
menacing AI-Qahtani with a snarling dog in very close proximity to him
during his interrogation.

Friction between FBI officials and the military over the
interrogation plans for AI-Qahtani increased during October and
November 2002. The FBI continued to advocate for a long-term rapport­
based strategy, while the military insisted on a more aggressive
approach. Between late November 2002 and mid-January 2003, the
military used numerous aggressive techniques on AI-Qahtani, including
attaching a leash to him and making him perform dog tricks, placing him
in stress positions, forcing him to be nude in front of afemale, accusing
him of homosexuality, placing women's underwear on his head and over
his clothing, and instructing him to pray to an idol shrine. FBI and DOJ
officials did not learn about the techniques used between late November
2002 and mid-January 2003 until much later. However, in early
December 2002, an agent learned that AI-Qahtani was hospitalized
briefly for what the military told the FBI was low blood pressure and low
body core temperature.

As a result of the interrogations of AI-Qahtani and other detainees
iit GTMO, several FBI agents raised concerns with the DOD and FBI
Headquarters about: (1) the legality and effectiveness of DOD
techniques; (2) the impact of these techniques on the future prosecution
of detainees in court or before military commissions; and (3) the potential
problems that public exposure of these techniques would create for the
FBI as an agency and FBI agents individually. Some of these concerns
were expressed to FBI Headquarters in e-mails from agents at GTMO.
The informal response these agents received from Headquarters was that
agents could continue to witness DOD interrogations involving non-FBI
authorized techniques so long as they did not participate. During this
period, however, FBI agents continued to raise objections directly with
DOD officials at GTMO and to seek guidance from senior officials in the
FBI's Counterterrorism Division (CTD). Senior FBI officials told us they
had no recollection of these communications, and no formal responses
were ever received by the agents who wrote these communications.

We determined, however, that some of the FBI agents' concerns
regarding the DOD's interrogation approach at GTMO were
communicated by senior FBI officials in the CTD to senior officials in the
Criminal Division of DOJ and ultimately to the Attorney General. FBI
Headquarters officials said.they discussed the issue in meetings with
Bruce Swartz (Deputy Assistant Attorney General), David Nahmias
(counsel to the Assistant Attorney General), and others in the Criminal
Division. Two witnesses told us that they recalled conversations with
Alice Fisher (at the time the Deputy Assistant Attorney General for the
Criminal Division) regarding the ineffectiveness of military interrogations
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at GTMO. Fisher told us that she could not recall discussing detainee
treatment or particular interrogation techniques with the FBI, but that
she was aware that the FBI did not consider DOD interrogations at
GTMO to be effective. Concerns about the efficacy of DOD interrogation
techniques also reached Michael Chertoff (then Assistant Attorney
General for the Criminal Division), Deputy Attorney General Larry
Thompson, and Attorney General John Ashcroft.

The witnesses we interviewed generally said they recalled that the
primary concern expressed at this level was that DOD techniques and
interrogators were ineffective at developing actionable intelligence. These
witnesses did not identify the FBI agents' concerns about the legality of
the techniques or their impact on future prosecutions as a focus of these
discussions.

We also learned about a ro osaldevelope~
DOJ officials in late 2002 to Al-Qahtani _

for interrogation. This
recommendation was reflected in a draft letter from a DOJ official's files
describin a ro osal to re uest the National Security Council_

. The draft letter recommended that Al-
Qahtani be interrogated using such as
the one the CIA used on Zubaydah. Nahmias and the Unit Chief of the
FBI's Military Liaison and Detainee Unit told the OIG that the rationale
for this proposal was to get Al-Qahtani awa from the milit 's
ineffective interro ation techni ues

However, both the Unit Chief and Nahmias stated that they did not know
whattech~dbeen used by the CIA until much later. The
proposal Al-Qahtani was discussed with the DOD, _
and the National Security Council. However, there is no evidence that
these discussions included specific references to the methods used on
Zubaydah.

The DOD resisted the proposal
_ and it was not pushed to an ultimate decision. Nahmias told us
the proposal was "overtaken by events." One such event was likely the
fact that AI-Qahtani began cooperating with military interrogators in
April 2003, obviating the underlying rationale for the proposal. Senior
officials such as FBI Director Mueller, former Assistant Attorney General
Chertoff, and current Assistant Attorney General Fisher told us that they
did see the draft letter or take art in an s ecific discussion of the
proposal

On a broader level, we were unable to determine definitively
whether the concerns of the FBI and DOJ about DOD interrogation
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techniques were ever addressed by any of the structures created for
resolving inter-agency disputes about antiterrorism issues. These
structures included the Policy Coordinating Committee, the "Principals"
Committee, and the "Deputies" Committee, all chaired by the National
Security Council (NSC). Several senior DOJ Criminal Division officials
also told us that they raised concerns about particular DOD detainee
practices in 2003 with the National Security Council, but they did not
recall learning that any changes were made at GTMO as a result. Several
witnesses told us that they believed that Attorney General Ashcroft spoke
with the NSC or the DOD about these concerns, but former Attorney
General Ashcroft declined our request for an interview in connection with
this report.

Several factors likely affected the resolution of the FBI and DOJ
concerns about the military's interrogations. On January 15, 2003,
Defense Secretary Rumsfeld rescinded his prior authorization of some of
the more aggressive DOD interrogation techniques. In addition, in April
2003 AI-Qahtani became fully cooperative with military interrogators.
Moreover, based on the information we obtained in the OIG survey and
our follow-up interviews, we believe that around this time the military
also reduced the frequency and severity of its use of many of the
techniques that troubled the FBI agents deployed at GTMO.

Ultimately, we found that the DOD made the decisions regarding
what interrogation techniques would be used by military interrogators at
GTMO, because GTMO was a DOD facility and the FBI was there in a
support capacity. Similarly, the DOD controlled what techniques were
used in Afghanistan and Iraq. As a result, once it was clearly established
within each zone that military interrogators were permitted to use
interrogation techniques that were not available to FBI agents, the FBI
On-Scene Commanders said they often did not elevate reports of harsh
detainee interrogations to their superiors at FBI Headquarters.

