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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF EEn
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9999 T I
INFO MEMO CM-2195-04 -

22 November 2004

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM: General Richard B. Myers, CICS W " /

SUBJECT: Acquisition and Jointness

o Issue. You expressed a desire that we Tix the acquisition process o achieve better
jointness and interoperability (TAB). Specific examplesinclude differences in
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 Systern) that leverage spiral development and other accelerated
acquisition techniques. 1 will arrange for a briefing if you would like an update on
the process.

» Discussion. When the Marine Corps was acquiring 4 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 sund 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)

Prepared By: VADM Robert F, Willard, USN; Director, J-8;|(0)(8)
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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 ?ﬂ

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 Qorpss 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 55
102004-18

0SD 18755-04

Tab

Please respond by

Fete
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November 2,2004

TO: Gen Pete Pace
ee GenDick Myers
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld
SUBJECT: Training Matter

Are you doing anything to fix that problem of the lack of jointness and
imteroperability in common training with respect to the heavy trucks —between the
Marines and the Amy and any other service?

Thanks.

DHR.=
110204-2

Please respond by iz]ey

Fovo— Tab A

0SD 18826-04
11-L-0559/0SD/45368



CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9989 et B S S P

CM-2201-04
22 November 2004

INFO MEMO

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: General Richard B. Myers, CJCSW il / v

SUBIJECT: Training Matter

®  Question. “Are you doing anything to fix that problem of the lack ol jointness and
interoperabilily 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 common fleet of heavy trucks is in the initial steps of the
JROC process.

® Analysis

® The Army, in conjunctionwith the respective Services, offers motor transportation
training al 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 al Naval Air Station, Port Hueneme, California. 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
Understanding to 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 lor review by February 2005.

COORDINATION: TAB B

Atlachments:
As stated

Prepared By: Major General Jack Catton, USAF; Director, J-7{(b)(6) |

0 =
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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 servica?

Thanks.

DHR:s8
110204

Please respond by nlsz oY

FOHO Tab A

0SD 18826-04
11-L-0559/0SD/45370



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-05659/0S8D/45371

Tab B



wa

TAB A
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September 30, 2004 g b

TO: Ryan Henry
Gen Dick Myers
Gen Pete Pace

CC: Paul Wolfowitz

FROM: Donald Rumsfeldw
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 alse have 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 __ 10]3.4 Jod

Tab A
FOHO

0SD 1 2
11-L-0559/0SD/45372 SD 18827-04
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9998
cM-2202-0% - 22
23 November 2004

INFO MEMO

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FROM: General Richard B. Myers, CICS "{ZV

SUBIJECT: Multinational Force and Observers (MFO) Sinai Commitment

e [ssue, “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 available to 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 ¢an
reduce its MFO commitments by over one-third by transitioning from a static
observation plan —mexrning all check points (CPs) 24/7 — toan alternating
observation ¢overage 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 General J. T. Conway, USMC; Director, J-3{(b)(6) |

11-L-0559/0SD/45373
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TAB A

o T B . T SN LTI X PO 1o
September 30, 2004 ERE

TO: Ryan Henry
Gen Dick Myers
Gen Pete Pace

CC: Paul Wolfowitz

FROM: Donald Rumsfcldw
SUBJECT: Sinal Commitment

Here we are, three years later, and we still have a significant number of people
committed to the Sinai {orce. 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 10}ralog

Tab A

Forro

0SD 18827-04
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TAB B

27 October 2004
INFORMATION PAPER
Subject: Multinational Force and Observers (MFQO)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.

¢  FOHE6» 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.

- ey MFO-49 (Jan06, 395 personncel (PER);reduced from MFO-

48, 687 PER):

= Negotiations completed June 2005

» Forces sourced / alerted  July 2005

» Forces mobilized October 2005

» Forces deploy December 2005

- By MFO-50 (Jan(07, 89 PER):

» Negotiations completed June 2006

» Forces sourced / alerted  July 2006

» Forces mobilized October 2006

= Forces deploy December 20006

» SOy There arc several 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.

- #8866y 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.

- By Intensify 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.

FOR-OFHCIALUSEONLY
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- OO trate talks and ultimately negotiations to close the MFO
Sinai mission and transfer focus towards a Gaza observation
Mission.

67 The following actions reduce current force levels by over one-third.
If executed, the estimated MFO-49 force level would be 395 PER.

- OO Transition from a static observation plan to an alternating
obscrvation coverage plan in US sectors five and six.

s OOy US sectors five and six contain 12 fixed observation
posts and check points.

= TFOTO) US forces currently staff all 12 sites daily.

» 6 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.

= 958> Concurrently, inform signatorics and MFO HQ Rome

of USG intent to not field the infantry battalion requirement
beginning January 2007 and initiate reduction in US force

.......

levels beginning January 2006. This action supports staffing
requirements for a new observation plan.

- FEHE3 Outsource US-provided helicopter support resident in the
MFO support battalion.

« 56> 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.

= 65 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 source.

s 63 Contracted helicopter support will reduce US force
levels by 105 PER and possibly an additional 37 PER in the
MFO Support Battalion HQ structurc.

- OE9Y Eliminate redundant US force structure and capabilities.

B-2

FOR-OFHCIALUSEONLY
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O 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.

#H6y 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.

#H6 Reduction of one battalion hecadquarters could reduce
force level by 37 PER,

63 The following actions reducc MFO-50 force levels to 89 PER.

6y OSD(P) identifies a new donor nation to replace US infantry
battalion capability in MRO sectors five and six.

S Donor nation would have to be vetted and approved by
the signatories and MFO HQ Rome.

e If 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 signatories and

MFO HQ Rome.

SO Eliminating US infantry battalion obligations reduces
current force level by 425 PER.

63 Outsource sclected US-provided MFO support battalion
capabilities.

6> Replace explosive ordnance demolition, materiel
management, postal, finance and selected medical capabilities
with contracted services.

#6569 Contracted capability would increasec MEPO costs,
requiring an additional funding source and a Presidential
Determination finding.

