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(U) Besides handling detamees during
combat operations, the CFLCC would require a
theater EPW mternment capabxhty Ina
March 14, 2003 OPORD the CFLCC
assigned this task to MG David E. Kratzer's
377th Theater. Support Command (TSC), a
unit assigned to'the CFLCC that included
the Army Reservé 800th MP Brigade
(Interninent/Resettlement). The 800th MP
Bngade (then ‘commanded by Army Reserve
BG Paul H. Hill) was primarily composed of
six MP battalions, four of which gpecialized in
EPW processing and counterintelligence, and

—SECRET/NOFORN-—~_aq

(U) “[This decision] had the greatest effect on the division provost mmhals [t.e sénior
MP officers], who were responsible for coordinating MP support to the dxvislons with
only half of the required police forces...To manage the problem, [the 39 ID provoet mar-
shal] formed Task Force EPW, In addition to the division's MP company; the task force
received the 546th Area Support Hospital, the 274th Medical Detachment (Field
Surgical Team), a tactlcal human intelligence (HUMINT).team, & robile interrogation
team, a criminal investigation division (CID) division support ‘element, and an adviser
from the Staff Judge Advocate. With the 3d MP Companx the task force had the
resources necessary to receive, process, md safeguard pnsonera
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two of which were trained for thé I/R mission.
(The Brigade's 320th MP Battalion, a non-l/R
unit composed of reservists trained for guard
duty that included the 372d MP Company,
would later assume responsibility for the prison
at Abu Ghraib.) In addition, the CFLCC dele-
gated to the 800th MP Brigade its authority to
conduct GPW Article 5 tribunals to ascertain
appropridte categories for detainees whose
Geneva Convention status was unclear. An
organization chart depicting the overall com-
mand structure relevant to detainee o ions
is provided in the figure on the following page.
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Iraq Detention-Related Command Structure - March 2003 (U)

CENTCOM -
GEN Franks .
! ST R
Combined Force Land - '
Component Commander N
LTG McKleman i
V Corps 1%t Marine E-_;E'pgdi”tlonary Force
LTG Wallace o LiGen Cormay
| 18" MP Brigade | 377 Theater Suppoit  * | | Marine MPUnits _ |
COmmpd . o .
Responsivie for . MG Kratzer, . Responsible for
. coordination of unlt - eoordlnaﬂon ofunit
pol!echng points at n coliechng points at -
 corps level and below. . 800% MP Brigade (I/R) corps level and below.
.. BGP.HN
Res_ponsibh for theatef dalonuon :
. facilities, - UNCLASSIFIED

) Priort.o'tl':ewa!;VICoxpa also began
preparing for detamee—related intelligence opera-
tions by mtating ’Ihchcal HUMINT Teams (four-
soldier . toama xncludmg interrogators and
hngtush) into the CENTCOM theater in order to
hone language skills and conduct mission-specific
training. ‘
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(U) Initial Development of Detention Facilities

(U) With the inception of ground combat
operations on March 20, 2003, coalition ground
forces throughout Iraq had to develop facilities for
the temporary detention and tactical interrogation
of EPWs, civilian internees (CI) and other
detainees (OD) prior to turning them over to the
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18th MP Brigade or channeling them directly to
a theater internment facility,. Throughout the
war, various collecting points were established
and disestablished at the brigade level and
below as circumstances dictated. As noted pre-
viously in our discussion of detention doctrine,
the lowest-echelon detention facility described
in MP doctrine is the division collecting point
(CP); however, the realities of combat opera- . &8
tions in Afghanistan and Iraq have often dictat-
ed the establishment of temporary detention
facilities at Jower levels; e.g., by maneuver
brigades, or by SOF operating independently.

(U) Theater-level Fucilities

(U) Among the detention sites estahlished
in the course of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, four
have emerged as major theater-level facilities for
the detention of EPWs and civilians. The 800th
MP Brigade operated all of these facilities until “
relieved by the 16th MP Brigade (Airbarne) in
early 2004. As of July 2004, the Multinational
Forces-Iraq Deputy Commanding General for
Detainee Operations assumed responsibility for all
detention and interrogation operations in Iraq.
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(U) Abu Ghraib. - - (Baghdad Central
Confinement Facnhty, BCCF or Baghdad
Central Collecting Paint, BCCP). In late sum-
mer 2003 CPA Administrator Bremer selected
the former Iraq1 prison at Abu Ghraib to be
the central civilian correctional facility for
Iraq Aeeord.mg to the Jones report, though
aware of the prison's poor condition - exacer-
bated by loohng and history of torture under
the Ba'ath regime, after extensive considera-
tion LTG Sanchez judged that there were no
other suitable, existing structures in Irag in
which to centrally house detainees captured
by US. forces, and designated Abu Ghraib

COPY NUMBER ONE

CJTF-7’s internment facility. The use of this
site would also preclude the need for haz-
ardous convoy operations to move detainees
captured in the vicinity of Baghdad to more
distant facilities such as Camp Bucca.

(U) At the time of the detainee abuses perpe-
trated by members of the 320th MP Battalion,
the BCCF complex included Camps Ganci and

Vigilant, which housed the general detainee

population, and a "Hard Site" within the per-
manent prison structure for the isolation of
"MI hold” detainees. As detailed in previous
reports, a Joint Interrogation and Debriefing
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Center (JIDC) was established at Abu Ghraib.

* (U) Camp Bucca. Originally a British-run
EPW camp known as "Camp Freddy" this
internment facility - located near the Arabian
Gulf port city of Umm Qasr - was turned over
to the 800th MP Brigade in April 2003.

(U) Camp Ashraf. This camp, in esstern
Iraq near the Iranian bgrder, houses roughly
8,800 members of the Mujatiedin-E Khalq (an
anti-Iranian peramilitary group - designated
as a foreign terrorist_orgranization by the
Secretary of State - supported by the Ba'ath
regime) who surrendered en masse to coali-
tion fares iy April 2008.

(U) The Shift to Stability Operations
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(U) The Jones report notes that when

major combat operations were declared over, US.
forces held much fewer than the tens of thousands
of EPWs predicted during pre-war plannmg

Though planners had initially envmoned & need
for up to 12 major detention facihhes, the Emaller
number of detainees actually held resulted in the
de-mobilization of reservé: MP’ umts in the US,

that had been 1dentlﬁed for duty in Iraq. By the
summer of 2008, however, the number of civilian
detainees had. naen dramattcally as a result of
coalition eounter msurgency operations, and a cen-

tral detention fauhty was required. The civilian
prison pgpulahon at Abu Ghraib alone - - criminals,
security detairiees, and detainees with potential
intelligence value - grew to an estimated 4,000-
5,000 by the fall of 2008, and as of early September
2004 included roughly 3,000 detainees (though the
nurnber continues to drop). The history of events
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at Abu Ghraib has been extensively described by
previous reports.

