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In responss, the Secretary on January
12, 2003 orally rescinded his December 2, 2002
memorandum, and then issued a January 15, 2003
memorandum to the SOUTHCOM Commander,
.. GEN Hill, officially rescinding his approval of the
Ca_tegiry II and one Category I techmiques
described above. As a practical matter, this deci-
sion limited the approved techniques at GTMO to
the Category I techniques (yelling, the use of mul-
tiple interrogators, and deceiving the detainee by
having the interrogator present a false identity) in
addition to the techniques and guidance found in
FM 34-52.

(U) The Secretary did allow, howsver, that
if the SOUTHCOM Commander determined that
“particular techniques in either of the two cate-
gories are warranted in an individual case, you
should forward that request to me," and that such
a request "should include a thorough justification
for the employment of those techniques end a
detailed plan for the use of such techniques." Ths
Secretary also reiterated the underlying impera-
tive, established by the President, that "[iln all
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interrogations, you should continue the humane

et e it e ot N
interrogation technique employed.”" Finally, the
Secretary advised GEN Hill that he had set in
motion "a study to be completed within 15 days,"
committing himself to “provide further guidance *
Thie January 15, 2003 memorandum, criginally
classified as secret, not releasable to foreign
nationals, was declassified and released to the pub-
lic on June 22, 2004.

(U) Effect of the Secretarv’s Rescission on
the Interrogation of Kahtani
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(U) The Development of Current Interropation
Policy

(U) On January 15, 2008, the same day ’
that he officially rescinded the Category II and -

one Category III techniques, the Secretary of
Defense by memorandum directed ths. ééneral
Counsel of the Department of Defense, "Mr.
Haynes, to establish a workmg group to ‘assess
the legal, policy and operatxonal fssues relating to
the interrogation of detnmees in the Globa! War
on Terror held by, Umte& States forces outside
the United States: temtoxy_ The Secretary speci-
fied that the’ workmg _group should consist of
experts from the Office of General Counsel, the
Office of the- Undersecretary of Defense for
Policy, the military services and the Joint Staff.
The working group was tasked to make "recom-
mendations for employment of particular inter-
rogation techniques by DoD interrogators”
within 15 days. The Secretary also directed that

~—SEGRETNORORN-* grmo
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the working group address the legal issues rele-
vant to the interrogation of detainees and the
policy considerations related to the use of inter-
rogation techniques, including the recommended
techniques' "contribution to intelhgence collec-
tion," their "effect on the treatment of captured
US. personnel," and their impact on potential
detainee prosecutions. The tasking also called
for an analysis of:the *historical role of US.
armed forces in conduicting investigations.” This
memora.ndfﬁn. originally classified as secret, not
releasable 6 foreign nationals, was declassified
and released to the public on June 22, 2004.

~.* (U) In response to the Secretary's tasking,
Mr, Haynes on January 17, 2003 requested that
the General Counsel of the Department of the Air
Force, Mary Walker, chair an interdepartmental
worldnggrouptoprepareu;assess_mentandmc-
ommendations regarding the legal, policy, and
operational issues relating to the interrogation of
detainees held by the U.S. Armed Forces in the
Global War on Terror. On the same date, Ms.
Walker issued a memo requesting the participation
of the Under Secretary of Defense for Palicy, the
General Counsels of the Army and Navy, the
Director of the Joint Staff, the Director of the
Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), the Counsel for
the Commandant of the Marine Corpa, the Judge
Advocates General of the Army, Navy, Air Force,
and the Staff Judge Advocate to the Commandant
of the Marine Corps in the “Detainee Interrogation
Working Group” (hereinafter “Worlnng Group").
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(U) Initial Discussions of the Working Group
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(U) M. Walker on April 4, 2003 presented
to Mr. Haynes the final version of the Working
Group Report on Detaines Interrogations in the
Global War on Terrorism: Assessment of Legal,
Histarical, Policy and Operational Considerations.

The final report of April 4, 2003 was
not provided to the Warking Group participants,
principals or action officers. In fact; the majority of
the Working Group participants first saw a copy of
the final April 4, 2003 report in June 2004 when it
was declassified and released to the public.
According to Ma. Walker, her office was instructed
by Daniel Dell'Orto, Principal Deputy General
Counsel of the Department of Defense, not to pro-
vide copies of the final report to the Working Group
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participants. According to Mr. Dell'Orto, he direct-
ed that the final repart not be distributed because
he was concerned that "some might use it in set-
tings other then Guantanamo and thereby cause
confusion,” particularly since it contained discus-
sion of techniques that had been purposely reject-
ed by the Secretary of Defense an March 28, 2003.

SANTT On April 5, 2003, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen Myers, forwarded to
the Secretary of Defense an action memorandum,
which enclosed a separate, proposed memorandum
on interrogation techniques to the SOUTHCOM
Commander for the Secretary’s signature. This

proposed memorandum to the SOUTHCOM -, ‘hniiques for use at GTMO; in fact, the memo-

Commander contained 24 interrogation tech-
niques. In his action memorandum, General
Myershotedthathewasmdingthexﬁemoran
dum to the Secretary as a follow-up to "our discus-
sion on 31 March regarding the Worlnng Group
Report on Detainee Interrogations in the Global
War on Terrorism." OnAprﬂ 8,-2003, Mr. Haynes
concwrred with Gen Myera tecommendanon, and
on April 15, 2003, Doughs Feith, the Under

~SECRET/NOFORN—. ctmo

- randum contains
"Interrogations at GTMO continue to be governed

COPY NUMBRE;AFbrn—

‘Secretary of Defense for Policy, also concurred.

(U) The Secretary of Defense on April 16,
2008 approved the memorandum to the SOUTH-
COM Commander. Entitled "Counter-Resistance
Techniques in the War on Terrariarh,” the memo-
randum noted in its first sentenee that the
Secretary had conmdened ‘the™ report of the
Wm'hngGmupthatldlmbedbembhshedon
January 15, 2003.": ~The memorandum contained

24 epproved mtemg;ﬂon techniques that were

"limited to interrogations of unlawful combatants
held at Guantanimo Bay, Cuba." (We note for clar-
ification purposes that the Mikalashek Report indi-
catedthatth:smunﬁrandum approved 26 specific

only 24 techniques).

by this memorandum to this day. The memoran-
dum, originally classified as secret, not releasable
to foreign nationals, was declassified and
released to the public on June 22, 2004. The 24
approved techniques are listed in the figure on
the following pages, as described verbatim in the
memorandum.
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April 16, 2003 Approved GTMO Interrogation Teclmiques ({h)

1. (U) Direct: Asking straightforward questions.

2. (U) Incentive/Removal of Incentive: Providing a reward or removing a prmlege» 31’0'“ and
beyond those that are required by the Geneva Convention, from detaineés. [Caution:
Other nations believe that detainees are entitled to POW protections may consider that
provision and retention of religious items (e.2., the Koran) ate protected under interna-
tional law (ses, Geneva I, Article 34), Although the provisions of the Geneva Convention
are not applicable to the interrogation of unlawful combatants, “consideration should be
given to these views prior to application of the technique.] "

(U) Emotional Love: Playing on the love a detainee has forz an individual or youp.

(U) Emotional Hate: Playing on the hatred :detameehasforanmdividualorpoup

(U) Fear Up Harsh: Significantly increasing | the fear level in a detainee.

(U) Fear Up Mild: Moderately increasing the fear jevel in a detainee.

(U) Reduced Fear: Reducing the fear level in a detainee.

. (U) Pride and Ego Up. Boostmgthe ego of a detainee,

. (U) Pride and Ego Down. . Attaclnng or insulting the ego of a detainee, not beyond the lim-
its that would apply to a POW. [Caution: Article 17 of Geneva XII provides, "Prisoners of
war who refuse to énswer may rot be threatened, insulted, or exposed to any unpleasant
or disadvantageous treannent of any kind." Other nations that believe that detainees are
entitled to POW proteehons may consider this technique inconsistent with the provisions
of Geneva. Although the provisions of the Geneva Convention are not applicable to the
mberrognhon of unlawful combatants, conmderahon should be given to these views prior
to apphcahon of the technique.].

10.(U) Futility: Invoking the feeling of futility of a detainee.

11. (U) We Know All: Convincing the detainee that the interrogator knows the enswers to

'aqwnhmnhemksdﬂdeEn«

12. (U) Establish Your Identity: Convincing the detainee that the interrogator has mistaken

the detainee for someone else.

13. (U) Repetition Approach: Continuously repeating the same question to the detainee with-

in interrogation periods of normal duration.

14. (U) File and Dossier: Convincing detainee that that the interrogator has a damning and

© PN s
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inaccurate file, which must be fixed.

15. (U) Mutt and Jeff: A team consisting of a friendly and a harsh interrogator. The harsh
interrogator might employ the Pride and Ego Down technique. {Caution: Oflier“nations
that believe that POW protections apply to detainees may view this technique as incon-
sistent with Geneva III, Article 13 which provides that POWs must be protected against
acts of intimjdation. Although the provisions of the Geneva are not a;pphuble tothe inter-
rogatxon of unlawful combatants, consideration should be gwen o these views prior to
application of the technique.]

16. (U) Rapid Fire: Questioning in rapid succession without allowmg detamee to answer.

17. (U) Silence: Staring at the detainee to encourage dmeomfort.

18. (U) Change of Scenery Up: Ramovmg the detainee from the standanl interrogation set-
ting (generally to a location more pleasant, but no worse).

]9.GDChumadSummmem1Ramwmg&m&MNme&mnﬂmsum&udumuumanuﬁ
ting andp]amnghmmasemngthatmawbeless eomfortable,wmﬂdmteonshtuteasub-
stantial change in environmental qualxty "'-‘-.-.. =

20. (U) Dietary Manipulation: Changmgthe diet ofa detamee no intended deprivation of food
or water; no adverse medical ar cultural effort and without intent to deprive subject of food
or water, e.g., hot rations to M_REs.‘

21. (U) Environmental MampuJatIm 'Altering the environment to create moderate discom-
fort (e.g., adjusting temperature or introducing an unpleasant amell). Conditions would
not be such that theywouldm.]ure the detainee, Detainee would be accompanied by inter-
rogator at all tunes. [Caution: Based on court cases in other countries, some nations may
view apphmhon of this technique in certain circumstances to be inhumane. Cansideration
of these vuewrshould be given prior to use of this technique.]

2. O SleepAd]ustment Adjusting the sleeping times of the detainee (e.g., reversing sleep
cyclec from hight to day) This technique is NOT sleep deprivation.

23 {8y F‘ﬂse Flag: Convincing the detainee that individuals from a country other than the
_Umted States are interrogating him.

24. (U Isolation: Isolating the detainee from other detainees while-still complying with basic

- ptandards of treatment. {Caution: The use of isolation as an interrogation technique
requires detailed implementation instructions, including specific guidelines regarding the
length of isolation, medical and psychological review, and approval for extensions of the
length of isalation by the appropriate level in the chain of command. This techniqueis not
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(U) The Secretary's memarandum specified
that four of these techniques - incentive/removal of
incentive, pride and ego down, Mutt and Jeff, and
isolation - could only be used if the SOUTHCOM

Commander specifically determined that military . N
necessity required their use and notified the -

_ Secretary in advance, The Secretary also state&'iill
of the 24 techniques must be employed Wlth the
following safeguards:

* (U) Limited to use only at strateglc interro-
gation facilities;

« () Therelsagoodbamstobehevethatthe
detainee poasemea cntxcal ‘intelligence;

* (U) The detamee is med.lcally and opera-
tionally evaluated as suitable (considering
all techmques to be used in combination);

()] Interrogators are specifically trained for
the technique(s);

* (UYA-specific interrogation plan (including
reasonable safeguards, limits on duration,
intervals between applications, termination
criteria and the presence or availability of
qualified medical personnel) has been
developed;

140

known to have been generally used for interrogation purposes for langer than 30 days.
Those nations that believe detainees are subject to POW protections may view use of this
technique as inconsistent with the requirements of Geneva III, Article 13 which provides
that POWs must be protected against acts of intimidation; Article 14 which provides that
POWs are entitled to respect for their person; Article 34 which prohlbxts coércion and
Article 126 which ensures access and basic standards of treatment. Although the provi-

sions of the Geneva Convention are not applicable to the mtgrrogatwp of unlawful com-

batants, consideration should be given to these views prior to application of the technique.)

COPY NUMBER ONE

* (U) There is appropriate supervision; and
* (U) There’is appropriate specified senior
“approval for use with any specific detainee
- (after considering the foregaing and receiv-
__ ing legal advice).

Thess safeguards, which the Secretary mandated

'apply to all approved techniques, were virtually

identical to the safeguards that the Working Group
Repart had recommended for only those tech-
niques that the Working Group had identified as
"exceptional.”

(U) The Secretary’s memorandum also reit-
erated that "US armed forces shall continue to
treat detainees humanely and, to the extent appro-
priate and consistent with military necessity, in a
manner consistent with the principles of the
Geneva Conventions." Finally, the Secretary left
open the possibility that other interrogation tech-
niques could be approved, noting that if, in the
SOUTHCOM Commander’s view, he required addi-
tional interrogation techniques for a particular
detainee, he should provide the Secretary, via the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, "a written

R
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request describing the proposed technique, recom-  ence, the 24 techniques are listed in summary form
mended safeguards, and the rationale for applying in the figure below, with those techniques requir-
it with an identified detainee.” For ease of refer- ing advance notice to the Secretary in bold.

