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Office of the Principal Deputy Assistant Attomey General Woshington, D.C. 20530

May 10, 2005

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN A. RIZZO
SENIOR DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

Re: Application of 18 U.S.C. $§ 2340-2340A 10 Certain Techniques
1t May Be Used in the Interrogation of a High Value al Qaeda Detainee

You have asked us to address whether certain specified interrogation techniques designed
to be used on a high value al Qaeda detaineo in the War on Terror comply with the federal
prohibition on torture, codified at 18 US.C. §§ 2340-2340A. Our analysis of this question is
controlled by this Office’s recently published opinion intecpreting the anti-torture statute, See
Memorandum for James B. Comey, Deputy Attorney General, from Daniel Levin, Acting -
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Legal Standards Applicable Under 18
US.C. §§ 2340-23404 (Dec. 30, 2004) (“2004 Legal Standards Opinion™), available at
www.usdoj.gov. (We provided a copy of that opinion to you at the time it was issued.) Much of
the analysis from our 2004 Legal Standards Opinion is reproduced below; all of it is
incorporated by reference herein. Because you have asked us to address the application of
sections 2340-2340A to specific interrogation techniques, the present memorandum necessarily
includes additional discussion of the applicable legal standards and their application to particular
facts. We stress, however, that the legal standards we apply in this memorandum are fully
consistent with the interpretation of the statute set forth in our 2004 Legal Standards Opinion
and cewstirtte our autheritative view of the legal standards applicable under sections 2340-
2340A. Ourtask is to explicate those standards in order to assist you in complying with the law.

' See, e.g., United Nations Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment
or Punishment, Dec, 10,1984, S. Treaty Doc. No. 100-20, 1465 UN.T S. 85 (entered into force for U.S. Nov. 20,
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centuries of Anglo-American law, see. e.g., John H. Langbein, Torture and the Law of Proof:
Europe and England in the Ancien Regime (1977) (“Torture and the Law af Proof’), and in the
longstanding policy of the United States, repeatedly and recently reaffirmed by the President.’
Consistent with these norms, the President has directed unequivocally that the United States is

not 1o engage in torture’

The task of interpreting and applying sections 2340-2340A is complicated by the lack of
precision in the statutory tesms and the lack of relevant case law. In defining the federal crime of
torture, Congress required that a defendant “specifically intend]] to inflict severe physical or
mental pain or suffering,” and Congress narrowly defined “severe mental pain or suffering” to
mean “the prolonged mental harm caused by” enumerated predicate acts, including “the threat of
imminent death” and “procedures calculated to dissupt profoundly. the senses o personality.” 18
U.S.C. § 2340 (emphases added). These statutory requirements are consistent with U.S.
obligations under the United Nations Convention Against Torture, the treaty that obligates the
United States to ensure that torture is a csime under U.S. law and that is implemented by sections
2340-2340A. The requirements in sections 2340-2340A closely track the understandings and
reservations required by the Senate when it gave its advice and consent to ratification of the
Convention Against Torture. They reflect a clear intent by Congress to limit the scope of the
prohibition on torture under U.S. law. However, many of the key terms used in the statute (for
example, “severe,” “prolonged,” “suffering”) are imprecise and necessarily bring a degree of
uncertainty to addressing the reach of sections 2340-2340A. Moreover, relevant judicial
decisions in this area provide only limited guidance.* This imprecision and lack of judicial
guidance, coupled with the President’s clear directive that the United States does not condone or
engage in torture, counsel great care in applying the statute to specific conduct. We have
attempted to exercise such care throughout this memorandum.

With these considerations in mind, we turn to the particular question before us: whether
certain specified interrogation techniques may be used by the Central Intelligence Agency
(“CI1A”) on a high value al Qaeda detainee consistent with the federal statutory prohibition on

1994) (“Convention Against Toroure” or “CAT"); Imternational Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Des. 16,
1966, an. 7, 999 UN.TS. 171

? See, e.g., Staternent on United Nations Iniernational Day in Support of Victims of Torture, 40 Weekly
Compudises-—Poc. 1167 (July 5, 2004) (“Freedom from torture is an inalienable human right .. .."); Statement on
Uniled Nations Intemational Day in Support of Victims of Torture, 39 Weekly Comp. Pres. Doc. 824 (June 30,
2003) (“Torture anywhere is an affront to human dignity everywhere."); see also Letrer of Transmittal from
President Ronald Reagon 1o the Senate (May 20, 1988), in Message from the President of the United States
Transmitting the Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Jnhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, S.
Treaty Doc. No. 100-20, at i (1988) (“Ratification of the Convention by the United States will clearly express
United States opposition (0 torture, an abhorreat practice stll prevalent in the world today.”™).

} See, e.g., 40 Weekly Comp. Pres. Doc. at 1167-68 (*America stands against and will not tolerate
Lorture. . . . Torture is wrong no matter where it occurs, and the United States will continue to lead the fight to

eliminate it everywhere.”).

* What judicial guidance there is comes from decisions that apply a refated but separate statute (the Torture '
Victims Protection Act (“TVPA™), 28 U.5.C. § 1350 note (2000)). These judicial opinions generally contain little if
any analysis of specific conduct or of the relevant statutory standards.

. ] | T onaRad
. (b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

Salim v. Mitchelt - United States Bates #000203
08/31/2016




Case 2:15-cv-00286-JLQ Document 174-19 Filed 05/22/17

e S

FROM SITE 1S Doy (TUEYMAY 10 2205 lT:ds,.'ST.IT:JS/NC.BXSOJE'JT'S - 13
Oy ’ -
(b)(3) NatSecAct e ]
~rer-ssenr) eroR
. torture, 18 U.S.C. §§ 2340-2340A.° For the reasons discussed below, and based on the

representations we have received from you (or officials of your Agency) about the particular
techniques in question, the circumstances in which they are authorized for use, and the physical -
and psychological assessments made of the detainee to be interrogated, we conclude that the

- separate authorized use of each of the specific techniques at issue, subject 1o the limitations and
safeguards described herein, would not violate sections 2340-2340A.° Our conclusion is
straightforward with respect 10 ail but two of the techniques discussed herein. As discussed
below, use of sleep deprivation as an enhanced technique and use of the waterboard involve
more substantial questions, with the waterboard presenting the most substantial question.

We base our conclusions on the statutory language enacted by Congress in sections 2340-
2340A. We do not rely on any consideration of the President’s authority as Commander in Chief
under the Constitution, any application of the principle of constitutional avoidance {or any
conclusion about constitutional issues), or any arguments based on possible defenses of
“necessity” or self-defense.’

5 We have previously advised you that the usc by the CIA of the techniques of interrogation discussed
. herein is consistent with the Constitution and applicable statutes and treaties. In the present memorandam, you have |

2340-2340A does not represent the policy views of the Department of Justice concerning inlerrogation practices.
Finally, we note that section 6057(a) of H.R. 1268 (109th Cong. 11 Sess.), if it becomes law, would forbid
cxpending or obligating funds made available by that bill “to subject any person in the custody or under the physical
control of the United States to torture,” but because the bill would define “torture” to have “the meaning given that
term in section 2340(1) of tite 18, United States Code,” § 6057(b)(1), the provision (to the extent it might apply
here at alf) would merely reaffirm the preexisting prohibitions on forture in sections 2340-2340A.

‘_’Qg present memorandur addresses only the separale use of each individual technique, not the combined

CIA’s combined use of iechniques, See Background Paper on CL4 's Combined Use of interrogation Techniques
(Dec. 30, 2004) (“Background Paper™). A full assessment of whether the use of interrogation techniques is
consistent with sections 2340-2340A should take into account the potential combined effects of using multiple
techniques on a given detainee, either simultaneously or sequentially within a short time, We will address ina
Scparate memorandum whether the combined use of certain lechniques, as reflected in the Background Paper, is
consistent with the legal requirements of sections 2340-2340A.

"In preparing the present memorandum, we have reviewed and carefully considered the report prepared by
the CIA Inspector General, Counterterrorism Detention ond Interrogation Activities (September 200)-Ocrober

' ' 2003), No. 2003-7123-IG (May 7, 2004) (“IG Report’) (TS/ --Various aspects of the /G Report are
. addressed below. T
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A.

In asking us to consides certain specific techniques to be used in the interrogation of a
particular al Qaeda operative, you bave provided background information common to the use of
all of the techniques. You have advised that these techniques would be used only on an '
individual who is determined to be a “High Value Detainee,” defined as:

a detainee who, until time of capture, we have reason to befieve: (1) is a senior
member of al-Qai’da or an al-Qai’da associated tegrorist group (Jemaah
Islamiyyah, Eqyptian Islamic Jihad, al-Zarqawi Group, etc.); (2) has knowledge
of imminent terrorist threats against the USA, its military forces, its citizens and
‘organizations, or its allies; or that has/had direct involvement in planning and
preparing terrorist actions against the USA or its allies, or assisting the al-Qai’da
_ leadership in planning and preparing such terrorist actions; and (3) if released,
(b)(3) CIAACt constitutes a clear and continuing threat to the USA or its allies. (b)(3) ClAAct
“-.._ _Fax for Daniel Levin, Acting Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel}
R Assistant General Counsel, CIA, at 3 (Jan. 4, 2005) (“January 4 ax”).
For convenience, below we will generally refer to such individuals simply as detainees.

® medical and psychological professionals from the CIA”
ensure that he is not likely to suffer any severe physical or mental pain or sufferi

interrogation.

Office of Medical ("OMS”) to
ng as a result of

[TJechnique-specific sdvanced approval is required for all “enhanced™ measures
and is conditional on on-site medical and psychological personnel confirming
&omdheddanineeenminaﬁonthattbeenhamedwqhnique(s)isnotcxpeaedto
produce “severe physical or mental pain or suffering” As a practical matter, the
detainee’s physical condition must be such that these interventions will not have
Iuﬁngeﬁect,mdhhpsychologimlstmmngenoushthatnosevae
psychological harm will resuit.

_— L - - . -
OMS Guidelines on Medical and Psychological Support to Detainee Rendition, Interrogution
and Detention at 9 (Dec. 2004) (“OMS Guidelines”) (footnote omitted). New detainees are also
subject to a general intake examination, which includes “a thorough initial medical assessment
. .withacomplete,dowmemedlﬁstoryandphysicaladdmsingindepthanychronicor
previous medical problems. This assessment should especially attend to cardio-vascular,
pulmonary, neurological and musculoskeletal findings. . ... Vital signs and weight should be
recorded, and blood work drawn. . . » Id at 6. In addition, “subsequent medical rechecks
during the interrogation period should be performed on 8 regular basis.” Jd. As an additional
precaution, and to ensure the objectivity of their medical and psychological assessments, OMS
) personnel do not participate in administering interrogation techniques; their function is to
. monitor interrogations and the health of the detaince.

!
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The detainee is then interviewed by trained and certified interrogators to determine
whether he is actively attempting to withhold or distort information. If so, the on-scene .
interrogation team develops an interrogation plan, which may include only those techniques for
which there is no medical or psychological contraindication. You have informed us that the

initial OMS assessments have ruled out the use of some—or all—of the interrogation techniques

as to certain detainees. If the plan calls for the use of any of the interrogation techniques
discussed herein, it is submitted to CIA Headquarters, which must review the plan and approve
the use of any of thess interrogation techniques before they may be applied. See George J.
Tenet, Director of Central Intelligence, Guidelines on Interrogations Conducted Pursuant to the
Presidential Memorandum of Notification of 17 September 2001, st 3 (Jan. 28, 2003)
(“Interroguation Guidelines”). Prior written approval “from the Director, DCI Counterterrorist
Center, with the concurrence of the Chief, CTC Legal Group,” is required for the use of any
enhanced interrogation techniques. /d. We understand that, as to the detainee here, this written
approval has been given for each of the techniques we discuss, except the waterboard.

Weunda'ktandﬂm, when approved, intetrogation techniques are generally used in an
escalating fashion, with milder techniques used first. Use of the techniques is not continuous.

Rather, one or more techniques may be applied—during or between intesTogation sessions—

based on the judgment of the interrogators and other team members and subject always to the
monitoring of the on-scene medical and psychological personnel. Use of the techniques may be
continued if the detainee is still believed to have and to be withholding actionable intelligence.
The use of these techniques may not be continued for more than 30 days without additional
approval from CIA Headquarters. See generally Interrogation Guidelines at 1-2 (describing
approval procedures required for use of enhanced interrogstion techniques). Moreover, even
within that 30-day period, any further use of these interrogation techniques is discontinued if the
detainee is judged to be consistently providing accurate intelligence or if he is no longer believed
to have actionable intelligence. This memorandum addresses the use of these techniques during
no more than one 30-day period. We do not address whether the use of these techniques beyond
the initial 30-day period would violate the statute.

Medical and psychological personne} are on-scene throughout (and, as detailed below,
physically present or otherwise observing during the application of many techniques; including
all techniques involving physical contact with detainees), and “[d]aily physical and
psychological evaluations are continued throughout the period of [enhanced interrogation
teclfefuse.” /G Report at 30 n.35; see also George J. Tenet, Director of Central Intelligence,
Guidelines on Confinemem Conditions for CIA Detainees, at 1 (Jan. 28, 2003) (“Confinement
Guidelines") (“Medical and, as appropriate, psychological personnel shall be physically present
at, or reasonably available to, each Deteation Facility. Medical personnel shall check the
physical condition of each detainee at intervals apgropriate to the circumstances and shall keep
appropriate records.”);, /G Report at 28-29.* In addition, “[i]Jn each interrogation session in
which an Enhanced Technique is employed, a contemporaneous record shall be created setting
forth the nature and duration of each such technique employed.” Interrogation Guidelines at 3.

' n addition to monitoring the application and effects of enhanced interrogation techniques, OMS
mmnndmhﬂmdmmﬂybmh%]@numﬂmlm“bamﬁdeﬂbdmﬁm,m
those undergoing enhanced interrogation.® OMS Guidelines at 10.
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® " At any time, any on-scene personnel (including the medical or psychological personnel, the chief
of base, substantive experts, security officers, and other interrogators) can intervene to stop the

use of any technique if it appears that the technique is being used improperly, and on-scene
medical personnel can intervene if the detainee has developed a condition making the use of the
technique unsafe. More generally, medical personnel watch for signs of physical distress or
mental harm so significant as possibly to amount to the “severe physical or mental pain or
suffering” that is prohibited by sections 2340-2340A. As the OMS Guidelines explain,
“Im]edical officers must remain cognizant at all times of their obligation to prevent ‘severe
physical or mental pain or suffering.’” OMS Guidelines at 10. Additional restrictions on certain
techniques are described below. ,

- These techniques have all been imported from military Survival, Evasion, Resistance,
Escape (“SERE") training, where they have been used for years on U.S. military personnel,
although with some significant differences described below. See /G Report at 13-14. Although
we refer to the SERE experience below, we note at the outset an important limitation on reliance
on that experience. Individuals undergoing SERE training are obviously in a very different:
situation from detainees undergoing interrogation; SERE trainees know it is part of a training
program, not a real-life interrogation regime, they presumably know it will last only a short time,
and they presumably have assurances that they will not be significantly harmed by the training.