In general, we found that FBI agents deployed to Mghanistan and
Iraq made fewer reports to their supervisors regarding detainee
mistreatment than were .raised by FBI agents assigned to GTMO. Unlike
the situation at GTMO, FBI agents in Afghanistan and Iraq were
operating in a war zone - an environment in which they were dependent
on the military for protection and support. In such a situation, agents
were reluctant to raise complaints about the military's conduct, and also
assumed that the rules were different in this environment.

We also found that in all three military zones FBI agents
sometimes sought to resolve their concerns about detainee treatment
directly with military personnel without elevating the issue to FBI
Headquarters. These efforts met with mixed results. At GTMO, FBI
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personnel who were concerned about short-shackled detainees worked
with the DOD's Criminal Investigative Task Force to persuade the DOD
to officially eliminate this practice in 2002. However, reports of DOD
short-shackling continued into 2004. In other instances, the FBI's On­
Scene Commanders and other FBI agents reported that they were able to
resolve their concerns with their DOD counterparts in the military zones
and therefore did not have to raise them with their supervisors. For
example, at GTMO the FBI's On-Scene Commander was able to resolve
concerns about military personnel impersonating FBI agents with his
military counterpart. Similarly, some agents deployed to Afghanistan
and Iraq told us they were able to resolve incidents of rough handling of
detainees by the military by discussing the issue with military
commanders.

v. OIG Analysis

A. FBI Conduct in the Military Zones

We found that the vast majority of FBI agents deployed to the
military zones understood that existing FBI policies prohibiting coercive
interrogation tactics continued to apply in the military zones and that
they should not engage in conduct overseas that would not be permitted
under FBI policy in the United States. To the FBI's credit, it decided in
2002 to continue to apply FBI interrogation policies to detainees in the
military zones. As a result, most FBI agents adhered to the FBI's
traditional rapport-based interview strategies in the military zones and
avoided participating in the aggressive or questionable interrogation
techniques that the military employed. We found no instances in which
an FBI agent participated in clear detainee abuse of the kind that some
military interrogators used at Abu Ghraib prison. We credit the
judgment of the FBI agents deployed to the military zones for this result,
as well as the guidance that some FBI supervisors provided during the
period that the FBI's new role in counterterrorism was first evolving.

However, we found a few incidents of FBI presence or involvement
in interrogations in which techniques were used that clearly would not
be permissible for FBI agents to use in the United States. These
included:

• .. :.

p
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• An FBI agent recommending isolation from human contact
for Al-Qahtani at the Navy Brig in GTMO in August 2002
(Chapter Five).

• FBI agents participating in the isolation of Al-Sharabi at
GTMO in April 2003, including telling him that theirs were
the only human faces he would see until he provided
information (Chapter Eleven).

• FBI agents participating in a system of cate
accordin to level of coo eration and

and Eleven).

• FBI agents participating in an interrogation in Iraq in which
detainees were placed in a stress position, given a "drink of
water" in a forceful and inappropriate manner, and
blindfolded with duct tape. (Chapter Eleven).

We also found incidents of FBI involvement in activities which,
although not constituting clear violations of FBI policy, were sufficiently
different from conventional FBI interrogation techniques to raise
questions about how existing policies should be applied. For example:

• FBI agents utilized the military's "frequent flyer program" at
GTMO, which involved frequent detainee cell relocations and
sleep disruption (Chapters Eight and Eleven).

• An FBI agent utilized sleep disruption or deprivation as part
of an interrogation strategy in Afghanistan (Chapter Nine).

• FBI agents made promises of leniency to detainees including
Al-Sharabi (#569) that might taint a confession in the United
States (Chapter Eleven).

• FBI agents made potentially threatening statements to
detainees to the effect that unless they cooperated with the
FBI they would be turned over to military or CIA
interrogators who were permitted to use harsher techniques
(Chapters Five and Eleven).

We believe that FBI participation in these interrogation practices,
while few in number, reflected the fact that existing FBI policies were not
designed to address the new circumstances faced by FBI agents working
in military zones. We also believe that some of these incidents could
have been avoided if the FBI had responded more quickly and
comprehensively to repeated requests from its agents for additional
guidance.
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B. FBI Guidance

We concluded that FBI Headquarters did not sufficiently or timely
respond to repeated requests from its agents in the military zones for
guidance regarding their participation in detainee interrogations. No
formal FBI policy was issued until after the Abu Ghraib disclosures in
late April 2004, when the FBI's Detainee Policy was quickly prepared and
released.

As described in our report, the FBI's involvement in detainee
interrogations raised at least four difficult issues: (1) what interrogation
techniques should FBI agents be allowed to use in the military zones; (2)
what should FBI agents do when other agencies begin using non-FBI
approved interrogation techniques during joint interviews; (3) when
should FBI agents be allowed to interview detainees who have previously
been subjected to non-FBI techniques; and (4) when and how should FBI
agents report harsh interrogation techniques used by other agencies. We
assess the FBI's response to each of these issues separately below.

1. FBI-Approved Interrogation Techniques

As detailed in Chapter Four, as a result of the Zubaydah incident
in the summer of 2002 the FBI decided that it would not be involved in
interrogations in which other agencies used non-FBI techniques. Most
FBI agents told us that they were instructed or already knew that they
should adhere to the same standards of conduct for detainee interviews
that applied to custodial interviews in the United States. However, a
significant percentage of agents deployed to the military zones prior to
May 19, 2004, told us that they received no explicit guidance regarding
interrogation policies for detainees prior to their deployments overseas.
We believe that the agents had several reasons to be uncertain about
whether the rules were different in the military zones.

First, the FBI announced a change in priorities from evidence
collection for prosecution to intelligence collection for terrorism
prevention. FBI agents in the military zones could reasonably infer that
traditional law enforcement constraints on interview techniques were not
strictly applicable in the military zones, particularly with respect to "high
value" detainees. Second, conditions at detention facilities in the military
zones were vastly different from conditions in U.S. jails or prisons, and
FBI agents could have concluded that different interrogation techniques
were appropriate near combat zones or in dealing with terrorists at
GTMO. Consequently, some FBI interrogators used strategies that might
not be necessary or appropriate in the United States, such as extreme
isolation from other detainees or other strategies to undermine detainee
solidarity. Third, the FBI's dependence on the military, which controlled
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the military zones, placed FBI agents in an awkward position to refuse to
participate in joint interviews in which non-FBI techniques were
employed.