O Contracted logistic support should reduce US force
levels by 43 personnel.

B-3 Tab B

FOR-OFHACIAL USE-ONLY
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TAB C

Sinai Commitment

and
Force Reduction IPR

01 November 2004

This Joint Staff briefing is classified

UNCLASSIFIED/H—646- Tab C

11-L-0559/05D/45378



SecDethrectwn

« 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/45379



« MFO signatories and contributor nations do not want to decrease
MFO structure or alter its mission

* |Israel 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 backfill donor nations
— Contract and fund helicopter support

- Increasing OLIVE HARVEST support

- Increase civilian observer unit to expand coverage

Tab C

11-L-0559/0SD/45380
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Transition Timeline
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Line Company

Line Company
Services

Materiel Management
EOD Detachment
Aviation Detachment
Line Company

Line Company
Support Battalion HQ

Signatories

Line Company

Line Company
Services

Materiel Nlanagement
EOD Detachment

11-L-0559/0SD/45381
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Jan 05 Oct 05 Jan 06 Oct 06 Jan 07
MFO — 48 (687 PER) MFO - 49 (395 PER) MFO - 50 (89 PER)
Headquarters Staff Headquarters Staff o Headquarters Staff
Medical Detachment Negotiations | Medical Detachment Neg%’;‘iﬁm“s Medical Detachment
Infantry Battalion HQ With Infantry Battalion HQ Signa

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

—tine-Company
—tine-Gempany

—Suppert Batltalion HG
Services
Materiel Management
EOD Detachment
Medical Detachment

AviationDetael I

27
125
75

75
75

75
37
12
14

62
105

Total

11-L-0559/05D/45382

395
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MFO-49 Force Structure

MFO-50 Force Structure

MFO Headquarters Staff 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

e e ' 215

i EE
D

27
125
75
75
12
14

62

395 Total

11-L-0559/0SD/45383
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« OSD(P)
— Inform signatories of force drawdown and propose alternatives

« Identity 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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| One Third Reduction -

« OSD(P)
— Inform signatories of force drawdown and propose alternatives
* Modify observation plan reducing force requirements
« Identify donor nation backfill for US force reductions
» Qutsource selected US capabilities (aviation)
— Obtain Presidential Determination and funding for contracts
- Recommend MFOQO 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

11-L-0559/05D/45385
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TAB D

COORDINATION PAGE
USA COL Chappell 10 November 2004
ISA/NESA Mr. Hulley 27 October 2004

Tab D
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November 8, 2004
g ey 8 85 41
TO: . Paul Wolfowitz
Gen Dick Myers
.Steve Cambone
Ray DuBois
FROM: Dcmldfmmsﬁel(\)v ,

SUBJECT : Alert Status

We need to thirk through whether we want to lower the alert status arrangements

and, therefore, costs for those activities that DoD is engaged in.
Please getback to me witha proposal.

Thanks.

DHRuss
110804-11

Please respond by <] D‘!’

11-L-0559/0SD/45388
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TO:

CC.l
FROM:
SUBJECT:

L

David Chu

Gen Dick Myers
Donald Rumsfeld@ .

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 impose it on all the services.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
100604-2

BEEB N AR AP R N RN ANV EER NP AR RN FE A g BN R RS AR N R SNBSS YA TRTADEN NIRRT BN NERRY

Please respond by l ol 249 /OL[

i ——t

roto

11-L-0559/05D/45389
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000

INFO MEMO
PERSONMNEL AND
READINESS
November 23,2004 - 12:00 PM
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: Da:'i’di%cdhu, USD(P&R)
Po Al Chrre A3 Az o
SUBJECT: Individual Ready Reserve (IRR)—SNOWFLAKE (attached)

e Yourecommended that we fashion a program to improve IRR management by using
the Marine Corps program as a model. We are doing so.

e Atthe 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 (MSQO) and responsibilities.

o Management Concepts: Tracking of musters, mcmbqr 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.

e 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 Fbirst quarterly update on IRR improvement programs from the Services 1s due to me
next month; I will provide you a summary,

Attachment: As stated

Prepared By: Colonel Joseph Viani, OASD/RA(M&F),

6 OSD 18875-04

11-L-0559/0SD/45390



S

TO:

cC!
FROM:
SUBJECT:

David Chu

Gen Dick Myers
Donald Rumsfcld@ '

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 | Ol’_? q /_oi—!

Foro

11-L-0559/05D/45391
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TO
ccC

FROM
SUBJECT':

David Chu

7w

|
DonaldRmmfeld?' .

Virginia National Guard

~z-NeY
Y 23

[ 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.

" D
11190410

Ol-lllllilllll.lll---c---lll.l.lll.llllllill.---l--ctn.----.l

Please respond by

(2/,7/0g

11-L-0559/0SD

/45392

absr 17, 2004
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE« '-,'-' e

4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON [ o 2
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000

' IMA KDY P3P & 307N

PERSONNEL AND INFO MEMD

READINESS

iNovember 22.2004|— 15:00

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM. David S. C. Chy, USD(P&R)  © _
L2 a Al N, Chger 3TV 22
SUBJECT: Virginia National Guard—SNOWFLAKE (uattached)
|
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 Ar 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 Theyare: CT, DE, HL, IL, LA, MA, MD, VA and VL.

o Overall, the Virginia Army National Guard missed its FY 2004

Eec;uolgl{lg mission of 56,002 by 7,209 and its authorized strength of 350,000
Y

¢ We have engaged the Guard leadership to look ata rebalancing of structure.

o We will meet with LTG Blum and his'|Direct0rs on December 3 to
establish the "way ahead"

Attachment: As stated |
Prepared by: Mr. Rich Krimmer, OASD/RA(M&P)
|

< GSD 18887-04
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ff."'__?-":_’.’TE j;_".:':--' -j_'-_:
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000

READINESS

v vy 23
PERSONMEL AND ACTION MEMOQO
November 22,2004
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action

FROM: Dr. David Chu, §SD (PERSONNEL AND READINESS)
SN2 g:_//v -Z; Cigpe NA4y sH
SUBJECT: MEASURINGBOOTS ON GROUND (BOG)--Snowflake

e The attached paper (Tab A) addresses your snow{lake (Tab B) concerning “Army
deployment length to Irag and Afghanistan.”

e We have worked with the Joint Staff, Joint Forces Command and the Army (tab C) to
craft a truthful and simple deploymentmeasure.

