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Appendix D. Office of the Provost Marshal
General of the Army ­
Assessment of Detention and
Corrections Operations in Iraq
(Ryder Report) (U)

Investigating Officer: MG Ryder. Anny Provost Marshal General
Appointing Authority: LTG Sanchez. Commander. CJTF-7
Date of Initiation: October 16. 2003
Date of Completion: November 6. 2003

(U) Scops:

• " . . .to assess. and make specific recommendations concerning
detent ion and corrections operations in Iraq: ' and to:

• "Ve rify that detainees are held and processed in accordance with
United States and international law: '

• " Identify problems. propose solutions and recomme nd the resources
necessary to implement the solutions:'

• Restated Mission:
o "Ass ume an assistance role: not an investigation:'
o ... . .emphasize overall Program issues. not specific facility

operations."
o " Identify bridging mechani sm from current operations to an

Iraqi-run prison system. synehed with the Coali tion Provisional
Authority."

• Objective: ··.. .to observe detenti on and prison operations. identify
potential systemic and human rights issues. and provide near-term.
midterm. and long-term recommendations to improve operations and
transit ion the fledgling Iraqi prison system from military
control/oversight to the Coalition Provisional Authority and eventu ally
to the Iraqi government:'

(U) F:xC'cuth.. C' Su mman' F:xt ract:

(U) "Coalition Forces are deta ining EPW's [enemy prisoner of war] and
Civilian Internees (both security internees and criminal detainee s) in
accordance with DoD Directives and accepted U.S. and international
practices. To date. Coalit ion Forces have processed over 30.000 detainees.
The transit ion to an Iraqi-run corrections operation is progressing. though
there is disparate progress in different regions/unit areas of responsibility
throughout the country. Iraqi Police or Correct ional Officers. requiring only
periodic monitoring and mentorsh ip by U.S. personnel already operate many
facilities outside of Baghdad. However. in and around Baghdad. U.S. Military
Pol ice units and Iraqi Correctiona l Officers jointly operate facil ities. while in

34

~ J;;CR(;Tj ~'l'Jo roUN#l'Il R2 8288387



~ECRETh~JOFORPV/i\IR26266J6'

al-Anbar prov ince (e.g.• ar-Ramadi and Falluja): U.S. Forces have allowed
Iraqi officials greater autonomy with their police and pr ison operations. As
reconstruction of larger regional prisons. detention centers and add itional city
jails approach complet ion (or are approved for funding). there wi ll be a future
challenge to tra in suffici ent Iraqi Corrections Officers in basic tasks.
interrnediate level superv ision. and senior management. The re wi ll also be an
increased requirement to provide oversi ght and mentoring by the CPA
[Coalit ion Provisio nal Authority] MOJ [Minister of Justice I Prisons
Depart ment of the more comp lex long-term correctional facilit ies; vice the
current small er operations. Finally. as several detention facilities currently
under MOl [Ministry of Interior ] (Iraqi Police) control likely transfer to MOJ
control. the hiring of all authorized personnel with in that CPA MOJ Prisons
Department and the development of an Iraqi National Prison leadership takes
on greater importance.

(U) Gene rally. condit ions in existing prisons. detention faci lities and jails
meet minimal standards of health . sanitat ion. security. and human rights
establ ished by the Geneva Conventions and encouraged in the Pract ical
Gu idelines for the Estab lishment of Correct ional Services within United
Nations Peace Operat ions. There is room for cont inued improvement in all
areas. New prison facilit ies must be constructed duri ng the next one to three
years to achieve projected prison bed capacity requi rements (approx 23.000
within five yea rs). This will requi re a major capita l investment to ensu re
approp riate security. hea lth care. adequate living space. food servic e. and staff
training (custody and contro l. security and safety. and basic human rights). In
the near term , CPA should conti nue to prio ritize train ing of Iraqi correctional
officers in basic tasks and aggressively hire sufficie nt cor rect ions subject­
matter experts to mentor Iraqi prison offic ials on the application of effective
correctional practices and ensure humane treatment of detainees and prisone rs.

(U) Lessons learned regarding necessary changes in doctrine and
organizat ional structure related to detention and corrections operations will
not be addressed in any detail in this report. The team did identify a
significant paradi gm shift in standard EPW/Detainee operations doct rine. as
app lied to post-hostil ities detention of secu rity internees. let alone the
reconstruction of the Iraqi prison system. Similar doctrinal lessons lea rned
had been ident ified in Operat ion Enduring Freedom. leading to work on a
Military Police Bottom-up review and Force Design Update . The tea m will
forward the suggested doctrinal and organizational changes to the appropriate
proponent school for review and action:'

(U) ole Assessment: Beca use the investigation was limited to Iraq. the
report focused primarily on the management of prison operations:
segregation. movement and accountability. command and control. integration
with the CPA and adequacy of transition plans. medical care. legal process ing.
logist ics. and automation and records management. The report d id not discuss
spec ific allegations of detainee abuse. nor did it wholly address Military
Pol ice and Military Intel ligence interaction and respo nsibi lities in detaine e
operations.
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Appendix E. Army Regulation 15-6
Investigation of the 800th
Milita ry Police Brigade
(Taguba Report) (U)

Investigating Officer: MG Taguba, CJTF-7
Appo inting Authority: LTG Sanchez. Commander. CJTF-7
Date of Initiation: January 19. 20~
Date of Completion: March 9. 2004

(U) Score: To investigate the conduct of operations at SOOth MP Brigade.
Specifically. investigate the detention and internm ent operations conducted by
the Brigade from I Nov 03 to Jan 04.

(U) Exeeutiye Summa n ' Extnlct:

Note. Although originally classified as overall SECR ET. the Tag uba Report
lacked individual paragraph classification mark ings and subsequently was
publ ished widely in open-source media and other UNCl.ASSIFIED public
venues. For this OIG evaluation. the following summary extract portion is
marked UNCLASSIFIED in its entirety.

I. (U) This inquiry into all facts and circumstances surrounding recent
allegations of detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib Prison (Baghdad Central
Confinement Facility) has produced incontrovertib le evidence that such abuse
did occur. While those who perpetrated the criminal acts arc individual ly
responsible. the command cl imate. unclear command structure. and
insufficien t training created an env ironment conducive to the commi ssion of
these offenses.

a. (LJ) Two prior external assessments. the Report on Detention and
Corrections in lraq (MG Ryder) and the Assessment of DoD Counter­
Terrorism Interrogation and Detent ion Operations in lraq (MG Mille r). both
agreed that there was a lack of command guidance and structure regarding
detainee intern ment operat ions. Based on my investigation . I find that these
were cont ributing factors leading to the criminal actions of Soldiers at Abu
Ghra ib Prison. In an effort to provide structure. the CJTF·7 Commander
attem pted to create a single chain of command under FRAGO [t'Fragmentary"
Orderj #1108 to OPORD [Operation Order ] 03-036. The FRAGO stated
"Effective Immediately. Commander 205th MI BDE ass umes responsibility
for the Baghdad Central Confinement Facility (BCCF) and is appo inted the
FOB [Forward Operating Base] Commander and units curre ntly at Abu
Ghraib (BCCF) are TACON [Taetical Cnntrol] to 205t h MI BDE for seeurity
of detainees and FOB protection." Hoy/ever. the Commanders of thesc
respective units failed to adhere to the FRAGO and cont inued to operate
independently.
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b. (U) Lack of clear understanding of the comman d structure led to
insufficient control and oversight of detainee operations at Abu Ghraib
(RCCF). The command and supervi sory presence within the facility was non­
existent due to the weak and ineffective leadership at the SOOth MP BDE and
320th MP AN. These leadership failures resulted in an environment that
allowed those criminally culpable of the abuse to feci they had free rein in
their treatment of detainees.

c. (U) The lack of Internment/Resettlement (I/R) training of 800th MP
BDE units at home and mobilization stations. and also in theater. was a factor
leading to the criminal actions by Soldiers and US contract civilians ass igned
to the 205th MI BOE at Abu Ghra ib Prison.

3. (U) This inquiry found that a perversive command climate in the SOOth MP
Brigade created conditi ons that allowed for the loss of accountabil ity and
abuse of the detainees.

a. (U) Commanders and staff officers failed to prioritize their missions or
take responsibility for the ir actions and those of their subordinates.
Commanders failed to ensure that Soldiers within the command were
properly trained for their mission.

b. (U) Basic Soldier standards were infrequently met and not enforced.
A lack of enforcement of Army standards by leaders with regard to
uniforms and basic military customs and courte sies, as well as unclear
command policies . contributed to a lack of military discipline.

c. (U) Units were not proper ly task organized. which created unclear
command relationship s. Furthermore, lack of effec tive leaders in key
positions resulted in ambiguous chains of command. Leaders were unable
or unwilling to confront situations of misbehavior and misconduct.
Addressing these situations may have obviated some of the underlying
problems.

4. (U) My investigation is based on numerou s oral interviews; reviews of
written statements, AR 190-8. FM 3-19.40. FM 34-52. the Geneva Convention.
and The Law of Land Warfare (AR 27-10); facility visits of Abu Ghraib Prison
(BCCF) and three other detention facilities: and review of Command Standing
Operating Procedures, the written Assessment of DoD Counter-Terrorism
Interrogat ion and Detention Operations in Iraq. and the writte n Assessment of
Detention and Corrections Operations in Iraq. Based on my invest igation. I
recommend the following:

a. (U) Establish a single command structure in CJTF-7 and/or Iraq Joint
Operations Area (JOA) with responsibility for detainee and interrogation
operations.

b. (lJ) Reorganize the Abu Ghraib / BCe F under a single command and
control clement to ensure Army and higher authority standards are met.
The BCCF is currently under control of the Commander. 504th MI BDE.
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Resource the BCCF with suffic ient personnel. Information Technology.
and other resources to ensure the success of the mission.

c. (U) Immediate ly tra in all Coalit ion forces conducting detainee
operations in a comprehens ive and multi-functional training program. All
units must be resourced and trained properly to use Biometric Automated
Toolset System (BATS) technology to facilitate detainee account ing and
management in order to enable mission accomplishment. The use of this
technology ","ill enhance accountability procedures but not replace
doctrinally proven techniques that must be reinforced .

d. (U) Expedite release process for detainees who otTer little or no
intelligence value and pose minimal or no security risk.

c. (U) Establish distinctly separate facil ities for detainees under US
cont rol and Iraqi criminals under Iraqi contro l.

f. (U) Develop a deliberate plan to address detainee program shortfalls.
considering recommendations from this investigation and previous AR 15­
6 investigat ions related to detainee abuse.

6. (U) I find that there is sufficient credible information to warrant an Inquiry
Procedure IS. AR 381-10. US Army Intelligence Activities. be conducted to
determine the extent of culpability ofMI personnel. assigned to the 205th MI
Brigade and the Joint Interrogat ion and Debriefing Center ODIC) at Abu
Ghraib (RCCF) .

8. (U) In conclus ion. I have determined that as Operation Iraqi Freedom
cont inues. internment and resett lement operations will become a significant and
resource intensive endeavor that will potent ially be scrutinized by international
organizations.

a. (U) Immediate and comprehensive actions must be taken to meet the
minimum standards required by Army Regulations and the Law of Land
Warfare. in order to accomplish the mission and intent of detention and
interrogation operations in the Iraq Joint Operations Area (JOA).

b. (LJ) U.S. Soldiers have committed egregious acts of abuse to detainees
in violation of the UCMJ [Uniform Code of Military Just ice] and
international law at Abu Ghraib (BCCF). Key senior leaders in both the
800th MP Brigade and the 205th MI Brigade have failed to comp ly with
established Army standards. DoD polic ies. and command guidance.

