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Department of Defense Office of Inspector General 

Report No. 07-INTEL-04 
(Project No. D2006-DINTOI-0077.000) 

February 9, 2007 

Review of Pre-Iraqi War Activities of the Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (U) 

Executive Summary (U) 

(U) Who should read this report and why. Personnel within DoD who are responsible 
for monitoring and providing official oversight of DoD intelligence issues should read 
this report because it discusses the issue of whether or not the Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy conducted unauthorized, unlawful or inappropriate 
"Intelligence Activities" 1 during the pre-war period leading up to war with Iraq. 

(U) Background. On July 7, 2004, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence 
released a classified report, "Report on the U.S. Intelligence Community's Pre-War 
Intelligence Assessments on Iraq" that was critical of the Intelligence Community 
assessments on Iraq, further concluding that the "Intelligence Community analysts lacked 
a consistent post-September 11th approach to analyzing and reporting on terrorism 
threats." 

(U) On October 21, 2004, Senator Carl Levin released an unclassified report that the 
Senate Armed Services Committee Minority Staff prepared entitled, "Report of an 
Inquiry into the Alternative Analysis of the Issue of an Iraq-al Qaeda Relationship. " 
This report substantively challenged some of the conclusions in the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence committee report and stated that the Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy inappropriately produced an alternative analysis. The 
report stated that analysis provided by the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Policy exaggerated a connection between Iraq and al-Qaida while the Intelligence 
Community remained consistently dubious of such a connection. 

(U) On September 9, 2005, Senator Pat Roberts, Chairman of the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence, requested that the Office oflnspector General, Department of 
Defense review whether the Office of Special Plans, "at any time, conducted 
unauthorized, unlawful or inappropriate intelligence activities." The term Office of 
Special Plans has become generic terminology for the activities of the Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, including the Policy Counter Terrorism 

1 DoD Directive 5240.1 defines Intelligence Activities as ''the collection, production, and dissemination of 
foreign intelligence and counterintelligence by DoD intelligence components authorized under reference 
(b)." Reference (b) is Executive Order 12333, United States Intelligence Activities," December 4, 1981. 
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Evaluation 

Group and Policy Support Office. The actual Office of Special Plans had no 
responsibility for and did not perform any of the activities examined in this review. 
(Appendix C). 

(U) On September 22, 2005, Senator Carl Levin requested the Office oflnspector 
General, Department of Defense to review the activities of the Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy, including the Policy Counter Terrorism Evaluation 
Group and Policy Support Office, to determine if any of the activities were either 
inappropriate or improper and if so, provide recommendations for remedial action. He 
also provided a list of 10 questions to consider during our review. (Appendix D; 
Appendix G is our response to the 10 questions). 

(U) Results. The Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy developed, 
produced, and then disseminated alternative intelligence assessments on the Iraq and al­
Qaida relationship, which included some conclusions that were inconsistent with the 
consensus of the Intelligence Community, to senior decision-makers. While such actions 
were not illegal or unauthorized, the actions were, in our opinion, inappropriate given 
that the intelligence assessments were intelligence products and did not clearly show the 
variance with the consensus of the Intelligence Community. This condition occurred 
because of an expanded role and mission of the Office ofthe Under Secretary of Defense 
for Policy from policy formulation to alternative intelligence analysis and dissemination. 
As a result, the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy did not provide "the 
most accurate analysis of intelligence"2 to senior decision-makers. 

(U) Management Comments. The Under Secretary of Defense for Policy and Director, 
Defense Intelligence Agency provided comments on the draft report. The complete 
responses are included in the Management Comments section of the report. The Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy did not concur with the report stating that their actions 
were not intelligence activities and, even if they were, would be appropriate given that 
they were responding to direction from the Deputy Secretary of Defense. Further, he 
states that their assessment on a "cooperative" Iraq-at Qaida relationship was consistent 
with the Director of Central Intelligence's own statements to Congress in 2002. The 
Director, Defense Intelligence Agency comments were administrative in nature and were 
completely integrated into the final report. 

(U) Evaluation Response. The assessments produced evolved from policy to 
intelligence products, which were then disseminated. The Deputy Secretary of Defense 
direction made the action authorized; however, we believe the actions were inappropriate 

2 Intelligence Community Directive Number 1 dated May I, 2006, "Policy Directive for Intelligence 
Community Leadership" describes Intelligence Analysis "to ensure the most accurate analysis of 
intelligence is derived from all sources to support national security needs." 
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because a policy office was producing intelligence products and was not clearly 
conveying to senior decision-makers the variance with the consensus of the Intelligence 
Community. The statement of the Director of Central Intelligence included his 
assessment that "our understanding of the relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida is 
evolving and is based on sources of varying reliability." Further, analysis of the 
statement does not support the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy position of a 
"mature symbiotic relationship" in all areas. The circumstances prevalent in 2002 are no 
longer present today. We believe that the continuing collaboration between the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence and the Office of the Director ofNational 
Intelligence will significantly reduce the opportunity for the inappropriate conduct of 
intelligence activities outside of intelligence channels. As a result, we are not making 
any recommendations. 
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Background (U) 

(U) On July 7, 2004, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence (SSCI) 
released a classified report, "Report on the U.S. Intelligence Community's Pre­
War Intelligence Assessments on Iraq" which was critical of the Intelligence 
Community's assessments on Iraq. The report further concluded that the 
"Intelligence Community analysts lacked a consistent post-September 11th 
approach to analyzing and reporting on terrorism threats." 

(U) On October 21, 2004, Senator Carl Levin released an unclassified report that 
the minority staff of the Senate Armed Services Committee prepared, "Report of 
an Inquiry into the Alternative Analysis of the Issue of an Iraq-al Qaeda 
Relationship." The report challenged some of the conclusions in the SSCI report, 
stating that the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy [OUSD(P)] 
inappropriately produced an alternative analysis, and described that analysis of 
the relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida as one of"operational cooperation." 
The report stated that the OUSD(P) exaggerated Iraq's relationship with al-Qaida 
primarily to support the Administration's policy aims to find a strong connection 
between Iraq and al-Qaida. Further, the Intelligence Community consistently 
doubted such a connection. 

(U) On September 9, 2005, Senator Pat Roberts, Chairman of the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence, requested that the Office of Inspector General, 
Department of Defense review whether the Office of Special Plans (OSP), "at any 
time, conducted unauthorized, unlawful or inappropriate intelligence activities." 
(See Appendix C.) The term OSP has become generic terminology for the 
activities of the OUSD(P), including the Policy Counter Terrorism Evaluation 
Group (PCTEG) and Policy Support Office. The actual OSP had no 
responsibility for and did not perform any of the activities examined in this 
review. 

(U) On September 22, 2005, Senator Carl Levin requested that the Office of 
Inspector General, Department of Defense review the activities of the OUSD(P), 
including the PCTEG and Policy Support Office to determine whether any of 
their activities were either inappropriate or improper, and, if so, provide 
recommendations for remedial action. He also provided 1 0 questions for us to 
consider during the review. (See Appendix D; Appendix G is the evaluators' 
response to the 1 0 questions.) 

(U) Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. The USD(P) is the principal staff 
assistant and advisor to the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense for all matters on the formulation of national security and defense policy 
and the integration and oversight of DoD policy and plans to achieve national 
security objectives as defined by DoD Directive 5111.1, December 8, 1999. 

1 
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fS~ Assistant Secretary of Defense, Office of International Security Affairs 
[ASD (ISA)]. The Office of International Security Affairs formulates and 
coordinates international security strategy and policy for OUSD(P) on issues of 
DoD interest that relate to foreign regions and nations, their governments, and the 
defense establishments. ASD(ISA) was instrumental early in 2002 in responding 
to the inquiries of the Deputy Secretary of Defense regarding links between Iraq 
and al-Qaida. 

~olicy Support Office. The Policy Support Office assisted the OUSD(P) in 
developing national security and defense policy by providing infrastructure 
support, personnel, and information technology and security until June 2002, 
when it transferred to the newly created Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
for Intelligence. The Policy Support Office requested detailees from the Defense 
Intelligence Agency (DIA) because of"the voluminous amounts of intelligence 
the office was receiving but was unable to assess." From January 2002 through 
November 2003 DIA detailed an intelligence specialist to the Policy Support 
Office within the OUSD(P). 

~The Policy Counter Terrorism Evaluation Group. According to an Action 
Memo dated November 26,2001, for the Deputy Secretary of Defense from the 
ASD (ISA), the purpose was to "Obtain approval of creation of a Team B, called 
the Policy Counter Terror Evaluation Group (PCTEG). Through independent 
analysis and evaluation, the PCTEG would determine what is known about 
al-Qaida's worldwide terror network, its suppliers, and relationship to states and 
other international terrorist organizations ... " 

-tS7""As envisioned the PCTEG would function under the joint chairmanship of the 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations/Low 
Intensity Conflict and the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Near East 
and South Asia Affairs. The ASD(ISA), with permission from the USD(P), 
tasked the PCTEG with studying al-Qaida's worldwide organization, including its 
suppliers, its relations with States and with other terrorist organizations (and their 
suppliers), identifying "chokepoints" of cooperation, coordination, and 
vulnerabilities, and recommending strategies to render the terrorist networks 
ineffective. The PCTEG, however, never included more than two analysts so the 
Chairmanship issue never attained a level of operational formality. In letters to 
Senator Warner and Representative Harman on June 21, 2003, Mr. Feith, then 
USD(P), described the purpose of the PCTEG as to "help me develop proposals 
for Defense Department strategies for the war on terrorism, which is a policy 
exercise, not an intelligence activity." 

(S/"Nf) Following a USD(P) request to the Director, DIA for support from the 
Intelligence Community, DIA detailed two junior Naval Reservist Intelligence 
Analysts to OUSD(P) in February 2002 to replace the two existing OUSD(P) 
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members. The PCTEG produced a briefing in support of policy development in 
June 2002, "Understanding the Strategic Threat of Terror Networks and their 
Sponsors." 

~Sf,'tlF)- During the summer of 2002, following the deactivation of one of the two 
Naval Reservists, the one remaining detailed intelligence analyst reviewed 
intelligence data to determine whether there were links between Iraq and 
al-Qaida. At the direction of the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Special 
Assistant to the Deputy Secretary of Defense, a member of the OUSD(P) Policy 
Support Office, and the remaining PCTEG detailee collaborated to create a 
briefing, marked "Draft," "Assessing the Relationship Between Iraq and 
al-Qaida," which they briefed to the Secretary of Defense on August 8, 2002. On 
August 15, 2002, they provided a similar briefing, marked "Draft," with the same 
title to Mr. George Tenet, then Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) and V ADM 
Lowell "Jake" Jacoby, then Director, DIA. On September 16, 2002, the 
OUSD(P) provided a similar version of the briefing, marked "Draft," to 
Mr. Stephen Hadley, then Deputy National Security Advisor, as requested, and 
Mr. I. Lewis Libby, then Chief of Staff of the Office of the Vice President. The 
PCTEG as an organization ceased to exist shortly thereafter. 

(U) The Office of Special Plans. The OUSD(P) created the OSP in October 
2002 by renaming and expanding the OUSD(P) Near East and South Asia office's 
Northern Gulf Directorate to concentrate on policies for Iran, Iraq, and the Global 
War on Terror. In his June 21, 2003, letters to Senator Warner and 
Representative Harman, Mr. Feith described the OSP as a policy planning group 
and a consumer, rather than a producer of intelligence. In a February 3, 2004, 
letter to Senator Levin, Mr. Feith described the purpose of the OSP as having 
been, " ... created to serve as the regional office for Northern (Persian) Gulf affairs 
and as the lead office within the Policy organization of the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense (OSD) for developing U.S. strategy and policy for the global war on 
terrorism." The OSP was renamed as the Office of Northern Gulf Affairs, 
remaining in Near East/South Asia as before, and its personnel continued to 
perform their policy functions for that region. 

Objectives (U) 

(U) The review objective was to determine whether personnel assigned to the 
OSP, the PCTEG, and the OUSD(P) conducted unauthorized, unlawful, or 
inappropriate intelligence activities from September 2001 through June 2003. If 
so, the OIG was to provide recommendations for remedial action. See 
Appendix A for a discussion of the scope and methodology and related report 
coverage. 

3 
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Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
for Policy's Use of Intelligence (U) 

(U) Those charged with protecting America must have the best possible 
intelligence information, and that information must be closely integrated to 
form the clearest possible picture of the threats to our country. 

President George W. Bush 
December 17,2004 

(U) The Office ofthe Under Secretary of Defense for Policy [OUSD(P)] 
developed, produced, and then disseminated alternative intelligence 
assessments on the Iraq and al-Qaida relationship, which included some 
conclusions that were inconsistent with the consensus of the Intelligence 
Community, to senior decision-makers. While such actions were not 
illegal or unauthorized, the actions were, in our opinion, inappropriate 
given that the products did not clearly show the variance with the 
consensus of the Intelligence Community and were, in some cases, shown 
as intelligence products. This condition occurred because the OUSD(P) 
expanded Its role and mission from formulating Defense Policy to 
analyzing and disseminating alternative intelligence. As a result, the 
OUSD(P) did not provide "the most accurate analysis of intelligence" to 
senior decision makers. 

Guidance (U) 

(U) DoD Directive 5111.1. DoD Directive 5111.1, "Under Secretary of 
Defense for Policy [USD(P)]," December 8, 1999, designates the USD(P) 
as the principal staff assistant and advisor to the Secretary and Deputy 
Secretary of Defense for all matters on formulating national security and 
defense policy. The Directive also states that the USD(P) will perform 
such other functions as the Secretary of Defense may prescribe. 

(U) DoD Directive 5240.1. DoD Directive 5240.1, "DoD Intelligence 
Activities," April 25, 1988, is the guidance that DoD intelligence 
components use to collect, retain, or disseminate information. DoD 
Directive 5240.1 defines "Intelligence Activities" as "the collection, 
production, and dissemination of foreign intelligence and 
counterintelligence by DoD intelligence components authorized under 
reference (b)." Reference (b) is Executive Order 12333, "United States 
Intelligence Activities," December 4, 1981. The OUSD(P) is not a 
designated Intelligence Activity. 
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(U) DoD Directive 5105.21. DoD Directive 5105.21, "Defense 
Intelligence Agency," February 18, 1997, details the DIA mission to 
"satisfY, or ensure the satisfaction of, the military and military-related 
intelligence requirements of the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of 
Defense ... " The Director, DIA is "the principal advisor on substantive 
intelligence matters to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense ... " 
The Executive Order 12333 lists the DIA as a designated Intelligence 
Activity. 

(U) DIA Policy No: 005. On June 5, 2001, the DIA Directorate for 
Analysis and Production issued DI policy No. 005, "Alternative 
Judgments Policy," which states that the principal goal of intelligence 
analysis is to provide customers with the most expert, focused, and multi­
disciplinary judgments possible. The policy memo recognizes the value of 
ideas and concepts that run counter to the prevailing wisdom, by 
establishing a process within the Intelligence Community for using 
alternative judgments. 

OUSD(P)'s Production and Dissemination of Alternative 
Intelligence Assessments (U) 

~The OUSD(P) inappropriately developed, produced, and disseminated 
to senior decision makers alternative intelligence assessments on the Iraq 
and al-Qaida relationship, which included some conclusions that were 
inconsistent with the consensus of the Intelligence Community. In its 
advisory role to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense, the 
OUSD(P) requested DIA detailees to perform activities such as assisting 
in formulating national security and defense policy. In formulating policy, 
it is appropriate to obtain from and challenge the Intelligence Community 
to provide support for its Intelligence Findings. As stated in the SSCI 
Report,3 "The Committee found that this process-the policymakers' 
probing questions-actually improved the products." However, the 
intelligence analyst detailees assisted in or produced alternative 
intelligence assessments that included some conclusions that were 
inconsistent with those that the chartered-Intelligence Community vetted 
and produced. 

(i/~E) OUSD(P) Used All Available Intelligence. The USD(P) 
requested and received detailees from DIA who had access to intelligence 
databases. The DIA detailees were assigned to the Policy Support Office 

3 (U) SSCI (Report), "Report on the U.S. Intelligence Community's Pre-War Intelligence Assessments on 
Iraq," July 7, 2004. 
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and PCTEG in 2002. In addition, other DIA Defense Intelligence Officers 
were assigned to support OUSD(P). The detailees and the DIA Defense 
Intelligence Officers had access to intelligence databases such as the DIA 
Joint Worldwide Intelligence Communications System. Interviews 
revealed that DIA detailees and DIA Defense Intelligence Officers pulled 
both raw intelligence and finished intelligence production from Joint 
Worldwide Intelligence Communications System and provided it to 
OUSD(P) personnel. The DIA Defense Intelligence Officers also 
provided daily intelligence read packets until their dissolution in the 
spring of2003. 

-(S//NF) The OUSD(P) Produced Alternative Intelligence 
Assessments. Interviews confirmed that DIA detailees conducted 
independent intelligence analysis for the OUSD(P) that resulted in 
analytic conclusions and products. While working for the OUSD(P) staff, 
the detailees performed intelligence analysis and, in several cases, 
intelligence production, which was not one ofUSD(P)'s specified 
functions in DoD Directive 5111.1, "Under Secretary ofDefense for 
Policy." 

tSII~lf) OUSD(P) personnel and the DIA detailees used the same 
intelligence information as the Intelligence Community to produce their 
alternative intelligence assessments. In a July 25, 2002 memo, "Iraq and 
al-Qaida: Making the Case," one OUSD(P) detailee explained the basis 
for their alternative intelligence assessment, stating, "the following 
information clearly makes the case for an Intelligence Finding (emphasis 
added)-that Iraq has been complicit in supporting al-Qaida terrorist 
activities." Further, in translating that alternative intelligence assessment 
into a briefing, "Assessing the Relationship Between Iraq and al-Qaida," 
the OUSD(P) performed Intelligence Activity and, more specifically, 
Intelligence Production. 

(Sh'NF) Some of the conclusions in the briefmg, "Assessing the 
Relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida," produced by a collaborative 
team composed of two OUSD(P) detailees and a former OUSD(P) 
member who was working in the capacity of Special Assistant to the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, were not supported by the Intelligence 
Community. In fact, the briefing assessed that, "Intelligence indicates 
cooperation [with al-Qaida] in all categories; mature, symbiotic 
relationship," and as having a higher degree of cooperation than those 
conclusions supported by the Intelligence Community. The briefing 
detailed a relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida in three versions of their 
briefing, "Assessing the Relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida." Each 
version included a slide, "What Would Each Side Want From a 
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Relationship?" According to the briefing, one oflraq's objectives was a 
desire for an "Operational surrogate to continue war;" the slide listed 
al-Qaida as that surrogate. Further, OUSD(P) members briefed an alleged 
meeting between the 9/11 hijacker Mohammed Atta and ai-Ani, an Iraqi 
Intelligence Service Officer on a slide, "Known Contacts" in all three 
versions of this brief. The Intelligence Community disagreed with the 
briefing's assessment that the alleged meeting constituted a "known 
contact." 

fS/~F) Intelligence Community's Intelligence Judgments. The 
assessment of the relationship between Iraq and ai-Qaida, detailed in both 
the briefing, "Assessing the Relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida," and 
the July 25, 2002 memorandum were inconsistent with the Intelligence 
Community's assessment. The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and 
DIA had published intelligence products with a decidedly different 
assessment. By the summer of2002, before OUSD(P) members 
disseminated the briefing containing an alternative intelligence assessment 
about the Iraq and ai-Qaida relationship, both the DIA and CIA published 
reports that disavowed any "mature, symbiotic" cooperation between Iraq 
and al-Qaida. The Intelligence Community was united in its assessment 
that the intelligence on the alleged meeting between Mohammed Atta and 
al-Ani was at least contradictory, but by no means a "known contact." 
The SSCI Phase I Report noted that, "Although the CIA has not ruled out 
the meeting, its analysis characterized the meeting as highly unlikely." 

fS/:<Nf) CIA's Intelligence Judgment. On June 21, 2002, the CIA 
published a report, "Iraq and al-Qaida: Interpreting a Murky 
Relationship," which described the reporting on the alleged meeting of 
Atta with ai-Ani as, " ... contradictory, and we have not verified Atta's 
travel through other channels." The report also stated the CIA view on the 
Iraq-ai-Qaida cooperation as, "Overall, the reporting provides no 
conclusive signs of cooperation (emphasis added) on specific terrorist 
operations, so discussion of the possible extent of cooperation between 
Iraq and al-Qa'ida is necessarily speculative." 

(~ 1~1¥) Likewise, a draft August 20, 2002, CIA Report, "Iraqi Support 
for Terrorism"4 characterized the connection between Iraq and ai-Qaida as 
follows: 

esNNF) Saddam and Bin Ladin are not natural partners, but have 
maintained cautious contacts and some shared training. The two 

4 The fmal version of this report was published September 19, 2002. 
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groups nevertheless remained suspicious of each other's motives, 
and to date we cannot document any joint operational activity 
between them. 

(SfiNF' DIA's Intelligence Judgment. On July 31, 2002, DIA published 
a Special Assessment, "Iraq's Inconclusive Ties to Al-Qaida," which 
described the alleged meeting of Atta withal-Ani as having "significant 
information gaps that render the issue impossible to prove or disprove 
with available information." The assessment further stated that 
"compelling evidence demonstrating direct cooperation (emphasis added) 
between the government of Iraq and al-Qaida has not been established 
(emphasis added), despite a large body of anecdotal information." 

--(Sl:'N'f) The Intelligence Community's assessment of the Iraq connection 
with al-Qaida was decidedly less "mature" and by no means "symbiotic" 
in all categories as the OUSD(P) alleged in its alternative assessment 
detailed in both the July 25, 2002, memorandum and the briefing, 
"Assessing the Relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida." In no case did 
the Intelligence Community's assessment support the assertion that 
"Intelligence indicates cooperation in all categories; mature, symbiotic 
relationship." The terms that the Intelligence Community used to describe 
the relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida were "no conclusive signs," 
and "direct cooperation ... has not been established." Equally, the 
Intelligence Community disputed the assertion found in the briefmg, 
"Assessing the Relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida," that the alleged 
meeting of Atta withal-Ani was "known." The Intelligence Community 
described the meeting as "impossible to prove or disprove" and 
"contradictory". 

{SI/flF) Joint Intelligence Task Force- Combating Terrorism (JITF­
CT) Judgment. A DIA Senior Intelligence Analyst working in the Joint 
Intelligence Task Force- Combating Terrorism (nTF-CT) countered, 
point-by-point, each instance of an alleged tie between Iraq and al-Qaida 
mentioned in the July 25, 2002, OUSD(P) memorandum, "Iraq and al­
Qaida: Making the Case." The Intelligence Analyst disagreed with most 
of the OUSD(P) intelligence assessments. Of the 26 points used to 
support the "Intelligence Finding-that Iraq has been complicit in 
supporting al-Qaida terrorist activities," the JITF-CT agreed or partially 
agreed with 11 of the 26. Two OUSD(P) slides, presented as part of a 
larger briefmg to the Secretary of Defense, the DCI, and the Deputy 
National Security Advisor and Chief of Staff of the Office of the Vice 
President, each titled "Known Contacts," were extracted from the 
OUSD(P) paper. On August 9, 2002, in a Memorandum, "JITF-CT 
Commentary: Iraq and al-Qaida, Making the Case" the JITF-CT 
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Intelligence Analyst noted that the OUSD(P) memorandum was of "no 
intelligence value;" in other words, the memorandum's assessments 
contradicted the Intelligence Community assessments on both the Iraq 
relationship with al-Qaida and, specifically, the veracity of the alleged 
meeting in Prague. He provided his assessment to the Joint Staff J2 for 
internal consumption. On August 14, 2002, in response to another internal 
J2 request, the JITF-CT Intelligence Analyst wrote a more detailed 
Memorandum, "DUSD(PS) Assessment on Iraq-al-Qaida Ties JITF-CT 
Response," specifically stating that far from being a "known contact," the 
"alleged 8 or 9 April 2001 meeting between Iraqi Intelligence Service 
officer Ibrahim al-Ani and al-Qaida operative Muhammad Atta is 
impossible to establish with available information." 

(U) Without Intelligence Community consensus, OUSD(P) officials 
briefed the alternative intelligence assessment to senior decision makers 
within the DoD and the Federal Government. The July 25,2002, 
memorandum was written in preparation for the August 2002 briefing to 
the Secretary of Defense. On August 8, 2002, OUSD(P) members 
presented their briefing, "Assessing the Relationship Between Iraq and al­
Qaida" to the Secretary of Defense. The briefing portrayed a "mature, 
symbiotic" relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida. The Secretary of 
Defense directed that OUSD(P) brief the DCI. The OUSD(P) eventually 
presented three different versions of this briefing to the Secretary of 
Defense, the DCI, and the Deputy National Security Advisor and the Chief 
of Staff of the Office of the Vice President. 

External Dissemination of OUSD(P) Alternative Intelligence 
Assessment (U) 

(Sh'NF) In response to the Secretary of Defense direction, on August 15, 
2002, with the USD(P) in attendance, his staffers presented the briefing, 
"Assessing the Relationship Between Iraq and al-Qaida," to the DCI, then 
Mr. George Tenet. Mr. Tenet invited V ADM Jacoby, then Director, DIA 
to attend the briefing. Despite the continued marking as "Draft," the 
briefing external to DoD, in our opinion, constituted dissemination. This 
version of the briefing presented to the DCI omitted the slide, 
"Fundamental Problems with How Intelligence Community is Assessing 
Information" because, according to Mr. Feith, "it had a critical tone." The 
content of the excluded slide accuses the Intelligence Community of 
applying a standard requiring juridical evidence for reports, 
underestimating the importance for both Iraq and al-Qaida to keep their 
relationship hidden, and assuming that the two would not cooperate 
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because of religious differences. Additionally, the details regarding the 
alleged meeting between Mohammed Atta and al-Ani were discussed only 
on the slide, "Known Contacts," which portrayed the meeting as fact. The 
Intelligence Community previously disagreed with the assertions in this 
briefmg on the veracity of the alleged meeting between Mohammad Atta 
and al-Ani and the level of cooperation that the OUSD(P) members 
ascribed to Iraq and al-Qaida in widely available Intelligence products 
produced in the spring and summer of 2002. 

(SO~H?) After the USD(P) and his staff departed, the DCI told the 
Director, DIA to "get this back into analytical channels and out of Policy 
channels." When we asked the former Director, DIA why he did not take 
action, he replied that it had fallen off his scope. 

(8/;~Jf) Mr. Tenet also directed the Intelligence Community to meet with 
OUSD(P) to discuss the contents of the briefmg in relation to a pending 
CIA Report, "Iraqi Support for Terrorism." As a result, on August 20, 
2002, the Intelligence Community held a roundtable discussion on the 
draft CIA Report, "Iraqi Support for Terrorism" in which members of the 
OUSD(P) participated fully. The Intelligence Community incorporated 
some of the OUSD(P) staffers' concerns, mostly about Iraq and al-Qaida 
ties. The CIA was willing to add footnotes to its report stating that the 
conclusions represented by the OUSD(P) staffers differed from the CIA 
paper's findings. The OUSD(P) staffers correctly declined, however, 
stating that they were acting in a policy capacity and were unable to speak 
for Defense Intelligence. This indicates that the OUSD(P) staffers knew 
the limits of their position as detailees to OUSD(P). 

(S{A'lf) According to the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy 
comments to the draft report, following a reference to the briefmg at a 
Deputies Committee meeting in August 2002, the Deputy National 
Security Advisor requested to receive the briefing. 5 On September 16, 
2002, members of OUSD(P) and the Special Assistant to the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense presented the briefing, "Assessing the Relationship 
Between Iraq and al-Qaida" to Mr. Stephen Hadley, then Deputy National 
Security Advisor, as requested, and Mr. I. Lewis Libby, then Chief of 
Staff of the Office of the Vice President. This version of the briefing 
included the slide "Fundamental Problems with How Intelligence 
Community is Assessing Information," which had been presented to the 
Secretary of Defense but omitted from the DCI briefmg. The slide 
accuses the Intelligence Community of applying a standard requiring 

s During our review we neither found nor when asked, was the OUSD(P) able to provide any 
documentation to support this chain of events. 
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juridical evidence for reports, underestimating the importance for both 
Iraq and al-Qaida to keep their relationship hidden, and assuming that the 
two would not cooperate because of religious differences. This 
presentation also included a slide that had not appeared in previous 
versions of the briefing, "Facilitation: Atta Meeting in Prague," which 
discussed the alleged meeting between Mohammad Atta and al-Ani in 
April2001 in Prague without caveats regarding Intelligence Community 
consensus. 

