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1, Yhomas M. Pappas , WANT TO MAKE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT UNDER OATH:

I was terviewed by Major General Taguba, an AR 15-6 Investigating Officer from CFLCC, on 9 February 2004 concerning
detainee operations at CJTF-7 and allegduom of detainee abuse at Forward Operating Base (FOB) Abu Ghraib. The purpose of
this statement is o provide a written record of that conversation by highlighting and amplifying key areas of discussion including
comunand and control, the nature of detainee operations, and the relationship between intelligence and military police at the FOB.
As a caveat, the instances of detainee abuse under investigation occurred before I assumed command of the FOB. This statement
must be understood from that perspective.

Command and Control at the FOB was a complex intermingling of four distinct essential tasks under the command of two separate
brigades, the 205th Mditary Inteiligence Brigade and the 800th Military Police Brigade. These essential tasks inciuded: detention
operalions and monitoring, the conduct of operational and strategic interrogations of key coalition detainees, providing assistance
to the [raq Burcau of Prisons in establishing and running a maximum security prison, and enhancing force protection for the
approximately 1000 service members and civilians assigned to Abu Ghraib. Detailed information about the forward operating
base and its tenant units is provided in the attached briefing (enclosure 1). In light of mortar attacks where both soldiers and
detainees were killed, the 'OB had tactical control (TACON) of forces limited to two specified tasks: force protection and

atnee security (enclosure 2). The 320th Military Police (MP) Baitalion (Bn) was charged with executing detention operations

the FOB. This included assignment of detainees to internment camps, the establishment of standards for internment facilities,
the fraining and regulation of guards, transportation of detainees throughout the theater, and the establishment of policy and
procedure relative to resettlement operations. Likewise, they had the responsibility for reporting of detainees through the
National Detainee Reporting System (NDRS) and the forward of Serious Incident Reports (SIR) concerning detainees. The
CITF-7 Staff Judge Advocute Magistrate's Cell was charged with developing systems (o review the status of detainees, ensure
they were given appropriate hearings, Article 78 appeals, and status reviews. The CJITF-7 SJA had the lead in facilitating visits
oy the Internaticnal Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC). The Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center (JIDC) through the
205th MI Bde, was charged with executing interrogations at the FOB. The Commander, CJTF-7 set forth the operating
parameters of the JIDC (enclosure 3). Prioritization of interrogations was determined by the Interrogation Targeting Board and

sent directly @ the JIDC by 205th MI Bde.

Ina veny real sepse. evervone working at Abu Ghraib is involved in "detainee operations.” Abu Ghraib, also known by MDs as
the Baghdad Central Coriectional Facility (BCCF), currently holds over 6500 detainees. Gver 5500 of these are in direct U.S.
custody. Just over 1300 of these are of intelligence interest to the coalition. The FOB exists to house these detainees and
facilitate mterroganons. There are three basic components of "detainee operations” that include detention, intcrrogation, and
release  Staft supervisinn of these functions is provided by the Provost Marshal, the C2 and the Statf Judge Advocate
respecively Uatortunately . this split responsibility for detainee operations increased the pressure at lower levels and blurred
Iimes ol responsibilits Although command of the FOB provided me knowledge of all aspects and limited input, as laid out in the
discussion on command and control, policy and task execution was conducted along functional lines through functional
cominads. As o result wdinost ajl of my experience in detainee operations comes from the interrogation perspective. The derails
ol this perspectrne are provided below

Policizv and provedures chinbhished by the JIDC relative to detainee operations were enacted as the result of a visit by MG
Geot'frey Miler. the comunander of Joint Task Force Guantanamo Bay. During his visit Genera! Miller focused on four key
areas. intelligence ntegration, svachronization and fusion; analysis; interrogation; and detention operations. During his visit he
rendered a written report. which is provided in this statement (enclosure <), 1 have also provided his in-brief (enclosure 5), his
oul-brietrerdiosose anand o draft update tor the Secretary of Defense (enclosure 7). The kev findings of his visit were thal the
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9. STATEMENT (Contmnued)

interrogators and analysts, develop a set of rules and limitations to guide interrogations, and provide dedicated MPs o support of
interrogations. As a result of his visit the task force formed a JIDC. The requirements for manning were laid out in a request for
forces (RFF) and a joint manning document (JMD). All recommendations were implemented with the exception of dedicated MP
support.

The basic rules for interiogation operations are contained in Army Regulation 34-52, Interrogation Operations. The standards for
the conduct of interrogations arc outlined in CJITF7-CG Memorandum dated 5 October 2003, Subject: CITF-7 Interrogation and
Counter-Resistance Policy (refer to enclosure 3) that were staffed with United States Central Command. These rules provide the
left and right limits for interrogators.

Despite the articulation of zlear rules, there were (wo violations of these standards that were brought to my attention prior to my
assumption of command of the FOB and the incident that precipitated this investigation. The first of these was reported to me by
the MPs in early October. The incident involved two female detainees and three male interrogators. The three soldiers accused
of detainee abuse were removed from their interrogation positions and I asked CID to investigate because of the potential
explosive nature of the inc:dent. The investigation was unable to show beyond a reasonable doubt that detainee abuse occurred.
However, it did show that these interrogators failed to follow established procedures for interrogation, constituting dereliction of
duty. Each of the three soldiers involved was given punishment under Article 15 of the Uniform Code of Military Justice
(enclosure 8). Punishment was imposed by me. The second instance involved a female interrogator. It was reported to me by
the then JIDC Deputy Director, LTC Steve Jordan. I cannot recall the specifics of this incident but the interrogator was removed
from her position as an interrogator and remanded to LTC Jordan for additional training. Long after the fact, I was made aware
of some additional allegations of abuse in an ICRC report (enctosure 9). These allegations track closely with some of the
allegations brought to my attention by CID in January.

After the first allegations of abuse, the leadership at the JIDC decided to implement a more aggressive policy of ensuring that
their personnel were aware of all the limitations surrounding interrogation operations. All soldiers who conduct interrogations are
required to sign a memorandum that they understand the rules and agree to abide by them. A blank copy of the agreement is

svided (enclosure 10). Additionally, prior to starting work at the interrogation facility each person assigned undergoes training

familiarize them with the facility and operations at Abu Ghraib. This training is conducted by the section leader. A copy of
the training slides is provided as well (enclosure 11). Finally, to have a reminder of the interrogation rules of engagement (IROE)
as well as other important :nformation the JIDC created a wall with a blow up of the IROE and applicable memorandums signed
by LTG Sanchez. Every person entering the JIDC passes by these items as they enter and leave the JIDC facility. Pictures of the
wall are provided (enclosure 12).

The complex and sometimes contusing command and control inherent in detainee operations makes the inter-relationships among
organizatons extremely important and contentious. Despite a genuine commitment on the part of seniors at brigade-level to make
the relationship work, there were several areas of friction between 320th MP Bn and the JIDC. There were significant
differences in standards between the two units in major areas, such as allowing local nationals to live in the billets, uniformi
standards, and the saluting policy.

Ln conclusion, in response [0 a request of the investigating officer,! would make two recommendations as a result of my
experience and the incidents that occurred. First, ensure that MPs supporting the interrogation mission are attached to the JIDC
so they can be betier sensitized (o the rules of interrogations and provide additional value added to the interrogation process.
Second, if the desire of the task force 1s to put detaince operations under the purview of one commander at Abu Ghraib. that
commander must have waining in detention operations, interrogation operations, and detainee release procedures. The command
relationsnip between the FOB commander and subordinate units should be OPCON, the officer should not have additional
command responmh ilities and the IL\ cl of responsibility prol ablv necessitates a General Officer. NOTHING FOLLOWS ///////1/
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On 9 February 2004, a team of officers, directed by Major General Antonio Taguba,
conducted the following interview. Major General Taguba was appointed as an
Investigating Officer under the provisions of Army Regulation 15-6, by Lieutenant
General David D. McKiernan, Commanding General of the Coalition Forces Land
Component Command (CFLCC), to look into allegations of maltreatment of detainees,
detainee escapes and accountability lapses, at Abu Ghraib, also known as the Baghdad
Central Confinement Facility (BCCF). The panel also inquired into training, standards,
employment, command policies, and internal policies, concerning the detainees held at
Abu Gharib prison. Finally, the panel looked into the command climate and the
command and supervisory presence

The following persons were present:

MG Antonio M. Taguba, |l DCG-CFLCC, Interviewer
COL Thomas M. Pappas, NN 205" Military Intelligence Brigade, Respondent
SSG John W. Gaines, Jr., | IIlMElll, 27D30, CFLCC — SJA, Recorder

This is the first interview of COL Pappas on 9 FEB 04
The interview is summarized as follows:

My name 1s COL Thomas M. Pappas, | I 1 am currently assigned as the
commander of the 205" Military Intelligence Brigade.

The Brigade had a presence on Abu Ghraib on a permanent basis. In August or
September for Operation Victory Bounty, a small element of interrogators was sent down
there. In the middle of September, CJITF-7 decided to stand up a Joint Interrogation and
Debrieting Center. The decision was made in November to move my TAC full time to
Abu Ghraib by direction of the CG. The last week in November I was given direction to
assume command of the Forward Operating Base in Abu Ghraib.

The initial presence during Operation Victory Bounty was a team of interrogators from
the 519" M1 Brigade. In the middle of September, we began the transition to the Joint
Interrogation Debriefing Center. It became a mixed group of soldiers from the 3237,
325", and the 519" MI Brigades to form tiger teams. In October we had tiger teams from
Guantanomo Bay. Between October and November we received assistance from the
470™ MI Battalion and the 500" MI Brigadc.

Up untit I assumed command the 800" MP Brigade had responsibilities for the FOB,
exercised through the 320™ MP Battalion. There were various leaders exercising
responsibility for the FOB at different times including: LTC Chu, LTC Phillabaum and
MAJ DiNenna.

[ directed that the 165" MI Battalion move down on December 2, to establish operations
and take control. I relieved the commander of the 165", COL Waters, about a week ago
to redeploy to the central region. They did not provide any of the interrogator support.
The 165" pulled guard, exercised direction over the FOB when I wasn’t there and



provided me with advice and assistance on security. They had a section inside the area
where [ am currently at, but in terms of actual interrogation, they had nothing to do with
it.

Prior to assumption of command as the FOB Commander, I did not specifically receive
any instructions regarding my responsibilities. 1 had the policies and procedures that
LTG Sanchez had signed, the Sand Book standards for quality of life and what had
already been established by CITF-7. I used those as my basic guide for exercising.

I understood that overall, I was responsible for making sure that detention operations ran,
but I acted under the assumption that my cxccutive agent for detention operations was the
320" MP Battalion. I did not get involved in their SOP’s or prison operations. I knew
how many prisoners therc were, if there were escape attempts or other problems that
came up through the FOB. I understood that I had full responsibility of detention
operations, but I used the 320™ as my executive agent,

There were dual lines of command with regard to detention operations. The 320" MP
Battalion would talk with me about things; I would ask questions and get answers. They
were also getting guidance from the 800™ MP Brigade with regard to detention operations
for the CJTF. I was in charge of operations at BCCF but I did not have a broader
perspective on things such as the transport of detainees. I had no visibility over the
operation once they left the confines of the FOB, nor did I concern myself with it.
Pcrhaps [ should have.

1 request a lawyer at this time.

The command relationship [ had was TACON: tactical control. I could maneuver them
on the battlefield but their organic units maintained the normal command relationship in
terms of how they would operate and organize. I understood that I could take control
with regard to positioning and activities that took place, but they still followed their
command lines.

[ think the units recognize my position as FOB Commander as being responsible for
Force Protection. I relied on the 205™ of my Brigade and the JIDC to operate the
interrogations. I relied on the 320" MP Battalion to act as the warden for the facility and
ensure that good MP and guard practice were conducted.

The MI units were within my command and control; they were assigned to me. They
were under the 205™ M1 Brigade and the JIDC. The MP Battalion was TACON to me;
they had their own operating procedures and the execution of policy differed.

There was not an established procedure as to how detention operations conducted by the
MP’s and interrogation operations being conducted by the MI units should interact. BG
Miller suggested to me and I made the suggestion to BG Karpinski that the MP’s be
detached to MI to carry out detention operations. The assumption was that command



lines would be clearer and the MP operations would be easier to regulate. The suggestion
was not carried out.

