Case 1:15-cv-09317-AKH Document 53-1 Filed 10/17/16 Page 1 of 60
Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717 =

Vlllllllllll

C05856717.

sop-sBereT/ | (b)(
wJ—(b)(sg NatSecAct’ —

Now e
copyLb v L8

NATIONAL SECURITY
COUNCIL

E : o INFORMATION
' | .
’ |

y

y

'\ Notice

The attached document contains classified National Security Council information.
itis to be read and discussed only by persons authorized by law,

Your signature acknowledges you are such a person and you promise you will
show or discuss information contained [n the document only with persons who
are authorized by law to have such access to this document.

Persons handling this document acknowledge he or she knows and understands
the security law relating thereto and will cooperate fully with any lawful investiga-
tion by the United States Government Into any unauthorized disclosure of classi-
fied information contained herein.

Access List

DATE . NAME DATE NAME

14 dune 2004. (b)(a) T
20 dupezmwt  OIDNE) !

f
/
f
4
¢
/
/
N,
f
X,
/
f
:
¥

T (0)(1)
~—(b)(3) NatSecAct

’Illlllllll’

Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717

W,




Case 1:15-cv-09317-AKH Document 53-1 Filed 10/17/16 Page 2 of 60
CO 5 856717 ’ .

Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717

yllA rorsecker/_ s [ 4 M

I ROUTING I ’
ITo: | NAME AND ADDRESS | patel INmaLs |
Pl : ] | |
12 | | | ’
Ii : ‘ | I | 3003-7123-1G
ACTION DIEECTREFLY PREPARERERLY . CONTROL NO.
APPRONAL DSPATOH ! FECOVMENDATION _
o VST EAETes NFORMATION. |~ | SGNATURE™ '
‘ REMARKS: ‘ - COPY - OF ’
’ FROM: NAME, ADDRESS. AND PHONE NO. ........ - DATE
| ’ [(b)(3) ClAACt_ ]
| Handle Via ’
[“"(b)(e,) NatSecAct o
‘ | ‘
¥ Channels
) ’ Access to this document will be restricted to ’
those approved for the following specific actlvities: ’
’(b)(ﬂ L ]
(

b)(3) NatSecAct

A N

NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION
Unauthorized Disclosure Subiect to Criminal Sanctions

’_

a

THIS COVER SHEET IS UNCLASSIFIED WHEN BLANK

l y 4 ‘ TOP-SECRER/| (/@ NatSecAct |

Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717

\
N
\

D0005



C05856717

Tt

Approved for Release 2016/09/30 005856717
Ter-seemr/{_ |
—( (3) NatSecAct . :
CIA LOAN COPY
DO NOT COPY
Central Intelligence Agency
Inspector General
B (
- SPECIAL REVIEW

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

@s// ] COUNTERTERRORISM DETENTION AND :
INTERROGATION ACTIVITIES
- (SEPTEMBER 2001 ~ OCTOBER 2003)

Case 1:15-cv-09317-AKH Document 53-1 Filed 10/17/16 Page 3 of 60

(2003-7123-1G)
7 May 2004
Coﬁ;’zlm
"""""""""" (b)(3) NatSecAct - (b)(3) CIAAct
(b)(3) NatSecAct
' TOPSEERET/ (b)(1) ‘
. (b)(3) NatSecActwf—J

Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717

D0006




C05856717

Case 1:15-cv-09317-AKH Document 53-1 Filed 10/17/16 Page 4 of 60

Approved for Release; 2016/09/30 C05856717

t (1)
——(b)(3) NatSecAct

.. . TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page

INTRODUCTION cccvtemrsssssssssssssmsssssssssmssssssmssssens 1

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAc

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

®)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

SUMMARY‘..O.‘.OQ. [ 11T L[] (TTYYYTYYY) -l;- ded [ 2
BACKGROUND L] . L] .‘l..“ll..‘l‘l..l..l.ll.dl. 9
DISCUSSION ... etrasos i anasasssstasassanaassttseas A |
GENESIS OF POST 9/11 AGENCY DETENTION AND INTERROGATION
ACTTVITIES.c.cvessasssssssssassronsasesn —— O 11
THE CAPTURE OF ABU ZUBAYDAH AND DEVELOPMENT OF EITS ............ 12
DOJ LEGAL ANALYSIS c.cverunas sesessosase veasnsseranes - veeivesnns 16
NOTICE TO AND CONSULTATION WITH EXECUTIVE AND CONGRESSIONAL
OmCIALS ooooooo [T T T YT TP YT T Y IT (XY TP TYY YT P TTT Y PYTYYT Y Y sr¢sersacsranaestenes 000000004000000ec0000 23
GUIDANCE ON CAPTURE, DETENTION, AND MRROGAHbN ................. 24
t ersesssesssssesnsassssinss 25
DCI Confinement Guidelines ‘ ' - 27
DCI Interrogation Guidelines... . 29
Medical Guidelines. S ) |
Training for Interrogations....... - " RO 5 |

DETENTION AND INTERROGATION OPERATIONS AT,
5 o

L st et s o esasrsans TR & | |
1 [S— AL R bR AR SRORSRRSRORRRSeR SR AR<seseseRRRRSA SRR RSt RS 34
Staffing and Operations T
Videotapes of Interrogations... . wrrserss 36
| s sen oo 37
Background and Detainees......essuersense . 38
. _ i
TAD CErDET / L (b)(1) l
(b)(3) NatSecAct s

Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717

JUpI B

D0007



Case 1:15-cv-09317-AKH Document 53-1 Filed 10/17/16 Page 5 of 60
c05856717 Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717
ToPSECRET//  (D)(1) 1
{ L——(b)(3) NatSecAct
| SHAEEITE wveersersersersersesssssssessessessese STR— s I §
Guidance Prior to DCI Guidelines........ S e 40
Specific Unauthorized or Undocumented Techniqu;as ......... 41 i
Handgun and Power Drill cersasrsrnniene Y|
Threats .... ' ' veeened2 m
SMOKE viverrioene. . PR 43 ;,
Stress Positions ... . voasesn 44 3
EE%E;; NatSecAct Stiff Brush and Shackles . 44
: Waterboard Technique......cceeeeirsererensasassensssssasarenese SR S
EE;E;; NatSocAqDETENTION AND INTERROGATION ACTIVITIES| ld6 1
47 )
S Sy e s q
' Headquarters Oversight weeeed8
0 . Facility and Procedures. ——wrrvorwrrree ”
(0)(3) NatSecAct  “Site Managemen# | " 54
Interrogators and LINGUISES w.uereeceseerscssrsessssnsensanse .57
(b)(1) Medical Support ' weennes 58 )
(b)(3) NatSecAct [ = . B y
- . 61 )
(b)(1) S S 65 1
(0)(3) NatSecAct 1y . 2th of Gul Rahman... st s 67
Specific Unauthorized or Undocumented Techniques ...ceereees 69 H
Pressure Points .......ueereessessvons R 69
MOCK EXECUIONS cwvvserrearsensramesersanes - .70 i
Use of Smoke....ccceuneereaccsaeaes A vrrssesesnsesesssasavansastens rsssssereees 72 i
Use of Cold.....: - . ‘ ORI, b
Water Dousing......esscenecrecsens - wirens76 i}
Hard TakedOWn weeresssssssessen 4 L
.
‘ ii
M/i : EE;E;; NatSecAct«-__J D0008

Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717




Case 1:15-cv-09317-AKH Document 53-1 Filed 10/17/16 Page 6 of 60

C05856717 L . .
_ Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717

. ()(1)
(b)(1) . TOPSECREL/ (b)(3) NatSecAct
' (b)(3) NatSecAct ‘
| Abuse —Mjmwwjjat Other Locations Outside of the CTC .
i PrOBIram...ucsessesssnssssssnsasnsssessasiansens beasusnsssnacasasrarns .78
®X1) 1 -
(b)(3) NatSecAct ACCOUNTING FOR DETAINEES a— DR 80
| ANALYTICAL SUPPORT TO INTERROGATIONS svusvssssccsssssessnenss Y .,
EFFECTIVENESS vevusssssassiosne warssssssssssssisansasssiens SR wenssisansanssens 85
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS AND CONCERNS REGARDING THE DETENTION
AND INTERROGATION PROGRAM.........cc0suenee vesosisasasssssnsensssssssnsanstsansessass 91
Policy Considerations pp——— 92
Concerns Over Participation in the CTC Program w..cicsecssmenss 94
ENDGAME .acuceisussinnsssssssissussansosssssssssseserisasassssssssssssssssasassssssssasssrsssasssasssass 95
] CONCLUSIONS cocreresrressssmemsssimessssssesssmssssssssssss 100
. RECOMMENDATIONS......cummmcsmsmasssn —-— [\ |
- APPENDICES
: A. Procedures and Resources
Fl .
B. Chronology of Significant Events
; C. Memorandum for John Rizzo, Acting General Counsel of the
Central Intelligence Agency, Re: Interrogation of an Al-Qa‘ida
Operative, 1 August 2002
D. DCI Guidelines on Confinement Conditions for CIA Detainees,
28 January 2003 y 4 .
E. DCI Guidelines on Interrogations Conducted Pursuant to the
Presidential Memorandum of Notification of 17 September
2001, 28 January 2003
o
. - iid

(b}3) NatSecAct
Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717




Case 1:15-cv-09317-AKH Document 53-1 Filed 10/17/16 Page 7 of 60
C05856717

Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717

Tor SEEJ"EI“; (b)(3) NatSecAct 2

,,,,,,,

F. Draft Office of .Medi'cal Services Guidelines on Medical and
Psychological Support to Detainee Interrogations, 4 September
2003 s oo

- L e eyt e

' iv e
TOPSECRET/ | (b)(1) *
z (b)(3) NatSecAct. |

Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717

ooy E.~B £ o3 fe- | [z S| Py T

e

] ,“-}: .-‘ﬁ

¢
pe:

3

D0010




Case 1:15-cv-09317-AKH Document 53-1 Filed 10/17/16 Page 8 of 60

C05856717 N
Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717
TOPSECRET/ L (b)(1)
T L (b)(3) NatSecAct
" OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
(oX1) SPECIAL REVIEW
~(b)(3) NatSecAct E

(b)(1)

@S/ | COUNTERTERRORISM DETENTION AND

INTERROGATION ACTIVITIES
(SEPTEMBER 2001 - OCTOBER 2003)
(2003-7123-IG)

7 May 2004

(b)(3) NatSecAct | INTRODUCTION

1. On 17 September 2001, the Pre51dent ,

signed a Memorandum of Notification (MON)| (b

(b)( ) NatSecAct

“.

(b)(1)

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

Une of the key weapons in the war on terrfor was the MON

authorization for CIA to "undertake operations designed to capture
and detain persons who pose a continuing, serious threat of violence
or death to U.S. persons and interests or who are planning terrorist

actwmes

1) . ’ ' :
(b)(3) NatSecAct 2 laxs J In November 2002, the Deputy Director for

Operations (DDO) mformed the Office of Inspector General (OIG)
that the Agency had established a program in the Counterterrorist

Center to detain and interrogate terrorists at sites abroad (“the CTC
Program”). He also informed OIG that he had just learned of and had |

dispatched a team to investigate the death of a detainee, Gul

| In January 2003, the DDO informed OIG
that he had received allegations that Agency personnel had used
unauthorized interrogation techniques with a detainee,

% et Gt e o = e+ e

‘Abd Al-Rahim Al-Nashiri, at another foreign site, and reqitested that —=

, 1
3 poT (b)(1)
T encRer ! (b)(3) NatSecAct
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OIG investigate. Separately, OIG received information that some
employees were concerned that certain covert Agency activities at an
overseas detention and interrogation site might involve violations of
human rights. In January 2003, OIG initiated a review of Agency .
counterterrorism deterition and interrogation activities and
investigations into the death of Gul Rahman and the incident with
Al-Nashiri! This Review covers the period September 2001 to mid- ~
October 2003.2 Results of the Gul Rahman and Al—Nashm-related
mvestlgauons are the subject of separate reports.

b)(1
Eb;é:’:; NatSecAct SUMMARY
3. (TS/, After the President signed the
17 September 2001 MON, the DCI assigned responsibility for
implementing capture and detention authority to the DDO and to the
" Director of the DCI Counterterrorist Center (D/CTC). When U.S. :
military forces began detaining individuals in Afghanistan and at
_ Guantanamo Bay, Cuba,

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct
J

O | -
(b)(3) NatSecAct - — T T
4, (F8/ }l ; Following the approval of the MON on
17 September 2001, the Agency bega to detain and interrogate -
directly a number of suspected terrorists. The capture and initial
Agency interrogation of the first high value detainee, Abu Zubaydah,
(b)(3) NatSecAct

1 657 INF) Appendix A addresses the Procedures and Resources that OIG employed in
conducting this Review. The Review does not address renditions conducted by the Agency or

interrogations conducted jointly with| . _Jthe US. military.
2 (U) Appendix B is a chronology of significant events that occurred during the period of this
Review, (bX(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct -
(b)(1) |
(b)(3) NatSecAct e
|
!
W, -
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in March 2002, presented the Agency with a significant dilemma.*

- The Agency was under pressure to do everything possible to prevent

additional terrorist attacks. Senior Agency officials believed Abu
Zubaydah was withholding information that could not be obtained
through then-authorized interrogation techniques. Agency officials
believed that a more robust approach was necessary to elicit threat
information from Abu Zubaydah and possibly from other senior
Al-Qa’ida high value detainees.