(U) Ole; Assessment: The report provided a detailed description of the
failings of the military police and the role of military intell igence personnel at
Abu Ghraib. However. the scope was limited primarily to detainee-related
issues only within the 800lh MP Brigade. A separate AR-15 investigation was
conduct ed on the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade.
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Appendix F. Department of the Army
Inspector General: Detainee
Operations Inspection
(Department of Army IG
Report) (U)

Investigating Officer: LTG Mikolashek. The Army Inspector General
Appointing Authority: lion R. L. Brownlee. Acting Secretary of the Army
Date of Initiation: February 10.2004
Date of Completion: July 21, 2004

(V) Scope:

• To conduct a functional analysis of the Army's conduct of detainee
and interrogation operations in order to identify any capabil ity
shortfalls (sic) with respect to internment. EPW, detention operations,
and interrogation procedu res and recommend appropriate resolutions
or changes if requ ired.

• Note: Included ana lysis of. reported incidents. "to determine the ir root
or fundamental cause ."

• Inspect and assess doctrine and traini ng of personnel conducting
detention operations.

(U) Exccuth'c Summan ' Extract:

(U) Background: On 10 February 2004. the Acting Secretary of the Army
directed the Department of the Army Inspector General (DAIG) to conduct an
assessment of deta inee operat ions in Afghanistan and Iraq. The DAIG
inspected the internment and enemy prisoner of war detention operations, and
interrogation procedures in Afghanistan and Iraq. The inspect ion focused on
the adequacy of Doctrine, Organizat ion. Training. Materiel. Leadership and
Education. Personnel. and Facil ities (DOTMLPF). standards. force structure.
and policy in support of these types of operations.

(U) This inspection was not an investigation of any specific incidents or unit
but rathe r a comprehensive review of how the Army conducts detai nee
operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.

(U) The DAIG did not inspect the U.S. military cor rect ions system or
operations at the Guantanamo Bay Naval Base duri ng this inspection. Central
Intell igence Agency (CIA) and Defens e HUMINT Services (DHS) operations
were not inspected.
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(U) Synops is:

(U) In the areas that we inspected. we found that the Anny is
accomplishing its mission both in the capture. care. and custody of
detainees and in its interrogation operations. The overwhelming major ity
of our leaders and Sold iers understa nd and adhe re to the requirement to
treat detain ees humanelv and consistent with the laws of land warfare .
T ime and again these Soldiers . while under the stress of combat operat ions
and prolonged insurgency operations. conduct themselves in a
professional and exemplary manne r.

(U) The abuses that have occurred in both Afghanistan and Iraq arc not
representative of policy. doctrine. or Soldier training. These abuses were
unauthorized actions taken by a few individuals. coupled with the fai lure
of a few leaders to provide adequate monitoring. supervis ion. and
leadersh ip over those Soldiers. These abuses. while regrettable. are
aberrations when compared to their comrades in arms who arc serving
with distinction.

(LJ) We determined that despite the demands of the current operating
environment against an enemy who docs not abide by the Geneva
Conventions. our commanders have adjusted to the reality of the
battlefield and. are effectively conducting deta inee operations while
ensuring the humane treatment of detainees. The significant findings
regarding the capture. care. and control of deta inees arc:

(U) We determined that the nature of the environment caused a demand
for tactical human intelligence. The demands resulted in a need for more
interrogators at the tactical level and better training for Military
Intelligence officers. The signi ficant findings regardi ng interrogation arc:

• Tactical commanders and leaders adapted their tactics. techniques.
and procedures. and held detainees longer than doct rinally
recommended due to the demand for timely. tactical intelligence.

• Doctrine docs nut clearly specify the interdependent. and yet
independent. roles. missions. and responsibilities of Military Police
and Military Intelligence units in the establishment and operat ion
of interrogation facilit ies.

• Military Intelligence units arc not resourccd with suflicient
interrogators and interpreters to conduct timely detainee screenings
and interrogations in the current operating environme nt. resu lting
in a backlog of interrogat ions and the potential loss of intel ligence.

• Tactica l Military Intelligence Officers are not adequately trained to
manage the full spectrum of me collection and analysis of human
intelligence.

• Officially approved CJTF-7 and CJTF-180 policies and the early
CJTF-180 practices generally met legal obligations under U.S. law.
treaty obligations and policy. if executed carefull y. by trained
soldiers. underthe full range of safeguards. The DAIG Team
found that policies were not clear and contained ambiguities. The
DAIG Team found implementation. training. and overs ight of

40
SE€RETHNOFORN//l\IR28289387



~ECRETNNOFOR~I,t,'J',lR2Q2QQ3Q7

these policies was inconsistent; the Team concluded. however.
based on a review of cases through June 9. 2004. that no confirmed
instance of detainee abuse was caused by the approved polic ies.

(U) Captu re, Ca re, and Cont rol of Detainees:

(U) Ann y forces are successfully conducting detainee operations to
include the capture. care. and control of detainees. Commanders and
leaders emphas ized the importance of humane treatment of detai nees. We
observed that leaders and Soldiers treat detainees humanely and
understand their obligat ion to report abuse. In those instances where
detainee abuse occurred. individuals failed to adhere to basic standards of
discipline. tra ining. or Anny Values ; in some cases individual misconduct
was accompanied by leadership failure to mainta in fundamental unit
discipl ine. failure to provide proper leader supervis ion of and guidance to
their Soldiers. or failure to institute proper control processes.

(U) Our review of the detainee abuse allegations attempted to identify
underlying causes and contributing factors that resulted in abusive
situations. We exam ined these from the perspective of the Policy and
Doctrine , Organizational Structures, Training and Education, and
Leadership and Discipline systems. We also examined them in terms of
location on the batt lefield and sought to determine if there was a
horizontal. cross-cutting system failure that resulted in a single case of
abuse or was common to all of them. Based on this inspection. we were
unable to identify system failures that resulted in incidents of abuse .
These incidents of abuse resulted from the failure of individuals to follow
known standards of discip line and Anny Values and. in some cases. the
failure of a few leaders to enforce those standards of discipline. We also
found that our policies, doctrine. and training are being continually
adapted to address the exist ing operationa l environment regarding detainee
operations. Commanders adjusted existing doctrinal procedures to
accommodate the realities of the battlefield. We expect our leaders to do
this and they did. The Army must cont inue to educate for uncertain
environment s and develop our leaders to adapt quickly to conditions they
confront on the battlefield.

(U) Using a data cut-off of June 9. 2004. we reviewed 103 summaries of
Army CID [Criminal Investigative Command] reports of investigation and
22 unit investigation summaries conducted by the chain of command
involv ing detainee death or allegations of abuse. These 125 reports arc in
various stages of completion: 31 cases have been determined that no
abuse occurred; 71 cases are closed; and 54 cases are open or
undetermined. Of note. the CIO investigates every occurrence ofa
detainee death regardless of circumstances .

(U) Recognizing that the facts and circumstances as currentl y known in
ongoing cases may not be all-inclusive. and that additional facts and
circumstances cou ld change the categori zation of a case. the Team placed
each report in a category for the purposes of this inspect ion to understand
the overall numbers and the facts currently known. and to exam ine for
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trends or systemic issues. This evaluation of allegat ions of abuse report s
is not intended to influence commanders in the independent exercise of
their responsibilities under the Uniform Code of Military Just ice (UC MJ)
or other adm inistrat ive disciplinary actions . As an Inspector General
inspection. this report docs not focus on individual conduct. but on
systems and policies.

(U) This review indicates that as of June 9. 2004. 48%.(45 of94) of the
alleged incidents of abuse occurred at the point ofcapture. where Soldiers
have the least amount of comrol of the env ironment. For this inspect ion.
the DAIG [Department of the Anny. Office of the Inspector
General] Team interpreted po int of capture events as detainee operations
occurring at battali on level and below. before detainees are evacuated to
doctrinal division forward or central collecting points (CPs). Thi s allowed
the DAIG Team to analyze and make a determination to where and what
level of poss ible abuse occurred. The point of capture is the location
where most contact with detainees occurs under the most uncertain.
dangerous. and frequently violent circumstances.

(U) This review further indicates that as of June 9. 200·1.. 22% (21 of 94)
of the alleged incident s of abuse occurred at IntemmentIResettlement (IIR )
facilities. This includes the high ly publicized incident at Abu Ghraib.
Those alleged abuse situations at I/R facilitie s are attributed to individual
failure to abide by known standards and/or individual failure compounded
by a leadership failure to enforce known standards. provide proper
supervision. and stop poten tially abus ive situations from occurring. As of
June 9. 2004. 20%. (19 of 94) of the alleged incidents of abuse occurred at
CPs. For the rema ining 10% (9 of(4) of the alleged incidents of abuse. a
locat ion could not be determined based on the CID case summaries.

(U) Detainee abuse does not occur when individua l Soldiers remain
disciplined. fo llow known proced ures. and unde rstand their duty
obligation to report abus ive behav ior. Detainee abuse docs not occur
when leaders of those Soldiers who dea l with detainees enforce basic
standards of humane treatment. provide oversight and supervision of
detainee operations. and take corrective action when they see potent ially
abusive situations devel op ing. Our site visits. interviews. sensing
sess ions. and observations indicate that the vast majorit y of So ldiers and
leaders. particu larly at the tactical level. understand their respon sibility to
treat detainee s humanely and their duty ob ligation to report infracti ons.

Interrogation O pera tions

(U) The need for timely. tact ical human intelligence is critical for
successful military operations particularly in the current environment.
Commanders recogni zed this and adapted by holding detainees longer at
the point of capture and collecting points to ga in and exploit intel ligence.
Commanders and interrogat ors also conducted tact ical questioning to gain
immediate battlefield intelligence. Commanders and leaders must set the
conditions for success. and commanders. leaders. and Soldiers must adapt
to the ever changing environment in order to be successful.
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(U) Doctrine docs not clearly and d istinctly address the relationsh ip
between the MP operating Intern men t/Re sett lement facilit ies and the
Military Inte lligence (MI) personnel conducting intelligence ex ploitation
at those fac ilities. Ne ither MP nor MI doctri ne specifically defi nes the
interdependent. yet independent. ro les. missio ns. and respons ibilities of
the two in deta inee operat ions. MP doctrine states MI may co llocate with
MP at detent ion sites to conduct interrogations. and coordination shou ld
be made to establish operati ng procedures. MP doct rine docs not.
however. address approved and prohibited MI procedu res in an MP·
operated faci lity. It also does not clearly establish the role ofM Ps in the
interrogation process.

(U) Conversely. MI doctr ine does not clearly exp lain MP internment
procedures or the role of MI personnel within an internment setting.
Contrary to MP doctrine. FM 34-52. Inte lligence Interrogation.
28 September 1992. implies an act ive role for MPs in the interrogat ion
process: "Screeners coordinate with MP holding area guards on their role
in the screening process. The guards are told whe re the screen ing will
take place . how EPWs and deta inees arc to be brought there from the
holding area. and what types of behav ior on their part will fac ilitate the
scree nings," Subordination of the MP custody and control mission to the
MI need for intelligenc e can create settings in which unsanctioned
behavior. including detainee abuse. could occ ur. Failure ofM P and MI
personnel to understand each other's specific missions and duti es cou ld
undermine the effectiveness of safegua rds associated with interrogation
tech niques and proced ures.

