actions being taken by commanders;” the
death of a detainee under the control of an OGA at
Abu Ghraib; "the lack of ... accountability of
detainees,” and; "continual concerns that intelli-
gence information was not returning to the tactical
level"

(U) LTG Jones tempered his finding that
CJTF-7 "leaders and staff actions ...
indirectly to ... detainee abuse” with the caution

that “command and staff actions and inaction must

be understood in ... context." "Inhghtoftheoper-
etional environment,” the "under-mo\lmng" of
the CJTF-7 "staff and subordmahe units, ‘and
increased missions,” LT'G Jon- determined that
the Commanderhndtoprwnhze efforts." As a
matter of "professional Judgment LTG Jones con-
cluded that CITR-7’ appropnately "devoted its
resources to ﬁghtmg the counter-insurgency and
supporting the CPA" "In the over-all scheme of
OIF" LTG-. Jones concluded *the CJTF-7
Commander ahd taff performed ahove expecta-
ﬁon." v D -

(U) In contrast, LTG Jones found that
although the "205th MI Brigade and 800th Military

S8ECRET ¢ other Reports
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Police Brigade,” like their higher headquarters,
*also had missions throughout the Iraqi Theater of
Operations,” the operational environment did not
excuse the fact that their "leaders at Abu Ghraib
failed to execute their asngned responsibilities.”
LTG Jones found that “leaders from these units
located at Abu Ghraib_or with supervision over
Soldiers and units it Abu Ghraib feiled to super-
vige subordinates or provide direct oversight of this
important mission." BSpecifieally “these leaders
failed to properly ducxplme their soldiers, ... failed
to learn from prior mistakes and failed to provide
continued mission-specific training." "The absence
of effective leadership" specifically *at the brigade
levelmdbelow, in LTG Jones' judgment, "was &
factor in not sooner discovering and taking actions
to prevent both the violent/sexual abuse incidents
and the misinterpretation/confusion incidents."

(U) In findings similar to those of MG Fy,
LTG Jones had also found that “facilities at Abu
Ghraib ... created a poor climate to conduct inter-
rogation and detention operations to standard”
and that "force protection” was a magjor concern;
that the intelligence units were "undermanned,
under-equipped, and inappropriately organized” to
complete the mission, with shortages "specifically
in the interrogator, analyst and linguist fields,”
and the 800th Military Police Brigade suffered
from “under-resourcing of personnel,” and; that
both the military intelligence and military police
missions were significantly different from those

75
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perception encouraged soldiers to deviate from pre-
scribed techniques.”

originally planned,

(U) Given these observations, the finding
that the leadership of the 205th Military
Intelligence Brigade and the 800th Military Police
Brigade should be held responsible because they .
contributed to "both the violent/sexual abuse inci- (U) Jacoby Report
dents and the misinterpretation/confusion inci- o L
dents" through their inaction, regardless of (1)) og';'qu 19, 2004, the Commander of
"operstional circumstances,” while the leadership Combined Jaint Task Force 76 (CJTF-76), MG Eric
of CJTF-7, who "contributed indirectly to the ques-  QOlson, appointed BG Charles Jacoby, the CJTF-76
tionable activities regarding elleged detsinee peputy Commanding General, to conduct a “top to
abuse” through their "actions and inaction," should . bommm of ... detainee operations® in the
be excused ss a result of "operational eireum-” (gin¥imed Forces Command Afghenistan (CFC-A)
stances” is difficult to reconcile. It also appears Area of Responsibility. Specifically, BG Jacoby was
thatmgniﬁmtaspectlot'theoperstmml dmm- dmwidmﬁfywmm:mm .
stances of the military intelligence and military | o/ 4 1005 both specific and general, for ...
police bngades that contributed to ﬂ.IB incidents af chan geﬂ.“ list "corrective actions,* and pmide .‘ux'
Abu Ghraib, such as the selection of Abu Gliraib as gestions with regard to future command ... initia-
the interrogation operations'site and the under. tives ... to ensure adherence to operational and

it B

resourcing of the interrogation center, were within
the direct control of: their higher headquarters,
CJTF-1. - .;:."" X

(U) Like MG Fay, LTG Jones concluded
that "mte:rﬁchou with ... other agency interroga-
tors who_did not follow the same rules” as the
Military Inte]hgenee interrogators was among the
"contributing factars” that led to the abuse of
detainees. "There was at least the perception, and
perhaps the reality, that non-DOD agencies had
different rules regarding interrogation and deten-
tion operations.® LTG Jones found that "such a

76

regulatory guidance."

(U) BG Jacoby found that "while theater
forces understood the need for humanes treatment
and unit processes ... consistent with the spirit of
extant doctrine, ‘there was otherwise a consistent
lack of knowledge regarding theater detention
operations guidance.* This ‘lack of tharoughly
authorized, disseminated, and understood guid-
ance and procedures,” in BG Jacoby's assessment,
“created oppartunities for detainee abuse and the
loss of intelligence value throughout the process.”

F
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(8 BG Jacoby noted that he was not direct-
ed to investigate "detaines abuse allegations,” a
task that is the province of military law enforce-
ment, but rather to inspect "current detainee oper-
ations."  Nonetheless, acknowledging that
“allegations of detainee abuse have been substanti-
ated,” many of his findings examine the relation-
ship of areas of concern to the potential abuse

) "Very ngmﬁuntly, BG Jaeoby found,
there was "madequaté anthonty for the interroga-
tion techniques and approachea authorized by the
Detainee Opemhms SOP" in effect at the time of
humveshgahon. Thefmpactofthelackofauthor
1ty for some of' the measures authorized by the pol-

icy, however, mmxtlgatedbythefaetthat "only
one-tlurdofthebaaeshadtheSOP"and it was
generally not ... known or relied upon in the field."
Most interrogators, BG Jacoby found, looked to
their training rather than the command policy for

“
“SECRET~» Other Reporia

clear criteria and procedures for the transfer of
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guidance., He cautioned that the “inconsistent and
unevenly applied standards® that result from such
circumstances "increase the possibility of the abuse
of detainees, especially in the forward battle area."

X

He recommended the establishment of

detainees.

His

recommendations included modification of interro-

gation and detention procedures, increases in man-

ning and resourcing detention operstions, and
structural changes with the task force. BG Jacoby
concluded with the observation that while his
ingpection had “revealed no syatematic'or wide-
spread mistreatment of detainees, ‘opportunities
for mistreatment, ... ongoing investigations, and &
maturing battlefield argue for modifications to the
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current  detainee
Afghanistan.

operations process” in

Independent Panel Report (U)

(U) In May 2004, the Secretary of Defenss
appointed an Independent Panel to Review
Detention Operations “to provide independent pro-
fessional advice on detainee abuses, what caused
them and what actions should be taken to preclude
their repetition." Unlike the Taguba, Fay and
Jones Reports, the Independent Panel was charged
with examining detention and interrogation opera-

tions worldwide. The members of the Independent :

Panel were former Secretaries of Defense James
Schlesinger and Harold Brown, . former
Congresswoman Tillie Fowler, and retired Air

COPY NUMBER ONE

rogations nor were they even directed at intelli-
gence targets.” In the Panel's evaluation, the abuse
photographed at Abu Ghraib represented “deviant
behavior and a failure of military leadership and
discipline” However, the Pane} algo_found that
there were other abuséé that. "were not pho-
tographed" that "did occur during interrogation,” at
Abu Ghraib and at other locations. :

(U) The panel estimated that as of the date
of their report our forces had detained sppraxi-
mately 50,000. individuals during cperations in
Afghanistan and Iraq. Of the approximately 300
abiise allegations lodged against our forces in that

“time, the Panel reported that commanders and law
enforcement agents had completed investigations
into 155 of the allegations, and had substantiated

Force Gen. Charles Horner. During the course of 66 of the allegations. The Panel noted that of the

their investigation, the members 'of * the
Independent Panel reviewed the reports of investi-
gations completed prior to the Panel's report, the
statements, documents; and other évidence gath-
ered by the Fay/Jones investigations and our
' inquiry, and conducted a seriés of interviews of sen-
ior oﬁioersana defense officials, up to and indud-
ing the Secretary of Defense. The Independent
Panel Report; dited August 24, 2004, is unclassi-
fied and has been released to the public.