5. (IS/ F ]The conduct of detention and interrogation
activities presented new -challenges for CIA. These included
determining where detention and interrogation facilities could be
securely located and operated, and identifying and preparing
qualified personnel to manage and carry out detention and
interrogation activities. With the knowledge that Al-Qa‘ida
personnel had been trained in the use of resistance techniques,

" another challenge was to identify interrogation techniques that

Agency personnel could lawfully use to overcome the resistance. In
this context, CTC, with the assistance of the Office of Technical
Service (OTS), proposed certain more coércive physical techniques to
use on Abu Zubaydah. All of these considérations took place against
the backdrop of pre-September 11, 2001 CIA avoidance of
interrogations and repeated U.S. policy statements condemning
torture and advocating the humane treatment of political prisoners
and detainees in the international community.

6. (‘i‘S/; h‘he Office of General Counsel (OGC) took
the lead in determining and documenting the legal parameters and
constraints for interrogations. OGC conducted independent research

(b)(3) NatSecAct

s

~~~~~

4 (s/[ | The use of "high value" or "medlum value" to describe terrorist targets and

. detainees in this Review {s based on how they have been generally categorized by CTC. CTC

distinguishes targets according to the quality of the intelligence that they are believed likely to be
able to provide about current terrorist threats against the United States. Senior Al-Qa‘ida
planners and operators, such as Abu Zubaydah and Khalid Shaykh Muhammad, fall into the
category of "high value” and are given the highest priority for capture, detention, and
interrogation. CTC categorizes those individuals who are believed to have lesser direct-.
knowledge of such threats, but to have information of intelligence value, as mednum value”
targets/detainees.

i < )3) NatSecAct |
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and consulted extensively with Department of Justice (Do]) and ‘
National Security Council (NSC) legal and policy staff. Working with
DoJ’s Office of Legal Counsel (OLC), OGC determined that in most
instances relevant to the counterterrorism detention and
interrogation activities under the MON, the criminal prohibition .
against torture, 18 U.S.C. 2340-2340B, is the controlling legal
constraint on interrogations of detainees outside the United States. In’
August 2002, DoJ provided to the Agency a legal opinion in which it
determined that 10 specific "Enhanced Interrogation Techniques"
(EITs) would not violate the torture prohibition. This work provided"
the foundation for the policy and administrative decisions that guide

(b)(1) Py
(0)(3) NatSedhg L © Frogram.

7. (TS/ By November 2002, the Agency had Abu -
oY1 Zubaydah and another high value detainee, "Abd Al-Rahim
Eb% ; NatSecArt-Nashiri, in custody at an overseas facilit
In December 2002, the Agency. rendered these two detainees to

") another country to a fac111ty| | Until
A3) NatSecAct 12003 when it was closed] was the location for
the detention and interrogation of eight high value detainees.5
b)(1) Agency employees and contractors staffed] |

(

(b)(3) NatSecActie Directorate of Operations (DO) provided a Chief of Base (COB)
and interrogation personnel, the Office of Security (OS) provided |
security personnel, and the Office of Medical Services (OMS)

- (b)(1) provided med.lcal care to the detainees. » (b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct . . (b)(3) NatSecAct
) 8. (FS//___ ] In addition to|
(b)(3) NatSec 7o September 2002, the Agency has operated a detention facility in
; | known as| __ has 20 cells and is
guarded by| [has served a number of
purposes| |functions as a detention, debriefing, and
interrogation facility for high and medium value targets. [
(b)(1) serves as a holdmg facility at which the Agency assesses the potential

(b)(3) NatSecAct

.
&

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

' 4
' Frw-eRCRET (b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct
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value of detamees before making a decxslon on  their dis posxt_xgn It

b1y
served as a transit point for. c'letamees going to ()(3) NatSecact

._J

|

) B
Q) NatSecAct e - '
9. TS/ _|With respect to site management and

' Headquarters oversight of the Program, the distinctions between the
(b) (1;) detention and interrogation activities af on
(6)(3) NatSecActthe one hand, and detention and inte ogation activities| |
; on the other, are significant. The Agency devoted far -
b)(1) greater human resources and management attention t

(b)3) NatseCA?t From the beginning, OGC briefed DO officers
assigned to these two facilities on their legal authorities, and Agency
pe sonnel staffing these fa ilities documented interrogations and the
| (»b)( 1) condition of detainees in cables.

!
1

(b)(3) NatSecAct
!

——,

10. ('TS./I There were few instances of deviations

" from approved procedures| with one
1) notable exception described in this Review. With respect to two
(b)(3) NatSecAct detainees at those sites, the use and frequency of one EIT, the
waterboard, went beyond the projected use of the technique as
o iginally desc ibed to Do]. The Agency, on 29 July 2003, secured
oral DoJ concurrence that certain deviations are not significant for
(b)(1) purposes of DoJ's legal °Pi“i°“s' | Eb)gg NatSecAct
(b)(3) NatSecAct , '
11. (‘fSA

(b)(1) detention and mterrogahon activities i m
(b)(3) NatSecAct k in particular, raises a hostrg_f_ ;ﬂg_s:*x?xes The first Site Manager at
] ]was afirst-tour| ____officer who had no experience or
training to run a detention fac1hty He had not received

interrogations training and ran the facility with scant gmdan(ce from

(b)(3) CIAACt ) b)(1
(b)(8) Headquartersl Stahon : . (b ;E 3; NatSecAct
(b)(7)(c) : —
1288/ || |presentsanumber of specific
COBSGM ' l
L ‘ | Agency staff and
independent contractors (b)(1) ___thengoto thefacilityto .. ..

(b)(3) NatSecAct

; 5 (b)(1) :
M’F Eb)( ; 3) NatSecAct i ,
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' . conduct interrogations, but there is little continuity except for the Site

f (0)(1) !
?::ﬁg [(b)( 3) NatSecAct |25 responsibility for t}}e
(g)(;)b NatSecAct |
(b)(3) NatSecAc 13. (TS/ j——_q J Durning the period covered by this
(B)(1) Review, |did not uniformly document or report the

(b)(3) NatSecActatment of detainees, their conditions, or medical care provided.
Because of the lack of guidance, limited personnel resources, and
(b1 limited oversight, there were instances of improvisation and other .
' (b)(3) NatSecAcidocumented interrogation techniques In November
2002, one individual—Gul Rahman—died as a result of the way he
(b)) was detained there.
(b)(3) NatSecAct —
14. (TS/L_?_W : ‘There is no 1nd1cat10n that the CTC
Program has been madequately funded. Across the board, however,
; staffing has been and continues to be the most difficult resource
| " challenge for the Agency. Thisis largely attributable to the lack of

! personnel with interrogations experience or requisite language skills -

) and the heavy personnel demands for other counterterrorism
(b)(1) assighments. \
(b)(3) NatSecAct

clear and tlmely gxudance to those involved in the CTC Detention
and Interrogation Program was inadequate at first but have
improved considerably during the life of the Program as problems
have been identified and addressed. CTC implemented training -
programs for interrogators and debriefers.6 Moreover, building upon

(b)(1) nerational and legal guidance previously sent to the field, the DCI

(b)(3) NatSecAct

6 @/ Before 11 September (9/11) 2001, Agency pemcnnel sometimes used the
terms interrogationfinterrogator and debriefing/debriefer interchangeably. The use of these terms has
since evolved and, teday, CTC more clearly distinguishes their meanings. A debriefer engages a
detainee solely through question and answer. An interrogator is a person who completes a
two-week interrogations training program, which is designed to train, qualify, and certify a
person to administer EITs. An interrogator can administer EITs during an interrogation of a
detainee only after the field, in coordjination with Headquarteérs, assesses the detainee as
withholding information. An interrogator transitions the detainee from a non-cooperative to a
cooperative phase in order that a debriefer can elicit actionable intelligence through

Case 1:15-cv-09317-AKH Document 53-1 Filed 10/17/16 Page 13 of 60
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non-aggressive techniques during debriefing sessions.“An interrogator may debrief 4 e’ Fine
~ during an interrogation; however, a debriefer may not interrogate a detainee.
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on 28 January 2003 signed "Guidelines on Confinement Conditions
for CIA Detainees" and "Guidelines on Interrogations Conducted .
Pursuant to the Presidential Memorandum of Notification'of
17 September 2001." The DCI Guidelines require individuals
engaged in or supporting interrogations pursuant to programs
implementing the MON of September 2001 be made aware of the
guidelines and sign an acknowledgment that they have read them.
The DCI Interrogation Guidelines make formal the existing CTC
practice of requiring the field to obtain specific Headquarters
approvals prior to the application of all EITs. Although the DCI
Guidelines are an improvement over the absence of such DCI

. Guidelines in the past, they still leave substantial room for

misinterpretation and do not cover all Agency detention and
interrogation activities,

NatSecAct

16. &S| The Agency s detention and interrogation

* of terrorists has provided mtelhgence that has enabled the

identification and apprehension of other terrorists and wamed of
terrorist plots planned for the United States and around the world.
The CTC Program has resulted in the issuance of thousands of

" individual intelligence reports and analytic products supporting the

counterterrorism efforts of U.S. pohcymakers and military
commanders.

(t?)(3) NatSecAct —

i
'

‘\_._

)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

17. (Ts,/:ﬁ_h______‘wj The current CTC Detention and
Interrogation Program has been subject to DoJ legal review and

. Administration approval but diverges sharply from previous Agency

policy and rules that govern interrogations by U.S. military and law
enforcement officers. Officers are concerned that public revelation of
the CTC Program will seriously damage Agency officers” personal
reputations, as well as the reputation and effectiveness of the Agency
itself.

18. (FS/ recognized that detainees may
be held in U.S. Governiment custody indefinitely if appropriate law-:

enforcement jurisdiction is not asserted.. Although there hasheen = ___ ..

ongoing discussion of the issue inside the Agency and among NSC,

F—azgn (b)(3) NatSecAct
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Defense Department, and Justice Department officials, no decisions
on any "endgame” for Agency detainees have been made. Seniot
Agency officials see this asa policy issue for the U.S, Governinent
rather than a CIA issue. Even with Agency initiatives to address the
endgame with pohcymakers, some detainees who cannot be

(b)(1) prosecuted will likely remain in CIA custody indefinitely.

(b)(3) NatSecAct

19. GISF“ ''''''''' ' The Agency faces potentially serious
long-term political and legal challenges as-a result of the CTC
Detention and Interrogation Program, particularly its use of EITs and
the inability of the U.S, Government to decide what it will ulhmately
(b)(1) do with terrorists detained by the Agency.

(b)(3) NatSecAct

20. (T&/{WM_“___ ’ This Review makes a number of ,
recommendations that are designed to strengthen the management
and conduct of Agency detention and interrogation activities.
Although the DCI Guidelines were an important step forward, they
were only designed to address the CTC Program, rather than all
Agency debriefing or mterroga’uon activities, |

(P)(3) NatSecAct
Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717
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21. s/

| the General’
Counsel should seek an updated legal opinion from Do] revalidating
and modifying, consistent with actual practice, the legal authority for

* the continued application of EITs. If such approval is not
forthcoming, the DCI should direct that EITs be implemented only
within the parameters of the existing written DoJ authorization. The
DCI should brief the President on the use of EITs and the fact that
detainees have died.|

(b)(5)

BACKGROUND

22. 5) The Agency has had intermittent involvement in the
[ interrogation of individuals whose interests are opposed to those of
! the United States. After the Vietnam War, Agency personnel
experienced in the field of interrogations left the Agency or moved to
other assignments. In the early 1980s, a resurgence of interest in
teaching interrogation techniques developed as one of several
methods to foster foreign liaison relationships. Because of political
, sensitivities the then-Deputy Director of Central Intelligence (DDCI)
i forbade Agency officers from using the word "interrogation.” The
Agency then developed the Human Resource Exploitation (HRE)
. training program designed to train foreign liaison services on
f interrogation techniques.

23. (S} In 1984, OIG investigated allegations of misconduct on
the part of two Agency officers who were involved in interrogations