B.
. ' You have described the specific techniques at issue as follows:*
;(b)(a)gfff’t . (bY(3yCtAAct. . " (b)(3) CIAAct {(b)(3) ClAAct

TTeake L

% The descriptions of these technitjues are sct out in a number of documents including: the OMS
Guidelines; Interrogations Guidelines; Confinement Guldelines; Background Paper; Letier from ]
[ |Associate General Coimsel, Levin, Acting Assistant Attorncy General, Office of Legal Counsel
("OLC™) (July 30, 2004) (“July 3 | Letter™); Letter from John A. Rizzo, Agting General Counsel, CIA, to

i i i ant Antarney General, OLC (Aug. 2, 2004) ( “August 2 Rizzo Letter™), Letter from

%wmuwwmm
(Aug- 19, 2004) (“August 19 Letter™Y, Lettes from| | Associate General Counsel, CIA,  —
1 i st Atiomey General, OLC (Aug. 25, 2004) (“August 25 Letser™), Letter from

' F»ApucLh_lﬂuComael.ClA.b Attorney Genesal, OLC
(Oct.4@p@60%) (“October k2 Letter™y, Letter from Associate General Counsel, CIA,
to Dan Levin, Acting Assistant Attorney General, OLC (Gct ] Letter™), Several of
the téchniques are described and discussed in an earfier memocandum to you. - Sée for John Rizzo,
Acting General Counsel, Central Intelligence Agency, from Jay S. Bybee; Assistant Attomey General, Officeof
Legal Counsel, Re: Interrogation of al Qaeda Operative (Aug. 1;-2002) (*Interrogation Memorandum’) (TS) . We
have separately rcanalyzed ali techniques in the present metioranchum, and we will note below where aspects of
particular techniques differ from those addressed ia-the Interrogation Memorandum. In order lo avoid any
confusion in this extremely sensitive and imptrtant ared; the discussions of the statute in the 2004 Legal Standards
Opinion and this memorandum superstde that in the /nserrogation Memorandum, however, this memorandum
conﬁmsthemduﬁmo{!mﬁvgnﬂmummdnMﬂw‘m‘ofﬁuetedmiqwonapmﬁmhrhighvalual
Qaeda detainee, subject 10 the limitations imposed berein, would not violate scctions 2340-2340A. 1n some cascs
additional facts set forth below have been provided 10 us in commmications with CIA personnel. The CIA has
. reviewed: this memorandum and confirmed the accuracy of the descriptions ind limitstions. Our analysis assumes
. adhierence (o these descriptions and limitations. (b)(3) CIAAct '
¢

(b)3)ClAAct
(b)(3) . j
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). Dietary manipulation, This technique involves the substitution of commerc%al liquid
meal replacements for normal food, presenting detainees with a bland, unappetizing, but ',

Letter at 4. Detainees on dietary manipulation are permitted as much water as they want. In
general, minimum daily fluid and mutritional requirements are estimated using the following
formula;

* Fluid requirement: 35 mi/kg/day. This may be increased depending on ambient
temperature, body temperature, and level of activity. Medical officers must monitor
fluid intake, and although detainees are allowed as much water as they want,
monitoring of urine output may be necessary in the unlikely event that the officers

- suspect that the detainee is becoming dehydrated.

* Calorie requirement: The CIA generally follows as a guideline a calorie requirement
of 900 kcal/day + 10 kcal/kg/day. This quantity is multiplied by 1.2 for a sedentary
. activity level or 1.4 for a moderate activity level. Regardless of this formula, the
recommended minimum calorie intaks is 1500 kcal/day, and in no event is the
detainee aflowed to receive less than 1000 keal/day."® Calories are provided using
commercial liquid diets (such as Ensure Plus), which also supply other essential
nutrients and make for nutritionally complete meals." '

' Medical officers are required 1o ensure adequate fluid and nutritional intake, and frequent
medical monitoring takes place while any detaines is undergoing dietary manipulation, All
detainees are weighed weekly, and in the unlikely event that a detainee were to lose more than 10

- percent of his body weight, the restricted diet would be discontinued,

2. Nudity. This technique is used to cause psychological discomfort, particularly if a
detainee, for cultural or other reasons, is especially modest. When the technique is employed,
clothing can be provided as an instant reward for cooperation. During and between interrogation
sessions, a detainee may be kept nude, provided that ambient temperatures and the heaith of the

No sexual abuse or threats of sexual abuse are permitted. Although each detention celf has full-
nm:;saﬁgd;c\rm video monitoring, the detainee is not intentionally exposed to other detainees
uly exposed to the detention fucility staff. We understand thaf interrogators “are trained to

2 Ymmmm@gnhmyummmwmuwnmmm

below 75°F. See October 12| Lefterat ) For purposes of our analysis, however, we will assume thst
ambicnt temperatures may be as low as 68°F, : T S _
- (b)(3) CIAAct
- . jil iaﬁi‘~s‘.i~~~!~~i~~~>‘ .
' - ‘ (b)(1)

__.. (b)(3) NatSecAct

Salim v. Mitchell - United States Bates #000208
08/31/2016

.

J



Case 2:15-cv-00286-JLQ Document 174-19 Filed 05/22/17

(TUEYMAY 10 2008 17:47/8T. 17:45/N0. 6100429715 P 10

(b))

‘(b:)(s) CIAAct -rep-ssens#j moromy (D)) NatSecAct

. _avoid sexual innuendo or any acts of implicit or explicit sexual degradation.” Oclober 12
‘ b 'Letter at 2. Nevertheless, interrogators can exploit the detainee’s fear of being seen
naked. In addition, female officers involved in the interrogation process may see the detainees

naked; and for purposes of our analysis, we will assume that detainees subjected to nudity as an
interrogation technique are aware that they may be seen naked by females.

FROM SITE 15 DOJ

3. Attention grasp. This technique consists of grasping the individual with both hands,
onehnndonmhsideofthecollnropuﬁng,inaoomnlledandquid:motion In the same :
motion as the grasp, the individual is drawn toward the interrogator.

4. Walling. This technique involves the use of a flexible, false wall. The individual is
placed with his heels touching the flexible wall. The interrogator pulls the individual forward
and then quickly and firmly pushes the individual into the wall. 1t is the individual's shoulder
blades that hit the wall. During this motion, the head and neck are supported with a rolled hood
or towel that provideuC-collareﬂbettohdpprevemMﬁpmh To reduce further the risk of
injury, the individual is allowed to rebound from the flexible wall. You have informed us that
the false wall is also constructed to create a Joud noise when the individual hits it in order to
increase the shock or surprise of the technique. We understand that walling may be used when
the detainee is uncooperative or unresponsive to questions from interrogators.. Depending on the
extent of the detainee’s lack of cooperation, he may be walled one time during an interrogation
session (one impact with the wall) or many times (perhaps 20 or 30 times) consecutively. We
understand that this technique is not designed to, and does not, cause severe paia, even when
used repeatedly as you have described. Rather, it is designed to wear down the detainee and to

. shock or surprise the detaince and alter his expectations about the treatment he believes he will
receive. In particular, we specifically understand that the repetitive use of the walling technique
is intended to contribute to the shock and drama of the experience, to dispel a detainee’s
expectations that interrogators will not use increasing levels of force, and to wear down his
resistance. It is not intended w—mdblsedonmpuieneeywhaveinfonnedusthnitdou
not—inflict any injury or cause severe pain. Medical and psychological personnel are physically
present or otherwise observing whenever this technique is applied (as they are with any
intesrogation technique involving physical contact with the detainee).

5. Facial hold. This technique is used to hold the head immobile during interrogation.
One open palm is placed on either side of the individual’s face. The fingertips are kept well -
away from the individusl’s eyes.

| ™ Facial slap or insult slap. With this techsiique, the interrdigator slaps the individual’s
face with fingers slightly spread. The hand makes contact with the area directly between the tip

of the individual’s chin and the bottom of the corresponding earlobe. The interrogator thus
«invades” the individual’s “personal space.” We understand that the goal of the facial slap is not
to inflict physical pain that is severe or lasting. Instead, the purpose of the facial slap is to induce
shock, surprise, or humiliation. Medical and psychological personnel are physically present of

. otherwise observing whenever this technique is applied. _

7. Abdominal slap. In this technique, the interrogator strikes the abdomen of the
detainee with the back of his open hand. The interrogator must have no rings or other jewelry on

(1)
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. his hand. The interrogator is positioned directly in front of the detainee, generally no more than
18 inches from the detainee. With his fingers held tightly together and fully extended, and with
his palm toward the interrogator’s own body, using his elbow as a fixed pivot point, the
interrogator slaps the detaines in the detaines’s abdomen. The interrogator may not use a fist,
and the slap must be delivered above the navel and below the sternum. This technique is used to
condition a detainee to pay attention to the interrogator’s questions and to dislodge expectations
that the detainee will not be touched. It is not intended to—and based on experience you have
informed us that it does not—inflict any injury or cause any significant pain. Medical and
psy;:_l;zlogical personnel are physically present or otherwise observing whenever this technique is
applied. :

' 8. Cramped confinement. This technique involves placing the individual in a confined”
space, the dimensions of which restrict the individual’s movement. The confined space is
usually dark. The duration of confinement varies based upon the size of the container. For the
larger confined space, the individual can stand up or sit down; the smaller space is large enough
for the subject to sit down. Confinement in the larger space may last no more than 8 hours at a
time for no more than 18 hours a day; for the smaller space, confinement may last no more than
two hours. Limits on the duration of cramped confinement are based on considerations of the
detainee’s size and weight, how he responds 1o the technique, and continuing consultation
between the. interrogators and OMS officers. '

- 9. Wall standing. This technique is used only to induce temporary muscle fatigue. The

’ individual stands about four to five feet fiom a wall, with his feet spread approximately to
shoulder width. His arms are stretched out in front of him, with his fingers resting on the wall
and supporting his body weight The individual is not permitted to move or reposition his hands
or feet.

- or twisting of the body. Rather, like wall standing, they are designed to produce the physical
discomfort associated with temporary muscle fatigue. The three stress positions are (1) sitting on
theﬂoorwithlegsextmdedstmightmnin&ommdannsn@sedabowthehead, (2) kneeling on

three feet away from the detainee’s feet, with only the detainee’s head touching the wall, while

 his WiTsts dre andcuffd in front of liim or behind his back, and while an interrogator stands
next to him to prevent injury if he loses his balance. As with wall standing, we understand that
thess positions are used only to induce temporary muscle fatigue.

11. Water dousing. Cold water is poured on the detainee either from a container of from
2 hose without a nozzle. This technique is intended to weaken the detainee’s resistance and
persuade him to cooperate with interrogators. The water poured on the detainee must be potable,

(b)(1) """""""""""""""""""""" m j;m
(b)(3) NatSecAct o
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and the interrogators must casure that water does not enter the detainee’s nose, mouth, or eyes.
’. A medical officer must observe and monitor the detainee throughout application of this
. technique, including for signs of hypothermia. Ambient temperatures must remain above 64°F.
If the detainee is lying on the floor, his head is to remain vertical, and a poncho, mat, or other
material must be placed between him and the floor to minimize the loss of body heat. Atthe
conclusion of the water dousing session, the detainee must be moved to a heated room if
necessary to permit his body temperature to return to normal in a safe manner. To ensure an
adequate margin of safety, the maximum period of time that a detainee may be permitted to
remain wet has beea set at two-thirds the time at which, based on extensive medical literature
and experience, hypothermia could be expected to develop in healthy individuals who are
submesged in water of the same temperature. For cxample, in employing this technique:

o For water temperature of 41°F, total duration of exposure may not exceed 20 minutes
without drying and rewarming.

‘ o For water temperature of S0°F, total duration of exposure may not exceed 40 minutes
without drying and rewarming.

o For water temperature of 59°F, total duration of exposure may not exceed 60 minutes
without drying and rewarming.

. The minimum permissible temperature of the water used in water dousing is 41°F,

though you have informed us that in practice the water temperature is generally not below SQ°F,

. since tap water rather than refrigerated water is generally used. We understand that a version of
water dousing routinely used in SERE training is much more extreme in that it involves complete
immersion of the jndividual in cold water (where water temperatures may be below 40°F) and is
usually performedoudoorswha'eambiu)tairtempuammmybeulowu 10°F. Thus, the
SERE training version involves a far greater impact on body temperature, SERE training also
involves a situation where the water may eater the trainee’s nose and mou R

You have also described a variation of water dousing involving much smaller quantities
of water: this variation is known as “flicking ” Flicking of water is achieved by the interrogator
wetting his fingers and then flicking them at the detainee, propelling droplets at the detaines.
Flicldngofwaterisdone“inmeﬁ‘onmcrweuﬁmcﬁngeﬁect,toaw to startle, to =
irritate, to instill humiliation, or to cause temporary insult.” October 22 Letter at 2.
Thewwaterxsed in the “flicking” variation of water dousing also must.be and within the
water and ambient air temperature ranges for water dousing described above. Although water
may be flicked into the detainee’s face with this variation, the flicking of water at all times is
done in such a manner as to avoid the inhalation or ingestion of water by the detainee. See id

(b)(3) CIAAct

(b)(3) ClAAct

8 See October 12| ‘Letter 2t 2-3, Comparison of the time limits for water dousing with those used
mmmumudmwhuwwmmmmumMmmummmm
air temperature rather than water temperature.
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12. Sleep deprivation (more than 48 hours). This technique subjects a detainee to an
extended period without sleep. You have informed us that the primary purpose of this technique
is to weaken the subject and wear down his resistance.

The primary method of sleep deprivation involves the use of shackling to keep the

detainee awake. In this method, the detainee is standing and is handcuffed, and the handcuffs are

attached by a length of chain to the ceiling. The detaineo’s hands are shackled in front of his _
body, so that the detainee has approximately a two- to three-foot diameter of movement. The
detainee's feet are shackled to a bolt in the floor. Due care is taken to ensure that the shackles
are neither too loose nor too tight for physical safety. We understand from discussions with
OMSd\attheshacklingdounotresnltinanyxigniﬁcamwysialpainfotmembject. The
detainee'shuﬂsmge,nenﬂybetmnthelwdofhishanmdhischin. In some cases, the
deuinee'shandsmayberaisedabovethelevdofhishud,hstonlyforapaiodofuptotwo
hours. Allofﬁled&inee’sweightisbombyhislmmdfeetdm-ingstmdingsleep
deprivation. Youhaveinformedusduttheddainqeisnotnllomdtohmg&omorwpponhis
body weight with the shackles. Rather, we understand that the shackles are only used as a
passive means to keep the detainee standing and thus to preveat him from falling asleep; should
thedetainecbegintofallasleep,bewillloschisbalanceandnwnken, either because of the
sensation of losing his balance or because of the restraining tension of the shackles. The use of
this passive means for keeping the detainee awake avoids the need for using means that would
requirchﬂeracﬁonwithdiaddﬁneemdnﬁghpocendmgaquhysicdhm

We understand from you that no detainee subjected to this technique by the CIA has
suffered any harm or injury, either by falling down and forcing the handcuffs to bear his weight
or in any other way. You have assured us that detainees are continuously monitored by closed-
circuit television, so that if a detainee were unable to stand, he would immediately be removed
from the standing position and would not be permitted to dangle by his wrists. We understand

that standing sieep deprivation may cause edema, or swelling, in the lower extremities because it

forces detainces to stand for an extended period of time. OMS has advised us that this condition
is not painful, and that the condition disappears quickly once the detainee is permitted to lie
down. Medical personnel carefully monitor any detainee being subjected to standing sleep
deprivation for indications of edema or other physical or psychological conditions. The OMS
Guidelines include extensive discussion on medical monitoring of detainees being subjected to
shackling and sleep deprivation, and they include specific instructions for medical personnel to
requjfg alternative, non-standing positions or to take other actions, inchuding ordering the -
cessation of sleep deprivation, in order to relieve or ivoid serious edema or other significant
medical conditions. See OMS Guidelines at 14-16.

In lieu of standing sleep deprivation, a detaince may instead be seated on and shackled to
a small stool. The stool supports the detainee’s weight, but is too small to permit the subject to
balance himself sufficiently to be able to go to sleep. On rare occasions, a detainee may also be
restrained in a horizontal position when necessary to enable recovery from edema without
intesrupting the course of sleep deprivation.” We understand that these alternative restraints,

oo» Specificaily, you bave informed us that on thres accasions early in the program, the interrogation team
mddwmzndmmedicdoﬂimidenﬁﬁeddnpdemh!fawm in the lower limbs of detainees

. ] .
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. although uncomfortable, are not significantly painful, according to the experience and

professional judgment of OMS and other personnel.

We understand that a detainee undergoing sleep deprivation is generally fed by hand by

CIA personnel so that he need not be unshackled; however, “[i]f progress is made during

) ‘ interrogation, the intermgmlllay unshackle the detainee and let him feed himself as a positive

(B)(f;'}"é]ﬂé{"""i‘xiééiﬁive'.""omberﬂi Letter at 4. If the detainee is clothed, he wears an adult diaper
under his pants. Detainees subject to sleep deprivation who are also subject to nudity as a
separate interrogation technique will at times be mde and wearing a diaper. If the detainee is
wearing 3 diaper, it is checked regularly and changed as necessary. The use of the diaper is for
sanitary and heglth purposes of the detainee; it is not used for the purpose of humiliating the
detainee, and it is not considered to be an interrogation technique. The detainee’s skin condition
is monitored, and dispers are changed as needed 50 that the detaines does not remain in a soiled
diaper. You have informed us that to date no detainee has experienced any skin problems
resulting from use of diapers. :

The maximum allowable duration for sleep deprivation authorized by the CIA is 180
hours, after which the detainee must be permitted to sleep without interruption for at least eight
hours. You have informed us that to date, more than a dozen detainces have beea subjected to
sleep deprivation of more than 48 hours, and three detainces have beea subjected to sleep
deprivation of more than 96 hours; the longest period of time for which any detainee has been

U N JIRIGE U v

be resumed after a period of eight hours of uninterrupted sleep, but _

" specifically determined that there are no medical or psychological contraindications based on the
detainee’s condition at that time. As discussed below, however, in this memorandum we will
evaluate only one application of up to 180 hours of siecp deprivation.’