(U) The Independent Panel found that "the

pictured abuses” at Abu Ghraib, "unacceptable
even in wartime, were not part of authorized inter-

78

substantisted cases, "approximately one-third ...
occurred at the point of capture or tactical collec-
tion point, frequently under uncertain, dangerous
and violent circumstances." Nonetheless, the
Panel emphasized that despite the fact that the
abuses were "inflicted on only a small percentage of
those detained,” were “of varying severity,” and
“occurred at differing locations and in differing cir-
cumstances and context,” the abuses "were serious
in both number and effect.”

(U) Although the Independent Panel found
that "there is no evidence of a policy of abuse prom-
ulgated by senior officials or military authorities,”

R S ]
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and "mo approved procedures called for or allowed
the kinds of abuse that in fact occurred,” the Panel
nonetheless concluded that “the shuses were not
just the failure of some individuals to follow known
standards, and they are more than the failure of a
few leaders to enforce proper discipline” In the
Panel's view, "there is both institutional and per-
sonal responsibility at higher levels."

(U) The Independent Panel prefaced their
discussion of interrogation operations with the
observation that "any discussion of interrogation
techniques must begin with the simpls reality that
their purpose is to gain intelligence that will help
protect the United States, its forces and interests

abroad.” Recounting the development of the pt;ll-
cies that have framed the Global War on Térror at -

the national level and within the Department of
Defense, the Panel observed that with “the events
of September 11, 2001, thePresidmt, Congress
and the American peaple recogmzed we ‘were at
wer with a different kind of énemy™: The nature
and "severity of the post-September 11, 2001 ter-
rorist threat and. the- w:alatmg insurgency in
Iraq," threats whu:h are essentxally different from
anenem,yfomeoomposedofmmedtroops,tanh,
artillery,. ships, and aircraft, made "information
gleaned from mtermgatxons especially iroportant.”
The panel-noted, "interrogations are inherently
unpleasant, and many people find them objection-
able by their very nature.” Yet, in the Panels
assessment, "when lives are at stake, all legal and
moral means of eliciting information must be con-

“SECRET ~* o0ther Reports
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sidered.” Further, the Independent Panel warned,
"the conditions of war and the dynamics of
detainee operations carry inherent rigks for human
mistreatment and must be approached with cau-
tion and careful planning and trmmng.

(U) The Panel eondudedthnt"mthe initial
development" of the Inteuogation and Counter-
Resistance Policies promulgited by the Secretary
of Defense fof the intérrogation of unlawful com-
batants held at Guantanamo Bay, "the legal
resources of the Services' Judge Advocates General
andGeneralCounsellwerenotusedtotharﬁxll
potential’ In the Panel's view, "had the Secretary
of Defense had a wider range of legal opinions and
2 more robust debate regarding detainee policies

‘and operations,” the fluctuations in paolicy that

occurred between December 2002 and April 2003
might well have been avoided.

(U) The Independent Panel found "it-is
dear that pressures for additional intelligence ...
resulted in stronger interrogation techniques that
were believed to be needed and appropriate in the
treatment of detainees defined as ‘unlawful com-
batants,™ some of whom were presenting a “tena-
cious resistance” to doctrinal interrogation
methods. "At Guantanamo,” the Panel observed,

"interrogators used those sdditional techniques
with only two detainees, gaining important and
time-urgent information in the process” While a
limited application of those more aggressive tech-
niques proved successful in Guantanamo, the
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Panel cautioned that “it is important to note that
techniques effective under carefully controlled
conditions in Guantanamo became far more
problematic when they migrated and were not
adequately safeguarded.” .

(U) Inevitably, the Panel found, "interroga-
tors and lists of techniques circulated from
Guantanamo and Afghanistan to Iraq" In
Afghanistan, the Panel noted, "more aggressive
interrogation of detainees appeara to have been on-
going” independent of the Guantanamo Counter
Resistance Policies. Standard Operating

Procedures containing techniques adopted by‘-_,.
Military Police challenged "even to keep track of
Military Intelligence units in Afghanistan xmgrat- e

Special - Operations Forces and conventional

ed to Iraq. Many interrogators served in both oper-

ations. In Irag, the combined knowledge and

experience of the interrogators and their leaders,
which encompassed operations: in both
Afghanistan and Guantanhmo, were brought
eogether. Combined Joxnt’l‘askFgrce 7 promulgat-
ed a series of meonnstent polxaes that “allowed for
interpretation in several areas and did not ade-
telysetforththe limits of the interrogation
techniques." 'In the Penel's assessment, “the exis-
tence of conﬁmng and inconsistent interrogation
pohcxes contnbuted to the belief that additional
mtezrogahon techmques were condoned.”

(U) Addressing the integration of detention
and interrogation operations, the Independent
Panel contrasted the operations at Guantanamo to

COPY NUMBER ONE

those at Abu Ghraib, At Guantanamo, a system
was eventually established wherg the Military
Police and Military Intelligence worked “coopers-
tively, with the Military Police 'setting the condi-
tions' for interrogations” conducted by Military
Intelligence. In concept, f]\ePunelnoted, 'setting
the conditions’ for mtermgahom “ncluded passive
collectwnondetameesaswellusupporhngmnen
tives reeommended by the ‘military interroga

In the Panel's assessment. "these collaborative pro-
cedures worked well at Guantanamo,” where the
ratio of Military. Police to detainees was "approxi-
mate!y 1 to 1," but failed Abu Ghraib, where the
rauowé:"a.tonepointltoabouﬂs with the

prisoners.*

(U) The Independent Panel found that "in
Iraq, there was not anly a failure to plan for a
major insurgency, but also to quickly and ade-
quately adapt to the insurgency that followed ...
major combat operations.” As the insurgency grew,
so did the population of the detention facilities.
*The largest, Abu Ghraib, housed up to 7,000
detainees in October 2003," when the major abuses
began at the facility, yet had "a guard force of only
about 90 personnel from the 800th Military Police
Brigade." The Panel, like MG Fay and LTG Jones,
concluded that "Abu Ghraib was seriously over-
crowded, under-resourced, and under continual
attack."

(U) The Independent Panel noted that
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"problems at Abu Ghraib® could be traced "in part
to the nature and recent history of the military
police and military intelligence units" that staffed
the operations at the prison. The 800th Military
Police Brigade (Enemy Prisoner of War), a Reserve
Component unit whose subordinate elements are
spread across several states in peacetime, was
designed to run prisoners of war facilities. The
panel found that as a result of widespread military
police mobilizations after September 11, 2001,

however, the brigade had been unable to conduct
any major treining in its primary mission due to
"disruption in soldier and unit availability"

Further, many of the brigade's soldiers who had \
' intelligence and military police personnel, includ-

been activated "shortly after September 11, 2001,
began reaching” the limit of their “two-year mobi-

lization commitment, which, by law, mandated

their redeployment end deactivation.” -In the
panel's judgment, the resulting "detenorahon in
the readineas condition of the bngnde shou]d have
been recognized by CFLCC and CENTCOM by late
summer 2003 and that" by *October and
November" of 2008, “comimanders and staffs all the
way to CENTCOM and_the Jomt Chiefs of Staff
knew ... the seribus deficiencies of the 800th MP
Brigade"” *This led the Panel to conclude that the
CJTF-7, CFLCC and CENTCOM failure to request
additional forcés was an avoidable error"

(U) The Independent Panel also found that
the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade, an Active
Component unit, "was insufficient to provide the
kind of support needed ... especially with regard to

TSECRET ¢ other Reports
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interrogators and interpreters.* Although "some
additional units were mobilized” from the reserves,
other Active Component units degloyed, and con-
tract interpreters and interrogators hired, a large
porhonofthneﬁ'ortfe]ltothenldxmofA
Company, 519th Military Intelhganee Battalion
(A:rbome),whohadonbjustrctumed&oman
extended depluyment to Afgha.nutan where they
had conducted mten-ngatxon ‘operations &t the pri-
mary detention faahtyinthnttheate: The hodge-
podgeof'e!ementsofasmmyumdiffezmt
units” that were med into the interrogation mis-
sion qt:Aquhraibhnked‘umtmhenon a flaw
that was exacerbated *by friction between military

ing the brigade commanders themselves.”

