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Saving the life of a High Value Target (HVT) 

(b)(3) CIAAct 
(b)(6) 

Against this backclrOTI ~e Counter-terrorism 
I 

Center· (CTC) Rendition Group (RG, later Rendition and Detention Group, or ROG) 
came to the OMS front office late Friday morning, March 29, to say that very early the 
previous morning (March 28th

), senior al-Qa'ida leader Abu Zubaydah ("AZ") had been 
captured in Faisalabad, Pakistan. Zubaydah was thought to rank third or fourth in the al­
Qa'ida hierarchy, to have been "involved in every ma~or [al-Qa'ida] terrorist operation," 
and to have information on immediate future threats. 1 Anticipating his capture, a 

(b)(1) rendition aircraft already was standing b~ lwith an O~A on board. For the 
(b)(3) NatSecAct first time, the Agency was to retain custody of a terrorist, ~--_was to be taken to an 

Agency facility where he could be question~d by Agency·:(and R~nterrog~to~. 
However, Zubaydah had been wounded dunng cap~and,,would n:eed soph1st1cated · 

(b)(3) CIAAct medical care. 12 Could OMS handle an emergency .~.urgical mission? ·OMS said yes, and 
( b) ( 6) began to line up the requisite personnel and eq~i:p1rent. , . ~. 

(b )( 1 ) By noon, G was back to say that Z~~~ah w~~b,.be flown to~ 
(b)(3) NatSecAct. where a holding cell was 

hurriedly being set up 
~~---~----------,~~~--------

( b )( 1) . A plan was quickly worked out for our RMO.;(fu.e~_~n temporary 

(b)(3) N ts A t assignmen~~----lto fly~ __ and joiµ ~e rendition"ew. As soon as 
a ec c Zubaydah could be moved, this group woaj.d pi~~--~ ~P.?.~d flyf--____ A larger 

medical team, composed of.a_.trauma surg~~esthetisjand two PA's, along with other 
( b) ( 1 ) CTC personnel and necess~ medical and sl:ll'gical equipment, would leave Washington 
(b)(3) NatSecAct that evening to receiveAZLJb)(1) ~ith~t 5 hours to assemble staff and equipment 

before departure. (b)(3) Na~SecAct :• 

(b)(1) Our-~-sur ~~actorlon associatedwithOMSf--__ ~ 
~----------~-----------~-- He agreed to 

(b)(3 ) CIAAct drive directlyb~ck and to recrui anesthetist. The two 
(b)(3 ) NatSecAct selected·PA!s included onevisitil_n~il'l=.~ea~d~q-uart_e_rs----,_ ----------'--------, 

(b )(6) f-----~·~~~-~~~-=--= and a surgica,_11-y-ex_p_e_ri~e-nc-e~d~r-ecen--t h~i.-----re~---_-_-_-_ -_ --1~ 

f--__ ~ Field Operatioi: and Nursing staffs quickly assembled the necessary 
equipment by stripping ~OMS emergency room and obtaining the donation of surgical 
equipment-no ques.fmps asked-froml ~ospitals. Absent time to .. . 

11 In a brief to the Department of Justice a few months later, AZ was described as al-Qa'ida's coordinator 
of external contacts and foreign communications, its counterintelligence officer, and to have been involved 
to some extent in Millennium plots against U.S. and Israeli targets, and a 2001 Paris Embassy plot, as well 
as the September 11 attacks. · 
12 U.S. military medical facilities were not considered an option as the resulting public exposure would 
f{eatly reduce AZ's value as an intelligence source 
3 Regional coverage during this period was a challenge; ( b) ( 1 ) 

(b)(3) NatSecAct 

':FOP sBGRi:T/ r(b)(1) 
~----------1l(b)(3) NatSecAct 
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(b )( 1) I (b )(3) NatSecAct I 

(b)(3) CIAAct . 
(b)(3 ) NatSecAct return home. the PAs went to a local mall to buy su1tcas~s. and clothes. ~--. ---~ 

L I who Jotned the team at the airport 
(b)(6) ~w-her_e_th_e_s_e_ru-·o_r_P_A_t_o_ok-h1-.m-to_p_h_o_n_e_b_oo_th_an_d~had him sign a secrecy agreement. 

Twenty-four hours later the team was setting up atl I ' 

AZ had been shot from the ground while attempting to escape along a rooftop. 
Initially reported to have been hit three times, his wounds were the result of a single 
bullet which entered his left leg anteriorly just above the knee, passed deeply through 
muscle tissue and exited anteriorly in the upper thigh, then reentered the lower abdomen. · 
Fragments ended up embedded in the posterior abdominal wall>t-j~--~~urgeo1(b )( 1) 
done an exploratory laparotomy, repaired some bowel dam~gf·administered seve(b)(3) NatSecAct 
of blood, and left behind the less accessible fragments; t~~)eg wounds received only 
superficial attention. " . · ··;;~- . 

... "~· 
On March[Jan FBI EMT present for .!!l~·zuba;dah takedo~ a~~ed that 

(b )( 
1

) although AZ remained "s tic" in a earanc~filtt,vital signs w " i'an4 ·he was 
(b)(3 ) NatSecAct "stable for travel." RMO joined the teaqi and the 

rendition flight immediately departed AZ 'YaS collect (b )( 1 )---~ 
(b)(1) d the fli ht continued (b)(3) NatSecAct 
(b)(3) NatSecAct . 

~---------~ Duri~~ the __ ,AZ was agitated, and his breathing 
somewhat labored, so small doses ofVaHwn wei; -a@'-l~Wstered to allow him to rest. 
Having safely delivered AZ.to the acility;-'tli1['(b )( 1 )IRMO then continued 

(b)(1) on with the rendition team~--~then Q.~ck to his post(b)(3) NatSecAct 
(b)(3) NatSecAct 

On evaluation at1 IAZ was found to have a small entrance wound in his 
lower thigh, a large, fist:s,t:d.~·¥Hz:we.l:lll<l;_!J?.,his· groin, and a recently sutured xyphoid-to­
pubis ~aparatomy-U\ a?d~inal drain:_' bf~ost immediat~ con~~ :was his labored . 
breathing and a developing fevei:. Despite adjustments to his antibiotic coverage, AZ's 
cond~ti&deteriorated o~he_ rie~6<>'-ho~s to a full-b~own Acute Respiratory Distress 
Syndrom~. (ARDS), accompanied oy a racmg pulse, falhng blood pressure, fever of 

( b) ( 1 ) · 10~ °F, and ~sat~g bowel~. An emergency intub~tion ":as perfo~ed, and while 
( b )( 3) N IS A I betn: manual1rventilated AZ was transported to the mtens1ve cllll" ""'' 

a ec c I At ~e ho~i'tal, AZ was placed on a respirator, ano(b )( 1) sure:eon 
Jom the team. 14 ··:~~- ·- (b )(3) NatSecAct 

On April 1st, about the time of AZ's ARDS crisis, the Whit~ House announced his 
capture, including the fact that he was receiving medical care ·for gunshot wounds in the 
"thigh," "groin" and "stomach." By April 2nd

, there was extensive press coverage, 
informed by official Pentagon news conferences and alleged inside sources. Questions 
were raised about where and how AZ was being treated. Defense Secretary Rumsfeld-

14 L ( b) ( 1 ) loulmonologist also was summoned, but offered only a limited-value, one-time consult. 
(b)(3) NatSecAct 
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presumably unaware ofrecent events--'-in'formed reporters that AZ's ''wounds appear not 
to be life threatening" and that he was ''being given exactly the excellent medical care 
one would want if they wanted to make sure he was around a good long time to visit with 
us." 15 Nothing was said about location. 

During the initial period of hospitalization, AZ suffered from pulmonary 
congestion, an atonic colon, a marked drop in his platelet count (to 32,000), fever, and an 

(b )( 1) 
(b)(3) CIAAct 
(b)(3) NatSecAct 
(b)(6) 

emerging bullet tract infection. After an adjustment to his antibiotic coverage, and a 
surgical exposure and antiseptic irrigation of the length of the bullet track (by the contract 
surgeon), he began to improve, with rising platelet coun4 som~Oaring of the !lings, and 
less sustained fever. 16 Nonetheless, as a precautionj~~~~-~--~~~ntensivist was_ 1 

requested to travel to site, against the possibility of furthefcomp!i:~tions. 
.. '\ \:·. t 

As during most crises, the demand for information ~as unending,. ~d i~ this case 
extended to the White House. Accordingly, on-:sjff medical personnel, in addition to 

(b )( 1) providing a 24-hour hospital presence, respol)ct~many'e_~~ails and pho~alls, and 
(b)(3) NatSecAct from April 2nd onward prepared a detailed, 12-houbl~~~~,update (at 2:00 ~- and 2:00 

p.m. locally) to allow the DCI to make timely reports•~~se cable reports were prepared 
primarily byl ~O, just arrived to ~'.hitor AZ's progress. With the 

(b)(1) RMO's arrival, and inpatient care now primarily in the hands.ofthc=}urgeon, the 
(b)(3) NatSecAct OMS contract surgeon and anesthetist were able to depart. · ·•· 

. ,. . 
. . . ... ......... .:i.1").. ..... 

Although showing slow overall imp~cfulent: AZ1s· hospital course was not 
(b )( 1) without complication. On the morning of Ap9.l 41

\ he c6ughed up his respirator tube, 
(b)(3) CIAAct then proved too weak to breatli ori his own, aiia. was reintubated. Fortuitously, the 
(b)(3) NatSecAct I_ ~ntensivistl lo;,~rsaw further pulmonary care. Three 
(b)(6) days later-a week after~~~ij)i~aJ:i~~tion-~ was safely weaned from the respirator. 

Meanwhile;J>OApril 6th a f~ had reWeat'apparently triggered by a deterioration of 
his leg_~~d. On t~e~_consecutive qays (April 6-8),1_ ~urgeon (assisted by an' 
OMS P~)_ debrided necr.?,ti9 tissue from the wound, which ultimately left the bullet tract 

(b)(1) · clean but~ely laid opei:(~png its entire length. A final debridement was accomplished 
(b)(3) NatSecAct two days lat't: , ·r· . , . 

. ~ 
As AZ's leg infeetfon and respiratory problems came under control, new 

concerns presented.'· A fiting amylase, worseni~g liver function tests, and a falling . 
(b )( 1) hemoglobin (never definitively explained) led to the discovery of an intra-abdominal 
(b )(3) NatSecAct inflammatory mass near the site of a bullet fragment. Reluctantly, an exploratory 

laparotomy was considered, but fortunately proved unnecessary. An endophthalmitis 
also developed in AZ's left eye, which had been opacified at the time he came into 
Agency h~ds. ~-~ophthalmologist recommended urgent enucleation, · to avoid 

15 E.g., Los Angeles Times and New York Times, both 3 April 2002. 
16 The present account is not meant to be a detailed medical history; the few specifics given here are 
intended only to give a general sense of the case. · 

f(b)(1) 
'i'OP SBCRl3':F/ 'L(b)(3) NatSecAct 
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involvement of the good eye. OMS, in consul_tation with cleared Washington-area 
specialists, opted rather for antibiotics and culture (which proved negative). This 
inflammation soon resolved, and eventually the left orbit atrophied without further 
complication. 

These proved to be the last of AZ's medical crises, and with his continued 
improvement, the intensivist departed. On April 1 ith he was moved from the ICU to a 
VIP suite; afebrile, pain-free, on a full diet, with a leg wound now healthy in appearance, 
·and able to get up and down on his own. Medical concerns were;now replaced b~ 

(b )( 1) operational concerns.I I 
(b )(3) NatSecAct'----.-~~~---~~~-----=----------~~c----------:--- Now 

despite a 24-hour Agency-bedside presence, AZ was poteiffiallyt\9.l_e to speak tc(b)(1 )I 
staff, which could reveal. his identity and thus wh~ "'' (b )(3) NatSecAct 

On April I 51
\ after just three days in thtM?rivate suite, but two wee~ after his 

(b )( 1) admission and nineteen days since his gunsh9ti~~~d, AZ\w._~s transferr~sk1o 
(b )(3 ) NatSecAct ~---7 A headquarters-based physician, ER-quali_fi~d-·nl!rse, and new1PA arrived 

to take over care .. By month's end, a continuous phyM~iaii and PA presence no longer 
were needed, and for the next three niBIJP1S AZ's day-tti~<J~y.,care was provided by TOY 
OMS nurses who administered twice d~!J.;~at)d then daily;-~<iP:11d ,~are and dressing 

(b )( 1) changes. For the first phase of exclusivel~rage,I IRMO made 
(b)(3) NatSecAct weekly two-day return visits, but things J.yent so sm00thPt'ihese eventually were 

discontinued. -~ 
. /;.;'-~>•--' .. ~'r.,~. ·.... . . ~ . 

With his leg-~~µnd visibly healing, ~~s pri~ary medical concern was a mild 
prostatitis (manif€st'·oitly·l?y a tta£e of blood in~fiis'semen), which'he feared was the first 
sign of an impending lo.ss_of-'.'.ifiai$.ood."_, ije.a'fo was inclined to focus on other minor 
complaint~#~'iiitcial-ly dutiqg·periods -of.1n~eh-ogation-including some knee 
discomfif,i;• int.;;til!l!_~illS,;p,id a mild reflux esophagitis. Basically, however, he 
was ;i-fifalthy young maa, given 'tJ.'s'om~ hypochrondriasis. ,: w . 

,... -~~-· 

17 Versed and morphine were given to ease the transfer. 

r(b)(1) t 
Tr SECRB'f/ 'L(b)(3) NatSecAct----_j--H0_F_0_____,ii 
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Embracing SERE (Survival, Evasion, Resistance, Escape} 

The circumstances of AZ's capture had not lessened the urgency felt to question 
him about a "second wave" of al-Qa'ida attacks. Later press reports claimed that not 
only did his injuries not delay this questioning, but that his acute pain was exploited. The 
most detailed version of this myth had Agency doctors installing· an IV drip through 
which a short-acting narcotic painkiller was switched on and off, depending on 
Zubaydah's degree of cooperation. 18 In actual fact, AZ was ~ot interrogated during the 
painful phase of his injuries (for much of which he was on a respiJ.:~tor), or at any point 
while he was in the hospital. At no time then or-later were m~(;ijclti~s of any sort 

withheld. ,/){<\~ 
. . The ~nt~rrogat~on ap~roach in~t~ally taken_ wi!!.1::~Z,.~as ~y conve~!ional. 

Withm the hmits of his medical condition, these ll}Y0lvea,a combmatio\~f positive and 
negative incentives, with the expectation that mpd/st pressures would ~;jt- essary to 
weaken his psychological defenses. Permissi,.o'n~~;~~e a.f~w~on-physical • ~ildly 

(b )( 1) aggressive techniques, if necessary, had been grantC9'jµst~6nor~to his retum from the 
(b)(3) NatSecAct hospital! I These included an austere ceit;:tijhited clothing, sleep 

' deprivation, bright lights, white noise';':~d dietary maniptilatlon (i.e., a nutritionally 
adequate diet of Ensure supplemented\yi:~,~~ins ). Undef ·t1:i,~..9jrcumstances, 
"positive" incentives would be the re~f'w.illid n amenttj(?s;' such as the return of 
full clothing;·• more comfortable chair onsleepin J1pii, and a more interesting 
diet. ··-- y 

. This ba~ic ppro_ach, 0 ~ learned, _w_~ir~wn mostly_ from the military'~ SERE 
(Survival, Evasion, ~tance, Escape) traimn~i,?rogram. With antecedents datmg to the 

,Kor~~ Y"_ar, ~~~ ~as'i~~QjP.are yi-i.llit~ p~onnel fo~ capture ?Y 
fam1hanzing!.t~~~!~ h~ m1glit·rb'dt to vanous mterrogahon techmques, and 
offer s~m~oping skiHs:-.It wasiµie only extant U.S. program to subject personnel to 
physicafanterrogation me~ures. 1·~ 

j· ·--~~~-~' '~ . 
' \. ,_ .. 

At on~·tjme OMS P,S~chologists, psychiatrists, and medics were extensively 
involved in a'S£:RE-like Ag~ncy P,rogram also designed to prepare employees-initially 

(b )( 1) U-2 pilots-ag;:r,~~~e 130,ssibility of capture and interrogation. OMS staffers assessed 
(b)(3) NatSecAct candidates, monitot'1~~afticipants, and even served as instructors in thi~ program~-~ 

.::/ 

18 Gerald Posner, Why America.Slept: The Failure to Prevent 9/1 I (New York: Random House, 2003, pp. 
184-186. · 
19 During the Korean War, many American POWs collaborated to some extent with their captors. This was 
believed the result of interrogation techniques, which might have been resisted more effectively had 
previous training been available. As a result, by the mid-1950s several SERE-like training programs had 
been developed and implemented. When the SERE antecedents of the Agency program finally were 
widely publicized, particularly in 2007, it w.as ,popular to say that SERE techniques had been "reverse 
engineered" to produce the Agency (and military) interrogation techniques. No reverse engineering was 
needed, however; the interrogation techniques used on SERE trainees were simply used on detainees. 

10 
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(b )( 1) 
j (b)(3) NatSecAct 

~---------~The Agency's "Risk of Capture" and "Enduring Enemy 
Detention" training was much less physical than SERE training (discussed more fully 
below), but did include sleep deprivation and confinement in a narrow, upright box 
(another SERE technique). The perceived need for this program dwindled in the 1980s, 
and it finally w~ terminated in the early ,Nineties. A few OMS staffers still on-board in 
2002 had supported this program, but none were familiar with the current SERE 
experience, nor its more physical techniques. 

i'...,. 
4-~---'. 

The Agency office with the greatest current SERE fami.Ji'afity\vas the Office of 
Technical Services (OTS), in which were located a unit of og~_tjonally-oriented 
psychologists whose interests in interrogation extended pa~{a)fuij·s,t fifty years.20 While 
Agency involvement in interrogations programs h~d aU but disap-ed after the mid-
1980s, a SERE-trained psychologist had joined thjp~st:ff in 1999~d through him 
OTS was acquainted with the current SERE progfam and some of its psy~~giJtS. 

In the immediate wake of 9/11 OTS a~~ subject o;Lgation 
and that September contracted with recently retired Alin orce SERE psychologist Jim 
Mitchell to produce a. paper on al-Qa~i~- resistance-to-in gation techniques .. Mitchell 
collaborated with another Air Force SE'EWP.sychologist, , ~· Jessen, and eventually 

d ced "R · · dD 1 · 't'--:g;c.-.,:.-.._ .. A,_,-tif,·d R · pro u ecogmzmg an eve opmg, ._ ountenneasures to ~-1~a 1 a es1stance to 
Interrogation Techniques: A Resistance 'Fi~ning;P~pecti'.'.:~·v21 Following AZ's 
capture, Mitchell was sen~t.oJ lt6._s~r-Ve' as a"b~J#~<l-the-scenes consultant to 
interrogators and the on~it#. staff psychqlogist (who was there to evaluate AZ 

psychologi~ly, '~"' po;'!!'Jble approa~~>,~o interrogation and debriefing.) 

