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(U) TheOffice of tile Under Secn:-tary of [kfenS(' for Polic y (OVSl)( P» offen the
follo",ing comments on a December 20, 2006 Draft of a PrClpOS('d Repon (the ~Oraft

Report") by the lkpanmt'nt of DefenseOffice of Inspeclor General (""OIGM

) in Project
So. 0200601:'\101-0077.000. "Review of Pre-Iraqi War Activities of the Office of the
Under S«~tary of Defense for Policy (U)M (the " Projccq.

(U) Throughout these comments we observe mat the work on which this Project
concentrates. and in particula r the specifIC activities thaI the Draft Report characterizes as
"in appropriate," were authorized and directed to be done by the Depu ty Secretary or the
Secretary of Defense. For the purpose of these comments. references 10 "work" or
" l1cli" ilics" "authorized" lind "direc ted" by the Secretary. lhe Deputy Secreta ry, " the most
senior leaders" of 000, or "senior DoD leaders" specificall y mean the following:

(U) The DePUlY Secretary of Defense (MDepu1yMor ~DSD") directed his Special
An istant in his front office ilIld two .talTmcmbers in OUSD(P) 10take. fresh. criricel
look allntel li~cnce Community (" 'Cj n:poni ng 011 contacts between Irlkl and al.Qlliw.
In working on the Deputy' s tasking, one of the Ol;SD(P) staITm prepared an inlCmal
memo contai ning t.....o commentary paragraphs followed by a Iisl summllril'ing Ie reports
on contacts bet ...-een Iraq and al-Qaida. The mITers •..-rOie up the critique requested b)
DSO in lhe form of a draft briefing that discussed Ie reports on lraq.al-Qaida eoetacts
and how these reported conocts might be viewed absenlll.Jl a priori lMoumpcion thai
lCCular BU.lhins and Islamic utmnislSwould 1)('\."",, cooperat e. The Deputy~ury

1(1/) Rqton fJ{t1ec Sdate-11l«011 Ill l<rUiJMa Qfl1M U.s. ""dljrr"~ C~..jf\. J Prro>oV
blldJitpICY •.(J.Jf'n~ ~ /f'lU{ tU) (9 Jwy 2004). pp. 34. 3Slwwurnou~ f'C'POM.. unc1aw(>cd~
lOOSSCl lk pol'n.
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directed lhal the draft briefing be given 10 the Secretary of Defense . After receiving ii,
the Secretary directed thai it be shared with the DCI, The Deputy Secretary', office also
directed thai the draft briefing be given 10 the Deputy ~al ional Security Advisor when the
latter requested it

I, SU.\t.\IARY 0.' KEY F.R ROR.\i 1:\ T H E ORA.T RE PORT (If)

• (U) The rule oflhe Draft Report is inaccurate. The work on which the Draft Report
focuses was not-ot.:SD(pr activi t)'. lI was in fact a response to tasking by the
Deputy Secretary of Defense, \\ ho in July 2002 directed his Special AnisL3nt in hi,
fronl office and No'o sta ff members in OUSD( P) to critique Ie reporti ng on contacts
between Iraq and al-Qaida. The mull was I draft briefing on how those contacts
might be viewed if one did not assume Q priori that secu lar RaathislS and Islamic
earrern ists would never cooperate, The Deputy Secretary directed thatthe dra ft
brie fing be given the Secretary of Defense. After rece iving it, the Sec retary directed
thai it be shared with tht' DCI. Wh en the Deputy Sitional Security Advisor reques ted
the dl1lftbriefing. the Deputy Sec retary 's office directed that it be given 10 him,

• (U) 'The wor k reviewed was not an ''OUSD(P)" ecnvity, assessmen t. view , position or
minanve, despite the Draft Report ' s repealed assertions to the con trary. The Under
Secre tary of Defense for Policy (USD P) never approved, adopted or advocated the
dra ft briefing or any of the work leading to it as In "OUSD(P)" view or assessment.
Each version of the briefing was marked "draft" or "draft working pape rs" and was
never presented as an}1hing other than that.

• (U ) The Draft Report correc tly finds that these activities were lawful and authorized.
It correctly states (page 34) that "the Secre tary [of'Defense] owns the DoD Directives
governing (amon g others) Intelligence and Policy. and as long as Executive Orders or
other legal sretures are not violated. he has the latitude to interchange roles and
respcnsibiluies.' Rut in contradiction of these same findings. the Dra ft Report
incorrectly calls the activities "i nappropriate," because they supposedly amounted 10
"dissemination" 10senior decision-makers of Maltc:mative intelligence assessments"
"inconsis tent" with the "consensus" of the Ie.

(U) If the DIG believes lhat il was inappropriate for the Deput}' Secre tary of Defense
to have non·IC OSD staffmembe n critique IC work on a significant subject of
national sccunty. inapp ropriate for the Secretary of Defense to share lhe DSD work
with the DCI. and inappropriate for the Deputy Sec retary to ' hare the worlc with the
Deputy S ationa l Secu rity Advisor when requested by the lener. tbe D IG should say so
direct ly instead of finding fault with subordinate DSD offices and sta ff members who
did as the Secretary or Deputy Secre tary instructed.

,
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• (U) The entire argume nt in the Draft Report rests on the de finition of'vlntelligence
Activi ties" and the mean ing of't'intelligence assessments." The Report ' s
interpretation of the de finition of "Intellig e nce Ac tivities" found in the rel eva nt DoD
direc tive is ..... rong . Ry its de finition, that term on its face applies only to intell igence
age ncies, not to polic y offices.

• (U) Because OUSD( P) routinely and properl y acqu ires, assesse s an d dis tributes
" information relating to the capabi lities, intentio ns. and activities of foreign powers ...1

stretc hing the defi nition of"' nte lligence Acnvitiesvtc include po licy offices would
lead to thc absurd result ofmischaracterizi ng mos t .....ork done in OUSD( Pl as
" Intellige nce Activ ities."

• (U) The Report does not de fine the term "intelligenceassessments" but erro neo usly
assertsthat a cr itique by non-Ie staffers of Ie assessments was itself an
"inappropriate" " inte lligence asse ss ment." Ther e are no facts in the Draft Report. or
otherwise , support ing the essenion that this work was presented as "i ntelligence
assessments."

• ( U) The re are Iikewi se no facts suggesting that the "senior decisio n-makers" who
were briefed on this wo rk. spec ifically, the Sec retary of Defense. the Deputy
Secretary of Defe nse. the DCI, the Deputy Xatioaal Security Advisor , and the Vice
Pres ident 's Ch ief of Sta ff, mistook this work to be "in tellig ence as sess ments ."

• (U) The Report fails 10 make clear that the Office of Special Plans (OSP), the Policy
Cou nter Terrorism Evaluat ion Grou p (PCTEG). and the Policy Suppo rt Office did not
perfo nn and bad no responsibility for any o f the wo rk reviewed in this Projec t. This
failure is especially egregio us in light of press reports and po litical criticism that
co ntinue to asse rt the contrary,

• IV) The Draft Report labels the wor k prod ucts at issue as "inap propria te" (page 4)
because they a llege dly "did not clearly show the varia nce with the conse nsus of the
Inte lligen ce Community" and .......'ere, in som e cases, shown as intellige nce products ."
But the sen ior decision-ma kers briefed on this work (one of whom was the DC I
himscl O d id not need to be told lhal it varied in some respects from Ieana lysis; that
was inescapably obvious. The re arc no facts 10 suggest that any of them drew any
conclusions or made any de cisions whatsoever so lely o n the basis o f the draft
briefi ng, withou t taki ng Ie view s into account. There lire no facts supporting the
claim that some wor k products "were. in some cases , shown as intellige nce products."

l (U) Pan Ofl tw:- dc.-fiMion or"forcign intelligence," which in l;un is ~" ofThcdcfinrtion of ·' lnlcllig<:TlCc
Acnvmcs." S« non [)im:hve :>10. 5240. 1. DoD lnlclhgmcc ACtl\·ltiM.- 25 April I..~ g , St'Ction, 3.1
end ) ,2
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• (U) OUS O( PJ d id not impede or undercut any responsib ilities of the Inlelligenec
Com munity, eonlra ry to suggestions in the Draft Repon. Th e Ie was fully aware of
the work under review and commented on it several times . as the Draft Report itse lf
reveal s. Further, the DCI was pers onall y brie fed on the work al thc Sec retary of
Dcfen~' ~ direction.

• (U) D USD(P ) did nOC bypa ss any applicable DlA procedures. contrary to alOliel1ions in
the Draft Report. The OIA '5 01 Policy :'\015. 004 and 00 5, cited by the Dra ft Report,
arc internal DIA guidelines thaI on ly apply 10 Dl A analysts. work ing H such, who
wish to produce a lternative analY!irs or aftereauvej udgments within DlA ' s chain of
eo mmand. Tbese guidelines are irrelevant to customer offices o f tile Ie - the
consumers o f imetligeece - that wish to suggest an altemative way of viewing
information and analysesa lready provided by the IC. x ce do these ,uiddines provide
any mcclvonism for 0 1.... eus lomcn to request I n .altcmati, e judgmcnt by~ Ie,
w'hich in an y case is manifestly not wh..1t the Ikputy Secretary desi red ....hen he
d irected the w·on. under reviewto be done,

• (U) "'bik- some of the work reviewed in this Project did charactcri/e tile Iraq-al­
Qa ida relationship as "cooperative," that characteri7.ation did not con tradict lC
judg men\i. on the subjcct al the time . To the co ntrary, the reference in the draft
bri efing to. "c ooperative" lra q-al-Qa ida rt'lationship was consistent 'r\i th the OC l 's
own statements to Con gress in 2002 and 2003. li e said then that "we neve so lid
reponing of senior level contacts between Iraq and al-Qaida going back a decade,"
"credible in formation indicates thaI Iraq and al-Qeide have discussed safe haven and
reciprocal non-agg ression," "we have solid evidence of the presen ce in lraq of al­
Qaida membe rs," "t he reporting also stared that Iraq has provided tra ining to el-Qaida
members in the areas o f po isons and ltlIscs and making conven tional bombs," etc .
The Draft Report ign ores these DCI state ments.

