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E
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