(U) Regarding policy and command respon-
gibilities, the Independent Panel found that "inter-
rogation policies with respect to Iraq, where the
majority of the abuses occurred, were inadequate
or deficient in some respects at three levels:
Department of Defense, CENTCOM/CITF-7, and
Abu Ghraib. Overall, the Panel found, "policies to
guide the demands for actionable intelligence
lagged behind battlefield needs.” Fluctuations in
the Counter-Resistance Policy for Guantanamo
approved by the Secretary of Defense, “although
specifically limited ... to Guantanamo,” were in the
Panel's view "an element contributing to uncer
tainties in the field as to which techniques were
authorized." The Panel found that "in the absence
of specific guidance from CENTCOM, interroga-

81
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tors in Iraq relied upon" the field manual "and
unauthorized techniques that had migrated from
Afghanistan." These conditions, followed by a
series of ghort-lived and poorly drafted CJTF-7
policies "clearly led to confusion on what practices
were acceptable” Although "we cannot be sure
how much the number and severity of abuses
would have been curtailed had there been early
and consistent guidance from higher levels,” the
Independent Panel conduded that "nonetheless
such guidance was needed and likely would have
had a limiting effect."

(U) Other factors that contributed to the N
leadership failures &t Abu Ghraib included an
"unclear Military Intelligence chain of command," .

the "confusing and unusual assignment of MI and
MP responsibilities at Abu Ghraib,” and the place-
ment of the 800th Military Police Brigads urider
the tactical contral of CITF-7. while maintaining
the brigade under theCFLCCfor all otherpmpos-
es. Finally, in the view of the Panel.‘thefmlureto
react appropriately..to tﬁb- _ October 2003 ICRC
report,” which desm’bed 'S number of the sbuses
that would remam umnvestxgated unti] a soldier
) reportedlatermmdmts to his chain of command,

was "mdmhve of the weakness of the leadership at
Abu Ghraib” .

(U} The Independent Panel made the fol-
lowing recommendations, among others:

82
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(U) "The United States should further
define its policy ... on the categorization and
status of all detainees;”

(U) "The Department of Defensé needsto...
develop joint doctrine to define the appro-
priate eollaborirhon Between Military
Intelligence and Ml.htary Police in a deten-

" tion famhty;

o) 'Phenatmn imust acquire “more special-

. ists for deténtion/interrogation operations,
" jncluding linguists, interrogators,” and
others,

i : (U) “Joint Forces Command should ... devel-

op" a new aperational concept for detention
operations,” including preparation "for con-
ditions in which normal law enforcement
haa broken down in an occupied or failed
state;"

* (U) Although "clearly, the force structure in

both MP and MI" in the Army "is inadequate
to support the armed forces in this new

form of warfare,” there are “other forces

besides the Army in need of force structure
improvements” to accomplish the detention
and interrogation missions. Accordingly,
the Panel recommended “that the
Secretaries of the Navy and Air Force
undertake force structure reviews of their
own;"
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* (U) Becanse "well-documented policy and detention and interrogation operations
procedures on approved interrogation tech- must be deﬁnsd
niques are imperative to counteract the cur-
rent chilling effect the reaction to the . (U)"'I’heUmtedStatesneedntoredeﬁnem
abuses have had on the collection of valu- approachtomstomaryandtregt_yintema-
able intelligence through interrogations,’ tional humanitarian_law, which must be
such policies must be promulgated,; adapted to the realities of the nature of the
' conflict,” and :
« (U) A *professional ethics program® must be .
developed for all who participate in deten- . () "I‘he_ pqsumiém of Defense should
tion and interrogation operations; continue {0 foster its operational relation-
_ ghip with the International Commitiee of
* (U)"Clearer guidelines for the interactionof ~ ~*the Red Cross.”
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Examination of Detainee Abuse (U)

Ovexrview (U)

(U) During our inquiry, we examined indi-
vidual cases of detainee abuse in order to discern
any relationship to detainee operations in general,
and to interrogation in particular. We detail some
of these cases in the sections covering GTMO,
Afghanistan, and Iraq; however, in this section, we
will provide an overview of our analytic method,
and a high-level summary of DoD abuse investiga-
tions.

(U) As of September 30, 2004, the military
services and DoD agencies had initiated 317 inves-
ﬁgaﬁominreapomemdhgaﬁomofdgtéin;é
abuse by DoD personnel and contractors in GTMO,
Afghsnistan, and Irag. (In order to complete our
analysis in a timely fashion, we chose September
30 as the cutoff date for the incorporation of inves-
tigations in this report. All of the following infor-
mation is current as of Soptember 30, except where
otherwise noted.) Forthepurpomofouramlym
we define “abuse’. u oonduct that constitutes
Uniform Code of Mihtary Justice (UCMJ) offenses
against . pemons (or would constitute such an
offense if the perpetrator were subject to the
UCML, in the case of contractors). These offenses

include murder, manslaughter, negligent homicide,
assault, rape, indecent assault, cruelty and mal-
treatment, reckless endangerment, and communi-

UNCLASSIFIED * petsinse Abuse

cating a threat. We did not treat thefts from
detainees as abuse, unless such misconduct was
combined with an assault or oﬂler form of mal-
treatment.

-

U) In genera! the Army Criminal
Investigation Division (CID) and "Naval Criminal
Investigation Servwe (NCIS) mvestlgated serious
abuse allegahons (ie., misconduct resulting - or
potentzallyremﬂtmg - in death or grievous bodily
harm); whilé mdrﬁdual commands investigated
leaser.pllagntwns Many of the investigations have

milhplo victims and multiple suspects; conse-
'.q\;enﬂy.thereisnodirectcurrelaﬁoubetweenthe

number of cases and the numbers of suspects and
victims. For example, the primary CID investigs-
tion of the abuses at Abu Ghraib (which remains
open) has identified 15 suspects and 35 victims.

(U) The status of the 317 investigations is
depicted on the chart on the next page.

(U) As the chart demonstrates, 187 investi-
gations have been closed (38 death investigations
and 149 for other abuse), of which six have gub-
stantiated that death resulted from abuse (five in
Iraq and one in Afghanistan), and 65 have sub-
stantiated that other abuse occurred. These find-
ings will be discussed in more detail below.
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DOD Detaines-Related Investigations Summary (U)

CASES | AFGHANISTAN IRAQ GTMO oL | ==
DETAINEE e " 1.
DEATHs EI-ETOI -lo hﬂ-ﬂl(ﬁ 23 |'N/A
SOPENG D B
oeranee IR 0| EF NN | BN 04 107
ABUSE St Comndos| .. . -
At
DETAINEE T B
o' 11| 0 U --mﬁ:n-nm 38 [E:5
ey e et il B
CLOSED: Qi
oeranes 7] I GN 0| 00 IO DE 3*| KA OGN 0 00| 85
TOTAL 27 .| 274 16 [317|.71:
Il Army Related Cases [l Navy Related Cases

-.USMC Rel'ated Cases |°’| Other Related Cases UNCLASSIFIED .

(U) The status of the 317 open and closed
investigations is. agam deplcted in the following
two charts on! the_.na:j; pagé, which break the inves-
tigations into desth-related (in the first chart) and
non-death related investigations (in the second
chart), - .

(1) As the first chart demonstrates, of the
61 detainee death investigations, 38 have been
closed; and in six cases it was determined that the
deaths resulted from abuse. The remaining 32
closed death investigations resulted in determins-

86

tions that the fatalities resulted from either natu-
ral causes or justifiable homicides, or that the alle-
gations of wrongdoing were unsubstantiated or
unfounded. As the second chart shows, detainee
abuse not resulting in death was substantiated in
65 of 149 closed investigations.