(~l:~lv) The Intelligence Community's assessment had not changed. The 
draft August 20, 2002, CIA Report, "Iraqi Support for Terrorism," 
discussed the relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida as "much less 
clearcut ... appears to more closely resemble that of two organizations 
trying to feel out or exploit each other." As far as knowledge or 
implication in 9/11 goes, the report offers, "no conclusive indication of 
Iraqi complicity or foreknowledge in the 11 September attacks." Further, 
the report cites "no conclusive reporting that al-Qa'ida and Iraq 
collaborated on terrorist operations," and called the reporting on the 
alleged meeting between Atta and at-Ani as "inconclusive." 

(U) The OUSD(P) did not provide "the most accurate analysis of 
intelligence" to senior decision makers. As this report states, the 
OUSD(P) produced and disseminated alternative intelligence assessments 
that included some conclusions that were not supported by the consensus 
of the Intelligence Community. The Intelligence Community discounted 
conclusions about the high degree of cooperation between Iraq and 
al-Qaida; yet the decision makers were given information describing the 
relationship as "known contacts" or as factual conclusions. 6 

Expanded Role and Mission of the Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy (U) 

(U) The OUSD(P) developed and produced alternative intelligence 
assessments as a result of its expanded roles and mission which evolved in 
2001 and 2002 from formulating Defense Policy to critiquing Intelligence 
Products to conducting Intelligence Activities. 

6 Noteworthy is that post-war debriefs of Sadaam Hussein, Tariq Aziz, al-Tikriti, and al-Libi as well as 
document exploitation by DIA all confirmed that the Intelligence Community was correct: Iraq and al­
Qaida did not cooperate in all categories. The terms the Intelligence Community used to describe the 
relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida were validated, "no conclusive signs," and "direct cooperation ... 
has not been established." 
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(SNUI*) Even before assigning the DIA detailees to the PCTEG and 
Policy Support Office, the OUSD(P) was obtaining large volumes of 
intelligence information. In November 2001, the OUSD(P) requested 
detailees from DIA because of"the voluminous amounts of intelligence 
the office was receiving. but was unable to assess." The additional 
personnel provided the OUSD(P) with access to Intelligence databases. 
Such access and use of DIA detailees is appropriate for Defense policy 
formulation. The June 2002 PCTEG briefing, "Understanding the 
Strategic Threat of Terror Networks and their Sponsors," is an example of 
an appropriate application of intelligence information. On July 9, 2002, at 
the direction ofthe Deputy ASD(ISA), in the only case of intelligence 
critique, the Pol~cy Support Office provided an analysis of a CIA Report, 
"Iraq and al-Qaida: Interpreting A Murky Relationship" to the USD(P) 
suggesting that the "CIA's interpretation ought to be ignored." However, 
policy development and intelligence critique evolved into Intelligence 
Analysis and eventually culminated in the Intelligence Activity of 
Intelligence Production. The detailees created alternate intelligence 
assessments and briefed the Secretary of Defense and then disseminated 
the assessment to the DCI, the Deputy National Security Advisor, and the 
Chief of Staff of the Office of the Vice President. 

--tS/~I:E').. The mission and role of the OUSD(P) expanded, based, in part, in 
response to inquiries from the Deputy Secretary of Defense. For example, 
instead of directing a January 22, 2002, memorandum to the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, Communication and 
Intelligence or the Director, DIA, the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
directed a memorandum to the USD(P), requesting "input on the progress 
in pulling together intelligence links between Iraq and al-Qaida" 
(Appendix E). It appears that the analysis was an on-going effort. 

(SHNF) rJ"he ASD(ISA) responded to the Deputy Secretary of Defense on 
January 24, 2002 (Appendix F). Part of the response stated, "So far we 
have discovered few direct links. However, we have uncovered evidence 
suggesting more robust indirect links." The cited direct links included the 
information that Muhammad Atta met twice in Prague with Iraqi 
Intelligence Service Prague station chief, al-Ani. 

(~ 1 ~l¥) The ASD(ISA) did not discuss whether the Intelligence 
Community agreed or disagreed with any of the direct or indirect links 
identified in the January 24, 2002, product but in a handwritten note, the 
USD(P) requested, "DSD [Deputy Secretary of Defense], should we 
organize a briefmg for you to review the underlying intel?" 
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-tSr Further, in July 2002, based on a conversation one DIA detailee had 
with the Special Assistant to the Deputy Secretary ofDefense, in what she 
understood to be a response to a request from the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense to prepare an "intel briefing" on Iraq and links to al-Qaida, in 
August 2002, two OUSD(P) members and the Special Assistant to the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense collaborated on creating a briefing with 
intelligence assessments that were inconsistent with those of the 
Intelligence Community. 

(U) The OUSD(P), in responding to requests from the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense or Secretary of Defense, may find it necessary to base its work 
on material that the Intelligence Community produces. It is also 
appropriate for OUSD(P) to disagree with the Intelligence Community. 
The OUSD(P) may advance policy assessments reflecting an alternate 
assessment; however, the OUSD(P) should clearly reflect any 
disagreement or variance with the Intelligence Community's assessments 
and not provide its own intelligence products. The alternative intelligence 
assessments and the intelligence finding show that the OUSD(P) was 
producing intelligence products and that the products did not clearly show 
the areas where OUSD(P) disagreed with the Intelligence Community. As 
a result, we consider those actions inappropriate. 

(U) We recognize that the OUSD(P) performed some of the actions in 
response to inquiries regarding intelligence briefings from the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense and at the direction of the Secretary of Defense. One 
of the specified functions in DoD Directive 5111.1 requires OUSD(P) to 
"perform such other functions, as the Secretary of Defense may 
prescribe." As a result, we consider the actions of the OUSD(P) were not 
illegal or unauthorized. 

Inadequate Procedures (U) 

(U) The OUSD(P) developed, produced, and disseminated alternative 
intelligence assessments which included some conclusions that were 
inconsistent with the Intelligence Community's vetted intelligence 
products because procedures for preparing alternative assessments were 
insufficient to ensure that the OUSD(P) products clearly reflected any 
disagreements or variance with the Intelligence Community. Although 
not required, the OUSD(P) could have used the DIA detailees to follow 
the existing DIA procedures to request an Alternative Judgment on the 
relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida from the Defense Intelligence 
community. Two DIA personnel detailed to OUSD(P) should have been 
aware of existing procedures and could have used them. 
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(U) DIA DI Policy No. 005 explains the methods that Defense 
Intelligence uses to address alternative judgments in those rare instances 
where consensus cannot be reached. 

(U) The first and preferred method for incorporating an alternative 
analysis is through the standard process of coordination. Analysts are 
expected to marshal their facts, build coherent arguments, and defend 
those arguments while coordinating with other experts across the 
Intelligence Community. In the vast majority of cases, analytic judgments 
either stand or fall on the merits of their evidentiary base, intrinsic logic 
and quality. In those rare instances where analysts build a strong case, but 
cannot achieve consensus support for their analysis, an alternative 
judgment is justified. 

(Kl;Q'W) While the DIA DI Policy does not apply to OUSD(P) personnel, 
we believe that the DIA detailee who prepared the July 25, 2002, 
memorandum, "Iraq and al-Qaida: Making the Case," could have used the 
standard coordination process to obtain consensus from the Intelligence 
Community or followed the procedures for developing an Alternative 
Judgment. Instead, the DIA detailee provided the July 25, 2002, 
memorandum as an appeal to publish the alternative intelligence 
assessment as an "Intelligence Finding." In spite of never gaining 
Intelligence Community agreement to publish the alternative intelligence 
assessments as an Intelligence Finding, the OUSD(P) disseminated the 
briefing, "Assessing the Relationship Between Iraq and al-Qaida" in 
August 2002 produced from the July 25,2002, memorandum. 

Subsequent Action (U) 

(U) In 2003, Congress and the Administration acted to strengthen and 
consolidate the administration of the Defense Department's intelligence 
capabilities by creating the statutory position of the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Intelligence that incorporated the intelligence component of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, 
Communications, and Intelligence. 

(U) The "Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of2004" 
established both the position of the Director ofNational Intelligence 
(DNI) and the National Counterterrorism Center. The DNI is now the 
principal advisor to the President of the United States and the National 
Security Council for intelligence matters related to national security. The 
law also established the DNI position as the sole leader of the United 
States Intelligence Community responsible for planning, policy, 
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management, integration, and oversight. The National Counterterrorism 
Center acts as the principal advisor to the DNI on intelligence operations 
and analysis relating to counterterrorism. 

(U) The National Intelligence Council responds to the DNI and continues 
to "serve as a unique bridge between the intelligence and policy 
communities, a source of deep substantive expertise on intelligence 
matters, and as a facilitator oflntelligence Community collaboration." 
The National Intelligence Council is the only organization that provides 
policy makers with a coordinated assessment of the Intelligence 
Community's views on critical issues. 

(U) Within the Office of the DNI, the Assistant Deputy Director for 
Analytic Integrity and Standards assists all Intelligence Community 
agencies to foster regular production of independent, alternative, and 
competitive analyses. Specifically, the Analytic Ombudsman works on a 
confidential basis with analysts who wish to raise concerns regarding 
whether intelligence products are timely, objective, independent of 
political considerations, based on all sources of available intelligence, 
account for dissenting views, distort intelligence analysis, or employ 
proper analytic tradecraft. The Analytic Ombudsman is a fact finder, 
mediator, and facilitator to promote conflict resolution, and helps resolve 
problems and disputes through formal counseling, conciliation, and 
enhanced communication, as well as making recommendations to the 
individuals involved. 

(U) DoD Directive 5143.01, "Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence 
(USD(I))," November 23, 2005, established the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Intelligence as the Principal Staff Advisor to the Secretary 
and Deputy Secretary of Defense regarding intelligence, 
counterintelligence, security, sensitive activities, and other intelligence­
related matters. It further stated that the Under Secretary shall serve as the 
Secretary of Defense's primary representative to the Office of the Director 
ofNational Intelligence as well as provide policy and oversight on the 
training and career development of personnel in DoD counterterrorism, 
intelligence, and security components. 

Conclusion (U) 

(U) The Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy developed, 
produced, and then disseminated alternative intelligence assessments on 
the Iraq and al-Qaida relationship, which included some conclusions that 
were inconsistent with the consensus of the Intelligence Community, to 
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senior decision-makers. While such actions were not illegal or 
unauthorized, the actions were, in our opinion, inappropriate given that the 
intelligence assessments were intelligence products and did not clearly 
show the variance with the consensus of the Intelligence Community. 
This condition occurred because of an expanded role and mission of the 
OUSD(P) from policy formulation to alternative intelligence analysis and 
dissemination. As a result, OUSD(P) did not provide "the most accurate 
analysis of intelligence" to senior Defense decision makers. 

(U) The circumstances prevalent in 2002 are no longer present today. 
The dissolution of the OUSD(P) Policy Support Office, the PCTEG, and 
the OSP; the creation of the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence; 
and the aggressive efforts of the Director ofNational Intelligence's 
National Intelligence Council and Analytic Integrity and Standards have 
all contributed to a more favorable operational environment. We believe 
that the continuing collaboration between the Under Secretary of Defense 
for Intelligence and the Office of the Director of National Intelligence will 
significantly reduce the opportunity for the inappropriate conduct of 
intelligence activities outside of intelligence channels. As a result, we are 
not making any recommendations. 

Management Comments and Response 

(U) Management Comments. The Under Secretary of Defense for 
Policy and Director, Defense Intelligence Agency provided comments on 
the draft report. The complete responses are included in the Management 
Comments section of the report. The Under Secretary of Defense for 
Policy did not concur with the report stating that their actions were not 
intelligence activities and, even if they were, would be appropriate given 
that they were responding to direction from the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense. Further, he states that their assessment on a "cooperative" Iraq­
at Qaida relationship was consistent with the DCI's own statements to 
Congress in 2002. The Director, Defense Intelligence Agency comments 
were administrative in nature and were completely integrated into the final 
report. 

(U) Evaluation Response. The assessments produced evolved from 
policy to intelligence products, which were then disseminated. The 
Deputy Secretary of Defense direction made the action authorized; 
however, we believe the actions were inappropriate because a policy 
office was producing intelligence products and was not clearly conveying 
to senior decision-makers the variance with the consensus of the 
Intelligence Community. The statement ofthe DCI included his 
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assessment that "our understanding of the relationship between Iraq and 
al-Qaida is evolving and is based on sources of varying reliability." 
Further, analysis of the statement does not support the OUSD(P) position 
of a "mature symbiotic relationship" in all areas. 
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(U) The primary scope of the project was to determine whether the OUSD(P) 
offices and activities of the former OSP and PCTEG organizations, " ... at any 
time, conducted unauthorized, unlawful or inappropriate intelligence activities." 
We met with personnel assigned to the OSP, the PCTEG, and the OUSD(P) from 
September 2001 through June 2003. We performed this review from November 
2005 through November 2006 in accordance with the "Quality Standards for 
Federal Offices of Inspector General." 

(U) To achieve our objective, we: 

• Interviewed 75 current or former personnel associated with the 
following organizations: 

- White House Staff (National Security Council); 

- Office of the Director ofNational Intelligence; 

- Office of the Secretary of Defense: 

- Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy; 

- Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence; and 

- Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, 
Control, Communications, and Intelligence 

- Department of the Army; 

- Department of the Navy; 

- Department of the Air Force; 

- U.S. Central Command; 

- Central Intelligence Agency; 

- Federal Bureau of Investigation; 

- Defense Intelligence Agency; 

- U.S. Department of State; 

- National Defense University; 

- Civilian contractors 
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• Reviewed unclassified and classified documentation produced and 
available from September 2001 through June 2003 including DoD 
Directives, testimony, guidance, procedures, reports, studies, briefings, 
message traffic, e-mails, first-hand accounts, memoranda, and other 
official data on prewar intelligence and the specific areas of inquiry 
posed by Congress. 

• Assessed information from the SSCI and documents from OUSD(P). 

(U) Use of Computer-Processed Data. We did not use computer-processed 
data to perform this evaluation. 

(U) Use of Technical Assistance. The High Tech Crimes Unit, Defense 
Criminal Investigative Service, assisted us in imaging computer hard-drives to 
acquire copies of pertinent documents from a Government-owned, classified 
computer. 

(U) Government Accountability Office High-Risk Area. While this 
evaluation does not specifically address a Government Accountability Office 
high-risk area, it does address a Secretary of Defense Priority - Significantly 
improve Intelligence Capabilities. 
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Appendix B. Prior Coverage (U) 

Congress (U) 

(U) SSCI (Phase I Report), "Report on the U.S. Intelligence Community's Pre­
War Intelligence Assessments on Iraq," July 7, 2004. (Classified) 

(U) Senator Carl Levin, Ranking Member on the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services, "Report of an Inquiry into the Alternative Analysis of the issue of an 
Iraq-al Qaeda Relationship (U)," October 21, 2004. 

(U) SSCI (Phase II Report), "Report on Postwar Findings about Iraq's WMD 
[Weapons of Mass Destruction] Programs and Links to Terrorism and How They 
Compare with Pre-War Assessment," September 8, 2006. (Classified) 
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Appendix C. Senator Roberts' Request (U) 

The Honorable loaq,h E. Schmitz 
lnspcctOt Oencral 
DDpartment ofOefense 
4110 Army Navy Drive 
Al-lington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. SchmitZ: 

CJanittd .Statm ~matt --011--DC--
September 9. 200.5 

The Commi~ is concerned ab!)ut pcrslsumt and, to date, WISUbstantiated 
allegations thal there was •omcthinl: UDlawfW or ilxi.P.roiler about the activitieS of 
~ omce of Special Plans wittdu.thc oftice ~fthe 'Urlder sccrcwy 9fDef"a11e.far 
PoUcy during the period prior to,the initiation of Operation Iraqi Freedom. The 
Senate Amlcd SC:nicca Commfttce and Senate Sole" Committee on Intelligence .. 
bavc both examined tbJs issue. Both ataflk havo reviewed thoUsands of documer~u 
and conducteclawmctOliS interviews. Uudor s~ Feith hal appcurcd before 
both Committees to teatify on tbis issue. I have not discovered any credible 
nidc:mco of unlawful or improp~ "'ivity, yet tho alJcptions persist. 

Accordingly, 1 reque.st that yeN lmmedia~y Ulidatc an inveatiaa~ ~to the 
aativitta of tho om"' of Sp~ Plans during the period prior t0 the lnitiaticm or 
Operation Iraqi Freedom to detetmine whether any of these activities were 
ualawt\Jl or impmper. The eoimmtteo ~ specifically inU:re.tcd in ll:nowlD& 
wbetNr the parsonn.el assi8ztcd to tbe omco of Spedll Plana, at any time, 
ccmducted unauthorized, tmlawM ot Inappropriate intelligence activities. 

I believe t11at an independent review into this matter may allow it to finally 
be resolved. I look fbrward to hearing from you. 
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Appendix D. Senator Levin's Request (U) 

Mr. Tom Gimble 
Acting Inspector Oenenl 
Department ofDeli:nse 
400 AtmY•Novy Drive 
Arlinston, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Gimble: 

'lanitro £'tatm ~cnatt 
COMMITTEE ON AIIM.ED SERVICES 

WASHINGTON, DG 20S,O.S060 

September 22, 2005 

The Ch11innan oitho Senate Select Committee on Intelligence has rcccnlly requested that 
your office initiatt: an investigation into lht activities orthe Office of Special Plans, withii'i the 
Office of the Und:r Seemary ofDetenso for Policy, prior to the war in Iraq to detcnnlnc i! its 
activilies \Wre either unlawful or improper. 

1 am writing to request that you Include all the elements of the Office of the Under 
SccrctuY of Defense for Policy, Including the Policy Counter 1"enorism Evaluation Oroup 
(PC TEO), and lhu Policy Support office. Pmonncl throughout the Policy organiwion were 
involved in activilics related so lntc:Jiigence eoncerning Jreq. 

lam enclosing a copy o!a report I issued on Ocsober21, 2004 concerning the aclivllics of 
the Office of lhe Under Secretary ofDefense for Policy in producing alternative intelligence 
analysis concerning a relationship between lreq and a.l Q~~t:da. t hope that the report may be 
useful in your review. 

Specifieally,l would ask !hat you considtr 1he following questions ill your invcstication 
to determine whether OSD Policy pcrsoMel cngagc41n the activities in question: 

1. Did the Office ofUndcr SecretaJy Feith procluce its own intclligenee &nlll)'3is of the 
relAtionship between Inq and al Qac:da iUid present its analysis to other offices in the 
cxccutiw branch (including the SecretBJY of Defense md the stAffs of the National 
Security Council and the Omcc of the Vice President)? 

2. Did the iotellisencc ana1)'3is proda:ed by Under Secretary Feith's o!ru:e dilfer from the 
lntclligcpcc Community analysis on the relationship between l111q and al Qaeda? 

3. Was tho alterna1ivc OSO Policy intellle~ analysis supported by the underlying 
intelligepce? 

4. Did Under Secreuny Feith send CIA ORCON m11terialto the Senate Select Committee on 
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Intelligence in October of200l without CIA approval to release it, even though such 
approval is required by Executive Order? 

S. Pid Under Sceretaly Feith mislead Congress when he sent to several congressi0011l 
committees in January 2004 revised ORCON materlnls Lhat were represented as 
containing lhe CIA's requested chonges to lhe October 2003 documents, but which did 
not fully and accurately reflect the CIA's requested changes? For instance, did tbc 
revised ma1crial sent by Under Secretary Feith to COJ'!gRSsional committees provide 11 

misleading Impression of the reliability and credibility of a key intelligence source, as 
compared to the CIA's required changes to the document? In other words, did the 
supposedly "corrected" DOD documents suggest that the source was more reliable lltld 
c:rcdiblc (hn.ving "vetY close access'') !han the ClA believed to be the case (a ''third band" 
source to a foreicn government intelligeJU:e servlc:e that "does not meet directly with the 
ultimate soun:e of the information, but obtains the information from him through two 
unidentified intermediaries, one of whom merely delivers the infonnation to thl': 
Service")? 

6. Did lhe Ofr1cc of lhc Under Secretary of Defense for Polley (OUSDP) prepllle 1111d 
preaent bri11finc charts concerning the telatlon~hip between lraq and a! Qaeda that went 
beyond avnilable int~lligence by wening that an aUegcd meeting between lead 9/ll 
hijacket Mohammed Atta and Iraqi inJelligence officer al·Ani in Prague in April200l 
was a "kna~" contact? (empiiDlis tJdded) 

7. Did the staff of rhc OUSDP preseru a briefing on the Iraq-a! Q11edll relationship to the 
White HoQSe (Deputy National SecuritY Adviser Stephen Hadley and Vic:e President 
Cheney's CblcfofStaffl. Lewis Libby) in September 2002, unbeknownst to the Direc:tor 
of Central Intelligence, containing infonnation that was different from the briefing 
presented 10 the DCJ, not vetted by lh: lmclligence Community, and that was not 
supported by the available inteilinenee {for example, coJU:Cming the alleged Alta 
meeting), without providing the lC notice of the briefing or an opponunity to c:or.tment? 

B. Did \he staff of \he OUSDP un4erc:ut1hc: Intelligence Community OC) in its briefing to 
lhe White House stoff with a slide that said there were "fUndamental problems" with the 
way the JC was assessing information concerning the relationship between Iraq 111td aJ 
Qaede, and inaccura\cly sugcC!ling tbat the IC was requiring "juridical e,;dcnce to 
suppon a linding," while not providing the IC notice of the briefing or an opponunil)' 10 

c:omment? 

9. Old the OSD Polity briefing to the Wbite House draw conclusions (or "findings'~ that 
were nol supported by the avAilable intelligence, such as the "intelligence indicates 
coonemtjqn in all eGtegories: mature, symbiotie relationship" [slidc7), or that there were 
"multiple 1\rC&S of cooperation." end "shared interest and pursuit of WMD," 111d "some 
indicat.ion~ of possible l111qi cnardjnnrion with 111 Qalda apccifieally rel11ted to 9/11" (slide 

·2· 
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19]? (emphatis added) 

10. Did OUSDP staff prepare, end did Under Secreuuy Feith send to lhe Seerctaty of Defense 
end the Deplll)' Secretary of Defense, a v.'li!ten critique or a report entitled Iraq a'lld at 
Qaida: Interpreting a Murky Relationship prepared by lhe DCI's ~unter Terrorism 
Center (CTC), Slating that w "CIA's interpretation ounht to be ignored," .... ithout 
providing lbe ClA notice or an opportunity to respond? 

After reviewing these maners, I would ask that you detcnnine whether you believe these 
activities were appropriate and proper. If you detetmine that any of the activities were either 
in&ppropriate or improper, I request that you provide your recommendations for remedial action. 

Enclosure 

cc: Senator Pat Roberts 
Senator Jay Rr.ckefeller 
Senator John Warner 

Carl Levin 
Ranking Member 

-3-
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Appendix E. Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Request for Iraqi Connections to AI Qaida (U) 

MEMO FOR Doug Feith 

FROM Deps~ifV 
SUBJECI': Iraqi Connections to A1 Qaida 

We don't seem to be making much progress pulling together 
inteJUgence on links between Iraq and Al Qaida. 

We owe SecDef some analysis of this subject. 

Please give me a recommendation on how best to proceed. 

Appreciate the. short ~-around. Thanks. 

SUspense: 25 Jan 02 · 

.CC: DSDTSA 
. DSDMA 

0460~ 
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Appendix F. Assistant Secretary of Defense, 
Office of International Security Affairs 
Response to Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Inquiry (U) 

SBSIUA' : .. E ~ ~ ~··ZS a:J!~ 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

2ACO DEFENSE PENTAGON \.¥ 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301·zAoo q 

INFO MEMO 

. btr·~ 
FOR: ,_SbBTARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: li_:-..: ••. I .. f:t fD fi International Sceurity ~1\11(7. 
'\VV 10 v2 5 JAN 21102 

4J~idlreet LIDks: 

• Abu Nidhal OJganization (ANO) headquartc:z:Cd in Baghdad. 

• ANO bas following known links to al-Qaida: 

• BiD Laden met in J8DUIIl'}' 1998 with tho General Secretary of ANO. Agreed to 
provido fiDimcial assistance in return for unspecified assistance to al-Qaida. 

A· 
1l4l. 
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• Bin-Laden sent his deputy to Lebanon in 1998 to meet with ANO operatives to 
explore areas of coopc::rotion. 

- The al-Qaida ccU in Lebanon bas received weapons and ammunition from the 
ANO. 

• Vehicle Muhammad Atta use4 to visit Prague registered to an ANO agent 

• ANO has 1inb with Hizbollah. which in rum has significant links to al-Qaida. 

• ANO responds expeditiously and fully to haqi government cfirectives (OCtober 
2001). 

• Iraqi govcmmcnt expressed concern (October 2001) toANO leadCJS Chat 
Baghdad's alliance with ANO would lead the US to hold haq accountable for a]. 
Qaida tcnorism. 

• Suggests ANO ftlnctions to sene Iraqi objectives and that Iraq is aware of ANO 
ties to al-Qaida. 

COORDINATION: Tab A 

Attadunents: 
AJJstated 

oAso./J/I.k 
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Appendix G. Senator Levin's Questions 
and Evaluation Responses (U) 

(U) In a September 22, 2005, letter to the DoD Office of the Inspector General, 
Senator Carl Levin, Ranking Member of the Senate Conunittee on Armed 
Services, requested that we consider the following questions in the evaluation. 

1. (U) "Did the Office of Under Secretary Feith produce its own intelligence 
analysis of the relationship between Iraq and al Qaeda and present its 
analysis to other offices in the Executive branch (including the Secretary of 
Defense and the staffs of the National Security Council and the Office of the 
Vice President)?" 

(U) Yes. In our report we discuss that members of the OUSD(P) produced a 
briefing on terrorism that was based on intelligence reports. The briefing, which 
analyzed the relationship between Iraq and Al Qaida, was delivered to the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of Defense in August 2002. On 
September 16, 2002, members of the OUSD(P) briefed Mr. Stephen Hadley (then 
Deputy National Security Advisor), as requested, and Mr. I. Lewis Libby (then 
Chief of Staff, Office of the Vice President). 

2. (U) "Did the intelligence analysis produced by Under Secretary Feith's 
office differ from the Intelligence Community analysis on the relationship 
between Iraq and al Qaeda?" 

(U) Yes. The OUSD(P) analysis included some conclusions that differed from 
that of the Intelligence Conununity. Although analysts in the Intelligence 
Conununity and OUSD(P) agreed that some contacts and possible training may 
have occurred between Iraq and al-Qaida, the CIA and the DIA disavowed any 
"mature, symbiotic" cooperation between Iraq and al-Qaida. 
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(U) The CIA position on any connection between Iraq and al-Qaida. was outlined 
in reports such as "Iraqi Support to Terrorism" and "Iraq and al-Qaida: 
Interpreting a Murky Relationship." The draft August 2002 Report, the "Iraqi 
Support to Terrorism" declared that the CIA "could not document any joint 
operational activity between Iraq and al-Qaida." In a commentary on the CIA 
report, OUSD(P) staffers raised many objections, stating that they believed the 
CIA report downplayed the relationship and did not refer to the key issue of the 
meeting between Mohammed Atta and al-Ani. 

3. (U) "Was the alternative OSD Policy intelligence analysis supported by 
the underlying intelligence?" 

~Partially. The alternative intelligence analysis that OUSD(P) produced was 
not fully supported by underlying intelligence. For example, in the memo, "Iraq 
and al-Qaida: Making the Case," a DIA analyst detailed to OUSD(P) stated "the 
following infonnation clearly makes the case for an Intelligence Finding-that 
Iraq has been complicit in supporting al-Qaida terrorist activities." However, an 
August 2002 JITF-CT memorandum countered the OUSD(P) position 
addressing the 26 points used to support the Intelligence Finding, the llTF-CT 
agreed or partially agreed with 11 of the 26. The JITF-CT memorandum went 
on to state that the entire assessment suffered from a number of methodological 
flaws that severely undennined its arguments. 