(0)3) ClAACt (b)(3) CIAACt

unde:pmg standing sieep deprivation, ':“nﬂinaﬂampm_'memwmwimm iring interrogation
fequirements, the subjects underwent horizontal jan. Fax for Steven G. Baadbury, Principal Deputy
Assistant General, OLC, from Assistant General Counsel, CIA, at 2 (Apr. 22, 2005)

floor). The detsinee’s hands are manacied together and the anns placed in an outstretched
ammddbd&dlhh&hwwwnhpﬁuﬂuﬂwhnﬂam
thet the anms cannot be best or used for balance or comfort. At the same time, the ankles sre sheckied together and
thelegsmadmdedinamﬂshhﬁlhebodyaﬂdmuﬂmedmtfmpdﬂmﬂnﬂwrmsuchamw
that the legs cannot be bent or used for balance or comfort. Jd Youhwespedﬂuﬂyimmedmummcmads
andslncklamwdwimmﬂﬁomlmmnynfumwhjdmmmmme’limubeyom

deprivation, Wemmmmmmumfamnmmmm
and feet whils in this position. Jd You have informed us that horizontal sicep depeivation has been used until the
ddahw'saﬁeadlhhhnmmnmndmﬁdulmmymmwdm«mndhgswwm
muuwmuwmmmmammmmmmmmmmbymmﬁiml
officer that there is no contraindication to resaming other sléep deprivation modes, /d

’ ' e express o view on whether any further use of sleep deprivation following a 180-hour application of
the technique and 8 hours of sleep would violate sections 2340-2340A. ;

(b)(1) """"""""""""""""" m JNOFOI_\N
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’ You have informed us that detnmees are closely monitoréd by the interrogation team at

all times (either directly or by closed-circuit video camera) while being subjected to sleep
deprivation, and that these persoanel will intervene and the technique will be discontinued if
there are medical or psychological contraindications. Furthermore, as with all interrogation
techniques used by the CIA, sleep deprivation will not be used on any detainee if the prior
medical and psychological assessment reveals any contraindications.
@?(3) ClAAct 13. The “waterboard ™ In this technique, the detainee is lying on a gumey that is
: inclined 2t an angle of 10 to 15 degrees to the horizontal, with the detainee on his back and his
head toward the lower end of the gurney. A cloth is placed over the detainee’s face, and cold
water is poured on the cloth from s height of approximately 6 to 18 inches. The wet cloth creates
a basrier through which it is difficult—or in some cases not possible—to breathe. A single '
“application” of water may not last for more than 40 seconds, with the duration of an
“.  “appfication” measured from the moment when water—of whatever quantity—is first poured
" _onto the cloth until the moment the cloth is removed from the subject’s face, See August 19
‘ Letter at 1. When the time [imit is reached, the pouring of water is immediately
discontinued and the cloth is removed. We understand that if the detainee makes an effort to -
"defeat the technique (¢.g., by twisting his head to the side and breathing out of the comer of his
mouth), the interrogator may cup his hands around the detainee’s nose and mouth to dam the
runoff; in which case it would not be possible for the detainee to breathe during the application
of the water. In addition, you have informed us that the technique may be applied in 2 manner to
‘ defeat efforts by the detainee to hold his breath by, for example, beginning an application of
water as the detainee is exhaling. Either in the normal application, or where countermeasures are
used, we understand that water may enter—and may accumulate in—the detainee’s mouth and
nasal cavity, preventing him from breathing."” In addition, you have indicated that the detainee
45 & countermeasure may swallow water, possibly in significant quantities. For that reason,
based on advice of medical personnel, the CIA requires that saline solution be used instead of
 plain water to reduce the possibility of hyponstremia (i.e., reduced concentration of sodium in
the blood) if the detainee drinks the water. '

, We understand that the effect of the waterboard is to induce a sensation of drowning.

This sensation is based on a deeply rooted physiological response. Thus, the detainee -
expeﬁencesdlissensationevenifheisawmththeisnotactnallydmwning. We are informed
thatmbased-on extensive experience, the process is not physically painful, but that it usually does
cause fear and panic. The waterboard has been used many thousands of times in SERE training
provided to American military personnel, though in that context it is usually limited to one or

two applications of no more than 40 seconds each *

technique.
. 1. mwmummwxmersinummsmmmwmmwwgu
ofmmmdothmﬁﬂ'exminlhupplicﬁmdmetechniqm We discuss the Inspector General's criticisms F

-------------------------------------- 4 !
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. You have explained that the waterboard technique is used only if: (1) the CIA has
credible intelligence that a terrorist attack is imminent; (2) there are “substantial and credible
indicators the subject has actionable intelligence that can preveat, disrupt or delay this attack™,
and (3) other interrogation methods have failed or are unlikely to yield actionable intelligence in
time to prevent the attack. See Attachment to August 2 Rizzo Letter.. You have also informed us
that the waterboard may be approved for use with a given detainee only during, at most, one
single 30-day period, and that during that period, the waterboard technique may be used on no
more than five days. We further understand that in any 24-hour period, interrogators may use no
more than two “sessions” of the waterboard on a subject—with a “session” defined to mean the
time that the detainee is strapped to the waterboard—and that no session may last more than two
hours. Moreoves, during any session, the number of individual applications of water lasting 10
seconds or longer may not exceed six. As noted above, the maximum length of any application
of water is 40 seconds (you have informed us that this maximum has rarely been reached).
Finally, the total camulative time of all applications of whatever length in a 24-hour period may ’
not exceed 12 minutes. See August /9 Letter at 1:2; " We tindérstand that these (b)(3) ClAAct
limitations have been established with extensive input from OMS, based on experience to date
with this technique and OMS’s professional judgment that use of the waterboard on a healthy
individual subject to these limitations would be “medically acceptable.” See OMS Guidelines at

18-19.

During the use of the waterboard, a physician and a psychologist are present at all times.
. The detainee is monitored to ensure that he does not develop respiratory distress. If the detainee
is not breathing freely after the cloth is removed from his face, he is immediately moved to @
vertical position in order to clear the water from his mouth, nose, and nasopharynx. The gumey
used for administering this technique is specially designed so that this can be accomplished very
quickly if necessary. Your medical personnel have explained that the use of the waterboard does
pose a small risk of certain potentially significant medical problems and that certain measures are
1aken to avoid or address such pioblems. First, a detainee might vomit and then aspirate the
emesis. To reduce this risk, any detainee on whom this technique will be used 1s first placed on a
liquid diet. Second, the detainee might aspirate some of the water, and the resulting water in the
lungs might lead to pneumonia. To mitigate this risk, a potable saline solution is used in the
procedure. Third, it is conceivable (though, we understand from OMS, highly unlikely) that a
detainee could suffer spasms of the larynx that would prevent him from breathing even when the
appligasion-of water is stopped and the detainee is returned to an upright position. In the event of
such spasms, a qualified physician would immediately intervene to address the problem, and, if
necessary, the intervening physician would perform a tracheotomy. Although the risk of such
spasms is considered remote (it apparently has never occuired in thousands of instances of SERE
training), we are informed that the necessary emergency medical equipment is always present—
although not visible to the detainee—during any application of the waterboard. See generatly id.

at 17-20.”

further below. Motcover, as noted above, the very different situations of detainess undergoing interrogation and
military personncl undergoing training counsels against undue reliance on the experience in SERE training. That
. experience is ncvertheless of some value in evaluating the technique.

'* OMS identified other potential risks:

~FOR-SECRET. ANOPORIN
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We understand that in many years of use on thousands of participants in SERE training,
the waterboard technique (although used in a substantiaily more limited way) has not resulted in
' any cases of serious physical pain or prolonged mental harm. In addition, we understand that the
waterboard has been used by the CIA on three high level al Qaeda detainees, two of whom were
subjected to the technique mumerous times, and, according to OMS, none of these three
individuals has shown any eviderice of physical pain or suffering or mental harm in the more
than 25 months since the technique was used on them, As noted, we understand that OMS has
been involved in imposing strict limits on the use of the waterboard, limits that, when combined
with careful monitoring, in their professional judgment should prevent physical pain or suffering
or mental harm to a detainee. In addition, we understand that any detainee is closely monitored
by medical and psychological personnel whenever the waterboard is applied, and that there are
additional reporting requirements beyond the normal reporting requirements in place when other
interrogation techniques are used. See OMS Guidelines at 20. :

'y »” »

As noted, all of the interrogation techniques described above are subject to numerous
restrictions, many based on input from OMS. Our advice in this memorandum is based on our
understanding that there will be careful adherence to all of thess guidelines, restrictions, and -
safeguards, and that there will be ongoing monitoring and reporting by the team, including OMS
medical and psychological personnel, as well as prompt intervention by & team member, as
necessary, to prevent physical distress or mental harm so significant as possibly to amount to the
“severe physical or menta! pain or suffering” that is prohibited by sections 2340-2340A. Our
advioeisalsobasedonowundmtandhgthnaﬂimmgators who will use these techniques are

. adequately trained to understand that the authorized use of the techniques is not designed or
intended to cause severe physical or mental pain or suffering, and also to understand and respect
the medical judgment of OMS and the important role that OMS personnel play in the program.

C

You asked for our advice conceraing these interrogation techniques in connection with
their use on a specific high value al Qaeda detainee named Janat Gul. You informed us that the

lnmﬁwummemﬁwmmmdmmdmmmﬁm
Most serionsly, for reasons of physi ﬁﬁmwwwmmewmm
.-.ng_lg!ygmmaﬂwmgwﬂumgdﬂnmanﬁmimmm

OMS Guidelines at 18, OMSlnmsosMedtht‘[b]ydale-Sofaamdvepmmmhﬁvee&m
become a potential concern. Wiﬂmnmybuddqumifyeithetﬁsﬁskonbeadmgsdtﬁlm
mmmwmmmmmwmmmumwa d
atl9. mmmwmwsmwmmmmw.mammmmu
frequency and duration of use of the waterboard, ,

—
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CIA believed Gul had information about al Qaeda’s plans to launch an attack within the United
States. According to CIA's information, Gul had extensive comnections to various al Qawm)(a) ClAAct
leaders, members of the Taliban, and the al-Zarqawi network, and had arranged meetings " *
between an associate and al Qaeda’s finance chief to discuss such an attack. August 25|
Letter a1 2-3. You advised us that medical and psychological assessments of Gul were -
completedbyaCIAphysidanandpsychologist,mddutbnndonthisenmimﬁon,me
physician concluded “that Gul is medically stable and has no medical contraindications to
interrogation, including the use of interrogation techniques” addressed in this memorandum.®
Medical and Psychological Assessment of Janat Gul, attached to August 2 Rizzo Letter at 1.*
The psychological assessment found that Gul “was alert and oriented and his concentration and
attention were appropriate.” Id at 2. The psychologist further found that Gul’s “thought
processes were clear and logical; there was no evidence of a thought disorder, delusions, or
hallucinations{, and t]here were not significant signs of depression, anxiety or other mental
disturbance.” Jd. The psychologist evaluated Gul as “psychologically stable, reserved and
defensive,” and “opined that there was no evidence that the use of the approved interrogation
methods would cause any severe or prolonged psychological disturbance to Gul” Id at2. Our
conclusions depend on these assessments. Before using the techniques on other detainees, the
CIA would need to ensure, in each case, that all medical and psychological assessments indicate
that the detaines is fit to undergo the use of the interrogation techniques.

L

A.

Section 2340A provides that “[w]hoever outside the United States commits or attempts to
commit torture shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than 20 years, or both, and
if death results to any person from conduct prohibited by this subsection, shail be punished by
death or imprisoned for any term of years or for life."2 Section 2340(1) defines “torture” as “an

® von have sdvisod us that the watesboard has not been used on Gul. We understand that there may have

been medical reasons against using that technique in his case. Of course, our advice assumes that the watesboard . —
mduwwuuamdmwm :

-ﬂmzmmmueummmmuwu“ummorm
uaﬁmdchﬂmwﬁebmmmnﬁmumwdbymudapmwmd
breath.” Medical and Psychological Assessmeni of Janat Gul at 1, astached to August 2 Rizzo Letter. Gul reported
ma"mMnmmmdapmwmmkm'mW-Mhummmummm
uneﬁeqnencymwyufthzaﬁemdmdsymom" d Healsompmeda:ﬂ'uh\g“long-tmmedidm
mcnnlprobhu”ﬁomamuwhidewddal“mymm"wﬂmmuhﬁwkmdiaﬁmuamho{
that accident until ten years ago. /d He stated that he was not currenily taking aay medication. He also reported
wnammmmmmmmmmmmﬁmdum Id
mmeaalmnﬁluimefwﬂnwdamhmhhchumdmmmm:mm:hatmdw.
[mﬂ]hhhmmdsmwmlmmmwgﬂhp&' Id. The physician opined that Gul “likely has
mmﬂuxeswhagiﬁsmﬂmiﬂche&foﬁwﬁﬁghndabdedjththlmmymupaﬂnlm.’ ld

Z Section 2340A provides in fall:
(a)Oﬂéme.—WhoemoﬁﬁdednUniMStMeoumﬁuormemmmwmmhwmdnﬂ
ummmmawmmmwm,wmmummmm ]
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’ act committed by a person acting under color of law specifically intended to inflict severe
physical or mental pain or suffering (other than pain or suffering incidental to lawful sanctions)
upon another person within his custedy or physical control”® -

Congress enacted sections 2340-2340A to carry out the obligations of the United States
under the CAT. See HR. Conf Rep. No. 103-482, at 229 (1994). The CAT, among other
things, requires the United States, 23 a state party, to ensure that acts of torture, along with
attempts and complicity to commit such acts, are crimes under U.S. law. See CAT arts. 2, 4-5.

mmmmwwmkm'mumuwm«mmm
amy term of years or for life, _
w)mm—nmbwammummmummmif—
(l)thcallegedcﬁnduiumﬁnmloﬁheUnimdStm;ot

(2) the alleged offender is present in the United States, irrespective of the nationality of
the victim or alleged affender _ v

{c) Ca RSIMTACY A DETION Wi CONSDiTes 10 com mit an offens NAeL it section shall he
[ subject 1o the same penalties (other than the penakty of death) as the peraltics prescribed for the
oﬂ'umducmﬁsﬁmotwﬁdmlhob‘paofmemmpm. )
18 U.S.C. §2340A, '
2 Section 2340 provides in full:
As used in this chaptep— .
(l)ﬁmm”mmmnmmbyamwﬁngwmofhwm
. wummmammamm(mmm«m
inddunlbhwﬁimcﬁm)wauﬁumwi&hhhmﬂodyormﬁwm;
(2)'mmuulpnhamﬁuh;”mnlhewolmpduml‘hmmsedbyormlﬁpg

'(A)mwmwmcmmmmammmmwm
T mmmﬁmumumwamd

mmmammmwwmmmwma
the personality;

(C) the threat of imminent death; or .

(D)ﬂnlhruuhamlupamwﬂimnﬁnuﬂybambjeuedmdﬂb,mmm
pﬁncmﬁaﬁgmmuﬁﬁmﬂwmﬁmdwmbﬂmwm
mmwumamwmmmemwmuy,m
(J)‘UMWMMMM&MWSMNM&W

and the commonweaiths, territories, and possessions of the United States, .
18 US.C § 2340 (as amended by Pub. L. No. 108-373, 118 Stat. 1811 (2004)),

» Cwmﬂwmwﬁmﬁumdxﬁmefeduﬂmmnmhymwidm‘ﬂmwmﬁbiﬁmww
. onlyloeondlﬂmﬁ!lg"om&lhiusum" lSU.S.C.§2340A(a),whichisamuﬂydeﬁnedinﬂn
mmwmwﬁk%%%&&UﬁMMhmwwmmmmm
territories, and possessions of the United States.” ld;?“O(J)(sMbyM.LNo.lOS-SH,HlSﬂ.18“ SR
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‘ The CAT defines “torture” so as to require the intentional infliction of “severe pain or

suffering, whether physical or mental.” Article 1(1) of the CAT provides:

For the purposes of this Convention, the term “torture” means any act by which
severe pain or suffering, whether phiysical or mental, is intentionally inflicted on a
personformchpurposesuobtaining&omhimoratlﬁrdp«soninformaﬁon ora
confession, punislﬁnghhnformactheonﬂirdpmonhascommittedoris
suspected of having committed, or intimidating or coercing him or a third person,
or for any reason based on discrimination of any kind, when such pain or
suffering is inflicted by or at the instigation of or with the consent or acquiescence
of a public official or other person acting in an official capacity. It does not

. include pain or suffering arising only from, inherent in or incidental to lawful
sanctions.

