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(U) Mr. Becker, the ICE Chief who left GTMO i December 2002, told the Comrnittee
that pn% 10 his deparure he had begun drafting the SOP and had discussed it with LTC
Phifer.

As discussed above, contemporaneous documents suggest that LTC Phifer gave &
copy of the draft SERE SOP to Timothy James, the CTTF Special Agent in Charge, and briefed
the draft to a JTF-GTMO ataff meeting. "¢ LTC Phifer was also a recipient of the December 14,
20072 email from LTC Beaver that proposed changes to the draft SERE 5OP.”" However, LTC
Phifer testified to the Army IG that he had “never heard of [the SOP) or saw [the SOP}"™ He
{ater told the Committee that he did not recall the SOP or the December 14, 2002 gtaff meeting
and said that he would not have been comfortable briefing the SOP.”™

(1) LTC Phifer was replaced on or about December 17, 2002 b_;oOOL Richard Sanders,
who was given the title of Joint Intelligence Group (J1G) Commander. COL Sanders, whose
signature block was included on the December 18, 2002 draft SERE SOP, did not recall seeing

the SOP, bt said he vaguely recalled discussions about it.™ Lt Col Moss, the new ICE Chief

whose signature block was also on the dreft SERE SOP, told the Committes that he recalled the
draft SOP but that he never signed it. ™

(U) LTC Beaver told the Committee that she did not know who directed the development
of the SOP and could not recall whether she discussed it with MG Miller.”® MAJ Burney told
the Committee that he recalled being provided a copy of the Navy SERE school’s SOP but did
not recall secing & document drafied by GTMO personnel.”™ '

-Deslﬂte having approved an interrogation plan that included SERE techniques and
telting the Committee that, in the context of the Ehatani interrogation, he was “willing to
consider” SERE tactics, MG Miller testified to the Army 1G that the techmiques in the SOP
ccyrere too aggressive and not appropriate for use [st GTMOL"™ .

While a contemporaneous document suggests that LTC Phifer briefed MG Miller on
the SOP, MG Miller told the Army 1G that the SOP was ncver brought to his attention and that

5 Committac staff interview of David Becker (Ostaber 17, 2007).

7% Bmail from Timothy Jemes to Mk Fallon &t al. (December 17, 2002),

777 B gnail from LTC Diane Beaver to Lt Col Ted Mess and LTC Jerald Phifer (December 14, 2002).
™ Army 16, Brerview of LTC Jerald Phifer (March 16, 2006) a1 9.

7 Committee staff interview of LTC Jerald Phifer (Runs 27, 2007).

™ Thid.

. (sommities staff imerview of COL Richard Sanders (August 10, 2007).

% ommittec staff interview of LTC Ted Moss (October 17, 2007).

™ (pmmittee staff intarview of LTC Diene Beaver (Novemb& 9, 2007).

™ Commiltes stalf intarview of MAJ Paul Bumey (August 21, 2007).

™ army IG, Imerview of MG Geoffrey Miller (March 28, 2006, Committee staff interview of MG Geoffrey Miller

(December 5, 2007).
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e had no knowledge of it.”® MG Miller later 1o1d the Committee that he did not recall being
brifed on the draft SOP.™! As noted above, he also told the Commitiee that he opposed stress
positions, removal of clothing, and the use of non-injurious physical contact — all techniques

described in the draft SERE SOP — and that he had made his opposition clear o his staff prior to
the time that the SOPs were drafted.™

(U) In response to LTC Phifer’s request for comments on the draft SERE SOF, CITF
raised concems sbout the SOP verbally to LTC Phifer and drafted written comments about the
SOP.™ A draft of CITF’s written comments (which they coordinated with FBI) was addressed
to LTC Phifer and stated: '

[There is a] fundamental difference between the military and [CITF and FBI]
regarding which style of interrogation should be used... the military mods] is
based on SERE tactics...This school teaches coercion and apgressive
interrogation techniques as a way to “break” soldiers who are being trained in
methods to resist interrogation by a foreign power... [CITF and FBI], believe
these techniques discourage, rather than encourage, detainee cooperation.”