(U) Shortfalls in numbers of interrogators and interpreters. and the
dist ribut ion of thes e assets with in the battlcspace. hampered human
intelligence (HUM INT) coll ection efforts. Valuab le intel ligence-timely.
complete. clear. and accu rate-may have been lost as a result. Inte rrogato rs
were not ava ilable in su fficient numbers to effic iently conduct screening
and interrogations of the large numbers of detainees at co llecting points
(CPs) and internment/resett lement (I/R) fac ilities. nor were the re enough
to man sufficient numbers of Tactical Human Intell igence Teams (T l-l'Ts)
for intel ligence exp loitation at points of capture. Interpreters. especially
those Category II personnel authorized to partici pate in interrogations.
were also in sho rt supply. Units offset the shortage of interrogators with
contract interrogators. While these contract interrogators provide a
valuab le service. we must ensure they are tra ined in military interrogat ion
techniques and pol icy.

(U) Current interrogation doctrine includes 17 interrogation approach
techniques. Doctrine recognizes addit ional techn iques may be app lied.
Doctrine emphasizes that every techn ique must be humane and be
consistent with legal obligat ions . Commanders in both OEF and 0 1F
adopted add itional interrogation approach technique polic ies. Officially
approved CJTF- 180 and CJTF -7 generally met legal obligations under
U.S. law. treati es and policy, if executed ca refully. by tra ined so ldiers.
under the full range of safeguards . The DAIG Team found that some
interrogators were not trained on the add itional techniques in either formal
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school or unit training programs. Some inspected units did not have the
correct command policy in effect at the time of inspection. Based on a
review of CID case summaries as of 9 June 2004. the team was unable to
establish any direct link between the proper use of an approved approach
techn ique or techniques and a confirmed case of detainee abuse .

(U) Conclusion: The Army's leaders and Soldiers are effectively
conducting detainee operat ions and providing for the care and security of
detainees in an intense operational environment. Based on this inspection.
we were unable to identify system failures that resulted in incidents of
abuse. Th is report otTers 52 recommendati ons that are designed to
improve the ability of the Army to accomplish the key tasks of detainee
operations: keep the enemy ofTthe battlefield in a secure and humane
manner. and ga in intelligence in accordance with Army standards."

(U) OIG Assessment: In accordance with Army Regu lation 20- 1.
Department of the Army Inspector General records are restricted and may
not be used for adverse action without prior appro val from the Army
Inspector General. The Anny IG report did not identify any traditional
management contro l or systemic failure that might have led to incidents of
abuse. It attributed detainee abuse only to the failure of individuals. ··... to
follow known standards of discipl ine and Army Values and. in a few
cases. the failure of a few leaders to enforce those standards of discipline:'

44
8ECIlETNl',Or ORMHl\t Il29299397



SECRET//?JOrORI>JHl\tR1Q1QQ~ Q7

Appendix G. U.S. Army Reserve Command
Inspector General Special
Assessment of Training for
Army Reserve Units on the Law
of Land Warfare, Detainee
Treatment Requirements,
Ethics, and Leadership (Army
Reserve IG Report) (U)

Investigating Officer: USARC Inspector General
Appointing Authority: LTG Hclmly, Commanding General US Army Reserve

Command
Date of Init iation: March 11.2004
Date of Completion: December 15. 2004

(U) Scope: (verbatim per Directing Authority memo dated March 11,2004)

• " . . .conduct a review of tra ining for Army Reserve Soldiers and units
on the Law of Land Warfare. Detainee Treatments Requirements,
Eth ics and Leadership. The assessment will focus on the following
objectives:"

• "Determine the frequency and standards for training Army Reserve
Soldiers on the Law of Land Warfare. Detainee Treatment
Requirem ents. Ethics and Leadersh ip training,"

• "Assess the adequacy of specified training for Anny Reserve units."

• ..Assess the quality of specified training in Anny Reserve units: '

• "Observe specified train ing to determine if training is conducted to
standard ."

• " Identify and recommend any changes to training guidance and
procedures related to the Law of Land Warfare, detainee treatment
Requirements. Ethics and Leadership."

Additional instructions included. .... . conduct the assessm ent at selected
Army Reserve units and locat ions. Military Police and Military
Intelligence units are given a higher priorityfor assessment (emphasis
added). but a cross sample of the Anny Reserve will be obta ined. You
will also observe specific train ing conducted by Army reserve instructors
to include: Advanced Individual training; One Station Unit Tra ining;
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Officer Basic course: during unit assemblies: at the Army Reserve Center
and School : and at Power Projection Platforms:'

(U) F.u cuti\'C Sum ma I"" El:tnlct:

(U) Thi s Assessmcnt was not an investigation .

a. (U) In the areas assessed. shortcomings were found in tra ining on the
Law of Land Warfare and detainee operat ions; however. So ldiers and
leaders expressed knowledge of the requirements. IGs observed briefings
on "The Soldie r's Rules" used as the training vehicle on the Law of Land
Warfare. These briefings provided Soldiers a good overview of the Law
of Land Warfare and the Geneva and Hague Convention requirements.
but they were not condu cted to standa rd for the specified Soldier task. IUs
also noted that during deta inee operations training. trainers did not a lways
include all Soldier task performance steps and test performance measu res.
Nearly all Soldiers indicated an understand ing of the Anny Values and
had a strong belief in the ir own personal ethics. to include adhe rence to
the Law of Land Warfare . So ld iers also had a positive belief that their
peers and leaders would adhere to the Army Values and would ethically
treat detainees in accordance with the Law of War. This is encouraging
in spite of a lack of systematic tra ining on the Anny Values and values­
based ethic s in Anny Reserve units .

(U) Conclusion. The Anny Reserve is aggressively moving to correct fault s
in Law of l.and Warfare and detainee handl ing tra ining. Training initiatives
were devel oped and implemented to better teach Soldiers. part icularly MPs
[Military Police]. how unit mission relates to the princip les of the Law of
Land Warfare . The same model must be appl ied to othe r Combat Support and
Combat Service Support units to ensure that all Soldiers unde rstand the
application of Law of Land Warfare training. Training should be integrated
with d ifferent units. particularly. but not limited to. MP and MI [Military
Intell igence] units. The training of future Army Reserve Force Packages in
annual " Warrior Exerc ises" can be cr itica l to accomplishing integration. Anny
Reserve Soldiers expressed strong feel ings of individual ethics and the Army
Values . Capitalizing on th is with relevant training and dedicated leadership
can only make the Anny Reserve a better. stronger nat ional asset.

(U) OIG Asses sment: As indicated by its stated scope. the U.S. Anny
Reserve Comm and IG report is a comprehensive assessment only of the type.
frequency. and adequacy of Reserve training on the Law of Land Warfare.
Deta inee Treatments Requ irements. and Ethics and Leadership. It is not a
comprehensive assessment of the causes or frequency of substantiated
detainee abuse comm itted by Army Reserve Soldiers. While some statistics in
the report may poss ibly be perceived as slightly skewed by the
overwhelmingly higher proporti on of MP soldiers and MP units surveyed
compared to Military Intell igence personnel and other non-MP units. the
report' s overall meth odology and find ings appear to otherwise adequately
support the root cause for the issues addressed .
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Appendix H. Army Regulation 15-6
Investigation of the Abu Ghraib
Prison and the 205th MI Bde
(Fay Report; and/or Fay/Jones
Report; and/or Kern Report)
(U)

Investigating Officer: LTG Jones. Deputy Commanding General. U.S. Army
Training and Doctrine Command and MG Fay. Assistant Deputy Chiefof
Staff Anny G2
Appoint ing Authority: GEN Kern. Commander. U.S. Army Materiel
Command
Date of Initiation: March 3 1. 2004
Date of Completion: August 6. 2004

(U) Scope: To investigate all relevant facts and circumstances surrounding
alleged misconduct on the pan of personnel assigned and/or attached to the
205th Mlllde from 15 Aug 03 to 1 Feb 04 at the Abu Ghraib Detention
facility in Iraq. -

(U) F.xecutin ' Summan' Extract:

(Pa rt I ~tG Fay ' s unclassified vers ion)

(2) (U) This invest igation identified forty-four (44) alleged instances or
events of detainee abuse committed by MP [Military Pol ice] and MI
[Military Intelligence] Sold iers. as wcll as civilian contractors. On sixteen
(16) of these occasions. abuse by the MP Soldiers was. or was alleged to
have been. requested. encouraged. condoned. or solicited by MI personnel.
The abuse. however. was directed on an individual basis and never
officially sanctioned or appro ved. MI solicitation of MP abuse included
the usc of isolation with sensory deprivation. the removal of clothing to
humiliate. the usc of dogs as an interrogation 100110 induce fear. and
physical abuse. In eleven (11) instances. MI personnel were found to be
directly involved in the abuse. MI personnel were also found not to have
fully comported with established interrogation procedures and applicable
laws and regulations. Theater Interrogation and Counterrcsistance
Policies OCRP) were found to be poorly defined. and changed several
times. As a result. interrogat ion activities sometimes crossed into abusive
act ivity.

(3) (U) 'Ib is investigation found that certa in individuals committed
offenses in violation ofinternational and US law to include the Geneva
Conventions and the UCMJ [Uniform Code of Military Justice] and
violated Army Values. Leaders in key positions failed to properly
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supervise the interrogation operat ions at Abu Ghra ib and failed to
understand the dynamics created at Abu Ghraib. Leaders also failed to
react appropriately to those instances where detainee abuse was reponed.
either by other Service members. contractors. or b): the International
Committee of the Red Cross (IC RC).

(4) (V) Leader responsib ility. command responsibility. and systemic
problems and issues also contr ibuted to the volatile environment in which
the abuse occurred. These systemic prob lems included: inadequate
interrogation doctrine and training. an acute shortage of MP and MI
Soldiers. the lack of clear lines of responsibility between the MP and MI
cha ins of command. the lack ofa clear interrogation policy for the Iraq
Campaign. and intense pressure felt by the personnel on the gro und to
produce actionable intelligence from detainees.

b. (V) Problems: Doctrine . Policy. Training. Organization. and Other
Government Agencies.

( I) (V) Inadeq uacy of doctrine for detention operations and interrogation
operations was a contributing factor to the situations that occurred at Abu
Ghraib. The Army's capstone doct rine for the conduct of interrogation
operations is Field Manual (FM) 34-52. Intelligence Interrogation. dated
September 1992. Non-doctrinal approaches. techniques. and practices
were develo ped and approved for use in Afghanistan and GTMO as pan of
the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT) . These techniques. approaches.
and practices became confused at Abu Ghraib and were implemented
without proper authorities or safeguards. Soldiers were not trained in non­
doctrinal interroga tion techn iques such as sleep adj ustment. isolation, and
the use of dogs. Many interrogators and personnel overseeing
interrogation operat ions at Abu Ghraib had prior exposure to or expe rience
in GTMO or Afghanistan. Concepts for the non-doctrinal . non field­
manual approaches and practices came from documents and personnel in
GTMO and Afghani stan. By October 2003. interrogati on policy in Iraq
had changed three times in less than thirty days and soldiers became very
confused about what techn iques cou ld be employed and at what level non­
doctrinal approaches had to be approved.

(2) (V) MP personnel and MI personnel operated under different and
often incompatible rules for treatment of detainee s. The military police
referenced DoD·wide regula tory and procedural guidance that clashed
with the theater interrogation and counterresistance policies that the
military intelligence interrogators followed. Further. it appeared that
neither group knew or understood the limits imposed by the other's
regulatory or procedural guidance concerning the treatment of detainees,
result ing in predictable tension and confusion. This confusion contributed
to abusive interrogation practices at Abu Ghraib . Safeguards to ensure
compliance and to protect against abuse also failed due to confusion about
the policies and the leadership' s failure to monitor operations adequately.

