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of those resources? This is a task that can be assigned to one or more of the
war coiieges, perhaps to a Sexvice organization—e.g. Checkmate (USAF),
the Joint Staff, PA&E or even an FFRDC such as RAND.

With respect to a Dost-election strategy, General Abizaid did not elaborate in

any detail. He did, however, ask a telling question: having worked hard to
ensure that an election in Iraq will be a success, what tasks will need to be
accomplished after the election by the Coalition, and what strategy should be

employed?

A post-election strategy will need to be embraced by the entire USG;.
however, it is my. assumption that DoD will need to prompt discussion of the
subject. Before approaching our USG colleagues, we might sketch a set of
two or three scenarios that might emerge from the election. For example, .
the election might result in a more sectarian than secular government in -
which the Shia center holds sway. Or,amare secular than sectarian
government might emerge in which the Kimds hold the balance, etc. We
might then postulate what the agenda of these various governing factions

and coalitions might be, identify what we can and cannot support, and how
we might posture the Coalition in the country accordingly.

It the exercise is well constructed in the beginning, it should permit us to
adjust our thinking on what we will need to do as events on the ground
clarify themselves over coming months. The purpose is not to be predictive,

but instead to give us the opportunity to thirk through various plausible

O OrrCITTUSTETUNTEY
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combinations and allow us to prepare fo respond appropriately to the results

of the election.

Consistent with my conversation with General Abizaid, this exercise should
be done here in Washington and offered to General Abizaid and General

Casey for comment and editing.

This is an exercise that could be led by Doug Feith and Pete Pace. After the
first iteration, they could branch out bilaterally to CIA and the State
Department. A second iteration could be brought before a Deputies’

Committeejust prior to Christmas. The object ought not be an elaborate
plan, but a set of alternate courses of action based on anticipated election

outcomes and US and Cealiticn objectives in Irag.

3 Tab A
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2 November 2004

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY CF DEFENSE

SUBJECT : Operations Analysis of UAV Employment in lraq (Your Memo, 28 Oct 04)

In response to your memo, here are some recommendations that can be pursued to analyze the
use of UAVs in Iraq.

Draft Terms of Reference for an Operations Research Study of the
Use of UAVs and RPAs in Iraq

There currently are about 400 unmanned air vehicles of various types available in-
country in Iraq or nearby on any given day. These range from the long enduring Global Hawk
ISR plaiform, to either the ISR or Killer-Scout armed Predator remotely piloted aireraft (RPA),
to the ISR 1-Gnat, 10 the Army’s ISR and armed Hunter RPAs, to the Marines' Pioneer UAVs. In
addition to these systems, there are numerous. small, battery-powered drones, each of which is
not much bigger than a bird {(Desert Hawk. Raven, BatCam, etc.). These smaller drones tend to
be flown below 1000 feet and may not be a serious hazard to other aircraft. The other systems
are large and could be a danger t© airmen whether they are flying aircraft or helicopters. Further.
the Navy is experimenting with a helo-like. small UAY, and the Coast Guard is experimenting
with @ small tilt-rotor drone. Even now, the skies over some of the cities in lraq increasingly
contain UAVs and remotely piloted aircraft, some with considerable weaponry on board.

The exploitation of the information obtained by the sensors on board the ISR
drones can be done on the ground by tactical units (equippedwith *Rover” lap tops which permit
the direct transmission of video from vehicles like the Predator as well as from manned aircraf
equipped with Litening Il sensor pods). Also. AC- 130gunships are equipped to receive Predator
video and work with the Predator crews in the prosecution of a target. And, in the case of
Predator and Global Hawk, the control of the aircraft and the exploitation of information can be
done by “reach back” to the United States.

While these systems started out as experiments, enough experience has
accumulated sothat commanders such as CENTCOM need to have the operations of these
systems conducted in acoherent manner. This already has been discussed by General Abizaid
and the Air Force Chief of Staff. Further. while “demand” for UAVs and RPAs is growing, there
are not enough, nor will there ever be enough of these systems to serve every individual ground
unit which desires “an eye in the sky.” The intent of this study is 10 develop appropriate.
concepts of operations for the major systems, and to think through the number and types of
drones which would optimize ground operations in lraq. To do this, the study should address.
inter ala, the following:

0SD 18024-g,
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J. Categorize the types of UAVs and RPAs now flying in the AOR, both ISR and
armed, as well as those expected 10 see action in the near future.

2. What 18 the specific mission of each of the growing variety of UAVs and
RPAs?

3. What should be the concept of operations foreach? Who should be permitted
to task cach? Who should control the acquisition and operation of each system?

4. How should deconfliction and orchestration of these assets be done? Who will
retain control of airspace at various altitudes (e.g., 31 may be the case that the land forces should
control all small drones which fly operationally below 1000 feet, while the Forward Air
Component Commander should retain control of the employment of all others as he docs for all
aircraft in the theater)?

5.  How should information fram ¢ach category be exploited and distributed?
What 1s the required information/data needed by various consumers of the outputs of these
systems? In what timeline met information be provided? To whom? Which Service should
take the lead on which categories of systems?

6. For those systems which are armed, how should they be controlled? Who does
and who should have the authority to designate targets and give the order to shoot? Who will
take the responsibility for attacks made with such systems?

7. What is the preferred distribution of various systems in support of land foroes
like Army units, Marine units, and Coalition units? For Special Operations units? How marny
orbits of each category per day for which missions? How best can assets be deployed so asto
enhance serving multiple "customers?"

We would envision this study being conducted in parallel by both the Joint Stall, in conjunction
with the CENTCOM staff, and by a think rank likc RAND (which may be the most qualified to
develop concept of operations &5 well as optimization techpiaues).

J8Mes G. Roche.
Secretary of the Air Force

cc: Mr Ken Krieg (PA&E)

2 Tab B
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November 15,2004

TO: Marvin Sambur
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ’W/’w
SUBJECT: Preliminary Inquiry

I was delighted to read this note from Joe Schmitz — not surprised, but delighted.

I know you have been through a tough time and do want you to know that [
recognize that and appreciate it.

Attach,
11/9/04 IG memo to SecDef [OSD 18035-04]

DHR.db
11150414 Q

Please respond by ——
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400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE o
ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 222024704 €77 SIS

INFO MEMO

‘ — - =3
Paul BU . SECRETARY GF DEFENSE \ e

s .-’" o

_ Department of Defense

-
“'! ﬁ' FROM: Joseph E. Schmitz, InspectorGeng

’,-’_’\).)
«
SUBJECT: Preliminary InquiryInvolving Dr. Marvin R. Sambur, Assistant Sé?:retagi
of the Air Force (Acquisition)

e  We have completeda preliminary inquiry into allegations that Dr. Sambur
forwarded internal DoD email to Boeing officials in violation of Section 2635.703
of the Joint Ethics Regulation (JER), “Use of nonpublic information,” which
prohibits a DoD employce from using or disclosingnonpublic information “to
further his own private interest or that of another.”

=  We concluded that the email at issue did not violate the JER and we found no basis
for conducting a full investigation. In 'that regard, we considered credible
Dr. Sambur’s assertion that he forwarded email to Boeing officials as a negotiating
technique designed to obtain the most favorable contract terms for the Government,
rather than to further Boeing’s private interests, Mr. Michael Wynne, |Jnder
Secretary of Defense (AT&L), corroborated this explanation.

o We mnitiated the preliminary inquiry following a Defense Criminal Investigative
Service @CIS) review of Dr. Sambur’s actions with respect to matters involving
Ms. Darleen A. Dnsamn, his former Dgadty. The DCIS review found no
information regarding Dr. Sambur that would warrant referral to the Department of
Justice.

o Inhis interview with DCIS, Dr, Sambur denied having any knowledge of improper
or illegal activities on the part of Ms. Druyun while she served as his Deputy. We
obtained no evidence from any other source that would contradict his testimony on
that point and found no basis for additional investigate work.

COORDINATION: NONE

(b)(6)
Prepared By: Richard T. Race, Deputy Inspector Gezal for Investigations,
TSA 8D g
S8AMA 8D
MA 8D SP3 i
execseC | /o

0Sn 18035-04
LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE — FOROFFEIEHSR-oN--
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INSPECTOR GENERAL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE = g, AR
ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22202—4704 T

INFO MEMO

NovemBer!d, 2004 5/45p.m0

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE : {,_ff’—%

g

e e — -

FROM: Joseph E. Schmitz, Inspector gcral of thg Department of Defense

SUBJECT: Preliminary Inquiry Involving Dr. Marvin R. Sambur, Assistant S€
of the Air Force (Acquisition)

e  We have completed a preliminary inquiry into allegations that Dr. Sambur
forwarded internal DoD email to Boeing officials in violation of Section 2635.703
of the Joint Ethics Regulation (JER), “Use of nonpubli¢ information,” which
prohibits a DoD) employee from using or disclosing nonpublic information *“to
further his own private interest or that of another.”

e  We concluded that the email at 1ssue did not violate the JER and we found no basis
for conducting a full investigation. In that regard, we considered credible
Dr. Sambur’s assertion that he forwarded email to Boeing officials as a negotiating
technique designed to obtain the most favorable contract terms for the Government,
rather than to further Boeing’s private interests. Mr. Michael Wynne, Under
Secretary of Defense (AT&L), corroborated this explanation.

*  We initiated the preliminary inquiry following a Defense Criminal Investigative
Service (DCIS) review of Dr. Sambur’s actions with respect to matters involving
Ms. Darleen A. Druyun, his former Deputy. The DCIS review found no
informationregarding Dr. Sambur that would warrant referral to the Department of
Justice.

¢ In his interview with DCIS, Dr. Sambur denied having any knowledge of improper
or illegal activitics on the part of Ms. Druyun while she served as his Deputy. We
obtaincd no evidence from any other source that would contradict his testimony on
that point and found no basis for additional investigate work.

COORDINATION: NONE

(b)(6)
Prepared By: Richard T. Race, Deputy Inspector General for Investigations
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November 1,2004
TO: Paul McHale
cC: Doug Feith
VADM Jim Stavridis

SUBJECT: Notification from Homeland Security.

I want to know how: you fix this system with the Homeland Security Council so
get notified at a decent time from when a meetingis going to be held and plugged
in. Rachel will not be able to solve this; it will have to go to someone like Jim

Stavridis and/or cables simultaneously.

We also ought to think through whose advice [ would want. It would obviously be
McHale, but also NORTHCOM, Paul Wolfowitz, Dick Myers, Pete Pace, possibly

Ray DuBois, if it involves the National Capital area and Steve Cambone, if it

involves Intel.
Thanks.
DHR 3§
101046
AldEisgdeus s E NS EERSEQgeNEEDR IIIIII.'IIII.I-.IIIIIll.l.l‘l'l..l."l'..l’l.'
Please respond by r5 9 b i
T 01-11-04 15:22 03532
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE -c-.rr ~- - -

2600 DEFENSE PENTAGON o {\_rj‘_’—"T'l_,t'»:_’ij A Cages
WASHINGTON, DC 203012600 SERRERE T 2 S
INFO MEMO e
ey 1d B2 58
8 ANov USD(P) %
2004 [# 04/0

FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM: Paul McHale, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Homeland Defense) ? A

SUBIJECT: Notification from Homeland Security Council

» The following corrective action has been taken regarding the attached memorandum
(Notification from Homeland Security):

e HSC Notification Process: At your direction, I contacted Ken Rapuano, Fran
Townsend’s deputy, immediately after the HSC. He indicated that the shortnotice
was the result of an unanticipated POTUS decision to call an HSC PC. This
decision was made during a Presidential briefing that morning (0720 - 0739).

See attached Rapuano e-mail. White House notice was given to OSD Cables at
0745, six minutes after conclusion of the POTUS meeting. I emphasized to Ken
that DoD must receive prompt notice, including a "warning order” if there 1s
reason to believe that POTUS might call an HSC PC. Ken gave me a commitment
that we would receive the carliest possible notice.

e OSD Message Relay: Upon notice from the White House, it took an additional
15 minutes to relay the message to you (0745 — 0800). The time was consumed
in an attempt to determine the subject matter of the PC. Such delays are
unacceptable. Admiral Stavridis, whose office manages the flow of message
traffic to you, has assured me that corrective action has been taken. You will now.
receive immediate notice from Cables.

COORDINATION: Office of the Secretary of Defense

Attachments:
As stated

b)(6
Prepared by: Paul McHale, ASD(HD) ——

5& 19-11-00 8P, 4805704
11-L-05 D/038062
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November 1,2004

TO: Paul McHale
CC: Doug Feith
VADM Jim Stavridis

SUBJECT: Notification from Homeland Security

T want to know how you fix this system with the Homeland Security Council so |
get notified at a decent time from when a meeting is going to be held and plugged
in. Rachel will not be able to solve this; it will have to go to someone like Jim

Stavridisand/or cables simultaneously.

We also ought to think through whose advice I would want. It would obviously be
McHale, but also NORTHCOM, Paul Wolfowitz, Dick Myers, Pete Pace, possibly
Ray DuBous, if it involves the National Capital area and Steve Cambone, if it

involves Intel.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
110104-6

50°f

Please respond by

‘oo 01-17-0416:22 0353

0SD 18057-04
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Message Page 1of 1

McHale, Paul, HON, OSD-POLICY

From: Rapuano, Kenneth (b)(6)

Sent: Monday, November 01,2004 1:46 PM
T (b)(6)

Subject: sat

Paul = Did not mean to be abrupt on the phone Sat morning. | do want you to know that DoD was the first call the
SitRoom made to inform of the PC, and that a number of other principals, includingthe Judge Gonzales, C. Rice,
and Josh Bolten were late or missedthe call. Improvements needed all arcund --we all tend to overestimate our
abilities to quickly. notify and receive notifications. Sy®Ken

1812004 11-L-0559/0SD/038064
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OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
The Military Assistant

12 November 2004 - (930 Hours

MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. RICHARD LAWLESS, DASD/ AP/ ISA

SUBJECT: Ambassador Howard Baker Emait

Sir:.
The Deputy Secretary forwards the attached email with the following comments:
“Richard Lawless —
Please get back to me quickly with a list of what we

would like Ambassador Baker todo, PW’

Thank you.

Military Assistant to the
Deputy Secretary of Defense

Attachment:
12Nov04 0313 email by USAmblapan

Suspense: Wednesday, |7 November 2004

2OpY.to: Mr. Feith USD/P
SOR¥ AR Esb 0SD 18082 -04

11-L-0559/05D/038065
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From the Desk of
Paul Wolfowitz
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& Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
Sy Asian and Pacific Affairs .. . . .. . .-

atmb.

12 November 2004

MEMORANDUM FOR DEPSECDEF

Ref: Ambassador Baker’s note to SecDef on his departure from Japan

Info: USDP
ASD/ISA

PDASD/ISA
Paul,

1. Ambassador Baker’s e-mail was prompted by our ongoing meetings here in the
Pentagon the past three days on U.S.-Japan strategic security cooperation and U.S. forces
realignment in Japan/Okinawa. Baker's rep in the meeting had reported back overnight
that, while strategic cooperation talks were going exceptionally well (our desire to move
ihe_ Japanese into a global partnership and a more direct dialog about managing China and
other interests), the discussion on the posture moves of U.S. forces in Japan would’be

delayed into mid-December or beyond.

2. A recent SecDef snowflake anticipated Ambassador Baker's note on this same issue.

Our response to that snowflake, here attached, 1s current as of COB today.

3. I believe that my response to the SecDef snowtlake answers your question, but the
short version 1s that Ambassador Baker is very eager to do all that he can for us before he
departs Tokyo PCS on 30 January. This week’s results will give him a lot to work with
but he will have to wait until mid-December for the real meat- specific realignment

proposals. He will then have about one month left in Tokyo to push these issues for us.

/
. T3=11-04 U829 I
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November 12, 2004

TO: President George W. Bush
(5 & Vice President Richard B. Chency

The Honorable Colin Powell
Dr. Condoleezza Rice

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ,//,;#,éé/Jizﬁf,_ﬁ~4¢2A/L/

SUBJECT: Afghan Security Forces Update

Dear Mr. President,

Attached is the latest Afghan Security Forces Update, for your information.

Respectfully,

Attach.
11/8/04 Afghan Security Forces Update

D BR:ss
111604-1

0SD 18103 -04
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November 10, 2004

TO: President George W. Bush
% B Vice President Richard B. Cheney

The Honorable Colin Powell
Dr. Condoleezza Rice

FROM.: Donald Rumsfeld:) / ﬂ

SUBJECT: Afghan Security Forces Update

Dear Mr, President,

Attached is the Jatest Afghan Security Forces Update, for your information.

Respectfully,

Anach.
11/8/04 Afghan Security Forces Update

DHR:ss
111004-1

11-L-0559/0SD/038069
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Forces

Afghan Securi
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 Ministry of Interior Forces Trained & Equipped

— National Police 30,462

— Highway Police

— Border Police

— Customs Police

— Counternarcotics Police

 Ministry of Defense Forces Trained & Equipped

— Afghan National Army 15,084
— Afghan Air Corps

45,546

Data As of: 8 Nov 04

11-L-0659/0SD/038071



Trained and Eq

Tl e LRI TTn el
E'VUE “FLEEWEITR 0% vu.llJ

m edA

hanistan Securi ‘ ty Forces
BN EEERERR

145K

160000 -
140000

120000
100000

8000( Where we

Trained and Equipped Afghan Security Forces
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B Border and Customs Police B National Police

W National Army

Data As of: 8 Nov 04
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Ministry of Interior Forces-Projection

Projected Percentage of goals of Capable (Manned, Trained, Equipped) Policing Units on hand over time

Security

Force Endstate 1-Feb-05 1-Jan-06 1-Jul-08(1)

Element

Nl ALl B Bl M b

E'WUl rilisical wou \.’lll-‘

National

Police 47,500

Highway

Police 2,500

Border (2)

Police 24,000

Counter-
Narcotics 1,570
Police

Notes:

1. Projected 100% Date is 1 Jan 07 for all forces except CN Police which is a pilot program currently under
review.

2. Border and Customs Police are combined following a meeting last week with MOIL, INL, and the Germans.
A. Customs Police will receive special additional training under the border police
B. Customs Police will be under the MOl and not the MOF
C. Meeting confirmed the requirement for 24,000 Border Police Legend

. 70-100 % OF REQUIREMENT
40-69 % OF REQUIREMENT

- 39 % OR LESS OF REQUIREMENT

Data As of: 8 Nov 04
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Afghan Armed F orces-PHectwn
For Ginicial Usc Caly BN EREEREER

Afghanistan
ﬁﬁf:;;‘y Endstate | 07-Nov-04 | 01-Feb-05 | 01-May-05 | 01-Aug-05 | 01-Jan-06
Elements
Ministry of
Defense 3,000
(General Staff)
Corps 43,000
Air Corps 3,000
Sustaining
Institutions 21,000
Legend
. 70-100 % OF REQUIREMENT
40-69 % OF REQUIREMENT
. 39 % OR LESS OF REQUIREMENT 5
Data As of: 8 Nov 04
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Coalition Contributors

OEF & ISAF =42 Countries
Albania 22} Denmark 58]lIceland 12]Mongolia 16 Spain 1,012
Australia 4|Egypt 65} Ireland 7|Netherands 513 Sweden 87
Austria 3jEstonia 15] ltaly 976]New Zealand 8| Switzerland 4
Azerbaijan 22}Fintand 80]Jordan 182|Norway 255] Turkey 246
Belgium 595| France 1,254]Korea 199]Poland 119 UK 592
Bulgaria 42| Georgia 50]Latvia 11{Portugal 27FUSA 15,215
Canada 1004| Germany 2,189]Lithuania 50fRomania 561
Croatia 51|Greece 108] Luxembourg 10} Slovakia 41
Czech Rep 32| Hungary 109]|Macedonia 20} Slovenia 22} Total 25,888
Afghan Forces On Hand 67,892 Afghan Forces Trained 45,546
National Police 48,450 National Police 29,121
Highway 891 Highway Police 389
Border Police 3,417 Border Police 898
Counter Narcotics Police 150 Counter Narcotics Police 54
Subtotal On Hand 52,908 Subtotal Trained 30.462
MOD/GS 637 MOD/GS 637
Corps 13,589 Corps 13,589
Air Corps 0 Air Corps 0
Intermediate Commands 858 Intermediate Commands 858
Subtotal On Hand 15,084 Subtotal Trained 15,084
11% 15%
16%
21%
64%
73%
6

Data As of: 8 Nov 04

M Coalition Forces M US Forces B Afghan Forces
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-'POI_.ICE ; PROPOSED ON D:UT.Y : ;RQ):;;?::-:;‘ ' _EQUIPPED.ON
' : - _ ; ' 31 JAN 05

National Police 47,500 48,450 29,121 33,621
Highway Police 2,500 891 389 515
Border Police 24,000 3,417 898 2,200
Cm._mternarcotlcs 1,570 150 54 84
Police

TOTAL 75,570 52,908 30,462 36,420

Data As of: 8 Nov 04
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Afghan Securi
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Forces MoD Update
T L LTI

KUl UIRLIVIAl UDT WY

B I ST LIMOTED 5 : e 100% FULL
: : : : FULL OPERATIONAL! ~ 31 JAN OS5
ARMY | AUTHORIZED | OPERATIONAL v CAPABILITY? | L capagiLTy® | OPERATIONAL
I A s cappBILITYY | TR M ~ | capasiLITY?

Ministry of Defense :
(General Staff) 3,000 637 0 1440/0 Sep 09
Corps 43,000 13,589 0 15,480/0 Sep 09
Air Corps 3,000 0 0 210/0 Sep 09
DisEIRSICS 21,000 858 0 2,100/0 Sep 09
Commands

TOTAL 70,000 15,084 0 19,230/0 Sep 09
Notes:

(1) Limited Operational Capability = unit is conducting combat operations, but continues to receive advanced unit training and
may still require some equipment

(2) Full Operational Capability = unit is fully manned, trained, and equipped and is capable of conducting independent operations

(3) Data interpolated from planning figures in slide 5 and may decrease due to the delay of ETTs

{4) Full Operational Capability planned for Sep 09 utilizing the 5 battalion training model

{(5) Intermediate Commands are: Recruiting, Logistics and Acquisition, Training and Education, Communications, and Intelligence

Data As of: 8 Nov 04
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Afghan Securi
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POLICE

 MISSION <

National Police

Afghan National Police (ANP) forces are responsible for security and
maintaining law and order. ANP enhances security in all 34 provinces
of Afghanistan

Highway Police

Afghan Highway Police (AHP) enhance the security of Afghan highway
network and increase government presence outside Kabul. Enforce
criminal and traffic code violations.

Border Police

Afghan Border Police (ABP) responsible for border protection and
control. Responsible for movement of persons and goods. Control
cross border traffic and counteract threats posed by organized crime
and other border conflicts, including armed conflicts.

Customs Police

To asses and collect customs duties on imposed merchandise, prevent
fraud and smuggling. Control carriers, persons, and articles entering
and departing the country.

Counter Narcotics Police

Lead Agency for CN efforts in AF. Focuses on narcotic interdiction,

ARMY

interrogation, and investigations primarily in urban areas.

MISSION

Ministery of Defense
(General Staff)

Corps

Air Corps

institutional Commands

Defend the Nation's independent, national sovereignty, territorial
integrity, and establishment of law.

Data As of: 8 Nov 04
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Forces Missions

10



] AudE _ Y _F BT AR,
EFUIL WLRICEaE VoL NSAREY

4

es Trainin

HEERE

MNational Police

Basic Course is 8 weeks for literate;
4 weeks for illiterate

2 weeks for existing officers
Instructor Development Course is 4 weeks

1702

Highway Police

Basic Course is 8 weeks

1 week specialized training (Change from 2 weeks in
last report.)

Border Police

Basic Course is 8 weeks
2 weeks specialized training

Customs Police

Program not developed

Counter Narcotics Police

Special Course sponsored by the DEA

Total

Enlisted Basic Training

Basic Training is 10 Weeks

Advance Individual Training is 6 to 8 weeks
Collective Training is 6 Weeks

2818

National Military Academy —
Afghanistan (Begin Feb 05)

4 Year Course

Command and General Staff College

12 weeks

Combat Leaders Course

5 weeks

36

NCO Course

6 Weeks

268

176

Officers’ Candidate School

8 weeks

308

Data As of: 8 Nov 04

11-L-0559/0SD/038080
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Significant Events Since Last Report
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Manning:

o ANA: Ministry of Defense Level 3 fielding now complete; 21% (637) of the 3,000

Training:
e ANA: Cohorts #27, #28, #29 are in training; cohort #26 graduated on 7 Nov
(cohort #26 data is not incorporated in these slides)
e ANA: OMC-A will start the 5 Battalion Model on 20 Nov
e ANA: Forces are rotating for leave while still supporting counter-insurgency operations

Equipping:
e ANA: The Bulgarian donation provided small arms ammunition and mortar rounds

12

Data As of: 8 Nov 04
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nificant Events Since Last Report
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Building:
¢ ANA: Qalat Brigade garrison contract to be awarded by15 Dec

Mentoring/Employing:
o ANA: Proposing NATO embedded training team opportunities to Coalition

Funding:
e ANA: OMC-A short $127M funding in 1%t Quarter FY 05—State working AFSA/FMF Solution
e ANA: FY-05 $65m shortfall- Plan is to cover in supplemental

e ANA: Impact of funding shortfall: delay to initial operating capability by 4 months

13

Data As of: 8 Nov D4
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NOV 0 4 2004

elQ

TO: Jim Haynes

g Terry Robbins

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ‘W\,

SUBJECT: Insurance Issue
Please take a look at the attached and tell me what you think I ought to do.

Tell me what companies [ have been receiving money from that we had to have a
surety bond on. It may be that there is some way. to solve it. I suppose I would

have to recuse myself, at a minimum.

Thanks.

Attach..
10/22/04 M. Travers letter to SecDef

DIIR:ss
110304-¢

Please respond by “/ (4 / D"{’

honoo A

FOHS=-

11-L-0559/0SD/038083

0SD 18112-04



700 Quaker Lang, PO Box 350, Warwick, Rl 02887
Tel 401 827-2661  Fax 401 #27-2674
miravers@metlife.com

Maura C. Travers
Assistant Gengral Counsel and Seorstary

Octaober 22,2004

Donald H, Rumsfeld

(b)(6)

Re: Individuai Risk Surety Agreement

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Please be advised that Metropolitan Property and Casualty. Insurance
Company has made the decision to discontinue its involvement in the surety
business. Your current agreement and any and all addenda will terminate on

January 20, 2005 at 12:00 p.m. unless terminated sooner than January 20,2005.

Reasons for an earlier termination date may include your leaving the appointed
position. We retain the right to terminate your agreement sooner if the company
holding your benefits is merged with or acquired by another entity and/or in the

event their ownership or control is changed in any manner.

It has been a pleasure serving you and we wish you continued success in

your future endeavors.

If you have any questions ahout vour aareement with Met P&C, please

don't hesitate to call me directly at|®)©) You may also wish tq conta
Jeff Green, in the Office of General Counsel, Department of Defense, at[(®)(6)
(b)) if you have any questions regarding replacement of this agreement

after its termination.

o 4,

Maura C. Travers
Assistant General Counsel and Secretary

Sincerely,

CC: D. Colasanti
J. Green

11-L-0559/05D/038084
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GENERAL COUNSEL

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFE.NSE =

1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600

INFORMATION MEMO

T s L
i e L aRa T

B 12 M 29

November 7,2004 (11:00 am)

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: William J. Haynes I, General CounselW

SUBJECT: Recusal

a This responds to your Snowflake dated November 4,2004.

. With the expiration of your surety agreement with Metlife, you will be
disqualified from taking action having a direct and predictable effect on the
financial interests of Sears Roebuck and Co.; Kellogg Company; and the Tribune
Company. The attached memorandum (Tab A} will notify your staff of these
disqualifications and direct them to refer such matters to the Deputy Secretary.

2 As I indicated in my memorandum dated October 19,2004, (Tab B), we are
working with the Senate Armed Services Committee to find another provider of
such sureties. If that fails, we will be proposing legislation to enable a Federal

agency to provide such sureties.

COORDINATION: None

Attachments:
As stated

Prepared by: Jeft Green

(b)(6)

1 1-L-0559’&3 D/038085

0SD 18112-04

b0

honoot U

konod H



NOV 0 4 7004

TO: Jim Haynes

CC. Terry Robbins

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld W\,

SUBJECT: Insurance Issue
Please take a look at the attached and tell me what you think I ought to do,

Tell me what companies [ have been receiving money from that we had to have a

surety bond on. It may be that there is some way to solve it. [ suppose [ would

have to recuse myself, at a minimum,

Thanks.

Attach,
10/22/04 M. Travers letter ta SecDef

DHR:s5
110304-9

Please respond by | [14] 0‘!’

TOvS
0SD 181
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700 Quaker Lane. PO Box 350, Warwick, Rl 07887 M@%ajf@ﬁ /\l 1o & im|(:)T‘1']@

Tel 401 827-2661  Fax 401 #27-2674
miravers@metlife.com

Maura C. Travers
Assistant Gengral Counsel and Seorstary

October 22,2004

Donald H, Rumsfeld
(b)(6)

Re: Individuai Risk Surety Agreement
Dear Mr. Secretary:

Please be advised that Metropolitan Property and Casualty Insurance
Company has made the decision to discantinue its involvement in the surety
business. Your current agreement and any and all addenda will terminate on
January 20, 2005 at 12:00 p.m. unless terminated sooner than January 20,2005.
Reasons for an earlier termination date may include your leaving the appointed
position. We retain the right to terminate your agreement sooner if the company
holding your benefits is merged with or acquired by another entity and/or in the
event their ownership or control is changed in any manner.

It has been a pleasure serving you and we wish you continued success in
your future endeavors.

If you have any questions about your agreement with Met P&C, please
don't hesitate to call me directly at|(b)(6) [vou may also wish to contact
Jeff Green, in the Office of General Counsel, Department of Defense, at |()(6)

(b)(6) if you have any questions regarding replacement of this agreement

after its termination.

o 4,

Maura C. Travers
Assistant General Counsel and Secretary

Sincerely,

cc: D. Colasanti
J. Green

11-L-0559/05D/038087

Metlife Auto & Hame is.a brand of Metropolitan Property and Casualty Insurance Company and its. Affiliates, Warwick, Bl
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GENERALCOUNSELOFTHEDEPARTMENTOFDEFENSE
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600.

GENERAL COUNSEL

MEMORANDUM FOR THE IMMEDIATE STAFFOF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Potential Conflicts of Interest for Secretary Rumsfeld

Effective this date, Secretary Rumsfeld will be deemed to have a financial interest
in the following companies, which are defense contractors:

Sears Roebuck and Co.
Kellogg Company
Tribune Company

Please screen correspondence, memoranda, and decision papers that may have a
direct and predictable effect on the financial interests of these companies. Such matters
should be diverted to the Deputy Secretary. Please ensure they are not forwarded to the

Secretary.

(b)(6)

If you have any questions, please contact me Steve Epstein, Gail
Mason, or Jeff Green of my office. They may be reached at{(0)(6)

—

William J. Haynes 11

cc. Secretary of Defense
Deputy Secretary of Defense

1 1-L—0559@D/O38089
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GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600

INFORMATION MEMO

GENERAL COUNSEL October 19,2004

FOR:

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: William J. Haynes I1, General Counsel WT‘

SUBJECT: Surety Policies for PAS Officials

COORDINATION: No
Prepared by: Jetf Green

MetLife, the only provider of sureties for retirement and deferred compensation plans
for Department nominees, will terminate this product on January 20,2005..

To date, my standards of conduct office has not identified another issuer. MetLife was
unable to find another issuer. We contacted eight companies without success, and we

are currently working with Lloyds of London to identify another 1ssuer. In conjunction
with the Comptroller, my office is also working with members of the Defense Business

Practice Board to identify another issuer.

The Department may also provide a “source site” request for information on its
procurement website so that any company interested in offering the surety can contact

the Department,

Because an ethics regulation prohibits solicitation of prohibited sources (i.e. an entity
doing or seeking to do business with the Department), I recommend that you not contact
any. insurance company.

We advised the majority and minority counsels of the SASC that the surety policy may
no longer be available. The Committee agreed to permit PAS officials to disqualify
themselves from participating in particular matters invelving their former employers
until we can secure a new. surety. Current DoD PAS officials who would be

disqualified are listed in Tab A.

The SASC suggested that if we cannot find this product in the marketplace, we should
propose legislation for the Government to offer the surety. My office is drafting such a

proposal.

2y
(b)(6)

1 1-L-055# D/038091



Name

Gordon England
Nelson Gibbs
William Haynes
Thomas O’Connell

James Roche
Donald Rumsfeld

Peter Teets
Paul Wolfowitz
Michael Wynn

John Young

Oftice

Secretary of Navy

Disgualitied Company

General Dynamics,
Lockheed

Ass. Sec. of AF(Instaliations)

General Counsel

Northrop Grumman

General Dynamics

Ass. Sec. of Defense (SOLIC)

Sec. of AF
Secretary.

Under Sec. AF (ATL)

Dep. Sec.
Deputy U/S (Acq)

Ass. Sec of Navy
(Res, Dev. & Acq.)

11-L-0559/05D/038092

Raytheon

Northrop Grumman
Kellogg, Sears,
Tribune

Lockheed

Johns Hopkins U..

General Dynamics
Lockheed

Sandia Corp.



T EBCT 29 2004

TO: Gen Dick Myers
FROM: Denald Rumsfcld%
SUBJECT: UAYVs

Do you feel you have confidence that we’re doing the right things on getting more
UAVs into the CENTCOM AOR? If not, tell me what I could do to be helpful.

My impressionis that CENTCOM is not even asking for them, and I believe they
should be.

Thanks.

DHR 55
107804.19

Please respondby 11 [g /oy

0SD 18115-04

~Foro- Latm.
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November 11, 2004

TO: President George W. Bush

CC: Vice PresidentRichard B . Cheney
Honorable Colin Powell
Honorable Porter Goss
Honorable Andrew H. Card, Jr.
Dr. CondoleezzaRice

FROM:  ponaid Rumsfeld')., [)”’W

SUBJECT Observationsfrom Southern Command

WOIYLNOG

Attached is the farewell assessvert: of General Tom Hill as he departed Southerm

Command.

It has a number of important observationsthat 1 thought you mightbe interested in
reading.

Respectfully,

Aftach,
11/9/04 Commander, SOUTHCOM memo toSecDef: Opporhunities and Challengesin the US Southem
Command Area of Responsibility

DHR:dh
M1i4-11

honoo 1

0SD 18133-04
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
UNITED STATES SQUTHERN COMMAND
OFFICE OF THE COMMANDER
3511 NW 91ST AVENUE
MIAMI, FL 331721217

SCCC 9 November 2004

MEMORANDUM FOR Honorable Donald H. Rumsfeld, Secrctary of Defense, 1000 Defense
Pentagon, Washington, DC 20301-1000

SUBJECT Opportunities and Challenges in the US Southern Commmand Area of Responsibility,

1. Sir, as Lrelinguish command of USSOUTHCOM, [ want to thank you for your leadership,
guidancc and trust over the past two years and three months. Command of such an important
and diverse unit has enriched my life and deepened my appreciation for the greatness of our

nation. As Idepart, I'd like to highlight a few opportunities and challenges that I see in the
Southern Command AOR.

2. Although I do not sec a current or potential conventional military threat in the AOR, Latin
Amgrica has bccome the most violent region in the world, T sec the issues of violence and
poverty as two sides of the same coin: the rampant violence impedes the cconomic growth
necessary to pull up the 43% of the population who live below the poverty line. The poverty and
hopelessness foment discontent,creating ready recruits for gangs, narco-terrorists and other
illegal armed groups. The issuc of gangs has the potential to be, over the next five to ten years,
the greatest destabilizing force in the AOR. Gangs are currently most prevalent in Central
America and Brazil, but the problem will spread if we do not address the threat quickly. The
size, transnational nature and financial power of the gangs has outstripped the region’s police.
The fact that gangs arc considered a law enforcement issue prevents the military from
confronting the threat in most countries. The security forces of the AOR must change in order to
combat the current array of threats. We must help our partner nations fird a solution that makes
sense, respects human rights and recognizes the historic mistrust of uniformed military acting in
a police role. In order to do so, we must transtform ourselves and readdress our current
restrictions against training police. This will require DoD leadership in the interagency and
within the Congress.

3. Islamic Radical Group (IRG) activity in the AOR is concentrated on fundraising and logistical
support for worldwide terrorism. We do not see in our AOR operational cells of IRG terrorists
staging for an attack on the United States. I take no comfort in that fact, however, since what we
don’t know about the IRG activity in the region greatly outweighs what we do know. We are
vulnerable to an airborne threat because our outdated laws on acrial interdiction limit our actions
and prevent our neighbors {rom taking action. We now have the technology ta be able to detect
and monitor, an airplane that takes oft from Panama, flies through all the countries of Central
America and Mexico and crashes into a key target in the southern extreme of the United States
and we will have done nothing about it because the current policy assumes that the worst thing
that planc could be carrying is drugs. September. 1% showed us the fallacy of this policy and we
must fix it regionally for it to be effective. The regional approach is critical in Central America

UNCLASSIFIED/TOUEe™
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due to the short flight time required to fly from the airspace of one country into the airspace of
another. Regional airbridge denial 1s @ sensitive and controversial issuc across the intcragency,
and I believe that only you will be able to take this on effectively.

4. You can be proud of what the men and women of Southern Command do to support the
Government of Colombia. The armed forces of Colombia, for the first time since the 1960s, are
conducting sustaincd offensive operationsin the old “despeje” region, which previously gave
sanctuary to narco-terrorists. Those cfforts are beginning to bear fruit as we are sceing greater
numbers of desertions and decreased activity on the part of the illegal armed groups. We must
stay the course in Colombiaby continuingto provide logistical, intelligence and planning
assistance to the Colombian military while interdicting the illicit trafficking that sustains the
narco-terrorist groups. We must seek to regionalize our support, especially to Perd, Ecuador and
Bolivia, whose fragile democracics must be shored up or we riSk pushing the problem out of

Colombia and into her neighbors. Again, DoD leadershipis essential, both in the interagency
and on the Hill,

5. In 1978, sixteen of the countries in this hemisphere had communist or totalitarian
governments. Today, all of Latin America and the Caribbean, save Cuba, have made the shift to
democracy and the militaries in the region are supporting democracies. USSOUTHCOM has
played a Key role in this maturation by close, continuous, personal interaction with the armed
forces of the AOR. This engagementis necessary il we are o assistin the fransformation of
Latin American sccurity forces to meet 21% century threats and it is vital to our continued
understanding of the realitics on the ground in the AOR. T am sceing the effects of the negative
impact of ASPA sanctions on our engagement,especially in terms of IMET, Several of our key
partners are already looking to Europe and China to fill the gap that ASPA is creating in
Profcssional Military Education and exchange programs. Current limits on information sharing,
security clearances and access arc at cross-purposeswith our professed goals of regional
cooperation. The SOUTHCOM staff is working on ways to ameliorate the impact of these

limitations. We must overcome these barriers il we are to continue to be the security partner of
choice for the nations in this hemisphere.

6. Disenchantment with failed institutions and unfulfilled cconomic promiscs in Latin America
and the Caribbean have resulted in tremendous social upheaval in the region. One manifestation
of the dissatisfaction with the existing political institutions is the fact that several presidents in
the AOR find themselves in the presidency as their first elected public office. As aresult of the
latest referendum in Venezuela, President Chévez appears to be a fixture in the regien. From a
strictly military point of view, I am concerned that President Chavez is turning his armed forces
into a highly politicized praetorian guard, which will choose loyalty to bdm over loyalty to the
constitution. On a larger scale, I am concerned about the exportation of his “Bolivarian
Revolution” to countricsin the AOR where governmentscan ill afford added instability. Turge

the pursuit of an interagency consensus around a policy designed to limit the detrimental impact
that Chdvez is likely to have on the region.

UNCLASSIFIEDGSS S
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7. Thave seen the ongoing suffering of HalL first hand, both under the UN mandate back in
1994 and as commander of our more recent efforts there, Until the Haitdan people are able to lift
themselves from abject misery to at Icast dignified poverty and develop some semblance of
working institutions, Haiti’s problems will continue to haunt the United States. Shortof a
comprehensive long-term international effort to support e, we will alwaysbe just one step
away [rom the next migration crisis or political collapse. DoD has a leadershiprole to play in
Haiti and must find a way to support Haiti’s sccurity forces.

8. The stabilizationof SOUTHCOM Headquarters stands without resolution. As you are well
aware, [ remain convinced, as did my predecessors, that Miami 1s the right location for the
headquarters fisam a strategic point of view, The recent proposal by the Governorof Florida
prescnts us with an opportunity to make a sound fiscal decision as well. I strongly cncourage
DoD to consider the Governor’s proposal as a means to resolve the command’s stabilizationin
Miami. We should come to closurc on this issue for both the strategic and fiscal reasons 1
mentioned as well as for the quality of life of our people.

9. I thank you again for the opportunity to have served as the Commander of United States
Southern Command. Lhave been privileged to work shoulderto shoulder with great patriots and
Thave been blessed by having known some of the most brilliant leaders of this hemisphere. T
thank you for your stcadfast lcadership in this critical phase of our country’s history. T am
enthusiastic and optimistic about USSQUTHCOM s role in helping the people of the Americas
fully cnjoy the fruits of democracy and economic opportunity,

) Ay el

JAMEST. HILL
General, US Army
Commander
CF.
Chairman, Jeint Chiets of” Staff
UNCLASSIFIEDfAR@ES=
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0CT 1 8 2004

TO: Gen Dick Myers
Paul Wolfowitz
Doug Feith
Tom O’Connell

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld /\)\
SUBJECT: French MOD’s Suggestions

Here’s a note on my meeting with the French MOD.

Please come back to me with a proposal as to how you think I ought to respond to

her and what we ought to recommend, Please get back to me by Wednesday,

October 20.
|
Thanks.
@J wid
Attach. ‘
: 10/15/04 MFR re: Meeting with French MOD on Counter-Narcotics in Afghanistan : Q
DHR:ss : C Z ?

}

101504-28 (// T
Please respond by \NI—QT]L /DRA 'F:’f;”“”’"’“

v |
Lf G/ /éf'f?"/

0SD 18135-04
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October 15, 2004

SUBJECT: Meceting with the French Minister of Defense on Counter-Narcotics

in Afghanistan

The French MOD indicated she thought that ISAF should not do the counter-
narcotics tasks; they are not suited to it. Nor should OEF. OEF has other work to
do.

She proposed putting together a special teamn, possibly the U.S., France and the
U.K. with ihe Afghans. Some Special Forces might need to be involved. She
mentioned the UN, EU, World Bank, and possibly some of Afghanistan’s
neighbors to the north, as others that might be involved.

She thinks it is important to act soon, to avoid having a situation where drug
money elects the Afghan Parliament, and the Afghan Parliament then opposes

Karzai and corrupts the government.

1 told her I'd get back to her,

DHR:s5
10140441

“TOve~ 0SD 18136-04
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QOctober 8.2004

TO: Gen Dick Myers

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld W

SUBIECT: Reducing the Number of Exercises

Last year we cut the number of exercises and the number of people involved,

because of stress on the force. I want to do the same thing for the period ahead.

Please get me the list of what the normal schedule would be and what you folks

are proposing, so that I can make some decisions.

There's no way we can have business as usual. We have to reduce stress on the
force. The only way to do 1t when we do some additional things 1s to stop doing
some other things. In my view exercises are important in peacetime, but in

wartime our troops are getting plenty of exercise.

Thanks.

DHR:ss

100704-22,

Please respond by jofLrfoy

0SD 18166-04

Tab A
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" October 18, 2004

883

TO: Gen Dick Myers
FROM:  Donald Rumsteld” ) f|
SUBJECT: Afghan Parliamentary Elections Apnl ‘05

We may need to do something extra for the Afghan Parliamentary elections next
April. We ought to have that in mind, just as we put some extra forces in for the
Afghan Presidential election.

Thanks.

DHEss
101504-27

Please respond by l q ot ‘lL

Tab A

0SD 18167-04
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i & {November 1, 2004

TO: Gen Dick Myers
FROM:. Donald Rumsfe]dQ‘\
SUBJECT: GEN Doug Brown

You will recall that Doug Brown has asked for authority over $25M for support
operations. I believe we have granted him that authority, but you should get an
instruction out to him, so that he understands it can only be used pursuant to a

specific deployment order or execute order.
Please think that through, work it out and come back to me with a piece of paper.

Thank you.

DHR:ss

110104-26
Please respond by { } 2604
0SD 18169-04
— Tab A
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF ..

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9998 :,, e o g
cM-2184-04
INFO MEMO 12 November 2004

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE | Q,
u/l
FROM: General Richard B. Myers, CJ C_S(Mm

SUBJECT: GEN Doug Brown

o Issue. “You will recall that Doug Brown has asked for authority over $25M for
support operations. 1 believe we have granted him that authority, but you should
get an instructionout to him, so that he understands it can only be used pursuant to
a specific deployment order or execute order.” (TAB A)

e Conclusion. The FY 05 National Defense Authorization Act included the
authority to expend up to $25M by US Special Operations Forces in support of
ongoing military operations to combat terrorism. ASD(SOLIC), the Joint Staff
and USSOCOM are developing, tor your approval, the implementationprocedures
to exercisethis authority,

e Discussion. The legislation explicitly requires the authority be used only for
SecDef-approved military operations and requires the Secretary of Defense to
establish procedures and notify the congressional defense committees prior to
using this authority, ASD(SOLIC) has initiated (TAB B) the development of
implementation procedures through the Joint Staff (TAB C).

COORDINATION: TABD

Attachments:
As stated

b)(6
Prepared By: LtGen J. T. Conway, USMC; Director, J-3;( 1©

0SD 18169-04
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I EE TR & CNovember 1, 2004

TO: Gen Dick Myers
FROM:. Donald Rumsfcld/Q'\
SUBJECT: GEN Doug Brown

You will recall that Doug Brown has asked for authority over $25M for support
operations. [ believe we have granted him that authority, but you should get an
instruction out to him, so that he understands it can only be used pursuant to a

specific deployment order or execute order.

Please think that through, work it out and come back to me with a piece of paper.

Thank you.
DHR:ss
110104-26

lbfoj

Please respond by (!

osD 18169-04

Tab A
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-2500

SPECIAL OPERATIONS/.
LOW-INTENSITY CONFLICT.

o PP

TO: DIRECTOR, JOINT STAFF

FROM: Thomas W. Q’Connell, Assistant Secretary of Defense for SO/LIC M

SUBJECT: Section 1208, Funding Military Opcrations to Combat Terrorism (U)

As you know, the legislation has cleared the Congress and has been
forwarded to the President for approval (Tab A).

The legislation authorizes the Secretary of Defense authority to expend up
to $25 million by US Special Operations Forces in support of ongoing military
operations to combat terrorism.

The legislation requires Secretary of Defense to establish procedures and
notify the congressional defense committees prior to using this authority.

Accordingly, I request the Joint Staff task USSOCOM to develop, for
SecDef approval, the implementation procedures (o exercise this authority. Draft
procedures should be forwarded to my office and the Joint Staff NLT 18
November 2004 for final staffing,

Attachment: As stated
Prepared by: L.TC Donald C. Bolduc, SOLICSO/CT,

(b)(6)
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SEC. 1208 SUPPORT OF MILITARY OPERATIONS TO COMBAT TERRORISM,

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of Delense may expend up to $25,000,000
during any fiscal year during which this subsection is in effect to provide
support to for eign forces, irregular forces, groups, or individualsengaged in
supporting or facilitating ongoing military operations by United States
special operations forces to combat terrorism.

(b) PROCEDURES.—The Secretary of Defense shall establish procedures for
the exercise of the authority under subsection (a). The Secretary shall notify
the congressional defense committees of those procedures before any
exercise of that authority.

(c) NoTiricaTioNn.—Upon using the authority provided in subsection (a) to
make funds available for support of an approved military operation, the
Secretary of Defense shall notify the congressional defense committees
expeditiously, and in any event in not less than 48 hours, of the use of such
authority with respect to that operation. Such a notification need be provided
only once with respect to any such operation. Any such notification shall be
in writing.

(d) LimitaATIONON DELEGATION.—The authority of the Secretary of Defense
to make funds available under subsection (a) for support of a military
operation may not be delegated.

(e) INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES.—This section does not constitute authority to
conduct a covert action, as such term is defined in section 503(e) of the
National Security Act of 1947(50 U.S.C.413b(e)).

(f} ANNUALREPORT.—Not later than 30 days after the close of each fiscal
year during which subsection (a) is in effect, the Secretary of Defense shall
submit to the congressional defense committees a report on support provided
under that subsection during that fiscal year. Each such report shall describe
the support provided, including a statement of the recipient of the support
and the amount obligated to provide the support.

(g) FiscaL YEAR 2005 LiMITATION.—Support may be provided under

subsection (a) during fiscal year 2005 only from funds made available for
operations and maintenance pursuant to title X'V of this Act.