LTG Sanchez gave me, in writing, a specific interrogation plan. We were under strict
guidance. As late as 11 January, there was confusion in the MP ranks as to who was
responsible for the guard mission. The TACON relationship was not clear. There were
instances of confusion in the MP Battalion as to what my realm of control was; I had to
reestablish my realm of control based on the TACON relationship. I had cognizance over
the installation and all of its buildings. It was like being an ASG Commander and their
relationships with tenant units on Abu Ghraib.

If detainee abuse was brought to my attention, action was taken. There were two
instances when it was brought to my attention. For one of the interrogators we took
UCM]J action. There was a second instance with an interrogator; I directed that she be
suspended from further interrogations. LTC Steve Jordan, my deputy director at the time,
can give the specifics. He handled it since it was a first time offense for the interrogator.
1 did not follow up specifically other than to verify that she was suspended and that LTC
Jordan was working with her to ensure that it did not occur again. These were the only
two instances that I knew about until CID brought me the disk. [ told my soldiers to
work with CTD and if the soldiers were involved, then they needed to be punished with
everyone else because that is the standard we’ve established at the FOB and within the
JIDC.

It the interrogation plan falls within the outline set by LTG Sanchez then the OS5 Deputy
Director or myself approve the plans. Those interrogation plans include a sleep plan and
medical standards. A physician and a psychiatrist are on hand to monitor what we are
doing. In practice, the interrogation team then gives the interrogation plan directly to the
MP guard that is going to work with MI when direct coordination is authorized. They
would go down and work with the NCOIC in the cellblock to work out the specifics of
implementation. Based on LTG Sanchez’s outline, the approval came from me. Myself
or a senior person in the JIDC signed off on the interrogation plan and took it down to
work it with the MP’s.

The execution of this type of operation with regard to interrogation plan dissemination is
not codified in doctrine. Except for Guantanomo Bay, this sort of thing was a first,

Typically, the MP has a copy of the interrogation plan and a written note as to how to
execute. There should also be files in the detainee files as to what is going on when an
exception is needed. The interrogator uses these files to keep a record as to what has
happened to the detainee. The doctor and psychiatrist also look at the files to see what
the mterrogation plan recommends; they have the final say as to what is implemented.

To my knowledge, instructions given to thc MP’s other than what I have mentioned, such
as: shackling, making detainees strip down or other measures to use on detainees before
interrogations are not typically made unless there is some good reason. No one has
reported anything back to me. There once was an incident where the detainees on Second



Tier | A were naked. I told them to have the detainees put their clothes back on and that
it was mappropriate. I also told them that if there was a good reason to do that, it
should’ve been brought to my attention and should have gone through the CG. Things of
that nature are inappropriate and not typically done.

My assumption was that the guard would supervise the plan and the detainees would be
delivered at a specified point and time to the interrogator. For example, the interrogator
would give the interrogation plan to the guard and the guard would implement that plan.
Nobody came back to me saying that we had problems implementing the plan nor were
there any questions about the plan. The only time that occurred were when the MP’s
came back to me saying that they saw some interrogators come down and they did
inappropriate things to the detainees. I looked into it and I asked CID to come in and I
suspended those interrogators from further operation. This was the first investigation that
I directed on detainee abuse. In this case, there was nothing brought to my attention that
there were problems in that regard.

I had mentioned to BG Karpinski and to the MP leadership that it would be cleaner if
they detached a group of MP’s to the JIDC so we could conduct that operation separately;
wc could run them through the necessary training. They told me they didn’t have enough
personnel for that, though they thought it was a good idea. I got feedback of that nature,
though I don’t remember the specific datcs. Both my Deputy Commander and myself
spoke to BG Karpinski about it. [ made the assumption that they were competent to
execute those plans, but I didn’t follow up on it based on the fact that I got the positive
feedback.

The point of the detachment and attachment of a group of MP’s to me, to the JIDC was
so there would be a clear line of command and control over the MP’s dealing with the
detainees housed in Tier 1A. I would have complete oversight of the operation; everyone
would be working off of the same SOP’s and the same lines of command. There wouldn’t
be a question about who to go to if you had a question. If they all worked for me, I
would be able to get all of the feedback and make the appropriate corrections. On
Sundays we have a meeting and all of the people at the JIDC stand up and they give an
overview of how things are going. If the MP’s were assigned to our unit they would be
required to stand up at meetings and give briefings about what had been going on and any
questions about procedures during interrogations that seemed inappropriate could be dealt
with. 1 think it would’ve provided easier access to mitigate problems if they did exist.

As | said, | am unaware of anytime where an interrogator said that there was a problem.
I'm not saying it never happened, but nobody ever brought such an instance to my
attention.

The feedback I received from BG Karpinski about an MP detachment was favorable, but
they didn’t have the personncl to do it. After we had talked about it, they withdrew the
personnel who were escorting detainees back and forth to the prison. Normally, MP’s
escort detainees from their cells to the interrogation room and they provide security, but
they didn’t have enough personnel to do that. I had to come up with my own detachment
and train them. There were specific rules and regulations that the detachment had to



follow with regard to that mission. This special detachment, made up of 96 H’s, was
used exclusively for the transporting of detainees.

My understanding about my duties with regard to detention operations came from the
Deputy Commanding General. I needed to maintain awareness of what was going on
with detention operations, but the execution of the operation was clearly in the MP realm.
If I saw something that was being done wrong, I had the authority to correct them by
changing the procedure and to ask for an explanation as to why a certain procedure was
being performed.

The terms security detainees and security internees are interchangeable. I separate them
from the term criminals, which are held and dealt with separately. A high value detainee
is someone who is of particular interest to the CJTF. There are three categories of
detainees: one, two and three. Two and three are not of any particular interest, and
category one consists of high value detainees. These three categories of detainees as well
as security detainces are catcgorized by the command. The Geneva Convention provides
for two types of detainees: Enemy POW’s and civilian detainees. Both have specific, but
different sets of rules and regulations that must be followed with regard to their
internment. The reason we use the term security internee is to differentiate them from
Fnemy POW’s who would require a separate facility and separate rules of treatment.

I was not aware that a copy of the Geneva Convention under AR190-8 must be posted in
the facility in the language of the country to which the detainees are being held. The
Geneva Convention was not specifically posted in any of the facilities where the
detainees were being held. I maintained a copy in my office and on the facility, extracts
based on the rules and regulations of interrogation were posted when you walk into the
JIDC facility. The postings say that the Geneva Convention must be followed, what the
CJTF approval is, and that detainees must be treated humanely. Each detainee,
interrogator and analyst goes through in processing training. They sign a letter stating
that they understand what they can and cannot do. Since I have been in command, the
ICRC has come to our facility once and the lack of a regulatory posting of the Geneva
Convention was not one of the findings that they out briefed me on.

My interrogators are well advised about the Geneva Convention and about what they can
and cannot do with regard to the treatment of detainees. I would go back to the
certification process that we’ve implemented. The interrogators did not do anything
wrong — it looks like I might have had an errant guy. If it came to my attention, I
investigated. If it were inappropriate, I punished.

I would see LTC Phillabaum at weekly Mayor’s meetings; from time to time I would
attend his MP meetings. We interacted with his staff with regard to detainee numbers.
We were working to finish the prisoner dining facility. My interaction was more so with
his staff than with LTC Phillabaum himself. Availability was the reason that we had
trouble meeting.



I spoke with BG Karpinski on two or three occasions. When we were first standing up
the joint interrogation center is when I told him about the MP detachment plan.

When I assumed command I visited COL Pecks once, after the shooting incident on Tier
|. We did not have a meeting after that visit.

The interrogation operation would be better served if we streamlined the split lines of
responsibility. They came together a little after I took over the FOB, but it wasn’t done.
One commander still wasn’t responsible for everything from the interrogation facility to
the detention operations. All of the detention compounds and camps should fall under
the area of responsibility of one commander. Also, the guard force needs to get to the
same level of requirements, training and understanding of the Geneva Convention. If
they do something outside of the standard, they know they do so at their own peril and
they don’t think it is acceptable behavior.

The person exercising command as the FOB prior to my arrival and relief of the 800™ MP
FOB was LTC Phillabaum. Oncce [ arrived, 1 followed established CJTF policies. LTC
Phillabaum was not present when the actual change of the FOB took place; MAJ
DiNenna was the acting commander at that time. What brought this on was when BG
Fast made a visit and saw that there was a lack of standards with regard to pieces of the
FOB. COL Hicks then called me to take over as the commander of the FOB.

The JIDC at Camp Cropper is not under our control; BG Dayton runs it.

The interrogation teams are predominantly MI. A company called Khaki also provides
civilian interrogators. There are interpreters who are nationals from the Middle East that
can get a secret clearance who are now U.S. citizens. Recently, we had British and
Jordanian interrogators. The intent was that the interrogators wouldn’t only be from the
Army, but from all three of the other branches of the military. The interrogator slots
should be predominately filled by the Joint Manning Document, augmented with twenty-
five interrogators by the MI Brigade. We didn’t have the personnel so I was required to
get interrogators from different units, but the intent is that it comes off of a Joint Manning
Document

I have a briefing to give you that lists the detainee centers and statistics.

I have nothing else to add.
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Q]

[Colonel Pappas, U.S. Army, was interviewed on 12 February 2004,
as follows:]

o The purpose, Colonel Pappas, 1is just to re-interview
yvou and ask a couple of clarifying guestions here and we’ll
ensure trat we gathered all the information that we require.

A Yes, sir.

. For the record, I acknowledge the copies of documents
chat you provided yesterday that include your sworn statement,
cf course, enclosures, briefs, things of that nature, as a
matter of record. Do you wish me to readdress the purpose of
the investigation?

AL No, sir.

Q. Okay, all right, good. Just a couple of guestions,
are you familiar with the memorandum that was dated the 12th of
October, Subject: CJTF-7, Interrogation and Counter Resistance
Policy, unsigned, of course, but assuming 1t was assigned, from
the ZG, CJ7==7, that was addressed to the C2, Combined Joint
Task Force 7, Baghdad, C3, Combined Joint Task Force 7, Baghdad,

and Commander, 205th Military Intelligence Brigade. And I now

cshow you —his memorandum.
AL Yes, sir. I am familiar with that document, yes, sir.
Q. So yvou’re familiar with that. And the directives

associated with this were then utilized to formulate rules of
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engagement and policies that were later used at the FOB at Abu

Ghraib”
L, Yes, sir, that is correct.
Q. How else were those instructions and those directives

dissemirated, and to whom did you disseminate them to?

AL Sir, 1 gave--that memorandum was given to the
operatiors section. It was explained to the soldiers, and then
we used the system whereby that was approved by my JAG, which
during training, we gave a briefing which talked to those issues
as part of the training, which I put in the documents, the
allied documents that I gave you. And then each one of the
soldiers was required to sign the memorandum that said “these
are the things that you can and can’t do with interrcgations.”

C. Were those just given to the interrogators, or were

any of these instructions given to the military policeman at

all?
A They were not given to the military policeman, sir.
C. Should they have been?
A. In my view, ves, sir. And this gets tc the issue that

I talked to you about during our last interview when I said I
think it would have been helpful if we had had one chain of

command wi.th regards to both the military police and military
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intell-zgence setup with regard to--the specific, those MPs
specifically supporting interrogations.

Q. When you say “interrogators,” both military and
civilian contractors?

A Civilian contractors and the analysts who supported
them, as well.

Q. Did yvou have an assumption or an understanding that
these instructions that culminated the interrogation rules of
engagemert, that it was reasonably understood, the right and
left limits of the interrogators’ authority?

A Yes, sir.

Q. Now, 1n that particular context, where the
interrogator provides a set of instructions to the military
policeman upon the detainee’s return to custody from the

military policemen and returning them to either Ganci or

Vigilant or the hard site, was there a determination that those

instructions were to be executed by whom?

A Well, sir, it was understood that the specifics of

management plans, let’s say, for example, like sleep management

plan, would be executed by the MPs. And there was usually a

written document; I think I showed you an example of one in the

paperwork that said the person was to be woken up every X-amount

of hours.
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G. Okay, when those instructions were given, did you know
whether those instructions to the MP were given to the guard
themselves, or to the guard’s supervisors or chain of command?