The Senate included the following understanding in its resolution of advice and consent
to ratification of the CAT:

The United Statelund&standsthat.inmdatoconstinmtomre,anwmustbe
specifically intended to inflict severe physical or mental pain or suffering and that
mental pain or suffering refers to prolonged mental harm caused by or resulting

from (l)_the intentional infliction.or threatened infliction of severe physical pain
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.

profoundly the senses or the personality; (3) the threat of imminent death; or

(4) the threat that another person will imminently be subjected to death, severe

physical pain or suffering, or the administration or application of mind altesing

substances or other procedures calculated to disrupt profoundly the senses or

personality.
S. Exec. Rep. No. 101-30, at 36 (1990). This understanding was deposited with the U.S.
instrument of ratification, see 1830 UN.T.S. 320(Oct. 21, 1954), and thus defines the scope of
United States obligations under the treaty. See Relevance of Senate Ratification History o _
Treaty Interpretation, 11 Op. O.L.C. 28, 32-33 (1987). The criminal prohibition against torture

ss codified in 18 U.S.C. §§ 2340-2340A generally tracks the CAT’s definition of -

torture, subject to the U.S. understanding. - -

2

Under the language adopted by Congress in sections 2340-2340A, to constitute “torture,”
conduct must be “specifically intended to inflict severe physical or mental pain or suffering.” In
the discussion that follows, we will scparately consider each of the principal components of this

key phrase: (1) the meaning of “gevere”; (2) the meaning of “severe pbysicd pain or suffering”;

’ (2004)). You have advised us that the CIA’s use of the techniques addressed in this memorandum would occus
“outside the United States” as defined in sections 2340-2340A.. o
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. (3) the meaning of “severe mental paiQorsuﬁ'e:ing";and@)diemeaning of “specifically

intended.”

(1) The meaning of “severe. "

: Because the statute does not define “severe,” “we construe [the] term in accordance with
its ordinary or natural meaning.” FDIC v. Meyer, 510 U.S. 471, 476 (1994). The common
understanding of the term “t " and the context in which the statute was enacted also inform
our analysis. Dictionaries define “severe” (often conjoined with “pain”) to mean “extremely
violent or intense: severe pain.” American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language 1653
(3d ed. 1992); see also XV Oxford English Dictionary 101 (2d ed. 1989) (“Of pain, suffering,
loss, or the like: Grievous, extreme” and “Of circumstances . . . : Hard to sustain or endure.”).
The common understanding of “torture” further supports the statutory concept that the pain or
suffering must be severs, See Black's Law Dictionary 1528 (8th ed. 2004) (defining “torture™ as
“(t]he infliction of intense pain to the body or mind to punish, (o extract a confession or
information, or to obtain sadistic pleasure™) (emphasis added); Webster 's Third New
Imernaxia!al Dictionary of the English Language Unabridged 2414 (2002) (defining “torture” as

persuasion”) (emphasis added). Thus, the use of the word “w}ere" in the statutory prohibition
. on torture clearly denotes a sensation or condition that is extreme in intensity and difficuit to
endure.

. This interpretation is also consistent with ths historical understanding of torture, which
has generally involved the use of procedures and devices designed to inflict intense or extreme
pain. The devices and procedures historically used were generally intended to cause extreme
pain while not killing the person being questioned (or at least not doing so quickly) so that
questioning could continue. Descriptions in Lord Hope’s lecture, “Torture,” University of
Essex/Clifford Chance Lecture at 7-8 (Jan. 28, 2004) (describing the “boot,” which involved
crushing of the victim’s legs and feet; repeated pricking with long needles; and thumbscrews),
and in Professor Langbein’s book, Torture and the Law of Proof, cited supra p. 2, make this -
clear. AsProfessor Langbein summarized: ‘ ‘

Tlicommoneﬁwmzredevicas-—s&ippado,hck, thumbscréws, legscrews—
worked upon the extremities of the body, either by distending cr compressing
them. Wemaysupposothattﬁmmoduofwmnmpreﬁmdbecwsetbey ,
were somewhat less likely to maim or kill than coercion directed to the trunk of
the body, and because they would be quickly adjusted to take account of the
victim’s responses during the examination. '
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Torture and the Law of Proof at 15 (footnote omitted).”

’ The statute, moreoves, was intended to implement United States obligations under the

CAT, which, as quoted above, defines “torture” as acts that intentionally inflict “severe pain or
suffering.” CAT art. 1(1). As the Senate Foreign Relations Committee explained in its report
recommending that the Senate consent to ratification of the CAT:

The [CAT] seeks to define “torture” in a relatively limited fashion, corresponding
to the common understanding of torture as an extreme practice which is
universally condemned. . .. ' :

... The term “torture,” in United States and international usage, is usuaily
reserved for extreme, deliberate and unusually cruel practices, for example,
sustained systematic beating, application of electric currents to sensitive parts of
the body, and tying up or hanging in positions that cause extreme pain.

S. Exec. Rep. No. 101-30 at 13-14. See also David P. Stewart, The Torture Convention and the
Reception of International Criminal Law Within the United States, 15 Nova L. Rev. 449, 455
(1991) (“By stressing the extreme nature of torture, . . . [the] definition {of torture in the CAT]
describes a relatively limited set of circumstances likely to be illegal under most, if not all,
domestic legal systems.”). :

i Drawing distinctions among gradations of pain is obviously not an easy task, especially

given the lack of any precise, objective scientific criteria for measuring pain.* We are given
some aid in this task by judicial interpretations of the Torture Victims Protection Act (“TVPA"),
28 U.S.C. § 1350 note (2000). The TVPA, also enacted to implement the CAT, provides a civil
remedy to victims of torture. The TVPA defines “torture” to include:

any act, directed against an individual in the offender’s custody or physical
control, by which severe pain or suffering (other than pain or suffering arising

”Weémpﬁﬂymmmmwwhmwﬂnﬂlm—mmmﬁm

“torture” under sections 2340-2340A. But the historical understanding of worture is relevant in i

Congress’s intent in prohibiting the crime of “torture.” Cf Morissette v. Unised States, 342 U.S. 246, 263 (1952).
-&';Mmmnmmwai@fammmmumm.ijm

consistent measurement. As one publication explains: ,
?mu.mwamwm-mdw,
M.Mmmmwpmwmmmmmbymmdm
and, thus, can only be assessed indirectly. Puain is a subjective experience and there is no way (o
objectively quantify it. Consequently, assessment of 3 patient’s pain depends om the patient’s overt
communications, both verbal and behavioral. (ivuplh'smxpmty,onemmnuonlyiu
mmﬁc(mq)mmmmmmﬁm'maﬁmmyﬂommmm

_ of family members, and the impact of pain on their lives.
DmBCMAmanmNaManmPﬁmahﬁulumsﬂlm (emphasis added). This
1uacmmmmummm-wmmm . :
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' . only from or inkerent in, or incidental to, lawful sanctions), whether physical or

mental, i3 intentionally inflicted on that individual for such purposes as obtaining
from that individual or a third person information or a confession, punishing that
individual for an act that individual or a third person has committed or is
suspected of having committed, intimidating or coercing that individual or a third
person, or for any reason based on discrimination of any kind . . . .

28 U.S.C. § 1350.note, § 3(b)1) (émphasea added). The emphasized language is similar to
section 2340’s phrase “severe physical or meatal pain or suffering.”” As the Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia Circuit has explained:

The severity requirement is crucial to ensuring that the conduct proscribed by the
[CAT] and the TVPA is sufficiently extreme and outrageous to warrant the
universal condemnation that the term “torture” both connotes and invokes, The
drafters of the [CAT), as well as the Reagan Administration that signed it, the
Bush Administration that submitted it to Congress, and the Senate that ultimately
ratified it, therefore all sought to ensure that “only acts of a certain gravity shall
be considered to constitute torture.”

The critical issue is the degree of pain and suffering that the alleged
) torturer intended to, and actually did, inflict upon the victim. The more intense,
’ lasﬁng,orheinouatheagony,ﬂlemﬁkdyitistobctonwe.

Price v. Socialist People s Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 294 F 3d 82, 92-.93 (D.C. Cir. 2002)
(citations omitted). The D.C. Circuit in Price concluded that a complaint that alleged beatings at
the hands of police but that did not provide details concerning “the severity of plaintiffs’ alleged
beatings, including their frequency, duration, the parts of the body at which they were aimed, and
the weapons used to carry them out,” did not suffice “to ensure that [it) satisfJied] the TVPA’s
rigorous definition of torture.” Jd. at 93. : ' '

In Simpson v. Socialist People’s Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 326 F.3d 230 (D.C. Cir. 2003),
the D. .Circuiugnineonsidmdmetypesofmthncomﬁmmonmunderthewm _
definition. The plaintiff alleged, among other things, that Libyan authorities had held her
incommunicado and threatened to kill her if she tried to leave. See id, at 232, 234, The court
ackifSWiedged that “these alleged acts certainly reflect a bent toward cruelty on the part of their
perpetrators,” but, reversing the district court, went on to hold that “they are not in themselves so
unusually cruel or sufficiently extreme and outrageous as to constitute torture within the meaning
of the [TVPA]."” Id. at 234. Cases in which courts have found torture illustrate the extreme
nature of conduct that falls within the statutory definition. See, e.g., Hilao v. Estate of Marcos,
103 F.3d 789, 790-91, 795 (9th Cir. 1996) (concluding that a course of conduct that included,
among other things, severe beatings of plaintiff, repeated threats of death and electric shock,
sleep deprivation, extended shackling to a cot (at times with a towel over his nose and mouth and
water poured down his nostrils), seven months of confinement in 3 “suffocatingly hot” and

" 7 Section 3(bX2) of the TVPA defines “mental pain or suffering” using substantially ideatical :
section 2340(2)'s definition of “severe polls inor |
" oRsEGRE] I
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cramped cell, and eight years of solitary or near-solitary confinement, constituted torture);
’ Mehinovic v. Vuckovic, 198 F. Supp. 2d 1322, 133240, 1345-46 (N.D. Ga. 2002) (concluding
that a course of conduct that included; among other things, severe beatings to the genitals, head,

and other parts of the body with metal pipes, brass knuckles, batons, a baseball bat, and various
other items; removal of teeth with pliers; kicking in the face and ribs; breaking of bones and ribs
and dislocation of fingers; cutting a figure into the victim's forehead; hanging the victim and
beating him; extreme limitations of food and water; and subjection to games of “Russian
roulette,” constituted torture); Daliberti v. Republic of Iraq, 146 F. Supp. 2d 19, 22-23 (D.D.C.
2001) (entering default judgment against Iraq where plaintiffs alleged, among other things,.
threats of “physical torture, such as cutting off . . . fingers, pulling out . . . fingernails,” and
electric shocks to the testicles); Cicippio v. Islamic Republic of Iram, 18 F. Supp. 2d 62, 64-66
(D.D.C. 1998) (concluding that a course of conduct that included frequent beatings, pistol
whipping, threats of imminent death, electric shocks, and attempts to force confessions by
playing Russian roulette and pulling the trigger at each denial, constituted torture).

(2) The meaning of “severe physical pain or suffering.”

] The statute provides s specific definition of “severe mental pain or suffering,” see 18
U.S.C. § 2340(2), but does not define the tesm “severe physical pain or suffering.” The meaning
of “severe physical pain” is relatively straightforward, it denotes physical pain that is extreme in
intensity and difficult to endure. In our 2004 Legal Standards Opinion, we concluded that under
some circumstances, conduct intended to inflict “severe physical suffering” may constitute
torture even if it is not intended to inflict “severe physical pain.” Jd. at 10. That conclusion
follows from the plain language of sections 2340-2340A. The inclusion of the words “or

. suffering” in the phrase “severe physical pain or suffering” suggests that the statutory category of

physical torture is not limited to “severe physical pain.” See, e.g., Duncan v. Waiker, 533 U.S.

167, 174 (2001) (explaining presumption against surplusage).

“Severe physical suffering,” boweves, is difficult to define with precision. As we have
previously noted, the text of the statute and the CAT, and their history, provide little concrete
guidance as to what Congress intended by the concept of “severe physical suffering.” See 2004
Legal Standards Opinion at 11. We interpret the phrase in a statutory context where Congress
expressly distinguished “severe physical pain or suffering” from “severe mental pain or
suffering.” Consequently, we believe it a reasonable inference that “physical suffering” was
intended by Congress to mean something distinct from “mental pain or suffesing.”” We
prewmethuwbueCongmsumdiﬁ'emnwmdsinastmne, those words are intended to have
diffesggt meanings. Seg, e.g., Barnes v. United States, 199 F.3d 386,389 (7th Cir. 1999)
("Different language in separate clauses in a statute indicates Congress intended distinct
meanings.”). Moreover, given that Congress precisely defined “mental pain or suffering” in
sections 2340-2340A, it is unlikely to have intended to undermine that careful definition by

. amwmm«d"mmrwmg-mmwm»m
different from mental pain or suffering. See, e.g., American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language st 1366
(“Of or relating to the body smmmmm«spm;oqummmcmaymmmc
Guide at 748 (“of or concerning the body (physical exercise; physical education)”). ,

1 |
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including essentially mental distress within the separate category of “physical suffering,"®

In our 2004 Legal Standards Opinion,
“suffering” denotes & “state” or “condition”

Legal Standards Opimion,

of physical distress, misery, affliction, or

we concluded, based on the understanding that

that must be “endured” over time, that there is “an
extended temporal clement, or at least an element of persistence” to the concept of physical

suffering in sections 2340-2340A. /d at 12 & n.22, Consistent with this analysis in our 2004

and in light of standard dictionary definitions, we read the word
“suffering,” when used in reference to physical or bodily sensations, to mean a state or condition

torment (usually associated with physical pain) that

persists for a significant period of time. See; e.g., Webster ‘s Third New International Dictionary
at 2284 (defining “suffering” as “the state or

- submission to affliction, pain, loss™; “a pain
Random House Dictionary of the English

experience of one who suffers: the endurance of or
endured or a distress, loss, or injury incurred”); -
Language 572, 1229, 1998 (2d ed. unabridged 1987)

(giving “distress,” “misery,” and “torment” g3 synonyms of “suffering”™). Physical distress or
discomfort that is merely transitory and that does not persist over time does not constitute
“physical suffering” within the meaning of the statute. Furthermore, in our 2004 Legal

Standards Opinion, we concluded that *

severe physical suffering” for purposes of sections 2340-

2340A requires “a condition of some extended duration or persistence as well as intensity” and
“is reserved for physical distress that is ‘severe’ considering its intensity and duration or
persistence, rather than merely mild or transitory.” Id. at 12,

We therefore believe that “severe
condition of physical distress, misery,
is both extreme in intensity and signifi

physical suffering” under the statute means a state or
affliction, or torment, usually involving physical pain, that
cantly protracted in duration or persistent over time.