Under most circuih,stances~ _irtt~og~t9riPseek to exploit the initial shock of 
capture, whiclf.Jn AZ~s case·~was long'sihce:pa.st. In lieu of this they chose to take 

(b )( 1) advantag;~he "shd~~;.of hi's;.r,~W:m to detainee prisoner status, in the austerity of a . 
(b)(3) NatSecAct ~--~, . .--"cell. One d'ffi:l~er his~i;,tµm from the comfortable hospital setting, a three 

day perie~ interrogatio~as beguh, employing all the previously approved measures. 
The on-site·.pMS physiciaq7n;ionitored this closely, and found that neither the initial 
three-day period_of sleep deprivation nor shorter periods repeated several days later that 
week impacted his_ti~~r:ig recovery. These measures also failed to gamer any 

2°The antecedents ofthis~t had overseen much of the MI~ULTRA interrogation research in t}ie 1950s 
and 1960s, published still-relevant classified papers on the merits of various interrogation techniques, 
contributed heavily to a 1963 KUBARK Counterintelligence Interrogation Manual and its derivative 1983 
Human Resources Manual, assisted directly in early interrogations, and (with OMS) provided instruction in 
the Agency's Risk of Capture training. Bureaucratic tensions between OMS and OTS (and their antecedent 
offices) extended across 50 years, and again were at a peak in 2002. While concurrent questions of 
organizational charter, expertise, and placement color much of the OMS detainee experience, this 
complicated issued is beyond the scope of this history. 
21 Mitchell had 13 years of experience in the Air Force SERE program, and Jessen 19 years. Additionally, 
Jessen had worked with released U.S. military detainees in the Nineties. 

11 
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dramatic new intelligence. A one day repetition th~ following week was similarly. 
ineffectual. As the on-site personnel assessed the situation, "there is unlikely to be a 
'Perry Mason' moment where the subject ultimately gives up but rather will likely yield 
information slowly over the course of the interrogations. The subject currently is taking a 
highly sophisticated counter-interrogation resistance posture where his primary position 
is to avoid giving details. "22 

The next contemplated step-which was approved for use at the end of AZ's first 
week of interrogation-would have been more punitive: placing him in a "confinement" 
box akin to that previously used in the Agency's own training ,gr~. As OMS was 
advised, confinement boxes had been introduced into SERE?a'fter POW's in Southeast 
Asia reported being placed in small, uncomfortable box~:~i3' ~~0% of the POWs so 
treated said it led to their cooperation with interrogator.s. ~e pro~s~ Agency box w~ 
to be 30" x 20" x 85", which was more spacious thaRo'th the "protri'ro/.P.~ SERE box and 
the _one o~ce used in Agency training. The pla_,~~_to co~fine ~ ~n a"i:~-~~~ box for 

(b)( 1) a tnal ~enod of 1-2 hours, repeated no more ~llll-~::!tmes a\,d~y, s1mtlar to untial SERE 
(b)(3) NatSecAct usage: ~--~believed that it would "achiev'tf~;:~~~!red~~ffect." JY 

',;;' \. 
OMS, concerned that AZ might accidentally or d~liQerately injure or contaminate 

his wound in the box, specified that he Rat he placed on his~·~lidomen and that there be 
audio and infrared monitoring equipmen~ffie latter already ~ed by CTC). 
Ultimately;use of the box was deferred s0 that ,Bi i!!Jerrogat6i-s could attempt to make a 
deal in which, !n exch~~_;~<f9,r. ~operatio~, ~to~Ici~~ turned o~er to Middle_ 
Eastern countnes see~g•h1s\~.~.ody. Tht~"'o, failed -to gam the desired cooperation. 
However, rather thart.-s:qnply re~rn to the planned use of the confinement box, a more 

(b )( 1) systematic strategfiiJw::~fed. · ~ 
(b)(3) NatSecAct Ai1!J::)'7.!,~ "

1

~~. -:.::.<r.,£._~.,,? 
2~ ~0 Ap~~'~ts:iERE'¥-)t~~l!1$ early point AZ, apparently inadvertently, did give up 
in~~at led to the cap~ in Chic~g9:of Jose Padilla. P~dilla was planning a "dirty bo~b" attack 
agamst Wasliington, D.C. or N~York. Most of what AZ proVIded were guesses as to what might 
constitute a fil&..target. At thi~me th~·first of what later became a steady stream of leaks was reflected 
in a ABC Worla~News Tonight ~ort that AZ "has told U.S. interrogators al Qaeda plans to attack areas 
where large numAfp ople snr;p .... And privately, some U.S. officials fear Zubaydah is toying with 
them, trying to deplete a· ad)l s etched U.S. resources. One official tells ABC News it's going to take a 
long time, i~ ever, to bre u Zubaydah." ABC World News Tonight ABC TV, 23 April 2002, "Abu 
Zubaydah Warns U.S. 11!,vestigators." · 
23 Both large and small boxes actually trace to a Russian usage in World War II. "The smallest type of 
cell ... was actually a box measuring a meter in each dimension into which the prisoner was crammed in a 
sitting position. A large electric bulb in the ceiling provided an excess of light and heat, and after ten to 
twenty hours the prisoner lost consciousness. After being revived with a bucket of icy water, he would be 
interrogated immediately ... A similar type of cell was aptly named the 'standing coffin.' It consisted of a 
box about a half-meter in depth, a meter wide, and two meters high in which a prisoner could neither sit nor 
lie down. Sometimes the standing-coffi11 was a full meter in depth and the prisoner could squat on the 
floor; at other times the ceiling was so low that the prisoner could at no time stand fully upright." Kermit 
G. Stewart, Russian Methods of Inte"ogating Captured Personnel, World War II (Office of the Chief of 
Military History, Department of the Army, 195-I ), p. 316 
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With AZ's continued recovery, and no immediate plans for intensive 
(b )( 1) , interrogation, the headquarters physician and PA departed. During the follow-on 
(b)(3) NatSecAc~ IRMO visits, consideration was given to whether a skin graft would ~ccelerate 

the healing of the leg wound. It was judged that that, given the depth of the wound, this 
would have to. wait. Assuming it could be arranged locally, this entirely elective 
procedure would have to be timed so that the recovery period did not impede any 
ongoing interrogation. As circumstances developed, no graft was seen as necessary; by 
the time the wound had granulated in sufficiently, it was well on the way to complete 
healing. .,A, 

In mid-June, AZ was informed that as a result of h~~ to cooperate the 
sympathetic interrogation team then present was being w4t~raw~d that he was to be 
left in isolation to reconsider cooperating before a muG11_ more aggr-essj:ve team arrived. 
Then, for almost two months he was left in the ha94~of'5iiiliifferen~ ds who fed him 
at irregular hours and only once a day (albeit wjtij✓sufficient nutrients fo .11 ~ay). An 
OMS medical attendant continued to dress hi.~~w,olind, altlieugh at less freql!i'j!t''i'ntervals, 
averaging about every two days. Wound healing ·w~'careifflfy~monitored throughout, 

•. , .. ~ ... 'II./ 

and continued its steady improveme~~- · , ~~ 
. \ ··... -:::.~~~ 

Given the lack of success with·~~,'.~~~E psycholoitj·~t~~tchell and Jessen (the 
latter having retired from the Air Force 'ip_Ma-M;@l~..J,>ecame an. QTS IC) were tasked with 
devising a more aggressive approach to iilterro~'ffon\~TIJ,eir .~olution was to employ the 

. X.,\ 7"·" ~'"/'"' .. · .. 
full range of SERE techt}iques,._., They, togetP,$f with otliet,PTS psychologists, researched 
these techniques, soli9..i:(irig-iii:f~..pnation on eff.ectiveness".:ind harmful after effects from 
various psycholozj~Js?illsychiitr>ilts, academi~~; __ and the Joint Personnel Recovery 
Agency (JPRA), whitfi ew.ersaw military SERE),rograms . .... ~~:\;~~:~ .. ·~,.,. .. ..... ,,.: 

As ,l~t~·9.ategorized(Sy··Mitclielrand.:Jfssen, the pressures to which SERE-trainees 
are subj_ected durfog-aJJµ:~e-d·ay--~~captivity" fall into three general categories. 
Cond~fioning techniqu~~~akeri•p.ological defenses and deprive the students of their 
usutl sens~;~f personal copfrol. ~ese include such things as stripping, diapering, sleep 
deprivatioriieie~ary restriction, and solitary confinement; as noted, these measures also 
provide an o~rtunity for ,p~sitive rewards for cooperation. Corrective techniques are 
physically puniffve, and ar~·designed to sharply disabuse a trainee of the notion that they 
won't be touched an4Jgcus them on the interrogators and the questions being asked. 
These include "atten(i6n" holds of the face, "attention" slaps to the abdomen and face, 
and slamming the student against a wall ("walling"). Coercive techniques are the most 
aggressive of the negative measures, and are designed to accelerate the trainee's entrance 
into full compliance. These can include placement in stressful positions, confinement in 
boxes, dousing with water, immersion in cold ponds, and exposure to the "waterboard" 
(which invokes a sense of drowning through the application of water to a cloth-covering 
the nose and mouth of a supine subject). At the extreme some SERE programs even used 
mock burials. 

13 
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·oespite the physical and psych_ological intensity of the SERE program, thousands 
of trainees had completed the course without physical or psychological aftereffects. In 
part .this is because SERE candidates (and instructors) are medically and psychologically 
prescreened, and physicians and psychologists monitored the entire process. AH 
measures, even the most aggressive, are designed and administered to insure the safety of 
those intertogated. "Slaps" are open-banded, short-arc, and directed at narrowly-· 
circumscribed "safe" areas; those ''walled" are supported with a rolled towel around the 
neck, and the blows directed against flexible walls designed to absorb the blow while 
amplifying the sound; water immersion is limited by ambient air and, water temperature; 
and water-board applications generally are limited to 20 seconds'fancfno more than 40 

,fJfY 

seconds. -<-<~-:~· 
... ,_~~\~ ~ 

By early July a specific pl~ fo~ the a~essi~~~:k; of Ae~~in.~errogation had . 
been worked out. The goal was to Jamngly "d1slo~te""n1s expectat1o·J)s .<?_f treatment, and 
thereby motivate him to cooperate. (At the tim~ was believed to be"auth.or of the al­
Qa'ida manual on interrogation resistance; h~s.seemedle:,..think ifhe coula~no'ld out 
longer, he would be transferred into the benign l!J:Sl~--~li-~jfa"system.) The i,t7errogations 
would be handled exclusively by the two contract SERE psychologists,24 who would 
escalate quickly through a "menu" of.pre-approved techniqu~s. These were to be ''the 
same techniques used on U.S. militaryi).~~nnel during SERE~ing" (detailed above), 
designed for maximum psychological iil1P,a:c~tb,qµt causing~J~ere physical ~arm. "25 

A medical person with SERE experience--;.i.e., a··senfor OMS'P A, who.had worked in the 
previous Agency program-:was to be pre~~nt :througho~ti~d, when warranted, an OMS 
physician. The OMS pt'td\lJ:!ofl'.icers' excfos1ve role w~ to assure AZ's safety during · ·· 
interrogation. ~~- \,;: .. ·;, \. 

' -~:~~- : ·~· ~ 
A . . l ,,,, "<iJ ,, "th OMS _,. h b . f · s a practtca matt~.,;~ .,w,1 -~- , ...... wncurrence, t ere were to e two sizes o 

confinem_sp,rl?oi~~-.. · Cpnfi~lP~! i;rh~b-~110usly describ~ larger b~x would be ~imited 
to 8 hour.s·(and no mor~ than 1'8-Jfj.~µrs total ma 24 hour penod). A much smaller box 

also",V~~-~: built, ni~~g o/ x 21 ''x 30". Confinement in this box would be 

',, . . . .'\ ·:1 
·, . t: ... ; . 

24 
CTC described°J~~n as a "SERE interrogation specialist" experienced '.'in the techniques of 

confrontational interrogitionsj? . . 
25 Alfred McCoy, a prof~~;of history of some note later claimed in A Question of Toriure (REF) that the 
CIA approach to interrogation reflected an internal program extending back to the 1950s. Agency interest 
in interrogation did begin very early, and continued into the early Eighties, but was not a direct antecedent 
of the 2002 CTC approach, which came directly from Jessen and Mitchell's SERE experience. Both SERE 
and initial Agency thinking, however, drew on the same early Agency and military-funded studies. The 
early research was summarized in Albert D. Biderman and Herbert Zimmer, eds., The Manipulation of 
Human Behavior (New York. Wiley & Sons, 1961), with which Jessen and Mitchell were familiar. Their 
conceptual framework relied heavily on the Bidennan chapter by Lawrence Hinkle on "The physiological 
state of the interrogation subject as it affects brain function." Both Biderman and Hinkle had received 
MKULTRA support. For McCoy's perspective, see Alfred W. McKoy, A Question of Torture: CIA 
Interrogation, from the Cold War to the War on Terror (New York: Metropolitan Books/Henry Holt and 
Co., 2006). McCoy occupies a named chair at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. 
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limited to two hours.26 Care was to be taken not to force AZ's legs into a position that 
would compromise wound healing. In actual practice, the larger box was used in an 
upright position, through its dimensions were such that AZ (who was quite flexible), 
could sit down ifhe chose, albeit in a cramped position; even the small box 
accommodated a squatting position sometimes adopted by AZ on his own volition. At 
the planned point of peak interrogational intensity, waterboard applications would be 
alternated with use of the confinement boxes (in which he would "contemplate his 
situation") until, it was hoped, "fear and despair" led to cooperation. 27 

OTS psychologists prepared briefing papers to accomnabAgency request to 
DoJ seeking an opinion on whether the SERE-techniques ~~ally be used in an 
actual in!errogation. Of the possible measures, only the ~ateroo~~-:~d I?ock ~urial . 
were beheved by the Agency's Office of General Col:lll~el((OGC) to-..rs.qurre pnor 
Department of Justice (DoJ) approval. However, t!;:tf ''Eilhabced IntWg~ion 
Techniques:' (EITs) initially were proposed: attention gr~p, walling te~rjfque, facial 
hold, facia_l or_insult slap, cramp~ co~finem~nt.,~~f.es, wal~tandin~, stre~:lflsftions, 
sleep depnvation, waterboard ("h1stoncally the mos~ecti~t~chmque us~ by the U.S. 
military"), and mock burials. To these was added the~P.1~ment of harmless insects in 
the confinement box (based on AZ's apparent discomf~i~ insects). After 
preHminary discussion-with the Department of Justice, m~Ic.:burial had been eliminated· 
from consideration. Of specific interest..was.vyhether any of these· measures were barred 
by the most relevant Federal torture stanite. whice·~;ed• the intentional infliction of 
severe physical or men~~IJ .. ~r suffering~28 

·. · 

/~"'~=-. '' 
/~ . .:./' ,-~ ~,-•: .. 

Among the it$,s forwarded to DoJ along with the request was a 24 July 2002 
OTS paper on "Ps'yclret~-~~al ~-~s E_mploy~~f~e Statuto!Y Prohi~ition on To~re," 
a memorandum from the·-~1r-.f 9r~:.9u.~f. g_f P.~ychology Services, MaJor Jerald Ogrisseg, 
on the Air Roi'ee e:K!flerience .with SERE;-aiufan OTS-prepared AZ psychological 

A:' . 
.assessmeet. AccorHing to Ogri~~~g_, almost 27,000 students had undergone Air Force 
SE~:&:6,ning between 119.92 and~~~-01:;,ofwhich only 0.14% had ~een pulled for 
psycholo~ reasons (an~fwhi~hifoone were known to have had "any long-term 
psychologieal ·mpact"). ~~OTS paper,assessed the relative risk of the various 
techniques, 9ooncluded Jat while they had been administered to volunteers "in a 
harmless way, wt • o measurable impact on the psyche of the volunteer, we do not 

I -believe we can ass ,e tlie same for a man ... forced through these processes .... The 

(b )(3) NatSecAct6 This small box was n{i much smaller than boxes occa~ionally used in Agency exfiltrations a decade and 

(b )( 1) more earlier~~~-~--~---~~~ 
(b )(3) NatSecAct 27 

The quotations in this and~~ preceding paragraph are from an outgoing ca~le, from ALEC to 
I 19 July 2002, outhnmg the proposed plan. The CTC/Legal analysis was presented to the Legal 
Adviser to the NSC, and the DOJ Office of Legal Counsel, and Criminal Division; it also was briefed to the 
Counsel to the President. See CTC/Legal tol ~5 July 2007. • 
28 A DOJ review of the use cif mock burials would have been much more time-consuming than what was 

( b) ( 1 ) needed for the other measures. Some of this history is found in Office of the Inspector GeneraI; 
(b )(3) NatSecAct "Counterterrorism Detention and Interrogation Activities (September 2001 - October 2003)," 7 May 2004, 

pp. 13-15. . 

15 
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intent .. .is to make the subject very disturbed, but with the presumption that he will 
recover." ''The plan is to rapidly overwhelm the subject, while still allowing him the 
.option to choose to cooperate at any stage·as the.pressure is being ratcheted up. The plan 
hinges on the use of an absolutely convincing technique. The water board meets this 
need. Without the water board, the remaining pressures would constitute a 50 percent 
solution and their effectiveness would dissipate progressively over time, as the subject 
figures out that he will not be physically beaten and as he adapts to cramped · 
confinement." 29 

• ' 

. ~'· 
DoJ's Office of Legal. Counsel (OLC) prepared three roranda in response to 

the Agency request, all dated 1 August 2002. An unclassifje!*gal Memorandum, Re: 
Standards of Con~uct for Interrogation ... " spelled out it1 hjlad M.~tail what would and 
would not fall within the provisions of the Torture· Conveni~on, as"implemented within 
the United States. A second unclassified memo concluded that under int~ational law, 
interrogations not barred within the U.S. would.n,pt be within the jurisdicfi9.~_ofthe . 
International Criminal Court. The third, clas~i'fi~~-~emor~dum, applied tlfe judgments 
of the first ~o to the interrogatio~ of Abu Zub~~ij~---~pJicit m~mo,.~tit~ed , 
"Interrogat10n of al Qaeda operative," summanzed the~proposed techmques, their recorcl 
in the SERE program, and the proposed medical safegu\tds,, then advised-per the Legal 
Memorandum-that torture, as legally defined, was ''the infl,iction of severe physical or 
mental pain·or suffering;" that severe physical pajn "is pain that is· difficult for the 
individual to endure and is of an intensity~akin to th.~:P~P accompanying serious physical 
injury." ~e~r ~nclusion was that "~n]on~~ttf ~r~pi>~chniques inflicts such pain." 
These exphc1tly mcluded slaP,s · allmg, stress pos1t1ons; confinement boxes, sleep 
deprivation, and the w.aterboar ,. . . or did the· waterboard legally "inflict severe [physical] 
suffering," beca_us~ it'.l\,~~imply a c~ntrolled -~qut~ episode, lacking the connotation of_ 
a protracted penod oftlme generally given to suffenng."30 

.' ... .,. . .-·,\ .::-~\-·' 

_.W"fo~ r~g~d·l~~~~ther ~~c~iques inflicted severe mental pai~, DoJ wrote 
that Js:.~.f prohibited byitatute they+..wi!mld have to cause ''prolonged mental harm," 
"disrupt profoundly the ~~s or tp~ersonality" (i.e., through the administration of a 
''mind-alterin,g_~ubstance or procedure") or threaten imminent death. With the exception 
of the waterbo~d ,(and mock burial, which had been dropped from CQnsideration), none 
of the techniquel~th~efore was prohibited. "Although the waterboard constitutes a threat 
of imminent death," the SERE record indicated that it did not cause the requisite 

29 OMS was not part ofthe preparation of these papers and first saw them the following spring, 2003. The 
DoJ August 1, 2002 memorandum on "Interrogation of al Qaeda Operative," which ~as provided to OMS 
in summer 2002, did quote or summarize some portions of the OTS-prepared material. 
30 Memorandum for John Rizzo, Acting General Counsel of the Central Intelligence Agency, "Interrogation 
of al Qaeda Operative," 1 August 2002. A separate, unclassified memo that date, 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." Legal Memorandum, Re: Standards of 
Conduct for Interrogation under 18 U .S.C. 2340-2340A (1 August 2002), in Office of the Inspector 
General, "Counterterrorism Detention and Interrogation Activities (September 2001 - October 2003)," 7 
May 2004, p. 19. 
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"prolonged mental harm, ... e.g., mental harm lasting months or years." Thus the use of 
this procedure ''would not constitute torhlre within the meaning of the statute."31 

(b )( 
1

) S · With both definitive DoJ legal guidance and White House concurrence in hand, 
(b)(

3
) Nat ecAct on August 3rd the field was cabled approval to proceed. Notwithstanding the reported 

safety of the SERE measures, OMS believed the presence of both a physician and the PA 
was,warranted, at least during waterboard applications. In anticipation ofDoJ approval, 

(b)(1) two RMOs had been asked if they were willing to participate, and both agreed. In early 
(b)(3) NatSecAct Jul~~------~~O, en route to a temporary assi~~tl 1

2 was 
met and briefed at Dulles Airport. At the end of July, upon or~apprdval from DoJ (and 

( b) ( 1 ) the White House), he was dispatched~--~ to await th{~r:itten approval. At 
(b)(3) NatSecAct I jRMO reconfirmed AZ's basit'goo<;l health, and reported to 

O~~ a local belief that t~e enhanced measures wou~~.:su~~ed within 72-96 hours, i.e., 
w1thm the length ofa typical SERE program. Aft~r·a week thei7RMO, who had 

(b)(1) accompanied the initial AZ rendttion, was to reliewe this RMO;~{is.brought to 
(_b)(3) NatSecAct Washington for a briefing. . ~ > · •1"!" 