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.

» [f you agree we will ensure this measure is promulgated as policy in the deployment
process.

RECOMMENDATION: Review and approve the altached measure of “Boots on the
Ground.”

Approved Disapproved Other

COORDINATION: Joint Staff (Tab C)

Attachments:
As Stated

Prepared by: Dr. Paul Mayberry,|(b)(€)

11-L-0559/0SD/45394 ol LBRR =04
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DRAFT

“Boots on Ground (BOG)”

SecDef Guidance:
e Truthful, simplc policy
® A goal, not a promise
¢ DB precisc; above all, be honest

Concept:
* Boots on Ground is 4 unil management meiric based on time in theaier, delined as
the CENTCOM AOR in support of OIF/OEF.
® Individual cxpectations are 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 Exact unit arrival datc as reported by unit commanders to the service component
command and validated by CENTCOM.
e Combat units report BOG at the Brigade/Regiment Ievel.
— All tasked subordinate units will have the same BOG date-unless a
subordinatc unit is moving independently of the brigade or regiment.
e Supporting or separate units will report BOG at the battalion, squadron, company,
or detachment as defined by UIC/DUIC/UTC.
e 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 3635 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 cxtension 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 1s disseminated, understood, and enforced throughout
their units and arbitrate all discrepancics concerning BOG for their units.
The Joint Staff will monitor BOG policy implementation.
It the Combatant Commander determines the requirement for a unit is no longer
nceded, that unit may redeploy prior to 365 days and a back fill unit will not be
deployed.

DRAFT 1500 3 Nov 04
11-L-0559/0SD/45395
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-+ -October 27, 2004
TO: David Chu
cc! Gen Dick Myers

Paul Wolfowitz
Gen Pete Pace

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ’y Q\ ’
’

SUBJECT: Army Deployment Length Policy

Please write down a truthful, 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 || I I’LI oY
I
fuvivivg

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) dralt
Boots on the Ground (BOG)policy.l The Joint Staff has reviewed and

coordinated with J-1, OCJCS/LC, USJFCOM, USA, USAF, USMC and USN.
Recommended changes and comments are enclosed,

2. The Joint Stall point of contact is Lieutenant Colonel Wallin, USAF; J-3;

[(b)(6) |
Vid—
nNJA
NORTON A, SCHWARTZ
Lieutenant General, USA
Director, Joint Staff
Enclosure
Relerence:

|  USD{P&R) memorandum, 12 November 2004, “OIF /OEF Boots on the
Ground/ Army Deployment Length Policy”

D S e Abell
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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 AOR.

2. Page 1.“Concept’paragraph. Ist bullet. Change as follows: “Boots
on Ground { BOG) is a unit management metrlcéeﬁneéﬁs—da{&mam

eempeneﬂ{—eemm&ﬂé based on tinie in lhealel delmed as lhe

USCENTCOM AOR in support of OIF/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 puncluation.

4. Page 1."“Concept’paragraph, 3rd bullet. “BOG is measured based
on-time-n theater;-defined-as-the GENTCOM AQR- i ~—Pport-of O/ OER
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/45398



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/sgquadron.”

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 o have the same BOG.

7. Page 1,“"Relinements”paragraph, 3rd bullet. Change as {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 lollows:
“SecDef approval required for any BOG extension ol Army-units beyond
36512 months,

REASON: The 12 months BOG is the maximum established BOG
regardless of Service.

9. Page |."Refinements”paragraph. Sth bullet. sub-bullet. Change as
follows “FePe{-her—SemeesTSeeDe{—a-pmemeqeﬁeé—%r—aﬂy—BQG
W&s—baseé— USMC dl’ld Ndle units executmg GNFPP/GMFP bchedule in
support of the CENTCOM AOR will continue (o lollow the GNFPP/GMFP
process unless otherwise direcled in a CJCS 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 1s 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 {ill 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
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“October 27,2004

TO: David Chu
cC: Gen Dick Myers

Paul Wolfowitz
Gen Pete Pace

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld "'y p\ ¢
¢

SUBJECT:  Army Deployment Length Policy

Please write down a truthful, simple policy that can govern Army deployment

OLE

length to Iraq and Afghanistan. [t should make clear that whatever 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:s5
102704-6
Please respond by I II 12]oy
s
-~
E]:
()
-L
rete

0SD 18889-04
11-L-05659/0SD/45401



% FROM: MIRA RICARDEL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEF

fu?

= B
.. 1-04/014540;
" PebSecDef
USDP PTG
16 7004

ACTION MEMO

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

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:

vwlgﬁv-p\\t’% H

e Spain: Sent a light infantry battalion of 550, to augment long-term ISAF presence of
approximately 500 troops

e ltaly: Senta light infantry battalion of 500 to augment a long-term ISAF presence of
500 troops.

* Germany: Sent approximately 70 psychological warfare troops to augment long-term
ISAF presence of 2 100 troops.

ho noyy 2 {

» Netherlands: Sent approximately 250 troops. including 6 F-16s, to augment long-
term presence of approximately 500,

At Tab A are proposed thank you letters to the MoDs of ltaly, Spain, Ge
Netherlands for your signature, '

RECOMMENDATION: SecDef sign suggested thank you lettgrs at Ta

APPROVE

5 e S

AN/

OTHER 5"‘ 8
.