(U) The Iraq Survey Group

(U) MG Keith Dayton, USA commanded
the ISG from its inception until his relief by BGen
Joseph McMenamin, USMC in July 2004. In addi-
tion to its military leadership, the ISG receives
guidance fram a CIA appointee (nominzlly a spe-
cial adviser to the Commander, CENTCOM). Dr.
David Kay, former chief nuclear weapons inspector
for the United Nations Special Commission
(UNSCOM) on Iragi wespans of mass destruction,
filled this position from the ISG's inception until
December 2003; subsequently, in February 2004,
former UNSCOM deputy director Charles Duelfer
assumed this duty.
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(U) Toward a Focus on Detaine;Op&_'aﬁons

(IDAsnotedmseveralprevmusreports on
detainee operations, ‘the V Corps staff was not
adnumsh'ahvely conﬁgured or initially provided
the rescurces, to function as a JTF - to act, in
essence, ai a_unified combatant commander. As
LTG Jones stated in his report, "V Corps was never

architecture, severely degraded the-commander
and staff during transition. Personnel shortages
documented in the (joint manning docwmnent] con-
tinued to preclude operational capabilities.” This
prohlem has since been at least part:ally addressed
by the May 15, 2004 estabhshmmt of the joint
Multinational Foree-Ira.q (MNF-I) under LTG
Sanchez (relieved by four-star General George
Casey, USA on July 1, 2004), though personnel
shortages continued to be & problem. A three-star
subordinate command, the Multinational Corps-
Irag (MNC-I), focuses on counter-insurgency cam-
bat operations, allowing MNFI to concentrate on
strategic issues within the Iraq theater. In the
“interim périod before the inception of MNF-1, LTG
Sanchez initiated numerous measures to improve
"V Corps' capability to act as a CJTF, such as the
assignment of general officers in key staff posi-
tions: for example, military intelligence MG
Barbara Fast, USA was assigned as the CJTF's sen-
jor intelligence officer (a position normally filled by
a colonel at the corps level). These efforts have
been described in previous reports, but their impe-
tus bears repeating here: in view of the unexpect-
ed intensity of the Iraqi insurgency, LTG Sanches
was forced to seek out and pursue aggressively
additional resources to augment V Corps' capabili-
ty from the very beginning of his tenure in com-
mand. We agree with LT'G Jones' conclusion that
"the CJTF-7 Commander and staff performed

adequately resourced as a CJTF. The challenge of above expectations, in the over-all scheme of OIF

transitioning from V Corps HQs to CJTF-7 without
adequate personnel, equipment, and intelligence

—SECRETMNOFORN ™ iraq

[Operation IRAQI FREEDOM).*
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(U) In light of concerns raised by the abus-
es at Abu Ghraib, Task Force 134 was established
within MNFI in July 2004 under the command of
MG Geoffrey Miller; USA (former commanding
general of JTF GTMO), who was assigned as
Deputy Commanding General for Detainee
Operations and charged with the oversight and
coordination of MP and MI units conducting deten-
tion and interrogation operations in Iraq. Like
JTF GTMO, Task Force 134 provides unity of com-

COPY NUMBER ONE

mand and control for all detainee operations in the
theater. The figure below illustrates the current
command structure.

(U) We now turn to détenhoﬁ and interro-
gation operations. Unlike cur prevxoun section cov-
ering Afghanistan, we do not ‘here provide a
separate discussion of the eyolution of guidance
regarding detainee -treatment, because in Iraq
these operations were (in theory) completely doc-

Iraq Detention-Related Command Structure < July 2004 (U)

lraqg Survey Group
(sG)
BGen McMenamin

Lo GENC ;
@ S ne l Task Forcs 134
) Detainee Operations
- Muitinational Corps - Irag l . MG Miller

(MNCA4) o . :
LTG Metz Respbnsible foﬂheater
- .detentionand .-~
- ln’nerrogaton operations .

Coalition
Operating Forces
' UNCLASSIFIED
252
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trinal. Instead, pertinent details are included
where appropriate in the following sections.

(U) Detainee Flow From Point of
Capture Through Detention

(U) Detainee flow from point of capture to
detention in Iraq has been well described in MG
Fay’s report, and we generally concur with his find-
ings regarding the conduct of detention operations
in general prior to the assignment of MG Miller as
Deputy Commanding General for Detainee
Operations. The following paragraphs summarize
MG Fay's findings and introduce the detainee clas-
sification system used in fraq.

o , 253
e T ..

—SECRETNOPORN -2 mq
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPY NUJMBER ONFR

DOD JUNE 3617



Page 261

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPY NUMBER ONE

-SECRETNOFORN— iraq
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FNAATNI Y AT TR STV AL T

DOD JUNE 3618



Page 262

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
COPY NUMBER fbrn__

Excerpt from FRAGO 749 - Detainee Classlification Definitions (U)

1.c. (U//REL 70 USA and MCFI) DEFINITIONS.

1.¢.1. (U) CIVILIAN (CI): A PERSON WHO IS INTERNED DURING ARMED
CONFLICT OR OCCUPATION IF HE/SHE IS CONSIDERED A SECURITY RISK, NEEDS PRO-
TECTION OR HAS COMMITTED AN OFFENSE (INSURGENT OR CRIMINAL) AGAINST™-THE'
DETAINING POWER. A CIVILIAN INTERNEE IS PROTECTED ACCORDING TO cmva con-
VENTION IV (PROTECTION OF CIVILIAN PERSONS IN TIME OF WAR). . .

1.C.2. (U) CRIMINAYL, DETAINEE (CD): A PERSON DETAINED BBCAUSB HE/SEB IS.
REASONABLY SUSPECTED OF HAVING COMMITTED A CRIME AGAINST IRAQI NATIONALS COR
IRAQI PROPERTY OR A CRIME NOT RELATED TO THE COALI’I‘ION PORCB MISSION.

1.C.3. (U) SECURITY INTERNEE (SI): A CIVILIAN IN'I‘ERNED DURING CONFLICT OR
OCCUPATION FOR THEIR OWN PROTECTION OR BBCAUSE THEY POSE A THREAT TO THE
SECURITY OF COALITION FORCES, ITS MISSION,” OR ARB OF INTELLIGENCE VALUE.

THIS INCLUDES PERSONS DETAINED FOR COMMITTING OFFENSES (INCLUDING ATTEMPTS)
AGAINST COALITION FORCES {OR PREVIOUS'COALITION FORCES} MEMBERS OF THE PRO-
VISIONAL GOVERNMENT, NGOS, STATE INFRASTRUCTURE OR ANY PERSON ACCUSED OF

. COMMITTING WAR CRIMES OR CRIMES AGAINST HUMANITY. CERTAIN SECURITY INTERNEES
MAY ALSO BE CLASSIFIED AS A HIGH VALUE DETAINEE (HVD). SECURITY INTERNEES
ARE A SUBSET OF CIVILIAN IN‘TBRNEBS

1.C.4. (U) BVDS: HVDS m SECURITY INTERNEES OF SIGNIFICANT INTELLIGENCE
OR POLITICAL VALUE. 'UNITS WILL EE INFORMED BY C2 CJTF-7 OF THR IDENTITY OF
SUCK INDIVIDUALS. & .