. April 16, 2003 Approved Interrogation Techniques (U)
(Techniques requiring advance notice to Secretary of Defanae in bold)
1 (1) Direct .
2 (U) Incentive/removal of incentive
3. (U) Emoctional love .
4 (U)Emotional hate : -
6. (U Fear up harsh T
6. (U) Fear up mild R
7. (U) Reduced fear S
8. (U) Pride andegoup - "%
9.  (U)Pride and ego down '
10.  (U) Futility
11 CU)WeKnowA!l Lo
12 (U) Establish your 1dentxty
3. W Repetxtlon approach
4. O File and dossier
15. ﬂDRﬁﬂtandJéﬁ
16. .~ (U) Rapid fire
17.~_(U) Silence
18, “(U) Change of scenery up

19..  (0) Change of scenery down

L QO R (¢)) Dietary manipulation

" 2. (U) Environmental manipulation

22.  (U) Sleep adjustment
23.  (U) False flag
24, (U) Isolation

141
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(U) These 24 techniques were significantly
less aggressive than the techniques that the
Secretary approved on December 2, 2002. The first
19 of the techniques were identical to the 17 specif-
ically enumerated in FM 34-52, except that the pol-
icy added one technique (Mutt and Jeff) that was
in the 1987 version of FM 34-52 but is not found in
the current version, and the policy also listed
Change of Scenery Up and Change of Scenery
Down as separate techniques, rather than using
the more general Change of Scene technique listed
in FM 34-52. In two cases (incentive/removal of
incentive, and pride and ego down), the policy was

actually more restrictive that FM 34-52, as inter- -

rogators could not use these techniques withcut
advance notice to the Secretary.

(U) Of the remaining five techniques,
(dietary manipulation, environmental manipule-
tion, sleep adjustment, false flag, and isolation),
only one (isolation) was identified by the Working
Group as “exceptional.” - The April 16, 2003 policy
contained none of the most aggressive Category II
techniques - such as stress positions, 20-hour inter-
rogations, refagval of clothing, or use of individual
phobia'é (such as fear of dogs) to induce stress - con-
tained int the December 2, 2002 policy, nor the one
Category I technique (mild, non-injurious physi-
cal contact). Finally, as described above, the cur-
rent policy included a number of safeguards, which
were not gpecifically enumerated in the December
2, 2002 policy

142
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(U) Conclusion

(U) While the foregoing discussion lays out
a detailed and often complicated debate surround-
ing the evolution of approved interrogation tech-
niques for GTMO, several relatively simple themes
emerge. First, the push for-intérrogation tech-
niques beyond those found in FM 34-52 came from
GTMO itself, not from the Office of the Secretary
of Defense or the Joint Chiefs of Staff The GTMO
leadership- and iriterrogatars on the ground felt
that they needed counter resistance techniques in
order to obtain intelligence from high value
detainees who had been trained to resist standard

‘interrogations. Moreover, based on their experi-

ence with the counter resistance techniques - espe-

clally Kahtani's interrogation - the GTMO

leadership felt that such techniques were essential
to mission success. ’

(U) Second, when formulating GTMO
interrogation policy, the Office of the Secretary of
Defense received meaningful input from military
service lawyers. This was mosgt evident in the
establishment of the Working Group in January
2003 and the ensuing debate among the Working
Group representatives that led to the April 16,
2003 interrogation policy. While many of the rep-
resentatives levied strong objections to the OLC
memorandum - ohjections that turned out to be
entirely justified, sspecially in light of the White
House's and DOJ's June 2004 characterization of
the August 1, 2002 memorandum which formed

m

SECRET/NOFORN. « agrmo

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

NN ATT TR ATITIT AT

DOD JUNE

3506



Page 150

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
| COPY NUMEBHE-RBFba—

the basis of the OLC memorandum as “overbroad” of the April 18, 2003 policy, which included only 24
and “unnecessary” - their specific concerns (or at of the 35 techniques recommended by the Warking
the very least, the spirit of their concerns) ulti. Group, and included none of the most aggressive
mately carried the day when the Secretary dra- techniques. This was also true to a lesser extent in
ati : .. the December 2, 2002 policy, which included only
-matically cut back on the Working Group's
. . one of the requested Category III tedunques This
recommendations and accepted only 24 interroga- policy netted valushle imdhgenee, elpeaally from
tion techmques for GTMO an April 16, 2003, the 20th hijacker, Kahtani, and yei the Secretary
took a relatively cautious approach by suapending
(U) Bimilerly, when JTF-170 and SOUTH- - this policy on January 15, 2003, largely in response
COM initially requested counter resistance tech- o Mz Moras coneerns, and establishing the
niques in October 2002, the Joint Staff solicited Working Group
input from all the services during the lead-up to .
the December 2, 2002 policy. While all of the serv- - . (U)Faurth'ﬂmApﬁl 16, 2003 interroga-
ices in November 2002 expressed serious reserva- h;m pohcy for GTMO (which is still in effect) was a
tions about approving these techniques mthout ~conservative policy that was closely tied to FM 34-
further legal and policy review, these vieWs 5g'and contained none of the interrogation tech-
undoubtedly played a role in the Secretary’s ulti- niques - such as stress positions, removal of
mate decision on December 2, 2002 to reject the clothing, or the use of dogs to induce stress - that
three most aggressive Category IIl teclmx;ues. It previous investigations have identified as possibly
is true that, in light of their objecticig, the respec-  Jeading to detainee abuge. As noted above, the first
tive services were uncomfortable~with the 19 techniques in the current policy were virtually
Secretary's adoption of a’ suboet of the counter jgentical to the techniques found in FM 34-52. Of
resistance techniques, bul. this decmon was driven  the remaining techniques, dietary manipulation
* by the perceived urgmcy at, the time of gaining simply conaisted of feeding detainees military field
actionable mtelligenoe from particularly resistant rgtions instead of hot meals; sleep adjustment did
detainees (principally. Kahtani) that could be used nqt entail depriving detainees of sleep, but rather
to thwart possble attacks on the United States. adjusting their sleep cycles from night to day; and
false flag involved the sort of nonviolent trickery or
(U) Th“'d» when considering requests for ,cs that is inherent in many of the FM 34-52 tech-
additional interrogation techniques beyond those niques. The last two techniques, environmental
in FM 34-52, the Office of the Secretary of Defense manipulation and isolation, were the most aggres-

:: :n:lmh;sm\‘;zc:;du &t:;::m sive of the 24, but were to be implemented only
Again, this was most evident in the promulgation with appropriate safeguards.
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(U) Finally, in our view, the unifying theme
among all participants in the debate surrounding
interrogation policy for GTMO - from the
Secretary of Defense, to the Joint Staff, to the var-
ious military service lawyers, to the Working
Group, to the leaders at SOUTHCOM and GTMO
- was the sincere desire to do what was right for the
United States under exceedingly difficult circum-

stances. Much of the debate on interrogation poli-

cy took place when the memory of 9/11 was much
fresher than it is today, and many of the partici-
pants felt that the United States would be attacked
again, and that the detainees at. GTMO had infor-

mation that could prevent such attacks. While it is

impossible to quantify how many American lives
have been saved by the intelligence gathered at

GTMO, it is undoubtedly true that lives have been’

saved. As the Independent Panel wrote,-"[t]he
interrogation of al Qaeda members--held at
Guantanamo has yielded valuable information
used to disrupt and preempt terrorist planning and
activities," and in fact' *(mJuch-of the 9/11
Commission's report on the planning and execu-
tion of the attacks on the World Trads Center and
Pentagon came froni interrogation of detainees.”
The interrogation palicy development process, we
think, reflected the honest efforts of our country's
military and ctvxhan leaders to come up with the
right solution-- one that would both protect our
nation and our values.
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Interrogation Techniques Actually
Employed (U)

(U) The above discussion sets the stage for
an analysis of interrogation techniques actually
employed at GTMO. This séction begins with a
shart description of our investigation, followed by a
discussion of some of the specific policies and pro-
cedures that have developed at GTMO into what
we describe a3 the GTMO "model." Next, we ana-
lyze the._ interrogation techniques actually
employed at GTMO (and compare them to those
that were approved for use), and conclude with a
discussion of detainee abuse.

('U) Investigation Procedure

(U) Vice Admiral Church in early May 2004
led a review into detainee treatment at GTMO
(and at the Naval Consalidated Brig in Charleston,
SC), and briefed the Secretary of Defense with his
findings on May 11, 2004. The review team com-
pleted more than 100. interviews, including 43
sworn statements from military intelligence and
military police leadership, interrogators, inter-
preters, and military police guards. For purposes-
of the current investigation, we have attempted to
leverage the work done in the previous review
where possible, although the previous review
looked more broadly at compliance with DoD
orders in general and therefore did not focus on
interrogation techniques with the detail found in
the current investigation.

(5 A S
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(U) For our current investigation, we col-
lected information from a variety of sources. First,
a five-person team traveled to GTMO from June 21
to 25. Upon arrival, the team received a briefing
from the current JIG Commander, Mr. Esteban
Rodriguez. The team conducted a number of inter-
views with military intelligence and military police
leadership, interrogators, military police guards,
intelligence analysts, interpreters, linguists, mili-
tary working dog handlers, staff judge advocates,
and medical personnel. These interviews were
then turned into sworn statements. The team also
reviewed and collected a large volume of various
documentation during the on-site visit. Second, we

requested and received GTMO-related materials -

from throughout DoD, many of which were used to

construct the detailed chronology of approve&

interrogation techniques described above.

SOUTHCOM, in particular, proved espeual}y help-
ful in gathering various docuxnentation. Finany in
order to gain a more eomplete lustonml picture of
interrogation operations at” GTMO, the current
investigation team conducted 2 number of "reach-

back" interviews of peraonnel who had served at
GTMO prevmudy but had gince moved on to other
assignments, These reachbad: interviews included
mtemgators, mlhtnry mtelhgence leadership and
staff Judge advacatea who were stationed at GTMO
asearlyasJannarym Included in this reach-

back effort were interviews and accompanying
statements from the former JTF-170 Commander,
MG Dunlavey, and the former JTF-GTMO
Commander, MG Miller Overall, we conducted

~SECGRET/NOFORN-+ cTMmo
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over 60 additional interviews as part of the current
investigation, 47 of which were turned into sworn
statements.

(U) The GTMO "Model"

(U) Intelligence: operations at GTMO are
conducted in a h:ghly-structured well-disciplined
environment that is eondudve to intelligence col-
lection. Thisis parhally due to the fact that GTMO
lsmaremotcnndsemrelocation far from any bat-
tlefield. Unlike’ their counterparta af Abu Ghraib,
for example, interrogators and military police at
GTMO have not had to contend with the numercus
d:ﬂicultxes ‘associated with operating within a com-
b'at zone: the confusion, chaos, mortal danger,

:_loglsueal difficulties, highly variable detainee pop-

ulation, or any number of other challenges inher-
ent to combat operations. But much of the credit
for the structure and discipline at GTMO is due to
specific policies and procedures that have devel-
oped at GTMO over time, or what we refer to in
shorthand as the GTMO "model." * Qutlined below
are the most significant aspects of this model.

(U) Command Organization

(U) As discussed in the background section,
the command structure at GTMO has evolved sig-
nificantly from the original organization, which had
separate chains of command for intelligence and
detention operations, to the current structure,
which places both intelligence and detention oper-
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ations under the command of a single entity, desig-
nated Joint Task Force GTMO (JTF-GTMO).
Placing one commander in charge of both military
intelligence and military police operations has
enabled greater coordination and cooperation in
the accomplishment of the assigned mission.

(U) Significantly, the Independent Panel in
its report endorsed this organizational structure by
‘noting that the need for this type of organization
was a lesson learned from Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM and earlier phases of Operation IRAQI
FREEDOM, but was not adequately followed in
the phase of the Iraq campaign following major
combat operations. The Independent Panel wrote
of "the value of establishing a clear chain of cam-
mand subordinating MP and MI to a Joint Task
Force or Brigade Commander. This commander
would be in charge of all aspects of both detention
and interrogations just as tactical eombat forces
are subordinated to a smg'le commander

(U) Relationship Betweet}_ Mxhtarv Police and

(1) Under the GTMO model, military
police (MP) 'wgi‘k_closely with military intelligence
(MD) in helping to set the conditions for successful
interrogations. The overarching command struc-
ture is what makes this possible: having military
police answer to the same commander as military
intelligence ensures that the detention function
supports the intelligence collection function, and
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thus recognizes the primacy of the human intelli-
gence collection mission at GTMO.

(U) When discussing MP/MI relations at
GTMO, it is helpful to d;ﬂ’ewuhate between events
that occur during mtu'mgatlons (or inside the
interrogation room) and those that occur in prepa-
ration for mterrogatlom (or in"the cellblock, out-
side the mterrogahon room):’ Generally speaking,
mberrogatorsammchargeofadetameewhhe
mmﬂmu;pggpgaﬁonmam,whﬂeh&?smm
charge of a detairieé when he is in the cellblock, or
being moved anywhere within the detention facili-

ty This is 2 matter of both doctrine and practical-

1ty Interrogators are responsible for devising
interrogation plans and have the specific training
and experience to conduct interrogations. MPs, in
turn, are responsible for the gecurity, discipline and
welfare of detainees in the cellblock.

(U) MPs at GTMO are not permitted to
participate in the interrogations themselves.
According to our investigation, this has always
been generally understood by both military police
and interrogators. However, in response to isolat-
ed instances in March and April 2003 in which
interrogators directed MPs to carry out forced
physical exsrcise on one particular detainee during
interrogation sessions, MG Miller made it an offi-
cial palicy that MPs may not participate in interro-
gations. In a letter to the JIG Director on May 2,
2003, MG Miller wrote that "Military Police per-

sonnel may not participate in interrogations,”
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except to safeguard the “security and safety of all
involved.”