-5

Ve B } Dlr %] ; . l_ -
DASD (EUWNATOMDH EPS): TSA 8D eSS

SAMA SD
Coalition Mgt aary Tighe, 4 Noy 04 Dir (NATO): MA SD
EXEC SEC 2
- [ ESe ¥ 1]-3-C
Prepared by: COL AJ Torres, ISP/EPS [(b)(6)
Prepared on: 11/3/200416:06 osD 1 B g g4~ 04

11-L-0559/0SD/45402



ol PERE 0N 8 1) October 29,2004
T4 [oWMsHO
EC-SN
TO: Doug Feith
FROM:  _.. “

t 4

SUBJECT: Thank you to Italians

We probably ought to send a thank you to the [talians for stepping up and

I
providing troops for the Afghan election, and anyone else who helped. A
PRy
b
?J;l;ozs-za »
IIIIII [ ER R RN R R RS RERRENRRERRRRERTRENERTRRAERNRRERRRERNRERERRERARRERRNENLNRESREHRSEHNS: 2'
Please respond by /s / DY o
— 1 -1
e ;
. §,—9 W |
9_3-
e
<
(\
!
G
L

£l 23

ot 0SD 18894-04
11-L-0559/08D/45403
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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.
|2
Executive Services and Communications
Correspondence Analyst
Attachments:
As stated

OSD 18894-04

11-L-0559/0SD/45404
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

DEC 1 204

The Honorable Antonio Martino
Minister of Defense

Via XX, Settembre 8

00187 Rome

Ttaly

Dear Antonio,

[ want to express my deep appreciation for [taly's supportto the recent
election in Afghanistan. Your contributions helped ensure that this historic

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,

OSD 18894-04
FY
W
11-L-0559/05D/45405
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

DEC 1 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,

/) 4

g::i, 0SD 18894-04
11-L-0559/0SD/45406



UNCLASSIILD

DTG: 1016462 NOV 04 BAGE Ol 3L Bl

Drafter's Name : COL &.J. TORRES, DESK OFFICER
Dffice Fhoae - EUR, [(B)(B)

Boeleasars Infs - DONALD H. FUREPELLD, FEITZT, =714

Lotion Proo ; ROUTINE
Info Proc  ROUTINE
Swoecat

From: SECDEE WASHINGTON L2
To:  AMEMEASSY ROME
Info: SECSTATE WASHINGTON DC
R T e, e L =gy
SECDED WASHINGTON L2/ ZHEATIRS .
SECOER WASHIKGTION oI/ /FILESACE I2P/USCE EUR POLS/

UNCLASSIFILE
SURBJECT: LETTER TC ITALIAN MINISTER QI DEFENEE

1, REQUEST AMEMBASSY FCORWARD SUBJECT LETTER TO THE HCONORABLE MARTINO
A5 SO0ON AS POSSIBLE. SIGNED ORIGINAL TC FOLLOW.

(BEGIN TEXT)

THE HONORARBLE ANTONIO MARTIND

MINISTER DOF DEFENSE

VIA XX, SETTEMEREE &

00187 ROME

ITALY

DEAR ANTONIC,

(PARA) I WANT TO EXPREES MY DEEP APPRECTATION FOR ITALY'S SUPPORT TO
THE RECENT ELECTICN IN AFGHANISTAN. YOUR CONTRIBUTIONS HELPED ENSURE
THAT THIS HISTORIC ELECTICN OCCURRED IN A SAFE ENVIEONMENT.

(PARL) IT IS REASSURING THAT WE CAN COUNT ON TTALY TC BE IN THE WAR
ON TERRORISM.

(PARA) THANKS SO MUCH.

SINCERELY,
//DONALD I, F4SFELD//

(END TEXT)

UNCLASSIFIED

05D 18894-04

11-L-0559/05D/45407



UNCLASSIFIED

DTG: 1017112 Nov 04

el 5 R T TOERELS
: TUR, [(B)(6)

Drafrer's Name DESKE OFTICER

Ciflca/Phone

Beleoaser's Info @ DONALD H. RUMSFELD, SECDEF, -7100
Aotion Prec : ROUTINE
Info Prec : ROUTINE
L e B
From: SECDEDN WASIIINGTON DC
Tos AMEBASSY THE [TAGUL
Info: SECSTATE WASIIINGTON D
SECDIF-C/3ECDEF-N
SECDEF WASHINGTION LCf /ZHATRS/
SECDEF WASHINGION DO/ /FILE/C3DP ISE/UIDE EUR PCOL//
TEXT TOLLOWS
UNCLASSIFIED
SURBJECT: LETTER T& THE NETHERLANDS MIMNISTER 0OF DEFENSE

1. EREQUEST AMEMBASSY FORWARD SUBJECT LETTER TO THE HONORABLE KAMP LS
S00N AS POSSIRBLE, SIGNED ORIGINAL TO FOLLOW,

(BEGIN TEXT)

TIE TONORABLE NENK KAME
MINISTER OF DEFENSE OF THE KINGDOM OF THE NETHERLARDS
P.0, BOX 20701
2500 ES TIHE NAGUERE
THE NETHERLENDS
DEAR MINISTER KAMP:

(FARA} T WANT TO EXPRESS MY DEEP AEPRECIATION FOR THE SUEEORT OF THE
NETHERLAKDS TG THE RECENT TLECTION IN AFGIANISTAL. YOUR
CONTRIBUTICNS NELPED ENSURE THAT THIS NISTORIC ELLCTION OCCURRED IM A
SAFE ENVIRCNMENT, IT IS REASSURING THAT WE CAN CCOUNT ON THE
NETHERLAKDS IN TIE WAR QN TERRORISM,

SINCERELY,
//DONALD 11, RUMSFELD//

(END TEXT)

DNCLASSITIED

0SD
11-L-0559/0SD/45408
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LtCol Kevin ‘“Beak” Vest
USMC Military Assistant
USD Executive Secretariat \
(703) 692-7129

MEMORANDUM v(’lo
t0: ZSCT

SUBS: oSt FLRNE  SOR2I0Y ~25 2
Florty 284,

11-L-0559/0S8D/45409
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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 Italy’s support to the recent

election in Afghanistan. Your contributions helped ensure that this historic

election occurred in a safe environﬂt is reassuring that we can count on Italy

to be wathr# in the war on terrorism.

ok o i

Sincerely,

%

11-L-0659/05D/45410



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>wiPhs in the war on terrorism.