(1)) Becruse information provided by open
cases may not be reliable, and may ultimately be
proven unfounded, we focused our analysis prima-
rily on the 71 closed investigations that substanti-
ated abuse. Of these, eight concerned incidents at
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Detalnee Death investigations (U)

CASES | AFGHANISTAN IRAQ GTMO roa | 5o

oeamis, [N o | ESNNER| o |NMMENI 0] 23 [ N/A["

cLasen | TR
eamss (KNMRER(0 | EANIINo' NIMICH| 0’|l 38 | 6~
Nate: Doaa it inclede 22 A — T L
Ooals Mot whuck dowts. A S

| TOTAL 5 5 .| 0 61

I Amy Related Cases Il Navy Related Cases - ‘ All data 3s of 30 Sep 2004.
I USMC Related Cases E] Other Remd Cases UNCLASSIFIED

Detalnee Non-Death Abuse Investlgatlons V)

CASES AFGHANISTAN . maa oTMO rora, | S

'™
DR Ry
¥ )
TOPENY
M d e e

iy ':iii‘:m EIEEN | E MR 6] 107| N/A

_ M‘ﬁ; .-'.’ti'.'i i
. |oerkiee gy | 5| T I 149 | €5
B * Contractor L
TOTAL 22 218 16  |256| 65
#ll Amy Related Cases Nl Navy Related Cases I Al duis as of 30 Sep 2004,
I USMC Related Cases | *| Other Releted Cases UNCLASSIFIED
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GTMO, three concerned incidents in Afghanistan,
and 60 concerned incidents in Iraq. These 71 cases
involve at least 122 victims, and so far, disciplinary
or administrative action has been taken against
115 service members for misconduct. (This action
includes numerous non-judicial punishments, 15
summary courts-martial, 12 special courts-martial,
and 9 general courts-martial.) Criminal investiga-
tion of detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib, which has
already resulted in the preferral of court-martial
charges against seven service members and a
guilty plea from three of those members, remains

open.

(U) In addition, we concluded that o:i.,e"

closed, substantiated investigation did not_consti-
tute abuse for our purposes. This case involved a
soldier at GTMO who dared a detainee to.'tﬁrqw a
cup of water on him, and after the detainee com-
plied, reciprocated by throwing a cup of water on
the detainee. The soldier was removed from that
camp as a consequence of inappropriate interac-
tion with a detainee. - We discarded this investiga-
tion, leaving us 70detames abuse cases to analyze.

(U) A comparifon of our detainee abuse
analysis with those of the Jones, Fay, and Teguba
reports is provided later, in our section discussing
Iraq. Unlike those reports, however, we did not
investigate specific allegations of misconduct,
Rather, our examination consisted of a broad
review of investigative reports, focusing on factors
that may have played a role in these incidents of

COPY NUMBER ONE

abuse. Our review was intended neither as a legal
assessment of specific cases, nor as & recommenda-
tion for commanders in the independent exercise of
their responsibilities under the Uniform Code of
Military Justice (UCMJ) or other administrative
procedures. o

Categorizing Abuse Cases (U)

(IDAsanxmhnlmatw;weenmmedtha

abuse cases fof any trends related to geographic
areas or individual units within Afghanistan and
Irag; however, we found no such trends.

" (U) We next analyzed the 70 closed, sub-

; stantlated abuse cases by grouping them by sever-

ity and location, and then by whether they were
related to interrogation. We also categorized the
cases by service and component (e.g., US. Army
Reserve) of the personnel involved. Our results are
described below.

(U) Severity of Abuse

(U) As noted previcusly, we considered seri-
ous abuse to be misconduct resulting, or having the
potential to result, in death or grievous bodily
harm. Weusedtbedeﬁniﬁnnof'gﬁevmubodﬂy
harm" contained in the Manual for Courts-Marhal
(2002 edition): "Grievous bodily harm' means seri-
ous bodily injury It doesnot include minor injuries
such as a black eye or bloody nose, but does include

N R R
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fractured or dislocated bones, deep cuts, torn mem-
bers of the body, sericus damage to internal organs,
and other serious bodily injuries.” In addition, we
considered all sexual asgaults (in the Manual for
Cowrts-Martial termed "Indecent Assault"), threats
to inflict death or grievous bodily harm, and mal-
treatment likely to result in death or grievous bod-
ily harm to be serious abuse.

(U) As reflected in the chart below, there
were a total of six substantiated deaths (one in

COPY NUMBER (fes

Afghanistan and five in Iraq), 26 serious abuse
incidents that did not result in death (all in Iraq),
and 88 minor abuse incidénts (two in
Afghanistan, seven in GTMO, and 29 in Irag).
(We should note that the cases involving the two
Bagram PUC deaths were substantiated and
closed on October 8, 2004, after the majority of
our analysis had been completed. These cases,
therefore, are not mcluded in the data that we
analyzed.) Of the 64 ptm-death -abuse cases ana-
lyzed, two. w_g.re'sexpal assaults. The majority of

Closed Substantiated Abuse Cases (U)

70

80

§0 _

40 ) M Deaths

Serious Abuse
30 | |Minor Abuse
” .. 2’
10T
. . . 1
0 “ I ? I
N Afhanistan GIMO -]
UNCLASSIFIED
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the remaining cases were assaults snd other Temporary Holding Facilities (THF) (eg., Corps

forms of physical abuse. Holding Areas or Division Collection Points), and
internment/resettlement facilities were considered
(U) Location of Abuse Detention Facilities (DF) (eg., Abu Ghraib). Thess

terms are functional in nature rather than doctri-
(U) For the purposes of our analysis, W pa] and mmedhereonlyforthopu:pouofour
considered "point of capture’ (POC) incidents to analysis, .
include any deaths or abuse occurring outside of . :
holding facilities, including those that occurred (U) The: chart below depxcts abuses by
furing detaines trangpartation. Faclties af the 4or.n0n Vocations, OF the 70 caves analyzed, 23
division level and below were considered -

Reported Abuse by Site Type (U)

M Death
L1Abuse
. PointofCaptrs  Temporary Holding  Detention Facity Unknown
Facillty

UNCLASSIFIED
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Closed Substantiated Cases by Service Component of
Personnel Involved (U)

50
45
40 4
35
30 L Contractor
25 tiMarines
20 mAMmY
15
10 —
5 —_— 3
o I
Active USARARNG/: " NA Contractor |
Reseve " ":. UNCLASSIFIED

occurred at POC, 25 at THFs, 16 at DFs, and six at
unidentified locations. Included in those figures
arethesmdeathcases:fouratPOC. oneataTHF
andoneataDF :

w Ther;wu:_e 46:Active Component inves-
tigations, 21 Rbsgi-VelNaﬁonalGuard(nhxeResetve.
eight National Ghiard, and four mixed), one from an
unknown- unit, and two contractor-related cases.
The data aré displayed in the chart above.

(U) Relationship of Abuse to Interrogation

(U) We categorized abuses arising from

UNCLASSIFIED ¢ Detainee Abuse

questioning of detainees by any DoD personnel,
not just MI interrogators, as interrogation-related.
In categorizing abuse as "interrogation-related,’ we
took an expansive approach. For example, if & sol-
dier slapped a detainee for failing to answer a ques-
tion at the point of capture, we treated that
misconduct as mterrogatxm -related abuse. Of the
70 investigations analyzed, 20 met this criteria.
Closed substantiated interrogation related abuse
cases are further categorized by theater of opera-
tions and type of site in the chart on the next page.