• (U) The Draft Repo n erroneous ly fau lts DUSD( P) for failin, to provide "the mos t
accurate ana lysISof mtedigence't to senior decision-makers . Tha t responsibili ty rests
with the IC. noc O USD( P). xtore importantly, senior deci sion-makers already had the
ICOs repcets endane5smcnts 011 Iraq and al-Qaida and thus al read y had "t he mos t
eccuraie ana lysis o f intelligence" . - ifone accepts. as the Draft Reportsee ms to do.
that the IC', assessments an: the "most accu rate....

' (U) nu. CTIllClImII I)'mpWr.UlK of 1M ~llillf aJld IUmellmn «WlL-ad1C:1Ol)' kip: oflhc 1lr1;f\ kq:1ol'1.
fOf the Dnll R'>'OI1 115G hokk lhai OCStl(Pj sbuuId flollII ptO"llk my m:dlirm« anal)'<S alln

• (U) TheInh RqlIJtl purporu 10 lm" JudpnmuIbouIIhr III~ ofl"Iraq..I-QI1da n:latlllNhlP. bill:
dxw jlldJmmu ~If to bebutd on cc-naan ct" aIld DlA anV)1K"11pe.p;r$ - flollII 0l'I1n)'
~ NIE Of ocher Illthantlll>-e~ b). the1CU I whuk _ ani! ...,thcMil n:fen:n;(' 10
lht OCTI \)'An ~tnnmts on Ihr Sllt>,«t. 1lIcn: 1'110~(' .. the l>m\ ilqIon that the OIG

6
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• (U) The Draft Report recommends [page 14) lhat, i(OUSO(P) disagrees wi th an IC
consensus, OUSO(P) should - clearly articulate in policy products the lmelligence
Community consensus and the basis (or disagreement or variance (rom the
Intelligence Community consensus,MSuch a requircmcnl would inappropriately
constrain policy ~..ork by requiring policy offices to vet every policy recommendation
or analysis with the IC in order to determine whether or nol it disagreed or varied with
an Ie "consensus." II would also burdC'n policy offiCt'S with a requirement to
articulate the Ie "consensus" when the IC itself shou ld do so.

• (U) Bipartisan reports andstudies by .....rious c:ommiilions and congressional
ccmminees since the 9/11 aUaciu have stressed the need (or vigorous debate, hard
queslions and alternative thinking o(the son thai motivated the worll'e\ie....-ed in lhis
Project , The conclusions and recommendation in the Drat) Report reflect a disturbmg
departure from the lessons of alllhesc reports and studies, By (aulting a critical
assessment in OSD of Ie .....ork on contacts between Iraq and al-Qaida, the Draft
Report would inhibit the vigorous debate: and hard questioning that most observers
recognize as essential. The Drat) Report' s conclusions, i( sustaine<!, would have a
dampening effecl on future initiatives challenging intclligence assessments, The fects
do not justify such conclusions.

II, Til E POLITICAl. BACKGROt:~D OF TillS ~1ATn:R (U)

(U) The activities reviewed in this Projec t, unfonunlilcly, have been the object of
bitter political debate and inaccurate press reporting for over three years, Given the
partisan nature ofthe matter, it was particularly importantlhat the OIG's independent
review adhere 10 the strictest standards of factual accuracy, rigorous analysis. and clarity
of expression, Unfortunately, the Draft Report docs not meet those standards.

(U) Apa rt from numerous (actual inaccuracies, omissions and mischa racterizations
identified thmughoutthesc comments, the Draft Report suffers from a basic analytical
flaw In attempting to paint the work under review as Minaw ropriate" e..en though no laws
were broken, no DoD directives .....ere violated, and no applicable policies were
disregarded. The Draft Report concedes that the acuvities reviewed .....ere lawful. It
concedes thai the activities were authorized - indeed requested - by the Deputy Secretary
and Secretary of Defense. In perhaps its most trenchant observation, the Draft Report
correctly states (page 34) that "the Secretary 0",'n1 tit" DoD Direc'iw~s governing (among
olhers) Intellige"ce and Policy, and as lo"g as uecurj\'e Orders (V' other legal statutes
are no( violated. he has the latitude 10 inle,.hQn~ ro.'t's and rrsponsibililies " (emphasis
added ).

un&nook any nllOfOtd. :..dependent R'\1l:'* of the undcT1Ylnl L"lld llJC'IC" onw _ of,onUClS
~~ Iraqand&J~iQ.

7
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(U ) Tha t observation goes to the heart of the present mailer . It shows that the
acnviues in question were clearly approp riate, No ~ laI\J IC!> or executive orders were
violated. The Secretary , and by extension the Deputy, unequivocally had the latitude to
obtain an alternative, critical assessment oflC work on Iraq and al-Qaida from non-IC
OSD staff members rather than from the DIA or the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
C31,witho ut vett ing: such critique through any Intelligence Community process. The
Secre tary had the latitude to direct the authors of such critique to share it with the DCI.
The Deputy Secreta ry had lhe latitude 10 direct the authors of such crit ique to share it
with the Vice Preside nt's Chief ofSIlI(f and the Deputy National Secu rity Advisor when
the lallcr so requested. This should have put an end to any question of appropria teness .

(U) The OIG is empowered and competent to determin e whether the activities
were lawful and authorized . But we QUcstion whether it is ~appropri.ate" for the DIG to
venture into the realm of opinion about whether the activities ","en: appropriate. in the
absence of any applicable standards.. ft'iUlat ion" dirccti,·es., etc . This is especially lJUe
...-here, as here , the DIG has found the activi tin In quest ion were lawful andauthorized.
and lw conceded that the Secretary and Deputy hive the "latitude to interchange roles
and respoltllibilities" in overseeing DoD

(U) We respectfully observe that the- DIG', op inion on the subjective ques tion of
"appropriateness" in these circumstances is not entitled 10 any particular deference , The
DIG does not have specia l expernse on this issue. which is fraught with policy and
polit ical dimensions. Given the politically charged atmosphere infecti ng this enure
matter, it is espec ially objectionable foc the- D IG (0 obscu re and minimize the fact thai the
Secreta ry and Deputy Secretary direc ted the activines in question be done,to
mischarecterize the work as "OU SD(P)" activities, and to lind something "in appropriate"
in the fact that subordinate offices and sra(fe:rsdid as the: Secretary and De-puty directed .

(U) Moreover. the Draft Report employ" lIo demo nstrably incorrect reading of
"I ntelligence Acnviriesv to portray the work reviewed as "aheraauve intelligcoce
assessments," " Intelligence Produc tion" and the like. when in fact it was nor. Th is
miscbaracrerize uon is part icularly egregious in light of the persistently false- press reports
and polit ical accusations claiming lhat the Deputy Sec retary. or OL:SO(P). or others in
tnc DefC'flSC Departme nt distorted intelligence in order to argue that Iraq had a direct role
in the 9/11 attacks. or that Iraq andal-Qai da had a stronge r relationship than sho ....n by
facts known lithe time. in order to propel tbe United Stares 10 ....ar on false prc'te-nses.

(U ) Before the DIG., er took up this matter, il hadbeen the subject of an
exhau stive investigation thai the Senate Se lect Commince on Intelligence (SSCI ) began
in July 2003. as wdl as a "minority inquiry" begun by Senator Carl Levin in June-2003.

(U) In Ju ly 2004. the Committee issued a unanimous report on " Phase 1M of its
investigation. Thai report concluded ;nt('r alia that policymakers at no time pressured the

8
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IC to change its conclusions on Iraq's links to terrorism, and that the workofOSD
staffers reviewed here did not result in any changes to lhe analytical judgments in IC
workon Iraqi support for terrorism.' The Committee deferred to a second phase of its
investigationan evaluation of'whether the work products now under OIG review were
"objective, reasonable, and accufate.'>6 Because of divisions along partisan lincs within
the SSCI, its members have not to date been able to agree on what conclusions to reach in
its "Phase W report,

(U) SSCI Chairman Pat Robertsreferred this metter to OIG only because these
partisan divisions prevented the SSCI from reaching agreement on what to say about the
activities reviewed in this Project, By the lime he made the referral to DIG, the issue had
been transformed from whether the work in question was "objective, reasonableand
accuratevto whether it was "unauthorized, unlawful or inappropriate" -- even though the
SSCI had uncovered no informerion to support such a characterization,

(U) In his September 9,2005 letter requesting an independent review by DIG,
Chairman Roberts wrote that "the Committee is concernedabout persistent and, to date,
unsubstantiated allegations that there was something unlawful or improper about the
activities of the Office of Special Plans within the office of the Under Secretary of
Defense for Policy during the period prior to the initiation of Operation Iraqi Freedom"
He added that he had "not discovered any credible evidence of unlawful or improper
activity, yet the allegations persist." He nevertheless asked the OIG to review "whether
the personnel assigned to the Office of Special Plans, aeany time, conducted
unauthorized, unlawful or inappropriate intelligence activities,"

(U) On September 22. 2005, Senator Carl Le...'[n wrote in his capacity as Ranking
Member of the Senate Armed ServicesCommittee (SASC), asking the DIG to expand the
scope of the review requested by Chainnan Roberts, Specifically, Senator Levin
requested that "you include all elements of the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense
for Policy, including the Policy Counter Terrorism Evaluation Group (Pe TEG) and the
Policy Support office." He posed a number of questions for the DIG to answer.'

(U) In fact Senator Levin had already published his own conclusions on this
matter nearly a year before the OIG look up its review, See "Report ofan Inquiry Into
the Alternative Analysis of the Issue ofan lraq-al Qaeda Relationship" (October 21.
2004), containing numerous incorrect allcgalions of improper conduct within OUSD(P),

• (U) ssel Report, p. 363

• (U ) SSC! Report, p. 312.

