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INSPECTOR GENERAL
DEPARTM ENT OF DEFENSE

400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE
ARLINGTON , VIRGINIA 22202-47Q4

August 25, 2006

MEMORANDUM FORSECRETARY OF DEFENSE
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR INTELLIGENCE
DIRECTOR, JOINTSTAFF
COMMANDER, U.S. JOINTFORCES COMMAND
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY

SUBJECf: Review of DoD-Directed Investigations of Detainee Abuse (Report No. 06­
INTEL-IO) (U)

(U) We arcproviding this report forreview and comment. We performed this
review as a result of our monitoring and oversight of the investigations of allegations of
detainee abuse and of the 13senior-level reports appointed to inspect, assess, review, and
investigate detention and interrogation operations initiated as a result of allegations of
detainee abuse. We considered management comments on a draft of this report when
preparing the final report.

(U) We requested and received written comments from theUnderSecretary of
Defense for Policy; the Director, Joint Staff; and the Deputy Chief of Staff. ArmyG-2.
While notrequired. we received written comments from the Director. Defense
Intelligence Agency, and thc Department of the Anny Inspector General.

(V) DoD Directive 7650.3 requires that all recommendations be resolved
promptly. The Under Secretary of Defense for Policyand thc Department of the Army
Q·2'5 comments were responsive. The Director, Joint Staffs comments were partially
responsive and we request additional comments unRecommendation A.2. and B.3. We
didnotreceive written comments from the Secretary of Defense; theUnderSecretary of
Defense for Intelligence; and theCommander, U.S. Joint Forces Command. We
redirected Recommendation B.2. to theSecretary of the Army based on comments from
the UnderSecretary of Defense for Policy. We revised Recommendation 8 .4. to include
the UnderSecretary of Defense for Intelligence in addition to the Secretary of theAnny.
Werequest comments on the final report bySeptember 29. 2006.

(U) If possible. please send management comments in electronic format (Adobe
Acrobat file only) to Team2@dodig.mil. Copies of the management comments must
contain theactual signatureof the authorizing official. Wecannot accept theI Signed I
symbol in place of the actual signature. If you arrange to send classified comments
electronically, they must be sent overthe SECRET Internet Protocol Router Network
(SIPRNET) or the Joint World-wide CommunicationsSystem (IWICS).
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Office of the Inspecto r General of the Department of Defense

Report /'io. 06-Il'iTEL-10
(Project No. D2004-DIJliTO I-OI74)

Augusl 25, 2006

Review of DoD-Directed Inves tigations
of Detainee Abuse (U)

Executive Sum ma ry (U)

(U) Who Should Read This Repo rt and Why? DoD officials overseeing and
detennining policy on detainee operatio ns and training personnel involved in detention
and interrogation operations should read this report to understand the significance of
oversight. timely reporting. and investigat ing allegations ofdetainee and prisoner abuse.

(U) Backgrou nd. Following news media reports of allegations that U.S. Forces were
abusi ng detainees held at detention facil ities in Iraq. on May 7. 2004. 110 Members of
Congress formally requested of the Secretary of Defense that the DoD Inspector General
"supervise the investigations oftorturcd Iraqi prisoners of war and other reported gross
violat ions of the Geneva Conventions at Abu Ghraib Prison in Iraq: ' In response to this
request. the Inspector General announced. in a May 13. 2004. memorandum to the
Secretarie s of the Military Departments. the estab lishment of a multidisciplina ry team 10
monitor allegations of deta inee and prisoner abuse. Th is announcement generated a
reporting requirement for the various military crim inal investiga tive organizations and
other agencie s reporting allegati ons of detainee and prisoner abuse on the status of all
open and closed investigati ons. The multidisciplinary team compri sed personnel from
two separate functional component s of the DoD Office of Inspector General. with two
separate objectives. For the first objective. the Office of Investigative Policy and
Oversight evaluated the thoroughness and timeliness of criminal investigations into
allegati ons of detainee abuse by focusing on the closed case files of 50 crim inal
investigations of allegati ons. That office issued a separate report on August 25. 2006.

(U) For the second objective. the Office of the Deputy Inspector Genera l for Intelligence
monitored allegati ons of detainee and prisoner abuse and evaluated the 13 senior-level
inspections. assessments. reviews. and investigat ions of detention and interrogation
operations that were initiated as a result of allegati ons of deta inee abuse. The purpo se of
this review was to evaluate the reports to determine whether any overarching systemic
issues should be addre ssed.

(U) The Deputy Inspector Genera l for Intelligence ' s team developed a matrix to assist in
tracking the growth in the number of allegations ofcriminal and noncriminal deta inee
abuse. -As of February 27. 2006. DoD Components opened 842 criminal investigations or
inquiries into allegations of detainee and prisoner abuse. A matr ix detai ling the status of
these allegat ions is at Appendix P. According to the Deputy Assistant Secre tary of
Defense for Detainee Affairs. as of May 2005. more than 70.000 individuals have been
detained by U.S. milita ry and security forces since military operat ions began in
Afghanistan on Octobe r 7. 200 1.

~(;CR~Th'NOfOR"'N?iln191QQ3Q7
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(U) Beginning on August 31. 2003. through April I. 2005. DoD officials released
13 senior-level reports that included 492 separate recommendations. The Secretary of
Defense established the Detainee Sen ior Leadership Oversight Committee to review and
track all recomme ndations. Commanders and their respective Inspectors General should
implement adequate correct ive actions to prevent reoccurrence of the condit ions
identified. As of March I. 2006. 421 recommendations were closed and
71 recommendati ons remained open.

(lJ) Results. The 13 senior-level reports provided extens ive coverage of interrogat ion
and detent ion operations. including deta inee abuse. However. we identified three areas
that should be examined further.

(U) Allegations of deta inee abuse were not consistently reported. invest igated. or
managed in an effect ive. systematic. and timely manner. Multiple report ing channel s
were available for reporting allegations and. once reported. command discretion could be
used in determining the act ion to be taken on the reported allegation. We did not identify
any specific allegations that were not reported or reported and not investigated.
Nevertheles s. no single entity with in any level of command was aware of the scope and
breadth of detainee abuse . The Secretary of Defense should. when appl icable. direct that
all Combatant Commanders assign a Deputy Command ing General for Detention
Operations. based on mission assignments. The Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff should
expedi te issuance of Joint Publications that outline responsibilities for intell igence
interrogations. (See Finding A.)

(U) Interrogation support in Iraq lacked unity of command and unity of effort. Multiple
DoD organ izations planned and exec uted diverse interrogation operations without clearly
defined command relationships. common objectives. and a common understanding of
interrogation guidance. The Under Secretary of Defense for Intell igence and the Under
Secreta ry of Defense for Policy should expedite issuance of relevant Manuals and
Directives. The Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of the Army should
also expedite issuance of Joint and Multi-Service Publicatio ns. (See Finding B.)

(U) Counterresistance interrogat ion techniques migrated to Iraq. in part. because
operations personnel believed that traditional interrogation techniques were no longer
effective for all detainees. In addit ion. policy for and oversight of interrogation
procedures were ineffective. As a result. interrogation techniques and procedures used
exceeded the limits establ ished in the Army Field Manual 34-52, " Intelligence
Interrogation." Septembe r 28. 1992. The Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence in
coordination with the Commander. U.S. Joint Forces Command should develop and
implement policy and procedures to preclude introducing surviva l. escape. resistance. and
evasion techniques in an environment other than traini ng. (See Finding C.)

(U) Man agement Comments. The Under Secretary of Defense for Policy concurred
with one recommendation and nonconcurred with Recommendation B.2. requesting we
redirect the recommendation to the Secretary of the Army, We redirected
Recommendation 8.2. to the Secretary of the Anny.

(U) The Department of the Anny G-2 concurred with the report . with comments. In
response to verbal comment s from the Under Secretary of Defense for Inte lligence. we
revised Recommendati on B.4, to request that the Under Secretary of Defense for
Intelligence. in coordination with the Secretary of the Army, expedite the issuance of
Army Field Manual 2-22.3. "Human Intelligence Collector Operations ,"

II
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(U) Although not required to provide comments. the Director. Defense Intelligence
Agency and the Department of the Army Inspector Genera l concu rred with the report.
with comments.

(U) The Director. Joint StatTnonconcurrcd with findings and recommendat ions that he
believed assigned respons ibilities to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of StatTthat were
beyond his statutory authority. The Director. Joint StatTdid not addres s specific
recommendati ons directed to the Chairman that are within his statutory authority. We
consider these comments nonrespon sive and request that the Director. Joint Staff
comment on the recommendations by September 29. 2006.

(U) We did not receive written comments on the draft report from the Secretary of the
Defense: the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence: and the Commander. Joint
Forces Command. Therefore. we request the Secretary of Defense. the Under Secretary
of Defense for Intelligence. and the Commander. Joint Forces Command provide
comments by September 29. 2006.
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SECRETHNOFORNH?,IR282AR387

TillS PAGE INTENTIO NALLY LEH BLANK (U)

SECRETNNOr OR?iH?;l R2828838i



~ECR: t;TN?:orOR'U{l\ l R282 883 89

Table of Contents (U)

(U)

Executive Summary

Background

Objectives

Findings

5

A. Report ing Incidents of Alleged Deta inee Abuse 6
B. Joint Interrogation Support 12
C. DoD Interrogatio n Techniques 23

Appendixes
A. Scope and Methodo logy 3 1
B. Timel ine of Senior-Level Reports 32
Ce-O. Compendium of Scopes. Executive Summ ary Extracts . and

Assessm ents of Senior-Level Detenti on and Interrogation Review s 33
P. Matrix of Detainee Investigati ons and Evaluations 78
Q. Detainee Senior Leadership Oversight Committee 79
R. Case Study: Reporting and Investigating 81
S. Secretary of Defense Memorandum. April 16.2003 84
T. Deputy Secretary of Defense Memorandum. December 30. 2005 90
U. Counter-Res istance Techniques. December 2. 2002 9 1
V. Combined Join t Task Force 7 Interrogation and Counter-Resistance

Policy 96
W. Other Matter s of Intere st 102
X. Report Distribution 104

Ma nagement Co mments

Unde r Secretary of Defense for Pol icy
Director. Joint Staff
Defense Intell igence Agency
Depa rtme nt of the Army

gECnETl"('JOFORI>JN~l R282 993 97

106
109
11 2
114



SECRETlfNOrORNHi\11{28289387

ruts PAGE INTENTlO1iALLY LEFT lILANK (V)

SECRETHNSFSRNHl\IRi!Qi!QQ3Q7



8ECRETNNOFOR?JN.p,11H9299397

Background (U)

(U) On May 13.2004. the DoD Inspector General announced the
establishment of a multidiscipl inary team to monitor allegations of abuse
of Enemy Prisoners of War and other detainee s (hereafter referred to
co llectively as detainee s). This action was precipitated by the growing
number of investigations subsequent to the April 2004 media release of
photos taken from October through December 2003 that showed various
abuses of detainees held at the Abu Cihraib Prison. The review also
followed a May 7. 2004. letter to the Secretary of Defense in which
110 Members of Congress formally requested that the DoD Inspector
General "supervise the investigation of tarturcd Iraqi prisoners of war. and
other reported gross violations of the Geneva Convention at Abu Ghraib
Prison in Iraq."