A, Sir, they were probably given to whomever was in the
Sally peort at the time that the interrogators went down to
coordinate that actions. There was no formal system in place
that I'm aware of to--that would, for example, send it through--
guarantee that it was sent through the chain of command.

. The rationale for my inquiry there was the prospect of
supervision to an extent where the guard’s supervisory chain
would urcerstand the limits of those instructions, whether the
instructions were legal or whether the instructions wers carried
to the letter. Tn other words, if the instructor was given a
sett of instructions that stipulated 4 hours of sleep over a 24-
hour period, then how would you know or how would the
interrogator know or how would the MP guard know that the
aggregate total of 4 hours were to be accomplished in a 24-hour
period, and in what segment or in what frequency?

B Sir, on the sheet of paper that they gave, the ones
that 1 saw and the one that T provided to you usually specify
that the person is tc get an hours’ worth of sleep during every

4 hours from this period. Now, there would be no way for us to

actually monitor whether that happened. I can tell you that on
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a regular kbasis that when Colonel Jordan was assigned down as my
Deputy, and I know that Mr. Revas, who was 1n charge of the
interrogation and control element, a CW2 down there, would
routinely go down and work with the guards and their
superviscrs, you know, talking through the implementing
instructions. However, you are correct. We had no formal
system 1in place to do that. There was an agreement at the
higher lcvels between me and the MP Brigade, the 320th
Battalicn, that that would be done. But there was no formal
estaplished procedure there, where I would hand that off, to
say, the company commander of the unit that was doing tne
guarcing.

A Given that then, why were these plans then formulated
and directed to the MP, was there any consideration given to the
detainees’ physical, mentel, physiological state?

A, Yes, sir. From our perspective, when we do that, we
have our medical--we have a doctor assigned, I think he was just
pulled. But up until 24 or 48 hours ago, we had a psychiatrist
assigned. And that person would go in and, with the
interrogators, would review all those people under a management
plan and provide feedback as to whether they were being
medically and physically taken care of. Because of the JMD

fills and the lag times and that, I had to be honest that we
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didn’'t get the doctor and we didn’t get the psychiatrist until
after T had actually gone down as the FOB commander and moved my
TAC into the JDIC. So, that would not have happened until about
15 Novempber. Up until that time, there was probably no good
methodoloygy for monitoring the health and welfare of the
detainees. And that’s one of the reasons that I pushed for that
and that we worked real hard in getting that fill, as we were
corncerned about that.

Q. I want to bring that up, Colonel Pappas, because in
the context of giving specific instructions from did the
interrocator, who we reasonably assume are competent, trained
individuals, to an MP that again, not assuming whether they’re
compilant or were trained in the handling of detainees then that
would lead to a question of whether a set of instructions from
vou woula be carried out to the letter by the MP and predicated
on any misfortune that then resulted on that detainee. Would it
be kind c¢f odd to you that somebody else is carrying the orders
that somewhat emanate what the interrogators that were directly
ander your command?

k. Yes, sir. I mean, clearly, as I’'ve articulated that
that was z--I think a concern in terms of the chain of svents or
the structure of the JDIC. Your point is a valid one, which I

would have personally solved by having the MPs be part of the
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structure. We asked--I know that myself and my Deputy talked to
General Karpinski about that, about getting the Detachment that
provided guarding, especially over the hard cell, which is
really the area that we’re most concerned about, under the
auspices of the Brigade and the JDIC so that we could ensure
that that was happening, because it was a loose area and we knew
that. And so I would agree with your assessment, sir.

C. Did it occur, as well, in your discussions with
Gencral Karpinski that there may be some MPs that may overextend
their authority in the execution of these----

A Sir, I never--the only reports that I ever got were on
Ty own people, and they were from the MPs. I had, perhaps,
irproperlv at this point, 20/20 hindsight being perfect, assumed
that they were competent regarding things that we were asking
them to do. As I worked my way back through that, I probably
should have asked more guestions, admittedly.

o In your infrequent contacts with Colonel Phillabaum,
was there any thought given to or even mentioned what this
particular memo covered interrogation and counter-resistance
colicy? Did you ever ask or did you mention tc him of his
unit’s re.ations to this particular policy?

A Sir, I never discussed that policy with Colonel

Phillabaurmn.
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C. But did you say, you mentioned this relative to his

gaining control of those MPs with General Karpinski.

A Yes, sir.
Q. And she understood that?
A I don’t know, sir. I don’t remember having

discussions specifically about that memorandum. I do know that
both myself and my Deputy Commander, Major Laura Potter, spoke
to her or several occasions about the possibility of having the
MPs come under our auspices for reascons--what I expressed, I
think, was just simply of training, of unity of command and ease
of operat:ions to work that piece. At one point, I actually
thought we were pretty close to doing it, but then, the MPs said
that they didn’t have enough personnel. There were chronic
shortages and they were rotating people back in through the

system, so that the matter was subsequently dropped.

Q. Who did you get that response from?

A From General Karpinski, sir, and from the MPs on the
ground.

¢ Dia you take that as sort of a resistance to your

offer or to established policy, or did you take that as their
rationale of why they could not be included in your
recommencation to conduct an integrated training session with

regaras to both interrogation and detention?
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B Sir, I believe that the shortage of personnel that
they had wes legitimate and that they were doing the best with
what they had.

0. Agalin, did you take it that everybody was short

personnel anyway?

A. Yes, sir, I did.

Q. Did you readdress that with her subsequent to that?

AL Sir, we talked about it two or three times, myself and
the Deputyv. I couldn’t give you any specifics of when that
happened. I know that I spoke to her once when we were--I can’t

remember, at least once, and I know that the Deputy brought it
up a couple of times at the weekly prison meetings that she
would attend down at CPA. And the response that we got was
shortage of personnel. And based on my own--I believe they were
telling the truth, and when T got down as the FOB Commander at
the end of November, there truly was a shortage of personnel,
which I a<tempted to address through putting together a request
for forces using civilian personnel that is currently pending
through the contracting process to try to help us with the guard
requirements because of their shortages.

Q. Diz you explain to the 320th, General Karpinski, or

any i tenant unit what TACON meant when you assumed command

(&)
r

o wward operating base?
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AL No, sir. When we got the order, and again, I put a
copy of that in the allied documents that I sent to you, and it
sald for--that we’re TACON for two tasks. One was the FOB force
protection, and the second was the detainee security, which I
assumed meant that we were to make sure that they had a place to
live, to protect them from mortar attacks in the same way that
we were to provide force protection. The TACON order, the other
way, was Just for force protection purposes under the--when we
were under the 800th auspices prior to the 19th or the 21st, I
think, the order was written.

0. The 19th. But you understood that you were not TACON
to the 800th. Did you understand that to be the case?

A Nc, sir. I understood that we were TACON to the 800th

for purposes of force protection.

Q. Okay, that’s how you understood the FRAG Order?
AL Yes, sir.
Q. But the FRAG Order basically appointed you as the

205th Commender, to be the FOB Commander of the forward complex-

A, As of the 23d, yes, sir. And I guess—--or on the 19th-

-1 don’t remember the exact date of the order, sir.

o It’s the 19th.

10



A On the 19th of November, up until the 19th of
November, we had been, the 205th JDIC had been TACON to the
800th MPs fcr purpose of force protection. On the----

Q. Was there a FRAGO associated with that?

A. Yes, sir, it was in the daily tactical update, and

I've provided a copy of that in the allied documents that I gave

0. All right, so there was a specific--prior to the 19th,
you had already been TACON to the 800th MP Brigade.

A Yes, sir, on the 800th--or excuse me, and I don’t know
if T gave you a copy of that FRAGO, sir, but there was a daily
tactica’. update that established that relationship. ©On the
18th, I was appointed FCB commander and given TACON of the 320th
MP Batta_ion for purposes of force protection and detainee
secur_ty.

Q. Okay, I think the exact words were “detainee
operations” were the exact words of that FRAGO.

AL My understanding, sir, could I see the documents,
please? ['m pretty sure it was “detainee security,” sir.
<. Sure. [MAJ Taguba provides documents to COL Pappas.]
Here is a copy of the....

I\ Yes, sir, “...are TACON to the 205th MI Brigade for

security >f detainees and FOB protection.”

11
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. Ckay, and FOB protection, okay. The security of

detainees, and it was never [inaudible]...

A Yes, sir.

. And there’s another version of this.

A. Yes, sir.

. There’s another version of this that basically said,

“...are TACON to the 205th for security, detainee--% sorry, “for
force prctection and detainee operations.” What it outlined for
you, security of detainees, how did that cross your mind? How
did ycu interpret that?

A, To me, sir, I interpreted that to mean, basically
providing force protection for the detainees in the same manner
that I was providing it for other people on the base.

0. Was that relegated to anybody? For you to say, “I'm
providing security for the detainees in the context of force
protecticr: for the entire forward operating base, the operations
then were separate and distinct from providing security.

A, I don’t know that they were separate and distinct, per
se, sir. For example, part of that was providing a guard force,
someone making sure that the MPs had sufficient resources to
guard. That’s wny I took a personal interest in this Eagle
contract, making sure that they are interested, that that type

of thino was taken care of. But certainly, it was--I did not

12
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thir< that I had the responsibility for detainee ooerations, at
large, [or example, movement of detainees, tracking detainees,
provicing legal services for detainees and working all that.
That stayed within the realm of the C3 and the Provost Marshal.
And I specifically had my staff check, because as this was being
develcpec, there were some discussions of detainee operations,
which is a much larger subset to which I said, “I don’t have the
regtisite knowledge and/ocr staff to be able to execute detainee

"

operations,” in the broad sense of the word, sir.

Q. But then, just for a matter of clarification here,
that during interrogation, during processes of conducting
lnterrogation sessions, did you understand that security of the
detalnees also applied during that period of time?

Z. Yes, sir. What we did was we had retrained security
forces who were MI when they said that they could no loager
escort detainees. We got them trained up and we had a group
that were subject to the rules that I cutlined to you, and they
escorted detainees back and forth. In all the instances, I
witressed they were within the rules. I can’t say 100 percent
that something didn’t happen, but nothing was ever brought to my
attenticn. And, I have witnessed hundreds of cases of detainees

being escorted back and forth by these intelligence people that

13
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I've designated, back from the various camps, and I never saw
anything that caused me to have suspicion.
o Just another point of clarification, the security of

detainees during interrogation procedures are under your

purview.
A Yes, sir.
G But the security of detainees during detention

operations are under the purview of the MP unit that’s
conductirg detention operations.

B Yes, sir. Sir, I rely on the MPs, for example, to
execute appropriate guarding procedures, whether it was on the
hard site, whether it was at Camp Ganci or Camp Vigilant. I
mean, thev were the subject matter experts on that and I relied
on tneir expertise to do that. What I did do was ensure they
had guards available. We talked about the requirements, over
the things, at our weekly mayor’s meetings. We would bring up
issues that they had with regard to those things, and I tried to
sclve them as best I could.

0. When did the handoff of sorts of responsibility
between security and detainees during interrogation processes
and rthe security of detainees during detention operations, what

is the handoff?

14
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AR Sir, the handoff is really the FRAGO from the 19th
that I just showed you that directed me to do that, gave me
TACON cver that whole process.

Q. Let me prepare a scenario for you. At the conclusion
of an interrogation, the typical scenario is that the detainee
1s then remanded to the custody of the MP.

k. Yes, sir.

Q. To return them to their cell at the hard site or at
Vigilant or Ganci, that at the conclusion of an interrogation
orocedure, the detention procedure, the security of that
detairee s the responsipility of that interrogator.

A No, I mean, no, sir. The security of the detainee at

that point was the responsibility of the guard force.

Normally.. ..

Q. I’m just trying to understand----

b No, sir, I'm trying to make sure I explain this
correctly. Lf there were no shortages of personnel and a

military policeman, and this is by their own field manuals,
would cscort the detainec from his prison site where he lived to
the interrogation booth and provide a force outside of the
interrogation booth to guard, to secure the site. On around the
last week in November, the MPs announced that they nc longer had

the force structure to be able to do that. So what I did was, I
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took some 96 Hotels, I believe they were, who were--who I could
move, and gave them training with the MPs on how to guard
people, to walk with people, and do that sort of thing, and
assigned them a detail of escorting detainees back and forth.
So, the way that the system worked after that time was that the
MI soldiers, who were specially trained, would go to the site
where the detainee lived. They would pick up the detainee and
transport that detainee to the interrogator, who would then
escort them. At times, the way that it normally worked itself
out over time was that the interrogator would go with the
speclal person who was supposed to be on guard and would assist
him as ar assistant. And then the person who was trained to be
a guard would remain outside so that we had two people
controlling because I didn’t have a lot of people who could do
this cetail. An interrogator would assist the person designated
as a guard by golng with him on the escort details and making
sure that they were----

<. So essentially, the interrogator has no security

responsibility for that detainee.