(U) CITF and FBI also argued that the use of the methods “only serves to reinforce” the
negative perception of the detainces toward Americans and would create “real potential for
mistreatment” of detainees.™ CITF and FBI called the SERE techniques “unsuitable” and
wineffoctive” and said there were “serious concerns about the legal implications of the
tachniques.”m

(U) On December 18, 2002, CITF Special Agent in Charge Timothy James sent an email
to Mr. Fallon stating “at this moment the JTF .GTMO staff is working the SOP issue, and [MG
Miller] will most likely make a decision in the next day or 50.”7

" (U) Individuals interviewed by the Committes stated that the SOP was never signed or
implemented at GTMO.™* Less than two weeks after the December 18, 2002 draft SERE SOP

™ Emsil from CITF Special Agent in Chargs (Deoember 18, 2002), Army 1G, Interview of MG Geoffrey Millar
(March 28, 2006). |

M Commitios staff interview of MG Geoffrey Miller (Decsmber 6, 2007).

™ Thid.

™ (smmittes staff interview of Timothy Jemes (May 18, 2007).

 Dyaft Mamo from Timothy James to JTF-GTMO/I2, JTR.GTMO “SERE™ Intarrogation SOP DTD 10 Dec 02
(Decamber 17, 2002). CTTF Special Agent in Charge Timothy James told the Compmittee that he was sure he shared
CITH"'s concems with LTC Phifer vertally and thought he gave LTC Phifer a memo documenting those concerns.
Commiittes staff interview of Timothy Jemes (May 18, 2007).

1 Dyaft Memo from Timothy James to JTF-GTMO!I2, JTF-GTMO "SERE™ Interrogation SOP DTD 10 Dec 02
(December 17, 2002). |

™ Thid.

™ il from Timothy James to Mark Fallon et al. (December 18, 2002).

B4 ~ommittes staff interview of Lt Col Ted Moss (October 17, 2007); Committes stalf interview of MG Geoffrey

Miller (December 6; 2007).
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was written, however, two instructors from e Nevy SERE school traveled to GTMO to train

imerrogators on how to perform some of the physical pressurés authorized by the Secretary of
Defense and contained in the draft SERE SOPs.

v C. SERE School Trainers Provide Instruction for GTMO Interrogators ()]

(1) On December 30, 2002, a SERE Training Specialist, John Rankin, and a SERE
Coordinator, Christopher Ross fom the Navy SERE school in Brunswick, Maine arrived at
GTMO to “provide [JTF-GTMO Interrogation Control Element] personne] with the theory and
application of the physical pressures utilized during [Navy SERE school] training evolutions." ™
1.t Col Moss told the Committee that his predecessor, Mr, Becker, had invited the SERE school
irainers to GTMO.™ MG Miller told the Committee that he was aware of the visit.”’

- - (U) The trainers arrived on December 30; 2002 and met with Lt Col Moss and the ICE
Opesations Officer.™ Lt Col Moss told them that *a high level directive had initiated [fheir]
subsequent trip for the purpose of providing ‘physical pressures’ traiming.” According to the
SERE Tieining Specialist, John Rankin, ihat directive was a letter from the Sacretary of Defense
_ which was shown to him by Lt Col Moss.™® Lt Col Moss als%ave the two Navy SERE school
personnel a copy of the December 18, 2002 draft SERE SOP.

(U) The next day, the two Navy SERE school instructors led training for GTMO
interrogators and other ICE persormnel at Camp Delta.® The training inchaded instruction on
«Biderman’s Principles,” including leasons from a chart that was originally included in a 1957
article about how communisis elicited false confessions.™

(U) The fraining also consisted of both lectures and instruction on the application of
physical préssures.™™ The SERE Training Specialist Yohn Rankin told the Committee that the
instructors showed interrogators how to adrinister the insult slap, the ghoulder slap, the stomach
slap and demonstrated at least one stress position.® Mr. Rankin also said that they discussed the

™ \ femorendum from John Rarkin and Christopher Ross 1o Officer in Charge, FASOTRAGRULANT Dst
Brunswick, After Action Report Joint Texk Force Guantanama Bay (JTF-GTMO) Truining Evolution (Tamssy 15,
2003) (hereinafter “44R JTF-GTMO Traiming Evolution (Tanuary 15, 2003)"). : : '

9 Committss staff interview of David Becker (Qctober 17, 2007).

# Commitiee staff intarview of MG Geoffry Miller (December 5, 2007).

™ 4 4R JTR.GIMO Training Evolution (Tamury 15, 2003).

% sommittee staff interview of John Rankin (Septetnber 24, 2007),

"0 Thid

% 4 AR JTF-GTMO Training Evolution (January 13, 2003). _

%2 Tpid: Intelligence Science Bosrd, Phase I Report: Educing Information: Interrogation: Science and Art
(December 2006) at 316, . o ' .