11-L-0559/05D/038106



(h) PERIOD OF AUTHORITY.—The authority under subsection (a) is in eftect
during each of fiscal years 2005 through 2007.
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SOLIC EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TO: ASD for Special Operations and Low-Intensity Conflict

FROM: DASD Special Operations & Combating Terrorism, Mr. JQ Robefts

/% ‘}'Dv,zf\()ft

Action Officer/Office/Phone #: LTC Don Bolduc, OASD SO/LIC SO/CT,
SUBJECT: Section 1208, Funding Military Operations to Combat Terrorism (U)

(b)(6)

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY CF MATERIAL:

(U)Discussion.

« During WOT FED meetings yesterday it became clear to me that we needto develop a
planto get SecDef approved implementation guidance for 1208. Anticipatinga
November or Decemberapproval by the POTUS I propose we send a letter from the ASD
to Director, Joint Staff requestingthem to task SOCOM to develop the implementation

guidance for SecDef approval.

* My concern is that there are many people looking at this (OGCILC, SOCOM leg affairs, J3
DDSO, SOLIC, SOCOM J3 €SO} but no synchronization. of effort. It would be
unfortunate to have a POTUS approve law that facilitates operations inthe WOT and no.
implementation guidance.'We needto move forward now, so we do not get caught on

our heels with concepts from the field pending guidance approval.

* BG Phelanwas briefed on the concept and agrees with this course of action.

o See. catacked coorcliaatian Sheat

ACTION REQUIRED: initial Memo to DJS

I-NUMBER: SUSPENSE: 14 October 04 HANDLING: Urgent
PREPARED | CLEAREDBY | CLEAREDBY CLE;YRED CLEARED BY
BY
LTC Boiduc Mr: Gerlaugh Mr. Lellenberg Mr. Mr. Tim Morgan
NAME McCracken
Action Officer, | Director, Director, Policy & | Principal Director, .
ACTIVITY OASD SO/LIC | Counterterroris | Strategy Director Resources,
SO/CT m Policy, QASDSOILIC OASD SO/LIC
OASD SO/LIC SO/LIC
SOICT SO/CT
-a/ {l)’f&/ok‘

INITIAL

HR”

9%“ oF c%

=

Cfe%if'(d on 13
October 04
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TAB C

THE JOINT STAFF 3
WASHINGTON, DC

Reply ZIP Code:
20318-0300 25 October 2004

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF, US SPECIAL OPERATIONS
COMMAND

Subject: Implementation Procedures for Section 1208, Support of Military
Operations to Combat Terrorism (U)

1. ASD(SO/LIC) has asked USSOCOM to develop, for Secretary of Defense
consideration, draft implementation procedures for Section 1208, Support of
Military Operations to Combat Terrorism.! Request you forward draft
procedures to the Joint Staff, J-3, Deputy Directorate for Special Operations
(DDSO),NLT 16 November for final staffing.

2. The Joint Staff points of contact are Mr. Mark Dunham at DSN (0)(6)

and COL Pete Dillon at. DRSN|(®)(®) |

m & Securei with Appm:%

NORTON A, SCHWARTZ
Lieutenant General, USAF
Director, Joint Statt

Reference:
1. ASD(SO/LIC) memorandum, I-04/0 13685, 14 October 2004, “Section
1208, Funding Military Operations to Combat Terrorism (U)”

Tab C
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TAB D

COORDINATION PAGE
NAME AGENCY DATE
Mr. O’Connell ASD(SOLIC) 8 November 2004
VADM Olson USSOCOM 4 November 2004

Tab D
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November 12, 2004
TO: President George W. Bush
cc. Vice President Richard B, Cheney

Honorablke Andrew H. Card, Jr.

FROM  DonaldRumsfeld ') _h ‘L——"ﬂ' -

SUBJECT U.S. Air Force Tanker Scandal

Attached is a memorandum that sets out my current view as to how the tanker
scandalmay haveocturred. I am sure there are other factors of which I am not yet

R

o

It appears that the principal culprit, Darlene Druyun, will be going to go to jail for
a number of years, as she should. Thus far, the Inspector General has not found
wrongdoing by others in the U.S. Air Force in copnection with this matter

a

The turbulence and long vacancies in the civilianleadership ofDoD are, without
(uestion, harming the country.

Respectfully,

Attach, B
11/2/04 Druyun memo

DHR:db
111204~

Vi detd

0SD 18175-04
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November 2, 2004

SUBJECT Darlene Druyun and corruption in the Air Force acquisition process.

The question is: "How could such major corruption happen, over
such a longpericd, without those serving above and around her
seeingher corruption and reporting it to the proper authorities?"

The followinghistory offers a clue as to how this might have happened:

-

Druyun served asthe "civilian"Dgpay Assistant Secretary of the U.S Air
Force for Acquisition for ten years.

During the ten years of Druyun’s ;service, the position of her immediate
superior, the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Acquisition, was
vacant for four of those ten years. As aresult, for those four years Druyun
was the senior civilian in the A Force acquisition system and in charge of
the day-to-day activities of all Air Force acquisition. In the six years that
therevas aconfirmed Assistant Secrefary, daily oversight of Druyun's
activities was spotty, sincethere were four Assistant Secretarieswho
moved. In and out of the post as her superior, for an average tenure of
roughly 18 morths.

In addition to Druyun’s post, there is also a "military” Deputy Assistant
Secretary of the Air Force for Acquisition. During Druyun’s ten-year
tenure, there were four "military” Deputies moving in and out of office.
B, these three-star general officers were not involved in contracting. Ttis
notable that, under Title 10U.8.C. ,even today only a senior civilian can
make major acquisition decisions. Military officers, no natber how senior,
cannot do so. Therefore, by virtue of ber position as the senior Air Force
acquisitioncivilian, all procurement information passed through and was
controlled by her.

To further add (o the turbulence in Air Force acquisition, during her ten-
year tenure, there were five Secretaries or Acting Secretaries of the U.S., Air
Force. And, there were four ditferent Under Secretaries of Defense for
Acquisition, Techrology and Logisticsto provide oversight of air Force
acquisition organization and processes. The rapid tumover reduced
continuity of adult supervision.

However, within twelve months of the ¢urrent Air Force Secretary being
confirmed, and within seven months of having an Assistant Secretary of the

+aEer

11-L-05659/0SD/038112



+oto-

Air Farce for Acquisition cozfirmed, the Air Force acquisition organization
and processes were altered to ensure that no one persan could acquire too
much independent acquisition-authority. This had the effect of removing

much of the organizational power Druyun had accumulated over time. She
choseto retire shortly thereafter.

The turbulence in the civilian political appointees, both the Secretaries of the Air
Force and the Assistant Secretaries of the Air Force €or Acquisition, plus the

turbulence in the “military” acquisition officials, is a formula for prablems. The
combination of that turbulence, coupled with the statutory requirements, and the

serious delays in getting political appointees through the FBI clearances, the ethics
clearances and the Senate confirmation process, all conspire to create an

environmentthat is hospitable to corruption. And corruption is what we got.
To what extent this set of circumstances caused corruption of such magnitude will

never be known with certainty. Bt factsare facts, and [ am persuaded these facts
were a nontrivial part of the problem. They need to be fixed.

+=6-
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1950 DEFENSE. PENTAGON. e

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1950 SELERT
Mot WY ETIAS T s
ADMINISTRATION AND INFO MEMO

MANALGEMENT.

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: RaymondF. DuBo lrector inis %I%nd Man /qgemem
SUBIJECT: DoD Dlrectlves%e% 2 0‘/

e Inresponse to your snowflake dated 26 Oct 04, the following information provides an
update on progress revising or canceling DoD Directives.

® On 16Sep 04, you issued the following snowflake to the OSD Components: "l would
like to see everyonc up to 100%by. the end of the ycar. If someone thinks that is not
possible, please let me know." Two responses were sent to you and one is in route:

o USD(AT&L):"...Iexpectto complete the review of all but one of the 111
directives originally belonging to my office. DoDD 4 100.15, "Commercial
Activities Program" will not be completed because both the Senate and House
versions of the FY05 Transportation/Treasury Appropriationsbill prohibit the
implementation of a revised OMB Circular A-76, which this directive implements
for the Department. Updating it is on hold until this prohibition is resolved."

o USD(P): "To accelerate our revision effort while sustaining policy-setting support
to you, we committed with DA&M to produce one directive per month for each
of my 5 components. The process began in August and we propose to complete it
in June 2005."

o. USD(I): Memo to the SecDef being prepared that will indicate: USD (T) will have
32 of 56 directives in the final stages of revision by 31 Dec 04. The remaining 24
directives that will not be completed have encountered delays due to required
changes in legislation, are linked to ongoing intelligence transformation
Initiatives, or are pending transfer to a more appropriate OSD Component or
agency.

e Attached is the current Review of Directives Progress Report ending 5 Nov 04, with the
data split out separately for directive revisions and cancellations, per your request.

e Progress has been slow but steady —up 10% since late July, and the volume of
revisions/cancellations is increasing. Will continue to keep you advised of our progress.

cc: All Components Listed
Attachment:

As stated

Prepared By: Bob Storer,

(b)(6)

08D 18207-04
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REVIEW OF DIRECTIVES

PROGRESS REPORT
FOR WEEK ENDING
11/05/04
COMPONENT REVISIONS % SUBMITTED FOR Signed By DepSecDef
Reported  Submitted for COORDINATION
Coordination
USD (AT&L) 48 36 75 16
USD (P) 44 12 27 1
USD (P&R) 83 53 62 23
USD(C) 6 6 100 0
USD (I) 42 8 19 0
ASD (NII) 10 8 80 3
ASD (PA) 3 3 100 |
ASD (LA) 3 1 33 0
DPA&E 1 1 100 0
DOT&E ] ] 160 0
DNA 1 ] 100 0
1G, DoD 7 6 86 3
GC,DoD 16 11 69 Z
DA&M 46* 9 20 4
WHS 7 7 100 s
TOTALS: 320 163 51% 63
COMPONENT CANCELLATIONS % SUBMITTED FOR Signed By DepSecDef
Reported  Submitted for COORDINATION
Coordination

USD (AT&L) 24 22 92 10
USD (P) 9 7 78 0
USD (P&R) 11 6 55 4
USD(C) 1 ] 140 0
USD (I) 6 4 67 2
ASD (NII) 13 11 85 9
ASD (PA) 0 0 NA 0
ASD (LA) 0 0 NA 0
DPAKE 0 0 NA 0
DOT&E 0 0 NA 0
DNA 0 0 NA 0
I1G, DoD 0 0 NA 0
GC, DoD | I 100 I
DA&M 10* 6 60 |
WHS _0 _0 NA _0
TOTALS: 75 58 77% 27

*Of the 56 DA&M directives identified for revision/cancellation, 49 are charter directives requiring significant
input from OSD Components.

Total revisions/cancellations submitted: 56 %
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON

NOV 15 204

The Honorable H. Douglas Barclay ¢
U.S. Ambassador to the Republic of El Salvador
San Salvador, El Salvador

A
Fa T
- /!

Dear Ambassador Barclay:

It was a pleasure to meet you and Mrs. Barclay
during our visit to El Salvador. You were most gracious
hosts.

I was honored to take part in the Veterans Day
Ceremony at the U.S. Embassy. It is a fine tradition that
you are keeping alive.

I look forward to working with you to strengthen
the defense cooperation between the U.S. and El Salvador.

1 have enclosed a satellite photograph of the
nighttime lights of the Korean Peninsula. If you would
please give it to President Saca, I would appreciate it.

Joyce joins me in expressing our thanks.

Sincerely,

0SD 18221-04

-
-4

»

Y
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November 12, 2004

TO: VADM Jim Stjg;ﬁs
Ce: Lid

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld";ﬂ_ |
SUBJECT: Satellite Photo

I want to send Ambassador Barclay in El Salvador 8 copy of the Korean satellite

photo and ask him to give a copy to the President of El Salvador when we send
our thank you note. -

Thanks.

. DHR:h

1112049

Please respond by

0SD 18221-04
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November 17,2004

TO: David Chu

CC: Gen Dick Myers
Paul Wolfowitz

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 9“

SUBJECT: Casualty Notification and Assistance

1don’t need the meeting on the casualty notification. I have read the material. 1

want you to step out smartly and get it improved.

Thank you very much.

Attach.
11/16/04 USD{P&R) memo.to SecDef re: Casually Notilicalion and Assistance
DHR:dh
111704-17
TABRBEREFEEE S RN R EEEEEEEEEERRREEEdpENEERENEERSEEEE RO RREERE SRR ENEVPRRRNNNERERNRRRRS
w
Please respond by
B vivay
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PERSONMEL AND
READINESS

FOR:

s e T o
(ORPETED COF7 -
UNDER SECRETARY OF N NSE t &’V\k '] \\l
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON \
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 :
INFO MEMO

November 16, 2004 - 12:00 PM

DEPUTY SECRETARY CF DEFENSE

FROM:  DAVIDS.C.CHU,USD (PERSONNEL & READINESS)
‘ GO Ohgr o 78 AMiov <44
SUBJECT: Casualty Notification, Casualfy Assistance--Snowflake

e Netification to the families of deceased, ill, and injured Service members generally
works well. A joint body reviews the process three times annually fo discuss real-
world experiences, and improve performance.

o Casualty assistance to the families generally receives positive feedback from the next
of kin, but services provided the injured are “‘stovepiped’’, hampering coordination.
The length of the adjudication process is criticized, as is treatment by VA..

»  Solutions:

0

0

0

0

Establish a *“‘case management” approach to unify the stovepipes (started in Army)
Unify DOD and VA processes (will broach with VA)

Track severely wounded at OSD level to monitor service performance (software
identified)

Streamline adjudication process

e An outside group can take a fresh look at what we do and how we do it, yielding
- suggestions that we have not considered internally.

= Attached is a list of possible group members who might contribute effectively to such
an effort.

s We will check the implications of the Federal Advisory Commission Act with
General Counsel.

e As you directed, I will organize a meeting with you to discuss purpose and process
that includes Generai Myers and Powell Moore, immediately upon General Myers
return.

Attachment: As Stated

PREPARED BY: Mark Ward, OFP, ODU&MC&FP),

(b)(6)

/&17/—0%
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Name

Proposed List
Casualty Notification Working Group

Qrganization Position

Ms. Marty Evans
| RADM (USN,Ret)

American Red Cross : President

Years of experienceas a
Navy commanding officer
who had to deal regularly
with casualty notilication.
Now, CEO of an
organization with a
traditional relationship with
Dol and emergency.
notification to service
members of
ill/injured/deceased family
menbers

Jack Keane
GEN (USA, Ret)

GSL LIC President

Former VCSA, with 37 years
of Army command
experience, had numerous
experiences with casualty
notification.

Norb Ryan
VADM (USN,Ret)

Military Officers Association | President
of America

With years of command
experience culminating in his
position as Chief of Naval
Personnel, has both hands-on
and policy expenience with

casualty notification..

-edeV
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Lt Gen(USAF, Ret)

Executive Director

As former Deputy Chief of
Saff for Air Force
Personnel, has command and
policy experience with
casualty notification. As
Executive Director of AF
Aid, is involved with
assisting with emergency
travel for airmen who need
assistance for emergency
leave.

LTG Garry Parks, USMC
(ref)

South Carolina Credit Union
League & Affiliates

President/CEQ

As Deputy Commandant for
Manpower and Reserve
Affairs, was responsible for
Marine Corps casualty
notification policy.

Salvatore Frank Gallo,
RADM (USN, Ret.)

Armmed Services YMCA

National Executive Director

YMCA provides educational,
social and religious support
to the military. He was
Deputy Chief of Naval
Personnel, Office of CNO.

Bob Nardelli

Home Depot

President & CEQO

Ms. Candace Wheeler

National Military Family
Association

President

Broad management
perspective; demonstrated
concem for military and
militar families.

As President of the National
Military Family Association
and over 20 years as an Air
Force spouse, she is

q- 2R
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knowledgeable from both
personal and professional
experience of the importance
of sensitive and timely.
casualty notification.

Mr. Art Wilson

Disabled American Veterans

| Mr. Christopher Michel

Military. Advantage
{formerly Military.Com)

National Adjutant

President/Founder

Ms . Kathryn Turman

FBI

Mrt. Jeff Bezos

“Amazon

Program Director, Qfficenf
Victim Assistance

o v

CEO

Ashead of the DAY, he
represents the official voice
of America's service-
connected disabled velerans -
2.1 million disabled veterans,
their families and survivors.

Through the websile he
founded, his organization
connects with over 4 million
military members and their
families.

Working with families of
victims of crime and
international terrorism for
many years, she has first-
hand experience in notifying
and assisting surviving
family members.

Provides technical
experience/expertise

Mr. Bill Plante

CBS

White House Correspondent

9- T3l

Media perspective with
addcd experience of spousc
whosc father 1s unaccounted
for from Southcast Asia.

11-L-0559/QSD/038124




and A

Ms. Martha Didamo

Gold Star Wives

National Presidemnt

Head of
made up
have lost
service o

Mrs. Melissa Givens

Army spouse

OIF widow

Recent w
on the HI
Letters H
hand exp
importan
supportiv
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CORLECTED COPY

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000

INFO MEMO

PERSONNEL AND
READINESS

November 16,2004 -12:00 PM

FOR: DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: DAVID S.C. CHU, USD \SONNEL & READINESS) .
' A v CAg . 76N €34
SUBIJECT: Casualty Notification, Casua]fy Assistance--Snowflake

e Nolilication to the families of deceased, ill, and injured Service members generally
works well. A joint body reviews the process three times annually to discuss real-
world experiences, and improve performance.

o Casualty assistance to the families generally receives positive feedback from the next

of kin, but services provided the injured are “stovepiped”’, hampering coordination.
The length of the adjudication process is criticized, as is treatment by VA.

e Solutions:;

0 Eslablish a “case management” approach o unify the stovepipes (slarted in Army)

0 Unify DOD and VA processes (will broach with VA)

0 Track severely wounded at OSD level Lo monitor service performance (software
identified)

0 Streamline adjudication process

e An outside group can take a fresh look at what we do and how we do it, yielding
suggestions that we have not considered internally.

e Attached is a list of possible group members who might contribute effectively to such
an effort.

e We will check the implications of the Federal Advisory Commission Acl with
General Counsel.

e As you directed, I will organize a meeting with you to discuss purpose and process
that includes General Myers and Powell Moore, immediately upon General Myers
refurn.

Attachment: As Stated

b)(6
PREPARED BY: Mark Ward, OFP, ODU&MC&FP), e
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Name

Proposed List
Casualty Notification Working Group

Organization Position

What They Bring to the Table

Ms. Marty Evans
RADM (USN, Ret)

American Red Cross President

Years of experience as a
Navy commanding officer
who had to deal regularly.
with casualty notification.
Now, CEO of an
organization with a
traditional relationship with
DoD and emergency
notification to service
members of
ill/injured/deceased family
members.

Jack Keane

GSLLLC President

Former VCSA, with 37 years

GEN (USA, Ret) of Army command
experience, had numerous
experiences with casualty
notification.

Norb Ryan Military Officers Association | President With years of command

VADM (USN, Ret)

of America

experience culminating in his
position as Chief of Naval
Personnel, has both hands-on
and policy experience with
casualty notification.
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Mike McGinty
Lt Gen (USAF, Ret)

Air Force Aid Society

Executive Director

As former Deputy Chief of
Staff for Air Force
Personnel, has command and
policy experience with
casualty notification. As
Executive Director of AF
Aid, 1s involved with
assisting with emergency
travel for airmen who need
assistance for emergency
leave.

LTG Garry Parks, USMC
(ret)

South Carolina Credit Union
League & Alliliates

President/CEQ

As Deputy Commandant for
Manpower and Reserve
Affairs, was responsible for
Marine Corps casualty
notification policy.

Salvatore Frank Gallo,
RADM (USN, ReL.)

Armed Services YMCA

National Executive Director

YMCA provides educational,
social and religious support
to the military. He was
Deputy Chief of Naval
Personnel, Office of CNO.

Bob Nardelli Home Depot President & CEO Broad management
perspective; demonstrated
concern for military and
militarv families.

Ms. Candace Wheeler National Military Family President As President of the National

Assoclation

Military Family Association
and over 20 years as an Air
Force spouse. she is

11-L-0559/0SD/038128




knowledgeable from both
personal and professional
experience of the importance
of sensitive and timely
casualty notification.

Mr., Art Wilson

Disabled American Veterans

National Adjutant

As head of the DAV he
represents the official voice
of America's service-
connected disabled veterans -
2.1 million disabled veterans,
their families and survivors.

Mr. Christopher Michel

Military. Advantage
(formerly Military.Com)

President/Founder

Through the website he
founded, his organization
connects with over 4 million
military members and their
families.

Ms. Kathryn Turman

FBI

Program Director, Office of
Victim Assistance

Working with families of
victims of crime and
international terrorism for
many years, she has first-
hand experience in notifying
and assisting surviving
family members.

Mr. Jeff Bezos

Amazon

CEO

Provides technical
experience/expertise

Mr, Bill Plante

CBS

White House Correspondent

Media perspective with
added experience of spouse
whose father is unaccounted
for from Southeast Asia.
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Ms. Martha Didamo

Gold Star Wives

National President

Head of the organization
made up of spouses who
have lost loved ones in
service of the countrv.

Mrs. Melissa Givens

Army spouse

OIF widow

Recent widow who appeared
on the HBO special, “Last
Letters Home.” Brings first
hand experience of the
importance of sensitive and
supportive notification.
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_ SE e} E } > November 5, 2004
' ATTACHHENT _
TO: COL Steve Bucci " N
CC: Cathy Mainardi o %
. | 22 s
FROM: Donald Rumsfe]d/l/}' o Qo
' N
Lohs ]

SUBJECT: Meeting

SEETNg to discuss costs in Iceland. FEHISTHE

% that’s not how I want to do it.

Thanks.

Attach. :
10/29/04 Ricardel Memo to SecDefre: Iceland

DHR sz
110404-13

Please respond by

ArmeHueNT
08-11-04 16:18 03717

OSD 183455

e Iﬂo)\owg

- “FOCO
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MEMO TO: Secretary Rumsfeld DATE: December 12,2004 -+¢ 13/13

& 6] General Myers
General Pace

Ryan Henry '
Ken Krieg W
AW S

FROM: Paul Wolfowitz

SUBJECT: Request for QDR Issues

Don,

The following are my proposed Top 5 QDR issues, in more or less
priority order:
1. What capabilities does the Department (and the USG) need to have
for counterinsurgency warfare (as opposed to peacekeeping):

e Focus particularly on: intelligence issues and on building
capacity of indigenous security forces (including funding,
training and language capabilities).

2. What is the right balance of risks between capabilities needed for
the Global Wi on Terrorism and capabilities needed to manage
the emerging military competition in East and South Asia.

3. What capabilities should should DoD have for homeland security,
particularly to prevent or deal with a catastrophic attack:

{\O WaQ 2/

o Particular emphasis on biological terrorism.
4. Persistent surveillanceis taking precision targeting to a new level.

e What capabilities should we have in manned, unmanned and
space systems for persistent surveillance;

11-L-0559/0SD/038132
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+ What changes are needed in organization, decision processes,
force capabilities, etc. to properly exploit this development.

5. What is the right balance of investment in tac air relative to other
DoD needs.

11-L-0559/0SD/038133



November 16,2004

VCICS
TO: SLRG Principals
Combatant Commanders

“ ¢C: °  RysnHenry

Ken Krieg
VADM Bob Wk -

- LTG Skip Sharp
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld
SUBJECT: Request for QDR Issues

As we discussed in the 4 November SLRG meeting, please send me a note with
your perscnal thoughts on the three to five top issues we should consider during
the QDR. Please copy Ryan Henry,

Thanks.
DiR:dh

111604-1

Pleaserespond.by .h !ICI! o4
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November 16,2004

TO: SLRG Principals
Combatant Commanders

CcC. Ryan Henry
Ken Krieg
VADM Bob Willard

LTG Skip Sharp

LA

o L o
: e

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld
SUBJECT: Request for QDR Issues

As we discussed in the 4 November SLRG meeting, please send me a note with
your personal thoughts on the three to five top issues we should consider during
the QDR. Please copy Ryan Henry,

Thanks.

DHR:dh
111604-1

Please respond by it ! |‘i ! 0“"

0SD 18372-04
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11719704 12:23 FAX (b)(6) USSTRATCOM CC STE GRP igooz

SRS R ONEY"

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
UNITED STATES STRATEGIC. COMMAND.

B L

Reply to: 19 Nov 04
USSTRATCOM/CC SM: 124-04
901 SACBLVD STE2A

OFFUTT AFB, NE 68113-6000

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Subject: Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR} Issues

Ref a) SECDEF memorandum, 16 November, same subject.

As requested by reference (a), following issues are offered in consideration for the upcoming QDR..

1. Strategic Deterrence Posture: Establish policy and associated strategy to guide decision makers onan
updated construct 1o, achieve strategic deterrence in the context of 21" Century realities and as envisioned
by the 2001 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR). Specifically, bolster efforts to balance the new strategic
riad capabilities of strike (both nuclear and non-nuclear), defenses and aresponsive infrastructure. A
blended QDR/NPR will drive a consistent, department level offense-defense integration plan spanningthe
full spectrum of military means from influence to nuclear weapons. This approach will also allow us to,
assess the role ol the current nuclear stockpile, establish a force-sizing construct to guide decision makers
on the required size and composition of the arsenal and evaluate the need for new kinetic and non-kinetic
solutions.

2. Combating WMD. Pursue a comprehensive strategy to counter the ability of rogue individuals,
terrorist groups or hostile nation states to threaten the United State with the weapons of mass destruction
we know today and the future technologies that are still yet to be developed.

3. Space, Evaluate current and future capabilities within the related areas of integrated space situational
awareness, space protection, and space control. Develop a comprehensive strategy to deliver a sustained
asymmetric advantage in this enabling mission area, and investigate the potential value and achievability
of more responsive, less expensive space launch.

4. Global Missile Delense. Reline and validate plans and policy for the continued expansion of global
missile defensce capabilities in order to focus MDA RDT&E and procurement. Efforts should include
establishing the relative prionty of boost-phase intercept, space based weapons, directed energy weapons,
advanced sensors and cruise missile defense.

AMES E, CARTWRIGHT

General, USMC
Commandcr

Copy to:
Mr. Ryan Henry.
CICS
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November 16,2004

TO: SLRG Principals
Combatant Commanders

cc: Ryan Henry
Ken Krieg
VADM Bob Willard )
LTG Skip Sharp

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT Requestfor QDR Issues

As we discussed in the 4 November SLRG meeting, please send me a note with
your personal thoughts onthe three to five top issues we should consider during
the QDR Pleasc copy Ryan Henry.

Tharks,

DHRdh
111604-)

Il....-..l...--..--'.--.--.II.--.....---.'....-'-....'.".’..-.'.-'---'..

Please respond by ___\ !Iq ! oY

0SD 318372-04
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November 18,20{!_4 B
To:  SECDEF -
Fr: SECNAV
Subj: QDR Issues

Mr. Secretary,

You asked for my thoughts on the QDR. The last QDR was published 19 days after the
9/11 terrorist attacks; the wound to our Nation was still fresh and the strategic, enduring
impact of those attacks was still to be realized. Taken in that context, I propose we
address the following issues:

e  Global War on Terrorism, Building on lessons learned from OEF and OIF, rethink
organizational alignments, processes and investments to optimize execution of the
GWOT. Fund and imbed foreign language and cultural skills, rebalance tactical
strike with other needs, develop metrics for stress on equipment, shorten acquisition
times, etc.

» Balancing the Force, Develop a concerted Human Capital Strategy to reduce the
manpower cost of DoD, Identify options to disrupt the ever higher cost trend in
moving from a conscript force to an all-volunteertorce. Identify and set objectives
for the implementation of NSPS and strategically manage Contractor Support
Services.

e Homeland Security. Partner with Homeland Security to improve the Nation's
security posture. Focus on global maritime defense awareness with the Coast Guard
and international naval forces, sharing information and using common systems to
develop the equivalent of a maritime NORAD.

+ Future Capabilities. Movejoint assessment to the front end of the process of

determining what capabilities are required. Develop tools, models, and simulation

that can be utilized for assessing the effectiveness of systems relative to GWOT.

Establish a risk analysis approach to evaluate technology and programs in a strictly.

joint environment.

Post Hostilities Operations. Assess DoD roles in supporting transition to and from

hostilities including interagency relationships and identify actions required to imcrease

effectiveness in this area.

Copy to: Ryan Henry

0SD 18372-04
11-L-0559/0SD/038138

"ol

Ao nov g |

A0 NNV ]



COMMANDER
UNITED STATES EUROPEAN COMMAND

ECCC 19 November 2004

MEMORANDUM FOR Secretary of Defense, 1000 Defense Pentagon, Washington BC
20301-1000

SUBJECT: Commander, US European Command Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)
Issues

1. The strategic shift underway since the end of the Cold War only accelerated after
9111. This shift provides a unique opportunity for us to look beyond the crises that
currently consume most of our defense establishmentto consider how bestto prepare
for our long-term security challenges. Our current national prestige and power is a
unique gift of history that we can use to prevent crises and indelibly shape the future
security environment. Thus, the upcoming QDR comes at an ideal time to refocusall
elements of national power in support of our overarching national security interests.. !
wouid especially like to see this QDR focus on organizational, doctrinal, and training
issues from a Combatant Commander standpoint.

2. Inresponseto your specific request, i offer the following topics for consideration and
study duringthe QDR:

a. Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD), along with rapidly expanding
technologies, have potentially empowered small groups of extremists to pose
direct threats to our nation. We must eliminate organizational seams between
nations, government agencies, and within DoD to prevent a catastrophic WMD
attack on the United States or one of our allies. In addition to enhancing our
ability to interdict WMD materials, the QDR should also consider strategies to
address the underlying causes of terrorism, recognizing the current fight against
Al-Qaeda s not the "approved solution” for countering future terror threats. Even
now Islamic extremism is evolving from an Al-Qaeda centrally-directed
organization to a regional franchise structure that loosely supports centrally
derived themes and goals.

b. Restructurethe interagency process to facilitate development and
implementation of integrated global and regional strategies that leverage our vast
array of diplomatic, economic and military tools in support of our national security
interests. The Beyond Goldwater-Nicholsstudy provides a useful starting point
for energizing the discussion.

OSD 18372~04

11-L-0559/0SD/038139
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ECCC

SUBJECT: Commander, US European Command Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)
Issues

The focus should be to foster stability to ensure future security. Within
EUCOM's area of responsibility, Africa, and the Caucasus region-are worthy
focus areas for the QDR.

¢. The challengeswe face inthe post 9/11 environment call for & review of the
capabilities needed to ensure security. High-demandlow-density skill sets
include personnelwith appropriate language skills to support intelligence and
security cooperation requirements. Additionally, military involvementduring post-
hostility stabilization and reconstruction is occurring more frequently, requiring
personnel with unique skill sets not currently within core military competencies.

d. GWOT has placed a different set of demands on our Guard and Reserve
forces than those experienced during the Cold War. 1recommendthe QDR
review the roles and responsibilities mix between active and reserve forces.

e. Rotational and expeditionary forces will have a greater strategic effectin
developing nations of the AOR. Clearly identified levels of presence, linkedto
regional security objectives and using rotationaland expeditionaryforces, B
essential. QDR analysis to "right size" our force mix to include regional security
cooperation requirementswould help mitigate the tension that inevitably arises
between global force managers and regional planners.

. Establish procedures and policies to identify and resolve Unified Command
Plan (UCP) seam coardination issues between both geographic and functional
commands. The ability to conduct security and stability operations across UCP
boundaries during preconflict phases must be established. When one considers
various Global Strike options, GWOT issues like targeting, SOCOM operaticns,
and support to OIF, there is an increase in cross boundary work done under
shrinking timelines. Doctrine, operating procedures, and training need to be
updatedto reflectthat. Additionally, we stilt lack an effective mechanism to
integrate operations, intelligence, logistics, and command and control
capabilities —any contributionsthe QDR can make toward common command .
and control standards would bensfit all the Combatant Commands.

g. Recommend QDR address the issue of the structure of Unified Command
headquartersto ascertain whether they are correctly sized and functionally
organizedto provide timely informationon Interagencyissues.

* h. QDR should examine how to re-mission portions of our focus to generate

more Tier 3 special operations-capable forces needed to prosecute expanded
GWOT activities in additional regions.

11-L-0559/0SD/038140



ECCC
SUBJECT: Commander, US European Command Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)

Issues

3. Thank you for the opportunity to provide inputs for consideration duringthe QDR. |
look forward to supporting your QDR team in a healthy debate on issues of

organization, priorities, and future challenges.
O ) % [

AMES L JONES
General, U.S. Maring/Corps

cc:
PDUSD(P)

11-L-0559/05SD/038141



ORIGINAL

INFOMEMO .-

19 November 2004

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: General M. W. Hagee, Commandant of the Marine Co

SUBIJECT: Response to SECDEF Request for QDR Tssues

The 2005 QDR should be a tightly focused effort that will achieve an executable DOD
capability within a comprehensive national security apparatus. Specific issues to consider
include:

s  What are the capabilities and resources necessary to deal with the irregular, catastrophic
and disruptive strategic challenges? How do we optimize the individual capability
portfolios of the services in order to synergistically achieve the best strategic effect?

e How do we ensure our manpower processes best support the recruiting, training and
retention that are so vital in dealing with the strategic challenges of the future? How do
we improve the linkage between the joint employment of our manpower with the
services” development ol those manpower resources?

e  What is the art of the achievable in improving our interagency.efforts both at home and
abroad? What are the appropriate partnerships/relationships with non-DOD entities
within each of the strategic challenge areas?

a  What should be. the role of DOD in providing for the internal security of the homeland?

e Given the increasing interdependencies within DOD and with non-DOD agencies and
departments, what is the appropriate mechanism to ensure synergy and effectiveness of
our efforts?

COORDINATION: NONE.

Attachments; None

CC. CICS
Ryan Henry

) (b)(6)
Prepared by: MajGen E. N. Gardner

pSD 18372-04
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: . .

FORCE TRANSFORMATION
OFFICE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

INFO MEMO

3
e
<3

November 19, 2004, 11:30 AM

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM: A.K.Cebrowski, Director, Force Transformation #{,M Lo l? Q/

SUBJECT: Request for QDR Tssues.

e Rebalance the focus of Capabilities Based Planning to address the more relevant
national security challenges. Shiftthe level of effort, both intellectually and
resource wise, to the irregular, and potential catastrophic and disruptive

challenges.

¢ Develop a strategic approach to cost. At a minimum, key. elements of the strategy.
should include; decrease operational costs, better return on investment, broaden the
base, create and preserve future options, manage divestiture, and impose cost to
adversary. Compete on cost and time. Increase transaction rates (reducecycle
time), increase learning rates, create overmatching complexity at scale (modular
scalable force structure).

e Develop an executable S&T strategy which is comprehensive across the
Department and provides total S&T visibility. Included in the strategy must be an,

explicit approach to developing the intellectual talent base.

o Decvelop a coherent deployment, cmployment, sustainment stratcgy. Incorporatc in
the strategy key elements of the Mobility Capabilities Study and Sense and
Respond Logistics Concept and the integration of Logistics, Operations and

Intelligence.

/\Dﬂnuél

o Develop a DoD Education and Learning Strategy to create a new national security

culture and relationships to address the most critical component of our security.
capabilities, our people and future leaders. We can create the future by creating

leaders capable of doing so.

COORDINATION: None

c¢: Ryan Henry.
Prepared By: T.I. Pudas

(b)(6)

11-L-0559/0SD/038143
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November 16,2004

VADM (ret) Cebrowski

TO SLRG
Combatant Commanders

ce: Ryan Heary
Ken Krieg
VADM Bob Willard
LTG Skip Shap

FROM: Donald Rumsfeid
SUBJECT: Request for QDR Issues

As we discussed in the 4 November SLRG mecting, please sendme anote with
your personal thoughts on the three to five top issues we should consider during

the QDR Plesse copy Rysn Henry,

Thanks.

Dan:dh
111604-1

Please respond by i !lq!m‘f

A s

TOTAL F.{01
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1100 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1100

INFO MEMO

November 22, 2004, 5:00 PM

COMPTRCHL.LER

FOR:. SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: Tina W. Jonw
SUBJECT: Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) Topics

e You asked me to provide you with the top three to five issues that should be
considered during the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR). Here are some ideas:

¢ Defense Health Program.

e How and where we are spending our healthcare money;

o The budget for the unified medical program has grown from $15 billion in
FY 1993 to over $30 billion in FY. 2005 and is forecastfo. grow to $50
billion by FY 201 1.

o Determine reasonable cost mitigation measures.

e Force Structure.

Pay and benefit structure (both military and civilian),
Military-civilian personnel mix;

Relationshipbetween the active and reserve military components; and
Balance between the Services.

o Post-conflict stability, humanitarian and peacekeeping operations.

s Financing the training and equipping of friendly forces; and
e (larify the duties and responsibilities of the Department and other federal
agencies.

o Business process. Address business process transformation with emphasis on
integrated end-to-end processes and information systems.

« Homeland Defense. Clarify the Department's role vis-a-vis the other federal
agencies.

COORDINATION: None

Cc: Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Policy)
(b)(6)

Prepared By: John P. Roth,

-04
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November 16,2004

Ms. Jonas
TO: SLRG Principals
Combatant Commanders

cce. Ryan Henry
Ken Krieg
VADM Bob Willard
LTG Skip Sharp

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld
SUBJECT: Requestfor QDR Issues

As we discussed in the 4 November SLRG meeting, please send me a note with
your personal thoughts on the three to five top issues we should consider during
the QDR Please copy RyanHenry,

Thanks.

DER:-dh
J11604-1

Please respond by A ! [4 ! oY

0SD 18372-04
11-L-0559/0SD/038146 FNE P



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEE OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
2000, NAVY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-2000

INFO MEMO o Rl R 3
19 Nov 2004

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

uf G
FROM: ADM VERN CLARK, Chief of Naval Operation /4 / 5
SUBJECT: QDR Issues Input

Mr. Secretary -

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the 2005 QDR. Concurrent with
aggressively prosecuting the Global War on Terror, we must transform DoD to meet the full
scope of near and long-term strategic challenges. With that in mind, I propose the QDR address
the following issues:

¢ Enhancing Operational Availability. Develop a force-planning methodology to provide clear
guidance on the capabilities, structure, and alignment needed to meet the full range of future
challenges. Our focus should be on speed and agility, and we should press with this
principle: if it can’t get to the fight on the correct timelines for the future, we aren’t buying it!
Advancements in technology and operational innovation will change the way we meet
COCOM requirements --- more efficiently, with greater flexibility, and more affordable.

o Balancing Our Capabilities. Focus more deeply on capabilities needed when operating in
irregular, catastrophic and disruptive security environments. We must decide if the desired
force is part of a “Major Combat Operations” force set or whether forces will be designed
specifically for the “other™ security environments. Then we create the right balance in
capabilities in these areas while also maintaining superiority against traditional threats.

0 (’vai

s Managing Risk. QDR analysis should be tasked to explicitly identify joint capability gaps
and gverlaps. We should specifically decide where excess capacity/overlaps are desired and
required. This is hard work and the work should start in the areas where the most significant
Investment issues exist.

o Assuring Access. Address growing anti-access technologies and politico-military. factors that
will influence how quickly we can get to the fight. Future forces must reduce the footprint
ashore and fully exploit international sea and air maneuver space, thereby enhancing power
projection, defensive shielding, and force protection options.

¢ Increasing Interagency and International Efforts. Address integrating DoD into the larger
inter-agency and international environments, with the goal of strengthening coordinated
strategies and operations. As part of that effort, we should investigate the impact of
increasing partner nation capabilities as a means to enhancing stability and counter terrorism
in multiple theaters.

A0 10y 4

copy. to:
SECNAV,PA&E, PDUSD Policy

Uuspb -
11-L-0559/0SD/038147 18372-04
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF. OF STAFF. G-6.

November 19,2004

MEMORANDUM THRU HONORABLE RYAN HENRY
FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Request for QDR Issues

This represents the combined reply from the CSA
and SecArmy on the Top Issues for QDR 05.

o

Robert E. Durbin
Brigadier General, U. S. Army
Director, Army QDRO.

Enclosure

OﬁfﬁzmAL 0SD 18372-04
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PROPOSED QDR ISSUES

1. What are the strategic requirements of the 21 Century security environment?
- Capability, availability, and usability of forces
- Considerations for sustained / protracted conflict (complex terrain). iniervention,

deterrence
- Impact on sustaining the all-volunteer force

2. What are the strategic forces for the 215 Century —the “new Triad™?
- Inherently joint with Army, Marine Corps and SOF in major role
- Strategically responsive and expeditionary
- Trained and equipped for the challenges of the Security Environment
- Constant and protected funding stream

3. What are the characteristics of a truly joint, interdependent and net-centric force?
- Joint Fires, Force Projection, Sustainment, Battle Command, Air & Missile Defense
- Deconfliction / Interoperability / Interdependence
- Synergy / Simultaneity

4. What 1s the DoD role for Homeland Defense and Homeland Security?
- Roles, missions, & capabilities — is it a core mission area?
- Interagency C2
- AC / RC structure and basing distribution

1h-L- SDID88149



UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE _
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON S
WASHINGTON, D.C .20301-4000

it

PERSONNEL AND INFO I\d:EMO

READINESS

November 22,2004

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: DR. DAVID §, C. CHU. UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(PERSONNEL AND REA pN ; N o & :

N ¥ A €3

SUBJECT: Potential QDR Topics —SNOWFLAKE (attached)

I recommend three subjects as the focus of the coming Quadrennial Defense
Review:

o What should be the future size and shape of US military forces?
Active versus Reserve content? Military versus civil roles?

o How should the investment portiolio be adjusted to reflect these
conclusions? What steps might promote innovation in design and
competition in execution?

o What is our future compensation strategy, both military and civilian?
{We can help answer this question by building on the results of the

Tenth Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation, which starts
this year; [ will work to align the schedules if you wish.)

RECOMMENDATION: Information Only

Attachment: As stated

cc: Mr. Ryan Henry (PDUSDP)

(b)(6)
Prepared by: Captain Stephen M. Wellock,

11-L-0559/0SD/038150 08D 18372-04
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November 16,2004

TO: SLRG Principals br. Chu
Combatant Commanders

CcC! Ryan Henry
Ken Krieg
VADM Bob Willard

LTG Skip Sharp

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld 'ﬂk
SUBJECT Request for QDR Issues

As we discussed in the 4 November SLRG meeting, please send me a note with
your personal thoughts on the three to five top issues we should consider during
the ODR Please copy Ryan Henry,

Thanks.

DHR:dh
111604-1

Please respond by |\ ! |4 I oY
J

UsSb PDUSD
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Pl Readineas
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Oct_ober 27, 2004
T-o4joidd
£S5 Wer

TO: Richard Lawless

CC: Gen Dick Myers
Doug Feith
Andy Hoehn :
. o 7, _ .4

FROM: . - : _ .

SUBJECT: Japan :

If Howard Baker is going to leavé right after the election, I believe it would be

smart for us to move fast on as many of the pieces of the Japan/Okinawa puzzle as

we can, and get an agreement from the Japanese, so it is behind us. What do you

think?

Thanks.

DHR:ss . !

102704-8 |

. Please respond by |l ! 5 ! 04
s
e
rh‘,
: 0 &
0SD 18420-04
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TO: Gen Dick Myers

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld Q\
SUBJECT: Qatar

Please see if you can find out some information on the attached paper. This is the

first I've heard of anything like that.

Thanks.

Attach.

TS Doc (2618412)
DHR:ss

102864-6

Please respond by 14 ! g '/ b';/

TrOTe- Tab A
0SD 18421 -04
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November 4,2004

£5-1300

TO: Doug Feith | OHOM“?QCI

SUBJECT Possible Ceremony

The MOD of Portugal said we are transferring a couple of frigates to them, and he
wondered if we ought to have some kind of a ceremony, somewhere. I suppose
we could do it here in the U.S.,if he could come over. It’s probably easier than

having me go over there.
Please let me know what you think.

Thanks.

DHR.ss :
110404-16

Please respond by {1 Lr'? } oy

0SD 18425-04
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INFO MEMO €S 4700 b 200
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM: MIRA RICARDEL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEF N
FOR INTERNATIONAL SECURITY POLICY (ACTING)I\ NOV 15 o

SUBJECT: Possible Ceremony

£ #O {

e On 28 Oct, the President signed into law legislation to transfer to Portugal two
OLIVER HAZARD PERRY class frigates, the ex-SIDES and the ex-GEORGE
PHILLIP.

o Congressional notification is required prior to formally offering the frigates to _
Portugal. This 1s a 60-day process. ;

o Once Navy makes the formal offer, we expect Portugal will accept.

e This will be a "cold" transfer, meaning the frigates are currently deactivated, and each
will require about S50 million in refurbishments to reactivate.

o Portugal is aware of this and plans to do the work on one frigate in 2005 and the
other in 2006. The work will be done in the US.

e Any near-term ceremony would consist of transfer of certificates, since the actual
ships will not be ready until reactivation is complete.

e Once Portugal has accepted the formal offer, such a transfer of certificates could be
accomplished on the marging of a NATO Ministerial) 6, ofhes” V(5T

—
._}/
L——

“: -
k.ﬂ‘(
i

DASD (EUR/NATO): k\\/m (EPS):

4 5\:\

BIG) gD {gh25-04

Prepared by: COL AJ Terres, 1SP/EPS,
Prepared on: 11/15/200407:49

16-11-2004 a11:39
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November 4,2004

E5~1300
TO: Doug Feith O'IL / O (qquq

SUBJECT Possible Ceremony

The MOD of Portugal said we are transferring a couple of frigates to them, and he
wondered if we ought to have some kind of a ceremony, somewhere. I suppose

we could do it here in the U.S., if he could come over. It's probably easier than

having me go over there.
Please let me know what you think.

Thanks.

DHR.ss |
110404-16

Please respond by il l 11 IOI-I

0SD 18425-04
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November 13,2004

TO: ary Claire Munphy
b)(6) |
CcC: Peter Rodman

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld

SUBJECT': Gift to Nicaraguan President

Please buy the David McCullough* biography of Harry S Truman. 1 would like

to send it to the President of Nicaragua with the attached note.

Thanks.

Attach, 7‘; lf 5" S ; )-;L/ »“'/mﬁ

Note to Presidert Bolanos J&luﬁgé -

DHE.dh
11304-2

-

Please respond by ____| 7',/ 3_} of_____
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.
WASHINGTON,

NOV 19 2004

His Excellency
Enrique Bolahos Geyer
President

Republic of Nicaragua
Managua, Nicaragua

Dear Mr. President,

Thank you again for your warm hospitality during

our visit and particularly for the family dinner at your
home. Joyce and I were so appreciative of your
thoughtfulness, and we particularly enjoyed having an
opportunity to meet Mrs. Bolafios.

I also want to thank you for the beautiful
woodcarving and the fascinating book on Nicaragua. It
was kind of you to remember me with such thoughtful
gifts.

During dinner, we talked of Harry Truman.
Because of your interest, I thought you might enjoy

reading the enclosed book, which I found most interesting.

With my very best wishes

Sincerely,

Enclosure 0SD 1854

11-L-0559/05SD/038158
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ACTION MEMO
DepSec oy
NOV 122004 USDP 1220

1-04/015116-STRAT
FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: Ryan Henry, Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy.

SUBIJECT: Global Posture Open Issues Decision Brie[s e

o After the 28 October SLRG on Global Posture you asked me to come to you with
decision briefs on three remaining open issues {snowflake attached) —

o F-15s in the UK -- final location
o F-16s in Germany -- final location
o Japan, including Okinawa
e We are seeking to arrange for Gen Jones to brief you the week of 22 November,

o During that discussion [ recommend that the Chairman, Vice Chairman, and Gen
Jumper be in attendance.

e ADM Fargo is meeting with his Component Commanders to update his proposals,
and he is scheduled to be in DC the week of 6 December.

0 Due to the importance of the Japan posture proposals, and the sensitivity of

negotiations with the Japanese, he likely will have a Tank session with the Chiefs
prior to briefing you.

o During ADM Fargo’s session [ recommend that the Chairman, Vice Chairman,
and all four of the Service Chiefs attend.

RECOMMENDATION: If you agree [ will work with VADM Stavridis to finalize the
schedule, and provide the read ahead.

Approve -Dzasﬂ?pprove Other
COORDINATION: Joint Staff and CoComs.

ATTACHMENTS: As stated

(b)(6)

Prepared by: CAPT R. M. Hendrickson,

TR 0SD 18555-04
11-L-0559/0SD/038160
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

The Military Assistant
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October 29, 2004
T=O4/0 43l
E5-133)
TO: Ryan Henry
CcC. Gen Dick Myers

Paul Wolfowitz
Gen Pete Pace
Doug Feith

Ray DuBois
Andy Hoehn

FROM:
SUBIJECT; Decisions on Global Posture

In order to synch up our decision process with the budget process, we should
quickly make decisions about several of the Global Posture issues. Over the next

two to three weeks, please come in with decision briefs for me on:
1) Japan basing, including Okinawa plan
2) UK Fighter squadrons — final location’
3) F-16Squadronsin Germany - final location

Thanks..