L. No, sir.
O. None at all, whatscever.
A Doctrinally, they’re not supposed to, and except in

the 1nstances that I just outlined, where because of shortages

16



[§]

w

of personnel, they were then put in as assistants to dc that.
Now, the reason that we did this with the MI people 1s because
interrocgators for a period of time before we got the training of
these other guys correctly executed, they did, in fact, do
securityv, even though doctrinally, they should not have and they
were not -rained to do it.

0. So it depends on the situation and your guidance. 1
mean, evesybody 1s short people.

‘es, sir.

b
e

Q. I mean, you're short people, but you’re augmented by
contractcrs. They’re short people, but they’re not getting any
help. S¢ I'm just trying to make a clear distinction of your
understanding when you say “security of detainees,” outside that
governed by detention operations. But you also mention that the
irterrogator has some semblance of security measures because in
the conduct of interrogation sessions, that typically there
three pecple inside that booth, the guard is outside.

A Yes, sir.

~

Q. Ckay, I got it. Your interrcgators, some are
civiliars?

L. Yes, sir.

L

And your translators are civilians, as well?

L. Yes, sir.

17
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Q. And when you took over as the FOB, were the civilians,
their credentials checked by you or, that says they understand
their rzgnt and left limits authorized in terms of interrogation
practices?’

A, Sir, the civilian interrogators, yes. The
interpreters, I honestly couldn’t say.

o I asked a couple of your civilian employees today, a
translator and an interrogator, whether they understood that
since thevy are employees of the United States Government in the
United States military forces, of their status under the Geneva
Convention should they be retained, detained, killed, wounded by
Anti-Coal-_tion Forces. And they stipulated that they didn’t
exactly know what their status to be. Were they given the
traininc¢ that you know of that says, this guy is interrogating
Iragqi deltainees, that conceivably, because of our combat
environment here, they could conceivably also be captured or
detainea by Anti-Coalition Forces. Do you know if they were
given any instructions on the Geneva Convention?

A Cn their status, sir, or the detainees’ status?

o On their status and on their understanding of the
Geneva Corvention as to relate to their job and as it relates to
the detairee, as it relates to their responsibility whereby they

should he aware of the basic fundamentals of the Geneva
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Conventicrn, that they could be charged as a war criminal if they
violate that?

A. Sir, I did not have the program to do that. I don’'t
know whether----

Q. Does your lawyer know that? Did he help you? That if
you have a civilian contractor conducting interrogation
operations, a collection of information, a collection of
intelligence, sensitive of this information might be of what
their status could be, that regardless of whether they’re a
civiliar or not, that they still could be culpable to violations
of the Geneva Convention?

A Sir, I don’'t know that we ever told them that, per se.
I do believe that the civilian employees, at least the ones that
I worked with, were aware of the standards of conduct with
regard to detainees. I never personally told them nor did I
have any Training program in place to provide the information
that you “ust gave them. They walked through the same training
program thaet the regular interrogators did that said “this 1is
the right and left limits for interrogations.” They were
required to read, when General Sanchez published them and they
were publshed on the bulletin board as I showed you, the
dignity and respect memos. And those were the, I believe that

they went through the same training and signed the same memos
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that our .nterrogators did, which were in line with the Geneva
Convention. BSo with regards to that, T believe that they knew
tne right and left limits of interrogations. But I certainly
never did brief them on their status with regard to the
specifics of their status with regard to being combatants, nor
did I tel. them that they were subject to being held accountable
as war cr:minals 1f they violated that.

C. Now, they’re typically classified as noncombatants,
kut they could be construed as collaborating with the military
forces in the performance of their duty to which they are
contracted for.

AL Yes, sir.

o. Did you also kncw that, perhaps, at least that we know
of, that one of your translators does not even have a security
clearance, that he is performing duties of collection and
gathering and interpretation of sensitive information?

B No, sir. When the interpreters came to us from a
Titan contract that was run out here at CJTF-7, my understanding
is that when we received those interpreters, they came with a
secret clearance.

Q. Well, I advise you now that you’re no longer the FOB
commander, that at least one of them is still pending a security

clearance. And I will advise you that that one particular
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individual is working on a special project of a highly sensitive
nature whereby he’s collecting intelligence information to which
he may not have access to. And I also mention that to the
interrogartors. So I strongly recommend that if you have any of
those personnel, that I strongly recommend to you that you
change it . Recause then you may be viclating another set of
circumstances called the protection of security information, and

I don't know if you advised that to General Fast or not.

A, I will certainly need to talk to her about that, sir,
because we, as I said, we relled on the personnel who came down
there were to have security clearances. The contracting officer
was here at the CJTF-7. And so when they were assigned to me, I

made the assumption that they did. ©None of the interpreters
ever came with their--I forget the form number, sir, their
secur_.ty clearance form. But----

C. But they came with a packet. I assume they came with

some sort of a personnel packet introducing them as a matter of

record.
A Yes, sir.
Q. What they were hired to do, who they were assigned to,

and sone sort of a background check of some sort.
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A. Yes, sir, and that would be monitored by the Titan
Corporaticn representative here, and I’'11 certainly lock into
cthat when we break.

. I strongly suggest you do that.

hel

Yes, sir.

L &

Interrogation sites.

e

Yes, sir.
R Where, to your understanding, are those authorized
sites to be?

A. There are three general places, sir, that we allow
interrcgations to be conducted at. There 1s the steel site,
whicn is over by Camp Vigilant areas, the site they call Site
Wood, which 1s over across the way from the hard site. And then
occasionally, they would do interrogations in the facility,
itself, in the hard site facility itself in the corner, in the
back. And then, from time to time, they would do it in a shower
area in the hard site.

Q. “n the hard site, those were the authorized sites that
you krnocw oL,

A Yes, sir.

Recall, if you can, at a time where the use of dogs

K

were utilized inside the hard site. And specifically, a

Specialist Smith who was a canine dog handler, who reportedly
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made in hls statement where he was instructed to go into the
Fard site for the purpose of an interview. And he made a
comment and turned to you, since you just happened to be in the
proximity from where he was, proximity, of course, is the
vicinity of the hard site. When he got this set of instructions
from someone, he turned to you and he asked you, “Is it okay for

me to use the dogs in the hard site in the interview of

aetainees?” Do you recall that?
A No, sir, I do not. I recall an instance where I spoke
to a aog handler. It was in the courtyard of Camp Vigilant.

And we had a discussion about the dogs, and I said, I may have
said, “I don't recall,” but we had a discussion and we talked a
little bit about dogs and that they could be used in
interrogations relative to this memorandum. But I don’t recall
getting into any specifics of how or when. And I don’t recall
ever that instance.

. Authority to use dogs for interviews or interrogation?

A. Well, sir, other than in the way that it’s laid out in
the memorandum that you have right there, no, sir.

. Do you know how many dogs, working military dogs are
Iln the FOB under the control of the MP unit?

AL Sir, I believe that there were at one time, I think

there were five. There was three Navy working dogs and two Army
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working dogs. The only discussion that I have ever had relative
to those dogs was on two occasions. One time, I talked to the
Navy head and talked to him about bomb sniffing and working with
the guards. And I did talk to some of my interrogation section
leaders abouz using dogs, and they were talking about how they
would set it up. And I said, “If you’re going to use them in a
oot w.th interrogations as directed by the CG, they have to be
muzz_ed.”  And those are the only--those are the only times that
I can recall discussing dogs.

Q. Are you aware that on or about the 24th of November at
the time of the riot at Ganci, and also subsequent to the
shcoting —hat occurred in Tier One A, second floor, and when the
IRT was called to action and of course, associated to the IRF
was the filve military working dogs, that a team of
interrogators, who we were told were civilians, wearing civilian
clothes, and also an interpreter, entered the cell of the
individuaal, the shooter, or someone associated with the shooter,
where dogs were called to either intimidate or cause fear or
stress on that particular detainee? Were you made aware of
that?

A No, sir. What I was aware of on that night was that,
and what [ witnessed, was the use of dogs. I witnessed the use

of dogs as they were being used in a security role, not for
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interrogations. As they were doing so, they were going in and
sniffing, looking for weapons and things like that in the cells.
And as they were shaking down some of the Iraqi police, I

witnessed dogs being used on the other side in a--they were not

—_

muzzled, itney were barking in an effort to control these
potential suspects as they were being inspected by military
police to make sure that they didn’t have any weapons. The
specific event that you just described I was unaware of. 1 do
know that Colonel Jordan, along with several other people, I
don’t know who they were, went into the cell, went after the
guy. As [ understood, there were some civilian interpreters, as
well as some other guys, went into the cell. I became aware of
tha. during a different 15-6. And what my guidance was is that
that would ke--only the IRF would go in and participate in such
actions and that that was inappropriate.

Q. Did they make an identification of who the two
civilian interrogators were?

Al Sir, the only--as I said, the details of this were
brought to my attention during the out brief with Colonel
Falcone based on a 15-6, and he did not identify who those
people were. We both agreed that it would be more appropriate,
and [ tal<ec to the MPs about that, as well, that the IRF

respond to> such things and that we not form our own. Although
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they had good intelligence and good intentions, that they not
form theis own formation and go in there and do that, but that
we use established procedures.

. The rationale was because the dog handler that was
involvea in that particular incident did substantiate the fact
that the .nterpreter was there and did indicate the fact that
there were two civilian military interrogators in there, despite
the outccme of the 15-6. And if that would be the case and if
that was brought to your attention, did you subsequently go back
to your interrogators to remind them whether he was suspected,
alleged, subsltantiated or even perceived, that the use of
military dogs for interrogative purposes, not for searches are
to be ir violation of this particular policy?

A T certainly would have, sir, had that been brought to
my attent-on. This is the first--as I said, the first heard
that there was an interrogation done with regard to that. And
that is & first heard for me.

o Okay, failr enough. All right, the use of military
dogs, &s vou have stipulated, could be used for interrogation,
provided they’re muzzled. They have to have a muzzle on during
interrogation.

L. Yes, sir.
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Q. If that would be the case then, why would you want to
use dogs Zor interrogative purposes? What’s the purpose of the
military dog?

A Sir, the purpose of the dog would be, and again, it is
a--and I think that’s one of the reasons that, as you look at
the dogs, that they’re not used very much in interrogations.

And we d-iscussed this on several occasions and the interpreters-
-or the Interrogators have brought to my attention that, “Well,
it’s not very intimidating if they’re muzzled.” And my response
to thet was, “Well, then don’t use them. Find another way.” We
went in wo.th the request. The paper came back saying they had

fo be muzzled. That’s the standard and that’s the-———-

o Who did request that to?
o It was on a list of--the draft prior to this, was a
list of rumerous things that were on there, that we put on. I

couldr.’t recall the draft, sir. I think we ended up with about
A throucgh R or S of things that we could do during the original
draf= that we sent forth to the SJA. There was many more things

on that that we requested.

Q. When you made that list, did your own SJA approve of
the iist?
L. Yes, sir.
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G-

Q. And you understcod that that was competent legal

advice?
2. Yes, sir.
Q. That it was not prohibited under the context of the

Gerneva Convention?
L. Yes, sir.
Q. The use of force to coerce, to intimidate, to cause

fear, that sort of thing?

b Yes, sir.
Q. And based on that remark, let me read to you now a
quote frcm the Geneva Convention. It says “Prisoners of war to

which, also the category of civilian detainees and detainees,
are constantly to be protected, particularly against acts of
violence or intimidation and against insults and public
curicsity.”

A, Yes, sir.

Ko

Did that fall, did the use of dogs fall outside of
that particular statement, do you think?

A, Sir, I"11 be honest, I never really--I did not
personally look at that with regard to the Geneva Convention.
It was a technique that I had discussed with General Miller when
he was here. In the execution of interrogations and the

interrogation business, in general, we are trying to get
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information from people. We have to create an environment not
to permanently damage them or psychologically abuse them, but we
have to assert control and get detainees into a position where
they're willing to talk to us. That was a technique that was
addressed. We put it forth in a document.