¥ +3.s Navy SERE instructors first provided a lecture vBidermen’s Chart of Coercion,” which described the
affects of various physical and psychologicel pressures on individuals in captivity. See AARJTF-GTMO Traiwing
Evolution (Jermsry 15, 2003), Commities staff interviews of JTF-GTMO interrogators (July 12, 2007), (November

6, 2007), and (Janusry 9, 2008). o '

4 (srmittes staff intarview of John Rankin (September 24, 2007).

103



walling technique but did not demonsirate it because the facility lacked the specially constructed
wall used at SERE school . Two JTF-GTMO interrogators who aftended the training stated
that, following the demonstration, the interrogators broke off into pairs and practiced slapping
each other. ¢

(U) Two interrogators who attended the training said that th understood that the
techniques were available for irterrogators to put in their “toolbox.” 9 One ofthose
interrogators recalled being 10ld that if interro‘&atm wanted to use the techniques, they would
need to notify their interrogation team chief*® A third interrogator who attended the training
told the Committee that he believed Lt Col Moss said the techniques could not be used while
they were pending approval.*®

(U) The JIG Commander, COL Sanders, testified to the Army 1G that he attended the
injtial portion of the training and “made it quite clear, at least 1 believe I made it quite clear [to
the intesrogators]... the use of physical measures was 1ot one of the things that we should
congider was appropriate and would not be Pmnitted.“m COL Sanders also testified that he
expressed the same concerns to MG Miller. 1! Those statements are inconsistent with the
recollections of others. ' :

(U) Of the three interrogators interviewed by the Commitiee who attended the training,
none recalled COL Sanders making such a statement.?? Lt Col Moss, the ICE Chief at the time,
did not recall COL Sanders being present at the training.¥? MG Miller told the Committee that
no one on his staff expressed concernto him about the training. ™

(1) On the morning of January 2, 2003 the Navy SERE school personnel presented
additiona) instruction on interrogation fundamentals and resistance to iﬂtmugaiion.“'" Later that
day the instructors “presented an abbreviated theoretical physical pressures and peacetime
guidance (government and hostage) to Marine JTF-GTMO personnel and two JTF LITMO Staff

%3 Thid.

6 Committas staff intarviews of JIF-GTMO interrogatars (July 12, 2007) end (Januery 5, 2008).
7 Thid | :
808 (+nmittes staff interview of ITF-GTMO interrogatar (Tuly 12, 2007).

09 v oromittee ataff interview of ITF-GTMO interrogatar (January 9, 2008).

" Army 1G, Interview of COL Richard Sanders (March 14, 2006).

WiThid gt 6,

;’m%z;mmttm aaff interviews of JTE-GTMO interrogators (July 12, 2007), (November 6, 2007), and (Jenusry 9,

#13 o ommities staff interview of Lt Col Ted Moss {October 17, 2007).
014 Committee staff interview of MG Geoffrey Miller (December 5, 2007).
02 4 4p JTF-GTMO Training Evolution (Jenary 15, 2003).
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Judge Advocate (SJA) officials.™$'¢ LTC Beaver told the Commitiee that she was not aware the
SERE instructors were coming to GTMO and did not attend any of the scssions.

(U) In the weeks following the Secretary of Defense’s December 2, 2002 authorization of
the interrogation techniques, word had spread that serious concerns wers emerging about the
technicues. In mid-to-late December, ptior to the SERE trainers’ arrival at GTMO, General Hill,
the SOUTHCOM Commander, alerted MG Miller that a debate had ensued regarding the
Secretary’s decision to authorize the techniques.®'®

(U) Prior to their departure on January 3, 2003, the two Navy SERE instructors met with
MG Miller.®® The GTMO Commander told the Committee that he informed the SERE
instructors, in the presence of his staff, that he did not want the techniques they had demonstrated
used in interrogations &t GTMO.™ Others who attended the meeting confirmed the
Commander’s account.¥ Mt. Rankin told the Committee that MG Miller said that he did not

wai interrogators using techniques that might “bite them” later on.*>

. Before leaving, Mr. Rankin provided 2 memo for the ICE Operations Chief
on the use of physical and psychological pressures during interrogations. The memo stated: .