DHRss
102904-20
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
COMMANDER
U.S. JOINT FORCES COMMAND
1562MITSCHER AVENUE SUITE 200
NORFOLK, VA 23551-2488

“+ 20 Décember 2004
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Subject: United States Military Contributionsto North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATQO)

Tn response to your snowflake dated 19November 2004, we are working closely with your
staff and General Myers’ to develop U.S. force contribution numbers and usability metrics that
better capture the breadth of our effort, including air, land, maritime, and special operations
forces and associated critical enablers (e.g., tactical and strategicairlift, aerial refueling, and
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance). These will be provided to you by the last week
of January to help you prepare for the NATO Informal Defense Ministerials starting 8 February.
in Nice, France.

In support of related NATO efforts, we will also provide these metrics and a proposed force
contribution assessment methodology to the approprigte NATO officials.

E.P.G TANI
Admiral, U.S. Navy

Copytol
CICS
USD(P)

0SD 18661-84
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November 19,2004

TO: ADM Ed Giarnbastiani
CC. Gen Dick Myers

FROM: Donald Rumsfclm
SUBJECT: New Metrics

I sure would like to see some new metrics on

1) Our contributions to NATO

2) The usability of our forces
I'mdisturbed that we seem to be unable to lay out decent tracking metrics.
Let me know what you think.,

Thanks.

DHRss
111904-16

Please respond by ”)/f/ 3)/ 54

0SD 18661-04
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November 19,2004

TO: ADM Ed Giambastiani
cC: Gen Dick Myers

FROM: Donald Rumsfelm
SUBJECT: New Metrics

T sure would like to see some new metrics on
1) Our contributions to NATO
2) The usability of our forces
I'm disturbed that we seem to be unable to lay out decent tracking metrics.

Let me know what you think.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
111904-16

Please respond by l’)/r/ 9)// DLF{
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE .-, .. . -
6000 DEFENSE PENTAGON O TR
WASHINGTON, DC 2030 1-6000 : :

ACTION MEMO

HNETWORKS AND INFORMATION
INTEGRATION

FOR: DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

—

FROM: Lin Wellg, Aciig ASD{NTI)/DoD CIO

SUBJECT: CIO

IV 020

After we spoke in December, you asked me to prepare a reply from you to the Secretary
on the CIO question. Based on our conversation in the car last week, I’ve revised a
January 7 paper that I’d sentup, and the new version is attached for your consideration
(Tab 1). In addition to our two discussions, it reflects recent talks with John Kasich, Pete
Geren, Ken Krieg, Steve Cambone, and others.

Per yesterday’s discussion, the memo focuses only on the CIO-ASD(NII) combination
vice the four organizational options I’d originally proposed.

-~
We have looked at the concept of a Defense Information Board, which you’d raised Y
earlier. It is feasible, but given the difficulties of establishing a new Advisory Board d
under FACA rules, an Information Sub-Panel of the DSB may be a much easier way to v
achieve the same goals. <
(/i
Next under is an amplificationof some of the qualifications you might want in a CIO/
ASD(NII)
Will be glad to discuss at your convenience.
RECOMMENDATION: Deputy Secretary of Defense sign correspondence at Tab 1.
COORDINATION: None Re
Attachments: g
As stated =
MASD _ ([SMA <
TSASD {SADSI 2|3 3
B[] Exec sec | M7/
Prepared By: LtCol Palermo ESRMA | %% vencl
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Qualifications for CIO/ASD(NII)

1) Experience in managing a very large organization (notjust consultant experience)

2) At least some knowledge of DoD

3) Sufficienttechnical expertise to understand what 1s required for success in three
critical areas —
e network operations (notjust the old telephone company/comms network ops),
e network security, and
¢ performance in a very large, heterogeneous environment

Failure in any one of these could undo the vision, and

4} An ability to implement a collaborativeenvironment and practices (human side} across

a very large constituency.
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November 19, 2004, 4:00 PM

MEMORANDUM FOR  SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: LW

SUBIJECT: Response to CIO (Kasich Group) Snowflake

[ support the points Ken Krieg made to you in his memo of October 25, and have
spoken with DepSecDef, the Chairman and Vice Chairman, Steve Cambone, and
Mike Wynne as you asked. This memo amplifies Ken’s and suggests ways ahead.

How do we empower the C10 for the Department?

All principals supported the concept of a strong, information-age Chief
Information Officer (CIO) for DoD, with skills and powers to help transform the
Department into an information-age organization. Success will involve leadership.
communications, and marketing skills. How empowered he or she will be depends

on answers to the questions raised below.

A strong C1Q can’t succeed without the backing of the Secretary’s ““full faith and
credit,” but empowering the CTO requires leadership, not new authorities.

Both Title 40 and Title 10 give the ClO significant powers regarding budget
and program oversight. Despite perceptions that Title 10 perpetuates Service
and agency stovepipes, all applicable authorities come together at your level
and you can choose how to balance them. Adoption of an enterprise-wide,
information-centric focus would be a major change, but wouldn’t require new
statutes..

Thus, I agree with Ken that the first question for you to decide is whether or
not vou personally want to take this issue on. But, if you do take it on, YOU
also have to be willing to follow through. This can’t be donejust with periodic
expressions of support. Key net-centric programs are underway, but they were
begun when budgets were growing. Historical patterns don’t bode well for
continued net-centric transformation in a time of constrained resources without
a sustained commitment from the top. As Ken puts it: “In a competition
between digits and widgets, the widgets usually win.” Supporters of net-
centric transformation may wince when their own china starts being broken.

The C]O must become the “enabler” of information age transformation, but not
the “doer.” He or she must communicate the value of a net-centric environment

TOR-OFFEATHSE-ONEY ]
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and drive and enforce standards, such as configuration, security and data
management.

To achieve this, governance is key. Trust must be built before people will be

willing to take chances, and to get this trust the CIO must:

o Establish consistent and clear policics.

e Bring Principal Staff Assistants (PSAs) and components along as partners, and
empower them to succeed.

¢ Measure progress.

e Find a big stick to prod the Department along. Industry ClOs point to the
leverage provided by clearly enunciated standards, coupled with an ability to
report to their Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) on compliance with the
standards throughout their organizations.

The qualifications for the CJO will depend on what you want from the position

e (iven the importance of your personal backing for the CIO, it you decide
you're not willing to engage on a sustained basis, then leave the model as is.
Look primarily to hire a technically oriented ASD/NII with a secondary role as
an information-oriented CIO. The NII/CIO staff will do.their best to leverage
existing authorities to continue promoting information age transtormation.

o Four models of a stronger C]O were proposed during the discussions with

principals (no effort is made to rank them here):
I. Emphasize the CIO role and leave it with NII, but as DoD C1O/ASD(NII).

2. Dual-hat an Under Secretary as C10.
3. Establish a stand-alone CIO. This led to two variants:
a. A stand-alone ClO within OSD, which might not be Senate-confirmed.
b. A completely new model, in which the C1O would have an internal role
and also an external one, as Chairman of a DSB-like Defense Informa-
tion Board, which would serve as an Information Advisory Committee
Each of the last 3 models may have significant legal and organizational
questions to be worked out.

What is the next step for the Kasich Group?

From a long range point of view, the most important element for the Department is

to put in place a process for continuous transformation, one that will be hard to roll

back and will transcend the tenure of any particular leader. The Kasich Group
could provide advice on such approaches.

O R-FCERTESE-ONETY- 2
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Once the type of CIO is decided, the recruiting process will be a major key to
success: A world-class search committee should be set up to begin the search as
soon as the questions above are answered, perhaps with Kasich Group support.

The Kasich Group also could help address some serious i1ssues, such as:

e The industry model doesn’t work exactly here:

o DoD is much larger and more complex than any company.

e If a business fails, it goes out of business. 1fDaoD fails, people die. There
are, therefore, reasonable limits to the amount of risk DoD can accept.
Our need to use competition makes 1t hard to impose sele-source standards
(industry noted their standards often were product-specific).

Industry’s two-to-hire, one-to-fire model for component CIOs will need
careful monitoring if it i to work within the government’s military and
civilian personnel systems.

How do we ensure that this effort to produce an Information Age CIO will
succeed? Ifit doesn’t, it will be years before someone tries again.

[ recommend that:;

[
briefing to introduce the CIO issue to the SLRG, or a subset, in December.

from, say, two or three of the companies you saw before would spend 30-45
minutes with the SLRG to provide private sector perspectives. The CIO

A small DoD-only group begin addressing the above issues and prepare a short

A longer SLRG session be scheduled in January in which the CEOs and ClOs

recruiting action would stem from this second session, though candidates could

begin to be evaluated earlier against the different organizational models.

e The Kasich Group be engaged to help with the preparations for the second
session, and also to address some of the issues raised above.

the new CIO is on board, though N1I will prepare interim approaches as your
direction unfolds.

Hope this helps. Will be glad to discuss any of these issues further.

FOROFFIEIATUSEONTY
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Exccution of the implementation strategy Ken recommended be deferred until



October 26,2004

TO: Lin Wells

cC. Paul Wolfowitz.
Gen Dick Myers
Gen Pete Pace
Mike Wynne

Steve Cambone

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld \ 2 l
SUBJECT: CIO

Attached is a memo I sent to Ken Krieg and his response. Lin, please consult with

the folks on this list and come back to me with some proposals.

Thanks..

Attach.
10/4/04 SceDelmema to Krieg { 1004041 9]
10/25/04 Krieg Itr to SecDef

DHR:dh
102504-25

Please respond by Bl {j 19 / oY
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October 25,2004

MEMORANDUM FOR  SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

.
FROM: Ken Krie%'éw

SUBIJECT: CIO (Kasich Group) Snowflake

This memorandum is in response to your questions in subject snowflake. The
views are mine alone. My first question — and the key insight from the roundtable
discussion — is will this area be one of your key priorities in the next period of
time? The clear consensus was that the effectiveness of the CIOs stemmed from
the commitment of their CEQOs to this area. Assuming that it will be in the top tier
(a crowded level, I realize}, here are some thoughts on your two questions.

How do we empower a CIO for the Department?

To be effective, the CIO must be perceived as a DoD vice OSD official. The CIOs
worldview has to be broad (operational and business, now and in the future), his
focus has to be on customers (joint war fighters and key decision-makers),and his
style has to be balanced (integrating strategy vice advocating specific programs).
There are three areas of empowerment — perceived authority, actual authority, and
the individual’s capability to use the authority.
o Perceived authority is derived from the Secretary by the level of the
position, in part, and, more fully, by the time and attention you give to if.
The CIO is now a dual-hat position with the Assistant Secretary for
Networks and Information Integration, I would respectfully argue that the
role 1s a little lost in the noise right now.
e Actual authorities probably could be strengthened in three areas -~ by
practice more than by legislation:

1. The establishment of a DoD implementation strategy led by the CIO
and agreed to by the SLRG/SEC - setting out direction, standards,
and responsibilities. This should be of the 500-day variety vice the
“hard-to- measure” grand strategy statements.

2. The CIO would oversee implementation of the strategy and report
regularly to you (and the SLRG/SEC) on performance and
accountability.

3. To add a little pressure to the system, you should establish dual-
reporting lines for the component CIOs linking them to both the
Component heads (i.e., Service Secretaries, etc.) and the DoD) CIO.

11-L-0659/0SD/038174



e The individual’s capability to use that authority will come from picking the
right person. This is a key hire.

Much of this is in the Department’s control. To work, the CIO will have to be and
be seen as a key member of the senior leadership group.

What is the next step in the Kasich Group?

As we work through this issue, I think we can use John and his team in the
following ways:

As a red team to bounce development ideas off of.
» Potentially help with the personnel search.
e Use a combination of C1Os plus their chairman for a “seminar discussion”
with SLRG at kick-off for a QDR topic.
o Lastly, you might think about bringing one or two of them on either DBB
or DSB.

Hope this helps.

11-L-0559/0SD/038175



October 4,2004

TO: Ken Krieg

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld %

SUBJECT: CIO

What is the next step in the Kasich Group and the CIO for the Department?
And how do we empower a CIQ for the Department?

Thanks,

Attach.
8/13/04 Ken Kricg Memao te SceDelre; Snowtlake Response on CIQ

DHR:ss
100404-19

Please respond by |O ! 29 r/ oY
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October 26,2004

TO: Lin Wells

CC. Paul Wolfowitz,
Gen Dick Myers
(Gen Pete Pace
Mike Wynne
Steve Cambone

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ‘ 2 l
SUBJECT: CJO

Attached is a memo I sent to Ken Krieg and his response. Lin, please consult with

the folks on this list and come back to me with some proposals.

Thanks.

Atlach,
10/4/04 SecDef memo to Krieg [ 100404-19]

10/25/04 Krieg Itr to SecDef.

DHR.:dh
102504-25

Please respond by it / i ﬁl/ oY
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October 4,2004

TO: Ken Krieg
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld% ,
SUBJECT: CIO

What is the next step in the Kasich Group and the CIO for the Department?
And how do we empower a CIO for the Department?

Thanks.

Attach.
8/13/04 Ken Krieg Memoto SecDefre: Snowflake Response on CIO

DHR.ss
100404-18

Piease respond by {O ! ?—‘]I/ oY

Sir
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October 25,2004

MEMORANDUM FOR  SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

LA
FROM: Ken Kriegéw
1!

SUBJECT: CIO (Kasich Group) Snowtlake

This memorandum is in response to your questions in subject snowflake. The
views are mine alone. My first question — and the key insight from the roundtable
discussion — is will this area be one of your key priorities in the next period of
time? The clear consensus was that the effectiveness of the CIOs stemmed from
the commitment of their CEQOs to this area. Assuming that it will be in the top tier
(a crowded level, I realize), here are some thoughts on your two questions.

How do we empower a CIO for the Department?

To be effective, the CIO must be perceived as a DoD vice OSD official. The CIOs
worldview has to be broad (operational and business, now and in the future}, his
focus has to be on customers (jointwar fighters and key decision-makers), and his
style has to be balanced (integrating strategy vice advocating specific programs).
There are three areas of empowerment — perceived authority, actual authority, and
the individual’s capabulity to use the authority.
o Perceived authority 1s derived from the Secretary by the level of the
position, in part, and, more fully, by the time and attention you give to it.
The CIO 1s now a dual-hat position with the Assistant Secretary for
Networks and Information Integration. I would respectfully areue that the
role is a little lost in the noise right now,
o Actual authorities probably could be strengthened in three areas -- by
practice more than by legislation:

1. The establishment of aDoD implementation strategy led by the CIO
and agreed to by the SLRG/SEC - setting out direction, standards,
and responsibilities. This should be of the 50{-day variety vice the
“hard-to- measure” grand strategy statements.

2. The CIO would oversee implementation of the strategy and report
regularly to you (and the SLRG/SEC) on performance and
accountability.

3. To add alittle pressure to the system, you should establish dual-
reporting lines for the component CIOs linking them to both the
Component heads (i.e., Service Secretaries, etc.) and the DoD CIO.

0SD 01i970-05
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e Thc individual’s capability to usc that authority will come from picking the
right person. This is a key hire.

Much of this is in the Department’s control. To work, the CIO will have to be and
be seen as a key member of the senior leadership group.

What is the next step in the Kasich Group?

As we work through this issue, [ think we can use John and his team in the
following ways:

As ared team to bounce development ideas off of.
Potentially help with the personnel search.
Use a combination of CIOs plus their chairman for a “seminar discussion”
with SLRG at kick-off for a QDR topic.

e Lastly, you might think about bringing one or two of them on either DBB
or DSB.

Hope this helps.

11-L-0559/05D/038180



December 1,2004

TO: Paul Wolfowitz
CcC. Paul Butler
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld m

SUBIJECT: (IO

Please read this material from Lin Wells, set an appointment, and come to me

personally with your recommendation so we can discuss if.

Thanks.

Attach.
11/19/04 Lim Wells memo to SecDefre; CIO

DHR:dh
120104-10

Please respond by 12!/2 1/0_7
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November 15 2“(‘)'04', 4:00 PM"
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MEMORANDUM FOR  SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: LW

SUBJECT: Response to CIO (Kasich Group) Snowflake

I support the points Ken Krieg made to you in his memo of October 23, and have
spoken with DepSecDef, the Chairman and Vice Chairman, Steve Cambone, and
Mike Wynne as you asked. This memo amplifies Ken’s and suggests ways ahead.

How do we empower the CIO for the Department?

All principals supported the concept of a strong, information-age Chief
Information Officer (CIO) tor DoD, with skills and powers to help transform the
Department into an information-age organization. Success will involve leadership,
communications, and marketing skills. How empowered he or she will be depends
on answers to the questions raised below.

A strong CIO can’t succeed without the backing of the Secretary’s “full faith and

credit,” but empowering the CIO requires leadership, not new authorities.

o Both Title 40 and Title 10 give the CIO significant powers regarding budget
and program oversight. Despite perceptions that Title 10perpetuates Service
and agency stovepipes, all applicable authorities come together at your level
and you can choose how to balance them. Adoption of an enterprise-wide,
information-centric focus would be a major change, but wouldn’t require new
statutes.

e Thus, [ agree with Ken that the first question for you to decide is whether or
not you personally want to take this issue on. But, if you do take it on, you
also have to be willing to follow through. This can’t be donejust with periodic

expressions of support. Key net-centric programs are underway, but they were

begun when budgets were growing. Historical patterns don’tbode well for
continued net-centric transformation in a time of constrained resources without
a sustained commitment from the top. As Ken puts it “Ina competition
between digits and widgets, the widgets usually win.” Supporters of net-
centri¢c transformation may wince when their own china starts being broken.

The CIO must become the “enabler” of information age transformation, but not
the “doer.” He or she must communicate the value of a net-centri¢c’environment

TFOR-OFFICTATEBSE-ONEY 1
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—FOR-OFFIETATHSEONEY

and drive and enforce standards, such as configuration, security and data
management.

To achieve this, governance is key. Trust must be built before people will be
willing to take chances, and to get this trust the C1O must:

e Establish consistent and clear policies.

e Bring Principal Staff Assistants (PSAs) and components along as partners, and
empower them to succeed.

e Measure progress.

e Find a big stick to prod the Departrment along. Industry CIOs point to the
leverage provided by clearly enunciated standards, coupled with an ability to
report to.their Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) on compliance with the
standards throughout their organizations.

The qualifications for the CIO will depend on what you want from the position

e Given the importance of your personal backing for the CIOQ, if you decide
you’re not willing to engage on a sustained basis, then leave the model as is.
Look primarily to hire a technically oriented ASD/NII with a secondary role as
an information-oriented C10. The NII/CIO staff will do their best to leverage
existing authorities to continue promoting information age transformation.

e Four models of a stronger CIO were proposed during the discussions with
principals (no effort is made to rank them here):
1. Emphasize the CIO role and leave it with NII, but as DoD CIO/ASD(NII).
2. Dual-hat an Under Secretary as CIO.
3. Establish a stand-alone CIO. This led to two variants:
a. A stand-alonc CIO within OSD, which might not be Senate-confirmed.
b. A completely new model, in which the CIO would have an internal role
and also an external one. as Chairman of a DSB-like Defense Informa-
tion Board, which would serve as an Information Advisory Committee
Each of the last 3 models may have significant legal and organizational
questions to be worked out.

What is the next step for the Kasich Group?

From a long range point of view, the most important element for the Department is
to put in place a process for continuous transformation, one that will be hard to roll
back and will transcend the tenure of any particular leader. The Kasich Group
could provide advice on such approaches.

FOR-OFF e ESsE-ONEY 2
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Once the type of CIO is decided, the recruiting process will be a major key to
success: A world-class search committee should be set up to begin the search as
soon as the questions above are answered, perhaps with Kasich Group support.

The Kasich Group also could help address some serious 1ssues, such as:

¢ The industry model doesn’t work exactly here:
e DoD is much larger and more complex than any company.
o If a business fails, it goes out of business. If DoD fails, people die. There
are, therefore, reasonable limits to the amount of risk Do) can accept.
s  Qur need to use competition makes it hard to impose sole-source standards
(industry noted their standards often were product-specific).
¢ Industry’s two-to-hire, one-to-fire model for component CIOs will need

careful monitoring if it is to work within the government’s military and
civilian personnel systems.

How do we ensure that this effort to produce an Information Age CIO wil
succeed? If it doesn’t, it will be years before someone tries again.

I recommend that:

e A small DoD-only group begin addressing the above issues and prepare a short
briefing to introduce the CIO issue to the SLRG, or a subset, in December.

o A longer SLRG session be scheduled in January in which the CEOs and CIOs
from, say, two or three of the companies you saw before would spend 30-45
minutes with the SLLRG to provide private sector perspectives. The CIO
recruiting action would stem from this second session, though candidates could
begin to be evaluated earlier against the different organizational models.

e The Kasich Group be engaged to help with the preparations for the second
session, and also to address some of the issues raised above.

e Exccution of the implementation strategy Ken recommended be deferred until
the new CIO is on board, though NII will prepare interim approaches as your
direction unfolds.

Hope this helps. Will be glad to discuss any of these issues further.

TOROTTICIAT USEORLEY 3
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Noveitiber 19, 2004, 4:00 PM

~ P o T oW

MEMORANDUMFOR ~ SECRETARY OFDEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: LW

SUBIJECT: Response to ClO (Kasich Group) Snowflake

I support the points Ken Krieg made to you in his memo of October 25, and have
spoken with DepSecDef, the Chairman and Vice Chairman, Steve Cambone, and
Mike Wynne as you asked. This memo amplifies Ken’s and suggests ways ahead.

How do we empower the CIO for the Department?

All principals supported the concept of a strong, information-age Chief
Information Officer (CIQ) for DoD), with skills and powers to help transtorm the
Department into an information-age organization. Success will involve leadership,
communications, and marketing skills. How empowered he or she will be depends
on answers to the questions raised below.

A strong CIO can’t succeed without the backing of the Secretary’s “full faith and

credit,” but empowering the CIO requires leadership, not new authorities.

o Both Title 40 and Title 10 give the CIO significant powers regarding budget
and program oversight. Despite perceptions that Title 10perpetuates Service
and agency stovepipes, all applicable authorities come together at your level
and you can choose how to balance them. Adoption of an enterprise-wide,
information-centric focus would be a major change, but wouldn’t require new
statutes.

o Thus, I agree with Ken that the first question for you to decide is whether or
not you personally want to take this issue on. But, if you do take it on, YOU
also have to be willing to follow through. This can’t be done just with periodic
expressions of support. Key net-centric programs are underway, but they were
begun when budgets were growing. Historical patterns don’tbode well for
continued net-centric transformation in a time of constrained resources without
a sustained commitment from the top. As Ken puts it: "In a competition
between digits and widgets, the widgets usually win.” Supporters of net-
centric transformation may wince when their own china starts being broken.

The CIO must become the “enabler” of information age transformation, but not
the “doer.” He or she must communicate the value of a net-centric environment

TFOROTFFICIAT USEONETY" l
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and drive and enforce standards, such as configuration, security and data
management.

To achieve this, governance is key. Trust must be built before people will be
willing to take chances, and to get this trust the CIO must:

Establish consistent and clear policies.

Bring Principal Staff Assistants (PSAs) and components along as partners, and
empower them to succeed.

Measure progress.

Find a big stick to prod the Department along. Industry CIOs point to the
leverage provided by clearly enunciated standards, coupled with an ability to
report to their Chief Executive Officers (CEQOs) on compliance with the
standards throughout their organizations.

The gualifications for the CIO will depend on what vou want from the position

Given the importance of your personal backing for the CIO, if you decide
you’re not willing to engage on a sustained basis, then leave the model as is.
Look primarily to hire a technically oriented ASD/NII with a secondary role as
an information-oriented CIOQ. The NII/CIO staft will do their best to leverage
existing authorities to. continue promoting information age transformation.

Four models of a stronger CIO were proposed during the discussions with
principals {(no effort is made to rank them here}:
I. Emphasize the CIO role and leave it with NTI, but as DoD CIO/ASD(NII).
2. Dual-hat an Under Secretary as CIO.
3. Establish a stand-alone CIO. This led to two variants:
a. A stand-alone CIO within OSD, which might not be Senate-confirmed.
b. A completely new model, in which the CIO would have an internal role
and also an external one, as Chairman of a DSB-like Defense Informa-
tion Board, which would serve as an Information Advisory Committee
Each of the last 3 models may have significant legal and organizational
questions to be worked out.

What is the next step for the Kasich Group?

From a long range point of view, the most important element for the Department 1s
to put in place a process for continuous transformation, one that will be hard to roll
back and will transcend the tenure of any particular leader. The Kasich Group
could provide advice on such approaches.

TFOR-OFFrETATUSE-ONEY 2
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Once the type of CIO is decided, the recruiting process will be a major key to
success: A world-class search committee should be set up to begin the search as
soon as the questions above are answered, perhaps with Kasich Group support.

The Kasich Group also could help address some serious issues, such as:

e The industry model doesn’t work exactly here:

s DoD is much larger and more complex than any company..

e If a business fails, it goes out of business. If DoD fails, people die. There
are, therefore, reasonable limits to the amount of risk DoD can accept.

o Qurneed to use competition makes it hard to impose sole-source standards
(industry noted their standards often were product-specific).

e Industry’s two-to-hire, one-to-fire model for component CIOs will need
careful monitoring if it is to work within the government’s military and
civilian personnel systems..

How do we ensure that this effort to produce an Information Age CIO will
succeed? If it doesn’t, it will be years before someone tries again.

I recommend that:

o A small DoD-only group begin addressing the above issues and prepare a short
brieting to. introduce the CIO issue to the SLRG, or a subset, in December.

e A longer SLRG session be scheduled in January in which the CEOs and CIOs
from, say, two or three of the companies you saw betfore would spend 30-45
minutes with the SLRG to provide private sector perspectives. The CIO
recruiting action would stem from this second session, though candidates could
begin to be evaluated earlier against the different organizational models.

e The Kasich Group be engaged to help with the preparations for the second
session, and also to address some of the issues raised above.

e Execution of the implementation strategy Ken recommended be deferred until
the new CIO 1s on board, though NII will prepare interim approaches as your
direction unfolds.

Hope this helps. Will be glad to discuss any of these issues further.

TOROFFICIAC USEOREY 2|
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January 28, 2005

MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY.  SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: WH

SUBJECT: CIO

After we spoke in December, you asked me to prepare a reply from you to the Secretary
on the C10 question. Based on our conversation in the car yesterday, I've revised a
January 7 paper that I’d sent up, and the new version is attached for your consideration
(Tab 1), In addition to our two discussions, it reflects recent talks with John Kasich, Pete
Geren, Ken Krieg, Steve Cambone, and others.

Per yesterday’s discussion, the memo focuses only on the CIO-ASD(NII} combination
vice the four organizational options I'd originally proposed.

We have looked at the concept of a Defense Information Board, which you’d.raised
earlier. It is feasible, but given the difficulties of establishing a new Advisory Board
under FACA rules, an Information Sub-Panel of the DSB may be a much easier way. to
achieve the same goals.

Next under is an amplification of some of the qualifications you might want in a C1OQ/
ASD(NII)

Will be glad to discuss at your convenience. I'm leaving for PACOM tomorrow, back on
February 3™, but my staff can make any changes to the memo. while I’m gone.

0SD 18673-04
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Qualifications for CIO/ASD(NII)

1) Experience in managing a very large organization (not just consultant experience)

2) At least some knowledge of DoD

3) Sufficient technical expertise to understand what is required for success in three
critical areas —
e nctwork operations (notjust the old telephone company/comms network ops),
» network security, and
e performance in a very large, heterogeneous environment

Failure in any one of these could undo the vision, and

4) An ability to implement a collaborative environment and practices (human. side) across.

a very large constituency.
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January 28,2005
MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: Paul Wolfowitz

SUBJECT: CIO

You asked me to take a look at Lin Wells’ memo (Tab A) on expanding the functions of

the DoD CIO. T’ve done this, with recommendations below.

Both Lin’s memo, and Ken Krieg’s earlier note, said that you personally would have to
devote significant management time 1f you wanted to empower the CJO to lead the
Department’s information age transtormation. The issue is important, but a realistic look
at your schedule regrettably causes me to doubt if you will able to devote such time. That
said, [ think there is a lot that can and should be done—it really is important to have
someone pull the Department’s information pieces together, but the industry CJO model

may not be entirely appropriate for DoD, given our size and intensity.

Lin’s memo teed up various organizational options, but the first step is to decide what
you want from the CIO. Lin, Pete Geren and Ken Krieg are working with John Kasich
to.refine the CIO role for the DoD environment. In the long run, a combined USD(I) and
NII focused on information seems the best way to drive the Department’s information
transformation. However, since that reorganization isn’t on the table now, the focus
should be on leveraging the CIO function with ASD(NII). The CIO should have both
the strategic vision and experience to help lead the transformation of the Department, and
also sufficient technical management prowess to deliver an environment that assures

acceptable performance for, say, time critical targets in a mobile tactical network.

One way to reduce the demand on your time 1s to ensure the CIO has enough clout to be
able to ensure that your vision for information age transformation is carried out. Once
you let the Department know what you expect of the CIO, this approach could let you

focus your support for him or her on those occasions when it really would be needed.
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November 19, 2004, 4:00 PM

MEMORANDUM FOR  SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: LW~

SUBJECT: Response to C1O (Kasich Group) Snowflake

I support the points Ken Krieg made to you in his memo of October 25, and have
spoken with DepSecDef, the Chairman and Vice Chairman, Steve Cambone, and
Mike Wynne as you asked. This memo amplifies Ken’s and suggests ways. ahead.

How do we empower the C1O for the Department?

All principals supported the concept of 4 strong, information-age Chief
Information Officer (C10) for DoD, with skills and powers to help transform the
Department into an information-age organization. Success will involve leadership,
communications, and marketing skills. How empowered he or she will be depends

on answers to the questions raised below.

A strong CIO can’t succeed without the backing of the Secretary’s “full faith and
credit,” but empowering the CIQ requires leadership. not new authorifies.

Both Title 40 and Title 10 give the ClO significant powers regarding budget
and program oversight. Despite perceptions. that Title 10 perpetuates Service
and agency. stovepipes, all applicable authorities come together at your level
and you can choose how to balance them. Adoption of an enterprise-wide,
information-centric focus would be a major change, but wouldn’t require new

e

statutes.

Thus, | agree with Ken that the first question for vou to decide is whether or
not vou personally want to take this issue on. But. if yvou do take 3t on. you
also have to be willing to follow through. This can’t be done just with periodic
expressions of support. Key net-centric programs are underway, but they were
begun when budgets were growing.  Historical patterns don’tbode well for
continued net-centric transformation in a time of constrained resources without
a sustained commitment from the top. As Ken puts it: "In a competition
between digits and widgets, the widgets usually win." Supporters of net-
centric transformation may wince when their own china starts being broken.

The CIO must become the “enabler” of information age transformation, but not
the “doer.” He or she must communicate the value of a net-cemiric environment

+OR-OFF eI UsEONETY
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and drive and enforce standards, such as configuration, security and data

management,

To achieve this, governance is key. Trust must be built before people will be.
willing to take chances, and to get this trust the C1O must:
e Establish consistent and clear policics.

e Bring Principal Staff Assistants (PSAs) and components along as partners, and
empower them to succeed.

e Measure progress.

e Find a big stick to prod the Department along. Industry ClOs point to the
leverage provided by clearly enunciated standards, coupled with an ability to
report to their Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) on compliance with the
standards throughout their organizations.

The qualifications for the C1O will depend on what vou want from the position

e Given the importance of your personal backing for the CI0O, if you decide
you're pot willing to engage on a sustained basis, then leave the model as is.
Look primarily to hire a technically oriented ASD/NII with a secondary role as
an information-oriented CJO. The NII/CIO staff will do their best to leverage
existing authorities to continue promoting information age transformation.

o Four models of a stronger C10 were proposed during the discussions with
principals (no effort is made to rank them here):
1. Emphasize the CIO role and Jeave it with NJI, but as DoDD C10G/ASD(NII).
Dual-hat an Under Secretary as C10.
Establish a stand-alone C)O. This led to two variants:
a. A stand-alone C1O within OSD, which might not be Senate-confirmed.
b. A completely new model: in which the C]O would have an internal role
and also an external one, as Chairman of a DSB-like Defense Informa-
tion Board, which would serve as an Information Advisory Committee
Each of the last 3 models may have significant legal and organizational

questions to be worked out.

2.
3.

What is the next step for the Kasich Group?

From a long range point of view: the most important element for the Department is
to put in place a process for continuous transformation, one that will be hard toroll
back and will transcend the tenure of any particular leader. The Kasich Group

could provide advice on such approaches.
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Once the type of ClO is decided, the recruiting process will be a major key to
success: A world-class search committee should be set up to begin the search as
soon as the questions above are answered, perhaps with Kasich Group support.

The Kasich Group also could help address some serious issues, such as:

o The industry model doesn’t work exactly here:

e DoD is much larger and more complex than any company.
If a business fails, it goes out of business. 1f DoD fails, people die. There

L ]
are, therefore, reasonable limits to the amount of risk DoD can accept.

e Our need to use competition makes it hard to impose sole-source standards
(industry noted their standards ofien were product-specific).

e Industry‘s two-to-hire, one-to-firec model for component ClOs will need

careful monitoring if it is to work within the government’s military and
civilian personnel systems.

How do we ensure that this effort to produce an Information Age C1O will
succeed? If it doesn’t, it will be years before someone tries again.

[ recommend that:

e

A small DoD-only group begin addressing the above issues and prepare a short
briefing to introduce the ClO issue to the SLRG, or a subset, in December.

A longer SLRG session be scheduled in January in which the CEOs and ClOs
from, say, two or three of the companies you saw before would spend 30-45

minutes with the SLRG to provide private sector perspectives. The C10
recruiting action would stem from this second session, though candidates could
begin to be evaluated earlier against the different organizational models.

The Kasich Group be engaged to help with the preparations for the second
session, and also to address some of the issues raised above.

Execution of the implementation strategy Ken recommended be deferred until
the new ClO is on board, though NI will prepare interim approaches as your

direction unfolds.

Hope this helps. Will be glad to discuss any of these issues further.
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October 25,2004

MEMORANDUM FOR  SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

.
FROM: Ken Kn'e%]//

{
SUBJECT: CIO (Kasich Group) Snowflake

This memorandum is in response to your questions in subject snowflake. The
views are mine alone. My first question — and the key insight from the roundtable
discussion - is will this area be one of your key priorities in the next period of
time? The clear consensus was that the effectiveness of the CIOs stemmed from
the commitment of their CEOs to this area. Assuming that it will be in the top tier
(a crowded level, I realize), here are some thoughts on your two questions.

How do we empower a CIO for the Department?

To be effective, the CIO must be perceived as a DoD vice OSD official. The CIOs
worldview has to be broad (operational and business, now and in the future), his
focus has to be on customers (joint war fighters and key decision-makers), and his
style has to be balanced (integrating strategy vice advocating specific programs).
There are three areas of empowerment - perceived authority, actual authority, and
the individual’s capability to use the authority.
® Perceived authority is derived from the Secretary by the level of the
position, in part, and, more fully, by the time and attention you give to.it.
The CIO is now a dual-hat position with the Assistant Secretary for
Networks and Information Integration. [ would respectfully argue that the
role is a little lost in the noise right now,
e Actual authorities probably could be strengthened in three areas -- by
practice more than by legislation:

1. The establishment of a DoD implementation strategy led by the CIO
and agreed to by the SLRG/SEC - setting out direction, standards,
and responsibilities. This should be of the 500-day variety vice the
“hard-to- measure” grand strategy statements.

2. The CIO would oversee implementation of the strategy and report
regularly to you (and the SLRG/SEC) on performance and
accountability.

3. To add a little pressure to the system, you should establish dual-
reporting lines for the component CIOs linking them to both the
Component heads (i.e., Service Secretaries, etc.) and the DoD CIO.

11-L-0559/0SD/038196



o The individual’s capability to use that authority will come from picking the
right person. This is a key hire.

Much of this is in the Department’s control. To work, the CIO will have to be and
be seen as a key member of the senior leadership group.

What is the next step in the Kasich Group?

As we work through this issue, I think we can use John and his team in the
following ways:

o As ared team to bounce development ideas off of.

o Potentially help with the personnel search.

o Use a combination of ClOs plus their chairman for a “seminar discussion”
with SLRG at kick-off for a QDR topic.

o Lastly, you might think about bringing onc or two of them on either DBB
or DSB.

Hope this helps.
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October 26,2004

TO: Lin Wells

CC. Paul Wolfowitz
Gen Dick Myers
Gen Pete Pace
Mike Wynne

Steve Cambone

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ‘74-
SUBJECT: CI0

Attached 1s a memo I sent to Ken Kneg and his response. Lin, please consult with

the folks on this list and come back to me with some proposals.

Thanks,

Attach,
10/4/04 SccDefl memo to Krieg-[100404-19]

10/25/04 Kricg 1T te SceDef
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October 4,2004

TO: Ken Krieg
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld (]2\

SUBJECT: Cl0

What is the next step in the Kasich Group and the CIO for the Department?
And how do we empower a CIO for the Department?

Thanks.

Attach.
8/13/04. Ken Krieg Memo to SecDefre: Snowtlake Response on CIO

DHR:ss
100404-19
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From the Desk of
Paul Wolfowitz
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON,D.C. 20301

MAR - 3 2008

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM: Pau]l Wolfowitz D

SUBJECT: CIO

You asked me to take a look at Lin Wells’ memo (Tab A) on expanding the functions of
the DoD CIO. I've done this, with recommendations below.

Both Lin’s memo, and Ken Krieg’s earlier note, said that you personally would have to
devote significant management time if you wanted to empower the CIO to lead the
Department’s information age transformation. The issue is important, but a realistic look
at your schedule regrettably causes me to doubt if you will able to devote such time. That
said, I think there is a lot that can and should be done—it really is important to have
someone pull the Department’s information pieces together, but the industry CIO model
may not be entirely appropriate for DoD, given our size and intensity.

Lin’s memo teed up various organizational options, but the first step is to decide what
you want from the CIO. Lin, Pete Geren and Ken Krieg are working with John Kasich
to refine the CIO role for the DoD environment. In the long run,a combined USD(I} and
NII focused on information seems the best way to drive the Department’s information
transformation. However, since that reorganization isn’t on the table now, the focus
should be on leveraging the CIO function with ASD(NII). The CIO should have both
the strategic vision and experience to help lead the transformation of the Department, and
also sufficient technical management prowess to deliver an environment that assures
acceptable performance for, say, time critical targets 1n a mobile tactical network.

One way to reduce the demand on your time is to ensure the CIO has enough clout to be
able to ensure that your vision for information age transformation is carried out. Once
you let the Department know what you expect of the CIO, this approach could let you
focus your support for him or her on those occasions when it really would be needed. [

can provide more routine backing.

0SD 18673-04
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MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM: Paul Wolfowitz

SUBJECT: CIO

You asked me to take a look at Lin Wells” memo (Tab A) on expanding the functions of
the Do CIO. I've done this, with recommendations below.

Both Lin’s memo, and Ken Krieg’s earlier note, said that you personally would have to
devote significant management time if you wanted to empower the CIO to lead the
Department’s information age transformation. The issue is important, but a realistic look
at your schedule regrettably causes me to doubt if you will able to devote such time. That
said, I think there is a lot that can and should be done—it really is important to have
someone pull the Department’s information pieces together, but the industry C10 model
may not be entirely appropriate for DoD, given our size and intensity.

Lin’s memo teed up various organizational options, but the first step is to. decide what
you want from the CIO. Lin, Pete Geren and Ken Krieg are working with John Kasich
torefine the CIO role for the DoD environment. In the long run, a combined USD(I) and
NII focused on information seems the best way to drive the Department’s information
transformation. However, since that reorganization isn’t on the table now, the focus
should be on leveraging the CIO function with ASD(NII). The CIO should have both
the strategic vision and experience to help lead the transtormation of the Department, and
also sufficient technical management prowess to deliver an environment that assures
acceptable performance for, say, time critical targets in a mobile tactical network.

One way to reduce the demand on your time is to ensure the CIO has enough clout to be
able to ensure that your vision for information age transformation is carried out. Once
you let the Department know what you expect of the CIO, this approach could let you
focus your support for lim or her on those occasions when it really would be needed. 1
can provide more routine backing.
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NOV 2 2 2004
TO: President George W. Bush
CC: Vice President Richard B. Cheney

The Honorable Colin Powell
Dr. Condoleezza Rice
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld “Df..

SUBJECT: Iraqi Security Forces Update

Dear Mr. President, Q

Attached is the latest update on Iraqi Security Forces. I’'m sending a copy along to
UK'’s Minister of Defense Geoff Hoon, so that he can provide one to Prime

Minister Blair.

Respectfully,

Attach,
11/15/04 Iraqi Security Ferees Update

DHR:ss
111804-1

fory T

Boe 0SD 18680 -04
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Iraqi Security Forces Update

15 November 2004

Data as of: 15 NOV 04 Version M1
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Grand T otal all Iraqi Security Forces
UL UIicial uac uu:'y' - - . . I Il

« Ministry of Interior Forces Trained & Equipped
—Police
—Civil Intervention
—Emergency Response 64 ,948

—Border Enforcement
—Highway Patrol
—Dignitary Protection

» Ministry of Defense Forces Trained & Equipped

—-Army
—National Guard

—Intervention Force 50,934

~Special Operations

—Air Force

—~Coastal Defense Force 1 1 5 882
- ’

Data as of: 15 NOV 04

11-L-0559/05D/038205



Trained and Equipped Iraqi Security Forces
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0 ,:af;{:ﬁg:t B Iragi Regular Army Iragi Intervention Force
ﬂorces Y B iragi National Guard ® Iragi Regular Police Senvice
8 Border Enforcement O Civl Intervention Force
Army Special Opns Bde @ Coastal Defense & Air Force

- Does not include 74,000 in Facilities Protection Service trained by Ministry Of Interior but employed by other
ministries.

*Anticipate a drop next week. Working with Joint Headquarters to determine exact number of soldiers who have
been officially dropped from the rolls as a result of recent fighting, intimidation, and due to
paf anticipated police losses in Mosul.
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Ministr.y of Interior Forces-Projection

Projected Percentage of goals of Capable (Manned, Trained, and Equipped) Units on hand over tlme

Security Current -
Force Targeted 15 NOV 04 1 FEB 05 1 AUG 05 1 JAN 06 1 MAY 06
Element End State

Regular Iraqi

oy i 135,000 59%
Special Police 1 200

Regiments !

Public Order

Battalions 3,600

Emergency

Response Unit 270

Iraqi Highwa

patcny T 6,300 UND

Bur. of

Dignitary 500

Protection

Special Police

Commando 2,019

Battalions

Dept of Border -

Enforcement 29 360 57%

{3)

Notes Legend

| 70-100 % OF REQUIREMENT
D 40-69 % OF REQUIREMENT

1. Police figures reflect trained and equipped individuals, not units

2. On 23 October, Iragi Highway Patrol authorizations were expanded from 1,500 to 6,300 officers.
Training timelines for the expanded force are under development.

3. Border Police considered trained based on training by coalition forces; capabillties are uneven

Data as of: 15 NOV 04 . 39 % OR LESS OF REQUIREMENT

11-L-0559/05D/038207



of Defense Forces-Projection

Projected Percentage of goals of Capable (Manned, Trained, and Equipped) Units on hand over time*

Tl M2 2 0 TTon Ml
AIUL LFREENIAL SSO% ALY

Security Current -
Force Targeted 15 NOV 04 1 FEB 05 1 MAY 05 1 AUG 05 1 JAN 06
Element End State

Iragi Regular

Pt 27,000

Iraqi

Intervention 6,584

Force

Iraqi Naticnal

Guard 61,904

Commando

Battalion 1,516 58%

traqi Counter

Terrorism 451

Force

Data as of: 15 NOV 04

*Based on achievement of Limited Operational Capability

Legend

70-100 % OF REQUIREMENT

40-69 % OF REQUIREMENT

. 3% % OR LESS OF REQUIREMENT
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MNF-I and Iraqi Security Forces

MNF-l = 32 Countries -

Albania 74] El Salvador 380 Korea 2,956 fNorway Ol Tonga 83
Australia Estonia Latvia 119 Poland 2,477 Ukraine ' 1,590J
Armenia Lithuania 86 j Portugal 129@ United Kingdom 7,862
Azerbaijan 1503 Hungary 269 Macedonia 33 Romania 741QUS 138,472
Bulgaria 4459 ltaly 3,128 Moldova I} Singapore 0

Czech Rep 98§ Japan 792 Mongolia 132

Denmark 383] Kazakhstan Netherlands 1,364 MLEHELT Wl Total 162,511

IRAG! POLICE SERVICE
CIVIL INTERVENTION FORC
EMERGENCY RESPONSE U
BUREAU OF DIGNITARY-PR
HIGHWAY PATROL -
SPECIAL POLICE COMMAN
DEPT OF BORDER ENFORCEMENT
ARMY ' :
NATL GUARD - A
INTERVENTIONFORCE =~
SPECIAL OPS FORCES -

AIR FORCE - -
COASTAL DEFENSE e

IRAQI FORCES TRAINED AND IN TRAINING _ 131,710
{RAQI POLICE SERVICE

CIVIL INTERVENTION FORCE
EMERGENCY RESPONSE UNIT
BUREAU OF DIGNITARY PROTECTION
HIGHWAY PATROL

SPECIAL POLICE COMMANDO BATTALIONS
DEPT OF BORDER ENFORCEMENT
ARMY

NAT'L GUARD

INTERVENTION FORCE

SPECIAL OPS FORCES

AIR FORCE

COASTAL DEFENSE

[ ] iraqi Forces on Hand || MNF-t

Data as of: 15 NOV 04

55%

45%. |

D Trained Jraqi Forces D MNF-I
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Notes

*Georgia expected to increase
forces from 162 to 300 and add
a 500 man battalion for UN
Security

«Armenia, Singapore &
Thailand pending deplioyment
of their forces

NATO Training



NATO Training in Iraq
Vor Sl U ly 1 1N 111111}

« SHAPE OPLAN passed Military Committee under silence on 10
November. Now being forwarded to the NAC.

« Force Generation Conference 9-10 November was held to fill NTM-I
Combined Joint Statement of Requirements for forces.

¢ NATO Training Implementation Mission-lrag (NTIM-1) becomes NATO
Training Mission-Irag (NTM-I) when Activation Order (ACTORD) is
published.

« Conducted out-of-country training as follows:

— 21 senior IZ officials attended Key Leader Training at Joint Warfare Centre
in Stavanger, NO (1-8 NOV).

— Three officers attended the Combined Joint Operations Centre Course at
NATO School in Oberammergau, GE (6-13 NOV).

Data as of: 15 NOV 4
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Back Up

Data as of: 15 NOV 04
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Iraqi Security Forces Mol Update
B EEERERI

100% OF
TRAINED & TRAINED & | AUTHORIZED
COMPONENT AUTHORIZED ON DUTY e EQUIPPED ON | TRAINED &
31 JAN '05 EQUIPPED
POLICE 135,000 87,133 47,342 52,800 JUL ‘06
CIVIL
INTERVENTION 3,720 1,001 1,091 3,120 JUL ‘05
FORCE
EMERGENCY
RESPONSE UNIT 270 168 168 270 FEB ‘05
BORDER 29,360 16,237 14,503 6 AUG ‘06
ENFORCEMENT * , : 16,107 UG ‘0
HIGHWAY
FETRIL 6,300 925 370 370 TBD
DIGNITARY ,
PROTECTION 500 484 484 500 DEG '04
SPECIAL POLICE ,
P e et 2,019 2.019 900 2,019 JAN '05
TOTAL 177,169 108,057 64,048 75,186 AUG ‘06

Data as of; 15 NOV 04

11-L-0559/05D/038212
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Iraqi Security Forces MoD Update
1 1 1 1 ] l 1 1]

LIMITED FULL OPERATIONAL 31 JAN 05 100% FULL
OPERATIONAL CAPABILTY® L/F CAPABILITY OPERATIONAL
COMPONENT AUTHORIZED CAPABILITY™ (BATTALIONS) CAPABILITY
ARMY 27,000 3,887 620 10,915 /10,915 JUL 05
NATIONAL 61,904 43,445 0 45,000/ 0 SEP 05
GUARD
INTERVENTION 6,584 0 V5 1794} 4,790 MAY 05
FORCE ,
SPECIAL OPS 1,967 590 0 0/725 SEP 05
T8BD BASED ON TBD BASED ON
AIR FORCE 502 167 0 AIRCRAFT AIRCRAFT
PROCUREMENT PROCUREMENT
TBD BASED ON TBD BASED ON
ggﬁgggg 582 409 0 PATROL BOAT PATROL BOAT
PROCUREMENT PROCUREMENT
TOTAL 98,539 438,498 2,436 57,709/ 16,430 MAR 06

(1) Limited Operational Capability = unit is conducing combat operations, but continues to receive advanced unit training and may stilt reguire some

equipment

{2} Full Operational Capability = unit is fully manned, trained, and equipped and is capable of conducting independent operations

Data as of: 15 NOV 04

11-L-0559/05D/038213
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Data

Iraqi Securit

Forces Training

COMPONENT TRAINING NUMBER N TRAINING
traqi Police Service 3 Week TIP Training 1,053
8 Week Academy 2,709
Specialized Training 213
Civil Intervention Force 5 Week Specialized Training 0
Emergency Response Unit 8 Week Spacialized Training 0
Dept of Border Enforcemant 4 Week Academy 597
Specialized Training
Highway Patrol 3 Week TIP Training 0

8 Week Academy Training

NA (Prior Sarvice IPS)

Bureau of Dignitary Protection

3 Week Initial Training
2-3 Waek Advanced Training
Mantoring by US Contractors

0

Special Police Commando Battalions

4 Weeks Basic Training
1-3 Weeks Advanced Training

3 Police Special Force Bns

Irag Regular Army

Cadre: 4 Weeks

Basic Training: 4 Weaks 5,019
Collective Training: 4 Weeks
Iragi National Guard Basic Training: 3 Weeks 1,428
Collective Training: 4 Weeks
Iraqgi Intervention Force Cadre: 4 Weeks
Basic/Collactive Training: 8 Weeks
Urban Operations Training: 6 Weeks 5,087
Iragi Special Ops Force Field Training Provided by US Special Forces (Smail

- Commando Battalion Unlt tactics Ranger type training)

- Counter Terrorist Task Force 12 Week course on Close Quarter Combat 72
Air Force Varies by specialty: 1-6 months 39
Coastal Defense Force Basic Training: 8 Waeks

Specialized Training at Umm Qasr 127
TOTAL 16,344

11-L-0559/05D/038214
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Iraqi Security Forces Missions

Unit

Mission

Police

+ Provide law enforcement, public safety and internal security

Civil intervention Force

* Provide a national level, high end, rapid response police capability to counter large scale
disobedience and insurgents.