(U) The multidi sciplinary team comprised personnel from two separate
functional components of the DoD Office of Inspector General--the Office
of Investigative Policy and Oversight and the Office of the Deputy
Inspector General for Intelligence. The Office of Investigative Policy and
Overs ight evaluated the thoroughness and timeliness of criminal
invest igat ions into allegations of detainee abuse by focusing on the closed
case files of 50 criminal investigations of allegations. The Office of
Investigative Policy and Oversight prepared a separate report (see
Appendix A). The Office of the Deputy Inspector General for Intelligence
monitored allegations of detainee and prisoner abuse and evaluated the
13 senior-level inspections. assessments, reviews, and investigations of
detention and interrogation operations that were initiated as a result of
allegations of detainee abuse. (See Appendix B.) The purpose of this
review was to evaluate the reports to determine whether any overarching
systemic issues should be addressed.

(U) Although there are legal distinctions between Enemy Prisoners of
War. civilian internees. retained personnel , and others captured or detained
by U.S. Forces. this report focuses on reports. invest igations, and reviews
of matters involving persons who were in custody of the U.S. military,
without regard to the status of the person in custody.

(U) On May 19,2004, the Dolflnspcctor General tasked DoD
Components to report the status of their organizations' review of
allegations of detainee and prisoner abuse. Following a prescribed format.
organizations reported on their opened and closed cases for criminal and
non-criminal investigations, inspections. or rev iews. Components started
weekly reporting on May 20, 2004. and biweek ly reporting on
March l , 2005. As of February 27, 2006. DoD Components opened
842 criminal investigations or inquiries into allegations of deta inee and
prisoner abuse. A reporting matrix deta iling these Service-specific efforts
is at Appendix P.

(U) From August 2003 through December 2004. sen ior oflicia ls directed
the accomplishment of 13 senior-level reviews and investigations on

I
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detent ion and interrogation operations. The last report was issued on
April 13.2005 . Although the purpose. mandate. and format of the reports
were di fferen t. each report ultimately highlighted specific prob lems in the
management and conduct of detention and interrogation operatio ns.
(See Appendix B.)

(U) The Secretary of Defense signed an order on July 16. 200·t that
created the Office of Detainee Affairs to review detainee problems and
formulate a coherent and seamless policy. The Depu ty Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Detainee Affairs. who is responsible for develop ing policy
recomme ndations. reports to the Under Sec retary of Defense for Policy.

(U) The 13 senior-level report s resulted in 492 recommendations . In
November 2004. the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defen se for Detainee
Affa irs and the Joint Staff J-5 Deputy Director. War on Terrorism
estab lished the Detainee Senior Leadership Oversight Counci l (DSLOC)
to rev iew and monitor the status of the recommendat ions and actions in
the major detainee abu se rev iews. assessmen ts. inspecti ons and
investigations. Working in conc ert with the Office of Detainee Affairs.
the DST.OC meets quarterly to review the status reports and action plans
from the designated office of primary respon sib ility o n all open
recommendations. See Appendix Q for info rmation on the OSLOC as
well as for observations and suggestions from the 000 Office of the
Deputy Inspector General for Intelligence.

Detainee Treatment (V)

(U) Various international laws and national treat ies govern the treatment
of detainees taken du ring war and other arme d hostil ities. The Geneva
Conventions set the standard for international law to addres s human itarian
concerns. Overall. the laws and treat ies arc intended to ens ure that
detainees taken during armed hos ti lities are treated huma nely.

(U) As of May 2004, the date of the congressiona l request, the DoD
programs governing deta inee treatment were presc ribed in DoD
Directive 5100.77. "000 Law of War Program." Dece mber 9. 1998. and
DoD Direct ive 23 10.1. "000 Program for Enemy Prisone rs of War
(EPOW) and Other Detainees:' August 18, 1994.

(U) Detention O pera tions. Within DoD, the Under Secretary of Defen se
for Pol icy has overall responsibi lity for the coord ination. app rova l. and
implementatio n of major 000 policies and plans relating to detai nee
operations. The Secretary of the Army, as the DoD Execut ive Agent.
administers the program through 0 00 Directive 23 IO. I and Army
Regulat ion 190-8 (AR 190-8). "Enemy Prisoners of War. Retained
Personnel, Civilian Internees. and Other Detainees," October I. 1997.

(U/ T OL D) The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Detainee
Affairs reponed that. as of May 2005. the United States had eight theater­
level holding faci lities. and coalition forces had five facil ities in Iraq: two

2
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theater -level holding facilities and 20 Forward Operating Bases in
Afghanistan; and one facility at Guantanamo Bay. Further. U.S. military
and security forces detained over 70.000 individuals since military
operations began in Afghanistan on Octobe r 7. 200 I.

Inter rogation (U)

(U) Depa rtment nfthe Army Field Manna134-52 (FM 34-52),
" Intelligence Interrogation." Prior to the issuance of the Deputy
Secretary of Defense memorandum. " Interrogation and Treatment of
Detainees by the Department of Defense:' December 30. 2005. there was
no oflieia l DoD-wide interrogation doctrine. but FM 34-52 was the de
facto doctrine for intelligence personnel who conduct interrogations. The
FM 34-52 expressly prohibits inhumane treatment and warns that the use
of torture by U.S. person nel will bring discredit upon the United States
and its armed forces. while undermining domestic and international
support for the war effort.

(U) Interrogation Operations . DoD defines intelligence interrogation as
the systematic process of using approved interrogation approaches to
question a captured or detained person to obtain reliable information to
satisfy intelligence requirements. consistent with appl icable law.
Interrogation is an art that can only be effective if practiced by trained and
certified interrogators. Certified interrogators are trained to employ
techniques that will convince an uncooperat ive source to provide accurate
and relevant information.

(U) Tactical to Strategic Interrogation. Interrogat ion may be
conducted at any level. from tactica l question ing at the point of captu re to
the debriefing or interrogat ion cond ucted at a detainee' s long-term
internment facility. AR 190-8 recognizes that the value of inte lligence
information diminishes with time and therefore allows prisoners to be
interrogated in the combat zone. usually by intelligence or
counterin telligence personnel. Addit ionally. non-Mil itary Intelligence
personnel can conduct "tactical questioning" of deta inees in the field prior
to moving them to short-term or long-term holding facilities. After
capture and tactical quest ioning. detainee s should be expediti ously
transferred to collecting points. corps holding areas. internment. or
resettlement fac ilities. Ilig h value detainees arc then selected for
debriefing or interrogation at a Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center
(JIDC) or Joint Interrogation Facility .

(U) Coercive Techniques. The FM 34-52 states that :

Physical or mental torture and coercion revolves around
eliminating the source's free will and arc expressly prohibited
by GWS [Geneva Convention for the Amelioration of the
Wounded and Sick in Armed Forces in the Field], Article 13:
GPW [Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of
Prisoners of War]. Articles 13 and 17; and GC (Geneva

3



Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in
Time of War}, Articles 31 and 32. Torture is defined as the
infliction of intense pain to body or mind to extract a
confession or information. or for sadistic pleasure. Examples
of physical torture include-. electric shock, forcing an
individual to stand. sit. or kneel in abnormal positions for
prolonged periods of time. food deprivation. and any form of
bearing. Examples of mental torture include-meek
executions. abnormal sleep deprivation. and chemically
induced psychosis. Coercion is defined as actions designed to
unlawfully induce another to compel an act against one's will.
Examples of coercion include-threatening or implying
physical or mental tonu re to the subject. his family or others
to whom he owes loyalty.

According to the FM 34·52. prohibited techn iques are not needed to gain
the cooperati on of deta inees: their use leads to unre liable information that
may damage subsequent collection efforts. Not only docs a detainee under
duress provide infonn ation simply to stop the pain. but future
interrogations will requi re more coercive. perhaps more dangerous.
techn iques. Finally. the interrogator must consider the negative effect that
capt ivity stories will have on the local population. such as choosing not to
communic ate with or to act ively oppose the presence of U.S. military
personnel .

(U) Field Ma nual 27-10 (FM 27-10), "The Law of La nd Warfa re."
provides authoritative guidance to military personnel on customary and
treaty law for conducting warfare as follows:

Places limits on the exercise of a belligerent's po......er.. .and
requires that belligerents refrain from employing any kind or
degree of violence which is not actually necessary for military
purposes and that they conduct hostilities with regard for the
principles of humanity and chivalry."

FM 27-10 further discusses prisoners of war and persons entitl ed to be
treated as prisoners of war.

(U) Presidential Military O rder. In a memorandum dated
February 7. 2002. the President stated that Taliban and al Qacda detainees
were "unlawful combatants" not legally entitled to prisoner of war status.
However. he did determine that al Qacda and Taliban detainees were to be
treated "humanely and to the extent appropriate and consistent with
military necessity. in a manner consistent with the principles of Geneva
IConventions]."