( 

During the upcoming period of intense interroga:ff on, ~ was to be ;en the 
impression that he could not escap~ i~ alleged need~~~~~~l care. Medica~ 
attendants would no longer dress his WY,nd;-:-r~ther, a guar~~nally left dressings 
and antisepti~s _with ~hich he was to talc~~f~+.~~lf. In IJ.ffial fact, this "gu~d" was 
a PA or phys1c1an (with face covered, as were all1Jfi~ .guat:ds),•who carefully momtored 
the wound, and made any~l:1-~~sary cuts oYftve:i~pe ·as'1~:f6ok care of the dressing. 

·~~ \\,\ -~· 

Jk.-.~ . :,-;· 

·---....... .:-rt-!,~~/ ,7_!~:;;, 

-~ 
~~·~-

· .. , 

31 Memorandum for Jo~·Rizzo, Acting General Counsel of the Central Intelligence Agency, "Interrogation 
of al Qaeda Operative," 1 August 2002. In the separate unclassified memo of that date, DoJ also wrote, 
"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." Legal Memorandum, 
Re: Standards of Conduct for Interrogation under 18 U.S.C. 2340-2340A {l August 2002), in Office of the 
Inspector General, "Counterterrorism Detention and Interrogation Activities (September 2001 - October 

7003\ " 7 M~ 7004 n t. . ~~ l ~ ~ l NatSecAct 
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Initiation of "Enhanced Interrogation Techniques" (EIT's) 

On August 4th
, "enhanced interrogation techniques" were begun. Within six 

hours these progressed from attention slaps and walling to confinement in both the large 
(about 5 hours) and small (about 1 hour) boxes, and finally to the water board. The 
initial waterboard sessions lasted about two hours, although with significant breaks and 
with no single application exceeding 17 seconds; and none exceeding 30 seconds in a 
later second session. 33 After a final half-hour in the small box,P,-as left overnight in 
the large box. Medical-which remained continuously on-~_it-o~ghout the intense 
phase of interrogation-monitored AZ's condition throu,gqo{it th.\lW1t via a grainy 
video feed from inside the box. The next day, 5 Augw;t, 'Wz was su]:5je~ted to a similar 
course. Neither day produced notable intelligence-'~pit~willin~~!o give other 
kinds of information, AZ was sticking to his ~ous stat!;,?'enl that bE:'~osed 
what httle he knew on 1mmment threats. Infqrm~!\~...._the ~Q wrote that ~~ ."seems 
amazingly resistant to the waterboard" and was "be~p~_i9-g',habj,tuated to the; ooxes." 
Contrary to expectations, the process was going to tak~- ''a long time." The whole 
experience, the RMO added, was "visually and psychoiogicaJ}y very uncomfortable" for 
all those witnessing it.34 

· · .. ,·, ·::· ·7' 
EITs continued to be applied witli :v.arying e:l.~gi;,e~ o(i~tensity until the morning 

of 8 August, when a partj~td,~!Y aggressive sestion lell~ighly distraught, and some 
of the on-site staff pr9~6undlr, ~f-ffcted. In tfi,i wake, the~n-site personnel concluded the 
intense phase should~ n◊t be co'n~ii)ued much further, and that senior CTC personnel 
needed to see the pro~.-~,fir.s~t h~~- The sam_e\1101ocols noneth~less were _continued for 
the next few days, as pl~n~~e:•m:acte :fQr~_y1d~-teleconference (VTC) with 
headqu~ m€jii~ io!e·begAD"'to include staff counseling." 

August 13th,~NTC'w.as,J;ield, including video clips from the full range of · 
,,. ~~ ~ 

interro ti0n efforts. L_____JVf~ was pne of those in attendance. Despite a grainy J 

appearanc,ntensity~,,.,e ongoing interaction was graphically evident. .CTC 
analysts, howe~maitjconvinced that AZ had detailed time-perishable information, 

33 The waterboard was ~ed slightly head down-as was done in SERE-and included a capability to 
quickly pivot to a verticalrposition to facilitate clearing the air passages.33 The medical team had limited 
AZ to liquids for several hours preceding this exposure, but when his anticipated vomiting included solids 
from early that morning, he was restricted to liquids only for the duration of the intense phase. , 
34 Lotus Note,c=J Medic to[}1S, 5 August 2002, SECRET . 
35 Thought was given locally to bringing in a staff psychologist or psychiatrist to work with the staff. The 
on-site OTS personnel objected to this, a reflection of long-standing antipathy between OMS and OTS on 
the psychology side, and an OTS belief that they should control all "operational psychology." As these 
were potentially staff consultations, this argument wasn't accepted. However, it was decide that a more 

( b) ( 1 ) practical approach was to have OMS staff evaluate/counsel all staff personnel on their return from 
(b )(3) NatSecAct and psychologically prescreen anyone being sent out(b')( 1 )~or other future detention 

sites). 
(b)(3) NatSecAct 18 
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which warranted a continuation of the process. 36 Given the on-site OTS psychologist 
assessment that AZ's psychological status was fundamentally sound, and the RMO's37 

judgment that the wound still looked acceptable (albeit at some risk if the process 
continued another two weeks), C/CTC directed the enhanced interrogations to continue. 
However, to allow AZ more opportunity to cooperate, the breadth of questioning was to 
be broadened considerably; and all decisions on.technique left to t}Jose at site. 

Enhanced measures continued for the next ten days, albeit at a much lower 
intensity. The waterboard was applied on only two of those da~('~gust 15 and 19), and 
for the final three days the small confinement box was not us~y-Even,this limited 
waterboard use was meant only as a brief reminder when ~a"figeared to be backsliding. 

Between these final two waterboard sessipns~4.ti~sed by the field 
about the possible use of a medical "disinhibitor," sucfi as.sodium amxtaJ, which 
prompted another OMS review of "truth serums.lsuch drugs, although<~dely regarded 
as unreliable sources of"truth," were believe,~e~tially ~s~ful as an "ex~e'fthat 
would allow the subject to be more forthcoming w · stm~:a~pg face. Whiif 
undertaking the review, OMS infonnally agreed to consirer supporting this alternative 
approach, providing that the actual adJ.l)i~!stration was Aled by a qualified physician, 
e.g., an OMS psychiatrist. In practice;·.~~~cpntinued co~ation with the new line of 
question made new measures unnecess~~ts,-:~~-t-' •. . ... .. y· 

Medically, AZ s~~:w¢./emarkable\~~~li~nc~·thi'i;>~ghout the process, in part due 
to a manifest concern_ f9r:his:own physical w.~Jl-being. The early worry that he would 
attempt to aggravat~·hf!> wounaf,pecially whfl,e in the confinement boxes, proved 
entirely unfounded. H-ays Is very attent~v~ to his dressings. The boxes . 
themselves e~~ntually seenai~. ~~as .. an i,Scape fro~ mor~ severe measures. Dunng 
the most J?.~Y,§J£itJ;h~.e oftA'~ ,mterrogattdnW'wound healmg did slow, and eventually 
there w~' minimal detetjorat~n'. of some margins. No signs of infection presented, · 
how:r.W°d the intens~~Baase olt~~ -interrogation ended before further deterioration 
would Have forced med1caJJwtervept10n . 

.. . ,: ~" ~~~ 

Duriri~t?-_final, trari~ition phase of enhanced interrogation (which began on 
August 19th and'\m,.de4 th

1
~_:23ni), AZ was in an increasingly benign environment. This 

allowed solid food/ ~~tly impro~ed hygiene, and the resumption of more active medical 
care. The edges ofqjs wound quickly recovered, and the healing in of the basic defect 
resumed. When AZ entered the "debriefing" mode, both the RMO and the PA were 
able to depart, replaced-as previously-by headquarters-based nurses, who attended to 
the healing leg wound; 

(b )(3) NatSecAct 36 On-site personnel came to believe that Headquarters thought the field had lost its objectivity. 
37 

By this time l ~O had replaced! IRMO. 
( b) ( 1 ) 

38 
Another question raised was whether a smal 1 · amount of shrapnel, still imbedded in his parietal lobe after 

( b) ( 
3

) N atSecAct ~=ar injury some years earlier, could explain his failure to recall certain details. Our consultants judged 

19 
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Within two weeks questions about AZ's candor again were raised and~--~ 
RMO was sent for against the possible resumption of more intense methods. Enhanced 
methods proved unnecessary, but during th~ IRMO's weeklong stay at 
I I the RMO flew down to be briefed into the program. To 
further build the support cadre, thi(b )( 1) RMO was recalled to ·headquarters for 
the same briefing. (b)(3) NatSecAct 

_c_o_ns_u_la_tes~. _______ (b)(1) ______________ __, 
(b)(3) NatSecAct 

~--~ No attacks materialized, but the anxiety level remained higli. lf.l the_ 
Washington, D. C. area, five separate "sniper;46ks the fir.st week in Octev, left five 
random Washington area residents dead-all kmlilsath$'!~f!t about routine daily 
activities. For three difficult weeks, until the killers w~aptured, the sniper attacks 
were believed by some to be another··ten:~rist assault. ~ :··. t this local angst, on Oct~ber_ 
12'\ the al-Qa'ida-affiliated JI bombed._a.#i~t~lub in Bali, iip.g_202 people. · 

i~ !iii NatSecAct Amidst these ongoing develop~~~~ ~'ii~t1!'¥!,,'.;l)i~ Z targets" _(HY1:s) were 
captured wh!) eventu~lly ":~lJ.j.g be hande~ ·<?~~- to CTe-.~iie was Ramz1 Bma~hib, a 
former member of the · 'ffltotj.r ' 9/11 cell mested in Karachi on September 11 . ~ 

(b )( 1) 
(b)(3) NatSecAct '---,---~-~~~~~~~-~~~~ In mid .. Qctober, about the time of 

e ~a i om_ ing, A· ,<:~~ I~J:Nas 1~ was}~ested . . Nashi? was al-
Qa'1da's_ semof..~~~esentat';1f//F1'.illh' 1an G~lf, and believed duectly lmked to both the 

(b )( 1) East Africanj;mbass}';_bom6nr&§ an t:,01116mg of the USS Cole. 

(b)(3) NatSecAct 
4,,... \· .. 
·, Anti,qipating the transfer of .. af least one of these HVT's, RG hurried to complete a 

second facil-itwr.l 
(b )( 1) 
(b)(3) NatSecAct 

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

L.U 

. [(b )( 1) 
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, On[]November, Nashiri was transferred to Agency custody, and flown on an 
(b)( 1) Agency rendition flight to an Agency facility! I Both.an 
(b)(3) NatSecAct OMS PA and contract psychologist-interrogator Mitchell accompanied this rendition. At 

~-~~ Mitchell and Jessen (who had been there assisting with interrogations for the 
preceding two weeks) prepared a mental status evaluation, an assessment ofNashiri's 

(b )( 1) "resistance posture," and proposed an "interrogation plan." Nashiri, then age 37, had 
(b)(3) NatSecAct seemed arrogant and immature, transparently feigning distress, and provocatively 

disrupting his interviews and questioning, but was without apparent mental disorders. 
(b )( 1) The plan was to move him to~--~where, if he remained uncooperative, he would 
(b )(3) t:JatSecAct be subjected to increasingly intense enhanced interrogation m~At headquarters, 

an OTS psychologist reviewed the assessment and plan, ~eed that there was no 
evidence Nashiri would be unable. to endure enhanced me¥ur~;that they would cause 

(b )( 1 )· him "se~ere, profo_und, or permanent harm." A physic~an•'°s -;,~ed to monitor his 
(b)(3) NatSecAct planned mterrogatton. _;r.~ . · 

. , •'Ill.----~ 

N ashiri was moved to The 
(b)(1) RMO, summoned to rejoin the on-site PA,·arrived"oq~~~~-At~--~Nashiri 
(b)(3) NatSecAct immediately was subjected to slaps, walling, and th2confjnement boxes (which, because 

of his small stature, proved a relative!~ benign sanctuaryf )A week later, after some 
(b )( 1) · . perceived success, these intense measur,ts ere suspended/arif!,.th~ IRMO 
(b)(3) NatSecAct departed. Unexpectedly a combination ef • .-!!,~":~cems lea~another day of 

aggressive interrogation, on Novemberr7before~WJ IRMO could arrive. 
~ / ... " ••• ';1:.-.,, ~~-~. 

These measures, which ~!l~J~g~ all the pre¥\9}181Y appli~~measures plus 1-3 brief 
(b )( 1) applications of the wat$i:boar~ ~eremonitoi:e.d by the PA and accomplished without· 
(b)(3) NatSecAct complication.41 /!{. ·. · \\ 

.J ... ;. . (b )( 1) 

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

(b)(3) NatSecAct ½--------~-~~~~~~~~~~~ ~-~now was available, so 
interrogj!tions were·s~R~e-ded·a_n.~l. plans laid for a quick departure~----~The 

(b )( 1) arrivJll,~el tRMO allowed the on-site .PA-who was to acco,mpany the 
(b)(3) NatSecAct transfer"'""tp visitl}d buY,·cotd-weather clothes. On DecemberLJthe transfer 

I [w~·.e.ffected. Mj-cally, both detainees were in good shape. AZ's leg wound 
(b)(1) now measured pnly a lx2 cm, and was easily covered by a small bandage. Both 
(b )(3) NatSecAct detainees were tb~k,led .,,,~ hooded for the trip, and transported lying on their sides.42 

Initially the renditim'itr¢w propos.ed a gag and duct tape to prevent communication, but 
(b )( 1) . . this was overruled by.;the PA. Airsickness could lead to vomiting and, with mouths 
(b)(3) NatSecAct blocked, to aspiration. 

41 The PA wrote of only one session, a later 1G review said two, and a later CTC summary said three; all 
agreed that these were of very short duration. 
42 Hooding during transfer was primarily for security reasons, to prevent detainees from identifying their 
locations. Eventually medical personnel became concerned that in some cases hood might unacceptably 
restrict air flow, so during flights detainees were monitored with pulse oximeters. If oxygen saturation 
began to drop, the hood was pulled above the nose. This problem eventually was remedied by replacing 
hoo.ds with eye patches and opaque goggles. 

r(b)(1) 
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The late December Washington Post artic7as"among the fii'stno claim 
knowledge of the Age~cy's i_nterrogation technae~. "Sources". did ~ir~t!!.~ort (or 
guess) that these techniques mcluded sleep d~pr.tf~tl~n ("~~racttce with amlhguous 
status in international law"), and stress positions. qjfie¥. er:r.~)i,q alleging mahipulation of 
Zubaydah's medical care: ''National security officials gested that Zubaida's 
painkillers were used selectively in th~ beginning of his cap.tjvity .... " ~s This speculation, 
echoed in a Post editori_al, was repeate"4 ip~r~ ~~phatical&~~w _month~ later ~y 
both the Los Angeles Tzmes and New York Times'f,'.U.S. officrals•adm1tted w1thholdmg 
painkillers;" ''painkillers were withheld fr9.m Mj--;i•z~»,_ay~~~):'<'~nd from there, it 
immediately went to the editorial pages oftp~:-!Jritish}Je~ical Journal, which asked if 
"the doctors assif~~l~siJt\~r;:ogation cehges protest~ ... at the denial of painkillers to 
Abu Zubaydah." 6A\l_,~e 2005~:~ijn authoritati-~ U.S. official" finally was quoted as 
saying that the pain m¥ication ~(ory "never ham:,,ened." But by then it had become an 
accepted "fact," a fact soonto : ~,tn:m:e l,!ermane'Ktly enshrined in books. 47 

' ·. ;J.i:~.,~~~--f,• ... 

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

45 
"U.S. Decries ASuse but Def~ds Interrogations," Washington Post, 26 December 2002. 

46 "Fighting 'terrori~;- vvithJ~rtilre," BMJ 326:773-774 (12 April 2003). 
47 

"Torture is Not an Optiqn;!' Washington Post, 27 December 2002; "Rights on the Rack," Los Angeles 
Times, 6 March 2003; •~~estioning Terror Suspects in a Dark and Surreal World," New York Times, 9 
March 2003. Some later repetitions: "U.S. Pledges to Avoid Torture," Washington Post, 27 June 2003 
("Officials said painkillers were used selectively to win cooperation of Abu Zubaida");_"Hussein 
Disoriented, Defiant, Sources Say," Washington Post, 15 December 2003; ''The Policy of Abuse," 
Washington Post, 16 May 2004; "CIA Puts Harsh Tactics On Hold," Washington Post, 27 June 2004; 
"Disclosure·or Authorized Interrogation Tactics Urged," Washington Post, 3 July 2004; ''The CIA's 
Prisoners," Washington Post, 15 July 2004; "CJ.A. Expands Its Inquiry Into Interrogation Tactics," New 
York Times, 29 August 2004; "Vice President for Torture," Washington Post, 26 0ctober 2005 The lone 
contradictory voice is found in "Italy presses U.S. on torture claim," Chicago Tribune, 28 December 2005. 
Among the books repeating this claim: Gerald Posner, Why.,America Slept: The Failure to Prevent 9/11 
(New York: Random House, 2003, pp. 184-186; Sanford Levinson, ed., Torture: A Collection_ (Oxford: 

22 
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The question of drug-assisted interrogation 

The intensity and duration of AZ's interrogation came as a surprise to OMS and 
prompted further study of the .seemingly more benign alternative of drug-based 
interviews.48 The only readily accessible summary of the Agency's extensive early 

· experience was a spring 1961 Studies in Intelligence article, "'Truth' Drugs in 
Interrogation," which had concluded, 

No such magic brew as the popular notion of tru~h~m exists. The 
barbiturates, by disrupting defensive patterns, may sometimes be helpful in 
interrogation, but even under the best conditions th~~jl. elicit an output 
contaminated by deception, fantasy, garbled spe~iQ'?'et~major 
vulnerability they produce in the subject is a ten~ency to ~~ he has 
revealed more than he has. It is possible, ho:wever, for both nann_al 
individuals and psychopaths to resist drug interrogation; it see~ilct:Jy that 
any individual who can withstand ordjri'~iptensi~ tnterrogation\:,·, l(o'td 

· · 49 . ~--'-. r-out m narcosis. ~rp.). ... 