Special Police Commando Bns

* Provide a direct action, special operations, and counter insurgency capability in support of
Ministry of Interior.

Emergency Response Unit

+ Provide a special operations police capabillty in suppert of the Iraqi Police Service.

Depariment of Border
Enforcement

» Protect the integrity of I[rag’s border and monltor and contrel the movement of persons and
goods

Highway Patrol

* Provide law enforcement, public safety, and internal security, and convoy security along iraq's
Highways.

Bursau of Dignitary Protection

*» Provide close protection, convoy security, and fixed-site securlty for Iragi key political leaders.

Regular Army

» Defend Irag against external threats.

* When directed, assist the Ministry of Interior in providing defense against Internal threats to
national security.

National Guard

+ Conduct stability operations to support the achievement of internal security, including (as
required) support to Ministry of Interior elements.

+ Conduct Constabulary duties in support of internal security

Intervention Force

+ Conduct operations in order to defeat anti-Iraqi forces in Iraq, with primary focus on urhan
areas

« -Assist in the restoration of a secure and stable anvironment in which the Iraqi Police Services
and Iragi National Guard can maintain law and order

Commando Battalion

. SupBort for Iraqi Counter Terrorist Force. Similar in organization, training, and mission to US
Army Ranger Battalion

Counter-Terrorist Task Force

+ Direct action counter-terrerism similar in organization, mission, and training to US Special
Operations Forces with counter-terrorist function

Air Farce

» Provide aerial reconnaissance, and rotary and fixed wing transport for Iragi Security Forces
and authaorities

Coastal Defense Force

» Conduct security operations on the Iraqi coastline and over territorial waters, including gas
and oil platforms out to 12 nautical miles

» In conjunction with DBE, conduct police operations on the Iraqi coastline and out to 12
nautical miles to counter piracy, smuggling and other unlawful activities

11-L-0559/0SD/038215
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Significant Events Since Last Report
For Officiat Use Oaty e R

Manning:

 Completed emergency recruitment of 780 new soldiers to fill losses in the lraqi
Intervention Force’s First Brigade.

* Began rebuilding of Mosul Police after their collapse in the face of multiple insurgent
attacks.

¢ 259 soldiers now part of the 15t Mechanized Battalion, with 10 MTLB armored
personnel carriers.

Training:
¢ 2,506 Iragi Police Service students graduated from the Basic Course
« .1,091 Public Order Battalion officers completed their 5-week training program

« 125 Bureau of Dignitary Protection students graduated from courses in VIP Personnel
Security Detail Operations, Motor Escort Operations, and VIP Site Security.

+ 70 Iraqi police personnel graduated from the Emergency Readiness Unit Phase |
course.

Data as of: 15 NOV 04

11-L-0559/05D/038216
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Significant Events Since Last Report

L I &Y - I S | TTomn n“l‘
B'UL FIIVEAR Lo ranay

Equipping:
* Issued 600 weapons, 10 vehicles, 212 radios, and 350 body armor vests to Ministry of Interior
forces

« Issued 4,812 sets of body armor, 287 weapons, 1990 helmets, 11,000 field jackets, 9 vehicles,
5,000 pairs of running shoes and 8,000 uniforms to Ministry of Defense forces.

Building:

* Awarded a $45M contract to construct all new facilities for one Iraqi National Guard Brigade.

+ Awarded contract for water pipeline and pump station at Al Kasik.

+ Completed master plan and statement of work to construct a brigade set of barracks and facilities
at Rasheed/Ar Rustamiyah in Baghdad.

* Awarded four police station projects worth combined total of $650,000.

Mentoring/Employing:

¢+ LtGen Abdul Qader commanding Iraqi forces in Fallujah with Iraqi liaison officers providing
liaison to Joint Headquarters. National Joint Operations Center and Joint Headquarters
Operations Center operating and tracking lraqi Army operations.

* 1t Brigade, 1t Division (Iraqi Intervention Force); 3" Brigade {-), 5* Division (Regular Army); 36
Commando Battalion; two Shewani Special Forces battalions; and Police Emergency Response
Unit; deployed for operations vicinity of Fallujah.

« lIraqi Air Force conducts reconnaissance missions in support of MND/SE locating downed power
lines and leaking pipelines.

+ 1t Police Commando Battalion returned from Mosul and operating in Baghdad. 2" Police

Commando Battalion returned to Baghdad from North Babil and continues operations in Samarra.

3d Police Commando Battalion deployed to Mosul for operations.

Data as of: 15 NOV 04

11-L-0659/0SD/038217
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October 26, 2004

TO: Doug Feith
Paul Wolfowitz
Gen Dick Myers

SUBJECT: Elections in Iraq

Attached is a note I am sending Condi. It seems to me you ought to get a group

together here, and we ought to start thinking about these things.

Thanks.

7 T

DHR:dh
102504-26

Please respond by 1 .r/ 19 } O‘;f

10-26-04 PO5:48 N

11-L-0559/0SD/038218 0SD 16718-04
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QOctober 26, 2004

SUBJECT: Iraq Elections

The Iraqi elections in January could produce a variety of outcomes. Candidates
could win who are right on the mark, somewhere in the middle, or notably

unhelpful.

The NSC needs to think through appropriate strategies and objectives now to:
— Do what we can so the outcome is favorable to the President’s goals.
~ Strategies to deal with all of the various possible outcomes.

Let me know what we can do to help.

11-L-0559/05D/038219
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FORKSECRETARY OF pERENSE o
FROM: Ryan Henry, Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy 6

SUBJECT: Policy on Detainee Body Cavity Examinations

e On October 15,2004, you asked Policy to examine if DoD needs a policy on detainee
body cavity exams,

o [ have reviewed this matter and recommend that you sign the attached memorandum
(Tab A} that promulgates DoD-wide policy and guidelines on the use of body cavity
exams on detainees in DoD control (Tab B).

COORDINATION:

OGC Mr. Dell'Orto 25 October 2004
Joint Staff Director, Joint Staff 27 October 2004
Health Affairs CAPT Jack Smith 2 November 2004

Attachments ;. v 4 ﬂ
As Stated ?QM QDO %O‘A

Preparcd by: Ross Hyams, Detainee Allairs,

— , (S &
DSD g o T, b g

»|TBASD
/@d@-& SRAMA 8D
MA SD
EXEC SEC

1 ESR
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DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1010 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 203011010

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFE
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR SPECIAL

OPERATIONS AND LOW INTENSITY CONFLICT
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR

HEALTH AFFAIRS
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF

DEFENSE
COMMANDER,U.S. CENTRAL COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. EUROPEAN COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. SOUTHERN COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND

SUBJECT: Policy Statement and Guidelines on Body Cavity Scarches and
Exams for Detainees Under DoD> Control

Body cavity exams for detainees under DoD> control shall be conducted in
accordance with the attached policy guidance. Please ensure that this guidance is
distributed within your organization. The Joint Staff is responsible for implementing this

policy.

Attachment:
As stated

TOROTTICIAT USE ONRETY"
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Policy Statement and Guidelines on Body Cavity Searches and Exams
of Detainees in DoD Control.

The United States has a significant and legitimate interest in performing appropriate
security scarches and medical exams that address the safety, health, and security concerns
of DoD personnel and detainees under DoD control. However, the use of body cavity
exams and searches may conflict with the customs of some detainees. Therefore,
eftective immediately, the following guidelines are in effect:

o Do not perform routine detainee body cavity exams or searches (to include hernia
exams).

¢ Body cavity exams may be performed for valid medical reasons with the verbal
consent of the patient. However, these exams should not be performed as part of
a routine medical intake exam.

® Body cavity searches ajer?ﬁe conducted M when there is a reasonable belief
that the detainee 1s concealing an item that presents a security risk.

e To the extent possible and consistent with military necessity, a body cavity exam
or search, whether conducted for medical or security reasons. should be
conducted by personnel of the same gender as that of the detainee being searched.

e All body cavity exams and searches will be conducted in a manner that respects
the person.

e The first general officer in the chain of command shall be the approval authority
for body cavity searches (other than those performed for valid medical reasons).

e For the purposes of this policy, a detainee 1s a person under the control of the
Department of Defense as a result of armed conflict, including the global war on
terrorism, and includes enemy combatants, enemy prisoners of war, and civilian
internces.

O RO A O N
11-L-0559/0SD/038222



ES- 1056
Hloizga 1o

Qctober 15,2004

TO: Gen Dick Myers 8 79

Doug Feith
FROM: Donald Rums fclc‘ifm
SUBJECT: Checking Detainees for Health

[ don't see why U.S. taxpayers have to worry about whether detainees have
hernias or enlarged prostates, particularly since examinations for it lead to charges

of abuse.

N A

Please find out whether that practice is still going on or if it has been discontinued.

DHRiss
I 404-14

I R R RRRERERERERERERERERERRRINRERERRERREERRERRRRERRRESRERRERRERRERRRRESARERSEREERERESRENRRESNREHR!

Please respond by \ QJ_Z/'] / ol

X
%
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FOR DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE E5-1056
BEC 3 12004

FROM: Ryan Henry, PD Under Secretary of Defense for Policy
SUBIECT: Response to Snowflake on Detainee Body Cavity Exfirnthations

® You questioned whether it is necessary to require a GO/FO approval for a detainee
body cavity search and if Pete Geren's edit of bullet # 3 of the policy fixed the
problem (Tab A}.

e We remain convinced that such approval should be required would not jeopardize
force protection.

o Policy convened a group of policy, legal, corrections, ope gonal and medical
experts and assessed that this policy will not impact curre @perations.

= Units in Afghanistan no longer conduct routine body ¢ Mty searches.

. . . . . p
* Alternative non-invasive means of checking detainees gor contraband are
available.

o When the Secretary asked for this policy, we understood his intent to be to minimize
the use of detainee body cavity searches, except for extraordinary. security.
circumstances.

o As written, this draft policy ensures that detainee body ca ity. searches are
conducted as an exception, not the norm.

o Approval at the GO/FO level will emphasize to lower-lev®] commanders that this
course of action is only for use in extraordinary circumstaflces.

e Recommend that you sign the attached memorandum that promulgates the policy
attached at Tab B..

COORDINATION:
0GC Chuck Allen 16 December 2004
Joint Staff  Col Barry Coble 16 December 2004

—man

PR OT RO T
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1010 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1010

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

OF STAFF
FOR POLICY

COMMANDER, U.S. CENTRAL COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. EUROPEAN COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. SOUTHERN CCMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. SPECTAL OPERATIONS COMMAND
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR SPECIAL
OPERATIONS AND LOW INTENSITY CONFLICT
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR

HEALTH AFFAIRS

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF

DEFENSE

SUBIJECT: Policy Statement and Guidelines on Body Cavity Searches and

Exams for Detainees Under DoD Control

Body cavity exams for detainees under DoD control shall!

be conducted in

accordance with the attached policy guidance. Please ensure that this guidance is

distributed within your organization. The Joint Staff is responsible for implementing this

policy.

Attachment:
As stated

1 1-L-0559;§;/038225



Policy Statement and Guidelines on Body Cavity Seai iches and Exams
of Detainees in DoD Control.

The United States has a significant and legitimate interest in per{ prming appropriate
security searches and medical exams that address the safety, hea fth, and security concerns,
of DoD personnel and detainees under DoD control. However, tie use of body cavity
exams and searches may conflict with the customs of some detaiiees. Therefore,
eftective immediately, the following guidelines are in effect:

Do not perform routine detainee body. cavity exams or seirches (to include hernia
exams).

Body cavity exams may be performed for valid medical t 2asons with the verbal
consent of the patient. However, these exams should not be performed as part of
a routine medical intake exam.

Body cavity searches are to be conducted only when ther : is a reasonable belief
that the detainee is concealing an item that presents a sec irity risk.

To the extent possible and consistent with military neces: ity, a body cavity exam
or search, whether conducted for medical or security reas ons, should be
conducted by personnel of the same gender as that of the detaince being scarched.

All body cavity exams and searches will be conducted in a manner that respects
the person..

The first general officer in the chain of command shall be the approval authority.
for body cavity searches (other than those performed for " alid medical reasons).

For the purposes of this policy, a detainee is a person und ¢ the control of the
Department of Defense as a result of armed conflict, inelt ding the global war on

terrorism, and includes enemy combatants, enemy prison' rs of war, and civilian
internees.

TOROFTIICIAC USEUNEY,
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OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
The Military Assistant

10 December 2004 - 1700

MEMORANDUM FOR USD(P)

Subject: Policy on Detainee Body Cavity Examinations

Sir,

The DSD reviewed the attached document and states the following:

“Ryan 1) Do you really mean to require GO/FO approval when there is a
reasonable belief that there is a security risk involved? 2) SeePete Geren’s comment,
Does my edit of bullet #3 fix the problem? Please reclear this, PW”

Please provide a copy of this tasker with your response.

Vepy Respectfull

an E. O'Connor

Captain, USN

Military Assistant to the
Deputy Secretary of Defense

SUSPENSE: Z§Dec04
ATTACHMENT: As Stated

OSD [ § VY20
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FORASECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: Ryan Henry, Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy

SUBIJECT: Policy on Detainee Body Cavity Examinations

e On October 15,2004, you asked Policy to examine if DoD needs a policy on detainee
body cavity exams.

e [ have reviewed this matter and recommend that you sign the attached memorandum
(Tab A) that promulgates DoD-wide policy and guidelines on the use of body cavity.
exams, on detainees in DoD control (Tab B).

COORDINATION:

0GC Mr. Dell'Orto 25 October 2004
Joint Staff Director, Joint Staff 27 October 2004
Health Affairs CAPT Jack Smith 2 November 2004

Prepared by: Ross Hyams, Detainee Affairs, (b)(8)

Attachments: QDb
As Stated % %ﬁu
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DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1010 DEFENSE PENTAGON

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1010
JAN 1 2 2005

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEES OF STAFF
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY
COMMANDER, U.S. CENTRAL COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. EUROPEAN COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. SOUTHERN COMMAND
COMMANDER, U.S. SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR SPECTAL
OPERATIONS AND LOW INTENSITY CONFLICT

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR
HEALTH AFFAIRS

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE

SUBIJECT: Policy Statement and Guidelines on Body Cavity Scarches and
Exams for Detainees Under DoD Control

Body cavity exams for detainees under DoD control shall be conducted in
accordance with the attached policy guidance. Please ensure that this guidance 1s

distributed within your organization. The Joint Staff is responsible for implementing this

/s

policy..

Attachment:
As stated

0SD 18742-04
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Bovykin, Jason CIV WHS/ESD

From: Bruhn, Michael, Mr, OSD-ATL
Sent: Monday, May 23,2005 12:13 PM
Zg Boykin, Jason CIVWHS/ESD
. illi -AT
Subject: WIQ '%%YE?%%SGa%ﬁ?éﬁ}rﬁ lalesp(L)nse.to. Bold Ideas for Acquisition).

Close it as far as I'm concerned. Thx

Michael L. Bruhn

Director of Operations

for the Under Secretary of Defense
(Acquisition, Technolegy and Logistics)

W:({(b)(6) |

From: Williams, Vanessa, Mrs, OSD-ATL

Sent: Monday, May 23, 200512:12 PM

To: Boykin, Jason CIV WHS/ESD

cc: Bruhn, Michael, Mr, OSD-ATL

Subject: Fw: OSD 18755-04 (Interim Response to Bold Ideas for. Acquisition)

We have this case as closed. The attached action memo was signed by Mr. Wynne on 23 Nov 04.
We have no further response from the SecDef.

<< File: osd 18755-04_Complete.pdf >>
————— Criginal Message-----

From: Bruhn, Michael, Mr, OSD-ATL

Sent: Monday, May 23, 2005 9:38 AM
To: Willams, Vanessa, Mrs, OSD-ATL; Barker, Elizabeth, CTR, OSD-ATL; Gamble, Michael, CTR, OSD-

ATL
Subject: FW: OSD 18755-04 (Interim Response to Bold Ideas for Acquisition)

Pls check, thx

Michael L. Bruhn

Director of Operations

for the Under Secretary of Defense
(Acquisition, Technolo;iy and Logistics)
w|(b)(6) |

From: Boykin, Jason CIV. WHS/ESD

Sent: Monday, May 23, 2005 9:32 AM

To: Brubn, Michael, Mr, OSD-ATL

Subject: OSD 18755-04 {Interim Responseto Bold Ideas for Acquisition)
Mike,

11-L-0559/08D/038230 pysp |RTS5 O
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I'mstill carrying this as open. What do you show? It's
old, can I close it?

Thanks,.
JB..

Jason O. Boykin - €50, wrs [2)6)

11-L-0559/0SD/038231
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE* ’
3010 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-3010
ACTION MEMO

ACQUISITION,
AND LOGISTICS November 23, 2004, 12:00pm

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

From: Michael W, Wynne, Acling Under Sceretaryof Def sition

Purzs

“vm\.ﬂ_ag)

Technology and Logistics)
Subject: Interim Response to Bold Ideas for Acquisition

e The purpose of this memo is to give you some early returns in response to your
snowflake on Bold ldeas in Acquisition Management. The ideas arc relatively
easy to implement and would better align key organizations to incentivize
jointness, the first step in improving acquisition. These ideas would be steps
towards a bolder concept but would be useful whether or not you, and perhaps
the Congress, embrace a bolder proposal. Sincejointness is a Department
objective, you can also achieve a major refocus by aligning resources with a
policy directive.

o Foraligning resources, 1t will be necessary to direct Program Analysis and
Evaluation (PA&E) to protect funding forjoint, transformational and
international programs, which AT&L will identify in each of the Services’
fiscal guidance, Changes to thosc programs would require my approval prior
to POM submission. This change would put your objectives for Joint,
Transformational, and those Lntemational programs you support, at the top of
the priority list. Unfortunately, as you know, joint programs are at or near the
lowest priority for the Service programmers. As SecretaryRoche ructully puts
it: “Joint means Navy won't pay.” Transformational programs usually mean
new programs and in any budget end-game, current programs beat new
programs. Currently, international programs compete for the dubious
distinction of being the lowest priority for the Services. Attached s a memo
which gives such budgeting direction (Tab A) [recommend you sign it.

+ Most of the objectives of Secretary Aldridge’s Study regarding acquisition, and
even an earlier study (1992) by Secretary Yockey, were to achieve jointness
and to address capabilities, not individual systems. As I constructabold
proposal, drivingjointness and avoiding duplicate systems, such as trucks, will
be the overarching objectives -» saving slots should be secondary and should
not thereforebe the objective. In the interim, the following steps would be
effective in promoting jointness and could be implemented this cycle:

&

~ 11-L-0559/0SD

S A e O v M- v, I A gvf '4:;-4.——&-/

OHIGW&. - 0SD 18755-04

3
ot




s Realign all Service research and development (R&D) commands and
laboratories under the Director Defense Research and Engineering (D, DR&E).
Establish Centers of Excellence with the current DoD/Service lab resources
(including the universities doing basic research) in orderto concentrate Science
& Technology(S&T) and R&D efforts in specific arcas. Developmental
priorities would be addressed without duplicativestructures. if you agree, I
will task D,DR&E to come back to me in forty five days with a
recommendation on how they would organize these capabilities. Examples of
organizations that will be realigned can be found at Tab B.

o Realign all Logistics organmizations and functions, currently resident within the
Services,under the Dgpuby Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics and Material
Readiness){DUSD{L&MR)). Il you agree, I will task the DUSD(L&MR} to
come back to me in forty five days with a recommendation on how they might
organize to accomplish this objective. This consolidated logistics focus would
facilitate efficiencies, balanced workloads and make public private
partnerships more productive. Examples of organizations that will be realigned
can be found at Tab C.

COORDINATION: Tab D

RECOMMENDATIONS :

l. Recommend you sign the memo at Tab A,

2. Recommend you approve developmentof implementation plans for realigning
R&D commands and laboratories as well as Material Management and
Maintenance organizations (Tabs B and €)— with response within 45 days.

Approve

Disapprove:

See Ma:

CC:. DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

11-L-0659/0SD/038233




SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
COMMANDERS OF THE COMBATANT COMMANDS
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF

DEFENSE

ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT
DIRECTOR, PROGRAM ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION
DIRECTOR,NET ASSESSMENT
DIRECTOR, FORCE TRANSFORMATION
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES
DIRECTORS OF THE DOD FIELD ACTIVITIES

SUBIJECT: Priority for Joint, Transformational, and International Acquisition Programs

In order to ensure appropriate emphasis is given to Joint, Transformational, and
International programs, I am directing Program Analysis and Evaluation (PA&E) to
protect funding, in the budgeting process, for programs in these categories. The Under
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition Technology and Logistics) USD(AT&L) will
identify the program funding for each of these programs in the Services' fiscal
guidance.

Changes to these programs shall require USD(AT&L) approval prior to Program
Objective Memorandum submission. The process 1s intended to ensure the integrity of

these Joint, Transformational,and International programs critical to transforming the
Department of Defense and meeting the capability needs of our warfighters.

] 2o
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Proposed RDT&E
Realignment

« Office of Defense Research (Science)

- Office of Naval Research (Naval Research Lab as
the Defense Research Lab)

- Army Research Office
— Army Research Lab
- Air Force Office of Scientific Research
— Air Force Research Lab
— Detense Advanced Research Projects Agency
« Office of Technology and Engineering
(Demonstrations and Prototypes)

- R&D Components of the Naval Systems Commands
and Warfare Centers (Non-ACAT )

~ Marine Corps Warfighting Lab

- R&D Components of Army Research, Development
& Engineering (Non-ACAT 1)

— R&D Components of the Air Force Systems
Program Offices(Non-ACAT 1)

11-L-0559/05D/038235



Proposed Logistics
Realignment

Materiel Management
— Army, Navy and Air Force Inventory Control Points
— DLA Supply Centers

— Other Materiel Mgt storage locations irom the
Services and Defense Agencies

— Army Arsenals |
— Marine Corps Logistics Base i
Maintenance and Repair Facilities "
— Army and Marine Corps Maintenance Depots

— Naval and Marine Corps Aviation Depots

—~ Naval shipyards

— Air Logistics Centers
Distribution Centers/Depots

— Detense Distribution Depots

- Weapons stations and ammunitions depots

— Operational (retail level) stock points

Logistics Information Services

11-L-0559/05D/038236



COORDINATION

General Counscl November 23, 2004
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TAB

B uviviva
October 21,2004

TO: Mike Wynne
cC. Gen Dick Myers Paul Wolfowitz

Gen Pete Pace Jim Roche

Gordon England Les Brownlee

Jim Haynes Powell Moore

Ken Krieg

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ;? ﬁ
SUBJECT: Acquisition Reform

DoD has a long way to goto ensure that our acquisition process achieves the appropriate
jointness and interoperability needed in the 21* Century. Despite the progress with
JROC and the work by AT&L and JFCOM on Command and Control, we still end up
with the Marine Corps and Army procuring, driving, and training with different kinds of
heavy trucks, for example. As we move forward with the QDR, we absolutely must
transform the acquisition process. There are numerous suggestions floating around

including:

— Have those 1in acquisition stay in their jobs longer

— A process to select the best people with the right backgrounds for key acquisition
jobs

— Develop a Congressional strategy that gets the legislation needed to cut through
red-tape and minimize bureaucratic roadblocks

— Consider improving joint acquisition by having more truly joint programs, and
perhaps having officers from one service head up programs for other services

— Other?
Please get back to me with some bold proposals. Thisneeds to get fixed.
Thanks.

DHR:5s
102003-18

Please respond by 0SD 18755-04

1 1-L—05m D/038238 Tab
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FOR-OFFICIALTUSEONLY

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9599 T

INFO MEMO CM-2195-04
22 November 2004

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM: General Richard B. Myers, CICS /W t /

SUBJECT: Acquisition and Jointness

o Issue. You expressed a desire that we 1ix the acquisition process to achieve better
jointness and interoperability (TAB). Specific examplesinclude differencesin
Army and Marine Corps trucks and associated training.

e Conclusion. The Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS)
Is evolving to manage the jointness and interoperability aspects of acquisition
programs. It will be more adaptive to transformational programs (like the Army's
Future Combat System) that leverage spiral development and other accelerated
acquisition techniques. [ will arrange for a briefing if you would like an update on
the process.

o Discussion. When the Marine Corps was acquiring a new model truck, it first
examined the suitability of the current Army variant and concluded that it was
incapable of operating from the beach and soft sand during expeditionary
operations, For that reason, the Corps turned its attention to another variant that
was more suitable. Under the old requirements-generation process, this Marine
Corps acquisition program was beneath the threshold forjoint review. Under the
current capabilities-based process, that would not be the case. All programs,
regardless of threshold, arc currently assessed for theirjointness. Furthermore,
JCIDS covers all aspects of joint acquisition, including training.

COORDINATION: NONE

Attachment:
As stated

copy to:
USD(AT&L)

(b)(6)

Prepared By: VADM Robert F. Willard, USN; Director, J-8,

FOR-OFFICIALUSEONLY:

11-L-0559/05D/038239 0SD 18755-04



TAB

October 21,2004

TO: Mike Wynne

CC. Gen Dick Myers. Paul Wolfowitz.
Gen Pete Pace Jim Roche.
Gordon England Les Brownlee
Jim Haynes Powell Moore
Ken Krieg

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ?ﬁ

SUBJECT: Acquisition Reform

DoD has a long way to go to ensure that our acquisition process achieves the appropriate
jointness and interoperability needed in the 21* Century. Despite the progress with
JROC and the work by AT&L and JFCOM on Command and Control, we still end up
with the Marine Qorgss and Army procuring, driving, and training with different kinds of
heavy trucks, for example. As we move forward with the QDR, we absolutely must
transform the acquisition process. There are numerous suggestions floating around

including:

— Have those in acquisition stay in their jobs longer

— A process to select the best people with the right backgrounds for key acquisition
jobs.

— Develop a Congressional strategy that gets the legislation needed to cut through
red-tape and minimize bureaucratic roadblocks

— Consider improvingjoint acquisition by having more truly joint programs, and
perhaps having officers from one service head up programs for other services

— Other?
Please get back to me with some bold proposals. This needs to get fixed.
Thanks.
DHR:ss

102004-18

0SD 18755 -04
11-L-0555705D/038240 Tab
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TAB A
“Foro- ) )
B [ 23
November 2,2004
TO: Gen Pete Pace
ce GenDick Myers
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld
SUBJECT: Training Matter
Are you doing anything to fix that problem of the lack of jointness and
interoperability in common training with respect to the heavy trucks —between the
Marines and the Army and any other service?
Thanks.
DHR.ss
110204-2 .
Please respond by wiz)ed
Toto- i Tab A

0SD 18826-04
11-L-0559/0SD/038241



CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9999 RO AT R L W

CM—-2201-04
22 November 2004

INFO MEMO

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: General Richard B. Myers, CJCSW{ i / y X4

SUBIJECT: Training Matter

¢ Question. “Are you doing anything to fix that problem of the lack oljointness and
iteroperability in common training with respect to the heavy trucks —between the
Marines and the Army and any other service”’ (TAB A)

s Answer. Joint Motor Transportation Training is occurring on a situational basis.
Discussion of moving toward a commeon fleet of heavy trucks is in the initial steps of the
JROC process.

* Analysis

e The Army, in conjunction with the respective Services, offers motor transportation
tramning at Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, to support Army, Marine Corps, Navy and
Air Force requirements. Technical training for five of the six Air Force basic vehicle
maintenance specialties is conductedjointly with the Navy through the Interservice
Training Review Organization at Naval Air Station, Port Hueneme, Calilornia. The
sixth course is collocated at the Army Technical Training Center at Aberdeen Proving
Grounds, Maryland.

e Additionally, the Army and Air Force recently entered into a Memorandum of
Understandingto train Air Force personnel to perform 88M (operator) duties in the
USCENTCOM area of responsibility. This initiative has Air Force personnel
receiving Army. training on driving techniques and convoy delense operations and
procedures,

® The Joint Capability Board has tasked the Focused Logistics Functional Capability
Board to investigate joint approaches for a commen fleet of heavy trucks. The Joint
Stall,J-4, J-7, the Services and OSD(AT&L) are participatingin this effort. A
roadmap shouldbe available for review by February 2005.

COORDINATION: TAB B

Atlachments:
As stated

Prepared By: Major General Jack Catton, USAF; Director, J-7; (B)(6)

D _
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TAB A

November 2,2004

TO: Gen Pete Pace

ccC Gen Dick Myers .
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld
SUBJECT: Training Matter

Are you doing anything to fix that problem of the “ack of jointness and
imteroperability in common trainingwith respect to the heavy trucks —between the
Marines and the Army and any other service?

Thanks.

DHR:z
1102042

Please respond by u)iz]eY

Fero- o Tab A

0SD 18826-04
11-L-0559/0SD/038243



Unit

USA

USN

USAF

USMC

TAB B

COORDINATION
Name
COL Roy Howle
CAPT Curt Goldacker
Col Shelby Ball

Col A. E. Van Dyke

Date

9 November 2004

10 November 2004

9 November 2004

10 November 2004

11-L-0559/0SD/038244
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September 30, 2004 3ok

TO: Ryan Henry
Gen Dick Myers
Gen Pete Pace

CcC: Paul Wolfowitz

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld?ﬁ-
SUBJECT: Sinai Commitment

Here we are, three years later, and we still have a significantnumber of people’
committed to the Sinai force. Please get a plan to me to cut it by one-third. We

should alsehave a plan to cut it to no more than 100 within two years,
We can do this.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
093004-13

Please respond by 1O .h’—Jl j 0 ¢f

Tab A
v viva

08D i
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 203189999

e L e

CH-220220%
23 November 2004

JEI P R

INFO MEMO

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM: General Richard B. Myers, CICS “{Z‘I/

SUBIJECT: Multinational Force and Observers (MFO) Sinai Commitment

e Issue. “Here we are, three years later, and we still have a significantnumber of
people committed to the Sinai force. Please get a plan to me to cut it by one-third.
We should also have a plan to cut it to no more than 100 within two years.” (TAB A)

e Conclusion. There are several options availableto reduce the DOD Sinai
commitment, all of which require a significantinteragency investment and the
agreement of Israel, Egypt and MFO HQ Rome (TABB).

e Discussion. if such prerequisites can be met, the Depariment of Defense can
reduce its MFO commitments by over one-third by transitioning from a static
observation plan —mesning all check points (CPs) 24/7 —toan alternating
observation coverage plan, manning selected CPs on an irregular basis.
Additional MFO force reductions include contracting existing DOD-provided
support capabilities (aviation, finance, postal, materiel management) and
elimination of MFO sectors five and six (TAB C).

COORDINATION: TABD

Attachments:
As stated

Prepared By: Lieutenant GeneralJ. T. Conway, USMC; Director,J-3 1))

—FOR-OF FICIALUSE-ONLY- 050 18827704

11-L-0559/0SD/038246



TAB A
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Septembef30, 2004

TO: Ryan Henry
Gen Dick Myers
Gen Pete Pace

CcC. Paul Wolfowitz

FROM: Donald Rumsfcldm
SUBJECT: Sinai Commitment

Here we are, three years later, and we still have a significant number of people
committed to the Sinai force. Please get a plan to me to cut it by one-third. We

should also have a plan to cut it to no more than 100within two years.
We can do this.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
093004-13

Please respond by 10aloy

Tab A

TS

0SD 186827-04
11-L-0559/0SD/038247




TAB B

27 October 2004
INFORMATION PAPER
Subject: Multinational Force and Observers (MFO)Sinai Commitment

1. Purpose. To provide information on ways to reduce DOD MFO Sinal force
level commitments.

2. Key Points

¢ Efforts to reduce the DOD MFO commitment will require interagency
support and agreement by the 1982 MFO Protocol signatories: Israel, Egypt
and MFO HQ Rome.

o =f=@de@s Mccting the SceDef force reduction timeline requires OSD(P)
negotiations to be completed in sufficient time to allow the US Army time to
identify, alert and mobilize the required force,

T TROUOT MEPO-49 (Jan 06, 395 personncel (PER);reduced from MFO-

48, 687 PER):

= Negotiations compleied June 2005

» Forces sourced / alerted.  July 2005

» Forces mobilized October 2005

» Forces deploy December 2005

- «ESEPOT MFO-50 (Jan07, 89 PER):

« Negotiations completed June 2006

» Forces sourced / alerted  July 2006

». Forces mobilized October 2006
= Forces deploy December 2006

o =R Theic arc scveral long-term tasks OSD(P) should pursuc to support
both the near-term force level reductions and the ultimate goal of
withdrawing all US Sinai forces.

- =@m@=e> Inform signatories and MFO HQ Rome of USG intent to
initiate MFO force level reductions beginning January 2006 and full
US infantry battalion withdrawal by January 2007.

- TOUSrintensify cfforts to identify donor nations to backfill the US

infantry battalion obligation. Identified donor nation would have to
be vetted with the signatories and MFO HQ Rome.

Tab B

1-L-0 D/03824



- PO SYInitiate talks and ultimately negotiations to close the MFO
Sinai mission and transfer focus towards a Gaza observation

Mission.

o =SOT The following actions reduce current force levels by over one-third.
If executed, the estimated MFO-49 force level would be 395 PER.

- TPOEOY Transition from a static observation plan to an alternating
obscrvation coverage plan in US sectors five and six.

) US sectors five and six contain 12 fixed observation
posts and check points.

e US forces currently staff all 12 sites daily.

“=OT An alternating coverage plan allows the commander to
develop a plan to staff selected fixed sites based on mission
requirements and intelligence assessments. Rotating staffing
for up to six fixed sites on an alternating basis should reduce
infantry battalion requirements by two companies, or 150 PER.

TFOT® Concurrently, inform signatorics and MFO HQ Rome

of USG intent to not field the infantry battalion requirement
beginning January 2007 and initiate reduction in 1S foree

n_v\.,si.'.A‘i.-.D Sk ki

levels beginning January 2006. This action supports staffing
requirements for a new observation plan.

- 86 Outsource US-provided helicopter support resident in the
MFO support battalion.

FEOT US Amy provides 10 UH-1 helicopters with crew and
required support personncl, and is scheduled to replace UH-1
fleet with UH-60 aircraft in FYOS, which may increasc
personnel requirements.

- TPEOTOT Contracting helicopter capability will require

additional funding, estimated 2 years ago to be $18M dollars.
the first year and $13M dollars in the outyears, causing an
increase in USG MFO funding levels. Increased funding levels
will require a Presidential Determination finding and the
identification of a funding sourcc.

FSEOTContracted helicopter support will reducce US force
levels by 105 PER and possibly an additional 37 PER in the
MFO Support Battalion HQ structurc.

- TPOTOY Eliminate redundant US force structure and capabilities.

B-2 Tab B
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» ey Task Force Sinai (US element of MFO) contains two
battalion headquarters for 687 PER. The infantry battalion
headquarters provides command and control (C2)for the
observation mission, and the support battalion headquarters
provides C2 for MO logistic opcrations..

= EEE Combining both operations under onc battalion C2
node is executable, but requires an assessment by the US
Army and agreement by the signatories and MFO HQ Rome.

= ¥=SEa=Rcduction of onc battalion hcadquartcrs could reduce
force level by 37 PER,

O The following actions reduce MFO-50 force levels to 89 PER.

TFOPEY OSD(P) identifies a new donor nation to replace US infantry
battalion capability in MRO sectors five and six.

= TS Donor nation would have to be vetted and approved by
the signatories and MFO HQ Rome.

= T EEE I no donor nation is identificd, recommend.
eliminating sectors five and six and moving sector four
southern boundary to include the town of Taba. A boundary.
change would have to be ncgotiated with the signatorics and

MFO HQ Rome.

= == =EET) Eliminating US infantry battalion obligations reduces
current force level by 425 PER.

TFOTEOT Outsource sclected US-provided MFO support battalion
capabilities.

" TPOEOT Replace explosive ordnance demolition, materiel
management, postal, finance and selected medical capabilities
with contracted services.

= =@ Contracted capability would increcase MPO costs,
requiring an additional funding source and a Presidential
Determination finding.

. TFOUO) Contracted logistic support should reduce US force
levels by 43 personnel..

B-3 Tab B
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Sinai Commitment

and
Force Reduction IPR

01 November 2004

This Joint Staff briefing is classified

UNCLASSIFIED/H646- Tab C
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« Cut US Multinational Force and Observer (MFO)
Sinai force by one-third

» Develop a plan to reduce US force levels to 100
within 2 years

Tab C

11-L-0559/05D/038252



Assumptions
___________________________________ | R R

« MFO signatories and contributor nations do not want to decrease
MFQO structure or alter its mission

* |srael and Egyptwant US military presence for security
- Keeps United States engaged in Middle East peace process
- United States serves as MFO backbone
— Helps ensure other MFO participants will not back out
— United States is honest broker
- United States funds one-third of MIFO costs

- US force level reduction may need to be met with an increase in US
commitment in other areas

— Must make best efforts to recruit backfilldonor nations
— Contract and fund helicopter support

- Increasing OLIVE HARVEST support

- Increase civilian observer unit to expand coverage

Tab C
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MFQO Transition Timeline

1 TT1

Oct 05 Jan 06 Oct 06 Jan 07
MFO - 48 (687 PER) MFO - 49 (395 PER) MFO - 50 (89 PER)
Headquarters Staff Headquarters Staff Headquarters Staff

Medical Detachment
Infantry Battalion HQ
Line Company

Line Company
Services

Materiel Management

EOD Detachment
Aviation Detachment
Line Company

Line Company
Support Battalion HQ

Negotiations
With
Signatories

Medical Detachment
Infantry Battalion HQ
Line Company

Line Company
Services

Materiel Nlanagement
EOD Detachment

11-L-0659/0SD/038254

Negotiations
With
Signatori

Medical Detachment

Tab C



MFO-48 Force Structure

MFO Headquarters Staff 27
Infantry Battalion HQ 125
Line Company 75
Line Company 75
Line Company 75
Line Company 75
Support Battalion HQ 37
Services 12
Materiel Management 14
EOD Detachment 5
Medical Detachment 62
Aviation Detachment 105
Total 687

~ One Third Reduction End State

MFO-49 Force Structure

MFO Headdquarters Staff
Infantry Battalion HQ
Line Company

Line Company

—Line-Company
—tine-Company

—Suppeort Battalion HQ
Services
Materiel Management
EOD Detachment
Medical Detachment

Aviation Detact

27
125
75

75
75

75
37
12
14

62
105

Total

11-L-0559/0SD/038255

395
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MFO-49 Force Structure

MFO Headquarters Staff

MFO-50 Force Structure

27 MFO Headquarters Staff

Infantry Battalion Headquarters 125 Infantry Battalion Headquarters

Line Company

Line Company
Services

Materiel Management
EOD Detachment
Medical Detachment

75  Line Company
75 Line Company
12 Services-
14 Materiel Management
5 EOD Detachment
62 Medical Detachment

Total

MF 0 F orce 1 00 End St%tie

27
125
75
75
12
14

62

395 Total

11-L-0559/0SD/038256
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- MFO Force 100

5 B
ot

e
; 5 E
-

A ¥

— Inform signatories of force drawdown and propose alternatives

» Identify donor nation backfill for US infantry battalion or
eliminate some sectors

» Qutsource selected US capabilities (postal, limited medical,
EOD, materiel management)

— Obtain Presidential Determination and funding for contracts
. %haitr_?’]an of the JCS publish PLANORD directing US Army to
identify:

— US-provided capabilities that can be contracted
— Force structure requiredto support limited MFO engagement

« Complete: Oct 06

Tab C
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o One T hzrdReductzon :

« OSD(P)
— Inform signatories of force drawdown and propose alternatives
* Modify observation plan reducing force requirements
« Identify donor nation backfillfor US force reductions
» Qutsource selected US capabilities (aviation)
— Obtain Presidential Determination and funding for contracts
- Recommend MFQO increase civilian observer unit personnel

« Chairman of the JCS publish PLANORD directing US Army to:
- ldentify US provided capabilities that can be contracted
— Assist Task Force Sinai development of modified observation plan
— Develop planto consolidate US MFO forces into one task force

« Complete: Jan 06

Tab C
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MFO Sinai Zones and Sectors
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TAB D

COORDINATION PAGE
USA COL Chappell 10 November 2004
ISA/NESA Mr. Hulley 27 October 2004
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November 8,2004
TO: . Paul Wolfowitz
Gen Dick Myers .
.Steve Cambone
Ray DuBois
FROM: DonaldRumsfeld% )

SUBJECT : Alert Status

We need to thirk through whether we want to lower the alert status arrangements

and, therefore, costs for those activities that DeD is engaged in.

Please get back to me .witha proposal.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
110804-11

Please respond by 2] qo‘!'

0SD 18858-04
11-L-0559/0SD/038261
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TO:

cC.
FROM:
SUBJECT:

P

David Chu

Gen Dick Myers
Donald Rumsfeld/l.2 .

Individual Ready Reserve

October 6,2004

I understand the Marines very carefully follow their Individual Ready Reserve and

the rest of the services don’t do as good ajob.

Please find out what the Marines do, and let’s fashion a program we agree with

and 1mpose it on all the services.

Thanks.

DHR:ss5
100604-2

Please respond by l ol 24a /OL[

e ——t

R m= s

11-L-0559/05D/038262
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000

INFO MEMO
PERSONNEL AND
READINESS
November 23,2004 -12:00 PM
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: David 876 Chu, USD(P&R)
? Py Al Cheg- 43 Asv s/
SUBJECT: Individual Ready Reserve (IRR}—SNOWFLAKE (attached)

¢ Yourecommended that we fashion a program to improve IRR management by using
the Marine Corps program as a model. We are doing so.

e At the July 2004 IRR Conference we developed an aggressive IRR program based on
the three pillars of the Marine Corps program: Expectation Management, Management
Concepts, and IRR Use and Access.

o Expectation Management: A deliberate DoD-wide program to educate service
members, the public, and the Congress on the IRR, and members' Military
Service Obligations (MSO) and responsibilities.

o Management Concepts: Tracking of musters, membqr location, and readiness.

o IRR Use and Access: The services are reviewing the Marine Corps model of
linking members to an operations plan, local face-to-facemuster/assessments,
and tracking the currency of military experience.

o Web-based technologies will be employed. We are encouraging the Servicesto adopt
the USMC Reserve Duty On-Line (RDOL) web-based RC usage tool. Tt captures
volunteer and recruiting opportunities, civilian employment information, and more.

e First quarterlyupdate on IRR improvement programs from the Services 1s due to me
next month; I will provide you a summary.

Attachment: As stated

(b)(6)

Prepared By: Colonel Joseph Viani, OASD/RA(M&P),

P 0SD 18875-04
11-L-0559/05D/038263
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TO:

cC.
FROM:
SUBIJECT:

David Chu

Gen Dick Myers
Donald Rumsfeld/lz '

Individual Ready Reserve

October 6,2004

[ understand the Marines very carefully follow their Individual Ready Reserve and

the rest of the services don't do as good ajob.

Please find out what the Marines do, and let's fashion a program we agree with

and impose it on all the services.

Thanks,

DHR:ss
100604-2

Please respond by ___l_O_IZiZO_LI____

TOve
11-L-0559/05D/038264
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TO David Chu : IR
ccC Gen Dick Myers |

|
FROM Donaldmmfeld’}z— .
SUBJECT: Virginia National Guard |

[ understand that the Virginia National Guard is not good. Every:
someone tells me they are resigning or that they arc not recruiting

What do we do sbout fixing it? Should someone talk with the Go
need new leadership? What do you propose?

Thanks.

" DR
11890410

Ol-lllllilllll.lll---c---lll.l.lll.llllllill.---l--ctn.----.l

Please respond by {3‘11"1'/#‘-,!

11-L-0559/0SD/P38265

absr 17, 2004
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE\

4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 203014000

__ _ M EY P3P & 20N
PERSONNEL AND INFO MEMO

READINESS

ENovember 22 2004|— 15:00

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM. David 5. C. Chy, USD(P&R) _

’ -{4{./( N Chger TV 8

SUBJECT: Virginia National Guard—SNOWFLAKE (attached)
1

e The Virginia Army National Guard achieved only 65 percent of i\ts FY 2004

recruiting mission, but 94.8 percent of its strength mission.

o The Virginia A National Guard is performing better, achieving 98.3 percent
of its FY 2004 strength mission. '

e Virginia Army National Guard is one of nine that have missed their ARNG
recruiting missions for the past four years.

o They are: CT,DE, HL. IL, LA, MA, MD, VA and VL.

o Overall,the Virginia Army National Guard missed its FY 2004

Eec;,“ugltl{lg mission of 56,002 by 7,209 and its authorized strength of 350,000
¥

¢ We have engaged the Guard leadership to look at arebalancing of structure.

o We will meet with LTG Blum and his'|Direct0rs on December 3 to
establish the "way ahead".

Attachment: As stated i

(b)(6)
Prepared by: Mr. Rich Krimmer, OASD/RA(M&P),

& 6SD 18887-04
11-L-0559/0SD/038266
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE |~ " O~ _ By
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON T - |
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000

READINESS

LTl ] -~y "" ’(
PERSONNEL AND ACTION MEMO
November 22,2004
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action

FROM: Dr. David Chu, §SD (PERSONNEL AND READINESS)
/ ',_:f/#-[’ (’/1’L-‘ WAy sH

SUBJECT: MEASURINGBOOTS ON GROUND (BOG)--Snowﬂake

e The attached paper (Tab A) addresses your snow{lake (Tab B) concerning “Army
deployment length to Iraq and Afghanistan.”

e We have worked with the Joint Staff, Joint Forces Command and the Army. (tab C) to
craft a truthlul and simple deployment measure.

e We believe that this measure will allow the troops and their {families to {form realistic
expectations of deployment duration for tours in support of the Global War on Terrorism.

o [f you agree we will ensure this measure is promulgated as policy in the deployment
process..

RECOMMENDATION: Review and approve the attached measure of “Boots on the
Ground.”

Approved Disapproved Other

COORDINATION: Joint Staff (Tab C)

Attachments:
As Stated

(b)(6)
Prepared by: Dr. Paul Mayberry,

4 N
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DRAFT

“Boots on Ground (BOG)”

SecDef Guidance:
e Truthful, simplc policy
® A goal, not a promise
¢ Bec precisc; above all, be honest

Concept:
¢ Boots on Ground is a unit management metric based on fime in theater, defined as
the CENTCOM AOR in support of OIF/OEF.
* Individual cxpectations arc sct based on unit’s BOG date.
BOG is mcasured from the date the center of mass of the unit main body arrives
in theater until the center of mass of the unit main body departs theater as reported
by the service component command.

Refinements:
e Exactunit arrival datc as reported by unit commanders to the scrvice component
command and validated by CENTCOM.
e Combat units report BOG at the Brigade/Regiment Icvel.
- All tasked subordinate units will have the same BOG date-unless a
subordinatc unit is moving independently of the brigade or regiment,
» Supporting or separate units will report BOG at the battalion, squadron, company,
or detachment as defined by UIC/DUIC/UTC.
o Deployments are not to exceed 365 days, to include all turn-over and coordination
timc between rotating units.
e SccDef approval required for any BOG extension of Army units beyond 365 days,
— For other Services, SecDef approval required for any BOG extension beyond
prior approved Scrvice rotation policy on which deployment was based.

Process Changes:
o CENTCOM will:
- Submit all BOG extension requests through Joint Staff for SecDef approval.
- Receive, validate, and publish BOG dates for units on SIPRNET website.
* CENTCOM Service Component Commands will:
- Track BOG and return dates for allocated units to support sourcing decisions.
—  Ensure BOG policy is disseminated, understood, and enforced throughout
their units and arbitrate all discrepancics concerning BOG for their units.
The Joint Staff will monitor BOG policy implementation.
* [f the Combatant Commander determines the requirement for a unit is no longer
nceded, that unit may redeploy prior to 3635 days and a back fill unit will not be
deployed.