1(U) Al AppendiXB llllachtd 10 these ec rnmems. Wt address 1n dtl.:l,1 the Draft R~n' ll answtTll \0
Senator u:vm', qucllllona

9
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That report was pan of the "minority inquiry" that Senator Levin has been pursuing into
the subject matter of this Project since June 2003. without the endorsement of the SASC,
the ssel. or any other congressional committee as ofearly January 200 7. The Draft
Report (page I) comments that Senator Levin's report "challenged some of the
conclusions" in the SSCl's report of July 2004 but fails to note that Senator Levin
himself. as a SSCI member. concurred in that same SSC] report and that the ssel report
was unanimous.

(V) It bears emphasis that the same let of facts and documents have been available
to tbe ssel and to Senator Levin throughout this process.

(U) More recently. on December 8. 2006. Repsesentenve Cynthia McKinney
introduced an id es of impeachment against the ~sident of the United States. the first
article of which makes the false assertion that the President and the Secretary of Defense
created the OSP "to override existing intelligence reports by providing unreliable
evidence that supported the claim thatlraq's alleged weapons of mass destruct ion posed
an imminent threat to the Cnited Slates of America....

(U) Meanwhile. uninformed and inaccurate press reports have persisted. generally
on the theme that the Office of Special Plans allegedly conducted a rogue intelligence
operation before the Iraq war and fed incorrect or exaggerated intelligence inf0rm3lion 10

senior policy makers in the Executive Branch. bypassing the Intelligence Community and
contributing to an ill-informed decision to go 10 war in Iraq. These stories have been
repeated so many times that they are now taken as established truth by some members of
Congress and many commentators.

(U) Indeed. even the Draft Report to some extent seems to fall prey 10 the hypnotic
effect of these constantly repeated falsehoods. Instead of setting the record straight
clearly and directly. the Draft Repon relegates to II footnote (at page ii, repeated at page
I ) the peculiar comment that:

"The term Office ofSpecial Plans has become generic terminology for the
activities of the OUSD(Pl, including the Policy Counter Terrorism Evaluation
Group and Policy Suppon Office. The ecrual Office ofSpecial Plans had no
responsibility for and did no( perform any of the activities examined in this
review."

(U) As the facti detailed below dcmOflstrate. neither the OSP, the PCTEG. nor the
Polk)' Support Office had anl responsibility for the activities reviewed. and none of
these units as such performed any of those activities. The Draft Report should say so
forthrightly.

• (lS) H. Res 1106. IOQ'I' Cong.. 2" Sess. til Deccmbcr 20061.,.
~U nt:lJi .JHfOlP ·
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(U) The Draft Report should also say prominently and forthrightly that the most
senior leaders of DoD direc ted these activities to be done by non-K' OSD staff members.
not all of whom were even assigned to OUSD(P), rather than repeatedly
mischaracterizing these actio ns as "OUSD(P)" activities.

(U) These and other deficiencies of thc Draft Report . discussed in these comments.
demonstrate that the OIG should reconsider its excursion into the policy and poli tical
issue of whether the lawful and authorized activities unde r review were "appropriate:'

III. OL:SD(P) SUPPORT TO TIlE OI G REVIEW (U)

(U) To assis t the O IG in its review, this office provided copies of the thousand, of
pages of documents that we had already provided to the SSCI and to Senator Levin. We
also provided various additional materials that the DIG requested. In addition. we
arra nged for the OIG to review certain documents tha t DoD had earlier declined to
provide the Congress . We offe red DIG the opportunity to review some ten file boxes
con taining all the documents we had collected in the course of our initial search in
response to the sscr's and Senator Levin's document requests, including docu ments that
on review we had determined to be unresponsive and thus did not provide to Congress,
We also provided all w itnesses that we were in a position to produce for interviews
requested by the a lG and suggested various additional indiv iduals as possible witnesses .

IV. fACTS (U)

(U) Beca use of the need for a clea r, complete and accurate acco unt of the relevant
facts, we provide a detai led statement of facts below. Throughout the factual narrative,
we undertake to highlight the more significa nt factual errors in the Draft Report.

(V ) A disc ussion section. examining the authori ties and analys is set out in the
Draft Report. follows the statement of facts.

(U) The Draft Report does not explain the orig in or context of the work under
review. By persistently mischarac terizmg this work as "OUSO(P)" activities. the Draft
Report conveys an incorrect impress ion thatthis work was an "OUSD( P)" initiative
constituting an "inappropriate" intrusion into " intelligence functions that are the
responsibility of Defe nse Intelligence" (page 14). The Dra ft Report ment ions that "some
of the actions were performed in response to inqu iries from the Deputy Secretary of
Defense and direction from the Secre tary of Defense" (page 13). leaving the inco rrect
impression that such actio ns were somehow incidental to other (unspecified) actions
attributable solely to the "OU SD(P)."

(V) ln fact, all (not some) of the work characterized by the Draft Report as
"inappropriate," specifically, three versions of a draft briefing on links between Iraq and
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al-Qaida and an internal staff memo done in preparation for the briefi ng, was in response
10 requests and rasklngs by either the Deputy Sec retary or the Sec retary of Defense. The
Deputy Secretary direc ted that the draft briefi ng be prepa red for the Sec retary. Afte r the
Secretary rece ived the draft briefi ng, he directed that it be share d with the 0('1. When
the Deputy National Secu rity Advisor requested the draft briefi ng, the Deputy Sec retary's
office directed that it be given to him . Three a SD staff members had the pri mary
responsibility to do this work. T wo happened 10 be D IA analysts detailed 10 OUSD( P)
and the third worked direct ly for the Depu ty Secretary as his Specia l Assistant.

(U) How and why these parncutar three individua ls became involved in this work
were as follows:

A. T hree ~p.nle Acthities Rdatiol1 to th e Wor k Coder Re"'ie'" (l)

lU) There were three, initiall y separate, activities within the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSO) that relate 10 the work under review in this Project. Some of
the indivi dua ls involved in these three activi ties , and some strands of thei r werk,
eventually came together under the direction and oversight o f the Deputy Secretary of
Defense (OSO). who tasked certain w ork discussed below . That work . and certain
res ulting draft documents (critiquing Ie work on the lraq ·a l-Qaida re lationship). are the
actions that the Draft Report mischaracterizes as "alternative intelligence assessments"
and " Intell igence Activities."

(V ) In its " Backgro und" sect ion the Draft Report discusses the OSP (page 3) but
fails to make clear in the lext that the asphad no thing to do with any of the activit ies
under rev iew. None of this work or the resuhina doc uments W3'i done by, for, or under
the direction of the asp. The work reviewed in this Project was substantially co mpleted
befo re the OSP even ca me into de fac to ex istence in mid-A ugust 2002 . (T he Draft
Report states that asp was created in October 2002; it was in tha t mon th tha t certain
formal ities were imple rnen ted.) The Draft Repo rt also errs in stating that the asp was
"disba nded" in July 2003. In fact it was merely renamed as the Office of Northern Gulf
Affairs . remaining in SESA as before . and its personnel con tinued 10 perform their po licy
functions regarding that region.

(U ) l ikewise, none ofmis work or the resulting doc uments was done by. for. Of

under the direction of the PCTE G or the Po licy Suppon Office as such.

(U ) Sor did the Cnder Secretary o f Defense for Policy ever appro ve or adopt any
of the dr aft opinions or concl usions in any of the resulting documents as O USD<P)
positions. views or co nclusions.

12
Jj[ [ IlKr '1'"P FOA>'

62
SECRETNNo r ORNN?tl Il:29329289



SECRET//?:iOrOR?:iNi\fR28328289

.- [ FRIi\T' YPFPP)"

I. nl' PCTEG (U)

(....') The first acti vity relevant here ~u an ad hoc group, formed by the Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy (L:S DP) shonly after the 9111 attacks. The miss ion of
that group was $0 review all available information about a number of international
Icnori$1 organi7.ations with a basic focus on the question : What does it mean 10 be at war
with e rerrorisr nc1work?· The Draft Repon erroneously statC'S that this group W/IS fClTltCd,0 conduct an independen t anal ysis of the a l-Qaida terrorisl network" (page 2). In fact .
the group's \loM \loaf, not limited to al-Qa idll bUI~~ more generally various major
tCTTOl"ist groups and their relatiOfls wuh their state l>ponlOn This group commenced
won. in approximately October 2001 with two members: a COI1Suluol, and a dcu.i1ce
from the Defense Threat Reduction Agenc y. The group requested and received relevant
i n te l1 igen~ information from the Inte lligence Community anddid preliminary work on
the subject assigned. Both members. hoWCVCT.left for other dUlies to\lo·ardl> the end of
2001 and the beginning of 2002. ~eithCT of them ever worked in or took direction from
the OSP or the Policy Support Office.

(U) In Janu31)" 2002 the USDP dec ided to contmue the project in a more fonnal
way. by naming the project the " Policy Cou nlCT Terrorism Evalua tion Group" (PCT EG)
and fonnally request ing detailees from DIA . The memo approving creation of the
PCTEG described its task as follows :

• (lI) Study al-Qa ida's worldwide organization including its suppliers. its re lations
with Sla tes and with other terrorist organizations (and their suppliers].

• (U) Identify "chokepoints" of'cooperation and coordination

• (lI) Identify vufnerabil nics .

• (U) Recommend strategi es to tender the terrorist network, ine ITective.I Q

(U) Also, as early as January 2002, the Deputy Secretary among others was raising
questions about possible links between Iraq and rhe al-Qaida terrorist ne lwork.11 In
addi tion to the information and analyses he regularly received through established

• (U) SIa~1 of Doujlu J Feith. Under S«mU)' of Ocfcnse ror Pohey. on the Pol",y CounlC'1"
Tfn'Onirtl F.V11luatlOl'l Group. br(orc the ScI«! Cornnu ll« OIl tn~lhJnlCt. U.S. SeNk . 10 JIlIy~J.