(U) ,!i;';'?if) Approved Counterresistanee Interrogation Techniq ues for
G uantanamo Bay. On April 16. 2003. the Secretary of Defense approved
"Co unter-Resistance Techniques in the War on Terrori sm:' which were
designed for the U.S. Southern Command. specifically thc;. ,o.uantanamo
Bay. Cuba. facility. The April 16. 2003. memorandum rert~lated that U.S.
Forces must continue to treat deta inees humanely . A previous

4
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memorandum dated December 2. 2002. incorporated techniques not found
in the Army FM 34-52. but that were designed for those detainees
identified as "unlawful combatants:' (See Appendix V.) In response to
Service- level concerns. the Secretary of Defense rescinded the harsher
techniques and directed that a study be completed before he provided
further guidance. This action led to a Working Group which evaluated
39 techn iques for compliance with U.S. and international law and policy.
The Secretary of Defense approved 24 of these interrogation techniques
and included them in the Apr il 16. 2003. memorandum. All 17 approved
interrogation techniques found in Army FM 34-52 were also included in
the Apr il memorandum. Once again . these techniques were limited to
interrogations of unlawful combatants held at Guantanarno Bay. Cuba.
(See Appendix S.)

Objectives (U)

(U) Our overall objective was to monitor allegat ions of detainee and
prisoner abuse. Specifically. our objective was to evaluate each of the
13 senior-level reports and recommendations to determ ine whether any
ovcrarching systemic problem s should be addressed. We identified three
areas of coneem and they arc described as Findings A. B. and C. See
Appendix A for a discussion of the scope and methodology and related
report coverage. We did not review the management control program of
any organization discussed in this report because such a review would be
outside the scope of this review.

5
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A. Reporting Incidents of Alleged
Detainee Abuse (U)
The primary objective thai the stafh eekJ 10attain for the
commande r and for subo rdinate commanders is unders tan ding, or
situat ional awareness-sa prerequisite for ecmmanders ant icipatin2
opport unities and challenges, True unde rstanding should be the
basis for infonn ation provided to commanders in order to make
decisions.

J oint Publkat ion 0-2. - Unifled Action
Arm ed Forces (U:'<ri AAF)." Ju l)' 10, 2001.

(U) Allegations of detainee abuse were not consistently reported.
investigated. or managed in an effective. systematic. and
timely manner because clear procedura l guidance and
comm and oversight were either inadequate or nonexistent. As
a result. no single entity within any level of command was
aware of the scope and breadth of detainee abuse.

(U) See paragraph . Management Actions. in the finding
discussion.

Background (U)

(U) DoD Policies. 000 Directive 2310.1 supports the 000
policy to provide humane treatment and effective care of a ll
persons captured or detained. DoD Directive 5100.77 and DoD
Directive 2310.1 prescribe policy to handle reportable incidents
and require prompt reporting and thorough investigat ions. DoD
Directive 5240. I-R. "Procedures Governing the Activities of DoD
Intelligence Components that Affect United States Persons:'
December 1982. which applies to intelligence components. also
contains reporting requirements for questionable activities.

(U) DoD Directive 5100.77 perta ins to the DoD Law of War
Program. which encompasses all law for the conduct of host ilities
binding on the United States. applicable U.S. law. treaties to which
the United States is a part)'. and customary internationallaw.
Among other things . DoD policy is to ensure humane treatment
and full accountability for all persons under DoD control. As
defined in 0 00 Directive 5100.77. a reportable incident is lal
possible. suspected. or alleged violation of the law of war: ' and
provides that:

All reportable incidents committed by or against u.s.or
enemy persons are promptly reported. thoroughly investigated.
and. where appropriate. remedied b)' corrective action.

6
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(U) DoD Directive 2310.1 requires the implementat ion of the
international law of war. both custo mary and codified. including the
Geneva Conventio ns for Enemy Prisoners of War. to include the sick or
wounded . retained personnel. civilian internees. and other detained
personnel. The program's objectives requ ire that the U.S. Military
Services observe and enforce the obl igations and responsibilities of the
U.S. Government for humane and efficient care and full accountability for
all persons captured or deta ined by the U.S. Military Services throughout
the range of military operations.

(U) DoD Directive 2310.1 defines a reportable incident as " . .. suspected
or alleged violations of the Geneva Convent ions and other violations of
the internationallaw of war." and states that the Secretaries of the Military
Departments and the Commanders of the Unified Combatant Commands
arc responsible for reporting and invest igating incidents prompt ly to the
approp riate authorit ies in accordan ce with the DoD Law of War Program
prescribed in DoD Directive 5100.77.

(lJ) DoD Directive 5240.I· R. "Procedures Governing the Activities of
DoD Inte lligence Components that Affect United States Persons:'
December 1982. Procedure 15. requires each employee to report any
questionable act ivity to the General Counsel or Inspector General for the
DoD Component concerned or to the DoD General Counsel or the
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Intelligence Oversight). DoD
Directive 5240.1." DoD Intelligence Activities:' April 25. 1988. requires
DoD intelligence component employees to report all act ivities that may
violate a law. an Executive order. a President ial Direct ive. or applicable
DoD policy to the Inspector General or General Counsel responsible for
the DoD intelligence component concerned. or to the Assistant to the
Secretary of Defense (Intell igence Oversight).

(U) Army Policies. Army reporting criteria for allegations of deta inee
abuse fall under the reporting requirements of Army Regulation 190-40.
"Serious Incident Report:' June 15. 2005. A serious incident is any actual
or alleged incident. accident. misconduct. or act. primarily cr iminal in
nature. that. because of its nature, gravity. potent ial for adverse publicity.
or potential consequences. warrants timely notice to Headquarters
Department of the Army.

(U) Army Regulation 15-6. "Procedure for Investigative Officers and
Boards of Offic ers." September 30. 1996. includes procedures that Army
commanders in the field typically use to conduct administrative
invest igations. The regu lation states that the policy is limited to
invest igations "not specifically authorized by any other directive."
Commanders' inquiries under this regulation are subordinate to criminal
investigations.

7
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Inconsistent Reporting of Incidents (U)

(U) Allegations of detainee abuse were not reponed consistently. in pan because
multiple channels existed to report them. I Multiple repon ing channels were
available for reponin g allegations and. once reponed. command discretion could
be used in determining the action to be taken on the repone d allegation . We did
not identify any allegat ions that were not reponed or reponed and not
investigated. Appendix R includes a case study on the difficulty of reponing and
investigating allegations in a command env ironment with multiple organizations
and differing reponing chains of command.

(U) Each command level has multiple channels available to report an allegation
of abuse: the supervisor/commande r. Inspector General. criminal invest igators.
and others. such as doctors. Staff Judge Advocates. and Chaplains. Once received
by a commander. the following general options may be considered:

• Based on the lack of informatio n or evidence. the receiving official may
decide there is not enough evidence to take any action or that the
alleged actions may not violate approved interrogation techniques.

• The receiving officials may initiate an internal investigation.

• The receiving officia l may also refer the case for outside review to a
higher command or other channel.

(U) The reporting processes of the various Services and DoD agencies were
different and therefore less than effective. Multiple reportin g channels added to
the challenge of maintaining situational awareness of authority and responsibility
for directing. conducting. and overseeing unit-level invest igations. Different DoD
personnel could report an observed incident through any number of repon ing
channels. This is further exacerbated when some personnel are temporarily
assigned or embedded with organizations that have diffe rent reporting procedures.
The presence and activities of other Government agencies and Coalition partners
not wholly subject to U.S. military procedures and policies also present intense
challenges to commanders charged with overall situational awareness and
oversight within their geographic and operational areas of responsibility. Despite
the existence of 000 specialty-specific guidance for criminal investigators.
Inspectors General. and medical organizat ions. the overarchi ng guidance on
deta inee treatment was either not specific enough or nonexistent.

I We are not suggesting that multiple reponing channels be removed. However. multiple reponing
channels do not provide the commander with situational awareness; therefore no single entity within the
command is aware of the scope and breadth of the detainee abuse.

8
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(U) As documented in the Vice Admiral Church Repo rt (Append ix M).
Serv ice mem bers. 000 civilians. and contractors all agreed that they had
an ob ligation to report any observ ed abuse. However. their descriptions of
what constit uted abuse (which ranged from "beati ng" to "verbal abuse").
to who m they wou ld report abuse (ranging from supervisor to command's
Inspector Genera l). and finally who wou ld determine the legitimacy of
those allegations (senior en listed or warrant offic er. the interrogator. or the
unit judge advocate) were varied.

Investigations Not Managed in an Effective Manner (U)

(U) We believe that allegat ions of detai nee abuse were not cons istently
invest igated or managed in an effective. syst ematic. and timely manner.
Commanders usually exemplify a strong tendency to limit info rmation
sharing duri ng ongoing investigations. For example. the need to protect
ev idence and priva cy in criminal cases may d iscou rage Service
investigative organizations from readi ly sharing case information.
part icularly dur ing ope n cases and investigations or other high pro file
inquiries. The need to protect and the need to communicate are at odds
with each other. For exampl e. information deve loped by the Inspec tor
General tends to stay in a restricted Inspector General chan nel. while
private med ical info rmation rema ins within med ical cha nnels. Althoug h
this process works well for invest igatio ns in which one office has primary
jurisdiction, such stov e-piping otherwise disrupts and impedes a
commander's overs ight abil ity and prevents information from reach ing the
commander. As a resu lt. decision makers often do not have the necessary
information to make effe ctive and informed decisions.

(U) The Military Criminal Investigat ive Organizations arc responsible for
investigating felony crimes committed in their respective Military
Depa rtments . In May 2004, the Commander. U.S. Army Criminal
Investigation Command, annou nced that it wo uld invest igate all
allegations involving detainees unde r U.S. Army personn el control or
within U.S. Army facilit ies.