DRAFT 1500.3 Nov 04
11-L-0559/05D/038268
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- October 27,2004
pey e AT T )
TO: David Chu
ce? Gen Dick Myers

Paul Wolfowitz
Gen Pete Pace

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld "y & ¢
’

SUBJECT: Army Deployment Length Policy

Please write down a fruthful, simple policy that can govern Army deployment
length to Iraq and Afghanistan. [t should make clear that whalever we decide
upon is a goal, not a promise; and that many variables over which we exercise

little control may cause perturbations.

Be precise and, above all, honest in laying it out.

Thanks.
DHR:ss
102704-6
Please respond by | l 12{oY
=i
Ruivieavd

0SD 18889-04
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THE JOINT STAFF
WASHINGTON, DC

Reply ZIP Code:
20318-0300

MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR
PERSONNEL AND READINESS

Subject: OIF/OEF Boots on the Ground/Army Deployment Length Policy
=,

1. Thank you for the opportunity 1o review the proposed OSD (P&R) draflt
Boots on the Ground (BOG)policy.l The Joint Staff has reviewed and.

coordinated with J-1,0CJCS/LC, USJFCOM, USA, USAF, USMC and USN.
Recommended changes and comments are enclosed.

(b2)66)The Joint Stall point of contact is Lieutenant Colonel Wallin, USAF,; J-3;

Vid—

A
NORTON A. SCHWARTZ

Lieutenant General, USA
Director, Joint Staft

Enclosure

Reflerence:
| USD{P&R) memorandum, 12 November 2004, “OIF /OEF Boots on the
Ground/ Army Deployment Length Policy”

Di cho e Abelt,

= Wl hauoe desrasradl  we*d @R:Qe(“llrﬂoﬂ\%&:
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ENCLOSURE

COMMENTS ON OIF/OEF BOOTS ON THE GROUND/ARMY
DEPLOYMENT LENGTH POLICY DRAFT

1. General Comment: All occurrences of “365days” should be replaced
with “ 12 months,” for the following reasons:

a. Aligns policy guidance with Department of the Army max Boots on
the Ground (BOG)definition of 12 months.

b. Standardizes understanding of BOG policy within Joint Staff,
combatant commands and Services.

¢. Maintains current flexibility for force deployment/ redeployment
planning and execution.

d. Is a more realistic, albeit less accurate, expectation for US forces
deploying o the USCENTCOM AQOR.

2. Page 1.“Concept’paragraph, Ist bullet. Change as follows: “Boots
on Ground { BOG) is a unit management metncéeﬁﬂedﬂas—da{eﬁq&m

eempenent—eemmeﬁé based on time in lhealel delmed as the
USCENTCOM AOQR in support of QJF/OEE.”

REASON: Paragraph deals with BOG metric. Provides clarification and
specificity of the BOG metric, a unit’s BOG begins as soon as the unit
arrives in the USCENTCOM AOR .

3. Page 1,“Concept’paragraph, 2nd bullet. Change as follows:
“Individuals; expectations are set...”

REASON: Correct punctluation..

4. Page 1.“Concept’paragraph, 3rd bullet. “BOG is measured based
on-time—n W%M—W%—M
Irom the date the center of mass of the unit. main body arrives in theater
until the center of mass of the unit main body departs the theater:; a
unit’s BOG will not exceed 12 months.”™.

REASON: Paragraph deals with the BOG definition and how BOG is
measured. Provides specificity and standardization on start date and
end date for determining BOG, supported by US Army.

5. Page 1,"Relinements’paragraph, 2nd bullet. Change as [ollows:
“Army&combat units report BOG at the Brigade/Regiment level. USMC
combat units report BOG at the Battalion! Squadron level.”

Enclosure

11-L-0559/0SD/038271



REASON: USMC combat units report BOG at the battalion and
squadron level. USMC battalion and squadron level units deploy for 7-
months in accordance with approved Service rotation policy. Regimental
headquarters and above deploy for approximately 12 months. Different
deployment lengths require USMC units to report BOG at battalion and
squadron level.

6. Page 1.“Relinements”’paragraph, 2nd bullet, sub-bullet. Change as
follows: “Alltasked subordinate units will have the same BOG date
unless a subordinate unit 1s moving independently of the
brigade/regiment or battalion/squadron.™

REASON: Provides guidance and clarification for determining BOG for
subordinate units that are independent of their higher echelon. The
deployment flow plan is normally in phases and it is unrealistic to expect
all units to have the same BOG.

7. Page 1.“Relinements”paragraph, 3rd bullet. Change as l[ollows:
“Supporting or separate units will report BOG at the battalion, squadron,
company, or detachment level as defined by UIC/DUIC (UTC for Air Force

units).”

REASON: Clarifies that not all Services use UIC/DUIC for reporting
BOG. The US Air Force uses UTCs.

8. Page 1,“Relinements”paragraph, Sth bullet. Change as l[ollows:
“SecDef approval required. for any BOG extension ol Army-units beyond
36612 months..

REASON: The 12 months BOG is the maximum established BOG
regardless of Service.

9. Page |."Refinements”paragraph. Sth bullet. sub-bullet. Change as

e a% et lakd g ~¥a - caasr B3

&

was-based- USMC and Naval units executing GNFPP/GMFP schedule in
support of the CENTCOM AOR will continue to lollow the GNFPP/GMFP
process unless otherwise direclted in a CIJCS EXORD Modification and
subsequent GNFPP/GMFP change.”

REASON: Service deployment rotation policy is well defined and there is
a rigorous system in place to manage deployments that exceed
established standards. Service standard rotation policy can and should
be managed by the Services. Additionally, the SecDef is briefed on
duration of non-standard Service contributions during the normal

2 Enclosure
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SecDef Orders Book process. The addition of GNFPP/GMFP wording
acknowledges USMC and US Navy concerns. Changes to these Service
programs are brieled annually and whenever operational changes occur
using the SecDel Orders Book process.

10. Page 1.“Relinements”paragraph. Add sixth bullet to read:
“Selected individuals from a unit may exceed the 12 months BOG due to
operational circumstances.”

REASON: The operational situation may require that specific
individuals within a unit may be required to exceed BOG in order to fill a
critical skill requirement.

11. Page 2. “Process Changes:” paragraph, 1st bullet. 2nd sub-bullet.
Change as tollows: “Receive,validate, and publish BOG dates for all
units on a SIPRNET accessible website. This website shall be accessible
bv all Force Providers (Jointand Service)to ensure proper planning,
mobilization and (raining to supporl required rotations.”

REASON: Provides guidance (o ensure dissemination of critical BOG
information in a imely manner Lo all force providers through a universal
secure manner..

3 Enclosure

11-L-0559/0SD/038273



* October 27,2004

TO: David Chu

cC. Gen Dick Myers
Paul Wolfowitz
Gen Pete Pace

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld "y D\ P
’ _

SUBJECT:  Army Deployment Length Policy

Please write down a truthful, simple policy that can govern Army deployment -
length to Iraq and Afghanistan. It should make clear that whatever we decide Q
upon is a goal, not a promise; and that many variables over which we exercise

little control may cause perturbations.
Be precise and, above all, honest in laying it out,

Thanks,

DHR:ss
102704-6
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Please respond by i II 12]oy

-

Js

~3
<
.
@)
=L

0SD 18889-04
11-L-0559/0SD/038274



FOR:

/ FROM:

T LT ReL21
v s g o J204/014540;
s %ebgec[)ef

USDP YO

1 6 2004
ACTION MEMO

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

MIRA RICARDEL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEF

FOR INTERNATIONAL SECURITY POLICY (ACTIN NOV | 2 2004

[

SUBJECT: Thank You Letters for Afghanistan Election Assistance

Four nations deployed additional forces to ISAF primarily in support of the Afghan

presidential election:

e Spain: Sent a light infantry battalion of 550, to augment long-term ISAF presence of

approximately 500 troops

e [taly: Senta light infantry battalion of 500 to augment a long-term ISAF presence of

500 troops..

e Germany: Sentapproximately 70 psychological warfare troops to augment long-term

ISAF presence of 2 100 troops.

e Netherlands: Sent approximately 250 troops, including 6 F-16s, to augment long-

term presence of approximately 500.

vwlgav-gw\t,% H

ho A0\ 2 f

At Tab A are proposed thank you letters to the MoDs of ltaly, Spain, Gerpeahy, 2

Netherlands for your signature,

RECOMMENDATION: SecDef sign suggested thank you lettgrs at Ta

APPROVE

OTHER

DASD (EUR/NATOWA@l k/

Coalition Mgt Mary Tighe, 1 Nov 04

o
o

ho LD LT

(b)(6)

Prepared by: COL AJ Torres, ISP/EPS,

P
Dir (1 . “ -
Dir EEPS): ISA 8D THES

SAMA SD
Dir (NATO): MA SO
EXEC SEC 2
[ €S2 /-3 -0

Prepared on: 11/3/200416:06

0SD 18894-04
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TO: Doug Feith,

FROM: —

r

SUBJECT: Thank you to Italians

We probably ought to send a thank you to the Italians for stepping up and

October 29,2004

T-04{oMsHO
-

i

providing troops for the Afghan election, and anyone else who helped. A
S

-

?(31920545-23 $‘
IIIIII [ R ER R DR RRER S RRRRRRRERRRERYRERIERIERRRRRYRRRRRRORRRERANERRNRERNNNERDRRESRH.NS, 2.
Please respond by VES / DY o
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON HEADQUARTERS SERVICES
EXECUTIVE SERVICES & COMMUNICATIONS

December 1,2004
MEMORANDUM FOR CABLES DUTY OFFICER
SUBJECT: Release of Message — SECDEF Letter to Italy MOD Martino and
Netherlands MOD Kamp
The attached package contains a message/cable to be released via the Defense

Messaging System (DMS).

The text of the message and accompanying letter (as appropriate) has been
reviewed and cleared for release.

Please return a copy of this memo along with a copy of the transmitted message to
the Correspondence Control Division.

Thank you.
L.a/o ’f )
WMV Znetty
Executive Services and Communications
Correspondence Analyst
Attachments:
As stated

OSD 18894-04

11-L-0659/0SD/038277
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

DEC 1 20

The Honorable Antonio Martino

Minister of Defense
Via XX, Settembre 8
00187 Rome
Ttaly
, D
Dear Antonio, >
'\
[ want to express my deep appreciation for [taly's supportto the recent 7
election in Afghanistan. Your contributions helped ensure that this historic :S:
election occurred in a safe environment. <
-
It is reassuring that we can count on Italy to be in the war on terrorism. ;\\
;
Thanks so much.
Sincerely,
<7
Q
0
S
~X
-2
<
L
=
o
~

OSD 18894-04
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

DEC ¥ 2004

The Honorable Henk Kamp
Minister of Defense of the Kingdom of the Netherlands
P.O. Box 20701
2500 ES The Hague
The Netherlands
Dear Minister Kamp:
I want to express my deep appreciation for the support of The Netherlands to
the recent election in Afghanistan. Your contributions helped ensure that this

historic election occurred in a safe environment. [t is reassuring that we can count

on The Netherlands in the wer on terrorism.,

Sincerely,

»~

oy 0SD 18894-04
1 1-L—055MSD/038279



UNCLASSIFILD

DTG: 1016462 NOV. 04 PAGE 31 2t 0l

Drafter's Name @ COL & J. TORRES, DESK OFFICER
D€fice/Phons - EUR, |(b)(6)

Releaser's Info - DONALD H. = 43FELD, 3LCDEF, -7L.D
Lotion Proo  ROUTINE

Info Pree :© ROUTIKE
Swoecat

From: SECDEE WASHINGTON L2
To: AMEMBASSY ROME
Info: SECSTATE WASHINGTOXN DC
SEILEP~C/3ECDEF-H
SECDELE WASHINGTON 22/ /JHATIRES.
SECDEF WASHINGTON ZI//FILE/USC? I3P/USCE EUR POUL//

TEXT FOLLOWS
UNCLASSIFILD
SURJECT: LETTER TC ITALIAN MINISTER OF DEFENSE

1. REQUEST AMEMBASSY FCRWARD SUBJECT LETTER TO THE HCONORABLE MARTINO
AS SOON AS POSSIEBLE. SIGNED CRIGINAL TC FOLLOW.

(BEGIN TEXT)

THE HONORAELE ANTONIO MARTIND

MINISTER OF DEFENSE

VIA ¥¥, SETTCMEBRE &

00187 ROME

ITALY

DEAR ANTONIC,

(PARA) I WANT TO EXPRESS M DEEP APPRECIATION FOR ITALY'S SUPPORT TO
THE RECENT ELECTICN IN AFGHANISTAN. YOUR CONTRIBUTIONS HELPED ENSURE
THAT THIS HISTORIC ELECTICN OCCURRED IN A SAFE ENVIRONMENT.

(P2EL) IT IS REASSURING THAT WE CAN COUNT ON TTALY TO BE IN THE WAR
ON TERRORTISM.

(PARA) THANKS S0 MUCH.

SINCERELY,.
//DONALD I, FG3FELD/

(END TEXT)

UNCLASSIFIED

0SD 18894-04

11-L-0559/05D/038280



UNCLASSIFIED

DTG: 1017112 nov 04 EAGE 01 of 01

Drafter's Name - COL AJ, TORBES, DESK OFTICER
Office/Phone : EUR, [(b)(6)

RBoeleaser's Info @ DOMNALD H. RUMSFELD, SECDEF, -7100

Lction Prec : ROUTINE
Infe Prec : ROUTINE
Soocat

From: SECDEFN WASIIINGTON DC
To: AMEBASSY THE ITAGURE
Info: SECSTATE WASIIINGTON DC
SECDEF-~C/3ECDEF-N
SECDEF WASHINGTON DC/ /CHAIRS//
SECDEE WASHINGTON DC//FILE/USDP ISP/USDF EUR POL//

TEXT FOLLOWS
UNCLASSIFIED
SUBJECT: LETTER T& THE NETHERLANDS MINISTER OF DEFENSE

1. REQUEST AMEMBASSY FORWARD SUBJECT LETTER TO THE HONORABLE KAMP AS
S00N AS POSSIRBLE. SIGKED ORIGINAL TO FOLLOW.

(BEGIN TEXT)

THE HONORABRLE ITENK KAME
MINISTER OF DEFENSE OF THE KINGDOM OF THE NETHERLAKNDS
P.C, BOX 20701
2500 ES TIE NAGUE
THE NETHERLANLS
DEAR MINISTER KAMP:

(PARA) I WANT TC EXPRESS MY DEEE APPRECIATION FOR THE SUEPORT OF THE
NETHERLAKDS TC THE RECENT ELECTION IN AFGIIANISTALN, YOUR
CONTRIBUTICNS HELPED ENSURE THAT THIS NISTORIC ELECTION OCCURRED IN A
SAFE ENVIRCNMENT. IT IS REASSURING THAT WE CAN COUNT ON THE
NETHERLAKDS IN THE WAR ON TERRORISM,

SINCERELY,
//DONBLD H, RUMSFELD//

(ENDG TEXT)

INCLASSTITMTED

0SD
11-L-0559/05D/038281
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LtCol Kevin “Beak” Vest
USMC Military Assistant
USD Executive Secretariat \

(b)(6)

MEMORANDUM ll(’lo
T0: 50T

SUBY: e Shpwredp e /02309 ~23 s
Flors ZE4.
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THE SECRETARY. OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-t 000

The Honorable Antonio Martino
Minister of Defense

Via XX, Settembre 8

00187 Rome
Italy

Dear Minister
I want to express my deep appreciation for [taly’s support to the recent
election in Afghanistan. Your contributions helped ensure that this historic

election occurred in a safe enviroﬂt is reassuring that we can count on Italy

to be watkr# in the war on terrorism.

/ﬂm‘« Jo ach

Sincerely,

%

11-L-0559/05D/038283



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-1000

The Honorable Henk Kamp
Minister of Defense of the Kingdom of the Netherlands
P.O. Box 20701
2500 ES The Hague
The Netherlands
Dear Minister Kamp:
[ want to express my deep appreciation for the support of The Netherlands to
the recent election in Afghanistan. Your contributions helped ensure that this

historic election occurred in a safe environment. It.isreassuring that we can count

on The Netherlands te58=wpEs in the war on terrorism.

Sincerely,

11-L-0559/0SD/038284
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November 1,2004

gay

TO: Gen Dick Mpers
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ﬂ

SUBJECT: Manning Requests

I just read this October 6 memo on manning at General Sanchez's headquarters. It
seems to me we have a real problem. A combatant commander asks for
something, The Joint S=ff agrees toit. You recommend it to me. Then the
Services never fulfill it.

I would like a proposed solution to this problem fast. Either there is something
wrong with the request, or we ought tofill the request —but we shouldn't do what

we are doing.

Thanks.

Attach.
10/6/04 CICS memo to SecDef re; Manning at General Sanchez's Headquarters [OSD13665-04]

DHR.:dh
il0104-16

Please respond by ___| [12{oy

0SD 18899-04
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF (it

PC",,:—_ 2 -'-_'."‘."-'.‘
\}Lbn\,uz,:i Lt 1 .

WASHINGTON, D.C. 203189999

INFO MEMO cu-2105-0488 (€7 -7 A £ 53
6 October 2004

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM: General Richard B, Mjers, CJCSTW !9( 6

SUBJECT : Manning at General Sanchez’s Headquarters

® lssue. “Atthe recent Congressional hearings on Abu Ghraib, there were several
questions concerning the manning at General Sanchez’s Headquarters. 1'd like to see a
lay down of the manning requests and how we filled them over the relevant period.”
(TAB A).

¢ Conclusion. Overall, manning requirements for General Sanchez’ s Headquarters (CITF-7)
fluctuated from a low of 870 personnel to ahigh of 1,415. As depicted on the attached
chart (TABB), the fill rate ranged fiom a low of 65 percent to a high of 83 percent of
stated requirements. USCENTCOM managed the coordination and fill of CIJTF-7
personnel requests during the relevant period.

¢ Discussion

o Theinitial CJTF-7 organization was made up of the Amy’s V Corps Headquarters
and augmented by a combination of individual Serviceaugmentees, coalition and
interagency personnel.

s [nJanuary 2004, the USJFCOM J-1 nek: with the Services to identify marming
solutions for CITF-7"s Phase [V personnel requirements, At this time the CIJTF-7
Joint Manpower Document reflected an increase from 1,036t0 1,415 personnel. Due
to the increase in recuiramerts validated by USCENTCOM, the corresponding fill
level dropped to 65 percent in January 2004, This was the lowest personnel fill rate
tor General Sanchez’sheadquarters.

o Servicesarerequired to provide “best-qualified” individuals to fill Combatant
commander requirements “in a timely marrex,” The time requiredto fill a new
merydng requirement depends on the source—an Active Component individual can be
on station in 30-45 days; a Reserve Component (RC) individual may require as many.
as 180 days to arrive on station. Currently, there are over 200 RC individuals serving
our headquarters in Traq, contributingto the “requirement to fill” time lag.

COORDINATION: TAB C

Attachments:
As stated

b)(6
Prepared By: RADM Donna L. Crisp, USN; Director, J-I}|

11-L-0559/0SD/038286 03D 13665-04



TAB A

September 10,2004

TO: Gen. Dick Myers

cc. Gen. Abizaid
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld Qﬂ_

SUBJECT Manning at General Sanchez’s HQ

At the recent Congressional hearings on Abu Ghraib, there were several questions
concerning the manning at General Sanchez’s Headquarters. I'd like to see alay

down of the manning requests and how we filled them over the relevant period.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
091004-6

Please respond by a fﬁ'_ oy

TsbA
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TABB

CJTF-7 Manning Timeline
B EEERRE

I —— 1 f- 7% 75% 76% 77% 76% 6%
LISCEN 1 UUM i 69%
responsible for fill 68% 65% -
USJFCOM
responsible for fill
Total
‘Manning . - Iz I E o
Level s |8 s E B 2 I IF ki %
g g 5 -— — — N— Y y—
— (vl — [V — . Q Q Q o
= 1= = E = ¢ 1= Iz N =
o @ S D o ~ ) o S )
L5 =, © © ©, = = = - =
{15 8\
[vr) ) om (2] b o ~r b g )
¢ & § 8 8 3 8 & 3 &3 & 32
(=) ] © —
2 3 . E & o 2 3 g2 g S 2

A 3 May 03: CJTF-7 activated 23 Jan 04: JFCOM, JS J1 P&SR: Services agree to source 598 of

640 (93%) lAs inCJTF-7 PhaselV |A requirements

11 Feb.04: JFCOM releases message confirming sourcing of CJTF-7
and responsibility to fill 1A requirements.

15 Apr 04: P&SR for MNF-IIMNC-I. End of CJTF-7 JMD

A Dec 03: CENTCOM J1 receives Phase |V JMD from CJTF-7

’ b 1} Dec-03

2\

A Dec 03 — JANO4: CENTCOM forwards multiple JMD changes to JFCOM A 15 May 04: MNF-IIMNC-l stand-up. CJTF-7 stands down

A 1 Jan 04: CJCS IA Instruction published

A 15 Jan 04: JFCOM informs CENTCOM that the JMD is frozen for P&SR & 15 Jun 04: MNF-UMNC-1 FOC Tab B

11-L-0559/05D/038288



TABC-

COORDINATION PAGE
NAME AGENCY DATE
Col Higham USJFCOM 15 September 2004
Col Jones USCENTCOM 14 September 2004

11-L-0559/0SD/038289 Tab C



CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9999

INFQMENQ CH-ZZL3-08. U0
26 November 2004

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: General Richard B. Myers, CJCW "{ #

SUBJECT: Manning Requests

Issue. “ljust read this October 6 memo on manning at General Sanchez’s headquarters.
It seems to me we have areal problem. A combatant commander asks for something.
The Joint Staff agrees to it. You recommend it to me. Then the Services never fulfill it.
[ would like a proposed solution to this problem fast. Either there is something wrong
with the request, or we ought to fill the request -- but we shouldn’tdo what we are
doing.”” (TAB A)

Conclusion. The current process for staffing the Joint Task Force (JTF) Headquarters
(HQ) 1s not meeting the combatant commanders’ requirements. The process takes too
long to fill needs and 1s inadequate to handle the current volume of manning requests
worldwide. My staft developed a solution to staffing the JTF HQ and briefed 1t to the
Operations Deputies on 12 November. This proposed solution was approved and will be
implomcntcd bofore the cad of Novenmiber,

Discussion. From 25 Septemberto 1 October, a team led by USIFCOM with
representation from the Military Departments and the Joint Staff visited Combined
Forces Command — Afghanistan (CFC-A) to assess staffing, It determined CFC-A was
staffed at unacceptable levels. The results were briefed to the Joint Chiefs of Staffon

22 October, during which the Joint Chiets committed to provide [00-percent manning to
CFC-A. Subsequently, you signed an execution order directing the 100-percent fill of the
command by 15 December,

My staffs proposal 1s similar to the method used to staff CFC-A to 100 percent. While
the current process is built around concurrence between the Services and combatant
commands, the proposed course will be directive and result in a total-manning solution.
My staff and USJFCOM, in conjunction with the Military Departments, will determine
the optimum staffing answer and will present the result to you and publish it as an order
under your authority. This will speed delivery of forces and leverage USTFCOM as the
Joint Force provider. Additionally, USJFCOM continues to work on the related 1ssue of
forming I'TF HQs. CDRUSIFCOM is scheduled to present that effort to you on

| December.

COORDINATION: TAB B

Attachments:
As stated

Prepared By: Rear Admiral Donna L. Crisp, USN; Director, J-1;

(b)(6)

FOR ORRIGIAL-USE-ONEY—— 088-0ds
11-L-0559/0SD/038290



November 1,2004

89J

TO: Gen Dick Myers
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld ,\1
SUBJECT: Manning Requests

I just read this October 6 memo on manning at General Sanchez’s headquarters, It
seems fo me we have a real problem. A combatant commander asks for

something. The Joint Staff agreestoit. You recommend it to me. Then the

Services never fulfill it.

I would like a proposed solution to this problem fast. Either there is something
wrong with the request, or we ought to fill the request — but we shouldn’tdo what

we are doing.

Thanks.

Attach
10/6/04 CJCS memo to SecDef re: Manning at General Sanchez’s Headquarters [OSD 13665-04]

DHR.dR
110104-16
Please respond by |1 [ 12-]o V¥

05D 18899-04
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20318-9999

INFO MEMO cM-2105-0408 C27 -7 a4 & 53
6 October 2004

FOR SECRETARYOF DEFENSE
FROM : General Richard B. Myers, GIJW [ 0( &

SUBJECT : Manning at General Sanchez’s Headquarters

s Issuc. “Atthe recent Congressional hearings on Abu Ghraib, there werc several
questions concerning the merming at General Sanchez’s Headquarters, I'd like to see a
lay down of the manning requests and how we filled them over the relevant period.”

(TABA).

o Conclusion. Overall, merxiing requirements for General Sanchez’ s Headquarters (GITE7)
fluctuated from a low of 870 personnel to ahigh of 1,415, As depicted on the attached
dart (TAB B), the fill rate ranged from a low of 65 percent to a high of &3 percent of
stated requirements. USCENTCOM managed the coordination and fill of CITF-7
personnel requests during the relevant period.

o Discussion

o Theinmtial CITF-7 organization was made up of the Army’ s V Carps Headquarters
anaaugmented by a combinaton of individuai Service augmeniees, coailfion ana
interagencypersonnel.

» [n January 2004, the USJFCOM J-1 met with the Servicesto identifymemmning
solutionsfor CJTF-7’s Phase [V personnel requirements. At this time the CTJT¥F-7
Joint Manpower Document reflected an increase from 1,036 to 1,415 personnel. Due
to the increase in requirements validated by USCENTCOM, the corresponding fill
level dropped to 65 percent in January 2004. This was the lowest personnel fill rate
tor General Sanchez’s headquarters.

e Services are required to provide “best-qualified” individualsto fill Combatant
commander requirements *in a timelymamner.” The time required to fill a new
menning requirement depends on the source—an Active Component individual canbe
on station in 30-45 days; a Reserve Component (RC)individual may require as mexny
a 180days to arrive on station. Currently, there are over 200 RC individuals serving
our headquarters in Iraq, contributingto the “requirement to fill” time lag.

COORDINATION: TABC

Attachments:
As stated

(b)(6)

Prepared By: RADM Donna L. Crigp, USN; Director, J-1;

080 13665-04
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TAB A

September 10,2004

TO: Gen. Dick Mers

ccC! Gen. Abizaid

FROM: Donald RumsfeldP -

SUBJECT Manning at General Sanchez’ sHQ

At the recent Congressionalhearings on Abu Gzdb, there were several questions
concerning the manning at General Sanchez’s Headquarters. I'd 1ike to see alay

down of the manning requests and how we filled them over the relevant period.

Thanks..

DHR 55

091004-6

'"---...I-.‘.-...--.-...;‘I—L‘1..-1‘.......-'-.l.'-'-..-.-.-‘-'..-.'.- ----- [ N ]
Please respond by S 104

Tab A

osb/3665 08
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TAIB B

CJTF-7 Manning Timeline
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A 3 May 03: CJTF-7 activated A 23 Jan 04: JFCOM, JS J1 P&SR: Services agree to source 598 of
640 (93%) 1As iINCJTF-7 Phase |V |Arequirements
A Dec 03: CENTCOM J1 receives Phase IV JMD from CJTF-7 ﬁ" 11 Feb 04: JFCOM releases message confirming sourcing of CJTF-7
and responsibility to fill 1A requirements.
A 1Jan 04: CJCS1A Instructionpublished /;?.\ 15Apr 04: P&SR for MNF-IIMNC-1. End of CJTF-7JMD

A Dec 03 - JANQ4: CENTCCOM forwards multiple JMD changes to JFCOM /9‘ 15 May. 04: MNF-IIMNC-Istand-up.. CJTF-7 stands down
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NAME

Col Higham

Col Jones

TABC*

COORDINATION PAGE
AGENCY DATE
USJFCOM 15 September 2004
USCENTCOM 14 September 2004

Tab C

11-L-0559/05D/038295



UNCLASSIFIED

TAB B

COORDINATION PAGE

Ms. Cecconi USJFCOM 9 November 2004

Tab B

UNCLASSIFIED
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FOR-OFACIALUSEONLY-

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9999
INFO MEMO

S s o L H 3
RS St i

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: General Richard B. Myers, CJCSW ”ﬁz

SUBJECT: Manning Requests

228

o Issue. “Tjustread this October 6 memo on manning at General Sanchez’s headquarters.
It seems to me we have a real problem. A combatant commander asks for something.
The Joint Staff agrees to it. You recommend it to me. Then the Services never fulfill it
I would like a proposed solution to this problem fast. Either there 15 something wrong
with the request, or we ought to fill the request -- but we shouldn’t do what we are
doing.” (TAB A)

e Conclusion. The current process for staffing the Joint Task Force (JTF) Headquarters.
(HQ) is not meeting the combatant commanders’ requirements. The process takes too
long to fill needs and is inadequate to handle the current volume of manning requests
worldwide. My staff developed a solution fo staffing the JTF HQ and briefed it to the
Operations Deputies on 12 November. This proposed solution was approved and will be
implemented before the end of November.

e Discussion. From 25 September to 1.October, a team led by USIFCOM with
representation from the Military Departments and the Joint Staff visited Combined
Forces Command - Afghanmistan (CFC-A) to assess staffing. Tt determined CFC-A was
staffed at unacceptable levels. The results were briefed to the Joint Chiefs of Staff on
22 October, during which the Joint Chiefs committed to provide 100-percent manning to
CFC-A. Subsequently, you signed an execution order directing the 100-percent fill of the
command by 15 December.

T
AQFQU ¢

e My staffs proposal 1s similar to the method used to staft CFC-A to 100percent. While
the current process 1s built around concurrence between the Services and combatant
commands, the proposed course will be directive and result in a total-manning solution.
My staft and USTFCOM, in conjunction with the Military Departments, will determine
the optimum staffing answer and will present the result to you and publish 1t as an order

under your authority. This will speed delivery of forces and leverage USIFCOM as the
Joint Force provider. c?
COORDINATION: TABB <
LY
Attachments: ~X
As stated

Prepared By: Rear Admiral Donna L. Crisp, USN; Director, I-1{(0)(6)
—+OoR-OHFHCEIAE USEONEY—




UNCLASSIFIED

TAB B

COORDINATION PAGE

Ms. Cecconi USIJFCOM 9 November 2004

Tab B

UNCLASSIFIED
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November 22,2004

]
A ]
§owER
s

TO: Powell Moore

Ce. COL Steve Bucci
Cathy Mainardi

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld™

SUBJECT: Meeting with Freshman Senators and Congressmen

We ought to invite all the freshman senators and congressmen down to the

Pentagon sometime in the next week.

Thanks.

DHRss

112204-2

Please respond by [ ! vy ! o‘j’
A

0SD 18917-04
11-L-0559/08D/038299



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC  20301-1300 i R E

_—

i PR o S

e o .o o e
P .

P L L

LEGISLATIVE November 23,2004 4:30 PM

AFFAIRS

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: Powell A. Moore, Assistant Secretary of Defense '
for Legislative Affairs (b)(8)

SUBJECT: Response to SECDEF Snowflake regarding Meeting with Freshmen Senators
and Congressmen

® You asked to meet with the new. Senators and Congressmen next week. Freshman
orientation has concluded and it is highly unlikely that any of the freshmen will be
in town next week,

e The Deputy Secretary did meet with House Republican Freshmen on the Hill
during their orientation last week. We are planning an orientation day in the
Pentagon sometime in early January when all freshmen are expected to return to
Washington.

Attachment:
SECDEF Snowflake 112204-2

11-L-0559/0SD/038300 0SD 18917-04



November 22, 2004
R I T,

TO: Powell Moore

CC. COL Steve Bucci
Cathy Mainardi

FROM: Donald Rumsfteld ™

SUBJECT: Meeting with Freshman Senators and Congressmen

We ought to invite all the freshman senators and congressmen down to the

Pentagon sometime in the next week,

Thanks.

DHRss

112204.2

Please respond by i ! LL{ I oh;i
“Forer

0SD 18917-04
11-L-0559/0SD/038301
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TAB A
October 15,2004

TO: Gen Dick Myers 9 7

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld Y&

|4

SUBJECT: Special Forces Update

I’d like a piece of paper that is clear -- without a lot of exira words, that is readable

- that explains what [’ ve done with respect to Special Forces since I came.

| think I know, but I'd like to see some quantification of it,

Thanks.

DHR:ss
101504-3

Please respond by N/1 A ¥

420 4/

0SD 18958-04
OG-

fa

Tah A

11-L-0559/0SD/038302
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE Fm ow

4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C.20301-4000

LA
T I Tay

P ”_,‘ ’]

PERSONNEL AND

READINESS ACTION MEMO

SE RO

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ; DepSec Action

FROM:  David S. C. Chu, USD (P&R) 7 ¥zl (. &4
\\_________ "'_‘_;; e _;':-;'7‘3-—'5-'4"'.?_7 =5

SUBJECT: Responsibility. for Federal Voting Assistance Program (FVAP)
--SNOWFLAKE (Tab B)

You requested the redirection of absentee voting assistance responsibilities. for non-DoD
affiliated citizens covered under the Uniformedand Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting
Act (UOCAVA) and Executive Order 12642 of June 8,1988.(Tab C).

The proposed Executive Order designates the Secretary of State as the Presidential
designee for UOCAVA and absolves you of such responsibility.

/e

s The Department of State would assume executive branch policy and oversight
responsibilities for administration of UOCAVA and would provide direct absentee
voling assistance to overseas citizens and non-DoD Federal employees overseas.

o DoD would continue to provide direct absentee voting assistance to Uniformed
Services voters, their family members, and overseas DoD employees and contractors.

50

RECOMMENDATION: That you approve the transfer of responsibilities for UOCAVA
to the Secretary of State. A memorandum from you to the President and a draft
Executive Order are at Tab A.

COORDINATION: DoD General Counsel reviewed the draft Executive Order. [ have
discussed the proposed shift in responsibility with Under Secretary of State. for
Management, Grant S. Green, Jr, and he is aware of our intent. 7&6 D

Approved Disapproved Other

Prepared by: P. K. Brunelli, Director, EVAP,|®©)

Av 700

e
1 1-L—055§68D/038303 0SD 18960-04
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
SUBJECT: Responsibility for Federal Voting Assistance Program (FVAP)

The enclosed Executive Order designates the Secretary ol State as the Presidential
designee for the Uniformed and Overseas CitizensAbsentee VotingAct (UOCAVA)..

o The Departiment of State would assume Executive Branch policy and oversight
responsibilities for administration of UOCAVA and would provide direct absentee
voting assistance to overseas citizens and non-DoD Federal employees overseas.

e DoD would continue to provide direct absentee voting assistance to Uniformed
Services voters, their family members, and overseas DoD employees and contractors.

G

11-L-0559/0SD/038305



DRAFT

Executive Order of

Designation of the Secretary of State as the Presidential Designee Under Title
I of the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act

By virtue of the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and laws of the United
States of America, including section 101(a) of the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee
Voting Act (Public Law 99-410) (“the Act”) and section 301 of title 3, United States Code, it is

hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. The Secretary of State is hereby designated as the “Presidential designee” under Title
[ of the Act.

Section2. In order to effectuate the purposes ol the Act, the Secrelaryofl State is hereby
authorized to delegate in writing any or all functions, responsibilities, powers, authority, or
discretion devolving upon him in consequence of this designation to any person or persons
within the Department of State.

Section 3. The Secrelary of Defense shall cooperate with the Presidential Designee in carrying
out the purposes of the Act and shall establish a voting assistanceprogram in the Department of
Defense for matters pertaining to absent uniformed services voters (as that term 1s defined in

section 107 of the Act) and overseas Department of Defense civilian employee and contractor
volers.

Section 4. Executive Order 12642 of June 10, 1988, is revoked.

THE WHITE HOUSE

11-L-0559/0SD/038306
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September 30,2004

TO: David Chu
Powell Moore

cC! Larry Di Rita
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld V[L

SUBJECT: Absentee Ballots

Immediately following the election, please start the process of redirecting the
absentee ballot responsibility. (The Federal Voting Assistance Program or FV AP),

tor everyone except the military, to the Department of State.

DoD should handle just the military, since the military is less than half the total.

People think of the embassies as the logical place 1o be helpful on this.matter.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
093004-18

Please respond by 10 j 79 ./ D‘JL

11-L-0559/0SD/038308
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21975

Federal Register
Vol. 53, No. 112

Friday. June 10, 1988

Presidential Documents

Title. 3—

" The President

{FR Doc. 85-13352
Filed 6-9-88; 12:29 pm)
Billing code 3195-01-M

Excculive Order 12642 of June 8, 1988

Designation of the Secretary of Defense as the Presidential
Designee Under Title 1 of the Uniformed and Overseas
Citizens Absentee Voting Act

By virtue of the authority vested in me as President by, the Conslilution and
laws of the United States of America. including section 101({a) of the Uni-
formed and Overseas. Citizens Absentee Voting Act (Public Law 98410} ("the
Act"). iUis hereby ordered as follows:

Scetion L The Scerctary of Defense is hereby designaled as the "Presidential
designee™ under Titde Tot the Act. .

Bec. &. In order to effectuate the purposes of the Act, the Secretary. of Defense
is hereby authorized to delegate any or all of the functions, responsibilitics,
powers, authorily, or discretion devolving upon him in consequence of this
Order to any person of persons within the Department of Defense.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
June 8. 1838.

11-L-0559/0SD/038310




COORDINATION SHEET

Voling Assistance Provided to Overseas Citizens

(b)(8) ‘
General Counsel of the DoD

Zf T2, 2o

11-L-0559/05D/038311
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" - September 30, 2004
AT L R

TO: David Chu
Powell Moore

(876 Larry D1 Rita
FROM:; Donald Rumsield V{L

SUBJECT: Absentee Ballots.

SEhIC

Immediately following the election, please starl the process of redirecting the
absentee ballot responsibility (The Federal Voting Assistance Program or FVAP),

for everyone except the military, to the Department of State.

DoD should handle just the military, since the military is less than half the total.

People think of the embassies as the logical place to be helpful on this matter.
Thanks..

DHR:ss
093004-18.

Please respond by l O! ?ﬁJ 0 "/‘7

hod?SQ &

11-L-0559/0SD/038312 06D 18960-04



Execulive Order of

Designation of the Secretary of State as the Presidential Designee Under Title
I of the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act

By virtue of the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and laws of the United
States of America, including section 101(a) of the Uniformed and Overseas Cilizens Absentee
Voting Act (Public Law 99-410) (“the Act”) and section 301 of title 3, United States Code, it 1s
hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. The Secretary of State is hereby designated as the “Presidential designee” under Title
[ of the Act.

Section 2. In order to effectuate the purposes of the Act, the Secretary of State is hereby
authorized to delegate any or all functions, respensibilities, powers, authority, or discretion
devolving upon him in consequence of this designation to any person or persons within the
Department of State.

Section 3. The Secretary of Defense shall cooperate with the Presidential Designee in carrying
out the purposes of the Act and shall establish a voling assistance program in the Department of
Defense for matters pertaining to absent uniformed services voters (as that term is defined in
section 107 of the Act), their family members, and overseas Department of Defense civilian
employee and contractor voters.

Section4. Executive Order 12642 of June 10, 1988, 1s revoked.

THE WHITE HOUSE

11-L-0559/0SD/038313



UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, [}.C. 20301-4000

PERSONNEL AND.
READINESS

INFO MEMOQO
November 23,2004 —5:00 PM

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE™

FROM:  David S.C. Chu, USD(P&R) 7 V2t b Taiv sy

W /'vv
- -

SUBJECT: Responsibility for Voting Assistance Provided to Overseas Citizens
--SNOWFLAKE(Tab A}

o Executive Order 12642 (June 8, 1988)assigns DoD responsibility for the
requirements of the Uniformed and Overseas CitizensAbsentee Voting Act
(UOCAVA). A new Executive Order is needed to carry out your intent.

s The proposed Executive Order at Tab B transfers responsibilities for UOCAVA to the
Secretary of State.

e The Department of Defense would continue to provide absentee voting assistance o
absent Uniformed Services volers, their family members, overseas DoD emiployees
and overseas DoD contractors.

e The Department of State would assume policy and oversight responsibilities for
administration of UOCAVA and would provide absentee voting assistance to overseas

citizens and other overseas Federal employees.

e DoD will determine personnel, space, and budget resources that should be transferred
from the Department of Defense to the Department of State.

e We have begun the process of coordinating this action with the Department of State.
RECOMMENDATION: Information Only.

Attachments: As stated

(b)(6)
Prepared by: P. K. Brunelli, Director, FEVAP,

&

11-L-0559/0SD/038314 0SD 18960-04
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' September 30,2004

ST PE i ry -

F SO

TO: David Chu
Powell Moore.

ccC’ Larry D1 Rita
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ?ﬂ\

SUBJECT: Absentee Ballots

Immediately following the election, please start the process of redirecting the
absentee ballot responsibility (The Federal Voting Assistance Program or FVAP),

for everyone except the military, to the Department of State.

DoD should handle just the military, since the military is less than half the total

People think of the embassies as the logical place to be helpful on this matter.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
093004-18

Please respond by o] 29/ 04

08D 18940-~-04
11-L-0559/0SD/038315



Executive Order of

Designation of the Secretary of State as the Presidential Designee Under Title
I of the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act

By virtue of the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and laws of the United
States of America, including section 101(a) of the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee
Voting Act (Public Law 99-410) (“the Act”) and section 301 of title 3, United States Code, it is
hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. The Secretary of State is hereby designated as the “Presidential designee” under Title
I of the Act.

Section 2, Tn order to effectuate the purposes of the Act, the Secretary of State is hereby.
authorized to delegate any or all functions, responsibilities, powers, authority, or discretion
devolving upon him in consequence of this designation to any person or persons within the
Department of State.

Section 3. The Secretary of Defense shall cooperate with the Presidential Designee in carrying
out the purposes of the Act and shall establish a voting assistance program in the Department of
Defense for matters pertaining to absent uniformed services voters (as that term 1s defined in
section 107 of the Act), their family members, and overseas Department of Defense civilian
employee and contractor voters.

Section 4. Executive Order 12642 of June 10, 1988, is revoked.

THE WHITE HOUSE

11-L-0559/0SD/038316



/ MEMORANDUM FOR;

"

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
The Military Assistant

14 February 2005 - 1040Hours

DR. DAVID S.C. CHU, USD/P&R

SUBJECT:  Responsibility for Federal Voting Assistance Program (FYAP)

Sir:

_se A0

Please see Mr. Palterson’s comments 10 you on the attached: :

“David -
I know the Secretary is keen on this initiative. Though you’ve
discussed with Grant Green, is State going to agree or will
this initiative snag a big non-concur? The Department may.
still want to press ahead, but believe State’s view needs to be

known, v/t Dave” g
Thank you. \Q
Very respectfully, o
v
\
ean E. O’Connor
Captain, USN
Military Assistant to the
Deputy Secretary of Defense
Attachment:

OSD 18960-04

Suspense:  Monday. 21 February 2005

/ﬂéjﬁf

11-L-0559/05D/038317



UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON P A e
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000 PR L T g e

PERSONNEL AND.
READINESS ACTION MEMO
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ¥ DepSec Action
FROM:  David S.C. Chu, USD (P&R) 7 EPgmt) LA

e 2 <5
SUBJECT: Responsibility for Federal Voting Assistance Program (FVAP)
_-SNOWFLAKE (Tab B)

You requested the redirection of absentee voting assistance responsibilities for nen-DoD
affiliated citizens covered under the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting
Act (UOCAVA) and Executive Order 12642 of June 8, 1988 (Tab C).

The proposed Executive Order designates the Secrelary ol State as the Presidential
designee for UOCAVA and absolves you of such responsibility.

e The Department of State would assume executive branch policy and oversight
responsibilities for administration of UOCAVA and would provide direct absentee
voting assistance to overseas citizens and non-DoD Federal employees overseas.

s DoD would continue to provide direct absentee voling assistance to Uniformed
Services voters, their family members, and overseas DoD employees and contractors.

RECOMMENDATION: That you approve the transfer of responsibilities for UOCAVA
to the Secretary of State. A memorandum from you to the President and a draft
Executive Order are at Tab A.

COORDINATION: DoD General Counsel reviewed the draft Executive Order. I have
discussed the proposed shift in responsibility with Under Secretary of State for
Management, Grant S, Green, Ir, and he is aware ol our intent.

Approved Disapproved Other
— (b)(6)
Prepared by: P. K. Brunelli, Director, FVAP,
MASD _ [SMADSD
%soz SA DS oL o
EXEC sec | /) 11-L-0559/#%D/038318 05D 18960-04
‘lesama | 7 7€




THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Responsibility for Federal Voting Assistance Program (FVAP)

The enclosed Executive Order designates the Secretary of State as the
Presidential designee for the “Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting
Act (UOCAVA).

The Department of State would assume Executive Branch policy and
oversight responsibilities for the administration of UOCAVA and would provide
direct absentee voting assistance to overseas citizens and non-Department of
Defense (DoD) Federal employees overseas.

DoD would continue to provide direct absentee voting assistance to
Uniformed Service voters, their family members, and overseas DoD employees
and contractors,

Enclosure:
As stated

11-L-0559/0SD/038319



DRAFT

Executive Order of

Designation of the Secretary of State as the Presidential Designee Under Title
I of the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act

By virtue of the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and laws of the United
States of America, including section 101(a) of the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee
Voting Act (Public Law 99-410) (“the Act”) and section 301 of title 3, United States Code, it is
hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. The Secretary of State is hereby designated as the “Presidential designee” under Title
I of the Act.

Section 2. In order to effectuate the purposes of the Act, the Secretary of State is hereby
authorized to delegate in writing any or all functions, responsibilities, powers, authority, or
discretion devolving upon him in consequence of this designation to any person or persons
within the Department of State.

Section 3. The Secretary of Defense shall cooperate with the Presidential Designee in carrying
out the purposes of the Act and shall establish a voting assistance program in the Department of
Defense for matters pertaining to absent uniformed services voters (as that term is defined in
section 107 of the Act) and overseas Department of Defense civilian employee and contractor
voters.

Section 4. Executive Order 12642 of June 10, 1988, is revoked.

THE WHITE HOUSE

11-L-0559/0SD/038320
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September 30,2004

TO: David Chu
Powell Moore

cC) Larry D1 Rita
FROM:. Donald Rumsfeld ﬁﬂs

SUBJECT: Absentee Ballots

Immediately following the election, please start the process of redirecting the
absentee ballot responsibility (The Federal Voting Assistance Program or FVAP),

for everyone except the military, to the Department of State.

DoD should handle just the military, since the military is less than half the total.

People think of the embassies as the logical place to be helpful on this matter.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
093004-18

A EEEYE R S YR A AN TSR EEET ErENgEelsavddFRaysENENCE RdunaE WA FEEERRdcYNdATaER

Please respond by Iojlﬁl/ 0‘?[*

0SD 18960-04
11-L-0559/05D/038321



21975

Federal Registar
Vol. 53. No. 112

Friday, Junc 10, 1588

Presidential Documents

Title 3—

" The President

[FR Doc. 88-13352
Filed 8-g-88: 12:29 pm|
Billing code 3195-01-M

Executive Order 12842 of June 8, 1988

Designation of the Secretary of Defense as the Presidential
Designee Under Title [ of the Uniformed and Overseas
Citizens Absentee Voting Act

By virtue of the authority. vested in me as President by ihe Constitution and
laws of the United States of America, including section 101(a) of the Uni-
formed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act (Public Law 99410} ("the
Act™), it is hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. The Secretary. of Defense is hereby. designated as the "Presidential
designee™ under Title 1 of the Act.

Sec. 2 In order to effectuate the purposes of the Act, the Secretary of Defense
is hereby authorized to delegate any. or all of the functions. responsibilities.
powers, authority, or discretion devolving upon him in consequence ol this
Order Lo any person or persons within the Department of Delense,

THE WHITE HOLUSE, QE_Q-KO’-\

June 8 1934.

11-L-0559/0SD/038322




COORDINATION SHEET

Voting Assistance Provided to Overseas Citizens

(b)(6)

Zf T, 2ol

General Counsel of the DoD |

11-L-0559/0SD/038323



Dimf%nber 17, 2004

ES- 1428
TO: Doug Feith 4 o15592-ES

SUBJECT: Letter to Hungarian MoD

Someone should draft a nice letter from me to the Hungarian Minister of Defense
thanking him for his efforts on this and seeing that we leave him happy. They
apparently tried hard.

Thanks.

Attach.
USADO BUDAPEST HU Cable R 170536Z NOV (4

DHR:dh
111704-8

Please respond by [ / 2 ! oy

0SD 18964-04

Ty
18-11-04 PI2:15 N
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NOV 2 4 2004

TO: Gen Dick Myers
Gen Pete Pace

CC: Paul Wolfowitz
GEN John Abizaid

GEN George Casey

FROM: Donald Rumsfelt(pﬁ\'

SUBJECT: Acting on Intel Quickly in Iraq

Do our tactical warfighters on the ground in Iraq feel they can act quickly on
intelligence they garner in the field without excessive restrictions? 1’ve received
some indications that there is a sense that since sovereignty, our mid-grade
commanders feel somewhat constrained. [ hope that isn’t true and I’d like your
assessment. My feeling is that our commanders must be able to act quickly when

they gain battlefield intelligence.