. What did General Miller with that technique-?

A, Sir, I honestly don’t recall the specifics of what we
discussed. He said that they used military working dogs, and
that they were effective in setting the atmosphere for which,
you know, you could get information. Certainly using the dogs,
ckay, in the booth with or without a muzzle, they would have
been _eashed, and it would never be my intent that the dog be
ailowed tc bite or in any way touch a detainee or anybody else,
which 1s why the report that you just gave surprised me.

Q. Were you aware of the tse of two Army military working
dogs that were called in for a search, given that kind of
intent, rot to be used for a search, but used for another

’

purpcse, called “photo opportunity,” which the two guards
perpetrated a situation where they took the detainee out of his
cell, str:pped him of his clothing, cuffed him, made him lie on

the flocr. And in that particular context, somehow both dogs

were released and attacked the detainee. Are you familiar with-

29



16

17

18

19

A. No, sir, I am not.

0. And I make that remark only because the interrogation
rules of engagement typify or at least outline the use of the
presence cf military dogs, must have the express approval, if
I'm not mrstaken, of General Sanchez, for which I’'1ll read to
you, “Presence of military working dogs require CG’s approval.”
It didn’t say where. It didn’t say “muzzled.” It just

r”

vasically said, “Presence of military working dogs.... Was
this then a revised interrogation rules of engagement after
January or 1is this the one that followed the same context of the
October Z003 memo? Do you recall?

A Sir, I don’t recall. I don’t believe that this--this
was bhased on the memorandum. T believe that we had the CG’'s
approval to use dogs as long as, based on this memorandum, as
long as they were muzzled. And that is the instructions that I
gave to my people. I don’t necessarily--and this was with
regards, specifically, to interrogations and was not further
disseminated.

o Because--look underneath here that basically
indicated--let me put my glasses on; it’s in fine print, that
basically sald, “The use of the technigues are subject to the

general szfeguards as provided as well as specific guidance

imolemented by the 205th MI Commander, FM 34-52, and Commanding
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General CJTF-7” I believe that to be very directive, and you
had indicated that these rules of engagement were provided,
briefed, instructed, posted somewhere, where all members of your

interrogating team understood the intent with regards to this

rule.
A Yes, sir.
Q. And you said that they signed a memo stipulating that.
I Yes, sir.
o Do you think you may have a copy of, or file copies of

those irnterrogators signing, that they understood the provisions
of the interrogation rules of engagement?

o Sir, if they were available, they would be down in the
files at the Abu Ghraib. I don’t have anything personally with
me, no, sSIr.

Q. Because those interrogators are still there, with the
exceptiorn of those that departed. 1Is that correct?

AL Yes, sir.

Q. That’s probably what we need to check on, to make sure
that there’s a understanding. That rationale that you had,
Colone. FPappas, the detainee abuses or the detainee
maltreatment, 1s not only prevalent--not prevalent, I should

say, could be caused under the detention operations, under the

direct purview of the MPs, but in the context of our interview
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so far, we determined that interrogators are also susceptible to
causing an understanding on an environment to be interpreted as
detainee abuses if they’re not clearly understood with regards
to the ut_lization of dogs or to the further explanation of what
an nterrogation plan is supposed to indicate of whether it’s
for isolation, segregation, sleep management plan, or any
deprivation of liberties.

. Yes, sir.

. That 1is in fact, would be related to detainee abuses
that in some instances have been documented as allegedly what
happened. Okay, do you have anything you want to add?

L. No, sir.

[Colonel Pappas was duly warned and departed the interview area.
The interview paused at 1714, 12 February 2004 and continued at

17

~o

4, 12 JFebruary 2004.]

0. ...that one of them included the use of military
working dogs, and that your SJA reviewed and approved of your
recommendation up through the chain.

I, Ycs, sir.
0. Again, please, could you tell me who you submitted

this request to, since you were still OPCON to the 800th MP at

that time?
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AN Sir, we were not OPCON to the 800th MP. We were to
TACON to the 800th----

O I'm sorry, you were TACON, okay.

A, --——-for force protection, only. And so, I submitted
that directly through my SJA to Colonel Warren, the CJTF-7 SJA.

Q. And in their mind, those techniques were not approved
or approved?

A Sir, there were actually two memos that came out. The
ocne that you have a copy of is the one that I have a copy of.
There was a previous one that had some additional techniques on
them that came down, that was later rescinded. And that
provided some additional technigues that were on there. It was
still gcing through the staffing process with Central Command,
and T think Central Command expressed some concerns about some
of the additional techniques. And it was a minute document that
you have & copy of, that I provided to you. And the thing that
I don’t have a copy of is I sent a forwarding order to the JDIC
telling them to implement the instructions as of the 11 October

Jdocument that you have.

o The approved----
A Yes, sir.
C. And those were given—----
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A.

The first document, sir, my understanding was when it

first came down was also approved. So we operated for a time

under those provisions.

Q.

Was that approval, did that approval come from CENTCOM

cr did that approval come from CJTEF----

A

A

Q.

it before

FARN

-

memc that

AL

No, it came from the CJTF-7, sir.

And who signed that memo?

General Sanchez, sir.

Did you know the time period of that submission? Was
December or after December?

It was before the October rescission.

Before that memc there?

Yes, sir.

And subsequently, you mentioned there was a subsequent
added other techniques—----

No, sir. It was prior to that, and then the document

that T gave you is the one that we’ve been operating under since

the 11lth of October.

Q. Who 1s your SJA?

AL Captain Brent Fitch.

Q. Okay, Captain Brent Fitch. What was his background?
Do you know? Legal administrator? Criminal?
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A. Sir, I know that he has had some background in

crimiral -aw, in terms of being a--prosecution.

think he had some administrative time,

background in OPLAW.

0. 2All right, that’s fair.

A Yes, sir.

and I don’t know his

Is he still with you?

Q. Who drafted and approved the ROE subsequent, you

mentioned General Sanchez cid that?

You drafted it, you

submitted it, reviewed by Colonel Warren and subsequently

approved by General Sanchez?

A, 3ir, we worked the staff action together with the SJA

and submitted it to General Sanchez.

J. Were There any other submissions or new techniques or
) Yy

recommended techniques after the first one?

A. Not that I’'m aware of, sir.

Q. So no emails or anything of that nature, sir?

A Not that I'm aware of, sir.

Q. And again, were any of these approved techniques

approved interrogation rules of engagement?

Was there any

attempt on one part to share that with the MP Battalion

Commander that was under your purview or given a copy of to

General Karpinski’s staff?

35

I don’t know,



16

17

18

A, Sir, I did not give that to the MP Battalion on the

ground, I did not.

Q. Should you have?
A, ” should have, yes, sir.
0. Tn 34-15--I'm sorry, in FM 34-52, is it doctrinal

there or anywhere found in there to utilize military dogs in
interrogation practices?

B, Sir, I don’t--1I can’t recall. I don’t think so, but I
couldn’t honestly say without having the manual in front of me.

G- 1 see, so what you’re really going by is another idea
not necessarily contained doctrinally in 34-52 or anyplace else,
OQr==—=-

i As I expressed, sir, that particular idea came from
Guantanamo Bay and my discussions during the General Miller
visit. For the most part, those techniques that you see on that

nemo are all relative out of 34-52.

G All those except----

A I don’t believe that military working dogs was in
there

o You said you held prison meetings, how often did you
dc tnat?

A Sir, we held mayor’s meetings with all of the

ccmponent commanders on the base once a week.
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. Once a week?

B Yes, sir.

Q. So, all the commanders or their representatives were
there

A Yes, sir.

Q. Did you keep minutes of those meetings?

A, No, sir. I'’m sure that we can probably--well, I don’t
want To say this. I did not keep minutes of those meetings,
sir. I might be able to go back and get you copies of the

briefings.

oy

the Abu Chraibk FOB,

I don’t know how far they would go back.

Once again, further clarity,

TACON to tthe 800th MP Brigade.

Yes, sir.

When was that effective?

Sir, I don’t recall.

Give me a window,

Sir, it would have been sometime in the

like May,

Septermber,/October timeframe.

G-

And you were again,

located Abu Ghraib.

That is correct,

sir.
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0. And then, sometime around the 19th of November, you
received ‘nsltructions whereby appointing you to be the Forward

Operating Base Commander of Abu Ghraib.

b Yes, sir.
0. And you still remained TACON to the 800th MP?
A, No, sir. At that point in time, the relationship was

changed and the 320th MP Battalion was made TACON to me for
force protection.

Q. For force protection, but you no longer had command
relatiors with the 800th MP.

B. Sir, the only relationship that I ever had with that--
my unit assigned there, the JDIC, ever had with the 800th MP was
TACON fcr the purposes of force protection at Abu Ghraib.

o I'm just trying to establish here some timelines.

Yes, sir.

T

0. You mentioned you were TACON to the 800th.

A. My operation at Abu Ghraib, yes, sir.

o But you were TACCN before that to the 800th.

b, The operation that I had at Abu Ghraib was TACON to
the &00th.

. Ckay, let me back up. Maybe I'm not phrasing the
guestion properly. Before Abu Ghraib, befcre 19 November, were

you TACON to the 800th MPs?
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A, The Brigade, at large, sir?

¢ . You, right.
A My understanding, no, sir.
C. Okay, so there was never any command relationship with

your Brigade to that of the 800th MP prior to the 19th of
November.
A Sir, I would have to go back and look at the FRAGOs.

I understood that my forces that were assigned to Abu Ghraib----

G No, to you. You, as the Commander of the 205th.

A No, no, sir. I was never personally under the 800th
M? Brigade.

C. None of your elements were ever assoclated prior to

the 19th, 19 November and previous, did you or any elements of
your Brigade, TACCN, OPCON, attached, assigned to the 800th MP
Battalion.

A Those elements that were stationed on Abu Ghraib, and
there were elements of my unit stationed on Abu Ghraib from
approx-mately September on, various elements were TACON to the
800th MPs for purposes of the specific task of force protection.

Q. Okay, and that included the 519th, the 165th, all
those folks.

o Yes, sir, the 165th would have fallen under---would

have beer the 519th and those soldiers associated, it was a
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myriac of people associated with the joint interrogation and
debriefing site.

. Okay. So on the 19th of November, vou got a FRAGO
that appointed you Commander of Forward Operating Base Abu
Ghraib.

A Yes, sir.

Q. Fcr the purpose of security of detainees, as you
understand it, for the purpose of base operations.

AL Fcrce protection, yes, sir.

0. Did that include, did you understand under the content
of that FRAGO, that that included conducting improvements to the
guality of life there? Did you understand that to be anything
else peyond security of detainees and force protection?

AL Well, T took on that role, sir. I mean, working with
everybody, we wanted to improve the quality of life as the
Commander of the FOB, although it was not a specified task in
the order. I worked with the 320th MP Battalion. I brought in
the 1€é5th tc help me with security. And we attempted to lay
down a plan Lhat would increase the quality of life for soldiers
down there in terms of engineering support, and I did that with
the ccgnizance ¢f the Deputy Commanding General, Major General

Wojdakowski.
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¢ . What about the tactical late, namely Alpha, 1lst of the
505th? What was your relationship with them?

A Sir, we did not have an official command relationship.
They occupied space. I worked with their Battalion Commander in
coordinat:.:ng the operations that were ongoing. I tried to
facilitate their operations, but I did not have a specific
command relationship with them. They remained under the direct
control o1 their Battalion Commander.

oF Your understanding that those units in the FOB, your
perimeter, were TACON to you.

A, Sir, the 320th MP BRattalion was TACON to me. The
251st RAIOC was actually attached to me and there was an order
specifying that on the 11th of January, I believe. And the
gquartermzster unit, I mean, that was never specified in any
order, but they did what we asked them to do.

C. Did Colonel Phillabaum, at any time, ask you for

clarification on what his TACON relationship was with you?

AL No, sir, we never discussed that, no, sir.

C. Did you assume that he understood what TACON meant?

. Yes, sir.

C. Was there any specific instructions relative to TACON?
A. No, sir.
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Q. What did you understand TACON of these elements to you

A Sir, that I would take responsibility for essentially
the secur_.ty of the base. We published a base defense plan that
he would participate with us in developing the mayor’s weekly
meetings that he did, developing projects and quality of life
entancements for the soldier on the installation, and that they
would con=inue to, you know, if I could help him on something,
that they would do that, that they could come tc me and I would
try to help them as best that I could.