(U) Analysts within the Intelligence Community agreed possible ties could exist 
between Iraq and al-Qaida for training, but without any conclusive reporting, the 
Intelligence Community did not view the contacts between the two as critical or 
as important as did the OUSD(P). In contrast, the OUSD(P) believed that the 
CIA made numerous assertions about a relationship between the two, only to 
discount them. An intelligence analyst at DIA stated that the papers the 
OUSD(P) produced lacked the background that nonnally distinguishes a policy 
paper from an intelligence paper. He further explained that the CIA and DIA 
were more analytically skeptical in ascribing links to terrorism, because although 
there were links between the two [Iraq and al-Qaida] there was no clear 
relationship. The DIA analyst went on to say that the OUSD(P) stated there 
were clear links and a clear relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida. Specifically, 
only the OUSD(P) believed there was a "mature, symbiotic" relationship 
involving 
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"cooperation in all categories" between Iraq and al-Qaida. This belief was 
based, inpart, on the alleged April 8-9, 2001, meeting in Prague between 
Mohammed Atta and al-Ani. 7 

4. (U) "Did Under Secretary Feith send CIA ORCON material to the 
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence in October 2003 without CIA 
approval to release it, even though such approval is required by Executive 
Order?" 

(U) Yes. However, both the CIA and the OUSD(P) believed that the CIA had 
approved the ORCON material before sending it to the SSCI in October 2003. 
The OUSD(P) requested permission from the CIA to release the ORCON 
material, but lacking a timely response, the OUSD(P) believed that the CIA had 
granted permission to release the material. Neither the USD(P) nor the then 
Deputy Director of Central Intelligence were aware that the answers may have 
been sent to the SSCI before the CIA approval was completed. On 
November 15, 2003, the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence and the USD(P) 
approved a DoD statement which confirmed that the OUSD(P) provided the 
ORCON material to the SSCI with the permission of the Intelligence 
Community. However, we found no evidence that the CIA approved the release 
of the ORCON material before the November 15, 2003, statement was released. 
Although the OUSD(P) did seek the CIA approval, the approval and notification 
to the OUSD(P) appears to have occurred after the fact. 

5. (U) "Did Under Secretary Feith mislead Congress when he sent to 
several congressional committees in January 2004 revised ORCON 
materials that were represented as containing CIA's requested changes to 
the October 2003 documents, but which not fully and accurately reflect 
CIA's requested changes?" 

(U) No. The Under Secretary Feith did not mislead Congress when he sent 
revised ORCON material to congressional committees in January 2004. The 
OUSD(P) believed that the CIA had approved the material before sending it to 
Congress. To satisfy the CIA request for changes and the congressional request 
for the annex, the USD(P) sent the annex to the committees. The annex was 
accompanied by a memorandum, drafted by the OUSD(P) staff, outlining the 
changes the CIA requested. Under Secretary Feith informed the committees that 
the memorandum reflected the CIA's requested changes. On November 1, 2004, 
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the Director of Congressional Affairs, CIA responded to the USD(P) by stating 
"[a]fter a careful comparison between that submission [to the Senate Committee 
on Armed Services] and what we had requested as our condition for clearance of 
CIA material, I believe that you made all of the changes we requested." 

6. (U) "Did the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy 
OUSD(P) prepare and present briefing charts concerning the relationship 
between Iraq and al Qaeda that went beyond available intelligence by 
asserting that an alleged meeting between lead 9/11 hijacker Mohammed 
Atta and Iraqi intelligence officer al-Ani in Prague in April 2001 was a 
'known' contact?" 

(U) Yes. The OUSD(P) produced a briefing, "Assessing the Relationship 
between Iraq and al-Qaida," in which one slide discussed the alleged meeting in 
Prague between Mohammed Atta and Iraqi Intelligence officer al-Ani as a 
"known contact." The briefing provided to the Deputy National Security 
Advisor, as requested, and the Chief of Staff of the Office of the Vice President, 
was similar to those that the OUSD(P) gave the Secretary of Defense and the 
DCI, except that the OUSD(P) included a slide that had not appeared in previous 
versions, "Facilitation: Atta Meeting in Prague," that like the "known contacts" 
slide, presented the alleged meeting in Prague as fact. The slide did not include 
Intelligence Community caveats. 

(U) In mid-September 2001, the Czech Internal Security Service reported that an 
alleged meeting between Mohammed Atta and Iraqi intelligence officer al-Ani 
took place in April 2001; the Czech report was from a single source. Although 
previous CIA reporting placed Atta in Prague between 1994 and 2000, none 
confirmed the alleged April 2001 meeting. 

(U) By the summer of2002, the DIA and the CIA both published reports which 
questioned the Czech report. At the analyst level in OUSD(P), personnel 
including the drafter of the briefing and one senior advisor to Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, believed the meeting took place stating that the absence of evidence 
is not evidence of absence. However, OUSD(P) members could not agree 
whether the report was valid. Nonetheless, the OUSD(P) briefing to the Deputy 
National Security Advisor and Chief of Staff of the Office of the Vice President 
in September 2002 presented the alleged meeting between Mohammed Atta and 
al-Ani as a 'known fact.' 

7. (U) "Did the staff of the OUSD(P) present a briefing on the Iraq-al 
Qaeda relationship to the White House (Deputy National Security Adviser 
Stephen Hadley and Vice President Cheney's Chief of Staff I. Lewis Libby) 
in September 2002 unbeknownst to the Director of Central Intelligence, 
containing information that was different from the briefing presented to the 
DCI, not vetted by the Intelligence Community, and that was not supported 
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by the available intelligence (for example, concerning the alleged Atta 
meeting), without providing the IC notice of the briefing or an opportunity 
to comment?" 

(U) Yes. The OUSD(P) presented three different versions of the same briefing, 
of which some of the information was supported by available intelligence, to the 
Secretary of Defense, the DCI, and to the Deputy National Security Advisor and 
Chief of Staff of the Office of the Vice President. Three specific slides are in 
question. The differences seem small, but the addition or omission of briefing 
slides and words can alter the message presented to each audience. 

(U) The first slide, "Fundamental Problems with How Intelligence Community 
is Assessing Information," was included in the briefings to the Secretary of 
Defense and to the Deputy National Security Advisor and Chief of Staff of the 
Office of the Vice President. The slide accuses the Intelligence Community of 
applying a standard requiring juridical evidence for reports, underestimates the 
importance for both Iraq and al-Qaida to keep their relationship hidden, and 
assumes the two would not cooperate because of religious differences. This 
slide "was omitted [from the DCI brief] because it had a critical tone." 

(U) The second slide, "Findings," discusses alleged contacts, cooperation, and 
shared interests between Iraq and al-Qaida; it also contained a statement about 
coordination between Iraq and al-Qaida on 9/11. All three versions of the 
briefing contained this slide, but the wording for the bullet discussing 
cooperation between Iraq and al-Qaida on 9/11 was different on each. The 
briefing for the Secretary of Defense stated that there was "one indication of 
Iraqi Coordination with al-Qaida." The briefing for the Deputy National 
Security Advisor and Chief of Staff of the Office of the Vice President stated 
that there were "some indications of possible Iraqi coordination with al-Qaida." 
Interestingly, the brief to the DCI was the most conservative, stating that there 
was "one possible indication oflraqi coordination with al-Qaida." 

(U) The third slide, "Facilitation: Atta Meeting in Prague," addressed the 
alleged Mohammad Atta and al-Ani April2001 meeting in Prague. Neither 
briefing to the Secretary of Defense or the DCI contained this slide; only the one 
to the Deputy National Security Advisor and Chief of Staff of the Office of the 
Vice President contained the slide. 

(U) A CIA Senior Intelligence Analyst kept the slides from the August 2002 
OUSD(P) briefmg to the DCI and compared them with similar slides presented at 
a SSCI hearing in February 2004. From the comparison, he realized the slides 
on the relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida were different from those 
presented to 
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the DCI in August 2002. He also commented that, at the SSCI hearing, 
OUSD(P) presented 10 slides that were different from the original 10 presented 
during the August 2002 meeting. 

(~<~If) On August 9, 2002, in a Memorandum, "llTF-CT Commentary: Iraq 
and al-Qaida, Making the Case," a senior DIA analyst countered, point-by-point, 
each "known contact" and most of the intelligence judgments reached by 
OUSD(P) in the OUSD(P) memo, "Iraq and al-Qaida: Making the Case." Two 
of the OUSD(P) slides that were part of larger briefings to the Secretary of 
Defense, the DCI, the Deputy National Security Advisor and Chief of Staff of 
the Office of the Vice President, "Known Contacts," were produced from the 
OUSD(P) Memorandum. The JITF-CT Intelligence Analyst specifically cited 
that, "the alleged AprilS or 9, 2001, meeting between al-Ani and Muhammad 
Atta is impossible to establish with available information." The analyst goes on 
to say, "the assessment states that there has been no other available intelligence 
report that contradicts the Czech report - only Western press speculation that the 
Czech information is wrong. This is incorrect." Czech officials retracted some 
of their evidence after determining that Muhammad Atta did not enter the 
country on March 31, 2001; they had confused him with a Pakistani national 
with a similar name. 

(U) Regarding Intelligence Community notice, Mr. Tenet, the DCI, was not 
notified nor was he required to be informed and attend the OUSD(P) briefing to 
the Deputy National Security Advisor and Chief of Staff of the Office of the 
Vice President on September 16, 2002. Mr. Tenet first heard about that 
OUSD(P) briefing during a SSCI hearing in February 2004. 

8. (U) "Did the staff of the OUSD(P) undercut the Intelligence Community 
(IC) in its briefing to the White House staff with a slide that said there were 
'fundamental problems' with the way the IC was assessing information 
concerning the relationship between Iraq and ai-Qaeda, and inaccurately 
suggesting that the IC was requiring 'juridical evidence to support a 
finding,' while not providing the IC notice of the briefing or an opportunity 
to comment." 

(U) Yes. We believe that the slide undercuts the Intelligence Community by 
indicating to the recipient of the briefing that there are "fundamental problems" 
with the way that the Intelligence Community was assessing information. 
Evidence of this can be observed by the Vice President's words during an 
interview in which he describes a memorandum (obtained and published by the 
Weekly Standard) from the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy to members of 
the SSCI as "your best source of information." This is in contrast to the SSCI's 
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evaluation of CIA prewar assessments, as described in their Phase 1 report, 
which detailed a "methodical approach for assessing possible Iraq/al-Qaida 
relationship was reasonable and objective." 

(U) The briefing slides that the OUSD(P) presented to the Deputy National 
Security Advisor and Chief of Staff of the Office of the Vice President on 
September 16, 2002, were different from those previously presented to the DCI 
on August 16,2002. The additional slides included one on "Fundamental 
Problems with how the Intelligence Community is Assessing Information." The 
slide also stated "Application of a standard that it would not normally obtain­
IC [Intelligence Community] does not normally require juridical evidence to 
support a finding." The OUSD(P) did not coordinate this particular slide with the 
CIA, DIA, or any of their principal staff before making the presentation to the 
Deputy National Security Advisor and Chief of Staff of the Office of the Vice 
President. The OUSD(P) also omitted the slide that depicted 'fundamental 
problems' [with the IC's analysis] from the version it presented to the DCI, but 
the slide was included in the version presented to the Deputy National Security 
Advisor and Chief of Staff of the Office of the Vice President because, according 
to OUSD(P), the slide, "had a critical tone that we [OUSD(P)] felt would distract 
from discussion of the substance." 

9. (U) "Did the OSD Policy briefing to the White House draw conclusions 
(or 'findings') that were not supported by the available intelligence, such as 
the 'intelligence indicates cooperation in all categories; mature, symbiotic 
relationship' [slide 7), or that there were 'multiple areas of cooperation,' 
and shared interest and pursuit ofWMD,' and 'some indications of possible 
Iraqi coordination with ai-Qaida specifically related to 9/11' [slidel9)?" 

~S.~lf) Yes. The briefing to the Deputy National Security Advisor and Chief of 
Staff of the Office of the Vice President did draw conclusions that were not fully 
supported by the available intelligence. The briefing contained two slides, 
"What Would Each Side Want From a Relationship?," and "Findings." These 
two slides claimed "cooperation in all categories," and listed the relationship 
between Iraq and al-Qaida as being "mature and symbiotic" with "shared interest 
and pursuit ofWMD [Weapons of Mass Destruction)" and "some indications of 
possible Iraqi coordination with al-Qaida specifically related to 9/11.' These 
claims were not supported by the available intelligence. 

(~.C~Jf) In contrast, the CIA characterized the information about the relationship 
as contradictory. In a June 2002 assessment ofal-Qaida's ties to Iraq the CIA 
stated that the pattern of contacts and cooperation between Iraq and al-Qaida 
over the years found few substantiated contacts between al-Qaida operatives and 
Iraqi regime officials. In the report, "Iraqi Support for Terrorism," the CIA also 
stated, "As in other areas of the Iraq al-Qaida relationship, unresolved questions 
and knowledge gaps limit our ability to confidently gauge the existence or extent 
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of cooperation through training and especially through the sharing of CBRN 
[Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear] capabilities." 

~B;'Uf) Both the CIA and DIA acknowledged that they had evidence that Iraq 
and al-Qaida had sporadic contacts during the 1990s, however the CIA assessed 
the contacts as intermittent and lacking the information that showed the two had 
a long-term relationship similar to those that Iraq had fostered with other terrorist 
organizations. The DIA assessment of contacts said that, "Iraq and al-Qaida 
probably have initiated contact in the past and may communicate through a 
liaison arrangement, though available reporting is not firm enough to 
demonstrate an ongoing relationship." Sporadic contacts, however, hardly 
amount to a "mature," let alone "symbiotic" relationship. 

(S;'tlF) The CIA further discusses operational planning and cooperation with 
Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear training in the report, "Iraqi 
Support to Terrorism." The CIA described reporting on Chemical, Biological, 
Radiological, and Nuclear training as "episodic, sketchy or not corroborated in 
other channels," which was far from the "shared interest and pursuit of WMD" 
that the OUSD(P) assessed. As for operational planning, the CIA stated, "we 
have uncovered no solid indication of Iraqi complicity in or foreknowledge of 
the World Trade Center and Pentagon attacks." 

(U) Analysts within the Intelligence Community agreed that possible ties could 
exist between Iraq and al-Qaida for training, but without conclusive reporting, 
the Intelligence Community believed that most contacts between the two were 
insignificant. In contrast, the OUSD(P) believed that the CIA affirmed the 
relationship between the two many times, only to discount them. A Senior 
Intelligence Analyst at DIA stated that the OUSD(P) papers lacked the 
background that normally separates a policy paper from an intelligence paper. 
He further explained that the CIA and DIA were "more analytically skeptical in 
ascribing links to terrorism, and that there were links between the two [Iraq and 
al-Qaida] but no clear relationship." The DIA Senior Intelligence Analyst also 
said that OUSD(P) "stated there were clear links and a clear relationship between 
Iraq and al-Qaida." Only the OUSD(P) assessed that Iraq and al-Qaida had a 
"mature, symbiotic relationship, with cooperation in all areas." 

10. (U) "Did OUSD(P) staff prepare, and did Under Secretary Feith send to 
the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy Secretary of Defense, a written 
critique of a report entitled Iraq and al Qaida: Interpreting a Murky 
Relationship prepared by the DCI's Counter Terrorism Center (CTC), 
stating that the 'CIA's interpretation ought to be ignored,' without 
providing the CIA notice or an opportunity to respond?" 

(U) Yes, however, there is no requirement to provide an internal OSD document 
to the CIA for their review. A DIA detailee prepared a critique of the report, 
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"Iraq and al-Qaida: Interpreting a Murky Relationship" which was sent to the 
Secretary of Defense and Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

(U) The Principal Deputy oflnternational Security Affairs sent the DIA detailee 
a copy of the CIA report, "Iraq and al-Qaida: Interpreting a Murky 
Relationship," requesting an opinion of the document. The detailee's response, 
"Comments on CIA's "Iraq and al-Qaida: Interpreting a Murky Relationship," 
contained the sentence, "Therefore, the CIA report should be read for content 
only- and CIA's interpretation ought to be ignored." The DIA analyst who 
authored the comment cited a belief that the CIA had initially published, "strong, 
convincing information on Iraq and al-Qaida ties," but was very cautious in 
verifying the information. The comments were eventually sent to Under 
Secretary Feith, who forwarded them to the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense. 
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Appendix H. Key. Directives and Terms (U) 

(U) DoD Directive 5105.21. DoD Directive 5105.21, "Defense Intelligence 
Agency," February 18, 1997, details the DIA mission to "satisfy, or ensure the 
satisfaction of, the military and military-related intelligence requirements of the 
Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense ... " The Director, DIA is "the principal 
advisor on substantive intelligence matters to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary 
ofDefense ... " The Executive Order 12333 lists the DIA as a designated 
Intelligence Activity. DoD Directive 5105.21 defmes Intelligence Application, as 
intelligence activity related to, but separate from, intelligence production, 
involving the use of all available intelligence information. 

(U) DoD Directive 5111.1. DoD Directive 5111.1, "Under Secretary of Defense 
for Policy (USD(P))," December 8, 1999, designates the USD(P) as the principal 
staff assistant and advisor to the Deputy and Secretary of Defense for all matters 
on the formulation of national security and defense policy. The Directive also 
states that the USD(P) will perform such other functions, as the Secretary of 
Defense may prescribe. 

(U) DoD Directive 5137.1. DoD Directive 5137.1, "Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Command, Control, Communication and Intelligence," February 12, 
1992 designates the Assistant Secretary, as the principal staff assistant and advisor 
to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, 
Communication and Intelligence, information management, counter-intelligence, 
and security countermeasures matters, including warning, reconnaissance, and 
intelligence and intelligence-related activities conducted by the Department of 
Defense, to coordinate and exchange information with other OSD officials and the 
Heads of DoD Components exercising collateral or related functions. This 
Directive was cancelled on May 2, 2005. 

(U) DoD Directive 5143.01. DoD Directive 5143.01, "Under Secretary of 
Defense for Intelligence (USD(I))," November 23, 2005, established the USD(I) as 
the Principal Staff Advisor to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense 
regarding intelligence, counterintelligence, security, sensitive activities, and other 
intelligence-related matters. 

(U) DoD Directive 5240.1. DoD Directive 5240.1, "DoD Intelligence Activities," 
April25, 1988, is the guidance used by DoD intelligence components to collect, 
retain, or disseminate information. DoD Directive 5240.1 defines Intelligence 
Activities as "the collection, production, and dissemination of foreign intelligence 
and counterintelligence by DoD intelligence components authorized under 

. reference (b)." Reference (b) is Executive Order 12333, "United States 
Intelligence Activities," December 4, 1981. 
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(U) Defense Intelligence Policy. Defense Intelligence Analytical standards were 
detailed in DIA DI Policy 004 and 005 from November 2005 through November 
2006. 

(U) DI Policy No. 004, July 13,2001. This policy outlines the Defense 
Intelligence Alternative Judgment Policy which details those rare instances where 
analysts build a strong case, but cannot achieve consensus support for their 
analysis, an alternative judgment is justified. The Policy further details the actions 
a Defense intelligence analyst may follow in order to publish an Alternative 
Judgment. 

(U) DI Policy No. 005, June 5, 2001. This policy outlines Defense Intelligence's 
Alternative Analysis Policy. The need to promote sound alternative analysis does 
not absolve an analyst from the requirement to collaborate. Rather, it frees the 
analyst from the need to resort to compromise just to reach a conclusion. Analysts 
are encouraged to resolve analytic differences by presenting alternative analysis 
within their products, but where consensus cannot be reached. 

(U) Title X, Section 113. "Subject to the direction of the President and to this 
title and section 2 of the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401 ), the 
Secretary of Defense has authority, direction, and control over the Department of 
Defense." The Secretary owns the DoD Directives governing (among others) 
Intelligence and Policy, and as long as Executive Orders or other legal statutes are 
not violated, he has the latitude to interchange roles and responsibilities. 

(U) Key Definitions. 

(U) Intelligence Activities. The collection, production, and dissemination of 
foreign intelligence and counterintelligence by DoD intelligence components that 
are authorized under Executive Order 12333 (DoD Directive 5240.1). 

(U) Intelligence Production. The validation, correlation, analysis, and 
interpretation of information on foreign intelligence and counterintelligence (DoD 
Directive 5105.21). 

(U) Defense Intelligence. Refers to the integrated DoD intelligence that covers 
the broad aspects of national policy and national security and that intelligence ... is 
significant to Defense policy-making and planning and conducting military 
operations and activities (DoD Directive 5143.01). 

(U) Originator Control: ORCON. Is a control mechanism to control sensitive 
information that could prove damaging if divulged. Often ORCON is used where 
the sensitivity is actually in the linkage of a given set of knowledge to a person, 
location, or entity. 
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Appendix I . Summary of Under Secretary of 
Defense for Policy Comments and Evaluation 
Responses(U) 

(U) On January 16, 2007, the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy submitted 
more than 50 pages of comments in response to the draft report. (See 
Management Comments for the complete text of the Under Secretary of Defense 
for Policy comments.) The following is a summary of the main issues discussed 
in those comments and the OIG response to those comments. 

(U) Issue No. 1 - OIG Opinion on appropriateness of USD(P) activities. 

(U) USD(P) Comments. The USD(P) stated that, "We recognize that the OIG is 
competent to determine whether the activities were lawful and authorized. But in 
the present matter we do not believe the OIG ought to enter the realm of opinion 
about whether the activities were appropriate in the absence of any applicable 
standards, regulations or directives on that question." 

(U) OIG Response. Inherent in the IG authority and responsibility is to develop 
opinions, conclusions, judgments, and recommendations based on audits, 
investigations, inspections, and evaluations. In addition, Congress tasked the OIG 
to render an opinion. Appendix C, "I request that you immediately initiate an 
investigation into the activities of the Office of Special Plans during the period 
prior to the initiation of Operation Iraqi Freedom to determine whether any of 
these activities were unlawful or improper. The Committee is specifically 
interested in knowing whether the personnel assigned to the Office of Special 
Plans, at any time, conducted unauthorized, unlawful or inappropriate intelligence 
activities." Appendix D expanded the scope to include any part ofOUSD(P) 
requesting, "I would ask that you determine whether you believe these activities 
were appropriate and proper. If you determine that any of the activities were either 
inappropriate or improper, I request that you provide your recommendations for 
remedial action." 

(U) Issue No.2- Work completed by OUSD(P) staffers is not necessarily 
"OUSD(P)" work. 

(U) USD(P) Comments. ( 1) The USD(P) stated, "The work reviewed was not an 
"OUSD(P)" activity, assessment, view, position or initiative, despite the Draft 
Report's repeated assertions to the contrary. The Under Secretary of Defense for 
Policy [USD(P)] never approved, adopted or advocated the draft briefing or any of 
the work leading to it as an "OUSD(P)" view or assessment. Each version of the 
briefing was marked "draft" or "draft working papers" and was never presented as 
anything other than that. 
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(2) (U) The USD(P) stated, "The Report fails to make clear that the Office of 
Special Plans (OSP), the Policy Counter Terrorism Evaluation Group (PCTEG), 
and the Policy Support Office did not perform and had no responsibility for any of 
the work reviewed in this Project. This failure is especially egregious in light of 
press reports and political criticism that continue to assert the contrary. Neither 
the OSP, the PCTEG, nor the Policy Support Office had any responsibility for the 
activities reviewed, and none of these units as such performed any of those 
activities." 

(3) (U) The USD(P) stated, "The first activity relevant here was an ad hoc group, 
[PCTEG] formed by the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (USDP) shortly 
after the 9/11 attacks. The mission of that group was to review all available 
information about a number of international terrorist organizations with a basic 
focus on the question: What does it mean to be at war with a terrorist network? 
The Draft Report erroneously states that this group was formed "to conduct an 
independent analysis of the al-Qaida terrorist network" (page 2). In fact, the 
group's work was not limited to al-Qaida but addressed more generally various 
major terrorist groups and their relations with their state sponsors. This group 
commenced work in approximately October 2001 with two members: a consultant, 
and a detailee from the Defense Threat Reduction Agency. The group requested 
and received relevant intelligence information from the Intelligence Community 
and did preliminary work on the subject assigned. Both members, however, left 
for other duties towards the end of2001 and the beginning of2002. Neither of 
them ever worked in or took direction from the OSP or the Policy Support Office." 

(U) OIG Response. (1) Products produced and disseminated by personnel within 
the OUSD(P) and disseminated, whether marked draft or otherwise, are OUSD(P) 
activities. In some cases, the USD(P) personally directed that the work be 
accomplished. In a USD(P) Fact Sheet on the PCTEG, dated February 3, 2004, in 
reference to work done by the sole remaining PCTEG member, "Together with 
other staffers, this individual prepared a briefing for me in August 2002 on links 
between Iraq and al Qaida. I asked them to give the same brief to the DCI." Work 
completed by OUSD(P) members assigned to USD(P), based on chain of 
command, are OUSD(P) activities. See Appendix F for a memorandum from ASD 
(ISA) regarding "Links between al-Qaida and Iraq," in which the USD(P) asked 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense in a handwritten note dated January 25, 2002, 
"DSD, Should we organize a briefing for you to review the underlying intell? 
Doug Feith" The USD(P) was aware of tasking and is inherently responsible for 
reviewing products (like the brief) produced in OUSD(P). Additionally, the 
USD(P) personally attended two versions of the briefing discussed at length in our 
report (Assessing the Relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida), to the Secretary of 
Defense and to the DCI. 
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(2) (U) We acknowledged that OSP has become generic terminology for the 
activities of the OUSD(P), including the PCTEG and Policy Support Office. The 
actual OSP had no responsibility for and did not perform any of the activities 
examined in this review. The collaborative team that worked on the briefing 
discussed in our report, "Assessing the Relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida," 
consisted of one member of the PCTEG, one member of the Policy Support Office, 
and a former member of OUSD(P) member who was working as the Special 
Assistant to the Deputy Secretary of Defense. Regardless of whether the 
collaborative activity was sanctioned by the PCTEG or Policy Support Office, or 
both, the briefing is generically described as work done collaboratively by 
OUSD(P) and the Special Assistant to the Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

(3) (SHNF) According to an ASD(ISA) Action Memo dated November 26,2001, 
for the Deputy Secretary of Defense detailing the creation of the PCTEG, the 
purpose of the PCTEG was to "Obtain approval of creation of a Team B. called the 
Policy Counter Terror Evaluation Group (PCTEG). Through independent analysis 
and evaluation, the PCTEG would determine what is known about Al-Qaida's 
worldwide terror network, its suppliers and relationship to states and other 
international terrorist organizations ... " The Action Memo includes a handwritten 
note dated November 25, 2001, "Bob Andrews, Should this say something 
specifically about linking up w/Treasury Dept? By the way. what is happening 
w/DoD-Treasury link? DJF" [Doug J. Feith]. Additionally, in a Memorandum for 
Director, Defense Intelligence Agency of February 2, 2002, Subject: Request for 
Support, the USD(P) writes, "We are establishing an ad hoc Policy Counter 
Terrorism Evaluation Group (PCTEG) to take an independent look at Al-Qaida's 
worldwide organization and linkages." In addition, the USD(P) comments on the 
draft report states that, "the memo approving creation of the PCTEG described its 
task as follows: study al-Qaida's worldwide organization including its suppliers, 
its relations with States and other terrorist organizations (and their suppliers)." 
This is an admission by the USD(P) that the PCTEG was formed to study al-Qaida. 

(U) Issue No.3- OUSD(P) work cannot be considered "Intelligence 
Activities." 

(U) USD(P) Comments. ( 1) The USD(P) stated, "The entire argument in the 
Draft Report rests on the definition of "Intelligence Activities" and the meaning of 
"intelligence assessments." The Report's interpretation of the definition of 
"Intelligence Activities" found in the relevant DoD directive is wrong. By its 
definition, that term on its face applies only to intelligence agencies, not to policy 
offices. 