(U) Second, several of the interrogation

techniques currently approved for either general
use at GTMO or upon specific notification to the

Secretary of Defense

g4

04

(U) MPs are very involved, however, in
ewmmtmwﬁbihehﬁmnmﬂhnrmm1ﬂmfm%
done in preparation for interrogations. This is
accomplished principally in two ways. First, as the
Independent Panel described it, MPs serve "as the
eyes and ears of the cellblocks for military intelli-
gence personnel. This collaboration helped set
conditions for successful interrogation by provid-
ing the interrogator mare information about the
detainee - his mood, his_communications with
other detainees, his i;geq:ﬁ'vity to particular incen-
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(1) This aspect of thé: GTMO model in
which MPs help to sef the conditions for subse-
quent interrogations by collecting information on
detainees and assisting with interrogation tech-
niques outside the interrogation room has been the
subject of much contraversy in wake of the abuses
at Abu Ghraib. In'his September 2003 report on
intelligence operations in Iraq, MG Miller, then-
_ Commander of JTF-GTMO, stated that detention
" operations “must act as an enabler for interroge-
" tion," by helping to "set conditions for successful
interrogations.” Furthermore, he argued, it is
"essential that the guard force be actively engaged
in setting the conditions for successful exploitation
of the internees," and that "(jloint strategic inter-
rogation operations are hampered by a lack of
active control of the internees within the detention
environment." These statements have been heavi-
ly criticized in the media as a causal factor in the
detainee abuses committed by MPs at Abu Ghraib,
which some of these MPs claim were directed by
MI personnel.

%

(U) Much of this criticism is unfair, and
flows both from a misunderstanding of the GTMO
model and of basic MP and M1 doctrine. As an ini-
tial matter, MG Miller's reference to the guard
force acting as an "enabler” for interrogation and
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"setting the conditions” for successful interroga-
tions clearly was not intended to turn MPs loose to
violently and sexually abuse detainees, as no
approved interrogation techniques at GTMO are
even remotely related to the events depicted in the
infamous photographs of Abu Ghraib abuses. As
the Independent Panel observed, the pictured
abuses represented "deviant” and "aberrant” behav-
ior on the night shift at Cell Block 1 at Abu Ghraib,

and it is merely "an excuse for abusive behavior
toward detainees” to try to link this type of behav-
ior to MG Miller's recommendation that MPs
should set favorable conditions for interrogations.

(U) Just &s importantly, both MP and MI *

doctrine clearly state the requirement that, at a

minimum, 21l detainees must be treated humanely '

Thus, there is no room for the argument that the
pictured abuses were the inevitable consequence of
MPs "setting the conditions" for interrogations. If
an MP ever did receive an order to abuise a detaines
mthemannerdepmtedmaﬁyofﬂlephotogmphs

it should have been obvious to that MP that this
was an illegal orderthat eouldnabbe followed. Not
surprisingly, theMPs who have been charged in
the Abu Ghraib abuses have begun to acknowledge
this fact.. For example, on October 20, 2004, when
pleadmg gmlty to tonspiracy and maltreatment of
detainees; dereliction of duty, assault and commit-

ting an indecent act, Staff Sergeant Ivan Frederick
stated that *I was wrong about what I did, and I
shouldn't have dona it. T knew it was wrong at the
time because I knew it was a form of abuse.*

~SECRET/NOFORN—» ammo
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Likewise, if an interrogator or MI leader ever gave
such an order; that person should have known that
mchanorderwasspeuﬁcaﬂyprohihxtedbyboth
law and doctrine, and could not have legitimately
believed that it was part of settmg'theeondmons"

for suhsequent lnterrogahons

() Some ufthemtlaun ofMGM:ller‘s
recommendations has its roots in the limited dis-
cussion of MPandMI doctrine in the Ryder and
Taguba Reports. - The Ryder Report devoted only a
single paragraph fo analyzing the relationship
between MP and MI units, but in that paragraph
flatly rejected the Miller Report's views on MP/MI

,coordmat)on by observing that "[rJecent intelli-

gence collection in support of Operation

- ENDURING FREEDOM has posited a template

whereby military police actively set favorable con-

ditions for subsequent interviews. Such actions
generally run counter to the smooth operation of 2
detention facility, attempting to maintain its popu-
lation in a compliant and docile state.” The report
did concede that MPs were "adept at passive collec-
tion of intelligence within a facility," but made clear
that MP coordination with intelligence collection
should go no further than that. The report there-
fore 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.” The Taguba Report specif-
ically concurred with the Ryder Report, and argued
that "Military Police should not be invalved with
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setting “favorable conditions” for subsequent
interviews” noting that such actions "clearly run
counter to the smooth operation of a detention
facility” (emphasis in original).

(U) Both the Ryder and Taguba Reports,
therefore, rejected a key ingredient of the GTMO
model: MP participation in interrogation tech-
niques outside the interrogation room that help to
set the conditions for subsequent interrogations.
Neither report, however, offered much analyzis of
this issue - the Ryder Report's analysis was con-
tained in one paragraph, and the Taguba report
essentially echoed the Ryder Report's conclusions -
and thus it is difficult to know precisely why MGs
Ryder and Taguba rejected this part of the GTMO._
model. To the extent that they rejected it because
they believed it was prohibited by doctrinie, we dis-
agree with this position because, as explainéd ear-
lier, MP and MI doctrine are siletit on whether
(and how) MPs should assist with interrogation
techniques employed outali'ie. the interrogation
room. And to the extent that they rejected it
because they believed that it encouraged
detainee ab\_lse by MPs, we again disagree,
because both MP and MI doctrine are unequivo-
cal on -the. issue of humane treatment of
detainees and'none of the pictured Abu Ghraib
abuses are in any way related to approved inter-
rogation techniques that have been employed at
GTMO outside the interrogation room.

(U) At bottom, both the Ryder and Taguba
Reports rejected the idea of MPs "setting favorable
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conditions for subsequent interviews' because the
reports were primarily concerned with detention -
rather than intelligence - operations. This concern
was reflected in the statement that having MPs
involved in intelligence operations in this man-

ner would "run counter to the smooth operation
of a detention facility, atbemptmg to maintain its
population in a comphant and docile state.”
Without rejecting this statement out of hand, we
believe that it underestimates the importance of
mtelhgence eolled.lon opersations, which in our
view. may be axded by close - but carefully con-
trolled - coordination between MP and MI units.

. As the Independent Panel noted, "the need far
human intelligence has dramatically increased in
the new threat environment® that our country
faces in the Global’ War on Terror, and the
*[i]nformation derived from interrogations is an
important component of this human intelli-
gence." Moreover, part of the lessons learned from
OEF and earlier phases of OIF are “the need for
doctrine tailored to enable police and interrogators
to work together effectively," and "the need for MP
and MI units to belong to the same tactical com-
mand." This necessarily involves more than MPs
simply collecting intelligence on detainees - it
includes, for example, MPs “supporting incentives
recommended by military interrogators.”

(U None of this close coordination betweea
MP and MI units would be possible, however,
under the conception of MP/MI relations set forth
in the Ryder and Taguba Reports, which rejected
any active MP role in setting the conditions for
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subsequent interviews and advocated “clearly sep- how MP Soldiers assist with informing interroga-
arating the actions of the guards from those of the tors about detainees or assist with enabling inter-
military intelligence personnel” We therefors rTogations can be left o interpretation.” Doctrine
respectfully part company with the Ryder and shaﬂdnotleavssuchimportantg_attgstointer—
Taguba Reports on this issue. The approach advo- Ppretation. Accordingly, it requires revision, and we
cated in these reports runs the risk, to quote COL  suggest the following points for consideration:
Herrington from his GTMO report, of the deten- - .- e

tion mission “tail wagging the intelligence dog," L")
and does not adequately account for the impor-
tance of human intelligence in the Global War on
Terror. It is entirely appropriate, indeed essentiel,
for MPs to help set the conditions for successful
interrogations - both by collecting intelligence on
detainees, and by carrying out approved interroga-
tion techniques outside the interrogation room. -
Before carrying out this mission, ofcourse,h_lPs
should be properly trained on implementing the
techniques. And they should receive their taskmg
from a central autharity - not via casual eonversa
tions with MI personnel. Further, weagreethh
the Independent Panel that MP and MI units
should belong to the samé tactxcal command,
which makes close eoordmahon between these
units possible. * :

(U) Cutrent MP and MI doctrine, however,
needs to be updsted 6 reflect these realities. As
noted above, current doctrine leaves many of the
specifics” ‘about ‘the proper relationship between
MP and MI “umits unanswered. As the Jones
Report correctly observed, doctrine states that
MPs “can enable, in coordination with MI person-
nel, a more successful interrogation.

Unfortunately, however, "[e]lxact procedures for
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(U) Tiger Team Approach to Interrogations

~8YAnother key element of the GTMO
model is the use of "Tiger Teams” who p
arry out interrogations.

epare for

(U) Adequate Resources and Oversicht

o
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~SECRET/NOFORN—= GTmo
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

M7 RTTTRATITIT ANTH

DOD JUNE 3516



Page 160

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPY NUMBERAbBaN—

> I
K

(U) Effective intelligence collection also
requires adequate manpower. Since the begin-
ning of detention operations, GTMO has enjoyed
a relatively stable ratio of 1.6 MPe for every
detainee. This high ratio, as the Independent
Panel observed, fosters close coordination
between military police and military intelligence
because MPs have the time and resources to col-
lect intelligence on detainees and “support incen-
tives recommended by the military interrogators.”
In contrast, as the Independent Panel pointed
out, stood the situation at Abu Ghraib, where "the
ratio of military police to repeatedly unruly
detainees was significantly smaller, at one point 1
to about 75 . . . making it difficult even to keep
track of prisoners.” Moreover, while GTMO is not
strictly a doctrinal detention facility (becaiise it is
not located near a combat zone, or otherwise
attached to an Army unit iri-battle), the MP to
detainee ratio at GTMO compares favorably with
detention doctrine: | GTMO is most analogous to
an Internment/resettlemient (UR) facility, which
by doctrine is capable of holding up to 4,000
detainees and 1 gupported by an MP I/R battal-
ion. THe doctrinal MP to detaines ratio at a full
capacity I/R facility supported by a fully staffed
MP I/R battalion would be approximately 1 to 8,
which is significantly lower than at GTMO.

Qe
ge
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(U) Comparison of Interrogation
Techniques Approved and Employed

(U) At bottom, our investigation of inter- - .-

rogation techniques was focused on two principal
areas: the development of approved techniques,
and what techniques were actually used by.inter-
rogators on the ground. A comparison between
these two illuminatea whether interrogation pol-
icy was adequately followed. The chart on the
next page provides a com;ii'ehézmve picture of
both approved and employed mterrogatlon tech-
niques at GTMO, whlch énables such a compari-
son to be made. T

Ly A féiv words of explanation regarding
the charh. First, the interrogation techniques are
listed on the vertical axis. In order to facilitate
comparison among GTMO, Afghanistan and
Iraq, this list comprises the universe of possible
interrogation techniques from all three locations.
At times, the respective commands used different
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nomenclature to describe the same (or very simi-
lar) techniques; therefore, the list of techniques
represents our best effort to harmonize the
nomenclature across all three theaters. The
techniques are organized as follows'

* (U) Techniques 1-20: 'Daclm.tques specifical-
ly associated with FM 3452 (the 17 doctri-
nal techniques, plus Change of Scene Up
andDownbothbrokenoutseparately plus
Mutt and Jeff, which was in the 1987 ver-
sion of FM 34-52);

~* (U) Techniques 21-37: The counter resist-
“:_ " ance techniques approved in the Secretary
..~ of Defense's December 2, 2002 memoran-

"~ dum (deception is listed as a separate tech-

" nique because it is closely related to the
Category I techniques from the Decemnber 2,
2002 memorandum, and presence of mili-
tary working dog is also listed as a separate
technique);

* (U) Techniques 38-40: Techniques approved
in the Secretary’s April 16, 2003 memoran-
dum that were in addition to the counter
resistance techniques;

o (U) Techniques 41-50: Techniques taken
from a variety of sources, including proposed
or approved techniques in Afghani or
Irag, techniques considered by the Detainee
Interrogation Working Group, as well as
techniques used dunng US. military SERE
training; and

+ (U) Techniques 51-58: Techniques prohibit-
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ed by law or policy across all areas and never (U) Fourth, the X markings on the chart
approved for use. indicate where techniques were actually

employed, while bracketed X markings ("(X]%)
The Comments section of the chart provides, indicate where techniques that required advance
where appropriate, explanatory information about notice and approval were employed with such
the interrogation policy governing particular notice and approval. Thus, any X markings in
techniques. yellow or orange areas (wheré advance notice and
approval are required) are potentially problemat-

(U) Second, the various interrogation poli- ic, because they would indicate situations in
cies are presented in chronological order across the  which such | advance notace ‘and approval were not
horizontal axis. This begins with the FM 34-52 sought and | yet the techniques were nevertheless
guidance, followed by the Secretary's December 2, employed. Any X markings in red areas would, of
2002 memorandum, followed by his rescission of course, be trotiblesome because this would indi-
that memorandum an January 15, 2003, and final- . cate where  prohibited techniques were employed.
ly the current guidance, which has been in effect “While: the placement of X and (X} markings on
since April 16, 2003. ¢ —'—_.. thu chart helps to illuminate whether interroga-

~. " “tion policy was followed, it is important to under-

(U) Third, the colors on the chartrepruent stand the limitations of these markings. Most
the approval atatus of a particular £echmque at a significantly, they do not indicate the frequency
particular time. In arder of moet to 1 least permis- with which a particular technique was employed
sive status, green indicates t}:at,a partlcular tech- - they merely indicate that our investigation
nique was approved for ganeral 'il'se,_whme means showed that the particular technique was
that no official gmdam:e was given for the fech- employed at least once in the designated time
nique; yellow mdmates_that policy identifies the period. Frequency of use is addressed in more
particular techmque but that the techniqueis not detail in the fuller discussion of the Chart that
to be used without a.dvance notice to and approval appears below. :
by the Secretary; orangememthatthe technique
is not specifically identified by policy, but the poli- (U) Overall Compliance With Approved
cy in efféct at the time forbids the use of non-iden- Techniques
tified techniques without advance notice to and

approval by the Secretary; and red represents tech- (U) An initial examination of the chart
niques that are prohibited by law or policy under reveala that interrogations at GTMO have general-
all circumstances. ly followed the approved policy, with some notable

exceptions. There are four X markings in the red,
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(U) We found that from the beginning: of
interrogation operations to the present, interroga-
tion policies at GTMO were effectively disseminat-
ed to interrogators and the interrogators had a
good, working knowledge of these policies.
Moreover, the close compliance with interrogation
policy was due in large part to those.aspects of the
GTMO mode] discussed sbove: & gommand organi-
zation that placed détention and intelligence oper-
ations under thg command of a single entity,
JTF-GTMO;. effective coordination between inter-
rogators. and military police; adequate detention
and interrogation- resources; and well-developed
standard operating procedures. Strong command
oversight and effective leadership also played
important roles in ensuring that interrogators fol-
lowed appraved policy.