Q. So you understood, based on your previous remark, that
he was TACON to you, that includes the security of detainees.

A Yes, sir.

Q. Less those that are clearly specified as detainee

operations.

Al Yes, sir.

. That was his sole responsibility.

Al He was, to include General Wojdakowski, sir, they were
the warden of--the prison warden for the installation. So I----

Q. That included the----

A. It included Ganci, Vigilant, the hard site----

0. Okay.
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A, It remained under their cognizance. They were
responsible for reporting through the national detainee
reporting system. They were responsible for providing guards.
They were responsible for transporting pecople. They were
responsible for care and feeding. If they asked me for some
rhelp with that, I attempted to help them, running a contract.
They were running out of money. I went to the Carve and worked
with them on doing that. They talked to me about not having
sufficient guards to guard the facility. I worked a contract
with Eag_ e Contracting, sir, but that remained within their
ourview. [ Jjust felt I was obligated to help them with that if
I could.

0. So in that regard then, what did you see as the
relations of your interrogating team for the purpose of
collectiny information and intelligence relative to that of
deLtention operations.

AL 3ir, we were z supported unit.

0. To collect, so you don’t see yourself both as a
supporting or a supported unit?

A Sir, you’re asking what I thought the relationship
was? I pelieve that we were, with regard to interrogations,
that the interrogators were a supported unit. As I stated, when

they brought things to my attention that they needed help with,
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I attempted —o use my resources and my influence, what little I
had with the CJTF staff to help them get what they needed. When
they came and said they didn’t have sufficient guard forces, one
of the reasons I brought in the 165th was that they manned all
the towers. I had some free people and so I was able to work
that with Colonel Walters to come in and pull security. When we
were able to free up some LRS teams to help with counter-mortar
and work, and it was just working with Alpha 1st of the 504th.
So we tried our best to increase the force protection posture of
the installation. As ycu know, sir, we were short personnel,
and it was not a perfect or ideal situation we were working at
the verv =nd, and T passed this on to Colcnel Payne and General
Metz, as well, trying to get some sort of counter-fire
capability out there from a force protection standpoint to help
us with ftne mortar problems.

Q. You mentioned that you at least made one attempt with
General Karpinski to recommend to her that the MPs be rolled up
in your operation.

AL Yes, sir, just the MPs, cell block One A, and those
MPs that were, at that time, providing escort back and forth to

the detalinees.
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Q. And you didn’t want to have anything to do with
interrogation or any of those detainees that were being
interviewecd or interrogated at Ganci or Vigilant?

A, Sir, I didn’t want to control the guard forces, no,
sir. T cidn’t think it was--at Camp Ganci, sir, of course, most
of the detainees, all but a few hundred, are not of intelligence
value. 2And so, we would have no interest there. At Camp
Vigilant, in retrospect, as you asked that guestion, sir, I
never thought of it that way. It probably would have been
helpful to do that, but my intention was that those working in

cell block One A and the escorts going back and forth would be

the only ones that----

o You wanted to limit it to that area.
A Yes, sir.
Q. And of course, the response from General Karpinski was

basically, "No, because I'm short pecple, this and that.”

L. Yes, sir, and I know that--vyes, sir, basically, “No,”
yes, sir.

MG Taguba: Okay, well, that completes at least the
additional comments that we have.
[Colcnel Pappas was duly warned, and the interview terminated at

1744, 12 February 2004.]
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On 19 February 2004, a team of officers, directed by Major General Antonio Taguba,
conducted the following interview. Major General Taguba was appointed as an
Investigating Officer under the provisions of Army Regulation 15-6, by Lieutenant
General David D. McKiernan, Commanding General of the Coalition Forces Land
Component Command (CFLCC), to look into allegations of maltreatment of detainees,
detainee escapes and accountability lapses, at Abu Ghraib, also known as the Baghdad
Central Confinement Facility (BCCF). The panel also inquired into training, standards,
employment, command policies, and internal policies, concerning the detainees held at
Abu Gharib prison. Finally, the panel looked into the command climate and the
command and supervisory presence

The following persons were present:

MG Antonio M. Taguba, I DCG-CFLCC, Interviewer
COL llenry B. Nelson, | . L2ckland AFB, TX, Member
CPT Edward A. Ray, I CF'LCC-SJA, Member

COL Thomas M. Pappas. ||| | G 205™ MI Brigade, Respondent

This is the second interview of COL Pappus on 19 FEB 04
The interview is summarized as follows:

| believed that I was responsible for the Force Protection of the facility. To include the
detainees, the soldiers, and civilians who stayed and worked at the BCCF. The way that I
interpreted the orders was that it would be a Force Protection mission and not detainee
operations. I assumed that the 320" Military Police Battalion was responsible for the
hard site facility, and T was free from any responsibility of detainee operations.

LTC Jordan was my deputy for interrogation operations. He was also responsible for the
joint interrogation and retention-debriefing center.

I did request control of Tier 1a and 1b eventually. Tier 1a was done early on to provide
segregation facilities for interrogation operations, the request for 1b came after the
capturc of Saddam Hussein when we had an increase in our mission to take care of those
detamees captured surrounding HVD-1. When did not make the request through BG
Karpinski we made it through the Iraqi Bureau of Prisons, my DCQO did that directly with
the Iraqi’s.

My understanding was that the hard site except for 1a and 1b was under the direction of
the Iraqi Bureau of Prisons; it was not a coalition operation, the 320" MP’s provided
support of the Iraqi Bureau of Prisons. The prisoners in Blocks 2 thru 4 were not Geneva
Conventions type detainees; they were common Iraqi Criminals. Tier 1a and 1b was
exclusively under U.S. military control up until sometime in December was used for
interrogations. Tier 1b was a multi-purpose area until the Iraqi Bureau of Prisons gave us
exclusive rights.



I understood that the MP guards that worked Tier 2 thru 4, and the MP guards that
worked Tier la and Ib were from the same company. I didn’t issue a formal request, |
just spoke to BG Karpinski about a MP detachment to focus primarily on Tier 1a.

I may have made an incorrect assumption, but I interpreted that the mission was Force
Protection, owning the ground per se, and not the requirement to do detainee operations.
The reason I say this is because I did not have the expertise or the staff to accomplish
such a mission.

TACON doctrinally means to me limited control over specified units for specified task. 1
set the priorities for specified task. With regards to other missions that they may have to
perform it is the controlling unit. I came to the conclusion that it was a Force Protection
type mission to make sure we did a better job of protecting the force and protecting the
detainees. 1 knew that the MP’s were having problems with the outside security of the
facility. [ didn’t receive any clarifying guidance from the CJTF staff. The MP’s continue
to send reports of detainee counts and prison status and I never entered into that business.
My focus was a new gate security plan, requesting for additional civilian support, and
construction projects under a centralized authority.

I believed the MP’s to be in control of Tier 1a and 1b.

COL Nelson reads a section of the Camp Vigilant SOP of the 320" MP Battalion dtd 10
OCT 03.

It was common knowledge that LTC Jordan had access to Tier 1a and 1b of the hard site.
I know that he was working with MP’s, the only one MP I know for sure is SGT Joincr. |
know that he and CW2 Rivas would work with the MP’s to make sure the conditions
were being set for interrogations.

After the riot had been subsided, it had been 4 or 5 days after I had taken control of the
FOB, and 1 was unfamiliar with all of the procedures. I had talked to the MP’s about
what had happened and asked MAJ Sheridan to make sure that we sent a good report to
higher about the riot. That evening BG Karpinski called me and said, “Do you realize
that there has been a shooting on Tier 1a”. I hadn’t call that day to inform BG Karpinski
of the riot, MAJ Sheridan told me that he reported it higher to his boss, and I left it at
that.

I actually had been informed after the riot, and I told MAJ Sheridan that we needed to
work on that. I had not put in place appropriate command and control measures to make
sure that I was getting simultaneously reporting with those that was going to the MP
Brigade. When BG Karpinski called she asked me did I know what had occurred, I said
no ma’am I did not. I went to find out what happened, I got a hold of LTC Jordan and he
explained the situation.

LTC Jordan was on the scene of the incident and he did not inform me about what had
happened. He was also involved in searching the cell of the inmate who had the firearm



hidden away. It is not common for MI personnel to be leading a search. It was common
that LTC Jordan would conduct searches without notifying the MP chain of command or
myself. In December and January I worked to have him reassigned to other duties. I was
tamiliar that a certain number of Iraqi guards had assisted in the detainee obtaining the
firearm. We talked to the Iraqi Bureau of Prisons and the CPA about what or plans were
for questioning the Iraqi guards as they came through. My understanding was that the
MP’s provided the guard support and my interrogators work with them in the
interviewing of the Iraqi guards.

LTC Jordan’s rating chain went through the C-2 element, I don’t know who rates him, he
1s not assigned to my brigade. I assumed hc was sent down from the C-2 to fill the
deputy’s position, or to assist with operations at Abu Graib, just as LTC Foust is doing
now. | think he was sent to fill the position of the deputy for the JIDC, it’s just that he
worked in a separate chain of supervision than I was and he remained a part of the C-2’s
operational staff. The duties that I thought he was providing were to basically to be my
assistant and to insure that interrogations were conducted properly. The operations
center, MAJ Price, CPT Wood, and CW2 Rivas would have been under his direct
supervision. CPT Wood was assigned to my brigade, but she was transferred out.

As FOB Commander I did not confront LTC Jordan about the limits of his duties and
responsibilities. LTC Jordan now works for C-2 on a special project.

After the riot we made a report to higher that explained the circumstances under which
the events happened, 1 sent the report to higher headquarters. I also reported it through
the chain of command. I didn’t discuss the duties and responsibilities of LTC Jordan
with BG Fast. [ would say an accurate description of LTC Jordan is a loner who
treelances between MP and MI, and [ must admit that | failed in not reigning him in.

The only background information on LTC Jordan is what he has told me. He said that he
worked for the transportation security agency. He wore the MI branch insignia when he
was with me. My understanding was that his specialty was a straight tactical intelligence,
if had any other specialties I am unaware.

Towards the end of December I made my request that he be removed. I came to the
conclusion that there was a little too much freclancing, and I found out from COL Falco,
after reviewing the 15-6 how problematic it was with what happened on the floor that
night. After being walked through the proper procedures with COL Falco, I realized that
the IRF should have done the search. I should have known better, and I am the one to
blame for that. I did not recommend any actions against LTC Jordan. By the time I went
through the procedures with COL Falco, LTC Jordan was already gone. I didn’t report it
to BG Fast, but I should have.

I know of FM 34-52 Intelligence Interrogation, but I can’t give you details of what the
manual consists of. My unit conducts interrogations and I also have units that are
associated with Intelligence Interrogation.



MG Taguba reads an excerpt from the JIF (Joint Interrogations and Debriefing Cell),
Chapter 8

[ was the Commander of the Joint Interrogation and Debriefing Center.
MG Tugaba reads from FM 101-5 on page F-2 on TACON,

The only thing I can say is that I did not read that FM prior to the definition I related on
what | understood TACON to be. When I took on the mission, the way that I understood
it to be was sccurity of detainccs relative to Force Protection in the sense of I would take
on that responsibility as I previously described. I briefed a mission analysis on the
specified and applied task to my Deputy and my S-3 informally. I did not convey this
mission analysis to my subordinate units.

I was explained that the partition on the bottom floor of Tier 1a was used to block the
view of Iraqi guards coming in and out of the facility. There were 2 ways to get in and
out of Tier 1a and 1b. Up until 24 NOV 03 the date of the incident, the backside had
been guarded by the Iraqi prison guards.

On 25 DEC 03, helicopters flew over the Camps. 1 had received reports of a possible
uprising in conjunction with the Christmas season, so wc used it as a training opportunity
and a demonstration to the guards and detainees that we had the ability to quickly
reinforce if there was an uprising. I believe the 320" MP Battalion had knowledge of the
demonstration but I did not inform them directly. 1 should have coordinated that with the
QREF, but I probably should have. BG Karpinski called me on the incident, and I also
talked to my Battalion Commander, and it never happened again. 1 believe we did share
the information with the MP’s about the demonstration. I informed all the commanders a
Base Defense Order that covered the Force Protection Posture for the day. I designed in
my mind that it was a demonstration to prevent something from happening, I didn’t have
anything in my mind that it would be no more than a demonstration. It should have been
a coordinated exercise.