DHR:ss
112304-2

Please respond by 2 ! | ! O"!

0SB 18965-04
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'November 5,2004

voomT

TO: Jim Haynes
FROM: Donald Rumsfe]d/\).-

SUBIJECT: Lawsuit Information

Please give me some information on this lawsuit that is being filed against me by a

GITMO detainee.

Thanks.

Attach,
FBIS Report re: GITMO Detainee

DHR:ss
110404-15

Please respond by

Tovo-
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FBIS Tt

Morocco: Former Guantanamo Detainee to Sue Rumsfeld Over Alleged Torture
GMP20041104000229 Casablanca Assahifa in Arabic 3 Nov 04

[Unattributed report on page one: A Moroccan lawyer sues Rumsfeld in court”]
{FBiS Translated Text]

Mr. Mohamed Hilal, a Rabat lawyer, has told Assahifa that he 1s determined to take legal
action against US Sccretary for Defense, Donald Rumsteld, in the United States, in coordination
with American lawyers.

Mr. Hilal says that he will be asking for compensation for his client Radhouane Benchakroun
for the damage caused to him by the torture he was subjected to at the hands of American troops
when he was detained in Guantanamojail.

This will be the second case of its kind. In fact a British lawyer has already lodged a similar
lawsuit against the American Defense Department,

[Description of Source: Casablanca Assahifa in Arabic -Independent weekly newspaper]

THISREPORTMA Y CONTAINCOPYRIGHTED MATERIAL. COPYING AND DISSEMINATION ISPROHIBITED
WITHOUT PERMISSION OF THE COPYRIGHTOWNERS.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

SHAFIQ RASUL

c/o 14 Inverness Street
London NW17 HJ
England;

ASIFIQBAL

cfo 14 Inverness Street
London NW17 HJ
England;

RHUHEL AHMED

c/o 14 Inverness Street
London NW17 HJ
England; and

JAMAL AL-HARITH
¢/o 159 Princess Road
Manchester M14 4RE
England

CA. No.____

Plaintiffs
- against-

DONALD RUMSFELD

Department of Defense .
1000 Defense Pentagon -
Washington D.C. 20301-1000;

AIR FORCE GENERAL RICHARD MYERS
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

9999 Joint Staff Pentagon

Washington, 0_C. 20318-9999:

ARMY MAJOR GENERAL GEOFFREY MILLER
Former Commander, Joint Task Force
Guantdanamo Bsy Naval Base, Cuba,

c/o United States Army

Army Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20310-0200;
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ARMY GENERALJAMES T. HILL

Commander, United States Southern Command
c/o United States Army.

Army Pentagon

Washington, DC  20310-0200;

ARMY MAJOR GENERAL MICHAEL E DUNLAVEY
Former Commander, Joint Task Force
Guantéanamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba,

c/o United States Army

Army Pentagon

Washington] DC. 203109200;

ARMY BRIGADIER GENERALJAY HOOD
Commander, Joint Task Force, GTMO
Guantiinamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba,

cfe United States Army

Army Pentagon

Washington, DC. 20310-0200;

MARINE BRIGADIER GENERAL MICHAEL LEHNERT :
Commander Joint Task Foroc-160

Guantéanamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba

¢/o Headquarters USMC

2 Navy Annex (CMC).

Washington, DC. 20380-1775;

ARMY COLONEL NELSONJ., CANNON
Commander, Camp Delta
Guantinamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba,
¢/o United States Army

Army Pentagon

Washington, DC. 20310-0200;

ARMY COLONEL TERRY CARRICD
Commander Camp X-Ray, Camp Delta
Guantanamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba,
c/o United States Army

Army Pentagon

Washington, DC. 20310-0200;

ARMY LIEUTENANT COLONEL WILLIAM CLINE
Commander, Camp Deita

Guantdnamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba,

¢/o United States Army

Army Pentagon
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Washington, D.C. 20310-0200;

ARMY LIEUTENANT COLONEL DIANE BEAVER
Legal Adviser to General Dunlavey
Guantanamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba

c/o United States Army

Army Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20310-0200

and

JOHN DOES 1-100, individuals involved inthe illegal :
Torture of Plaintiffs at Guantanamo Bay Naval Base

All in their personal capacities

Defendants. £

MPLAINT

(Violations o the Alien Tort Statute, the Fifth and Eighth Amendments to the U.S,
Constitution, the Geneva Conventions, and the. Religious Freedom Restoration Act)

Plaintiffs Shafiq Rasu!, Asit Igbal, Rhuhel Ahmed and Jamal Al-Harith, by
and through their. undersigned attorneys, Baach Robinson & Lewis PLLC and Michael
Ratner at the Center for Constitutional Rights, as and for their complaint against
Defendants Donald Rumsfeld, Air Force General Richard Myers, Army Major General
Geoffrey Miller, Army General James T. Hill, Army Major General Michael E. Dunlavey,
Army Brigadler General Jay Hood, Marine Brigadier General Michael Lehnert, Amy
Colonel Nelson J. Cannon, Amy Colonel Terry Carrico, Army Lieutenant Colonel
William Cline, Army Lieutenant Colonel Diane Beaver and John Does 1-100, hereby

allege as follows:
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INTRODUCTION
1. Plaintiffs are citizens and residents of the United Kingdom. They are not
now and have never been members € any terrorist group. They have never taken up
arms against the United States.

2.  Plaintiffs Shafiq Rasul, Asif lgbal and Rhuhel Ahmed were detained in
Northern Afghanistan on November 28, 2001, by General Rashid Dostum, an Uzbek
warlord temporarily allied with the United States as part of the Northern Alliance.
Thereafter, General Dostum placed Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed in the custody &
the United States military. Because Plaintiffs Rasul, |gbal and Ahmed were unarmed
and not engaged in any hostile activities, neither General Dostum nor any of his troops
ever could have or did observe them engaged in combat against the United States, the
Northern Alliance or anyone else. On information and belief, General Dostum detained
Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahrned and numerous other detainees who were not
combatants; he handed detainees including Plaintiffs Rasul, lgbal and Ahmed to the
custody of the United States in order to obtain bounty money from the United States;
and the United States took custody < Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed without any
independent good failh basis for concluding that they were or had been engaged in
activities hostile to the United States.

3. Plaintiff Jamal Al-Hanth works as en internet web designer in Manchester,
England. Intendingto attend a religious retreat, Plaintiff Al-Harith arrived in Pakistanon
October 2, 2001, where he was advised to leave the country because of animosity
toward British citizens. Heeding the waming, he planned to return tc Europe by
traveling overland through Iranto Turkey by truck. While in Pakistan, the truck in which

Plaintiff Al-Harith was ridingwas stolen at gunpoint by Afghans; he was then forced into

-4-
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a jeep which crossed the border into Afghanistan. Plaintii Al-Harith was then handed
over to the Taliban. Plaintiff Al-Harith was beaten by Taliban guards and taken for
interrogation. He was accused of being a British special forces military spy and held in
isolation. After the US invasion of Afghanistan, the Taliban released Plaintiff Al-Harith
into the general prison population. When the Taliban government fell and the new
government came to power, Plaintiff Al-Harith and others in the prison were told that
they were free to leave and Plaintiff Al-Harith was offered transportation to Pakistan.
Plaintiff Al-Harith thought it would be quicker and easier to travel to Kabul where there
was a British Embassy. Officials of the Interational Committee of the Red Cross
(“ICRC™ instructed Al-Harith to remain at the prison and they offered to make contact
with the British Embassyto fly him home. Plaintiff Al-Harith also spoke directly to British
Embassy officials who indicated that they were making arrangementsto fly himto Kabul
and out of the country. After Plaintiff Al-Harith had been in contact with the British
Embassy in Kabul for approximately a month discussing the logistics of evacuating him,
American Special Forces arrived and questioned Plaintiff. The ICRC told Plaintiff Al-
Hariththat the Americans would fly PlaintiiAl-Harith to Kabul; two days before he was
scheduled to fly to Kabul, American soldiers told Plaintiff Al-Harith, "You're not geing
anywhere. We're taking you to Kandahar airbase.”

4. Al four Plaintiffs were first held in United States custody in Afghanistan
and later transported to the United States Naval Base at Guantdnamo Bay Naval
Station, Cuba ("Guantinamo”), where Defendants imprisoned them without charge for
more than two years. During Plaintiffs’ imprisonment, Defendants systematically and
repeatedly tortured them in violation of the United States Constiition and domestic and

international law, and deprived them of access to friends. relatives. courts and counsel.
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Defendants repeatedly attempted to extract confessions from Plaintiffs without regardto
the truth ar plausibility of these statements through the use of the illegal methods
detailed below.

5. Plaintiffs were releasedwithout charge in March 2004 and have returned
to their homes in the United Kingdom where they continue to suffer the physical and
psychological effects o their prolonged arbitrary detention, torture and other
mistreatmentas hereinafter alleged.

6. In the course of their detention by the United States, Plaintiffs were
repeatedly struck with rifle butts, punched, kicked and slapped. They were "short
shackled" in painful "stress positions" for many hours at a time, causing deep flesh
wounds and pemanent scarring.  Plaintiffs were also threatened with unmuzzled dogs,
forced to strip naked, subjected to repeated forced body cavity searches, intentionally
subjected to extremes of heat and cold for the purpose & causing suffering, kept infilthy
cages for 24 hours per day with no exercise or sanitation, denied access to necessary
medical care, harassed in practicing their religion, deprived of adequate food, deprived
ofsleep, deprived of communicationwith family and friends, and deprived of information
about their status.

% Plaintiffs’ detention and mistreatment were in plain violation of the United
States Constitution, federal statutory law and United States treaty obligations, and
customary international law. Defendants’ treatment d Plaintiffs and other Guantanamo
detainees violated various provisions of law includingthe FifthAmendmentto the United
States Constitution forbidding the deprivationd’ liberty without due process; the Eighth
Amendment forbidding cruel and unusual punishment; United States statutes prohibiting

torture, assault, and other mistreatment: the Geneva Conventions: and customary
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international law norms prohibiting torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment.

8  Plaintiffs’ torture and other mistreatment was not simply the product &
isolated or rogue actions by individual military personnel. Rather it was the result of
deliberate and foreseeable action taken by Defendant Rumsfeld and senior officers to
flout or evade the United States Constitution, federal statutory law, United States treaty
obligations and long established nomms of customary international law. This action was
taken in a misconceivedand illegal attempt to utilize torture and other cruel, inhuman, or
degrading acts to coerce nonexislent information regarding terrorism. I was
misconceived because, according to the conclusion of the US military as expressed in
the Army Field Manual, torture does not yield reliable information, and because
Plaintiffe—along with the vast majority of Guantdname dctainces had no information
to give. It was illegal because, as Defendants well knew, torture and other cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment of detainees & not permitted under the United States
Constitution, federal statutory law, United States treaty obligations, and customary
international law.

9. On or about December 2, 2002, Defendant Rumsfeld signed a
memorandum approving numerous illegal interrogation methods, including putting
dctoincce in “stress positions” for up to four hours; forcing detainees to strip naked,
intimidating detainees with. dogs, interrogatingthem for 20 hours at a time, forcing them
to wear hoods, shaving their heads and beards, keeping them in total darkness and
silence, and using what was euphemistically called “mild, non-injurious physical
contact.” As Defendant Rumsfeld knew, these and other methods were in viclation of

the United States Constitution, federal statutory law, the Geneva Conventions, and
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customary international bw as reflected in, inter alia, the United Nations Convention
Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment
{"CAT}. This memorandum of December 2, 2002, authorizing torture and other
mistreatment, was originally designated by Defendant Rumsfeld to be classified for ten
years but was released at the direction of President George W. Bush after the Abu
Ghraib torture scandal became public.

10.  After authorizing, encouraging, permitting, and requiring the acts of torture
and other mistreatment inflicted upon Plaintiffs, Defendant Rumsfeld, on information
and belief, subsequently commissicneda 'Working Group Report” dated March 6,2003,
to address "Detainee Interrogations in the Global War on Terrorism: Assessment of
Legal, Historical, Policy and Operational Considerations.” This report, also originally
classilied for a pcriod of ton years by Dcfendant Rumsfcld, wae also relcased afier the
Abu Ghraib torire scandal became public. This report details the requirements d
international and domestic law governing interrogations, including the Geneva
Conventions; the CAT,; customary international law; the torture statute, 18 USC.
§2340; assault within maritime and territorial jurisdiction, 18 USC. §113; maiming, 18
US.C. §114; murder, 18 USC. §1111; manslaughter, 18 USC. §i1112; interstate
stalking, 18 US.C. §2261a; and conspiracy 18 USC. §2 and §371. The report
attempts to address “legal doctrines under the Federal Criminal Law that could render
specific conduct, otherwise criminal pot unlawful." Working Group Report at p. 3
(emphasis in original). The memorandum is on its face an ex post facto attempt to
create arguments that the facially criminal acts perpetuated by the Defendants were
somehow justified. It argues first that the President as Commander-in-Chief has

plenary authority to order torture, a proposition that ignores settled legal doctrine from
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King John at Runnymede to Youngstown Sheet & Tube, 343 US. 579 (1952). It next
tries to apply common law doctrines o self-defense and necessity, arguing the
erroneous propositionthat the United States has the right to torture detained individuals
because it needs to defend itself or because it is necessary that it do so. Finally, it
suggests that persons inflicting torture and other mistreatment will be able to defend
against criminal charges by claimingthat they were following orders. The report asserts
that the detainees have no Constitutionalrights because the Constitutiondoes not apply
to persons held at Guantanamo. However, the report acknowledges that U.8. criminal
laws do apply to Guanténamo, and further acknowledges that the United States 5
bound by the CAT to the extent that conduct barred by that Convention would also be
prohibited by the Fifth, Eighth or Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution. On June
22, 2004, the conclusions o this report and other memoranda attempting to justify
torture were repudiated and rescinded by President Bush.

1. In April 2003, following receipt of the Warking Group Report, Defendant
Rumsfeld issued a new set o recommended interrogation techniques, requiring
approval for four techniques. These recommendations recognized specifically that
certain of the approved techniques violated the Geneva Conventions and customary
international law, including the use of intimidation, removal of religious items, threats
and isolation. The April 2003 report, however, officially withdrew approval for unlawful
actions that had been ongoing for months, including hooding, forced nakedness,
shaving, stress positions, use of dogs and “mild, non-injurious physical contact.”
Nevertheless, on information and belief these illegal practices continued fo be employed

against Plaintiffsand other detainees at Guanthnamo.
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12.  Defendants well knew that their activities resultingin the detention, torture
and other mistreatment of Plaintiffs were illegal and viclated clearly established law —.
i.e., the Constitution, federal statutory law and treaty obligations of the United States
and customary intemational law. Defendants’ after-the-fact attempt to create an
Orwellian legal fagade makes clear their conscious awareness that they were acting

illegally. Therefore they cannot claim immunity from civil liability.

DI Al VENUE

13.  This Court has jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ claims under 28 USC. § 1331

{federal question jurisdiction); and 28 US.C. §1350 (Alien Tort Statute).
14.  Venue is proper in this district pursuant to 28 US.C. § 1391{a)(3) and 28
U.S.C.§ 1381(b}{2). The alleged acts described below are “inextricably bound up with

the Districtof Columbia inits role as the nation’s capital.” Mundv v. Weinberger, 554 F.

Supp. 811,818 (DD.C. 1982). Decisions and acts by Defendants ordering, facilitating,
aiding and abetting, acquiescing, confirming and/or conspiring in.the commission of the
alleged acts reached the highest levels d the United States Government. On
information and belief, approval for all alleged acts emanated under color of law from
orders, approvals, and omissions occurring in the Pentagon, numerous government
agencies headquartered in the District of Columbia, and the offices o Defendant
Rumsfeld, several of which are in the District of Columbia. Venue for claims arising
from acts of Cabinet officials, the Secretary of Defense and United States agencies lies

inthe District of Columbia. Seeid.; Smithv. Dalton, 927 F. Supp. 1.(D.D.C. 1996).
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PARTIES

15.  Plaintiff Shafig Rasul was born in the United Kingdom and has been at all
times relevant hereto a citizen and resident of the United Kingdom. He 3 not now and
has never been a terrorist or a member o a terrorist group. He has never taken up
arms againstthe United States. At the time of his initial arrest and detention, he was 24
years old.

16.  Plaintiff Asit Igbal was born in the United Kingdom and has been at all
times relevant hereto a citizen and resident of the United Kingdom. He is not now and
has never been a terrorist or a member of a terrorist group. He has never taken up
arms againstthe United States. At the time of his initial arrest and detention, he was 20
years old.

17.  Plaintiff Rhuhel Ahmed was born in the United Kingdom and has been at
all times relevant hereto a citizen and resident of the United Kingdom. He is not now
and has never been a terrorist or a member of a terrorist group. He has never taken up
arms againstthe United States. At the time of his initial arrest and detention, hewas 19
years old.

18.  Plaintiff Jamal Al-Harith was born in the United Kingdom and has been at
all imes relevant hereto a citizen and resident d the United Kingdom. He is not now
and has never been a tervorist a a member o a tervorist group. He has never taken up
ams against the United States. At the time of his initial arrest and detention, he was 35
years old.

19.  Defendant Donald Rumsfeld is the United Stales Secretary of Defense.
On information and belief, he is a citizen of lllinois and a resident of the District d

Columbia. Defendant Rurnsfeld is charged with maintaining the custody and control of
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the Guantanamo detainees, including Plaintiffs, and with assuring that their treatment
was in accordance with law. Defendant Rumsfeld ordered, authorized, condoned and
has legal responsibility for the arbitrary detention, torture and cther mistreatment of
Plaintifisas alleged herein. Defendant Rumsfeldis sued in his individualcapacity.

20. Defendant Myers is a General in the United States Air Force and was at
times relevant hereto Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. On information and belief,
he & a citizen and resident of Virginia. As the senior uniformed military officer in the
chain of command, Defendant Myers is charged with maintaining the custody and
control of the Guantanamo detainees, including Plaintiffs, and with assuring that their
tfreatment was in accordance with law. Qn information and belief, Defendant Myers was
informed of torture and other mistreatmentd detainees at Guanthamo and Abu Ghraib
pricon nn Iaq and condoned such activities. Defendant Myers was in regular contact
with Defendant Rumsfeld and participated in and implemented decisions taken in the
District of Columbia. Defendant Myers is sued in his individual capacity.

21.  DefendantMiller is a Major General in the United States Army and was at
times relevant hereto Commander of Joint Task Force-GTMO. On information and
belief, he is a citizen-and resident of Texas. At times relevant hereto, he had
supervisory responsibility for Guantdnamo detainees, including Plaintiffs, and was
responsible for assuring that thoir treatment was in accordance with law. On
informationand belief, Defendant Miller was in regular contact with Defendant Rumsfeld
and other senior officials in the chain of command based in the District of Columbia and
participated in. and implemented decisions taken in the District of Columbia. On
information and belief, Defendant Miller implemented and condoned numerous methods

of torture and other mistreatment as hereinafter described. On information and belief,
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Defendant Miller was subsequently transferred to Abu Ghraib where he implemented
and facilitated torture and other mistreatment of detainees there. These acts were
flmed and photographed and have justly inspired widespread revulsion and
condemnationaroundthe word. Defendant Miller is sued in his individual capacity.

2. Defendant Hill is a General in the United States Army and was at times
relevant hereto Commander of the United States Southern Command. On information
and belief, he is a citizen and resident of Texas. On information and belief, Defendant
Hill was in regular contact with Defendant Rumsfeld and other senior officials in the
chain of command based in the District of Columbia and participated in and
implemented decisions taken in the District of Columbia.  On information and belief,
General Hill requested and recommended approval for several abusive interrogation
techniques which were used on Guantdnamo detainees, including Plaintiffs. Defendant
Hill is sued in his individuals capacity.

23.  Defendant Dunlavey is a Major General in the United States Amy and
was at times relevant hereto Commangder of Joint Task Forces 160/170, the successors
to Joint Task Force-GTMO. On information and belief, he is a citizen and resident of
Pennsylvania. At times relevant hereto, he had supervisory responsibility for
Guantanamo detainees, including Plaintiffs, and for assuring that their treatment was in
accordanee with law. On information and belief, Defendant Dunlavey was in regular
contact with Defendant Rumsfeld and other senior officials in the chain of command
based in the District of Columbia and pariicipated in and implemented decisions taken
in the District of Columbia. QOn information and belief, Major General Dunlavey
implementedand condoned the torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading acts and

conditions alleged herein. Defendant Dunlavey is sued in his individual capacity.
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24.  Defendant Hood is a Brigadier General inthe United States Army and &
the Commander of Joint Task Force-GTMO, which at all relevant times operated the
detention facilities at Guanthnamo. On information and belief, he is a citizen and
resident of Seuth Carolina. At times relevant hereto, he had supervisory responsibility
for Guantanamo detainees, including Plaintiffs, and for assuring that their treatment was
in accordance with law. On information and belief, Defendant Hood has been and
continues to be in regular contact with Defendant Rurnsfeld and other senior officials in
the chain of command based in Ihe District of Columbia and participated in and
implemented decisions taken in the District of Columbia. Defendant Hood & sued in his
individual capacity.

25. Defendant Lehnert is a Brigadier General in the United States Marine
Corps and was at times relevant hereto Commander of the Joint Task Force
responsible for the construction and operation of Camp X-Ray and Camp Delta at
Guantanamo. On information and belief, he is a citizen and resident « Florida. At times
relevant hereto, he had supervisory responsibility for Guantdnamo detainees, including
Plaintiffs, and for assuring that their treatment was in accordance with law. On
information and belief, Defendant Lehnert was in regular contact with Defendant
Rumsfeld and other senior officials in the chain of command based in the District of
Columbia and participated in and implemented decisions taken in the District <«
Columbia. Defendant Lehnertis sued in his individual capacity.

26. Defendant Cannon is a Colonel in the United States Army and the
Commander of Camp Delta at Guantanamo. On information and belief, he is a citizen
and resident of Michigan. At limes relevant hereto, he has and continues t¢ have

supervisory responsibility for Guantanamo detainees including Plaintiffs and for
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assuring that their treatment was in accordance with law. On information and belief,
Defendant Cannon has been in regular contact with Defendant Rumsfeld and other
senior officials in the chain of command based in the District of Columbia and
participatedin and implemented decisions taken in the District of Columbia. Defendant
Cannonis sued in his individual capacity.

27.  Defendant Carrico is a Colonel in the United States Army and was at
times relevant hereto Commander of Camp X-Ray and Camp Delta at Guantdnamo. On
information and belief, he is a citizen and resident of Texas. At times relevant hereto,
he had supervisory responsibility for Guantanamo detainees including Plaintiffs and for
assuring that their treatment was in accordance with law. On information and belief,
Defendant Carrico was in. regular contact with Defendant Rumsfeld and other senior
officials in the chain of command based in the District of Columbia and participated in
and implemented decisions taken in the District of Columbia. Defendant Carrico is sued
in his individual capacity.

28. Defendant Beaver is a Lieutenant Colonel in the United States Army and
was at times relevant hereto Chief Legal Adviser to Defendant Dunlavey. On
information and belief, she is a citizen and resident of Kansas. On information and
belief, knowing that torture and other mistreatment were contrary to military law and
regulations, she nevertheless provided an opinich purporting to justify the ongoing
torture and other mistreatment o detainees at Guantdnamo, including Plaintiffs. On
information and belief, Defendant Beaver was in regular contact with Defendant
Rumsfeld and other senior officials in the chain & command based in the District of
Columbia and participated in and implemented decisions taken in the District d

Columbia. Defendant Beaver & sued in her individual capacity.

=15-

11-L-0559/0SD/038344



29.  Plaintiffs do not know the true names and capacities of other Defendants
sued herein and therefore sue these defendants by fictitious names, John Does 1-100.
Plaintiffs will amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities when
ascertained. John Does 1-100 are the military and civilian personnel who participatedin

the torture and other mistreatmentof Plaintiffsas hereinafter alleged.

! E

30. Plaintiffs are citizens and residents of the United Kingdom.

31. Plaintiffs Rasul, Ighal and Ahmed are boyhood friends and grew up streets
away from each other in the working-class town of Tipton in the West Midlands of
England.

2. Plaintiff Shafiq Rasul attended a Catholic elementary school before
studying at the same high school as Plaintiffs Igbal and Ahmed. An. avid soccer fan,
Plaintiff Rasul played for a local team before going on to study computer science at the
Universityd Central England. He also worked parttime at an electronics store.

33. Plaintiff Asif Igbal attended the same elementary school as Plaintiff Rasul
and the same high school as both Plaintiffs Rasul and Ahmed. After leaving high
school, Plaintiff lqgbal worked at a local factory making road signs and building bus
shelters. |-le was also an active soccer player and volunteered at the local community
center.

34.  Plaintiff Rhuhel Ahmed attended the same high school as Plaintiffs Igbal
and Ahmed. Like Plaintiff Igbal, he worked at a local factory and worked with children

and disabled people at the local government-funded Tipton Muslim Community Center.
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35. In September 2001, Plaintii Igbal traveled to Pakistan to join his father
who had arranged a marriage for him with a young woman from his family's ancestral
vilage. Hislongtimefriend, Plaintiff Ahmed traveled from Englandin October in order to
join himat his wedding as his best man. Plaintiff Rasulwas at the same time in Pakistan
visiting his family with the expectation « continuing his degree course in computer
science degree within the month. Prior to the wedding in Pakistan, in October 2001,
Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed crossed the border into Afghanistan in order to offer
help in the ongoing humanitarian crisis. After the bombing in Afghanistan began,
Plaintiffs Rasul, lgbal and Ahmed tried to returnto Pakistan but were unable to do so
because the border had been closed. Plaintiffs never engaged in any terrorist activity or
took up arms against the United States.

36. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed never engaged in combat against the
forces of the United States ar any other entity. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahrned never
conducted any terrorist activity or conspired, intended, or plannedto conduct any such
activity. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed never belonged to Al Qaeda or any. other
terrorist organization.

Detention in Afghanistan

37.  On November 28, 2001, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were captured
and detained by forces loyal to General Rashid Dosturn, an Uzbek warlord who was
aligned with the United States.

38. NoU.S. forces were presentwhen Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were
detained. Therefore, no U.S. forces could have had any information regarding Plaintiffs

other than that supplied by the forces of General Dostum, who were known to be
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unreliable and who were receiving a per head bounty of, on informationand belief, up to
$35,000.

39. With U.S. military forces present, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed, along
with 200 to 300 others, were crammed into metal containers and transported by truck to
Sherbegan prison in Northerm Afghanistan. General Dostum’s forces fired holes into the
sides of the containers with machine guns, striking the persons inside. Plaintiff Igbal
- was struck in his arm, which would later become infected. Followingthe nearly 18-hour
journey to Sherbegan prison, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were among what they
estimate to have been approximately 20 survivors inthe container.

40. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were held in Sherbegan by General
Dostum’s forces for about one month, where they were exposed to extremely cold
conditions without adequate clothing, confined to tigh! spaces, and forced to ration food.
Prison conditions were filthy. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahrned and other prisoners
suffered from amoebic dysentery and were infestedwith lice.

41. In late December 2001, the ICRC visited with Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and
Ahmed and informed them that the British Embassy in Islamabad, Pakistan had been
advised of their situation and that embassy officials would soon be in contact with
Plaintiffs.

42. On December 28, 2001, U.S. Special Forces arrived at Sherbegan and
were informed of the identities d Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahred.

43. General Dosturn’s troops chained Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed and
marched them through the main gate of the prison, where US. Special Forces

surrounded them at gunpoint.
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44, From December 28, 2001 until their release in March 2004, Plaintiffs
Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were in the exclusive physical custody and control of the
United States military. Infreezingtemperatures, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were
stripped of their clothes, searched, and photographed naked while being held by
Defendant John Does, two U.S. Special Forces soldiers. American military personnel
took Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmedto a room for individual interrogations. Plaintiff
Rasul was bound hand and foot with plastic cuffs and forced onto his knees before an
American soldier n uniform. Both Plaintifis Rasul and Igbal were interrogated
immediately and without knowledge of their interrogators’ identities. Bath were
questioned at gunpoint. While Plaintiff Igbal was interrogated, Defendant John Doe
held a9mm pistol physically touching his temple. At no time were Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal
and Ahmed afforded counsel or given the opportunity to contact their familiee.

45.  Following their interrogations, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were led
outside where a Defendant John Doe immediately covered their eyes by putting
sandbags over their heads and applyingthick maskingtape. They were placed side-by-
side, barefoot in freezing temperatures, with only light clothing, for at least three to four
hours. While hooded and taped, Plaintiffs Rasul, lgbal and Ahmed were repeatedly
threatened with beatings and death and were beaten by a number of Defendant John
Does, U.S. military personnel. Plaintift Igbal estimates that he was punched, kicked,
slapped, and struck by US military personnel with rifle butts at least30 ar 40 times.

46.  Thereafter, Plainiiffs Rasul, lgbal and Ahmed were placed in trucks with
other detainees and transportedto an airport about 45 minutes away.

47.  Plaintiffs Rasul and Igbal were led onto one plane and Plaintiff Ahmed was

led onto a second plane. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed, still hooded with their
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hands tied behind their backs and their legs tied in plastic cuffs, were fastened to a
metal belt attached to the floor & each aircraft. The soldiers instructed Plaintiffs Rasul,
Ighal and Ahmed to keep their legs straight out in front of them as they sat. The position
was extremely painful. When any of Plaintiffs or other detainees tried to moveto relieve
the pain, an unknown number of Defendant John Does struck Plaintiffs and others with
rifle butts. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were flown by the US. military to
Kandahar.

48. Upon arrival in Kandahar, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed, still covered
with hoods, were led out of the planes. A rope was tightly tied around each of their right
amms, connectingthe detainees together.

49. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed, who were still without shoes, were
forced to walk for nearly an hour in the freezing cold, causing them to sustain deep cuts
on their feet and rope burns on their right amms.

50. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were herded into a tent, where soldiers
forced them to kneel with their legs bent double and their foreheads touching the
ground. With their hands and feet still tied, the position was difficult to maintain.
Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were repeatedly and viclently beaten by Defendant
John Does, US soldiers. Each was asked whether he was a member of Al Qaeda and
when each responded negatively, each was punched violently and repealedly by
soldiers. When Plaintiffs Rasul lgbal and Ahmed identified themselves as British
nationals, Defendants John Doe soldiers insisted they were "not white" but "black” and
accordingly could not be British. The soldiers continuedto beat them.

51.  Plaintiffs Rasul, lgbal and Ahmed were "processed” by American soldiers,

and had plastic numbered wristbands placed on their wrists. Soldiers kicked Plaintiff
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Rasul, assigned the number 78, several times during this process. Arneriian soldiers
cut off his clothes and conducted a body. cavity search. He was then led through an
open-air maze constructed ofbarbed wire. Plaintiffs Igbal, assigned number 79, and
Ahmed, assigned number 102, experiencedthe same inhumane treatment.

52. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed, dehydrated, exhausted, disoriented,
and fearful, were summoned by number for interrogation. When called, each was
shackled and ledto an interrogationtent. Their hoods were removed and they were told

to sit on the floor. An armed soldier stood behind them out of their line of sight. They
were told that if they movedthey would be shot.

53. After answering questions as to their backgrounds, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal
and Ahmed were each photographed by soldiers. They were fingerprinted and a swab
from their mouth and hairs plucked from their beards were taken for DNA identification.

54. An American soldier questioned Plaintiff Iqbal a second time. Plaintiff
Ighal was falsely accused by the interrogator of being a member of Al Qaeda.
Defendant John Does, US soldiers, punched and kicked Plaintiff Igbal in the back and
stomach before he was dragged to another tent.

55.  Personnel believed by Plaintiffs to be British military personnel later
interrogated Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed, with US soldiers present.  Plaintiffs
Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed ware falsely accused of being members of the Al Muhajeroon.
During the interrogation, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were threatened by
Defendant John Does, armed American soldiers, with further beatings if they did not
admit to various false statements.

56. Plaintiffs Rasul and Ahmed slept in a tent with about 20 other detainees.

Plaintiff Igbal was in another tent. The tents were surrounded by barbed wire.
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Detainees were not allowed to talk and were forced to sleep on the ground. American
soldiers woke the detainees hourly as part of a systematic effort to deprive them &
sleep.

57.  Defendant John Does, interrogators and guards, frequently used physical
violence and unmuzzled dogs to threaten and intimidate Plaintiffs Rasul, lgbal and
Ahmed and other detainees duringthe interrogations.

58. At or around midnight of January 12 or 13, 2002, US army personnel
entered the tent of Plaintiffs Rasul and Anmed. Both were made to lie on the ground,
were shackled, and rice sacks were placed over their heads. They were led to another
tent, where Defendant John Does, US soldiers, removed their clothes and forcibly
shaved their beards and heads. The forced shaving was not intended for hygiene
purposce, but rather was, on information and belief, designed to distress and humiliate
Plaintiffs given their Muslimfaith, which requires adult males to maintain beards.

59. Plaintiff Rasul was eventually taken outside where he could hear dogs
barking nearby and soldiers shouting, “Get ‘em boy.” He was then given a cavity search
and photographed extensively white naked before being given an orange uniform.
Soldiers handcuffed Plaintiff Rasul's wrists and ankles before dressing him in black
thermal gloves, dark goggles, earmuffs, and a facemask. Plaintiff Rasul was then left
outside fix hours in freezing temperatures.

60. Plaintiff Igbal, who was in another tent, experienced similar treatment of
being led from his tent to be shaved and stripped naked.

61.  Plaintiffs Rasul and Igbal were escorted onto large cargo planes. Still
shackled and wearing facemasks, both were chained to the floor with no backrests.

They were forced by Defendant John Does to sit in an uncomfortable position for the
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entire flight to Guantanarno (of approximately eighteen to twenty hours) and were not
allowed to move or given access to toilet facilities.

62.  Plaintiff Ahmed remained in Kandahar for another month. American
soldiers interrogated him four more times. Sleep-deprived and malnourished, Plaintiff
Ahmed was also interrogated by British agents who, on information and belief were
from the British intelligence agency, MI5, and he was falsely told that Plaintiffs Rasul
and Igbal had confessed in Cubato allegations & membership in the Al Muhajeroon.
He was told that he could return to the United Kingdom in exchange for admitting to
vanious accusations. Distraught, fearful of further beatings and abuse, and without
benefit « contact with family or counsel, Plaintiff Ahmed made various false
confessions. Plaintiff Ahmed was thereafter transported to Guantanamo.

63, As noted above, Plaintiff Al-Harith was being held in custody by the
Taliban in Southern Afghanistan as a suspected British spy. He was interrogated and
beaten by Taliban troops. When the Taliban government fell, Plaintiff Al-Harith was in a
Taliban prison. He contacted the British Embassy through the ICRC and by satellite
phone and was assured he would be repatriated to. Britain. Two days before his
scheduled repatriation, US forces informed him that he was being detained and taken to
Kandahar, where he was held in a prison controlled by US forces and interrogatedand
beaten by US troops. Plaintiff Al Harithwas flown to Guantdnamo from Kandahar on or
about February 11,2002.

64.  Prior to take-off, Plaintiff Al-Harith, like Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed,
was hooded and shackled; mittens were placed on his hands and earphones over his

ears. Chaing were then placed around his legs, waist and the earphones. The chains
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cut into his ears Goggles were placed on his eyes and a medical patch that, on

information and belief, contained muscle relaxant was applied.

Captivity and Conditions at Camp X-Rav. Guantdnamo

65.  Plaintiffs Rasul and Igbal were transported to Guantanamo inmid-January
2002. Plaintiffs Ahmed and Al-Harith were transporied there approximately one month
later. During the trip, DefendantJohn Does, US soldiers, kicked and punched Plaintii
Ahmed more than twenty times. Plaintiff Al-Harith was punched, kicked and elbowed
repeatedly and was threatened with more violence.

86.  Upon arrival at Guantdnamo, Plaintiffs were placed on a barge to get to
the main camp. Defendant John Does, US Marines on the barge, repeatedly beat all
the detainees, including Plaintiffs, kicking, slapping, elbowing and punchingdetainees in
the body and head. The Marines annhounced repeatedly, "You are arriving at your final
destination," and, "You are now property of the United States Marine Corps.”

67. Plaintiffs were taken to Camp X-Ray, the prison camp for detainees.
Soldiers forced all four Plaintiffs on arrival to squat outside in.stress positions in.the
extreme heat. Plaintiffs and the other detainees had their goggles and hoods removed,
but they had to remainwith their eyes closed and were not allowed to speak.

68. Plaintiff lgbal, still shackled and goggled, fell over and started shaking.
Plainlill Igbal was then given a cavily seaich arid lransported lo anvther area for
processing, including fingerprinting, DNA sampling, photographs, and another
wristband.

69. Plaintiff Rasulwas forced to squat outside for six to seven hours and went
through similar processing.  Unmuzzled barking dogs were used to intimidate Plaintiff

Rasul and others. At one point, Defendant John Doe, a soldier from a unit known as the
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Extreme Reaction Force (ERF), repeatedly kicked Plaintiff Rasul in the back and used a
riot shield to slam him against a wall.

70. After processing, Plaintiis were placed in wire cages of about 2 meters by
2 meters. Conditions were cruel, inhuman and degrading.

71.  Plaintiffs were forced to sit in their cells in total silence for extended
periods. Once a week, for two minutes, Plaintiffs were removed from their cells and
showered. They were then returned to their cells. Once a week, Plaintiffs were
permittedfive minutes recreation while their hands remained chained.

72. Plaintiffswere exposed to extreme heat during the day, as their cells were
situated in the direct sunlight,

73. Plaintiffs were deliberately fed inadequate quantities of food, keepingthem
in a perpetual state of hunger. Much of the food consisted of “MRE’s” (meals ready to
eat), which were ten to twelve years beyond their usable date. Plaintiffs were served
out of date powdered eggs and milk, stale bread from which the mold had been picked
out and fruit that was black and rotten.

74. Plaintiffs and other detainees were forced to kneel each time a guard
came into their cells.

75.  Plaintiffs at night were exposed to powerful floodlights, a purposeful tactic
to promote sleep deprivation among the detainees. Plaintiffs and the other detainees
were prohibited from putting covers over their heads to block out the light and were
prohibitedfrom keepingtheir arms beneath the covers.

76. Plaintiffs were constantly threatened at Camp X-Ray, with guards stating
on multiple occasions, ‘We could kill you at any time; the world doesn’'t know you're

here: we could kill you and no one would know.”
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77. Plaintiff Al-Harith was taken to the medical clinic and was told that his
blood pressure was too high. He was given, on information and belief, muscle relaxant
pills and an injection of an unspecified substance.

78. On various occasions, Plaintiffs’ efforts to pray were banned or
interrupted. Plaintiffs were never given prayer mats and did not initially receive copies
of the Koran. Korans were provided to them after approximately a month. On one
occasion, a guard in Plaintiff Ahmed's cellblocknoticed a copy o the Koran on the floor
and kicked it. On another accasion, a guard threw a copy  the Koran in a toilet
bucket. Detainees, including Plaintiffs, were alsa at times preventedfrom calling out the
call to prayer, with American soldiers either silencing the person who was issuing the
prayer call or playing loud music to drown out the call to prayer. This was part of a
continuing pattern of disrespect and contempt for Plaintiffs’ religious beliefs and
practices.

Interrogation at Camp X-Ray

79.  Plaintiffs were extensively interrogatedat Camp X-Ray.

80. During interrogations, Plaintiffs were typically “long shackled,” whereby
their legs were chained using a large padlock. The shackles had sharp edges that
scraped the skin, and all Plaintiffs experienced deep cuts on and around their ankles,
resulting in scarring and continuing chronic pain. During the interrogations, Plaintiffs
were shackled and chained to the floor. Plaintiffs were repeatedly urged by American
interrogators to. admit that they were fighters who went to. Afghanistan for “jihbad.” In
return, Plaintiffs were promised that if they confessed to these false assertions, they

could return to the United Kingdom. Plaintiff lgbal, wha was interrogated five times by
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American forces over three months at Camp X-Ray, was repeatedly encouraged and
coerced to admitto having been a "fighter.”

81.  Plaintiff Al-Harith was interrogated approximately ten times at Camp X-
Ray. He was interrogated by both British and American authorities. On one occasion,
an interrogator asked Plaintiff Al-Harith to admit that he went to Pakistanto buy drugs,
which was not true,  On another occasion, Plaintiff Al-Harith was told that there was a
new terrorism law that would permit the authorities to put his tamily out in the street it
Plaintiff Al-Harith did not admit to being a drug dealer or afighter. On another occasion,
interrogators promised money, a car, a house and a job if he admitted those things. As
they were not true, he declined to admit them.

82. Following Plaintiff Ahmeds first several interrogations at Camp X-Ray, he
was isolated in a cellblock where there were only Arabic speakers. Plaintiff Ahmed,
who does not speak Arabic, was unable to communicate with anyone other than
interrogators and guards for approximately five months.

Conditions at Camp Delta

83.  Around May 2002, Plaintiffs were transferredto Camp Delta.

84. At notime were Plaintiffs advised as to why they were being transferred,
for what purpose they were detained, why they were considered "unlawful combatants,”
and what medical andlegal rescurces might be available.

85. At Camp Delta, Plaintiffs were housed in mesh cages that were
subdivided from a larger metal container. There was little to no privacy and the cages
provided little shelter from the heat during the day or the cold at night. The cages

quickly rusted because d the sea air. The cells contained metal slabs at waist height;
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detainees could not sit on the slabs because their legs would dangle off and become
numk. There was not enough roomin the cells to pray.

86. Constant reconstruction work and large electric generators, which ran 24
hours a day, were used as part of a strategic effort to deprive Plaintiffs and others of
sleep. Lights were often left on 24 hours a day.

87.  Plaintiffs Rasul and Igbal were in the same cellblock. Plaintiff Ahmed was
placed in isclation for about one month. There was no explanation given as to why
Plaintiff Ahmed had been placed in isolation. Followingthis period, he was placed in a
different cell and interrogated by mostly American interrogators who repeatedly asked
him the same questions for six months,

88.  Aifter six months at Camp Delta, Plaintiff Ahmed was moved to a cell
directly opposite Plaintiff Rasul. Plaintiff lgbal was placed in isolation for about one
month. Again, no explanation was given for the arbitrary placement in isolation.

89. Plaintiff Ahmed was repeatedly disciplined with periods of isolation for
such behavior as complaining aboutthe foed and singing.

90. Plaintiff lgbal, after about one month at Camp Delta, was moved to
isolation and given smaller food portions because it was believed he was belittling a
military policeman. He was disciplined with another week of isolation when he wrote
"have a nice day"” on a Styrofoam cup.

91.  After his last period of isolation, Plaintiff Igbalwas movedto a block which
housed only Chinese-speaking detainees. During his time there, he was exposed to
aggressive interrogation. After being there for months, Plaintiff Igbal's mental condition

deteriorated further.
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92. Plaintiff Al-Harith was put into isolation for refusing to wear a wristband.
Plaintiff Al-Harith was also placed in isolation for writing the fetter "D" on a Styrofoam
cup. The isolation block was freezing cold as cold air was blown through the block
twenty-four hours a day. The isolation cell was pitch black as the guards claimed the
lights were not working.  Plaintiff Al-Harith was placed 1 isolation a second time around
Christmas 2002 for refusingto take an unspecified injection. When he refused, the ERF
was brought in and Plaintiff Al-Hanth was "ERFed": he was beaten, forcibly injected and
chained in a hogtied position, with his stomach on the floor and his arms and legs
chained together above him. The ERF team jumped on his legs and back and kicked
and punched Plaintiff Al-Harith, Plaintiff Al-Hanth was then placed in isolation for
approximately a month, deprived at various intervals of soap, toothpaste or a
toothbrush, blankets or toilet paper. He was also deprived of a Koran during this
second periodd isolation.

93. On information and belief, “ERFings,” i.e., the savage beatings
administered by the ERF teams, were videotaped on a regular basis and should be
available as evidence of the truth of the allegations contained herein.

94. The Camp Delta routine included compulsory "recreation” twice a week for
fieen minutes. Attendance was enforced by the ERF. As soon as fifteen minutes had
passcd, detainees were immediately returned to their cells. Plaintiff Rasul noted that
one would be forced to return to his cell evenif inthe middle of prayers.

95. Around August 2002, medical corps personnel offered Plaintiffs Rasul,
Igbal and Ahmed injections of an unidentified substance. Plaintiis. Rasul, Igbal and
Ahmed, like most detainees, refused. Soon after, Defendant John Does, the medical

corps, returned with the ERF team. The ERF team members were dressed in padded
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gear, thick gloves, and helmets. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were shackled and
restrained with their arms and legs bent backwards while medical corps pulled up their
sleeves to injecttheir arms with an unidentified drug that had sedative effects.

96. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed received these injections against their
will on approximately a dozen occasions. Plaintiff’ Al-Harith received @ ar 10 compulsory
injectionson six separate occasions.

97.  Plaintiff Igbal was deprived of his Koran and other possessions. His
hands were shackled in front of him. When Plaintiff Igbal looked back, a guard pushed
him in the corner. There Defendant.John Does punched him repeatedlyin the face and
kneed him in his thigh.

Isolation and Interrogations at Camp Delta

98. Imterrogation booths either had a miniature camera hidden in them or a
one-way glass window. Thus, on information and belief, some or all of the
interrogations of Plaintiffs and other detainees are recorded and are available as
evidence of the truth of Plaintiffs’ allegations herein.

99.  In December 2002, a tiered reward system was introduced at Camp Delta,
whereby detainees were placed on different levels ar tiers depending on their level of
co-operationand their behavior at the camp.

100. Interrogators and guards frcqucntly promised to provide ar threatened to
withdraw of essential items such as blankets or toothpaste — referred to as "comfort
items” — in order to coerce detainees into providing information. The truthful assertion
that Plaintiffs had no informationto give did not result in the provision o "comfort items."
To the contrary, the interrogators demanded that |he Plaintiffs confess to false

allegations and promised "comfort items” in exchange.
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101.  Isolation of detainees was frequently used as a technique to "wear down”
detainees priorto interrogation. There were two primary ways in which prisoners would
be placed in isolation: (1) for punishment, for a set period of time for a specific reason;
or (2} for interrogation, with no specific time limit.

102.  Between October 2002 and May 2003, Plaintiff Rasul was interrogated
about five or sixtimes. Most of the interrogations involvedthe same questions that had
been asked before. InApril 2003, Plaintifis Rasul and Igbal were given polygraphtests
andwere led to believe that they might be allowedto return home if they passed.

103.  After two hours of questioning as to whether he was a member of Al
Qaeda, Plaintiff Rasulwas returnedto his cell. Two weeks later, he was interrogated by
a woman who may have been army personnel in civilian clothing. She informed him
that he had passed. the polvgraph test. Plaintift Rasul was transferred to a different
cellblock and informed by interrogators that they had videos which proved that he and
Plaintiffs Igbal and Ahmed were members of Al Qaeda and linked to the September 11
attacks.

104. A week later, Plaintiff Rasul was transferred to an isolation block, called
“November.” Plaintiff Rasul asked the army sergeant why he was being moved and
was informed that the order was from the interrogators. Plaintiff Rasul was placed ina
metal cell. To make 'he conditions of confinement continuously debilitating, the air
conditioning was turned off during the day and turned on high at night. Temperatures
were near 100 degrees during the day and 40 degrees at night. The extremes o heat
and cold were deliberately. utilized to intimidate, discomfort and break down prisoners.
For one week, Plaintiff Rasulwas held in isolationwithout interrogation. Later, he was

taken to a room and “short shackled and placed in an extremely cold room for six to
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seven hours. Short shackling consists of chainingthe ankles and wrists closely together
to force the detainee into a contorted and painful position. He was unable to move inthe
shackles and was not afforded an opportunity to go to the bathroom. He was hardly
able to walk and suffered severe back pains. He was taken back to his cell without
explanation.

105. The next day Plaintiff Rasul was "short shackled” and chained to the floor
again for interrogation by an US Amy intelligence officer named Bashir, also known as
Danny. He was shown photographs of three men who were supposedly Plaintiffs
Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed with a man purportedio be Mohammed Alta. Plaintiff Rasul
repeatedly and truthfully denied being the person in the photograph. Further, he
repeatedly and truthfully denied any involvement with Al Qaeda or the September 11
attacks. Qn five or six more occasions, Plaintiff Rasul was interrogated in similar
fashion. Duringthese interrogations, Plaintiff Rasulwas not provided with food and was
not permittedto pray.

106. Following the first interrogation, on five or six occasions, Plaintiff Rasul
was removed from his cell and brought back to the interrogation block for intervals of
about four or five days at a time. He was repeatedly "short shackled,” exposed to
extremely loud rock or heavy metal music, and left alone in the interrogationroom for up
to 13 hours in the "long shackle” position.