(2) (U) The Draft Report labels the work product at issue as "inappropriate" 
(page 4) because they allegedly "did not clearly show the variance with the 
consensus of the Intelligence Community" and "were, in some cases, shown as 
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intelligence products." But the senior decision-makers briefed on this work .... did 
not need to be told that it varied in some respects from Intelligence Community 
analysis; that was inescapably obvious. There are no facts supporting the claim 
that some work products were, in some cases, shown as intelligence products." 

(U) OIG Response. (1) In effect the USD(P) is stating that the OUSD(P) is not a 
defined Intelligence Activity and therefore cannot, by definition, perform 
Intelligence Activities or intelligence assessments. This is the basis of our finding; 
a non-Intelligence Activity, OUSD(P), was inappropriately performing 
Intelligence Activities of production and dissemination that should be performed 
by the Intelligence Community. 

(2) (Sh~lF)- The Intelligence Community coordinates its products within the 
Intelligence Community to provide senior decision makers with the consensus of 
the community on an issue or a "finding." The OUSD(P) did not effectively 
inform decision makers on the variance of its conclusions with those of the 
substantive experts within the Intelligence Community; information that we 
believe is of value to the decision maker. Specifically, OUSD(P) did not take the 
appropriate action to inform the decision makers of the consensus opinion of the 
Intelligence Community and those portions reflecting their alternative assessment. 
Intelligence Community professionals judged the products produced by the 
OUSD(P) to be intelligence products. The use of terminology such as making "the 
case for an Intelligence Finding-that Iraq has been complicit in supporting al­
Qaida terrorist activities," "Intelligence indicates," "Findings," and ''Known 
Contacts" reinforces that judgment. 

(U) Issue No.4- OUSD(P) work did not necessarily influence senior decision 
makers. 

(U) USD(P) Comments. The USD(P) stated, "There are likewise no facts 
suggesting that the "senior decision-makers" who were briefed on this work, 
specifically, the Secretary of Defense, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the DCI, 
the Deputy National Security Advisor, and the Vice President's Chief of Staff, 
mistook this work to be "intelligence assessments." 

fS:'~F) OIG Response. Decision makers gather facts and make decisions on 
cumulative information, whether presented or perceived as "intelligence 
assessments." The "Report of an Inquiry into the Alternative Analysis of the Issue 
of an Iraq-al Qaeda Relationship," October 21, 2004, provides insight into whether 
the OUSD(P) products influenced senior decision makers. As quoted on page 5-6 
of the Minority Staff Report: 

(U) Although Administration officials cited classified intelligence in 
support of their statements about the Iraq-al Qaeda relationship, their 
statements did not accurately reflect the intelligence assessment 
provided in classified reports to the Executive Branch and Congress by 
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the IC [Intelligence Community]. Administration officials were 
apparently using intelligence analyses that originated outside of the IC. 
Those intelligence analyses claiming a close relationship were produced 
by the Office of Under Secretary of Defense for Policy Douglas Feith, 
and presented to high level Administration officials. Vice President 
Cheney specifically stated that the Feith analysis was the "best source of 
information." 

(U) Issue No.5- OUSD(P) work did not undercut the Intelligence 
Community; it was supported by the DCI himself and the Czech Intelligence 
Service 

(U) USD(P) Comments. The USD(P) stated: (1) "OUSD(P) did not impede or 
undercut any responsibilities of the Intelligence Community, contrary to 
suggestions in the Draft Report. The IC was fully aware of the work under review 
and commented on it several times, as the Draft Report itself reveals. Further, the 
DCI was personally briefed on the work at the Secretary of Defense's direction." 

(3) (~/:~U1) The USD(P) stated, "Whether or not it was an overstatement to 
describe the reported Atta meeting as a "known contact," the fact is that at the time 
of this the Czech service stood fmnly by its report II 

In contrast, the CIA report cited 
at page on the alleged meeting as 
" .. contradictory, and we have not verified Atta's travel through other channels." 
The DIA report, also cited at page 8, states that the Atta meeting is "impossible to 
prove or disprove with available information." But at no time relevant to this 
Project did the US Intelligence Community articulate and disseminate any 
conclusive coordinated judgment that the reported Atta meeting did not occur." 
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(U) OIG Response. (1) As stated in our report, portions of the Intelligence 
Community were aware of work such as the July 25,2002, memo; but the DCI was 
not. We agree that the DCI was briefed at the direction of the Secretary of 
Defense; however, the exclusion of the "Fundamental Problems with how the 
Intelligence Community is Assessing Information" slide to the DCI and inclusion 
of the slide to the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy National Security Advisor 
and Chief of Staff of the Office of the Vice President clearly did not bolster 
support for the Intelligence Community. 

(2) -tSh'l'fft The statements were made after the September 16, 2002, briefing to 
the Deputy National Security Advisor and Chief of Staff of the Office of the Vice 
President. Further, the DCI's own statement in his unclassified letter to Senator 
Graham on October 7, 2002, included "our understanding of the relationship 
between Iraq and al-Qaida is evolving and is based on sources of varying 
reliability." Evidence of senior level contacts between Iraq and al-Qaida and 
training in the areas of poisons and gases and making conventional bombs does not 
constitute a "mature symbiotic relationship" in all areas." 

(3) '"(SI~l~ At the time the "Czech intelligence service stood firmly by its report," 
the U.S. Intelligence Community was casting significant doubt on the validity of 
the report. The cited CIA report describes the reporting on the alleged meeting as 
,. .. contradictory, and we have not verified Atta's travel through other channels." 
The cited DIA report states that the Atta meeting is "impossible to prove or 
disprove with available information." While the Intelligence Community could 
not corroborate that the meeting occurred, at the same time, the briefing produced 
by the collaborative efforts of the two OUSD(P) personnel and the Special 
Assistant to the Deputy Secretary of Defense noted the meeting on the slide as 
"Known Contacts" on all three versions of the brief. Additionally, the SSCI report 
noted that "Although the CIA has not ruled out the meeting, its analysis 
characterized the meeting as highly unlikely." 

(4) Eg//~W) The slide, "What Would Each Side Want From a Relationship?" 
clearly concludes; "Intelligence indicates cooperation in all categories; mature, 
symbiotic relationship." Further, we did not state in our draft report that there was 
cooperation in the conduct of specific terrorist operations. 

(U) Issue No. 6- OUSD(P) work did not include all phases of intelligence 
cycle. 

(U) USD(P) Comments. The USD(P) stated, "As the guidance cited by the Draft 
Report (page 4-5, Appendix H) and other relevant authorities make clear, 
"Intelligence Activities" involve the entire process by which intelligence agencies 
tum information into a product that intelligence consumers can use. "Intelligence 
Activities" and related terms make clear, such activities consist of the entire 
process of actions and operations conducted by intelligence agencies to produce an 
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intelligence product for consumers. It is incorrect to select one or a few activities 
that are part of the "intelligence process" and characterize those selected activities 
as "Intelligence Activities" even when conducted by non-IC policy elements of 
government." 

(U) OIG Response. The USD(P) comments misinterpret the definition. The 
"and" in the list that is the intelligence process does not mean all elements must 
exist to constitute intelligence activities. The National Security Agency, for 
example, collects and exploits, but does not conduct all-source-fusion-analysis and 
yet their work is characterized as "intelligence." 
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Appendix J. Report Distribution (U) 

(U) Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Secretary of Defense 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence 
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy 
General Counsel 

(U) Other Defense Organizations 

Director, Defense Intelligence Agency 
Inspector General, Defense Intelligence Agency 
Director, Joint Intelligence Task Force- Combating Terrorism 

(U) Office of the Director of National Intelligence 

Director of National Intelligence 
Inspector General, Office of the Director ofNational Intelligence 

(U) Central Intelligence Agency 

Director, Central Intelligence Agency 
Inspector General, Central Intelligence Agency 

(U) Congressional Committees and Subcommittees, Chairman 
and Ranking Minority Member 

Senate Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Committee on Armed Services 
Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs 
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence 
House Committee on Appropriations 
House Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
House Committee on Armed Services 
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House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 
House Subcommittee on Government Management, Organization, and Procurement, 

Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 
House Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs, 

Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
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Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (U) 

SE€ltrl'J':':'~i8F9R'' WITH ATTACH-'H::\T 
U!'\CLASSifl£0 \\lTHOu"T A Tf ACH~tE:"T 

THE UNOER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
ZOCO DEI'ENSU: PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. OC 2030\•ZOOO 

January !6, 1007 

~1D10RAl'iDuM FOR DEPCTY !~SPECTOR GE:-.:ERAL FOR lNTELLIGE:-;CE 

FR0\1: Eric S. Edelman, t:ndcr Secre:aty of Defense ior Policy%-

Sl'BJECT: Review of Pre-Iraqi \Var Acli\'itics of Ql:SDtP) 
(Project l'o. D2006DI!\T0\-0077.000) (L:) 

< l'l Your oftice pro\'ided us a Draft dated Dec~mber ::!0 . .20(16 of a Proposed 
Rcp<~rt 1 the "Draft Repo:1 .. J on tb~ abo\'e project and requested comments. 

(t:J Anachcd arc our comments, which I ha"e appro\·ed and signed. The 
corr::ncnts dc~ail significant factual i:1accurncies and anal>11ca: errors in tht: Draft 
Report. We have serious concerns with unsubstantiated rindmgs and 
rect"~:nrnt:ndations in the Draft Report. as explained in our comments. 

(C) We ~cognize that ~he OIG is competent :o determine whether the activities 
were lawf.JI and authorized. But in the pr.:sent maner we do not belic-.·c the OIG 
ought to en~cr the realm of opinion about whc:ther the acti\'ilte:i were appropriate in the 
absence: of an)' applicable standards. regulations or directives on that question. 

(C) .A.s explained in our comments, we do not concur in ~pccitied findings or in 
the: reco~c:ndations of the Draft Repo:'t. 

(l~} As requested, we have c~1nductc:d a security re\'ie'o'-· of the Draft Report as 
wei! as a declassification review of the infonnation presented. The results of that 
rc\;ew and our recommendations regarding declassification are separately auachc:d to 
this memo. In addition, in respect to both the Draft Report and our commentS on it, I 
ha\'e declassi ficd all pre"iously classified infonna:ion for which n:y office was the 
Original Classification Authority. 

(t;) Thank you for giYing us the opportUnity to comment on the Draft Repon. 

Anachmc:nts: Comments on Draft Repon (Tab A) 
Security and Declassification Review (Tab B) 

SECRE'FI':?i9f9l\o'i WITH ATTACH~I£.~1 
tJ!I;CL:\SSlft•:o \\'lTHOUT A Tf ACH:\tE.:'\'T 
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Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (U) 

TABA 
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OUSD(P) COMMENTS ON 
DRAFT OF A PROPOSED REPORT 

BY THE DOD OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

REVIEW OF PRE·IRAQI WAR ACTIVITIES OF THE OFFICE OF THE 
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY (U) 

PROJECT NO. D2006DINT01-0077.000 

January 16, 2007 

T/111 Committee believes that IC anai)'SI$ s/1ou/d expect difflcu/t a11d repeated questio11S regardl11g 
threat lnformatioll. ... Tire Committee foultd that this process - the policymakers probing questions­
actually Improved the /CIA 'sf products, ••• While anaiJ•sts ca1mot dismiss a tlrreat becouse at first 
glance II seems unrttuonable or It c011not be corroborottd by other crdibltt reporting, po/iC).,tJkers 
haWI the ultimate raponsiblllty for malting dedsions bused on this some fragmentory, lncondusive 
reporting. 1 

(U) The Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (OUSD(P)) offers the 
following comments on a December 20, 2006 Drafl of a Proposed Report (the "Draft 
Report") by the Department of Defense Office of Inspector General ("OIG") in Project 
No. D2006Dil'ITOI-0077.000, "Review of Pre-Iraqi War Activities of the Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (U)" (the "Project"). 

(U) Throughout these comments we observe that the work on which this Project 
concentrates, and in particular the specific activities that the Draft Report characterizes as 
"inappropriate," were authorized and directed to be done by the Deputy Secretary or the 
Secretary of Defense. For the purpose of these comments, references to "work" or 
"activities" "authorized" and "directed" by the Secretary, the Deputy Secretary, "the most 
senior leaders" of DoD, or "senior DoD leaders" specifically mean the following: 

(U) The Deputy Secretary of Defense ("Deputy" or "DSD") directed his Special 
Assistant in his front office and two staff members in OUSD(P) to take a fresh, critical 
look at Intelligence Community ("IC'') reporting on contacts between Iraq and ai-Qaida. 
In working on the Deputy's tasking, one of the OUSD(P) staffers prepared an internal 
memo containing two commentary paragraphs followed by a list summarizing IC reports 
on contacts between Iraq and al-Qaida. The staffers wrote up the critique requested by 
DSD in the form of a draft briefing that discussed JC reports on lraq-al-Qaida contacts 
and how these reported contacts might be viewed absent an a priori assumption that 
secular Baathists and Islamic extremists would never cooperate. The Deputy Secretary 

1 (U) Report oft he Select Committee on Intelligence on the U.S. Intelligence Community ·s Prewar 
Intelligence Assessments on Iraq (U) (9 July 2004), pp. 34. 3S (unanimous repon. unc111.5Sified version) 
(''SSCI Repon"). 
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directed that the draft briefing be given to the Secretary of Defense. After receiving it, 
the Secretary directed that it be shared with the DCI. The Deputy Secretary's office also 
directed that the draft briefing be given to the Deputy National Security Advisor when the 
latter requested it. 

I. SUMMARY OF KEY ERRORS IN THE DRAFT REPORT (U) 

• (U) The title of the Draf\ Report is inaccurate. The work on which the Draft Report 
focuses was not ''OUSD(P)" activity. It was in fact a response to tasking by the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, who in July 2002 directed his Special Assistant in his 
front office and two staff members in OUSD(P) to critique IC reporting on contacts 
between Iraq and al-Qaida. The result was a draft briefing on how those contacts 
might be viewed if one did not assume a priori that secular Baathists and Islamic 
extremists would never cooperate. The Deputy Secretary directed that the draft 
briefing be given the Secretary of Defense. After receiving it, the Secretary directed 
that it be shared with the DCJ. When the Deputy National Security Advisor requested 
the draft briefing, the Deputy Secretary's office directed that it be given to him. 

• (U) The work reviewed was not an "OUSD(P)" activity, assessment, view, position or 
initiative, despite the Draft Report's repeated assertions to the contrary. The Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy (USDP) never approved, adopted or advocated the 
draft briefing or any of the work leading to it as an "OUSD(P)" view or assessment. 
Each version of the briefing was marked "draft" or "draft working papers" and was 
never presented as anything other than that. 

• (U) The Draft Report correctly finds that these activities were lawful and authorized. 
It correctly states (page 34) that "the Secretary [of Defense) owns the DoD Directives 
governing (among others) Intelligence and Policy, and as long as Executive Orders or 
other legal statutes are not violated, he has the latitude to interchange roles and 
responsibilities." But in contradiction of these same findings, the Draft Report 
incorrectly calls the activities "inappropriate," because they supposedly amounted to 
"dissemination" to senior decision-makers of"altemative intelligence assessments" 
"inconsistent" with the "consensus .. of the IC. 

• (U) If the OJG believes that it was inappropriate for the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
to have non-IC OSD staff members critique IC work on a significant subject of 
national security, inappropriate for the Secretary of Defense to share the OSD work 
with the OCt, and inappropriate for the Deputy Secretary to share the work with the 
Deputy National Security Advisor when requested by the latter, the OIG should say so 
directly instead of finding fault with subordinate OSD offices and staff members who 
did as the Secretary or Deputy Secretary instructed. 
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• (U) The entire argument in the Draft Report rests on the definition of "Intelligence 
Activities" and the meaning of"intelligence assessments.'' The Report's 
interpretation of the definition of"lntelligence Activities" found in the relevant DoD 
directive is wrong. By its definition, that term on its face applies only to intelligence 
agencies, not to policy offices. 

• (U) Beeause OUSD(P) routinely and properly acquires, assesses and distributes 
"information relating to the capabilities, intentions, and activities of foreign powers,"2 

stretching the definition of"lntclligence Activities'' to include policy offices would 
lead to the absurd result of mischaracterizing most work done in OUSD(P) as 
"Intelligence Activities." 

• (U) The Report does not define the term "intelligence assessments" but erroneously 
asserts that a critique by non-IC staffers of IC assessments was itself an 
"inappropriate" "intelligence assessment" There are no facts in the Draft Report, or 
otherwise, supporting the assertion that this work was presented as "intelligence 
assessments." 

• (U) There are likewise no facts suggesting that the "senior decision-makers'' who 
were briefed on this work, specifically, the Secretary of Defense, the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, the DCI, the Deputy National Security Advisor, and the Vice 
President's Chief of Staff, mistook this work to be "intelligence assessments." 

• (U) The Report fails to make clear that the Office of Special Plans (OSP), the Policy 
Counter Terrorism Evaluation Group (PCTEG), and the Policy Support Office did not 
perform and had no responsibility for any of the work reviewed in this Project. This 
failure is especially egregious in light of press reports and political criticism that 
continue to assert the contrary. 

• (U) The Draft Report labels the work products at issue as "inappropriate" (page 4) 
because they allegedly "did not clearly show the variance with the consensus of the 
Intelligence Community" and "were, in some cases, shown as intelligence products." 
But the senior decision-makers briefed on this work (one of whom was the DCI 
himself) did not need to be told that it varied in some respects from IC analysis; that 
was inescapably obvious. There are no facts to suggest that any of them drew any 
conclusions or made any decisions whatsoever solely on the basis of the draft 
briefing, without taking IC views into accounl There are no facts supporting the 
claim that some work products "were, in some cases, shown as intelligence products." 

2 (U) Part of the definition of"foreign intelligence," which in lUm is part of the definition of"lntelligcnce 
Activities." See DoD Directive No. 5240.1, DoD 1ntclligencc Activities." 25 April 1988, Sections 3.1 
and 3.2. 
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• (U) OUSD(P) did not impede or undercut any responsibilities of the Intelligence 
Community, contrary to suggestions in the Draft Report. The IC was fully aware of 
the work under review and commented on it several times, as the Draft Report itself 
reveals. Further, the DCI was personally briefed on the work at the Secretary of 
Defense's direction. 

• (U) OUSD(P) did not bypass any applicable DIA procedures, contrary to assertions in 
the Draft Report. The DIA 's OJ Policy Nos. 004 and 005, cited by the Draft Report, 
are internal DIA guidelines that only apply to DJA analysts, working as such, who 
wish to produce alternative analyses or alternative judgments within DIA 's chain of 
command. These guidelines are irrelevant to customer offices of the IC- the 
consumers ofintelligence •• that wish to suggest an alternative way of viewing 
information and analyses already provided by the JC. Nor do these guidelines provide 
any mechanism for DJA customers to request an alternative judgment by the IC, 
which in any case is manifestly not what the Deputy Secretary desired when he 
directed the work under review to be done. 

• (U) While some of the work reviewed in this Project did characterize the lraq-ai­
Qaida relationship as "cooperative," that characterization did not contradict JC 
judgments on the subject at the time. To the contrary, the reference in the draft 
briefing to a "cooperative"lraq·al-Qaida relationship was consistent with the DCJ's 
own statements to Congress in 2002 and 2003. He said then that "we have solid 
reporting of senior level contacts between Iraq and ai-Qaida going back a decade," 
"credible information indicates that Iraq and ai-Qaida have discussed safe haven and 
reciprocal non-aggression," "we have solid evidence of the presence in Iraq of al­
Qaida members," ''the reporting also stated that Iraq has provided training to ai-Qaida 
members in the areas of poisons and gases and making conventional bombs," etc. 
The Draft Report ignores these DCI statements. 

• (U) The Draft Report erroneously faults OUSD(P) for failin§ to provide ''the most 
accurate analysis of intelligence" to senior decision-makers. That responsibility rests 
with the IC, not OUSD(P). More importantly, senior decision-makers already had the 
IC's reports and assessments on Iraq and al-Qaida and thus already had "the most 
accurate analysis of intelligence"-- if one accepts, as the Draft Report seems to do, 
that the IC's assessments are the "most accurate.•o4 

l (U) This criticism is symptomatic of the peculiar and sometimes conuadic:tory logic: of the Draft Report, 
for the Draft Rcpolt also holds that OUSD(P) should not provide: any intelligence analyses at all. 

~ (U) The Draft Repon purports to make judgments about the nature of the lraq-GI-Qaida relationship, bUt 
these judgments appear to be based on certain CIA and DIA ana1)1ical papers - not on any 
contemporaneous NJE or other autboritatil--e consensus by the IC as a whole·· and without reference to 
the DCI's own statements on the subject. There is no evidence in the Draft Report that the OIG 
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• (U) The Draft Report recommends (page 14) that, ifOUSD(P) disagrees with an IC 
consensus, OUSD(P) should "clearly articulate in policy products the Intelligence 
Community consensus and the basis for disagreement or variance from the 
Intelligence Community consensus." Such a requirement would inappropriately 
constrain policy work by requiring policy offices to vet every policy recommendation 
or analysis with the IC in order to determine whether or not it disagreed or varied with 
an JC "consensus." It would also burden policy offices with a requirement to 
articulate the JC "consensus" when the IC itself should do so. 

• (U) Bipartisan reports and studies by various commissions and congressional 
committees since the 9/11 attacks have stressed the need for vigorous debate, hard 
questions and alternative thinking of the sort that motivated the work reviewed in this 
Project. The conclusions and recommendation in the Draft Report reflect a disturbing 
departure from the lessons of all these reports and studies. By faulting a critical 
assessment in OSD of IC work on contacts between Iraq and al-Qaida, the Draft 
Report would inhibit the vigorous debate and hard questioning that most observers 
recognize as essential. The Draft Report's conclusions, if sustained, would have a 
dampening effect on future initiatives challenging intelligence assessments. The facts 
do not justify such conclusions. 

II. THE POLITICAL BACKGROUND OF THIS MATTER (U) 

(U) The activities reviewed in this Project, unfortunately, have been the object of 
bitter political debate and inaccurate press reporting for over three years. Given the 
partisan nature of the matter, it was particularly important that the OJG's independent 
review adhere to the strictest standards of factual accuracy, rigorous analysis, and clarity 
of expression. Unfortunately, the Draft Report does not meet those standards. 

(U) Apart from numerous factual inaccuracies, omissions and mischaracterizations 
identified throughout these comments, the Draft Report suffers from a basic analytical 
flaw in attempting to paint the work under review as "inappropriate" even though no laws 
were broken, no DoD directives were violated, and no applicable policies were 
disregarded. The Draft Report concedes that the activities reviewed were lawful. It 
concedes that the activities were authorized - indeed requested- by the Deputy Secretary 
and Secretary of Defense. In perhaps its most trenchant observation, the Draft Report 
correctly states (page 34) that "the Secretary owns the DoD Directives governing (am01rg 
others) Intelligence and Policy, and as lo11g as Executive Orders or other legal statutes 
are not violated, he has the latitude to interchange roles and respoiiSibilities" (emphasis 
added). 

undertook any rigorous, independent review of the underlying intelligence on the issue of conlacts 
between Iraq and al-Qaida. 
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(U) That observation goes to the heart of the present matter. It shows that the 
activities in question were clearly appropriate. No statutes or executive orders were 
violated. The Secretary, and by extension the Deputy, unequivocally had the latitude to 
obtain an alternative, critical assessment of IC work on Iraq and al-Qaida from non-IC 
OSD staff members rather than from the DIA or the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
C3l, without vetting such critique through any Intelligence Community process. The 
Secretary had the latitude to direct the authors of such critique to share it with the DCI. 
The Deputy Secretary had the latitude to direct the authors of such critique to share it 
with the Vice President's Chief of Staff and the Deputy National Security Advisor when 
the latter so requested. This should have put an end to any question of appropriateness. 

(U) The OIG is empowered and competent to determine whether the activities 
were lawful and authorized. But we question whether it is "appropriate" for the OIG to 
venture into the realm of opinion about whether the activities were appropriate, in the 
absence of any applicable standards, regulations, directives, etc. This is especially true 
where, as here, the OIG has found the activities in question were lawful and authorized, 
and has conceded that the Secretary and Deputy have the "latitude to interchange roles 
and responsibilities" in overseeing DoD. 

(U) We respectfully observe that the OIG's opinion on the subjective question of 
"appropriateness" in these circumstances is not entitled to any particular deference. The 
OIG does not have special expertise on this issue, which is fraught with policy and 
political dimensions. Given the politically charged atmosphere infecting this entire 
matter, it is especially objectionable for the OIG to obscure and minimize the fact that the 
Secretary and Deputy Secretary directed the activilies in question be done, to 
mischaracterize the work as "OUSD(P)" activities, and to find something "inappropriate'' 
in the fact that subordinate offices and staffers did as the Secretary and Deputy directed. 

(U) Moreover, the Draft Report employs a demonstrably incorrect reading of 
"Intelligence Activities" to portray the work reviewed as "alternative intelligence 
assessments," "Intelligence Production" and the like, when in fact it was not. This 
mischaracterization is particularly egregious in light of the persistently false press reports 
and political accusations claiming that the Deputy Secretary, or OUSD(P), or others in 
the Defense Department distorted intelligence in order to argue that Iraq had a direct role 
in the 9/11 attacks, or that Iraq and al-Qaida bad a stronger relationship than shown by 
facts known at the time, in order to propel the United States to war on false pretenses. 

(U) Before the OJG ever took up this matter, it had been the subject of an 
exhaustive investigation that the Senate Select Committee on lnte1Jigcnce (SSCI) began 
in July 2003, as well as a "minority inquiry" begun by Senator Carl Levin in June 2003. 

(U) In July 2004, the Committee issued a unanimous report on "Phase I" of its 
investigation. That report concluded inter alia that policymakers at no time pressured the 
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IC to change its conclusions on Iraq's links to terrorism, and that the work of OSD 
staffers reviewed here did not result in any changes to the analytical judgments in IC 
work on Iraqi support for terrorism. s The Committee deferred to a second phase of its 
investigation an evaluation of whether the work products now under OIG review were 
"objective, reasonable, and accurate.'o6 Because of divisions along partisan lines within 
the SSCI, its members have not to date been able to agree on what conclusions to reach in 
its "Phase 11" report. 

(U) SSCI Chairman Pat Roberts referred this matter to OIG only because these 
partisan divisions prevented the SSCI from reaching agreement on what to say about the 
activities reviewed in this Project. By the time he made the referral to OIG, the issue had 
been transformed from whether the work in question was ''objective, reasonable and 
accurate" to whether it was "unauthorized, unlawful or inappropriate" -- even though the 
SSCI had uncovered no information to support such a characterization. 

(U) In his September 9, 2005 letter requesting an independent review by OIG, 
Chairman Roberts wrote that "the Committee is concerned about persistent and, to date, 
unsubstantiated allegations that there was something unlawful or improper about the 
activities of the Office of Special Plans within the office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Policy during the period prior to the initiation of Operation Iraqi Freedom." 
He added that he had "not discovered any credible evidence of unlawful or improper 
activity, yet the allegations persist.'' He nevertheless asked the OIG to review ''whether 
the personnel assigned to the Office of Special Plans, at any time, conducted 
unauthorized, unlawful or inappropriate intelligence activities.'' 

(U) On September 22, 2005, Senator Carl Levin wrote in his capacity as Ranking 
Member of the Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC), asking the OIG to expand the 
scope of the review requested by Chairman Roberts. Specifically, Senator Levin 
requested that "you include all elements of the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
for Policy, including the Policy Counter Terrorism Evaluation Group (PCTEG) and the 
Policy Support office.'' He posed a number of questions for the OIG to answer. 7 

(U) In fact Senator Levin had already published his own conclusions on this 
matter nearly a year before the OIG took up its review. See "Report of an Inquiry Into 
the Alternative Analysis of the Issue of an Iraq-a! Qaeda Relationship" (October 21, 
2004), containing numerous incorTCCt allegations of improper conduct within OUSD(P). 

1 (U} SSCl Report. p. 363. 

6 {U) SSCI Report, p. 312. 

1 (U) At Appendix B attached to these comments, we: address in detail the Dtaft Report's answers to 
Senator Levin's questions. 
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That report was part of the "minority inquiry" that Senator Levin has been pursuing into 
the subject matter of this Project since June 2003, without the endorsement of the SASC, 
the SSCI, or any other congressional committee as of early January 2007. The Draft 
Report (page 1) comments that Senator Levin's report "challenged some of the 
conclusions" in the SSCI's report of July 2004 but fails to note that Senator Levin 
himself, as a SSCI member, concurred in that same SSCI report and that the SSCI report 
was unanimous. 