Sincerely,

11-L-0559/0SD/45411
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November 1,2004

g4

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 1o fill the request —but we shouldn't do what

we are doing.

Thanks.

Attach.
10/6/04 CX2S memo to SecDef re; Manning at General Sanchez's Headquarters [OSD]3665-04]

DHR:dh
11010416

Please respond by ___{ [i2]ov

0sD 18899-04

.1~1-L-0559/OS D/45412
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 203518-9999

INFO MEMO CH-2105-0408 CT =7 &4 & 53
6 October 2004

FOR: SECRETARY CF DEFENSE
FROM : General Richard B, Myexs, CJCW _!0f é

SUBJECT : Manning at General Sanchez's Headquarters

® [ssue. “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 releyant 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 1o a high of 83 percent of
stated requirements. USCENTCOM managed the coordination and fill of CITF-7
personnel requests during the relevant period.

s  Discussion

o The initial CITE-7 organization was made up of the Amy’s V Corps Headquarters
and augmented by « combination of individual Service augmentees, coalition and
interagency persontel,

¢ [nJanuary 2004, the USJFCOM J-1 meekz with the Servicesto identify marming
solutions for CITF-7"s Phase [V personnel requirements. At this time the CITF-7
Joint Manpower Document reflected an increase from 1,036t0 1,415 personnel. Due
to the increase in requiremerntsvalidated by USCENTCOM, the corresponding fill
level dropped to 65 percent in January 2004, This was the lowest personnel fill rate
for General Sanchez’ sheadquarters.

e Servicesarerequired to provide “best-qualified” individuals to fill Combatant
commander requirements “in a timely mares,” The time required to fill a new
merrarg requirement depends on the source—an Active Component individual can be
on station in 30-45 days; a Reserve Component (RC) individual may require asmany
as 180 days to arrive on station. Currently, there are over 200 RC individuals serving
our headquarters in Trag, contributing to the “requirementto fill”" time lag.

COORDINATION: TAB C

Attachments;
As stated

Prepared By; RADM Donna L. Crisp, USN; Director, J-I{(?)(€)

11-L-0559/0SD/45413 BSD 13665.04



TAB A

September 10,2004

TO: Gen. Dick Myers

cC. Gen. Abizaid
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld Qﬂ_

SUBJECT Manning at General Sanchez’s HOQ

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 a lay

down of the manning requests and how we filled them over the relevant period.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
091004-6

Please respond by Qg O

Tsb A
11-L-0559/0SD/45414 n50/5665 05



TABB

CJTF-7 Manning Timeline
B EEERRE

| uc;z:Nrcom ’ |/- il 5% T Fas VS e
responsible for fill 66% 68% 65% 69%
USJFCOM '
responsible for {ill
Total
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A 3 May 03: CJTF-7 activated 23 Jan 04: JFCOM, JS J1 P&SR: Services agree to source 598 of

640 (93%) lAs in CJTF-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

2\

A Dec 03 — JANO4: CENTCOM forwards multiple JMD changes to JFCOM 15 May 04: MNF-IIMNC-l stand-up. CJTF-7 stands down

> I> 1} Dec-03

A 1 Jan 04: CJCS IA Instruction published

A 15 Jan 04: JFCOM informs CENTCOM that the JMD is frozen for P&SR A 15 Jun 04: MNF-UMNC-1 FOC Tab B

11-L-0559/05D/45415



TABC-

COORDINATION PAGE
NAME AGENCY DATE
Col Higham USJFCOM 15 September 2004
Col Jones USCENTCOM 14 September 2004

11-L-0559/0SD/45416 Tab C



CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9999 $3, - ¥

PRV EHE cH-£Z13-0&, 0
26 November 2004

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: General Richard B. Myers, CJCW "[ﬂ

SUBJECT: Manning Requests

o Issue. "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 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 staff developed a solution to statfing the ITF HQ and briefed it to the
Operations Deputies on 12 November. This proposed solution was approved and will be
unpleniented bofore the cod of November,

e Discussion, From 25 Septemberto | October, a team led by USTFCOM 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 Jomt Chiefs 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 is 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 selution.
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 USIFCOM as the
Joint Force provider. Additionally, USJFCOM continues to work on the related issue of
forming JTF HQs, CDRUSJFCOM is scheduled to present that effort to you on
| December.

COORDINATION: TAB B

Attachments: 11-L-0559/0SD/45417

As stated

Prepared By: Rear Admiral Donna L, Crisp, USN: Director, J-1{(P)(€) |
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November 1,2004

89J

TO: Gen Dick Myers
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld /\7\
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 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.

Aftach
10/6/04 C)CS memo to SecDef re: Manning at General Sanchez’s Headquarters [OSD 13665-04]

DHR.dR
110104-16
Please respond by __ {1 [12-/o

0SD 18899-04

| 11-L-0559/0S8D/45418




CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 2 E“I-‘Qi; o A
WASHINGTON, D.C. 203182999 S e b L2

INFO MEMO cu-2105-044 5T -7 A g 53
6 October 2004

FOR SECRETARYOF DEFENSE
FROM : General Richard B. Myers, GIW [ 0( é

SUBJECT : Manning at General Sanchez’s Headquarters

e Issuc. At the recent Congressionalhearings on Abu Ghraib, there werc several
questions eoncerning the marming 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).