1.c.5. (W) ranomorm (EPW): A MEMBER OF ARMED OR UNIFORMED
SECURITY FORCES THAT CONFORM TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF ARTICLE ¢, GENEVA CON-
VENTION RELATING, m TREATMENT OF PRISONERS OF WAR.

1.c.6. (U)-cnnmum INVESTIGATION DIVISION (CID) HOLD: A DIRECTIVE TO
HOLD AND- NOT- RELEASE A DETAINEE/INTERNEE IN THE CUSTODY OF COALITION FORCES,
ISSUED BY A, MEMEER OR AGENT OF THE U.S. ARMY CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION DIVI-
sIoN., .~

1.6:7. {U) MILITARY INTELLIGENCE (MI) HOLD: A DIRECTIVE TO HOLD AND NOT
RELEASE A DETAINEE/INTERNEE IN THE CUSTODY OF COALITION FORCES, ISSURD BY A
MEMBER OR AGENT OF A U.S, MILITARY INTELLIGENCE ORGANIZATION.
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(U) MI-MP Relationship

» (U) In Iraq, as in Afghanistan, the working
relationship between MI and MP personnel was
dictated by doctrine, albeit with all of the uncer-
tainties regarding implementation of interrogation
techniques described in our earlier section on the
doctrinal relationship between MI and MP Over

and over, our interviewees - from the top of the -

chain of command to the bottom, MP and inter-

rogator alike - stated, "MPs do not interrogate.”

However, decisions as to whether MPs participat-
ed in the implementation of techniques such as
Sleep Adjustment or MRE-Only Diet, or were pres-
ent in the interrogation roam, devolved to the unit
level dus to the doctrinal vagaries we have dis-
cussed previously The lines déhneatmg MI and
MP responsibilities. appeared to be completely
lost at Abu Ghraiki die to the well-documented
failure of leaderslup and supervision. As MG
Taguba stated in "his report, "Coordination
occurred at™ the lowest possible levels with little
cvemght by commanders.
ﬂJ)MGTagubaaugg‘astedthattheassign-
ment of the 205th MI Brigade commander, COL
Pappas, as the overall commeander of the base at
Abu Ghraib from November 19, 2003 through

256
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February 6, 2004, with the 372nd MP Company
assigned the subordinate role was “not doctrinally
sound due to the different missions and agendas
assigned to each of these respeétivg specialties.”
Wedisagree. First, there is nothing "non-doctrinal”
about assigning the senior officer present at the
base authority as well as responsibility for its
defense. In addition, our review of MI and MP doc-
trine did not indicate that.such a command rela-
tionship between MI and MP units would have any
effect on working relationships between indivitual
Ml and MP personnel, with the possible exception
of a perception (not deriving from any military doc-
trine) that ‘MI personnel might have paositional
guthority over MPs. In any event, at a minimum,
LTG Sanchez's rationale for the assignment
deserves consideration: "I was very aware of what
Tom Pappas’ capacities were. I knew what cther
missions he had in support of the task force. I
knew from previous orders we had issued that he
had a good part of his capacity at Abu Ghraib and
that he personally was focused on Abu Ghraib.
Being the senior man on the ground, that is inher-
ently what our profession is all about - he had tabe
able to defend his position against the enemy.
Therefore, all I thought I was doing was officially
establishing that responsibility and making sure
that everybody on that compound understood
without 2 doubt who was going to direct the
defense, who was going to be responsible for
defending Abu Ghraib from enemy attack” (from
LTG Sanchez's statement to LTG Jones). In his
statement to us, LT'G Sanchez added, "The asser-
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Iraq Counter Resistance Policy Development (U)

tion made in the Taguba feport that this relation-
ship was non-doctrmal is contentious and one that
I totally dxsagee.thh, especially given the opera-
tional environrment and circumstances that existed
mhuqdunngﬂmpmod." Aguein, our review of
interrogation and detention doctrine supports LTG
Sanchez's position.

“SECRET/NOFORN-t. iraq

®
o
£ 1Moy :
5 Operation IRAQI FREEDOM $ 1SN o 13Mm 04
1% CJTR7 Interrogstion . | 3aCITF-7 potiey
3 Guidance: FM 34-52 Policy -
8‘ 2nd CJTF-7 interrogalion -
% W -
a
2 ) 82002203
] CENTCOM SJA akes
1 saue with some
-
g
&
. ¢
' R
o - e .
W .
.=. N
g )
9 FENN . Hmdahmum ' m .
5. T _@nb. :
o se .;"‘ ® m -
L E uemmagmmmnm ,‘."N_.(.:LA.SS'FIE.D '

(U) Evolution of Approved Techniques

(U) The overall development of interroga-
tion policy in Iraq is depicted in the figure above.
For six months after the beginning of combat oper-
ations in March 2003, interrogators were guided by
FM 34-52. In September and October 2003, the
initial CJTE-7 “counter-resistance” interrogation
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policy was promulgated and then revised respec-
tively, and in May 2004, the current policy was
issued. Wenowtumtoaducussmnoftluspolicy
evolution.

(U) The evalution of approved interroga-
tion techniques in Iraq was heavily influenced by
the fact that most initial planning focused on
defeating the Iraqi military forces, rather than on
the subsequent occupation. LTG Sanchez, in his
statement to LTG Jones, outlined the problem:
"Remember the war had ended and we did not
envision having to conduct detention operations of

this scope and for this length of time. It was goto_
the FM {Field Manual] and figure out how you are ~
going to do it based on the FM. We did not envision.
continuing to conduct operations and i increase the i

numbers of detainees at the levels that we wound
up having to do. The same thing. hxppened with
interrogations. Let's go to the FM and you do it
according to the FM. It clearly was ndt's'umaenw

(U) OPORD 1003V- nnd Major™
Combat Operations

(8)) CENTCOM's war plan for the invasion
of Irach OPORD 1003V gave no specific interroga-
tion gmdanca, and little guidance on detainees
beyond that which could be found in governing
doctrine, Appendix 1 to Annex E to CENTCOM
OPLAN 1003V, "Enemy Prisoners of War (EPW),
Retained Persons, Civilian Internees, and Other
Detainees," echoes the familiar distinctions
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between EPW, RP and CI found in GPW and GC,
as codified for the military through AR 190-8 and
CENTCOM Regulation 27-13. The Appendix pro-
vides no specific guidance with relation to interro-
gation policy. Dated September 25, 2002, the
Appendix runs only nine pages, and appears to be
drawn directly from AR 190-8; ‘nowhere in the
annex do the words “Iraq” or."Iragi" appear. It is
virtually indistinguishable from the same annex to
the Operatlon ENDURI'NG FREEDOM war plan,

(i) Inhghtoftheabsenceofspeaﬁcgmd
ance governing interrogations in the OPORD, as
LTG. Sanchez indicated, interrogators initially

‘velied "on the techniques outlined in FM 34-52.