107.  During this period, a Marine captain and other soldiers arrived at Plaintiff
Rasul's cell to transfer him to another block, where he would remain in isolation for
another two months without "comfort tems.”

108. On one occasion, Plaintiff Rasul was brought to the interrogation room

from isolation to be questioned by interrogators from the Criminal Investigations Division
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{(CID). These interrogators, identified as "Drew" and "Terry," informed Plaintiff Rasul
that they were going to begin military tribunals.

* 109.  After continued interrogations as to his alleged presence in a photograph
with Osama Bin Laden, Plaintiff Rasul explained that he was working in England and
going to college at the time the photographwas taken. Plaintiff Rasultold interrogators
his place of employment at an English electronics shop and his attendance at University
o Central England and implored interrogators to corroborate what he was telling them.
The interrogators insisted he was lying, To Plaintiff's knowledge, no effort was made to
find corroborating information which would have confirmed that Plaintiff Rasulwas living
in England at the time ¢f the alleged meetingwith Bin Ladeninthe photograph.

110.  About a month after his second isolation period, Plaintiff Rasul was "long
shackled” and placed in a room, where he was met by Bashir and a woman drcsocd in
civilian clothing. Bashir informed Plaintiff Rasul that the woman had come from
Washington to show him a video of an Osama Bin Laden rally in Afghanistan. After the
woman showed Plaintiff Rasul a portion & the video, she asserted that it showed
Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed sitting down with Bin Laden. The woman interrogator
urged Plaintiff Rasulto admit that the allegation was true, butthe persons in the video
were not the Plaintiffs. Plaintiff Rasul continued truthfully to deny involvement. He was
threatened that if he did not confess, he would be returned to isolation. Having been in
isolation for five to six weeks, with the result that he was suffering from extreme mental
anguish and disorientation, Plaintiff falsely confessed that he was inthe video.

111.  Plaintiff Rasul was then returned to isolation for another five to six weeks.

During that period he had no contact with any human being except with guards and

-33.

11-L-0559/0SD/038362



interrogators who questioned him regarding the identity o certain individuals in
photographs.

112.  Plaintiff Rasul was then transferred to another cellblock, where both
Plaintiffs Igbal and Ahmed were being held. Here, Plaintiff Rasul was denied “cemfort
items” and exercise privileges.

113.  Around mid-Augustof 2003, Plaintiff Rasul was moved within Camp Delta
and placed in anolher cell block without explanation. After about two weeks, Plaintiff
Rasul was taken to a building known as the "Brown Building" and was informed by an
amy intelligence interrogator named "James" that he would soon be moving to a cell
next to Plaimtiffs Igbal and Ahmed.

114.  Following the meeting with the army intelligence interrogator, Plaintiff
Rasul was brought to "Kilo Block" the ncxt day, where Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed
were reunited and able to speak with one another.

118.  Forthe next two weeks, Plaintiffs Rasul, lgbal and Ahmed were broughtin
successionto be questionedby an amy intelligence officer, known only as "James,” as
to their purportedinvolvement inthe 2000 video of Bin Laden.

116.  Onone occasion, Plaintiff Rasulwas administered a voice stress analyzer
test by "James."

117.  After his lastinterrogationby "James," Plaintiff Rasul was informed that he
would soon be turned over to Navy. Intelligence. Before that, however, in September
2003, Plaintiff Rasul was further interrogated. He was brought into an interrogation
room for eight hours. He was denied requests to pray and to have food or water. The
following day, British officials questioned Plaintiff Rasul. Plaintiff Rasul informed an

official,who gave the name "Martin," that he had been kept inisolationfor three months
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without cause and had severe knee pain from the lack of exercise. Later that evening,
Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were taken to what was, on informationand belief, a
CIA interrogation block.

118.  Plaintiffs continued to be held in the Kilo Black and were occasionally
brought in for interrogationby a navy intelligenceofficer who gave the name "Romeo.”

119.  Plaintiff Igbalwas treated in a manner similar to the other Plaintiffs.

120.  Plaintiff Igbal was interrogated on several occasions, sometimes for as
long as eight hours.

121.  The typical routine was to be "short shackled" and placed in an extremely
cold room.

122.  PlaintiffIgbal was relegated to Level 4, the harshest level, for about two
woaels, with virtually no "comfort items.” Soon after, he was placed in isolation on the
instruction of intelligence officers.

123.  Plaintiff Igbal's isolation cell was covered in human excrement. Plaintiff
Igkbal had no scap or towels and could not clean the cell. He was unable to sit
anywhere.

124.  Plaintiff Igbalwas interrogated periodically to review photographs. Cn one
occasion, he was placed in a "short shackled" position and ldft in a room with the air
conditioning turned down to 40°. Plaintiff Igbal was left in the "short shackle™ positionfor
about three hours. Then, Defendant John Doe, an interrogator calling himself “Mr.
Smith," entered the room and teased Plaintiff Igbal about the temperature. “Mr. Smith”
told Plaintiff Igbal that he was able to get anything Plaintiff Igbal wanted. "Mr. Smith”
then pulled out pornographic magazines and taunted him.  Plaintiff Igbal refused to talk

to “Mr. Smith." “"Mr. Smith” left Plaintiff Igbal alone for another three or four hours in the
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frigid room. Inthat one day, Plaintiff Igbal had been "short shackled"for. seven to eight
hours. Upon returningto his cell, he became ill with flu and requested medication. One
of the military. police officers, Defendant John Doe, denied him medication, and
informed himthat he was acting under orders from intelligence.

125. The next day, a Marine Captain and about 15 soldiers escorted Plaintiff
Igbal to another isolation block. He was left there for several days. Prior to his
interrogation, Plaintiff Igbal was "short shackled" and then introducedto an interrogator
who gave the name "James". Because the pain from the shackling became
excruciating, Plaintiff Igbal began to scream. After about three or four hours, "James”
unshackled him.

126.  After three days, Plaintiff Igbal was taken to the "Brown Building,” where
hc was "long shackled” and It in a room with strobe lighting and very loud music
played repeatedly, making it impossible for him to think or sleep. After about an hour,
Plaintiff Igbal was taken back to his eell.

127. The next day, Plaintiff Igbalwas "short shackled" in the interrogation room
for five or six hours before later being interrogated by "Drew,” who identified himself as
an agent from CID. Plaintiff Igbal was shown photographs, but refusedto look at them.
He was "short shackled" for about four or five hours more. After a while, he was unable
to bear the conditions and falsely confessed that he was pictured inthe photographs.

128.  Four days later, agents from the FBI interrogated Plaintiff Igbal about his
activities in 2000.

129.  Plaintiffigbal remained in isolation and was gquestioned at one point by a
military intelligence officer giving the name of 'OJ." Soldiers threatened him with further

beatings if he did not answer the questions.
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130. Plaintii Ahmed was interrogated on numerous occasions, particularly with
respect to his knowledge of the Bin Laden video. He was interrogated every three or
four days, and the typical procedure was that he was first "short shackled” and placed in
a freezing roomwith loud music for several hours.

131. Before arriving at Guantaname, Plaintiff Ahrned was seriously sleep-
deprived and malnourished. He was the first of the Plaintiffs to admit to various false
accusations by Interrogators.

132.  Upon Plaintiff Ahmed's arrival at Camp Delta, he was placed in isolation
for about one month. Following this period, he was placed in a different cell and
interrogated by mostly American interrogators who asked him Ihe same questions for
six months.

133.  Plaintiff Al-Harith also was given a e detector test approximately one year
into his detention which he was told he passed.

134.  Plaintiff Al-Harith on three or four occasions witnessed Defendant John
Does, military police, using an industrial strength hose to shoot strong jets of water at
detainees. He was hosed down on one occasion. A guard walked along the gangway
alternating the hose on each cell. Plaintiff Al-Harith was hosed down continuously for
approximately one minute. The pressure of the water forced him to the back of his cell.
The contents of his cell, including his bedding and Koran, were soaked.

135.  Plaintiff Rasul, inthe next cell, also had all the contents of his cell soaked.

136.  Inor around February 2004, Plaintiffs heard from military police that they
would be released and sent home soon. Before leaving Camp Delta, Plaintiffs all were
interrogated a final time. Plaintiffs were asked to sign statements admilting to

membership in Al Qaeda and participationin terrorist activity. Plaintiffs declined.
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137.  In March2004, Plaintiffs were released from Camp Delta and flown to the
United Kingdom.
Injuries

738.  Plainiiffs suffered and continue to suffer from the cruel, inhuman, and
degrading treatment they experienced during their detention. The "short shackling”
which Plaintiffs were exposed to resulted in deep cuts at their ankles, permanent
scarring, and chronic pain. Plaintiff Rasul has chronic pain in his knees and back.
Plaintiff Ahmed also suffers from pemmanent deterioration of his eyesight because of the
withhotding of requiredspecial lenses as "comfort items."

139.  Plaintiff Al-Harith suffers from severe and chronic pain in his knees from
repeatedly being forced onto his knees and pressed downwards by guards whenever he
left his cell, He also has experienced pain in his right elbow.

140.  Plaintiffs further suffer from acute psychological symptoms.

Developmentand Implementation of a Plan of Torture
and Other Physical and Psychological Mistreatment of Detainees

141.  The torture, threats, physical and psychological abusc inflioted upon
Plaintiffs were devised, approved, and implemented by Defendant Rumsfeld and other
Defendants in the military chain of command. These techniques were intended as
interrogation techniques fo be used on defainees.

142. It B well-established that the use of force in interrogation is prohibited by
domestic and international law. The United States Army. strictly prohibits the use of
such techniques and advises ifs interrogators that their use may lead to criminal

proaccution. Army Field Manual 34-52, Ch. 1, "Intelligence Interrogation,” provides:
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ik Against Ise of Force

The use d force, mental torture, threats, insults, a exposure to
unpleasant and inhumane treatment of any kind is prohibited by
law and is neither authorized nor condoned by the US
Government.... The psychological techniques and principles
outlined should neither be confused with, nor construed to be
synonymous with, unauthorized techniques such as brainwashing,
mental torture, ¢or any other form of mental coercion to include
drugs. These techniques and principles are intended to serve as
guides in abtaining the wiling cooperation of a source. The
absence of threats in interrogation is intentional, as their
enforcement and use normally constitute violations of
international law and may result in prosecuffon. (Emphasis
supplied).

143.  Further, accordingto Field Manual 34-52, ch. 1: ‘Experience indicates that
the use of force i not necessary 1o gain the cooperation of sources for interrogation.
Therefore, the use d force Is a poor technique, as it yields unreliable results, may
damage subsequent collection efforts, and can induce the source to say whatever he
thinks the interrogator wants to hear.”

144.  Army Field Manual 27-10, ‘The Law of Land Warfare,” summarizes the
domestic and internationallegal rules applicable to the conduct of war. Field Manual
27-10 recognizes the following sources of the law of war:

The law of war is derived from two principal sources:

a Lawmaking Treaties (or Conventions),such as the Hague
and Geneva Conventions.

b. Custom, Although some of the law of war has not been
incorporated in any treaty or convention to which the United
States is a party, this body of unwritten or customary law is
firmly established by the custom of nations and well defined
by recognized authorities on international law.

IdatCh 1§l
145, In spite of the prohibitions on the use of force, threats, and abuse in

the Army Field Manual, and # clear acknowledgement that their use violates
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internationaland domestic law, Defendant Rumsfeld approved techniques that were
inviolation of those prohibitions and thus knowingly violated the rights of Plaintiffs.

146. Ina press release dated June 22, 2004, Defendant Rumsfeld admitted
that beginning December 2, 2002, he personally authonzed the use of interrogation
techniques that are not permitted under FM 34-52. Further, in the press release,
Defendant Rumsfeld admits that he personally was consulted when certain of the
techniques were to be utilized.

147.  The techniques practiced on Plaintiffs = including beatings, "short
shackling,” sleep deprivation, injections of unknown substances, subjection to cold
or heat, hooding, stress positions, isolation, forced shaving, disruption d religious
practices, forced nakedness, intimidation with vicious dogs and threats — were
known to and approved by Defendant Rumsfeld and others in the military chain of
command.

148.  Aricle 3 common to all four Geneva Conventions requires that all
persons in the hands € an opposing force, regardless of their legal status, be
afforded certain minimum standards of treatment:

Persons taking no active part in the hostilities, including members of armed
forces who have laid down their arms and those placed hors de combat by
sickness, wounds, detention, or any other cause, shall in al circumstances be
treated humanely, without any adverse distinction founded on race, colour,
religion or faith, 2ex, birth a wealth, or any other similar criteria.

To this end the following acts are and shall remain prohibited at any time and

in any place whalsoever with respectto the above-mentioned persons:

(ay Violence to life and person, in particular murder of all kinds, mutilation,
crueltreatment and torture:

bk

(c)  Outrages upon personal dignity, in particular, humiliating and degrading
treatment.
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149. The Third Geneva Conventiond 1849, Art. 130, bars the "willful killing,
torture or inhuman treatment . . . willfully causing great suffering or serious injury to
body or health” of any prisoner o war.

150, In February 2002, the White House issued a press release, which
advised:

The United States is treating and will continue to treat all of the
individuals detained at Guantanamo humanely and, to the extent
appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in a manner
consistent with the principles & the Third Geneva Convention of
1949.

The President has determined that the Geneva Convention applies.
to the Taliban detainees, but not to the al-Qaeda detainees. Al-
Qaeda is not a state party to the Geneva Convention; it is a foreign

terrorist group. As such, its members are not entitled to. POW
status.

151. On information and belicf, Dcfendanl Rumsfold and all Defendants
were aware of this statement o the President. Moreover, Defendant Rumsfeldknew
that this statement of policy was a departure from the previous pelicy of the United
States that the laws of war, including the Geneva Conventions, were always to be
honored. Defendant Rumsfeld knew that the Department of State and the uniformed
services took the generally recognized position that the Geneva Conventions could
not be abrogated or ignored.

152, flowever, Defendant Rumsfeld and others deliberated failed to
implement the Presidential Directive in any event. Defendant Rumsfeld and other
Defendants in the chain of command had no good faith basis for believing that
Plaintiffswere members of or affiliated with Al Qaeda in any way. Indeed, ihe policy
as announced was incoherent inthat Defendant Rumsfeld and the other defendants

had no way of knowing who was and who was not a member of Al Qaeda or the
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Taliban and Defendantstook no steps to implement any reliable fact-finding process
which might ascertain who was and who was not a member of Al Qaeda or the
Taliban, including in particular a “competent tribunal” as mandated by the Third
Geneva Convention, Ar. 5, U.S. military regulations and long standing practice of
the US. armed forces

153. Defendant Rumsfeld and all Defendants were aware that torture and
other mistreatment permpetrated under color of law violates domestic and
international law at.

154. Defendant Rumsfeld and all Defendants were aware that Plaintiffs
were tortured and otherwise mistreated or knew they would be tortured and
otherwise mistreated while in military custody in Afghanistan and at Guantadnamo.

155. Dcfendnnt Rumsfeld and all Defendants took no steps fo prevent the
infliction of torture and other mistreatment to which Plaintiffs were subjected.

156.  Defendant Rumsfeld and all Defendants authorized and encouraged the
infliction of torture and other mistreatment against Plaintiis..

157. Defendant Rumsfeld and al Defendants were aware that prolonged
arbitrary detention violates customary international law.

188, Defendant Rumsfeld and all Defendants authorized and condoned the

prolonged arbitrary detention o Plaintiffs.

Count |
ALIEN TORT STATUTE
Prolonged Arbitrary Detention
159, Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege lhe allegations contained in paragraphs 1

through 158 of this Complainl as if fully set forth herein.
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160. As stated by the Supreme Court of the United States, the allegations
contained herein “unquestionably describe ‘custody in violation of the Constitution or
laws or treaties of the United States.” Rasul v. Bush, 124 S. Ct. 2686, 2698, n.15
(2004) (citation omitted) (Plaintiffs Rhuhel Ahmed and Asif Igbal were also Plaintiffs in
that case).

161.  Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were unarmed and were detained in a
prison camp operated by non-U.S. forces and Plaintiff Al-Harith had been detained and
mistreated by the Taliban as a suspected British spy and was trapped in a war zone
when Defendants took physical custody of their persons. Plaintiffs never engaged in
combat, carried arms, or. parlicipated in terrorist activity or conspired with any terrorist
person or organization. Defendants could have had no good-faith reasonto believe that
they had done so.

162. The Plaintiffs were detained under the exclusive custody and control of
Defendants for over two years without due process, access to counsel or family, or a
single charge of wrongdoing being levied against them.

163. The acts described herein constitute prolonged arbitrary detention in
violation of the law cE nations under the Alien Tort Statute, 28 USC. §1350, in that the
acts violated customary international law prohibiting prolonged arbitrary detention as
reflected, expressed, and defined in multilateral treaties and other international
instruments, internationaland domestic judicial decisions, and other authorities.

164. Defendants are liable for said conduct in that Defendants participated in,
set the conditions, directly and/or indirectly facilitated, ordered, acquiesced, confirmed,
ratified, aided and abetted and/or conspired together in bringing about the prolonged

arbitrary detention of Plaintiffs.
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165. Defendant's unlawful conduct deprived Plaintiffs of their freedom, &
contact with their families, friends and communities. As a result, Plaintiffs suffered
severe psychologicalabuse and injuries.

166, Plaintiffs are entitled to monetary damages and other relief to be
determinedat trial.

Countil
ALIEN TORT STATUTE
Torture

167.  Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege the allegations contained in paragraphs 1
through 158 of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

168. The acts described herein were inflicted deliberately and intentionally for
purposes which included, among 'others, punishing the Plaintiffs or intimidating them.
The alleged acts did not serve any legitimate intelligence-gatheringot other government
purpose, Instead, they were perpetraledto coerce, punish, and intimidate the Plaintiffs.
In any event, torture is not permitted as a legitimate government function under any
circumstances.

169. The acts described herein constitute torture in violation of the law o
nations under the Alien Tort Statute, 28 U.S.C. § 1350, in that the acts violated
customary international law prohibiting torture as reflected, expressed, and defined in
multilateral treaties and other international instruments, international and domestic
judicial decisions and other authorities.

170.  Defendants are liable for said conduct in that Defendants participated in,
set the conditions, directly and/or indirectly facilitated, ordered acquiesced, confirmed,
ratified and or/conspired together in bringing about the torture and other physical and

psychological abuse of Plaintiffs as described above.
-44 -

11-L-0559/0SD/038373



171.  Plaintiffs suffered severe, immediate and continuing physical and
psychological abuse as a result of the acts alleged herein. Plaintiffs continue to suffer
profound physical and psychologicaltrauma from the acts alleged herein.

172.  Plaintiffs are entitled to monetary damages and other relief to be
determined at trial.

Countilt
ALIENTORT STATUTE
Cruel, Inhumanor Degrading Treatment

173.  Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege the allegations contained in paragraphs 1
through 158 this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

174. The acts described herein had the intent and the effect of grossly
humiliating and debasing the Plaintiffs, forcing them to act against their will and

conscience, inciting fear and anguish, and breaking their physicaland moral resistance.

175. These acts includedinfer alia repeated severe beatings; the withholding of

food, water, and necessary medical care; sleep deprivation; lack of basic hygiene;
intentional exposure 1o extremes of heat and cold and the elements; continuous
isolation for a period of months; forced injections; sexual humiliation; intimidation with
unmuzzled dogs; deprivationof the rights to practice their religion and deaththreats.
176. The acts described herein constitute cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment in violation of the law of nations under the Alien Tort Statute, 28 U.S.C. §
1350, in that the acts violated customaty international law prohibiting cruel, inhuman or
degrading treatment as reflected, expressed, and defined in multilateral treaties and
other internationalinstruments, international and domestic judicial decisions and other

authorities.
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177. Defendants are liable for said conduct i that Defendants participated in,
set the conditions, directly and/or indirectly facilitated, ordered acquiesced, confirmed,
ratified, aided and abetted and/or conspired together in bringing about the cruel,
inhuman or degrading freatment of Plaintiffisas described above.

178.  Plaintiffs suffered severe immediate physical and psychological abuse as
a result of the acts alleged herein. Plaintiffs continue to suffer profound physical and
psychologicaltrauma from the acts alleged herein.

179. Plaintiffs are entitled to monetary damages and other relief to be
determined at trial.

Count IV
VIOLATION CF THE GENEVA CONVENTIONS

180.  Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege the allcgationo contained in paragraphs 1
through 158 of this Complaint as iffully set forth herein.

181.  As detailed herein, Plaintifis were held arbitrarily, tortured and otherwise
mistreated during their detention in violation of specific protections of the Third and
Fourth Geneva Conventions including but not limited to Article 3 common to all four
Geneva Conventions.

182,  Violations d the Geneva Conventions are direct treaty violations as well
as violations ofcustomary international law,

183. Defendants are liable for said conduct in that Defendants participated in,
set the conditions, directly and/or indirectly facilitated, ordered, acquiesced, confirmed,
ratified, aided and abetted and/or conspired together in bringing about the prolonged

arbitrary detention, torture, abuse and mistreatment of Plaintiffs as described above.
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184.  As a result of Defendants’ violations of the Geneva Conventions, Plaintiffs
are entitled to monetary damages and other relief to be determined at trial.
CoumV
CLAIMS UNDER THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES
Violation of the Eighth Amendment

185.  Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege the allegations contained in paragraphs 1
thorugh 158 of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

186. Defendants' actions alleged herein against imprisoned Plaintiffs violated
the. Eighth Amendment to tho United States Constiition.  Over the course of an
arbitrary and baseless incarcerationfxr more than two years, Defendants inflicted cruel
and unusual punishment on Plaintiffs. Despite never having been tried by any tribunal,
Plaintiffs and other detainees were repeatedly denounced as guilty of terrorist acts by
Defendant Rumsfeld, President Bush, Vice President Cheney and others. The acts of
cruel, inhuman or degrading unusual punishmentwere imposed based on this arbitrary
and impermissible declaration of guilt.

187. Defendants were acting under color of law of the United States at all times
pertinentto the allegations set forth above.

188. The Plaintiffs suffered severe physical and mental injuries as a result of
Defendants’ violations of the Eighth Amendment. They have also suffered present and
future economic damage.

188.  The actions of Defendants are actionable under Bivens v. Six_Unknown
Named Federal Aaents, 403 US. 388 (1971).

100. Dcfendants arc liablo for said conduct in that Dcfecndante participated in,

set the conditions, directly and/or indirectly facilitated, ordered, acquiesced, confirmed,

ratified, aided and abetted and/or conspired together in bringing about the prolonged
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arbitrary  detention, physical and psychological torture and abuse, and other
mistreatment of Plaintiffs as described above.

191.  Plaintiffs are entitled to monetary damages and other relief to be
determined at trial.

Count VI
CLAIMS UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONQF THE UNITED STATES
Violation of the Fifth Amendment

192.  Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege the allegations contained in paragraphs 1
through 158 of this Complaint as f fully set forth herein.

193. Defendants, actions alleged herein against Plaintiffs violated the Fifth
Amendment to the United States Constitution.

1941.  The arbitrary and baseless detention of Plaintiffs for more than two yecars
constituted a clear deprivation of their liberty without due process, in direct violation of
their Fifth Amendment rights.

195. The cruel, inhuman or degrading, and unusual conditions of Plaintiffs'
incarceration clearly violated their substantive rights to due process. See Citv of Revere

v. Mass, Gen. Hosp., 463 U.S.239, 244(1983).

196. Defendants’ refusalto permit Plaintiffs to consult with counsel ar 10 have
access to neutral tribunals to challenge the fact and conditions of their confinement
constitutedviolations of Plaintiffs’ procedural rights to due process.

197. The abusive conditions of Plaintiffs' incarceration served no legitimate

government purpose.
198. Defendants were acting under the color of the law of the United States at

alltimes pertinentto the allegations set forth above.
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199. The Plaintiffs suffered severe physical and mental injuries as a result of
Defendants’ violations of the Fifth Amendment. They have also suffered present and
future economic damage.

200. The actions of Defendants are actionable under Bivens v. Six_Unknown

Named Federal Aaents, 403 US . 388 (1971).

201, Defendants are liable for said conduct in that Defendants participated in,
set the conditions, directly and/or indirectly facilitated, ordered, acquiesced, confirmed,
ratified, aided and abetted and/or conspired together in bringing about the prolonged
arbitrary detention, physical and psychoiogical torture and abuse and other
mistreatmentof Plaintiffs as described above.

202. Plaintiffs are entitled to monetary damages and other relief to be
dctermincdat trial.

Count Vil
CLAIM UNDER THE RELIGIOUS FREEDOM RESTORATION ACT

203. Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege the allegations contained in paragraphs 1.
through 158 of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

204. Defendants' actions alleged herein inhibited and constrained religiously
motivated conduct central to Plaintiffs’ religious beliefs.

205. Defendants’ actions imposed a substantial burden on Plaintiffs’ abilities to
exercise and express their religious beliefs.

206. Defendants regularly and systematically engaged in practices specifically.
aimed at disrupting Plaintiffs’ religious practices. These acts included throwing a copy
of the Koran in a toilet bucket, prohibiting prayer, deliberately interrupting prayers,

playing loud rock music o interrupt prayers, withholding the Koran without reason or as
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punishment, forcing prisoners to pray with exposed genital areas, withholding prayer
mats and confining Plaintiffs under conditions where it was impossible or infeasible for
them to exercise their religious rights.

207. Defendants were acting under the calor of the law of the United States at
alltimes pertinent o the allegations set forth above.

208. The Plaintiffs suffered damages as a direct and proximate result of
Defendants' violations of the Religious Freedom RestorationAct, 42 U.S.C.A §§ 2000bb
et seq.

209. Defendants are liable lor said conduct in that Defendants participated in,
set the conditions, directly and/or indirectly facilitated, ordered, acquiesced, confirmed,
ratified, aided and abetted and/or conspired together in bringing about the denial,
disruption and interference with Plaintiffs’ religious practicos and botiofs as doseribod
above.

210.  Plaintiffs are entitled to monetary damages and other relief to be

determined at trial.
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WHEREFORE Plaintiffs each demand judgment against Defendants jointly
and severally, including compensatory damages in the amount of $10,000,000 each
{Ten Million Dollars), punitive damages, the costs of this action, including reasonable

attomeys’ fees, and such other and further relief as this Court may deem just and

proper.
Dated October 27,2004 m
BAACH ROBINSON & LEWIS
Eric L. Lewis D.C. Bar No. 394643
Jeffrey D. Robinson D.C. Bar No.376037
Lois J. Schiffer D.C. Bar. No. 56630
1201 F Street NW, Suite 500
_Washington. D.C. 20004
(b)(6)
Barbara Olshansky (NY 0057)
Jeffrey Fogel

Michael Ratner

CENTER FOR CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS
666 Broadway, 7" Floor

New York, NY, 20012

[(b)(6) |

Attomeys for Plaintiffs
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GENERAL COUNSEL O0F THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
1600 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1600

INFO MEMO

s

November 17,2004 11:30 a.m.

- !r-\’:'

GENERAL COUNSEL

FOR: SECRETARY. OF DEFENSE

FROM:  William J. Haynes 11 J8= ™"
SUBJECT: Detainee Lawsuits,

¢ You asked me to provide information about a lawsuit that is purportedly being
filed against you by a Moroccan former GTMO dcetainee, Radhouanc
Benchakroun.

e We have found no record of a lawsuit filed against you by Mr. Benchakroun or
any other Moroccan former GTMO detainee.

e The Casablanca Assahifa newspaper reported that lawyer Mohamed Hilal
intends to file a lawsuit against you on behalf of his client, Radhouane
Benchakroun. (Tab A) We have found no record of a current or former.
GTMO detainee named Radhouane Benchakroun.

e Five GTMO detainces were released to Moroccan authoritics in August
2004, including Radhouane Chekkouri and Brahim Benchakroun. Mr.
Hilal apparently represents Brahim Benchakroun..

o Scveral other former GTMO detainees have filed a lawsuit, Rasul, et al. v.
Rumsfeld, et al., against you and other DoD officials in your individual
capacitics. (Tab B)

o This case was filed in the United States District Court for the District of
Columbia by four former GTMO detainees who are citizens of the United
Kingdom and who were released in March 2004, They allege that they
were tortured during their detention at GTMO in violation of the
Constitution and domestic and international law. They seek $10M cach in
compensatory and punitive damages.

COORDINATION: NONE

Attachments: As stated.

(b)(6)

Prepared By: Christine S. Ricci, Associate Deputy General Counsel (LC),

<P s
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’November 5,2004

1 L]
. o

TO: Jim Haynes

FROM: Donald Rurn sfeldﬂ/

SUBJECT: Lawsuit Information

Please give me some information on this lawsuit that is being filed against me by a

GITMO detainee.

Thanks.

Attach.
FBIS Report re: GITMO Detainee

DHR:ss
110404-15

Please respond by

O
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IBIS Tt

Morocco: Former Guantanamo Detainee to Sue Rumsfeld Over Alleged Torture
GMPFP20041104000229 CasablancaAssahifa in Arabic 3 Nov 04

[Unattributed report on page one: A Moreccan lawyer sues Rumsteld in court™]
[FBIS Translated Text]

Mr. Mohamed Hilal, a Rabat lawyer, has told Assahifa that he 1s determined to take legal
action against US Secretary for Defense, Donald Rumsteld, in the United States, in coordination
with American lawyers.

Mr. Hilal says that he will be asking for compensation tor his client Radhouane Benchakroun

for the damage caused to him by the torture he was subjected to at the hands of American treops
when he was detained in Guantanamojail.

This will be the second case of its kind. In fact a British lawyer has already lodged a similar
lawsuit against the American Defense Department.

[Description of Source: Casablanca Assahifa in Arabic -Independent weekly newspaper]

THISREPORT MAY CONTAINCOPYRIGHTED MATERIAL. COPYINGAND DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED
WITHOUT PERMISSION OF THE COPYRIGHT OWNERS.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

SHAFIQ RASUL

glo 14 Inverness Street

LondonNW1 7 HJ .
England;

ASIFIQBAL

d o 14 Inverness Street
London NW17 HJ
England;

RHUHEL AHMED

c/o 14 Inverness Street
London NW17 HJ
England; and

JAMAL AL-HARITH
¢/o 159 Princess Road
Manchester M14 4RE
England

Plaintiffs
- against -

DONALD RUMSFELD

Department of Defense .
1000 Defense Pentagon

Washington DC. 20301-1000;

AIR FORCE GENERAL RICHARD MYERS
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

9999 Joint Staff Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20318-9999;

ARMY MAJOR GENERAL GEOFFREY MILLER
Former Commander, Joint Task Force
Guantdnamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba,

¢/o United States Army

Army Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 203106200;
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ARMY GENERALJAMEST. HILL .
Commander, United States Southern Command :
c/o United States Army -
Army Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20310-0200;

ARMY MAJOR GENERAL MICHAEL E DUNLAVEY.
Former Commander, Joint Task Force
Guantédnamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba,

c/o United States Army

Army Pentagon

Washington, DC. 20310-0200;

ARMY BRIGADIER GENERAL JAY HOOD
Commander, Joint Task Force, GTMO
Guanthamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba,

¢fe United States Army

Army Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20310-0200;

MARINE BRIGADIER GENERAL MICHAELLEHNERT :
Commendcr Joint Task Forec-160

Guantanamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba

cfo Headquarters LISMC

2 Navy Annex (CMC)

Washington, DG 20380-1775;

ARMY COLONEL NELSONJ. CANNON
Commander, Camp Delta
Guanthnamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba,
¢/o United States Army

Army Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20310-0200;

ARMY COLONEL TERRY GARRICO
Commander Camp X-Ray, Camp Delta
Guantanamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba,
c/o United States Army

Army Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20310-0200;

ARMY LIEUTENANT COLONEL WILLIAM CLINE
Commander, Camp Delta

Guantanamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba,

¢/o United States Army

Army Pentagon
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Washington, DC. 20310-0200;

ARMY LIEUTENANT COLONEL DIANE BEAVER

Legal Adviser to General Dunlavey

Guantanamo Bay Naval Basse, Cuba

cfo United States Army

Army Pentagon .
Washington, DC. 20310-0200

and

JOHN DOES 1-100, individuals involved inthe illegal :.
Torture of Plaintiffs at Guantanamo Bay Naval Base

All in their personal capacities

Defendants.

COMPLAINT

(Violations d' the Alien Tort Statute, the Fifth and Eighth Amendments to the U,S.
Constitution, the Geneva Conventions, and the Religious Freedom Restoration Act)

Plaintiffs Shafiq Rasul, Asit Igbal, Rhuhel Ahmed and Jamal Al-Harith, by
and through their undersigned attorneys, Baach Robinson & Lewis PLLC and Michael
Ratner at the Center for Constitutional Rights, as and for their complaint against
Defendants Donald Rumsfeld, Air Force General Richard Myers, Army Major General
Geoffrey Miller, Army General James T. Hill, Army Major General Michael E. Dunlavey,
Army Brigadler General Jay Hood, Marine Brigadier General Michael Lehnert, Army
Colonel Nelson J. Cannon, Army Colonel Terry Carrico, Army Lieutenant Colonel
William Cline, Amy Lieutenant Colonel Diane Beaver and John Does 1-100, hereby

allege as follows:
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INTRODUCTION

1. Plaintiffs are citizens and residents of the United Kingdom. They are not
now and have never been members d any terrorist group. They have never taken up
arms againstthe United States.

2. Plaintiffs Shafiq Rasul, Asif Igbal and Rhuhel Ahmed were detained in
Northern Afghanistan on November 28, 2001, by General Rashid Dostum, an Uzbek
warlord temporarily allied with the United States as part of the Northern Alliance.
Thereafter, General Dostum placed Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed in the custody. o
the United States military. Because Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were unarmed
and not engaged in any hostile activities, neither General Dostum nor any of his troops
ever could have or did observe them engaged in combat against the United States, the
Northern Alliance or anyone else. On information and belief, General Dostum detained
Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed and numerous other detainees who were not
combatants; he handed detainees including Plaintiffs Rasul, lgbal and Ahrmed to the
custody of the United States in order to obtain bounty money from the United States;
and the United States took custody & Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed without any
independent good faith basis for concluding that they were ar had been engaged in
activities hostileto the United States.

3. Plaintiff Jamal Al-Hanth works as an internet web designer in Manchester,
England. Intendingto attend a religious retreat, Plaintiff Al-Harith arrived in Pakistanon
October 2, 2001, where he was advised to leave the country because of animosity
toward British citizens. Heeding the warning, he planned to return to Europe by
traveling overland through Iranto Turkey by truck. While in Pakistan, the truck in which

Plaintiff Al-Harith was ridingwas stolen at gunpoint by Afghans; he was then forced into
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a jeep which crossed the border into Afghanistan. Plaintiff Al-Harith was then handed
over to the Taliban. Plaintiff Al-Harith was beaten by Taliban guards and taken for
interrogation. He was accused of being a British special forces military spy and held in
isolation. After the US invasion of Afghanistan, the Taliban released Plaintiff Al-Harith
into the general prison population. When the Taliban government fell and the new
government came to power, Plaintiff Al-Harith and others in the prison were told that
they were free to leave and Plaintiff Al-Harith was offered transportation to Pakistan.
Plaintiff Al-Harith thought it would be quicker and easier to travel to Kabul where there
was a British Embassy. Officials of the International Committee of the Red Cross
{"ICRC") instructed Al-Harith to remain at the prison and they offered to make contact
with the British Embassyto fly him home. Plaintiff Al-Harith also spoke directly to British
Embassy officials who indicated that they were making arrangements to fly himio Kabul
and out of the country. After Plaintiff Al-Harith had been in contact with the British
Embassy in Kabul for approximately a month discussing the logistics of evacuating him,
American Special Forces arrived and questioned Plaintifft. The ICRC told Plaintiff Al-
Hariththat the Americans would fly Plaintiff Al-Harith to Kabul; two days before he was
scheduled to fly to Kabul, American soldiers told Plaintiff Al-Harith, “You're not going
anywhere. We're taking you to Kandahar airbase.”

4.  All four Plaintiis were first held in United States custody in Afghanistan
and later transported to the United States Naval Base at Guantdnamo Bay Naval
Station, Cuba ("Guantanamo”), where Defendants imprisoned them without charge for
more than two years. During Plaintiffs’ imprisonment, Defendants systematically and
repeatedly tortured them in violation of the United States Constiition and domestic and

international law, and deprived them of access to friends, relatives, courts and counsel.

-5-

11-L-0559/0SD/038390



Defendants repeatedly attempted to extract confessions from Plaintiffs without regardto
the truth or plausibility & these statements through the use of the illegal methods
detailed below.

5. Plaintiffs were releasedwithout charge in March 2004 and have returned
to their homes in the United Kingdom where they continue to suffer the physical and
psychological effects of ther prolonged arbitrary detention, torture and other
mistreatmentas hereinafter alleged.

6. Inthe course of their detention by the United States, Plaintiffs were
repeatedly struck with rifle butts, punched, kicked and slapped. They were "short
shackled" in painful "stress positions” for many hours at a time, causing deep flesh
wounds and permanentscarring.  Plaintiffs were also threatened with unmuzzled dogs,
forced to strip naked, subjected to repeated forced body cavity searches, intentionally
subjected to extremes of heat and cold for the purpose <« causing suffering, kept infilthy
cages for 24 hours per day with no exercise or sanitation, denied access to necessary
medical care, harassed in practicing their religion, deprived of adequate food, deprived
of sleep, deprived of communicationwith family and friends, and deprived of information
apout their status.

7. Plaintiffs' detention and mistreatment were in plain violation of the United
States Constitution, federal statutory law and United States treaty obligations, and
customary international law. Defendants' treatment  Plaintiffs and other Guantanamo
detainees violated various provisions of law includingthe Fifth Amendmentto the United
States Constitution forbidding the deprivation o liberty without due process; the Eighth
Amendment forbidding cruel and unusual punishment; United States statutes prohibiting

torture, assault. and other mistreatment: the Geneva Conventions: and customary
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international law norms prohibiting torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment.

8  Plaintiffs’ torture and other mistreatment was not simply the product &
isolated or rogue actions by individual military personnel. Rather it was the result of
deliberate and foreseeable action taken by Defendant Rumsfeld and senior officers to
flout ar evade the United States Constitution, federal statutory law, United States treaty
obligations and long established noms of customary international law. This action was
taken in a misconceivedand illegal attempt to utilize torture and other cruel, inhuman, or
degrading acts to coerce nonexislent information regarding terrorism. It was
misconceived because, according to the conclusion of the US military as expressed in
the Army Field Manual, torture does not yield reliable information, and because
Plaintiffs-along with. the vast majority & Guantdnamo dctainces  had no information
to give. It was illegal because, as Defendants well knew, torture and other cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment of detainees & not permitted under the United States
Constitution, federal statutory law, United States treaty obligations, and customary
international law.

9. On or about December 2, 2002, Defendant Rumsfeld signed a
memorandum approving numerous illegal interrogation methods, including putting
deotainces in “stress positions” fx up fo four hours; forcing detainees to strip naked,
intimidating detainees with dogs, interrogatingthem for 20 hours at a time, forcing them
to wear hoods, shaving their heads and beards, keeping them in total darkness and
silence, and using what was euphemistically called “mild, non-injurious physical
contact.” As Defendant Rumsfeld knew, these and other methods were in violation o

the United States Constitution, federal statutory law, the Geneva Conventions, and
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customary international law as reflected in, inter_alia, the United Nations Convention

Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment
("CAT"). This memorandum of December 2, 2002, authorizing torture and other
mistreatment, was originally designated by Defendant Rumsfeld to be classified for ten
years but was released at the direction of President George W. Bush after the Abu
Ghraib torture scandal became public.

10.  After authorizing, encouraging, permitting, and requiringthe acts of torture
and other mistreatment inflicted upon Plaintiffs, Defendant Rumsfeld, on information
and belief, subsequently commissioneda "Waorking Group Report" dated March 6,2003,
to address "Detainee Interrogations in the Global War on Terrorism: Assessment of
Legal, Historical, Policy and Operational Considerations.” This report, also originally
classifiod for a period of ten yoars by Defendant Rumofcld, was also releascd after the
Abu Ghraib torture scandal became public. This report details the requirements of
international and domestic law governing interrogations, including the Geneva
Conventions; the CAT; customary international law; #he torture statute, 18 US.C.
$2340; assault within maritime and territorial jurisdiction, 18 USC. $113; maiming, 18
USC. §114; murder, 18 USC. §1111; manslaughter, 18 U.S.C. §1112; interstate
stalking, 18 US.C. §2261a; and conspiracy 18 USC. §2 and $371. The report
attempts to address "legal doctrines under the Federal Criminal Law that could render
specific conduct, otherwise criminal pat unlawful.” Working Group Report at p. 3
(emphasis in original). The memorandum is on its face an ex post facto attempt to
create arguments that the facially criminal acts perpetuated by the Defendants were
somehow justified. it argues first that the President as Commander-in-Chief has

plenary authority to order torture, a proposition that ignores settled legal doctrine from
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King John at Runnymede to Youngstown Sheet & Tube 343 U.S. 579 (1952). It next
tries to apply common law doctrines o self-defense and necessity, arguing the
erroneous propositionthat the United States has the right to torture detained individuals
because it needs to defend itself or because it is necessary that it do so. Finally, it
suggests that persons inflicting torture and other mistreatment will be able to defend
against criminal charges by claimingthat they were following orders. The report asserts
that the detainees have no Constitutionalrights because the Constitutiondoes not apply
to persons held at Guantanarno. However, the report acknowledges that U.8, criminal
laws do apply to Guanthamo, and further acknowledges that the United States is
bound by the CAT to the extent that conduct barred by that Convention would also be
prohibited by the Fifth, Eighth or Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution. On June
22, 2004, the conclusions of this report and other memoranda attempting to justify
torture were repudiated and rescinded by President Bush.

11, In April 2003, following receipt d the Working Group Report, Defendant
Rumsfeld issued a new set  recommended interrogation techniques, requiring
approval for four techniques. These recommendations recognized specifically. that
certain of the approved techniques violated the Geneva Gonventions and customary
international law, including the use of intimidation, removal of religious items, threats
and isolation. The April 2003 report, however, officially withdrew approval for unlawful
actions that had been ongeing for months, including hooding, forced nakedness,
shaving, stress positions, use of dogs and "mild, non-injurious physical contact.”
Nevertheless, on informationand belief these illegal practices continuedto be employed

against Plaintiffs and other detainees at Guanthnamo.
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12,  Defendants well knew that their activities resulting in the detention, torture
and other mistreatment of Plaintiffs were illegal and violated clearly established law —
i.e., the Constitution, federal statutory law and treaty obligations of the United States
and customary international law. Defendants’ after-the-fact attempt to create an
Orwellian legal fagade makes clear their conscious awareness that they were acting

illegally. Therefore they cannot claim immunity from civil liability.

1 AND VENUE

13.  This Court has jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ claims under 28 USC. § 1331
(federal question jurisdiction}; and 28 USC. §1350 (Alien Tort Statute).

14.  Venue is proper in this district pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(a)(3) and 28
USC. §1391(b){2). The alleged acts described below are “inextricably bound up with

the District of Columbia in its mle as the nation’s capital.” Mundv v. Weinberger, 554 F.

Supp. 811,818 {DD.C. 1982). Decisions and acts by Defendants ordering, facilitating.
aiding and abetting, acquiescing, confirming and/or conspiring in the commission of the
alleged acts reached the highest levels of the United States Government. On
information and belief, approval for all alleged acts emanated under color of law from
orders, approvals, and omissions occurring in the Pentagon, numerous government
agencies headquartered in the District of Columbia, and the offices o Defendant
Rumsfeld, several of which are in the District of Columbia. Venue for claims arising
from acts of Cabinet officials, the Secretary df Defense and United States agencies lies

inthe District of Columbia. Seeid; Smithv. Dalton, 827 F. Supp. 1 (D.D.C. 1996).

-10-

11-L-0559/0SD/038395



PARTIES

15.  Plaintiff Shafiq Rasul was born in the UnitedKingdom and has been at all
times relevant hereto a citizen and resident of the United Kingdom. He is not now and
has never been a terrorist or 2 member of a terrorist group. He has never taken up
arms againstthe United States. At the time <f his initial arrest and detention, he was 24
years old.

16.  Plaintiff Asif Igbal was born in the United Kingdom and has been at all
times relevant hereto a citizen and resident of the United Kingdom. He is not now and
has never been a terrorist or a member o a terrorist group. He has never taken up
arms againstthe United States. At the time of his initial arrest and detention, he was 20
years old.

17.  Plaintiff Rhuhcl Ahmcd was born in the United Kingdom and has been at
all imes relevant hereto a citizen and resident d the United Kingdom. He is not now
and has never been a terrorist or a member of a terrorist group. He has nevertaken up
arms againstthe United States. At the time of his initial arrest and detention, he was 19
years old.

18.  Plaintiff Jamal Al-Harith was born in the United Kingdom and has been at
all times relevant hereto a citizen and resident ¢ the United Kingdom. He is not now
and has never been a terrorist or e member of a terrorist group. He has never taken up
arms against the United States. At the time of his initial arrest and detention, he was 35
years old.

19.  Defendant Donald Rumsfeld is the United States Secretary of Defense.
On information and belief, he & a citizen of lllinois and a resident of the District &

Columbia. Defendant Rumsfeld is charged with maintaining the custody and control of
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the Guanthnamo detainees, including Plaintiis, and with assuring that their treatment
was in accordance with law. Defendant Rumsfeld ordered, authorized, condoned and
has legal responsibility for the arbitrary detention, torture and other mistreatment of
Plaintiffsas alleged herein. Defendant Rurnsfeld s sued in his individualcapacity.

20. Defendant Myers is a General in the United States Air Force and was at
times relevant hereto Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. On information and belief,
he K a citizen and resident of Virginia. As the senior uniformed military officer in the
chain of command, Defendant Myers is charged with maintaining the custody and
control of the Guantdnamo detainees, including Plaintiffs, and with assuring that their
treatment was in accordance with law. On information and belief, Defendant Myers was
informed of torture and other mistreatment of detainees at Guanthamo and Abu Ghraib
prison in Iraq and condoned such activities. Defendant Myers was in regular contact
with Defendant Rumsfeld and participated in and implemented decisions taken in the
District of Columbia. DefendantMyersis sued in his individual capacity.

21.  Defendant Milleris a Major General in the United States Army and was at
times relevant hereto Commander of Joint Task Force-GTMO. On information and
belief, he is a citizen and resident of Texas. At times relevant hereto, he had
supervisory responsibility for Guanthnamo detainees, including Plaintis, and was
responsiblc for assuring that thoir treatment was in accordance with law. On
information and belief, Defendant Miller was in regular contact with Defendant Rumsfeld
and other senior officials in the chain of command based in the District of Columbia and
participated in and implemented decisions taken in the District of Columbia. On
information and belief, Defendant Miller implemented and condoned numerous methods

of torture and other mistreatment as hereinafter described. On information and belief,
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Defendant Miller was subsequently transferred to Abu Ghraib where he implemented
and facilitated torture and other mistreatment of detainees there. These acts were
fimed and photographed and have justly inspired widespread revulsion and
condemnation aroundihe world.  Defendant Miller is sued in his individual capacity.

22. DefendantHill is a General in the United States Army and was at times
relevant hereto Commander of the United States Southern Command. On information
and belief, he is a citizen and resident of Texas. On information and belief, Defendant
Hill was in regular contact with Defendant Rumsfeld and other senior officials in the
chain of command based n the District of Columbia and participated in and
implemented decisions taken in the District of Columbia. On information and belief,
General Hill requested and recommended approval for several abusive interrogation
tachniques which were used on Guantinamo detainees, including Plaintiffs. Defendant
Hill is sued in his individuals capacity.

23.  Defendant Dunlavey is & Major General in the United States Amy and
was at times relevant hereto Commander of Joint Task Forces 160/170, the successors
to Joint Task Force-GTMO. On information and belief, he is a citizen and resident of
Pennsylvania. At times relevant hereto, he had supervisory responsibility for
Guantdnamo detainees, including Plaintiffs, and for assuring that their treatment was in
accordance with law. On information and belief, Defendant Dunlavey was in regular
contact with Defendant Rumsfeld and other senior officials in the chain of command
based in the District d Columbia and participated in and implemented decisions taken
in the District of Columbia. On information and belief, Major General Dunlavey
implementedand condoned the torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading acts and

conditions alleged herein. Defendant Dunlavey is sued in his individual capacity.
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24.  Defendant Hood is a Brigadier General in the United States Army and is
the Commander of Joint Task Force-GTMO, which at all relevant times operated the
detention facilities at Guanidnamo. On information and belief, he is a citizen and
resident of South Carolina. At times relevant hereto, he had supervisory responsibility
for Guantinamo detainees, including Plaintiffs, and for assuring that their treatment was
in accordance with law. On information and belief, Defendant Hood has been and
continues to be I regular contact with Defendant Rumsfeld and other senior officials in
the chain of command based in the District of Columbia and participated in and
implementeddecisions taken inthe District of Columbia. Defendant Hoodis sued in his
individual capacity.