ﬁg;f ; NatSecisid the death of one individual

[ | Following that investigation, the Agency

took steps to ensure Agency personnel understood its poliey-e~ . ————un

oy
lv) ,

‘ 9
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interrogations, debriefings, and human rights issues. Headquarters
sent officers to brief Stations and Bases and provided cable gmdance
to the field. :

24. (Sy In 1986, the Agencyleﬁded the HRE training program
_because of allegations of human rights abuses in Latin America. |
C o)) .

b [DO Handbook 50-2] (P)(3) ClAAt
which remains in effect, explams the Agency‘s general mterrogauon

~ policy:

. Itis CIA policy to neither participate directly in nor encourage
interrogation that involves the use of force, mental or physical
torture, extremely demeaning indignities or exposure to inhumane

__treatment of any kind as an aid to interrogation. | |

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

(b)(1)
| 10._(b)(3) NatSecAct '
[} |
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4

s DISCUSSION

GENESIS OF POST 9/11 AGENCYDEI'EN'I'IONAND INTERROGATION
: ACTIVITIES
(b)(1) S— |
(b)(3) NatSecAct 25 (F§/ The statutory basis for CIA’s involvement
: in detentions and interrogations is the DCI's covert action
responsibilities under the National Security Act of 1947, as amended.”
Under the Act, a covert action must be based on a Presidential
) "finding that the action is necessary to support identifiable foreign
i policy objectives and is important to the national security."8 Covert
: action findings must be in writing and "may not authorize any action
! : that would violate the Constitution or any statute of the United
: States."? These findings are implemented through Memoranda of
) Notification.
(bX1) « oy
(0)3) NatSechct 26, (¥8) (1) [ The17 ‘September: 2001 MON|
: [ 3) NatSecAct™ authotizes
the DCI, acting through CIA, to undertake ‘operations "de51gned to’
capture and detain persons who pose a continuing, serious threat of
* violence or death to U.S. persons and interests or who are planning
terrorist activities." Although the MON does not specifically mention
interrogations of those detained, this aspect of the CTC Program can
be justified as part of CIA’s general authority and respon51b1hty to
collect intelligence.10

)

27, (5//NF) The DCI delegated‘responsibility for -
implementation of the MON to the DDO and D/CTC. Over time,

CTC also solicited assistance from other Agency components
including OGC, OMS, OS, and OTS

7 (U/ POYO) Do takes the position that as Commander—m—Chxef the President independently
has the Article I constitutional authority to order the detention and interrogation of enemy -
combatants to gain intelligence information.

B (U//EQUO) 50U.S.C.413b(a).
9 (U/ /60Y0) 50 U.S.C. 413b(a)1), (5).
10 (7//EEYO) 50 US.C. 4031, 403-3(d)(1).

¥ 11 ‘
-~ “v'-;-n ’ T (b>(1 )
\ _‘_‘__.ﬁ,(b)(?:) NatSecAct D0021
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28. (TS/. ,{ """""""""""""""""""""" i To assist Agency officials in

understanding the scope and implications of the MON, between

17 September and 7 November 2001, OGC researched, analyzed, and
wrote "draft” papers on multiple legal issues. These included
discussions of the applicability of the U.S. Constitution overseas,.
applicability of Habeas Corpus overseas, length of detention,
potential civil liability under the Federal Tort Claims Act and
employee liability actions, liaison with law enforcement,
interrogations, Guantanamo Bay detention facility, short-term
detention facilities, and disposition of detainees. OGC shared these

"draft" papers with Agency ofﬁcers responsible for 1mplement1ng the
MON.

2. 5/

n
{.,
i

[ e -
ﬂ [ S

(b)(1)
| (b)(3) NatSecAct

——

! lexisting Agency
* policy guidance remained that detainees, whether in U.S. or foreign
custody, would be treated humanely and that Agency personnel
would not be authorized to participate in extremely demeaning
indignities or exposure to inhumane treatment of any kind.1!

::,,. s s B -~ b

THE CAPTURE OF ABU ZUBAYDAH AND DEVELOPMENT OF EITs

(b)(1) , .
- (b)(3) NatSechAct 30, (15 | The capture of senior Al-Qa‘ida operative
' Abu Zubaydah on 27 March 2002 presented the Agency with the .
opportunity to obtain actionable intelligence on future threats to the
United States from the most senior Al-Qa‘ida member in U.S, custody
at that time. This accelerated CIA’s development of an interrogation
program and establishment of an interrogation site. | (1 3

oo
Oommdid

| b N i

(b)(3) NatSecAclt

g

2

1
' rorsECRET/ 1

NatSecAct‘—"“* : 00022
Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717

e
kvm




C05856717

(bX '
(b)(3) NatSecActam| | land Abu Zubaydah

(b)1) e
(b)3) NatSecAct 31+ €FS|

1)

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct .. .. -
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| To treat the severe wounds that Abu
Zubaydah suffered upon his capture, the Agency provided him
intensive medical care from the outset and deferred his questioni g
for several weeks pending his recovery. The Agency then assembled

~ateam that interrogated Abu Zubaydah using non-aggressive,

was placed in isolation. The Age cy believed that Abu Zubaydah -

" -was W1thholdmg imminent threat information.

32. &5/ —,Several months earlier, in late 2001, CIA
had tasked an indepeﬁaéﬁf contractor psychologist, who had 13"

" years of experience in the U.S. Air Force’s Survival, Evasion,

Resistance, and Escape (SERE) training program, to research and
write a paper on Al-Qa‘ida’s resistance toi terrogation techniques.!3
This psychologist collaborated with a Department of Defense (DoD)
psychologist who had 19 years of SERE expetrience in the U.S. Air
Force and DoD to produce the paper, "Recognizing and Developing
Countermeasures to Al-Qa’ida Resistance to Interrogation
Techniques: A Resistance Training Perspective." Subsequently, the
two psychologists developed a list of new and more aggressive EITs
that they recommended for use in interrogations.

12 {8) CTC had previously identified locations for "covest" sites but had not established facilities.

. 13 (U//PEYO) The SERE training program falls under the DoD Joint Petsonnel Recovery
Agency (JPRA). JPRA is responsible for missions to include the training for SERE and Prisoner of
War and Missing In Action operational affairs including repatriation. SERE Training is offered
by the US. Army, Navy, and Air Force to its personnel, particularly air crews and special

~ operations forces who are of greatest risk of being captuzed during military operations. SERE

students are taughthow to survive in various terrain, evade and endure capuvxty,_msxst._,

interrogations, and conduct themselves to prevent harm to themselves and fetlow prisoners of
war,

A

o

' 13

—~ e AT

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct D0023
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33. (FS/ CIA’s OTS obtained data on the use of the 5

proposed EITs and their potential long-term psychological effects on.
detainees. OTS input was based in part on information solicited from
a number of psychologists and knowledgeable academics in the area
(b)(1) of psychopathology
(b)(3) NatSecAct

= A e o

34, (lPS/ OTS also sohcxted input ffom DoD/Joint

~ Personnel Recovery Agency (JPRA) regarding techniques used in its
SERE training and any subsequent psychological effects on students.
DoD/JPRA concluded no long-term psychological effects resulted

" from use of the EITs, including the most taxing technique, the .
waterboard, on SERE students.14 The OTS analysis was used by OGC

e B A R |

(b)(1) in evaluating the legality of techni ues. -
(b)(3) NatSecAct eHE _g_ ______ tf’ _____ 1 | ]
35. (#3/] | Eleven EI'I‘s were proposed for adoption ]
in the CTC Interrogatlon Program As proposed, use of EITs would ]

" be subject to a competent evaluation of the medical and psychological
state of the detainee. The Agency eliminated one proposed
) technique—the mock burial—after learning from DoJ that this could
delay the legal review. The following textbox identifies the 10 EITs
the Agency described to Do].

1
i
14 (g5 According to individuals with authoritative knowledge of the SERE program, the &
waterboard was used for demonstration purposes on a very small number of students in a class. .
Except for Navy SERE training, use of the waterboard Was discontinued because of ifs dramatic =~ ~ =
| effect on the students who were subjects. ' v
' : 14
TOPSECRET/ (b)(1) : '
(b)(3) NatSecAct 5 D0024
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S |

Enhanced Interrogation Techniques

¢ The attention grasp consists of grasping the detainee with both hands, with one
| hand on each side of the collar opening, in a controlled and quick motion. In the .
: " same motion as the grasp, the detainee is drawn toward the interrogator.

: ¢ During the walling technique, the detainee is pulled forward and then quickly and
! firmly pushed into a flexible false wall so that his shoulder blades hit tlie wall. His
head and neck are supported with a rolled towel to prevent whiplash.

i ‘ ¢ Thefacial hold is used tohold the detainee’s head immobile. The interrogator
places an open palm on either side of the detainee’s face and the interrogator’s
4 fingertips are kept well away from the detainee’s eyes. '

¢ With the facial or insult slap, the fingers are slightly spread apart, The
| interrogator’s hand makes contact with the area between the tip of the detainee’s
| chin and the bottom of the corresponding earlobe.

| ¢ In cramped confinement, the detainee is placed in a confined space, typically a
_} ! small or large box, which is usually dark. Confinement in the smaller space lasts
no more than two hours and in the larger space it can last up to 18 hours.

P ¢ Insects placed in a confinement box involve placing a harmless insect in the box
with the detainee.

: ¢ Durng wall standing, the detainee may stand about:4 to 5 feet from a wall with

his feet spread approximately to his shoulder width. His arms are stretched out in
| " front of him and his fingers rest on the wall to support all of his body weight. The
) 4 detainee is not allowed to reposition his’hands or feet.” .

¢ The application of stress positions may include having the detainee sit on the floor
with his legs extended straight out in front of him with his arms raised above his
head or kneeling on the floorwhile leaning back at a 45 degree angle.

¢ Sleep deprivation will not exceed 11 days at a time.

¢ Theapplication of the waterboard technique involves binding the detainee to a
bench with his feet elevated above his head. The detainee’s head is immobilized
. and an interrogator places a cloth over the detainee’s mouth and nose while
| pouring water onto the cloth in a controlled manner. Airflow is restricted for 20 to
? « 40 seconds and the technique produces the sensation of drowning and suffocation.

Torseerer/  (0)(1) e
==(b)(3) NatSecAct

"

. | 15 (b)(1) :
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(b)(1) D] LEGAL ANALYSIS

(b)(3) NatSecAct

36. (TS/ CIA’s OGC sought guidance from DoJ
regarding the legal bounds of EITs vis-a-vis individuals detained
under the MON authorization. The ensuing legal opinions focus on

 the Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhumane and

Degrading Treatment or Punishment (Torture Convention),s

especially as implemented in the U.S. cnmmal code, 18 U.5.C. 2340-
2340A.

37. (U// FOU@) The Torture Convention specifically prohibits

o "torture, which it defines in Article 1 as:

any act by which severe pain or suffering, whether physical or
mental, is intentionally inflicted on a person for such purposes-as

~ obtaining from him or a third person information or a confession,
punishing him for an act he or a third person has committed or is
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 sanction, [Emphasis added.]

Articlé 4 of the Torture Convention provides that states party to the
Convention are to ensure that all acts of "torture" are offenses under

" their criminal laws. Article 16 addmonally provides that each state

party "shall undertake to prevent in any territory under its -
jurisdiction other acts of cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or

punishment which do not amount to acts of torture as defined in
Article 1." '

5 (U/./FOB0) Adopted 10 December 1984, S. Treaty Doc. No. 100-20 (1988) 1465 U.N.T.S..85
(entered into force 26 June 1987). The Torture Convention entered into force for the United States -
on 20 November 1994,

16
" repsreRRT (b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct |
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it generally regards its provisions as customary intémational law.
17 (U//POUO) S. Treaty Doc. No. 100-20, at 15-16.
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38. (U//POYO) The Torture Convention applies to the United

States only in accordance with the reservations and understandings -
made by the United States at the time of ratification.16 As’explained -
to the Senate by the Executive Branch prior to ratification:

Article 16 is arguably broader than existing US. law. The phrase
"cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment" is a
standard formula in international instruments and is found in the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights, and the European Convention on
Human Rights. To the extent the phrase has been interpreted in the
context of those agreements, "cruel” and "inhuman" treatment or
punishment appears to be roughly equivalent to the treatment or