(4) (V) The term Other Government Agencies (OGA) most commonly
referred to the Central Intelligence Agenc y (CIA). The CIA conducted
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unilateral and joint interrogation operations at Abu Ghraib. The CIA's
detention and interrogation practices contributed to a loss of accountab ility
and abuse at Abu Ghraib. No memorandum of understanding existed on
the subject interrogation operations between the CIA and CJTF-7. and
local CIA officers convinced military leaders that they should be allowed
to operate outside the established local rules and procedures. CIA
deta inees in Abu Ghraib. known locally as "Ghost Detainees:' were not
accounted for in the detention system. With these detainees unidentified
or unaccounted for. detention operat ions at large were impacted because
personnel at the operations level were uncertain how to report or classify
detainees.

c. (U) Detainee Abuse at Abu Ghraib.

( I) (U) The physical and sexual abuses of detainees at Abu Cihraih were
by far the most serious. The abuses spanned from direct physical assault.
such as delivering head blows rendering deta inees unconscious. to sexual
posing and forced participation in group masturbation. At the extremes
were the death of a detainee in OGA custody. an alleged rape committed
by a US translator and observed by a female Soldier. and the alleged
sexual assault of a female detainee . These abuses are. without question.
criminal. They were perpetrated or witnessed by individuals or small
groups. Such abuse can not be direct ly tied to a systemic US approach to
torture or approved treatment of detainees. The MPs being prosecuted
claim their actions came at the direction of MI. Although self-serving.
these claims do have some basis in fact. The environment created at Abu
Ghraib contributed to the occurrence of such abuse and it remained
undiscovered by higher authority for a long period of time. What started
as nakedness and humil iation. stress and physical training (exercise).
carried over into sexual and physical assaults by a small group of morally
corrupt and unsuperv ised Soldiers and civilians.

(2) (ll) Abusing detainees with dogs started almost immediately after the
dogs arrived at Abu Ghraib on 20 November 2003. By that date. abuses of
detainees was already occurring and the addition of dogs was just one
more device. Dog Teams were brought to Abu Ghraib as a result of
recommendati ons-from MG G. Miller' s assessment team from GTMO.
MG G. Miller recommended dogs as beneficial for detainee custody and
control issues. Interrogations at Abu Ghraib. however. were influenced by
several documents that spoke of exploiting the Arab fear of dogs. The use
of dogs in interrogations to "fear up" detainees was utilized without proper
authorization.

(3) (U) The use of nudity as an interrogat ion technique or incentive to
maintain the cooperation of detainees was not a technique developed at
Abu Ghraib. but rather a technique which was imported and can be traced
through Afghanistan and GlMO. As interrogation operations in Iraq
began to take form. it was often the same personnel who had operated and
deployed in other theaters and in support of GWOT who were called upon
to establish and conduct interrogat ion operat ions in Abu Ghraib . The lines
of authority and the prior legal opinions blurred. They simply carried
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forward the usc of nudity into the Iraqi theater of operations. The usc of
clothing as an incentive (nudity) is significant in that it likely contributed
to an escalating "de-humanization" of the detainees and set the stage for
additional and more severe abuses to occur.

(4) (U) There was significant confusion by both MI and MPs between the
definitions of visolation" and "segregation: ' LTG Sanchez approved the
extended usc of isolation on several occasions. intending for the detainee
to be kept apart. without commun ication with their fellow detainees. His
intent appeared to be the segregation of specific detainees. The technique
employed in several instances was not. however. segregation but rather
isolation - the complete remova l from outside contact other than required
care and feeding by MP guards and interrogat ion by MI. Use of isolation
rooms in the Abu Ghraib Hard Site was not close ly controlled or
monitored. Lacking proper training. clear guidance. or experience in this
technique. both MP and MI stretched the bounds into further abuse:
sensory deprivation and unsafe or unhealthy living conditions. Detainees
were sometimes placed in excessively cold or hot cells with limited or
poor ventilation and no light."
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(Part I I Ext ract from LTG J ones ' Separate Classified Report)

c. (U ) Abuse at Abu Ghraib

( I) (U) Clearly. abuses occurred at the prison at Abu Ghraib. For
purposes of this report. I defined abuse as treatment of detainees that
violated U.S. criminal law or intemationallaw or treatment that was
inhumane or coercive without lawful justification. Whether the Soldier or
contractor knew. at the time of the acts. that the conduct violated any law
or standard is not an element of the definition. MG Fay's portion of this
report describes the particular abuses in detail.

(2) (U) I found that no single. or simple. explanation exists for why some
of the Abu Ghraib abuses occurred. For clarity of analysis. my assessment
divides abuses at Abu Ghraib into two different types of improper
conduct: First. intentional violent or sexual abuses and. second. actions
taken based on misinterpretations of or confusion about law or policy.

(3) (LJ ) Intentional violent or sexual abuses include acts causing bodily
harm using unlawful force as well as sexual offenses including. but not
limited to rape. sodomy and indecent assault. No Soldier or contractor
believed that these abuses were permitted by any policy or guidance. If
proven. these actions would be criminal acts. The primary causes of the
violent and sexual abuses were relatively straightforward ~ individual
criminal misconduct clearly in violation of law. policy. and doctrine and
contrary to Anny values.

(4) (U) Incidents in the second category resulted from misinterpretations
of law or policy or resulted from confusion about what interrogation
techniques were permitted. These latter abuses include some cases of
clothing removal (without any touching) and some uses of dogs in
interrogations (uses without physical contact or extreme fear). Some of
these incidents may have violated international law. At the time the
Soldiers or contractors committed the acts. however. some of them may
have honestly believed the techniques were condoned.

d. (U) Major Findings

(I) (U) The chain of command directly above the 205th MI Brigade was
not directly involved in the abuses at Abu Ghraib. However, policy
memoranda promulgated by the CJTF-7 Commander led indirectly to
some of the non-violent and non-sexual abuses. In addition. the CJTF-7
Commander and Deputy Commander failed to ensure proper staff
oversight of detention and interrogation operations. Finally. CJTF-7 staff
clements reacted inadequately to earlier indications and warnings that
problems existed at Abu Ghraib. Command and stall' actions and inaction
must be understood in the context of the operational environment
discussed above. In light of the operational environment. and CJTF-7 stall'
and subordinate unit's undcr-rcsourcing and increased missions. the CJTF­
7 Commander had to prioritize efforts. CJTF-7 devoted its resources to
fighting the counter-insurgency and supporting the CPA. thereby saving
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Coal ition and civilian Iraqi lives and assisting in the tran sition to Iraqi
self-rule. I find that the CJTF-7 Commander and staff performed above
expectations. in the over-all scheme of OIF.

(2) (U) Most. though not all. of the vio lent or sexual abuses occurred
separate ly from schedu led interrogations and did not focus on persons held
for intelligence purposes. No policy . directive or doct rine directly or
ind irectly ca used violent or sexual abuse. Soldiers knew they were
violating the approved tech niques and proced ures.

(3) (U) Confusion abo ut what interrogation techniques were authorized
resu lted from the proliferation of guidance and information from other
theaters of ope ration: individual interrogator experiences in other thea ters:
and the failure to distin guish between interrogation opera tions in other
theaters and Iraq. Th is confusion contributed to the occ urrence of some of
the non-violent and non-sexual abuses .

(4) (U} MI and MP units also had missions throu ghout the Iraqi Theater
ofOpcrations (ITO) . however. 205th MI Brigade and 800th Military
Police Brigade leaders at Ab u Ghra ib failed to execute their ass igned
responsibilities. The leaders from these units located at Abu Ghraib o r
with supervision over Soldiers and units at Abu Ghraib. failed to supervise
subordina tes or provide d irect oversight of thi s important mission . These
leade rs failed to properl y discipline their Soldiers . These leaders fa iled to
learn from prior mistake s and failed to provide cont inued mission-speci fic
training. The 205th MI Brigade Commander did not assign a speci fic
subordinate unit to be responsible for interroga tion s at Abu Ghraib and did
not ensure that a Military Intell igence chain of command at Abu Ghraib
was establi shed . The absence of effect ive leadership was a factor in not
sooner d iscovering and taking actions to prevent both the violen t/sexual
abuse incidents and the misinterpretation/confusion incident s.

(5) (U) Neither Defense nor Army doctrine ca used any abuses. Ab uses
wo uld not have occurred had doctrine been followed and mission training
condu cted. Nonetheless. certain facets of interrogat ion and detent ion
operations doctrine need to be updated. refined or expanded. including the
concept. organization. and operations of a Jo int Interrogation and
Debriefing Center (J IDC): gu idance for interrogation techniques at both
tactica l and strategic levels: the ro les. respon sibilit ies and relationships
between MP and MI personnel at detention facilitie s: and. the
establishment and organization ofa Joint Tas k Force (JTF) structure and .
in particular. its intelligence architecture .

(6) (U) No single or simple theory can explain why some of the abuses at
Abu Ghraib occ urred. In addit ion to ind ividual criminal propensities.
leadership failures. and multiple pol icies. many other facto rs contributed
to the abuses occurring at Ab u Ghraib. including: safety and security
cond itions at Ab u Ghraib: mult iple agencies/organizati ons involvement in
interrogation operations at Ab u Ghraib: failure to effectively screen.
certify . and then integrate contractor interrogators/analysts/li nguists: lack
ofa clear understand ing of MP and MI roles and responsibilities in
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interrogation operations; and dysfunctiona l command relationships at
brigade and higher echelons . including the tactical control relationship
between the 800th MP Brigade and CJTF-7.

(8) (U) Working alongside non-Dol) organizations/agencies in detention
facilities proved complex and demanding. The perception that non-DoD
agencies had different rules regarding interrogation and detent ion
operations was evident. Interrogation and detention policies and limits of
authority should apply equally to all agencies in the Iraqi Theater of
Operat ions.

(9) (U) Leaders and Soldiers through out Operation Iraqi Freedom were
confronted with a complex and dangerous operational environment.
Although a clear breakdown in discipline and leadership. the events at
Abu Ghraib should not blind us from the noble conduct of the vast
majority of our Soldiers. We are a values based profession in which the
clear majority of our Soldiers and leaders take great pride .

(U) OIG Assessment: The Fay report is a very detailed and exhau stive
review of the allegat ions of misconduct by personnel assigned to the 20Slh MI
Bde at the Abu Ghraib Detention facility in Iraq. MG Fay identified several
issues that were determin ed to be outside the scope of his report . One issue
dealt with other government agency involveme nt with deta inees and prisoners.
A second issue referred to the acco unts by a Co lonel (U.S. Anny retired) who
deployed to Iraq at the request ofCJTF-7 and the U.S. Army G2 to provide
feedback on the overall IIUMINT process in the Iraq Theater of Operati ons.
The Colonel became aware of allegations of deta inee abuse and summarized
his allegat ions in his after-action report following his return from Iraq. Th is
informati on was eventua lly passed to the Church Team. The Fay report
acknowledged severe shortages in personnel. training and resource issues
which were beyond the control of the 20Sth MI Brigade' s ability to overcome.
The report ultimately ass igned primary responsibil ity to the Brigade
Commander under the ausp ices of leadersh ip failure. while acknowledging the
CJTF-7 Commander and Deputy Commander failed to ensure proper
oversight of detention and interrogation operations.
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Appendix I. Treatment of Enemy
Combatants Detained at Naval
Station Guantanamo Bay,
Cuba, and Naval Consolidated
Brig Charleston (First Navy IG
Review; and/or Church :
GITMO and Charleston
Report) (U)

Note: This initial Navy IG review preceded the subsequent full Church
review which began May 25.200-1.