We believe that factors such as these raised a legitimate question
for FBI agents as to whether conventional FBI law enforcement interview
policies and standards continued to apply to FBI interviews of detainees
in the military zones. Ultimately, senior FBI management determined
that pre-existing FBI standards (except Miranda warnings) should
remain in effect for all FBI interrogations in military zones, even where
future prosecution is not contemplated. However, we found that this
message did not always reach all FBI agents in the military zones. As
noted above, at least some FBI employees determined that departures
from conventional FBI strategies were appropriate in certain
circumstances.

We concluded that FBI management should have realized sooner
than May 2004 that it needed to issue a written policy addressing the
question of whether its pre-September 11 policies and standards for
custodial interviews should continue to be strictly applied in the military
zones. An unequivocal statement to that effect, clearly communicated to
all FBI agents being sent to the military zones, could have prevented
some of the incidents described above.

2. FBI Policy When Another Agency's Interrogator
Uses Non-FBI Techniques

The FBI's May 2004 Detainee Policy states: "If a co-interrogator is
in compliance with the rules of his or her agency, but is not in
compliance with FBI rules, FBI personnel may not participate in the
interrogation and must remove themselves from the situation." As
detailed in Chapter Three, the issue addressed by this requirement was
not addressed in prior FBI policies, primarily because in most joint
interrogations the FBI is in charge of the interrogation or the other
agency is subject to rules similar to FBI rules. This issue was raised to
FBI Headquarters well before the Abu Ghraib scandal broke, and we
believe that the FBI should have clarified its guidance before May
2004.229 For example, in the fall of 2002 FBI agents sought
Headquarters guidance on what they should do when confronted with

229 As detailed in Chapter Seven, some agents said that before May 2004 they
were told to leave interrogations if they saw anything "extreme," "inappropriate," or that
made them "uncomfortable." However, many FBI agents who were deployed to the
military zones before the FBI's May 2004 Detainee Policy was issued told us they
received no training or guidance on conducting joint interviews with military or other
agency officials.
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aggressive military interrogation techniques being used on Al-Qahtani
and other detainees at GTMO. The agents were initially told that as long
as there was no "torture" involved, they could participate; other agents
were told that they could observe such techniques as long as they did not
participate, because the techniques were "apparently lawful" for the
military. These incidents indicate that the FBI should have addressed
the issue of what agents should do in these situations more explicitly
before May 2004.

3. FBI Interrogation of Detainees After Other
Agencies Use Non-FBI Techniques

The FBI's May 2004 Detainee Policy does not address the issue of
whether FBI agents may interview a detainee who has previously been
subjected to non-FBI interrogation techniques by other agencies. In
response to concerns expressed by agents and attorneys in the FBI after
the May 2004 Policy was issued, the FBI General Counsel directed OGC
lawyers to prepare legal advice that addressed, among other things, how
long after the military interrogations FBI agents needed to wait so as not
be considered a participant in the harsh interrogation. Several drafts of
supplemental policy to address this issue were prepared by OGC, but
none was ever finalized. Although the problem was diminished
somewhat by the fact that in 2006 the military promulgated a new,
uniform interrogation policy for all military theaters that stresses non­
coercive interrogation approaches (Field Manual 2-22.3), we believe this
has not obviated the need for clear FBI guidance with regard to these
questions. The revised military policy still permits DOD interrogators to
use some techniques that FBI agents probably cannot employ, such as
the methods known as "fear up" or "pride and ego down."

Moreover, to the extent that the FBI continues to be involved with
interrogating detainees who previously have been interrogated by the
CIA, the problems remain significant and unresolved. CIA interrogation
rules diverge from FBI rules much more dramatically than does current
military policy. We therefore recommend that the FBI complete the
project that OGC began shortly after the issuance of its May 2004
Detainee Policy and address the issue of when FBI agents may interview
detainees previously interrogated by other agencies with non-FBI
techniques. The FBI should also address the issue of if and when FBI
agents may use information obtained in interrogations by other agencies
that employed non-FBI techniques.

4. Reporting Abuse or Mistreatment

Prior to issuance of the FBI's May 2004 Detainee Policy, the FBI
did not provide specific or consistent guidance to its agents regarding
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when or how the conduct of other agencies toward detainees should be
reported. Some agents told us they were instructed to report problematic
interrogation techniques, but the definition of what to report was left
unclear. Leaving this matter to the discretion of individual FBI agents
put them in a difficult position, because FBI agents were trying to
establish a cooperative working relationship with the DOD while fulfilling
their intelligence-gathering responsibilities. Under these circumstances,
FBI agents had many reasons to avoid making reports regarding
potential mistreatment of detainees. In addition, the agents lacked
information regarding what techniques were permissible for non-FBI
interrogators. We were therefore not surprised that some agents who
said they observed or heard about potentially coercive interrogation
techniques did not report such incidents to anyone at the time.

Despite the absence of useful guidance, however, several FBI
agents recognized the need to bring concerns about other agencies'
interrogation techniques to the attention of their On-Scene Commanders
or senior officials at the FBI. These agents should be commended.

In addition, in light of the recurring instances beginning in 2002 in
which agents in the military zones raised questions about the
appropriateness of other agencies' interrogation techniques, we think
that FBI management should have recognized sooner the need for clear
and consistent standards and procedures for FBI agents to make these
reports. We believe that the matter could have been addressed by FBI
and DOD Headquarters officials to minimize tensions between FBI agents
in the .military zones and their military counterparts. Such an approach
should have clarified:· (1) what DOD policies were, (2) how the DOD was
dealing with deviations from these policies, and (3) what FBI agents
should do in the event they observed deviations.