punishment barred in the United States by the Fifth, Eighth and
Fourteenth Amendments. “Degrading" treatment or punishment, .
however, has been interpreted as potentially including treatment
that would probably not be prohibited by the U.S. Constitution.
[Citing a ruling that German refusal to recognize individual’s
gender change might be considered "degrading” treatment.] To

make clear that the United States construes the phrase to be
coextensive with its constitutional guarantees against cruel,

unusual, and inhumane treatment, the following understanding is
recommended:

"The United States understands the term ‘cruel, inhuman or
degrading treatment or punishment,’ as used in Article 16 of
the Convention, to mean the cruel, unusual, and inhumane
treatment or punishment prohibited by the Fifth, Eighth
and/or Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the
United States."l7 [Emphasis added.]

16 (U) Vienna Convention onthe Law of Treaties, 23 May 1969, 1155 U.N.T.S, 331 (entered into
force 27 January 1980). The United States is not a party to the Vienna Convention on treaties, but

, 7 (b)(1)
reecnrn (b)(3) NatSecAct
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39. (U//FOY0O) In accordance with the Convention, the
United States criminalized acts of torture in 18 U.S.C. 2340A(a),
which provides as follows:

Whoever outside the United States coounits or attempts to comumit
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, shall be punished by death or
1mpnsoned for any term of years or for life.

The statute adopts the Convention definition of "torture" as "an act
committed by a person acting under the color of law specifically
intended to inflict severe physical or mental pain or suffering (other

“than pain or suffering incidental to lawful sanctions) upon anether
_person within his custody or physical control."18 "Severe physical

pain and suffering" is not further defined, but Congress added a

_ definition of "severe mental pain or suffering:"

[Tlhe 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 procedures calculated to dlsrupt profoundly the senses or
the personality;-

(C) the threat of imuminent death; or
(D) 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 distupt profoundly the senses or personality. . . .19

These statutory definitions are consistent with the understandings
and reservations of the United States to the Torture Convention,

18 (u//FORO) 18 US.C.2340(1). - it
19 (U//EQUO) 18 U.S.C.2340(2).

18
TOPSECRET/ (0)(1)
L (b)(3) NaltSec:Act*‘“““—J
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'40. (U//PFOUQ) Do has never prosectited a violation of the
torture statute, 18 U.S.C. §2340, and there is no case law cohstruing-
its provisions. OGC presented the results of its research into relevant
issues under U.S. and international law to Do]’s OLC in the summer
of 2002 and received a preliminary summary of the elements of the

torture statute from OLC in July 2002. An unclassified 1 August 2002

OLC legal memorandum set out OLC's conclusions regarding the
proper interpretation of the torture statute and concluded that
"Section 2340A proscribes acts inflicting, and that are specifically
intended to inflict, severe pain or suffering whether mental or
physical."20 Also, OLC stated that the acts must be of an "extreme
nature” and. that "certain acts may be cruel, inhuman, or degrading,
but still not produce pain and suffering of the requisite intensity to
fall within Section 2340A’s proscription against torture." Further

describing the requisite level of intended pain, OLC stated:

Physical pain amounting to torture must be equivalent in intensity
to the pain accompanying serious.physical injury, such as organ
failure, impairment of bodily function, or even death. For purely
mental pain or suffering to amount to torture under Section 2340, it
must result in significant psychological harm of significant
duration, e.g., lasting for months or even years.2!

OLC determined that a violation of Section 2340 requires that the
infliction of severe pain be the defendant's "precise objective." OLC
also concluded that necessity or self-defense might justify

interrogation methods that would otherwise violate Section 2340A.22
The August 2002 OLC opinion did not address whether any other .
provisions of U.S. law are relevant to the detention, treatment, and
interrogation of detainees outside the United States.3

20 (U//FOUQ) Legal Memorandum, Re: Standards of Conduct for lnterrogation under
18 US.C. 2340-2340A (1 August 2002).

21 (u//foYQ) bid, p. 1.
22 (U//POYS) Dbid, p.39. .
23 (U//POUQ) OLC’s analysis of the torture statute was guided in part by judicial décisions

under the Torture Victims Protection Act (TVPA) 28 U.S.C. 1350, which provides a tort remedj
for victims of torture. OLC noted that the courts in this context have looked at the entire course

. ' 19
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41. (U/ / FQHG)- A second unclassmed 1 August 2002 OLC
. opinion addressed the international law aspects of such,
interrogations.24 This opinion concluded that interrogation methods -
that do not violate 18 U.S.C. 2340 would not violate the Tortire
Convention and would not come within the jurisdiction of the
)(1) International CnmJnal Court.
)(3) NatSecAct e
42, (Ts/ 1 In addition to the two unclassified
opinions, OLC produced another legal opinion on 1 August 2002 at
the request of CIA%5 (Appendix C)) This opinion, addressed to
CIA’s Acting General Counsel, discussed whether the proposed use
of EITs in interrogating Abu Zubaydah would violate the Title 18
prohibition on torture. The opinion concluded that use.of EITs on
Abu Zubaydah would not violate the torture statute because, among
other things, Agency personnel: (1) would not specifically intend to
" inflict severe pain or suffering, and (2) would not in fact inflict severe
pain or suffering.

(b
(b

m
(b)(3) NatSecAct

43. {78/ This OLC opinion was based upon
specific representations by CIA concemning the manner in which EITs
would be applied in the interrogation of Abu Zubaydah. For
example, OLC was told that the EIT "phase” would likely last "no
more than several days but could last up to thirty days." The EITs
would be used on "an as-needed basis" and all would not necessarily
be used. Further, the EITs were expected to be used "in some sort of
escalating fashion, culminating with the waterboard though not
necessarily ending with this technique.”" Although some of.the EITs

of conduct; although a single incident could constitute torture. OLC also noted that courts may
be willing to find a wide range of physical pain can rise to the level of "severe pain and
suffering.” Ultimately, however, OLC concluded that the cases show that only acts "of an
extreme nature have been redressed under the TVPA’s civil remedy for torture.” White House
Counsel Memorandum at 22 - 27.

24 (U//FOB®) OLC Opinion by john C. Yoo, Deputy Assistant Attomey General, OLC.
(1 August 2002).

25 (“PS/[ “IMemorandum for John Rizzo, Acfing General Counsel of the Centr -

) (1) - Intelligerice Agericy, 'Interrogation of al Qaida Operative" (1 August 2002) at 15,
(b)(3) NatSecAct

, 20 '
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mightbe used more than once, "that repetition will not be substanual
because the techniques generally lose their effectiveness after several
repetitions.” With respect to the waterboard, it was explamed that

... the individual is bound securely to an inclined bench .... The
individual’s feet are generally elevated. A cloth is placed over the
] forehead and eyes. Water is then applied to the cloth ina
controlled manner. As this is done, the cloth is lowered until it
! covers both the nose and mouth. Once the cloth is saturated and
i completely covers the mouth and nose, the air flow is slightly
. restricted for 20 to 40 seconds due to the presence of the cloth. This
i causes an increase in carbon dioxide level in the individual’s blood.
; This increase in the carbon dioxide level stimulates increased effort
to breathe. This effort plus the cloth produces the perception of
1 “suffocation and incipient panic,” i.e., the perception of drowning,
.+ Theindividual does not breathe water into his lungs. During those
] 20 to 40 seconds, water is continuously applied from a height of [12
| to 24] inches. After this period, the cloth is lifted, and the ‘
' individual is allowed to breathe unimpeded for three or four full
| breaths. The sensation of drowning is immediately relieved by the
) removal of the cloth. The procedure may then be repeated. The
. water is usually applied from a canteen cup or small watering can
| with a spout.. .. [T]his procedure triggers an automatic
' physiological sensation of drowning that the individual cannot
control even though he may be aware that he is in fact not
| drowning. [I]tis likely that this procedure would not last more
than 20 minutes in any one application.

Finally, the Agency presented OLC with a psychological profile of - -
Abu Zubaydah and with the conclusions of officialsand .
psychologists associated with the SERE program that the use of EITs
would cause no long term mental harm. OLC relied on these
representations to support its conclusion that no physical harm or
prolonged mental harm would result from the use on him of the

(b)(1) EITs, including the waterboard. %
(b)(3) NatSecAct :

26 '(‘FS{ According to the Chief, Medical Services, OMS was neither consulted nor
involved in the initial analysis of the risk and benefits of EITs, nor provided with the OTS report
cited in the OLC opinion. In retrospect, based on the OLC extracts of the OTS report, OMS
. contends that the reported sophistication of the preliminary EIT review was exaggeratesh atleast ___ .
i as it related to the waterboard, and that the power of this EIT was appreciably overstated in the
j - report. Furthermore, OMS contends that the expettise of the SERE psychologist/ interrogators on

2l (b)(1)

emgnr (b)(3) NatSecAct D0031
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44, (TS/ OGC continued to consult with Do] as the
CTC Interrogation Program and the use of EITs expanded béyond the
interrogation of Abu Zubaydah. This resulted in the production of
an undated and unsigned document entitled, "Legal Principles
Applicable to CIA Detention and Interrogation of Captured
Al-Qa’ida Personnel."?? According to OGC, this analysis was fully

. coordinated with and drafted in substantial part by OLC. In addition

to reaffirming the previous conclusions regarding the torture statute,
the analysis concludes that the federal War Crimes statute, 18 U.S.C.
2441, does not apply to Al-Qa'ida because members of that group are
not entitled to prisoner of war status. The analysis adds that "the
[Torture] Convention permits the use of [cruel, inhuman, or
degrading treatment] in exigent circumstances, such as a national
emergency or war.” It also states that the interrogation of Al-Qa’ida -
members does not violate the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments

" because those provisions do not apply extraterritorially, nor does it ,

violate the Eighth Amendment because it only applies to persons
upon whom criminal sanctions have been imposed. Finally, the
analysis states that a wide range of EITs and other techniques would
not constitute conduct of the type that would be prohibited by the
Fifth, Eighth, or Fourteenth Amendments even were they to be
applicable:

The use of the following techniques and of comparable, approved
techniques does not violate any Federal statute or other law, where
the CIA interrogators do not specifically intend to cause the

detainee to undergo sevére physical or mental pain or suffering

(i.e., they act with the good faith belief that their conduct will not
cause such pain or sufferirig): isolation, reduced caloric intake (so
long as the amount is calculated to maintain the general health of

the detainees), deprivation of reading material, loud music or white

the waterboard was probably misrepresented at the time, as the SERE waterboard experience is
so different from the subsequent Agency usage as to make it almost irrelevant. Consequently,
according to OMS, there was no a prigri reason to believe that applying the waterboard with the
frequency and intensity with which’ it was used by the psychologxst/ mterrogators was either
efficacious or medically safe.

oy ey o oom Sy mm
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27 WT] "Legal Prindples App(l_g;;_ab]e to CTA Detennon and Interrogation of -

Captured Al-Qa’ida Personnel,” attached to (16 June 2003).,
“(b)(3) CIAAct‘"] ,

. . .22 L
TOP-SRERET| (b)(1)
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noise (at a decibel level calculated to avoid damage to the
detaineés’ hearing), the attention grasp, walling, the facial hold, the
facial slap (insult slap), the abdominal slap, cramped confinement,
wall standing, stress positions, sleep deprivation, the use of
diapers, the use of harmless insects, and the water board.

According to OGC, this-analysis embodies Db] agreement that the

. reasoning of the classified 1 August 2002 OLC opinion extends

beyond the interrogation of Abu Zubaydah and the conditions that
were specified in that opinion.

NOTICE TO AND CONS ULTATION WITH EXECUTIVE AND CONGRESSIONAL
OFFICIALS

(b)(3) NatSecAct

(b)(1)

(b)(3) NatSecAct

R

)
)(3) NatSecAct
i

45. (¥8/________| Atthe same time that OLC was reviewing
the legality of EITs in ‘the summer of 2002, the Agency was consulting
with NSC policy staff and senior Administration officials. The DCI