Qo\@ =
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prohibited areas, but these represent isolated inci-
dents. There are several X markings in orange and
yellow areas, but most of these represent either use
of techniques that arguably fall within the broad
guidance of FM 34-52 and therefore are not partic-
ularly problematic, or situations in which particu-
lar techniques were used only once under specific
circumstances. There are also several X markings
in white areas, but this is not particularly surpris-
ing. Interrogation policy did not always list every
conceivable technique that an interrogator might
use, and interrogatars often employed techniques
that were not specifically identified by policy but
nevertheless arguably fell within its parameters.
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(U) Analysis of Techniques Emploved

(U) As explained sbove, the chart, which
provides a comprehensive picture of both approved
and employed interrogation techniques at GTMO,
helps to illuminate whether interrogation policy at
GTMO was adequately followed. The discussion
below provides details on the employment of the
individual techniques, with particular focus on any
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potential problem areas where an X marking (U) Incentive

(1)

appears in either a yellow, orange or red block in
the chart.

(U) FM 34-52 Techniques: (1) Direct
through (20) Mutt. and Jeff
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(U) As demonstrated by the chart, current
interrogation policy, which went into effect on
April 16, 2003, requires that the Secretary receive
advance notice before incentive (and removal of
incentive) may be used as interrogation tech-
niques. This condition was fulfilled by a June 2,
2008, letter from GEN Hill to the Secretary of
Defense stating, “the [Walker] Working Group was |
most concerned about removing the Koran from
detainees. We no longer do this. Providing incent:.
tives (e.g. McDonald's Fish Sandwiches) remains
an integral part of interrogations. My intent is to
provide you notice when the proposed mcentive
would exceed that outlined by mten'ogahon doc-
trine detailed in Army Field Manual 34-52 (which
implements Geneva Conventaon _standards), or
when interrogators mtend to remove an incentive
ﬁmnaammw& GENIﬁﬂdmsmmdhmummt
inaJune 2, 2003 memorandum to MG Miller, We
found no evxdexwe that any exceptional incentive
techmques wm roquested or employed.

(U) Pride and Ego Down
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(U) Mutt end Jeff

(U) Deceriber 2. 3002 Counter Resistance
Techriiques: (21) Yelling to (37) Mild

(U Category I: Yelling, Deception, Multiple
Interrogators and Interrogator Identity
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(U) Category II: Stress Positions through
Presence of Military Working Dog
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(9)) Aprll 16 2003 Technigues: (38) Sleep
Adjustment to (40) Environmental

(@ Cate-gor:y II: Mild, Non-injurious
 Physical Contact
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(U) Notably, on April 22, 2003, this tech-
nique was employed in an unauthorized and inap-
propriately aggressive manner, when an
interrogator directed MPs to facilitate bringing
from standing to a prone position,
and the detainee suffered superficial bruising to
his knees. As a result, the interrogator involved
was issued a letter of reprimand. Furthermore,
this abuse was compounded by the fact that the
Secretary did not receive advance notice prior to
the employment of this technique on April 22,
2008, even though the April 16, 2003 policy
requires such advance notice whenever techniques
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not listed in the policy (such as physical training)
are employed. This incident was identified and
summarized in the May 2004 Church Review.

(U) Prohibited Techniques: (51) Food
Deprivation to (58) Threats Against

Others
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(U) Sleep Deprivation

O
N\

(U} Use of Threatening Scenarios and
Threats Against Others
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. " (U) Sexual Acts or Mock Sexual Acts

. (U) Finally, on April 17, 2003, a female
interrogator made inappropriate contact with a
detainee by running her fingers through the
detainee's hair and making sexually suggestive
comments and body movements, -including sit-
ting on the detainee's lap. As mentioned in the
abuse section of our report, we used the Manual
for Courts-Martial definition of sexual assault,
referred therein as “Indecent Assault,* to charac-
terize any potential sexual assault case.
Consequently, we did not consider this case to be
a sexual assault because the interrogator did not
perpetrate the act with the intent to gratify her
own sexual desires. The female interrogator was
given a written admonishment for her actiona.
This incident was identified and summarized in
the May 2004 Church Review,
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Detainee Abuse (U)
(U) Overview .

(U) There have been over 24,000 interroga-
.tion sessions at GTMO since the beginning of
interrogation operations, and in this time, there
have been only three cases of closed, substantiated
interrogation-related abuse. In addition, there
have been only four cases of substantiated abuse
committed by MPs, and one substantiated case in
which a camp barber committed a minor infrac-
tion. All of the closed, substantiated abuse cases
are relatively minor in nature, and none bears any

resemblance to the abuses depicted in the Abu . -

Ghraib photographs. Almost without exception,
therefore, detainees at GTMO have beeu treated
humanely.

(U) We think it bears emphasis that the
military Jeadership at GTMO has been and is mak-
ing vigorous efforts to mvesﬁgata all allegations of
detainee abuse, whether’ the allegations come from
DoD personnel, conh'actors, the International
Committee of the Red. Cross (ICRC), or the
detainees themselveq Detainees have numerous
channels avaxlable to xeport allegations of abuse:
they can report allegatlons to military police, inter-
rogators, linguists, medical personnel and chap-
concerns to the attention of the ICRC, which is a
regular presence at GTMO that advocates on the
detainees' behalf,

b
—SECRETNOFORN™ aruo
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(U) In our view, the extremely low rate of
abuse at GTMO is largely due to strang command
oversight, effective leadership, and adequate train-
ing on detainee handling and- treatment.
Additionally, those aspects of the GTMO "model"
already discussed ebove - na.mely 2’ command
organization that placed detennon and intelligence
operations under the commnnﬂ of a single entity,
JTF-GTMO; effective coordlmtwn between inter-
rogators and xmhtary palice; adequate detention
and interrogation resources; and well-developed
standard operating procedures - have clearly
played a role in keeping detainee abuse to a mini-
mum. .

. (1) Provided below are the details of the
closed, substantiated abuse cases, followed by a
brief discussion of some additional allegations of
detainee abuse.

(U) Closed, Substantiated Abuse Cases

(U) The three cases of interrogation-related
abuse all involved relatively minor assauits, in
which MI interrogators clearly exceeded the
bounds of approved interrogation palicy:

e (U) First, as noted above, a female inter-
rogator inappropriately touched a detainee
on April 17, 2003 by running her fingers
through the detainee's hair, and made sexu-
ally suggestive comments and body move-
ments, including sitting on the detainee’s
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lap, during an interrogation. The female
interrogator was given a written admonish-
ment for her actions.

* (U) Second, also discussed above, on April
22, 2003, an interrogator assaulted a
detainee by directing MPs to repeatedly
bring the detainee from standing to a prone
position and back. A review of medical
records indicated superficial bruising to the
detainee’s knees. The interrogator was
issued a letter of reprimand.

* (U) Third, a female interrogator at an
unknown date, in response to being spit

upon by a detainee, assaulted the detainee.

by wiping dye from a red magic marker on

the detainee's shirt and telling the detainee
that the red stain was menstrual blood. The -

female interrogator received a vm'bal repn-
mand for her behavior.

It should be noted that the first and third cases
above, despite their relatx'viely minor physical
nature, involved unautlwnzed sexually suggestive
behavior by mterrogators. which — as has been
reported in the press — raises problematic issues
concerning cultural argd religious sensitivities.

(U) The four cases of abuse committed by
MPs also involved minor assaults:

* (U) First, an MP essaulted a detainee on

September 17, 2002, by attempting to spray
him with a hose after the detainee had
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thrown an unidentified, foul-smelling liquid
on the MP The MP received non-judicial
punishment in the form of seven days
restriction and reductxon in rate from E4 to
E-3.

(U) Second, on Apnl 10 2003, after a
detameehadshuckanmmtheface(mus-
ing the MP to lose atooth) and bitten anoth-
er MP the MP who was bitten struck the
detainee with a handheld radio. This MP
was given non-judicial punishment in the
form of 45 days extra duty and reduced in
rate fromE-4to E-3.

* +(U) Third, on January 4, 2004, an MP pla-
-toon leader had received an initial allegation

that one of his guards had thrown cleaning
fluid on a detainee and later made inappro-
priate comments to the detainee. The pla-
toon leader, however, did not properly
investigate the allegation or report it up the
chain of command. The initial allegation
against the guard ultimately turned out to
be substantiated. This MP was given non-
judicial punishment in the form of reduction
in rate from E-2 to E-1 and forfeiture of pay
of $150/month for two months; the platoon

leader was issued a letter of reprimand for

dereliction of duty.

() Fourth, on February 10, 2004, an MP
inappropriately joked with a detainee, and
dared the detainee to throw a cup of water
on him. After the detainee complied, the
MP reciprocated by throwing a cup of water

~SECRETNOFOURN™ GTnio

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

CAODMDIZATTTRADITID AT

DOD JUNE

3540



Page 184

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

COPY NUMBER. AbiGrn—

on the detainee. The MP was removed from
duty as a consequence of his inappropriate
interaction with the detainee. (As noted in
our previous analysis of detainee abuse, we
did not coneider this case to rise to the level
of "abuse” for purposes of our overall exam-
ination of detainee abuse in that section.)

(U) The final case of detainee abuse
occurred on February 15, 2004, when a barber
intentionally gave two detainees unusual haircuts,
including an "inverse Mohawk,” in an effort to frus-
trate the detainees’ requests for similar haircuts as
a sign of unity. The barber and his company com-
mander were both counsdedasaresultofﬂm
incident.

(U) Other Allegations of Abuse ‘

(U) As desmbedabove,tharehavebeen
only a small number of relaﬁvely m.mor, substanti-
ated instances of abuse at GTMO Nevertheless,
recent media reports | have t’ueled controversy over
detainee treatment at 'GTMO, as several detainees
(or their lawyers) have made claims of violent
physical abuse and torture. For example, three
Britons who were held for over two years at GTMO
and then released Shafig Rasul, Asif Igbal and
Rhuhel Ahmed - have claimed in a 115-page report
released by their attorneys that they and other
detainees were forcibly injected with drugs, brutal-
ly beaten and attacked by dogs. Another British
detainee held at GTMO, Moazzam Begg, claimed in
a Jetter relsased to his legal team that he had been

SECRETNOFORN-* grmo

subjected to beatings and “actual vindictive tor-
ture. A Yemeni and former chauffer for Usama
Bin Ladin, Salim Ahmed Hamndan, who is corent-
ly held at GTMO, has claimed in a lawsuit that he
has been regularly beaten at G'I'MO. And two
Australians held at GTMO, I_?avxq Hicks and
Mamdouh Habib (who.has since been released),
have also through their lawyers made widely-pub-
licized claims ot' torture. T

(U)Wealsore\newedaJulyu 2004 letter
from an FBfoﬁcwl notifying the Army Provost
Marshal General of several instances of “aggres-
si'\'re'._,iﬁte,r.'rd'gation techniques” reportedly wit-

“nessed. by FBI persounel at GTMO in October
‘. 2002. One of these was already the subject of a
eriminal investigation (in the case of an interroga-

tor who allegedly bent a detainee’s thumbs back-
ward), which remsins open. The.US. Southern
Command and the current Naval Inspector
General are now reviewing all of the FBI docu-
ments released to the American Civil Liberties
Union (ACLU) - which, other than the letter noted
above, were not known to DoD authorities until
the ACLU published then in December 2004 - to
determine whether they bring to light any abuse
allegations that have not yet been investigated.

(U) We can confidently state that based
upan our investigation, we found nothing that
would in any way substantiate detainee allegations
of torture or violent physical abuse at GTMO.
(Nevertheless, we found that such allegations are

m
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thoroughly investigated, as evidenced by ongoing
investigations of Hick’s and Habib’s claims by the
Naval Criminal Investigative Service.)

(U) First, interrogation and detention
policies at GTMO have not in any way directed,
encouraged or condoned torture or violent physi-
cal abuse of detainees, and the amount of com-
mand oversight, discussed in some detail ahove,
makes it highly unlikely that such abuse could go
unchecked. Second, even minor detainee abuse
at GTMO is punished - as noted above, striking a
detainee in response to being bitten, or spraying

a detainee with a hose in response to belng -
sprayed with a foul-smelling liquid, are grounds'
for restriction, extra duty and reduction i in rank:.