The FBI's May 2004 Detainee Policy did not resolve these issues.
The Policy requires FBI employees to report any instance when the
employee "knows or suspects non-FBI personnel has abused or is
abusing or mistreating a detainee," but it contains no definition of abuse
or mistreatment. According to an e-mail from the General Counsel,
agents with questions about the definitions of abuse or mistreatment
were instructed by Headquarters to report conduct that they know or
suspect is "beyond the authorization of the person doing the harsh
interrogation." We found, however, that many agents did not know what
techniques were permitted under military policies and therefore could
not determine if a particular activity was "beyond the authorization of the
person doing the harsh interrogation."

Going forward, the military's adoption of a single interrogation
policy for all military zones that focuses more on rapport-based
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techniques (Field Manual 2-22.3) may reduce the difficulties for FBI
agents seeking to comply with the reporting requirement in the FBI's May
2004 Detainee Policy. Nevertheless, military interrogators are still
permitted to use some techniques not available to FBI agents, and it is
therefore important for agents to receive training on military policies and
for the FBI to clarify what conduct should or should not be reported.

As a result, we recommend that the FBI consider supplementing
its May 2004 Detainee Policy or expanding its pre-deployment training to
clarify the circumstances under which FBI agents should report potential
mistreatment by other agencies' interrogators. If the FBI requires its
employees to report any conduct beyond the interrogator's authority,
then the FBI should provide guidance to its agents in military zones on
what interrogation techniques are permitted under military policy.
Training of FBI On-Scene Commanders regarding these military
techniques should be more detailed, so that they can answer FBI agent
inquiries in the military zones and prevent unnecessary conflicts or
reports. We believe the FBI should also give concrete meaning to any
terms that it uses to describe events that must be reported. For
example, if the FBI requires agents to report "abuse or mistreatment," it
should define these terms and explain them with examples, either in the
Policy itself or in agent training.

c. OIG Assessment of FBI Headquarters and DOJ Handling
of Agents' Reports Regarding Detainee Mistreatment

We found it difficult to assess the response of FBI Headquarters
and senior DOJ officials to reports from FBI agents about detainee
issues. The most significant events, relating to the interrogations of
Zubaydah and Al-Qahtani, took place in 2002 and the recollection of
many senior officials we interviewed regarding these events was vague.
Moreover, the Al-Qahtani and the Zubaydah disputes arose within a year
of the September 11 attacks, during a period when the FBI and DOJ
were scrambling to reorganize and expand their counterterrorism
activities.

Due in part to the vague recollections of senior FBI and DOJ
officials regarding the FBI-DOD disputes in 2002 and 2003, the paucity
of written communications on this issue produced to the OIG, and our
inability to interview former Attorney General Ashcroft, we were unable to
determine exactly what efforts were made at senior levels to address the
FBI's concerns about detainee treatment issues. We did find that some
of these issues were the subject of inter-agency discussions, both in
meetings at GTMO and with the NSC. FBI and DOJ officials emphasized
in these discussions that the harsher DOD interrogation methods were
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ineffective at obtaining intelligence, not that that they were illegal or
immoral.

We found that, ultimately, neither the FBI nor the DOJ had a
significant impact on the practices of the military with respect to the
detainees. The primary reason was that the FBI was not in charge of
detainees and generally did not have jurisdiction to police or evaluate
techniques used by military interrogators in the military zones.

In addition, the DOJ Office of Legal Counsel had opined that
several interrogation techniques sought to be used by the CIA were legal.
This information was known to senior officials at the FBI and in the DOJ
Criminal Division. FBI and the DOJ officials therefore inferred that DOD
interrogation techniques, which were generally less severe than some of
those approved for the CIA, were also legal. FBI and DOJ officials were
also aware that Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld had approved the DOD
interrogation policies for GTMO. DOD policies for the other military
zones were similar to the GTMO policies and presumptively had similar
approval from senior officials.

Therefore, once the DOD officials with responsibility for detainee
matters rejected the FBI's arguments about the benefits of its rapport­
building interrogation techniques, the FBI did not press the issue. The
FBI knew that the DOD's activities with respect to Al-Qahtani and the
CIA's activities with respect to other high value detainees had been
approved at high levels.

Under these circumstances, neither the FBI nor the DOJ Criminal
Division was in a strong position to affect DOD interrogation policy, and
neither organization aggressively pressed the concerns about the legality
or propriety of DOD approaches through the inter-agency process.

In addition, the DOD rescinded approval for its most aggressive
techniques in January 2003 as a result of its own internal deliberations,
and, as mentioned previously, Al-Qahtani began cooperating fully in
April 2003. These developments reduced the frequency and severity of
the most aggressive techniques at GTMO, with the result that the issue
did not have particular urgency for the FBI or DOJ until April 2004 when
the Abu Ghraib abuses were disclosed to the public.

As discussed above, we also found that at one point before Al­
Qahtani began cooperating, officials in the FBI and DOJ re ared a

ro osal to transfer AI-Qahtani
. A draft document regarding this proposal

recommended thatAl-Qaht~edusing the. same sort of
methods used on Zubaydah_. Some FBI officials were
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aware of the interrogation techniques that had been used on Zubaydah
, which were unquestionably outside of the scope of FBI

policy. Indeed, FBI concerns about the techniques used with Zubaydah
had already led to Director Mueller's decision that the FBI would not
participate in joint interrogations in which such techniques would be
employed by another agency. However, the FBI and DOJ officials who
were involved in developing the proposal told the OIG that the were not
aware of the particular techniques in the
being recommended for Al-Qahtani. While we could not conclude that
these officials were aware of these techni· ues, we were troubled b the
fact that they would recommend
for the purpose of interrogating him with different techniques than the
FBI or the DOD had used without knowin what the techni ues were.
We also believe that the proposal to

such interrogations was inconsistent with the
Director's instructions regarding FBI involvement in non-FBI
interrogation techniques and with the statements made to us by many
FBI and DOJ officials who believed that rapport-based techniques were
more effective than the more aggressive interrogation techniques
employed by other agencies on certain detainees. The proposal stalled
because the DOD resisted it and AI-Qahtani began cooperating with
interrogators.