 briefed appropriate senior national security and legal officials on the

proposed EITs. In the fall of 2002, the Agency briefed the leadership
of the Congressional Intelligence Oversight Committees on the use of
both standard techmques and EITs.

46. (FS/ In early 2003, C1IA officials, at the urging
of the General Counsel, continued to inform senior Administration
officials and the leadership of the Congressional Oversight
Committees of the then-current status of the CTC Program. The
Agency specifically wanted to ensure that these officials and the
Committees continued to be aware of and approve CIA’s actions.
The General Counsel recalls that he spoke and met with White House
Counsel dnd others at the NSC, as well as DoJ’s Criminal Division
and Office of Legal Counsel beginning in December 2002 and briefed
them on the scope and breadth of the CTC’s Detention and
Interrogation Program.

47. (IS, Representatives of the DO, in the

presence of the Director of Congressional Affairs and the General A
Counsel, continued to brief the leadership of the Intelligenee—=~ . —rcis
Opversight Committees on the use of EITs and detentions in February

' 23 (b)(1)

rangnny | (b)(3) NatSecAct D0033
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and March 2003. The General Counsel says that none of the

participants expressed any concern about the techmques or the
(b)(1) Program. ;
(b)(3) NatSecAct

48. (TS/ ‘On 29 July 2003, the DCTI and the General
Counsel provided a detailed briefing to selected NSC Principals on -
CIA’s detention and interrogation efforts involving "high value:
detainees," to include the expanded use of EITs.28 According toa
Memorandum for the Record prepared by the General Counsel
following that meeting, the Attorney General confirmed that DoJ
approved of the expanded use of various EITs, including multiple
applications of the waterboard.?? The General Counsel said he
believes everyone in attendance was aware of exactly what CIA was
doing with respect to detention and mterrogahon, and approved of
the effort. According to OGC, the senior officials were again briefed
regarding the CTC Program on 16 September 2003, and the

" Intelligence Committee leadership was briefed again in September
«,) 2003. Again, according to OGC, none of those involved in these
: briefings expressed any reservations about the program.

(b)(1) GUIDANCE ON CAPTURE, DE‘I‘ENTION, AND INTERROGATION
(b)(3) NatSecAct

- 49, TS/ Guidance and training are fundamental
to the success and integrity of any endeavor as operationally,
politically, and legally complex as the Agency’s Detention and -

Interrogation Program. Soon after9/11, the DDO issued guidance on .

~_the standards for the capture of terrorist targets. |

1
(b)(1) - (b)(3) NatSecAct
(b)(3) NatSecAct

50. (£8/ )‘ ~___|The DCY, in January 2003 approved
formal "Guidelines on Confinement Conditions for CIA Detainees"
(b)(1) (Appendix D) and "Guidelines on Interrogations Conducted
(b)(3) NatSecAct

28 (v5/, L'_':j‘l'he briefing materials referred to 24 high value detainees interrogated at
CIA-controlled sites and identified 13 interrogated usireg EITs. o

29 (U//FOUYO) Memorandum for the Record] (b)(3) CIAACt  |(5 August 2003).

N

24
' I3
TOPFSRCRET/ (bX1)
=1 (b)(3) NatSecAct
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Pursuant to the Presidential Memorandum of Notification of
" 17 September 2001" (Appendix E), which are discussed below. Prior
to the DCI Guidelines, Headquarters provided guidance via mformal
| briefings and electronic communications, to include cables from CIA
| Headquarters, to the field. Because the level of guidance was largely
| site-specific, this Report discusses the pre-January 2003 detention’and
! interrogation guidance in the sections addressing specific detention
(b)(1) facilities.
(b)(3) NatSecAct PR ' ,

51. (£S5, In November 2002, CTC initiated training
courses for individuals involved in interrogations. In April 2003,
OMS consolidated and added to its previously issued.informal
| * guidance for the OMS personnel responsible for monitoring the
: medical condition of detainees.30

(b)(1)
' . " (b)(3) NatSecAct

()]
N
—

i )
1 (b)(3) NatSecAct

E . 53.]

P (b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

30 wy /FOBO) OMS reportedly issued four reviéi?ms of these draft guidelines, fhe latest of

) : whichis dated 4 September 2003. The guidelines remain in draft.
' : 25 —_—
e (b)(1)
=coor (b)(3) NatSecAct
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54.
(B)1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct
) 55.]

(0)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

56 | | | -

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

26

4 f
TOPSECRET; (b)(1)
’ (b)(3) NatSecAct-——
Approved for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717

[ A

e I

o oy w3

L3 L




C05856717

(b)( )
\)( ) NatSecAct

Case 1:15-cv-09317-AKH Document 53-1 Filed 10/17/16 Page 34 of 60

Approveq for Release: 2016/09/30 C05856717

TOPSECRET
/L NatSecAct

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

DCI Confinement Guidelines

57. (TS/| Before January 2003, officers assigned to
manage detention facilities developed and implemented confinement
condition procedures. Because these procedures were site-specific
and not uniform, this Review discusses them in connection with the
review of specific sites, rather than in this section. The January 2003
DCI Guidelines govern the conditions of confinement for CIA
detainees held in detention facilities|

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

(b)(1) F »
(b)(3) NatSecAct ‘ {'"*‘"
' I o BT —(b)(1) '
TrreSnLprT (b)(3) NatSeoAct._m_| D0037
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58. ¢FS/, The DCI Guidelines specify that D/CTC
shall ensure that a specific Agency staff employee is designated as
responsible for each specific detention facility. Agency staff™
employees responsible for the facilities and participating in the
questioning of individuals detained pursuant to the 17 September
2001 MON must receive a copy of the DCI Guidelines. They must
review the Guidelines and sign an acknowledgment that they have

.| Lovi m

(b)(1)
(b)(3) CIAACct
(b)(3) NatSecAct

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

s

59. (TS/ ] ' The DCI Guidelines specify legal
| "minimums” and require that "due provision must be taken to protect
s the health and safety of all CIA detainees." The Guidelines do not
require that conditions of confinement at the detention facilities
conform to U.S. prison or other standards. At a minimum, however,
detention facilities are to provide basic levels of medical care:

E"'.-"" R i R

. . (which need not comport with the highest standards of medical
care that is provided in U.S.-based medical facilities); food and
drink which meets minimum medically appropriate nutritional and
sanitary standards; clothing and/or a physical environment

oo

sufficient to meet basic health needs; periods of time within which F
detainees are free to engagein physical exercise (which may be Y
limited, for example, to exercise within the isolation cells ¥
themselves); for sanitary facilities (which may, for example, i
comprise buckets for the relief of personal waste). .
0
Further, the guidelines provide that: @
Medical and, as appropriate, psychological personnel shall be L
- physically present at, or reasonably available to, each Detention
) )
g B —p1) L
I /
(b)(3) NatSecAct_________ D0038
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Facility. . Medical personnel shall check the physical condition of
each detainee at intervals appropriate to the drcumnstances and
‘shall keep appropriate records. 3

DCI Interrogation Guidelines

60. (S7¥NE) Prior to January 2003, CTC and OGC
disseminated guidance via cables, e-mail, or orally on a case-by-case
basis to address requests to use specific interrogation techniques.
Agency management did not require those involved in interrogations
to sign an acknowledgement that they had read, understood, or .
agreed to comply with the guidance provided. Nor did the Agency
maintain a comprehensive record of individuals who had been

" briefed on interrogation procedures.

61. (TS,

)1y
(b)(3) NatSecAct

[The DCT

" Interrogation Guidelines require that all personnel directly engaged

in the interrogation of persons detained have reviewed these
Guidelines, received appropriate training in their implementation,
and have completed the applicable acknowledgement.

62, {S#//NE) The DCI Interrogation Guidelines define
“Permissible Interrogation Techniques" and specify that "unless
otherwise approved by Headquarters, CIA officers and other
personnel acting on behalf of CLA may use only Permissible
Interrogation Techniques. Permissible Interrogation Techniques
consist of both (a) Standard Techmques and (b) Enhanced

(b)(3) CIAACt
32 (5//NF) See for relevant text of DO Handbook 50-2. |

(b)(3) NatSecAct

| (o)(1)
“TAYRPRLCRET /
=T (b)(3) NatSecAct
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Tech.t\iQues.'f33,,£ITs require advance approval from Headquarters, as
do standard techniques whenever feasible. The field must document
the use of both standard techniques and EITs. -

63.'(FS /I j’I‘he DCI Interrogation Guidelines define
"standard interrogation techniques" as techniques that do not
incorporate significant physical or psychological pressure. These
techniques include, but are not limited to, all lawful forms of
questioning employed by U.S. law enforcement and military
interrogation personnel. Among standard interrogation techniques
are the use of isolation, sleep deprivation not to exceed 72 hours,
reduced caloric intake (so long as the amount is calculated to
maintain the general health of the detainee), deprivation of reading
material, use of loud music or white noise (at a decibel level
calculated to avoid damage to the detainee’s hearing), the use of
diapers for limited periods (generally not to exceed 72 hours, or

* during transportation where appropriate), and moderate

psychological pressure. The DCI Interrogation Guidelines do not
specifically prohibit improvised actions. A CTC/Legal officer has
said, however, that no one may employ any technique outside
specifically 1dennf1ed standard techniques without Headquarters
approval

64. (TS// EITs include physical actions and are
defined as "techniques that do mcorporate physical or psychological
pressure beyond Standard Techniques." Headquarters must approve
the use of each specific EIT in advance. EITs may be employed only
by trained and certified interrogators for use with a specific detainee
and with appropriate medical and psychologlcal monitoring of the
process.’

(b)(3) NatSecAct .

.,\w

Py
)(3) NatSecAct |

33 £S) The 10. approved EITs are descnbed in the textbox an page 15 of this Revxew

sleep deprivation was reduced to 48 hours,
5 @/ “|Before EITs are administered, a detainee must receive a detailed

s ":'»"J ~- 9 v-,“"'z, v«d‘*a - m

s e P 3 Lo »32

z - etw p--‘.:‘ tﬂ F ] [ ? .

psychological assessment and physical exam. Daily physical and psychological evaluations are

continued throughout the period of EIT use.

30

' ' (b)(1)
TOP-SRERET (b)(3) NatSecAct
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Medical Gt;idelines(b)(3) NatSecAct

65. (‘Ps; L _] OMS prepared draft guidelines for
medical and psychological support to detainee interrogations. The
Chief, Medical Services disseminated the undated OMS draft
guidelines in April 2003 to OMS personnel assigrned to detention
facilities. According to OMS, these guidelines were a compilation of
previously issued guidance that had been disseminated in a
piecemeal fashion. The guidelines were marked “draft" based on the
advice of CTC/Legal* These guidelines quote excerpts from the
DCI Interrogation Guidelines. They include a list of sanctioned
interrogation techniques, approval procedures, technique goals, and
staff requirements. The OMS draft guidelines also expand upon the
practical medical implications of the DCI Interrogation Guidelines,
addressing: general evaluation, medical treatment, uncomfortably
cool environments, white noise or loud music, shackling, sleep
deprivation, cramped confinement (confinement boxes), and the
waterboard. According to the Chief, Medical Services, the OMS
Guidelines were intended solely as a reference for the OMS personnel
directly supporting the use of EITs and were not intended to be
Agency authorizations for the techniques discussed. OMS most
recently updated these draft guidelines in September 2003, and,
according to the Chief, Medical Services, they were disseminated to
all OMS field personnel involved in the Detenuon and Interrogation
Program. (Appendix F.)

Training for Interrogations

66. (¥Q/ In November 2002, CTC/Renditions and
Detainees Group (RDG) initiated a pilot running of a two-week
Interrogator Training Course designed to train, qualify, and certify
individuals as Agency interrogators.3” Several CTC officers,

36 (uy /‘kiUO) A 28March 2003 Lotus Note from C/CTC/Legal advised Chief, Medical
Services that the "Seventh Floof" "would need to approve the promulgahon of any further formal

guidelines. . . . For now, therefore, let’s remain at the discussion stage. .

k4 B)1)

1
(b)(3) NatSe?Act
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including a former SERE instructor, designed the curriculum, which
included a week of classroom instruction followed by a week of
"hands-on" training in EITs. In addition to standard and enfranced
interrogation techniques, course material included apprehension and