25. Defendant Lehnert is a Brigadier General in the United States Marine
Corps and was at times relevant hereto Commander of the Joint Task Force
responsible for the construction and operation of Camp X-Ray and Camp Delta at
Guantanamo. On information and belief, he is a citizen and resident of Florida. At times
relevant hereto, he had supervisory responsibility for Guantanamo detainees, including
Plaintiffs, and for assuring that their treatment was in accordance with law. On
information and belief, Defendant Lehnert was in regular contact with Defendant
Rumsfeld and other senior officials in the chain d command based in the District of
Columbia and participated in and implemented decisions taken in the District of
Columbia. DefendantLehnertis sued in his individual capacity.

26. Defendant Cannon is a Colonel in the United States Army and the
Commander of Camp Delta at Guantanamo. On information and belief, he is a citizen
and resident of Michigan. At times relevant hereto, he has and continues to have

supervisory responsibility for Guantanamo detainees including Plaintiffs and for
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assuring that their treatment was in accordance with law. On information and belief,
Defendant Cannon has been in regular contact with Defendant Rumsfeld and other
senior officials in the chain of command based in the District of Columbia and
participatedin and implemented decisions taken in the District of Columbia. Defendant
Cannonis sued in his individual capacity.

27.  Defendant Carrico is a Colonel in the United States Army and was at
times relevant hereto Commander of Camp X-Ray and Camp Delta at Guantdnamo. Gn
information and belief, he is a citizen and resident of Texas. At times relevant hereto,
he had supervisory responsibility for Guantdnamo detainees including Plaintiffs and for
assuring that their treatment was in accordance with law. On information and belief,
Defendant Carrico was in. regular contact with Defendant Rumsfeld and other senior
officials in the chain of command based in the District of Columbia and participated in
and implemented decisions taken inthe District of Columbia. Defendant Carrico is sued
in his individual capacity.

28. Defendant Beaver is a Lieutenant Colonel in the United States Army and
was at times relevant hereto Chief Legal Adviser to Defendant Dunlavey. On
information and belief, she is a citizen and resident of Kansas. On information and
belief, knowing that torture and other mistreatment were contrary to military law and
regulations, she nevertheless provided an opinion purporting fo justify the ongoing
torture. and other mistreatment of detainees at Guantdnamg, including Plaintiffs. On
information and belief, Defendant Beaver was in regular contact with Defendant
Rumsfeld and other senior officials in the chain o command based in the District
Columbia and participated in and implemented decisions taken in. the District of

Columbia. Defendant Beaver is sued in her individualcapacity.
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29. Plaintiffs do not know the true names and capacities of other Defendants
sued herein and therefore sue these defendants by fictitious names, John Does 1-100.
Plaintiffs will amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities when
ascertained. John Does 1-100 are the military and civilian personnel who participated in

the torture and other mistreatmentof Plaintiffsas hereinafter alleged.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

30. Plaintiffs are citizens and residents of the United Kingdom.

3. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed are boyhoodfriends and grew up sireets
away from each other in the working-class town d Tipton in the West Midlands &
England.

32.  Plaintiff Shafig Rasul attended a Catholic elementary schoel before
studying at the same high school as Plaintiffs Igbal and Ahmed. An avid soceer fan,
Plaintiff Rasul played for a local team before going on to study computer science at the
University f Central England. He also worked parttime at an electronics store.

33. Plaintiff Asif Igbal attended the same elementary school as Plaintiff Rasul
and the same high school as both Plaintiffs Rasul and Ahmed. After leaving high
school, Plaintiff lgbal worked at a local factory making road signs and building bus
shelters. He was also an active soccer player and volunteered at the local community
center.

34. Plaintiff Rhuhel Ahmed attended the same high school as Plaintiffs Igbal
and Ahmed. Like Plaintiff Igbal, he worked at a local factory and worked with children

and disabled people at the local government-funded Tipton Mustim Community Center.
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35, In September 2001, Plaintiff Igbal traveled to. Pakistan to join his father
who had arranged a marriage for him with a young woman from his family'’s ancestral
village. His longtimefriend, Plaintiff Ahmed traveled from Englandin October in order to
join himat his wedding as his best man. Plaintiff Rasul was at the same time in Pakistan
visiting his family with the expectation & continuing his degree course in  computer
science degree within the month. Prior to the wedding in Pakistan, in October 2001,
Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed crossed the border into Afghanistan in order to offer
help in the ongoing humanitarian crisis. After. the bombing in Afghanistan began.
Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed tried to returnto Pakistan but were unable to do so
because the border had been closed. Plaintiffs never engaged in any terrorist activity or
took up arms against the United States.

36. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed never engaged in combat against the
forces of the United States o any other entity. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed never
conducted any terrorist activity or conspired, intended, or planned to conduct any such
activity. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed never belonged to Al Qaeda or any other
terrarist organization.

tention in Afghanistan

37.  On November 28, 2001, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were captured
and detained by forces loyal to General Rashid Dosturn, an Utbek warlord who was
aligned with the United States.

38. NoU.S. forces were presentwhen Plaintiffs Rasul, lgbaland Ahmed were
detained. Therefore, no U.S. forces could have had any information regarding Plaintiffs

other than that supplied by the forces of General Dostum, who were known to. be
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unreliable and who were receiving a per head bounty of, on informationand belief, up to
$35,000.

39.  With US. military forces present, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igpai and Ahmed, along
with 200 to 300 others, were crammed into metal containers and transported by truck to
Sherbeganprisonin Northern Afghanistan. General Dostum’s forces fired holes into the
sides of the containers with machine guns, striking the persons inside. Plaintiff Igbal
was struck in his arm, which would later become infected. Following the nearly 18-hour
journey to Sherbegan prison, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were among what they
estimate to have been approximately 20 survivors in the container.

40.  Plaintitis Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were held in Sherbegan by General
Dosturn’s forces for about one month, where they were exposed to exiremely cold
conditions without adequate clothing, confined to tigh! spaces, and forced to ration food.
Prison conditions were filthy. Plaintiffs Rasul, lgbal and Ahrned and other prisoners
suffered from amoebic dysentery and were infestedwith lice.

41.  In late December 2001, the ICRC visited with Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and
Ahmed and informed them that the British Embassy in Islamabad, Pakistan had been
advised d their situation and that embassy officials would soon be in contact with
Plaintiffs.

42. On December 28, 2001, U.S. Special Forces arrived at Sherbegan and
were informed of the identities ¢ Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed.

43. General Dostum’s troops chained Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed and
marched them through the main gate of the prison, where US. Special Forces

surrounded them at gunpoint.
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44, From December 28, 2001 until their release in March 2004, Plaintiffs
Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were in the exclusive physical custody and control of the
United States military. In freezingtemperatures, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were
stripped of their clolhes, searched, and photographed naked while being held by
Defendant John Does, two U.S. Special Forces soldiers. American military personnel
took Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed to a room for individual interrogations. Plaintiff
Rasulwas bound hand and foot with plastic cuffs and forced onto his knees before an
American soldier in uniform.  Both Plaintiffs Rasul and Igbal were interrogated
immediately and without knowledge of their interrogators’ identiies. Both were
questioned at gunpoint. While Plaintiff Igbal was interrogated, Defendant John Doe
held a 9mm pistol physically touching his temple. At notime were Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal
and Ahmed afforded counsel or given the opportunity to contact their families.

45.  Followingtheir interrogations, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were led
outside where a Defendant John Doe immediately covered their eyes by putting
sandbags over their heads and applying thick masking tape. They were placed side-by-
side, barefoot in freezing temperatures, with only light clothing, for at least three to four
hours. While hooded and taped, Plaintifis Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were repeatedly
threatened with beatings and death and were beaten by a number of Defendant John
Does, U.S. military personnel. Plaintiff Igbal estimates that he was punched, kicked,
slapped, and struck by US military personnelwith rifle butts at least 30 or 40 times.

46.  Thereafter, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were placed in trucks with
other detainees and fransportedto an airport about 45 minutes away.

47.  Plainiiffs Rasul and Igbal were led onto one plane and Plaintiff Ahnmed was

led onto a second plane. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed, still hooded with their
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hands tied behind their backs and their legs tied in plastic cuffs, were fastened to a
metal belt attached fo the floor of each aircraft. The soldiers instructed Plaintiis. Rasul,
Igbal and Ahmed to keep their legs straight out in front of them as they sat. The position
was extremely painful. When any of Plaintiffs or other detainees tried to move fo relieve
the pain, an unknown number of Defendant John Does struck Plaintiffs and others with
rifle butts. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were flown by the U.S. military to
Kandahar.

48.  Upon arrivalin Kandahar, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed, still covered
with hoods, were led out of the planes. A rope was tightly tied around each of their right
ams, connectingthe detainees together.

49,  Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed, who were still without shoes, were
forced to walk fox nearly an hour in the freezing cold, causing them to sustain deep cuts
on their feet and rope burns on their right arms.

50. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were herded into a lent, where soldiers
forced them ic. kneel with their legs bent double and their foreheads touching the
ground. With their hands and feet still tied, the position was difficult to maintain.
Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were repeatedly and violently beaten by Defendant
John Does, US soldiers. Each was asked whether he was a member of Al Qaeda and
when each responded negatively, each was punched violently and repealedly by
soldiers. When Plaintiffs Rasul Igbal and Ahmed identified themselves as British
nationals, Defendants John Doe soldiers insisted they were "not white™ but "black” and
accordingly could not be British. The soldiers continuedto beat them.

51.  Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were "processed" by American soldiers,

and had plastic numbered wristbands placed on their wrists. Soldiers kicked Plaintiff
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Rasul, assigned the number 78, several times during this process. American soldiers
cut off his clothes and conducted a body cavity search. He was then led through an
open-air maze constructed o barbed wire. Plaintiffs Igbal, assigned number 79, and
Ahmed, assigned number 102, experiencedthe same inhumane treatment.

52. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed, dehydrated, exhausted, disoriented,
and fearful, were summoned by number for interrogation. When called, each was
shackled and ledto an interrogationtent. Their hoods were removed and they were told
to sit on the floor. An armed soldier stood behindthem out of their line o sight. They
were told that if they movedthey would be shot.

53.  After answering questions as to their backgrounds, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal
and Ahmed were each photographed by soldiers. They were fingerprinted and a swab
from their mouth and hairs plucked from their beards were taken for DNA identification.

54. An American soldier questioned Plaintiff Igbal a second time. Plaintiff
Igbal was falsely accused by the interrogator of being a member of Al Qaeda.
Defendant John Does, US soldiers, punched and kicked Plaintiff Igbal in the back and
stomach before he was draggedto another tent.

55.  Personnel believed by Plaintiffs to be British military personnel later
interrogated Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed, with US soldiers present.  Plaintiffs
Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were falsely accused of being members of the Al Muhajeroon.
During the interrogation, Ptaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were threatened by
Defendant John Does, armed American soldiers, with further beatings if they did not
admit to various false statements.

56. Plaintiffs Rasul and Ahmed slept in a tent with about 20 other detainees.

Plaintiff lgbal was in another tent. The tents were surrounded by barbed wire.
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Detainees were not allowed to talk and were forced to sleep on the ground. American
soldiers woke the detainees hourly as part of a systematic effort to deprive them o
sleep.

57. Defendant John Does, interrogators and guards, frequently used physical
violence and unmuzzled dogs to threaten and intimidate Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and
Ahmed and other detainees during the interrogations.

58. At or around midnight of January 12 or 13, 2002, US army personnel
entered the tenl d Plaintiffs Rasul and Ahmed. Both were made to lie on the ground,
were shackled, and rice sacks were placed over their heads. They were led to another
tent, where Defendant John Does, US soldiers, removed their clothes and forcibly
shaved their beards and heads. The forced shaving was not intended for hygiene
purpoeses, but rather was, on information and belief, designed to distress and humiliate
Plaintiffs given their Muslimfaith, which requires adult males to maintain beards.

59. Plaintiff Rasul was eventually taken outside where he could hear dogs
barking nearby and soldiers shouting, “Get ‘emboy.” He was then given a cavity search
and photographed extensively while naked before being given an orange uniform.
Soldiers handcuffed Plaintiff Rasul's wrists and ankles before dressing him in black
thermal gloves, dark goggles, earmuffs, and a facemask. Plaintiff Rasul was then left
outside for hours in freezing temperatures.

60,  Plaintiff Igbal, who was in another tent, experienced similar treatment of
being led from his tent to be shaved and stripped naked.

61.  Plaintifts Rasul and Igbal were escorted onto large cargo planes.  Still
shackled and wearing facemasks, both were chained to the floor with no backrests.

They were forced by Defendant John Does to sit in an uncomfortable position for the
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entire flight to Guantanamo {of approximately eighteen to twenty hours) and were not
allowed to move or given access totoilet facilities..

62.  Piaintii Ahmed remained in Kandahar for another month. American
soldiers interrogated him four more times. Sleep-deprived and malnourished, Plaintiff
Ahmed was also interrogated by  British agents who, on information and belief were
from the British intelligence agency, M5, and he was falsely told that Plaintiffs Rasul
and Igbal had confessed in Cuba to allegations of membership inthe Al Muhajeroon.
He was told that he could return to the United Kingdom in exchange for admitting to
various accusations. Distraught, fearful of further beatings and abuse, and without
benefit & contact with family or counsel, Plaintiff Ahmed made various false
confessions. Plaintiff Ahmed was thereafter transported to Guantanamo.

63. As noted above, Plaintiff Al-Harith was being held in custody by the
Taliban in Southern Afghanistan as a suspected British spy. He was interrogated and
beaten by Taliban troops. When the Taliban governmentfell, Plaintiff Al-Harith was ina
Taliban prison. He contacted the British Embassy through the ICRC and by satellite
phone and was assured he would be repatriated to Britain. Two days before his
scheduled repatriation, US forces informed him that he was being detained and taken to.
Kandahar, where he was held in a prison controlled by US forces and interrogated and
beaten by US troops. Plaintiff Al Harithwasg flown to Guantdnamo from Kandahar on or
about February 11,2002.

64.  Prior to take-off, Plaintiff Al-Harith, like Plaintiffs Rasul, lgbal and Ahmed,
was hooded and shackled; mittens were placed en his hands and earphones over his

ears. Chains were then placed around his legs, waist and the eamphones. The chains

-23-

11-L-0559/0SD/038408



cut inte his ears Goggles were placed on his eyes and a medical patch that, on
information and belief, contained muscle relaxant was applied.
Captivity and Conditions at Camp X-Rav. Guantdnamo

65. Plaintiffs Rasuland Igbal were transported to Guantanamae i mid-January
2002. Plaintiffs Ahmed and Al-Harith were fransporied there approximately one month
later. During the trip, Defendant John Does, US soldiers, kicked and punched Plaintiff
Ahmed more lhan twenty times. Plaintiff Al-Harith was punched, kicked and elbowed
repeatedly and was threatened with more violence.

66.  Uponarrivai at Guantanamo, Plaintiffs were placed on a barge to. get to
the main camp. Defendant John Does, US Marines on the barge, repeatedly beat all
the detainees, including Plaintiffs, kicking, slapping, elbowing and punching detainees in
the bedy and head. The Marines announced repeatedly, “You are arriving at your final
destination,” and, “You are now property & the United States Marine Corps.”

67. Plaintiffs were taken to Camp X-Ray, the prison camp for detainees.
Soldiers forced all four Plaintiffs on arrival to squat outside in stress positions in the
extreme heat. Plaintiffs and the other detainees had their goggles and hoods removed,
but they had to remain with their eyes closed and were not allowed to speak.

68.  Plaintiff Igbal, still shackled and goggled, fell over and started shaking.
Plainlifi lgbal was lien ygivenl a cavily search amnd lransported lo anothier arga for
processing, including fingerprinting, DNA sampling, photographs, and another
wristband.

69. Plaintiff Rasul was forced to squat outside for six to seven hours and went
through similar processing. Unmuzzled barking dogs were used to intimidate Plaintiff

Rasuland others. At one point, Defendant John Doe, a soldier from a unit known as the
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Extreme Reaction Force (ERF), repeatedly kicked Plaintiff Rasul in the back and useda
riot shield to slam him against a wall.

70.  After processing, Plaintiffs were placed in.wire cages of about 2 meters by
2 meters. Conditionswere cruel, inhuman and degrading.

71.  Plaintiffs were forced to sit in their cells in total silence for extended
periods. Once a week, for two minutes, Plaintiffs were removed from their cells and
showered. They were then returned to their cells. Once a week, Plaintiffs were
permittedfive minutes recreationwhile their hands remainedchained.

72. Plaintiffswere exposed to extreme heat during the day, as their cells were
situated in the direct sunlight.

73.  Plaintiffs were deliberately fed inadequate quantities of food, keepingthem
in a perpetual statc of hunger. Much o the food consisted o "MRE’s” (meals ready to
eat), which were ten to twelve years beyond their usable date. Plaintiffs were served
out of date powdered eggs and milk, stale bread from which the mold had been picked
out and fruit that was black and rotten.

74. Plaintiffs and other detainees were forced to kneel each time a guard
came into their cells.

75.  Plaintiffs at night were exposed to powerful floodlights, a purposefultactic
to promote sleep deprivation among the detainees. Plamntiffs and the other detainees
were prohibited from putting covers over their heads to block out the light and were
prohibited from keepingtheir arms beneaththe covers.

76.  Plaintiffs were constantly threatened at Camp X-Ray, with guards stating
on multiple occasions, "We could Kill you at any time; the world doesn't know you're

here; we could killyou and no one would know."
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77.  Plaintiff Al-Harith was taken to the medical clinic and was told that his
blood pressure was too high. He was given, on informationand belief, muscle relaxant
pills and an injectionof an unspecifiedsubstance.

78. (On various occasions, Plaintiffs' efforts to pray were banned or
interrupted. Plaintiffs were never given prayer. mats and did not initially receive copies
of the Koran. Korans were provided to them after approximately a month. On one
occasion, a guard in Plaintiff Ahmed's cellblock noticed a copy o the Koran on the floor
and kicked it. On another occasion, a guard threw a copy of the Koran in a toilet
bucket. Detainees, including Plaintiffs, were also at times preventedfrom calling out the
call to prayer, with American soldiers either silencing the person who was issuing the
prayer call or playing loud music to drown out the call to prayer. This was part d a
continuing pattern of disrespect and contempt for Plaintiffs’ religious beliefs and
practices.

Interrogation at Camp X-Ray

79.  Plaintiffswere extensively interrogatedat Camp X-Ray.

80. During interrogations, Plaintiffs were typically 'long shackled," whereby
their legs were chained using a large padlock. The shackles had sharp edges that
scraped the skin, and all Plaintiffs experienced deep cuts on and around their ankles,
resulting in scarring and continuing chronic pain. During the interrogations, Plaintiffs
were shackled and chained to the floor. Plaintiffs were repeatedly urged by American
interrogators to admit that they were fighters who went to Afghanistan for "jihad." In
return, Plaintiffs were promised that if they confessed to these false assertions, they

could return to the United Kingdom. Plaintiff Igbal, who was interrogated five times by
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American forces over three months at Camp X-Ray, was repeatedly encouraged and
coerced to admitto having been a *fighter.”

81.  Plaintiff Al-Harith was interrogated approximately ten times at Camp X-
Ray. He was interrogated by both British and American authoriiies. On one occasion,
an interrogator asked Plaintiff Al-Harith to admit that he went to Pakistan to buy drugs,
which was not true.  On another occasion, Plaintiff Al-Hanth was told that there was a
new terrorism law that would permit the authorities to put his family out in the street it
Plaintiff Al-Harith did not admit to being a drug dealer or afighter. On another oceasion,
interrogators promised money, a car, a house and ajob if he admitted those things. As
they were not true, he declinedto admit them.

82. Following Plaintiff Ahmed's first several interrogations at Camp X-Ray, he
was isolated in a celiblock where there were only Arabic speakers. Plaintiff Ahmed,
who does not speak Arabic, was unable to communicate with anyone other than
interrogators and guards for approximately five months.

Conditions at Camp Delta

83. Around May 2002, Plaintiffs were transferredto Gamp Delta.

84. At notime were Plaintiffs advised as to why they were being transferred,
for what purpose they were detained, why they were considered "unlawful combatants,”
and what medical and legal rosourccs might be available,

85. At Camp Delta, Plaintiffs were housed in mesh cages that were
subdivided from a larger metal container. There was little to no privacy and the cages
provided litlle shelter from the heat during the day or the cold at night. The cages

quickly rusted because of the sea air. The cells contained metal slabs at waist height;
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detainees could not sit on the slabs because their legs would dangle off and become
numb. There was not enough room inthe cells to pray.

86. Constant reconstruction work and large electric generators, which ran 24
hours a day, were used as part d a strategic effort to deprive Plaintiis and others of
sleep. Lights were often left on 24 hours a day.

87. Plaintiffs Rasul and Igbal were inthe same cellblock. Plaintiff Ahrned was
placed in isolation for about one month. There was no explanation given as to why
Plaintiff Ahnmed had been placed in isolation. Followingthis period, he was placed in.a
different cell and interrogated by mostly American interrogators who repeatedly asked
him the same questions for six months.

88.  After six months at Camp Delta, Plainiiff Ahmed was moved to a cell
directly opposite Plaintiff Rasul. Plaintiff Igbal was placed n isolation for about one
month. Again, no explanation was given for the arbitrary placement in.isolation.

89.  Plaintiff Ahmed was repeatedly disciplined with periods of isclation for
such behavior as complaining aboutthe food and singing.

90. Plaintiff Igbal, after about one month at Camp Delta, was moved to
isolation and given smaller foed portions because it was believed he was belittling a
military policeman. He was disciplined with another week of isolation when he wrote
“have a nice day” on a Styrofoam cup.

91.  After his last period of isolation, Plaintiff Igbalwas movedto a block which
housed only Chinese-speaking detainees. During his time there, he was exposed {o
aggressive interrogation. After being there for months, Plaintiff lgbal's mental condition

deteriorated further.
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92. Plaintiff Al-Harith was put into isolation for refusing to wear a wristband.
Plaintiff Al-Harith was also placed in isolation for writing the fetter "D" on a Styrofoam
cup. The isolation block was freezing cold as cold air was blown through the block
twenty-four hours a day. The isolation cell was pitch black as the guards claimed the
lights were not working. Plaintiff Al-Harith was placed inisolationa second time around
Christmas 2002 for refusingto take an unspecified injection. When he refused, the ERF
was brought in and Plaintiff Al-Hanth was "ERFed”; he was beaten, forcibly injectedand
chained in a hogtied position, with his stomach on the floor and his arms and legs
chained together above hm. The ERF team jumped on his legs and back and kicked
and punched Plaintiff Al-Harith. Plaintiff Al-Hanth was then placed in isolation for
approximately a month, deprived at various intervals of soap, toothpaste or a
toothbrush, blankets or toilet paper. He wac also deprived of a Koran during this
second period < isolation.

93. n information and belief, “ERFings,” i.e., the savage beatings
administered by the ERF teams, were videotaped on a regular basis and should be
available as evidence of the truth of the allegations contained herein.

94. The Camp Delta routine included compulsary "recreation” twice a week for
fifteen minutes. Attendance was enforced by the ERF. As soon as fifteen minutes had
passed, detainees were immediately returned to their cells. Plaintiff Rasul noted that
one would be forced to returnto his cell evenif inthe middle of prayers.

95.  Around August 2002, medical corps personnel offered Plaintiffs Rasul,
lgbal and Ahmed injections <« an unidentified substance, Plaintiffs Rasul, lghal and
Ahmed, like most detainees, refused. Soon after, Defendant John Does, the medical

corps, returned with the ERF team. The ERF team members were dressed in padded
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gear, thik gloves, and helmets. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were shackled and
restrained with their arms and legs bent backwards while medical corps pulled up their
sleeves to inject their amms with an unidentified drug that had sedative effects.

g6. Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed received these injections against their
will on approximately a dozen occasions. Plaintiff Al-Harith received 9 or 10 compulsory
injections on six separate occasions.

97.  Plaintiff lgbal was deprived o his Koran and other possessions. His
hands were shackled in front of him. When Plaintiff Iqbal looked back, a guard pushed
himin the corner. There Defendant John Does punched him repeatedly in the face and

kneed himin his thigh.
Isolationand Interrogations at Camp Delta

98, Interrogation booths either had a miniature camera hiddon inthem o a
one-way glass window. Thus, on information and belief, some or all of the
interrogations of Plaintiffs and other detainees are recorded and are available as
evidence of the truth of Plaintiffs' allegations herein.

99. InDecember2002, a tiered reward system was introducedat Camp Delta,
whereby detainees were placed on different levels or tiers depending on their level of
co-operation and their behavior at the camp.

100.  Interrogators and guards frcquently promised to provide a threatened to
withdraw of essential items such as blankets or toothpaste = referred to as "comfort
items” ~ in order to coerce detainees into providing informalion. The truthful assertion
that Plaintiffs had no informationto give did not result in the provision d “"comfort items.”
To the contrary, the interrogators demanded that the Plaintiffs confess to false

allegations and promised "comfort items" in exchange.
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101.  Isolation o detainees was frequently used as a technigue to "wear down"
detainees prior to interrogation. There were two primary ways in which prisonerswould
be placed in isolation: (1) for punishment, for a set period of time for a specific reason;
or (2) for interrogation, with no specific time limit.

102,  Between October 2002 and May 2003, Plaintiff Rasul was interrogated
about five or six times. Muost of the interrogations involvedthe same questions that had
been asked befare. InApril 2003, Plaintiffs Rasul and Igbal were given polygraphtests
and were led to believethat they might be allowedto return home if they passed.

103.  After two hours of questioning as to whether he was a member of Al
Qaeda, Plaintiff Rasulwas returnedto His cell. Two weeks later, he was interrogatedby
a woman who may have been amy personnel in civilian clothing. She informed him
that he had passed the polyvgraph test. Plaintiff Rasul was transferred to a different
cellblock and informed by interrogators that they had videos which proved that he and
Plaintiffs Igbal and Ahmed were members of Al Qaeda and linked to the September 11
attacks.

104. A week later, Plaintiff Rasul was transferred to an isolation block, called
"November." Plaintift Rasul asked the army sergeant why he was being moved and
was informed that the order was from the interrogators. Plaintiff Rasulwas placed 1 a
metal cell. To make the conditions of confinement continuously debiliteiting, the air
conditioning was turned of during the day and turned on high at night. Temperatures
were near 100 degrees during the day and 40 degrees at night. The extremes o heat
and cold were deliberateiy utilized to intimidate, discomfort and break down prisoners.
For one week, Plaintiff Rasul was held in isolation without interrogation. Later, he was

taken to a room and "short shackled” and placed in an extremely cold room for six to
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seven hours. Short shackling consists o chaining the ankles and wrists closelytogether
to force the delainee into a contorted and painful position. He was unableto move inthe
shackles and was not afforded an opportunity to go to the bathroom. He was hardly
able to. wak and suffered severe back pains. He was taken back to his cell without
explanation.

105. The next day Plaintiff Rasul was "short shackled” and chainedto the floor
again for interrogation by an US Army intelligence officer named Bashir, also known as
Danny. He was shown photographs of three men who were supposedly Plaintiffs
Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed with a man purported o be Mohammed Atta.  Plaintiff Rasul
repeatedly and truthfully denied being the person in the photograph, Further, he
repeatedly and truthfully denied any involvement with Al Qaeda or the September 11
attacks. On five or aix more occasicns, Plaintiff Rasul was interrogated in similar
fashion. Duringthese interrogations, Plaintiff Rasul was not provided with food and was
not permittedto pray.

106. Following the first interrogation, on five or six occasions, Plaintiff Rasul
was removed from his cell and brought back to the interrogation block for intervals of
about four or five days at a time. He was repeatedly "short shackled,” exposed to
extremely loud rock or heavy metal music, and left alone in the interrogationroom for up
to 13 hours in the "long shackle" position.

107.  During this period, a Marine captain and other soldiers arrived at Plaintiff
Rasul's cell to transfer him to another block, where he would remain in isolation for
another two months without ‘comfort items.”

108. On one occasion, Plaintiff Rasul was brought to the interrogation room

from isolation to be questioned by interrogators from the Criminal Investigations Division
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{CID). These interrogators, identified as "Drew" and Terry," informed Plaintiff Rasul
that they were going to begin military tribunals.

* 109.  After continued interrogations as to his alleged presence in a photograph
with Osama Bin Laden, Plaintiff Rasut explained that ke was working & England and
going to college at the time the photographwas taken. Plaintiff Rasul told interrogators
his place of employment at an English electronics shop and his attendance at University
o Centfral England and implored interrogators to corroborate what he was telling them.
The interrogators insisted he was lying, To Plaintiff's knowledge, no effort was made to
find corroborating information which would have confirmed that Plaintift Rasulwas living
in England at the time of the alleged meetingwith Bin Ladeninthe photograph.

110.  About a month after his second isolation period, Plaintiff Rasul was “long
shackled® and placed in a room, where he was met by Bashir and a woman dresocd in
civilian clothing. Bashir informed Plaintiff Rasul that the woman had come from
Washingtonto show him a video of an Osama Bin Laden rally in Afghanistan. After the
woman showed Plaintiff Rasul a portion of the video, she asserted that it showed
Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed sitting down with Sin Laden. The woman interrogator
urged Plaintiff Rasul to admit that the allegation was true, but the persons in the video
were notthe Plaintiffs. Plaintiff Rasul continuedtruthfully to deny involvement. He was
threatened that if he did not confess, he would be returned to isolation. Having beenin
isolationfor five to six weeks, with the result that he was suffering from extreme mental
anguish and disorientation, Plaintiff falsely confessed that he was in the video.

111.  Plaintiff Rasul was then returnedto isolation for another five to six weeks.

During that period he had no contact with any human being except with guards and
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interrogators who questioned him regarding the identity of certain individuals in
photographs.

112, Plaintiff Rasul was then transferred to another cellblock, where both
Plaintiffs Igbal and Ahmed were being held. Here, Plaintiff Rasul was denied “comfort
items" and exercise privileges.

113.  Around mid-August of 2003, Plaintiff Rasul was moved within Camp Delta
and placed in anolher cell block without explanation. After about two weeks, Plaintiff
Rasul was taken to a building known as the "Brown Building” and was informed by an
army intelligence interrogator named "James' that he would soon be moving to a cell
nextto Plaintiffs Igbal and Ahmed.

114.  Following the meeting with the army intelligence interrogator, Plaintiff
Rasul was brought to "Kilo Block™ the ncxt day, where PlaintiffsRasul, lgbal and Ahmed
were reunited and able to speak with one another,

1158.  Forthe next two weeks, Plaintiffs Rasul, lgbal and Ahmed were brought in
succession to be questioned by an army intelligence officer, known only as "James, "as
to their purportedinvalvement inthe 2000 video of Bin Laden.

116.  On one occasion, Plaintiff Rasul was administered a voice stress analyzer
test by James."

117.  After his last interrogation by "James,” Plaintiff Rasulwas informedthat he
would soon be turned over to. Navy Intelligence. Before that, however, in September
2003, Plaintiff Rasul was further interrogated. He was brought into an interrogation
room for eight hours. He was denied requests to pray and to have food or water. The
following day, British officials questioned Plaintiff Rasul.  Plaintiff Rasul informed an

official, who gave the name "Martin," that he had been kept in isolationfor three months
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without cause and had severe knee pain from the lack & exercise, Later that evening,
Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were taken to what was, on informationand belief, a
CIA interrogation block.

118.  Plaintiffs continued to be held in the Kilo Black and were occasionally
brought in for interrogationby a navy intelligence officer who gave the name “Romeo.”

119.  Plaintiff lgbal was treated in a manner similar to the other Plaintiffs.

120. Plaintiff Igbal was interrogated on several occasions, sometimes for as
long as eight hours.

121.  The typical routine was to be “short shackled” and placed in an extremely
cold room.

122.  Plaintiff Igbal was relegated fo Level 4, the harshest level, for about two
weelks, with virtually no “comfortitems.” Soon after, he was placed in isolation on the
instructionof intelligenceofficers.

123.  Plaintiff lgbal's isolation cell was covered in human excrement. Plaintiff
Igbal had no soap or towels and could not clean the cell. He was unable to sit
anywhere.

124.  Plaintiff lgbal was interrogated periodically to review photographs. On one
occasion, he was placed in a “short shackled position and left in a room with the air
conditioningturned down to 40”. Plaintiff Igbalwas left in the “shortshackle’’position for
about three hours. Then, Defendant John Doe, an interrogator calling hirsetf “Mr.
Smith,” entered the room and teased Plaintiff lgbal about the temperature. “Mr. Smith”
told Plaintiff Igbal that he was able to get anything Plaintiff Igbal wanted. "Mr. Smith”
then pulled out pornographic magazines and taunted him.  Plaintiff Igbal refused to talk

to *Mr. Smith.” “Mr. Smith” left Plaintiff Igbal alone for another three ar four hours in the
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frigid room. Inthat one day, Plaintiff Igbal had been "short shackled"for seven to eight
hours. Upon returningto his cell, he became ill with flu and requested medication. One
of the military police officers, Defendant John Doe, denied him medication, and
informed himthat he was acting under orders from intelligence.

125. The next day, a Marine Captain and about 15 soldiers escorted Plaintiff
Igbal to another isolation black. He was left there for several days. Prior to his
interrogation, Plaintiff Igbal was "short shackled" and then introducedto an interrogator
who gave the name "James”  Because the pain from the shackling became
excruciating, Plaintiff Igbal began to scream. After about three or four hours, "James”
unshackled him.

126.  After three days, Piaintiff Igbal was taken to the "Brown Building,” where
hc was "long shackled” and M4t in a room with strobe lighting and very loud music
played repeatedly, making it impossible for him to think or sleep. After about an hour,
Plaintiff Igbal was taken back to his cell.

127.  The next day, Plaintiff Ighal was "short shackled" in the interrogationroom
for five or six hours before later being interrogated by "Drew," who identified himself as
an agent from CiD, Plaintiff Igbal was shown photographs, but refusedto look at them.
He was "short shackled” for about four or five hours more. After awhile, he was unable
to bear the conditionsand falselyconfessedthat he was pictured inthe photographs.

128.  Four days later, agents from the FBI interrogated Plaintiff Igbal about his
activities in 2000.

129.  Plaintiff lgbal remained in isolation and was questioned at one pointby a
military intelligence officer giving the name of "0OJ." Soldiers threatened him with further

beatings ifhe did not answer ihe questions.
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130.  Plaintiff Ahmed was interrogated on numerous occasions, particularly with
respect to his knowledge of the Bin Laden video. He was interrogated every three or
four days, and the typical procedure was that he was first "short shackled" and placed in
a freezing roomwith loud music for several hours.

131.  Before arriving at Guantanamo, Plaintiff Ahmed was seriously sleep-
deprived and malnourished. He was the first of the Plaintiffs to admit to various false
accusations by interrogators.

132.  Upon Plaintiff Ahmed's arrival at Camp Delta, he was placed in isolation
for about one month. Following this period, he was placed in a different odl and
interrogated by mostly American interrogators who asked him the same questions for
six months.

133.  Plaintiff Al-Harith alsc was given a lie deteclor test approximately one year
into his detentionwhich he was told he passed..

134.  Plaintiff Al-Harith on three or four occasions witnessed Defendant John
Does, military police, using an industrial strength hose to shoot strong jets of water at
detainees. He was hosed down on one occasion. A guard walked along the gangway
alternating the hose on each cell. Plaintiff Al-Harith was hosed down continuously for
approximately one minute. The pressure of the water forced him to the back of his cell.
The contents of his cell, including his heddingand Koran, were soaked.

135.  Plaintiff Rasul, inthe next cell, also had all the contents < his cell soaked.

136.  In or around February 2004, Plaintiffs heard from military police that they
would be released and sent home soon. Before leaving Camp Delta, Plaintiffs all were
interrogated a final time. Plaintiffs were asked to sign statements admitting to

membership in Al Qaeda and participation in terrorist activity. Plaintiffs declined.
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137. In March2004, Plaintiffs were releasedfrom Camp Delta and flown to the
United Kingdom.

Injuries

188.  Plainiiffs suffered and continue to suffer from the cruel, inhuman, and
degrading treatment they experienced during their detention. The "short shackling"
which Plaintiffs were exposed to resulted in deep cuts at their ankles, pemmanent
scarring, and chronic pain. Plaintif Rasul has chronic pain in his knees and back.
Plaintiff Ahmed also suffers from pemrmanent deterioration of his eyesight because of the
withholding of required special lenses as “comfort items.”

139.  Plaintiff Al-Harith suffers from severe and chronic pain in his knees from
repeatedly being forced onto his knees and pressed downwards by guards whenever he
loft his cell. He also has experienced pain in his right elbow.

140.  Plaintiffsfurther suffer from acute psychologicalsymptoms.

Development and Implementationof a Plan of Torture
and Other Physical and f ! Detainees

141. The torture, threats, physical and psychologival abuee inflicted upon

Plaintiffs were devised, approved, and implemented by Defendant Rumsfeld and other
Defendants in the military chain of command. These techniques were intended as
interrogation techniques o be used on detainees.

142. It is well-established that the use of force in interrogation is prohibited by
domestic and international law. The United States Army strictly prohibits the use of
such techniques and advises its interrogators that their use may lead to criminal

proaccution. Army Field Manual 34-52, Ch. 1, "Intelligence Interrogation,” provides:
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Prohibition 3 Jse of Force

The use o force, mental torture, threats, insults, or exposure to
unpleasant and inhumane freatment of any kind is prohibited by
faw and is neither authorized nor condoned by the US
Government.... The psychological techniques and principles
outlined should neither be confused with, nor construed to be
synonymous with, unauthorized techniques such as brainwashing,
mental torture, or any other form of mental coercion to include
drugs. These technigues and principles are intended to serve as
guides in obtaining the wiling cooperation of a source. The
absence of threals in interrogation is intentional, as their
enforcement and use nomally constitute violations of
international law and may result in prosecuffon. (Emphasis
supplied).

143.  Further, according to Field Manual 34-52, ch. 1: “Experience indicates that
the use of force is not necessary to gain the cooperation of sources for interrogation.
Therefore, the use of force is a poor technique, as it yields unreliable results, may
damage subsequent collection effixts, and can induce the source to say whatever he
thinks the interrogator wants to hear.”

144. Army Field Manual27-10, “The Law of Land Warfare,” summarizes the
domestic and internationallegal rules applicable to the conduct of war. Field Manual
27-10.recognizes the following sources of the law of war:

The law of war is derived from two principal sources:

a.  Lawmaling Treaties (or Conventions), such as the Hague
and GenevaConventions.

b. Custom. Although some of the law of war ha3 not been
incorporated in any treaty or convention to which the United
States is a party, this body of unwritten or customary law &
firmly established by the custom of nations and well defined
by recognized authorities on international law.

datCh1,§1
145,  In spite of the prohibitions on the use of force, threats, and abuse in

the Army Field Manual, and its clear acknowledgement that their use violates
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international and domestic law, Defendant Rumsfeld approved techniques that were
inviolation of those prohikitions and thus knowingly violated the rights of Plaintiffs.

146. Ina press release dated June 22, 2004, Defendant Rumsfeld admitted
that beginning December 2, 2002, he personally authorized the use < interrogation
techniques that are not permitted under FM 34-52.  Further, in the press release,
Defendant Rumsfeld admits that he personally was consulted when certain of the
techniques were to be utilized.

147. The techniques practiced on Plaintiffs = including beatings, “short
shackling," sleep deprivation, injections of unknown substances, subjection to cold
or heat, hooding, stress positions, isolation, forced shaving, disruption of religious
practices, forced nakedness, intimidation with vicious dogs and threats - were
known to and approved by Defendant Rumsfeld and others in the military chain of
command.

148.  Article 3 common to all four Geneva Conventions requires that all
persons in the hands € an opposing force, regardless o their legal status, be
afforded certain minimum standards of treatment:

Persons taking no active part in the hostilities, including members of armed
forces who have laid down their amms and those placed hors de combat by
sickness, wounds, detention, or any other cause, shall inall circumstances be
treated humanely, without any adverse distinction founded on race, colour,
religionor faith, sex, birth o wealth, or any other similar criteria.

To this end the following acts are and shall remain prohibited at any time and

in any place whatsoever with respect to the above-mentionedpersons:

(a) Violence to life and person, in particular murder of all kinds, mutilation,
cruel treatment andtorture;

kW

(¢)  Outrages upon personal dignity, in particular, humiliating and degrading
treatment.
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149.  The Third Geneva Conventiond 1949, Art. 130, bars the "willful killing,
torture or inhuman treatment . . . willfully causing great suffering or serious injury to
body or health” of any prisoner df war.

150.  In February 2002, the White House issued a press release, which
advised:

The United States is treating and will continue to treat all of the
individuals detained at Guantanamo humanely and, to the extent
appropriate and consistent with military necessity, in 2 manner
consistent with the principles < the Third Geneva Gonvention of
1949,

The President has determined that the Geneva Convention applies
to the Taliban detainees, but not to the al-Qaeda detainees. Al-
Qaeda is not a state party to the Geneva Convention; it is a forei%r\}
terrorist group. As such, its members are not entitled to PO
status.

1681. On information and belief, Dcicndanl Rumsfold and all Dofondante
were aware of this statement «f the President. Moreover, Defendant Rumsfeldknew
that this statement of policy was a departure from the previous policy of the United
States that the laws of war, including the Geneva Conventions, were always to be
honored. Defendant Rumsfeld knew that the Department of Stale and the uniformed
services took the generally recognized position that the Geneva Conventions could
not be abrogated or ignored.

152. ilowever, Defendant Rumsfeld and others deliberated failed to
implement the Presidential Directive in any event. Defendant Rumsfeld and other
Defendants in the chain of command had no good faith basis for believing that
Plaintiffswere members of or affiliated with Al Qaeda in any way. Indeed, the policy
as announcedwas inccherent inthat Defendant Rumsfeld and the other defendants

had no way of knowingwho was and who was not a member of Al Qaeda or the
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Taliban and Defendantstook no steps to implementany reliable fact-finding process
which might ascertain who was and who was not & member of Al Qaeda or the
Taliban, including in particular a “competent tribunal” as mandated by the Third
Geneva Convention, Art. 5, U.S. military regulations and long standing practice of
the US. armed forces

153.  Defendant Rumsfeld and all Defendants were aware that torture and
other mistreatment perpetrated under color of law violates domestic and
international law at.

154, Defendant Rumsfeld and all Defendants were aware that Plaintiffs
were tortured and otherwise mistreated or knew they would be tortured and
otherwise mistreated while in military custody in Afghanistan and at Guanténamo.

155. Dcfcndant Rumsfeld and all Defendants took no steps to prevent the
infliction of torture and other mistreatmentto which Plaintiffswere subjected.

156. Defendant Rumsfeld and all Defendants authorized and encouragedthe
infliction ¢of torture and other mistreatmentagainst Plaintiis..

157. Defendant Rumsfeld and all Defendants were aware that prolonged
arbitrary detention violates customary international law.

158. Defendant Rumnsfeld and all Defendants authorized and condoned the

prolenged arbitrary detention of Plaintiffs,

Count |
ALIEN TORT STATUTE
Prolonged Arbitrary Detention
159. Plaintiis repeat and re-allege the allegations contained in paragraphs 1

through 158 of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.
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160. As stated by the Supreme Court of the United States, the allegations
contained herein "unquestionably describe 'custody in violation of the Constitution or
laws or treaties of the United States.” Rasulv. Bush, 124 S, Ct. 2686, 2698, n.15
(2004 {(citation omitted) {Plaintiffs Rhuhel Ahmed and Asif Igbal were also Plaintiffs in
that case).

161.  Plaintiis Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were unarmed and were detained in a
prison camp operated by non-t,S. forces and Plaintiff Al-Harith had been detained and
mistreated by the Taliban as a suspected British spy and was trapped in a war zone
when Defendants took physical custody of their persons. Plaintiffs never engaged in
combat, carried arms, or participated in terrorist activity or conspired with any terrorist
personor organization. Defendants could have had no good-faith reasonto believe that
thoy had done so.

162. The Plaintiffs were detained under the exclusive custody and control of
Defendants for over two years without due process, access to counsel or family, or a
single charge of wrongdoing being levied against them.

163. The acts described herein constitute prolonged arbitrary detention in
violation of the law d’ nations under the Alien Tort Statute, 28 US.C. §1350, inthat the
acts violated customary international law prohibiting prolonged arbitrary detention as
reflected, expressed, and defined in multilateral treaties and other international
instruments, international and domestic judicial decisions, and other authorities.

164. Defendants are liable for said conduct in that Defendants participated in,
set the conditions, directly and/or indirectly facilitated, ordered, acquiesced, confirmed,
ratified, aided and abetted and/or conspired together in bringing about the prolonged

arbitrary detention of Plaintiffs.
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165.  Defendant's unlawful conduct deprived Plaintiffs of their freedom, o
contact with their families, friends and communities. As a result, Plaintiffs suffered
severe psychologicalabuse and injuries.

166.  Plaintiffs are entitled to monetary damages and other relief to be
determinedat trial.

Countll
ALIEN TORT STATUTE
Torture

167.  Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege the allegations contained in paragraphs. 1
through 158 d this Complaint as f fully set forth herein.

168. The acts described herein were inflicted deliberately and intenticnally for
purposes which included, among 'others, punishing the Plaintiffs or intimidating them.
The alleged acts did not serve any legitimate intelligence-gatheringor other government
purpose. Instead, they were perpetratedto coerce, punish, and intimidate the Plaintiffs.
In any event, torture is not permitted as a legitimate government function under any
circumatances.

169. The acts described herein constitute torture in violation of the law of
nations under the Alien Tort Statute, 28 U.S.C.§ 1350, in that the acts violated
customary international law prohibiting torture as reflected, expressed, and defined in
multilateral treaties and other international instruments, international and domestic
judicial decisions and other authorities.

170. Defendants are liable for said conduct 1 that Defendants participated in,
set the conditions, directly and/or indirectly facilitated, ordered acquiesced, confirmed,
ratified and or/conspired together in bringing about the torture and other physical and

psychologicalabuse of Plaintiffs as described above.
- 44-

11-L-0559/0SD/038429



171.  Plaintiis suffered severe, immediate and continuing physical and
psychological abuse as a resadt of the acts alleged herein. Plaintiffs continue to suffer
profound physical and psychologicalirauma from the acts alleged herein.

172.  Plaintiffs are entitled to monetary damages and other relief to be
determined at trial.

Count 1
ALIEN TORT STATUTE
Cruel, Inhumanor Degrading Treatment

173.  Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege the allegations contained in paragraphs 1
through 158 of this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

174. The acts described herein had the intent and the effect of grossly
humiliating and debasing the Plaintiffs, forcing them to act against their will and

conscience, inciting fear and anguish, and breakingtheir physical and moral resistance.

175. These acts includedinter alia repeated severe beatings; the withholding of

food, water, and necessary medical care; sleep deprivation; lack of basic hygiene;
intentional exposure to extremes of heat and cold and the elements; continuous
isolation for a period of months; forced injections; sexual humiliation; intimidation with
unmuzzled dogs; deprivation of the rights to practice their religion and death threats.
176. The acts described herein constitute cruel, inhuman or degrading
troatment in violation of the law of nation-, under the Alien Tort Statute, 28 U.S.C.§
1350, inthat the acts violated customary international law prohibiting cruel, inhuman or
degrading treatment as reflected, expressed, and defined in multilateral treaties and
other international instruments, international and domestic judicial decisions and other

authorities.
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177.  Defendants are liable for said conduct in that Defendants participated in,
set the conditions, directly and/or indirectly facilitated, ordered acquiesced, confirmed,
ratified, aided and abetted and/or conspired together in bringing about the cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment of Plaintiffs as described above.

178.  Plaintiffs suffered severe immediate physical and psychological abuse as
a result of |he acts alleged herein. Plaintiffs continue to suffer profound physical and
psychologicaltrauma from the acts alleged herein.

179. Plaintiffs are entiled to monetary damages and other relief to be

determined at trial.

CountlV
VIOLATION OF THE GENEVA CONVENTIONS

180.  Plaintiffs repeat and rc-allege the allcgationo contained in paragraphs 1
through 158 df this Complaint as iffully set forth herein.

181.  As detailed herein, Plaintiffs were held arbitrarily, tortured and olherwise
mistreated during their detention in violation of specific protections of the Third and
Fourth Geneva Conventions including but not limited to Article 3 commonto all four
Geneva Conventions.

182. Violations & the Geneva Conventions are direct treaty violations as well
oo violations f customary intemational law.

183. Defendants are liable for said conduct in that Defendants participated in,
set the conditions, directly and/or indirectly facilitated, ordered, acquiesced, confirmed,
ratified, aided and abetted and/or conspired together in bringing about the prolonged

arbitrary detention, torture, abuse and mistreatment of Plaintiffs as described above.
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184. As a result of Defendants' violations of the Geneva Conventions, Plaintiffs
are entitled to monetary damages and other relief to be determined at trial.
Count v
CLAIMS UNDER THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES
Violation of the Eighth Amendment

185.  Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege the allegations contained in paragraphs 1.
thorugh 158 ¢f this Complaint as if fully set forth herein.

186. Defendants’ actions alleged herein against imprisoned Plaintiffs violated
the Eighth Amendmont to the United 3=e=s Constitution. Over the course of an
arbitrary and baseless incarceration for more than two years, Defendants inflicted cruel
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