VI. Conclusion

The FBI deployed agents to military zones after the September 11
attacKs in large part because of the FBI's expertise in conducting
custodial interviews and in furtherance of its expanded counterterrorism
mission. The FBI has had a long history of success in custodial
interrogations using non-coercive rapport-based interview techniques
developed for the law enforcement context. However, some FBI agents
deployed to GTMO experienced a clash with the DOD, which used more
aggressive interrogation techniques. This clash placed some FBI agents
in difficult situations at GTMO and in the military zones, but apart from
raising concerns with their immediate supervisors or military officials,
the FBI had little leverage to change DOD policy.

We found that the vast majority of the FBI agents deployed in the
military zones dealt with these tensions by separating themselves from
interrogators using non-FBI techniques and by continuing to adhere to
FBI policies. In only a few instances did FBI agents use or participate in
interrogations using techniques that would not be permitted under FBI
policy in the United States. These few incidents were not nearly as
severe as the Abu Ghraib abuses.
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To its credit, the FBI decided in the summer 0[2002 that it would
not participate in joint interrogations of detainees with other agencies in
which techniques not allowed by the FBI were used. However, the FBI
did not issue formal guidance about detainee treatment to its agents
until May 2004, shortly after the Abu Ghraib abuses became public. We
believe that the FBI should have recognized earlier the issues raised by
the FBI's participating with the military in detainee interrogations in the
military zones and should have moved more quickly to provide clearer
guidance to its agents on these issues.

In sum, we believe that while the FBI could have provided clearer
guidance earlier, and while the FBI could have pressed harder for
resolution of concerns about detainee treatment by other agencies, the
FBI should be credited for its conduct and professionalism in detainee
interrogations in the military zones in Guantanamo Bay, Afghanistan,
and Iraq and in generally avoiding participation in detainee abuse.
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PART I:

APPENDIX A: DOJ OIG QUESTIONNAIRE

BACKGROUND

A. Personal Information

Please provide the following information:

1. First name

2. Middle initial

3. Last name

4. Entered on Duty Date (EOD)

5. Current Division/Field Office

6. Current job title

7. Direct dial office telephone number

8. FBI cell phone number

9. FBI pager number

10. Best contact number for you

B. Background of Specific Deployments or Assignments

11. At any time after September 11, 2001, did you serve as a member of the U.S.
Military, or as an employee or contractor of the FBI or any other government agency,
at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba; Iraq; Afghanistan; or in areas controlled by the U.S.
Military or a U.S. intelligence service in connection with the global war on terror?
DYes DNo

12. (If Yes) Enter the number of times you were deployed or assigned to each of the
following locations (Guantanamo Bay, Cuba; Iraq; Afghanistan; or in any areas
controlled by the U.S. Military or a U.S. intelligence service):

o Guantanamo Bay (Start and End Dates)

o Iraq (Start and End Dates)

o Afghanistan (Start and End Dates)

o Other (Start and End Dates)

12a. What was the general nature and purpose of your assignment and activities?

12b. Please provide the names of the specific camps, bases, or facilities where you
worked.

12c. Note: If information about a specific camp, base, or facility is classified

above SECRET, please check here 0, include in your answer that you have
"additional information classified above 'SECRET,'" and, if you know, identify
the classification level, ticket, compartment, program, or other designation
that applies to the information. Do not include the additional classified
information in your questionnaire responses. OIG personnel with the
necessary clearance will contact you to receive it.
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APPENDIX A: DOJ OIG QUESTIONNAIRE

12d. Please identify, by name and position at the time, the FBI personnel to whom
you directly reported during your deployment or assignment.

12e. Did you jointly interview or interrogate any detainee with non-FBI
personnel? DYes DNo

(If Yes) With what kinds of non-FBI personnel did you work jointly?

o CITF

o Other U.S. Military

o U.S. intelligence agency

o Foreign military or intelligence agency

o Other

12f. Did you jointly plan any detainee interview or interrogation strategy,
objectives, or tactics with non-FBI personnel? DYes DNo

(If Yes) With what kinds of non-FBI personnel did you work jointly?

o CITF

o Other U.S. Military

o U.S. intelligence agency

o Foreign military or intelligence agency

o Other

12g. Were you ever otherwise involved in detainee interviews or interrogations
with non-FBI personnel? DYes DNo

PART II: TRAINING

A. Training Prior to Overseas Deployment or Assignment

13. Did you receive any training, instruction, or guidance specifically in preparation for
any of your overseas deployments or assignments?
DYes DNo DDo Not Recall

(If Yes)
13a. Who provided this training, instruction, or guidance, and where did you

receive it?
13b. Describe the subject on which you received this training, instruction or

guidance.
13c. Was any of the training, instruction, or guidance provided in writing?

DYes DNo DDo Not Recall
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APPENDIX A: DOJ OIG QUESTIONNAIRE

14. In preparation for any of your overseas deployments or assignments, did you receive
any training, instruction, or guidance concerning the standards of conduct
applicable to the treatment, interview, or interrogation of detainees by FBI
personnel? DYes DNo DDo Not Recall

(If Yes)
14a. Who provided this training, instruction, or guidance, and where did you

receive it?
14b. Briefly describe the substance of the training, instruction, or guidance

provided to you.
14c. Was any of the training, instruction, or guidance provided in writing?

DYes DNo DDo Not Recall

15. In preparation for any of your overseas deployments or assignments, did you receive
any training, instruction, or guidance concerning the standards of conduct
applicable to the treatment, interview, or interrogation of detainees by non-FBI
personnel? DYes DNo DDo Not Recall

(If Yes)
ISa. Who provided this training, instruction, or guidance, and where did you

receive it?
ISb. Briefly describe the substance of the training, instruction, or guidance

provided to you.
ISc. Was any of the training, instruction, or guidance provided in writing?