¢ Conclusion. Overall, marydng requircrnents for General Sanchez’ s Headquarters (CITE7)
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 83 percent of
stated requirements. USCENTCOM managed the coordination and fill of CITE-7
personnel requests during the relevant period.

s Discussion

« Theinitial CJTF-7 organizationwas made up of the Army’ 8 V Carps Headquarters
anaaugmented by a combination of ndividual Service augmeniees, coaition ana
interagencypersonnel.

e [n January 2004, the USJFCOM J-1 met with the Servicesto identity manming
solutions for CJTF-7's Phase I'V personnel requirements, At this time the CIT¥F-7
Joint Manpower Document reflected an increase from 1,036 to 1,415 personnel. Due
to the increase inrequirements 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 timelymamer.” The time required to fill 2 new
werning requirement depends on the source—an Active Component individual canbe
on station in 30-45 days; a Reserve Component (RC)individual may require as mersy
a 180days to arrive on stabim. Currently, there are over 200 RC individuals serving
our headquarters in Irag, contributingto the “requirementto fill” time lag,

COORDINATION: TABC

Attachments:
As stated

Prepared By: RADM Donna L., Crigp, USN; Director, J-I1(2)(6)

0S0 13665-04

11-L-0559/0SD/45419



TAB A

September 10,2004

TO: Gen. Dick Mers

ccC! Gen. Abizaid

FROM: Donald RumsfeldP -

SUBJECT Manning at General Sanchez’ s HQ

At the recent Congressional hearings on Abu Gazdb, 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 53
091004-6

lIl-.l.ll.lllll.ll'.lllll.:‘-1lIl1..llIl.ll.lllll.llllllll‘lll.llllll--l.ll

Please respond by /15| OU

Tab A

05D/ 3665 of
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TAIB B

CJTE-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 iNCJTF-7 Phase IV 1A requirements
A Dec 03: CENTCOM J1 receives Phase IV JMD from CJTF-7 /':‘"' 11 Feb 04: JFCOM releases message confirming sourcing of CJTF-7
and responsibility to fill 1A requirements.
A 1Jan 04. CJCSIA Instruction published /;3\ 15Apr 04: P&SR for MNF-IIMNC-I. End of CJTF-7JMD

A Dec 03 - JANO4: CENTCOM forwards multiple JMD changes to JFCOM /5“ 15 May 04: MNF-IIMNC-Istand-up. CJTF-7 stands down

A 15 Jan 04: JFCOM informs CENTGOM that the JMD is frozen for IP&SR A I ——— il
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NAME

Col Higham

Col Jones

TABC-

COORDINATION PAGE
AGENCY DATE

USJFCOM 15 September 2004
USCENTCOM 14 September 2004

Tab C
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TAB B

COORDINATION PAGE

Ms. Cecconi USJFCOM 9 November 2004

Tab B

UNCLASSIFIED
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FOR-OFFCHALUSEONLY

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
A sirr o !Ui' ‘n: L’B

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9999 £
INFO MEMO

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: General Richard B. Myers, CCs AN 22

SUBJECT: Manning Requests

Issue. “Tjust read this October 6§ memo on manming 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 1t. 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’t do what we are
doing.” (TAB A)

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 statf developed a solution to stafting 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,

Discussion. From 25 September to 1 October, a team led by USTFCOM with
representation from the Military Departments and the Joint Staff visited Combined
Forces Command — Afghamstan (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.

My staffs proposal is 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 staff 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 USTFCOM as the
Joint Force provider.

COORDINATION; TABB

Attachments:
As stated

Prepared By: Rear Admiral Donna L. Crisp, USN; Director, J-1;
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TAB B

COORDINATION PAGE

Ms. Cecconi USIJFCOM 9 November 2004

Tab B

UNCLASSIFIED
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November 22,2004

LRI

i S5

TO: Powell Moore

cC, COL Steve Bucci
|(b){6) |

FROM: Donald Rumsteld >

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.

IHRss
112204-2

Please respond by H ! vy !_ olf!

b 0sD 18917-04
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1300 .

—
e prr 2. J?
TS R ol &3 s

Pt

LEGISLATIVE November 23,2004 4:30 PM

AFFAIRS

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: Powell A. Moore, Assistant Secretary of Defense F oo
for Legislative Affairs|(®)(6)

SUBJECT: Response to SECDEF Snowflake regarding Meeting with Freshmen Senators
and Congressmen

e 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/45427 0SD 18917-04



November 22, 2004
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TO: Powell Moore
[ COL Steve Bucct
[(B)(8) |

FROM: Donald Rumsteld \J

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
i12204.2
Please respond by i ! vy !a l}i
FOTO

oSD 18917-04
11-L-0559/0SD/45428
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TAB A
October 15,2004

TO: Gen Dick Myers 8 7

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld W

LLE

SUBJECT: Special Forces Update

I’dlike a piece of paper that is clear -- without a lot of extra words, that is readable

- that explains what [’ ve done with respect to Special Forces since I came.

[ think [ know, but I'd like to see some quantification of it.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
101504-3

Please respond by Vi /é v

0SD 18958-04

Lo 420 4/

Tah A
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 2

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

= :’: "“ ’ ]

PERSONNEL AND
s ACTION MEMO
FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepScec Action
FROM:  David S. C. Chu, USD (P&R) ; Yogad) (L
~—— A Sppaseszi) S5

SUBJECT: Responsibility for Federal Voling Assistance Program (FVA
__SNOWFLAKE (Tab B)

P)

You requested the redirection of absentlee voling assistance responsibilities for non-DoD

affiliated citizens covered under the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Abs
Act (UOCAVA) and Executive Order 12642 of June 8,1988 (Tab C).

entee Voting

The proposed Executive Order designates the Secretary of State as the Presidential

designee for UOCAVA and absolves you of such responsibility.

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
¢ DoD would continue to provide direct absentee voting assistance to Un

OVerseas.
iformed

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
Executive Order are at Tab A.

COORDINATION: DoD General Counsel reviewed the draft Executive

draft

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. ‘/“aé D

Approved Disapproved Other

Prepared by: P. K. Brunelli, Director, FEVAP, [(®)(6) |
b
|
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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 Citizens Absentee VotingAct (UOCAVA).

o The Departiment ol 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.

<
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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 of the Act, the Secretaryof 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 ol Defense shall cooperate with the Presidential Designee in carrying
out the purposes of the Act and shall establish a veting 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.

Section4. Executive Order 12642 of June 10, 1988, is revoked.