This wasn't necessarily the final .word, however, ·e.;f-en in 1961; Technical 
Services Division (TSO, predecessor tQ OTS). was in fact ~g ~rugs in 
interrogation about that time (notably LSD)~.'.~~I<.UL TRA ~~ research 
continued at least two more years. Addi~iany;1jh,a~.§.~ f<.UBARK [CIA) 
Counterintelligence Inter.rogafion manual, sti}.l;includecrdrugs among the 
potentia11y useful int~rr6gati6.&,j!,Q_ols, if only.for a placebo effect, or to allow the 
subject to rationali~e.giring ufinformation.50

,~,. 
.:,---..,, .. ·, t,I ~ 

An OMS staft.';sy~hiatiis~:pbt~i~ed fro~ the DO's Central Eurasian Division a 
compilati~e'fl,i,zn~ orMpe Sovtef'drug:ptogram. OMS was aware that studies of 
communist "brain wasfilng" tec~ques in the 1950s and l 960s had concluded that 
Soviet, tellite, and cffifese sucGe$seiat "mind control" were achieved without the use ,.. . ,. ~y 
48 Similar t~g was paniall~ponsi61e for interest in the use of "truth serums" in the 1930s; they 
avoided the more P.h:r.sical measures then in use by some police departments. 
49 George Binnmer-Ie, '"Truth' ~gs in Interrogation," Studies in Intelligence 5(2):Al-A19 (Spring 1961). 
Geroge Birnmerle was a.pseu\i.~ym for a TSO/Behavioral Activities Branch (BAB) non-scientist working 
principally as a researcniip writer, but once involved in surreptitious LSD administration. This article 
apparently was prepared~with help from Dr. Edward Pelikan, a consultant pharmacologist formerly on the 
Technical Services Staff(TSS, predecessor to TSO). In 1977 the Agency introduced the text ofthis article, 
without title, author, date or sourcing into Congressional Hearings on MKULTRA, as a statement of then 
current thinking on drugs in interrogation. LSD received only the passing comment that "information 
obtained from a person in a psychotic drug state would be unrealistic, bizarre, and extremely difficult to 
assess ... Conceivably, on the other hand, an adversary service could use such drugs to produce anxiety or 
terror in medically unsophisticated subjects unable to distinguish drug-induced psychosis from actual 
insanity." 
so KUB ARK Counterintelligence Interrogation ( 1963 ), 99. 13 I ( SECRET). While no author is listed, the 
manual was prepared by or jointly with the TSO/BAB psychology staff. A redacted version of this manual 
was released to the public in 1997. 
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of drugs. The 2002 CE data was consistent with this, in suggesting that the most intense 
period of Soviet drug study had not come until the 1980s, in the wake of intense 1970's 
publicity surrounding the Agency's drug programs. It appeared that the Soviets had 
looked into drugs similar to those once investigated by the CJ.A. and U.S. military (e.g., 
psychotomimetics, barbiturates), and-as in the U.S.-had failed to find any particularly 
useful drug.51 

. 

The issue of drug-based interrogation vs. SERE techniques was discussed with 
three OMS field-based psychiatrists at a Mental Health Division f:MHD) peld conference 
the first of October. All had peen exposed to amytal intervie'Js'd~ng their residency 
training or later, typically treating hysterical paralysis. Th~gfcfl, ~f the interviews had not ' 
been to establish actual facts, but rather to seek the "psy~q&fo~al'.~th" behind the 
condition. The psychiatrists, while not optimistic, t~yglit~hat gi\~~ ·the alternatives the 
subject was worth more study. A long distance dialogu&icohtinued for Uw next 2-3 
months, while each did his literature review, andfs'filmitted thoughts. "-:~~~ , 

~ ~.,, "'-.;.,-· 
Eventually it was decided that the most promi'singJPprqach would b~ong the 

lines of traditional "narco-analysis." Unquestionab~~me false infonnation would 
result, as was the case with more physic~l methods, but'r~~wasn't necessarily a 
sh.owstopper. Even the unreliable barbl~~•>.\O _j_nterviews o'r<yos, in the hands of 
sophisticated analysts, sometimes providect·us.~ful-1.eads. 

'\ ·--...: ~ ~-..... 
\n., /,.-.....,., .•. :· •. - •:> ' 

The preferred drug.'.ap.geared to be mi,dazalam·l~eis~). a comparatively new 
benzodiazepine. V er;tw1is~ of the saf~~t.:~d most.e'asily reversed benzodiaz~pines, 
and clearly much P,referable to tl'ie older barb1tµrates. It also afforded some amnesia, a 
sometimes desira\j]e s~.n.,dary ftect. A dowrlsid·ewas a requirement for (presumably) 
physician-assi_sted intra~ &irustr~~~,l~'hich decades before had been an 
argument .11gl;!in$t'-bar-bitura ~s-:;... vice LSD which could be administered 
"silentl):;;'.'·· ·· · · . ':, 

;}~ "-~:ti'-

A~~bivalently, V~ was j<>nsidered possibly worth a trial ifunequivocal legal 
sanction first\vfre obtainet!·:·;There were at least two legal obstacles: a prohibition 
against medic?lf!:~.{>eriment~tion on prisoners, and a ban on interrogational use of"mind­
~tering drugs" ~r~~~~ rJii'ch "profoundly altered the senses." The latter seemed clearly 
aimed at hallucmoge.ps}tlce LSD (a legacy ofMKULTRA), but the legal status of more 
traditional "truth serpn'ls" was not clear beyond the inadmissibility in court of infonnation 
obtained under their influence. The question became moot, since CTC/LGL did not want 
to raise another issued with the Department of Justice. 

51 "Drug Assisted Interviews," 10 September 2002, (SECRET) Several years later, a laborious review of 
Agency archival matenals made possible the reconstruction of much of the early record on drug-assisted 
interrogation. This clarified the actual practice and conclusions at the time, but did not identify any 
particularly useful technique. · 

25 
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At the beginning of2003 the OMS review (informally termed "Project 
Medication") was shelved, never to be reactivated. In retrospect, even had there been 
legal sanction, an opportunity to try drug-assisted interrogation may never have 
presented. An interrogation of the intensity o_fthe AZ case was repeatM only once 
thereafter, in a particularly high profile case; in all other cases, less robust methods 
seemed adequate. As OMS gained more familiarity with successful interrogation, 
another drawback to the use of a drug like Versed became evident. As a measure of 
accountability, coercive measures were increased when detainees intentionally provided 
provably false i11-formation. A detainee speaking under the influe11q:~ of drugs, however, 
could credibly claim ignorance of anything he had said. /~·, 

/;.1._ 
~::~ 

Failure to pursue the option of drug-assisted interr6gatio~o spared OMS 
physicians some significant ethical concerns. Throughotrttts supt,0r:t~ofthe RDG 
program, OMS scrupulously avoided involuntarilY. ~eating detai~sl'-.. With rare 
exception, detainee treatment was given only afte~rst obtaining conse~~{r~~,sed, the 
treatment was not given. 52 Though perhaps qn~lo/., it w~41J-ossible that sottie'V'detainees 
would consent to a drug-assisted interview-to •~~~~ lli~y were not withholding: 
information. {This sometimes had been the case in l:fo.l~lice and early Ag~ncy use of 
the historic truth drugs.) Whether or(µot_consent was oo~n.¢, drug administration­
presumab_ly by a-physician-clearly wo-q.!#··ha~~ been an ~~}·r~_procedure for non-

therapeubc reasons.53 _ . \·'~- y , 
NotwithstandingJ~r3:~tual record, 'i~~903 a det4¥but imaginary account was 

published of Agency 11\l_fedicatper~onnel usirlg: Sodium Pentothal on Abu Zubaydah, who 
"evidently [was] the'.'fii:st to be•given thiopentatsodium."54 Remarkably, this claim was 

· rarely if ever repeare&\\vpen the ·opportunity i~ter presented to discuss interrogation. 
techniques with a Congressional Committ~~, the· Agency was asked why it had not used 
drugs. ~t~s~.et:: that"drugs dori't'~ork~which is true, probably. 55 

A./ •,•• 
---;.l~~,,------....:;,~-~;:::.1-._ ·,· .. ·:·,. > . 
52 ofiy ~e ~!id violently d~rii~tive indi~iJ~als been sedated-once during a rendition, and once in. 
~etentio~to;~i:~lf-hann ci~ endanglnnent to ~thers: A f~w detainees on hunger strikes were 
mvolUntanly f~~Cgh a NG tube, but always with their assistance. 
53 

When first discussed, the pe~6rial ethics of some of th~ physician staff probably would have allowed 
participation in legally·:simc · ~ drug-assisted interrogations, as a more benign alternative to the very 
aggressive approach be ployed. When waterboard use effectively ended after March 2003, the 
eJ1ncal equation may we,!) liave changed. . . , 
5 Gerald Posner, Why America Slept: The Failure to Prevent 9/11 (New York: Random House, 2003, pp. 
187-188. Posner also claimed,'incorrectly, that Zubaydah,was hooked to a polygraph during this time. 
55 Several years later, a laborious review of Agency archival materials allowed a reconstruction of much of 
the early record on drug-assisted interrogation, which clarified the actual practice but did not identify any 
particularly useful techniques; Both barbiturates and hallucinogens seemingly had produced compliance or 
µseful reporting in some cases, but this was against a backdrop of confabulations or deliberate misreports. 
For bureaucratic reasons as much as anything, LSD eventually displaced the conventional medical use of 
barbiturates in interrogation. Given LSD's associated medical risks and emerging societal strictures, its use 
later was abandoned. Objectively, aside from ease of administration it offered no more than the 
,!>arbiturates beyond scaring some into cooperation. 
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The Role of Psychologists and Psychiatrists 