DYes DNo DDo Not Recall

16. In preparation for any of your overseas deployments or assignments, did you receive
any training, instruction, or guidance concerning what you were supposed to do if
you observed or heard about the treatment, interview, or interrogation of detainees
by FBI personnel, which you believed to be inappropriate, unprofessional, coercive,
abusive, or unlawful?
DYes DNo DDo Not Recall

(If Yes) .
16a. Who provided this training, instruction, or guidance, and where did you

receive it?
16b. Briefly describe the substance of the training, instruction, or guidance

provided to you.
16c. Was any of the training, instruction, or guidance provided in writing?

DYes DNo DDo Not Recall

17. In preparation for any of your overseas deployments or assignments, did you receive
any training, instruction, or guidance concerning what you were supposed to do if
you observed or heard about the treatment, interview, or interrogation of detainees
by non-FBI personnel, which you believed to be inappropriate, unprofessional,
coercive, abusive, or unlawful?
DYes DNo DDo Not Recall

(If Yes)
17a. Who provided this training, instruction, or guidance, and where did you

receive it?
17b. Briefly describe the substance of the training, instruction, or guidance

provided to you.
17c. Was any of the training, instruction, or guidance provided in writing?

DYes DNo DDo Not Recall
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B. Training During Overseas Deployments or Assignments

18. During any of your overseas deployments or assignments, did you receive any
training, instruction, or guidance concerning the standards of conduct applicable to
the treatment, interview, or interrogation of detainees by FBI personnel? DYes DNo
DDo Not Recall

(If Yes)
18a. Who provided this training, instruction, or guidance?
18b. Briefly describe the substance of the training, instruction, or guidance

provided to you.
18c. Was any of the training, instruction, or guidance provided in writing?

DYes DNo DDo Not Recall

19. During any of your overseas deployments or assignments, did you receive any
training, instruction, or guidance concerning the standards of conduct applicable to
the treatment, interview, or interrogation of detainees by non-FBI personnel? DYes
DNo DDo Not Recall

(If Yes)
19a. Who provided this training, instruction, or guidance?
19b. Briefly describe the substance of the training, instruction, or guidance

provided to you.
19c. Was any of the training, instruction, or guidance provided in writing?

DYes DNo DDo Not Recall

20. During any of your overseas deployments or assignments, did you receive any
training, instruction, or guidance concerning what you were supposed to do if you
observed or heard about the treatment, interview, or interrogation of detainees bY
FBI personnel, which you believed to be inappropriate, unprofessional, coercive,
abusive, or unlawful? DYes DNo DDo Not Recall

(If Yes)
20a. Who provided this training, instruction, or guidance?
20b. Briefly describe the substance of the training, instruction, or guidance

provided to you.
20c. Was any of the training, instruction, or guidance provided in writing?

DYes DNo DDo Not Recall

21. During any of your overseas deployments or assignments, did you receive any
training, instruction, or guidance concerning what you were supposed to do if you
observed or heard about the treatment, interview, or interrogation of detainees bY
non-FBI personnel, which you believed to be inappropriate, unprofessional,
coercive, abusive, or unlawful? DYesD No DDo Not Recall

(If Yes)
21a. Who provided this training, instruction, or guidance?
21b. Briefly describe the substance of the training, instruction, or guidance

provided to you.
21c. Was any of the training, instruction, or guidance provided in writing?

DYes DNo DDo Not Recall
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c. Adequacy of Training

22. In your opinion, did you receive adequate training, instruction, or guidance relating
to standards of conduct by FBI and non-FBI personnel relating to treatment,
interview, or interrogation of detainees prior to your deployment or assignment?
DYes DNo

• (If No) Please describe the ways in which you believe the training, instruction or
guidance was inadequate:

23. In your opinion, did you receive adequate training, instruction, or guidance relating
to standards of conduct by FBI and non-FBI personnel relating to treatment,
interview, or interrogation of detainees during your deployment or assignment?
DYes DNo

• (If No) Please describe the ways in which you believe the training, instruction or
guidance was inadequate:

24. In your opinion, did you receive adequate training, instruction, or guidance
concerning what you were supposed to do if you observed or heard about the
treatment, interview, or interrogation of detainees, by FBI or non-FBI personnel,
that you believed was inappropriate, unprofessional, coercive, abusive, or unlawful?
DYes DNo

• (If No) Please describe the ways in which you believe the training, instruction or
guidance was inadequate:

25. (Optional) In what ways can the FBI improve training on this subject for future
deployments or assignments?

D. Comments

26. Please provide any additional information concerning training for overseas
deployments or assignments of FBI personnel you believe is relevant.

PART III: YOUR KNOWLEDGE OF CERTAIN INTERVIEW OR
INTERROGATION TECHNIQUES AND OTHER TYPES OF
DETAINEE TREATMENT

Introduction to Part III: In this section, we are seeking information regarding a wide
range of interview or interrogation techniques and other types of detainee treatment alleged
to have occurred. You should not assume, just because we are asking about a particular
technique or practice, that we have concluded that it in fact occurred. We recognize that
some of these techniques or practices may at times be necessary for safety and security in a
detention setting. In addition, we recognize that some of these techniques or practices may
have been authorized for use by military or other government personnel.
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With respect to each identified technique, practice, or type of conduct described below, we
are seeking information about its occurrence during or in connection with the interview
or interrogation of a detainee, or during the detention of a detainee beyond what is
needed for safety and security. In that context,we will ask you to tell us whether one or
more of the following statements are true:

1. I personally observed this conduct.
2. I observed detainee(s) in a condition that led me to believe that this conduct had

occurred.
3. Detainee(s) told me that this conduct had occurred.
4. Others who observed this conduct described it to me.
5. I have relevant information classified above "SECRET".
6. I never observed this conduct nor heard about it from someone who did.

The following are entries for questions 27-63 (Check all that apply):

a. 0 I personally observed this conduct.

b. 0 I observed detainee(s) in a condition that led me to believe that this conduct
had occurred.

c. 0 Detainee(s) told me that this conduct had occurred.

d. 0 Others who observed this conduct described it to me.

e. 0 I have relevant information classified above "SECRET".

f. 0 I never observed this conduct nor heard about it from someone who did.