Investigating Officer: Vice Admiral Church, Navy Inspector General
Appointing Authority: Secretary of Defense
Date of Initiation: May 3. 2004
Date of Completion: May 11 .2004

(U) Scope:" . .. ensure DoD orders concerning proper treatment of enemy
combatants detained by the Department at Guantanamo Bay. Cuba and Naval
Consolidated Brig Charleston are followed ... immediately review the relevant
practices at sueh locations and .. .brieffindings to SECDEF by May 10.2004:'

(U) F.xccut ive Summan ' Ext ract:

Given the short suspense of one week. a briefing was presented to the
Secreta ry of Defense on 8 May 2004 in lieu ofa more formal written report.
The essence of those briefing slides provided a "snapshot of current existing
conditions: ' The slides also reported that the review uncovered, "No
evidence or suspicion of serious or systemic problems: ' Additionall y, while
humane treatment of detainees was assessed as, "Appears to be in
Comp liance:' . . . a number of possible " infractions" were described which
seemed to indicate a potential pattern of a somewhat lesser degree of
compl iance than otherwise indicated or assumed. The briefi ng slides stated
however, "Al l incidents documented during review were reported to
SOUTIICOM [U.S. Southern Command] and resulted in timely act ion."

(U) 0 1(; Assessment: The one week assessment necessitated a cursory
review rather than a more thorough investigation of the assigned scope. The
resulting May 8. 2004. out-brief to Secretary of Defense stated the findings
were therefore "not based on 100 percent compl iance" and provided a
"snapshot of current existing condit ions:' Consequently, the review
uncovered no evidence or suspicion of serious or systemic problems,
Addit ionally. while humane treatment of detainees was assessed as " in
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compliance," a number of possible infract ions were also described. Those
infractions seemed to indicate a lesser degree of compliance than was
otherwise indicated or assumed. The briefing stated that all incidents
documented during the review were reported to U.S. Southern Command and
resulted in timely action; however. the review did not specify what actions. or
whether any action included invest igating allegations of possible detain ee
abuse.
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Appendix J . Schlesinger : Final Report of the
Independent Panel to Review
DoD Detention Operations
(Schlesinger Report) (U)

Investigating Officer: Schles inger Panel
Appo inting Authority: Secretary of Defense
Date of Initiation: May 12. 2004
Date of Completion: Aug 2.+. 2004

(V) Score:

• To review all previous DoD investigations and reports.
• Provide advice on highlighting issues most important for SECDEF

attent ion and correction.
• Provide views on the causes and contributing factors to problems in

detainee operations and corrective measu res required ,

(U) Executive Summarv Extract ;

OVERVIEW (V)

(U) The events ofOctober through December 2003 on the night shill of
Tier I at Abu Ghraib Prison were acts of brutality and purposeless sadism. We
now know these abuses occurred at the hands of both military police and
military intelligence personnel . The pictured abuses. unacceptable even in
wartime. were not pan of authorized interrogations nor were they even
directed at intelligence targets. They represent deviant behavior and a failure
of military leadership and discipline. However. we do know that some of the
egregious abuses at Abu Ghraib which were not photographe d did occur
during interrogation sessio ns and that abuses dur ing interrogation sessions
occurred elsewhere.

AIl VSES (V)

(U) As of the date of this report. there were about 300 incidents of alleged
detainee abuse across the Joint Operations Areas . Of the 155 completed
investigations. 66 resulted in a determination that detainees under the control
of U.S. forces were abused. Dozens of non-judicial punishments have already
been awarded. Others are in various stages of the military justice process.

(U) Of the 66 already substantiated cases of abuse. eight occurred at
Guantanarno. three in Afghan istan and 55 in Iraq. Only about one-third were
related to interrogation. and two-thirds to other causes. There were five cases
of detainee deaths as a result of abuse by U.S. personnel during interrogations.
Many more died from natural causes and enemy mortar attacks. There
arc 23 cases of deta inee deaths still under investigation: three in Afghanistan
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and 20 in Iraq. Twenty -eight of the abuse cases are alleged to include Special
Operations Forces (SOF) and. of the 15 SOF cases that have been closed. 10
were determined to be unsubstantiated and 5 resulted in disciplinary action .
The Jacoby review of SOF detention operations found a range of abuses and
causes similar in scope and magnitude to those found among conventional
forces.

(U) Concerning the abuses at Abu Ghralb. the impact was magnified by the
fact the shocking photographs were aired throughout the world in April 2004.
Although U.S. Central Command had publicly addressed the abuses in a press
release in January 2004. the photographs remained within the official cr iminal
investigative process. Consequently. the highest levels of command and
leadership in the Department of Defense were not adequately informed nor
prepared to respond to the Congress and the American public when copies
were released by the press.

CO NCLUSION (Uj

(U) The vast majority of detainees in Guantanamo. Afghanistan and Iraq
were treated approp riately. and the great bulk of detention operations were
conducted in complianc e with U.S. policy and directives. They yielded
significant amounts of act ionable intelligence for dealing with the insurgency
in Iraq and strategic intelligence of value in the Global War on Terror. For
example . much of the informatio n in the recently released 911 1 Commission's
report. on the planning and execution of the attacks on the World Trade
Center and Pentagon. came from interrogation of deta inees at Guantanam o
and elsewhere.

(U) OJ(; Assessment : Similarly to the Church Report. the Schlesinger
Panel' s report was a broad overview of deta inee and detention operations
along a time line which denoted major act ions taken up to August 2004. The
report stated. "There is both institutional and personal responsibility at higher
levels." However, the panel's overall recommendati ons did not specify where
and to whom such culpability should be assigned for follow- up investigation.
While the finding provided a useful historical perspective. it lacked sufficient
detail to pinpoint the root causes and effects. Recommendation 14
acknowledged this gap and suggested that the report' s recommendations and
all other assessments on detenti on operations should be studied further. Most
notably. detent ion and interrogation operations. including personnel and
leadership resourcing. common doctrine. and skill certification training. were
not fully addressed.
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Appendix K. Combined Joint Special
Operations Task Force
(CJSOTF) Abuse (For mica
Report) (U)

Investigating Offi cer: BG Formica. Commander. III Corp s Artillcry
Appointing Authority: LTG Sanchez. Commander. CJTF-7
Date of Initiation: May 15. 2004
Date of Completion : November 13. 20Q.1.

(U) Scope:

• Determine command and control for detainee operations within
JSOTF-AP aod 5th SF Group.

• Investigate specific allegations of detainee abuse within CJSOTF-AP
and 5th SF Group.

• Inform LTG Sanchez if other specific incidents of abuse within
CJSOTF-AP were discovered. and investigate them.

• Determ ine whether CJSOTF-AP was in compliance with regulatory
and policy gu idance established for deta inee operations with in Iraq.

(U) Wr?T ) Executin Summar" Extract:

MA.JO R FINIlJI'iGS

(U) I. (S,1 II') CJSOTF-AP units arc conducting ope rations that result in the
killing or capt uring of known AIF [Anti- Iraq i Forces]. They have detai ned
and interrogated AIF consistent with their mission and CJTF -7 policy as
captu ring units. Based upon available data. the vast majority ofCJSOTF-AP
deta inees were transferred to a conventional unit's custody coincident to or
immed iately follow ing capture. Length of detention withi n CJSOTF·AP
facilities was generally not an issue.

(U) 2. tfi l' l r ) CJSOTF-AP (10th SF GP) operated six (6) tactical interrogation
facilities: one at the ir headquarters at Radwaniya Palace Complex (RPC) in
Baghdad: one each with NSWTD [Naval Specia l Warfare Task Detachment]­
Nand NSWTIl-W (Mosu l and AI Asad) : and three at OIlA [Operational
Detachment Alpha] safe houses (Ada miya Palace in Baghdad. Tikrit. and
Samarra). The se were not internment faci lities. i.e. facilities intended for
long-term detention. but rather temporary facilities to el icit tact ical
intel ligence coincident to capture. These facil ities at least met the minimum
standards for tactical interrogation facilities. except as noted below. Only the
RPC facility remains in operation at this time .

(U) 3. (.1:<1") NSWTUs [Naval Spec ial Warfa re Task Units] and ODA s arc
specially trained teams that are organized. trained. and rcsourccd to conduct
d irect action missions in support of tactical operations. They have seasoned.
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experienced person nel who are trained in conducting battlefield ques tioning
coincident to capture. Some personnel received add itional training in
interrogations prior to deployment. There is a val id requirement for immediate
tact ical intelligence derived from temporary detention by capturing units.
Howev er. without augmentat ion. CJSOTF·AP units do not have the faci lities
or resourc es to conduct such operat ions. except for short periods of time (l.e .
24.48 hours) coincident to capture.

4. (U) The specific allegat ions of egregious physical abuse by indigenous
perso nnel working with US forces or in conj unction with US forces are not
substantiated by the evidence.

5. (EU d') Some deta inees were held for periods oft imc in small (20" wide x
4' high x 4' deep) cells at a DA 065. As a techn ique for setting favo rable
cond itions for interrogatio n. gua rds banged on the doo rs of the ce lls and
played loud mus ic to keep deta inees awake and prevent them from
communicating with one anot her. Two detainees claimed to have bccn held in
these cells for five to seven days . a DA personnel stated it was not for more
than 72 consecutive hours. I found an instance in which one deta inee was hcld
naked in this manner for uncertain periods of time.

6. tS,?'n Some detainees. including _ and _were fed primarily a
diet of bread and watcr at ODA 554.~s evi~at this d iet may have
been supplemented by some ODA team members. aDA 554 could not
specifically recall to what exte nt this occ urred in each case. One deta inee may
have been fed just bread and water for 17 days.

7. (S,l i!') CJSOTF-AP no" SF GP) units employed five (5) interrogation
techniques that were no longer authorized by CJTF-7 policy. including Sleep
Management. Stress Positions. Dietary Mani pulation. Env ironmenta l
Manipulat ion. and Yelling I Loud Mus ic.

8.~) As a general rule. CJSOTF-AP employed assig ned personnel to
conduct interrogations. In most cases . CJSOTF-AP used their targeting
warrant officers (180A) and/or their intelligence NCO [Non Commiss ioned
Office r] (I8F).

9. (U) During the course of th is invest igation, I receiv ed information about
seven (7) previously investigated incidents ofallcged deta inee mistreatment
that potentially involved CJSOTI·'·AP units . As part of my general assessme nt
ofCJSOTF-AP detent ion and inter rogation operations. I reviewed and
considered these investigations and summarize them in PART II. SECTION
FOUR. Of the seven. one was found not to involve CJsO'n:·AP personnel ;
two were unfounded; two were founded; and two rema in under investigation.

RECOMMENDATIONS (I))

(U) 1. (:1I'?Ql') CJSOTF-AP. 10th and 5th SF GP commands should be provided a
copy of this report and cautioned to ensure greater overs ight of their subordinate
units' detent ion / interrogat ion operat ions. CJSOTF-AP should respo nd by
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endorsement upon implementation of appropriate correc tive action consistent
with this report.

(U) 2. tS ?41 ') The evidence does not support imposing adverse act ion against any
CJSOTF-AP personnel in connection with the allegations that are the subject of
th is investigation. However. a ll CJSOTF-AP personnel. especially ODA 554
and ODA 065. should receive mandatory corrective training and educat ion in the
principles ofthc Geneva Conventions relat ing to the treatment of detainees.
specifically including adequate diet, sufficiently comfortable quarters. and the
provision ofadequate clothing.