U!iDP aNi ~n.u0' UvuI CO'rnr-uJ~~. .\·OW1JI~r OJ-.""y 0' . Tab 101

II (U) MtTTlO fromASO (1SA) 10 USDP (3 1 JanlW)' 2002 ). lfSlJP CO<IKrn,J,o.wJCD.."r~pwu/rrtcT
.V~r nl.F""'ry W. Tab 18

II (1I) MtTTlO from 0001 0 USDP(!l lanuuy 2002) .~...:N" Appcn4t~ F kl lhc' [)ra ft Report
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intelliaetlCe channels. the Deputy also asked for inpul from Ot,.;SO(P), including in a
memo to the li SOP on January 22. zoez." He received 11 reply from 11K Assistant
Secretary of Defense fOl" International Security Affairs on January 24, 2002. summarizing
information 5Uwsting "few direct links" and other information wsugg~tin8 more robust
indirect links." There was nothing unusual Of improper about this. How to assess the
information provided by th.: IC and what. if any. deci~i Clfl~ 10 make or conclusions 10
dn.v. from it are central responsibilities of the Deputy and odrr S('nior policy officillls of
the Defense Department. It was nOl remarkable lhallhc OeplJty consulted OSO policy
offices as well as the IC on possible links between Iraq and al-Qaida .

(U) In February 2002 USOP requested 11K Director ofDlA to provide three
detail~ to the PCTEG.I • In response, OIA provided two ofthc three individuals
requested. both reserve Saval intelligence officers then assigned to the J-2. Contrary to
the Draft Repon (page 2). these officers were not detailed to OUSD(P) in October 2001:
rather. they were detailed in February 2002. as replacements for 11K two oriainal
members of lhe PCTEG who were gone by the time lhe two OIA detailees arrived. One
of these OIA detailees departed in April 2002. leaving only one member of the "group,"
who continued to work as the sole member o( the PerEG urml he w 15demobilized from
Naval reserve duty in January 2003.I'

(U) The PCTEG member who departed in April 2002 never worked in or took
direction from the OSP or the Policy Support Office. nor did the sole remaining PCTEG
member at any lime relevant here. I I

(V) As originally conceived. the PCI·EG WIlS 10 function under the jcint
chainnanship of the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (or sO/LIe and the
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for NESA11 (not by the ASD (iSA) and ASD
(SOfI.JC) as the Draft Report incorrectly implie5at page 2), BUl lhc group never had

Il (UI /bid.

" It!) MmKl lmm ASO(I SAl lo DSO 12-1 January 2002),~uo;cd., APrCndlll: F 10 the Onoft RqQ'I

1< (U) Memo for D~or, Defense InlClhllCT''« Allency (2 f ebrulry 2002). ibid.

" Ill) R<.:eroff'(""l"£(j and~ul PI.ru,,'Northcm Gul f, USDP Ca,.~ts.(jfllt,,1 C''''""f'<'''''tm,or
"'~, O!·F~ 04. Tab 1M

" Ill) AI\a hem, do:moblhzcd fromSa\.. ! rcscn-e dUly UI200J . lhc: (OfTTC Im r ie RmI:mnr PC'TEG
mrmhcr did rctum II) OL:SOt P).rId . orked at. clVlhan UlOS P for I time. bul thai ,", U l na- the work
fe-kvanl 10th~ Pr..,"1 had htft1 00f!'ll1C'!c'd

" llJ) MmllI from ASO{lSAjlO l,;'S DP IJI January 20021. USDP COIIllmujoIlQI CO'Ta,.....~
."'~O].F~ 04. Tab 18

"SKilLIn . 8rtllt
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more then two members and soo n dwind led to one; thus it never at tained the de gree of
opera tional formal ity imp lied by this nomi nal joint chairmanship. When the DSD began
to take a mo re active role on the spec ific issue ofthe rela tion ship between Iraq and al­
Qaida, as di scussed bel ow . the single remainin g member of the PCT EG participated with
others in rep lying 10 DSD taskings and at times responded di rectly to the DSD in that
regard. At no time did the PCTEG report to or take direct ion from the a s p or the Policy
Suppo rt Office.

IV) The PCTEG produced a I54-page draft brid in f entitled "U nderstanding the:
Strategic Th reat of Terror ~tworks aed their Sponsors,.. l ....h ich was revised and
upda ted pen odica lly. Consisten t ....-ith the mission of thc PCTEG. this briefing examined
the met hods and opera tions of various terrorist org aniza tions ( including but nOl lim ited to
al-Qa ida), the natu re of thei r ties with their state sponsors, and varices policy
considera tions on dca :ing with the threat posed by these groups.

(V) This briefing was the sole substantive wor l product by the PCT EG as w elt.
The brie fing was separate from the work. addressed in the Draft Report. on the: specific
issue of lhe lraq -al-Qaida rels liomhip.l'l The PCT EG bri efi ng was an internal Policy
staff-level prod uct that was never prese nted outside lhe Policy organization and never
approved by sen ior pol icy nukers as anofficial aVSD(p) pos ition . so far as any facts
knc....n ro us are concern ed. and the Draft Report doc s not con tend otherwise. Indeed. the
Dnft Repo n only briefly ment ions but doe s not discuss this solitary PCTEG produ ct.

(U) The Dra ft Report mischarecterizes e..'cots in stating (page 3) that the one
rema ining PCTEG member created a briefing in the summer of 2002 on links between
Iraq and al-Qa ida "with the assistance of a member of OUSD(P )' s Policy Suppo n O ffice
and a Special Assistant to the Depu ty Secre tary of De fense." Here and throughou t. the
Draft Report ignores or dow nplays the central fact that the Deputy Secretary o f Defense
direc ted the wo rk 10 be done. as discussed more fully below . He gave the assignment
init ially to his Special Ass istant, not to the so le PCTEG member or the Policy Support
Office staffer or anyone else in OUS O(P). The latter t .....o indiv·iduals did participate in
res ponding 10 the Deputy Secretary because of tbe ci rcumstances explained in the se
comments. But it is a gross dist ortion to suggest. as the Draft Report does, that the so le
PCTEG member origina ted this effort or tha t it was an OUSD(P) activity .

(ll) The Draft Rcpon also mischaracterizes events in stating (at pa ge 3) that
'"Ol:SD(P) dissolved the PCTEG shcetly" after the dnft briefing .....as gi\'en to the Deputy

·· (1I) /bld. Tab 15

.. (V) AllnouSh Iluf; PCTEG bnc(;ni .....as scp&ral" {rom !heworiI on I~ . peclfic 1_ of!he lnoq-al ­
Qalda ~latlOns}lIp done" I_ 'nere til OSO. II obv>ou.dy OWTiapped to a OcJ!tt and~Iually led 10ee
one:~~mLng PCTEGmc:mbcr', ~llli mcluded III the work on u...t Iml:kI~.
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National Security Advisor and the Vice President's Chief ofSwtTin September 2002 .
There was no fonnal action dis$Qh'; ng thc PCTEG; rather, the "group" withered away
when its sole remaining member was demobilized from Naval reserve duty in 2003 .

2. The DlA Anli lylill>et alled to the Policy Support Ornce (lJ)

(U) The second activity relating to the work under review was begun by a ca reer
DIA analyst whom OIA had detailed, in January 2002. to the former Policy Suppon
Office of the Deput y Under Secretary of Defen se (Policy Suppon) in OLJSD(P). At no
time did this detadce work in or take direction from the OSP or the PCTEG .

(U) OIA detailed this ana lyst in response to the USDP's by-name request.
Although the Draft Report stales (page 2 ) that the Policy Suppon Office requested this
D1A analyst due "t o the voluminous amounts of intelligence the office .....as receiving but
was unable to assess," the quot ed phrase does not appear in USDP' s request. This
analyst was a 2S-year intelligence veteran .... 00. at the time ofLSDP's request. .....u
assigned to tbe Intenlgency Damage Assessment Team for the Roben Hanssen case . This
analyst had hadpte\'ious experience. inter alia. providi ng intelligence suppon to policy
b 'ds as .....e ll as experience in Foreign Denial and Deception aMlysis that the li SDP
needed 10support certain intelligence-rela ted duties then assigned to the Policy Suppo n
Office.-

E) T I This anal yst was tasked in the Policy Suppon Office 10provide po licy
support for special access programs and to carry OUI other duties requ iring a review of
various intelligence products. Somet ime in earlv 2n02. in the course of her work. ~he
came acton a finished 1998 CIA report on

The report ment ioned that Usama Bin Laden had requested and received certain
training from an Iraq service. On her own initiative, she requested and
received tbrou h CIA channels the underlying infonnation on which the item was based,

and subsequently obtained add itional CIA reports from
DIA and C iA on the issue ot Iraq and aJ-Qa ida .l l

(V) As this was tbe onl y reporting that this ana lyst had seen on Bin Laden in this
connection, and because she considered it importa nt dala for a discussion on Iraqi
intelligence and el-Qa ida. she wrote a one-page "assessment" (in her word s) ofthe Ie
reporting and gave it 10 the DUSD (PS). ASO (ISA) , USOP. andDSO .'u

JO(U) Memo &om USDP 10 [}.rcc1a. DlA (2l~ 200 1), USDP C01l~ioIwl CD"a~

,""~O}·f·rbnMu) 04 . T.. 17; Mnnonndum (OI'tht lUcord ( JOCkIObr:' 2OO21. lbUI

, (V) Mr.norwKIu m for tbt Rea>n1 ( 17 Apn l1OO21.M~ facme- Rcoord ( JO CkIObcr 20021.
c.:SDP COIIB'-':wl1Mlr~N__~Q}.f-~')·(J.I Tab$ 1 7 &lld I ii .

:=(V I Memorand um for 1M Rtcord (17 Api'll 20(2).,ib.-.t1\ Teb 17.
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66
SECRETNNOr OIt NH?t l A2Q32Q2Q9

b(l )

b(3)



SECRE'fh'NOrORNHI\fR28328299

.Jtl'! ItETilF Or8 1l?