There is little record of interrogation operations
during the major combat phase of the war; indeed,
given the coalition forces' speed of advance and
overwhelming air supremacy it seems likely that
coalition forces may have had a more complete
operational picture of friendly and hostile force dis-
position than most captured Iragis, minimizing the
importance of interrogations of EPWs.

(U) The Iraq Survey Group
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(U) Although the ISG did not report to
CITF-7 (with the exception f at léast one brief
period as the command stmctme evolved) but to
CENTCOM, and thus was "ot ‘bound by CJTF-7
interrogation gmdance, we found that the guid-
ance promulgatad by MG Dayton was more explic-
it (and obnsetvatwe) than any put forth by GJTF-?
at this early stage of the operation. MG Dayton
confirmed to us his doctrinal foundation: "The ISG
did not use any interrogation/debriefing tech-
niques beyond those in FM 34-52, Debriefing tech-
niques primarily consisted of direct questions and
incentives (cigarettes, coffee, and so forth).

—SEGRET/NOFORN™ iraq
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(U) April-September 2003

(U) The defeat of Saddam's regime and dis-
banding of the Iraqi army left a vacuum in the pro-
vision of Iragi government services. Free from the
ubiquitous presence of Saddam's security forces
and secret police for the first time in over 30 years,
criminal elements of Iragi society began wide-
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spread looting and crime. (This was compounded
by Saddam’s release of tens of thousands of crimi-
nals from Iraqi prisons shortly before the war)
At the same time, other elements began an insur-
gency campaign against coalition forces, attack-
ing supply lines, sabotaging public infrastructure
such as electric power generation and distribu-
tion facilities, and assassinating Iragi citizens
who cooperated with coalition forces. Coalition
forces found themselves in the unaccustomed
position of performing basic police and detention
duties at the same time they were engaged in
combat operations against a growing insurgency.

{57 :
7]
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(U) MG Fay's report has provided a com-
prehensive description of the evolution of interro-
gation policy in Iraq. In the paragraphs that follow,
we review the key points of that evolution, adding
our observations and data from our intervisws
where appropriate.

(U) Development of the September 2003
CJTF-7 Interrogation Policy

“.. (U) As planning for Operation VICTORY
"BOUNTY continued, CJTF-7 began to shut down

first hundreds, then thousandsofde_minwe to Abu
Ghraib. The A/519 Company Commander request-
ed that the 519th MI Battalion transfer Captain
Carolyn Wood, USA, who had served as Officer-in-
Charge of the battalion's interrogation operations
in Bagram, Afghanistan, from battalion headquar-
ters to Abu Ghraib to head the growing interroga-
tion mission there.” CPT Wood arrived at Abu
Ghraib in early August 2003 to assume responai-
bility for what was coalescing into the Saddam
Fedayeen Interrogation Facility (SFIF).

6)(/)
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(U) Shortly thereafter, from August 31 to
September 9, 2008, the JTF.GTMO commander,
MG Geoffrey Miller, led a teani to assess interroga-
tion and detention operatitns in Iraq. (MG
Miller’s visit was the result of &n August 18, 2003
message from.the_ Joint Stafi’s Director for
Operations [J-3], requesting that the SOUTHCOM
commanderbm\ridga,teamofupe:ts in detention
and interrogatioh operations to provide advice on
relevant facilities and operations in Iraq. The need
. for. such assistance in light of the growing insur-
* gency had originally been expressed by CJTF-7 and
CENTCOM, and the Joint Staff tasking message
- was generated following discussion with both
CENTCOM and SOUTHCOM.) A key observation
by the team was that CJTF-7 had “no guidance
specifically addressing interrogation policies and
authorities disseminated to units" under its com-
mand. This observation was closely related to the
assessment team's central finding that CJTF-7 "did
not have authorities and procedures in place to
effect a unified strategy to detain, interrogate
and report information from detainees/internees

in Iraq."
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(U) May 183, 2004 CJTF-7 Interrogation and
Counter-Resistance Policy
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() Interrogation Techniques Employed

(U) As in the previous sections covering
GTMO and Afghanistan, this section begins with a
brief summary of our investigation, fallowed by a
comparison of the techniques approved for use in
Iraq (i.e., the CJTF-7 interrogstion policies) with
those techniques actually employed.

(U) Investigative Procedure

m
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(U) In order to aveid duplication of previ-
ous efforts by other investigations that focused on
Abu Ghraib, and because of constraints related to
onguing criminal proceedings concerning the abus-
€3 there, we relied primarily on the Taguba, Jones,
and Fay reports for data regarding the Abu Ghraib
events of October through. December 2003.
However, the analysis presented here is our own;
in addition, our teamn's visit and interviews at Abu
Ghraib providéd a snapshot of current interroga-
tion and detention conditions there.

(U) As in GTMO and Afghanistan, the U’ Comparison of Interrogation
interviews covered the entire spectrum of person- "7‘.""’““"‘“ Approved and Employed
nel involved in detainee and interrogation opera--
tions, from flag and general officers to junior
enlisted interrogators and personnel whp partid-
pated in the capture of detainees. “We took inter-
views or written statements from general officers
including GEN Abizaid and LTG Sanchez, as well
88 other key personnel inchuding CJTF-7/MNF-
semormtelhgenceotﬁcerMGBarbmFast MG
Geoffrey Miller, and the debne{mg and interroga-
tion eommanJers ‘dt the ISG and Abu Ghraib,
respechvely Tn addmon, our team in Washington
conducted an extenmve review of the documentary
evidence. gleqned from responses to our data
requests to commands and agencies throughout
DoD, as well as data collected during previous
investigations, particularly the reports of LTG
Jones, MG Fay, MG Taguba, and the Independent
Panel,

2
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(U) In addition, before beginning our analy-
sis of the chart, a further clarifying note is neces-
sary: in the third column, representing the period
between October 12, 2003, and May 12, 2004, the
chart includes several X markings depicting the
abuses at Abu Ghraib detailed in MG Taguba's
report - in particular, Removal of Clothing;
Presence of Military Working Dogs (which
attacked detainees, rather than simply being pres-
ent); Beating; Mock Electric Shock; Photographing
under Humiliating Circumnstances; and Sexual
Acts / Mock Sexual Acts. By including the Abu
Ghraib abuses on the chart, we do not imply that
those specific acts are in fact considered to be inter- ;