- and thus it would be incongruous for violent
physical abuse to exist and go unptnished.
Third, as discussed in more detail laterin this
report, our review of medical. records Tound no
evidence to support allegations of torture or vio-
lent physical abuse of detainees. In fact,
detainees were more'likely to suffer injury from
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playing soccer or volleyball during recreational
periods than they were from interactions with
interrogators or guards. Furtherinore, the med-
ical personnel that we interviewed stated that no
detainees had ever reportsd physféql abuse to
them, even though detainees rarely hesitated to
complain about minor physical symptoms (such
as headaches, rashes, or minor scrapes) or other
frustrations (such as disliked food or unruly.
detainees in néarby cells). Finally, many allega-
tions of violent physical abuse against detainees
concern the use of GTMO's Immediate Reaction
Force (IRF), which is a disciplinary squad
employed only as a last resort to compel non-

‘ecompliant detainees to follow guards' orders

usfng the minimum necessary force. Detainee
non-compliance, therefore, sometimes entails a
physical confrontation with the IRF, but thisis a
necessary and legitimate aspect of camp disci-
pline. Moreover, we identified no evidence of
abuse from a review of IRF videotapes, and our
findings in this regard are consistent with a
SOUTHCOM review conducted in June 2004,
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Operation ENDURING FREEDOM - Afghanistan (U)

(U) This section examines the evolution of
interrogation techniques approved and employed
in Operation ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) in
Afghanistan. It begins with a discussion of the
background to interrogation operations in
Afghanistan,

Background (U)

(U) Shortly after noon Eastern Daylight
Time on October 7, 2001, less than four weeks
after the terrorist attacks of September 11, coali-
tion forces commenced combat action against al
Qaeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan. The con-

flict that followed was unique for its successful

integration of U.S. special operations forces (SOF)
with local Afghan militia forces, and for its
unprecedented speed and success, despité the chal-
lenges posed by inhospitable terrain, ah:.stmy of
internecine fighting among Afghan tribes, and an
enemy who atiempted to use the loeal populace for
cover and coneealment. =

(U) Broadly speakmg,the campmgn can be
broken into threemq;orphases an initial phase of
intense aerial bombardment lasting from October
tolate November 2001 in which the preponderance
of US, ground presence consisted of SOF; a build-
up of US. convéntional forces that began in late
November 2001 with the insertion of Marines into
Camp Rhino, near Kandahar; and a period of ongo-
ing low-intensity conflict and counter-insurgency
operations involving a mix of conventional forces

SECRET/NOFORN— arghanistan

and SOF that began in May 2002 with the estab-
lishment of Combined Joint Task Force 180 (CJTF
180). The extensive reliance on light, highly mobile
forces including both SOF and the paramilitary
forces of other government agencies (OGA) shaped
the development of mterrogntxon faclhtles and
techniquesintheconﬂictbylimmngthenumber
oflarge,ﬁxedbasesmpableot‘supporbngdetan-
tion and mte;-rogatxon of large numbers of
detainees. Eventoday nearly three years after the
start of the confhct, anly two U.S. military facilities
in Afghanistan - those at Bagram and Kandahar -
are equipped and staffed with dedicated interroga-
tion fadlxtls and interrogators and have the abili-
tytoholdmorethan a handful of detainees.

. (U) The reliance on light, mobile forces was
driven largely by the rugged geography and paliti-
cal composition of Afghanisian, The country is
inaccessible by sea, and high mountain passes that
are prime locations for ambush limit interior com-
munication by road Most US. materiel and large
equipment is shipped to Karachi, Pakistan where it
is loaded on trucks and then driven hundreds of
miles over unimproved roads. Drivers must
endure ambushes, illegal tariffs, and pilfering
before eventually arriving at their destination in
Kandahar or Bagram. This trip may take two
weeks to complets, if completed at all. Virtually all
U.S. personnel have to be airlifted into the country.
The 2003 CIA World Factbook lists only ten air-
ports with paved runways in the country, placing a
heavy reliance on helicopters and smaller fixed-
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wing transport, capable of carrying lighter loads
and landing on unimproved fields. Over 49 percent
of the country is at greater than 6,500 feet above
sea level, with passes in the mountainous regions
frequently exceeding 10,000 feet above sea level.
These conditions further limit the loads that can be
carried by aircraft, especielly helicopters, The
movement of large heavy troop formations and the
construction of suitable facilities to house them is
nearly impossible in these conditions.

(U) Political power in Afghanistan has his-
torically been concentrated in local tribes or clans

rather than a central government, Even during.

the Soviet occupation, the mujaheddin fighters
.who successfully opposed the Soviets were not &
unified force, but a loase coalition of lead.ers who
frequently fought amongst themselves ‘even as
they were fighting the Soviet Umon. Dunng the
initial phases of OEF, small formatmns of US. mil-
itary and paramilitary forces were able to integrate
with tribal leaders, establishing bonds of trustina
way that large formstions of convenhonal troops
could not have done. Aﬁerthe Tahbanfell opera-
tions to root out berronst ‘and Taliban strongholds
in Afghamstans mountams, caves, and valleys
favored small. usiits that could exploit air mokility
and mass in larger formations when required,

rather thai large, heavy forces with their associat-

ed garrisons and facilities.

180

COPY NUMBER ONE

Evolution of Command Structures and
Detention Facilities"(U)

(U) Overall combatant command in
Operation ENDURING FREEDOM - has always
resided with the Commander, United States
Central Command (CENTCOI\D, headquartered in
Tampa, Florida, with forwdrd headgquarters initial-
ly in Saudi Arabia, and later in Qatar. During the
initial stages of combat in Afghanistan, operations
fell principally under the purview of the combined
forces component commanders. The Combined
Force, Air Component Commander (CFACC),
Lieutenant ‘General T. Michael Moseley, USAF, for
mstance, directed air operations. He reparted
directly to the CENTCOM commander, General
Tommy Franks, USA. The Combined Force Land
Component Commander (CFLCC), Lieutenant
General P T Mikolashek, USA, controlled all
ground forces except SOF, which fell under the
purview of the Combined Force Special Operations
Component Commander (CFSOCC), Rear Admiral
Albert Calland, USN (also referred to as the
Combined Joint Force Special Operations
Component Commander, or CJFSOCC).

<
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forces grew and their scope of action increased,
LTG Mikolashek deployed MG Frank "Buster®
Hagenbeck, USA, commander of the 10th
Mountain Division, as CFLCC_ (Forward) in-
" Afghanistan, "

8] |

(U) On November 25 2(!)1 Task Force 58
(TF 58), composed of US. Mannes from the 15th
and 26th Marine- Ekpedmonary Units (Special
Operations Capable), or* MEU (SOC), assaulted
and gained control of an airfield west of Kandahar,
which was dubbed *Camp Rhino." Using Rhino as
an operatmg base, TF 58 seized control of
Kandsahar airfield on December 13, 2001. In the
east, on November 30, CFLCC had taken charge of
the Bagram Air Base 20 miles north of Kabul, and
in early December deployed Army units to Mazar-
E-Sharif. As the number of conventional ground
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detention and interrogation operations in early
January 2002, and the locations of detention
facilities are depicted in the follgwinz figures.

(U) Kandahar's fall t'é coahﬁon forces on
December 18, 2001 represanted t.he collapse of the
last Taliban stronghold, althtmgh heavy combat
continued through the new year and into the
spring of 2002, particularly around the Tora Bora
detainees, which threatened to overcrowd the lim-
ited facilities available. As discussed previcusly
(U) The resulting command structure for the US. Naval Base at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba was

@Q\

Early Afghanistan Detention COmmand Structure- January 2002 (U)

"cemdou
GEN Franks

Comhlned Fom Land
' COmponant Commander

LTG Mikolashek

" - I
T Combined Force Land
T Component Commeander -
FWD ’

MG Hagenbeek . - N

e b

Mmr—E-

Kandahar l rational Forces Bagram
Collection oeg"::::'.: T ::I: I-[' Colection
Point LRtV I Pomt Point
:am;m
hort Term | (Under construction)
Holding UNCLASSIFIED
Facilty
182
GECRET/NOFORN " Arghanistan

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

MMM ATTTAATITITY AT

DOD JUNE 3546



Page 150

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

COPY NUMBEE Qe

detention and strategic inferrogation facility. The
first transfers of detainess to the GTMO facility
commenced on Janary-7, 2002:

(57 By May 2002, Afghanistan had devel-
oped into a more mature theater of operations. On

|\
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Afghanistan Detention Command Structure - May 230&([!;
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() In April and May 2004, the command
structure in Afghanistan underwent ancther evo-
lution, this one coincident with a planned force
rotation. MG Eric Olson, commanding the Army's .. .

26th Infantry Division, was designated CJTF com-
mander on April 15, 2004, and the CJTF was "

placed under the operational command of the

COPY NUMBER Rblor—

Combined Forces Commander Afghanistan (CFC-
A), LTG David Barno, USA. (Headquartered in
Kabul, CFC-A had been established on February 4,
2004) On May 15, CJTF-180 was re-designated
CJTF-76. Theeﬂ'ectofthesechangmwastocon-
solidate under a single eomrnand the command
and control of both the peaoekeepmg mission (exe-
cuted by the Internatxonnl Bécurity Assistance
Force) and the. war-ﬁghhng mission. Authority
and responm'bihty for the detention and interroge-
tion missian renmns with the CJTF-76 command-

is deptct.ed in the ﬁgure below.

- gU) In July 2004, due to a growing detainee
pépulation, the facility at Kandahar was re-desig-
nated a collection paint and detainees are now
housed there for a longer period of time. Following

Current Af hanlstan Command Structure (U)

-
~SEGRETNOFORN—+~ Atghanistan
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the designation of Bagram as the primary collec-
tion point and interrogation facility in May 2002,
Kandahar continued to function as a short term
detention facility, though interrogation personnel
were not permanently assigned there. The re-des-
ignation of Kandahar as a collection point is not
strictly in keeping with the doctrinal definition of
“collecting point,” since (like Bagram) the facility is
functioning more as an internment/resettlement
(I/R) facility With the re-designation of Kandahar
as a longer-term facility; it is anticipated that addi-
tional interrogators and interrogation support per-
sonnel will again operate there.

NGO

Evolution of Guidance Regarding
Detainee Treatment (U) :.
(U) The status and treatment of captured
personnel in Afghanistan has been the subjéct of
considerable debate at the policy level, largely due
to the question of the legal status of Taliban and al
Qaeda combatants. According to an information
paper prepared on February 5, 2002, prior to the
initiation of hostilities- CENTCOM had sought
clarification frim the Joint Staff as to the legal sta-
tus of pef;bqglél who might be captured in
Afghanistan;'and two days after hostilities began,
these questions had not yet been reslved to
CENTCOM's satisfaction (based on further specif-
ic requests to the Joint Staff for legal clarification
contained in an Unconventional Warfare
Campaign OPORD dated October 9, 2001).

“
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(U) The next new guidance regarding
detainee status came in midJanuary 2002. On
January 189, the Secretary of Defense concluded in
a memorandum to the Chairmen of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) that al Qaeda and Taliban
: detameeswere not entitled to EPW status under
GPW. CJCS forwarded the content of this memo to
' CENTCOM and SOUTHCOM commanders by
message an January 21, 2002. The message pro-
vided the formulation, which would appear again
two weeks later in a Presidential memorandum, to
‘treat [detainees] humanely and, to the extent
appropriate and consistent with military necessity,
in accordance with the principles of the Geneva
Counventions of 1949." CENTCOM promulgated
this guidance verbatim to its component com-
mands by message on January 24, 2002,

(U) On February 4, 2002, CENTCOM
issued Appendix 1 to Annex E to the campaign
plan for Operation ENDURING FREEDOM.
Apparently developed independent of the guidance
received from the Secretary of Defense and CJCS,
this Appendix encapsulates the requirements of
the GPW and Army Regulstion 190-8, Enemy
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Prisoners of War, Retained Persons, Civilian
Internees and Other Detainees (AR 190-8). It pro-
vides that "captured personnel are presumed to be
EPW immediately upon capture...if questions
arise as to whether captured personnel belong in
the EPW category, they receive the same treatment
as EPW until their status has been determined by
a competent military tribunal according to AR 190-
8." The appendix defines “other detainee” (OD) as
"a person in US. custody who has not been classi-
fied as an EPW (Article 4, GPW), an RP (Article 33,
GPW), or a CI (Article 78, GC) [and] is afforded
protection similar to an EPW until a legal status is
ascertained by competent authority® The appen-
dix makes no reference to al Qaeda or Taliban .
specifically, nor does it list the CJCS message .
regarding status of al Qaeda and Taliban detameea

as a reference, .

(U) The President re-affirmed the
Secretary of Defense memorandum regarding
treatment and status of detainees in a memoran-
dum dated February 7, 2002.~ As previously
described in our mferi-ogéhon policy and doctrine
section, this memm-andmn found that the Geneva
Convenhons dxd not apply to the conflict with al
Qaeda, and- “that, although the Geneva
Convenhpns did apply to our conflict with the
Taliban, the Taliban were unlawful combatants
and thus not entitled to EPW status.

> il
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sought based on intelligence information.
Detainees are also captured in the immediate after-
math of attacks against US. or Afghan forces, if
there is reason to suspect that the person has infor-
mahonpettalmngtotheattnck,orwhidxwuld
help prevent future attacks, In’ addmon, *cordon
and sweep" operatxonshavebeanemductedmam
lmowntoharbur'l‘ah’banotal “Qaeda elements in
order to capture or kill thosé elements, or to gain
intelligence about their location and activities.

Detainee Flow From Point of Capture
Through Detention (U)

() Persons come into US. custody in
Afghanistan through several means. First, there
maanallnumberwhowerecaph:reddunngtra
ditional force-on-force fighting aga.mst Taliban or
alQaedagmups,orfollomngthemmofan
enemy facility. Manyoftheudehmeeshavesmce
been transferred to GTMO. "‘There are also
detmneeawhowerecaptm'edbyoppomtmngmnps,
auchasthel‘{m‘themAlha_nee, and transferred to
US. control after being screened using the criteria
described above:, Fmaily, there are those who are
picked up by U.S forces in the course of ongoing
operations;-as described below. The majority of
captured persons in Afghanistan now fall in the
last category.