(V) Again on her own initiative, in early spring 2002 the analyst mer with the chief
of D1A 's Joint Intelligence Task Force for Combating Terrorism (JlTF) and gave him a
copy of the reference in the finished CtA report, the two underlying reporting documents,
and her one-pager. (This one-pager should not be confused, as the Draft Report seems to
do. with a later, July 25. 2002 internal memo that this analyst wrote in preparation for the
August 2002 briefing to the Secretary of Defense, discussed below." Shc recommended
that the JITF publish the Ie reporting data "so that it would be available to the entire Ie
because reports published previously did not contain this important data" and that,
without it, "analysis of the subject would be incomplete and inaccurate in the fUlure:, 2~

Over the next rwc weeks she spoke twice with the JITF chief. who told hcr he had given
the materials 10 the J·2's senior analyst bUI had hcard nothing back,

(U) The analyst then calle d the J-2's senior analyst and again recommended that
the Ie reporting information be published 10 the entire IC, The J-2 analyst responded that
"putting it out there would be playing into the hands ofpcople like wolfowitz," that the
information "was old" and "only a tid-bit," asked how did she "know that the information
was true," made a comment about trying to support "some agenda of~ple in the
building." and bucked the issue of publicalion back to the JITF chief, ' The JITF took no
further action on the recommendation to publish the information. so far as we know.

(U) Meanwhile, the DJA analyst detailed 10 the Policy Support Office continued to
gather and review CIA material on Iraq and al-Qaida. Al some point in April or May

I' tV) The Draft Report (page 8) states tha t this analYitallcmplC'd bllt failed lO persuade the JITf Director
and the J·2·s senior analyst 10Jlllbhsh as an " 1n1C'1I1gcoce Fmdmg" a July 2S, 2002 memo,eruuled " Iraq
and al-QaHh: Making theCase," The July memowas an internal document that l hc wrote In preparation
for the ~Dc:fbnefing.. as diiKussed more fully below. Nothing in the: record known to us indicates a~y

attempt to obtam Ie concurrence withthe content of theJuly 2S, 2002 memo.nor wes there . ny
requl rcmc:ntto do so, Commcn~ 10 that effect In the Drift Report seem to bea mistaken reference to :he
earlier effort, in the sprinllof2002, to persua<k the Ie to publish mtelhgence reports the al1ll lYlit had
found abow Iraq i trammg provided to Bin Laden. The Dr.lft Report clllul'lS thai ''OliSD(Pj proceeded to
di!;SCminate" the bnefinl.t to the Sedlef despite being "unsuccessful In convmcmg the Intelhgence
CommuniI}' to publi~ the altemanve mtelligeuce .......:ssrnents as an Intell igence Fin•.Iinl,t." Thi~ c la tnl is
wrong. There was 00 attempt to get the Ie to publish "alkmBtiVt" intelligence aiSCSSmenls," there was no
requirement to do so, there was no requirement for IeeoncUITCIlee on the bnefing lhe DSD had directed
tobe liven to the Se<:Def.and neither the Jl.I ly memo northe AlIl:ust 2002 briefing contained any
"alternative intelligenceassessment."

l' (U) ~emorandum for the Record ( 17 April 20(2), USDP COII j(rt's.f mnu{ C(>'N!.'pon,(~n('e Nuwnt!'>t:r
OU ;'t hruary 04, Tab 17,

II (U) Ibid. 1udgmg from thlSresponse. the 1-2's senior analyst may have-been unfamiliar wu h D1A's UJ
Pohey No. OOS (S June2(01), thc jj~1 sentence ofwhich stales, ''Curiosityand rmegriey are the hallmarks
of good an. lysls."
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2002. she became awa re of the broade r work by the PCTEG on va rious terrorist
organi7.3tions ,1f>

3. The ()C'put~' Secretary's T as klnJl; to Rrid lhe Sec re tary,' oflkren~e (V)

(U) Soon thereafter, in approximately July 2002, the OSD initiated the third strand
of .... ork relevan t here - the strand that resulted in the acti vities labeled as " inappropriate"
in the Draft Report. Specifically, the DSD directed his Speci al AssiSlllntl1to prepare a
briefing for the Secreury of Defense on Iraq and links to al-Qaida, based on a review "i n
a different framework" o(IC reports on co nnections between al-Qa ida and lraq.lI In
particular, this review was motivated by the issue of whether there was any a priori
reason to believe that ideological opponents. (e .g., secular Iraqi Baathists and Islamic
extremis ts) would nc...... er cccperare aga inst a co mmon foe. By this point in time . the
OSO 's Spec ial Assiswn. the OIA ana lyst detai led to the Policy Suppor1 Office. and the
single remaining member of tbe PCTEG hadall become aware of the separate but related
work of each. Accordingly. the three of them co llaborated in preparing the briefing for
the Secretary of Defenseas directed by the 0 50.

(ll) The record does nol support the Draft Report 's assertion (page 12) that the
Deputy Secretary as ked for an "intel briefing" when he tasked his Special Ass islant 10

prepare the briefing (or the Secretary on Iraq and al-Qaida. Thai charac terization on ly
appears in an internal e-mail. the aulhor of which W85 not present when the Deputy gave
the tasking lind had no \X'fSOOal knowledge of how the Deputy in fact formul ated his
instructions,l.

(U) The Report makes much of an interna l July 25. 2002 memo entitled " Iraq and
el-Qaida: Making the Case:' This memo is dated after its author. the DIA dctailec to
Policy Support. learned of OSD's instruct ion 10 his Specia l Assistan t to prepare the
briefing for the Secretary of DefenselG and. according to its author . was do ne pre liminary

» (V ) Memorandum for tbe Record (30 CktobeJ 2002). USDP Cmlgrtu;QIl.JfC""~P'lruk".·t' ,,,'OWM!J.:r
()}-F~ry 04. Tab Ill .

l' (V ) DSD ' s Spe-e,a1 AU;~1 a l~ lJfT,C' "".. an indIVIdual detailed 10 n SD from,he Pul~y
orpnllolhon, At an~kvw DJrlC'I thisSpecial A.iUaN~dl~lIy 10. and look dl~lion

u ch"IlYety fn>m. the DSD. AI DO 1L0'e'dId the: 5pC'c1ai AKIsunl woril; I!l or lake dI~1Ofl from IIw OSP.
the PCTFG. or thC' Pol")' Support 0tT1Ce'

:1lItV) bplanalory /IIOle' 10 F.-Mall of 1(22 02, USDP C""tpT$S_1CDrrnpottok,,~ ....._totr OJ.
F~"'-ry04 . Tab 17.

l't (U ) JlmJ

• t V) E·"",IId&led July 22. 2202. USDP C""grn.utNl<lfClJIT'optJfIJmcv ,\ 'twr",'- O}.FdonMJry 04. T.b
17.
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to \hat briefing ." The Report asserts (page 6 ) that this memo constituted An

"OU SO(P)... al terneti..e inrelhgeoce assessmenl.- ll The Report cla ims that there was
then a "translation o f that alternative intelligence assessment" into the brie fing (or the
Secretary of Defense. which "translation" the' Draft Rcpon characte rizes (page 6) as an
" Intelligence Activity. and more specifically. Intelligence Production" on the pan of
OUSD(P).

(U) To the con trary . the July 25. 2002 memo was not an "OUSD(Pf assessment
of any son. let alone an "alternative intelligence essess rrer u." S or was it an " Intelligence
Findln g·· as the Ora" Report misleading implies (page 6). It ....as. rather. a staff·le·..e l
memo con taining only 1"4'0 introductory pangraphs of commentary. followed by a list
summarizing ..-arious Ie reports on contacts bet....een Iraq and al-Q aida.

(U) The Draft Report errcreousty asserts (page 9) that the memo described these
as "known" contacts . It does not. The phrase "known contacts" does not appear in the
memo.

(U) The rwc introductory paragraphs of the July 25 memo read as follows:

(U)}) Some anal)'sts have ergued Ihal Usama Bin Laden would not
cooperate wlth secular Arab regimes such u Iraq because of dtrrerences In
ideolo21caland retlgtous beliefs. RepOrllnll: Indicates otherwise. In fact. a
body of In telllge nce reporting for o'er a decade from va ried sou rces renects a
pattern of Iraql support for al-Q.Il ld.ll aclh'ltles. The cover t nat ure oflhe
relationship make-s It dlmcu lt to know the extent of lhal support. xrereover,
lnremgence gaps nisi because of .•• Iraq's need to cloak its acth ·Ules. lhus
pr eventtn g colleettc n of Infor mat ion on additional ceeracts between Iraq and
al-Qll ida.

(U)lo4 Published Intelnge nce anal)'it'S continue 10 SUJtKe-lllhat tics
between Iraq .a nd al·Qa ida are net "solid" or "prou ble." Intetrlgence

' 1tV) l.e ller from USDP 10Hen. Pat Robau {Juri( 29. 20041. USJ>P COIItr',.,, ;lNWlCorrnpondt ttet
Murch OJ AUKJ4.f1 iU. TIl: 30,

Il tV ) In conrnu .w DrA Sc-:no.. Ir:~ lhs= Anal)'1'1 in lhe' HTF.('T ..aId 1"-lltIe mrmo h30d '"no
Il\ItUi,~ ~lueM because, in the words ofthe' DraftReport, It MoonlDJlCkd the 1nto:lh,~e ComrtW.iMy
aueurnents.. ..M (Draft Rrport page 9)

"(U) Tht OI'll!lnal \'~ion of thl$ pangraph "'as daulfitd. Tht c1~51 fitd ir:fonr..non has been ontttd
and 1M parl pph dtclaS&ifitd a.."Cordm~y .

.. (U) llle OCItllnal \'n"j1On o(thl$ parlllJIph III" c1a-.sifltd ~'~!iC' of contenlln the bullcU tha t formtd
II. n- blllkti have'bto:n (IrJU lk'd here. and lhe paragraph dDciDw litd kaJrdm ¥iy.