handling of subjects, renditions, management of an interrogation site,
interrogation team structure and functions, planning an
interrogation, the conditioning process, resistance techniques, legal -
requirements, Islamic culture and religion, the Arab mind, and
Al-Qa‘'idanetworks. Training using physical pressures was
conducted via classroom academics, guided discussion,

(b)(3) NatSec Ac'nonstratxon-performance, student practlce and feedback.

67. (FS/ } Three of the 16 attendees of the pﬂdt
course, including a senior Agency interrogator and two independent
contractor /psychologists, were certified by CTC/RDG as .
interrogators.3® Their certification was based on their previous

" operational experience. The two psychologist/interrogators, who

durmg the pilot course, were deemed certified
based on their experience as SERE instructors and their
interrogations of Abu Zubaydah and Al-Nashiri. Once certified, an
interrogator is deemed qualified to conduct an interrogation
employing EITs. Seven other individuals were designated as "trained
and qualified,” mieaning they would have to apprentice under a.
certified interrogator in the field for 20 hou s in order to become
eligible for their certifications.

68. [S7NE) By September 2003, four Interrogation Training
Couxses had been completed, resulting in_Jtrained interrogators.

(b)(1)
(b)(3) CIAAct Three of these are cerhﬁed to use the waterboard. Additionally, a
(b)(3) NatSecAct .

(o)1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

38 {67/2F)-These certifications were for "Enhanced Pressures,” which involved all of the EITs
except the waterboard. Only the two psychologlst/mterrogators were certified to use the
waterboard based on their previous JPRA/SERE experience, Subsequently, another mdependent
contractor, who had been certified as an interrogator, became certified in the use of the
waterboard. .

32
mggg/ (b)(1)
\ (b)(3) NatSecAct
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. number of psychologxsts, physmans, Physmlan s Ass1stants 39 and

COBs completed the training for familiarization purposes. Students
completing the Interrogation Course are required to sign an
acknowledgment that they have read, understand, and will comply
with the DCI's Interrogah,on Guidelines.

In June 2003, CTC established a debriefing
course for Agency substantive experts who are involved in questioning
detainees after they have undergone interrogation and have been

‘deemed "compliant." The debriefing course was established to train
non-interrogators to collect actionable intelligence from high value.
detainees in CIA custody. The course is intended to familiarize
non-interrogators with key aspects of the Agency interrogation
Program, to include the Program’s goals and legal authorities, the DCI
Interrogation Guidelines, and the roles.and responsibilities of all who
interact with a hlgh value detainee. As of September 2003, three of

" these training sessions had been conducted, with a total of

Epndmduals completing the trammg CTC/RDG was contemplating
establishing a similar training regimen for Security Protective Officers

and linguists who will be assigned to interrogation sites. :

- (b)(1)
DmN’HONAND IN'IZ‘RROGATION OPERATIONS AT| (b)(3) NatSecAct

(b)(3) NatSecAct - 70. (‘PS/ The detention and interrogation activity

(b)(1)

examined during this'Review occurred primarily at three faClhtleS

encrypted as| I land || was the

(b)(3) NatSecAcffacility at which two prominent Al-Qa’ida detainees, Abu Zubaydah

i

and Al-Nashiri, were held with the foreign host government’s
knowledge and approval, until it was closed for operational security
reasons in December 2002. The two detainees at that location were

39 (U) Physician’s Assistants are formally trained to provide diagnostic, therapeutic, and
preventative health care services. They work under the supervision of a physician, record
. progress notes, and may prescribe medications.

1 33
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then moved q . [1ocated in another foreign country. Eight .
individuals were detained and interrogated at| including
- Abu Zubaydah and Al-Nashiri. . © (b)1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

(b)(1)
(b>.(3> NatSecAct

. (b)(1)
Staffing and Operations(b)(a) NatSecAct .

71. (FS/ CTC initially estabhshed!
detain and interrogate Abu Zubaydah [_ as operanonal
between December 2002. had no

permanent posItons and was staffed winremporary dut  (TDY)
officers. Initially, Abu Zubaydah’s Agency interrogators at
‘ included an] officer, who also servéd as
(o)1) | COB, and a senior Agency security officer.. They were assisted by
(b)(3) NatSec Aoflous ¢ sg]cunty, medical, and communications personnel detailed to
o support the interrogation mission. An independent
. contractor psychologist with extensive experience as an interrogation
""fb)( 1) instructor at the U.S. Air Force SERE School also assisted the team.
(b)(3) NatSecAct
: [12,*(‘1’5/1% ] Once the Agency approved the use of
EITs| in August 2002, a second independent contractor
psychologist With 19 years of SERE experience joined the team. This
followed a determination by the CIA personnel involved in
debriefing that the continuation of the existing methods would not
produce the actionable intelligence-that the Intelligence Community
believed Abu Zubaydah possessed. The team was supervised by the
COB and supported by the on-site team of secunty mechcal and
(b)(1) communications personnel.
(b)(3) NatSecAct -

73. TSy ] The responsibility of the COB
was to ensure the faahty and staff functioned within the authorities
that govern the mission. In conjunction with those duties, the COB
was respon31b1e for the overall management and security of the site
and the personnel assigned to support activities thereé. The COB
oversaw interrogations and released operational and intelligence,

e

3/ \
' =, (b)(1)
YR RCRET (b)(3) NatSecAct
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TN - (b)(3) NatSecAct

cables and situation reports. The COB coordinated activities with the
; Station and Headquarters and reported to the CTC Chief of
(b)(1) Renditions Group 40
(b)( ) NatSecAct
— 74.°f¥8 /r[ The two psychologist/interrogators at
 ; | lled each interrogation of Abu Zubaydah and Al-Nashiri-

3 where EITs were used. The psychologist/interrogators conferred
with the COB and other team members before each interrogation
session. Psychological evaluations were performed by both
Headquarters and on-site psychologists. Early on in the
development of the interrogation Program, Agency OMS -
psychologists objected to the use of on-site psychologists as ‘
interrogators and raised conflict of interest and ethical concemns. This
was based on a concern that the on-site psychologists who were
administering the EITs participated in the evaluations, assessing the-

offectiveness and 1mpact of the EITs on the detainees.

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

) ! 75, (‘fS/ L } The mterrogahon mtelhgence
(b)"'(1 ) " requirements for or Abu Zubaydah were generally developed at

| ___|c1¢/RDG, CTC/LGL, CTC/UBL, and| |
(b)(1) o |provided input into the rendrtlon and

b
b)(3) CIA
Ebggg Naté\gﬁz Acnterrogation process S

|

]Etaff maintained daily chalogue w1th
Headquarters management by cable and secure telephone, and
.ofﬁcers initiated a v1deo conference with Headquarters to

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct 76. (T8, | Abu Zubaydah was the only detainee at
_______ untll ’Abd Al-Rahim Al-Nashiri arrived on 15 November

2002, The interrogation of Al-Nashiri proceeded afterr )

received the necessary Headquarters authorlzatlon The two

ey

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

40 sy, In August 2002, the group name became Renditions and Detainges Group,
. indicative of its new responsibilities for running detention facilities and interrogations. For
) consistency purpases in this Review, OIG subsequently refers to this group as CTC/RDG.

T e

‘ cowr] — "
TYRRCECRET (b)(3) NatSecAct ] D0045
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(b)(1) — B
-»--~~-(p)(3) NatSecAct ‘

psychologist/interrogators began Al-Nashiri’s intérrogaiﬁon using
EITs immediately upon his arrival. Al-Nashiri provided lead .
information on other terrorists during his first day of interrogation.
On the twelfth day of interrogation, the two psychologist/
interrogators administered two applications of the waterboard to
Al-Nashiri during two separate interrogation sessions. Enhanced
—interrogation.of Al-Nashiri contmuedthmuzhzi necembenzoozm

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

58321; NatSecAqt ideotapes of Interrogations

77 (TS/ o ] Headquarters had intense mterest in
Eg))(o ))NatSec roping abreast of all aspects of Abu Zubaydah’s interrogation|
. mcludmg comphance ‘with the gmdance provided to the

(b)(1) " the use of EITs, the mterrogatxon teams at{ |dec1ded to

) NatSecActleotape the interrogation sessions. One initial purpose was to
ensure a record of Abu Zubaydah’s medical condition and treatment
should he succumb to his wounds and questions arise about the
medical care provided to him by CIA. Another purpose was to assist
in the preparation of the debriefing reports, although the team
advised CTC/Legal that they rarely, if ever, were used for that -
purpose. There are 92 videotapes, 12 of which include EIT

. applications. An OGC attorney reviewed the videotapes in -

November and December 2002 to ascertain compliance with the
August 2002 Do] opinion and compare what actually happened with
what was reported to Headquarters. He reported that there was no

(b)(1) deviation from the Do] guidance or the written record.
(b)(3) NatSecAct

78. (¥8/ OIG reviewed the videotapes, logs, and
cables| |in May 2003, OIG identified 83 waterboard
applications, most of which lasted less than 10 seconds.4t OIG also

(b)(1) identified one instance where a psychologist/interrogator verbally
(b)(3) NatSecAct .

41 trs/ J ]For the purpose of this Review, a Waterboard application constifuted pry
‘ } discrete instance in which water was applied for any period of time during a session.

— )
(b)(3) NatSecAct o
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)( ) NatSecAct

threatened Aby Zubaydah by stating, "If one child dies in America,
- and I find out you knew something about it, I will personally cut
your mother’s throat."$2. OIG found 11 interrogation videctapes to be
(b)(1) blank. Two others were blank except for one or two minutes of
(b)(3) NatSecAct Tecording. Two others were broken and could not be reviewed. OIG
compared the videotapesto, llogs and cables and identified
a 21-hour peried of time, which included two waterboard sessions,
(b)(1) that was not captured on the videotapes.

(b)(3) NatSecAct

79. (Fs OIG’s review of_thglm_d_ggtapes revealed
that the waterboard technique employedat, was different
from the technique as described in the DoJ opnuon and used in the
SERE training. The difference was in the manner in which the
detainee’s breathing was obstructed. At the SERE School and in the
DoJ opinion, the subject’s airflow is disrupted by the firm application -
of a damp cloth over the air passages; the interrogator applies a small

(b)(1) ~ amount of water to the clothina controlled manner. By contrast, the

( h?\(?’ N atseCACtAgency interrogator| continuously applied large volimes

! of water to a cloth that covered the detainee’s mouth and nose. One of

the psychologists/interrogators acknowledged that the Agency’s use

. of the technique differed from that used in SERE training and

explained that the Agency’s technique is different because it is "for
real” and is more poignant and convincing,

(b)(1) :
(b)(3) NatSec[L\ct

EE%E;; NatSecact_  80- (T8 /| From December 2002 unﬁ][ |

i ﬁeptember 2003, was used to detain and interrogate
(b)) 'éiéht individuals. [

(b)(3) NatSecAct

During this time, Headquarters issued
the formal DCI Confinement Guidelines, the DCI Interrogation
Guidelines, and the additional draft guidelines specifically

)

) 12 (U//FeWO) See discussion in paragraphs 92-93 regarding threats.
e - 37 (b))
Trm-occe) i (b)(3) NatSecAct
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o, . ) '(b)(3) NatSecA_ct S [

addressing requirements for OMS personnel. This served to
strengthen the command and control exercised over the CTC
Program. .

Background and Detainees

8
(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct
/ | (b)(1)
‘ (b)(3) NatSecAct :
82. (TS/| ‘was originally intended to hold
(o)1) > maximum of two high value detainees |
(b)(3) NatSecAct™ : :
, ecause the Agency had not established another detention
(b)(1) facility for these detainees, five cells had been constructed to

(b)(3) NatSecAot)xIxmodate five detainees—Abu Zubaydah, Al-Nashiri) (b)(1)
. (b)(3 )NatSecAct

Several Agency personnel expressed concern to OIG that
had become overcrowded.

83

(bX1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

' arwcacy B o)
BT
'1 .—(b)(3) NatSecAct ... |
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‘] ‘ TOPSECRET (- (b)(3) NatSecAct—, B
, b))
EE;E;; NatSecAct Staffmg (0)(3) NatSecAct : -
i’ 84. (Sf%NE) Like| had no permanent
' positions and was staffed with TDY officers. It had the same general
1 staffing complement as

gbm NatSecact 85 1577NE) DO managers told OIG that in selechng aCOB at

[they considered a combination of factors, to include grade
and managerial experience. A senior DO officer said that, by March
2003, because of a lack of available, experienced DO officers who
could travel to the selection criteria were limited.to