Accordingly, judging whether a particular state or condition may amount to “severe physical

suffering” requires a weighing of both its i
is the physical distress involved—i.e , the
separately proscribed by the statute—the |

persistence over time. On

ntensity and its duration. The more painful or intense
closer it approaches the leve! of severe physical pain
ess significant would be the element of duration or

the other hand, dependingonthe(:irwmstmces,alevelofphysical

consent to the CAT about the potential
gviminal prohibition on tyrture,

itigpal clement in any cri

hwhh&dﬁgﬂnm&nﬂdmﬁwnﬂhﬂuua

Sea, e.g, Convention Against Torture: Hearing Before

the Senmalz Comm. On Foreign Relations, 1015t Couig_ 8, 10 (1590) (prepared statément of Abrsham Sofser, Legal
-Adviser, Department of State: 'IheConvmjon'swording...ismunaﬂmuaspndnuwabeﬁeve

necessary, .., aB}ecaxc{ﬂnConvendun]mqnirs

mblﬁuumﬁcdmmmm«ndonmlaw,wc

mmymmmwmmmmmm«mmmmmmmw
bywhichlhevaenﬁonwﬂlbeapplhduamofU.S. hw.,..[W]epmpuedaeodiﬁedpwpmledn...
cla-iﬁath_edcﬁlﬁﬁmofmnlpginmdm;");

id. 2t 15-16 (prepared statement of Mark Richard: “The basic
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distress or discomfort that is lacking in extreme intensity may not constitute “severe physical
’ suffering” regardless of its duration—i.e., even if it lasts for a very fong period of time. In
defining conduct proscribed by sections 2340-2340A, Congress established 2 high bar. The
ultimate question is whether the conduct “is sufficiently extreme and outrageous to warrant the
universal condegnation that the term ‘torture’ both connotes and invokes.” See Price v. Socialist
People’s Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 294 F.3d at 92 (interpreting the TVPA); cf. Mehinovic v.
Vuckovic, 198 F. Supp. 2d at 1332-40, 1345-46 (standard met under the TVPA by a course of
conduct that included severe beatings to the genitals, head, and other parts of the body with metal
pipes and varicus other items; removal of teeth with pliers; kicking in the face and ribs; breaking
of bones and ribs and dislocation of fingers; cutting a figure into the victim’s forehead; hanging
the victim and beating him; extreme limitations of food and water; and subjection to games of

“Russian roulette”). :
(3) The meaning of "severe mental pain orsuﬁ’m‘né. ”

Section 2340 defines “severe mental pain or suffering” to mean:

the prolonged mental harm caused by or resulting from—

(A) the intentional infliction or threatened infliction of severe
physical pain or suffering;

(B) the administration or application, or threatened
administration or application, of mind-altering substances or other

. personality,
(C) the threat of imminent death; or
(D) the threst that another person will imminently be subjected to
death, severe physical pain or suffering, or the administration or
application of mind-altering substances or other procedures calculated
to disrupt profoundly the senses or personality{.]

18 U.S.C. § 2340(2). Torture is defined under the statute to include an act specifically intended
to inflict severe mental pain or suffering. See id. § 2340(1).

An important preliminary question with respect to this definition is whether the statutory
list of the four “predicate acts” in section 2340(2)(A)«(D) is exclusive. We have concluded that
Congggss intended the Jist of predicate acts to be exclusive—that is, to satisfy the definition of
«severe mental pain or suffering” under the statute, the prolonged mental harm must be caused
by acts falling within one of the four statutory categories of predicate acts. 2004 Legal
Standards Opinion at 13. We reached this conclusion based on the clear language of the statute,
which provides a detailed definition that includes four categories of predicate acts joined by the
disjunctive and does pot contain a catchall provision or any other language suggesting that
additional acts might qualify (for example, language such as “including” or “such acts as”). /d*

o Thmfmnmgoﬁsdmdimm“mmbmdm'mdmdmau,’jummgthe

Mmﬂmmnamﬁonedmwmdedbyddibammmmmm” Bornhart v. Peabody
Coal Co., 537 U.S. 149, 168 (2003) (quoting United States v, Vonn, 535 U.S. 55, 65 (2002)). See also, e.2.,

""""""""" ToFsECRET” oo
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Congress plainly considered very specific predicate acts, and this definition tracks the Senate’s
understanding concerning mental pain or suffering on which its advice and consent to ratification
of the CAT was conditioned. The conclusion that the list of predicate acts is exclusive is
consistemwhhbmhﬂwtextoftheSmﬁte'sundmmding,uﬂWiththefaathndle '
understanding was required out of concern that the CAT’s definition of torture would not
otherwise meet the constitutional requirement for clarity in defining crimes. See 2004 Legal
Standards Opinion at 13. Adopting an interpretation of the statute that expands the list of

-~ predicate acts for “severe mental pain or suffering” would constitute an impermissible rewriting
ofthestatmeandwouldinwducetheveryimprecisiontbatpmmptedtheSemtetorequireﬂlis
understanding as a condition of its advice and consent to ratification of the CAT’

Another question is whether the requirement of “prolonged mental harm” caused by or
resulting from one of the enumerated predicate acts is a separate requirement, or whether such
“prolonged mental harm” is to be presumed any time one of the predicate acts occurs. Although
it is possible to read the statute’s reference to “the prolonged mental harm caused by or resulting
ﬁom”thepredicateadaua‘eaﬁngastmwprmmpﬁonthatmhoftheprediateactswill
always cause prolonged mental harm, we concluded in our 2004 Legal Standards Opinion that
that was not Congress’s intent, since the statutory definition of “severe mental pain or suffering”
was meant to track the understanding that the Senate required as a condition to its advice and
consent to ratification of the CAT: '

‘ ' inordertoeonsﬁtutetonura,anwtmstbespeciﬁcallyintendedtoinﬂiascvere
physical or mental pain or suffering and that mental pain or suffering refers to
prolonged mental harm caused by or resulting from (1) the intentional infliction or
threatened infliction of severe physical pain or suffering; (2) the administration or
application, or threatened administration or application, of mind altering
substances or other procedures calculated to disrupt profoundly the senses or the
personality; (3) the threat of imminent death; or (4) the threat that another person
will imminently be subjected to death, severe physical pain or suffering, or the
administration or application of mind altering substances or other procedures .
calculated to disrupt profoundly the senses or personality. -

S. Exec. Rep. No. 101-30 at 36. As we previously stated, “[w]e do not believe that simply by

adding the word ‘the’ Before prolonged harm, Congress intended & thaterial change in the

. definition of mental pain or suffering as articulated in the Senate’s understanding to the CAT.”
2004 Legal Standards Opinion at 13-14, “The definition of torture emanates directly from
article 1 of the [CAT]. The definition for ‘severe mental pain and suffering’ incorporates the
‘[above mentioned] understanding.” S. Rep. No. 103-107, at 58-59 (1993) (emphasis added).
This understanding, embodied in the statute, defines the obligation undertaken by the United
States. Given this understanding, the legislative history, and the fact that section 2340(2) defines
“severs mental pain or suffering” carefully in language very simifar to the understanding, we
believe that Congress did not intend to create a presumption that any time one of the predicate

' Leatherman v. Tarrant County Narcotics Intelligence & Coordination Unit, 507 U.S. 163, 168 (1993); 2A Norman
I Shlger,&mmand&aamCWGl}ﬂJS(Gﬁd.ZOOO). Nor do we sze any “contrary indications” that }

wouid rebut this infereqce. Vonn, 533 U.S, at 65, )

ey TORSEGARE _ieroms
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. .acts occurs, prolonged mental harm is automaticaily deemed to result. See 2004 Legal Standards
. . Opinion st 13-14. At the same time, it is conceivable that the occurrence of one of the predicate
acts alone could, depending on the circumstances of a particular case, give rise to an inference of
intent to cause prolonged mental harm, as required by the statute.

}

Tumning to the question of what constitutes “prolonged mental harm caused by or
resulting from™ a predicate act, we have concluded that Congress intended this phrase to require
mental “harm” that has some lasting duration. /d. at 14. There is little guidance to draw upon in
interpreting the phrase “prolonged mental harm,” which does not appear in the relevant medical
literature. Nevertheless, our interpretation is consistent with the ordinary meaning of the
statutory terms. First, the use of the word “harm™—as opposed to simply repeating “pain or
suffering”—suggests some mental damage or injury. Ordinary dictionary definitions of “harm,”
such as “physical or mental damage: infury,” Webster s Third New International Dictionary at
1034 (emphasis added), or “[p}hysical or psychological injury or damage,” American Heritage
Dictionary of the English Language at 825 (emphasis added), support this interpretation.

Second, to “prolong™ means to “lengthen in time,” “extend in duration,” or “draw out,”
Webster's Third New International Dictionary at 1815, further suggesting that to be “prolonged,”
the mental damage must extend for some period of time. This damage need not be permanent,
but it must be intended to continue for a “prolonged™ period of time.* Morgover, under section
2340(2), the “prolonged mental harm™ must be “caused by” or “resulting from” one of the
enumerated predicate acts. As we pointed out in 2004 Legal Standards Opinion, this conclusion
isnotmeamtowggmthn,ifthepredicateuctonctsoonﬁnueforanextendedperiod, -
“prolonged mental harm” cannot occur until after they are completed. /d at 14-15 n.26. Early

Ve & OO CALe-3 men

.  prolonged—during the exteaded period the predicate acts continued to occur. See, e.g., Sackie v.
Ashcroft, 270 F. Supp. 2d 596, 601-02 (ED. Pa. 2003) (finding that predicate acts had contimued
over a three-to-four-year period and concluding that “prolonged mental harm” had occurred
during that time).

Although there are few judicial opinions discussing the question of “prolonged mental
harm,” those cases that have addressed the issue are consistent with our view. For example, in
the TVPA case of Mehinovic v. Vuckovic, the district court explained that:

»n m“mmwmmummhwedwmmmmoﬁmdm-
MnmmmemwmmHM"mwmm“
See i chiatric Association, Diagnastic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders 36976, 46368 (4th
od. 7000) COSMEIV-TR"). See also, ¢.g., Report of the Spectal Rapportexr on Torture and Other Cruel, Inkuman
arDegmdngmaMntorMM.U.N.Doc. A/39324, at 14 W)mmaeommdiagmdsuf
pmmmmmmkmmummmﬁxmmmw
et al,, Torture and Mental Heaith: A Research Overview, in Ellen Gerrity i al. ¢ds., The Menral Health
- Consequences of Torture 48-49 (2001) (refetring to findings of higher rates of post-traumatic stress disorder in

studies involving torture survivoss); Murat Parker ctal, Psychological Effects of Torture: An Empirical Study of
Tortured and Non-Tortured Non-Political Prisoners, in Metin Basoglu ed., Torture and Its Consequences: Current
Treatment Approaches T1 (1992) (MdemeMintmmM). OMS
mmum—amym&m‘wmkw—mmmmmemwmd
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[The defendant] also caused or participated in the plaintiffs’ mental torture.
Mental torture consists of “prolonged mental harm caused by or resulting from: |
the intentional infliction or threatened infliction of severe physical pain or
suffering; . . . the threat of imnuinent death . ..."” As set out above, plaintiffs
noted in their testimony that they feared that they would be killed by [the
defendant] during the beatings he inflicted ar during games of “Russian roulette.”
Each plaintiff continues to suffer long-term psychological harm as a result of the
ordeals theyagﬂ'eredatﬂnlmxdsofdefmdwﬂwdoﬂper&-

198 F. Supp. 2d at 1346 (emphasis added; first ellipsis in original). In reaching its conclusion,
the court noted that each of the plaintiffs were coatinuing to suffer serious mental harm even ten
years after the events in question. See id, at 1334-40. In each case, these mental effacts were
continuing years after the infliction of the predicate acts. See also Sackie . Ashcroft, 270

F. Supp. 2d at 597-98, 601-02 (victim was kidnapped and “forcibly recruited™ as a child soldier
at the age of 14, and, over a period of three to four years, was repeatedly forced to take narcotics
and threatened with imminent death, all of which produced “prolonged mental harm” during that
time). Conversely, in Villeda Aldana v. Fresh Del Momte Prodce, Inc., 305 F. Supp. 2d 1285
(S.D. Fla. 2003), the court rejected a claim under the TVPA brought by individuals who had
been held at gunpoint overnight and repeatedly threatened with death. While recognizing that
the plaintiffs had experieaced an “ordeal,” the court concluded that they had failed to show that

. their experience caused lasting damage, noting that “there 18 simply no allegation that Plaintifis
’ have suffered any prolonged mental harm or physical injury as a result of their alleged
intimidation.” Jd. at 1294-95,
(4) The meaming of “specifically mlended *

It is well recognized that the term “specific intent” has no clear, settled definition, and

that the courts do not use it consistently. See 1 Wayne R. LaFave, Substantive Criminal Law
§ 5.2(e), at 355 & n.79 (2d ed. 2003). “Specific intent” is most commonly understood, however,
“to designate a special mental element which is required above and beyond any ‘mental state
required with respect to the acrus rews of the crime.” Id. at 354; see also Carter v. United States,
530 U.S. 255, 268 (2000) (explaining that general intent, a3 opposed to specific intent, requires  _
“that the defendant possessed knowledge [only] with respect to the actus reus of the crime”).
Somasases suggest that only a conscious desire to produce the proscribed result constitutes
specific intent; others suggest that even reasonable foreseeability miy suffice. In Unifted States
v. Bailey, 444 U.S. 394 (1980), for example, the Court suggested that, at least “[i]n a general
sense,” id. at 405, “specific intent” requires that one consciously desire the result. /d at 403-05.
The Court compared the common law’s mens rea concepts of specific intent and general intent to
the Model Penal Code’s mens rea concepts of acting purposefully and acting knowingly. See id.
at 404-05. “{A] person who causes a particular result is said to act purposefuily,” wrote the
Court, “if ‘he consciously desires that result, whatever the likelihood of that resuit happening
from his conduct.’” Id at 404 (internal quotation marks omitted). A person “is said to act
knowingly,” in contrast, “if he is aware ‘that that result is practically certain to follow from his
] conduct, whatever his desire may be as to that result.”” Id (intemal quotation marks omitted).

The Court then stated: “In a general sense, ‘purpose’ corresponds loosely with the common-law
concept of speciﬁc.intent, while ‘knowledge’ corresponds loosely with the concept of general i
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_ intent.” /d. at 405. In contrast, cases such as United States v. Neiswender, 590 F.2d 1269 (4th
Cir. 1979), suggest that t0 prove specific intent it is enough that the defendant simply have

' “Ynowledge or notice” that his act “would have likely resulted in” the proscribed outcome. /d at

1273. “Notice,” the court held, “is provided by the reasonable foreseeability of the natural and

probable consequences of one’s acts.” Jd :

As in 2004 Legal Standards Opinion, we will not attempt to ascestain the precise
meaning of “specific intent” in sections 2340-2340A. See id at 16-17. It s clear, however, that
the necessary specific intent would be present if an individual performed an act and “consciously
desire[d]” that act to inflict severe physical or mental pain or suffering. 1 LaFave, Substantive
Criminal Law § 5.2(a), at 341. Conversely, if an individual acted in good faith, and only after
reasonable investigation establishing that his conduct would not be expected to inflict severe
physical or mental pain or suffering, he would not have the specific intent necessary to violate
sections 2340-2340A. Such-an individual could be said neither consciously to desire the
proscribed result, see, e.g., Bailey, 444 U.S. at 405, nor to have “knowledge or notice” that his
act “would likely have resulted in" the proscribed outcome, Neiswender, 590 F.2d at 1273.

As we did in 2004 Legal Standards Opinion, we stress two additional points regarding
specific intent: First, specific intent is distinguished from motive. A good motive, suchas to
protect national security, does not excuse conduct that is specifically intended to inflict severe
physical or mental pain or suffering, as proscribed by the statute. Second, specific intent to take
a given action can be found even if the actor would take the action only upon certain conditions.
Cf., e.g., Holloway v. Um"tedStal‘es, 526 U.S. 1, 11 (1999) (“[A] defendant may not negate &

}

tide itirt 1819 -t l_ 4{vein OLCLILERE) AL &

' impose.”). See also id. at 10-11 & . 9-12; Model Penal Code § 2.02(6). Thus, for example,
the fact that a victim might have avoided being tortured by cooperating with the perpetrator
would not render permissible the resort to conduct that would otherwise constitute torture under
the statute. 2004 Legal Standards Opimion at 17.2

118

In the discussion that follows, we will address each of the specific interrogation
techniques you have described. Subject to the understandings, limitations, and safeguards
discussed herein, including ongoing medical and psychological monitoring and team intérvention
as necessary, we conclude that the authorized use of each of these techniques, considered
individually, would not violate the prohibition that Congress has adopted in sections 2340-
23404, This conclusiop is straightforward with respect to all but twg of the techniques. Use of
sleep deprivation as an enhanced techaique and use of the waterboard, however, invoive more
substantial questions, with the waterboard presenting the most substantial question. Although we
conclude that the use of these techniques—as we understand them and subject to the limitations
you have described—would not violate the statute, the issues raised by these two techniques
counse} great caution in their use, including both careful adherence to the limitations and

% The Criminal Division of the Department of Justice has reviewed this memorandum and is satisfied that
mmwmdmmmmmzmMAiswmmmmmmmm
2004 Legal Standards Opinion,
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restrictions you have described and also close and continuing medical and psychological
monitoring. ' )

Before addressing the application of sections 2340-2340A to the specific techniques in
question, we note certain overall features of the CIA's approach that are significant to our
conclusions. Interrogators are trained and certified in a course that you have informed us
currently lasts approximately four weeks. Interrogators (and other personnel deployed as part of
this program) are required to review and acknowledge the applicable interrogation guidelines.
See Confinement Guidelines st 2, Iterrogation Guidelines st 2 (“The Director, DCI |

have been appropristely screened (from the medical, psychological and security standpoints),
have reviewed these Guidelines, have received appropriate training in their implementation, and
have completed the attached Acknowledgement.”). We assume that all interrogators are
adequately trained, that they understand the design and purpose of the interrogation techniques,
and that they will apply the techniques in accordance with their authorized and intended use.