[The] use of physical and paychological pressures during interrogations, if
" deeined appropriate, are tools that can be applied in order to cstablish and
reinforce [Biderman's) principles... these principles and agsociated pressures
allow the interrogation system 10 establish and maintain control of the
exploitation process... The application of physical pressures is only part of the
overall captive management process. They are initially used to shock and
infimidate by setting the stage and establishing control. There must be a
statement made by demonstrating there are rewards and punishments for
comptiant and combative or resigtive behavior. b o |

D Nm General Counsel Raises Concerns About Interrogation Techniques,
Secretary Rumsfeld Rescinds Authority (U)

© (U) CITF had been established as a joint miltary organization compoted of personncl
from the Army Criminal Investigative Division (CID), the Naval Criminal Investigative Service

4 hid,

N7 Committes siaff interview of LTC Disne Beaver (November 9, 2007).

0% Commitiee sinft interview of MG Geoffrey Miller (December 6, 2007).

9 4 4R JTF.GTMO Training Evotution (Josuary 15, 2003)

0 oo mittes staff interview of MG Geoffrey Milles (December 5, 2007). =

& oominittes staft interview of Lt Col Ted Moss (Octobes 17, 2007); Committce staff interview of Jahn Rankin
{Scptember 24, 2007); Comsittec staff interview of Chri Ross (September 24, 2007). -

2 ommittss staff interview of John Rankin (Septezber 24, 2007).
9 femorandum from John Rankin to Captain Weis, Physica} and Psychological Pressures During Interrogations

(Jenuary 3, 2003),
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(NCIS), and Air Force Office of Special Investigations. While CITF's Commander COL Brint
Mallow was an Army Colonel assigned to CITF from CID, Deputy Commander Mark Fallon
was an NCIS civilian employee on detail to the CITF. While COL Matlow reported concerns

about JTF-GTMO irterrogation techniques through his Army chain of command, Mr, Fallon also
brought the concerns to NCIS leadership. ™! :

(U) On December 17, 2002, two weeks after the Secretary authorized the imterrogation
techniques for use at GTMO and with the Khatani interrogation underway, David Brant, the
NCIS Director informed Navy General Counsel Alberto Mora about recent objections raiged by
CITF.® The next day, Mr. Mora met with NCIS Chief Psychologist Dr. Michael Gelles, who
had been to GTMO and was familiar with the interrogation techniques in use there. Dr. Gelles
provided Mr, Mora excerpts of interrogation logs reflecting detainee mistreatment. Dismayed by
what he read and heard, Mr. Mora met with Steven Morello, the Army General Counsel, and for
the first time had the opportunity to review the October 11, 2002 GTMOQ request, LTC Beaver's
legal analysis, and the Secretary of Defense’s December 2, 2002 authorization of intetrogation
techniques for use in GTMO interrogations, which included stress positions, removal of clothing,
dogs, deprivation of light and auditory stimuli, 20 hour interrogations, forced grooming, and
grabbing, pushing and poking detainees.™ Mr, Mora testified to the Committee: “{W]hen I saw
the December 2* Rumsfeld memo, and then reviewed Lieutenant Colonel Beaver’s legal
memorandum, when I saw that the memorandum was completely unbounded concerning the
Jimit of abuse that could be applied to the detainees, 1 knew instantaneously . . . that this wasa
flawed policy based upon inadequate legal analysis."*’ :

{U) The following day, Mr. Mora briefed Navy Secretary Gordon England on the NCIS
report of detainee mistreatment and received authorization to meet with DoD General Counset
Jim Haynes.® That afternoon, Mr. Mora met with Mr. Haynes and advised him that in his view
“some of the authorized techniques could rise to the level of torture,”*” He recalled urging the
DoD General Counsel to “think about the techniques more closely” questioning him “What did
*deprivation of light and auditory stimuli” mean? Could & detainee be locked in a completely
dark cell? And for how long? A month? Longer? What precisely did the suthority to exploit
phobias x?:rmit? Could a detainee be held in a coffin? Could phobias be applied until madness

set in?”

4 Responmes f Matk Fallon to questiannairo of Senstor Carl Levin (Septeinber 18, 2007,

£ ) remo from Alberto J. Méra to the Inspectar Genersl, Department of the Navy, Statement for the Record: Cffice
of General Counsel Involvement in Intirrogation Issues (July 7, 2004) at 2-3 (hereinafter “Mors, Statement for the
Record™, .

%4 The Army General Counse] also “demonstrated great concemn with [the Secretary's] deeision 1o anthorize the
intarrogation techniques.” Army lawyers explained to the Navy General Counsel that they had “tried to stop” the
authoizmtion “without success, and hed been advised not to question the settled decision further.” Mom, Statement
Jor the Record at 5-6. ' : ‘

¥ ¢ ASC Hearitig (Tuns 17, 2008).
2 \fora, Statement for e Record at 7.
g | ‘

£07hid, at 7.
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(U) M. Mora also urged Mr. Haynes not o rely on LTC Beaver’s logal analysis,
characterizing it a4 “an incompetent product of legal enalysis."™' Mr. Mora left the meeting
feeling confident that the Secretary’s authorization for interrogation techniques would be
suspended.® ' .