(U) It bears emphasis that the same set of facts and documents have been available 
to the SSCI and to Senator Levin throughout this process. 

(U) More recently, on December 8, 2006, Representative Cynthia McKinney 
introduced articles of impeachment against the President of the United States, the first 
article of which makes the false assertion that the President and the Secretary of Defense 
created the OSP "to override existing intelligence reports by providing unreliable 
evidence that supported the claim that Iraq's alleged weapons of mass destruction posed 
an imminent threat to the United States of America."8 

(U) Meanwhile, uninformed and inaccurate press reports have persisted, generally 
on the theme that the Office of Special Plans allegedly conducted a rogue intelligence 
operation before the Iraq war and fed incorrect or exaggerated intelligence information to 
senior policy makers in the Executive Branch, bypassing the Intelligence Community and 
contributing to an ill-informed decision to go to war in Iraq. These stories have been 
repeated so many times that they are now taken as established truth by some members of 
Congress and many commentators. 

(U) Indeed, even the Draft Report to some extent seems to fall prey to the hypnotic 
effect of these constantly repeated falsehoods. Instead of setting the record straight 
clearly and directly, the Draft Report relegates to a footnote (at page ii, repeated at page 
1) the peculiar comment that: 

"The tenn Office of Special Plans has become generic terminology for the 
activities of the OUSD(P), including the Policy Counter Terrorism Evaluation 
Group and Policy Support Office. The actual Office of Special Plans had no 
responsibility for and did not perfonn any of the activities examined in this 
review." 

(U) As the facts detailed below demonstrate, neither the OSP, the PCTEG, nor the 
Policy Support Office had any responsibility for the activities reviewed, and none of 
these units as such performed any of those activities. The Draft Report should say so 
forthrightly. 

• (U) H. Res. 1106, 109111 Cong., 2..s Sess. (8 December 2006). 
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(U) The Draft Report should also say prominently and forthrightly that the most 
senior leaders of DoD directed these activities to be done by non-IC OSD staff members, 
not all of whom were even assigned to OUSD(P), rather than repeatedly 
mischaracterizing these actions as "OUSD(P)" activities. 

(U) These and other deficiencies of the Draft Report, discussed in these comments, 
demonstrate that the OIG should reconsider its excursion into the policy and political 
issue of whether the lawful and authorized activities under review were "appropriate." 

III. OUSD(P) SUPPORT TO THE OIG REVIEW (U) 

(U) To assist the OIG in its review, this office provided copies of the thousands of 
pages of documents that we had already provided to the SSCI and to Senator Levin. We 
also provided various additional materials that the OIG requested. In addition, we 
arranged for the OIG to review certain documents that DoD had earlier declined to 
provide the Congress. We offered OIG the opportunity to review some ten file boxes 
containing all the documents we had collected in lhe course of our initial search in 
response to the SSCI's and Senator Levin's document requests, including documents that 
on review we had determined to be unresponsive and thus did not provide to Congress. 
We also provided all witnesses that we were in a position to produce for interviews 
requested by the OIG and suggested various additional individuals as possible witnesses. 

IV. FACTS (U} 

(U) Because of the need for a clear, complete and accurate account of the relevant 
facts, we provide a detailed statement of facts below. Throughout the factual narrative, 
we undertake to highlight the more significant factual errors in the Draft Report. 

(U) A discussion section, examining the authorities and analysis set out in the 
Draft Report, follows the statement offacts. 

(U) The Draft Report does not explain the origin or context of the work under 
review. By persistently mischaracterizing this work as "OUSD(P) .. activities, the Draft 
Report conveys an incorrect impression lhat this work was an "OUSD(P) .. initiative 
constituting an "inappropriate" intrusion into .. intelligence functions that are the 
responsibility of Defense Intelligence .. (page 14). The Draft Report mentions that "some 
of the actions were performed in response to inquiries from the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense and direction from the Secretary of Defense" (page 13), leaving the incorrect 
impression that such actions were somehow incidental to other (unspecified) actions 
attributable solely to the "OUSD(P)." 

(U) In fact. all (not some) of the work characterized by the Draft Report as 
"inappropriate, .. specifically, lhree versions of a draft briefing on links between Iraq and 
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al-Qaida and an internal staff memo done in preparation for the briefing, was in response 
to requests and taskings by either the Deputy Secretary or the Secretary of Defense. The 
Deputy Secretary directed that the draft briefing be prepared for the Secretary. After the 
Secretary received the draft briefing, he directed that it be shared with the DCI. When 
the Deputy National Security Advisor requested the draft briefing, the Deputy Secretary's 
office directed that it be given to him. Three OSD staff members had the primary 
responsibility to do this work. Two happened to be DIA analysts detailed to OUSD(P) 
and the third worked directly for the Deputy Secretary as his Special Assistant. 

(U) How and why these particular three individuals became involved in this work 
were as follows: 

A. Three Separate Activities Relating to the Work Under Review (U) 

(U) There were three, initially separate, activities within the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense (OSD) that relate to the work under review in this Project. Some of 
the individuals involved in these three activities, and some strands of their work, 
eventually came together under the direction and oversight of the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense (DSD), who tasked certain work discussed below. That work, and certain 
resulting draft documents (critiquing IC work on the lraq-al-Qaida relationship), are the 
actions that the Draft Report mischaracterizes as "alternative intelligence assessments" 
and "Intelligence Activities." 

(U) In its "Background" section the Draft Report discusses the OSP (page 3) but 
fails to make clear in the text that the OSP had nothing to do with any of the activities 
under review. None of this work or the resulting documents was done by, for, or under 
the direction of the OSP. The work reviewed in this Project was substantially completed 
before the OSP even came into de facto existence in mid-August 2002. (The Draft 
Report states that OSP was created in October 2002; it was in that month that certain 
formalities were implemented.) The Draft Report also errs in stating that the OSP was 
"disbanded" in July 2003. In fact it was merely renamed as the Office of Northern Gulf 
Affairs, remaining in NESA as before, and its personnel continued to perform their policy 
functions regarding that region. 

(U) Likewise, none of this work or the resulting documents was done by, for, or 
under the direction of the PcrEG or the Policy Support Office as such. 

(U) Nor did the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy ever approve or adopt any 
of the draft opinions or conclusions in any of the resulting documents as OUSD(P) 
positions, views or conclusions. 
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1. The PCTEG (U) 

(U) The first activity relevant here was an ad hoc group, formed by the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy (USDP) shortly after the 9/11 attacks. The mission of 
that group was to review all available information about a number of international 
terrorist organizations with a basic focus on the question: What does it mean to be at war 
with a terrorist network?9 The Draft Report erroneously states that this group was formed 
"to conduct an independent analysis of the al-Qaida terrorist network" (page 2). In fact, 
the group's work was not limited to al-Qaida but addressed more generally various major 
terrorist groups and their relations with their state sponsors. This group commenced 
work in approximately October 2001 with two members: a consultant, and a detailee 
from the Defense Threat Reduction Agency. The group requested and received relevant 
intelligence information from the Intelligence Community and did preliminary work on 
the subject assigned. Both members, however, left for other duties towards the end of 
2001 and the beginning of2002. Neither of them ever worked in or took direction from 
the OSP or the Policy Support Office. 

(U) In January 2002 the USDP decided to continue the project in a more formal 
way, by naming the project the "Policy Counter Terrorism Evaluation Group" (PCTEG) 
and formally requesting detailees from DIA. The memo approving creation of the 
PCTEG described its task as follows: 

• (U) Study al-Qaida's worldwide organization including its suppliers, its relations 
with States and with other terrorist organizations (and their suppliers). 

• (U) Identify "chokepoints" of cooperation and coordination. 

• (U) Identify vulnerabilities. 

• (U) Recommend strategies to render the terrorist networks ineffective.10 

(U) Also, as early as January 2002, the Deputy Secretary among others was raising 
questions about possible links between Iraq and the al-Qaida terrorist network.11 In 
addition to the information and analyses he regularly received through established 

9 
(U) Statement of Douglas J. Feith. Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, on the Policy Counter 

Tcnorism Evaluation Group, before the Select Committee on Intelligence, U.S. Senate, 10 July 2003, 
USDP and Senator Levin Correspondence, November OJ.July 05, Tab 14. 

10 (U) Memo rrom ASD (ISA) to USDP (31 January 2002), USDP Congressional Correspondence 
November01-February 04, Tab 18. 

11 (U) Memo from DSD to USDP (22 January 2002), reproduced as Appendix E to the Draft Report. 
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intelligence channels, the Deputy also asked for input from OUSD(P), including in a 
memo to the USDP on January 22, 2002. 12 He received a reply from the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs on January 24,2002, summarizing 
information su~pesting "few direct links" and other information .. suggesting more robust 
indirect links." There was nothing unusual or improper about this. How to assess the 
information provided by the IC and what, if any, decisions tn make or conclusions to 
draw from it are central responsibilities of the Deputy and other senior policy officials of 
the Defense Department. It was not remarkable that the Deputy consulted OSD policy 
offices as well as the lC on possible links between Iraq and al-Qaida. 

(U} In February 2002 USDP requested the Director ofDIA to provide three 
detailees to the PCfEG.14 In response, DIA provided two ofthe three individuals 
requested, both reserve Naval intelJigence officers then assigned to the J-2. Contrary to 
the Draft Report (page 2), these officers were not detailed to OUSD(P) in October 200 I; 
rather, they were detailed in February 2002, as replacements for the two original 
members of the PCTEG who were gone by the time the two DIA detailees arrived. One 
of these DIA detailees departed in April 2002, leaving only one member of the .. group," 
who continued to work as the sole member of the PCTEG until he was demobilized from 
Naval reserve duty in January 2003.15 

(U) The PCfEG member who departed in April 2002 never worked in or took 
direction from the OSP or the Policl Support Office, nor did the sole remaining PCTEG 
member at any time relevant here.1 

(U) As originally conceived, the PCTEG was to function under the joint 
chairmanship of the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for SOILIC and the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for NESA 17 (not by the ASD (I SA) and ASD 
(SO/LIC) as the Drafi Report incorrectly implies at page 2). But the group never had 

12 (U) Ibid. 

u (U) Memo from ASD(ISA) to DSD (24 January 2002), reproduced as Appendix F to the Draft Repon. 

u (U) Memo for Director, Defense lntelligcnce Agency (2 February 2002}, ibid. 

15 (U) Roster ofPCTEG and Special Plans/Nonhem Gulf, USDP Congressional Correspo11dence 
November 02-Februtuy 04, Tab 16A. 

•• (U) After being demobilized from Naval reserve duty in 2003, the foi'TilCI" single remaining PCTEG 
member did return to OUSO(P) and worked as a civilian in OSP for a time, but that was a ncr the work 
relevant to this Project had been completed. 

17 (U) Memo from ASD (ISA) to USDP (31 January 2002}, USDP Congre£sionD/ Correspn11dence 
Novenrber 01-February 04, Tab 18. 
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more than two members and soon dwindled to one; thus it never attained the degree of 
operational fonnality implied by this nominal joint chairmanship. When the DSD began 
to take a more active role on the specific issue of the relationship between Iraq and al· 
Qaida, as discussed below, the single remaining member of the PCTEG participated with 
others in replying to DSD taskings and at times responded directly to the DSD in that 
regard. At no time did the PCTEG report to or take direction from the OSP or the Policy 
Support Office. 

(U) The PCTEG produced a I 54-page draft briefinf entitled "Understanding the 
Strategic Threat of Terror Networks and their Sponsors,"1 which was revised and 
updated periodica1ly. Consistent with the mission of the PCTEG, this briefing examined 
the methods and operations of various terrorist organizations (including but not Hmited to 
ai·Qaida), the nature of their ties with their state sponsors, and various policy 
considerations on dealing with the threat posed by these groups. 

(U) This briefing was the sole substantive work product by the PCTEG as such. 
The briefing was separate from the work, addressed in the Draft Report, on the specific 
issue of the Iraq-ai-Qaida relationship_a9 The PCTEG briefing was an internal Policy 
staff-level product that was never presented outside the Policy organization and never 
approved by senior policy makers as an official OUSD(P) position, so far as any facts 
known to us are concerned, and the Draft Report does not contend otherwise. Indeed, the 
Draft Report only briefly mentions but does not discuss this solitary PCTEG product. 

(U) The Draft Report mischaracterizes events in stating (page 3) that the one 
remaining PCTEG member created a briefing in the summer of 2002 on Jinks between 
Iraq and al·Qaida "with the assistance of a member of OUSD{P)'s Policy Support Office 
and a Special Assistant to the Deputy Secretary of Defense." Here and throughout, the 
Draft Report ignores or downplays the central fact that the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
directed the work to be done, as discussed more fully below. He gave the assignment 
initially to his Special Assistant, not to the sole PCTEG member or the Policy Support 
Office staffer or anyone else in OUSD(P). The latter two individuals did participate in 
responding to the Deputy Secretary because of the circumstances explained in these 
comments. But it is a gross distortion to suggest, as the Draft Report does, that the sole 
PCTEG member originated this effort or that it was an OUSD(P) activity. 

(U) The Draft Report also mischaracterizes events in stating (at page 3) that 
"OUSD(P) dissolved the PCTEG shortly" after the draft briefing was given to the Deputy 

11 (U) Ibid, Tab IS. 

•~ (U) Although this PCTEG briefing was separate rrom the work on the specific issue of the lraq·al· 
Qaida relationship done elsewhere in OSD, it obviously overlapped to a degree and e'lcntually led to the 
one remaining PCTEG member's being included in the work on that single issue. 
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National Security Advisor and the Vice President's ChiefofStaffin September 2002. 
There was no fonnal action dissolving the PCTEG; rather, the "group" withered away 
when its sole remaining member was demobilized from Naval reserve duty in 2003. 

2. The DIA Analyst Detailed to the Polley Support Office (U) 

(U) The second activity relating to the work under review was begun by a career 
DIA analyst whom DIA had detailed, in January 2002, to the fonner Policy Support 
Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Policy Support) in OUSD(P). At no 
time did this detailee work in or take direction from the OSP or the PCTEG. 

(U) DIA detailed this analyst in response to the USDP's by-name request. 
Although the Draft Report states (page 2) that the Policy Support Office requested this 
DIA analyst due "to the voluminous amounts of intelligence the office was receiving but 
was unable to assess," the quoted phrase does not appear in USDP's request. This 
analyst was a 25-year intelligence veteran who, at the time ofUSDP's request, was 
assigned to the Interagency Damage Assessment Team for the Robert Hanssen case. This 
analyst had had previous experience, inter alia, providing intelligence support to policy 
levels as well as experience in Foreign Denial and Deception analysis that the USDP 
needed to support certain intelligence-related duties then assigned to the Policy Support 
Office.20 

E8/Hf) rfhis analyst was tasked in the Policy Support Office to provide policy 
support for special access programs and to carry out other duties requiring a review of 
various intelligence products. Sometime 
came across a finished 1998 CIA report 

- The report mentioned that Usama Bin Laden had requested and certain 
training from an service. On her own initiative, she requested and 

underlying information on which the item was based, 
subsequently obtained additional CIA reports from 

and ai-Qaida.21 

(U) As this was the only reporting that this analyst had seen on Bin Laden in this 
connection, and because she considered it important data for a discussion on Iraqi 
intelligence and al-Qaida, she wrote a one-page "assessment .. (in her words} of the IC 
reporting and gave it to the DUSD (PS), ASD (ISA), USDP, and DSD.22 

20 (U) Memo from USDP to Director, DIA (23 November 2001 ), USDP Congressional Correspondence 
November 02-February 04, Tab 17; Memorandum for the Record (30 October 2002), ibid. 

21 (U) Memorandum for the Record (17 April2002), Memorandum for the Record (30 October 2002). b(1) 
USDP CongressioMI Correspondence November 02-Pebruary 04 Tabs 17 and 18. 

n (U) Memorandum for the Record ( 17 April 2002), ibid at Tab 17. b(3) 
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(U) Again on her own initiative, in early spring 2002 the analyst met with the chief 
of DIA 's Joint Intelligence Task Force for Combating Terrorism (JITF) and gave him a 
copy of the reference in the finished CIA report, the two underlying reporting documents, 
and her one-pager. (This one-pager should not be confused, as the Draft Report seems to 
do, with a later, July 25, 2002 internal memo that this analyst wrote in preparation for the 
August 2002 briefing to the Secretary of Defense, discussed bclow.23

) She recommended 
that the JITF publish the IC reporting data "so that it would be available to the entire IC 
because reports published previously did not contain this important data" and that, 
without it, "analysis of the subject would be incomplete and inaccurate in the future."24 

Over the next two weeks she spoke twice with the JITF chief, who told her he had given 
the materials to the J-2's senior analyst but had heard nothing back. 

(U) The analyst then called the J-2's senior analyst and again recommended that 
the IC reporting infonnation be published to the entire IC. The J-2 analyst responded that 
"putting it out there would be playing into the hands of people like Wol fowitz," that the 
infonnation "was old" and "only a tid-bit," asked how did she "know that the infonnation 
was true," made a comment about trying to support "some agenda ofgeople in the 
building," and bucked the issue of publication back to the JlTF chief. The JJTF took no 
further action on the recommendation to publish the infonnation, so far as we know. 

(U) Meanwhile, the DIA analyst detailed to the Policy Support Office continued to 
gather and review CIA material on Iraq and al-Qaida. At some point in April or May 

n (U) The Draft Report (page 8) states that this analyst attempted but failed to persuade the JITF Director 
and the J-2's senior analyst to publish as an "Intelligence Finding" a July 25, 2002 memo, entitled "Iraq 
and ai-Qaida: Making the Case." The July memo was an internal document that she wrote in preparation 
for the SecDefbriefing, as discussed more fully below. Nothing in the record known to us indicates any 
attempt to obtain IC concurrence with the content of the July 2S, 2002 memo, nor was there any 
requirement to do so. Comments to that effect in the Draft Report seem to be a mistaken reference to the 
carl icr effort, in the spring of 2002, to persuade the IC to publish intelligence reports the analyst had 
found about Iraqi training provided to Bin Laden. The Draft Report claims that "OUSD(P) proceeded to 
disseminate" the briefing to the SeeDer despite being "unsuccessful in convincing the Intelligence 
Community to publish the alternative intelligence assessments as an Intelligence Finding." This claim is 
wrong. There was no attempt to get the IC to publish "alternative intelligence assessments." there was no 
requirement to do so, there was no l'e(juirement for IC concum:nce on the briefing the DSD had directed 
to be given to the SecOef, and neither the July memo nor the August 2002 briefmg contained any 
"alternative intelligence assessment." 

2~ (U) Memorandum for the Record (17 April2002), USDP Congressional Correspondence November 
Ol.February04, Tab 17. 

zs (U) Ibid. Judging from this response, the J.2's senior analyst may have been unfamiliar with DIA 's DI 
Policy No. OOS (S June 2001 ), the first sentence ofwhieh states, "Curiosity and integrity are the hallmarks 
of good analysis." 
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2002, she became aware of the broader work by the PCTEG on various terrorist 
organizations.16 

3. The Deputy Secretary's Taskldg to Brief the Secretary of Defense (U) 

(U) Soon thereafter, in approximately July 2002, the DSD initiated the third strand 
of work relevant here - the strand that resulted in the activities labeled as "inappropriate" 
in the Draft Report. Specifically, the DSD directed his Special Assistant27 to prepare a 
briefing for the Secretary of Defense on Iraq and links to aJ-Qaida, based on a review "in 
a different framework" of IC reports on connections between ai-Qaida and Iraq.28 In 
panicular, this review was motivated by the issue of whether there was any a priori 
reason to believe that ideological opponents, (e.g., secular Iraqi Baathists and Islamic 
extremists) would never cooperate against a common foe. By this point in time, the 
DSD's Special Assistant, the DIA analyst detailed to the Policy Support Office, and the 
single remaining member of the PCTEG had all become aware of the separate but related 
work of each. Accordingly, the three of them collaborated in preparing the briefing for 
the Secretary of Defense as directed by the DSD. · 

(U) The record does not support the Draft Report's assertion (page 12) that the 
Deputy Secretary asked for an "intel briefing" when he tasked his Special Assistant to 
prepare the briefing for the Secretary on Iraq and al-Qaida. That characterization only 
appears in an internal e-mail, the author of which was not present when the Deputy gave 
the tasking and had no personal knowledge of how the Deputy in fact formulated his 
instructions.19 

(U) The Report makes much of an internal July 25, 2002 memo entitled "Iraq and 
ai-Qaida: Making the Case." This memo is dated after its author, the DIA detailee to 
Policy Support, learned of DSD's instruction to his Special Assistant to prepare the 
briefing for the Secretary of Defense30 and, according to its author, was done preliminary 

1~ (U) Memorandum for the Record (30 October 2002), USDP Congressional Correspondence November 
02-February 04, Tab 18. 

27 (U) DSD's Special Assislant at lhe time was an individual detailed to DSD from the Policy 
organization. At all relevant times this Special Assislant reported directly to, and took direction 
exclusively from, the DSD. At no time did the Special Assistant work in or take direction from the OSP, 
the PCTEG. or the Policy Suppon Office. 

:It (U) Explanatory Note to E-Mail of7122102, USDP Cungressional CorreJ.prmdence November 02-
February 04, Tab 17. 

19 (U) Ibid. 

JO (U) E-ma1l dated July 22, 2202, USDP Congre.t.~ionul Correspondence November 02-Februury 04, Tab 
17. 
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to that briefing.31 The Report asserts (page 6) that this memo constituted an 
"OUSD(P) ... alternative intelligence assessment."32 The Report claims that there was 
then a •'translation of that alternative intelligence assessment .. into the briefing for the 
Secretary of Defense, which "translation" the Draft Report characterizes (page 6) as an 
"Intelligence Activity, and more specifically, Intelligence Production" on the part of 
OUSD(P). 

(U) To the contrary, the July 25, 2002 memo was not an .. OUSD(P)" assessment 
of any sort, let alone an "alternative intelligence assessment." Nor was it an "Intelligence 
Finding" as the Draft Report misleading implies (page 6). lt was, rather, a staff-level 
memo containing only two introductory paragraphs of commentary, followed by a list 
summarizing various IC reports on contacts between Iraq and ai-Qaida. 

(U) The Draft Report erroneously asserts (page 9) that the memo described these 
as .. known" contacts. Jt does not. The phrase "known contacts" does not appear in the 
memo. 

(U) The two introductory paragraphs of the July 25 memo read as follows: 

(U)33 Some analysts have argued that Usama Bin Laden would not 
cooperate with secular Arab regimes such as Iraq because of differences in 
ideological and religious beliefs. Reporting indicates otherwise. In fact, a 
body of Intelligence reporting for over a decade from varied sources reflects a 
pattern of Iraqi support for ai-Qalda activities. Tbe covert nature of the 
relationship makes it difficult to know the extent of that support. Moreover, 
intelligence gaps exist because of ..• Iraq's need to cloak its activities, thus 
preventing collection of Information on additional contacts between Iraq and 
al-Qaida. 

(U)34 Published intelligence analyses continue to suggest that ties 
between Iraq and al-Qaida are not "solid" or "provable." Intelligence 

11 (U) Letter from USDP to Hon. Pat Roberts (June 29, 2004), USDP Congressional Correspondence 
March 04-August 04, Tab 30. 

Jl (U) In contrast, the CIA Senior Intelligence Analyst in the JITF-CT said that the memo had "no 
intelligence value" because, in the words of the Draft Report, it "contradicted the Intelligence Community 
assessments .... " (Oran Rcpon page 9). 

u (U) The original version of this paragraph was classified. Tile: classified infonnation has bc:en omitted 
and the paragraph declassified accordingly. 

14 (U) The original version of this paragraph was classified because of content in the bullets that followed 
it. Those bullets have bc:c:n omitted here, and the paragraph dc:c:lassificd accordingly. 
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assessments do not require juridical evidence to support them. Legal 
standards for prosecution needed in law enforcement do not obtain in 
intelligence assessments. which look at trends, patterns. capabllities, and 
intentions. Based on these criteria, the following Information clearly makes 
the case for an Intelligence Finding- that Iraq has been complicit in 
supporting ai-Qaida terrorist actlvities.35 

(U) The Draft Report does not define the term "intelligence assessment," and we 
are not aware of a commonly accepted definition. But it is apparent that the above­
quoted paragraphs are merely making an argument that the Intelligence Commulfily 
should make an "Intelligence Finding'' that Iraq had been complicit in supporting ai­
Qaida terrorist activities. Considering the far more explicit statements to Congress about 
Iraqi assistance to al-Qaida by the Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) himself, 
discussed below, the quoted comments by DIA 's detailee to Policy hardly seem extreme. 
In any case they do not rise to the level of an "intelligence assessment'' by the 
"OUSD(P)" or an "Intelligence Finding" by anyone. 

(U) The Draft Report asserts (page 8) that "OUSD(P) disseminated alternative 
intelligence assessments without Intelligence Community consensus to senior decision­
makers." The Draft Report asserts (page 8) that OUSD(P) should have followed 
procedures contained inDIA's 01 Policy No. 005 (5 June 2001 ), which allegedly 
"detailed appropriate methods within Defense Intelligence for addressing alternative 
judgments in those rare instances where consensus could not be reached." 

(U) These assertions are wrong. Apart from the fact that the work was not 
"OUSD(P)" assessments and not in any case "intelligence assessments," the Draft Report 
ignores the fact that the Deputy Secretary had asked for a critical reading by non-lC staff 
members of assessments already provided by the JC. He had not asked for an alternative 
intelligence judgment and specifically directed that a "consensus" with the IC was not the 
purpose of this work. As the Deputy wrote in a memo after the briefing to the Secretary: 

"That was an excellent briefing. The Secretary was very impressed. He asked us 
to think about some possible next steps to see if we can illuminate the differences 
between us and the CIA. The goal is not to produce a consensus oroduct. but 
mther to scrub one another's arguments" (emphasis in origina1).36 

(U) It would have been contrary to the Deputy's direction, not to say futile, for the 
staffers doing this work to have sought an lC consensus on what was specifically 

H (U) The full text of the July 25, 2002 memo is anachcd as Tab 2 1o Letter from USDP to Hon. Pal 
Roberts (June 29, 2004), USDP Congressional Correspondence March 04-Augusr 04, Tab 30. 

)~ (U) Memo from Paul WolfowiiZ to Tina Shelton, et al. (8 August2002), USDP Congressiot~al 
CorresJNmdl!t~ce November 02-Fi!hruary 04. Tab 17. 
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intended as a critique of IC work, not as a competing "inte11igence assessment.'' Yet the 
OIG apparently believes that it would have been more appropriate for these staff 
members to have disregarded the Deputy's direction. 

(U) Even if the objective had been to obtain an "alternative intelligence judgment" 
from the IC, which the Draft Report inexplicably seems to say was or should have been 
the case, neither Dl Policy No. 005 nor Dl Policy No. 004 (also cited by the Draft Report) 
provides any procedure whatever for the DIA's customers to obtain such an alternative 
judgment. Both documents are confined solely to situations in which a DlA analyst, 
working as such within DIA, wishes to put fotward an alternative analysis or alternative 
judgment through DIA 's chain of command. In the present case, one of the individuals 
responding to the Deputy's tasking had no connection with DIA at all, and the other two 
were working in policy positions on detail to OUSD(P). There is no factual or legal basis 
for the Draft Report's assertion that these internal DIA policies continued to apply to 
these detailees while assigned to OUSD(P). The full texts of these internal DIA policies 
are attached at Appendix A. 

(U) The Report claims (page 8) that the DIA detailee who wrote the July 25, 2002 
memo ''requested first from the Director of the Joint Intelligence Task Force for 
Combating Terrorism (JITF-CT) and then the Joint Staff J2's Senior Analyst to publish 
the alternative intelligence assessment as an 'Intelligence Finding,"' rather than using 
"the standard process of coordinating to obtain consensus from the Intelligence 
Community" or to "follow the procedures for developing an Alternative Judgment.'' 
Apart from the mischaracterization of this memo as an "alternative intelligence 
assessment," the Draft Report lends great weight to this supposed failure in obtaining IC 
concurrence, stating (page 8) that "OUSD(P} proceeded to disseminate the August 2002 
briefing" to the Secretary though having been "unsuccessful in convincing the 
Intelligence Community to publish the alternative intelligence assessments as an 
Intelligence Finding." 