(U) Ongoing operations by U.S. forces
include raids in which specific personnel are
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Fleld Holding Site at Salerno (U)

ited aircraft availability, which may result in
ground transportation by convoy. Poor road condi-
tions throughout the country, coupled with the
' danger of enemy attacks or roadside bombs, land
mines or improvised explosive devices (IEDs), can
create extremely long travel times. For example, “
surface travel from Kandahar to the FOB at
.. : Gereshk, a distance of less than 60 miles, can take
(U) Transfer from field holding sites to the more than six hours.
facilities at Kandahar and Bagram can be chal-
lenging and time-consuming. The preferred ()
method of transfer is by helicopter, but competing
operational requirements frequently result in lim-
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MI-MP Relationship (U)

(U) In Afghanistan, the working relation-
ship between Ml and MP personnel was dictated
by doctrine, albeit with all of the uncertainties
regarding implementation of interrogation tech-
niques described in our report's section on MI-MP
Doctrine. Interviewees repeatedly stated, "MPs do
not interrogate” However, the decision as to
whether MPs participated in the implementation
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of techniques such a# Slesp Adjustment or MRE-
Only Diet, or were present in interrogation rooms,
devolved to the unit level for reasons we have dis-
mssedpmvioﬁilﬁ_inom;discussion of doctrine. For
instance, we réceived some reports that at times,
MPs had enforced detaines compliance with Safety
Positions.

(U) In genersal, though, we found that in

practice the MI-MP relationship in Afghanistan
was well-defined, particularly at the BCE, and that

194
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Classification of Captured Persons in Afghanistan (U)

MI and MP units maintained separate chains of
command and remained focused on their inde-
pendent missions. After the BCP's establishment,
far example, the CJTF-180 Provost Marshal (the
senior officer responsible for detention operations)
designated a principal assistant to oversee deten-
tion operations there, while the CJTF-180 CJ2 was
respongible for interrogation operations in the
facility. The two work together to coordinate exe-
cution of their respective missions. A dedicated
judge advocate has been assigned full time to the
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Afghanistan Counter-Reslstance Policy Development (U)
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facility, and the CJTF 76 Inspector General pro-
vides mdependenﬁ ovemght. '

(U)OunMP mtervwws also suggested that
medmooverage oftheAhuGhraibabuseshas
restﬂhedinafeehng among some guards that any
mmmnductmﬂwpaxtofﬂxemhemgatorswﬂl
also reflect upon them. The Kandahsr facility's
provost marshal provided an exampie of a result-
ant precautionary measure;: at Kandahar,
Plexiglas has been installed between interrogation

E————— SRS
—SECRETNOFORN—« arghanistan

rooms and adjacent observation rooms so that
guards may observe interrogations. Guards are
directed to ensure the safety of detainees as well as
of interrogators.

Evolution of Approved Techniques (U)
(U) As with GTMO, the interrogation tech-
niques approved for use in Afghanistan have

evolved significantly over time. The highlights of
this evolution are depicted in the above figure and
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are described briefly below, followed by a detailed,
- chronological examination of the major events and

that have shaped the development of approved

interrogation techniques in Afghanistan.

(U) From the beginning of OEF on October
27, 2001 until January 23, 2003, the only official
interrogation guidance in Afghanistan was the doc-
trine contained in FM 34-52. In response to a
January 21, 2003 message from the Director of the
Joint Staff (DJS), on January 24, 2008 the CJTF-
180 Acting Staff Judge Advocate (SJA) forwarded
a memorandum describing techmiques then being

employed in Afghanistan, citing FM 84-52 as the .

only reference and noting that the techniqges
described were "based on interrogators' experic-
ences during Operation ENDURING FREEDOM
(OEF) from Dec 01 - Jan 03," and strongly rec-
ommending that the techmques hsted be
approved as official policy.

(U) Our interviews m&uﬁted that, in the
absence of any responsa, GI’I'FISO adopted the
January 24 memo as pohcy under an assumption
that "nlenceueunsent" dnd it remained in effect
until March 18, 2004' when it was superceded by a
new CJTF: 180 mterrogatlon policy, as described
below. (In the interim, CJTF-180 commander LTG
Dan K. McNeill had prohibited certain techniques
as a precaution following detainee deaths at
Bagram; however, these techniques were revived
without explanation in the March 16 policy)
Finally, by direction of CENTCOM, in June 2004
CFC-A ardered the adoption of CJTF-7's (the coali-
tion command in Iraq) interrogation policy.

196

COPY NUMBER ONE

(U) October 2001 - February 2004

(U) As described previously, no dedicated
'US. interrogation personnel” entered the

Afghanistan Combined-Joint Operating Area
(CJOA) until late November 2001. Having no
other gpecific guidance, these, HUMINT teams
relied on FM 34-52, which would remain a basic
source of approved interrogat:on techniques

throughout OEF.

R(0)) Evidenee suggests that in developing
techniques, interrogators in Afghanistan took so
Literally FM 34-52's suggestion to be creative that
they strayed significantly from a plain-languags
raadmg' of FM 34-62. In particular, Alpha

519th MI Battalion (A/519)
e

ety of techniques that went well beyond those
authorized in FM 34-52. Some of these techniques,
including sleep adjustment and stress positions,
were gimilar to those included in the counter-
resistance techniques requested by SOUTHCOM
and approved by the Secretary of Defense in
December 2002 for employment at Guantanamo.
(How these techniques appeared in Afghanistan is
described later in this section during our discus-
sion of technique "migration.”) However, rather
than considering these techniques to be distinct, as
in the GTMO policy development process, inter-
rogators in Afghanistan appear to have broadly
interpreted FM 34-52 50 as to consider the tech-
niques included within existing doctrine. For
example, in a memorandum written shortly after
A/519 moved from Afghanistan to

related each of the techniques the A/519 had devel-
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oped to FM 34-52 (as will be discussed further in
our section covering Irag); and in an interview
with our team on September 15, 2004,
indicated that she used the same rationale in
Afghanistan. (Of the techniques she identified,

indicated that sleep adjustment and
stress positions were the only ones used by her unit
in Afghanistan.)

) of note,_refereneeu to FM

34-52 cite its Appendix H, a summary of interroga-
tion techniques that appears in the outdated 1987
edition but not in the current 1992 edition of FM
34-52. As the Independent Panel has noted, the

1987 edition also calls for the interrogator to

appear to control all aspects of interrogation, "to
include lighting and heating, as well as food, cloth-
ing and shelter given to detainees””
Notwithstanding the qualifier "appear to control"
ﬂuslanguagemayhavebeenpemewedhymw'-
rogators uemveymgabroadspmofconhnlwhmh,
when coupled with an expansive interpretation of
the techniques themselves, made it poasible to cite
dochmalongmsformawofthemost controversial
counter-resistance techmques.

“SECRET/NOFORN-x Afghanistan

Battleﬂeldlntemgadon Techniquu In Use by CJTF-lSO as of January 24, 2003 (U)
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Battleﬂeld Inten'ogation 'I‘echniquel Desired - But Not in Use -
e T T by CJTF-180 as of January 24, 2003 (U)
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Bagram Callection Point Techniques In Usa by CJTF-180 as of January 24, 2003 (U)

é/@
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absence of any negative feedback, the GJTF legal
staff concluded that the techniques described as
being currently employed in the January 24, 2003
memorandum were unobjeétwmhle to higher
headquarters and that the memoran&um could be
eonslderedanapprovedpohcy Thmmnomdxm-
(U) Finally, in addition to these locally tion, however, that any of thé.additional desired
developed techniques, the January 24, 2003 techniques requested in the memorandum (i.e.,
‘memorandum tacitly confirmed that “migration” those listed above for BI, plus deprivation of light
of interrogation techniques had occurred sepa- and noise at BCP) ever received any official sanc-
rately. During December 2002 and Januery tion, whethér from LTG McNeill or higher suthor-
2008, according to the memorandum, interroga- ity (In fact, LTG McNeill stated that he did not
tors had employed some of the techniques recallapprovmganyspeaﬁc techniques at all up to
approved by the Secretary of Defense for use at - this pomt.)
GTMO. Use of the Tier II and single Tier I.II '
techmqueceased,however,uponthaSem-etm-y’s .. (U) Why was there no response to CJTF-
rescission of their approval for GTMO on 180s January 24, 2003 request for approval of
January 15, 2003. ST T techniques? According to Vice Chairman of the
" Joint Chiefa of Staff (VGJCS), General Peter Pace,
(U) The CJTF-180 Awstant SIAsubmitted USMC, "The USCENTCOM Deputy Commender
2003, but received no response froé CENTCOM o ™ dated 11 Apr o5 requesting OSD approval of &
from the Joint Staff” Afcording'to a brief provided > °f CJ [+-180 prepared interrogation techniques
for the Bagram Collection Point. The request was
by the Deputy’ Commander, CITET6 to VADM o oooo oo the Joint Staffand CICS deter
Church og Junq 24, 2004, the CJTF interpreted mined that the CENTCOM request was inconsis-
this lack of résponse as “silence is consent” With ton with the guidands provided SOUTHCOM on
regard to the techniques slready being employed interrogations. On 15 May 03, CICS forwarded a
(which, again, no longer included the tiered GTMO  memo recommending the same interrogation
techniques). From CJTF-180's perspective, they guidelines [ie., those approved for GTMO)] be
had submitted a summary of techniques used in issued to CENTCOM. I have no evidence that
the field to their operational commander for fur- CENTCOM was provided any formal response to
ther transmittal to the Joint Staff, and in the their 11 Apr 03 memo."
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BCP Techniques Listed in Deputy CENTCOM's April 11, 2003
Memorandum to VCJCS (U) .
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(U) Development of the March 2004 CJTF-
180 Interrogation Policy
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March 2004 Afghanistan lnterrogatlon
Guidance(U) . .. "
(U) Because the March 16 memorandum
governed the conduct of the primuy interrogation
facility - BCP - we have conndersdthis guidance to
beeﬁ‘ecﬁveasofthatdate’. _Additionally, the March
16 memorandum- pnmdu "this most detailed dis-
cussion of the techmqus approved. In the discus-
monthatfollow:,wewmtefermeethnMarchZB
‘Sop where it provxdes additional relevant infor-
mahon,orwhmntdﬂfersﬁ'omtheMuchlﬁ
memorandus.
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purpose of all interviews and interrogations is to
get the most information from a detainee with
the least intrusive method; always applied in &
humane and lawful manner with sufficient over-
sight by trained interrogators or investigators.”

(U) The memorandum concludes with a I . b)()\
caution labeled "Safety First:" '"Remember, the _

Additional Techniques Approved in the March 162004 GITF:180 Policy (U)
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(U) June 2004: Adoption of the May 2004

CJTF-7 (Iraq) Interrogation Policy
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Techniques Approved in the May 13, 2004 CJTF-7 Policy Memorandum U)
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reported to our interviewers.
(U) Investigative Procedure

(U) From June 19 to July 8, 2004, 24
Interrogation Special Focus.Team' members
deployed to Afghamstan. These pmonnel were
dmdedmtoatsamtimtfocusedonCFC—A, CJTF
76 and CENTCOM headquartaers, traveling to each
of those locamms ai:eamthatfocundanthe
Bagram detenhon facility; a team that focused on
the Kandahar detention facility and outlying
FOBllandateamthatfocuaedontheopa-ahonsof
forces in the feld, including SOF, which also trav-

"eled to several FOBs. The teams reviewed records,
visited facilities, observed all aspects of detainee
operations - including interrogations - and con-
ducted approximately 315 interviews, most result-
ing in sworn statements.

(U) Our interviews covered the entire spec-

trum of personnel involved in detainee and inter-
o rogation operations, from flag and general officers
"'EHL - to junior enlisted interrogators and troops who

Interrogation Techniques Employed (U)  participated in the capture of detainees. In addi-
"':-,_ N tion, our team in Washington conducted an exten-
(U)As_in_the previous section covering sive review of the documentary evidence gleaned
GTMO, this section begins with a brief summary of from responses to our data requests to commands
our investigation, followed by a comparison of the and agencies throughout DoD, as well as data col-
techniques approved for use in Afghanistan (i.e., lected during previous investigations. We also took
the CJTF-180 and CFC-A interrogation policies) advantage of previous reports, including the
with those techniques actually employed, as Jacoby report (described previously in our summa-
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ry of existing reports),

(U) Comparison of Intexrogation Techniques
Approved and Employed

A8 The chart on the following page pres-
ents the comparison between interrogation tech-

nigues approved for use in Afghanistan and the
techniques that were actually employed, as deter-
mined through our interviews and document
reviews. Readers are invited to refer to the
description of the chart format presented in the
GTMO section, as the same explanatory informa-
tion and qualifications apply here.

(U) As in the GTMOQ section, the chart
depicts the use of meany technigues coded white or
orange, indicating techmques employed without
specnﬁcappmvaltha.tnonethelmarenotnews-
garily problemahc ‘These two colors indicate that
the apphcable poIicy memoranda did not specifical-
ly discuss thie techmques in question; therefore, it
is by no means certain that interrogators would
categorize the techniques' application as distinct
from other, approved techniques. For example,
though the current (1992) edition of FM 34-52 does
not specifically autharize Mutt and Jeff, nothing in
the FM, the Geneva Conventions, or other policies

212
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or doctrine inherently prohibits it. Similarly, inter-
rogators in Afghanistan often opined that Yelling
was inherent to Fear Up Harsh, which is a doctxi-
nal technique, and that Deception'was inherent to
many, if not most of the docfrinal techniques. In
these instances, X marks in orange blocks may not
bea matter for concern, since neither interrogators
nor the drafters of the policies might presume the
technique to be otitside thé bounds of doctrine.
(We will of corirse disciiss exceptions below)

(U) A final qualification regarding the chart
bears repeating: as in the GTMO section, the
absence of an X does not mean conclusively that a
technique was never employed; rather, that we
found no evidence or allsgations indicating its.
employment. Nevertheless, based on our exhaus-
tive interviews we are confident that the chart
presents an accurate picture of the tec}miques
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employed in Afghanistan, and that any abuse indi-
dents or improper employment of techniques
unknown to us would have been isalated events.