"3l:fllE'lii . 01 ()il"!4
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essessrnenu do nol req uire j uridiu l evldeece 10support (hem. lClt al
sta ndards (or pro secution needed In lew enforcement d o not obte tn In
mtetngenee assessments, whlch look 101trends. patt erns, eapabllltll'l. a nd
In(enlions. Based on these erlleda, (he (ollo,,·lng Informalion dearly makes
t he case for a n tetetngenee Flndln2 - that Ira q has been eom pllei( in
suppor l lng al-Qaida te rrorist aeth·Ules.H

(U) The Dratl Report does not define the term "intelligence assessment." and we
MC' not aware ofa com monly accepted defin ition. But it is apparent tha t the above­
quoted paragraphs Are merely mak ing an argument trot the IlItdlig~nce Community
should make an "In telligence Finding" that Iraq hadbeen c:omplicit in supporting 101­
Q;1ida tCfTOf\st activines. Considering the far more explicit slatements to Congress abou t
Iraqi assista~ 10 al-Qaida by the Director cf Central Intellige nce (OCI) himself,
discussed below. the quoted com ments by DIA's deta ilee to Policy hardly seem extreme.
In any case they do not riseto Ihe level of an "intelligeece assessment" by the
"OUS[)(P )" or an - tnrettigerce Finding" by anyone .

(U) The Drafl Report asserts (pa(te 8) thai -oUS[)(P) dissemi nated allenative
inlelligence assessments withou t Intelligence Com munity consensus to senior decision­
makers." The Draft Repon esserts (page 8) that OU SDl: P) shou ld have followed
procedures co ntained in D1A' s 01 Policy Xo, ooS (S June 200 1). which ellegedly
"detailed appropriate methods within Defense Intelligence for addressing alt ernative
judgmen ts in these rare instances where consensus could not be reached."

(U) These assertions arc ..... rong. Apart from the fact that Ihe work was not
"OUSD( P)" assess ments and nOI in any case "intelligence assessmems.vthe Draft Report
ignores the fact that the Deputy Secre tary had asked for a critical read ing by non-tC staff
members of assessments already prov ided by the IC He had not asked for an alternative
intelligence judg ment and specifically directed thai a "consensus" with the Ie was not the
purpose of this work . As the Deputy wrote in II memo afler the briefi ng to the Sec retary:

"Thai was an excellent briefing. The Secre tary was very impressed . He asked us
to think about some poss ible next steps 10 see if .....e can illuminate the di fferences
between us and the CIA. The Koal is n91: 10produce IIconsensus oJ:Ql.1ul;1J&!
@thertoscrub one anoth~llmuf!I£ll!f' (emphas is in original).Jt,

(U) ll .....ou ld have been contrary 10 the Depuly's direction. not to sa)"futile. foe the
staffers do ing this wOl"k to have sought an IC consensus on what .....as specifically

" (ul Tbc full lnl of the: July 25. 2002 memo If, an.aclwd as Ta b 2 10l.dl.". rn.n t lSOP In u.... p.,t
RobaU (June 29. 2004). USDPC(o"~It~.,rCI,"ap""drtKW' MaPT.". (U-Awpn U4. Tab ~

.. (t: ) ~lcmo from Paul WolfowllZ 10Tina S.hc11On. ~ at {II AlliUSl20021. (/ SDP n"'rrrui(JrNJ}
Corrop''''~t NOW1fIbttrO!- Fe/truiuy CH. Tab 11.

20
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intended as a critique of Ie work, not as a co mpeting "intelligence assessment." Yet the
OIG apparently bel ieves thai it would have been more app ropri ate for these staff
members to have disreg arded the Depu ty' s direct ion.

(U) Even if the objective had been to obtain an "alternative intelligence judgment"
from the IC. which the Draft Report. inexplicably seems 10 say was or should have been
the ease, neither Dl Policy ~o . 005 nor 0 1Polic y No . 004 (also cited by lhe Draft Report )
provides any procedure whatever for the DIA's custo mers to obtain such an altern ative
j udgment. Both doc ume nts are confined solely to situations in which a DIA analyst.
worki ng as such with in DIA. wishes 10 put forward an alternative ana lysis Of alternative
judgment through DIA ' s chain of com mand. In 1M presen t case . O~ orlhe individuals
responding 10 the Depu ty'S taski ng had no co nnection ....i th DIA at all, and the other two
.....ere working in policy positions on det:lil to O L:SD(P). There is no faclua l or legal basis
for the Draft Report 's assertion that these internal DIA policies continued 10apply 10
these detailees while assigned to O L:SD(P). The full to.ts of these internal D1A policies
arc attached II Appendix A .

(U) The Repo rt claims (page 8) thai the DIA detailee who wrote the July 25, 2002
memo "requested first from the Director of the Jo int Intelligence Task Force for
Combating Terrorism (J ITF-CT) and then the Jo int StArTJ2"s Senior Anal yst 10 publish
the alternative intelligence assessment as an 'Imeltig ence Findin g,' Mrather than using
''!he standard process of coordinating 10 obtain co nsensus from the lntelhgence
Community" or to "follow the procedures for developing an Alternative Judgment."
Apart from the mischaracterizarion of this memo as an "alternalive intelligence
assessmenr.vmeDraft Report lends grea t weig ht tc this suppos ed failure in obtaining Ie
concurrence, staling (page 8) that "OL:SD(P) proceeded to disse minate the Augu st 2002
briefing" to thc Secretary though having been "unsuccessful in co nvincing the
Intelligence Community to publ ish the alternative intellige nce assessments as an
Intelligence Finding."

(U) As noted above. this comment may be a mistaken reference to an ea rlier
unsuccessful attempt by the DIA cetailee to pers uade the JITF to publish intell igence
reporu she had found o n certai n training provided to Bin Lade n by Iraqi services.
Whcthcror not the memo's author attempted to coordina te it with the JITF or J.2 , there
was no requi rement to do so since the memo was an internal Policy statTproduct done in
preparation for a briefing thai the DSD had directed his staff to prepare for the Secretary
of Defense.

(U) It bears emphasis that the DSD gave Ihis direction to his staff. not 10the
Imelhgen..:e Community, as discussed above. Presumably the DIG has mterviewed the
former DSD 10 explore his reasons for so doing, though the Dra ft Report does not
eluc idate thi5. The written record seems clear, however , tha i the DSD was not seeking (0

have the Ie publish an "I ntellige nce Finding" and was ex pres sly nOI trying to produce a
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consensus product with the Ie. Rather. he wanted a crinqce from a pol icy perspective of
informalion al~ady prO\·ided by the lmelhgence Community. followed by an exchange
of views with the Ie to Sc.'e 00" the \'arious argumcnu might hold up in !he give and take
ofviaorous debate.

R. Dran Briefing 10 Ihe SecRtal)' DCDdu.e (lJ)

(U) 'The briefin g. marked "draft.M was given to the Secretary e n August 8. 2002)7
and became the first of threeversjces of the briefing ase'-P!ained below . 411 ofwNch
.... ere marked as '"DraftMOf MDraft Wading Papers."· Entitled "As5eu ing lhe
Relationship Between Iraqand al Qa ida.... (he brieting summarized ex isting inldligmce
products and traffIC on contacts between Iraq and al·Qaida. Tht briefing asked but did
flot Ji rrctfy QIUM't"r !he follo .... ing "Key Questions":

• (U ) " What is the probability th3lthe~ are contacts between Iraq and al
Qaida?"

(U) '"What is the probabilil y that there is ccoperenon rega rding such
support funcnons as finances, expertise, tra ining and logistics '!"'

• (U ) "What is the probability tha t Iraq and al Qaida actually coordinate on
decisions or operations?"

• (U) ··What is prcbabillty tha t if a relanonship existed , Iraq and a l Qaida
could concea l its dep th and charactcristics from the United Stares?"

The briefing then identified various areas of activity in which Iraq and al-Qaida might
have an incent ive to cooperate , and for eac h area summarized the availab le intelligence
relating to Iraq ' s and al-Qaida's actions in those areas over time.

(U) One slide en titled ··What Would Each Side Want From a Relationshi p?" lists
several ca tego ries of potential Iraqi and al. Qaida objectives that each side might help the
other in fulfill ing te .g., tra ining, financing. disru ption of Kurd ish opposition, etc .). 11 is
specifiea lty in regard to these categories thal ltle brie fing sl ide slated " Intelligence
indicates coo peration in all categories: mature . aymbiotie relationship.M

"IUI Memo tTnm Paul Wolfo.'Itt: !o) TI~ Shelton. C1 a!. (8 A"Ilus! 20(2). USDP C""tr"uitHfOt
(t-tsprHHk,,".V~01·F~bnw')· 04 . Tab 17.

10 (U) All thRc~oflhc bncf"" M~ a:uehcd to l.ct-.:rfrum L:SDP IP lIun. Carl lcVlnt2S .\b n;h
2(04). USDP <INSnliJ(OI'~" ConapoNkMrr. ,"i~OJ~frOJ. T.b 9,

22
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(U) The Draft Report (page 6) misquotes this slide by transformin g the subjunctive
question in the slide's title ("what would each side want.. . '?") into an unco nditional
assertion of "what each side wants from a relationship."

(U) Contrary to the Draft Report' s mischaracte rizaticns (e.g., page 8), the brie fing
did not assert that intelligence indicated coo peration in all ca tegories of possible endeavor
or a mature. symbiotic relationship in all respects, and "OUSD(P)" most certainly never
so contended . No category listed on this slide, and nothing elsewhere in any version of
the dra ft briefin g, referred to cooperation in the conduct of speci fic terrorist operations or
to ccoperatic n in ope rations of any sort.

(U) Here and throughout, the Draft Report misstates what the draft briefing said.
It overstates the brie fing's caveated obse rvatio ns as "assessments" and "conclusions,"
always arbitrarily attribu ted to ' 'OUSD(P): '

(U) The whole thrust of the draft briefing was to examine the question, in response
to DSD's tasking, whether existing intelligence might suggest alternat ive interpre tations
i f one assumed that Iraq and al-Qaida might be willing to coo perate in a relationsh ip that
both wou ld have compelling reasons to hide, and to ask what each side might want from
such II relationship.

(U) The question was pert inent because a contrary assumption underpinned a
considerab le pan ofthe Ie analysis, namely, that Iraq 's secular Buathist regime and
Islam ic extre mists such as al-Qaida would not cooperate because of their ideological and
relig ious differences . The Draft Report fundamentally errs in failing to review the draft
briefing in the light of its purpose - to respond to DSO' s request for an alternative view
based on an alternative assum ption.