(U) As noted above, this comment may be a mistaken reference to an earlier 
unsuccessful attempt by the DIA detailee to persuade the JITF to publish intelligence 
reports she had found on certain training provided to Bin Laden by Iraqi services. 
Whether or not the memo's author attempted to coordinate it with the JITF or J-2, there 
was no requirement to do so since the memo was an internal Policy staff product done in 
preparation for a briefing that the DSD had directed his staff to prepare for the Secretary 
of Defense. 

(U) It bears emphasis that the DSD gave this direction to his staff, not to the 
Intelligence Community, as discussed above. Presumably the OIG has interviewed the 
former DSD to explore his reasons for so doing, though the Draft Report docs not 
elucidate this. The written record seems clear, however, that the DSD was not seeking to 
have the IC publish an "Intelligence Finding" and was expressly not trying to produce a 
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consensus product with the IC. Rather, he wanted a critique from a policy perspective of 
information already provided by the Intelligence Community, followed by an exchange 
of views with the lC to see how the various arguments might hold up in the give and take 
of vigorous debate. 

B. Draft Briefing to the Secretary of Defense (U) 

(U) The briefing, marked "draft," was given to the Secretary on August 8, 200237 

and became the first of three versions ofthe briefing as explained below, all ofwhich 
were marked as "Draft" or "Draft Working Papers."38 Entitled "Assessing the 
Relationship Between Iraq and al Qaida," the briefing summarized existing intelligence 
products and traffic on contacts between Iraq and al-Qaida. The briefing asked but did 
not directly answer the following "Key Questions": 

• (U) "What is the probability that there are contacts between Iraq and al 
Qaida?" 

• (U) "What is the probability that there is cooperation regarding such 
support functions as finances, expertise, training and logistics?" 

• (U) "What is the probability that Iraq and at Qaida actually coordinate on 
decisions or operations?" 

• (U) "What is probability that if a relationship existed, Iraq and al Qaida 
could conceal its depth and characteristics from the United States?" 

The briefing then identified various areas of activity in which Iraq and al-Qaida might 
have an incentive to cooperate, and for each area summarized the available intelligence 
relating to Iraq's and ai-Qaida's actions in those areas over time. 

(U) One slide entitled "What Would Each Side Want From a Relationship?" lists 
several categories of potential Iraqi and ai-Qaida objectives that each side might help the 
other in fulfilling (e.g., training, financing, disruption of Kurdish opposition, etc.). It is 
specifically in regard to these categories that the briefing slide stated "1ntelligence 
indicates cooperation in an categories; mature, symbiotic relationship." 

31 (U) Memo from Paul Wolfowitz 10 Tina Shelton, Cl al. (8 AuguSI 2002), USDP Congressional 
Correspondence No1oember 01-Febntury• 04, Tab 17. 

11 (U) Alllhrce versions of the briefing arc attached lo lencr from USDP to Hon. Carl Levin (25 March 
2004), USDP and Senator Levin Correspondence. November 03-Ju/y OS, Tab 9. 
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(U) The Draft Report (page 6) misquotes this slide by transforming the subjunctive 
question in the slide's title ("what would each side want ... ?") into an unconditional 
assertion of"what each side wants from a relationship." 

(U) Contrary to the Draft Report's mischaracterizations {e.g .• page 8), the briefing 
did not assert that intelligence indicated cooperation in all categories of possible endeavor 
or a mature, symbiotic relationship in all respects, and "OUSD(P)" most cenainly never 
so contended. No category listed on this slide, and nothing elsewhere in any version of 
the draft briefing, referred to cooperation in the conduct of specific terrorist operations or 
to cooperation in operations of any sort. 

(U) Here and throughout, the Draft Report misstates what the draft briefing said. 
It overstates the briefing's caveated observations as "assessments" and "conclusions," 
always arbitrarily attributed to .. OUSD(P)." 

(U) The whole thrust of the draft briefing was to examine the question, in response 
to DSD's tasking, whether existing intelligence might suggest alternative interpretations 
if one assumed that Iraq and al-Qaida might be willing to cooperate in a relationship that 
both would have compelling reasons to hide, and to ask what each side might want from 
such a relationship. 

{U) The question was pertinent because a contrary assumption underpinned a 
considerable part of the IC analysis, namely, that Iraq's secular Baathist regime and 
Islamic extremists such as al-Qaida would not cooperate because of their ideological and 
religious differences. The Draft Report fundamentally errs in failing to review the draft 
briefing in the light of its purpose- to respond to DSD's request for an alternative view 
based on an alternative assumption. 

(U) Each version of the draft briefing included a slide entitled "Findings." None 
of these "findings" asserted cooperation between Iraq and ai-Qaida in all possible 
categories of endeavors or a mature relationship in general. The "findings" in their 
entirety were as follows: 

• {U) "More than a decade of numerous contacts" 

• (U) "Multiple areas of cooperation" 

• (U) "Shared anti-US goals and common bellicose rhetoric 
- Unique in calling for killing of Americans and praising 9/11" 

• (U) ••shared interest and pursuit ofWMD" 
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• (U) "[One indication of]39 [One possible indication of]40 [Some indications 
ofpossible]41 Iraqi coordination withal Qaida specifically related to 9/11" 

• (U) "Relationship would be compartmented by both sides, closely guarded 
secret, indications of excellent operational security by both parties" 

(U) The reference to possible "coordination with al Qaida specifically related to 
9111" was at no time presented as a conclusion that Iraq and ai-Qaida had in fact 
cooperated in regard to the 9/1 I attacks. 

(U) Furthennore, both versions briefed outside the Defense Department were 
caveated by the word "possible" in reference to "coordination." And all three versions of 
the draft briefing included an additional caveat, in a slide preceding the "Findings" slide, 
stating that ''fragmentary reporting points to possible Iraqi involvement" in 9/11 and 
previous ai-Qaida attacks (emphasis added). 

(U) These caveated statements in the draft briefing were not "OUSD(P)'' 
.. assessments" and were not presented as such at any of the three presentations of the 
briefing. 

(U) The Draft Report errs in its repeated assertion (e.g., page 7) that "OUSD(P) 
assessed the Iraq - al-Qaida relationship as having a higher degree of cooperation than 
those conclusions supported by the Intelligence Community." As discussed above, the 
draft briefing was more conditional and less certain in its discussion of"possible" 
cooperation than the Draft Report asserts. 

(U) On the other hand, the DCI's statements on the subject- which the Draft 
Report does not address- were more robust than the OIG admits. The Draft Report 
attempts to portray a wide gulf between the draft briefing's observations and the IC's 
assessments by quoting from IC products stating that there are ''no conclusive signs of 
cooperation on specific terrorist operations" and no "compelling evidence demonstrating 
direct cooperation" (page 7). But, as discussed, the draft briefing never asserted that 
there was any operational relationship or any cooperation on specific terrorist operations. 

(U) In any event the draft briefing was not an "OUSD(P)" assessment of any sort. 
Nowhere did any version of the draft briefing state that it presented an "OUSD(P)" 
position or assessment, the USD(P) never approved or represented the draft briefing as an 

,~ (U) Version briefed to the Secretary of Defense . 

.o (U) Version briefed to the DCI. 

•• (U) Version briefed to the Deputy National Security Advisor. 
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"OUSD(P)" assessment, the Draft Report cites no facts supporting its repeated assertions 
to the contrary, and there are none. 

C. Tbe Secretary of Defense's Dlreclion to Brief DCI, Draft Briefing to DCI, CIA 
MeeUng(U) 

(U) After receiving the briefing on August 8, 2002, the Secretary of Defense 
directed that it be given to the DCI, which was done on August 15, 2002 at the CIA.41 

The USOP attended this meeting and was accompanied by two of the authors of the 
briefing. At the outset of the meeting the USDP made a statement stressing that this 
briefing was merely one way oflooking at the underlying information, that no one was 
saying it was necessarily the correct way, and that there were also other ways to view the 
information. In other words, he made clear that the briefing was for the purpose of 
discussion and was not presented as an approved OSD or OUSD(P) position. 

(U) The draft briefing as given to the DCI did not include a slide entitled 
"Fundamental Problems with How Intelligence Community is Assessing Information" 
that was included in the other two versions. This slide criticized the IC for applying an 
overly strict ·~uridical" standard in its assessments of the lraq-al-Qaida relationship, 
underestimating the importance each side would attach to hiding a relationship, and 
making an assumption that secularists and Islamists would not cooperate even when they 
had common interests. It was omitted from the DCI briefing because its critical tone at 
the DCI-hosted meeting might have distracted from a discussion of the substance.43 Even 
without the omitted slide, however, it was clear from the overall content that the draft 
briefing was suggesting insufficient attention and analysis by the IC to a number of 
intelligence reports on contacts between Iraq and al-Qaida - a point that was made 
explicitly at a subsequent meeting at CIA on August 20, 2002, discussed below. 

(U) The reference in the briefing to possible Iraqi coordination with ai-Qaida 
related to 9/11 was based on a repon from the Czech intelligence service that future 9/ll 
highjacker Mohammad Atta had met with the Prague chief of the Iraqi Intelligence 
Service in April 200 I. All three versions of the draft briefing, including the one given to 
the DC I, had a slide entitled "Summary of Known lraq·al Qaida Contacts, 1990..2002" 
that included the statement "200 1: Prague liS Chief al-Ani meets with Mohammad Alta 
in April." 

([~If) Whether or not it was an overstatement to describe the reported Atta 
meeting as a "known contact," the fact is that at the time of the Czech 
intelligence service stood firmly by its 

~1 (U) SSCI Report, p. 362. 

~3 (U) Letter from USDP to Hon. Carl Levin {25 March 2004 ), USDP and Senator Levin Co"espondence. 
November 03-Ju/y OS, Tab 9. 
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But at no time 
relevant to disseminate any 
conclusive coordinated judgment that the reported Atta meeting did not occur. 

(U) In any case all versions of the draft briefing merely spoke of an "indication" of 
"coordination" regarding 9/11 in regard to this alleged meeting, both versions presented 
outside the Defense Department added the further caveat of"possible," and no version of 
the draft briefing asserted that Iraq and ai-Qaida actually cooperated operationally or 
otherwise in regard to the 9/11 attacks. 

(U) Furthermore, during all times relevant to this Project the question of the 
reported Atta meeting was well known and vigorously discussed throughout USG policy 
and intelligence circles with responsibility for Iraq. There can be no doubt that all 
recipients of the draft briefing, and most particularly the Secretary of Defense, the OCI, 
the Deputy National Security Advisor and the Vice President's Chief of Staff, were aware 
of the controversy surrounding the alleged meeting. They all were recipients of the IC's 
judgments on this and related matters, both before and after receiving the draft briefing. 
There is no factual basis whatever to suggest that any of them would have been misled by 
anything about this meeting in any version of the draft briefing, or would have 
misunderstood the draft briefing to be some sort of"intelligence assessment" by 
OUSD(P). 

(U) The DCI reportedly found the briefing "useful.'.« The DCI asked the 
OUSD(P) staffers to speak with the CIA's NESA and CTC experts on Iraq and terrorism. 
As a result, the two OUSD(P) staffers who briefed the DCI were invited to attend an 
August 20, 2002 meeting of analysts from the CTC, NESA, the National Security Agency 
and the DIA who convened to discuss ongoing intelligence community work assessing 
Iraq's links to terrorism. At the meeting the OUSD(P) staffers pointed out various 
intelligence reports that had not been included in finished intelligence products and 
suggested that such reports should be included. Some of their suggestions were adopted 
and some were not. 

(U) The Draft Report notes (page 1 0) that in this meeting the .. CIA was even 
willing to footnote its report with the OUSO(P) conclusions that differed from the 
report's findings." In fact, there was no offer to footnote ''OUSD(P) conclusions," and in 
any case there were no ''OUSD{P) conclusions" on the matter at hand, hence none to 

-. (U) Memo Entitled "Quick Points on the Policy Team's Visil with DCI" (16 August 2002), USDP and 
Senator Levin Co"espondence, November 03-July 05. Tab 9. 
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footnote. Also, the OUSD(P) staffers in attendance did not decline footnotes because 
they were "unable to speak for Defense Intelligence" as ~ Draft Report (page l 0) puts 
it, although in fact they were not. The actual exchange was simply this: One of the 
OUSD(P) staffers (the DIA analyst to the Policy Support Office), when asked to prepare 
footnotes on the issues with which she disagreed, declined to do so, stating that "l was an 
employee in Policy, not wearing an intelligence hat. I could only ask why reporting was 
not included in finished products and ... make recommendations to include it. oriS 

(U) In its unanimous report on pre-war intelligence issues in July 2004, the Senate 
Select Committee on Intelligence stated that all attendees of the August 20, 2002 meeting 
"interviewed by the Committee staff (eight of the twelve individuals) agreed that the 
OUSDP staffers were not given special treatment(,} ... their attendance contributed to a 
frank exchange of opinions" and they "played by IC rules ... .'t46 The Committee Report 
also noted more generally that: 

"In some cases, those interviewed stated that the questions had forced them to go 
back and review the intelligence reporting. and that during this exercise they came 
across information they had overlooked in initial readings. The Committee found 
that this process- the policymakers probing.Juestions- actually improved the 
Central Intelligence Agency's ... products.' 

D. Deputy National Security Advisor's Request, DSD's Direction, Draft Briefing to 
Deputy National Security Advisor (U) 

(U) The DraR Report mischaracterizes these events as "Dissemination of 
OUSD(P)'s Alternative Intelligence Assessment to the White House" page 10). What 
transpired is this: 

(U) Following a reference to the briefing at a Deputies Committee meeting in 
August 2002, the Deputy National Security Advisor requested to receive the briefing. 
The Deputy OCl was a designated member of the Deputies Committee, and he or his 
designee consistently attended its meetings. On the morning of September 16, 2002, the 
Deputy Secretary's office instructed the OUSD(P) staffers who had helped prepare the 
draR brief to present it to the Deputy National Security Advisor and the Vice President's 
Chief of Staff. They did so the same day at a meeting hosted by the Deputy National 
Security Advisor in the Situation Room, with the Vice President's Chief of Staff 
attending for at least part of the meeting. 

•s (U) Memorandum for the Record (30 October 2002). USDP Congre.rsio11al Co"e.'po11dence November 
02-,..ebruary 04, Tab 17. 

•
6 (U) SSCI Report, pp. 362, 363. 

•• (U) SSCI Report, p. 34. 
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(U) The Draft Report fails to mention that the OUSD(P) staffers gave the 
September 16 briefing because they were instructed to do so by the Deputy Secretary's 
office in response to the Deputy National Security Advisor's request. The Draft Report 
does correctly state (page 29) that there was no requirement for the DCI to be informed of 
this meeting. One might reasonably observe that there was no requirement because the 
meeting was not an intelligence meeting. 

(U) In any case, this version of the draft briefing. just as the previous two versions, 
contained no intelligence assessment and was not presented as an official OUSD(P) 
position. It was presented not as an intelligence briefing but as an alternative assessment 
oflC reports, just as the prior two versions of the briefing. 

( U) The Draft Report states (page 11) that this version of the draft briefing 
included a "previously unseen" slide entitled "Facilitation: Atta Meeting in Prague." 
The Draft Report fails to point out that the slide was "previously unseen" because it did 
not previously exist. The Draft Report incorrectly asserts that this new slide presented 
the alleged Atta meeting "as fact" (page II). Nowhere does the slide describe the 
meeting as "fact." To the contrary, the slide repeatedly uses phrases such as "Czech 
service reports that Atta visited ... ," "despite press reports of conflicting information, 
Czech Interior Minister ... stands by previous Czech ... reporting," "Atta reportedly held 
meetings ... ;• and "Atta reportedly arrives in Praguc .... '.48 

(U) Furthermore, the attendees at this version of the draft briefing were well 
infonned senior officials who had access to all the IC's most highly classified and 
compartmented information on the subject of the alleged Atta meeting. The Deputy 
National Security Advisor and the Vice President's Chief of Staff certainly were familiar 
with the debate in the US Intelligence Community on this subject. It is ludicrous to 
suggest that they would have mistaken this slide or anything else in the draft brief as firm 
assertions of fact, much less as "intelligence assessments" by "OUSD(P)" or anyone else. 

E. DCI's Congressional Statements on Iraq and al-Qaida (U) 

(U} The Draft Report partially quotes from several lC reports, casting doubt on the 
existence of any significant cooperation between Iraq and al-Qaida, in asserting that the 
work under review overstated the degree of cooperation and hence "OUSD(P)" did not 
provide "the most accurate analysis of intelligence" (page 11). As noted above, the 
responsibility to provide "the most accurate analysis of intelligence" rests with the IC, not 
OUSD(P). More importantly, senior decision-makers already had the IC's reports and 
assessments on Iraq and al-Qaida and thus already had "the most accurate analysis of 

•• (U) USDP and Senator Levin Correspondence, November 03-Ju/y OS, Tab 9. 
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intelligence"-- if one accepts, as the Draft Report seems to do, that the IC's assessments 
are the .. most accurate". 

(U) It is puzzling, therefore, that the Draft Report fails to discuss some of the most 
authoritative articulations of the IC's analysis on Iraq and al-Qaida- the vetted, 
coordinated correspondence and testimony by the DCI himself to the Congress. On 
October 7, 2002, the DCI wrote to SSCI Chairman Graham, responding to various 
questions raised in connection with the forthcoming debate on a joint resolution to 
authorize military action against Iraq. Regarding questions about Iraqi links to al-Qaida, 
the DCI wrote that Senators could draw from the following points for unclassified 
discussions: 

• Our understanding of the relationship between Iraq and ai-Qa'ida Is 
evolving and is based on sources of varying reliability. Some oft he 
information we have received comes from detainees, including some of 
high rank. 

• We have solid reporting of senior level contacts between Iraq and al­
Qa'ida going back a decade. 

(U) By comparison, the draft briefing referred to "more than a decade of numerous 
contacts. The DCI's letter continued: 

• Credible Information indicates that Iraq and ai-Qa'lda have discussed 
safe haven and reciprocal non-aggression. 

(U) The draft briefing referred to "safe haven of last resort" as an objective that ai­
Qaida would want from a relationship with Iraq. The DCI's letter continued: 

• Since Operation Enduring Freedom, we have solid evidence of the 
presence In Iraq of ai-Qa'lda members, Including some that have been 
In Baghdad. 

(U) The draft briefing said that "Iraq Has Provided Safe Haven for Key 
Terrorists," among them ai-Qaida members, including some in Baghdad. The DCI's 
letter continued: 

• We have credible reporting that ai-Qa'ida leaders sought contacts in 
Iraq who could help them acquire WMD capabilities. The reporting 
also stated that Iraq has provided training to al-Qa'lda members In the 
areas of poisons and gases and making conventional bombs. 

29 
S'E€R&fh'N8F8ftf'l 

79 

SECRET/fNOPORN//!\IR28329299 



S~CaBT/~OFOR'll/t\Hll9329299 

SJSSR1Sl'/;IPI8F8Rl'i 

(U) The draft briefing said that Iraq and ai-Qaida had a "shared interest and pursuit 
ofWMD," that "CBRN" would be an al-Qaida objective, and that ai-Qaida had sought 
bomb-making assistance. The DCJ's letter continued: 

• Iraq's increasfng support to extremist Palestinians, coupled with 
growing indications of a relationship with al-Qa'lda, suggest that 
Baghdad's links to terrorists will increase, even absent military 
actlon_49 

(U) In a prepared statement to the SSCJ on February 11, 2003, DCJ Tenet said: 

Iraq bas in the past pro\'lded training In document forgery and bomb-making 
to ai-Qa'lda. It also provided training in poisons and gasses to two ai-Qa'ida 
associates; one of these associates characterized the relationship he forged 
with Iraqi officials as successful. Mr. Chairman, this information Is based on 
a solid foundation of intelligence. It comes to us from credible and reliable 
sources. 5° 

(U) At a Senate Armed Services Committee hearing on February 12, 2003, the 
OCT stated: 

IWie also know from very reliable information that there's been some 
transfer of training in chemical and biologicals (sic) from the Iraqis to al Qaeda.51 

(U) From these statements by the DCJ on behalf ofthe Intelligence Community, it 
is clear that the JC "consensus" at the time ascribed considerably more "maturity" and 
"symbiosis .. to the relationship between Iraq and ai-Qaida than depicted in the Draft 
Report. h is also clear that the Draft Report significantly overstates the degree and 
significance of inconsistencies between the IC consensus and the draft briefing's 
observations. In any case the draft briefing was nothing more than a draft, it was not an 
"intelligence assessment," and it was not an "OUSD(P)" assessment or conclusion. 

49 (U) Lcuer George Tenet, DC I, to Hon. Bob Graham, Chairman SSCI (7 October 2002), in E-Mail from 
Michael H. Mobbs (OUSDP) to Charles E. Edge (0/G) (7 February 2006), at Tab C. 

JO (U) ''Administration Statements on Iraq Training at Qa'ida in Chemical and Biological Weapons," 
a\lachcd to Press Release by Senator Carl Levin Re: Levin Says Newly Declassified Information 
Indicates Bush Administration's Use of Pre-War Intelligence Was Misleading (6 November 200S), in E­
Mail from Michael H. Mobbs (OUSDP) to Charles E. Edge (0/G) (7 February 2006). at Tab C. 

"(U} Ibid. 
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V. DISCUSSION (U) 

A. Why are Lawful and Authorized Activities Nevertheless Called 
"Inappropriate"? (U) 

(U) The Draf\ Report concludes that the activities reviewed in this Project were 
lawful and authorized (pages ii, 4, 13). It states that within the authority conferred by 
Title X, Section 113 of the United States Code, "the Secretary owns the DoD Directives 
governing (among others) Intelligence and Policy, and as long as Executive Orders or 
other legal statutes are not violated, he has the latitude to interchange roles and 
responsibilities" (page 34). 

(U) Despite these conclusions, the Draft Repon asserts that these same activities 
were "inappropriate," in the OIG 's opinion, because the .. OUSD(P)" "products did not 
clearly show the variance with the consensus of the Intelligence Community and were, in 
some cases, shown as intelligence products" (page 4). 

(U) It is somewhat difficult to understand how activities that admittedly were 
lawful and authorized (in this case by either the Secretary or the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense} could nevertheless be characterized as "inappropriate"- panicular1y 
considering OIG's concession that the Secretary (and by logical extension the Deputy} 
may interchange roles and responsibilities within DoD provided no statutes or executive 
orders are violated. The Draft Report points to no laws, executive orders, DoD 
directives, DoD instructions or DoD publications that provide any guidelines for what is 
"appropriate" in this case, except for the Secretary's broad mandate under Title X. That 
mandate leads to a conclusion that the activities reviewed were "appropriate." 

(U} The Draft Report is spare of analysis on why its reaches the opposite 
conclusion. The argument seems to be as follows: 

• (U) DIA detailees to OUSD(P) reviewed the same intelligence information that the 
IC had used when drawing IC judgments about links between Iraq and al-Qaida. 
This was appropriate for policy formulation (page 12). 

• (U) Appropriate policy formulation, however, "evolved into Intelligence Analysis 
and eventually culminated in the Intelligence Activity oflntelligence Production 
with the creation of alternate intelligence assessments and dissemination when the 
briefing was provided to the Secretary of Defense, DCI, and members of the 
Office of the Vice President and National Security Counsel" (page 12). 

• (U) This supposed "evolution" was inappropriate because it led to perfonnance by 
"OUSD(P)" of"intelligence functions that are the responsibility of Defense 
Intelligence" (page 14), the work products "did not clearly show the variance with 
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the consensus of the Intelligence Community" (page 4), and the work products 
"were, in some cases, shown as intelligence products" (page 4). 

• (U) lf"OUSD(P)" did not consider the IC's existing "judgment" about Iraq and ai­
Qaida to be correct, "OUSD(P)" should have used "existing procedures" to get a 
second IC "judgment" by requesting "from the Defense Intelligence community an 
Alternative Judgment" on that subject (pages 13-14) - instead of participating in 
an OSD critique of the existing IC judgment as directed by the DSD. Such 
"existing procedures" are said to be found in two internal DIA policies cited in the 
Draft Report (01 Policy Nos. 004 and 005). 

(U) It is apparent from the above summary that the Draft Report's conclusions 
about "inappropriate" activities rest heavily on internal DIA policies dealing with 
alternative IC assessments and judgments, as well as Intelligence Community concepts 
such as "Intelligence Activities," "Intelligence Production," "Intelligence Analysis," and 
"intelligence assessments." An examination of the DIA policies and relevant IC concepts 
shows that they do not apply to the activities reviewed here. Thus the assertion that the 
activities were "inappropriate" cannot withstand analysis. 

(U) Before turning to the analytical errors in the Draft Report, however, we 
respectfully point out that the specific reasons on which the Draft Report rests its finding 
of"inappropriateness" do not bear scrutiny. 

(U) First. the Draft Report claims that the work products were inappropriate 
because they "did not clearly show the variance with the consensus of the Intelligence 
Community." This fundamentally mischaracterizes the purpose and nature of the work. 
The central purpose of these activities was to look critically at existing IC work and offer 
a different way of understanding the IC information. Each version of the draft briefing 
made this clear. The senior decision-makers briefed on this work (one of whom was the 
DCI himself) did not need to be told that it was at variance with the IC in some respects; 
that was inescapably obvious. There are no facts to suggest that any of them drew any 
conclusions or made any decisions whatsoever solely on the basis of the draft briefing, 
without taking IC views into consideration. 51 

(U) Furthermore, there was no requirement to specify in a draft work product, not 
offered as a proposed action item. how it might vary from IC views. The situation would 

,: (U) It was not the place of OUSD(P) in any event to articulate what the IC "consensus" was, which 
would have been the first step in "clearly show[ingJ the variance" llS the Draft Report asserts should have 
been done. It was up to the JC to articulate its consensus, if it had one. The Draft Report itself shows the 
pitfalls of trying to articulate an "IC consensus" for the I C. The Draft Report purports to describe such a 
consensus but utterly fails to mention the Del's vetted, cleared statements to Congress on the Jraq.aJ. 
Qaida relationship. Those statements do not support the Draft Report's characterization of the IC 
''consensus. •• 
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have been different if the draft briefing were put forward in support of some proposed 
action or decision, for example, a proposal that the President make a speech to the Nation 
describing a relationship between Iraq and ai-Qaida. In such a case, the matter would 
have been discussed, at the least, by the Deputies Committee. All interested agencies 
would have been asked to provide their views, in particular their comments on the draft 
briefing and any other material offered in support of or against the proposed speech. The 
IC would have had ample opportunity to articulate how its views did or did not vary from 
the draft briefing. There would have been no need for "OUSD(P)" to do that; indeed, the 
IC would no doubt have objected strenuously to the idea of having another agency 
describe how its views might vary from those depicted in the draft briefing. Obviously, 
nothing of the sort happened here. 

(U) Second, the Draft Report asserts that the work was "inappropriate" because 
some of it was "shown as intelligence products." There are no facts whatsoever to 
support this statemenL The Draft Report only gives one example, the July 25, 2002 
internal staff memo (done in preparation for the draft briefing), discussed at length in Part 
IV above. That memo argued that the lC had sufficient information to make an 
intelligence finding that Iraq had been "complicit in supporting al-Qaida terrorist 
activities." The Draft Report mischaracterizes this memo as an "OUSD(P)" intelligence 
assessment. In fact it was nothing more than a staff member's opinion that the JC should 
make an intelligence finding. 

(U) Third, the Draft Report considers the work reviewed inappropriate because it 
amounted to "intelligence functions that are the responsibility of Defense Intelligence." 
We explain below why the work was not "intelligence functions." But even accepting 
that characterization for discussion pu~poses only, the Draft Report in this respect 
contradicts its own admission that the Secretary "has the latitude to interchange roles and 
responsibilities" in managing the Department so long as no statutes or executive orders 
are violated. The Draft Report fails to explain why it was inappropriate for the Secretary 
and Deputy Secretary to exercise that latitude in this case. lfthe 010 believes the 
Deputy inappropriately used his latitude to assign this work to non-IC staff members, and 
the Secretary and Deputy misused their latitude to direct that those staff members share 
this work outside the Department, it is incumbent on the 010 to say so directly and to 
explain why it holds this opinion. It is not sufficient for the OlG simply to fault 
"OUSD(P)" with engaging in "inappropriate" behavior because two Policy staffers did as 
told by the Secretary and Deputy, and let it go at that. 