(U) As discussed in the Offi ce oflnvestigative Policy and Ove rsight
report. commanders frequ ently did not expeditious ly refer potent ial
crim inal matters to the Army Crim inal Investigat ion Command. Delays in
investigations frequently resulted in ev idence degradation or less reliable
testimonial ev idence as memo ries faded. Mil itary commanders who do
not refer potent ially criminal matters to the Mil itary Criminal Investigative
Organizat ions in a timely fash ion may also contribute to the perceptions of
conspirac ies and "coverups." Add itionally. a commander's administrative
invest igation into a criminal matter may pre maturely influence witn ess
testimony in a subsequ ent criminal investigation. or el iminate interviews
by trained investigators altogether when individuals invok e the ir right to
counsel.

(U) A delay occurred in reporting potential felony crimes to the Army
Criminal Investigation Com mand in 13 of the 50 cases reviewed

9
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(26 percent). which may havc adversely affected the collect ion of
evidence and subsequent punitive or remedial act ion. (See Appendix A.)

Procedural Guidance and Command Oversight

(U) The inconsistency in repo rting and investigating allegations was
caused, in part. by the lack of clea r procedura l guidance and command
oversight. Without command oversight, no sing le entity within any leve l
of command was aware of the results of all investigations .

(U) At the initiation of enemy hostilities and plann ing for the War on
Terrorism. 0 00 operations orders. local standard operating procedures.
and other command guidance did not include or require clear criteria and
procedures for reporting. processing. and investigating incidents of alleged
deta inee abuse.

(U) Before the position of Deputy Command ing General for Detention
Operations. Multi -Nat iona l Force -Iraq was estab lished in July 2004. no
single office was spec ifically responsible for detainee operations and
treatment. Th is pos ition is now the natural foca l point for all allegations
of detainee abuse in Iraq. All detention-related inc idents in theate r arc
now required to be reported through the Deputy Commanding Genera l for
Detention Operations.

Summary

(U) A luck of oversight and uniformity in reports and investigations and
in following up on incidents of alleged detain ee abuse adversely affected
situational awareness at the command level. With the cstablishment of the
Deputy Commanding General for Detention Operations. Multi-Nat ional
Force-Iraq. the commander created the focal point requi red for situat ional
awa reness on detainee abuse and any potenti al systemic problems. DoD
needs to estab lish policy on deta inee abuse that covers reporting criteria.
mechanisms. chains of comm and. and responsibilities for the Services to
include app licable Joint and Serv ice policies and regulat ions.

Management Actions

(U) The following direct ive was published afte r the 13 senio r-level
report s were issued .

(U) DoD Directive 31 15.09. "000 Intel ligcnce Interrogations. Detainee
Debriefings and Tactical Question ing." November 3. 2005. consolida tes
and codifies exist ing 0 00 policies and assigns responsibilities for
intelligence interrogation. detainee deb riefings. tact ical questioning . and
support act ivities conducted by DoD personnel. The Directive also
establi shes requ irement s for report ing violations of the policy on humane
treatment during intelligence interrogat ions. deta inee debriefings. or
tact ical questioning. Reportable incidents must be reported immediatcly

10

SECUETNNOrOR?iH1\l R1616636i'



~ Ii:CRIi:T(()lOVORI>IHt\tAi!9i!Q9397

through command or supervisory channels to the responsible Combatant
Commander.

Recommendations (U)

A.I (U) We recommend that the Secretary of Defense, when
appropriate, direct all Combatant Commanders to assign a Deputy
Co mmanding General for Detention Operations.

(U) Management Comments. The Secretary of Defense did not respond
to this recommendation. We request a response from the Office of the
Secretary of Defense to this recommendation by September 29. 2006.

A.2 (U) We recommend that the Chairman, Jo int Chiefs of Staff
expedite issuance of .Joint Publica tions that outline responsibilities for
intelligence interrogations, deh riefings , and tactical questioning, an d
issue guidance for reporti ng, tracking , and resolving reports of all
detainee abuse inquiries and investigations.

(U) Ma nagement Comments. The Director. Joint StafTnonconcurred
with the findings and recommendations assigning responsibilities to the
Chairman ofthe Joint Chiefs of Staffthat are beyond his statutory
authority. The complete response is included in the Management
Comments section of the report.

(U) Evaluator Response. We agree that some recommendations in the
report are not within the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staffs statutory
authority; however. this specific recommendation is. Therefore we
request comments on this recommendation by September 29.2006.

I I
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B. Joint Inter rogation Support (U)
To be errecnve, interrogations mus t be conducted
b~' Spt"C'illll~· trained personnel cpera rlng under stri ct
~uidelines and "' ith proper o\ersi2ht .

LTG William Boykin , l 'SA
DeputyUnder Secretar)" (or
Inteltt aence & Warfi2hter Support (House Permanent
Select Committee on Intelli2ence, J ul)" t4, 2004)

(U) Interrogation in Iraq lacked unity of command and unity of
effort. Multiple 000 organizations planned and executed
interrogation operations without clearly defined command
relationships and common objectives and understanding of
interrogat ion guidance. These conditions occurred because:

• Interrogat ion policy was not unifonn and consistent.

• Interrogation oversight was inadequate. and

• The Joint planning documents did not adequately consider
the possible need for sustained and widespread detention
and interrogation operations.

As a result. operational commanders may have failed to realize the
full potent ial of interrogation s.

(U) Sec Manageme nt Actions in the finding discussion.

Background (U)

(U) Staff Pla nning. Planning for effect ive command and control is the
result of commanders and their staffs collaborating to define the
commander's intent. the mission statement. and the operational objectives.
A collaborative envi ronment disseminates the ovcrarching strategic plan
for staffs working on the various sections and helps commanders quickly
identify and resolve conflicts early in the planning process. In this way.
campaign objectives and operational guidance are communicated at every
level. from beginning to end of operations. The Joint Strategic
Capabilities Plan and other planning documen ts provide a complete
description of the forces and resources required to execute the Combatant
Commande r's concept of operations for all phases ofa campaign.
Military planners prioritize and apportion ava ilable forces and resources.
including limited and critical support forces.

12
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Interrogation Support Lacked Unity of Command and
Unity of Effort (U)

(U) Strategic interrogat ion support in Iraq lacked unity of command and
unity of effort because multiple organizations performed interrogat ions
without common objectives and clearly defined roles and responsibilit ies
for all command participants.

(U) Unity of Command. Command is central to all military actions. and
inherent in command is the authority that a military commander lawfully
exercises over subordinates to demand accountabi lity. Unity of command
means that all forces operate under a single commander who has the
requisite authority to direct all forces employed in pursuit of a common
purpose. Unity of command is the foundation for the trust. coordination.
and teamwork necessary for unified action and requires responsibi lity
among commanders to be described in detail.

(U) Unity of Effort. Unity of command is central to unity of effort. A
single commander with the necessary authority can influence all forces.
even those that arc not part of the same command structure. to coordinate
and collaborate to achieve a common objective of obtain ing intelligence
within the estab lished rules and winning the cooperation of the populace.
This unity of effort cannot be achieved when command relationships and
procedures for coordination are unclear.

(V) Combined .Ioint Task Foree-7 (C.JTF-7). The V .S. Central
Command ordered the formation of CJTF-7 to coordinate and execute all
Coalition military operat ions in Iraq. The primary mission of the CJTF-7
was to conduct "stab ility and support" operations to facilitate the eventual
transfer of power to an Iraqi government. The CJTF-7 was also
responsible for interrogation operations. including the maintenance of
interrogation facilities at all locations. The objective of the interrogations
was to obtain actionable tactica l and operational intelligence on
insurgency groups. However. the CJTF-7 did not control the detention
and interrogation operations conducted by the Iraq Survey Group. the
Special Mission Unit Task Force. and Other Government Agencies. There
was no unity of command for al1 detent ion and interrogation operations in
Iraq until July 2004 when Major Genera l Geoffrey Miller was assigned as
Deputy Comma nding General for Detainee Operations.

(U) (nNrif, Iraq Survey G ro up. In May 2003. the Secretary of Defense
established the Iraq Survey Group to undertake the U.S. Central
Command' s search for weapons of mass destruction. The Iraq Survey
Group was responsible for operating an interagency JIDC compri sing a
mix of intelligence communi ty. allied. and contractor personnel. The
objective of their dcbr ieflngs and interrogations was to obta in strategic
intell igence from high value detainees.

13
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(U)

(U) (!i:'J'?T ) lI uman Intelligence Augmentation Teams. The Defense
Intelligence Agency (DIA) assigned human intelligence (HUMINT)
augmentation teams to assist the special mission units in Iraq. These task­
organized. direct-support interrogators and case officers plan. coordinate.
conduct. and supervise interrogation operations.

(U) (fiW if) Other Gover nment Agencies. DoD interrogation operations
were sometimes conducted in conjunct ion with external agencies. In
particular. Other Government Agencies (OGAs) operated with military
units and used military facil ities without interagency agreements that
clearly defined roles and responsibilities. The lack of specific guidance
led to the development of local agreeme nts and contributed to the
concerns expressed about what interrogation techniques were appropriate.
(Sec Appendix M.)

(U) (ESNf) Co mmand Rela tionships. For approximate ly I year. from May
2003 to June 2004. interrogat ions in Iraq were not conducted as part of a
coord inated intelligence campaign plan. The comman d or suppo rting
relationships among those elements operating in the U.S. Central
Command Area of Responsibil ity were often not clearly understood. This
ambiguous condition negatively impacted resource management. For
example. Lieutenant General Jones stated in his report that the Iraq Survey
Group did not acknowledge a mutua l support relationship with the CJTF-7
and went so far as to "deny a request for interrogation support" from the
Commander. U.S. Central Command. (Sec Appendix H.) Based on
interviews with cognizant IIUMINT personnel, we conclud ed that the DIA
interrogators assigned to the Iraq Survey Group and attached to the special
mission unit task forces were unable to effectiv ely collaborate or support
operations at the CJTF·7 JIDC when it was overwhelmed with detainees.
Because these organizations had no previous common operational
experienc e. as was the case with the Iraq Survey Group when it was first
established in May 2003. formal comma nd relat ionships were not fully
developed enough to deal with complex coordination required in Iraq. In
a July 6. 2004. memorandum to the Director. DJA. the Commander
responsible for specia l mission units emphasized the need to build and
maintain the right team for the mission. but admitted that the command
"d id not adequately in-brief and assimilate your personnel into the scheme
of operations."