(U) Eaeh vers ion ofthe draft briefi ng included a slide entitled " Findings:' Sone
of these " findings" asserted cooperation between Iraq and al-Qaida in all possible
categories of endeavors or a mature relationship in general. The " findings" in their
entirety were as follows :

• (U) " More than a decade of nume rous contacts"

• (U ) "Multiple areas of coope ration"

• (U) "Shared anti-US goa ls and com mon bellicose rhetorie
- Unique in cal ling for killing o f Americans and praisi ng 9/ 11"

• (U) "Shared interest and pursuit of W\1 D"

23
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• (U) 10ne indication of)" {One possible ind ication 00-10 (Some indications
o f pouible) ·· Iraqi coordination ....-i th al Qa ida spec ificall y related to 9/ 1 1 ~

• (U) " Relationship wou ld be compan mented by both sides, closely guarded
secret. indicati ons of excetlenr ope rational security by both parties"

(U) The reference to possible "coordination ....·ith al Qaida specifically related to
9/11 " was at no time presented as a conclusion that Iraq and al.Qaida had in fac t
cooperated in regard to !he 9/1 1anecks.

(V) Furthermore, both versions briefed ou tside the Defense Department .... ere
caveated by the word "possible" in reference to " coo rdination:' And a// three versions of
the draft briefi ng incl uded an addi tional caveat. in • slide preceding the " Findings" slide.
sta ting that "fragmentary reponing poin ts topouible Iraqi involvement" in 9111 and
previous al-Qaida attacks (emphas is added).

(U) Thesecaveated statements in the draft briefing were not "'OL'SD(P)"
"assess ments" and were nol presented as such al any of the three presentations of the
briefing.

(V) The Draft Report errs in its repeated assertion (e.g., page 7) that " OUSD(P)
assessed the Iraq - al-Qaida relationsh ip as having a higher degree of cooper ation than
those conclus ions suppo rted by the Intelligence Community." As discussed abo ve, the
draft briefing was more cond itional and less certain in its discussion o f " possible"
cooperation than the Dra ft Report asserts .

(V ) O n the other hand, the DCl's statements on the subjec t > which the Draft
Rcport docs ncr address - were more robust than the GIG admits. The Dra ft Report
attempts 10 portray a wide gulfbetween the draft briefing ' s observations and the Ie' s
assessments by quoting from Ie products staling that there are " no co nclusive signs of
coo peration on spec ific terrorist operations" and no "compelling evidence de monstrating
direc t cooper atio n" (page 7). But , as discussed. the dra ft briefing never asserted that
there was any opera tional relationship or any coo peration on spec ific terrorist operations.

(L) In any eve nt the draft briefing was nol an "OVSD(P)'" assess ment of any sort .
x cwbere did any version of the draft briefing state that it presented an '''OUSD(P)''
posi tion or assessment, the l:SD(P) never approved or represented the draft briefin g as an

.. (U) Venim bnrfed to the Secretary of'De fensc.

., (U) VeRlm briefed to lht DCI.

"'(11) Vm ion bnrfrd to thc lltputy ~al1onaJ S«u:ny AdVl.5OI' .

"Iii lS r Rl: if · , i S rtllt. d
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' 'OUSO(P)'' assessment, the Draft Report cites no facts supporti ng its repeated assertions
to the contrary, and there are none.

C. T he Secretary' or Dden~e'l I>ln cllon 10 Br id DCI , Draft RrleflnR10 nn .CI A
Me('l l n~ (U)

(U) After receiving the briefing on August 8, 2002, the' Secretary of Defense
directed Ihal it be given to the DCI, which was done on August 15, 2002 at the CIA.~!
The L'SDP attended this meeting and was accompanied by two of the authors of tile
briefing. At the outset ofthc meeting the USDP made a statement stressing that this
briefing was merely one way of looking at the underlying infonnalion. lha l no one was
u )ing il was n«enaril)' the correct wa)', and that there were also other wa)'1 to view the
information. In ocherwords. he mack clear that the brid lng was for the purpose of
discussionand was nOl presented as an approved OSD or OUSO(PI position.

l U) The draft briefing as given 10the OCI did nOl include a slide entitled
"Fundamental Problems with 1I0w lmelligenceCommunity is Aliening InfOf1l\llion"
that \l.'U included in theOI~ two versions. This slide criticized the IC for applying an
o\'my SU1Ct "Juridical" standard In its assessments of the lraq-al-Qaida relationship,
undeTtstimating the importanceeach side would atu.::h to hiding a rdatiooship. and
making an assumption that secularists and Islamists would not cooperate even when they
had common interests. II was omitted from the DCI bri efing because its criucal reee at
the OCI-hosted1TICCting might have: distracted from a discussion of the: SlJbsta nce .~} hen
wuhour the omitted slide . bcwever. it was clear from the overall content that tbe dnl.fl:
briefing was suggesting insufficient attention and analysis by the IC to a numberof
intelligence reports on contacts between Iraq and al-Qaida - a point that was made
explicitly at a subsequent meeting at CIA on August 20, 2002, discussed below,

(V) The reference in the briefing to possible Iraqi coordination with el-Qaida
related to 9/11 was based on a report from the Czech intelligence service that future 9/1 I
highjacker Mohammad Alta had met with the Prague chief of the Iraqi Intelligence
Service in Apri l 2001 . All three versioos of the draft briefing, including the one given to
the DCI. bad a slide entitled "Summary of Known lraq-al Qaide Contacts. 1990-2002"
ttut included the Sl3temt'nt -2001: Prlljue liS Chief ai-Ani m~1S with \t ohammad Atta
in Apnl."

S)"F '\'helhcr or not it Wll$ an overstatement to describe the reported Aua
meeting as a "knowe contact,' the fact is that at the time of this briefin the Czech
intelligence service stood finnl)' b)' its K'

.. (VI SSCI Report. p. 352.

•• (U) Uner from l: SDP 10Hon. Cart u vm (2S"~h 2004). USDP(JfId SnalfJl' '.#\1"('~.
,,,.t1O~ OJ...hdy OJ,Tab 9.

".Yi.t iCi. i L.i bL Olt. J
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7, states !hat the Ana
meenng IS But al no time
rdl:VantlO this Project did the US lntelhg ence Communl1y arnculete and disseminate any
conclusive coordinated judg~l !hat the reponedAlta mc:elir g did noc occur.

(U) In any case all "c:rsions ohhe draft briefi ng merely spokc of an ~indication~ of
~coordination~ regarding 9111 in regard to this alleged meenng, both vc:rsiom present ed
OUI$ide' the Defense Departmenl added the further caveat of"p06iible, ~ and no version of
the dTllfi briefing ASserted that Iraq and al-Qaida actually cooperated operational1yor
otherwise in regard to lhe ') /11 attacu.

(V) Furthermore. during all times retevem to this Project the question of tb:
reponed Ana meeting \\'AS well known and vigorously discussed throughout L:SG policy
and intclligcncc circles with responsibility for Iraq . The re can be no doubt that all
recipients of thc draft briefing, and most particularly thc Secretary of Defense, the DCI.
the Deputy National Security Advisor and the Vicc Pres ident' s ChiefofSlaff, were aware
of lb: controversy surrounding the alleged meeting. They all were rec ipien ts of the Ie's
judgments on this and related matters, both before and after rece i"i ng the draft briefing.
There is no factual basis whatever to sugges t that any of them wou ld have been misled by
lInything abou t this meeting in any versjon of the dra n briefing, or would have
misunderstood the draft briefing to be some son of "i ntelligence assessment' by
OlJSIJ(P).

(U) The DCI reportedly found the bn efing "uscful :~ The DCI asked the
OUSIJ( P) su ffers to speak with the CIA's NESA and CTC experts on Iraq and terrorism .
As a result, the two OUSD(P) staffers who briefed the DC I were invited to attend an
August 20. 2002 meeting oflnalysts from the CTC , "';ESA, the National Security Agency
and the DIA .....ho convened to discuss ongoing intelligence community work Ili.sessing
1l1lq" links to tCITOriSm, At the meeting the OUSO(P) sts ffen pointed out various
intelligence reports that had nOI been included in finished imelligence prod ucts and
suggested that such reports should be included . Some of their sugges tion s .....ere adopted
and some were not.

(U) The DraA Repo rt notes (page \0) that in this meeting the ' 'C IA was even
willing 10 footnote its report with the OUSD<P) concl usio ns that differed from the
report 's findings." In fact , there WM no offer to (ootnOCc '"QUSO(P) conclusions." and in
any case tbere w ere no '"OlJSD<P) ccecfusioes" on the mane r at ""nd. hence none to

" IU) MC'lIIU Enmlnl "i)'JlCk Polnc. on the PolICY Team's VISIt ..1m ocr (16 A UjNlI 20021, USDP aM
s,......,...u..111 CDlT&~, ."~r OJ.JuJ.,OJ, Tab 9

2.
n:nH:T ,.QH1R'·
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footnote. Also, the OUSD(P) staffers in attendance did not decline footnotes because
they were "unable to speak for Defense Intelligence" as the Draft Repo rt (page 10) puts
it, although in fact they were not. The actual exchange was simply this: One of the
OUSO( P) staffers (the DIA analyst 10 the Policy Support Offi ce), when asked 10 prepare
footnotes on the issues with which she disagreed. declined to do so. stating that "I was an
employee in Policy, no t ...... earing an intelligence hat . I cou ld only ask why reporti ng was
not included in finished prod ucts and . . . make recommendations to include it ""\

(U) In its unani mous report on pre-...... ar intelligence issues in Ju ly 2004, the Senate
Se lect Cornminee on Intelligence stated that all enendees of the AugUSI20. 2002 meeting
"interviewed b)' the Committee staff (e ight of the twelve individuals) agreed that the
Ol;SD P staffers wen: not given spec ialtrearrnenrl.] .. .their attendance contributed to a
frank exchange of opinions" and they "p layed b)' Ie rules .. .:- The Committee Report
also noted more generally thaI:

"In so me cases. those interviewed stated that the questions had forced them to go
beck and review the intelligence reponing, and that du ring this exercise they came
across information they had overlooked in initial readings. The Committee found
that this process - the policymakers probing ~ueslions - actually improved the
Cen tral Inte lligence Agency's ... products....