The AZ interrogations highlighted just how challenging ·the emotional context 
would be, both for detainee and those present. As a result, in mid-August 2002 MHD 
began a debriefing assessment of all employees returning from detention sites, and by 
month's end was screening all those being assigned to these sites. When an interrogator 
training program was begun in November, candidates first had. to be evaluated by MHD. 

~~~g~ NatSecAct MHD (and the OMS front office) also began quiet inquiri,~nto the philosophy 
and operation of existing SERE programs. In early Novemb~er:~~SERE psychologist 
assigned to the Army's Fort Bragg program spoke to an OMS MHDc=Jdetailing .the 
specifics of their training. The Bragg program made aggreWs'ive use oftlte same 
techniques used against AZ ( other than the waterboard,) ~1-t also for~d trainees into a 
cold outdoor pool (eve~ in winter). The role ofth~ho~~s~ an~}iysician in the 
SERE program was to prescreen the students fo,:-1aily d1sql}ahfying physi'l~Qr · 
psychological probl~s, and; t~ intervene if a,ltii~"ent_s~em)~--~t risk or an i~tor 

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

became too aggressive. Thetr Judgment on these quest1oµs.was~final. , 
",· .'.,- -:/ . ' 

At this off site there was a lenfilbY. discussion of the.":ethic~ or psychologist , 
inyolvement in interrogation program~~ly one m'i1f~led after SERE. The · 
general consensus was that, given the legal iiiltqg~~in hand, Iiliiifical ·bar existed to non­
man~atory participation,- The appropriate::g,sycl~,fti~~~+t.•!°as to asses~ and monitor 
?etamees ~d staff-as ~~~e.S,ERE_progravi~o~t w1thj.0 1~volvemen~ m the actual 
mterrogattons (unless tlje psy.ehologist role Had been rehnqmshed). · 

/•;· ",·' \ 
This psycifo'fo'gi~t rple s~~~ became a peinfoftensiQn between OMS and CTC, 

prompted by OTS advertisiilg:for.:.·~khjor, ~.:p~yc;bffi'ogist/ interrogators" during the summer 
and fall o~ff~?:-~Y~~-o_Io~~ifi-Aterrogaflfr§;~ere to b~ "operati_onally oriented 
psychol0gists who ar~_wilhng 1':r·s~pport the mterrogattons of high value targets," 
''pr?4,psychologic..., 'dance t~ the interrogation team chief," and "directly 
part'icipaki_Q the interrogt(tio,ns." 9onsistent with this, the on-site contract 
psychologi~ihterrogators soµietimes had assumed dual.roles of interrogating and 
assessing the ·psychologicaJtability of the same detainee. Similarly, the on-site OTS 
staff psychologi~!~~ s~rv,ed a hybrid function-performing detainee mental status 
assessments while actively contributing to the interrogation plan. OMS believed this 
combination of respin~ibilities to be inappropriate. 

The issue was p_artially resolved in December 2002, ~hen RDG assumed 
responsibility for the managemen~ I OTS, did not have the manpower to 
provide regull;lr coverage, so OMS took this over. At the time and for the next three 
months, no active interrogations were undertaken, so the role of the psychologist was 
limited to the initial assessment of new arrivals and mental health monitoring of those in 
detention. On one occasion, the OMS psychologist did bar the aggressive interrogation 
of a_new arrival, who he found to be too psychologically vulnerable. 

27 
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~~~g~ NatSecAct , . OTS still wanted to cover the highest profile cases, so when an HVD (Asadu11ah) 
. amvedc.--~--~- ------=c=-=--'" 003, their psychologist (previously on-site with 

AZ) arrived to provide support. When two even more important HVDs were captured 
(b)(1) and rendered! Ja coverage problem developed. One of these was al-Qa'ida 
(b)(3) NatSecAct operations chief Khalid Shaykh Muhammed (KSM) who was to be sent on to l 

The other was ke al-Qa'ida financial facilitator Mustafa Ahmad al-Hasawi ~--~ 
L__-~~~~~w_ho_ w_as---,to stay~-- ~ The OTS psychologists (and an RMO) 

(
b)(

1
) wen~ wi~h KSM . . an~ an O~S psychologi~t took ov_er:~~spo1(b.)(1)tv for 

1 momtonng the Hasaw1 mterrogatton. With rart: exception O~_~:hancl'led(b)(3 ) NatSecAct 
(b)(3) NatSecAct cases thereafter. <· -... ',i,, 

' OT,/and the 
1

oontract psychologist/interroga!f>.!!11J~vi~_e _psychological 
(b )( 1) services to from the tiine it opened in 1?<(~9emoer 2002. That .gwnth, 
(b)(3 ) NatSecAct coincident y, saw publication of the American l?sychological Associ~~n's newly 

revised "Ethical Principles of Psychologists l!Bij @ade of Conduct."56 The'}\.P&?advised 
that psychologists should "refrain" from entering a "multiP.~~lationship [with a person] 

(b )( 1) if [this] could reasonably be expected to impair the ps~~!1.§iogist's objectivity, 
(b)(3) NatSecAct. competence, or effectiveness, .... or oth~~ise risks explc>"tat-ion or harm."57 In partial 

response to OMS bringing this to the ~e~i9p.ofCTC · , ecia_l Missions Division 
(b)(

3
) CIAAct : (SMD}-under which RDG was located~~advj_( . . , ,.late January: 

(b)(6) · It has been and continues t~-~~r~~~l;P}'~ice that the, 

(b)(3) CIAAct 
(b)(6) 

individual at ~ion site who_ administers the techniques is not 
the same P.~~en who issues the psycht>J.9gical assessment of record .... In 
this respect, i~~d bea1!' that sta~-,..~tl IC psychologists who are 
appr~~ ~~!~o~afor~ .. may1epf~--serve as interrogators _and 
phA~~alb~ .?,~~1p~e aom1m~p-a!1on of enhanc~d techniques, ~o 

,· ~-?n~ as at lea&t~ne oiller~ch~,logist 1s prese?t w~o 1s not ~lso servmg as 
,. ,an mterrogator;·and-.the apP.F0P.A.ate psycholo01cal mterrogabon _✓ ..... ~~ v ~ ,_, SB b • 

.. , · ass~~ment of recorH~has hien completed. 
~ --·,~ ~ 

This.'g&1J!~ce requi~~ that the psychologist who did the initial assessment not 
also administer HITs, but_. did not preclude a psychologist from alternating between an 
interrogator/interrogatieii~onsultant role and a psychological assessment role once the 
initial pre-interrogatir;;r assessment was complete. This, OMS believed, was a major 
concern. 

In defending the extant practice, 0 SMD solicited further input from both the 
psychologist/interrogators and a distinguished senior ~ntract psychologist (already 

56 These were adopted in August 2002, and became effective 1 June 2003. 
57 Ethical Standard 3:05 Multiple Relationships. . 
58 Office of the Inspector General, "Counterterrorism Detention and Jn_terrogation Activities (September 
2001 - October 2003)," 7 May 2004, p. 40. 

!OP CrcET / /l(b )( 1 ) h.~OFO!m 
.:>.i=.(b )(3) NatSecAct'----~- ~ '-==,I 

Approved for Release: 2018/08/13 C06541727 

28 

Case 18-2265, Document 55-4, 11/14/2018, 2434171, Page23 of 52



JA-286
C06541727 

Approved for Release: 2018/08/13 C06541727 
(b)l~) Nat~ecAct 

' '!'OF s:eeitET / c=]/MOr'OltM//Mil 

(b)(3) NatSecAct 

working for both OMS and OTS). They jointly argued that, contrary to OMS, the Code 
of Ethics provided a relevant exemption from the warning against dual roles, "[w]hen 
psychologists are required by law, institutional policy, or extraordinary circumstances to 
serve in more than one role in judicial or administrative proceedings." 59 This exemption, 
for example, allowed a prison psychologist who unexpectedly uncovered evidence of a 
serious crime while treating a prisoner to testify against the prisoner. qMS believed this 
might well cover a dual role in which a psychologist did mental health monitoring of an 
interrogation, and provided other clin_ical support to the same individual, but I_"ejected the 
notion that it possibly could extend to .working both as a psychologist and an interrogator 

( b) ( 1 ) on the same person. .. · . ~ .,~~:, ( b) ( 1 ) . 

(b)(3) N ts A t ' ~---~ . §t · (b)(3) NatSecAct 
a ec c In early March, th~ IOMS Region~! Psychiatrist visited~~-~ 

and reported, "It's clear that OTS has no real interest iQ, ac~ing as .. ·inental health 
component of the interrogation team-except as it .d,itectly ~pplies to interrogation. They 
are not supporting the team as an impartial exogei16us sup~erego that pr~.d~s un_biased 
clinical assessments and addresses individual:,~team iss~~s with regard t<tthe 
psychological process being applied to the detainee~otil.d require a ciear 

· delineation ofroles .... their conflict of interest is resol-v~ focusing their energies on 
(b)(1) the interrogation and not on team and~!vidual dynamic~s,.".. • · 
(b)(3) NatSecAct ,~. 

Manpower limitations finally res~lve<if't1te issue at as they had at 
(b )( 1) ======== OTS still did not have the st~o cov.ei; tlte expanding program, soi~ April 
(b )(3) NatSecAct 2003 OMS took over ps~-~~oJgf~al ~verag,2 . . Thereafter OMS pr?vi?ed 

almost all the psycholi~al' s~ices to fu11:11'\?_etentton s1t~s, supplement~ p~nod1cally 
by the OTS psychglo.il~t who h~d. been acttve'i the program from the begmmng. As 

(b )( 1) OMS assumed more re~pQpsibility, OMS psycJ\q\ogists and psychiatrists began to attend 
(b)(3) NatSecAct (as observers) a new Ag~Q'6yJ:Iigli~V'alue Tai:g~t'lnterrogation training class.60 ~ome 

visited SE~ruii~s and-con_sulted with$ERE psychologists. Finally, in summer 

(b)(3) CIAAct 

(b)(3) CIAAct 
(b)(6) . 

,:: ~ --~ ... ~--2003, ~MHD psych-9:!~~st wbq·handled the Hasawi case was transferred full-time to 
the ~ -@-staff, to provitl~P.i>J.imary ~~etage and coordinate the support of other OMS 
psygtolog!sts and psychfii?1sts. By-200~ !OMS psychologists and L(b}(3) CIAAct 
psychiatrirs~rovided~me support·to the program. 

. Q ~n·•s,SUf!~O~O; the contract p~ychologist/interroga_tors was attributable to 
their bemg v1ewed~the'Agency's most skilled and successful mterrogators and 

. indispensable to wh~t;was emerging as the Agency's most_productive counter-terrorist 
program-alone accounting for over half of all al-Qa'ida-related intelligence. So highly 
regarded were these contractors that they commanded ready entree to the Agency's most 

59 Ethical Standard 3:05 Multiple Relationships. . 
60 Beyond its intrinsic value, this participation addressed a lingering question about OMS involvement in 
the interrogation program. Amidst the January 2003 OMS-OTS tensions surrounding ethics and coverage, 
OTS had announced a "requirement" that fonnal SERE training would be prerequisite to serving as a 
"Special Mission" psychologists. While not enforced by CTC, the lack of OMS SERE experience was a 
recurring OTS theme until summ~r 2003. 
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senior management and four times the compensation of other interrogators. Given this, 
(b)(3) CIAA~SMD still sought opportunities to further utilize their services as psychologists. Over 
(b)(6) the next year, this infrequently generated tasking to psychologically evaluate those they 

once had interrogated. Each time OMS objected, reluctantly agreeing that the contract 
psychologist/interrogators could possibly perform assessments without conflicting 
interests on those with whom they had had no dealings as interrogators. The OMS 
preferred solution was that these contractors choose one role or the other, not both. In 
May 2004 the first Inspector General report on the interrogation and detention program 
reviewed this history, noted the continuing OMS concerns and fomially recommended a 
policy that "individuals assessing the medical/psychological et'f~~EITs may not also 
be involved in the application of those techniques." 61 The n~n of 
"psychologist/interrogators" then disappeared, and the s&tE' ri&,,,titi:actors worked solely 
on the interrogation side.62 Tpat summer the Departm~f"qf Justi · er reviewing the 
IG report, asked OMS if the problem had been reso,Jrell; and OMS fin~~ld agree 
that it had. , . .#' . ·· , 

... 't·.. ~•, .,., .. .-:~-;;:(.-' 

An early task of the OMS psychologist detail~ to .. l~:t5-G, was the creation of 
relevant standard operating procedures (SOPs). By D~~einber 2003, and with the input 
of o~~r ~M~ psychologists, this had,~wn into· exten~ guidance ~or p~ychologists 
part1c1patmg m the RDG program. Spec1licaJly addressed we,e Quahficatlons and 
Training; Psychological Support to Inteq~gati~ pebriefing~St~dards of Care; 
Guidance and Definitions For Mental Health Asses~ent of CIA Detainees (including a 

· requirement for daily asse~sm~nt during erllianc:i m~~'1ftts); Psychological 
Distur~ance; Assess~e~cff:&:flg-term Func\fnin~ and),Mental S~atus; Stan~ard . 
Operatmg Procedures for Mental Health Eme1.genc1es; PIA Interview (a pre-mterrogatton 
face-to-face intervi'e\V~~ssingfsychological ~~oility, mental status, resistance posture, 
and suitability for enharited--measures);-and evdfr Cable Format. An appendix addressed 
"Ethical Stan1iai:Hs fer Psy'chg{~;s PfoV.i'djig Support to CTC/RDG Operations," which 
was ad~,tea from ~~•·s 2002·~~ical Principles of Psychologists and Code of 

Co~ . ·\.~-/ 

_ _ -~~chologiststnoneth~less sometimes found themselves operating in a gray 
zone, as they ~It ated befeen operational and clinical roles in supporting the program. 
They assessed m , status and monitored psychological well-being, but also looked for 
any apparent fact~~ith would preclude the use of enhanced interrogation techniques 
(e.g., a,history of ab~e or some significant psychological problem). If enhanced 
measures were employed, the psychologist reassessed the detainee's psychological state 

61 Office of the Inspector General, "Counterterrorism Detention and Interrogation Activities {September 
2001 - October 2003)," 7 May 2004, p. 35, 106. 
62 Eventually allowing their psychology licenses to lapse, Jessen and Mitchell launched a very successful 
business-Mitchell, Jessen and Associates--which provided guards, interrogators, and debriefers to the 
CTC program. 
63 "Psychological and Psychiatric Support to Detainee Interrogations," in draft, 10 December 2003. [14 pp 
+ 9 pp appendix · 
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on a daily basis. While never recommending specific coercive measures ( e.g., on the 
basis of perceived vulnerabilities), they did make recommendations on positive 
incentives for cooperation ( e.g., playing to a narcissistic ego, or providing extra social 

(b )( 1) contact in those for whom socialization seemed exceptionally important). 
(b)(3) NatSecAct 

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

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

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

(b )( 1) 

This nonetheless was an uncomfortable, somewhat dual n,>le. Thought was given 
to establishing separate operational and clinical teams to handle these two dimensions, 
but there never were enough resources, and with the passage of time the issue was 
resolved by the disappearance of subjects for aggressive interrogatio,R. In 2005, the AP A 
first addressed the national security context, but by then the is~.9t':as'.4argely moot. (See 
the discussion under Exposes and Ethics.) Initial psychologi'€ll\assessments of potential 
candidat~s (most never slbjeyed to EITs) had fall_en from"ifer~ii~Qin ~003, tq~--~ 
number m 2004, to about m 2005, and m ?OO,~etamee,_~,-~}!bJected to 
enhanced measures declined fromQn 2003, to · :2(:)04, and[Jin 2©~.~: After 2004, at 
least 97-98% of the work was purely clinical, int e form of quarterly meµt~~ he~lth 
clinical visits-by ~ither a psychol~gists or a,lsr~trist~ . . l~eta~es in as 
many~_~Iocat1ons. As a practical matter, the-dual operati9nal-clm1cal:role had all 
but disappeared. · 

~.:, ""'~:;
1
,. (b)(1) 

(b)(1 )·' ·· ~;- (b)(3) NatSecAct 
(b)(3) NatSecAct. (b)(3) NatSecAct . ~, .,:~~ ~/ 

(b )( 1) ~(£-. 
(b)(3) NatSecAct,~ 
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From the very outset, the detention and interrogation of High Value Targets 
received extraordinary guidance and oversight, in part because of AZ's physical 

(b)(1) condition, in part because of the legal issues surrounding aggressive interrogation, and in 
(b )(3) NatSecAct part because of felt urgency in gaining the cooperation of detainees. This attention was 

focused almost exclusively on the HVT facilities, initially~--~and then 
(b )( 1) ~--~and its successors. It was attentively managed by the Rendition Group, 
(b)(3) N tS A t overseen by CTC/Legal, and had an on-site staff which variouslx,included physicians, 

a ec C psychologists, PA's, nurses, and Agency security officers, in aaarM~·-to the CTC 
interrogators and debriefers._ , /7' 

at ~ . 
Even so, this was a.work in progress, and occ~io1~ly an ilqtl:iinking or 

unauthorized improvisation crossed the bounds of ~&~ptability. Wh1'iintified, these 
were immediately corrected and, if appropriate,)lilperpetrators disciplin~~·:- Given the 
degree of oversight,- this was an early and un¢'m~op occtig-~nce at HVT fai!ifi~s; and 
typically occurred in the absence of the interrogafioi,~;~~;'flrc:t target of seyeral of these 
excesses was Nashiri, whose immaturity regularly pr's-[9J<~d the staff. He again was 

(b )( 1) subjected, with RG approval, to stres~1p~tions and sleep)ieprivation on arrival at 
(b)(3) NatSecAct I I At ~ne p~int, howev~r, an iR~Tt;~~r inapprciptj~Ji~ed Nashiri b~ his 

arms belted--behmd his back, which walbotli Ramful and medt<;:ally nsky. The ons1te PA 
'\ ••-~-, ., ...... l-> \ 

intervened, and the maneuver was not repeated;,.J,-..,.eeks;later a debriefer, absent the 
interrogation team and Pf\, rei:nstated sleep~rivation; ~ tried to intimidate Nashiri 
by hooding him, spinnipg tht(rria,gazine of a-revolver, arid starting up a power drill (albeit 
not actually touchinlt4.e detai~}. These actions led to disciplinary measures. 64 

(b )( 1) . . .. Not •~I ~; :~:1 dLlees were lifk these carefully o~erseen RG HVT 
(b)(3) NatSecActfac1hhes. M'aIJ.Y.:.~~ted te~~~sts were rounded up dunng m1htary action m 

I ~~me of potential--im~lligence value. I 

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

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

. I ~lso had no written interrogation guidelines, though early on was 
, granted permission to employ sleep deprivation, soli~ary confinement, nois~, and 

64 Office of the Inspector General, "Counterterrorism Detention• and Interrogation Activities (September 
2001-October 2003)," 7 May 2004, p. 41-44. Nashiri also had cigar smoke blown in his face, and may 
have been scrubbed with a wire brush. 
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(b)(3) NatSecAct ·eventually standing sleep deprivation, nakedness and cold showers. As these were not 
"enhanced" techniques, no medical monitoring function was specified, nor was OMS 

(b )( 1) advised of interrogations. Wheq !detainees needed medical care, the PA 
assigned TDYI lwas called. This happened every week or two, largely for 

(b )(3 ) NatSecAct · entirely routine complaints. 65 Interrogators atl left to their own devices, 
sometimes improvised. These improvisations varied from unauthorized SERE techniques 

(b )( 1) such as smoke blown into the face, a stabilizing stick behind the knees of a kneeling 
(b)(3) NatSecAct detainee, and cold showers, to undisciplined, physically aggressive "hard takedowns" and 

staged "execution~" (though the latter proved too transparent~ 

((bb))((
3
1 

)) N S A The only death tied directly to the de~ainee p_rogrim te, lace i~.this con!ext at 
at ec ct It came about as the result of an mexpenenced lo aff bemg left without . 

clear guidance, or any monitoring requirement, at a time e, dram~perature change. 

(b)(1) ~--~ §-~:·~ '\ . ' 
(b)(3) N tS A t ~---~October 2002, a suspected A'1ian e~tr:ist nameH.Rahman 

a ec c was captured in Pakistan, and on Novembe~dered toj I His P.~2iple 
( b) ( 1 ) interrogator was psychologist/interrogator Bruce J e~sen, _on- sit~. to conduct pi?depth 
(b)(3) NatSecAct interrogations of several recently detained al-Qa'ida OP..~ves. For a week, Rahman 

steadfastly refused to cooperate despiteJ:,eing kept nakeo'and subje<?ted to cold showers 
(b )( 

1
) and sleep d rivation. Jessen was · oi~le:- _s chologist/int~o ator Mitchell on 

· (b)(3) NatSecAct -~N_o~yem_b_er~~--~---~~ - ~~-~--~---~ 
At this time tHe :P./~ w.isited and found no 

~p-re-s-si-ng_m_ed-ic-al_p_r_ob_l_e~~IJ!S?~~~~t in view o~~~lecent te~ia.,_tu_r_e_d-ro~recommended that 

(b )( 1) the detainees be pro~f~chvi'tf.(.~~rmer clotliilg (betweeh November nd the 
(b)(3) NatSecAct i71ow had fal}~Ij-~l~_~en ~e~~es to about :31,?r 

~ I the psychQlogist/,mterrogators peff.0rm"--------<~a~m-a~l-m_e_n~ta~l ~st-atu~s-e-xam--o-n~ 

(b)(1) Rahm~ and recommend~.d'"ctj~tiQ~iU·e~yiro,~ntal depriva\ions." They,(b)(1) I 

(b)(3) NatSecAct PA, then d~R•====J.~e evenmg.~fNovembef[=1 (b)(3) NatSecAct 

(b)(1) ~r the nex·:-)i.taay~--t~peratures~-~improved (highs up fifteen degrees 

(b)(3) NatSecAct~-~~~lows up nlhe degrecat~~-~-~~ but Rahman's demeanor and level of 
cooperation dig not. When)Jtis food was delivered on the Ohe threw it, his water 
bottle and his"fdffe~ation b~~ket at j jguards, saying he knew their faces and 

(b )( 1) would kill them when he was released. On learning this, the Site Manager directed that 
(b)(3) NatSecAct Rahman, who wor~7a sweatshirt, be shackled hands and feet, with the shackles 

connected by a short)&ain. As such, he was nearly immobilized sitting on the concrete 
(b)(1) floor of his cell. The temperature had again-droppe(b)(1) lthe preceding evening, and 
(b)(3) NatS_ecAct (b)(3) NatSecAct 

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

0
' Many details are in 1G Report oflnvestigation, "Death ofa Detain!;!e inl~--~1"27 April 2005. 
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the night Rahman was short-chained reached a low of 31 °F. Although Rahman allegedly 
looked okay to the guards during the night, he was dead the following morning. 

An au~ormed b)' al ( b )( 6) batholo~st C ( b )( 6) bid 
assisted by th~ P Al . tol ~ found no 
trauma, toxicology, or other pathology to explain the death. On a clinical basis, the 

( b) ( 1 ) pathologist attributed cause of death to hypothermia, consistent with the absence of 
(b )(3) NatSecAct specific findings. Rahman lost body heat from his bare skin directly to the concrete floor 

and was too immobilized to generate sufficient mqscle activity to--ke~p himself alive. 68 

. V ,• ./• .. ," 

(b )( 1) · Gul Rahman's death triggered several internal action~, ·-iricluding the generation of 
(b)(3) NatSecAct fonnal DCI guidelines on the handling and interrogation4f'oetiit~e~ (which basically 

codified existing RG practice), and the requirement t~~t}l•l~!hos~ p~pating in the 
program document that they had read and understood·tltese reqmrements.69 The 
"Guidelines on Confinement Conditions for ci§~tainees" (28 Janua~y,4.9.fP) r~uired, 
among other things: documented periodic me.e:f1eftl fand w~~ appropriate~~y9liological) 
evaluations; that detainee food and drink, nutrition ap\:ksa!#t'iify~standards no{ fall below a ~----- ··-· .,. 
minimally acceptable level; that clothing and/or the JjhY,~jpal environment be sufficient to 
meet basic health needs; that there be)anitary facilities '(::i.nich could be a bucket); and 
that ther~ be !ime for exercise. The "?~}~~ on Interro~~~Conduct_ed Pursuant to 
the Presidential Memorandum of Not1fi41t1on,9pl-7. ~_eptembef60l "·spec1fied that EITs 
could not be used without prior Headquai1~rs aP,prOY:~l, .. ~:!!~9ie preceded by a physical 
and psychological exam, al}~ust be monifQ.recl"by med~sar personnel. Even standard 
techniques (those deepift'ot~ncorporate:~ignificant ~hysical or psychological 
press~re) req~iredJf.i~- approvia~rw~enever f~_¥ib!e." These standard techni~ues were 
descnbed as mcluo~~ep dep~vahon (up to q2;liours, reduced to 48 hours m Dec 
2003), diapering (gener~n§lft-eed,.~0\frs), reduced caloric intake (still adequate 
to mainta~~gtirti~thealth), iselation, r5trd\misic or white noise, and denial of reading 

(b)(1) materi~{' ~ ' ~ 
(b )(

3
) NatSecAct ./'::~itions and ~n.,.,,; Groun FG, the renamed RG) in ~ber was given 

(b)(1) responsibilitKfor oversightL, Coincident with this, OMS took over 
(b)(3) NatSecAct psychologist ~erage ther~,;which began with the assessment ofsome 0 detainees then 

on site. TheC]P~ also began monthly cable summaries of detainee physical health. 
(b )( 1) 
(b)(3) NatSecAct 

"'-. ' .. , ./' . 
··-.·.,..-7'· . 

The deliberattrnse of temperature extremes as part of the interrogation process 
eventually became an accepted fact in press coverage of the Agency program. These 

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

u, "Guidelines on Confinement Conditions for CIA Detainees" (28 January 2003) 
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accounts began in March 2003 with an error-filled, though widely cit~ New York Time; 
piece on interrogation techniques, which included an alleged account of the interrogation 
at Bagram Air Base of Al-Qa'ida facilitator al-Farouq the previous summer: "[A] 
western intelligence official described Mr. Faruq's interrogation as 'not quite torture, but· 
about as close as you can get.' The official· said that o~er a three-month period, the 
suspect was fed very little, while being subjected to sleep and light deprivation, 
prolonged isolat~on and room tem~eratures that varied from 100 degrees to 10 degrees. 
In the end he began to cooperate." 0 Perhaps because the imagined temperature range 
was not deemed credible, this claim was not soon repeated. 

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

The only time deliberate manipulation of cell ternJt/;ture was proposed for an 
RDG detainee came i~ the-.ip,~e ~f Kh~i~ Sheik Mohammed, the most important 
HVT yet taken. ~glt not part ofDCI gmdance, ''uncomfortably cool temperatures" 
were included in tfie ·submitted iµ,terrogation pl~; Reading this, and in view of the recent 
Gui Rahman experience, QMS~seFJ.~\!i .. e.,;-,l!~~n~µig medical staff some reference material, 
including ~~oommen~-ambient temperature ranges (no lower th\11164°), optimal 
temperatures (78°·cloth~4\ 86° unclothed), and the "thermoneutral zone" (68-~6°) below 
whi~h~~~ent temper_a~mo~ito$.1g· was necessary. 73 Were a deliberat~ly _cool space 
to be usect.;,:..~e lower hm1twas 55~fand any confinement between 55-60° hm1ted to 2-3 
hours unless tfie detainee w~ free to move around or sit on a protective mat. Below an 
ambient temp!ri~~f 6,d~tainees were to be monitored for hypothermia. · 

□cTC soo~specified that detention cells be maintained between 75-78°. 
Eventually, in June 2004, a DO review of the program noted that ''uncomfortably cool 
temperatures" have. "not been us.ed as part of CTC' s interrogation program," and 

I 

70 "Questioning Terror Suspects in a Dark and Surreal World," New York Times, 9 ~arch 2003. This also 
was one of the early articles to ·charge that the Agency withheld painkillers from Zuba~ydah_. ___ _ 
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recommended that such be deleted from the list of interrogation techniques. 74 OMS 
personnel confirm that temperature manipulation never became part of the ROG program,· 
and that no ROG detainee was exposed to extreme temperatures. When the 14 -r-emaining 
HVDs were transferred to Guantanamo in 2006, most reported to the ICRC that initially 
they were held in' cold rooms. Their perception of "cold" was primarily a reflection of 
personal comfort levels, and not the actual ambient temperature. 

74 Memorandum for Deputy Director of Operations, "Review of CIA Detainee Program in Response to DCI 
Query," 30 June 2004. 
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KSM and the Waterb~ard 

The 1 August 2002 DoJ approval letter had characterized the SERE waterboard 
process, as follows: 

" ... once the cloth is saturated and completely covers the mouth 
and nose, air flow is slightly restricted for 20 to 40 seconds due to the 
presenc~ of the cloth ... [This] produces the.perception of 'suffocation and 
incipient panic,' i.e., the perception of drowning. The indh~Qual does not 
breathe any water into his lungs. During those 20-40 se&5rtcfs; .water is · 
continuously applied from a height of twelve to twen!itq:ur inches. After 
this period, the cloth is lifted and the individual i~'1fuwepJJt breathe for 

. three or four full breaths ... The procedure m-n\~e repe~ ·:." . 

More broadly DoJ wrote that their generatffx'pect;pon was th~~'i~~~tition [ of any 
technique, not just the waterboard] will not be&stantial because the techh1que{ 
generally lose their effectiveness after several treiftrtti~t;~iA,the question}df safety, 
DoJ had written, "You have informed us your on-si. i~~iogists, who have extensive 
experience with the use of the waterboard in Navy trainin,~l!ave not encountered any 
significant long-term consequences frot:~~4,~;·" ~eparate~~'.9MS heard __ from <?TC that 
most SERE programs had dropped the ~aterfkf.ard-Q~cause 1t nVproven 1mposs1ble to 
resist. OTS considered it the most criticaf ·~le~~ht .i_p the,prQJ"'am-a point, OMS later 
learhed, explicitly made to D~J. '';¥ ·.· -~- • · 

Subsequent te the AZ interrogations, ~MS learned from medical personnel 
present at the time that most of~ waterboard °'applications were very brief, though 
som~ti~es qu~ckly repea~w~~~s,,:as thJ}~there had ~een ab~ut ~0-40 si~ificant 
apphcatiorw~ .. (~1<5 review. but cfnbl.ess1ons, countmg applications as bnef as two 
secon~~~~~~ a total~f-ll exp~s,_·alb_eit with_ o~y three as long as the 20-second 
SERE-mimmum.75

) Dunng these~a1mh~ations a s1gn1ficant amount of water entered ......... :.·. " ... ~ 

AZ's mo.~d oropha~\ l~adip~ him to swallow as much as he could, _and provoking 
an occas1onaj ~out ofvom1~1qg. Dunng the second-to-last waterboard session (the 
twentieth), AZ~Jm_,eared brj'eftly unresponsive, with his open mouth full of water. The 
interrogator rigSied'hjm artd applied a xyphoid thrust, with AZ coughing out a copious 
amount.of liquid. ,,efisode, from application to cough, lasted only 8 seconds, and 

75 Office of the Inspector General, "Counterterrorism Detention and Interrogation Activities (September 
2001- October 2003)," 7 May 2004, p. 36. On average there were 4 applications per session, with a range 
of 1-11 and an average application lasting 9 seconds. Twenty-two applications were at least 10 seconds 
long, but only 3 reached the SERE minimum threshold of 20 seconds. In his 2006 account of this 
experience to the ICRC AZ stated that when (he water was poured he could not breath for "a few minutes" 

· until the bed was rotated into an upright position; and that he had five waterboard sessions of 1-2 
applications, and one of 3 applications. He singled out the straps "on my wounds" which attached him to 
the waterboard as causing severe pain, but in fact the straps were carefully placed to avoid the woµnds. 
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there were no apparent aftereffects. A final session of two brief water applications two 
days later was accomplished without further problems. 

While the experience with AZ supplemented the sparse information available 
from the DoJ approval letter, it was not apparent to OMS that the AZ applications 
departed appreciably from the SERE technique. There were questions about the typical 
number of applications used in SERE, and whether AZ's brief "spell" was unusual, 
which seemed worth investigating. That winter OMS sought information_ directly from 
medical personnel in the Army and Navy SERE programs, ostensibly researching options 
for an Agency-run training progra~. Although limited by w~~~~&~be·discussed on the 
phone and slowed by travel schedules, OMS eventually lear:n~t Agency waterboard 
technique differed substantially from that of the Navy pr4'm ~filije only one in which-the 

waterboard was stiJI used). . . ~, ,,. . 

The waterboard expenence was mandato!')' for alJ :Navy SERE te~!_µ.ng and 
monitoring staff, but fewer than half their train~~:were pu~~on the board. M~t"of those 
who were received only a single application of20-3·o.~ecotfd~~nd no one nlf more than 
two applications. ·water was applied primarily to the~r lip \\'.here it saturated a cloth 
being lo"\3/ered over the nose and mouth; little if any water''j>11$Sed through the cloth into 
the mouth. The goal wasn't to "break"' u dents, but rathifl~-~ghlight a SERE 
teaching point that things always could orse; and to encourage (rather than force) 
reasonable countermeasures. As used wfrlijn th~rggrnm, the··waterboard had proven to 
be very safe; complicati9~s,atp,?ng their p~~creened~ were extremely rare, and 
short-lived. Af.~'f:,._ ~ T · . . 