If any of the above 'a'through 'e' are checked for questions 27-63, the following questions
appear:

g. Please provide the approximate time frame during which this conduct
occurred. From To DDo Not Recall

h. The detainee(s) treated in this way were located at the time in:

1 0 Guantanamo

2 0 Iraq

3 0 Afghanistan

4 0 Other Location

5 0 Do Not Recall

i. Please identify the detainee(s) by name and number:

j. Please identify the person(s) who treated the detainee(s) in this manner,
including their name(s) and government agency(ies):

k. Please identify any other FBI personnel or non-FBI personnel who observed
detainee(s) treated in this manner, including their name(s) and agency(ies):

1. This conduct occurred in connection with:

1 0 one detainee

2 0 several detainees (2-4)

3 0 Many detainees (more than 4)

4 0 Do Not Recall

m. (Optional) Please describe the relevant circumstances in more detail:
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APPENDIX A: DOJ OIG QUESTIONNAIRE

27. Depriving a detainee of food or water
28. Depriving a detainee of clothing
29. Depriving a detainee of sleep, or interrupting sleep by frequent cell relocations or

other methods
30. Beating a detainee
31. Using water to prevent breathing by a detainee or to create the sensation of

drowning
32. Using hands, rope, or anything else to choke or strangle a detainee
33. Threatening other action to cause physical pain, injury, disfigurement, or death
34. Other treatment or action causing significant physical pain or injury, or causing

disfigurement or death
35. Placing a detainee on a hot surface or burning a detainee
36. Using shackles or other restraints in a prolonged manner
37. Requiring a detainee to maintain, or restraining a detainee in, a stressful or painful

position
38. Forcing a detainee to perform demanding physical exercise
39. Using electrical shock on a detainee
40. Threatening to use electrical shock on a detainee
41. Intentionally delaying or denying detainee medical care
42. Hooding or blindfolding a detainee other than during transportation·
43. Subjecting a detainee to extremely cold or hot room temperatures for extended

periods
44. Subjecting a detainee to loud music
45. Subjecting a detainee to bright flashing lights or darkness
46. Isolating a detainee for an extended period
47. Using duct tape to restrain, gag, or punish a detainee
48. Using rapid response teams and/ or forced cell extractions
49. Using a military working dog on or near a detainee other than during detainee

transportation
50. Threatening to use military working dogs on or near a detainee
51. Using spiders, scorpions, snakes, or other animals on or near a detainee
52. Threatening to use spiders, scorpions, snakes, or other animals on a detainee
53. Disrespectful statements, handling, or actions involving the Koran
54. Shaving a detainee's facial or other hair to embarrass or humiliate a detainee
55. Placing a woman's clothing on a detainee
56. Touching a detainee or acting toward a detainee in asexual manner
57. Holding detainee(s) who were not officially acknowledged or registered as such by

the agency detaining the person.
58. Sending a detainee to another country for more aggressive interrogation
59. Threatening to send a detainee to another country for detention or more aggressive

interrogation
60. Threatening to take action against a detainee's family
61. Other treatment or action causing severe emotional or psychological trauma to a

detainee
62. Other religious or sexual harassment or humiliation of a detainee
63. Other treatment of a detainee that in your opinion was unprofessional, unduly

harsh or aggressive, coercive, abusive, or unlawful
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PART IV: YOUR KNOWLEDGE OF OTHER MATTERS

64. Did you observe any impersonation of FBI personnel by anyone during an interview
or interrogation of a detainee? DYes DNo

65. Did any detainee or other person tell you that he or she had witnessed the
impersonation of FBI personnel in connection with a detainee interview or
interrogation? DYes DNo

66. Are you aware of any "sham" or "staged" detainee interviews or interrogations
conducted for Members of the U.S. Congress or their staff?
DYes DNo

For 64 through 66 (If Yes):

a. Please provide the approximate time frame during which this conduct
occurred. From to DDo Not Recall

b. The detainee(s) treated in this way were located at the time in:

1 0 Guantanamo

2 0 Iraq

3 0 Afghanistan

4 0 Other Location

5 0 Do Not Recall

c. Please identify the detainee(s) by name and number to the best of your
recollection:

d. Please identify the person(s) who treated the detainee(s) in this manner,
including, if you recall, their name(s) and government agency(ies):

e. The names of any other FBI personnel, and the names and government
agency of non-FBI personnel, whom I believe saw the detainee(s) treated in
this manner are:

f. This conduct occurred in connection with:

1 0 One detainee

2 0 Several detainees (2-4)

3 0 Many detainees (more than 4)

4 0 Do Not Recall

g. (Optional) Please describe the relevant circumstances in more detail:

67. To your knowledge, did any military or intelligence personnel ever deny or delay FBI
access to a detainee the FBI wanted to question because the detainee had sustained
injuries after he was captured? DYes DNo

67a (If Yes) Describe the nature, time, place and other relevant circumstances,
and identify the persons involved:
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ACTIONS IN RESPONSE TO AND REPORTING OF
CERTAIN INTERVIEW OR INTERROGATION
TECHNIQUES, AND OTHER TYPES OF DETAINEE
TREATMENT

68. Did you ever end your participation in or observation of a detainee interview or
interrogation because of the interview or interrogation methods being used?
DYes DNo

69. Were you ever told that another FBI employee ended his or her participation in
or observation of, a detainee interview or interrogation because of the interview
or interrogation methods being used? DYes DNo

For Questions 68 and 69:

• (If Yes) Briefly describe the interview or interrogation methods being used,
and when and where this occurred, including the names of FBI and/ or non­
FBI personnel involved. Date, Place, Names,. FBI or Non-FBI Person

70. During any of your overseas deployments or assignments, did you report any
concerns regarding any detainee interview or interrogation practices, or other
types of detainee treatment, to an FBI supervisor? DYes DNo

71. During any of your overseas deployments or assignments, did you report any
concerns regarding any detainee interview or interrogation practices or other
types of detainee treatment you observed or heard about, to a non-FBI
supervisor or other non-FBI personnel? DYes DNo

For 70 and 71 (UYes):

a. When and to whom did you make this report? Name and Date

b. Did the report relate to conduct by FBI or non-FBI personnel?