COPY NUMBER ONE

(U) “The cause of these abuses and deaths were
the training, ‘leadership and discipline failures
inside of the units. The institutiorial guidance and
the policies were all in place. ‘I‘headee,thepro-
oedures,evuythmgthatwunoeesmyforncom
mander to be successful l tl'nnk had been done,
The resourcmg wu prograsamg at a very alow
pace, but it was m concert with the overall situa.
tion of the ta.sk fome and the environment that we
were in, .AndIt}unkmtheend,xtwasmstplmn
anddmplefaﬂuresmthosethreeareasatthelow—
estlevelsofleadershxp

rogation techniques, that they were the resultof -

any policy, or that they occurred during the course _
of interrogations (except as noted in previous
reports). Rather, they are included in order.to con-
trast the nature of those abuses thh t.hémterro-
gation policy that LTG Sanchez had‘mandated for
all security internees held:by CJTF? mcludmg
those at Abu Ghraib. Clearly, sach of these abuses
was prohibited by the Qctober 12, 2003 CITF-7
interrogation policy; and ITG Jones found that the
Abu Ghraib abuses s primarily resulted from indi-
vidual cnnunal mlsconduct misinterpretation or
1gnorar;ee of law, _policy, doctrine, and approved
interrogation tachniques; and lack of proper organ-
ization, training, and supervision of the MI and
MP forces at the prison. We found no evidencs of
any policy or directive that might be interpreted as
ordering or permitting the Abu Ghraib abuse, and
agree with LTG Sanchez, who stated to us that:

274

(U) As in the GTMO and Afghanistan sec-

'hofxs, the chart depicts the use of many tech-

niques coded white or orange, indicating
techniques employed without specific approval
that nonetheless are not necessarily problematic.
To reiterate, these two colors indicate that the
applicable policy memoranda did not specifically
discuss the techniques in question; therefore, it
is by no means certain that interrogators would
categorize the techniques' application ag distinct
from other, approved techniques. For example,
though the current (1992) edition of FM 34-52 does
not specifically authorize Mutt and Jeff (see first
column), nothing in -the FM, the Geneva
Conventions, or other policies or doctrine inher-
ently prohibits it. Similarly, interrogators in Irag
often opined that Yelling was inherent to Fear Up
Harsh, which is a doctrinal technique, and that
Deception was inherent to many, if not most of the
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doctrinal techniques. In these instances, X marks
in orange blocks may not be a matter for concern,
since neither interrogators nor the drafters of
the policies might presume the technique to be
outside the bounds of doctrine. (We will of course
discuss exceptions below. In particular, when
examining a line on the chart corresponding to a
technique, if the color code changes from yellow
to orange under subsequent policies, it can be
understood that LTG Sanchez retracted the tech-
nique, but could allow it on a case-by-case basis
following an official request and legal review.)

SECRETNOFORN—-iraq
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(U) A final qualification regarding the chart
bears repeating: as in the previous sections, the
absence of an "X" does not mean conclusively
that a technique was never employed; rather,
that we found no evidence_of its employment.
Nevertheless, based on ommtervmws we are con-
fident that the chart presents an ‘sccurate picture
of the techniques employed in Iraq, and that any
abuse incidents ar improper employment of tech-
niques unknown to us would have been isolated

events.

(U) Overall Carmpliance with
_ Appr«fved Techniques

*-. (U) Before beginning our discussion of com-
"pliance with approved techniques, we must note
one key observation regarding Abu Ghraib: the
vast majority of abuses at Abu Ghraib (e.g., the
"human pyramid”) are completely unrelated to any
doctrinal or otherwise approved interrogation
techniques or policies, and did not occur during
actual interrogations. Because the abuses thers
indicated a complete disregard for approved poli-
cies, they should not be considered representative
of other issues pertaining to compliance with
approved policies in Iraq (which are discussed
below).

(U) A broad look at the chart illustrates a
key finding regarding interrogation techniques
employed in Traq: the X marks in orange, yellow
and red aress corresponding to technigues 1
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through 50 indicate that dissemination of approved
interrogation policies was ineffective, resulting in
widespread lack of awareness of which techniques
were currently authorized. Though our interviews
of senior leaders in Iraq uniformly demonstrated
that they were aware of the latest guidance, the
breakdown of dissemination was pervasive at the
unit level - for example, many personnel inter-
viewed in June and July were unaware of the May
13, 2004 CJTF-7 interrogation policy - and, we
believe, stemmed in large part from a reliance on
SIPRNET (DoD's classified internet system) to dis-
seminate the CJTF-7 policy memos to the field.

(U) When asked how command intermga; -
tion policy was provided to individual units; ‘the .

former CJTF-7 C-2X (i.e., the staff officer responsi-
ble for HUMINT and counterintelligence)- stated,
'Thesewerepost:ed on the CJTF-7 [SIPRNET] web
page." At the other end of the dmtn’butxon chun, a
brigade S-2 (intelligence oﬂicer), a major, told us
thatn'guyhaatolookontheweb each day" for
guidance relevant to debentwn and interrogation.

Unlike standard DoD- meuagmg systems, this
reliance on web-based dissemination requires units
in the field~ "many of which may have limited
access to SIPRNET to “pull” guidance from high-

er headquarten. In addition, the CJTF-7 policy
memos - unlike many OPORDs and FRAGOs
issued during the course of IRAQI FREEDOM - do
not include a requirement for units to acknowledge
receipt; therefore, the CJTF-7 staff had no way of
knowing whether dissemination had been effective.
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(U) In short, effective dissemination of
CJTF-7 interrogation policies appeared to rely
largely on timely posting of the memoranda to
SIPRNET web sites; reliable SIPRNET connectiv-
ity of widely dispersed forces under often-hostile
conditions in the field; and mmatwe on ‘the part of
umtsintheﬁeldtoaqcessSIPl}NETtodownload
interrogation guidance. Although this may have
been backed up by diatribut_‘.iob of hardcopy memo-
randa through -notmal command channels, our
interviews revealed that the chain frequently
broke down. For example, on June 27, an Army
captain commanding a Tactical HUMINT Platoon

_stated that he was eware of the May 13, 2004
"CJ_TI"'-'I_- policy, but had not received it from his

superior officer; rather, he had found the memo on
his own. The last policy he had received from his
chain of command was the October 12, 2003,
memo. In addition, as of September 18, 2004, we
discovered that the October 2003 CJTF-7 policy
was still posted next to the current, May 2004 pol-
icy on the MNC-I C-2X SIPRNET web site with no
amplifying information, adding to the potential for
confusion.
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(U) We now turn to a discussion of specif-
‘je interrogation techniques employed in the
course of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. Our
GTMO and Afghanistan sections have described
legal and humanitarian concerns surrounding the
use of certain techniques, such as stress positions; — . :
with some exceptions, we have not reiterated . . (U) Several observations regarding specific
those concerns in this section, which sunply techmques derived from FM 34-52 follow.
describes the techniques employed. Nevertheless, ‘
the aforementioned concerns should be borne in
mind. Saladin

(U) Our discussion is. divided into four
parts: first, doctrinal tecliniques contained in
FM 34-52; second, techmques mtroduced by the
September 2003 CJTF‘-? mterrogatlon policy;
third, techniques hot- spemﬁcally mentioned by
any policy; and foutth, téchniques prohibited by
law or pohcy -

) FM §4-sz Tecbxﬂqu
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(U) Technigques Introduced by the
September 14, 2003 CJTF-7 Policy
Memorandum

(U) General Observations

279
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(U) Doctrinal Techniques

LT,

(U) Continued Use of Some Retractod and ©
Prohibited Techniques © T Rl
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(U) Additionsal Techniques
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individual consideration due to their potential for
abuse.