3. (U) Ensure dissemination ofM~F-IIMulti Nationa l Forccs-lraqj' MNC-I
[Multi National Corps-Iraq] policies to CJSOTF-AP and provide oversight of
compliance.

(U) 4. (5 ' ;1') CJSOTF-AP should publish policy guidance that:

(U) Clarities authorized interrogation techniques:

(f5 :;'' r) Differentiates between tactical question ing and
interrogation - NSWTDs and ODAs author ized to conduct tact ical
questioning unless specifically trained and I or augmented with
trained interrogators:
tS ?:i r) Authorizes subordinate NSWTDs and ODAs to detain as
captu ring units with the explicit. documented appro val of an LTC
(0-5) or above and. then only long enough to get deta inees to RPC
or another suitable CF detention facility. i.e. 24-48 hours:

(U) (S(X TI') Estab lishes SOP for conduct of detention and interrogat ion operations
and ensures periodic review for compliance with current MNF I MNC-I
policies:

(U)~Ensures all Specia l Operations Forces (SOF) personnel arc trained on the
SOl) and implementing procedures.

5. (U) MNF-I should establish policy guidance that del ineates minimum
standards for detention facilities. including capturing unit operations. to include:

• Adequate . env ironmentally controlled holding areas in a secure.
guarded facility:

• Adequate bedding (blanket or mat) and clothing:

• Adequate food and water (type and quantity: three meals a day) :

• Documen ted. systematic medical screenings at every level of
detention:

• Formalized accountability process at every level.
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6. (LJ) MNF~I policy should ensure that the accountability process requires
annotation of dates of capture. transfers between units. medical screenings. and
detainee locations starting at the capturing unit level and through each transfer.
Results of this process should be maintained in a pennancnt lile that travels
with the detainee and copies should be retained by the units involved at each
stage in the process.

7. (U) While the specific allegations of abuse arc not substantiated by the
evidence. these circumstances raise the issue of how indigenous personnel arc
employed to conduct or participate in Coal ition detention operat ions or
interrogations.
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Appendix L. Detention Operations and
Facilities in Afghanistan
(J acoby Report) (U)

Investigating Officer: BG Jacoby . Deputy Commanding Genera l CJTF-76
Appoin ting Auth ority : MG Eric Olson. Comman ding General. CJTF-76
Date of Initiation : May 18.2004
Date of Completion: June 26. 2004

(U) Scopc:

• Conduct "top-to-bottom review" of all detainee operations across the
CFC-A CJOA (Afghanistan). to ensure com pliance with current
operational guidance and Army regulations for de tention and
safeguard ing of detai nees.

• •·...ascertain the standard of treatment provided to persons deta ined
by US forces through out the detent ion process from apprehension to
release or long-term confinement: '

• Focus Areas: "CT [Command and ControlI
o "med ical treatment provided to deta inees"
o "collec t ion area procedures"
o "Soldier spec ial instructions and general orders"
o "compliance with international human itarian law as it applies to

this con flict ." {War on Terro rism }

• Review and assess:
o Requests for Forces (RFF)
o Request for training
o Technology support
o Facility upgrades

(U) F.xecuti\'C Sum ma r\-' Extract:

3. (U) While the re was a near universal understanding in CJTF·76 that
humane treatment was the standard by which detaine es would be treated.
guard awareness and application of standard operat ing procedures (SOP) was
lacking. Com prehens ive SOP do exist in theater. but d isseminat ion.
implementation. and a corre sponding appreciation for ass igned responsibilities
were inconsistent across the AD [Area of Ope rations]. Failure to estab lish
and enfo rce standards throughout the detent ion process creates frict ion on the
process. which increases risk of detainee abuse and frustrates effective
coll ect ion and dissemination of intelligence and information. A lack of
focused tra ining for Soldiers responsible for both handling and collecting
intel ligence and information a lso increases the risk of potentia l abuse.
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6. (U) Conditions--within a month of the Transfer of Authority (TOA)
between the outgoing 10th Mountain Division and the incoming 25th Infantry
Division (Light) , allegat ions of deta inee abuse surfaced in Iraq. Amidst
concerns about the scope of these issues. this inspect ion was initiated within a
command actively engaged in major combat operations and extensive civil­
military operations. Approximately one-third of the bases visited as part of
this inspection were established within the past three months or were under
construction. All had either recently conducted a reliefin place (RIP) or were
in the process ofa RIP. This same period also witnessed an on-going shift in
operational focus from active counter-terrorism operations to complex
counter-insurgency and stability operations: '

(U) OIG Assessment: The review was limited to inspecting detainee
operations in Afghanistan and did not assess factors which may have
influenced detainee interrogatio n operations. However. the report notes that.
"Of special interest in this inspection was the humane treatment of detainees:'
Despite th is acknowledgement. there is no indication that the Jacoby team
pursued any spec ific allegat ions of detainee abuse.
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Appendix M. Review of DoD Detention
Operations and Detainee
Interrogation Techniques
(Church Report) (U)

Investigating Officer: VADM Church. Navy Inspector General
Appointing Authority: Secretary of Defense
Date of Initiation : May 25. 20~
Date of Completion: March 7. 2005

(U) Scope:

• Ident ify and report. "on all DoD interrogati on techniques. including
those considered. authorized. prohibited and employed . identified
with. or related to the following operations : GTMO from the
inception of detainee operations: Operation Enduring Freedo m:
Operation Iraqi Freedom: Jo int Speci al Operat ions in the U.S. Central
Command Area of Responsibility: the Iraqi Survey Group."

• ... . .monitor all rev iews and investigations. comp leted and on-going.
relating to the Department's involvement in detention operat ions. and
to report any gaps among these rev iews and investigations: '

• Inquire into any 0 00 support to or partic ipat ion in non-D ol) ent ity
interrogation techniques.

(V) F:xccut ive Summa n: Ext ract:

(U ) Inter rogation is constra ined by lega l limits. Interrogators arc bound by
U.S. laws. including U.S. treaty obligations. and Executive (inclu ding DoD)
policy. all of which are intended to ensu re the humane treatm ent of detain ees.
The vast majority of detainees held by U.S. forces during the Globa l War on
Terror have been treated humanely. However. as of Septembcr 30. 2004. 000
investigators had substantiated 71 cases of deta inee abuse. including six
deaths. Of note. only 20 of the closed . substantiated abuse cases - less than a
third of the total - could in any way be considered related to interrogation.
using broad criter ia that encompassed any type of questioning (includ ing
question ing by non-mi litary-intelligence personnel at the point of capture). or
any presence of military-intelligence interrogators. Another 130 cases
remained open as of September 30. 2004. with inves tigations ongoing.

(V) The event s at Abu Ghraib have become synonymous with the top ic of
detainee abuse. We did not directly investigate those events. which have been
comprehensively examined by other officials and are the subject of ongo ing
investigations to determine criminal culpability. Instead. we considered the
findin gs. conclusions and recommendations of previous Abu Ghraib
investigations as we exami ned the large r context of interrogat ion policy
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development and implementation in the Global War on Terror. In acco rdance
with our direction from the Secretary of Defense, our investigation focused
principally on: (a) the develo pment of approved interrogat ion policy
(specifically. lists of authorized interrogation techniques). (b) the actual
employment of interrogation tech niques. and (c) what role. if'any, these
played in the aforementioned detai nee abuse s. In addition. we investigated
DoD ' s use of civilian contractors in interrogation operations. DoD support to
or participation in the interrogation act ivities of Other Government Agenci es
(OGA s). and medical issues relating to interrogations. Finally. we
summarized and ana lyzed detention -related reports and worki ng papers
submitted to DoD by the Internationa l Committee of the Red Cross (JCRC).
Our primary observations and findings on these issues are set forth below .

Inter rogation Policy Development (U)

(V) Overv iew

(U) An early focus of our investigation was to determine whether DoD had
promulgated interrogat ion polic ies or guidance that directed. sanctioned or
encouraged the abuse of deta inees. We found that this was not the case.
While no universally accepted definit ions of "tortu re" or "abuse" exist. the
theme that runs throughout the Geneva Conventions. international law. and
U.S. military doctrine is that detainee s must be treated "humanely:'
Moreover. the President . in his February 7. 2002. memorandum that
determined that al Qaeda and the Taliban arc not entitled to EPW [Enemy
Prisoner of War] protections under the Geneva Convent ions. reiterated the
standard of' t'humanc" treatment. We found. without exception. that the DoD
officials and senior military commanders responsible for the formulation of
interrogation policy evidenced the intent to treat deta inees humanely. which is
fundamentally inconsistent with the notion that such officials or commanders
ever accepted that detain ee abuse would be permissible. Even in the absence
of a precise definition of "humane" treatment. it is clear that none of the
pictured abuses at Abu Ghra ib bear any resemblance to approved po licies at
any level. in any theater. We note. therefo re. that our conclusi on is consistent
with the findings ofthc Indepe ndent Panel . which in its Augus t 2004 report
determined that "[n] o approved procedures called for or allowed the kinds of
abuse that in fact occurred. There is no evidence ofa policy of abuse
promulgated by senior officials or military authorit ies: '

(U) Nevertheless . with the clar ity of hindsight we consider it a missed
opportunity that no spec ific guidance on interrogation techniques was
provided to the commanders respons ible for Afghanistan and Iraq. as it was to
the U.S. Southern Command (SO UTHCOM) for use at Guantanamo Bay. As
the Independent Panel noted . " [w]e cannot be sure how the number and
severity of abuse s would have been curta iled had there been early and
consistent guidance from higher levels ."

(U) Another missed opportunity that we identified in the policy development
process is that we found no evidence that spec ific detention or interrogation
lessons learned from previo us conflicts (such as those from the Balkans. or
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even those from earlier confl icts such as Vietnam) were incorporated into
planning for operations in support of the Global War on Terror.

Interrogation Techniques Actually Employed by Inter rogato rs (U)

(U) Gua nranamo Bay. Cuba

(U) In GTMO. we found that from the beginning of interrogation operations
to the present. interrogation polic ies were effectively disseminated and
interrogators closely adhered to the policies. with minor exceptions. Some of
these exceptions arose because interrogation policy did not always list every
conceivable technique that an interrogator might usc. and interrogators often
employed techniques that were not specifically identified by policy but
nevertheless arguably fell within the parameters of FM 34-52.

(U) Finally. we determined that during the course of interrogation operations
at GTMO. the Secretary of Defense approved specific interrogation plans for
two "high-value" detainees who had resisted interrogation for many months.
and who were believed to possess actionable intelligence that could be used to
prevent attacks against the United States. Both plans employed several of the
counter-res istance techniques found in the December 2.2002. GTMO policy.
and both successfully neutralized the two detainees' res istance training and
yielded valuable intelligence. We note. however. that these interrogations
were sutlic iently aggressive that they highlighted the di fficult question of
precisely defining the boundaries of humane treatment of detainees.

(U) Afghan istan and Iraq

(U) Our findings in Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to our findings in
GTMO. Dissemination of interrogation policy was generally poor. and
interrogators fell back on their training and experience . often relying on a
broad interpretation of 17M 34-52. In Iraq. we also found generally poor unit­
level compliance with approved policy memoranda even when those units
were aware of the relevant memoranda. However. in both Afghanistan and
Iraq. there was significant overlap between the techniques contained in
approved policy memoranda and the technique s that interrogators employed
based solely on their training and experience.

(U) While these problems of policy dissemination and compliance were
certainly cause for concern. we found that they did not lead to the employment
of illegal or abusive interrogation techniques. According to our investigation.
interrogators clear ly understood that abusive pract ices and techn iques - such
as physica l assa ult. sexual humiliation. terrorizing detainees with unmuzzled
dogs. or threats of torture or death - were at all times prohibited. regardless of
whethe r the interrogators were aware of the latest policy memo randum
promulgated by higher headquarters.