B. DIA 's DI Pollc:y Nos. 004 and 005 Do Not Apply to Non·IC Offices Directed by 
Senior DoD Leaders to Critique lntelligenc:e Community Work (U) 

(U) The Draft Report cites Policy Nos. 004 and 005 developed by DINs 
Directorate for Analysis and Production. These internal policies set out guidelines and 
procedures for DlA analysts who wish to propose, respectively, an alternative analysis or 
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an alternative judgment when they believe that they cannot reach a consensus with other 
intelligence analysts on a particular issue. The Draft Report erroneously characterizes 
these internal 01 policies as "the standard process of coordinating to obtain consensus 
from the Intelligence Community" that the DIA detailees to OUSD(P) should have used 
in this case (page 8). The Draft Report also erroneously describes these internal policies 
as the "existing procedures" (page 14) that OUSD(P) should use to "request that an 
Alternative Judgment be produced by Defense Intelligence" ifOUSD(P) believes that the 
IC is incorrect on a given matter (page 13). 

I. The Internal DIA Policies Do Not Apply to DIA Members Wbite Detailed 
to Policy Positions Outside DIA •s Cbaln of Command (U) 

(U) The texts of these internal OJ policies are reproduced in full at Appendix A to 
these comments. 'fhere is nothing in either of them to support the idea that they continue 
to apply to DIA analysts who are detailed to policy positions and who are tasked to do 
independent assessments for the express purpose of providing a non-IC critique, or 
review, ofiC views. It is obvious from the texts that they only apply to analysts working 
within the DIA chain of command and proposing alternative assessments or judgments, 
in an intelligence capacity, within that chain of command. Dl Policy No. 005, for 
example, provides that "the analyst forwards ... through the immediate Supervisor/Office 
Senior Intelligence Officer (SIO) to the Group SIO/Research Director (RD). The 
Supervisors/Office SIOs review ... for format and completeness. The Group SIO/RD 
reviews ... to ensure it accurately describes the competing analyses," etc. This process 
has no relevance to a situation such as the present, where the Deputy Secretary 
specifically directed that he wanted an alternative look at the ICs work from outside the 
IC and was not seeking to develop a consensus. 

2. The Internal DIA Policies Contain No Procedure for an IC Customer to 
Obtain an Alternative IC Judgment, Wbic:b in any Case is not What the DSD 
Sought Here (U) 

(U) Neither of these internal OJ policies contains any procedure for an JC 
customer, such as OUSD(P), to request an "alternative judgment" from the DIA if the 
customer considers an existing IC judgment to be incorrect. While the Draft Report 
inexplicably allows that OUSD(P) "is not ... required to await final adjudication or 
production of an Alternative Judgment from DIA" (page 13), thus raising the question of 
why the "Alternative Judgment" should be sought at all, the fact remains that these 
internal Dl policies do not provide for a customer to make such a request. One will 
search the texts in vain for even the slightest hint of such a procedure. 

(U) The very notion that a customer should ask the IC for an alternative 
intelligence judgment if it dislikes the judgment already given is bizarre on its face. Such 
a request would inevitably bring down a tirestorm of criticism that the customer was 
attempting to .. politicize" intelligence or "pressure" the intelligence analysts into 
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changing their assessments. In any event, the Deputy Secretary in the present matter 
expressed no wish for an "alternative judgment" from the IC, which is undoubtedly why 
the staffers responding to his tasking did not seek one. And he expressly directed that the 
objective of the work was not to develop a consensus product but rather to see how 
competing arguments might stand up in an exchange of views with the I C. 

3. The Internal DIA Policies Were Not Coordinated or Published as Would 
Have Been Required ltlntended to Apply Outside DIA (lJ) 

(U) There is no basis for asserting that the OJ internal policies are applicable to 
DoD as a whole or to OUSD(P) in particular. To the contrary, these policies have not 
been published; they have not been disseminated to OUSD(P) or, so far as we know, 
elsewhere in the Department outside DIA; and they have not been presented to OUSD(P) 
for review or coordination. 

(U) Guidance that is intended to have Departmental applicability falls within the 
requirements of DoD Directive No. 5025.1, "DoD Directives System," July 27, 2000, as 
reissued July 14,2004. Section 4.1 of this directive articulates a DoD policy to maintain 
"a single, streamlined, uniform system governing the preparation, coordination, approval, 
publication, dissemination. implementation, and internal review of DoD issuances .... " 
Proposed DoD issuances "shall be formally coordinated to solicit the views of the Heads 
of the DoD Components" (Section 4.4). All DoD issuances "must be coordinated with 
the General Counsel, DoD, the Inspector General, DoD, and the Director of 
Administration and Management" (Section 4.4.1). The Heads of DoD Components 
"shall review and coordinate on proposed DoD issuances relevant to their missions" 
(Section 5.4). 

(U) Nothing of the sort was done with regard to Dl Policy Nos. 004 and 005. 
They have no applicability to OUSD(P). They are not "existing procedures" that 
OUSD(P) should have, or could have, followed in the present matter. The Draft Report's 
recommendation that they be followed as "existing procedures" in the future is 
unfounded and inappropriate. 

C. "Intelligence Activities" Constitute a Process Using All Key Elements of 
lntelllgence Work By Intelligence Agencies (U) 

(U) As the guidance cited by the Draft Report (page 4-5, Appendix H) and other 
relevant authorities make clear, "Intelligence Activities" involve the entire process by 
which intelligence agencies tum information into a product that intelligence consumers 
can usc. They do not encompass the type of work reviewed here. 

(U) In asserting otherwise, the Report relies primarily on DoD Directive No. 
5240.1, "DoD Intelligence Activities, April 25, 1988, and DoD Directive No. S 105.21, 
"Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA)," February 18, 1997. Of these, only DoD Directive 
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No. 5240.1 (Section 3.1) contains a definition of"lntelligence Activities" which is as 
foHows: 

"Intelligence activities. The collection, production, and dissemination of foreign 
intelligence and counterintelligence by DoD intelligence components authorized 
under reference (b)." 

(U) "Reference (b)" is Executive Order 12333, "United States Intelligence 
Activities," December 4, 1981, Section 3.4(e) of which defines "intelligence activities" as 
"all activities that agencies within the Intelligence Community are authorized to conduct 
pursuant to this Order." Section 3.4(0 defines "Intelligence Community and agencies 
within the Intelligence Community" as "the foJiowing agencies or organizations," among 
which the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense do not appear. 

(U) DoD Directive No. 5240.1, Section 3.4, similarly defines "DoD intelligence 
components" as "(a]ll DoD Components conducting intelligence activities, including" a 
list of named DoD elements among which, again, the Oftice of the Secretary of Defense 
and the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense do not appear. In contrast Section 2.1 
of DoD Directive No. 5240.1 does define "DoD Components" to include the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense. Thus the Directive carefully distinguishes "all DoD Components" 
from "DoD Components conducting intelligence activities." In consequence, the 
Directive's Section 3.1 definition of"lntelligence Activities" by its tenns only 
encompasses "DoD intelligence components," not ''all DoD Components." 

(U) The above definitions make clear that "Intelligence Activities" constitute a 
process that entails collection, production ••and" (not "or'') dissemination of foreign 
intelligence or counterintelligence as conducted by intelligence agencies. and not 
assessments or critiques by non· intelligence offices. 

(U) Various definitions in Joint Publication 1·02, Department of Defense 
Dictionary of Military a11d Associated Terms ( 12 April 2001, as amended through 16 
October 2006) ("JP 1·02") also demonstrate that the term "Intelligence Activities" should 
be understood as a process of actions and operations conducted by the Intelligence 
Community to produce an intelligence product for consumers. For example, according to 
JP 1-02: 

"intelligence" means "(t]he product resulting from the collection, processing, 
integration, analysis, evaluation, and interpretation of available information 
concerning foreign countries or areas" (JP 1·02 at 268}; 

"intelligence process" means "[t]he process by which information is converted 
into intelligence and made available to users. The process consists of six 
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interrelated intelligence operations: planning and direction, collection, processing 
and exploitation, analysis and production, dissemination and integration, and 
evaluation and feedback" (JP l-02 at 270); and 

"intelligence community" means "[a]ll departments or agencies of a government 
that are concerned with intelligence activity, either in an oversight, managerial, 
support, or participatory role" (JP l-02 at 269). 

(U) None of the above definitions accurately describe the critical assessment of IC 
in formation by OSD staff members that is the subject of this review. 

D. Alternative or Critical Assessments of IC Information and JC Judgments by 
Non-JC Offices Are Not "Intelligence Activities" (U) 

(U) As the above definitions of"Jntelligence Activities" and related terms make 
clear, such activities consist of the entire process of actions and operations conducted by 
intelligence agencies to produce an intelligence product for consumers. It is incorrect to 
select one or a few activities that are part of the "intelligence process" and characterize 
those selected activities as "Intelligence Activities" even when conducted by non-IC 
policy elements of government 

(U) The definitions of"lntelligence Activities" and related terms do not 
encompass an alternative or critical analysis, evaluation, interpretation or assessment by a 
non-IC office, such as OSD or OUSD(P), of information provided by the Intelligence 
Community. In this context, the "analysis," etc. is merely an independent review by a 
non-IC organization, or in the present case by several non-IC OSD staffers, ofiC 
information provided by the IC. In conducting this review, the non-IC organization may 
even exercise independent judgment about the meaning or significance of the intelligence 
information provided by the IC. This act of independent judgment by the non-IC 
organization does not constitute "Intelligence Activities" under any of the above 
definitions or any common-sense understanding. 

(U) The mere fact that the "intelligence process" conducted by the Intelligence 
Community includes but is not limited to "analysis" and "dissemination" does not mean 
that a policy organization is conducting "Intelligence Activities" if it independently 
"analyses" intelligence information provided by the IC and then .. disseminates" the 
results ofits analysis. To assert such a proposition is akin to asserting that "cows have 
four legs and give milk, therefore, all four-legged animals that give milk are cows." 

(U) The Draft Report cites the definition of"lntelligence Production" found in 
DoD Directive No. 5105.21 in an effort to characterize OUSD(P) activities as 
"Intelligence Activities." But the actual definition does not support this argument. 
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(U) The term "Intelligence Production" as defined in Directive No. 5105.21 does 
not apply to any activities under review here. Paragraph E2.1.3 of the Directive provides: 

"lnrelligence Production. The validation, correlation, analysis, and interpretation 
of information on foreign intelligence and counterintelligence topics, including the 
usc of automated data bases and the presentation and dissemination of the results." 

This definition, just as the related definitions discussed above, makes clear that 
"Intelligence Production" is the full p~ess of validation, correlation, analysis, 
interpretation, presentation and dissemination. It is a distortion of the definition to assert 
that a single activity, such as analysis or interpretation, constitutes "Intelligence 
Production." 

(U) In the present maUer, the draft briefing and work done to prepare it were 
nothing more than a critical review of intelligence information already produced by the 
I C. The work presented a fresh assessment of how that information might be understood 
if certain a priori assumptions about lack of cooperation between secularists and 
fundamentalists were avoided. At the very least the work under review involved no 
validation or correlation, as those tasks had already been done by the IC as part of its 
"Intelligence Production." The attempt to stretch the definition of"Intelligcnce 
Production'' to include the critique ofiC reports and products by a non-IC office simply 
does not work. 

E. OUSD(P) Did Not Produce or Disseminate "Intelligence Assessments" or 
"Intelligence Analysis" (U) 

(U) The Draft Report asserts (e.g., page 4) that the drafi briefing on the 
relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida and the July 25, 2002 memo preliminary to the 
briefing were "OUSD(P)" "alternative intelligence assessments," and that this work 
"evolved into Intelligence Analysis" (page 12). The work reviewed was not "intelligence 
assessments" or "Intelligence Analysis" under any reasonable understanding of those 
terms. 

(U) Neither the Drafi Report, nor any of the authorities mentioned there or here, 
defines the term "intelligence assessment." Nor do they define the term "Intelligence 
Analysis" despite the Draft Report's use of capital letters. But extrapolating from the 
intelligence-related definitions discussed above, it seems reasonable to suggest that 
"intelligence assessments" and "Intelligence Analysis" are assessments and analysis by 
intelligence agencies about the meaning and significance of infonnation acquired by 
them during the six-part "intelligence process" of "planning and direction, collection, 
processing and exploitation, analysis and production, dissemination and integration, and 
evaluation and feedback" (JP 1-02 at 270). It follows that "intelligence assessments" and 
''Intelligence Analysis" are disseminated by intelligence agencies and are clearly 
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identified as the "assessment" or "analysis" of the issuing agency or intelligence 
community. Thus, intelligence consumers will know that they have the "assessment" or 
"analysis" of that agency or community on the matter at hand as opposed to someone 
else's assessment or analysis. 

(U) Nothing of this sort took place in preparing and presenting the draft briefing in 
question. As Part IV (Facts) above explains in detail, the July 25, 2002 memo was an 
internal document done in preparation for a briefing that the Deputy Secretary had 
directed his Special Assistant and two DIA detailees working in the Policy organi7.ation 
to put together for the Secretary of Defense. The memo did not present any "intelligence 
assessment" or "intelligence finding" or anything that could reasonably be characterized 
in that way. The memo did argue that there was a case to support an "Intelligence 
Finding" that Iraq had been complicit in supporting al-Qaida terrorist activities. But this 
obviously was a suggestion that the Intelligence Community should make such an 
"Intelligence Finding," since neither the memo's author nor OUSD{P), the Deputy 
Secretary or the Secretary were capable of making an "Intelligence Finding." 

(U) As Part IV above also explains, the draft briefing likewise contained no 
"intelligence assessments," "Intelligence Analysis" or anything that could reasonably be 
so descn"bed. Each version of the draft briefing was marked as "draft" or "draft working 
papers." Each time the briefing was given, it was well known to all in attendance that the 
briefers were not speaking for the Intelligence Community but, to the contrary, were 
presenting an alternative or critical analysis of information provided by the Intelligence 
Community. The analysis intentionally took a different approach from some of the JC 
analysis, because of the Deputy Secretary's direction to avoid the a priori assumption 
that secular Baathists and Islamic fundamentalists would never cooperate and to examine 
how the intelligence information might be understood in the absence of that assumption. 
It would be preposterous to suggest that the draft briefing was an effort to usurp the role 
of the IC, or that anyone was misled into believing that the draft briefing purported to 
express "intelligence assessments" or "Intelligence Analysis" on behalf of the IC or 
anyone else. 

(U) Moreover, whatever the July 25, 2002 memo and the draft briefing may have 
been, they most certainly were not "OUSD{P)" assessments or conclusions, as the Draft 
Report repeatedly asserts. As Part IV (Facts) discusses in detail, these work products 
were never descnoed or presented as an approved OUSD(P) or OSD position, an versions 
of the briefing were marked "draft" or "draft working papers," the USDP introduced the 
draft briefing to the DCI stating that it was merely one way ofJooking at the underlying 
intelligence and not necessarily the correct way, and the draft briefing itself was done at 
the Deputy Secretary's direction. The draft briefing and work leading to it were not 
initiated by ''OUSD(P)," notwithstanding that two of the three authors happened at the 
time to be working in the Policy organi1.ation on detail from DIA. 
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(U) The Draft Report seems to argue that the two DIA detailees continued to 
function as intelligence analysts even though detailed to OUSD(P) and therefore their 
activities in OUSD(P) "constituted intelligence analysis and in at least several cases, 
intelligence production, which was not one ofUSD(P)'s specified functions in DoD 
Directive 5 111.1" (page 6). This contention cannot withstand scrutiny. If it were correct, 
OSUD(P) could never obtain intelligence analysts on detail from DIA without 
committing "inappropriate" "Intelligence Activities.'' How to characterize work done by 
detailees depends on the substance of what they actually do while detailees, not on the 
nature of their duties in their home agencies. As demonstrated above, the work in 
question here did not fall within any of the definitions of"Intelligence Activities" and did 
not constitute "intelligence analysis." 

(U) The Draft Report also seeks to support its claim that OUSD(P) produced 
"alternative intelligence assessments" by referring to "confirmation" in interviews that 
the DIA detailees "conducted independent intelligence analysis resulting in analytic 
conclusions and products" (page 6). According to the contemporaneous written record, 
however, at least one of the DlA detailees said that"(a)t no point did I prepare an 
intelligence estimate or publish anything I had written" during her involvement in the 
work under review. In any event. the tenninology that individuals in infonnal interviews 
may have used or acquiesced to, advertently or inadvertently, cannot alter the nature of 
the work they actually did or did not do. In this case they did not produce or disseminate 
"intelligence assessments" or "Intelligence Analysis" on behalf of OUSD(P) or anyone 
else. 

F. The Relevant Orders and Directives Describe Intelligence Roles and Activities, 
They Do Not Proscribe Polley Activities (U) 

(U) The Report refers to definitions from DoD guidance dealing with intelligence 
agencies and intelligence activities. It endeavors to apply these definitions to policy 
activities undertaken for policy purposes within OSD. In so doing, the Draft Report 
transfonns these definitions into restrictions on what policy offices may appropriately do. 

(U) There is no authority to support the view that definitions describing the 
activities of intelligence agencies also apply to policy offices, or constitute limitations or 
prohibitions on the activities that policy offices may appropriately conduct. To 
demonstrate the fallacy of that thinking, one need only return to the relevant definitions. 

(U) As discussed above, DoD Directive No. 5240.1 (Section 3.1) defines 
"Intelligence Activities,. as: 

"The collection, production, and dissemination of foreign intelligence and 
counterintelligence by DoD intelligence components authorized under [Executive 
Order 12333]." 
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(U) Executive Order 12333, "United States Intelligence Activities," December 4, 
1981, Section 3.4(e), defines "intelligence activities" as "all activities that agencies 
within the Intelligence Community are authorized to conduct pursuant to this Order." 
Section 3.4(f) defines "Intelligence Community and agencies within the Intelligence 
Community" as "the following agencies or organizations," among which, as noted above, 
OSD and OUSD(P) do not appear. 

(U) DoD Directive No. 5240.1, Section 3.4, similarly defines "DoD intelligence 
components" as "[a]ll DoD Components conducting intelligence activities, including" a 
list of named DoD elements among which, again as noted above, OSD and OUSD(P) do 
not appear. But Section 2.1 of DoD Directive No. 5240.1 docs define "DoD 
Components" to include the Office of the Secretary of Defense. Thus, as also noted 
above, the Directive distinguishes "all DoD Components" from "DoD Components 
conducting intelligence activities." In consequence, the Directive's Section 3.1 definition 
of"Intelligence Activities" by its terms only encompasses "DoD intelligence 
components," not "all DoD Components," as discussed above. 

(U) The above definitions make two things clear about "Intelligence Activities": 

I. They constitute a process that entails collection, production "and" (not 
"or") dissemination of foreign intelligence or counterintelligence, and 

2. They are activities conducted by intelligence agencies, and not policy or 
other assessments or critiques by non-intelligence offices, even if these 
activities have similarities with "intelligence activities" perfonned by 
intelligence "agencies" or"components." 

(U) The Draft Report in effect expands the definition of .. Intelligence Activities" 
contained in Directive 5240.1, Section 3.1, by dropping the restrictive clause "by DoD 
intelligence components authorized under [E. 0. 12333)." In other words, by asserting 
that OUSD(P) (admittedly not a "DoD intelligence component") engaged in "Intelligence 
Activities," the Draft Report obviously regards those activities as something that can be 
done by an entity that is not an "intelligence component." The Draft Report thus appears 
to define "Intelligence Activities" as .. the collection, production, and dissemination of 
foreign intelligence and counterintelligence" simply, regardless of by whom or what. 

(U) This re-definition not only is incorrect on its face but in practice would lead to 
absurd results, as reference to the definition of"foreign intelligence" demonstrates. The 
tenn "foreign intelligence" appears in the definition of"Intelligence Activities," i.e., the 
"collection, production, and dissemination of foreign intelligence and counterintelligence 
by DoD intelligence components authorized under" E.O. 12333. Both E.O. 12333 
(Section 3.4(d)) and DoD Directive 5240.1 (Section 3.2) define "Foreign intelligence" as 
"infonnation relating to the capabilities, intentions and activities of foreign powers, 
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organizations or persons, but not including counterintelligence except for information on 
international terrorist activities." 

(U) This definition of"foreign intelligence" is quite broad. The New York Times, 
for example, routinely engages in the collection (gathering and reporting), production 
(writing and editing) and dissemination (publication) of information relating to the 
"capabilities, intentions and activities of foreign powers, organizations or persons." In 
the same vein, State Department Foreign Service officers, stationed both abroad and in 
Washington, constantly, through their contacts with foreign officials and others, learn 
about the "capabilities, intentions, and activities of foreign powers, organizations, or 
persons"; they report this information, which is used by the regional and other bureaus of 
the State Department to produce memoranda containing assessments and policy 
recommendations, which, in tum, are disseminated to officials throughout the 
government. Thus, if one were to accept the Draft Report's modification of the definition 
of"intelligence activities," one would have to conclude that the New York Times and 
State Department Foreign Service officers routinely engage in "intelligence activities." 

(U) Similarly, OUSD(P) routinely deals with "information relating to the 
capabilities, intentions, and activities of foreign powers, organizations, or persons." For 
example: 

• (U) Policy personnel routinely meet with foreign counterparts, at both the leadership 
and desk officer levels. These encounters occur at international meetings and 
conferences, formal defense bi-lateral consultations, and formal or informal one-on­
one meetings. During such meetings, policy personnel acquire "foreign inteUigence" 
information which is typically recorded in Memoranda for the Record, e-mails, etc. 

• (U) In addition, policy personnel seek out other sources of information about "the 
capabilities, intentions, and activities of foreign powers, organizations, or persons," 
for example, by attending academic or other conferences, or by talking to 
knowledgeable academics or other non-government experts on relevant subjects. 

• (U) On the basis of this information and other sources (including "open source" 
intelligence, diplomatic reporting, as well as intelligence reports), Policy personnel 
prepare memoranda containing their analyses of foreign situations and associated 
policy recommendations. Almost all the work of regional offices, and much of the 
work of functional offices, deals with "the capabilities, intentions, and activities of 
foreign powers, organizations, or persons." 

• (U) These memoranda are disseminated within OUSD(P), to the Joint Staff and other 
DoD components, to the Defense Department leadership and to interagency 
colleagues. 
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(U) If this and similar activity were to be considered "Intelligence Activities,'' then 
attempting to follow the Draft Report's recommendation that "internal controls" be 
established to ensure that "Intelligence Activities" are not performed within OUSD(P) 
would be tantamount to shutting down OUSD(P) altogether. 

(U) In fact, the guidance and authorities discussed here and in the Draft Report 
impose no restrictions on activities involving analyses, evaluations, assessments, critical 
reviews, or even alternative judgments by non-IC offices, not even if the subject of such 
analyses, etc. is inteJJigence reporting or intelligence products furnished by the IC, nor 
even if such analyses, etc. lead to judgments about intelligence information furnished by 
lhe JC that differ from the IC's judgments about the same information. 

(U) Where the relevant guidance intends to prohibit or regulate activities by non­
IC offices, it does so in clear terms, and in only two instances: the prohibition on 
engaging or conspiring to engage in assassination (E.O. 12333, Section 2.11; DoD 
Directive No. 5240.1, Section 4.4 ); and the prohibition on all DoD Components from 
conducting or providing support for the conduct of special activities except as the 
Directive otherwise provides (DoD Directive No. 5240.1 Section 4.3). Other than these 
two cases, the relevant guidance does not proscribe any activities by non-IC offices. In 
particular it lacks any limitation on analyses or assessments by Policy offices of 
Intelligence Community information and products. There is no basis for characteri7.ing 
the admittedly lawful and authori7.ed work under review as "inappropriate." 

VI. OUSD(P) NONCONCURRENCE (U) 

A. With the Findings of tbe Draft Report (U) 

(U) For alllhe reasons stated in these comments, OUSD(P) does nol concur in any 
finding expressed in the Draft Report except the finding that the activities reviewed were 
lawful and authori7.ed, and specifically does not concur in incorrect assertions (e.g., at 
pages 4 and 14 ): 

• (U) That OUSD(P} "developed, produced and then disseminated alternative 
intelligence assessments on the Iraq and ai-Qaida relationship, which were 
inconsistent with the consensus of the Intelligence Community, to senior decision­
makers"; 

• (U) That the actions reviewed were allegedly "OUSD(P)" activities; 

• (U) That the actions reviewed were allegedly "inappropriate given that the products 
did not clearly show the variance with the consensus of the Intelligence Community 
and were, in some cases, shown as intelligence products"; 
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• (U) That there was an alleged "expanded role and mission of the OUSD(P) from 
Defense Policy formulation to alternative intelligence analysis and dissemination": 

• (U) That anything inappropriate occurred because "OUSD(P) lacked the management 
controls to ensure that Intelligence Activities were not performed, and that when 
Policy disagreed with the Intelligence Community, products produced by Policy 
clearly showed the variance with the Intelligence Community": 

• (U) That OUSO(P) had a responsibility to, but "did not provide 'the most accurate 
analysis ofintelligence' to senior decision-makers"; and 

• (U) That any OUSD(P) activities, in response to requests by the Deputy Secretary, the 
Secretary of Defense or otherwise, constituted "Intelligence Activities." 

B. Wltb the Recommendations of the Draft Report (U) 

(U) For aU the reasons stated in these comments, OUSO(P) does not concur in any 
recommendation expressed in the Draft Report, and specifically does not concur in the 
recommendations (page 14) that the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy: 

"a. Establish internal controls so that 'Intelligence Activities' are not performed 
within the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy"- as OUSD(P) did 
not perform any "Intelligence Activities'' and no such "internal controls" are 
needed. 

"b. If in its policy formulation role, there is disagreement with the Intelligence 
Community consensus: 

"(1.) Use existing procedures within the Intelligence Community to request 
an Alternative Judgment"- as existing JC procedures for producing 
"alternative judgments" do not apply to non-IC offices and are irrelevant to 
critiques by policy offices of IC work. 

"(2.) Clearly articulate in policy products the Intelligence Community 
consensus and the basis for disagreement or variance from the Intelligence 
Community consensus"- as such a requirement would inappropriately 
constrain policy work by requiring policy offices to vet every policy 
product with the IC in order to determine whether or not it disagreed or 
varied with an IC "consensus" and- if it did·- to articulate the IC 
"consensus" in the policy product. 

(U) Accordingly, OUSD(P) has taken no actions, and plans none, in response to 
the proposed recommendations. 
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VII. CONCLUSION (U) 

(U) Bipartisan reports and studies by various commissions and congressional 
committees since the 9/11 attacks have stressed the need for hard questions arid 
alternative thinking on the part of the Intelligence and Policy Communities alike. The 
motivation behind such observations has been a broadly held consensus that the 
Intelligence Community suffered major failures in its assessments of several key threats 
and issues before both the 9/11 attacks and the recent Iraq war. As the WMD 
Commission wrote, to quote just one such report: 

"We conclude that good-faith efforts by intelligence consumers to understand the 
bases for analytic judgments ... are entirely legitimate. This is the case even if 
policymakers raise questions because they do not like the conclusions or are 
seeking evidence to support policy preferences. Those who must use intelligence 
are entitled to insist that they be fully informed as to both the evidence and the 
analysis.''53 

(U) The conclusions in the Draft Report reflect a disturbing departure from the 
trend in all these reports and studies to encourage the type of alternative thinking that 
motivated the work reviewed in this Project. By mischaracterizing that work as 
inappropriate "intelligence assessments," the Draft Report fundamentally misinterprets 
what the work actuaJiy was- namely, a critical assessment by OSD, for policy purposes, 
oflC reporting and finished IC products on contacts between Iraq and ai-Qaida. Such 
conclusions, if sustained, would have a dampening effect on future initiatives challenging 
intelligence assessments. The facts do not justify such conclusions. 