1 DFBI Personnel

2 DNon-FBI Personnel

• Identify the agency with which the non-FBI personnel were
affiliated. Name

c. Was this report in writing? DYes DNo

d. To your knowledge, was any action taken in response to your report?
DYes DNo DDo Not Know

• (If Yes) Describe the action taken in response to your report?

72. Have you ever been ordered or directed not to report, or discouraged in any way
from reporting, observations or allegations related to detainee treatment or
interview or interrogation actions or practices? DYes DNo

A-9

PURL: https://www.legal-tools.org/doc/fbf972/



APPENDIX A: DOJ OIG QUESTIONNAIRE

73. Have you experienced any actual or threatened retaliation for reporting
observations or allegations of detainee treatment or interview or interrogation
actions or practices? DYes DNo

74. (Optional) Please provide any additional comments regarding the reporting of
concerns related to interview or interrogation techniques, detention practices, or
other detainee treatment.

PART VI: DEBRIEFINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

75. Were you debriefed, other than the standard debrief in FD-772, concerning your
overseas assignment(s) or deployment(s) after you completed the deployment(s)
or assignment(s)? DYes DNo

(If Yes)
7Sa. Who debriefed you?
75b. When and where did the debriefing(s) occur? Date and Place
75c. Were you asked about detainee detention or interview or interrogation

practices during the debriefing(s)? DYes DNo
75d. What other subjects were covered during your debriefing(s)?

75e. Was any document prepared to memorialize the debriefing?
DYes DNo DDo Not Know

76. Additional Comments and Recommendations:
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raleaserlltransferrad and will strongly:consider vldaofap1rIQ'a·final fntervie\~ of-any
oetatIlOO whO is being tra.nSferred whO has po.sslbll:t. value as.a witntJ~&< Exteptto~lO

this ?olicym~ be approved byqlTF~HQat the CommandenCDR,) Of O~p~
Ct:»mnRndQt(OCO) level. The 000 $ ~so th8'Sari.Ol' Agent 1nCharge {SAC}.

2

sSESTtfN&FQd
(J.tt. (&.{ l Sr- 0"'/
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CrrF-C"~

Subfset !rrterrogaticn?~ures. SUidafiOa

5. .. (U) CfrFa~will notpar:ttc:f~\nthi?; us9pfany !'lOn-taw~nt (Le)
~techn~Wtwb1qhtheYa,.n~Qio.edf~ anyitOOh"iquEis:thsyfe${· are
~e~le~ as daffne~ by la¥t~, regulatlE)T'tl and.as- lrtt~rptetetrby uUfCDRand, SAC.
ASI (ATf agen1ll haw fue w.rttiocitytu'WiU'ldtaw l'twli~y eTWt1$nmOI1t\Of,aqiolltnat tt:rey
belleVl!ilatl\~~ ClTF fi9~. mu~t fi\port any'~uch action: ,tQfhafr RAe
immedta~.anGthe, AAC wW 'Provide 'a MFR·Qn the fncMenf kJ the [)SAG.

a, (U) ClTF a~wl11 not~~l~le'..vsby O1h$r'agenCZe$",~it Is 'kllowrt
that nQn4..E t!aof1rikpJe$. wUl b"ousEK'L ortfyUleCiTF coa or Dcn 'rney'irant exo6PtlOP$:
tbtniapofiQy.

7. (Uj CfTF~'or anatysf$Wahequ~·~d.~ ,tra1"'.scnpt~. rmwr1S. and after..
a~,~ ofai1y and atlln~',oonclUored by ofit01' ogenoiEW:att4 «rt!ti~io1 kl
_~n.EHhe lawe~me~vatue.oftha informatIon and,~ eftGctiveness of'~
lnte:rrogatlon strategie,s employed. AJllntG~gatIOl1S-1)f'detaIMeswijt be,dOOf;,trntJ~ m
_CITF~€il~

8. M"'~'CJ:TF~ ~.o~~.~,,·Gr~",GLega[·AdViSttfW. dOordinat9'
Wl#'t J*l:_'FOtCIlnF),GTh«)~WSJe~XMrF inan discusi(One Of
ift;etr~' ~.$1.nd. . .~ CffF$;$~'oo~:crrF~Q,ofl$sues raised
during:tf'H:l"d&~ttrat. 'f~~tl~;to·~ th6:'C[1'Fml~" fftho
Cfi'F:'G~tN&. disagrees.vVftffafl:appftlaoh bein~rconsideraci·by.1h~·JTF\tile
CtTF-Q·represemat1Ve shOtJJd Informme JtF',cf1he:oPjeclion fn llprofessi6narrriStli'Jm'
and contlmJ.&pQrtici.patiAQ mthatill1oosston.The· obligation of th5ClTF--G
rep(sti9htatIve.at anydtllc:use5Qnlm~9t1ng;.1s two.,fo!d;to ra~e,a proteg$IOnal oDjeCltGn ali
necessary, anQ'-' tePdrt\t1.!jss~attj;the::C~,orOeO/SAO'through~OSAC.

9. (t), In lraqand AfghW1istafl,.~arty.·tr'!e AACi¢peretl~OffiC'4tft or·l,.~gal
Ad'J'1sorwll! f'eP'resant CITFlndlsWsskms wltfto~organiZations' tepr$$.EtmatNes
~.tQ ini:e:rtoget:oostraf.~gles andapprcach~a The dlscu9slOns and reporting
reqWi"amEmts wnlfo!k>w1rm9an'l& pararn~"oumneQ ab'OVEt.

C-3

PURL: https://www.legal-tools.org/doc/fbf972/



C'tTFwCDR
SUbject: INt'ltaJ'Ql!'rrIO§V!s'tlonP"r'Ccedl.tru GWdanoe

~a····'·······"·····A.....~........ ~::./'~ ....~
BRrrlAIN P.. MALLOW
rol. MP ,
~." ,og

C-4

PURL: https://www.legal-tools.org/doc/fbf972/



PURL: https://www.legal-tools.org/doc/fbf972/