~~~g~ NatSecAct . This emerging'-~nq~rsta~ding coincidelwjth the capture and initial interrogation 
of terrorist Khalid Shayldi":Muiahmi"ed;,mastemiind of the 9-11 attacks, operations chief 
of al-Qa'id ·ana Wl. uesti~6ly th-~ ri~be~:three man in its hierarchy. He had been 

(b )( 1) captured ;qp M)r-~h 1~~~----------~lf anyone 
(b)(3) NatSecAct kne~ qf_:u;nine~t al-Qa~-attacy1was "KSM." . . . 

-Th~ IRM@had been ,(b)(1 )~sinceOebruary, to provide 
(b)( 1) general medic'a~,..-support to,'1tainees the1(b)(3) NatSecActnterrogation of high value 
(b)(3 ) NatSecAct terrorist AsadulJah,~is i,niake exam ofKSM revealed an obese 38-year-old, with no 

significant medical jrol:ileins;but who was demanding and narcissistic and refused both 
(b)(1) . food and liquids. c~'Fsfdering the rejection of fluids unsafe, the RM0 administered a tap 
(b)(3) NatSecAct water enema, following which KSM discontinued his fast. After several days of 

unsuccessful interrogation (involving most measures other than confinement box and 
(b)(

1
) waterboard~, KSM was transferred! ~ith the RMO 

(b)(3) NatSecAct a~companymg. 

By this time OMS had begun to assemble a guide for medical personnel 
supporting the interrogation program, which brought together and expanded on material 
previously sent to the field. A working draft section on the waterboard reflected both the 

38 
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experience to date and what had been learned from the Navy. One goal of this section· 
. was to insure that physicians monitoring the waterboard not be misled by previously 

issued SERE-based reassurances-so differences between the SERE approach and that of 
the Agency were spelled out in detail. 

One or two applications safely given to thousands of trainees said something 
about risk, but AZ was the only multiple-application case known to us. He may have had 
a period of non-responsiveness, S<> a limit on the number of applications probably was in 
order. The provisional thinking was that, absent any emerging .~lcal problems, 2-3 
sessions of2-3 applications per day probably was medically safe cluring the first 2-4 
days, but that special attention probably was necessary aft7~~ An upper limit of 20 
applications in a week was considered, but as "it [was] haF.ij to1~gine an operational 
ar~ent for continu_ing [the waterboard] after that d,~.f~f 'failtfil'~atments" i~ was 
thought that such a high number "may well be mooV'· 6 

.. : , ~ . 

4· ~ ~-. 
' I To assist with future reviews, RMOs ~Oii~ering the ~aterboard wereJo:--;.eport au 

waterboard sessions in detail. This was to include the lengtlfo(,applications~olume 
app~ied, whether water e~ter~ the naso- or orophazn~hether a seal was ach~ev~, and 
the int~al between apph~abons. Ab~Y,,tMarc~ 111 

, tliiS'.J,I!_::,Process "OMS ?mdelines 
on Medical and Psych~logical Support,,~o11\elf(b)(1 )nterrog~!I?.~~was sent informally to 
the RMO and PA on-site atl l~d tfic(b)(3)~~(~A"ctn slated to travel there. 

1 ~~ ~g~ NatSecAct ~--M~eanwhile, KS~~7int,errogation }d ~me$~~ after his transfer to 
and on Mru:~h tCfhe'.~as first su~ected to the'\vaterboard (5 applications). As 

(b)(3) CIAAct 
(b)(6) 

(b)(3) CIAAct 
(b)(6) 

~w-i-th-AZ--, th~e interr9fauon was •handled by psytologist/interrogators Jessen and 
Mitchell, and morihored~ the _J,rs psychologil!}Who had worked with AZ. Two days 
later, ~e ~aterb?!'d agahfW3:S.u_sed:,~~me with an in!ensity far exceeding 
anything 1~.the nas~r.-.)n five·~essions spanriing a 24-hour penod, the waterboard was 
applied .Q;er 80 ~e&~ :#!mos~ asting 20-40 seconds. OMS first learned of this from 
the ~<t>,~ho was seei&~e wat~{~afd used for the first time. He had repeatedly re-
examine4· KSM througho'Qt this period and was struck by how well KSM had withstood 
the experiert~: )j ., 

~-.. II'! 
On receipt~f,!he~e'.reportsC]Ms went to[)M to report that OMS thought that· 

extent of waterboard ~sage was both excessive and pointless. OMS also doubted that 
repetitive applicatio~fltad a cumulative effect, as sleep deprivation unquestionably did, 
and later followed up with a note to CTC/LGL saying that while we believed "the 
unpleasantness/.discomfort of the [waterboard] process indeed would persist [through 
multiple applications], perhaps to tl}e point of becoming intolerable;" any detainee 

76 Our expectation remained that the waterboard would prove irresistible, were infonnation actually being 
withheld. Our draft text included the observation that "[i]t would appear that subjects cannot maintain 
fsychological resistance to this technique more than a few days, at most" 
7 As precautions, the RMO had monitored KSM's blood oxygen with a pulse oximeter, and required that 

saline be alternated with water, to avoid water intoxication. 
39 
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uncertainty about what was happening "certainly would diminish with identical 
repetitions of the same process-the novelty and initial shock having worn off." 78 In 
essence, once a detainee was ,aware that he could withstand the waterboard, it was just a 
matter of whether he wanted to continue to put up with the traumatic experience. 

After theC=:tvis visit, RDG sent a cable suggesting that KSM's interrogation 
rely less exclusively on the waterboard. Standing sleep deprivation was begun, and 
intermittent water dousing. Two days later KSM again was subjected to the waterboard, 
though at a far reduced level. Over the following week he had a totctl of nine waterboard 
sessions, involving about 90 discrete applications, nearly half)tdnt20-40 seconds. By 
the time the waterboard was finally discontinued, on MarclJ.1~SM had experienced 
over 180 applications, about 40% of which were at least Z9'seconas)ong. This was twice 
the number of exposures experienced by AZ, and the aP,pli'~ation~~~-averaged twice as 
long (18 seconds vice 9).79 ~ ,, '--~ 

L. , ~:-
KsM had early developed reasonably,effe€tive cotii:itermeasures, lif~tlii~g from 

the side of his mouth, holding his breath, and sw;l•l~~inous quantUies of water. 
The interrogators dealt with this by dramatically increasing the water volume, timing 
applications to coincide with expirati"qn, _generating stJt:r'~exes by splashing cold 
water o~ his chest ~d abdomen, ?oldi~{~~• and ultim~~-e~en crea~ing a small 
reserv01r of water dtrectly over his mouth. Remarkably KSM\showed no signs of a 
physical impact during any point in this ~tdeai:'·As•;with AZ, li~ developed a few 
abrasi~ns qn his low~r ~-i~ggling agai~st~fi~, re~trfi\r~rir belts, b~t this problem was 
remedied through adJ~tment:qJthe straps a'itli treatment,ofthe abrasions. . 

When the fi~i♦-er.sionlhe OMS G:i~~Hnes was distributed on.April 15
\ it 

detailed appr~~;i!te m~i-~~4~8~•::/~Jl,Q~~etained an explicit juxtapo~ition of th~ 
SERE water:l:>.e&rsftechp1que. and expen·enc~ with that of the Agency. While no specific 
limits wertfiet o~·applications·P.et,.session, it was observed that as many as 25 · 
applicati~ms probably -d be ~during the first week, but thereafter only sporadic 

'-~ '•• '11•.··· 
waterboat~tuse would be a~_eptable. · :• ·. 14 

By tht~ime OMS w;is convinced that the Agency had been poorly served by 
shallow research ·~ttie w~terboard and its purported irresistibility. Additionally, OMS 
(and the Inspector G!;:n~al) heard that rather than having "extensive" experience, neither 
of the two psychologiftslinterrogators previously had used the waterboard; and that only 
one had even seen it. in use. This was consistent with their having worked in the Air 

11:]Ms t{]CTC/LGL, 28 March 2003, responding to a I I cable critique of the proposed OMS 
Guidelines on the waterboard, which the RMO had shared with I personnel. The interrogators 

(b )( 1) asserted that the waterboard had been selected specifically because it did not lose effectiveness with 
(b )(3) NatSecAct repetitions, and that they knew of no evidence that effectiveness was loss. · 

79 In late 2006 KSM reported to the ICRC that water had been poured onto a cloth by one of the guards 
(b )( 1) "so that I could not breathe" and that "[t]his obviously could only be done for one or two minutes at a 
(b )(

3
) NatSecAct time." He remembered the process being repeated for about an hour. 
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Force SERE program, which had not used ·the waterboard for years, and seemed to 
explain the wide disparity between their methodology (number of repetitions, length of 
applications, volume of water,80 and technique) and that described to us by the Navy. In 
essence, the experience with ~ and_ KSM had been little more than an amateurish 
experiment, with no reason at the outset to believe it would either be safe or effective.81 

. \ 

Some within the RDG leadership agreed with OMS on this point, and with the 
view that the value of the waterboard was vastly overstated; others thought the 
waterb~ard was key to the success of the two mo_st im~ortant in~$~a~ons in a . 
d~amatically successful program. In fact, after his penod of e_lljahcoo mterrogahon, AZ 
was a rem~kable intelligenc~ resou~ce. As "~e prof~ssor/~~;ovided a_ veritable 
encyclopedia of useful matenal. Later he attnbuted his ~o'j,eration to vanous factors, 
including an interrogation of such severity that it allowed"rum to1ra~alize cooperation 
to Allah. (He also once said he cooperated becaus~ .of ilie. medical care W:Ven "to an 
enemy''-like his mother would have don~. H~elieved the medical staW~t least twice 
had saved his life, though noted this had den(~ him mart~~o!11.) · · _;,_•~·~, 

::.· ' ,,· 
In practice; however, AZ's cooperation did notf,c6rrelate that well with his 

waterboard sessions. Only when questioning changed tit;ubjects on which he had 
informatio~ (!oward the end ofw_aterboj~~':1,I~~) was he foQjico~ing. A 
psychologist/mterrogator later said that wa(effioard use had established that AZ had no 
further information on imminent threats-a creative but.circular justification. In 
retrospe~t ~M~ thought A?.P;.<>bably reach~~-p~f.cbo~eration even prior to the 
August mstttut10n of "~ancoo~ measureS4a development missed because of the 

. r ~ --' .· 
narrow focus of q~~~tj~ning. In any event, there was no evidence that the waterboard 
produced time-perishKl>ie info~a!_i_on which ot~rise would have been unobtainable. 82 

KSM ~toven m~:'-;;;iiient t~~ his soft appearance suggested, even 
during the period of mo~.t intense waterboard use. He figured out early that, hpwever 
unp~~-t the waterb~fl:<rexpedeijce~il wasn't going to get any worse, and he knew he 

80 An average,;five gallons pe;.iission was used on KSM, some being ~plashed on his chest and 
abdomen. Thisw~out five times the volume allowed in a SERE session (which also included splash, 
but was delivered ·iiira"single apP,lication). 
81 This OMS view was well ~~ through it's inclusion in the final May 2004 Inspector General Report: 
"According to the Chie'rm~ical ·services, OMS was neither consulted nor involved in the initial analysis 
of the risk and benefits qfEITs, 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 report~d sophistication of the 
preliminary EIT review was exaggerated, at least as it related to the waterboard, and that the power of this 
EIT was appreciably overstated in the report. Furthermore, OMS contends that the expertise of the SERE 
psychologist/interrogators on th~ waterboard was probably misrepresented at the time,'as the SERE 
waterboard experience is so different from the subsequ~nt Agency usage as to make it almost irrelevant. 
Consequently, according to OMS, there was no a priori reason to believe that applying the waterboard with 
the frequency or intensity with which it was used by the psychologist/interrogators was either efficacious or 
medially safe." OMS also thought it inappropriate that the only interrogators authorized to use the 
waterboard werejtidging its effectiveness. , 
82 By the time AZ's exposure to the waterboard ended, he had been in detention almost five months. 

41 

~'PO::t:t:P:"---o-SB:l!i4. El~R~&~'F,' ,r(b)(1) .. 'Hor:omi 
'

1 (b)(3) NatSecAct----~l-~I 

Approved for Release: 2018/08/13 C06541727 

Case 18-2265, Document 55-4, 11/14/2018, 2434171, Page36 of 52



JA-299
C06541727 

Approved for Release: 2018/08/13 C06541727 
(b)(;:$) Nat~ecAct 

Te~ .!ECREl/~/N"O!"Off:rO"//M!t 
(b)(3) NatSecAct 

could handle that. (AZ also seemect'to be aware that he wasn't going to be allowed to 
injure himself on the waterboard, but was more emotional about the experience.) 
Ultimately it was 6½ days of standing sleep deprivation ( extending a day past the final 
use of the waterboard) that led KSM to lose his composure and begin to cooperate. 
Thereafter, he too became a font of useful intelligence. The extensive waterboard use 
conceivably contributed to this, but it did not seem so to the _medical personnel. If . 
anything, the RMO thought KSM more steeled and recalcitrant just before and after the 
treatments, which also provided periodic relief from his standing sleep deprivation. 

An Agency Inspector General study of the detention an~egation program 
'was ongoing at the time ofKSM's interrogation, and when is1&ed in 2004 closely 
mirrored th~ OMS pe~s~ective. A~ency waterboard·use~~~~d the projected use 
of the techmque as ongmally descnbed to DoJ." 83 In,a11 t~ee cases··AfitJhe waterboard's 
use was accelerated after the limited application 0£.o~EITs ... becii~the waterboard 
was considered by some in Agency managemen~(dbe the 'silver bulle~~,m~ined with 
the belief that each of the three detainees pos~~s~~perishlble information ~i~ 
imminent threats against the United States." The'I~_jhiit~AZ did pro~ide more 
intelligence after being subjected to the waterboard, But-s~id it was unclear whether 
another factor was at play. "In Khalid haykh Muhamri'la~':~ case, the waterboard was 
determined to be oflimited effectiven ~ ne could conclu\ie\t!il!! sleep deprivation was 
effective in this case, but a definitive colclusibn is,hard to r~h.considering the lengthy 
sleep deprivation followed extensive useifth;~~tctb·oard."8~·-·· ',\L: -~.., 

Several of the,._9-tf§;~ms were, :ij,t~ssed byJifuG in the months following 
the KSM interrogati~oJ, senibr White Hou,se officials, selected NSC principals, ~d 
the leadership of~ GQngressi~l Oversight Glenunittees were all briefed on the 
Ag~bcy's. "exp~d~" usev:n~~&1.~,~!}1~ ... ~~waterboard; and DoJ advised that from 
their perspect~Y~~~e dev1a~_Q9:~ were·'not ~•gmficant. 85 

I , •,. -.;,_.,:· . 

,._Jn,mid-May.2cl~just ~~~3--months after the waterboard was used on KSM, 
the Ne~;Y~_rk Times_ carri~the ~rjt, published refer~ce to Agency water~o~d use. 86 

The contex!~as.the pubhcat1.on Just a few weeks earlier of photos of Iraqi pnsoners 
being abused at{~~u Ghrai~. p~son. The Times article, based on information from 
sources with imperfect knowledge (who again alleged the withholding of pain ·v 
83 Office of the Inspector"General, "Counterterrorism Detention and Interrogation Activities (September 
2001 - October 2003)," 7 May 2004, p. 5. 
84 Office of the Inspector General, "Counterterrorism Detention and Interrogation Activities (September 
2001- October 2003)," 7 May 2004, p. 90-91. On~ of the SERE psychologists also had°explained that the 
"Agency's technique is different because it is 'for real' and is more poignant and convincing." (Office of 
the Inspector General, "Counterterrorism Detention and Interrogation Activities (September 2001 -
October 2003)," 7 May 2004, p. 357. 
85 

Office of the Inspector General, "Counterterrorism Detention and Interrogation Activities (September 
2001 - October 2003)," 7 May 2004, p. 23-24. · 
86 "Harsh CJ.A. Methods Cited in Top Qaeda I~terrogations," New York Times, 13 May 2004. 
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medication), also correctly reported that Agency interrogation techniques were drawn 
from a military training program (unnamed), had been endorsed by the Justice 
Department, and used "graduated levels of force, including a technique known as 'water 
boarding."' Less accurately, waterboarding was said to involve a prisoner being 
"strapped down, forcibly pushed under water and made to believe he might drown." 