(U) Overall Complimce with Approved
Techmques S

(IDAbroadlookatthed\artlllustram
several findings regarding overall compliance with
approved techniques. Our general findings are
summarized here to provide background for our
examination of techniques employed.
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(U) First, the initial column reveals that
numerous techniques not specified in FM 34-52
weremuaeinAfglmnistanpnortotheJanum-ym
2008 CJTF-180 de facto mterrogahon pohcy (which
affirmed that many of those teclmiquaa were
already in use). The most likely explanation for
tlmfact(whxchwewﬂlrevmtmtlusrq:ortnee—
tion discussing migration of interrogation tech-
mques)mthatmterrogatorsusedavmetyof

'teclquuesthuttbeybeheved based on a broad

mtu‘pretahon to be in accordance with FM 34-52
doctrine i

(U) Next, dissemination of approved inter-

roéatmn policies to forces in the field was poor
. prior to the implementation of the CJTF-7 policy in
June 2004. For example, BG Jacoby found with

regard to the March 2004 policy that "only one-
third of the bases had the SOP...it was generally
not guidance known or relied upon in the field."
(Of course, it should also be noted that the March
2004 palicy actually added techniques that had pre-
viously been prohibited by LTG McNeill.) In short,
up until the adoption of the CJTF-7 policy in June
2004, it is likely that many units in Afghanistan
were simply conducting interrogations as they
always had: based on their interpretation of FM
34-52, rather than any theater interrogation policy.
This finding is supported by the general left-to-
right continuity of X marks representing tech-
niques employed, including some in techniques
that had been prohibited by LTG McNeill (eg.,
stress positiona).
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(U) Third, as BG Jacoby found, dissemina- (U) Our discussion is divided into six parts:
tion of the CJTF-7 policy in June 2004 was more first, doctrinal techniques contained in FM 34-52;
effective (possibly because its shorter length - five gecond, techniques introduced by the Jamuary
Pages as opposed to the March policy’s 22 - permit- 2003 CJTF-180 interrogation palicy; third, tech-
ted easier transmission over tactical satellite sys- niques introduced by the Mgmh 2004, .CJTF-180
tems to FOBs that did not have secure e-mail interrogation policy; fourth;, fechmqmmmduged
capability). Our interviews reflected this finding: by the adoption oftheMay2004 CJTF-7 interroga-
'asthefourtheolum.nofthe::artd'emomh'ai':e? tion policy; fifth, additional techniques not epecifi-
interrogators complied with the policy's prohibi cally mention ed by any policy; and sixth,

tions (there are no X marks in techniques coded

red within the range 1-50). (There ars, however, X ““h““‘“”p“’wwhw or policy
marks with no brackets in techniques coded
orange, indicating that they were improperly used
without CJTF-76 permission; again, this was most, "~
likely due to interrogators' belief that those tech-
niques fell within the bounds of FM 34-52)

(U)FM 34-52 Techmquel

(U) Finally, an examination of the tech-
niques always prohibited by law or policy (51
through 58) reveals few incidences of theif use, as
will be described fully in the section that follows.

(U) We nowtum to & discussion of specific
interrogation tedmiques eriiployed in the course of
Operation | ENDURING FREEDOM. Previous gec-
tions have described legal and humanitarian con-
cerns surrqundmg the use of certain techniques;
with some exceptions, we have not reiterated those
concerns in this section, which simply describes the
techniques employed. Nevertheless, the aforemen-
tioned concerns should be borne in mind.
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(U) Techniques Introduced by the
January 24, 2003 CJTF-180
Memorandum
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(U) Threst of Transfer to Third Country

(U) Relaxed Grooming Standards: Sterile
Uniforms: Informing Detainee Why Detained:
Female Interrogators / Guards
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(U) Techniques Introduced by the
March 16, 2004 CJTF-180 CJ2
Memorandum
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(U) Loyd Music / Light Control

224 :

SECRET/NOFORN—a—aghanistan
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FATATVE Y AT TR FTRTNTY /N TV

DOD JUNE 3588



D U—

Page 222

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

COPY NUMBER: QhfBan

easy to arrive at this technique through the
employment of Fear Up, Pride and Ego Down, and
Fear Down in combinstion. Unlike GTMO, where
employment of this technique ctmently requires
permission of the cambatant eommandm' and prior
- potification to the Secretaly ofDefenu, o partic-
ular cautions are pnscnbed “for its use in
Afghanistan, Interview data indicates that it was
employedatleastasearlyasFebruarym3 -and
although there i is no specific interview data to con-
ﬁrmrt,:tuhk_e]yt}!atthmtechmquewuused in
one form or another - from the beginning of inter-
rogation, operations in Afghanistan. (Our chast
. includes X wmiarks under Multiple Interrogators as
" well as Mutt and Jeff to indicate its use.)

(U) Techniques lntrodnced by tiw M.ay 18,
2004 CJTF-7 Interrogation Policy (Adopted
by CFC-A in June 2004) ’

}Gé) M:m.and.leﬂ

(9)] Mutt and .Teff (the employment of ane
hostile mterrogator and ane friendly interrogator)
wasspeuﬁmllyhstedmeachremon of FM 34-52
from 1973 to 1987, but was omitted from the 1992
edition of FM 34-52. However, it is a staple of
interrogations, and although not specifically men-
tioned in the current revision of FM 34-52, it is
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(U) CJTF-76 reinforced the guidance pro-
vided by BG Jacoby in FRAGO 83 to OPORD 04-
04, dated August 15, 2004. The FRAGO states that

" Rectal searches are prohibited. Rectalandhenua'.'
exams are prohibited unless determined necessary -
by competent medical authority Medical doctors ™. (U) Physical Training: Face Slap / Stomach Slap
~ are the only persons authorized to conduct these »
procedures. If either procedure is requned, the
individual must be informed of the reason in alan-
guage he or she understands, a witriess must be
present, and the reason for | the exam must be doc-
umented." i =,

(U) Prohibited Techniques

(U) The final eight techniques on the chart
represent techniques that are clearly unlawful ar
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otherwise prohibited by policy. None of these tech-
niques have ever been approved in Afghanistan.
Of theee, three (marked with X) are alleged to have
be¢n employed during interrogations. These tech-
niques - gleep deprivation, the use of scenarios
designed to convince the detainee that death or
severely painful consequences are imminent for
him and/or his family, and beating - are alleged to
have been.used in the incidents leading to the two
deaths at Bagram in December 2002, which are
described at greater length later in this report.

Migration of Iﬂiénoﬁaﬂon
Techniguies (U)

(U) Early Migration
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" . (U In sum, the most plausible explanation
for the existence of additional techniques in
Afghanistan prior to the migration of the
December 2002 GTMO interrogation policy was
that interrogators, drawing on their training and
experience, developed these techniques in the con-
text of a broad reading of FM 34-52, as has been
previously discussed.

(U) The March 2004 Guidance

&)
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(U) Migration from Iraq

(U) We found no evidence of unofficial
migration of interrogation techniques from Iraq to
Afghanistan. Of course, the June 2004 adoption of
the CJTF-7 interrogation policy was a form of off-
cially sanctioned migration.

(U) Pressure for Intelligence

(U) In light of speculation that pressure for

actionable intelligence contributed to the abuses at

Abu Ghraib in Iraq, we considered whether such
pressure might play a role in Afghanistan.
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However, we found no evidence to suggest that sen-
ior personnel applied unusual pressure to opera-
tional units to obtain intelligence; nor did we find
evidence suggesting that any units believed they
were under pressure beyond that inherent in com-
bat and stability operations. It seems likely that
this is due to the fact that detainees believed to
possess valuable intelligence have typically been
transferred to GTMO for focused interrogation.
According to LTG McNeill, T don't recall receiving
any pressure or encouragement from anyone above
me to produce intelligence from detainees.. My pri-
ority was to get detainees moved to GTMO or
released as fast as possible.”

Detainee Abuse (U)

(U) According to CENTCOM, ss of August
2004 US. forces had detained just over 2,000 peo-
ple in Afghanistan since OEF began (excluding
those who were detained for short periods - rang-
ing from hourstoafewdays for screening against
Secretary of Defense detentxon mterla, and then
released). Through Sepﬁamber 30, 2004, there
have been 27 cases ofalléged abuse resulting in the
initiation of q_ﬂiaal investigations, as described. 12
of these cases were detérmined to be unsubstanti-
ated (e.g., US: forces were determined to be acting
in legitimate self-defense; it was determined that
detainee injuries predated capture by US. forces;
or detainee deaths were determined to result from
natural causes). Of the remaining 15 cases, 12
were still being investigated as of September 30,
2004, and three have been closed, substantiating

~SECRETNOFORN—2—arghanistan
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the allegations of the wrongful death or abuse of
detainees.

(U) In these last 15 cases, approximately 65
US. service members are xmphmted for either
action or inaction - in allegéd or substantimd
abuse against approximately 25-50 detainees
(allowing for uncertainty in thé number of people
abused in the closed case described immediately
below). Based an CENTCOM figure of roughly
2,000 deta.mees heldbetween October 2001 and
August 2004, this means that abuse was alleged to
have been pem-petnted against less than three per-
cent of &ll detainees in Afghanistan, by less than a

.. quarter, of one percent of the over 30,000 US.
.. troops who have served in Afghanistan since the
" beginning of OEF. Thus, it is important to bear in

mind through the subsequent discussion that the
vast majority of detainees in Afghanistan appear to
have been treated humanely, often receiving better
food and medical care than they would in their
everyday lives; and that the vast majority of US.
troops are serving honorably in a dangerous envi-
ronment.

(U) Intexrrogation-related Abuse

(U) Of the three closed, substantiated
abuse cases in Afghanistan, one - an assault not
resulting in death - is related to interrogation. The
other two cases involve a shooting in August 2002
that resulted in a detainee's death at Fire Base
Lwara and a January 2002 incident at a
Temporary Holding Facility where detainees were
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Abuse (U)
Afghanistan Detalnee Abuse )

CASES DEATHS ABUSES o, |3
|-orev”| (ENNRICHI O] | ERNEENIO| | - 12 |N/A
[Giosep] | EEENNLO) | EEIMNALO] | 15 -3

TOTAL 5 |- 22 27 !3
Il Amy Related Cases - ."Na_vy Related Cases | _AWdataesor30sep2004. |
B USMC Retated Casés || Other Related Cases UNCLASSIFIED

taunted. The one closed, gul':s:t.ahtia_ted interroga-
tion-related case occurréd on March 18, 2004 and
involved elements of a US. infantry battalion who
conducted a cordon and seafch operation in the vil-
lage of Miam Do, accompénied by an Army lieu-
tenant colonel atfached to the Defense Intelligence
Agency. 'I'Ee,,_oiimﬁon was initially met with
resistance, and between seven and 20 Afghans
were killed, The unit then detained the entire pop-
ulation of the village for four days while conducting
intelligence screening operations. In the course of
these operations, the LTC punched, kicked,
~ grabbed and choked numerous villagers. (This

234

conduct is considered interrogation-related omly
because it was perpetrated in the course of screen-
ing operations. No spedific interrogation tech-
niques were employed.) An AR 15-6 investigation
was initiated, and the LTC was given a General
Officer Memorandum of Reprimand and suspend-
ed from any further operations involving
detainees. :

(U) In addition, four other cases warrant
further discussion - not only for the severity of the
alleged abuse they describe, but also for their
potential relationship to interrogation. The first
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two cases concern the December 2002 detainee
deaths at the Bagram Collection Point, the third
concerns a detainee death following questioning by
OGA contractor David Passaro, and the fourth
concerns allegations of detainee abuse at the hands

. of SOF personnel at Gardez in March 2008 resuit-
ing in the death of an Afghan Army recruit. (The
last two cases are open, as described below; and the
two Bagram death cases were closed on October 8,
2004, after our data analysis had been completed.)
Notwithstanding their association with interroga-
tion, however, it will be evident that these cases of
abuse do not correlate to any approved interroga-
tion policy.

(U) December 2002 Deaths at the Bapram

(U) On December 4, 2002, a PUC. died in
custody at the BCR Six days later- onDecember
10, a second PUC died at the BCP Thepattemsof
detainee abuse in these two mcldents share some
similarities. In both cases, for example, the PUCs
were handcuffed to fixed ob_)ect.s above their heads
in order to keep them awake. Additionally, inter-
rogations in- both mudentu invoived the use of
physwa.l violenée mdudmg Kicking, beating and
the use af compliance blows" which involved strik-
ing the PUCS' legs with the MP's knee. In both
cases, blunt force trauma to the legs was implicat-
ed in the deaths. In one case, a pulmonary
embolism developed as a consequence of the blunt
forcs trauma, and in the other case pre-existing

—SECRET/NOFORN——amhanistan
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coronary artery disease was complicated by the
blunt force trauma.

(U) Criminal investigation into the BCP
deaths was completed in early October 2004. The
Army's Criminal Investigative Division (CID) has
recommended charges against 28 soldiers in con-
nection with the deaths: 15 in conjunction with
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the December 4 death (four MI and 11 MP), and 27
in conjunction with the December 10 death (seven
MI and 20 MP). (Some of the same personnel are
named in the detention and m’cerrogahon of bath
‘detainees.) -

(U) We reviewed the Bagram Collection
Point AR 15-6 investigation directed by LTG
McNeill, the final CID Reports of Investigation,
and approximately 200 interviews associated with
the CID investigation. We also reviewed the med-
ical practices at the BCE We found the CID inves-
tigation to be tharough in addressing the practices
and leadership problems that directly led to the
deaths and consequently we believe that no further
investigation into the criminal aspects of the
deaths is required. However, we did find areas that
were not addressed, and may require further inves-

* (U) As discussed in more detail in the med-
ical section of this” report it is unclear if
medical personnel properry examined or
documented the plmwal condition of the
deceased. :

« (D Ovemght of detainee operations at the
BCPj prior to the deaths was not examined
in any depth For example, the only direct
oversight found in our review was by the
local CJTF-180 Provost Marshal (an Army
major). Although he identified questionable
practices a month prior to the deaths, he did
not ensure corrective action was taken.