(U) More than two weeks later, on January 6, 2003, the NCIS Director informed Mr.
Mora that the Secretary’s December 2, 2002 memo had not been suspended and that detainee
. mistreatment was confinuing at GTMO.®? Two days later, Mr. Mora met with a Special
Assistant to both the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy Secretary of Defense and informed
him of the concerns, On January 9, 2003, Mr, Mora met again with DoD General Counsel Jim
Haynes, waming him that the “interrogation policies could threaten Secretary Rumsfeld’s tenure
and could even damage the presidency.”** The Navy General Counsel also left Mr. Haynes
with a draft copy of & memo written by a Navy JAG Corps Commander, Stephen Gallotta. ™

In that memo, CDR Gallotta qummarized and attached comments that the military
Services had submitted in November 2002 in response to the Joint Staff request.™* CDR
Gallotta’s memo also assessed the legality of the techniques, concluding that several of the
techniques “may violate the President’s policy for the treatment of detainees,” may violate
international legal standards, and may violate the federal anti-torture statute (18 U.8.C. § 2340)
and various articles of the Uniform Code of Military Justice ucma).® .

i in fis Jacuary 9, 2003 memo, CDR Gallotta concluded:

Category III techniques that ihreaten death to the detainee or his family (#1) or
which create the misapprehension of suffocation (#3) would likely be judged 10
constitute torture under the statute and customary international law. They reflect
conduct specifically defined as torture in [18 U.S.C.] § 2340 and recognized as
torture in international law. Category III, technique #4, mild, non-injurious
grabbing and poking, is an agsault under the UCMJ, Absent lawful purpose, these
techniques may be per se uniawful. |

Category 11 techniques could also, depending in their implementation, i.e.,
frequency of use, degree of pain inflicted, or combinations of techniques, risetoa

m Ibid.

¥ Thid gt 8.

) hid. et 9. .

B4 5 saries of mectings followed between Mr. Mom and senicr officiels, wheve M. More reiterated his concers,
MI.MmmmwhﬁlmlmmmmufﬂwhimChiﬂofMMImmmﬂwSm'ﬁce

Genera] Coursels and semicr Judge Advocates General, Army General Counsel Steven Morells, Air Force General
Counsel Mary Walker, and the DoD Principal Deputy Generel Counse] Danjel Dell’Orto. Ibid. at 13- 14.

5 Thid, at 10.

¥ \femo by CDR Stephen Gallotts, Counter-Resistanes Technigues (Jaruary 9, 2003), The Services rpised legal
mmmMmynftheCﬂgnﬁmnmdmmhﬁquumdmund for further legel review of the proposal. See
Section IV D, supra.

% Gallotta, Counter-Resistance Techniques (January 9, 2003).
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level where they could be determined to be torture. Thus, additional analysis with
specific guidance for implementation is recommended.”®

(U) On Jarwary 15, 2003, wuncertain whether there would be any change to the
interrogation policy,” Mr. Mora delivered a draft memorandum to Mr. Haynes gtating that “the
majority of the propesed category 1] and all of the proposed category 1l techniques were
violative of domestic and international legal norms in that they constituted, af a minimum, cruel
and unusual treatment and, at worst, torture.”®? In a phone call that same day, Mr. Mora told the
DoD General Counsel that he intended to sign the memo that afternoon if he had not heard that
the Seorcwaﬂs December 2, 2002 memo for interrogation techniques had been or was being
suspended.®® According to Mr. Mora, Mr. Haynes indicated during their conversations that
“Secretary Rumsfeld was ‘c:onsiderin?’ rescinding the interrogation techniques he had previously
anthorized for use in Guantanamo.”™ In light of Mr. Mora's draft memo, Mr. Haynes also
indicated that he would inquire further about the “Secretary’s ptomise to ‘consider’ the
withdrawal of the interrogation techniques.”** Mr. Haynes called Mr. Mora later that day to tell
him the Secretary had suspended his authorization for interrogation techniques.®®