D. Deputy :"ational Securlty Adlhor's Request. DSD' s Inrecncn. Dr aft Bri efinelo
Deputy ;\"alional Sec uri ty Adl'isor (U)

(U) The Drafl Report mischaracrerizes these events as "Dissemination of
QUSD( P)'s Alte rnative: Intelligence Assessme nt to the White House" page 10). Whal
transpi red is this:

(U) Following a reference to the briefi ng at a Deput ies Comminee meetin g in
August 2002, the Deputy xarional Secu rity Advisor requested \0 rece ive the briefing
The Deputy DCI was a designated member of the Deputie s Committee , and he or his
des ignee consistently attended its meet ings . On the morning of September 16, 2002, the:
Deputy Secretary's office instructed the OL'SD(P) staffers who had helped prepare the
draft brie f to present it to lhe Deputy National Security Advisor and the Vice President' s
Chief or Steff They did so the same day at a meeting hosted by the Deputy National
Security Advisor in the Situation Room. with the Vice Pres ident's Chief of Staff
atte nding for atteasr pan of the meeting.

•, IU) Memorandum for the Re<;ord (30 October 2002). USDP COtlll"" ....<km,,1 CO"f:" POtlJ<'tl<1' N(1W",bf"
OJ. ,.e",.,."'".04. Tlh 17.

.. (u) SSe! Revun.1"I'- ~(,2. ~63 .

., (Ul SSCI Repon. p. 34
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(U) The Dnlft Report fails to mention Ihat the OUSD<P) staffers gave tbe
Septembe r 16 briefing because they were instruc ted to do soby the Deputy Sec retary 's
office in res ponse to the Deputy National Security Advisor's request. The Draft Report
doc s correc tly state (page 29) that there was no requirement for the DC I to be informed of
this mee ting . One migh t reasonably observe that there was no requirement beca use: the
meeting was not an intellig ence meet ing.

(V) In any case. this version ofthc: draft brie fing. just as the previous two versions.
co ntained no intelligence assessment and was not presented as an official OliSO(P)
posi tion . II was prese nted not as an intelligence briefi ng but as an alternative assessmen t
of IC reports. j ust as the prior two versions or the briefin g.

(lJ) The Draft Repon states (page II) that this versico of tbe draft briefing
included a " pm ..ieusly unseen" slide ent itled " Facili tation: Atta ~tttting in Prague."
The Draft Report fails 10 point out tha i the slide was "previously unse en" because it did
not prt'\;ously exist. The Draft Report incorrectly asserts thai this new slide presented
the alleged Alta m«ting "as fact" (page II). Now hert does the slide desc ribe the
meeti ng as "fact." To the contrary. the ,lide repea tedl y uses. phrases such as "Czech
service reports lhal Ana visi ted ... ... "despite press reports of con flicting in fc rmetic n,
Czech Interior Minis ter ... stands by previous Czech repo rting ." "Ana repo rtedly held
meeti ngs ... ... and "Alta repo rtedly arriv es in Prague : '"

(U ) f urthermore. the eue noees at this version o f the dlll fl briefing were well
informed senior offic ials who had access to all the IC' s most highly classi fied and
cc mpa rtmer uedinformatio n on the subjec t of the alleged Alia meeting. The Deputy
National Sec urity Adv isor and the Vice President ' s Chief of Staff certainly were familiar
with the debate in the US Intelligence Community on this subject. It is lud icrous to
suggest thai they wou ld have mistake n this s lide or anyth ing else in the draft brief as firm
assertions of fact, much less as " intell igence assessments" by '"OUSD(P)" or anyone e1 !>C"

E. Del's Con: rn slonal Statements on Iraq and a l-Q alda tV)

(U) The Draft Report p.vtially quotes from 5e\ 'eraIIC reports. casting doubt on ~
existence of any significant cccpereticn between Iraq and al-Qaida, in asserting thal lhe
work under review overstated the degree of cooperation and hence "OliSO< P)M did not
provjde "'tht- most accurate analysis of intelligeece" (page II). As no ted lIoove.1hc
rc:sponsibJlity to pfO\'ide "'the most accurate analysis of intelligence" rests with the IC. not
OUS[)(P). More imponantly. senior decision-makers already had the Ie's reports and
assessments on Iraq and al-Qa ida and thus already had "'the most accu rate analysis of

.. (U) USDP Il1ld~IorUvtn ~5p(JIId~~.•\M'f:Mh<r OJ.Jt./y OJ, Tab 9.
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intelligence" -- if one accepts . as the Draft Report seems to do. that the Ie's assessments
are I~ " mosl accurate" ,

(u) It is puzzling, therefore. that the Draft Report fails to discuss some of the most
au thorita tive articu lations of the Ie ' s analys is on Iraq and el-Qalda - the vetted ,
coordinated corresponde nce and testimony by the DCI himseff't o the Congress . On
October 7, 2002, the DC I wrote 10 ssel Chainnan Graha m. responding to various
questions raised in co nnec tion with the forthcoming deba te on a joint resolution 10
authorize mili tary action against Iraq . Regarding questions about Iraqi links 10 al-Qaida,
the OCI wrote thai Senators cou ld draw from the followin g po ints for unclassified
disc ussions:

• Our und t n ta nding or-he rdalioAslilip between In q ud al--Qa'ida Is
nohi nRand is based on sourctt of nry'loR rellabilit)v, Some oU he
information " 'I' ban received comes from delalnu s. including some of
higb I"Snk.

• We have solid reportinRorsenior It n'l conlu t, be tween Iraq and al­
Qa 'ida RoioRbac:k a dtnd~.

(U) By comparison , lhe draft briefing referred to "more than a decade of numerous
contacts. The DCI', letter continued:

• Crtd ibl~ infor nlallon Indlc:atet. th at Iraq and a l-Qa ' ida bne dlsc:ussed
sa fe ha\ en and rtclprot'al non·a2xressioh,

(U) The draft brie fing referred to "s afe haven of last reso rt" as an objective Ihat al­
Qaida would want from a relationship with Iraq, The DCl'slclltr co ntinued:

• Sine:I' O peration End urin!:: Fre edom, we have solid t\'ldtncr oU bt
presence In Iraq of al·Q. ' lda members, IncludlnRsume Ihat bu t been
In B'Rhdad .

(U) The dnift briefing said Ihat " lraq Hili Provided Safe Haven for Key
Terrorists," among them al-QaKiamembers., including some in Bagh dad. The ocrs
letter continued:

• We ha\ ~ ('redib l~ re portinJ: tbat al-Qa'ida leaders iOugbt contacts In
Iraq " 'bo eeald belp them acquire '\"~ID capebtlnles, T he re porlinR
also slatrd lbal Ira q bas pro \ ldtd tra lnlol to al-Qa 'id a members in the
a reas of poisoos and lases and maki nl ('on \entlona l bombs.

2•
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(U) The draft briefi ng said thai Iraq and al-Qaida had a "shared interest nnd pursuil
of WMD:'lhat "CORN" would be an al-Qaida objective, and that al-Qa ida had sought
bomb-making assistance . The DCT s letter coonn ued:

• Iraq',. Increa sing suppo rt 10 eatremts t Pa!e,.!inlans, ccup ted "' lIh
aro""lng Ind ications of a rt'!a Uonshlp wllh al..Qa ' lda, suggest th aI
Bag hdad's hnks 10 terrcrtsts will lacrease, eH'1l ab sent mililu y
aetlnn .t

'

(U) In a prepared statement 10 tbe ssel on February 11,2003, DCI Tenet said:

Iraq has In Iht' p,n l p revld ed training In docu ment fOrlt'r)' and bomb-mak ing
10 al-Q a' id a. It abo prevlded t raining In poiso ns and gaswslo rwe al-Qa' ida
asW»ciatn; ont' of IlII n t' lls~ialn eharaelt'r l.t:t'd Iht' reb tionslll ip ht' forct'd
,.ilh Iraqi officia ll as l utt'nsful. ' I r. Chair ma n, rhl" information is based on
a lOUd found aUoDofI DW'IIiCt'Dtt'. II ee mes 10 us fro m ert'd iblt' and n lb blf
SOUf «i.M

(U) At a Seea te Anned Services Committee hearing on February 12. 2003 ,the
DCI stated :

IWIt' also know fro m \ 'f ry' re liablt' Informadon Ih al l hert~ ' s bee n some
transfer oftn lnlDC In ehe mieal a nd biological s Isic) from the Iraqis 10 a1Qaeda.~ l

( V) From these statements by the DCI on beha lf of the Intelligence Communi ly, it
is d ear that the Ie "consensus" at the lime ascribed considerably more "matur ity" and
" symb iosls"to the relationship between Iraq and el-Qaida tha n depicted in the Draft
Report. It is also clear that the Draft Repel" significantly cverstetcs the degree and
sig nificance of inconsisten cies between the Ie consensus and the draft briefing' s
observations . In any case the draft briefing was nothing more than a draft . it was nor an
" intelligence asses sment," and it was nol an "OL:SD(P)" assess ment or conclusion .

.. IV) LnICT CINrJCT~ IXl. 10 HOf! . BobGnibarrt. OIairTrclSSC] (7 (k1Obn 2(02). In F..Jotail/rUlt/f
4{jrlwft H MoMs fOUSDP) 10 CloD'*' Eo Edv fOrG) (7 FrhrwJry !OtJ(,). DI T"b C.

.. (0) -Adnunlunlllon Suotnnenll on Iraq Tramln,.] QI 'Jda IIIChnnicJI and BloIogJcal WeJPlllI5.­

.lt~hcd 10 Preu R~leaoe by SrnatorCarllrom Rc: UV1t!Sir- SC'W1y Dedus;flCd InfonnallOll
(nd1Ca!e5 Bud!AdnunlICraUon'St:se of Pre·War lntelhrenoe Was ~hsludifli (6 So\ ember2OO~). In E·
' Iad /r-l Jotldtt:lrl H Mobin 10 C/SOP, IlJ Chorl~ £ Ed,.. (OIG) (7 F~bn.D'Y ]006). at Tab C.
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