The MG Taguba briefed COL Pappus, and then dismissed him



SECRET RELEASE USA AND MCFI//X1

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS, 205TH MILITARY INTELLIGENCE BRIGADE
& FORWARD OPERATING BASE ABU GHRAIB
ABU GHRAIB, IRAQ
APO AE 09342

AETV-MI & December 2003

MEMORANDUM FOR C3, CJTF-7

SUBJECT: Request for Forces (RFF) to Support Forward Operating Base Abu Ghraib

1. (S//REL USA AND MCFI) Situation:

a. (S//REL USA AND MCFI) The security situation at the Baghdad Central
Confinement Facility (BCCF) is precarious and the available forces are inadequate to remedy the
problem. Recent HUMINT reporting indicates pending attacks on the facility in the immediate
future. The detainee population exceeds 5,000 and is increasing daily.

b. (S//REL USA AND MCFI) The 320th Military Police (MP) Battalion requested
“release from internal taskings” citing an inability to perform their internment mission due to a
lack of personnel. Most recent numbers provided by the Battalion on 8 December show that the
MPs are using 164 soldiers to man the 230 positions required every 12 hours to execute the
police functions necessary to adequately support this Forward Operating Base (FOB). Not only
does this have significant implications for the security of this facility, but the shortage has caused
the MPs to completely stop providing escort to detainees for interrogations, impacting
significantly on the intelligence mission at Abu Ghraib as well. Military Intelligence (MI) .
soldiers have been performing this mission for two weeks without appropriate police training and /
equipment; interrogation operations have slowed as a result. MI soldiers have also been used in
“shake down” inspections because the MPs cannot support the totality of the mission on Abu
Ghraib. This situation puts both soldiers and detainees at unnecessary risk.

c. (S/REL USA AND MCFI) On 21-22 November 2003, the 205™ MI Brigade
conducted an initial analysis of security operations at BCCF focusing on intemal security,
external security, detainee security, and force protection. Several areas require immediate
attention to establish an adequate security posture as directed in CJTF FRAGO 1108.

2. (S//REL USA AND MCFI) To mitigate this situation I have implemented the following
immediate actions as a stopgap:

a. (S/REL USA AND MCFI) Directed the 165™ MI BN (TE) to deploy to the BCCF to
provide command and control of security operations in addition to sustaining ongoing tactical
HUMINT operations.

b. (S/REL USA AND MCFI) Have provided some additional manning of previously
unmanned towers at the cost of our intelligence collection mission.

SECRET RELEASE USA AND MCFI//X1
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SECRET RELEASE USA AND MCFJ//X1

AETV-MI
SUBJECT: Request for Forces (RFF) to Support Forward Operating Base Abu Ghraib

c. (S//REL USA AND MCFI) Have augmented the entry control points with 165th
personnel and have “double tapped” rotating Long Range Surveillance teams to augment a quick
reaction force focused on the external threat.

3. (S//REL USA AND MCFI). In order to adequately support the FOB, I must have an
additional 163 soldiers to augment Abu Ghraib as follows:

Request for Forces
Duty Number of | Remarks
Soldiers
Tower Guards 66 HElTowers @I
soldiers per tower
Sergeant of the Guard 03
Cdr of the Relief 03
Entry Control Point 20 Bl roints @
soldiers per point
Local National Escorts 20
Quick Reaction Force 30 Il perl@hour shift
Internal Patrol 06
Interrogation Escort 15
Total 163

4. (S//REL MCFT) Justification is provided as follows:

a. (S//REL USA AND MCFI) Tower manning. Currently only |llillof the lllexterior towers
are manned. Guard shifts are[llhours, often times with onlyjjilifsoldier. This creates gaps in
visual observation greater than 500 meters in several locations. To adequately man the towers -
guards and -support personnel are required

b. (S//REL USA AND MCFI) Quick Reaction Force (QRF): The current QRF is focused on
internal detainee uprising and is inadequate to react to an external attack. -shifts of
soldiers will provide an adequate capability.

2
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SECRET

DEPARTMENT OF THE AKMY
JOINT INTERROGATION & DEBRIEFING CENTER
ABU GHURAYB PRISON, IRAQ APO AE 09302
27 JAN 2004

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD
SUBJECT: CIJTF-7 Interrogation Rules of Engagement

1. Effective 12 October, 2003, CJTF-7 established an Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Policy. All
Personnel who are in contact with detainees must fully understand and comply with this policy at all times.

2. In accordance with the CJTF-7 policy, the following approaches arc approved for all detainees
regardless of status. The Geneva Conventions are respected in all aspects of interrogations conducted
within the CJTF-7 AOR.

Direct Incentive Fear up Harsh (Yelling Authorized)
Emotional Love/Hate Fear Down Pride & Ego Up

Futility We Know All Repetition

Establish Your Identity ~ File & Dossier Rapid Fire

Silence

3. The following approaches must be approved by the CF, CITF-7 prior to employment. This is not an all-
inclusive list for approaches. Any approach not listed in para 2 may be submitted in writing through the
Interrogation OIC for approval by the CG.

Change of scenery down—full plan with location and security measures

Dietary manipulation—minimum bread and water, monitored by medics

Environmental manipulation—i.e. reducing AC in summer, lower heat in winter

Sleep adjustment—reverse schedule—allowing detainee to sleep during day and stay up at night
Isolation—for longer than 30 days (within the approved CPA holding facility)

Presence of working dogs—coordinate with mil working dogs, and time limitations

Sleep management—for 72-hour time period maximum; monitored by medics

Sensory deprivation—for 72-hour time period maximum; monitored by medics

Stress positions—no one position for longer than 45 minutes, within a 4-hour time period.

4. At no time will detainees be treated inhumanely nor maliciously humiliated. Respect for cultural
boundaries will be respected. For example, disrespect for the Koran will not be tolerate, as it is a sacred
item. Women will not be given preferential treatment, however, a US/Coalition Force female (M1, Linguist
or MP) will always be present whenever questioning or dealing with female detainees.

S0 understand these rules to apply to all persons involved in any
interrogation or interview. I am obligated to stop and report any violations to these rules of engagement to
the chain of command. [understand I am still subject to punishment under UCMJ for inappropriate
conduct. No unauthorized interrogations will be conducted. The Interrogation NCOIC, OIC or Ops-O will
approve all interrogations.

6. POC for this memorandum is CW3 David B. Cope OIC, DNVT 559-1768, or CPT Brent Fitch, 205" M1
Bde OPS Law at DNVT 559-1767, or MAJ Matt Price, Operations OIC, DNVT 559-1772.

Signature

Duty Position

Date

SECRET



List of Enclosures to Sworn Statement made by

Thomas M. Pappas, SSN G
11 Feb 2004, Victory Base, Iraq 09342

Enclosure 1: FOB Abu Ghraib Overview Briefing

Enclosure 2: FRAGO 1108 (19 NOV03 DTU) to CJTF-7 OPORD 03-036,
192355CNOV0O3 (SECRET/REL MCFI)

/Enclosure 3: CITF-7 Interrogation and Counter resistance policy (SECRET/NOFORN)
Enclosure 4: MG Geoffrey Miller, Commander, Joint Task Force — Guantanamo Bay
written report. Assessment of DoD Counterterrorism Interrogation and Detention
Operations in Iraq (Secret/NOFORN/X1).

Enclosure 5: MG Miller inbrief
Enclosure 6: MG Miller outbrief

Enclosure 7: MG Miller brief to the Secretary of Defense

Enclosurcs 8: Summary of UCMJ proceedings against the 519™ MI Battalion soldiers for
dereliction of duty (to be provided)

Enclosure 9: October 2003 International Committee for the Red Cross Report and 800"
Military Policy Brigade Response

Enclosure 10: Copy of Interrogation Rules of Engagement (IROE) memorandum
Enclosure 11: JIDC Training Brief for incoming personnel

Enclosure 12: JIDC policy board (six photos)

Enclosures of Interest not mentioned in the Sworn Statement

Enclosure 13: Example of a Sieep management plan provided to MPs in Cells 1A and 1B
Enclosure 14: Interrogation Plan (Filled in) (SECRET)

Enclosure 15: Request for Forces Material:
Situation Update and Request for Forces Brief to MG Miller, as of 12 Dec 2003
Memorandum for C3, CJTF-7, SUBJECT: Request For Forces (RFF) to Support
Forward Operating Base Abu Ghraib, dtd 8 December 2003
(SECRET/REL MCFI)
205" MI BRIGADE OPORD 03-12-02 (FOB Abu Ghraib Base Defense Plan)



AREAS OF FOCUS

INTELLIGENCE INTEGRATION,
SYNCHRONIZTION & FUSION

ANALYSIS
INTERROGATION
DETENTION OPERATIONS

paclsduu 5



INTERROGATION/ HUMIT
ASSESSMENT

« CJ2
— STRATEGY AND TARGETING (2 WEEKS)
— FUSION LEVERAGING IT (1 WEEK)

— INTERNEE/ DETAINEE ACCOUNTABILITY (1
WEEK)

...NEAR TERM FOCUS ON BOUNDING THE
REQUIREMENT



ANALYSIS FOCUS

 LEVERAGING INTEL COMMUNITY
ASSETS

@ — JIATF-CT LNO TEAM AS FOCUS
* INTEGRATED REPORTING

(A) _ FOCUSING ON THEATER AND NATIONAL
REQUIREMENTS PRIORITY

...AN INTEGRATED TEAM WORKING SMARTER, FASTER
EVERYDAY



INTERROGATION

« ESTABLISH STRATEGIC
INTERROGATION CAPABILITY

_ INTERROGATION TARGETING
© _ TIGER TEAMS

(A)_ INTERAGENCY LNOs

(A) — REPORTING

« TRAIN NEW STRATEGIC TIGER TEAMS
(110CT03 TIGER TEAM UNIVERSITY)




'DETENTION SUPPORTING
INTERROGATIONS

@ « BUILD INTEGRATED THEATER DETENTION
FACILITIES (3 OPTIONS)
— NOW —(A)PRISON REFURBISHMENT

@ INTERROGATION BOOTHS (2 WEEKS)
— 60 DAYS — SEA HUTS
— SIX MONTHS - TRUE I&I FACILITY

@ « MPs ENABLE INCREASED INTELLIGENCE
PRODUCTION
— CONTROL
— FOCUSED SUPPORT

@ - REFINE/ INSTITUTE DETAINEE INVENTORY
PRECISION




TFK-20

(A« IMPLEMENT A STRATEGIC
INTERROGATION TEAM TO FORMULATE
REQUIREMENTS AND FULLY EXPLOIT
DETAINEES

(A)» ACCESS STRATEGIC REACHBACK
CAPABILITY FOR INTERROGATION OPS

@ - PROVIDE QUALIFIED DETENTION/
SECURITY PERSONNEL FOR FACILITY



TF-20

- DOES COMMAND AND CONTROL
RESULT IN FULL EXPLOITATION OF

CAPABILITIES?

« SHOULD THEY CAPTURE AND
TURNOVER FOR EXPLOITATION?



"RECOMMENDATIONS

ESTABLISH INITIAL IMPACT AND CONTROL

- DEVELOPING

— DEFINITIVE PROCESS TO TARGET, PROCESS
AND EXPLOIT ALL CATAGORIES OF DETAINEE

— EPWI/ CIVILIAN CRIMINAL/ SECURITY
INTERNEES

« FUTURE

— NEED RAPID MEANS TO PROCESS AND MOVE
DETAINEES TO INTEGRATED DETENTION AND
INTERROGATION FACILITY

WHO SHOULD BE IN CHARGE?



RECOMMENDATIONS |
(CONT)

INTEGRATED INTERROGATION FACILITY

 FOCUSED ON CONTROL AND ISOLATION TO
FACILITATE THE PRODUCTION OF ACTUAL
INTELLIGENCE

 BEST WHEN DOD AND OTHER AGENCY
ELEMENTS INTEGRATE AND ARE
CENTRALLY TASKED

LAYING THE FOUNDATION...



RECOMMENDATIONS
(CONT)

« INTEGRATED AND FUSED INTERAGENCY
OPERATIONS - WHO C2’S?