(U) On January 15, 2003, the Secretary of Defense issued a memorandum for GEN Hill,
the SOUTHCOM Commander, rescinding blanket authority for one Category Il and all
Category [T techniques at GTMO.*! GEN Hill said that Secretary Rumsfeld had called him days
before formally rescinding authority for the techniques on January 15, 2003 and asked whether
the interrogation should continus. GEN Hill said that he told the Secretary that he “would
discuss the question with MG Miller, did so that day and reported back to [Secretary Rumsfeld]
recommending we continue the interrogation.”™* According to GEN Hill, Secretary Rumsfeld
agreed at that time that the interrogation should continue but subsequently called him back and
directed that it be stopped.™®

(U) Just days after the Secretary of Defense rescinded authority for JTF-GTMO to use the
interrogation techniques he had guthorized in December, CITF’s Deputy Commander Mark
Fallon and NCIS Chief Psychologist Michael Gelles met with MG Miller to discuss their
concerns about interrogation approaches. Mr. Fallon said MG Miller was “dismissive” of their

B8 Thid,
9% \ for, Statemant for the Record st 14.
M5 thid, at 15, :
_ “'Mmmmmmquuﬁmfmmm&msmcmmam 17, 2008),

Mo .

ihid. . ay
“’Mm.&'tmmmfarmmcordatls;mnhaMnmfupmuestoquusﬁmformemordfmm SASC Heating
(June 17, 2008) (‘:A:mtimo did Mr, Haynes give me any indication thai the tachniques had been previous
m Had his been the case, Mr. Haynes could have simply informed me of the fact upon our first conversation

* Mermo from the Secretary of Defensa to Commander USSOUTHCOM, Cowntar-Resistance Techniques (Jmmary
15, 2003) Chereinafter “SECDEF memo to CDR SOUTHCOM (January 15, 2003)).

M2 G Tames Hill answers fo July 31, 2008 written questions (August 20, 2008).
46 Thid,
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concerns and reported that the GTMO Commander said “‘you have got to put on the same jersey
if you want to be on the team.”*7 |

Following the Secretary’s rescission, Khatani was moved out of Camp X-Ray.**
Beginning on January 15, 2003 only Category | techniques were used in his interrogation.
Category I techniques included yelling and techniques of deception. An April 19, 2003 memo
from MG Miller, the GTMO Commander, said that on April 9, 2003

™ interrogators and analysts attributed his cooperation to his failing a polygraph test,
his being told that his information was becoming less important becavise other members of al
Qaeda were coopetating, and imﬁmgors informing Khatani that release or repatriation to Saudi
Arabia depended on his truthfulness, ‘

E National Secarity Council (NSC) Principels Discuss DoD Interrogations

(U) In 2 June 9, 2008 letier to the DoJ Inspector General, John Bellinger the former NSC
Legal Advisor, stated that he “repeatedly asked the Defense Department about conditions and
detention policies at Guantanamo Bay” and that he ugpecifically raised concerns about
Mterrngaatsi:ms practices used at Guantanamo, including concerns raised by the Department of
Justice.”

(U) Mr. Bellinger told the Commitee that Deputy Assistant Attomey General Bruce
Qwartz raised concerns with him “about allegations of abuse of detainees at Guantanamo.”
Mr. Bellinger said that Mr. Swartz called hirm on ugaveral occasions” to express his concerns and
that, in response, he “raised these concerns on several occasions with DoD officials and was told
that the allegations were being investigated by the Naval Criminal Investigative Service.”™* He
gaid that then-National Security Advisor Condoleszza Rice “convened a series of meeting of
NSC Principals in order to ensure that concerns about conditions and other issues relating to
Guantanamo were fully discussed with the Department of Defense and other agencies.”™"

(U) Secretary Rice confirmed Mr. Bellinger’s account, stating that he advised her “ona
regular basis” regarding concerns and issues relating to Department of Defense detention policies
and practices at Guantanamo 5 She said that, as a result she “convened a series of meetings of

7 Responses of Mark Fellon to questionnaire of Senstor Carl Levin (September 15, 2006) at 16.

¥ ) femo from Major General Geoffrey Miller to Commander, U.5. Southem Command, Techriques Used on ISN
63 Since 15 January 2003 {S) (April 19, 2003),

¥ 1hid.

4% Thid.

#1 ] artar from Johm Bellinger, I to Glenn Fine (fune 9, 2008).

2 1o Bellinger snswers to July 31, 2008 written questians from Senator Cerl Levin (September 12, 2008).