This article, and a June 2004 Washington Post article on DoJ's narrow 2002 
definition oftorture,87 ushered in an avalanche of press and editorial attention to 
interrogation techniques, which increasingly were labeled as "tortµre." The waterboard 
quickly became the symbol of Agency torture. Within the A~~(cy;·1~ waterboard was 
recognized as being in a category by itself-being the sole E<Pf.q.esignated·"Level 2"­
but, armed with the DoJ interpretation, both the Agency aqtl'Wh:Vouse continued to 
den~ that Agency detainees had been tortured: Fa~Afu:.P,nre~ent~~ ~ritici~m, the 
White House and DoJ soon announced that the Augµst 2002 gu1dance~~s bemg 
redrafted. Pending this, the press reported, the GI~had put its harsh tacfi\~? hold.88 

~ ~ ~ .. -~ 
In practice n: ~ne had been subjected to tHe-e_rh.earM,.since KSM,~--no new 

. HVD taken into custody since the spring 2004 medi~~rts. It wasn't so much that 
"harsh" tactics were on hold, as that there were no new cakdidates for enhanced 

(b)(1) interrogation. This changed at the end\e~ult when Jana~~ I 

(b)(3) NatSecAct I ~·w.as.µ-ansferr~~VAgency custody. Ari a1-
Qa'ida facilitator, Gui was believed know,ledg~6iei_i~out plQts timed to coincide with the 

'q!o,_ ,ik; ---·~ -- ·. - . November 2004 Presidea;itj_al.~lections; he i~ooiatel'y•W!iS approved for a range of 
enhanced me~sures, ~oiiglfri-erwaterboar~- Some senior man~gers still believe~ the 
waterboard might n01fetheless 6,~ :\lseful, so tlf~~-Agency asked Justice to re-evaluate its 
use in this specifi<f casit·:.·._.,.. ; , .' :._-. · -·: 

On A\!~'°§,:2~,,,~;'i;.J'in~ considered it "a close and difficult 
questi_~r/~·out co_nc~u9~hat subjecting ~ul to the wa.terboard "outside territory supje~t 
to Umt&l.,States Jurisd1~t1,on wo~~tolate any Umted States statute ... , nor would 1t 
viol~e United States Constitution or any treaty obligation of the United States." This 
jud~e~t w.~cC?nditional ~phys1cian and ps~chologist pre-evaluation ~d co_nti_nued · 
momtonng, an~n the basis of new ROG gu1dance--waterboard use bemg hm1ted to . 
no more than two 2-hr waterboard sessions per day, with the total time of actual 

~ . 

87 "Memo Offered Justifi~ation for Use of Torture,'.' Washington Post, 8 June 2004. DoJ guidance had been 
alluded to, without specifics, as early as an 11 May 2004 Washington Post article, Secret World of U.S. 
Interrogations." and subseauentlv discussed in the New York Times Newsweek and The Wall Street 
Journal. I (b )( 1 ) 

(b)(3) NatSecAct 

88 "Document on Prison Tactics Disavowed," Associated Press, 23 June 2004; "Justice Dept. Rewrites 
Prison Advice," Associated Press, 24 June 2004; "CIA Puts Harsh Tactics on Hold," Washington Post, 27 
June 2004. 
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applications during the day not exceeding 20 minutes. there were to be no more than 15 
days ofuse, during a maximized authorized period of30 days. 

·on seeing the DoJ memo, OMS advised ROG that the new limits still posed 
potential medical risks. AccordinglyC).1S and[]mG jointly revised the allowable 
exposures downward, further reducing the number of day_s during which the waterboard · 
could be used by two-thirds, and the time allowable for applications per 24-hours from 20 
minutes to 12. 89 DoJ was advised of these reductions, and incorporated them into a later 
approval. As previously, the primary OMS area of responsibilit~4s safety and not 
value1or effectiveness. Neither OMS nor many in RDG beli~this reduced level 

· was operationally necessary. In extraordinarily resistant cas~~\,,~r~S believed that at 
most a single "warning" session of 2-3 applications-pei:ifaps re~eJited once, at week 
Jater-might be tried if critical, urgent information w~i~~lved, b~~ven then other 
measures woul~ be preferable. /~"-<I;.. ,, .. 

. . /( .~, ··"" Janat GuJ proved less important than vop~~Io ~n!CJT~gators never r~_yested t~ 
use the waterboard. Had they done so, the on-s1te·p~2,o/1,jhk$}ly woul<,t ha:ve barred its 
use. At about age 40, Gui weighed 280 pounds (at a li~~t of 6 feet) and was sufficiently 
thick-necked and out-of-shape that ariM resulting medical emergency could not easily 

have been treated.
90 

-~·· "11~!:.,,::;4 ~ 
. Th~ May 2004 I~spect~r ~e~eral t,~port~ffi~~iqgb ~ncertainty about the 

effectiveness and neces~1tr-.~.f~~d1v1dual El~s~rmall.eommended that the ODO, . 
together with OMS, D.S&'f·aild"QGC, "condlrct a review of the effectiveness of each of 
the authorized EI1) ·#~ make~·d~terminatio~i:egarding the necessity for the ~ontinued 
use of each, in9luding•t~ required scope and d1¢ation of each technique."91 Outside 
representation was to be i~¢lud-tp~-,review,ream. 

--~-- ~ ,, ·:·t::_..-
,AD 'indirect resP.ense to'.tpis.recommendation came in an in-depth DO review of 

the CIA:_Detainee Progr
1
¥lt\:ompi~~~.;in June 2004, which was to have included an 

assessm~·g_f"the effectiv.ep.ess o&ach interrc;,gation technique and environmental 
deprivation:~t that timevf~s advised that it did not have sufficient outcome data to 
make this ass~sment and tpat were the data provided there needed to be some written ~v-: .. / ...... 

. ,, 
. ,.~ 

89 No more than 6 applications often seconds or more were to be allowed in a session, and no more than 
12 total minutes of application; no more than two sessions were allowed in a 24-hour period; and no more 
than five days ofwaterboard use in the 30-day period during which the waterboard was authorized. 
90 No one in the SERE program was known to have experienced a laryngospasm, but this always was 
OMS' most serious concern. If needed, emergency intubation or a tracheostomy would have been very 
difficult in this case. 
91 Office of the Inspector General, "Counterterrorism Detention and Interrogation Activities (September 
2001- October 2003)," 7 May 2004, p. 8 
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assurance that a "study" of this sort would not violate Federal law against experimenting 
. on prisoners: 92 

When the Inspector General continued to press for a study, RDG proposed in 
early 2005 that an internal review be undertaken by a small team composed of a senior 
person from the Counter Intelligence Center, the recently retired[]vledical Services, and 
possibly a psychiatrist. At the time there had been only twenty-nine enhanced 
interrogation cases, so the analysis-now considered "quality control" rather than human 
subjects research-would be rather limited. Nonetheless, insigh~fiee considered likely 
to emerge. "EITs consistently associated with success likely ~H e evident; those of 
questionable success also may be evident ( e.g., in cases wh~r_e,--a~second EIT of more 
consistent success always has been concurrently presentl,:_:iAt t~t, the record will 
allow a more data-based assessment of the original as§p,mp,tions ex•ft~pplated from the 
military training programs, and allow some detefll\fatfon.~ to whetli~ expectations 
regarding specific EITs in fact were realized."93 The unstated goal was tq oqjectively 
evaluate w~ether the waterboard had made any_p~s~:e con_tri~ution to thtf,"t[am. 

. · In part to undermine the notion that individuaiI~~tion techniques could be 
studied, psychologist/interrogators Jess~~ and Mitchellprtivided an instructive overview 
of"interrogation and coercive physic~essures."94 Refiisal to provide intelligence, they 
wrote, "is not overcome through the use of thi~"phy#cal tech1:i'lf/!'f to obtain that , -.. J: . 
e.ffect .. .independent of the other forces atwork.✓,~4~-~~I}g'led some people not 
~nv?l~ed i~ the actu~l p~~-;_9:f interroga~~o believe~~t th~ relative contribll:ti~n of 
md1v1dual mterrogat10nltecliniques can be teased out and" quantified .... " [emphasis m 
original] Their w~rJ(~ interrojors was said·.,!P ~~ far more complicated: 

..... the choice ~ch':hY&criJ., if any, to use is driven by an 
in4i.vjtf~~ t~r~~errogJibW pl~ and by a real-time assessment of 
19fci~tainee~s;·stte~811?"-~e~.ses and r~actions t~ wh~t is happening. 

//in this process";a.smgle pfi¥iP,,al mterrogation techmque 1s almost never 
e·-,enr).loyed in isol~~ fromt--other techniques and influence strategies, 

m~ybf which are ·n9t coercive. Rather, multiple techniques are 
delibe-r~)ly orchestrGted and sequenced as a means for inducing an 
unwilling.d~t~ine~ actively seek a solution to his current predicament, 
and thus w~l{;~~ith the interrogator who has been responding in a firm, but 
fair and pred~(able way:•95 

(b)(3) CIAAct _ . 
(b )(3) NatSecAct 92 Memorandum for Deputy Director of Operations, "Review of CIA Detainee Program in Response to DCI 

Query," 30 June 2004. 
(b )(6) 93 "Study Proposal" attached to Lotus Note ~--~to~-~~----=24 Febraury 2005. 

94 James E. Mitchell, Ph.D. and John B. Jessen, Ph.D., "Interrogation and Coercive Physical Pressures: A 

(b )( 1) 
(b)(3) CIAAct 
(b)(3) NatSecAct 
(b)(6) 

Quick Overview," February 2005. This apparently is a derivative ofa paperprepared(at the time of the 
June 2004 DO review, "Using Coercive Pressure in Interrogation of High Value Targets." 
95 They continue: "As in all cases of exploitation, the interrogator seeks to induce an exploitable mental 
state and then take advantage of the opening to further manipulate the detainee. In many cases, coercive 
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Missing from this perspective was any question about just how many elements / 
were necessary for a successful "orchestration." The assumption was that a gifted 
interrogator would know best; and the implicit message was that this art fonn could not 
be objectively analyzed; Indeed, by this time their methodology was more nuanced, in 
stark contrast to the rap•id escalation and indiscriminate repetitions of early interrogations. 
Still, there remained a need to look more objectively for the least intrusive way to gain 
cooperation. 

Ultimately the Inspector General departed from the origj.~ecommendation in 
favor of an entirely "outside" review, by a ''blue ribbon" panef: of individuals of some 
political prominence. In the wake of Abu Ghraib, and iq,tli·e· context of intense media 
attention, suitable and willing candidates were not easUy obtained~v.entually John 
Hamre, Deputy Defense Secretary in the Clinton A~ini'stration, and Ga~Jlner Peckham, 
an advisor to then House Speaker Newt Gingric}(fgreed to undertake a?pfimarily 
interview-based review. Without the requisite backgroundtfor the previou·sly.i,l'anned 
techni_cal analysis, their task became a relatively br~~je~· of overall program 
effectiveness. - · ~-

In separate final reports, Peckli:affl"and Hamre bo~do~ the RDG program~ 
but differed on the question of interrogation te~Jmigues. Peckham noted that the 
Inspector General's principal concern was!the w~lfoard, for.t~hich it thought there 
were equally viable alternatives; that RDG' did ·not consider the waterboard effective, and 
"contended that use of the watei.b.oard on lesser AQ [al-Qa'ida] operatives [than AZ and 
KSM] would not nece~sarily ~bee more or better intelligence;" and that "OMS is 
candid in its discomforfwi~ this technique." He,then concluded: 

"It_~~,pessi~at oth~~~~fsi~wfuld be ~s effe~ti~e. as the . 
waterboard, 6ut that has· not been demonstrated. Until 1t 1s, I beheve that f 

Jhe waterboard should continue-to be available in the EIT arsenal." 96 

.···;;,:,·· ··e .. ,.· 
H~e.~as .less de~nitive. Noting that there was no objective yardstick by which 

to judge EIT ~'ectiveness,;.~ concluded that ''the data does suggest that EITs, when 
incorporated into a,g,mprehensive program based on sound underlying intelligence and 
analysis, did provfcie ·~eful intelligence products." However, ''there is no objective 

.: 

interrogation techniques are used initially to induce a sense of despair, but then discontinued when the 
detainee seeks to find a way out of his current predicament and becomes susceptible to other influence 
techniques. Interrogators then offer the detainee hope, and subsequently exploit this hope for intelligence 
purposes. In other words, physical techniques, if used, are most effective when employed to create an 
exploitable state of mind, rather than force rote compliance" 
96 Gardner Peckham to DCI Porter Goss, "Assessment ofEITs Effectiveness," 2 September 2005. 
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independent basis to assess whe~ EITs other than conditioning EITs [sleep deprivation, 
dietary manipulation] are required. 97 

The August 2004 DoJ opinion on using the waterboard on Janat Gul coincided 
with a much more extensive review of the legality of nearly all interrogation techniques 
requested by the Agency in the wake of Abu Graib an4 ·associated Presidential 

in legitimizing the program. . "'<~ . 

. statements. As part of this review, Justice attorneys held extensive sessions with OMS, 
and requested and were ·provided with written OMS critiques prepared for the May 2004 
Inspector General report. This DoJ review (discussed below) spamied almost a full year, 
and culminated in May 2005 memoranda that in essence reaffimifdlfieir 2002 ruling 
(includi~g_the legality ~fthe waterboard). Unlike 2002, th~~?ra~dum relied heavily 
and exphc1tly on OMS mput, and underscored as never b.~Jore an,·11nd1spensable OMS role 

. ,:. .. ,·,•. 

(b)(1) Within weeks ofreceipt o~the May 20~?-:·~6~ ~~~i~n, anothe~~ig,1:)andidate 
(b)(3) NatSecAct for the waterboard presented. This was Abu FaraJ ~l-L1b1[ . [ca:j!ired by the 

Pakistanis and transferred to the Agency in May 2005. , h:ti,JiiiUy believed oqe of the most 
senior al-Qa'ida leaders, Faraj twice was subjected ~et.iods of enhanced interrogation 
measures, with seemingly limited succes!>, When the pissibility of waterboard use then 

' (b)(3) CIAAct 
(b)(6) 

_ was raised, OMS advised ROG that it -~~~~icipate onlYlif.Jhere was real evidence 
that he had critical, time perishable infom:i~fion. -Th_is quicklfled to a rumor that Meqical 
was withdrawing sup~rt from the progrmp"' w1!}EJi~-~~9Jied senio~ Agency 
management. OMS (s1~~e. ~ober 2004, ~pwas req4~ted to explam the OMS 
position to the Agene:yjs~Di?ect_or_ of Support. (DS). DS asked whether it would be 
sufficient if OGC 81),tl~PO assured OMS that waterboard use was warranted; the answer· 
was n~: OMS wo&c:i'h~ve.._to he~the evidence~~ectly.98 A definitive impasse was never 
reached, however, becau§~"i~~~p.j~~Ag~ncy,.~gement decided that in this case the 
waterboard w.as UIU1ecessary: \~ ~--

. -' ' :· . , 

Raraj al-Libi prol>ably ma:r.~e final consideratio,n of waterboard use. With the 
passage e~ Detainee .. tmentJ~'ct of 2005, "Military Commissions Act" of 2006, · 
and applicatien of Commo.icle 3 of the Geneva Conventions, the Agency again 
asked POJ for, a ruling on tfie legality of several enhanced interrogation measures. The 
waterboard was n0J on ~ewly proposed list, and it is unlikely to be on any future 
request. The Mili~~ @emmissions Act (discussed below) made illegal any interrogation 
techniques that caus~ "serious" pain and suffering (vice "severe," previously). While 
the case may be ar~ble, the waterbo~d may not have survived that test.99 

97 John Hamre to DCI Porter Goss, "Response to request from Director for Assessment of EIT 
effectiveness," 25 September 2005 . . 
98 OMS did not think the case·was there. Abu Faraj_was believed once to have known the whereabouts of 
Osama bin Ladin and al-Zawahiri. Given his publicly announced capture many weeks before, any 
information he held no longer seemed perishable. 
99 A different type of waterboard discussion may continue. The three HVDs subjected to the waterboard 
were interviewed by the ICRC after their transfer to Guantanamo. Their stori~s were highlighted in the 
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The waterboard, despite its role as a symbol of Agency torture, did not prove as 
psychologically overwhelming,as received SERE wisdom indicated, and it certainly was 
not irresistible-even in the face of a more aggressive, invasive, and potentially 
dangerous Agency methodology than used in SERE. It also was not intrinsically painful. 
There must have been physical discomfort from the occasional associated retching, but 
both AZ and KSM complained to the ICRC only of the pain of the restraining straps. 
Even the retching would have been eliminated had true SERE technique been_ employed. 
In short, the waterboard was primarily~ psychological measure. That said, had the true 
limits of SEJ_lE use been known to OMS at the· outset, its application"wo~ld have been 
limited fo a few (ineffective) applications, leaving some to belieye that more applications 
would achieve the goal. Even very limited used may notj}:ave ·a\(~ided the devastating 
publi~ penalty ulti~ately paid by the Agency for i:~\ · -~-_ 

As previously noted, an unrealistic expecmtion that waterboard appljcations 
would eventually "succeed" informed the Do/;~dance, and underpinned it~xtensive 
use with AZ an4 KSM. Though not a medical question, p~fse;_OMS cameio.believe that 
the waterboard's impact as an interrogation tool wasjusN]ie opposite. The waterboard 
experience was miserable but the effect.~ot necessarily~ulative (as was sleep 
deprivation). Once the shock of the initial applications had passed KSM knew what was 
coming and developed coping strategies; Jftef~AII!~Y applie~~?ns, he also had no 
reason to believe anything worse was likely to follow. In ~~~erice less coercive measures 
were likely to produce perish~ple informatipn at least as(qµickly. To OMS this 
undermined the legal justific~tion for repeti~e use.. ·· ·_ 

DoJ also dete~Jn~ thJ\e wate;boardi~as legal because it was .not intend~ to 
threaten death (i.e., as iri a mock e~~~ion) .. :fithin OMS, this interpretation eventually 
was controyefsial. ~T.h~ fact•that thousffli'asiff SERE trainees had safely undergone the 
waterboafd would'ffi'.tf6e kno~to detainees, who in addition were in a hostile 
environm~nt vice training. Setting.aside interrogator intent, a lengthy initial application 
could ha-vt~ppeared to tfn:.~ii.ten deitii. In theory, a detainee would have been 
desensitized b_efore this happened through applications lasting just a few seconds, which 
was Agency practice. Eventually, the detainee would realize that he could handle the 
longer application~~:l\ddjp-tnally, most detainees quickly discerned-because of the 
ongoing medical attention-that there was no intent to seriously harm them. As a 
practical matter, all Uris is moot since by the time questions arose the waterboard was no 
longer in use. In the unlikely event that the waterboard is again considered a viable 
option, the question warrants further thought. · 

ICRC report to the Agency, which DCIA Hayden then discussed wtth Congressional Oversight 
Committees. At the time of this writing [June 2007] the Committees had ask for detailed analyses of the 
intelligence obtain~d before and after enhanced measures were employed, i.e., the question originally asked 
both by OMS and the Inspector General in 2003 and 2004. 
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HVDs, ,oo EITs, and OMS Guidelines 

When the OMS Guidelines in preparation at the time ofKSM's interrogation were 
completed, CTC/LGL requested they not be released: new DCI approval would be 
required, and he had just issued his own guidelines. OMS countered that its guidance 
was consistent with that of the DCI and provided a concise source of information needed 
by OMS field personnel. CTC/LGL relented, so long as "draft" was added to the title. 
The first week in April, 2003, the 9-page "Draft OMS Guidelines on Medical and 
Psychological Support to_ Detainee Interrogations" first went to ~~~d. 