selecting CTC candidates based on their grade. Like most TDY

3 personnel who traveled to, the COB was generally
EE;E%; Nat SecACtexpected to remain for a 30-day TDY. |
o 86. (T5/, The duties of the COB to
o manage the facility, its security, and its personnel were the same as
(0)(3) NatSecActthose of the COB at The COBib also oversaw .
interrogations and debriefings, released cables and reports, and
(b)(1) communicated daily with the local Station and Headquarters.
(b)(3) NatSecAct -
87. (¥S/] Although the COB was
ultimately responsible 101 on-site security, the daily responsibilities
(b)(1) for security matters fell to security personnel who, in addition to

(b)(3) NatSecActonitoring the detainees around-the-clock, also monitored
perimeter via aud o and video cameras. Security
personnel at maintained records of vital detainee
information, to include medical information, prescribed medications,
bathing schedules, menus, and eating schedules. They prepared
three meals daily for each detainée, which generally consisted of
beans, rice, cheese sandwiches, vitamins, fruit, water, and Ensure

nutritional supplement.
' 39 _(b)(1) | -
T—r | (b)(3) NatSecAct
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(b)(1) TOPSECRET/ (
«“’\\?(3) NatSecAct - (0)3) NatSecAct
88. ("PS/E mmmmm At psychologmts roles did not

(b
(b)(3) NatSecAct

(b)
(b)(3

“; NatSecAcLC had also established a precedent of detailed cables between

immediately change. They continied to psychologically assess and
mterrogate detainees and were identified as

psychologxst/ interrogators." Headquarters addressed the confhct of
interest.concern when, on 30 January 2003, it sent a cable to| (b)(1)
that stated: _ (b)(3) NatSecAct

It has been and continues to be [Agency] practice that the

~ individual at the interrogation site who administers the techmques ,

is not the same person who issues the psychological assessment of

record. . ... In this respect, it should be noted that staff and 1C
psychologists who are approved interrogators may continue to
serve as interrogators and physically participate in the -
administration of enhanced techniques, so long as at least one other.
psychologist is present who is not also serving as an interrogator,
and the appropriate psychological interrogation assessment of
record has been completed.

Medical Services believes this problem still exists because

I

_the psychologists/interrogators continue to perform both functions.

Guidance Prior to DCI Guidelines N

- 89. (‘fd J By the time/ __—vjbecame
operational, the Agency was providing legal and operational
briefings and cables that contained Headquarters’

guidance'and discussed the forture statuté and the Do] legal opinion.

and Headquaxters regarding the

interrogation and debriefing of detainees, The written gunidance did
not address the four standard interrogation techniques that, -
according to CTC/Legal, the Agency had identified as early as

" November 2002.83 Agency personnel were authorized to employ

)

standard interrogation techniques on a detainee without
Headquarters’ prior approval. The guidance did not spec fically

43 ($4#NF) The four standard interrogation techmques were: (1) sleep deprivation not to .

exceed 72 hours, (2) contmual use of light or darkness in a cell, (3) loud music, and (4) White noise”
(background hum). '

; o)1)
TORSECRET/ (b)(3) NatSecAct
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: ‘ T (b)(1)
m[__(b)(;;) NatSecAct— ’ '

address the usg of props to imply a physical threat to a detainee, nor
- did it specifically address the issue of whether or not Agency officers
" could improvise with any other techniques. No formal mechanisms
were in place to ensure that personnel going to the field were briefed
on the existing legal and policy guidance.

(b)(1) Specific Unauthorized or Undocumented Techniques
(b)(3) NatSecAct

90. TTS/ This Review heard allegations of the use
of unauthorized techniques The most significant, the-
handgun and power drill incident, discussed below, is the subject of a
separate OIG investigation. In addition, individuals interviewed
during the Review identified other techniques that caused concern
because DoJ had not specifically approved them. These included the
making of threats, blowing cigar smoke, employing certain stress
positions, the use of a stiff brush on a detainee, and stepping on a

" detainee’s ankle shackles. For all of the instances, the allegations .
were disputed or too ambiguous to reach any authoritative
determination regarding the facts. Thus, although these allegations

- are illustrative of the nature of the concerns held by individuals
associated with the CTC Program and the need for clear guidance,
they did not warrant separate investigations or administrative action.

(b)(1) ) |

(b)(3) NatSecAct Handgun and Power Drill (P)(7)©)

91, (¥S/ 'and interrogation team members,
- whose purpose it was to interrogate Al-Nashiri and debrief Abu
Zubaydah, initially s!:affedlr —.}The interrogation team

continued EITs on Al-Nashiri for two weeks in December 2002 until
they assessed him to be "compliant.” Subsequently, CTC officers at
Headquarters disagreed with that assessment and senta(PX1) ]
senior operations officer (the debriefer)

(b)(1) to debrief and assess Al-Nashiri.
(b)(3) NatSecAct

92. (¥S/ lThe debriefer assessed Al-Nashiri as

(b)(3) NatSecAict

withholding information, at which point reinstated.sleep = —— ..
( ?;E?;( ) deprivation, hooding, and handcuffing. Sometime between
JNERE |
' 41 .

ATTRanT / —(b)(1)
| ’ (b)(3) NatSecAct
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TOP-SECRE (b)(1)
T/“_____(b)(s) NatSecAct

. 28 December 2002 and 1 January 2003, the debriefer used an

unloaded semi-automatic handgun as a prop to frighten Al-Nashiri

into disclosing information.# After discussing this plan with| 1.
the debriefer entered the cell where Al-Nashiri sat shackled and

racked the handgun once or twice close to Al-Nashiri’s head.45 On
what was probably the same day, the debriefer used a power drill to
fr1ghten Al-Nashiri. With —jconsent the debriefer entered”  (b)(6)
the detainee’s cell and revved the drill while the detainee stood (L)(7)(c)
naked and hooded. The debriefer did not touch Al-Nashiri with the
power drill.

93. (8//NE) The and debriefer did not request (0)(7)(e)
authorization or report the use of these unauthorized techniques to

(b)(3) NatSecactdauarters. However, in January 2003, newly arrived TDY officers

(0)(1)

- who had learned of these incidents reported them to

Headquarters. OIG investigated and referred its findings to the
" Criminal Division of DoJ. On 11 September 2003, DoJ declined to

prosecute and turned these matters over to CIA for disposition.
These incidents are the subject of a separate OIG Report of
Investigation.46

(b)1)
b

(b)(3) NatSecAct

(b)(1)

Threats ' | (b)(3) NatSecAct
94, (T8/ During another incident the
same Headquarters debriefer, according to a who

was present, threatened Al-Nashiri by saying that if he did not talk,
"We could get your mother iri here," and, "We can bring your family
in here." The| |debriéfer reportedly wanted. Al-Nashiri

(b)(3) NatSechA Ctmfer for psychological reasons, that the debriefer might beu

intelligence officer based on his Arabic dialect, and that Al-
Nashiri was in| custody because it was widely believed in
Middle East circles that| interrogation technique involves

44 (54/NE) This individual was not'a trained interrogator and'was not authorized to use EITs.

45 (U//FE6UO) Racking is a mechanical procedure used with firearms to chamber a bullet or
simulate a bullet being chambered.

46 Unauthorized Interrogation Techni (b)(‘|) l29 Octaber 2003.
S/ANE) Unauthoriz errogation q(b)(3) NatSecan ober
. 42
W/l (b)(1)

: (0)(3) NatSeCACt--—mmend
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'Ib)(3) NatSecAct ———(b)(3) NatSecAct— } —

sexually abusing female relatives in front of the detainee. The
debriefer denied threatening Al-Nashiri through his family. The
debriefer also said he did not explain who he was or where he was
from when talking with Al-Nashiri. The debriefer said he never said

he was| ]mtelhgence officer but let
(b)(1) Al-Nashiri draw hls own conclus1ons
(b)(3) NatSecAct :
95. (’F&;L ____________________________________ ’An experienced Agency interrogator
reported that the psychologists/interrogators threatened Khalid
(0)(1) Shaykh Muhammad{ | According to this interrogator, the

(b)(3) NatSechc tp ychologists/interrogators said to Khalid Shaykh Muhammad that
if anything else happens in the United States, "We're going to kill

(b)(6) your children." According to the interrogator, one of the - :

(b)(7)(c) - psychologists/interrogators said 1CTC/ Legal had advised that
. threats are permissible so long as they are "conditional."

(b)(3) CIAACct

(b)(5)

JARR] g 6)

. 7))

) : With respect to the report

~provided to him of the threats| =

lthat report did not
indicate that the law had been violated. .
(b)(1)

X1) Smoke (b)(3) NatSecAct

b
(b)(3) NatSecAct

9. (F8/| An Agency independent contractor
interrogator admitted that, in December 2002, he and another
independent contractor smoked cigars and blew smoke in
Al-Nashiri’s face during an interrogation. The interrogator claimed
they did this to "cover the stench" in the room and to help keep the
interrogators alert late at night. This interrogator said he would not
do this again based on "perceived criticism.” Another Agency
interrogator admitted that he also smoked cigars during two sessions
with Al-Nashiri to mask the stench in the room. He claimed he did
not deliberately force smoke into Al-Nashiri’s face.

(] 43
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(b)(3) NatSecAct3tress Positions

97. {E5/ OIG received reports that interrggation

team members employed potentially injurious stress positions on
(b)(6) Al-Nashiri. ' Al-Nashiri. was required to kneel on the floor and lean
(®)(7)(c)  back. On at least one occasion, an Agency officer reportedly pushed

Al-Nashiri backward while he was in this stress position, On another

occasion, said he had to intercede after
(D)(6) | expressed concern that Al-Nashiri’s arms might be
"dislocated from his shoulders. explained that, at the time,
the interrogators were attempting to put Al-Nashiri in a standing
stress position. Al-Nashiri was reportedly lifted off the floor by his
EE)U)( ¢y  arms while his arms were bound behind his back with a belt.

N Stiff Brush and Shackles
(b)(3) NatSecAct

he w1tnessed other techniques used on Al-Nashiri that the
J interrogator knew were not specifically approved by Do]. These .
included the use of a stiff brush that was intended to induce pain on

B)(1) Al-Nashiri and standing on Al-Nashiri’s shackles, which resulted in -
(b)(3) NatSecA \otand bruises. When questioned, an interrogator who was at

: cknowledged that they used a stiff brush to bathe
Al-Nashiri. He described the brush as the kind of brush one usesina
bath toremove stubborn dirt. A CTC manager who had heard of the
incident attributed the abrasions on Al-Nashiri’s ankles to an Agency
officer accidentally stepping on Al-Nashiri’s shackles while
repositioning him into a stress p031t10n -

(b)(1) Waterboard Technique
(b)(3) NatSecAct o

99. (¥S/ ‘ The Review determined that the
interrogators used the waterboard.on Khalid Shaykh Muhammad in
a manner inconsistent with the SERE application of the waterboard
and the description of the waterboard in the DoJ OLC opinion, in that
the techmique was used on Khalid Shaykh Muhammad a large

Case 1:15-cv-09317-AKH Document 53-1 Filed 10/17/16 Page 51 of 60
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number of times. According to the General Counsel, the Attorney

L}

rvoeacE /| (o)1) |
l (b)(3) NatSecAct
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 ToPseeRE/ (o)1)

1
e ) (3) Nat SecAct

General acknawledged he is fully aware of the repetitive use of the
waterboard and that CIA is well within the scope of the Do]J opinion.
and the authority given to CIA by that opinion. The Attotney
General was informed the waterboard had been used 119 times on a
single individual. o

(b)(3) NatSecAct

(b)(1)

b
(b)(3) NatSecAct

100. &S [ | Cables indicate that Agency
interrogatorsr applied the waterboard technique to
Khalid Shaykh Muhammad 183 times during 15 sessionsover a
period of 14 days. The application of this technique to Khalid Shaykh
Muhammad evolved because of this detainee’s ability to counter the
technique by moving his lips to the side to breathe while water was
being poured. To compensate, the interrogator administering the
waterboard technique reportedly held Khalid Shaykh Muhammad’s
lips with one hand while pouring water with the other. Khalid

- Shaykh Muhammad also countered the technique by holding his

~ breath and drinking as much of the water being administered as he
could. Anon-site physician monitoring the waterboard sessions
estimated that Khalid Shaykh Muhammad was capable of ingesting
up to two liters of water. Cables indicate that an average of 19 liters
(5 gallons) of water were used per waterboard session, with some of
‘the water being splashed onto Khalid Shaykh Muhammad's chest
and abdomen to evoke a visceral response from him. On the advice
of the presiding physician, water was replaced with normal saline to
prevent water intoxication and dilution of electrolytes. In addition,
one of the interrogators reportedly formed his hands over
Khalid Shaykh Muhammad’s mouth to collect approximately one
inch of standing water.4” Cables reflect that, during six waterboard

(b)(3) CIAAct