2 Thid.

4 Thid,

9 Cendoleezza Rice answers to July 31, 2008 written questions from Senator Carl Levin (September 12, 2008).
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about specific interrogation techniques.’ A proposed agenda for the first Working Group
mcetin%asknd David Becker with providing an overview of interrogation techniques to the
Group. ' ‘

Mr. Becker, the former JTF-GTMO Interrogation Controf Element (ICE) Chief, had
recently retumed from GTMO to a civilian job at DIA. Mr. Becker told the Committee that he
discussed interrogation operations as well as particular interrogation techniques with the
Warking Group’s senior JAG officers and their civilian counterparts.®® He told the Commitiee
that he was asked about aggressive techniques and was encouraged to talk about techniques that
inflict pain.’® He also said that he advised the Working Group to consider SERE resistance
training techniques. : '

!l'be Working Group tasked DIA with providing 2 list of interrogation techniques and
their effectiveness so that the Group could assess their legality.® DIA relied on Mr. Backer to
produce that fist.*® ‘

I . Bocker compiled a list of 36 techniques for the Working Group™® The list
included techniques from Army Field Marnual 34-52; techniques from Category II of the October
11, 2002 GTMO request, including stress positions, isolation, deprivation of light and auditory
stimuli, hooding, 20 hour interrogations, forced grooming, and use of phobias, such as dogs; and

w2 i3 . Proposed Agenda, Working Group Meeting (Jauary 23, 2003).

%9 Propased Aginda, Working Group Meeting (January 23, 2003).

4 Committes staff imterview of David Becker (September 17, 2007),

%9 Thid, -

% [id. The proposed agends for the Working Group mecting (dsted January 23, 2003) mcludes handwritten
comments that reflect a discussion sbout “All {service} SEER [sic] guidelines” and “techniques.” Since this
document wes produced to the Commitice as a part of the source matcrials collected by VADM Church for his

repant, the Committes cannot determine whether these hendwritien comments are those of & Wotking Group
participant or VADM Church's tear. Proposed Aganda, Working Giroup Meeting (January 23, 2003).

“’-Propaud Agenda, Working Group Mes ng (Janvaty 23, 2003, (0) Proposed Daiainee Interrogation
Working Group Responsibilities {Tnitial) (Undated) JJlj DIA's role was described in the mema as, “List, describa
and qssess the effcctivensss of all interrogation teckmiques that may be cffective in obtaining useful information

from detainees in the war on terorism. Suggest relevant policy considerations affecting each” ,

1 onmittes staff interview of David Becker (Scptember 17, 2007).

oo I Comumitter satf inerview of David Beckar (Septamber 17,2007). The 36 techmiques included Direct,
Incentive, Emotional Love, Emotignal Hute, Fear Up Harsh, Fear Up Mild, Decveased Fear, Pride and Ego Up, Fride
and Ego Down, Futility, We ¥now All, Estahlish Your Identity Repetition Approach, File end Dossier, Mutt and
Jeff, Rapid Fire, Silence, Change of Scenay, Uke of Stress Positions, Use of Falsified Documents and Reports, Use
ofIsqlatimFanility. Intertogating Detainees in an Environment other than the Standard Interrogation Booth,
Depeivation of Light and Auditory Stirmili, Hooding, Use of 20-Hour Interrogations, Switching the Detaines from
}Iot}in&mto MREs, Removal of All Comfort itema, Forced Grooming, Use of Detaines Phobias, Use of Scenarios
Designed to Convince the Detainoes that Death or Scverely inful Consequences are Trminens, Exposure to Cold
Weather or Water, Use of a Wet Towel and Dripping Water, Use of Mild, Nor-Injuricus Physical Contact, Use of
Drugs, Uss of Female Interrogators, and Sleep Deprivation, Defensc Intelligence Agency memo, List, describe and
assess the effectiveness of all interrogation techniques that may be effective in oblaining useful bnformation from
detainses in the war on terrorism. Suggest rélevant policy considerations affecting each (undated) (hereinafter “List
of interrogation techniques compiled by DIA.") -
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all four techniques from Category 11 of the TMO request, i.e., use of scenarios to convince the
detainee that death or severely painful consequences are imminent, exposure to cold weather or
water, use of a wet towel and dripping water, and the use of mild, non-injurious physical
contact.¥® Mr. Becker also listed three “Jegs common techniques™ for the Working Group’s
considerstion, i.e., use of drugs, use of fernale interrogators, and sleep deprivation. T Mr.
Becker’s memo identified cach techniquehassessad its effectiveness, and in some instances, also
assessed legal and policy considerations.” |

Mr. Becker’s memo gtated that the Category III techniques from the
October 11, 2002 GTMO request were “the most aggressive and controversial” teohniques.m
Mr. Becker stated that the techniques were “currently used against U.S. soldiers in SERE
schools, with their conset,” but that they wonld “not comport with the Geneva Conventions” if
applied 1o Prisoners of War (POWz)¥* His memo recommended that the Working Group
conduct a policy review on the “reciprocity of treatment of captured U.S. personnel” before
implementing any of the Category M1 techniques.*"> Mr. Becker gaid that attorneys who
consulted with him on the memo added this recommendation.”