' in procedures, particularly the use of the waterboard.* We have had extonciv:
hanges to—certain p ures, particularly the use of the waterboard /¢ have j(et;’f(‘s) ClAAGt

B As noted above, cach of these techniques has been adapted (aithough in some cases with significant
modifications) from SERE training. wmmmthMVvammmbuhm

physical pain, injury, or suffering. With respect to the psychological impact, "~ Jof the
mmmmm;mmm.wmmmmm.m X two of
whomdmwedomfollowmgmdﬂnlmmm Although on rare occasions students ily postponed the
mdeNMMMnWMMMMMb
ﬁnmmemgnmmthmnmymﬁudmbuqmmumm who has had over

r’ﬁﬁi&bumﬂﬁhmydewmmmmmwmmﬁm

(b)(3) CIAACt

(b)(1)

andumpm:ryadvetnepsycho!ngialrespommthemiﬂn& O£ 26,829 students in Air Force SERE training from
1992 through 2001, only.o.u%wepulhdﬁmthepmmforpsyehologialm(spedﬂany, although
4.3%had some contact with psychology servi 3% of those individuals with such contact in fact withdrew

from the program). We understand jexpressed confi

debridingofsmduluandotbainfmnnﬁon—mmeminjmdiduo(mmylo -term psychological harm and

that if there are any long-term psychological effects of the training af all, they “ire certzinly minimal”  (b)(3) CIAAct
‘ M Wemmmwwamumumummmamwmmmm

imﬂmﬁmc&ﬂwpmﬁnuknﬁgﬁqmdiﬂuauhmmwdmmmammmm

Inspector General’s Report, See /G Report at 21 .26 (“OMS was neither consulted nor irtvolved in the initial

mﬂyﬁsdﬂuﬁskmdbmeﬁud[mhmhmmmiqustmadmmﬂnmmduh

the OLC opinion [the Interrogation Memorandum).™). Since that time, based on comments from OMS, additional {

constraints have been imposed o use of the techniques. . '

1
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meetings with the medical personnel involved in monitoring the use of these techniques. Itis
' clear that they have carefully worked to ensure that the techniques do not result in severe

physical or mental pain or suffering to the detainees ® Medical and psychological personnel
evaluate each detainee before the use of these techniques on the detainee is approved, and they
continue to monitor each detainee throughout his interrogation and detention. Moreover,
medical personnel are physically present throughout application of thé waterboard (and present
or otherwise observing the use of all techniques that involve physical contact, as discussed more
fully above), and they carefully monitor detainees who are undergoing sleep deprivation or
dietary manipulation. In addition, they regularly assess both the medical literature and the

_experience with detainees.” OMS has specifically declared that “[m]edical officers must remain
cognizant at all times of their obligation to prevent ‘severe physical or mental pain or suffering.””
OMS Guidelines at 10. In fact, we understand that medical and psychological personnel have
discontinued the use of techniques as to a particular detainee when they believed he might suffer
such pain or suffering, and in certain instances, OMS medical personnel have not cleared certain
detainees for some——or any—techniques based on the initial medical and psychological
assessments. They have also imposed additional restrictions on the use of techniques (such as
the waterboard) in order to protect the safety of detainees, thus reducing further the risk of severe
pain or suffering. You have informed us that they will continue to have this role and authority.
We assume that all intesTogators understand the important role and authority of OMS personnel
and will cooperate with OMS in the exercise of these duties.

Finally, in sharp contrast to those practices universally condemned as torture over the
centuries, the techniques we consider here have been carefully eveluated to avoid causing severe
pain or suffering to the detainees. As OMS has described these techniques as a group.

In all instances the general goal of these techniques is a psychological impact, and
not some physical effect, with a specific goal of “dislocat{ing] {the detainee’s)
expectations regarding the treatment he believes he will receive. ... The more
physical techniques are delivered in a manner carefully limited to avoid serious
pain. The slaps, for example, are designed “to induce shock, surprise, and/or
humiliation” and “not to inflict physical pain that is severe or lasting.”

Jd at 8-9.

msd’- We are mindful4hat, histerically, medica) personnel have sometimes been used to enhance, not prevent,
torture—for example, by keeping a torture victim alive and conscious so as to extend his suffering. It is absolutely
ctear, as you have informed us and as ous own dealings with OMS personnel have confirmed, that the involvememt
of OMS is intended to prevent harm to the detainees and not 0 extend or increase pain or suffering. As the OMS
Guidelines explain, “OMS is responsible for assessing and monitoring the health of all Agency detainees subject to
‘enhanced’ interrogation techniques, and for determining that the authorized administration of these techniques
would not be expected to cause serious or permanent harm.” OASS Guidelines at 9 (footnotc omitted). '

% To assist in monitoring experience with the detainees, we understand that there is regular reporting on

medical and psychological experience with the use of these techniques on detainees and that there are special
instructions on documenting experience with sleep deprivation and the waterboard. See OASS Guidelinesat 67, 16,

20.
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With this background, we turn to the application of sections 2340-2340A to each of the
specific interrogation techniques.

- 1. Dietary manipulation. Basedonquenoe,xtxsewdentthatthntechmquexsnot
expected to cause any physical pain, let alone pain that is extreme in intensity. The detainee is
carefully monitored to ensure that he does not suffer acute weight loss or any dehydration.
Further, tbere|snothmgmtheexpmenceofcaloncmtakcatt!mlevelthatcmddbeexpectedto
cause physical pain. Although we do not equate a person who voluntarily enters a weight-loss
program with a detainee subjected to dietary manipulation as an interrogation technique, we
believe that it is relevant that several commercial weight-loss programs available in the United
States involve similar or even greater reductions in caloric intake. Nor could this technique
reasonably be thought to induce “severe physical suffering.” Although dietary manipulation may
cause some degree of hunger, such an experience is far from extreme hunger (let alone
starvation) and cannot be expected to amount to “severe physical suffering” under the statute.
The caloric levels are set based on the detaines's weight, so as to ensure that the detainee does
not experience extreme hunger. As noted, many people participate in weight-loss programs that
involve similar or more stringent caloric limitations, and, while such participation cannot be
equated with the use of dietary manipulation as an interrogation technique, we believe that the
existence of such programs is relevant to whether dietary manipulation would cause “severe

' physical suffering” within the meaning of sections 2340-2340A. Because there is no prospect
_ . that the technique would cause severe physical pain or suffering, we conclude that the suthorized
use of this technique by an adequately trained interrogator could not reasonably be considered
specifically intended to do so.

This technique presents no issue of “severe mental pain or suffering” within the meaning
of sections 2340-2340A, because the use of this technique would involve no qualifying predicate
act. The technique does not, for example, involve “the intentional infliction or threatened
infliction of severe physical pain or suffering,” 18 U.S.C. § 2340(2)(A), or the “application

.of . . . procedures calculated to disrupt profoundly the senses or the personality,” id.
§ 2340(2)(B) Moreover, there is no basis to believe that dietary manipulation could cause
“rrolonged mental harm.” Therefore, we conclude that the authorized use of this technique by -

an adequately trained interrogator could not reasonably be considered speclﬁcally mtended to

canggychparm” ,

2. Nudity. We understand that nudnty isusedasa techmque to create psychological
discomfort, not to inflict any physical pain or suffering. You have informed us that during the
usrofthlstechmque, detainees are kept in locations with ambient temperatures that easure there
is no threat to their health. Specifically, this technique would not be employed at temperatures
below 68°F (and is unhkely to be employed below 75'1") Even if this technique involves some .
physical discomfort, it cannot be said to cause “suffering” (as we have explained the term

* Inlrefand v. United Kingdom, 25 Eur. Ct. HLR. (ser. A) (1978), the European Court of Homan Rights
. concluded by a vote of 13-4 that a reduced diet, even in conjunction with 8 tumber of other echniques, did not

amount to “torture,” as defined i the European Convention oo Human Rights. The reduced diet there coasisted of
- one “round” of bread and a pint of water every six hours, see id,, separate opinion of Judge Zekia, Part A. The !
duration of the reduced-diet in that case is not clear.

1
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above), let alone “severe physical pain or suffering,” and we therefore conclude that its
authorized iise by an adequately trained interrogator could not ressonably be considered
specifically intended to do so. Although some detainees might be humiliated by this technique,
especially given possible cultural sensitivities and the possibility of being seen by female

" officers, it cannot constitute “severe mental pain or suffering” under the statute because it does
not involve any of the predicate acts specified by Congress.

3. Attention grasp. The attention grasp involves no physical pain or suffering for the -
detainee and does not involve any predicate act for purposes of severe mental pain or suffering
under the statute. Accordingly, because this technique cannot be expected to cause severe
physical or mental pain or suffering, we conclude that its authorized use by an adequately trained
interrogator could not reasonably be considered specifically intended to do so.

4. Walling. Although the walling technique involves the use of considerable force to
push the detainee against the wall and may involve a large number of repetitions in certain cases,
we understand that the false wail that is used is flexible and that this technique is not designed to,
and does not, cause severe physical pain to the detainea. We understand that there may be some
pain o irritation associated with the collar, which is used to help avoid injury such as whiplash
to the detainee, but that any physical pain associated with the use of the collar would not
approach the level of intensity nceded to constitute severe physical pain. Similarly, we do not
believe that the physical distress caused by this technique or the duration of its use, even with
multiple repetitions, could amount to severe physical suffering within the meaning of sections
2340-2340A. We understand that medical and psychological personnel are present or observing

CONIguces 0 IR DRVSICE COMmac y

DT ACIN LAY eCii

detainee), and that any member of the team or the medical staff may intercede to stop the use of
the technique if it is being used impropesly or if it appears that it may cause injury to the
detainee. We also do not believe that the use of this technique would involve a threat of
infliction of severe physical pain or suffering or other predicate act for purposes of severe mental
pain or suffering under the statute. Rather, this technique is designed to shock the detainee and
disrupt his expectations that he will not be treated forcefully and to wear down his resistance to
interrogation, Based on these understandings, we conclude that the suthorized use of this
technique by adequately trained interrogators could not reasonably be considered specifically
intended to cause severe physical or mental pain or suffering in violation of sections 2340-

2340A"
5. Facial hold. Like the attention grasp, this technique involves no physical pain or

sufferwm-aml does not involve any predicate:act for purposes of severe mental pain or suffering.
Accordingly, we conclude that its authorized use by adequately trained interrogators could not

» In]ruemgdlmummdm,wdidnntdumhthew:ﬂin;mhniqueuimolvingthznmnberof
repetitions that we understand may be applied. Our advice witk respect to walling in the present memorandusm is
smmmummmwmamhwmwmmmm
shock of the technigue, to wear down the detainee’s resistance, and to disrupt expectations that he will not be treated
with force, and that such use is not intended to, and does not in fact, cause scvere phiysical pain (0 the detaines.
Mmm,anadvicespedﬁuﬂymmdn&ﬂcmofwaﬂhgwmbemppedifmumindiaﬁontlnlthc
use of the technique is or may be causing severe physical pain to a detsinee.

1
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reasonably be considered specifically intended to cause severe physical or mental pain or
suffering. ' .

6. Facial slap or insult slap. Although this technique involves a degree of physical pain,
tbepajnassociatedwithaslaptothe&ce, as you have described it to us, could not be expected
to constitute severe.physical pain. We understand that the purpose of this technique is to cause
shock; surprise, or humiliation, not to inflict physical pain that is severe or lasting; we assumeit
will be used accordingly. Similarly, the physical distress that may be caused by an sbrupt slap to
the face, even if repeated several times, would not constitute an extended state or condition of
physical suffering and also would not likely involve the level of intensity required for severe
physical suffering under the statute. Finally, a facial slap would not involve a predicate act for
purposes of severe mental pain or suffering. Therefore, the suthorized use of this technique by

1. Abdominal slap. Although the abdominal slap technique might invoive some minor
physical pain, it cannot, as you have described it to us, be said to involve even moderate, let
alone severe, physical pain or suffering Aguin, because the technique cannot be expected to

_ causesevu'ephysicalpainormﬂ‘uing,’w'econcludethatitsauthorizedusebymadequatdy
trained interrogator could not reasonably be considered specifically intended to do so. Nor could
. it be considered specifically intendedtowmesevexementalpainorwﬁering within the
3 meaning of sections 2340-2340A, as none of the statutory predicate acts would be present.

suffering. Specifically, we do not believe that placing a detainee in a dark, cramped space for the
limited period of time involved here could reasonably be considered 2 procedure calculated to
disrupt profoundly the senses 30 as to cause prolonged mental harm. Accordingly, we conclude
that its authorized use by adequately trained interrogators could not reasonably be considered
specifically imtended to cause severe physical or mental pain or suffering in violation of sections
2340-2340A. .

3. Wall standing. The wall standing technique, as you have described it, would not
involWe"s¥vere physicat pain within the meatiing of the statute. It alse cannot be expected to
cause severe physical suffering. Even if the physical discomfort of muscle fatigue associated
whhwallstmdingﬂﬁghtbembamﬁ&mmsundthnthedtmﬁonofthetedmique is self-
limited by the individual detainee’s ability to sustain the position; thus, the short duration of the
discomfonmeanstlmﬂﬂstechlﬁquewaﬂdnotbeupectedtocause, and could not reasonably
be considered specifically intended to cause, severe physical suffering. Our advice also assumes
that the detainee’s position is not designed to produce severe pain that might result from
contortions or twisting of the body, but only temporary muscle fatigue. Nor does wall standing

’ ' "> Our advice about both the facial slap and the abdominal slap assumes that the inferrogators will apply
' mwtxhﬁqwudsi@edmwmwhmmm&mtmwmﬁﬁmimmannathat
might result in severe physical pain. A

__________________________ — '
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involve any predicate act for purposes of severe mental pain or suffering. Accordingly, we
. - conclude that the authorized use of this technique by adequately trained interrogators could not
reasonably be considered specifically intended to cause severe physical or mental pain or
suffering in violation of the statute.
: 10. Stress positions. For the same reasons that the use of wall standing would not violate
the statute, we conclude that the authorized use of stress positions such as those described in
Interrogation Memorandum, if employed by adequately trained interrogators, could not
reasonably be considered specifically intended to cause severs physical or mental pain or
suffering in violation of sections 2340-2340A. As with wall standing, we understand that the
duration of the technique is self-limited by the individual detainee’s ability to sustain the
position; thus, the short duration of the discomfort means that this technique would not be
expected to cause, and could not reasonably be considered specifically intended to cause, severe
physical suffering: Our advice also assumes that stress positions are not designed to produce
severe pain that might result from contortions or twisting of the body, but only temporary muscle

fatigue.®

11. Water dousing. As you have described it to us, water dousing involves dousing the
detainee with water from a container or a hose without a nozze, and is intended to wear him
down both physicaily and psychologically. You have informed us that the water might be as
cold as 41°F, though you have further advised us that the water generally is not refrigerated and
therefore is unlikely to be less than 50°F. (Nevertheless, for purposes of our analysis, we will
assume that water as °F mig e used.) OMS has advise: . As » i
experience in SERE training, the medical literature, and the experience with detainees to dat
water dousing as authorized is not designed or expected to cause sigmificant physical pain, and
certainly not severe physical pain. Although we understand that prolonged immersion in very
cold water may be physically painful, as noted above, this interrogation technique does not
involve immersion and a substantial margin of safety is built into the time limitation on the use
of the CIA’s water dousing technique—use of the technique with water of a given temperature
must be limited o no more than two-thirds of the time in which hypothermia could be expected
to occur from fotal immersion in water of the same temperature.” While being cold can involve
physical discomfort, OMS also advises that in their professional judgment any resulting
discomfort is not expected to be intense, and the duration is limited by specific times tied to

CoIQ as 4 15 L

o Ammmmmmmnﬁh;uwnumhddfwnlmgﬂmnmu
mmummmymuﬁﬁmmmmmmmmm
Cf. Army Field Marual 34-52: Inteiligence Interrogation at 1-8 (1992) (indicating that “{florcing an individual to
m&mthpﬁﬂmthdWmmﬂm' withia the meaning
oftheT\ﬁ:dGeuvaCmveﬂim'lnqmmﬁa‘{nhphysblummlm'mnymfnrmdm
may be inflicted on prisoners of war,” but not addressing 18U.5.C. §§ 2340-2340A); United Nations General
Assembly, Report of the Special Rapportewr on Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or
Punishment, UN. Doc. A/59/150 at 6 (Sept. 1, 2004) (mmw“mmmmmwaw
podﬁons”nﬁghtincuhindmmﬂmbechmderhdatm).