14
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Interrogation Policy Was Not Uniform and Consistent (U)

(U) Interrogations in Iraq lacked unifo rm execution of interrogation
policy beca use approved interrogati on techn iques varied . Although the
Comma nder. U.S. Central Command had primary responsibility for
estab lishing interrogation policy in theater. the Under Secretary of
Defense for Intelligence and the Under Secretary of Defen se for Policy did
not promul¥ate one definit ive interrogat ion policy to reinforce the existing
FM 34-52."

(U) tENPIF) Combined .Iolnt Task Force-7. The CJTF-7 September 2003
Interrogation Policy used the FM 34-52 as a baseline for conduct ing
interrogations. but expanded the techniques by incorporat ing more
aggressiv e counterresistance policies. (See Appendix V.) As discussed in
the Church Report. ' it was only after the U.S. Central Command's legal
rev iew that some of the techniques. such as stress positions. isolat ion.
sleep management. yell ing. and loud music. were removed when CJTF~7

released a revised pol icy on October 12. 2003.

(U) Major General Fay (sec Appendix II) reported that interrogation
pol icies promulgated by CJTF-7 were poorly defined and had changed
three times in Jess than 30 days so that it became very confu sing as to
what techn iques cou ld be employed. Accord ing to the Sch lesinger
Report:"

"changes in DoD interrogation policies between December 2.
2002 and April 16. 2003 were an element contributing to
uncertain ties in the field as to which techn iques were
authori zed." " in thc absence of specific guidance from [U.S.]
CENTCOM [Central Command], interrogators in Iraq relied
on Field Manual FM 34-52 and on unauthor ized techniques
that had migrated from Afghanistan. . .clearly led to confusion
on what practices were acceptable."

(V) Iraq Survey G roup. The Iraq Survey Group used interrogation or
debriefing techn iques in the Army FM 34-52. The Commander. Iraq
Survey Group and numerous interrogators operating at the Iraq Survey
Group described deb riefing techniques that included direct questions and
incentives.

(U) (fWNF) Special Miss ion Unit Task Force . At the commencement of
Operation Iraq i Freedo m. the specia l mission unit force s used a January
2003 Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) wh ich had been developed for
operations in Afghanistan . The Afghanistan SOP was influenced by the

2 Anny FM 34-52 was the guideline used until December 29,2005. (See Background for more
information on FM 34-52.

l See orig inal Church Report.

~ See orig inal Schlesinger Report.
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counterresistance memorandum that the Secretary of Defense approv ed on
December. 2. 2002 (see Appendix U). and incorporated techniques
designed for deta inees who were identified as "unlawful combatants:'
Subsequent battlefield interrogation SOPs included techniques such as
yelling. loud music. light control. environmenta l manipulation. sleep
deprivation/adjustment. stress positions. 20 hour interrogations. and
controlled fear (muzz led dogs) that arc not in the FM 34-52. The special
mission unit did not submit. and was not required to submit. SOPs to the
U.S. Central Command for review. We believe that because the U.S.
Central Command failed to provide overarching guidance. the special
mission units and CJTF-7 never synchronized their countcrrcsistancc
techniques.

(U) (s lI) rr) Hu man Intelligence Augmenta tion Team s. DIA personnel
ass igned to these teams were trained to follow Army FM 34-52. Conflicts
arose when the D1A personnel were assigned to spec ial mission unit task
force operators who had expanded their interrogation techniques . In June
2004. not long after the Abu Ghrai b photos became pub lic. OIA HUMINT
augmentat ion team members attached to the Special Mission Unit Task
Force redep loyed to the Iraq Survey Group and provided accounts of some
task force personnel abusing deta inees. Based on this information. as well
as fearing for the team's safety. the Director. OIA authorized the Iraq
Survey Group to remove all D1A personnel from special mission unit task
force operations pending further review.

(U) ~According to OIA Policy Memorandum No. 73. "OIA Policy for
Interrogat ion Operati ons:' March 2002. both the operational commander
and Defense HUMINT. who will seek urgent resoluti on of the conflict
through appropriate channels. must be informed immediately when
conflicts arise between the operational cha in of com mand 's orders and
DI/\ policy and procedures.

(U) tS.'ST) Reports of detainee abuse by special mission unit task force
personnel dated back to June 2003. but we believe it took the publicized
abuse at Abu Ghraib and the revelat ion of threats to HUMINT
augmentat ion team members to elevate the issue to the Flag Offic er level.
Earlier allegations of interrogation irregularities. which included usc of
techniques not cons istent with interrogation techniques designed for Iraq.
were not always dec isively reported. investigated. and acted on.
Consequently. the disagreements between the OIA and spec ial mission
units were not reconc iled to the benefit of all those conducting
interrogat ion operations in Iraq. Instead. the issue of disaffected
interrogators from DIA who were not prepared for the demanding and
exact ing pace of operations overshadowed the reality that different
interrogation policies were in effect.

(U) Other Government Agencies. As discussed in the Church report
(sec Appendix M) there was no unifo rm understanding of what rules
govern the involvement of OGAs in the interrogation of 0 00 detainees.
Such uncerta inty could create confusion regarding the permissibility and
limits of various interrogation techniques.
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Interrogation Overs ight Inadequate (U)

(U) Interrogation oversight, including high-level overs ight of facilities
and interrogation techniques, was often limited.

(lJ) We conc luded that multiple organizat ions providing interrogation at
mult iple levels and locations in Iraq had separate reporting chai ns of
command, ranging from tactical interrogations performed by spec ial
mission units to operational and strategic interrogations and dcbriefings
conducte d by the Iraq Survey Group and the CJTF-7, No single
organization at the U.S. Central Command or the CJTF-7 was responsible
for overarching oversight of planning and execution for the interrogation
mission and. as a result. no one was responsible for reconciling the
numerous competing demand s from the operational and tactical levels.

(U) (5 ',1 iF) We believe that the absence of universal interrogation standards
may have significantly affected how allegations of abuse were reported up
the chain of command. If certain actions that DIA personnel characterized
as abusive by their doctrinal standards were judged by a spec ial mission
unit investigating officer to be in compliance with the task force
"interrogation guidelines:' the case would be closed. These on-scene
rulings may have prevented accu rate reporting of incidents from reaching
a level at which decision makers could identify a problem that was
potentially systemic.

Joint Planning Was Not Fully Developed (U)

(lJ) Jo int planning documents did not adequately define the full extent of
sustained detention and interrogation operations. Planning was influenced
by the U.S. Central Command's assumption that long-term detention in
Iraq would not be necessary. With the support of the local population and
a new Iraqi govern ment. the Commander, U.S. Central Command believed
that "detainees should not be an issue." When this support did not
materialize. sustaining operations amidst a hostile insurgency became
much more difficult.

(U) Perseverance, Legitimacy, and Rest ra int. According to Joint
Publication 3-D, "Doctrine for Joint Operations," September 10. 200 I,
operational planners should always prepare for the worst-case scenario
applicat ion of military capabil ity to sustain long-term operations.
Commanders must balance the temptation to seck crisis-response options
with the long-term goa ls of the strateg ic campaign plan to establish a
legitimate government. The act ions of military personnel are framed by
the disc iplined application of force. including specific rules of
engagement. Therefore. the patient. resolute. and persistent restraint to
achieve strategic campaign plan objectives is preferred over the expedient
pursuit of actionab le intelligence.
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(U) There are many well-documented reasons why detention and
interrogation operations were overwhelmed. Interrogators had to adjust to
the following conditions: a wartime environment: an expanding deta inee
population: an initial reluctance to release anyone in the mixture of regu lar
criminals and active insurgents: a lack of unity of com mand: inconsist ent
train ing: a critical shortag e of skilled interrogators. translat ors. and guard
force personnel: and the external influence of special operations forces and
OGAs.

(U) The Chairmen. Joint Chiefs of Staff. should develop doctrine that
prov ides planners and warfighters with an approved framework to conduct
detent ion and interrogation operatio ns in a manner cons istent with law.
joint doctrine. and applicable policy.

Impact on Operational Requi rements (V)

(U) \'3rOperational commanders may have failed to real ize the full potentia l
of interrogations. In the words of the Commander. CJTF ·7:

"We did not envision having to conduct detention operat ions
of this scope and for this length of time.. .we did not envisio n
continuing to conduct operations and increase the number of
detainees...the same thing happened with interrogations.. .it
clearly was not sufficient:'

The Under Secretary of Defense for Intell igence draft study. "Taking
Stock of Defense Intelligence Assessment." November 13. 2003. stated
that planning for intelligence operations was not synchron ized and that
Combat Support Agency involvement did not occur early enough in the
Combatant Command planning process to ensure time ly and adequate
support. Finally. the 2005 Com bat Support Agency Review Team
Assessment of the DIA reported that HUMIN,. policies and proced ures
needed to be updated to reflect changes in operational parameters and
coordination mechanism s. Support ing the Iraq war in addit ion to other
worldwide missions led to personnel shortages and a lack of adequately
trained interrogators that hampered their ability to effect ively collect
intelligence to sat isfy critical Combatant Command requirements.
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Summary

(U) A lack of unity of command and unity of effort in mission planning
and execution by multiple organizations. with varying levels of
interrogation and inconsistent interrogation standard s negatively affected
interrogation operations. The Office of the Secretary of Defense should
establish authoritative directives and instruct ions that define both
detention operations and interrogation policies and the Chairman, Joint
Chiefs of Staff should update Joint doctrine to incorporate operati onal
standards. roles and responsibilities, and oversight for interrogation and
detention operat ions.