THE WHITE HOUSE

11-L-0559/0S8D/45433
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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 FVAP),

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:ss5
093004-18

Please respond by 10 j 29 ./ 0'}
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21975

Federal Register
Vol. 53, No. 112

Friday. June 10, 1988

Presidential Documents

Title 3—

" The President

{FR Doc. #6-13352
Filed 6-9-88 12:29 pm}
Billing code 3195-01-M

Excculive Order 12842 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 99410} ("the
Act"), it is hereby ordered as follows:

Scction L The Sceretary of Defense is hereby designated as the "Presidential
designee” under Titde Tof the Act. o

Bec. 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, responsibilitics,
powers, authorily, or discretion devolving upon him in consequence of this
Order to any person or persons within the Department of Defense,

THE WHITE HOUSE,
June 8. 1838.
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COORDINATION SHEET

Voling Assistance Provided to Overseas Citizens

General Counsel of the DoD O QQﬁﬂ ﬂd”—” Ij'ﬂ
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TO: David Chu
Powell Moore

Ce: Larry D1 Rita
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 7[17

SUBJECT: Absentee Ballots

sE&hIC

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 10/29{ Q"/'i

hod?250<&
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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 15
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 functicns, 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), their family members, and overseas Department of Defense civilian
employee and contraclor volers.

Section4. Executive Order 12642 of June 10, 1988, 1s revoked.

THE WHITE HOUSE

11-L-0559/0S8D/45440



UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, [}.C. 20301 -4000

PERSONNEL AND
READINESS

INFO MEMQO
November 23,2004 —5:00 PM

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE™

FROM:  David S.C. Chu, USD (P&R) 224 AL ""%‘{‘”“"‘ﬁf/

k) gt bl i

SUBJECT: Responsibility for Voting Assistance Provided 1o Overseas Citizens
—~SNOWFLAKE(Tab A)

e Executive Order 12642 (June §, 1988)assigns DoD responsibility for the
requirements ol the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee VotingAct
(UOCAVA). A new Executive Order is needed to carry out your intent.

e The proposed Executive Order at Tab B transfers responsibilities for UOCAVA to the
Secretary of State.

e« The Department ol Defense would continue to provide absentee voling assistance to
absent Uniformed Services voters, their family members, overseas DoD employees
and overseas DoD contractlors.

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

Prepared by: P. K. Brunelli, Director, FVAP[P)(®)

L4
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September 30,2004
T

TO: David Chu
Powell Moore

cC. Larry D1 Rita
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ?ﬂs

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
09300418

ERFSE EEARE NS ddEdFiGfddmdnguuraeadeesdEad s ot AN E RERFR A0 ERSEFENERERI

Please respond by 1029/ 04

08D 18960-04
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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 vesied 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 Secrelary 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-0559/08D/45443



OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
The Military Assistant

14 February 2005 - 1040 Hours

/) MEMORANDUM FOR; DR. DAVID S.C. CHU, USD/P&R

M 7( SUBJECT:  Responsibility for Federal Voli{!g Assistance Program (FYAP)
f

Sir:

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 1o 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”
Thank you.

Very respectfully,
ean E. O’Connor

Captain, USN

Military Assistant to the
Deputy Secretary of Defense

Attachment:

OSD 18960-04

Suspense: Monday. 2] February 2005

11-L-0559/05D/45444
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UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE -, g
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON e o O N e
WASHINGTON, D_C. 20301-4000 i e e SR

Jos ey =5 M 10

PERSONNEL AND
READINESS

ACTION MEMO

FOR: SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DepSec Action

FROM: David S, C. Chu, USD (P&m»z/nlf (b
LR . AR o FoBLee L] =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 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.

e 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 transler of responsibilities for UOCAVA
to the Secretary ol State. A memorandum from you 1o 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, Ir, and he is aware of our intent.

Approved Disapproved Other

Prepared by: P. K. Brunelli, Director, FVAP/|®)(®)

SMA DSD
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b
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

100G 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/45446



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/45447
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September 30,2004

TO: David Chu
Powell Moore

cC. Larry D1 Rita
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld ?ﬂs

SUBJECT:; Abseniee 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
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Please respond by !Ojlﬁ‘[/ 0‘?1'

0SD 18960-04
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Federal Registar
Vol 53. Mo, 112

Friday, Junc 10, 1588

Presidential Documents

Title 3=
" The President

[FR Doc. 88-13352
Filed 8-6-88; i%:2 pra
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 Uniled 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 us 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 ceffectuate the purposes of the Act, the Seerelary of Defense
is hereby authorized to delegate any or all of the functions, responsibilities,
powcers, authority, or discretion devolving upon him in conscquence of this
Order o any person or persons within the Department of Delense,

THE WHITE HOLUSE, (2‘_%

June 8 1934

11-L-0559/08D/45449




COORDINATION SHEET

Voting Assistance Provided te Overseas Citizens

General Counsel of the DoD ;; szﬂ M’ NIJbﬂ
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ES- 1420
TO: Doug Feith : Oq_/@ ' 5\5—qqﬂ_ 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
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Please respond by l ! 2 / oy

| 0SD 18964-04
Ty 18-11-04 P12:15 1N
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NOV 2 4 2604

TO: Gen Dick Myers
Gen Pete Pace

CC: Paul Wolfowitz
GEN John Abizaid
GEN George Casey

FROM: Donald Rumsfe]l(v ﬁ\'

SUBJECT: Acting on Intel Quickly in Irag

Do our tactical warfighters on the ground in Iraq feel they can act quickly on
intelligence they garner in the field without excessive restrictions? I’'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
[12304-2

Please respond by 2 ! l ! Ol-!