1. UNDER CJTF-7 USING CORPS MI BDE FOR C2
AND RESOURCES

2. INTEGRATED TASK FORCE ALONG THE JTF-
GTMO LINE
« EXPLOITATION OF ALL HIGH VALUE
DETAINEES...



QUICK FIXES

« CAMP CROPPER - CHA
 ABU GAREB SECURITY
 INTERROGATION AUTHORITIES



> O

INTERROGATION, FUSION
AND SYNCHRONIZATION

ADOPT ARMY G-2, J2X ARCHITECTURE

ADD REPORTS OFFICERS TO C2X TO FULLY
EXPLOIT INTERAGENCY CAPABILITIES

IMPLEMENT FULL DIMENSION INTERROGATION
— CLEARLY DEFINE ARCHITECHTURE

— ISSUE COORDINATING GUIDANCE ON DETAINEE
HANDLING TO MP, Ml AND CAPTURING UNIT

- REFINE DETAINEE/ INTERNEE

ACCOUNTABILITY

- ESTABLISH A COMMON OPERATIONAL

PICTURE FOR INTERROGATION AND HUMIT OPS

Enclpsiou b



INTERROGATION, FUSION AND
SYNCHRONIZATION (CONT)

@® - ESTABLISH INTEGRATED THEATER
DETENTION - INTERROGATION
FACILITIES

@+« CJ2 SHOULD BE FOCAL POINT FOR
ESTABLISHING THEATER
INTERROGATION STRATEGY AND
PRIORITY

— ESTABLISH FORUM TO OPERATIONALIZE
INTERROGATION STRATEGY (TROOPS TO
TASK)



TF-20

IMPLEMENT A STRATEGIC INTERROGATION
TEAM TO FORMULATE REQUIREMENTS AND
FULLY EXPLOIT DETAINEES

ACCESS STRATEGIC REACHBACK CAPABILITY
FOR INTERROGATION OPS

PROVIDE QUALIFIED DETENTION/ SECURITY
PERSONNEL FOR FACILITY

DOES CURRENT COMMAND AND CONTROL
RESULT IN FULL EXPLOTATION OF
CAPABILITIES?



INTERROGATION
OPERATIONS

@ ¢ IMPLEMENT FOCUSED EFFORT SUPPORTING
DETAINEE ASSESSMENTS
(A) — TIGER TEAMS
(A — INTEGRATE OTHER AGENCY LNO’S FULLY

’ — ESTABLISH BSCT FOR INTERROGATION
EXPLOITATION

@ — IMPROVE TARGETING AND INTERROGATION
EXPLOITATION OPERATIONS
@A+ TS CLEARANCES FOR ALL STRATEGIC
COLLECTORS (INTERROGATORS AND
ANALYSTS)



INTERROGATION
OPERATIONS

STRATEGIC ANALYSTS AND INTERROGATORS
ATTEND TIGER TEAM UNIVERSITY (USAICS)
BEFORE DEPLOYING TO THEATER?

NEXT CLASS 11 OCT WITH JTF GTMO TEAMS



ANALYTICAL
OPERATIONS

@+ ADOPT JDIMS LIKE DETAINEE

COMPUTER TOOLS FOR EXPLOITATION
OF ALL INTERAGENCY DATABASES

@ * PRODUCE INTEGRATED IIRs TO SATISFY
NATIONAL AND THEATER
REQUIREMENTS



> @

> @

DETENTION OPERATIONS

DETENTION OPERATIONS MUST ENABLE
INTERROGATION

INTEGRATE DETENTION AND INTERROGATION
FUNCTIONS TO LEVERAGE DETAINEE
EXPLOITATION

INSTITUTE THEATER DETAINEE INVENTORY
TRAIN TO SUSTAIN INTEGRATED CAPABILITY
(MPs, INTERROGATORS, ANALYSTS)



[Sali) «;
\\ ‘ . Q"/ :

¥ arr 7, IRAQI SURVEY GROUP, TF-20" 28

« INITIAL ASSESSMENT OF ABILITY TO EXPLOIT
INTERNEES FOR ACTIONABLE AND
OPERATIONAL INTELLIGENCE

« FOCUS AREAS:

v INTELLIGENCE INTEGRATION, SYNCHRONIZATION &
FUSION

v INTERROGATION
v DETENTION OPERATIONS

SECRET

Enclaaun F



SYNCHRONIZATION TEAM

MR. AN
vR. J

MR. GRACIA
LTC BEAVER
CPT HERNANDEZ
MR. THOMAS

ASSESSMENT TEAM

DIA

CIA

JITF-CT
JATF SOUTH
JTF-GTMO
CITF

INTERROGATION OPS TEAM

VR. B

CW3 TRAYWICK

LTC v

3 TIGER TEAMS

DETENTION OPS TEAM
CSM VANNATTA
CPT PITTS

DIA
SOUTHCOM
DIA
JTF-GTMO

JTF-GTMO
JTF-GTMO

FORMER GTMO JIG COMMANDER
FORMER GTMO CTC TEAM LEADER
FORMER GTMO REG TEAM CHIEF
FORMER GTMO SJA

INFO TECH

FORMER GTMO CITF TEAM LEADER

FORMER GTMO JIG COMMANDER
FORMER GTMO ICE TEAM CHIEF
FORMER GTMO ICE DIRECTOR
INTERROGATOR AND ANALYST

CAMP DELTA SUPERINTENDENT
CAMP DELTA MP COMPANY COMMANDER

SECRET
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 REFINE PROCESS TO MAXIMIZE INTERNEE
EXPLOITATION

v INTEGRATED STRATEGY AND TARGETING OF HIGH VALUE
INTERNEES — FOCUS ON NATIONAL AND THEATER
REQUIREMENTS

v FUSING AND LEVERAGING INTEL DATABASES
v'NEAR REAL TIME REPORTING

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS AND INTERROGATION
- DIA/ DEFENSE HUMINT SERVICE

IRAQI SURVEY GROUP

JITF-CT

CIA/ OGA DETAINEE EXPLOITATION CELL

CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION TASK FORCE

SECRET



INTERROGATION

« ESTABLISH STRATEGIC INTERROGATION
CAPABILITY TO RAPIDLY EXPLOIT HIGH
VALUE INTERNEES

v PRECISE INTERROGATION TARGETING

v CLARIFY INTERROGATION BOUNDARIES

v ESTABLISH INTERROGATION TIGER TEAMS
v LEVERAGE INTER-AGENCY LNO’S
v'FOCUSED RAPID REPORTING

...TRAINING FOR NEW TIGER TEAMS AT

TIGER TEAM UNIVERSITY SECRET



DETENTION OPERATIONS

 BUILD 1 INTEGRATED THEATER DETENTION
FACILITY

v "NOW - PRISON REFURBISHMENT
INTERROGATION BOOTHS (2 WEEKS)

‘/60 DAYS — SEA HUT INTERROGATION BOOTHS

\/SIX MONTHS — TRUE INTERROGATION AND ISOLATION
FACILITY

« MPs ENABLE INCREASED INTELLIGENCE
PRODUCTION

v  CONTROL INTERNEE ENVIRONMENT
v FOCUSED SUPPORT FOR INTERROGATIONS

...ESTABLISHES CONTROL, NO SANCTUARY
SECRET



v'PROCESS IN PLACE TO TARGET,
INTERROGATE AND DETAIN SECURITY
INTERNEES (2 WEEKS)

v  ADEQUATE ANALYTICAL CAPABILITY TO
ACCELERATE REPORTING AND
EXPLOITATION. (DIA/ DHS 2 - 4 WEEKS)

v INTEGRATED DOD AND INTERAGENCY
EXPLOITATION EFFORT (CURRENT)

... SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS UNDERWAY
SECRET
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SECRET RELEASE USA AND MCFI/X1

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS, 205TH MILITARY INTELLIGENCE BRIGADE
& FORWARD OPERATING BASE ABU GHRAIB
ABU GHRAIB, IRAQ
APO AE 09342

AETV-MI 8 December 2003

MEMORANDUM FOR C3, CJTF-7

SUBJECT: Request for Forces (RFF) to Support Forward Operating Base Abu Ghraib

1. (S//REL USA AND MCFI) Situation:

a. (S//REL USA AND MCFI) The security situation at the Baghdad Central
Confinement Facility (BCCF) is precarious and the available forces are inadequate to remedy the
problem. Recent HUMINT reporting indicates pending attacks on the facility in the immediate
future. The detainee population exceeds 5,000 and is increasing daily.

b. (S/REL USA AND MCFI) The 320th Military Police (MP) Battalion requested
“release from internal taskings” citing an inability to perform their internment mission due to a
lack of personnel. Most recent numbers provided by the Battalion on 8 December show that the
MPs are using 164 soldiers to man the 230 positions required every 12 hours to execute the
police functions necessary to adequately support this Forward Operating Base (FOB). Not only
does this have significant implications for the security of this facility, but the shortage has caused
the MPs to completely stop providing escort to detainees for interrogations, impacting
significantly on the intelligence mission at Abu Ghraib as well. Military Intelligence (MI)
soldiers have been performing this mission for two weeks without appropriate police training and /
equipment; interrogation operations have slowed as a result. MI soldiers have also been used in
*shake down” inspections because the MPs cannot support the totality of the mission on Abu
Ghraib. This situation puts both soldiers and detainees at unnecessary risk.

c. (S/REL USA AND MCFTI) On 21-22 November 2003, the 205™ M1 Brigade
conducted an initial analysis of security operations at BCCF focusing on internal security,
external security, detainee security, and force protection. Several areas require immediate
attention to establish an adequate security posture as directed in CJITF FRAGO 1108.

2. (S//REL USA AND MCFI) To mitigate this situation I have implemented the following
immediate actions as a stopgap:

a. (S/REL USA AND MCFI) Directed the 165™ MI BN (TE) to deploy to the BCCF to
provide command and control of security operations in addition to sustaining ongoing tactical
HUMINT operations.

b. (S/REL USA AND MCFI) Have provided some additional manning of previously

unmanned towers at the cost of our intelligence collection mission.

SECRET RELEASE USA AND MCF1//X1

Encloddu 16 (prtl)



SECRET RELEASE USA AND MCFI/X1

AETV-MI
SUBJECT: Request for Forces (RFF) to Support Forward Operating Base Abu Ghraib

c. (S/REL USA AND MCFI) Have augmented the entry control points with 165th
personnel and have “double tapped” rotating Long Range Surveillance teams to augment a quick
reaction force focused on the external threat.

3. (S//REL USA AND MCFI). In order to adequately support the FOB, I must have an
additional 163 soldiers to augment Abu Ghraib as follows:

Request for Forces
Duty Number of | Remarks
Soldiers
Tower Guards 66 Towers @}
soldiers per tower
Sergeant of the Guard 03
Cdr of the Relief 03
Entry Control Point 20 Il roints @
soldiers per point
Local National Escorts 20
Quick Reaction Force 30 HElper llhour shift
Internal Patrol 06
Interrogation Escort 15
Total 163

4. (S//REL MCFI) Justification is provided as follows:

a. (S/REL USA AND MCFI) Tower manning. Currently only [Jjjjjof the JJjexterior towers
are manned. Guard shifts arejlfhours, often times with onlyjjjjijsoldier. This creates gaps in
visual observation greater than 500 meters in several locations. To adequately man the towers-
guards and [Jsupport personnel are required

b. (S//REL USA AND MCFI) Quick Reaction Force (QRF): The current QRF is focused on
internal detainee uprising and is inadequate to react to an external attack. [Jlllshitts of [}
soldiers will provide an adequate capability.

2
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SECRET RELEASE USA AND MCFI/X1

AETV-MI1
SUBJECT: Request for Forces (RFF) to Support Forward Operating Base Abu Ghraib

c. (S/REL USA AND MCFTI) Local National (LN) Control: There are hundreds of Iraqi
civilians employed in and around the BCCF. At least 20 soldiers are required to assist with this
daily requirement.

5. (U) POC is the undersigned.

//Original Signed//
THOMAS M. PAPPAS
Colonel, MI
Commanding
CF:
C2, CJTF-7
Cdr, 800th MP Bde
Cdr, 320th MP Bn
Cdr, 165th M1 Bn
Cdr, 251st RAOC
CLASSIFIED BY: CDR 205TH MI
DERIVED FROM: Multiple Sources
DECLAS: X1
3
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