(U) Nevertheless. as previously stated. we consider it a missed oppo rtunity
that interrogation policy was never issued to the CJTF commanders in
Afghanistan or Iraq. as was done for GTMO. Ilad this occurred. interrogation
policy could have benefited from add itional expe rtise and oversight. In Iraq.
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by the t ime the first CJTF-7 interrogation poliey was issued in
September 2003. two diffe rent policies had been thorough ly debated and
promulgated for GlMO. and detention and interrogation operations had been
conducted in Afghanistan for nearly two years.

Deta inee Abuse (U)

(U) Overview

(U) We examined the 187 0 00 investigations of alleged deta inee abuse that
had been closed as of September 30. 2004. Of these investigations. 71 (or
38%) had resu lted in a finding of substa ntiated deta inee abuse. including six
cases involving deta inee deaths. Eight of the 71 cases occurred at GTMO. all
of which were re latively minor in their phys ical nature. although two of these
involved unauthorized. sexually suggest ive behavior by interrogators. which
raises problematic issues concerning cultural and rel igious sensitivities. (As
described below. we j udged that one other substa ntiated incident at (iTMO
was inappropriate but did not const itute abuse. This incident was discarded
from our stat istical analys is, as reflected in the chart below.) Three of the
cases . including one death case. were from Afghanistan. while the remaining
60 cases. including five death cases. occu rred in Iraq. Additionally. 130 cases
remained open . with investigat ions ongoing. Finally. our invest igation
indicated that commanders are making vigorous efforts to investigate every
allegation of abuse - regardless of whether the allegations arc made by DoD
personnel. civi lian contracto rs. deta inees. the International Comm ittee of the
Red Cross. the local populace. or any other source.

(U) We also reviewed a July 14. 2004. letter from an FBI officia l notifying
the Anny Provost Marshal General of several instances of"aggressive
interrogation techniq ues" reportedly witnessed by FBI personnel at GTMO in
October 2002. One of these was already the subject ofa criminal
invest igation. which remains open . The U.S. Southern Command and the
current Naval Inspector General are now review ing all of the FBI documents
released to the American Civil Libert ies Union (ACLU) - which. other than
the lette r noted above. were not known to 000 authorit ies until the ACLU
published them in December 2004 - to determine whether they bring to light
any abuse allegat ions that have not yet been investigated.

(U) Under lying Reasons for Ab use

(U) Ifapproved interrogation policy did not cause detainee abuse. the
question remains. what did? While we cannot offer a defin itive answer. we
studied the DoD investigat ion reports for all 70 cases of closed. substantiated
detainee abuse to see if we cou ld detect any patterns or underly ing
explanations. Our analysis of these 70 cases showed that they involved
abuses perpetrated by a variety of active duty. reserve. and Natio nal Guard
personnel from three Services on different dates and in diffe rent locat ions
throughout Afghanistan and Iraq. as well as a small number of cases at
GTMO. While this diversity argues against a single. overarching reason for
abuse. we did identify several factors that may help explain why the abuse
occurred.
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(U) Second. there was a failure to react to early warning signs of abuse.
Though we cann ot provide detai ls in thi s unclassified executive summary. it is
clear that such warning signs were present - particu larly at Abu Ghraib - in the
fonn of communiques to local commanders. that should have prompted those
commanders to put in place more speci fic procedures and direct guidance to
prevent further abuse. Instead. these warning signs were not given suffi cient
attentio n at the unit level. nor were they relayed to the responsible CJTF
comm ande rs in a timely manner.

(U) Finally . a breakdown of good order and d iscipline in some units could
account for other incidents ofabuse. This breakdown implies a failu re of unit­
level leadership to recognize the inherent potent ial for abuse due to individual
misconduct. to detect and mitigate the enormous stress on our troops involved
in detention and interro gat ion operatio ns. and a correspondin g failure to
provide the requisite oversight.

Use of Co ntract Personnel in Interrogation Operations (U)

(U) Overa ll. we found that contractors made a significa nt contribution to U.S.
intelligence effo rts... not withstanding the highly publ icized involvement of
some contractors in abuse at Abu Ghraib. we found vcrv few instances of
abuse involving contracto rs. •

n oD Support to Other Government Agencies (U)

(U) DoD perso nnel frequentl y wo rked together with OGAs to support the ir
com mon intelligence collection mission in the Global War on Terror. a
cooperation encouraged by 0 00 leadership early in Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM. In suppo rt of OGA detention and interrogation operatio ns. DoD
provided ass istance that included detainee transfers. logistical funct ions.
sharing of intelligence gleaned from DoD interrogations. and overs ight and
support of OGA interrogations at 0 00 facilities. However. we were unable to
locate formal interagency procedures that codified the support roles and
proce sses.

(U) In DEI' [Operation Enduring Freedom] and 0 11' [Operation Iraqi
Freedom]. sen ior military commanders were issued guidance that required
notification to the Secretary of Defense prior to the tran sfer of detainees to or
from other federal agencies . This adm inistrative tran sfer gu idance was
followed. with the notable except ion of occasions when DoD temporar ily held
de tainees for the CIA - including the detainee known as "Tr iple-X" - without
properly reg istering them and provid ing notification to the Internationa l
Committee of the Red Cross. Thi s practice of hold ing "ghost deta inees" for
the CIA was guided by oral. ad hoc agreements and was the result. in part . of
the lack of any specific. coo rd inated interagency guidance. Our review
indicated. however. that this procedure was limited in sco pe. To the best of
our know ledge . there were approximately 30 " ghost detainees," as compared
to a total ofover 50.000 deta inees in the course of the Glo bal War on Terror.
The practice of DoD ho lding "ghost detainees" has now ceased.
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(U) Aside from the general requirement to treat detainees humanely. we
found no specific Dolf-wide direction governing the conduct of OGA
interrogations in DoD interrogation facilities. In response to quest ions and
interviews for our report. however. senior oflicials expressed clear
expectations that Dolf-authorized interrogation policies would be followed
during any interrogation conducted in a DoD facility . For example. the Joint
Staff J~2 stated that ..[o]ur understanding is that any representative of any
other governm ental agency. including CIA. if conducting interrogat ions.
debricfi ngs. or interviews at a DoD facility must abide by all DoD
guidel ines:' On many occasions. DoD and OGA personnel did conduct joint
interrogat ions at DoD facilities using DoD authorized interrogation
techniques. However. our interviews with DoD personnel assigned to various
detent ion facilities throughout Afghanistan and Iraq demonst rated that they
did not have a uniform understanding of what rules governed the involvement
of OGAs in the interrogation of DoD deta inees. Such uncerta inty could create
confusion regarding the permissibility and limits of various interrogation
techniques. We therefore recommend the establishment and wide
promulgat ion of interagency policies governing the involvement of Other
Government Agencies in the interrogation of DoD deta inees.

CONCLUSION (U)

(LJ) Human intelligence, in general. and interrogation. in part icular. is an
indispensable component of the Global War on Terror. The need for
intelligence in the post-o/t I world and our enemy's ability to resist
interrogat ion have caused our senior policy makers and military commanders
to reevaluate traditional U.S. interrogat ion methods and searc h for new and
mere effect ive interrogation techniques. According to our invest igation. this
search has always been conducted within the confines of our armed forces'
obligation to treat deta inees humanely. In addit ion, our analys is of
70 substantiated deta inee abuse cases found that no approved interrogation
techn iques caused these criminal abuses; however, two specific interrogat ion
plans approved for use at Guantanamo did highlight the difliculty of precisely
defining the boundaries of humane treatment."

(U) OIG Assessment: The Church Report largely declared that all DoD areas
of concern regard ing detention operations were being addressed "adequately
and expedit iously." However. subsequent information and other reports
demonstrated a seeming disconnect between policy for local techniques.
tact ics. and procedures, and leadership and comman d overs ight of how actual,
suspected, and reported incidents of detainee abuse were invest igated for
resolution . The Church Report did not explain if, how. or to what extent,
detainee abuse practices infiltrated. and from what source. throughout U.S.
Central Command' s detention and interrogation operations. Although the
Church review lacked the statutory authority normally associated with an
issue of this magnitude, it nonetheless served as a basis for several other
investigations. assessments, and reviews.

(LJ) Notably, the report provided a holistic, positive. yet somewhat indirect
approach to DoD interrogation techniques and operat ions. However. it lacked
clear and explicit indiv idual findings and specific recommendations. Th is
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lack highl ighted the need for more information in severa l areas. including
separate assessments of possible detainee abuse involving Guantanamo.
Afghanistan. Iraq. Special Operations. and the Iraq Surv ey Group. Also. the
report d id not perform an in-depth review of spec ial operations forces and
protected units. although a classi fied anachment to the base report included
some special mission unit interrogation practices. However. the Church team
did attempt to determine whether respons ible part ies cond ucted any
investigations. and if so. whether they reported results. For example. the
classified portion dealing with special mission units assessed nonjudicial
punishmen t under AR 15-6 and compared the consistency and equitableness
of punishments throughout the theater. As appropriate. the overall report also
sought to assess when and whether nonjudicial rev iews were passed to
criminal investigators .

70

gECnETHi'iOFOR?;/I?4 1 R2 92 99~ Q7



~I':CRET""NOfOR>L'/~lR1Q1 QQ~ Q:;r

Appendix N. U.S. Army Surgeon General
Assessment of Detainee Medical
Operations for OEF, GTMO,
and OIF (Kiley Report) (U)

Investigating Officer: MG Mart inez-Lopez. Commander. U.S. Army Medical
Research and Materiel Command

Appointing Authority: LTG Kiley. US Army Surgeon General
Date of Initiation: November 12.2004
Date of Completion: April 13.2005

(V) Scope:

To assess deta inee medical operations in OE F [Operation Enduring
Freedom]. GTMO [Guanta namo], and OIF {Operation Iraqi Freedom] .
(primarily via a 14-questio n assessment survey). that focused on :
• detainee medical policies and procedures
• medical records management
• the incidence and report ing of alleged detainee abuse by medical

personnel
• training of medical personnel for the detainee health care mission

(U) Executive Sum marY Extract :

(V) Met hods

(U) The team interviewed medical personnel in maneuver. combat support.
and combat service support units in 22 states and 5 countries. The
intervie wees were preparing to deploy (future). had previously deployed
(past). or were eurreotly deployed (present) to OEF. GTMO. or OIF: they
included AC [Active Component] and RC (U.S. Army Reserve (USAR) and
National Guard (NG» personnel. For the current interviews. the Team visited
the detention medical facilities at Bagrarn, Afghanistan and Guanta namo Bay.
Cuba. and in Iraq. the Team met with the Commander. Task Force (TF) 134
(TF responsible for detainee operations). and interviewed medica l personnel
supporting detainee operat ions at Abu Ghraib. Camp Dange r. Camp Liberty
and Camp Bucca. In Kuwait. the Team met with the Combined Forces Land
Component Command (CFLC C) Deputy Commande r and Chief of Staff. as
well as the CFLCe Surgeon. to gain a perspective on the planning factors for
deta inee medical operations. For the past and future interviews. the Team
traveled to units in 22 states and Germany. A leadership perspective on the
issue of detainee medical operations was gained through interv iews with
medical personnel from command and control clements at corps. theater. and
level I. II and III medical units. For training interviews. the Team visited
faculty and students of training programs at the Army Medical Departm ent
Center and School (AMEDDC&S). and trainers at the Military Intelligence
(MI) School. National Training Center (NTC). Joint Readiness Tra ining
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Center (JRTC). Continental U.S. Replacement Centers (CRe). and 12 Powe r
Projection Platform (PPP) sites. Additionally. lesson plans and other training
materials were review..ed at these training sites.