[

o)

-

(U) We received only rare reports of the
other techniques listed; however, these deserve
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(") Aam Afghnnistan, the normal employ-
rent of strip seamhesbyMPs and hygiene inspec-
hmuhymd@ﬂpaumm&nmywdﬁhmnouw
1mmumm:ﬂthS.mnmsﬂmmmﬂthmm
‘removal techniques. These practices had stopped

by the time of our visit to Iraq, and U.S. forces were
‘clearly making every effort to safeguard the prive-
cy of detainees during security and hygiene proce-
dures. (It should be reiterated, however, that
strip-searching detainees is a dockrinal technique
in accordance with FM 3-19.40.)
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(U) We next describe our specific findings
pertaining to these prohibited techniques. We
have erred on the side of caution by including in
our discussion examples that might not be of suf-
ficient severity to merit inclusion among the pro-

RO hibited techniques, or were not explicitly related
(8) Prohfbiteil: Techniques to interrogation, and thus do not appear on the
e chart. In addition, we describe several factors
that, like strip searches and hygiene inspections,
could contribute to perceptions that some of these
techniques have been employed. Except where
necessary, we do not provide further discussion of
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X marks deriving from the abuses at Abu Ghraib.
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nically correct in stating that "Interrogstion tech-
niques intended only for Guantanamo [from the
perspective of the Secretary of Defense's cautions
contained in the GTMO policy] came to be used
in...Iraq." However, it must be emphamad that
tthJTF?pohmeawereexphatlycmﬂ:edtomm-
ply with the Geneva G‘onvenhons This form of
"migration” was nelther ancxdental nor uncon-
trolled.

-

cl

(U) Migration of Interrogation
Tec}miques o 3
Sy Aq_we_ have: seen from LTG Sanchez's

“ and — statements, the September
U“\L 2003 CJTF7. interrogation policy drew heavily
upon techniques contained in the April 2003

GTMO policy provided by MG Miller, as well as the

draft A/519 policy forwarded to CJTF-7 by CPT

Wood. Therefore, the Indepandent Panel was tech-
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{0) In sum, we found that migration of
interrogation techniques into Iraq was largely
through official processes, including through the
staffing of the September 2003 CJTF-7 interroga-
tion policy (which included legal reviews by both
CJTF-7 and CENTCOM); and that unofficial
migration likely occurred when interrogators
believed that techniques they had learned else-
where were permissible under the Geneva
Conventions and FM 34-52. We found no evidence
that interrogators consciously imported techniques
that they believed to exceed the laws and policies
applicable in Iraq. Finally, we found no evidence
that copies of the Detainee Interrogation Working
Group report on interrogation techniques were
ever circulated in Iraq.

(U) Pressure for Intelligence

(U) There has been much speculation
regarding the notion that pressure for actionable
intelligence contributed to the abuses at Abu
Ghraib, and it is true that “pressure” was applied
through the chain of command: as LT'G Sanchez
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stated to LTG Jones, “You bet there was intense
pressure. Because my soldiers were fighting and
dying every day and I needed to know what the
enemy was daing in order to defeat him. I mean,
that's a fundamental responsibility and a require-
ment of any commander on the battlefield
Everything that we do as war-fighters is Intel-
based. Its threat-based. And if I had not been
applying intense pressure on the intelligence com-
munity to know my enemy I would have been
derelict in my duties and I shouldn't have been a
commanding general."

(U) In the case of Abu Ghraib, this pressure .
'purposeofthee-mailwubosohnt"mtmogahon

was manifested within the 205th MI Brigade in’
shorteuts circumventing doctrinal procedures. for.
the prioritization, reparting, and dissemination of
intelligence, as MG Fay described in his report. In
some cases, it appears that personnel'ﬁom CENT-
COM, DIA, and OSD may have sent tequeet.s far
information directly to Abu Ghraib, rather than
through normal intelligence channel.s;, However, as
MG Fay stated, "This pressure should have been
expected in such 8 -critical’ gituation, but was not
managed by the leodenhxp and was a contributing
factorbotheenmonmentthatmﬂtcdmabm
Tothlsyvewqtﬂd_addthat,mthefaceofunda-
standable and appropriate pressure from the war-
fighting commander for actionable intelligence, at
Abu Ghraib there appeared to be a unit-level fail-
ure to either enforce existing standard operating
procedures, or to develop and seek appropriate
authorization for new, more effective ones.

~SECRET/NOFORN-* inaq
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(U) Another reported source of pressure to
conduct aggressive interrogations was an August
14, 2003 e-mail from a member of the CJTF-7 C-2X
stafftaﬁeldhﬂleadushlppanonnelmlnqmt-
ing, “The gloves are coming oﬂ'gmtleman [sic]
regarding these detainees, [asmtant CJTF-7 C2)
-hasmadextdearthatwowantt}wse
individuals broken.” Thelangulgeotthne-mailif
takmoutotcontext, muldbeeomtruedumat-
ing a permissive stmosphere for interrogation-
related abuses, ‘and the possibility that it
madvatenﬂymd 80 cannot be ruled out (though
wefounduomdeneetoaupportmd:aoondu-
sion), However, it is important to note that the

techniques ‘wish list™ fram MI leaders in the field,
‘and did not grant permission for any non-doctrinal
techniques - in fact, it asked field units to repart
"techniques...they feel would be effective...that
[the CITF-7] SJA could review." Responses to this
e-mail were factored into the development of the
September 2008 CJTF-7 policy, which was
reviewed by the SJA, as previously described.
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(U) Finally, we found no evidence to sup-
port the notion that the Office of the Secretary of

Defense, National Security Council Staff, CENT— N

COPY NUMBER ONE

dence any pressure of this nature.

(U) Again, as with the e-mail described pre-
viously, it is not imposaible that visits by senior per-
sonnel led individual interrogators to perceive that
they were receiving pressure for intelligence; how-
ever, effective leadership an@ enforcement of
approved policies should have prevented any such

- misunderstandings. In any event, our interviews

gave no evidence that such misunderstandings
actua.llytookphce

- () We nowtumtoadiscuuionofinterro-
gation-related abuse cases in Iraq.