(U} The work found "inappropriate" was an exercise in alternative thinking that 
the second most senior civilian in this Department directed his subordinates to prepare 
and brief to the most senior official of this Department. The latter, after receiving the 
draft briefing, directed that it be shared with the DCI. When the Deputy National 
Security Advisor requested the briefing, the Deputy Secretary's office directed that it be 
given to him. These are the activities that the Draft Report characterizes as 
"inappropriate," because it considers them to be "production" and "dissemination" of an 
"alternative intelligence assessment" contradicting assessments of the "chartered­
intelligence community." If the OIG actually believes that it was inappropriate for the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense to have some non-IC OSD staff members do a critical 
assessment of some IC work on a subject of major significance for national security, 
inappropriate for the Secretary of Defense to share the OSD work with the DCI, and 
inappropriate for the Deputy Secretary to share the work with the Deputy National 
Security Advisor when requested by the latter, the OIG should say so directly instead of 

u (U) Commission 011 tile Intelligence Capabilities of tile United States Regarding Weapons of Ma.u 
Destruction. Report to tire President of tile United States (31 March 200S), p. 189. 
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finding fault with subordinate OSD offices and staff members who did as they were 
instructed to do. 

(U) The proposed recommendations would put a straightjacket on not only the 
type of work reviewed here but also the large majority of work routinely done in OSD, 
particularly in OUSD(P). 

• (U) By having OUSD(P) to articulate the Intelligence Community consensus in 
any policy products that may vary from an JC .. consensus" and the basis for such 
variance, the proposed recommendations would inappropriately constrain policy 
work. They would require policy offices to vet every policy recommendation or 
analysis with the IC in order to determine whether or not it disagreed or varied 
with an IC "consensus." The proposed recommendations would also burden 
policy offices with a requirement to articulate the IC "consensus" when the JC 
itself should do so. 

• (U) By having OUSD(P) to seek an "Alternative Judgment" from the IC whenever 
any OUSD(P) product disagreed with IC views, the proposed recommendations 
would seriously constrain and deter OUSD(P) personnel from articulating 
alternative views about the same information on which the IC's assessments were 
based. 

• (U) By mischaracterizing alternative reviews of IC work as "Intelligence 
Activities," the conclusions of the Draft Report would chill the vigorous debate 
and hard questioning that most observers have recognized as necessary to avoid 
the types of intelligence failures experienced in the recent past. 

(U) We strongly urge a reconsideration and major revision of the Draft Report and 
the conclusions expressed therein. 

? 
Eric S. Edelman ----
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy 
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Di.,.ectorate for Analysis and Production 

Policy Statement 

Dl Policy No: OG4- Datr. \3 Jllly 2001 

SubJoct: ~ bJP.b:sis :tol,ic:y 

1. To n:ma1n relevmr. iDIBDlsoee caJysb m1111 ~ cleu- amelllSiou wt ans act!OIIablc by the 
-· To be ~vo. iDteUiaaace ~ mllllt brina '10 'bear 1M kit colbbonllvc dron or 
the broadeA act otcxpatile. ~ competblalmpcradvea pose 11 dynamic, coudftuing challeqo '10 
iJirdllca-malysb. 

2. 'n:le noftNil PfOCCU of _..siaaliOD demult.lllat mmi)ISU wodc with odu::d pOa-ln& "'\Gvut 
expartise 10 develop~ analysi'" Often, thl.l process ptocl..._ COJDpron>i- employillg INCh 
tcdmlqueua nummcal nuges (lo-30 millila) or amblguoua word choices (poui'ble, probable, !lillY. 
could). Where compromises repraent lilaplc: llha4ca of diiTerence, this ouiCOIDe il acceptable: wbclc 
!hey lDuk ccaiiiDc ..wyti= altcmatiYa,1hcy do the cuar.omer a di~. 

3. Tb1s lllcmatlvo aalysil policy eacouncea ..Wyau 10 avo ill those eompnlalises which pua aualytic 
\IIICOna1my aiOD& 10 the--= ill tho aviso or &llli'IOriQllvc ~ AAalyN must clearly.-.1 
COJirisely.~ wbat they lcDD"w, whallhcy do 1Mit know (md lbuefcrc ->. m4 thai wtiM they 
llliiiJt (llllalylls). GaNi1to analytic di1lc:rcacca. 'baaeli em cWrc:rml evl4cace, ~oas. or 
me1hocloloslcs. IZIUl be~ to the customa'a anc.uiOD iDa plain ancS ~ awmor. Our 
catomcn uo4crsrmd cbalowwodc 1, &au;bl wid!~. &ild they~ our rnw=od 
atlempta ro cq.laiD wbaZ ow difr- ae. Uld wily they occur. AMJysu ac -..rqeli '10 resolve 
ualydc ~'by~ altcnladvo aaJym within tbclr proclucts. 

4. The Deed '10 ,_tc ao\IAI! ll!lcmativv &Dalytia doos IIOC absoa- die &DIIIysl from lho roqllircm=t 10 
co\labon:e. ltall3cr. It lrecs Ill& UWylt !om the need to resort to~ jusc to tad! a condudoa. 

IIISION20111 
CAR.VN A.. W A.GNEl\ 
Dep\lt)l Diftcfor tor 

ADI.Iyail~ 
l'rocSuaioll 
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D!C·Z2·300& 11;3& DOD 10 llltEL '103 60, 004'5 p. 003 
,\llctll<lllvcr Jllllgmcnllll'llht)' l'ugalol/. 

Directorate for Anal;ysi.s and P10duction 

Policy Statement 

Dl Policy No: OOS ·l»>t: 05 June,lOOl 

SUBJECT: ~w'!JII~U Policy 

1. CuriositY aDd bltepity ase ths ballmulcs of aood all3lysis. The bat IDilysta c:omtDtly mve 10 
explain the appvcnlly inexplicable, while nibmittina lhclr work to the rigo10us sav\iny of their pecq. 
l1le principal goal or intelligc=:e analy&ia is to pniYide oat ~ with lbo most expert, filled. 8nCl 
muld-disciplilwy judga=us pcmible. InteUec:tual bcnes1y and mal)'lic rip require proc:ascs 1IL&I 
c:aablc the malyst to praau idas md QOIII:I:pts wbich Nil c;ountsr to tbc prcwiliag wisdom or cbiJlm&c 
the CQiliCmUS. Tbis poliC)' memo establishes 11 p~ for ptomulplillg lltcmativo jud~ 
COIISOIWit with the rishls llld respousibiliti111 of all :w.ly$111 in their obligation to -provide w best 
l!OGible analysis. 

2. The firct mil pmemd ID8Ibod for incospontm& lllamlytie altorutive ic throu&\ the slllldarcl 
process or cocrclillltioll. Allalysts arc ~ted 10 DW'Sba1 their racu. build colwerlt IIJIIIIICU, lllld 
dii!CIIdthoso ~ wbilo cootdiaatia& with otba' O'JqJtiiU at:n)ss die JDteUiswe Community. In the 
'\'1111 majoreyofca~U:S,~jllclpDCDDelther llllnCI or fallon the merit& of1heV cvldcnrii!Y bale, 
iuttWic lop aDd quality. Ill tho&e rare illstances whete ~~~build 1. stnmg cue, btlt cannot acbisYe 
c:oiiSai.S\IS SIIJIPO%l for their :aJ1Alysis. an allemativo Jllll&ment is justified. 

l.l!.vm wilb !be exl$tiag-..- Cot collaboration, thm r-cmUn oppott111'1iti111 Cor tile cxc:lllaioo of 
aWytic alu:zMtiVIII. Due to~~~ taalitios, the demands oftimc-smsitive tulcinat. or the 
IIQWIDUigacss to accept ccmtRry opiDlona, so~a~d al!C'mative jw!sments may be loa to the c:ustamer. To 
c:asuJO thm it an illstitlltiODIII court-of·bsl·resort l'ortuehan&lysis, this poUcy memo establlthes the 
mllollliug plDCCdarc ra: l8iJing ahcalative IDalytic juclglnmlc and giviDg them dllC CODSideration: 

• ADa1yltl who haYB pmcalecl aoalytie jllllgme~~~~ tmoup nomiAI coordination. bill wbole 
juclsmcuts baw bccll rcbutTed, can llfOducc :m Ahcmallve 1uclgmcnt (AJ) to info"" the senior 
lea&nllip. Tbo pwpou o!the AJ is to provide 'Jilibilit)' to the scmor ladenhip or liS eltemuivc 
judpiCDt. Am.lysll who piOcluce aD AJ do 10 ICC\ITC in the mowttclp lbal they bave improved 
tho pnv&illog aWysis accl rciDfcmccllht collaborative proc=. 

• l1le autyst bas several rcspousibilitios in the decisiGD 10 produelle AJ. f'ust the aDIIlyst m111t 
pc:rmlt the c:oonlinal:iml prooca 10 play out; 11:1 AJ may DDt be \&Sled to clmamvcut 110ruPI 
coonliD&tioD. SecCII4.1ht AJ m\&St ~ (1114 ~y) cq>laill both the~ 
juclpleDt llld .n. ~ve, with0111 prejuclic:c 10 the !01111cr. FiDally, tho aalysc IDIIIt di!pla.y 
lnl$t in !be IGiia: leadcnhip. both to ;ive S'llbmllled AJs clue CIOGiiclcralioo for~ 
diacmiftation, llliCI to pfOtOel tho •yst's bOlt illteruts DMe !My havo PfDdiiC8d aD AJ. 

• l1lo ltJ IIII1IC adllerc to the U&tcd fomlaS (EDckmuc 1). 'Ibis !Cinllll. !DfCCS the ll1llyst to f~ OD 
llle IN'bmllu o!tha prcvailiDg and altenWive jd(;llll:lltt, while avolclillg lbc cmotionll or 

http://WWW .~ie.gov/adminldilpolicir:slpoUcy/005.blml 
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butcaacmlic COlldilicms whicll a~s=dmd die IICCid lbt 1n AJ ill the 1int place. lt11h~ cad. \be AJ 
is all about the analysis. lJpoll c.omple1iJis lhc AJ.w uW)'St tDIWilds illhl1np !he imau:diatc 
~ Sellior ldteU!pnee Officer (SlO) to iho Group SICl~Resoa:n:h DiJec1ar (Rl)). 
The Supenlso!a/Office sros rmcw the AJ ror ronnat and comptet.neu. The Glo111> stOJRD 
JCVicws lhc AI to CDAII'C it :ceuntdy 4acribes tho competing malyses. 

• The Group SIOIRD thai ddcnDlDa wbdhct to: (I) plaCIIt the AJ to the DiJccforatc's SUiior 
Am1ylic R.cYiew Bom'd (SAJ.D). or (l) ~ lhD AJ IS DOt wamnt!llg fiathet dissemination d\18 
10 insuftidaat, Mll·JCSpODSivc, or~ a=Jyai.. In the cvau lbc Group SIOIRD ~lll:b 
1hc AJ. bclsbc will retum it to 1bo uai)'SI pnwidms written explanation l'or !he rcjeclioR; be/abc 
wiD also provide a copy of the AJ and the basis for the n:,jccrion to the Din:ctotate 'Rcsearcll 
Dlrc=r (DI·RD). 

• The DI·JtD will CODYIDC a pa=l oflhc Gro1lp SIOsiRDs to consider • AJ selectecl for 
preslliiWioll by the appzvpdlie Group SJOiltD. l1tc SAD Wl11 dctmninc Wlldher to (I) n:turn 
lhe AJ (duo to lzwfficicftcy, IS above} to tho origiutilla analyst, or (1) ratify the AJ fOr mcii&Jion 
in all apprapriatt p!Odw:ts. The SARB will wotk iA m expedited IIIIMCI' in order for lila AJ to bo 
blcluded in ~tl allca4y ill draft. Tile SARB will~ a means or dil.scnlinalion 10 1111: 
DI. who wiU be the &alaulbority on how an AJ 11 promulgat.&d. 

4. 'Ib4 d!dJe4 OUICOIM of !his abcmative Judtpeat procea is to ptoeNcc tho big!aect ql&&lity 
iDidllaacc, while eDSIIriaslhll mtital al~c judameclts are considered. The corraa1 collaborative 
process should resolvo mO$t maalytio cfifi'emaccs well bc1'orc tho eteatfon of 1D AJ, 1'be cpcciJtc Nt1n of 
lhe AJ format is detlgped to provide c!Ucipllne lo the prcceu, while providillg tbc IICIIiot leadenblp 
mftic:icullllfcnmaliDD 10 maJcc an Wonned decision 01) the liHirits o! lhe all.-natiw.. the Ill& of the 
SIOsiRDs IS priaeipol rcvi~ IDd lbo ovcnlght o!lhe DI·RD, inviso12tc thoiCillor anaJytlc 
~ illlhe proocw, ""'*lo iA 110 w.y RJ111cias w ~tins tho c:acabliahaS role o!lhc c:IWA· 
of-ooiDIIIJlld. nc analyst rdaitiS the tisbl to submit allcmalive jud~ reiD!orc:ecS by the lalowtcdac 
o! m csa.blished proces5 to~ fimcSamCDul faimoss. All of lhc:sc illll:lldcd OUICOI'Dts com biDe 
tOWIIId the ultimate: soil of cocoUD£iaa Ulllyti.: rigor. 

IIIS1UN£DI/I 
CARYN A. WAGNEk 
DcpDI)o Diro:ctor (or 

Analysis and 
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APPENDIX B: COMMENTS ON OlG'S ANSWERS TO SENATOR LEVIN 

(U) Q. 1. As explained in our comments, it is incorrect to attribute the briefing in 
question to "the OUSD(P)." It is also incorrect to characterize it as an "intelligence 
analysis." 

(U) Q. 2. The Draft Report ignores the October 2002 letter from DCJ Tenet to Chairman 
Graham of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence and other DCI statements to 
Congress, as discussed in our comments. The Draft Report hence cannot, and should not 
purport to, judge the extent to which the IC views as expressed in that letter (which says, 
i11ter alia, that "we have solid reporting of senior level contacts between Iraq and al· 
Qa'ida going back a decade" and "credible information indicates that Iraq and al-Qa'ida 
have discussed safe haven and reciprocal non-aggression") were or were not compatible 
with the view that there was a "mature, symbiotic" relationship between Iraq and ai-
Qa 'ida." (Note that the briefing speaks of a "mature, symbiotic relationship" and not of 
the '"mature, symbiotic' cooperation" attributed to it in this answer (emphasis supplied).) 

• (U) It is misleading to say, in the second paragraph of this answer, that the CIA 
"later dismissed the alleged" Atta meeting, as if the CIA's later view rather 
than its contemporaneous view is relevant to this question. During the relevant 
period in 2002, the CIA never went so far as to "dismiss" the alleged meeting. 

• (U) The final sentence of the second paragraph of this answer ("Within the 
OUSD(P), however, the different conclusions [i.e., the alleged "higher degree 
of cooperation"] were 'entirely favored' over the InteJiigence Community's 
views") has no basis within the Draft Report or otherwise. 

• (U) It is misleading, in the third paragraph of this answer, to quote the August 
2002 CIA report stating that the CIA "could not document any joint 
operational activity between Iraq and ai-Qaida." None of the work under 
review asserted that there had been any such activity. 

(U) Q. 3. The Draft Report contains no analysis of the "underlying intelligence." Thus, 
the assertion that the "alternative intelligence analysis that OUSD(P) produced" was only 
partially supported by it is itself not supported. 

• (U) There is no basis for asserting that the view that there was a "mature, 
symbiotic relationship" between Iraq and al-Qa'ida "was based primarily on 
the alleged 8-9 April2001 meeting in Prague between Mohammed Atta and ai­
Ani." In fact. that view was based on a series ofintelligence reports. 
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have no bearing on whether statements made in 2002 were or were not 
supported by the (then available) underlying intelligence. 

(U) Q. 6. It is misleading to describe the briefing to the Deputy Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs (which the Vice President's Chief of Staff 
attended, at least in part) as a "briefing to the Office of the Vice President." It is 
tendentious to describe the Atta slide as "previously unseen," as the slide did not 
previously exist. It is incorrect to assert, as this answer does, that this new slide 
presented the alleged Atta meeting "as fact" (page 27). Nowhere does the slide describe 
the meeting as "fact." To the contrary, the slide repeatedly uses phrases such as "Czech 
service reports that Atta visited ... ," "despite press reports of conflicting infonnation, 
Czech Interior Minister ... stands by previous Czech ... reporting," "Atta reportedly held 
meetings ... ," and "Alta reportedly arrives in Prague .... " 

(U) Q. 7. There is no evidence that the authors of the Draft Report reviewed the available 
intelligence on the relevant issues. Thus, it would appear that they are not in a position to 
assert that the briefing in question was or wa$ not supported by it. 

• (U) It is incorrect to say that the differences between the three versions "altered 
the overall message presented to each audience." The Draft Report does not 
discuss the "overall message" of each version of the briefing and does not 
analyze how the "overall message" of one version relates to the "overall 
message" of another version. 

(U) Q. 8. The Draft Report endorses the questioner's view that the "fundamental 
problems" slide "undercut" the IC. The Draft Report provides no evidence that the IC 
was in fact "undercut" or banned in any way54

, no explanation how this would have 
happened, or what effects it might have had, if any. The implication is that the IC may 
not be criticized at all. 

(U) Q. 9. The Draft Report's affirmative answer to this question is not supported by the 
evidence provided, which nowhere reviews the "available intelligence." 

• The Draft Report does not compare the briefing's statements with the 
statements by DCI Tenet in his October 7, 2002,Jetter to Senator Graham and 
other statements to Congress. For example, DCl Tenet said that "We have 
solid reporting of senior level contacts between Iraq and ai-Qaida going back a 
decade.'' 

s.a (U) The relevant dictionary definition of ''undercut" is "to undennine or destroy the fon:e, value or 
effectiveness or• (Webster's Nintlr New Collegiate Diclionnl)•). 
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(U) Q. 10. The last sentence of the first paragraph of this answer ("The CIA was not 
given advance notice or an opportunity to respond to the critique because the OSD 
considered it an internal OSD product") implies that somehow the OSD view was 
questionable or incorrect. However, the product indisputably was an internal OSD 
product, and there is no reason why CIA should have been informed of it, any more than 
OUSD(P) was informed of the DTA memos of August 9 and 14,2002, discussed on page 
9 of this Draft Report. 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

SECURITY AND DECLASSIFICATION REVIEW BY OUSD(P) OF 

20 DECEMBER 2006 DRAFT OF A PROPOSED REPORT 
BY THE DOD OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

REVIEW OF PRE· IRAQI WAR ACTIVITIES OF THE OFFICE OF THE 
UNDERSECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY (U) 

PROJECT NO. D2006DINT01·0077.0001 

January 16, 2007 

In response to the OIG's request that OUSD(P) conduct a security review 
of the above Draft Report as well as a declassification review of the information 
presented, below are OUSD(P)'s recommendations with respect to information 
that originated outside of OUSD(P). Information for which OUSD(P) is the 
Original Cla~sification Authority has been declassified by the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Policy (USDP), as indicated below: 

p. 2, paras. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5: declassified by USDP 

p. 3, para. 1: declassified by USDP 

p. 5, para. 3: declassified by USDP 

p. 6, paras. 1, 2 and 3: declassified by USDP 

p. 6, para. 4: declassify only with IC concurrence 

p.7, paras. 1, 2, 3 and 4: declassify only with IC concurrence 

p. 8, para. 3: declassified by USDP 

p. 9, para. 1: declassify only with IC concurrence 

p. 9, para. 3: declassifyied by USDP 

p. 10, paras. 1, 2 and 3: declassify only with JC concurrence 

1 Paragraph numbers refer to full paragraphs in the Draft Report. Thus, p. 10, para. I refers to 
the first full paragraph on page I 0, not to the concluding part of the paragraph that began on the 
bottom of page 9. 
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p. 12, para. 2: declassify only with DSD concurrence 

p. 12, paras. 3, 4 and 5: declassified by USDP 

p. 25, para. 6: declassify only with IC concurrence 

p. 26, paras. 2 and 4: declassify only with IC concurrence 

p. 29, para. 3: declassify only with IC concurrence 

p. 30, para. 3: declassified by USDP 

p. 30, paras. 4 and 5: declassify only with IC concurrence 

p. 31, para. 1: declassify only with IC concurrence 
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Defense Intelligence Agency (U) 

S·0017/DR 

fiiEER£1¥fN8FORN!/283i818H 
l>EFt:NSE INTEl.LHa:~CE A(;ENCY 

\\:\SIIIM;T0:\',11.1 ·. 211.'-'0·SIIItl 

To: Office of the Deputy Inspector General for Intelligence 
ln~pcclllr Cien.:ral uf the Department uf Defen.;e 
~00 Army Navy Drive. Room 703 
.o\rlington. VA :?:?20.:!-470~ 

:'iuh_j.:ct: t (:) Prc-lr.t4 War Activitic~ of the Oftic.: l>f the llmh:r Secretary of Dcfcn'c for 
Policy 

Reference: ( t:l DoD IG Draft Propo~ed Repon. Review of T're-lrU4 War Activities uf the 
Office of the Linder Secretary nf Defense for Policy. l'ruject No. D200tiDI~TOI-
0077.000. dated :?0 Dc:c :!006 

I. 1 L'l The Dcl~n.;e Intelligence Agency tDIA l rc\'it:\\ed the Department of Ddcnsc I DoD I 
ln,;p;:ctnr General'~ 1 ICil pmpnscd n.:port on the suhjt:~·ttopic. The following crwrs. ombsiun~. 
and nh,crvatinm. :1re provided for your con~idemtion . 

.:!. <L:l DIA rcnmuncnlls the following l'hanges to the referenced tcpon: 

a. 1 L'l General Comment. A typo appear~ in the title of JITF-CT <Joint lntelligem:e Ta-.k 
FurCl'- Cumb:ning. Terrorism I in Sl·,·eml pas~ag~r.. Globally ,ubstitut~ th~ term "Joint 
lntellig.cnce T<L'k force- Combating Tcrrorir.m" fl'r "Joint lmelligcnce T:"k f-orc\' ~ 
Comh;uing Terrorism" throughout the document. 

h. Ill! General Cnmment. The draft IG repnn contains fairly extensive Ccntrallmelligcncc 
:\)!ctwy (CIA\ equities. If they ha\'C not dune ~o. lJu() Ill mu-.t refer the dmft report h1 CIA 
iur H:'\ IC\\ prior Ill J fin:tl dctcrminatiun ur it' rekasc. 

c. < l fl (iencral Comment. DIA · ~ Foreign Dissemination Office found nn ch•~sirir:tl 
infonnatinn falling within DIA equities. with one pos!>iblc exception on pages ~3-.:!4 listed 
bduw. Most or the DIA-assuci:ttcd ponions in the report m;u ked as classified arc m·ert:tken 
hy events ;Uld arc addressed extensively in other official documents. such :1.~ the unclassillcrl 
Sen;ue Select Committee on Intelligence ~SSCI) reports and the Iraq Survey Group ~in<ll 
Repnn to the Director of Cemrallmclligcncc. The rclei!Sl' of these portion' in a puhlished Ki 
rcpnr1 would not con~titutc ··disclosure" rc:tsonably expected to cause identifiahle damage tn 
n;uinnal 'ccurity. Under the term' of Excclllivc Order 12958 1 "'amended 23 \brch 2fltl_, \. 
these puninns c:mnnt he classiticd anrl arc. therefore. unclassiticd. 

lkrnrd,r~ •• .,, \lu.':tjllt' 1\,.,,,f, 
/Jr:-,/,•n•,1; '"' ]IHJIIJtJ!\ 

l'I'U:o.l JU .. :~tn\'AI. c,.-'I'IIF. F.SC:I.IISl KE. 
I'HIS llOC:nU·:.,,· JIF.CIIMF.'i l:S('f.c\SSIFIF.lt. 
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d. (U) P<tge 4. Guid:mce section. Consider as an additional policy referem:e DoD Dircctiw 
2000.12 that designates n:sponsibilities for counterterrorism analysis within Dt1D. The 
p:L•"agc hclow i~ of pankular inll:rest. though il is frum a Dirc.:tivc rcvi~ion dated 18 :\u;;ust 
::!00~. ,\ comp;mtble pa.,su~c likely exists for the version of the Directive in force fnnn 200 I· 
200~. 

{ l") ·Enclusure 4: E4. 1.1 E.'it:thlish and operate a Joint Intelligence TtL\k Force 
for Combating Terrorism (DIA/JITF-CT) tu dirrct collection. e,.;pluitation. 
analysb. fusitm. und dissemination of all-source intelligence in supportnf DoD 
combating terrorism operations. planning. :md policy. including DuD AT 
rl!quircments. The JITF·CT serves as the sin~lc national-level. all-source furcign 
tern1rism intelligence effort within the Department of Defense. The JJTF-CT is 
tlcsignatcd to serve as I he centr:tl repository of all foreign terrorism-rchth!d 
inh:lligencc for the Department of Defense. Military Dcp:trlment Secreturies aml 
Scrvkc Chiefs shall conducttermrism intelligence activities as 11 cumputwnt of or 
in con~onance with the JITF·CT." 

c. (lJl Page 9. pam I: Delete the wurd "Senior'" of "SI.'nior Intelligence" in lines I. J. HI. 16. 
Rational!:: The individual is incorreclly identifit:d. He was a UG-13 Intelligence Analy~t. 

f. llll Page 9. para I: Replace lhe term "Special As~cssmcnt" Wtth the word '"memo·· so lhat 
the: passage reads. '"On August IJ. :!002. in a memo. 'JITF-CT Commentary: lruq and :&1-
Q:•itla. ~Iukin!! the Ca~T" R<~tionalc: A passage incorrectly describes a JITF·CT document 
as a "Special Assessment," a unique and wide I>• di~scminatcd product in J ITF-CT's product 
lin..-. Th~.: dncumcnt in queM ion W<~s an infnnnul memo for intcnlill consumplillll. which i~ 
unly rnmlc clear later in the paragro~ph. 

g. (111 Page 17 cites ;as references the Phase I and Ph;1se II SSCI repnrts (d:tssified versions). 
However. the unci:L~~ificd versions that were publicly released cnntempomneously contnin 
much or the same information. 

h. (Lll Pages 23·2-l. The report includes :1 copy of Assistant Secretary nf Defense for 
International Security Affairs (ASD/ISA) memor.mdum 1-02100 1165-NESA, dated 2-l Junuary 
2004. lt consists of ll series of bullets purportedly listing intcllig~.ncc related to al-Qaida/lraq 
linko;. "lnere is no snurcing fur thc.'c bullet'\. Information in !>Ome of the bullets is found in 
the unclassified version!. of the cited SSCI reports. llowcver. the origin of the informminn in 
scvl'r:tl of them is unknown. Therefore. DIA may not have the authurity 111 make a 
determination on the classification status of these items. If the DoD IG. the Under Sc~:rrtary 
of Defense fnr Policy. ur annthcr element can supply the sout·cc of the bullels in question. 
l>l.o\ will he in a ptlsitinn tu determine whether hullctcd portion i!oo within DIA"s power to 
1.k-clao;sify. if appropriate. Allcmutely. with the source uf the infonnation knnwn. Dlt\ ~:an 
refer the DoD IG to the ~orrcct authority. At this point. DIA htcks the necc~~ury infunnation 
to m;tkc :1 dcclm•sifieation determinmion on the memorandum. 
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i. l l!) Pu~.: 29. pam 3: T>elctc the word "senior" in lim: 2. Rationale: The individual j,. 

mcnrrcctly identified. lie wa\ a GG·I3 Intelligence Analyst. 

:l. (lll Alluchcd is il copy ofpu~cs 23-24, ASD/ISA memorandum 1-02/001165-NF.SA. dated 24 
January 20CI4. tllill include~ nmrginul notes indic:1ting the dcdil.~sification lindings reg:mling each 
bullel. t\ "Ll" in the mar~in indicates the mformatinn is known to lle in the uncla.~sificd SSCI 
report" or in another pre\·iuus official release. or is. hy itself. no thn:at nf d:nnagc to nation:ll 
~ccurity. ·n1c:rc: 'hnuld he no DIA objection tu rclca\C of those portions marked with a marginill 
"U." A note: nf "source?" in the: margin indic;llc~ th;U the origin of the infnrtnation is unknown. 
It is therefore uncertain whether DIA h:t~ the amhority to muke a d~:tcm1ination on the 
cl:t•sification st;nus of these ilem.\. 
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