Management Actions

(U) The following policy and guidance documents were published after
the 13 senior- level report s discussed in this report were issued . Sec
Appendix Q for a discussion on the DSLOC, which was established to
ensure that the recommendations are addressed by the appropriate DoD
Component.

(U) DoD Directive 3115.09, "DoD Intelligence Interrogations, Detainee
Debriefings and Tactical Questioning," November 3. 2005. consolidate s
exist ing policies. including the requirement for humane treatment during
all intell igence interrogations, detainee debriefings. or tactical questioning
to gain intelligence from captured or detained personnel. The directi ve
also assigns responsibilities as well as establishes requirement s for
reporting violations. intelligence interrogations. detainee debr ietings,
tact ical questioning, and supporting activities that DoD personnel conduct.

(U) Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum. " Interrogation and
Treatment of Deta inees by the Departm ent of Defense,"
December 30, 2005, states that under the Defense Appropriations Act.
2006. no one in the custody of or under the effective control of 0 00 or
detained in a DoD facility will be subject to any treatment or interrogation
approach or technique that is not authorized and listed in U.S. Army
FM 34-52. " Intelligence Interrogati on," September 28. 1992. (Sec
Appendix T.)

(U) Joint Publicati on 2-01.2. "Counterintelligence and Human
Inte lligence Support to Joint Operat ions. June 13.2006." This revision
establishes joint doctrine for interrogation operations.

(U) The following policy and guidance documents arc pending release.

(U) 0 00 Directive 2310. IE. "The Department of Defense Deta inee
Program," establishes the respons ibilities of the Office of Detainee Affa irs
under the Under Secretary of Defense for Pol icy. The direct ive reinforces
the policy that all captured or detained personnel. to include enemy
com batants, enemy prisoners of war. civilian internees, and reta ined
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personnel. shall be treated humanely and in accordance with appl icable
law and policy.

(U) Joint Publication 3-63. "Detainee Operations." This publication
provides guidelines for planning and executing detainee operations. It
outlines responsibilit ies and discusses organiza tional options and
command and control considerations across the range of military
operations.

(U} Multi-Service Tactics. Techniques. and Procedures. "Deta inee
Operati ons in the Globa l War on Terro r," This publication will support
planners and warfightcrs by providing consolidated, accurate information
on handling detainees from point of capt ure to release.

(U) Army Field Manual 2-22.3. " Human Intelligence Collect or
Operations," The new Field Manual will supersede Army FM 34-52 and
update interrogation guidance with wartime lessons learned.

Recommendations (U)

In response to the comments from the Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy we modified Recommendation B.2. to request that the Secretary of
the Army expedite the issuance of Multi-Service Tactics. Techniques and
Procedure s. "Detention Operat ions in the Global Wars on Terrorism."

With the issuance of Joint Publication 2-01.2. "Counterintelligence and
Human Intelligence Support to Joint Operations:' we modified draft report
Recommendation B.3. which recommended expedited issuance of the
Joint Publication.

In response to verbal comments from the Under Secretary of Defense for
Intelligence. we revised Recommendation BA. to request that the Under
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence. in coordination with the Secretary of
the Army, exped ite the issuance of Army FM 2-22.3, "Human Intelligence
Collector Operations."

B.1. (U) We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy exped ite the issuance of 000 Directive 2310.1E. "The
Department of Defense Detainee Program."

(U) Ma nagement Comments. The Undcr Secretary of Defense for
Policy concu rred with this recommendation and indicated that DoD
Directive 2310.1 E will be issued after all national-policy issues are
resolved. The complete comments arc included in the Management
commen ts section.

(U) Evaluato r Response. We consider these comments to be respons ive
and will monitor the progress that the Office of the Under Secretary of
Defense for Policy makes in publishing this directive,
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B.2. (V) We recommend that the Secretary of the Army review and
expedite the Serv ices issuance of the Multi-Service Tactics,
Techniques, an d Procedures, " Deta inee O perations in the Global War
on Ter rorism."

(V) Managem ent Comments. Althoug h not required to comment. the
Under Secretary of Defense for Pol icy nonconcurred stating that the Multi
Service Tact ics. Techniques and Procedures is the responsibility of the
Joint Staff and the Army as the executive agent for detention operations.
He further stated that the recommendation should be made to the Secretary
of the Army.

(V) Evaluator Response. We redirected Recommendation B.2. to the
Secretary of the Anny . We request Army comments on this modified
recommendat ion by September 29. 2006.

B.3. (V) We recommend that the Chair man, Joint Chiefs of Staff
expedite issua nce of Jo int Pu blication 3-63, Deta inee Operations."

(V) Man agem ent Comments. The Director. Joint Staff nonconcurred
with findings and recommendations assigning responsibilities to the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that arc beyond his statutory
authority. The complete response is included in the Management
Comments section.

(V) Evaluators Respo nse. This specific recommendation is within
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff s statutory authority: therefore we
request that the Director. Joint Staff comment on this recommendation by
September 29. 2006.

8.4 . (V) We recommend that the Under Secreta ry of Defense for
Inte lligence, in coordination with the Secretary of th e Army, exped ite
the issuan ce of Ar my Field Manual 2-22.3, " Hum an Intelligence
Collector Opera tions."

(V) Management Comments. The Anny Deputy Chief of Staff G-2
concurred, but suggested that the report should present a more balanced
perspective between interrogat ion operations and non-interrogation related
detainee abuse. The G-2 also stated that on page 80-81 of the report. ..the
Colonel's AAR [After Action Report] did not include deta inee abuse
allegat ions." (See Appendix R.)

(V) Eval uator Response. The Decem ber 12. 2003. AAR. subject:
Report of CIIHUMINT [Counterintelligence/Human IntelligenceJ
Evaluation Visit sent to the CJTF-7 C2 describes accounts from the
Office r In Charge of the Iraq Survey Group JIDe that prisoners captu red
by Task Force 121 showed signs of having been mistreated (beaten) by
their captors. and that medical personnel noted during medical
examination that detainees show signs of having been beaten. Sec
Management Comments section for complete comments. During a status
update briefing on August 4. 2006. the Under Secretary of Defense for

21
~ECRET ( ()IQ¥QRl)!f.:(~lR1Q]QQ~ Q+



~ECR[TJ~~JOF8RNH?vln2 8288387

Intelligence stated that he is responsible for the release of Anny Field
Manual 2-22.3. and not the Ann y Deputy Chief of Staff. G-2. As a result.
we revised Recommendatio n B.4. We request that the Under Secretary of
Defense for Intelligence provide comments by September 29. 2006.
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C. DoD Inter rogation Techniques
(U)

It is important to note that techniques effective under
carefully contro lled conditions in Guanta namo became far more
problematic when they migrated and were not adequately
safeguarded.

Final Report of the Indep ende nt Panel to
Review Doll Detenti on Ope rat ions,
August 24, 2004

(U) Counterresistancc interrogation techniques migrated to Iraq
because operations personne l believed that traditional interrogation
techniques were no longer effective for all detainees. In add ition.
policy for and oversight of interrogation procedures were
ineffecti ve. As a result. interrogation techniques and procedures
used exceeded the guideline s establ ished in the Army FM 34~5 2.

Background (U)

(U) Counterresista nce techniq ues. The FM 34-52 provides guidance on
what techniques an intelligence interrogator should use to gain the
cooperation of a detainee. As stated in the Secretary of Defense
memorandum. "Counte r-Resistance Techniques in the War on Terror ism:'
dated April 15.2003. specific implementat ion guidance for techniq ues
A-Q (see Appendix S) is provided in the FM 34-52. This finding
addresses those techniques that are not included in FM 34-52.

(LJ) Survival, Evasion, Resistan ce, and Escape (SE RE) Tra ining. The
U.S. Joint Forces Command is the 000 Executive Agent responsible for
provid ing Service membe rs with SERE training . The Joint Personnel
Recovery Agency at Fort Belvo ir. Virginia. monitors and oversees all
DoD SERE train ing programs at the four 000 schools: Fairchild Air
Force Base. Spokane. Washington (Air Force): Fort Bragg. North Carolina
(Army); Naval Air Station Brunswick. Maine (Navy/Marines); and Naval
Air Station North Island. San Diego. California (Navy/Marines). The
Services train an estimated 6.200 members annually at these schoo ls.

(U) DoD SERE training . sometimes refe rred to as code of conduct
training. prepares select military personnel with surv ival and evasion
techniques in case they are isolated from friendly forces. The schools also
teach resistance techniques that are designed to provide U.S. military
members. who may be captured or detained. with the physical and mental
tools to survive a hostile interrogat ion and deny the enemy the informat ion
they wish to obtain. SERE training incorporates physical and
psychological pressures. which aet as counterresistance techniques. to
replicate harsh conditions that the Service member might encou nter if they
are held by forces that do not abide by the Geneva Conventions.
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(U) Defensive Interrogation Techniques. The U.S. Joint Forces
Command defines the training employed to increase the Service member' s
resistance capab ilities as a defensive response to interrogation. The
Deputy Commander and the Command Group has concluded that the Joint
Personnel Recovery Agency and the SERE schools do not have personnel
assigned to be interrogators and do not advocate interrogation measures to
be executed by our force. The SERE expertise lies in training personnel
how to respond and resist interrogations--not in how to conduct
interrogations. Therefore. the Joint Personnel Recovery Agency and
SERE mission is defensive in nature. while the operational interrogation
mission is sometimes referred to as offensive.

(U) :\1igr.ation ofTech niq ucs. Migrat ion refers to the introduct ion of
interrogation techniques from one theater of operation to another. Offic ial
migration relates to those interrogation techn iques intended only for usc at
a specific facility that arc officially approved for use at other facilities.
Unofficial migration occurred when interrogators remained unaware of the
approved guidance and believed that techniques that they may have
experienced. including those from basic training. SERE trainin g. or tours
at other detention facil ities. were permissible in other theaters of
operation.

(U) While this report primarily addresses the U.S. Central Command
Area of Operations. some discussion of the involvement of the Joint
Personnel Recovery Agency with the JTF 170 at Guantanam o Bay. Cuba.
is necessary background information explaining how SERE technique s
migrated to Iraq.