(U) Policy and Guidance

(U) T heater-Leve l Policy and Guidance. In reviewing policy and guidance.
including Operation Orders (OPORDERs). Fragmentary Orders (FRAGOs).
and Standing Operating Procedures (SOPs) . OEF theate r-specific detainee
medical policies were found dating back to 2004; 47% of past and 60% of
present OEF interviewees were aware of the policies. GTMO had well­
defined detainee medical policies that have been in place since 2003; 100% of
the interviewed personnel were aware of the policies. For OIF. there was no
evidence of specific theater-level policies for deta inee medical operations
until 2004. Only 56% of past OIF interviewees were aware of policies in
theater. whereas 88% of current OIF interviewees were aware of policies in
theater , This improvem ent is attributed to the superlative efforts of TF134.
combined with the introduction of one field hosp ital for level JJ1 + detainee
health care management across the theater.

(U) Standard of Care. In the early stage of OIF. there was confusion among
some medical personnel. both leaders and subordinates. regarding the requ ired
standard of care for detainees. Med ical personnel were unsure if the standard
of care for detainees was the same as that for U.S.lCoalition Forces in theater.
or if it was the standard of care availa ble in the Iraqi health care system. This
confus ion may be expla ined by the usc of different classifications for detained
personnel (Enemy Prisoner of War (EPW). detainees. Retained Personn el
(RP). Civilian Internees (e1)) that. under Department of Defense (000) and
Department of the Army (DA) guidance. receive different levels of care.
Theater-level guidance was not provided in a timely manner to early­
deploying medical units or personnel, and in the absence of guidance many
units developed their own policies. As the OIF theater matured and roles and
responsibilities were clarified. theater-level policy was developed and
promulgated. reso lving the early confusion.

(U) Recommendations. Although not required by law. DA guidance (DoD
level is preferable) should standardize detainee med ical operations for all
theaters. shou ld clearly establish that all detained individuals arc treated to the
same care standards as U.S. patients in the theater of operation. and require
that all medical personnel are trained on this policy and evaluated for
competency.

(U) Med ica l Records

(U) Medical Records Tra ining. Medical records management was a
primary area of focus for this assessment. When asking past/present/future
personnel from OEF. GTMO. and OIF about their training in deta inee med ical
records management. 4% of AC and 6% of RC interviewees received Military
Occupational Specialty (M a S) or other school train ing.
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(U) Medical Reco rds Gen eration. There was wide var iability in medical
records generation at level I and II facilities. In some cases. no records were
generated. In others. detainee care was documented in a log book for
statistical purposes and unit reports. In other cases. care was documented on
Field Medical Cards (FMCs) (Department of Defense Form 1380 (DD1380))
only.

(U) Access to an d Security of Detainee Medical Records at Detention
Medi cal Fa cilities. The Team was asked to address access to. and security of.
detainee medical records at detention medical facilities. In general. the
medical records for detainees were managed the same as records for the AC.
The security of records and confidentiality of medical information tended to
be better at detention facilities that were co-located with medical facilities.
Security and confidentia lity a lso generally improved as an individual theater
matured.

(U) Medical Screening. Medical Ca re. and Medical Documentation
Associated with Inter rogation. There are inconsistencies in the guidance for
pre- and post-interrogation screening. Medical care. including screenings. at
or near the time of interrogation. was neither consistently docume nted nor
consistently included in deta inee medical records. Some medical personnel
were unclear whether interrogations could be continued if a detai nee requ ired
medical care during the interrogation.

(U) Recommendations. DA [Department of the Army} guidance (DoD level
is preferable) should require that detainee medica l records at facilities
delivering levcl lII and higher care be generated in the same manner as
records of U.S. patients in theater. Guidance should address the appropriate
location and duration of maintenance as well as the final disposition of
detainee medical records at facilities that deliver level III or higher care. Most
importantly. guidance is needed to define the appropriate generation.
maintenance. storage. and final disposition of detainee medical records at
units that deliver level I and " care.

(U) Reporting of Detainee Abuse

(U) Abuse Reporting T ra in ing. The Team found that 16% of AC and 15%
of RC interviewees (past/present/future OEF/GTMO lOIF comb ined) received
MOS or other schoo l training about reporting possible deta inee abuse.

(U) Abuse Reporting Polic ies. Unit policies. SOPs and Tactics. Techniques.
and Procedures (TIPs) were most often either absent or not properly
disseminated to deployed medical personnel. The Team found no DoD.
Army. or theater policies requiring that actual or suspected abuse be
docume nted in a detainee 's medical records: however. theater-level guidance
specifically requiring medical personnel to report detainee abuse was
implemented just within the past year.

(U) Observing and Report ing Suspected Deta inee Abuse. The personnel
interviewed during this assessment were vigilant in reporting actual or
suspected detainee abuse to their medical supervisor. chain of command . or
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CIO. Only 5% of interviewees directly observed suspected abuse and only 5%
had a deta inee report abuse to them. Previously deployed interviewees
reported the suspected abuse 91% of the time when the suspected abuse was
alleged by a detainee and 80% if they directly observed suspected detainee
abuse. For those interviewees presently deployed. 25% had a deta inee report
alleged abuse and 3% directly observed suspected abuse. All present ly
deployed interviewees reported the alleged or suspected abuse. Only two
medica l personnel failed to properly report actual or suspected detainee abuse
that had not previously been conveyed to an appropriate authority. The Team
referred these cases to the CID.

(U) Recommendations.

(U) ~Iedica l. At all levels of professional training . medical person nel should
receive instruction on the requirement to detect. document and report actual or
suspected deta inee abuse.

(U) DoD-\Vidc. Medical planners at all levels should ensure clearly written
standardized guidance is provided to all medical personnel. Th is guidance
should list possible indicators of abuse and contain concise instruction
documentat ion and procedure for reponing actual or suspected abuse.

(U) Other Issues

(U) O IF Th ea ter Prepa rati on for Detainee Ca re. In planning for deta inee
medical operations. there were limited assets allocated to provide support for
detaincc/El'W medical care. Recommend the AMEOO establ ish an
experienced subject-matter expert team to comprehensively define the
personne l. equ ipment. and supplies needed to support detainee medical
operations. and develop a method to ensure a flexible delivery system for
these special resources.

(U) Med ica l Screening and Sick Call at the Uivision Internment Facilities
(UIF) and Prisons . The Team found that detaine es have excellent access to
daily sick call. outpatient. and inpatient medical care at the OIFs and Prisons.
Recommend DA guidance (000 level is preferable ) requi re initial medical
screening examinations shortly after arriving at the detenti on facility.

(U) Restraints/Security. The use of physical restraints for deta inees varied
widely within and among all interviewed units. The Team found no evidence
that medical personnel used medications to restrain detainees. Interviewees
reported medica l personnel were tasked to perform a variety of deta inee
security roles. [ajs medical personnel were tasked to provide security support.
it impacted on the ability of the medical unit to provide care to all patients.
including U.S. Sold iers. Recommend DA (000 level is preferable)
standardize the usc of restra ints for detainees in units delivering medical care .
The guidance should contain clear rules for security-based restraint versus
medically-based restra ints. Medica l personnel should not be encumbered with
dut ies related to secur ity of deta inees.
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(U) Medical Personnel Interactions with Interrogators. DA guidance
(DoD level is preferab le) should prohi bit all medic al personne l from active
participatio n in interrogations. This includes medical personnel with
specia lized lang uage skills serving as translators. Empower medica l
perso nnel to halt interrogations when a necessary exam ination or trea tment is
required .

(U) Medica l Personnel Photogra phi ng Detainees. DA guidance (DoD
level is preferable) should auth orize photographing detainee pat ients for the
exclusive purpose of including these photos in medical records. Informed
cons ent shou ld not be requ ired to use photog raphs in this manner (cons istent
with AR 40-66). Additiona lly. photogra phs of detai nees taken by medi cal
personnel for other reasons. includ ing future educational material. research . or
unit logs, sho uld requ ire a deta inee's informed consent.

(U) Behavioral Science Consultation Teams (BSCT). There is no doct rine
or policy that defines the role of behavioral science personnel in support of
interrogat ion activ ities. DoD should develop we ll-defi ned doctr ine and policy
for the use of BSCT perso nnel. A training program for BSCT personnel
shou ld be implemented to address the speci fic dut ies. The Team recommends
that more sen ior psyc hologists shou ld serve in this type of position. There is
no requirement or need for physicians/psychiatrists to function in this
capacity.

(U) Stress on Medical Personnel Pro vid ing Detainee Med ical Care.
Recomm end the U.S. Army Med ica l Command (MEDCOM) estab lish an
experienced SME team comprised of a psychiatrist a psychologist, chap lain.
and clinical representation from all levels of ca re, to com prehensively define
the training requirements for medical personnel in the ir pre-deployment
preparation. Other init iatives include revising combat stress control doc trine to
effect ively de liver support to med ical personnel in theater. dev elop an
effective system to regularly monitor post deployment stress, and refine
leade rsh ip competenc ies to assess, monit or and iden tify coping strategies of
medical personne l in a warfare environment.

(U) Interviewee T ra ining Requests. The Team asked interviewees the
follow ing quest ion: " If you were respons ible for the training of medical
personnel prior to deplo yment, what aspec ts of training wou ld yo u focus on
with regard to deta inee ca re?" Many interviewees noted that current training
in this area was not suffic ient.

(U) DIG Assessm ent: Although the assessm ent discussed the repo rting of
detainee abuse. it did not conclus ively dete rmine whether deploy ed medical
personnel may have directly participated in or otherwise aided others in the
commission of any reported or suspected case of possible detainee abuse. The
report did not adeq uately ind icate whether field medical commanders
personally init iated any internal. unit-level investigations of any allegat ion
that medical personnel may have parti cipated in, directly or indirectly.
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Appendix O. Army Regulation 15-6
Investigation into FBI
Allegations of Detainee Abuse
at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba
Detention Facility
(Fur low/Schmidt Report) (U)

Invest igating Officers: BG Furlow. United States Anny South Deputy
Commander for Support and LTG Schmidt. United States Southern Command
Air Forces Commander
Appointing Authority: GEN Craddock. Commander. USSOUT IICOM
Date of Initiation: December 29. 2004 (note: LTG Schmidt assigned lead on

February 28. 2005)
Date of Completion : April 1. 2005

(U) Scope : In response to FBI agent allegations regard ing poss ible de tainee
abuse at Guantanamo. the Army Regulat ion 15-6 was directed to address eig ht
allegat ions of abuse :

• That military interrogators improperl y used military wor king dogs
during interrogation sessions to threaten deta inees. or for some other
purpose.

• That military interrogators improperly used duct tape to cover a
detai nee's mouth and head.

• That Dol) interrogators improperly impersonated FBI agents and
Department of State officers during the interrogati on of deta inees.

• That. on several occas ions. DoD interrogators improperl y played loud
mus ic and yelled loud ly at detainees.

• That military personne l imprope rly interfered with FBI interrogators in
the performance of their FBI dut ies.

• That military interrogators improperly used sleep de privation aga inst
detainees.

• That military interrogators improperly chained deta inees and placed
them in a fetal position on the floor. and den ied them food and water
for long periods of time.

• That mi litary interrogators improperly used heat and cold during their
interrogation of detainees.
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