Analysis of Abuse Investigations (U)

(U) Methodology

91
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Closed Substantiated interrogation Related Abuse Case by Type of
Facllity at which the Incident Occurred (U)

10 .
¢ .
8 L. -
7 S
-8 . ’ nAManistan

5 o u .:» u GTMO
4 g 11kaq
3 i .
2 ' sy B
1 , - s
o Re i .[}f:i Iﬁg;l

Point of Capture Temporary  Detentlon Faclllty Unknown

UNCLASSIFIED

Holding Facllity

(U) Afer categorizing the' substantiated
abuse cases, we reviewed each investigation report
to identify possible explanations for the abuse. For
abuses investigated by a service triminal investiga-
tive agency (CID or NCIS), we reviewed the com-
plete mvestxganve reports. These investigations
generally eontamed statements from eyewitnesses
mﬂ,msmeuses,statemmtsﬁ'ommpectsand
purperted victims. . For investigations conducted
by mdm_g_'lual commands which generally
addressed the less serious incidents, we reviewed
summaries or reports of the substantiated abuse,

(U) Findings
(1) Our review suggested that there iz no

92

single explanation for why abuses occurred; rather,
2 combinstion of factors played a role. After hun-
dreds of interviews, however, one point is clear - we
found no direct (or even indirect) link between
interrogation palicy and detainee abuse. We note
that our conclusion is consistent with the findings
of the Independent Panel to Review DoD
Detention Operations, chaired by the Honorable
James R. Schlesinger, which in its August 2004
report determined that *[n)o approved procedures
called for or allowed the kinds of abuse that in fact
occurred. There is no evidence of a policy of abuse
promulgated by senior officials or military author-
ities." In fact, interviews that we conducted at
point of capture and temparary holding facilitiea in
Iraq and Afghanistan showed that a large majority
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of interrogators and most field officers interviewed
&t those locations were unaware of the specific
guidance promulgated and relied solely on their
respective training and experience. This point will
be reiterated and discussed in more detail in later
report sections focused on interrogation operations
in Guantanamo Bay, Afghanistan and Iragq.

(U) If approved interrogation policy did not
cause detainee abuse, the question remains: what
did? While we cannot offer a definitive answer, we
studied the DoD investigation reports for all 70
cases of closed, substantiated detainee abuse to see
ﬂwecmdddetectanypattemaorunderlymgapla
nations. 0uranalysuofthese70casaashowed

that they involved abuses perpetrated by a'_vamty«

of active duty, reserve andnahonalguard;iers«m
nel from three services at varying dates and in
varying locations throughout Afghamstan "and
Iraq, a8 well as a small number of cases at GTMO.
Whiletlﬁslackofapattexjnﬁ'i'gl_w'sagainstasingle,
overarching reason for abuse, we did identify sev-
eral factors that may help explain why the abuse
occurred. %, b w
(T.DFirst,ZSOftheabusecases,mughb'ane
thxrdofthetotal,bccumdatthepomtofeaptm-e
in Afghanistan or Iraq - that is, during or shortly
after the capture of a detainee. This is the point at
which passions often run high, as service members
find themselves in dangerous situations, appre-

UNCLASSIFIED ¢ Detainee Abuse
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hending individuals who may be responsible for
the death or serious injury of fellow service mem-
bers. Because of this potentially volatile situation,
this is also the point at which the need for military
discipline is paramount in order to guard agminst

the possibility of detainee. abuse, lnd that disd-

pline was lachng in some mstanm

(n Second.thenatumd’ﬂnememymlmq
(and to a!esseraxtent,inAfghmutnn)mayhave
plnyedar‘olein'l;h'eabuse‘ Our service members
may have at times permitted our enemy’s treach-
erous tactics and disregard for the law of war -

;. exemplified by improvised explosive devices and

guicide bombings ~ to erode their own standards of

.t_sqnﬂuct. (Although we do not offer empirical data

to support this conclusion, a consideration of past
counterinsurgency campaigns - for example, dur-
ing the Philippine and Vietnam wars — suggests
that this factor may have contributed to abuse)
The highly-publicized case. involving an Army
Lieutenant Colonel in Iraq provides an example.
On August 20, 2003, during the questioning of an
Iraqi detainee by field artillery soldiers, the
Lieutenant Colonel fired his weapon near the
detainee’s head in an effort to elicit information
regarding a plot to assassinate U.S. service mem-
bers. For his actions, the Lieutenant Colonel was.
disciplined and relieved of command.

(U) Finally, a breskdovn of good order and
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discipline in some units could account for other
incidents of abuse. This breakdown implies a fail-
ure of unit-level leadership to recognize the poten-
tial for abuse in detention and interrogation
operations, to detect and mitigate the enormous
stress on our troops in detention and interrogation
operations, and a corresponding failure to provide
the requisite oversight to prevent such abuse., As
documented in previous reports (including MG
Fay's and MG Taguba's investigations), stronger
leadership and greater oversight would have leas-
ened the likelihood of abuse,

COPY NUMBER ONE

this portion of our analysis is larger than in earlier
sections, because we examined not only closed
cases, but also certain open cases. In the chrono-
logical analysis we considered 189 cases, including
69 of the 71 closed, mbsta_nﬁated cases’- one case
was omitted because it did riot identify the date
of abuse, and we again omitted the GTMO water-
throwing case - and 120 of 130 open cases (10 did
not contain dates or Were thefts). We recognize
that manyoftl;e‘open cases may be eventually
proved- unsubstantiated or unfounded; however,
we felt that mcli:dmg the open cases in chronolog-

, :cal analyms might help identify potential trends.

Chronological Analysis of Abuse
Cases (U) :

(U) Overview _

(U) We also conducted a chronologcal
analysmtodeta-mmewhethertherewas any cor-
relation between partxcular events and the rate of
detainee abuse. Speuﬁuﬂly vye considered the
 relationship betwsen_the rate of abuse and the

issuance of new mtmogatmn-related policy direc-
tives to U.S. form in' each theater, and whether
mtensxﬁ__ed combat operations or enemy resistance
might help explain increases or decreases in
detainee abuses. To determine whether abuse
rates could be correlated to such events, we exam-
ined abuse cases on a month-to-month basis.

(U) The total number of cases considered in

K (U)Results

U) GTMO

(U) Relatively few abuses have occurred at
GTMO. As we will describe at further length in the
GTMO section, we believe that this is attributable
to, among other things, effective leadership,
aggressive oversight, and a highly structured envi-
ronment. While three of the abuse cases at GTMO
occurred in April 2008, the same month that the
Secretary of Defense approved a new interrogation
policy for use there, the new interrogation policy
did not cause those ebuses to occur: as the GTMO
section will describe, those abuses were completely
unrelated to interrogation policy. We also found no
correlation with other interrogation policies,
issued in December 2002 and January 2003. (In
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the following charts, issuance of new interrogation
policies is indicated by red triangles.)

(U) Afghanistan

(U) Since Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM began in October 2001, in no single
month were there more than three cases of alleged
abuse. With the limited numbers of reported abuse
cases spread over many mconths, there is no dis-
cernable correlation of those abuses to CJTF 180's
detention and interrogation policies (issued in
January 2003, March 2004, and June 2004), com-
bat operations, or other events.

U Iraq

(U) The total number of abuses in Iraq far
exceeds those in GTMO and Afghanistan, which is
not surprising based on the scale of combat opers-
twnsandtheensumgmsurgency From the begin-

Iraq (U)

18

10

(-2

j -

=

=
WAL

v
A

Nov-03 Jan-04 Mar-04 Mey-04

A
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ning of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM in March
2008 through August 2004, the number of abuse
cases per month remained relatively close to the
average rate of nine per month, with the fewest
number of reported abuses it March 2003 (one),
July 2004 (four), and September 2004 (one). The

issuance of interrogation policy memoranda in

September 2008, October 2003, and May 2004, and
MG Miller's visit to assess detention operations
during August to September2008 (all of which are
described in our section on Iraq) do not appear to
be correlated to the rate of detainee abuse, whether

interrogation-related or not.

"= (U) We did observe spikes in sbuse allega-
" fion in June 2003 (15), November 2003 (16) , and

April 2004 (22). While not necessarily statistical-
ly significant, it is possible that the June 2003 and
April 2004 increases are attributable to the follow-
ing events: '

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) June 2003 Baghdad fell to Coalition
Forces in May 2003. Almost jmmediately there-
after, Iragis engaged in widespread looting and
destruction. In this month, we observed a moder-
ate increase in alleged detainee abuse cases; how-
ever, we found no evidence that this increase was
interrogation-related or associated with U.S. policy
changes. Rather, two thirds of the abuse cases in
June 2003 involved point of capture abuses: the
aggressive efforts of U.S. forces to stop looting and
secure the peace appear to be a likely explanation
for the increased number of alleged abuse cases
that month.