J oint Personnel Recovery Agency Involvement in the
Development of Inter rogation Policy at Guantanamo
Bay, Cuba (U)

(U)~ Counterresistance techniques taught by the Joint Personnel Recovery
Agency contributed to the development of interrogat ion policy at the U.S.
Southern Command. According to interviewees. at some point in 2002.
the U.S. Southern Command began to question the effectiveness of the
Joint Task Force 170 (JTF-170). the organization at Guantanamo that was
responsible for collecting intelligence from a group of hard core al Qaeda
and Taliban detainees. As documented in the Vice Admiral Church report
(Appendix M). the interrogators believed that some of the deta inees were
intimately familiar with FM 34-52 and were trained to resist the
techniques that it described.

(U) (f H" 'I' ) Countcrres istance techniques were introduced because personnel
believed that interrogation methods used were no longer effective in
obtaining useful information from some detainees. On June 17.2002. the
Acting Commander. Southern Command requested that the Chairman.
Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) provide his command with an external review
of ongoing detainee intelligence collection operations at Guantanamo Bay.
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which included an examination of information and psycho logica l
operations plans. The CJCS review took place between August 14.2002.
and Septembe r 4. 2002. and concluded that the JTF-170 had limited
success in extract ing usable information from some of the deta inees at
Guantanamo because traditional interrogat ion techn iques described in
FM 34-52 had proven to be ineffective. The CJCS review recommended
that the Federal Bureau of Invest igation Behavioral Science Unit. the
Army's Behavioral Science Consultat ion Team. the Southern Command
Psychological Operations Support Element. and the JTF-170 clinical
psychologist develop a plan to explo it detainee vulnerabilities. The
Commander. JTF-170 expanded on the CJCS recommendations and
decided to also consider SERE tra ining techniques and other external
interrogation methodo logies as possible DoD interrogation alternatives.

(U) (FIr",q Between June and July 2002. but before the CJCS review. the
Chief of Staff of the Joint Personnel Recovery Agency. working with the
Army Special Operations Comma nd's Psychological Directorate.
developed a plan designed to teach interrogators how to exploit high value
deta inees.

(U) (S,',':,! ' ) On Septembe r 16.2002. the Army Special Operations Command
and the Joint Personne l Recovery Agency co-hosted a SERE psychologist
conference at Fort Bragg for JTF- 170 interrogation personnel. The
Army's Behavioral Science Consultation Team from Guanta namo Bay
also attended the conference. Jo int Personnel Recovery Agency personnel
briefed JTF-170 representatives on the exploitation techniques and
methods used in resistance (to interrogation) training at SERE schools.
The JTF-170 personnel understood that they were to become familiar with
SERE training and be capable of determining which SERE information
and techniques might be useful in interrogations at Guantanamo.
Guantanamo Behavioral Science Consultation Team person nel understood
that they were to review documentat ion and standard operating procedu res
for SERE training in developing the standard operat ing procedure for the
JTF-170. if the command approved those pract ices. The Army Special
Operations Command was examining the role of interrogat ion support as a
"SERE Psycholog ist competency area."

(U) ""t'€'1-0 n September 24. 2002. a Joint Personnel Recovery Agency
representat ive at the SERE conference recommended in a confe rence
memorandum report to his Commander that their organization "not get
directly involved in actual operations." Specifically. the memo randum
states that the agency had "no actual experience in real world prisoner
handling: ' developed concepts based "on our past enemies," and assumes
that "procedures we use to exploit our personnel will be effective against
the current detainees." In a later interview. the Commander, Joint
Personnel Recovery Agency stated that his agency's support to train and
teach "was so commo n that he probably got 15 similar reports
[memoranda] a week and it was not his practice to forward them to the
U.S. Joint Forces Command."
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(U) (!i '.?;r") The Commander. JTF- 170 forwarded a request on Octobe r II.
2002. to the Commander. U.S. Southern Command. seeking approval of
co unterresis tance strategies. This mem orandum in part stated:

- ...the following techniques and other aversive techniques.
such as those used in U.S. military interrogation resistance
training or by other U.S. government agencies. may be utilized
in a carefully coordinated manner to help interrogate
exceptionally resistant detainees. Any or [sic] these
techniques that require more than light grabbing. poking. or
pushing. will be administered only by individuals specifically
trained in their safe application."

The use of scenarios designed to convince the detainee that
death or severely painful consequences are imminent for him
and/or his family: exposure to cold weather or water (with
appropriate medical monitoring); use of a wet towel and
dripping water to induce the misperccption of suffocation; use
of mild. noninjurious physical contact such as grabbing.
poking in the chest with the finger. and light pushing.

The accompanying legal brief recommended that the proposed methods of
interroga tion be approved and that the interrogators be properly tra ined in
the approved methods of interrogation .

(U) (S'.?;f·) On at least two occas ions. the JTF-170 requested that Joint
Personnel Recovery Agency instructors be sent to Guantanamo to instruct
interrogators in SER E counterres istanee interrogat ion techniques. SERE
instructors from Fort Bragg responded to Guantanamo requests for
instructo rs trained in the usc of SERE interrogation res istance techn iques.
Neither of those visits was coo rdinated with the Joint Forces Command.
wh ich is the office of primary respons ibility for SERE training. or the
Army. which is the office of primary respons ibility for interrogation.

(U ) As discussed previously, the U.S. Southern Command's request ted to
the issuance of Secretary of Defense. December 2. 2002. memorand um
(see Appendix V). In response to Service-leve l concerns. a Working
Group was formed to examine coumerresistanc e techn iques . leading to the
Secretary of Defen se. April 16. 2003 . mem orandum that approved
coun terresistance techniques for U.S. Southern Command.

Migration of Counter resistance Interrogation Techniques
into the U.S. Central Command Area of Operation (U)

(U) Counterresis tance interrogation techn ique s in the U.S. Central
Command Area of Operation derived from multiple sources that included
migrat ion of doc uments and personnel. the JTF-Guantanamo Assess ment
Team. and the Joint Person nel Recovery Agency.
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(U) Unlike Guantanamc and Afgha nistan where deta inees were
designated as unlawful combatants. the Geneva Conventions applied in
Iraq. The Commander. CJTF-7 confirmed this by stating that " we all
clearly unde rstood that the cond itions in GTMO [Guantanamo] were
diffe rent than what the conditio ns were in Iraq because the Geneva
Conventions applied."

(U) ES.0lr) Afgha nista n. The Ch urch report acknowledges that a draft copy
of a Working Group report from which the Secretary of Defense's
April 16. 2003. Guantanamo policy was derived influenced the
development of interrogation policy in Afghanistan. The Jacoby Report
observed the following: "There is a void in the availabi lity of
interrogation guidance in the field. and interrogat ion practice is as
inconsistent and var ied across the theater as are detent ion methods. There
is some correlation between individual training and expe rience and
interrogat ion methods being used, but there is linle correlat ion between
location and techn iques employed." To fill th is perceived void.
interrogators attempted to integrate draft policy and "unevenly appli ed
standards" in Afghanistan.

(U) t5" t II') Iraq . The Churc h report also acknowledges the migrat ion of
policy and personnel in the interrogation procedures used. As documented
in the Church Report. the CJTF-7 interrogation policy (Appendix V) itself
drew from the techniques found in FM 34-52. the April 2003 Guantanamo
policy. the special mission unit policy. and the experiences of interrogators
in Afghanistan. Because interrogators were often unaware of the
approved guidance. they relied on their prior training and experience.

(lJ) Between August 2003 and February 2004 , several visit ing teams went
to Iraq to advise the task force and assess interrogation operations within
the Central Command's area of responsibility. On at least two occasions.
visiting assessment teams discussed interrogation method s not sancti oned
by FM 34-52.

(U) (1'0 " 0 ) .JTF-Gua nta na mo Assessm ent Tea m. In August 2003. the
Joint Chiefs of StafTJ3 requested the U.S. Southern Command to send
experts in detention and interrogatio n operations from Guantanamo to Iraq
to assess the Iraq Survey Group's interrogation operations. The Iraq
Survey Group did not request the assessment because they believed they
had the proper interrogation standard operating procedures in place and in
compliance with FM 34-52. Based on interv iews with cogn izant
personnel . the JTF-Guantanamo assessment team reportedly discussed the
use of harsher counterrcsistance techniques with Iraq Survey Group
personnel. The Iraq Survey Gro up interrogators disagreed with what they
described as the "hard line approach" that the assessment team
recommended.

(U) (S' ? W) While the Iraq Survey Group did not endorse the JTF­
Guantanamo techn iques. the CJTF-7 incorporated some of the techn iques
in its policies and procedures. As discussed in the Church report. the
CJTF -7 Staff Judge Advocate stated that its September 14.2003.
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Interrogation Policy was influenced by multip le factors. including the
Anny Field Manua l. The Interrogation Policy also incorporated the
Guantanamo counterresistancc policies. The CJTF-7 Staff Judge
Advocate attributed the "genesis of th is product" to the JTF-Guantanamo
assessment team.

(U) IS _?< !', Joint Personnel Recovery Agency Team. The Joint Personnel
Recovery Agency was also responsible for the migration of
counterresi stance interrogat ion techniques into the U.S. Central
Command's area of responsibility. In September 2003. at the request of
the Commander. Tf:-20. the Commander. Joint Personnel Recovery
Agency sent an interrogation assessment team to Iraq to provide advic e
and assistance to the task force interrogation mission. The TF-20 was the
special mission unit that operat ed in the CJTF-7 area of operations. The
Joint Personnel Recovery Agency did not comm unicate its intent to
introduce SERE interrogat ion resistance training to TF·20 interrogators
with the Commander. U.S. Joint Forces Command.