236

COPY NUMBER ONE

* (1) Finally, we were not able to determine
why military personnel involved or poten-
tislly implicated in this investigation were
reassigned to other units (¢g., to Abu
Ghraib) before the investigation was com-
pleted. LT

(U) The Passaro Case

(U) On June 21, 2003, a detainee died in
US. custody at FOB Gereshk, s DoD facility
Though an OGA contractor, David Passaro, was
questioning the detaince, Army personnel were

-, respongible for guarding the detainee and provid-
ing him water. Based on a local ad hoc division of

labor, Passaro was responsible for feeding and
interrogating the detainee.

(U) Passaro is currently being tried for four
counts of agsault in the federal district court for the
Eastern District of North Carolina (under the
United States Special Maritime and Territorial
Juriadiction, as expanded by the Patriot Act of
2001) Passaro is alleged to have struck the
detainee with a flashlight and kicked him numer-
ous times in the course of interrogation; safety
positions and sleep deprivation were also allegedly .
employed. Following an interrogation session, the
detainee became distressed and asked one of the
guards to shoot him. Later, the detaines freed one
hand fram his handcuffs and beat his head against
a wall until he collapsed. No autopsy was conduct-
ed before the detainee’s remains were released to
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local nationals. Military personnel are also under (U) Conclusions: Interrogation Techniques
investigation by the Army for their potential role and Abuse
in facilitating his death by not stopping abusive .
practices when they saw them., (1) In sum, our major ﬁnd!nga regarding
interrogation techniques employed, and interrogs-
(U) This case highlights some of the chal- tion-related abuses in Afgha.q:stagare as follows:
lenges associated with the close interaction : A
between DoD and OGA forces in wax, which are  « (U) We concur with BG Jacoby that dissem-
described at greater length in this report's section ination of apprgved interrogation policies in
discussing DoD support to OGA. Afghanistan was poor until the adoption of
CJTF-Ta May 13, 2004 interrogation policy.
Until that point, interrogators largely relied
. upon broéd interpretation of FM 34-52

L . (U) The Secretary of Defense issued specific
.. guidance for the interrogation of al Qaeda
and Teliban detainees at GTMO, but guid-
ance for interrogation of al Qeeda and
Taliban detainees in Afghanistan was devel-
oped within CJTF-180. CJTF-180 submit-
ted to the Joint Staff a list of techniques
being employed in Afghanistan in January
2003; and though the CJCS determined
that the list was inconsistent with the tech-
niques approved for GTMO, no response
was provided. As a result, interrogation
policies in Afghanigtan - while they did not
contribute to any detainee abuses -
remained less restrictive than those in
GTMO until June 2004, when CJTF-7's pol-

icy was adopted.
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* (U) The few substantiated “interrogation-
related abuses in Afghanistan - which con-
sisted of physical violencé - were unrelated to
any approved i‘nta'rogahdh policies, which
prohibited siich’ behavxor In addition, the
abusesatBagramtookplaeebeforeany
mberrogatxon policy other than FM 34-52
was OOdlﬁBd for Afghanistan.

(U) Missid Opportunities

() Our investigation suggested several
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additional “missed opportunities” (besides those
suggested by our findings abave). None of these
missed opportunities themselves contributed to or
caused abuse; in addition, it is unlikely that they
could have prevented the- mtmoénuon-related
abuses that did occur, which were already prohibit-
edbyotberemsﬁngpohaes,hwanddoctnne.
However, had they been pursued US. forces might
have been better prepared for detention and inter-

rogation opemhons in Afgba.nistan.

- () Though the President's February 7,
"..2002 determination stated that al Qaeda
end Taliban members were not EPWs, no
“specific guidance was given to CENTCOM

with regard to the practical effects of this
determination, in particular with regard to
interrogation techniques and the cancept of
"military necessity” as a justification for
exceeding the guidelines of GPW, We found
no evidence that the determination was
employed to justify techniques beyond the
boundaries of GPW: it was clearly not a
driving factor in CJTF-180 interrogations -
in fact, LTG McNeill stated that he had no
personal knowledge of the impact of the
President'’s determination. Nevertheless,
we recommend that common guidance be
provided to all of the military departments
and DoD agencies.
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* (U) There was no evidence that specific * (U) Though all personne)] were aware that

detention and interrogation lessons abuse must be reported, there were no
learned from previous conflicts were incor- standard procedures for identifying or
porated in planning for Operation reporting detainee abuse or for determin-
ENDURING FREEDOM., ing whether abuse allegatioﬂ's were legit-
imate. e T
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Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (U)

(U) This section examines the evolution of
interrogation techniques approved and employed
in Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, and begins with a
discussion of the background to interrogation
operations in Iraq. The discussion below presumes
a familiarity with the previous reports concerning
detention and interrogation operations in Iraq, and
particularly at Abu Ghraib, summarized earlier in
this report (i.e., Miller, Ryder, Taguba, Army
Inspector General [Mikolashek], Fay, Jones, and
Independent Panel), but will re-emphasize key
points - and, where appropriate, offer clarifications
- in order to provide context for our analysis.

Background (U) -

(U) Operation IRAQI FREEDOM began at

approximately 10 p.m. Eastern Standard Time on
March 19, 2008, with air and cruise missile strikes
intended to kill Saddam Hussein and other key
leaders of the Ba'athist regime. The main body of
coalition ground forces ‘crdss-ed_- the border from
Kuwait into Iraq on March 20, and three weeks
later, on April 9, coalition forces had taken
Baghdad. By early May, the Iraqi armed forces and
the Ba’athmtreglme had been defeated, and coali-
tmnforeesemﬂdbegmthetaskofstabmzmgand
reoonstmctmg Irag in coordination with the new
Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) established
on May 12, 2008. (The CPA superseded the Office
for Reconstruction and Humanitarian Assistance,
which had been in place since April.) Although full
responsibility and authority for governing Iraq was
handed over to the fully sovereign and independent

-SECRETNOFORN—- Iraq

Iraqi interim government on June 28, 2004, coali-
tion forces continue to support Iraqi security and
reconstruction.

(U) As in the early stage.s of Operahon
ENDURING FREEDOM, ground operations in
IRAQI FREEDOM were marked by both rapid
maneuver and the parhclpahon of SOF and OGA
personnel. These factors would necessitate mul-
tiple, often far-flung detention facilities: the
rapid and mde-rangmg maneuver of convention-
al forces, combmed with the dispersed nature of
SOF and OGA operations, meant that Iraq was
never a "lmear" battlefield with clearly defined
‘ front lipes, or rear aress in which to establish
ixﬂfex;nnient facilities. In addition, continuing
insurgent and terrorist activity throughout the
country required coalition units to maintain
short-term detention facilities within their own
areas of responsibility for the safeguarding of
detainees before their transfer to theater intern-
ment facilities.

(U) While operations in Afghanistan and
Iraq have both resulted in large numbers of civilian
detainees, Operation IRAQI FREEDOM is distinct
in that the initial stages of ground combat - from
March 20 through early May of 2003 - produced
significant numbers of enemy prisoners of war
(EPWs) as well. The figure on the next page, an
excerpt from the Center for Army Lessons Learned
publication On Point (a history of Army operations
in TRAQI FREEDOM through May 2003),
describes the 39 Infantry Division's early experi-
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ence with EPW operations during the battle to field encompassing fast-moving forces and long
secure an air base and a bridge over the Euphrates lines of communication. In addition, it calls atten.
River near the town of Tallil in southeastern Iraq, tion to the segue from EPW to civilian internee
The narrative illustrates some of the challanges detention attending the tranﬂtxon from major
related to detention operations on a fluid battlee combat to stability operahons )

Handling the Enemy Prisoners of War (U) .

(U) "The Battle of Tallil presented the Srd ID with its ﬁrst substanhal numbers of EPWs.
Handling the prisoners was a major task that the dmmon mdcorpshadbeenworlung for

. months. This would be the firgt test of that effort. " At 0900 on 22 March...the 3rd MP
CompanycommanderledtheadvancepartyofTaskareeEPWto[AaeaultPomt]BARROW
andestabhshedﬂleﬁrstEPWcolleehonpomt Shortlythereaﬁerthemmnbodyamvednnd
received and processed the ﬂrstthreelraqi EPWs

(U) "Whileprocessmgthepnsoners atBARROW J[the] 3rd ID provost marshal received a
message from 3rd BCT {'Bngade Combat Team] asking for assistance with the prisoners taken
at Tallil Air Base. [A] small advamepart:ymovednorth. o take contral of the prisoners,
established a hasty collection poirit, and accepted 3rd BCT's prisoners. The following momn-
_ing at 0800...the 8id BCT cleared a building complex planned as the location of Division
Central Collednon Pomt HAMMER Task Force EPW occupied the complu in the early after-'
noon. A

(U) "By the morning of 24 March, ...the 709th MP Battalion commander arrived at Tallil Air
Bagé.::[and] effected a relief-in-place with Task Force EPW. This freed Task Force EPW to
continue movement north following the 3rd ID brigades. However, [the 709th MP Battalion
comimander] quickly realized that he did not have adequate combat power to relieve Task
Force EPW and conduct his second mission of escorting critical logistics convoys to the fight-
ing forces. The only available forces at his disposal were two platoons and the company head-
quarters of the 511th MP Company from Fort Drum, New York, all of which had arrived ahead
of the unit equipment.
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(U) "[The battalion commander] decided to commit this force to conduct the EPW mission at
Tallil. On 24 March, [the] commander of the 511th MP Company led 80 soldiers in six Black
Hawk helicopters from Camp PENNSYLVANIA to Tallil Air Base, with anly their weapons,
rucksacks; a picket pounder, and two days’ supply of food and water. Theyxmmediaulyaug-
mented the 708th MP Battalion and effectively relieved Task Force EPW. The?OghhMPa
renamed ths collection point Corps Holding Area WARRIOR. With limited equipmt and
supplies, the 511th MP Company expanded the collection point andprocessedand safeguard-
ed over 1,500 EPWs until the 744th MP Battalion (Internment/Resettlment) relieved them
on 6 April 2003.

(U) "The holding area at Tallil Air Base ultimately became Camp WHITFORD, a trans-ship-
ment point where all coalition ground forces brought EPWs pending movement by the 800th
MP Brigade to the theater internment facility at Oamp BUCCA [in the Iraqi Persian Gulf port
city of Umm Qasr]. On 9 April, coalition forceshadoveﬂ 300 EPWs in custody. Most of these
prisoners ultimately [were transferred) to the thhater internment facility. However, coalition
commanders released prisoners who they detenmned did not have ties to the Iraqi armed -
forces or the Ba'ath Party As coahhon forces transitioned to peace support operations, the
interament and resettlement mission: also transitioned. Shortly after 1 May 2003, when -
President Bush declared the énd of i ma,]or combat operations, the 800th MP Brigade began
paroling approximately 300 EPWs a day. As the prisoners were released, criminals replaced
themmtheeampsa;_eoalltwnfgrcesbegantoestabhsh law and order throughout the country”

QW Evolution of Command Structures  Command (CENTCOM): General Tommy Franks,

and Detentxon Facilities USA until July 7, 2008, and then his successor,
General John Abizaid, USA. During the early com-
(o)) M_Qnm bat operations, CENTCOM's Combined Forces .

Land Component Commander (CFLCC) - Third

(U) As with operations in Afghanistan, US. Army Commanding General, Lieutenant
overall combatant command of operations in Iraq General David McKiernan, who by then had
resided with the Commander, US. Central relieved LTG Mikolashek - directed conventional
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force ground operations, while the Combined
Force  Special Operations Component
Commander (CFSOCC) directed SOF operations.
In addition, a Joint Interagency Coordinating
Group (JIACG) was established as part of the
CENTCOM staff to assist in coordinating the
activities of non-DoD agencies operating in Iraq.

(U) Major conventional forces under the
CFLCC's command included the US. Army V
Corps, then commeanded by LTG William S.
Wallace, USA, and the 1st Marine Expeditionary
.Force (I MEP) - with attached British forces -

under LtGen James T. Conway, USMC. Masjor

units assigned to V Corps included 391D, 4th ID,
and the 82d Airborne and 101st Air Assault
Divisions.
173d Airborne Brigade under the CFSOCC's
command as part of Joint Special Operations
Task Force North (JSOTF-N). In the early days
of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, the 33 ID spear-
headed V Corps’ drive to Baghdad through south-
western Iraq; the 173d Airborhe Brigade and
101t Air Assault Division secured northern Irag;
and I MEF, together with British forces, secured
the oil fields of . southern Iraq and drove to
Baghdad from the southeast Later, these units
would be Jomed by the 4th ID and by then-Major
General Ricardo 5. Sanchez's 1st Armored
Division, arriving via Kuwait; subsequent troop
rotations (not described in detail in this report)
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In addition, CENTCOM placed the
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began in early 2004,

(U) As On Point relates, planning for
detention and related intelligence operations -
and the attendant challenges - began well before
March 2003. CFLCC planners anticipated thet
EPW numbers could range f;‘_oﬁz'appro:dmately

' 16,000, in the event of an esrly collapse of the

Iraqi regime, to a hizh of approximately 57,000 if
Iraqi forces put upa lengthy defense. MPs would
also be requuted to stabilize liberated territories
in addition to .conducting standard missions
including detainee operations, protection of high-
value is;eta and personnel, and regulation of
supply routes, among others.

(U) As early ag December 2001, while tai-
ioring forces in support of CENTCOM's
Operation Plan (OPLAN) 1003V in the event of
hostilities with Iraq, V Corps’ 18th MP Brigade
began planning for EPWs captured in combat.
The Brigade's initial plan was to have two battal-
ion headquarters and eight to ten MP companies
available if and when hostilities began. However,
a8 Operation IRAQI FREEDOM approached, the
CFLCC made a decision to place these MP units
toward the "tail" of the forces flowing into the-
ater, giving preference for early arrival to combat
arms units. This decision would result in
increased responsibility for early-arriving MP
units. From On Point:
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