(U) April 2004, This month saw an
increase in combat operations, particularly in
response to recent kidnappings, roadside bomb-
ings, and other attacks by insurgents against coali-
tion forces. The number of US. service members
killed in April 2004 incressed to more than 150,
almost a three-fold increase from only one month
earlier in March 2004. During April 2004, alleged
detainee sbuse cases rése from five (all nom-inter-
rogation related) in March 2004 to 22 in April 2004
(with 8 of thoae ciises being interrogation-related).
1t is poasible, therefore, thst increased combat
opmtin"g_pgmpo and efforts to stem the tide of the

UNCLASSIFIED ¢ Detaines Abuse
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insurgency led to increases in abuses.
Detainee Abuse: Summary (U)

(Uy In sum, we found no evidence that
detainee abuse was relatedt;)any interrogation
policies. ‘This explanation s supported by the more
detailed descriptions of interrogation-related abuse
cases that mppear in the following sections on
GTMO, Afghamstm and Irag. Therefore,
although interrogation policy has not been a causal
factor in detaines sbuse, we found several factors
that may have contributed to the abuse. For exam-

" ple, muchi of it occurred at the paint of capture in

Afghanistan and Iraq, and in many instances our

- sexvice members clearly lacked the discipline nec-

essary at the point of capture to ensure that
detainees were treated appropriately. Another fac-
tor may be the nature of the insurgency that we
have encountered - one in which our enemy’s die-
regard for the law of war may have at times led to
an ercsion of our own standards of conduect.
Finally,abreakdowningoodorderanddiscipliqe,
which may be attributable to the absence of strang

leadership or oversight, may have contributed to

setting the conditions for abuse.
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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 outmanbmofal
Qaeda and their Taliban protectors from the hills
and caves of Afghemistan, As guspected terrorists,
these first detunweretrand'médtothebase
for interrogation, . By { the summer of 2002, the
detmneepoptﬂahonatGTMOhadqmcklypown
to nearly 600, anumberthathas remained fairly
steady up until the presmt.

(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

SECRET/NORORN ™+ atmo

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,
GTMOwanconslderedaplacewhmthesebeneﬁts
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 recent 1S, Supreme Court decision in
Rasul v Bush, __ S.Ct. __ (2004), which held that
the US. courts have Junsdxctxon to consider chal-
lengesto the detention of foreign nationals held at
GTMO. At the same time, the Supreme Cowrt held
in Hamdi v Rumsfeld, __ S.Ct. _ (2004), that eny
U.S, citizens held in the US. as enemyeombatnnu
haveadnepromnghttohaveameaningﬁﬂ
Gpporhmity to contest their detention before a -
neutral decisionmaker.

(U) The combatants captured in
Afghanistan during Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM did not wear military uniforms or fall
into any traditional military hierarchy This pre-
sented the challenge, therefore, of dstermining .
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 beftlefield
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 detaines was then sent fram 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,  general officer; des”

ignated by the Commander of US.. Central
Command (CENTCOM), reviewed the screenmg
team's recommendation and made a final recom-
mendation to Department ofDefenseoEﬁmalsm
Washington, D.C. :

(U) A Departmént of Defense review panel,
including legal advisois and representatives from
the Joint Staff and- the Office of the Under
Secretary ofDefense for Policy, assessed this final
recommendatwn and if necessary, made addition-
al inquiriés: regarding the detainee. Upon the
review panel’s recommendation and final 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. Leu than eight
percent of these detainees (atotalof?ﬁzuof
October 28, 2004) were ultimately transferred to
GTMO. The most recent’ tra;ufeys ‘occurred in
September 2004, as DoD announced on Septerber
22, 2004 that that it had transferred 10 detainees
from Afghanistan to GTMO. These were the first
transfers sitice November 2003,

4SANE)-As of October 2004, there were 550
detainees at GTMO. Of the detainees sent to
. during Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM, 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 Arabis, 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 information to an
Administrative Review Board concerning why the
detaines 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
msking that assessment, and the difficully now
facing the Administrative Review Boards. On
September 26, 2004, Afghanistan officials
announced that Abdul Ghaffar, a senior Taliban
commander who had been releaged 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, Afghanistan

in which three Afghan soldiers were killed. .

) (U} Another former Taliban ﬁghter “who
was held at GTMO for appro:qmately two yesrs
and then released in Maich 2004, Abdullah
Mehsud, has mportedly forged ties with al Qaeda
andxsleadmgamxhtantbandthatmopposmg
Paldstani forces hunting al Qaeda fighters along
the Afghamstan Pakmtan border In early October
2004, Mehaud‘i smen Kidnapped two Chinese engi-
neers who weére hélping Pakistan to construct a
dam nesr the border. The kidnappers, who were
surrounded by Pakistani security forces, strapped
explasives 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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tains. The crisis ended on October 14th when
Pakistani forces moved in and killed five of the kid-

"nappers, but one of the hostages also died, and

Mehsud is still at large. Moreover, since his
release, Mehsud has bragged to reparters that he
tricked his interrogatars into believing that he was
someone else, and hes statéd that he will fight
America "until the very end." *

(U) Iri- addition. to Ghaffar and Mehsud,
Afghanoﬁualshave stated that at least five other
Afghan detainees” released from GTMO have
returned toAfghanmtan and again become Taliban
commmdm or fighters. The number may be
hlghu;_nsthereareuncon'oboratedreportstlmtm
additional seven have participated in attacks or
pmﬁded support to anti-coalition forces in

Afghanistan.
(U) Detention and Interrog'aﬁoi: 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 temparary, 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. Th_edetaineeadqptontheﬂoox;with
mats and blankets.
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tsg‘:w interrogation facilities at Camp X- 2002, the detainee population, numbering just over
Ray were also spartan. The interrogation rooms 300 individuals, moved from Camp X-Ray to Camp
were gimple, plywood structures, but they did Delta, whereupon Camp X-Ray was closed. Camp -
have air conditioning. These rooms were approx- Delta has since expanded to 816 detention units, 8¢
imately fifteen by fifteen feet, and commonly of which are maximum security. .

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

. . Also within Camp Delta is the
units, with room fo expand as needed. In la_te Aprl :. detainee hospital, which is dedicated to providing

Aetial Photograph of GTMO

OO

o
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medical care to the detainees and has a twenty bed
capacity. Additionally, in April 2004 a maximum-
security 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.
‘

a lower-security detention facility that at one point )
held three juvenile combatants, aged 13 to 15 (U) Evolution of the Command
years, who had been captiired in Afghanistan. Orgenization

These juveniles were repatristed to their home

(U) The command organization at GTMO
has evolved significantly over time. Simply stated,
the most significant aspect of the current organi-
zation is that it places both intelligence and deten- .,
tion operations under the command of a single
entity, designated Joint Task Force GTMO (JTF-
GTMO), whereas the original organization had
separauchainsnfeommandforinteﬂiganceand
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 gub-
ject of recent controversy, in light of MP participa-
tion in many of the abuses perpetrated at Abu
Ghraib prison in Iraq. The details of the respective
MI and MP roles (as well as & discussion of what
those roles should be) are addressed elsewhere in
the report; the purpose of the discussion here is
merely to trace the evolution of the command
organization at GTMO,

(U) Just prior to the arrival of the first

detainees on January 11, 2002, US. Southern
Command (SOUTHCOM) established Jomt Task
Force 160 (JTF-160) to be mponslble for the secu-
rity and detention of the detainees arriving at
GTMO. This joint task force was essentially an MP
organization. BGen Mlcbael Lehnert USMC, orig-
inally commanded this task force, but was quickly
succeeded by BG Rick Baccus, who tack command
on March 28 2002.- . ’
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(U) The existence of two, separate joint
taskforeesmate&abiﬁlwatedchainot‘command
thatmpededwopaahmbetwemthebﬂmuﬁsm
JTF170andtheMPumtstTF1603nddxdnot
establish priorities for their competing interroga-
tion and detention missions. Two external reviews

. of ..._ixite_lligence operations at GTMO, the
:‘.I'_Ie"ﬁ'-ington GTMO Report in March 2002 and the

Custer Report in September 2002, were critical of
this command structure. COL Herrington's