COM, or any other agency or command applied” *

direct pressure for intelligence, or gave "back-chan-

nel" permission for more aggressive techniques '

than those autharized by FM 34-52 or GJTF:7 pol-
iy, to forces in the field in Iraq. Wemtuv;ewed
end took statements from a number of senior offi-
cials from the Office oftheSeaetaxyafDefense, all
of whom stated that no such pressure- had been

applied. In addition, we _posed questions to Ms,
Fran Townsend of the National Security Staff
Council, who visited Abir Ghraib in November
2003. Although she declined to respond to the
questions, wé were told that she stood by her pre-
vious statement that she visited Abu Ghraib in
order to leatn about the insurgency, and to inves-
tigate how better to integrate intelligencs collec-
tion efforts, but did not pressure or give any
guidance to personnel there. Finally, our inter-
views with commanders in the field did not evi-

292

Detainee Abuse (U)

(U) As we have seen earlier, there have
been substantially more alleged sbuse cases in
Iraq than in GTMO or Afghanistan. Without
minimizing the impact or importance of the
abuses that have occurred in Iraq, it should be
kept in mind throughout this discussion that
over 50,000 detainees have been held in Irag
since Operation IRAQI FREEDOM began.
Therefore, the abuses we describe below, as well
as those at Abu Ghraib, represent a tiny propor-
tion of detainee operations in Iraq, most of
which, we believe, have heen conducted honor-
ably under challenging circumstances. -

{U) As of September 30, 2004, 274 inves-
tigations of alleged detainee abuse in Iraq hed
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A detalted overview of the 60 substantiated abuse cases is provided in the chart below.

Iraq Detainee Abuse
CASES DEATHS ABUSES TotaL | me
|"oren.| | EEMMIERTD] | EANEERL) | 114 :[N/A
|cLosis| | EAMNENI 0| | TOMRENS | 160
New: Doss fatinchule 22 LT "+ Cantracter
mﬂamnmﬂ . P ' - :
TOTAL 56 . 218 274 | 60:
Il Army Related Cases : [l Navy Related Cases | ANdataas of 30Sep2004. |

Il USMC Related Cases" | 7] Other Related Cases

been initiated. The chart above depicts the sta-
tus of those investigations: 160 investigations
have been closed, of which 60 substantiated
abuse. Five of the.substantiated abuse cases
resulted in a,_zc.iet_aiﬁee’.s' death.

)] Inte‘i'roggt;oﬁ-related Abuse

(U) Each closed, substantiated investiga-
tion was reviewed to determine whether the
abuse was interrogation-related (i.e., whether
the abuse arose from the questioning of

b ]

SECRETNOFORN-—2—ra

UNCLASSIFIED

detainees). In categorizing abuse as "interroga-
tion-related," we took an expansive approach: for
example, if a soldier slapped a detainee for failing
to answer a question at the point of capture, we
treated that misconduct as interrogation-related
abuse, Therefore, these abuses are not all relat-
ed to official interrogations, as the descriptions
below will demonstrate. In reviewing these
cases, we found no evidence whatsoever that
approved interrogation policies contributed to
abuse; furthermore, as of September, 30, 2004,
there were no closed, substantiated cases of
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IRAQ - Clased Substantiated Cases

1 Deatis
$18eriow Abuss
jIMinot Abwe

Deaths

death resultmg t‘rom interrog‘atxon-related abuse.

(1) As of Beptember 80, 2004, there were
16 substantmted interrogation-related abuse
cases. (Investlgators substantiated that the five
deaths and 39 other abuse cases were not related
to interrogations.) The interrogation-related
abuses are categorized by type, location, and
service and component of the perpetrator on the

294

Serions Abuse

Miser Aduse

UNCLASSIFIED

following pages.

(U Brief descriptions of the 16 interroga-
tion-related abuse cases are presented next.

(U) Cases Involvine Trained Interrogators

1. (U) On September 24, 2003, at Forward
Operating Base Iron Harse, an interrogator
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Iraq Closed Substantisted Cases Related to intsrrogation by Typs of incldent
INTERROGATION RELATED ONLY
IRAQ Totat = 18

O Miner Abuse
B Sacisus Abuse

. o
!o'l\_ulA.um Death

- UNCLASSIFIED

iraq Cloasd Substantiated Cases Ralated to Interregation by Typs of Faciity st which the
) " incident Occurred
INTERROGATION RELATED ONLY

KR RAQ Total = 16

Point of Captse Temporscy Helding Faclily Detontion Facility Ushnown

UNCLASSIFIED
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Closed Substantiated Cuses by Service Component of Personnel Involved
INTERROGATICN RELATED ONLY

IRAQ Total = 16

12

q

ACTIVE

(a specialist assigned to the 104th Military
Intelligence Battalion) hit a detainee's back,
buttocks, and the bottom of his feet ‘with a
Military Police baton:-. Another SPC, an
interpreter, was present dunng this interro-
gation. The detamee comiplained of discom-
forttohubackandbutt.ocksfortwodm
An Article 15-6 investigation was conduct-
ed, and both SPCs received non-judicial
pinushmenl: and were relieved of interroga-
tion, c_lutx_ea The specific punishment award-
ed was not included in the reports we
reviewed.

(U) On October 7, 2003, three military intel-

’
ek e

' WATIONAL GUARD

E .‘_____'.'__.'

N ——— e ——

CONTRACTOR

UNCLASSIFIED

Lgence personnel assigned to the 519th
Military Intelligence Battalion (ome ser-
geant and two specialists, one of whom was
an interrogator) sexually assaulted a female
detainee in a cell at Abu Ghraib. The SGT
and SPCs moved the detainee from her cell
to a more isolated cell where one soldier
acted as lookout, another held her arms,
and the third kissed her. The detainee was
then taken to another section of the prison
and shown a naked male detainee. ‘She
was told that if she did not cooperats, she
would look the same way., The detainee
was then taken back to the abandoned cell
where a soldier removed her blouse. When
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she started to cry, the soldiers gave her
blouse back and told her that they would
be back each night. During the investiga-
tion, she claimed that she smelled alcohol
on the breath of one interrogator. On
January 3, 2004, COL Thomsas M. Pappas,
Commander, 205th Military Intelligence
Brigade, awarded non-judicial punishment
to the three soldiers for failing to get
authorization to interrogate the female
detainee. The SGT was reduced in rank
and required to forfeit $500 pay; one SPC
was reduced in rank and required to for-
feit $500 pay; and the other SPC received

a suspended reduction in rank and was -
required to forfeit $750.00 pay. Both of

COPY NURJBERADHrn—

A S R

the SPCs had previously served in -

Afghanistan, and assault, dereliction of
duty and maltreatment charges have been
recommended against both by the: -Army
CID investigations into the':December
2002 PUC deatha at t.he Bagram
Collection Pomt .2_