47 55/, According 6 the 4 While Khalid Shaykh Muhammad

proved to ¢ Feémmarkably resilient to watetboard applications, the "unprecedented intensity of its

use" led OMS to advise CTC/SMD that OMS considered the ongoing process “bothexcessiveand .. .
pointless." This concern was the impetus for OMS to juxtapose explicitly the SERE waterboard

experience with that of the Agency’s in the OMS Guidelines then being assembled.

. 45 (b)(1) '
Mw t Zb)(SS NatSecAct_______l D0033
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3) NatSecAct — j

TOPSESRET/| — (B)(1)

sessions with Khalid Shaykh Muhammad, the interrogation team
exceeded the contemplated duration of 20 minutes per session W1th
the most notable session lasting 40 minutes. 48

| o (o)1) ~
ggg N atSegA‘C‘—t'BmONAND INTERROGATION ACTIVITIES(P)(3) NatSecAct

101. TS/ The Agency provided less management
attention tq__gletenuon and interrogation activities ;than
(b)(1) itgavetd ‘and| |took the lead on
(b)(3) NatSecActse activities| | using s the primary -

detention and interrogation facility.|

~ (b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

(b)(1) T '
102, ¢FS (0)(3) NatSecAct lthe Stahonl }

) - lexisted until summer 2002 as a de facto
’ extension of CTC, essentially singularly focused on the counter-
terrorism mission. |

4 b
EE;E;; NatSecAcgarding the Station and |became less clear and remairied. EE)(

1argely unaddressed at the Headquarters level. At the same time, the
Agency began taking a more active role in detention but focused on
(5) 1) - the most high value detainees and the application of EITs.
b)(3) NatS A—"tzadquarters considered|
(O)®) Na e|c ° iand did not focus on the facﬂlty’s role and
broader scope of activities.

(b))
~(b)(3) NatSecAct

48 g/ ‘The OLC opinion dated 1 August 2002 states, "You have also orally

informed us that it is likely that this procedure [waterboard} would not last more than 20 minutes

in any one application.” Although this 20-minute threshold was used as one basis for the

formation of the OL.C opinion regafding acceptable use of the waterboard, it does not appear that
_ﬁle_limjta_ngg  Was_ever | promulgated to the field as guidance.

(b) e ot A

[ ; (b)(3) NatSecAct

' pemcng 46 (b)(1)
™ X/ (b)(3) NatSecAct
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TOPSECRE (b)(1) |
T C , TJL——~—(b)(3) NatSecAct '
(b)(1) :
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(b)(3) NatSecAct
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(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct
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\I"SEGRBT/ __(b)(3) NatSecAct

(b)) |
(b)(3) NatSecAct-—-—-

107. (BS/ wa__. ‘ InApnl 2002[ (o) _Ngt‘éga&‘cpr oposed
the creation of to meet

the Station’s requirement for "secure, safe, and separated handling, of
terrorist detainees.” The Station stated that the facility was to be used
" in the "screening and interrogation phase” of detention, when Station
(b)(1) personnel would determine the best disposition of the detainees.
()(3) NatSecAct ™ TIgtation described the proposed facility as one designed to hold
12 high-profile detainees, with the capacity of holding up to 20. The
Station viewed the proposed facility as a way to maximize its efforts
(1) +0 exploit priority targets for intelligence and imminent threat
(b)(3) ClAACt
(b)(3) N atSecActrmation. In June 2002, Headquarters{ (b)(1 )___[

(b)(1) lapproved the funds to create the, (b)(3) NatSecAct -
detention facxhty( )8 )NatSGCACt

_ 108. 185/ [received its first detainee on__
| |September 2002. After the first month of 0perati0n,{

“detainee population had grown to 20. Since then, the detainee

N

population ranged from 8 to 20. (b)1) .
. (b)(3) NatSecAct
.Headquarters Oversight :
- (b)(3) NatSecAct
109. {5/ / N¥) The disconnect between the field and
Headquarters regarding ~ larose early. After (b)(1)

0pened the Station acknowledged that, in practical terms| _ (°)(3) NatSecAct

(b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

(0)(1)

(b)(3) NatSecAct N

. (O))
‘ (b)(3) NatSecAct
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TQP T/[ | | T

_ originated wi d many of the decisions
regarding[ le. g-, selection of the Site Manager, were made in
the field. The confusion stemmed in part from the fact that______‘__.__wj}i

‘ @espite the
o)1) transition, however, the focus of activitiesin_____in general, and
2)(3) NatSeo/lict _]m particular, was counterterrorism, and those activities

I ' | Agency personnel also made all
decisions about who was to be detained at the facility. |
"E
111. XS/NF) OIG also found confusion among DO

', (b)'} ) components regarding which Headquarters element was responsible
(b)§3) NatSecAcfQEL____ rior to September 200350 The proposal for opening

| .

!

(b)1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

were supported by counterterrorism funds. As a result, at

P Headquarters,l monitored the activities but did Tb)(1)

(b)(1) : .
(b) (3 NatSec Agtttempt to provide management oversight. (b)(3) NatSecAct

- 112. %5/ Initially,| |was the author of
: most cables concerning the facility. officers,

(o) 1’ ; however, maintained that{ _____ [was nota ]

(b)(3) Claact  Tesponsibility, but a CTC/RDG responsibility. CTC/RDG did not

(b)(3) NatSecActhare this view. viewed its mission as the capture of

(b)(6)

(b)(7)

Al-Qa’ida, not exploitation of the captured terrorists. Senior CTC

(©) . officials acknowledged that  was far less important to them
than b )_J and they focused little attention on
activities there. Eb)(3) NatSecAct

e

(b)(1
PR | (b)(3

~—

NatSecAct

* wnm ’ 49 (b)(1 )
{ (b)(3) NatSecAct D0059
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(b)(1) ‘
flp)(3) NatSecAct
(b)(1) ' 113. (S/. [NF) In December 2002 [::]Stanon made a
(b)(3) NatSecActigrammatic assessment of the’_m __ Istaffing requirements. The

Station stated its view that the staffmg ffing should include|

(b)1)
(b)(1) (b)(3) NatSecAct
(b)(3) NatSecAct | .
114, 5/ [Mm ............

|_Also in ecember 2002, after CTC/RDG
assumed respon_51b1hty fo w___ﬁ_j)a CTC/RDG assessment team
traveled to the site. The assessment team made recommendations
ranging from administrative improvements, such as installation of
thermometers in the facility and the use of a logbook, to '
(b)(1) programmatic changes, such as the need for additional personne! and
(b)(3) NatSecActermining the endgame for each detainee. Subsequently, there
were some improvements in interrogation support. A September
' 2003 assessment from| _|Station indicated that
staffmg remained insufficient to support the detenhon program.

to address reg10nal interrogation requirements.

(b)( ) NatSecAot

Facility and Procedures
115. {18/ (b)(1)
(b)(3) NatSecAct

f

} The detention facility
“inside the warehouse consists of 20 individual concrete structures

(b)(1) used as cells, three mterroganon rooms, a staff room, and a

ardroom. | | {
b)3 )NatSecAct———~ [i;not A

Individual cells were de51gned w;th a recess fqr electrical space
heaters; however, electrical heaters were not placed in the cells. The

. Site Manager estimated there were between 6 and 12 gas heaters in
the cell block in November 2002 at the time a detainee, Gul Rahman,

TR B <2 R =~ T =35> S oo |
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Torseerer/| (PN

L (b)(3) NatSecAct

)(3) NatSecAct

died from hypothermia.5 This was increased to 40 to 60 heaters after

‘{_th_e___glgg_tﬂh,,m’lhroughout its occupancy, lguards and a small

cookirig/cleaning cadre have staffed|

116. 38/ had no written standard
op rating procedures until January 2003 when the DCI Confinement
Guidelines were issued. A psychologist/interrogator visiting the
facility before Gul Rahman'’s death in November 2002 noted this -
deficiency, stating that the procedures sho 1d be so detailed as to
sp cify who is responsible for turning the lights on and off, or what the
temperature should be in the facility. Although the (0)(1) ‘
psychologist/interrogator relayed this opinion to the (b)(3) NatSecAct
Manager and planned to author procedures, before he could do so, he
was sent to for the initerrogation of a high value detainee.

| The customary practice at was

117, (¥5

" to shave each detainee’s head and beard and conduct a medical

examination upon arrival. Detainees were then given uniforms and -
moved toa cell. All detainees were subjected to total darkness and,
loud music. Photographs were taken of each detainee for :
identification purposes. While in the cells, detainees were shackled
to the wall. The guards fed the detainees on an alternating schedule
of one meal on one day and two meals the next day. As the

" temperature decreased in November and December 2002, the Site.

Manager made efforts to acquire additional supplies, such as warmer
uniforms, blankets, and heaters.52 If a detainee was cooperative, he
was afforded improvements in his environment to include a mat,
blankets, a Koran, a lamp, and additional food choices. Detainees
who were not cooperative were subjected to austere conditions and
aggressive interrogations until they became “compliant."

51 {5/ /NF) The facts and circimstances of Gul Rahman's death are discussed later in this
Review, o
52 (U) In November 2002, the temperature ranged from a high of 70 to a low of 31 degrees
Fahrenheit. ‘

S L o)1) ' '
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(b)(1) - TOPSESRET ] (b)(1) .
= \’\‘b)(3) NatSecAct (b)(3) NatSecAct
118. (TS4 ,[: - } Prior to December 2002, had
no written interrogation procedures According to tation

officer, Headquarters’ approval in July 2002 of the handling vf .a
o)1 ) detainee with techniques of sleep deprivation, solitary confinement,
b)(3) ClAAGt and_nome served as the basis for the standard operating procedures
b)(3) NatSecAot According toL
b)(6)
b)(7)

! __|had no definitive guidance regarding interrogations
() until a CTC officer came to in late July 2002. He sent a cable to
CTC/Legal proposing techniques, such as the use of darkness, sleep

deprivation, sohtary confmement and n01se, that ulhmately became
the model for,

(b)(3) NatSecAct

- 119. Interrogators at were left to
their own devices in working with the detainees. One new CTC
" operatiors officer explained that he received no training or guidance-
.(b)“ ) ) NatS 'Kﬂ ated to interrogations before he arrived u\‘ mid-November
AT/ According to the operations officer, the Site Manager said to
route all cables through him and to do the job without "harming or -
killing" the detainees. Other officers provided similar accounts.

(E)( 3)N atsecAct._qngQfﬁcers who observed or participated in the activities at

procedures.

2821 ; NatSecAct, 120. GES/ Irecelve little general
guidance regardmg detention and mterroga’aon until after the death
of Rahman on jNovember 2002, In the perceived absence of
specific guidance from Headquarters, one officer who spent several
months at __m_#ald he used common sense and his imagination
to devise techniques. It was not until December 2002, three months
after opening, thatl:_ e \received official written guidance from
Eb)(3) NatSeahspdquarters. Some of that guidance, for example the instruction

that only those who had taken the interrogator training that

v R Seioo: R Pvetoe-)

P oo

- 4-,3.,

e R B S R <P R - R > R |

‘ . ! - :g w

ey £

53 GJS}I The first session of the interrogation course began in November 2002. See
paragraphs 64-65.
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o T Torseerer| (0)(1)

o~ . L——-(b)(3) NatSecAct

s commenced in November 2002 should conduct mterrogatidns, Was
b)(1 met with surprise by officers who had been operating pnor to

§b§§ )) NatSecAct November 2002 under other de facto procedures. (0)(1)

(b)(3) NatSecAct

L 121. (TS/ The interrogation processt"_m“wil
. evolved after the death of Gul Rahman. On [:pecember 2002,

‘ CTC/RDG announced it would assume the responsibility for the
management and maintenance of all CIA custodial interrogation

1) facilities. An assessment team traveled to| _lin December
@) NatSecAct 2002 and prepared a list of recommendations.
6)
7)

stated he was comfortable with the level of guidance the Station

received after the aip)(1)ment team’s visit.

; (b)(3) NatSecAct

| 122. (¥S/ [ | the employment of EITs is

now reportedly well codified. According to the Site Manager, when

1 interrogators arrive, he provides them with a folder containing

" written security issues and the procedures for using EITs.’
Interrogators are required to sign a statement certifying they have
read and understand the contents of the folder. Written interrogation
plans are prepared and sent to Headquarters for-each detainee.

. Directorate of Intelligence analysts are not used as interrogators; they

(b)(1) ~ are the substantive experts. Psychologxsts are also monitoring the

(0)(3) NatSecAct Jetainees and a Physician’s Assistant is now at whenever

EITs are being employed. The staff is watching the

temperature and detainee diets more carefully. Headquarters

monitors medical, hyglene and other health safety and related issues

et

reports. The Agency plans to open a new facility|
i lin 2004. At that point, CTC /RDG plans to move

b)) {detamees from
(b)(3) NatSecAct |

123. {8/ 1 High value detamees Al-Nashiri and
Khalid Shaykh Muhammad transited enroute to other
facilities. Several medium value detainees have been detained and
interrogated at| 'For example, Ridda Najjar, a purported . ——se

(b)(1) UBL bodyguard; Mustafa 'Ahmad Adam al-Hawsawi, an Al-Qa’ida
«-Ab)(3) NatSecAct ,
B - ' L -
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