Repart, which was provided to MG Dunlavey as

well ag the Acting Commander of SOUTHCOM,
MG Gary Speer, USA, was particularly pointed in
its remarks. For example, the report called it a
"basic principle of human intelligence exploitation”
that the intelligence function must be supported by
the security function, and observed that in GTMO,
"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-GTMO Organization (U)

" souTHcOM
" GEN Jarnes il

. JIFGTMO
BG Jey Hood

. i
Deputy Cdr for Operations
BG Mertin Lucent

f-l

mo-lmmm Jﬂlllnbrﬁlﬁonm mwmup

c-mm
-Campt
«Camp 2

-Camp 3

~Camp 4 L
Camp Echo . MU
Camp § ’

forces were combined and renamqélJ.uint Task Force
GTMO. MG Geoffrey Miller, USA was appointed to
leadthunew;omttaskfmce. MG Miller was suc-
ceededbyBGJayHoodonMardz% 2004, when
MG Miller Was transferred to Iraq to be Deputy
Commander for Detainee Operations, Multinational
Force-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

“SECRETANOFORN-* ctmo
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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 time.
GTMO Counter-Resistance Policy Development (U)
L] '%wmm . "SEODEanm "mmcmom
3 delainees: Treat humanaly *. | approving Tier i,
g . enﬂ;.ul
.::,' e P progations SECOEF raacods 2 Dec e
.
L
g |
%
4 - o
S ¢
L 1] HENEEER
TEFLTTT SNARAR
] et b AL BN
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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 tramedto resist them. This
eventually led SOUTHCOM on Oct.ober 25, 2002,
to seek Secretary of Défense appruval to use addi-
tional techniques beyond those specifically listed
in FM 34-52, orwhatwemllcall "counter resist-

ance” tecbmques. _' -

] (U) On December 2, 2002, the Secretary of
Det'ense approved a limited number of the count-

.. er‘resistance techniques that SOUTHCOM had

Evolution of Approved Interrogation - -

Techniques at GTMO (U)

(U) The interrogation techmques approved
for use at GTMO have evolved mgmﬁcanﬂy over
hme,andbeenthembjectofmuchstudyand
debate within the senior echelons of both the uni-
formedmhtazymdtheOﬁiceofthaSecretmyof
Defense. The h!ghhghts of thh evolution are
depnctedmtheﬁgugebgtheprevmuspage, and
described briefly below. . This is followed by a
detailed, chfbnologxcal examination of the major
events and’ pomh of debate that have shaped the
developmem: 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™ Gmmo

'requested but rescinded his approval on January
™. 15;20038. 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
"unlawful combatants outside the United States”
subject to limitations described later in this sec-
tion. In an April 16, 2008 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
34-52, and likely had been trained on US. interro-
.. gation methods. COL Jobn Custer, USA, who led

#Joint Staff team from August 14 to September
""10, 2;{02 in reviewing intelligence collection oper-
ations at GTMO, reflected this concern in his final

report, which observed that "JTF-170 has upen
enced limited success in extracting information
from many of the detainees at G’I'MO" beeause
“traditional [interrogation) techmques have proven
themselves to be ineffective 1 m ‘many cases.” The
report noted that "[m]any of ihe detainees have
undoubtedly received. vxgorous reslst.ance to inter-
rogation training,” andﬂmt (:he detmnees appeared
to understand the Geneva Convention rules, as
well as the ttad:honal *US rules of engagement

(hm:tahons) regardmg interrogations."

(U) Members of el 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 asthe
Manchester Document, this manual contained
detailed information on interrogation resistance,
including instructions that an'al Qasda "brother"
must: I

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

* (U) maintain his cover story by "saying only
the things that you agreed upon with your
commsnder,” and "executing the security

" plan that was agreed upon prior to-execu-

. tion of the operation and not deviating from

S

_» (U) "pretend that the pain is severe by bend-
ing over and crying loudly” in the event that
an interrogator applies physical coercion

* (U) "discbey the interrogator's orders as
much as he can by raising his voice [and)
cursing the interrogator back"

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

+ (U) "proudly take a firm and oppoging posi-
tion against the enemy and not obey the
Ordm"

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

* () "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"
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* (U) "remember the basic rule: even a little sible to leverage control over the detainces while
disclosure of information would increase providing acceptable guidelines for questioning”
your amount of torture and result in addi- Such a paper, COL Custer suggested, "could be
tional information for the questioning appa- used as a ‘rule of thumb’' or ‘Rules of Engagement'
ratus,” and ebmlnahng interrogator con.ﬁmon

* (U) remain "petient, steadfast, and silent
about any information whatsoever" [(9)]

(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. Thedan-
ger, then, was twofold On the one hand,
interrogators might believe that then' hands were
essentislly tied by FM 34-52, andadoptanoverbv
conservative approach that would fail to extract
intelligence from resistant dqlgamees Ori the other
hand, interrogators who believed that they were
uncenstrained 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
interrogators- _d;dm not *have a clear, delineated
understanding of ail 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-
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(U) JTF-170's Requeat for Counter Reswtanoe
Techniques

¥

S

Xy

YSY The concerns described above led the
JTF-170 Commander; MG Michael Dunlavey, to for-
ward a request on October 11, 2002 to SOUTH-
COM, »iseékiz;_g'“—_appx.'ovnl of 19 interrogation
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) 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
intelligence, the same methods had becoms less
eﬁ'ective over time." 4

() MG Dunlavey's request divided these
additional, counter resistance interrogation tech-
niques into three categories, based upon the per-
ceived severity of the techniques. Category I
techniques could be employed by an interrogator as
part of a normal interrogation plan, vetted by the
interrogator's immediate supervisors. Each use of
Categary II techniques would require the approval
of the Interrogation Section Officer in Charge
(OIC). Category I techniques, the most aggres-
sive, could only be used after obtaining approval
from the JTF-170 Commander. Each use of
Category ITI techniques 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.

m
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" JTF-170 Proponed Counter Resistance Techniques - October 11, 2002 (U)

) Categnytechmques

. ﬂDYdhngatthedetmnee,hxtupresdyududmgyemngthatwomdmusepmnwdmage
the detainee's hearing 2

* (U) The use of multiple interrogators

. ﬂDDeeuvmgthedetmneebyhawngthemteﬂogatorpmmtafa]sesdmmy Theassmnp-
tion of a false identity would be intended topamtthemtem)gntm-asextheracmzm ofa
foreign nation, or as an interrogator from a country mthareputahon forharsh treatment

" of detainees e T T

(U) Category II techniques ‘ :

* (U) The use of stress positions (like standing), for amamnnm ofﬁour hours

. (U)'I‘heu.seoffalmﬁeddocumentsorreports Loh

. (U)Theuseofanmolahonfacihtyforuptowdm,thhmyutenswnsbeyondthemdaya
requiring approval from the JTF-170 Commander -

* (U) Interrogation of the detmneemapenvxronment otherthanthe standard interrogation
booth -

* (U) Deprivation of hghtandaudxto:y stunuh

* (U) The use ofahoodplncedomthe deta.meeshead dunngh-ansporttﬁonandquestmn-
ing (the hood should not restnctbreathmgm anyway and the detainee should be under
dzrectobsewationwhenhooded)

. (U)Theuaeof20-hmn-mtemgahons '

* (U) The removal 6f all comfort items (including religious items)

. (U)Smtchmgthe detamees diet from hot meals to Meals, Ready-to-Eat (Amencan mihtary
ﬁeldrahons) i

. (mnmovalofdochmg

. (T-DFmvedgroomng(ahavmgoffama]hametc)

* (U) The ue of a detainee's individual phobias (such as fear of dogs) to induce stress

(lDCategorylehmques :

. (lDTheuseofawnmoadesxmedhconvmcethedetameethatdeathorseverelypamﬁxl
consequences are imminent for him and/or his family

. (IDExposuretocoldweathzrorwater(mthappmpnuemedmlmomhonng)

* (U) The use of a wet towel and dripping water to induce the misperception of suffocation

* (U) The use of mild, non-injurious physical contact such as grabbing, poking in the chest with
the finger, and light pushing :
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(U) MG Dunlavey indicated that the
Category ITI techniques were "required for a very
small percentage of the most uncooperative
detainees,” which he estimated to be “less than
three percent” of those held at GTMO. Under the
proposed policy, any of the most aggressive tech-
niques that would “require more than light grab-
bing, poking or pushing” were to "be administered
only by individusls specifically trained in their safe
application.”