Mr. Becker’s memao stutec- may have already been using the

CﬂngQg 111 techniques and stated that had spparently obtained assistance from
JPRA® He wrote! . :
These [Category 1] techniques may be employed by against the

detainees they have in custody overaeas. We understand office of the
General Counsel did a legal review and ests plished & finding simila
jew of the [GTMO 3J2

iltary uscs siandardized SOPs and training in their SERE schools. The SOPs
establish the necessary checks and oversight that make SERE training both safe
and cffective. If adopted, those same gandards should be applied when

m Vist of interrogation techniques compiled by DIA. Tn describing one technique - usc of mild, non
' Mjwmﬁwwmm—tpcmmfwlmmm]m uuchumabbin_gm_ipoﬁmlmva very miniral

7 1 int of interrogation techmiques compiled by DIA.
™ Mhid C

" thid, st 3.

4 Thid

7 Thid. ,

¥% Committee staff interview of David Becker (September 17, 2007).

¥77 1 iat of interrogation tachniquas compiled by DIA 8t 3.
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inferrogating detainees in the GWOT. The SERE SOPs should resolve most of
the policy issues regarding the use of the Category [IIf] counter-resistance
techniques.””

In describing one Category [Tl technique — “use of a wet towel and
dripping water” — Mr. Becker’s memo stated that the technique is “very effective,” but that there
are “wide ranging policy issues.”®™ According to the memo, “[t]his particular method is no
longer in usc at SERE schools, but & similar method, called the waterboard, i8 Ww and
it is understood that the waterboard is one of the techniques used with effect b

interrogators.”*® :

As to the three “less common techniques” in his memo — use of drugs,
use of female interrogators, and sleep deprivation Mr. Becker stated that “interrogation
approaches are limited only by the imagination of interrogators” and that it would be “impossible
to list every possible interrogation approach.”™® His memo stated that “drugs such as sodium
pentothal and demerol may be used with some effectiveness,” that female interrogators could be
used 10 make the detaince feel “unclean,” and that “gieep deprivation” can be effective.®* M.
Becker told the Committes that he based his statement about the effectiveness of the use of drugs
on a rumor that had used drugs in their intecrogation program.*® :

2. The Working Group Solicits Information About Interrogation
' Techniques From CENTCOM and SOU THCOM (U)

1n sddition to asking DIA for a list of interrogation techniques, the Working
Group aiso requested that the Joint Staff provide a list of techniques “currently in effect or
previously employed in CENTCOM and SOUTHCOM, techniques the combatant commanders
have found to be effeaﬁvehand techniques the combatant commanders desire to implement with
accompanying rationale.”

s&m— SOUTHCOM relied on the JTF-GTMO Commander to respond to the
Joint ing. MG Miller sent SOUTHCOM Commander General Hill a memo on January

¥ Thid.
" Thid,
™ Thid.
™! Thid. at 4, S .
“ ] ~[1] Use of Drugn: Druga such aa sodium pentothsl end demerol may be used with some
effectivencas. Significant policy issues must be resolved. [2] Use of Female Intarrogators; One al-Qaida resistance
method is to pray during interrogations. Plnyeriaonlyauowediftlwdatnineeis‘ulm' Having a woman rub
mmucdoﬂmﬂ:edminu':mmﬂﬂnemnkuﬂwdauimpurceivoﬂmheismlmmdhcmmwmﬂ
hﬂdmtﬁmdﬁw}ﬁchheismhlemdamﬁlhammmhiamﬁ The use of female interrogators to put oilon e
detsines does not exceed Hnﬁtaahmdymﬁbliﬂudbymnpolicyorﬂmﬂmmmwﬂim [3] Sleep

jvaticn: This can be effoctive; however there arc obvious policy considerations. Guidelines as to the use of
slecp dapdvnﬁmwouldhnvembnﬁmhﬁshad.“ List of intéxropation techniques compiled by DIA at 4.

0 v mmittes staff interview of David Becker (September 17, 2007).

™ proposed Detaines Interrogation Working Grovp Responsibilities (Initial) (undated) at 1 Proposed Agenda,
Working Group Meeting (January 23, 2003). .
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