4 mmmumwmwmmwmmmmmm'
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. understand that the detainee would be expected to recover fully and rapidly.
e SO A—— ,
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Withrespecttomemalpainormﬂ‘ering,asyouhavedum'bed the procedure, we do not
believe that any of the four Statutory predicate acts necessary for a possible finding of severe
mental pain or suffering under the statute would be present. Nothing, for example, leads us to

‘expectedtomﬁ'eranypmlongedmenulhmnuarmhoftbepmc'edure. OMS advises that

-tlm the authorized use of the technique by adequately trained inte'lrogators could not reasonably
be considered specifically intended to cause severe mental pain or suffering within the meaning
of the statute. . '

1, The flicking technique, which is subject to the same temperature limitations a3 water
dousing but would involve substantially less water, a fortiori would not violate the statute.

12. Sleep deprivation, In the Interrogation Memorandum, we concluded that sleep
deprivation did not violate sections 2340-2340A_ Ses id. at 10, 14-15. This question warrants
further analysis for two reasons. First, we did not consider the potential for physical pain or
suffering resulting from the shackling used to keep detainees awake or any impact from the

(b)(1)
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" at least eight hours of unintesupted slecp following 180 hours of sleep deprivation, we will
evaluate only one application of up to 180 hours of sleep deprivation.®

We understand from OMS, and from our review of the literature on the physiology of
sleep, that even very extended sleep deprivation does not cause physical pain, let alone severe
physical pein.* “The longest studies of sleep deprivation in humans . . . [imvolved] volunteers
[who] were deprived of sleep for 8 to 11 days. . .. Surprisingly, little scemed to go wrong with
the subjects physically. The main cffects lay with slecpiness and impaired brain functioning, but
even these were no great cause for concern.” James Horne, Why We Sleep: The Functions of
Sleep in Humans and Other Mammals 23-24 (1988) (“Why We Slesp”™) (footnote omitted). We
note that there are important differences between sleep deprivation as an interrogation technique
used by the CIA and the controlled experiments documented in the literature. The subjects of the
expeﬁmenttmﬁutnmoveaboﬂmdmeinmmnhcﬁviﬁumdoﬁen led a “tranquil
existence” with “plenty of time for relaxation,” see id at 24, wheress a detainee in CIA custody
would be shackled and prevented from moving freely. Morcover, the subjects in the experiments
often increased their food consumption during periods of extended sleep loss, see id. at 38,
whereas the detainee undergoing interrogation may be placed on 2 reduced-calorie diet, as
discussed above. Nevertheless, we understand that experts who have studied sleep deprivation
have concluded that “{t]he most plausible reason for the uneventfusl physical findings with these

, humanbcingsistlm...sleeplossisnotpnﬁwllrlyharmﬂnl." Id, at 24. We understand that
this conclusion does not depend on the extent of physical movement or exercise by the subject or

. whether the subject increases his food consumption. OMS medical staff members have also

informed us, based on their experience with detainees who have undergone extended sleep
deprivation and their review of the relevant medical literature, that extended sleep deprivation
does not cause physical pain. Although edema, or sweiling, of the lowes legs may sometimes
develop as a result of the long periods of standing associated with sleep deprivation, we
understand from OMS that such edema is not painful and will quickly dissipate once the subject
is removed from the standing position. We also understand that if any case of significant edema
develops, the team will intercede to ensure that the detainee is moved from the standing position
and that he receives any medical attention necessary t0 relieve the swelling and allow the edema
to dissipate. For these reasons, we conclude that the authorized use of extended sieep

_ .ﬂ—mw»mmmmummdwwmmmmm
mmmmmmmw-mmmmmmmmwm
addﬁmmmmmummmmmmo-mm

“ meamwwmmmummmﬁamm
Mamddmﬂdwdq:ivaﬁonmhmmmdmw»mmdmmmmm
subjects. See, e.g., B. KWRLS@WAMWP@MMMM
Somatosensory Thresholds in Healthy Volunteers, 66 Psychosomatic Med. 932 (2004) (finding a significant
mhmmmmmmdmmmmmWMmmmmmpzs..naui
Onen, et al, The Effects of Total Sleep Deprivatian, Selective Sleep Interruption and Sleep Recovery on Pain
Tolerance Thresholds in Heaithy Subjects, 10 J. Sleep Research 35, 41 (2001) (finding a statisticaily significant drop
of&%hMlidsbmhﬁdprphmuwwx.ld at 33-36 (discussing other

’ studies). Wemwmwmmmmumwmh
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deprivation by adequately trained interrogators would not be expected to cause and could not
reasonably be considered specifically intended 1o cause severe physical pain.

In addition, OMS personnel have informed us that the shackling of detainees is not
designed to and does not result in significant physical pain. A detainee subject to sleep
deprivation would not be allowed to hang by his wrists, and we understand that no detainee
subjected to sleep deprivation to date has been allowed to hang by his wrists or has otherwise
suffered injury.® If necessary, we understand that medical personnel will intercede to preveat
any such injury and would requireeithuthnimqrogamrsuseadiﬁ‘mmethodtokeepthe
detaineeawake(wchudlmughﬂleuseofsitﬁngorboﬁzomﬂposhions), or that the use of the
technique be stopped altogether, When the sitting position is used, the detainee is seated on a
small stool to which he is shackled; the stool supports his weight but is too small to let the

Wway as to ensure that there is no additional stress on the detainee’s arm or leg joints that might
force the limbs beyond natural extension or create teasion on any joint. Thus, shackling cannot
be expected to result in severe physical pain, and we conclude that its authorized use by
adequately trained interrogators could not reasonably be considered specifically intended to do
so. Finally, we believe that the use of a diaper cannot be expected to—and could not reasonably
be considered intended to—result in any physical pain, let alone severe physical pain. :

. Although it is a more substantial question, particularly given the imprecision in the

" statutory standard and the lack of guidance from the courts, we also conclude that extended sleep
deprivation, subject to the limitations and conditions described herein, would not be expected to
cause “severe physical suffering.” We understand that some individuals who undergo extended
sleep deprivation would likely at some point experience physical discomfort and distress. We
assume that some individuals would eventually feel weak physically and may experience other
unpleasant physical sensations from prolonged fatigue, including such symptoms as impairment
to coordinated body movement, difficulty with speech, nausea, and blurred vision. See Why We
Sleep at 30. In addition, we understand that extended sleep deprivation will often cause a small

discomfort that might be associated with sleep deprivation would likely increase, at least to a
poMngerthesubjectgo«withmnsbep. Thus, on these assymptions, it may be the case
that at some point, for some individuals, the degree of physical distress experienced in sleep
deprivation might be substantial, ¢ . '

On the other hand, we understand from OMS, and from the literature we have reviewed
on the physiology of sleep, that many individuals may tolerate extended sleep deprivation well

(b)(3) CIAAct
* ‘This includes a total of more than 25 detainees subjected to at least some period of sleep deprivation.

. See January ll_Fna 1-3.
. mmmmmmmwmmwwmmmﬁummmmm
44, magnifies this concern, : ' .
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and with little apparent distress, and that this has been the CIA’s experience.” Furthermore, the
principal physical problem associated with standing is edema, and in any instance of significant
edema, the interrogation team will remove the detsinee from the standing position and will seek
medical assistance. The shackling is used only as a passive means of keeping the detainee awake
and, in both the tightness of the shackles and the positioning of the hands, is not intended to
cause pain. A detainee, for example, will not be allowed to hang by his wrists. Shackling in the
sitting position involves a stool that is adequate to support the detainee’s weight. In the rare
instances when horizontal sleep deprivation may be used, a thick towel or blanket is placed under
the detainee to protect against reduction of body temperature from contact with the floor, and the
manacles and shackles are anchored so as not to cause pain or create tension on any joint. If the
detainee is mude and is using an adult disper, the diaper is checked regularly to preveat skin
irritation. The conditions of sleep deprivation are thus aimed at preventing sovere physical
suffering. Because sleep deprivation does not involve physical pain and would not be expected
to cause extreme physical distress to the detainee, the extended duration of sleep deprivation,
within the 180-hour limit imposed by the CIA, is not a sufficient factor alone to constitute severs
physical suffering within the meaning of sections 2340-2340A. We therefore believe that the use
of this technique, under the specified limits and conditions, is not “extreme and outrageous” and
does not reach the high bar set by Congress for a violation of sections 2340-2340A. See Price v.
Socialist People s Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 294 F.3d at 92 (to be torture under the TVPA,
conduct must be “extrems and outrageous™); of. Mehinovic v. Vuckovic, 198 F, Supp. 2d at 1332-
40, 1345-46 (standard met under the TVPA by a course of conduct that included severe beatings

. tothegeniuls,had,nndotherpmsofthebodywithmetdpipuandmiousotheritems;
removal of teeth with pliers; kicking in the face and ribs; breaking of bones and ribs and
dislocation of fingers; cutting a figure into the victim’s forehead; hanging the victim and beating
him; extreme limitations of food and water; and subjection to games of “Russian roulette”).

Nevertheless, because extended slecp deprivation could in some cases result in
substantial physical distress, the safeguards adopted by the CIA, including ongoing medical
monitoring and intervention by the team if needed, are important to ensure that the CIA's use of
extended sleep deprivation will pot run afoul of the statute. Different individual detainees may
react physicaily to sleep deprivation in different ways. We assume, therefore, that the team will

* separately monitor each individual detainee who is undergoing sleep deprivation, and that the
application of this technique will be seasitive to the individualized physical condition and
reactiems-ofeach detsinee. Moreover, we craphasize our understanding thet OMS will intervene
to aiter or stop the course of sleep deprivation for a detainee if OMS concludes in its medical
judgment that the detainee is or may be experiencing extreme physical distress.® The team, we

—

7 Indeed, although it may seem surprising to those not familiar with the extensive medical literature
mmmsz@mmm@mmmtsmmmmmmm«. OMS
uasueq;mamnmmummm;mmﬁmmammmmm
waterboard. See OMS Guidelines at 8.

4’ For example, any physical pain or suffering associated with standing or with shackles might become

more intense with an extended use of the technique on a particular detaines whose condition and strength do not

. MtMmmmuwwwwmmmghmwmmm&iHWMo
muntand,ifmmy.wiumnﬂnmedmmupheedimoadﬁuuhmimmlpodumuwiudim !
. mmﬂnsleepdewivﬂc?bedinmdnndm. Sze OMS Guidelines st 14-16. ’ !
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understand, will intervene not only if the sleep deprivation itself may be having such effects, but
‘ also if the shackling or other conditions attendant to the technique appear to be causing severe
physical suffering. With thess precautions in place, and based on the assumption that they will
be followed, we conclude that the authorized use of extended sleep deprivation by adequately
) minediMmogatmwddnotbee:pemdwmdcwlanrusomblybeconsidaed
specifically intended to cause severe Physical suffering in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 2340-2340A_

}

Finally, we also conclude that extended sleep deprivation cannot be expected to cause
“severe mental pain or suffering” as defined in sections 2340-23404, and that its authorized use
by adequately trained interrogators could not reasonably be considered specifically intended to
do so. First, we do not believe that use of the sleep deprivation technique, subject to the
conditions in place, would involve one of the predicate acts necessary for “severe mental pain or
suffering” under the statute. There would be no infliction or threatened infliction of severe
physical pain or suffering, within the meaning of the statute, and there would be no threat of
imminent death. It may be questioned whether sleep deprivation could be charicterized as a
“procedure(] calculated to disrupt profoundly the senses or the personality” within the meaning
of section 2340(2)(B), since we understand from OMS and from the scientific literature that
extended sleep deprivation might induce hallucinations in some cases. Physicians from OMS
have informed us, however, that they are of the view that, in general, no “profound” disruption
would result from the length of sleep deprivation contemplated by the CIA, and againthe
scientific literature we have reviewed appears to support this conclusion. Moreover, we
understand that any team member would direct that the technique be immediately discontinued if
there were any sign that the detainee is experiencing hallucinations. Thus, it appears that the
authorized use of sleep deprivation by the CTA would not be expected to result in a profound
’ disruption of the senses, and if it did, it would be discontinued. Even assuming, however, that
the extended use of sleep deprivation may result in hallucinations that could fairly be
characterized as a “profound” disruption of the subject’s senses, we do not believe it tenable to
conclude that in such circumstances the use of sleep deprivation could be said to be “calculated”
to cause such profound disruption to the senses, as required by the statute. The term “calculated™
denotes something that is-planned or thought out beforehand: “Calculate,” as used in the statute,
- is defined to mean “to plan the nature of beforehand: think out”; “to design, prepare, or adapt by
forethought or careful plan: fit or prepare by appropriate means.” Webster 's Third New
International Dictionary at 315 (defining “calculate”—“used chiefly [as it is in section
2340(2)(B)] as [a] past partficiple] with complementary infinitive <calculated to succeed>").
Here, it is evident that the potential for any haflucinations on the part of a detainee undergoing
' - sleop deprivation is not something that would be a “calculated” result of the use of this
' techriyete Furticularly given that the team would intervene immediately to stop the technique if
there were signs the subject was experiencing hallucinations,

Second, even if we were to assume, out of an abundance of caution, that extended sleep
deprivation could be said to be a “procedure[] caiculated to disrupt profoundly the senses or the
personality” of the subject within the meaning of section 2340(2)(B), we do not believe that this
technique would be expected to—or that its authorized use by adequately trained interrogators
could reasonably be considered specifically intended to—cause “prolonged mental harm” as
required by the statute, because, as we understand it, any hallucinatory effects of sleep
deprivation would dissipate rapidly. OMS has informed us, based on the scientific literature and

j‘r«ueiem
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. on its own experience with detainees who have been sleep deprived, that any such hallucinatory
effects would not be profonged. We understand from OMS that Why We Sleep provides an
accurate summary of the scientific literature on this poiat. As discussed there, the longest

documented period of time for which any human has gone without sleep is 264 hours. See id. at
29-34, The longest study with more than one subject involved 205 hours of sleep deprivation.
See id. at 37-42. We understand that these and other studies constituting significant body of
scientific literature indicate that sleep deprivation temporarily affects the functioning of the brain
but does not otherwise have significant physiological effects. See id. at 100. Sleep deprivation’s
effects on the brain are generally not severe but can include impaired cognitive performance and
visual hailucinations; however, these effects dissipate rapidly, often with as little as one night’s
sleep. See id at31-32, 34-37, 40, 47-53. Thus, we conchude, any temporary hallucinations that
might result from extended sieep deprivation could not reasonably be considered “prolonged
mental harm” for purposes of sections 2340-2340A.% ‘

In light of these observations, although in its extended uses it may present a substantial
question under sections 2340-2340A, we conclude that the authorized use of sleep deprivation by
adequately trained interrogators, subject to the limitations and monitoring in place, could not
reasonably be considered specifically intended to cause severe mental pain or suffering. Finally,
the use of a diaper for sanitary purposes on an individual subjected to sleep deprivation, while
potentially humiliating, could not be considered specifically intended to inflict severe mental
pain or suffering within the meaning of the statute, because there would be no statutory predicat
act and 1o reason to expect “prolonged mental harm” to result. :

the period of sleep deprivation increases.
, % We note that the coart of appeals in Hilaov. Estate of Marcos, 103 F.3d 789 (9th Cir. 1996), stated that
avarietyaﬂednﬁquuukamgahu.mcfwhkhwsdeepupdvm:mmdmum The court,
hm.dﬂmmdﬂaﬂydhumdupdqﬁmmmmmm:mwkﬁmmm -
that sleep deprivation alone amounted to torture. In Jreland v. United Kingdom, the European Court of Human
mghnmchddbyamdBJtMslwpdepiwﬂm,mhwanMMnWMuhum
did nOMERsinE mmmmawmamﬂmmammwmnmmmw.
see scparate opinion of Judge Fitzmautice at 1 19, but may have been 96-120 hours, ses majority opinion at  104.
rm,mmmmammrmdmmdmmgcmmmmmin
Conciuding Observations of the Committes Agoinst Torture. Israel, UN. Doc. A/52/44, at § 257 (May 9, 1997),
mm-m«mmm,mmqmmwm"m
tortare as defined in article 1 of the [CAT)." See also United Nations Geueral Assembly, Report of the Committee -
Aguinst Torturs, UN. Doc. A/52/44 a1 % 56 (Sept. 10, 1997) ("sleep deprivation practised on suspects . . . ™3y in

. some cases constitate torture”). TheCommeopmvidedmem’honmelaindmesleepdqﬂvaﬁonorhowit
wasimpkmmdandnoandysiswwiumm Mmemumﬁdeﬁmornohelpmm
in our review of the CIA’s use of sleep deprivation under sections 2340-2340A. ‘While we do not rely on this fact in
intapmingsecdommo-zawA.wemﬂmweuezmofnodedsimohnyfordgnmnorimmﬁoml
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1 to torture,
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13. Waterboard. We previously concluded that the use of the waterboard did not
constitute torture under sections 2340-2340A. See Interrogation Memorandum a 11, 15. We
must reexamine the issue, however, because the technique, as it would be used, could involve
more applications in longer sessions (and possibly using different methods) than we earlier

considered.* :

We understand that in the escalating regimen of interrogation techniques, the waterboard
is considered to be the most serious, requires a separate approval that may be sought only after
ather techniques have not worked (or are considered unlikely to work in the time available), and
in fact has been—and is expected to be—used on very few detainces. We accept the assessment
of OMS that the waterboard “is by far the most traumatic of the enhanced interrogation
techniques.” OMS Guidelines at 15. This technique could subject a detainee to a high degree of
distress. A detainee to whom the technique is applied will experience the physiological
sensation of drowning, which likely will lead to panic. We understand that even a detainee who
knows he is not going to drown is likely to have this response. Indeed, we are informed that
even individuals very familiar with the technique experience this sensation when subjected to the

waterboard.