(U) (S ;?CI ', The Commander. Joint Personnel Recovery Agency. explained
that he understood that the deta inees held by TF· 20 were determ ined to be
Designated Unlawful Combatants (DUes). not Enemy Prisoners of War
(E PW) protected by the Geneva Convention and that the interrogation
techniques were authorized and that the JPRA team members were not to
exceed the standards used in SERE training on our own Service members.
He also confirmed that the U.S. Jo int Forces Command J·3 and the
Commanding Officer. TF-20 gave a verba l approval for the SERE team to
actively part icipate in "one or two demonstrat ion" interrogations.

(U) (f'i ' ') T ) SERE team members and 1'1.'-20 sta fT disagreed about whether
SERE techniques were in compliance with the Geneva Conventions.
When it became apparent that friction was developing . the decision was
made to pull the team out before more damage was done to the
relationship between the two organizations. The SERE team members
prepared After Action Reports that detai led the confusion and allegations
of abuse that took place during the dep loyment. These reports were not
forwarded to the U.S. Joint Forces Command because it was not a
common practice at that time.

Oversight (U)

(U) A lack of uniform interrogation standards and oversight at the
Combatant Command level from 2002-2004 as well as a lack of oversight
over the Joint Personnel Recovery Agency activities allowed ~
counterresistance techniques to influence interrogation operations. It was
only after the Joint Personnel and Recovery Agency requested to take a
SERE team to Afghanistan in May 2004. that the U.S. Joint Forces
Command concluded that "the usc of resistance to interrogation
know ledge for offensive purposes lies outside the roles and
responsibilities of JPRA [Joint Personn el Recovery Agency]." A Joint
Personnel Recovery Agency Mission Guidance Memorandum.
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September 29. 2004. from the Commander. U.S. Joint Forces Command
expressly prohibited such activities without specific approval from the
U.S. Joint Forces Commander. Deputy. or Chief of Staff

Conclusion (U)

(U) (Fi ' ') T ) Many causes contributed to the migration of counterrcsistan cc
interrogation techniq ues in Iraq. As shown in the Church report, even the
process of developi ng policy can contribute to the development of policy
in other theaters. The Church report states:

" ... the experience of SERE school impresses itself indelibly in
the minds of graduates, and is frequently their first and most
vivid association with the broad concept of Interrogation.
Although our interview data did not reveal the employment of
any specific SERE techniques in Afghanistan. the prevalence
of the assoc iation between SERE school and interrogation
suggests that specific cautions should be included in approved
interrogation policies to counter the notion that any techniques
employed against SERE students may be appropriate for use
in interrogation ofcaptured personnel."

(U) This finding recognizes those avenues, and also focuses on the role of
the Joint Personnel Recovery Agency. The Joint Personnel Recovery
Agency mission is extremely important in preparing select military
personnel with survival and evasion techniques in case they are isolated
from friendly forces. We are not suggesting that SERE training is
inappropr iate for those subject to capture; however. it is not approp riate to
use in training interrogators how to conduct interrogation operations. We
agree with the conclusion of the U.S. Joint Forces command that the use
of resistance to interrogation knowledge for offensive purposes lies
outside the role of the Joint Personnel Recovery Agency. The following
recommendations are meant to institutionalize this conclusion.

Management Actions

(U) The following guidance is pending release:

(U) Anny Field Manual 2-22.3. "Human Intell igence Collector
Operat ions.' The new Field Manual will supersede Anny FM 34-52 and
update interrogat ion guidance with wartime lessons learned.

Recommendations (U)

c.t. (U) We recommend that the Under Secreta ry of Defense for
Intelligence develop policies that preclude the use of Survival,
Evasion, Resistance, and Escape physical and psychological coercion
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techniques and other external interrogation techniques that han not
been formally approved for usc in offensive inter rogation opera tions.

(V ) Management Com ments. The Under Secretary of Defense for
Intelligence did not provide wr itten comme nts on the dra ft report.
Therefore . we request that the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence
comment on the final report by September 29. 2006.

C.2. (V) We recommend that the Co mmander. U.S. .Joint Forces
Command. Office of Pri ma ry Responsibi lity for Personnel Recovery
and Execut ive Agent for a ll Surviva l, g vaston, Resistance and Escape
t ra ining imp lement formal policies and procedures that preclude the
int roductio n an d usc of physica l and psychological coercion
techniques outside the t ra ining environment.

(V) ~b:nagement Comments. The Commander. U.S. Jo int Forces
Command. did not respond to this recommen dation. "~/e request that the
Commander. U.S. Joint Forces Command provide comments on the final
report by September 29. 2006.
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Appendix A. Scope and Methodology (U)

(U) This review is the result of monitoring and oversight of all of the
000 organizations involved in the investigation of allegations of detainee
abuse. In add ition to tracking the status of detain ee abuse investigat ions.
we reviewed the sen ior-level reports. covering the period August 2003
through April 2005. and their recommendations to determine whether any
overarching systemic issues should be addressed. We performed this
review in acco rdance with the Quality Standardsfor Federal Office of
Inspector General during the period May 2004 through March 2006.

(U) To achieve our objective. we:

• Tracked reports on deta inee abuse investigat ion from all of the
Military Crimina l Investigative Organizat ions.

• Examined more than 11.000 pages of documentation including
DoD regulat ions. policy letters. briefings. and course curr icu la.

• Participated as observers in the quarterly meet ings of the
DSLOC,

• Interviewed senior officials from Combata nt Commands. the
Joint Personnel Recovery Agency. and DIA intelligence
professionals ass igned to the Iraq Theater of Operations.

• Reviewed in detail each of the 13 senior-level reports of
invest igation into allegations of detain ee and prisoner abuse.
and.

• Reviewed other reports and external reviews on intel ligence
collection operat ions at detention facilities.

(U) Rela ted Coverage: During the last 5 years. The DoD Office of the
Inspector Gene ral has issued one report discussing detainee abuse.

OIG, DoD

(U) Report No. IP02004C005, "Report on Review of Crim inal
Invest igations of Alleged Detainee Abuse:' August 25. 2006. Office of
the Deputy Inspector for Inspections and Policy. Invest igative Policy and
Oversight.
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Appendix B. Timeline of Senior-Level
Reports (U)

(U) DoD officials directed or conducted 13 separate senior-level reviews and
investigati ons related to detention and interrogat ion operations or training in the
Global War on Terrorism. The first review commenced Aueust 31. 2003. and the
last report ended April 1.2005. The following timeline sho~'s when each major
DoD review or investigation was conducted.

(U) Appendix C through Appendix 0 provides a synopsis of each report' s scope.
a limited extract of its executive summary. and a briefOIG assessment of the
specific report. Although the reports represent widely diffe ring scopes and
various methodologies. they. intentiona lly or unintentionally. ultimately
highlighted specific and systemic problems in the overall management and
conduct of detent ion and interrogation operations. However. the narrow scope of
some reports may also have unduly limited. or in some cases understated. the
need. focus. and results of subsequent investigations.

TIMELlN E: MAJ OR SENIOR LEVEL REPORTS AND INVESTIGATIONS

Unclassified

F M A M J J A S 0 N O · J F M A M J J A

« 2003

A S 0 N

•····P· J

2004 2005 »> Present

s o~

DoD IG (Inte l) review

KUey Nov 12,2004-Apr 13, 2005
{

Miller Aug 31, 2003 - Sep 9, 2003

Rvder Oct 16. 2003 - Nov 6. 2003

Taguba Jan 19, 2004 - Mar9 , 2004

DAIG Feb 10, 2004 - Ju121 , 2004

USAR IGMar11 . 2004· Dec 15. 2004

Fay/Jones Mar 31, 2004 - Aug 8, 2004

Navy IG May 3, 2004 - May 11, 2004

Schlesinger May12, 2004 - Aug 24, 2004

Fonnica May15, 2004 - Nov 13, 2004

Jacoby May18, 2004 - Ju n 26, 2004

Churc h May 25, 2004 -Mar7, 2005

FurlowlSchm ldt Dec 29, 2004 -Apr 1, 2005

On-going Service Crimirial lrivestlgations andInquin'es .. ';::::"'"

Unclassified
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Appendix C. Assessment of DoD Counter­
terrorism Interrogation and
Detention Operations in Iraq
(Miller Report) (U)

Investigating Oflicer: MG Miller . formerly Commander. Guantanamo
Appointing Authority: Secretary of Defense
Date of Initiation: Auaust 31. 2003
Date of Completion: September 9. 2003

(U) Scone: Using the "JTF-GTMO operatio nal procedures and interrogation
autho rities as baseline. " visit to Iraq to "conduct assistance visits to CJTF-7.
TF-20. and the Iraqi Survey Grou p to discuss current theater ability to rapid ly
exploit internees for actionable intelligence: ' The assessment focused on
three areas: intelligence integration. synchronization. and fusion:
interrogation operations: and detention operat ions.

(U) Extract of Exccutin Summan '

(U) The dynam ic operationa l environment in Iraq requires an equally
dynamic intelligence apparatus. To improve velocity and operat ional
effectiveness of counterterrorism interrogat ion. attention in three major
mission areas is needed . The team observed that the Task Force did not have
authorities and procedure s in place to afTect a unified strategy to detain.
interrogate. and report information from detainees/internees in Iraq.
Additionally. the corps commander' s information needs required an in-theater
analysis capabil ity integrated through out the interrogation operat ions structure
to allow for better and faster reach-back to other worldwide intell igence
databases.

(U) The command initiated a system to drive the rapid exploitation of
internees to answer CJTF-7. theater. and nationallevcl counterterrorism
requirements. This is the first stage toward the rapid exploitation of detainees.
Receipt of additiona l resource s currently in staffi ng will produce a dramatic
improve ment in the speed of delivering actionable intelligence and leverag ing
the effect iveness of the interrogat ion efforts. Our assessment is that a
significant improvement in act ionable intelligence will be realized within
30 days.

(U) O IG Assessment: The report focused on how to conduct and exploit
interrogation and detention operations. Although the findings and
recommendations were limited to Iraq. they also applied to the U.S. Central
Command's entire area of responsibility. The report did not discuss command
and control of interrogation and detention facil ities.

33
SECRETHNOfORN//?; l R2Q3QQdQ7


	da-1