0SD 18965-04
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'November 5,2004

t o~y

TO: Jim Haynes
FROM: Donald Rumsfe]dﬂ.-

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

Fetio-
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1B Text

Morocco: Former Guantanamo Detainee to Sue Rumsfeld Over Alleged Torture
GMP20041104000229 Casablanca Assahifa in Arabic 3 Nov (4

[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 Sceretary 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;

ASIFJQBAL

c/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

CA No.___

Plaintiffs
- against-

DONALD RUMSFELD

Department of Defense .
1000 Defense Pentagon E
Washington D.C. 20301-1000;

AIR FORCE GENERAL RICHARD MYERS
Chairman, Joint Chiefs ot Staff’

9999 Joint Staff Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20318-9949:

ARMY MAJOR GENERAL GEOFFREY MILLER
Former Commander, Joint Task Force
Guantanamo 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
cf/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,

¢fe United States Army

Army Pentagon

Washington, DC. 20310-0200;

MARINE BRIGADIER GENERAL MICHAEL LEHNERT :
Commander Joint Task Forec-160

Guantanamo 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
Guantdnamo Bay Naval Base, Cuba,
c/o United States Army

Army Pentagon

Washington, DC. 20310-0200;

ARMY LIEUTENANT COLONEL WILLIAM CLINE
Commander, Camp Deita :
Guantanamo 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 in the illegal :
Torture of Plaintitfs at Guantanamo Bay Naval Base

All in their personal capacities

Defendants. z

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 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, 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 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. 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 fransportation fo 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 arrangementsto fly himto Kabul
and out € 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 ("Guantiname”), 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.

«5a

11-L-0559/0SD/45461



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 returmed
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 in filthy
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.

Z 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
Plaintiffs—along with the vast majority of Guantdname dctainccs 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
dctoincee 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 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 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 Defendant 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 pgt 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 df 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 Guantanamo, 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.

11. In April 2003, following receipt of the Working 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 technigues 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 to 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 interational law. Defendants’ after-the-fact attempt to create an
Orwellian legal fagade makes clear their conscious awareness that they were acting

ilegally. 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 pursuantto 28 US.C. § 1391(a)(3) and 28
U.5.C.§ 1391(b}{2). The alleged acts described below are “inextricably bound up with

the Districtof Columbia inits role as the nation’s capital.” Mundv v. Welnberger, 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 & not now and
has never been a terrorist or a member ¢ 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 imes 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 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 o the United Kingdom. He is not now
and has never been a tervorist a a member df 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 o

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 Guantaname detainees, including Plaintiffs, and with assuring that their
treatment was in accordance with law. Qn information and belief, Defendant Myers was
informed of torture and other mistreatment d detainees at Guanthamo and Abu Ghraib
pricon n 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 world. 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 o 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
technigues which were used 0n Guantaname detainees, including Plaintiffs. Defendant
Hill is sued in his individuals capacity.

23. Defendant Dunlavey is a Major General in the United States Ammy 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
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 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 inthe United States Army and &
the Commander of Joint Task Force-GTMC, 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 Plaintifts, 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 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 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 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. 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 implementeddecisions 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 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.

! 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 lqgbai 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. Plainiiff Rhuhel Anmed 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
village. His longtime friend, Plaintiff Ahmed traveled from Englandin Octaber 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 o 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 Raeul, 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 Dostumn, 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 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. Followingthe 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. 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 identitiesd” 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 Plaintiffs Rasul and Igbal were interrogated
immediately and without knowledge of their interrogators’ identities. Both were
questioned at gunpoint. While Plaintiff Igbal was interrogated, Defendant John Doe
helda 9mm 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 personnelwith rifle butts at least30 ar 40 times.

46. Thereafter, Plaintiffs Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were placed in trucks with
other detainees and transportedto an airport about 45 minutes away.

47.  Plaintiffs Rasul and lgbal were led onto one plane and Plaintiff Ahmed was

led onto a second plane. Plaintifis 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 Rasull,
Ighal and Ahmed to keep their legs straight out in front o 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 ams.

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.
Plaintifis Rasul, Igbal and Ahmed were repeatedly and viclently beaten by Defendant
John Does, US soldiers. Each was asked whether he was a member d 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 behindthem out of their line of sight. They
were told that if they moved they 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 lqbal 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 n 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, 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 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 Guantdnameo 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 on his hands and earphones over his

ears. Chains were then placed around his legs, waist and the earphones. The chains

-23-

11-L-0559/0SD/45479



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 fransported to Guantanamo in mid-January
2002. Plaintiffs Ahmed and Al-Harith were transported 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 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 punchingdetainees in
the body and head. The Marines announced repeatedly, "You are arriving at your final
destination," and, "You are now property of the United States Marine Corps.”

67. Plaintifis 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 closedand were not allowed to speak.

68. Plaintiff lgbal, still shackled and goggled, fell over and started shaking.
Plainlill igbal was then given a cavily search 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 recreationwhile their hands remained chained.

72. Plaintiffswere exposed to extreme heat during the day, as their cells were
situated in the direct sunlight,

73. Plaintiffswere 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 keeping their arms beneath the covers.

76. Plaintiffswere 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 occasion, a guard threw a copy d 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  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 “jihad.” In
return, Plaintiffs were promised that if they confessed to these false assertions, they

could return to the United Kingdom. Plaintiff lgbal, 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 admit to 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 family 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 ajob if he admitted those things. As
they were not true, he declined to admit them.

82. Following Plaintiff Ahmed's 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. Al notime weare 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 room inthe 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 isolation 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 mastly 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 about the 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.

-98-

11-L-0559/0SD/45484



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. Plaintifis 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
injections on 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. Interrogatore 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 Ihe 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 polygraphtesis
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. 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.” Plaintiff Rasul asked the army sergeant why he was being moved and
was informed that the order was from the interrogators. Plaintiff Rasulwas placed in a
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 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 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 chainedto 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. CQn 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 Rasul told interrogators
his place of employment at an English electronics shop and his attendance at University
& 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 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 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
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interrogators who questioned him regarding the identity o certain individuals in
photographs.

112.  Plaintiff Rasul was then transferred fo another cellblock, where both
Plaintiffs Igbal and Ahmed were being held. Here, Plaintiff Rasul was denied “eemfort
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
amy intelligence interrogator named "James" that he would soon be moving to a cell
next to Plaintiffs Igbal and Ahmed.

114.  Following the meeting with the army intelligence interrogator, Plaintiff
Rasul was brought to "Kilo Block" the next 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 guestionedby an amy intelligence officer, known only as "James,” as
to their purportedinvolvementinthe 2000 video of Bin Laden.

116.  Onone occasion, Plaintiff Rasul was 