Nevertheless, although this technique presents the most substantial question under the
statute, we conclude for the reasons discussed below that the authorized use of the waterboard by
adequately trained interrogators, subject to the limitations and conditions adopted by the CIA and

’ in the absence of any medical contraindications, would not violate sections 2340-2340A. (We
understand that a medical contraindication may have precluded the use of this particular
technique on Janat Gul.) In reaching this conclusion, we do not in any way minimize the

* The /G Report noted that in some cases the walerboard was used with far greater frequency than initially
indicated. see /G Report at §, 44, 46, 10304, and also that it was used in a different manner. See id. at 37 (“[The

SERE waining becauss it is ‘for rea)® and is more poignant and convincing.”); see a/so id. at 14 n.14. The Inspector
Gencral further reported that “OMS contends that the expertise of the SERE psychalogist/interrogators on the
waterboard was probably misrepresented at the time, as the SERE walerboard experience is so different from the
subsequent Agency usage as to make it almost irelevant Consequently, according to OMS, there was no o priori
reason to believe that applying the waterboard with the and intensity with which it was used by the

- psychologist/interrogators was either efficacious or medically safe.” Id at 21 n.26. We have carefully considered

See OMS Guidelines at 17-20. Indeed, although PhySician assistants can be present when other enhanced techniques
are applicd, “use of the waterboard requires the presence of 2 physician.™ /d at 9n.2.
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experience. The panic associated with the feeling of drowning could undoubtedly be significant.
There may be few more frightening experiences than feeling that one is unabie to breathe.*

F a4

However frightening the experience may be, OMS personnel have informed us that the
waterboard technique is not physically painful. This conclusion, as we understand the facts,
accords with the experience in SERE training, where the waterboard has been administered to
several thousand members of the United States Armed Forces.” To be sure, in SERE training,
the technique is confined to at most two applications (and usually only one) of no more than 40
seconds each. Here, there may be two sessions, of up to two hours each, during a 24-hour
period, and each session may include multiple applications, of which six may last 10 seconds or
longer (but none more than 40 seconds), for a total time of application of as much as 12 minutes
in a 24-hour period. Furthermore, the waterboard ma be used on up to five days during the 30-

day period for which it is approved. See August 19 Letterat 12, As you have (b)(3) ClAACct
informed us, the CIA has previously used the waterboard repeatedly on two detainees, and, as far :
as can be determined, these detainees did not experience physical pain or, in the professional

judgment of doctors, is there any medical reason to believe they would have done so. Therefore,

we conclude that the authorized use of the waterboard by adequately trained interrogators could

not reasonably be considered specifically intended to cause “severe physical pain.”

We also conclude that the use of the waterboard, under the strict limits and conditions
imposed, would not be expected to cause “severe physical suffering” under the statute. As noted
above, the difficulty of specifying a category of physical suffering apart from both physical pain
and mental pain or suffering, along with the requirement that any such suffering be “severe,”
calls for an interpretation under which “severe physical suffering” is reserved for physical
distress that is severe considering both its intensity and duration. To the extent that in some
applications the use of the waterboard could cause choking or similar physical—as opposed t0
mental—sensations, those physical sensations might well have an intensity approaching the
degree contemplated by the statute. However, we understand that any such physical—as
opposed to mental—sensations caused by the use of the waterboard end when the application

2 A noted above, in most uses of the technique, the individual is in fact able to breathe, though his
breathing is restricted. Because in some uses breathing would not be possible, for purposes of our analysis we
assume that the detainee is unable (o breathe during applications of water.

<L -We understand, that the waterboard is cusrently used only in Navy SERE training. As noted in the /G
Report, “[aJccurding to individuals with autharitative knowledge of the SERE program, . . . e]xcept for Navy SERE
iraining, use of the waterboard was discontimied because of its dramatic effect on the students who were subjects.”
JG Report at 14 n.14. We anderstand that use of the waterboard was discontimued by the other services not because
of any concerns about possible physical or mental harm, but because studeats were not successful at resisting the
technique and, as such, it was not considered to be 2 useful training technique. We note that OMS has concluded
that “[w]hile SERE trainers belicve that trainees arc unable 1o maintain psychological resistance to the waterboard,
our experience was otherwise. Some subjects unquestionably can withstand a large number of applications, with no
immediately discernitle cumulative impact beyond their stong aversion to the experience.” OMS Guidelines at 17.
We are aware that at a recent Senate Judiciary Commitiee hearing, Douglas Johnson, Executive Director of the
Center for Victims of Torture, testified that some U.S. military personnel who have undergene waterboard training
have appasently stated “that it’s taken them 15 years of therapy to get overit” You have informed us that, in 2002,
the CJA made inquiries to Department of Defense personnel involved in SERE training and that the Department of
Defense was not aware of any information that would substantiate such statements, nor is the CIA aware of any such

information.
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ends. Given the time limits imposed, and the fact that any physical distress (as opposed to
possible mental suffering, which is discussed below) would occur only during the actual
application of water, the physical distress caused by the waterboard would not be expected to
have the duration required to amount to severe physical suffering.** Applications are strictly
limited to at most 40 seconds, and a total of at most 12 minutes in any 24-hour period, and use of
the technique is limited to at most five days during the 30-day period we consider.

Consequently, under these conditions, use of the waterboard cannot be expected to cause “severe
physical suffering” within the meaning of the statute, and we conclude that its authorized use by
adequately trained interrogators could not reasonably be considered specifically intended to
cause “severe physical suffering "% Again, however, we caution that great care should be used
in adhering to the limitations imposed and in monitoring any detainee subjected to it to prevent
the detainee from experiencing severe physical suffering.

The most substantial question raised by the waterboard relates to the statutory definition
of “severe mental pain or suffering.” The sensation of drowning that we understand
accompanies the use of the waterboard arguably could qualify as a “threat of imminent death”
within the meaning of section 2340(2)(C) and thus might constitute a predicate act for “severe
mental pain or suffering” under the statute * Although the waterboard is used with safeguards
that make actual harm quite unlikely, the detainee may not know about these safeguards, and
even if he does fearn of them, the technique is still likely to create panic in the form of an acute
instinctual fear arising from the physiological sensation of drowning.

Nevertheless, the statutory definition of “‘severe mental pain or suffering” also requires
that the predicate act produce “prolonged mental harm.” 18 U.S.C, § 2340(2). As we
understand from OMS personnel familiar with the history of the waterboard technique, as used
both in SERE training (though in & substantially different manner) and in the previous CIA
interrogations, there is no medical basis to belteve that the technique would produce any mental
effect beyond the distress that directly accompanies its use and the prospect that it will be used
again. We understand from the CIA that to date none of the thousands of persons who have
undergone the more limited use of the technique in SERE training has suffered prolonged mental
harm as a result. The CIA’s use of the technique could far exceed the vne or rwo applications to
which SERE training is limited, and the participant in SERE training presumably understands
that the technique is part of a training program that is not intended to hurt him and will end at
somegfgreseeable time. , But the physicians and psychologists at the CIA familiar with the facts

* We emphasize that physical suffering differs from physical pain in this respect. Physical pain may be
“severe” even if lasting only seconds, whereas. by contrast, physical distress may amount to “severe physical
suffering” only if it is severe both in intensity and duration,

* As with sleep deprivation, the particular condition of the individual detainee nmust be monitored <o that,
with extended or repeated use of the technique, the detainec’s experience does not depart from these expectations. -

* Itis unclear whether a detainee being subjected to the waterboard in fact experiences it as a “threat of
imuninent death.” We understand that the CIA may inform a detzinee on whom this technique is used that he would
not be allowed to drown, Moreover, after multiple applications of the waterboard, it may become apparent 1o the
detainee that, however frightening the expesience may be, it will not result in death. Nevertheless, for purposes of
our analysis, we will assume that the physiological seasation of drowning associated with the use of the waterboard
may constitute a “threat of imminent death” within the mearning of sections 2340-2340A.
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‘have informed us that in the case of the two detainees who have been subjected to more

extensive use of the waterboard technique, no evidence of prolonged mental harm has appeared
in the period since the use of the waterboard on those detainees, a period which now spans at
least 25 months for each of these detainees. Moreover, in their professional judgment based on
this experience and the admittedly different SERE experience, OMS officials inform us that they
would not expect the waterboard to cause such harm. Nor do we believe that the distress
accompanying use of the technique on five days in 8 30-day period, in itself, could be the
“prolonged mental harm” to which the statute refers. The technique may be designed to create
fear at the time it is used on the detainee, so that the detainee will cooperate to avoid future
sessions. Furthermore, we acknowledge that the term “prolonged” is imprecise. Nonetheless,
without in any way minimizing the distress caused by this technique; we believe that the panic
brought on by the waterboard during the very [imited time it is actually administered, combined
with any residual fear that may be experienced over a somewhat longer period, could not be said
to amount to the “prolonged mental harm” that the statute covers.”” For these reasons, we
conclude that the authorized use of the waterboard by adequately trained interrogators could not
reasonably be considered specifically intended to cause “prolonged mental harm.” Again,
however, we caution that the use of this technique calls for the most careful adherence to the
limitations and safeguards imposed, including constant monitoring by both medical and
psychological personnel of any detainee who is subjected to the waterboard.

’ S' In Hilao v. Estate of Marcos, the Ninth Circuit stated that a course of conduct involving a number of
techniques, one of which has similarities to the walerboard, constituted torture. The court described the course of
conduct as follows:

He was then interrogated by members of the military, who blindfolded and severely beat him
while he was handcuffed and fettered; they also threatened him with death. When this round of
intesrogation ended, he was denied sleep and repeatedly threatened with death. In the next round
of interrogation, all of his limbs were shackled to a cot and a towel was placed over his nose and
mouth; his interrogators then poured water down his npostrils so that he felt as though he were
drowning. This lasted for approximately six hours, during which time interrogators threatened
{him}) with electric shock and death. Al the end of this water torture, [he] was left shackled to the
cot for the following three days, during which Gme he was repeatedly interrogated. He was then
imprisoned for seven months in a suffocatingly bot and unlit cell, measuring 2.5 meters square;
during this time he was shackled to his cot, 3t first by all his limbs and later by one haad and one
foot, for all but the bricfest periods (in which he was allowed to cat o7 use the toilet). The
~eshyidcuffs were often so tight that the slightést movement . . . made them-cut into his flesh. During
this period, he felt ‘extreme pain, almost undescribable, the boredom® and ‘the feeling that tons of
icad . . . were falling on (his) brain. [He] was ncver told how long the treatment inflicted upon
him would 1ast. After his seven months shackled to his cot, [he] spent more than eight years in
detention, approximately five of them in solitary confinement and the rest in near-solitary
- confinement.

103 F.3d at 790-91. The court then concluded, “it seems clear that all of the abuses to which [a plaintiff] testified—

including the eight years during which he was hetd in solitary or ncar-solitary confinement—constituted a single

course of conduct of torture.” /d. a1 79S. In addition to the obvious differences between the technique in Hilao and

the CIA's use of the waterboard subject to the careful limits described above (arong other things, in Hilao the

session lasted six hours and followed explicit threats of death and severe physical beatings), the court reached no
’ conclusion that the technique by itself constituted torture. However, the fact that a federal appellate coun would

" even colloquially describe a technique that may share some of the characteristics of the watesboard as “water
torrure” counscls continued care and careful monitoring in the use of this technique.
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Even if the occusrence of one of the predicate acts could, depending on the circumstances
of a particular case, give rise to an inference of intent to cause “prolonged mental harm,” no such
circumstances exist here. On the contrary, experience with the use of the waterboard indicates
that prolonged mental harm would not be expected to occur, and CIA’s use of the technique is
subject to a variety of safeguards, discussed above, designed to ensure that prolonged mental
harm does not result. Therefore, the circumstances here would negate any potential inference of
specific intent to cause such harm,

Assuming adherence to the strict limitations discussed. herein, including the careful -
medical monitoring and available intervention by the team as necessary, we conclude that
although the question is substantial and difficult, the authorized use of the waterboard by
adequately trained interrogators and other team members could not reasonably be considered
specifically intended to cause severe physical or mental pain or suffering and thus would not
violate sections 2340-2340A 5¢

] » .

In sum, based on the information you have provided and the limitations, procedures, and
safeguards that would be in place, we conclude that—aithough extended sleep deprivation and
use of the waterboard present more substantial questions in certain respects under the statute and
the use of the waterboard raises the most substantial issue—none of these specific techniques,
considered individually, would violate the prohibition in sections 2340-2340A. The universal
rejection of torture and the President’s unequivocal directive that the United States not engage in
torture warrant great care in analyzing whether particular interrogation techniques are consistent
with the requirements of sections 2340-2340A, and we have attempted to employ such care
throughout our analysis. We emphasize that these are issues about which reasonable persons
may disagree. Our task has been made more difficult by the imprecision of the statute and the
relative absence of judicial guidance, but we have applied our best reading of the law to the
specific facts that you have provided. Asis apparent, our conclusion is based on the assumption
that close observation, including medical and psychological monitoring of the detainees, will
continue during the period when these techniques are used; that the personnel present are
authorized to, and will, stop the use of a technique at any time if they believe it is being used
improperly or threatens a detainee’s safety or that a detainee may be at risk of suffering severe
physiggl oz mental pain,or suffering; that the medical and psych'ologi'cal personnel are
continually assessing the available literature and ongoing experience with detainees, and that, as
they have done to date, they will make adjustments to techniques to ensure that they do not cause
severe physical or mental pain or suffering to the detainees; and that al] interrogators and other
team members understand the proper use of the techniques, that the techniques are not designed

* As noted, medical personnel are instructed to exercise special care in monitoring and reporting on usc of
the waterboard. See OMS Guidelines at 20 (“"NOTE: In order to best inform future medical judgments and
recommendations, it is important that every application of the waterboard be thoroughly documented: how long each
application (and the entire procedurc) lasted, how much water was used in the process (realizing that much splashes
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or intended to cause severe physical or mental pain or suffering, and that they must cooperate
with OMS personnel in the exercise of their important duties.

Please let us know if we may be of further assistance.

oty

Steven G. Bradbury
Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General
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