JTF-170 Staff Judge Advocate,

ﬂhe@wm extensive legal review of the -
interrogation and counter resistance policy pro-
posed by MG Dunlavey. This legal review was
declassified and released to the public by the Office
of the Secretary of Defense on June 22, 2004 Asa
result of her legal review, which emuned t.he pro-
posed policy in light of domestic criminal lnw, the
Unifarm Code of MllltaryJus_twe, treaties, custom-
ary international law, "and-‘decigions of the
European Court of Human Rights,
recommended that Category I techniques be
approved for general use. She recormmended that
whenever "interrogations involving Category- II
and 1T methods® were planned, however, that the
mterrogahons "undergo a legal review prior to
their cominencement.”

(U) The SOUTHCOM Commander, GEN
Hill, forwarded JTF-170's request for approval of
counter resistance techniques to the Chairman of
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the Joint Chiefs of Staff on October 25, 2002.
GEN Hill noted that JTF-170 had “ielded critical
intelligence support for forces . pmsecuhng the
War on Terrorism,” but that "dapxte our best
efforts, some detainees have temaously resisted
our current interrogation met.hoda." He stated
that he believed "the first two categories of tech-
niques are legal and humane,” but was uncertain
whether all the techniques in the third category
were "legal under US. law, given the absence of
judicial interpretation of the U.S. torture statute."
GEN Hill was particularly troubled by the use of
mﬁliediir‘expressedthreats of death against the
detainee or his family. He requested, therefore,
that the Department of Defense and the
Department of Justice review the third category of
techniques. Finally, GEN Hill urged quick action
on JTF-170's request for counter resistance tech-
niques in view of the pressing need for actionable
intelligence.

(U) On October 29, 2002, the Director of
the Joint Staff, then-Lieutenant General John P
Abizaid, instructed the J-§ section of the Joint
Staff, the Strategic Plans and Policy Directorate, to
“take the lead in pulling this together quickly" On
October 80, the J-5 section circulated MG
Dunlavey’s proposed techniques to the Joint Staff
Office of Legal Counsel, J-2, J-3 and the service
planners for comment, establishing a deadline of

SECRET/NOFORN— cTMmO

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

S VU T R VW TR ST WM S m v

i

DOD JUNE

3476



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

COPY NUMBER ONFrn
%

November 7.
(U) The Debate Surrounding the Request for -

Counter Resistance Techniques
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had revolted against the four hijackers before they
could maneuver the plane into either the White
House or the US. Capitol. In August 2001,
Kahtani had been refused entry by a suspicious
immigration inspector at Florida's Orlando
International Airpart, where the 9/11 leadhuacker.
Mohamed Atta, was waxtmg for him. Thus,
Kahtaniiseommonlyrefermdtouthe'wﬂl
hijacker." (Wenotefordmﬁeahonﬂmtmenm
reports have u.lso reférred to Zacarias Mouasaoui,
who was arresfeii_meonnectaon with the 9/11
attacks, as the "20th hijacker”; however, it is more
accurate to use this description with Kahtani.)

(U) The Interrogation Plan for
Mohamed al Kahtani

(U) As discussion of JTF-170's request pro-
gressed, intelligence, gathered from a variety of
sources indicated- tha]:‘an al Qaeda operation
against targettin the’ United States was likely or
even imminent, . Inbelhgenee also indicated that
Mohamed al Kahtam, a Saudi citizer and al Qaeda.
operative_ held ‘at GTMO, possessed information
that could facilitate United States action against
that threat. As the 9/11 Commission Report
observed, Kahtani was the operative who likely
would have rounded qut the team that hijacked
United Airlines Flight 93, which crashed into an
empty field in Shanksville, PA after the passengers
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mendedtotheSeaetaryofdeﬂmthe
approveforusealloftheCategorylandlItach—
niques, butonlythehstot‘the Category I tech-
niques, authorizing mild, non-injurious physical
contact such as grabbing, poking in the chest with
a fingér; and light pushing. This recommendation
the;'efom excluded the most aggressive Category
IIItechmques use of scenarios designed to con-
vince the detainee that death or severely painful
consequences are imminent for him and/or his
family, exposure to cold weather or water, and the
use of a wet towel and dripping water to induce the
misperception of suffocation - that had particular-
ly concerned both GEN Hill and representatives on
the Joint Staff. Mr. Haynes noted in his forward-
ing memorandum that "[while all Category I
techniques may be legally available, we believe
that, as a matter of policy, & blanket approval of
Category III techniques is not warranted at this
time." This reflected Mr. Haynes' view that "[o]ur

f00 T Armed Forces are trained to a standard of interro-
(U) Secretary of Defense Approval of a Limited  gation that reflects a tradition of restraint.”
Number of Gounter Resistance Techniques

(U) The Secretary of Defense accepted this
recommendation on December 2, 2002 by noting
his approval on Mr. Haynes' November 27, 2002
memorandum. Below his signature, the Secretary
questioned why standing (which was listed as an
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example under Category II stress positions) would
be limited to 4 bours when he “stand[s) for 8-10
bours a day” This memorandum, with the
Secretary's approval, was declassified and released

(U) Category It
1. (U) Yelling
2. (1) Use of multiple interrogators

) Q#amll.

interrogation booth -

questioning

12,
military Beld rations)
13. (U) Reriioval of clothing

(U)ﬂateaium-

“SECRET/NOFORN— Ggruo

« December 3, 2002 Approved Cmm«fﬁtmce Interrogation TME_(U )

3. (U) Deceiving the detainee by having the mterrogator present a faJse uienhty

. (U) Stress positions (like standing), for a maxnnum of four hours

5. (U)'I‘lwuaeoffalsxﬁeddommentsorrepoﬂa y

6. (U) Isolation for up to 30 days, with any extenmons beyond the 30 days requiring
approval from the JTF-GTMO Commander D

7. (U) Interrogation of the detainée in' an en\uronmmt other than the standard

8. (1) Deprivation of light and audxbory stmmli )
9. (U) The use of a hood placed over the detainee’s head during transportation and

10. (U) The use of 20-hour mtemogatxons
11. (U) The removal qf all comfart items (including religious items)
)] Sw;tchmgthe detainee's diet from hot meals to Meals, Ready-to-Eat (American

14. ~(U) Fomedgroommg (shaving of facial hair, efc.)
: 156 (U).The use of a detainee’s individual phobias (such as fear of dogs) to induce stress

16. (U) The use of mild, non-injurious physical contact such as grabbing, poking in the
chest with the finger, and light pushing

COPY NUSMEAR (B Enn-

on-June 22, 2004. For ease of refer-

to the pulyli

ence, the ter resistance techniques approved
by the on Decamber 2, 2002 are listed in
the fi below. -

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) We note for clarification purposes that
the Independent Panel apparently was under the
impression that the above techniques could only be
employed with advance notice to the Secretary and
his personal approval, which the Panel believed
was "given in only two cases.* The December 2,

2002 memorandum, however, approved these tech-
niques for general use and did not require that the
Secretary receive advance notice or grant specific
approval before the techniques could be employed.
Nevertheless, as a practical matter, the
Independent Panel was correct that the use of
Category II and ITI techniques was largely limited
to Kahtani and one other high-value detainee, as -
discussed later in thls section.

(U) Rescission of the Counter
Resistance Techniques

(U) Shortly after the Deceinber 2, 2002
approval of these counter resistance techmques,
reservations expressed by "the General Council of
the Department of the Navy, Alberto J. Mora, led
the Secretary of Defenae on January 15, 2003 to
rescind his approval of ali Category I techniques
and the one Category I technique (mild, non-inju-
rious physxcal eentact), leaving anly Category I
techmques in eﬁ'ect

8 8)) Concern.s Raised by the General Counsel of
the Department of the Navv

oo
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