. () OnDecemberID 2003 a detainee suf-
fered & fractured Tower jaw at the 2d
Bngade Holdmg Facility. Investigators
beheved that this injury resulted from
abuse. An AR 15-6 investigation and med-
ical examination could not determins if the
fracture occurred as a result of a blow to the
face, or after the detainee fell face-first onto
the floor following extensive calisthenics,

»

—SECRETINOFORN™ irsq

presumably used as a means to wear down
detainees during interrogations. A General
Officer Memorandum of Reprimand was
xssuedtotheWarrantOﬂieermchargeof
the facility for failing to provxde adequate
supervision to intemgltox's K

") InJanuary2004ataholdmgfaahty,

mtetrogaborasmgnedtoaSOFunittoldtwo
detmneeaﬂmtlheywmﬂdbemnzed then
pomedthemntentsofqumnlightonto
one of those detainee's genitals. (The inves-

_ tigation did not reveal whether the detainee
. was clothed at the time of this incident.) A
“unit investigation also revealed that

another soldier, a guard, struck a detainee.

i The interrogator was orally reprimanded

and reassigned, and the guard received
non-judicial punishment.

. (U) On April 1, 2004, several interrogators

assigned to a SOF unit slapped a detainee
during an interrogation. The summary of
the unit investigation into this misconduct
did not identify the location of this abuse,
and the detainee was evidently not serious-
ly harmed. Fach interrogator received a
Letter of Admonishment.

. (W) On. April 19, 2004, Task Force 82d

Airborne apprehended a detainee who was

suspected of killing a TF 82d soldier using
an improvised explosive device (IED). A

9
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contract interpreter employed by Titan
Corporation reportedly became enraged
during the questioning of the detainee and
forced the detsinee into a stress position
(making the detainee lie on his stomach
with arms and legs extended off the
ground). An officer and another soldier told
the interpreter to cease interrogating the
detainee and simply translate, The inter-
preter disregarded them and continued his
interrogation in Arabic without translating
the questions or answers. During the inter-
rogation, which lasted several hours, the

interpreter hit the detainee on the back of

the head with an open hand when the
detainee did not answer questions. The sol-
diers told the interpreter that his conduct
wasmega],andherespondedthathxscon-
duct would have been worse had thé soldiers
not been present during the ‘interrogation.
The officer was issued a. Genéral Officer
Memorandum of Repﬁmi:id for failing to
control the sxtuabon, and the civilian inter-
preter was ﬁret{

(U) Cases Not Immlvm;.:r Tra.med Interropators

(U) I deﬁmng interrogation-related
abuse cases, we considered any case where
the abuse arose from any type of questioning
of a detainee. The cases described elow
involve the questioning of detainees by per-
sonnel other than trained interrogators.

7. (U) On June 21, 2003, a Quick Reaction

298
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Force assigned to the 4th Battalion, lst
Field Artillery, 1st Armor Division respond-
ed to reports of sniper fire from the Irag
Museum of Military History in Baghdad.
An Iraqi civilian was taken into custody as a
suspect, and several weapons were confis-
cated. A private first class approached the
detainee, asked: "You been shooting at us?
and then-struck the detainee in the face,
making his nose bleed. The PFC also placed
an mopernble pistol from the museum

_ against the detainee's head and said "bang.”
., Liter, a staff sergeant allegedly pointed his
". M-16 at the detainee's head and then
" charged it. This occurred while the detainee
. was sitting cross-legged on the ground with

his hands interlaced behind his head. Some
witnesses stated that the SSG coaxed the
detainee to pick up the inoperable pistol,

" but the detainee refused to take the gun. It

was later determined that the detainee, who
was subsequently released, had been hired
by the US. Army to guard the museum.
The PFC admitted to hitting the detainee
and received non-judicial punishment
(reduction in rank to E-1). The SSG denied
any involvement, and was acquitted at a
summary court-martial for assault and
dereliction of duty.

. (U) On June 30, 2003, in the vicinity of Abu

Ghraib, a US. military convoy of the 1st
Battalion, 9th Field Artillery Regiment
came under attack by rocket-propelled
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grenades (RPG) that destroyed one of the
convoy vehicles. When the convoy stopped,
two Iragis were discovered in a nearby field;
they surrendered and offered no resistance.
While being questioned, six to eight soldiers
(including one SSG who was not a trained
interrogator) allegedly kicked and punched
the detainees. One detainee claimed that a
soldier placed the barrel of a rifle in his
mouth and pointed it at his chest. When the
detainees were delivered to a local brigade
holding facility, they had multiple non-life
threatening injuries. A medic was sum-
moned to treat the injuries. The resulting

COPY NUBHEHRABEEAN—
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October 9, 2003, the SSG was charged with
four violations of UCMJ Article 128
(assault). The SSG submitted a request for
an administrative discharge in hzu of court-
martial, which was approved. He also
received non-judicial” ptmuhment (exact
pumshment unknown) for hu misconduct.

10. () On August 2(_):' 2003, at Forward

Operating Base -Gunner in Tji, Ireq, a
detainee was questioned concerning his par-
hnpaE&i:'z'n a plot to assassinate US. serv-
:. ice members. During the questioning, five

E ‘o sold:ers from the 2nd Battalion, 20th Field

AR 15-6 investigation did not identify all of

the assailants and recommended further
investigation to determine their identities,
We were unable to find results of the subse-
quent investigation, and any admnu.strahve
or disciplinary actions taken am unknown.

. (U) On August 2, 2_09'3,__51:‘ the_Taza Police

Station, two Iragis were brought in to be
questioned a.boutRPG att'a&s. While inter-
rogating one of the detamees, a SSG
a&s:gned to the 4th Infantry Division
pumhed onie of the detainees several times
mthe sbomachandhead. and a sergeant
present also hit the detainee. The detainee
was cutoverhxsnghteya,mqmrmgshtcho
es, and had & broken nose. This incident
occwrred the same day that the sergeants'
unit lost a soldier in an RPG attack, On
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Arhllery Regiment, and a civilian inter-
_ preter punched and kicked the detainee.
" The interpreter told the detainee, "If you
don't talk, they will kill you." After approx-
imately 30 minutes of questioning, an offi-
cer - LTC Allen B. West - entered the room,

- chambered a round in his pistol, and placed

the weapon on his lap with the barrel point-
ing at the detainee. Shortly thereafter, the
detainee's shirt was pulled over his head and
he was punched many times in the chest.
With his vision obstructed, the detainee was
unable to determine how many Soldiers hit
him, but later stated that LTC West never
struck him. After still refusing to provide
information, LTC West pulled him by the
neck to a weapons clearing barrel, pushed
his head inside the barrel, placed his
weapon approximately one foot away from
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the detginee‘s head, and fired one round,
causing the detainee to react hysterically
LTC West