This first issued OMS Guidelines began with a sho~e,neniof the SERE 
origins, DoJ sanction, and the psychological underpinnin~ oftn"etP,rogram, then 
enumerated currently used interrogation techniques ("stait4?rd" aifu) . .\lhanced"). 
Reference points and limits were provided for ambi~mperatures, n.6~ levels, sleep 
deprivation, standing in shackles, and the use of. t11f' confinement box. 'N~~rly a third of 
·the text was devoted to the waterboard, begiry:iin ·th a ~scription which~licitly 
underscored the difference between Agency and S :~usa~,.fut estimate.~as given of 
apparently safe levels of exposure-based on the hm1tedt'xpenence to date-and a 
requirement levied for extensive medical documentati~~y future waterboard use. 
Medical contraindications also were li~a:·•in~luding seriou~f!\~art:ror lung disease, 
obstructive airway disease, and respirat~~: coip:promise from ~bid obesity. Though 
laryngospasm had not been encountered i·rt~e ~E.R\l~ro~~'oMS believed it to be the 
most serious theoretical ~~~1.$.0 continued\y~terboard·use,was barred if previous 
applications were assocfafett' any ·hint of1jmpendjnwfespiratory compromise, such as 
hoarseness, cough~w .. zing, s~oor, or diffi~bJty clearing the airway. Finally, a 
working draft assertion;_ptjor to'.:KSM, that "it Wmild appear that subjects cannot 
maintain~. :res~s~_ce.: .rli'~~f~~·:.~~~s" ~as replaced wi~ the_ new observ~tion that 
"SERE tr~mer_s~e·sru,d to oel1~ye thafsubJ~cts are unable to mamtam psychological_ 
resist~G~ to this tee~~~ fot1nfore than a few days, but our experience suggests 
otherwise." ··., ·' · ' r·· · /' 

··::'1!<.SM interro~fons w,~-~nl~ the beginning ~f what proved to be the busiest 
and most prodi(~tiye eighteen-months in the history of the ROG program. In a period 

(b )( 1) marked by the US.:ted in~Sion oflraq (March 2003) and major terrorist bombings in 
(b)(3) NatSecAct Indonesia (Augus~q~)~101

1 ~errorists came into Agency hands, includinQ f 
sufficient importance';'fu warrant extended interrogation. The experience monitoring 

(b)( 1.) these interrogations proved instructive and other sources of information were also 
(b )(3) NatSecAct explored. Detailed Ft. Bragg SERE protocols were obtained, additional conversations 

· were held with both Anny and Navy SERE psychologists, and OMS physicians and 
psychologists observed courses at both Ft. Bragg and San Diego. In San Diego, DC/MS 
even underwent the waterboard. 

100 Ove~ time High Value Targets (HVTs) came to be known as High Value Detainees (HVDs) 
101 E.g., the Jakarta Marriott, killing 10 and wounding 150. 

TOP f (b)(1) 
SEeRE!'i'/(b)(3) NatSecAct l/!i9F9RN 

I 

Approved for Release: 2018/08/13 C06541727 

49 

Case 18-2265, Document 55-4, 11/14/2018, 2434171, Page44 of 52



JA-307
1 C06541727 

Approved for Release: 2018/08/13 C06541727 
(b)(;:$) Nat~ecAct · 

'fOP SECREl/c=] /NvivR.N//MR. 
(b)(3) NatSecAct 

)-

Ten new RDG detainees were interrogated between April and August 2003 with 
eight subjected to enhanced measures. The EIT mainstay, post-KSM,'was standing sleep 
deprivation (lasting from one to four days), punctuated by sessions which routinely , 
included attention slaps, walling and water dousing. 102 This-approach generally achieved 
cooperation within a week. A few detainees were confined briefly in large and SJ:I?.all 
boxes but, as with AZ and Nashiri, this added little if anything to the process and after 

,. September confinement boxes no longer were used. . 

In a~dition to cooperation, standing sleep deprivation p4odu~ the first medical · 
complications seen in the RDG program. Several days of s~ing led to a slowly 
ascending edema of the lower legs, requiring that ankle sl-iackles be loosened. In a few 
cases, the edema approached the level of the knee, in which case m~jcal personnel 
required the detainee be seated, with the legs elev~ted, allowing alleviati<;>n of the edema 
while sleep deprivation continued. Occasionally;:"in addition to the edemia detainee 
developed lower limb tenderness and erythell).~~ndings i~itially not easily '-. 
distinguishable from cellulitis or venous thrombosis. Thi~

7
typi<;ally was as~eciated with 

pre-existing abrasions from shackling at the time of init~!1· rendition. At first these cases 
were treated with antibiotics or antico_i,~gulants, but upon"<t\tv.g seated detainee recovery 
was so fast that a thrombotic or infectious phepomenon was'.' ruled out, and medications 

could be discontinued. ·:\. ·.:•,': .. .,,...._ ;f--1' . 

There }Vas an early concern that safuding detainee~,;,.~~uld fall asleep and shift 
excessive weight onto !heir ~~,.,but this did'ijot becomcfan issue even after s~veral days 
of standing. Ovenyh~elmingly the detainees simply continued to stand and periodically 
mo~~ around a littie:'·~!!e w~odded alw~y~tartled themselves back awake. This 
res1hence actually depnvea•them ·of an effectr\'.e counter-measure, because had they . 
simply allowed them~elves to .'~llapse"4h,i_} weight onto their arms, the standing would 
have been discontiffiled. 103 

-~. . -
., ··~ · .. 

. ,-..s,,· ':~ 
tfits early years...:._th<:mgh urtknown to OMS in 2003-the Agency regarded 

forced interro'gational stancling as dangerous. A widely-disseminated 1956 study asserted 
that the resutfflig.Jtema so~ led to circulatory and renal failure~ and psychosis. 104 

"""' . 102 
Water dousing (often ~ng), though newly prominent among the interrogation techniques, had been 

addressed in the first issue"ff-OMS Guidelines. Most often water was simply splashed or hosed onto the 
detainee, but in the mosfextreme version the detainee was made to lie down on a plastic sheet, with water 
poured over him for I 0- I 5 minutes. A psychologist and PA had to be present, and the room temperature at 
least 70°. Consistent with SERE practice, doused detainees had to be dry before being placed in spaces 
with ambient temperatures less than 78°. See also Office of the Inspector General, "Counterterrorism 
Detention and Interrogation Activities (September 2001 - October 2003)/' 7 May 2004, p. 76 
103 This suggestion is found in Agency commentary on detention as early as the 1950s. 
104 "Many men c~ withstand the pain of long standing, but sooner or later all men succumb to the 
circulatory failure it produces. After 18 to 24 hours of continuous standing, there is an accumulation of 
fluid in the tissues of the legs. This dependent 'edema' is produced by fluid from the blood vessels. The 
ankles and feet of the prisoner swell to twice their normal circumference. The edema may rise up the legs 

50 
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Detainees in the RDG program provided no evidence for this belief. Their 
generally benign record probably is attributable to there being enough s1ack in the 
shackling to allow a little movement and the periodic breaks occasioned by sessions 
using other interrogation measures. In all cases, once allowed to sit (and sleep), their 
recovery was rapid and complete. '°5 

Whether standing added anything to simple sleep deprivation was a point of some 
discussion. Simple sleep deprivation had not been effective during,A,Z's first' · 
interrogation, and later detainees at least initially all began in ~-•{tandli1g position. The 
fatigue of st~ding presumably heightened the effect ofth~_i:;l~~p ~eprivation, but to what 

degree remains unknown. . <:( "-.~""•·. 
OMS guidelines also increasingly address*~i~-~ health1~ t!ie post 

interrogation phase. As the number of post-int~~gation ttainees gr~it~ no 
apparent prospect of transfer elsewhere, 0M~~ad~tumed te the Federal ri'son system for 
insight into Jong-term prison care. In June 2003 die (b)(6) ureau of 
Prisons was invited to Headquarters to discuss problems Qf long-term confinement, and 
in mid-JulyOMS,C]MS, and[}1HD (accompanied b~to senior ROG officers) · 
visited the Administrative Maximum ~X) "supermax" facility in Florence, Colorado, 
which then held the twenty-two terrorist~mpq~aaj in the F~'Mi system. The ADX 
staff provided a comprehensive tour and \5Fiefingtl\~tgave a g~d feel for the · 
circumstances of detentio the medical c~te,pJ'i>~ided;;..fui~1t'heir experience with terrorist 
prisoners. 106 OMS le ..:. · · · rotocols f~dealing with hunger strikes, medical 

A l.:._ .. -------'-"-'=----
as high as the middle ~fth~hs .• sJsi~i;i.becomes te~nd intensely painful. Large blisters develop 
which break an~_.exud~ watery~ll!- Tlfe~a~Ii\ulatio1iofthe body fluid in the legs produces an 
impairment of,th~culation. Tli'e~;!'te i~t'e'ff and fainting may occur. Eventually there is a renal 
shutdown;,,and urine pro~ibn ce~sesaJie prisoner becomes thirsty, and may drink a good deal of water, 
whic!li~ _ggt excreted, but ~d~s t~ the edem.~· of the legs. Men have been known to remain standing for 
periocis·as long as several days~ltimateijthey usually develop a delirious state, characterized by 
disorientati~fear, delusions, and·visuaMiallucinations. The psychosis is produced by a combination of 
circulatory impaµwent, lack of sl~. and uremia." "Communist Control Techniques," 2 April 1956. This 
was an OTS-spoiis3'red QKHILN-bP study. This text appears almost verbatim in a published version of 

• ... )"rl J 

this article, Lawrence~:~~~;,:Jr., MD and Harold G. Wolff, MD, "Communist Interrogation and 
Indoctrination of 'Enemi~s.ofthe States,' Analysis of Methods Used by the Communist State Policy (A 
Special Report)," A.MA)A'-{chives of Neurology and Psychiatry 76 (1956), pp. 134-135. [The published 
text read, "This dependent edema is produced by the extravasation of fluid from the blood vessels."] The 
latter is verbatim from an OTR/A&E Staff paper on "Brainwashing From a Psychological Viewpoint," 
February 1956; which began with a June 1955 study that discussed standing stress positions without the 

medical analysis. 
105 The 1956 study said that the KGB required prisoners to stand or otherwise hold fixed positions until it 
"produces excruciating pain" which the authors considered "a form of physical torture, in spite of the fact 
that the prisoners and KGB officers alike do not ordinarily perceive it as such." As noted, HVDs subjected 
to standing sleep deprivation were not in a fixed position, and did not report an associated pain. 
106 All twenty-two of these terrorists were imprisoned for activities directly tied to bombings. At an 
average age of 41, there were somewhat older than our population, and on average had been in prison for 
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complaints, and routine evaluations; and how they minimized the risk that personal 
effects such as spectacles and toothbrushes would be made into weapons. 

Several revisions of the OMS Guidelines were prepared during the summer of 
2003, culminating with a 12-page September 2003 issuance. 107 These guidelines gave 
guidance on responding to the recently noted complications and required detailed 
documentation of the circumstances of standing sleep deprivation. A new section was 
added on "Post-Interrogation Detention," which covered exam frequency, 108 diet and 
dietary supplements, height-for-weight, hunger strikes, hygiene, ?rid examination 
documentation and frequency. Previous guidance on intake examinations was codified 
and expanded, e.g., to include laboratory studies such as.CBC, Hepatitis Band C, HIV, 
and a chemistry panel. . ♦ 

,. 
t_ .. :f,.'°'- . 

Five months later, in February 2004, an expanded version of"OM~ Guidelines on 
Medical and Psychological Support to Detainee Rtendition, Interrogation; •an4 De~ention" 
(18 pages, plus a 4-page appendix)109 was issu~ A Part II,.in "Psycholo~hand 
Psychiatric Support to Detainee Interrogations" (preyiouslflii'scussed) also was 
disseminated. Among other things these Guidelines ntw'tincluded guidance on disruptive 
behavior during renditions (including the use-never requir.¢-of diazep,am and 
haloperidol), vision problems, dental CafeJand more on "hui)ieJ. strikes and food refusal." 
A newly-added appendix succinctly oui1~1'ihh~basis for the··med1cal limitations on the 
various interrogation techniques. ., • 

. . . --~~,:;,"' 
This issuance al~ti;cted a Decerritfe; 2003 ch~~ge in CTC instructions, which 

reduced the upper limit of "stalid~d" sleep deprivation from 72 hours to 48, and 
"enhanced" sleep depFi.~on frfflt 264 hours (li:th an 8-hour sleep break at 180 hours) to 
180 hours. This change was promp!.~ b~ th~Jirst instance of a sleep-deprived detainee 
hallucinating~10 

.. 1n,.9~tober,.SS.;,year-&1'11¥sala Khan-one the oldest detainees ever 
held-b~gim to "see" _dogs atfacl,ang his family. Khan previously had been subjected to 
perii~,Of 3 7 and 56 h~ witho'1'ifsle,ep without complications, but this hallucination 
came aft~~o~y about 21 ~urs. Since none of this sleep deprivation was at "enhanced" "' . . 

just under six yeafs~\ In general Jhey were respectful toward the staff (though regularly tested the system),_ 
but prior to transfer to~~orence two-thirds had been involved in prison violence, nine had threatened prison 
staff, and one was suspected of murder. About a third had made suicidal gestures; 12 had initiated hunger 
strikes (5 were fed invol~tarily by N-G tube). Extraordinarily modest, they for a long time refused 
recreation because of the prerequisite body search, and showered wearing underpants. With the exception 
of one elderly man, they were in good physical shape, and-remarkably-during psychological interviews 
or testing showed no diagnosable pathology. 
107 

"Draft OMS Guidelines on Medical and Psychological Support to Detainee Interrogations," September 
4, 2003 [12 pp] 
108 This Connally corrected a significant deficit in medical documentation,e--~~~ initially had a no 
local records policy. In practice this had been corrected in January 2003 through cable reporting. 
109 Issued 27 February 2004. . 
110 The previous spring, a detainee claimed to have hallucinations, but careful psychological evaluation at 
the time proved this to be feigned. 
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levels, there was no on-:site medical monitoring. When the hallucination was reported to. 
Headquarters, further sleep deprivation was barred. Later the "standard" limit ·was 
reduced. The change in the "enhanced" upper limit also reflected the program experience 
that it had been unnecessary to keep anyone awake even as long as 180 hours. (Only 
three of some 25 detainees eventually subjected to sleep deprivation even _were kept 
awake over 96 hours.) 
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P~o• medical_ \J.,cl p~ycholo~cal ~overage for b~th new_ interrogations and 
the growmg number of widely d1spersed·detamees posed an mcreasm challen e 
especially given tlie separaff" manpower demands in (b )( 1 ) ________ ____,, 
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late 2003 most physician coverage was handled by a headquarters-based physician newly 
assigned near-fulltime responsibility for program support. All psychological staff 
support was provided directly from Headquarters, as was most of the extern~iw~ rlemand 
to accompany rendition flights, including inter-facility movement. (b )( 1) 

(b)(3) NatSecAct 

(b)(3) NatSecAct.-~--~------~~--------
However, within weeks·ttle Supreme Court announced it woul(b)(1) 

~c_o_ns_i_d-er-a-cas_e_w_hich could have mandated court access to all Guantanamo-held (b)(3) NatSecAct 
detainees. 113 

I I 

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

The spn1"20~>3 briefings to the White House, NSC and Hill on the Agency's 
expanded use of EITfJfdto reassurances about the .legality of and continued support for 
the program, which still was generating over half the reportable intelligence on al-Qa'ida. 
However, the national cont~xt changed abruptly a year later when shocking photographs 

113 Rasul v. Bush, o~ 29 June 2004, reversed a District Court decision/and held that the U.S. court system· 
had the right to decide whether foreign nationals at Guantanamo were rightfully imprisoned. The case had 
been a ealed to the Su reme Court the revious Se tember, and the case heard on 20 April. 
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of prisoner abuse at Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq were published in April 20Q4. 116 The 
international outrage that followed prompted White House and Pentagon condemnations 
of the abusive practices .and investigations of detainee treatment at both Abu Ghraib and 
Guantanamo Bay. The Agency, while not direct\y involved, again sought DoJ re­
validation. 

The request to DoJ was more reflective of caution than a desire to limit the 
successful ROG program, especially in view of continuing high profile terrorist attacks. 
In March 2004 the Madrid bombings kilied 191 and in May the fiFs~pf a series of nine 
gruesome beheadings took place in Iraq. Each of the latter case~liich extended until 
October, followed the same gruesome pattern: a terrorist ki9:~ning, followed by 
i~possible ~emands, videoed pleas fro~ the victim, and~6n tR~f.~after a beheading, the 
Video of which was released to the media. A'·,. · ~:; 

(b )( 1) About June 2004 senior al-Qa'ida operati¥-e Janat Gui was capturlt;],y Q 
(b)(3) NatSecA~t IIater transferred to th~G program, promptin~;Ag¢ricy 

requests for a new rulmg on several EITs. In response to. sp~"i{ic questions~·,fioJ 
affirmed the legality of dietary manipulation, nudity, water dousing, abdominal slap-all 
not previous~y specifically addressed~-~ the waterbo~,In_ ea~h instance, thes_e were 

. held not to violate U.S. law, the Constiffib0n, or any treaty"obhgation. 117 As previously, 
• use was explicitly preconditioned on m~-~ and psychological .~~aluation and the 
presence of on-site medical monitoring. It was the'se:·a1mrov_ijl( that led to the OMS-ROG 
discussions that further limited the extent o~~ab~terboard use (previously 
discussed). Gul's intei:rfflhri~like others-,.post-KSM..:.....:.relied heavily on sleep 
deprivation, whic11,f~Qie secchi:}(and final) ti1t1e in the program was associated with a 
hallucination. On.rthe'm$lih day ~lthout sleep, Gt.!! began to hear voices. Medical 
personnel i;ervened, ~cii/~q!,•1~, which ended the symptoms. 

1
§.ffh~ end~f~04, om~~~~sued a hew_ exp~ded versi~n.(27 pages~ 7-~age 

appen'di~) of its Guidehn ~ Unexaootedly, this particular version of the Gmdehnes 
bec~dation oft ext issfrct DoJ opinions (in May 2005) on the legality of 
enhanced inteFrogation tecliiiiqueS: Among other changes, the December 2004 version 
reflected a s,_2004 5'-G decisi~n to ab~don the previous distin~tion b~t~een 
"standard" and "~~1.nterrogat1on techniques; there now was a smgle hstmg of 
approvable techniq~~~Additionally, the Guidelines followed ROG in listing some 
interrogation techniq°t'es separately as "conditions of confinement." These included such 
things as diapering/nudity, shaving, white noise, and continuous light or darkness. 
Exposure to "cool environments"-previously listed, but never used-was dropped 

(b )( 1) 
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117 DoJ to John Rizzo, Acting General Counsel, 6 August 2004; DoJ to John Rizzo, Acting General 
Counsel, 26 August 2004. 
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altogether. Other revisions incorporated the new limits on waterboard use, expanded the 
discussions of sleep deprivation and recovery, and specified immunization protocols. 

The new Guidelines.also reflected some ins'ights gained when OMS psychologists 
began attending conferences of the National Commission on Correctional Health Care 
(NCCHC) in the summer of 2004. These included a section on "restraint and sedation of 
violent detainees"-which fortunately never had any application within the RDG setting. 
Finally, new references wen~ provided, including the Federal Bure~u of Prisons website 
(which had clinical practice guidelines), the NCCHC's regularly issued Standards for 
Health Service in Prisons, and Michael Puisis, Clinical Pract(c_e1iW'~orrectional 
Medicine (1998). .-<~ . 

An issue o f h d wi1"'~. ed recurrin2 concern was ow to ealo.Wit , a detamee~m ical 
emergency. I (b )( 1) 
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118 "OMS Guidelines on Medical and Psychological Support to Detainee Renditions, Interrogation, and 
Detention," September 2005 [29 pp+ 7 pp appendix] 
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